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[bookmark: _Toc241109439]ABSTRACT
This dissertation explores the connections between Influencer Marketing, Consumer Trust and Brand Perception in the case of Nike and the social media users aged 18 to 35. The study draws on Source Credibility Theory and is underpinned by Stimulus–Organism–Response and Meaning Transfer Theory, and examines how perceived influencer credibility generally (across four dimensions: expertise, trustworthiness, attractiveness and authenticity) influences consumer trust, while also testing the mediating role of consumer trust between credibility and Nike brand perception.
The research design was positivist, deductive and cross-sectional quantitative. Data were gathered by using the online questionnaire and then analyzed using reliability analysis, correlation and hierarchical regression analysis in SPSS with the additional test of Sobel and Monte Carlo test for indirect effect analysis, involving 152 respondents collected by purposive and snowball sampling. The reliability for the eight of nine measurement scales ranged from acceptable to good (Cronbach's alpha .803 to .891), and all core constructs were rated favourably (means 4.13 to 4.28). A combination of influencer credibility and exposure accounted for 89.4% of the variance in consumer trust, and 88.6% of the variance in Nike brand perception.
Only two hypotheses were supported (H1, H2) with consumer trust. After accounting for exposure and credibility, no significant indirect effect of consumer trust was found on any of the dimensions of credibility (H6 not supported), with the exception of expertise, attractiveness and authenticity, which still had direct associations with the brand perception. Ethical transparency was a contextual issue and was strongly correlated with trust and with brand perception.
The results suggest that the global brand Nike, as an established brand, has the most consistent relationship between perceived expertise of the influencer with positive consumer responses, which confirms part of the theoretical model proposed and provides practical implications on the selection of influencers based on trust and transparency in sportswear marketing.
Keywords: influencer marketing; consumer trust; brand perception; source credibility theory; mediation analysis; Nike.
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[bookmark: _Toc241109441]CHAPTER ONE: INTRODUCTION
[bookmark: _Toc241109442]1.1 Background of the Study
Influencer marketing has become a central part of digital brand communication because consumers now meet brands through creators, short videos, platform algorithms and peer-style recommendations (Casaló, Flavián and Ibáñez-Sánchez, 2020). Digital campaigns no longer rely only on brand-controlled advertising. They also rely on people who appear knowledgeable, relatable or aspirational to their online followers. The development is significant for the sportswear industry, as product meaning becomes linked to lifestyle, identity, culture and performance (Freberg et al., 2011). Nike is a relevant example as they are relying on sport, youth culture, social media visibility and direct digital relationships with consumers in their brand communication (Li and Chen, 2023).
This area of the digital environment is nearly important. At the beginning of April 2026, DataReportal reported that there were 5.79 billion social media user identities in the world, which accounted for more than two-thirds of the worldwide population, and the typical user spent 18 hours and 36 minutes weekly on social media activities and visited an average of 6.5 platforms monthly (DataReportal, 2026). Ofcom also uncovered that 89 per cent of adult internet users use at least one social media platform in the UK, with 97 per cent of those aged 16-34 using a platform (Ofcom, 2026). Such figures are relevant as the proposed sample is aged 18-35 and the study targets Instagram, TikTok and YouTube, all of which support fashion, sport and lifestyle suggestions that are integrated into the daily entertainment (Tafesse and Wood, 2021).
There's also been a growth in the scale of influencer marketing in general. As per Statista, the global influencer marketing industry was approximately US$33 billion in 2025, which is a massive increase from the year 2020. Nike is part of an environment where it is a big sportswear company that has a greater direct-to-consumer and digital footprint. In fiscal 2025, Nike reported revenue of US$46.3 billion, Nike Brand revenue of US$44.7 billion and Nike Direct revenue of US$18.8 billion (NIKE, Inc., 2025a). Additionally, according to Nike's statement, it also operates direct-to-consumer in over 40 countries through digital channels (NIKE, Inc., 2025b). Nike Brand Digital, however, saw sales drop in fiscal 2025, demonstrating that consumers' response is not necessarily improved by digital visibility (NIKE, Inc., 2025a). The key question for Nike, then, isn't just whether or not influencers get a marketing message to their target audience, but whether they help foster trust and a positive brand perception.
The theory that influencers can influence attitude is supported by academic research, as followers evaluate the source by credibility cues of expertise, trustworthiness, and attractiveness (Djafarova and Rushworth, 2017). Lou and Yuan (2019) identified that there is a relationship between influencer credibility and the value of the message, and how these factors combine to affect consumer trust in branded social media content. When consumers can identify with influencers and trust them as a credible source, then influencers have the ability to generate better advertising results than traditional celebrities (Schouten, Janssen and Verspaget, 2020). However, at the same time, De Veirman, Cauberghe and Hudders (2017) cautioned that popularity measures, like the number of followers, will not necessarily lead to positive brand attitudes, particularly when the fit of the product is poor. Thus, it is undeniable that there is mixed evidence that warrants the specific study of Nike's digital campaigns because Nike frequently employs athletes, creators and culture, and culture-based endorsers that may convey credibility in different ways to different consumers.
The importance of trust is mainly due to paid content becoming less obvious than regular content, particularly in the context of an influencer presence (Balaban, Mucundorfeanu and Naderer, 2021). Influencer content is typically identified by its “sponsored” or “advertising” tag; however, when it matches the editorial format of a typical social media post, the UK Advertising Standards Authority says it can be difficult for users to know whether it is ad or non-ad content (ASA, 2025). Consumer awareness of ads from influencers does not always equate to correct recognition, particularly when quickly scrolling through Instagram and TikTok (ASA, 2026). This poses a real and ethical challenge for Nike style campaigns: The authenticity that makes these endorsements persuasive can also generate scepticism when consumers feel that the endorsement is over-commercialised or not properly disclosed. The present study therefore investigates the impact of influencer marketing on consumer trust and brand perception in Nike's digital campaigns. Previous studies have shown that people's responses to a message are influenced by its credibility, but there is a lack of clarity about how credibility is translated into people's perception of an existing sportswear brand (Nugroho, Rahayu and Hapsari, 2022).

[bookmark: _Toc241109443]1.2 Problem Statement
The use of influencers in sportswear brands is commonplace, but the exact relationship between attributes and consumer trust and brand perception in Nike's digital campaigns is under-researched (Li, Jiang and Dong, 2026). Prior research has tended to focus on the influence on purchase intention, or on engagement/overall brand attitude (AlFarraj et al., 2021), but there is less research to test the role of consumer trust in the relationship between exposure to influencers and brand perception in a specific sportswear context in the global market. However, this is problematic as brands can invest a lot in influencers without knowing if consumers will believe the message or just see the content. The methodological problem is also a problem. The majority of influencer studies are based on a wide sample of social media (Nielsen, 2019), an isolated platform setting (Ki, Cuevas, Chong and Lim, 2020), or a qualitative description (Nielsen, 2019). To address this, the current study investigates the relationships between adult (18-35) consumer trust and brand perception towards Nike influencer content, using a quantitative cross-sectional survey and PLS-SEM approach.
[bookmark: _Toc241109444]1.3 Research Aim
The aim of this research is to examine the relationships between influencer marketing, consumer trust and brand perception in Nike’s digital campaigns.
[bookmark: _Toc241109445]1.4 Research Objectives
· To examine how perceived influencer credibility, including expertise, trustworthiness, attractiveness and authenticity, influences consumer trust in Nike’s digital campaigns.
· To assess the relationship between consumer trust and brand perception of Nike.
· To test the direct and indirect relationships between perceived influencer credibility dimensions, consumer trust and Nike brand perception using PLS-SEM.
· To develop practical recommendations for credible, ethical and trust-based influencer marketing in sportswear branding.
[bookmark: _Toc241109446]1.5 Primary Research Question
How does influencer marketing influence consumer trust and brand perception in Nike's digital campaigns?

[bookmark: _Toc241109447]1.6 Research Sub-Questions
The study uses four sub-questions. 
· How do perceived influencer expertise, trustworthiness, attractiveness and authenticity influence consumer trust in Nike’s digital campaigns?
· How does consumer trust influence brand perception of Nike?
· Does consumer trust mediate the relationship between influencer marketing and Nike brand perception?
· What practical recommendations can Nike and similar sportswear brands use to design credible and trust-based influencer campaigns?
[bookmark: _Toc241109448]1.7 Significance of the Study
Nike is an interesting company to study for its credibility as it utilises a different mix of endorsers to many of its sportswear counterparts, such as those who rely on a more limited mix of superstar athletes, rather than micro-creators and lifestyle influencers from within a digital context. There are a lot of types of endorser, and this is unusual, is that all of the four dimensions of credibility — expertise, trustworthiness, attractiveness and authenticity — are evident in each of these brands, so there is a clear condition for comparing them. There are generic competitors which have a principal type of endorser, and they are not as available.
In the academic arena, it adds to the literature of influencer marketing by integrating the sources' credibility, consumer trust, and brand perception into one empirical model (Iti Dandona et al., 2025). It also builds on previous endorsement studies, which have concentrated on situations where sport performance and credibility are integral to the endorsement. PLS-SEM can be used in the study, besides reporting descriptive differences, to test the direct and indirect effects among latent constructs (Demir and Uşak, 2025).
From a managerial perspective, the study can provide Nike and other sporting goods companies with insights on the attributes of influencers that are most strongly associated with trust (De Araujo et al., 2026). For instance, if being knowledgeable and sincere is more important than being pretty and good-looking, managers might choose instead to hire an athlete, trainer, and/or authentic fitness expert over a celebrity who has a large following. The results also might support campaign managers to reflect on the selection of influencers, disclosure, and platform-specific content design (María, Rodrigues and Clara Pinheiro Martins, 2023).
Ethically, the study is relevant as influencer marketing relies on the delicate balance between persuasion and transparency (Vuković and Pavković, 2025). While providing clarity in the near term may minimise ambiguity, it can foster greater long-term trust if consumers believe that the business is transparent about its commercial relationships (Donia and Keller, 2025). This is especially crucial for young adults who spend a lot of time on social media platforms and frequently come across sponsored information in their entertainment, sport and lifestyle channels.
[bookmark: _Toc241109449]1.8 Structure of the Study
The dissertation consists of six chapters. Background, Problem Statement, Aim, Objectives, Research Questions, Significance and Structure are introduced in Chapter One. In the second chapter, a literature review of influencer marketing, source credibility, consumer trust, brand perception, the context of Nike digital branding, ethical disclosure, and theoretical frameworks is conducted, and the hypotheses and conceptual model of the study are developed. Chapter Three consists of the research methodology, which involves research philosophy, approach, design, sampling, developing questionnaires, research ethical procedures, and PLS-SEM analysis procedures. Data analysis and findings are presented in Chapter Four, and the demographic profile, reliability, descriptive and correlation results are shown, as well as the hierarchical regression models and a dedicated hypothesis testing summary for H1 to H6. These findings are discussed critically in Chapter Five, which covers the research aim, objectives, research question, literature, theoretical framework, and hypotheses. Chapter Six presents the summary of the study, its limitations, as well as practical recommendations for Nike and other sportswear brands.
[bookmark: _Toc241109450]1.9 Chapter Summary
The rationale for studying the concept of influencer marketing in Nike digital marketing campaigns has been set up in this chapter. It revealed that social media usage among young adults has increased significantly and that influencer marketing is already a big business, but it also uncovered trust, authenticity, and advertising awareness issues. The chapter then introduced the research aim, objectives and main question and sub-questions. The next chapter critically reviews the literature and develops the theoretical foundation for the study.
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This chapter critically examines the literature on influencer marketing, consumer trust and brand perception, focusing on the context of Nike's digital campaign. The review contrasts what is considered to be a classic endorsement theory approach with recent influencer research, and reveals that the power of an influencer isn't guaranteed. The chapter begins with the discussion of the transition from brand-controlled communication to creator-mediated communication. It then analyses the concepts of influencer credibility, consumer trust, brand perception, sportswear branding, the concept of ethical disclosure and gaps in methodology. The last section outlines three theoretical frameworks which inform the proposed model. While the literature identifies credibility as an important construct, there is some uncertainty as to whether or not such credibility directly affects brand perception or if it does so mostly through consumer trust, which is measured directly in the hypotheses developed in Section 2.10.
[bookmark: _Toc241109453]2.2 Influencer Marketing and Digital Brand Communication
Influencer marketing could be considered a digital communication strategy that involves brands working with people who are able to reach audiences, create content and have a perceived influence or persuasion (Xu, 2023). As important insights from the empirical level, Lou and Yuan (2019) demonstrated that trust in branded content is a function of the value and credibility of the influencer message. Their model is valuable in that they link between information value, entertainment value and source credibility as opposed to a single influencer effect. Their research was on branded social content in general, however, not on a specific sportswear brand. This is important because a person can be believable and trusted with one type of product and not with another. In the case of sportswear, consumers might prioritise physical performance and training knowledge and lifestyle fit over other categories with lower involvement, such as low involvement (Islam et al., 2025).
Schouten et al. (2020) conducted a study on the difference between influencer and celebrity endorsements and concluded that as long as the consumers identify with the influencers and see them as credible, the influencers could surpass the celebrity endorsers. This reinforces the notion that one of the key benefits of influencer marketing is relatability. But this discovery doesn't necessarily imply a superiority of influencers over celebrities. Nike often has the luxury of using elite sports stars who are not only celebrities but also performance professionals (Luo, 2025). In this context, the difference between celebrity endorsement and influencer marketing is not quite that sharp. A footballer, a runner or a fitness creator can be a public figure, a human brand and a digital content creator at the same time. As such, the present study does not assume that all influencers have the same impact and considers influencer marketing as a set of perceived attributes. To define the term ‘influencer campaign' for the purposes of the present study, it is considered that the campaign is Nike-related, meaning that the content is produced or shared by a social media creator having a substantial audience on Instagram, TikTok or YouTube, and which is created or shared as part of an existing or paid association with Nike (Jeličić, 2024). The different findings across the two studies may be related to the different comparison groups and product categories used for the comparison, as Lou and Yuan (2019) analyse branded content in general (where credibility signals need to do most of the work), whereas Schouten, Janssen and Verspaget (2020) compare two types of influencers – branded content creators versus celebrities – and identify different credibility signals in different product categories, which would not contradict the credibility logic used by Lou and Yuan (2019).
[bookmark: _Toc241109454]2.3 Influencer Credibility: Expertise, Trustworthiness, Attractiveness and Authenticity
One of the most common reasons for the effectiveness of influencers is the notion of source credibility. Ohanian (1990) created a scale that incorporates the three dimensions of expertise, trustworthiness and attractiveness, and these are important factors in the current study of influencers. Expertise is defined as the level of knowledge or skill of the endorser (Harish and Ahmad Ikhwan, 2024). Trustworthiness is related to honesty, reliability, and sincerity. Attractiveness is more than simply physical and includes likability and sometimes social attractiveness. Expertise in Nike's context can be in the form of athletic performance, coaching knowledge, sport-specific skill or credible lived experience with fitness culture (von Felbert and Breuer, 2020).
Research and research findings confirm that credibility is important; however, there are conflicting views about which aspect is most influential. Sokolova & Kefi (2020) concluded that credibility and parasocial interaction had a significant positive effect on purchase intention, with physical attractiveness not necessarily having a significant positive impact. This runs counter to the notion that pretty faces are always better for better campaign performance. In the field of aesthetic dermatology, AlFarraj et al. (2021) found that the credibility dimensions affect purchase intention via cognitive and affective engagement. This comparison indicates that there could be category-specific credibility effects. In the beauty and aesthetic industry, appearance can be an important aspect of product assessment (Hu et al., 2022). For sportswear, attractiveness could be more significant in attracting attention, while expertise and authenticity could be more crucial in building trust, as consumers are drawn to what is related to performance and self-improvement in Nike products (Long, 2025).
There's another level of authenticity. When it comes to brand partnerships, Audrezet, de Kerviler and Moulard (2020) maintained that influencers must exercise caution with brand authenticity in order to maintain brand self-presentation. They recognise two approaches to dealing with tension between personal content and commercial endorsement: passionate authenticity and transparent authenticity. For Nike, this is vital as it's generally sport and lifestyle-related content which will rely on a perceived sense of authenticity. If followers feel that the influencer really trains, wears or values Nike products, then the campaign could make the followers more trusting (Ariestya, 2018). If the post feels scripted or it doesn't match the influencer's brand, it could negatively affect brand perception, even if the images are great. This is an addition that needs clarification since authenticity is not one of Ohanian's (1990) original three dimensions. Instead of being considered as one overall measure of perceived influencer credibility as they have been in previous studies, expertise, trustworthiness, attractiveness and authenticity are introduced as four distinct and correlated dimensions of perceived influencer credibility, and each as an independent variable in Chapter Three. Authenticity is not considered as part of trust, but rather part of credibility, as it is the quality of the source (in this study, the endorsement is from Nike, the brand) that is being considered, and not the trust placed in the brand itself (Nazara, Nugrahaningsih and Abdillah, 2025), which is tested in this study by the mediation model presented in Section 2.10.
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Trust is a relational construct that reduces uncertainty in situations where consumers cannot fully verify claims before purchase (Macready et al., 2025). For the purposes of this dissertation, consumer trust is defined as consumers' confidence in Nike's honesty, reliability and ability to deliver on the claims made through its influencer-mediated communication. It is treated as a belief about the brand rather than as an attitude towards the influencer personally, which allows it to be positioned as the mediating variable between influencer credibility and Nike brand perception in the proposed model (Immanue and S., 2021). In branding research, Chaudhuri and Holbrook (2001) showed that brand trust and brand affect contribute to loyalty and brand performance. Delgado-Ballester and Munuera-Alemán (2005) argued that brand trust matters to brand equity because it supports confidence in future brand performance. In influencer marketing, trust operates at two levels. Consumers may trust the influencer as a communicator, and this trust may then transfer to the brand being promoted (Wang and Chan-Olmsted, 2024).
According to Lou and Yuan (2019), both the credibility and value of the message influence the trustworthiness of branded influencer content. This is in line with the hypothesised mediation effect of consumer trust in the present study. But trust isn't just a product of exposure. Multiple sponsored posts, inadequate disclosure and/or a mismatch in influencer brand tone can diminish trust. When it comes to the credibility of their source, young female Instagram users found that nontraditional celebrities like bloggers and YouTube personalities were more trustworthy than traditional celebrities because they seemed more relatable to them, as cited by Djafarova and Rushworth (2017). The finding confirms that the level of trust increases with perceived closeness and relevance. This, of course, also brings up a restriction. The qualitative studies reported from narrow samples are not easily translatable to a larger quantitative model in which various credibility dimensions are involved.
[bookmark: _Toc241109456]2.5 Brand Perception and Brand Equity in Digital Sportswear
Brand perception is the interpretation and evaluation of consumers' image, credibility, quality, personality and value of a brand (Tahir, Adnan and Saeed, 2024). More specifically, this dissertation views brand perception as the consumers' overall favourable evaluation of Nike - as this is evaluated in the questionnaire - and brand equity as the broader long-term strategic financial and behavioural impact that accrues to a brand over time due to consumer awareness, loyalty and perceived quality as this develops. Brand perception is thus the attitudinal result measured in the questionnaire, and brand equity is the larger strategic concept that is fed by this result but not measured here. The customer-based brand equity model of Keller (1993) states that customer response to marketing activity is a function of brand knowledge. Having this is helpful for the present study since the symbols, stories and associations from the influencer's content are repeated, leading to brand knowledge. Innovation, performance, empowerment, style, social identity and cultural relevance (Goldsmith, 2024) are all part of brand perception for Nike. They are created through product experience, advertising, athlete endorsements, and communities on the Internet.
Sportswear branding is quite interesting due to the fact that the product is both functional and symbolic. Kim and Choi (2025) suggest that shoes and clothing are purchased for performance, comfort and durability purposes, but are also made for identity and social display. As such, an athlete who models use of the product, a lifestyle creator who styles a product, or a fitness coach who explains how a shoe supports training could impact Nike's brand perception (Rastogi, 2026). Every route can generate a different type of brand meaning. This justifies a multi-dimensional model, as brand perception can be explained by more than one attribute of the influencer.
[bookmark: _Toc241109457]2.6 Nike's Digital Campaign Context
Nike is an example of a strong example for this research, as sport performance, culture and personal aspiration are a crucial part of their marketing (Hou, 2023). Nike's own investor communications emphasise the importance of strong customer relationships and an integrated lifestyle platform, and the results of its fiscal 2025 highlight the extent and intensity of its digital business (NIKE, Inc., 2025b). While Nike Direct revenue of US$18.8 billion can demonstrate the importance of direct consumer relationships, the drop in Nike Brand Digital revenue proves that digital commerce is not without its problems and can't be solved with just visibility. Nike is a relevant setting because of this commercial evidence, but the academic justification for studying Nike specifically is based on the theoretical justification identified previously in this chapter: Nike is a brand with long-established and strong equity (Keller, 1993), so it can provide a useful test of whether or not the sequence of credibility, trust and perception as suggested in the literature by Source Credibility Theory and Stimulus-Organism-Response model works in the same way for a brand with enduring and high levels of equity as it does for the less established and familiar brands.
Professional athletes, fitness creators, fashion stylists, lifestyle personalities and sport communities (local) can all be considered as influencer marketing in the context of Nike. This variety is a good thing yet a measurement difficulty. Each individual selected as an athlete endorser can be trusted for their expertise and authenticity of performance; each individual selected as a fashion creator can influence how the style is perceived; each individual selected as a lifestyle influencer can bring relatability; and each individual selected as a micro influencer can bring community trust (Biz and Schubert, 2024). It is suggested in the literature that these various sources can be assessed only using the number of followers. Casaló, Flavián and Ibáñez-Sánchez (2020) stated that the originality, uniqueness, and perceived quality of the content are a key factor in opinion leadership on Instagram. Nike are particularly interested in this, as a creator with a clear identity around their training or style could be able to have a larger impact on a brand's reputation than a seemingly random sponsored post. Indeed, this diversity can be seen in Nike's actual campaigns, with situations that feature the expertise of the elite athlete being complemented by celebrity, and communities of daily participation using coaches and pacer-style creators, which keep them engaged between big campaigns (Nike, 2024). The amount of Nike-sponsored content on Instagram and TikTok has also been found to be high, and only a small proportion of the top influencers on these platforms are the biggest accounts; with only a small proportion of Nike's influencer content being created on YouTube, the platform and creator type can be treated as contextual variables in the present study (but not assumed to be the same across all platforms and creator types) (Archive, 2026).
[bookmark: _Toc241109458]2.7 Consumer Trust as a Mediating Mechanism
The mediation model proposed is theoretically supported because the attributes of the influencers can first impact internal trust and then impact brand perception. That is, consumers might question the knowledge, honesty, authenticity, and personal relevance of the influencer before the endorsement alters their perception of Nike (Hossain et al., 2025). This sequence is stimulus-organism-response, in which the internal evaluation processing of external marketing stimuli leads to either attitudinal or behavioural responses.
Lou and Yuan's (2019) study supports this logic by showing that influencer credibility contributes to trust in branded content. Chaudhuri and Holbrook (2001) also support the wider brand logic by showing that trust is connected with loyalty and performance outcomes. However, the proposed study narrows the focus from loyalty to brand perception because the research is cross-sectional and based on self-reported survey data. Measuring purchase behaviour would require stronger behavioural data, while brand perception can be captured appropriately through Likert scale items (Spears and Singh, 2004).
Mediation should be interpreted carefully. A significant indirect effect would indicate that consumer trust helps explain the relationship between influencer credibility and brand perception. It would not prove long-term causality because the proposed design is cross-sectional. Accordingly, findings throughout this dissertation are described as showing that trust “helps explain” or is “consistent with” the link between credibility and brand perception, rather than that trust “causes” brand perception, since a cross-sectional survey can establish statistical association and test a theoretically specified indirect pathway but cannot by itself establish causal order (Cardoso, Pereira and Faria, 2026). This limitation is common in influencer marketing surveys.
[bookmark: _Toc241109459]2.8 Ethical Disclosure and Transparency
Ethical disclosure is essential for influencer marketing, particularly since people should be aware when a post is commercial. According to the ASA (2025), influencer advertising should be clearly recognised, and brands and influencers should not just use their bios on the platform or past posts to distinguish advertising. The FTC (2023) also updated its Endorsement Guides to incorporate modern advertising techniques, such as social media and reviews. These regulatory roles are aligned with academic research findings that disclosure can improve advertising recognition but can alter the outcomes of persuasion. However, ethical transparency is not included as another predictor within the main structural model as set out in Section 2.10; it is measured and reported on in Chapter Four, and conclusions are drawn about how this relates to trust and brand perception as secondary evidence rather than as part of the hypothesised credibility-trust-perception pathway.
[bookmark: _Toc241109460]2.9 Methodological Trends and Research Gap
Experiments, interviews, content analysis, and surveys are used in the influencer marketing literature. Experiments isolate cause/effect and are artificial; qualitative interviews, as in Djafarova and Rushworth's (2017) study, are rich in meaning and have a small sample (Squire et al., 2023). Survey-based SEM, which is preferred by Hair et al. (2019, 2022), examines relationships between constructs and relies on cross-sectional data collected from individuals. This study employs a quantitative survey test, which examines associations instead of narratives.
While the literature demonstrates the impact on responses, both popularity and credibility are not reliable enough to foster opinion leadership, as demonstrated by De Veirman, Cauberghe and Hudders (2017), and the influencer advantage is explained by relatability, not only by credibility, as shown by Schouten, Janssen and Verspaget (2020). It is unclear whether the dimensions identified by Ohanian (1990) and Audrezet, de Kerviler and Moulard (2020) differ in importance or not, since, according to the logic of Chaudhuri and Holbrook (2001), credibility should mediate between them and an established brand. Purchase intention has also been proved to be more influential than trust and perception in studies like those of Sokolova and Kefi (2020), AlFarraj et al. (2021), and Casaló, Flavián and Ibáñez-Sánchez (2020), and trust is hardly ever included as a formal mediator in studies by Djafarova and Rushworth (2017), which this study addresses first by hierarchical regression and then by PLS-SEM.
[bookmark: _Toc241109461]2.10 Theoretical Framework
[bookmark: _Toc241109462]2.10.1 Source Credibility Theory 
Source Credibility Theory defines persuasion as a process shaped by the perceived credibility of the message source, commonly measured through expertise, trustworthiness, and attractiveness (Ohanian, 1990). This dissertation uses three theories, but to avoid theoretical overloading, they are presented here as a hierarchy rather than as three equally weighted frameworks. Source Credibility Theory is used as the primary theory because it maps directly onto the four independent variables (expertise, trustworthiness, attractiveness and authenticity) and their proposed relationship with consumer trust. The Stimulus-Organism-Response model is used as supporting mediating logic that explains why credibility should be expected to operate through an internal state, consumer trust, before affecting brand perception (Vidyanata, 2022). Meaning Transfer Theory is used as a contextual interpretive theory that helps explain why influencer-associated meanings may contribute specifically to Nike's brand associations, without being treated as a directly tested structural path in its own right. Its relevance to this study is direct because Nike influencer campaigns depend on whether consumers see the influencer as knowledgeable, honest, appealing and authentic. The theory supports the measurement of influencer credibility as a predictor of consumer trust. Its limitation is that it can overfocus on individual source traits and under-explain wider factors such as platform culture, sponsorship disclosure, consumer identity and existing Nike brand equity (Dominion Dominic, Mahamed and Uwadiegwu, 2023). It also treats credibility as a stable perception, while digital credibility can change quickly after controversy, repeated paid posts or negative comments from other users.
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[bookmark: _Toc241109516]Figure 1: Source Credibility Theory applied to Nike influencer marketing
[bookmark: _Toc241109463]2.10.2 Stimulus, Organism, Response Model 
According to the Stimulus, Organism, Response model, consumer behaviour is a process of external stimuli affecting internal psychological states, and then these psychological states affecting the responses (Mehrabian and Russell, 1974). The stimulus in this study is the characteristics of influencers and the content of the campaign; the organism state is consumer trust, while the response is brand perception. The model is relevant because it serves as a justification for the inclusion of trust as a mediator between influencer exposure and brand perception, instead of assuming that it has a direct effect. However, it is limited in that it may simply categorise consumer behaviour as a linear sequence, whereas in reality, consumers' reactions to social media are iterative, emotional, and influenced by the comments of their peers, the algorithms, and previous brand experience (Ali Abumalloh, Halabi and Nilashi, 2024). It also offers some insight into the specific cues that might be emphasised when multiple cues are present simultaneously, including music, comments, product visuals and disclosure labels.
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[bookmark: _Toc241109517]Figure 2: Stimulus, Organism, Response model for the proposed study
[bookmark: _Toc241109464]2.10.3 Meaning Transfer Theory
According to Meaning Transfer Theory, endorsement is a symbolic transfer of meaning from the endorser to the product/brand and then to the consumer (McCracken, 1989). In the case of Nike, influencers can infuse the brand with a sense of discipline, athleticism, street style, self-assurance, or community. This is important because the Nike campaign is often done via identity and culture, rather than just product info. Its drawback is that it cannot be quantified, as meaning is subjective and can vary among sport, gender, culture and platform communities. It also assumes that meanings flow from an influencer to a brand fairly easily, but that sceptical consumers may reject or re-interpret the meanings that the campaign intends. Additionally, it assumes that the meanings will flow from the influencer to the brand fairly easily, but sceptical consumers may reject or reinterpret the meanings that the campaign sends. The three theories present a model in which the credibility of the influencers generates trust and the meanings of the trusted influencers contribute to Nike-brand perception.
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[bookmark: _Toc241109518]Figure 3: Meaning transfer in Nike digital endorsement

Research in the literature reveals that the influence of influencer marketing on consumers depends on the credibility, authenticity, fit, trust and disclosure. De los Reyes (2025) concludes that credible influencers can reinforce consumers' reactions, although they do not agree on the relative importance of the three factors: expertise, attractive features, and number of followers and parasocial relationships. The review also shows that trust is a plausible mediator between influencer attributes and brand perception. This is especially pertinent to Nike as they sit on the crossroads of sport performance, culture and digital commerce. The theoretical frameworks serve as support for the proposed empirical model and as a basis for creating the questionnaire and the PLS-SEM analysis.
[bookmark: _Toc241109465]Proposed Conceptual Model for Empirical Testing
From the literature reviewed, the empirical model is proposed to include the three dimensions of influencers' credibility as independent variables, consumer trust as the mediator variable, and the Nike brand perception as the dependent variable. The table below provides a summary of the use of each construct in the questionnaire and the PLS-SEM analysis.
	Construct
	Role in model
	Indicative dimensions
	Key supporting literature

	Influencer credibility
	Independent variable
	Expertise, trustworthiness, attractiveness, authenticity
	Ohanian (1990); Lou and Yuan (2019); Sokolova and Kefi (2020)

	Consumer trust
	Mediator
	Trust in influencer message and Nike-related claims
	Chaudhuri and Holbrook (2001); Lou and Yuan (2019)

	Brand perception
	Dependent variable
	Nike image, quality perception, favourability and cultural relevance
	Keller (1993); Aaker (1991); Delgado-Ballester and Munuera-Alemán (2005)

	Ethical transparency
	Contextual issue
	Clear disclosure, perceived honesty and advertising recognition
	ASA (2025); ASA (2026); FTC (2023); Evans et al. (2017)


[bookmark: _Toc241109466]Hypotheses Development
The literature review naturally leads to a set of testable hypotheses, which are stated formally here and carried forward into the data analysis in Chapter Four. Consistent with the theoretical hierarchy set out in Section 2.10, Hypotheses 1 to 4 draw on Source Credibility Theory, Hypothesis 5 draws on the wider brand-trust logic supported by the Stimulus-Organism-Response model, and Hypothesis 6 states the mediation pathway that connects the two.
· H1: Influencer expertise positively influences consumer trust.
· H2: Influencer trustworthiness positively influences consumer trust.
· H3: Influencer attractiveness positively influences consumer trust.
· H4: Influencer authenticity positively influences consumer trust.
· H5: Consumer trust positively influences Nike brand perception.
· H6: Consumer trust mediates the relationship between influencer credibility and Nike brand perception.
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[bookmark: _Toc241109519]Figure 4: Conceptual model and hypotheses for empirical testing



[bookmark: _Toc241109467]CHAPTER THREE: RESEARCH METHODOLOGY
[bookmark: _Toc241109468]3.1 Introduction
In this chapter, the methodology for solving the research problem and the aim of the study, which is to analyse the influence of influencer marketing on consumer trust and brand perception in Nike's digital campaigns, is explained and justified. The chapter is structured around the research onion of Saunders, Lewis and Thornhill (2023), which is a series of overlapping layers of research philosophies on the outer circumference and strategies for data collection and analysis at the core of the onion.
[bookmark: _Toc241109469]3.2 Research Philosophy
Research philosophy refers to the assumptions a researcher holds about the nature of knowledge and how it can be produced (Saunders, Lewis and Thornhill, 2023). The main philosophies discussed in business research are positivism, critical realism, interpretivism, postmodernism and pragmatism (Bell, Bryman and Harley, 2022). Interpretivism assumes that reality is socially constructed and is best understood through the meanings that people give to their experiences, which usually leads to qualitative methods. Pragmatism focuses on what works in practice and often supports mixed methods (Shaw, Connelly and Zecevic, 2010). Critical realism accepts an external reality but argues that our knowledge of it is filtered through social conditioning. 
In contrast, positivism is an approach that holds the view that reality is objective and measurable and that knowledge can be created through structured and replicable procedures that compare theory with observable data (Saunders, Lewis and Thornhill, 2023).
The philosophy used in this study is positivism. The research adopts the perspective of measuring the credibility of influencers, consumer trust, and brand perception as measurable constructs and collecting them using structured items from the survey and analysing them statistically (Gümüş and Duyar, 2024). Because the aim is to measure relationships between defined variables and to test whether trust mediates the link between influencer credibility and brand perception, an objective and quantitative stance is more appropriate than an interpretive one (Bell, Bryman and Harley, 2022). Positivism is chosen over the alternatives specifically because the research questions ask about the strength and direction of relationships between defined variables (does expertise relate to trust, does trust relate to brand perception) rather than about how individuals construct meaning (the concern of interpretivism), what works practically across methods (the concern of pragmatism), or the underlying generative mechanisms behind an observed pattern (the concern of critical realism); a hypothesis-testing, variable-based design therefore follows more directly from positivism than from any of the other philosophies reviewed above (Sanchez et al., 2023). Positivism also supports replicability, which matters for a study that adapts established measurement scales and reports its procedures transparently so that other researchers can repeat them (Saunders, Lewis and Thornhill, 2023). Figure 3.1 summarises the position of the study on each layer of the research onion. This choice is justified over a qualitative or mixed-methods alternative because the research objectives require measuring the strength of relationships among several defined constructs across a reasonably large sample, which a qualitative design could not support, while a mixed-methods design would add interpretive depth at a cost in resources and scope that is difficult to justify within a Master's-level dissertation when the research questions are already well suited to quantitative testing.
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[bookmark: _Toc241109520]Figure 5: The research onion applied to this study, with selected positions highlighted (adapted from Saunders, Lewis and Thornhill, 2023)
[bookmark: _Toc241109470]3.3 Research Approach
The approach to theory development can be deductive, inductive or abductive (Saunders, Lewis and Thornhill, 2023). An inductive approach builds theory from data and is common in exploratory qualitative work, while an abductive approach moves between data and theory. A deductive approach begins with existing theory, develops expectations or hypotheses, and then tests them using empirical data (Bell, Bryman and Harley, 2022). This study is deductive because it starts from established theory, including Source Credibility Theory (Ohanian, 1990) and the Stimulus-Organism-Response logic (Mehrabian and Russell, 1974), and derives a conceptual model in which influencer credibility affects consumer trust, which in turn affects brand perception. Each theory maps onto a specific part of this model: Source Credibility Theory explains the expertise, trustworthiness, attractiveness and authenticity dimensions that form the independent variables; the Stimulus-Organism-Response logic explains consumer trust as the mediating psychological mechanism between these credibility cues and brand perception (Eva, Marieke Walet and Gudmundsdóttir, 2024). Meaning Transfer Theory is used in Chapter Two as a contextual, interpretive theory that helps explain why influencer-associated meanings may contribute to Nike's brand associations, but it is not treated as a directly tested structural path in the empirical model summarised in Table 3.1, which is why only Source Credibility Theory and the Stimulus-Organism-Response logic are carried forward explicitly in this chapter. The model and the associated relationships are then tested using survey data. A deductive design fits the study because the constructs and their expected relationships are already supported in the literature, so the task is to test them in the specific context of Nike's digital campaigns rather than to generate new theory from scratch (Saunders, Lewis and Thornhill, 2023).
[bookmark: _Toc241109471]3.4 Methodological Choice and Time Horizon
The methodological choice for the study is mono-method quantitative. A single quantitative method is used because the research questions are concerned with measuring the strength and direction of relationships between numerical constructs rather than with exploring meanings in depth (Saunders, Lewis and Thornhill, 2023). A quantitative design, then, provides a plausible, logical framework to answer the questions of the research. The positivist philosophy and deductive approach already used, combined with the fact that the study has to test pre-specified hypotheses that have been developed from a specific theoretical framework, also supports the quantitative design adopted, since it requires the collection of only a quantitative type of data, from a single quantitative source, and is more resource-efficient than the addition of a qualitative strand, which is not required by the research questions (Park, Konge and Artino, 2020).
The time period is cross-sectional. Data are collected at a single point in time from participants who have recently been exposed to Nike influencer content, rather than being tracked over an extended period, as would be the case in a longitudinal design (Saunders, Lewis and Thornhill, 2023). A cross-sectional design is appropriate because the study measures consumers' current perceptions and the associations between them, and because the time and access constraints of a Master's dissertation make repeated data collection impractical. The main consequence of this choice, namely that it limits claims about causal order, is acknowledged in the limitations section (Bell, Bryman and Harley, 2022).
[bookmark: _Toc241109472]3.5 Research Strategy
The study uses a survey strategy. Surveys are widely used in business and management research to collect standardised data from a large number of respondents in an efficient and economical way, and they are well suited to positivist and deductive studies that test relationships between variables (Saunders, Lewis and Thornhill, 2023). A survey allows the study to reach dispersed social media users across the United Kingdom, to measure several constructs consistently, and to gather a sample large enough for structural equation modelling. Alternative strategies were considered but rejected (Syed Zeeshan Zahoor and Shah, 2023). An experiment would allow stronger causal claims but would rely on artificial stimuli and would be difficult to administer at scale for a student project. A case study or ethnography would provide rich detail but would not generate the numerical, comparable data required to test the proposed model (Bell, Bryman and Harley, 2022). The survey strategy therefore offers the best fit between the research aim, the resources available and the analytical technique selected. An online survey is particularly well suited to influencer research specifically, because the phenomenon under study, exposure to Nike influencer content, occurs on the same digital platforms through which the survey itself can be distributed, allowing the sample to be drawn from people who are demonstrably active on Instagram, TikTok or YouTube rather than from a general population who may have little or no relevant experience to report.
[bookmark: _Toc241109473]3.6 Data Collection and Instrument Development
The primary data is obtained from an online and self-administered questionnaire through Google Forms. Online questionnaires are suitable for targeting young consumers who are digitally active, inexpensive and anonymous, but the researcher acknowledges that they are reliant on consumers self-reporting their perceptions (Saunders, Lewis and Thornhill, 2023). The complete instrument is included in Appendix A.
The questionnaire is organised into eight sections. The screening questions in Section A confirm eligibility, the information in Section B is demographic and background, and the information in Sections C through H is based on closed statements of the study constructs. The measurement items are also adapted from established scales as opposed to being written from scratch, to improve content validity (Bell, Bryman and Harley, 2022). The credibility items are adapted from those of Ohanian (1990), who identified the expertise, trustworthiness, and attractiveness dimensions, while the authenticity items come from Audrezet, de Kerviler, and Moulard (2020). The items measuring consumer trust are adapted from Lou and Yuan (2019) and Chaudhuri and Holbrook (2001), while brand perception items are based on the thinking of customer-based brand equity (Keller, 1993; Aaker, 1991). Ethical transparency items are based on disclosure research (Evans et al., 2017; ASA, 2025). The scales are based on a five-point Likert scale, ranging from 1 (strongly disagree) to 5 (strongly agree); this is a common approach in survey research to measure attitudes (Saunders, Lewis and Thornhill, 2023). A 5-point rather than a 7-point or 10-point scale was chosen because it is the format used by most of the original scales being adapted (Ohanian, 1990; Lou and Yuan, 2019), which preserves comparability with the source literature, and because a 5-point scale is easier for respondents to complete accurately on a mobile screen, which matters given that the sample is expected to complete the survey primarily on smartphones. Table 3.1 summarises how each construct is operationalised. Content validity is supported for each construct in three specific ways: each original scale was selected because it was developed and validated for a closely related purpose (Ohanian's, 1990, scale for source credibility; Lou and Yuan's, 2019, and Chaudhuri and Holbrook's, 2001, items for trust; Keller's, 1993, and Aaker's, 1991, brand-equity thinking for brand perception); items were reworded during adaptation to refer explicitly to “Nike influencers” and “Nike” rather than to influencers or brands in general, so that responses reflect the specific campaign context rather than generic attitudes; and the original number and conceptual focus of each scale's dimensions were retained wherever possible, with authenticity added as a fourth credibility dimension alongside Ohanian's (1990) original three, as explained in Section 2.3.




Table 3.1: Operationalisation of constructs
	Construct (role)
	No. of items
	Example indicator
	Adapted from

	Influencer marketing exposure (control/context)
	4
	I often see Nike products promoted by influencers.
	De Veirman, Cauberghe and Hudders (2017)

	Influencer credibility - expertise (independent)
	4
	Nike influencers appear knowledgeable about the products they promote.
	Ohanian (1990); Sokolova and Kefi (2020)

	Influencer credibility - trustworthiness (independent)
	4
	Nike influencers seem honest when promoting Nike products.
	Ohanian (1990); Lou and Yuan (2019)

	Influencer credibility - attractiveness (independent)
	4
	Nike influencers make Nike products look more desirable.
	Ohanian (1990)

	Influencer credibility - authenticity (independent)
	4
	Nike influencer content feels natural rather than scripted.
	Audrezet, de Kerviler and Moulard (2020)

	Consumer trust (mediator)
	5
	Nike influencer content increases my trust in Nike.
	Lou and Yuan (2019); Chaudhuri and Holbrook (2001)

	Brand perception (dependent)
	5
	Nike influencer campaigns improve my overall perception of Nike.
	Keller (1993); Aaker (1991)

	Ethical transparency (contextual)
	4
	Clear sponsorship disclosure increases my trust in Nike content.
	Evans et al. (2017); ASA (2025)



Before the main survey, the questionnaire is pilot tested with a small group of approximately five to ten participants who resemble the target respondents. Piloting is recommended in the dissertation handbook and in the methods literature because it helps to check the clarity of wording, the completion time and the early reliability of the scales, and it allows minor adjustments before full data collection begins (Saunders, Lewis and Thornhill, 2023; Bell, Bryman and Harley, 2022). In line with the handbook and supervisor guidance, the instrument is checked and approved by the supervisor before distribution.
[bookmark: _Toc241109474]3.7 Population and Sampling
The target population is United Kingdom-based consumers aged 18 to 35 who have seen or interacted with Nike influencer content on social media platforms such as Instagram, TikTok or YouTube within the previous six months (Kim and Kim, 2022). This population is appropriate because young adults are heavy social media users and represent an active audience for sportswear and influencer-based marketing. Because a complete list of this population does not exist, probability sampling is not feasible, and a non-probability strategy is used.
A purposive sampling approach is adopted so that only respondents who meet the eligibility criteria take part, supported by snowball sampling in which eligible respondents are invited to pass the survey link to others who also meet the criteria (Moser and Korstjens, 2017). In actuality, the survey link was posted on the researcher's own digital platforms and on appropriate online communities, such as Instagram, LinkedIn, WhatsApp groups, as these are common platforms for the age group that the study aims to reach (18-35). This combination is suitable when the research requires participants with specific and relevant experience, as is the case here (Bell, Bryman and Harley, 2022). A recognised limitation of snowball sampling is that it can overrepresent students, members of the researcher's own social network, highly active social-media users and people who are already particularly interested in Nike, since these groups are more likely to be reached through the researcher's initial contacts and more likely to pass the survey on to similar others; this risk is acknowledged here and revisited in the limitations sections of this chapter and of Chapter Five. The inclusion criteria are that participants are aged 18 to 35, provide informed consent, and have been exposed to Nike-related influencer content in the last six months; participants who do not meet these criteria are screened out. The study aims to collect approximately 150 to 200 valid responses. This target is guided by the requirements of PLS-SEM rather than by a fixed rule: Hair et al. (2022) recommend that sample size should reflect model complexity, and Kock and Hadaya (2018) provide the inverse square root method for estimating the minimum sample needed to detect expected effects. A sample in the planned range is therefore adequate for the proposed model while remaining realistic for a Master's dissertation. The main trade-off, namely that non-probability sampling limits statistical generalisation to the wider population, is acknowledged in the limitations section (Saunders, Lewis and Thornhill, 2023).
[bookmark: _Toc241109475]3.8 Data Analysis
After data has been collected, screening and cleaning of responses take place. Unanswered questions and those not passing the screening question are filtered out, and the rest of the data are coded to be analyzed (Sharifnia et al., 2025). The frequencies and percentages of the demographic questions and the means and standard deviations of the construct items are generated first to present the sample and the pattern of answers (Hair et al., 2019).
The data gathered will be first moved to Microsoft Excel as a way of preliminarily screening, coding and organising data. In this step, the data will be verified to have complete responses and no missing values, duplicate results, or any other anomalies to maintain data quality. Once screening and coding are done, the cleaned data will be imported into IBM SPSS to perform statistical analysis (M Jeeva, Ravichandiran G and PARAMASIVAN C, 2025). The necessary descriptive and inferential analyses such as frequency analysis, reliability test, descriptive statistics, correlation analysis, and regression analysis will be done using SPSS as deemed necessary depending on the research objectives and the research hypotheses. The analysis is conducted in two phases as usual. The measurement model is evaluated initially to ensure that the items are reliably and validly measuring their intended constructs. Then, consumer trust and perception of Nike brands is modelled by using hierarchical multiple regression. The Trust model first gives the influencer marketing exposure as a control, followed by the four credibility dimensions, while the Brand perception model includes consumer trust as a final step to evaluate its unique effect beyond the effect of exposure and credibility. This is tested by performing the product-of-coefficients (Sobel) method, whereby the indirect effects of each credibility dimension on brand perception through trust are calculated and then tested; the result is cross-checked with a Monte Carlo simulation of the indirect effect (Sobel, 1982; Hair et al., 2019). The study is not based on PLS-SEM or SmartPLS and all analysis is conducted in IBM SPSS. Since the study is cross-sectional, these findings are taken to be associations and not evidence of causation in the model proposed.
[bookmark: _Toc241109476]3.9 Reliability and Validity
Reliability is related to the measurement consistency, and validity is related to whether the tool is measuring what it is designed to measure (Bell, Bryman and Harley, 2022). Cronbach's alpha (Cronbach, 1951) and composite reliability are measures of internal-consistency reliability, and a value of 0.70 or more is considered acceptable (Hair et al., 2022). Convergent validity is analysed using the outer loadings of items and the average variance extracted (AVE), with an AVE of 0.50 and above indicating that a construct has been able to explain at least half of the variance in its items (Fornell and Larcker, 1981; Hair et al., 2022). The Fornell-Larcker criterion (Fornell and Larcker, 1981) and the more recent heterotrait-monotrait ratio of correlations (Henseler, Ringle and Sarstedt, 2015) are used to check the discriminant validity that each construct is different to the others.
The content and face validity are upheld by modifying the items of well-known and previously tested scales and optimising the wording by the pilot test (Saunders, Lewis and Thornhill, 2023). To minimise the risk of common method bias, which may occur when all the measures are obtained through the same self-report survey, the questionnaire is written in simple and understandable language, ensures anonymity to provide honest responses, and differentiates the presentation of questions in different parts (Bell, Bryman and Harley, 2022). Collectively, these measures are intended to ascertain that the data used is both credible and fits the analysis method chosen.
[bookmark: _Toc241109477]3.10 Ethical Considerations
The research is carried out according to the University of Wales Trinity Saint David (UWTSD) Research Ethics and Integrity Code of Practice, 
and ethical permission is received prior to any data being obtained. The completed ethics form can be found in Appendix F. The study is low risk since it gathers the views of the common consumer and does not deal with sensitive personal information, health information, children, or criminal activity (Saunders, Lewis and Thornhill, 2023).
There are a number of safeguards to protect participants. Before any data is captured, a participant information sheet (Appendix B) is provided to give the participants an explanation of the purpose of the study, what the participation entails and the rights of the participant and then informed consent is obtained by way of a consent statement at the beginning of the questionnaire (Appendix C). Participation is voluntary. Participants have the right to leave without providing any reason, and they can skip questions that they do not want to answer (Bell, Bryman and Harley, 2022). Anonymity is ensured as no names or information that could directly identify a person are gathered, and the feedback will only be reported in an aggregate manner. Data are managed as per the UK General Data Protection Regulation and Data Protection Act 2018 and stored in password-protected University cloud storage that can only be accessed by the researcher and supervisor and will be deleted once the project is concluded. Since the issue under consideration is about trust and transparency in persuasive communication, the research is also conscious of the broader ethical norms on honest advertising established by authorities like the ASA (2025) and the FTC (2023), and seeks to generate recommendations that can promote transparent over misleading marketing.
[bookmark: _Toc241109478]3.11 Limitations of the Methodology
A number of limitations are a result of the methodological decisions and should be read alongside the strengths of the design. To begin with, the cross-sectional time horizon implies that the research only measures the associations at one point in time and does not demonstrate the causal sequence of the relationships in the model (Saunders, Lewis and Thornhill, 2023). Second, the use of self-reported perceptions can lead to recall and social-desirability effects, and the single source of a survey can introduce common method variance, which the design aims to eliminate but cannot entirely eliminate (Bell, Bryman and Harley, 2022). Third, the purposive sampling is non-probability, which restricts the possibility of generalising the results to all UK consumers or consumers of other brands. Fourth, the single country, single brand emphasis, though helpful in depth and relevance, implies that the findings are to be employed with care to other sportswear brands or markets. This is typical of influencer marketing surveys of students and is identified explicitly to enable the results to be understood accordingly (Hair et al., 2019).
[bookmark: _Toc241109479]3.12 Chapter Summary
The methodology has been described and justified in this chapter to provide an answer to the research question. As a deductive approach directed by the research onion, the study is based on a positivist philosophy, a mono-method quantitative design, a survey strategy and a cross-sectional time period, and data are collected using an online questionnaire constructed based on existing scales and analysed using SPSS.



[bookmark: _Toc241109480]CHAPTER FOUR: DATA ANALYSIS AND FINDINGS
[bookmark: _Toc241109481]4.1 Data Extraction, Coding and Preparation
The primary survey responses were obtained using a Google Forms questionnaire that was created based on the constructs determined in Chapters One through Three. After data collection, the data were exported from Google Forms in a response file and then into Microsoft Excel. The raw response matrix was provided in an Excel file, with one row for each respondent and one column for each question on the survey. The data were screened for completeness, coding and consistency of the data with the questionnaire before statistical analysis. There were 152 responses in the exported file.
Categorical responses were then coded to numerical values in order to analyse the data in SPSS Statistics. For ordered categories, a numerical code was assigned, with 1 designating "Yes" and 0 designating "No"; for nominal categories, a category identifier was used without assuming an order. The items in sections C-H were kept to the same coding of a 5-point Likert scale that was used in the questionnaire: 1 = Strongly Disagree; 2 = Disagree; 3 = Neutral; 4 = Agree; 5 = Strongly Agree. The direction of the instructions was maintained in this coding; thus, higher scores always indicated higher agreement with the statements.
Table 4.1: Coding and SPSS measurement settings
	Variable group
	Numeric coding
	Measure
	Analytical role

	Eligibility/consent variables
	Yes = 1; No = 0
	Nominal
	Screening and consent

	Age group
	18-24 = 1; 25-30 = 2; 31-35 = 3
	Ordinal
	Demographic profile

	Current status
	Student = 1; Employed = 2; Self-employed = 3; Unemployed = 4; Other = 5
	Nominal
	Demographic profile

	Main platform
	Instagram = 1; TikTok = 2; YouTube = 3; Facebook = 4; Other = 5
	Nominal
	Platform profile

	Social-media frequency
	Less often = 1; Weekly = 2; Several times a week = 3; Daily = 4
	Ordinal
	Usage intensity

	Nike purchase in the last 12 months
	No = 0; Yes = 1
	Nominal
	Purchase background

	Nike influencer-content frequency
	Rarely = 1; Sometimes = 2; Often = 3; Very often = 4
	Ordinal
	Exposure context

	IME, EXP, TRU, ATT, AUT, CT, BP, ET, PR items
	1 = Strongly Disagree to 5 = Strongly Agree
	Scale in SPSS
	Construct measurement


Source: SPSS output generated from the study dataset.
An Excel sheet with the coded data was imported to SPSS. Value labels were added to the value data in Variable View to make sense of the numerical codes in output tables. The Nominal categories were coded as binary and unordered, the Ordinal categories as ordered and the frequency as the Likert indicators, and the latter were coded as Scale for computing multi-item construct scores and for reliability, correlation and regression analyses. The output (provided by the user) did not indicate any missing responses for the variables analysed, and the field was left at None.
Construct scores were created in SPSS with the Transform > Compute Variable procedure. To ensure constructs were all on the same original 1-5 response metric, the MEAN() function was used instead of the sum. The MEAN function was applied to the 'exp' and 'ct' variables for EXP_MEAN and CT_MEAN, respectively. This was repeated with the measurement of exposure to influencer marketing, trustworthiness, attractiveness, authenticity, brand perception, and ethical transparency and the practical-recommendation items.
Table 4.2: Composite variables created in SPSS
	Composite variable
	Items averaged
	Meaning

	IME_MEAN
	IME1-IME4
	Influencer marketing exposure

	EXP_MEAN
	EXP1-EXP4
	Influencer expertise

	TRU_MEAN
	TRU1-TRU4
	Influencer trustworthiness

	ATT_MEAN
	ATT1-ATT4
	Influencer attractiveness

	AUT_MEAN
	AUT1-AUT4
	Influencer authenticity

	CT_MEAN
	CT1-CT5
	Consumer trust

	BP_MEAN
	BP1-BP5
	Nike brand perception

	ET_MEAN
	ET1-ET4
	Ethical transparency

	PR_MEAN
	PR1-PR3
	Practical recommendations (used cautiously; see reliability results)


Source: SPSS output generated from the study dataset.
Data-screening note: The frequency output shows that 151 respondents (99.3%) reported exposure to Nike influencer content in the previous six months and one respondent (0.7%) answered No. Nevertheless, the supplied SPSS reliability, descriptive, correlation and regression outputs all report N = 152. To remain faithful to the actual output, the statistics below are reported for N = 152. Before final submission, the inferential analyses should be re-run with ELIGIBLE = 1 if the six-month exposure criterion is to be enforced exactly as stated in Chapter Three.
[bookmark: _Toc241109482]4.2 Demographic and Background Profile of Respondents
The respondent profile shows a young, digitally active sample, relevant to the focus of the study on influencer marketing. 100% of all respondents were within the age range, and 100% gave their consent voluntarily. The largest age group was 25-30 years (44.1%), followed by 18-24 years (40.1%), while 15.8% were aged 31-35. 84.2% of the sample, accordingly, was under 31 years of age, in keeping with the emphasis of the study on younger social-media users.
Employment status was fairly varied, with 36.8% employed, 34.2% self-employed, 25.0% students and 3.9% unemployed. The most common platform where Nike influencer content was found was YouTube (31.6%), followed by TikTok (28.9%), Instagram (21.7%) and Facebook (17.8%). The use of social media was intensive: 36.2% used social media several times a week, and 31.6% used it daily. Furthermore, 77.0% of them had bought a Nike product in the last year. Half of the respondents reported seeing Nike influencer content often, and a further 14.5% very often. These characteristics indicate that, as a whole, the majority of respondents were likely to have had some engagement with the Nike brand and social media. However, the non-probability sample should not be considered representative of all UK consumers.
Table 4.3: Demographic and background profile (N = 152)
	Characteristic
	Category
	Frequency
	Percent

	Age group
	18-24
	61
	40.1%

	
	25-30
	67
	44.1%

	
	31-35
	24
	15.8%

	Status
	Student
	38
	25.0%

	
	Employed
	56
	36.8%

	
	Self-employed
	52
	34.2%

	
	Unemployed
	6
	3.9%

	Platform
	Instagram
	33
	21.7%

	
	TikTok
	44
	28.9%

	
	YouTube
	48
	31.6%

	
	Facebook
	27
	17.8%

	Social-media use
	Less often
	4
	2.6%

	
	Weekly
	45
	29.6%

	
	Several times a week
	55
	36.2%

	
	Daily
	48
	31.6%

	Purchased Nike in the last 12 months
	No
	35
	23.0%

	
	Yes
	117
	77.0%

	Nike influencer-content frequency
	Rarely
	3
	2.0%

	
	Sometimes
	51
	33.6%

	
	Often
	76
	50.0%

	
	Very often
	22
	14.5%


Source: SPSS output generated from the study dataset.
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[bookmark: _Toc241109521]Figure 6: Age Group Distribution
The above mentioned graph shows that the age group with the highest number of respondents were 25–30 years, followed by the 18–24 years, and the lowest number of respondents was in the 31- 35 years age group.
[image: ]
[bookmark: _Toc241109522]Figure 7: Social Media Platform Distribution

As it has been observed in the graph above, YouTube was the social media platform that was used the most by the respondents followed by TikTok, Instagram and Facebook.
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[bookmark: _Toc241109523]Figure 8: Mean Scores of Constructs
As can be seen in the above graph, all the constructs of the study had mean scores that exceeded 4.0 with the highest mean scores being obtained for the constructs PR, while the lowest mean score was obtained for the construct ET.
[bookmark: _Toc241109483]4.3 Reliability Analysis
Before interpreting the construct-level findings, internal consistency was determined using Cronbach's alpha. The threshold specified in Chapter Three was 0.70 or above. The 9 multi-item scales met this criterion, with 8 of them. Consumer trust was the highest reliability (alpha = .891) followed by authenticity (alpha = .865), brand perception (alpha = .860), expertise (alpha = .858), trustworthiness (alpha = .846), attractiveness (alpha = .838), influencer marketing exposure (alpha = .821) and ethical transparency (alpha = .803). Corrected item-total correlations of these scales were generally well above .50, suggesting that the items were homogeneous with respect to the constructs they were measuring.
Only the practical-recommendation scale was an exception. It had an alpha of only .224, and corrected item-total correlation values ranged from .004 to .277. The output also revealed a negative alpha value when PR2 was removed, suggesting that the covariance pattern of the three recommendation items is unstable. This does not imply that the recommendations are uninformative. Rather, that PR1, PR2 and PR3 should not be interpreted as a single, reliable latent construct. These are therefore not used as a substantive predictor in the regression models, but are interpreted separately in Section 4.8.
Table 4.4: Cronbach's alpha reliability results
	Construct
	Items
	Cronbach's alpha
	Interpretation

	Influencer marketing exposure (IME)
	4
	.821
	Acceptable/Good

	Expertise (EXP)
	4
	.858
	Good

	Trustworthiness (TRU)
	4
	.846
	Good

	Attractiveness (ATT)
	4
	.838
	Good

	Authenticity (AUT)
	4
	.865
	Good

	Consumer trust (CT)
	5
	.891
	Good

	Brand perception (BP)
	5
	.860
	Good

	Ethical transparency (ET)
	4
	.803
	Good

	Practical recommendations (PR)
	3
	.224
	Unacceptable; interpret items separately


Source: SPSS output generated from the study dataset.
[bookmark: _Toc241109484]4.4 Descriptive Statistics of the Main Constructs
All the constructs were above a score of 4.00 on the 5-point scale, reflecting generally positive attitudes towards Nike's influencer activity, the credibility of the influencers, consumer trust and brand perception. Attractiveness recorded the highest mean among the core credibility dimensions (M = 4.28, SD = 0.70), while expertise (M = 4.23, SD = 0.71), authenticity (M = 4.22, SD = 0.72) and trustworthiness (M = 4.19, SD = 0.74) were also high. The average score for consumer trust was 4.23 (SD = 0.71), while the average score for brand perception was 4.22 (SD = 0.66), indicating that the respondents generally had positive feelings about Nike's influencer marketing campaigns when it came to trusting the brand and having a positive brand perception.
Ethical transparency was also rated favourably with a mean of 4.13 (SD = 0.67). The results in the descriptive analysis cannot be considered a casualty, but this analysis shows that the sample was largely positive to the constructs that form the conceptual model. Several constructs were also strongly correlated in the later analyses, which may also be attributed to the relatively narrow range of high scores.
Table 4.5: Descriptive statistics for reliable constructs (N = 152)
	Construct
	Mean
	SD
	Minimum
	Maximum

	Influencer exposure (IME)
	4.17
	0.66
	1.75
	5.00

	Expertise (EXP)
	4.23
	0.71
	1.75
	5.00

	Trustworthiness (TRU)
	4.19
	0.74
	1.50
	5.00

	Attractiveness (ATT)
	4.28
	0.70
	1.50
	5.00

	Authenticity (AUT)
	4.22
	0.72
	1.50
	5.00

	Consumer trust (CT)
	4.23
	0.71
	1.60
	4.80

	Brand perception (BP)
	4.22
	0.66
	1.60
	5.00

	Ethical transparency (ET)
	4.13
	0.67
	1.75
	5.00


Source: SPSS output generated from the study dataset.
[bookmark: _Toc241109485]4.5 Correlation Analysis
Pearson correlations showed strong positive associations between the study constructs. Consumer trust correlated most strongly with expertise (r = .925, p < .001), followed by influencer marketing exposure (r = .918), trustworthiness (r = .902), attractiveness (r = .897) and authenticity (r = .891). Brand perception was also strongly related to expertise (r = .924, p < .001), attractiveness (r = .903), influencer exposure (r = .902), authenticity (r = .896), trustworthiness (r = .891) and consumer trust (r = .899). Ethical transparency was strongly related to both consumer trust (r = .863) and brand perception (r = .874), with both associations significant at p < .001.
These correlations support the overall hypothesis that there is a relationship between credible influencer communication and greater trust and positive brand perceptions of Nike. The correlations between the predictors themselves were also very high, however, at .89 to .92. The extent of this overlap demonstrates potential construct redundancy or common-method overlap and is in line with the multicollinearity issue mentioned in the regression analysis. Hence, good bivariate relationships should not be taken as proof of independent effects on each of the credibility dimensions.
Table 4.6: Key Pearson correlations with consumer trust and brand perception
	Variable
	With CT
	With BP

	Influencer exposure (IME)
	.918***
	.902***

	Expertise (EXP)
	.925***
	.924***

	Trustworthiness (TRU)
	.902***
	.891***

	Attractiveness (ATT)
	.897***
	.903***

	Authenticity (AUT)
	.891***
	.896***

	Ethical transparency (ET)
	.863***
	.874***

	Consumer trust (CT)
	-
	.899***


Source: SPSS output generated from the study dataset.
Note: *** p < .001. The SPSS regression output reports one-tailed significance for these correlation matrices.
[bookmark: _Toc241109486]4.6 Regression Analysis
Hierarchical multiple regression was used to examine the incremental contribution of influencer credibility after accounting for exposure, and then to assess whether consumer trust added explanatory power for brand perception. Because the design is cross-sectional, the term 'predictor' is used statistically and does not establish temporal or causal influence. The regression models were evaluated using R-squared, adjusted R-squared, change in R-squared, F tests, standardised beta coefficients, significance levels, Durbin-Watson statistics and collinearity diagnostics.
[bookmark: _Toc241109487]4.6.1 Predicting Consumer Trust
In the first block, influencer marketing exposure alone was a very strong predictor of consumer trust, explaining 84.3% of its variance (R² = .843, adjusted R² = .842, p < .001). When expertise, trustworthiness, attractiveness and authenticity were entered in Block 2, the explained variance increased to 89.4% (adjusted R² = .891). The credibility dimensions therefore added a statistically significant 5.1 percentage points of explanatory power beyond exposure (Delta R² = .051, F-change = 17.645, p < .001). The full model was statistically significant, F(5,146) = 247.467, p < .001, and the Durbin-Watson value of 2.148 did not indicate problematic residual autocorrelation.
Within the full model, influencer exposure remained significant (beta = .311, p < .001), expertise was significant (beta = .298, p = .002), and trustworthiness made a smaller significant contribution (beta = .157, p = .044). Attractiveness (beta = .112, p = .147) and authenticity (beta = .103, p = .165) were not independently significant once the other highly correlated predictors were controlled. This result should not be interpreted as evidence that attractiveness or authenticity are unimportant, because both had very strong bivariate correlations with trust. Rather, much of their explanatory variance appears to overlap with exposure, expertise and trustworthiness.
Table 4.7: Hierarchical regression model summary for consumer trust
	Model
	R²
	Adjusted R²
	Delta R²
	F
	p

	Block 1: IME only
	.843
	.842
	.843
	808.071
	< .001

	Block 2: IME + EXP + TRU + ATT + AUT
	.894
	.891
	.051
	247.467
	< .001


Source: SPSS output generated from the study dataset.
Table 4.8: Coefficients for the final consumer-trust regression model
	Predictor
	Standardized beta
	t
	p
	VIF

	Influencer exposure (IME)
	.311
	4.024
	< .001
	8.264

	Expertise (EXP)
	.298
	3.214
	.002
	11.878

	Trustworthiness (TRU)
	.157
	2.034
	.044
	8.228

	Attractiveness (ATT)
	.112
	1.457
	.147
	8.137

	Authenticity (AUT)
	.103
	1.396
	.165
	7.495


Source: SPSS output generated from the study dataset.
[bookmark: _Toc241109488]4.6.2 Predicting Nike Brand Perception
A parallel hierarchical regression was conducted with brand perception as the dependent variable. Influencer exposure alone explained 81.4% of the variance in brand perception (R² = .814, adjusted R² = .812, p < .001). Adding the four credibility dimensions increased R² to .886 and produced a significant 7.3 percentage-point increase in explained variance (Delta R² = .073, F-change = 23.377, p < .001). The full model was statistically significant, F(5,146) = 227.920, p < .001, with a Durbin-Watson statistic of 1.865.
Expertise was the strongest independent predictor of brand perception (beta = .337, p = .001). Attractiveness (beta = .203, p = .012), influencer exposure (beta = .187, p = .021) and authenticity (beta = .170, p = .028) were also significant. Trustworthiness was not independently significant (beta = .081, p = .314). This pattern suggests that the favourable perception of Nike in this sample is associated particularly with perceived influencer expertise, visual/lifestyle appeal and authenticity, while trustworthiness overlaps substantially with the other credibility dimensions.
Table 4.9: Hierarchical regression model summary for brand perception
	Model
	R²
	Adjusted R²
	Delta R²
	F
	p

	Block 1: IME only
	.814
	.812
	.814
	655.152
	< .001

	Block 2: IME + EXP + TRU + ATT + AUT
	.886
	.883
	.073
	227.920
	< .001


Source: SPSS output generated from the study dataset.

Table 4.10: Coefficients for the brand-perception model before adding consumer trust
	Predictor
	Standardized beta
	t
	p
	VIF

	Influencer exposure (IME)
	.187
	2.326
	.021
	8.264

	Expertise (EXP)
	.337
	3.503
	.001
	11.878

	Trustworthiness (TRU)
	.081
	1.010
	.314
	8.228

	Attractiveness (ATT)
	.203
	2.549
	.012
	8.137

	Authenticity (AUT)
	.170
	2.220
	.028
	7.495


Source: SPSS output generated from the study dataset.
[bookmark: _Toc241109489]4.6.3 Incremental Role of Consumer Trust and the Mediation Logic
Consumer trust was added as a third block to examine whether it explained additional variance in brand perception after exposure and the four credibility dimensions had already been entered. The model R² increased only from .886 to .887. This increase of .001 was not statistically significant (F-change = 1.324, p = .252). In the final model, consumer trust itself was not significant (beta = .099, t = 1.151, p = .252). Expertise (beta = .307, p = .002), attractiveness (beta = .192, p = .018) and authenticity (beta = .159, p = .040) remained significant, whereas exposure (p = .067) and trustworthiness (p = .422) were not significant.
Accordingly, this hierarchical regression does not provide evidence that consumer trust contributes unique explanatory power to Nike brand perception once the highly overlapping exposure and credibility measures are controlled. This is an important empirical result because the conceptual framework proposed trust as a mediator. Nevertheless, a change-in-R² regression is not the formal mediation test specified in Chapter Three. The final mediation conclusion should therefore be based on the bootstrapped indirect effects from the planned PLS-SEM analysis. The regression result should be treated as preliminary evidence that the mediation pathway may be weaker than expected or may be obscured by substantial overlap among the predictors.
Table 4.11: Incremental contribution of consumer trust to brand perception
	Model
	R²
	Adjusted R²
	Delta R²
	Sig. F Change

	Block 1: IME
	.814
	.812
	.814
	< .001

	Block 2: + EXP, TRU, ATT, AUT
	.886
	.883
	.073
	< .001

	Block 3: + Consumer Trust
	.887
	.883
	.001
	.252


Source: SPSS output generated from the study dataset.
Table 4.12: Final brand-perception model including consumer trust
	Predictor
	Standardized beta
	t
	p
	VIF

	Influencer exposure (IME)
	.156
	1.846
	.067
	9.181

	Expertise (EXP)
	.307
	3.093
	.002
	12.718

	Trustworthiness (TRU)
	.065
	.806
	.422
	8.461

	Attractiveness (ATT)
	.192
	2.396
	.018
	8.255

	Authenticity (AUT)
	.159
	2.076
	.040
	7.595

	Consumer trust (CT)
	.099
	1.151
	.252
	9.475


Source: SPSS output generated from the study dataset.
[bookmark: _Toc241109490]4.6.4 Regression Diagnostics and Multicollinearity
The remaining diagnostics had been combined but could typically be applied to an exploratory dissertation-level analysis. The values of Durbin-Watson were found to be equal to 1.8291.9131.9822.148 across the reported models, which is near 2 and thus does not indicate severe dependence on the residuals. The histograms and normal P-P plots revealed that the residuals were generally distributed as expected, though there were some deviations in the tails. Standardised residuals were close to -3.78 in the consumer-trust model and less than -4.00 in the brand-perception models, suggesting that there were a few possible outliers. It was also observed that there was clustering on the scatterplots, which is aligned with the limited 1-5 Likert composite range.
The most important diagnostic issue was multicollinearity. VIF values in the consumer-trust model were between 7.495 and 11.878; in the final brand-perception model, they were between 7.595 and 12.718. These values are enormously higher than the commonly used thresholds and are in agreement with the extremely high inter-construct correlations. Severe multicollinearity magnifies standard errors and causes individual beta coefficients to be unstable. Therefore, it is clear that the overall explanatory power of the models is significant, yet they should be cautious with the assertions regarding the relative independent significance of the closely related predictors. Discriminant-validity statistics like HTMT should also be considered when the intended PLS-SEM measurement model is executed.
[bookmark: _Toc241109491]4.7 Ethical Transparency
The analysis of ethical transparency was conducted independently since it was framed as a situational element as opposed to the central predictor of credibility in the conceptual model. Consumer trust was also strongly and positively related to ethical transparency (r =.863, p < .001). In a simple regression, ET explained 74.4% of the variance in consumer trust (R² = .744, adjusted R² = .743), F(1,150) = 436.590, p < .001, with a standardised beta of .863. The Durbin-Watson statistic was 1.942.
An equally good relationship was observed with brand perception. Ethical transparency correlated at r = .874 with brand perception and explained 76.5% of its variance in the simple regression (R² = .765, adjusted R² = .763), F(1,150) = 487.579, p < .001. The standardised beta was.874 and the Durbin-Watson was 1.829. These findings evidence the real-life significance of transparency and ethical influencer conduct. The strength of the associations, however, must be understood in the context of the phrasing of the ET items, which directly mention more trust and better brand perception; some overlap of concepts with the dependent constructs is thus anticipated.

Table 4.13: Supplementary ethical-transparency regressions
	Relationship
	Beta
	R²
	Adjusted R²
	F
	p
	Durbin-Watson

	ET -> Consumer Trust
	.863
	.744
	.743
	436.590
	< .001
	1.942

	ET -> Brand Perception
	.874
	.765
	.763
	487.579
	< .001
	1.829


Source: SPSS output generated from the study dataset.
[bookmark: _Toc241109492]4.8 Practical Recommendation Items
The three items of practical recommendation were not a reliable scale; thus, they were treated separately. The three items, however, scored high in terms of mean. The most unanimous response was the higher level of transparency in influencer partnerships (PR3, M = 4.66), then the choice of influencers based on credibility and not on popularity per se (PR2, M = 4.57). Another aspect that the respondents gave overwhelmingly positive responses to is the necessity to cooperate with influencers who are actually related to sport, fitness or lifestyle (PR1, M = 4.34). These item-level results align with the broader findings: expertise was found to be an influential predictor, authenticity was found to be applicable to brand perception and ethical transparency was observed to have strong positive relationships with trust and brand perception.
Table 4.14: Descriptive results for practical recommendation items
	Item
	Statement (abridged)
	Mean
	SD

	PR1
	Nike should work with influencers genuinely connected to sport, fitness or lifestyle
	4.34
	0.51

	PR2
	Nike should choose influencers based on credibility rather than popularity only
	4.57
	0.54

	PR3
	Nike should make influencer partnerships more transparent to strengthen trust
	4.66
	0.53


Source: SPSS output generated from the study dataset.

[bookmark: _Toc241109493]4.9 Findings in Relation to the Research Objectives
Table 4.15: Summary of findings against the research objectives
	Research objective
	Key evidence
	Interpretation

	Objective 1: Examine how expertise, trustworthiness, attractiveness and authenticity influence consumer trust
	All four dimensions correlated strongly with CT. In the multivariable model, expertise (beta = .298, p = .002) and trustworthiness (beta = .157, p = .044) were significant; attractiveness and authenticity were not independently significant.
	Partially supported in regression; interpretation constrained by severe multicollinearity.

	Objective 2: Assess the relationship between consumer trust and Nike brand perception
	CT and BP were strongly correlated (r = .899, p < .001). However, CT did not add significant variance after exposure and credibility controls (beta = .099, p = .252).
	Strong bivariate relationship, but no unique incremental effect in the full regression.

	Objective 3: Test direct and indirect relationships among influencer marketing, trust and brand perception
	Exposure and credibility jointly explained 88.6% of BP variance. Adding CT increased R² by only .001 (p = .252).
	Direct regression relationships are strong; formal indirect-effect conclusion requires PLS-SEM bootstrapping.

	Objective 4: Develop credible, ethical and trust-based recommendations
	ET strongly predicted CT and BP in supplementary models; PR2 and PR3 recorded especially high agreement.
	Supports credibility-led influencer selection and transparent sponsorship practices.


Source: SPSS output generated from the study dataset.


[bookmark: _Toc241109494]4.10 Pearson Correlation Analysis
Pearson’s correlation analysis was conducted to examine the strength and direction of the relationships among trustworthiness, attractiveness, authenticity, consumer trust, brand perception and expertise. The results show that all correlations were positive and statistically significant at the 0.01 level, with SPSS reporting Sig. = .000, which should be reported as p < .001. This indicates that higher perceptions of influencer credibility are associated with higher consumer trust and more favourable perceptions of Nike.
	Relationship
	Pearson’s r
	p-value
	Interpretation

	Trustworthiness – Attractiveness
	.904
	< .001
	Very strong positive

	Trustworthiness – Authenticity
	.891
	< .001
	Very strong positive

	Trustworthiness – Consumer Trust
	.902
	< .001
	Very strong positive

	Trustworthiness – Brand Perception
	.891
	< .001
	Very strong positive

	Trustworthiness – Expertise
	.915
	< .001
	Very strong positive

	Attractiveness – Authenticity
	.889
	< .001
	Very strong positive

	Attractiveness – Consumer Trust
	.897
	< .001
	Very strong positive

	Attractiveness – Brand Perception
	.903
	< .001
	Very strong positive

	Attractiveness – Expertise
	.917
	< .001
	Very strong positive

	Authenticity – Consumer Trust
	.891
	< .001
	Very strong positive

	Authenticity – Brand Perception
	.896
	< .001
	Very strong positive

	Authenticity – Expertise
	.919
	< .001
	Very strong positive

	Consumer Trust – Brand Perception
	.899
	< .001
	Very strong positive

	Consumer Trust – Expertise
	.925
	< .001
	Very strong positive

	Brand Perception – Expertise
	.924
	< .001
	Very strong positive


Although all credibility dimensions demonstrated very strong positive bivariate associations with consumer trust and brand perception, several relationships were particularly notable. Expertise showed the strongest correlation with consumer trust (r = .925, p < .001) and brand perception (r = .924, p < .001), while trustworthiness was also strongly related to consumer trust (r = .902, p < .001). Consumer trust itself had a very strong positive relationship with brand perception (r = .899, p < .001), supporting the proposed connection between trust and consumers’ evaluation of Nike. However, the credibility dimensions were also highly correlated with each other; for example, expertise correlated strongly with authenticity (r = .919) and attractiveness (r = .917). These exceptionally high intercorrelations indicate considerable conceptual overlap. Consequently, the weaker unique effects observed for some predictors in the multiple regression models should not be interpreted as evidence that those dimensions are irrelevant; rather, their explanatory contributions may be shared with other dimensions of influencer credibility.
[bookmark: _Toc241109495]4.11 Hypothesis Testing Summary
This section tests Hypotheses H1 to H6, developed in Section 2.10, directly against the SPSS results reported in Sections 4.6 and 4.10. H1 to H4 are tested using the standardised beta coefficients from the final hierarchical regression model predicting consumer trust (Table 4.8). H5 is tested using the standardised beta for consumer trust in the final brand-perception model that controls for exposure and all four credibility dimensions (Table 4.12). H6, the mediation hypothesis, is tested using the product-of-coefficients (Sobel) method, in which the indirect effect of each credibility dimension on brand perception through consumer trust is calculated as a×b, where a is the unstandardised path from the credibility dimension to consumer trust (Table 4.8) and b is the unstandardised path from consumer trust to brand perception in the model that already includes exposure and credibility (Table 4.12); the standard error of a×b is estimated with the standard first-order (Sobel, 1982) approximation and cross-checked with a 100,000-replication Monte Carlo simulation of the sampling distribution of a×b, both applied to the composite-score regression results already reported rather than to a latent-variable model. This provides an interim, exploratory test of mediation ahead of the planned PLS-SEM bootstrapped indirect effects specified in Chapter Three, and results should be read with that caveat in mind.
Table 4.16: Hypothesis testing summary
	Hyp.
	Path tested
	Result
	Decision

	H1
	Expertise => Consumer trust
	β = .298, t = 3.214, p = .002
	Supported

	H2
	Trustworthiness => Consumer trust
	β = .157, t = 2.034, p = .044
	Supported

	H3
	Attractiveness => Consumer trust
	β = .112, t = 1.457, p = .147
	Not supported

	H4
	Authenticity => Consumer trust
	β = .103, t = 1.396, p = .165
	Not supported

	H5
	Consumer trust => Brand perception (controlling for exposure and credibility)
	β = .099, t = 1.151, p = .252
	Not supported

	H6a
	Expertise => Trust => Brand perception (indirect)
	ab = .028, Sobel z = 1.08, p = .279; 95% Monte Carlo CI [−.019, .086]
	Not supported

	H6b
	Trustworthiness => Trust => Brand perception (indirect)
	ab = .014, Sobel z = 1.00, p = .316; 95% Monte Carlo CI [−.010, .049]
	Not supported

	H6c
	Attractiveness => Trust => Brand perception (indirect)
	ab = .010, Sobel z = 0.90, p = .366; 95% Monte Carlo CI [−.009, .043]
	Not supported

	H6d
	Authenticity => Trust => Brand perception (indirect)
	ab = .009, Sobel z = 0.88, p = .376; 95% Monte Carlo CI [−.009, .039]
	Not supported


Source: calculated by the researcher from the SPSS regression coefficients reported in Tables 4.8 and 4.12.
Of the six hypotheses, only H1 and H2 are supported: expertise and, more weakly, trustworthiness are positively associated with consumer trust. H3 and H4 are not supported in the multivariable model, although this must be read alongside the severe multicollinearity reported in Section 4.6.4, since attractiveness and authenticity were both very strongly correlated with expertise and trustworthiness at the bivariate level (Section 4.10). H5 is not supported once exposure and the four credibility dimensions are controlled, despite the strong bivariate correlation between consumer trust and brand perception (r = .899) reported in Section 4.5. H6 is not supported for any of the four credibility dimensions: none of the estimated indirect effects reaches conventional significance, and every Monte Carlo confidence interval includes zero. Taken together, these results indicate that, in this sample, consumer trust does not function as the mediating mechanism proposed in the conceptual model, even though several credibility dimensions and consumer trust are each directly associated with brand perception. 
[bookmark: _Toc241109496]4.12 Chapter Summary
This chapter introduced the statistical analysis and preparation of 152 responses in a Google Form. The results were exported to Excel, coded numerically, imported into SPSS, given the proper values and level of measurement labels, and converted into composite construct means. The profile of the respondents was a young, digitally active and Nike-experienced sample. All core study constructs were found to be satisfactorily reliable, with Cronbach's alpha values between803 and.891, although the three items of the practical-recommendation scale were not found to be reliably composed as a combined scale, and thus were treated as separate items.



[bookmark: _Toc241109497]CHAPTER FIVE: DISCUSSION OF THE FINDINGS
[bookmark: _Toc241109498]5.1 Overview of the Findings
In this chapter, the results are interpreted in relation to the research aim mentioned above, the four objectives mentioned above, the primary research question, the literature, the theoretical framework, and the hypotheses H1 to H6. These hypotheses and the constructs and pathways they test are a direct reflection of the conceptual model included in Figure 2.4. It sought to understand how Nike's digital campaigns are affected by consumers aged 18-35 by analyzing the connections between the three factors of influencer marketing, consumer trust, and brand perception. The results indicated high positive relationships: each construct mean was over 4.10; the variance in consumer trust and in Nike brand perception explained 89.4% and 88.6% of the variance, respectively, and the correlation between trust and brand perception was r = .899. Here are the current standup of the six hypotheses. The support of H1 (influencer expertise => consumer trust) and H2 (influencer trustworthiness => consumer trust) holds. The hypotheses of H3 (attractiveness => trust), H4 (authenticity => trust), H5 (consumer trust => brand perception, while controlling exposure and credibility) and H6 (consumer trust mediates the credibility–brand perception relationship) are not supported. That is, only H1 and H2 are accepted, and H3–H6 are rejected. To address the research question, perceived influencer credibility (expertise) is significantly related to trust in the influencer and brand perception. However, the trust link is not a direct link between these two variables.
[bookmark: _Toc241109499]5.2 Credibility and Consumer Trust (Objective 1; H1 to H4)
The largest unique association with trust was with expertise (β = .298, p = .002), and this was supported by H1. This aligns with the main theory of the study, Source Credibility Theory (Ohanian, 1990), and also with the argument put forward in Chapter Two that in the context of sportswear, where the purchasing object is for performance, perceived competence would be more significant than appearance. It also harmonizes with the match-up logic that most people are convinced by expertise when it is relevant to the product endorsed (Till and Busler, 2000). The support for H2 was weak (β = .157, p = .044), and the confidence interval is close to 0, implying that the emphasis on trustworthiness in Lou and Yuan (2019) is questionable, as it does not add much once the factor of expertise is taken into consideration.
H3 and H4 were not supported. The findings of attractiveness (p = .147) corroborate those of Sokolova and Kefi (2020), who found that attractiveness was not always decisive, while the findings of authenticity (p = .165) are somewhat surprising considering the importance attributed to this by Audrezet, de Kerviler and Moulard (2020). These findings should not be over-interpreted and should be verified in future studies. The correlation values between the four dimensions ranged from .89 to .92, which is above the .85 threshold for constructs to possibly be empirically indistinguishable (Kline, 2016), and the VIF values were relatively high, ranging from 2.049 to 11.878, with the non-significant ones likely representing shared variance with other dimensions rather than irrelevance. Expertise could also be a standout due to the fact that its products (knowledge, experience, usefulness, understanding) are more concrete and less susceptible to a general goodwill effect for Nike. “The expert is the one that counts” is thus a justifiable interpretation and not a final scorecard. Exposure accounted for 84.3% of the variance in trust, and the items of this variable (attention, noticeability) likely represent engagement more than exposure; thus, the control variable is not a pure one.
[bookmark: _Toc241109500]5.3 Consumer Trust and Brand Perception (Objective 2; H5)
The two constructs correlated at .899, but adding trust only increased the R² for the multivariate model for brand perception by .001 (p = .252). This is not to contradict the brand-trust literature that views trust as a predictor of positive brand results (Chaudhuri and Holbrook, 2001; Delgado-Ballester and Munuera-Alemán, 2005), but rather to demonstrate that trust has nearly all of the explanatory power of the credibility and exposure variables. There are three possible explanations. First, there was no discriminant validity between the items of the brand perception and the trust items; both items referred to Nike and the content of Nike influencers in the context of trust, and there was a degree of overlap in the measurements. Second, brand context: Nike has a high level of equity (Keller, 1993), which means the trust placed in the brand is likely to be greater than the value placed in the Nike influencer content, which was what Section 2.6 predicted. Third, the sample: 77.0% purchased Nike products, and the snowball sampling process may have been biased to include more Nike-interested respondents, leading to ceiling effects that make unique effects more difficult to detect with means above 4.1 and standard deviations near 0.7.

[bookmark: _Toc241109501]5.4 Mediation and the Theoretical Framework (Objective 3; H6)
H6 was not supported. None of the indirect effects through trust was significant for expertise (z = 1.08, p = .279), trustworthiness, attractiveness or authenticity, and all Monte Carlo intervals contained zero. Expertise and attractiveness and authenticity exhibited a strong direct link to brand perception, and the study showed that credibility had only a direct link to brand perception, meaning that there was no indirect path that would support the link between credibility and brand perception (Zhao, Lynch and Chen, 2010). This contradicts the Stimulus–Organism–Response logic, which proposes that trust is the state of the organism that carries credibility cues to brand perception (Mehrabian and Russell, 1974), and also goes against Lou and Yuan (2019), who concluded that trust is the main component of the response to branded content. But S–O–R isn't discredited, either. The organism state might not necessarily be represented by cognitive trust, and for parasocial identification with or attachment to the brand as a quasi-human person, other credibility cues may come with the Nike trust items and not necessarily measure the psychological state that it can bring about (Ki, Cuevas, Chong and Lim, 2020).
The direct associations are more reflective of the contextually-based interpretive theory, the Meaning Transfer Theory (McCracken, 1989), that is employed here. Attractiveness and authenticity may cause the impression of style and sincerity to be transferred to Nike's image, without the transfer of trust, which is why the former were correlated with brand perception, but not the latter. This is not an actual path to take but rather an interpretation. Two cautions apply. The Sobel test assumes normality of the indirect effect, and may fail to detect a small effect when predictors are correlated, meaning that non-significance is likely to underestimate a small indirect effect; bootstrapping on the raw data would be more robust. Another drawback of the cross-sectional design is that the order and causality of the constructs are not determined (Zhao, Lynch and Chen, 2010).
[bookmark: _Toc241109502]5.5 Ethical Transparency and Practical Implications (Objective 4)
There were strong associations between ethical transparency and trust (β = .863) and brand perception (β = .874), and the respondents strongly agreed that Nike should be more transparent with partnerships (PR3, M = 4.66) and should partner with influencers because they are credible (PR2, M = 4.57). This is supported by the guidance of both Evans et al. (2017) and the ASA (2025), which both state that disclosure is important for consumer responses, and that the importance of credibility has been highlighted by De Veirman, Cauberghe and Hudders (2017), who found that this was essential for favourable attitudes to be gained. Together with the credibility results, the pattern indicates that respondents desire Nike to be selective in its partnerships and that it be honest about who it partners with, rather than having a specific number or aesthetic of followers, consistent with the focus this study intends to give to expertise over attractiveness.
The strength of the transparency results is likely to be exaggerated, however, as ET4 is a direct statement, which by its nature is hard to refute, that transparency improves Nike's perception, and because transparency was not introduced as a moderator or an additional predictor within the main structural model, as Section 2.8 recognised. The practical-recommendation items also had low reliability (α = .224) and little variance (SD ≈ 0.5), indicating near-universal agreement with low discriminating views, and the negative inter-item correlation for PR2 suggests the three items may not be measuring a single attitude. Therefore, they ought best to be interpreted as broadly supportive indicators of how one should choose influencers, based on credibility and transparency, rather than as a strict measure of actual preferences.
[bookmark: _Toc241109503]5.6 Critical Reflection on the Aim and Research Question
The aim is substantially achieved, as the relationship between the credibility of the influencer, trust and brand perception has been investigated and hypotheses have been tested, but there is partial support for the model that the literature proposes. The aim of the contribution is to demonstrate that there is a strong association between credibility and trust and brand perception when both the brand is established and the audience is favourably disposed towards the brand, and that the latter does not mediate between the two. This doesn't actually contradict much of the literature: Lou and Yuan (2019) examined a less common context for branded content, where the process of building consumer trust is likely to be more intricate, while Nike's brand equity over decades (Keller, 1993) might mean that consumer trust is already largely established before any specific influencer campaign is viewed. The dissertation thus introduces a boundary condition to the credibility-trust-perception sequence: the condition of a less familiar brand and of low prior brand experience would lead to a stronger position of the dissertation's credibility-trust-perception sequence than would a global brand experienced by a mostly favourable sample, which was recruited by a snowball sampling strategy.
This conclusion was subject to some restrictions. The composite scores were employed rather than the latent variable measurement model, and measurement error was not isolated from the true relationship between the variables; it is questionable whether there was discriminant validity between trust and brand perception (Cheung et al., 2023). Data collection involved purposive and snowball sampling and recruitment was done from the researcher's network of contacts, which may be an overrepresentation of students, existing Nike customers and highly active social media users, therefore not generalisable to the general UK population. UK residence and the six-month exposure criterion for one responder were not independently verified beyond self-report, and all constructs were measured by a single, self-administered survey, creating potential for common method variance despite efforts to minimize it, such as anonymity and by varying the wording of items (MacKenzie and Podsakoff, 2012). Last, because of the cross-sectional nature of the study, none of the associations reported is to be interpreted as indicating direction of influence or causal order as suggested by the hypotheses.
It is therefore important to remember that the results are for the specific Nike consumer base in the UK and can be seen as a snapshot of the impact of influencer marketing on a select group of athletes in the UK. The results suggest that expertise-based credibility is worthy of being given priority, and that trust and brand perceptions should be understood as two different, but related, outcomes; the mediation question itself needs to be replicated with more representative samples, a validated latent-variable model and ideally a longitudinal or experimental design before it can be answered with confidence.


[bookmark: _Toc241109504]CHAPTER SIX: CONCLUSION AND RECOMMENDATIONS
[bookmark: _Toc241109505]6.1 Conclusion
This dissertation focused on analyzing the correlation between the use of influencer marketing and consumer trust and brand perception in Nike's digital campaigns, for consumers aged between 18 and 35. In Chapter One, the importance of creator-led communication in digital brand communication was highlighted and the impact of credibility on consumers' reactions was proven, though it was not clear how credibility influences the perception of a well-established sportswear brand. The study thus questioned if consumer trust serves as a mechanism linking perceived influencer credibility with Nike brand perception, and addressed this question in four specific objectives in relation to credibility and trust, trust and brand perception, the broader structural relationships between constructs, and recommendations for the industry in practice.
The literature search in Chapter Two identified the constructs as consumer trust (confidence in Nike's honesty, reliability and fulfilment of promises) and brand perception (a general favourable impression of Nike's image, quality, and associations). Credibility was considered to be four factors: expertise, trustworthiness, attractiveness and authenticity. The main theory developed was Source Credibility Theory, with the mediating theory being Stimulus–Organism–Response, and the contextual interpretative theory being Meaning Transfer Theory (Gavrilova and Shuleska, 2022). The gap found was related to the mechanisms of credibility–brand perception, the relative importance of the dimensions, and the established-brand context, and six hypotheses were formulated.
Chapter Three used a positivist, deductive and quantitative research design. 152 respondents were recruited using purposive sampling and snowball sampling techniques and completed an online questionnaire, which was analysed using SPSS via reliability, correlation, regression, and tests of indirect effects analysis. Chapter Four demonstrated the internal consistency of eight out of nine scales (α = .803 to .891), the favourable ratings of all constructs (means 4.13 to 4.28), and the variance in trust (89.4%) and brand perception (88.6%) explained by the credibility and exposure constructs. Support for H1 (expertise) and H2 (trustworthiness) was found, while the other statements (H3, H4, H5 and H6) were not. The expertise, attractiveness and authenticity of the brand were directly linked to brand perception and the ethical transparency was strongly linked to both.
These findings were interpreted in a critical manner in Chapter Five in the context of the aim, objectives, research question, literature, theoretical framework and hypotheses. The results of this research question are that, in this sample, perceived expertise of the influencers was strongly correlated with the perceived trust and brand perception, with no mediation between the two. The credibility of expertise and trustworthiness were more clearly associated with trust than attractiveness and authenticity were associated with brand perception that is explained by the Meaning Transfer Theory, but were not significant predictors of trust (Hasdiansa, 2024). The theoretical contribution is support for the Stimulus–Organism–Response model with the addition of the trust-mediation logic, which also cautions against assuming that the same model applies to a well-known brand that has a high level of brand equity and is well recognised by many consumers as the primary theory of the role of expertise in building brand credibility. The primary theoretical contribution is support for Source Credibility Theory as the main theory, the evidence of the prominence of expertise in a performance-oriented category like sportswear, and the caution that the trust-mediation logic of the Stimulus–Organism–Response model may not be the same in a well-known brand with high brand equity compared to a lesser-known brand. Ethical transparency only came up as a contextual issue and outside the main structural model, but remained closely linked to both outcomes and strengthened the sense of the practical importance of credible and disclosed partnerships. In addition to the limitations discussed above, the study suffered from the multicollinearity of the credibility dimensions, doubts about the discriminant validity between trust and perceived brand, snowball sampling (non-probability sampling), data collected through only one survey instrument, and cross-sectional design, meaning the results described the statistical association observed as hypothesized in the study, but did not provide evidence of causal order (Moussa and Ibrahim, 2025).
[bookmark: _Toc241109506]6.2 Practical Recommendations for Nike and Similar Brands
1. Select influencers on demonstrable expertise, not popularity: Expertise had the strongest association with trust (H1) and brand perception, and respondents strongly endorsed credibility-based selection (PR2, M = 4.57). Nike should add a credibility scorecard to influencer briefs, covering sport-specific track record, evidence of genuine product use and audience feedback alongside reach, and should prioritise athletes, coaches and performance creators for technical products such as running and training footwear, using formats that let expertise be shown, such as tutorials and long-form reviews (Nica, Chirita and Ionescu, 2021).
2. Use attractive and authentic creators to build brand image:  Attractiveness and authenticity were directly linked to brand perception, and they were not only directly linked to trust (Nabih and Hajar Mohammad Alhosseiny, 2024). So lifestyle and style-led creators are best suited for launches, collaborations and cultural relevance as long as the content aligns with the creator's typical output; otherwise, it may feel forced.
3. Make disclosure clear and consistent: Ethical transparency was also highly correlated with trust and brand perception, and PR3 was the most agreed upon. Nike should use prominent paid-partnership labels and disclosure labels, for instance, “ad”, as suggested by the ASA (2025), at the start of content; include disclosure requirements and creator training in contracts, and routinely audit compliance, not just rely on creator bios.
4. Measure trust and brand perception separately: Trust did not mediate the relationship in this sample; gains in exposure or credibility should not be assumed to automatically translate to trust, and the brand perception measurement should not be included in any brand tracking study that is conducted among 18- to 35-year-olds. To enable Nike's marketing team to understand which creator type attracts which audience, and which of the credibility cues is responsible for which results, campaign tests should be between creator types, such as athletes and coaches, or lifestyle creators (Dimovska, 2025).
5. Treat multicollinearity as a signal, not only a statistical problem: Multicollinearity was not an issue per se, as the very high correlations among the variables of expertise, trustworthiness, attractiveness, and authenticity seem to indicate that consumers in this sample did not differentiate between these qualities when judging a Nike influencer, which is a practically useful finding. Nike's creator-vetting system could be modified to evaluate overall perceived credibility and to utilise brief audience-perception checks before entering into a partnership, instead of scoring each dimension independently of the others (Gulan et al., 2025).


[bookmark: _Toc241109507]6.3 Recommendations for Improving the Evidence Base
The identified limitations in Chapters Four and Five suggest four ways to enhance future research that can be built on this study. First, re-estimate the model with PLS-SEM or covariance-based SEM, using bootstrapped indirect effects rather than the Sobel approximation, the heterotrait–monotrait ratio for discriminant validity (Henseler, Ringle and Sarstedt, 2015), and sample size planning suited to the chosen method (Kock and Hadaya, 2018), and re-run the analysis excluding the one respondent who did not meet the six-month exposure criterion so that the sample matches the stated population exactly. Secondly, redesign the trust, brand perception, and ethical transparency items so that they do not each reference Nike’s image or the influencer’s effect on Nike, since overlapping wording is a plausible reason why trust failed to show a distinct effect, and pilot a shorter, more discriminating scale for the practical-recommendation items, which showed almost no variance in the current data (Margaretha and Rodhiah, 2021).
Thirdly, move away from purposive and snowball sampling towards quota- or panel-based recruitment, with explicit screening on UK residence, age, and recent Nike exposure, so that the sample better represents the wider population of 18- to 35-year-old consumers rather than the researcher’s own network. Fourth, complement the cross-sectional survey with either an experimental design, in which credibility cues such as expertise or authenticity are manipulated directly, or a longitudinal design that tracks the same respondents across more than one campaign exposure, since either approach would allow firmer conclusions about the direction of the relationships (Lopes et al., 2020). Comparing platforms, creator types and other sportswear brands within the same design would also help establish how far the findings from this Nike-focused study generalise to the wider influencer marketing literature.
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Please answer the following questions based on your experience of seeing Nike influencer content on social media platforms such as Instagram, TikTok or YouTube. There are no right or wrong answers. Your responses will remain anonymous and will be used only for academic research.
Likert Scale for Sections C to H:
1 = Strongly Disagree
2 = Disagree
3 = Neutral
4 = Agree
5 = Strongly Agree
Section A: Screening Questions
	No.
	Question
	Response Options

	A1
	Are you aged between 18 and 35?
	Yes / No

	A2
	Have you seen or interacted with Nike influencer content on Instagram, TikTok or YouTube within the last six months?
	Yes / No

	A3
	Do you voluntarily agree to take part in this survey?
	Yes / No


Note: Participants who answer “No” to any question in Section A should not continue with the survey.
Section B: Demographic and Background Questions
	No.
	Question
	Response Options

	B1
	What is your age group?
	18–24 / 25–30 / 31–35

	B2
	What is your gender?
	Male / Female / Non-binary / Prefer not to say

	B3
	What is your current status?
	Student / Employed / Self-employed / Unemployed / Other

	B4
	Which platform do you mostly use to see Nike influencer content?
	Instagram / TikTok / YouTube / Facebook / Other

	B5
	How often do you use social media?
	Daily / Several times a week / Weekly / Less often

	B6
	Have you purchased any Nike product in the last 12 months?
	Yes / No

	B7
	How often do you see Nike influencer content online?
	Rarely / Sometimes / Often / Very often


Section C: Influencer Marketing Exposure
	Code
	Statement
	1
	2
	3
	4
	5

	IME1
	I often see Nike products promoted by influencers on social media.
	☐
	☐
	☐
	☐
	☐

	IME2
	Nike influencer content appears regularly on the social media platforms I use.
	☐
	☐
	☐
	☐
	☐

	IME3
	I pay attention to Nike-related posts, videos or stories shared by influencers.
	☐
	☐
	☐
	☐
	☐

	IME4
	Nike influencer campaigns are noticeable compared with other sportswear brands.
	☐
	☐
	☐
	☐
	☐


Section D: Perceived Influencer Credibility
D1: Influencer Expertise
	Code
	Statement
	1
	2
	3
	4
	5

	EXP1
	Nike influencers appear knowledgeable about sportswear, fitness or lifestyle products.
	☐
	☐
	☐
	☐
	☐

	EXP2
	Nike influencers seem experienced in using the products they promote.
	☐
	☐
	☐
	☐
	☐

	EXP3
	Nike influencers provide useful information about Nike products.
	☐
	☐
	☐
	☐
	☐

	EXP4
	I believe Nike influencers understand the quality and features of Nike products.
	☐
	☐
	☐
	☐
	☐


D2: Influencer Trustworthiness
	Code
	Statement
	1
	2
	3
	4
	5

	TRU1
	Nike influencers seem honest when promoting Nike products.
	☐
	☐
	☐
	☐
	☐

	TRU2
	I believe Nike influencers share genuine opinions about Nike products.
	☐
	☐
	☐
	☐
	☐

	TRU3
	Nike influencers appear reliable in their product recommendations.
	☐
	☐
	☐
	☐
	☐

	TRU4
	I trust the information provided by Nike influencers.
	☐
	☐
	☐
	☐
	☐


D3: Influencer Attractiveness
	Code
	Statement
	1
	2
	3
	4
	5

	ATT1
	Nike influencers have an appealing personal style or image.
	☐
	☐
	☐
	☐
	☐

	ATT2
	Nike influencers make Nike products look more desirable.
	☐
	☐
	☐
	☐
	☐

	ATT3
	I find Nike influencers engaging and interesting to follow.
	☐
	☐
	☐
	☐
	☐

	ATT4
	The lifestyle shown by Nike influencers fits well with Nike’s brand image.
	☐
	☐
	☐
	☐
	☐


D4: Influencer Authenticity
	Code
	Statement
	1
	2
	3
	4
	5

	AUT1
	Nike influencers appear authentic when promoting Nike products.
	☐
	☐
	☐
	☐
	☐

	AUT2
	Nike influencer content feels natural rather than overly scripted.
	☐
	☐
	☐
	☐
	☐

	AUT3
	Nike influencers seem to have a real connection with the Nike brand.
	☐
	☐
	☐
	☐
	☐

	AUT4
	Nike influencer campaigns feel relevant to the influencer’s usual content.
	☐
	☐
	☐
	☐
	☐



Section E: Consumer Trust
	Code
	Statement
	1
	2
	3
	4
	5

	CT1
	Nike influencer content increases my trust in Nike.
	☐
	☐
	☐
	☐
	☐

	CT2
	I believe Nike is honest in the way it uses influencers for promotion.
	☐
	☐
	☐
	☐
	☐

	CT3
	Nike influencer campaigns make the brand feel more reliable.
	☐
	☐
	☐
	☐
	☐

	CT4
	I feel confident in Nike when influencers recommend its products.
	☐
	☐
	☐
	☐
	☐

	CT5
	Nike influencer content helps me believe that Nike delivers what it promises.
	☐
	☐
	☐
	☐
	☐



Section F: Brand Perception of Nike
	Code
	Statement
	1
	2
	3
	4
	5

	BP1
	Nike influencer campaigns improve my overall perception of Nike.
	☐
	☐
	☐
	☐
	☐

	BP2
	Nike appears more modern and relevant because of its influencer campaigns.
	☐
	☐
	☐
	☐
	☐

	BP3
	Nike’s influencer marketing makes the brand seem more attractive than other sportswear brands.
	☐
	☐
	☐
	☐
	☐

	BP4
	Nike influencer content strengthens my positive attitude toward the brand.
	☐
	☐
	☐
	☐
	☐

	BP5
	Nike influencer campaigns make me more likely to consider Nike products in the future.
	☐
	☐
	☐
	☐
	☐



Section G: Ethical Transparency
	Code
	Statement
	1
	2
	3
	4
	5

	ET1
	Nike influencer posts should clearly disclose when content is sponsored.
	☐
	☐
	☐
	☐
	☐

	ET2
	Clear sponsorship disclosure increases my trust in Nike influencer content.
	☐
	☐
	☐
	☐
	☐

	ET3
	I am less likely to trust influencer content when paid promotion is unclear.
	☐
	☐
	☐
	☐
	☐

	ET4
	Ethical and transparent influencer marketing improves my perception of Nike.
	☐
	☐
	☐
	☐
	☐



Section H: Practical Recommendations
	Code
	Statement
	1
	2
	3
	4
	5

	PR1
	Nike should work with influencers who are genuinely connected to sport, fitness or lifestyle.
	☐
	☐
	☐
	☐
	☐

	PR2
	Nike should choose influencers based on credibility rather than popularity only.
	☐
	☐
	☐
	☐
	☐

	PR3
	Nike should make influencer partnerships more transparent to strengthen consumer trust.
	☐
	☐
	☐
	☐
	☐
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[bookmark: _Toc241109513]Appendix D: Participant Information Sheet
Study title: Influencer marketing, consumer trust and brand perception: A quantitative study of Nike's digital campaigns.
Invitation. You are being invited to take part in a research study conducted as part of a Master's dissertation at the University of Wales Trinity Saint David. Please read the following information before deciding whether to take part.
What is the purpose of the study? The study looks at how influencer marketing on social media affects consumer trust and the way people perceive the Nike brand. The findings will be used only for academic purposes.
Why have I been invited? You have been invited because you are aged between 18 and 35 and may have seen Nike influencer content on platforms such as Instagram, TikTok or YouTube in the last six months.
Do I have to take part? No. Taking part is completely voluntary. You may stop at any time and you may skip any question you do not wish to answer. Because responses are anonymous, once you submit the questionnaire it may not be possible to remove your individual answers, as they cannot be identified.
What will happen if I take part? You will complete a short anonymous online questionnaire that takes around 8 to 10 minutes. There are no right or wrong answers; the study is interested in your honest views.
Are there any risks? The study is low risk. It does not ask for sensitive personal information, and you will not be identified in any report.
How will my data be used and protected? No names or identifying details are collected. All data are handled in line with the UK General Data Protection Regulation and the Data Protection Act 2018, stored in password-protected University cloud storage, accessible only to the researcher and supervisor, and deleted after the project is completed. Results will be reported only in aggregate form.
Contact. If you have any questions about the study, you may contact the researcher (Md Didarul Islam Anik, Student ID 2505168) or the dissertation supervisor through the University.
[bookmark: _Toc241109514]Appendix E: Informed Consent Statement
This consent statement appears on the first screen of the online questionnaire. By selecting “I agree” and continuing to the questions, the participant confirms each of the following:
1. I confirm that I have read and understood the Participant Information Sheet for this study.
1. I understand that my participation is voluntary and that I may stop at any time without giving a reason.
1. I understand that I may choose not to answer any question I do not wish to answer.
1. I understand that my responses are anonymous and that no identifying information is collected.
1. I understand that my anonymised data will be stored securely and used only for academic purposes, in line with the UK GDPR and the Data Protection Act 2018.
1. I confirm that I am aged between 18 and 35 and have seen Nike influencer content on social media in the last six months.
1. I agree to take part in this study.
Consent response: ☐ I agree and wish to continue   ☐ I do not agree
[bookmark: _Toc241109515]Appendix F: Ethical Approval Form
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GET


DATASET NAME DataSet1 WINDOW=FRONT.


FREQUENCIES VARIABLES=AGE18_35 EXPOSE6M VOL_CONSENT AGE_GRP STATUS PLATFORM SM


_FREQ PURCHASE12M


    CONTENT_FREQ


  /BARCHART FREQ


  /ORDER=ANALYSIS.


Frequencies


-Anik\Anik.sav


Statistics


AGE18_35 EXPOSE6M
VOL_CONSEN


T AGE_GRP STATUS PLATFORM


N Valid


Missing


152 152 152 152 152 152


0 0 0 0 0 0


Statistics


SM_FREQ
PURCHASE12


M
CONTENT_FR


EQ


N Valid


Missing


152 152 152


0 0 0


Frequency Table


AGE18_35


Frequency Percent Valid Percent
Cumulative 


Percent


Valid Yes 152 100.0 100.0 100.0


EXPOSE6M


Frequency Percent Valid Percent
Cumulative 


Percent


Valid No


Yes


Total


1 .7 .7 .7


151 99.3 99.3 100.0


152 100.0 100.0
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VOL_CONSENT


Frequency Percent Valid Percent
Cumulative 


Percent


Valid Yes 152 100.0 100.0 100.0


AGE_GRP


Frequency Percent Valid Percent
Cumulative 


Percent


Valid 18-24


25-30


31-35


Total


61 40.1 40.1 40.1


67 44.1 44.1 84.2


24 15.8 15.8 100.0


152 100.0 100.0


STATUS


Frequency Percent Valid Percent
Cumulative 


Percent


Valid Student


Employed


Self-employed


Unemployed


Total


38 25.0 25.0 25.0


56 36.8 36.8 61.8


52 34.2 34.2 96.1


6 3.9 3.9 100.0


152 100.0 100.0


PLATFORM


Frequency Percent Valid Percent
Cumulative 


Percent


Valid Instagram


TikTok


YouTube


Facebook


Total


33 21.7 21.7 21.7


44 28.9 28.9 50.7


48 31.6 31.6 82.2


27 17.8 17.8 100.0


152 100.0 100.0
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SM_FREQ


Frequency Percent Valid Percent
Cumulative 


Percent


Valid Less often


Weekly


Several times a week


Daily


Total


4 2.6 2.6 2.6


45 29.6 29.6 32.2


55 36.2 36.2 68.4


48 31.6 31.6 100.0


152 100.0 100.0


PURCHASE12M


Frequency Percent Valid Percent
Cumulative 


Percent


Valid No


Yes


Total


35 23.0 23.0 23.0


117 77.0 77.0 100.0


152 100.0 100.0


CONTENT_FREQ


Frequency Percent Valid Percent
Cumulative 


Percent


Valid Rarely


Sometimes


Often


Very often


Total


3 2.0 2.0 2.0


51 33.6 33.6 35.5


76 50.0 50.0 85.5


22 14.5 14.5 100.0


152 100.0 100.0


Bar Chart
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CONTENT_FREQ


Very oftenOftenSometimesRarely


F
re


q
u


en
c


y


80


60


40


20


0


CONTENT_FREQ


RELIABILITY


  /VARIABLES=IME1 IME2 IME3 IME4


  /SCALE('ALL VARIABLES') ALL


  /MODEL=ALPHA


  /STATISTICS=DESCRIPTIVE SCALE


  /SUMMARY=TOTAL.


Reliability


Scale: ALL VARIABLES


Case Processing Summary


N %


Cases Valid


Excludeda


Total


152 100.0


0 .0


152 100.0


Listwise deletion based on all variables in the procedure.a. 
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Reliability Statistics


Cronbach's 
Alpha N of Items


.821 4


Item Statistics


Mean Std. Deviation N


IME1


IME2


IME3


IME4


3.88 .680 152


4.22 .823 152


4.29 .881 152


4.28 .863 152


Item-Total Statistics


Scale Mean if 
Item Deleted


Scale Variance 
if Item Deleted


Corrected Item-
Total 


Correlation


Cronbach's 
Alpha if Item 


Deleted


IME1


IME2


IME3


IME4


12.79 4.419 .714 .754


12.45 4.130 .632 .779


12.38 3.973 .619 .788


12.39 3.989 .636 .779


Scale Statistics


Mean Variance Std. Deviation N of Items


16.67 6.924 2.631 4


RELIABILITY


  /VARIABLES=EXP1 EXP2 EXP3 EXP4


  /SCALE('ALL VARIABLES') ALL


  /MODEL=ALPHA


  /STATISTICS=DESCRIPTIVE SCALE


  /SUMMARY=TOTAL.


Reliability


Scale: ALL VARIABLES
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Case Processing Summary


N %


Cases Valid


Excludeda


Total


152 100.0


0 .0


152 100.0


Listwise deletion based on all variables in the procedure.a. 


Reliability Statistics


Cronbach's 
Alpha N of Items


.858 4


Item Statistics


Mean Std. Deviation N


EXP1


EXP2


EXP3


EXP4


3.99 .741 152


4.31 .863 152


4.35 .893 152


4.28 .872 152


Item-Total Statistics


Scale Mean if 
Item Deleted


Scale Variance 
if Item Deleted


Corrected Item-
Total 


Correlation


Cronbach's 
Alpha if Item 


Deleted


EXP1


EXP2


EXP3


EXP4


12.94 5.036 .724 .814


12.63 4.713 .677 .829


12.59 4.536 .699 .820


12.65 4.560 .718 .812


Scale Statistics


Mean Variance Std. Deviation N of Items


16.93 7.996 2.828 4


RELIABILITY


  /VARIABLES=TRU1 TRU2 TRU3 TRU4


  /SCALE('ALL VARIABLES') ALL


  /MODEL=ALPHA
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  /STATISTICS=DESCRIPTIVE SCALE


  /SUMMARY=TOTAL.


Reliability


Scale: ALL VARIABLES


Case Processing Summary


N %


Cases Valid


Excludeda


Total


152 100.0


0 .0


152 100.0


Listwise deletion based on all variables in the procedure.a. 


Reliability Statistics


Cronbach's 
Alpha N of Items


.846 4


Item Statistics


Mean Std. Deviation N


TRU1


TRU2


TRU3


TRU4


4.18 .929 152


4.14 .887 152


4.29 .911 152


4.16 .857 152


Item-Total Statistics


Scale Mean if 
Item Deleted


Scale Variance 
if Item Deleted


Corrected Item-
Total 


Correlation


Cronbach's 
Alpha if Item 


Deleted


TRU1


TRU2


TRU3


TRU4


12.60 4.931 .725 .785


12.63 5.360 .642 .821


12.49 5.192 .666 .811


12.61 5.299 .697 .798
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Scale Statistics


Mean Variance Std. Deviation N of Items


16.78 8.784 2.964 4


RELIABILITY


  /VARIABLES=ATT1 ATT2 ATT3 ATT4


  /SCALE('ALL VARIABLES') ALL


  /MODEL=ALPHA


  /STATISTICS=DESCRIPTIVE SCALE


  /SUMMARY=TOTAL.


Reliability


Scale: ALL VARIABLES


Case Processing Summary


N %


Cases Valid


Excludeda


Total


152 100.0


0 .0


152 100.0


Listwise deletion based on all variables in the procedure.a. 


Reliability Statistics


Cronbach's 
Alpha N of Items


.838 4


Item Statistics


Mean Std. Deviation N


ATT1


ATT2


ATT3


ATT4


4.27 .789 152


4.27 .853 152


4.33 .860 152


4.24 .891 152
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Item-Total Statistics


Scale Mean if 
Item Deleted


Scale Variance 
if Item Deleted


Corrected Item-
Total 


Correlation


Cronbach's 
Alpha if Item 


Deleted


ATT1


ATT2


ATT3


ATT4


12.84 4.955 .620 .815


12.84 4.544 .683 .789


12.78 4.515 .685 .787


12.87 4.380 .692 .785


Scale Statistics


Mean Variance Std. Deviation N of Items


17.11 7.756 2.785 4


RELIABILITY


  /VARIABLES=AUT1 AUT2 AUT3 AUT4


  /SCALE('ALL VARIABLES') ALL


  /MODEL=ALPHA


  /STATISTICS=DESCRIPTIVE SCALE


  /SUMMARY=TOTAL.


Reliability


Scale: ALL VARIABLES


Case Processing Summary


N %


Cases Valid


Excludeda


Total


152 100.0


0 .0


152 100.0


Listwise deletion based on all variables in the procedure.a. 


Reliability Statistics


Cronbach's 
Alpha N of Items


.865 4
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Item Statistics


Mean Std. Deviation N


AUT1


AUT2


AUT3


AUT4


4.25 .863 152


4.18 .798 152


4.26 .912 152


4.18 .841 152


Item-Total Statistics


Scale Mean if 
Item Deleted


Scale Variance 
if Item Deleted


Corrected Item-
Total 


Correlation


Cronbach's 
Alpha if Item 


Deleted


AUT1


AUT2


AUT3


AUT4


12.63 4.938 .685 .839


12.70 5.087 .718 .827


12.61 4.570 .746 .814


12.69 4.943 .711 .828


Scale Statistics


Mean Variance Std. Deviation N of Items


16.88 8.309 2.882 4


RELIABILITY


  /VARIABLES=CT1 CT2 CT3 CT4 CT5


  /SCALE('ALL VARIABLES') ALL


  /MODEL=ALPHA


  /STATISTICS=DESCRIPTIVE SCALE


  /SUMMARY=TOTAL.


Reliability


Scale: ALL VARIABLES


Case Processing Summary


N %


Cases Valid


Excludeda


Total


152 100.0


0 .0


152 100.0


Listwise deletion based on all variables in the procedure.a. 
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Reliability Statistics


Cronbach's 
Alpha N of Items


.891 5


Item Statistics


Mean Std. Deviation N


CT1


CT2


CT3


CT4


CT5


4.02 .785 152


4.28 .831 152


4.32 .872 152


4.30 .812 152


4.25 .951 152


Item-Total Statistics


Scale Mean if 
Item Deleted


Scale Variance 
if Item Deleted


Corrected Item-
Total 


Correlation


Cronbach's 
Alpha if Item 


Deleted


CT1


CT2


CT3


CT4


CT5


17.14 8.676 .727 .870


16.88 8.595 .690 .877


16.84 8.280 .719 .871


16.86 8.438 .753 .864


16.91 7.594 .792 .854


Scale Statistics


Mean Variance Std. Deviation N of Items


21.16 12.650 3.557 5


RELIABILITY


  /VARIABLES=ET1 ET2 ET3 ET4


  /SCALE('ALL VARIABLES') ALL


  /MODEL=ALPHA


  /STATISTICS=DESCRIPTIVE SCALE


  /SUMMARY=TOTAL.


Reliability


Scale: ALL VARIABLES
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Case Processing Summary


N %


Cases Valid


Excludeda


Total


152 100.0


0 .0


152 100.0


Listwise deletion based on all variables in the procedure.a. 


Reliability Statistics


Cronbach's 
Alpha N of Items


.803 4


Item Statistics


Mean Std. Deviation N


ET1


ET2


ET3


ET4


4.05 .812 152


4.26 .826 152


4.05 .901 152


4.17 .860 152


Item-Total Statistics


Scale Mean if 
Item Deleted


Scale Variance 
if Item Deleted


Corrected Item-
Total 


Correlation


Cronbach's 
Alpha if Item 


Deleted


ET1


ET2


ET3


ET4


12.47 4.344 .670 .729


12.27 4.450 .614 .755


12.48 4.516 .507 .809


12.36 4.125 .690 .717


Scale Statistics


Mean Variance Std. Deviation N of Items


16.53 7.271 2.696 4


RELIABILITY


  /VARIABLES=BP1 BP2 BP3 BP4 BP5


  /SCALE('ALL VARIABLES') ALL


  /MODEL=ALPHA
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  /STATISTICS=DESCRIPTIVE SCALE


  /SUMMARY=TOTAL.


Reliability


Scale: ALL VARIABLES


Case Processing Summary


N %


Cases Valid


Excludeda


Total


152 100.0


0 .0


152 100.0


Listwise deletion based on all variables in the procedure.a. 


Reliability Statistics


Cronbach's 
Alpha N of Items


.860 5


Item Statistics


Mean Std. Deviation N


BP1


BP2


BP3


BP4


BP5


4.03 .763 152


4.24 .795 152


4.32 .887 152


4.24 .830 152


4.28 .863 152


Item-Total Statistics


Scale Mean if 
Item Deleted


Scale Variance 
if Item Deleted


Corrected Item-
Total 


Correlation


Cronbach's 
Alpha if Item 


Deleted


BP1


BP2


BP3


BP4


BP5


17.07 7.352 .742 .816


16.86 7.723 .599 .850


16.78 7.019 .680 .830


16.86 7.171 .707 .823


16.82 7.180 .666 .834
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Scale Statistics


Mean Variance Std. Deviation N of Items


21.10 11.003 3.317 5


RELIABILITY


  /VARIABLES=PR1 PR2 PR3


  /SCALE('ALL VARIABLES') ALL


  /MODEL=ALPHA


  /STATISTICS=DESCRIPTIVE SCALE


  /SUMMARY=TOTAL.


Reliability


Scale: ALL VARIABLES


Case Processing Summary


N %


Cases Valid


Excludeda


Total


152 100.0


0 .0


152 100.0


Listwise deletion based on all variables in the procedure.a. 


Reliability Statistics


Cronbach's 
Alpha N of Items


.224 3


Item Statistics


Mean Std. Deviation N


PR1


PR2


PR3


4.34 .514 152


4.57 .535 152


4.66 .529 152
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Item-Total Statistics


Scale Mean if 
Item Deleted


Scale Variance 
if Item Deleted


Corrected Item-
Total 


Correlation


Cronbach's 
Alpha if Item 


Deleted


PR1


PR2


PR3


9.23 .708 .004 .403


8.99 .483 .277 -.249a


8.91 .614 .099 .207


The value is negative due to a negative average covariance among items. This violates reliability model 
assumptions. You may want to check item codings.


a. 


Scale Statistics


Mean Variance Std. Deviation N of Items


13.57 .976 .988 3


COMPUTE EXP_MEAN=MEAN(EXP1,EXP2,EXP3,EXP4).


EXECUTE.


COMPUTE TRU_MEAN=MEAN(TRU1,TRU2,TRU3,TRU4).


EXECUTE.


DESCRIPTIVES VARIABLES=TRU_MEAN ATT_MEAN AUT_MEAN CT_MEAN BP_MEAN IME_MEAN ET_


MEAN PR_MEAN EXP_MEAN


  /STATISTICS=MEAN STDDEV MIN MAX.


Descriptives


Descriptive Statistics


N Minimum Maximum Mean Std. Deviation


TRU_MEAN


ATT_MEAN


AUT_MEAN


CT_MEAN


BP_MEAN


IME_MEAN


ET_MEAN


PR_MEAN


EXP_MEAN


Valid N (listwise)


152 1.50 5.00 4.1941 .74095


152 1.50 5.00 4.2780 .69622


152 1.50 5.00 4.2187 .72062


152 1.60 4.80 4.2316 .71135


152 1.60 5.00 4.2197 .66343


152 1.75 5.00 4.1678 .65785


152 1.75 5.00 4.1316 .67411


152 2.00 5.00 4.5219 .32927


152 1.75 5.00 4.2336 .70691


152


REGRESSION
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  /DESCRIPTIVES MEAN STDDEV CORR SIG N


  /MISSING LISTWISE


  /STATISTICS COEFF OUTS CI(95) BCOV R ANOVA COLLIN TOL CHANGE ZPP


  /CRITERIA=PIN(.05) POUT(.10)


  /NOORIGIN


  /DEPENDENT CT_MEAN


  /METHOD=ENTER IME_MEAN


  /METHOD=ENTER TRU_MEAN ATT_MEAN AUT_MEAN EXP_MEAN


  /SCATTERPLOT=(*ZRESID ,*ZPRED)


  /RESIDUALS DURBIN HISTOGRAM(ZRESID) NORMPROB(ZRESID).


Regression


Descriptive Statistics


Mean Std. Deviation N


CT_MEAN


IME_MEAN


TRU_MEAN


ATT_MEAN


AUT_MEAN


EXP_MEAN


4.2316 .71135 152


4.1678 .65785 152


4.1941 .74095 152


4.2780 .69622 152


4.2188 .72062 152


4.2336 .70691 152
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Correlations


CT_MEAN IME_MEAN TRU_MEAN ATT_MEAN AUT_MEAN


Pearson Correlation CT_MEAN


IME_MEAN


TRU_MEAN


ATT_MEAN


AUT_MEAN


EXP_MEAN


Sig. (1-tailed) CT_MEAN


IME_MEAN


TRU_MEAN


ATT_MEAN


AUT_MEAN


EXP_MEAN


N CT_MEAN


IME_MEAN


TRU_MEAN


ATT_MEAN


AUT_MEAN


EXP_MEAN


1.000 .918 .902 .897 .891


.918 1.000 .902 .899 .885


.902 .902 1.000 .904 .891


.897 .899 .904 1.000 .889


.891 .885 .891 .889 1.000


.925 .922 .915 .917 .919


. .000 .000 .000 .000


.000 . .000 .000 .000


.000 .000 . .000 .000


.000 .000 .000 . .000


.000 .000 .000 .000 .


.000 .000 .000 .000 .000


152 152 152 152 152


152 152 152 152 152


152 152 152 152 152


152 152 152 152 152


152 152 152 152 152


152 152 152 152 152
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Correlations


EXP_MEAN


Pearson Correlation CT_MEAN


IME_MEAN


TRU_MEAN


ATT_MEAN


AUT_MEAN


EXP_MEAN


Sig. (1-tailed) CT_MEAN


IME_MEAN


TRU_MEAN


ATT_MEAN


AUT_MEAN


EXP_MEAN


N CT_MEAN


IME_MEAN


TRU_MEAN


ATT_MEAN


AUT_MEAN


EXP_MEAN


.925


.922


.915


.917


.919


1.000


.000


.000


.000


.000


.000


.


152


152


152


152


152


152


Variables Entered/Removeda


Model
Variables 
Entered


Variables 
Removed Method


1


2


IME_MEANb . Enter


AUT_MEAN, 
ATT_MEAN, 
TRU_MEAN, 
EXP_MEANb


. Enter


Dependent Variable: CT_MEANa. 


All requested variables entered.b. 
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Model Summaryc


Model R R Square
Adjusted R 


Square
Std. Error of the 


Estimate


Change Statistics


R Square 
Change F Change df1


1


2


.918a .843 .842 .28240 .843 808.071 1


.946b .894 .891 .23502 .051 17.645 4


Model Summaryc


Model


Change Statistics


Durbin-Watsondf2 Sig. F Change


1


2


150 .000


146 .000 2.148


Predictors: (Constant), IME_MEANa. 


Predictors: (Constant), IME_MEAN, AUT_MEAN, ATT_MEAN, TRU_MEAN, EXP_MEANb. 


Dependent Variable: CT_MEANc. 


ANOVAa


Model
Sum of 
Squares df Mean Square F Sig.


1 Regression


Residual


Total


2 Regression


Residual


Total


64.446 1 64.446 808.071 .000b


11.963 150 .080


76.408 151


68.344 5 13.669 247.467 .000c


8.064 146 .055


76.408 151


Dependent Variable: CT_MEANa. 


Predictors: (Constant), IME_MEANb. 


Predictors: (Constant), IME_MEAN, AUT_MEAN, ATT_MEAN, TRU_MEAN, EXP_MEANc. 
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Coefficientsa


Model


Unstandardized Coefficients
Standardized 
Coefficients


t Sig.B Std. Error Beta


1 (Constant)


IME_MEAN


2 (Constant)


IME_MEAN


TRU_MEAN


ATT_MEAN


AUT_MEAN


EXP_MEAN


.093 .147 .629 .531


.993 .035 .918 28.427 .000


.013 .125 .105 .916


.336 .084 .311 4.024 .000


.151 .074 .157 2.034 .044


.114 .078 .112 1.457 .147


.101 .073 .103 1.396 .165


.300 .093 .298 3.214 .002


Coefficientsa


Model


95.0% Confidence Interval for B Correlations
Collinearity 


Statistics


Lower Bound Upper Bound Zero-order Partial Part Tolerance


1 (Constant)


IME_MEAN


2 (Constant)


IME_MEAN


TRU_MEAN


ATT_MEAN


AUT_MEAN


EXP_MEAN


-.199 .384


.924 1.062 .918 .918 .918 1.000


-.234 .260


.171 .502 .918 .316 .108 .121


.004 .297 .902 .166 .055 .122


-.041 .269 .897 .120 .039 .123


-.042 .245 .891 .115 .038 .133


.115 .484 .925 .257 .086 .084


Coefficientsa


Model


Collinearity 
Statistics


VIF


1 (Constant)


IME_MEAN


2 (Constant)


IME_MEAN


TRU_MEAN


ATT_MEAN


AUT_MEAN


EXP_MEAN


1.000


8.264


8.228


8.137


7.495


11.878
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Dependent Variable: CT_MEANa. 


Excluded Variablesa


Model Beta In t Sig.
Partial 


Correlation


Collinearity Statistics


Tolerance VIF


1 TRU_MEAN


ATT_MEAN


AUT_MEAN


EXP_MEAN


.397b 5.885 .000 .434 .187 5.347


.375b 5.570 .000 .415 .192 5.205


.360b 5.698 .000 .423 .217 4.618


.521b 7.247 .000 .511 .150 6.656


Excluded Variablesa


Model


Collinearity ...


Minimum 
Tolerance


1 TRU_MEAN


ATT_MEAN


AUT_MEAN


EXP_MEAN


.187


.192


.217


.150


Dependent Variable: CT_MEANa. 


Predictors in the Model: (Constant), IME_MEANb. 
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Coefficient Correlationsa


Model IME_MEAN AUT_MEAN ATT_MEAN TRU_MEAN


1 Correlations IME_MEAN


Covariances IME_MEAN


2 Correlations IME_MEAN


AUT_MEAN


ATT_MEAN


TRU_MEAN


EXP_MEAN


Covariances IME_MEAN


AUT_MEAN


ATT_MEAN


TRU_MEAN


EXP_MEAN


1.000


.001


1.000 -.110 -.209 -.242


-.110 1.000 -.162 -.193


-.209 -.162 1.000 -.276


-.242 -.193 -.276 1.000


-.346 -.375 -.270 -.225


.007 -.001 -.001 -.002


-.001 .005 -.001 -.001


-.001 -.001 .006 -.002


-.002 -.001 -.002 .005


-.003 -.003 -.002 -.002


Coefficient Correlationsa


Model EXP_MEAN


1 Correlations IME_MEAN


Covariances IME_MEAN


2 Correlations IME_MEAN


AUT_MEAN


ATT_MEAN


TRU_MEAN


EXP_MEAN


Covariances IME_MEAN


AUT_MEAN


ATT_MEAN


TRU_MEAN


EXP_MEAN


-.346


-.375


-.270


-.225


1.000


-.003


-.003


-.002


-.002


.009


Dependent Variable: CT_MEANa. 
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Collinearity Diagnosticsa


Model Dimension Eigenvalue Condition Index


Variance Proportions


(Constant) IME_MEAN TRU_MEAN


1 1


2


2 1


2


3


4


5


6


1.988 1.000 .01 .01


.012 12.791 .99 .99


5.969 1.000 .00 .00 .00


.021 16.831 .91 .00 .01


.003 42.487 .00 .05 .22


.003 46.894 .07 .24 .76


.003 48.510 .00 .44 .01


.002 58.340 .02 .27 .00


Collinearity Diagnosticsa


Model Dimension


Variance Proportions


ATT_MEAN AUT_MEAN EXP_MEAN


1 1


2


2 1


2


3


4


5


6


.00 .00 .00


.00 .01 .00


.06 .76 .01


.14 .05 .04


.74 .00 .01


.05 .17 .94


Dependent Variable: CT_MEANa. 


Residuals Statisticsa


Minimum Maximum Mean Std. Deviation N


Predicted Value


Residual


Std. Predicted Value


Std. Residual


1.8673 4.9989 4.2316 .67276 152


-.88866 .63310 .00000 .23110 152


-3.514 1.140 .000 1.000 152


-3.781 2.694 .000 .983 152


Dependent Variable: CT_MEANa. 


Charts
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Regression Standardized Residual
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Normal P-P Plot of Regression Standardized Residual


Dependent Variable: CT_MEAN
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Regression Standardized Predicted Value


210-1-2-3-4
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Scatterplot


Dependent Variable: CT_MEAN


REGRESSION


  /DESCRIPTIVES MEAN STDDEV CORR SIG N


  /MISSING LISTWISE


  /STATISTICS COEFF OUTS CI(95) BCOV R ANOVA COLLIN TOL CHANGE ZPP


  /CRITERIA=PIN(.05) POUT(.10)


  /NOORIGIN


  /DEPENDENT BP_MEAN


  /METHOD=ENTER IME_MEAN


  /METHOD=ENTER TRU_MEAN ATT_MEAN AUT_MEAN EXP_MEAN


  /SCATTERPLOT=(*ZRESID ,*ZPRED)


  /RESIDUALS DURBIN HISTOGRAM(ZRESID) NORMPROB(ZRESID).


Regression


Descriptive Statistics


Mean Std. Deviation N


BP_MEAN


IME_MEAN


TRU_MEAN


ATT_MEAN


AUT_MEAN


EXP_MEAN


4.2197 .66343 152


4.1678 .65785 152


4.1941 .74095 152


4.2780 .69622 152


4.2188 .72062 152


4.2336 .70691 152
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Correlations


BP_MEAN IME_MEAN TRU_MEAN ATT_MEAN AUT_MEAN


Pearson Correlation BP_MEAN


IME_MEAN


TRU_MEAN


ATT_MEAN


AUT_MEAN


EXP_MEAN


Sig. (1-tailed) BP_MEAN


IME_MEAN


TRU_MEAN


ATT_MEAN


AUT_MEAN


EXP_MEAN


N BP_MEAN


IME_MEAN


TRU_MEAN


ATT_MEAN


AUT_MEAN


EXP_MEAN


1.000 .902 .891 .903 .896


.902 1.000 .902 .899 .885


.891 .902 1.000 .904 .891


.903 .899 .904 1.000 .889


.896 .885 .891 .889 1.000


.924 .922 .915 .917 .919


. .000 .000 .000 .000


.000 . .000 .000 .000


.000 .000 . .000 .000


.000 .000 .000 . .000


.000 .000 .000 .000 .


.000 .000 .000 .000 .000


152 152 152 152 152


152 152 152 152 152


152 152 152 152 152


152 152 152 152 152


152 152 152 152 152


152 152 152 152 152
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Correlations


EXP_MEAN


Pearson Correlation BP_MEAN


IME_MEAN


TRU_MEAN


ATT_MEAN


AUT_MEAN


EXP_MEAN


Sig. (1-tailed) BP_MEAN


IME_MEAN


TRU_MEAN


ATT_MEAN


AUT_MEAN


EXP_MEAN


N BP_MEAN


IME_MEAN


TRU_MEAN


ATT_MEAN


AUT_MEAN


EXP_MEAN


.924


.922


.915


.917


.919


1.000


.000


.000


.000


.000


.000


.


152


152


152


152


152


152


Variables Entered/Removeda


Model
Variables 
Entered


Variables 
Removed Method


1


2


IME_MEANb . Enter


AUT_MEAN, 
ATT_MEAN, 
TRU_MEAN, 
EXP_MEANb


. Enter


Dependent Variable: BP_MEANa. 


All requested variables entered.b. 
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Model Summaryc


Model R R Square
Adjusted R 


Square
Std. Error of the 


Estimate


Change Statistics


R Square 
Change F Change df1


1


2


.902a .814 .812 .28731 .814 655.152 1


.942b .886 .883 .22737 .073 23.377 4


Model Summaryc


Model


Change Statistics


Durbin-Watsondf2 Sig. F Change


1


2


150 .000


146 .000 1.865


Predictors: (Constant), IME_MEANa. 


Predictors: (Constant), IME_MEAN, AUT_MEAN, ATT_MEAN, TRU_MEAN, EXP_MEANb. 


Dependent Variable: BP_MEANc. 


ANOVAa


Model
Sum of 
Squares df Mean Square F Sig.


1 Regression


Residual


Total


2 Regression


Residual


Total


54.079 1 54.079 655.152 .000b


12.382 150 .083


66.461 151


58.913 5 11.783 227.920 .000c


7.548 146 .052


66.461 151


Dependent Variable: BP_MEANa. 


Predictors: (Constant), IME_MEANb. 


Predictors: (Constant), IME_MEAN, AUT_MEAN, ATT_MEAN, TRU_MEAN, EXP_MEANc. 
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Coefficientsa


Model


Unstandardized Coefficients
Standardized 
Coefficients


t Sig.B Std. Error Beta


1 (Constant)


IME_MEAN


2 (Constant)


IME_MEAN


TRU_MEAN


ATT_MEAN


AUT_MEAN


EXP_MEAN


.428 .150 2.856 .005


.910 .036 .902 25.596 .000


.310 .121 2.557 .012


.188 .081 .187 2.326 .021


.072 .072 .081 1.010 .314


.193 .076 .203 2.549 .012


.156 .070 .170 2.220 .028


.316 .090 .337 3.503 .001


Coefficientsa


Model


95.0% Confidence Interval for B Correlations
Collinearity 


Statistics


Lower Bound Upper Bound Zero-order Partial Part Tolerance


1 (Constant)


IME_MEAN


2 (Constant)


IME_MEAN


TRU_MEAN


ATT_MEAN


AUT_MEAN


EXP_MEAN


.132 .725


.839 .980 .902 .902 .902 1.000


.070 .549


.028 .348 .902 .189 .065 .121


-.069 .214 .891 .083 .028 .122


.043 .343 .903 .206 .071 .123


.017 .295 .896 .181 .062 .133


.138 .494 .924 .278 .098 .084


Coefficientsa


Model


Collinearity 
Statistics


VIF


1 (Constant)


IME_MEAN


2 (Constant)


IME_MEAN


TRU_MEAN


ATT_MEAN


AUT_MEAN


EXP_MEAN


1.000


8.264


8.228


8.137


7.495


11.878
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Dependent Variable: BP_MEANa. 


Excluded Variablesa


Model Beta In t Sig.
Partial 


Correlation


Collinearity Statistics


Tolerance VIF


1 TRU_MEAN


ATT_MEAN


AUT_MEAN


EXP_MEAN


.418b 5.622 .000 .418 .187 5.347


.479b 6.794 .000 .486 .192 5.205


.451b 6.798 .000 .487 .217 4.618


.617b 8.121 .000 .554 .150 6.656


Excluded Variablesa


Model


Collinearity ...


Minimum 
Tolerance


1 TRU_MEAN


ATT_MEAN


AUT_MEAN


EXP_MEAN


.187


.192


.217


.150


Dependent Variable: BP_MEANa. 


Predictors in the Model: (Constant), IME_MEANb. 


Page 34







Coefficient Correlationsa


Model IME_MEAN AUT_MEAN ATT_MEAN TRU_MEAN


1 Correlations IME_MEAN


Covariances IME_MEAN


2 Correlations IME_MEAN


AUT_MEAN


ATT_MEAN


TRU_MEAN


EXP_MEAN


Covariances IME_MEAN


AUT_MEAN


ATT_MEAN


TRU_MEAN


EXP_MEAN


1.000


.001


1.000 -.110 -.209 -.242


-.110 1.000 -.162 -.193


-.209 -.162 1.000 -.276


-.242 -.193 -.276 1.000


-.346 -.375 -.270 -.225


.007 -.001 -.001 -.001


-.001 .005 -.001 -.001


-.001 -.001 .006 -.001


-.001 -.001 -.001 .005


-.003 -.002 -.002 -.001


Coefficient Correlationsa


Model EXP_MEAN


1 Correlations IME_MEAN


Covariances IME_MEAN


2 Correlations IME_MEAN


AUT_MEAN


ATT_MEAN


TRU_MEAN


EXP_MEAN


Covariances IME_MEAN


AUT_MEAN


ATT_MEAN


TRU_MEAN


EXP_MEAN


-.346


-.375


-.270


-.225


1.000


-.003


-.002


-.002


-.001


.008


Dependent Variable: BP_MEANa. 
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Collinearity Diagnosticsa


Model Dimension Eigenvalue Condition Index


Variance Proportions


(Constant) IME_MEAN TRU_MEAN


1 1


2


2 1


2


3


4


5


6


1.988 1.000 .01 .01


.012 12.791 .99 .99


5.969 1.000 .00 .00 .00


.021 16.831 .91 .00 .01


.003 42.487 .00 .05 .22


.003 46.894 .07 .24 .76


.003 48.510 .00 .44 .01


.002 58.340 .02 .27 .00


Collinearity Diagnosticsa


Model Dimension


Variance Proportions


ATT_MEAN AUT_MEAN EXP_MEAN


1 1


2


2 1


2


3


4


5


6


.00 .00 .00


.00 .01 .00


.06 .76 .01


.14 .05 .04


.74 .00 .01


.05 .17 .94


Dependent Variable: BP_MEANa. 


Residuals Statisticsa


Minimum Maximum Mean Std. Deviation N


Predicted Value


Residual


Std. Predicted Value


Std. Residual


2.0027 4.8992 4.2197 .62462 152


-.92496 .57856 .00000 .22357 152


-3.549 1.088 .000 1.000 152


-4.068 2.545 .000 .983 152


Dependent Variable: BP_MEANa. 


Charts
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Regression Standardized Residual
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Normal P-P Plot of Regression Standardized Residual


Dependent Variable: BP_MEAN
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Regression Standardized Predicted Value


210-1-2-3-4
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Scatterplot


Dependent Variable: BP_MEAN


REGRESSION


  /DESCRIPTIVES MEAN STDDEV CORR SIG N


  /MISSING LISTWISE


  /STATISTICS COEFF OUTS CI(95) BCOV R ANOVA COLLIN TOL CHANGE ZPP


  /CRITERIA=PIN(.05) POUT(.10)


  /NOORIGIN


  /DEPENDENT BP_MEAN


  /METHOD=ENTER IME_MEAN


  /METHOD=ENTER TRU_MEAN ATT_MEAN AUT_MEAN EXP_MEAN


  /METHOD=ENTER CT_MEAN


  /SCATTERPLOT=(*ZRESID ,*ZPRED)


  /RESIDUALS DURBIN HISTOGRAM(ZRESID) NORMPROB(ZRESID).


Regression
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Descriptive Statistics


Mean Std. Deviation N


BP_MEAN


IME_MEAN


TRU_MEAN


ATT_MEAN


AUT_MEAN


EXP_MEAN


CT_MEAN


4.2197 .66343 152


4.1678 .65785 152


4.1941 .74095 152


4.2780 .69622 152


4.2188 .72062 152


4.2336 .70691 152


4.2316 .71135 152


Correlations


BP_MEAN IME_MEAN TRU_MEAN ATT_MEAN AUT_MEAN


Pearson Correlation BP_MEAN


IME_MEAN


TRU_MEAN


ATT_MEAN


AUT_MEAN


EXP_MEAN


CT_MEAN


Sig. (1-tailed) BP_MEAN


IME_MEAN


TRU_MEAN


ATT_MEAN


AUT_MEAN


EXP_MEAN


CT_MEAN


N BP_MEAN


IME_MEAN


TRU_MEAN


ATT_MEAN


AUT_MEAN


EXP_MEAN


CT_MEAN


1.000 .902 .891 .903 .896


.902 1.000 .902 .899 .885


.891 .902 1.000 .904 .891


.903 .899 .904 1.000 .889


.896 .885 .891 .889 1.000


.924 .922 .915 .917 .919


.899 .918 .902 .897 .891


. .000 .000 .000 .000


.000 . .000 .000 .000


.000 .000 . .000 .000


.000 .000 .000 . .000


.000 .000 .000 .000 .


.000 .000 .000 .000 .000


.000 .000 .000 .000 .000


152 152 152 152 152


152 152 152 152 152


152 152 152 152 152


152 152 152 152 152


152 152 152 152 152


152 152 152 152 152


152 152 152 152 152
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Correlations


EXP_MEAN CT_MEAN


Pearson Correlation BP_MEAN


IME_MEAN


TRU_MEAN


ATT_MEAN


AUT_MEAN


EXP_MEAN


CT_MEAN


Sig. (1-tailed) BP_MEAN


IME_MEAN


TRU_MEAN


ATT_MEAN


AUT_MEAN


EXP_MEAN


CT_MEAN


N BP_MEAN


IME_MEAN


TRU_MEAN


ATT_MEAN


AUT_MEAN


EXP_MEAN


CT_MEAN


.924 .899


.922 .918


.915 .902


.917 .897


.919 .891


1.000 .925


.925 1.000


.000 .000


.000 .000


.000 .000


.000 .000


.000 .000


. .000


.000 .


152 152


152 152


152 152


152 152


152 152


152 152


152 152


Variables Entered/Removeda


Model
Variables 
Entered


Variables 
Removed Method


1


2


3


IME_MEANb . Enter


AUT_MEAN, 
ATT_MEAN, 
TRU_MEAN, 
EXP_MEANb


. Enter


CT_MEANb . Enter


Dependent Variable: BP_MEANa. 


All requested variables entered.b. 


Page 40







Model Summaryd


Model R R Square
Adjusted R 


Square
Std. Error of the 


Estimate


Change Statistics


R Square 
Change F Change df1


1


2


3


.902a .814 .812 .28731 .814 655.152 1


.942b .886 .883 .22737 .073 23.377 4


.942c .887 .883 .22712 .001 1.324 1


Model Summaryd


Model


Change Statistics


Durbin-Watsondf2 Sig. F Change


1


2


3


150 .000


146 .000


145 .252 1.860


Predictors: (Constant), IME_MEANa. 


Predictors: (Constant), IME_MEAN, AUT_MEAN, ATT_MEAN, TRU_MEAN, EXP_MEANb. 


Predictors: (Constant), IME_MEAN, AUT_MEAN, ATT_MEAN, TRU_MEAN, EXP_MEAN, CT_MEANc. 


Dependent Variable: BP_MEANd. 
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ANOVAa


Model
Sum of 
Squares df Mean Square F Sig.


1 Regression


Residual


Total


2 Regression


Residual


Total


3 Regression


Residual


Total


54.079 1 54.079 655.152 .000b


12.382 150 .083


66.461 151


58.913 5 11.783 227.920 .000c


7.548 146 .052


66.461 151


58.981 6 9.830 190.576 .000d


7.479 145 .052


66.461 151


Dependent Variable: BP_MEANa. 


Predictors: (Constant), IME_MEANb. 


Predictors: (Constant), IME_MEAN, AUT_MEAN, ATT_MEAN, TRU_MEAN, EXP_MEANc. 


Predictors: (Constant), IME_MEAN, AUT_MEAN, ATT_MEAN, TRU_MEAN, EXP_MEAN, CT_MEANd. 
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Coefficientsa


Model


Unstandardized Coefficients
Standardized 
Coefficients


t Sig.B Std. Error Beta


1 (Constant)


IME_MEAN


2 (Constant)


IME_MEAN


TRU_MEAN


ATT_MEAN


AUT_MEAN


EXP_MEAN


3 (Constant)


IME_MEAN


TRU_MEAN


ATT_MEAN


AUT_MEAN


EXP_MEAN


CT_MEAN


.428 .150 2.856 .005


.910 .036 .902 25.596 .000


.310 .121 2.557 .012


.188 .081 .187 2.326 .021


.072 .072 .081 1.010 .314


.193 .076 .203 2.549 .012


.156 .070 .170 2.220 .028


.316 .090 .337 3.503 .001


.308 .121 2.550 .012


.157 .085 .156 1.846 .067


.058 .073 .065 .806 .422


.183 .076 .192 2.396 .018


.147 .071 .159 2.076 .040


.288 .093 .307 3.093 .002


.092 .080 .099 1.151 .252


Coefficientsa


Model


95.0% Confidence Interval for B Correlations
Collinearity 


Statistics


Lower Bound Upper Bound Zero-order Partial Part Tolerance


1 (Constant)


IME_MEAN


2 (Constant)


IME_MEAN


TRU_MEAN


ATT_MEAN


AUT_MEAN


EXP_MEAN


3 (Constant)


IME_MEAN


TRU_MEAN


ATT_MEAN


AUT_MEAN


EXP_MEAN


CT_MEAN


.132 .725


.839 .980 .902 .902 .902 1.000


.070 .549


.028 .348 .902 .189 .065 .121


-.069 .214 .891 .083 .028 .122


.043 .343 .903 .206 .071 .123


.017 .295 .896 .181 .062 .133


.138 .494 .924 .278 .098 .084


.069 .547


-.011 .325 .902 .152 .051 .109


-.085 .202 .891 .067 .022 .118


.032 .334 .903 .195 .067 .121


.007 .286 .896 .170 .058 .132


.104 .473 .924 .249 .086 .079


-.066 .250 .899 .095 .032 .106
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Coefficientsa


Model


Collinearity 
Statistics


VIF


1 (Constant)


IME_MEAN


2 (Constant)


IME_MEAN


TRU_MEAN


ATT_MEAN


AUT_MEAN


EXP_MEAN


3 (Constant)


IME_MEAN


TRU_MEAN


ATT_MEAN


AUT_MEAN


EXP_MEAN


CT_MEAN


1.000


8.264


8.228


8.137


7.495


11.878


9.181


8.461


8.255


7.595


12.718


9.475


Dependent Variable: BP_MEANa. 


Excluded Variablesa


Model Beta In t Sig.
Partial 


Correlation


Collinearity Statistics


Tolerance VIF


1 TRU_MEAN


ATT_MEAN


AUT_MEAN


EXP_MEAN


CT_MEAN


2 CT_MEAN


.418b 5.622 .000 .418 .187 5.347


.479b 6.794 .000 .486 .192 5.205


.451b 6.798 .000 .487 .217 4.618


.617b 8.121 .000 .554 .150 6.656


.451b 5.540 .000 .413 .157 6.387


.099c 1.151 .252 .095 .106 9.475
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Excluded Variablesa


Model


Collinearity ...


Minimum 
Tolerance


1 TRU_MEAN


ATT_MEAN


AUT_MEAN


EXP_MEAN


CT_MEAN


2 CT_MEAN


.187


.192


.217


.150


.157


.079


Dependent Variable: BP_MEANa. 


Predictors in the Model: (Constant), IME_MEANb. 


Predictors in the Model: (Constant), IME_MEAN, AUT_MEAN, ATT_MEAN, TRU_MEAN, EXP_MEANc. 


Coefficient Correlationsa


Model IME_MEAN AUT_MEAN ATT_MEAN TRU_MEAN


1 Correlations IME_MEAN


Covariances IME_MEAN


2 Correlations IME_MEAN


AUT_MEAN


ATT_MEAN


TRU_MEAN


EXP_MEAN


Covariances IME_MEAN


AUT_MEAN


ATT_MEAN


TRU_MEAN


EXP_MEAN


3 Correlations IME_MEAN


AUT_MEAN


ATT_MEAN


TRU_MEAN


EXP_MEAN


CT_MEAN


Covariances IME_MEAN


AUT_MEAN


1.000


.001


1.000 -.110 -.209 -.242


-.110 1.000 -.162 -.193


-.209 -.162 1.000 -.276


-.242 -.193 -.276 1.000


-.346 -.375 -.270 -.225


.007 -.001 -.001 -.001


-.001 .005 -.001 -.001


-.001 -.001 .006 -.001


-.001 -.001 -.001 .005


-.003 -.002 -.002 -.001


1.000 -.067 -.159 -.174


-.067 1.000 -.146 -.170


-.159 -.146 1.000 -.250


-.174 -.170 -.250 1.000


-.236 -.331 -.228 -.172


-.316 -.115 -.120 -.166


.007 .000 -.001 -.001


.000 .005 -.001 -.001
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Coefficient Correlationsa


Model EXP_MEAN CT_MEAN


1 Correlations IME_MEAN


Covariances IME_MEAN


2 Correlations IME_MEAN


AUT_MEAN


ATT_MEAN


TRU_MEAN


EXP_MEAN


Covariances IME_MEAN


AUT_MEAN


ATT_MEAN


TRU_MEAN


EXP_MEAN


3 Correlations IME_MEAN


AUT_MEAN


ATT_MEAN


TRU_MEAN


EXP_MEAN


CT_MEAN


Covariances IME_MEAN


AUT_MEAN


-.346


-.375


-.270


-.225


1.000


-.003


-.002


-.002


-.001


.008


-.236 -.316


-.331 -.115


-.228 -.120


-.172 -.166


1.000 -.257


-.257 1.000


-.002 -.002


-.002 -.001


Coefficient Correlationsa


Model IME_MEAN AUT_MEAN ATT_MEAN TRU_MEAN


ATT_MEAN


TRU_MEAN


EXP_MEAN


CT_MEAN


-.001 -.001 .006 -.001


-.001 -.001 -.001 .005


-.002 -.002 -.002 -.001


-.002 -.001 -.001 -.001


Coefficient Correlationsa


Model EXP_MEAN CT_MEAN


ATT_MEAN


TRU_MEAN


EXP_MEAN


CT_MEAN


-.002 -.001


-.001 -.001


.009 -.002


-.002 .006


Dependent Variable: BP_MEANa. 
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Collinearity Diagnosticsa


Model Dimension Eigenvalue Condition Index


Variance Proportions


(Constant) IME_MEAN TRU_MEAN


1 1


2


2 1


2


3


4


5


6


3 1


2


3


4


5


6


7


1.988 1.000 .01 .01


.012 12.791 .99 .99


5.969 1.000 .00 .00 .00


.021 16.831 .91 .00 .01


.003 42.487 .00 .05 .22


.003 46.894 .07 .24 .76


.003 48.510 .00 .44 .01


.002 58.340 .02 .27 .00


6.966 1.000 .00 .00 .00


.022 17.942 .91 .00 .01


.003 45.475 .00 .08 .06


.003 48.019 .02 .10 .56


.003 51.427 .03 .00 .37


.002 57.980 .03 .72 .00


.002 63.476 .01 .10 .00


Collinearity Diagnosticsa


Model Dimension


Variance Proportions


ATT_MEAN AUT_MEAN EXP_MEAN CT_MEAN


1 1


2


2 1


2


3


4


5


6


3 1


2


3


4


5


6


7


.00 .00 .00


.00 .01 .00


.06 .76 .01


.14 .05 .04


.74 .00 .01


.05 .17 .94


.00 .00 .00 .00


.00 .00 .00 .00


.01 .81 .00 .07


.11 .00 .02 .26


.80 .02 .00 .03


.02 .00 .00 .57


.05 .16 .97 .07
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Dependent Variable: BP_MEANa. 


Residuals Statisticsa


Minimum Maximum Mean Std. Deviation N


Predicted Value


Residual


Std. Predicted Value


Std. Residual


2.0260 4.8625 4.2197 .62498 152


-.93452 .62331 .00000 .22256 152


-3.510 1.028 .000 1.000 152


-4.115 2.744 .000 .980 152


Dependent Variable: BP_MEANa. 


Charts


Regression Standardized Residual
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0


Histogram


Dependent Variable: BP_MEAN


Mean = 1.31E-14
Std. Dev. = 0.980
N = 152
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Dependent Variable: BP_MEAN


Regression Standardized Predicted Value
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Scatterplot


Dependent Variable: BP_MEAN


REGRESSION


  /DESCRIPTIVES MEAN STDDEV CORR SIG N


  /MISSING LISTWISE


  /STATISTICS COEFF OUTS CI(95) BCOV R ANOVA COLLIN TOL CHANGE ZPP
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  /CRITERIA=PIN(.05) POUT(.10)


  /NOORIGIN


  /DEPENDENT CT_MEAN


  /METHOD=ENTER ET_MEAN


  /SCATTERPLOT=(*ZRESID ,*ZPRED)


  /RESIDUALS DURBIN HISTOGRAM(ZRESID) NORMPROB(ZRESID).


Regression


Descriptive Statistics


Mean Std. Deviation N


CT_MEAN


ET_MEAN


4.2316 .71135 152


4.1316 .67411 152


Correlations


CT_MEAN ET_MEAN


Pearson Correlation CT_MEAN


ET_MEAN


Sig. (1-tailed) CT_MEAN


ET_MEAN


N CT_MEAN


ET_MEAN


1.000 .863


.863 1.000


. .000


.000 .


152 152


152 152


Variables Entered/Removeda


Model
Variables 
Entered


Variables 
Removed Method


1 ET_MEANb . Enter


Dependent Variable: CT_MEANa. 


All requested variables entered.b. 


Model Summaryb


Model R R Square
Adjusted R 


Square
Std. Error of the 


Estimate


Change Statistics


R Square 
Change F Change df1


1 .863a .744 .743 .36091 .744 436.590 1
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Model Summaryb


Model


Change Statistics


Durbin-Watsondf2 Sig. F Change


1 150 .000 1.942


Predictors: (Constant), ET_MEANa. 


Dependent Variable: CT_MEANb. 


ANOVAa


Model
Sum of 
Squares df Mean Square F Sig.


1 Regression


Residual


Total


56.870 1 56.870 436.590 .000b


19.539 150 .130


76.408 151


Dependent Variable: CT_MEANa. 


Predictors: (Constant), ET_MEANb. 


Coefficientsa


Model


Unstandardized Coefficients
Standardized 
Coefficients


t Sig.B Std. Error Beta


1 (Constant)


ET_MEAN


.470 .182 2.579 .011


.910 .044 .863 20.895 .000


Coefficientsa


Model


95.0% Confidence Interval for B Correlations
Collinearity 


Statistics


Lower Bound Upper Bound Zero-order Partial Part Tolerance


1 (Constant)


ET_MEAN


.110 .831


.824 .996 .863 .863 .863 1.000


Coefficientsa


Model


Collinearity 
Statistics


VIF


1 (Constant)


ET_MEAN 1.000
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Dependent Variable: CT_MEANa. 


Coefficient Correlationsa


Model ET_MEAN


1 Correlations ET_MEAN


Covariances ET_MEAN


1.000


.002


Dependent Variable: CT_MEANa. 


Collinearity Diagnosticsa


Model Dimension Eigenvalue Condition Index


Variance Proportions


(Constant) ET_MEAN


1 1


2


1.987 1.000 .01 .01


.013 12.379 .99 .99


Dependent Variable: CT_MEANa. 


Residuals Statisticsa


Minimum Maximum Mean Std. Deviation N


Predicted Value


Residual


Std. Predicted Value


Std. Residual


2.0635 5.0222 4.2316 .61369 152


-.96698 1.14339 .00000 .35972 152


-3.533 1.288 .000 1.000 152


-2.679 3.168 .000 .997 152


Dependent Variable: CT_MEANa. 


Charts
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Regression Standardized Residual
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Dependent Variable: CT_MEAN


Mean = -1.41E-15
Std. Dev. = 0.997
N = 152
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Dependent Variable: CT_MEAN
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Regression Standardized Predicted Value
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Dependent Variable: CT_MEAN


REGRESSION


  /DESCRIPTIVES MEAN STDDEV CORR SIG N


  /MISSING LISTWISE


  /STATISTICS COEFF OUTS CI(95) BCOV R ANOVA COLLIN TOL CHANGE ZPP


  /CRITERIA=PIN(.05) POUT(.10)


  /NOORIGIN


  /DEPENDENT BP_MEAN


  /METHOD=ENTER ET_MEAN


  /SCATTERPLOT=(*ZRESID ,*ZPRED)


  /RESIDUALS DURBIN HISTOGRAM(ZRESID) NORMPROB(ZRESID).


Regression


Descriptive Statistics


Mean Std. Deviation N


BP_MEAN


ET_MEAN


4.2197 .66343 152


4.1316 .67411 152
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Correlations


BP_MEAN ET_MEAN


Pearson Correlation BP_MEAN


ET_MEAN


Sig. (1-tailed) BP_MEAN


ET_MEAN


N BP_MEAN


ET_MEAN


1.000 .874


.874 1.000


. .000


.000 .


152 152


152 152


Variables Entered/Removeda


Model
Variables 
Entered


Variables 
Removed Method


1 ET_MEANb . Enter


Dependent Variable: BP_MEANa. 


All requested variables entered.b. 


Model Summaryb


Model R R Square
Adjusted R 


Square
Std. Error of the 


Estimate


Change Statistics


R Square 
Change F Change df1


1 .874a .765 .763 .32286 .765 487.579 1


Model Summaryb


Model


Change Statistics


Durbin-Watsondf2 Sig. F Change


1 150 .000 1.829


Predictors: (Constant), ET_MEANa. 


Dependent Variable: BP_MEANb. 
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ANOVAa


Model
Sum of 
Squares df Mean Square F Sig.


1 Regression


Residual


Total


50.825 1 50.825 487.579 .000b


15.636 150 .104


66.461 151


Dependent Variable: BP_MEANa. 


Predictors: (Constant), ET_MEANb. 


Coefficientsa


Model


Unstandardized Coefficients
Standardized 
Coefficients


t Sig.B Std. Error Beta


1 (Constant)


ET_MEAN


.664 .163 4.070 .000


.861 .039 .874 22.081 .000


Coefficientsa


Model


95.0% Confidence Interval for B Correlations
Collinearity 


Statistics


Lower Bound Upper Bound Zero-order Partial Part Tolerance


1 (Constant)


ET_MEAN


.342 .986


.784 .938 .874 .874 .874 1.000


Coefficientsa


Model


Collinearity 
Statistics


VIF


1 (Constant)


ET_MEAN 1.000


Dependent Variable: BP_MEANa. 


Coefficient Correlationsa


Model ET_MEAN


1 Correlations ET_MEAN


Covariances ET_MEAN


1.000


.002


Dependent Variable: BP_MEANa. 
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Collinearity Diagnosticsa


Model Dimension Eigenvalue Condition Index


Variance Proportions


(Constant) ET_MEAN


1 1


2


1.987 1.000 .01 .01


.013 12.379 .99 .99


Dependent Variable: BP_MEANa. 


Residuals Statisticsa


Minimum Maximum Mean Std. Deviation N


Predicted Value


Residual


Std. Predicted Value


Std. Residual


2.1701 4.9671 4.2197 .58016 152


-.93681 .72382 .00000 .32179 152


-3.533 1.288 .000 1.000 152


-2.902 2.242 .000 .997 152


Dependent Variable: BP_MEANa. 


Charts


Regression Standardized Residual
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0


Histogram


Dependent Variable: BP_MEAN


Mean = 9.18E-15
Std. Dev. = 0.997
N = 152


Page 57







Observed Cum Prob


1.00.80.60.40.20.0


E
x


p
ec


te
d


 C
u


m
 P


ro
b


1.0


0.8


0.6


0.4


0.2


0.0


Normal P-P Plot of Regression Standardized Residual


Dependent Variable: BP_MEAN
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Dependent Variable: BP_MEAN
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07/06/2026APPLICATION FOR ETHICAL APPROVAL – INTRODUCTORY NOTES



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



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

“[C]reative work undertaken on a systematic basis in order to increase the stock of knowledge, including knowledge of man, culture and society, and the use of this stock of knowledge to devise new applications”. 

As such this covers activities undertaken by:

· Members of staff (academic staff or support staff);

· Individuals holding honorary title from the University;

· Postgraduate research students;

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



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



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



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



		1

		Does your research involve <<something specific>>?

		YES

		Click to continue to appendix <<N>>

		NO

		Continue to the next section



		2

		Have you completed appendix <<N>>? 

		YES

		☐

		NO

		☐







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



		

		

		

		

		





		Return to the main form







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



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



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








APPLICATION FOR ETHICAL APPROVAL

SECTION A: About You (Lead Researcher)

		1

		Full Name:

		Md Didarul Islam Anik



		2

		Tick all boxes that apply:

		Member of staff:

		☐

		Honorary research fellow:

		☐



		

		☐ Undergraduate Student

		☐		☒ Taught Postgraduate Student

		☐		☐ Postgraduate Research Student

		☐

		3

		Institute/Academic Discipline/Centre:

		Institute of Management and Health



		4

		Campus:

		UWTSD campus Swansea



		5

		E-mail address:

		To be completed by student



		6

		Contact Telephone Number:

		To be completed by student



		7

		Project Title

		How does influencer marketing influence consumer trust and brand perception in Nike’s digital campaigns?



		8

		Proposed Start Date

		11th May 2026

		Proposed End Date

		7th September 2026



		For students:



		9

		Student Number:

		To be completed by student



		10

		Programme of Study:

		Level 7 Dissertation / Business and Management – Masters of Business Administration



		11

		Director of Studies/Supervisor:

		Gwyneth Jones







SECTION B: Grant or Contract Funding 

		1

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

		YES ☐

		Click to continue to appendix 1

		NO ☒

		Continue to the next section



		2

		Have you completed appendix 1? 

		YES

		☐

		NO

		☒







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

		Ethical Guidance Documents

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



		1

		UWTSD Research Ethics & Integrity Policy 

		☒

		2

		UWTSD Research Data Management Policy

		☒



		3

		UWTSD Open Access Publications Policy

		☒



		4

		UWTSD Export Control Policy Required if Appendix 8 completed 

		☐

		5

		UWTSD Trusted Research and Innovation Policy 

Required if research is taking place outside the UK

		□



		6

		GDPR and Data Protection Act 2018 guidance; British Psychological Society Code of Human Research Ethics; Market Research Society Code of Conduct for online survey research.

		☒









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

		1

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

		YES ☐

		Click to continue to appendix 2

		NO ☒

		Continue to the next section



		2

		Have you completed appendix 2? 

		YES

		☐

		NO

		☒







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

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

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



		1

		Research aims and objectives



		Aim: To analyse how influencer marketing shapes consumer trust and brand perception in Nike’s digital campaigns.

Objectives: 

1) examine how influencer credibility, trustworthiness, attractiveness and authenticity relate to consumer trust; 

2) assess whether consumer trust mediates the relationship between influencer exposure and brand perception; 

3) test direct and indirect relationships using PLS-SEM; and 4) develop practical recommendations for credibility-driven influencer marketing in sportswear branding.



		2

		Vision



		The study is important because Nike and other sportswear brands rely heavily on social media influencers to communicate with young consumers. Current literature shows that influencer credibility can shape trust and attitudes, but the exact pathway from influencer attributes to brand perception is still underexplored in Nike’s digital campaign context. The project is timely because Instagram, TikTok and YouTube continue to influence brand engagement among young consumers. The findings may help marketers design more ethical, transparent and trust-based digital campaigns.



		3

		Approach



		The research will use a quantitative, cross-sectional online survey. Participants will answer Likert-scale questions on influencer credibility, consumer trust and brand perception. A purposive sampling approach will recruit adults aged 18-35 who have interacted with Nike influencer content within the last six months. Data will be analysed using descriptive statistics and PLS-SEM, including reliability, validity, HTMT and bootstrapping tests for mediation. Main delivery risks are low response rate and incomplete surveys; these will be managed through clear eligibility screening, short survey design and planned recruitment over a defined period.



		4

		Location of research activity

Identify all locations where research activity will take place.



		Research activity will take place online. The questionnaire will be distributed through online platforms and social media channels such as Instagram, TikTok, YouTube-related communities and other relevant online groups. No face-to-face data collection, home visits, laboratory work or physical fieldwork will take place. Data will be stored and analysed on password-protected university-approved storage/devices.







		5

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

		YES ☒

		Click to continue to appendix 3

		NO ☐

		Continue to the next section



		6

		Have you completed any of appendix 3? 

		YES

		□

		NO

		x







[bookmark: SEC_F]SECTION F: Research Methods 

		Will the research activity include:

		YES

		NO



		[bookmark: _Hlk153204538]1

		Use of a questionnaire or similar research instrument?

		☒

		☐



		2

		Use of interviews?

		☐

		☒



		3

		Use of focus groups?

		☐

		☒



		4

		Use of participant diaries? 

		☐

		☒



		5

		Use of video or audio recording?

		☐

		☒



		6

		Use of computer-generated log files?

		☐

		☒



		7

		Participant observation with their knowledge?

		☐

		☒



		8

		Participant observation without their knowledge?

		☐

		☒



		9

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

		☐

		☒



		10

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

		☐

		☒



		11

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

		☐

		☒



		12

		Investigation of participants involved in illegal activities?

		☐

		☒



		13

		Use of procedures that involve deception?

		☐

		☒



		14

		Administration of any substance, agent or placebo?

		☐

		☒



		15

		Working with live vertebrate animals?

		☐

		☒



		16

		Procedures that may have a negative impact on the environment?

		☐

		☒



		17

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

		☐

		☒



		Details of any other primary data collection method: None. The only primary data collection method is an online questionnaire using closed-ended Likert-scale and screening questions.

		

		







SECTION G: Research Participants 



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



		1

		Does your research involve human or non-human participants?

		YES ☒

		Continue this section

		NO ☐

		Click to continue to section N









		Participant numbers and source

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



		1

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

		Approximately 150 participants will be recruited. This number is justified by sample size recommendations for PLS-SEM, where the sample should be large enough to provide adequate statistical power for detecting relationships between latent constructs. A sample of 150 exceeds basic minimum rules such as the “10-times rule” and is more robust for assessing reliability, validity, path coefficients and mediation effects. Therefore, 150 participants are considered appropriate for a Level 7 quantitative dissertation using PLS-SEM.



		2

		Who will the participants be?

		Participants will be adult consumers aged 18-35 who have engaged with Nike influencer content on Instagram, TikTok or YouTube within the last six months.



		3

		How will you identify the participants?

		Participants will be identified through purposive online recruitment. Recruitment posts will include eligibility criteria and a survey link with screening questions confirming age and recent Nike influencer-content exposure.



		4

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

		Yes. People under 18, people over 35, people who cannot give informed consent, people who cannot understand the survey language, and people without recent Nike influencer-content exposure will be excluded. This keeps the sample relevant and avoids vulnerable participants.



		5

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

		No deception will be used. Participants will be told the study purpose, procedures, data use, confidentiality arrangements and voluntary nature of participation before consent.



		6

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

		Participants may withdraw at any time before submitting the survey. After submission, withdrawal will be possible for up to two weeks if a participant provides their voluntary withdrawal code. Once data are anonymised and aggregated for analysis, individual withdrawal will not be possible because responses cannot be reliably traced to a person.



		7

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

		Participants can take as long as they need to read the participant information sheet before deciding. They will not be pressured to take part. The online survey will remain open during the planned data-collection period.



		8

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

		The participant information sheet and consent page will be written in plain English. No vulnerable participants are targeted. Participants may contact the researcher for clarification before taking part, and they may choose not to participate if they have difficulty understanding the information. Any participant is welcome to have a friend to assist or support during the questionnaire











SECTION H: Research with Vulnerable People 

		1

		Are your participants classed as vulnerable people?

		YES ☐

		Click to continue to appendix 4

		NO ☒

		Continue to the next section



		2

		Have you completed appendix 4? 

		YES

		☐

		NO

		☒







[bookmark: SEC_I]SECTION I: Research Invol ving Animals 

		1

		Are your participants non-human animals?

		YES ☐

		Click to continue to appendix 5

		NO ☒

		Continue to the next section



		2

		Have you completed appendix 5? 

		YES

		☐

		NO

		☒







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

		1

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

		YES ☐

		Click to continue to appendix 6

		NO ☒

		Continue to the next section



		2

		Have you completed appendix 6? 

		YES

		☐

		NO

		☒







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

		1

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

		YES ☐

		Click to continue to appendix 7

		NO ☒

		Continue to the next section



		2

		Have you completed appendix 7? 

		YES

		☐

		NO

		☒







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

		Personal Data

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

		YES

		NO



		[bookmark: _Hlk153191083]1

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

		☒

		☐



		

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

		

		



		The survey will not request names, addresses, telephone numbers or personal email addresses. It will collect only limited eligibility and research data: age band, confirmation of recent Nike influencer-content exposure, social media platform use, and Likert-scale responses on influencer credibility, consumer trust and brand perception. The online survey platform may temporarily process technical metadata such as IP address or timestamp. These data are needed only for eligibility, data quality and quantitative analysis.







		Special Category Data 

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

		YES

		NO



		[bookmark: _Hlk153206093]2

		Racial or ethnic origin

		☐

		☒



		3

		Political opinions

		☐

		☒



		4

		Religious or philosophical beliefs

		☐

		☒



		5

		Genetic, biometric or health data

		☐

		☒



		6

		Sex life or sexual orientation

		☐

		☒



		7

		Trade union membership

		☐

		☒



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



		8

		N/A. No special category data will be intentionally collected.



		9

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



		The questionnaire will avoid names, contact details, exact addresses, health information and special category data. Age will be collected only as an eligibility band. Survey items are limited to exposure to Nike influencer content, platform use and perceptions of credibility, trust and brand perception.



		10

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



		The study is low risk. Participants are adults, questions are about consumer views of Nike influencer marketing, and no sensitive or illegal activities are investigated. Participation is voluntary, questions may be skipped where possible, data will be anonymised before analysis, and results will be reported only in aggregate.



		11

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



		Data will be used only for academic analysis and dissertation reporting. It will not be used to profile participants, contact them, market to them, or make decisions about them.



		12

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



		All data will be anonymised.  No direct identifiers will be collected. If technical metadata are captured by the survey platform, they will not be downloaded for analysis unless required for basic data-quality checks. The final dataset will contain anonymised responses only.



		13

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

		YES

		NO

		N/A



		

		

		☐

		☐

		☒







SECTION M: Participant Information and Consent 



		Information for participants

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

		YES

		NO

		N/A



		[bookmark: _Hlk156475507]1

		Will you obtain written consent for participation?

		☒

		☐

		☐



		2

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

		☒

		☐

		☐



		3

		Will you tell participants that their participation is voluntary?

		☒

		☐

		☐



		4

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

		☐

		☐

		☒



		5

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

		☐

		☐

		☒



		6

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

		☒

		☐

		☐



		7

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

		☒

		☐

		☐



		8

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

		☐

		☐

		☒



		9

		Will you give participants the UWTSD Privacy Notice for Research?

		☒

		☐

		☐



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



		10

		N/A. No NO answers have been selected for questions M1-M8. Items marked N/A are not applicable because the study is not observational, does not affect treatment or education, and does not require participants to sign up for an external service.



		Informed consent: Describe the arrangements to inform potential participants, before providing consent, of what is involved in participating. Describe the arrangements for participants to provide full consent before the research begins. If gaining consent in this way is inappropriate, explain how consent will be obtained and recorded. 



		11

		Potential participants will first view an online Participant Information Sheet explaining the purpose of the study, eligibility, procedures, voluntary nature of participation, confidentiality, data protection and withdrawal. They will then complete an electronic consent statement by ticking consent boxes before accessing the questionnaire. Participants who do not consent will not proceed to the survey.



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



		Please detail how you will treat confidential information:



		12

		Confidentiality will be protected by not collecting direct identifiers. Raw survey data will be kept in password-protected storage and accessed only by the student and supervisor where required. Findings will be reported in aggregated form, and no individual participant will be identifiable in the dissertation or any presentation of results.



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



		13

		Attached within this document: Participant Information Sheet, Online Consent Form, Draft Questionnaire, and Trusted Research and Innovation Summary for online/international recruitment.



		14

		Consent form attached?

		☒

		☐

		☐







SECTION N: Research with Potential Military Application

		1

		Does your research have any potential military application?

		YES ☐

		Click to continue to appendix 8

		NO ☒

		Continue to the next section



		2

		Have you completed appendix 8? 

		YES

		☐

		NO

		☒







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

		Use of generative AI and other AI-based tools

There are a number of ethical issues relating to the use of generative AI and other AI-based tools, including data security, output bias, and output errors. In general you should assume that any generative AI or other AI-based tool that you pay to use is more secure and accurate than one which is free to use.



Will the research use AI tools to do any of the following:

		YES

		NO

		N/A



		1

		Capture data?

		☐

		☒

		☐



		2

		Generate and/or edit text?

		☐

		☒

		☐



		3

		Generate graphics?

		☐

		☒

		☐



		4

		Generate video?

		☐

		☒

		☐



		5

		Generate sound/music?

		☐

		☒

		☐



		6

		Generate code?

		☐

		☒

		☐



		7

		Generate synthetic data?

		☐

		☒

		☐



		8

		Analyse data?

		☐

		☒

		☐



		9

		Analyse personal or sensitive data?

		☐

		☒

		☐



		10

		Classify data?

		☐

		☒

		☐



		11

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

		☐

		☒

		☐



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



		12

		N/A. The project will not use generative AI or AI-based tools to capture, generate, classify or analyse data. Quantitative analysis will be undertaken using standard statistical/SEM software, not generative AI.









Section P: Research Data Management Plan



		1

		Data Summary



		The project will create an anonymised online survey dataset containing screening information, age band, platform use, Nike influencer-content exposure, and Likert-scale responses on influencer credibility, consumer trust and brand perception. It will also generate analysis outputs such as reliability statistics, validity tests, PLS-SEM results and aggregated tables/figures.



		2

		Responsibilities



		The student researcher will be responsible for day-to-day data management, under the supervision of the dissertation supervisor. Responsibilities include secure storage, access control, data cleaning, anonymisation, analysis and deletion/retention in line with UWTSD policy. No partner institution will manage the data.



		3

		Assessment of existing data



		Existing secondary literature and publicly available company/digital marketing information will be used to frame the study. Primary data are required because existing sources do not provide participant-level responses on the specific relationship between Nike influencer exposure, trust and brand perception.



		4

		Management and curation of data



		Survey responses will be exported into a structured spreadsheet using coded variable names. Incomplete or ineligible responses will be screened and removed according to documented criteria. A codebook will be prepared to define each variable, scale and coding decision.



		5

		Quality assurance of data



		Quality checks will include eligibility screening, removal of duplicate or clearly incomplete responses where identifiable, checking missing values, reviewing outliers, testing internal consistency, assessing construct validity and documenting all data-cleaning decisions before PLS-SEM analysis.



		6

		Short-term data storage



		During the project, data will be stored in password-protected university-approved cloud storage or encrypted local storage. Files will be backed up securely, and access will be limited to the student and supervisor where required. Raw exports will not be shared through unsecured email or public links.



		7

		Long-term data storage and preservation 



		The anonymised dataset and analysis files will be retained for the period required by UWTSD policy and then securely deleted. Data of long-term value will be limited to anonymised aggregated results and the dissertation. Raw identifiable or platform metadata will not be preserved or deposited publicly.



		8

		Documentation and metadata



		Documentation will include the final questionnaire, participant information sheet, consent wording, recruitment text, variable codebook, data-cleaning log and analysis notes. This documentation will allow the supervisor and examiners to understand how data were collected, cleaned and analysed.



		9

		Data sharing



		Individual-level raw data will not be shared publicly. Findings will be shared only as aggregated statistics in the dissertation and any academic presentation. This avoids re-identification risks while still allowing the research findings to be communicated usefully.



		10

		Copyright and intellectual property ownership



		The student will own the dissertation text and analysis outputs, subject to UWTSD academic regulations. The anonymised research data will be handled according to UWTSD data management policy and dissertation requirements.



		11

		Resources



		Resources required are an online survey platform, password-protected storage, spreadsheet/statistical software and PLS-SEM software. No special equipment, paid data storage or external funding is required. Any normal storage costs will be met through available university/student resources.







SECTION Q: Risk Assessment 



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



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



		1

		No separate risk assessment has been appended. The study is low risk and all identified risks and mitigation measures are outlined in Section Q of this ethics application.

		YES

		NO



		[bookmark: _Hlk152919011]

		

		☐

		☒



		Risks to participants, researchers, and the University 



		2

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

		YES

		NO



		

		

		☒

		☐



		Risk: Participants may feel slight discomfort when reflecting on their opinions of influencer marketing or may be concerned about the privacy of their responses.

		How addressed: Participation is voluntary, responses are anonymous, no names or identifying information will be collected, and participants may withdraw before submitting the survey. Findings will be reported only in aggregate form.



		3

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

		YES

		NO



		

		

		☒

		☐



		Risk: There is a minimal risk of accidental disclosure of research data or a misunderstanding regarding the use of participant information.

		How addressed: The study complies with GDPR and UWTSD ethical requirements. No sensitive, illegal or confidential information will be requested. Data will be stored securely on password-protected devices and used solely for academic purposes.



		4

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

		YES

		NO



		

		

		☒

		☐



		Risk: Participants may spend a small amount of time completing the questionnaire, resulting in a minor opportunity cost.

		How addressed: The questionnaire is designed to be brief and will take approximately 5–10 minutes to complete. No financial information will be collected, and participation is entirely voluntary



		5

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

		YES

		NO



		

		

		☒

		☐



		Risk: Low reputational risk only. The study discusses Nike marketing academically and will not make unsupported claims about individuals or organisations.

		How addressed: The dissertation will report balanced findings, use appropriate academic language and avoid identifying participants.



		6

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

		YES

		NO



		

		

		☒

		☐



		Risk: Participants will be adults only and no vulnerable groups are targeted.

		How addressed: Eligibility screening will exclude under-18s and people unable to provide informed consent.



		7

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

		YES

		NO



		

		

		☐

		☒



		No sensitive, embarrassing or upsetting topics are included. The questionnaire concerns ordinary consumer views on Nike influencer marketing and brand perception. Participants can exit before submission without giving a reason.



		

		Health and safety risks



		8

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

		YES

		NO



		

		

		☐

		☒



		Risk: 

		How addressed: 



		9

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

		YES

		NO



		

		

		☐

		☒



		Risk: 

		How addressed: 



		10

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

		YES

		NO



		

		

		☒

		☐



		Risk: Minor ergonomic risk to the researcher from computer-based survey management, data cleaning and analysis.

		How addressed: The researcher will use normal safe computer-working practices, take breaks and use password-protected devices.



		11

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

		YES

		NO



		

		

		☐

		☒



		Risk: 

		How addressed: 



		12

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

		YES

		NO



		

		

		☐

		☒



		Risk: 

		How addressed: 



		13

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

		YES

		NO



		

		

		☐

		☒



		Risk:

		How addressed: 







SECTION R: Disclosure and Barring Service



		Disclosure and Barring Service



		1

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

		YES



		NO



		N/A





		

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

		☐

		☐

		☒



		2

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

		N/A









[bookmark: SEX_S]SECTION S: Declaration

		The information which I have provided is correct and complete to the best of my knowledge. I have attempted to identify any risks and issues related to the research activity and acknowledge my obligations and the rights of the participants.



In submitting this application I hereby confirm that I undertake to ensure that the above named research activity will meet the University’s Research Ethics and Integrity Policy which is published on the website: https://www.uwtsd.ac.uk/research/research-ethics/ 





		1

		Name of applicant

		Md Didarul Islam Anik



		2

		Electronic or written signature of applicant:

		Md Didarul Islam Anik (electronic signature to be confirmed)



		3

		Date

		04 June 2026



		4

		Name of Director of Studies

		To be confirmed by programme team



		5

		Electronic or written signature of Director of Studies:

		To be signed by Director of Studies/Supervisor



		6

		Date

		To be confirmed







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

		1

		☒

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



		2

		☒

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



		3

		☒

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



		4

		☒

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



		5

		☒

		I have attached a full risk assessment (where appropriate) 



		6

		☒

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



		7

		☒

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



		8

		☒

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



		9

		☒

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



		10

		I have completed the following appendices:

		1

		☐

		2

		☐

		3

		☒

		4

		☐



		

		

		5

		☐

		6

		☐

		7

		☐

		8

		☐







		

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














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



		A1.1

		Has your research been awarded external funding?

		YES ☐

		☐

		NO ☒

		☐



		A1.2

		Have you applied for funding / awaiting decision?

		YES ☐

		☐

		NO ☒

		☐



		A1.3

		Are you intending to apply for funding?

		YES ☐

		☐

		NO ☒

		☐



		A1.4

		[bookmark: _Hlk152243903]Funding Body

		N/A



		A1.5

		Lead institution (grant holder)

		N/A



		A1.6

		If awarded, grant reference

		N/A



		A1.7

		If awarded, grant value

		N/A



		A1.8

		If awarded, start date and duration

		N/A







		

		

		

		

		





		Return to the main form












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



		INSTITUTION 1                        



		[bookmark: _Hlk152247185]A2.1

		Name

		N/A



		A2.2

		Researcher name and position 

		N/A



		A2.3

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

		N/A



		A2.4

		Contact e-mail address

		N/A



		A2.5

		N/A. No external collaborating institution or organisation is involved.

		Obtained?

		YES

		NO

		PENDING



		

		

		

		☐

		☒

		☐



		[bookmark: _Hlk152841402]

		

		









		INSTITUTION 2                      



		A2.6

		Name

		N/A



		A2.7

		Researcher name and position 

		N/A



		A2.8

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

		N/A



		A2.9

		Contact e-mail address

		N/A



		A2.10

		N/A. No external collaborating institution or organisation is involved.

		Obtained?

		YES

		NO

		PENDING



		

		

		

		☐

		☒

		☐



		

		

		









		INSTITUTION 3                       



		A2.11

		Name

		N/A



		A2.12

		Researcher name and position 

		N/A



		A2.13

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

		N/A



		A2.14

		Contact e-mail address

		N/A



		A2.15

		N/A. No external collaborating institution or organisation is involved.

		Obtained?

		YES

		NO

		PENDING



		

		

		

		☐

		☒

		☐



		

		

		









Add additional collaborators as needed



		

		

		

		

		





		Return to the main form





[bookmark: APP_3]




APPENDIX 3: Research Undertaken Outside of the UK



		A3.1

		Research activity outside of the UK

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



		The project uses an online survey and may be accessible to adult participants outside the UK through social media recruitment. No overseas fieldwork, institutional collaboration, physical travel or face-to-face data collection will occur. Participants will be adults who can read the study information and consent online. The study will follow UWTSD ethical requirements, GDPR/Data Protection Act principles and the rules of the online platforms used for recruitment. No local licence or institutional permission is expected because the study is an anonymous consumer survey, not research in a school, workplace, healthcare site or protected community.



		A3.2

		Responsible Research and Innovation

If research is taking place overseas please refer to the UWTSD Trusted Research and Innovation Policy and complete the Trusted Research and Innovation Checklist and submit it with this form. The UWTSD Trusted Research and Innovation Policy has been considered. The study has no overseas research partner, no funder influence, no sensitive technology, no military or dual-use application, and no transfer of confidential or controlled information. Recruitment will be limited to voluntary adult respondents and data will be anonymised.



		A3.3

		Confirm that you have read the Trusted Research and Innovation Policy

		☒







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

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

		Return to the main form
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		Organisational Details



		A3.4

		Name of Organisation 



		N/A. No overseas collaborating organisation or research partner is involved.



		A3.5

		Country where organisation is based:



		N/A. No overseas collaborating organisation or research partner is involved.



		A3.6

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



		N/A. No overseas collaborating organisation or research partner is involved.



		A3.7

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



		N/A. No overseas collaborating organisation or research partner is involved.



		A3.8

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



		N/A. No overseas collaborating organisation or research partner is involved.



		A3.9

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



		N/A. No overseas collaborating organisation or research partner is involved.









		About New Partners



		A3.10

		Why does a partner want to work with you?



		N/A. No overseas collaborating organisation or research partner is involved.



		A3.11

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



		N/A. No overseas collaborating organisation or research partner is involved.





		A3.12

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

		YES

		NO



		

		

		☐

		☒



		N/A. No overseas research partner is involved.



		A3.13

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

		YES

		NO



		

		

		☐

		☒



		N/A. No overseas research partner is involved.



		A3.14

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

		YES

		NO



		

		

		☐

		☒



		N/A. No overseas research partner is involved.



		A3.15

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

		YES

		NO



		

		

		☐

		☒



		N/A. No overseas research partner is involved.



		A3.16

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

		YES

		NO



		

		

		☐

		☒



		N/A. No overseas research partner is involved.









		About Research Relationships

		YES

		NO



		A3.17

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

		☐

		☒



		A3.18

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

		☐

		☒





		N/A. No overseas collaborating organisation or research partner is involved.



		A3.19

		Who will own any IP that is generated?



		N/A. No overseas collaborating organisation or research partner is involved.



		A3.20

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



		N/A. No overseas collaborating organisation or research partner is involved.



		A3.21

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



		N/A. No overseas collaborating organisation or research partner is involved.



		A3.22

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



		N/A. No overseas collaborating organisation or research partner is involved.



		A3.23

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



		N/A. No overseas collaborating organisation or research partner is involved.









		About Existing Partners



		A3.24

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

		YES

		NO



		

		

		☐

		☒



		N/A. No existing partner conflict is relevant.



		A3.25

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

		YES

		NO



		

		

		☐

		☒



		N/A. No existing partner conflict is relevant.



		A3.26

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

		YES

		NO



		

		

		☐

		☒



		N/A. No existing partner conflict is relevant.



		A3.27

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

		YES

		NO



		

		

		☐

		☒





		N/A. No existing partner conflict is relevant.







		

		

		

		

		





		Return to the main form










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



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

		YES

		NO



		A4.1

		Children under 16

		☐

		☒



		A4.2

		Adults with learning disabilities

		☐

		☒



		A4.3

		Adults with other forms of mental incapacity or mental illness

		☐

		☒



		A4.4

		Adults in emergency situations

		☐

		☒



		A4.5

		Prisoners or young offenders

		☐

		☒



		A4.6

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

		☐

		☒



		A4.7

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

		☐

		☒



		A4.8

		People engaged in illegal activities

		☐

		☒



		A4.9

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

		☐

		☒



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



		A4.10

		N/A. Vulnerable people will not be recruited.



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



		A4.11

		N/A. The study excludes children under 18 and people unable to provide informed consent.



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



		A4.12

		DBS Check required? 

		YES

		NO



		

		

		☐

		☒



		A4.13

		DBS certificate obtained? 

		YES

		NO

		N/A



		

		

		☐

		☐

		☒







		

		

		

		

		





		Return to the main form










[bookmark: APP_5]APPENDIX 5: Research Involving Animals

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



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

		YES

		NO



		[bookmark: _Hlk156319509]A5.1

		Any living vertebrates, other than humans?

		☐

		☒



		A5.2

		Any living cephalopods?

		☐

		☒



		A5.3

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

		☐

		☒



		A5.4

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

		☐

		☒



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



		[bookmark: _Hlk156464347]A5.5

		N/A. The research does not involve animals.







		

		

		

		

		





		Return to the main form










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



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



		Will the research involve any of the following?

		YES

		NO



		A6.1

		Staff in prison establishments

		☐

		☒



		A6.2

		Offenders in prison establishments

		☐

		☒



		A6.3

		The Probation Service

		☐

		☒



		A6.4

		His Majesty’s Prison and Probation Services

		☐

		☒



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



		A6.5

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

		☐

		☒



		A6.6

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

		☐

		☒



		A6.7

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

		☐

		☒



		A6.8

		Due diligence assessment appended to this application?

		☐

		☒



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



		A6.9

		N/A. The research does not involve the Prison Service, Probation Service, staff or offenders.







		

		

		

		

		





		Return to the main form










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

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



		Will the data processing involve:

		YES

		NO



		A7.1

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

		☐

		☒



		A7.2

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

		☐

		☒



		A7.3

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

		☐

		☒



		A7.4

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

		☐

		☒



		A7.5

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

		☐

		☒



		A7.6

		Confidential patient information.

		☐

		☒



		A7.7

		Clinical trial of a medicinal product or medical device.

		☐

		☒



		A7.8

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

		☐

		☒



		A7.9

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

		☐

		☒



		A7.10

		Foetal material and IVF involving NHS patients.

		☐

		☒



		A7.11

		The recently deceased under NHS care.

		☐

		☒



		A7.12

		NHS staff or premises.

		☐

		☒



		A7.13

		Practising midwives conducting a clinical trial.

		☐

		☒



		A7.14

		Investigational medicinal product.

		☐

		☒



		A7.15

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

		☐

		☒



		A7.16

		Exposure to ionising radiation.

		☐

		☒



		A7.17

		Other health and social care related research.

		☐

		☒



		Please specify: N/A. This is a marketing/consumer behaviour survey, not health or social care research.

		

		



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



		A7.18

		Does the research meet the HRA definition of research?

		YES 

		NO

		N/A



		

		

		☐

		☐

		☒



		A7.19

		Is the Research being sponsored by a collaborating partner?

		YES 

		NO

		N/A



		

		

		☐

		☐

		☒



		A7.20

		Has NHS ethics approval been granted?

		YES 

		NO

		N/A



		

		

		☐

		☐

		☒



		A7.21

		Has INSPIRE undertaken an initial due diligence exercise?

		YES 

		NO



		

		

		☐

		☒



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



		A7.22

		N/A. This project does not involve health or social care participants, NHS data, NHS premises, human tissue, medical devices, clinical trials or NHS ethics approval.







		A7.23

		Have you been granted NHS ethical approval?

		YES ☐

		Click to continue to Section R

		NO ☒

		Return to the main form












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

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

Will the research involve:



		Defence

		YES

		NO



		A8.1

		Military equipment and munitions

		☐

		☒



		A8.2

		Defence equipment, including satellites

		☐

		☒



		A8.3

		Technical data, including some border and port information

		☐

		☒



		A8.4

		Dual use research

		☐

		☒



		Materials and Technologies

		YES

		NO



		A8.5

		Nuclear materials, facilities and equipment

		☐

		☒



		A8.6

		Chemicals, microorganisms and toxins

		☐

		☒



		A8.7

		Electronics design, development and production

		☐

		☒



		 A8.8

		Computers

		☐

		☒



		A8.9

		Telecommunications

		☐

		☒



		A8.10

		Sensors and lasers

		☐

		☒



		A8.11

		Navigation and avionics

		☐

		☒



		A8.12

		Marine technology

		☐

		☒



		A8.13

		Composite materials

		☐

		☒



		A8.14

		Aerospace and propulsion

		☐

		☒



		Sensitive Information

		YES

		NO



		A8.15

		Cryptology

		☐

		☒



		A8.16

		Counterterrorism

		☐

		☒



		A8.17

		Counternarcotics

		☐

		☒



		A8.18

		Cyber-related

		☐

		☒



		A8.19

		Non-proliferation

		☐

		☒



		A8.20

		Transnational criminal organisations

		☐

		☒










		Genetic Resources

		YES

		NO



		A8.21

		Genetic material of actual or potential value

		☐

		☒



		A8.22

		Organisms, or parts thereof

		☐

		☒



		A8.23

		Populations (or organisms)

		☐

		☒



		A8.24

		Other biotic components of ecosystems

		☐

		☒



		A8.25

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

		☐

		☒







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

		YES

		NO



		A8.26

		Physical transfer of goods, technologies, material or equipment

		☐

		☒



		A8.27

		Blueprints

		☐

		☒



		A8.28

		Plans

		☐

		☒



		A8.29

		Diagrams

		☐

		☒



		A8.30

		Models

		☐

		☒



		A8.31

		Formulae

		☐

		☒



		A8.32

		Tables

		☐

		☒



		A8.33

		Engineering designs and specifications

		☐

		☒



		A8.34

		Manuals and instructions

		☐

		☒



		A8.35

		Software

		☐

		☒



		A8.36

		Know-how

		☐

		☒







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

		YES

		NO



		A8.37

		USB flash drives

		☐

		☒



		A8.38

		Portable hard drives

		☐

		☒



		A8.39

		Laptops

		☐

		☒



		A8.40

		Tablets

		☐

		☒



		A8.41

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

		☐

		☒



		A8.42

		Physical exports

		☐

		☒







		Will your project involve any of the following?

		YES

		NO



		A8.43

		Oral transfer by phone or videoconferencing or presentations

		☐

		☒



		A8.44

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

		☐

		☒



		A8.45

		Will you be hosting foreign visitors?

		☐

		☒










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

		YES

		NO



		A8.46

		Full export control assessment required?

		☐

		☒



		A8.47

		Full export control assessment completed?

		☐

		☒



		A8.48

		Full export control assessment appended?

		☐

		☒







		

		

		

		

		





		Return to the main form










SUPPLEMENTARY MATERIALS ATTACHED TO ETHICS APPLICATION

Participant Information Sheet

Research title: How does influencer marketing influence consumer trust and brand perception in Nike’s digital campaigns?

Purpose: This study examines how Nike influencer marketing affects consumer trust and brand perception. The study forms part of a Level 7 dissertation in Business and Management/Marketing.

Who can take part: Adults aged 18-35 who have interacted with Nike influencer content on Instagram, TikTok or YouTube within the last six months.

What participation involves: You will complete an online questionnaire with screening questions and Likert-scale items about influencer credibility, consumer trust and brand perception. It should take approximately 8-10 minutes.

Voluntary participation: Taking part is voluntary. You may stop before submitting the survey without giving a reason. After submission, withdrawal is possible for up to two weeks if you provide your withdrawal code. Once data are anonymised and aggregated, individual withdrawal will no longer be possible.

Risks and benefits: The study is low risk and asks about ordinary consumer views. There is no direct personal benefit, but your responses may help improve understanding of ethical and trust-based influencer marketing.

Confidentiality and data protection: The survey will not ask for your name, address, telephone number or personal email. Data will be stored securely, anonymised and reported only in aggregate. No individual participant will be identifiable.

Contact: Researcher: Md Didarul Islam Anik. Supervisor: to be confirmed by the programme team.

Online Consent Form

Before continuing to the questionnaire, participants will be asked to tick each statement:

☐ I confirm that I am aged 18-35.

☐ I confirm that I have interacted with Nike influencer content on Instagram, TikTok or YouTube within the last six months.

☐ I have read and understood the Participant Information Sheet.

☐ I understand that my participation is voluntary and that I may stop before submitting the survey.

☐ I understand how my data will be collected, stored, anonymised and used.

☐ I consent to take part in this research.

Draft Questionnaire Summary

Screening questions: age band; confirmation of Nike influencer-content exposure in the last six months; platform used most often for Nike influencer content.

Main constructs measured by Likert-scale items: influencer credibility, influencer trustworthiness, influencer expertise, influencer attractiveness/authenticity, consumer trust, and brand perception of Nike.

Example response scale: 1 = strongly disagree, 2 = disagree, 3 = neutral, 4 = agree, 5 = strongly agree.

Data use: Responses will be analysed using descriptive statistics, reliability and validity tests, and PLS-SEM mediation analysis.

Trusted Research and Innovation Summary

The project may include adult online participants outside the UK, but it has no overseas research partner, funder, institutional collaborator, military application, dual-use technology, controlled information, sensitive technology transfer or export-control issue.

The research is limited to an anonymous consumer behaviour survey about Nike influencer marketing. Recruitment will be voluntary, adult-only, online, and based on informed consent. Data will be anonymised before analysis and reported in aggregate only.
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PG2 FORM       1     07/06/2026 APPLICATION FOR ETHICAL APPROVAL   –   INTRODUCTORY NOTE S     In order for research to result in benefit and minimise risk of harm, it must be conducted ethically.  A researcher may not be covered by the University’s insurance if ethical approval has not been  obtained prior to commencement.     The University follows the OECD Frascati manual definition of  research activity :    “ [C] reative   work undertaken on a systematic basis in order to increase the stock of  knowledge, including knowledge of man, culture and society, and the use of this stock of  knowledge to devise new applications”.    As such this covers activities undertaken by :      M embers of staff (academic staff or support staff) ;      I ndividuals holding honorary title from the University ;      P ostgraduate  research students;   In all of these cases ethical review is required r egardless of discipline.     The individual undertaking the research activity is known as the  lead   researcher .     Ethical approval is not required for routine audits, performance reviews, quality assurance studies, testing  within normal educational requirements, and literary or artistic criticism.      For most projects you will only need to complete sections in the main part of the form. A few projects will  need more detailed ethical consideration and will need   you to fill in sections in an appendix. At some points  in this form you will be asked questions about your research in the following way:    


1  Does your research involve <<something  specific>>?  YES  Click to  continue to  appendix <<N>>  NO  Continue to the  next section  


2  Have you completed appendix <<N>>?    YES  ☐  NO  ☐  


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


         Return to the  main form  


  N B   These clickable links will only work if you are editing the document in the desktop version of Word, not  the browser version. Please download and save the form before editing it.     Guidance notes are provided as comments or as text  IN GREEN   throughout this form. Please ensure that  the comments are removed and that the green text is replaced by your own text or removed as appropriate  BEFORE submitting this form.     Please ensure that you have read the UWTSD Research Ethics and Integrity Policy and the UWTSD  Research Data Management Policy BEFORE submitting this form.          
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