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The purpose of this dissertation is to analyse the impact of the credibility of social media influencers on the purchase intention of Gen Z consumers in the UK retail sector. It emphasises three aspects of credibility: trustworthiness, expertise and attractiveness, and it specifies which of these dimensions offers the best independent predictor of purchase intention. A positivist, deductive and mono-method quantitative design was adopted. The data were gathered using an online questionnaire with five-point Likert scales based on existing questionnaires. Out of 103 submissions 89 eligible and complete responses were retained for analysis. Descriptive statistics, Cronbach's alpha, Pearson correlations, multiple linear regression and diagnostic tests were used. All three credibility dimensions had positive correlation with purchase intention. Trustworthiness had the strongest bivariate relationship and was the only statistically significant independent predictor with HC3 robust inference (B = 0.526, β = 0.454, p = .007). The findings showed that expertise and attractiveness were both positively related to purchase intention, but did not have a unique effect when the three dimensions were included together. The regression model was significant, F(3, 85) = 29.158, p < .001, accounting for 50.7 per cent of the variance in purchase intention. The results support Source Credibility Theory and suggest that the dimensions of credibility should not be assumed to be equally influential. The findings suggest that when choosing influencers, UK retailers should focus more on honesty, reliability and clear communication, with careful consideration of expertise and attractiveness in terms of product and campaign context.
Keywords: influencer marketing; Generation Z; trustworthiness; expertise; attractiveness; purchase intention; UK retail
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	Term
	Definition

	Influencer Marketing
	The strategic use of social media influencers to communicate branded or product-related messages to their audiences.

	Social Media Influencer
	A content creator whose online presence and perceived credibility can shape followers’ attitudes, intentions or behaviours.

	Generation Z
	The age cohort operationalised in this study as UK consumers aged 18 to 29 at the time of data collection.

	UK Retail Sector
	The consumer retail context examined in this study, including fashion, beauty, electronics, food and drink, homeware and lifestyle products.

	Influencer Credibility
	Followers’ evaluation of an influencer’s trustworthiness, expertise and attractiveness as a persuasive source.

	Trustworthiness
	The extent to which an influencer is perceived as honest, dependable, sincere and reliable.

	Expertise
	The extent to which an influencer is perceived as knowledgeable, experienced, qualified and competent about products.

	Attractiveness
	The extent to which an influencer is perceived as visually appealing, stylish and engaging.

	Purchase Intention
	A consumer’s stated likelihood or willingness to purchase a product recommended by an influencer.

	Source Credibility Theory
	A framework explaining persuasion through source characteristics, particularly trustworthiness, expertise and attractiveness.

	Theory of Planned Behaviour
	A theory proposing that attitudes, subjective norms and perceived behavioural control influence behavioural intention.

	Parasocial Interaction
	A one-sided sense of social connection that an audience member may develop with a media figure or influencer.

	Sponsorship Disclosure
	A statement indicating that influencer content involves a paid, gifted or otherwise commercial brand relationship.

	Influencer-Product Congruence
	The perceived fit between an influencer’s image or expertise and the product being endorsed.

	Persuasion Knowledge
	Consumers’ awareness and interpretation of attempts to influence their attitudes or behaviour.

	Cross-Sectional Research
	A design in which data are collected during one defined period to examine relationships at that time.

	Quantitative Research
	Research that uses numerical measurement and statistical analysis to examine patterns and relationships.

	Purposive Sampling
	A non-probability approach in which participants are screened against predefined eligibility criteria relevant to the study.

	Cronbach's Alpha
	A statistic used to assess the internal consistency of items within a multi-item scale.

	Multiple Linear Regression
	A statistical technique used to estimate the unique association of several predictors with one dependent variable.
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[bookmark: _Toc235547625][bookmark: h_1_1_Background_and_Academic_Co][bookmark: _Toc240403528][bookmark: _Toc240413771][bookmark: _Toc241114424]1.1 Background and Academic Context
Influencer marketing has evolved from a niche marketing tool to a key part of social media communication. As the number of influencers using retailers has increased, so has the number of brands utilizing them to include a mix of product information, entertainment and personal endorsement in content that feels more personal than traditional advertising. This perceived informality can make attention to and identification with the work more likely, but can also make commercial persuasion less obvious. Influencers are thus at the same time content producer and opinion leader and paid promoter, creating the persuasive environment where relational appeal and commercial motivation go hand in hand (Haenlein et al. 2020, Hudders et al., 2021).
The significance of this development to academic research is the limiting link between visibility and influence on behaviour. Purchase intention is not necessarily correlated to high exposure as consumers will assess the credibility, motives, and product knowledge of the person who is recommending the item. The theory of source credibility (Hovland and Weiss, 1951; Ohanian, 1990; AlFarraj et al., 2021) holds that the effect of persuasion is influenced by the expertise, trustworthiness and attractiveness of the source. The evidence from the meta-analysis confirms that characteristics of influencers are relevant, although the effect size of such characteristics depends on the context, platform and outcome, and so weakens the argument that one universal credibility pattern can be found across markets (Pan et al., 2025).
This variation is particularly relevant since communicating with influencers involves more than just looking good. A boost in trustworthiness may help diminish worries about hidden commercial motives, expertise may help minimize uncertainty concerning product performance, whereas attractiveness may stimulate attention or aspirational identification. But, where products do not seem to fit, attractiveness could be a poor option and, where recommendations seem to be scripted for the commercial interests, expertise could have limited value. Likewise, lack of sponsorship disclosure, even when the influencer is known or liked, can compromise trust (Kim and Kim, 2021; Schouten, Janssen and Verspaget, 2020; Weismueller et al., 2020). The tensions here indicate that credibility needs to be broken down into separate predictors, and not into a monolithic construct.
A purchase intention is also a suitable, although limited, behavioural outcome. It reflects the attitude towards considering or selecting the recommended product, but it does not necessarily indicate that the product will actually be purchased, as price, availability and perceived behavioural control can get in the way of the purchase (Ajzen, 1991; Dodds, Monroe and Grewal, 1991). However, intention is a useful tool in an analysis as it provides information about if influencer assessments generate a useful consumer response. Therefore, this chapter suggests that the direct effect and the comparative effect of trustworthiness, expertise and attractiveness should be investigated with a specific focus on the Generation Z consumer in the retail market in the UK.
[bookmark: _Toc235544962][bookmark: h_1_2_UK_Retail_and_Generation_Z][bookmark: _Toc240403529][bookmark: _Toc240413772][bookmark: _Toc241114425]1.2 UK Retail and Generation Z Context
Generation Z does not have a universally fixed boundary. According to Schroth (2019), Generation Z ranges from 1997 to 2013. In the scope of this dissertation Generation Z will be defined as UK consumers aged between 18-29 years old at the time of the data collection. This age group includes all adults and is close to the more popular contemporary age cut-off for Generation Z.
Social media is an integral part of the product discovery, comparison and discussion of consumption, and this makes generation Z particularly vital for UK retailers. Previous studies have found that influencer content can influence product interest and impulse buying, especially in a retail context that focuses on visual products (Djafarova and Bowes, 2021; Sokolova and Kefi, 2020). But it would be a mistake to assume that Generation Z is “all the same”. Exposure repeatedly can help build familiarity with influencers' content, but can also build persuasion knowledge and scepticism regarding sponsored claims (Friestad and Wright, 1994; Evans et al., 2017).
Fashion and social commerce data show that younger people are likely to make impulse purchases and become more interested in a product when they see it recommended by someone they can relate to and who is engaging (Djafarova and Bowes, 2021; Sokolova and Kefi, 2020). But sponsorship disclosure muddles this relationship. The disclosure wording has been found to boost advertising recognition and affect attitudes after recognition of the sponsorship, and source credibility can also influence purchase intention even if the sponsorship is recognised (Evans et al., 2017; Weismueller et al., 2020). While there may be increased transparency with disclosure, it can also stir up scepticism: retail effectiveness will be shaped by whether credibility prevails over commercial recognition.
The UK retail setting is therefore not simply another geographical location. It comprises a mix of high social media consumption, advanced advertising regulation, and commercially savvy consumers. This context makes it a big challenge to determine whether the trustworthiness, expertise and appeal of influencers still command influence when consumers know that recommendations can be bought. It also gives an interesting context in which to consider what aspect of credibility has the greatest practical utility for retailers.
[bookmark: _Toc235544963][bookmark: h_1_3_Research_Problem][bookmark: _Toc240403530][bookmark: _Toc240413773][bookmark: _Toc241114426]1.3 Research Problem
The central research question is not about the lack of scholarly attention to influencer marketing. The problem is that the current evidence is inadequate to explain which credibility dimension has the greatest impact on purchase intention among UK Generation Z retail consumers. There are many studies that prove that influencer credibility is linked to behavioural outcome, usually relating to aggregated credibility, indirect mechanisms, or a specific sector (Lou and Yuan, 2019; Saima and Khan, 2021; Shoukat, Selem and Shah, 2023). This type of findings shows relevance but does not answer the question of the comparative contribution of trustworthiness and expertise and attractiveness.
The second problem is the contextual transferability. The literature review revealed that the study of the influence of social media actors in the fashion sector, aesthetic dermatology, cosmetics and sustainable production and emerging markets does not necessarily apply directly to the broader retail market in the United Kingdom (UK) (Chetioui, Benlafqih and Lebdaoui, 2020; AlFarraj et al., 2021; dos Santos et al., 2023; Zeqiri et al., 2026). Judgement of credibility may change as a result of product involvement, cultural expectations, disclosure practices and consumer experience. Therefore, general statements on Generation Z based on differing age profiles, countries and/or narrowly defined product categories should be used with caution.
The third problem is theoretical and methodological. Source Credibility Theory suggests three dimensions, but numerous recent works are adding a new dimension with the inclusion of parasocial relationships, brand attachment, congruence, authenticity or mediation pathways (Ashraf, Hameed and Saeed, 2023; Chen and Lu, 2024; Belanche et al., 2021b). These models are useful for enriching the explanation, but can mask the more basic management question: what is the direct predictive contribution of which credibility attribute? Furthermore, the lack of consistency in construct definitions and measurements across studies makes it difficult to compare across studies (Vrontis et al., 2021; Masuda, Han and Lee, 2022).
Investigation is thus required as UK retailers could spend on the looky-loos, if the trust or product knowledge of the influencer is more important. If trustworthy is dominant without direct comparison, the opposite scenario, that of making weak selection decisions as well, is also possible. This issue can be overcome with the use of a focused regression model that estimates the independent contribution of each credibility dimension, while accounting for other dimensions. This is not a problem of a lack of research on influencer marketing but a lack of context-specific and comparative evidence.
[bookmark: _Toc235544964][bookmark: h_1_4_Research_Rationale_and_Sig][bookmark: _Toc240403531][bookmark: _Toc240413774][bookmark: _Toc241114427]1.4 Research Rationale and Significance
Academically, the study is justified because the study tests the core dimensions of the Source Credibility Theory in a population and context that can change persuasive responses due to commercial awareness. It also helps the Theory of Planned Behaviour in which purchase intention is the behavioural outcome that requires the evaluations of the influencers to be commercially significant (Ohanian, 1990; Ajzen, 1991). The separation of the credibility dimensions allows the study to tease out whether the theoretical framework developed is equally applicable in today's social media retailing.
The practical significance concerns influencer selection and campaign design. Retailers might use follower numbers, likes/dislikes or points of appearance or interaction, but these metrics don't necessarily tell you if audiences believe the influencer is honest or competent. Evidence of relative predictive strength can assist in making more defensible decisions on partnership and content briefing and disclosure practices (Belanche et al., 2021a; Dhun and Dangi, 2023). The results could also give influencers guidance on maintaining credibility based on the attributes that might be compromised when commercial content is sent out to weaken audience trust.
[bookmark: _Toc235544965][bookmark: h_1_5_Research_Aim__Objectives_a][bookmark: _Toc240403532][bookmark: _Toc240413775][bookmark: _Toc241114428]1.5 Research Aim, Objectives and Questions
[bookmark: _Toc235544966][bookmark: h_Research_Aim][bookmark: _Toc240413776][bookmark: _Toc241114429]Research Aim
The research aims to examine the influence of social media influencer credibility dimensions on purchase intention among Generation Z consumers in the UK retail sector.
[bookmark: _Toc235544967][bookmark: h_Research_Objectives][bookmark: _Toc240413777][bookmark: _Toc241114430]Research Objectives
1. To examine the influence of influencer trustworthiness on purchase intention among UK Generation Z retail consumers.
2. To examine the influence of influencer expertise and attractiveness on purchase intention among UK Generation Z retail consumers.
3. To determine which influencer credibility dimension most strongly predicts purchase intention among UK Generation Z retail consumers.
[bookmark: _Toc235544968][bookmark: h_Research_Questions][bookmark: _Toc240413778][bookmark: _Toc241114431]Research Questions
1. How does influencer trustworthiness influence purchase intention among UK Generation Z retail consumers?
2. How do influencer expertise and attractiveness influence purchase intention among UK Generation Z retail consumers?
3. Which influencer credibility dimension is the strongest predictor of purchase intention among UK Generation Z retail consumers?
[bookmark: _Toc240413779][bookmark: _Toc241114432]Research Hypotheses
The study tests four hypotheses. Hypothesis H1 proposes that influencer trustworthiness has a significant positive influence on purchase intention. Hypothesis H2A proposes that influencer expertise has a significant positive influence on purchase intention. Hypothesis H2B proposes that influencer attractiveness has a significant positive influence on purchase intention. Hypothesis H3 proposes that trustworthiness will be the strongest positive predictor of purchase intention compared with expertise and attractiveness.
[bookmark: _Toc235544969][bookmark: h_1_6_Scope_and_Key_Definitions][bookmark: _Toc240403533][bookmark: _Toc240413780][bookmark: _Toc241114433]1.6 Scope and Key Definitions
This research examines the social media use and exposure to retail product promotion by influencers among individuals aged 18 to 29 in the United Kingdom. Retail products consist of fashion, beauty, electronics, food, homeware and lifestyle products. Trustworthiness is one of the measures that indicate how honest, sincere and reliable a person is. Expertise relates to knowledge and competence that are perceived and attractiveness relates to how appealing, stylish and likeable the person is. Purchase intention is the willingness or probability to purchase a retail product recommended by an influencer (Ohanian 1990; Dodds, Monroe & Grewal 1991).
[bookmark: _Toc235544970][bookmark: h_1_7_Dissertation_Structure][bookmark: _Toc240403534][bookmark: _Toc240413781][bookmark: _Toc241114434]1.7 Dissertation Structure
Chapter 2 critically reviews theory and empirical evidence, and then presents the theoretical framework, conceptual framework and hypothesis, and research gap. Chapter 3 justifies the research design through a structured sequence covering philosophy, approach, design, sampling, data collection and analysis. Chapter 4 presents data screening, descriptive and inferential results. The results are interpreted in the light of theory and previous research in chapter 5. The research questions, contributions and recommendations are addressed and limitations and future research directions are discussed in Chapter 6.
[bookmark: _Toc235547635]
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[bookmark: h_2_1_Introduction][bookmark: _Toc240403536][bookmark: _Toc240413783][bookmark: _Toc241114436]2.1 Introduction
This chapter critically reviews literature addressing the impact of social media influencer credibility on purchase intention amongst GenZ consumers in the UK retail sector. It starts with a thematic critical review of influencer marketing, Generation Z consumption, trustworthiness, expertise, attractiveness, purchase intention and contextual conditions. The chapter then assesses the theoretical framework and then offers the conceptual framework and hypotheses. It ends with a review of the contextual, population, construct and methodological gaps in the research which warrant the primary quantitative study.
[bookmark: h_2_2_Critical_Review_of_Influen][bookmark: _Toc240403537][bookmark: _Toc240413784][bookmark: _Toc241114437]2.2 Critical Review of Influencer Marketing and Credibility Literature
[bookmark: h_2_2_1_Influencer_Marketing__Re][bookmark: _Toc240413785][bookmark: _Toc241114438]2.2.1 Influencer Marketing, Retail Communication and Generation Z
The influencer marketing channel has evolved from a support channel for promotion to mainstay of digital retail communications. Its value is in the delivery of a unified message of advertising, entertainment, product demonstration and interpersonal recommendation. According to Haenlein et al. (2020), content tailored to a platform allows the influencer to create a sense of social embedding of the brand message, which is more likely to be seen as such than traditional advertising. Likewise, Hudders, De Jans and De Veirman (2021) define influencers as social media personalities that are "commercial" and whose worth lies in their perceived proximity to followers. These views can exaggerate the uniqueness of a communication by influencers though, though, since the intent to promote is always a thing. This strategic benefit gives rise to a credibility issue: Messages are more credible when they appear more personal, but when commercial motivations become salient, sponsorship diminishes the appearance of personality (Lou and Yuan, 2019; Kim and Kim, 2021; Weismueller et al., 2020).
This tension is particularly pertinent in retail, where the risk of purchase, visibility, and information needs of products vary significantly across product categories. According to the findings of the study of fashion and beauty, products are visible and are associated with the identity, which makes them easily discovered, identified, and impulse-purchased in the presence of influencers (Chetioui, Benlafqih and Lebdaoui, 2020; Djafarova and Bowes, 2021; AlFarraj et al., 2021). Fashion is not the only area where influencers have been shown to make an impact, as evidenced by their influence in cosmetics, vegan products, sustainable food, and livestream shopping, in which their role is slightly different across sectors (dos Santos et al., 2023; Wu, Yang and Liu, 2023; Long, Zaidin and Mai, 2024). Pedestrians in a cosmopolitan town may not be directly applicable to a town with more traditional consumption habits.Aesthetic dermatology models might not be applicable to general retail in a cosmopolitan town. More risky products may pay for the knowledge; more popular products may pay for the good looks. Consolidated categories may thus mask variations in the way credibility works.
Generation Z exacerbates this issue due to their high exposure to social media and growing awareness of commercial manipulation. Studies suggest that Gen Z product interest and impulse purchases are boosted by influencer content, and disclosure research indicates that sponsors are more likely to lead to an increase in advertising awareness and scepticism (Djafarova and Bowes, 2021; Evans et al., 2017; Weismueller et al., 2020). The Persuasion Knowledge Theory suggests that the more an ad indicates interest in selling, the more critically consumers will think about it, but that doesn't mean the ad will be rejected if it is valued by the source (Evans et al., 2017; Friestad and Wright, 1994). Djafarova and Bowes (2021) provide evidence of Generation Z making impulse purchase decisions through influencers, while Kim and Kim (2021) provide evidence of influencer trust being a conditional one. In sum, these results indicate that digital literacy and susceptibility can go hand in hand, and that the impact of commercial awareness may be either resistance toward or acceptance of the digital literacy. It remains unclear which qualities of source will be persuasive once sponsorship is acknowledged.
Previous studies also have an inconsistent approach to Generation Z. Others are targeted at young consumers, while others include consumers of all ages and draw conclusions for digitally active consumers (Djafarova and Bowes, 2021; Zeqiri et al., 2026; Vrontis et al., 2021). Retail structures, disclosure requirements, and cultural norms can influence the level of trust; the work of Emerging Markets can help test general mechanisms but cultural norms can differ in the level of influence (Zeqiri et al., 2026). Experimental disclosure research also suggests that the disclosure of sponsorship information can affect advertising recognition and credibility judgements, with varying results depending on the message and the perceptions of the source (Evans et al., 2017; Weismueller et al., 2020). The literature thus demonstrates the relevance of influencer marketing to the behaviours of the z generation in retailing, but it does not imply that the results of other national and/or sectoral contexts are applicable to UK consumers.
[bookmark: _Toc240413786][bookmark: _Toc241114439]2.2.2 Influencer Credibility as a Multidimensional Construct
Some people refer to credibility as a general favorable perception, but Source Credibility Theory identifies three conceptually distinct aspects of credibility: trustworthiness, expertise and attractiveness (Hovland and Weiss, 1951; Ohanian, 1990). When dimensions are combined, they may reveal information about the importance of credibility, but they may not reveal why. There are several studies on influencers in which the construct of credibility has been operationalized differently, and it is reported that it determines favourable attitudes, trust or the intention of purchase (Lou and Yuan, 2019; Sokolova and Kefi, 2020; Saima and Khan, 2021; Liu and Zheng, 2024). Some see overall credibility as a construct, others view credibility as a mediating variable, and others regard the dimensions of credibility as separate constructs. These are the reasons why such choices make it difficult to compare the results, since the effect of credibility could be due to honesty, expertise, or an undifferentiated halo effect. A dimension level model is thus a better model for a study whose goal is to provide actionable evidence for which influencer quality predicts purchase intention the best.
2.2.1 Trustworthiness: Honesty, Sincerity and Commercial DoubtTrustworthiness has to do with the perceived honesty, dependability and sincerity of an influencer. It is especially important when dealing with sponsored communiqué as followers need to determine if the recommendation is a true appraisal or paid endorsement. In terms of the relationship between source credibility and message value, Lou and Yuan (2019) show that they relate to branded content in a way that can build trust in the message while simultaneously instilling distrust. Similarly, Kim and Kim (2021) prove that trust and distrust can coexist in influencer relationships. Similarly, Shamim and Islam (2022) link credibility of message with trust and impulsive buying and credibility of media with buying. Combined, these studies suggest that trustworthiness is more than just a stable personality appraisal. It is continually evaluated on the basis of disclosure, message quality, consistency and perceived motive.
The general findings from the literature indicate that a positive association exists between trustworthiness and purchase-related outcomes, and this relationship can be concluded by design. The cross-sectional self-report surveys can only create an association between the variables, but cannot demonstrate that the trustworthiness leads to purchase intention since already loyal customers may retrospectively rate the trustworthiness of the influencer as honest (AlFarraj et al., 2021; Saima and Khan, 2021; Shoukat, Selem and Shah, 2023). Experimental disclosure studies offer more compelling proof of causal responses to sponsorship cues but tend to examine discrete posts as opposed to existing influencer relationships (Evans et al., 2017; Weismueller et al., 2020). Experiments show immediate disclosure effects, while surveys show the accumulated perception in the context of continuous following behaviour. There remains an unanswered question as to how, in a normal platform environment in which disclosure is a standard part of the experience, general trustworthiness, developed by repeated exposure, predicts purchase intention among UK generation Z consumers.
Additionally, authenticity research makes it more difficult to determine trustworthiness. Perceived authenticity, similarity, and congruence can reinforce consumer response, as it can help reduce the gap between the influencer and the follower (Belanche et al., 2021a; Ren, Lee and Chun, 2023; Shoenberger and Kim, 2023). But, as Andonopoulos, Lee and Mathies (2023) demonstrate, it is not always true that apparent inauthenticity diminishes purchase intention when inspiration is created. This throws a wrench in the notion that commercial polish or strategic self-presentation is always harmful to trust. Motives and presentations may not seem authentic, but may be deemed trustworthy based on the relationship. Generation Z in the UK could feel like they are being sponsored, but they may not agree to hidden persuasion, and honesty might matter more than an unattainable lack of commercial intent.The evidence suggests a positive correlation, but this is not definitive proof of a strong argument for trustworthiness being more important than expertise and attractiveness in every case. Trustworthiness is frequently integrated into wider mediation and/or credibility models and therefore has a hard time to stand out. This helps in testing it as an independent predictor, rather than assuming its primacy.
2.2.2.2 Expertise: Informational Value and Product-Relevant Competence
Expertise refers to perceived knowledge, experience and competence regarding a product category. The persuasive value is based on the theory of uncertainty reduction. An influencer can provide information about how to use a product, provide a comparison or provide technical information, and consumers can depend on this information from that influencer. From a fashion perspective, expertise has been linked to positive consumer reactions, as well as buying intentions (AlFarraj et al., 2021; Chetioui, Benlafqih and Lebdaoui, 2020; Masuda, Han and Lee, 2022), and from an aesthetic dermatology perspective, expertise is associated with positive consumer reactions. Moreover, Koay and Lee (2024) highlight that personal and content characteristic interact with each other when it comes to purchase intent, suggesting that knowledge is persuasive when presented in an informative rather than as a status attribute. But not all skills are transferrable from product to product or platform to platform. Perceived competence can decrease functional and financial risk in technical electronics or skincare. Product involvement could be less and aesthetic demonstration more important if it is a low-cost fashion or food item. Cabeza-Ramírez et al. (2022) highlight that perceived risk influences response to influencer recommendations, and Onofrei, Filieri and Kennedy (2022) suggest that source and content influence social media engagement and purchase intention. The expertise, then, will depend on the decision problem. It can be convincing when a buyer is making a decision based on information (diagnostic purchase), and less convincing when a buyer is making a decision based on symbols or habit or impulse (habitual or impulsive purchases). Inconsistent conclusions also can be attributed to methodological differences. Respondents judge the expertise of influencers within a familiar product domain, allowing studies conducted using sector-specific samples to capture meaningful expertise (Chetioui, Benlafqih and Lebdaoui, 2020; AlFarraj et al., 2021). Wider retail surveys may be including an overall impression of competence for unrelated categories, reducing the precision of the construct. On the other hand, if the sectors are too specific, they do not have a high level of generalisability. The present study is targeted at retail products and screens for recent exposure, while there is some variation in categories. While the literature has shown that expertise is a positive predictor, the relative importance of expertise compared to trustworthiness and attractiveness is not an established hierarchy, but rather an empirical question.
2.2.2.3 Attractiveness: Visual Appeal, Identification and the Halo Effect
In the field of credibility research, attractiveness encompasses physical appearance, presentation and likability (beauty) in addition to other factors (Ohanian, 1990). With visual social media, attractiveness can gain attention and facilitate aspirational identification. The identification of the endorser, the credibility and the fit between the endorser and the product makes influencer endorsements different from traditional celebrity endorsement, according to Schouten, Janssen and Verspaget (2020). Similarly, in the context of virtual influencers, Kim and Park (2023) describe how attractiveness effects are influenced by product-enders fit. Xie, Wei and Liu (2023) speculate that higher aesthetic labour does not necessarily lead to higher brand purchase intention, as highly managed presentation can catch consumers' eyes, but may also make them feel they are seeing something artificial.
The main question is whether attractiveness is a value in itself, or primarily as a means to congruence and identification. Although it is considered as a credibility dimension by Source Credibility Theory, match-up research claims that it becomes effective when it matches the endorsed product and desired identity (Kamins, 1990; McCracken, 1989; Belanche et al., 2021b). Similarly, Dhun and Dangi (2023) link credibility and congruence with attitude toward the brand and eWOM. These viewpoints suggest that there can be more to being attractive than just that. A cool fashion blogger might be more desirable because appearance is product-relevant, while an electronics blogger may not be as desirable because appearance does not provide much diagnostic information about electronics. Such a lack of congruence can thus overestimate or overlook the actual contribution of attractiveness.
The attractiveness findings are also susceptible to the halo effect which refers to an overall impression on attractiveness formed by an attribute that carries over to the judgements of other attributes. This systematic rating bias was first identified by Thorndike (1920) and is applicable to influencer research when visually appealing influencers are also rated as more expert, trustworthy or likeable, even if this is not shown independently. This spillover leads to spuriously elevated correlations among credibility dimensions and can lead to multicollinearity. While Ohanian's (1990) scale was developed to distinguish these constructs, modern influencers' identities are more blended than traditional celebrity endorsers' identities with regards to appearance, knowledge, and authenticity. Studies by Sokolova and Kefi (2020) and Masuda, Han and Lee (2022) demonstrate that the influence of credibility attributes can be either relational or character-related, and can be hard to interpret if examined in isolation. Multiple regression can be used to predict the unique contribution to attractiveness after taking other dimensions out, but cannot be used to establish psychological independence. In the literature, the positive effect is confirmed, but the other dimensions are suggested as being stronger or more context dependent.
[bookmark: _Toc240413787][bookmark: _Toc241114440]2.2.3 Purchase Intention and the Credibility-Persuasion Relationship
Purchase intention refers to a consumer's verbal commitment or probability of purchasing and has been extensively employed when actual data on purchase is not available (Dodds, Monroe and Grewal, 1991; Ajzen, 1991). It is often considered a behavioural result of credibility, identification, attachment or parasocial interaction (Sokolova and Kefi, 2020; Ashraf, Hameed and Saeed, 2023; Chen and Lu, 2024). This is a defensible argument since intention is more related to behavior than attitudes are. But action doesn't always equal sale. Favourable intention does not necessarily lead to action because of the role of price, product availability and competing alternatives and perceived behavioural control (Ajzen, 1991; Ajzen, 2020).
There is a significant amount of research that connects influencer credibility to purchase intention, though it is somewhat inconsistent. A meta-analysis study suggests that there is no one-size-fits-all effect that can be attributed to influencer marketing (Pan et al., 2025). Systematic review evidence also indicates different theories and measures in various studies (Vrontis et al., 2021). Individual studies find positive pathways of credibility, parasocial relationships, brand credibility, attachment, homophily and information quality (Bu, Parkinson and Thaichon, 2022; Ashraf, Hameed and Saeed, 2023; Shah et al., 2023; Chen and Lu, 2024). The positive relationships facilitate persuading the influencer, but the differences in the mediators make it hard to understand the direct or indirect effects of dimensions of credibility.
For the present study it is important to distinguish between direct and indirect effects. Sokolova and Kefi (2020) treat credibility and parasocial interaction as interrelated predictors of purchase intent whereas Saima and Khan (2021) regard credibility as a mediator. Shoukat, Selem and Shah (2023) adopt dual mediation model approach while Ashraf, Hameed and Saeed (2023) highlight parasocial relationships. These models provide more powerful explanations than simple regression, but they also demand larger samples and more robust measurement models and assumptions of causal ordering that are not fully warranted by cross-sectional data. Estimating direct relationships offers a narrow test that clarifies associations that may be hidden in a complex model for a study interested in comparative predictive power.
Common method bias is a potential threat because credibility and purchase intention are typically measured from the same respondent in the same time. All ratings can be increased at once due to positive mood, attachment to the influencer or social desire. Experimental studies minimize some of this bias, but tend to lack realism by using unfamiliar influencers or artificial posts (Evans et al., 2017; Weismueller et al., 2020). Access to real sales tied to exposure from influencers is hard to come by and presents privacy concerns and in turn strengthens the inference, if behavioural data is present. Based on this literature review, the purchase intention can thus be recommended as a practical dependent variable, although the results only represent predicting associations and not purchasing behavior.
[bookmark: h_2_2_4_Conditions_that_Strength][bookmark: _Toc240413788][bookmark: _Toc241114441]2.2.4 Conditions that Strengthen or Weaken Credibility Effects
Credibility is not a standalone construct. Expertise and attractiveness are considered relevant when there is congruence between influencer, product and consumer (Belanche et al., 2021b; Dhun and Dangi, 2023). The recommendations can be perceived as personal and self-relevant due to homophily and social identity, and brand attachment and parasocial interaction can translate into action by the source evaluations (Bu, Parkinson and Thaichon, 2022; Farivar and Wang, 2022; Chen and Lu, 2024). The quality of information is also important as the source of information that delivers poor or irrelevant information may not persuade (Lou and Yuan, 2019; Shah et al., 2023). Influences are therefore becoming a system of source, message and relationship and context variables. This development results in a gain of explanatory richness but also in an increase in the number of models. Theories frequently include mediators and moderators that, although theoretically sound, are not easily comparable across situations. Boundary conditions studied include fear of missing out (Cabeza-Ramírez et al., 2022), product risk (Dinh, Wang and Lee, 2023), regulatory focus (Ren, Lee and Chun, 2023) and authenticity and platform type (Long, Zaidin and Mai, 2024). These studies show conditional effects, but also make it more difficult to assess the basic contribution of credibility dimensions. It is not possible to accumulate knowledge on trustworthiness, expertise, and attractiveness if each study presents a different extended model. This is exemplified through disclosure. Even when sponsored, disclosure can boost recognition of the ad, while source credibility can still affect behavioural reactions (Evans et al., 2017; Weismueller et al., 2020). The consequences are determined by the disclosure communicating a truth or a business bias. Frequent exposure can make sponsorship normal and make them more sensitive to the way it is presented for Generation Z. This renders trustworthiness particularly germane, but does not imply that it will outweigh expertise or attractiveness when combined with the other two dimensions.
The literature is therefore supportive of controlling the scope of the present model. However, congruence, parasocial interaction, authenticity, and disclosure are recognized as important contextual mechanisms, but adding them to the study would pull it away from its stated aims. The lack of these leaves causal explanation limited, but allows for a better comparison of the three dimensions of credibility. This trade-off is acceptable where conclusions can only be made about predictive relationships.
[bookmark: h_2_3_Theoretical_Framework][bookmark: _Toc240403538][bookmark: _Toc240413789][bookmark: _Toc241114442]2.3 Theoretical Framework
[bookmark: h_2_3_1_Source_Credibility_Theor][bookmark: _Toc240413790][bookmark: _Toc241114443]2.3.1 Source Credibility Theory
The main lens for the analysis is Source Credibility Theory. Hovland and Weiss (1951) found that one part of this effectiveness is related to perceptions of the source, and Ohanian (1990) operationalized credibility into expertise, trustworthiness and attractiveness. The framework is appropriate as it includes a communicator, endorser and adviser function performed by the same person (influencer). It is directly linked to the independent variables as well as the validated survey dimensions.
The theory, however, is not fully applicable in the context of today's social media. It was created prior to interactive platforms, live relationship with followers and algorithmic content distribution. While traditional endorsement research assumes a discrete message, the building of credibility by the influencer over time through postings, disclosures, and interaction. Thus, it can be inferred that the formation of credibility or its translation into intention can be explained by the concept of parasocial interaction, authenticity and congruence (Sokolova and Kefi, 2020; Belanche et al., 2021a; Ashraf, Hameed and Saeed, 2023). While Source Credibility Theory is helpful, it ought not to be considered an exhaustive model of influencer persuasion.
The general conceptualization of expertise, trustworthiness and attractiveness as the components of source credibility is depicted in Figure 2.1, where trust and parasocial interaction are considered mediation processes as supported by previous studies. The present study examines the direct link between the three dimensions and purchase intention. This narrower model fits with the desire to compare the predictive power of models and gives no credit to mediation that isn't temporally supported.
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[bookmark: fig_Figure_2_1__Extended_source_cr][bookmark: Faysal_Figure_2_1][bookmark: GoToFigure_2_1]Figure 2.1: Extended source credibility pathway and direct relationship examined in the present study
[bookmark: h_2_3_2_Theory_of_Planned_Behavi][bookmark: _Toc240413791]Source: Adapted from Ohanian (1990) and Sokolova and Kefi (2020).
[bookmark: _Toc241114444]2.3.2 Theory of Planned Behaviour
The Theory of Planned Behaviour provides an explanation of why purchase intention should be a useful dependent variable. The attitude, subjective norm and perceived behavioural control are proposed to influence intention, which in turn is proposed to immediately precede behaviour, as proposed by Ajzen (1991). Later, it is made clear that external variables influence intention by means of these determinants, and not as an alternative to them (Ajzen, 2020). The present study uses the credibility of the influencers as an antecedent that can affect the evaluation of the product and the acceptability of the product in the eyes of the audience when the result of the behavior is purchase intention.
TPB's contribution is that it offers a way to avoid overestimation of what credibility can account for. As consumers lack money, access or control, even a trusted and expert influencer can't guarantee purchase. Attitudes, norms and behavioural control are not directly measured in the study, however. TPB is thus as a purchase intention choice supported, but not tested as a structural model. This is a significant restriction. The theory provides a lens through which to understand intention, and the theory of Source Credibility provides variables that are directly examined. The one in the figure 2.2 is the standard TPB structure. Including it helps to clarify that intention is not only affected by source credibility but that behaviour is not just an empirical phenomenon of this dissertation. Therefore, substantial regression coefficients are considered to be confirmation of the predictive power of credibility dimensions rather than of purchasing behavior.
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[bookmark: fig_Figure_2_2__Theory_of_Planned_][bookmark: Faysal_Figure_2_2][bookmark: GoToFigure_2_2]Figure 2.2: Theory of Planned Behaviour
Source: Adapted from Ajzen (1991).
[bookmark: h_2_3_3_Integration_of_the_Theor][bookmark: _Toc240413792][bookmark: _Toc241114445]2.3.3 Integration of the Theoretical Frameworks
Theories are complementary, but do not provide the equivalent level of analysis. The source credibility theory describes the characteristics of the source of the message, while TPB describes the role of the intention in the process of behavioral decision making. They are integrated into a model where trustworthiness, expertise and attractiveness are external persuasive inputs that are related to purchase intention. This is more effective than the treatment of either theory alone as a comprehensive one. Source Credibility Theory makes no distinction between intention and behaviour, TPB makes no distinction between different reasons for different levels of persuading.
The integration brings constraints as well. Since attitudes, subjective norms and perceived behavioural control are not measured, no conclusions can be drawn regarding the impact of credibility on intention by specific TPB pathways. Similarly, due to the lack of modelling of overall credibility, trust and parasocial interaction as mediators, the study tests those direct predictive relationships and does not test overall credibility. The theoretical framework thus informs variable selection and interpretation without exaggerating the nature of the causal mechanisms.
[bookmark: h_2_4_Conceptual_Framework_and_H][bookmark: _Toc240403539][bookmark: _Toc240413793][bookmark: _Toc241114446]2.4 Conceptual Framework and Hypotheses
The conceptual framework of this study aims to propose the relationships between the dimensions of influencer credibility and purchase intention among Generation Z consumers in the UK retail industry. The model is based on Source Credibility Theory, which considers trustworthiness and expertise and attractiveness as independent variables, and purchase intention as a dependent variable. The dimensions are studied separately to see their effect on consumers' purchase intentions of influencer's recommended products when used individually and in comparison.
Hypothesis H1: Influencer trustworthiness has a significant positive influence on purchase intention among UK Generation Z retail consumers.
Purchase intention should also be positively influenced by trustworthiness as it helps to diminish suspicion of sponsored recommendations from honest and dependable influencers. While findings of source honesty, credibility and trust remain consistent across the literature, there is some uncertainty regarding their causal relationship in cross-sectional designs (Lou and Yuan, 2019; Kim and Kim, 2021; Shamim and Islam, 2022).
Hypothesis H2A: Influencer expertise has a significant positive influence on purchase intention among UK Generation Z retail consumers.
The greater the expertise, the greater the purchase intention because the diagnostic value of the recommendation increases and the uncertainty of the product is decreased. Across the fashion domain, aesthetic domain, and social commerce, the perception of knowledge is found to drive purchase-related outcomes in some instances but not in others, depending on the product's risk and category (Chetioui, Benlafqih and Lebdaoui, 2020; AlFarraj et al., 2021; Cabeza-Ramírez et al., 2022).
Hypothesis H2B: Influencer attractiveness has a significant positive influence on purchase intention among UK Generation Z retail consumers.
Attractiveness should create a desire for purchase via attention, as well as aspirational appeal and identification. But the impact can vary based on the product fit, and it can be an interaction with general credibility evaluations (Schouten, Janssen and Verspaget, 2020; Belanche et al., 2021b; Kim and Park, 2023).
Hypothesis H3: Influencer trustworthiness will be the strongest positive predictor of purchase intention compared with influencer expertise and attractiveness among UK Generation Z retail consumers.
The comparative hypothesis suggests that trustworthiness will be the best predictor. This is a commercial expectation due to the murky waters of influencer marketing, as well as Generation Z's knowledge about being ‘sponsored’. When the source is perceived as being insincere and/or commercially misleading, recommendations are less likely to influence intention, even when expertise and attractiveness are present (Evans et al., 2017; Kim and Kim, 2021; Weismueller et al., 2020). 
[bookmark: h_2_5_Research_Gap_and_Justifica][bookmark: _Toc240403540][bookmark: _Toc240413794][bookmark: _Toc241114447]2.5 Research Gap and Justification for Primary Research
From the literature, four gaps arise. First, the context is not met as many of the evidences are found in the context of fashion, beauty, aesthetic dermatology, sustainable products, livestream shopping or emerging markets (Chetioui, Benlafqih and Lebdaoui, 2020; AlFarraj et al., 2021; dos Santos et al., 2023; Long, Zaidin and Mai, 2024; Zeqiri et al., 2026). These settings set relevance but not if it can be applied to the wider retail industry in the UK. Evans et al., (2017) and Weismueller et al., (2020) have found disclosure and credibility effects to be dependent on levels of sponsorship recognition and source perceptions, reinforcing the need for context-specific testing.Second, a population gap exists under Generation Z, and existing research shows that they are vulnerable to influencers and sceptical of commercial intent (Djafarova and Bowes, 2021; Kim and Kim, 2021). However, most studies are conducted with mixed age cohorts or cohorts based on a particular platform, which can make it challenging to understand the credibility judgments UK Gen Z makes within retail content. Frequent exposure, persuasion knowledge, and commercial awareness cannot be assumed and must be demonstrated by direct evidence, not just with general social media users. Third, there is a construct gap due to inconsistencies in operationalisation. Credibility is modeled as a single construct, as a mediator, as a set of dimensions or as one of the dimensions of complex relational models (Lou and Yuan, 2019; Sokolova and Kefi, 2020; Saima and Khan, 2021; Shoukat, Selem and Shah, 2023). The literature indicates that credibility is important, but is less clear on the relative importance of trustworthiness, expertise or attractiveness when these three are evaluated together. The gap is managerially relevant as the retailer needs to choose and brief influencers based on observable factors and not by using an overall credibility score. Fourth, there is a methodological issue on comparability and causal interpretation. The field is mostly based on cross-sectional self-reports, and experiments typically employ brief exposure to novel material. Complicated mediation models offer theories in detail but can suggest causal pathways that cannot be inferred from single-wave data. Qualitative evidence provides depth, but is not suitable for estimating the relative predictive strength (Djafarova and Bowes, 2021; Vrontis et al., 2021; Pan et al., 2025). A focused survey may not address all limitations, but may allow comparison of the three dimensions in one sample of the UK Generation Z using multiple regression.Primary data collection is therefore necessary because the missing evidence is population-specific, context-specific and comparative. It cannot be resolved by combining studies using different countries, sectors, platforms and model structures. The present study addresses this gap by collecting standardised responses from UK residents aged 18 to 29 who have recently viewed influencer retail promotions. The design does not establish causality, but it supplies evidence that existing literature cannot provide: the relative predictive contribution of trustworthiness, expertise and attractiveness within the same contemporary UK retail sample.
[bookmark: h_2_6_Chapter_Summary][bookmark: _Toc240403541][bookmark: _Toc240413795][bookmark: _Toc241114448]2.6 Chapter Summary
This chapter has shown that influencer marketing affects retail purchase intention through a combination of source, message, relational and contextual factors. There is general consensus in the literature regarding the dimensions of trustworthiness, but no consensus concerning the relative importance of these dimensions because studies vary in their sectors, populations, platforms and model structures. Trustworthiness is central where commercial motives create doubt, expertise is valuable when information reduces risk, and attractiveness is persuasive when visual appeal and product fit support identification. Source Credibility Theory provides the main basis for measuring these dimensions, while the Theory of Planned Behaviour explains the use and limitations of purchase intention as the outcome. The identified gaps justify primary data collection from UK Generation Z consumers and lead directly to the four hypotheses tested in the subsequent methodology and analysis chapters.
[bookmark: h_CHAPTER_THREE__RESEARCH_METHOD][bookmark: _Toc240403542][bookmark: _Toc240413796][bookmark: _Toc241114449]CHAPTER THREE: RESEARCH METHODOLOGY
[bookmark: h_3_1_Introduction][bookmark: _Toc240403543][bookmark: _Toc240413797][bookmark: _Toc241114450]3.1 Introduction
This chapter explains and justifies the methodological decisions used to examine how influencer trustworthiness, expertise and attractiveness predict purchase intention among Generation Z consumers in the UK retail sector. The methodology is organised from philosophical assumptions through research approach, design, sampling, data collection and analysis procedures. 
[bookmark: __RefHeading___Toc3805_4270563844][bookmark: h_3_2_Research_Philosophy][bookmark: _Toc240403544][bookmark: _Toc240413798][bookmark: _Toc241114451]3.2 Research Philosophy
A research philosophy refers to the assumptions or beliefs about what it means to know and how knowledge can be explored. The study adopted positivism because it treated credibility dimensions and purchase intention as measurable constructs that could be represented numerically and tested through hypotheses. Positivist research commonly aligns with hypothetico-deductive research, which involves operationalised variables and quantitative analysis of observable relationships (Park, Konge and Artino, 2020).
Interpretivism could be useful in interpreting the personal experiences of building trust or the specific buying experiences. It would not directly address the comparative question associated with the strongest predictor of this credibility dimension for a larger sample. A combination of methodology could be embraced with pragmatic thinking, but if there isn't a real need for two types of evidence, it would be more complicated than it would be effective. Positivism is therefore suitable to this study as it is looking to estimate relationships between variables that have already been identified, rather than to create an interpretive account of influencer culture. Yet, numbers answered are still perceptions and not facts. Consequently, results are reported in terms of statistically observed relationships and associations in the sample, rather than general laws.
[bookmark: __RefHeading___Toc3807_4270563844][bookmark: _Toc240403545][bookmark: _Toc240413799][bookmark: _Toc241114452]3.3 Research Approach
A deductive approach is employed because the theories and hypotheses are derived from existing empirical studies and research from Source Credibility Theory. The deduction approach is theory to operationalisation, which seeks to determine if observed data are consistent with the a priori expectations, and is consistent with the hypothetico-deductive orientation of positivist research (Park, Konge and Artino, 2020). Each of these attributes (trustworthiness, expertise and attractiveness) is designated prior to the data collection and their potential benefits on purchase intention are examined statistically. 
If the concepts were not well defined, or if the purpose was to develop theory from openended accounts, the inductive approach would be stronger. This is not the case because there are already validated credibility dimensions (Ohanian, 1990). Theabduction might proceed in an iterative fashion between observation of the unexpected and the development of the theory, but the present design does not provide for the collection of the rich qualitative evidence that is needed for that process. There is more consistency of theory, hypotheses, measurement and multiple regression in deduction. One of its drawbacks is that it allows only for the inclusion of pre-defined constructs that may not capture the factors of authenticity, product fit and parasocial interaction. These boundaries are recognised instead of being hidden.
[bookmark: __RefHeading___Toc3809_4270563844][bookmark: _Toc240403546][bookmark: _Toc240413800][bookmark: _Toc241114453]3.4 Research Strategy
The study uses an online survey strategy. Surveys enable participants to be sampled across a wide geographic area, and comparable responses to be obtained across identical sets of measures (Story and Tait, 2019). This is appropriate since the same credibility dimensions are required to be assessed by all respondents. The online distribution also ensures a digital context for influencer marketing, and offers practical access to Generation Z participants. Experiments might offer better causal evidence by actively manipulating influencers, but artificial posts and unfamiliar influencers could compromise realism. Although case studies could give some context, the results from a single retailer or influencer would not be indicative of the wider UK retail sector. Interviews would provide some understanding of consumers' reasoning about trust and persuasion, but not provide efficient estimation of relative predictive power. The best approach would be the survey, but due to its crosssectional and self-reported design, it cannot be used to make causal inferences.
[bookmark: __RefHeading___Toc3811_4270563844][bookmark: _Toc240403547][bookmark: _Toc240413801][bookmark: _Toc241114454]3.5 Methodological Choice
A mono-method quantitative choice is adopted. In a hypothesis testing design with operationalised variables, quantitative data can be used to calculate a hypothesis score across respondents consistently (Park, Konge and Artino, 2020). This option is appropriate for testing three predictors and comparing the contribution of each predictor to purchase intention. A mixed-method approach would go into the explanation of why certain influencers are trusted among the participants but the interpretation of the qualitative data is not mandatory to answer the research questions mentioned above. In the current study, a qualitative instrument is not used, thus maintaining the mono-method design. A mixed-method design would provide an explanation on how participants rate their credit for particular statements, but would introduce another qualitative question and integration process. Including interviews would only add methodological inconstency to the study. Therefore, the current mono-method design emphasizes the analytical coherence over unnecessary method expansion
[bookmark: __RefHeading___Toc3813_4270563844][bookmark: _Toc240403548][bookmark: _Toc240413802][bookmark: _Toc241114455]3.6 Research Design
This study is quantitative, explanatory, and cross sectional. It is explanatory because it seeks to determine if there is a relationship between the three dimensions of credibility and the purchase intention. Data are collected and then they're collected, so they just provide a snapshot of perceptions, not evidence of change over time. Cross-sectional studies are effective in exploring relationships at a single point in time, but do not provide temporal ordering or causal explanations (Wang and Cheng, 2020). A longitudinal approach would investigate change in trust following repeated exposure to the sponsorship, but would be longer than the dissertation time period. The cross-sectional design is therefore appropriate to provide information about prediction associations as long as the language of cause is not used. A longitudinal study would be more appropriate in looking at the issue of whether credibility and intention change with repeated exposures or revelations of controversies. It would, however, take several waves, tracking the participants, and more time. The cross-sectional design is in proportion to the dissertation, but it fails to provide the temporal precedence. Therefore, the term “influence” is defined as predictive statistical relationships rather than as causal.
[bookmark: __RefHeading___Toc3815_4270563844][bookmark: _Toc240403549][bookmark: _Toc240413803][bookmark: _Toc241114456]3.7 Population and Sampling
[bookmark: _Toc240413804][bookmark: _Toc241114457]3.7.1 Target Population
The target population was defined as UK residents aged 18 to 29 who used at least one major social media platform and had seen an influencer promote or recommend a retail product during the previous three months. The age boundary was an operational definition that closely aligned with contemporary academic definitions of Generation Z, while the recent-exposure criterion focused the sample on consumers with relevant influencer-marketing experience (Schroth, 2019; Djafarova and Bowes, 2021). Retail products included fashion, beauty, electronics, food and drink, homeware and lifestyle products. The unit of analysis was the consumer rather than the influencer, brand or social media post.
The recent-exposure criterion enhanced recall and relevance. However, the broad retail definition created a heterogeneous category because expertise may matter more for technical products than for low-risk fashion purchases. Product category was therefore recorded descriptively, and conclusions were drawn at the general retail level.
[bookmark: h_3_7_2_Sampling_Technique][bookmark: _Toc240413805][bookmark: _Toc241114458]3.7.2 Sampling Technique
A combination of purposive and convenience sampling was used. Purposive screening ensured that participants met the stated criteria for age, residence, social media use and recent influencer exposure. Convenience recruitment through social media, university networks and online communities provided practical access where no complete sampling frame was available. However, non-probability convenience and purposive samples are not population-equivalent and may lack representativeness (Andrade, 2021). A verified list of all eligible UK Generation Z consumers was unavailable, so probability sampling was not feasible within the project. Convenience sampling can lead to over-representation of students, frequent users of social media and influencers. Sample characteristics will hence be reported transparently in the study and not claim national representativeness. Messages will be sent out across multiple platforms and networks to minimise, but not eliminate, concentration bias in the recruitment process.
[bookmark: h_3_7_3_Sample_Size][bookmark: _Toc240413806][bookmark: _Toc241114459]3.7.3 Sample Size
The study aims for the number of valid responses to be 80 – 120. This larger target is to be used as a more informative base for a multiple regression model for three predictors and to retain enough cases available for the data quality and eligibility screening. Sample size justification depends on inferential purpose and possible constraints of the project and should not be done based on one universal rule (Lakens, 2022). This is not a representative figure of the population. Effect sizes, quality of measurement, and distribution of responses are the determinants of statistical precision, along with sample size. If a goal is not met, it will be noted and conclusions will be made in a modified manner. Responses that are not complete, do not fit in with the questions, and/or are duplicated or clearly patterned will be eliminated on predetermined screening criteria.
[bookmark: __RefHeading___Toc3817_4270563844][bookmark: h_3_8_Data_Collection_Method][bookmark: _Toc240403550][bookmark: _Toc240413807][bookmark: _Toc241114460]3.8 Data Collection Method
[bookmark: h_3_8_1_Primary_Data_Collection][bookmark: _Toc240413808][bookmark: _Toc241114461]3.8.1 Primary Data Collection
Primary data is obtained via a questions online survey administered by the researcher using Microsoft Forms. The survey link is sent out via the following platforms: Instagram, TikTok, Facebook and LinkedIn, university social networks and online communities available in the UK where targeted Generation Z consumers can be found. Eligibility criteria is advertised on recruitment posts in a neutral manner. Participants is directed to the participant information statement and consent page prior to answering the screening questions. Administration of surveys online allows for the collection of data from responding population members that are geographically dispersed, without interviewer effects (Story and Tait, 2019). The method has risks as well. The self-selection may attract participants with more extreme views, and unsupervised completion may allow for uninvolved responding. Mandatory screening, logical question order, a realistic completion time and response checks is used to reduce these problems. Because no secondary data set can answer the comparative question using the same constructs and recent-exposure variables as the question, primary collection is warranted.
[bookmark: h_3_8_2_Questionnaire_Design][bookmark: _Toc240413809][bookmark: _Toc241114462]3.8.2 Questionnaire Design
The questionnaire in Appendix C included consent, eligibility screening, participant profile, social media exposure and construct measures. The substantive instrument contained four trustworthiness items, four expertise items, four attractiveness items and three purchase-intention items. Items were adapted from Ohanian (1990), Dodds, Monroe and Grewal (1991), Lou and Yuan (2019), Sokolova and Kefi (2020) and AlFarraj et al. (2021).
A five-point Likert scale was used, ranging from strongly disagree (1) to strongly agree (5). Five points are kept, not seven, because the format is more easily usable by respondents, the neutral midpoint is retained and there is no evidence that the additional two categories (A and B) provide any reliability benefits nor information regarding the measurement. One response format also facilitates composite scores and minimizes extraneous mental switching. Questions are worded in neutral terms to give them a consistent frame and reference with respect to the influencers whose retail content they follow. Demographic items are asked after screening but prior to substantive scales. The item codes are kept for analysis but not shown to respondents to indicate the hypothesis.
[bookmark: h_3_8_3_Pilot_Testing][bookmark: _Toc240413810][bookmark: _Toc241114463]3.8.3 Pilot Testing
The questionnaire is pretested with a small number of approximately 10 eligible participants to exclude them from the final data set. Pilot participants will evaluate wording, interpretation, response options, survey flow, technical operation and completion time. When previously established scale items are translated to a new population and context, pre-testing is important due to the possibility of changes in wording which might impact content clarity and quality of measurement (Boateng et al., 2018). Minor wording/layout changes can occur if there is any confusion. If there are substantive changes in the construction of meaning, then they need to be reviewed and well documented. The reliability of a pilot can be checked, but a small pilot may not be able to give a reliable estimate of Cronbach's alpha. The pilot test is thus more of a check on clarity and administration than a stand-in for comprehensive sample reliability analysis.
[bookmark: __RefHeading___Toc3819_4270563844][bookmark: h_3_9_Measurement_of_Variables][bookmark: _Toc240403551][bookmark: _Toc240413811][bookmark: _Toc241114464]3.9 Measurement of Variables
Multi-item reflective scales are used to measure the 3 independent variables and 1 dependent variable. Trustworthiness is honesty, dependability and sincerity. Expertise is evidence of knowledge, experience, qualification and competence. Attractiveness represents attractive presentation, style, appearance and visual engagement. Purchase intention captures likelihood to buy, the influence of recommendations on intention, and future consideration of an influencer-recommended product. Table 3.1 summarises operationalisation.
[bookmark: tbl_Table_3_1__Operationalisation_][bookmark: Faysal_Table_3_1][bookmark: GoToTable_3_1]Table 3.1: Operationalisation of variables
	Variable
	Role
	Items
	Measurement basis
	Scale

	Influencer trustworthiness
	Independent
	T1-T4
	Honesty, dependability, sincerity and trustworthiness; adapted from Ohanian (1990), Lou and Yuan (2019) and AlFarraj et al. (2021).
	Five-point Likert

	Influencer expertise
	Independent
	E1-E4
	Knowledge, experience, qualification and demonstrated competence; adapted from Ohanian (1990) and AlFarraj et al. (2021).
	Five-point Likert

	Influencer attractiveness
	Independent
	A1-A4
	Appealing presentation, style, appearance and visual engagement; adapted from Ohanian (1990).
	Five-point Likert

	Purchase intention
	Dependent
	PI1-PI3
	Likelihood to buy, increased purchase intention and future product choice; adapted from Dodds, Monroe and Grewal (1991), Lou and Yuan (2019) and Sokolova and Kefi (2020).
	Five-point Likert


Source: Author’s construction based on the cited measurement scales.
After data screening, item scores for each construct are averaged where sufficient valid responses exist. Mean scoring preserves the original 1 to 5 interpretation and allows comparison across constructs containing different numbers of items. No reverse-coded items are included, reducing coding error but potentially increasing acquiescence bias.
[bookmark: __RefHeading___Toc3821_4270563844][bookmark: h_3_10_Data_Analysis_Techniques][bookmark: _Toc240403552][bookmark: _Toc240413812][bookmark: _Toc241114465]3.10 Data Analysis Techniques
SPSS was used for data coding and analysis. Initial screening will examine eligibility, missing values, duplicate patterns, out-of-range entries and implausibly uniform responses. Age, gender, employment, UK nation, platform use, exposure frequency, product category and reported recent influenceer purchase experience is described by frequencies and percentages. The four constructs is summarised using means and standard deviations. Before composite scores are created, the internal consistency is evaluated using Cronbach's alpha. Bivariate direction and strength is assessed using Pearson correlations. Multiple linear regression will then give estimates for the unique predictivity of trustworthiness, expertise, and attractiveness:
PIᵢ = β₀ + β₁TWᵢ + β₂EXᵢ + β₃ATᵢ + εᵢ
Linearity, residual normality, homoscedasticity, independence, multicollinearity and influential cases is assessed through diagnostic plots and statistics. H1, H2A and H2B is supported where the relevant coefficient is positive and statistically significant at p < .05. H3 is supported if trustworthiness has the largest positive statistically significant standardised beta among the three credibility dimensions. Confidence intervals is considered when interpreting uncertainty, and the ranking is described as comparative predictive strength rather than as proof that the regression coefficients differ significantly unless a formal coefficient-comparison test is conducted. Model R², adjusted R², the F-test, unstandardised coefficients, standardised betas, confidence intervals and significance levels is reported.
[bookmark: __RefHeading___Toc3823_4270563844][bookmark: h_3_11_Validity_and_Reliability][bookmark: _Toc240403553][bookmark: _Toc240413813][bookmark: _Toc241114466]3.11 Validity and Reliability
[bookmark: h_3_11_1_Reliability][bookmark: _Toc240413814][bookmark: _Toc241114467]3.11.1 Reliability
Reliability concerns measurement consistency. Cronbach’s alpha will be calculated separately for trustworthiness, expertise, attractiveness and purchase intention. A value around .70 or higher will be treated as a useful practical indicator rather than automatic proof of reliability, and item-total patterns will be examined before removing any item (Taber, 2018). Alpha is influenced by item number and similarity, so a high value will not be treated as proof that a scale is valid. Item deletion will require theoretical as well as statistical justification.
[bookmark: h_3_11_2_Validity][bookmark: _Toc240413815][bookmark: _Toc241114468]3.11.2 Validity
Content validity is supported by adapting established measures and mapping each item to its construct definition. Face validity will be assessed during pilot testing. Construct validity will be examined through inter-item patterns, reliability results and the relationships among composite variables. Discriminant validity is important because attractive influencers may also be rated as trustworthy or expert. Excessively high correlations and multicollinearity diagnostics would indicate insufficient separation. Internal validity is limited as only cross-sectional self-report data cannot determine the temporal order and common method variance. Non-probability sampling method also limits external validity. While these can be minimized with standardized administration, eligibility screening, multiple-item scales and clear reporting, they cannot be completely eliminated.
[bookmark: __RefHeading___Toc3825_4270563844][bookmark: h_3_12_Ethical_Considerations][bookmark: _Toc240403554][bookmark: _Toc240413816][bookmark: _Toc241114469]3.12 Ethical Considerations
Ethical approval was obtained prior to recruitment according to procedures of the University of Wales Trinity Saint David. The informed consent will be documented prior to screening and substantive questions. Participation was voluntary, and participants could leave the survey without penalty before submission. Individual withdrawal after anonymous submission was not possible because responses could not be linked back to a specific person.
No names, personal email addresses or direct identifiers were requested. Data were reported in summary form to protect anonymity and confidentiality. Data were stored in a password-protected University OneDrive accessible only to the researcher and supervisor. File retention and deletion followed University requirements and applicable UK data-protection principles. Recruitment messages were non-coercive, and participants received an accurate study description, researcher contact information and the expected completion time.
[bookmark: __RefHeading___Toc3827_4270563844][bookmark: h_3_13_Chapter_Summary][bookmark: _Toc240403555][bookmark: _Toc240413817][bookmark: _Toc241114470]3.13 Chapter Summary
This chapter justified a positivist, deductive, mono-method quantitative and cross-sectional survey design. Eligible UK Generation Z consumers with recent exposure to influencer retail promotions were recruited through purposive screening and convenience sampling. The study targeted 80 to 120 valid responses and retained 89 eligible complete cases for analysis. The structured questionnaire in Appendix C measured trustworthiness, expertise, attractiveness and purchase intention using multi-item scales. Data were analysed in SPSS through screening, descriptive statistics, reliability analysis, correlations, multiple regression and diagnostic testing. Ethical protections included consent, voluntariness, anonymity, confidentiality, data protection and withdrawal. Chapter Four presents the resulting sample profile and statistical findings.


[bookmark: h_CHAPTER_FOUR__DATA_ANALYSIS][bookmark: _Toc240403556][bookmark: _Toc240413818][bookmark: _Toc241114471]CHAPTER FOUR: DATA ANALYSIS
[bookmark: h_4_1_Introduction][bookmark: _Toc240403557][bookmark: _Toc240413819][bookmark: _Toc241114472]4.1 Introduction
The quantitative analysis results for the study on the UK retail sector's correlation between the dimensions of trustworthiness, expertise, and attractiveness of influencers and the purchase intention of Gen Zs are presented in this chapter. The analysis is done for the three research questions and four hypotheses formulated in Chapter One and Two. The tests of trustworthiness (H1), expertise (H2A), and attractiveness (H2B) are followed by a comparison test of their relative predictive power (H3). The statistical sequence is in accordance with the plan set forth in Chapter Three: data screening, sample description, descriptive statistics, reliability testing, Pearson correlation, multiple linear regression and diagnostic assessment. The data set was organized and the results of the analyses were presented in Microsoft Excel. The chapter summarizes the data, and elaborates only briefly on theory, going into detail in Chapter Five. Perceived purchase intention is reported as intention rather than actual purchase behaviour in line with the distinction between intention and behaviour as suggested by Ajzen (1991, 2020).
[bookmark: __RefHeading___Toc3833_4270563844][bookmark: h_4_2_Data_Screening_and_Analyti][bookmark: _Toc240403558][bookmark: _Toc240413820][bookmark: _Toc241114473]4.2 Data Screening and Analytical Sample
A total of 103 survey submissions were received. The eligibility criteria included being informed, between 18 and 29 years old, a resident of the UK, and having social media and recently seen influencers. Of the 103 submissions, 89 met all five eligibility criteria; 14 did not meet at least one criterion. This accounted for 86.4% of raw submissions. There were no missing data in the analysis variables of any retained case, no exact duplicate response vector was found, and no Likert responses were outside the allowable 1–5 range. Nine cases indicated the same category on all 15 scale items. The following responses were marked but not deleted as they were not noted as being of a response time type and were not specified as a straight lining deletion rule for automatic.
[bookmark: tbl_Table_4_1__Data_Screening_and_][bookmark: Faysal_Table_4_1][bookmark: GoToTable_4_1]Table 4.1: Data Screening and Final Analytical Sample
	Stage or quality check
	Count
	Treatment or outcome

	Raw survey submissions
	103
	Initial dataset

	Excluded: no consent
	3
	Removed

	Excluded: age eligibility
	2
	Removed

	Excluded: UK residence
	6
	Removed

	Excluded: recent influencer exposure
	3
	Removed

	Eligible complete cases retained
	89
	Primary analysis sample

	Missing values in retained analysis fields
	0
	No case deletion required

	Exact duplicate eligible response patterns
	0
	None detected

	Straight-lining across all 15 Likert items
	9
	Flagged and retained



[bookmark: __RefHeading___Toc3835_4270563844][bookmark: h_4_3_Demographic_and_Influencer][bookmark: _Toc240403559][bookmark: _Toc240413821][bookmark: _Toc241114474]4.3 Demographic and Influencer Exposure Profile
[bookmark: __RefHeading___Toc3837_4270563844][bookmark: h_4_4_Descriptive_Statistics][bookmark: _Toc240403560][bookmark: _Toc240413822]The final sample was slightly skewed toward older age group of the Generation Z in the study. The respondents age group 24-26 accounted for 43.8 per cent with age group 27-29 coming in at 34.8 per cent. The 21 to 23 group accounted for 13.5 per cent, while 3.4 per cent were aged 18 to 20. There were 64.0 per cent of males and 36.0 per cent of females in the sample. The majority of those who responded were students (75.3%) with 12.4% working full-time. The geographical profile was also strong, 91.0 per cent residing in England. These attributes should be taken into account when assessing the extent to which the findings generalize to UK Generation Z consumers as convenience and purposive recruitment do not guarantee the representativeness of a population (Andrade, 2021).
The most common platform for 58.4 per cent of respondents was Facebook, followed by Instagram, which was used by 27.0 per cent. Frequent exposure to influencers was found to be 39.3 per cent who saw influencer content several times per week and 33.7 per cent who saw it daily or nearly daily. The selected product category that was most impacted by influencers was fashion, with 38.2 per cent of respondents saying it was most affected, while 21.3 per cent said the same about beauty or personal care. 92.1 per cent said they bought a retail product in the last three months in response to seeing influencers promoting it. The sample, therefore, had a considerable amount of exposure to recent influencer marketing, and this was a key factor to consider when evaluating the credibility measures employed in this research.
[bookmark: tbl_Table_4_2__Participant_and_Inf][bookmark: GoToTable_4_2]Table 4.2: Participant and Influencer Exposure Characteristics
	Characteristic
	Most frequent response
	Frequency (%)

	Age
	24 to 26 years
	39 (43.8%)

	Gender
	Male
	57 (64.0%)

	Employment
	Student
	67 (75.3%)

	UK nation
	England
	81 (91.0%)

	Primary platform
	Facebook
	52 (58.4%)

	Influencer viewing frequency
	Several times a week
	35 (39.3%)

	Product category
	Fashion
	34 (38.2%)

	Recent influencer-related purchase
	Yes
	82 (92.1%)


Source: Appendix E, Table E.1 (eligible respondents, N = 89).
[image: ]
[bookmark: fig_Figure_4_1__Age_Distribution_o][bookmark: GoToFigure_4_1]Figure 4.1: Age Distribution of Eligible Respondents
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[bookmark: fig_Figure_4_2__Primary_Social_Med][bookmark: GoToFigure_4_2]Figure 4.2: Primary Social Media Platform Used by Respondents
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[bookmark: fig_Figure_4_3__Retail_Product_Cat][bookmark: GoToFigure_4_3]Figure 4.3: Retail Product Category Most Affected by Influencers

[bookmark: _Toc241114475]4.4 Descriptive Statistics
Items on the Likert scale were averaged to create composite scores with the original one-to-five response scales maintained. All four of the constructs had an average score higher than the "neutral" score of 3. The highest mean was recorded in the category of attractiveness (3.719), followed by purchase intention (3.682), and trustworthiness (3.657). Expertise had the lowest mean of 3.573, but was still above the scale midpoint. The standard deviations were found to be not as consistent as the ratings, with values between 0.854 for trustworthiness and 0.990 for purchase intention. The scale range of the scores spanned most or all of the available range. The four constructs were skewed to the negative, meaning there was slightly more focus on the positive responses. The descriptive distributions, however, were not extreme with skewness ranging from -0.765 to -0.530 and kurtosis from -0.575 to 0.795. It was found that the highest mean was for item 2 (3.831) and the lowest item mean was for E3 (3.506). The remaining item means were distributed between these values and it is evident that the averages for the constructs were not solely built on one extremely high or low statement. The results are used to set the distributional context in the correlation and regression analyses that follow.
[bookmark: tbl_Table_4_3__Descriptive_Statist][bookmark: Faysal_Table_4_3][bookmark: GoToTable_4_3]Table 4.3: Descriptive Statistics for Study Constructs
	Construct
	N
	Items
	Mean
	SD
	Minimum
	Maximum
	Skewness
	Kurtosis

	Trustworthiness
	89
	4
	3.657
	0.854
	1.00
	5.00
	-0.765
	0.795

	Expertise
	89
	4
	3.573
	0.982
	1.00
	5.00
	-0.530
	-0.576

	Attractiveness
	89
	4
	3.719
	0.939
	1.25
	5.00
	-0.638
	-0.575

	Purchase Intention
	89
	3
	3.682
	0.990
	1.00
	5.00
	-0.644
	-0.456
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[bookmark: fig_Figure_4_4__Mean_Scores_of_the][bookmark: Faysal_Figure_4_9][bookmark: GoToFigure_4_4]Figure 4.4: Mean Scores of the Four Study Constructs

[bookmark: __RefHeading___Toc3839_4270563844][bookmark: h_4_5_Reliability_Analysis][bookmark: _Toc240403561][bookmark: _Toc240413823][bookmark: _Toc241114476]4.5 Reliability Analysis
The internal consistency of the composite variables was evaluated by Cronbach's alpha prior to interpreting. The four-item expertise scale produced an alpha of 0.747 and attractiveness produced 0.702. Both met the commonly used practical guideline of approximately 0.70. Purchase intention produced an alpha of 0.675 and trustworthiness produced 0.627, which were below that guideline and therefore indicate more moderate consistency. Taber (2018) cautions against treating a single alpha cut-off as automatic evidence of measurement quality, especially for short scales. The item-level results were therefore reviewed before considering deletion. Corrected item-total correlations were positive across all items, ranging from 0.351 to 0.561 for the credibility dimensions and from 0.456 to 0.531 for purchase intention. Removing any trustworthiness or purchase-intention item did not improve the full-scale alpha. Consequently, all pre-specified items were retained to preserve the conceptual content of the measures adapted from Ohanian (1990) and related studies. For expertise and attractiveness, alpha-if-item-deleted values were also lower than the full-scale coefficients which provided no statistical reason to remove an item. Retaining the original item sets also maintained consistency with the measurement design established before analysis. The reliability results support continued analysis, although conclusions involving trustworthiness and purchase intention should recognise that their internal consistency was moderate rather than strong.
[bookmark: tbl_Table_4_4__Reliability_of_the_][bookmark: Faysal_Table_4_4][bookmark: GoToTable_4_4]Table 4.4: Reliability of the Measurement Scales
	Construct
	Items
	Cronbach's alpha
	Corrected item-total r range
	Assessment

	Trustworthiness
	4
	0.627
	0.351 to 0.446
	Moderate, below 0.70 guideline

	Expertise
	4
	0.747
	0.519 to 0.561
	Acceptable

	Attractiveness
	4
	0.702
	0.417 to 0.549
	Acceptable

	Purchase Intention
	3
	0.675
	0.456 to 0.531
	Moderate, below 0.70 guideline



[bookmark: __RefHeading___Toc3841_4270563844][bookmark: h_4_6_Pearson_Correlation_Analys][bookmark: _Toc240403562][bookmark: _Toc240413824][bookmark: _Toc241114477]4.6 Pearson Correlation Analysis
Pearson correlation analysis was used to examine the direction and strength of the bivariate relationships among the four composite variables. All three influencer credibility dimensions were positively and statistically significantly related to purchase intention. Trustworthiness had the strongest bivariate association with purchase intention, r = 0.677, p < .001. Expertise also showed a strong positive relationship, r = 0.616, p < .001. Attractiveness had a smaller but still statistically significant positive relationship, r = 0.488, p < .001. At the bivariate level, respondents who gave higher credibility ratings also tended to report stronger intentions to purchase products recommended by influencers.
The independent variables were also correlated with each other. Trustworthiness and expertise had the largest predictor correlation, r = 0.680, p < .001. Trustworthiness and attractiveness correlated at r = 0.576, while expertise and attractiveness correlated at r = 0.567, with both relationships significant at p < .001. With regard to H1, H2A, and H2B, the results from the correlation revealed some initial evidence for them, as each of the predictors that were proposed in this study was found to be positively related to the purchase intention variable when measured separately. They do not however, set up unique contributions of each variable. Because of the intercorrelations among the three predictors, some of the variance in the correlations may be due to variance shared with the other dimensions of credibility. Several regression analyses were thus carried out to assess the independent predictive power of trustworthiness, knowledge and attractiveness, when all variables were included in the same model. This difference is particularly relevant for H3 which deals with the comparison of predictive power, which does not rely on the presence of independent bivariate associations.
[bookmark: tbl_Table_4_5__Pearson_Correlation][bookmark: Faysal_Table_4_5][bookmark: GoToTable_4_5]Table 4.5: Pearson Correlation Matrix
	Variable
	Trustworthiness
	Expertise
	Attractiveness
	Purchase Intention

	Trustworthiness
	1.000
	0.680***
	0.576***
	0.677***

	Expertise
	0.680***
	1.000
	0.567***
	0.616***

	Attractiveness
	0.576***
	0.567***
	1.000
	0.488***

	Purchase Intention
	0.677***
	0.616***
	0.488***
	1.000


 Note: *** p < .001, two-tailed.
[bookmark: __RefHeading___Toc3843_4270563844][bookmark: h_4_7_Multiple_Regression_Analys][bookmark: _Toc240403563][bookmark: _Toc240413825][bookmark: _Toc241114478]4.7 Multiple Regression Analysis
The unique predictive contribution of trustworthiness, expertise and attractiveness to purchase intention was estimated using multiple linear regression with the Enter method. This was immediately after the pattern listed in Chapter Three. All three predictors were entered at once as the research questions were designed to compare the independent effects of all three predictors. The dependent variable was purchasing intention and the three credibility dimensions were independent variables.
[bookmark: tbl_Table_4_6__Regression_Variable][bookmark: Faysal_Table_4_6][bookmark: GoToTable_4_6]Table 4.6: Regression Variables Entered/Removed
	Model
	Variables Entered
	Variables Removed
	Method

	1
	Trustworthiness, Expertise, Attractiveness
	None
	Enter


 Dependent variable: Purchase Intention.
[bookmark: h_4_7_1_Model_Fit_and_Overall_Si][bookmark: _Toc240413826][bookmark: _Toc241114479]4.7.1 Model Fit and Overall Significance
The overall regression model was statistically significant with an F(3, 85) = 29.158, p < .001. The R value for the Multiple correlation was 0.712, and the R squared value was 0.507. The joint contribution of trustworthiness, expertise and attractiveness to the observed variance in purchase intention in the final sample was 50.7 per cent. The explanatory level did not change significantly from unadjusted R squared when the number of predictors and sample size were taken into account (adjusted R squared = 0.490). The standard error of the estimate was 0.707. The Durbin-Watson statistic was 2.031, just under and not indicative of problematic residual autocorrelation. These figures indicate that the three-variable model had a statistically significant predictive power of purchase intention, and that about half of the variance observed in purchase intention was not accounted for by the credibility variables included in the model.
[bookmark: tbl_Table_4_7__Regression_Model_Su][bookmark: Faysal_Table_4_7][bookmark: GoToTable_4_7]Table 4.7: Regression Model Summary
	Model
	R
	R Square
	Adjusted R Square
	Std. Error of Estimate
	Durbin-Watson

	1
	0.712
	0.507
	0.490
	0.707
	2.031


 Predictors: Trustworthiness, Expertise and Attractiveness.
[bookmark: tbl_Table_4_8__ANOVA_for_the_Regre][bookmark: Faysal_Table_4_8][bookmark: GoToTable_4_8]Table 4.8: ANOVA for the Regression Model
	Model
	Sum of Squares
	df
	Mean Square
	F
	Sig.

	Regression
	43.719
	3
	14.573
	29.158
	< .001

	Residual
	42.483
	85
	0.500
	
	

	Total
	86.202
	88
	
	
	


 Dependent variable: Purchase Intention.
[bookmark: h_4_7_2_Regression_Coefficients_][bookmark: _Toc240413827][bookmark: _Toc241114480]4.7.2 Regression Coefficients and Estimated Model
The conventional ordinary least squares coefficients showed different levels of unique contribution across the three credibility dimensions. Trustworthiness was positive and statistically significant, B = 0.526, standardised beta = 0.454, t = 4.146, p < .001. Holding expertise and attractiveness constant, a one-point increase in the trustworthiness composite was associated with an estimated 0.526-point increase in purchase intention. Expertise was also positive under conventional inference, B = 0.266, standardised beta = 0.264, t = 2.429, p = .017. Attractiveness had a small positive coefficient, B = 0.081, standardised beta = 0.077, but it was not statistically significant, t = 0.788, p = .433.
[bookmark: tbl_Table_4_9__Multiple_Regression][bookmark: Faysal_Table_4_9][bookmark: GoToTable_4_9]Table 4.9: Multiple Regression Coefficients - Conventional OLS
	Model
	Predictor
	B
	Std. Error
	Beta
	t
	Sig.
	Tolerance
	VIF

	1
	(Constant)
	0.507
	0.361
	
	1.407
	.163
	
	

	1
	Trustworthiness
	0.526
	0.127
	0.454
	4.146
	< .001
	0.484
	2.065

	1
	Expertise
	0.266
	0.110
	0.264
	2.429
	.017
	0.491
	2.036

	1
	Attractiveness
	0.081
	0.103
	0.077
	0.788
	.433
	0.611
	1.636


 Dependent variable: Purchase Intention.
The estimated unstandardised regression equation was:
	PI = 0.507 + 0.526(TW) + 0.266(EX) + 0.081(AT)


 PI = Purchase Intention; TW = Trustworthiness; EX = Expertise; AT = Attractiveness.
The equation represents the change in the expected five-point purchase-intention score, controlling for the other credibility variables. All the effects are scaled to a common scale and the standardised coefficients are more appropriate for comparison of the relative strength of the predictors. The most important standardised beta was for trustworthiness (0.454), followed by expertise (0.264) and attractiveness (0.077). These relative standardised effects are shown in figure 4.5, which is part of the completed Excel analysis workbook.
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[bookmark: fig_Figure_4_5__Standardised_Regre][bookmark: Faysal_Figure_4_10][bookmark: GoToFigure_4_5]Figure 4.5: Standardised Regression Coefficients for Purchase Intention

[bookmark: h_4_7_3_Robust_Inference_and_Hyp][bookmark: _Toc240413828][bookmark: _Toc241114481]4.7.3 Robust Inference and Hypothesis Results
Regression diagnostics identified heteroscedasticity, so conventional OLS significance tests could not be treated as the sole basis for hypothesis decisions. HC3 heteroscedasticity-robust standard errors were therefore examined while retaining the same estimated coefficients. Under HC3 inference, trustworthiness remained statistically significant, robust SE = 0.189, t = 2.779, p = .007, with a 95 per cent confidence interval from 0.150 to 0.902. Expertise no longer reached the .05 significance threshold, robust SE = 0.198, t = 1.345, p = .182, with a confidence interval from -0.127 to 0.659. Attractiveness also remained non-significant, robust SE = 0.196, t = 0.412, p = .682. The difference between conventional and robust inference is important because expertise appeared significant using OLS but not after adjustment for non-constant residual variance.
[bookmark: tbl_Table_4_10__HC3_Robust_Regress][bookmark: Faysal_Table_4_10][bookmark: GoToTable_4_10]Table 4.10: HC3 Robust Regression Inference
	Predictor
	B
	HC3 Std. Error
	Robust t
	Robust p
	95% CI Lower
	95% CI Upper

	(Constant)
	0.507
	0.430
	1.179
	.242
	-0.348
	1.363

	Trustworthiness
	0.526
	0.189
	2.779
	.007
	0.150
	0.902

	Expertise
	0.266
	0.198
	1.345
	.182
	-0.127
	0.659

	Attractiveness
	0.081
	0.196
	0.412
	.682
	-0.309
	0.471


 HC3 inference is prioritised because heteroscedasticity was detected.
Using the robust results, H1 was supported because trustworthiness had a positive and statistically significant unique association with purchase intention. H2A was not supported under the final robust decision rule because expertise was positive but not statistically significant after HC3 adjustment. H2B was not supported because attractiveness was small and non-significant under both conventional and robust inference. H3 was supported with caution. Trustworthiness had the largest positive standardised beta and was the only credibility predictor that remained statistically significant under HC3 inference. However, the methodology did not specify a formal test of whether the standardised coefficients differ significantly from one another. H3 therefore indicates comparative predictive strength within this model rather than proof of a statistically significant difference between beta coefficients.
[bookmark: __RefHeading___Toc3845_4270563844][bookmark: h_4_8_Regression_Diagnostics_and][bookmark: _Toc240403564][bookmark: _Toc240413829][bookmark: _Toc241114482]4.8 Regression Diagnostics and Sensitivity
The diagnostic results were reviewed to assess whether the regression output could be reported transparently. The Rainbow test was not significant, p = .420, and there is no evidence against linearity. However, the Ramsey RESET result was not statistically significant (p = .059), indicating that serious functional-form misspecification was not found. The Shapiro-Wilk test was used to test residual normality, which was not rejected, p = .066. Multicollinearity was also small, with the highest VIF being 2.065 and the lowest tolerance value being 0.484 with the others ranging from 0.492 to 0.611. The results were supportive of the simple application of a three-predictor linear model. Heteroscedasticity was the primary diagnostic issue. The Breusch-Pagan test was statistically significant (p < .001), supporting the above HC3 robust inference. Case-level diagnostics also found one standardised residual outlying beyond three, a Cook's distance maximum of 0.747 and a number of high leverage cases. These observations are not deleted automatically when using sensitivity analysis due to the lack of exclusion rules before the analysis. The addition of the nine instances of straight lining removed trustworthiness as the most powerful predictor. The single most influential case was found to raise the value of R squared from 0.507 to 0.584 and, with the removal of the case, the value of the expertise effect was not as sensitive to influential observations.
[bookmark: tbl_Table_4_11__Regression_Diagnos][bookmark: Faysal_Table_4_11][bookmark: GoToTable_4_11]Table 4.11: Regression Diagnostic Summary
	Diagnostic
	Statistic
	Threshold or p-value
	Result

	Rainbow linearity test
	1.066
	p = .420
	No evidence of non-linearity

	Ramsey RESET
	3.673
	p = .059
	No significant misspecification at .05

	Shapiro-Wilk residual normality
	0.974
	p = .066
	Normality not rejected

	Breusch-Pagan
	17.970
	p < .001
	Heteroscedasticity detected

	Durbin-Watson
	2.031
	Approximately 2
	Acceptable independence

	Maximum VIF
	2.065
	< 5 preferred
	No serious multicollinearity

	Maximum |standardised residual|
	3.755
	|3| review level
	One large residual

	Maximum Cook's distance
	0.747
	4/N = 0.045
	Influential case identified

	Maximum leverage
	0.255
	2(k+1)/N = 0.090
	High-leverage cases identified



[bookmark: __RefHeading___Toc3847_4270563844][bookmark: h_4_9_Hypothesis_Testing_Summary][bookmark: _Toc240403565][bookmark: _Toc240413830][bookmark: _Toc241114483]4.9 Hypothesis Testing Summary
Table 4.12 summarises the final hypothesis decisions using HC3 robust inference where statistical significance was required. All three credibility dimensions were positively associated with purchase intention at the bivariate level, but only trustworthiness showed a statistically significant unique effect after accounting for predictor overlap and heteroscedasticity with HC3 robust standard errors. Expertise had the second-largest standardised beta but did not reach robust significance, while attractiveness had the weakest unique effect. The final decisions therefore distinguish bivariate association from independent prediction, which is essential for answering the comparative research questions accurately.
[bookmark: tbl_Table_4_12__Summary_of_Hypothe][bookmark: Faysal_Table_4_12][bookmark: GoToTable_4_12]Table 4.12: Summary of Hypothesis Testing
	Hypothesis
	Proposed relationship
	Std. Beta
	HC3 p
	Decision

	H1
	Trustworthiness positively predicts purchase intention
	0.454
	.007
	Supported

	H2A
	Expertise positively predicts purchase intention
	0.264
	.182
	Not supported under robust inference

	H2B
	Attractiveness positively predicts purchase intention
	0.077
	.682
	Not supported

	H3
	Trustworthiness is the strongest positive predictor
	0.454
	.007
	Supported with caution



[bookmark: __RefHeading___Toc3849_4270563844][bookmark: h_4_10_Analytical_Limitations][bookmark: _Toc240403566][bookmark: _Toc240413831][bookmark: _Toc241114484]4.10 Analytical Limitations
The statistical results are subject to several limitations. The final analytical sample of 89 respondents fell within the planned target range of 80 to 120, but it remained modest and did not provide national representativeness. Purposive and convenience recruitment also produced a sample concentrated among students, residents of England and Facebook users. Non-probability samples cannot be assumed to represent the wider population (Andrade, 2021). Second, the study relied on self-reported perceptions and intentions measured at one point in time. A cross-sectional design can reveal predictive relationships but cannot establish temporal order or causality (Wang and Cheng, 2020). Third, the reliability coefficients for trustworthiness and purchase intention were moderate rather than strong. Finally, heteroscedasticity and influential observations affected conventional regression inference. HC3 robust results and sensitivity checks were therefore reported to make these limitations explicit.
[bookmark: __RefHeading___Toc3851_4270563844][bookmark: h_4_11_Chapter_Summary][bookmark: _Toc240403567][bookmark: _Toc240413832][bookmark: _Toc241114485]4.11 Chapter Summary
This chapter analysed 89 eligible and complete survey responses. The sample reported frequent exposure to influencer content, and mean scores for trustworthiness, expertise, attractiveness and purchase intention were above the scale midpoint. Cronbach's alpha was 0.747 for expertise and 0.702 for attractiveness, while trustworthiness and purchase intention showed moderate internal consistency. Pearson correlations demonstrated significant positive relationships between each credibility dimension and purchase intention. The multiple regression model was significant and explained 50.7 per cent of purchase-intention variance. Trustworthiness was the strongest standardised predictor and remained significant under HC3 robust inference. Expertise was significant under conventional OLS but not under robust inference, while attractiveness was non-significant. Accordingly, H1 and H3 were supported, H2A was not supported under the robust decision rule, and H2B was not supported. Chapter Five interprets these findings in relation to Source Credibility Theory, the Theory of Planned Behaviour and previous influencer-marketing literature.


[bookmark: h_CHAPTER_FIVE__DISCUSSION][bookmark: _Toc240403568][bookmark: _Toc240413833][bookmark: _Toc241114486]CHAPTER FIVE: DISCUSSION
[bookmark: h_5_1_Introduction][bookmark: _Toc240403569][bookmark: _Toc240413834][bookmark: _Toc241114487]5.1 Introduction
This chapter interprets the findings reported in Chapter Four and relates them to the research questions, hypotheses, theoretical framework and literature reviewed earlier.
[bookmark: _Toc240403570][bookmark: _Toc240413835][bookmark: _Toc241114488]5.2 Research Question One: Trustworthiness and Purchase Intention
The first research question was focused on the relationship between the trustworthiness of the influencers and the purchase intention of the retail consumers in the United Kingdom from the Generation Z segment. The evidence gives an affirmative response. The bivariate relationship between trustworthiness and purchase intention was the strongest with r = 0.677 and it was a significant independent predictor in the robust regression model, B = 0.526, beta = 0.454, p = .007. This was done to support H1. This indicates that when they saw the influencer as honest, dependable, sincere and trustworthy, they were more likely to think about buying a product that was recommended by the influencer.
This finding is in line with the Source Credibility Theory, in which the source's trustworthiness is the major source characteristic which influences persuasiveness (Hovland and Weiss, 1951; Ohanian, 1990). It also extends the research by influencers, which indicates that consumers analyze the message as well as the motive and credibility of the individual who delivers the message. Lou and Yuan (2019) link source credibility with trust in branded content; Kim and Kim (2021) demonstrate that a relationship between an influencer and a brand can be characterized not only as a relationship of trust but also as a relationship of distrust. The current finding suggests that trustworthiness adds unique predictive value to trustworthiness beyond just a positive impression or impression.
It is particularly relevant with regard to sponsored retail communication. Generation Z consumers are often seeing commercial content and may be aware of the possibility of paid recommendations. Sponsorship research indicates that persuasion knowledge and scepticism may be activated with disclosure, but credibility may remain a factor after disclosure of commercial intent (Evans et al., 2017; Weismueller et al., 2020). Perceived honesty could help alleviate doubts that an endorsement is a result of the evaluator's judgment versus payment. This is the power of trustworthiness in the current model and lends support to the argument put forward earlier that the commercial awareness does not eliminate influencer persuasion; instead, it shifts the nature of what is involved in persuasion.
[bookmark: _Toc240403571][bookmark: _Toc240413836][bookmark: _Toc241114489]5.3 Research Question Two: Expertise and Attractiveness
The second research question investigated the effects of expertise and attractiveness on purchase intention. At bivariate level both variables were positively associated with purchase intention. Experts experienced a correlation with purchase intention of r = 0.616, and attractiveness showed a correlation of r = 0.488, both significant at p < .001. But the regression results yielded a more conservative conclusion. Expertise was also positively associated with the conventional OLS regression coefficient B = 0.266, beta = 0.264, p = .017, and was non-significant in the HC3 robust inference coefficient, p = .182. H2A was not therefore justified under final decision rule. H2B was not supported with attraciveness: B = 0.081, beta = 0.077, robust p = .682.
The expertise result does not mean that product knowledge is unimportant. Expertise of influencers has been associated with positive reactions and purchase intention, as influencers' expertise is believed to diminish uncertainty among consumers (Chetioui et al., 2020; AlFarraj et al., 2021; Masuda et al., 2022). In a correlation analysis, this positive pattern is also observed in the present data. The difference is only reflected in mixed perceptions of trustworthiness, expertise and attractiveness. There was also a strong correlation between trustworthiness and expertise, r = 0.680. This means that some of the apparent expertise effect spilled over into more general credibility judgments. After the overlap and heteroscedasticity were resolved the unique expertise effect was less clear.
The general retail environment could also be important. Skills may be of varying value, depending on the fashion, beauty, electronics, food and lifestyle product. The literature indicates that the sources are more diagnostic when there is higher product risk, or when the information must be technical (Cabeza-Ramírez et al., 2022; Onofrei et al., 2022). The most frequent categories in the sample were fashion and beauty. This may not have been a factor in a sample that was more heavily weighted in electronics or other items of high involvement. The explanation is provisional due to the lack of a test for product category as a moderator.
The weak unique effect of attractiveness is more clearly consistent with the critical literature. Attractiveness may lead to attention, identification, and increase endorsement appeal but its value may not solely rely on visual appeal (Kim and Park, 2023; Belanche et al., 2021b; Schouten et al., 2020). The correlation in this study was positive, meaning that the more attractive the influencer, the more they scored for their purchase-intention. However, the credibility dimension of attractiveness didn't have a significant impact once the other dimensions of credibility were taken into account. This helps to support the argument that attractiveness can act in part through shared impressions, congruence/identification. The same with the ‘halo effect’ referred in chapter Two also applies. Judgements of visual appeal can trigger judgements of trustworthiness and/or expertise, thus reducing the effect of visual appeal on judgements alone when visual and related perceptions are included in the same model (Thorndike, 1920; Ohanian, 1990).
[bookmark: _Toc240403572][bookmark: _Toc240413837][bookmark: _Toc241114490]5.4 Research Question Three: Comparative Predictive Strength
The third research question asked which credibility dimension had the largest independent association with purchase intention. In the fitted sample model, trustworthiness had the largest standardised coefficient (β = 0.454), compared with expertise (β = 0.264) and attractiveness (β = 0.077). Only trustworthiness remained statistically significant using HC3 robust standard errors (p = .007). These estimates give qualified descriptive support to H3, but the study did not formally test whether the standardised coefficients differed significantly from each other.
This outcome is the primary comparative issue mentioned in the literature review. Previous research shows that credibility is important, but takes a rather aggregated approach, or a mediation approach, or a sector-specific approach. All of these approaches have the drawback of making it hard to determine which is the strongest dimension when evaluated as a whole (Saima and Khan, 2021; Sokolova and Kefi, 2020; Vrontis et al., 2021). The present results highlight the fact that the three dimensions are not to be taken for granted as equal in their practice. All were positively related to intention to purchase but they were separated in the regression model from the unique predictive contribution from shared variance of credibility. The expert and attractive items did not satisfy the demanding criterion of robust significance, while trustworthiness did.
The findings also align with the broader literature that highlights the fact that the effectiveness of influencers is not consistent, but depends on the context, the audience, the message, and the source (Pan et al., 2025). In an older social media landscape where young consumers are accustomed to sponsorship and might ask questions about the commercial agenda, trustworthiness might be even more relevant. This is not a universal sign of trustworthiness. Rather, it offers evidence specific to the context that for the UK Generation Z consumers included in this sample, perceived honesty and dependability was more uniquely predictive than expertise or attractiveness.
[bookmark: _Toc240403573][bookmark: _Toc240413838][bookmark: _Toc241114491]5.5 Theoretical Interpretation
The findings provide qualified support for Source Credibility Theory. The theory posits three components of source credibility: trustworthiness, expertise and attractiveness (Hovland and Weiss, 1951; Ohanian, 1990). There was a positive bivariate relationship between all three dimensions and purchase intention, which is consistent with the overall theory that source evaluations are related to persuasion. But the regression results indicate that the dimensions are not equally influential when the shared variance between them is controlled. This supports the claim that credibility should be viewed as a multi-faceted construct as opposed to a single overall measure.
Meanwhile, these findings show the narrow use of the original credibility framework when put into practice with social media. Key factors in influencer communication are repeated exposure, sponsorship, interaction, product fit, and perceived authenticity. All these factors can influence the success of persuading by expertise or attractiveness (Sokolova and Kefi, 2020; Belanche et al., 2021a). The unexplained 49.3 per cent of purchase-intention variance also reveals that credibility is not the complete reason in the decision-making process.
The Theory of Planned Behaviour provides context for interpreting stated purchase intention, but its proposed determinants, attitudes, subjective norms and perceived behavioural control, were not measured or included in the regression (Ajzen, 1991, 2020). Consequently, the fitted model tests only the three observed source-credibility dimensions as predictors of purchase intention; it does not test the full Theory of Planned Behaviour, mediation pathways or actual purchasing behaviour. The model’s R² of .507 indicates the proportion of observed intention variance accounted for in this sample, not evidence of causal influence.
[bookmark: _Toc240403574][bookmark: _Toc240413839][bookmark: _Toc241114492]5.6 Contribution to the Research Gap and Practice
The study fills a gap highlighted in Chapter Two, by offering dimension-level evidence from one UK Generation Z retail sample. The results of the past have been previously scattered across countries, product categories and model structures. The present design compared the trustworthiness, expertise and attractiveness at the same time, demonstrating that positive correlations do not necessarily correlate with equally strong independent effects. This is important as sometimes retailer choices involve selecting between different qualities of the influencers and not just whether credibility is important or not.
The results indicate that retailers should focus more on perceived honesty, dependability, and sincerity when picking and briefing influencers for practice. Although good follower numbers or visual appeal or claims of expertise might bring attention, this study did not provide the same strong unique prediction of purchase intent. Appearance can thus be less important than transparent sponsorship and consistent recommendations and credible product claims. But retailers can't ignore the expertise. It closely correlates to the positive and has the second highest beta, indicating potential value especially within product categories where technical knowledge and risk reduction are relevant.
[bookmark: _Toc240403575][bookmark: _Toc240413840][bookmark: _Toc241114493]5.7 Limitations Shaping the Discussion
These conclusions must remain proportionate to the evidence. The final sample of 89 respondents was skewed towards students and towards people living in England and using Facebook. It is therefore not possible to generalise from the convenience and purposive sampling (Andrade, 2021). The internal consistency of the items for the two other scales was moderate; this could have influenced coefficient precision. Conventional OLS inference was less reliable because of heteroscedasticity and influential observations and so emphasis has been given to HC3 robust results and the discussion has focussed on these. Lastly, the cross-sectional design does not infer causality, and the results are not necessarily causal evidence of how changing the characteristics of the influencers will impact the purchasing behavior (Wang and Cheng, 2020).
[bookmark: _Toc240403576][bookmark: _Toc240413841][bookmark: _Toc241114494]5.8 Chapter Summary
The results were interpreted with regard to the research questions, theory and earlier literature, as documented in this chapter. The applicability of the construct of trustworthiness as an independent predictor of purchase intention was substantiated by H1 and H3 and was the clearest. Based on strong regression inference, both expertise and attractiveness positively correlated with purchase intention, however, neither of them showed significance in the model, so H2A and H2B were not supported. 
 


[bookmark: _Toc240403577][bookmark: _Toc240413842][bookmark: _Toc241114495]CHAPTER SIX: CONCLUSION
[bookmark: _Toc240403578][bookmark: _Toc240413843][bookmark: _Toc241114496]6.1 Introduction
The aim of the present dissertation was to investigate the influence of social media influencer credibility on purchase intention among Generation Z consumers in retail industry in the United Kingdom. This chapter summarizes the results, provides an answer to the research questions, provides an evaluation of the study's contribution, and provides recommendations, limitations and future research directions.
[bookmark: _Toc240403579][bookmark: _Toc240413844][bookmark: _Toc241114497]6.2 Summary of Key Findings and Answers to the Research Questions
The results reveal that credibility of influencers was significantly associated with purchase intention, with the three factors being associated to the extent of the influence. The overall regression model was found to be statistically significant, F(3, 85) = 29.158, p < .001 and accounted for 50.7 per cent of the variance in purchase intention. So, credibility was used to offer ample predictive information, and nearly half of the variance was unmodeled.
The first research question was concerned with the effect of influencer trustworthiness on purchase intention.The first research question focused on the effect of influencer trustworthiness on purchase intention. The strongest bivariate correlations with purchase intention were for trustworthiness (r = 0.677; p < .001). It also was a significant unique predictor even when controlling for expertise and attractiveness. It had unstandardized coefficient of B = 0.526 and standardised beta of 0.454. With HC3 strong inference, this relationship was still significant at p = .007. H1 was therefore supported. Those who believed influencers were more honest, reliable and sincere also had increased purchase intention.
Research Question Two examined expertise and attractiveness. Both were positively
correlated with purchase intention, with expertise at r = 0.616 and attractiveness at r= 0.488, both p < .001. Their independent effects were weaker when all credibility dimensions were considered together. Expertise had a positive beta of 0.264, but its robust p-value was .182. Attractiveness had a beta of 0.077 and a robust p-value of .682. H2A and H2B were therefore not supported under the final robust decision rule.
Research Question Three asked which credibility dimension was the strongest predictor. Trustworthiness had the largest standardised beta and was the only predictor that remained significant after robust adjustment. H3 was therefore supported with caution. This conclusion concerns comparative predictive strength within the model because no formal statistical test compared the beta coefficients directly.
[bookmark: h_6_3_Contribution_to_the_Resear][bookmark: _Toc240403580][bookmark: _Toc240413845][bookmark: _Toc241114498]6.3 Contribution to the Research Gap and Theory
The study addresses the literature gap identified in Chapter Two by providing dimension-level evidence from a UK Generation Z retail sample. Many previous studies have focused on overall credibility scores, on samples of subsections of the literature, on varying national contexts, or models that include mediators and moderators. It has been difficult to directly compare the trustworthiness, expertise and attractiveness due to these differences (Vrontis et al., 2021; Pan et al., 2025). This study demonstrates that positive associations do not equate to equal independent effects by including all three dimensions in one regression model.
The results support Source Credibility Theory to some degree. Ohanian (1990) defines trustworthiness, expertise and attractiveness as these three source characteristics. This multi-dimensional perspective is endorsed by the positive correlations, and the regression results indicate that the dimensions cannot be taken as equally contributing. The unique relationship was very present in the case of trustworthiness, while it was not in the case of expertise and attractiveness. The study thus calls for comparison of the dimension-specific effects rather than solely on the basis of an overall credibility measure.
The Theory of Planned Behaviour (TPB) is applicable because the outcome of the study was intentions to purchase and not actual purchases. However, according to Ajzen (1991, 2020), several factors affect intention, and intentions do not always lead to behaviors. This boundary is further supported by the unexplained variance in the model. Attitudes, social norms, resources, availability and perceived behavioural control are also factors that influence a purchasing decision, in addition to credibility.
[bookmark: _Toc240403581][bookmark: _Toc240413846][bookmark: _Toc241114499]6.4 Practical Recommendations
UK retailers should be more diligent in choosing and working with influencers because of their reputation for being trustworthy. Influencer selection should consider perceived honesty and reliability alongside follower counts and visual appearance. Sponsorship disclosure is important and it is recommended to have realistic claims with respect to products or partnerships between the company and the creator's demonstrated judgment to protect perceived credibility (Kim and Kim, 2021; Weismueller et al., 2020).
Expertise should still be taken into account since it was still positively correlated with purchase intention and it had the second largest beta. The match of retailer expertise and product needs is important, especially if consumers require technical information or risk reduction. Numbers of "attractiveness" should not be the primary consideration as it had a weak and unique effect. It may be applicable when the product fits and the broader campaign context (Schouten et al., 2020).
Retailers should also consider more than engagement metrics when measuring influencer performance. Audience credibility ratings and disclosure quality and intention measures after the campaign can provide better evidence of the persuasiveness of a partnership to its intended target audience.
[bookmark: _Toc240403582][bookmark: _Toc240413847][bookmark: _Toc241114500]6.5 Limitations of the Study
The findings are subject to some limitations. The final sample (89) fell within the stated recruitment target of 80 to 120 valid responses, but remained modest, which decreases the precision of the statistics. A convenience sample and a purposive sample also yielded a sample that was skewed towards students, respondents who lived in England, and Facebook users. These results should therefore not be interpreted as being representative of all Generation Z consumers in the UK.
The study was cross-sectional and self-report, and thus does not specify causal relationships. The measure of trustworthiness and purchase intention demonstrated moderate internal consistency, and heteroscedasticity and influential cases impacted conventional regression inference. These limitations have been addressed in HC3's robust estimates, which increase transparency, but not eliminated. But, the intention to purchase does not necessarily translate into actual purchasing behaviour, and the overall retail environment might mask differences between product categories.
[bookmark: _Toc240403583][bookmark: _Toc240413848][bookmark: _Toc241114501]6.6 Recommendations for Future Research
Larger and more representative samples of users should be recruited across UK nations, sector of the workforce and major social media sites in future research. Recruitment would benefit from being probability or stratified based. Future research should also examine product categories individually, as they can have vastly different degrees of expertise and attractiveness in fashion, beauty, electronics, and other retail environments.
The direction of causation could be better established using longitudinal or experimental studies. Authenticity, influencer-product congruence, and sponsorship disclosure and parasocial interaction are possible models for the future. Incorporating attitudes, subjective norms, and perceived behaviours control would allow an in-depth examination of the Theory of Planned Behaviour. Researchers should, where possible, correlate survey results with actual purchases, and formally test to see if there are significant differences in co-efficients of the predictors.
[bookmark: _Toc240403584][bookmark: _Toc240413849][bookmark: _Toc241114502]6.7 Final Conclusion
The findings of this dissertation indicate that the credibility of influencers is important for purchase intention among the UK Generation Z consumers that were included in the sample, and that the dimensions of credibility are not equally influential. Predicting purchase intention was best and most strongly done by trustworthiness. Both expertise and attractiveness were positively correlated with intention, although their specific effect was not clear after the shared variance due to credibility and the extra variance due to heteroscedasticity were taken into account. Thus the chief significance is not only that credible influencers can assist retail persuasion, but that their perceived honesty and dependability may be more valuable in this instance than their appearance or their alleged skills. Retailers can use this to help move from a “visibility” influencers approach to “credibility” and a focus on relevant expertise and a clear commercial arrangement. Further research should determine whether this pattern holds true for greater numbers, other product classes, and real consumer behaviour.
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	Participant Identification Number:
	2436576

	PARTICIPATION CONSENT FORM
(for researcher to fill)

	Project Title: The Influence of Influencer Marketing on Purchase Intentions Among Generation Z Consumers in the UK Retail Sector

	Name of Researcher: Md Faysal Rahman
	Name of Supervisor: Dr Andry Rakotovololona

	Email of Researcher: 2436576 @student.uwtsd.ac.uk

	Aim of Research: The aim of the research is to evaluating the Influence of Influencer Marketing on Purchase Intentions Among Generation Z Consumers in the UK Retail Sector



	(for participant to fill)
	YES
	NO

	1
	I confirm that I have read and understood the information sheet dated 29/08/2026 for the above study. 
	
	

	2
	I understand there are no material benefits for participating.
	
	

	2
	I have had the opportunity to consider the information, ask questions and have had these answered satisfactorily.
	
	

	3
	I understand that my participation is voluntary and that I am free to withdraw at any time, without giving any reason.
	
	

	4
	I understand that any information given by me may be used in future reports, articles or presentations by the researcher.
	
	

	5
	I consent for my name and title to be used within this study.
	
	

	
	Where applicable, I understand that my details will not be anonymous.
	
	

	6
	I agree to be recorded (audio and/or audio-visual video).
	
	

	7
	I agree to take part in the above study.
	
	

	Researcher’s Name (Print)
	Md Faysal Rahman
	Signature
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	Date
	29/08/2026

	Participant’s Name (Print)

	Md Rony Sheak
	Signature
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	Date
	29/08/2026

	You may decline to participate in this study. You may end your participation in this study at any time. All data generated from this or any interview will remain confidential. For more information, please view the university’s Research and Data Management Policy.

When completed please email a copy to the below address to be kept on the file of the researcher and retain a copy for yourself. 

Subject Title: Md Rony Sheak – Participant Consent Form
Email : 2434287@student.uwtsd.ac.uk
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The Influence of Influencer Marketing on Purchase Intentions Among Generation Z Consumers in the UK Retail Sector

Participant Information and Informed Consent
	Participant,

My name is Md Faysal Rahman. I am a student of UWTSD. This questionnaire supports an MBA dissertation examining how social media influencer credibility affects purchase intention among Generation Z consumers in the UK retail sector.

Your participation is voluntary and should take approximately 7 to 10 minutes. You may stop at any time before submitting the questionnaire without providing a reason. No directly identifying information is requested. Responses will be analysed in aggregate and stored securely in accordance with university ethical requirements and applicable UK data protection principles.

By selecting "I agree" below, you confirm that you are aged 18 or over, have read the information provided, and voluntarily agree to participate.

There aren't any right or wrong answers — we just want to hear your opinions. If you don't want to take part, you do not have to give a reason and no pressure will be put on you to change your mind. You can withdraw at any time before submitting.

All the information you give us will be confidential and used for this study only. With your agreement, anonymised overall study findings may be disseminated through publication or at conference. The information will be used in a way that will not allow you to be identified individually.

By completing this questionnaire, you are confirming that you understand the reason for this research, know who the contact person is, and understand the conditions above. Thank you for your time.

Regards,
Md Faysal Rahman


Participant Consent
Q1.   Please confirm your decision.
☐   I have read the participant information and agree to participate.
☐   I do not agree to participate.
Respondents selecting “I do not agree to participate” should be directed to the end of the questionnaire.
Eligibility Screening
Please answer all questions. Respondents who answer “No” to Q2, Q3 or Q4, or “No” or “Not sure” to Q5, should be directed to the end of the questionnaire.
Q2.   Are you aged between 18 and 29 years?
☐   Yes
☐   No
Q3.   Do you currently live in the United Kingdom?
☐   Yes
☐   No
Q4.   Do you use at least one social media platform such as TikTok, Instagram, YouTube or Snapchat?
☐   Yes
☐   No
Q5.   During the past three months, have you seen a social media influencer promote or recommend a retail product?
☐   Yes
☐   No
☐   Not sure
For this survey, a social media influencer means a content creator who recommends, reviews, demonstrates or promotes products to an online audience. Retail products may include fashion, beauty, electronics, food and drink, homeware, lifestyle or similar consumer goods.
Section A:   Participant Profile
The following questions collect background information used to describe the participant sample. All responses remain entirely anonymous.
Q6.   What is your age group?
☐   18 to 20
☐   21 to 23
☐   24 to 26
☐   27 to 29
☐   Prefer not to say
Q7.   What is your gender?
☐   Female
☐   Male
☐   Non-binary
☐   Prefer to self-describe
☐   Prefer not to say
Q8.   What is your current employment status?
☐   Student
☐   Employed full-time
☐   Employed part-time
☐   Self-employed
☐   Unemployed and seeking work
☐   Not currently working
☐   Other
☐   Prefer not to say
Q9.   In which UK nation do you currently live?
☐   England
☐   Scotland
☐   Wales
☐   Northern Ireland
☐   Prefer not to say
Section B:   social media and Retail Exposure
The following questions ask about your general social media use and your exposure to influencer content relating to retail products.
Q10.   Which social media platform do you use most often?
☐   TikTok
☐   Instagram
☐   YouTube
☐   Snapchat
☐   Facebook
☐   Other
Q11.   How often do you view content from social media influencers?
☐   Less than once a month
☐   One to three times a month
☐   Once a week
☐   Several times a week
☐   Daily or almost daily
Q12.   Which retail product category do influencers most often affect your interest in?
☐   Fashion
☐   Beauty or personal care
☐   Electronics
☐   Food and drink
☐   Home or lifestyle
☐   Sports or fitness
☐   Other
Q13.   During the past three months, have you purchased a retail product after seeing it promoted by a social media influencer?
☐   Yes
☐   No
☐   Not sure
Section C:   Influencer Credibility and Purchase Intention
The following statements relate to your perceptions of the social media influencers whose retail content you follow. Please indicate your level of agreement with each statement using the scale below.
	Response scale:   1 = Strongly disagree     2 = Disagree     3 = Neither agree nor disagree     4 = Agree     5 = Strongly agree



Influencer Trustworthiness   (adapted from Ohanian, 1990; Lou and Yuan, 2019; AlFarraj et al., 2021)
[bookmark: Faysal_Table_C_1][bookmark: GoToTable_C_1]Table C.1: Influencer Trustworthiness Questionnaire Items
	No.
	Statement
	Strongly Disagree (1)
	Disagree (2)
	Neither Agree/ Disagree (3)
	Agree (4)
	Strongly Agree (5)

	T1
	I consider the influencers whose retail content I follow to be honest.
	○
	○
	○
	○
	○

	T2
	I consider the influencers whose retail content I follow to be dependable.
	○
	○
	○
	○
	○

	T3
	I consider the influencers whose retail content I follow to be sincere.
	○
	○
	○
	○
	○

	T4
	I consider the influencers whose retail content I follow to be trustworthy.
	○
	○
	○
	○
	○



Influencer Expertise   (adapted from Ohanian, 1990; AlFarraj et al., 2021)
[bookmark: Faysal_Table_C_2][bookmark: GoToTable_C_2]Table C.2: Influencer Expertise Questionnaire Items
	No.
	Statement
	Strongly Disagree (1)
	Disagree (2)
	Neither Agree/ Disagree (3)
	Agree (4)
	Strongly Agree (5)

	E1
	The influencers whose retail content I follow are knowledgeable about the products they discuss.
	○
	○
	○
	○
	○

	E2
	The influencers whose retail content I follow are experienced in the product categories they promote.
	○
	○
	○
	○
	○

	E3
	The influencers whose retail content I follow are qualified to give advice about the products they promote.
	○
	○
	○
	○
	○

	E4
	The influencers whose retail content I follow demonstrate expertise when reviewing or recommending products.
	○
	○
	○
	○
	○



Influencer Attractiveness   (adapted from Ohanian, 1990; Schouten, Janssen and Verspaget, 2020)
[bookmark: Faysal_Table_C_3][bookmark: GoToTable_C_3]Table C.3: Influencer Attractiveness Questionnaire Items
	No.
	Statement
	Strongly Disagree (1)
	Disagree (2)
	Neither Agree/ Disagree (3)
	Agree (4)
	Strongly Agree (5)

	A1
	The influencers whose retail content I follow have an appealing overall presentation.
	○
	○
	○
	○
	○

	A2
	The influencers whose retail content I follow are stylish.
	○
	○
	○
	○
	○

	A3
	The influencers whose retail content I follow are attractive in appearance.
	○
	○
	○
	○
	○

	A4
	The influencers whose retail content I follow are visually engaging.
	○
	○
	○
	○
	○



Purchase Intention   (adapted from Dodds, Monroe and Grewal, 1991; Lou and Yuan, 2019; Sokolova and Kefi, 2020)
[bookmark: Faysal_Table_C_4][bookmark: GoToTable_C_4]Table C.4: Purchase Intention Questionnaire Items
	No.
	Statement
	Strongly Disagree (1)
	Disagree (2)
	Neither Agree/ Disagree (3)
	Agree (4)
	Strongly Agree (5)

	PI1
	I am likely to buy a retail product recommended by an influencer whose content I follow.
	○
	○
	○
	○
	○

	PI2
	Influencer recommendations increase my intention to purchase the retail products they promote.
	○
	○
	○
	○
	○

	PI3
	When I need a similar retail product, I would consider choosing one recommended by an influencer whose content I follow.
	○
	○
	○
	○
	○




Thank You for Your Participation
Your contribution to this research is greatly valued. Your responses are entirely anonymous and will be used solely for academic purposes.
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[bookmark: Faysal_Table_E_1][bookmark: GoToTable_E_1]Table E.1: Full Participant and Influencer Exposure Characteristics
	Characteristic
	Category
	Frequency
	Percentage

	Age
	24 to 26
	39
	43.8%

	Age
	27 to 29
	31
	34.8%

	Age
	21 to 23
	12
	13.5%

	Age
	18 to 20
	3
	3.4%

	Age
	Prefer not to say
	4
	4.5%

	Gender
	Male
	57
	64.0%

	Gender
	Female
	32
	36.0%

	Employment
	Student
	67
	75.3%

	Employment
	Employed full-time
	11
	12.4%

	Employment
	Employed part-time
	7
	7.9%

	Employment
	Other statuses combined
	4
	4.5%

	UK nation
	England
	81
	91.0%

	UK nation
	Wales
	5
	5.6%

	UK nation
	Scotland
	2
	2.2%

	UK nation
	Northern Ireland
	1
	1.1%

	Primary platform
	Facebook
	52
	58.4%

	Primary platform
	Instagram
	24
	27.0%

	Primary platform
	YouTube
	6
	6.7%

	Primary platform
	TikTok
	5
	5.6%

	Primary platform
	Snapchat
	2
	2.2%

	Influencer viewing frequency
	Daily or almost daily
	30
	33.7%

	Influencer viewing frequency
	Several times a week
	35
	39.3%

	Influencer viewing frequency
	Once a week
	15
	16.9%

	Influencer viewing frequency
	One to three times a month
	5
	5.6%

	Influencer viewing frequency
	Less than once a month
	4
	4.5%

	Product category
	Fashion
	34
	38.2%

	Product category
	Beauty or personal care
	19
	21.3%

	Product category
	Home or lifestyle
	11
	12.4%

	Product category
	Sports or fitness
	11
	12.4%

	Product category
	Electronics
	7
	7.9%

	Product category
	Food and drink
	6
	6.7%

	Product category
	Other
	1
	1.1%

	Recent influencer-related purchase
	Yes
	82
	92.1%

	Recent influencer-related purchase
	No
	5
	5.6%

	Recent influencer-related purchase
	Not sure
	2
	2.2%
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APPLICATION FOR ETHICAL APPROVAL

In order for research to result in benefit and minimise risk of harm, it must be conducted ethically.

The University follows the OECD Frascati manual definition of research activity: “creative work
undertaken on a systematic basis 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, postgraduate research students, and both taught
postgraduate and undergraduate students working on dissertations/projects.

The individual undertaking the research activity is known as the “principal researcher”.

This form must be completed and approved prior to undertaking any research activity.

SECTION A: About You (Principal Researcher)

1 Full Name: MD Faysal Rahman

2 Student Number: 2436576

3 Email address: 2436576@student.uwtsd.ac.uk

4 Programme of Study: Master of Business Administration (MBA)
5 Supervisor: Dr Andry Rakotovololona

SECTION B: Internal and External Ethical Guidance Materials

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

UK General Data Protection Regulation (UK GDPR) & Data Protection Act 2018

1 UWTSD Research Ethics & Integrity Code of Practice X
2 UWTSD Research Data Management Policy
3 British Psychological Society (BPS) Code of Human Research Ethics (2021) X
4

X

SECTION C: Details of Research Activity

. ... | The Influence of Influencer Marketing on Purchase Intentions Among Generation Z
1 Indicative title: g .
Consumers in the UK Retail Sector
5 Prop_osed start June, 2026 Prop.osed end September, 2026
date: date:
Introduction to the Research (maximum 300 words in each section)
Ensure that you write for a Non-Specialist Audience when outlining your response to the three
points below:
o Purpose of Research Activity
e Proposed Research Question
o Aims of Research Activity
o Objectives of Research Activity
January 2026 1 Ethical Approval Form

UNDERGRADUATE AND TAUGHT POSTGRADUATE COURSES ONLY




file:///C:/Users/c.lohmann-hancock/AppData/Local/Microsoft/Windows/INetCache/REICoP-17-20-v3-Final.pdf



ETHICS FORM — UNDERGRADUATE AND TAUGHT POSTGRADUATE COURSES ONLY

Demonstrate, briefly, how Existing Research has informed the proposed activity and explain

o What the research activity will add to the body of knowledge
e How it addresses an area of importance.

Purpose of Research Activity

This research investigates how the credibility of social media influencers affects the purchase intentions
of Generation Z consumers within the UK retail sector. Influencer marketing has become one of the
most widely used digital marketing strategies, particularly on platforms such as Instagram, TikTok and
YouTube, where retailers increasingly collaborate with influencers to promote products. Although
influencer marketing has received considerable academic attention, previous studies have mainly
focused on general consumer populations, specific industries or non-UK contexts. Limited research has
examined how different dimensions of influencer credibility influence purchasing decisions among
Generation Z consumers in the UK retail environment.

The study focuses on three dimensions of influencer credibility—trustworthiness, expertise and
3 |attractiveness—and examines their individual influence on consumers' purchase intentions. A
quantitative research design will be adopted using an online questionnaire distributed to UK Generation
Z consumers aged between 18 and 29. The collected data will be analysed using SPSS to identify which
credibility dimension has the strongest influence on purchase intention.

The research will contribute to academic knowledge by addressing an identified gap in UK-based
influencer marketing research while also providing practical recommendations for retailers and digital
marketers seeking to improve influencer marketing effectiveness. The findings may help businesses
select suitable influencers whose credibility characteristics positively influence consumer purchasing
behaviour.

(this box should expand as you type)

Research Question
The study seeks to answer the following research questions:

1. How does influencer trustworthiness influence purchase intention among UK Generation Z
retail consumers?

2. How do influencer expertise and attractiveness influence purchase intention among UK
Generation Z retail consumers?

3. Which influencer credibility dimension is the strongest predictor of purchase intention among

4 UK Generation Z retail consumers?

These questions will be investigated through quantitative survey data collected from UK Generation Z
consumers who actively use social media and have recently been exposed to influencer-promoted retail
products. The study aims to determine whether different credibility dimensions influence purchasing
intentions differently and whether trustworthiness, expertise or attractiveness is the most influential
predictor of consumer behaviour.

(this box should expand as you type)

Aims of Research Activity
Number your aims and link them to your objectives

Aim

January 2026 2 Ethical Approval Form
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The overall aim of this research is to examine the influence of social media influencer credibility
dimensions on purchase intention among Generation Z consumers in the UK retail sector.

Specific Aims

Aim 1
To examine whether influencer trustworthiness positively influences purchase intention among UK
Generation Z consumers.

Aim 2
To investigate the influence of influencer expertise and attractiveness on consumers' purchase
intentions.

Aim 3
To determine which influencer credibility dimension is the strongest predictor of purchase intention
using statistical analysis.

The research also aims to contribute empirical evidence to influencer marketing literature within the
UK retail context and provide practical recommendations for organisations that use influencer
marketing campaigns to engage Generation Z consumers.

(this box should expand as you type)
Objectives of Research Activity

The research objectives are:

e To examine the influence of influencer trustworthiness on purchase intention among UK
Generation Z retail consumers.

e To examine the influence of influencer expertise and attractiveness on purchase intention

6 among UK Generation Z retail consumers.

e To determine which influencer credibility dimension most strongly predicts purchase intention
among UK Generation Z retail consumers.

e To provide evidence-based recommendations for UK retailers regarding the effective selection
and use of social media influencers based on credibility characteristics.

(this box should expand as you type)

Proposed data collection methods (maximum 600 words)

Provide a brief summary of all the methods that may be used in the research activity to collect data,
making it clear what specific techniques may be used. If methods other than those listed in this
section are deemed appropriate later, additional ethical approval for those methods will be needed.
You do not need to justify the methods here but should instead describe how you intend to collect the
data necessary for you to complete your project.

This should describe how you intend to collect data. It should not include a discussion of the theoretical
basis for your data collection methods. Please note, that if you intend to collect any audio/video
recordings of interviews with participants then these will be classified as Personal Data under
GDPR/DPA2018. If you intend to use these then note this in section H.

7
Primary data will be collected using a structured online questionnaire administered through an online
survey platform such as Google Forms or Microsoft Forms. A quantitative survey method has been
selected because it enables the collection of standardised data from a relatively large number of]
January 2026 3 Ethical Approval Form
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participants and facilitates statistical analysis of the relationships between influencer credibility and
purchase intention.

Participants will be UK Generation Z consumers aged between 18 and 29 who currently reside in the
United Kingdom, actively use social media platforms such as Instagram, TikTok, YouTube or Snapchat,
and have viewed influencer-promoted retail products within the previous three months. Screening
questions at the beginning of the questionnaire will ensure that only eligible participants complete the
survey.

The questionnaire consists of four sections. The first section contains screening questions to confirm
participant eligibility. The second section collects demographic information including age group,
gender, employment status, preferred social media platform and retail category most influenced by social
media. The third section measures the three independent variables—trustworthiness, expertise and
attractiveness—using previously validated measurement scales adapted from Ohanian (1990), Lou and
Yuan (2019), and AlFarraj et al. (2021). The final section measures purchase intention using established
scales adapted from Dodds, Monroe and Grewal (1991) and Sokolova and Kefi (2020). All substantive
items will be measured using a five-point Likert scale ranging from Strongly Disagree to Strongly Agree.

Participants will be recruited through university networks, social media platforms and personal online
contacts using purposive and convenience sampling techniques. Participation will be entirely voluntary,
and participants will receive a Participant Information Sheet explaining the purpose of the study before
providing informed consent electronically. No interviews, focus groups, audio recordings or
observational methods will be used. The questionnaire will not collect names, contact details or other
directly identifiable information, ensuring participant anonymity.

A target sample of approximately 100-120 valid responses will be collected. After data collection,
responses will be exported into SPSS for data cleaning and statistical analysis. Descriptive statistics,
reliability analysis using Cronbach's alpha, Pearson correlation analysis and multiple regression analysis
will be performed to test the proposed hypotheses and answer the research questions. All data will be
stored securely in accordance with the UWTSD Research Data Management Policy and UK GDPR
requirements.

(this box should expand as you type)

SECTION D: Scope of Research Activity

Will the research activity include: YES NO
1 Use of a questionnaire or similar research instrument? X ]
2 Use of interviews? O X
3 Use of focus groups? [ X
4 Use of participant diaries? Ol X
5 Use of video or audio recording? [ X
6 Use of computer-generated log files? O X
7 Participant observation with their knowledge? [ X
8 Participant observation without their knowledge? [ X
9 Access to personal or confidential information without the participants’ specific . X
consent?
Administration of any questions, test stimuli, presentation that may be
10 . : : : Ll X
experienced as physically, mentally or emotionally harmful / offensive?
January 2026 4 Ethical Approval Form
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11 | Performance of any acts which may cause embarrassment or affect self-esteem? O X
12 | Investigation of participants involved in illegal activities? [
13 | Use of procedures that involve deception? ] X
14 | Administration of any substance, agent or placebo? [ X
15 | Working with live vertebrate animals? O X
16 | Procedures that may have a negative impact on the environment? Ll X
17 Other primary data collection methods. Please indicate the type of data collection

method(s) below.

Details of any other primary data collection method:

Not applicable. The research will only use a structured online questionnaire administered through O X

Google Forms or Microsoft Forms. No interviews, focus groups, observations, recordings or

experimental methods will be used.

(this box should expand as you type)

If you have ticked NO to every question then the research activity is (ethically) low risk and you may skip
section E and continue to section F.

If YES to any question, then no research activity should be undertaken until full ethical approval has been
obtained.

SECTION E: Intended Participants

Who are the intended participants:

YES NO
1 | Students or staff at the University? [ X
2 | Adults (over the age of 18 and competent to give consent)? X O
3 | Vulnerable adults? O X
Children and Young People under the age of 18? (Consent from Parent, Carer or
4 : . . O X
Guardian will be required)
5 | Prisoners? O X
6 | Young offenders? [ X
Those who could be considered to have a particularly dependent relationship with
7 . . [ X
the investigator or a gatekeeper?
8 | People engaged in illegal activities? [ X

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

Details of any other participant groups:
Complete this only if your participants cannot give consent. This includes animals [ X
Not applicable. All participants will be competent adults (18 years or older) capable of providing
informed consent.

(this box should expand as you type)

Participant numbers and source

Provide an estimate of the expected number of participants. How will you identify participants and
how will they be recruited?
How many participants are
10 | expected?

Ballpark figures are fine but make sure that you explain how you
will identify and contact your participants.

January 2026 5 Ethical Approval Form
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(this box should expand as you type)

Approximately 120-150 valid participants are expected. Participants will be
recruited through university networks, social media platforms (e.g., Facebook,
Instagram and LinkedIn), and personal online contacts using purposive and
convenience sampling. Recruitment advertisements will include a survey link
directing eligible participants to the online questionnaire.

Participants will be Generation Z consumers aged between 18 and 29 who
currently reside in the United Kingdom, actively use social media platforms, and

Who will the participants be? have viewed influencer-promoted retail products within the previous three

B months. Only participants meeting all screening criteria will be eligible to
complete the questionnaire.
(this box should expand as you type)
Participants will self-identify through screening questions at the beginning of
the questionnaire. These questions will confirm their age, UK residency, social
12 How will you identify the media usage and recent exposure to influencer-promoted retail products.
participants? Individuals who do not meet the eligibility criteria will automatically exit the
survey.
(this box should expand as you type)
Information for participants:
YES NO N/A
13 Will you describe the main research procedures to participants in X . .
advance, so that they are informed about what to expect?
14 | Will you tell participants that their participation is voluntary? X O O
15 | Will you obtain written consent for participation? X [ [
16 Will you explain to participants that refusal to participate in the = = X
research will not affect their treatment or education (if relevant)?
If the research is observational, will you ask participants for their
17 . O O X
consent to being observed?
Will you tell participants that they may withdraw from the research at
18 : X [ [
any time and for any reason?
With questionnaires, will you give participants the option of omitting
19 . X [ [
questions they do not want to answer?
20 Will you tell participants that their data will be treated with full X . .
confidentiality and that, if published, it will not be identifiable as theirs?
Will you debrief participants at the end of their participation, in a way
21 , X [ [
appropriate to the type of research undertaken?

22

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

You should be able to tick YES for all of these questions. If not, then explain why not in this box.

(this box should expand as you type)

Information for participants: YES NO N/A
24 | Will participants be paid? [ X Ll
25 | Is specialist electrical or other equipment to be used with participants? Ll X Ll
Are there any financial or other interests to the investigator or
26 . : Y . Ol X O
University arising from this study?
Will the research activity involve deliberately misleading participants in
27 . > . Ll X Ll
any way, or the partial or full concealment of the specific study aims?

28

If YES to any question, please provide full details

You should be able to tick NO for most of these questions. For any cases that you have ticked YES
then provide details in this box. If you are using cameras/voice recorders to record interviews, then

please state that in this box.

Not applicable. Participants will not receive payment, no specialist equipment will be used, there are no financial
interests associated with the study, and participants will not be deceived at any stage of the research.
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(this box should expand as you type)

SECTION F: Anticipated Risks

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

Risks to participants
For example: sector-specific health & safety, emotional distress, financial disclosure, physical harm,

L transfer of personal data, sensitive organisational information. If you have identified in section D
that there are no participants, then enter N/A and go skip to question 3.
Risk to participants: How you will mitigate the risk to participants:
There are always risks. Do not write N/A unless
you have no participants. The questionnaire will requ.ire approximately 8—10.
Participants may experience minor inconvenience or minutes to complete. Participants may stop at any time,
fatigue while completing the questionnaire. skip questlor}s .they do not wish tolapswgr, or Wlthdraw
(this box should expand as you type) before submitting the survey. Participation is entirely
voluntary. No sensitive personal information will be
collected, and all responses will remain anonymous.
(this box should expand as you type)
If research activity may include sensitive, embarrassing or upsetting topics (e.g. sexual activity,
drug use) or issues likely to disclose information requiring further action (e.g. criminal activity), give
> details of the procedures to deal with these issues, including any support/advice (e.g. helpline

numbers) to be offered to participants. Note that where applicable, consent procedures should
make it clear that if something potentially or actually illegal is discovered in the course of a project,
it may need to be disclosed to the proper authorities

The study does not include sensitive, offensive or illegal topics. Questions relate only to participants'
opinions about social media influencers and retail purchasing behaviour. No psychological, emotional
or legal risks are anticipated. Participants will be informed that they may discontinue participation at
any stage without providing a reason.

(this box should expand as you type)

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

Risk to the investigator: How you will mitigate the risk to the investigator:

There are always risks. Do not write NA. All research data will be securely stored using password-

Potential risks include accidental loss of research data, time | Protected University OneDrive. Regular backups will be

management challenges, and minor stress associated with maintained. The research timetable will be monitored with

data collection and analysis. support from the academic supervisor to ensure
completion within the project schedule.

this box should expand as you type
( you type) (this box should expand as you type)
4 University/institutional risks

For example: adverse publicity, financial loss, data protection

Risk to the University: How you will mitigate the risk to the University:

There are always risks. Do not write NA.
The study will comply fully with the UWTSD Research

Potential reputational or legal risks could arise if research | Ethics and Integrity Code of Practice, UK GDPR, the Data

ethics or data protection requirements were not followed. Protection Act 2018 and University data management
policies. Only anonymous data will be reported, and all

(this box should expand as you type) ethical approval requirements will be satisfied before data
collection begins.
(this box should expand as you type)

5 Environmental risks
For example: accidental spillage of pollutants, damage to local ecosystems
Risk to the environment: How you will mitigate the risk to environment:
January 2026 7 Ethical Approval Form
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The study presents negligible environmental risk because Online questionnaires eliminate paper use and minimise

data collection is conducted online. travel requirements, reducing environmental impact. No
hazardous materials or environmentally harmful

(this box should expand as you type) procedures will be used.

(this box should expand as you type)

SECTION G: Feedback, Consent and Confidentiality

If you have identified in section D that there are no participants, then enter skip this section and continue to
section H.

1

Feedback
What de-briefing and feedback will be provided to participants, how will this be done and when?

You don’t need to email your participants with your final report. A good alternative is to set up an
email address that they will be able to contact for further details or results.

Participants will receive a Participant Information Sheet before beginning the survey, explaining the
purpose of the research, expected completion time, and the voluntary nature of participation. At the
end of the questionnaire, participants will be thanked for their contribution and provided with the
researcher's University email address should they wish to request additional information or a
summary of the research findings after the dissertation has been completed. Individual responses
will not be shared, and only aggregated research findings will be made available upon request.

(this box should expand as you type)

Informed consent

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

If you are using a paper questionnaire then you should have the participants sign an appropriate
consent form. These forms will count as personal data and should be noted as such in section J.
If you are using an online questionnaire, then you should have a screen before the questions start
that acts as a consent form, informing participants that by clicking on the NEXT button they are
providing consent.

Before accessing the questionnaire, participants will view an online Participant Information Sheet
outlining the purpose of the research, eligibility criteria, expected duration, confidentiality
arrangements, voluntary participation, withdrawal rights, and contact details for the researcher and
supervisor. Participants will provide informed consent electronically by selecting an "I agree to
participate" option before proceeding to the questionnaire. Those who do not provide consent will not
be able to access the survey. Participants may withdraw at any point before submitting their responses
by closing the survey window. Once responses have been submitted anonymously, withdrawal will
no longer be possible because individual responses cannot be identified.

(this box should expand as you type)

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

Do not collect names unless you really need them. Do not name participants or organisations in any
research publications (including the thesis) without their explicit permission.

Participant anonymity and confidentiality will be maintained throughout the research. The questionnaire will not collect
names, email addresses, telephone numbers, IP addresses or any other directly identifiable information. Responses will
be analysed only in aggregated form and reported as summary statistics. No individual participant will be identifiable in

January 2026 8 Ethical Approval Form
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the dissertation or any future publication. All electronic data will be stored securely using password-protected University
OneDrive with access restricted to the researcher and academic supervisor.

(this box should expand as you type)

SECTION H: Data Protection and Storage

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

“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 X
1 identification number, location data, an online identifier or to one or O
more factors specific to the physical, physiological, genetic, mental,
economic, cultural or social identity of that natural person. Any
video or audio recordings of participants is considered to be
personal data.

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

This includes audio/video data of participants but can also include IP addresses and usernames.
Names, addresses and emails also count, as do consent forms.

The research will collect only the minimum personal data necessary to conduct the study. Participants
will provide electronic consent before beginning the questionnaire. No names, email addresses,
2 | telephone numbers, home addresses or other direct identifiers will be collected. Demographic
information (age group, gender and employment status) will be collected solely for research purposes
and will not enable identification of individual participants.

(this box should expand as you type)

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

“Special category data” means sensitive personal data consisting of
information as to the data subjects’ —

(a) racial or ethnic origin,

(b) political opinions,

(c) religious beliefs or other beliefs of a similar nature,
3 (d) membership of a trade union (within the meaning of the Trade
Union and Labour Relations (Consolidation) Act 1992), n X
(e) physical or mental health or condition,
(f) sexual life,
(9) genetics,
(h) biometric data (as used for ID purposes),

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

What counts as ‘sensitive’ will differ between cultures. Any information on behaviour that is not in
accordance with cultural norms would count as sensitive personal data.

Not applicable. The research will not collect information relating to ethnicity, political opinions, religious beliefs, health
status, sexual orientation, trade union membership, biometric information or criminal records.
(this box should expand as you type)

Will data from the research activity (collected data, drafts of the thesis, or | YES NO
materials for publication) be stored in any of the following ways?
5 | Manual files (i.e. in paper form)? [ X
6 | University computers? X O
7 | Private company computers? O X
January 2026 9 Ethical Approval Form
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8

Home or other personal computers?

9

Laptop computers/ CDs/ Portable disk-drives/ memory sticks?

10

X X K
O oo

“Cloud” storage or websites?

11

Other — specify: . X

12

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

If possible, save your data on computers that are secure and regularly backed up. Many cloud
services only provide GDPR-compliant storage for business customers. An example of suitable text
is given below.

All data will be kept in password protected cloud storage on the University Office 365 system which
will not be shared. Audio/visual data will be transcribed and would be shown to participants to
check accuracy of reporting. Any USB sticks used to store or transfer data will be password
protected. All participants will be given a unique identifier to ensure confidentiality and this list will
be kept securely in the password protected folder.

All research data will be stored in password-protected University OneDrive with multi-factor authentication enabled where
available. Working files stored temporarily on the researcher's password-protected personal computer or laptop will be
encrypted and deleted after transfer to University storage. Each participant will be assigned a unique numerical identifier
for analysis. Data will be backed up regularly, and access will be restricted to the researcher and academic supervisor.
Anonymous datasets will be retained only for the period required by University regulations before being securely deleted.
(this box should expand as you type)

Data Protection

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

13

Electronic transfer of data in any form?

14

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

15

Sharing of data with other organisations?

16

Export of data outside the UK or importing of data from outside the UK?

17

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

18

1 I T ™ ™
XX XK X OO

Publication of data that might allow identification of individuals? O

19

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

This includes data such as drafts of your thesis as well as experimental or survey data. An example
of suitable text is given below.

All data will be encrypted and kept in password protected cloud storage on the University Office 365
system which will not be shared. Any USB sticks used to store or transfer data will be password
protected. All data transfers will be encrypted and password protected. All participants will be given
a unique identifier to ensure confidentiality and this list will be kept securely in the password
protected folder. The data will be stored until the completion of the project and then deleted. In
accordance with the DPA2018, participants will have the right to ask to see what data is held
relating to them, and this data will be deleted immediately if the participant requests this, in which
case the data will not be used in the project.

Research data will be transferred electronically only through secure University-approved systems. Anonymous survey
responses and dissertation drafts may be shared with the academic supervisor and authorised University examiners for
assessment purposes. No identifiable participant data will be shared externally. All data processing will comply with UK
GDPR, the Data Protection Act 2018, and UWTSD policies. Participants may request deletion of their data before
anonymous submission of the questionnaire.

(this box should expand as you type)

January 2026 10 Ethical Approval Form

UNDERGRADUATE AND TAUGHT POSTGRADUATE COURSES ONLY






ETHICS FORM — UNDERGRADUATE AND TAUGHT POSTGRADUATE COURSES ONLY

20 | List all who will have access to the data generated by the research activity:
Normally the principal researcher, possibly also the supervisor and, if the project has an industrial
partner, a representative of that partner. Possibly also external examiner or second marker?
(this box should expand as you type)
21 | List who will have control of, and act as custodian(s) for, data generated by the research activity:
Usually the principal researcher.
UWTSD
(this box should expand as you type)
Give details of data storage arrangements, including security measures in place to protect the data,
22 . ,
where data will be stored, how long for, and in what form.
All data will be encrypted and kept in password protected cloud storage on the University Office 365
system which will not be shared. Any USB sticks used to store or transfer data will be password
protected, and will be reformatted at the end of the project in order to destroy the data. The data will
be stored until the completion of the project and then deleted.
Research data will be stored electronically on password-protected University OneDrive with encrypted backup copies
where appropriate. Access will be limited to the researcher and supervisor. Anonymous data will be retained in accordance
with UWTSD regulations until the dissertation has been examined and any required retention period has expired, after
which all electronic files will be securely deleted.
(this box should expand as you type)
Confirm that you have read the UWTSD guidance on data management (see
22 https://www.uwtsd.ac.uk/library/research-data-management/) 'z
Confirm that you are aware that you need to keep all data until after your
23 | research has completed or the end of your funding X
SECTION I: Use of Al tools
Use of generative Al and other Al-based tools
There are a number of ethical issues relating to the use of generative Al
and other Al-based tools, including data security, output bias, and output
errors. In general you should assume that any generative Al or other Al-
. . YES NO N/A
based tool that you pay to use is more secure and accurate than one which
is free to use.
Will the research use Al tools to do any of the following:
1 | Capture data? U O
2 | Generate and/or edit text? X O O
3 | Generate graphics? O O
4 | Generate video? O X O
5 | Generate sound/music? U O
6 | Generate code? O X O
7 | Generate synthetic data? | O
8 | Analyse data? O O
9 | Analyse personal or sensitive data? U O
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10

Classify data? O X O

11

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

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

12

State which Al tool or tools you will be using, and where they are based (or store their data — you
may need to check their webpages or user agreement for this). If you are planning to use Copilot
then say if you’re using the UWTSD version of it or the public version. You should also show how
you are complying with current UWTSD guidance/policy of the use of Al.

Generative Al tools (e.g., ChatGPT) may be used only to improve grammar, academic writing, structure and
proofreading of research documents. Al will not be used to generate research findings, fabricate references, collect
participant data, analyse survey responses, or produce statistical results. All outputs generated using Al will be critically
reviewed, verified against academic sources, and revised by the researcher before inclusion in the dissertation. The use of
Al will comply with UWTSD guidance on the ethical and responsible use of artificial intelligence in academic work.

(this box should expand as you type)

SECTION J: Declaration

The information which | have provided is correct and complete to the best of my knowledge. | 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 | hereby confirm that | undertake to ensure that the above named
research activity will meet the University’s Research Ethics and Integrity Code of Practice which is
published on the website: https://www.uwtsd.ac.uk/research/research-ethics/

Date: 17.07.2026
1 | Signature of applicant: MD Faysal Rahman
2 | Supervisor: Dr Andry Rakotovololona Date: 23/07/2026
3 | Signature: // MM .
/J
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The Influence of Influencer Marketing on Purchase Intentions Among Generation Z Consumers in the UK Retail Sector.csv
The Influence of Influencer Mar

		Timestamp		Q1. Please confirm your decision.		Q2. Are you aged between 18 and 29 years (age layer for Generation Z)?		Q3. Do you currently live in the United Kingdom?		Q4. Do you use at least one social media platform such as TikTok, Instagram, YouTube or Snapchat?		Q5. During the past three months, have you seen a social media influencer promote or recommend a retail product?		Q6. What is your age group?		Q7. What is your gender?		Q8. What is your current employment status?		Q9. In which UK nation do you currently live?		Q10. Which social media platform do you use most often?		Q11. How often do you view content from social media influencers?		Q12. Which retail product category do influencers most often affect your interest in?		Q13. During the past three months, have you purchased a retail product after seeing it promoted by a social media influencer?		Q14. I consider the influencers whose retail content I follow to be honest.		Q15. I consider the influencers whose retail content I follow to be dependable.		Q16. I consider the influencers whose retail content I follow to be sincere.		Q17. I consider the influencers whose retail content I follow to be trustworthy.		Q18. The influencers whose retail content I follow are knowledgeable about the products they discuss.		Q19. The influencers whose retail content I follow are experienced in the product categories they promote.		Q20. The influencers whose retail content I follow are qualified to give advice about the products they promote.		Q21. The influencers whose retail content I follow demonstrate expertise when reviewing or recommending products.		Q22. The influencers whose retail content I follow have an appealing overall presentation.		Q23. The influencers whose retail content I follow are stylish.		Q24. The influencers whose retail content I follow are attractive in appearance.		Q25. The influencers whose retail content I follow are visually engaging.		Q26. I would consider buying a retail product recommended by an influencer whose content I follow.		Q27. Influencer recommendations increase my intention to purchase the retail products they promote.		Q28. When I need a similar retail product, I would consider choosing one recommended by an influencer whose content I follow.

		2026/08/29 1:23:22 PM GMT+1		I have read the participant information and agree to participate.		Yes		Yes		Yes		Yes		24 to 26		Male		Student		England		Facebook		Once a week		Beauty or personal care		Yes		Agree		Strongly agree		Agree		Agree		Agree		Neither agree nor disagree		Strongly agree		Strongly agree		Strongly agree		Agree		Strongly agree		Agree		Agree		Agree		Disagree

		2026/08/29 2:13:13 PM GMT+1		I have read the participant information and agree to participate.		Yes		Yes		Yes		Yes		27 to 29		Male		Student		England		Facebook		Daily or almost daily		Beauty or personal care		Yes		Agree		Agree		Agree		Neither agree nor disagree		Agree		Strongly agree		Agree		Agree		Strongly agree		Agree		Strongly agree		Strongly agree		Agree		Agree		Neither agree nor disagree

		2026/08/29 3:03:49 PM GMT+1		I have read the participant information and agree to participate.		Yes		Yes		Yes		Yes		21 to 23		Female		Student		England		Instagram		Daily or almost daily		Beauty or personal care		Yes		Neither agree nor disagree		Neither agree nor disagree		Neither agree nor disagree		Neither agree nor disagree		Neither agree nor disagree		Neither agree nor disagree		Neither agree nor disagree		Neither agree nor disagree		Neither agree nor disagree		Neither agree nor disagree		Neither agree nor disagree		Neither agree nor disagree		Neither agree nor disagree		Neither agree nor disagree		Neither agree nor disagree

		2026/08/29 3:13:02 PM GMT+1		I have read the participant information and agree to participate.		Yes		Yes		Yes		Yes		27 to 29		Male		Student		England		YouTube		Daily or almost daily		Home or lifestyle		Yes		Strongly agree		Agree		Agree		Strongly agree		Agree		Agree		Strongly agree		Strongly agree		Agree		Strongly agree		Strongly agree		Strongly agree		Agree		Agree		Strongly agree

		2026/08/29 3:15:40 PM GMT+1		I have read the participant information and agree to participate.		Yes		Yes		Yes		Yes		24 to 26		Female		Student		England		Facebook		Several times a week		Home or lifestyle		Yes		Agree		Neither agree nor disagree		Agree		Agree		Agree		Agree		Agree		Agree		Agree		Strongly agree		Agree		Agree		Agree		Strongly agree		Agree

		2026/08/29 3:20:42 PM GMT+1		I have read the participant information and agree to participate.		Yes		Yes		Yes		Yes		Prefer not to say		Female		Student		England		Instagram		Daily or almost daily		Beauty or personal care		Yes		Agree		Agree		Agree		Agree		Agree		Agree		Agree		Agree		Agree		Agree		Agree		Agree		Agree		Agree		Agree

		2026/08/29 3:26:13 PM GMT+1		I have read the participant information and agree to participate.		Yes		Yes		Yes		Yes		24 to 26		Male		Employed part-time		England		Instagram		Several times a week		Food and drink		No		Neither agree nor disagree		Agree		Agree		Neither agree nor disagree		Neither agree nor disagree		Agree		Agree		Strongly agree		Neither agree nor disagree		Neither agree nor disagree		Neither agree nor disagree		Neither agree nor disagree		Disagree		Agree		Neither agree nor disagree

		2026/08/29 3:45:58 PM GMT+1		I have read the participant information and agree to participate.		Yes		Yes		Yes		Yes		24 to 26		Male		Student		England		Facebook		Daily or almost daily		Fashion		Yes		Strongly agree		Agree		Strongly agree		Agree		Strongly agree		Agree		Strongly agree		Agree		Agree		Agree		Agree		Strongly agree		Agree		Strongly agree		Strongly agree

		2026/08/29 4:51:10 PM GMT+1		I have read the participant information and agree to participate.		Yes		Yes		Yes		Yes		27 to 29		Male		Employed full-time		England		Facebook		Less than once a month		Home or lifestyle		Yes		Neither agree nor disagree		Neither agree nor disagree		Disagree		Neither agree nor disagree		Agree		Agree		Strongly agree		Agree		Agree		Agree		Strongly agree		Neither agree nor disagree		Strongly agree		Agree		Agree

		2026/08/29 11:04:13 PM GMT+1		I have read the participant information and agree to participate.		Yes		Yes		Yes		Yes		24 to 26		Male		Self-employed		England		Instagram		Daily or almost daily		Food and drink		Yes		Strongly disagree		Strongly disagree		Strongly disagree		Strongly disagree		Strongly disagree		Strongly disagree		Strongly agree		Strongly agree		Strongly agree		Strongly agree		Neither agree nor disagree		Strongly agree		Strongly disagree		Agree		Agree

		2026/08/29 11:12:15 PM GMT+1		I have read the participant information and agree to participate.		Yes		Yes		Yes		Yes		24 to 26		Female		Student		England		Instagram		Several times a week		Fashion		Yes		Agree		Agree		Agree		Agree		Agree		Agree		Agree		Agree		Agree		Agree		Agree		Agree		Agree		Agree		Agree

		2026/08/29 11:17:23 PM GMT+1		I have read the participant information and agree to participate.		Yes		Yes		Yes		Yes		24 to 26		Male		Employed full-time		England		Facebook		Several times a week		Fashion		Yes		Agree		Agree		Agree		Strongly agree		Agree		Neither agree nor disagree		Agree		Strongly agree		Strongly agree		Strongly agree		Agree		Agree		Agree		Strongly agree		Strongly agree

		2026/08/30 1:02:32 AM GMT+1		I have read the participant information and agree to participate.		Yes		Yes		Yes		Yes		21 to 23		Male		Employed part-time		England		Instagram		Daily or almost daily		Sports or fitness		Yes		Agree		Strongly agree		Strongly agree		Strongly agree		Strongly agree		Strongly agree		Agree		Agree		Agree		Agree		Agree		Strongly agree		Strongly agree		Strongly agree		Strongly agree

		2026/08/30 1:39:57 AM GMT+1		I do not agree to participate.

		2026/08/30 1:40:29 AM GMT+1		I have read the participant information and agree to participate.		Yes		Yes		Yes		Yes		21 to 23		Male		Student		England		Facebook		Daily or almost daily		Sports or fitness		Yes		Strongly disagree		Strongly disagree		Strongly disagree		Strongly disagree		Strongly disagree		Strongly disagree		Strongly disagree		Strongly disagree		Disagree		Strongly disagree		Strongly disagree		Strongly disagree		Strongly disagree		Strongly disagree		Strongly disagree

		2026/08/30 1:52:11 AM GMT+1		I do not agree to participate.

		2026/08/30 2:17:17 AM GMT+1		I have read the participant information and agree to participate.		Yes		Yes		Yes		Yes		27 to 29		Male		Student		England		Facebook		Once a week		Sports or fitness		No		Agree		Agree		Agree		Agree		Strongly agree		Neither agree nor disagree		Agree		Disagree		Neither agree nor disagree		Agree		Neither agree nor disagree		Neither agree nor disagree		Disagree		Disagree		Agree

		2026/08/30 2:18:11 AM GMT+1		I have read the participant information and agree to participate.		Yes		Yes		Yes		Yes		24 to 26		Male		Student		England		Facebook		One to three times a month		Fashion		Yes		Disagree		Disagree		Strongly disagree		Disagree		Neither agree nor disagree		Disagree		Strongly disagree		Strongly disagree		Strongly disagree		Neither agree nor disagree		Strongly disagree		Disagree		Disagree		Strongly disagree		Strongly disagree

		2026/08/30 11:59:32 AM GMT+1		I have read the participant information and agree to participate.		Yes		Yes		Yes		Yes		27 to 29		Female		Employed full-time		Wales		TikTok		Daily or almost daily		Fashion		Yes		Strongly agree		Agree		Neither agree nor disagree		Disagree		Strongly disagree		Strongly disagree		Disagree		Neither agree nor disagree		Agree		Strongly agree		Strongly agree		Agree		Neither agree nor disagree		Disagree		Strongly disagree

		2026/08/30 12:05:48 PM GMT+1		I have read the participant information and agree to participate.		Yes		Yes		Yes		Yes		24 to 26		Male		Employed full-time		Wales		Facebook		Several times a week		Sports or fitness		Yes		Strongly disagree		Disagree		Neither agree nor disagree		Agree		Strongly agree		Strongly agree		Agree		Neither agree nor disagree		Disagree		Strongly disagree		Strongly disagree		Disagree		Neither agree nor disagree		Agree		Strongly agree

		2026/08/30 1:27:01 PM GMT+1		I have read the participant information and agree to participate.		Yes		Yes		Yes		Yes		27 to 29		Female		Student		England		Instagram		Several times a week		Fashion		Yes		Agree		Agree		Strongly agree		Agree		Agree		Neither agree nor disagree		Agree		Agree		Agree		Strongly agree		Strongly agree		Agree		Strongly agree		Agree		Strongly agree

		2026/08/30 3:04:17 PM GMT+1		I have read the participant information and agree to participate.		Yes		Yes		Yes		Yes		24 to 26		Male		Employed full-time		England		Instagram		Daily or almost daily		Electronics		Yes		Agree		Strongly agree		Strongly agree		Strongly agree		Agree		Agree		Agree		Agree		Strongly agree		Strongly agree		Agree		Agree		Agree		Strongly agree		Strongly agree

		2026/08/30 3:30:27 PM GMT+1		I have read the participant information and agree to participate.		Yes		Yes		Yes		Yes		21 to 23		Female		Student		England		Instagram		One to three times a month		Beauty or personal care		Yes		Neither agree nor disagree		Disagree		Disagree		Agree		Agree		Agree		Agree		Agree		Neither agree nor disagree		Agree		Disagree		Disagree		Disagree		Agree		Agree

		2026/08/30 3:47:45 PM GMT+1		I have read the participant information and agree to participate.		Yes		Yes		Yes		Yes		21 to 23		Female		Student		England		Facebook		Daily or almost daily		Fashion		Yes		Disagree		Neither agree nor disagree		Agree		Agree		Agree		Strongly disagree		Strongly agree		Strongly agree		Strongly agree		Strongly agree		Strongly disagree		Disagree		Neither agree nor disagree		Disagree		Disagree

		2026/08/30 4:20:44 PM GMT+1		I do not agree to participate.

		2026/08/30 4:22:08 PM GMT+1		I have read the participant information and agree to participate.		Yes		No		Yes		Not sure		18 to 20		Female		Student		England		YouTube		Less than once a month		Fashion		Yes		Strongly disagree		Strongly disagree		Strongly disagree		Neither agree nor disagree		Strongly agree		Agree		Strongly agree		Strongly agree		Strongly disagree		Strongly disagree		Neither agree nor disagree		Neither agree nor disagree		Neither agree nor disagree		Neither agree nor disagree		Neither agree nor disagree

		2026/08/30 11:36:05 PM GMT+1		I have read the participant information and agree to participate.		Yes		Yes		Yes		Yes		27 to 29		Male		Employed part-time		England		Facebook		Daily or almost daily		Sports or fitness		Yes		Neither agree nor disagree		Agree		Agree		Disagree		Agree		Disagree		Agree		Agree		Strongly agree		Strongly agree		Strongly agree		Agree		Disagree		Agree		Agree

		2026/08/31 12:34:32 AM GMT+1		I have read the participant information and agree to participate.		Yes		No		Yes		Yes		24 to 26		Male		Student		Wales		Instagram		Several times a week		Beauty or personal care		Yes		Neither agree nor disagree		Neither agree nor disagree		Disagree		Agree		Agree		Agree		Agree		Agree		Agree		Agree		Agree		Agree		Agree		Agree		Agree

		2026/08/31 12:35:40 AM GMT+1		I have read the participant information and agree to participate.		Yes		Yes		Yes		Yes		24 to 26		Male		Employed part-time		England		Instagram		Several times a week		Electronics		Yes		Strongly agree		Agree		Strongly disagree		Agree		Disagree		Disagree		Strongly disagree		Agree		Agree		Strongly agree		Strongly agree		Strongly disagree		Strongly disagree		Neither agree nor disagree		Agree

		2026/08/31 12:42:04 AM GMT+1		I have read the participant information and agree to participate.		Yes		Yes		Yes		Yes		18 to 20		Female		Not currently working		England		Facebook		Several times a week		Fashion		Yes		Agree		Agree		Disagree		Neither agree nor disagree		Strongly agree		Strongly agree		Strongly agree		Strongly agree		Strongly agree		Agree		Strongly disagree		Strongly disagree		Strongly disagree		Neither agree nor disagree		Disagree

		2026/08/31 1:01:15 AM GMT+1		I have read the participant information and agree to participate.		Yes		Yes		Yes		Yes		24 to 26		Male		Student		England		Facebook		Several times a week		Electronics		No		Agree		Agree		Agree		Agree		Agree		Neither agree nor disagree		Agree		Agree		Agree		Agree		Agree		Agree		Agree		Agree		Agree

		2026/08/31 1:14:59 AM GMT+1		I have read the participant information and agree to participate.		Yes		Yes		Yes		Yes		27 to 29		Male		Student		England		Facebook		Daily or almost daily		Fashion		Yes		Agree		Agree		Agree		Neither agree nor disagree		Strongly agree		Strongly agree		Strongly agree		Strongly agree		Agree		Agree		Agree		Agree		Strongly agree		Strongly agree		Agree

		2026/08/31 3:26:26 AM GMT+1		I have read the participant information and agree to participate.		Yes		Yes		Yes		Yes		18 to 20		Male		Student		England		Instagram		Several times a week		Fashion		Yes		Strongly agree		Agree		Neither agree nor disagree		Disagree		Strongly disagree		Strongly disagree		Disagree		Neither agree nor disagree		Agree		Strongly agree		Strongly agree		Agree		Neither agree nor disagree		Disagree		Strongly disagree

		2026/08/31 1:08:32 PM GMT+1		I have read the participant information and agree to participate.		Yes		Yes		Yes		Yes		24 to 26		Male		Student		England		Instagram		One to three times a month		Fashion		Yes		Strongly agree		Strongly agree		Strongly agree		Strongly agree		Strongly agree		Strongly agree		Strongly agree		Strongly agree		Strongly agree		Strongly agree		Strongly agree		Strongly agree		Strongly agree		Strongly agree		Strongly agree

		2026/08/31 1:20:26 PM GMT+1		I have read the participant information and agree to participate.		Yes		Yes		Yes		No

		2026/08/31 3:08:13 PM GMT+1		I have read the participant information and agree to participate.		Yes		Yes		Yes		Not sure		24 to 26		Male		Student		England		Facebook		Once a week		Other		No		Strongly disagree		Strongly disagree		Strongly disagree		Strongly disagree		Strongly disagree		Strongly disagree		Strongly disagree		Strongly disagree		Strongly disagree		Strongly disagree		Strongly disagree		Strongly disagree		Strongly disagree		Strongly disagree		Strongly disagree

		2026/08/31 3:11:37 PM GMT+1		I have read the participant information and agree to participate.		Yes		Yes		Yes		Yes		21 to 23		Male		Employed full-time		England		YouTube		Several times a week		Food and drink		No		Disagree		Agree		Strongly agree		Agree		Agree		Agree		Neither agree nor disagree		Agree		Neither agree nor disagree		Neither agree nor disagree		Agree		Agree		Agree		Agree		Agree

		2026/08/31 3:33:59 PM GMT+1		I have read the participant information and agree to participate.		Yes		Yes		Yes		Yes		27 to 29		Male		Employed full-time		England		TikTok		Once a week		Home or lifestyle		Yes		Disagree		Neither agree nor disagree		Agree		Strongly agree		Agree		Disagree		Neither agree nor disagree		Strongly disagree		Agree		Strongly disagree		Agree		Strongly disagree		Strongly disagree		Strongly agree		Strongly agree

		2026/08/31 3:43:26 PM GMT+1		I have read the participant information and agree to participate.		Yes		Yes		Yes		Yes		27 to 29		Female		Student		England		Instagram		One to three times a month		Food and drink		Yes		Strongly disagree		Agree		Disagree		Strongly agree		Strongly disagree		Disagree		Agree		Neither agree nor disagree		Strongly disagree		Strongly agree		Strongly agree		Strongly agree		Agree		Agree		Strongly disagree

		2026/08/31 3:44:35 PM GMT+1		I have read the participant information and agree to participate.		Yes		Yes		Yes		Yes		27 to 29		Female		Student		England		Instagram		Daily or almost daily		Sports or fitness		Yes		Neither agree nor disagree		Agree		Strongly agree		Strongly agree		Agree		Neither agree nor disagree		Disagree		Strongly disagree		Strongly disagree		Disagree		Disagree		Neither agree nor disagree		Agree		Strongly agree		Strongly agree

		2026/08/31 10:37:10 PM GMT+1		I have read the participant information and agree to participate.		Yes		Yes		Yes		Yes		24 to 26		Male		Unemployed and seeking work		England		Facebook		Several times a week		Beauty or personal care		Yes		Agree		Neither agree nor disagree		Agree		Strongly disagree		Disagree		Strongly disagree		Neither agree nor disagree		Neither agree nor disagree		Strongly disagree		Strongly disagree		Strongly agree		Strongly agree		Strongly agree		Disagree		Agree

		2026/08/31 10:40:46 PM GMT+1		I have read the participant information and agree to participate.		Yes		Yes		Yes		Yes		27 to 29		Female		Employed part-time		England		Instagram		Several times a week		Beauty or personal care		Yes		Agree		Neither agree nor disagree		Agree		Strongly agree		Strongly agree		Agree		Strongly agree		Strongly agree		Strongly agree		Strongly agree		Agree		Strongly agree		Strongly agree		Strongly agree		Strongly agree

		2026/08/31 10:41:04 PM GMT+1		I have read the participant information and agree to participate.		Yes		Yes		Yes		Yes		18 to 20		Female		Student		England		YouTube		Several times a week		Beauty or personal care		Yes		Neither agree nor disagree		Agree		Strongly agree		Strongly agree		Agree		Neither agree nor disagree		Disagree		Strongly disagree		Strongly disagree		Disagree		Neither agree nor disagree		Agree		Strongly agree		Strongly agree		Agree

		2026/08/31 10:47:25 PM GMT+1		I have read the participant information and agree to participate.		Yes		Yes		Yes		Yes		Prefer not to say		Female		Student		England		Facebook		Several times a week		Fashion		Yes		Disagree		Disagree		Strongly agree		Strongly agree		Agree		Agree		Disagree		Disagree		Strongly disagree		Strongly disagree		Strongly agree		Agree		Neither agree nor disagree		Neither agree nor disagree		Disagree

		2026/08/31 10:55:23 PM GMT+1		I have read the participant information and agree to participate.		Yes		Yes		Yes		Yes		24 to 26		Female		Student		England		Facebook		Several times a week		Beauty or personal care		Yes		Strongly agree		Agree		Strongly agree		Agree		Agree		Neither agree nor disagree		Neither agree nor disagree		Neither agree nor disagree		Neither agree nor disagree		Agree		Agree		Agree		Agree		Agree		Agree

		2026/09/01 5:54:12 AM GMT+1		I have read the participant information and agree to participate.		Yes		Yes		Yes		Yes		27 to 29		Male		Student		England		Facebook		Daily or almost daily		Beauty or personal care		Yes		Strongly agree		Neither agree nor disagree		Strongly agree		Strongly agree		Strongly agree		Strongly agree		Strongly agree		Strongly agree		Agree		Strongly agree		Strongly agree		Strongly agree		Strongly agree		Strongly agree		Agree

		2026/09/01 8:58:36 AM GMT+1		I have read the participant information and agree to participate.		Yes		Yes		Yes		Yes		27 to 29		Male		Employed full-time		England		Facebook		Daily or almost daily		Home or lifestyle		Yes		Neither agree nor disagree		Neither agree nor disagree		Agree		Neither agree nor disagree		Strongly agree		Neither agree nor disagree		Agree		Agree		Agree		Neither agree nor disagree		Agree		Neither agree nor disagree		Agree		Agree		Strongly agree

		2026/09/01 4:13:28 PM GMT+1		I have read the participant information and agree to participate.		Yes		Yes		Yes		Yes		24 to 26		Male		Student		England		Facebook		Several times a week		Home or lifestyle		Yes		Strongly agree		Disagree		Agree		Strongly disagree		Strongly agree		Agree		Disagree		Strongly agree		Strongly agree		Neither agree nor disagree		Disagree		Agree		Neither agree nor disagree		Disagree		Strongly disagree

		2026/09/01 8:53:07 PM GMT+1		I have read the participant information and agree to participate.		Yes		No		Yes		Yes		24 to 26		Female		Employed part-time		Prefer not to say		Instagram		Daily or almost daily		Other		No		Neither agree nor disagree		Neither agree nor disagree		Neither agree nor disagree		Neither agree nor disagree		Neither agree nor disagree		Neither agree nor disagree		Neither agree nor disagree		Neither agree nor disagree		Neither agree nor disagree		Agree		Agree		Agree		Neither agree nor disagree		Disagree		Disagree

		2026/09/01 10:38:18 PM GMT+1		I have read the participant information and agree to participate.		Yes		Yes		Yes		Yes		27 to 29		Female		Student		England		Facebook		Daily or almost daily		Fashion		Yes		Strongly agree		Agree		Agree		Strongly agree		Strongly agree		Agree		Strongly agree		Strongly agree		Strongly agree		Agree		Agree		Strongly agree		Agree		Strongly agree		Strongly agree

		2026/09/01 11:24:03 PM GMT+1		I have read the participant information and agree to participate.		Yes		Yes		Yes		Yes		27 to 29		Male		Student		England		Facebook		Less than once a month		Electronics		Yes		Disagree		Agree		Agree		Disagree		Neither agree nor disagree		Neither agree nor disagree		Strongly disagree		Strongly agree		Neither agree nor disagree		Strongly agree		Strongly agree		Strongly agree		Agree		Strongly disagree		Strongly agree

		2026/09/02 12:02:17 AM GMT+1		I have read the participant information and agree to participate.		Yes		Yes		Yes		Yes		24 to 26		Male		Student		England		Facebook		Several times a week		Sports or fitness		Yes		Disagree		Strongly agree		Neither agree nor disagree		Agree		Strongly disagree		Disagree		Disagree		Agree		Agree		Neither agree nor disagree		Strongly agree		Disagree		Agree		Strongly agree		Strongly disagree

		2026/09/02 12:24:31 AM GMT+1		I have read the participant information and agree to participate.		Yes		Yes		Yes		Yes		27 to 29		Female		Student		England		Facebook		Daily or almost daily		Fashion		Yes		Disagree		Agree		Strongly disagree		Strongly agree		Strongly disagree		Strongly agree		Strongly agree		Strongly disagree		Agree		Disagree		Disagree		Disagree		Agree		Agree		Neither agree nor disagree

		2026/09/02 12:41:48 AM GMT+1		I have read the participant information and agree to participate.		Yes		Yes		Yes		Yes		27 to 29		Male		Student		England		Facebook		Several times a week		Fashion		Yes		Strongly agree		Strongly agree		Strongly agree		Agree		Strongly agree		Agree		Agree		Strongly agree		Strongly agree		Strongly agree		Strongly agree		Agree		Agree		Strongly agree		Strongly agree

		2026/09/02 12:43:30 AM GMT+1		I have read the participant information and agree to participate.		Yes		Yes		Yes		Yes		27 to 29		Male		Student		England		Facebook		Several times a week		Fashion		Yes		Strongly agree		Strongly agree		Agree		Agree		Strongly agree		Strongly agree		Agree		Agree		Strongly agree		Neither agree nor disagree		Strongly agree		Strongly agree		Agree		Strongly agree		Strongly agree

		2026/09/02 12:50:11 AM GMT+1		I have read the participant information and agree to participate.		Yes		Yes		Yes		Yes		21 to 23		Male		Student		England		Facebook		Daily or almost daily		Fashion		Yes		Strongly agree		Agree		Strongly disagree		Disagree		Neither agree nor disagree		Agree		Strongly disagree		Strongly agree		Strongly disagree		Strongly agree		Strongly agree		Strongly disagree		Strongly disagree		Disagree		Strongly agree

		2026/09/02 12:53:40 AM GMT+1		I have read the participant information and agree to participate.		Yes		Yes		Yes		Yes		21 to 23		Female		Not currently working		Wales		TikTok		Several times a week		Home or lifestyle		Yes		Neither agree nor disagree		Agree		Neither agree nor disagree		Agree		Strongly agree		Agree		Agree		Neither agree nor disagree		Agree		Strongly agree		Neither agree nor disagree		Strongly agree		Agree		Neither agree nor disagree		Agree

		2026/09/02 1:43:27 AM GMT+1		I have read the participant information and agree to participate.		No		Yes		No		Yes		21 to 23		Female		Student		England		Facebook		Several times a week		Food and drink		Yes		Agree		Strongly agree		Agree		Strongly disagree		Neither agree nor disagree		Strongly agree		Strongly disagree		Strongly disagree		Strongly disagree		Neither agree nor disagree		Disagree		Strongly disagree		Strongly agree		Agree		Strongly agree

		2026/09/02 1:57:23 AM GMT+1		I have read the participant information and agree to participate.		Yes		Yes		Yes		Yes		24 to 26		Female		Employed part-time		England		Instagram		Several times a week		Home or lifestyle		Yes		Strongly agree		Disagree		Agree		Strongly agree		Disagree		Strongly agree		Strongly disagree		Agree		Disagree		Strongly disagree		Strongly agree		Strongly disagree		Disagree		Strongly agree		Strongly disagree

		2026/09/02 2:07:58 AM GMT+1		I have read the participant information and agree to participate.		Yes		No		Yes		Not sure		21 to 23		Male		Student		England		Facebook		Once a week		Fashion		Not sure		Disagree		Neither agree nor disagree		Strongly disagree		Strongly agree		Disagree		Neither agree nor disagree		Agree		Strongly disagree		Disagree		Disagree		Strongly agree		Strongly agree		Disagree		Agree		Strongly disagree

		2026/09/02 7:21:39 AM GMT+1		I have read the participant information and agree to participate.		Yes		Yes		Yes		Yes		Prefer not to say		Female		Student		England		YouTube		Several times a week		Beauty or personal care		Yes		Neither agree nor disagree		Neither agree nor disagree		Neither agree nor disagree		Neither agree nor disagree		Neither agree nor disagree		Neither agree nor disagree		Neither agree nor disagree		Neither agree nor disagree		Neither agree nor disagree		Neither agree nor disagree		Neither agree nor disagree		Neither agree nor disagree		Neither agree nor disagree		Neither agree nor disagree		Neither agree nor disagree

		2026/09/02 7:41:56 AM GMT+1		I have read the participant information and agree to participate.		Yes		No		Yes		Yes		24 to 26		Female		Student		Prefer not to say		Instagram		Once a week		Fashion		Yes		Neither agree nor disagree		Neither agree nor disagree		Agree		Neither agree nor disagree		Agree		Agree		Neither agree nor disagree		Agree		Agree		Agree		Agree		Agree		Neither agree nor disagree		Disagree		Agree

		2026/09/02 2:12:45 PM GMT+1		I have read the participant information and agree to participate.		Yes		No		Yes		No

		2026/09/02 2:30:08 PM GMT+1		I have read the participant information and agree to participate.		Yes		Yes		Yes		Yes		24 to 26		Female		Student		England		Instagram		Several times a week		Fashion		Yes		Disagree		Agree		Strongly disagree		Strongly agree		Strongly disagree		Neither agree nor disagree		Agree		Strongly disagree		Agree		Disagree		Strongly disagree		Agree		Disagree		Disagree		Disagree

		2026/09/02 2:38:06 PM GMT+1		I have read the participant information and agree to participate.		Yes		Yes		Yes		Yes		24 to 26		Male		Student		Wales		Facebook		Less than once a month		Fashion		Yes		Agree		Strongly agree		Agree		Strongly agree		Agree		Strongly agree		Disagree		Agree		Agree		Agree		Agree		Strongly agree		Agree		Agree		Strongly agree

		2026/09/02 2:42:17 PM GMT+1		I have read the participant information and agree to participate.		Yes		Yes		Yes		Yes		27 to 29		Female		Student		England		Facebook		Once a week		Fashion		Yes		Strongly agree		Strongly agree		Strongly agree		Strongly agree		Strongly agree		Strongly agree		Agree		Strongly agree		Strongly agree		Agree		Strongly agree		Strongly agree		Strongly agree		Strongly agree		Strongly agree

		2026/09/02 2:43:08 PM GMT+1		I have read the participant information and agree to participate.		Yes		Yes		Yes		Yes		24 to 26		Male		Student		England		Instagram		Daily or almost daily		Beauty or personal care		Yes		Agree		Agree		Agree		Strongly agree		Agree		Strongly agree		Strongly agree		Agree		Strongly agree		Strongly agree		Strongly agree		Strongly agree		Agree		Agree		Agree

		2026/09/02 2:44:11 PM GMT+1		I have read the participant information and agree to participate.		Yes		Yes		Yes		Yes		27 to 29		Male		Student		England		Facebook		Once a week		Fashion		Yes		Strongly agree		Strongly agree		Agree		Strongly agree		Strongly agree		Agree		Agree		Agree		Strongly agree		Strongly agree		Strongly agree		Strongly agree		Agree		Strongly agree		Strongly agree

		2026/09/02 2:55:27 PM GMT+1		I have read the participant information and agree to participate.		Yes		Yes		Yes		Yes		21 to 23		Female		Student		England		Facebook		Several times a week		Fashion		Yes		Strongly disagree		Strongly disagree		Strongly disagree		Agree		Agree		Strongly disagree		Strongly disagree		Strongly disagree		Neither agree nor disagree		Neither agree nor disagree		Strongly disagree		Disagree		Strongly disagree		Agree		Strongly agree

		2026/09/02 2:57:57 PM GMT+1		I have read the participant information and agree to participate.		Yes		Yes		Yes		Yes		27 to 29		Male		Student		England		Facebook		Daily or almost daily		Home or lifestyle		Yes		Disagree		Agree		Agree		Disagree		Agree		Agree		Agree		Disagree		Disagree		Disagree		Disagree		Agree		Agree		Disagree		Disagree

		2026/09/02 3:07:00 PM GMT+1		I have read the participant information and agree to participate.		Yes		Yes		Yes		Yes		27 to 29		Male		Employed full-time		England		Facebook		Daily or almost daily		Fashion		Yes		Strongly agree		Strongly disagree		Agree		Agree		Strongly agree		Disagree		Disagree		Neither agree nor disagree		Neither agree nor disagree		Agree		Agree		Strongly disagree		Agree		Strongly disagree		Agree

		2026/09/02 3:14:53 PM GMT+1		I have read the participant information and agree to participate.		Yes		Yes		Yes		Yes		24 to 26		Female		Student		Northern Ireland		Snapchat		Once a week		Fashion		Yes		Agree		Strongly agree		Agree		Strongly agree		Agree		Strongly agree		Strongly agree		Agree		Agree		Agree		Strongly agree		Strongly agree		Agree		Strongly agree		Agree

		2026/09/02 3:15:45 PM GMT+1		I have read the participant information and agree to participate.		Yes		Yes		Yes		Yes		24 to 26		Male		Employed full-time		England		TikTok		One to three times a month		Beauty or personal care		Yes		Disagree		Agree		Agree		Agree		Agree		Strongly agree		Strongly agree		Agree		Strongly agree		Agree		Strongly agree		Agree		Strongly agree		Strongly agree		Neither agree nor disagree

		2026/09/02 3:40:47 PM GMT+1		I have read the participant information and agree to participate.		Yes		Yes		Yes		Yes		24 to 26		Male		Student		Scotland		Facebook		Once a week		Beauty or personal care		Yes		Agree		Agree		Strongly agree		Strongly agree		Strongly agree		Agree		Agree		Strongly agree		Agree		Strongly agree		Strongly agree		Agree		Strongly agree		Agree		Agree

		2026/09/02 3:46:24 PM GMT+1		I have read the participant information and agree to participate.		Yes		Yes		Yes		Yes		24 to 26		Male		Student		England		Facebook		Once a week		Fashion		Yes		Agree		Strongly agree		Strongly agree		Agree		Strongly agree		Agree		Agree		Agree		Agree		Agree		Agree		Agree		Agree		Strongly agree		Agree

		2026/09/02 3:55:44 PM GMT+1		I have read the participant information and agree to participate.		Yes		Yes		Yes		Yes		24 to 26		Male		Student		England		Snapchat		Less than once a month		Beauty or personal care		Yes		Strongly disagree		Disagree		Strongly agree		Agree		Neither agree nor disagree		Neither agree nor disagree		Strongly disagree		Strongly disagree		Strongly agree		Strongly disagree		Strongly disagree		Strongly disagree		Strongly agree		Agree		Agree

		2026/09/02 4:11:43 PM GMT+1		I have read the participant information and agree to participate.		Yes		Yes		Yes		Yes		24 to 26		Male		Student		England		Facebook		Several times a week		Home or lifestyle		Yes		Agree		Agree		Agree		Strongly disagree		Agree		Agree		Strongly disagree		Agree		Strongly disagree		Agree		Strongly disagree		Agree		Strongly disagree		Agree		Agree

		2026/09/02 4:12:24 PM GMT+1		I have read the participant information and agree to participate.		Yes		Yes		Yes		Yes		24 to 26		Male		Student		England		Facebook		Several times a week		Electronics		Yes		Disagree		Strongly agree		Disagree		Agree		Disagree		Agree		Disagree		Disagree		Strongly agree		Neither agree nor disagree		Strongly disagree		Strongly agree		Strongly disagree		Agree		Disagree

		2026/09/02 5:19:18 PM GMT+1		I have read the participant information and agree to participate.		Yes		Yes		Yes		Yes		27 to 29		Male		Student		England		Facebook		Daily or almost daily		Other		Yes		Agree		Agree		Agree		Agree		Agree		Agree		Agree		Agree		Agree		Agree		Agree		Agree		Agree		Agree		Agree

		2026/09/02 8:04:41 PM GMT+1		I have read the participant information and agree to participate.		Yes		Yes		Yes		Yes		24 to 26		Female		Student		England		Instagram		Several times a week		Beauty or personal care		Yes		Neither agree nor disagree		Strongly disagree		Strongly agree		Strongly agree		Disagree		Agree		Strongly disagree		Agree		Strongly disagree		Agree		Strongly disagree		Neither agree nor disagree		Strongly agree		Agree		Neither agree nor disagree

		2026/09/02 9:24:12 PM GMT+1		I have read the participant information and agree to participate.		Yes		Yes		Yes		Yes		24 to 26		Male		Student		England		Instagram		Several times a week		Beauty or personal care		Yes		Agree		Strongly agree		Strongly disagree		Strongly disagree		Neither agree nor disagree		Disagree		Agree		Disagree		Strongly agree		Strongly agree		Strongly agree		Strongly agree		Strongly disagree		Strongly disagree		Neither agree nor disagree

		2026/09/02 11:09:57 PM GMT+1		I have read the participant information and agree to participate.		Yes		Yes		Yes		Yes		24 to 26		Male		Student		England		Facebook		Daily or almost daily		Beauty or personal care		Yes		Disagree		Agree		Strongly disagree		Strongly disagree		Strongly disagree		Strongly disagree		Strongly disagree		Disagree		Strongly agree		Agree		Agree		Strongly agree		Strongly agree		Strongly agree		Agree

		2026/09/03 2:03:47 AM GMT+1		I have read the participant information and agree to participate.		Yes		Yes		Yes		Yes		27 to 29		Male		Student		England		Facebook		Daily or almost daily		Beauty or personal care		Yes		Agree		Agree		Agree		Agree		Agree		Agree		Agree		Agree		Agree		Agree		Agree		Agree		Agree		Agree		Agree

		2026/09/03 1:16:53 PM GMT+1		I have read the participant information and agree to participate.		Yes		Yes		Yes		Yes		Prefer not to say		Male		Employed full-time		England		Facebook		Several times a week		Sports or fitness		Not sure		Neither agree nor disagree		Agree		Strongly agree		Agree		Strongly agree		Neither agree nor disagree		Agree		Agree		Neither agree nor disagree		Agree		Strongly agree		Agree		Strongly agree		Agree		Strongly agree

		2026/09/03 1:47:35 PM GMT+1		I have read the participant information and agree to participate.		Yes		Yes		Yes		Yes		21 to 23		Female		Student		England		Facebook		Several times a week		Fashion		Yes		Strongly agree		Agree		Strongly disagree		Disagree		Strongly disagree		Strongly agree		Disagree		Agree		Disagree		Neither agree nor disagree		Strongly disagree		Agree		Disagree		Neither agree nor disagree		Agree

		2026/09/03 2:26:42 PM GMT+1		I have read the participant information and agree to participate.		Yes		Yes		Yes		Yes		27 to 29		Male		Student		England		Facebook		Once a week		Fashion		Yes		Strongly agree		Strongly agree		Agree		Agree		Strongly agree		Strongly agree		Agree		Strongly agree		Agree		Strongly agree		Strongly agree		Strongly agree		Strongly agree		Strongly agree		Strongly agree

		2026/09/03 2:28:02 PM GMT+1		I have read the participant information and agree to participate.		Yes		Yes		Yes		Yes		27 to 29		Female		Student		England		Facebook		Once a week		Fashion		Yes		Strongly agree		Agree		Agree		Strongly agree		Agree		Strongly agree		Strongly agree		Strongly agree		Agree		Strongly agree		Strongly agree		Agree		Strongly agree		Strongly agree		Agree

		2026/09/03 2:29:21 PM GMT+1		I have read the participant information and agree to participate.		Yes		Yes		Yes		Yes		27 to 29		Female		Student		England		Facebook		Once a week		Fashion		Yes		Strongly agree		Strongly agree		Agree		Agree		Agree		Strongly agree		Strongly agree		Neither agree nor disagree		Agree		Agree		Agree		Agree		Agree		Agree		Strongly agree

		2026/09/03 4:03:30 PM GMT+1		I have read the participant information and agree to participate.		Yes		Yes		Yes		Yes		24 to 26		Male		Student		England		Facebook		Daily or almost daily		Sports or fitness		Yes		Strongly agree		Strongly agree		Strongly agree		Strongly agree		Strongly agree		Strongly agree		Agree		Agree		Neither agree nor disagree		Strongly agree		Strongly agree		Strongly agree		Strongly agree		Strongly agree		Strongly agree

		2026/09/03 5:25:54 PM GMT+1		I have read the participant information and agree to participate.		Yes		Yes		Yes		Not sure		24 to 26		Male		Student		England		Facebook		Daily or almost daily		Electronics		Not sure		Agree		Strongly disagree		Strongly agree		Neither agree nor disagree		Strongly disagree		Strongly agree		Agree		Disagree		Disagree		Agree		Strongly agree		Strongly agree		Strongly disagree		Strongly agree		Strongly agree

		2026/09/03 8:41:35 PM GMT+1		I have read the participant information and agree to participate.		Yes		Yes		Yes		Yes		24 to 26		Female		Student		England		Instagram		Daily or almost daily		Home or lifestyle		Yes		Neither agree nor disagree		Disagree		Strongly disagree		Strongly agree		Disagree		Neither agree nor disagree		Agree		Disagree		Strongly disagree		Agree		Disagree		Disagree		Agree		Disagree		Agree

		2026/09/03 10:59:26 PM GMT+1		I have read the participant information and agree to participate.		Yes		Yes		Yes		Yes		24 to 26		Female		Student		England		Instagram		Several times a week		Fashion		Yes		Agree		Strongly agree		Disagree		Neither agree nor disagree		Disagree		Neither agree nor disagree		Neither agree nor disagree		Strongly disagree		Strongly disagree		Strongly agree		Strongly agree		Disagree		Strongly disagree		Agree		Neither agree nor disagree

		2026/09/03 11:16:46 PM GMT+1		I have read the participant information and agree to participate.		Yes		Yes		Yes		Yes		27 to 29		Male		Student		England		YouTube		Several times a week		Sports or fitness		No		Neither agree nor disagree		Disagree		Disagree		Neither agree nor disagree		Neither agree nor disagree		Neither agree nor disagree		Neither agree nor disagree		Neither agree nor disagree		Neither agree nor disagree		Agree		Neither agree nor disagree		Agree		Disagree		Strongly disagree		Neither agree nor disagree

		2026/09/03 11:19:11 PM GMT+1		I have read the participant information and agree to participate.		Yes		Yes		Yes		Yes		21 to 23		Male		Student		England		Instagram		Daily or almost daily		Fashion		Yes		Strongly agree		Strongly agree		Strongly agree		Strongly agree		Strongly agree		Strongly agree		Strongly agree		Strongly agree		Strongly agree		Strongly agree		Strongly agree		Strongly agree		Strongly agree		Strongly agree		Strongly agree

		2026/09/04 12:16:47 AM GMT+1		I have read the participant information and agree to participate.		Yes		Yes		Yes		Yes		24 to 26		Male		Student		England		Instagram		Several times a week		Electronics		Yes		Strongly disagree		Strongly disagree		Strongly agree		Agree		Agree		Neither agree nor disagree		Strongly disagree		Disagree		Agree		Disagree		Agree		Agree		Neither agree nor disagree		Agree		Agree

		2026/09/04 12:21:30 AM GMT+1		I have read the participant information and agree to participate.		Yes		Yes		Yes		Yes		21 to 23		Male		Student		England		Facebook		Daily or almost daily		Sports or fitness		Yes		Agree		Agree		Disagree		Neither agree nor disagree		Strongly disagree		Disagree		Strongly agree		Agree		Neither agree nor disagree		Disagree		Agree		Disagree		Agree		Agree		Disagree

		2026/09/04 12:48:37 AM GMT+1		I have read the participant information and agree to participate.		Yes		Yes		Yes		Yes		24 to 26		Male		Student		England		Facebook		Once a week		Fashion		Yes		Agree		Agree		Agree		Agree		Agree		Agree		Agree		Agree		Agree		Agree		Agree		Agree		Agree		Agree		Agree

		2026/09/04 1:08:53 AM GMT+1		I have read the participant information and agree to participate.		Yes		Yes		Yes		Yes		27 to 29		Male		Student		England		Facebook		Several times a week		Electronics		Not sure		Agree		Disagree		Strongly agree		Disagree		Disagree		Agree		Agree		Disagree		Disagree		Neither agree nor disagree		Strongly agree		Agree		Strongly disagree		Agree		Strongly disagree

		2026/09/04 1:09:14 AM GMT+1		I have read the participant information and agree to participate.		Yes		Yes		Yes		Yes		24 to 26		Male		Employed part-time		Wales		YouTube		Once a week		Food and drink		Yes		Agree		Agree		Agree		Strongly agree		Strongly agree		Strongly agree		Strongly agree		Agree		Agree		Agree		Strongly agree		Agree		Agree		Strongly agree		Agree

		2026/09/04 1:10:16 AM GMT+1		I have read the participant information and agree to participate.		Yes		Yes		Yes		Yes		24 to 26		Female		Student		Scotland		TikTok		Once a week		Fashion		Yes		Agree		Strongly agree		Agree		Strongly agree		Neither agree nor disagree		Agree		Agree		Strongly agree		Agree		Agree		Strongly agree		Strongly agree		Agree		Agree		Agree

		2026/09/04 1:11:18 AM GMT+1		I have read the participant information and agree to participate.		Yes		Yes		Yes		Yes		24 to 26		Female		Student		England		Facebook		Once a week		Fashion		Yes		Agree		Strongly agree		Strongly agree		Agree		Strongly agree		Strongly agree		Strongly agree		Agree		Agree		Strongly agree		Strongly agree		Agree		Agree		Strongly agree		Strongly agree

		2026/09/04 1:13:31 AM GMT+1		I have read the participant information and agree to participate.		Yes		Yes		Yes		Yes		27 to 29		Male		Student		England		Facebook		Daily or almost daily		Food and drink		Yes		Agree		Strongly agree		Agree		Neither agree nor disagree		Strongly agree		Neither agree nor disagree		Agree		Strongly agree		Agree		Strongly agree		Agree		Neither agree nor disagree		Disagree		Strongly agree		Strongly agree

		2026/09/04 1:28:30 AM GMT+1		I have read the participant information and agree to participate.		No		Yes		Yes		Yes		Prefer not to say		Male		Student		England		Facebook		Once a week		Beauty or personal care		Yes		Neither agree nor disagree		Disagree		Agree		Disagree		Neither agree nor disagree		Disagree		Disagree		Disagree		Neither agree nor disagree		Agree		Disagree		Strongly disagree		Disagree		Neither agree nor disagree		Agree
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