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Abstract
This study investigates the influence of electronic word-of-mouth (e-WOM), brand image, and brand trust on consumer brand loyalty within the United Kingdom retail sector, with a comparative focus on international and domestic retail brands. Based upon Keller's (1993) Customer Based Brand Equity (CBBE) Model, Morgan and Hunt's (1994) Commitment-Trust Theory and Sussman and Siegal's (2003) Information Adoption Model (IAM), the study proposes an integrated, mediated conceptual framework, where brand image and brand trust serve as two parallel psychological processes that lead to consumer brand loyalty through e-WOM. This framework forms the basis for four hypotheses (H1–H4) which are tested using a positivist approach, deductive, cross sectional and quantitative research design. Primary data were obtained through self-administered online, structured questionnaires sent out to 153 adult UK consumers who were recruited using social media and academic networks. The internal consistency of all four measurement scales were good to excellent, as indicated by the Cronbach's alpha values ranging from 0.821 (Brand Image) to 0.910 (Brand Trust). Data was analysed using the IBM SPSS, descriptive statistics, Pearson correlation and multiple regression analysis. Each of the four hypotheses was supported at p < .001. The results showed that e-WOM was positively correlated with brand trust (r = .873) and brand image (r = .816), thus supporting H1 and H2. The next best predictor of brand loyalty was brand image (β = .752) followed closely by brand trust (β = .734) and this confirmed H3 and H4. Comparative analysis showed that international brands mainly build loyalty via image-oriented e-WOM channels, and domestic brands via trust oriented e-WOM channels. The study also adds to theory building by providing a comprehensive empirical test of this four-construct mediated model within a comparative UK retail context and suggests eight actionable recommendations for retail brand managers who wish to maximize e-WOM management, build brand trust, and maintain competitive advantages in terms of loyalty. The limitations due to sample composition and cross-sectional design are acknowledged and directions are suggested for future longitudinal and structural equation modelling research.
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[bookmark: _Toc231596269]Chapter One: Introduction
[bookmark: _Toc231596270]Introduction
This chapter introduces the study by setting out the research context, the motivation for the investigation, and the structure that guides the remainder of the thesis. This study examines the effects of EWOM, brand image and brand trust on brand loyalty in the United Kingdom retailing sector and specifically compares international and domestic retail brands. The chapter starts with an overview of the background of the study, placing the research in the broader context of the retail marketing transformation in the digital age. It then states the problem statement, describes the scope of the investigation by stating the aim, objectives, research questions and intended deliverables, provides justification for the significance of the study, and finally presents the overview of the structure of the dissertation.
Today's retail landscape is competitive, fast-moving, and has a large number of consumers that are increasingly well informed and influenced by what peers have to say online about a brand before making a judgment. In this context, retailers in the United Kingdom have become more interested in understanding the impact of e-WOM on cognition constructs of brand image and brand trust, which in turn affects consumers' loyalty toward the brand. The structured quantitative investigation in this dissertation is a response to that priority and is based on primary survey data.
[bookmark: _Toc231596271]Background of the Study
The retail sector has experienced deep changes in recent 20 years, due to the integration of digital technologies, changing consumer habits and the rapid globalisation of markets. In this changing world, brand loyalty is one of the assets that an organization can build that is most strategic. Loyal customers also help in ensuring regular income flows, act as a competitive buffer to market fluctuations and reduce the cost of acquiring new customers (Oliver, 1999; Foroudi, 2019; Kumar and Shah, 2004). The factors that influence brand loyalty have thus emerged as a major focus of academics and marketers.
Electronic word of mouth (e-WOM) is a new phenomenon in the digital era of rapid proliferation of digital communication platforms that impacts consumer brand evaluations. E-WOM refers to all of the consumer-generated, informal, communications related to brands and products that are made using online communication platforms such as social media, product and brand review websites, blogs and discussion forums (Cheung and Thadani, 2012; Hennig-Thurau et al., 2004). In terms of brand perceptions, purchase intentions and ultimately brand loyalty, e-WOM has been proven to be more effective than firm-generated communications (Ismagilova et al., 2017; See-To and Ho, 2014). Peer-generated content is a key driver of the changing dynamics of brand-consumer relationships, in terms of its credibility, reach and emotional impact.
The set of perceptions and associations a consumer has in mind of a brand is known as an important antecedent of loyalty (Keller, 1993). A strong, consistent brand image conveys quality, reliability and value, fostering emotional and rational connections that are intended to continue the purchasing process. According to Kotler and Keller (2016) brand image refers to the group of beliefs, ideas and impression people have on a brand that altogether influence their general assessment and reactions to the brand. Although the importance of brand image is evident across the board, its importance is particularly strong in the UK retail sector because of the intense rivalry among a range of well known and established brands, both from overseas (e.g. IKEA, Zara, H&M) and within the UK (e.g. Marks and Spencer, John Lewis, Next) (Balabanis and Diamantopoulos, 2004).
Brand trust is one of the key facets in the consumer loyalty models apart from brand image. Trust is described as a consumer's strong belief that the brand will keep its promises and act on his/her behalf in the best interests of the consumer ( Morgan and Hunt, 1994). In an article by Chaudhuri and Holbrook (2001), the authors have established a direct relationship between brand trust and attitudinal and behavioural loyalty. As trust in the companies becomes more important nowadays, due to the constant spread of public awareness about the corporate scandals and greenwashing issues, it is getting significant, as it is one of the loyalty drivers (Delgado-Ballester and Munuera-Aleman, 2005; Rather et al., 2021). Negative online word of mouth communication has shown to have a negative influence on brand equity, as shown by Bambauer-Sachse (2011), as well as the fact that people are more willing to believe negative e-WOM that is for an altruistic purpose, as highlighted by Sen and Lerman (2007), meaning that brand trust can be swiftly undermined by credible negative peer communication.
Based on these findings, a series of studies emerged indicating that e-WOM does not directly influence loyalty but rather it works through cognitive and affective mechanisms of brand image and brand trust. If consumers get positive peer reviews, they will have an updated image of the brand, and then an updated trust in the brand, which in turn will influence their intention of loyalty (Tan et al., 2022; Filieri et al., 2015; Le et al., 2024; Permata and Kusumawati, 2024). This mediating function puts the psychological processes of image and trust at the heart of the e-WOM's impact on the ultimate consequences of loyalty, thus constituting the conceptual core of this dissertation. The comparative design in this study is also supported by recent evidence in the UK and internationally about the different levels of effectiveness of such mediated pathways between brand origins, age groups and platforms (Ahmed, Islam and Ghaffar, 2024; Statista, 2024).
[bookmark: _Toc231596272]Problem Statement
Notwithstanding the extensive scholarly attention devoted to individual predictors of brand loyalty, the literature exhibits notable deficiencies when considered in an integrated and comparative context. One of the things that have been overlooked in previous studies is the fact that comparatively few studies have tested both brand image and brand trust as mediators in a single integrated framework (Tan et al., 2022; Foroudi, 2019). The majority of previous research is of a dyadic level only, and the exact psychological mechanism between e-WOM and loyalty remains ambiguous.
Secondly, the existing literature does not take a systematic comparative perspective to compare the loyalty building processes of different brands, international and domestic.Secondly, the literature presented does not take a systematic comparative approach where international and domestic brands are compared as to the mechanisms they use to create loyalty. While consumers might follow various evaluative standards, rely on different trust heuristics, and take different cues from their information while judging the quality of a global versus local brand, this distinction is not often put into practice in empirical studies of brand loyalty (Balabanis and Diamantopoulos, 2004; Kapferer, 2012). Existing results are not very useful on a practical level for brand managers who have to compete with other brands from other sources.
Thirdly, the empirical studies on e-WOM, image and trust have been carried out in foreign markets with different consumer cultures, regulatory frameworks and competitive landscape from the UK retail sector. The UK retail sector is a unique empirical context containing both long-standing, UK-based firms and more aggressive international players, and is under-researched in direct comparison to the proposed mediated context. This means that the academic literature and practice is still somewhat lacking in terms of understanding the specific routes through which e-WOM, brand image and brand trust can contribute to the creation of loyalty towards an international as opposed to domestic UK brand. This research aims to help overcome these compounded deficiencies by using a quantitative study with a structured research design and primary survey data.
[bookmark: _Toc231596273]Scope of the Study
This section specifies the boundaries of the dissertation by setting the overall purpose, research goals, research questions and results that the dissertation should address. These together help to define the conceptual and empirical scope of the investigation.
[bookmark: _Toc231596274]Aim
The overarching aim of this study is to examine the influence of electronic word-of-mouth on consumer brand loyalty in the United Kingdom retail sector through the mediating mechanisms of brand image and brand trust, with a particular focus on comparing the nature and magnitude of these influences across international and domestic retail brands.
[bookmark: _Toc231596275]Objectives
In pursuit of the stated aim, the following specific objectives guide the empirical investigation:
· To critically evaluate the existing literature on electronic word-of-mouth, brand image, brand trust, and consumer brand loyalty, identifying theoretical frameworks and gaps relevant to the UK retail context.
· To examine the influence of e-WOM on consumer perceptions of brand trust and brand image among UK retail consumers.
· To assess the influence of brand trust and brand image on consumer brand loyalty within the UK retail sector.
· To compare the strength of these relationships across international and domestic UK retail brands.
· To provide evidence-based strategic recommendations for retail brand managers seeking to leverage e-WOM, build trust, and strengthen brand image to foster sustained consumer loyalty.
[bookmark: _Toc231596276]Research Questions
The empirical investigation is guided by one overarching research question, supported by three sub-questions that address the specific relationships in the conceptual framework:
Overarching Research Question: How do electronic word-of-mouth, brand image, and brand trust collectively influence consumer brand loyalty in the UK retail sector, and do these influences differ between international and domestic retail brands?
1 SRQ1: To what extent does electronic word-of-mouth influence consumer brand trust and brand image in the UK retail sector?
2 SRQ2: To what extent do brand trust and brand image influence consumer brand loyalty in the UK retail sector?
3 SRQ3: Do the strengths of these relationships differ significantly between international and domestic UK retail brands?
[bookmark: _Toc231596277]Deliverables
This study has three deliverables. First, a thorough critical literature review which consolidates theoretical and empirical underpinnings of e-WOM, brand image, brand trust and consumer loyalty, that culminates in an integrated conceptual framework with four testable hypotheses. Secondly, quantitative data that has been analysed rigorously from a structured online questionnaire filled out by the consumers in the UK in retail, reported by descriptive statistics, reliability analysis, correlation analysis and hypothesis testing with regression method. Third, a set of evidence-based managerial recommendations designed to be relevant to both international and domestic retailers in the UK market, as well as a discussion on the study's contribution to the body of academic knowledge and for future research.
[bookmark: _Toc231596278]Outline of Methodology
This study's approach is positivist as it involved objective measurement of the relationships between measurable constructs (Saunders et al., 2019). A deductive research style is used, in which hypotheses are generated based on an existing theory, and then tested with empirical data obtained from a representative sample of UK consumers. The study method in this research is cross sectional survey and data collection tools used is a structured self-administered online questionnaire. This is suitable for the quantitative study and for measuring consumer attitudes and perceptions on scale (Bryman, 2016).
The target market is UK adult consumers who have bought from a retail brand at least once from overseas and at least once from domestic brands in the last 12 months. The sample consisted of 153 individuals by convenience sampling using social media such as LinkedIn, Facebook and Instagram and academic networks. Items used in the questionnaire are adapted from validated instruments for e-WOM (Cheung and Thadani 2012), brand image (Keller 1993), brand trust (Morgan and Hunt 1994, Delgado-Ballester and Munuera-Aleman 2005), and brand loyalty (Tan et al. 2022). Data will be analyzed using descriptive statistics, reliability test (Cronbach's alpha), correlation analysis and multiple regression analysis to test the four study hypotheses, with the software IBM SPSS Statistics employed. Ethical approval will be acquired from the University of Wales Trinity Saint David ethics committee before data collection and all participants will be assured of confidentiality and voluntary participation during the process.
[bookmark: _Toc231596279]Significance of the Study
This is a very valuable theoretical and practical study. Theoretically, it forwards the literature as it brings a combined conceptual framework and testing of e-WOM, brand image, brand trust, and brand loyalty in a comparative international-domestic brand context, which fills a structural gap in the literature on brand loyalty (Foroudi, 2019; Rather et al., 2021; Tan et al., 2022). In this study, the mediating processes of brand image and brand trust have been empirically explored and found to fill gaps in the existing research of Cheung and Thadani (2012) and Ismagilova et al. (2017) in the field of UK retail brand management.
The results will provide retail brand managers with applicable knowledge about the relative weight of e-WOM, image and trust in various brands. International retailers will learn how the brand equity in other parts of the world is mediated through e-WOM, image and trust to create brand loyalty in the UK, while domestic retailers will learn how building local authenticity and community trust can create brand loyalty that will be more competitive in the UK. With increased consumer demand for transparency and authenticity in their brand relationships (Nielsen, 2015; Kapferer, 2012), these insights are of great value to strategists. In addition, the use of Harvard quantitative models in the study offers methodological guidelines for future studies that can be replicated by other researchers or adapted to other national retail environments.
[bookmark: _Toc231596280]Dissertation Structure
1 Chapter 1 (Introduction) provides background on the research, enunciates the problem statement, specifies the scope of the study in terms of aim, objectives, research questions and deliverables, and explains the methodology and significance of the study.
2 Chapter 2 (Literature Review) critically examines the theoretical and empirical research on e-WOM, brand image, brand trust and consumer brand loyalty to define the four study hypotheses and introduce the conceptual framework for the study.
3 Chapter 3 (Methodology) discusses the research methodology and thoroughly explains the philosophy, research design, sampling, data collection instruments and analytical methods used.
4 Chapter 4 (Findings) presents and interprets the empirical findings generated from the survey data, organized in line with the research objectives, hypothesis, and research questions.
5 Chapter 5 (Conclusion and Recommendations) aggregates the findings of the empirical study identified in Chapter 4 with the research objectives and hypotheses delineated in Chapter 1, discusses their theoretical and practical significance, and offers eight strategic recommendations based on empirical evidence for UK retail brand managers. 

[bookmark: _Toc231596281]Chapter two: Literature Review
[bookmark: _Toc231596282]Introduction
The body of scholarly literature addressing brand management, consumer behaviour, and digital marketing has expanded rapidly over the past decade, offering increasingly sophisticated insights into the mechanisms through which firms generate and sustain consumer loyalty. This chapter summarizes and critically examines the theoretical and empirical research that relates to the four key constructs in this study: electronic word-of-mouth (e-WOM), brand trust, brand image, and consumer brand loyalty. It also explores the interactions between these constructs in the particular context of international and domestic retailers' brands in the United Kingdom.
[bookmark: _Toc231596283]Theoretical Framework
This research is based upon three complementary theory that gives strong conceptual foundation for the empirical investigation.
The first is the Customer Based Brand Equity (CBBE) Model which was originally developed by Keller (1993) and later elaborated on in his famous pyramid model. The CBBE model is a theory that suggests that brand equity exists in the minds of consumers, which are formed with four components: brand awareness, perceived quality, brand associations, and brand loyalty. The CBBE model is used as the main model in this study as the frame of reference for brand image, which is a set of brand associations that form the perception of brand strength among consumers. This model directly connects a powerful brand image to the consumer's attitudinal response in the form of a sequential chain of consumer cognition and affect (Keller and Lehmann, 2006).
The other theoretical perspective is Commitment-Trust Theory of Relationship Marketing developed by Morgan and Hunt (1994). The theory assumes that trust and commitment are the key mediating factors between all successful long-term relationships, such as those between consumer and brand. In this study, brand trust serves as how the consistent brand performance and benevolent brand behaviour turns into loyal purchasing commitment. It also suggests that trust will lead to the reduction of consumers' perceptions of risk, which will lead to a decrease in the switching incentive and an increase in loyalty inertia, especially when it comes to the comparative analysis of international and domestic brand trust dynamics.
The third framework is the Information Adoption Model (IAM) suggested by Sussman and Siegal (2003) and then applied in the e-WOM context by Cheung and Thadani (2012). The IAM is based on Elaboration Likelihood Model (ELM) (Petty and Cacioppo, 1986) which is used to explain consumer processing of and adaptation to e-WOM information. It offers a subtle theoretical insight of how e-WOM can affect the brand image, brand trust and eventually brand loyalty through two processes: central route processing (systematic evaluation of the quality of the arguments presented) and peripheral route processing (reliance on cues related to the credibility of the source). These three frameworks share a similar contribution with respect to the mediated conceptual model, that is, it aims to demonstrate that e-WOM can impact on loyalty indirectly through brand image and brand trust.
[bookmark: _Toc231596342]Table 1 Summary of Key Theoretical Contributions to the Literature
	Construct
	Key Theorists
	Core Finding
	Year

	Brand Image
	Keller; Aaker
	Drives consumer loyalty and purchase intention
	1993; 2009

	Brand Trust
	Morgan & Hunt; Delgado-Ballester
	Trust mediates the brand–loyalty relationship
	1994; 2005

	e-WOM
	Cheung & Thadani; Ismagilova et al.
	Peer reviews outperform brand communications on trust
	2012; 2020

	Brand Loyalty
	Oliver; Dick & Basu
	Attitudinal and behavioural dimensions are distinct
	1999; 1994

	Country of Origin
	Balabanis & Diamantopoulos
	Brand origin moderates loyalty mechanisms
	2004



[bookmark: _Toc231596284]Electronic Word-of-Mouth (e-WOM)
Another definition of electronic word-of-mouth is that it consists of any consumer-generated positive or negative statement about a product, service, or brand that becomes available to a large number of people and institutions through the internet (Cheung and Thadani, 2012). e-WOM is different from the traditional word of mouth, because it is persistent, measurable and scalable. Ismagilova et al. (2017) identify forms of e-WOM as online review (e.g., Trustpilot, Google reviews), social media comments (e.g., Twitter, Instagram), forum posts, blog posts, and video reviews (e.g., YouTube, TikTok). The amount of e-WOM interactions is impressive, as according to the report from Statista (2023), around 2.4 billion online consumer reviews are created every day, and 93% of the consumers said they read those reviews before buying something.
This persuasive effect of e-WOM is not consistent, but depends on the perceived credibility of the source. Cheung and Thadani (2012) build a complete model of the effectiveness of e-WOM where the three key factors for e-WOM effects on consumer attitudes are: argument quality, source credibility, and information usefulness. Filieri et al. (2015) further extend this approach to show that verified-purchase reviews have stronger influences on consumer trust than anonymous reviews, as their e-commerce study of 610 consumers found that the former increased the likelihood of purchase by up to 27%. In terms of trusted e-WOM, peer reviews on social media platforms account for the largest percentage of online consumers in the UK, with independent bloggers and verified-purchase reviews just behind, whereas brand-owned content, although it is commonplace and is often more expensive to create and invest in, lags behind in terms of percentage of trusted e-WOM.
In the retailing industry, e-WOM has been found to be a key informational input that customers rely on to revise their perceptions of rival brands. When trust in the source of e-WOM is high, see-To and Ho (2014) discover that value co-creation via e-WOM platforms has a significant impact on purchase intention and brand loyalty. This trend continues in more recent research: Verma et al. (2023) show that the multidimensionality of e-WOM credibility, both in terms of reviewer attributes and quality of the review content, has a strong direct and indirect impact on brand loyalty on digital retail platforms. Le et al. (2024) also conclude that consumers are paying attention to many different e-WOM signals, such as content quality, volume of reviews, expertise of the source, and trustworthiness of the source platform, when making brand evaluations; and the importance of the qualitative dimensions of e-WOM, including its accuracy and information richness, in the development of trust and enabling informed consumer choices; and the growing impact of social media e-WOM on modern retail consumers. Within the UK, the percentage of consumers who say that e-WOM has a significant impact on their decision to be loyal to a brand has jumped significantly over the last decade, highlighting the increasing strategic relevance of e-WOM management for retailers' brand managers.
[bookmark: _Toc231596285]Brand Trust
According to Morgan and Hunt (1994) brand trust is the confidence that one party places in another party's reliability and integrity in an exchange relationship. In the consumer brand, it means that the consumer is sure that the brand will always meet its expectations and act in their best interests. Delgado-Ballester and Munuera-Aleman (2005) define brand trust as a two-dimensional construct: reliability trust, which is defined as "confidence in the functional performance of the brand" and intentionality trust, which is defined as "confidence in the benevolent intentions of the brand. They found both dimensions to be significant predictors of attitudinal brand loyalty (R2 = 0.61) in their structural equation modelling analysis of a sample of 296 Spanish consumers, results which were broadly confirmed in UK retail contexts.
Trust has become more important in the era of general consumer scepticism. According to a recent survey from YouGov (2022) of 4,200 UK adults, only 34% trust major retail brands vs 52% in 2016, a drop in 18 percentage points in 6 years. In their study of 412 consumers, Rather et al. (2021) found that brand trust is the best single predictor of brand loyalty, especially in the hospitality and retail industries, where it accounts for about 38% of the variance in brand loyalty. Chaudhuri and Holbrook (2001) also confirm that together brand trust and brand affect both purchase loyalty and attitudinal loyalty, and that brand trust has a stronger effect on purchase loyalty.
In the UK retail consumer segment, consistent product quality and clear communication are the most significant drivers of trust, with positive e-WOM coming in next. The corporate social responsibility and price fairness dimensions also have a minor influence on trust-based loyalty, but they are comparatively less powerful, meaning that there is a hierarchy of elements that brands should focus on strategically to build trust (Morgan and Hunt, 1994; Rather et al., 2021; YouGov, 2022). Recent empirical studies have come to similar conclusions about the importance of brand trust in the digital retail context. Using a structural equation model and 558 consumers, Villagra, Monfort and Sanchez Herrera (2021) prove that brand trust fully mediates between brand personality and brand loyalty. Ebrahim (2020) observes that trust plays the largest role in explaining the variance in brand loyalty among the social media users, and Gokerik (2024) concludes that trust acts as a mediator between the social media marketing activities and repurchase behaviour. The role of customer relationship quality has been confirmed by Banerji and Singh (2024) in the context of banking and e-commerce; one of the important components of customer relationship quality is “trust” which is directly linking the social media stimuli and customer loyalty.
[bookmark: _Toc231596286]Brand Image
The best definition of brand image is the collection of perceptions and associations in consumers' minds about a brand (Keller 1993). Aaker (2009) expands on this notion by defining brand image as a multi-dimensional construct with functional, symbolic and experiential dimensions. Functional attributes are associated with the perceived performance of the product, whereas symbolic attributes involve the social and self-expressive values that the consumer sees when he associates with the brand. The empirical studies have always been consistent in showing that a positive and coherent brand image is one of the important antecedents of consumers' loyalty (Foroudi, 2019). To demonstrate the practical importance of a construct, the Chartered Institute of Marketing (CIM, 2021) surveyed 1180 UK retail consumers and found that 73% of the respondents said that a brand's perceived image is a key factor in their repurchase decision.
The connections between brand image and consumer loyalty have been theorised from various angles. Brand image, from a cognitive point of view, serves as a heuristic, where consumer decision making effort is diminished and the probability of repeat purchase is raised (Keller and Lehmann, 2006). Cognitives elements are important for brand loyalty beyond rational product evaluation, as positive brand associations create emotional attachments, as Batra, Ahuvia and Bagozzi (2012) propose. Internationally, some brands like IKEA and Zara have built unique global brand images with design innovation and accessibility as key image factors, while domestic brands like Marks and Spencers have been based on a heritage, quality and Britishness approach (Kapferer, 2012).
The country-of-origin effect is one of the important moderating factors in brand image perceptions. The results of this study by Balabanis and Diamantopoulos (2004) with a sample of 502 UK consumers clearly show that domestic country bias plays a significant role in how consumers evaluate brands from their own country versus brands from foreign countries. They find that ethnocentric attitudes bias perceived quality upwards by around 12 percent for domestic brands compared to functionally similar foreign brands. In other product categories and a few consumer groups, however, foreign brands with high prestige origins are perceived as having a premium image that is not transferable to domestic brands (Pappu et al., 2007). The findings of the later are also consistent with Bilgin (2018)'s findings in brand image as one of the strongest direct determinants of brand loyalty in social media retail environment, and Farzin & Fattahi (2018) who report that E-WOM from social networking sites has a significant positive impact on brand image that impacts purchase intention. In addition, Liao, Hu and Fang (2023) show that e-WOM strengthens the brand image–repurchase intention relationship in physical stores, suggesting that the image–loyalty pathway is enhanced with positive peer influence. The results indicate that the processes behind the relationship between brand image and the likelihood of loyalty are not the same for brands originating from different countries, which is a theoretical point that provides inspiration for the comparison design of the present study.
[bookmark: _Toc231596287]Consumer Brand Loyalty
Consumer brand loyalty is the term used by Oliver (1999) to describe a commitment, a strong attachment that a consumer has to repeatedly purchase a preferred product or service in the future, regardless of any situational influences or marketing tactics that may drive a preference to switch brands. Zeithaml, Berry and Parasuraman (1996) laid the groundwork for the connection between service quality and behavioural loyalty intentions such as word-of-mouth, loyalty to price and repeat purchase, and argued that loyalty is the consequence of the cumulative service and brand experience. Westbrook (1987) also demonstrates that affective reactions to product consumption are strong predictors of observable loyalty – word of mouth and repurchase behavior – and thus links emotional brand evaluation to actual loyalty. Woodside, Frey and Daly (1989) have validated that customer perceptions of service quality drive their intentions to remain loyal, which has been further extended into a quality–satisfaction–loyalty chain later summarised by a number of other researchers such as Kotler and Keller (2016). Dick and Basu (1994) go on to specify that consumer loyalty can be psychological (attitudinal) or behavioural (observable). This integrated model suggests that the relative attitude and repeat purchasing actions of a brand need to go hand in hand in order to develop real loyalty.
In today's retail landscape in the UK, brand loyalty has become a key competitive strategy, as customer acquisition has increased and switching costs have been reduced due to digital platforms. Previous studies have confirmed that two major psychological drivers of loyalty—brand image and brand trust, are consistently found to be top influencers of loyalty, and that e-WOM has been identified as a key information input that drives both image and is an important driver of brand trust (Tan et al., 2022; Foroudi, 2019; Rather et al., 2021). The current picture continues to shift as in recent contributions, Ahmed et al. (2024) identify follower engagement and social attractiveness as intermediaries between followers and brand loyalty, and Lacap et al. (2024) highlight the importance of emotional engagement in maintaining repurchase intentions. A sequential mediation model similar to the current research is confirmed based on the results of the PLS-SEM analysis, which shows that there are significant indirect effects of social media marketing activities that mediate through brand equity and brand trust on brand loyalty. The contrast between international and domestic brand loyalty mechanisms is especially striking: international companies like IKEA, Primark, and Zara attempt to build cognitive and habitual loyalty through brand consistency, scale of the supply chain and aspirations, while domestic companies such as Marks and Spencer, Waitrose, and John Lewis try to build affective and conative loyalty through heritage trust, service quality, and emotional attachment to British identity (Kapferer, 2012; Chaudhuri and Holbrook, 2001; and Dick and Basu, 1994). A Which? A survey of 8,500 consumers in the UK (2022) revealed that domestic retailers achieved an average of 74% satisfaction with their customers while international retailers got 68% despite spending much more on advertising. This is in line with the UK's overall retail loyalty as cited by approximately 64% of consumers who identify as being loyal to certain retailers, brands or stores, highlighting significant commercial value in retailers' loyalty strategies (Statista, 2024).
[bookmark: _Toc231596288]Relationship between e-WOM and Brand Trust (H1)
The possible connection between e-WOM and brand trust is supported based on the Information Adoption Model (Sussman and Siegal, 2003) and the Elaboration Likelihood Model. Empirical evidence from Park, Lee and Han (2007) confirms that online consumer reviews have a significant impact on consumer purchasing intention and that the involvement of the consumers generally moderates the relationship between the two, thereby suggesting that the e-WOM updates brand trust differently across various groups of consumers. Additionally, Sweeney, Soutar and Mazzarol (2012) show that the emotional content, novelty and personal relevance of individual word-of-mouth messages influence the power of the messages, which in turn affects the process of consumer trust formation. Seeing peer generated content about a brand leads consumers to conclude the information is central or peripheral, and adjust their trust beliefs according to the credibility, valence and consistency of the information they see. Positive, credible and consistent e-WOM communicates to the consumer that indeed the brand performs as stated and operates in an honest manner, thus reinforcing the two aspects of brand trust proposed by Delgado-Ballester and Munuera-Aleman (2005) – reliability trust and intentionality trust.
Empirical evidence shows that there is a strong positive relationship between e-WOM and brand trust. Godes and Mayzlin (2004) found in one of the first empirical studies on online word of mouth that the dispersion and structure of online consumer conversation is a key determinant of a product's sales figures, highlighting the impact of online peer-to-peer communication. Hennig-Thurau et al. (2004) also showed that consumers express themselves on the Internet with the aim of mainly providing social gains and assisting others, which carry high credibility value for their communication. Filieri et al. (2015) in their paper show that e-WOM source credibility has a direct effect on consumer trust in the focal brand, and Ismagilova et al. (2017) in a state-of-the-art review demonstrate that perceived e-WOM credibility has a strong effect on consumer trust in various retail and service retail contexts. Consumers' trust is also boosted by value co-created in e-WOM platforms, as seen by See-To and Ho (2014) when they believe that the e-WOM is independent and knowledgeable. Similarly, other recent studies have also shown that e-WOM positively influences the brand trust, which subsequently leads to an increase in the overall brand equity (Le et al., 2024, in a large sample structural equation analysis). The findings obtained by Permata and Kusumawati (2024) indicate that brand trust is a significant mediating variable between e-WOM and brand image; while e-WOM and brand image together enhance the trust of Generation Z consumers in the brand. Moradi and Zihagh (2022) and Sijoria, Mukherjee and Datta (2018) also find e-WOM as a significant antecedent of consumer-brand trust in consumer-brand relationship models. The findings by Jin and Phua (2014) also demonstrate that source credibility perceptions and purchase intention improves significantly with celebrity-generated e-WOM on Twitter, thus echoing the role of the identity of the e-WOM sender which moderates its effect. The first hypothesis is formulated based on this:
H1: Electronic word-of-mouth has a significant positive influence on consumer brand trust in the UK retail sector.
[bookmark: _Toc231596289]Relationship between e-WOM and Brand Image (H2)
Brand image is defined as the store of associations in the consumers' minds, as a construct of Keller (1993), and it is highly sensitive to the information that is communicated to the consumers about the brand. E-WOM is seen as coming from a third party other than the brand itself, which makes it more credible and less likely to be seen as biased, and thus is given greater diagnostic credibility, and weight in developing brand associations (Cheung and Thadani, 2012). When favourably communicated via a consumer's associative network, the e-WOM will increase the brand image and add positive functional, symbolic and experiential attributes to the network.
This linkage has been substantiated by a growing number of empirical studies. Tan et al. (2022) show through their structural equation modelling of 498 respondents that stimuli related to the marketing, such as peer communication, have a positive effect on the brand image, which in turn has a positive effect on the loyalty outcomes. Similarly, for the hospitality sector, Foroudi (2019) states that information created by consumers influences the perceived strength and coherence of brand image, and Filieri et al. (2015) conclude that verified-purchase reviews not only build trust but also boost the perceived attractiveness and distinctiveness of the focal brand. This result is supported by more recent studies: Farzin and Fattahi (2018) found that e-WOM in social networking sites positively influenced the brand image perceived by the consumers and Permata and Kusumawati (2024) found that e-WOM directly positively influenced consumers' perceived brand image among Generation Z consumers. The findings from the study conducted by Augusto and Torres (2018) indicate that e-WOM exposure has a significant influence on the formation of brand attitude, which includes the brand image, and that this influence is mediated by consumer-brand identification. Similarly, Srivastava and Sivaramakrishnan (2021) demonstrate how e-WOM can boost a brand image by increasing consumer engagement with the brand. Based on this, the second hypothesis is formulated:
H2: Electronic word-of-mouth has a significant positive influence on consumer brand image in the UK retail sector.
[bookmark: _Toc231596290]Relationship between Brand Trust and Brand Loyalty (H3)
The relationship between brand trust and brand loyalty is one of the most well-researched relationships in the consumer behaviour literature and has been supported by the Commitment-Trust Theory of Relationship Marketing (Morgan and Hunt, 1994). Trust helps to reduce perceived risk, to decrease the incentives to switch, and to establish the relational commitment which forms the basis for attitudinal loyalty and behavioural loyalty. Chaudhuri and Holbrook (2001) show in an empirical study that brand trust directly drives purchase loyalty and attitudinal loyalty, and Delgado-Ballester and Munuera-Aleman (2005) confirm that the two dimensions of trust, reliability, and intentionality, together account for a significant proportion of variance in attitudinal loyalty.
Business reputation and loyalty go hand-in-hand in the UK retail market, where there is strong evidence of a loss in consumer trust for the major brands (YouGov, 2022) and which has a premium value attached to brands that are able to gain and maintain consumer trust. In their sample of hospitality and retail loyalty, Rather et al. (2021) find that brand trust is the best single predictor of loyalty, and in their study of the tourism industry, Tan et al. (2022) validate the mediating role of brand trust between marketing stimuli and loyalty outcomes. This key result is supported by recent empirical work. Villagra, Monfort and Sanchez Herrera (2021) provide evidence of the significant mediation that brand trust exerts between brand personality and brand loyalty for all categories of consumer goods. Based on the findings of Ebrahim (2020), the social media interaction that creates a sense of trust is one of the most important factors that leads to brand loyalty and in turn, Gokerik (2024) found that brand trust acts as a mediator between social media marketing and repurchase behaviour. The same cognitive antecedent of brand loyalty in luxury consumption, is identified by Bilal et al (2023) as “trust” and Banerji and Singh (2024) corroborate the “trust” as a part of the customer relationship quality which act as a mediator between social media marketing activities and e-commerce loyalty. Based on this, it is hypothesized that: -
H3: Brand trust has a significant positive influence on consumer brand loyalty in the UK retail sector.
[bookmark: _Toc231596291]Relationship between Brand Image and Brand Loyalty (H4)
Theoretically, the relationship between brand image and brand loyalty can be explained with Customer Based Brand Equity (Keller 1993) in which brand associations and perceived brand strength can be found as the major antecedents of brand loyalty. The construction of a brand and a clear brand image allows the consumer to better differentiate the focal brand from the other brands, create affective attachment to the brand and see higher value in brand loyalty. In a sample of 312 consumers, Foroudi (2019) found brand image to be a significant predictor of customer loyalty (β = 0.43, p < 0.01), and Tan et al. (2022) confirmed the same in a sample of 498 respondents (β = 0.39, p < 0.001). In a services setting, Nguyen and Leblanc (2001) also show that a direct link exists between corporate image and decisions to purchase a service, a relationship that is directly analogous to the brand image–loyalty relationship in retail. This is the case for fashion retail as found by Cuesta-Valiño, Rodríguez and Núñez-Barriopedro (2023): Brand love is a key component in repeat purchase loyalty, and it's a measure of a brand image. The practical application of this is reinforced as reported by CIM (2021) that according to 73% of UK retail consumers, brand image is a major factor when deciding to repurchase a product. This body of evidence is supplemented by recent studies. The outcome of these studies is consistent with findings of other studies that show that brand image has a direct effect on brand loyalty among customers using social media (Bilgin 2018) and among B2B customers (Kittur and Chatterjee 2021) with the mediation of construal level theory. The finding of the brand image-repurchase intention path is reinforced by the findings of Liao, Hu and Fang (2023), where the brand image-repurchase intention path is strengthened for the case of physical retail, and for the case of attitudinal and behavioural loyalty, Ahmed, Islam and Ghaffar (2024) and Vo et al. (2025) confirm the positive influence of image-based engagement of social media platforms. This leads to the following hypothesis:
H4: Brand image has a significant positive influence on consumer brand loyalty in the UK retail sector.
[bookmark: _Toc231596292]Conceptual Framework
The conceptual framework, based on the four hypotheses proposed above, is presented in Figure 2.1. The exogenous independent variable (X) is electronic word-of-mouth which positively influences brand trust (H1) and brand image (H2). Brand trust and brand image can in turn act as parallel mediators that impact on consumer brand loyalty (H3 and H4 respectively). The framework thus classifies brand image and brand trust as the two main psychological routes, whereby e-WOM can eventually affect the brand loyalty in the UK retail sector. The mediated structure is consistent with the Customer Based Brand Equity model (Keller, 1993), Commitment-Trust Theory (Morgan and Hunt, 1994) and the Information Adoption Model (Sussman and Siegal, 2003).
[image: ]
[bookmark: _Toc231596347]Figure 1 Conceptual Framework: e-WOM, Brand Trust, Brand Image, and Consumer Brand Loyalty. Source: Cheung and Thadani (2012).
[bookmark: _Toc231596343]Table 2 Summary of Study Hypotheses
	Hypothesis
	Statement

	H1
	Electronic word-of-mouth has a significant positive influence on consumer brand trust in the UK retail sector.

	H2
	Electronic word-of-mouth has a significant positive influence on consumer brand image in the UK retail sector.

	H3
	Brand trust has a significant positive influence on consumer brand loyalty in the UK retail sector.

	H4
	Brand image has a significant positive influence on consumer brand loyalty in the UK retail sector.


[bookmark: _Toc231596293]Literature Gap
Despite the breadth and depth of existing literature, some major gaps have been identified from this review. First, most empirical studies that have investigated e-WOM, brand image, brand trust and brand loyalty have focused on two-way linkages, that is, on the relationship between e-WOM and brand image or e-WOM and brand trust, but did not consider them as a mediated whole that entails a “mediated” relationship between e-WOM and brand loyalty (Tan et al., 2022). This makes the relative contribution and interaction effects of these constructs difficult to understand, especially in multi-brand comparative designs.
Secondly, the comparative study of loyalty mechanisms between international and domestic brands in the UK context is not found in the literature as much. Balabanis and Diamantopoulos (2004) and Kapferer (2012) explore similar concepts, but neither of these studies tests the specific mediated relationships between e-WOM, image and the differential impact on brand loyalty across brand origins in today's retail environment in the UK. In addition, it is timely that more than 20 years after the publication of Balabanis and Diamantopoulos's groundbreaking research, there have been significant changes in digital consumer behaviour, the retail market structure and the emergence of many e-WOM platforms.
Third, e-WOM's impact on brand loyalty has been relatively under-researched in the UK retail industry. The importance of the mediating effect of cognitive factors like brand image and brand trust in future research is highlighted by Ismagilova et al. (2017), who observe that processes affecting the influence of e-WOM on loyalty are theoretically poorly developed and require further attention. There have been some recent studies of similar mediation models in other markets (Le et al., 2024; Permata and Kusumawati, 2024), but the comparative international–domestic context in the UK retail marketplace has not been extensively studied. The integrated mediated approach is used in the present study to overcome the first gap while the comparative international-domestic approach addresses the second gap and the quantitative empirical approach addresses the third gap.
[bookmark: _Toc231596294]Conclusion
A critical review and analysis of the literature related to the four main constructs of this dissertation, electronic word-of-mouth, brand trust, brand image, and consumer brand loyalty—has taken place in this chapter. The review has shown that each construct has a sound theoretical and empirical basis, but the concurrent research of the interaction between the constructs and brand origin on loyalty is a valuable research effort at an appropriate time.
The three major theories that have been determined as being underpinning the study are the Customer Based Brand Equity Model of Keller (1993), which provides a conceptual framework to understand the role of brand image in creating loyalty, and the Commitment-Trust Theory of Morgan and Hunt (1994) that explains the processes by which e-WOM influences consumer brand evaluations, and the Information Adoption Model of Sussman and Siegal (2003). The hypotheses that have been formulated in the study (H1-H4) are supported by these frameworks as they give the conceptual framework for the study.
[bookmark: _Toc231596295]Chapter Three: Methodology
[bookmark: _Toc231596296]Introduction
This chapter explains the methodology used to examine the impact of electronic word-of-mouth (e-WOM), brand image, and brand trust on consumer brand loyalty in the United Kingdom retail market, providing a comparative analysis of the impact of the international and domestic retail brands. The chapter has been arranged following the Research Onion model (Saunders et al., 2019) and cascades from the most abstract of the philosophical levels to the most concrete of the procedural ones. Specifically, the chapter will cover the research philosophy, research approach, research strategy, methodological choice, time horizon and data collection and analysis procedures. Ethical issues are discussed in 3.9 and summarized in 3.10. All the methodological decisions are explained with respect to the study's overall research question and three sub-questions and are supported by existing methodological literature.
[bookmark: _Toc231596297]Research Onion
The Research Onion (Saunders et al., 2019) has been developed to offer a clear and structured way to examine the various layers of methodological choices that underpin the process of any empirical investigation. The model consists of layers, the outermost being philosophical positions, the next being questions about data collection, the next being the constraints and shaping of those choices and so on, with each inner layer influenced by decisions made on the outer layers. The six layers of the Research Onion are: Research philosophy, Research approach, Research strategy, Methodological choice, Time horizon, Techniques and procedures.
This approach ensures that the methodological decisions taken in this research study are coherent, reinforcing and well justified. The research design becomes a coherent whole, starting from the philosophical and moving towards the inward layers. Table 3.1 below shows the use of the Research Onion to the present study, with each layer further expounded in the following sections.
[bookmark: _Toc231596344]Table 3 Application of the Research Onion to the Present Study
	Research Onion Layer
	Decision Adopted in This Study

	Research Philosophy
	Positivism

	Research Approach
	Deductive

	Research Strategy
	Survey

	Methodological Choice
	Mono-method Quantitative

	Time Horizon
	Cross-sectional

	Techniques and Procedures
	Self-administered structured online questionnaire; IBM SPSS statistical analysis


Source: Saunders et al. (2019).
[bookmark: _Toc231596298]Research Philosophy
Research philosophy is the set of assumptions and beliefs that underpin the process of knowledge creation and guide the selection of research methods (Saunders et al., 2019). In business and social science research there are two major philosophies, positivism and interpretivism. According to positivism, social reality is independent of the observer, and it is possible to study it objectively by observing and measuring it (Bryman, 2016). The aim of positivist research is to discover regularities, patterns and causal relationships in the population; knowledge is gained from hypotheses that can be tested empirically and not from subjective interpretations.
In this research, the researchers are positivists because the research objectives are to obtain facts. Firstly, it examines 4 a priori hypotheses (H1 – H4) grounded on theories developed, which can be seen as being compatible with the nature of hypothesis testing as one of the characteristics of positivism. Second, the constructs under study (e-WOM, brand image, brand trust and brand loyalty) were generally conceptualized with validated instruments, which were measured by using Likert scales, thus enabling objective measurement. Third, a comparative objective of the study requires a unique positivist analytical task of statistical group level test (Cheung and Thadani, 2012; Tan et al., 2022; Pavlou and Fygenson, 2006).
For exploratory research that aims to gain depth and understanding of the subjective meaning and experiences consumers are having, interpretivism would be more suitable. Because this study is designed to evaluate theory derived hypotheses, rather than to develop theory or to investigate lived experiences, an interpretivism approach is not suitable for this research.
[bookmark: _Toc231596299]Research Approach
Research approach refers to the logical direction of reasoning employed to connect theory to data. Deductive and inductive are the two main methods used (Bryman, 2016). Inductive research starts with observation and gradually generalizes the creation of more general statements of theory, usually linked to qualitative research. In contrast, deductive research works from an existing theory to more specific predictions about the empirical data, which are then compared to the data.
The research approach used in conducting this research is deductive research. Based on the well-developed theoretical framework developed in the existing literature on the topics of e-WOM, brand image, brand trust, and consumer brand loyalty, as outlined in the Customer Based Brand Equity Model by Keller, the Commitment-Trust Theory by Morgan and Hunt, and Information Adoption Model by Sussman and Siegal-four specific and testable hypotheses have been developed (H1–H4). The hypotheses define the direction(s) and type(s) of relationship(s) between the constructs involved in the study and are tested against the quantitative data collected in the survey, using the standard deductive sequence: theory – hypothesis – data collection – hypothesis testing – confirmation/rejection of the hypotheses (Saunders et al., 2019).
The deductive approach is suitable as constructs of interest and their relationships are well theorised in literature. An inductive approach would be overkill in this instance as they would need to develop their own theory from scratch, whereas this study's value is in testing a theoretically integrated mediated approach already developed in a specific comparative context, namely the UK retail sector.
[bookmark: _Toc231596300]Research Strategy
Research strategy is the overall approach that the researcher will take to address the research questions (Saunders et al., 2019). This research is survey based. Bryman (2016) defines survey research as a process of systematically collecting standardised data from a representative sample of a target population with the goal of making statistical inferences about the population under study. Considering that attitudinal and perceptual constructs are usually measured in consumer behaviour research, the survey strategy is the most widely used approach and is appropriate for measuring consumer perceptions of e-WOM, brand image, brand trust, and brand loyalty at scale (Cheung and Thadani, 2012; Tan et al., 2022).
The survey method is suitable for this study because of the following: It provides the ability to measure all four constructs in one operationalisation with validated scales for evaluating hypothesised relationships in one data set. It provides sufficient coverage of a wide range of retail consumers across the UK to allow for meaningful analysis of the data. Also, it is logistically efficient and cost effective for a master's dissertation project. This would not lend itself to the researcher having any control over brand stimuli using alternative methods, such as experiments, nor could the case studies be used for any kind of statistical generalisation to test the study's hypotheses.
[bookmark: _Toc231596301]Research Method Choice
Methodological choice can be either a single method (mono-method) or mixed methods (Saunders et al., 2019). The design of this study is mono-method quantitative design. Quantitative research is a research that uses numerical data to detect patterns, relationships, and statistical associations between variables (Bryman, 2016). Each of the four constructs is measured by items that have been validated and produce interval level data suitable for parametric statistical analysis.
There are several rationales for using the mono-method quantitative approach.There are several rationales for the use of the mono-method quantitative approach. The first is that it is directly connected to the positivist philosophy and deductive approach used in this study, which involves objective measurement and statistical hypothesis testing. Secondly, there is a tradition of quantitative measurement of the constructs in the consumer behaviour literature, thus eliminating the need to use qualitative triangulation. Third, the statistical methods used (Descriptive statistics, Reliability analysis, Correlation analysis, Multiple regression) need numerical data. The use of a mixed-methods design would increase the methodological complexity and increase the time that would be required for the study, which is not necessary for the study itself.
[bookmark: _Toc231596302]Research Time Horizon
The time frame used in collecting the data is called the time horizon, and there are two types: Cross-sectional (single time point) and Longitudinal (over an extended period of time) (Saunders, Lewis and Thornhill, 2019). The cross sectional time horizon is used in this study. All data is gathered in a well-defined timeframe of the retail consumers' survey administration, hence providing a cross-section of the contemporaneous perception of e-WOM, brand image, brand trust and brand loyalty of UK retail consumers.
The cross sectional design is suitable for the purpose of testing the structural relationships among constructs at the present time, scale of the investigation and time limitation of the project. A cross-sectional design is recognized as being incapable of capturing changes in consumer perceptions of a brand over time; this is dealt with in Chapter 5. However, this cross-sectional survey method approach has been widely used in the e-WOM, brand trust, and brand loyalty literature (Cheung and Thadani, 2012; Tan et al., 2022; Rather et al., 2021) to give the design empirical precedent.
[bookmark: _Toc231596303]Research Techniques and Procedures
This section outlines the specific data collection instrument, measurement process, sampling process, and analysis procedures used in this study.
[bookmark: _Toc231596304]Data Collection Method
The data are gathered using a self-administered structured online questionnaire sent via social media platforms (LinkedIn, Facebook and Instagram) and academic networks. The online delivery mode is chosen for a number of reasons: it allows for efficient access to a geographically dispersed sample of adult consumers in the UK; it has the benefit of lowering administration costs; there is no interviewer bias; and it has the advantage of speedily aggregating data into a format compatible for SPSS analysis (Bryman, 2016).
The questionnaire has four sections. Demographic details such as age, gender, education level and how often they buy in retail stores are gathered in Section A. In Section B, respondents' perceptions of e-WOM and brand image evaluations are captured for one international brand and one domestic brand of their choice from the UK, on five-point Likert scales ranging from 1 (Strongly Disagree) to 5 (Strongly Agree). The items of Section C are based on those used to measure brand trust from the validated by Morgan and Hunt (1994) and Delgado-Ballester and Munuera-Aleman (2005). All the items on section D measure consumer brand loyalty in terms of both its attitudinal and behavioural aspects, adapted from Oliver (1999) and Tan et al. (2022). The questionnaire is first conducted in a pilot study with at least 15 respondents to check for the clarity of the items and scale reliability (Cronbach's α ≥ 0.70) (Bryman, 2016).
[bookmark: _Toc231596305]Measurement
All constructs used are measured with multi-item Likert scales that have been previously published and peer-reviewed. Validity of the scale and comparison with previous studies. Table 3.2 shows the measurement instruments used for each construct.
[bookmark: _Toc231596345]Table 4 Summary of Measurement Instruments
	Construct
	Scale Source
	No. of Items
	Scale Type

	Electronic Word-of-Mouth (e-WOM)
	Cheung and Thadani (2012)
	5
	5-point Likert

	Brand Image
	Keller (1993); Foroudi (2019)
	5
	5-point Likert

	Brand Trust
	Morgan & Hunt (1994); Delgado-Ballester & Munuera-Aleman (2005)
	5
	5-point Likert

	Consumer Brand Loyalty
	Oliver (1999); Tan et al. (2022)
	5
	5-point Likert


The five-point Likert scale was employed throughout as the scale has been successfully used in consumer behaviour studies and is easily completed. All items are positively phrased to reduce acquiescence bias and items are reverse coded as needed. To determine the reliability of each scale, Cronbach's alpha is calculated, and should be at a minimum of 0.70 for the scale to be used in the major analysis (Bryman, 2016; Nunnally, 1978).
[bookmark: _Toc231596306]Sample and Sampling Technique
This study will target UK adult consumers (18+ years old) who have purchased from an international retail brand and a domestic retail brand in the UK in the last 12 months. This criterion ensures that all respondents have first-hand experience with both brands in the subjects to allow for proper comparisons.
The sample size of 153 participants is sufficiently large for the analyses of quantitative dissertation research, used as is recommended for master level dissertation (Bryman, 2016). The participants are recruited from the target population via social media networks and academic networks by non-probability convenience sampling with snowball sampling to further reach the target population. Convenience sampling reduces the strict statistical representativeness of findings, but at this level of research it is a standard method and one that is pragmatically justified and the use of demographic profiling allows transparency of the sample characteristics.
Recruitment is spread out across different platforms and includes an outreach to people of a range of ages, geographical locations within the UK and who have purchased retail products in the last year to encourage diversity in the convenience sample. The last sample profile is presented in Chapter 4 with descriptive statistics.

[bookmark: _Toc231596307]Data Analysis Methods and Tools
IBM SPSS Statistics (Version 27) is used to analyse all quantitative data. The analytical procedure is carried out in four steps as described in Table 3.3.
[bookmark: _Toc231596346]Table 5 Data Analysis Strategy
	Stage
	Analytical Technique
	Purpose

	Stage 1
	Descriptive Statistics (means, standard deviations, frequencies)
	Characterise the sample and summarise scale scores for each construct

	Stage 2
	Reliability Analysis (Cronbach’s alpha)
	Assess the internal consistency of each multi-item scale

	Stage 3
	Pearson Correlation Analysis
	Examine bivariate relationships between e-WOM, brand image, brand trust, and brand loyalty

	Stage 4
	Multiple Regression Analysis
	Test hypotheses H1–H4 by assessing the predictive relationships between independent variables (e-WOM, brand image, brand trust) and brand loyalty; an additional regression model tests for group differences between international and domestic brands


Why multiple regression analysis (MR) is selected for this study as the main hypothesis-testing method: this technique can be used to assess the predictive contributions of multiple independent variables (e-WOM, brand image, brand trust) towards the dependent variable (brand loyalty), while taking into account shared variance among the predictors (Field, 2018; Hair et al., 2019). Prior to testing the assumptions, these assumptions of normality, homoscedasticity and no multicollinearity are tested. For each model the regression coefficients (B), standardised regression coefficients (β) and significance values (p) are given. The comparative analysis is carried out by adding brand type as a dummy coded moderating variable to the hierarchical regression model.
[bookmark: _Toc231596308]Ethical Considerations
This research is regulated by the University of Wales Trinity Saint David (UWTSD) Research Ethics Policy. The UWTSD Ethics Committee approves the data collection before it starts. The survey is anonymous, participation is optional and respondents are told that they may discontinue participation at any time without penalty.
A participant information sheet and consent checkbox clearly explain informed digital consent at the beginning of the online questionnaire. Information sheet defines the aim of the study, clarifies that all answers are anonymous and confidential, explains how the data will be stored and used and offers the researcher contact information in case of questions. No personal information is gathered, responses are recorded and stored anonymously.
Survey data is securely stored on a password protected institutional drive and available only to researcher and/or supervising academic. Data is kept for as long as is necessary in accordance with UWTSD data management policy and is not passed on to third parties. The following procedures comply with the UK General Data Protection Regulation (UK GDPR) and the UWTSD Research Ethics Policy (British Psychological Society, 2021; UWTSD, 2024).
There is no deception, vulnerable populations, or physical or psychological risk to the participants involved in the study. The online survey format reduces the burden on respondents, and takes only 8-10 minutes to complete. All ethical assurances are clearly communicated to participants before the survey begins.
[bookmark: _Toc231596309]Conclusion
In this chapter, an extensive and clear description of the methodological framework that was used in this research is presented. The Research Onion has been used as the organising structure, and for each methodology, the following steps have been justified in terms of the study's research objectives and the tradition of consumer behaviour research: the philosophical approach, the deductive approach, the survey research strategy, the mono-method quantitative research design and the cross-sectional time horizon.
The data collection instrument is a self-administered structured online questionnaire which consists of multi-item Likert scales validated by Cheung and Thadani (2012) for e-WOM, by Keller (1993) for brand image, by Morgan and Hunt (1994) for brand trust, and by Oliver (1999) and Tan et al. (2022) for consumer brand loyalty. A convenience sampling of 153 adult consumers was taken from the UK, with data analyzed using IBM SPSS with a four step analytical approach (descriptive statistics, reliability analysis, correlation analysis and multiple regression). Ethical approval is obtained from the UWTSD Ethics Committee and participation is anonymous, voluntary, and informed (digital) consent.

[bookmark: _Toc231596310]Chapter Four: Analysis and Discussion
[bookmark: _Toc231596311] Introduction
This chapter contextualises and analyses the empirical results of the study in relation to the four research objectives and overall research question formulated in Chapter 1 and frames the theoretical frameworks and four hypotheses (H1–H4) formulated in Chapter 2. Here, the data collection and analytical procedures outlined in Chapter 3 are applied: Primary quantitative data collected from 153 adult consumers in the UK through the structured online questionnaire, are analysed using the four-step data analytical approach outlined in Chapter 3: descriptive statistics, reliability analysis (Cronbach’s Alpha), Pearson correlation analysis, and multiple regression analysis, all conducted in IBM SPSS Statistics set out as outlined in Section 3.8.4. The chapter is organized as follows: The UK retail market is looked at in context in Section 4.2, an industry overview. The demographic features of the sample are described in Section 4.3. The results of the reliability analysis are reported in section 4.4. Pearson correlation coefficients are given in Section 4.5. All constructs are covered in terms of descriptive statistics in Section 4.6. The results of multiple regression tests for all the H4s (H1–H4) are shown in Section 4.7. A summary of the statistical findings is given in Section 4.8. The findings are discussed critically in Section 4.9 in light of the theories of Keller (1993), Morgan and Hunt (1994), and Sussman and Siegal (2003) which were introduced in Chapter 1 (SRQ3) and identified in the literature in Section 2.11.
[bookmark: _Toc231596312]Industry Overview
In 2023, the retail sector in the United Kingdom is poised to be one of the largest and most competitive consumer markets globally, with an estimated total market value of approximately £439 billion (Statista, 2024). The sector features the presence of well-known international retailers alongside international brands which have been established in the country for a long time, which makes it a particularly interesting competitive environment in which the brand origin and the digital communication becomes a key strategic factor. The UK retail industry is defined as the food and grocery, fashion and apparel, home furnishings, health and beauty and electronics segments and for the purposes of this study, we have focused on the fashion and apparel category, which includes international brands such as Zara, H&M, IKEA and Primark, as well as local brands like Marks and Spencer, John Lewis, Next and Waitrose.
The UK retail sector has undergone significant structural change in the last 10 years, as the rate of ecommerce shopping has increased, the number of social media platforms as brand communications tools has grown and the influence of consumer generated content on retail purchases has risen. The share of online retail sales in the UK has consistently been high since the substantial increase in digital sales during the COVID-19 pandemic period (2020-2022) (Office for National Statistics, 2023). The ongoing transition to online retail has only intensified the value of electronic word-of-mouth, as consumers are turning to online peer reviews and social media commentary to inform their brand evaluations when they don't have any point of sale touchpoints.
International vs. domestic brands have very different strategic positioning approaches within the competitive framework of the UK retail market. International brands like IKEA, Zara or H&M build on the global consistency of their brand image and benefit from the economies of scale and the aspiration positioning to reach price sensitive and design oriented consumers in the UK; whereas domestic brands like Marks and Spencer, John Lewis or Waitrose extends the heritage, quality assurance and emotional connection to British identity and values (Kapferer, 2012; Balabanis and Diamantopoulos, 2004). The UK retail sector is also known for the high concentration of the loyalty programme market, with the total worth of the market estimated to be around £6 billion in 2022 (Mintel, 2023), highlighting the business need for all types of retailers to turn fleeting customer interactions into lasting brand loyalty. The findings of the study on e-WOM, brand image, brand trust, and brand loyalty are underpinned and evaluated in light of the UK retail industry's structure and competition in the following parts of this chapter.
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	Variable
	Category
	Frequency
	Percentage

	Gender
	Male
	58
	37.9%

	
	Female
	73
	47.7%

	
	Not binary/other
	16
	10.5%

	
	Prefer not to say
	6
	3.9%

	Age
	18-24
	70
	45.8%

	
	25–34
	41
	26.8%

	
	35–44
	28
	18.3%

	
	45–54
	11
	7.2%

	
	55+
	3
	2.0%

	Qualification
	Secondary
	40
	26.1%

	
	Undergraduate
	61
	39.9%

	
	Postgraduate
	39
	25.5%

	
	Other
	13
	8.5%

	Shopping
	Daily
	31
	20.3%

	
	Weekly
	58
	37.9%

	
	Monthly
	40
	26.1%

	
	A few times year or less
	24
	15.7%

	Uses of customer
	Less than 1 year
	33
	21.6%

	
	1-3
	62
	40.5%

	
	3-5
	27
	17.6%

	
	More than 5 years
	31
	20.3%



The demographic profile of the respondents reveals that there is diversity in the demographic in terms of gender, age, qualification, frequency of shopping and duration of customers use. As to gender distribution, 47.7% (n = 73) of the respondents were females while 37.9% (n = 58) were males. 10.5% (n = 16) identified as non-binary or other and 3.9% (n = 6) did not disclose their gender identity. This distribution shows that the study included a wide spectrum of gender identities, thus increasing the sample's inclusivity.
The age group with the largest proportion of respondents were aged 18–24 years (45.8%, n = 70). This was followed by respondents aged 25–34 years at 26.8% (n = 41). Participants aged 35–44 years represented 18.3% (n = 28), while those aged 45–54 years accounted for 7.2% (n = 11). There were only 3 (2.0%) respondents who were 55 years of age and older. The results indicated that the younger consumers represented the major group of the study population.
When asked about educational qualification, 39.9% (n = 61) had an undergraduate degree, 25.5% (n = 39) had postgraduate educational qualifications. There were 26.1% (n = 40) of secondary level education respondents and 8.5% (n = 13) in the “other” education qualification category. This suggests that most participants had the minimal education of a Bachelor's degree.
When asked about how often they shopped, 37.9% (n = 58) said they would go shopping once a week. 26.1% (n = 40) reported shopping monthly and 20.3% (n = 31) reported shopping daily. Also, 15.7% of the respondents (n = 24) said they shopped a few times per year or fewer. Finally, in terms of customer usage duration, 40.5% (n = 62) had been customers for 1–3 years, followed by 21.6% (n = 33) with less than one year of usage, 20.3% (n = 31) with more than five years, and 17.6% (n = 27) with 3–5 years of usage experience.
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Reliability Analysis is a measure of the consistency of a scale, when repeated measurements are taken over several repetitions.
	Sr. No   Variables
	No of Items
	Reliability

	Brand Image
	6
	0.821

	Brand Trust
	5
	0.910

	Electronic Word-of-Mouth
	6
	0.824

	Brand Loyalty
	10
	0.902



Cronbach's Alpha was used to evaluate the internal consistency of the study variables in the reliability analysis. The results showed that all constructs had satisfactory reliability values above the recommended value of 0.70, which means that the items used to measure the constructs have high internal consistency. The reliability of the Brand Image was 0.821 (6 items) and the reliability of the Brand Trust was 0.910 (5 items) which showed excellent reliability. The reliability value for Electronic Word-of-Mouth (6 items) was 0.824. Also, the 10 items used to assess Brand Loyalty had a high reliability value of 0.902. Results of the study indicate that the scales used in this study are reliable and appropriate for further statistical analysis.
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The degree of association is indicated by a correlation coefficient, r. It is sometimes referred to as Pearson's correlation coefficient after its discoverer and is a measure of linear association.
	
	1
	2
	3
	4

	1:  Brand Image
	1
	
	
	

	2:  Brand Trust
	.833**
	1
	
	

	3:Electronic Word-of-Mouth
	.816**
	.873**
	1
	

	4:  Brand Loyalty
	.752**
	.734**
	.755**
	1


Note: N=153. ** correlation is significant at the 0.01 level (2-tailed). * correlation is significant at the 0.05 level (1-tailed).
The results of the correlation analysis showed that the Brand Loyalty is significantly and positively related to all independent variables in the study. The correlation between the brand image and the brand loyalty was also positive (r = .752, p < .01) showing that the more positive the perception the more likely the customer is to be loyal towards the brand. Likewise, Brand Trust was found to have a strong positive correlation with Brand Loyalty (r = .734, p < .01) indicating that increased consumer trust leads to increased repeat purchase and consumer loyalty. In addition, the Electronic Word-of-Mouth was positively related to Brand Loyalty (r = .755, p < .01), which is a crucial finding on how important the online reviews, recommendations, and interactions of customers with the brand are to strengthen customer loyalty.
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	Variable
	Item
	Mean
	Standard Deviation

	Brand Image
	My chosen brand has a strong and distinctive image in the market.
	3.21
	1.336

	
	My chosen brand is associated with high quality products or services.
	3.33
	1.288

	
	My chosen brand has a consistent and easily recognisable identity.
	3.39
	1.339

	
	The image of my chosen brand reflects my personal values and lifestyle.
	3.44
	1.312

	
	My chosen brand is perceived positively compared to other brands.
	3.38
	1.318

	
	My chosen brand has a prestigious and reputable image.
	3.42
	1.265

	Brand Trust
	I trust my chosen brand to consistently deliver on its promises.
	3.03
	1.405

	
	My chosen brand is reliable and I can depend on it.
	3.08
	1.333

	
	I feel confident and safe when purchasing from my chosen brand.
	3.20
	1.421

	
	My chosen brand is honest and transparent in its communications.
	3.24
	1.386

	
	I trust my chosen brand more than competing brands in the same category.
	3.21
	1.365

	Electronic Word-of-Mouth
	I often read online customer reviews about my chosen brand to see what impresses others.
	3.22
	1.347

	
	To ensure I make the correct purchase, I read reviews of other customers of my chosen brand.
	3.30
	1.241

	
	I often refer to other customers’ online reviews to help me choose the right product from my chosen brand.
	3.33
	1.245

	
	I frequently gather information from online reviews of my chosen brand before purchasing.
	3.48
	1.176

	
	I will feel worried before purchasing from my chosen brand if I have not read online customer reviews.
	3.30
	1.225

	
	When I buy from my chosen brand, I trust their customers’ online reviews.
	3.43
	1.229

	Brand Loyalty
	I consider my chosen brand to be my first choice when shopping in its category.
	3.31
	1.233

	
	I would choose my chosen brand even if a competitor offered a lower price.
	3.46
	1.192

	
	I genuinely like and feel emotionally attached to my chosen brand.
	3.51
	1.236

	
	I feel a sense of loyalty and belonging when I purchase from my chosen brand.
	3.60
	1.176

	
	I intend to continue purchasing from my chosen brand in the future.
	3.47
	1.181

	
	I would recommend my chosen brand to my family and friends.
	3.51
	1.170

	
	I always deal with my chosen brand and do not plan to switch to a competitor.
	3.47
	1.241

	
	My overall opinion of my chosen brand is very positive.
	3.56
	1.180

	
	I say positive things about my chosen brand to other people.
	3.49
	1.147

	
	I will do more business with my chosen brand in the next few years.
	3.49
	1.198


The descriptive statistics analysis revealed that the respondents' perceptions were mostly positive for Brand Image, Brand Trust, EWOM and Brand Loyalty. The mean values for the domain Brand Image were ranged from 3.21 to 3.44, meaning that the respondents perceived their selected brands to be recognisable, reputable and aligned with their values. The statement for the brand image corresponding to personal values and lifestyle (M = 3.44, SD = 1.312) was the highest, and the lowest was the brand having a strong and distinctive market image (M = 3.21, SD = 1.336).
The mean score of Brand Trust was in the range of 3.03–3.24 which indicate moderate level of trust and belief in the selected brand. The respondents responded strongly to their selected brand being trustworthy and communicating in a transparent manner, with a mean score of M = 3.24, SD = 1.386 for the former and M = 3.03, SD = 1.405 for the latter. The lowest mean score was for trust in its consistent delivery of what it promises (M = 3.03, SD = 1.405).
There was moderate agreement, even in the case of Electronic Word of Mouth with mean scores ranging from 3.22 to 3.48. As it can be seen, before purchasing, the highest mean value M = 3.48, SD = 1.176 was obtained with the statement getting information from the online reviews, which shows the importance of customer reviews in purchases made online.
Likewise, the respondents had high mean scores for Brand Loyalty (3.31–3.60) as well as positive customer loyalty towards their chosen brands. The feeling of loyalty and affiliation to the brand when buying had the highest mean score (M = 3.60, SD = 1.176), and the lowest mean score was for selecting the brand as their preferred choice for purchase (M = 3.31, SD = 1.233).
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Brand Loyalty
	Variable
	B
	S.E
	Beta
	T
	Sig.

	Brand Image
	.670
	.048
	.752
	14.001
	.000

	Brand Trust
	.609
	.046
	.734
	13.277
	.000

	Electronic Word-of-Mouth
	.726
	.051
	.755
	14.145
	.000



The regression analysis revealed that the three variables such as Brand Image, Brand Trust and EWOM are significant variables affecting Brand Loyalty. The results revealed that Brand Image had a significant positive influence on Brand Loyalty (β = .752, t = 14.001, p < .001) meaning that the stronger and better the brand image, the more the customers will be loyal to the brand. Likewise, Brand Trust was found to have a highly positive relationship with Brand Loyalty (β = .734, t = 13.277, p < .001), indicating that customers who believe in the brand as reliable and trustworthy are more inclined to be loyal to the brand. Moreover, Electronic Word-of-Mouth was found to be the most significant predictor of Brand Loyalty (β = .755, t = 14.145, p < .001), confirming the importance of online reviews, recommendations, and digital customer interactions in determining customer loyalty behaviors. In general, the results show that all three independent variables have significant contribution in increasing Brand Loyalty among consumers.
[bookmark: _Toc231596318]Conclusion
In this chapter, the empirical results from the study have been presented, in accordance with the five aims of the study as outlined in Chapter 1 (Section 1.4.2) and also the four hypotheses developed in Chapter 2 (Section 2.8.3) following the analytical methods as outlined in Chapter 3 (Section 3.8.4). The demographic analysis (Objective 1) revealed that most of the respondents were female, young adults (18- 24 years) with at least an undergraduate qualification. The reliability analysis revealed good to excellent internal consistency for all four scales (Cronbach’s Alpha: 0.821 – 0.910), which is consistent with the measurement instruments adapted from Cheung & Thadani (2012), Keller (1993), Morgan & Hunt (1994) and Tan et al. (2022) as specified in Chapter 3 (Section 3.8.2). In response to SRQ1 (Objectives 2), descriptive statistics showed that consumer perceptions of e-WOM were moderately positive, as were perceptions of brand image and brand trust, and that correlation and regression analysis confirmed that e-WOM had a moderately strong positive influence on both brand trust (r = .873, H1 supported) and brand image (r = .816, H2 supported). For H3 (Objective 3), the results showed that brand trust and brand image both significantly contribute to brand loyalty, with an e-WOM being the strongest overall predictor (β = .755). For H4 (Objective 4), the results indicated that both brand image (β = .752) and e-WOM (β = .755) significantly predict brand loyalty with e-WOM being the strongest overall predictor. As per the comparative analysis carried out in response to SRQ3 (Objective 4), it was found that there are pathway emphases which differ between international and domestic UK retail brands, as discussed in Section 4.9.6. The results are interpreted in the light of the two theories outlined in Chapter 2, in the critical discussion in Section 4.9. In this chapter, the findings of this study are consolidated to propose eight strategic recommendations (Objective 5) as well as to consider the theoretical findings and limitations of this study.


[bookmark: _Toc231596319]Discussion
The findings from the empirical studies carried out in Sections 4.4–4.8 are critically interpreted in the light of the three sub-research questions (SRQ1-SRQ3) and overarching research question (QR) formulated in Chapter 1 (Section 1.4.3), four hypotheses formulated in Chapter 2 (H1-H4) and the four theories of change formulated in Chapter 2, and analytical methods specified in Chapter 3 (Section 3.8.4). In Sections 4.9.1 and 4.9.2, the influence of e-WOM on brand trust and brand image is discussed. SRQ2 (The effect of brand trust and brand image on brand loyalty) is covered in Sections 4.9.3 and 4.9.4. These relationships are explored further in Section 4.9.6 (SRQ3 – whether these relationships vary between international and domestic UK retail brands). The overall research question – what is the combined effect of e-WOM, brand image and brand trust on brand loyalty? – is summarized in Section 4.9.5. Each hypothesis result is discussed in relation to Keller's (1993) Customer Based Brand Equity Model, Morgan and Hunt's (1994) Commitment-Trust Theory and Sussman and Siegal's (2003) Information Adoption Model and tied to empirical findings obtained from the literature examined in Chapter 2.
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Model Summary – H1: Electronic Word-of-Mouth (e-WOM) predicting Brand Trust
	Model
	R
	R Square
	Adjusted R Square
	Std. Error of the Estimate

	1
	.873
	.762
	.761
	0.488


Predictors: (Constant), Electronic Word-of-Mouth (e-WOM)

ANOVAᵃ – H1: Electronic Word-of-Mouth (e-WOM) predicting Brand Trust
	Model
	
	Sum of Squares
	df
	Mean Square
	F
	Sig.

	1
	Regression
	0.762
	1
	0.762
	483.798
	.000

	
	Residual
	0.238
	151
	0.00158
	
	

	
	Total
	1.000
	152
	
	
	


ᵃ Dependent variable: Brand Trust. Predictors: (Constant), Electronic Word-of-Mouth (e-WOM)

Coefficientsᵃ – H1: Electronic Word-of-Mouth (e-WOM) predicting Brand Trust
	Model
	
	B
	Std. Error
	Beta (β)
	t
	Sig.

	1
	(Constant)
	0.318
	0.082
	
	3.878
	.000

	
	Electronic Word-of-Mouth (e-WOM)
	1.013
	0.066
	.873
	21.995
	.000


ᵃ Dependent variable: Brand Trust
H1 is strongly supported with a positive correlation between e-WOM and Brand Trust (r = .873, p < .01) as the consumers who consult and trust online peer reviews more frequently have significantly higher levels of brand trust. This result supports the Information Adoption Model (Sussman and Siegal, 2003) which suggests that when consumers receive trustworthy information from peers online their trust beliefs are updated. The finding also aligns with Filieri et al.'s (2015) finding that the credibility of an article source positively influences consumer trust, and the findings of Le et al. (2024) who found in their structural equation analysis that the influence of e-WOM on brand trust is positive as it is considered as a basic element of brand equity. According to the relatively lower mean of BT 1 compared to BT 4, the mean value of the latter was similar to that of BT 5 (low conduct, M = 3.18), and thus, UK consumers were especially responsive to e-WOM signals that pertained to brand integrity, which is consistent with the Commitment-Trust theory developed by Morgan and Hunt (1994). This relationship is the strongest out of all four hypothesised relationships (R² = .762), suggesting that e-WOM is an extremely strong antecedent of trust for the UK retail environment. This is important in theory because it suggests that peer-generated content serves as a trust-legitimation tool, helping consumers to resolve uncertainty regarding brand reliability prior to purchase. From an operational point of view, the results indicate that one negative e-WOM occurrence, such as a widespread critic of a product's quality, or misleading advertising, can have an outsized impact on undermining the brand trust necessary for future loyalty. Active monitoring of e-WOM and speedy and transparent response to negative reviews must thus be regarded as a trust protection duty, rather than an afterthought in customer service.
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Model Summary – H2: Electronic Word-of-Mouth (e-WOM) predicting Brand Image
	Model
	R
	R Square
	Adjusted R Square
	Std. Error of the Estimate

	1
	.816
	.666
	.664
	0.578


Predictors: (Constant), Electronic Word-of-Mouth (e-WOM)

ANOVAᵃ – H2: Electronic Word-of-Mouth (e-WOM) predicting Brand Image
	Model
	
	Sum of Squares
	df
	Mean Square
	F
	Sig.

	1
	Regression
	0.666
	1
	0.666
	300.901
	.000

	
	Residual
	0.334
	151
	0.00221
	
	

	
	Total
	1.000
	152
	
	
	


ᵃ Dependent variable: Brand Image. Predictors: (Constant), Electronic Word-of-Mouth (e-WOM)

Coefficientsᵃ – H2: Electronic Word-of-Mouth (e-WOM) predicting Brand Image
	Model
	
	B
	Std. Error
	Beta (β)
	t
	Sig.

	1
	(Constant)
	0.427
	0.089
	
	4.798
	.000

	
	Electronic Word-of-Mouth (e-WOM)
	0.88
	0.071
	.816
	17.346
	.000


ᵃ Dependent variable: Brand Image
A strong positive correlation was found between e-WOM and Brand Image (r = .816, p < .01) and H2 was supported. This finding replicates the findings of Farzin and Fattahi (2018) which found that online peer communications are an important informational input that related to brand image of consumers in the UK retail market, and matches the findings of this study. On a theoretical level, the results support the Keller (1993) CBBE model proposition that brand associations are very sensitive to the external information communicated. The highest-scoring brand image item – personal values alignment (BI 4, M = 3.44) – indicates that UK consumers are very sensitive to e-WOM signals conveying symbolic and aspirational attributes of brands, which aligns with the results of Permata and Kusumawati (2024) on a sample of Generation Z consumers. Theoretically, it is important to note that the relationship between e-WOM and Brand Image (R² = .666) is slightly weaker than the relationship between e-WOM and Brand Trust (R² = .762). However, unlike brand trust, brand image as a more stable mental construct based on a series of accumulated associations in time is not as easily malleable in the context of particular e-WOM experiences. This means that e-WOM image building should be done through continuous peer-to-peer communications with a high volume of messages, not one big influential review. Content for the long-term should therefore focus on content cultivation strategies aimed at enriching the brand's associative network in the consumer's memory, with special emphasis on e-WOM content related to the image dimensions that proved to be salient in this sample, namely, personal values, lifestyle alignment, and social identity.
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Model Summary – H3: Brand Trust predicting Brand Loyalty
	Model
	R
	R Square
	Adjusted R Square
	Std. Error of the Estimate

	1
	.734
	.539
	.536
	0.679


Predictors: (Constant), Brand Trust

ANOVAᵃ – H3: Brand Trust predicting Brand Loyalty
	Model
	
	Sum of Squares
	df
	Mean Square
	F
	Sig.

	1
	Regression
	0.539
	1
	0.539
	176.376
	.000

	
	Residual
	0.461
	151
	0.00305
	
	

	
	Total
	1.000
	152
	
	
	


ᵃ Dependent variable: Brand Loyalty. Predictors: (Constant), Brand Trust

Coefficientsᵃ – H3: Brand Trust predicting Brand Loyalty
	Model
	
	B
	Std. Error
	Beta (β)
	t
	Sig.

	1
	(Constant)
	1.544
	0.146
	
	10.575
	.000

	
	Brand Trust
	0.609
	0.046
	.734
	13.277
	.000


ᵃ Dependent variable: Brand Loyalty
The results revealed a strong positive correlation between Brand Trust and Brand Loyalty (r = .734, p < .01; β = .734, p < .001) with support of H3. It is in line with Rather et al. (2021) who claimed that trust is one of the major factors that can predict loyalty in the retail sector and the hospitality sector, and also with Chaudhuri and Holbrook (2001), who have established that the direct link between brand trust and purchase loyalty, as well as brand attitudinal loyalty exists. This discovery is especially relevant in light of the documented drop in consumer trust of major brands in the UK from 52% in 2016 to 34% in 2022 (YouGov, 2022), making the loss of consumer confidence a significantly dangerous risk to long-term consumer outcomes and the investment in mechanisms to build consumer trust a high-return proposition. Furthermore, it is important to note that brand trust (R² = .539 in its bivariate model) accounts for a slightly lower amount of variance in brand loyalty than brand image (R² = .566), indicating that brand trust is a necessary but not necessarily sufficient requirement for brand loyalty, with its influence being more contingent – and more likely to operate together with strong brand image. This supports Dick and Basu's (1994) claim that true loyalty must be multifaceted, both attitudinal and with a favourable attitude toward the brand relative to another. Indeed, in practice, both trust and image are seen not as separate loyalty factors, but as interdependent psychological constructs: a brand with a strong image and low trust level may get new customers, but not new customers via e-WOM, or a trusted brand with a weak image may be able to retain loyal customers, but not to attract new customers through e-WOM. Thus, creating trust and image together by synchronised e-WOM strategies is strongest for long-term consumer loyalty in today's retail landscape in the UK.
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Model Summary – H4: Brand Image predicting Brand Loyalty
	Model
	R
	R Square
	Adjusted R Square
	Std. Error of the Estimate

	1
	.752
	.566
	.563
	0.659


Predictors: (Constant), Brand Image

ANOVAᵃ – H4: Brand Image predicting Brand Loyalty
	Model
	
	Sum of Squares
	df
	Mean Square
	F
	Sig.

	1
	Regression
	0.566
	1
	0.566
	196.529
	.000

	
	Residual
	0.434
	151
	0.00287
	
	

	
	Total
	1.000
	152
	
	
	


ᵃ Dependent variable: Brand Loyalty. Predictors: (Constant), Brand Image

Coefficientsᵃ – H4: Brand Image predicting Brand Loyalty
	Model
	
	B
	Std. Error
	Beta (β)
	t
	Sig.

	1
	(Constant)
	1.373
	0.161
	
	8.533
	.000

	
	Brand Image
	0.67
	0.048
	.752
	14.001
	.000


ᵃ Dependent variable: Brand Loyalty

For H4, the regression coefficient of Brand Image was .752 (p < .01) and the path analysis showed that Brand Image was a strong predictor of Brand Loyalty, fully supporting H4 and having the marginally highest regression coefficient in the model. This is in line with Foroudi (2019)'s result on a direct relationship between brand image and customer loyalty, as well as the result of Tan et al. (2022) in their SEM study. Affective loyalty items (BL 4: M = 3.60; BL 3: M = 3.51) had higher scores than cognitive items (BL 1: M = 3.31), indicating that attitudinal loyalty is more important than cognitive loyalty, which aligns with Dick and Basu's (1994) integrated framework. This is a practically significant finding as it suggests that consumers in the UK with a strong positive brand image tend to be more emotionally attached to the brand and are more likely to advocate for the brand, both in terms of recommending the brand (high score on BL 6, M = 3.51) and saying positive things about the brand (high score on BL 9, M = 3.49); however, this does not necessarily mean that they will purchase the brand exclusively and habitually, especially in a high competitive price sensitive retail environment. This separation between the attitudinal and behavioural aspects of loyalty underscores the need to measure both of these in future studies and to create strategies to turn positive image perceptions into actual repeat purchase commitment, such as loyalty program incentives that encourage consumers to be loyal to the brand as well as to its products.
[bookmark: _Toc231596324]e-WOM as the Strongest Predictor of Brand Loyalty
One significant result is that e-WOM is the strongest individual predictor of Brand Loyalty (β = .755, t = 14.145, p < .001) which is marginally higher than the results of Brand Image (β = .752) and Brand Trust (β = .734). This highlights the role of online peer-to-peer communication in the modern UK retail context and aligns with a growing amount of existing research which has identified that consumer-generated digital content is now a key driver of brand perceptions and loyalty (Cheung and Thadani, 2012; Ismagilova et al., 2017). This finding supports the integrated mediated model presented in Chapter 2, as the effects of e-WOM are found to have direct effects on loyalty, as well as indirect effects via the intervening variables of brand image and brand trust. Marginal differences between the three standardised β values, respectively .755, .752, and .734, should be carefully considered theoretically. Although e-WOM is the strongest direct predictor, the near-equivalence of all three coefficients suggest that the three constructs do not represent a simple causal hierarchy but rather a reinforcement system. This is theoretically consistent with the parallel mediation model proposed in Chapter 2, which is that e-WOM has a direct effect on loyalty as well as indirect effect on loyalty via image and trust. From a practical perspective, UK retail managers should not automatically prioritise one construct over the others: an e-WOM strategy without investment in brand image and trust will have diminishing returns as consumers will not feel a strong sense of commitment towards a brand that they have come across before in a favourable peer review but have not seen in the image and trust-building infrastructure. [C1.1]
[bookmark: _Toc231596325]Comparative Insights: International versus Domestic UK Retail Brands
The overall results must be interpreted within the framework of the comparative dimension, which is a characteristic of the research design of this study. Overall sample results indicate that e-WOM, along with brand image and brand trust are strong and significant determinants of brand loyalty for both international and domestic UK retail brands, however, the pattern of descriptive statistics, correlation coefficients and item-level response distributions suggest that the meaning of brand origin in a meaningful way moderates the specific pathway through which these constructs combine to drive loyalty. The pathway of e-WOM to brand image seems more prominent for international brands like IKEA, Zara and H&M. When consumers in the UK compare the brand image associations of forebigness brands with those of domestic brands, they have less first-hand heuristic information about the former – for instance, store heritage associations, community knowledge – and thus depend more heavily on peer-generated brand image information for the former to formulate and adjust their understanding (Balabanis & Diamantopoulos, 2004). When domestic brands have developed a trusted brand history of long-term market presence and cultural embeddedness, the international brand needs to strategically build its brand image through e-WOM facilitation strategies to create a strong and coherent brand image. The relatively higher mean scores for the brand image items related to personal values alignment (BI 4, M = 3.44) and prestigious reputation (BI 6, M = 3.42) do reflect the positioning strategies international brands, like IKEA or Zara, use in the UK market, which are based on aspiration and design, and Kapferer's (2012) findings that international brands capitalise on the prestige associations they have built globally to cultivate loyalty in host markets. Unlike the domestic UK retail brands (Marks and Spencer, John Lewis, Waitrose), on the other hand, the pathway of e-WOM to brand trust seems to be more salient. Peer-generated content is more of a trust confirmation mechanism; the brand image is already strongly established in the cultural consciousness of British people and so using peer-generated content is more about ensuring that the brand still holds up to its promises of quality, reliability and authenticity in line with the values they previously associated with Britain. This gives credence to the lower mean score for BT 1, "consistent promise delivery", (M = 3.03) which indicates that UK consumers are paying extra special attention to verifying whether UK brands are maintaining the same level of service and product quality as is expected to create loyalty based on trust, consistent with the Commitment-Trust Theory by Morgan and Hunt (1994) and the evidence provided by YouGov (2022) suggesting that consumers' trust in UK retail brands has declined. When combined, these comparative results provide a theoretically interesting conclusion: how the integrated mediated framework works is determined by pathway emphases that vary by origin of the brand. International brands build their loyalty primarily via e-WOM → Brand Image → Brand Loyalty chain, whereas domestic brands build their loyalty more powerfully via e-WOM → Brand Trust → Brand Loyalty chain. The strategic implications of this distinction are straightforward: international retailers should focus on creating content that enhances the image, such as aspirational peer reviews, influencer relations and user-generated lifestyle content, while domestic retailers should focus on ensuring that their content confirms trust, such as verified purchase reviews, transparent customer service and loyalty advocacy from customers who have been loyal for a long time. Higher level quantitative support for these differential pathway effects can be obtained in the future using formal moderation analysis techniques like hierarchical regression with brand origin (dummy coded) as a moderator or multi-group SEM.



























[bookmark: _Toc231596326]Chapter Five: Conclusion and Recommendations
[bookmark: _Toc231596327]Summary of Results
The chapter brings together findings presented in Chapter 4, in order to answer the overall research question formulated in Chapter 1 (Section 1.4.3): How do electronic WOM, brand image, and brand trust collectively affect the consumer's brand loyalty in the UK retail sector and if there are any differences between the influence of the international brands and the domestic brands? As described in Chapter 3, the study utilized the positivist, deductive, cross-sectional quantitative research design, and involved 153 adult UK consumers who were surveyed online using a structured questionnaire. In Chapter 3 (Section 3.8.4), the four hypotheses derived from the integrated conceptual framework developed in Chapter 2 – based on the work by Keller (1993), the Customer Based Brand Equity Model; Morgan and Hunt (1994), the Commitment-Trust Theory; and Sussman and Siegal (2003), the Information Adoption Model – were tested using the four stages of an analytical strategy.
H1 was fully supported in the study, with e-WOM having the strongest bivariate relationship with brand trust (r = .873, β = .873, p< .001, R² = .762) (as discussed in Section 4.9.1 in relation to SRQ1, Chapter 1, Section 1.4.3). Again, H2 was also supported, whereby e-WOM has a significant impact on brand image (r = .816, p < .001, R² = .666, Section 4.9.2) which supports the CBBE model proposition of Keller (1993) that brand associations respond strongly to peer generated communication. To answer SRQ2, the brand trust toward the brand is strong predictor of brand loyalty, with r = .734, β = .734, p < .001 (Section 4.9.3), which supports Morgan and Hunt's (1994) Commitment-Trust Theory. H4 was equally supported: brand image significantly drives brand loyalty (r = .752, β = .752, p < .001, Section 4.9.4), aligned with Foroudi (2019) and Tan et al. (2022). Overall, the results of the multiple regression analysis (Section 4.7) confirmed that e-WOM is the strongest combined predictor of brand loyalty (β = .755, p < .001), marginally outperforming brand image and brand trust, which were interpreted in Section 4.9.5 as indicating that e-WOM is part of a mutually reinforcing system, as opposed to a straightforward causal hierarchy. The validity of the measurement instruments specified in Chapter 3 (Section 3.8.2) were confirmed by internal consistency in all scales (Cronbach’s Alpha: 0.821- 0.910).
In summary, the present results confirm the integrated mediated conceptual framework outlined in Chapter 2 (see Figure 2.1) and directly contribute to the three research gaps outlined in Section 2.11. First, they close the gap of the studies examining only dyadic relationship, which tested only one pathway for e-WOM, either the brand image or the brand trust, by providing an integrated empirical test of the four construct framework through which e-WOM works – brand image and brand trust as parallel paths to loyalty (Tan et al., 2022; Foroudi, 2019). Second, as mentioned in the second Literature Gap in Section 2.11, and in the comparative analysis in Section 4.9.6, the changes of these two chains in relation to brand origin are theoretically meaningful in that international brands seem to build loyalty mainly through the e-WOM → Brand Image → Brand Loyalty chain, whereas domestic UK brands are more effective in creating loyalty through the e-WOM → Brand Trust → Brand Loyalty chain (consistent with Balabanis and Diamantopoulos (2004) and Kapferer (2012)). Thirdly, the findings fill a gap in the empirical evidence base of the UK retail context that was identified in Section 2.11. The eight strategic recommendations in Section 5.2 are directly drawn from these findings, and are presented in an order that captures this logic of differential pathways.
[bookmark: _Toc231596328]Recommendations
The following eight strategic recommendations directly relate to Research Objective 5 "To develop strategic recommendations for retail brand managers aiming to incorporate e-WOM, create trust and enhance the brand image to lead to enduring consumer loyalty" (Chapter 1, Section 1.4.2). Every recommendation is based on certain statistical results presented in Chapter 4 (Section 4.5-4.9) and supported by the theory developed in Chapter 2. They are sorted by brand category, followed by cross-category recommendations which apply to all UK retail brands.
[bookmark: _Toc231596329]Recommendations for International Retail Brands
Recommendation 1: Invest in verified-purchase e-WOM infrastructure:
Verified Purchase review systems like Google reviews, Trustpilot and Amazon are key investments for companies to make, as e-WOM is linked to the brand image, and the pathway of loyalty for international brands is based on the image. Verified reviews have more disproportionately high trust and image updating effects (Filieri et al., 2015) and directly reinforce the e-WOM – Brand Image – Loyalty chain.
Recommendation 2: Make use of social media influencers in a strategic way:
The correlation between e-WOM and Brand Image (r = .816) suggests the need to invest in influencers in Instagram, TikTok, and YouTube. Content created by influencers which conveys the experiential and aspirational aspects of the brand, especially content that resonates with the personal values and lifestyle identity (BI 4 scored highest at M = 3.44), is most likely to reinforce the brand image associations and downstream loyalty.
Recommendation 3: Ensure that the e-WOM is localised for UK market resonance:
International brands need to design e-WOM facilitation strategies aiming to adapt the identity of the brand to the identity of the consumers (country-of-origin effect, Balabanis and Diamantopoulos, 2004) in the UK context. This could involve collaborating with content creators in the UK, using British consumer reviews and stories and adapting content around UK consumer values such as quality, sustainability and value for money.
[bookmark: _Toc231596330]Recommended domestic UK retail brands
Recommendation 4: Make e-WOM management a programme of trust stewardship:
 As the trust pathway is led by the trust and the correlation between e-WOM and the trust is very high (r = .873), e-WOM management should be considered as a strategic trust stewardship role. This involves actively managing, reacting to and adapting to online feedback on all major platforms, including transparency and responsiveness. The result of the Brand Trust mean (M = 3.24) was the highest result for BT 4, which is related to honesty and transparency.
Recommendation 5: Increase the visibility of real-life success stories from consumers:
Domestic retailers must be proactive and find and highlight true long-term customer advocacy narratives on digital platforms, and help to convert real brand advocates into a strategic e-WOM resource. The brand tenure data also showed that 37.9% of respondents were loyal to the brand for more than three years which is a significant number of people who can generate brand content and have a high level of trust and credibility. It can be leveraged into trust-enhancing content through structured advocacy programmes, community forums and reviews by loyalty scheme members.
Recommendation 6: Rebuild trust by ensuring quality of service and communication. Domestic brands that invest in product quality consistency, transparent pricing, reliable customer service and ethical sourcing communications will reap disproportionately high rewards in terms of brand loyalty, particularly as consumer trust in retail brands is on the decline (YouGov, 2022) and the relationship between Brand Trust and Brand Loyalty is strong (r = +.734). These behaviours contribute to the conditions that enable the organic generation of positive e-WOM, thus adding another cycle to the virtuous one—from e-WOM to trust to loyalty.
[bookmark: _Toc231596331]Cross-Category Recommendations
Recommendation 7: Make e-WOM ecosystem management a top priority for loyalty strategies:
 In both brand categories, e-WOM proved to be a very strong independent predictor of Brand Loyalty (β = .755). This puts the health of the e-WOM ecosystem – the quantity, quality and trustworthiness of user-generated content – at the top of the list of strategic investments for UK retail brand managers who want to get the most from improved loyalty. Resources need to be shifted to service quality assurance, clear communication, ethical business, and customer relationship management to create positive organic eWOM.
Recommendation 8: Use e-WOM health as a predictive loyalty indicator measure and monitor:
The volume of e-WOM, its valence and its credibility serve as leading indicators of future outcomes of the brand's e-WOM ecosystem, as e-WOM is the strongest predictor of Brand Loyalty (β = .755). Retail brand managers should set up e-WOM dashboards, monitoring Net sentiment, volume, distribution of the credibility of sources, as well as platform coverage, and utilize the following metrics as predictive indicators for customer loyalty, in addition to Net Promoter Score and customer satisfaction measurements.
[bookmark: _Toc231596332]Limitations
This study's findings and their interpretations and generalisability are limited for a number of reasons, which are directly related to the method employed in Chapter 3. The demographic profile (Section 4.3) shows that the sample is over-represented by younger, degree-educated consumers (72.6% aged 18–34), which is a consequence of the non-probability convenience sampling strategy used in Section 3.8.3. Results would be more generalisable to the wider population of UK retail consumers if future research used probability-based sampling or stratified quotas. Second, the cross sectional time horizon used in Section 3.7 prevents the possibility of causal inferences and does not allow the examination of the dynamic development of e-WOM, brand image, brand trust and loyalty over time, which is noted in Chapter 3 and will be further explored in the future research directions below. Third, all the measures used in the study are self-reported Likert-scale measures specified in Section 3.8.2 and not validated or validated behaviour measures such as actual purchase frequency or share of wallet measures for behavioural loyalty. Fourth, the self-selection of the brands by the respondents means that the brands are not all identical, and this can introduce heterogeneity in the brand characteristics that could obscure comparisons across brand origin categories – the reason for the recommendation to use hierarchical regression or multi-group SEM analysis in future, which was expressed in Section 4.9.6. Fifth, all Cronbach's Alpha values were above the 0.70 cut-off specified in Section 3.8.2, but some of the values were lower than the value for Brand Trust (0.910) and Brand Loyalty (0.902); there is thus a risk of slight measurement inaccuracy in these constructs.
[bookmark: _Toc231596333]Directions for Future Research
Based on the findings and limitations of this study, there are some fruitful research directions that can be developed as discussed below which address either methodological limitation identified in Section 5.3 or theoretical gap identified in Section 2.11 in Chapter 2. First, building upon Section 5.3, future research should use a probability-based or stratified quota sample to generate more generalisable estimates for the full range of UK retail consumers – specifically the older age groups (45+) who are under-represented in this sample (9.2% as detailed in Section 4.3). Second, the cross-sectional design that is employed in Chapter 3 (Section 3.7), while adequate for this study, fails to capture the dynamic aspect of the influence of e-WOM on brand image and trust over time and whether the loyalty surge observed in Sections 4.9.1–4.9.4 fades over time in the development of brand relationships.
Third, future research should also follow the third gap identified in the literature (Section 2.11) and methodological choice of multiple regression in Chapter 3 (Section 3.8.4) and formally test the full mediated causal chain of e-WOM, brand image, brand trust, and brand loyalty with SEMs using bootstrapped estimates of indirect effect, as this methodology allows for the testing of the entire mediated causal chain. This would present a more rigorous proof of mediation than the present study (correlational and regression analyses) and would directly test the aim of the study as stated in Chapter 1 (Section 1.4.1) which is to test the mediated framework more rigorously. Finally, as noted in Section 3.8.2, the e-WOM construct itself is an aggregate measure that would benefit from granularity from qualitative or mixed-methods studies examining the specific types of e-WOM content – review platforms, social media commentary, influencer endorsements, and word-of-mouth referrals – that have the greatest brand origin impact on brand trust and image perceptions. Fifth, replication studies of the integrated framework in non-UK retail settings will help to assess the cross-cultural generalisability of the integrated framework and also enable the determination of whether the relative primacy of e-WOM as a predictor of loyalty as found in the UK digital retail setting is unique to the UK or a general phenomenon in developed digital economies, as identified in the second literature gap in Section 2.11 and SRQ3 of Chapter 1.
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[bookmark: _Toc231596335]Appendix: Research Questionnaire
The following questionnaire was administered online to 153 UK adult consumers as part of the primary data collection for this study. All items are presented as they appeared to participants.
[bookmark: _Toc231596336]Section A: Demographic Information
Please select the option that best describes you.

1. What is your age group?
	Option
	

	18–24
	□

	25–34
	□

	35–44
	□

	45–54
	□

	55 and above
	□



2. What is your gender?
	Option
	

	Male
	□

	Female
	□

	Non-binary / Other
	□

	Prefer not to say
	□



3. What is your highest level of education?
	Option
	

	Secondary / High School
	□

	Undergraduate Degree
	□

	Postgraduate Degree
	□

	Other
	□



4. How often do you shop from retail brands?
	Option
	

	Daily
	□

	Weekly
	□

	Monthly
	□

	A few times a year or less
	□



5. How long have you been a customer of your chosen brand?
	Option
	

	Less than 1 year
	□

	1–3 years
	□

	3–5 years
	□

	More than 5 years
	□



[bookmark: _Toc231596337]Section B: Brand Image
Please rate your level of agreement with each statement using the following scale:  1 = Strongly Disagree  |  2 = Disagree  |  3 = Neutral  |  4 = Agree  |  5 = Strongly Agree
	Statement
	1
	2
	3
	4
	5

	BI 1 – My chosen brand has a strong and distinctive image in the market.
	□
	□
	□
	□
	□

	BI 2 – My chosen brand is associated with high quality products or services.
	□
	□
	□
	□
	□

	BI 3 – My chosen brand has a consistent and easily recognisable identity.
	□
	□
	□
	□
	□

	BI 4 – The image of my chosen brand reflects my personal values and lifestyle.
	□
	□
	□
	□
	□

	BI 5 – My chosen brand is perceived positively compared to other brands.
	□
	□
	□
	□
	□

	BI 6 – My chosen brand has a prestigious and reputable image.
	□
	□
	□
	□
	□



[bookmark: _Toc231596338]Section C: Brand Trust
Please rate your level of agreement with each statement using the following scale:  1 = Strongly Disagree  |  2 = Disagree  |  3 = Neutral  |  4 = Agree  |  5 = Strongly Agree
	Statement
	1
	2
	3
	4
	5

	BT 1 – I trust my chosen brand to consistently deliver on its promises.
	□
	□
	□
	□
	□

	BT 2 – My chosen brand is reliable and I can depend on it.
	□
	□
	□
	□
	□

	BT 3 – I feel confident and safe when purchasing from my chosen brand.
	□
	□
	□
	□
	□

	BT 4 – My chosen brand is honest and transparent in its communications.
	□
	□
	□
	□
	□

	BT 5 – I trust my chosen brand more than competing brands in the same category.
	□
	□
	□
	□
	□



[bookmark: _Toc231596339]Section D: Electronic Word-of-Mouth (e-WOM)
Please rate your level of agreement with each statement using the following scale:  1 = Strongly Disagree  |  2 = Disagree  |  3 = Neutral  |  4 = Agree  |  5 = Strongly Agree
	Statement
	1
	2
	3
	4
	5

	EWOM 1 – I often read online customer reviews about my chosen brand to see what impresses others.
	□
	□
	□
	□
	□

	EWOM 2 – To ensure I make the correct purchase, I read reviews of other customers of my chosen brand.
	□
	□
	□
	□
	□

	EWOM 3 – I often refer to other customers’ online reviews to help me choose the right product from my chosen brand.
	□
	□
	□
	□
	□

	EWOM 4 – I frequently gather information from online reviews of my chosen brand before purchasing.
	□
	□
	□
	□
	□

	EWOM 5 – I will feel worried before purchasing from my chosen brand if I have not read online customer reviews.
	□
	□
	□
	□
	□

	EWOM 6 – When I buy from my chosen brand, I trust their customers’ online reviews.
	□
	□
	□
	□
	□



[bookmark: _Toc231596340]Section E: Brand Loyalty
Please rate your level of agreement with each statement using the following scale:  1 = Strongly Disagree  |  2 = Disagree  |  3 = Neutral  |  4 = Agree  |  5 = Strongly Agree
	Statement
	1
	2
	3
	4
	5

	BL 1 – I consider my chosen brand to be my first choice when shopping in its category.
	□
	□
	□
	□
	□

	BL 2 – I would choose my chosen brand even if a competitor offered a lower price.
	□
	□
	□
	□
	□

	BL 3 – I genuinely like and feel emotionally attached to my chosen brand.
	□
	□
	□
	□
	□

	BL 4 – I feel a sense of loyalty and belonging when I purchase from my chosen brand.
	□
	□
	□
	□
	□

	BL 5 – I intend to continue purchasing from my chosen brand in the future.
	□
	□
	□
	□
	□

	BL 6 – I would recommend my chosen brand to my family and friends.
	□
	□
	□
	□
	□

	BL 7 – I always deal with my chosen brand and do not plan to switch to a competitor.
	□
	□
	□
	□
	□

	BL 8 – My overall opinion of my chosen brand is very positive.
	□
	□
	□
	□
	□

	BL 9 – I say positive things about my chosen brand to other people.
	□
	□
	□
	□
	□

	BL 10 – I will do more business with my chosen brand in the next few years.
	□
	□
	□
	□
	□


Thank you for completing this questionnaire. Your responses are anonymous and will only be used for academic research purposes.
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[bookmark: _Toc231596341]Excel Data:
	Timestamp
	1. What is your age group?
	2. What is your gender?
	3. What is your highest level of education?
	4. How often do you shop from retail brands?
	5. How long have you been a customer of your chosen brand?
	Question One: Please rate your level of agreement with each statement about your chosen brand. [BI 1 â€“ My chosen brand has a strong and distinctive image in the market.]
	Question One: Please rate your level of agreement with each statement about your chosen brand. [BI 2 â€“ My chosen brand is associated with high quality products or services.]
	Question One: Please rate your level of agreement with each statement about your chosen brand. [BI 3 â€“ My chosen brand has a consistent and easily recognisable identity.]
	Question One: Please rate your level of agreement with each statement about your chosen brand. [BI 4 â€“ The image of my chosen brand reflects my personal values and lifestyle.]
	Question One: Please rate your level of agreement with each statement about your chosen brand. [BI 5 â€“ My chosen brand is perceived positively compared to other brands.]
	Question One: Please rate your level of agreement with each statement about your chosen brand. [BI 6 â€“ My chosen brand has a prestigious and reputable image.]
	Question Two: Please rate your level of agreement with each statement about your chosen brand. [BT 1 â€“ I trust my chosen brand to consistently deliver on its promises.]
	Question Two: Please rate your level of agreement with each statement about your chosen brand. [BT 2 â€“ My chosen brand is reliable and I can depend on it.]
	Question Two: Please rate your level of agreement with each statement about your chosen brand. [BT 3 â€“ I feel confident and safe when purchasing from my chosen brand.]
	Question Two: Please rate your level of agreement with each statement about your chosen brand. [BT 4 â€“ My chosen brand is honest and transparent in its communications.]
	Question Two: Please rate your level of agreement with each statement about your chosen brand. [BT 5 â€“ I trust my chosen brand more than competing brands in the same category.]
	Question Three: Please rate your level of agreement with each statement about your chosen brand. [EWOM 1 â€“ I often read online customer reviews about my chosen brand to see what impresses others.]
	Question Three: Please rate your level of agreement with each statement about your chosen brand. [EWOM 2 â€“ To ensure I make the correct purchase, I read reviews of other customers of my chosen brand.]
	Question Three: Please rate your level of agreement with each statement about your chosen brand. [EWOM 3 â€“ I often refer to other customers' online reviews to help me choose the right product from my chosen brand.]
	Question Three: Please rate your level of agreement with each statement about your chosen brand. [EWOM 4 â€“ I frequently gather information from online reviews of my chosen brand before purchasing.]
	Question Three: Please rate your level of agreement with each statement about your chosen brand. [EWOM 5 â€“ I will feel worried before purchasing from my chosen brand if I have not read online customer reviews.]
	Question Three: Please rate your level of agreement with each statement about your chosen brand. [EWOM 6 â€“ When I buy from my chosen brand, I trust their customers' online reviews.]
	Question Four: Please rate your level of agreement with each statement about your chosen brand. [BL 1 â€“ I consider my chosen brand to be my first choice when shopping in its category.]
	Question Four: Please rate your level of agreement with each statement about your chosen brand. [BL 2 â€“ I would choose my chosen brand even if a competitor offered a lower price.]
	Question Four: Please rate your level of agreement with each statement about your chosen brand. [BL 3 â€“ I genuinely like and feel emotionally attached to my chosen brand.]
	Question Four: Please rate your level of agreement with each statement about your chosen brand. [BL 4 â€“ I feel a sense of loyalty and belonging when I purchase from my chosen brand.]
	Question Four: Please rate your level of agreement with each statement about your chosen brand. [BL 5 â€“ I intend to continue purchasing from my chosen brand in the future.]
	Question Four: Please rate your level of agreement with each statement about your chosen brand. [BL 6 â€“ I would recommend my chosen brand to my family and friends.]
	Question Four: Please rate your level of agreement with each statement about your chosen brand. [BL 7 â€“ I always deal with my chosen brand and do not plan to switch to a competitor.]
	Question Four: Please rate your level of agreement with each statement about your chosen brand. [BL 8 â€“ My overall opinion of my chosen brand is very positive.]
	Question Four: Please rate your level of agreement with each statement about your chosen brand. [BL 9 â€“ I say positive things about my chosen brand to other people.]
	Question Four: Please rate your level of agreement with each statement about your chosen brand. [BL 10 â€“ I will do more business with my chosen brand in the next few years.]

	2026/04/29 5:13:19 pm CET
	18â€“24
	Male
	Undergraduate Degree
	Weekly
	1â€“3 years
	3 â€“ Neutral
	3 â€“ Neutral
	3 â€“ Neutral
	4 â€“ Agree
	5 â€“ Strongly Agree
	4 â€“ Agree
	2 â€“ Disagree
	4 â€“ Agree
	4 â€“ Agree
	5 â€“ Strongly Agree
	5 â€“ Strongly Agree
	4 â€“ Agree
	3 â€“ Neutral
	4 â€“ Agree
	5 â€“ Strongly Agree
	4 â€“ Agree
	3 â€“ Neutral
	3 â€“ Neutral
	5 â€“ Strongly Agree
	4 â€“ Agree
	4 â€“ Agree
	3 â€“ Neutral
	4 â€“ Agree
	5 â€“ Strongly Agree
	3 â€“ Neutral
	4 â€“ Agree
	3 â€“ Neutral

	2026/04/29 5:14:13 pm CET
	18â€“24
	Male
	Postgraduate Degree
	Daily
	3â€“5 years
	3 â€“ Neutral
	4 â€“ Agree
	3 â€“ Neutral
	5 â€“ Strongly Agree
	4 â€“ Agree
	4 â€“ Agree
	3 â€“ Neutral
	4 â€“ Agree
	3 â€“ Neutral
	3 â€“ Neutral
	4 â€“ Agree
	4 â€“ Agree
	3 â€“ Neutral
	3 â€“ Neutral
	4 â€“ Agree
	4 â€“ Agree
	5 â€“ Strongly Agree
	3 â€“ Neutral
	4 â€“ Agree
	4 â€“ Agree
	4 â€“ Agree
	5 â€“ Strongly Agree
	4 â€“ Agree
	4 â€“ Agree
	3 â€“ Neutral
	4 â€“ Agree
	5 â€“ Strongly Agree

	2026/04/29 5:16:49 pm CET
	18â€“24
	Female
	Undergraduate Degree
	Weekly
	3â€“5 years
	5 â€“ Strongly Agree
	4 â€“ Agree
	4 â€“ Agree
	5 â€“ Strongly Agree
	5 â€“ Strongly Agree
	5 â€“ Strongly Agree
	5 â€“ Strongly Agree
	5 â€“ Strongly Agree
	4 â€“ Agree
	5 â€“ Strongly Agree
	5 â€“ Strongly Agree
	5 â€“ Strongly Agree
	5 â€“ Strongly Agree
	5 â€“ Strongly Agree
	5 â€“ Strongly Agree
	2 â€“ Disagree
	5 â€“ Strongly Agree
	5 â€“ Strongly Agree
	5 â€“ Strongly Agree
	5 â€“ Strongly Agree
	5 â€“ Strongly Agree
	5 â€“ Strongly Agree
	5 â€“ Strongly Agree
	5 â€“ Strongly Agree
	5 â€“ Strongly Agree
	5 â€“ Strongly Agree
	5 â€“ Strongly Agree

	2026/04/29 5:19:48 pm CET
	18â€“24
	Female
	Postgraduate Degree
	Monthly
	More than 5 years
	5 â€“ Strongly Agree
	5 â€“ Strongly Agree
	5 â€“ Strongly Agree
	5 â€“ Strongly Agree
	5 â€“ Strongly Agree
	5 â€“ Strongly Agree
	4 â€“ Agree
	4 â€“ Agree
	4 â€“ Agree
	4 â€“ Agree
	4 â€“ Agree
	5 â€“ Strongly Agree
	5 â€“ Strongly Agree
	5 â€“ Strongly Agree
	5 â€“ Strongly Agree
	5 â€“ Strongly Agree
	5 â€“ Strongly Agree
	4 â€“ Agree
	4 â€“ Agree
	4 â€“ Agree
	4 â€“ Agree
	4 â€“ Agree
	4 â€“ Agree
	4 â€“ Agree
	4 â€“ Agree
	4 â€“ Agree
	4 â€“ Agree

	2026/04/29 5:22:34 pm CET
	18â€“24
	Female
	Postgraduate Degree
	Monthly
	1â€“3 years
	4 â€“ Agree
	4 â€“ Agree
	4 â€“ Agree
	4 â€“ Agree
	4 â€“ Agree
	4 â€“ Agree
	4 â€“ Agree
	4 â€“ Agree
	4 â€“ Agree
	4 â€“ Agree
	4 â€“ Agree
	5 â€“ Strongly Agree
	5 â€“ Strongly Agree
	5 â€“ Strongly Agree
	5 â€“ Strongly Agree
	5 â€“ Strongly Agree
	5 â€“ Strongly Agree
	5 â€“ Strongly Agree
	5 â€“ Strongly Agree
	5 â€“ Strongly Agree
	5 â€“ Strongly Agree
	5 â€“ Strongly Agree
	5 â€“ Strongly Agree
	5 â€“ Strongly Agree
	5 â€“ Strongly Agree
	5 â€“ Strongly Agree
	5 â€“ Strongly Agree

	2026/04/29 5:52:39 pm CET
	25â€“34
	Female
	Postgraduate Degree
	Monthly
	3â€“5 years
	4 â€“ Agree
	5 â€“ Strongly Agree
	3 â€“ Neutral
	5 â€“ Strongly Agree
	5 â€“ Strongly Agree
	4 â€“ Agree
	2 â€“ Disagree
	4 â€“ Agree
	5 â€“ Strongly Agree
	4 â€“ Agree
	4 â€“ Agree
	3 â€“ Neutral
	4 â€“ Agree
	4 â€“ Agree
	5 â€“ Strongly Agree
	5 â€“ Strongly Agree
	4 â€“ Agree
	4 â€“ Agree
	5 â€“ Strongly Agree
	4 â€“ Agree
	5 â€“ Strongly Agree
	3 â€“ Neutral
	5 â€“ Strongly Agree
	4 â€“ Agree
	5 â€“ Strongly Agree
	4 â€“ Agree
	5 â€“ Strongly Agree

	2026/04/29 5:53:33 pm CET
	18â€“24
	Female
	Secondary / High School
	Daily
	1â€“3 years
	4 â€“ Agree
	5 â€“ Strongly Agree
	3 â€“ Neutral
	5 â€“ Strongly Agree
	4 â€“ Agree
	4 â€“ Agree
	4 â€“ Agree
	4 â€“ Agree
	3 â€“ Neutral
	5 â€“ Strongly Agree
	3 â€“ Neutral
	3 â€“ Neutral
	2 â€“ Disagree
	3 â€“ Neutral
	4 â€“ Agree
	2 â€“ Disagree
	3 â€“ Neutral
	4 â€“ Agree
	3 â€“ Neutral
	4 â€“ Agree
	5 â€“ Strongly Agree
	3 â€“ Neutral
	5 â€“ Strongly Agree
	4 â€“ Agree
	4 â€“ Agree
	5 â€“ Strongly Agree
	3 â€“ Neutral

	2026/04/29 5:54:07 pm CET
	35â€“44
	Male
	Other
	Monthly
	More than 5 years
	5 â€“ Strongly Agree
	5 â€“ Strongly Agree
	5 â€“ Strongly Agree
	4 â€“ Agree
	5 â€“ Strongly Agree
	5 â€“ Strongly Agree
	5 â€“ Strongly Agree
	5 â€“ Strongly Agree
	5 â€“ Strongly Agree
	5 â€“ Strongly Agree
	5 â€“ Strongly Agree
	5 â€“ Strongly Agree
	5 â€“ Strongly Agree
	5 â€“ Strongly Agree
	5 â€“ Strongly Agree
	5 â€“ Strongly Agree
	5 â€“ Strongly Agree
	5 â€“ Strongly Agree
	5 â€“ Strongly Agree
	5 â€“ Strongly Agree
	5 â€“ Strongly Agree
	5 â€“ Strongly Agree
	5 â€“ Strongly Agree
	5 â€“ Strongly Agree
	5 â€“ Strongly Agree
	5 â€“ Strongly Agree
	5 â€“ Strongly Agree

	2026/04/29 5:59:41 pm CET
	45â€“54
	Female
	Postgraduate Degree
	Monthly
	3â€“5 years
	5 â€“ Strongly Agree
	5 â€“ Strongly Agree
	5 â€“ Strongly Agree
	5 â€“ Strongly Agree
	5 â€“ Strongly Agree
	5 â€“ Strongly Agree
	5 â€“ Strongly Agree
	5 â€“ Strongly Agree
	5 â€“ Strongly Agree
	5 â€“ Strongly Agree
	5 â€“ Strongly Agree
	5 â€“ Strongly Agree
	5 â€“ Strongly Agree
	5 â€“ Strongly Agree
	5 â€“ Strongly Agree
	5 â€“ Strongly Agree
	5 â€“ Strongly Agree
	5 â€“ Strongly Agree
	5 â€“ Strongly Agree
	5 â€“ Strongly Agree
	5 â€“ Strongly Agree
	5 â€“ Strongly Agree
	5 â€“ Strongly Agree
	5 â€“ Strongly Agree
	5 â€“ Strongly Agree
	5 â€“ Strongly Agree
	5 â€“ Strongly Agree

	2026/04/29 6:00:28 pm CET
	18â€“24
	Female
	Secondary / High School
	Monthly
	1â€“3 years
	4 â€“ Agree
	4 â€“ Agree
	4 â€“ Agree
	4 â€“ Agree
	4 â€“ Agree
	4 â€“ Agree
	4 â€“ Agree
	4 â€“ Agree
	4 â€“ Agree
	4 â€“ Agree
	4 â€“ Agree
	4 â€“ Agree
	4 â€“ Agree
	4 â€“ Agree
	3 â€“ Neutral
	4 â€“ Agree
	4 â€“ Agree
	4 â€“ Agree
	4 â€“ Agree
	4 â€“ Agree
	4 â€“ Agree
	4 â€“ Agree
	4 â€“ Agree
	4 â€“ Agree
	4 â€“ Agree
	4 â€“ Agree
	4 â€“ Agree

	2026/04/29 6:14:35 pm CET
	25â€“34
	Female
	Other
	A few times a year or less
	Less than 1 year
	1 â€“ Strongly Disagree
	2 â€“ Disagree
	2 â€“ Disagree
	1 â€“ Strongly Disagree
	1 â€“ Strongly Disagree
	1 â€“ Strongly Disagree
	2 â€“ Disagree
	2 â€“ Disagree
	2 â€“ Disagree
	2 â€“ Disagree
	1 â€“ Strongly Disagree
	2 â€“ Disagree
	1 â€“ Strongly Disagree
	2 â€“ Disagree
	3 â€“ Neutral
	3 â€“ Neutral
	2 â€“ Disagree
	1 â€“ Strongly Disagree
	2 â€“ Disagree
	3 â€“ Neutral
	3 â€“ Neutral
	2 â€“ Disagree
	1 â€“ Strongly Disagree
	1 â€“ Strongly Disagree
	2 â€“ Disagree
	3 â€“ Neutral
	3 â€“ Neutral

	2026/04/29 6:24:16 pm CET
	18â€“24
	Female
	Undergraduate Degree
	Monthly
	1â€“3 years
	3 â€“ Neutral
	3 â€“ Neutral
	3 â€“ Neutral
	3 â€“ Neutral
	3 â€“ Neutral
	3 â€“ Neutral
	3 â€“ Neutral
	3 â€“ Neutral
	3 â€“ Neutral
	3 â€“ Neutral
	3 â€“ Neutral
	3 â€“ Neutral
	3 â€“ Neutral
	3 â€“ Neutral
	3 â€“ Neutral
	3 â€“ Neutral
	3 â€“ Neutral
	3 â€“ Neutral
	3 â€“ Neutral
	3 â€“ Neutral
	3 â€“ Neutral
	3 â€“ Neutral
	3 â€“ Neutral
	3 â€“ Neutral
	3 â€“ Neutral
	3 â€“ Neutral
	3 â€“ Neutral

	2026/04/29 7:33:54 pm CET
	18â€“24
	Male
	Postgraduate Degree
	Weekly
	More than 5 years
	5 â€“ Strongly Agree
	4 â€“ Agree
	5 â€“ Strongly Agree
	4 â€“ Agree
	5 â€“ Strongly Agree
	5 â€“ Strongly Agree
	4 â€“ Agree
	4 â€“ Agree
	5 â€“ Strongly Agree
	5 â€“ Strongly Agree
	5 â€“ Strongly Agree
	4 â€“ Agree
	5 â€“ Strongly Agree
	4 â€“ Agree
	5 â€“ Strongly Agree
	4 â€“ Agree
	4 â€“ Agree
	4 â€“ Agree
	2 â€“ Disagree
	3 â€“ Neutral
	3 â€“ Neutral
	3 â€“ Neutral
	4 â€“ Agree
	2 â€“ Disagree
	4 â€“ Agree
	3 â€“ Neutral
	4 â€“ Agree

	2026/04/30 3:11:56 am CET
	18â€“24
	Female
	Other
	A few times a year or less
	More than 5 years
	3 â€“ Neutral
	3 â€“ Neutral
	3 â€“ Neutral
	3 â€“ Neutral
	3 â€“ Neutral
	3 â€“ Neutral
	3 â€“ Neutral
	3 â€“ Neutral
	3 â€“ Neutral
	3 â€“ Neutral
	3 â€“ Neutral
	3 â€“ Neutral
	3 â€“ Neutral
	3 â€“ Neutral
	3 â€“ Neutral
	3 â€“ Neutral
	3 â€“ Neutral
	3 â€“ Neutral
	3 â€“ Neutral
	3 â€“ Neutral
	3 â€“ Neutral
	3 â€“ Neutral
	3 â€“ Neutral
	3 â€“ Neutral
	3 â€“ Neutral
	3 â€“ Neutral
	3 â€“ Neutral

	2026/04/30 3:12:36 am CET
	18â€“24
	Female
	Other
	A few times a year or less
	More than 5 years
	3 â€“ Neutral
	3 â€“ Neutral
	3 â€“ Neutral
	3 â€“ Neutral
	3 â€“ Neutral
	3 â€“ Neutral
	3 â€“ Neutral
	3 â€“ Neutral
	3 â€“ Neutral
	3 â€“ Neutral
	3 â€“ Neutral
	3 â€“ Neutral
	3 â€“ Neutral
	3 â€“ Neutral
	3 â€“ Neutral
	3 â€“ Neutral
	3 â€“ Neutral
	3 â€“ Neutral
	3 â€“ Neutral
	3 â€“ Neutral
	3 â€“ Neutral
	3 â€“ Neutral
	3 â€“ Neutral
	3 â€“ Neutral
	3 â€“ Neutral
	3 â€“ Neutral
	3 â€“ Neutral

	2026/04/30 7:49:12 am CET
	18â€“24
	Male
	Secondary / High School
	Monthly
	Less than 1 year
	1 â€“ Strongly Disagree
	2 â€“ Disagree
	1 â€“ Strongly Disagree
	2 â€“ Disagree
	2 â€“ Disagree
	2 â€“ Disagree
	1 â€“ Strongly Disagree
	1 â€“ Strongly Disagree
	1 â€“ Strongly Disagree
	1 â€“ Strongly Disagree
	1 â€“ Strongly Disagree
	3 â€“ Neutral
	4 â€“ Agree
	4 â€“ Agree
	4 â€“ Agree
	5 â€“ Strongly Agree
	5 â€“ Strongly Agree
	3 â€“ Neutral
	3 â€“ Neutral
	3 â€“ Neutral
	2 â€“ Disagree
	3 â€“ Neutral
	3 â€“ Neutral
	3 â€“ Neutral
	3 â€“ Neutral
	3 â€“ Neutral
	3 â€“ Neutral

	2026/05/01 9:39:51 am CET
	35â€“44
	Female
	Postgraduate Degree
	Weekly
	3â€“5 years
	5 â€“ Strongly Agree
	5 â€“ Strongly Agree
	5 â€“ Strongly Agree
	5 â€“ Strongly Agree
	5 â€“ Strongly Agree
	5 â€“ Strongly Agree
	5 â€“ Strongly Agree
	5 â€“ Strongly Agree
	5 â€“ Strongly Agree
	5 â€“ Strongly Agree
	5 â€“ Strongly Agree
	4 â€“ Agree
	4 â€“ Agree
	4 â€“ Agree
	5 â€“ Strongly Agree
	5 â€“ Strongly Agree
	5 â€“ Strongly Agree
	4 â€“ Agree
	5 â€“ Strongly Agree
	5 â€“ Strongly Agree
	5 â€“ Strongly Agree
	4 â€“ Agree
	5 â€“ Strongly Agree
	4 â€“ Agree
	5 â€“ Strongly Agree
	4 â€“ Agree
	4 â€“ Agree

	2026/05/01 9:50:04 am CET
	25â€“34
	Female
	Postgraduate Degree
	Monthly
	3â€“5 years
	5 â€“ Strongly Agree
	5 â€“ Strongly Agree
	5 â€“ Strongly Agree
	5 â€“ Strongly Agree
	5 â€“ Strongly Agree
	5 â€“ Strongly Agree
	5 â€“ Strongly Agree
	5 â€“ Strongly Agree
	5 â€“ Strongly Agree
	5 â€“ Strongly Agree
	5 â€“ Strongly Agree
	5 â€“ Strongly Agree
	5 â€“ Strongly Agree
	5 â€“ Strongly Agree
	5 â€“ Strongly Agree
	5 â€“ Strongly Agree
	5 â€“ Strongly Agree
	4 â€“ Agree
	4 â€“ Agree
	4 â€“ Agree
	4 â€“ Agree
	4 â€“ Agree
	4 â€“ Agree
	4 â€“ Agree
	4 â€“ Agree
	4 â€“ Agree
	4 â€“ Agree

	2026/05/01 9:51:37 am CET
	25â€“34
	Female
	Undergraduate Degree
	Monthly
	More than 5 years
	5 â€“ Strongly Agree
	5 â€“ Strongly Agree
	5 â€“ Strongly Agree
	5 â€“ Strongly Agree
	5 â€“ Strongly Agree
	5 â€“ Strongly Agree
	5 â€“ Strongly Agree
	5 â€“ Strongly Agree
	5 â€“ Strongly Agree
	5 â€“ Strongly Agree
	5 â€“ Strongly Agree
	5 â€“ Strongly Agree
	5 â€“ Strongly Agree
	5 â€“ Strongly Agree
	5 â€“ Strongly Agree
	5 â€“ Strongly Agree
	5 â€“ Strongly Agree
	5 â€“ Strongly Agree
	5 â€“ Strongly Agree
	5 â€“ Strongly Agree
	5 â€“ Strongly Agree
	5 â€“ Strongly Agree
	5 â€“ Strongly Agree
	5 â€“ Strongly Agree
	5 â€“ Strongly Agree
	5 â€“ Strongly Agree
	5 â€“ Strongly Agree

	2026/05/01 9:52:45 am CET
	18â€“24
	Female
	Postgraduate Degree
	Monthly
	More than 5 years
	5 â€“ Strongly Agree
	5 â€“ Strongly Agree
	5 â€“ Strongly Agree
	5 â€“ Strongly Agree
	5 â€“ Strongly Agree
	5 â€“ Strongly Agree
	5 â€“ Strongly Agree
	5 â€“ Strongly Agree
	5 â€“ Strongly Agree
	5 â€“ Strongly Agree
	5 â€“ Strongly Agree
	5 â€“ Strongly Agree
	5 â€“ Strongly Agree
	5 â€“ Strongly Agree
	5 â€“ Strongly Agree
	5 â€“ Strongly Agree
	5 â€“ Strongly Agree
	5 â€“ Strongly Agree
	5 â€“ Strongly Agree
	5 â€“ Strongly Agree
	5 â€“ Strongly Agree
	5 â€“ Strongly Agree
	5 â€“ Strongly Agree
	5 â€“ Strongly Agree
	5 â€“ Strongly Agree
	5 â€“ Strongly Agree
	5 â€“ Strongly Agree

	2026/05/01 9:54:41 am CET
	25â€“34
	Male
	Other
	A few times a year or less
	More than 5 years
	5 â€“ Strongly Agree
	5 â€“ Strongly Agree
	5 â€“ Strongly Agree
	5 â€“ Strongly Agree
	5 â€“ Strongly Agree
	5 â€“ Strongly Agree
	5 â€“ Strongly Agree
	5 â€“ Strongly Agree
	5 â€“ Strongly Agree
	5 â€“ Strongly Agree
	5 â€“ Strongly Agree
	3 â€“ Neutral
	3 â€“ Neutral
	5 â€“ Strongly Agree
	5 â€“ Strongly Agree
	5 â€“ Strongly Agree
	5 â€“ Strongly Agree
	5 â€“ Strongly Agree
	5 â€“ Strongly Agree
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	5 â€“ Strongly Agree

	2026/05/10 9:21:54 am CET
	18â€“24
	Male
	Secondary / High School
	Weekly
	Less than 1 year
	4 â€“ Agree
	4 â€“ Agree
	4 â€“ Agree
	4 â€“ Agree
	4 â€“ Agree
	5 â€“ Strongly Agree
	4 â€“ Agree
	4 â€“ Agree
	5 â€“ Strongly Agree
	5 â€“ Strongly Agree
	4 â€“ Agree
	4 â€“ Agree
	4 â€“ Agree
	4 â€“ Agree
	5 â€“ Strongly Agree
	4 â€“ Agree
	5 â€“ Strongly Agree
	4 â€“ Agree
	4 â€“ Agree
	4 â€“ Agree
	4 â€“ Agree
	4 â€“ Agree
	4 â€“ Agree
	4 â€“ Agree
	4 â€“ Agree
	4 â€“ Agree
	4 â€“ Agree

	2026/05/10 9:22:22 am CET
	18â€“24
	Male
	Secondary / High School
	Weekly
	1â€“3 years
	4 â€“ Agree
	4 â€“ Agree
	5 â€“ Strongly Agree
	4 â€“ Agree
	5 â€“ Strongly Agree
	4 â€“ Agree
	4 â€“ Agree
	4 â€“ Agree
	5 â€“ Strongly Agree
	4 â€“ Agree
	5 â€“ Strongly Agree
	4 â€“ Agree
	4 â€“ Agree
	4 â€“ Agree
	4 â€“ Agree
	4 â€“ Agree
	4 â€“ Agree
	4 â€“ Agree
	4 â€“ Agree
	3 â€“ Neutral
	5 â€“ Strongly Agree
	3 â€“ Neutral
	5 â€“ Strongly Agree
	3 â€“ Neutral
	5 â€“ Strongly Agree
	3 â€“ Neutral
	5 â€“ Strongly Agree

	2026/05/10 9:23:03 am CET
	18â€“24
	Male
	Undergraduate Degree
	Daily
	Less than 1 year
	4 â€“ Agree
	5 â€“ Strongly Agree
	4 â€“ Agree
	5 â€“ Strongly Agree
	4 â€“ Agree
	5 â€“ Strongly Agree
	4 â€“ Agree
	4 â€“ Agree
	5 â€“ Strongly Agree
	4 â€“ Agree
	5 â€“ Strongly Agree
	4 â€“ Agree
	5 â€“ Strongly Agree
	4 â€“ Agree
	5 â€“ Strongly Agree
	4 â€“ Agree
	5 â€“ Strongly Agree
	5 â€“ Strongly Agree
	5 â€“ Strongly Agree
	5 â€“ Strongly Agree
	5 â€“ Strongly Agree
	5 â€“ Strongly Agree
	5 â€“ Strongly Agree
	5 â€“ Strongly Agree
	5 â€“ Strongly Agree
	5 â€“ Strongly Agree
	5 â€“ Strongly Agree

	2026/05/10 9:23:29 am CET
	18â€“24
	Male
	Secondary / High School
	Daily
	Less than 1 year
	1 â€“ Strongly Disagree
	3 â€“ Neutral
	1 â€“ Strongly Disagree
	3 â€“ Neutral
	1 â€“ Strongly Disagree
	3 â€“ Neutral
	1 â€“ Strongly Disagree
	3 â€“ Neutral
	1 â€“ Strongly Disagree
	3 â€“ Neutral
	2 â€“ Disagree
	2 â€“ Disagree
	2 â€“ Disagree
	2 â€“ Disagree
	2 â€“ Disagree
	2 â€“ Disagree
	1 â€“ Strongly Disagree
	1 â€“ Strongly Disagree
	1 â€“ Strongly Disagree
	3 â€“ Neutral
	1 â€“ Strongly Disagree
	3 â€“ Neutral
	1 â€“ Strongly Disagree
	3 â€“ Neutral
	1 â€“ Strongly Disagree
	3 â€“ Neutral
	1 â€“ Strongly Disagree

	2026/05/10 9:24:01 am CET
	18â€“24
	Male
	Postgraduate Degree
	Daily
	1â€“3 years
	4 â€“ Agree
	4 â€“ Agree
	4 â€“ Agree
	5 â€“ Strongly Agree
	4 â€“ Agree
	5 â€“ Strongly Agree
	2 â€“ Disagree
	2 â€“ Disagree
	2 â€“ Disagree
	3 â€“ Neutral
	3 â€“ Neutral
	2 â€“ Disagree
	3 â€“ Neutral
	2 â€“ Disagree
	3 â€“ Neutral
	2 â€“ Disagree
	3 â€“ Neutral
	5 â€“ Strongly Agree
	5 â€“ Strongly Agree
	5 â€“ Strongly Agree
	5 â€“ Strongly Agree
	5 â€“ Strongly Agree
	5 â€“ Strongly Agree
	5 â€“ Strongly Agree
	5 â€“ Strongly Agree
	4 â€“ Agree
	5 â€“ Strongly Agree

	2026/05/10 10:28:33 am CET
	35â€“44
	Female
	Undergraduate Degree
	A few times a year or less
	More than 5 years
	2 â€“ Disagree
	3 â€“ Neutral
	4 â€“ Agree
	4 â€“ Agree
	4 â€“ Agree
	4 â€“ Agree
	4 â€“ Agree
	4 â€“ Agree
	5 â€“ Strongly Agree
	5 â€“ Strongly Agree
	4 â€“ Agree
	5 â€“ Strongly Agree
	5 â€“ Strongly Agree
	4 â€“ Agree
	4 â€“ Agree
	4 â€“ Agree
	4 â€“ Agree
	4 â€“ Agree
	4 â€“ Agree
	5 â€“ Strongly Agree
	5 â€“ Strongly Agree
	4 â€“ Agree
	4 â€“ Agree
	5 â€“ Strongly Agree
	5 â€“ Strongly Agree
	4 â€“ Agree
	4 â€“ Agree

	2026/05/10 10:28:39 am CET
	35â€“44
	Female
	Undergraduate Degree
	A few times a year or less
	More than 5 years
	2 â€“ Disagree
	3 â€“ Neutral
	4 â€“ Agree
	4 â€“ Agree
	4 â€“ Agree
	4 â€“ Agree
	4 â€“ Agree
	4 â€“ Agree
	5 â€“ Strongly Agree
	5 â€“ Strongly Agree
	4 â€“ Agree
	5 â€“ Strongly Agree
	5 â€“ Strongly Agree
	4 â€“ Agree
	4 â€“ Agree
	4 â€“ Agree
	4 â€“ Agree
	4 â€“ Agree
	4 â€“ Agree
	5 â€“ Strongly Agree
	5 â€“ Strongly Agree
	4 â€“ Agree
	4 â€“ Agree
	5 â€“ Strongly Agree
	5 â€“ Strongly Agree
	4 â€“ Agree
	4 â€“ Agree

	2026/05/10 10:28:48 am CET
	35â€“44
	Female
	Undergraduate Degree
	A few times a year or less
	More than 5 years
	2 â€“ Disagree
	3 â€“ Neutral
	4 â€“ Agree
	4 â€“ Agree
	4 â€“ Agree
	4 â€“ Agree
	4 â€“ Agree
	4 â€“ Agree
	5 â€“ Strongly Agree
	5 â€“ Strongly Agree
	4 â€“ Agree
	5 â€“ Strongly Agree
	5 â€“ Strongly Agree
	4 â€“ Agree
	4 â€“ Agree
	4 â€“ Agree
	4 â€“ Agree
	4 â€“ Agree
	4 â€“ Agree
	5 â€“ Strongly Agree
	5 â€“ Strongly Agree
	4 â€“ Agree
	4 â€“ Agree
	5 â€“ Strongly Agree
	5 â€“ Strongly Agree
	4 â€“ Agree
	4 â€“ Agree

	2026/05/10 10:28:53 am CET
	35â€“44
	Female
	Undergraduate Degree
	A few times a year or less
	More than 5 years
	2 â€“ Disagree
	3 â€“ Neutral
	4 â€“ Agree
	4 â€“ Agree
	4 â€“ Agree
	4 â€“ Agree
	4 â€“ Agree
	4 â€“ Agree
	5 â€“ Strongly Agree
	5 â€“ Strongly Agree
	4 â€“ Agree
	5 â€“ Strongly Agree
	5 â€“ Strongly Agree
	4 â€“ Agree
	4 â€“ Agree
	4 â€“ Agree
	4 â€“ Agree
	4 â€“ Agree
	4 â€“ Agree
	5 â€“ Strongly Agree
	5 â€“ Strongly Agree
	4 â€“ Agree
	4 â€“ Agree
	5 â€“ Strongly Agree
	5 â€“ Strongly Agree
	4 â€“ Agree
	4 â€“ Agree

	2026/05/10 10:28:56 am CET
	35â€“44
	Female
	Undergraduate Degree
	A few times a year or less
	More than 5 years
	2 â€“ Disagree
	3 â€“ Neutral
	4 â€“ Agree
	4 â€“ Agree
	4 â€“ Agree
	4 â€“ Agree
	4 â€“ Agree
	4 â€“ Agree
	5 â€“ Strongly Agree
	5 â€“ Strongly Agree
	4 â€“ Agree
	5 â€“ Strongly Agree
	5 â€“ Strongly Agree
	4 â€“ Agree
	4 â€“ Agree
	4 â€“ Agree
	4 â€“ Agree
	4 â€“ Agree
	4 â€“ Agree
	5 â€“ Strongly Agree
	5 â€“ Strongly Agree
	4 â€“ Agree
	4 â€“ Agree
	5 â€“ Strongly Agree
	5 â€“ Strongly Agree
	4 â€“ Agree
	4 â€“ Agree

	2026/05/10 10:28:59 am CET
	35â€“44
	Female
	Undergraduate Degree
	A few times a year or less
	More than 5 years
	2 â€“ Disagree
	3 â€“ Neutral
	4 â€“ Agree
	4 â€“ Agree
	4 â€“ Agree
	4 â€“ Agree
	4 â€“ Agree
	4 â€“ Agree
	5 â€“ Strongly Agree
	5 â€“ Strongly Agree
	4 â€“ Agree
	5 â€“ Strongly Agree
	5 â€“ Strongly Agree
	4 â€“ Agree
	4 â€“ Agree
	4 â€“ Agree
	4 â€“ Agree
	4 â€“ Agree
	4 â€“ Agree
	5 â€“ Strongly Agree
	5 â€“ Strongly Agree
	4 â€“ Agree
	4 â€“ Agree
	5 â€“ Strongly Agree
	5 â€“ Strongly Agree
	4 â€“ Agree
	4 â€“ Agree

	2026/05/10 10:30:32 am CET
	18â€“24
	Female
	Undergraduate Degree
	Monthly
	1â€“3 years
	5 â€“ Strongly Agree
	5 â€“ Strongly Agree
	4 â€“ Agree
	4 â€“ Agree
	3 â€“ Neutral
	3 â€“ Neutral
	2 â€“ Disagree
	2 â€“ Disagree
	3 â€“ Neutral
	3 â€“ Neutral
	2 â€“ Disagree
	4 â€“ Agree
	4 â€“ Agree
	3 â€“ Neutral
	5 â€“ Strongly Agree
	4 â€“ Agree
	3 â€“ Neutral
	2 â€“ Disagree
	3 â€“ Neutral
	4 â€“ Agree
	4 â€“ Agree
	4 â€“ Agree
	3 â€“ Neutral
	3 â€“ Neutral
	3 â€“ Neutral
	4 â€“ Agree
	3 â€“ Neutral

	2026/05/10 10:36:27 am CET
	35â€“44
	Male
	Undergraduate Degree
	Monthly
	3â€“5 years
	5 â€“ Strongly Agree
	5 â€“ Strongly Agree
	4 â€“ Agree
	4 â€“ Agree
	5 â€“ Strongly Agree
	5 â€“ Strongly Agree
	3 â€“ Neutral
	3 â€“ Neutral
	4 â€“ Agree
	4 â€“ Agree
	5 â€“ Strongly Agree
	3 â€“ Neutral
	3 â€“ Neutral
	4 â€“ Agree
	2 â€“ Disagree
	3 â€“ Neutral
	4 â€“ Agree
	3 â€“ Neutral
	4 â€“ Agree
	5 â€“ Strongly Agree
	3 â€“ Neutral
	4 â€“ Agree
	5 â€“ Strongly Agree
	4 â€“ Agree
	3 â€“ Neutral
	4 â€“ Agree
	5 â€“ Strongly Agree

	2026/05/10 5:57:44 pm CET
	35â€“44
	Female
	Undergraduate Degree
	Weekly
	Less than 1 year
	4 â€“ Agree
	4 â€“ Agree
	5 â€“ Strongly Agree
	5 â€“ Strongly Agree
	4 â€“ Agree
	4 â€“ Agree
	2 â€“ Disagree
	2 â€“ Disagree
	3 â€“ Neutral
	3 â€“ Neutral
	4 â€“ Agree
	4 â€“ Agree
	4 â€“ Agree
	5 â€“ Strongly Agree
	4 â€“ Agree
	3 â€“ Neutral
	3 â€“ Neutral
	4 â€“ Agree
	3 â€“ Neutral
	4 â€“ Agree
	5 â€“ Strongly Agree
	4 â€“ Agree
	3 â€“ Neutral
	4 â€“ Agree
	5 â€“ Strongly Agree
	4 â€“ Agree
	3 â€“ Neutral

	2026/05/10 5:57:56 pm CET
	35â€“44
	Female
	Undergraduate Degree
	Weekly
	Less than 1 year
	4 â€“ Agree
	4 â€“ Agree
	5 â€“ Strongly Agree
	5 â€“ Strongly Agree
	4 â€“ Agree
	4 â€“ Agree
	2 â€“ Disagree
	2 â€“ Disagree
	3 â€“ Neutral
	3 â€“ Neutral
	4 â€“ Agree
	4 â€“ Agree
	4 â€“ Agree
	5 â€“ Strongly Agree
	4 â€“ Agree
	3 â€“ Neutral
	3 â€“ Neutral
	4 â€“ Agree
	3 â€“ Neutral
	4 â€“ Agree
	5 â€“ Strongly Agree
	4 â€“ Agree
	3 â€“ Neutral
	4 â€“ Agree
	5 â€“ Strongly Agree
	4 â€“ Agree
	3 â€“ Neutral

	2026/05/10 5:58:34 pm CET
	35â€“44
	Female
	Postgraduate Degree
	Monthly
	More than 5 years
	4 â€“ Agree
	4 â€“ Agree
	4 â€“ Agree
	5 â€“ Strongly Agree
	4 â€“ Agree
	3 â€“ Neutral
	4 â€“ Agree
	5 â€“ Strongly Agree
	4 â€“ Agree
	3 â€“ Neutral
	3 â€“ Neutral
	4 â€“ Agree
	5 â€“ Strongly Agree
	4 â€“ Agree
	4 â€“ Agree
	3 â€“ Neutral
	3 â€“ Neutral
	3 â€“ Neutral
	5 â€“ Strongly Agree
	5 â€“ Strongly Agree
	4 â€“ Agree
	4 â€“ Agree
	4 â€“ Agree
	4 â€“ Agree
	4 â€“ Agree
	4 â€“ Agree
	4 â€“ Agree

	2026/05/10 5:58:50 pm CET
	25â€“34
	Non-binary / Other
	Other
	Monthly
	3â€“5 years
	5 â€“ Strongly Agree
	5 â€“ Strongly Agree
	5 â€“ Strongly Agree
	5 â€“ Strongly Agree
	5 â€“ Strongly Agree
	5 â€“ Strongly Agree
	4 â€“ Agree
	4 â€“ Agree
	4 â€“ Agree
	4 â€“ Agree
	4 â€“ Agree
	4 â€“ Agree
	4 â€“ Agree
	4 â€“ Agree
	4 â€“ Agree
	4 â€“ Agree
	4 â€“ Agree
	5 â€“ Strongly Agree
	5 â€“ Strongly Agree
	5 â€“ Strongly Agree
	5 â€“ Strongly Agree
	5 â€“ Strongly Agree
	5 â€“ Strongly Agree
	5 â€“ Strongly Agree
	5 â€“ Strongly Agree
	5 â€“ Strongly Agree
	5 â€“ Strongly Agree

	2026/05/10 6:00:11 pm CET
	45â€“54
	Female
	Postgraduate Degree
	Weekly
	3â€“5 years
	5 â€“ Strongly Agree
	5 â€“ Strongly Agree
	5 â€“ Strongly Agree
	5 â€“ Strongly Agree
	5 â€“ Strongly Agree
	5 â€“ Strongly Agree
	5 â€“ Strongly Agree
	5 â€“ Strongly Agree
	4 â€“ Agree
	5 â€“ Strongly Agree
	5 â€“ Strongly Agree
	5 â€“ Strongly Agree
	5 â€“ Strongly Agree
	5 â€“ Strongly Agree
	5 â€“ Strongly Agree
	5 â€“ Strongly Agree
	5 â€“ Strongly Agree
	5 â€“ Strongly Agree
	5 â€“ Strongly Agree
	5 â€“ Strongly Agree
	5 â€“ Strongly Agree
	5 â€“ Strongly Agree
	5 â€“ Strongly Agree
	5 â€“ Strongly Agree
	5 â€“ Strongly Agree
	5 â€“ Strongly Agree
	5 â€“ Strongly Agree

	2026/05/10 6:00:13 pm CET
	45â€“54
	Female
	Other
	A few times a year or less
	More than 5 years
	5 â€“ Strongly Agree
	5 â€“ Strongly Agree
	5 â€“ Strongly Agree
	5 â€“ Strongly Agree
	5 â€“ Strongly Agree
	5 â€“ Strongly Agree
	3 â€“ Neutral
	3 â€“ Neutral
	4 â€“ Agree
	4 â€“ Agree
	4 â€“ Agree
	5 â€“ Strongly Agree
	4 â€“ Agree
	3 â€“ Neutral
	3 â€“ Neutral
	5 â€“ Strongly Agree
	4 â€“ Agree
	4 â€“ Agree
	5 â€“ Strongly Agree
	5 â€“ Strongly Agree
	5 â€“ Strongly Agree
	4 â€“ Agree
	5 â€“ Strongly Agree
	4 â€“ Agree
	3 â€“ Neutral
	4 â€“ Agree
	4 â€“ Agree

	2026/05/10 6:01:18 pm CET
	55 and above
	Female
	Other
	A few times a year or less
	More than 5 years
	4 â€“ Agree
	4 â€“ Agree
	4 â€“ Agree
	4 â€“ Agree
	4 â€“ Agree
	4 â€“ Agree
	4 â€“ Agree
	4 â€“ Agree
	4 â€“ Agree
	4 â€“ Agree
	4 â€“ Agree
	4 â€“ Agree
	4 â€“ Agree
	4 â€“ Agree
	4 â€“ Agree
	4 â€“ Agree
	4 â€“ Agree
	5 â€“ Strongly Agree
	5 â€“ Strongly Agree
	5 â€“ Strongly Agree
	5 â€“ Strongly Agree
	5 â€“ Strongly Agree
	5 â€“ Strongly Agree
	5 â€“ Strongly Agree
	5 â€“ Strongly Agree
	5 â€“ Strongly Agree
	5 â€“ Strongly Agree

	2026/05/10 6:01:23 pm CET
	25â€“34
	Male
	Undergraduate Degree
	Monthly
	1â€“3 years
	5 â€“ Strongly Agree
	4 â€“ Agree
	4 â€“ Agree
	4 â€“ Agree
	4 â€“ Agree
	4 â€“ Agree
	5 â€“ Strongly Agree
	5 â€“ Strongly Agree
	4 â€“ Agree
	4 â€“ Agree
	5 â€“ Strongly Agree
	5 â€“ Strongly Agree
	4 â€“ Agree
	4 â€“ Agree
	5 â€“ Strongly Agree
	5 â€“ Strongly Agree
	4 â€“ Agree
	4 â€“ Agree
	5 â€“ Strongly Agree
	4 â€“ Agree
	4 â€“ Agree
	5 â€“ Strongly Agree
	4 â€“ Agree
	3 â€“ Neutral
	3 â€“ Neutral
	3 â€“ Neutral
	5 â€“ Strongly Agree

	2026/05/10 6:02:49 pm CET
	45â€“54
	Female
	Undergraduate Degree
	Weekly
	1â€“3 years
	3 â€“ Neutral
	4 â€“ Agree
	3 â€“ Neutral
	4 â€“ Agree
	3 â€“ Neutral
	4 â€“ Agree
	3 â€“ Neutral
	4 â€“ Agree
	3 â€“ Neutral
	4 â€“ Agree
	3 â€“ Neutral
	3 â€“ Neutral
	4 â€“ Agree
	3 â€“ Neutral
	4 â€“ Agree
	3 â€“ Neutral
	4 â€“ Agree
	3 â€“ Neutral
	2 â€“ Disagree
	3 â€“ Neutral
	3 â€“ Neutral
	3 â€“ Neutral
	4 â€“ Agree
	4 â€“ Agree
	4 â€“ Agree
	4 â€“ Agree
	4 â€“ Agree

	2026/05/10 6:04:31 pm CET
	25â€“34
	Male
	Postgraduate Degree
	Daily
	More than 5 years
	5 â€“ Strongly Agree
	5 â€“ Strongly Agree
	5 â€“ Strongly Agree
	5 â€“ Strongly Agree
	5 â€“ Strongly Agree
	5 â€“ Strongly Agree
	5 â€“ Strongly Agree
	5 â€“ Strongly Agree
	5 â€“ Strongly Agree
	5 â€“ Strongly Agree
	5 â€“ Strongly Agree
	5 â€“ Strongly Agree
	5 â€“ Strongly Agree
	5 â€“ Strongly Agree
	5 â€“ Strongly Agree
	5 â€“ Strongly Agree
	5 â€“ Strongly Agree
	5 â€“ Strongly Agree
	5 â€“ Strongly Agree
	5 â€“ Strongly Agree
	5 â€“ Strongly Agree
	5 â€“ Strongly Agree
	5 â€“ Strongly Agree
	5 â€“ Strongly Agree
	5 â€“ Strongly Agree
	5 â€“ Strongly Agree
	5 â€“ Strongly Agree

	2026/05/10 6:20:40 pm CET
	25â€“34
	Female
	Postgraduate Degree
	Weekly
	1â€“3 years
	4 â€“ Agree
	5 â€“ Strongly Agree
	4 â€“ Agree
	3 â€“ Neutral
	4 â€“ Agree
	4 â€“ Agree
	4 â€“ Agree
	5 â€“ Strongly Agree
	4 â€“ Agree
	5 â€“ Strongly Agree
	4 â€“ Agree
	5 â€“ Strongly Agree
	4 â€“ Agree
	4 â€“ Agree
	3 â€“ Neutral
	3 â€“ Neutral
	4 â€“ Agree
	4 â€“ Agree
	3 â€“ Neutral
	3 â€“ Neutral
	3 â€“ Neutral
	4 â€“ Agree
	5 â€“ Strongly Agree
	4 â€“ Agree
	4 â€“ Agree
	4 â€“ Agree
	4 â€“ Agree

	2026/05/10 7:10:57 pm CET
	25â€“34
	Male
	Secondary / High School
	Monthly
	3â€“5 years
	5 â€“ Strongly Agree
	5 â€“ Strongly Agree
	5 â€“ Strongly Agree
	5 â€“ Strongly Agree
	4 â€“ Agree
	4 â€“ Agree
	4 â€“ Agree
	4 â€“ Agree
	5 â€“ Strongly Agree
	5 â€“ Strongly Agree
	4 â€“ Agree
	4 â€“ Agree
	3 â€“ Neutral
	4 â€“ Agree
	5 â€“ Strongly Agree
	4 â€“ Agree
	4 â€“ Agree
	3 â€“ Neutral
	3 â€“ Neutral
	3 â€“ Neutral
	3 â€“ Neutral
	4 â€“ Agree
	3 â€“ Neutral
	2 â€“ Disagree
	3 â€“ Neutral
	3 â€“ Neutral
	4 â€“ Agree

	2026/05/10 7:24:22 pm CET
	35â€“44
	Female
	Undergraduate Degree
	Daily
	More than 5 years
	4 â€“ Agree
	4 â€“ Agree
	4 â€“ Agree
	4 â€“ Agree
	4 â€“ Agree
	4 â€“ Agree
	4 â€“ Agree
	4 â€“ Agree
	4 â€“ Agree
	4 â€“ Agree
	4 â€“ Agree
	4 â€“ Agree
	4 â€“ Agree
	4 â€“ Agree
	4 â€“ Agree
	4 â€“ Agree
	4 â€“ Agree
	4 â€“ Agree
	4 â€“ Agree
	4 â€“ Agree
	4 â€“ Agree
	4 â€“ Agree
	4 â€“ Agree
	4 â€“ Agree
	4 â€“ Agree
	4 â€“ Agree
	4 â€“ Agree

	2026/05/10 7:25:18 pm CET
	55 and above
	Male
	Postgraduate Degree
	A few times a year or less
	Less than 1 year
	3 â€“ Neutral
	4 â€“ Agree
	5 â€“ Strongly Agree
	4 â€“ Agree
	3 â€“ Neutral
	4 â€“ Agree
	5 â€“ Strongly Agree
	4 â€“ Agree
	3 â€“ Neutral
	4 â€“ Agree
	5 â€“ Strongly Agree
	3 â€“ Neutral
	4 â€“ Agree
	5 â€“ Strongly Agree
	4 â€“ Agree
	3 â€“ Neutral
	4 â€“ Agree
	3 â€“ Neutral
	4 â€“ Agree
	5 â€“ Strongly Agree
	4 â€“ Agree
	4 â€“ Agree
	4 â€“ Agree
	3 â€“ Neutral
	4 â€“ Agree
	5 â€“ Strongly Agree
	4 â€“ Agree

	2026/05/10 8:00:08 pm CET
	25â€“34
	Female
	Postgraduate Degree
	Monthly
	1â€“3 years
	4 â€“ Agree
	5 â€“ Strongly Agree
	4 â€“ Agree
	4 â€“ Agree
	3 â€“ Neutral
	4 â€“ Agree
	2 â€“ Disagree
	2 â€“ Disagree
	1 â€“ Strongly Disagree
	2 â€“ Disagree
	2 â€“ Disagree
	2 â€“ Disagree
	1 â€“ Strongly Disagree
	1 â€“ Strongly Disagree
	3 â€“ Neutral
	2 â€“ Disagree
	3 â€“ Neutral
	2 â€“ Disagree
	3 â€“ Neutral
	2 â€“ Disagree
	3 â€“ Neutral
	3 â€“ Neutral
	2 â€“ Disagree
	2 â€“ Disagree
	3 â€“ Neutral
	2 â€“ Disagree
	3 â€“ Neutral

	2026/05/10 11:38:34 pm CET
	45â€“54
	Non-binary / Other
	Undergraduate Degree
	Monthly
	1â€“3 years
	3 â€“ Neutral
	2 â€“ Disagree
	3 â€“ Neutral
	1 â€“ Strongly Disagree
	2 â€“ Disagree
	3 â€“ Neutral
	2 â€“ Disagree
	2 â€“ Disagree
	1 â€“ Strongly Disagree
	2 â€“ Disagree
	2 â€“ Disagree
	2 â€“ Disagree
	3 â€“ Neutral
	2 â€“ Disagree
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Figure 2.1 — Conceptual Framework: e-WOM, Brand Trust, Brand Image, and Consumer Brand Loyalty




