CHAPTER FOUR
RESULTS

Introduction
This chapter is organized in the following sequence: 1) a discussion of the participant response for this study, 2) a presentation and statistical analysis of the independent variable data, 3) a presentation and statistical analysis of the dependent variable data, 4) hypothesis testing, 5) an analysis of covariate impact, 6) an analysis of additional interaction effects, and 7) a summary of the results.
Measures for response involvement were non-parametric and relied on chi-square analysis to determine if significant differences existed between groups for both the Web site elements noticed and focus.  Analysis of variance and analysis of covariance were used to measure the influence of involvement level on perceived credibility and to account for two covariates.
The data analyzed in this chapter appear in Appendix X.

Participant Response
The link to the online Web Credibility survey was made available to 190 participants by email between February 1 and April 30, 2006.  In addition, message boards from Google user groups, Ebay user groups, and the Nova Southeastern University School Forum were used to request additional participation.  

A total of 253 responses were received and 51% were rejected for having incomplete data.  The survey was long, and did require that users spend time gathering information on a Web site so it was expected that a large percent of participants would not complete the survey.  A total of 126 records were used in this study. 
Independent Variable Analysis

Demographics 

The demographic data captured for this study were gender, age, and education. 

These three demographics have been shown in past research to have an influence on 

credibility ((Johnson & Kaye, 1998).
Table X: Demographics 
	Variable
	Frequency
	Percent

	Gender


	
	

	Male
	80
	63.49


	Female
	46
	36.51


	Total
	126
	100.00


	Age


	
	

	18-30
	39
	30.95


	31-50


	57
	45.24

	51-65


	25
	19.05

	66+


	5
	3.97

	Total
	126
	100.00


	Education


	
	

	High School
	18
	14.29



	Associates


	9
	7.14

	Bachelors


	41
	32.54

	Masters


	41
	32.54

	Doctoral/Professional
	17
	13.49


	Total
	126
	100.00


Male participants comprised 64% of the total sample.  The age range of 31-50 accounted for approximately 45% of the total participants and 76% of the sample was 50 years of age or younger.  78.5% of respondents had at least a Bachelor’s degree, with 46% having a Master’s degree or higher.  Overall, the sample for this study was male-dominant and highly educated.
Covariates 

A covariate is a secondary variable that might affect the relationship between the dependent variable and the independent variables (Trochim, 1999).  In this study, two covariates were examined: 1) participant predisposition to trust and 2) participant past investment experience.  A covariate is defined as having a correlation with the dependent variable that is greater than zero.  Correlation tests between predisposition to trust and perceived credibility showed a Pearson correlation of .419 and a p-value of 0.000.  Correlation tests between past experience in investment and perceived credibility showed a Pearson correlation of .175 and a p-value of 0.051.  For this study, participants were placed into a category of high or low predisposition to trust.  If the participant’s average response across all of the scales was 4 or higher (agree or strongly agree) that participant was placed in the high predisposition to trust category.  If the average score was less than 4 (disagree or strongly disagree), the participant was placed in the low predisposition to trust category.
	Variable
	Mean
	Median
	Std Dev
	Skewness

	
	
	
	
	

	Most people are honest 

in their dealings with 

others 

(Strongly Agree = 5 Strongly Disagree = 1)

	3.33
	4.00
	0.8761
	-0.71

	Most professionals are very knowledgeable in their chosen field

(Strongly Agree = 5

Strongly Disagree = 1)


	3.4365
	4.00
	0.8969
	-0.58

	A large majority of professional people are competent in their chosen field

(Strongly Agree = 5

Strongly Disagree = 1)


	3.5397
	4.00
	0.8823
	-0.94

	I usually trust people until they give me a reason not to.

(Strongly Agree = 5

Strongly Disagree = 1)


	3.7937
	4.00
	0.8792
	-1.30


Table X: Summary statistics for covariate - predisposition to trust

	Variable
	Frequency
	Percent

	
	
	

	High Predisposition to Trust


	47
	37.30

	Low Predisposition to Trust
	79
	62.70


	Total
	126
	100.00


Table X: Categorical results for predisposition to trust (high or low)

	Variable
	Mean
	Median
	Std Dev
	Skewness

	
	
	
	
	

	My past experience with investing has been successful.

(Strongly Agree = 5 Strongly Disagree = 1)


	3.3739
	4
	4
	.9864


Table X: Summary statistics for covariate – past experience with investing
	Variable
	Frequency
	Percent

	
	
	

	Positive Experience


	64
	50.79

	Negative Experience
	23
	18.25


	No Experience or Neutral
	39


	30.95

	Totals
	126
	100.00


Table X: Categorical results for past experience in investing (positive, negative, or no experience/neutral)

Sixty-three percent of the participants had a low predisposition to trust.  Over 80% of the participants either had a positive past experience with investing or had no experience or a neutral experience with investing.  Only about 20% of the participants reported a negative past experience with investing.  
Enduring Involvement 
The study measured enduring involvement using Mittal's (1995) topic involvement scales.  The semantic differential scales were a set of bi-polar adjectives intended to measure the response to the question: “To me financial planning is”.  The polarity of the third scale in the five scales used was reversed.  Before analysis, the response value was reversed as described in Chapter 3.  A correlation matrix on these five scales revealed that participants often continued to check the same response location as had been selected for the prior questions in spite of the response reversal.  This correlation matrix is shown in Table X.
	
	IQ1
	IQ2
	IQ3Rev
	IQ4

	
	
	
	
	

	IQ2


	0.787
	
	
	

	IQ3Rev


	0-.648
	-0.691
	
	

	IQ4


	0..866
	0.771
	-0.606
	

	IQ5


	0.690
	0.762
	-0.542
	0.760


Table X: Correlation matrix for enduring involvement responses with question 3 results reversed.

The reversed response to IQ3,  had a negative correlation to all other questions.  For this reason, responses to IQ3 in the topic involvement scales were eliminated when calculating the average enduring involvement response. 

In addition, the enduring involvement responses did not represent normal data as shown in Figure X and had a negative skewness of -1.51.  Attempts to normalize the data with Box-Cox and Johnson transformations were unsuccessful.   
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Figure X.  Probability Plot of Enduring Involvement

It is possible that the topic of financial planning is a concern and is of importance to most people and this would explain the negative skewness.  For purposes of this study, participants needed to be placed into one of two categories, high enduring involvement, or low enduring involvement, depending on their response scores.  If the response data had been normal, participants with scores of 4 and above (agree and strongly agree) would have been placed in the high involvement group.  Because of the negative skewness, it was determined that an average above 4.25 would be required to qualify for high enduring involvement.  A score above 4.25 required that at least one-half of the participant responses were “strongly agree”.  The summary statistics for enduring involvement are shown in Table X, and the distribution of respondents into high or low enduring involvement, using the criteria described above is shown in Table X.
	Variable
	Mean
	Median
	Std Dev
	Skewness

	
	
	
	
	

	To me, financial planning is:
	
	
	
	

	Important = 5

Unimportant = 1
	4.32
	5.00
	0.8913
	-1.64

	Of concern to me = 5

Of no concern to me = 1
	4.24
	4.00
	0.9417
	-1.66

	Significant = 5

Insignificant = 1
	4.25
	5.00
	0.9270
	-1.52

	Means a lot to me = 5

Means nothing to me=1
	4.11
	4.00
	1.0215
	-1.37


Table X: Summary statistics for enduring involvement
	Variable
	Frequency
	Percent

	
	
	

	Low Enduring Involvement

	64
	50.79

	High Enduring Involvement
	62
	49.21


	Totals
	126
	100.00


Table X: categorical results for enduring involvement (high and low)

A measurement of the participant’s enduring involvement in financial planning using Mittal’s (1995) topic involvement scales and using the coding criteria described above resulted in an almost equal distribution of participants into high and low enduring involvement categories.
Situational Involvement 
  
Participants in the study were randomly assigned to a treatment or non-treatment group.  The treatment group was asked to use a particular Web site to answer questions related to financial planning.  This was the task.  After the participants in the treatment group had responded to the questions, they were asked to evaluate the credibility of the Web site.  The non-treatment group was asked to view the Web site, and then evaluated the credibility without answering questions. This was the non-task.  The treatment group represented the group that experienced situational involvement with the Web site.  The non-treatment group did not experience situational involvement with the Web site.  The distribution of participants between the treatment and non-treatment groups is shown in Table X.
	Variable
	Frequency
	Percent

	
	
	

	Non-treatment Group


	61
	48.41

	Treatment Group
	63
	51.59


	Totals
	126
	100.00


Table X: Participant distribution between non-treatment and treatment groups by random assignment.

Random assignment to a non-treatment group or treatment group produced an almost even distribution with 48% of the participants randomly assigned to the non-treatment group, and 52% randomly assigned to the treatment group.
The experiment design for this study is a 2x2 factorial shown in Table 4 in Chapter 3.  Each participant, based on the results of the enduring involvement section of the survey was categorized as having low or high enduring involvement.  Each participant was also categorized as having no situational involvement or situational involvement based on his or her random assignment to the treatment or non-treatment group.  The following table shows the frequency distribution of participants across the 2x2 factorial design.
	Variable
	Frequency
	Percent

	
	
	

	No Situational Involvement with Low Enduring Involvement


	25
	19.941

	No Situational Involvement with High Enduring Involvement
	36
	28.571


	Situational Involvement with Low Enduring Involvement
	32
	25.397

	Situational Involvement with High Enduring Involvement
	33
	26.190

	Totals
	126
	100.00


Table X: Participant distribution across the 2x2 factorial design (Situational Involvement and Enduring Involvement)

Distribution of the participants across the four factorial combinations was relatively even.  The lowest percentage of participants was in the “No Situational Involvement, Low Enduring Involvement” category.
Dependent Variable Analysis

This section presents summary statistics for the dependent variables measured in the study.  In addition, the results of chi-square tests and analysis of variance are reported and discussed in terms of the hypotheses that are being tested.
Perceived Credibility

	Variable
	Mean
	Mode
	Median
	Std Dev
	Skew

	The source of the Web site is interested in my well being, not just its own

1=strongly disagree.        5=strongly agree
	2.9206
	3
	3
	1.1215
	-.33

	I would characterize the source of the Web site as honest.
1=strongly disagree.        5=strongly agree
	3.5159
	4
	4
	.9554
	-1.22

	Overall the source of the Web site is capable.
1=strongly disagree.        5=strongly agree
	3.6429
	4
	4
	.9162
	-1.51

	I believe the source of the Web site is honorable in dealing with others.
1=strongly disagree.        5=strongly agree
	3.3492
	4
	4
	.9325
	-0.99

	The source of the Web site treats others with decency.
1=strongly disagree.        5=strongly agree
	3.4127
	4
	4
	.8321
	-1.07

	The source of the Web site has an excellent past performance.
1=strongly disagree.        5=strongly agree
	3.3571
	3
	3
	.9435
	-0.35

	I believe the source of the Web site is a leader in its field.
1=strongly disagree.        5=strongly agree
	3.5238
	4
	4
	.9775
	-0.54

	I believe the source of the Web site is skillful in what it does.
1=strongly disagree.        5=strongly agree
	3.5476
	4
	4
	.9847
	-1.23


Table X: Summary statistics for perceived credibility
The original results for perceived credibility represented non-normal data as shown in Figure X.  The data was left-skewed and had a p-value of  .005.  It was not unexpected that the perceived credibility would tend to be high since the Web site that was selected for use in this study was the Web site rated as having the highest credibility in the Fogg, Soohoo, et al. (2002) study.  This site was used to help ensure that variation seen in this study was a result of involvement level.  Many statistical procedures assume normality (Trochim, 1999).  Transformation techniques are used to improve normality to ensure that statistical procedures will produce relevant results.  For this study, the Johnson Transformation was applied to normalize the data and the results are shown in Figure X.  The p-value for perceived credibility after the transformation is 0.17.  
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Figure X: Original results and  Johnson transformation results for perceived credibility.

Response Involvement

Response involvement is a measurement of the amount and type of cognitive processing that occurs because of combined enduring and situational involvement (Celsi & Olson, 1988, Houston & Rothschild, 1978).  This study measured one factor of response involvement, focus.  In this study, the type of focus used by a participant  was determined by whether he or she exhibited a central focus (basing comments on the source or the message) or whether he or she exhibited a peripheral focus (basing comments on the medium, context, and/or the receiver) (Petty & Cacioppo, 1979).  Resuls for response involvement will be reported in the Hypothesis Testing section of this chapter.
Hypothesis Testing

The distribution of participant comments across the Web element categories of source, message medium, context, and receiver measures whether participants in the different treatment groups had a central or peripheral focus (Petty & Cacioppo, 1979).  The context category was not included in the chi-square since the values were below 5 comments in all groups.  This is probably because the Charles Schwab Web site did not have advertising or links to unrelated external sites, so there was little reason for a participant to make a context-based comment.  In categorizing comments, a category was only counted once per comment (e.g., if a participant made 3 comments regarding medium and 1 comment regarding source, each category had a count of 1).  

In this Hypothesis Testing section, the hypothesis is stated first followed by a tabular report of the test results.  This is then followed by a brief explanation of the test results.  If clarifying information needs to be provided, this information will be presented immediately after the hypothesis statement and prior to the test results.
H1: High enduring involvement will result in a significant difference in the Web site element categories noticed when compared to categories noticed by low enduring involvement users as measured by the participant comment categorization described in Chapter 3.
	Variable
	Source
	Message
	Medium
	Receiver
	Totals

	Low Enduring Involvement
	21
	29
	22
	19
	91


	High Enduring Involvement
	17
	26
	26
	12
	71


Table X: Web site element categories noticed by enduring involvement 

	Variable
	Chi-Sq 
	Critical Value
	DF
	P value

	Difference in Web site element

categories noticed based on

enduring involvement.


	1.924
	7.82
	3
	0.588


Table X: Chi-square results for Web site element categories noticed by enduring involvement


The Web site element categories noticed by participants did not differ by enduring involvement level, 2(3, N = 126) = 1.924, p > .05.  For H1, the null hypothesis cannot be rejected.

H2: Situational involvement will result in a significant difference in the Web site element categories noticed when compared to categories noticed by users with no situational involvement as measured by the participant comment categorizations described in Chapter 3. 
	Variable
	Source
	Message
	Medium
	Receiver
	Totals

	No Situational Involvement
	19
	17
	     31
	22
	-89


	Situational Involvement
	19
	39
	17
	12
	-87


Table X: Web site element categories noticed based on situational involvement

	Variable
	Chi-Sq 
	Critical Value
	DF
	P value

	Difference in Web site elements

noticed based on situational

involvement
	15.647
	7.82
	3
	0.001


Table X: Chi-square results for Web site element categories noticed by situational involvement

The Web site element categories noticed by participants differed significantly by situational involvement level, 2(3, N = 126) = 15.647, p < .05.  The group with no situational involvement had the most comments in the medium category and had a higher number of comments in the receiver category.  The group with situational involvement had the most comments in the message category.  Both groups had an equal amount of comments in the source category.  For H2, the null hypothesis must be rejected.  

H3: High enduring involvement will result in users noticing significantly more elements in the source and message categories for both users with situational involvement and with users with no situational involvement when compared to low enduring involvement users as measured by the participant comments categorization described in Chapter 3.

H5: Low enduring involvement will result in users noticing significantly more elements in the context, medium, and receiver categories, when compared to high enduring involvement users as measured by the participant comment categorization described in Chapter 3.

Petty and Cacioppo (1979) define peripheral focus as an attitude change that results from focus on concerns that are not relevant to the issue at hand.  For purposes of this study, a participant was said to have peripheral focus if the majority of his or her comments or all of his or her comments were in the medium, context, and receiver categories.  The medium category includes comments on information design, design look, readability, site functionality, perceived security, and technical capability.  The context category includes comments on advertising, affiliations, or sponsorships.  The receiver category includes comments that are based on a user’s past experience with a topic or Web site, the user’s general suspicion, and the user’s general likes or dislikes.

Petty and Cacioppo (1979) define central focus as an attitude change that results from an individual giving thoughtful consideration to the issue presented.  For purposes of this study, a participant is said to have central focus if the majority of the comments or all of the comments were in the source and message categories.  The source category includes comments about the source reputation, name recognition, and motivation of the source.  Message includes comments on information focus, accuracy, bias, timeliness, and clarity.  Also included in message are comments related to privacy, customer service, and tone.
If the participant made comments in both the central focus categories and the peripheral focus categories and no clear distinction could be made that the comments were more central or more peripheral, then that participant was categorized as “Mixed”.
	Treatment
	Peripheral Focus
	Central Focus
	Mixed

	Low Enduring Involvement

	23
	17
	4

	High Enduring Involvement
	23
	22
	7


Table X: Focus type by enduring involvement
	Variable
	Chi-Sq 
	Critical Value
	DF
	P value

	Difference in Web site element

categories noticed based on

enduring involvement.


	 0.798
	5.99
	2
	0.671


Table X:  Results for focus type by enduring involvement

The focus of participants did not differ significantly by enduring involvement level, 2(2, N = 126) = 0.798, p > .05.  For H3 and H5, the null hypothesis cannot be rejected.  

H4: Situational involvement will result in users noticing significantly more elements in the source and message categories for both high and low enduring involvement users when compared to users with no situational involvement as measured by the participant comment categorization described in Chapter 3.
	Treatment
	Peripheral Focus
	Central Focus
	Mixed

	No Situational Involvement
	39
	11
	7

	Situational Involvement
	11
	34
	5


Table X: Focus type by situational involvement

	Variable
	Chi-Sq 
	Critical Value
	DF
	P value

	Difference in participant focus

based on situational

involvement
	28.473
	5.99
	2
	0.000


Table X: Chi-square results for focus by situational involvement

The focus of participants did differ significantly by situational involvement level, 2(2, N = 126) = 28.473, p < .05.  The group with no situational involvement shows the majority of the participants evaluating credibility with a peripheral focus. The group with situational involvement shows the majority of the participants evaluating credibility with a central focus.  For H4, the null hypothesis must be rejected.  

Overall, results related to response involvement indicated that situational involvement influences response involvement by creating a more central focus.  Enduring involvement did not influence response involvement in terms of focus.  Users with situational involvement noticed message-related Web site elements significantly more than those users with no situational involvement.  Users with no situational involvement noticed elements related to the medium.

H6:  The interaction effects of enduring involvement and situational involvement will significantly affect the Web site element categories noticed as measured by the participant comment categorization described in Chapter 3.
	Variable
	Source
	Message
	Medium
	Receiver

	No situational involvement/with low 
enduring involvement
	7
	5
	14
	6

	No situational involvement with/high enduring involve.
	12
	11
	17
	13

	Situational involvement/with low 
enduring involvement
	9
	20
	11
	5

	Situational involvement/with high 
enduring involvement
	9
	18
	5
	6


Table X: Web site element categories noticed across the 2x2 factoral design

	Variable
	Chi-Sq 
	Critical Value
	DF
	P value

	Difference in Web site element

categories noticed across the 

2x2 factorial design


	 18.775
	16.92
	9
	0.027


Table X: Chi-square results for Web site element categories noticed across the 2x2 factorial design


The Web site element categories noticed by participants differed significantly by an interaction effect of enduring involvement and situational involvement level, 2(9, N = 126) = 18.775, p < .05.  High enduring involvement level appears to have increased the notice of items in both the message and source categories for non-situational involvement participants.  For participants with situational involvement, a high enduring involvement level appears to reduce the focus on the medium category.  Enduring involvement level appears to influence the receiver category.  High enduring involvement produced more comments based on the receiver’s experience, opinion, and general suspicion than those with low enduring involvement for both non-situational involvement and situational involvement.  For H6, the null hypothesis must be rejected.
Research question five asked if increased involvement level alters the elements noticed during Web site credibility assessment, is participant focus influenced to a greater degree by enduring involvement or by situational involvement (Mittal, 1995; Petty & Cacioppo, 1979).  This research question corresponds to most of the hypotheses already discussed,  H1, H2, H3, H4, and H5.
	Variable

	Peripheral
	Central
	Mixed

	No situational involvement with low enduring involvement


	17
	5
	1

	No situational involvement with high enduring involvement

	22
	6
	5

	Situational involvement with low enduring involvement


	6
	14
	5

	Situational involvement with high enduring involvement
	4
	17
	2


Table X: Participant focus across the 2x2 factorial design


The results demonstrate that situational involvement has the stronger influence on whether an individual exhibits peripheral focus or central focus while evaluating credibility.
H7: Perceived credibility of Web sites is significantly different across varying levels of involvement as measured by the Collins (2004) Web Credibility Scales.
	Source
	Adj Sum of Squares
	df
	Adj Mean Square
	F-ratio
	p-value

	Enduring Involvement 


	2.2469
	1
	2.2469
	2.44
	0.121

	Situational Involvement


	0.0662
	1
	0.0662
	0.07
	0.739

	Enduring Involvement x Situational Involvement
	4.4359
	1
	4.4359
	4.81
	0.030

	Within Groups (Error)
	112.539
	122
	0.9225
	
	

	Totals
	119.285
	125
	
	
	


Table X: Analysis of variance - main and interaction effect (enduring involvement + situational involvement) and perceived credibility
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Figure X: Interaction effects plot for mean perceived credibility by enduring involvement + situational involvement.

There was no significant main effect for enduring involvement, F(1, 122) = 2.44, p > 05,  or for situational involvement,  F(1, 122) = 0.07, p >.05.  There was a significant interaction,  F(1, 122) = 4.81,  p < .05.  As shown in Figure X, when situational involvement was introduced to participants with low enduring involvement, the mean perceived credibility of the Web site was reduced.  However, when situational involvement was introduced to participants with high enduring involvement, the mean perceived credibility of the Web site increased.  For H7, the null hypothesis must be rejected.
Covariate Analysis

In this study there were two covariates or variables that were not controlled but which were measured.  Predisposition to trust and past experience in investing were included and tested with Analysis of Covariance to reduce error variance.  Removal of the covariates’ influence did not significantly change the results.  Prior to removing the covariates there were no main effects for situational involvement or enduring involvement on perceived credibility.  Removal of the covariates separately and removal of both covariates did not result in a significant main effect for either involvement type with perceived credibility.  Prior to the removal of the covariates, there was a significant interaction effect between enduring involvement and situational involvement on perceived credibility.  The interaction effect remained significant when the covariate influence was removed.
	Source
	Adj Sum of Squares
	df
	Adj Mean Square
	F-ratio
	p-value

	Enduring Involvement 


	0.0112
	1
	0.0112
	0.01
	0.906

	Situational Involvement


	0.2948
	1
	0.2948
	0.37
	0.545

	Enduring Involvement x Situational Involvement
	3.0512
	1
	3.0512
	3.87
	0.051

	Within Groups (Error)
	94.5176
	120
	0.7876
	
	

	Totals
	119.5366
	125
	
	
	


Table X: Analysis of covariance - main and interaction effect (enduriing involvement + situational involvement) and perceived credibility with covariates predisposition to trust and past experience in investing
Additional interaction effect analyses

Because this study represented heuristic research in the understanding of how involvement level influences perceived credibility of a Web site, any potential interaction effects with the two types of involvement level were examined.
Demographic interactions with situational involvement
Tables X through X show the analysis of interaction effects of situational involvement with gender, age, and education
	Source
	Adj Sum of Squares
	df
	Adj Mean Square
	F-ratio
	p-value

	Situational Involvement x Gender
	0.7847


	1
	0.7847
	0.82
	0.366

	Within Groups (Error)
	116.1100


	122
	0.9517
	
	

	Totals
	116.6947
	123
	
	
	


Table X: Analysis of variance - interaction effect (Situational Involvement +Gender) and Perceived Credibility
There was no significant interaction for gender and situational involvement, F(1, 122) = 0.82, p >.05.
	Source
	Adj Sum of Squares
	df
	Adj Mean Square
	F-ratio
	p-value

	Situational Involvement x Age
	3.7048

	3
	1.2349
	1.32
	0.270

	Within Groups (Error)
	110.0819

	115
	0.9329
	
	

	Totals
	113.7267
	118
	
	
	


Table X: Analysis of variance - Interaction effect (situational involvement+age) and perceived credibility

There was no significant interaction for age and situational involvement, F(3, 115) = 1.32, p >.05.
	Source
	Adj Sum of Squares
	df
	Adj Mean Square
	F-ratio
	p-value

	Situational Involvement x Education
	4.6291

	4
	1.1573
	1.19
	0.318

	Within Groups (Error)
	112.6490

	116
	0.9711
	
	

	Totals
	117.2721
	120
	
	
	


Table X: Analysis of variance - interaction effect (situational involvement+education) and perceived credibility

There was no significant interaction for education and situational involvement, F(4, 116) = 1.19, p >.05..
Demographic interactions with enduring involvement
Tables X through X show the analysis of interaction effects between enduring involvement and gender, age, and education.
	Source
	Adj Sum of Squares
	df
	Adj Mean Square
	F-ratio
	p-value

	Enduring Involvement x Gender
	5.9857

	1
	5.9857
	6.51
	0.012

	Within Groups (Error)
	110.3089

	122
	0.9042
	
	

	Totals
	116.2946
	123
	
	
	


Table X: Analysis of variance - interaction effect (enduring involvement + gender) and perceived credibility

There was a significant interaction for enduring involvement and gender, F(1, 122) = 6.51, p <.05.  The interaction effect between gender and enduring involvement represented an unexpected result.  Males with a high enduring involvement level had an increased mean perceived credibility score when compared to males with low enduring involvement levels.  Females with a high enduring involvement level had a reduced mean perceived credibility score when compared with females that had a low enduring involvement level.  Figure X shows these results in an interaction plot and Figure X represents the same results in a boxplot. 
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Figure X: Interaction effects plot for mean perceived credibility by enduring involvement + gender.
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Figure X: Perceived credibility by gender and enduring involvement
Because this study showed a significant interaction effect between enduring involvement and situational involvement, it was relevant to look at the influence of gender within that interaction effect.  If situational involvement is introduced with the influence of gender on enduring involvement, the effect on perceived credibility is shown in the box plot in  Figure X and the line graph in Figure X.  When situational involvement is introduced to participants with low enduring involvement, both males and females have reduced perceived credibility of the Web site.  When situational involvement is introduced to participants with high enduring involvement, the perceived credibility of males is higher than that of males with low enduring involvement.  The perceived credibility of females, however, remains relatively the same as in females with low enduring involvement.  In addition, Web sites are likely to be perceived as most credible by females with low enduring involvement and no situational involvement and by males with high enduring involvement and situational involvement.  Future research should more thoroughly examine the effect of gender on focus and the effect of gender in relation to the influence involvement level has on perceived credibility.
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Figure X: Perceived credibility by gender and enduring involvement and situational involvement
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Figure X: Line graph of perceived credibility by gender and enduring involvement and situational involvement
	Source
	Adj Sum of Squares
	df
	Adj Mean Square
	F-ratio
	p-value

	Enduring Involvement x Age
	3.7740

	4
	0.9435
	0.97
	0.426

	Within Groups (Error)
	112.6006

	116
	0.9707
	
	

	Totals
	116.3746
	120
	
	
	


Table X: Analysis of variance - interaction effect (enduring involvement+age) and perceived credibility

There was no significant interaction for enduring involvement and age, F(4, 116) = 0.97, p >.05.
	Source
	Adj Sum of Squares
	df
	Adj Mean Square
	F-ratio
	p-value

	Enduring Involvement x Education
	3.7490

	4
	0.9372
	0.96
	0.430

	Within Groups (Error)
	112.6979

	116
	0.9715
	
	

	Totals
	116.4669
	120
	
	
	


Table X: Analysis of variance - interaction effect (enduring involvement+education) and perceived credibility
There was no significant interaction for enduring involvement and education, F(4, 116) = 0.96, p >.05.
Additional Analyses
A question was placed in the survey to try to measure whether the participant was feeling more involved if they were in the treatment group and asked to use the Web site, rather than just view the Web site. This was an attempt to measure whether or not the treatment was having the desired effect.  
	Variable
	Correlation
	p-value

	Situational Involvement to Self-Reported Involvement

	.09
	.317

	Enduring Involvement to Self Reported Involvement
	.396
	.0000


Table X: Correlation between self-reported involvement to situational involvement and enduring involvement

Correlation analysis indicates there was no correlation between the treatment group and self-reported involvement.  There was however, a correlation between enduring involvement and self-reported involvement sugesting that participants were answering the question in terms of their enduring involvement and not in terms of the involvement they were feeling at the time they participated.  The fact that the elements noticed during the evaluation of the Web site changed significantly when the treatment was introduced provides the validation that the treatment did in fact represent a difference in involvement level.
One-way analysis of variance was performed to test whether the independent variables gender, age, education had a main effect on perceived credibility.
———————————————————————————————————— 
Variable



 F-Ratio 



PValue 
Gender 


               2.74




0.101

    

Age




   2.03

  


0.113

Education 



   0.55




0.691

———————————————————————————————————— 

Table X: One-way analysis of variance: demographic impact on perceived credibility

There was no significant difference between the mean perceived credibility based on gender, age, or education.  In addition, one-way analysis of variance was performed to determine if there were main effects on the mean perceived credibility for the covariates predisposition to trust and past experience with investing.
	Variable
	F-value
	p-value

	
	
	

	Predisposition to Trust


	18.96
	0.000

	Past Experience Investing
	1.31
	0.269



Table X: One-way analysis of variance: covariate impact on mean perceived credibility

The first covariate is the participant’s predisposition to trust.  The analysis of variance demonstrates there is a significant difference in the average perceived credibility of those participants with a low predisposition to trust as compared to those with a high predisposition to trust.  Participants with a high predisposition to trust had significantly higher perceived credibility of the Web site.  The second covariate is the participant’s past experience with investing.  Results of the one-way analysis of variance show there is no significant difference in the perceived credibility of individuals with no experience, a negative experience, or a positive experience.  The significance of these two covariates on the overall main and interaction effects for this study was analyzed and discussed previously in this chapter..
Summary of Results

This study set out to accomplish the following:
1) Distinguish credibility markers for high and low-involvement Web site users.

2) Determine the effect that user involvement level has on the perceived credibility of Web sites.

3) Propose a credibility design framework. 

4) Provide an understanding of how involvement level of the user might influence Web site design strategy.
The study results suggest there is a significant difference in the Web site elements noticed as influenced by the interaction effect of situational involvement and enduring involvement (see Figure X).  Situational involvement generates more notice of the message category while non-situational involvement generates more notice of the medium category.  A high enduring involvement level appears to increase notice of items in both the message and source categories for non-situational involvement participants.  For participants with situational involvement, a high enduring involvement level appears to reduce the focus on the medium category.  Enduring involvement level appears to influence the receiver category.  High enduring involvement produced more comments based on the receiver’s experience, opinion, and general suspicion than those with low enduring involvement for both non-situational involvement and situational involvement.
	  Low Enduring Involvement (LEI) >>>>>>>LEI with Situational Involvement (LEIS)
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	High Enduring Involvement (HEI)>>>>>>>HEI with Situational Involvement (HEIS)
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Figure X: Web element categories noticed by involvement level and with related mean perceived credibility scores from the study.
The combined influence of enduring and situational involvement has a significant and perhaps apparent effect on perceived credibility of Web sites.  As Figure X illustrates, when situational involvement is introduced to participants with high enduring involvement, a central focus develops and perceived credibility of the Web site increases.  In comparison, when situational involvement is introduced to participants with low enduring involvement, although a central focus develops, the perceived credibility of the Web site decreases.

[image: image12]
Figure X: Involvement-Web credibility model.


The study results also suggest that there is a significant interaction effect between gender and enduring involvement as it relates to perceived credibility of Web sites.  Figure X shows the model in Figure X expanded to include the effect of gender

[image: image13]
Figure X: Involvement-Web credibility model with gender/enduring involvement interaction

The model in Figure X shows that both males and females with low enduring involvement, change to a central focus and perceive the Web site as less credible after situational involvement is introduced.  Males and females with high enduring involvement both move to a central focus, but how they perceive credibility shows a significant difference.  Females with high enduring involvement show minimal or no change in the perceived credibility of a Web site when situational involvement is introduced even though they move to a more central focus. Males, on the other hand, move to a central focus and have an increased perception of Web site credibility.  
In addition, as is shown in Figure X (line graph), the Web site users most likely to have high perceived credibility of the Web site are females with low enduring involvement and no situational involvement and males with high enduring involvement and situational involvement.  
The results of this study make it possible to develop a preliminary Web Credibility Design model. This model has a foundation based on four models discussed in the literature review: 1) Celsi and Olson’s (1988) involvement model; 2) Sternthal, Phillips, and Dholakia’s (1978) credibility model; 3) Fogg and Tseng’s (1999) credibility model for computers and information; and 4) Wathan and Burkell’s (2002) model of five factors that influence credibility judgment.  This model combines the primary elements of the four models listed above to develop a Web design framework to aid in the development of credible Web sites. In the Web Credibility Design model, one of Wathan and Burkell’s five factors, context, is not shown because no relevant data was received for that Web element category in this study. 




Figure X: Web Credibility Design Model

This study demonstrates that the interaction effect of enduring involvement and situational involvement has a significant effect on perceived credibility of Web sites. This interaction effect equates to a total involvement state that also has a significant influence on response involvement (focus) and supports Celsi and Olson’s (1988) “felt involvement” state that exists as a result of the combined influence of enduring and situational involvement shown in Figure 2.  This involvement state influences the Web site elements noticed and supports findings by Bransford, Brown, and Cocking (1999), Caine & Caine, (2000), Fogg, (2003), and Petty & Cacioppo (1979).  The involvement state also has a significant influence on the perceived credibility of the Web site.  An unexpected result was the interaction effect between gender and enduring involvement and the influence this interaction effect had on perceived credibility.  Enduring involvement, which has no significant main effect on perceived credibility, becomes significant with regard to interaction effects with both situational involvement and gender.  Additionally, no significant main effect for enduring involvement, situational involvement or gender were shown in the results.  This implies that a complex set of interaction effects might be responsible for both response involvement and perceived credibility for Web site users.   
	Hypothesis
	Statement (Null Hypothesis)
	Results of Significance Tests
	Comments

	
	
	
	

	H1
	Enduring involvement level will have no significant influence on Web site element categories noticed
	Accept
	Enduring involvement level has no influence on the Web site element categories noticed.



	H2
	Situational involvement will have no significant influence on Web site element categories noticed
	Reject
	Situational involvement does result in users noticing different Web site element categories than when no situational involvement is present



	H3
	High enduring involvement will have no significant influence on whether users notice more elements in the source and message categories

	Accept
	High enduring involvement does not result in a more central focus (noticing elements in the source and message categories)

	H4
	Situational involvement will have no significant influence on whether users notice more elements in the source and message categories
	Reject
	Situational involvement results in a more central focus where users notice elements in the message category more often than when situational involvement does not exist

	H5
	Low enduring involvement will have no significant influence on whether users notice more elements in the medium, context, and receiver categories
	     Accept
	Enduring involvement level does not influence the Web site categories noticed



	H6
	The interaction effects of situational and enduring involvement will have no significant influence on the Web site element categories noticed
	Reject
	See Table X for a summary of the results of the interaction effects

	H7
	Perceived credibility is not significantly different across varying levels of involvement
	Reject
	Involvement level significantly influences perceived credibility


Table X: Hypotheses predictions and results

No Change


Perceived


Credibility





Female





Female





Male


Focus on Message





Reduced Perceived


Credibility





Male





Participantmoves from peripheral to central focus








Increased


Perceived


Credibility





Participant moves from peripheral to central focus








Reduced


Perceived


Credibility





Introduce Situational Involvement





High EI





Low  EI








Focus on Message





Participantmoves from peripheral to central focus








Increased


Perceived


Credibility





Participant moves from peripheral to central focus








Reduced


Perceived


Credibility








Focus on Message





Introduce Situational Involvement





High EI





Low  EI





Focus





Past experience  �
�
General Suspicion�
�
General Like/Dislike�
�
Performance on test�
�






Organization�
�
Information Design�
�
Design Look�
�
Readability�
�
Site Functionality�
�
Perceived Security�
�
Technical Capability�
�
 �
�






Information Focus�
�
Information Accuracy�
�
Information Bias�
�
Information Usefulness�
�
Information Clarity�
�
Corrections/Mistakes�
�
Writing Tone�
�
Privacy�
�
Customer Service�
�






Identity�
�
Name Recognition�
�
Reputation�
�
Source Motivation�
�






Peripheral  FocusFocus





Central























Receiver





Medium





Message





Source





Web Site Design Element Categories





   e





Believability





Perceived Credibility





Expertise





Trustworthiness





Situational


Involvement





Enduring Involvement





Gender
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