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Individuals are increasingly relying on Internet content to influence life-impacting decisions.  This reliance generates the need for these individuals to evaluate the credibility of this content and demands that Web designers effectively communicate the credibility of Web content to the users.

In order to understand credibility evaluation, the purpose of this study was to understand how user involvement affects perceived credibility.  The study determined the relationship between two variables: enduring involvement and situational involvement and the study measured the effect of these two independent variables on the perceived credibility of Web sites.

Two levels of enduring involvement, high and low, were examined in this study.  Two levels of situational involvement were also evaluated: decision-task and no decision-task.  The two variables produced a 2 x 2 factorial design.  The main effects and interaction effects were analyzed, and the effects of enduring involvement and situational involvement on the perceived credibility of Web sites were measured.

A supplemental analysis assessed whether the four groups produced by the factorial design (high enduring involvement - decision-task, high enduring involvement - no decision-task, low enduring involvement – decision-task, and low enduring involvement – no decision-task) varied with regard to the Web site element categories (source, message, receiver, context, and medium) noticed during credibility evaluation.


The research found that the interaction effect between enduring involvement and situational involvement does have a significant influence on perceived credibility.  In addition, this same interaction effect significantly influenced the Web site element categories noticed during credibility evaluation.  Based on the findings, credibility markers were defined for different involvement levels.  These findings served as a foundation for a credibility design framework that can aid Web site designers in more effectively communicating credibility to users. 
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Chapter 1

Introduction

Introduction  

The Internet is transforming how individuals make decisions.  Through use of the extensive content available online, individuals now make decisions for themselves where they might have previously relied on physicians, lawyers, stockbrokers, ministers, and other experts.  A good example of this shift in individual decision-making is the fact that 70% of Web users who access medical information rely on that information to make health decisions for themselves or a loved one (Rainie et al., 2001).  This increasing self-reliance offered by the Internet has changed the role of individuals in society.  They now collaborate interactively with experts to make important decisions. 

 
The American Cancer Society is an example of an institution that encourages patients to collaborate with experts in decision-making.  This organization embedded the Nex-Cura Cancer Profiler decision support tool on its Web site to enable the patient and family to actively research and participate in treatment decisions.  The Cancer Profiler provides a wide range of unbiased information on clinical studies, treatment options, and disease states that the patient can access when facing critical decisions (American Cancer Society, 2000).


Clearly, as individuals become empowered to participate in these kinds of life-impacting decisions, their need to determine the credibility of the online information that frames these decisions becomes critical.  Research has shown that casual Web users rely on peripheral elements to judge Web site credibility (Fogg, Soohoo, et al., 2002).  It is uncertain how a highly involved user, relying on Web content in making a critical decision, assesses credibility.  Understanding of the relationship between user involvement and perceived credibility online was the basis for this research.

Problem Statement and Goal

Involvement level influences what people notice (Bransford, Brown, & Cocking, 1999; Caine & Caine, 2000, Fogg, 2003; Petty & Cacioppo, 1979) and might be a relevant factor in how people assess credibility.  According to Ratchford (1987), involvement implies giving attention to something because that object is relevant or important.  Involvement is the result of a person’s perceived relevance of a subject, based upon inherent needs, values, and interests (Zaichkowsky, 1985).  It is also defined as the perceived importance of a stimulus, whether that stimulus is the topic itself or the decision-task about the topic (Mittal, 1995).  The perceived relevance of an observed topic to the satisfaction of individual wants and needs influences what people notice (Caine & Caine, 2003). 
Cho (1999), Fogg (2003), and Wathan and Burkell (2002) agree that involvement level influences what people notice and how they assess credibility.  However, the problem is that research has yet to provide substantial empirical data showing the relationship between involvement level and perceived credibility (Fogg, Soohoo, et al., 2002).  If involvement level influences the elements noticed during credibility assessment (Fogg, 2003), this could significantly affect Web site design.   

A dichotomy in current Web credibility assessment research illustrates that the elements that people say are important during assessment are not the elements that they notice.  Web site users express the importance of privacy policies, quality service, contact information, search function, and ease of use as factors that increase a Web site’s credibility.  They also list advertisements, lack of updated material, broken links, and typographical errors as factors that decrease a site’s credibility (Fogg, Marshall, et al., 2001).  However, a follow-up study (Fogg, Soohoo, et al., 2002) contradicts the Fogg, Marshall, et al. results.  When Web site users evaluate credibility, they rarely notice the elements they reported were important.  Instead, participants notice the design look of the site in all categories more often than any other Web site element.  Forty-six percent of the participants’ comments regarding credibility assessment refer to design look (e.g., “Looks unprofessional” and “Graphics are of a look of an earlier generation of e-commerce”).  Research by Eysenbach and Kohler (2002) and Rieh (2002) supports the Fogg, Soohoo, et al. findings.  In the Eysenbach and Kohler study, participants indicate source credibility is important in assessing online health content.  However, during actual evaluation of that content, participants rarely looked for source information.  Rieh reports that users often do not notice elements of a Web site on which they could base credibility judgments.

Of the five factors that affect Web credibility assessment, Fogg (2003) states that involvement might be the key in explaining why users do not notice what they describe as credibility markers.  According to Fogg, Web site credibility assessment is a process that requires two steps: 1) the user notices Web site elements, and 2) the user judges the element(s) noticed.  It might be reasoned that if the elements that represent credibility to Web users are unnoticed, those elements have no impact on the assessment.  

One explanation for why users do not notice credibility markers is that individuals with low-involvement tend to rely on peripheral elements such as design look, while higher involvement shifts the focus to more substantive content elements (Cho, 1999; Petty & Cacioppo, 1979).  In the Fogg, Soohoo, et al. (2002) study, the authors speculate that people participated in order to earn a small contribution to a particular charity.  They did not have high-level involvement in a site’s content.  Cho’s research is the first to examine relationships between involvement level and message processing in an online environment.  Although the study size is small and not representative of the general population, the work establishes a relationship between user involvement and response to online messages.  Individuals in high-involvement contexts were more likely to click banner ads relevant to that context.  Peripheral cues such as size of ad and animation influenced low-involvement users.  Cho’s work suggests that manipulating the involvement level of the users might alter the Web site elements noticed.  This in turn might change the Web site credibility assessment.

Given the importance of the need to increase understanding of the relationship between involvement and perceived credibility, this research expanded the Fogg, Soohoo, et al. (2002) study.  This research examined the relationship between user involvement and the Web site elements noticed during credibility assessment.  The study attempted to determine whether attention given to different elements based on involvement level of the user influenced perceived credibility.  

In this study, involvement is defined as an impelling and affective mental state generated when a specific situation occurs where attention is centered on a particular object because that object is perceived as important (Brennan & Mavondo, 2000; Celsi & Olson, 1988; Ratchford, 1987).  The influence of the individual’s enduring values combined with the influence of the immediate situation (Celsi & Olson, 1988; Houston & Rothschild, 1978) generates varying levels of the involvement state.  Mittal (1995) and Brennan and Mavondo differentiate between topic involvement, which corresponds to enduring involvement, and purchase decision-task involvement, which occurs within situational involvement.  Hunt, Keaveney, and Lee (1995) confirm the importance of measuring these separately, finding that topic involvement (enduring) and purchase decision-task involvement (situational) did not measure the same concept.  High purchase decision-task involvement can exist without a corresponding high topic/product involvement.  Brennan and Movando recommend measuring the involvement levels separately and separate measures were applied in this study.  
This study broadened purchase decision-task involvement to include involvement surrounding any decision-task, not only decisions related to purchases.  In addition to measuring topic involvement and decision-task involvement, this study measured the cognitive consequences of the involvement state.  This is called response involvement (Houston & Rothschild, 1978), and for purposes of this study referred to involvement that is related to the level and type of cognitive activity generated by the involvement state.  This study measured cognitive activities related to focus.

This study extended the Fogg, Soohoo, et al. (2002) study by providing an examination of the involvement factor.  A similar methodology used in Fogg, Soohoo, et al. was applied in this study with the exception that instead of examining 10 content categories with 10 live Web sites in each category, this study used the Finance category and one Web site (Schwab) from the original 10 Web sites in the Finance category.  Because the purpose of this study was to isolate the influence of involvement level on perceived credibility, it was necessary to reduce other causes of variance in how the participants assessed credibility.  Therefore, unlike the Fogg, Soohoo, et al study where each participant was assigned a randomly generated pair of Web sites, in this study each participant viewed and ranked the same Web site.  Finance was chosen as the topic because it is a topic that can generate a high-involvement level.  It is also a category that had a very high reliance on design look as the basis for evaluating Web credibility in Fogg, Soohoo, et al.  The Schwab Web site was chosen because it clearly ranked highest in credibility in the Fogg, Soohoo, et al. study.  Using this site helped to ensure that variance seen in perceived credibility could be attributed to the involvement level of the participants.  All participants viewed and/or used the Schwab Web site and  rated the site’s credibility using a tested Web credibility scale (Collins, 2004).  

The study measured the participants’ enduring involvement level for the finance topic before they viewed and evaluated the Web site, using Mittal’s (1995) five-item seven-point scale.  This scale measured the perceived importance of a stimulus to the recipient.  Mittal’s scale asks a respondent to indicate level of interest in a topic using the following five items:  1) Important – Unimportant, 2) Of no concern – Of concern to me, 3) Means a lot to me – Means nothing to me, 4) Matters to me – Does not matter, and 5) Significant – Insignificant.

 In addition, the study manipulated decision-task involvement of participants randomly assigned to a treatment group.  These participants were asked to examine the Schwab Web site’s content to gather necessary information for a decision-task they would perform.  After using the site to gather this information, the treatment group assessed the credibility of the Schwab Web site using the Web Credibility scale developed by Collins, 2004.  The non-treatment group evaluated the Schwab Web site for credibility without first using the Web site for a decision-task.

Also important is measurement of the cognitive consequences of involvement, which Houston and Rothschild (1978) call response involvement.  In this study, one element of response involvement defined by Houston and Rothschild was measured: focus –whether the participant’s focus was on peripheral cues or central cues.
To determine the Web site elements noticed during the credibility assessment, the study sorted participant comments into Web site element categories defined by Fogg, Soohoo, et al., (2002).  A frequency distribution of comments within the 17 categories formed the basis for analysis of the relationship between these categorized Web site elements and two levels of enduring involvement (low and high), and two levels of situational involvement (decision-task required, and no decision-task required).  In addition, all interactions of the two types of involvement were examined (Trochim, 1999).  

By expanding the Fogg, Soohoo, et al. (2002) study, the research explored the relationship between user involvement levels, the Web site elements noticed during Web site credibility evaluation, and the resulting perceived credibility.  The work explored whether changes in elements noticed related to involvement level correlated to changes in perceived credibility.
Elements, Hypothesis, Theories, or Research Questions to be Investigated
This research covered three areas:  1) how involvement influenced the Web site elements that were noticed; 2) how the Web site elements noticed influenced perceived credibility; and 3) development of a conceptual framework that described how Web site designers can use the knowledge gained in this research to establish credibility more effectively for both the high-involvement and low-involvement user.  The Web site elements included specific design elements related to the larger categories of source, medium, message, receiver, and context (Wathan & Burkell, 2002).  

The following research questions were addressed:

1. To what extent, if any, do users with high enduring involvement notice different Web site elements (Cho, 1999; Fogg, Soohoo, et al., 2002) compared to users with low enduring involvement (Mittal, 1995; Petty & Cacioppo, 1979)?

2.  To what extent, if any, does situational involvement  alter the elements noticed on a Web site (Mittal, 1995)?

3. If situational involvement changes the elements that are noticed, to what extent, if any, does this occur in participants with a low enduring involvement level (Mittal, 1995)?

4. To what extent, if any, does increased involvement level decrease the user’s focus on peripheral cues (e.g., design look) (Cho, 1999; Fogg, Soohoo, et al., 2002; Petty & Cacioppo, 1979)?

5. 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)?

6. If increased involvement level alters the elements noticed during Web site credibility assessment, to what extent, if any, does perceived credibility change (Fogg, Marshall, et al., 2001; Fogg, Soohoo, et al., 2002)?

The dependent variables were the Web site elements noticed, type of focus, and perceived credibility.  Research shows that both the level of involvement and the type of involvement can be significant factors that influence cognitive processing in a variety of situations.  Therefore, the independent variables for the study were user enduring involvement and user situational involvement.  In addition, the interaction effects between these two involvement types were examined.  An f-test measured differences in the means for the treatment and non-treatment groups.  Two-way ANOVA measured the two main effects and the interaction effects.  Research (Johnson & Kaye, 1998) has shown that gender, age, and education are significant demographics associated with perceived credibility of online sources.  Stephens (2003) shows that propensity to trust influences the perceived trustworthiness of an organization.  Because trustworthiness is one of the key dimensions of the credibility construct (Fogg & Tseng, 1999; Hovland & Weiss, 1951; Sternthal, Phillips, & Dholakia, 1978), it is likely that propensity to trust might also influence perceived credibility.  This research proposed that different user involvement levels and different involvement types in conjunction with additional variables will alter the Web site elements that were noticed by the user.  This in turn influenced the perceived credibility of the Web site.  Figure 1 provides the research model that was used in this proposed research.   
[image: image41.wmf]Source

Message

Medium

Context

Receiver

Identity

Information Focus

Organization

Advertising

Past experience with site

Name Recognition

Information Accuracy

Information Design

Affiliations

General Suspicion

Reputation

Information Bias

Design Look

Sponsorship

General Like/Dislike

Motivation of Source

Information Usefulness

Readability

Performance on test

Information Clarity

Site Functionality

Corrections/Mistakes

Perceived Security

Writing Tone

Technical Capability

Privacy

Customer Service

[image: image42.bmp][image: image43.wmf]Source

Message

Medium

Context

Receiver

Identity

Information Focus

Organization

Advertising

Past experience with site

Name Recognition

Information Accuracy

Information Design

Affiliations

General Suspicion

Reputation

Information Bias

Design Look

Sponsorship

General Like/Dislike

Motivation of Source

Information Usefulness

Readability

Performance on test

Information Clarity

Site Functionality

Corrections/Mistakes

Perceived Security

Writing Tone

Technical Capability

Privacy

Customer Service










Figure 1: Research Model

The research hypothesis is: User involvement level has a significant impact on perceived credibility of a Web site.  The sub-hypotheses are:

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.
H2: Situational involvement will result in a significant difference in the Web site elements noticed when compared to categories noticed by users with no situational involvement as measured by the participant comment categorization described in Chapter 3.
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 no situational involvement, when compared to low enduring involvement users as measured by the participant comment categorization described in Chapter 3.

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.
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.
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.
H7: Perceived credibility of Web sites is significantly different across varying levels of involvement as measured by Collins (2004) Web Credibility Scale.


The results of the hypothesis testing led to development of a conceptual framework for designing Web sites that effectively establish credibility with both low and high-involvement users.  In addition, the study provided relevant information about Web site user behavior during credibility evaluation that added to the existing body of consumer behavior knowledge and information system knowledge related to Web site design.  
Relevance and Significance

Currently, inadequate guidelines exist to aid Web designers in creating Web sites that establish credibility with the user.  Although numerous studies show what elements Web users think represent credibility (Consumer WebWatch, 2004; Fogg, 2002; Fogg, Kameda, et al., 2002; Fogg, Marshall, et al., 2001; Fogg  & Tseng, 1999), Web users often do not notice these elements during credibility assessment (Eysenbach & Kohler, 2002; Fogg, Soohoo, et al., 2002; Rieh, 2002).  The elements that represent credibility to a user such as reputable source, accuracy, timeliness, ease of use, and contact information (Consumer WebWatch; Fogg; Fogg, Kameda, et al; Fogg, Marshall, et al.; Fogg  & Tseng) now serve as the foundation for both the Stanford Guidelines for Web Credibility  (Fogg, 2002) and the Consumer WebWatch guidelines (2004).  These guidelines, however, can provide only limited improvement because Web users typically do not notice these elements when assessing credibility.  The need now becomes to understand the factors that influence what a Web site user notices.  This understanding could provide an improved approach to designing credible Web sites.  By studying the relationship between user involvement and the elements noticed during credibility assessment, this research furthered this understanding.

Credibility is a growing part of evaluating information quality (Health Summit Working Group, 1999; Rieh, 2002), and this is another factor supporting the need to understand how users assess Web site credibility.  Health information sites provide a good example.  A Rand research study on information quality on health Web sites shows that information provided at most sites is accurate, but often incomplete and/or conflicting, and that health information on Web sites is not easy to understand (Berland, et al., 2001).  The quality of Web health information can affect health decisions for millions of people.  Aware of the variability of Web health content and the difficulty people have in evaluating this content, the Health Summit Working Group of Mitretek Systems developed a set of evaluation criteria for assessing health information.  The first assessment criterion they list is credibility.  The group defines what is required to determine credibility of Internet health information as “its source, currency, relevance/utility, and editorial review process.”  (Health Summit Working Group, 1999, p. 4).  The Fogg, Soohoo, et al. (2002) research, however, shows that the user might never notice these evaluation elements.  If experts recommend credibility assessment as a primary evaluation criterion in measuring information quality, then the factors influencing that credibility assessment become increasingly important.

The evolution of the Internet into a tool that influences life-impacting decisions relating to health care, finances, career, and education (Kommers & Rainie, 2002) also supports the relevance of this study.  Eighty percent of Internet users now research product information on the Web before purchasing, and the number of individuals accessing the Web for health information has grown by 59% from 2000 to 2001 (Madden, 2003).  Over 70% of these online health site users say the content on these sites influenced how they made health care decisions (Rainie et al., 2001).  Use of the Internet for work-related research grew to 36% of employees who have Internet access at work in 2001 compared to 25% in 2000.  Online banking increased by 79% in 2001 compared to 2000 (Horrigan & Rainie, 2002).  As users access Web content to assist with these critical decisions, the perceived relevance of the information is high.  As a result, user involvement level increases (Zaichkowsky, 1985).  With the importance of the decisions being made, a user’s need to assess Web site credibility also increases.  This research examined the relationship of involvement to Web site credibility assessment, and added to the body of knowledge on Web user behavior.  Such understanding is important now and will increase in importance as people access the Internet for a growing range of information affecting life-altering decisions.  This knowledge will aid Web designers in effectively developing credible Web sites.  In addition, the knowledge will provide insight for Web credibility assessment training.

Barriers and Issues

Recent research challenges past assumptions about Web credibility assessment.  These assumptions might have been a barrier to designing effective research.

Until the Fogg, Soohoo, et al. (2002) study revealed that what people say they base credibility assessment on is not what they do base it on, many assumptions were made about how Web site credibility was evaluated.  This lack of understanding of how individuals assess Web site credibility was a barrier to effective research that could produce valuable insight for Web site designers.  The recent understanding that the elements of a Web site that represent credibility to users might not be noticed has opened new avenues for research to determine factors that influence what people notice.  


In addition, the assumption that individuals simultaneously process factors that influence Web credibility assessment might have been a barrier.  Recent work by Wathan and Burkell (2002) suggests that perhaps the processing occurs sequentially, and therefore some elements are noticed only if the initial peripheral and source credibility evaluation does not fail.  

One more assumption that might have limited credibility research was the belief that source credibility drives the judgment of content credibility.  New research by Dutta-Bergman (2004) reveals that there is an interactive effect between source credibility and message credibility.  Message credibility influences source credibility, and concurrently source credibility influences message credibility

Limitations and Delimitations

The scope of this research was to examine the influence that involvement level of the Web site user had on perceived credibility.  The research resulted in a design framework that conceptualizes the design elements noticed by low and high-involvement users.  The results of this study were limited by two factors.  First, the use of a convenience sample excluded an unknown section of the population (e.g., individuals that did not volunteer) so the extent to which the convenience sample represented the entire population cannot be known with certainty.  The second limitation was the fact that there were few to no participants with very low Internet usage experience.  This limitation creates the need for further investigation of how low and high-involvement influence perceived credibility of individuals with low Internet experience.
This study provided a conceptual design framework to aid in effectively establishing credibility with Web site users.  This conceptual framework will have to be tested over time, however, to determine if the concepts can be validated through empirical studies.  In addition, other factors (e.g., number of cues (Nowak, Watt, & Walther, 2005) and topic of message (Eastin, 2001)) might influence perceived credibility, and the impact of involvement level might be a portion of a larger design framework.
Definition of Terms
1. Credibility – a perceived trait that is multidimensional, described by two primary factors: trustworthiness and expertise (Hovland & Weiss, 1951).

2. Decision-Task Involvement – a situational involvement that is generated during a decision-making process (Mittal, 1995).
3. Enduring involvement (EI) - involvement that is persistent and relates to intrinsic values (Houston & Rothschild, 1978).
4. Expertise – describes an individual’s actual knowledge about a topic (Sternthal, Phillips, & Dholakia, 1978).
5. Involvement - a mental state created by causal antecedents of intrinsic values and situational influences (Celsi & Olson, 1988).

6. Propensity to trust – describes an individual’s consistent tendency to accept others as trustworthy across many situations (McKnight, H. D., Choudhury, V., & Kacmar, C, 2002).
7. Response involvement -  the complexity of the cognitive processes generated by the combined influence of situational and enduring involvement (Houston & Rothschild, 1978).
8. Situational involvement (SI) - short-lived and is induced when a circumstance creates concern from an individual with regard to how he or she will behave in that situation (Houston & Rothschild, 1978).

9. Topic involvement - an enduring involvement that relates to a particular subject, object, or issue and is defined as the extent to which an individual thinks an object, subject, or issue is personally relevant or important (Petty & Cacioppo, 1979)

10. Trustworthiness - reflects the message recipient’s perception of the source’s knowledge (Sternthal, Phillips & Dholakia, 1978).

11. Web site elements – Web site elements include text content, graphics, audio, video, animation, navigation aids, source information, and overall site design.  Web site designers employ these elements to convey messages (Fogg, Soohoo, et al., 2002).
Summary


Internet use is shifting from an entertainment focus to that of a decision-making tool (Kommers & Rainie, 2002).  Increasingly, individuals rely on Internet content to make life-impacting decisions.  This role of individuals as active participants in decision-making increases their need to evaluate the credibility of the online information that supports their decisions.  At the same time, as individuals increasingly require reliable content, Web designers require a better understanding of how to communicate credibility in the online environment.  This research provided a substantive conceptual model that can aid designers in communicating credibility using Web design elements that are noticed by users who are at varying involvement levels.  The research suggested that Web site user involvement level will influence the user’s focus type which will influence the Web site design elements that are noticed, which in turn can influence perceived credibility.

Chapter Two

Review of the Literature

This study examined the affect that Web site user involvement had on the perceived credibility of Web sites.  The issues relevant to the study included defining involvement, defining credibility, differentiating Web credibility from credibility in other mediums, identifying known factors that influence Web credibility assessment, and understanding what is currently known about the Web credibility evaluation processes.  In addition, although this particular study did not examine the influence of the online medium itself on perceived credibility, an examination of the literature in this area is needed to understand mediating effects that the medium might have that could influence results of this study.  A review of the relevant literature provides a current view of these topics, reveals what issues remain unanswered, and suggests in what areas conflicting results still exist. 
Involvement

Involvement is a psychological state created by causal antecedents of intrinsic values and situational influence (Celsi & Olson, 1988).  Involvement research examines what the cognitive consequences of varying levels of involvement are in a wide range of domains and situations.  Understanding how involvement affects cognitive processing in these domains provides a foundation for examining its influence on perceived credibility in the online environment.  The different contexts within which involvement research occurs generate a variety of definitions for involvement, and the involvement research in different domains has revealed different types of involvement that might exist within these unique areas.  Arguments also exist concerning whether involvement is a multi-dimensional or one-dimensional construct.  Consequently, there are many disparate definitions and a construct that is still evolving.

Involvement as a Mental State

An individual becomes psychologically involved with a topic, product, or stimulus when the object gains importance and relevance (Sherif & Hovland, 1961; Sherif & Cantril, 1947; Zaichkowsky, 1985).  In addition, an individual’s immediate needs (the situational context) and the potential of an object to satisfy those immediate needs can modify the psychological involvement (Zaichkowsky, 1985).  As an impelling, goal-directed affective mental state (Brennan & Mavondo, 2000), involvement occurs only within certain situations, occurs suddenly, and is relatively short-lived (Celsi & Olson, 1988).
Celsi and Olson (1988) define involvement as a state of mind called “felt involvement” (p. 211) which occurs through the combined influence of situational and enduring involvement types (Houston & Rothschild, 1978).  According to Celsi and Olson, “felt involvement” is a function of both situational sources of personal relevance (SSPR) and enduring or intrinsic sources of personal relevance (ISPR), and is the “overall subjective feelings of personal relevance” (p. 211).  Once the mental state of “felt involvement” (p. 211) is reached through the interactive affect of SSPR and ISPR, that mental state then influences both cognitive processes and behaviors.  Figure 2 shows this author’s graphical representation of Celsi and Olson’s model.
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Figure 2: A Graphical Representation of Celsi & Olson’s Involvement Definition.

Celsi and Olson (1988) suggest that an overall level of personal relevance will be stimulated as situational and enduring involvements interact.  Their research examines four cognitive processes that will be influenced by this involvement state: 1) attention (amount of time spent on a stimulus), 2) comprehension (number of thoughts), 3) focus (ad related or product related), and 4) inference (product related, evaluative thoughts to number of thoughts).  The authors show that higher “felt involvement” resulting from increased ISPR and SSPR generates greater cognitive processing for attention, comprehension, focus, and elaboration.  

The Process Approach to Understanding Involvement

In addition to examining involvement as a mental state, some researchers approach an understanding of involvement by examining the processes generated at differing involvement levels.  Houston and Rothschild (1978) describe three types of involvement:  situational, enduring, and response.  Situational involvement occurs when a situation evokes concern from an individual with regard to his or her behavior in that situation and is relatively short-lived.  Enduring involvement is persistent and combines intrinsic values with prior experience with a situation.  Similar to Celsi and Olson (1988), Houston and Rothschild suggest that response involvement is derived from both situational involvement and enduring involvement.  Rather than focusing on the mental state achieved because of situational and intrinsic involvement, they define response involvement in terms of the complexity and elaboration of the resulting cognitive and behavioral processes.  They indicate that response involvement should be a process-based measurement.  Gardner, Mitchell, and Russo (1985) support the process view of involvement.  They propose that involvement has two components: 1) the amount of attention given to an object, and 2) the strategy used to process information.  They present two strategies (brand evaluation, and non-brand evaluation) related respectively to high and low-involvement.  People using a brand evaluation goal show an interest in the product (similar to enduring involvement).  They tend to seek information regarding purchasing and they might make more inferences during the information search.  People using a non-brand evaluation strategy might be viewing an advertisement because the ad is entertaining.  In this non-brand evaluation, there are few if any inferences made.  Gardner, et al. attempt to explain involvement by looking at the processes generated when an individual views advertising.  They suggest that those processes will differ with different involvement levels, and that the processes are determinants of how an ad will influence knowledge and attitudes.  
Involvement Definitions within Different Contexts


Involvement is generated within three contexts: 1) as a result of topic or product interest (Mittal, 1995; Sherif & Cantril, 1947), 2) as a result of a stimulus (e.g., advertising, promotions, and Web sites) (Krugman, 1967; Petty & Cacioppo, 1979), and 3) through participation in a decision-task (Johnson & Eagly, 1989; Kapferer & Laurent, 1986; Mittal, 1995).  

Sherif and Cantril (1947) define involvement within the context of topic involvement.  They suggest that involvement occurs when an individual relates any social object to the ego realm.  They define ego as an “attitude bundle” that defines the enduring character of an individual's identity and suggest that when these ego attitudes are stimulated, the individual becomes involved.  This involvement then influences judgment, perception, memory, thoughts, and behaviors.  In addition, within this context of topic involvement, Petty and Cacioppo (1979) describe “issue involvement” as the extent to which individuals think a message topic is personally relevant and important.
Krugman (1967) applies involvement in the context of incidences of persuasive stimulus and defines involvement as the number of “connections” that a participant makes between the content of the persuasive stimulus and the experience of his or her own life.  This definition moves the focus away from relevance of the topic and toward the individual’s reaction to a stimulus (e.g., what the individual was thinking when viewing stimulus material).  

Involvement also occurs in the context of decision-making.  This decision process is usually short-lived, and the involvement ends when the decision-task ends.  Purchase decision-task involvement is the amount of solicitude and interest that a consumer exhibits during a purchase-decision-task (Mittal, 1995).

Zaichkowsky (1985) sees a need for and provides a generalized definition of involvement that applies in a number of contexts.  She defines involvement as “a person’s perceived relevance of the object based on inherent needs, values, and interests” (p. 342).  The object here could be a topic, product, promotional event, advertising, Web site, or a decision-task.

Types of Involvement

.  Within the different contexts that involvement occurs, different types of involvement are stimulated.  Johnson and Eagly (1989) discuss the existence of involvement in three research areas: 1) social judgment research, 2) social influence research, and 3) cognitive research.  They suggest that the disparate definitions of involvement generated in each research domain leads to the conclusion that there are three types of involvement.  In the social judgment domain, an attitude provides the basis for judging and reacting to a stimulus (Sherif & Hovland, 1961).  In the social influence domain, Zimbardo (1960) describes response involvement.  He defines this involvement as the individual’s concern with the consequences of his or her response.  The operational definition narrowed this to the impression one makes on others.  In the cognitive domain, Petty and Cacioppo (1979) define issue involvement as the extent to which the attitudinal issue examined is of personal importance.  

Johnson and Eagly (1989) propose that involvement is a motivational condition aroused by an association between an awakened belief and some aspect of the self-concept.  The authors list three aspects of the self-concept that will generate involvement: 1) enduring values, 2) the impression one makes on others, and 3) an individual’s ability to attain an explicit personal goal.  From this definition, they then create three types of involvement: 1) value-relevant involvement (VRI), 2) outcome-relevant involvement (ORI), and impression-relevant involvement.  The authors hypothesize that the three types of involvement will influence message processing differently.  In 1995, Maio and Olson performed a study to test the validity of Johnson and Eagly’s VRI and ORI distinction.  Their study findings support the idea that type of involvement changes the influence that involvement has during message processing and also support differentiating involvement into at least two types:  ORI or situational and VRI or enduring.

Table 1 provides a summary of the different types of involvement discussed in the preceding paragraphs and provides an example for each involvement type.
Table 1: Involvement Type Summary.
	
	Definition
	Example

	Enduring Involvement
	Involvement that is persistent and relates to intrinsic values (Houston & Rothschild, 1978).  
	A person is involved in Christian-based groups because of strong Christian upbringing and education.

	Situational Involvement
	Involvement that is short-lived and is induced when a circumstance generates concern from an individual with regard to how he or she will behave in the situation (Houston & Rothschild, 1978).
	This same person awakes in a burning apartment building and other individuals are trapped in that building also.

	Involvement State of Mind
	Mental state created by causal antecedents of enduring and .situational influences (Celsi & Olson, 1988)
	The same individual’s involvement state of mind is the combined influence of Christian values and a life-threatening situation in which others’ lives are also at risk.

	Response Involvement
	The complexity of the cognitive processes generated by involvement (Houston & Rothschild, 1978).
	The individual experiences cognitive processes of attention, focus, comprehension, and inference triggered by the enduring and situational involvement.


The Involvement Construct


Although there have been divergent portrayals of the involvement construct, there is one consistent theme that appears in all constructs, and that is the importance dimension.  Mittal (1995) develops a one-dimensional involvement construct and states that involvement is “the perceived importance of the stimulus – be that stimulus the product itself or the purchase decision-task” (p. 664).  This one-dimensional construct differs from Kapferer and Laurent’s (1986, 1993) four-factor construct.  The factors described by these researchers are importance/interest; sign value, or the degree to which a product expresses the person’s self; pleasure value; and risk.  Mittal argues that sign value, risk, and pleasure value are causes of the stimulus being important.  He further argues that any one of these might be present to make the stimulus important, and not all three have to be present.  Likewise, items under the relevance, hedonic, and attitude categories in the Zaichkowsky (1985) construct are not primary indicators of involvement, according to Mittal.  He argues that a stimulus does not have to be relevant, pleasurable, or in line with one’s values to be involving.  Mittal does not disregard the other dimensions indicated, but considers them antecedent to importance.  Brennan and Mavondo’s (2000) research confirms that the importance of the decision-task accounts for most of the variation in the involvement construct.

Mittal (1995) defends the use of a one-dimensional construct.  He indicates that current researchers are interested in how involvement alters other behavior variables and suggests that this requires the measurement of overall involvement, not individual elements that might influence involvement.  According to Mittal, the importance dimension best measures overall involvement.

The Influence of Involvement on Cognitive Processing 

Petty and Cacioppo (1979) propose that high-involvement encourages a central route to cognitive processing, leading to a more detailed examination of facts.  Low-involvement leads to reliance on peripheral cues for evaluation.  As discussed earlier, Celsi and Olson (1988) identify four cognitive processes that are influenced by involvement:  1) attention, 2) comprehension, 3) focus, and 4) elaboration.  Mittal (1995) suggests two cognitive effects of involvement:  1) extensiveness of the decision-making process, and 2) interest in a stimulus (advertising).  Extensiveness of the decision-making process includes the intensity of information search.  Both topic involvement and decision-task involvement increase motivation to search for information (Brennan & Mavondo, 2000).

Research suggests that low-involvement results in peripheral cue processing,

while high-involvement results in systematic cognitive processing.  Some research, 

however, supports the suggestion that systematic processing and peripheral processing 

occur simultaneously.  Caine and Caine (2003) support the concept of dual functioning of 

attention and peripheral awareness.  In addition to the question of whether different types 

of cognitive processing occur separately or simultaneously with varying levels of 

involvement is the question of when the cognitive processing occurs.  Preston (1970) 

shows that for high-involvement, cognitive processing increases at the point of the 

individual receiving a stimulus. For low-involvement, there is minimal cognitive processing during stimulus reception (e.g., looking at an advertisement).  Instead, cognitive processing increases later, when exposure to the actual product occurs, or possibly even after the purchase.  This suggests that rather than influencing the level of cognitive processing, involvement level might alter when that processing occurs.  Wathan and Burkell (2002) also address the issue of when different types of cognitive processing occur.  They propose that individuals process surface and source cues first, regardless of involvement level.  Next, based on the context of the user’s involvement level, the message will be evaluated, suggesting that involvement level may not be a factor in initial surface and source examination.  This occurs for both low and high 

involvement levels, but if involvement level is high, the individual evaluates the message more thoroughly.
The Hierarchy of Effects 


The cognitive processes examined by Celsi and Olson (1988) are part of the Hierarchy of Effects developed by Lavidge and Steiner (1961) and expanded by Ray, et al. (1973).  The Hierarchy of Effects model, which describes the mental phases experienced by an individual as he or she processes a message, has contributed to the development of involvement research.  Ray et al. defined three mental stages: 1) cognitive (attention, awareness, comprehension, and learning); 2) affective (interest, evaluation, feeling, and attitude); and 3) conative (intention, action, and behavior).  Early research applied these three stages in the order of learn, feel, do, or cognitive, affective, conative.  Ray et al. proposed that these attributes might be experienced both at different levels and in different orders and they developed the Three Orders Hierarchy consisting of 1) learning hierarchy, 2) dissonance-attribute hierarchy, and 3) low-involvement hierarchy.  In the learning hierarchy, individuals process a message in the order of cognitive, affective, conative, as in the original model.  This is most likely to occur in the examination of new ideas or products.  In situations where alternatives are not easily distinguishable and where something other than the message source frames the decision, message processing will occur in the order of conative, affective, cognitive.  This is the dissonance-attribute hierarchy.  The individual will act, and then change his or her attitude to support his or her choice.  This is supported by Preston (1970).  Relevant to involvement research is the low-involvement hierarchy.  This situation occurs when there is low audience involvement and minimal differentiation between choices (e.g., purchase of everyday household items like detergent).  Ray et al. propose that individuals in this situation process messages without resistance and evaluation, then act.  The processing order here is cognitive, conative, and affective.  
Low-involvement Learning


As the Ray et al. (1973) Three Orders Hierarchy suggests, different behaviors and cognitive processing occur for low-involvement situations.  Understanding low-involvement learning was important to the current study.  The vast scope of the Web and the short attention span of Web users suggest that many Web site visitors are low-involvement users.  How these low-involvement users approach credibility evaluation might differ from the approach of highly involved users.  Krugman (1967) differentiated between low-involvement and high-involvement learning.  In high-involvement learning, evaluation of conflicting ideas would occur and attitude change would precede behavioral changes (Preston, 1970).  In low-involvement learning, message recipients are stimulated to act through repetitious presentation, and attitude change occurs after behavior.  Hawkins and Hoch (1992) suggest three things that occur in low-involvement learning: 1) recipient accepts a message with no intent to evaluate, 2) recipient does not link the message to personal needs or interests, and 3) repetition of the message induces belief in content.  In addition, Hawkins and Hoch show that memory and familiarity are strong mediators of this belief occurring in low-involvement learning.  In the low-involvement circumstance, increases in memory and familiarity do not increase cognitive processing but do lead to increases in belief of the content.
Credibility 

The Credibility Construct


Credibility influences a communicator’s ability to persuade and is the most important contributing factor to persuasion (Hovland & Weiss, 1951).  Credibility is most often associated with speaker credibility or source credibility.  In Aristotle’s “Rhetoric” (Rhys, 1924), he defines ethos as the ability to convince another through the speaker’s credibility.  Aristotle’s speaker credibility traits have not changed over time.  He lists expertise, good will toward others, honesty, dynamism, and confidence as dimensions of credibility.  Hovland and Weiss (1951) define credibility with very similar factors, listing trustworthiness, expertise, physical attractiveness, and power (defined as the amount of control a communicator has over the message receivers).  In 1978, Sternthal, Phillips, and Dholakia define source credibility using only two factors expertise and trustworthiness.  They describe expertise as related to actual knowledge, and trustworthiness as the recipient’s perception of the source’s knowledge.  Fogg and Tseng (1999) define credibility as believability, but list the two dominant factors as expertise and trustworthiness even when applying credibility to computers.  Collins (2004) applies these dimensions of trustworthiness and expertise when referring to both source and message credibility.
Although expertise and trustworthiness emerge as the dominant factors of the credibility construct, the construct itself has been extended not only to the speaker, but also to the message, to organizations, and to external objects such as computers and online environments.  In addition, the suggestion that credibility is a perceived trait has gained support as more research emerges regarding how audiences relate to speakers and how members of the audience evaluate credibility.  This evolution is illustrated in the chronological development of speaker credibility theories.  The structuralist theory of speaker credibility places the central focus on the speaker’s honesty, reputation, and expertise (Quintillian, 1956).  This theory suggests that a speaker’s moral character and good will are more important than speaking skills and style and are more important than content.  The theory ignores audience perception and assumes that all members of an audience will judge a speaker by the same values.  Corbett (1965) speaks of credibility in terms of the speaker’s presentation style and the importance to credibility of the speaker performing as the audience expects.  This functionalist theory defines credibility as action and begins to define credibility as a perceived trait that depends not only on the speaker’s traits, but also on how the audience responds to the speaker according to that audience’s expectations.  In the constructivist theory (Delia, 1976), the speech content takes on equal importance to the speaker’s characteristics.  This theory describes the dimensions of credibility and looks at what processes and means an audience uses to evaluate speaker credibility as well as what factors might cause that evaluation to change.  The theory postulates that the content of the speech and how the speech is presented combine to create a perception of the speaker’s credibility.  According to this theory, the topic can sustain credibility regardless of the reputation of the speaker.  Mbennah and Schutte (2000) propose a holistic theory of speaker credibility and discuss three elements that influence credibility: 1) the intended or unintended impression that the audience forms of the speaker, 2) the context within which the presentation is given, and 3) the characteristics of the speaking process.  Speaker credibility, according to these authors, is an audience’s judgment of how a speaker conveys his or her characteristics through the presentation.  They also suggest that the context within which a presentation is given and the audience culture could influence individual judgments about a speaker’s credibility.  Mbennah and Schutte define speaker credibility as a “hierarchically ordered stock of universal and context-specific factors of relational, content-related competence, performance, and moral qualities”.(Abstract section, para. 1).

Computer and Information Credibility

These evolving definitions of speaker credibility provide a context for understanding how credibility applies to computers and information.  Fogg and Tseng’s (1999) work on computer credibility applies speaker credibility concepts to non-human or electronic information credibility.  Fogg and Tseng define credibility as believability.  They agree with prior research findings (Hovland & Weiss, 1951; McCroskey & Young, 1981; Self, 1996; Whitehead, 1968) that source expertise and trustworthiness are the dominant factors in the credibility construct.  In addition, they support credibility as a perceived trait that is multi-dimensional (Berlo, Lemert & Mertz, 1969; Collins, 2004; Dutta-Bergman, 2004; Fogg & Tseng, 1999, Hovland & Weiss, 1951; McCroskey & Young, 1981; Wathan & Burkell, 2002; Whitehead, 1968).  They hypothesize that credible computers will be perceived to be trustworthy and have a high level of expertise.  Fogg and Tseng make an important distinction in moving from speaker credibility to computer credibility by clarifying that in computer products, credibility refers to trust in information.  Trust in the computer product itself is dependability.  

Fogg and Tseng (1999) propose three new frameworks that expand the credibility construct in the context of computers.  First, they develop a framework that describes four computer credibility types.  These types are 1) presumed credibility, based on the receiver’s assumptions and pre-conceived beliefs; 2) reputed credibility, depending on how much a receiver believes something when relying on a third-party opinion; 3) surface credibility which depends on peripheral cues; and 4) experiential credibility which relies on firsthand experience.  The second framework proposes two credibility errors.  The first is the “gullibility error” that occurs when a computer product is not credible but is perceived as credible by a user.  The second is the “credulity error” which occurs when a computer product is credible, but users perceive it to be not credible.  The third framework proposed by Fogg and Tseng addresses evaluation strategies that people could use to assess credibility.  These will be discussed in the credibility assessment portion of this paper.
As credibility is applied to computers and information, source sometimes becomes a difficult factor to determine.  The concept of information credibility (Fogg & Tseng, 1999) suggests that factors other than source become relevant.  For example, Self (1996) suggests that message credibility is separate from source credibility.  He proposes that message familiarity is a factor in credibility.  Rieh (2002) finds that individuals evaluating information online are more influenced by source credibility at the institutional level than at the individual creator level.  Dutta-Bergman (2004) goes beyond applying credibility separately to message and source as Collins (2004) does.  Dutta-Bergman argues that message characteristics can in turn influence source credibility evaluations.  This author treats credibility as a dependent variable and asks how message completeness influences the judgment of source credibility and overall credibility.  He finds that there is a direct effect between content completeness and source credibility and a relationship between content completeness and overall credibility.  Therefore, the emerging credibility construct for information is one in which source and message characteristics interact to influence the overall credibility perception.  In addition, characteristics of the receiver, the delivery medium, and the context of the message will influence both source and message credibility (Wathan & Burkell, 2002).  Perceived credibility is an intricate interrelationship between source expertise and content that cannot be easily generalized.  In addition, the peripheral cues noticed during credibility assessment might differ depending on the content subject matter (Eastin, 2001).
Web Credibility

Three areas of interest emerge when discussing whether online credibility is unique when compared to credibility in other mediums.  First is the question of whether Web content is more or less trusted than the same content presented in traditional media.  This question remains unanswered, and research studies have produced conflicting results.  For example, Johnson and Kaye (1998), and Abdulla et al. (2002) conclude that online credibility is higher than that of newspaper and television in the areas of politics and news respectively.  However, in a more controlled experiment, where participants view the same news items across three channels (newspaper, television, and online), Payne, Dozier and Nomai (2001) report that news on the Web was judged the least credible.  

The second area of interest involves the differences in what defines credibility across mediums.  Abdulla et al. (2002) identify the following dimensions of news credibility for three mediums: 1) newspapers – balance, honesty, and currency; 2) television – fairness and currency; and 3) online – trustworthiness, currency, and bias.  The existence of a unique dimension, bias, for online credibility is important and might reflect the difficulty users have assessing source credibility in that medium.  Determining what constitutes or portrays trustworthiness on the Web is another relevant issue.  In addition to the factors identified by Abdullah et al., perceived security of the Internet medium is a factor relevant to Web credibility (Jarvenpaa, Tractinsky, & Saarinen, 1999; Jin, 2002).  There are additional technical factors that can influence Web credibility.  These include the Web site’s technical capability (Schweiger, 2000), the large scale of the Web, and invisible data transmission (Stefik, 1999).

A third factor to address in understanding Web credibility is the finding that credibility assessment might be different depending on the content topic.  Walthen, Wang, and Loh (2004) suggest there is a need to determine credibility factors that apply to the specific content and specific audience of each research project.  Eastin’s (2001) research supports these findings.  Both of these research studies addressed the health field, and both studies identified unique factors within that topic area.

Web Credibility Assessment

Factors that Influence Web Credibility Assessment


When individuals assess Web site credibility, they do not notice the elements they define as markers of credibility.  Therefore, these elements do not influence the credibility judgment.  Instead, it appears that peripheral cues as well as usefulness and timeliness of the content are elements relied upon by users to judge credibility (Eysenbach & Kohler, 2002; Fogg, Marshall, et al., 2001; Fogg, Soohoo, et al., 2002; Rieh, 2002).  Chaiken and Eagley (1983) support this focus on peripheral elements in an online environment.  Their research shows that modality controls whether a message receiver relies on what they call systematic processing or peripheral cues to process content.  The print modality enables systematic processing, while audio and video modalities disrupt processing and cause the receiver to focus on peripheral elements.  Chaiken and Eagley also suggest, however, that modality will have different effects with the presence or absence of other variables.  According to Collins (2004), another factor influencing Web credibility assessment is the receiver’s predisposition to trust.


To further the understanding of factors that influence Web credibility assessment it is helpful to review factors that influence credibility judgment in other mediums.  Wathan and Burkell (2002) present five elements that emerge from their literature review on credibility in print and person-to-person communication.  The elements are 1) source (expertise and trustworthiness), 2) receiver (involvement level and motivation), 3) message (topic content and consistency), 4) medium (organization and usability), and 5) context (distractions and timeliness). 

In addition, it is necessary to determine factors that are unique to the online environment.  Burbules (2001) suggests five characteristics of the online context that might influence Web site credibility assessment.  These are 1) the vast scope of the content, 2) the self-referencing nature of the content, 3) the frequency of content changes, 4) the lack of defined credibility markers in the online environment, and 5) the ability to have multiple link sources (e.g., one news article could be linked to from both a high and low credibility Web site).  
Evaluative Processes during Web Credibility Assessment

Fogg and Tseng (1999) propose three evaluation strategies for evaluating Web credibility.  They suggest that low-involvement users (defined as low interest in the issue, low ability to process the information, low familiarity with the topic, and no comparative reference values) will use a binary approach.  The binary approach has no gray areas, but perceives information to be either credible or not credible.  The moderately involved individual (moderate interest, moderate processing ability, moderate familiarity, and moderate ability to compare) will be likely to use what Fogg and Tseng call the threshold evaluation approach.  In this technique, the user has upper and lower levels against which to compare something.  If what is being compared exceeds the upper limit, that element is considered credible.  The spectral strategy proposed by Fogg and Tseng is only for very highly involved individuals.  In this type of evaluation, each element might be compared against each element.  There are no upper and lower levels to compare against, and there is no good/bad categorization.

Two issues exist regarding how an individual processes credibility factors during an assessment, and the involvement level of the user and the evaluation strategy used might influence both of these issues.  First, as previously stated, individuals do not notice what they identify as credibility markers (Eysenbach & Kohler, 2002; Fogg, Soohoo, et al., 2002; Rieh, 2002).  Second, it is undetermined whether Web users evaluate Web site elements simultaneously or sequentially during the assessment process (Collins, 2004; Dutta-Bergman, 2004; Wathan & Burkell, 2002).

Fogg (2003) proposes the Prominence-Interpretation theory to explain the difference noted in what people say indicates credibility on Web sites, and what they, in fact,  notice when making the assessment (Fogg, Marshall, et al., 2001; Fogg, Soohoo, et al., 2002).  This theory proposes that when individuals assess Web credibility, two things must occur.  First, the Web site user must notice something.  Once the user notices an element, he or she interprets or judges that element.  If an element is never noticed, it will not affect the credibility assessment, even though the user might consider that element important.  Prominence is the likelihood that an element is noticed.  Interpretation is a person’s judgment about an element once it is noticed.  Fogg identifies five factors that affect prominence: 1) involvement level of the user, 2) Web site topic, 3) task performed, 4) experience of the user, and 5) individual user differences.  Of these, Fogg states that involvement level of the user is probably the most dominant factor.
It is uncertain whether individuals process Web credibility factors simultaneously (Berlo, Lemert & Mertz, 1969; Caine & Caine, 2003; Dutta-Bergman, 2004; Fogg & Tseng, 1999; Hovland & Weiss, 1951; Self, 1996; Whitehead, 1968) or sequentially (Wathan & Burkell, 2002).  Moving away from the traditional belief that individuals process Web credibility factors concurrently, Wathan and Burkell (2002) link Fogg and Tseng’s (1999) four types of credibility to their five factors that influence credibility.  They speculate that in online credibility assessment, a peripheral assessment of the medium occurs first, followed by source credibility assessment.  According to Fogg and Tseng, the source assessment can be presumed, reported, and/or experienced.  At this point, in Wathan and Burkell’s model, receiver involvement and motivation interact with the organization and content of the message, influencing credibility assessment.  The authors suggest that this stage is only reached if the surface and source credibility are passed first.  At this stage, the context in which the information is viewed influences the credibility assessment.  The authors present this model as a staged, sequential process, in contrast to the prior literature.  If, in fact, the process is serial, it becomes important to determine what factors influence whether a user moves to subsequent stages of the process.  Wathan and Burkell imply that involvement level of the user might be an influencing factor.

The most recent work supporting simultaneous processing is by Dutta-Bergman (2004).  His research shows that message content influences how individuals judge source credibility, implying that judgment of source credibility continues throughout the viewing of the Web site content.  His work also implies that there might be an interactive relationship between source credibility and message credibility, with each influencing the other simultaneously.  Caine and Caine (2003) suggest that individuals process observations made through focused attention and peripheral cues simultaneously.
Mediating Effect of the Medium on Perceived Credibility 

Computer-Mediated Communication and Computer-Mediated Environments

Computer-mediated communication (CMC) is any asynchronous or synchronous communication composition channeled through a computer system and mediated by that system (Metz, 1992).  With regard to Internet communication, mediation describes encoding a message (text, pictures, sound, and video) into electronic, optical, and magnetic patterns for transmission and storage (December, 1996).  When a mediated message travels across the Internet, other mediating attributes might also exist such as time delays, distribution modes, and different media types.  Nowak, Watt, and Walther (2005) find that there is a relationship between differences in CMC technologies and perceived credibility and person perception ability.  In addition, they find that although different media types generate communication outcome variations, the involvement level of participants mediates the results.  Therefore, a review of the literature that discusses the effect that CMC might have on impression formation, person perception, and perceived credibility is needed. 
CMC occurs within a computer-mediated environment (CME).  This study examined participant interaction with Web pages, which are considered hypermedia containing a combination of multiple media types.  Hoffman and Novak (1994) define the hypermedia CME as an environment that includes network navigation, machine interactivity, multiple media formats, and the presence of an environment defined by the hypermedia.  An individual’s awareness of the hypermedia environment is called telepresence.  Machine interactivity has a specific meaning that refers to interaction with the computer-mediated environment (CME), rather than interaction through the environment.  In other words, email represents sending communication through the environment.  Navigating a Web page refers to an interaction with the medium itself.  Network navigation also has a specific meaning.  Hoffman and Novak describe network navigation as self-directed position changes within a CME.  This navigation is non-linear and the user has almost complete freedom in choosing where to go. 

 Impression Formation, Person Perception and Perceived Credibility in CMC
The current study discussed three elements that influence credibility: 1) the intended or unintended impression that the audience forms of the speaker, 2) the context within which the presentation is given, and 3) the characteristics of the speaking process (Mbennah & Schutte, 2000).  The impression that a message receiver forms of the source of that message is a key factor in perceived credibility.  As Nowak, Matt, and Walther (2005) suggest, differences in CMC technologies can influence this impression formation.  

It is helpful to understand what occurs in an interaction where perceived credibility will be an outcome.  In 1975, Berger and Calabrese proposed that in a first interaction experience, a person’s primary goal is to reduce uncertainty about others.  This uncertainty reduction becomes part of the overall person perception process and contributes to perceived credibility.  Some definitions are needed here for clarity.  Person perception can be defined as the temporary ability of an individual to make conclusions about the wants, beliefs motivations, intentions, emotions, thoughts, and/or personality traits of other individuals (Hill 1998).  Uncertainty is the disparity between information sought and quality of the information obtained.  Information seeking processes are used in which the sum of the information obtained through experience, instruction, and perception serve to reduce uncertainty (Berger & Calabrese, 1975).  This type of social information searching in computer-mediated environments is the pursuit of desired information about a target and provides the framework for discussing the influence that CMC has on impression formation and ultimately on perceived credibility. 
Early research regarding how CMC influences impression formation resulted in a cues-filtered-out concept that suggested that a computer-mediated environment moved people’s focus toward the task and away from an awareness of others (Culnan & Markus, 1987).  The cues-filtered-out theory also suggested that an individual’s ability to reduce uncertainty by acquiring social information during computer-mediated communication was very limited.  Cues are defined as non-verbal language such as pitch, tempo, intensity, stress, volume, facial expressions, gestures, and physical appearance.  In 1996, Walther challenged this assumption and presented the Hyperpersonal Model which proposed that people employ cognitive strategies and communication behaviors that adapt to the limitations of a computer-mediated environment (text-only in this research).  The Hyperpersonal Model suggests that during CMC individuals ascribe qualities and traits to other individuals in order to reduce uncertainty.  It also suggests that due to the limited cues in computer-mediated text only communication, individuals may exaggerate the ascribed attributes.  

Walther (1996) presents a set of strategies that communicators employ in CMC and discusses what factors affect the strategy that is chosen.  He lists these strategies: interactive, active, extractive, and passive.  Interactive refers to engaging another person in conversation or interaction of some sort.  Active refers to questioning other individuals to gain information about the person being evaluated.  Passive refers to observation of the other person.  The extractive strategy, Walther suggests, is unique to CMC and cannot exist in a face-to-face (FtF) communication.  The extractive strategy refers to the ability to access data stores that can provide information about people (e.g., public records, financial reports, and fact-based reports).  According to Walther, the existence of this unique strategy enhances CMC and offers a superior method for uncertainty reduction that does not exist in FtF interactions.  He proposes that the selection strategy a person selects is influenced by five factors: communicator-related (e.g., involvement level); situation-related (e.g., time, number of sources); goal-related, information-related (e.g., narrow or broad range of information available); and technology-related (e.g., ease of use). 

Based on the Hyperpersonal Model, Hancock and Dunham (2001) evaluated the breadth (number of cues noticed) and intensity (deviation from a neutral response on a Likert scale) of impression formation in CMC.  This study, like Walther (1996) looked only at text-based communication including email, newsgroup, and chat scenarios.  This research examined impression formation through attribution processes in both CMC and FtF communication and measured the breadth and intensity separately in the same study.  Participants were given a list of 60 personality characteristics in five domains (openness, conscientiousness, neuroticism, agreeableness, and extraversion).  They did not have to respond to all 60, but only respond to the ones that they were aware of during the communication.  Results reflected that participants using CMC responded to 59.9% of the 60 items, while participants in FtF communication responded to 74.6% of the 60 items.  This shows that the range of information acquired in CMC is limited.  The study showed significant differences between the domains, however.  The three domains, neuroticism, agreeableness, and extraversion had significantly fewer attributions in CMC than in FtF communication.  Openness and Conscientiousness, however, had equivalent detail between CMC and FtF.  This result was important for the current study, because openness and conscientiousness might be factors that contributed to credibility perception in the trustworthiness dimension and these research results indicate that it is possible to identify these traits in a computer-mediated environment.  In addition, the Hancock and Dunham study concludes that people are more likely to believe that others are like them when physical disconfirming cues are unavailable. 

The most recent and relevant study related to how person perception and credibility perception might be impacted by specific media is by Nowak, Watt, and Walther (2005).  This study looks at CMC in both text-only environments and environments with audio-visual cues (video-conferencing) and examines whether using different media systems during group communication affects the person perception process.  The following groups were used: high cue – synchronous (synchronized video conference), high cue – asynchronous (asynchronous video), low cue – synchronous (web-board chat), and low cue – asynchronous (threaded text messaging – newsgroup).  The purpose of the study was to understand how the medium influences the person perception process.  With regard to uncertainty reduction, the study results suggest that participants using low cue asynchronous communication felt more certain than those using asynchronous high cue technologies.  The difference was statistically significant.  In the synchronous low and high cue media differences were not significant.  The study shows a significant effect of number of cues on credibility.  Those participants using a low cue medium rated their partners as more credible.  Overall, the study shows that participants using low cue media technology felt less uncertain, had more social attraction, and felt that their partners were more involved in communication when compared to participants using high cue media technology.  There were no significant effects of synchrony on perceived credibility or perceived involvement. 

The results of Nowak, Watt, and Walther (2005) provide interesting information related to credibility perception in the online environment.  The results imply that the asynchronous nature of Web site interaction will not affect the ability of individuals to form credibility perceptions of the Web site.  The research does suggest, however, that a reduction of cues might lead to an increase in the user’s perceived credibility of the site.  This suggests interesting future directions for research.

Contribution this Study Makes to the Field

Many studies exist regarding the influence involvement has on persuasion.  As Web designers consciously attempt to communicate credibility to Web site users, this communication of credibility becomes a form of persuasion that asks users to believe the presented content.  The importance of involvement level on persuasion suggests the need to look at how involvement level might influence perceived credibility in the online environment.  This study examined the influence of user involvement level on the type of focus the user applied, on the Web site elements noticed, and on perceived credibility of the Web site.  The scope of the study was to determine the affect that user involvement had on perceived credibility during computer-mediated communication within a hypermedia computer-mediated environment.

The results of the research added to the literature on Web design elements that improve perceived credibility.  The research also added to the involvement literature and computer-mediated communication literature by examining the influence of involvement within a hypermedia computer-mediated environment.

Chapter Three

Methodology

Overview


This chapter discusses the experimental design of the research, sample size, independent variables, dependent variables, instruments used to gather data, and measurement methodology.  Also presented is a description of how the research methodology answers the research questions and hypotheses discussed in Chapter 1. 

Reliability and validity assessments are also discussed.  The study measured three things: 1) focus type of users with varying levels of involvement; 2) Web site elements noticed by users with varying levels of involvement; and 3) perceived credibility of the Web sites examined by participants.  The study used a two-group, post-test only design with random assignment of participants to a treatment and non-treatment group (Campbell & Stanley, 1963; Trochim, 1999).  Figure 3 provides an overview of the experiment.


Figure 3: Experiment Overview
Participants and Sample Size


The study used a convenience sample of 190 participants selected from graduates of University of Phoenix, employees at America On Line, Intuit, Lucent Technologies, and the Ebay and Google user groups.  The target population for this study was Internet users that range in age from 18 to 70.  Individuals were contacted by email and discussion boards.  The research study was described to these individuals and each one was  asked if they were interested in participating.  If the individual was interested, their name was placed  in the list of interested and potential participants.  Participant numbers from one to 300 were entered into Excel.  Potential participant names were entered into this list in Excel, so that each participant had a participant number.  A treatment group code (0 = no situational involvement, and 1 = situational involvement) was randomly assigned to each participant number.  As introduction emails were sent, the participant number was randomly selected from the list, and then marked as used (Trochim, 1999).  If a participant declined to participate, that number remained unavailable.  This type of random selection ensured external validity for this study (Trochim). 
Sample size was determined using the following calculation:

ss = (Z2 *p * (1-p)) / c2   (Creative Research Systems, 2003)

           = (3.8414) * .5 * .5 / (.05*.05)

           = 192

where: 

Z = Z value (e.g., 1.96 used for 95% confidence level) 
p = percent selecting a choice, expressed as decimal
      (.5 used for sample size needed)
c = confidence interval, expressed in decimal 
      (e.g., .04 = ±4)
Selection of Content Category and Web Sites

The Fogg, Soohoo, et al. study done in 2002 examined 10 Web site content categories.  This study used only one category.  The selected category was meant to be one that had potential to produce a high-involvement level and one in which dependence on design look was high in the Fogg, Soohoo, et al. study.  Finance was a category that met both criteria.  Finance sites help individuals obtain information for critical life decisions such as retirement planning, investing, and loan decisions.  In addition, 56% of participants in the Fogg, Soohoo, et al. study relied heavily on design look when assessing the credibility of finance sites.  Within this finance category, Fogg, Soohoo, et al. selected 10 Web sites for participant evaluation.  These Web sites, selected with input from Consumer WebWatch and Stanford researchers, target ordinary Web users, not experts.  

Table 2: Finance Web Sites Considered for the Study

	Web site Name
	Web site URL

	Domini Social Investments
	http://www.domini.com

	Fidelity
	http://www.fidelity.com

	Merrill Lynch
	http://www.ml.com

	Charles Schwab
	http://www.schwab.com

	ScottTrade
	http://www.scottrade.com

	ShareBuilders
	http://www.sharebuilder.com

	Stocks At Bottom
	http://www.stocksatbottom.com


          This study used the Finance Web site that was clearly ranked as having the highest credibility in the Fogg, Soohoo, et al. study.  This site was the Charles Schwab Web site.  By selecting the site that the most participants ranked as highly credible, any variation not attributable to involvement level of the user was reduced.

Involvement Measures


This study measured enduring involvement (EI) (involvement in the topic of financial planning) and the response involvement, focus.  In addition, situational involvement was manipulated by randomly assigning participants to a treatment group that performed a decision-task using the Schwab finance Web site.  Measurement of EI provided a between-individuals perspective and suggested the participant’s involvement state of mind.  The situational involvement (SI) provided a between-situations perspective.  Response involvement applied a process-oriented measurement to describe the cognitive activity generated by varying levels of participant involvement (Houston & Rothschild, 1978).
Measuring Enduring Involvement 


Using Mittal’s (1995) involvement scales, the study measured the EI of the participants with regard to their involvement with the topic “Financial Planning.”  

Mittal’s (1995) semantic differential scales are shown below:

For me, “Financial Planning” is:

Important
1 
2 
3 
4 
5
 6 
7 
Unimportant

Of no concern 1 
2
 3 
4 
5
 6 
7 
Of concern to me

Means a lot 

to me

 1 
2 
3
 4 
5 
6 
7 
Means nothing to me

Matters to me 
1 
2 
3 
4 
5 
6 
7
Does not matter to me


Significant 
1 
2
 3 
4 
5 
6 
7 
Insignificant 

                                                                                                             (Mittal, 1995)

For this study, the scales were used in a five-point Likert scale as a portion of the Web Credibility Survey (See Appendix F, p. 84).  Banwar Mittal provided permission to use these scales (See Appendix K).

Manipulating Situational Involvement
Situational involvement (SI) was manipulated for the treatment group.  Participants in the treatment group were given a decision-task to perform using the Schwab finance Web site.  This decision-task was designed to temporarily increase the participant’s SI level in the Web site content.  Participant instructions for the decision-task are shown in the Experiment section of this chapter.
Measuring 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 and Olson, 1988).  The study measured the cognitive process of focus.  In this experiment, focus was a measurement of the number of peripheral cues (design look, context, or receiver opinion) versus central cues (source or message.  In other words, did the participants focus on design look or on substance of the content?  Peripheral focus was identified if more comments were in the context, medium, and receiver category elements.  A more central focus was identified if more comments were in the source and message category elements.  The comments used to measure focus were captured in the Web site credibility comments portion of the survey (See Appendix F).

Measuring Perceived Credibility
Research has consistently identified the trustworthiness and expertise of the source as playing an important role in credibility assessment (Fogg & Tseng, 1999; Hovland & Weiss, 1951; Rhys, 1924; Sternthal, Phillips, & Dholakia, 1978).  This study, therefore, measured each participant’s perception of the source credibility of the Schwab Web site using scales developed by Collins (2004) (see Appendix F).  Permission to use these scales was received from Collins (see Appendix K).
Measuring Demographics

Age, gender, and education level have been shown to influence perceived credibility (Johnson & Kaye, 1998).  These demographic data were captured as part of the survey instrument (See Appendix F).
Measuring Covariates:  Propensity to Trust and Past Success in Investing


To measure the influence of involvement level on the perceived credibility of Web sites, it was necessary to account for any other effects that might influence perceived credibility. To accomplish this, an analysis of covariance design was used (Trochim, 1999).  Collins (2004) shows that a propensity to trust influences whether a user trusts a Web site’s content.  Because trustworthiness is a primary factor of the credibility construct (Fogg & Tseng, 1999; Hovland & Weiss, 1951; Sternthal, Phillips, & Dholakia, 1978), propensity to trust might mediate the participants’ perceived credibility of Web sites.  For this reason, propensity to trust was measured as a covariate using four of the McKnight, Choudhury, and Kacman (2002) disposition to trust scales (see Appendix G) in a five-point Likert scale as part of the Web Credibility Survey (see Appendix F).  Permission to use these scales was received from McKnight (see Appendix K). 

In addition, a person’s prior success in investing might also be a covariate.  One survey question was added to measure the participant’s previous success in investment (see Appendix F).
The Web Credibility Survey Model


The survey (See Appendix F) was designed to capture responses that will answer the research questions and hypotheses discussed previously in this proposal.  The survey was divided into the following sections:

Section One

Demographic Information – The first part of the questionnaire collected the general demographic information of the participant – age, gender, and education level.

Section Two
Web Site Credibility Comments – Participants were asked to write comments about the credibility of the Web site that they examined or used.  These comments were
sorted into Web site element categories and subcategories to measure which elements were noticed between the treatment and non-treatment groups (Fogg, Soohoo, et al., 2002).  In addition, these comments were used to measure response involvement with the category the comments were placed used as a measure of central or peripheral focus (Houston & Rothschild, 1978).  The Web site category and subcategories are shown in Table 3.  Large categories were derived from Wathan and Burkell (2002).  Subcategories were derived from Chang-Hyun (2004); Fogg, Soohoo, et al. (2002), Jarvenpaa et al. (1999), and Schweiger (2000)
. Table 3: Web Site Element Categories and Subcategories
Section Three
Web Site Credibility (Trustworthiness and Expertise of the Source) – In this section of the survey, participants were asked to respond to questions about the credibility and expertise of the source of the Web site that they viewed and/or used.
Section Four
Enduring Involvement – This section of the survey measured the enduring involvement (Mittal, 1995) of the participants in the topic of financial planning.
Section Five
Covariate Measurement – The final section of the survey measured two covariates: 1) previous success in investments, and 2) predisposition to trust (McKnight, Choudhury, and Kacman (2002).
Experiment Design

A 2 x 2 factorial design wserved to answer the research questions presented earlier.  This design identified any potential interactions that exist between EI level and SI level.  There were four possible effects of interest: 1) a significant main effect of EI, 2) 
a significant main effect of SI, 3) a significant interaction between EI and SI, and 4) a null effect (Trochim, 1999).  The study identified two levels of EI and two levels of SI.  To illustrate the potential interactions, the 2 x 2 factorial is shown in Table 4.  The potential interactions are identified by the following abbreviations which are used going forward in this report: LEI – low enduring involvement with no situational involvement, HEI – high enduring involvement with no situational involvement, LEIS – low enduring involvement with situational involvement, and HEIS – high enduring involvement with situational involvement.

Table 4.  2x2 Factorial Design (Trochim, 1999)
	 
	Low Enduring Involvement     (LEI)
	High Enduring Involvement       (HEI)

	No Situational Involvement
(no decision task)

(Non-Treatment Group)
	              LEI
	                 HEI

	Situational Involvement
(decision task)

(Treatment Group)    SI
	             LEIS 
	                HEIS


How the Research Methodology answers the Research Questions and Hypotheses
Having described the measurement methodologies that were applied in this research, having described the experimental design that was used, and having presented a model of the Web Credibility Survey, it is now necessary to discuss how these measurements, design,  and instruments answered the research questions and hypotheses presented in Chapter One.
Research question one asks to what extent, if any, do users with high enduring involvement notice different Web site elements (Cho, 1999; Fogg, Soohoo, et al., 2002) compared to users with low enduring involvement (Mittal, 1995; Petty & Cacioppo, 1979).  This research question corresponds to 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.  The five-item Likert scale, based on Mittal’s (1995) enduring involvement scales, used in Section Five of the Web Credibility Survey, measured the participants’ enduring involvement in the topic of financial planning (Mittal, 1995), and provided the enduring involvement measurement.  Respondents indicated the Web site elements they noticed by responding to Section Two of the Web Credibility Survey where they were asked to write comments about the credibility of the Web site they examined.  These comments were placed into the categories of source, message, medium, context, and receiver and were analyzed taken together and within both the high and low enduring involvement groups.

Research question two asks to what extent, if any, does situational involvement alter the elements noticed on a Web site (Mittal, 1995).  This research question corresponds to 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.  In this experiment, situational involvement was generated by assigning a treatment group to use the Schwab finance Web site to research and obtain answers to investment planning questions.  This treatment group did not look at the Web site for the purpose of evaluating the credibility of the site, but rather for the purpose of performing a task.  Respondents indicated the Web site elements they noticed by responding to Section Two of the Web Credibility Survey where they were asked to write comments about the credibility of the Web site they examined and used.  These comments were placed into the categories of source, message, medium, context, and receiver.  The responses were analyzed taken together, within the group that performed no decision task, and within the treatment group that performed a decision task and experienced situational involvement.

Research question three asks if situational involvement changes the elements that are noticed, to what extent, if any, does this occur in participants with a low enduring involvement level (Mittal, 1995).  This research question corresponds to H6: The interaction effects of enduring involvement and situational involvement will significantly affect the Web site element categories noticed.  The experiment used a 2x2 factorial design (described in the Experiment Design section of this proposal).  This design provided information on any interaction effects between EI and SI.  Respondents indicated the Web site elements they noticed by responding to Section Two of the Web Credibility Survey where they were asked to write comments about the credibility of the Web site they examined.  These comments were placed into the categories of source, message, medium, context, and receiver.  Responses were analyzed within the four groups generated by the 2x2 factorial (LEI, HEI, LEIS, and HEIS).

Research question four asks to what extent, if any, does increased involvement level decrease the user’s focus on peripheral cues (e.g., design look) (Cho, 1999; Fogg, Soohoo, et al., 2002; Petty & Cacioppo, 1979).  This research question corresponds to three hypotheses: H3, H4, and H5.  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 users with no situational involvement.  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.  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.  EI was measured with Mittal’s (1995) five-item Likert scale.  SI was generated in the experiment by asking a treatment group to use the Schwab finance Web sites to research and obtain answers to investment planning questions.  Respondents indicated the Web site elements they noticed by responding to Section Two of the Web Credibility Survey where they were asked to write comments about the credibility of the Web site they examined.  These comments were categorized into source, message, medium, context, and receiver.  These responses were analyzed to determine response involvement (Celsi & Olson, 1988) within the four groups created by the 2x2 factorial design.  
Research question five asks 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 mentioned in the preceding research questions, H1, H2, H3, H4, and H5.  By measuring HEI using Mittal’s (1995) topic involvement scales and by generating SI by asking the users to perform a task, it was possible to determine whether one type of involvement appears to have a greater influence on the Web site elements noticed.  Previous research by Celsi and Olson (1988) suggests that an overall level of personal relevance will be generated when EI and SI interact.
Research question six asks if increased involvement level alters the elements noticed during Web site credibility assessment, to what extent, if any, does perceived credibility change (Fogg, Marshall, et al., 2001; Fogg, Soohoo, et al., 2002).  This research question corresponds to H7: Perceived credibility of Web sites is significantly different across varying levels of involvement.  EI and SI were measured and generated, respectively, as described previously.  The source of content plays a significant role in how content users perceive credibility (Hovland & Weiss, 1951; Rhys, 1924; Sternthal, Phillips, & Dholakia, 1978).  Because of the importance placed on source in the credibility literature, this  study measured the perceived credibility of the source of the Schwab Web site.  Source credibility of the Web site was measured using Collins (2004) Web Credibility scales.  These scales measured how the participant perceived the trustworthiness and expertise of the source.

Experiment

 As stated previously using Excel, each participant number (1-300) was randomly assigned to a treatment (code 2) or non-treatment (code 1) group.  For each individual on the list of people who indicated interest in participating, a participant number was randomly selected causing the potential participant to be randomly assigned to a treatment or non-treatment group.  These individuals received an introduction email explaining the research and explaining what their involvement would entail.  This introduction email (see Appendix A) provided a link to an online informed consent form (See Appendix B).  If, after reviewing the terms of the informed consent, the individual wanted to participate, he or she entered their initials and the date into the online informed consent form and submitted.  The initials and date for the informed consent were stored in a separate database from the database storing the survey responses.  Upon submission of their informed consent, each individual was directed to a particular Web page based on whether they were in the treatment or non-treatment group.  When the Web page loaded, the participant received a link to the Schwab finance Web site.  In addition, they  received detailed instructions on how to proceed (See Appendix C and D)
Non-treatment Group

After submitting their initials and date to indicate their informed consent to participate, participants in the non-treatment group were directed to a Web page with a link to the Schwab finance Web site.  They were instructed to examine this finance Web site and to evaluate the Web site for believability of the content (see Appendix C).  When the participant finished reviewing the Web site, he or she clicked a link to respond to the Web Credibility Survey (see Appendix F).  The time to complete this task was between 10 and 15 minutes.
Treatment Group


After submitting their initials and date to indicate their informed consent to participate, participants in the treatment group were directed to a Web page with a link to the Schwab finance Web site.  They were asked to examine content on this Web site and to use the information they found on only this Web site to answer the following questions on an online form on this same Web page (See Appendix E)
Based on the information I found on the two Web sites:

[image: image1.wmf]My current investment plan will achieve all of my investment goals. 
[image: image2.wmf]My current investment plan will achieve only some of my investment goals. 
[image: image3.wmf]My current investment plan will not achieve my investment goals. 
_____________________________________________________________________
You may enter more than one response below 
[image: image4.wmf]I should increase my investment contributions 
[image: image5.wmf]I should change my investment allocations 
[image: image6.wmf]I should change my risk strategy. 
[image: image7.wmf]I should make no changes 
_______________________________________________________________________
After the participant had used the Schwab finance Web site to answer these investment planning questions, he or she clicked a button to respond to the Web Credibility Survey (see Appendix F).  The tasks for the treatment group took between 25 and 35 minutes.
The responses to the Investment Planning Questionnaire were not captured or stored and have no relevance to the results of this research.  The purpose of having the participants use the Web site to answer these questions was to generate situational involvement.  

Data Analysis


This experiment was a two-group, post-test only randomized experiment using a 2 x 2 factorial design.  There was one factor for enduring topic involvement and one factor for situational involvement.  ANOVA was used to compare measurement results between the treatment and non-treatment groups (Trochim, 1999).  There were two main effects and one interaction effect.
Involvement Level

Participants were placed into one of two enduring involvement buckets: high and low involvement.  Through random assignment to a treatment or non-treatment group, participants fell into one quadrant of the 2 x 2 factorial design shown in Table 4: LEI, HEI, LEIS, HEIS. 
Categorizing Comments


Data preparation involved coding of the comments written by participants.  The same coding categories for comments were used as those developed for the Fogg, Soohoo, et al. (2002) study.  These 25 coding categories (See Appendix I) come from Consumer WebWatch guidelines (Consumer WebWatch, 2004) and from emerging themes in the consumer comments in the study itself.  In addition to examining each category separately, the comment categories were grouped into Wathan and Burkell’s (2002) five characteristics that influence credibility perception.  For this study, two other coding categories were added, based on the review of literature.  Perceived security (Jin, 2002; Jarvenpaa et al., 1999) and technical capability (Schweiger, 2000) were categories placed under the Medium group.  The individual categories and groupings are shown in Table 2.
Analysis of Comments

Grouping the categories contributed to the development of a conceptual involvement framework to aid designers.  As in the Fogg, Soohoo, et al. study, the frequency of the comment categories was calculated as a percentage of total comments.  The category groupings were also calculated as a percentage of total comments.  Categories and category groupings were analyzed to determine what elements and groups of elements were used to assess Web site credibility.  Use of chi-squre measured significant differences in the categories noticed within the two main effects and the interaction effects (Trochim, 1999).  
Analysis of  Source Credibility of Web Sites

The Collins (2004) Web Credibility Scale results measured how the participants perceived the source credibility of the Schwab finance Web site.  ANOVA determined differences in the perceived source credibility across the treatment group and non-treatment group as well as any interaction effects with enduring involvement.
Formats for Presenting Results

Survey results were stored in a MySql database and exported to MiniTab for analysis.  Results are presented in a tabular format in Chapter Four of this report.
Resource Requirements

The study was an expansion study of the Fogg, Soohoo, et al. (2002) study.  Participants were a convenience sample of 190 participants selected from graduates of University of Phoenix, employees at America On Line, Lucent Technologies, Intuit, and the Ebay and Google user groups.  Participants received an introduction email after being randomly selected from the list of potential participants.  This introduction email directed the participants to an online survey available on the Internet.  Participants were required to have a computer and Internet access.  No facility or computer equipment was required.
Reliability and Validity

External validity for this study was achieved through random selection of the 190 participants from a pool of approximately 300 interested individuals.  This random selection helped to ensure that the study results can be generalized to a larger population.  Internal validity was achieved through random assignment of participants to a treatment or non-treatment group.  These two groups were probabilistically equivalent and helped to ensure that the treatment given to one group would be the cause of the observed output (Trochim, 1999).

Equally important for this study were the validity and reliability of the scales used.  Cronbach's α measures the reliability of a psychometric instrument because it assesses how well a set of items measures a single construct.  The measurement is related to the outcome of an analysis of variance of the items into variance due to the participants in the sample and variance due to the items themselves.  The higher the proportion of variance due to participants, the higher Cronbach's α (Trochim, 1999).  Also important in assessing the validity of survey instruments are convergent and discriminate validity.  Convergent validity is the degree to which an actualization of a construct is similar to other constructs with which it should be similar.  Discriminant validity is the degree to which that actualization differs from constructs with which it should differ.
Mittal’s five-item, seven-point Likert scale has a sound theoretical basis and psychometric properties concerning reliability as well as convergent and discriminate validity (Steenkamp & van Trijp, 1991).  Van Kenhove, Wijnen, and De Wulf (2000) performed a factor analysis that revealed a one-factor structure accounting for 77% of the variance with all items scoring .75 or higher.  For the overall sample, Cronbach’s a was .90.

McKnight et al. (2002) established convergent and discriminant validity for the disposition to trust scales and showed a Cronbach’s a of over 80%.  Collins (2004) compared his Web Credibility scale to the Trusting Belief’s scale to determine convergent validity and shows a correlation of 91%.  Discriminant validity was also validated.  The Collins Web Credibility scale showed overall reliability of .92.

Summary


The goal of this research was to determine the relationship between Web site user involvement level and perceived credibility of online information.  From this knowledge, a conceptual design framework was developed to enable Web site designers to establish credibility with both low and high-involvement Web site users.  As the literature review revealed, the elements that Web site users say would indicate credibility of online information are often not noticed when users view a Web site.  Consequently, Web site elements currently used by Web designers to establish credibility are not being noticed and used in credibility evaluations.  This study provided new and improved guidelines for establishing credibility in the online environment.
Chapter Four

Results

Introduction
This chapter is organized in the following sequence: 1) participant response, 

2) statistical analysis of the independent variable data, 3) statistical analysis of the dependent variable data, 4) hypothesis testing, 5) analysis of covariate impact, 

6) analysis of additional interaction effects, and 7) summary of the results.  

In this chapter and in Chapter Five, the following abbreviations are used:  LEI (low enduring involvement), HEI (high enduring involvement, LEIS (low enduring involvement with situational involvement, and HEIS (high enduring involvement with situational involvement).  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.
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 was received and 51% were rejected for having incomplete data.  The survey was long, and required 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 5: 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.  The participant was placed in the low predisposition to trust category if the average score was less than four (neutral, disagree, or strongly disagree),
Table 6: Summary Statistics for Covariate - Predisposition to Trust

	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 7: Categorical Results for 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 8: Summary Statistics for Covariate – Past Experience with Investing
	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 9: Categorical Results for Past Experience in 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


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 10.
Table 10: Correlation Matrix for Enduring Involvement Responses with Question 3 Results Reversed.

	
	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


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 4 and had a negative skewness of -1.51.  Attempts to normalize the data with Box-Cox and Johnson transformations were unsuccessful.   

[image: image8.wmf]E

n

d

u

r

i

n

g

 

I

n

v

o

l

v

e

m

e

n

t

P

e

r

c

e

n

t

8

7

6

5

4

3

2

1

9

9

.

9

9

9

9

5

9

0

8

0

7

0

6

0

5

0

4

0

3

0

2

0

1

0

5

1

0

.

1

M

e

a

n

<

0

.

0

0

5

4

.

2

2

6

S

t

D

e

v

0

.

8

6

6

3

N

1

2

6

A

D

6

.

0

9

9

P

-

V

a

l

u

e


Figure 4.  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 11, and the distribution of respondents into high or low enduring involvement, using the criteria described above is shown in Table 12.
Table 11: Summary Statistics for Enduring Involvement
	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 12: Categorical Results for Enduring Involvement 
	Variable
	Frequency
	Percent

	
	
	

	Low Enduring Involvement


	64
	50.79

	High Enduring Involvement
	62
	49.21


	Totals
	126
	100.00


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 13.

Table 13: Participant Distribution Between Non-treatment and Treatment Groups
	Variable
	Frequency
	Percent

	
	
	

	Non-treatment Group


	61
	48.41

	Treatment Group
	63
	51.59


	Totals
	126
	100.00


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.  Table 14 shows the frequency distribution of participants across the 2x2 factorial design.

Table 14: Participant Distribution Across the 2x2 Factorial Design
	Variable
	Frequency
	Percent

	
	
	

	No Situational Involvement with Low Enduring Involvement (LEI)

	25
	19.941

	No Situational Involvement with High Enduring Involvement (HEI)
	36
	28.571


	Situational Involvement )with Low Enduring Involvement (LEIS)
	32
	25.397

	Situational Involvement with High Enduring Involvement HEIS)
	33
	26.190

	Totals
	126
	100.00



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 were tested.
Perceived Credibility
Table 15: Summary Statistics for 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


The original results for perceived credibility represented non-normal data as shown in Figure 5.  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 purposely 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 5.  The p-value for perceived credibility after the transformation is 0.17.  
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Figure 5: 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).  Results for response involvement are 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 five 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 three comments regarding medium and one comment regarding source, each category had a count of one).  


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.  Clarifying information is presented immediately after the hypothesis statement and prior to the test results if needed.
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.

Table 16: Web  Site Element Categories Noticed by Enduring Involvement 
	Variable
	Source
	Message
	Medium
	Receiver
	Totals

	Low Enduring Involvement
	21
	29
	22
	19
	91


	High Enduring Involvement
	17
	26
	26
	12
	71


Table 17: Chi-square Test for Hypothesis One
	Variable
	Chi-Sq 
	Critical Value
	DF
	P value

	Difference in Web site elements

noticed based on situational

involvement
	1.924
	7.82
	3
	0.588



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. 

Table 18: Web Site Element Categories Noticed Based on Situational Involvement
	Variable
	Source
	Message
	Medium
	Receiver
	Totals

	No Situational Involvement
	19
	17
	     31
	22
	-89


	Situational Involvement
	19
	39
	17
	12
	-87


Table 19: Chi-square Test for Hypothesis Two
	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


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”.
Table 20: Focus Type by Enduring Involvement
	Treatment
	Peripheral Focus
	Central Focus
	Mixed

	Low Enduring Involvement

	23
	17
	4

	High Enduring Involvement
	23
	22
	7


Table 21:  Chi-square Test for  Hypothesis Three and Hypothesis Five
	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


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.

Table 22: Focus Type by Situational Involvement
	Treatment
	Peripheral Focus
	Central Focus
	Mixed

	No Situational Involvement
	39
	11
	7

	Situational Involvement
	11
	34
	5


Table 23: Chi-square Test for Hypothesis Four
	Variable
	Chi-Sq 
	Critical Value
	DF
	P value

	Difference in participant focus

based on situational

involvement
	28.473
	5.99
	2
	0.000


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.
Table 24: Web Site Element Categories Noticed Across the 2x2 Factoral Design
	Variable
	Source
	Message
	Medium
	Receiver

	No situational involvement/with low 
enduring involvement (LEI)
	7
	5
	14
	6

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

	Situational involvement/with low 
enduring involvement LEIS)
	9
	20
	11
	5

	Situational involvement/with high 
enduring involvement (HEIS)
	9
	18
	5
	6


Table 25: Chi-square Test for Hypothesis Six
	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



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.
Table 26: Participant Focus Across the 2x2 Factorial Design

	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



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.
Table 27: ANOVA Test for Hypothesis Seven
	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
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Figure 6: 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 6, 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 effect for situational involvement and no main effect for 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.

Table 28: ANCOVA -  Main and Interaction Effect (Enduring Involvement + Situational 
Involvement) and Perceived Credibility with Covariates 
	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
	
	
	


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 29 through 31 show the analysis of interaction effects of situational involvement with gender, age, and education

Table 29: ANOVA - Interaction Effect (Situational Involvement +Gender) and Perceived 
Credibility
	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
	
	
	


There was no significant interaction for gender and situational involvement, F(1, 122) = 0.82, p >.05.

Table 30: ANOVA - Interaction Effect (Situational Involvement + Age) and Perceived 
Credibility
	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
	
	
	



There was no significant interaction for age and situational involvement, F(3, 115) = 1.32, p >.05.

Table 31: ANOVA - Interaction Effect (Situational Involvement + Education) and 
Perceived Credibility
	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
	
	
	


There was no significant interaction for education and situational involvement, F(4, 116) = 1.19, p >.05..
Demographic interactions with enduring involvement
Tables 32 through 34 show the analysis of interaction effects between enduring involvement and gender, age, and education.
Table 32: ANOVA - Interaction Effect (Enduring Involvement + Gender) and Perceived 
Credibility

	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
	
	
	


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 seven shows these results in an interaction plot and Figure 8 represents the same results in a box plot. 
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Figure 7: Interaction Effects Plot for Mean Perceived Credibility by Enduring 
Involvement + Gender.
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Figure 8: Mean 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 9 and the line graph in Figure 10.  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 9: Mean Perceived Credibility by Gender and Enduring Involvement and 
Situational Involvement
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Figure 10: Line Graph of Mean Perceived Credibility by Gender and Enduring 
Involvement and Situational Involvement

Table 33: ANOVA - Interaction Effect (Enduring Involvement + Age) and Perceived 
Credibility

	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
	
	
	


There was no significant interaction for enduring involvement and age, F(4, 116) = 0.97, p >.05.

Table 34: ANOVA - Interaction Effect (Enduring Involvement + Education) and 
Perceived Credibility
	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
	
	
	


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.  
Table 35: Correlation Between Self-reported Involvement to Situational Involvement and 
Enduring Involvement
	Variable
	Correlation
	p-value

	Situational Involvement to Self-Reported Involvement

	.09
	.317

	Enduring Involvement to Self Reported Involvement
	.396
	.0000


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 suggesting 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.
Table 36: ANOVA -  Demographic Impact on Mean Perceived Credibility
———————————————————————————————————— 
Variable



 F-Ratio 



PValue 
Gender 


               2.74




0.101

    

Age




   2.03

  


0.113

Education 



   0.55




0.691

———————————————————————————————————— 

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.

Table 37: ANOVA - Covariate Impact on Mean Perceived Credibility
	Variable
	F-value
	p-value

	
	
	

	Predisposition to Trust


	18.96
	0.000

	Past Experience Investing
	1.31
	0.269



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 11).  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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11: Web Element Categories Noticed by Involvement Level 

The combined influence of enduring and situational involvement has a significant and perhaps apparent effect on perceived credibility of Web sites.  As Figure 12 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: image19]
Figure 12: 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 13 shows the model in Figure 12 expanded to include the effect of gender

[image: image20]
Figure 13: Involvement-Web Credibility Model with Gender + Enduring Involvement 
Interaction


The model in Figure 13 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.  Although both males and females with high enduring involvement also move to a central focus after situational involvement is introduced, 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 10, 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 (see Figure 14).  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 can 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 14: Web Credibility Design Model

This study demonstrates that the interaction effect of enduring involvement and situational involvement has a significant effect on the 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 was 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. 
Table 38 provides a summarization of the hypotheses tested and the results.

Table 38: Hypotheses Predictions and Results

	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 24 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


Chapter 5
Conclusions, Implications, Recommendations, and Summary

Overview

The influence of Web site user involvement on the perceived credibility of Web sites was examined in this heuristic study through analysis of research in credibility, Web design, and involvement and through the results of an online survey.  The findings of the study are based on the research results presented in Chapter 4.  Analysis of those results and the related statistical tests reveal that perceived credibility is significantly influenced by involvement level.  Additionally, involvement level influences the Web site elements noticed and influences whether an individual relies on peripheral or central focus during an evaluation of Web credibility.  An unexpected result showed that an interaction effect between gender and enduring involvement also influences perceived credibility.  
 Conclusions

As individuals increasingly rely on Internet content in critical decision-making, an understanding of how Web users judge the credibility of the Web content is important to Web users, to information providers, to e-commerce professionals, and to Web designers who want to communicate credibility through design.  This study examined the influence of Web user involvement level on how those users perceive the credibility of Web sites.  The influence that combined situational and enduring involvement have, as well as the additional influence of gender on perceived credibility pose challenges for Web designers who must communicate credibility across a wide spectrum of users.  
 
User involvement influences whether a Web user applies peripheral or central focus to the credibility evaluation and the type of focus applied, in turn, is an indicator of the Web element categories that a user will notice.  The Web element categories and related Web elements discussed in this study provide the interface between the product/information providers and the Web user.  An understanding of the complex interaction effects that influence a Web user’s focus and perceived credibility is essential information for Web designers in understanding how users of varying involvement levels will interpret design and message in terms of credibility.  Understanding the complex interaction effects that influence a Web user also allows Web designers to optimize credibility communication across different user involvement levels.


One objective of this study was to distinguish credibility markers for high and low involvement Web site users.  Table 39 summarizes the findings of this study in terms of credibility markers across the involvement levels.  An interesting finding was that HEI users with no situational involvement mediate their credibility judgment with their experience and opinion.  The findings that LEI users rely on credibility markers in the medium category align with the findings in Fogg, Soohoo, et al. (2002).  This research also supports Dutta-Bergman’s (2004) suggestion that judgment of source credibility continues throughout the viewing of the Web site content and that message content influences how source is judged.  Based on this current study, it might be inferred that for low involvement users, the medium category influences how source is judged.   

Table 39: Credibility Markers Across Involvement Levels

	Involvement
	Primary Website

Element Category
	Secondary Website

Element Category
	Primary Credibility Markers

	LEI
	Medium
	Source
	Design Look, Information 

Design, Organization, Readability, Site Functionality, Perceived Security, Technical Capability



	HEI
	    Medium
	     Receiver

     Source
	Design Look, Information 

Design, Organization, Readability, Site Functionality, Perceived Security, Technical Capability



	LEIS
	    Message
	    Medium

     Source
	Information Focus, Accuracy, Timeliness, Bias, Usefulness.  Customer Service, Tone.

	HEIS
	    Message
	    Source
	Information Focus, Accuracy, Timeliness, Bias, Usefulness.  Customer Service, Tone.



Another objective of the study was to determine the effect that involvement level has on the perceived credibility of Web sites.  The combined influence of enduring involvement and situational involvement changes how a Web site user perceives credibility.  These results are illustrated in Figure 12 in Chapter 4.  When situational involvement with a Web site is introduced to LEI Web users, perceived credibility decreases.  However, the perceived credibility of the Web site increases when the same situational involvement is introduced to HEI Web users.  Additionally it was found that the interaction effect of gender with enduring involvement further complicates how credibility is perceived.  Introducing situational involvement to a female with HEI does not alter perceived credibility, as the general model would predict.  Further research is needed to examine the interaction effects of gender and enduring involvement since this was an unexpected result to this study.
The third objective of this study was to propose a credibility design framework or a set of ideas, conditions, and assumptions that determine how communicating credibility on a Web site might be approached.  The Web Credibility Design model shown in Figure 14 provides a beginning for this framework.  The model describes a complex set of involvement interactions that influence whether a Web site user exhibits a peripheral or central focus when evaluating credibility.  Depending on the focus of the Web user, different elements of a Web site are relied on to evaluate credibility.  Involvement level appears to influence not only the Web site element categories that are relied on as credibility markers, but also how those markers are interpreted.  In other words, A LEI Web user can experience situational involvement with a Web site and will read a particular message.  That user will likely demonstrate a decreased perceived credibility of the Web site.  In contrast, an HEI Web user with situational involvement introduced can read the same message content but will likely demonstrate an increased perceived credibility for the Web site.  So while this study shows that involvement level influences focus type, Web site elements noticed, and perceived credibility it does not show how involvement level is influencing interpretation of content.  Preston’s (1970) proposal that involvement level alters when cognitive processing occurs might explain the different interpretations of the same message based on involvement level.  He suggests that for HEI users, cognitive processing increases when the stimulus is received.  For LEI users, cognitive processing does not occur until after the stimulus has been viewed, possibly much later when the decision-task is performed.  Hawkins and Hock (1992) also support this theory stating that low involvement learners receive messages with no intent to evaluate, and the low involvement learner does not link the message to his or her personal needs.  


The final objective for this study was to add to the understanding of how involvement level of a Web site user might influence Web site design strategy.  The study shows that the primary Web site element categories influencing perceived credibility are medium for LEI and HEI users and message for LEIS and HEIS users.  This supports Fogg and Tseng’s (1999) proposal that in information credibility, factors other than source become relevant.  Web design strategies must strive to communicate credibility in both message and medium categories, understanding that as involvement increases, credibility judgments will be made on Web elements in the message category. 
 Enduring involvement level of a Web site user appears to be a predictor of how the introduction of situational involvement level will influence perceived credibility.  Based on results of this study, it could be expected that a user entering a Web site with a high interest in the topic of the site will increase their perceived credibility of the Web site as they are given opportunities to interact with that site to perform decision tasks.  On the other, hand, it can also be expected that a user entering a Web site with little or no interest in the topic of the site will decrease perceived credibility as they become more engaged in using the site to perform decision tasks.  These opposing responses to perceived credibility based on the user’s enduring involvement  present challenges for Web design strategy and make it difficult to prescribe guidelines for communicating credibility that will have the same influence on all users.  The decision of whether to introduce situational involvement to a user becomes a credibility design concern.  Source elements are noticed across all involvement levels, and although a secondary marker for credibility at each of the involvement levels, Web designers must ensure that communication of source credibility is included in any design.

Although two covariates, predisposition to trust and past experience in investing, were examined and accounted for in this study, as this research expands into other areas, different covariates will need to be examined that are specific to other topics.  One limitation to this study was the high overall enduring involvement level in the topic of financial planning.  It will be important for future research to examine credibility evaluation in Web sites where there will be a wider range of enduring involvement.  Any future research in perceived credibility of Web sites should include gender as a covariate.

Implications

Theoretical Implications


While there is an abundance of research regarding how involvement influences focus and cognitive processing (Celsi & Olson, 1988, Houston & Rothschild, 1979, Petty & Cacioppo, 1979), there is little research on the influence of involvement on cognitive processing in an online or computer mediated environment.  In addition, there is little research on how involvement level influences credibility perception.  Research in how users perceive credibility of Web sites is still in the early stages (Fogg, Marshall, et al., (2001); Fogg, Soohoo, et al., (2002); Fogg (2003); Wathan & Burkell, (2002); Nowak, Watt, & Walther (2005)).  This study contributes to the area of involvement research, credibility research in general, and in relation to the perceived credibility of Web sites.  The study provides preliminary information on the influence of Web site user involvement on perceived credibility of a Web site and suggests ideas for future research in Web credibility, involvement in a computer mediated environment, and Web credibility design.  

Practical Implications for Web Design


One of the most relevant results of this study was the implication that Web site users with different enduring involvement might interpret message content differently when they become involved with a decision-task on the Web site.  This difference in interpretation appears to correspond to a difference in perceived credibility.  Web designers will benefit from having knowledge of the enduring involvement level in the topic of the Web site for the target audience.  The enduring involvement level serves as a predictor of the Web elements that will be noticed and of perceived credibility, and can suggest design strategies that incorporate this knowledge (see Table 39).

The results of this study suggest that Web designers must take a holistic approach to communicating credibility.  Fogg and Soohoo, et al. (2002) demonstrated that users were evaluating credibility based on design look and other design factors.  This study shows that different levels of user involvement change the credibility markers relied on and expands the Web element categories that are relevant to perceived credibility to include message elements, user opinion and past experience, and source elements   

Another implication that arises from this study is that involvement level will influence perceived credibility differently on different types of Web sites.  For information-only sites and advertising sites where no situational involvement occurs, Web site elements in the medium category will constitute the primary credibility markers.  However, in online task-oriented sites where users interact with the Web site to obtain information or purchase products and services, Web site elements in the message category will represent the primary credibility markers.

Determining the varying involvement levels of Web site users and leveraging the knowledge of how that involvement level affects credibility evaluation could provide a competitive advantage to companies communicating and transacting business in an online environment.  
Recommendations
Future research should focus on how involvement level is affecting the interpretation of credibility markers by looking at the cognitive processes of attention, comprehension, and inference (Houston & Rothschild, 1978).  There is evidence in the literature to support that LEI Web users do not link messages to personal needs or interests (Hawkins and Hoch, 1992) and this might explain differences in interpretation of markers between LEI and HEI users.  This possibility needs to be explored through empirical research.  

The unexpected result of an interaction effect between gender and enduring involvement also needs to be further explored.  This study focused on a topic that was of high importance to most participants, financial planning.  Additional studies are required to examine how these results might differ for Web sites on a variety of topics with greater differences in user interest.  The influence of gender within different topic areas is also of interest for future research.

 In terms of Web credibility design, future research should explore the consequences to perceived credibility of introducing situational involvement with a Web site.  Another area for future research in the area of Web credibility design would be to look at the influence of involvement level across different types of Web sites: advertising, information only, and task-driven.

This study used the Web credibility scales developed by Collins (2004) which measured source credibility.  The results of this study suggest that a more accurate measure of credibility might include measures for message credibility as well as for source credibility.  This expanded measurement tool would allow future research to examine if message credibility is influencing source credibility.  In addition, it would also allow credibility researchers to evaluate message interpretation across varying levels of involvement.

Summary

Internet users are relying more on Internet content in making life-impacting decisions.  The wide range of information available on the Internet makes it difficult for Web users to evaluate the credibility of Web sites and an important task of Web designers today is to communicate credibility effectively.  Conflicting results in the research (Fogg, Marshall, et al., 2001; Fogg, Soohoo, et al., 2002) have made it difficult to define credibility markers for Web sites.  One thing that was determined in the Fogg, Soohoo, et al. (2002) study was that the items on a Web site that represented credibility to users when they were asked to define these were not the elements that were actually noticed during a credibility evaluation.  Research has shown that individuals with low-involvement tend to rely on peripheral elements such as design look, while higher involvement shifts the focus to more substantive content elements (Cho, 1999; Petty & Cacioppo, 1979).  The Fogg, Soohoo, et al. study appeared to support this since most of the participants in that study were low involvement users and the Web site elements noticed were peripheral cues like design look.  .  The results of the Fogg, Soohoo, et al. study stimulated the current research.  The current study examined both high and low enduring involvement users and introduced situational involvement with the Web site as well.  The question asked by the research was whether enduring involvement, situational involvement, and the interaction effect of both would influence the focus of Web site users, the Web site elements noticed and/or the perceived credibility of the Web site.


A thorough literature review in the areas of involvement, credibility, Web credibility, Web credibility assessment, and computer-mediated communication in computer-meditated environments established a foundation for this research and for the resulting Web Credibility Design model.  Fogg, Soohoo, et al. (2002) indicated a need to study the influence of involvement level on perceived credibility and felt that involvement level was probably a primary factor in how users perceive credibility.  This research expanded the Fogg, Soohoo, et al. work that was limited to low involvement participants to examine participants at all levels of involvement as they evaluated the perceived credibility of Web sites.  Based on the Petty and Cacioppo (1979) work discussed in the literature review, this study examined the influence of enduring and situational involvement on the response involvement factor of focus (peripheral and central) and examined how different focus types influenced the Web site elements noticed.  In the literature review, Wathan and Burkell (2002) identified five elements that influence credibility in print and person-to-person communication.  These five elements were used to categorize the Web site element categories identified in the Fogg, Soohoo, et al. (2002) study to develop a new framework for evaluating focus and what Web site users notice during a credibility evaluation.  The categorization of Web site elements and the Web Credibility Design model, both based on previous research results, provide new tools that are valuable for future Web credibility research.


The study used a two-group, post-test only design with random assignment of participants to a treatment and non-treatment group.  The experiment design was a 2x2 factorial with the factors of enduring involvement and situational involvement (see Table 4).  Participants were randomly assigned to a treatment group (which provided situational involvement) or non-treatment group (with no situational involvement).  An online survey was used to capture data on the participants’ enduring involvement level.  This same survey asked participants to respond to questions on their perceived credibility of the Web site examined, including asking the participants to write open-ended comments.  In addition, the survey gathered responses related to two co-variates: propensity to trust and experience in investing.  Non-parametric tests (chi-square) were used to evaluate focus and Web site elements noticed and analysis of variance was used to evaluate the influence of involvement on perceived credibility.


This study accomplished the following: 
1. Defined Web credibility markers across varying levels of user involvement

2. Explained the relationship between enduring and situational involvement level

during credibility evaluation; 
3. Proposed two models: An Involvement Web Credibility Model (Figure 12) and a Web Credibility Design Model (Figure 14)

4) Suggested how an understanding of differences in perceived credibility across involvement levels might influence Web design strategies.


  The results of this research imply that enduring involvement level might act as a predictor of how Web users will react to the introduction of situational involvement in terms of how they will perceive a Web site’s credibility.  Another important finding in the research is the fact that as a Web user’s focus shifts from peripheral to central, and different Web site elements are noticed, those elements noticed do not appear to be interpreted in the same way by users with different enduring involvement levels, and because of this, perceived credibility differs.  This research concludes there is not a single variable that influences perceived credibility.  Instead, a complex set of interaction effects influences Web user focus, the Web site elements noticed by Web users, and the perceived credibility of Web sites.  For Web developers, an understanding of the target audience enduring involvement level can be critical to effectively communicating credibility to the Web site user.

Appendix A

Introduction Email 

Hello,

Your name has been provided to me as someone interested in participating in Web credibility research.  Your interest in participating is appreciated.  If, after reading the informed consent form, you agree to participate in this study, you will be asked to examine a finance Web site and evaluate the believability of this Web site.  There will be an online survey for you to complete.  You will complete some portions before reviewing the Web sites and some portions after you review the Web sites. 

You must be at least 18 years of age to participate.  If you meet this age requirement, please click the link below and you will see an online informed consent form.  Please read this carefully and enter your initials and date where indicated.  After you have submitted your consent information you will receive a link to the  finance Web site and you will receive further instructions on how to proceed.

This exercise will take between 15 and 35 minutes to complete.

Thank you very much for your participation!

Susan Ferebee

220 E. Catalina Shadows Blvd.

Tucson, AZ 85704
(520)-869-7076

ferebeess@aol.com

Continue to the Consent Form>>>>>>>   
This link is active and can be tested to view a sequence of the Web pages the non-treatment participants will see.

Error! Not a valid link.
This link is active and can be tested to view a sequence of the Web pages the participants in the treatment group will see.

Appendix B
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NOVA SOUTHEASTERN UNIVERSITY 

Office of Grants and Contracts

                       Institutional Review Board
Informed Consent Form
Adult/General Informed Consent form for participation in the dissertation research study, “An Examination of the Effects of Web User Involvement on Perceived Credibility of Web Sites”

Funding Source: None

IRB approval # cannady09150502
Principal investigator

Susan Ferebee

220 E. Catalina Shadows Blvd.
Tucson, AZ 85742
(520) 869-7076

Email: ferebeess@aol.com

Dissertation Committee Chair

Laurie P. Dringus, Ph.D., Professor 
Graduate School of Computer and Information Sciences 
Nova Southeastern University 
3301 College Avenue 
Ft. Lauderdale, FL, USA, 33314 
954-262-2073(phone); 954-262-3915(fax) 
email: laurie@nova.edu
Institutional Review Board

Nova Southeastern University 

 Office of Grants and Contracts 

(954) 262-5369 
Risks /Benefits to the Participant:

There are no direct benefits to you for participating other than what may be an educational experience in financial planning and in understanding how you, individually, evaluate the believability of a Web site.  There are also probably no risks to you; you will simply be using a computer, viewing some Web sites, and answering survey questions online.  There is a risk that you might feel uncomfortable or anxious in thinking about and answering questions about your personal investment planning.  These questions will be of a very general nature.  Your participation is completely voluntary and there is no penalty to you for refusing to participate.  You may stop participating at any time during the survey.  If you have any concerns about the risks or benefits of participating in this study, you can contact Susan Ferebee and Dr. Laurie Dringus or the IRB office at the numbers indicated above. 

Costs and Payments to the Participant:

There are no costs to you or payments made to you for participating in this study.

Confidentiality and Privacy:

During this questionnaire, your interactions with the computer and with the online survey will be recorded automatically in a log file.  We will associate an ID number with your log files but at no time will you be asked to supply your name.  If you enter partial responses to the survey, and then voluntarily decide to exit the survey before completing it, your partial response data will not be used in the study and will be deleted from the database at the conclusion of the study.  Survey results will be reported based on the aggregate group and no single participant's responses will be discussed.  Data will be stored in a database to which access is only granted to the principal investigator and the Dissertation Committee Chair.  The IRB and regulatory agencies may review research records.  All information obtained in this study is strictly confidential unless law requires disclosure.

Voluntary Consent

I have read the preceding consent form, or it has been read to me, and I fully understand the contents of this document and voluntarily consent to participate.  All of my questions concerning the research have been answered.  I hereby agree to participate in this research study.  If I have any questions in the future about this study the researcher, Susan Ferebee, will answer them.  A copy of this form has been given to me.  This consent ends at the conclusion of this study.
Participant

Signature:  _______________________________

Date:     __________________________________

Appendix C

Instruction Page Non-Treatment Group

You will be looking at a finance Web site and evaluating this sites based on how believable it seems to you.
INSTRUCTIONS
· Please review the financial Web site shown below.

· Evaluate the Web site based on how believable you feel it is.
·  The Web site will open in a new window. 
· When you are finished evaluating the site, close the financial Web site.

· Return to this Web page and answer the questions on the right side of this page.
· The complete process should take between 10 and 20 minutes.


Charles Schwab
View This Site 

Appendix D

Instruction Page Treatment Group

Instructions

· Read the questions on the right side of this page (See Appendix E)

· Leave this Web page open while you examine the finance Web site (links provided below).
· Use content from ONLY the finance Web site provided to find answers to the questions regarding your investment planning.
Charles Schwab
View This Site [image: image22.png]




. 

· When you have finished using the site to find information on your investment planning, return to this Web page and enter and submit your responses to the questions on the right side of this page.
· Continue on to answer the Web Credibility Survey questions.

· You should allow approximately 30 minutes for this exercise.

Appendix E

Investment Planning Questionnaire for Treatment Group

Investment Planning Questionnaire
Top of Form

[image: image23.wmf]
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 HTMLCONTROL Forms.HTML:Hidden.1 [image: image24.wmf]

http://www.sitelin


Based on the information I found on the two Web sites:

[image: image25.wmf]My current plan will achieve all of my investment goals.  
[image: image26.wmf]My current plan will achieve only some of my investment goals.  
[image: image27.wmf]My current plan will not achieve my investment goals. 

You may enter more than one response below 
[image: image28.wmf]I should increase my contributions 
[image: image29.wmf]I should change my investment allocations 
[image: image30.wmf]I should change my risk strategy.  
[image: image31.wmf]I should make no changes 

Appendix F
Web Credibility Survey for Non-Treatment and Treatment Groups
 To best view the Web Credibility survey, including all instructions, go to the following links (please use Internet Explorer 5.0 or higher)
Non-Treatment Group:  http://www.sitelineaz.com/surveyitem.php
Treatment Group: http://www.sitelineaz.com/surveyitem2.php
Any responses captured prior to the survey going live will be deleted.  A copy of the survey is inserted into the following pages as well .but cannot be easily read without applying zoom to the document.

Web Credibility Survey for Non-Treatment Group
[image: image32.png]t Internet Expl

Fle Edt View Favortes Took Hep

Q- © ¥ [ @) P Frrows @ (- 1

Usdlies

ccress &) it . sieineaz.com furveyitem i,

N2

NS

THANK YOU FOR AGREEING TO
PARTICIPATE.

After answering the questions on this
page, you will be taken to a page with
instructions and a link to a financial Web.
site. Please follow the instructions
regarding how to use or evaluate the
Web site. After reviewing the financial
Web site you will be asked another series
of questions. This entire process can take
from 10 to 20 minutes. We appreciate
your willingness to give us this time.

NOVA SOUTHEASTERN UNIVERSITY

Graduate School of Computer and Information Sciences

Tell us about yourself

Gender:
male: O Female: O

Age:
18-30 O 31-50 O 51-65 O 66+ O
Education Completed:

O High School

O Associate's Degree

O Bachelor's Degree

O waster's Degree.

O Doctoral or Professional

Please answer the following

To me, financial planning is
tmportant 1 O 2 O 3 O 4 O 5 O unimportant

of concemtome 1 O 2 O 3 O 4 O'5 O of no concern to me.
Does not mattertome 1 O 2 O 3 O 4 O 5 O Mattersto me
significant 1 O 2 O 3 O 4 O 5 O Insignificant

Meansalottome1 O 2 O 3 O 4 O 5 O Means nothing to me

Most people are honest in their dealings with others:
O Agree: O uUndecided: O Disagree: O Strongly Disagree

[e]

Strongly Agre

Most professionals are very knowledgeable in their chosen field:

strongly Agree: O Agree: O Undecided: O Disagree: O Strongly Disagree: O

A large majority of professional people are competent i their ares of expertise:
strongly Agree: O Agree: O Undecided: O Disagree: O Strongly Disagres

1 usually trust people until they give me a reason not to:





[image: image33.png]rn

Fle Edt View Favortes Took Hep

O - O M@ G P Forowm @ 25

Uepdsoa

‘Address [ http:/fwww.stelneaz.com/savesurveyitem22. php?c:

N

NS NOVA SOUTHEASTERN UNIVERSITY

Graduate School of Computer and Information Sciences

You

be looking at the finance Web site listed below and evaluating
that site based on how believable it seems to you.

InsTRUCTIONS
Please review the financial Web site shown below.

Evaluate the Web site based on how believable you feel the site is.

The Web site will open in @ new window.

When you are finished evaluating the site, close the financial Web site window.
Return to this Web page and enter comments about the site as instructed on the

right side of this page.

Charles Schwab
View This Site

What did you think of the Charles Schwab Web site?

A very important part of this study is to understand your responses. Please share your
thoughts about the believability of the Charles Schwab Web site that you examined. Discuss
the things that made this site believable and/or what things made this site seem less
believable.

How involved do you feel in your financial planning
Involved: O

Somewhat Involved: O

Neutral: O

Somewhat Uninvolved: O

Uninvolved: O

@ Internet
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Thinking about the Charles Schwab finance Web site that you just
examned, answer the questions about the source of the Web site in the
right panel

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

strongly Agree: O Agree: O Undecided: O Disagree: O strongly Disagree: O

I vould characteriza the source of the Web site 2= hansst.

strongly Agree: O Agree: O Undecided: O Disagree: O strongly Disagree: O

The source of the Web sits trasts others vith decency.
strongly Agree: O Agree: O Undecided: O Disagree: O strongly Disagree: O

The source of the Web itz has an excellant past performance.

strongly Agree: O Agree: O Undecided: O Disagree: O strongly Disagree: O

I belisve the ource of the Web sits is 3 leadsr in it= fisld.

strongly Agree: O Agree: O Undecided: O Disagree: O strongly Disagree: O

I belisve the source of the Web sits s skillful in vhat it doss.

strongly Agree: O Agree: O Undecided: O Disagree: O strongly Disagree: O

Overall the sourcs of the Web site is capable.

strongly Agree: O Agree: O Undecided: O Disagree: O strongly Disagree: O

1 belisve the ource of the Web sits is hanarable in desling vith others.

&] Done T [ @nem ‘
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ns or would be interested in
appreciated! seeing the results of this research, please contact:

THANK YOU FOR PARTICIPATING! Your time and careful attention is.

| Principal investigator: Susan Ferebee
220 £, Catalina Shadows Boulevard

i Tucson, AZ 85704

(520) 869-7076

Email: ferebeess@aol.com





Web Credibility Survey for Treatment Group
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THANK YOU FOR AGREEING TO Please answer the following
PARTICIPATE. Tell us about yourself

o me, financial panning is
After answering the questions on this Gender: tmportant1 © 2 03 O 4 O'5 O Unimportant
page, you will be taken to a page with Male: O Female: O
instructions and a lnk to a financial Web - of concemtome 1 O 2 0 3 O 4 O'5 O 0f no concern to me
site. Please follow the instructions 1830 O 3150 O s1-65 O s6+ O

eamrding how s e o evatuae the Doss nat mattertome 1 O 2 0 3 O 4 O'5 O Matters to me

Education Completed:
O High School

O Associate's Degree

O Bachelor's Degree.

O Master's Degree.

O Doctoral or Professional

Veb site. After reviewing the financial significant 1 O 2 O 3 O 4 O 5 O Insignificant
Web site you will be asked another series

of questions. This entire process can take Meansalottome1 O 2 O 3 O 4 O 5 O Means nothing to me
from 25 to 35 minutes. We appreciate

Jour willngnese t gve us thie e, B
Most people are honest in their dealings with others:

strongly Agree: O Agree: O Undecided: O Disagree: O Strongly Disagree: O

Most professionals are very knowledgeable in their chosen field:
strongly Agree: O Agree: O Undecided: O Disagree: O Strongly Disagree: O

A large majority of professional people are competent in their ares of expertise:
strongly Agree: O Agree: O Undecided: O Disagree: O Strongly Disagree: O

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

« Read the questions on the Investment Planning Questionnaire to
the right

* Leave this Web page open while you examine the Web site at the
link provided below).

« Use content from ONLY the Web site shown below to find answers.
to these questions.

Charles Schwab
View This Site

o The Web site will open in a new window.

 When you have finished using the site to find information on your
investment planning, return to this Web page and enter and submit
your responses to the questions on the right side of this page.

* You should allow approximately 25-35 minutes for this exercise.

Investment Planning Questions ]

Based on the information I found on the Charles Schiwab Web site:
Oy current plan will achieve all of my investment goals.

O My current plan will achieve only some of my investment goals.
Omy current plan will not achieve my investment goals.

You may enter more than one response below.
[ 1 should increase my contributions.

[ 1 should change my investment allocations
[ 1should change my risk strategy.

[ 1 should make no changes

What did you think of the Charles Schwab Web site? L

A very important part of this study is to understand your responses. Please share your
thoughts about the believabilit of the Charles Schwab Web site that you examined and
discuss what made the site seem believable or not believable.

ity I
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about the Charles Schwab finance Web site that you just
examined, answer the questions about the source of the Web site
right panel

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

strongly Agree: O Agree: O Undecided: O Disagree: O strongly Disagree: O

I vould characteriza the source of the Web site 2= hansst.

strongly Agree: O Agree: O Undecided: O Disagree: O strongly Disagree: O

The source of the Web sits trasts others vith decency.
strongly Agree: O Agree: O Undecided: O Disagree: O strongly Disagree: O

The source of the Web itz has an excellant past performance.

strongly Agree: O Agree: O Undecided: O Disagree: O strongly Disagree: O

I belisve the ource of the Web sits is 3 leadsr in it= fisld.

strongly Agree: O Agree: O Undecided: O Disagree: O strongly Disagree: O

I belisve the source of the Web sits s skillful in vhat it doss.

strongly Agree: O Agree: O Undecided: O Disagree: O strongly Disagree: O

Overall the sourcs of the Web site is capable.

strongly Agree: O Agree: O Undecided: O Disagree: O strongly Disagree: O

1 belisve the ource of the Web sits is hanarable in desling vith others.
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Appendix G
Predisposition to Trust Scales

1. In general, people really do care about the well-being of others.

2. The typical person is sincerely concerned about the problems of other



3. Most of the time, people care enough to try to be helpful, rather than just looking out for themselves. 

4. In general, most folks keep their promises. 

5. I think people generally try to back up their words with their actions. 

6. Most people are honest in their dealings with others. 

7. I believe that most professional people do a very good job at their work. 

8. Most professionals are very knowledgeable in their chosen field. 

9. A large majority of professional people are competent in their area of expertise. 

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

11. I generally give people the benefit of the doubt when I first meet them. 

12. My typical approach is to trust new acquaintances until they prove I should not trust them.

McKnight et al. (2002)

Appendix H

Web Credibility Scales

The source is interested in my well-being, not just its own. 

I would characterize the source as honest.

The source treats others with decency. 

I believe the source is honorable in dealing with others.    

Overall, the source is capable. 

I believe the source is skillful in what it does. 

I believe the source is a leader in its field. 

The source has an excellent past performance. 

 (Collins, 2004)

Appendix I
  Comment Coding Categories

Large categories derived from Wathan and Burkell (2002).  Sub-categories taken from the Fogg, Soohoo, et al. (2002) study.

Source:

Identity

Name Recognition

Reputation

Motivation of Source

Message:

Information Focus

Information Accuracy

Information Bias

Information Usefulness

Information Clarity

Corrections/Mistakes

Source:

Identity

Name Recognition

Reputation

Motivation of Source

Message:

Information Focus

Information Accuracy

Information Bias

Information Usefulness

Information Clarity

Corrections/Mistakes

Writing Tone

Privacy

Customer Service

Medium:

Organization


Information Design


Design Look


Readability


Site Functionality


Perceived Security


Technical Capability

Context:


Advertising


Affiliations


Sponsorships

Receiver:


Past experience with site


General Suspicion


General like/dislike


Performance on experiment
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3950 E. Newman Rd.
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on the perceived credibility of Web sites.  I am writing for permission
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I will be using these scales to measure participants' perceived
credibility of Web sites in a two-group post-test only design where the
participants' topic involvement is measured, then participants are
randomly assigned  to a treatment and non-treatment group which
manipulates situational involvement (treatment group performs a
decision-task, non-treatment group performs no decision-task).  I want
to measure the participants' perceived credibility in relation to their
enduring and situational involvement.
Susan Ferebee
Online Faculty
University of Phoenix
520-869-7076

Dear Susan Ferebee,

You are welcome to use the scales for any non-commercial use.

Best wishes,

Harrison McKnight
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My name is Susan Ferebee.  I am a Ph.D. student working on my dissertation involving the effect of involvement level of Web site users on the perceived credibility of Web sites.  I am writing for permission to use the disposition to trust scales published in McKnight, H. D., Choudhury, V., & Kacmar, C. (2002).  Developing and validating trust measures for e-commerce: An integrative typology.  Information Systems Research, 13(3), 334–359.  
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