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Abstract 

The internet is changing the game for traditional print media, newspapers are now forced to 

move onto the web. The adjustment from print to the web has created a highly competitive 

market for most news brands. The increasing amount of information online which is 

constantly being pushed on the consumer’s from way too many different sources is creating a 

different atmosphere for journalists. The need to stay competitive is generating new strategies 

for the online news brands trying to stay relevant. A new growing phenomenon in this 

atmosphere is called clickbaiting, which is best described by an exaggerated headline with 

little or no connection to the content that the article actually leads too. Focusing on the 

number of clicks the articles can get, instead of satisfying the consumers need.  

 

A gap in literature was identified between building long lasting trust relationship and the 

current online news media market. This study aim to find the most important factors that 

influence the consumers trust for clickbaiting online news brands. This was done through an 

exploration of the influential factors of online brand trust where six underlying factors of 

online brand trust was identified. Quantitative data was collected through an online survey, 

asking students of Luleå University of Technology their thoughts about trust in clickbaiting 

online news sites. A total of 197 full answers were collected and then analyzed through the 

use of statistical techniques. 

 

The conclusions from the data analysis suggested that a combination of the underlying factors 

brand reputation and good online experience was the most influential for explaining online 

brand trust. Implying that in practice, a consumer is likely to have a high trust for a 

clickbaiting news site that consistently provide a positive experience for the consumer, while 

still keeping up an image of being a reputable news site. 

  



	
	

Sammanfattning 

Internet har förändrat förutsättningarna för traditionella papperstidningar, de tvingas nu 

övergå till internet. Omställningen från papperstidning till onlinetidning har skapat en väldigt 

stor konkurrens för de flesta medievarumärkena. Mängden information på internet ökar 

ständigt och informationen pressas till kunderna från alldeles för många källor vilket gör 

klimatet för journalister svårt. Behovet att fortsätta vara konkurrenskraftig genererar nya 

strategier för onlinevarumärkena för att de ska klara sig. Ett nytt växande fenomen är 

clickbaiting, vilket kan beskrivas som en överdriven rubrik som har liten eller ingen koppling 

alls till innehållet i artikeln. Skribenterna fokuserar på antalet klick artikeln får istället för att 

göra kunderna nöjda. 

 

Ett hål i litteraturen identifierades i relationen mellan byggandet av långvarigt förtroende och 

dagens onlinenyhetsmarknad. Denna studie syftar till att hitta de viktigaste faktorerna som 

påverkar konsumenternas förtroende för clickbaitande nyhetssidor. Detta är gjort genom att 

analysera de sex underliggande faktorerna till varumärkesförtroende. Kvantitativ data 

insamlades genom en enkätundersökning som skickades ut till studenter på Luleå Tekniska 

Universitet där det ställdes frågor om deras tankar om förtroende för clickbaitande 

nyhetssidor. Totalt samlades det in 197 svar som var användbara och dessa analyseras med 

hjälp av statistiska tekniker.   

 

Slutsatserna från dataanalysen föreslog en sammanslagning av de två faktorerna 

varumärkesrykte samt bra onlineerfarenheter eftersom att de påverkade mest när det kommer 

till att förklara onlinevarumärkesförtroende. I praktiken innebär detta att en konsument 

troligen har högre förtroende för en clickbaitande nyhetssida som ständigt erbjuder bra 

erfarenheter samtidigt som de håller uppe en högt ansedd image. 
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1.0 Introduction 

This chapter serve as an introduction to the area of this research. The background consists of 

a wide introduction to the research this is followed by a discussion of the problem in question, 

the chapter will be concluded by stating the purpose of the research and the formulated 

research questions. 

 

1.1 Background 

Media is the primary source of information about what is happening around the world. Since 

the introduction of internet the amount of media has escalated together with the amount of 

users. The increased amount of media online has led to a highly competitive market and the 

market has found a new driving factor, increasing the ad revenue through clicks. Grabbing the 

reader's attention has become the focal point of many online news sites with the sole purpose 

of advertising and ad revenue (Ingram, 2016). The statement from the CEO of CBS, Leslie 

Moonves, said about the extensive coverings of the Trump rally describes much of today’s 

media “It may not be good to America, but it’s damn good for CBS.” (Weprin, 2016). Gallup, 

which is a organization that works with analytics, has been covering the trust in media 

amongst Americans since 1972, and in their latest poll in 2016 the amount that trusted media 

hit an all-time low with only 32% having a great deal/fair amount of trust. The number is even 

lower amongst Americans aged 18-49 where it is only at 26%. The all-time high notation was 

back in 1976 were it was at 72% (Swift, 2016). 

 

Within journalism, warnings have been sounding in recent years around a growing 

tabloidization of news, both offline and online (Rowe, 2011). There is a wide agreement that 

tabloid journalism is considered a somewhat ‘bad’ form of journalism, which lives on 

sensation and scandal (Örnebring & Jönsson, 2004). Journalism, which is something that has 

traditionally been driven by a quest for the truth, has started shifting to something that is only 

measured through page views (Chen, Conroy, & Rubin, 2015). 

 

Since the introduction of Web 2.0 media has become more easily accessible. When the dot-

com bubble burst in 2001 it marked a big change for the web, many people had lost their 

belief in the internet hype while others meant that it was just the beginning. Innovating sites 

started showing up soon after that showed the potential of the internet (O’Reilly, 2005). It was 
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back in 2005 that Tim O’Reilly portrayed the evolution of the internet, and defined it as Web 

2.0. Web 2.0 implies that the internet has evolved to a place where content is being generated 

by users through easy to use applications instead of being a one way street (Constantinides & 

Fountain, 2008). The technology behind Web 2.0 and the user friendliness it has provided has 

redefined the internet making it highly dynamic and interactive in comparison to its 

predecessor (Murugesan, 2007). Facebook, Twitter and online news sites are excellent 

examples of sites generated by the use of Web 2.0 (Constantinides & Fountain, 2008). 

 

Web 2.0 has evolved the way we consume media. Digital media creates infinite reproduction 

of content and a platform for consumer networking and user generated content. Media does no 

longer only consist of news and entertainment, but virtually any technology that has a digital 

interface with people now has potential to grow (Mulhern, 2009). 

 

Building further on the advances of Web 2.0 comes hyperlinking, which can in simple terms 

be explained as being able to click on things and is seen as a core foundation of the web today 

(O’Reilly, 2005). As more and more content get generated by users and net sites it is 

restricted by other users finding and sharing it through hyperlinking. A recent development 

that takes use of hyperlinking on the internet is clickbaiting. Clickbait is a rather new term 

that is used to describe a phenomena that is an exaggerated headline with little or no 

connection to the content that the hyperlink leads to. Clickbait is so widely spread that it got 

added to the Merriam-Webster dictionary. The Merriam-Webster definition is: “something 

(such as a headline) designed to make readers want to click on a hyperlink especially when 

the link leads to content of dubious value or interest”. Clickbait is occurring all over the 

internet, especially on Facebook, Twitter and other social media (McNeal, 2015).  

 

Potthast, Köpsel, Stein, and Hagen, (2016) talks about how news publishers have adopted the 

clickbaiting technique, it has created a general concern around the online news sites. Clickbait 

threatens to burden social media channels since it violates journalistic codes of ethics. What 

the viewer often finds when clicking a link is content of lower quality that is often encouraged 

to be shared in hope of spreading the link virally (Potthast et al., 2016). Due to the 

competition from all sorts of news sources and the spreading capability that the internet offers 

it has become difficult for the reader to assess the trustworthiness and the credibility of 

different sources (Chen, Conroy & Rubin, 2015). Trust is important for media organizations, 
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not only because it is the foundation of the business, but it is also good for business. In a 

study conducted by the American Press Institute (2017) showed that people who trust online 

media tend to follow the news online, share it with friends and pay for a subscription to a 

higher degree ("What makes people trust", 2017). 

 

1.2 Problem discussion 

Ingram (2016) describes the issue of clickbaiting, he argues how the internet and the social 

web has changed many aspects of news reporting for the better since it is now easier to feel 

informed about the world. But as seen through the Gallup poll, the trust for media has taken a 

huge hit in recent years. That instead of only having a few newspapers and trusted journalists, 

there is now basically an unlimited amount of news sources through the web, many of them 

just repeating other news sources (Swift, 2016). Ingram (2016) talks about how even the 

traditional mainstream news media sites have given into the click economy where the focus is 

on viral stories and quick hits. Regarding the evolution of the internet and how news reporting 

has changed, Chen, Conroy and Rubin (2015) states “As the internet continues to break down 

barriers to content creation and dissemination, the line between user generated content and 

traditional media content has become increasingly blurred. When information is 

decontextualized from its source, alternative methods are required to verify and judge the 

trustworthiness of news reporting.”  

 

News outlets, which compete for audience attention to secure their profits from advertising, 

try to make their information appear relevant, urgent or unusual (Molek-Kozakowska, 2013). 

The aim of using clickbaiting tactics is to increase revenue from advertising, this in turn could 

result in forgetting to put the customer first and fulfilling their needs (ibid.). According to 

Bainbridge (1997) a brand that is trustworthy places their consumer at the center of its world 

and counts on understanding real consumers’ needs and fulfilling them instead of the actual 

product or service. 

 

Developing and maintaining loyal customers for your brand is central in most companies’ 

marketing plans, especially in highly competitive markets (Fournier & Yao, 1997). Trust is 

seen as a central variable to the development of brand loyalty (Garbarino & Johnson, 1999; 

Morgan & Hunt, 1994). The general consensus is that to create long-term customer 

relationships a brand needs to build trust (Doney & Cannon, 1997; Dwyer, Schurr & Oh, 
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1987; Ganesan, 1994). One of the important goals of building brand trust is to achieve a 

sustainable competitive advantage and thereby enhance business performance (Ha, 

2004). Trust has been found to be especially important in an online context, this is because 

many consumers now heavily rely on the internet for information (Shankar, Smith & 

Rangaswamy, 2003). Brand trust is also vital for increasing customers’ loyalty towards brands 

on the Web (Ha, 2004). Internet is a place with extreme amounts of information. Researchers 

suggests that the ability to find trustworthy content online is a fundamental skill, in a content-

rich environment like internet, traditional gatekeepers like editors is no longer used to 

evaluate content (Hargittai, 2008). Sundar (2008) argues that it is much harder and 

complicated to assess credibility of a source in an online environment than in traditional 

media contexts. 

 

Delgado-Ballester and Luis Munuera-Alemán (2001) has constructed a model of brand trust 

that takes into account two dimensions of trust based on previous literature in psychology and 

the development of personal relationships, these are brand reliability and brand intentions. 

The first dimension, reliability, views the brand as a promise of future performance 

(Deighton, 1992). This future performance is something that has to be consistently delivered 

in order for the brand to earn the consumers future trust; by consistently providing a constant 

level of quality. The second dimension, brand intentions takes into account the belief that the 

brand is not going to take opportunistic advantage of their consumers (Delgado-Ballester & 

Luis Munuera-Alemán, 2001). These dimensions heavily imply that the consumers do not 

want to feel tricked by the brand, which is the foundation of clickbaiting (Potthast et al., 

2016). 

 

From a managerial standpoint Delgado-Ballester & Luis Munuera-Alemán (2005) argues that 

to get a competitive advantage, a company must first build brand trust. That is why a 

‘promise-centric approach’ is crucial when managing the brand. The approach involves 

positioning the brand as a promise, as a set of expectations that the brand provides a certain 

level of quality and value to the consumers. To build strong relationships with consumers, 

delivering value on a consistent basis and reassuring that the brand will keep delivering that 

value is therefore key (Delgado-Ballester & Luis Munuera-Alemán, 2005). Their study 

concludes that a trusted brand is a brand that “consistently keeps its promise of value to 

consumers through the way the product is developed, produced, sold, serviced and advertised. 
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If we do what we say we will do – more often than not – we will benefit from this through 

being more trusted.” (ibid.) This brings us to our proposed purpose and research questions.  

 

1.3 Purpose & Research question 

The purpose of this study is to gain a deeper understanding of how clickbaiting influences 

online brand trust of online news sites. 

 

RQ: What are the most important factors that influence online brand trust in the context of 

clickbaiting online news sites?  
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2.0 Literature review 

In this chapter, the relevant base of literature needed to investigate the research problem and 

question will be presented. What has been written around the area of brand trust and online 

brand trust will be discussed, out of the discussed literature the framework will be developed 

which will be used as the core of our research. 

 

2.1 Brand Trust 
A general consensus is that brand trust is majorly based on expectancy, an expectancy that the 

brand has specific qualities such as being consistent, competent, honest, responsible and so 

on. Most literature agrees that to understand brand trust, a focus on elements of expectations 

and risks needs to be considered (Andaleeb, 1992; Doney & Cannon, 1997; Larzelere & 

Huston, 1980). Mayer, Davis and Schoorman (1995) explains trust as a willingness within one 

party to be vulnerable to the other party; the willingness is based on the expectations that the 

other party will perform the action or stated function without the need for supervision. 

Further, Mayer et al. (1995) studied personal trust within organizations, elements of 

expectations and risk is reoccurring here. Older research concerning trust agrees to the 

elements of expectations and risk (Deutsch, 1958).  

 

Literature defining brand trust has examined trust as a precursor to building loyalty. Lau and 

Lee (1999) found five factors that together affect brand trust and in turn affect brand loyalty, 

trust building to gain loyal customer is a recurring theme from similar literature (Garbarino & 

Johnson, 1999; Morgan & Hunt, 1994). As shown in figure 1, Lau and Lee (1999) found 

predictability, liking, competence, reputation and trust in the company as the most influential 

factors of brand trust. 

	
Figure 1: Underlying factors of brand trust 

Source: Lau & Lee (1999) 
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2.1.1 Dimensions of brand trust 

Borrowing from both psychology and marketing fields Delgado-Ballester (2003) has 

constructed two dimensions of brand trust that further builds on describing brand trust, 

reliability and intentions. Brand reliability views the brand as a promise of future performance 

(Deighton, 1992). This dimension is widely considered to be on a technical level, since it 

involves “the perception that the brand can fulfill or satisfy consumers’ needs” (Delgado-

Ballester, 2003). It is based around the expectations that the consumer has when putting their 

trust in a brand. A company that continuously deliver on their value promise and consistently 

meet the consumer’s expectations will build trust (ibid.). 

 

While reliability is considered technical, brand intentions is seen as emotional and is primarily 

borrowed from psychology fields. Brand intentions takes the consumers security into account. 

It describes how the consumer believes that a trustworthy brand won’t take opportunistic 

advantage of a situation. It is not based on the brands actual intentions towards their 

consumers, but rather the individual's feelings towards the brand. A consumer who believes 

that in dire situations the brand will take responsibility in problematic situations with the 

consumption of the product. This further builds on the definition of brand trust regarding the 

consumer's reliance on a brand to perform its stated function (Delgado-Ballester, 

2003). Delgado-Ballester (2003) defines brand trust as “Feeling of security held by the 

consumer in his/her interaction with the brand, that it is based on the perceptions that the 

brand is reliable and responsible for the interests and welfare of the consumer.“ Stated as a 

general definition of brand trust that is applicable in the majority of situations including the 

online environment (ibid.). 

 

2.2 Brand trust: Traditional vs Online  

Research focusing on an online environment has found differences between traditional and 

online brand trust. In an online environment, the development and maintenance of consumer 

brand trust appears to be critically important, especially in the face of highly unpredictable 

markets with reduced product differentiation (Fournier & Yao, 1997; Papadopoulou, 

Andreou, Kanellis & Martakos, 2001; Urban, Sultan & Qualls, 2000). A common definition 

within an online context of brand trust originates from Chaudhuri & Holbrook (2001) “the 
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willingness of the average consumer to rely on the ability of the brand to perform its stated 

function.” Ha and Perks (2005) has also studied the role of brand trust in an online 

environment and agrees with Chaudhuri et al. (2001) about the definition of online brand 

trust. 

 

Research concerning brand familiarity has been conducted in an online context, which found 

a close relation to building a trust relationship (Chaudhuri & Holbrook, 2001; Garbarino & 

Johnson, 1999; Hoffman et al., 1998; Urban et al., 2000). Brand familiarity is explained by 

how familiar a consumer is to a specific brand, it is measured through direct and indirect 

experiences with a product or service (Alba & Hutchinson, 1987). Ha (2004) studied the 

underlying factors of brand trust in relationship to brand commitment. Examining security, 

privacy, brand name, word-of-mouth, experience and information as the six driving factors of 

brand trust in an online context. Figure 2 show this relationship. 

 

	
Figure 2: Underlying factors of brand trust 1 

Source: Ha (2004) 
 

The author implies that familiarity of a brand has a major role in the development of online 

brand trust, where the underlying factors have a direct influence on brand familiarity which in 

turn influence online brand trust. This implies that in contrast to traditional brand trust 

building, there are differences to consider which are based on a consumer’s direct and indirect 
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experiences with a brand, with brand trust being the central focus (Ha, 2004). This is in 

contrast with previous literature that has implied a bigger focus on gaining loyal customers 

through brand trust. The current state of online media encourages urgency and spectacle to 

increase their revenues in order to survive on the sinking ship that is traditional print media. 

While page views or clicks are very easy to quantify, responsible reporting is not (Chen, 

Conroy & Rubin, 2015).  

 

2.3 Online Brand Trust 

Building further on the model Ha (2004) developed, more recent literature by Shah Alam and 

Mohd Yasin (2010) has developed it within a similar context towards online purchasing of 

goods and services. By identifying six similar factors, brand reputation, perceived risk, quality 

of information, word-of-mouth, good online experience and security being the most 

influential factors. Figure 3 illustrated below show the researched influential factors 

underlying online brand trust, which was found to be strongly linked to brand familiarity in 

similarity to the previous model studied by Ha (2004). The literature surrounding each 

identified underlying factor will be discussed further.  
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Figure	3:	Factors	of	online	brand	trust.	

Source: Adapted from Shah Alam & Mohd Yasin (2010) 

2.3.1 Brand reputation 

Brand reputation (BR) is widely seen as how the customers’ percept the quality of the service 

associated with the brand name (Selnes, 1998). Doney and Cannon (1997) defines it as how 

customers perceive how well a firm takes care of its customers and is genuinely concerned 

about their welfare. Brand reputation may be either positive or negative and can be shaped in 

many different ways. Friends, family members and other people around you may for example 

affect your view of a brand’s reputation through comments and gestures (Brown, 2005). 

  

Earlier literature has debated if brand reputation and customer satisfaction should be treated 

interchangeably (Yi, 1990). Though the dominant perspective is that brand reputation as an 

attitude towards the brand is seen as more of an overall evaluation of the brand in contrast to 

customer satisfaction (Cronin & Taylor, 1992; Bolton & Drew, 1991; Westbrook & Oliver, 

1991). Other research divides brand reputation into a part of the consumer’s evaluation of a 

brand, reputation is seen as an indirect contact with the brand, similar to an advertisement or 
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word of mouth. The total contacts, direct and indirect, make up the complete consumption 

experience of the consumer (Keller, 1993; Krishnan, 1996). Because of internet, brand 

reputation may get formed without the customer even visiting or having any direct contact 

with a company (Pitt,	 Berthon, Watson & Zinkhan, 2002; Zinkhan, Kwak, Morrison, & 

Peters, 2003). 

 

Reputation as a concept has been studied extensively within organizational literature, 

implying the importance of corporate reputation management. Emphasizing the importance of 

the internal position of the company (Gotsi & Wilson, 2001). Fombrun (1996) defines 

corporate reputation as “a snapshot that reconciles the multiple images of a company held by 

all its constituencies”. In contrast to the brand’s reputation, the employees plays a major role 

in shaping the corporate reputation (Gotsi & Wilson, 2001). This implies differences between 

business-to-consumer (B2C) and business-to-business (B2B) companies, where in B2B 

companies the brand tends to be more connected to the reputation of the company (Selnes, 

1993). Regardless, the perceived quality of a product or service seem to be strongly related to 

the reputation affiliated with the brand name (Zeithaml, 1988; Shapiro, 1983). 

 

 

2.3.2 Perceived risk 

Borrowing from research around aspects of consumer behavior the five components of 

perceived risk (PR) are identified as financial, performance, physical, psychological, social 

and time related risks (Jacoby & Kaplan, 1972). Geetha and RanGaRajan (2015) defined 

perceived risk as “The uncertainty perceived by the consumer, when he/she cannot foresee the 

consequences of the purchase decision”. Consumers take risk into account when dealing with 

a business. Financial risk is taken when monetary losses from buying something is taken into 

consideration, performance risk can better explain the perceived risk. Performance risk 

indicates that the consumer risks that a product or service does not meet the consumers’ 

expectations of quality (Shah Alam & Mohd Yasin, 2010). Other components of risk include 

physical risk, which is a risk of harming oneself with the use of the product/service. Other 

factors include psychological, social and time risk (Jacoby & Kaplan, 1972). Many 

researchers are agreeing that the five factors mentioned earlier of perceived risk (performance 

risk, physical risk, psychological risk, social risk and time risk) are the deciding factors when 

measuring perceived risk and that every factor are independent (Han & Kim, 2016; Chen, & 



12	
	

Dubinsky, 2003; Liebermann, & Stashevsky, 2002; Jacoby & Kaplan, 1972). Teo and Liu 

(2008) views perceived risk differently, they do not use the multi-dimensional concept, 

instead Teo and Liu (2008) views it as a one-dimensional uncertainty that affects the 

willingness to buy and the customers overall attitude towards a brand.  

 

2.3.3 Quality of information 

Literature means that by delivering relevant and effective information, it improves the 

awareness and perceptions of the brand (Aaker & Joachimsthaler, 2000; Ha, 2002; Keller, 

1998). Quality of information (QOI) has gotten traction in recent literature regarding 

important web site factors (Ha, 2004). There seems to be no need to define quality of 

information, but instead what high quality information consists of is argued by Ha (2002), 

implying that customized information that websites offers are of great interest for the 

consumers. Meyvis & Janiszewski (2002) means that irrelevant information about a product 

diminishes the consumers’ confidence about a product being able to deliver its benefit. Shah 

Alam and Mohd Yasin (2010) argues that a good website tend to deliver relevant information 

with high quality. 

 

Bart et al. (2005) identified certain components of information quality on a web site. These 

are primarily navigation and presentation, advice and absence of errors. For web sites 

consisting of large amounts of information, navigation and the presentation of the site seem to 

be especially important (Bart et al., 2005). An argument has been made that when consumers’ 

searches a web site, they will rely on the brand behind the web site and not the particular web 

site (Bart et al., 2005). 

 

2.3.4 E Word-of-Mouth 

“Consumers today are overwhelmed by so many brand choices, product offerings, reviews, 

recommendations, comparisons, and evaluations. WOM, blogs, and social networks help 

them navigate through all these.” (Plummer, 2007) 

 

Word-of-mouth (WOM) is the process of conveying information from person to person. 

Word-of-mouth in a commercial context means consumers sharing their attitudes, opinions 

and reactions about certain businesses, products, or services with other people. For brands, 

positive word-of-mouth is considered a strong marketing tool in order to influence their 



13	
	

consumers. In an online context WOM is widely known as electronic word-of-mouth 

(eWOM). It is normally based around social networking and trust, people tend to trust their 

families, friends and other people in their social network. Other research seems to point at the 

fact that people tend to trust other people's disinterested opinions from outside their own 

social network, an example of that is online reviews (Duan, Gu & Whinston, 2008). Looking 

at eWOM from a managerial standpoint it is recognized as an essential marketing technique in 

communicating your brand (Dellarocas, 2003). 

 

Viral marketing is closely related to eWOM, it depends on “provocative messages in order to 

stimulate unpaid peer-to-peer communication of marketing information from identified 

sponsors” (Porter & Golan, 2006). This depicts marketers attempt to actively capitalize on 

eWOM as a marketing tool. That is why several companies now invest a lot of effort into 

inspiring positive eWOM communications and accelerate its distribution (Goldenberg, Libai 

& Muller, 2011; Schwartz, 1998), this in order to adopt eWOM-based “viral marketing” or 

“buzz marketing” as part of an integrated marketing communications strategy (Godes & 

Mayzlin 2004; Stephen & Lehmann, 2009). The spreading mechanism of viral marketing 

fully depends on the capacity of eWOM. Research around eWOM has recently appeared due 

to the growth of information and communication technologies (Chu & Kim, 2011). 

 

It is important to differentiate traditional face-to-face WOM with electronic (online) WOM. 

This is because of the anonymity that is possible online (Martin, 2016). There is also no need 

for the sender and receiver to be on the same geographical position in the same time in 

eWOM, hence eWOM overcomes logistical obstacles (DeAndrea, 2015). Because of the 

(possible) anonymity of the sender/viewer and accessibility of the eWOM since there are no 

geographical borders involved, the spreading of eWOM is potentially bigger (Drevs & Hinz, 

2014).  

2.3.5 Good Online Experience  

It has been shown that a positive online experience influences the consumers’ satisfaction and 

loyalty towards the brand (Ha & Perks, 2005). Ha and Perks (2005) define brand experience 

as “displaying a relatively high degree of familiarity with a certain subject area.” According 

to Ha (2004) a consumer usually best remember the last experience with a brand, this means 

that one positive or negative experience can influence the perceptions of the brand for a 

consumer, this is called the “recency effect”. The consumer’s experience can heavily 
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influence customer satisfaction. Considering the influence on satisfaction, Buchanan and 

Gillies (1990) means that a satisfied consumer equals a durable relationship. In an online 

context, consumers tend to expect web sites to offer them a positive experience, not only their 

message (Ha, 2004). An engaging web sites that offers a good online experience (GOE), will 

enhance the “flow”, described as an enjoyable state of mind, which is an outcome of the 

experience (Janda, Trocchia & Gwinner, 2002; Novak, Hoffman & Yung, 2000). 

 

2.3.6 Security 

The final factor of brand trust has been identified as the security (S) and privacy factor within 

an online environment. The importance of feeling secure on the internet should not be 

underestimated. A concern about security and privacy online includes feeling safe about 

leaving personal information, credit card information and making business transactions online 

(Shah Alam & Mohd Yasin, 2010). Other safety concerns involve the risk of getting a virus or 

a malware, since the introduction of social media there has been an increase in the amount of 

malware (Guo, Cheng, & Kelley, 2016). Salisbury, Pearson, Pearson, and Miller (2001) 

concluded that if the potential customer does not feel safe putting in their credit card numbers 

online, the purchase intent is close to zero. Although the risk of getting your credit card 

hijacked is small, the consequences if it happens are high, making the perceived risk greater 

as well as the need of security online (Salisbury, Pearson, Pearson, & Miller, 2001). 

 

According to Crossler, Johnston, Lowry, Hu, Warkentin, and Baskerville (2013), the risk of 

security breaches and leakage of personal information is not only a threat from the outside. 

The risk of employees at companies leaking information is also to consider and often 

forgotten (Crossler et al., 2013). Information leaks can be divided into external leaks 

(hackers) or internal leaks. Internal leaks (from an employee) can further be divided into 

intentional and unintentional (ibid.).  

 

2.4 Emerged frame of reference 

After the review of literature that has researched areas of brand trust and the underlying 

factors of brand trust, a link between online brand trust and the innate factors behind the 

concept of trust needs to be established. The aim of the emerged frame of reference is to 
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establish this link and answer how the chosen literature is used in answering the research 

question.  

2.4.1 Online Brand trust 

Online brand trust is defined as “the willingness of the average consumer to rely on the ability 

of the brand to perform its stated function” (Chaudhuri et al., 2001). In this research we use 

Delgado-Ballester (2003) dimensions, reliability and intentions. Reliability is considered a 

technical factor while intention is seen as emotional (Delgado-Ballester, 2003). These 

dimensions sums up six independent variables, these are: brand reputation, perceived risk, 

quality of information, electronic word-of-mouth, good online experience and security (Ha, 

2004).  

 

2.4.2 Brand Reputation 

Brand reputation is related to brand name (Shah Alam et al. 2010). The effects of a brand 

name on brand familiarity has been studied by Ha (2004); Bogart and Lehman (1973); 

Fournier (1998); Moorman et al. (1993); Morrin (1999); Muniz and O’guinn (2001); 

Woodside and Wison (1985). The general consensus is that the more specific and reputable a 

brand is in selling the product or service, the higher the trust for the brand will be. Hoyer and 

Brown (1990) found that when an inexperienced decision maker has to choose between two 

competing brands they are remarkably more likely to choose the familiar brand. Because of 

the internet, brand reputation may get formed without the customer even visiting or having 

any direct contact with a company (Pitt,	Berthon, Watson & Zinkhan, 2002; Zinkhan, Kwak, 

Morrison, & Peters, 2003). Due to the relationship between brand familiarity and brand 

reputation the factor is identified as a major component for building trust for an online news 

site. We hypothesize that: 

 

H1: There is a positive relationship between perceived levels of online brand reputation 

and online brand trust the online news media consumer has. 

 

2.4.3 Perceived Risk 

Taking brand trust into account, the consumer's quality expectations should be met to build 

brand trust (Shah Alam & Mohd Yasin, 2010). Pavlou (2003) found a negative relationship 



16	
	

between the perceived risk a consumer has and the trust for the brand, where a higher 

perceived risk reduces the brand trust. Trust seems to have an ability to influence the 

consumer’s perceived risk. This means that a consumer that puts a high level of trust into a 

brand will perceive a lower level of risk taken (Salo & Karjaluoto, 2007). We hypothesize 

that: 

 

H2: There is a negative relationship between perceived risk and online brand trust the 

online news media consumer has. 

 

2.4.4 Quality of Information 

Quality of information has proven to be a major underlying factor of online brand trust, 

research has been conducted around the importance of websites providing relevant 

information to their consumers. Providing high quality information was shown to improve 

brand awareness and brand perception, which both are directly related to brand trust (Aaker & 

Joachimsthaler, 2000; Ha, 2002). Having a high credibility is an important factor of any news 

site, Fogg and Tseng (1999) described credibility as a perceived quality composed of multiple 

dimensions. Credibility can be seen as equivalent to the quality of information on the internet. 

Therefore the relationship between quality of information and brand trust is similar for 

credibility (Schwarz & Morris, 2011).  

 

According to Schwarz and Morris (2011) organizations go to great length to appear credible 

to gain their consumers’ trust. It has been shown that the biggest credibility indicator on the 

web is the “look and feel” of a site (Fogg et al., 2001). The existence of misleading, 

questionable and incorrect information on the Web is a cause for concern, non-credible news 

sources can have severe consequences for people that use them as basis for decisions in 

domains like health, politics and finance (Schwarz & Morris, 2011). A brand that provides 

credible and relevant information will in return provide a positive experience for their 

consumers, clickbaiting online news brands relies on different tactics. Providing credible 

information is identified as an important aspect for building trust, the particular value of it in 

the online news world has as discussed become highly complex (Schwarz & Morris, 2011). 

Therefore we hypothesize that:  
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H3: There is a positive relationship between high quality of information and the level of 

brand trust the online news media consumer has. 

 

2.4.5 E Word-of-Mouth 

Clickbaiting is related to the same techniques brands use to attempt viral marketing, 

provocative messages that attempt to gain the attention of massive amounts of people.	

The clickbaiting technique, as previously mentioned, hopes to also spread their message 

through eWOM. Because while the consumer might not trust the brand, he is more likely to 

trust his friends opinion about a brand rather than a clickbaiting message (Leskovec, Adamic 

& Huberman, 2007).	

Another important characteristic that increases the uniqueness of social network sites (SNS) 

in relation to other eWOM media is that each user's social network generally contains 

members of the focal users’ personal network and may thus be perceived, by the user, as more 

trustworthy and credible. Thus, SNSs have the ability to act as an effective vehicle for eWOM 

and as an important source of product information among consumers (Chu & Kim, 2011; Chu 

& Choi, 2011). There is a general consensus that WOM communication affects brand trust 

(Dolinsky, 1994; Fournier, 1998; Parasuraman et al., 1988; Reichheld & Schefter, 2000; 

Tractinsky et al., 1999; Ward & Lee, 2000). Therefore we hypothesize: 

 

H4: There is a positive relationship between electronic word-of-mouth communication 

and the level of brand trust the online news media consumer has. 

	

2.4.6 Good Online Experience 

A relationship between a good online experience and brand trust has been found by Ha and 

Perks (2005). Mitchell et al. (1998) describes experience through a model of “trusting 

behavior” they see experience as a crucial factor of trust by making it possible to compare the 

realities of the brand with preconceived expectations, for example comparing the experience 

with the brand’s reputation. In an online context, consumers expect that the brand offer them a 

positive experience, not only their message (Ha, 2004). There is a relationship between trust 

and a good online experience. Therefore we hypothesize that: 
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H5: There is a positive relationship between a good online experience and higher levels 

of brand trust that the online news media consumer has. 

 

2.4.7 Security 

The final factor of brand trust has been identified as the security and privacy factor within an 

online environment.	Ha (2004) found a relationship between trust and security where a higher 

feeling of security is associated with a higher level of brand trust. Within our context there 

may be a high risk of clicking questionable sites, especially through indirect experiences on 

social media. This can compromise the security of the consumer and the trust it has for the 

brand, therefore we hypothesize that:	

	

H6: There is a positive relationship between the perceived level of security the brand 

provides and the level of brand trust the online news media consumers has.	

	

2.4.8 Conceptualization of Frame of reference 

By summarizing the stated hypothesizes and the literature around them, we can compile them 

into an illustrated model showing how the stated research question is meant to be answered by 

this research.  
	

RQ: What are the most important factors that influence online brand trust in the context of 

clickbaiting online news sites? 

 

The stated research question intends to expand on the research surrounding online brand trust, 

by exploring the underlying factors that previous literature has found to be specifically 

influential on the internet, we can construct a framework of hypothesizes that intends to 

answer the research question for the specific context of clickbaiting online news sites. 

Therefore it can be hypothesized that:  

 

H1: There is a positive relationship between perceived levels of online brand reputation and online 

brand trust the online news media consumer has.	
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H2: There is a negative relationship between perceived risk and online brand trust the online news 

media consumer has.	

H3: There is a positive relationship between high quality of information and the level of brand trust 

the online news media consumer has. 

H4: There is a positive relationship between electronic word-of-mouth communication and the level 

of brand trust the online news media consumer has. 

H5: There is a positive relationship between a good online experience and higher levels of brand trust 

that the online news media consumer has. 

H6: There is a positive relationship between the perceived level of security the brand provides and the 

level of brand trust the online news media consumer has. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Hypothesizes are summarized and illustrated in how they will be used to answer the research 

question in figure 4. 
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Figure 4: Frame of reference 

 

    

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Source: Adapted	from	Shah	Alam	&	Mohd	Yasin	(2010) 

 

Table 1 illustrates the factors and the sources that has been used in defining each factor for the 

emerged frame of reference. 

Table 1: Conceptualization of frame of reference 

Factor	 Source	

Brand Reputation Shah Alam & Mohd Yasin, 2010; Ha, 2004 

Perceived Risk Shah Alam & Mohd Yasin, 2010; Ha, 2004 

Quality of Information Shah Alam & Mohd Yasin, 2010; Ha, 2004 

E-Word of Mouth Shah Alam & Mohd Yasin, 2010; Ha, 2004 

Good Online Experience Shah Alam & Mohd Yasin, 2010; Ha, 2004 

Security Shah Alam & Mohd Yasin, 2010; Ha, 2004 
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3.0 Methodology 

In this chapter methodology and our choice of analysis will be discussed. The chapter opens 

up with an introduction consisting of the research purpose, research approach and research 

strategy. The chapter continues into the selected data collection method and is concluded with 

data analysis and measures needed to assure validity and reliability of the study. 

 

3.1 Research Purpose  
Research purposes can be divided into three different classifications, descriptive, exploratory 

and explanatory. These variants may be used separately or combined depending on the choice 

of the author. Descriptive studies are what they sound like, they try to describe characteristics 

and/or phenomenons of a population based on already existing data. Exploratory research 

allows researchers to explore phenomenons or situations through literature interviews with 

experts or with focus groups. The third purpose, explanatory studies, are often used when a 

researcher wants to analyze relationships between variables, either when studying different 

situations or a problem. Explanatory studies may also be used to make further analyses about 

relationships found in descriptive studies, but in a more statistical manner (Saunders, Lewis & 

Thornhill, 2009). 

 

The purpose of this research is to describe the most important factors of brand trust and 

investigate how online brand trust is influenced in the context of online news site´s 

clickbaiting. Since the purpose of the study is to analyze relationships between the variables 

of online brand trust through the use of quantitative data, the explanatory approach is the most 

suitable and is therefore going to be used. The research question addresses the purpose, 

explored by six hypotheses (one hypothesis for each factor), with the aim to explain which of 

the factors that are most important for online brand trust. 

 

The purpose of the hypotheses is to explain which factors of online brand trust that has the 

most impact on online brand trust in the clickbait context, which makes the hypotheses mostly 

explanatory. To describe the characteristics of the population and to outline constructs, some 

descriptive statistics will be used. Through the use of descriptive statistics of our population 

our insight will get deeper when preceding in the explanatory analysis. This study will 

therefore combine descriptive and explanatory approach.   
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3.2 Research approach  

Depending on how the research purpose is classified, the research approach may be either 

deductive or inductive. Inductive studies are more common when researching new topics with 

small amounts of existing theories. The inductive approach makes it possible to explore the 

collected data to form new theories and constructs. When doing inductive research, the 

starting point is the data, and not the predetermined theories or frameworks. However, if there 

already exists relevant literature on the topic that is good enough to define hypotheses with 

from existing theoretical frameworks, a deductive approach is the better choice. When using a 

deductive approach, the researcher moves theory to the data and this requires an explanation 

of causal relationships between variables, all built on scientific principles (Saunders et al., 

2009). 

 

Data collection can either be quantitative, qualitative or a combination of both. There are 

three distinctions between qualitative and quantitative research. Quantitative research is based 

on meanings from numbers, results are interpreted through numerical and standardized data 

and then analyzed through the use of diagrams and/or statistics. Qualitative data is “based on 

meanings expressed through words”, “collection of results in non-standardized data requiring 

classification into categories” and “analysis conducted through the use of conceptualization”. 

When performing a deductive approach, a quantitative data collection is preferred (Saunders 

et al., 2009).  

 

Based on the implications and the research purpose of this study, a deductive approach is the 

most suitable approach. This research conceptual framework is adapted from previous 

literature on online brand trust. The purpose is to find out what factors of online brand trust 

that is the most important in the context of clickbaiting. Collecting data in a quantitative way 

will therefore be the most suitable since it makes it possible to collect a large amount of data 

that makes statistical analyses possible (Saunders et al, 2009). 

 

3.3 Research Strategy 

There are several different strategies when collecting data. According to Saunders et al (2009) 

these include experiment, survey, archival analysis, history and case study. The choice of 

strategy depends on what question the method is supposed to answer. Some studies might 
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need more than one strategy to collect enough relevant data. For our study the strategy must 

be capable of providing relevant data to answer our proposed hypotheses.  

 

Due to the studies deductive approach a survey is the most common strategy. A survey 

enables the collection of large amount of data and the generalization of a broad population. A 

survey can provide us with the large data collection that is needed to analyze the hypotheses 

and can be used to propose relationships between the factors and online brand trust, which is 

the aim of the study. The common way to conduct a survey is to administer a questionnaire 

aimed towards the population that the study intends to analyze, a large data collection allows 

for an easy way to interpret the results through statistical software (Saunders et al, 2009). 

 

3.4 Data Collection Method 

When using a survey strategy there are three methods of collecting data, observations, 

interviews and questionnaires. When choosing the right data collection method there are 

certain aspects to think about, for example the type of study and the kind of data you want 

(Saunders et al, 2009). This study intends to collect quantitative data in a deductive matter. 

For this case there are three categories of data collection according to Hair et al. (2007), self-

completion, interviewer-completion and observation. Self-completion implies that the 

respondents fill out the answers by themselves. 

 

As previously explained, this study requires a large amount of respondents to be able to 

analyze the factors of online brand trust. This implies that the best data collection method is 

the one that is easiest to use for gathering a large amount of respondents. For our type of study 

a self-completion questionnaire is the most common data collection method (Saunders et al., 

2009). The data collection will be conducted through an online questionnaire that will be 

primarily sent out via e-mail. There are multiple ways to improve this type of questionnaires 

reliability and validity. This research takes different steps to ensure reliability and validity, 

this includes following a specific framework for questionnaire development developed by 

Hair et al. (2007), having a relevant sample selection and conducting a pilot study. These 

steps are discussed further below. 
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3.4.1 Questionnaire Development  

When designing and developing a questionnaire Hair et al. (2007) made a step-by-step list to 

follow when creating questionnaires. The steps are shown in table 2. The steps were followed 

carefully when developing our questionnaire to ensure reliability and validity.  

 

Table 2: Table of questionnaire development 

Five steps of questionnaire development 

Step 1: Initial considerations 

· Clarify the nature of the research problem and objectives 

· Develop research questions to meet research objectives 

· Define target population and sampling frame (Identify potential respondents) 

· Determine sampling approach, sample size and expected response rate 

· Making a preliminary decision about the method of data collection 

Step 2: Clarification of concepts 

·        Ensure the concept(s) can be clearly defined 
·        Select the variables/indicators to represent the concepts 
·        Determine the level of measurements 
Step 3: Determine question types, format and sequence 
·        Determine the types of questions to include and their order 
·        Check the validity wording and coding of questions 
·        Decide on the grouping of the questions and the overall length of the questionnaire 
·        Determine the structure and layout of the questionnaire 
Step 4: Pretest the questionnaire 
·        Determine the nature of the pretest for the preliminary questionnaire 
·        Analyze initial data to identify limitations of the preliminary questionnaire 
·        Refine the questionnaire as needed 
·        Revisit some or all of the steps above, if necessary 
Step 5: Administer the questionnaire 

·        Identify the ”best practice” for administrating the questionnaire 
·        Train and audit field workers, if required 
·        Ensure a process is in place to handle completed questionnaires 
·        Determine the deadline and follow-up methods 
Source: Hair et al., (2007) 
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Following the steps, in the table, the questions are adapted from previous research to ensure 

that the quality of the questions is appropriate. The adapted questions are discussed in 3.4.1.1 

Measurements of Constructs. The adaption is made to better fit our proposed hypotheses and 

the hypotheses and the surrounding questions are proven useful in previous research with 

satisfying results. Wording and formulation of the questions have also been considered to 

minimize the risk of misconceptions (Hair et al. 2007). The survey was pretested in a pilot 

survey and then adjusted further, before it got sent out through the questionnaire software 

Qualtrics to ensure that all processing is as effective and efficient as possible.  

 

Since the population of the questionnaire mainly does not have English as their native 

language, the questionnaire was translated from English to Swedish. The translation method 

used followed Saunders et al. (2009) technique of parallel translation. This means that the 

questionnaire got translated by two independent translators that later got compared against 

each other to get the most accurate translation. However the respondents of the survey had an 

option to choose what language they would complete the survey in, to further minimize the 

risk of error.  

 

The questionnaire was sent out via e-mail to students at Luleå University of Technology. The 

e-mail was bilingual, both in the headline as well as in the covering letter. We can’t be certain 

how many opened the e-mail, or if they read our cover letter to get further info about what the 

survey was about. However, research shows that including a cover letter will affect the 

response rate of the survey and often helps the reader decide if they want to participate 

(Saunders et al., 2009). The e-mail also contained info about a prize that one lucky respondent 

could win. 

 

3.4.1.1 Measurement of Constructs 
A good way to ensure reliability and validity of a survey is to adapt questions from previous 

literature. The measurements that we use has been developed and written by Shah Alam and 

Mohd Yasin (2010). “What factors influence online brand trust: evidence from online tickets 

buyers in Malaysia” the factors are primarily adapted from this article that has research online 

brand trust with a focus on e-commerce and e-business.  
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The developed factor scale is composed of 19 questions and is adapted for the context of 

clickbaiting in online news media. What is consistent between this research and the adapted 

measurement is the focus on the consumer's perception of trust towards a brand. Each factor is 

measured through 3-4 questions and all respondents were asked the questions through a 7-

point Likert scale where 1 equals strongly disagree and 7 equals strongly agree. The factor 

questions are summarized in the table below. The questionnaire focuses on readers of the 

online news site Business Insider. The reasoning for this is based on empirical data that has 

established them as the online news brand that uses the most clickbaiting out of all the largest 

and prolific online news sites (Potthast et al., 2016). 

 

Table 3: Questionnaire: Factors of OBT 

 

Source: Adapted from Shah Alam & Mohd Yasin (2010) 
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In order to tie the factor questions together with online brand trust and the population, we 

completed the survey by asking descriptive questions and questions regarding trust. The brand 

trust questions are crucial to be able to analyze a relationship between the factors and online 

brand trust. These questions are also adapted from Shah Alam and Mohd Yasin (2010). The 11 

descriptive and trust questions are summarized in table 4. 

 
Table 4: Questionnaire: Descriptive and OBT 

 
 

Source: Adapted from Shah Alam & Mohd Yasin (2010) 

Descrip2ve	 Gender	

Age	

Employment	Status	

Highest	completed	educaaon	

Reasons	for	browsing	the	internet	

Average	ame	spent	on	social	media	sites	per	week	

I	am	confident	in	my	abiliaes	to	assess	trustworthiness	of	Web	site	

B r a n d	
Trust	

I	ocen	read	aracles	from	Business	Insider	and	consider	it	a	good	choice	to	keep	
up	to	date	with	news	

Business	 Insider	appears	 to	be	more	 trustworthy	 than	other	 similar	news	sites	
that	I	have	visited	

Business	Insider	represents	a	company	or	organizaaon	that	will	deliver	on	their	
promises	

My	overall	believability	of	the	informaaon	on	this	site	is	

My	overall	trust	in	Business	Insider	is	
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3.4.2 Pilot Study 

Before distributing the survey, a small number of respondents were chosen to conduct a pilot 

study. The pilot study was a test to make sure that the validity of the questionnaire is as high 

as possible before sending out the final version. Without a trial, there is no way of knowing if 

your survey is successful or not. The purpose of the pilot testing was to refine and improve 

the survey in terms of formulation, language, layout and length (Hair et al., 2007). 

 

The responses of the pilot survey resulted in some minor language tweaks and layout changes, 

all of which were considered before the launch of the survey. The respondents biggest worry 

was that the survey was not specific enough, which made us decide about one specific online 

news site, which in this research is Business Insider. Saunders et al. (2009) expressed that 

respondents that have no trouble answering the questions will facilitate the data collection as 

questions appear to make sense, referred to as validity. The respondents of the pilot survey 

were university students; therefore their demographics should be similar to our target 

population. The respondent group of the pilot study consisted of 11 people. 

 

3.5 Sample Selection 

It is important to choose a proper sample size to collect enough data, probability sampling and 

non-probability sampling are the two sampling techniques when selecting the sample for a 

survey. Probability sampling implies that the chosen sample should be able to represent 

another sample of the population. The sample is then expected to be representative of the 

whole population. Non-probability implies that the sample consists of a rough estimation of 

the population, this rough estimation can’t be relied on as a statistical evidence since a 

random selection method is not adopted (Saunders et al., 2009).  

 

Saunders et al. (2009) expresses that a sample of a population may be used since it is not 

practical to sample entire populations since it is costly and takes a lot of time, which can be a 

scarce resource. The chosen population was Swedish university students, and the sample is 

limited to programme students at Luleå University of Technology (LTU). This means that the 

research uses a non-probability sampling. The limitation is mainly due to a time and budget 

limit, hence the ease of access is of high importance to reduce the time and money spent. It is 
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necessary for our survey that the respondents use the internet and have some knowledge 

regarding it, students at the university fits this description since 100 % of all Swedes between 

the age 12-35 use the internet (Svenskarna och Internet, 2016). Furthermore, people in the age 

span 16-25 spent an average of 40 hours per week on the internet which increase the chance 

that they have visited Business Insider and are familiar with the site.  

 

3.5.1 Participants 

The participants and population of this research were programme students at Luleå University 

of Technology which were currently listed as studying during the spring of 2017. The e-mail 

list that was sent out consisted in total of 5112 e-mails. The final number of participants of the 

survey was 646 respondents, which after a final data cleaning of inadequate and incomplete 

answers, as well as removing outliers, consisted of 197 responses usable in the analysis.  

 

3.6 Data Analysis 
This study is composed of quantitative data and when it comes to analyzing this kind of data 

there are two methods that can be used. These are descriptive statistics and statistical 

techniques. Descriptive statistics can be used to analyze the respondents and describe patterns 

in the population. Statistical techniques are used to test the hypotheses and to validate the 

collected data (Hair et al., 2007). In this study descriptive and statistical techniques are used, 

the program used to analyze and test all the hypotheses was SPSS. The first step when 

translating the data is to prepare it for the statistical analyses. This is also called data cleaning 

and is done to ensure the data has the correct quality for statistical analysis (Pallant, 2010). 

First, respondents who were not familiar at all with the brand Business Insider was removed, 

this was necessary to improve the reliability of the answers. Incomplete answers were 

removed next. Finally two outliers were found, which resulted in a final amount of 197 

respondents that was used for the data analysis. 

 

3.6.1 Statistical Techniques 

Statistical techniques are used to test the collected data and the proposed hypotheses. 

Different techniques have been used, such as a factor analysis and multiple regression 

analysis in order to examine the data of the independent variables, which is the six factors in 



30	
	

this research and the dependent variable online brand trust (Pallant, 2010). The statistical 

techniques used are discussed below.  

 

3.6.1.1 Reliability analysis 

For research that include scales such as our factor scale an important step is to measure the 

reliability of the scales by conducting a reliability analysis. A reliability analysis checks how 

the items that make up the scale goes together, by for example looking if the answers are 

consistent or tend to point in the same direction. This is commonly described through the use 

of Cronbach’s alpha value (Pallant, 2010). This method is also used in this research to 

compare the items in our independent and dependent scales. 

 

3.6.1.2 Correlation analysis 

A correlation analysis is vital when you want to show the relationship and the strength 

between two variables. This is important when you intend to conduct further analysis through 

for example a factor analysis which is based on the inter-correlation between the variables 

(Pallant, 2010). There are recommendations to follow when it comes to analyzing the 

correlations. The analysis will show a value between 0-1 where 0 implies zero correlation and 

1 perfect correlation, this value can also show as negative and imply a negative relationship 

between two variables. 0.1-0.29 is considered a small correlation, 0.3-0.49 is seen as a 

medium correlation and 0.5-1.0 is seen as a large correlation. To conduct a factor analysis, 

which has been conducted in this research, it is recommended to have variables show 

correlations of > 0.3 between them (ibid.). 

 

3.6.1.3 Factor analysis 

A factor analysis has been conducted in this research. It is a good way to analyze the 

variables. A factor analysis can be used to compile and summarize the factors into smaller 

components. This is done to strengthen the variables and validate the results from the survey. 

The factor analysis presents how much of the variance is described by the chosen variables 

and how the factors can best be put together to further analyze the data in a valid way.  
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3.6.1.4 Multiple regression analysis 

Finally, multiple regression analyses have been conducted in this research. A regression 

analysis looks on the relationship between independent and dependent variables. In this 

research this represents how each of the independent variables, or factors of online brand trust 

contributes to our dependent variable online brand trust. This technique is used to test our 

hypotheses and assist in finally answering our research question. 

 

3.7 Quality standards 

When doing research, it is difficult to determine the quality of the answers you get on your 

proposed research questions and hypotheses. However, there are some ways to minimize the 

risk of getting a wrong answer through a well-planned research design. The purpose of having 

a good research design is to increase the trustworthiness of the research. There are two ways 

of increasing the trustworthiness, these are reliability and validity. Reliability is when the 

result is the same over and over again and validity is a measure that shows if you measure the 

things you really want to measure (Saunders et al., 2009). 

 

3.7.1 Reliability 

Reliability explains the consistency of a research. Easterby-Smith, Thorpe, Jackson and Lowe 

(2008) described three questions to figure out if a study was reliable or not. The questions are: 

 

1. Will the measure yield the same result on other occasions? 

2. Will similar observations be reached by other observers? 

3. Is there transparency in how sense was made from the raw data?  

 

If the answer to all the questions above is yes, then you can argue that the reliability problem 

has been managed. There are some other errors that may occur, even if the answer to all 

questions are yes. These are participant error, subject or participant bias, and can also be 

observant error and observant bias. If there are subject error or respondents’ error it may 

generate systematic varying results based on time of completion or a faulty choice of 

correspondents. To minimize the risk of bias and the risk that respondents answers what they 

think we want as an answer, anonymity is an option. In quantitative studies there are less of a 

risk of observer bias since the data collection method is strict. Although there are risks that 
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observers tries to manipulate the answers to strengthen their hypotheses and research 

questions (Saunders et al., 2009). 

 

When it comes to scaling, there needs to be a scale that meets the internal demands of 

reliability. This is to make the data useable for further statistical analyses. The scales can be 

considered reliable when Cronbach alpha coefficients ranges between >0.70 and <0.90 in this 

research (Hair et al., 2009). The questionnaire also includes some clarifying variables such as 

gender, age, education level and employment status.  

 

3.7.2 Validity 

Validity describes whether you have measured what you want to measure (Saunders et al., 

2009). Validity has three different aspects, these are: content validity, criterion-related 

validity and construct validity (Cooper & Schindler, 2008). 

 

3.7.2.1 Content Validity 

Content validity refers to whether the questions measures what it is supposed to measure 

(Saunders et al., 2009). In this research that means that the questions cover enough of the area 

of interest which is online brand trust and the relationship between the underlying factors in 

order to provide good data to use for analyzing our hypotheses.  

 

3.7.2.2 Criterion-related validity 
The criterion-related validity refers to the ability to make out accurate indications, meaning 

that the measures can be used to compare different expected variables. Statistical analyses 

such as correlation is how you assess criterion-related validity (Saunders et al., 2009). 

 

3.7.2.3 Construct validity 
The construct validity shows if the scales of measures measure the intended ideas (Saunders 

et al., 2009). This can be broken down further into convergent validity and discriminant 

validity (Hair et al., 2007). Convergent validity explains if there are any positive correlation 

between two constructs that is or should be theoretically connected while discriminant 

validity explains the opposite; if supposed unrelated constructs actually are unrelated. The 
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constructs used in this research are borrowed from previous research done in brand trust and 

e-commerce. Which improves validity. 
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4.0 Data Presentation and Analysis 

In the following chapter, the results of the study will be presented. The data that has been 

collected through a survey will be described and analyzed, and the yield from the survey will 

be presented through descriptive and statistical methods. 

 

4.1 Assumptions 

There are assumptions that needs to be fulfilled before a final assessment and analysis can be 

provided, this is to provide reliable results. Before applying statistical techniques some 

assumptions should be met (Pallant, 2010). 

 

4.1.1 Sample Size 

When conducting a factor analysis it is important that the sample size is big enough to get 

significant results. The minimum sample size of a factor analysis is 150 respondents, but it is 

preferred if there are over 300 respondents (Pallant, 2010). When conducting a regression 

analysis, it is preferred to have over 100 respondents to get an accurate result (Pallant, 2010). 

Since the amount of usable responses from the survey in this research is 197 it is enough to 

conduct these types of analysis.  

 

4.1.2 Multicollinearity - Singularity 

Multicollinearity and singularity describes if there is a relationship to be found between the 

dependent and independent variables. If the independent variables are highly correlated (r= 

>0.9) it means that there is a strong multicollinearity. Singularity indicates if one independent 

variable consists of combinations of other independent variables. Multiple regressions do not 

like multicollinearity nor singularity, if either multicollinearity or singularity exists, one needs 

to look over the data to minimize the risk of problems in the regression (Pallant, 2010). All 

our variables present values below 0.8 which follows the recommendations.  

 

4.1.3 Normality, Linearity, Homoscedasticity 

The three mentioned assumptions refer to various aspects of the distribution of scores and the 

underlying relationships between the variables. All these assumptions can be checked from 
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the residuals scatterplot which is generated in the regression analysis. Normality describes if 

the residuals are normally distributed. The residuals refers to the differences between the 

obtained and the predicted dependent variable (DV) scores. Linearity explains if the residuals 

have a straight-line relationship with the DV scores and homoscedasticity explains if the 

variance of the residuals around the DV scores is the same for all predicted scores (Pallant, 

2010). An inspection of the normal probability plot and the residuals scatterplot produced 

from the analysis displayed no signs of any major deviations. 

 

4.1.4 Outliers 

All types of regressions are very sensitive to outliers. Outliers are scores that are very high or 

very low compared to the norm. In the initial data screening process most, if not all outliers 

should be removed. This has to be done both for the dependent and independent variables that 

are going to be used in the regression. The recommendation is that no standardized residual 

value should not be above 3.3 or below -3.3 (Pallant, 2010). In the analysis there were no 

indication of any value deviating from this recommendation. 

 

4.1.5 Factorability 

Factorability assumptions should be met for data to be suitable for conducting a factor 

analysis, in this research all recommended assumptions were met. The Kaiser-Meyer-Olkin 

(KMO) was measured to 0.86 which is above the recommended minimum of 0.6. Bartlett’s 

test of sphericity was tested to be statistically significant at below 0.001 p-value which is 

within recommendations (Pallant, 2010). 

 

4.2 Descriptive Data 

In this chapter, descriptive data from the survey will be examined. This will be summarized 

through a respondent profile, where statistics such as age, gender, education and internet 

usage will be presented.  
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4.2.1 Respondent profile 

The amount of collected, usable responses in this research was 197. The survey included 

some demographic questions. These were gender, age, occupation, education level and 

internet usage covering. Table 5 displays how the age was distributed, this was an open 

question were a number between 1 through 99 had to be inserted. 

 

 

Table 5: Respondents age 

 

 

 

Source: Authors own construct 

 

Here we can see that the age-span is between 17 to 55 with a mean of 24.38 and a standard 

deviation of 4.675. A mean of around 24 is somewhat higher than previous researchers that 

asks for similar student populations, but we can still clearly see that the population consists of 

people at a relative young age, which goes well together with our intended sample. Describing 

the population further about their gender, there were three options, male, female and other 

which are displayed in table 6. 

 

Table 6: Gender distribution of respondents 

Gender	 Frequency	 Percent	 

Male	 123	 62.4	 

Female	 70	 35.5	 

Other	 4	 2.0	 

Total	 197	 100	 

Source: Authors own construct 

 

Here we can clearly see that the majority is men with 123 respondents which sums up to 

62.4% of the sample. 70 answered female which is equal to 35.5% and four people identified 

themselves as “other” which sums up to 2%. The population’s primary occupation can be seen 

in table 7. 

 

Frequency	 Minimum	 Maximum	 Mean	 Std.	Deviation	 

197	 17	 55	 24.38	 4.675	 
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Table 7: Current occupation of respondents 

	Occupation Frequency	 Percent	 

Student		 156 79.2	 

Employed	 	33 16.8 

Other	 8	 4	 

Total	 197	 100	 

Source: Authors own construct 

 

The vast majority of the respondents here answered that their primary occupation is studies, 

this sums up to 156 responses (79.2%), 33 (16.8%) considered themselves to be employed and 

eight people (4%) chose other, the majority being students was not surprising since that was 

the survey’s focus. A relatively high number of the intended population of students 

considered themselves employed. When it comes to education we asked about their latest 

finished degree, the answers here ranged from high school graduate/gymnasieexamen to 

doctorate degree. Results can be seen in table 8. 

 
Table 8: Education level of respondents 

	Education Frequency	 Percent	 

High	school	

graduate/Gymnasium	 

115	 58.4	 

College/University	(0-3	years)	 38	 19.3	 

College/University	(3+	years)	 40	 20.3	 

Doctorate	or	higher	 4	 2.0	 

Total	 197	 100	 

Source: Authors own construct 

 

115 respondents (58.4%) said that their latest finished degree was high school/gymnasium. 38 

(19.3%) chose college/university 0-3 years, 40 (20.3%) had been to college/university for 3+ 

years and 5 (2.0%) had a doctor's degree or higher. There were also a table with eight choices 

they could fill in regarding what they most often use the internet for. Because this was a 

multiple-choice question we collected 1102 answers. This indicates that every respondent 

usually has many reasons for their general internet usage. This is summarized in table 9. 
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Table 9: Internet usage of respondents 

Usage	area	 Frequency	 Percent	 

Entertainment	 174	 15.8 

Searching	for	information	 159	 14.4	 

Communication/Social	Media	 158	 14.3	 

Pleasure	 141	 12.8	 

Education	 134	 12.2	 

Online	Shopping	 126	 11.4	 

Business/Work	 110	 10.0	 

Online	services	 100	 9.1	 

Total	 1102	 100 

Source: Authors own construct 

 

The three most common uses of internet according to our responses is entertainment (15.8%), 

information search (14.4%) followed by communication and social media (14.3%). The least 

popular use of internet was online services (9.1%), business or work (10.0%) and online 

shopping (11.4%). Pleasure (12.8%) and education (12.2%) were found in the middle 

grounds. An online news site is considered an online service, but there can be several reasons 

for reading one, for example entertainment or the need of attaining information. Finally, to 

build further on the internet usage of our respondents we asked about their social media 

habits. This is shown in table 10. 

 

Table 10: Social media habits 

Hours/week	 Frequency	 Percent	 

I	do	not	use	social	media	sites 5 2.5 

Less	than	1	hour 13	 6.6	 

1-3	hours 30 15.2	 

3-6	hours 41	 20.8	 

6-10	hours	 54	 27.4	 

10+	hours 54	 27.4	 

Total	 197	 100 

Source: Authors own construct 
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Table 10 shows that the majority heavily uses social media in their day-to-day life, with only 

2.5% that don’t use social media at all. Many news sites post their articles through social 

media, including the measured brand Business Insider. 

 

4.2.2 Descriptive weighted-item statistics 

The survey measures six independent factors as well the dependent variable online brand 

trust, accumulated into a 36 item scale on a seven-point Likert scale. The scale ranged 

between strongly agree to strongly disagree, and with the answers on the questions being 

forced there were no change in the number of responses on each item. Summarized in table 11 

is the total scale mean for each variable together with their standard deviation. Skewness and 

kurtosis are also shown in table 11, which indicates the symmetry and peakedness of the 

distribution respectively (Pallant, 2010). 

 
Table 11: Total scale score 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Source: Authors own construct 

The mean values for each total scale score above show that the factors in general tend to keep 

close to the middle of the 1 to 7 scale, with some exceptions where Security (S), electronic 

word- of-mouth (eWOM) and Brand Reputation (BR) showing the highest mean values. Items 

individually show mean values between 2.53 – 4.67, with lowest asking “I like to participate 

in Business Insiders community on social media.” and the highest asking “The visual 

appearance of the website conveys professionalism.” Both items asked about the GOE factor. 

Factors Mean	 Mean	Std.	Error	 Skewness Kurtosis	 

BR	 3,86	 0,07	 -0,42	 0,07	

PR	 3,52	 0,08	 -0,08	 -0,68	

QOI	 3,78	 0,08	 0,10	 -0,43	

eWOM	 3,83	 0,07	 0,03	 -0,08	

GOE	 3,60	 0,08	 0,06	 0,27	

S	 4,13	 0,09	 -0,03	 -0,41	

OBT 	3,51	 0,08	 0,19	 -0,48	
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The average mean values indicates that the respondents are in general quite neutral to the 

items in the scale. Skewness is presented in table 11 showing low skewness in most factors, 

one exception is brand reputation that is moderately skewed with a value of -0.42 which 

means that the normal probability curve’s tail of brand reputation is longer towards the 

positive side of the graph. Nevertheless, both the skewness and kurtosis of the scale are quite 

close to 0 which suggests that the scale is normal distributed (Pallant, 2010). 

4.3 Reliability of Scales 

Reliability of scales refers to how the questions or items in a scale relate to each other. To 

check this reliability the most common indicator is the Cronbach alpha coefficient, according 

to Pallant (2010) the recommended value should be above 0.7, though she argues that the 

value is quite sensitive to short scales, which refers to scales that have less than 10 items. This 

research consists of short scales with only 3-5 items. Due to having short scales is common to 

find lower values around 0.5, which can make it relevant to report the mean inter-item 

correlation that has a recommended range of 0.2-0.4 (Pallant, 2010). 

 

Two out of the six independent variables reported having over the recommended alpha value 

of 0.7, which indicates good reliability. These variables were shown to be good online 

experience and security. Brand reputation fell marginally below 0.7 with an alpha value of 

0.663, this is considered a questionable value but is still good enough to be used by this 

research (George & Mallery, 2003). The dependent variable online brand trust displayed a 

score of over 0.8 which indicates a very good internal consistency between the items. 

Perceived risk, quality of information and e-word of mouth displayed an alpha value lower 

than the recommended of around 0.5 which indicates low consistency between the items. The 

poor alpha values are alarming but can be further investigated by looking at the internal 

consistency of the scale, this can be done by inspecting the inter-item correlation and explore 

if the scale can be reduced or summarized through a factor analysis (Pallant, 2010). 

 

4.4 Correlations 

A correlation analysis can be used to indicate the strength and direction of the relationship 

between variables (Pallant, 2010). The correlations and inter-correlations between the factors 

are shown in table 12 through a bivariate correlation analysis. 
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Table 12: Bivariate correlation analysis 

Factors BR PR QOI eWOM GOE S OBT 

BR 1       

PR 0.47** 1      

QOI 0.57** 0.23** 1     

eWOM 0.41** 0.17* 0.37** 1    

GOE 0.62** 0.32** 0.67** 0.44** 1   

S 0.45** 0.34** 0.45** 0.33** 0.54** 1  

OBT 0.74** 0.40* 0.69* 0.41** 0.73** 0.58** 1 

**	p	<	0.01	(two-tailed)	|	*	p	<	0.05	(two-tailed)	

Source: Authors own construct 

  

Table 12 shows the Pearson’s correlation coefficient value for each factor, including at what 

significance level. A majority of the factors show a strong correlation against the dependent 

variable OBT, with some exceptions of eWOM and PR displaying moderate levels of around 

0.4. The correlations partly coincide with the previous analysis of the Cronbach alpha, where 

the scales of lower correlations also show low reliability. Nevertheless the inter- item 

correlations show a moderate strength in the relationship between the independent factors, 

with the exception of two low inter-correlations of 0.23 and 0.17 for eWOM and QOI both 

facing the perceived risk of the consumer. With these types of inter-item correlations of 

moderate strength, it might be suitable to conduct a factor analysis where the recommendation 

is that the majority of the inter-correlations are over 0.3 (Pallant, 2010).  

 

4.5 Factor Analysis 

A factor analysis has been performed to investigate if the items that make up online brand 

trust can be summarized. A factor analysis is used to look for items that make up groups 

within the scales. This is primarily based on the inter-correlation between the items. This has 

been used in an attempt to clarify our scale before conducting the regression analysis that 

analyzes the relationship between independent and dependent factors (Pallant, 2010).  
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4.5.1 Initial Principal Component Analysis 

Before conducting a factor analysis a few assumptions should be met. The 197 respondents 

and 19 items averages 10.4 respondents per item. The initial tests show the Kaiser-Meyer-

Olkin (KMO) value measured to 0.86 which is over the recommended value of 0.8. Bartlett’s 

Test of Sphericity (BTS) was also considered significant at the <0.01 p-value. Both of these 

are used to check if the data is suitable for factor analysis. In this research all assumptions and 

recommendations are met to conduct a factor analysis (Pallant, 2010). 

 

The previously assessed data was subjected to a principal component analysis (PCA) which is 

displayed in table 13. The analysis was conducted on a total of 19 items over 6 independent 

factors, the PCA displayed an existence of 4 components exceeding the eigenvalue of 1. The 

four components explained 57.3% of the total variance, suggesting a retaining of four 

components. To further investigate the optimal number of components the PCA was subjected 

to a parallel analysis to assist in the decision of the optimal number of components. The 

parallel analysis presented a different number of components, suggesting a retaining of only 

two components with the same variables and sample size on 100 randomly generated samples.  

 
Table 13: Summary of initial component extraction and variance 

	 	 Initial 

Eigenvalues	 

 	 Extraction	Sums	
of	Squared	
Loadings	 

	 Rotation	
Sums	of	
Squared	
Loadings	 

Component	 Total		 %	of	Variance	 Cumulative	%	 Total	 %	of	Variance	 Cumulative	
%	 

Total	 

1	 6.182	 32.537 32.537 6.182	 32.537 32.537 5.299 

2	 2.203	 11.596	 44.133	 2.203	 11.596	 44.33	 2.412	 

3	 1.331	 7.003 51.136	 	1.331 7.003	 	51.136 	3.707 

4	 1.180	 6.213	 57.136	 	1.180 	6.213 	57.349 	1.706 

5	 0.985	 5.184	 62.533	 	 	 	 	 

Source: Authors own construct 
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Source: Authors own construct 

Figure 5: Scree plot 

In order to determine a final number of components to retain, an inspection of the scree plot 

displayed in figure 5 was conducted. The scree plot displayed a clear break after two 

components, further strengthening and concluding the decision to retain two components. 

This implies that the framework of six factors should be summarized into only two 

components to provide the optimal results. Pallant (2010) argues that a factor analysis is 

merely used to explore the data and the interpretation of it is up to the researchers own 

judgment instead of any statistical rules. Hence the factors will be summarized  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

	

	

4.5.2 Scale summarization 

To find the optimal summarization of the two component scale we go back and analyze the 

Cronbach alpha and the inter-item correlation between the items previously discussed in this 

chapter. Inspecting the inter-item correlation and removing items with very low correlation is 

a good way to improve the reliability in the scale (Pallant, 2010). The steps taken is 

summarized in table 14 for each factor. 
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Table 14: Summarized scale improvements 

Factor	 Change	in	item	Scale	 Initial	α	 Improved	α	

BR	 Item	removal:	BR3	 0.66	 0.82	

PR	 No	improvement	possible	 0.52	 0.52	

eWOM	 Item	removal:	EWOM3	 0.17	 0.60	

QoI	 Item	removal:	QoI3	 0.50	 0.59	

GoE	 Item	removal:	GoE3	 0.693	 0.71	

S	 No	improvement	possible	 0.79	 0.79	

Source: Authors own construct 

Table 14 shows all steps taken to improve the reliability to optimize the scale from six into a 

two component framework. PR, eWOM and QOI displayed poor reliability after 

improvements were made based on their inter-item correlation. This implies that they should 

be removed from the scale. Brand reputation displayed a weak correlation on one item, 

removing BR3 improved the scale remarkably to 0.82 which implies very good reliability of 

scales. Further, GOE3 was found to be inconsistent in comparison to the other items in the 

scale with correlations of around 0.02. Removing GOE3 improved the scale within 

recommended levels. (Pallant, 2010) Security displayed a strong correlation with a clear 

direction implying its own preservation. 

	

4.5.3 Second Principal Component Analysis 

Exploring the data further a second PCA was conducted after the removal of three out of six 

factors to see if any improvements within the factors had been made. In this analysis the 

number of components were forced to two. The variance of the two extracted components is 

display in table 15. 
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Table 15: Summary of second principal component analysis 

	 	 Initial 

Eigenvalues	 

 	 Extraction	Sums	
of	Squared	
Loadings	 

	 Rotation	
Sums	of	
Squared	
Loadings	 

Component	 Total		 %	of	Variance	 Cumulative	%	 Total	 %	of	Variance	 Cumulative	
%	 

Total	 

1	 4.106	 51.328 51.328 4.106	 51.328 51.328 3.564 

2	 1.163	 14.544	 65.872	 1.163	 14.544	 65.872	 2.862	 

3	 0.807	 10.087 75.959	 	  	 	 

4	 0.537 6.714 82.673	 	 	 	 	 

Source: Authors own construct 

 

With improvements made to the measured scale, the two-component solution can explain up 

to 66% of the total variance of the scale. This is a major improvement from the initial analysis 

that explained 44.1% with a two-component solution consisting of highly unreliable items.  

 

A rotated pattern matrix was used to interpret the final data gathered from the factor analysis. 

The pattern matrix displayed a clear direction within the two components solution, where the 

first component revealed a consistent combination of brand reputation and good online 

experience item factors with strong loadings. The second component consisted of security 

items with strong loadings. High communalities were shown in the final extraction which 

indicates that all items fit well together in the final two-component solution (Pallant, 2010). 

Table 16 show the final conclusions of the factor analysis. 

 
Table 16: Final pattern matrix including summarized mean, standard deviation and Cronbach alpha. 

Brand	reputation	(BR)	|	Good	online	experience	(GOE)	 	 		 Factor	
Loading	

	 BR1:	Business	Insider	has	a	good	reputation.	 0.724	

M:	 3.48	 BR2:	Business	Insider	gives	good	value	and	service.	 0.790	

SD:	 1.14	 GOE1:	I	like	to	participate	in	Business	Insiders	community	on	social	
media.	

0.702	

α:	 0.83	 GOE2:	My	experiences	with	Business	Insider	has	
always	been	satisfactory.	

	 	 0.774	

	 GOE4:	I	enjoy	the	overall	experience	that	
Business	Insider	offers	

	 	 0.739	
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Security	(S)	 	

	 S1:	I	feel	safe	clicking	articles	on	this	website.	 0.780	

M:	 4.148	 S2:	I	feel	secure	that	clicking	on	articles	will	not	give	my	computer	a	
virus	or	malware.	

0.948	

SD:	 1.366	 S3:	I	feel	that	my	privacy	is	protected	when	viewing	Business	Insider.		 0.639	

α:	 0.79	 	 	 	 	

	
			KMO	VALUE:	0.86																													
	

	
															Bartlett’s	test:	p	<	0.001	

	 	 	

Source: Authors own construct 

 

This exploration of data concludes that brand reputation and good online experience should be 

used interchangeably as a factor of online brand trust (OBT), security should be viewed as a 

separate independent component of OBT. This interpretation of the data is not consistent with 

previous research of the adapted model and implies that hypothesis 2, 3 and 4 cannot be 

analyzed any further, regardless the factor data summary show two factors with clear 

directions and concludes this exploration. The next step is analyzing the relationship between 

the two-component solution and OBT.  

	

4.6 Standard ANOVA and Hypothesis test H1, H5 and H6 
To explore the relationship between the two component framework and online brand trust 

(OBT) a multiple regression analysis was conducted, assumptions are met as discussed in a 

previous chapter. The analysis is based on the correlation, but explores the data in a more 

elaborate way and can address research questions that explores how well a set of variables can 

predict a particular income, for example a high brand trust (Pallant, 2010). In table 17 the 

initial results from the regression are displayed. 

 

Table 17: Standardized ANOVA of two-component solution 

 
 

R2 

Online Brand Trust 
 

F 

 
 
p 

0.70	 228.01	 0.00	

Source: Authors own construct 

 

 



47	
	

R2 tells us how much of the variance found in the dependent variable, online brand trust, is 

explained by this two-component model (Pallant, 2010). The R2 has an adjusted value due to a 

small sample size, this can correct the value to provide a slightly better estimate for the 

population (Tabachnick & Fidell, 2007). The F-value tells us if the group of variables are 

significant and the p-value if each result is significant. R2 show a value of 0.70 indicating that 

the model explain a total of 70 per cent of the variance in the dependent variable OBT. The 

model was found to be significant to a p-value < 0.01. Because of the model explaining a very 

high variance in OBT the results will be further analyzed by examining each independent 

variable and the correlations between each variable in the model. 

 

There are a few values to consider when examining the model further. The standardized βeta-

value (β) indicate for each factor how they independently contribute in the relationship. The t-

value explains the difference from the null-hypothesis and the p-value as mentioned point out 

the significance level. T-value can also be interpreted as the precision of the factors and the 

output of it is provided by dividing the coefficients with their respective standard error.  

To interpret the relationship of the independent variables and dependent variable (OBT), these 

values can be analyzed to answer the previously proposed hypothesizes. This is displayed in 

table 18. 

 

 
Table 18: Linear regression results and hypothesizes of two-component solution 

	 Relationship	
		Independent	Variable						à 							Dependent	Variable	

Std	
β	

t	 p	 Supported	

H1	
+	
H5	

				Brand	Reputation	
																	+																												à								Online	Brand	Trust	
Good	Online	Experience	

	
0.72	

	
15.4	

	
0.00	

	
Yes	

H6	 								Security																			à								Online	Brand	Trust	
	

0.19	 3.97	 0.00	 Yes	

Source: Authors own construct 

 

The summarized factor of brand reputation and good online experience shows the strongest 

unique contribution to explaining OBT when taking the entire model into account. The 

combination of brand reputation and good online experience show a positive variance of 72 

per cent of significantly explaining online brand trust. Indicating that Hypothesis 1 and 5 

together are supported by the model. These hypotheses proved to be significant of a p-value < 
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0.01 which suggest a very high significance of hypotheses making this unique contribution 

towards online brand trust. This also implies that the combination of H1+H5 make the 

significant contribution towards OBT, independently the hypothesis are not further analyzed. 

Security as a unique contributor towards online brand trust displayed some significance in 

explaining the variance of the model. Security displayed a positive standardized βeta-value of 

0.19 implying that H6 are supported. This hypothesis was highly significant to a p-value < 

0.01. 

The proposed model display fairly high values, therefore analyzing the model further makes 

sense. Useful information can be obtained by examining the part correlation in the regression 

analysis (Pallant, 2010). By squaring the part correlation, a value for each independent 

variable will be produced. This value explain the unique contribution each independent 

variable make towards the total R2 previously mentioned. This generates an output of 38.9 per 

cent. Implying that the two independent variables stand for 38.9 per cent of the 70 per cent of 

the total R2. According to Pallant (2010) the 31.1 per cent of the remaining variance is 

explained by the shared variance between the independent variables. The correlation between 

security and the combination of brand reputation and good online experience is quite strong 

(0.55), meaning that this variance is statistically removed in this model due to the correlation 

between them (Pallant, 2010). 

 

4.6.1 Hypothesis test H2, H3 and H4 

Due to the summary conducted through the factor analysis, the three remaining hypothesizes 

stated through the framework cannot be supported. The reasons for this is as discussed 

previously. Major reliability issues implied that the item constructs built to answer these 

hypothesizes was not consistent enough to be further analyzed towards the relationship of 

online brand trust. The conclusion regarding H2, H3 and H4 is displayed in table 19. 
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Table 19: Hypothesis test H2, H3 and H4 

	 																																								Relationship	
		Independent	Variable						à 							Dependent	Variable	

Supported	

H2	 Perceived	Risk																						à								Online	Brand	Trust	
	

No	

H3	 Quality	of	Information								à								Online	Brand	Trust	
	

No	

H4	 E-Word	of	Mouth																à								Online	Brand	Trust	 No	

Source: Authors own construct  
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5.0 Conclusions and Implications 

The final chapter of the research, this chapter will present the final results in order to answer 

the research question and conclude the purpose of this study. The chapter concludes which 

factors is most important in influencing online brand trust. Also included in this chapter is 

implications for both theory and practitioners, lastly a discussion for further research and 

certain limitations for this research is covered.  

 

5.1 The important factors of online brand trust 

The purpose of this research is to gain a deeper understanding of how clickbaiting influences 

online brand trust of online news sites. This is achieved by asking the research question: 

 

RQ1: What are the most important factors that influence online brand trust in the context of 

clickbaiting online news sites? 

 

The initial scale of six components had internal consistency problems. By conducting a factor 

analysis in hope of getting a better clarification of the scale, we can conclude that all six 

factors is not suitable for the analysis. The factor analysis suggest a retaining of a two-

component solution. Further analysis of the scale through item removal, based on the inter-

item correlation and Cronbach alpha values to optimize the reliability of the scale, suggest a 

summarization of the scale. The result of the factor analysis indicate that the optimal scale for 

analyzing the results is a two-component scale, where the first component is a combination of 

brand reputation and good online experience items. The second component is security. 

 

The results of this study indicate that the single highest influencer of online brand trust (OBT) 

for an online news site, is a combination of brand reputation and good online experience (BR 

+ GOE). Providing a significant variance of 0.72 explaining OBT, this implies that 72 per 

cent of the consumer’s trust in a clickbaiting online new site can be explained by a 

combination of the brand’s reputation and the positive experience that the news site offers. 

Security (S) is also supported by this study, indicating that security provides a significant 

variance of 0.19 meaning that 19 per cent of the consumer’s trust in a clickbaiting online news 

site is explained by the perceived security and privacy level that the news site offers. 
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Going back to the emerged frame of reference, six hypotheses is asked to reveal the most 

important factors of online brand trust within the context and finally answer the research 

question. The hypothesis testing revealed a strong relationship between the combination of 

BR + GOE and online brand trust. Meaning that H1 and H5 is supported by this model, but 

only combined. The factor analysis indicate that these hypotheses should not be measured 

separately and therefore cannot be supported individually. The hypothesis test imply that in 

practice a consumer is very likely to have a high trust for a clickbaiting news site that 

consistently provide a positive experience for the consumer, while still keeping up an image 

of being a reputable site. Hypothesis 5 is also supported by the results, there is a relationship 

between a higher trust for a clickbaiting news site and how their security and privacy levels 

are perceived. This perceived security includes, feeling safe clicking on hyperlinks, not 

receiving viruses and that consumer’s trust that their privacy is protected by the news site. 

 

Because of the factor analysis and the inner consistency of the scale the three other hypothesis 

is not supported. They were found not being as important in explaining the trust for a 

clickbaiting online news site. Final conclusions of the analysis is illustrated by altering the 

initial conceptual model found in the emerged frame of reference towards the context of a 

clickbaiting online news site. This is illustrated in figure 6. 
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Brand	
Reputation 

E-Word	of	
Mouth 

Security 

Quality	of	
Information 

Perceived	Risk 

Good	Online	
Experience 

Online	Brand	Trust 

0,72 

H2
2

H3 

H4 

0,1
9

Figure 6: Conclusion of hyphoteses testing 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

5.2 Implications for Theory 

This study contributes to the previously developed scale of online brand trust, which is seen 

as different from traditional brand trust (Ha, 2004; Ha & Perks, 2005; Shah Alam & Mohd 

Yasin, 2010). The scale of six factors has previously only been researched in e-commerce and 

the purchasing of goods and services. This research contributes to this by expanding the scale 

into a new context of clickbaiting online news sites. This study can conclude that the six 

component scale might not be applicable to any online context, as the literature implied (Ha, 

2004; Shah Alam & Mohd Yasin, 2010). The study indicates that within the new context, 

brand reputation, good online experience and security is significant. This is seen as one step 

further in understanding how trust is built online, which has found to be theoretically 

important for several authors (Chaudhuri & Holbrook, 2001; Garbarino & Johnson, 1999; 

Hoffman et al., 1998; Urban et al., 2000; Ha, 2004; Ha & Perks, 2005; Shah Alam & Mohd 

Yasin, 2010). 

Source: Authors own construct 
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5.3 Implications for Practitioners 

The current state of online media encourages urgency and spectacle to increase their revenues 

in order to survive on the sinking ship that is traditional print media. While page views or 

clicks are very easy to quantify, responsible reporting is not (Chen, Conroy & Rubin, 2015). 

This research can be of great interest for online news sites trying to survive on the highly 

competitive market that has developed on the web. The results of this research show an 

accurate combination of factors that a clickbaiting online news site should take into account. 

By taking both the brand’s reputation and the experience the news site offer, their consumers 

can generate a significant amount of trust for the site. Clickbaiting which was identified as a 

growing issue on the web, might not be ideal for news site to abuse. Reputation as discussed 

can spread and form quickly for customers that have not even had any direct contact with the 

site (Pitt,	 Berthon, Watson & Zinkhan, 2002; Zinkhan, Kwak, Morrison, & Peters, 2003). 

Meaning that news sites should take great care in providing a positive experience for the 

consumers that are visiting the site, while also working carefully on their reputation to build a 

high trust for the brand.  

In line with previous research, security and privacy was found to be important. Meaning that 

the news sites should ensure their consumer’s that adequate security measures are taken for 

their visitor’s safety. In this study, brand trust is illustrated as being a crucial step for 

companies for building long lasting relationships with their consumers and in return gain a 

competitive advantage in the highly competitive market of online news sites. Taking the 

identified factors into consideration the clickbaiting online news sites can achieve this 

competitive advantage on the market. 

 

5.4 Limitations and Further Research 
This study was only performed on the population of students at Luleå University of 

Technology, students was identified as an important part for online news site this means that 

the whole population is not accounted for. Due to time restriction the administration of the 

survey could not account for a larger population or different populations. There is no way to 

know who actually answered the survey, since this was not in our control when it was self-

administered. It is therefore possible that the respondents are not representative for the 
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population. Further, it is not guaranteed that the students of Luleå University of Technology 

can be used to generalize this even amongst university students. The survey was also 

translated and administered originally on Swedish which might have affected the validity of 

the survey, even though the respondents could choose either English or Swedish it was hard to 

see where to change the language which might have had an impact. Quite a few items were 

also shown to be inconsistent, meaning that the reliability of the final results could possibly 

have been increased by taking more care into adapting and translating the questions for this 

study. Of 646 responses, only 197 were usable since we were very strict in the first two 

control questions. It is possible that the results got skewed because of this since many 

respondents got sorted out that still could provide us with legitimate answers.  

There are very small amounts of previous research on clickbaiting within a sense of 

marketing, which made this study difficult to conduct. This study is just the beginning of the 

clickbait-context research area. Others can try to redo this study regarding online brand trust, 

but there are also big gaps when it comes to brand loyalty, brand credibility, brand 

commitment i.e..  

Worth mentioning is the fact that result of this study is not in line with adapted literature 

regarding online brand trust. Even though three out of six factors displayed low reliability 

within the context it might be of interest to further analyze these factors in different context or 

on other populations. This does however contribute to the knowledge regarding online brand 

trust as a separate concept to brand trust, implying that further research on the concept of 

online brand trust should be conducted. Because of the internet being a place where all 

different kinds of people visit, it might be of great interest to perform this type of study on 

other populations. 
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Appendix 
 
Appendix I – Questionnaire – Cronbach Alpha and inter-item 
correlation-based item summarization 
 
Brand reputation 
 
Initial reliability analysis 
Cronbach's	Alpha	 Cronbach's	Alpha	Based	on	

Standardized	Items	
N	of	Items	

0,65	 0,64	 3	
	
	
Item-Total Statistics 

Questions	 Scale	
Mean	if	
Items	
Deleted	

Scale	
Variance	
if	Item	
Deleted	

Corrected	
Item-Total	
Correlation	

Squared	
Multiple	

Correlation	

Cronbach’s	
Alpha	if	
Item	

Deleted	

Business	Insider	has	a	good	
reputation	

7,66	 4,34	 0,63	 0,50	 0,29	

Business	Insider	gives	good	value	
and	service	

7,80	 4,68	 0,55	 0,47	 0,42	

Business	Insider	has	a	reputation	of	
not	keeping	their	deliberate	
promises	

7,68	 6,59	 0,24	 0,07	 0,82	

 
Scale Statistics 
Mean	 Variance Std. Deviation N of Items 
11,57	 9,95	 3,15	 3	
 
 
Perceived Risk 
 
Initial reliability analysis 
Cronbach's	Alpha	 Cronbach's	Alpha	Based	on	

Standardized	Items	
N	of	Items	

0,52	 0,52	 3	
	
	
Item-Total Statistics 

Questions	 Scale	
Mean	if	
Items	
Deleted	

Scale	
Variance	
if	Item	
Deleted	

Corrected	
Item-Total	
Correlation	

Squared	
Multiple	

Correlation	

Cronbach’s	
Alpha	if	
Item	

Deleted	

It	is	difficult	to	judge	the	quality	of	 7,10	 6,02	 0,27	 0,09	 0,53	
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an	article	
I	do	not	think	it	is	safe	to	view	news	
from	this	website	

6,77	 6,30	 0,32	 0,13	 0,44	

I	feel	that	risk	associated	with	low	
news	quality	from	this	news	site	is	
high	

7,26	 5,34	 0,42	 0,19	 0,27	

 
Scale Statistics 
Mean	 Variance Std. Deviation N of Items 
10,56	 10,69	 3,27	 3	
 

 

Quality of Information 
 
Initial reliability analysis 
Cronbach's	Alpha	 Cronbach's	Alpha	Based	on	

Standardized	Items	
N	of	Items	

0,50	 0,50	 3	
	
	
Item-Total Statistics 

Questions	 Scale	
Mean	if	
Items	
Deleted	

Scale	
Variance	
if	Item	
Deleted	

Corrected	
Item-Total	
Correlation	

Squared	
Multiple	

Correlation	

Cronbach’s	
Alpha	if	
Item	

Deleted	

Business	Insider	usually	provide	in-
depth	information	

8,01	 5,95	 0,30	 0,18	 0,43	

Business	Insider	provide	me	with	
information	that	benefits	me	

7,61	 4,79	 0,47	 0,24	 0,12	

The	information	from	Business	
Insider	always	catches	my	attention	

7,03	 5,99	 0,20	 0,08	 0,59	

 
Scale Statistics 
Mean	 Variance Std. Deviation N of Items 
11,32	 10,04	 3,17	 3	
 
 
E-Word of Mouth 
 
Initial reliability analysis 
Cronbach's	Alpha	 Cronbach's	Alpha	Based	on	

Standardized	Items	
N	of	Items	

0,17	 0,21	 3	
	
	
Item-Total Statistics 
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Questions	 Scale	
Mean	if	
Items	
Deleted	

Scale	
Variance	
if	Item	
Deleted	

Corrected	
Item-Total	
Correlation	

Squared	
Multiple	

Correlation	

Cronbach’s	
Alpha	if	
Item	

Deleted	

Information	and	recommendations	
given	by	friends	and	relatives	about	
Business	Insider	is	trustworthy.	

7,96	 4,26	 0,32	 0,20	 -0,47	

I	am	familiar	with	people	who	had	
bad	experiences	with	Business	
Insider	or	similar	sites	online	

7,45	 5,20	 0,14	 0,23	 -0,00	

I	trust	what	my	friends	and	
relatives	says	about	Business	
Insider	or	similar	sites	

7,59	 6,57	 -0,12	 0,05	 0,60	

 
Scale Statistics 
Mean	 Variance Std. Deviation N of Items 
11,50	 8,50	 2,92	 3	

 
 
Good online Experience 
 
Initial reliability analysis 
Cronbach's	Alpha	 Cronbach's	Alpha	Based	on	

Standardized	Items	
N	of	Items	

0,69	 0,69	 4	
	
	
Item-Total Statistics 

Questions	 Scale	
Mean	if	
Items	
Deleted	

Scale	
Variance	
if	Item	
Deleted	

Corrected	
Item-Total	
Correlation	

Squared	
Multiple	

Correlation	

Cronbach’s	
Alpha	if	
Item	

Deleted	

I	like	to	participate	in	Business	
Insiders	community	on	social	media	

11,85	 11,08	 0,41	 0,18	 0,68	

My	experiences	with	Business	
Insider	has	always	been	satisfactory	

11,01	 10,69	 0,55	 0,40	 0,58	

The	visual	appearance	of	the	
website	conveys	professionalism	

9,71	 13,30	 0,33	 0,18	 0,71	

I	enjoy	the	overall	experience	that	
Business	Insider	offers	

10,57	 9,48	 0,64	 0,47	 0,51	

 
Scale Statistics 
Mean	 Variance Std. Deviation N of Items 
14,38	 17,96	 4,24	 4	
 
Security 
 
Initial reliability analysis 
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Cronbach's	Alpha	 Cronbach's	Alpha	Based	on	
Standardized	Items	

N	of	Items	

0,79	 0,79	 3	
	
	
Item-Total Statistics 

Questions	 Scale	
Mean	if	
Items	
Deleted	

Scale	
Variance	
if	Item	
Deleted	

Corrected	
Item-Total	
Correlation	

Squared	
Multiple	

Correlation	

Cronbach’s	
Alpha	if	
Item	

Deleted	

I	feel	safe	clicking	on	articles	on	this	
website	

8,25	 8,20	 0,66	 0,45	 0,67	

I	feel	secure	that	clicking	on	articles	
will	not	give	my	computer	a	virus	or	

malware	

7,75	 7,87	 0,65	 0,44	 0,68	

I	feel	that	my	privacy	is	protected	
when	viewing	Business	Insider	

8,80	 8,36	 0,57	 0,32	 0,78	

 
Scale Statistics 
Mean	 Variance Std. Deviation N of Items 
12,40	 16,50	 4,06	 3	
	

 
Appendix II – Questionnaire  
 
See next page for complete survey. 
  



68	
	

Clickbait	Survey	

	

Q36	 Clickbaiting	 and	 the	 evolution	 of	 online	 news	media.	 Business	 Insider	 is	 a	 well-known	 online	
news	site	that	reports	on	all	things,	from	the	latest	business	innovations	to	politics.	Business	Insider	
is	 also	 known	 to	 heavily	 use	 so	 called	 "Clickbait"	 tactics.	 Clickbaiting	 refers	 to	 using	 exaggerated	
headlines	that	have		little	or	no	connection	to	the	content	it	leads	to.	Here	is	an	example	of	two	very	
different	headlines	on	articles	reporting	that	Apple	has	created	a	somewhat	safer	file	system.	

	

Q37	Source:	The	Verge	

	

	

Q40	Source:	Business	Insider	

	

	

Q41		This	survey	will	only	take	approximately	4-5	minutes	to	complete.		Answers	is	required	on	all	
questions.		Fill	in	your	e-mail	address	in	the	end	to	have	a	chance	to	win	a	gift-card	for	O'Learys.	
(Optional)														Click	"Next	Page"	to	start	the	survey		----------->	
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Q44	PLEASE	NOTE	that	Business	Insider	is	only	used	as	an	example	to	assist	you	in	the	upcoming	
questions.	This	is	not	done	with	any	affiliation	with	Business	Insider.	

	

Q51	I	am	familiar	with	Business	Insider.	

m Extremely	familiar	(1)	
m Very	familiar	(2)	
m Moderately	familiar	(3)	
m Slightly	familiar	(4)	
m Not	familiar	at	all	(5)	
Condition:	Not	familiar	at	all	Is	Selected.	Skip	To:	End	of	Survey.	
	

Q50	Have	you	ever	visited	or	read	an	article	from	Business	Insider	(Website	or	on	Social	media)	

m Yes	(1)	
m No	(2)	
Condition:	No	Is	Selected.	Skip	To:	End	of	Survey.	
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Q1	Gender	

m Male	(1)	
m Female	(2)	
m Other	(3)	
	

Q2	Age	

	

Q4	Employment	Status	

m Employed	full	time	(1)	
m Employed	part	time	(2)	
m Unemployed	looking	for	work	(3)	
m Unemployed	not	looking	for	work	(4)	
m Retired	(5)	
m Student	(6)	
m Disabled	(7)	
	

Q5	Highest	completed	education	

m High	school	graduate/Gymnasium	(1)	
m College/University	(0-3	years)	(2)	
m College/University	(3+	years)	(3)	
m Doctorate	or	higher	(4)	
	

Q7	For	what	reasons	do	you	usually	browse	the	internet?	(Multiple	Choice)	

q Business/Work	(1)	
q Entertainment	(2)	
q Communication/Social	Media	(3)	
q Searching	for	Information	(4)	
q Online	Shopping	(5)	
q Education	(6)	
q Pleasure	(7)	
q Online	Services	(8)	
	

Q46	Average	time	spent	on	social	media	sites	per	week.	

m I	do	not	use	social	media	sites	(1)	
m Less	than	1	hour	(2)	
m 1-3	hours	(3)	
m 3-6	hours	(4)	
m 6-10	hours	(5)	
m 10+	hours	(6)	
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Q45	I	often	read	articles	from	Business	Insider	and	consider	it	a	good	choice	to	keep	up	to	date	with	
news.	

m Strongly	agree	(1)	
m Agree	(2)	
m Somewhat	agree	(3)	
m Neither	agree	nor	disagree	(4)	
m Somewhat	disagree	(5)	
m Disagree	(6)	
m Strongly	disagree	(7)	
	

Q9	I	am	confident	in	my	abilities	to	assess	the	trustworthiness	of	news	on	sites	like	Business	Insider.	

m Strongly	agree	(1)	
m Agree	(2)	
m Somewhat	agree	(3)	
m Neither	agree	nor	disagree	(4)	
m Somewhat	disagree	(5)	
m Disagree	(6)	
m Strongly	disagree	(7)	
	

Q48	Business	Insider	represents	a	quality	company	or	organization.	

m Strongly	agree	(1)	
m Agree	(2)	
m Somewhat	agree	(3)	
m Neither	agree	nor	disagree	(4)	
m Somewhat	disagree	(5)	
m Disagree	(6)	
m Strongly	disagree	(7)	
	

Q47	Business	Insider	provides	accurate	and	relevant	information.	

m Strongly	agree	(1)	
m Agree	(2)	
m Somewhat	agree	(3)	
m Neither	agree	nor	disagree	(4)	
m Somewhat	disagree	(5)	
m Disagree	(6)	
m Strongly	disagree	(7)	
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Q13	Business	Insider	appears	to	be	more	trustworthy	than	other	similar	news	sites	that	I	have	
visited.	

m Strongly	agree	(1)	
m Agree	(2)	
m Somewhat	agree	(3)	
m Neither	agree	nor	disagree	(4)	
m Somewhat	disagree	(5)	
m Disagree	(6)	
m Strongly	disagree	(7)	
	

Q14	Business	Insider	represents	a	company	or	organization	that	will	deliver	on	their	promises.	

m Strongly	agree	(1)	
m Agree	(2)	
m Somewhat	agree	(3)	
m Neither	agree	nor	disagree	(4)	
m Somewhat	disagree	(5)	
m Disagree	(6)	
m Strongly	disagree	(7)	
	

Q15	My	overall	believability	of	the	information	on	this	site	is.	

m Extremely	believable	(1)	
m Moderately	believable	(2)	
m Slightly	believable	(3)	
m Neither	believable	nor	unbelievable	(4)	
m Slightly	unbelievable	(5)	
m Moderately	unbelievable	(6)	
m Extremely	unbelievable	(7)	
	

Q49	My	overall	trust	in	Business	Insider	is.	

m Extremely	positive	(1)	
m Moderately	positive	(2)	
m Slightly	positive	(3)	
m Neither	positive	nor	negative	(4)	
m Slightly	negative	(5)	
m Moderately	negative	(6)	
m Extremely	negative	(7)	
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Q16	Business	Insider	has	a	good	reputation.	

m Strongly	agree	(1)	
m Agree	(2)	
m Somewhat	agree	(3)	
m Neither	agree	nor	disagree	(4)	
m Somewhat	disagree	(5)	
m Disagree	(6)	
m Strongly	disagree	(7)	
	

Q17	Business	Insider	gives	good	value	and	service.	

m Strongly	agree	(1)	
m Agree	(2)	
m Somewhat	agree	(3)	
m Neither	agree	nor	disagree	(4)	
m Somewhat	disagree	(5)	
m Disagree	(6)	
m Strongly	disagree	(7)	
	

Q18	Business	Insider	has	a	reputation	of	not	keeping	their	deliberate	promises.	

m Strongly	agree	(1)	
m Agree	(2)	
m Somewhat	agree	(3)	
m Neither	agree	nor	disagree	(4)	
m Somewhat	disagree	(5)	
m Disagree	(6)	
m Strongly	disagree	(7)	
	

Q19	It	is	difficult	to	judge	the	quality	of	an	article.	

m Strongly	agree	(1)	
m Agree	(2)	
m Somewhat	agree	(3)	
m Neither	agree	nor	disagree	(4)	
m Somewhat	disagree	(5)	
m Disagree	(6)	
m Strongly	disagree	(7)	
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Q20	I	do	not	think	it	is	safe	to	view	news	from	this	website.	

m Strongly	agree	(1)	
m Agree	(2)	
m Somewhat	agree	(3)	
m Neither	agree	nor	disagree	(4)	
m Somewhat	disagree	(5)	
m Disagree	(6)	
m Strongly	disagree	(7)	
	

Q21	I	feel	that	risk	associated	with	low	news	quality	from	this	news	site	is	high.	

m Strongly	agree	(1)	
m Agree	(2)	
m Somewhat	agree	(3)	
m Neither	agree	nor	disagree	(4)	
m Somewhat	disagree	(5)	
m Disagree	(6)	
m Strongly	disagree	(7)	
	

Q22	Business	Insider	usually	provide	in-depth	information.	

m Strongly	agree	(1)	
m Agree	(2)	
m Somewhat	agree	(3)	
m Neither	agree	nor	disagree	(4)	
m Somewhat	disagree	(5)	
m Disagree	(6)	
m Strongly	disagree	(7)	
	

Q23	Business	Insider	provide	me	with	information	that	benefits	me.	

m Strongly	agree	(1)	
m Agree	(2)	
m Somewhat	agree	(3)	
m Neither	agree	nor	disagree	(4)	
m Somewhat	disagree	(5)	
m Disagree	(6)	
m Strongly	disagree	(7)	
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Q24	The	information	from	Business	Insider	always	catches	my	attention.	

m Strongly	agree	(1)	
m Agree	(2)	
m Somewhat	agree	(3)	
m Neither	agree	nor	disagree	(4)	
m Somewhat	disagree	(5)	
m Disagree	(6)	
m Strongly	disagree	(7)	
	

Q25	Information	and	recommendations	given	by	friends	and	relatives	about	Business	Insider	is	
trustworthy.	(This	includes	likes	and	shares	on	Facebook)	

m Strongly	agree	(1)	
m Agree	(2)	
m Somewhat	agree	(3)	
m Neither	agree	nor	disagree	(4)	
m Somewhat	disagree	(5)	
m Disagree	(6)	
m Strongly	disagree	(7)	
	

Q26	I	am	familiar	with	people	who	had	bad	experiences	with	Business	Insider	or	similar	sites	online.	

m Strongly	agree	(1)	
m Agree	(2)	
m Somewhat	agree	(3)	
m Neither	agree	nor	disagree	(4)	
m Somewhat	disagree	(5)	
m Disagree	(6)	
m Strongly	disagree	(7)	
	

Q28	I	trust	what	my	friends	and	relatives	says	about	Business	Insider	or	similar	sites.	

m Strongly	agree	(1)	
m Agree	(2)	
m Somewhat	agree	(3)	
m Neither	agree	nor	disagree	(4)	
m Somewhat	disagree	(5)	
m Disagree	(6)	
m Strongly	disagree	(7)	
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Q29	I	like	to	participate	in	Business	Insiders	community	on	social	media.	

m Strongly	agree	(1)	
m Agree	(2)	
m Somewhat	agree	(3)	
m Neither	agree	nor	disagree	(4)	
m Somewhat	disagree	(5)	
m Disagree	(6)	
m Strongly	disagree	(7)	
	

Q30	My	experiences	Business	Insider	has	always	been	satisfactory.	

m Strongly	agree	(1)	
m Agree	(2)	
m Somewhat	agree	(3)	
m Neither	agree	nor	disagree	(4)	
m Somewhat	disagree	(5)	
m Disagree	(6)	
m Strongly	disagree	(7)	
	

Q31	The	visual	appearance	of	the	website	conveys	professionalism.	

m Extremely	professional	(1)	
m Moderately	professional	(2)	
m Slightly	professional	(3)	
m Neither	professional	nor	unprofessional	(4)	
m Slightly	unprofessional	(5)	
m Moderately	unprofessional	(6)	
m Extremely	unprofessional	(7)	
	

Q32	I	enjoy	the	overall	experience	that	Business	Insider	offers.	

m Strongly	agree	(1)	
m Agree	(2)	
m Somewhat	agree	(3)	
m Neither	agree	nor	disagree	(4)	
m Somewhat	disagree	(5)	
m Disagree	(6)	
m Strongly	disagree	(7)	
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Q33	I	feel	safe	clicking	articles	on	this	website.	

m Strongly	agree	(1)	
m Agree	(2)	
m Somewhat	agree	(3)	
m Neither	agree	nor	disagree	(4)	
m Somewhat	disagree	(5)	
m Disagree	(6)	
m Strongly	disagree	(7)	
	

Q34	I	feel	secure	that	clicking	on	articles	will	not	give	my	computer	a	virus	or	malware.	

m Strongly	agree	(1)	
m Agree	(2)	
m Somewhat	agree	(3)	
m Neither	agree	nor	disagree	(4)	
m Somewhat	disagree	(5)	
m Disagree	(6)	
m Strongly	disagree	(7)	
	

Q35	I	feel	that	my	privacy	is	protected	when	viewing	Business	Insider.	

m Strongly	agree	(1)	
m Agree	(2)	
m Somewhat	agree	(3)	
m Neither	agree	nor	disagree	(4)	
m Somewhat	disagree	(5)	
m Disagree	(6)	
m Strongly	disagree	(7)	
 

 
	


