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Abstract 

This thesis looks at the effects of aesthetic appeal on an individual’s propensity to trust as it 

relates to user profiles within the context of an organisations knowledge sharing system. An 

extensive review was carried out of the literature for knowledge management, trust and aesthetic 

appeal. It identifies the current state of the art regarding knowledge management practices and 

issues, the nature and various dimensions of trust, how it is defined and measured, and how 

aesthetic and visual appeal is understood to affect an individual’s perceptions of information 

systems. A series of user research studies were undertaken and used to inform the design of 16 

artefacts, comprised of 4 Typeface variables and 4 Colour palettes variables. A preliminary user 

research study made up of one quantitative experiment with 1046 respondents and a quantitative 

study of 22 respondents, was used to inform the main study containing 4 experiments. The main 

study involved a quantitative experiment for aesthetic appeal with 1384 respondents using a 

custom-built test tool, two qualitative experiments with 17 respondents and an A/B eye tracking 

study which involved 19 respondents. The study found that aesthetic appeal had a bearing on an 

individual’s propensity to trust but could not say conclusively, due to a lack of statistical 

significance. 
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Can aesthetics be used to support and encourage levels of trust in user profiles within 

organisations? 

Organisations have come to recognise the importance of knowledge management both 

from the perspective of creating a competitive advantage, as well as ensuring that people, 

processes and technology are working as smoothly and efficiently as possible. Ipe (2003) when 

discussing knowledge as a key organisational resource cites multiple research studies to support 

this, Becerra-Fernandez & Sabherwal, 2001; Drucker, 1993; Nahapiet & Ghoshal, 1998; and 

Spender & Grant, 1996. Some of the most successful companies such as Xerox and Lockheed-

Martin have made knowledge sharing the backbone of their organisations, (Liebowitz & Chen, 

2004). Despite the awareness of its importance, success in the area of knowledge management by 

organisations has been difficult, with failure rates as high as 50% (Frost, 2014; Usoro & Sharratt, 

2014) 

The field of User Experience Design (UXD) has in the last ten to fifteen years established 

itself as an important, recognisable and valuable part of systems design. Previously it had sat 

under the umbrella of Human Computer Interaction (HCI) and it wasn’t until the late 1990s that 

Donald Dorman coined the phrase User Experience Design. A search of Google Scholar for the 

phrase ‘User Experience Design’ during years 1990 to 2000 shows only 608,000 results while for 

the years 2000 to 2018, there are 4,480,000 results are returned. With this increase in recognition, 

there has been a move away from the approach of allowing individual designers make decisions 

that affect users, towards a more user-driven design approach, based in research, psychology of 

design and the understanding as to why individuals make the choices they do. 

Much research has been carried out in both fields but very little in the way of how these 

two fields overlap and how UXD can be used to support knowledge management initiatives and 

encourage sharing within organisations. This study looks at these two areas and attempts to 
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identify how UXD, particularly aesthetic appeal, can be used to increase levels of trust in user 

profiles and in turn increase levels of sharing within organisations. The study will first identify if 

aesthetic appeal can be designed for in user profiles, secondly, can aesthetic appeal have a 

bearing on an individual’s propensity to trust and finally does the use of trust and 

recommendation indicators which represent the main antecedents for trust affect an individual’s 

propensity to trust. 
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1 Literature Review 

1.1 Overview 

The review of the literature will cover two areas. The first of these, knowledge 

management is the foundation for this research. Its importance within organisations has grown 

considerably over the last number of years. This being said there is also the view that knowledge 

management is a fad (Usoro & Sharratt, 2014) and that knowledge management itself is an 

oxymoron (Wilson, 2002). A key component of organisational culture is trust, both interpersonal 

and organisational and the sharing of knowledge amongst individuals is dependent on 

interpersonal trust as well as a common context (Ipe, 2003; Usoro & Sharratt, 2014). Within an 

organisation, people usually trust who they know through face-to-face meetings (Davenport & 

Prusak, 2000) or via informal networks and Communities of Practice (CoP), (Preece, 2004; 

Usoro & Sharratt, 2014).  Given the size and geographical diversity of today’s modern 

organisations, face-to-face meetings have become less feasible, making the discovery of 

knowledge difficult and time-consuming. In their study of IBMs Beehive, a company-internal 

social network site (Figure 1), Steinfield, DiMicco, Ellison, & Lampe (2009) demonstrated how 

IBMs Beehive was used as a substitution for face-to-face meetings, reinforcing already 

established real-world ties while supporting the finding and establishing of weaker ties amongst 

individuals within the organisation. This was chiefly facilitated using online user profiles which 

allowed individuals create an online version of themselves with both personal and professional 

information such as social connections, types of projects they were involved in, photos as well as 

facilitating informal communication.  
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Figure 1. IBM Beehive 
 

The second area of research covered by this proposal is aesthetics and its effect on 

information systems. Extensive research in the area of aesthetics has already established that it 

has had a great influence on how people perceive information systems (Lindgaard, Dudek, Sen, 

Sumegi, & Noonan, 2011; McDonnell & O’Reilly, 2017; Norman, 2011; Varela, Maki, Skorin-

Kapov, & Hossfeld, 2013). Research in the area of Human-Computer Interaction (HCI) and its 

effects on the user is extensive (Hassenzahl, 2009; Tractinsky, 2004) with Davis's (1989) 

technology acceptance model (TAM) being the most established and best recognised research in 
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the area of user acceptance of technology. Early research focused mainly on utility, function, 

stability and logic (Tractinsky, 2004; Tractinsky, Katz, & Ikar, 2000), the area of aesthetics or 

beauty within information systems was until recently neglected and to some extent was seen as 

an indicator of a poorly performing system, as it could be used to mask poor performance 

(Hassenzahl, 2009; Karvonen, 2000). Research into the effect of aesthetics on information 

systems in the last three decades has highlighted with little doubt, the importance of aesthetics in 

the design of information systems (Lindgaard et al., 2011; Tractinsky et al., 2000). Aesthetics and 

its effect on the user's perception of a system has been shown to affect trust levels and in turn 

uptake or user adoption of information systems (Karvonen, 2000; Kim & Moon, 1998; Varela et 

al., 2013). The aesthetic variables affecting this trust encompass layout complexity, colour, 

density, contrast and graphics to name but a few and the manipulation of these for the creation of 

positive feelings of trust within the user has been proven to be so successful that it can at times 

cause a poorly performing system to be perceived as a high performant one  (Lindgaard et al., 

2011; McDonnell & O’Reilly, 2017; Tractinsky et al., 2000).  

This paper is not a study of knowledge management systems nor is it a study in 

knowledge sharing; both areas have already been extensively researched in the existing literature. 

Instead, this paper looks at the distinct component of trust as it relates to knowledge sharing and 

the possibility that visual aesthetics may be used to increase an individual’s level of trust of a 

user profile and by inference levels of knowledge sharing within the organisation. 
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1.2 Knowledge Management 

In what is regarded by most as the definitive overview of Knowledge management 

Davenport & Prusak (2000) define knowledge as the following,  

 

"Knowledge is a fluid mix of framed experience, values, contextual information, and expert 

insight that provides a framework for evaluating and incorporating new experiences and 

information. It originates and is applied in the minds of knowers. In organizations, it often 

becomes embedded not only in documents or repositories but also in organizational routines, 

processes, practices, and norms." 

 

For this paper, the review of the literature covering the field of knowledge management 

focused mainly on research which addressed the management of knowledge within the 

organisation. The existing literature dealing with knowledge management is extensive and a 

complete review is beyond the scope of this review. This paper will focus on the act of 

knowledge sharing, and in particular, the key aspect of the sharing of knowledge between 

individuals and the interpersonal connections needed to facilitate it, without which management 

of knowledge across the organisation cannot take place (Nonaka, 1994). According to Nonaka 

(1994), organisational knowledge exists in two dimensions explicit and tacit. Explicit or codified 

knowledge is formalised and transmittable whereas tacit knowledge is context dependent and 

difficult to formalise and communicate due to its personal nature.  In the current literature, it is 

understood and established that knowledge creation within organisations exists at the level of the 

individual (Alavi & Leidner, 2001; Davenport & Prusak, 2000; Ipe, 2003; Nonaka, Takeuchi, & 

Takeuchi, 1995; Simon, 2014). Although knowledge exists within the minds of individuals, it is 

the social interactions between individuals across organisational boundaries which leads to the 
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amplification and development of new knowledge (Nonaka, 1994). Nonaka (1994) identifies 

four interdependent modes of knowledge creation,  

1. from tacit knowledge to tacit knowledge 

2. from explicit knowledge to explicit knowledge  

3. from tacit knowledge to explicit knowledge  

4. from explicit knowledge to tacit knowledge 

Both the first and third require some form of social interaction or shared experience 

between individuals; this can be facilitated through Communities of Practice (CoP) where links 

between individuals are created on an informal basis.  

CoPs more closely mirror the way individuals actually work compared to prescribed job 

descriptions and work practices, they facilitate knowledge creation through active learning and 

shared narratives, can cross organisational boundaries and are self-forming as well as capable of 

retaining dynamic and evolving knowledge (Usoro & Sharratt, 2014; Wenger, 1998a). That said 

the informal nature of CoPs requires management to provide support through the removal of 

barriers, encouraging participation and respecting their legitimacy as the holders of knowledge. 

There is an acceptance within the literature that CoPs are a key enabler for the sharing and 

management of knowledge within organisations (Usoro, Sharratt, Tsui, & Shekhar, 2007; 

Wenger, 1998a, 1998b). Today’s modern CoPs have been greatly enhanced by the use of 

information systems and technology, although less effective than face-to-face interactions, it has 

been shown that trusting relationships still develop within virtual CoPs. This may be due to the 

visibility and  transparency of trust indicators within virtual CoPs, allowing individuals to easily 

see indicators such as reciprocity, engagement and competence (Blanchard, Welbourne, & 

Boughton, 2011; Lin, Hung, & Chen, 2009; Zhao, Lu, Wang, Chau, & Zhang, 2012). 
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1.3 Trust 

As trust is a key component of knowledge sharing and user adoption of information 

systems a review of the literature dealing with trust; and its importance in information systems 

was undertaken. Many authors from a large array of research fields have written on the subject of 

trust with most agreeing that willingness to open oneself to risk and an expectation of reciprocity 

are critical to all definitions (Rousseau, Sitkin, Burt, & Camerer, 1998). Mayer, Davis, & 

Schoorman (1995) carried out an extensive review of the trust literature to define their model of 

trust within an organisational setting and define it as follows.  

 

“The willingness of a party to be vulnerable to the actions of another party based on the 

expectation that the other will perform a particular action important to the trustor, irrespective 

of the ability to monitor or control that other party.”  

 

 

             Figure 2. Mayer, Davis and Schoorman. Model of Trust 
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Their model identifies what is accepted to be three of the key elements that make up trust, 

ability, benevolence and integrity. Although many models of trust exist some which encompass 

as many as 11 variables, in their research Mayer et al. (1995) have taken account of these various 

variables and reduced them to the three key ones which encompass all mentioned antecedent 

factors in the literature (Figure 3). Mayer et al. (1995) model appears to be the most 

comprehensive, complete and regularly cited while also taking account of previous research 

(Rousseau et al., 1998).  

 

Figure 3. Mayer, Davis and Schoolman. Trust Antecedents literature review 
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For this reason and its focus on trust within organisations, it will be the accepted model 

of trust for this research paper. Mayer et al. (1995) define the three characteristics of trust as 

follows. 

 Ability: is that group of skills, competencies, and characteristics that enable a party to 

have influence within some specific domain 

 Benevolence: is the perception of a positive orientation of the trustee toward the trustor 

 Integrity: trustee adheres to a set of principles that the trustor finds acceptable. The 

consistency of past actions, opinions of other parties, and congruency of actions affect 

perceived integrity 

Although all three of these characteristics may exist independently in varying degrees, 

Mayer et al. (1995) state that all three are required to some degree for trust to develop, with the 

level of trustworthiness increasing in proportion to the levels of all three characteristics. Mayer et 

al. (1995) further state that for trust to move beyond the willingness to simply trust or assume 

risk it must become behavioural where an action is undertaken and risk is assumed, or what they 

call risk-taking in a relationship (RTR). This RTR is also context and time-dependent, with trust 

increasing or decreasing over the length of the relationship, depending on risk-taking outcomes 

and the dynamics involved in the relationship itself. 

 

Hypothesis 1 

Clear visibility of the key indicators for trust; ability, benevolence and integrity, will 

increase an individual’s propensity to trust others. 
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1.4 Visual Aesthetics 

In Towards an understanding of visual appeal in website design, Varela et al. (2013) 

explore how website aesthetics and a person’s first perception of those aesthetics have a direct 

impact on the user experience. This first impression occurs at a subconscious or visceral level 

(Lindgaard, 2007; Norman, 2011) and the interplay of colour, layout, imagery and complexity 

during that visceral moment have been shown to directly affect aesthetic appeal. Taylor & 

Norman (2011) also identify another two levels at which the perception of aesthetic appeal 

occurs. The first of these, the behavioural level is also subconscious and is expectation driven, 

with outcomes creating both negative and positive feelings. The third level, reflective, is 

intellectually driven and takes place at a conscious level, using experience as well as self-image 

and understanding to evaluate the experience. Together these three levels contribute to what we 

find appealing or beautiful, although the first two subconscious levels can only be viewed 

through the lens of the third (Norman, 2011).  

Previous research has also shown that visually appealing interfaces can have a positive 

effect on a user’s early perceptions of the usability of an application (McDonnell & O’Reilly, 

2017),  a large body of research has shown that this halo effect exists not just in system interfaces 

but also in retail environments, product design, and advertising (Tractinsky et al., 2000).  These 

first impressions can influence how credible an application is perceived to be and in turn its 

trustworthiness (Karvonen, 2000; Lindgaard et al., 2011). In the area of online commerce, trust 

has come to be realised as essential for the facilitation of online transactions and how online 

merchants present their electronic storefront can directly affect consumer trust (Nah & Davis, 

2002; Wang & Emurian, 2005). In their review of the literature on trust and visual appeal, Wang 

& Emurian (2005) developed a framework of trust-inducing features. This framework contained 
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four overarching dimensions, graphic design, structure design, content design, and social-cue 

design, all of which were shown to have a bearing on the creation of trust online.  

 

Figure 4. Wang & Emurian, (2005). Framework of trust-inducing features 
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As part of their review of the current literature Nah & Davis (2002) outlined thirteen 

design guidelines for integrating trust into online sites with each guideline directly related to at 

least one of the key components of  Mayer et al. (1995) model of trust; but instead used  

Integrity, Benevolence, and Competence  with competence representing ability. Within these 

guidelines, they identified four areas relating directly to website design.  

1. Timely and Professional Web Site Design (Integrity and Competence)  

2. Reliable and Secure Technology (Integrity and Competence) 

3. Informed Consent (Integrity and Benevolence)  

4. Personalization (Benevolence) 

A large body of the literature clearly links interface design quality with an individual’s 

willingness to trust or feelings of trust. Mc Knight & Kacmar (2002) state that trusting intentions 

are a direct result of the positive attributes of a website and its perceived quality. Karvonen 

(2000) has shown design quality to enhance feelings of trust, Cheskin Research Group and 

Studio Archetype/Sapient (1999) identified it as one of six features which contributed to online 

trust, while Lee, Kim, & Moon (2000) demonstrate how interface design affects consumers’ 

willingness to trust in repeat online purchasing. 

Given the wealth of research showing the correlation between visual appeal and online 

trust, this paper proposes that by positively manipulating the various elements of a user profiles, 

using design principles such as, gestalt theory, hierarchy and grid layouts, user trust in said 

profiles may be increased, to achieve this it must first be established that aesthetic appeal can be 

positively designed for in user profiles. 

 

Hypothesis 2 

The quality of aesthetic appeal in online user profiles can be positively designed for. 
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1.5 The Social Web 

The social web is mostly organised around individuals and their interactions within groups 

that share a common interest. It allows distributed conversations across multiple connections 

with increased findability, while at the same time facilitating storytelling (Grabner-Kräuter, 

2009). It encompasses a variety of applications and platforms such as social networking sites and 

social media sites (e.g., Facebook), blogs, wikis, folksonomies, mashup applications and video 

sharing to name but a few. Storytelling is a long established method of imparting information and 

has also been shown as a means of imparting information within the practice of knowledge 

management (Swap, Leonard, Shields, & Abrams, 2001; Wagner & Bolloju, 2005). A component 

of the sharing of information within social networks is trust, although not clear as to its precise 

role (Grabner-Kräuter, 2009) it has been shown to be an important element of social capital, 

which can be considered to encompass social networks, social exchange, social resources, 

embeddedness and social support (Grabner-Kräuter, 2009). These dimensions of social capital, 

all of which are important to the sharing of knowledge within organisations and CoPs, aid in 

creating a common sense of identity and serve as an alternative form of trust building (Grabner-

Kräuter, 2009; Hardin, 2003) and the development of online interpersonal ties. 

The social web has been applied with great effect in online commerce, or social 

commerce (Amblee & Bui, 2011), users take advantage of user and machine-generated content 

such as recommendations, ratings and reviews to assist in the decision to purchase products. An 

important source of these signals is social proof. In most cases, social proof manages to 

overcome trust by moving the claim from the brand to the individual. This allows an authentic 

message to be created and is a more potent form of marketing than traditional advertising. The 

use of the star rating system as an indicator of quality was shown by Chen (2008) to positively 

affect the choices made by consumers online. While the use of expert reviews has been shown by 
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Cialdini (2001) to greatly influence how users perceive the usefulness and validity of 

information provided by individuals. User reviews supported by the use of user profiles with 

pictures and social cues was shown by Xu (2014) to encourage trust and reduce uncertainty in 

online user reviews. Xu’s (2014) study also highlighted how large numbers of reviews created 

the perception of collective endorsement. In their study on trust and virtual communities, 

Blanchard et al. (2011) demonstrated how digital user profiles and visibility of support between 

community members contribute to trust within virtual communities. Zloteanu, Harvey, Tuckett, 

& Livan (2018) identified how trust and reputation information (TRI) reduced uncertainty and 

had a positive effect on user’s decisions as for whether to engage with other individuals online as 

well as engage in online commerce. 

Given the clear link between online trust and what Zloteanu et al. (2018) call TRI, this 

proposal suggests that aesthetics could possibly be used to support TRI. In particular, those that 

best represent Mayer et al. (1995) model of trust.  
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Hypothesis 3 

A high level of aesthetic quality, when combined with trust and reputation information 

(TRI), will increase an individual’s trust in user profiles. 

 

1.6 Problem identification 

1.7 Research Question 

Based on the research literature reviewed above this study proposes to answer the research 

question outlined below. To discover if changes in various aesthetic properties of a user profile 

can positively affect an individual’s propensity to trust the said owner of a user profile.  

 

Research Question: Can aesthetics be used to support and encourage levels of trust in user 

profiles within organisations? 

 

As a part of this research the effectiveness of Trust and Reputation Information (TRI) will also 

be examined, to identify if the TRI can be used to represent the key indicators for trust; ability, 

benevolence and integrity, and if their visibility will increase an individual’s propensity to trust 

others.  

As has been shown there has been much research into the area of visual appeal as it relates to 

HCI both from a trust and usability perspective. Although it is felt that this previous research has 

focused primarily on websites using many independent variables at the same time. Also, very 

little in the field of visual aesthetics and its effect on a user’s propensity to trust in a user profile 

context has been conducted. This study proposes to adapt and build on the previous work in the 

field of trust and visual aesthetics using Mayer et al. (1995) model of trust and  Lindgaard et al., 

(2011) work in visual appeal and trustworthiness. 
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1.8 Hypotheses 

The hypotheses statements proposed by this study as informed by the literature and through 

identifying a gap in the current literature are as follows, 

 

 H1: Clear visibility of the key indicators for trust; ability, benevolence and integrity, will 

increase an individual’s propensity to trust others 

 H01: Clear visibility of the key indicators for trust; ability, benevolence and integrity, will 

have no effect on an individual’s propensity to trust others 

 H2: The quality of aesthetic appeal in online user profiles can be positively designed for 

 H02: The quality of aesthetic appeal in online user profiles cannot be positively designed 

for 

 H3: A high level of aesthetic quality, when combined with trust and reputation 

information (TRI), will increase an individual’s trust in user profiles 

 H03: The level of aesthetic quality, when combined with trust and reputation information 

(TRI), will have no effect on an individual’s trust in user profiles 

 

To validate the above hypotheses a series of quantitative and qualitative experiments were 

carried out to gather the data needed to prove or disprove the hypotheses. 
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2 Methodology 

Two separate studies were carried out as part of this thesis. The first preliminary user 

research study was used to establish individual preferences in user profiles as well as which TRI 

individuals identify with when rating others online. The second and main study involved four 

experiments using a mixed method approach.   

 Experiment 1: A quantitative within-group study of aesthetic appeal 

 Experiment 2: An in-person qualitative within-group study of trust 

 Experiment 3: An in-person qualitative within-group study of aesthetic appeal 

 Experiment 4: An in-person qualitative within-group eye-tracking study of TRI 

 

These experiments required the creation of 16 profile artefacts, to test if changes in 

aesthetic elements, as well as the visibility of TRI, could influence the appeal of user profiles and 

hence increase an individual’s propensity to trust said profile. The second study was informed by 

the results from the preliminary user research study as well as recognised design principles such 

Gestalts principles of design and as previously mentioned, Wang & Emurian's, (2005) framework 

of trust-inducing features and Nah & Davis, (2002) guidelines for integrating trust into online 

sites. Participants were mainly from within the 5000 staff members of the Irish Revenue 

Commissioners. 

 

2.1 Variables, Dependent, Independent and Controlled 

The dependent variable in the first and third experiment will be the aesthetic appeal of the 

user profile, in the second and fourth experiment the survey participant’s propensity to trust will 

be the dependent variable. Measuring trust itself is not possible within this study as it requires 
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some form of risk-taking behaviour to be undertaken by the trustor, as well as allowing for 

relationships, which this risk-taking would occur within, to be formed over time (Mayer et al., 

1995), instead the participants propensity to trust will be measured instead. The independent 

variables in experiments one, two and three will be Typeface and Colour, while the constant 

variable will be the layout and structure of the content elements. In experiment four, the 

independent variables will be Key TRI, while layout, structure, colour and typefaces will be 

constant. There will be a total of four Typeface and Colour palettes, these will be discussed 

further in the design iteration and ideation section. The decision to opt for a colour palette as a 

variable rather than single individual colours is based on the Gestalt theory that suggests qualities 

in things are seen as a whole rather than decomposed atomic parts (Lavie & Tractinsky, 2004; 

Bloch, 1995), and that a holistic first impression is formed by individuals first perceiving objects 

(Lindgaard et al., 2011).  

 

2.2 Research Design Part 1 

The preliminary user research study was broken into three sections, the first established 

which TRI phrases are currently been used across various websites, these were then mapped to 

Mayer et al., (1995) antecedents for trust.  The second stage established which phrases 

individuals identify with. The final stage looked at current user profiles and individuals’ 

responses to them from a trust and aesthetic appeal perspective. 

 

2.2.1 Trust and Recommendation Information  

As discussed earlier, TRI can reduce uncertainty and have a positive effect on a user’s 

decision as for whether to engage with other individuals online. To prevent this independent 

variable from affecting any of the participant’s propensities to trust any of the user profile 
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artefacts, the most common TRI were identified and included in the design of the user profile 

artefacts in the form of text and visual icons. To discover exactly what these were, a survey was 

carried out to establish which TRI individuals identify with, while at the same time map these 

phrases and terms to Mayer et al., (1995) integrative model of trust. The survey was informed by 

a review of several popular websites which allow users to rate other users, as well as a review of 

trusting phrases from Thesaurus.com (Appendix A). This review firstly identified the unique 

words or phrases which best represent the TRI. From these a series of key phrases that best 

represent Mayer et al., (1995) antecedents for trust were then selected (A.2). These were used to 

inform the survey questions to establish which TRI individuals most identified with (A.4), the 

results of this survey (A.5) were then used to inform the design of the profile artefacts.  

 

2.2.2 Test Procedure 

A survey of sixteen questions was created, broken into three sections for each of the 

individual antecedents for trust, in the case of benevolence, the word goodwill was used instead, 

due to it falling out of use since the late 1800s (A.3). 

Permission was obtained from the Irish Revenue Commissioners to disseminate the 

questionnaire, in the form of a Google survey, across the 5000 staff members. As an incentive, a 

€25 gift voucher was offered for completed responses. The study was a within-group remote 

qualitative study. All users were presented with the same series of questions and asked to rate 

each question on a five-point Likert scale for how strongly they agreed or disagreed with the 

statement that a particular TRI accurately represented a person’s ability, skill or goodwill (A.4). 

Participants could complete the survey in their own time and choose to opt out at any stage. 
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2.2.3 Existing User Profiles Aesthetic Appeal 

Before creating the profile artefacts to test for the relationship between trust and aesthetic 

appeal in user profiles, it was important to first attempt to establish a baseline as to what 

individuals find appealing in user profiles. 

Twenty highly rated user profiles were selected from across, www.dribble.com and 

www.behance.com as well as a number from actual sites such as www.stackoverflow.com and 

www.udemy.com, (Appendix B). These were used as target stimuli to identify participant’s 

preferences and emotional responses to user profiles. 

 

2.2.4 Test Procedure 

Participants were canvased from within the Irish Revenue Commissioners as well as 

South Dublin County Council, as much as was possible an even selection of both male and 

female participants was obtained. To test for aesthetic appeal at a visceral level much of the 

research suggests presenting the user with the target stimulus for a period of 5 milliseconds 

(Lindgaard, 2007; Capota, van Hout, & van der Geest, 2007; Varela et al., 2013; Lindgaard, 

Fernandes, Dudek, & Browñ, 2006). As this was the preliminary user research study to establish 

what individuals found appealing, and after initial pilot testing which demonstrated levels of 

participant frustration with this timing, it was felt that presenting the profiles for a longer period 

of three seconds was more appropriate. 

To achieve this and record responses afterwards it was necessary to create a tool that 

would present a participant with an image for the specified time and allow the response to be 

recorded afterwards. This was created in HTML with Javascript being used to control the length 

of time a target stimulus was displayed for, before moving the user to the response screen. After 



CAN AESTHETICS SUPPORT LEVELS OF TRUST IN USER PROFILES?                    
 

30 
 

viewing the target stimulus the participant was asked to rate the profile using a five points Likert 

scale from ‘strongly disagree’ to ‘strongly agree’ with the likelihood that they would trust the 

previous user profile when seeking advice or information (B.2). The participant was also given 

the opportunity to further expand on their response via a text input area. The participant could 

then move to the next screen which would once again explain the process for the displaying of 

the target stimulus and allow them to proceed when ready. Testing was carried out both remotely 

and in person to obtain both quantitative and qualitative results, with responses being codified to 

identify any possible patterns. 

 

2.3 Research Design Part 2 

2.3.1 Profile Artefacts 

The design of the profile artefacts was informed by the results from the preliminary user 

research study, Gestalt’s six principles of design, the Nielsen Norman Groups 4 credibility 

factors for trustworthiness in web design, along with the previously mentioned Wang & Emurian 

(2005) framework of trust-inducing features and Nah & Daviss, 2002 thirteen design guidelines 

for integrating trust. The main objective when creating the profile artefacts was to create artefacts 

which incorporate the results from the preliminary user research as well as the previously 

mentioned principles and guidelines, with the aim of creating profile artefacts which embodied 

as many trust-inducing features as possible. A total of four experiments where undertaken, which 

together tested for aesthetic appeal, the effect of aesthetic appeal on propensity to trust and the 

effect of key TRI on propensity to trust. 
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2.3.2 Design Iteration and Ideation 

To begin the most popular user profiles, those which scored 50% or higher, as well as 

least popular were reviewed to identify which design elements should be incorporated into the 

aesthetically pleasing user profile artefacts and which should be used in the less aesthetically 

pleasing. The most successful of the user profiles all featured large amounts of white space, 

simple colour schemes featuring either pastel colours or light greys and clearly spaced, aligned 

and grouped content.  

  

Figure 5. User profile preference. Results from preliminary user research for preference in user profiles 

 

All these design elements were referenced to some degree in the previously mentioned 

literature. The target stimulus which had been the most unsuccessful predominantly featured dark 

colours, poor spacing and alignment of information, as well as a lack of clarity of purpose. 

Responses from the speak aloud in-person sessions carried out after the participants had 

completed viewing the profiles were codified (B.3) and the results used to inform the design and 
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iteration phase when designing the artefacts. Both the positive and negative results from the 

profiles study where considered when designing the artefacts. 

The results from the TRI study were examined to establish which TRI scored most 

highly, again only results which scored over 50% were selected (Table 1), these high scoring TRI 

were also incorporated into the overall design. 

Table 1. TRI results with a positive rating over 50% 

Questions Trust antecedent Result 

Experience Level Rating Ability 51% 

Accomplishments Ability 52% 

Skill Level  Ability 58% 

Behaviour Rating Goodwill 51% 

Helpful Flags Awarded   Goodwill 62% 

Reviews   Integrity 69% 

Recommendations Integrity 61% 

Reputation Rating    Integrity 62% 

 

2.3.3 Ideation 

The main design problem to be addressed was to develop a static artefact which could act 

as the initial view of a user profile within a knowledge sharing system or collection of systems. 

The artefact needed to be capable of presenting to the test participants, within the viewable area 

of the screen, the key TRI which had been established in the earlier study. Secondly it also 

needed to be as close as possible to a user profile in appearance so that participants would 

understand its function at a glance and be able to review it in a similar manner to existing user 

profiles during longer exposures, this would require the addition of further information which 

would be relevant in the context of a user profile. 
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2.3.4 Iteration 

Before putting pen to paper a map of the key elements that make up a user profile in a 

knowledge management context was identified (C.1). This map was used to guide the initial low 

fidelity wireframes (C.2). 

The low fidelity wireframes were reviewed by individuals within the Irish Revenue 

Commissioners working in the area of systems and application development and who had also 

taken part in the first stage of the study and would be the target audience for the final studies. 

These were informal interviews and carried out over a period of two weeks. These initial designs 

incorporated the main findings from the first preliminary user research study. The wireframes 

were further refined into medium fidelity mock-ups (C.3) and again reviewed by a selection of 

individuals within the Irish Revenue Commissioners. Before progressing the wireframes to 

higher fidelity versions an informed decision was required as to what typefaces, colour palettes 

and design principles would be used and incorporated into the design.  

Research has shown that typefaces can influence how trustworthy people perceive a piece 

of information to be (Morris, 2012) they can also affect semantic quality (Bartram, 1982; 

Childers & Jass, 2002) and first impressions (Shaikh, Chaparro, & Fox, 2006). Also, the 

appropriateness and suitability of a typeface for use in a particular context has been shown to be 

something that individuals are aware of (Brumberger, 2003). The typefaces chosen were Arial, 

Baskerville, Montserrat and Comfortaa. 
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Figure 6. Typefaces 

Arial was chosen as a control typeface due to its ubiquitous usage and familiarity. It was 

designed in 1990 by Robin Nicholas, Patricia Saunders and Steve Matteson as a TrueType 

outline and described by Robin Nicholas as a ‘generic sans serif; almost a bland sans serif’ 

(Rider, 2005). It was licensed to Microsoft and has been used on all Microsoft operating systems 

since Windows 3.1 and Apple Macintosh Systems since Apple OS X.  

Baskerville was chosen based on the research by Morris (2012) into the effect of 

typefaces on truth which showed that readers were more likely to agree positively with an essay 

when the Baskerville typeface was used. This finding was also supported by Laiso, (2017) whose 

findings also demonstrated that the usage context was also of importance.  

Montserrat was chosen as it is featured in more than 4.7 million websites worldwide and 

was directly inspired by, if not close to identical to, the Gotham typeface it is also a free version 

whereas Gotham is only available on licence to rent. Gotham was released in 2002 and was 

designed as a Typeface which was both fresh and modern, but also felt familiar and credible. It 

has been extensively used in various areas of life from the Freedom Tower building cornerstone 

to the green Motion Picture Association of America trailer tag, meaning anyone who has seen a 

film in the last 5 years has seen it. It was also used in the Obama election campaign as well as the 

2018 winter Olympics (Rikard, 2018). 
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The Comfortaa typeface was selected as the typeface that might obtain the least 

favourable response from participants, as it’s a display Typeface. Display Typefaces are normally 

intended for use at large sizes rather than passages of body text (Consuegra, 2011) and are 

associated with being unusual, less stable, impractical, immature, and informal (Shaikh et al., 

2006), and have in the past been used only sparingly.  

Colour can play a significant role in how people make decisions and can evoke various 

types of emotions (Ou, Luo, & Wright, 2003). Hynes, (2009) in his study on the effects of colour 

on the meaning of corporate logos demonstrated how individuals associate colour with certain 

emotions such as trust, excitement and anger. Colour choice as previously explained was made 

on a colour palette basis, using colour theory to establish the 3 base colours along with the grey 

base colour for a control.  

The 4 base colours were Blue (#1E6CE0), Purple (#4730AB), Brown (#523D20) and 

Black (#000000). Each base colour except Purple used its complementary colour as an accent 

colour to increase the level of contrast. To complete each colour palette for the artefact two 

harmonious grey colours were added, light and dark. The use of harmonious grey’s where the 

grey has been saturated with the base colour has its roots in the unione style of painting from the 

Renaissance period and in theory, helps create more harmony and unity between light and dark 

(Soares, 2018).    
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Figure 7. Blue Palette 

 
Figure 8. Brown Palette 

 
Figure 9. Grey Palette 

 
Figure 10. Purple Palette 

 

The first colour, Blue (#1E6CE0), was picked as it is considered more serious, 

dependable and trustworthy, and is used in many corporate and financial websites. The second 

colour Purple (#4730AB), was picked for its associations with wisdom and respect. For the 

Purple colour palette, a non-complimentary colour was chosen in place of a complementary 

colour, as well as replacing harmonious greys with the greys from the grey colour palette, this 

was to elicit a negative response in the individual when viewing the artefact. Brown (#523D20), 

was selected due to its association with reliability, stability and friendship but also because 

results from the preliminary user research study had shown that dark colours where less 

appealing and had elicited negative responses from participants.  

For the creation of the artefact, the Gestalt principles of design were considered. To aid in 

embodying these principles and ensuring consistency a design system was created (C.6). The 

design system detailed spacing, Typeface sizing’s, padding between and around elements as well 

as how the TRI icons were to be represented. Due to time constraints, the design system was 
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only created in greyscale. A total of sixteen artefacts were produced 4 Colours x 4 Typefaces 

(C.7). A single additional artefact was created solely for the TRI study (A.1), this artefact was 

similar in every way to the Blue-Arial artefact except it had it's TRI replaced with less relevant 

TRI. 

 

2.4 Test Procedure 

Participants were selected from across the Irish Revenue Commissioners. The study 

adopted a mixed method quantitative and qualitative approach. A total of 4 experiments were 

conducted with one remote experiment and all others being in-person. A qualitative approach 

was adopted as interviews have been proven to be more suitable when targeting respondents’ 

perceptions and feelings, and as the main goal of this study is to identify if the emotion trust can 

be designed for, it made for a logical approach. The reason for adopting a mixed method 

approach was that the quantitative data would look at the effect of aesthetic appeal and identify if 

it was possible to affect aesthetic appeal in user profiles through design. It was also better suited 

to a remote study as it provided a broader perspective, whereas the qualitative data addressed the 

need to understand the effect of aesthetic appeal on trust.  

Both the quantitative and qualitative studies looked at both visceral and reflective 

responses. The reason for this being that the creation of trust can be a reflective process whereas 

aesthetic appeal happens at a visceral emotional level and emotions have been shown to have a 

strong bearing on the creation of trust. By using the results from both studies, the aim was to 

identify if positive changes in aesthetic appeal occurring at the visceral level could be designed 

for and in turn used to increase propensity to trust at the reflective level. 
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2.4.1 Quantitative Test Materials and Tools  

For experiment 1, to test for the effects of aesthetic appeal a total of sixteen artefacts were 

created; using the process described earlier (C.7).  

Due to a lack of available test tools on the market that could fulfil the requirements for 

the study it was necessary to develop the test tool. A test tool was created which would randomly 

present eight of the target stimuli from the sixteen artefacts (Appendix D). The participant was 

first shown two pages introducing and explaining the study (D.4). Each participant was shown a 

page explaining what a user profile was within the context of the study and then asked a serious 

of demographic questions as well a number of trust related questions to establish their level of 

trusting behaviour (Appendix D). The participant was shown a final staging screen explaining 

what they were about to see and explaining what was expected of them (Figure 107). A three-

second counter was then displayed before showing each artefact. After viewing each artefact, the 

participant was asked a series of questions to measure the level of aesthetic appeal of the artefact. 

(Figure 108).  

Early pilot tests had shown that presenting the full sixteen artefacts resulted in the failure 

of participants to complete the experiment, hence the decision to display only eight.  It was 

necessary that the test tool also ensure that as accurately as possible each artefact was displayed 

an equal amount of times. Users could not interact with the artefacts but had the ability to scroll 

the image. Initially, it was intended that all participants would see the eight artefacts for the same 

amount of time, 0.5 seconds the length of time at which a visceral decision is made, but in the 

pilot tests, participants showed high levels of frustration and responded with neutral to nearly all 

questions or failed to complete the experiment. To address this and establish if timing was having 

a negative effect, a staggered set of times were used across 60 participants. The artefacts were 

presented for 0.5 seconds, 1.5 seconds, and 2 seconds depending on the participant’s order the 
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study. With the main body of participants viewing the artefacts for 2.5, this timing had been 

established based on participant feedback, both from the preliminary research and pilot studies 

for the primary research. The test tool was developed using a combination of MySQL, PHP, 

HTML and CSS.  

 

2.4.2 Qualitative Test Materials and Tools  

In total three qualitative experiments were conducted, a survey (Experiment 2), a card 

sort (Experiment 3) and an eye tracking experiment (Experiment 4). Each was carried out within 

the Irish Revenue Commissioners offices as in-person interviews. For the first of these, 

Experiment 2, the same test tool as for aesthetic appeal was used, but with questions adapted to 

test for trust (Figure 110). Participants were presented with the full sixteen randomised artefacts, 

each one displayed for a period of 10 seconds. Users could not interact with the artefacts but had 

the ability to scroll the image. After viewing each artefact, the participant was asked to state if 

they trusted a recommendation provided about the person seen in the artefact (Figure 11). The 

reasoning being that it would aid in measuring a participant’s level of risk-taking behaviour and 

propensity to trust regarding the user profile.  
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Figure 11. Recommendation question 

 

To further measure propensity to trust the participant was then asked six trust-related 

questions (Figure 110). After the questions phase of the experiment users were asked if they had 

any further feedback, to obtain an understanding as to why certain responses were selected.   

The second of these experiments experiment 3, was an open card sorting exercise which 

was carried out directly after a participant had completed the first qualitative experiment. The 

participant was presented with the same sixteen artefacts printed to scale (D.5) and asked to sort 

them from least to most appealing. Participants were encouraged to think aloud and explain their 

choices as they carried out the exercise so that an understanding as to preferences and reasoning 

could be established.  

The final experiment, experiment 4, was an A/B Eye tracking study. A Tobii-pro x3-120 

eye tracking device was used to capture eye gaze movement, the device has an accuracy rating of 
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0.4° and a precision rating of 0.24° with a gaze sampling frequency of 120 Hz. The software 

used for processing of the data was Tobii Studio 3.4.8. Participants were presented with two 

images (C.8) one in which the key TRI were present and a second in which the key TRI areas 

had been replaced with content which had rated low as TRI in the preliminary user research 

study. The areas were marked using the software as areas of importance which would aid in later 

analysis (Figure 171). Participants could not interact or scroll the image and were asked to 

review the images and then answer the same trust related questions which had already been used 

for the in-person interviews in experiment 2. The goal of this experiment was to establish if 

participants perceived, reviewed and recognised the key TRI and if their presence had a bearing 

on participants responses and their propensity to trust. 
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2.4.3 Visual and Trust Measurement Scales 

Two separate scales were used to measure aesthetic appeal and propensity to trust 

(Appendix D). Each asked the participant a number of demographic questions (D.1) before 

asking them to rate a series of phrases or words on a five-point Likert scale ranging from Strong 

Disagree to Strongly Agree. The scale for trust was informed by both Corritore, Marble, 

Wiedenbeck, Kracher, & Chandran, (2005) work on measuring online trust as well as Butler's, 

(1991) work on conditions for measuring trust. Each of the six dimensions map to Mayer et al., 

(1995) factors of perceived trustworthiness. This scale was used for the in-person experiment 

where participants saw all sixteen artefacts and as part of the eye-tracking experiment where 

participants saw two artefacts with and without TRI. 

For the remote aesthetic appeal experiment, the Microsoft Desirability Toolkit was used 

(Benedek & Miner, 2002). The full list of words used in the scale runs to 188 and as suggested 

by Kate Morgan of the Nielsen Norman Group (Moran, 2016) this was adapted so that the most 

relevant phrases were selected in the context of users profiles. One of the benefits of this scale is 

it provides a predefined vocabulary making the analysis of the data easier. 

 

2.5 Data Collection 

To ensure accurate and ethical collection of the data, all participants were presented with 

information describing the context of the experiments and how their information would be used 

(D.4Appendix D). Participants could remain anonymous or chose to provide their email if they 

wished to take part in the raffle for the gift certificates. Participants were informed that at any 

time during the experiments if they wished to exit, they could do so. Results were stored in 

MySQL database with each participant assigned a unique ID generated in the test tool using the 
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‘uniqid()’ function in PHP. The participants answer for each artefact was stored in a separate 

table to the personal details and linked using the unique ID. 

For the eye tracking study data collection was managed by the Tobii software. For the 

card sorting experiment, results were hand-written and later transferred to Microsoft Excel as 

were comments made during the trust experiments. 

 

2.6 Summary 

In all, a total of four experiments were carried out,  

 Experiment 1: A quantitative remote experiment for aesthetic appeal using eight 

artefacts per participant and a questionnaire based on the Microsoft Desirability 

Toolkit 

 Experiment 2: A qualitative in-person study using sixteen artefacts and a 

questionnaire based on established scales of trust from the literature 

 Experiment 3: An open card sort using the sixteen artefacts printed to scale 

 Experiment 4: An A/B eye tracking experiment using Tobii eye-tracking software 

and hardware along with the trust questionnaire 

 

Participants were canvased from across the Irish Revenue commissioners for the four 

studies. For all experiments, initial pilot studies were conducted to identify possible issues with 

test material and processes. Certain issues were discovered such as the display times of the 

artefacts and the need for longer session times for in-person studies, these were corrected and 

incorporated into the final experiments. 
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3 Results 

3.1 Preliminary User Research Findings 

The preliminary research was essentially the discovery stage. The data obtained from the 

qualitative and quantitative studies into user profiles and key TRI was used to understand 

individual preference in these areas and to inform the design of the artefacts for the main study. 

The research was carried out mainly within the Irish Revenue Commissioners and the data was 

analysed and charted using Microsoft Excel. 

 

3.1.1 Results for TRI Survey 

The remote quantitative experiment to establish which TRI individuals most identify 

with, obtained a total of 1,046 responses, after removing incomplete responses this was reduced 

to a total of 894 responses. Table 2 shows the median and standard deviation for the results. 

Figure 12 illustrates a visual representation of the mean scores for the responses for which TRI 

participants most readily identified with. The TRI which obtained a median value over 3.5 were 

used to inform the design of the final artefacts, these are listed below in Table 3. The TRI 

‘Number of positive reviews’ was removed from the final design due to its similarity to ‘Number 

of recommendations'. 
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Table 2. TRI Survey Results 

Question N Median Standard Deviation 

1 894 3 0.953971 

2 894 3 0.87486 

3 894 4 0.946029 

4 894 4 0.937404 

5 894 3 0.942216 

6 894 4 0.864524 

7 894 2 0.858066 

8 894 3 0.980194 

9 894 2 0.808767 

10 894 4 0.937315 

11 894 4 0.936645 

12 894 3 0.990246 

13 894 2 0.935155 

14 894 4 0.942276 

15 894 4 0.891456 

16 894 3 0.853935 
 

 

Figure 12. TRI Phrases Survey Responses 

Note: Figure 12 shows the responses for each question for key TRI survey 
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Table 3. TRI Phrases with a median result > 3.5. 

No. Question Trust antecedent 

3 The 'Experience Level Rating' a person has clearly represents their 'Ability' Ability 

4 The 'Number of Accomplishments' a person has clearly represents their 
'Ability' 

Ability 

6 The 'Skill Level in an area' a person has clearly represents their 'Ability' Ability 

10 The 'Number of helpful flags awarded' to a person clearly represents their 
'Goodwill' 

Benevolence 

11 The 'Number of positive reviews' a person has received is an indicator of their 
'Integrity' 

Integrity 

14 The 'Number of Recommendations' a person has is an indicator of their 
'Integrity' 

Integrity 

15 The 'Reputation Rating' a person has, is an indicator of their 'Integrity' Integrity 

Note: Questions used to capture responses to TRI phrases, which had a mean response greater than 3.5 
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3.1.2 Results for User Profile Preference  

The in-person qualitative experiment to establish which user profiles individuals 

preferred, obtained a total of 22 complete responses. Participants were presented with 20 user 

profiles. Each user profile was displayed for a period of three seconds and participants were 

asked to rate how much they trusted the profile and to explain their reasoning. The data was 

recorded using the test tool and the participant's comments recorded through handwritten notes. 

Table 4 below shows the median, mode and standard deviation for the test tool results. The notes 

and comments obtained during the test were codified to identify any possible patterns (B.3). 

After codification of the results the most common reoccurring patterns where catalogued, these 

can be viewed below in Table 5, these were used to inform the final artefact design and a sample 

of these comments can be seen in Table 6. 

Table 4. Results for User Profiles Preference Results 

Profile Median Mode Standard Deviation 

1.  3 3 0.721 

2.  4 4 0.833 

3.  4 4 0.924 

4.  4 5 0.977 

5.  3 4 1.301 

6.  4 4 1.160 

7.  3 3 0.794 

8.  2 2 1.096 

9.  3 3 1.063 

10.  2.5 2 1.233 

11.  3 2 1.018 

12.  2 2 0.977 

13.  3 3 0.955 

14.  3 4 0.929 

15.  3 2 1.018 

16.  3 3 0.659 

17.  3 3 1.176 

18.  3 3 0.780 

19.  2.5 2 1.007 

20.  2.5 2 1.113 
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Table 5. Results for User Profiles Reoccurring Pattern 

Reoccurring Pattern No. of occurrences 

1 Poor design 20 

2 Good design 26 

3 Positive awareness of social indicators 17 

4 Negative awareness of social indicators 13 

5 General negative response 54 

6 General positive response 33 

7 Too much textual information 7 

8 Not enough information 17 
 

Table 6. Sample of comments from user profile experiment 

Quote Pattern ID 

“Busy and small pictures, not sure what’s going on” 1 

“Easy to make out tech skills, and quick to scan, Bold stands out” 2 

“Clear, skills, endorsements, profile image poor” 3 

“Many followers and languages. Followers doesn’t mean anything, no skills or 
endorsements” 4 

“To touchy feely, hard to make out” 5 

“Felt Longer, colour good, education, well structured” 6 

“To much info, lot pics of people” 7 

“I can see the skills but no endorsements” 8 
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Figure 13. User Profile preferences results 

The results from the user profile experiment indicated a preference for profiles 2, 3, 4 and 

6, (Appendix B) all profiles which demonstrated the use of white space, chunking of data, and 

clear visibility of TRI. The least favourable profiles 8, 9, 10, 12, 19 and 20, (Appendix B) had 

used either dark colours, failed to clearly delaminate information and had limited or no TRI. 
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3.2 Main study findings 

The results from the preliminary user research study where used to inform the 

methodology and design of testing tools for the main study. These findings influenced the design 

of the 16 artefacts as well as exposure times, and improvements in the test tool. The main study 

had a total of four experiments. 

• Experiment 1: A quantitative remote study of aesthetic appeal 

• Experiment 2: An in-person qualitative-within-group study of trust  

• Experiment 3: In person qualitative within-group study of aesthetic appeal 

• Experiment 4: In person qualitative within group eye-tracking study of TRI 

 

3.2.1 Experiment 1: Remote Study of Aesthetic Appeal 

For the remote quantitative study into the effect of aesthetic appeal on user profiles, a 

total of 1,384 participants were each exposed to eight of the sixteen artefacts. After non-valid or 

incomplete results had been removed and the various exposure times grouped, the number of 

responses can be seen in Table 7. For consistency, artefacts in the groups below 2.5 seconds were 

rounded down to the group which contained the lowest number of viewings. 

Table 7. Aesthetic appeal exposure times 

Exposure Time in seconds Number of views per artefact x 16 

2.5  400 

2.0 7 

1.5  7 

0.5 7 
 

After the grouping of various exposure times, the results were separated by the variables 

Typeface and Colour for each grouping, this resulted in 1,600 results for Typeface and Colour for 

2.5 second exposure times and 28 results for each of the remaining exposure times ( 
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Table 8). 
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Table 8. Total number of views per variable, grouped by exposure time 

Exposure Time in seconds Colour Variable Number view per variable 

2.5  Blue 1600 

Brown 1600 

Grey 1600 

Purple 1600 

Arial 1600 

Baskerville 1600 

Comfortaa 1600 

Montserrat 1600 

2.0, 1.5, 0.5 Blue 28 

Brown 28 

Grey 28 

Purple 28 

Arial 28 

Baskerville 28 

Comfortaa 28 

Montserrat 28 

 

Due to the small number of responses for the short exposure times, which were a result of 

incomplete questionnaires, no further analysis was carried out on these results as it was felt there 

was little benefit to be gained for the overall study. 

The results for each of the longer exposure times of 2.5 seconds were then analysed from 

the perspective of the nine dependent variables represented by the questions derived from the 

Microsoft Desirability Toolkit (D.2) and visualised via bar charts using Microsoft Excel. Due to 

the ordinal nature of the data and lack of true intervals making it non-normal, it was not possible 

to perform parametric testing (Mangiafico, 2016).   

Using non-parametric testing both Colour and Typeface were compared across all nine 

conditions for aesthetic appeal. Taking the more conservative unadjusted p-value from the 

Kruskal-Wallis Test for Colour showed mixed results, see appendices  E.1. No statistical 

significance was found in the test for Appealing, Boring, Complexity and Dullness with p-values 

less than 0.05. While the results for Attractiveness, Clearness, Pleasantness, Confusing and 
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Symmetry all showed statistical significance with p-values less than 0.05, resulting in there being 

enough evidence to reject the null hypothesis H02 in these cases. 

Table 9. Summarised P-value results for colour 

Dependent Variable P-Value α Result 
Appealing 0.062 H02 accepted 
Attractive 0.001 H02 rejected 
Boring 0.972 H02 accepted 
Clear 0.411 H02 rejected 
Complex 0.175 H02 accepted 
Pleasant 0.043 H02 rejected 
Confusing 0.046 H02 rejected 
Symmetrical 0.029 H02 rejected 
Dull 0.524 H02 accepted 

 

The Kruskal-Wallis Test for Typeface showed no statistical significance, with all results 

showing p-values > 0.05, see Appendix E.2. This meant that is was not possible to reject the null 

hypothesis H02. 

Table 10. Summarised P-value results for Typeface 

Dependent Variable P-Value α Result 
Appealing 0.591 H02 accepted 
Attractive 0.749 H02 accepted 
Boring 0.805 H02 accepted 
Clear 0.343 H02 accepted 
Complex 0.842 H02 accepted 
Pleasant 0.455 H02 accepted 
Confusing 0.483 H02 accepted 
Symmetrical 0.142 H02 accepted 
Dull 0.701 H02 accepted 
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3.2.2 Experiment 1: Colour and Typeface response analysis, 2.5 second 

A total of 820 participants were exposed to 8 artefacts for a period of 2.5 seconds, just 

under 40% were female and just over 60% were male. Most participants were between the ages 

35 to 54, moderately familiar with user profiles with over 60% having used them to inform an 

online decision. Generally, participants considered themselves to be trusting in nature but 

requiring evidence in advance, a detailed graphical representation of participant demographics 

can be viewed in Appendix E.3. In total all artefacts were viewed between 405 and 410 times 

(Table 11), these were rounded down to 400 views so that each artefact had been viewed an equal 

number of times. The results were then split into sperate data sets for the variables Typeface and 

Colour and analysed from the perspective of the nine dependent variables derived from the 

Microsoft Desirability Toolkit. Descriptive statistics were also generated for both sets of data, see 

page 56. The mean results for both data sets show the questions with positive attributes having a 

greater result, suggesting a more positive response.  
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Table 11. Aesthetic appeal results before rounding down 

Artefact No of Views 

Blue-Arial  410 

Blue-Baskerville  411 

Blue-Comfortaa  409 

Blue-Montserrat  413 

Brown-Arial  411 

Brown-Baskerville  412 

Brown-Comfortaa  411 

Brown-Montserrat  411 

Grey-Arial  411 

Grey-Baskerville  405 

Grey-Comfortaa  408 

Grey-Montserrat  410 

Purple-Arial  409 

Purple-Baskerville  409 

Purple-Comfortaa  410 

Purple-Montserrat 410 
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Table 12. Experiment 1: Colour descriptive statistics 

Table: Valid cases = 6400; cases with missing value(s) = 0. 
     

Variable N Mean S.E. 
Mean 

Std Dev Kurtosis S.E. 
Kurt 

Skewness S.E. 
Skew 

Min Max 

Appealing 6400 3.55 0.01 0.84 0.21 0.06 -0.6 0.03 1 5 

Attractive 6400 3.51 0.01 0.82 0.15 0.06 -0.52 0.03 1 5 

Boring 6400 2.66 0.01 0.83 -0.14 0.06 0.41 0.03 1 5 

Clear 6400 3.44 0.01 0.82 0.1 0.06 -0.6 0.03 1 5 

Complex 6400 2.9 0.01 0.79 -0.21 0.06 0.27 0.03 1 5 

Pleasant 6400 3.47 0.01 0.79 0.33 0.06 -0.63 0.03 1 5 

Confusing 6400 2.76 0.01 0.82 0 0.06 0.46 0.03 1 5 

Symmetrical 6400 3.21 0.01 0.71 0.27 0.06 -0.16 0.03 1 5 

Dull 6400 2.68 0.01 0.86 -0.11 0.06 0.42 0.03 1 5 

 

Table 13. Experiment 1: Typeface descriptive statistics 

Table: Valid cases = 6400; cases with missing value(s) = 0. 
     

Variable N Mean S.E. 
Mean 

Std Dev Kurtosis S.E. 
Kurt 

Skewness S.E. 
Skew 

Min Max 

Appealing 6400 3.55 0.01 0.84 0.21 0.06 -0.6 0.03 1 5 

Attractive 6400 3.51 0.01 0.82 0.15 0.06 -0.52 0.03 1 5 

Boring 6400 2.66 0.01 0.83 -0.14 0.06 0.41 0.03 1 5 

Clear 6400 3.44 0.01 0.82 0.1 0.06 -0.6 0.03 1 5 

Complex 6400 2.9 0.01 0.79 -0.21 0.06 0.27 0.03 1 5 

Pleasant 6400 3.47 0.01 0.79 0.33 0.06 -0.63 0.03 1 5 

Confusing 6400 2.76 0.01 0.82 0 0.06 0.46 0.03 1 5 

Symmetrical 6400 3.21 0.01 0.71 0.27 0.06 -0.16 0.03 1 5 

Dull 6400 2.68 0.01 0.86 -0.11 0.06 0.42 0.03 1 5 
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A further detailed analysis was carried using MS Excel and a series of graphs created for 

both the Colour and Typeface variables, these can be seen below in Figure 14 and Figure 15 for a 

more detailed view of these see appendices E.4 and E.5. 

 

Figure 14. Experiment 1, results for Colour 
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Figure 15. Experiment 1, results for Typeface 

 

Looking at the summarised results for Colour in Table 14 in which neutral values have 

been removed, results would appear to indicate that there is a preference amongst participants for 

the Purple artefacts closely followed by the Blue artefacts. This contradicts the expectation as the 

Blue artefacts were intended to be the artefact with greater aesthetic appeal while the Purple did 

not use complementary colours for its accents. As expected, the Brown and Grey fared worse 

respectively, the Brown being of poor aesthetic appeal due to the use of dark colours which 

participants reacted to poorly in the early studies and the Grey being the neutral control and was 

expected to generate neutral responses. 

The summarised results for Typeface show very little difference in the results across the 

artefacts as seen in Table 15. Generally, there is a 1% to 2% difference across the results with 
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participants appearing to prefer the Comfortaa Typeface with Montserrat as a second preference. 

Again, this contradicts the expectation as the Comfortaa Typeface was chosen as it is a display 

Typeface which is usually associated with poor aesthetic design. An un-summarised version of 

the results below for both Colour and Typeface can be viewed in appendices E.6 and E.7. 

 

Table 14. Experiment 1, summarised results for Colour 

Question % Blue   % Brown   % Grey   % Purple 

Attractive 55 Disagreed   42 Disagreed   33 Disagreed   61 Disagreed 

Boring 53 Disagreed   40 Disagreed   30 Disagreed   57 Disagreed 

Clear 43 Agreed   25 Agreed   11 Agreed   47 Agreed 

Complex 42 Disagreed   36 Disagreed   40 Disagreed   44 Disagreed 

Pleasant 9 Agreed   8 Agreed   14 Agreed   10 Agreed 

Confusing 51 Disagreed   41 Disagreed   30 Disagreed   52 Disagreed 

Symmetrical 19 Disagreed   14 Disagreed   23 Disagreed   25 Agreed 

Dull 43 Agreed   18 Agreed   6 Agreed   23 Disagreed 

 

Table 15. Experiment 1, summarised results for Typeface 

Question % Arial   % Baskerville   % Comfortaa   % Montserrat 

Attractive 50 Disagreed   46 Disagreed   50 Disagreed   48 Disagreed 

Boring 47 Disagreed   42 Disagreed   48 Disagreed   44 Disagreed 

Clear 31 Agreed   39 Agreed   33 Agreed   33 Agreed 

Complex 42 Disagreed   37 Disagreed   42 Disagreed   40 Disagreed 

Pleasant 12 Agreed   9 Agreed   11 Agreed   9 Agreed 

Confusing 45 Disagreed   41 Disagreed   46 Disagreed   42 Disagreed 

Symmetrical 23 Disagreed   19 Disagreed   20 Disagreed   23 Agreed 

Dull 30 Agreed   28 Agreed   31 Agreed   17 Disagreed 
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3.2.3 Experiment 2: In person qualitative study of trust 

A total of seventeen participants were exposed to the complete set of sixteen artefacts. 

Each participant was asked a series of demographic questions, to begin with, the results of which 

can be seen in Table 16 below. Most respondents were male between ages of 25-44, who were 

moderately familiar with user profiles, had used them to make decisions about individuals online 

and erred on the side of caution when trusting others. For a more detailed graphical 

representation of the results see Appendix F.  

 

Table 16. Demographic results in-person study of trust 

Gender Age Familiarity 
with 
Profiles 

Made Decision 
using Profile 

Trusts People Trust before or 
after Evidence 

Risk Taking 1-
5 

Male 35-44 1 yes no prior 3 

Male 25-34 1 yes yes after 5 

Male 45-54 -1 no no prior 2 

Male 35-44 2 yes yes after 2 

Male 35-44 1 yes yes after 4 

Female 25-34 2 yes no prior 4 

Male 25-34 2 yes no after 6 

Male 45-54 2 yes no prior 2 

Male 25-34 1 yes no after 4 

Female 25-34 1 yes yes after 4 

Male 18-24 2 yes yes prior 4 

Female 35-44 1 yes yes after 5 

Male 45-54 0 no yes after 4 

Male 35-44 1 yes no after 4 

Male 18-24 1 no no prior 3 

Male 25-34 2 yes yes after 4 

Female 35-44 1 yes yes after 4 
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After non-valid or incomplete results had been removed, the number of views for each of 

the four Typefaces and four colour palettes was 57. As per the aesthetic appeal experiments a 

descriptive statistics tests for both Colour and Typeface (Table 17, Table 18) were carried out, as 

well as a Kruskal-Wallis Test to determine statistical significance, see appendices F.1 and F.2. 

Table 17. Trust qualitative experiment: Colour descriptive statistics 

Table: Valid cases = 235; cases with missing value(s) = 0. 
     

Variable N Mean S.E. Mean Std Dev Kurtosis S.E. Kurt Skewness S.E. Skew Min Max 

Recommend 235 1.65 0.04 0.58 1.05 0.32 -1.44 0.16 0 2 

Competent 235 3.87 0.05 0.77 0.15 0.32 -0.5 0.16 2 5 

Accomplished 235 3.87 0.05 0.7 0.54 0.32 -0.5 0.16 2 5 

Dependable 235 3.66 0.05 0.74 0.09 0.32 -0.48 0.16 2 5 

Supportive 235 3.63 0.04 0.61 -0.08 0.32 -0.26 0.16 2 5 

Reliable 235 3.67 0.05 0.73 0.17 0.32 -0.53 0.16 2 5 

Responsible 235 3.89 0.04 0.67 0.49 0.32 -0.4 0.16 2 5 

 
Table 18. Trust qualitative experiment: Typeface descriptive statistics 

Table: Valid cases = 235; cases with missing value(s) = 0. 
     

Variable N Mean S.E. Mean Std Dev Kurtosis S.E. Kurt Skewness S.E. Skew Min Max 

Recommend 235 1.65 0.04 0.58 0.34 1.05 0.32 -1.44 0.16 0 

Competent 235 3.87 0.05 0.77 0.59 0.15 0.32 -0.5 0.16 2 

Accomplished 235 3.87 0.05 0.7 0.49 0.54 0.32 -0.5 0.16 2 

Dependable 235 3.66 0.05 0.74 0.54 0.09 0.32 -0.48 0.16 2 

Supportive 235 3.63 0.04 0.61 0.37 -0.08 0.32 -0.26 0.16 2 

Reliable 235 3.67 0.05 0.73 0.53 0.17 0.32 -0.53 0.16 2 

Responsible 235 3.89 0.04 0.67 0.45 0.49 0.32 -0.4 0.16 2 

 

After carrying out the Kruskal-Wallis Test it was not possible to reject the null hypothesis 

H03, that aesthetic appeal has no effect on an individual’s trusting behaviour when viewing user 

profiles, due to a p-value less than 0.05, in all cases for both Colour and Typeface. The results for 

each of the various groupings were then analysed from the perspective of the six dependent 

variables represented by the questions which made up the scale for trust, as well as the one 

recommendation question. Results were visualised via bar charts which can be seen below in 

Figure 16 and Figure 17, for a more detailed view of these see appendices F.4 and F.5.
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Figure 16. Experiment 2, results for Colour 
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Figure 17. Experiment 2, results for Typeface 

 

Participants when answering the question designed to introduce a level of risk-taking 

behaviour by asking participants to trust a recommendation about the profile they had just 

viewed (Table 19), all selected either “Disagree” or “Strongly Disagree”, the results are 

visualised using bar charts in Figure 18 and Figure 19. 

Table 19. Recommendation question 

Recommendation question 
Qs: Would you trust the following recommendation about the person in the 
previous user profile 
 
“Anne is a gifted and natural manager with a rare combination of patience, 
enthusiasm, and management skills.  I’m lucky to have worked with Anne, 
as she is a manager who’s not only interested in the company’s bottom line, 
but also in her employees' professional growth and the sharing of 
information across the company.” 
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Figure 18. Level of risk-taking behaviour for Colour 

 

Figure 19. Level of risk-taking behaviour for Typeface 
 

When taking a summative view of the responses to the six questions, neutral responses 

were first removed, and negative responses subtracted from positive. From the overall percentage 

value, it is difficult to definitively say if one Colour was favoured more than another (Table 20), 

but the Grey and Brown colour palettes appear to score marginally more favourable, with Blue 
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being the least favoured. This contradicts the expectation as the Brown palette was intentionally 

designed to be unappealing and the Grey palette was the control. For the results for Typeface, it 

is easy to see that Arial and Montserrat score quite highly (Table 21). Again, this contradicts the 

expectation as Arial was the control Typeface while Montserrat, a display Typeface, would 

normally not be considered a trustworthy Typeface. An un-summarised version of the results 

below for both Colour and Typeface can be viewed in appendices F.6 and F.7. 

Table 20. Experiment 2, summarised results for Colour 

Question % BLUE   % BROWN   % GREY   % PURPLE 

Competent 69% Agree   65% Agree   73% Agree   71% Agree 

Accomplished 82% Agree   71% Agree   71% Agree   75% Agree 

Dependable 55% Agree   65% Agree   73% Agree   64% Agree 

Supportive  62% Agree   65% Agree   56% Agree   55% Agree 

Reliable 56% Agree   62% Agree   62% Agree   64% Agree 

Responsible 75% Agree   80% Agree   75% Agree   80% Agree 

 

Note: Red represented the lowest scoring results, green the highest 

 

Table 21. Experiment 2, summarised results for Typeface 

Question % Arial   % Baskerville   % Comfortaa   % Montserrat 

Competent 73% Agree   60% Agree   67% Agree   78% Agree 

Accomplished 78% Agree   73% Agree   75% Agree   73% Agree 

Dependable 69% Agree   60% Agree   67% Agree   62% Agree 

Supportive  64% Agree   60% Agree   58% Agree   64% Agree 

Reliable 56% Agree   51% Agree   64% Agree   73% Agree 

Responsible 82% Agree   75% Agree   73% Agree   80% Agree 

 

Note: Red represented the lowest scoring results, green the highest 
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3.2.4 Experiment 3: In person qualitative study of aesthetic appeal (Card sort) 

The seventeen participants who completed the qualitative experiment for trust also 

performed an additional card sorting exercise. Each participant was exposed to the sixteen full 

scale printed versions of the artefacts (D.5) and was asked to sort them in order of preference. 

Participants were encouraged to speak aloud and comment on their selections. The results were 

recorded in Microsoft Excel, where first the average was obtained for each artefact and 

visualised via a bar graph (Figure 20).  

 

Figure 20. Card sort results averaged.  

Note: The Y access represents the order of preference, 0 being least favoured. 

 

The results were then separated into Typeface and Colour and the average responses 

graphed for each, shown in Figure 21 and Figure 22. This was done by first separating each of 

the four variables for Colour and Typeface into the sperate views for each participant.  An 
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average result was obtained for each of the participant’s responses to the four Colour and 

Typeface variables. These results were then averaged across the 17 participants, the breakdown 

for this can be seen in appendices G.1 and G.2. 

Based on the results the most popular Typeface was Comfortaa but only marginally over 

Arial and Monserrat contradicting the expectation as it’s a display Typeface. The results for 

Colour, in this case, conform to the expectation with the Blue palette being significantly more 

appealing, and Purple second. 

 

 

Figure 21. Card sort results for Typeface 

 



CAN AESTHETICS SUPPORT LEVELS OF TRUST IN USER PROFILES?                    
 

68 
 

 

Figure 22. Card sort results for Colour 

 

3.2.5 Experiment 4: In-person Qualitative Eye Tracking Study of TRI 

A total of nineteen participants took part in the eye-tracking study. Most respondents 

were male between ages of 25-34, were in the main somewhat familiar with user profiles, and all 

had used them to make decisions about individuals online. Participants were inclined to be 

mainly trusting of others. A more detailed graphical representation of the demographic results 

can be seen in Appendix H.1. Participants were exposed to two artefacts with and without key 

TRI, shown in Figure 23 and Figure 24, and asked the same series of questions after seeing each, 

the key TRI of Reputation Rating remained constant for both artefacts. 
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Figure 23. Artefact for eye tracking experiment with TRI  

 

Figure 24. Artefact for eye tracking experiment without TRI 
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The questionnaire used was the same as that used in the qualitative experiment for trust 

(D.2). The question to capture the level of risk-taking behaviour showed a visible increase in 

participants levels of trust after viewing the artefact with TRI (Figure 25). 

 

Figure 25. Level of risk-taking behaviour, with and without TRI 

The main antecedents for trust also showed an increase in levels of trust after viewing the 

artefacts with TRI, mainly in the strongly agree category (Figure 27). 
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Figure 26. Antecedents for trust without TRI 
 

 

Figure 27. Antecedents for trust with TRI 
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The following descriptive statistics were generated by the by Tobii 3.4.8 statistics function and 

show results with and without TRI for gaze fixation on areas of interest (AOI), Time to First 

Fixation, First Fixation Duration, Total Fixation Duration and Visit Duration. Data accumulative 

heatmaps using a scale of 0 to 8.78 counts were also generated (H.2). 

 

Figure 28. Time to first fixation no TRI 

 

 

Figure 29. Time to first fixation with TRI 

 

 

Figure 30. First fixation duration no TRI 
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Figure 31. First fixation duration with TRI 

 

 

Figure 32. Total fixation duration no TRI 

 

 

Figure 33. Total fixation duration with TRI 

 

 

Figure 34. Visit duration no TRI 
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Figure 35. Visit duration with TRI 

 

Aside from the results for the antecedents to trust which indicate a positive effect for Key 

TRI, it is difficult to draw any definitive conclusions from the eye tracking data. The less 

reflective results, Time to First Fixation and First Fixation Duration, take longer to occur for Key 

TRI which could be said to be an expected result due to the reflective nature of Key TRI. Total 

Fixation Duration and Visit Duration have significant longer mean results for both Key TRI and 

Recommendations than the results for the non-TRI Published, with a mean of 3.19 and 4.04 

respectively compared to 2.32 and 2.48 in both results for Recommendations. The TRI for 

Reputation rating, the Stars, remained reasonably constant across both artefacts except for 

differences in Time to First Fixation and Total Fixation Duration.  

The heatmaps appear to confirm these findings as they show less time spent reading the 

initial biography information and what would seem to be more time reviewing the two areas of 

interest for the Key TRI graphs and recommendations. 
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Figure 36. Heatmap without TRI 

 

 
Figure 37. Heatmap with TRI 
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4 Discussion 

The aim of this study was to investigate and validate whether aesthetic appeal can affect 

levels of trust in individuals when viewing user profiles. As part of this, there were several 

questions that needed to be answered.  

 Can aesthetic appeal in user profiles be designed for? 

 Does aesthetic appeal affect levels of trust in user profiles? 

 Does key TRI, when designed for affect trust in user profiles?  

 

Taking the results from above it could be argued that in some of the experiments aesthetic 

appeal influenced participants’ trusting behaviour, in particular experiments 3 and 4, the card 

sorting exercise and the Key TRI experiment. However, when looking at the responses to 

questions overall, it is difficult to say that one or the other aesthetic treatments had a significant 

statistical effect on trusting behaviour. There appears to be a suggestion in the results that both 

the Purple and Blue colour treatments as well as the Comfortaa and Montserrat typefaces 

positively affected levels of aesthetic appeal in Experiment 1. This however was not reflected in 

the trusting responses from Experiment 2, where both the Brown and Grey colour palettes along 

with Arial and Montserrat Typefaces obtained more positive responses. Also, all responses to the 

recommendation question used to measure willingness to risk resulted in only negative 

outcomes, with participants being uninclined to trust the recommendation for the user profile 

without further in-depth knowledge or experience of the individual. 

The following sections look at the results from each of the experiments and attempts to 

answer these questions in more detail. 
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4.1 Can aesthetic appeal in user profiles be designed for? 

Experiment 1, with the largest number of participants, was used to identify if design 

changes in user profiles could affect levels of aesthetic appeal. During this study, participants 

were exposed to four Colour palettes and four Typeface. For both Colour and Typeface there 

were neutral, aesthetically pleasing and non-aesthetically pleasing variables. Using the questions 

based on the Microsoft Desirability Toolkit, results indicate that there was a slight preference 

towards the less aesthetically pleasing colour palette of Purple over the Blue colour palette but 

not significantly. This was unexpected as the Purple colour palette had not used a complimentary 

colour for its accents whereas the Blue had. Both the Grey control palette and the Brown non-

aesthetically pleasing palette both rated poorly across all questions on the scale as expected. 

Questions which seemed to cause an issue for participants were the complex, confusing and 

symmetrical questions as responses seemed to differ little for any of the colour palettes and were 

generally quite lowly rated. The statistical analysis of these results although not conclusive did 

suggest they are statistically significant in some cases and allowed for the rejection of the null 

hypothesis H02. 

Results for the typefaces were a little more decisive, if unexpected, with both the control 

typeface Arial and the least aesthetically pleasing typeface Comfortaa being favoured over the 

other two Typefaces Baskerville and Montserrat. Again, the results for the complex, confusing 

and symmetrical questions (D.2) show little difference across the four typefaces. The statistical 

analysis did not permit the rejection of the null hypothesis H02. 

The results suggest that it is possible to design for aesthetic appeal in users’ profiles. This 

is not surprising given the large amount of research which already supports the idea that visual or 

aesthetic appeal can impact on a person’s responses and decisions.  
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4.2 Does aesthetic appeal affect levels of trust in user profiles?  

The results from Experiment 2, the in-person qualitative interviews for trust, were two-

fold. For the first part, where participants where shown the sixteen artefacts and asked to answer 

the questions that represented the scale for trust, participants leaned marginally in favour of the 

Brown and Grey colour palettes. This does not reflect the results from the remote quantitative 

study into aesthetic appeal and would seem to suggest that it is not possible to design for trust in 

this context. Also, all participants responded with either disagree or strongly disagree for the 

recommendation question. The reasoning behind these choices is difficult to discern and would 

require further detailed research and analysis. The reason for the strong negative result for 

recommendation question, based on comments, appears to be that participants did not feel they 

had enough information to make such a value decision. Overall the results make it difficult to 

reject the null hypothesis H03 

Experiment 3, the card sorting exercise for aesthetic appeal, was performed directly after 

the participants had completed the first experiment. Results from this show a clear preference 

amongst participants for the Blue and Purple colour palettes with Blue being favoured over 

Purple. The results for Typeface showed Comfortaa and Montserrat being favoured closely 

followed by the Arial Typeface, this mirrors results for the quantitative study into aesthetic 

appeal. Unfortunately, the results again are at odds with the results from experiment 2, making it 

difficult to suggest trust can be designed for in user profiles. 
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4.3 Does key TRI, when designed for, affect trust in user profiles?  

The results from experiment 4 into the effect of TRI on trust were two-fold, with 

participants being asked to rate responses using the scale for trust as well as eye gaze data being 

recorded.  

From the eye gaze data alone, it is difficult to draw any definitive conclusions as to how 

they might relate to trust. The data only allows statements to be made regarding how long or 

soon an individual viewed an area of interest on the artefact. Taking this into account the mean 

figures for the results do show a positive increase in Total fixation Duration and Visit Duration, 

which, it could be argued are more relevant than Time to First Fixation and First Fixation 

Duration when analysing for trust due to its reflective nature. 

The questionnaires which were presented to the participants after viewing each artefact 

also showed an increase in trusting behaviour. The recommendation question used to measure 

risk taking showed an increase in positive responses (Figure 181). The responses to the 

questionnaire that represented the scale for trust also recorded an increase in positive responses 

with those who answered strongly agree (Figure 183). When combined with statistical data from 

the eye tracking software the results would seem to indicate that it is possible to affect levels of 

trust when Key TRI are considered and designed for and hence possible to reject the null 

hypothesis H01. 
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5 Conclusions 

5.1 Summary 

This study has aimed to answer whether aesthetic appeal influences individual levels of 

trust and trusting behaviour as it relates to user profiles within a knowledge sharing environment. 

There has been little research into this topic, but much in the separate domains of knowledge 

management and the effect of aesthetic appeal on information systems. This study which was to 

some extent experimental in nature attempted to bridge these two domains through research and 

analysis of the following hypothesises. 

 

5.1.1 Hypothesis 1 

Clear visibility of the key indicators for trust; ability, benevolence and integrity, will 

increase an individual’s propensity to trust others. 

Experiment 4 used the Tobii eye tracker software to conduct an A/B test of the Key TRI 

uncovered in the user research findings in the preliminary user research study. Although not the 

most ideal test procedure for trust, it did show increased levels of trusting behaviour for the 

artefact containing the Key TRI, with both the recommendation question to capture risk raking 

behaviour and the main antecedents for trust all showing positive increases in responses 

(Appendix H). The results from this experiment support Xu's (2014) study into user profiles and 

social cues as well as Zloteanu et al. (2018) study into TRI and their positive effects on online 

decision making. These results although not conclusive do make it possible to reject the null 

hypothesis H01. 
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5.1.2 Hypothesis 2  

The quality of aesthetic appeal in online user profiles can be positively designed for. 

Experiments 1 and 3, the remote study and card sort, attempted to establish if positive 

changes in both Colour and Typeface influenced aesthetic appeal. The results from both 

experiments although not striking did indicate a clear preference for the Purple and Blue colour 

palettes and the Comfortaa and Montserrat typefaces, respectively. Although for both variables 

what was assumed, based on current literature, to be the less desirable Colour and Typeface were 

popular. A reason for this may have been context, taking the Baskerville Typeface as an example. 

Although established as a well-trusted Typeface by Morris (2012), the context in which the study 

was undertaken was that of an article on the New York Times, a publication in which individuals 

may expect this type of Typeface usage. Participants may have unexpectedly responded 

favourably to the display typeface Comfortaa as the context of user profiles could possibly had 

an effect. This observation is supported by Laiso (2017) and Shaikh et al., (2006) and their work 

in the area of perception of typefaces. These results although not striking do make it possible to 

reject the null hypothesis H02. 

 

 

5.1.3 Hypothesis 3  

A high level of aesthetic quality, when combined with trust and reputation information 

(TRI), will increase an individual’s trust in user profiles. 

Experiment 2 looked at how changes in aesthetic appeal and the use of Key TRI affected 

peoples trusting behaviour. The results from the experiment made it difficult to say conclusively 

how effective the aesthetic changes had been on affecting trusting behaviour. Results did not 
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reflect the findings from experiments 1 and 3 with participants seeming to favour the control and 

less aesthetically appealing artefacts. Although these results may not reflect the consensus in the 

established body of literature on website design and trust(Karvonen, Cardholm, & Karlsson, 

2000; Mc Knight et al., 2002) it does support the idea that trust is an extremely complex and 

multi-faceted emotion which has many variables, such as time, risk and context, which need to 

be accounted for. The results do not make it possible to reject the null hypothesis H03. 

 

5.2 Key Contributions 

Through this research, the researcher intends to add to the current body of knowledge 

within the domain of knowledge sharing, particularly from the perspective of user experience 

and user interface design. Even though the importance of knowledge with the organisation is 

well understood, the importance of the point of entry to that knowledge is an area which has been 

overlooked to some extent.  

This research provided to some degree evidence that designing for visual appeal in user 

profiles can influence trusting behaviour, particularly when key factors such as an individual’s 

mental model of trust is considered. Results from the study indicate that certain considered 

aesthetic changes can generally have a positive effect on trusting behaviour, as seen with the 

responses to the Colour palettes and Typefaces. The results from the TRI eye tracking study also 

indicate that considering TRI and making them recognisable and understandable can have a 

positive effect on trusting behaviour.  

 

5.3 Limitations 

This section identifies the possible limitations of the study and their effect on the results 

and findings. The first and most important limitation is the measuring of trust. As discussed, trust 
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is complex and multifaceted. It requires several conditions, two of which are time and perceived 

risk, neither of which were available during this study. None of the participants was risking 

anything when responding to experiments and many even expressed an inability to offer a valid 

response to the survey questions, stating they would need to have some level of interaction with 

the person, either remotely or in-person. 

A second possible limitation was with the artefacts themselves. Due to each artefact being 

identical in layout and structure, a level of familiarisation crept into the study, with respondents 

developing a mental image of the person in the profile artefact and responding to this and to 

some extent ignoring the actual changes in typeface and colour. 

The third limitation would be one of statistical significance. Due to the complex and non-

parametric nature of the data, it was difficult to run any meaningful statistical analysis on the 

data. Although not ideal the analysis that was carried out did demonstrate the effects of aesthetic 

appeal on trusting behaviour. 

 

5.4 Future Research 

This study possibly lays the groundwork for more detailed studies into how User 

Experience Design principles and practices could be used to encourage the sharing of knowledge 

with organisations.   

Given the nature of trust and the difficulty in measuring it, one avenue of research may be 

a longer-term qualitative A/B study into how changes in user interface elements in a knowledge 

sharing system affect user engagement. For example, taking the research into TRI, a more 

focused approach in just this area could be undertaken to identify how changes to these 

indicators affect user behaviour. 
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Another possible avenue of future research would be to carry out a statistically significant 

study into the effects of User Experience Design principles and practices on actual trusting 

behaviour. This would more than likely require access to a live system where some form of 

sharing takes place between active users over time. This would allow for a measurable realistic 

scale and would address some of the limitations of this study. 

Whatever future research this study might possibly inspire it would appear from the 

research that to truly measure trusting behaviour within a system, those studies would need to be 

undertaken where participants experience some level of risk. 
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 Trust and Reputation Information 

A.1 TRI research results  

The following tables are a review of TRI currently in use on popular websites which 

provide the facility to comment on or review other users’ online interactions. 

Table 22. TRI - Stack Overflow 

Trust antecedent Ability Benevolence Integrity 

Phrase Scoring in skill area No of posts Reputation rating 

Phrase Number of badge 
types                 

No of communities Length of time a member 

Phrase Badge level No of answers to 
questions 

People reached 

Phrase  Helpful flags Top Posts 

Phrase   Profile pic 

 

Table 23. TRI - Linkedin 

Trust antecedent Ability Benevolence Integrity 
Phrase Top skills Articles No of Connections 

Phrase Experience Volunteer Experience No of Mutual Connections 

Phrase Education  Skill Endorsements 

Phrase Skill Endorsements  Recommendations 

Phrase Accomplishments  Profile pic 

 

Table 24. TRI - Couch Surf 

Trust antecedent Ability Benevolence Integrity 
Phrase No of confirmed References  Verified 

Phrase   No of References 

Phrase   Length of time a member 

Phrase   Profile Completion 

Phrase   Friends 

Phrase   References 

Phrase   Profile pic 
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Table 25. TRI - Blah Blah Car 

Trust antecedent Ability Benevolence Integrity 
Phrase Driving level No of Ads Verified 

Phrase No of Reviews Behaviour No of positive reviews 

Phrase Experience level    Length of time a member 

Phrase Behaviour  Profile pic 

Phrase No of Trips  Behaviour 

 

Table 26. TRI - Airbnb 

Trust antecedent Ability Benevolence Integrity 
Phrase Nº of Reviews No of replies to reviews Verified 

Phrase Super Host  Nº of positive reviews 

Phrase Recommendations  Length of time a member 

Phrase Behaviour   Profile pic x n 

Phrase   Nº of replies to reviews 

 

Table 27. TRI - Udemy 

Trust antecedent Ability Benevolence Integrity 

Phrase Instructor Rating No of replies to 
reviews 

Profile text 

Phrase Nº of positive 
reviews 

 Nº of positive reviews 

Phrase Course rating  Length of time a member 

Phrase Number of courses   Profile pic 

Phrase Number of Students  No of replies to reviews 

 

Table 28. TRI - Mendeley 

Trust antecedent Ability Benevolence Integrity 
Phrase Research Interests Groups a member of Interests in common 

Phrase Followers  Following 

Phrase Professional 
Experience 

  

Phrase Education   

Phrase Nº of Publications   
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A.2 Key phrases that best represent Mayer et al., antecedents for trust 

Table 29. The occurrence of Word or Phrase Representing Ability 

Word or phrase  Source 

Positive reviews Udemy 

Skill Endorsements Linkedin 

No of Badges Stack Exchange 

Mastery Rating Wordassociations.net 

Experience level Linkedin 

Top skills Linkedin  

Total Accomplishments Linkedin 

Number of Competencies Google Dictionary 

Capability Thesaurus.com 

Intelligence Thesaurus.com 

Skill level in an area Stack Exchange 

 
Note. This table list all the unique words or phrases discovered which best represent the TRI Ability. 

 

Table 30. The occurrence of Word or Phrase Representing Benevolence 

Word or phrase  Source 

No of groups a member of Udemy 

No of replies to reviews Udemy 

Behaviour Rating Blah Blah Car 

Nº of posts Stack Exchange 

Nº of communities a member of Stack Exchange 

Nº of answers to questions Stack Exchange 

Helpful flags awarded Stack Exchange 

 
Table 31. The occurrence of Word or Phrase Representing Integrity 

Word or phrase Source 

No of positive reviews received Udemy 

Length of time a member Udemy 

Behaviour Blah Blah car 

Profile Completion Couch Surf 

Nº of Connections Linkedin 

Nº of Mutual Connections Linkedin 

Nº of Skill Endorsements Linkedin 

Nº of Recommendations Linkedin 

Reputation rating Stack Exchange 

People reached Stack Exchange 

Top Posts Stack Exchange 

Skill level in an area Stack Exchange 
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A.3 Usage of the word benevolence 

 

Figure 38. Usage of the word benevolence, Google Ngram Viewer 2018 

 

A.4 TRI Questionnaires  

Table 32. TRI Survey Questions 

Questions Trust antecedent 

The 'Number of Skill Endorsements' a person has clearly represents their 'Ability' Ability 

The 'Number of Badges' a person has clearly represents their 'Ability' Ability 

The 'Experience Level Rating' a person has clearly represents their 'Ability' Ability 

The 'Number of Accomplishments' a person has clearly represents their 'Ability' Ability 

The 'Number of Competencies' a person has clearly represents their 'Ability' Ability 

The 'Skill Level in an area' a person has clearly represents their ‘Ability' Ability 

The 'Number of Groups' a person is a member of clearly represents their 
'Goodwill' 

Benevolence 

The 'Behaviour Rating' of a person clearly represents their 'Goodwill' Benevolence 

The 'Number posts' by a person clearly represents their 'Goodwill' Benevolence 

The 'Number of helpful flags awarded' to a person clearly represents their 
'Goodwill' 

Benevolence 

The "Number of positive reviews' a person has received is an indicator of their 
'Integrity' 

Integrity 

How 'Complete a person's profile is', is an indicator of their 'Integrity' Integrity 

The 'Number of Mutual Connections' a person has with you, is an indicator of 
their 'Integrity' 

Integrity 

The 'Number of Recommendations' a person has is an indicator of their 
'Integrity' 

Integrity 

The 'Reputation Rating' a person has, is an indicator of their 'Integrity' Integrity 

The 'Skill level rating in an area' a person has is an indicator of their 'Integrity' Integrity 
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A.5 Trust and Reputation Information, Results 

 

Figure 39. Ability Result 01  

 

Figure 40. Ability Result 02  
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Figure 41. Ability Result 03  
 

 

Figure 42. Goodwill Result 01  
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Figure 43. Goodwill Result 02 

 

 

Figure 44. Integrity Result 01 
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Figure 45. Integrity Result 02 

 

 

Figure 46. Integrity Result 03 
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A.6 TRI Phrase Association Results Summarised 

Table 33. TRI results with positive ratings over 50% 

Questions Trust antecedent Result 

Experience Level Rating Ability 51% 

Accomplishments Ability 52% 

Skill Level  Ability 58% 

Behaviour Rating Goodwill 51% 

Helpful Flags Awarded   Goodwill 62% 

Reviews   Integrity 69% 

Recommendations Integrity 61% 

Reputation Rating    Integrity 62% 
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 User Profile Baseline 

B.1 User Profile Screens for Baseline 

 
Figure 47. User Profile Screen 01 

 

 

 
Figure 48. User Profile Screen 02 

 

 

 
Figure 49. User Profile Screen 03 

 
Figure 50. User Profile Screen 04 
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Figure 51. User Profile Screen 05 

 

 
Figure 52. User Profile Screen 06 

 

 
Figure 53. User Profile Screen 07 

 

 
Figure 54. User Profile Screen 08 
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Figure 55. User Profile Screen 09 

 

 
Figure 56. User Profile Screen 10 

 

 
Figure 57. User Profile Screen 11 

 
Figure 58. User Profile Screen 12 

 

 
Figure 59. User Profile Screen 13 

 

 
Figure 60. User Profile Screen 14 
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Figure 61. User Profile Screen 15 

 

 
Figure 62. User Profile Screen 16 

 

 

 
Figure 63. User Profile Screen 17 

 
Figure 64. User Profile Screen 18 
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Figure 65. User Profile Screen 19 

 
 

 

 
Figure 66. User Profile Screen 20 
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B.2 User Profile Response Screen 

 

Figure 67. User Profile Study 1 Response 
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B.3 Codified responses for user profiles research 

 

Figure 68. User Profile in-person study Codified responses 

Note: Links are provided in Appendix I to original supporting material 
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 Design and Iteration 

C.1 User Profiles Mind Map 

 

 

Figure 69. Knowledge Management Mind Map 
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C.2 Low Fidelity Artefacts 

Figure 70. Low Fidelity Wireframe 01 
 

Figure 71. Low Fidelity Wireframe 02 
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Figure 72. Low Fidelity Wireframe 03 Figure 73. Low Fidelity Wireframe 04 

 

Figure 74. Low Fidelity Wireframe 05 

 

Figure 75. Low Fidelity Wireframe 06 
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C.3 Medium Fidelity Artefacts 

 
Figure 76. Medium Fidelity Artefacts 01 

 
Figure 77. Medium Fidelity Artefacts 02 
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Figure 78. Medium Fidelity Artefacts 03 
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C.4 TypeFaces 

 

Figure 79. Typefaces used 

 

C.5 Colour Palettes 

 
Figure 80. Blue Palette 

 
Figure 81. Brown Palette 

 
Figure 82. Grey Palette 

 
Figure 83. Purple Palette 
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C.6 Design System 

 

 

Figure 84. Design System  
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C.7 Final Artefacts 

 
Figure 85. Grey-Arial 

 
Figure 86. Grey-Baskerville 
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Figure 87. Grey-Comfortaa 

 
Figure 88. Grey-Montserrat 
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Figure 89. Blue-Arial 

 
Figure 90. Blue-Baskerville 
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Figure 91. Blue-Comfortaa 

 
Figure 92. Blue-Montserrat 
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Figure 93.Brown-Arial 

 
Figure 94. Brown-Baskerville 
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Figure 95. Brown-Comfortaa 

 

 
Figure 96. Brown-Montserrat 
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Figure 97. Purple-Arial 

 

 
Figure 98. Purple -Baskerville 
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Figure 99. Purple- Comfortaa 

 
Figure 100. Purple- Montserrat 
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C.8 TRI Artefacts 

 

Figure 101. Eye-tracking Study, NO TRI Artefact 
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Figure 102. Eye-tracking Study, TRI Artefact 
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 Test Tool 

D.1 Demographic Questions 

Table 34. Demographic questions. These were used for the aesthetic appeal and trust questionnaires 

Which gender do you most identify with 

What age range do you fall into 

How familiar are you with online user profiles 

Have you ever used an online user profile to make a decision regarding an individual or a 
piece of information such as travel advice or a purchase? 

Generally speaking, would you say that most people can be trusted, or that you cannot be 
too careful when dealing with people? 

Which of the following statements best reflects your view? 

 I will not trust a person until there is clear evidence that he or she can be trusted 

 I will trust a person until I have clear evidence that he or she can’t be trusted 
 

On a scale from 1 to 6 where 1 is “Very cautious” and 6 is “Very trusting” how would you 
describe your interactions with other people? 

 

D.2 Aesthetic Appeal Questionnaires  

Table 35. Scale for aesthetic appeal adapted from Microsoft Desirability Toolkit 

Question. Using the below please rate how you felt about the user profile. 

Appealing 

Attractive 

Boring 

Clear 

Complex 

Pleasant 

Confusing 

Symmetrical 

Dull 
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D.3 Trust Questionnaires  

Table 36. Propensity to trust question 

Propensity to trust question 

Qs: Would you trust the following recommendation about the person in the previous user 
profile 

 
“Anne is a gifted and natural manager with a rare combination of patience, enthusiasm, and 
management skills.  I’m lucky to have worked with Anne, as she is a manager who’s not only 
interested in the company’s bottom line, but also in her employees' professional growth and 
the sharing of information across the company.” 
 

 

Table 37. Trust scale, six dimensions of trust for rating user profiles 

Dimension Trust antecedent 

The person in the profile reflects competency Ability 

I would consider the person in the profile to be accomplished in their job Ability 

The person in the profile is someone who could be depended upon Integrity 

The person in the profile is reliable Integrity 

I would consider the person in the profile to be someone who is 
responsible. 

Goodwill 

I would consider the person in the profile to be supportive Goodwill 
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D.4 Aesthetic Appeal Test Tool 

 

Figure 103. Test tool introduction 

 

Figure 104. Test tool Explanation 
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Figure 105. Test tool user profile explanation 
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Figure 106. Test tool participant details 
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Figure 107. Test tool instructions 
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Figure 108. Test tool aesthetic appeal questionnaire 
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Figure 109. Test tool propensity to trust question 
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Figure 110. Test tool trust questionnaire 
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D.5 Card sorting material 

 

Figure 111. Card sort experiment test material



CAN AESTHETICS SUPPORT LEVELS OF TRUST IN USER PROFILES? 

137 
 

 

 Experiment 1: Quantitative Aesthetic Appeal Results  

E.1 Statistical Analysis Kruskal-Wallis Test: Colour 

 
Figure 112. Colour versus Appealing 

 
Figure 113. Colour versus Attractive 

 
Figure 114. Colour versus Boring 

 
Figure 115. Colour versus Clear 
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Figure 116. Colour versus Complex 

 
Figure 117. Colour versus Pleasant 

 
Figure 118. Colour versus Confusing 

 
Figure 119. Colour versus Symmetrical 
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Figure 120. Colour versus Dull 
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E.2 Statistical Analysis Kruskal-Wallis Test: Typeface 

 
Figure 121. Typeface versus Appealing 

 
Figure 122. Typeface versus Attractive 

 
Figure 123. Typeface versus Boring 

 
Figure 124. Typeface versus Clear 
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Figure 125. Typeface versus Complex 

 
Figure 126. Typeface versus Pleasant 

 
Figure 127. Typeface versus Confusing 

 
Figure 128. Typeface versus Symmetrical 
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Figure 129. Typeface versus Dull 
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E.3 Demographics Graphs 

 
Figure 130. Gender 

 
Figure 131. Age Range 

 
Figure 132.User Profile Familiarity 

 
Figure 133. Used Profile to Make Decision 

 
Figure 134. People can be Trusted 

 
Figure 135. Trust Before or After Evidence  

Figure 136. Trusting Behaviour 
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E.4 Colour Graphs 

The following charts graphically depict results for the effect of Colour, where users were 

exposed to eight artefacts for a period of 2.5 seconds. 

 

Figure 137. Blue. Answers to questions for aesthetic scale 

 

Figure 138. Brown. Answers to questions for aesthetic scale 
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E.5 Typeface Graphs 

The following charts graphically depict results for Typeface, where users were exposed to 

eight artefacts for a period of 2.5 seconds. 

 

Figure 139. Arial. Answers to questions for aesthetic scale 

 

Figure 140. Baskerville. Answers to questions for aesthetic scale 
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Figure 141. Comfortaa. Answers to questions for aesthetic scale 

 

Figure 142. Montserrat. Answers to questions for aesthetic scale 
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E.6 Colour Tabular Data 

Table 38. Blue: Answers to questions for aesthetic scale 

Question Strongly agree Agree Neutral Disagree Strongly disagree 

Attractive 1% 7% 27% 55% 9% 

Boring 1% 7% 31% 53% 8% 

Clear 5% 48% 36% 9% 1% 

Complex 2% 11% 32% 51% 5% 

Pleasant 1% 30% 47% 20% 2% 

Confusing 1% 7% 33% 54% 5% 

Symmetrical 1% 12% 55% 30% 2% 

Dull 6% 47% 38% 8% 2% 
 

Table 39. Brown: Answers to questions for aesthetic scale 

Question Strongly agree Agree Neutral Disagree Strongly disagree 

Attractive 1% 12% 32% 49% 7% 

Boring 1% 11% 36% 46% 6% 

Clear 4% 39% 39% 16% 2% 

Complex 2% 13% 35% 46% 4% 

Pleasant 1% 28% 48% 20% 2% 

Confusing 1% 10% 37% 48% 4% 

Symmetrical 1% 14% 56% 28% 2% 

Dull 4% 36% 39% 19% 3% 
 

 
 
 

Table 40. Grey: Answers to questions for aesthetic scale 

Question Strongly agree Agree Neutral Disagree Strongly disagree 

Attractive 1% 16% 33% 43% 7% 

Boring 1% 15% 36% 41% 6% 

Clear 3% 32% 39% 23% 2% 

Complex 1% 12% 34% 49% 5% 

Pleasant 2% 32% 48% 17% 2% 

Confusing 1% 14% 38% 42% 4% 

Symmetrical 1% 11% 53% 33% 2% 

Dull 3% 31% 38% 24% 4% 
 

 
 
 

Table 41. Purple: Answers to questions for aesthetic scale 

Question Strongly agree Agree Neutral Disagree Strongly disagree 

Attractive 1% 7% 25% 56% 10% 

Boring 6% 50% 35% 8% 1% 

Clear 2% 11% 30% 51% 6% 

Complex 2% 30% 46% 19% 3% 

Pleasant 2% 8% 28% 56% 6% 

Confusing 4% 39% 40% 15% 3% 

Symmetrical 1% 11% 53% 33% 3% 

Dull 1% 7% 25% 56% 10% 
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E.7 Typeface Tabular Data 

Table 42. Arial: Answers to questions for aesthetic scale 

Question Strongly agree Agree Neutral Disagree Strongly disagree 

Attractive 1% 10% 28% 52% 8% 

Boring 1% 9% 32% 50% 8% 

Clear 5% 42% 38% 14% 2% 

Complex 2% 11% 33% 50% 5% 

Pleasant 2% 31% 47% 18% 2% 

Confusing 2% 10% 32% 52% 5% 

Symmetrical 1% 11% 53% 33% 2% 

Dull 5% 41% 38% 14% 2% 
 

Table 43. Baskerville: Answers to questions for aesthetic scale 

Question Strongly agree Agree Neutral Disagree Strongly disagree 

Attractive 2% 12% 28% 51% 8% 

Boring 2% 12% 32% 48% 6% 

Clear 4% 41% 39% 15% 2% 

Complex 2% 13% 33% 48% 4% 

Pleasant 1% 30% 47% 19% 2% 

Confusing 2% 10% 35% 49% 4% 

Symmetrical 1% 12% 54% 30% 2% 

Dull 5% 40% 38% 15% 2% 
 

 
 
 

Table 44. Comfortaa: Answers to questions for aesthetic scale 

Question Strongly agree Agree Neutral Disagree Strongly disagree 

Attractive 1% 9% 30% 51% 9% 

Boring 1% 9% 32% 51% 7% 

Clear 5% 44% 36% 14% 2% 

Complex 1% 12% 32% 50% 5% 

Pleasant 2% 30% 47% 18% 3% 

Confusing 1% 8% 34% 51% 5% 

Symmetrical 1% 12% 55% 30% 2% 

Dull 5% 42% 37% 14% 3% 
 

 
 
 

Table 45. Montserrat: Answers to questions for aesthetic scale 

Question Strongly agree Agree Neutral Disagree Strongly disagree 

Attractive 1% 11% 28% 50% 10% 

Boring 1% 11% 32% 47% 9% 

Clear 5% 43% 37% 14% 2% 

Complex 1% 12% 32% 49% 6% 

Pleasant 1% 29% 48% 19% 2% 

Confusing 1% 11% 34% 49% 5% 

Symmetrical 3% 37% 43% 14% 2% 

Dull 1% 12% 55% 29% 2% 
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 Experiment 2: Qualitative Trust Results 

F.1 Statistical Analysis Kruskal-Wallis Test: Colour 

 
Figure 143. Colour versus Recommend 

 
Figure 144. Colour versus Competent 

 
Figure 145. Colour versus Accomplished 

 
Figure 146. Colour versus Dependable 

 
Figure 147. Colour versus Supportive 

 
Figure 148. Colour versus Reliable 
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Figure 149. Colour versus Responsible 
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F.2 Statistical Analysis Kruskal-Wallis Test: Typeface 

 
Figure 150. Typeface versus Accomplished 

 
Figure 151. Typeface versus Dependable 

 
Figure 152. Typeface versus Supportive 

 
Figure 153. Typeface versus Reliable 

 

 

 
Figure 154. Typeface versus Responsible 
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F.3 Demographics Graphs 

 
Figure 155. Age Range 

 
Figure 156. Familiarity 

 

 
Figure 157. Used Profile to Make Decision  

Figure 158. People can be Trusted 

 

 
Figure 159. Trust Before or After Evidence  

Figure 160. Trusting Behaviour 
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F.4 Colour Graphs 

The following charts graphically depict results where users were exposed to sixteen 

artefacts for a period of ten seconds and asked to rate their response to each profile via a series of 

eight questions. 

 

Figure 161. Question for propensity to trust  
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Figure 162. Blue 

 

Figure 163. Brown 
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Figure 164. Grey. Answers to questions for trust scale 
 

 

Figure 165. Purple. Answers to questions for trust scale 
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F.5 Typeface Graphs 

The following charts graphically depict results where users were exposed to sixteen 

artefacts for a period of ten seconds and asked to rate their response to each profile via a series of 

eight questions. 

 

Figure 166. Question for propensity to trust  
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Figure 167. Arial. Answers to questions for trust scale 

 

 

Figure 168. Baskerville. Answers to questions for trust scale 
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Figure 169. Comfortaa. Answers to questions for trust scale 

 

 

Figure 170.Montserrat. Answers to questions for trust scale 
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F.6 Colour Tabular Data 

 

Table 46. Blue: Answers to questions for trust scale 

Question Strongly agree Agree Neutral Disagree Strongly disagree 

Recommend  0% 0% 71% 24% 5% 

Competent 22% 51% 24% 4% 0% 

Accomplished 15% 69% 15% 2% 0% 

Dependable 7% 55% 31% 7% 0% 

Supportive  0% 64% 35% 2% 0% 

Reliable 9% 56% 25% 9% 0% 

Responsible 15% 62% 22% 2% 0% 
 

Table 47: Brown. Answers to questions for trust scale 

Question Strongly agree Agree Neutral Disagree Strongly disagree 

Recommend  0% 0% 76% 15% 9% 

Competent 20% 55% 16% 9% 0% 

Accomplished 20% 56% 18% 5% 0% 

Dependable 20% 55% 16% 9% 0% 

Supportive  5% 64% 27% 4% 0% 

Reliable 5% 62% 27% 5% 0% 

Responsible 18% 65% 13% 4% 0% 
 

 
 

 

Table 48. Grey: Answers to questions for trust scale 

Question Strongly agree Agree Neutral Disagree Strongly disagree 

Recommend  0% 0% 73% 24% 4% 

Competent 16% 62% 16% 5% 0% 

Accomplished 9% 65% 22% 4% 0% 

Dependable 16% 62% 16% 5% 0% 

Supportive  4% 56% 36% 4% 0% 

Reliable 9% 60% 24% 7% 0% 

Responsible 13% 65% 18% 4% 0% 
 

 
 

 

Table 49. Purple: Answers to questions for trust scale 

Question Strongly agree Agree Neutral Disagree Strongly disagree 

Recommend  0% 0% 73% 25% 2% 

Competent 15% 58% 25% 2% 0% 

Accomplished 15% 62% 22% 2% 0% 

Dependable 9% 62% 22% 7% 0% 

Supportive  4% 53% 42% 2% 0% 

Reliable 7% 64% 22% 7% 0% 

Responsible 15% 65% 20% 0% 0% 
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F.7 Typeface Tabular Data 

 

Table 50. Arial: Answers to questions for trust scale 

Question Strongly agree Agree Neutral Disagree Strongly disagree 

Recommend  0% 0% 75% 25% 0% 

Competent 22% 51% 27% 0% 0% 

Accomplished 15% 64% 22% 0% 0% 

Dependable 7% 67% 20% 5% 0% 

Supportive  5% 58% 36% 0% 0% 

Reliable 5% 56% 33% 5% 0% 

Responsible 18% 64% 18% 0% 0% 
 

Table 51: Baskerville. Answers to questions for trust scale 

Question Strongly agree Agree Neutral Disagree Strongly disagree 

Recommend  0% 0% 69% 22% 9% 

Competent 20% 53% 15% 13% 0% 

Accomplished 15% 64% 16% 5% 0% 

Dependable 20% 53% 15% 13% 0% 

Supportive  5% 58% 33% 4% 0% 

Reliable 9% 55% 24% 13% 0% 

Responsible 15% 64% 18% 4% 0% 
 

 
 

 

Table 52. Comfortaa: Answers to questions for trust scale 

Question Strongly agree Agree Neutral Disagree Strongly disagree 

Recommend  0% 0% 78% 15% 7% 

Competent 16% 56% 22% 5% 0% 

Accomplished 18% 62% 15% 5% 0% 

Dependable 16% 56% 22% 5% 0% 

Supportive  0% 62% 35% 4% 0% 

Reliable 11% 60% 22% 7% 0% 

Responsible 16% 62% 16% 5% 0% 
 

 
 

 

Table 53: Montserrat. Answers to questions for trust scale 

Question Strongly agree Agree Neutral Disagree Strongly disagree 

Recommend  0% 0% 71% 25% 4% 

Competent 15% 65% 18% 2% 0% 

Accomplished 11% 64% 24% 2% 0% 

Dependable 9% 58% 27% 5% 0% 

Supportive  2% 64% 33% 2% 0% 

Reliable 5% 71% 20% 4% 0% 

Responsible 11% 69% 20% 0% 0% 
 

  



CAN AESTHETICS SUPPORT LEVELS OF TRUST IN USER PROFILES?                    
 

161 
 

 Experiment 3: Card Sort Results 

G.1 Colour Tabular Data 

Table 54. Card sort result order of preference for colour 

Colour P1 P2 P3 P4 P5 P6 P7 P8 P9 P10 P11 P12 P13 P14 P15 P16 P17 Average 

Blue 7 13 13 13 14 10 7 13 13 9 1 2 4 8 13 13 11 
 

Blue 7 15 14 15 16 4 8 14 14 8 7 3 10 6 14 15 10 
 

Blue 7 16 16 14 13 5 15 16 16 16 15 4 16 7 16 16 9 
 

Blue 7 14 15 16 15 9 16 15 15 13 9 1 15 5 15 14 12 
 

Average 7 15 15 15 15 7 12 14.5 15 12 8 3 11 7 15 15 11 11.27941176 

Brown 13 3 5 8 10 13 3 6 7 2 2 14 1 4 6 10 2 
 

Brown 16 1 8 5 10 7 4 7 6 7 6 15 5 2 9 10 3 
 

Brown 15 2 6 7 10 8 11 9 8 12 4 16 6 3 8 10 4 
 

Brown 14 4 7 6 10 12 12 8 5 11 5 13 7 1 7 10 1 
 

Average 15 3 7 7 10 10 8 7.5 7 8 4 15 5 3 8 10 3 7.382352941 

Grey 8 7 1 4 12 16 1 2 1 9 11 10 2 16 1 11 13 
 

Grey 8 5 3 3 12 14 2 3 3 5 12 11 8 14 4 11 15 
 

Grey 8 6 2 1 12 11 9 4 4 1 16 12 13 15 5 11 16 
 

Grey 8 8 4 2 12 15 10 1 2 10 13 9 11 13 3 11 14 
 

Average 8 7 3 3 12 14 6 2.5 3 6 13 11 9 15 3 11 15 8.088235294 

Purple 9 11 12 10 11 3 5 5 10 3 3 6 3 11 2 12 8 
 

Purple 10 10 10 12 11 1 13 12 12 14 10 8 9 12 12 12 6 
 

Purple 12 12 11 9 11 6 14 11 11 15 14 5 14 9 10 12 5 
 

Purple 11 9 9 11 11 2 6 10 9 6 8 7 12 10 11 12 7 
 

Average 11 11 11 11 11 3 10 9.5 11 10 9 7 10 11 9 12 7 9.264705882 
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G.2 Typeface Tabular Data 

 

Table 55. Card sort result order of preference for typeface 

Colour P1 P2 P3 P4 P5 P6 P7 P8 P9 P10 P11 P12 P13 P14 P15 P16 P17 Average 

Arial 7 14 15 16 15 9 16 15 15 13 9 1 15 5 15 14 12  

Arial 12 12 11 9 11 6 14 11 11 15 14 5 14 9 10 12 5  

Arial  8 8 4 2 12 15 10 1 2 10 13 9 11 13 3 11 14  

Arial  14 4 7 6 10 12 12 8 5 11 5 13 7 1 7 10 1  

Average 10.25 9.5 9.25 8.25 12 10.5 13 8.75 8.25 12.25 10.25 7 11.75 7 8.75 11.75 8 9.794118 

Baskerville 7 13 13 13 14 10 7 13 13 9 1 2 4 8 13 13 11  

Baskerville 8 7 1 4 12 16 1 2 1 9 11 10 2 16 1 11 13  

Baskerville  13 3 5 8 10 13 3 6 7 2 2 14 1 4 6 10 2  

Baskerville  9 11 12 10 11 3 5 5 10 3 3 6 3 11 2 12 8  

 Average 9 9 8 9 12 11 4 7 8 6 4 8 3 10 6 12 9 7.676471 

Comfortaa 7 16 16 14 13 5 15 16 16 16 15 4 16 7 16 16 9  

Comfortaa 15 2 6 7 10 8 11 9 8 12 4 16 6 3 8 10 4  

Comfortaa 10 10 10 12 11 1 13 12 12 14 10 8 9 12 12 12 6  

Comfortaa  8 6 2 1 12 11 9 4 4 1 16 12 13 15 5 11 16  

 Average 10 8.5 8.5 8.5 11.5 6.25 12 10.25 10 10.75 11.25 10 11 9.25 10.25 12.25 8.75 9.941176 

Montserrat 7.00 15 14 15 16 4 8 14 14 8 7 3 10 6 14 15 10  

Montserrat 8.00 5 3 3 12 14 2 3 3 5 12 11 8 14 4 11 15  

Montserrat 11.00 9 9 11 11 2 6 10 9 6 8 7 12 10 11 12 7  

Montserrat  16.00 1 8 5 10 7 4 7 6 7 6 15 5 2 9 10 3  

Average 10.25 9.50 9.25 8.25 12.00 10.50 13.00 8.75 8.25 12.25 10.25 7.00 11.75 7.00 8.75 11.75 8.00 9.794118 
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 Experiment 4: Eye Tracking Study 

 

Figure 171. Eye tracking study, areas of interest 
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H.1 Demographics 

 
Figure 172. Gender 

 
Figure 173. Age Range 

 
Figure 174. User Profile Familiarity 

 
Figure 175. Used Profile to Make Decision  

Figure 176. People can be Trusted 

 
Figure 177. Trust Before or After Evidence 

 
Figure 178. Trusting Behaviour 
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H.2 Heat Maps 

 

Figure 179. Eye Track Experiment Heatmap no TRI 

 

Figure 180. Eye Track Experiment Heatmap with TRI 
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H.3 Questionnaire Results 

 

Figure 181. Level of risk-taking behaviour, with and without TRI 

 

Figure 182. Antecedents for trust without TRI 
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Figure 183. Antecedents for trust with TRI 
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 Supporting Material 

The following is a table with links to all supporting material used in this study 

Table 56. Supporting Material 

Material Title Link 

Preliminary research user profiles survey responses Open Google Folder 

Preliminary research user profiles codified comments Open Google Folder 

Preliminary research TRI word association results Open Google Folder 

Low fidelity wireframes Open Google Folder 

Mid fidelity wireframes Open Google Folder 

Design System Open Google Folder 

Artefacts Open Google Folder 

Experiment 1 - Aesthetics (Remote) Open Google Folder 

Experiment 2 - Trust (In Person) Open Google Folder 

Experiment 3 - Aesthetics (Card Sort) Open Google Folder 

Experiment 4 - Trust (TRI) Open Google Folder 

 


