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ABSTRACT — Trust is described in various contexts, such as e-commerce, e-government, reviews, and online health
information. Credibility and information quality are fundamental to building trust in those contexts. This study aimed to
develop trust perception (TP) and information use (IU) indicators in an information evaluation context. Indicators were
developed through three processes: searching, grouping, and construction. Relevant indicators were grouped based on
similarities to construct statements, which were validated for face and content validity by three experts. The validated TP
and U were then tested using the partial least squares structural equation modeling (PLS)-SEM. The data used for
measurement obtained from 110 participants comprising 55 Indonesian academic librarians and 55 university students.
Participants responded to indicator statements after evaluating information from four prepared informational websites. This
study yielded five TP indicators and a single 1U indicator, where TP significantly predicted 1U. The five indicators described
TP as make-sense information relevant to needs, provided by trusted authors and providers, and accompanied by accessible
author information, provider information, and reference sources. U was described as the information used for its credibility.
The measurement demonstrated distinct participant behaviors. Differences in needs influenced assessments, while author
and provider trustworthiness showed no bias toward participant type. Trust perception significantly predicted 1U, with
moderate model fit and varying predictive strengths across the websites. Tested as reliable, valid, and a significant predictor

of IU, TP serves as a tool for examining factors that potentially influence trust in online information.

KEYWORDS — Indonesian Librarians, Indicator Development, Information Use (IU), Trust Perception (TP).

I. INTRODUCTION

Trust is the main reason for actions. It creates confidence
that the trusted party will not cause harm [1]. This is the basis
of definitions for trust in various contexts, such as e-commerce,
e-government, online health informational websites, and online
review websites. In the e-commerce context, trust means
confidence in making a purchase [2] in uncertain environments
[1], expecting sellers to be competent and responsible [1]. In
the e-government context, citizen’s attitudes towards
government electronic services depend on the conformity of
people’s expectations and government performances [3] in
protecting data and privacy when using e-government [4]. In
the online product/service review context, trusted reviews are
based on information qualities [5], trustworthy reviewers,
relevancy to the user’s needs [6], and reliability [5]. Reviews
with these characteristics support reader understanding and
decision-making [7]. Online health information also directs
readers to trust and follow the health advice presented [8]. Trust
in online health information is based on credibility, information
quality, and content design [9]. Credibility factors [10] are
references [11], author credibility [9], information about the
author [12], and recommendations [10]. Information quality
factors are usefulness [10], suitability to needs [13],
comprehensibility [14], and objectivity [15]. Related design
factors are easy-to-understand [16], good design [10], ease of
use [17], and information layout [14].

Trust in e-commerce websites involves both products and
parties presenting the products. Trust in e-government websites
relates to the security of individual data involved in the services
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and the performance of the services rather than the service
providers themselves [3]. Trust in online review websites is
associated with recommendations about products or services
[5]. Trust in online health information is based on the
credibility of the information provider and the quality of the
information [9]. Credibility and information quality are
fundamental to building trust in e-commerce, e-government,
reviews, and online health information websites. This
similarity provides an opportunity to develop a TP in
informational websites.

Informational websites focus on providing knowledge and
educating their audiences without offering any products or
services. In these four contexts, the information is related to the
products and services offered, making trust closely tied to both
the information and the associated products/services. In
contrast, informational websites present information as the
product, aiming to enhance knowledge. Consequently, the
provided information connects directly to the trust.

When individuals access e-commerce, e-government,
review, and online health information websites, their
assessment of information is tied to the products offered.
However, when they access informational websites, they assess
the information directly. This assessment is also known as
information evaluation. Hence, this study aimed to develop
indicators of trust perception (TP) in informational websites in
the context of information evaluation in academic settings.

In the context of information evaluation, evaluation
strategies emphasizing the source to support decisions about
trusting online information have been proposed [18]. These
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strategies involve various cues that prompt individuals to
investigate based on these hints. Examples of these cues
include the reasons for seeking information, how the
information is obtained, the ease of investigating the
information, prior knowledge about the information, and the
writer’s expertise on the subject. However, the elements
underlying trust during information evaluation were not
explicitly identified. Although website types were not specified
in their study, the research’s context was information
evaluation on websites [18]. Meanwhile, another study used
informational websites, which were news websites, to prove
that content evaluation directed the willingness to use the
content [19]. The content dimensions were credibility, quality,
readability, and expertise. However, this study did not involve
trust.

Informational websites have become research objects to
validate the factors influencing subjective perceptions [20],
measure credibility [21], and investigate users’ information
evaluation behavior [22]. This study contributes to describing
TP that arises when individuals evaluate information. Reliable
and valid indicators describe TP. TP and its indicators are a
foundation for studies examining various factors influencing
TP toward online information.

These indicators are key elements in the information
evaluation process. The abundance of websites with varying
information quality necessitates individuals to evaluate
information [23], including information generated by
generative Al. Website content designers or information
providers gain valuable insights or confirmation regarding the
key elements of TP that direct individuals to use information
on their websites. The measurement of TP involves information
use (IU), as the ultimate goal of evaluating information is to use
it [23]. Therefore, this study also defined the concept of 1U.
This study aimed to determine (a) the indicators of TP and IU
and (b) the significance of TP in predicting IU.

II. METHODOLOGY

Based on the assigned scenario, the experiment was
designed to answer the research questions using websites as
materials for participant activities. Purposive sampling was
applied to recruit both types of participants. All participants
consented to take part in the study and received compensation.
Data were collected through a survey completed by participants
after completing the tasks within the scenario. The TP and 1U
indicators were developed using three steps: searching,
grouping, and constructing before being measured with partial
least squares structural equation modeling (PLS-SEM) in the
SmartPLS software.

PLS-SEM analysis consists of two processes: measurement
model and structural model measurement with aims to
maximize model fit based on the R? value [24], [25]. The
measurement model aims to measure indicators and construct
reliability and validity. The measurement of the indicator
reliability was done through indicator reliability or loading,
with a standard threshold of > 0.708. The measurement of the
construct reliability was done using Cronbach’s alpha and
composite reliability (rho_a and rho_c), with a standard
threshold of > 0.7 for the internal consistency. The construct
validity was measured using average variance extracted (AVE),
with a standard threshold of > 0.5 [24]. The discriminant
validity assessment was conducted using the cross-loading, the
Fornell-Larcker criterion, and the heterotrait-monotrait ratio
(HTMT) [26]. These three measures compare the correlation of
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indicators with their respective constructs against their
correlation with other constructs, ensuring that indicators have
a stronger correlation with their intended construct. When the
discriminant validity results confirm no redundancy of
indicators, the model is deemed suitable for further analysis
[25]. Finally, the structural model was evaluated using the path
coefficient to measure the relationship between constructs, R?
to assess how well the model represents the actual situation,
and f2 to measure the effect size of constructs within the model
[24]. In addition, a two-way ANOVA with replication was used
to analyze the influences of two factors—participants and
websites—on TP and I1U.

A. RECRUITMENT OF RESEARCH PARTICIPANTS

The study involved two types of participants, academic
librarians and students, both of whom participated in testing the
TP and IU indicators. One of the professional standards for
librarians, as outlined in the National Library Regulation of the
Republic of Indonesia Number 24 of 2017, includes guiding
information literacy, the use of e-resources, and reference
sources. This information literacy guidance is regularly
conducted in academic libraries by librarians [27], [28]. The
strategies and knowledge imparted by librarians are transferred
to students, who then adopt similar methods [29]. Based on this
rationale, this study involved academic librarians and students
as research participants.

A networking approach was utilized as the method for
recruiting potential academic librarians to participate in the
study, resulting in the recruitment of 61 academic librarians
from diverse regions across Indonesia. Following
communication with each librarian, 55 academic librarians
consented to participate in this study. The students were from
Universitas Kristen Duta, located in Yogyakarta, Indonesia.
Students from the Theology, Information Systems, and
Architecture Design departments were selected to serve as
representatives for majors in social sciences, technology, and
design, respectively. The classes of 2020, 2021, and 2023 were
selected to represent different experiences and capabilities in
dealing with online information for academic purposes. Fifty-
five students agreed to partake in the study proposed by the
researcher. They attended data collection sessions based on
their selected schedule.

According to Soper’s online a-priori sample size calculator
for structural equation modeling (SEM), a sample size of 110
is considered adequate for detecting the impact [30]. Twenty-
three samples are recommended minimum sample size to detect
the impact based on the given characteristics, which include an
expected effect size of 0.5, a desired statistical power level of
0.8, 2 latent variables, 5 observable variables, and a probability
level of 0.05. In PLS-SEM, latent variables refer to constructs,
and observable variables referring to indicators [25]. In this
study, the latent variables were TP and 1U. The five observable
variables were the indicators of TP.

B. WEBSITES FOR EXPERIMENT SCENARIO

The study utilized actual websites as the material for the
scenario to give an authentic experience of evaluating online
information [31], [32] about open access. The selection of 12
websites started from the 5th page of the search engine results
page (SERP) to avoid bias [33]. The websites underwent an
inter-rated reliability examination conducted by three
information science experts who agreed upon four potential
explorable websites that would direct participants to explore
and question website credibility. The experts’ agreement was
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56%, a moderate agreement based on the range of Kappa values:

0.41-0.60 [34]. The four information websites about open
access consist of two Indonesian language websites and two
English websites.

1. The Indonesian Blog AjoPiaman: it is a personal blog
that provides various tips, including how to access and
use open access resources. The blog owner is the
primary author, offering comprehensive information
about their competencies.

2. The Indonesian Open Access Community: the website
outlines the community and open access resources with
clear accountability and organizational support,
although its information is somewhat outdated.

3. The Open Access Network: it is from Germany and is
managed by a consortium of several higher education
institutions, providing a thorough explanation of open
access; however, some of its web pages are only
available in German.

4. The Open Source: the website explains open source,
with open access only briefly mentioned as part of open
source, and the information about open-source
software is more prominent.

Collecting data scenarios instructed participants to evaluate
information from the four websites one at a time. For academic
librarians, the evaluation aimed to decide whether the
information was suitable as a resource for content on open
access introduction for students to access on a webpage [35].
For students, the evaluation aimed to decide whether the
information informs them about open access to increase their
understanding of open access. The data collection scenario was
designed to direct participants to evaluate, one at a time,
information from four predetermined websites before
answering a questionnaire for each website. The participants
evaluated information using their strategy without the
researcher’s interference. No exact time limit was imposed for
evaluating the websites to prevent haste. Direct observation
was conducted during data collection to ensure participants
evaluated the information. Data collection was conducted
online through Zoom for participants located outside the city,
while local academic librarians and students were invited to
participate directly in the laboratory.

C. INDICATOR DEVELOPMENT PROCESS

The indicators development adopted indicators from
relevant literature [36], then adapted them to the information
evaluation domain through three processes, namely searching,
grouping, and constructing, which produced indicators in the
form of statements. Searching is collecting relevant indicators
from the literature. Grouping puts indicators with similarities
in one group. One statement is constructed to represent each
group of indicators. Experts conducted face and content
validity on each indicator statement produced.

1) TRUST PERCEPTION INDICATOR DEVELOPMENT

The TP indicator development applied three processes. It
started with searching for trust indicators from literature,
grouping similar ones, and then constructing a statement for
each group. The followings are the search results for trust
indicators from the literature.

1. What is my aim in seeking information? [18].
2. I believe this website is concerned with users’ current
and future interests [37].
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3. The information on this website does not interest me
[38].

4. In my opinion, this website’s design and information
consider the desires and needs of its users [37], [39].

5. | believe this website is sensitive to its users’ needs
[37], [39].

6. | believe this website knows its users well enough to
offer them information according to their needs [37],
[39].

7. s the website easy to investigate? [18]

8. Trustworthiness is whether a source or information is
trustworthy and honest [38].

9. Openness about the source/provider makes me believe
the information presented [40].

10. Is the presented information reviewed? [18]

11. Does the information make sense? [18]

12. Does the author have competence in what he is
discussing? [18]

13. Familiarity is how familiar a user is with the source
[40].

14. Look and feel is an overall impression or evaluation of
the indicators [40].

15. Do I understand the type of website that provides this
information? [18]

16. This website’s information appears genuine and honest
to me [37].

17. 1 believe I can trust the promises made by this website
[37].

18. This website does not make false claims [37].

19. 1 believe this website usually keeps its promises [37],
[39].

20. The advice and recommendations provided on this
website are intended to be mutually beneficial [37].

21. 1 believe this website considers the consequences of its
actions on the consumer [37], [39].

22. 1 believe that this website would not intentionally do
anything that would prejudice the user [37], [39].

23. 1 believe this website can present its information [37],
[39].

24. This website has sufficient experience presenting its
information [37], [39].

25. | can rely on the information on this site [41].

26. | believe it is safe to use a website that provides such
information [42], [43].

27. | believe the website presenting the information is
reliable [42], [43].

28. | think there will be no problems using a website that
provides the information [42], [43].

29. This website, in my opinion, has the necessary
resources to present its information successfully [37],
[39].

30. | stayed long enough on each web page | visited [38].

31. | enjoyed visiting the pages of the website [38].

The list of referenced indicators was grouped based on
similarities, with each group represented by a single combined
indicator statement. In Table I, the “Combined Indicator
Statement” column presents the resulting statement for each
group, while the “Referenced Indicators” column lists the
numbering of the referenced indicators included in each group.
Most indicators were constructed from more than one
referenced indicator, except for the fifth and the tenth indicator.
The eleven statements in Table | are TP indicators resulting
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TABLE |
CONSTRUCTED TP INDICATORS

No. Combined Indicator Statement Refe:renced
Indicators

1 The website presents information that [1]-]6]
meets the users’ needs

2 Author attributes, providers, services, and [71-9]
library resources are accessible

3 Information makes sense because it is [10]-[11]
reviewed and validated before being
presented

4 Competent and well-known author [12]-[14]

5 The kind of website is familiar to users [15]

6 The website owner is trusted so that the [16]-[19]
information presented is as it should be and
is correct

7 The website provides benefits to its users [20]-[22]
through the services provided

8  The website owner has the competence to [23]-[24]
provide the information

9  The information on this type of website is [251-[28]
safe to use

10 The website has needed resources to [29]
present information well

11 Each web page was visited long enough to [30]-[31]

enjoy the experience

from the grouping phase. Subsequently, these indicator
statements underwent face and content validation by three
experts, who merged and/or refined the statements. The process
of refining the indicator statements through merging and
revising the eleven original indicator statements resulted in five
indicators.
The following are the five statements and the original
indicator statements that were merged and revised.
1. “The website provides information according to user
needs.” The statement was derived from indicator 1, 7,
and 10.
2. “Information about the authors, reference sources, and
providers are accessible.” This statement is a revision
of indicator 2.
3. “Information makes sense.” This statement is a
revision of indicator 3.
4. “The author is trusted.” This statement is a revision of
indicator 4
5. “The website provider is trusted.” The statement was
derived from indicator 6 and 8.

The experts did not consider indicators 5, 9, and 11 as TP
indicators. As a result, five validated indicators were defined as
the TP descriptions, as outlined in [35]. The measurement
examined the relationship between TP and U, along with their
indicators, as trust in information led to its use [8]. The
development of 1U indicators is discussed in the following
section.

2) INFORMATION USE INDICATOR DEVELOPMENT

The use of information is the final phase of a process that
begins with recognizing an information need [44], [45]. This
need drives the evaluation of information to assess its
credibility [46], [47]. Both need and credibility form the basis
for decisions to use information. The search for IU indicators
produced the following results.

1. Tintend to continue using the website [48].

2. I will continue using the website [48].

3. Iplan to continue using the website [48].
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I will consider using this website [36].

My possibility of using the website is high [36].

I intend to utilize the e-services [49].

I plan to utilize the e-service [49].

I anticipate employing the e-service [49].

I will continue to utilize the e-service in the future [49].

0. I plan to maintain my use of e-services rather than

discontinuing them [50].

11. I intend to persist in employing e-services rather than
employing alternative methods [50].

12. T will not cease utilizing e-services [50].

The grouping of indicators in Table Il resulted in several
indicators by combining elements related to the need for or
credibility of the information. The experts agreed to focus on
these two aspects—need and credibility, in validating the face
and content of IU indicators. In addition, the experts agreed to
ignore the referenced indicators on e-services because the core
of the statements was included in the other group of referenced
indicators.

During the panel discussion, improvements were made to
the third indicator by replacing the word “choose” with “use,”
and removing the phrase “meet my need,” as using something
inherently implies it meets one’s needs. The final version of the
IU indicator was agreed upon as “I use this information because
it is credible” [35], resulting in a single 1U indicator as [51]
applied a single indicator.

The defined indicators were then tested for reliability and
validity using data from 110 participants. The implementation
of PLS-SEM using the SMARTPLS software was to measure
the structural model that links TP and IU. PLS-SEM also
assessed the reliability and validity of both indicators and
constructs. Structural model analysis was conducted once these
were confirmed as reliable and valid. The measurement data
was gathered from 55 academic librarians and 55 students, who
evaluated information from four websites according to the
experimental scenario. A two-way ANOVA with replication
was then used to analyze the interaction of these indicators with
each participant group.

S0 e v

Ill. ANALYSIS AND RESULTS

A. PARTICIPANTS’ PROFILE

Table Il and Table 1V present the demographic profile of
the 55 students and 55 librarians, with a fairly balanced gender
ratio across both groups. All education levels in the field of
library or information science are represented, with more than
50% of librarians having bachelor’s and master’s degrees. The
librarian participants are also dominated by experienced ones
who have worked in the field for over 10 years.

Student participants varied in years of study and academic
background, while librarian participants differed in years of
work experience and education degree in library or information
science fields. The two participant types represent two skill
levels: experts (librarians) and nonexperts (students). The
diversity among the two participant groups was expected to
support the generalization of TP and IU indicator testing within
this study context.

B. MEASUREMENT AND THE RESULTS

The data came from participants’ responses to 5 TP
statements and 1 IU statement for the four websites designated
as experimental materials. Participants responded to the
statements each time they finished evaluating the information.
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TABLE Il TABLEV
CONSTRUCTED IU INDICATORS TP INDICATORS’ RELIABILITY OR LOADINGS
Combined Indicator Statement Refe:renced Web  TAuthor TFind  TNeed TSense  TSource
Indicators 1 0.817 0.777 0.728 0.780 0.862
I intend to continue using the website 2 0.873 0.788 0.738 0.795 0.851
I will continue using the website 3 0.882 0.856 0.850 0.907 0.887
I plan to continue using the website [11-[5] 4 0.863 0.828 0.775 0.858 0.900
I will consider using this website
My possibility of using the website is high 0.924, meeting the threshold of > 0.7 [25], [26]. The composite
TABLE Il reliability values of both met the threshold of > 0.7 [25], [26].
ACADEMIC LIBRARIANS’ PROFILE The rho_a values ranged from 0.861 to 0.926, and rho_c ranged
Librarian Characteristic Freq. Percentage from 0.895 to 0.943. Thus, TP is considered significant and
Gender Female 30 5455 reliable as an internally consistent construct with a P-value <
Male 25 45.45 0.05. _
Library/ Diploma 6 1091 The AVE values _for- TP_ across the four websites rang.ed
Information  Bachelor’s degree 23 41.82 from 0.631 to 0.716, indicating that the TP construct explains
Science Master’s degree 23 41.82 63.1% to 71.6% of the variance in the TP indicators. This
Doctoral degree 3 545 demonstrates that f[h_e iljdicatprs eff(_ectively measure the TP,
Experience <3 years 2 364 and con\{ergent validity is achieved since the AVE yalt_;gs meet
in the 35 years 10 18.18 the required threshold of > 0.5 [25], [26]. All reliability and
domain 5-10 years 10 18.18 validity measurements for TP were significant, with a P-value
> 10 years 33 60 < 0.05. 1U, which is measured with a single indicator, did not
undergo reliability and validity testing.
TABLE IV Discriminant validity consists of cross-loading, Fornell-
STUDENTS’ PROFILE Larcker, and HTMT measurement to ensure that each construct
Student Characteristics Freq. Percentage has no redundancies. The average loading of TP indicators on
Gender Eemale 27 49.09 TP was consistently higher than TP’s on 1U across all websites,
Male 28 50.91 including Website 1, which had the lowest average loading of
Education Architecture 19 3455 TP on TP. Nevertheless, the TP indicators on Website 1 were
Major Information System 18 32.73 valid and reliable in measuring TP because their values
Theology 18 32.73 remained > 0.708. Furthermore, the loading of TP on TP at
Year of 1 year 16 29.09 Website 1 remained higher than that of TP on U, supporting
Study 3 Years 19 3455 discriminant validity.
4 Years 20 36.36 The Fornell-Larcker results showed that TP had a higher
correlation with itself than with IU, indicating adequate
TAuthor discriminant validity for the TP construct, except for the
Website 1. The correlation of TP with itself is slightly lower
TFind than its correlation with IU for Website 1. However, the HTMT
Trust Information values are all below the threshold value, 0.90 [24], indicating
TNeed Perception Use that TP and IU are distinct constructs across all websites.
TSense The reliability and validity measurements for the indicators
and constructs demonstrate that the five TP indicators are
TSource reliable and valid. TP, as a construct, is distinguished from 1U,

Use

Figure 1. Structural model for measurement.

The responses from the participants were then analyzed based
on a structured model that related TP and 1U, as in Figure 1.
The names of the five TP indicators in Figure 1 is also used
in the result tables and discussion section. TAuthor is an
indicator of a trustworthy author; TFind is an indicator of the
ease of finding information about the author; TNeed represents
the suitability of information and needs; TSense represents
reasonable information; and TSource represents a trustworthy
provider. The results of measuring the reliability of the TP and
IU indicators produced values of > 0.708, indicating that all
indicators are reliable [25], [26]. TNeed produced the lowest
value on all four websites, with a value range of 0.728 to 0.775,
except for TNeed on Website 3, which was 0.850 (Table V).
The reliability measurement with Cronbach’s alpha results
values for TP across the four websites ranged from 0.853 to
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indicating that both are reliable, valid, and distinct. With these
conditions, the measurement model has met the requirements
to proceed to the structural model testing that relates to TP and
IU (Table VI). The structural model assessment evaluated the
strength of TP in predicting IU by considering the path
coefficient, the model fit as indicated by R?, and the effect size
measured by f2. The values presented in Table VI show that the
relationship between TP and IU is positive and significant
across all websites, as indicated by path coefficients greater
than 0.79 and P-values < 0.05. It means that higher levels of TP
are associated with increased 1U.

The R2 values suggest that the model explains a moderate
level (0.75 > R2 > 0.5) of the variance in IU [24]. The effect
size is considered large if the f2 value exceeds 0.35 [24]. The
specific f2 values across websites indicate that TP has a
substantial effect on IU without multicollinearity (VIF < 5),
with more potent effects seen in certain websites (e.g., Website
3 with 2 = 2.858), suggesting that trust in information plays a
significant role in determining its use. As one of the results of
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Information
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Useens

Figure 2. Structural model measurement with value for Website 3.

TABLE VI
STRUCTURAL MODEL MEASUREMENT
Website Path coef. R? 2 VIF
1 0.812* 0.659* 1.933* 1-3.023
2 0.792* 0.627* 1.678* 1-3.113
3 0.861* 0.741* 2.858* 1-3.817
4 0.821* 0.673* 2.062* 1-3.445

* Significant with P-value < 0.05
VIF: variance inflation factor

measuring the structural model, Figure 2 depicts the loading
value of each TP indicator, the R? value, and the path
coefficient, for Website 3.

PLS-SEM measurement produced reliable and valid TP and
IU, and the relationship between the two constructs was
significant based on the responses of 55 librarians and 55
students in the information evaluation process from 2 English
and 2 Indonesian websites.

The participation of two groups facilitates the analysis of
the interaction between participant type and participants’
responses to each TP indicator using two-way ANOVA with
replication. The analysis results indicate that the two types of
participants, as shown in Table VII, demonstrate different
behaviors when using the indicators to evaluate Websites 2 and
3. For Websites 1, 2, and 4, each indicator was perceived
differently by the participants. However, the assessment
patterns of the participants for each website show no significant
differences between the two types.

TP significantly predicted IU across the four pieces of
information evaluated, each sourced from a different website.
Librarians considered all four pieces of information as
alternative resources for the scenario, while students gave more
diverse responses. Students considered Websites 1 and 4 as
alternative sources of information for their needs; they
expressed hesitation about Website 2 and demonstrated a
preference for using Website 3.

IV. DISCUSSION

Trust is defined in various contexts. This study contributes
to the understanding of TP in the context of information
evaluation, specifically in academic settings, by involving
academic librarians and students as participants. Through the
processes of searching, grouping, and constructing, this
research has developed and validated indicators that measure
both TP and 1U.

The TP and IU indicators are statements to which
participants respond after evaluating information from the
website. The statements of the TP and IU indicators are:

1. “Ifind the website provides information based on user

requirements” [TNeed];
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TABLE VII
ANALYSIS OF TWO-WAY ANOVA WITH REPLICATION ON SOURCE OF
VARIATION P-VALUES

Web Participants Indicator Interaction
1 0.22800 0.0000004 0.56
2 0.01000 0.0050000 0.50
3 0.00005 0.7990000 0.77
4 0.83600 0.0070000 0.62
P-value < 0.05
2. “l can access information regarding authors, providers,

and reference sources” [TFind];

“The information makes sense to me” [TSense];

“I trust the author” [TAuthor];

“l find the website provider trustworthy” [TSource]

[35].

6. The single indicator for IU is “I use this information
because it is credible” [35]. These indicators are
reliable and valid based on PLS-SEM measurements
with SmartPLS application.

a bk w

A. THE INDICATORS

Five indicators explain that in online information
evaluation, TP means considering the information being
evaluated as easy to understand, answering questions or needs,
and being presented by trusted authors and providers whose
information can be easily accessed.

TNeed is about the suitability of information to needs. The
need for information initiates information search and
evaluation activities [18]. In this study, librarians and students
had different needs based on the scenario, so information
evaluation considered these needs. Librarians need information
to produce other information, while students need information
to increase their knowledge. The TNeed indicator received a
low level of agreement compared to other indicators on each
website. It means that participants have different perceptions of
the suitability between needs and information. Different needs
between types of participants on particular websites or between
participants on certain websites are the causes. The reliability
of TNeed on the four websites was supported by the ANOVA
analysis results, which confirmed that the five indicators were
considered different from each other, except for Website 3. The
reliability of TNeed for Website 3 was the highest and the only
TNeed with high agreement among the other TNeeds (Table V).
The suitability of information to needs is not easy to agree on
and is one of the significant factors influencing the decision to
use information. Assessing the suitability between needs and
information is a strong cue [18] and is crucial in evaluating
information [13]. Therefore, the suitability of needs and
information indicates TP, as mentioned in prior research [52].

The reliability levels of the TAuthor and TSource indicators
remained consistently high across all four websites.
Participants demonstrated a strong agreement in their
assessment of both the author and the information provider,
despite the divergent objectives of the two participant groups.
Prior research has categorized author competency and
information provider as a medium to strong cue in source
evaluation, less than information need [18]. This finding
suggests that the evaluation of information is strongly
influenced by the perceived credibility of the author, as proved
in [9] and the trustworthiness of the information provider, as
demonstrated in [53].

The other two indicators, TFind and TSense, exhibited
similar patterns in terms of reliability. Both demonstrated
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moderate reliability on Indonesian-language websites and high
reliability on English-language websites. On the Indonesian-
language websites, participants showed less agreement
regarding the ease of finding author information or TFind.
TFind may be related to the design and structure of content or
information [54] and the ease of use [55]. Reference [18]
mentions that transparency is about the availability of
information about authors and information providers and ease
of access. This transparency is as important as the author’s
competence. TFind is related to content and content design.
Participants may process information presented in Indonesian
more quickly than in English; however, this does not
necessarily imply that author competency information is
readily accessible during the evaluation process. Thus, TFind
is related to the availability of information about authors,
providers, reference sources, and the ease of finding or
accessing that information.

TSense evaluates how much information aligns with
participants’ existing knowledge and is perceived as logical.
Reference [18] states that the cues about plausible information
are more applicable to expert individuals with a deep
understanding of the topic being evaluated. This process
necessitates reflective engagement with the content, aligning
with the reflective dimension of information evaluation as
described by [56]. This cue is categorized as weak to medium,
recommending that nonexpert individuals disregard low-
quality information or rely on alternative evaluation cues [18].
In this study, participants’ agreement on TSense indicators was
lower for Indonesian information than for English. This
difference suggests varying perceptions of the TSense
indicators among participants, corroborated by significant
differences in indicator assessments on Websites 1 and 2, as
revealed by the ANOVA analysis (Table VII).

The contribution of this study lies in the five indicators of
TP in online information. TP is described as reasonable
information that meets needs, is provided by trusted authors
and providers, and includes author information, provider
information, and reference sources that are available and easily
accessible. Information quality, credibility, and content design
are the defining aspects of trust in online health information [9].

The five TP indicators encompass these aspects in greater detail.

The credibility aspect is represented by trusted authors,
trusted providers, and available reference sources. The
information quality aspect includes reasonable information and
the relevance of information to user needs. The content design
aspect encompasses the ease of accessing author information,
provider information, reference sources, and logical alignment
of information with individual knowledge, requiring content to
be understandable and readable.

In contrast, TP in online product/service reviews
emphasizes information quality [5], trustworthy authors, and
information relevance [6] but does not address content design.
Similarly, TP in e-government contexts focuses on data
security and privacy [3], [4].

Within information evaluation, these five indicators
summarize five of the seven cues proposed in the source
evaluation strategy concept [18]. The seven cues include the
purpose for seeking information, knowledge about the
information, author competence, the status of the information
(reviewed or not reviewed), transparency of the author and
provider, the origin of the information, and the reasonableness
of the information. While the evaluation strategy proposed by
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[18] represents a conceptual framework that has yet to be
explored in applied research, this study operationalized five of
these cues: the purpose for seeking information, author
competence, transparency of the author and provider, the origin
of the information, and the reasonableness of the information.
Additionally, the availability of a reference list, which is not
included in the seven cues, was identified in this study as a key
aspect of TP. Thus, the five TP indicators, alongside the single
IU indicator, adequately address the first research question.

B. THE RELATION OF TRUST PERCEPTION AND

INFORMATION USE

Based on the measurements, TP significantly predicts 1U,
with varying predictive strengths across the four websites.
These findings address the second research question. This
significant prediction is supported by [57], who stated that 1U
is the final stage of the information evaluation process, with
trust mediating the decision to adopt the information.

The significant influence of TP on IU (Table VI) can be
linked to participants’ decisions to use the information.
Website 3 demonstrated the relationship between TP and 1U
that most closely reflects actual conditions, exhibiting the
highest predictive strength of TP and the most substantial
relation between TP and IU among the four websites. In
contrast, Website 2 demonstrated the weakest TP strength and
the lowest relationship between TP and IU with actual
conditions. Information assessment on Website 3 led to a level
of trust that decisively influenced the decision to use the
information. Meanwhile, the TP on IU for Website 2 might
involve other factors not included in the model. For instance,
[58] found that information updates affect the decision to use
information. This indicator might play a role in the model,
considering that information on Website 2 is not updated.

The TP-1U relations on Websites 1 and 4 were slightly
better than on Website 2, with suitability levels below 68%.
These results indicate that additional factors not included in the
model may influence 1U. Other studies have identified factors
that could potentially increase suitability to over 70%. For
example, [59] has suggested emotional support, while [60] has
highlighted recommendations as other potential predictors of
1U.

TP significantly affects IU. At the same time, various
factors may influence trust during the information evaluation
process. Therefore, the five indicators provide a foundation for
investigating factors influencing TP. Furthermore, this TP can
be tested with different participant types to enhance its potential
for supporting the model’s generalization, which was not
achieved in this study. The analysis revealed consistent
interaction between the two participant types regarding the
indicators, but the limited number and diversity of participants
did not provide sufficient potential for generalization.

C. IMPLICATION ON WEBSITE DESIGN

Content is the most critical aspect of a website and plays a
pivotal role in the evaluation process. Therefore, websites must
be optimized to compete for visibility in search engines and
attract users who decide whether to use the information within
a short period [20]. According to [19], users’ primary objective
is to obtain high-quality information, making content quality
the most crucial factor in drawing readers’ attention. Within
this limited time, a website must effectively convey its purpose
[61] to capture users’ interest, ultimately aiming for users to
utilize the information presented.
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This study describes TP as logical information relevant to
needs, provided by trusted authors and providers, and
accompanied by accessible author information, provider
information, and reference sources. This description confirms
and underscores the importance for website content designers
to provide content that meets the following criteria to gain user’
trust.

1) LOGICAL INFORMATION

The information should exhibit understandability [62] and
readability [16], which are closely related to the use of
comprehensible language [63] and the organization of the
information structure [14].

2) RELEVANCE TO USER NEEDS

The presented information must have a clear scope and
purpose, as users seek content that aligns with their specific
needs [58], which can vary among individuals. Identifying the
target audience is crucial in determining the content [58].

3) AUTHOR COMPETENCE
The authors should possess expertise relevant to the
information presented [12].

4) PROVIDER REPUTATION
The website provider or publisher must be reputable [9].

5) AVAILABILITY AND ACCESSIBILITY OF INFORMATION

The author and provider details should be readily available
[53]. Additionally, the availability of reference sources is a
critical component [14]. The completeness of the information
enhances its quality, while ease of access relates to the
website’s information structure [14]. Simply having the
information is insufficient; its placement is equally important
to facilitate quick user evaluation.

Therefore, these findings reinforce the recommendations of
previous studies regarding website content design, providing
actionable guidance for content designers.

V. CONCLUSION

The current study aimed to develop indicators of TP and IU
in the context of information evaluation in academic
environments. Indicator development consisted of three
processes: searching, grouping, and construction, which
produced indicators in the form of statements. Five indicators
were found to be reliable and valid in describing TP as plausible
information relevant to needs, provided by trusted authors and
providers, and accompanied by accessible author information,
provider information, and reference sources. 1U was described
as using information because of its credibility. TP significantly
predicted 1U with varying predictive strengths and varying
model fit at a moderate level across the four websites.

Academic librarians and students’ responses to TP and 1U
described their behaviors related to information evaluation.
Differences in needs had the potential to differentiate
assessments of the same information. During the evaluation,
information in Indonesian was not always easy to understand
or align by the participants’ logic. Logical or make-sense
information was entirely about the quality of information.
Participants perceived the indicator of logical information
differently, especially on Indonesian-language websites.
Information about authors, providers, and references that was
easily accessible pertained not only to content but also to design,
regardless of the language of the information. Lastly, but
importantly, author and provider trustworthiness were not
biased towards participant type.
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The use of more than four informational websites and
additional numbers and types of participants would
complement the limitations of this study even though the effort
and funds required would also increase. However, these
improvements would support the generalization of the research
results. In addition, since design factors have not explicitly
described TP, further development could explore the potential
of design factors as indicators of TP.
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