Typographical trust issues
The impact of font types on trust in the
context of online banking websites

Authors

Freja Matsdotter
Lellah Johanna Turesson

Date

2019-06-11

Examensarbete för kandidatexamen i Informatik
Högskolan Dalarna

Examensarbete för
kandidatexamen i Informatik
Titel
Typografiska ”Trust Issues”:
Teckensnittsvalets påverkan på tillit i samband med internetbankers webbplatser
Nyckelord
font, typsnitt, internetbank, tillit, pålitlighet, typografi, webbdesign
Författare
Freja Matsdotter
Lellah Johanna Turesson

Datum
2019-06-11

Publicering fulltext Open Access
Jag/vi medger publicering i DiVA

JA

NEJ

Kurs
Examensarbete för kandidatexamen i Informatik (GIK28T), 15 hp
Utbildningsprogram
Grafisk design för digitala och tryckta medier – Kandidatprogram, 180 hp
Handledare
Petter Kolseth, pkl@du.se

Examinator
Roger Nyberg, rny@du.se

Sammanfattning
Syftet med denna studie var att undersöka om val av teckensnitt påverkar hur text och
avsändare uppfattas i samband med internetbankers webbplatser. Stora summor
investeras för att producera effektiva designenheter; därför behöver grafiska designers
vara medvetna om hur deras val av teckensnitt påverkar läsarens uppfattning av text.
Målet med denna studie var att öka medvetenheten kring påverkan av teckensnitt och att
skapa en användbar rapport som kan guida designers i deras val av teckensnitt.
Tidigare studier inom ämnet argumenterar för hur typografi är ett avgörande verktyg
inom visuell kommunikation och hur valet av ett passande teckensnitt är av mycket stor
vikt. Undersökningar har visat på att läsare är medvetna om skillnaden i hur väl olika
kombinationer teckensnitt och text fungerar. I en studie av Shaikh, Chaparro och Fox
(2006) lyfts seriff och sanseriff som de mest passande i flest situationer medan skripter
enbart passade bra för scrapbooking och e-hälsningar och moderna ”modern display”teckensnitt uppfattades som oförskämda eller grova.
I föreliggande studie användes en litteraturstudie, två fokusgrupper, en kvantitativ
webbenkät och två visuella innehållsanalyser. Resultaten visar på att valet av teckensnitt
påverkar hur mottagaren uppfattar sändaren i denna kontext. De teckensnitt som ansågs
mest passande var strikta och strukturerade men inte tråkiga, utan dekorativa element
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1 Introduction
We live in a world full of typographic impressions and messages. Typography
is everywhere, all you need to do is look. Everything from the cereal box to
social media, online banking and so much more.
Lupton (2014) describes typography as a concrete form of the written
language that communicates through its strokes, proportions and visual
weight. Lupton (2010) also equates typefaces within graphic design with the
raw materials used in architecture. In a literature study, Fu (2017) discusses
that typography plays a huge role in how we perceive all sorts of things; fonts
all have something of a perceived ‘personality’ and work as an indication of
the nature of the text. With the tidal wave of fonts, which Lupton (2014) refers
to as having the diversity of a tropical rainforest, made available by online font
libraries; designers are free to make bad typographic decisions, if their
knowledge of consumer perception is not sufficient, which in turn can have a
negative effect on the receiver’s perception. In this day and age, when so much
of people’s day to day business is conducted over the internet, making sure
that a website is communicating a secure and trustworthy persona to the
visitor is of high importance if the website is to be successful. Online banking
is one of the sectors that need to convey a high level of trust, as these sites
handle transactions of financial and personal nature (Wang & Emurian,
2005). Visual identity, including typography, colours and imagery, play an
important role in ensuring trust (Fu, 2017). Wang and Emurian (2005)
conclude that the issue of building trust for online businesses is an
increasingly interesting and important research topic.

1.1 Terminology
Font and Typeface
Boss and Cranford Teague (2017) describe the word font as glyphs (such as
letters and numbers as well as punctuation marks and symbols) in a set with
a specific style, variant, weight or stretch. They further explain that the word
typeface (commonly incorrectly used interchangeably with the word font)
refers to the whole font family, which includes all of the different fonts in a
typeface, i.e. Alegreya Bold is a font while Alegreya is a typeface; most
typefaces come in a variety of different weights and styles (Boss & Cranford
Teague, 2017).
Graphic Design
The term graphic design, according to Cezzar (2017), is the physical or virtual
practice of projecting ideas and experiences and organising them in visual and
textual contexts. Graphic design, Cezzar (2017) continues, can contain
images, graphics and words.
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Typography
According to Childers and Jass (2002), typography is “the art, or skill” of
designing communication by text, and the different forms in which text can
appear due to how the different elements of a letter are designed.
Visual Identity
Visual identity is the ‘style’ of a brand and comprises the company logo,
typography and typefaces, colours and imagery (Crawford, 2017; Fu, 2017).
Web Design
Web design (n.d.) is defined by Cambridge Dictionary as the process of
developing, planning and creating websites.
1.1.1 Typeface Classifications
Serif
Serif, explains Wasserman (2016), is a typeface classification named after and
characterised by the short stroke attached to the open end of the letterforms:
serifs.
Example: I

am a serif font!

Slab Serif
A mix between the serif and sans-serif; characterised by its square, blocklike
serifs and even strokewidth, i.e. no hair stroke, which gives its resemblance to
the sans-serif typeface variant (Slab serif, 2019).
Example: I am a slab serif font!
Sans-Serif
Sans-serif (french for without serif) is a typeface classification that includes
all typefaces that to not have have serifs attached to them (Sans-Serif, n.d.).
Example: I am a sans-serif font!
Script
A typeface that emulate the visual appearance of handwritten text, often
varying in linewidth and fluidity (Wasserman, 2016).
Example:
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I am a script font!

1.1.2

Anatomy of Typography

Figure 1

Display of baseline, x-height, cap height, ascender- and descender
line.

Baseline
The (imaginary) line on which all the letters sit (typedecon, n.d. a). All parts
of a letter descending below the baseline are called descenders (typedecon, n.d.
a). See figure 1.
X-height
The height of the lowercase letters in a font, disregarding ascenders and
descenders, traditionally measured after the lowercase x (Kliever, n.d.;
Hellmark, 2006). All parts of a letter ascending above the x-height are called
ascenders (typedecon, n.d. b). See figure 1.
Cap Height (Cap Line)
The (imaginary) line to which all capital letters extend from the baseline,
creating the upper boundary for both capital letters and ascenders of
lowercase letters (Haley et al., 2012). See figure 1.
Font Weight
Font weight refers to the thickness of the letter outlines relative to their height
(Font, 2019). Typefaces can come with fonts in a number of different weights;
most come with at least one in regular (or normal) and one in bold but there
are some typefaces that include up to a dozen different weights (Font, 2019).
The base weight differs among typefaces; that means one normal font may
appear bolder than some other normal font.
Example:

I am set in bold!
I am set in regular!
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I am set in light!
Stroke
A straight or curved linear element of a letter (Kliever, n.d.). See figure 2.

Figure 2

Visual example of strokes.

Bowl
The curved stroke creating a closed round or oval curve in letters such as
lowercase a and o (Kliever, n.d.). See figure 3.

Figure 3

Visual example of bowls.

Counter
Created by the bowl, curved strokes or stems (the straight vertical lines of a
letter) the counter is an entirely enclosed or partially enclosed area of negative
space within a letterform (Kliever, n.d.). See figure 4.
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Figure 4

Visual example of counters.

Aperture
Aperture, within typography, is the partially enclosed negative space created
by an open counter (Kliever, n.d.). See figure 5.

Figure 5

Visual example of aperture.

Terminal
The terminal is defined as the curved end of a stroke that does not have a serif
attached (typedecon, n.d. c). See figure 6.

Figure 6

9/56

Visual example of different types of terminals.

Two-Storey (Double-Storey)
A type of letter, occurring in lowercase a and g, that has two counters creating
two levels (Strizver, 2009; Kliever, n.d.).
Example:

I have a two-storey a and g.
I have a one-storey a and g.

1.2 Background
1.2.1 Historically Speaking
Typography has been around for thousands of years, from the old cuneiform
to the digital typography we have today (Koblanck, 1997; Bosler, 2012). The
first people to develop an alphabet that consisted of characters, that were
combined to spell words, were the Phoenicians, during the fifteenth century
B.C.E. (Bosler, 2012). The Greeks made an alphabet around the eighth
century B.C.E., that was developed by changing the Phoenician alphabet to fit
their language, explains Bosler (2012). Based on the the Greek alphabet, came
the Roman alphabet (also known as Latin) which is the main written language
of the modern Western world (Bosler, 2012). The Roman alphabet is
considered to be the foundation of Western type design, according to Haley
et al. (2012). Text was mainly written by hand until the 1400s, when the
printing press came and made written material more accessible to the public,
according to Bosler (2012). Furthermore, Bosler (2012) explains that more
modern printing presses came into the market later on, as well as typesetting
machines. During the 1980s, computers had arrived and started replacing
typesetting machines, which opened up new possibilities in the world of type
(Bosler, 2012).
The early personal computers had very limited graphical capabilities being
able to display only uppercase ASCII with a bitmap font, and with the
evolution of technology the fonts used in computers evolved to include
extended character sets and improved legibility (Typography of Apple Inc.,
2019). During the mid- 1990s Georgia and Verdana, the typefaces created for
use on screens, were created, first as bitmaps and then translated into outline
fonts (Truong, 2016). At this time the fonts that could be displayed on the
web was limited to system font like Helvetica, Arial and Times New Roman,
in addition to Verdana and Georgia (Truong, 2016). Transitioning into the
2000s designers, who wanted to use a wider range of fonts than what was
available, started to use images of the text instead of system fonts; however
tedious, this was the simplest alternative and allowed designers to use any font
installed on their computer (Truong, 2016).
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Typography and design was not easy to use on the web until CSS (Cascading
Style Sheets) code was adopted into mainstream web design (Hume, 2005).
Hume (2005) continues by explaining that the tools were then introduced
which allowed typography to return to its place in the world of design, they
even call it “The new age of Web typography”. One thing is clear, the web is
not the same as print, writes Hume (2005), and notes that the most obvious
difference between them is that web typography is viewed on a computer
screen or monitor. Staples (2000) also notes this by writing that the Macintosh
interface had one set of requirements for typography while printed
documents had another. At this time, Hume (2005) continues, a screen
resolution of 96 dpi was considered lucky. According to Geraci (2006), the
issue of screen resolution resulted in serif fonts being more difficult to read
on screen compared to sans-serif fonts. Hume (2005) also describes that
designers had to overcome some obstacles when moving from print to web,
where one of the biggest was to deal with the fact that the designer didn’t have
any real control over how the finished product was displayed on the users’
side. Hume (2005) explains that this was partially because the chosen font
would only show up on the users’ computer if it was previously installed.
As web typography became more widely used, with the introduction of CSS,
new ways to handle type were created. According to Truong (2016), the type
hosting service Typekit was introduced in 2009, which became the first service
to allow for the easy use of high-quality fonts on websites with cross-browser
compatibility and licensing without worries. Two years later, the computer
software company Adobe bought Typekit and started developing the service
by adding more fonts. Meanwhile, Google launched the service Google Fonts
in 2010, as an initiative to make the web faster and move it forward (Chien,
2016). Google Fonts was available to everyone for free and was a way to make
web fonts more accessible through its easy to use interface (Truong, 2016).
The main goal of Google Fonts was to make the process of using typography
on the web simpler by creating a large and easily understandable directory of
open source designer fonts, according to Google Fonts (n.d.). At the time of
release, Google Fonts contained 14 open source web fonts which supported
only latin scripts (Chien, 2016). It now has over 15 billion web views a day
and supports 135 different languages.
1.2.2 Online Trust and the Value of Visual Identity
Internet users keep growing in numbers (Internetstiftelsen i Sverige, 2018). In
e-commerce and online activities involving financial transactions (such as
online banking) and transactions of personal information, lack of trust is one
of the most imposing obstacles for online businesses (Wang & Emurian,
2005). They write that this is a research topic that has gained increasing
importance and interest.
Many factors weigh in on how websites and companies communicate trust
and credibility online (Fishkin, 2011). Having a face-to-face interaction is
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important when building trust online, explains Ha (2009), and the presence
of attractive and smiling people in images used with the product in
advertising helps build trust in the consumer, this due to our needs for
emotional cues (Riegelsberger, 2002). Reinforcing this claim, Steinbrück
(2002) found that inclusion of photographs in online banking websites had a
significant positive effect on the perceived trustworthiness and adds that
’virtual re-embedding’ is an efficient means of increasing customer trust
online. It is however important to be cautious with implementation of photos
as it can just as easily decrease the trustworthiness as boost it if done poorly
(Riegelsberger, Sasse & McCarthy, 2003; Steinbrück, 2002).
An important building brick in graphic design is the usage of fonts (Lupton,
2010). Ha (2009) explains that the choice of font should be purposefully
chosen to convey the right feeling for the user and even suggests that if
trustworthiness is the goal, a bold sans-serif font may be a good option.
Furthermore, the design of a large site for a bank is highly unlikely to use, for
example, Comic Sans for the body text (Hume, 2005). Hume goes on to
explain that the manner and goal of a design, along with the content, should
lead the way in the choice of font. Doyle and Bottomley (2004) also conclude
that an appropriate font has consequences on how a particular type of product
is received.
Krug (2006) explains how every piece of unclear information adds to our
cognitive workload and distracts us from the task at hand. When trying to
establish credibility and trust, everything should therefore be made easy for
the user; the design is to be practically self-explanatory, so much so that the
user should never need to spend even a millisecond of thinking about whether
something is clickable or not (Krug, 2006).
Fishkin (2011) lists attributes that are considered signs of a trustworthy or
untrustworthy website. Among the ‘trustworthy’ items are “clean, modern,
beautiful design”; “proper grammar, spelling, sentence structure”; “short,
pronounceable memorable domain and brand name” and “professional
logo”. Meanwhile, the ‘untrustworthy’ side includes “dated, unprofessional,
disjointed design”; “poorly written text, many errors” and “amateurish, low
quality logo”. Fishkin further explains that these different categories can
entirely change how a website is perceived by the users and either make them
assign credibility to it or reject the information on it depending on if the
attributes fall into the ‘trustworthy’ or ‘untrustworthy’ categories.
It is important to create a consistency on a website, from one page to the next
(Ha, 2009). Making sure there is consistency in different elements, such as
colour, layout and fonts, ensures that the site is easier to understand and helps
tie the pages together, explains Ha (2009). Onwards, Ha discusses the fact that
graphic designers have specific knowledge concerning how the choice of fonts
and branding tie together in marketing. Brand identity is an important part
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of what makes a brand’s visual identity; companies choose to use fonts that
convey the right messages and therefore increase their buyers’ motivation
(Ha, 2009), although she also explains that the application of fonts is different
between paper and on screen. Furthermore, Doyle and Bottomley (2004) also
agree that fonts hold an important part in the way a brand is perceived. Fu
(2017) concludes that in order to have a good image for a brand, it is also
important to give customers a positive experience via products or services.
Having a useful visual identity for a business can be helpful in making it
recognisable and differentiating it from its competitors (Kohli, Suri, &
Thakor, 2002). Bolhuis, de Jong, and van den Bosch (2018) explain that the
process of creating or changing a business’ visual identity can be large and
take a lot of money as well as effort; which highlights the importance of a
thoroughly prepared and well-made visual identity. Within the visual brand
identity typefaces play a fundamental role, as it has a great impact upon brand
perception and image (Fu, 2017). Larson and Picard (2008) explain that they
have demonstrated that high quality typography makes a difference in the
mood of the reader, in that it induces a more positive mood.
Krug (2006) also lifts the importance of the website’s Home page as for some
visitors, this might be the one chance get to make an impression.
1.2.3

Choosing the Right Font

“There are thousands of available typefaces
and it’s a time-consuming task to find the
ideal one for every project.”
Rögener, et al. (1995, pp. 22)
Li (2009) argues that typography is a critical tool in visual communication
and selecting an appropriate typeface that communicates the right message is
very important. Rögener, et al. (1995) explains that when looking for the right
font for a certain job, not knowing the exact names of all fonts means having
to spend a lot of time looking in catalogues; the good thing is, most of the time
the designer has a sense of where to start and the general direction to look in.
Rögener further explains how fonts can be sorted into different sections based
on primary shapes, similar to how colours are sorted by primary colours and
that the first question that is asked is serif or sans-serif? And then it goes on
from there.
The typographic message as verbal, visual and vocal and describes it as a
dynamic communication medium where its function is to make the reader
“accurately understand what is in the mind of the transmitter” (Carter, 2018,
pp. 112). Furthermore, Carter explains how this is not always accomplished
and how in a world littered with typography, most messages are ignored.
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According to Thangaraj (2004) typography is a fundamental part of any text
that the reader encounters, both in literary and commercial text, its visual
form signals the purpose and the creators’ intentions, of how they want it to
be interpreted and valued, to the reader. Ingvar and Hallberg (1989) explain
that for typography to be effective it needs consistency; foreign shapes and
symbols can disrupt the reading experience to make the text more difficult to
comprehend. When creating typography, there is also a need to take into
account the environment in which it is going to be displayed and its use
(Rögener et al. 1995).
There have been several studies exploring the subject of typography and the
links between typography and brand perception and consumer memory
(Thangaraj, 2004) but also font persona and the impact of font connotations
in text (Brumberger, 2003). Thangaraj (2004) explains how previous studies
have revealed how customers only showed a limited amount of semantic
associations with fonts, for example elegance and novelty. Research by
Walker, Smith and Livingstone (1986) declares how fonts with similar
semantic qualities to the product it advertises are more effective, meaning an
elegant font is more effective with an elegant product.
Brumberger (2003) tested readers awareness of font/text matches and
mismatches and if it colours readers’ perception of the text persona.
Brumberger found that the readers were aware of the difference in
appropriateness between different font and text matches. The results,
however, were not substantial enough for Brumberger to draw any real
conclusions about whether it coloured readers’ perception of the text persona.
Shaikh, Chaparro and Fox (2006) investigated perceived personality traits and
evaluated 25 different uses for 20 fonts that come pre-installed on most
computers. The results showed that serif fonts scored highest on traits such
as practical, mature and formal and were appropriate for use in business
documents and text on websites and online magazines while sans-serif fonts
were found to be appropriate for website text, email and online magazines as
they were perceived as having a neutral appearance where they scored neither
high nor low on any personality trait (Shaikh, Chaparro & Fox, 2006).
Shaikh, Chaparro and Fox (2006) further explain that scripts and what is
referred to as ’funny’ fonts were paired up with traits such as happy, youthful,
feminine and cuddly and chosen as appropriate for digital scrapbooking and
e-greeting in contrast to the modern display fonts that were perceived as rude,
sad and coarse and appropriate in website graphics, headlines and web
advertisement. Finally Shaikh, Chaparro and Fox (2006) found that
Monospaced fonts were seen as dull, conforming and unimaginative and
therefore fitting for technical and math document as well as computer
programming.
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Furthermore, a study performed by Lieven, Grohmann, Herrmann,
Landwehr and Van Tilburg (2015) describes how bold and angular fonts
communicate masculinity and slender, round font types communicate
femininity.
There are also many studies on the subject of serif vs sans-serif, both general
and more specific comparisons between certain typefaces, an example being
Bernard and Mills’ (2000) study on whether Times New Roman or Arial is the
better font for reading on the web, where they found Arial to be slightly more
legible and more preferred. Ali, Wahid, Samsudin and Idris (2013, pp. 7), who
compared Georgia and Verdana (both fonts designed for use on the web) as
well as Times New Roman and Arial (traditional fonts designed for print),
however found no significant difference in readability between serif and sansserif fonts and thus cannot support the claims that sans-serif fonts have
better readability on screens and thereby, in their words, “reinforces the
important new role of serif fonts [...], in displaying legible text on the
computer screen.” Further, Ali, Wahid, Samsudin and Idris (2013) explain
how these claims, of serif fonts not being appropriate for onscreen use, might
have previously been true since computer screens were much less capable of
rendering serif font than screens today.
According to Doyle and Bottomley (2004), fonts are of great importance to
how a brand is perceived and is a notably researchable topic which makes the
lack of studies done on the subject quite perplexing. Thangaraj (2004, p. 5)
calls typography “something of an enigma” and explains that even though
some studies have been conducted on the subject, and though they “make
intuitive ‘sense’”, they still end up lacking in actual scientific substance.

1.3 Purpose and Scope
The purpose of the present study is to examine font connotations and their
effect on how the text and sender are perceived in the context of online
banking websites. This in order to raise awareness around typography’s
impact on perception and trust, in hopes of creating a helpful report that can
guide designers in their choice of font.
In order to make the project fit within the set timeframe and to make it
possible to draw any substantial conclusions, this study focuses on the use of
different fonts in headings on bank websites. The decision to look at
specifically bank websites is based on the level of trust that is needed for this
kind of sites. Money is one of the things that make people choose more
carefully, especially where they keep their money. Therefore, banks need to
be able to base their visual identity decisions on something other than “it
looks good”. There is more to typography and communicating trust on a
website than fonts and it’s important that the design and website work as a
whole. However, this study focuses on fonts. To narrow down the selection of
fonts to include in the study, it focuses on Google fonts. This because these
15/56

digital fonts are made for screen rather than print. They are also open source,
free of charge and available for anyone to use.

1.4 Problem

Websites are being designed to ‘look good’, sometimes by people without any
knowledge of how font choices affect perception of the text and the reading
experience. It is easy to make something that can be perceived as ‘attractive’,
but depending on the context it might convey the wrong message. A bank
website needs to be perceived as serious and trustworthy, as we trust them
with our money and personal information (Wang & Emurian, 2005), while
something like a fashion blog can be (and might even benefit from being)
more playful and decorative (Shaikh, Chaparro & Fox, 2006). Companies
invest large amounts of money for graphic designers to produce effective
design units. Effective design units should work to give the company revenue
and return on investment. Therefore, the designers not only need to be aware
of how typography and choice of fonts impact readers’ perception of the text
but also have substantial evidence to show the client that there is more than
just personal preferences and creative instincts behind the typographic
choices. Typography is used in a different way on the web, compared to print,
and research is sparse on web typography. There are studies on this subject,
but they are outdated. The latest study was conducted in 2013 (Ali, et al.,
2013), and most of the available studies have been made primarily with
students as participants, and more specifically design majors (Brumberger,
2003; Li, 2009). Most studies on typography also focus on print and longer
text as seen in research by Brumberger (2003), while typography on websites
is left out and less focus is aimed at headings specifically. As technology moves
forward at fast rates, more research is needed.

1.5 Research Questions
To examine how font choices affect perception and achieve trustworthiness,
this study is focused around the following questions:
•
•
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Do fonts affect perception of text and sender in the context of online
banking websites?
What kind of fonts communicate a trustworthy persona for online
banks?

2 Method
2.1 Strategy
We have conducted a survey study, meaning that we have collected data from
a number of different sources and then analysed the results while looking for
patterns within the collected data. Survey research allows for a variety of
methods to collect data, both quantitative and qualitative (Denscombe, 2016),
and is often used to describe and explore human behavior (Singelton &
Straits, 2009). Denscombe (2016) explains that survey research is useful and
appropriate for obtaining information that describes patterns within a large
population relatively quickly and can differ greatly in size and depth
depending on execution.

2.2 Materials and Equipment
2.2.1 Visual Materials
The visual material used in both the focus groups and the web survey
consisted of a dummy online banking website, displaying the start page where
the headings were replaced to display each of the fonts. The 20 fonts (see
section 3.2 ”Visual Content Analysis of fonts used in the study”) were chosen,
all from the start page of Google Fonts, to represent a variety of font types and
styles ranging from thin to bold, from stiff and straight to rounded and more
handwritten, from more to less decorative, and from sans-serif to serif to
script. We decided to stay in the realm of fonts that, in our opinions, were not
outrageous or too ridiculous to include in the study.
2.2.2 Software
The dummy website was designed and created in Adobe XD. The web survey
was created and hosted within Google’s survey tool Google Forms and the
visual content analysis was compiled in a Google Sheets document. The
diagrams were created directly within Microsoft Word and tables within
Google Sheets.
2.2.3 Focus Group and Survey Questions
For the focus groups, three questions about fonts were discussed for each font
example shown and the participants were asked to focus primarily on the font
used in the headings. These questions were:
•
•
•

Skulle du känna förtroende för den här banken?
Får du någon speciell känsla av utseendet?
Passar det bättre på vissa ställen? Vilka? Varför?

Translated:
• Would you feel trust towards this bank?
• Do you get any specific feeling from the visual appearance?
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•

Does it feel more appropriate in certain places? What? Why?

For the web survey the respondents were asked to rate each font example on
how well they conveyed four different attributes in a 6-point Likert scale,
where 1 meant not at all and 6 is very much and answer two questions. The
respondents could also leave a comment for each font example if they had
any. The attributes were “förtroendeingivande” (trustworthy),
“professionellt” (professional), “seriöst” (serious) and “identitetsbyggande”
(identity building). The questions were:
•
•

Passar det för en bank?
Ser det bra ut?

Translated:
• Is it appropriate for a bank website?
• Does it look good?
We also asked for their gender, birth year and whether they had worked with
or studied graphic design.

2.3 Information letters
An information letter was written and made available to the participants. The
letter contained information about the study and who were conducting it, as
well as contact information.

2.4 Data Collection Methods
2.4.1 Literature Study
To get a deeper understanding of the state of knowledge within the subject,
digital typography and its impact perception, a physical and web-based
literature study was performed. Keywords used in the search were for instance
digital typography, perception, impact and effect. These were used in
combination with each other to form a number of different search queries.
The search was mainly performed on Google Scholar, Summon, Google and
through the library services at Dalarna University, both in the digital and the
physical library at Campus Borlänge.
2.4.2 Visual Content Analysis
To create the dummy website used in the focus groups and the web survey, a
visual content analysis was conducted examining how 12 Swedish online
banking websites appear in April 2019. Only the start page was examined,
since this is the first thing you see on the website and is therefore what creates
the first impression. Visual elements, such as menus, images, text blocks,
icons and buttons, and their placement upon the website were noted and the
results of the analysis were compiled in a table (see appendix 1) and then used
as guidelines when creating the dummy website.
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A second visual content analysis was carried out, which examined the 20 fonts
used in this study. The fonts were analysed using their typographic attributes
such as serif or sans-serif, normal weight or bold, x-height, decorative
elements and open or closed aperture. Results of this analysis was compiled
into a table (see appendix 2) which was then used in the following analysis.
A visual content analysis is an empirical (observational) procedure using
defined categories to quantify components in any audio-visual
representation, such as an image or a design, collecting quantitative data (Van
Leeuwen & Jewitt, 2001).
2.4.3 Focus Groups
Two focus groups consisting of five and four participants with no connection
to or training in graphic design or typographic work, were carried out. The
participants were selected through a convenience sample of personal contacts
representing the two age groups needed in the study. The respondents in the
first focus group were aged 23–29 years old, and the second group were aged
49 and older; all participants in both groups were currently living in Sweden
and familiar with online banking websites. The participants were shown a
dummy online banking website, on a 17-inch laptop, where the font of the
headings was changed to display the 20 selected fonts, one at a time (see
appendix 3). The participants were then asked to discuss each one of the fonts
based on the three questions. The focus groups took approximately 60
minutes each where each font was discussed for up to 4 minutes.
Focus groups are in this case advantageous as it is less time consuming and
easier to conduct than single interviews or observations, it is however not
necessarily better than a thorough set of single interviews or participant
observation (Morgan, 1997). One main advantage of focus groups, mentioned
by Morgan, is the large amount of interaction and discussions on a topic
happening within a limited timeframe.
Focus group 1
Participant 1: Male, born 1991
Participant 2: Male, born 1996
Participant 3, Unknown, born 1990
Participant 4, Female, born 1990
Participant 5, Male, born 1993
Focus group 2
Participant 1: Male, born 1957
Participant 2: Female, born 1970
Participant 3: Male, born 1967
Participant 4: Female, born 1942
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2.4.4 Quantitative Web Survey
A self-administered quantitative web survey was used to collect a larger
amount of answers, the results of which were compared to those of the focus
groups and previous research.
The advantages of using web surveys are many and Sutherland (2019)
describes the method as cost-efficient, time saving, convenient, flexible and
easily accessible. Sutherland explains how it is a good method for a large reach
or scale, anonymity and quick results which made it appropriate for use in
this study.
The survey was carried out using the survey tool Google Forms and included
the same material used in the focus groups, only with slightly modified
questions. Selection of respondents was done by posting the survey, including
an incentive in the form of a lottery and a describing text, in four Facebook
groups as well as sending it to personal contacts. In total, the survey was sent
to approximately 3700 people of varying ages and graphic design experience.
Of these, 46 people (see figure 7) replied to the survey, meaning a response
frequency of 1,24%. The respondents were aged 18-60 years old, 65% had no
experience in graphic design and all were situated in Sweden. The
respondents were asked to rate each font on how well they communicated a
number of attributes through a Likert scale and then answer two questions
(see appendix 3).

Gender

Ages
2

2
11
16

28
33

Male

Figure 7
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Female

Other

1990-2001

1971-1989

1970 -

Left: Diagram showing the percentage of each gender in the web
survey. Right: Diagram showing the percentage of each age group
in the web survey.

2.5 Data Analysing Methods
2.5.1 Thematic Analysis
To extract and process the data of the two focus groups a thematic analysis
method was used. The thematic analysis is a method used for identifying,
analysing and reporting patterns within the collected qualitative data explains
Braun and Clarke (2006). The method is based in six steps; getting
familiarized with the data, generating initial codes, searching for themes,
reviewing themes, defining and naming themes and producing the report
(How to Use Thematic Analysis, 2012 a). This method is a simpler and more
flexible analysing method suitable for less experienced researchers that still
allows for a detailed and complex description of the data (How to Use
Thematic Analysis, 2012 b), which made it appropriate for this study. The
keywords and themes were then used to create tables in which the fonts were
sorted into the categories “trustworthy”, “somewhat trustworthy” and “not
trustworthy”; typographic attributes and anatomical qualities were sorted
into having a “positive” or “negative” effect on perceived trust.
2.5.2 Quantitative Analysis
The survey data was processed using a quantitative data analysis, which,
according to Research methodology (n.d.), means that the raw numbers were
put together and analysed through rational and critical thinking to extract
meaningful data. In order to handle this amount of data, the average result
was calculated for each of the questions on each font.
2.5.3 Diagramming
All the extracted and processed data was put into diagrams to display a clear
overview of the results in relation to each other.
The diagrams for the web survey were created by first calculating an average
value for the answers to each of the four questions that was on the 1-6 scale
(see Material and Equipment). The numbers were then put into a diagram
with the labels “trustworthy”, “professional”, “serious” and “identity
building” based on the questions. Two additional diagrams were created by
grouping the respondents into “respondents with graphic design experience”
and “respondents with no graphic design experience” and calculating the
average results of each question for those two groups.
Two of the questions in the web survey had only “yes” or “no” options. For
these, the number of respondents that replied “yes” were counted. The value
was then calculated into a percentage of how many said “yes” respectively
“no”. This gave the “yes” value a minimum of 0% and a maximum of 100%.
Two diagrams were created based on the replies to “is it appropriate for a
bank?” where one diagram displayed “respondents with graphic design
experience” and one “respondents with no graphic design experience”.
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3 Results
3.1 Visual Content Analysis of Online Banking Websites
The visual content analysis showed how most online banking websites had
similar layout and components; using images that show smiling people and a
layout made out of boxed content where the menu was positioned in the
header along with the logo and search bar. The most commonly used decor
colours were blues and greens (including turquoises). The font styles used
were mostly bold and semi bold sans-serifs (9 out of 12) but there were also 3
instances of serif fonts and one slab-serif font. One used a more irregular sansserif (a sans-serif font with irregular stroke width, which gave it a more
handwritten look). Some of the sites used both serif and sans-serif fonts.

3.2 Visual Content Analysis of Fonts Used in the Study
Abril Fatface
Extra bold serif font with high contrast between thick and thin lines (Didone),
medium x-height in relation to cap height, sharp corners, closed aperture,
round bowl shape, two story lowercase a and g, terminal on lowercase t and
no decorative elements.

This is what Abril Fatface looks like.
Alfa Slab One
Extra bold slab serif font with high x-height in relation to cap height, sharp
corners, closed aperture, round bowl shape, two story lowercase a and onestory lowercase g, terminal on lowercase t and no decorative elements.

This is what Alfa Slab One looks like.
Allerta Stencil
Semibold sans-serif font with high x-height in relation to cap height, sharp
corners, open aperture, round bowl shape, two story lowercase a and onestory lowercase g, terminal on lowercase t and breaks in the letters.

This is what Allerta Stencil looks like.
Baloo
Bold sans-serif font with high x-height in relation to cap height, rounded
corners, open aperture, round bowl shape, two story lowercase a and onestory lowercase g, terminal on lowercase t and convex stokes.

This is what Baloo looks like.
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Galada
Bold script (cursive) font with high x-height in relation to cap height, sharp
corners, closed aperture, oval bowl shape, one story lowercase a and g,
terminal on lowercase t and connected letters.

This is what Galada looks like.
Josefin Slab
Light slab serif font with low x-height in relation to cap height, sharp corners,
open aperture, round bowl shape, one story lowercase a and g, no terminal on
lowercase t and no oblique lowercase e.

This is what Josefin Slab looks like.
Kumar One
Bold serif font with high contrast between thick and thin lines (Didone), high
x-height in relation to cap height, sharp corners, closed aperture, square bowl
shape, two story lowercase a and one story lowercase g, terminal on lowercase
t and square dots over i and period character, along with dot and rings on å,
ä and ö.

This is what Kumar One looks like.
Londrina Solid
Bold sans-serif font with high x-height in relation to cap height, sharp
corners, closed aperture, round bowl shape, one story lowercase a and g,
terminal on lowercase t and irregular stroke weight.

This is what Londrina Solid looks like.
McLaren
Regular weight script font with high x-height in relation to cap height, sharp
corners, open aperture, round bowl shape, two-story lowercase a and onestory lowercase g, no terminal on lowercase t and terminal on lower case l.

This is what McLaren looks like.
Oleo Script
Bold script (cursive) font with medium x-height in relation to cap height,
rounded corners, closed aperture, round bowl shape, one story lowercase a
and g, terminal on lowercase t and many other letters, uppercase N looks like
lowercase n and oblique top cut.

This is what Oleo Script looks like.
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Open Sans
Bold sans-serif font with high x-height in relation to cap height, sharp
corners, open aperture, round bowl shape, two story lowercase a and g,
terminal on lowercase t and no decorative elements.

This is what Open Sans looks like.
Oxygen
Medium-light sans-serif font with high x-height in relation to cap height,
sharp corners, open aperture, round bowl shape, two story lowercase a and
one-story lowercase g, terminal on lowercase t and no decorative elements.

This is what Oxygen looks like.
Paytone One
Bold sans-serif font with high x-height in relation to cap height, sharp
corners, open aperture, round bowl shape, one story lowercase a and g,
terminal on lowercase t, i and l, oblique lowercase e and oblique top cut.

This is what Paytone One looks like.
Roboto Slab
Regular weight sans-serif font with high x-height in relation to cap height,
sharp corners, open aperture, oval bowl shape, two story lowercase a and onestory lowercase g, terminal on lowercase t and no decorative elements.

This is what Roboto Slab looks like.
Russo One
Bold sans-serif font with high x-height in relation to cap height, sharp
corners, open aperture, square bowl shape, two story lowercase a and onestory lowercase g, terminal on lowercase t and square dots over i and period
character, along with dot and rings on å, ä and ö.

This is what Russo One looks like.
Sniglet
Regular weight script font with medium x-height in relation to cap height,
rounded corners, open aperture, round bowl shape, one story lowercase a and
g, no terminal on lowercase t and tapered strokes.

This is what Sniglet looks like.
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Spicy Rice
Extra bold extreme font with high x-height in relation to cap height, sharp
corners, closed aperture, round bowl shape, one story lowercase a and g, no
terminal on lowercase t, uneven baseline and concave strokes.

This is what Spicy Rice looks like.
Squada One
Bold sans-serif font with high x-height in relation to cap height, sharp
corners, closed aperture, square bowl shape, one story lowercase a and g,
terminal on lowercase t and no decorative elements.

This is what Squada One looks like.
Titan One
Extra bold sans-serif font with high x-height in relation to cap height,
rounded corners, open aperture, round bowl shape, two story lowercase a and
one-story lowercase g, terminal on lowercase t, oblique top cut and convex
strokes.

This is what Titan One looks like.
Vollkorn
Regular serif font with medium x-height in relation to cap height and medium
contrast between thick and thin lines, sharp corners, closed aperture, round
bowl shape, two story lowercase a and g, terminal on lowercase t and no
decorative elements.

This is what Vollkorn looks like.
For the table, see appendix 2.

3.3 Focus Groups
The fonts considered to be trustworthy by both focus groups were Vollkorn,
Open Sans and Oxygen (see table 1). The first focus group also found Roboto
Slab and Squada One to be trustworthy, while the second focus group liked
Sniglet.
The fonts considered not to be trustworthy by either focus group were Alfa
Slab One, Allerta Stencil, Galada, Kumar One, Londrina Solid, Oleo Script,
Russo One and Spicy Rice. Baloo, Squada One and Titan One were also
considered not trustworthy by the second focus group while the first focus
group disliked Josefin Slab and Sniglet.
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Abril Fatface, McLaren and Paytone One ended up somewhere in the middle
as somewhat trustworthy. Here, the first focus group also placed Baloo and
Titan One, while the second focus group placed Josefin Slab and Roboto Slab.
Table 1 - Font categorisation in "trustworthy", "somewhat trust-worthy" and
"not trustworthy", based on Focus Group results.
Trustworthy

Somewhat Trustworthy

Not Trustworthy

Open Sans

Abril Fatface

Alfa Slab One

Oxygen

Baloo (focus group 1)

Allerta Stencil

Roboto Slab (focus group 1)

Josefin Slab (focus group 2)

Baloo (focus group 2)

Sniglet (focus group 2)

McLaren

Galada

Squada One (focus group 1)

Paytone One

Josefin Slab (focus group 1)

Vollkorn

Roboto Slab (focus group 2)

Kumar One

Titan One (focus group 1)

Londrina Solid
Oleo Script
Russo One
Sniglet (focus group 1)
Spicy Rice
Squada One (focus group 2)
Titan One (focus group 2)

Typographical attributes and anatomical qualities and how they affect
trustworthiness in the context of online banking websites
Attributes mentioned by the participants as having a positive effect on
trustworthiness were:
•
•
•
•
•
•
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Legible/clear to read.
Simplistic or minimal, as it does not try too hard and is more legible.
Strict and structured, because it communicates seriousness and
stability.
Familiar, since it feels comfortable and safe.
Balanced and harmonious, as it ensures trust and feels calming.
Not boring, because this made them feel more compelled to actually
read the text.

•

Regular, semi bold or bold font weight, as these were perceived as
legible and looked good in relation to the rest of the page.

The attributes mentioned as having a negative effect were:
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•

Cluttered/not very legible, as this felt strenuous or demanding to read.
Rounded and too ’soft’, because it did not feel serious enough for a
bank.
Sharp and hard, as this gave a perceived feeling of being standoffish
and not inviting.
Feminine, yet again did not feel serious enough for a bank and did not
communicate stability or trust.
Scripts and handwritten fonts the same as with feminine.
Dull or boring as this did not make them want to read the text.
Compact since it felt crowded and less legible.
Too ’nice’ was perceived as trying to scam you.
Decorative, as it disrupted the reading and did not communicate trust
or credibility in the context of a bank.
Extra bold font weight (especially combined with round shapes) were
felt to be less legible.
Light font weight that was seen as unsure of itself or timid.

Positive anatomical qualities included: large counter, open aperture, medium
x-height in relation to cap height, no decorative elements. The large counter
and open aperture made the text feel less compact and the medium x-height
made it feel balanced. The lack of decorative elements made it feel more strict,
structured, clean and minimalistic.
Negative anatomical qualities included: low or very high x-height in relation
to cap height, irregular stroke weight, cursive or slanted letters, squared letter
shapes, decorative elements such as swashes, tapered, concave and convex
strokes, connected letter, oblique top cut and uneven baseline. The second
focus group also felt slab serifs had a negative effect. Irregular stroke weight
and cursive letters along with the decorative element did not feel serious and
did not communicate trust in context of a bank. The squared letter shapes felt
aggressive and hard, not very inviting. Very high x-height made the font feel
compact and less legible while low x-height made the words look strange and
unbalanced.
For the table, see appendix 1.

3.4 Web Survey
All Respondents
In the web survey, Abril Fatface got the overall highest rating for all questions
when looking at all respondents, as seen in figure 3. Other popular fonts in
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the survey were Open Sans, Roboto Slab and Vollkorn, which all rated close to
4 for “trustworthy”, “professional” and “serious”. The font Oxygen was rated
4 or higher for “trustworthy” and “professional” but lower on “serious”. The
measured result for “identity building” was overall lower than 4. Only Abril
Fatface reached the rating of 4, while all other fonts rated 3.74 or lower and
the lowest rated for “identity building” was Spicy Rice which rated 2.33, closely
followed by Josefin Slab which rated 3.5. Galada and Titan One also received
low ratings, lower than 3 for all categories. The font with the lowest rating
overall in the survey was Spicy Rice, which was given the rating 1.61 for
“trustworthy”, 1,57 for “professional” and 1.57 for “serious”.
All fonts are available to view under section 3.2: “Visual Content Analysis of
Fonts Used in the Study”.
Abril Fatface

4.37
4.5
4.52

4
2.24
2.35
2.2

Galada

All respondents
Trustworthy
Professional

2.85

Serious

2.37
2.48
2.41
2.5

Josefin Slab

Identity Building

Open Sans

4.11
3.98
4

3.39

4

Oxygen

3.2

4.11

3.46
4.04
3.98
4.04
3.74

Roboto Slab
1.61
1.57
1.57

Spicy Rice

2.33
2.5
2.48
2.3
2.65

Titan One
Vollkorn

3.5
0

0.5

1

1.5

2

2.5

3

3.5

3.8
3.93
3.96
4

4.5

5

Figure 1 - The fonts with the highest and lowest results respectively in the web survey, results from all
respondents. Full diagrams are available in appendix 3.

The question “Is it appropriate for a bank?” received, at its highest, 85% “yes”
for Abril Fatface and Oxygen. They were closely followed by Roboto Slab and
Vollkorn, who received 83% “yes” respectively. Open Sans was not far behind
with 78%. Other fonts all received 59% or lower for “appropriate”.
Respondents Compared
In the compared results, respondents with graphic design experience gave
Abril Fatface the highest rating, over 4 for all categories. However, they also
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rated Open Sans and Oxygen higher than 4 for “trustworthy”, “professional”
and “serious”. The measured result for “identity building” was still lower than
4 for Open Sans and Oxygen. Roboto Slab and Vollkorn were close behind,
both measuring close to 4 in all categories, except slightly lower for Vollkorn
in “identity building”. Kumar One was not far behind, measuring 3.56 for
“trustworthy” at its highest and 3.38 for “identity building at its lowest. Alfa
Slab One and Allerta Stencil were both rated lower than 3.45, with a lowest
rating of 3.06.
Respondents with
graphic design
experience

4.44
4.13
4.31
4.38

Abril Fatface
Alfa Slab One

3.19
3.06
3.13
3.13

Allerta Stencil

3.38
3.31
3.44
3.06

Trustworthy
Professional
Serious
Identity Building

3.56
3.5
3.44
3.38

Kumar One
Open Sans

4.38
4.25
4.31

3.5

Oxygen

4.13
4.06
4.19

3.19

3.81
3.81
4
3.63

Roboto Slab
Vollkorn

3.38
0

0.5

1

1.5

2

2.5

3

3.5

3.88
3.81
3.88
4

4.5

5

Figure 2 - The fonts with the highest and lowest results respectively in the web survey, results from persons
with graphic design experience. Full diagrams are available in appendix 3.

The respondents with no graphic design experience also rated Abril Fatface
the highest. But here, it did not reach over 4 for the “identity building” rating.
However, the measurements for “professional” and “serious” reached closer
to 5. This group of respondents rated Alfa Slab One and Allerta Stencil close
to 4, where Allerta Stencil reached
a rating of 4 for “professional”. Roboto
Slab, Open Sans, Oxygen and Vollkorn were also rated over or close to 4,
with a slightly lower rating for “identity building”.
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Figure 3 - The fonts with the highest and lowest results respectively in the web survey, results from persons
with no graphic design experience. Full diagrams are available in appendix 3.

When asked the question “is it appropriate for a bank website?”, 81% of
respondents with graphic design experience chose “yes” for Abril Fatface.
These results are available in appendix 3. The same question for Abril Fatface,
but asked respondents with no graphic design experience, received a “yes”
percentage of 90%. The biggest difference between those with and those
without experience was the result for Russo One, which was given a “yes” by
31% of respondents with experience and 63% of respondents without
experience. The next biggest difference was for Sniglet, where 25% with
experience and 53% without experience replied “yes”. Similar, only lower,
results were measured for Josefin Slab, which received 25% from those with
experience and 10% from those without. Open Sans also had a difference in
result, 88% of respondents with experience and 73% of those without
experience replied “yes”; as well as Alfa Slab One, where 38% with experience
and 50% without experience replied “yes”. Those with the most similar
results, and the highest, were Abril Fatface, Oxygen, Roboto Slab and Vollkorn,
hovering around 80%-90% “yes” in both respondent groups. The lowest result
was Spicy Rice, which received a “yes” from 0% with experience and 3%
without experience.
In the web survey, all respondents were also able to write comments about
each font. All fonts received comments in varying amounts. However, the
comments did not give enough data to use in the results.
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4 Discussion
We found some of the results quite surprising as they differed greatly from
what we expected to see. Fonts like Sniglet and Allerta Stencil, that we
expected nobody would like, were actually perceived as at least somewhat
trustworthy and appropriate. The results also showed a difference in opinion
between the respondents with graphic design experience and those without.
The focus group respondents were very sceptical towards most fonts while in
the web survey many fonts got a rating of about 4 (out of 6).
The respondents with graphic design experience generally had stronger
opinions in the web survey; the fonts considered appropriate received higher
ratings and the ones considered not appropriate received lower ratings
compared to the responses of respondents with no graphic design experience.
This could be, and most likely is, because designers are used to pay attention
to typography within their work and therefore have stronger opinions about
what they like and do not like. This while others, that might not have ever
paid attention to fonts before, do not yet have any particularly strong feelings
about it. This theory can be somewhat validated by comments received during
the focus groups about how it was difficult to see any difference in the fonts
as they had never really paid attention to fonts before.
The fonts that were overall considered appropriate were: Abril Fatface, Open
Sans, Oxygen, Roboto Slab and Vollkorn while the fonts that were seen as not
appropriate were Spicy Rice, Galada, Josefin Slab, Titan One and Londrina
Solid.
There are a few clear patterns that we can see. Generally, fonts that are clear
and legible, simpler but at the same time familiar were perceived as more
trustworthy. Taking for example Oxygen and Vollkorn, mentioned above as
appropriate for use on online banking websites, that are both neutral and
resemble traditional fonts most people are used to whereas Spicy Rice and
Galada, both more decorative with irregular stroke width or cursive letters,
were not considered appropriate. Fonts that are less legible, are too bold, too
rounded or decorative are considered less trustworthy. The fonts also tend to
be perceived as less trustworthy if they have a very low or very high x-height
in relation to cap height, irregular stroke weight or cursive/slanted letters. It
seems that fonts should not have too strong features in any direction, but at
the same time avoid being dull. As we would say in Swedish, they need to be
“lagom” (meaning just right) to feel trustworthy. We also found no significant
difference in appropriateness or trustworthiness between serif fonts and sansserif fonts which could, as propositioned by Ali et al. (2013), be because of the
high screen resolutions of modern day displays.
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Another important pattern we’ve noticed is that people with graphic design
experience seem to view these matters differently from people with no
experience in the field. This can mean that designers should consider if their
opinion is all they should base decisions on, perhaps they should look at what
the end users think too.

4.1 Web Survey and Focus Groups Compared

Overall, the results in the two studies were rather similar. The biggest
difference we can find is that Abril Fatface was very highly rated in the web
survey while it was not considered particularly trustworthy by the focus
groups. The first focus group also mentioned Squada One as trustworthy and
the second focus group mentioned Sniglet, both of which were not rated very
high or very low in the survey. The two studies agree that Spicy Rice was the
least appropriate font and the least trustworthy font overall. However, the first
focus group also mentioned Sniglet as not trustworthy and the second group
said Squada One was not trustworthy. These differences might be rooted in
how the two studies were conducted. In the focus groups the respondents
most likely influenced each other on some level and were shown the mockup
in full screen while the web survey only showed the dummy as a featured
image within the set margins of the survey.
The first and second focus group differed greatly in opinion on a couple of
specific fonts. In the use of the font Sniglet the opinions showed a
substantial difference between the two focus groups and also within the web
survey; some thought it was very appropriate for bank while others
thought it was terrible. A theory we have developed about the cause of this
is whether the respondents that found the font appropriate might not have
seen the tapered strokes due to the image size in the web survey and/or
impaired vision. One of the older participants also perceived Vollkorn, a
regular serif font, as cluttered and less legible due to the “frills” on the
ends of the letters which does support our theory of impaired visions. If
this is the case, font choice could have a meaningful impact on
typographic optimisation for an older target audience.

4.2 Limitations
We have received some very clear results and there seems to be a consensus
about what font types communicate a trustworthy persona (and are thereby
appropriate for use in context of an online banking website). However,
because of the small scale of this study and especially the low response
frequency in the web survey, we cannot draw any fortified, fully reliable
conclusions on the subject. There are also many other important factors that
affect perception of the sender when looking at a website. The design of the
dummy; the colour choices, layout, text and image used, font size and such all
influence the trustworthiness of the online banking website. The size of the
dummy image might have also had an effect on how the font were perceived
32/56

in the web survey compared to the focus groups. In the focus groups the
dummy was shown in full screen while in web survey, due to limitations
within the software, the dummy was shown as a medium sized image. A
smaller sized image could make it more difficult to detect decorative elements
and make some fonts less legible only due to the size.
Opportunities for Future Research: How This Can Be Taken Further
• Test on a larger audience.
• Test other fonts and compare results.
• Include more of typography than just font choice and examine letter
spacing, font size and other variables.
• Test other elements’ effects on trust and credibility.
• Test fonts and their appropriateness on other types of websites.
• Deeper research into font associations and appropriateness.
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5 Conclusions
This study examined how font choices affect perception and achieve
trustworthiness on online banking websites. It has therefore been focused
around the following questions:
•
•

Do fonts affect perception of the sender in the context of online
banking websites?
What kind of fonts communicate a trustworthy persona for online
banks?

The results clearly show that fonts do affect perception of the sender in the
context of online banking websites. Less appropriate font types received a
strong reaction in all respondents, corroborating the statements of previous
research and literature on the subject.
Strict and structured, but not boring, non-decorative fonts with medium xheight (not high nor low) in relation to cap height seem to be appropriate to
use on online banking websites to communicate trust and still be considered
appealing and interesting. The study also found no significant difference in
appropriateness between serif and sans-serif fonts.
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Appendices
Appendix 1 – Visual Content Analysis of 12 Banking
Websites
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Appendix 2 – Visual Content Analysis of Fonts in the Study
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Appendix 3 – Dummy Banking Website
Abril Fatface

Alfa Slab One

Alfa Slab One
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Allerta Stencil

Baloo

Galada

Josefin Slab

44/56

Kumar One

Londrina Solid

McLaren
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Oleo Script

Open Sans

Oxygen
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Paytone One

Roboto Slab

Russo One
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Sniglet

Spicy Rice

Squada One
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Titan One

Vollkorn
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Appendix 4 – Charts from Web Survey Results
Abril Fatface

4

Trustworthy

3.54
3.48
3.46
3.24

Alfa Slab One

Professional

3.72
3.76
3.7
3.46

Allerta Stencil

Serious

3.48
3.48
3.35
3.33

Baloo
2.24
2.35
2.2

Galada

Identity Building

2.85

2.37
2.48
2.41
2.5

Josefin Slab

3.46
3.54
3.43
3.35

Kumar One
2.41
2.37
2.33
2.7

Londrina Solid

2.46
2.33
2.3

McLaren

2.76

2.87
2.87
2.7
3.09

Oleo Script
Open Sans

4.11
3.98
4

3.39

4

Oxygen

3.2

Paytone One

3.07
2.83
2.8
2.83

4.11

3.46

4.04
3.98
4.04
3.74

Roboto Slab
3.37
3.24
3.24
3.24

Russo One
Sniglet

3
1.61
1.57
1.57

Spicy Rice

3.11
3.09
3.43

2.33
2.85
2.78
2.89
2.93

Squada One

2.5
2.48
2.3
2.65

Titan One
Vollkorn

3.5
0
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All respondents

4.37
4.5
4.52

0.5

1

1.5

2

2.5

3

3.5

3.8
3.93
3.96
4

4.5

5

Alfa Slab One

3.19
3.06
3.13
3.13

Allerta Stencil

3.38
3.31
3.44
3.06

Trustworthy
Professional

3.19
3.06
2.81
2.94

Baloo
2
2.06
2.06

Galada

Serious
Identity Building

2.88
2.44
2.5
2.38

Josefin Slab

2.8
3.56
3.5
3.44
3.38

Kumar One
2.13
1.94
1.94
2.38

Londrina Solid

2.25
2.19
2.13

McLaren

2.56
2.88
2.94

Oleo Script

2.63

3

Open Sans

4.38
4.25
4.31

3.5

Oxygen

4.13
4.06
4.19

3.19
3
3

Paytone One

3.25
3.13
3.81
3.81
4
3.63

Roboto Slab
3
2.75
2.63
3

Russo One

2.69
2.5
2.56
2.94

Sniglet
1.31
1.25
1.25

Spicy Rice

2.06
2.75
2.75
2.81
2.88

Squada One
2.25
2.19
2.06
2.44

Titan One
Vollkorn

3.38
0
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Respondents with
graphic design
experience

4.44
4.13
4.31
4.38

Abril Fatface

0.5

1

1.5

2

2.5

3

3.5

3.88
3.81
3.88
4

4.5

5

4.33

Abril Fatface

3.8

Alfa Slab One

3.73
3.7
3.63

3.3

Professional

3.63
3.7
3.63
3.53

Baloo
2.37
2.5
2.27

Galada

Serious
Identity Building

2.83

2.33
2.47
2.43
2.4

Josefin Slab

3.4
3.57
3.43
3.33

Kumar One
Londrina Solid

2.57
2.6
2.53

McLaren

2.57
2.4
2.4

2.87

2.87

2.87
2.83
2.73
3.13

Oleo Script
Open Sans

3.97
3.83
3.83

3.33

Oxygen

3.93
4.13
4.2

3.6
2.97
2.73
2.7
2.67

Paytone One
Roboto Slab

3.8
3.57
3.37
3.33
3.4
3.23

Sniglet
1.77
1.73
1.73

Spicy Rice

4.17
4.07
4.07

3.57

2.75

Russo One

3.7

2.47
2.9
2.8
2.93
2.97

Squada One

2.63
2.63
2.43
2.77

Titan One

3.77
4
4
3.57

Vollkorn
0

0.5

1

1.5

2

2.5

Respondents with
no graphic design
experience
Trustworthy

3.9
4
3.83
3.67

Allerta Stencil
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4.7
4.63

3

3.5

4

4.5

5

Perceived appropriateness
All respondents

Abril Fatface

53%

48%

Allerta Stencil

57%

43%
88%

13%

Josefin Slab

85%

15%

Kumar One

41%

59%

Londrina Solid

24%

76%

McLaren

22%

78%

Oleo Script

74%

26%

Open Sans

22%

78%

Oxygen

15%

85%

Paytone One

65%

35%

Roboto Slab

17%

83%

Russo One

48%

52%

Sniglet

80%

20%

Spicy Rice 2%

98%

Squada One
Titan One

Yes
No

41%

59%

Baloo
Galada

15%

85%

Alfa Slab One

63%

37%
83%

17%

Vollkorn

17%

83%

Perceived appropriateness

Respondents with graphic design experience

Abril Fatface
Alfa Slab One

56%

44%
88%

13%

75%

25%

Kumar One

38%

63%

Londrina Solid

19%

81%

McLaren

19%

81%

Oleo Script

75%

25%

Open Sans
Oxygen

69%

31%

Roboto Slab

69%

31%

75%

25%

Spicy Rice

100%

Squada One
Vollkorn
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19%

81%

Russo One

Titan One

19%

81%

Paytone One

Sniglet

13%

88%

63%

38%
81%

19%
81%

Yes
No

44%

56%

Baloo
Josefin Slab

63%

38%

Allerta Stencil
Galada

19%

81%

19%

Perceived appropriateness

Respondents with no graphic design experience

Abril Fatface
Alfa Slab One

50%

50%

Allerta Stencil
43%

57%

Galada

13%

17%
90%

10%

Kumar One
Londrina Solid
McLaren
Oleo Script

43%

57%
73%

27%

77%

23%

80%

30%

Open Sans
Oxygen

67%

33%

Roboto Slab

17%

83%

Russo One

38%

63%

Sniglet

47%

53%

Spicy Rice 3%

97%

Squada One
Vollkorn

17%

83%

Paytone One

Titan One

27%

73%

63%

37%
81%

17%
83%

Yes
No

40%

60%

Baloo
Josefin Slab
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10%

90%

17%

Appendix 5 – Font Attributes Analysis from Focus Groups
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