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Abstract 

Title: Is trust in SEM an intergenerational trait? 

Date: 2018-05-22 

Level: Bachelor Thesis in International Marketing 

Author: Jesper Fredlund 930427-1456 & Timmy Biedron 961128-7575 

Supervisor: Henrietta Nilson  

Problem formulation: How do age correlate with trust and attitude towards SEM on Google in 

Sweden? 

Purpose: The purpose of this study is to see if the Swedish Digital Natives are more likely to be 

trusting search engine marketing, as opposed to the older generations of Digital Immigrants, and by 

doing this gaining a better understanding of the attitudes towards search engines and search engine 

marketing in Sweden. 

Theoretical framework: The theoretical framework of this paper consists of theories about Banner 

Blindness, Text Blindness, EHS Theory, Search Engine Marketing, Sponsored Links, Organic Links, 

Generations.                                                            

Methodology:  This is a quantitative study with 429 respondents in an online survey. It contains 

Swedish users of search engines divided into groups of those born before 1980 and those born after. 

 

Empirical findings: Our study found out that Digital Natives are slightly more likely to favour 

Search Engine Marketing than Digital Immigrants are. 

Conclusion: No matter the target of your Search Engine Marketing campaign you should approach it 

cautiously, since both Digital Natives and Digital Immigrants have been shown to hold a negative bias 

against these campaigns over organic links. 

Keywords: SEM, SEA, Search Engines, Search Behaviour, Organic links, Sponsored links. 
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1.Introduction 
In this chapter, we will introduce the subject of this paper. The introduction will provide a 

basic comprehension of the many aspects that this subject consists of. After the introduction, 

the research problem, research question and purpose of this study will be discussed and end 

with the delimitations of the study. 

 

1.1 Background 
The use of internet-based marketing is constantly increasing. The revenue generated from 

internet marketing is reaching staggering amounts yearly. To put this in perspective, during 

2009 the revenue generated was $ 22.7 billion according to Interactive Advertising Bureau 

(2010). In comparison for the first half of 2017 alone, the revenue generated was $ 40.1 

billion (Interactive Advertising Bureau, 2017). Without internet marketing much of the 

content online would not be for free, the majority of revenue for many websites comes from 

displaying marketing messages on their website (Owens, Chaparro & Palmer, 2011). 

 

In this digital landscape, we are being constantly bombarded with marketing messages. This 

bombardment has hardened us and made us view online marketing with scepticism (Murillo, 

2017). A phenomenon that has made us question the relevancy of online marketing (Jansen et 

al, 2007), leading us to ignore the marketing messages that the advertiser is trying to convey 

us (Darke & Ritchie, 2007). 

 

The high frequency of online marketing has led to a phenomenon where the consumer 

actually does not even register the advertisement. The consumer has learned where to expect 

banner and text advertising and excludes it from their search patterns, leading to the 

consumer being literally blind to the advertisement (Owens, Chaparro & Palmer, 2011). 

 

Search engine marketing, commonly referred to as SEM, has become one of the many 

strategies that companies employ while conducting online marketing. By paying for 

sponsored links in the result page of a search engine, the advertiser hopes that the enhanced 

position will increase sales. From what we have seen, the increasing popularity of SEM has 

led to extensive research on the topic, although it has mainly been conducted on one 

generation at a time and primarily on Millennials (Jansen et al, 2007; Murillo, 2017; Granka 

et al, 2004; Pan et al, 2007; Owens et al, 2011). 

 

A generational divider has been created with the labelling of the Digital Natives and the 

Digital Immigrants (Kilian, Hennigs, Langner, 2012). The divider starts with Generation Y 

who are born between 1980-2000 (Gurău, 2012; Smith & Nichols, 2015). The generations of 

Generation Y and above are labelled as Digital Natives and can be defined as the first 

generation to grow up with access to the internet and thus natives to the digital landscape 

(Kilian et al, 2012). The Digital Immigrants, on the other hand, had to get familiar with the 
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internet at a later stage in life (Kilian et al, 2012). This provides a clear divider in the 

familiarity of the digital landscape and the use of the internet. 

 

Google search is one of the biggest, if not the biggest, services on the internet (Alexa, 2018). 

The global reach it has makes one of the biggest advertisement platforms there is beating the 

second biggest three times over (Kollewe, 2017). Because of this, it is not always cheap 

advertising on Google search. For highly competitive keywords it can cost over 30 dollars for 

just one click, which might not even lead to a conversion (Wordstream, 2018). To explain 

exactly how the people react and act on these ads can give clarity on when it is appropriate to 

use it. According to Internetstiftelsen, i Sverige (2018) 76 %* of the Swedish population use 

the internet daily. 

 

In Sweden Google is by far the biggest search engine with a 93,82% market share, Bing the 

second largest with 4,09%, Yahoo the third largest with 1,54% market share and 

DuckDuckGo the fourth largest 0,32% market share. DuckDuckGo is an upcoming search 

engine which unique trait is that it does not collect personal information regarding the user 

(DuckDuckGo, n.d.). There are a lot more search engines operational in Sweden, but they all 

have an aggregated market share of .23% together and less than 0.1% each (Statista, 2017). 

 

When Google first introduced sponsored links in the year of 2000, the sponsored links solely 

appeared on the right-hand side of the SERP making the distinction between the paid 

sponsored links and organic links more clear (Murillo, 2017). Same as the case with banner 

blindness, users learned that the sponsored links would be located on the right-hand side and 

thus ignored that part of the SERP (Darke & Ritchie, 2007). The links are now divided into 

different sections of the SERP. The top section of the SERP contains the sponsored links with 

the right side of the SERP containing the sponsored images (Murillo, 2017). Beneath the 

sponsored links on the left side are the organic links which are the unpaid counterpart 

(Murillo, 2017). 

 

According to Jansen et al (2007), the conversion rate decreases the further down you go in 

the SERP. The difference in conversion rate between the first and the tenth is 90 percent. The 

conversion rate is the metric that shows the likelihood of a purchase being made by a user 

visiting the webpage. The dramatic decrease from the first to the tenth ranked link in 

conversion rate shows a certain degree of distrust the lower the link is ranked (Jansen et al, 

2007). The ranking of a link is of great importance to internet users. According to previous 

research, the link rank has a greater influence on the choice of a link than the actual relevance 

of the link abstract (Pan, Hembrooke, Joachims, Lorigo, Gay, & Granka, 2007). The trust 

placed in Google by internet users is so high that they prefer to choose a higher ranking link 

than a link which would seem as more relevant to the task at hand (Pan et al, 2007). 
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As we stated earlier in this chapter, previous research has shown that there exists a bias 

towards sponsored links (Murillo, 2017), given that the user actually registers the links or is 

aware of their existence (Ofcom, 2016; Owens et al, 2011). 

  

1.2 Problem 

The emergence of SEM and the subsequent increase in its popularity has led to SEM being 

one of the main marketing strategies for many companies. As the digitalization increases, 

online marketing will become more and more vital as a tool to reach out to your intended 

target groups. Extensive research has been made on the subject, providing insight on the 

search behaviours of internet users. Although few comparisons between generations have 

been made, providing a gap in our understanding of the impact of age (Jansen et al, 2007; 

Murillo, 2017; Granka et al, 2004; Pan et al, 2007; Owens et al, 2011). Research has found 

that the credibility of a site suffers when internet users are exposed to banners and banner-

like marketing messages (Burke, Hornof, Nilsen & Gorman, 2005). The same applies to the 

sponsored links which are either viewed by the internet user with distrust or completely 

ignored (Murillo, 2017). Hopefully, our research will shine a light upon this observation and 

reveal if this is an intergenerational trait. Previous research has mainly been conducted on 

college students (Jansen et al, 2007; Murillo, 2017; Granka et al, 2004; Pan et al, 2007; 

Owens et al, 2011), thus not adding a comparison of age to the equation. 

 

Previous research has been made on the search patterns of internet users. In Grier, Kortum 

and Millers (2005) study they use eye-tracking technology to examine how the users of 

internet find information online. They developed the EHS Theory that consists of three 

distinct stages of search behaviour, expected location search, heuristic and systematic search. 

The expected location search is where the user scans the locations of the content that they 

usually expect to find relevant information. The heuristic search is the next step the user 

applies if the information is not found and involves the content that has a medium salience 

level. The last step is that of the systematic search where the user systematically searches the 

whole content. Although the EHS Theory is a great theory to analyse the search behaviour of 

internet users, it mainly applies to experienced internet users (Grier, Kortum, Miller, 2005). 

The less experienced internet users might have a different search behaviour due to their lack 

of knowledge in where to expect certain information. This is one of the reasons as to why we 

believe that the older and probably less experienced generations are more likely to choose a 

sponsored link. Previous research has shown that the majority of age groups older than 25 

years of age is oblivious to the difference of organic and sponsored links (Ofcom, 2016) and 

thus probably include the sponsored links in their search patterns, whereas the younger 

generations that have shown a bias against sponsored links, exclude them to a greater extent 

from their search patterns (Jansen et al, 2007).  

 

1.3 Research Question 
How do age correlate with trust and attitude towards SEM on Google in Sweden? 
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1.4 Purpose 

The purpose of this study is to see if the Swedish Digital Natives are more likely to be 

trusting search engine marketing, as opposed to the older generations of Digital Immigrants, 

and by doing this gaining a better understanding of the attitudes towards search engines and 

search engine marketing in Sweden. 

 

1.5 Delimitations 

This study will be focusing solely on the Swedish market. The reason behind this is that we 

do not have the adequate resources or time to conduct this research in a more international 

arena. Since we both have lived in Sweden for the majority of our lives it is also easier for us 

to collect the necessary number of respondents for our survey if we chose the Swedish 

market, with our aggregate contact network we were able to reach the desired number of 

respondents through various channels of social media. 

 

We have chosen to study user behaviour and attitude towards sponsored and its counterpart 

organic links. This excludes the perspective of the businesses that make use of SEM as a part 

of their marketing strategy and solely focuses on the user perspective in this study. Neither 

will we study any behaviour on the websites which the user gets referred to after selecting a 

link in the SERP. 
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2. Theoretical frame of reference 
 

Here we present the theories we have used for this paper. The theories included are those of 

sponsored and organic links, generations, banner and text blindness and online search 

behaviour. At the end of this chapter, we present our hypothesis' which are based on the 

previous research discussed earlier in the chapter. 

 

 

2.1 Sponsored and organic links 
 

Search engine result page, also called SERP is the result of typing in a keyword or search 

phrase in the search engine. The search engine result page then displays both the sponsored 

and organic search. The sponsored search result is one of the ways the search engine 

company makes their revenue (Murillo, 2017). 

 

There is a distinct difference between organic and sponsored links. The organic links in the 

SERP are based on an algorithm that calculates the most relevant result to the query typed by 

the user (Jansen et al, 2007). The rank awarded in the organic search cannot be bought and 

thus ensures that the user receives the most relevant result possible to their query 

(Google.com, 2018). The sponsored links, on the other hand, are a product of advertisers 

paying the search engine to be displayed in the SERP (Murillo, 2017). The advertisers get to 

bid for their visibility in the SERP and pay the search engine on a “cost-per-click” basis. 

Every time a user clicks on a sponsored link in the SERP, the search engine receives the 

amount which the advertiser previously put a bid on that keyword for (Jansen et al, 2007). 

 

In a study made by Jansen, Brown and Resnick (2007), they examined the clicking behaviour 

of 56 college students to see if there was a bias against sponsored links. The result showed 

that the participants first and foremost looked at the organic links in the search (Jansen et al, 

2007). In 82 percent of the time, the participants chose to look at the organic links first and 

thus showing a bias against the sponsored links. Although the majority evaluated the organic 

links first, 73 percent of the participants chose to look at both the organic and the sponsored 

links (Jansen et al, 2007). Even though the sponsored links were reviewed by the participants, 

they found the relevance and the trustworthiness of the sponsored links to be lower than that 

of their organic counterpart (Jansen et al, 2007). 

 

In contrast, a study made by Shrestha, Owens & Chaparro (2009) researched the congruency 

between target location and sponsored links in the SERP. They found that in the majority of 

the time, the user found their target in amongst the sponsored links, in fact, 79.1 percent of 

the time (Shrestha et al, 2009). The success rate for the ads located on the right-hand side was 

significantly lower, the user only found their intended target 40.9 percent of the time 
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(Shrestha et al, 2009). This is given that the user can tell the difference between the 

sponsored and organic links, this has proven to difficult for the generations older than 25 

years of age (Ofcom, 2016). 

 

2.2 Generations 
Generation Y, commonly referred to as Millennials are characterized as the first generation 

that grew up with computers and the internet (Hansson & Stanic, 2017). The exact years used 

to define this generation still varies, with researchers claiming different starting and ending 

years. The most commonly accepted year span is that of 1980-2000 and also what we are 

using in this study (Gurău, 2012; Smith & Nichols, 2015).  

 

Being the first generation to grow up during the dawn of the internet has made Millennials 

resistant to online marketing and more sceptical towards it than previous generations 

(Hansson & Stanic, 2017).  

 

Millennials show a great trust in Google and other search engines according to Murillo 

(2017), they take for granted that the search engine will provide them with an answer to their 

query that is relevant, and most importantly unbiased (Murillo, 2017). The Millennials are 

also the first generation that is able to instantly receive answers to their questions with the 

access to search engines, vast amounts of information being just a Google search away 

(Fromm & Garton, 2013).  

 

To be able to analyse different ages researchers has for a long time divided them into 

generations with defining traits. Millennials and those born later are known as Digital Natives 

(Kilian et al, 2012). This means that they have had access to technology and internet while 

growing up, while generation X and older generations, are known as Digital Immigrants 

(Kilian et al, 2012). This means that Digital Immigrants first learned, and used internet as 

adults. Because of the access to technology and internet from birth, Digital Natives differ 

behaviour from Digital Immigrants at a fundamental level (Kilian et al, 2012). 

 

According to a study of generations in the U.S: by Pew research center (2015), younger 

generations are more comfortable with using technology. It also shows that when acquiring 

new technology the younger generations are less likely to need help with setting it up and 

learning how to use it (Pew Research Center, 2017). This shows how even though the older 

generations are using technology more, there is a correlation with the age and their 

understanding of and ability to use technology (Pew Research Center, 2017). 

 



13 

 

2.3 Banner and text blindness 
The digital landscape of today is littered with advertising that the internet user is exposed to 

while browsing the web. The existence of these ads, in particular banners, has led to a 

phenomenon called ‘’banner blindness’’. Internet users quickly learn to filter out any 

information that is not relevant to the task at hand (Owens et al, 2011). The user makes a 

habit of not looking at certain parts of a web page where they usually expect to see ads and 

are hence blind to the marketing message of the banner (Owens et al, 2011). This 

phenomenon also extends to text ads or any other salient aspect that is not important to the 

task (Owens et al, 2011). Burke, Hornof, Nilsen & Gorman, (2005) also states that the 

position of the banner or ad affects the amount of banner blindness. As previously stated 

there are certain areas that are ignored to further extent than other. 

 

The degree of banner blindness is also affected by the type of search the user is conducting. 

Burke et al (2005) categorize searches into two groups; the exact searches and the semantic 

searches. The exact searches are more goal oriented and have a more known target than the 

semantic searches (Burke et al, 2005). The exact search provides fewer distractions in that the 

fixation duration is lower for the exact searches than for the semantic searches. Thus making 

the exact search user less prone to register the banners and hence experiencing a higher 

degree of banner blindness (Owens et al, 2011). 

 

Similar studies have been made where users were ordered to perform search tasks or aimless 

browsing tasks (Yesilada, Jay, Stevens, Harper, 2008). The users that conducted search tasks 

were instructed to find specific information, whilst the purpose of the aimless browsing was 

to familiarize with the web page (Yesilada et al, 2008). The users of the more goal-oriented 

search task could neither recall nor recognize as many of the banners as the users who was 

aimlessly browsing (Owens et al, 2011). The result also showed that the aimless browsing 

provides longer sessions on the web page which results in more exposure to banners and 

increasing the chance of the user fixating on a banner (Owens et al, 2011). 

 

Previous research has employed eye-tracking technology to observe what users are looking at 

and for how long. One of the key variables is eye fixation (Granka, Joachims, Gay, 2004). 

According to Granka et al, eye fixation is defined as “Eye fixations are defined as a spatially 

stable gaze lasting for approximately 200-300 milliseconds, during which visual attention is 

directed to a specific area of the visual display.”(Granka et al, 2004, page 1). It is during the 

fixation that the user both acquire and process information which makes it a vital variable for 

understanding user behaviour on websites (Granka et al, 2004). In their experiment, they 

tested how much time internet users spent fixating on each link and its abstract in the SERP 

and how it correlated with the internet user choosing a specific link. The results of Granka et 

al (2004) showed that the higher-ranking links received more fixations and had a higher pick 

rate above the lower ranked links. Although the fixation rate gradually decreased with the 

rank, the pick rate did not follow the same trend (Granka et al, 2004). The first ranked link 

had a clear majority in the number of times it was chosen while the second link had a 

dramatic decrease in pick rate in comparison to its fixation rate (Granka et al, 2004). The 
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subsequent links then had a more stable correlation between fixation and pick rate until the 

sixth rank link where the user is forced to scroll the page in order to see the rest of the SERP 

(Granka et al, 2004). Granka et al (2004) found that once the user had to scroll the page, the 

page rank had less importance and did not impact the fixation rate to the same degree as 

previously.  

 

 

Figure 2.1  Time spent viewing each abstract with the frequency that abstracts are selected 

(Granka, Joachims, Gay, 2004). 

 

2.4 EHS Theory 
The way users search the internet can also be defined in different stages. According to Grier, 

Kortum, Miller (2005) and their EHS theory, the stages are Expected location search, 

Heuristic search and Systematic search. The Expected location search uses previous 

experience to find the probable location of relevant information. If the information is not 

found in the expected location, the user will turn to a Heuristic search (Grier, Kortum, Miller, 

2005). In the Heuristic search the user employs a more heuristic scan of the content, often at 

the top left of the webpage. The search continues through the main content that has medium 

salience levels while ignoring high and low salience levelled content (Grier et al, 2005). If the 

information is not found in the main content the user conducts a systematic search of the 

main content. In the systematic search, the user thoroughly examines the content of the 

information. If the user does still not find the information they start shifting between heuristic 

and systematic search of the rest of the content, including the more salient advertising content 

(Grier et al, 2005). This continues until the information is found or the user gives up (Owens 

et al, 2011). 
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Figure 2.2 The EHS Theory (Grier, Kortum, Miller, 2005) 

 

 

2.5 Hypothesis 
In this part of the chapter, we will present our hypothesis based on previous research and 

discussions on the subject of SEM and online search behaviour. An age and generational 

perspective will be applied to models and theories from different studies to enable the 

detection of similarities or differences related to age and the efficiency of SEM. 

 

H1: Digital Natives will view sponsored links as less trustworthy compared to organic 

links, than digital immigrants do. 

 

Previous research has shown that the trustworthiness of sponsored links are perceived as 

lower than their organic counterpart (Jansen et al, 2007). Murillo (2017) shows in his 

research that Millennials place a great deal of trust in Google and expect an unbiased result. 

Having been brought up in the digital age, the Digital Natives have been hardened towards 

digital advertising and are able to identify and ignore it more efficiently (Hansson & Stanic, 

2017).  

 

H2: Digital Natives are more likely to hold a negative bias towards sponsored links than 

Digital Immigrants do. 

 

Recent research conducted by Murillo (2017) shows that Millennials who are a part of the 

Digital Natives generation holds a bias towards sponsored links. Although the sponsored 
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links are perceived this way, it has also been proven that the user finds their intended target in 

the majority of the time amongst the sponsored links, even if they do not decide to choose a 

sponsored link (Shrestha et al, 2009). Interestingly, this shows that even though the user finds 

what they are looking for amidst the sponsored links they still retain a bias towards it. 

 

This behaviour shows that the Digital Natives does not include the sponsored links in their 

expected location search but include them alternatively in their heuristic or systematic search. 

Not including it in their expected location search shows a degree of banner blindness which 

can be considered a negative bias against sponsored links (Grier et al, 2005; Owens et al, 

2011). 

 

In a study made by Ofcom in 2016 they studied the UK populace and found out that the 

majority of internet users above the age of 25 were oblivious to the differences between 

sponsored and organic links, which makes us believe that they see both types of links as 

equal and thus holds no bias towards sponsored links. We believe that this could also be 

applicable to the Swedish populace. 

 

Due to the previously mentioned obliviousness of sponsored links in the SERP and the lack 

of experience (Ofcom, 2016; Pew Research Center, 2017), this also leads us to believe that 

the Digital Immigrants include the sponsored links in their search behaviour under the 

expected location search, thus regarding it as relevant information and search that area before 

proceeding to a heuristic search of the other areas of the SERP (Grier et al, 2005). 

 

H3: Digital Natives will view sponsored links as less relevant than organic links 

compared to Digital Immigrants. 

 

In previous studies it has been proven that college students evaluate organic links before the 

sponsored links in 82% of the cases (Jansen et al, 2007). The same study also showed that the 

perceived relevance of the organic links were higher than the sponsored links. Following the 

EHS Theory leads us to believe that the organic links are part of the expected location search 

for the Digital Natives and thus finding the organic links more relevant than the sponsored 

links. The sponsored links that are seen as less relevant will then be a part of the latter 

heuristic or systematic searches, given that the user does not find the relevant information 

amidst the organic links (Grier et al, 2005). 

 

Due to the failure in making a distinction between sponsored and organic links by the Digital 

Immigrants, we believe that the Digital Immigrants will not view the sponsored links as less 

relevant, but as equal (Ofcom, 2016). 
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3. Methodology 
This chapter includes the choice of method accompanied with justifications for each aspect. 

The chapter also includes criticism and the validity and reliability of the chosen method. 

 

3.1 Research purpose 
According to Jacobsen (2002), there are two primary types of purposes: the explanatory and 

the descriptive. Our purpose is that of the explanatory since we aim to explain whether age 

plays a role in the susceptibility of search engine marketing. 

 

3.2 Scientific methods 
There are two main approaches according to Jacobsen (2002), extensive, where you go for a 

wide view, and intensive where you want a deeper understanding. The two approaches differ 

by the number of units and variables we are researching. An intensive study means going in 

depth, by gaining as much knowledge as possible about the researched phenomena. By 

researching as many variables needed to get the entirety of the picture. You are not as 

interested in the general idea of the population but more about how the researched subjects 

understand it. These two are not exclusive and there is a middle ground, mixed approach, 

where you have relatively amount of variables and units. For an extensive study, you will 

research a lot of units, and the more extensive the study is the more general will the results 

be. With a greater amount of units you remove the differences, some individual units may 

have resulting in a more general outcome of the study. With more general outcome you will 

also be able to apply the results to the population with a greater confidence. The ideal 

approach would be when you have a lot of variables and a lot of units, but this would lead to 

a lot of resources being spent on collecting the data and a lot of time to analyse it (Jacobsen, 

2002). 

 

With this in mind, we have come to realize an extensive study would be the best approach for 

our study. Since we want to research a restricted phenomenon and its relation to different 

contexts, in this case, the trust towards SEM and the age of the subject. Since we also want to 
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be able to generalize this on the bigger population an extensive study will be the best option, 

opposed to an intensive study which cannot be applied to the general population with as high 

confidence (Jacobsen, 2002). 

 

3.3 Descriptive and Explanatory 
When doing an explanatory study there are a few things you have to take into consideration. 

First, there needs to be a covariance between what we believe is the cause and what we 

believe is the effect (Jacobsen 2002). In this case, the cause would be the age, whereas the 

effect would be the level of trust to paid search advertising. In our case, this would mean that 

if the level of trust does not change between the different age groups we would not have any 

covariation. Secondly, the cause needs to come before the effect. And since we are looking 

into the correlation of age and trust, we can safely say that the cause, which is the age, comes 

before the effect. The cause and effect need to be close to each other in time, but since age is 

constant, at least for the duration of our study, the cause will always be in close proximity to 

the effect. According to Jacobsen (2002), to make sure of this you need to study different 

groups over time to see if a change in the cause would actually change the effect. Although 

we do not deem this necessary since our cause is the year you are born it cannot change and it 

would, therefore, be reductive. The reason you need to do this is that the cause of an effect 

can be hard to rely on if you do it too long after the cause happened. For us, the cause can not 

change over time.  

 

For an explanatory study to be a hundred percent certain you need to be able to remove all 

other factors that might affect the effect. Although this is not really possible, the nature of our 

study takes this into account. With this in mind, there is no way to make sure the cause is the 

only thing that affects the effect, the best we can do is controlling all factors we believe may 

have an effect on the effect, to make sure these are not the determining factors. By making 

sure all of our users are Swedish, use Google as their primary search engine, and use search 

engines at least once a month we will try to make sure all units are examined have the same 

experiences,  eliminating all other factors that may affect the outcome of the study. 

 

Although we can prove that if “A”, “B” happens it will be hard and nearly impossible for us 

to prove why it is happening. We can give strong tendencies and focus on what mechanisms 

that affect the observed results, even though we can see why (the cause) we can not see what 

the reasons behind the cause are with any confidence. In conclusion, this form of study will 

give us an understanding of how something leads to something else, but we can only control 

the known variables. 

 

3.4 Qualitative and Quantitative 
There are two different approaches to collect the necessary data for conducting research, the 

quantitative approach and the qualitative approach (Krishnaswami & Satyaprasad, 2010). We 

chose to take a quantitative approach to our research. The reason as to why we chose this 
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approach is because we want to know the consumers' behaviour in general terms when it 

comes to SEM and the likelihood of preferring organic search over sponsored search in the 

SERP. The quantitative method we chose was to conduct our research is that of a survey. A 

survey can be done in several different ways. The survey is generally based on a sample of 

individuals, in our case Swedish users of Google (Wärneryd, 1990). The sample will then be 

exposed to measuring which will give us data based on numerical and percentages. We will 

then analyse this data with the help of statistical tools to support our conclusions or 

statements (Wärneryd, 1990; Krishnaswami & Satyaprasad, 2010). 

 

3.5 Research Strategy 
There are several ways of collecting the primary data needed for research. Observations, 

interviews and surveys can be used to collect the necessary data, we chose to use the latter 

(Olsson & Sörensen, 2007; Krishnaswami & Satyaprasad, 2010). The survey is the most 

optimal tool since we want to have as high number of respondents as possible to be able to 

support our research from a statistical point of view.  

 

 

 

3.6 Data collection method 
Data is necessary to be able to draw any conclusions regarding the study. The validity, 

reliability and relevance of the data will directly influence the quality of our study. Data 

provides a basis for proving our thesis, without the data, there is no reliable way to prove our 

hypothesis with any grade of significance (Krishnaswami & Satyaprasad, 2010). 

 

We will use personal data in form of demographic and behavioural characteristics. 

Demographic characteristics for dividing the population into the groups we want to research, 

which is Digital Natives and Digital Immigrants, while using behavioural characteristics such 

as attitude/opinions to prove our hypothesis (Krishnaswami & Satyaprasad, 2010).  

 

The less interference from the researchers the higher validity of the research, this due to the 

lower risk of the respondent answering falsely or answering what they believe the researcher 

wants them to answer (Wärneryd, 1990). Since we wanted to limit researcher-interference as 

much as possible, we chose to post the survey online. Posting the survey online enables the 

respondent to be anonymous and with little to none interference from the researcher which is 

a positive aspect when it comes to surveys (Wärneryd, 1990). 

 

Since we want to reach out to people who use the internet as well it is also most relevant to 

do an online survey. We reached out to people on social media such as Facebook, Snapchat, 

Reddit and LinkedIn. By posting on big forums on these sites and getting people to share the 
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survey we managed to get a lot of answers from a broad public. This will result in a 

convenience-sampling, which is further discussed below in Sampling. The reason for us to 

choose this method of reaching out is that it is the logistical best possible way for us to reach 

out to a big part of the population as possible with our limited resources. 

 

We have chosen to make a cross-sectional study of our population. Since the aim of this 

study is not to observe behaviour over time but a certain populations behaviour at a certain 

point of time, cross-sectional measurement is the optimal tool for that goal (Olsson & 

Sörensen, 2007). 

 

3.7 Item selection 
The items were constructed using existing theory in search behaviour, banner blindness, text 

blindness, EHS theory, generations, SEM and organic/sponsored links. The items were fitted 

so that they would answer our questions about generational attitudes and trust towards SEM. 

 

3.8 Sampling 
Because of the size of the population, the time we are able to spend and our resources we 

have chosen to research a representative sample. Since we want to find the attitude and trust 

towards SEM, regarding the general population, it is not feasible for us to research the 

census. We will be resorting to a sample size that will represent the population as well as 

possible with our limited resources (Krishnaswami & Satyaprasad, 2010). To be able to 

sample a population there are two basic premises that the population need to follow. The 

researched elements need to represent the characteristics of the general population, even 

though a sample unit may differ from the general population, it will be counteracted from 

another unit that differs in the opposite direction. (Krishnaswami & Satyaprasad, 2010) 

 

Since we do not have a list of the population and we don’t have the resources nor time to do a 

probability sampling we will have to rely on a so-called non-probability sampling. This will 

limit our research since we will not be able to confirm that the results accurately represent the 

population, it will be at the loss of unbiased sampling which will distort the results. It will not 

ensure an equal chance for anyone in the population to be picked nor will it a known 

selection probability. (Krishnaswami & Satyaprasad, 2010) We will be using a form of 

convenience-sampling called quota-sampling. This means we will be using the sample that is 

conveniently available for our research (Krishnaswami & Satyaprasad, 2010). We have to 

rely on this form of sampling since there is no publicly available list of the population that we 

can use for a sampling from a probability-sampling method. This will result in a sample that 

is not ideal, although the best we can do with the resources available, and with a big enough 

sample, it will be able to represent the population with a statistical significance. Since we are 

looking into two different groups in the population we will divide the available sample units 

into the correct quota, in our case stratified by the age of the respondent. 
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We are delimiting our study to only the Swedish demographic, and in turn, our wanted 

population is the Google-users of Sweden. According to the Statistiska Centralbyrån (2018), 

90 % of the Swedish population uses the internet on a daily basis, and 96 % uses it at least 

once a month. Of these internet users, 84% claimed to use the internet to look up information 

regarding either products or services. Google has a market share of 93.82% of the Swedish 

search engine market, as of September 2017 (Statista, 2017). The total population for ages of 

15-74 is 7 436 295 (Statistiska Centralbyrån, 2018). This means that our population is 7 436 

295 * 96% * 93,82% = 6 607 663. According to Creative Research Systems (N.D.), we 

would need a sample size of 384 to get a confidence level of 95%. In the end, we got 448 

answers on our survey, with 429 of them being eligible for our research resulting in a 

confidence interval of 4.73. 

 

3.9 Analysing the data 
The first thing we have to do to be able to analyse the data is coding it. According to 

Jacobsen (2002), data can be of three different sorts; categorical data, ranking data and 

metrics. We will be working with all three of them to a certain extent. Categorical data is also 

known as nominal data, this means data where we can see what different kind of answers 

there are but no further sorting is possible. This includes such questions as location or sex. 

Ranking data is also known as ordinal data. This kind of data is possible to rank from high to 

low, this is the most common kind of question in our survey. Questions on a Likert scale 

which we can rank from 1-5 (agree, don’t agree) is a part of this kind of data. Ordinal data 

can be sorted by size, and we can figure out the median and mode value. The last category is 

metric data, which is also referred to as interval and relativity data. An example of this kind 

of question is age, where you can besides sort by size and figure out the median answer we 

can also multiply and divide and from there get an average as well. Although average is not a 
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reliable form of measurement since it can to easily be swayed by extreme outliers, which 

makes the median or modal a much more relevant measurement (Jacobsen 2002). 

 

We will code the ordinal data numerically for the case of the “agree/don’t agree” questions, 

whereas 5 will be "strongly agree" and 1 will be "strongly disagree". The reason for this 

coding is to make us able to comprehend the data we have collected and presented it in an 

easily understandable form (Jacobsen, 2002). 

 

We will make univariate analysis for each question to determine the mode value and variation 

for each value. We will divide the data into the group of Digital Natives and Digital 

Immigrants univariate analysis for the data, to find out the mode value, the mean, and 

variation. We will also be doing a bivariate analysis to determine if there is a statistically 

proven correlation between age and the trust towards search engine marketing. We will be 

calculating the difference in percent, the modal values. To see the correlation between the 

different items and Digital natives/Immigrants we will be using Pearson correlation test 

(Jacobsen, 2002). 

 

We will import the questionnaires into an excel sheet, where we will be able to see the mode 

value, and use SPSS for the more advanced calculations. We will be dividing the answers 

into two groups, those born >=1979 for digital Immigrants which we code as 0, and 1980=< 

for Digital Natives which we code as 1. We do this to make us able to see if there is a 

correlation between generations and their attitude towards search engine marketing. 

 

3.10 Validity and reliability 
An important part of all research is the validity and the reliability of the research. Reliability 

entails the repeatability and consistency of the measurement (Krishnaswami & Satyaprasad, 

2010). If the measurements are made with the same measuring tools at different times the 

result should still be the same (Olsson & Sörensen, 2007; Wärneryd, 1990). Validity can be 

divided into two types: external and internal validity (Olsson & Sörensen, 2007). The 

external validity is how well the result can be generalized to other situations and respondents 

while the internal validity refers to if the research managed to measure what was originally 

intended to be measured (Olsson & Sörensen, 2007). 

 

To make sure of our reliability and internal validity we made everything extra clear to reduce 

the risk of a misunderstanding. By simplifying the terminology and explaining what we 

defined as sponsored links and what we defined as organic links with an descriptive image of 

an example. To make sure all of the respondents had the same information. 
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For internal validity we sent out the survey to fellow students to make sure everything looked 

alright and that there was nothing wrong or with the survey or something that was hard to 

understand. It was mostly spelling errors which were corrected before we sent out the final 

survey. 

 

To make sure of an external validity we made limited the search into a defined group that is 

easily reproduced. We made the survey in swedish to ensure a swedish population, and by 

choosing only those used search engines at least once a month and those who used google as 

their primary search engine to ensure similar experiences. 

 

3.11 Selection of theory 
The theories we have chosen for this study are mainly from other scientific articles, but when 

we did not find any scientific articles with relevant information we have also used articles, 

statistics, websites and other sources to build our theories on. Since we did not find any other 

research on the trust towards search engine marketing it makes us confident that this is a good 

contribution to understanding the behaviour of consumers. 

 

To get an understanding of existing views and theories we had to use secondary sources. 

Meaning we did not collect the data by our self but we used information, data and theories 

collected and created by previous researchers. Since we have no insight into the process of 

collecting data for the secondary sources we tried to use trusted and peer-reviewed sources as 

much as possible and relied on other articles and websites only when absolutely necessary. 

When using non-scientific sources, we tried to make sure they were as reliable as possible, 

and had good data to back them up. We tried to always go to the original source for data and 

statistics. 
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4. Empirical Findings 
In this chapter we will present the quantitative data that we collected through our survey. The 

four initial questions are generic multiple-choice questions. The remaining questions are all 

structured after a five-point Likert-scale with the following possible answers: 1=Strongly 

disagree, 2=Disagree, 3=Neither disagree nor agree, 4=Agree, 5=Strongly agree. 

 

 

4.1 Demographics and background 
The sample consisted of a majority of Digital Natives with an even split of gender throughout 

the sample. The majority of respondents chose Google as their preferred search engine and 

used it on a daily basis. In the figures below is the aggregate result of the survey, the number 

of respondents for this survey was 448. 

 

 

Chart 4.1 Generational distribution 

 

The reason for difference in population distribution can be explained through that digital 

natives use internet and social media more frequently, resulting in them being more 

prominent in this research.  
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Chart 4.2 Gender distribution 

 

The gender distribution was close to an even spread. 49.6% of the respondents were female, 

49.3% were male and 1.1% chose other or that they did not wish to disclose their gender.  

 

 

 

 

Chart 4.3 Primary search engine 

 

The vast majority of the respondents (95.5%) answered that Google was the search engine 

that they mainly used. DuckDuckGo was the second largest search engine amongst the 

respondents with a 2.7% share. The rest of the search engines got one answer each resulting 

in 0.2%. 
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Chart 4.4 Frequency of search engine use 

 

The frequency of search engine use showed that 91.7% of the respondents used search 

engines on a daily basis. 6.9% of the respondents used search engines on a weekly basis. 

Both on a monthly basis and less than on a monthly basis received 0.7%. 
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Chart 4.5 I have a positive attitude towards marketing 

Chart 4.5 shows our respondents attitude towards marketing. The majority of the respondents 

are leaning towards a positive attitude towards marketing with a similar attitude between the 

different generations and no proven correlation between this item and generations (appendix 

2) 

 

 

Chart 4.6 I trust Google’s advertising more than I trust advertising in general 
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Chart 4.6 shows the trust placed in Google’s advertising compared to advertising in general. 

Even though the trend is similar between the generations, the Digital Immigrants show a 

lower trust towards Google’s advertising than advertising in general. According to a pearson 

correlation test there is no significant correlation between generations and trust towards 

google (appendix 2).  
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Chart 4.7 I trust that Google provides me with an unbiased result with each query 

 

Chart 4.7 shows to what degree the respondents trust that Google will provide them with an 

unbiased result with each query. Yet again the intergenerational trend is quite similar with the 

Digital Natives showing a greater distrust towards Google providing an unbiased result for 

their queries with, and actually have a low, but significant correlation of −0,095* showing 

that digital Immigrants are more likely to trust that google provides them with a unbiased 

result. 
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Chart 4.8 I am aware of the fact that the top of the search result usually contains advertising 

 

Chart 4.8 shows the awareness of sponsored links in Google’s search result. The vast 

majority of the respondents answered that they were very aware of the existence of sponsored 

links in the search result with only a few being oblivious of the of the fact. 
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Chart 4.9 I go directly to the organic links and ignore the sponsored links 

 

Chart 4.9 shows how prone the respondents are to ignore the sponsored links and go directly 

to the organic links. The trend shows that both generations are prone to ignoring the 

sponsored links in favour for the organic links, the Digital Natives are more prone to this 

behaviour although there is no proven correlation to support this (appendix 2). 
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Chart 4.10 I ignore the sponsored images that appear on the right side of the search result 

 

Chart 4.10 shows how likely the respondents are to ignore the sponsored images that appear 

on the right-hand side of the SERP. The respondents are more likely to ignore the sponsored 

images with close to half of the Digital Natives fully agreeing with the statement. There is no 

correlation with this item and generations (Appendix 2). 
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Chart 4.11 I see the sponsored and organic links as equal 

 

Chart 4.11 shows if the respondent finds sponsored and organic links as equal. The majority 

of the respondents show that they do not see the links as equal with the Digital Natives 

finding them the least equal. Although there is no proven correlation between generations and 

finding sponsored and organic links equal (Appendix 2). 
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Chart 4.12 I usually find what I am looking for amongst the sponsored links 

In chart 4.12 Digital natives are actually more likely to agree with that they find what they 

need among the sponsored links, with 30% agreeing or fully agreeing compared to 18% of 

digital immigrants. With the majority of digital immigrants being neutral at 34% compared to 

digital natives at 26%. Both generations have 18% not agreeing at all with digital immigrants 

having 30% not agreeing compared to 26% of natives. Although for this item there is no 

proven correlation (Appendix 2) 

 

 

 



35 

 

 

Chart 4.13 I usually find what I am looking for amongst the organic links 

 

The majority of both generations agree or fully agree with the statement, although the digital 

natives are more prominent. With 38% fully agreeing, compared to 17% of digital 

immigrants, and a total of 85% of the Digital Natives agreeing with the statement compared 

to only 72% of digital immigrants. And the immigrants more likely to be neutral, and slightly 

more likely to not agree. Unlike for 4.12 there is actually a proven correlation of 0.214 

between generation and finding what they look for in organic links (Appendix 2). 
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Chart 4.14 I initially check out the organic links before i check out the sponsored links 

 

The results here are quite similar for both ages, with a majority either agrees or fully agrees, 

55% for natives, and 60% for immigrants. Although you can see that digital natives are 

slightly less likely to agree, with 26% compare to immigrants 16%. But with no significant 

correlation between the two we cannot prove that it has anything to do with generations 

(Appendix 2). 
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Chart 4.15 I do not choose the sponsored links out of principle 

 

 

This is the most evenly distributed question in our survey, although 77% of the digital 

immigrants choosing neutral or does not agree, and only 60% for the natives. And 39% of the 

digital natives agree that they do not use sponsored links out of principle, compared to only 

23 % digital immigrants. Not using sponsored links have a significant correlation of 0.112, 

showing that there is a positive correlation (Appendix 2) 
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Chart 4.16 I find the sponsored links relevant 

 

Chart 4.16 shows how relevant they perceive sponsored links to the respondent’s query. The 

result showed an even total spread but with the generations separated, the Digital Natives 

found the sponsored links more relevant than the Digital Immigrants. With a significant 

correlation of 0,169** we can see that there is a positive relation between generations and 

how relevant they find sponsored links (Appendix 2).  
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Chart 4.17 I find the organic links relevant 

 

Chart 4.17 shows how relevant the respondents find the organic links. The respondents find 

the organic links relevant, with 41% of the digital natives totally agreeing, 44% agree, and 

11% are neutral. For the Digital Immigrants only 13% totally agree, with 53% agreeing and 

30% remaining neutral. This has a positive correlation of 0,291** showing that there is a 

clear correlation between generations and finding organic links as relevant (Appendix 2). 
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Chart 4.18 I trust the sponsored links 

 

Chart 4.18 shows to what extent the respondents trust the sponsored links. The majority of 

the respondents shows a distrust towards the sponsored links with the Digital Immigrants 

showing a greater distrust towards the sponsored links than the Digital Natives. As you can 

see in appendix 2 there is a positive pearson correlation of 0,135** with a significance of 

0.005 with age and trust towards sponsored links (Appendix 2).  
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Chart 4.19 I trust the organic links 

 

Chart 4.19 shows to which extent the respondents trust the organic links. The majority of the 

respondents place their trust in the organic links with the Digital Natives showing a greater 

trust towards the organic links than the Digital Immigrants, with 21% fully agreeing 

compared to 4%, and a total of 61% compared to 49% agreeing. In appendix 2 you can see 

that there is a positive pearson correlation of 0,18** with a 2 tailed significance of 0 

(Appendix 2).  
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5. Analysis 
In this chapter we will compare our empirical data with the theoretical framework to find 

similarities or differences with previous research. 

 

5.1 First hypothesis 
H1: Digital Natives will view sponsored links as less trustworthy compared to organic links, 

than digital immigrants do. (chart 23,24,5,6,7) 

 

As we can see with the research of Murillo (2017), millennials trust that search engines 

provide them with an unbiased result. And according to Hansson & Stanic (2017), those who 

grew up with internet are more likely to identify and ignore digital advertisement, resulting in 

a form of banner blindness.  

 

In chart 4.18 we can actually see that the majority of both digital natives and digital 

immigrants have a distrust towards the sponsored links. 21% of digital natives do not agree at 

all, 28% do not agree, 33% are neutral, 13% agree and 7% fully agree that they trust 

sponsored links. For Digital Immigrants 23% do not agree at all, 41% do not agree, 29% are 

neutral 7% agree and only 1% fully agree. And with a positive correlation between 

generation and trust towards sponsored links we can actually see that digital natives are more 

likely to trust sponsored links on Google search engine, compared to Digital Immigrants. 

This surprisingly contradicts Hansson & Stanic (2017), regarding them being more likely to 

identify and ignore digital advertisement.  

 

And with no significant correlation between generations and their attitude towards 

advertisement in general as seen in chart 4.5, nor towards Google's marketing as seen in chart 

4.6, we can see that these results are not explained with different opinions regarding 

marketing in general. 

 

For chart 4.19 the same pattern can be seen, showing that there is a correlation of 0.18 with a 

2 tailed significance of 0. Although for chart 4.19 we see that the majority of both digital 

immigrants and digital natives agree with the statement that they trust organic links compared 

to chart 4.18, where the majority did not agree with trusting sponsored links. With 21% of 

digital natives fully agreeing, 40% agreeing, 33% being neutral and only 4% not agreeing and 

3% not agreeing at all that they trust organic results. Even though the correlation is quite low 

for both charts at 0.135 for chart 4.18 and 0.180 for chart 4.19, they are significant enough to 

prove that there is a positive correlation between generation and trusting search results. 

Because of this we can discard our hypothesis, the result of the study actually shows that 

Digital Natives are more likely to trust both sponsored links and organic links, compared to 

Digital Immigrants. 
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5.2 Second hypothesis 
H2: Digital Natives are more likely to hold a negative bias towards sponsored links than 

Digital Immigrants do. 

 

When asking whether the respondents were aware of the existence of sponsored links or not, 

the vast majority of the respondents answered that they were aware of their existence. In chart 

4.8, 92 % of the Digital Natives responded that they were aware of the sponsored links and 

87 % of the Digital Immigrants responded the same. The fact that 87 % of the Digital 

Immigrants were aware of the sponsored links and that there was no significant correlation 

with generations, does show a very different picture from the Ofcom report made in 2016. In 

that study they observed that more than half of the respondents that were older than 25 years 

of age were oblivious to the difference between the sponsored and organic links.  

 

According to Shrestha et al (2009), people choose not to use sponsored links even though 

they found their intended target. When the respondents were asked whether they saw the 

sponsored and organic links as equal, the majority responded that they did not see the 

sponsored and organic links as equal. The Digital Natives responded that they did not see the 

links as equal with 44% totally not agreeing, 29% not agreeing and 13% being neutral. The 

Digital Immigrants did not agree with the statement either, with 37% not agreeing at all, 33% 

not agreeing and 18% being neutral. With no significant correlation we can see that this 

behaviour is not different depending on what age you are.  

 

The influx of advertisement in the digital age has resulted in a form of banner blindness, 

where users ignore certain parts of web pages where they now they can find advertisement 

(Owens et al, 2011). In the 4.9 chart the respondents responded to the statement “I go directly 

to the organic links and ignore the sponsored links”. Both generations showed a negative 

bias towards sponsored links with 71% of the Digital Natives responding that they either 

totally agree or agree with the statement. The Digital Immigrants also showed a negative bias 

with 67% responding that they either totally agree or agree with the statement. By ignoring 

the sponsored links and moving directly to the organic links show that they exclude the 

sponsored links from their expected location search and thus holds a negative bias towards 

the sponsored links (Grier et al, 2005). The same trend can be observed 4.10 where they are 

asked about the sponsored images to the right of the search bar, in which the majority of both 

generations similarly ignore. 45% of the Digital Natives respond that they fully agree with 

the statement that they ignore the sponsored images on the right, and a total of 63% show a 

negative bias towards the sponsored images. In contrast 39% of the Digital Immigrants totally 

agree with the statement with a total 70% showing a negative bias towards the sponsored 

images, with both Digital Immigrants and Digital Natives having 17% being neutral. 

Interestingly this shows that both generations show a bias towards the sponsored links and 

images and a majority of both generations shows signs of a high degree of banner blindness 
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due to the exclusion of the sponsored links and images (Owens et al, 2011). Neither of these 

two charts show any form of correlation between generations and how they navigate around 

the advertisement. Contradicting Hansson & Stanic (2017), show that the Digital Natives are 

not more likely to identify and ignore sponsored content compared to Digital Immigrants. 

 

But chart 4.15 shows the respondents response to the statement “I do not choose the 

sponsored links out of principle”. The result turned out to be the most evenly distributed in 

our survey. Among the Digital Natives there was an even spread across all alternatives and 

thus showing no bias towards sponsored links. Although the Digital Immigrants showed a 

slightly less negative bias towards sponsored links. With a positive correlation of .112 this 

item shows that Digital Natives are more likely to dislike advertisement of principals, 

confirming what Hansson & Stanic (2017) says about them being more likely to hold a bias 

against digital advertisement. 

 

Except for chart 4.15 we have no evidence that Digital Natives should be more negative 

biased against sponsored links than Digital Immigrants. With the evidence showing that the 

digital Immigrants are as likely to have a negative bias against sponsored links. 

 

5.3 Third hypothesis 
H3: Digital Natives will view sponsored links as less relevant than organic links compared to 

Digital Immigrants. 

 

In Chart 4.16 we can see how relevant the different generations find sponsored links. 

Interestingly the result showed that the Digital Natives that we previously believed found the 

sponsored links as less relevant than the Digital Immigrants, actually found them more 

relevant. A majority of 37% Digital Natives chose the neutral answer, while 34% found the 

sponsored links as relevant and 29% found them not to be relevant. In contrast 43% of the 

Digital Immigrants were neutral, 18% found the sponsored links as relevant and 39% found 

the sponsored links not relevant. Chart 4.17 shows that both generations find the organic links 

relevant. The Digital Natives find the organic links as more relevant than the Digital 

Immigrants with 85% finding the organic links as relevant, and 41% fully agreeing with this. 

Compared to 66% of the Digital Immigrants with only 13% fully agreeing that they find 

organic links relevant. These two items both have a proven correlation, with a two tailed 

significance of 0, chart 4.16 have a positive correlation 0.169, and 4.17 have a correlation of 

0.291. This contradicts what we initially thought showing that Digital Natives actually are 

more likely to find sponsored links relevant compared to digital immigrants. We previously 

believed that the Digital Natives would find the sponsored links as less relevant and thus only 

find them during the heuristic or systematic search. The Digital Natives are therefore more 

likely than we initially thought to add the sponsored links in their expected location search 

and thus showing a tendency to consider the sponsored links as relevant. The notion that the 

Digital Natives would find the organic links as more relevant than sponsored links was also 

confirmed the Swedish populace. In Jansen et al (2007) study the subjects evaluated the 
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organic links in 82% of the cases before the sponsored links which is also a trend that is 

present in the Swedish Digital Natives and Digital Immigrants, who found the organic links 

as more relevant. When examining chart 4.14 it shows that the majority of both generations 

chose to evaluate the organic links before the sponsored links, 55% for the Digital Natives 

and 60% for the Digital Immigrants. Even if the majority of both generations showed this 

behaviour it is still far from Jansen et al (2007) result and no positive correlation between the 

generations were present, leaving us unable to prove that age was a factor. 

 

In chart 4.12 the Digital Natives experience that they are more likely to find what they are 

looking for amongst the sponsored links than the Digital Immigrants. Even though the 

majority of both generations did not agree with the statement and thus finding the sponsored 

links as less relevant, the Digital Natives were more inclined to find what they are looking for 

among the sponsored links. In contrast, a vast majority of both generations found what they 

were looking for amongst the organic links (chart 4.13). 85% of the Digital Natives 

responded that they found what they were looking for and 72% of the Digital Immigrants. 

These observations follow the trend of the previous charts in that the Digital Natives find 

both the sponsored and organic links as more relevant compared to the Digital Immigrants 

and thus follow the same search behaviour. 

 

Our assumptions that the Digital Immigrants would be oblivious to the difference between 

sponsored and organic links was false, as well as the assumption that this would lead to the 

links being perceived as equal. 

 

Due to the evidence retrieved from the charts mentioned above, we discard our hypothesis. 

Digital Natives found that the sponsored links were more relevant than what the the Digital 

Immigrants did in every comparison.  
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6. Conclusions 
In this chapter we will conclude the research question and discuss the results of this study. 

The chapter also includes to what extent our research has made a contribution together with 

suggestions for future research and the limitations of this study. 

 

6.1 Discussion 
This study examined the correlation between age and trusting SEM on Google in Sweden. It 

also examined the general attitudes towards and the awareness of SEM amidst the Swedish 

population. We set out to see how the generational differences and upbringing have affected 

the attitude on search engine marketing in form of sponsored links in Sweden. 

 

6.1.1 Hypothesis 1 
“Digital Natives will view sponsored links as less trustworthy compared to organic links, 

than digital immigrants do.” 

 

We discard our first hypothesis quite straight away. The results of the survey show that 

Digital Natives actually find sponsored links more trustworthy than Digital Immigrants do. 

Although the majority of both the digital Natives and Digital Immigrants are prone to not 

trusting sponsored links there is correlation, albeit a small one, between the younger 

generations and being more likely to trust SEM. 

 

6.1.2 Hypothesis 2 
“Digital Natives are more likely to hold a negative bias towards sponsored links than Digital 

Immigrants do.” 

 

The evidence we found in our survey did not support that Digital Natives were more likely to 

have a negative bias towards. These questions did not support our hypothesis and we will 

therefore have to discard it. It did in fact show that there was no correlation with generations 

and how they approached sponsored links on search engines. 

 

6.1.3 Hypothesis 3 
“Digital Natives will view sponsored links as less relevant than organic links compared to 

Digital Immigrants.” 
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The third hypothesis of this study got rejected and did not support what we assumed. Digital 

Natives perceived sponsored links as more relevant in every aspect compared to the Digital 

Immigrants and thus discards our hypothesis.  

 

As shown in the analysis of the previous hypothesis, the assumption that Digital Immigrants 

fail to make the distinction between organic and sponsored links was proven to be wrong. 

Neither did the Digital Immigrants perceive the sponsored and organic links as equal. This 

shows that the Digital Immigrants were more aware than we originally thought and thus does 

not affect the attitude towards sponsored links. 

 

 

6.1.4 Research Question 
“How do age correlate with trust and attitude towards SEM on Google in Sweden?” 

 

From our study we can see that there is a correlation with Digital Natives and the trust in 

SEM on google. We can also see that Digital Natives hold SEM in slightly higher regards 

than Digital Immigrants do. But when it comes to the more practical search behaviour and 

questions related to how they use search engines the correlation with generations disappear 

showing that both Digital Natives and Digital Immigrants share a similar idea on how they 

use search engines. 

 

With this in mind one should make sure to target both digital natives and digital immigrants 

as if they are aware and distrusting towards search engine marketing. Even though digital 

natives have shown a tendency to be slightly rocked towards SEM compared to Digital 

Immigrants you should know that they both have shown to have a negative bias against SEM. 

Since Digital Immigrants in Sweden are more aware of search engine marketing than we 

initially believed from previous research advertisers have to approach their search engine 

marketing campaigns with this in mind. Since they can distinguish them from organic links 

and hold a negative bias against paid search compared to organic. 

 

 

6.2 Suggestions for future research 
This study has only covered the Swedish market. It could be interesting to apply the same 

study to other countries and make a cross-country comparison and find out if there are any 

differences or similarities between countries in the attitudes towards SEM on Google. 

 

This study was limited to SEM on Google. A more extensive study could be conducted that 

incorporates all the search engines that currently exist. This could reveal if the attitudes are 

similar across all search engines. 
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A suggestion for further research could be to study the company perspective of SEM and 

analyse their attitudes towards SEM. By doing this, one could compare if the attitudes 

towards SEM from a consumer perspective matches that of which companies expect from 

SEM. 

 

A qualitative study could be made to complement the quantitative results of this study and in 

by doing so heightening the validity of this research. In the survey that we conducted, the 

respondent was aware of the goal of the research which might have influenced the outcome 

of the result. With a qualitative study where the test subject is not aware of the goal, the result 

might be different. 

 

This study focused solely on an age/generational perspective. A suggestion for future 

research could be to employ that of a gender perspective to observe if there is a difference in 

attitudes between the genders.  

 

Since many of the eye-tracking studies regarding sponsored and organic links were made 

during the 00’s or early 10’s it would be interesting to conduct the same type of research 

closer to our time. Internet and attitudes towards it are ever changing and more up to date 

research in the area could provide valuable insights. Studies such as that of Granka et al 

(2004) which explores the impact of SERP ranking amongst the organic links could use a 

more contemporary version. SEO is a hot topic and an area that companies strive to improve 

in, research in to the impact of organic link ranking would be very beneficial for many 

companies that wishes to gain an edge in today’s digital landscape. 

 

Further research could be conducted on the abstracts of the sponsored and organic links in the 

SERP. From our own experience with Google Adwords we have noted that a lot of time is 

being spent in crafting the different abstracts that accompany the link, a study that shines a 

light upon the efficiency of different kinds of abstracts could be beneficial and lucrative for 

many companies that rely on SEM. 

  

6.3 Contribution/Value 
We believe that this research will be of most use for companies that employ sponsored links 

(Adwords) as a part of their marketing strategy. The research can help companies develop 

their target and bidding strategy as well as gain a deeper understanding of their intended 

segment. 

 

The Swedish market seems to be different from previously researched markets. Our research 

could thus provide valuable insights for companies operating on the Swedish market so that 
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they can adapt according to the Swedish market and not in a more international or general 

manner.  

Even though the study did not go as planned and our hypotheses were discarded, we did find 

out something just as important contradicting previous studies that Digital Immigrants are 

just as up to speed on SEM as Digital Natives and you have to form your campaigns with this 

in mind. 

 

6.4 Limitations 
Some of the items that was constructed for the survey had to be omitted from the study. The 

reason behind this was due to a misinterpretation of the theory which led to the items being 

not eligible for our hypothesis and thus omitted from the study. 

 

The study is not internationally generalizable due to the fact that only the Swedish 

population was studied.  

 

 

 

 

  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 



50 

 

 

 

 

 

 

  



51 

 

7. References 
 

Alexa.com (2018), The top 500 sites on the web. Retrieved 16th of May 2018 

from https://www.alexa.com/topsites. 

 

Burke, M., Hornof, A., Nilsen, E., & Gorman, N. (2005). High-cost banner 

blindness: Ads increase perceived workload, hinder visual search, and are 

forgotten. ACM Transactions on Computer-Human Interaction, 12(4), 423-445. 

 

Creative Research Systems (N.D.). Sample Size Calculator. Retrieved May 16 

2018 from https://www.surveysystem.com/sscalc.htm  

 

Darke, P.R. and Ritchie, R.J. (2007), “The defensive consumer: advertising 

deception, defensive processing, and distrust”, Journal of Marketing Research, 

Vol. 44 No. 1, pp. 114-127.  

 

DuckDuckGo (N.D.). We don't collect or share personal information. Retrieved 

16th of May 2018 from https://duckduckgo.com/privacy  

 

Enrique Murillo, (2017) "Attitudes toward mobile search ads: a study among 

Mexican millennials", Journal of Research in Interactive Marketing, Vol. 11 

Issue: 1, pp.91-108, https://doi.org/10.1108/ JRIM-06-2016-0061  

 

Fain, D. C., & Pedersen, J. O. (2006). Sponsored search: A brief history. 

Bulletin of the Association for Information Science and Technology, 32(2), 12-

13. 

 

Fromm, J., & Garton, C. (2013). Marketing to millennials : reach the largest and 

most influential generation of consumers ever. Retrieved from 

https://ebookcentral-proquest-com.ezproxy.bib.hh.se 

 



52 

 

Google.com (2016), “Do you need an SEO?”, Retrieved 15 April 2018 from 

https://support-google-com.ezproxy.bib.hh.se/webmasters/answer/35291?hl=en.  

 

Granka, L., Joachims, T., Gay, G. (2004). Eye-tracking analysis of user 

behavior in WWW search, Proceedings of the 27th annual international ACM 

SIGIR conference on Research and development in information retrieval, July 

25-29, 2004, Sheffield, United Kingdom. 

http://www.cs.cornell.edu/people/tJ/publications/granka_etal_04a.pdf 

 

Grier, R., Kortum, P., & Miller, J. T. (2005). How users view web pages: An 

exploration of cognitive and perceptual mechanisms. HCI Research in Web 

Design and Evaluation, 22-41. 

 

Gurău, C., (2012) A life-stage analysis of consumer loyalty profile: comparing 

Generation X 

and Millennial consumers. Journal of Consumer Marketing, 29(2), 103 - 113 

 

Hansson, L., & Stanic, N. (2017). Do big laughs and positive attitudes sell?: An 

examination of sponsored content on Youtube, and how entertainment and 

attitude influence purchase intentions in millennial viewers. (Bachelor Thesis, 

Halmstad University, Halmstad). Retrieved from urn:nbn:se:hh:diva-34083 

 

Interactive Advertising Bureau (2010). IAB 2009 internet advertising revenue 

report [White Paper]. 

 

IAB internet advertising revenue report 2017 first six months results An 

industry survey conducted by PwC and sponsored by Interactive Advertising 

Bureau (IAB) December 2017. Retrieved 5th April 2018 from 

https://www.iab.com/wp-content/uploads/2017/12/IAB-Internet-Ad-Revenue-

Report-Half-Year-2017-REPORT.pdf  

Internetstiftelsen i Sverige (2018). Svenskar och internet 2017, Retrieved 16th 

May 2018 from  



53 

 

http://www.soi2017.se/allmant-om-utvecklingen/allmant-om-internet-

sammanfattning/ 

 

Jacobsen, D. (2002).Vad, hur och varför? Om metodval i företagsekonomi och 

andra 

samhällsvetenskapliga ämnen. Lund: Studentlitteratur 

 

Jansen, B.J., Brown, A. and Resnick, M. (2007), “Factors relating to the 

decision to click on a sponsored link”, Decision Support Systems, Vol. 44 No. 

1, pp. 46-59. 

 

Kilian, T., Hennigs, N., & Langner, S. (2012). Do Millennials read books or 

blogs? Introducing a media usage typology of the internet generation. Journal of 

Consumer Marketing, 29(2), 114-124. 

 

Krishnaswami, O.R., and B.G. Satyaprasad. Business Research Methods, 

Himalaya Publishing House, 2010. ProQuest Ebook Central, 

https://ebookcentral-proquest-

com.ezproxy.bib.hh.se/lib/halmstad/detail.action?docID=588025. 

 

Kollewe J. (2017, May 2), Google and Facebook bring in one-fifth of global ad 

revenue. The Guardian. Retrieved from 16th of May 2018 from 

https://www.theguardian.com/media/2017/may/02/google-and-facebook-bring-

in-one-fifth-of-global-ad-revenue 

 

Ofcom (2016), “Adults’ media use and attitudes”, Report 2016, Retrieved 17th 

April from http://stakeholders.ofcom.org.uk/binaries/research/media-

literacy/adults-literacy-2016/2016-Adults-media-use-and-attitudes.pdf  

 

Olsson, H., & Sörensen, S. (2007). Forskningsprocessen–kvalitativa och 

kvantitativa 

perspektiv. Stockholm: Liber AB 



54 

 

 

Owens, J. W., Chaparro, B. S., & Palmer, E. M. (2011). Text advertising 

blindness: the new banner blindness?. Journal of usability studies, 6(3), 172-

197. 

 

Pan, B., Hembrooke, H., Joachims, T., Lorigo, L., Gay, G., & Granka, L. 

(2007). In google we trust: Users’ decisions on rank, position, and relevance. 

Journal of computer-mediated communication, 12(3), 801-823. 

 

Pew Research Center (2017), Tech Adoption Climbs Among Older Adults. 

Retrieved the 5th May 2018 from http://www.pewinternet.org/2017/05/17/tech-

adoption-climbs-among-older-adults/ 

 

Shrestha, S., Owens, J. W., & Chaparro, B. S. (2009). The effect of location and 

congruency of text ads on information search. In Proceedings of the Human 

Factors and Ergonomics Society 53nd Annual Meeting (pp. 463-467). San 

Antonio, Texas: HFES. 

 

Smith, T. J., & Nichols, T., (2015). Understanding the Millennial Generation. 

Journal of Business Diversity, 15(1), 39-47. 

 

Statistiska Centralbyrån (2017). Vad gör personer i åldern 16-74 år på Internet. 

År 2003 - 2017, Retrieved 2nd April 2018 from 

http://www.statistikdatabasen.scb.se/pxweb/sv/ssd/START__LE__LE0108__L

E0108B/LE0108T05/?rxid=29224727-6ba7-4b4d-8524-b77f3f4a0c7b 

 

Statistiska Centralbyrån (2018). Folkmängd efter ålder och år. Retrieved 2nd 

April 2018 from 

http://www.statistikdatabasen.scb.se/pxweb/sv/ssd/START__BE__BE0101__B

E0101A/BefolkningR1860/table/tableViewLayout1/?rxid=29224727-6ba7-

4b4d-8524-b77f3f4a0c7b  

 



55 

 

Statista (2017). Market share held by the leading search engines in Sweden as of 

September 2017, Retrieved 20th April 2018 from 

https://www.statista.com/statistics/621418/most-popular-search-engines-in-

sweden/ 

 

Wärneryd, B. (1990). Att fråga: om frågekonstruktion vid 

intervjuundersökningar och postenkäter. Örebro: SCB-tryck 

Wordstream. How Does Google Make Its Money: The 20 Most Expensive 

Keywords in Google AdWords. Retrieved 1st May 2018  from 

‘https://www.wordstream.com/articles/most-expensive-keywords  

 

Yesilada, Y., Jay, C., Stevens, R., & Harper, S. (2008). Validating the use and 

role of visual elements of web pages in navigation with an eye-tracking study. 

In WWW 2008, (pp. 11- 19). Beijing, China: ACM Press. 

 

  



56 

 

APPENDIX 1: Survey results 
 

Jag har en positiv inställning till marknadsföring. 

Jag litar mer på Googles marknadsföring än 

marknadsföring överlag. 

 Natives Immigrants Total  Natives Immigrants Total 

1 10% 8% 10% 1 23% 21% 22% 

2 14% 18% 15% 2 22% 27% 24% 

3 33% 33% 33% 3 32% 38% 34% 

4 25% 27% 26% 4 19% 12% 16% 

5 17% 13% 16% 5 4% 2% 3% 

Jag litar på att Google ger mig ett opartiskt resultat 

vid varje sökning. 

Jag är medveten om att de första länkarna i 

sökresultatet ofta är annonser. 

 Natives Immigrants Total  Natives Immigrants Total 

1 31% 22% 28% 1 1% 2% 2% 

2 28% 25% 27% 2 2% 3% 2% 

3 23% 32% 26% 3 4% 9% 6% 

4 12% 17% 14% 4 15% 18% 16% 

5 6% 4% 5% 5 77% 69% 74% 

Jag går direkt till de organiska länkarna och 

ignorerar de sponsrade länkarna. 

Jag ignorerar de sponsrade bilderna som dyker upp 

på höger sida av sökresultatet. 

 Natives Immigrants Total  Natives Immigrants Total 

1 4% 3% 3% 1 6% 2% 4% 

2 7% 7% 7% 2 13% 11% 12% 

3 18% 23% 20% 3 17% 17% 17% 

4 33% 35% 34% 4 18% 31% 23% 

5 38% 32% 35% 5 45% 39% 43% 

Jag ser de sponsrade och organiska länkarna som 

likvärdiga Jag finner de sponsrade länkarna relevanta. 
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 Natives Immigrants Total  Natives Immigrants Total 

1 44% 37% 42% 1 8% 11% 9% 

2 29% 33% 30% 2 21% 28% 23% 

3 13% 18% 15% 3 37% 43% 39% 

4 8% 7% 7% 4 27% 17% 23% 

5 7% 4% 6% 5 7% 1% 5% 

Jag finner de organiska länkarna relevanta. Jag finner de sponsrade länkarna hjälpsamma. 

 Natives Immigrants Total  Natives Immigrants Total 

1 1% 3% 2% 1 14% 13% 14% 

2 1% 1% 1% 2 22% 28% 24% 

3 11% 30% 18% 3 38% 41% 39% 

4 44% 53% 47% 4 21% 18% 20% 

5 41% 13% 31% 5 4% 0% 3% 

Jag finner de organiska länkarna hjälpsamma. Jag litar på de sponsrade länkarna. 

 Natives Immigrants Total  Natives Immigrants Total 

1 1% 3% 2% 1 21% 23% 22% 

2 2% 4% 3% 2 28% 41% 33% 

3 14% 28% 19% 3 33% 29% 31% 

4 45% 50% 47% 4 13% 7% 11% 

5 38% 15% 29% 5 4% 1% 3% 

Jag litar på de organiska länkarna. 

Jag hittar oftast vad jag söker efter bland de 

sponsrade länkarna. 

 Natives Immigrants Total  Natives Immigrants Total 

1 3% 4% 3% 1 18% 18% 18% 

2 4% 11% 6% 2 26% 30% 28% 

3 33% 36% 34% 3 26% 34% 29% 
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4 40% 45% 42% 4 24% 15% 20% 

5 21% 4% 15% 5 6% 3% 5% 

Jag hittar oftast vad jag söker efter bland de 

organiska länkarna. 

Jag tycker att sponsrade länkar är hjälpsamma när 

jag vet exakt vad jag söker efter. 

 Natives Immigrants Total  Natives Immigrants Total 

1 1% 1% 1% 1 14% 13% 14% 

2 3% 5% 4% 2 15% 18% 16% 

3 11% 22% 15% 3 31% 36% 33% 

4 47% 55% 50% 4 23% 28% 25% 

5 38% 17% 30% 5 17% 4% 12% 

Jag tycker att sponsrade länkar är hjälpsamma när 

jag inte vet exakt vad jag letar efter. 

Jag kollar först igenom de organiska länkarna 

innan jag kollar på de sponsrade länkarna. 

 Natives Immigrants Total  Natives Immigrants Total 

1 18% 17% 17% 1 13% 7% 10% 

2 25% 26% 25% 2 13% 9% 11% 

3 29% 34% 30% 3 21% 25% 22% 

4 21% 22% 21% 4 22% 31% 25% 

5 7% 2% 5% 5 32% 29% 30% 

Jag väljer oftast de organiska länkarna som är 

högre upp i sökresultatet. 

Jag använder av principskäl inte de sponsrade 

länkarna. 

 Natives Immigrants Total  Natives Immigrants Total 

1 2% 1% 2% 1 23% 22% 23% 

2 4% 7% 5% 2 18% 24% 20% 

3 11% 21% 14% 3 19% 31% 23% 

4 29% 40% 33% 4 19% 13% 17% 

5 54% 31% 46% 5 20% 10% 16% 
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APPENDIX 2: SPSS Correlation 
 

  Birth Year    Generation 

Jag har en 

positiv 

inställning 

till 

marknadsfö

ring. 

Pearson 

Correlation 0,049  

Jag har en 

positiv 

inställning 

till 

marknadsfö

ring. 

Pearson 

Correlation 0,033 

 Sig. (2-tailed) 0,307   Sig. (2-tailed) 0,502 

 N 429   N 429 

Jag litar 

mer på 

Googles 

marknadsfö

ring än 

marknadsfö

ring överlag. 

Pearson 

Correlation 0,081  

Jag litar 

mer på 

Googles 

marknadsfö

ring än 

marknadsfö

ring överlag. 

Pearson 

Correlation 0,057 

 Sig. (2-tailed) 0,094   Sig. (2-tailed) 0,238 

 N 429   N 429 

Jag litar på 

att Google 

ger mig ett 

opartiskt 

resultat vid 

varje 

sökning. 

Pearson 

Correlation −0,079  

Jag litar på 

att Google 

ger mig ett 

opartiskt 

resultat vid 

varje 

sökning. 

Pearson 

Correlation −0,095* 

 Sig. (2-tailed) 0,101   Sig. (2-tailed) 0,05 

 N 429   N 429 

Jag är 

medveten 

om att de 

första 

länkarna i 

sökresultate

t ofta är 

annonser. 

Pearson 

Correlation 0,083  

Jag är 

medveten 

om att de 

första 

länkarna i 

sökresultate

t ofta är 

annonser. 

Pearson 

Correlation 0,084 

 Sig. (2-tailed) 0,087   Sig. (2-tailed) 0,083 

 N 429   N 429 
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Jag går 

direkt till de 

organiska 

länkarna 

och 

ignorerar de 

sponsrade 

länkarna. 

Pearson 

Correlation 0,012  

Jag går 

direkt till de 

organiska 

länkarna 

och 

ignorerar de 

sponsrade 

länkarna. 

Pearson 

Correlation 0,039 

 Sig. (2-tailed) 0,804   Sig. (2-tailed) 0,416 

 N 429   N 429 

Jag 

ignorerar de 

sponsrade 

bilderna 

som dyker 

upp på 

höger sida 

av 

sökresultate

t. 

Pearson 

Correlation −0,091  

Jag 

ignorerar de 

sponsrade 

bilderna 

som dyker 

upp på 

höger sida 

av 

sökresultate

t. 

Pearson 

Correlation −0,044 

 Sig. (2-tailed) 0,06   Sig. (2-tailed) 0,365 

 N 429   N 429 

Jag ser de 

sponsrade 

och 

organiska 

länkarna 

som 

likvärdiga 

Pearson 

Correlation −0,026  

Jag ser de 

sponsrade 

och 

organiska 

länkarna 

som 

likvärdiga 

Pearson 

Correlation −0,023 

 Sig. (2-tailed) 0,585   Sig. (2-tailed) 0,635 

 N 429   N 429 

Jag finner 

de 

sponsrade 

länkarna 

relevanta. 

Pearson 

Correlation 0,166**  

Jag finner 

de 

sponsrade 

länkarna 

relevanta. 

Pearson 

Correlation 0,169** 

 Sig. (2-tailed) 0,001   Sig. (2-tailed) 0 

 N 429   N 429 

Jag finner 

de organiska 

länkarna 

relevanta. 

Pearson 

Correlation 0,325**  

Jag finner 

de organiska 

länkarna 

relevanta. 

Pearson 

Correlation 0,291** 
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 Sig. (2-tailed) 0   Sig. (2-tailed) 0 

 N 429   N 429 

Jag finner 

de 

sponsrade 

länkarna 

hjälpsamma

. 

Pearson 

Correlation 0,102*  

Jag finner 

de 

sponsrade 

länkarna 

hjälpsamma

. 

Pearson 

Correlation 0,081 

 Sig. (2-tailed) 0,034   Sig. (2-tailed) 0,094 

 N 429   N 429 

Jag finner 

de organiska 

länkarna 

hjälpsamma

. 

Pearson 

Correlation 0,305**  

Jag finner 

de organiska 

länkarna 

hjälpsamma

. 

Pearson 

Correlation 0,238** 

 Sig. (2-tailed) 0   Sig. (2-tailed) 0 

 N 429   N 429 

Jag litar på 

de 

sponsrade 

länkarna. 

Pearson 

Correlation 0,162**  

Jag litar på 

de 

sponsrade 

länkarna. 

Pearson 

Correlation 0,135** 

 Sig. (2-tailed) 0,001   Sig. (2-tailed) 0,005 

 N 429   N 429 

Jag litar på 

de organiska 

länkarna. 

Pearson 

Correlation 0,256**  

Jag litar på 

de organiska 

länkarna. 

Pearson 

Correlation 0,18** 

 Sig. (2-tailed) 0   Sig. (2-tailed) 0 

 N 429   N 429 

Jag hittar 

oftast vad 

jag söker 

efter bland 

de 

sponsrade 

länkarna. 

Pearson 

Correlation 0,071  

Jag hittar 

oftast vad 

jag söker 

efter bland 

de 

sponsrade 

länkarna. 

Pearson 

Correlation 0,071 

 Sig. (2-tailed) 0,144   Sig. (2-tailed) 0,141 

 N 429   N 429 
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Jag hittar 

oftast vad 

jag söker 

efter bland 

de organiska 

länkarna. 

Pearson 

Correlation 0,264**  

Jag hittar 

oftast vad 

jag söker 

efter bland 

de organiska 

länkarna. 

Pearson 

Correlation 0,214** 

 Sig. (2-tailed) 0   Sig. (2-tailed) 0 

 N 429   N 429 

Jag tycker 

att 

sponsrade 

länkar är 

hjälpsamma 

när jag vet 

exakt vad 

jag söker 

efter. 

Pearson 

Correlation 0,061  

Jag tycker 

att 

sponsrade 

länkar är 

hjälpsamma 

när jag vet 

exakt vad 

jag söker 

efter. 

Pearson 

Correlation 0,075 

 Sig. (2-tailed) 0,21   Sig. (2-tailed) 0,12 

 N 429   N 429 

Jag tycker 

att 

sponsrade 

länkar är 

hjälpsamma 

när jag inte 

vet exakt 

vad jag letar 

efter. 

Pearson 

Correlation 0,057  

Jag tycker 

att 

sponsrade 

länkar är 

hjälpsamma 

när jag inte 

vet exakt 

vad jag letar 

efter. 

Pearson 

Correlation 0,04 

 Sig. (2-tailed) 0,24   Sig. (2-tailed) 0,407 

 N 429   N 429 

Jag kollar 

först igenom 

de organiska 

länkarna 

innan jag 

kollar på de 

sponsrade 

länkarna. 

Pearson 

Correlation −0,075  

Jag kollar 

först igenom 

de organiska 

länkarna 

innan jag 

kollar på de 

sponsrade 

länkarna. 

Pearson 

Correlation −0,064 

 Sig. (2-tailed) 0,122   Sig. (2-tailed) 0,182 

 N 429   N 429 
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Jag väljer 

oftast de 

organiska 

länkarna 

som är 

högre upp i 

sökresultate

t. 

Pearson 

Correlation 0,244**  

Jag väljer 

oftast de 

organiska 

länkarna 

som är 

högre upp i 

sökresultate

t. 

Pearson 

Correlation 0,179** 

 Sig. (2-tailed) 0   Sig. (2-tailed) 0 

 N 429   N 429 

Jag 

använder av 

principskäl 

inte de 

sponsrade 

länkarna. 

Pearson 

Correlation 0,077  

Jag 

använder av 

principskäl 

inte de 

sponsrade 

länkarna. 

Pearson 

Correlation 0,112* 

 Sig. (2-tailed) 0,114   Sig. (2-tailed) 0,02 

 N 429   N 429 

 

** Correlation is significant at the 0.01 level (2-tailed). 

* Correlation is significant at the 0.05 level (2-tailed). 

 

 Appendix 3. Mean and standard deviation 

Dig

ital 

Nati

ves                     

 

VA

R00

006 

VA

R00

007 

VA

R00

008 

VA

R00

009 

VA

R00

010 

VA

R00

011 

VA

R00

012 

VA

R00

013 

VA

R00

014 

VA

R00

015 

VA

R00

016 

VA

R00

017 

VA

R00

018 

VA

R00

019 

VA

R00

020 

VA

R00

021 

VA

R00

022 

VA

R00

023 

VA

R00

024 

VA

R00

025 

Me

an 

3,25

74 

2,60

29 

2,32

35 

4,63

6 

3,94

12 

3,83

82 

2,03

31 

3,04

04 

4,22

43 

2,80

15 

4,15

07 

2,50

74 

3,70

59 

2,72

06 

4,18

01 

3,11

76 

2,75

74 

3,47

43 

4,29

78 

2,95

96 

N 272 272 272 272 272 272 272 272 272 272 272 272 272 272 272 272 272 272 272 272 

Std. 

Dev

iati

on 

1,19

653 

1,16

073 

1,19

274 

0,79

428 

1,08

845 

1,28

987 

1,21

598 

1,04

255 

0,81

797 

1,06

483 

0,84

351 

1,09

677 

0,94

59 

1,16

967 

0,81

989 

1,26

875 

1,18

724 

1,37

696 

0,95

446 

1,45

353 
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Dig

ital 

Im

mig

rant

s                     

 

VA

R00

006 

VA

R00

007 

VA

R00

008 

VA

R00

009 

VA

R00

010 

VA

R00

011 

VA

R00

012 

VA

R00

013 

VA

R00

014 

VA

R00

015 

VA

R00

016 

VA

R00

017 

VA

R00

018 

VA

R00

019 

VA

R00

020 

VA

R00

021 

VA

R00

022 

VA

R00

023 

VA

R00

024 

VA

R00

025 

Me

an 

3,17

83 

2,47

13 

2,55

41 

4,49

04 

3,85

35 

3,94

9 

2,08

92 

2,68

79 

3,70

7 

2,63

06 

3,71

97 

2,21

66 

3,35

67 

2,55

41 

3,80

89 

2,92

99 

2,66

24 

3,64

97 

3,94

27 

2,63

69 

N 157 157 157 157 157 157 157 157 157 157 157 157 157 157 157 157 157 157 157 157 

Std. 

Dev

iati

on 

1,12

946 

1,01

628 

1,12

885 

0,90

311 

1,04

89 

1,08

484 

1,11

157 

0,90

478 

0,82

634 

0,92

879 

0,86

108 

0,90

099 

0,87

715 

1,04

633 

0,81

755 

1,07

486 

1,05

341 

1,18

682 

0,92

848 

1,23

596 
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Appendix 4: Final Survey  
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