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Abstract: 

 

In a context of intensification of the use of professional writing and decrease in spelling 

performance of students and employees, our study aims to highlight how spelling and 

typographical errors on a commercial website may impact a company and the brand.  

1991 respondents were randomly assigned to one of three conditions (no errors, typographical 

errors and spelling errors) when visiting a website. Results suggest that they only identified 

typographical ones and that this kind of errors had a detrimental impact on both the attitude 

towards the brand and trust in the website By using a sub-sample of people being able to 

really spot the errors, we also demonstrate the negative impact of spelling errors.  

Implications for companies are discussed.  
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1. Introduction 

Spelling deficiencies have become a growing concern for companies because of the time 

spent on writing at work (Moatty & Rouard, 2010). Marketing professionals have ranked 

writing skills number one on the list of essential skills needed for a successful career in 

marketing (Taylor, 2003). Often considered only as an educational issue, spelling deficiencies 

reality is quite different. Indeed, they are known to also have a detrimental impact for 

organizations and therefore are a real issue for both public institutions and private companies. 

Mistakes would generate huge remediation costs supported by the companies (estimated 

annually at $ 3 billion by the National Commission on Writing in 2004), and decrease 

consumers' buying intentions (Stiff, 2012).  

As a result, writing skills are among the most requested by organizations (Anderson & 

Gantz, 2013) and writing skills are widely acclaimed by managers and recruiters, but 

paradoxically insufficiently mastered by employees (Jones, 2011).  

However, research on the impact of spelling deficiencies on brand and/or company 

perception remains limited in a context of dramatic increase in online firm-customer 

interactions. The objective of this research is to evaluate the impact of both typographical 

(also defined as keyboard errors) and spelling errors (grammar and lexical errors) existing on 

a commercial website on the perception of the brand and the website.  

 

1.1.Literature Review 

 Since the 1990s, the impact of spelling errors on website visitors has been investigated 

and several researchers showed that spelling errors affect the perception of internet users 

(Molich & Nelson, 1990). They were identified as being an obstacle to the trust of website 

visitors (Koehn, 2003), resulting even in the raise of suspicions about the reliability of the 

information provided (Liu & Ginther, 2001). And the presence of typographical errors may 

result in the decrease of the credibility score of websites (Fogg et al., 2001) and the decrease 

in reviewers’ credibility also (Hilbrink, 2017).  

Everard and Galletta (2005) also showed that websites containing typographical errors 

would be less valued by consumers in terms of perceived quality than those containing none. 

In the end, the latter would express lower buying intentions because their confidence in the 

organization would be altered (Koehn, 2003), which may induce a decrease in the amounts 

consumers would be willing to pay (Schemo 2004).  



 

 

Spelling errors may even have an influence on the perceived quality of a text and the 

image of its author (Jansen & Roo, 2012; Stiff, 2012). Comments containing spelling errors 

on sites are perceived as less valid than correctly spelled ones (Schindler & Bickart, 2012). A 

recent study has shown that grammar mistakes in online hotel reviews have negative effects 

on consumer attitudes towards the hotel but also on intentions to book (Hilbrink, 2017), 

confirming the effect of mistakes left on consumer opinions on online sales (Ghose & 

Ipeirotis, 2011). 

However, the notion of misspelling is subject to different interpretations according to the 

studies. In some (Jessmer & Anderson, 2001), spelling errors are a mixture of grammar errors 

(punctuation, chords) and typographical errors (omission or reversal of letters); in others only 

spelling errors are included as explanatory variables (Carr & Stefaniak, 2012; Stiff, 2012). 

Finally, in some research, only typographical errors are manipulated and described as 

"spelling errors" (Everard & Galletta, 2005). We therefore wanted to distinguish two types of 

mistakes in our research according previous studies ((Min, Wilson, & Moon, 2000; Queen & 

Boland, 2015): spelling errors (lexical and grammatical errors) and typographical errors 

(inversion, forgetting letters) in order to measure their respective impact on attitudes and 

behaviours. Indeed, research conducted in other contexts concluded that there is a differential 

impact of the type of errors: the negative impact of spelling errors is significantly higher than 

the effect of typographical errors or keyboard errors (Martin-Lacroux, 2017; Queen & 

Boland, 2015). 

The objective of this research is to evaluate the impact of the presence of spelling and 

typographical errors on a commercial Internet site. What is their impact on brand attitude, 

website trust and behavioural intentions? To answer these questions an online experiment was 

conducted.  

1.2.Methodology 

In order to measure the impact of errors on brand attitude but also more generally on the 

company, an experimental plan has been developed. In collaboration with undergraduate 

students of an e-marketing bachelor, two e-commerce websites (tote bags and kitchen 

utensils) were created and manipulated to vary the type of errors present on these sites. Thus, 

three different versions were built for each of the two sites: a version without errors (N = 

737), a version with typographical errors (N = 632) and a version with misspelling and 

grammatical errors (N = 622). 



 

 

1991 Respondents (43.7% male, Mage = 41 years) of an online panel were randomly 

assigned to one of the six website versions (2 brands, 3 versions for each brand). After 

visiting the site for a minimum period of time, participants wrote down their thoughts about 

the website they just visited. Several variables were then measured: attitude toward the brand 

(Holbrook & Batra 1987, Cronbach’s α = .94, M=4.99, SD=1.39, 4 items, 7–point scale 

ranging from 1 = completely disagree to 7 = completely agree), trust toward the website 

(Loiacono et al., 2002; Jarvenpaa, Tractinsky & Saarinen, 1999, Cronbach’s α = .93, M=4.32, 

SD=1.4, 5 items, 7–point scale ranging from 1 = completely disagree to 7 = completely 

agree), behavioural intentions (revisit and repurchase) (Limayem, Khalifa & Frini's, 2000, 

Cronbach's α = .98, M = 3.05, SD = 1.73 3 items, 7–point scale ranging from 1 = completely 

disagree to 7 = completely agree), the amount respondents would be willing to spend for the 

products sold on the website and their declared spelling level. Manipulation checks served to 

control if respondents really noted the presence of mistakes on the website they were exposed 

to and if they noted the right types of mistakes.  

 

1.3.Results  

We first tried to understand the results by taking into account the total sample. Analysis 

of variance results show no impact of the type of errors respondents were exposed to on the 

amount they are willing to pay (F(2,1267) = 0.39, p=.67 ns). In order to analyse more 

precisely the impact of errors on brand attitude, trust and behavioral intentions, we proceeded 

a CFA-SEM multigroup analysis, comparing latent means on the full sample. Results 

comparing the impact of a website with errors to the website version without any mistakes 

show a significant impact of typographical faults but no effect of spelling mistakes. 

 

IV DV Latent means /var 

(multigroup CFA 

SEM) mean diff. 

Fit indices Post-hoc Test 

(Tukey HSD) 

Errors Att_brand Ortho (ref) = 0/1.56 

Sans faute = 0.06/1.48 

Typo = -0.19/1,50 

Chi²(18) = 23.4 ns 

CFI = .99, TLI = .99 

Rmsea = .032 (p=0.37), SRMR = .016 

NEa-O : p =.64 

NE-T :  p < .001 

O-T : p =.018 

Errors Intentions 

 

Ortho (ref) = 0/3.27 

Sans faute = - 0.06/3.04 

Typo = - 0.29/2.86 

Chi²(28) = 21.6 ns 

CFI = .99, TLI = .99 

Rmsea = .0 (p=1), SRMR = .01 

NE-O : p= .80 

NE-T : p =.036 

O-T : p = .009 

Errors Trust Ortho (ref) = 0/1.96 

Sans faute = 0.13/1.76 

Typo = - 0.39 /1.97 

Chi²(44) = 40.5 ns 

CFI = .99, TLI = .99 

Rmsea = .0 02 (p=1), SRMR = .028 

NE-O :  p =.18 

NE-T : p p < .001 

O-T : p < .001 

 a:  NE = No errors 

Table 1: Impact of mistakes on brand attitude, behavioural intentions and trust toward the 

website (total sample) 



 

 

This is a surprising result, meaning that Internet users only locate typographical errors. 

These results do not vary if we take into account the declared spelling level of respondents.  

 

But what about their real spelling skills? We decided to choose a sub-sample composed 

exclusively of respondents who really noted the presence or absence of mistakes on the 

website they were exposed to and who identified correctly the type of mistakes the were 

confronted with. This sub-sample called “apt” is composed of 1270 respondents (41.6% male, 

Mage = 40.7 years).  

 

First, we checked the Anova for the amount respondents are willing to pay. Results show 

a significant impact of mistakes on this variable (F(2,1267) = 4.15, p = .016). Post-hoc tests 

(Tukey HSD) however indicate that this effect is only significant for typographical errors 

(spelling (M=20.3) vs. no errors (M=22.5): difference = -2.19, p=0.276; typo (M=19.2) vs. no 

errors: difference= -3.31, p=0.014; typo vs. spelling: difference= -1.12; p=0.741).  

Results are even more interesting if we look at the perception of the website and the 

brand. As shown in table 2 below, when people are able to notice the presence of spelling 

errors, their presence has a huge impact on the perception of the brand. We observe similar 

results for trust toward the website and behavioral intentions.  

 

IV DV Latent means /var 

(multigroup CFA SEM) 

mean diff. 

Fit indices Post-hoc Test 

(Tukey HSD) 

Errors Att_brand Ortho (ref) = 0/1.68 

Sans faute = 0.412/1.46 

Typo = 0/1.42 

Chi²(18) = 36 * 

CFI = .99, TLI = .99 

Rmsea = .03 (p=0.51) 

SRMR = .037 

NEa-O : p < .001 

NE-T :  p < .001 

O-T : p = 1 

Errors Intentions 

 

Ortho (ref) = 0/2.81 

Sans faute = 0.32/3.03 

Typo = - 0.15/2.63 

Chi²(31) = 323** 

CFI = .99, TLI = .99 

Rmsea = .00 (p=1) 

SRMR = .02 

NE-O : p= .038 

NE-T : p < .001 

O-T : p = .26 

Errors Trust Ortho (ref) = 0/1.97 

Sans faute = 0.54/1.64 

Typo = - 0.24 /1.84 

Chi²(44) = 50.3 ns 

CFI = .99, TLI = .99 

Rmsea = .0 02 (p=0.9) 

SRMR = .04 

NE-O :  p < .001 

NE-T :  p < .001 

O-T : p = .035 

 a:  NE = No errors 

Table 2: Impact of mistakes on brand attitude, behavioural intentions and trust toward the 

website (sub-sample) 

 

 

 



 

 

2. Discussions and conclusion 

Our results confirm prior research on the impact of errors on websites. We show an 

important effect of typographical errors on brand perception and trust toward the website. 

On the contrary, spelling errors are not noticed by all respondents, even if they declare 

having a good spelling level. Two main reasons may explain this. First, we did not ask 

respondents to focus on spelling errors but to evaluate a merchant website. They may not 

have paid attention to this aspect (Williams, 1981). Second, they may not have sufficient 

skills to identify correctly spelling mistakes (Jansen & Roo, 2012). Respondents only spot 

errors easily identifiable by a spell checker (Figueredo & Varnhagen, 2005).  

However, if we concentrate on respondents able to spot these errors, the effect of 

spelling mistakes becomes significant even if typographical errors remain more impacting. 

Their negative effect in terms of attitudes and behavioral intentions is really deleterious. 

Take as an example trust toward the website. Means for the three conditions (no errors: 

4,58; spelling: 4,05; typ: 3,82) show an important negative impact for both types of errors.  

To conclude, table 3 below shows a comparison between the effects of mistakes in the 

two samples.  

 

Dependant 
variables 

Significance of effect for  
spelling errors* 

Significance of effect for 
typographical errors* 

 Total sample Apt sample Total sample Apt sample 

Amount No No No Yes 
Brand Attitude No Yes Yes Yes 
Intentions No Yes Yes Yes 
Trust No Yes Yes Yes 

      *website with errors compared to websites with no errors (reference) 

Table 3: Summary of significance of effects according to the type of mistakes 

 

Our results are coherent with Cox, Cox and Cox (2017), showing that those who read a 

review with typographical errors (which may signal carelessness) rated the reviewer 

significantly lower on trustworthiness than those who read a review with spelling errors 

(which may indicate cognitive challenges). In addition, the perceived expertise of the 

reviewer who made typographical errors was significantly lower than that of the reviewer who 

made no errors. The effect of errors is known to be stronger for readers who are more 

accurate, who detect errors in a text (Morin-Lessard & McKelvie, 2017)  

 



 

 

 This research demonstrates that errors count well when Internet users evaluate a 

website. However, this impact is not linked to their declared level of spelling. Indeed, there is 

no significant difference between the declared level of spelling between those who noticed the 

mistakes and those who didn’t (F(1, 1989)=,000, p=655). Nevertheless, for those who are able 

to spot the mistakes, the impact is important. We need to further explore if the samples are 

different in terms of demographical variables, but it seems that no differences of education, 

age or gender exist.  

This sub-sample represents only 64% of our total sample, which is also a confirmation 

that spelling level is decreasing. Moreover, the question of spelling enjoys a status considered 

by some sociolinguists as overvalued (Millet, Lucci, & Billiet, 1990; Wynants, 1997) and also 

a high media coverage.  

 

Concerning the limitations of this study, we could first mention that we worked with 

fictive brands and websites and that the websites were limited versions. In addition, only two 

product categories were analysed. And as Bart et al. (2005) underlined, the influences of the 

determinants of online trust are different across site categories and consumers. Therefore, 

additional research should be undertaken to explore these facts. 

 

 

 

 

  



 

 

References 

 

 

Anderson, C., & Gantz, J. F. (2013). White Paper Skills requirements for tomorrow’s best 

jobs: Helping educators provide students with skills and tools they need. Massachussetts: 

International Data Corporation, October. 

Bart, Y., Shankar, V., Sultan, F., & Urban, G. L. (2005). Are the drivers and role of 

online trust the same for all web sites and consumers? A large-scale exploratory empirical 

study. Journal of Marketing, 69(4), 133-152. 

Carr, C. T., & Stefaniak, C. (2012). Sent from my iPhone: The medium and message as 

cues of sender professionalism in mobile telephony. Journal of Applied Communication 

Research, 40(4), 403–424. 

Cox, D., Cox, J. G., & Cox, A. D. (2017). To Err is human? How typographical and 

orthographical errors affect perceptions of online reviewers. Computers in Human Behavior, 

75, 245–253. 

Everard, A., & Galletta, D. F. (2005). How presentation flaws affect perceived site 

quality, trust, and intention to purchase from an online store. Journal of Management 

Information Systems, 22(3), 56–95. 

Figueredo, L., & Varnhagen, C. K. (2005). Didn’t you run the spell checker? Effects of 

type of spelling error and use of a spell checker on perceptions of the author. Reading 

Psychology, 26(4‑5), 441–458. 

Fogg, B. J., et al. (2001). What makes Web sites credible? A report on a large 

quantitative study. In: Proceedings of the SIGCHI conference on Human factors in computing 

systems (p. 61–68). ACM. Consulté à l’adresse http://dl.acm.org/citation.cfm?id=365037 

Ghose, A., & Ipeirotis, P. G. (2011). Estimating the helpfulness and economic impact of 

product reviews: Mining text and reviewer characteristics. IEEE Transactions on Knowledge 

and Data Engineering, 23(10), 1498–1512. 

Hilbrink, E. M. (2017). ‘The hotel were graet’: The effects of valence and language 

errors on the attitude towards the hotel, review credibility, booking intention and eWOM 

intention of consumers. Master's thesis, University of Twente. 

Holbrook, M. B., & Batra, R. (1987). Assessing the role of emotions as mediators of 

consumer responses to advertising. Journal of Consumer Research, 14(3), 404-420. 

http://dl.acm.org/citation.cfm?id=365037


 

 

Jansen, F., & Roo, E. de. (2012). Fouten tellen. De invloed van de dichtheid van dt-fouten 

op de lezerswaardering. [Counting errors. The influence of the density of dt errors on the 

reader rating], Neerlandistiek, 2012. 

Jarvenpaa, S. L., Tractinsky, N., & Saarinen, L. (1999). Consumer trust in an internet 

store: a cross‐cultural validation. Journal of Computer‐Mediated Communication, 5(2), 0-0. 

Jessmer, S. L., & Anderson, D. (2001). The effect of politeness and grammar on user 

perceptions of electronic mail. North American Journal of Psychology, 3(2), 331–346. 

Jones, C. G. (2011). Written and Computer-Mediated Accounting Communication Skills 

An Employer Perspective. Business Communication Quarterly, 74(3), 247–271. 

Koehn, D. (2003). The nature of and conditions for online trust. Journal of Business 

Ethics, 43(1‑2), 3–19. 

Limayem, M., Khalifa, M., & Frini, A. (2000). What makes consumers buy from 

Internet? A longitudinal study of online shopping. IEEE Transactions on Systems, Man, and 

Cybernetics-Part A: Systems and Humans, 30(4), 421-432. 

Liu, Y. & Ginther, D. (2001). Managing impression formation in computer-mediated 

communication, Educause Quarterly, 24(3), 50-54. 

Loiacono, E. T., Watson, R. T., & Goodhue, D. L. (2002). WebQual: A measure of 

website quality. Marketing Theory and Applications, 13(3), 432-438. 

Martin-Lacroux, C. (2017). “Without the spelling errors I would have shortlisted her…”: 

The impact of spelling errors on recruiters’ choice during the personnel selection process. 

International Journal of Selection and Assessment, 25(3), 276–283. 

Martin-Lacroux, C., & Lacroux, A. (2017). Do Employers Forgive Applicants’ Bad 

Spelling in Résumés? Business and Professional Communication Quarterly, 80(3), 321-335.  

Millet, A., Lucci, V., & Billiet, J. (1990). Orthographe mon amour. Presses universitaires 

de Grenoble. 

Min, K., Wilson, W. H., & Moon, Y.-J. (2000). Typographical and Orthographical 

Spelling Error Correction. In: Proceedings of the 2nd International Conference on Language 

Resources and Evaluation. Athens, Greece: Citeseer. 

Moatty, F., & Rouard, F. (2010). L’écrit au travail et ses déterminants chez les salariés en 

France en 2005. Travail et Emploi, (122), 39–52. 

Molich, R., & Nielsen, J. (1990). Improving a human-computer dialogue, 

Communications of the ACM, 33(3), 338-348. 

Morin-Lessard, E., & McKelvie, S. J. (2017). Does Writeing Rite Matter? Effects of 

Textual Errors on Personality Trait Attributions. Current Psychology, 1-12.  



 

 

National Commission on Writing. (2004). Writing: A ticket to work . . . or a ticket out? A 

survey of business leaders. 

http://www.collegeboard.com/prod_downloads/writingcom/writing-ticket-to-work.pdf 

Queen, R., & Boland, J. E. (2015). I think your going to like me: Exploring the role of 

errors in email messages on assessments of potential housemates. Linguistics Vanguard, 1(1), 

283–293. 

Schemo, D. J. (2004). In Online Auctions, Misspelling in Ads Often Spells Cash, The 

New York Times, January 28th. 

Schindler, R. M., & Bickart, B. (2012). Perceived helpfulness of online consumer 

reviews: The role of message content and style. Journal of Consumer Behaviour, 11(3), 234–

243. 

Stiff, C. (2012). Watch What You Write: How Errors in Feedback Influence Consumer 

Attitudes and Behavior. Journal of Internet Commerce, 11(1), 41–67. 

Taylor, K. A. (2003). Marketing yourself in the competitive job market: An innovative 

course preparing undergraduates for marketing careers. Journal of Marketing Education, 

25(2), 97–107. 

Williams, J. M. (1981). The phenomenology of error. College composition and 

communication, 32(2), 152–168. 

Wynants, B. (1997). L’orthographe, une norme sociale. Sprimont: Éditions Mardaga. 

 


