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ABSTRACT

Obijective: The aim of this study is to investigate the effects of aesthetics of smartphones on usability and preference by
the task factors. Background: Although several studies have focused on the effects of aesthetics on objective usability,
correlation between aesthetics and objective usability is ambiguous. Method: Using smartphones which have same
functions but different aesthetics, Thirty-six subjects were asked to complete one of 3 types of tasks (inputting
information, searching information, enjoying information). Both performance data and subjective measures were
recorded. Results: The results showed that high aesthetics had a more positive effect on subjective usability and
preference than low aesthetics before and after use. But this differential became smaller after use. High aesthetics led to
longer task completion times. But usability was not significantly affected by both task factors and aesthetics. Conclusion:
The results suggested that aesthetics may have multiple effects that go beyond affective satisfaction. Application: The
finding of this study could be applied to predict effects of aesthetics on usability and preference in usability testing.
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2. Method

2.1 Subjects
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Figure 1. Smartphones : (a) High aesthetics, (b) Low aesthetics
2.3 Experimental tasks
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2.5 Experimental procedure
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Table 1. Summary of ANOVA results (p-value)
A ABA AHEA A5
AH&-2d T ol &4
A1 (A) 0.000%##x | 0.036xx* 0.340 0.0003%:
A4454(B) 0.504 0.000##+ | 0.071% 0.995
AHEAT R (C) 0.00 1553 - - 0.00 15
AXB 0.483 0.403 0.559 0.226
AXC 0.096% - - 0.032:x
BXxC 0.347 - - 0.166
AXBXC 0.799 - - 0.872

*p<0.1, **p<0.05, ***p<0.01

3.1 Subjective Usability
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Figure 2. Subjective usability according to aesthetics
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Figure 3. Subjective usability according to time
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Figure 4. Subjective usability according to aesthetics and time
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3.2 Objective Usability
3.2.1 Task completion time
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Figure 5. Task completion time according to aesthetics
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Figure 6. Task completion time according to task factors
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Figure 7. Number of errors according to task factors
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3.3 Preference
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Figure 9. Preference according to time
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Figure 10. Preference according to aesthetics and time
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4. Conclusion
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