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User Experience Design: From Concept to Method

HU Fei, FENG Zi-yu, LIU Dian-cai, WANG Wei
(Guangdong University of Technology, Guangzhou 510090, China)

ABSTRACT: At present, there are two conceptual misinterpretations on user experience design, one is the concept of user
experience and usability, and the other is the concept of user experience design and experience design. This paper aims to
clarify the concept of user experience, tease out the methods of user experience design based on the clear definition, and
then reflect the connotation of user experience from the perspective of design method. Firstly, through literature review,
the development context from “usability” to “user experience” was sorted out and three relationships between user ex-
perience and usability were analyzed. Secondly, different definitions of user experience were compared and then the con-
notation of user experience was clarified. Thirdly, user experience design methods were collected, screened and then clas-
sified from three dimensions: method attributes, design process and research object, and the commonality and characteris-
tics of user experience design methods in multiple dimensions were compared by means of information visualization.
Through the multidimensional comparative analysis of user experience design methods, the current application of user
experience design methods is basically clarified, reflecting the ambiguity in methods of user experience, usability and
experience design, and indicating the development tendency of user experience design method.
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Fig.3 One-dimensional analysis of user experience design method (method attributes)
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Fig.5 One-dimensional analysis of user experience design method (research object)
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Fig.8 2D analysis of user experience design method (research object-design process)
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