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M eta-analysis of the Impacts of Aesthetics Experience on User's Perceived Usability
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ABSTRACT: This paper conducts a meta-analysis of the impacts of aesthetics experience on user's perceived usability. 22
empirical studies are involved to investigate the impacts of aesthetics experience on user's perceived usability, and three
corresponding mediating factors: timing of outcome measures, regional culture and objective usability of product are also
examined. Aesthetics experience exerted moderate positive influence on user's perceived usability. Furthermore, the im-
pacts of aesthetics experience on user's perceived usability are more effective before the product usage than that after the
product usage; the impacts of aesthetics experience on user's perceived usability ranked first in Asia, then in America, and
the last in Europe; and the difference in objective usability of product would also impact aesthetics experience on user's
perceived usability to some extent. User's perceived usability always increases with the improvement of aesthetic experi-
ence. The influence of aesthetic experience on user's perceived usability is affected by timing of outcome measures, re-
gional culture and objective usability of product, and the differences generated by timing of outcome measures and re-
gional culture are significant.
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Lee & Ha?''2019 + + + +
Minge & Thiiring®?! 2018 + + +
Barakovi¢ & Skorin-Kapov!'®! 2017 +
Kraayenbrink!*¥ 2017 + + + + +
Borsci et al® 2016 + +
Heidig et al®! 2015 + + + +
Sonderegger & Sauer®®! 2015 + + +
Sondereggera et al*” 2014 + +
Lavie & Oron-Gilad** 2013 +
Porat & Tractinsky®”! 2012 + +
Tuch et al'''l 2012 + +
Lee & Koubek!™ 2011 + + + +
Miller®” 2011 +
KatzP®'1 2010 + +
Lee & Koubek!'1 2010 + +
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