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ABSTRACT 
 
 

As Internet users become more sophisticated, so do their requirements for the websites 

they utilize. Two major factions in the field of website design have argued over the importance 

of site usability vs. site appeal. Previous research examined site usability as a main component of 

user satisfaction on the Internet. Current research is beginning to examine the aesthetic appeal of 

websites and the impact on user satisfaction. This research attempted to address the following 

questions: 1. Do individual differences affect user ratings of site appeal? 2. Do usability and 

appeal manipulations to websites affect satisfaction, perceived usability and interest in the site? 

3. Does the type of task a user is completing on the Internet impact their awareness of the site’s 

appeal and usability? In a two part study, users evaluated the aesthetic appeal of site homepages 

to determine if individual differences impact site first impressions. In a follow up study, users 

completed different types of tasks on sites with varying levels of appeal and usability. Results 

indicate that there individual differences do not appear to influence on site appeal ratings. When 

users are asked to evaluate sites with varying degrees of appeal and usability, their first 

impressions are most influenced by the appeal of the site. Those viewing the sites with low 

appeal were not positively influenced by the site’s usability, even when the site was easy to use. 

Participants viewing sites with high appeal were aware of changes to usability and their site 

ratings decreased when the site had poor usability. Finally, task type appeared to impact user 

judgments on the site. Participants actively searching for information were more aware of 

usability issues than participants instructed to explore the site with no specific task requirements. 
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CHAPTER 1 
 

LITERATURE REVIEW 
 
 

As Internet users become more sophisticated, so do their requirements for the websites 

they utilize.  In the beginning of Internet use in homes, slow downloads, images not appearing 

and broken links were thought of as part of the process. Now users demand their Internet 

experience include fast download times and quick success finding information. This increase in 

tool complexity and user expectations has been observed in other areas also.  

Since 1945, human-computer interaction (HCI) as a discipline has examined the 

relationship between humans and machines. HCI research in recent years has focused on the 

evaluation and execution of usable systems (Hewett et al., 1992). Norman (1988) defended user-

friendly design in a market where designers tended to focus on other aspects of the design 

instead of the product usability. Usability research helped to reinvent how user interfaces are 

conceptualized and designed with the user in mind (De Angeli, Lynch, & Johnson, 2002). As 

design continues to focus on the end user, research in usability and HCI has mostly concentrated 

on the efficiency and effectiveness of the product (Hoffman & Krause, 2004). Norman (2004) 

looked beyond user-friendly design when he examined the emotional aspect of design including 

user experience, expectations and the aesthetic appeal of the product.   

  

Defining Aesthetics 

 Aesthetic principles when designing tools have been around and considered part of the 

design process since tool design began.  The idea of aesthetic appeal permeates all objects in all 

cultures.  Haig and Whitfield (2001) state that it is difficult to find a manufactured product that 

does not have an element of designed aesthetic quality.  The traditional definition of aesthetics is: 
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”Characterized by a heightened sensitivity to beauty” (Webster’s Dictionary, 2005). 

Sircello attempted to develop a formula to determine if an object was aesthetically appealing 

by examining the aesthetic properties of the object in degrees of intensity (1975). The formula 

was based on a set of defining characteristics he named the Properties of Qualitative Degree 

(PQD). Sircello believed that all aspects of beauty will have characteristics that fall under the 

PQD. All aspects of beauty can be compared and a numeric scale can be attached to the quality. 

A scale based on just noticeable differences can be used to quantitatively determine the 

differences in beauty characteristics. One example used in the design world is organizing similar 

color swatches in order of brightness or vividness. Each swatch varies with the same incremental 

addition of another color. To determine the numeric value of each swatch, one must only find the 

Just Noticeable Difference, the smallest difference between to sensory items detectable to a 

human being, and count the number of swatches between. Properties of Qualitative Degree is 

limitless; some examples are color, shape, texture or context. According to Sircello, the PQD of 

an object is beautiful if the defining characteristic meets the following criteria: 

1. it is not a property of deficiency or lack of characteristic 

2. it is not a property of the “appearance” of deficiency or lack of characteristic 

3. it is present in that object in high degree.  

. By combining color attributes such as vividness and context of color along with design 

attributes like elegance and gracefulness, Sircello’s final equation relies too much on individual 

definitions of aesthetic characteristics. The subjective nature of the equation’s definition is 

vague, complex and difficult to apply to actual objects. As each user creates their own definition 

of color, balance, vividness, context, there is no consistency across users.  
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 The definition and characteristics of aesthetics has evolved as the culture and views of 

society have changed.  Hoffman & Krauss examined how the definition of “aesthetic” has 

evolved. The Greeks defined aesthetics as perception and considered the functionality of the tool 

to play an important role in the overall aesthetic appeal. Using the Greek definition, Pold (2005) 

defines aesthetics “aesthetics is about sensing, about creating artificial experiences and thus 

exploring how illusions function through materials and in modern culture.” Current definitions of 

aesthetics are divided into two major categories, objective and subjective (2004).  Objective 

aesthetics were popular during the Renaissance era. Beauty was defined by order and symmetry.  

The golden section, a mathematical formula (see Figure 1), was used to quantify and ultimately 

define beauty. The ratio between the sum of two quantities and the larger quantity is equal to the 

ratio of the two qualities. These ratios create the golden ratio, score for beautiful objects, which 

is usually around 1.618.  

 

Figure 1. Golden Section Formula. 

 
The golden section theory had one large limitation: if one could not measure the beauty 

of an object, it was not considered beautiful. Objective beauty was therefore confined to strict 

rules, divided into singular characteristics and restricted to tangible qualities.  

Subjective beauty however, does not have strict rules. Instead of parsing design features 

like objective definitions of beauty, subjective beauty combines together to form a holistic 

experience. The researcher’s definition of beauty will determine how to test aesthetic appeal. 

Followers of the subjective definition of beauty and aesthetics argue that quantitative research is 

not the most effective way to investigate visual aesthetics. “Elements of aesthetics are seen as 
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mutually dependent and must be examined accordingly” (Zettl, 1999). Instead, it is important to 

evaluate the object holistically.  Arnheim argued that humans perceive whole objects to create an 

aesthetic experience instead of viewing isolated elements (1992). By parsing out the color, 

symmetry, line, rhythm or other visual design elements, one loses the effect of all the elements 

merging into one complete object. 

 

Aesthetics and Interaction 

The principles of aesthetics take on a different dimension when examining interactive 

products.  Norman addressed this issue when he stated, “to be truly beautiful, wondrous, and 

pleasurable, the product has to fulfill a useful function, work well, and be usable and 

understandable” (2002). Zettl states that aesthetic appeal is not an abstract concept but an 

integral part of the process people use to examine visual elements and the reaction to those 

experiences. Instead, aesthetics uses a process where users clarify, intensify, and then interpret 

the events in their environment (1999).   

Unlike a static sculpture in a museum, interactive products by nature are dynamic and 

change with the user’s needs and actions. With interactive products, there is continuous 

examination of the product experience. With websites, users are adjusting and adapting their 

impression of the site with every navigational move. The dynamic environment requires a 

variation from traditional aesthetics. Traditional values are concerned with defining value, 

beauty and judgment of beauty (Hoffman & Krauss, 2004).  Dynamic systems require an applied 

visual aesthetic dealing with effective communication between the system and the user.  

According to Zettl (1999), designers of websites must select the elements and techniques that 

will be most appropriate to shape the desired message or content.   
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The aim of applied visual aesthetics is to entice the user to instinctively choose to become 

involved with the product they are using.  Applied aesthetics is not limited to dealing with 

understanding and appreciating beauty.  Instead, applied aesthetics considers life and art 

dependent.  Media becomes one of the vital dimensions of the aesthetic communication process 

(Zettl, 1999). This dynamic relationship between user and system is found on the Internet. If a 

site is not communicating to the user where to find information, the user will leave. 

 

Aesthetics and Interface Design 

 Research emphasis on interface design has been on the usability and ease of use within 

the interface. The efficiency and effectiveness of an interface is traditionally measured 

quantitatively. These quantitative measures tend to examine metrics like the time it takes users to 

complete a task, or the number of steps a user needs to complete the task. Qualitative measures 

such as user comments are used less frequently than the traditional quantitative measures. The 

traditional view and research techniques do not account for the holistic experience of user-

interface interactions. The current practice of separating interfaces from aesthetics is outdated 

and minimized the importance of the entire interface experience (Djajadiningrat, Gaver & Frens, 

2000)  

Recently, as applied visual aesthetics have become more prominent, researchers are 

beginning to re-examine definitions of usability.  Current literature regarding interface design is 

questioning the general measures of usability product defined as ease of use (Frakjaer, Hertzum, 

& Hornbaek, 2000; Overbeeke, Djajadiningrat, Hummels, & Wensveen, 2000, Kallio, 2003, 

Djajadiningrat, Gaver & Frens, 2000).  Examining the effectiveness and efficiency of a product 

does not fully explain why users choose products. Users are often attracted to products because 
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the products challenge, surprise, and entertain them.  Aesthetics of interaction and interface 

design does not necessarily strive for easy function, but instead creates an experience that 

encourages the user to come back (Overbeeke, Djajadiningrat, Hummels, & Wensveen, 2002).  

Overbeeke et al., stated that the focus of interface design should “shift from the results of 

interaction e.g. a heated meal, clean tableware, a video recording, towards the involvement, 

pleasure, and beauty during interaction.” (2002). They encourage designers to think of the design 

process in a new way.  Instead of thinking about the physical and structural properties of the 

interface, designers should think about the user’s temptations. A beautiful product will create 

expectations of the interaction from users. Overbeeke encourages designers to think about beauty 

in interaction instead of beauty in initial appearance.  Designers should think of the enjoyment of 

the interaction instead of the ease of use.  

“There is more to usability than ease of use. Users may use products because of 

the challenging, playful, surprising, memorable experiences. Aesthetics of 

interaction means that we do not strive for making a function easy to access as 

possible, but for making the unlocking of the functionality contribute to the 

overall experience.” (Overbeeke et al., 2002) 

Finally Overbeeke argues that aesthetics should shift to an “aesthetics of use” that will 

enhance social experience with the interface not just the successful completion of tasks (2002).  

 The social nature of interaction between user and interface requires a new vocabulary 

when developing and designing with aesthetic appeal (Reeves & Nash, 1996).  Added to the 

current user-interface dimensions of system, tool, dialogue partner and media is the aspect of 

aesthetic experience (Peterson et al., 2004). The aesthetic experience of an interface adds 

characteristics and options in design not previously used.  Taylor, Roberts & Hall (1999)  
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reemphasize the importance of making the design context-dependent for both the interface 

design and the human user. 

 

Aesthetics and Website Interface Design 

 Websites rely almost completely on the design of their interface.  Although there is much 

literature on product design and aesthetics, the literature for aesthetic experiences on the Internet 

is limited.  The lack of literature does not demonstrate the unimportance of aesthetics; instead it 

is a reflection of the current shift within HCI. The traditional portrayal of Internet users shows 

users as being a rational, cost-analysis evaluator of sites. The research metrics reflect this user 

depiction by focusing on ease of use data.  The emphasis on efficiency does not explain why 

some users continue to prefer unusable sites. Contemporary views of Internet users allow the 

human elements of website usage to permeate into the metrics.  (Hoffman & Krause, 2004). 

 Visual aesthetics on the Internet are extremely important due to the nature of website 

design.  Aesthetic appeal will influence the user’s understanding of the website by manipulating 

their perceptions and intensifying events.  A website has many components that contribute to the 

aesthetic appeal. The website’s meaning to the user will influence their overall perceptions of the 

site. A user that understands websites in terms of text documents will perceive the website 

differently than someone that understands websites in terms of a film or moving images 

(Karvonen, 2000). Aesthetic elements can help to reinforce a message and environment on a 

website (Zettl, 1999). Visually appealing websites can create a strong influence on prospective 

website users.  Visual aesthetics can become a mechanism to achieve product identity (Haig & 

Whitfield, 2001).  
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 In creating an interface that is appealing to the user, websites are no longer just a tool to 

complete a task.  Instead, the Internet has become a vehicle for experiences that are both 

cognitive and affective.  Just as brick and mortar businesses must create an environment that 

leads to customer satisfaction that extends beyond the efficiency of the experience, so too must a 

website.   

 

Aesthetics and Affect 

   User affect can influence perceptions of an interface and the performance of the user. A 

user’s response to an interface has been shown to impact the evaluations of the interface (Zhang 

& Li, 2005).  A positive response will lead to a positive evaluation of the overall site.  

Enjoyment of the interface will lead to a positive appraisal of the site both in perceived and 

actual use (Yi & Hwang, 2003). Emotional connections to interfaces help to create the social 

context that all interfaces rely on for success.  Users repeatedly report more positive evaluations 

of an interface if their experience is one that elicits positive emotions (Axelrod & Hone, 2005; 

Desmet & Hekkert, 2002).  

 Website designers must be aware of the many dimensions that influence user affect and 

ultimate satisfaction of the interface. Products with high aesthetic appeal seem to influence user 

affect and interface interactions. Yamamoto & Lambert (1994) found that users reported 

attractive products to outperform unattractive products. This perceived increased performance 

with attractive products may derive from the consumer’s pleasure from the overall appearance of 

the product (Curesen & Snelders, 2002). 

Aesthetic elements such as light, space, time/motion and sound tend to attract attention 

and increase awareness of the message by emotionally engaging the user (Zettl, 1999). Color 
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also seems to influence user affect and interface perceptions. Papachristos, Tselios, & Avouris 

(2006) examined the relationship between color and the emotional attributes users associate with 

the colors on websites.  They found that the brightness of the colors appeared to have a stronger 

emotional effect on users than any other color property. This may help to support Sircello’s 

definition of beauty based on Properties of Qualitative Degree (1975).  

Papachristos et al. (2006) developed a hierarchy of color importance for websites and 

affective reaction to the websites. The brightness of the dominant color on a website is the most 

influential in overall user satisfaction. The least important aspect was the dominant color’s hue 

and saturation.     

 User recollection of sites has also been used to gauge the affective influence of aesthetic 

design and user perceptions.  Kim & Moon (1997) had participants remember and redraw online 

banking websites to determine which attributes related strongest to user’s affective attributes. 

They found four categories; a website’s title, menu, clip art and color were recollected most by 

the participants.   

Kim and Moon then examined the impact of the above four categories in user perceived 

trustworthiness. A website’s clip art and color impacted perceived trustworthiness in online 

banking sites the most.  The clip art and color were then manipulated in color and intensity to 

increase trustworthiness or reduce trustworthiness. Kim & Moon found that the aesthetic design 

of a website effected the emotional reaction of users. Through the manipulation of four areas on 

a banking site (title, menu, main clipart and color) they were able to increase user’s perception of 

trustworthiness on the site (1997).  

Attractive sites appear to have better user ratings and overall positive emotional 

experiences by users.  Kallio (2003) explains that attractive interfaces arouse attention because 
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the users enjoy the experience of the interface. The positive thrill of the interaction creates 

pleasure which leads to users making a decision to continue based on the positive emotional 

experience.  

 

Aesthetics and Usability 

 HCI and the Internet tend to focus on the objective aspects of usability or “the extent to 

which a product can be used by specified users to achieve specified goals with effectiveness, 

efficiency and satisfaction,” (Schneiderman, 1998).  Objective measurements like efficiency, 

effectiveness and reliability of the site are regularly examined when analyzing a site.  How 

quickly, accurately and consistently users find what they need from a site are used to determine 

the site’s “ease of use.”   

The subjective data gathered from usability testing is not always compatible with the 

objective data. Sites that do not have efficient structure and effective navigation continue to be 

popular with users.  Preference of websites by users does not always occur based on their 

consistent ability to find what they are looking for.  Hoffman & Krauss believe these 

inconsistencies are in part due to the visual appeal of the website (2004).   

Sircello defined usability as any product that serves a purpose “beautifully” (1975). This 

definition of usability includes the more traditional view as well as examines the aesthetic appeal 

of the product and the interaction between user and product.  Djajadiningrat, Gaver & Frens 

(2000) argue that there are serious problems with the current definition of “ease of use.”  The 

emphasis on efficiency and productivity leave out the human element.  Humans are not task- 

completing robots, but instead are curious creatures thriving off exploration, experiences and 
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even challenges.  When looking at user friendliness of websites, it is important to utilize the 

human dimensions of the user.  

 

Aesthetics and Perceived Usability 

Perceived usability by the user is often more convincing than the actual product 

efficiency and ease of use. The visual appeal of an interface appears to play a role in the user’s 

rating on perceived usability. Kasuro & Kashimura found that users reported an aesthetically 

appealing ATM interface easier to use than an unappealing or bland ATM interface. Tractinsky 

(1997)  used the same ATM interface designs as Kasuro & Kashimura in a follow up study in 

Israel. A few necessary changes to Hebrew and adjustments to the layout were made to make it 

realistic for the Israeli population. Tractinsky found that Israeli users were more likely to 

correlate perceived ease of use and the aesthetic appeal of the ATM machine. The impact of 

interface aesthetics and usability was supported by research with similar findings (Tractinsky, 

Katz & Ikar, 2000).  

The aesthetic appeal of a website can positively affect the user’s perceptions of the site.  

Although there was no difference in usability, participants ranked websites with good balance 

and color more usable than websites with unbalanced and poorly selected color schemes (Brady 

& Phillips, 2003). In a similar study, using the manipulation of color, Kordic & Lobb (2005) 

found that site attractiveness had statistically significant effect on search perseverance. 

 

 

 

Aesthetics and User Performance 
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Performance on the Internet usually refers to the objective measures of users completing 

tasks, such as time to complete, optimal path, and success. Traditional usability studies imply 

that performance improves as ease of use increases.  The focus is on structure and usability with 

little examination of aesthetic elements that may influence performance (Hoffman & Krause, 

2004).  

Proponents of aesthetic appeal argue that definitions of performance should also include 

the user’s perception of the experience.  Van de Heijden (2003) examined the impact of 

attractiveness and the user’s perception of the interface experience.  Users attributed ease of use, 

enjoyment and usefulness of the product to the aesthetic dimensions. Aesthetic appeal was an 

important factor in creating user trust for online banking sites (Karvonen, Cardholm, & Karlsson, 

2000).  

 

Aesthetics and User Satisfaction 

Users that are satisfied with a site are more likely to return to the site and prefer it to 

other options. There is no single standardized measurement of satisfaction for the Internet. One 

tool to measure satisfaction is the Website Analysis and MeasureMent Inventory (WAMMI) 

which consists of 20 questions from five categories: control, efficiency, helpfulness, learnability 

and attractiveness (Kirakowski & Corbett, 1998). The attractiveness questions on the WAMMI 

measure how much the users like the site and if they find the site pleasant to use. Another 

satisfaction tool used is the System Usability Scale (SUS). The SUS tool uses a Likert scale with 

ten items alternating in positive and negative statements (Brooke). Other variations of 

satisfaction surveys have few questions probing into the aesthetic appeal of the site.  Instead the 

satisfaction measures focus on specific aspects of completing tasks using a website.  
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Shenkman & Jonsson (2000) investigated how groups of people perceive aesthetics and 

how their perceptions influence website preferences. Participants viewed 13 sites varying in 

aesthetic appeal. The users then completed a pairwise comparison of the sites for preference and 

similarity. After the site comparisons, the participant then completed an evaluation of each site 

based on seven characteristics (complexity, legibility, order, beauty, meaningfulness, 

comprehension and overall impression). The similarity comparisons found that illustrations were 

more influential in the overall preference of the site. Beauty was the strongest scale for 

preference between the sites.     

Satisfaction is also based on the amount of time that a user spends on the site. One study 

examined why users leave websites. Users reported moving from websites for three main reasons 

related to technical issues, content and form. Technical reasons included slow loading and 

broken links.  Content aspects related to the website not containing information needed by the 

user.  The third reason for leaving a website dealt with form or the homepages giving a bad first 

impression (Cuomo, Borghesani, Kahn, Violett, 1998).   

Lindgaard and Dudek (2003) examined the relationship between aesthetic aspects of the 

site and user satisfaction. In three studies, they varied the aesthetic appeal and usability of 

websites to determine the impact on user satisfaction.   

The first study looked at the perceptions of websites when there were no direct tasks. 

Participants viewed two sites from a best and worst website list. Participants were allowed to 

explore the site for 10 minutes. Participants then completed the (WAMMI) and were asked 

several open-ended questions about the site. All comments were recorded and transcribed. 

Comments were then scored as positive, neutral or negative. The proportion of positive 

statements during the interview was measured. Forty-nine percent of the comments on the high-
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usability site were positive. Forty percent of comments on the low usability site were positive. 

The difference in proportion of positive statements was not significant.  

The second study examined the influence of emotion in overall user satisfaction. A site 

designed with the purpose to emotionally impact users was selected. The website was an 

emotionally evocative flower site with high aesthetic appeal and high usability. Participants 

completed an open-ended task to find an apology gift for ten minutes. At the end of ten minutes, 

the participants completed a satisfaction survey and answered several open-ended questions. The 

results in the second study were compared with the results in the first. The emotionally evocative 

homepage had a higher number of positive statements and resulted in higher satisfaction than the 

sites used in the first study. 

The third study examined the impact of usability on a site with high aesthetic appeal. The 

site was selected based on its high aesthetic appeal and low usability. The participants spent time 

on the site, completed a satisfaction survey and answered questions as in previous two studies. 

The website used in study three had more positive initial statements about the appearance of the 

site than those sites used in the previous studies, but significantly less positive statements after 

using the site than the previous two sites.  

These findings show that satisfaction consists of not only usability but also the 

expectations of the user based on the aesthetic appeal of the site. When usability was equal, 

participants reported the aesthetically appealing sites to be easier to use.  

 

 

Aesthetics and User First Impression 
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 A website has a limited amount of time to attract potential users and engage them on the 

site. The aesthetic appeal of a homepage along with load time, will affect their decision to stay or 

leave (Shenkman & Jonsson, 2000).  Initial user appeal is influenced by the overall impression of 

the site, the perceived beauty of the site and the meaningfulness of the site. Visual symmetry and 

a homepage with less text are more visually appealing than text heavy homepages (Shenkmen & 

Jonsson 2000).  

The time it takes for a user to form an opinion about a site has been disputed.  Tractions, 

Cokhavi & Kirschenbaum (2004) selected 50 websites with varying degrees of aesthetic appeal. 

The websites were presented to 40 students in a two part study. The first study limited the 

amount of time the site was displayed on the screen to 500ms. After the display, the participants 

were then asked to judge the site using ten radio buttons ranging from very unattractive to very 

attractive. The second study followed the same protocol with the sites displayed for ten seconds. 

Tractinsky, Cokhavi and Kirshenbaum found that the length of time needed for a user to make a 

judgment on the aesthetic appeal of a homepage was around .5 seconds.  The opinions formed in 

the .5 second time frame were highly correlated with the opinions formed in 10 seconds (2004).  

The time needed for first impressions was reduced even more after Lindgaard & Dudek’s 

three-part 2006 study. Users were asked to examine websites that were previously categorized as 

high or low appeal. The websites represented the extremes for each group. In the first study, a 

website homepage was flashed on a computer screen for 500 ms. Participants were asked to rate 

the site based on the attractiveness of the site.  

In the second study, the top 25 websites in each category (high and low attractiveness) 

were examined by participants for an unlimited amount of time. The participants then rated the 
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sites based on design characteristics. The characteristics with the highest relationship to visual 

appeal dealt with color, layout, design, site intrigue and the level of interest with the site design.  

Participants in the third study viewed 3 homepages for either 50ms or 500ms. Lindgaard 

& Dudek found that users made a first impression of a website in just 50ms.  Some disagree with 

the 50 ms time arguing that the time it takes to attend to items is longer than 50 ms (Nielson, 

2006). Despite the criticism, the ranking of the homepages at 50ms is similar to the ranking at 

500ms and with the untimed condition. If Lindgaard & Dudek’s findings are correct, the designer 

of a website must know and understand the dimensions that make a site aesthetically appealing. 

Initial appeal on a homepage is more than just the content, navigation and ease of use. Initial 

appeal of a homepage appears to be influenced by the aesthetic appeal of the site.     

 

Methods to Define Aesthetics 

 There is no current agreement as to the correct way to define aesthetics.  Some 

researchers argue that there is no way to test aesthetic appeal in a quantitative format. The act of 

defining aesthetic qualities by specific characters such as balance and color takes away from the 

holistic nature of aesthetic appeal.  

Artistic criticism is another qualitative way to examine aesthetics on the Internet.  

Bertelsen & Pold (2004) developed dimensions to assist with the evaluation of websites when 

examining the aesthetic properties. Although thorough, it is unrealistic in most environments. In 

order to effectively use the dimensions, the user must have a background in art and art criticism. 

 Objective scales are more realistic for researchers, especially those with little artistic 

background. The idea of using numbers to represent an emotional response to aesthetics is seen 

by many to be a quick fix for a complex issue. Instead of using a Likert scale, some researchers 
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utilized a sliding scale with no numbers but polar extremes on each end of the scale.  Users were 

then able to make judgments on the site without attaching a number to the adjectives (Lindgaard 

& Dudek, 2006). Instead of a Likert scale, Argawal & Venkatesh made users weigh the 

importance of different features within the site by using a limited amount of tokens (2002).  

There is some concern as to the ability of participants to accurately express their 

emotional and preferential judgments. The use of Emocards by Reijneveld, de Looze, Krause and 

Desmot (2003) eliminated this potential confound. Users point to cards that have cartoons 

showing different emotions that best fit their current mood (2003). The lack of consistent 

measuring techniques to determine the influence of aesthetics on user satisfaction and preference 

demonstrates the need for a comprehensive evaluative process.   

 

Aesthetics and Individual Differences  

User Experience 

Experience clearly plays a role in differences between users. Mahlke (2005) describes 

user experience as an “umbrella term” that summarizes all applicable interactions occurring on 

the Internet.  

The experiences of online navigation can fall under several different categories. Fluent 

experiences are automatic and well learned such as logging onto an email address completed 

several times each day. Cognitive experiences result in knowledge if done correctly, or error and 

confusion if experience doesn’t match previous attempts. Cognitive experiences change the skill 

of the user like learning to correctly input search terms to find wanted items. Expressive 

experiences allow the user to change, modify and personalize the product to create a better fit. 
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Expressive experiences may be interacting in a chat room, customizing a home page or making a 

personal website (Forlizzi & Batterbee, 2004). 

User experience is also measured by their activities online. The Center for Digital 

Research reports annually on Internet trends. The longitudinal study has examined all aspects of 

the Internet; from the type of connection to this year the importance of virtual communities. 

Internet non-users are also polled to examine the reasons for not using the Internet (2006).  

The data gathered by The Center for Digital Research allows researchers to view trends 

and see clear user experience patterns. However, the ability to label a user’s Internet experience 

level is still needed. Lida (2004) created the Internet Experience Scale, a survey to measure 

user’s experience levels on the Internet. The survey examines the user’s previous experience 

online, involvement online, usual online tasks and their ability to understand and problem solve 

while online. The survey has four main subscales; skills, utility, hedonic and involvement. The 

Skills subscale deals directly with the users reported judgment of their ability to problem solve. 

The Utility subscale examines the Internet as a way to find information and complete tasks. The 

Hedonic subscale focuses on activities that more exploratory and entertainment derived in 

nature. The Involvement scale measures if the users are immersed while completing tasks on the 

Internet.  

 

Table 1   

 

 Internet Experience Scale 

 

  Strongly 
Agree 

    Strongly 
Disagree

1 While I’m online, it’s like an 
escape from reality. 1 2 3 4 5 6 
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2 I often lose track of time when 
I’m on the Internet. 1 2 3 4 5 6 

3 Shopping for things on the 
Internet is fun. 1 2 3 4 5 6 

4 I use online resources to find 
out more about topics. 1 2 3 4 5 6 

5 I sometimes forget my 
immediate surroundings when I 

am on the Internet. 
1 2 3 4 5 6 

6 I often feel immersed when I’m 
on the Internet. 1 2 3 4 5 6 

7 I have a good time online 
because I can act on the spur of 

the moment. 
1 2 3 4 5 6 

8 I enjoy visiting unfamiliar 
websites just for the sake of 

variety. 
1 2 3 4 5 6 

9 I can describe how the Internet 
works. 1 2 3 4 5 6 

10 Using the Internet improves my 
productivity. 1 2 3 4 5 6 

11 The Internet improves my 
ability to complete tasks. 1 2 3 4 5 6 

12 Sometimes I go online because 
I’m bored. 1 2 3 4 5 6 

13 If I had a problem using the 
Internet, I could solve it one 

way or another. 
1 2 3 4 5 6 

14 I learn a lot while I’m on the 
Internet. 1 2 3 4 5 6 

15 I am extremely skilled at using 
the Internet. 1 2 3 4 5 6 

16 Buying things on the Internet is 
efficient. 1 2 3 4 5 6 

17 I enjoy exploring the Internet. 1 2 3 4 5 6 
18 I consider myself 

knowledgeable about good 
search techniques on the 

Internet. 

1 2 3 4 5 6 

 

Importance of Aesthetics to Consumers 

 The decision to purchase or use a product is usually influenced by several factors such as: 

price, necessity, product quality and brand. The product’s design and aesthetic appeal can also 
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influence the consumer. The importance of a product’s aesthetic appeal varies depending on the 

user. The individual differences in reported importance of aesthetic appeal in purchasing 

decisions in products is used by marketing companies to distinguish their product. Marketing 

researchers use many different tools to determine the value of aesthetic appeal for potential 

users. One such measurement was developed by Bloch, Brunel, & Arnold, (2003). The Centrality 

of Visual Product Aesthetics (CVPA) measures aesthetic importance to users in their purchasing 

decisions.  

The CVPA began as an 86 item survey. After the initial factor analysis, the survey was 

reduced to 52 items. Through item reduction and confirmatory factor analysis, the final form of 

the CVPA is an eleven-item instrument with three scales; value, acumen and response. Value is 

the personal and social value of design is the perceived value of visual products and how it 

enhances the quality of life for the individual and the society. Acumen refers to the individual’s 

ability to recognize and evaluate a product’s appeal. Response is the influence of aesthetic appeal 

and reactions of the user. The composite score is the design determinacy or the extent that 

product aesthetics are employed as an evaluation criteria by users.  

Each item is measured using a five-point Likert Scale with scores closer to five 

representing an increased importance of aesthetic appeal. Each item is scored and summed 

creating a composite score that is then placed into terciles or three groups categorized as high, 

medium and low based on all members of the sample population.  
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Table 2 

 

 CVPA Scales and descriptions  
 

Scale Item 
Value Owning products that have superior designs makes me feel good about myself 

 I enjoy seeing displays of products that have superior designs 
 A product’s design is a source of pleasure for me 
 Beautiful product designs make our world a better place to live 

Acumen Being able to see subtle differences in product designs is one skill that I have 
developed over time 

 I see things in a product’s design that other people tend to pass up 
 I have the ability to imagine how a product will fit in with designs of other things 

I already own 
 I have a pretty good idea of what makes one product look better than its 

competitors 
Response Sometimes the way a product looks seems to reach out a grab me 

 If a product’s design really “speaks” to me, I feel that I must buy it 
 When I see a product that has a really great design, I feel a strong urge to buy it 

 

Summary of the Literature 

 Individuals place a different emphasis on the importance of aesthetic appeal to products.  

While some users may judge a site based on its appearance, another user may care more about 

the information found on the site.  Although the CVPA was developed for consumer decision 

making processes, it is a proven measurement of individual’s reported importance of aesthetic 

appeal. The use of the CVPA will allow participants to be grouped based on their reported 

importance of aesthetic appeal for actual products.  

The importance of aesthetic appeal for Internet users in previous research has shown that 

aesthetics plays an important role in first impressions (Tractions et al., 2004; Katsura & 

Kashimura, 1997; Lindgaard & Dudek, 2003) and that first impressions may form in as little as 

50ms and 500ms (Tractinsky et all, 2004, Lindgaard & Dudek, 2006).  
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The role of aesthetics after the first impression is established by the user is less clear.  

Lindgaard & Dudek (2003) found that usability of a website appears to play a more important 

role in the website evaluation when the users are task oriented. However, they did not study sites 

with low aesthetic appeal nor did they empirically test for usability. The sites in their study were 

determined to be easy to use or difficult to use with no actual evaluation or manipulation of the 

site.  

The impact of user experience on site preference has not been examined in great detail . 

Internet user’s experience levels may impact the importance of aesthetic appeal on websites. The 

Internet Experience Scale will allow participants to be grouped based on their experience levels 

on the Internet to determine if experience impacts site judgment.  
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CHAPTER 2 

RESEARCH PURPOSE 

 The purpose of this research was to examine the impact of website aesthetic appeal on 

user perceptions, user performance and reported satisfaction. Additionally, the impact of Internet 

experience and importance of aesthetic appeal of websites was examined. To address these issues 

two studies were performed.  

1. Study 1 investigated examined the impact of individual differences of user first 

impressions of sites with varying degrees of aesthetic appeal as well as user 

agreement on site appeal.  

2. Study 2 examined the impact of usability and site appeal on user perception, 

performance and reported satisfaction. 

 

STATEMENT OF PURPOSE AND HYPOTHESIS FOR STUDY 1 

 

Study 1 Purpose  

The purpose of this study was to investigate the impact of individual differences on user 

first impression of sites with varying degrees of aesthetic appeal as well as examine user 

agreement on site appeal. This study selected sites that exemplified high aesthetic appeal and low 

aesthetic appeal based on site first impressions and reported adjective scores.  
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Study 1 Hypotheses 

A. Participants scoring high on the Hedonic subscale in the IES will score those 

sites exemplifying high aesthetic appeal more positive  than participants scoring 

low on the Hedonic subscale. 

B. Participants scoring high on the CVPA will score sites exemplifying high 

aesthetic appeal more positive than participants scoring low on the CVPA. 

 

Independent Variables 

Individual Differences 

 There were two individual difference measures used. Participant Internet experience was 

measured using Lida’s Internet Experience Scale. Participant experience was defined based on 

their tercile score on the hedonic, utility, involvement and skill subscales.  Participant response 

to visual appeal was measured using Bloch et al.’s CVPA.  

Site Appeal 

Sites were found from best and worst site lists and browsing the Internet as well as 

recommendations from colleagues. The original pool of 130 sites was reduced to 50 with 25 sites 

exemplifying high aesthetic appeal and 25 sites representing low aesthetic appeal. After a pilot 

study, the site list was reduced to avoid participant fatigue. The final 24 (12 high appeal, 12 low 

appeal) sites were selected due to their extreme high or extreme low appeal.  
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Dependent Variables 

Site Adjective Ratings 

The dependent variable of perception of site aesthetics was measured using an average 

adjective score across nine pairings of adjectives (see Table 3). An overall site rating was 

calculated as the average score across nine adjective pairings. The pairings were bipolar in nature 

with the positive adjective closer to one and the negative adjective closer to ten. The first six 

pairings were the same pairings used by Lindgaard & Dudek (2006). Three final pairings were 

added to examine overall user perceptions and user expectations of the site.  

Table 3 

 

 Adjective Ratings Survey 
 
Simple 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 Complex 
Interesting 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 Boring 
Well Designed 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 Poorly Designed 
Good Use of 
Color 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 Bad Use of 

Color 
Good Layout 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 Bad Layout 
Imaginative 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 Unimaginative 

Very Attractive 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 Very 
Unattractive 

Easy to Use 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 Hard to Use 
Easy to Navigate 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 Hard to Navigate 
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CHAPTER 3 
 

STUDY 1 METHODOLOGY  
 

Participants 

A total of 63 participants (31 undergraduate students at Wichita State University and 32 

community participants) viewed the websites in a small-group setting. The age of participants 

ranged from 18 to over 65. Forty-five of the participants were female and 18 were male. All of 

the participants had Internet experience. Ninety percent of participants reported owning their 

own computer. One participant who had no Internet experience was excluded. 

Materials 

Websites were projected on a screen using an IBM projector. A ProBasic program 

randomized the presentation order of the sites. The CVPA and the Internet Experience Survey 

were used along with a background questionnaire to gather participant demographic information. 

The individual scores from each survey were compared to examine potential relationships 

between the three surveys. Scores were also used to determine the relationship between the 

surveys and site ratings. Site ratings were based on the ratings from the adjective pairs.  

Procedure 

Participants viewed the sites in a small group setting. At the beginning of the session, 

participants completed a background survey as well as the CVPA and the IES. An explanation of 

the adjective sheet scoring was presented to the participants. After the explanation of the process, 

participants then had three practice sites to practice completing the adjective form in the allotted 

30 second time between site viewings. After the practice session, the actual websites were 

randomly projected on a screen. A ProBasic program designed to randomize the site order, and 

ten second display time was used. After the site projection, a black screen appeared for 30 
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seconds during which participants were asked to rate the site based on the adjective scale. Pilot 

studies were run to establish this amount of time as sufficient. 
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CHAPTER 4 

STUDY 1 RESULTS  

 

Adjective Scores 

Adjective scores were based on the participants’ first impressions. Each site was rated on 

nine individual adjective pairs and an average score across all pairs. For analysis, the adjective 

scores were recoded with the more positive adjectives located closer to ten.  Therefore, the 

higher the adjective score, the more appealing the site was to the participants (see Table 4). An 

independent samples t-test was conducted to examine adjective scores and site appeal (see Table 

5).  Participant site appeal ratings were consistent with the initial pre-study labeling of low and 

high appeal. There was a significant difference between the high and low appeal sites across all 

adjective pairs and the average score (see Figure 2).   

 

Table 4 

 

Site Adjective Scores for High and Low Appeal Sites Mean (SD) based on 1-10 scale. (Scores 
closer to 10 indicate more positive perception than scores closer to 1) 
 
 High Appeal Low Appeal
Simple 7.32 (1.03) 5.16 (1.82) 
Interesting 7.70 (.53) 5.09 (1.01) 
Design 7.69 (.62) 4.28 (1.09) 
Color 7.65 (1.08) 4.80 (1.14) 
Layout 7.60 (.60) 4.13 (1.01) 
Imaginative 7.17 (.61) 4.80 (1.15) 
Attractive 7.36 (.83) 4.04 (.96) 
Easy to Use 7.62 (.60) 5.06 (1.21) 
Easy to Navigate 7.62 (.62) 5.04 (1.21) 
Adjective Mean Score 7.68 (.56) 5.26 (.93) 
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Table 5 

 
t-test results for adjective scores    

Adjective Pairs df t d p 

High 
confidence 

interval 

Low 
confidence 

interval 
Simple-Complex 22 3.56 1.52 .00 0.90 3.41 
Interesting-boring 22 7.92 3.22 .00 1.93 3.29 
Well Designed- Poorly Designed 22 9.41 4.01 .00 2.66 4.16 
Good Use of Color- Bad use of Color 22 6.29 2.68 .00 1.91 3.80 
Good Layout-Bad Layout 22 10.26 4.37 .00 2.77 4.17 
Imaginative- Unimaginative 22 6.31 2.69 .00 1.59 3.15 
Very Attractive- Very Unattractive 22 9.08 3.87 .00 2.57 4.09 
Easy to Use-Hard to Use 22 6.57 2.80 .00 1.75 3.37 
Easy to Navigate- Hard to Navigate 22 6.57 2.80 .00 1.76 3.39 
Average Score 22 7.69 3.27 .00 1.77 3.07 
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Figure 2. Average adjective scores for each site. Black represents sites originally labeled high 
appeal. Light gray represents sites originally labeled low appeal. (N = 63) 
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Individual differences 

 The four scales on the IES (skill, utility, hedonic, involvement) were divided into terciles 

as done previously by Lida (2004). The IES had a scale of 1-6 with 1 = Strongly Agree and 

6=Strongly Disagree (see Table 6). The CVPA was also divided into terciles as done previously 

by Bloch (2003) (see Table 7). The CVPA is based on a scale of 1-5. Scores closer to five 

indicate a higher reported importance of aesthetic appeal.  There was a significant correlation 

between the CVPA score and low appeal sites adjective scores as well as a significant correlation 

between the IES subscales. However, there was no relationship between the IES and the 

adjective scores, the CVPA and high appeal adjective scores, or the IES and CVPA (see Table 

8).  

Table 6 

IES Tercile Grouping (Scale 1-6 with scores closer to 1 agreeing with subscale statements) 

IES 
Subscale 

N High 
Tercile 

Medium 
Tercile 

Low 
Tercile 

Skill 63 1.94(.36) 2.72(.23) 4.13(.65) 
Utility 63 1.53(.26) 2.18(.24) 3.14(.35) 
Hedonic 63 1.99(.37) 2.85(.20) 3.99(.46) 
Involvement 63 2.23(.35) 3.30(.27) 4.89(.58) 

 

Table 7 

CVPA tercile groupings (N=63) (Scale 1-5 with scores closer to 5 meaning more importance of 

aesthetic appeal) 

 N Low Tercile Medium Tercile High  Tercile 
CVPA 63 2.73(.37) 3.54(.18) 4.17(.38) 



 31

 

Table 8 

Correlation between IES subscales, CVPA score and adjective scores for high and low appeal 

sites 

  IES Subscales  Site Appeal 

  Skill Utility Hedonic Involvement CVPA 
Low 

Appeal 
High 

Appeal 
Total 

Appeal 
Skill 1 0.36 ** 0.42 ** 0.21 -0.08 -0.01 -0.05 -0.04 
Utility 0.36 ** 1 0.22 0.07 -0.14 0.16 -0.02 -0.03 
Hedonic 0.42 ** 0.22 1 0.28 * 0.04 -0.17 0.01 0.01 
Involvement 0.21 0.07 0.28 * 1 -0.04 -0.17 -0.21 0.2 
CVPA -0.08 -0.14 0.04 -0.04 1 0.28 * 0 -0.09 
Low Appeal -0.01 0.16 -0.17 -0.17 0.28 * 1 0.25 0.5** 
High Appeal -0.05 -0.02 0.01 -0.21 0 0.25 1 0.25* 
Total Appeal -0.04 -0.03 0.01 0.2 -0.09 0.5** 0.25* 1 
 
* significant at the .05 level 
** significant at the .01 level 
 

A series of one-way ANOVAs was conducted to evaluate the effects of the Different IES 

and CVPA terciles on adjective scores for high and low appeal sites. There were no significant 

interaction between IES and CVPA terciles and appeal presented in Table 9.  Source tables are 

presented in Tables 10 and 11. 

Table 9 

ANOVA Results for IES and CVPA terciles with high and low site adjective score means 

 df F η2 p 
Hedonic and High Appeal 2 .68 .01 .68 
Hedonic and Low Appeal 2 1.03 .04 .00 
CVPA and High Appeal 2 .70 .03 .50 
CVPA and Low Appeal 2 2.30 .08 .09 
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Table 10 

 

ANOVAs Source Table for Low Appeal Hedonic and CVPA Terciles 

 

Source 
Dependent 
Variable 

Type III 
Sum of 
Squares df 

Mean 
Square F Sig. η2

 
Corrected Model Low Appeal 9.22 8 1.15 1.26 0.28 0.16
Intercept Low Appeal 1768.26 1 1768.26 1937.10 0.00 0.97
Hedonic Terciles Low Appeal 1.87 2 0.94 1.03 0.36 0.04
CVPA Terciles Low Appeal 4.93 2 2.46 2.70 0.08 0.09
Hedonic * CVPA Low Appeal 2.19 4 0.55 0.60 0.66 0.04

 

Table 11  

 

Source Table for High Appeal Hedonic and CVPA Terciles 

 

Source 
Dependent 
Variable 

Type III 
Sum of 
Squares df 

Mean 
Square F Sig. η2 

Corrected Model High Appeal 2.82 8 0.35 0.50 0.85 0.07 
Intercept High Appeal 540.31 1 540.31 764.70 0.00 0.93 
Hedonic Terciles High Appeal 0.54 2 0.27 0.38 0.68 0.01 
CVPA Terciles High Appeal 0.99 2 0.50 0.70 0.50 0.03 
Hedonic * CVPA High Appeal 1.81 4 0.45 0.64 0.64 0.05 

 

There were no significant differences on adjective scores when looking at scores on the 

CVPA or IES (see Table 12).  
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Table 12  

 

Adjective scores based on IES and CVPA Terciles 

 

 N High Appeal Sites Low Appeal Sites
High Hedonic 25 7.98 (.80) 5.37 (.98) 
Medium Hedonic 22 7.76 (.86) 5.24 (.93) 
Low Hedonic 16 7.89  (.77) 5.55 (1.02) 
High CVPA 21 7.98 (.81) 5.58 (.94) 
Medium CVPA 21 7.75 (.87) 5.57 (.98) 
Low CVPA 21 7.90 (.77) 4.95 (.89) 
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CHAPTER 5 

STUDY 1 DISCUSSION 

The ability to determine aesthetic appeal was initially hypothesized to involve an 

evaluation based on individual differences like importance of appeal in products and the 

participant’s background. Results found that instead, there was much agreement by all 

participants as to what was attractive or unattractive. Participant adjective scores were consistent 

with the original classification of sites into high and low appeal groups.  These results could 

indicate general agreement by most Internet users on what an attractive or unattractive site looks 

like.  

 There were no significant differences in adjective scores for the Hedonic subscale. The 

finding that there was no difference between participants could possibly mean that a site’s initial 

aesthetic appeal perception is not affected by the motives of users while on the Internet. 

Individuals scoring high on the hedonic subscale are more attuned to the Internet experience, and 

view the Internet as a way to seek enjoyment and fun (Lida, 2004). It was hypothesized that 

individuals scoring high on the hedonic scale would be more likely to rate the attractive sites as 

more attractive. The results did not appear to support this hypothesis 

There appeared to be a weak relationship between the CVPA score and the adjective 

scores for the low appeal sites. As the CVPA score increased, so did the scores for the low 

appeal sites. Participants scoring higher on the CVPA reported more value in product aesthetic 

appeal. The higher adjective scores could represent their increased awareness of appeal and 

ultimate negative reaction to sites with low appeal.  

There was no relationship between CVPA scores and adjective scores on the high appeal 

sites. Users that reported placing more value on the aesthetic appeal of products purchased did 
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not score high appeal sites differently than those that do not place a value on product aesthetic 

appeal. This finding could be due to the limitations of the CVPA as a tool to measure Internet 

aesthetic appeal. The CVPA measures aesthetic appeal in actual real-world product purchase 

decision making. It is possible that people do not use the same decision making strategies when 

selecting sites on the Internet as they do when selecting products for purchase.  

The exposure time to the sites could also impact the ability to measure individual 

differences and the relationship to site adjective scores. Participants only viewed each site for ten 

seconds. Individual differences may appear after a longer time viewing the site, or interacting 

with the site.  
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CHAPTER 6 

PURPOSE AND HYPOTHESES FOR STUDY 2 

The purpose of this study was to build on previous research (Lindgaard & Dudek, 2006) and 

examine the relationship between aesthetic appeal, usability and user satisfaction.  

 

Independent Variables 

Aesthetic Appeal and Site Selection 

Four websites were selected from the 24 used in the first study. The sites were selected 

based on their average adjective score. The two highest and two lowest average scoring sites 

were determined to be the best representation of high and low appeal sites from the original pool 

(see Figures 3-6). 

 
Figure 3. High appeal #1; www.botanica.org.  
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Figure 4. High appeal site #2; www.australia.com.  

 

 
Figure 5. Low appeal site #23;  www.renttoownrealestate.com. 
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Figure 6. Low appeal site # 24; www.sftc.org. 

      

Site Usability 

A Usability Scale was developed by selecting guidelines from the Research Based Web 

Design and Usability Guidelines (Schneiderman, 2006). Each site was initially scored based on 

the Usability Scale (see Table 13). Sites were scored based on compliance with each item.  

Table 13 

 
Usability Scale with original usability scores. Score of 1 = compliance with scale element. Score 
of 0= non compliance. Scores closer to 0 are less usable sites. 
 
This site . . . Australia Botanica Rental San Francisco 
Has a homepage that looks like a 
homepage 1 1 0 0 

Has all major options available on the 
homepage 1 1 0 0 

Has access to the homepage from any 
other page 1 1 0 0 

Has a homepage that clearly 
communicates the purpose of the site 1 1 0 0 

Has a homepage that is not text-heavy 1 1 0 0 
Has homepage information that stays 
above fold 1 1 0 0 

Has navigation buttons located in a 1 1 0 0 
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consistent manner on all pages 
Has page elements that are aligned 1 1 0 0 
Has headings and page elements that do 
not create the illusion that users have 
reached the top or bottom of a page 
when they have not 

0 0 1 1 

Has feedback to let the users know their 
location within the site 0 0 0 0 

Has navigational options on every page 1 1 0 0 
Has navigation tabs located at the top or 
left of the page 1 1 0 0 

Has navigation only pages without 
excessive scrolling 1 1 0 0 

Has menus and links that clearly 
describe contents of category 1 1 0 0 

Has headings that are unique and 
conceptually related to the content they 
describe 

1 1 0 0 

Has meaningful page titles 1 1 0 0 
Has descriptive page titles 1 1 0 1 
Has a dark colored text on a plain, high 
contrast, non-patterned background 1 0 0 0 

Uses a font that is 10 pt or higher 1 1 0 0 
Uses a sans serif font 1 1 0 0 
Uses video, animation and audio only to 
help convey and support the website's 
message 

1 1 0 0 

Avoids the use of images that take up 
page space above the fold pushing text 
below the fold 

1 1 0 0 

Uses images that are critical to success 
of the website 1 1 0 0 

Uses clickable images that are labeled or 
use alt tags 0 0 0 0 

Avoids use of images that slow 
download time 1 1 1 1 

Avoids use of important information 
that looks like banner advertisements 0 0 1 1 

Background images are used sparingly 1 1 1 1 
Uses simple background images if 
behind text 1 1 1 1 

Uses text links 1 1 1 1 
Uses meaningful Link Labels 1 1 0 0 
Uses text links that are consistent with 
destination page headings 1 1 0 0 

Uses embedded links that accurately 1 1 0 0 
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describe link's destination 
Uses color to indicate when a link has 
been visited 0 0 0 0 

Uses links to other pages with related 
content 1 1 0 1 

Avoids text links that wrap 1 1 0 0 
Has entire images that are clickable or 
the clickable section of image is obvious 1 1 1 1 

Total 31 30 7 9 
 

 Based on the usability scale, each site was manipulated to create two unique versions of 

the site representing high usability and low usability. The sites were then evaluated using the 

usability checklist to confirm that the manipulations created a high and low usability site. 

Manipulations are described in Table 14 and highlighted in Figures 7-14 
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Table 14  

Usability Manipulations for Low and High Usability sites 

 Manipulations for High Usability Manipulations for Low Usability 

Botanica 
(1) 

- Changed navigation structure 
from cascading menu to point 
and click 

- Made hover scrolling pages 
traditional scrolling 

 

- Incorrect links on navigation menu. 
distorted path to item 

- Broken links after homepage with next 
button as only navigation option 

- Small hotspots over links 
- Link location inconsistent throughout 

pages 

Australia 
(2) 

- Added alt tags to all clickable 
images 

 

- Incorrect links on navigation menu. 
Distorted path to item 

- Broken links after homepage with next 
button as only navigation option 

- Small hotspots over links 
- Link location inconsistent throughout 

pages 

Rental  
(23) 

- Added menu navigation in 
consistent location at the top of 
the screen 

- Added page titles to inform 
users on location within site 

- Labeled embedded links clearly 
 

- No navigation menu 
- Distorted path to item 
- Next button only navigation option 
- Small hotspot over links 
- Link location inconsistent throughout 

pages 

San 
Francisco 
(24) 

- Added menu navigation in 
consistent location at the top of 
the screen 

- Added page titles to inform 
users on location within site 

- Labeled embedded links clearly 
 

- No navigation menu 
- Distorted path to item 
- Next button only navigation option 
- Small hotspot over links  
- Link location inconsistent throughout 

pages 
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Figure 7. Botanica (site #1) high appeal high usability site. Site manipulations for the high 
usability Botanica site included redesign of automatic scrolling function on several pages and the 
development of clear and consistent navigational structure on all pages.  

 

 

Figure 8. Botanica (site #1) high appeal low usability site. Site manipulations for the low 
usability Botanica site included incorrect links on the main navigation tabs across the top of all 
pages except the homepages, incorrectly sized hotspots for major links and automatic scrolling 
feature. Users were also required to click the “next” button to navigate through some sections.  
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Figure 9. Australia (site #2) high appeal high usability. Site manipulations for the high usability 
Australia site included redesign of basic navigation methods. Links were labeled and unclear 
images were replaced for easier navigation.  

 

 
 

Figure 10. Australia (site #2) high appeal low usability site. Site manipulations for the low 
usability Australia site included incorrect links on the main navigation tabs across the top of all 
pages except for the homepage. Users were required to use next button navigation to move 
through areas of the site. The hot spot in several locations was small and not centered around the 
clickable item.   
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Figure 11. San Francisco (site #23) low appeal high usability site. Site manipulations for the high 
usability site included a consistent navigation bar on all pages with the main site links visible. 

 

 
 

 

Figure 12. San Francisco (site #23) low appeal low usability site. Navigation was also consistent 
on all pages. Site manipulations for the low usability site included broken links, poorly sized 
hotspots, and “next” button navigation. 
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Figure 13. Rental (site #24) low appeal high usability site. Site manipulations for the high 
usability site included a consistent navigation bar on all pages with the main site links visible. 
Navigation was consistent on all pages 

 
 
 

 

Figure 14. Rental (site #24) low appeal low usability site. Site manipulations for the low 
usability site included bad links, poorly sized hotspots, and “next” button navigation.  

 
 Task Type 

 Two task types (Exploratory and Search) were designed to examine the impact of task 

type on user satisfaction. Participants in the exploratory task group were instructed to spend 15 

minutes and become familiar with the information presented within the website. The search task 
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group was given 15 minutes to complete four search tasks. The tasks were similar in nature 

across all sites. The first task for each site asked the user to determine the site identity and 

purpose of the site. The second task required users to navigate at least one level within the site to 

find information. The third task required users to find multiple answers within the same section 

of the website. The fourth task required users to find information at least four levels deep. The 

order of the latter three tasks was randomized to avoid order effects.  

 Content Control 

 Due to the content differences on each of the four websites, participants completed an 

attitude scale regarding the site topics namely, gardening, traveling, looking for real estate and 

following court cases. Participants were then matched based on their level of interest in the 

content as it pertained to the content of the websites. Participants either saw sites with content on 

gardening and traveling or real estate and court information based on their level of interest or 

lack of interest in the content presented on the website. The interest frequencies for participants 

in each group are presented in Table 15. 

 

Table 15  

 

Frequency Data for Participant Interests based on website content grouping  

 

 Gardening Traveling 
Looking for Real 

Estate 
Following Court 

Cases 
Very Interested 16.25% 10.00% 17.50% 15.00% 
Interested 25.00% 32.50% 20.00% 36.25% 
Neutral 21.25% 26.25% 22.50% 26.25% 
Uninterested 27.50% 22.50% 26.25% 12.50% 
Very Uninterested 10.00% 8.75% 13.75% 10.00% 
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Participants were then grouped into one of eight possible categories varying on site 

appeal (high or low), usability (high or low). 

  Exploratory Search 

  

High 
Visual 
Appeal 

Low 
Visual 
Appeal 

High 
Visual 
Appeal 

Low 
Visual 
Appeal 

High 
Usability         
Low 
Usability         

  
 
 

Dependent Variables 

 A between-subjects ANOVA 2x2x2 (usability x aesthetics x task type) was used to 

analyze the differences between groups. A repeated measures t-test (for first/final impression site 

evaluations and satisfaction scores) was used to examine the influence of usability on overall site 

impressions and user satisfaction.  

First and Final Impressions 

 Participants completed a first impression analysis of the site using a five-point Likert 

scale (see Appendix D). First impressions were made regarding the aesthetic appeal of the site, 

perceived usability of the site, and expectations of their experience on the site. This same 

evaluation was also completed by each participant at the end of the 15-minute period (final 

impression). Three additional questions examining what the participants liked best, least and 

what they would change were asked in the final impression analysis (See Appendix D). 

Satisfaction 

 Participants also completed the System User Satisfaction (SUS) after the first impression 

and after the task.   
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Time on Task  

Time on task was measured using ErgoBrowser ™ (Ergosoft). ErgoBrowser ™  is a web 

browser designed to record user actions such as time on each page, time on task, mouse clicks, 

keystroke record and user navigation within the site. Time on task began after the participant 

read the task and stopped upon returning to the homepage. Time on task assisted with the 

verification of website usability.   

Success 

           Task success was measured by the participants finding the correct answer to the tasks. 

Partially correct answers were scored as incorrect.  

Hypotheses for Study 2 were as follows: 

It was expected that the aesthetic appeal and usability of the website would impact user 

perceptions, performance, and satisfaction of the sites viewed. Specifically, it was hypothesized 

that: 

A: Participants in the high appeal condition will rate the sites more positively for the first 

impression than the low appeal site. 

B: Participants in the high appeal high usability exploratory task condition will have the most 

positive final impression scores.   

C: Participants in the low appeal high usability condition will have a more positive final 

impression than participants in the low appeal low usability condition. 

D: Participants in the search task condition will have lower final impressions than participants 

in the exploratory task condition.  
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1: Participants in the high appeal low usability search condition will have the greatest 

change in first and final impression evaluations.  

2: Participants in the high appeal low usability exploratory condition will have the greatest 

change in first and final impression evaluations.   

E: Participants in the exploratory condition will have a smaller change in pre-post task 

impressions than participants in the search task condition. 

F: Participants in the high appeal, high usability search task condition will have the highest 

success.  

G: Participants in the high appeal, high usability search task condition will be the fastest 

completing the task than other conditions.  

. 
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CHAPTER 7  

STUDY 2 METHODOLOGY 

Participants 

A total of 170 participants began the study. Three participants did not complete the study 

due to their lack of experience on websites and inability to complete any tasks. Five participants 

chose not to finish the study. Two additional participants were eliminated due to missing data 

from a computer error. After eliminating the ten participants, the number of participants that 

completed the entire study was 160.   

Of the 160 participants, 66% were female and 33% were male. Ages of participants 

ranged from 18-75 with 82% of the participants belonging between the ages of 18 and 29. The 

majority of participants reported getting online at least several times a month with 79.4% 

reported getting online daily. Only eight participants reported not owning a computer and all but 

one participant reported using a computer a few times a week.   

 

Materials 

A background survey was used to gather demographic information and content 

preferences from participants. Eight sites (two high appeal high usability, two high appeal low 

usability, two low appeal high usability, two low appeal low usability) were used. Participant 

satisfaction was measured using the SUS (Brooke, 1986). Time on task and number of clicks 

data was gathered using ErgoBrowser ™. A stopwatch was used to ensure time viewing and 

using the site was accurate. 
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Procedure 

Before beginning the study, participants completed the content preference scale online 

and were matched based on their scores for content present in the websites. Participants met in a 

computer lab in groups of no more than five. Participants were then assigned to one of eight 

conditions varying in task type, aesthetic appeal and usability. Aesthetic appeal of the site was 

determined in the first Study. Site usability was defined based on manipulations made to the 

sites.  

After completing the background questionnaire, participants were then informed they had 

ten seconds to examine the homepage of their first website (Tractinsky et al., 2003, Lindgaard & 

Dudek, 2006). Participants were allowed to scroll vertically and horizontally but were not 

allowed to click on any of the links. At the end of the ten seconds, participants completed a first 

impression evaluation consisting of the adjective survey, interest survey and SUS (see Appendix 

D). After finishing the first impression survey, users then completed a series of randomized 

search tasks or one exploratory task.  The time to complete the task/s was 15 minutes.  After 

completing the tasks or after 15 minutes, participants then evaluated their experience with a final 

impression evaluation consisting of the same surveys as the first impression survey.  

Participants then viewed a second site with similar appeal, usability and task type 

following the same protocol. The site order was randomized to avoid order effects. Two sites 

were used to ensure site satisfaction was based more on the dependent variables than the site 

content specifically.  
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CHAPTER 8 

STUDY 2 RESULTS 

 

Final Site Selection  

 Sites with similar appeal and usability were compared to ensure agreement on impression 

scores. Due to a difference between the low appeal sites on first and final impression scores, only 

four of the original eight sites were selected for analysis (see Appendix E). The four sites 

selected were the high and low usability versions of the Australia site and the high and low 

usability versions of the rental site. These sites were selected as they represented the sites with 

highest (Australia) and lowest (rental) aesthetic appeal.  

 The adjective scores were reversed before analysis making scores closer to ten having 

higher appeal and scores closer to one having lower appeal.  

 

Final Results 

A: Participants in the high appeal condition will rate the sites more positively for the first 

impression than the low appeal site.  

 

Adjective Score 

 An independent samples t-test was conducted to evaluate the effects of aesthetic appeal 

on user first impression adjective scores. The means and standard deviations for the adjective 

score as a function of aesthetic appeal are presented in Table 16. Participants scored the high 

appeal sites as more appealing than those viewing the low appeal sites t(158) = 12.59, p=.00, 

d=1.93, as shown in Figure 15.    



 53

 

Table 16  

First Impression Adjective Scores for Appeal Mean (SD) (Scale 1-10 with a score closer to 1= 

very  positive and 10=very negative) (N = 80 for each condition). 

Site Appeal First Impression Adjective Score
High 7.57 (1.38) 
Low 4.04 (2.09) 
 
 

First Impression Adjective Score

0

1

2

3

4

5

6

7

8

9

High Low

Site Appeal

A
ve

ra
ge

 A
dj

ec
tiv

e 
Sc

or
e

 
Figure 15. Mean first impression adjective score for high and low appeal sites. 
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Interest Score 

 An independent samples t-test was conducted to evaluate the effects of aesthetic appeal 

on user first impressions interest scores. The means and standard deviations for interest scores 

for each individual variable as a function of aesthetic appeal are presented in Table 17. 

Participant’s average score across all variables was more interested for those in the high appeal 

conditions than those in the low appeal condition t(158) = 9.76, p=.00, d= 1.72, presented in 

Figure 16.   

Table 17 

 First Impression Interest Score for Aesthetic Appeal Mean (SD) (Scale 1-5 with 1= very 

uninterested and 5= very interested) (N = 80 for each condition) 

 
High Appeal 

Site 
Low Appeal 

Site 
I want to spend more time on this site ** 3.46 (1.10) 1.99 (1.29) 
I want to move beyond the homepage on this website ** 3.81 (1.08) 2.40 (1.41) 
I think the design of this site positively influences my final 
impression ** 3.74 (1.03) 2.36 (1.40) 
I understand the purpose of this site  3.45 (1.34) 3.20 (1.48) 
I would enjoy spending time on this site ** 3.39 (1.05) 1.78 (1.02) 
I like this site ** 3.46 (1.01) 1.78 (.95) 
The homepage is an accurate representation of the site ** 3.28 (.90) 2.84 (1.08) 
The homepage is attractive ** 3.95 (.94) 2.11 (1.17) 
The information on this site is accurate ** 3.25 (.70) 2.84 (.72) 
The design of this website looks trustworthy ** 3.60 (.96) 2.35 (1.14) 
First Impression Interest Mean Score  ** 3.45 (1.36) 2.37 (2.09) 
** Significant at the .01 level.  
 
 



 55

First Impression Interest Score

0

0.5

1

1.5

2

2.5

3

3.5

4

HIGH LOW

Site Appeal

M
ea

n 
In

te
re

st
 S

co
re

  
Figure 16. First impression interest scores for high and low appeal sites. 

 

Satisfaction  Score  

 An independent samples t-test was conducted to evaluate the relationship between 

aesthetic appeal and participant first impression satisfaction scores. The means and standard 

deviations are presented in Table 18. Participants scored their experience as more satisfying on 

the high appeal sites than the low appeal sites t(158) = 9.87, p=.00, d= 1.62 presented in Figure 

17.  
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Table 18  

 

Satisfaction First Impression Score for Aesthetic Appeal Mean (SD) 

 

Site Appeal First Impression Satisfaction Score N 
High 67.41 (13.61) 80 
Low  42.38 (18.15) 80 
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Figure 17. First impression satisfaction scores for high and low appeal sites. 
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B: Participants in the high appeal high usability exploratory task condition will have the 

most positive final impression scores   

 

Adjective Score 

 A 2 X 2 X 2 between-subjects ANOVA (appeal x usability x task type) was conducted to 

evaluate the effects of factors on participant final impression adjective score. The means and 

standard deviations for final impression adjective ratings are presented in Table 19. There was a 

significant main effect of task type F(1,152) = 7.15, p=.00. η2=.044 with search task groups (M = 

4.57) scoring the sites as less appealing than those in the exploratory groups (M = 5.40) 

presented in Figure 18. A significant main effect of site appeal was found F(1,152) = 111.50, 

p=.00, η2=.423 with participants in the high appeal site groups (M = 6.58) scoring the sites as 

more appealing than those in the low appeal group (M = 4.78) presented in Figure 19. There was 

no significant main effect of usability F(1,152) = 1.89, p>.05. η2=.01. There was no significant 

interaction between site usability and task type F(1,152) = 1.19, p>.05, η2 = .01. There was no 

significant interaction between aesthetic appeal and usability F(1,152) = .02, p>.05. η2=.000 or 

aesthetic appeal and task type F(1,152) = .53, p>.05. η2 = .003. There was no significant three 

way interaction between aesthetic appeal, task type and usability F(1,152) = .20, p>.05. η2=.000. 

Source table and reference table are presented in Appendix F.  
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Table 19  

Final Impression Adjective Scores for Usability and Task Type Mean (SD) (Scale 1-10 with a 

score closer to 10 = very positive and 1=very negative) (N=40 for each condition). 

 Search Task  Exploratory Task 
Usability High Appeal Low Appeal High Appeal Low Appeal 
High 6.39 (1.80) 2.52 (2.14) 7,22 (2.06) 3.65 (1.95) 
Low 5.75 (1.62) 2.68 (1.94) 6.97 (1.83) 3.73 (1.88) 
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Figure 18. Final adjective score for search task and exploratory task groups. 
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Figure 19.  Final adjective score for high and low appeal sites. 

 

Interest Score 

A 2 X 2 X 2 between-subjects ANOVA (appeal x usability x task type) was conducted to 

evaluate the effects of factors on user final impression interest scores. The means and standard 

deviations for interest scores as a function of appeal, usability and task type are presented in 

Table 20. There was a significant main effect for site appeal F(1,152) = 170.84, p =.00. η2=.529. 

with participants in the high appeal group (M = 3.64) having a higher interest score than those in 

the low appeal group (M =  2.14) presented in Figure 20 with individual variable scores 

presented in Table 21. There was a significant main effect for task type F(1,152) = 4.02, p =.05. 

η2=.026. with participants in the search task group (M =2.77) scoring the site as less interesting 

than those in the exploratory task group (M = 3.00) presented in Figure 21 with individual 
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variable scores presented in Table 22. There was not a significant main effect for usability. There 

was not a significant interaction between site usability and task type. There was no interaction 

for appeal and usability or for appeal and task type. There was not a significant three-way 

interaction. Source table and reference table are presented in Appendix F. 

Table 20  

Interest Final Impression Scores For Appeal, Usability and Task Type Mean (SD) (Scale 1-5 

with 1=very uninterested and 5= very interested) (N = 20 for each condition). 

 Search Task  Exploratory Task 
Usability High Appeal Low Appeal High Appeal Low Appeal 
High 3.68 (.68) 2.45 (.55) 2.87 (.90) 2.13 (.55) 
Low 3.23 (.74) 1.95 (.60) 3.78 (.86) 2.23 (.62) 
 

Table 21  

Interest Final Impression Scores by Individual Variable for the Main Effect of Appeal Interest 

(Scale 1-5 with 1=very uninterested and 5= very interested) (N= 80 for each condition). 

 
High Appeal 

Site 
Low Appeal 

Site 
I want to spend more time on this site ** 2.75 (1.16) 1.54 (.94) 
I want to move beyond the homepage on this website ** 3.23 (1.21) 2.10 (1.34) 
I think the design of this site positively influences my final 
impression ** 3.41 (1.04) 2.49 (1.49) 
I understand the purpose of this site ** 4.16 (.91) 3.40 (1.30) 
I would enjoy spending time on this site ** 2.81 (1.15) 1.66 (1.03) 
I like this site ** 2.96 (1.08) 1.76 (1.16) 
The homepage is an accurate representation of the site ** 3.49 (.96) 2.90 (1.37) 
The homepage is attractive ** 3.96 (.88) 2.33 (1.23) 
The information on this site is accurate ** 3.72 (.88) 2.73 (1.16) 
The design of this website looks trustworthy ** 3.98 (.89) 2.45 (1.32) 
First Impression Interest Mean Score  ** 3.64 (.68) 2.14 (.81) 
** Significant at the .01 Level  
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Figure 20. Interest Final Impression Scores for Site Appeal. 
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Table 22  

Interest Final Impression Scores by Individual Variable for Main Effect of Task Type(Scale 1-5 

with 1=very uninterested and 5= very interested) 

 
Search 
Task 

Exploratory 
Task 

I want to spend more time on this site 2.25 (1.32) 2.04 (1.11) 
I want to move beyond the homepage on this website  2.66 (1.45) 2.66 (1.34) 
I think the design of this site positively influences my final 
impression  2.79 (1.45) 3.11 (1.26) 
I understand the purpose of this site ** 3.60 (1.26) 3.96 (1.07) 
I would enjoy spending time on this site  2.25 (1.32) 2.23 (1.15) 
I like this site  2.25 (1.35) 2.48 (1.18) 
The homepage is an accurate representation of the site  3.14 (1.30) 3.25 (1.34) 
The homepage is attractive ** 2.89 (1.43) 3.40 (1.27) 
The information on this site is accurate ** 2.99 (1.16) 3.45 (1.08) 
The design of this website looks trustworthy ** 2.93 (1.42) 3.50 (1.23) 
First Impression Interest Mean Score  ** 2.77 (.99) 3.00 (.85) 
** Significant at the .01 Level  
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Figure 21 Interest Final Impression Scores for Task Type. 

 

Satisfaction  Score 

 A 2 X 2 X 2 between-subjects ANOVA (appeal x usability x task type) was conducted to 

evaluate the effects on user final impression satisfaction scores. The means and standard 

deviations for satisfaction scores as a function of the three factors are presented in Table 23. 

There was a significant main effect for appeal F(1,152) =58.98, p=.00. η2=.280 with participants 

in the high appeal group (M =59.31) scoring their experience as more satisfying than those in the 

low appeal sites (M = 35.53) presented in Figure 22. There was a significant main effect for task 

type F(1,152) = 10.89, p=.00. η2=.067 with exploratory groups (M=52.53) scoring the site as 

more satisfying than search groups (M=42.31) presented in Figure 23. There was not a 
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significant main effect for usability or significant interactions. (see Table 24).   Source table and 

reference table are presented in Appendix F. 

Table 23  

Satisfaction Final Impression Scores for Appeal, Usability and Task Type Mean (SD) (N = 20 

for each condition) 

 Search Task  Exploratory Task 
Usability High Appeal Low Appeal High Appeal Low Appeal 
High 56.13(21.60) 36.25 (20.72) 68.63 (16.77) 36.88 (17.32) 
Low 47.13 (20.17) 29.75 (18.46) 65.38 (19.40) 39.25 (21.61) 
 

 

Table 24 

 Source Table for Satisfaction Final Impression Scores Source table for Satisfaction. 

 df F η2 p 
Usability Main Effect 1 1.75 .011 >.05 
Usability and Task Type 3 1.28 .00 >.05 
Appeal and Usability 1 .48 .003 >.05 
Appeal and Task Type 3 .08 .00 >.05 
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Figure 22.  Site Appeal and Final Impression Satisfaction Scores. 
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Figure 23. Task Type and Final Impression Satisfaction Scores. 

 
C: Participants in the low appeal high usability condition will have a more positive final 

impression than participants in the low appeal low usability condition 

 

Adjective Score 

An independent samples t-test was conducted to evaluate the effects of usability on user 

final impression adjective scores in the low appeal condition. The means and standard deviations 

for the adjective score as a function of usability for low appeal sites are presented in Table 25. 

There was no significant difference between high and low usability site final impressions for low 

appeal sites t(78) = .096, p>.05, d=-.42.  
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Table 25 

Final Impression Adjective Scores for Low Appeal Sites Mean (SD). Adjective (Score range from 
1-10 with scores closer to 10 representing more appealing adjectives) (N = 80 for each 
condition). 

 
Usability Low Appeal Sites 
High 5.18 (2.48) 
Low 3.22 (2.53) 
 

Interest Score 

An independent samples t-test was conducted to evaluate the effects of usability on user 

final impression interest scores in the low appeal condition. The means and standard deviations 

for the interest scores as a function of usability for low appeal sites are presented in Table 26. 

There was no significant difference between high and low usability site final impressions interest 

scores for low appeal sites  t(78) = -.64, p >.05, d=-.15.  

Table 26  

Final Impression Interest Scores for Aesthetic Appeal and Usability Mean (SD) (Scale 1-5 with 

1=very uninterested and 5= very interested) (N = 80 for each condition).  

Usability Low Appeal 
High 2.32(.54) 
Low 2.41(.67) 
 
 

Satisfaction  Score 

An independent samples t-test was conducted to evaluate the effects of usability on user 

final impression satisfaction scores in the low appeal condition. The means and standard 

deviations for the satisfaction scores as a function of usability for low appeal sites are presented 
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in Table 27. There was no significant difference between high and low usability site final 

impressions satisfaction scores for low appeal sites t(78) = -.47, p>.05, d=-.11.  

Table 27  

Final Impression Satisfaction Scores for Site Appeal and Usability Mean (SD) (N = 80 for each 

condition) 

 Low Appeal 
High Usability 36.56 (18.85) 
Low Usability 34.50 (19.55) 
 
 

D: Participants in the search task condition will have lower final impressions than 

participants in the exploratory task condition.  

 

Adjective Score 

 An independent samples t-test was conducted to examine the impact of task type on final 

impression adjective scores. The means and standard deviations for the adjective scores as a 

function of task type are presented in Table 28. There was no significant difference between 

search and exploratory task conditions for final adjective scores t(158) = -1.56, p > .05, d=.48. 
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Table 28  

Final Impression Adjective Scores for Search and Exploratory Task Conditions (Score range 

from 1-10 with scores closer to 1 representing less appealing adjectives) (N = 80 for each 

condition). 

Usability Adjective Score 
Search 5.50 (2.64) 
Exploratory 6.11 (2.33) 
 

 
Interest Score 
 

An independent samples t-test was conducted to examine the impact of task type on final 

impression interest scores. The means and standard deviations for final impression interest scores 

as a function of task type are presented in Table 29. There was a significant difference between 

search and exploratory task conditions for final impression interest scores t(158) = -.90, p = .04, 

d=-.15 (see Figure 24). 

Table 29  

Final Impression Interest Scores for Task Type  (Scale 1-5 with 1=very uninterested and 5= very 

interested) (N= 80 for each condition) 

Task Type Interest Score 
Search 2.89 (.78) 
Exploratory 3.01 (.87) 
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Figure 24. Final impression interest scores for search and exploratory task conditions. 

 

Satisfaction Score 
 
 An independent samples t-test was conducted to examine the impact of task type on final 

impression satisfaction scores. The means and standard deviations for the satisfaction scores as a 

function of task type are presented in Table 30. There was a significant difference between 

search and exploratory task conditions for final satisfaction scores t(158) = -2.81, p = .01, d= -.44 

(see Figure 25) in that the exploratory group were more satisfied that those in the search group.  
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Table 30  

Final Impression Satisfaction Scores for Task Type Mean (SD) (N = 80 for each condition) 

Task Type Satisfaction Score 
Search 42.31 (22.33) 
Exploratory 52.53 (23.59) 
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Figure 25. Final impression satisfaction scores for search and exploratory task conditions. 
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D1.  Participants in the high appeal low usability search condition will have the greatest 

change in first and final impression evaluations.  

 

Adjective Score  

A 2 X 2 between-subjects ANOVA (appeal x usability) was conducted to evaluate the 

effects on differences between the first and final impressions of the website. The means and 

standard deviations for first/final difference adjective scores are presented in Table 31. There 

was a significant main effect for appeal F(1,152) = 4.62, p = .04, η2=.057 , with participants in 

the high appeal condition (M = 1.39) having a greater adjective difference than participants in the 

low appeal condition (M = .40) presented in Figure 26. There was not a significant main effect 

for usability F(1,152) = 1.17, p > .05, η2=.015. There was not a significant interaction between 

appeal and usability F(1,152) = .72, p >. 05, η2=.009. Source table and reference table are 

presented in Appendix G.  

 

Table 31  

Difference in First and Final impression Adjective Scores for Search Task Condition Mean (SD) 

(N = 20 for each condition) 

 High Appeal Low Appeal
High Usability .51 (2.13) .89 (2.52) 
Low Usability 1.43 (1.80) .57 (1.94) 
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Figure 26. Pre/Post adjective difference scores for the main effect of site appeal. 

 

Interest Score  

A 2 X 2 between-subjects ANOVA (appeal x usability) was conducted to evaluate the 

effects on changes in first and final impression interest scores for participants in the search task 

condition. The means and standard deviations for interest scores are presented in Table 32. There 

was no significant main effect of appeal F(1,152) = .37, p = .05, η2 = .004. There was no 

significant main effect for usability (F(1,152) = 2.35, p > .05, η2=.03. There was no significant 

interaction between usability and appeal F(3,316) = 1.96, p>.05 η2=.025. Source table and 

reference table are presented in Appendix G.  
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Table 32  

Difference in First and Final Impression Interest Scores for Search Task Condition Mean (SD) 

(N = 20 for each condition) 

 High Appeal Low Appeal
High Usability -.11 (.36) .08 (.46) 
Low Usability  .17 (.53) .09 (.58) 

 
 
Satisfaction Score 
 

A 2 X 2 between-subjects ANOVA (appeal x usability) was conducted to evaluate the 

effects on changes in first and final impression satisfaction scores for participants in the search 

task condition. The means and standard deviations for satisfaction scores are presented in Table 

33.  There was no significant main effect for appeal (F(1,76) = 2.92, p > .05, η2=.04, or usability 

F(1,76) = 1.91, p > .05, η2=.025. There was no significant interaction between usability and 

appeal F(3,152) = .68, p>.05 η2=.009.  Source table and reference table are presented in 

Appendix G.  

 

Table 33 

 Difference in First and Final Impression Satisfaction Scores for Search Task Condition Mean 

(SD) (N= 20 for each condition) 

 High Appeal Low Appeal
High Usability 9 (25.83) 4.25 (26.99)
Low Usability 20.88 (24.12) 7.23 (17.24)
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D2. Participants in the high appeal low usability exploratory condition will have the 

greatest change in first and final impression evaluations.   

Adjective Score 

A 2 X 2 between-subjects ANOVA (appeal x usability) was conducted to evaluate the 

effects on differences between the first and final impressions of the website for participants in 

the exploratory task condition. The means and standard deviations for first/final difference 

adjective scores are presented in Table 34. There was not a significant main effect for usability 

F(1,152) = .41, p > .05, η2 = 005. There was not a significant main effect for appeal F(1,152) = 

.42, p > .05, η2=.005. There was not a significant interaction between appeal and usability 

F(1,152) = 1.83, p >. 05, η2=.023. Source table and reference table are presented in Appendix H.  

 
Table 34  

Difference in First and Final Impression Adjective Scores for Exploratory Task Condition Mean 

(SD) (N = 20 for each condition) 

Usability High Appeal Low Appeal
High Usability -.19(.47) -.67(1.43) 
Low Usability -1.01 (1.21) -.18 (1.41) 
 

Interest Score 

A 2 X 2 between-subjects ANOVA (appeal x usability) was conducted to evaluate the 

effects on changes in first and final impression interest scores for participants in the exploratory 

task condition. The means and standard deviations for interest scores are presented in Table 35. 

There was a significant main effect of appeal F(1,152) = 7.18, p = .01, η2 = .086 with participants 

in the low appeal condition (M = .140) having a greater difference between pre and post task 

interest scores than participants in the high appeal condition (M = -.125) presented in Figure 27.  
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There was no significant main effect for usability (F(1,152) = .25, p > .05, η2=.003. There was a 

significant interaction between usability and appeal F(3,316) = 4.17, p>.04 η2=.052, with 

participants in the high appeal high usability condition (M = -.11) having a more negative final 

impression than participants in the high appeal low usability condition (M = .17). Source table 

and reference table are presented in Appendix H.  

 

Table 35  

Difference in First and Final Impression Interest Scores Exploratory Task Condition Mean (SD) 

(N = 20 for each condition) 

 High Appeal Low Appeal 
High Usability -.16 (.47) .12 (.32) 
Low Usability -.09 (.51) .17 (.45) 
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Figure 27: Pre/Post task interest score difference for the main effect of aesthetic appeal 

 

Satisfaction Score 
 

A 2 X 2 between-subjects ANOVA (appeal x usability) was conducted to evaluate the 

effects on changes in first and final impression satisfaction scores for participants in the 

exploratory task condition. The means and standard deviations for satisfaction scores are 

presented in Table 36.  There was no significant main effect for appeal (F(1,76) = 2.09, p > .05, 

η2=.026, or usability F(1,76) = 1.80, p > .05, η2=.023. There was no significant interaction 

between usability and appeal F(3,152) = .12, p>.05 η2=.002.  Source table and reference table are 

presented in Appendix H.  
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Table 36  

Difference in First and Final Impression Satisfaction Scores Exploratory Task Condition Mean 

(SD) (N = 20 for each condition) 

 High Appeal Low Appeal 
High Usability -1.18 (20.94) 4.13 (15.40) 
Low Usability 3.63 (25.50) 12.13 (22.45) 

 
 
E.  Participants in the exploratory condition will have a smaller change in pre-post task 

impressions than participants in the search task condition. 

 
Adjective  Score 
 

An independent samples t-test was conducted to examine the impact of task type on the 

difference between first and final impression adjective scores. The means and standard 

deviations for first-final impression difference adjective scores as a function of task type are 

presented in Table 37. There was not a significant difference between search and exploratory 

task conditions for adjective difference scores t(158) = .57, p > .05, d= .25. 

Table 37 

Difference Between First and Final Impression Adjective Scores for Search and Exploratory 

Task Mean (SD) (N = 80 for each condition)   

 

Task Type Adjective Score 
Search .89 (2.11) 
Exploratory .70 (2.15) 
 
Interest Score 
 

An independent samples t-test was conducted to examine the impact of task type on the 

difference between first and final impression interest scores. The means and standard deviations 
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for interest difference scores as a function of task type are presented in Table 38. There was not a 

significant difference between search and exploratory task conditions for interest difference 

scores t(158) =.72, p > .05, d= .11. 

Table 38 

Difference Between First and Final Impression Interest Scores For Search and Exploratory Task 

Conditions (N = 80 for each condition) 

Task Type Interest Score 
Search .06 (.43) 
Exploratory .01 (.45) 
 
 
Satisfaction Score 
 

An independent samples t-test was conducted to examine the impact of task type on the 

difference between first and final impression satisfaction scores. The means and standard 

deviations for satisfaction difference scores as a function of task type are presented in Table 39. 

There was not a significant difference between search and exploratory task conditions for 

satisfaction difference scores t(158) =1.57, p > .05, d= .24. 

Table 39 

Difference Between First and Final Impression Satisfaction Scores For Search and Exploratory 

Task Conditions 

Task Type Satisfaction Score 
Search 10.37 (24.31) 
Exploratory 4.69 (21.39) 
 
 

 

 



 80

 

F. Participants in the high appeal, high usability group will have the highest success.  

A 2 X 2 between-subjects ANOVA (appeal x usability) was conducted to evaluate the 

effects on user success on search tasks. The percentage of correct responses is presented in Table 

40. There was a significant main effect for site usability F(1,152) = 26.51, p = .00. η2 = .2.59 

with participants in the high usability condition(M = 5.80) having more success than those in the 

low usability condition (M = 4.23) presented in Figure 28.  There was not a significant main 

effect of appeal F(1,152) = .33, p >.05. η2 = .004. There was not a significant interaction between 

usability and appeal F(1,152) = 2.41, p > .05 η2 = .031.  Source table and reference table are 

presented in Appendix I. 

Table 40 

 
Search Task Percent Correct  
 

 High Appeal Low Appeal 
High Usability 81% 85% 
Low Usability 65% 56% 
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Figure 28. Search task success for the main effect of usability. 

 
G. Participants in the high appeal, high usability search task condition will be fastest 

completing the tasks.  

A 2 X 2 X 2 between-subjects ANOVA  (appeal x usability x task type) was conducted to 

evaluate time on task. The means and standard deviations for time on task are presented in Table 

41. There was a significant interaction between usability and task type F(1,152) = 5.58, p = .02 

η2 = .035. Participants in the low usability search task condition (M = 705.03) spent more time 

on the site than those in the other conditions presented in Figure 29. There was also a significant 

interaction between appeal and task type F(1,152) = 11.82, p =.00. η2 = .072. Participants in the 

high appeal search task condition (M = 758.76) spending more time on the site than those in the 

other conditions presented in Figure 30. There was a significant main effect for appeal F(1,152) 

= 40.86, p = .01. η2 = .046 with the low appeal condition (M = 539.14) spending less time on the 
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site than those in the high appeal condition (M = 683.50). The main effect of task type was also 

significant F(1,152) = 10.41, p = .00. η2 = .064 with participants in the exploratory task condition 

(M = 574.89) spending less time on the site than those in the search task condition (M = 647.75). 

There was a significant main effect of usability F(1,152) = 7.35, p = .05. η2 = .046 with 

participants in the low usability condition (M = 641.93) spending more time on the site than 

those in the high usability condition (M = 580.71).. There was no significant interaction between 

usability and appeal F(1,152) = .07, p >.05. η2 = .000. There was not a significant three-way 

interaction between the variables F(1,152) = .09, p >.05. η2 = .001.   Source table and reference 

table are presented in Appendix I. 

Table 41 

 

Time on Task in Seconds Mean (SD) 
 

 Search Task  Exploratory Task 
Usability High Appeal Low Appeal High Appeal Low Appeal 
High 707.84 (160.91)) 473.09 (132.02) 604..1 (159.81) 537.88 (102.97) 
Low 809.67 (136.17) 600.40 (147.67) 612.48 (173.75) 545.19 (115.04) 
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Figure 29. Time on task for the interaction of usability and task type for time on task. 
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Figure 30. Interaction between site appeal and task type for time on task. 
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CHAPTER 9 

DISCUSSION STUDY 2 

   

The subjective nature of aesthetic appeal has made it difficult to measure in relation to 

user satisfaction and success on websites. Research has found a connection between aesthetic 

appeal and user preference and satisfaction for a variety of products (Tractinsky 1997; 

Yamamoto & Lambert 1994; Lindgaard & Dudek 2002, Lindgaard et al. 2006, Katsura & 

Kashimura 1997). Other research has used pre-existing websites without manipulating the appeal 

or usability of the website (Lindgaard & Dudek, 2002).  

User interaction on websites is a complex activity with many variables. Websites vary in 

the purpose and function. Some website’s purpose is more for user exploration. Entertainment 

and magazine sites are one example where the users’ interest and motives are potentially less 

focused (www.webstyleguide.com). Other sites have more specific purpose where the users have 

a specific goal to accomplish. It was hypothesized that the user’s intended goals on the site as 

well as the purpose of the site may impact the importance of appeal and usability for websites. 

The search and exploratory task condition attempted to recreate this diversity of website 

interaction and user goals while interacting on the site.  

Users evaluated each site before and after a search or exploratory task. The first 

impression evaluation was before any activity on the site was completed. These two impressions 

were then compared based on the variables of appeal, usability and task type.  
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First Impression 

 The first impression evaluations were consistent with previous research (Lindgaard & 

Dudek 2006) and with Study 1. Users rated the sites with high appeal as more interesting than 

sites with low appeal. Sites with high appeal were more likely to be rated as well designed than 

sites with low appeal. Users scored the sites with high appeal as having a better use of color. 

High appeal sites scored more positively for their layout. Sites with high appeal were rated as 

more imaginative and attractive than low appeal sites. Finally users scored the sites with high 

appeal as easier to use and navigate than the low appeal sites.  

 Users also reported being more interested in the site in the high appeal condition than 

users in the low appeal condition. Users in the high appeal condition were more likely to report 

wanting to spend more time on the site as well as move beyond the homepage of the site. The 

trustworthiness of the site appeared to be influenced by the site’s appeal causing users in the high 

appeal condition to report more perceived information accuracy and trustworthiness than those 

viewing low appeal sites. Users were also more likely to agree with the statement “I like this 

site” when viewing the high appeal sites than those viewing sites with low appeal.  

The higher reported interest and more positive adjective ratings were consistent with the 

perceived satisfaction of users. After a 10 second viewing of the homepage, users in the high 

appeal condition reported being more satisfied with the site than those viewing the low appeal 

site.  
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Final Impressions 

Site Appeal 

Site appeal influenced user final impressions similarly to their first impressions. 

Participants in the high appeal condition reported higher adjective scores than those in the low 

appeal condition. This finding is consistent with previous research (Lindgaard & Dudek 2006). 

Those in the low appeal condition reported less interest in the site than those in the high appeal 

condition as well as less satisfaction upon completion of tasks. The consistent impact of site 

appeal on first and final impressions gives strength to the argument that users are influenced by 

appeal.  

Usability 

Participants did not appear to be influenced by site usability for any of the final 

impression measurements. This finding may hint at the potency of site appeal on user evaluations 

of websites.  

Task Type 

Task type did influence user final impression evaluations. The design of the two task 

conditions attempted to recreate two user environments. Those in the search condition were 

under time constraints and required to find information. Participants in the exploratory condition 

had no specific task and a time limit that allowed them to move through the site with leisure. 

Participants in the exploratory task reported more positive adjectives to describe the site as well 

as more interest in the site. Those in the exploratory task condition also reported more overall 

satisfaction with the site than those in the search task condition. These findings appear to show 

the impact on site purpose and user goals in site evaluations. Participants appear to be more 
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critical of sites when they are attempting to find specific information in a limited amount of time 

than participants that were allowed to browse the site with no specific goal. 

Aesthetics, Usability and Task Type 

Participants in the high appeal, high usability exploratory condition rated the site more 

positively based on adjectives and interest scores and satisfaction than users in the low appeal, 

low usability search task. This difference in scores could show the impact on aesthetics, usability 

and task type on user impressions. When users have no specific goal and are on a site with high 

appeal and high usability, their satisfaction with the site may be higher than users on an 

unattractive site that is difficult to use.  

 

Difference Between First and Final Impression Scores 

To truly measure the effect of appeal usability and task type on user impression scores an 

examination of the difference between first and final impression scores was conducted.  

Appeal 

Site appeal appears to have a consistent impact on user adjective ratings both before and 

after task. The differences between user’s first impression adjective scores and final impression 

adjective scores were not different. There was no significant change between first and final 

impression scores for satisfaction. Participants appeared to be as satisfied after completing tasks 

as they were after their 10 second encounter with the homepage. This finding could show the 

stability of site appeal on user evaluations. Changes in user interest in the site was impacted by 

site appeal. Those in the low appeal condition had less interest in the site after completing the 

task and therefore had a larger change in first-final impressions. Appeal appears to be a 

consistent variable impacting user impression of a website. 
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Usability 

Although the findings were not significant due to large variance scores, there appears to 

be a trend regarding usability and participant satisfaction. Usability may impact overall 

impressions on sites with high appeal. Low appeal sites do not appear to be impacted by 

usability.    

Task Type 

Task type appeared to influence changes in the adjective scores between participant’s 

first and final impressions. Participants in the search condition had a greater change in adjective 

scores with the final adjective score being more negative than the first impression score. This 

could represent the increased attention to the site and subsequent frustration users felt when 

attempting to find information by those in the search condition.  

Appeal, Usability and Task Type 

Site appeal, usability and task type all play a role in user site perceptions. Participants in 

the high appeal condition had higher adjective scores upon first impression. These scores did not 

change even if the site was difficult to use. Participants in the low appeal condition had lower 

adjective scores after their first 10 second encounter with the site. Their scores were also not 

affected by the site’s usability. Site usability appears to influence changes to user satisfaction, 

with those in the low usability condition reporting less satisfaction.  

User satisfaction appears to be influenced by usability. Users were more frustrated and 

less satisfied with sites that had low usability.  

Time on Task and Success 

The measurement of time on task and success was a manipulation check to ensure that 

the changes made to the site indeed affected user behavior. Participants in the low usability 
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search condition spent more time on the site. This finding shows the usability manipulations as 

well as the task types impacted user behavior on the site, with users taking longer to find 

information on the sites designed to be more difficult. Those in the high usability condition were 

more successful finding the information in the search task condition. Even though usability 

impacted the users’ experience on the site, it did not appear to impact the subjective measures. 

The large amount of variance found on the subjective measures may demonstrate the impact of 

individual differences when rating the sites. 

Future Research 

Areas for future research should focus on what makes a homepage aesthetically 

appealing. Development of an accurate scale to measure homepage and website appeal is needed. 

An examination of the relationship between perceived site trustworthiness and aesthetic appeal 

should also be examined in more detail. One of the main differences between the high appeal 

sites and low appeal sites used in this study was the proportion of text vs. images found on the 

homepage. The high appeal site homepage consisted of a large landscape with minimal text. The 

low appeal site homepage had no images and was text heavy.  

Continued investigation on the impact of appeal, usability and task type is needed to 

determine in greater detail how each variable influences user perceptions. The usability 

manipulation in this research was limited to ensure accurate site appeal. This limitation could 

have influenced the impact of usability on site impressions. Participants also spent a limited time 

on the site. This could have affected their site impressions also. Research should further examine 

the impact of usability and aesthetic appeal on sites that generally require users to search for 

information. One of the challenges with search task scenarios in a lab setting is creating a 

situation in which users are actually invested in finding the correct answers.  
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The design of this study was a between-subjects design. Participants were only exposed 

to one variation of usability, appeal and task type. Although all participants had experience in 

using the Internet, the limited encounter with only one condition could have impacted their 

overall impressions. Future research should allow users to compare across several conditions 

creating a more realistic Internet experience.  

 

Implications to Website Design 

Users appear to want their cake and eat it too when it comes to website design. An 

attractive site pulls users into the site and creates feelings of interest and initial satisfaction. If the 

site is unattractive users do not appear to be interested, or to desire more interaction with the site. 

Designers must develop a homepage that not only attracts user’ attention but also engages them. 

This research suggests that an attractive homepage is more likely to pull in users than an 

unattractive page.  The site’s aesthetic appeal also influences their overall perceptions. An 

unattractive site with good usability does not seem to influence user’s interest and satisfaction 

with the site.  

Designers must also think about the goal of the users and the purpose of the site. Users 

appear to be more aware of the aesthetic appeal and design of the site when they are actively 

searching for information. The pressure to find something specific may make users attend more 

to the site’s flaws. Sites designed for more exploration by users such as entertainment sites may 

have more freedom with their design. 

As users continue to become more sophisticated consumers of websites, their demands 

will continue to increase. Sites must appeal to users aesthetically as well as allow users to 

perform and complete tasks efficiently and effectively. By blending the aesthetics of design with 
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the principles and guidelines of website usability, website users become more engaged, and 

satisfied with the site.  
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Appendix A 

 Internet Experience Survey 

 

1 I can describe how the Internet works. 

2 I am extremely skilled at using the Internet. 

3 If I had a problem using the Internet, I could solve it one way or another. 

4 I consider myself knowledgeable about good search techniques on the Internet. 

5 I learn a lot while I’m on the Internet.  

6 The Internet improves my ability to complete tasks.  

7 I use online resources to find out more about topics. 

8 Using the Internet improves my productivity. 

9 Buying things on the Internet is efficient.  

10 Sometimes I go online because I’m bored. 

11 I enjoy visiting unfamiliar websites just for the sake of variety. 

12 I enjoy exploring the Internet. 

13 I have a good time online because I can act on the spur of the moment. 

14 Shopping for things on the Internet is fun.  

15 I sometimes forget my immediate surroundings when I am on the Internet. 

16 I often lose track of time when I’m on the Internet. 

17 I often feel immersed when I’m on the Internet. 

18 While I’m online, it’s like an escape from reality. 
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Appendix B  

CVPA 

 

  

Strongly 

Disagree       

Strongly 

Agree 

 Owning products that have superior designs make me feel 
good about myself 

1 2 3 4 5 

 A product’s design is a source of pleasure for me 
1 2 3 4 5 

Beautiful product designs make our world a better place to live 
1 2 3 4 5 

Being able to see subtle differences in product designs is one 
skill that I have developed over time 

1 2 3 4 5 

I see things in a product’s design that other people tend to pass 
over 

1 2 3 4 5 

I have the ability to imagine how a product will fit in with the 
designs of things that I already own 

1 2 3 4 5 

I have a pretty good idea of what makes one product look better 
than its competitors 

1 2 3 4 5 

Sometimes the way a product looks seems to reach out and 
grab me 

1 2 3 4 5 

If a product’s design really “speaks” to me, I feel I must buy it 
1 2 3 4 5 

When I see a product that has a really good design, I feel a 
strong urge to buy it 

1 2 3 4 5 
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Appendix C 

Screen-Shots of Original 24 Sites 

High Appeal Sites 
 

Site 1 
 
 
 

Site 2 

  

Site 3 Site 4 
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Site 5 Site 6 

 

Site 7 Site 8 
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Site 9 Site 10 

  
Site 11 Site 12 
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Low Appeal Sites 

  
Site 13 Site 14 

Site 15 Site 16 
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Site 17 Site 18 

   
 

Site 19 Site 20 
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Site 21 Site 22 

  
Site 23 Site 24 
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Appendix D 

First/Final Impression  Surveys 

Based on your experience with the homepage, please answer the following questions 
Simple 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 Complex 

Interesting 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 Boring 

Well Designed 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 Poorly 
Designed 

Good Use of 
Color 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 Bad Use of 

Color 
Good Layout 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 Bad Layout 
Imaginative 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 Unimaginative 

Very Attractive 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 Very 
Unattractive 

Easy to Use 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 Hard to Use 

Easy to Navigate 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 Hard to 
Navigate 
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 Strongly 
Disagree

      Strongly 
Agree 

1.       I think that I would like to use 
this website frequently. 1 2 3 4 5 
2.       I found the website 
unnecessarily complex. 1 2 3 4 5 
3.       I thought the website was easy 
to use. 1 2 3 4 5 
4.       I think that I would need the 
support of a technical person to be 
able to use this website. 1 2 3 4 5 
5.       I found the various functions in 
this website were well integrated. 

1 2 3 4 5 
6.       I thought there was too much 
inconsistency in this website 1 2 3 4 5 
7.       I would imagine that most 
people would learn to use this website 
very quickly. 1 2 3 4 5 
8.       I found the website very 
cumbersome to use. 1 2 3 4 5 
9.       I felt very confident using the 
website. 1 2 3 4 5 
10.    I needed to learn a lot of things 
before I could get going with this 
website. 1 2 3 4 5 
11.    The pages on this website are 
attractive. 1 2 3 4 5 
12.    This website has some annoying 
features. 1 2 3 4 5 
13.    The design of this website looks 
professional. 1 2 3 4 5 
14.    I would recommend this website 
to a friend. 1 2 3 4 5 
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  Strongly 
Disagree 

      Strongly 
Agree 

  1 2 3 4 5 
I want to spend more time on 
this website 

1 2 3 4 5 

I want to move beyond the 
homepage on this website 

1 2 3 4 5 

I think the design of this site 
positively influences my first 
impression  

1 2 3 4 5 

I understand the purpose of the 
website 

1 2 3 4 5 

I would enjoy spending time on 
this website 1 2 3 4 5 

I like this site 1 2 3 4 5 
The homepage is an accurate 
representation of the site 1 2 3 4 5 

The homepage is attractive 1 2 3 4 5 
The information on this site is 
accurate 1 2 3 4 5 
The design of this website looks 
trustworthy 1 2 3 4 5 

 
 
What do you like the BEST about this site?What do you like the LEAST about this 

site? 
   

What changes, if any, would you make to the site to make it better?
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Appendix E 

 
Initial Analysis 

 
Initial Analysis 

 Each condition consisted of two sites with similar usability and aesthetic appeal ratings. 

To ensure that the results were not based on differences between the sites, an initial analysis of 

the sites was conducted. 

 

First Impression Score Manipulations 

First impression scores were made up of three measures; adjective score, interest score 

and SUS score.  

A positive first impression was defined in three parts: scoring low on the adjective pairs 

(the lower the score the more positive the first impression), scoring high on the SUS, and ranking 

the site impressions positive. 

Adjective Score  

The adjective score was determined by the adjective ratings based on a ten-point Likert 

scale, with a score closer to one relating to a more appealing site. The scores were averaged 

across all nine variables. Average first impression adjective scores are presented in Table 42. A 

paired-samples t-test was conducted to evaluate whether the first impression adjective scores 

were similar for each grouping of sites viewed by the participant. The results presented in Table 

43 indicate that first impression adjective scores were different for the low appeal sites in that the 

Rental site was rated significantly less appealing than the San Francisco site. 
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Table 42 

First Impression Adjective Scores Mean (SD) 
 High Appeal Sites Low Appeal Sites 

Usability Australia Botanica Rental San Francisco 
High 3.67 (1.44) 3.80 (1.77) 6.70 (2.35) 4.86 (2.18) 
Low 3.22 (1.24) 3.04 (1.11) 7.20 (1.79) 5.47 (2.12) 

 

Table 43 
t-test Results for First Impression Adjective Scores 

 df T d p 
High Appeal High Usability 39 -.05 .04 .62 
High Appeal Low Usability 39 .75 .15 .46 
Low Appeal High Usability 39 3.7 .81 .00 
Low Appeal Low Usability 39 3.62 .88 .00 
 

Interest Score 

Participant interest in the website was determined by their average scores across ten 

questions on a five-point Likert scale, with a score closer to one relating to less interest in the 

site, mean scores presented in Table 44. Each variable dealt with the participant’s interest in 

continuing to explore the website with a score closer to five indicating more interest in the site. 

Scores were averaged across all ten variables to create a combined average interest score. 

Average combined first impression interest scores are presented in Table 45. A paired-samples t-

test was conducted to evaluate whether the first impression adjective scores were similar for each 

grouping of sites viewed by the participants. The results presented in Table 46 indicate that first 

impression interest scores were different for the low appeal sites.  
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Table 44 

First Impression Interest Scores Mean (SD) (Scale 1-5 with 1=Strongly Disagree and 

5=Strongly Agree) 

 
 

Table 45 

First Impression Combined Interest Scores Mean (SD) 

 High Appeal Site Low Appeal Sites 
Usability Australia Botanica Rental San Francisco 

High 3.89 (.78) 4.19 (.68) 2.64 (.92) 3.47 (1.08) 
Low 3.97 (.88) 4.16 (.81) 2.61 (.82) 3.01 (1.02) 
 

Table 46 

t-test results for First Impression Interest Scores 

 df t d p 
High Appeal High Usability 39 2.08 .41 .06 
High Appeal Low Usability 39 1.36 .22 .18 
Low Appeal High Usability 39 3.99 .83 .00 
Low Appeal Low Usability 39 1.82 .43 .00 
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Satisfaction  Score 

The satisfaction score consisted of scores across ten variables on a five-point Likert scale, 

with a higher score relating to more satisfaction in the site. Scores were summed across all 

variables to create a total score with higher scores linked to more satisfaction than lower scores. 

Average first impression SUS scores are presented in Table 47. A paired-samples t-test was 

conducted to evaluate whether the first impression adjective scores were similar for each 

grouping of sites viewed by the participants. The results presented in Table 48 indicate that first 

impression SUS scores were significantly different for all sites except for the high appeal high 

usability sites.  

Table 47 

First Impression SUS Score Mean (SD) 

 High Appeal Sites Low Appeal Sites 
Usability Australia Botanica Rental San Francisco 

High 66.31 (13.23) 69.75 (11.65) 40.75 (17.16) 58.38 (18.60) 
Low 68.50 (14.06) 75.88 (12.07) 44.00 (19.17) 57.44 (19.39) 

   

Table 48 

t-test results for First Impression SUS Scores 

 df t d p 
High Appeal High Usability 39 1.65 .28 0.11 
High Appeal Low Usability 39 3.20 .56 0.00 
Low Appeal High Usability 39 5.41 .99 0.00 
Low Appeal Low Usability 39 2.92 .70 0.01 

 

Final Impression Score Manipulations 

Final impression scores were made up of the same three measures as the final impression 

scores; adjective score, interest score and SUS score.  
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Adjective Score  

The adjective score was determined by the adjective ratings based on a ten point Likert 

scale, with a score closer to one relating to a more appealing site. The adjective score consisted 

of scores across nine variables. Average final impression adjective scores are presented in Table 

49. A paired-samples t-test was conducted to evaluate whether the final impression adjective 

scores were similar for each grouping of sites viewed by the participant. The results presented in 

Table 50 indicate that final impression adjective scores were different for the low appeal sites.  

Table 49 

Final Impression Adjective Scores Mean (SD) 

 High Appeal Sites Low Appeal Sites 
Usability Australia Botanica Rental San Francisco 

High 4.19 (1.96) 4.68 (1.78) 7.39 (2.02) 5.46 (2.27) 
Low 4.64 (1.81) 4.36 (1.69) 7.79 (1.96) 6.45 (2.48) 

 

Table 50 

t-test Results for Final Impression Adjective Scores 

 df t d p 
High Appeal High Usability 39 1.34 .26 .19 
High Appeal Low Usability 39 .82 .16 .42 
Low Appeal High Usability 39 4.13 .90 .00 
Low Appeal Low Usability 39 3.05 .60 .00 

 

Interest Score 

Participant interest in the website was determined by their average scores across ten 

questions on a five-point Likert scale, with a score closer to one relating to less interest in the 

site, mean scores presented in Table 51. Each variable dealt with the participant’s interest in 
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continuing to explore the website with a score closer to five indicating more interest in the site. 

Scores were averaged across all ten variables to create a combined average interest score. 

Average final impression interest scores are presented in Table 52. A paired-samples t-test was 

conducted to evaluate whether the final impression adjective scores were similar for each 

grouping of sites viewed by the participants. The results presented in Table 53 indicate that final 

impression interest scores were different for all sites but the high appeal low usability group.  

Table 51 

Final Impression Interest Scores Mean (SD) 

 
 
 

Table 52 

Final Impression Interest Scores Mean (SD) 

 High Appeal Sites Low Appeal Sites 
Usability Australia Botanica Rental San Francisco 

High 4.19 (.88) 3.81 (.78) 2.42 (.75) 2.74 (.86) 
Low 3.89 (.93) 3.80 (.88) 2.32 (.69) 3.03 (1.01) 
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Table 53 

t-test results for Final Impression Interest Scores 

 df t d p 
High Appeal High Usability 39 2.07 .45 0.04 
High Appeal Low Usability 39 0.44 .09 0.67 
Low Appeal High Usability 39 1.83 .39 0.08 
Low Appeal Low Usability 39 5.10 .82 0.00 

 

Satisfaction Score 

The satisfaction score consisted of scores across ten variables on a five-point Likert scale, 

with a higher score relating to more satisfaction in the site. Scores were summed across all 

variables to create a total score with higher scores linked to more satisfaction than lower scores. 

Average final impression SUS scores are presented Table 54. A paired-samples t-test was 

conducted to evaluate whether the final impression adjective scores were similar for each 

grouping of sites viewed by the participants. The results presented in Table 55 indicate that final 

impression satisfaction scores were significantly different for the low appeal sites. 

Table 54 

Final Impression SUS Score Mean (SD) 

 High Appeal Sites Low Appeal Sites 
Usability Australia Botanica Rental San Francisco
High 62.38 (20.11) 61.00 (16.81) 36.56 (18.85) 50.56 (23.15) 
Low 56.25 (21.61) 52.94 (20.17) 34.50 (20.41) 45.19 (24.13) 
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Table 55 

t-test results for Final Impression SUS Scores 

 df t d p 
High Appeal High Usability 39 0.36 .07 0.72 
High Appeal Low Usability 39 0.81 .16 0.43 
Low Appeal High Usability 39 3.36 .66 0.00 
Low Appeal Low Usability 39 2.60 .48 0.01 

 

Search Task Success Data 

 Participants were given a total of fourteen search tasks, with seven tasks for each site 

viewed. The answers to the tasks were scored as correct or incorrect. Task success was defined 

as the total amount of correct answers for both sites.  

 

Time on Task Data 

 There were seven missing data files for time on task. The missing data was spread across 

all groups except for the high appeal high usability condition. All missing data was replaced with 

the mean score for that condition. Time on task was defined as the total amount of time on task 

for both sites. 
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Appendix F 

B: Participants in the high appeal high usability exploratory task condition will have the 

most positive final impression scores   

Table 56 

Anova Source Table for Adjective Final Impression Scores 
 
Source Type III Sum of Squares df Mean Square F Sig. η2 
Corrected Model 445.91 7.00 63.70 17.50 0.00 0.45
Intercept 3982.82 1.00 3982.82 1093.85 0.00 0.88
USABILITY 6.90 1.00 6.90 1.89 0.17 0.01
APPEAL 405.96 1.00 405.96 111.49 0.00 0.42
TASK 26.02 1.00 26.02 7.15 0.01 0.04
USABILITY * APEAL 0.06 1.00 0.06 0.02 0.90 0.00
USABILITY * TASK 4.35 1.00 4.35 1.19 0.28 0.01
APPEAL * TASK 1.91 1.00 1.91 0.53 0.47 0.00
USAB * APPEAL * TASK 0.71 1.00 0.71 0.20 0.66 0.00
 
 

Table 57 

 
Reference Table for Adjective Final Impression Scores Mean (SD) 
 
 Search Task Exploratory Task 
Usability High Appeal Low Appeal High Appeal Low Appeal
High 4.61 (1.80) 7.48 (2.14) 3.78 (2.06) 8.32 (1.94) 
Low 5.26 (1.62) 7.31 (1.93) 4.03 (1.83) 7.27 (1.88) 
 

Table 58 

ANOVA Source Table for Interest Final Impression Scores 
 
Source Type III Sum of Squares df Mean Square F Sig. η2 
Corrected Model 95.89 7.00 13.70 26.00 0.00 0.54
Intercept 1331.72 1.00 1331.72 2527.92 0.00 0.94
USABILITY 1.30 1.00 1.30 2.46 0.12 0.02
APPEAL 90.00 1.00 90.00 170.84 0.00 0.53
TASK 2.12 1.00 2.12 4.02 0.05 0.03
USABILITY * APPEAL 0.32 1.00 0.32 0.62 0.43 0.00
USABILITY * TASK 1.37 1.00 1.37 2.60 0.11 0.02
APPEAL * TASK 0.78 1.00 0.78 1.49 0.22 0.01
USABILITY * APPEAL * TASK 0.00 1.00 0.00 0.00 0.97 0.00
 



 119

 

Table 59 

 
Reference Table for Interest Final Impression Scores Mean (SD) 
 
 Search Task Exploratory Task 
Usability High Appeal Low Appeal High Appeal Low Appeal 
High 3.68 (.68) 2.23 (.78) 3.87 (.90) 1.95 (.60) 
Low 3.23 (.74) 2.13  (.55) 3.78 (.86) 2.23 (.62) 
 
 

Table 60 

Anova Source Table for Satisfaction Final Impression Scores 
 
Source Type III Sum of Squares df Mean Square F Sig. η2 
Corrected Model 29256.84 7.00 4179.55 10.90 0.00 0.33
Intercept 359813.48 1.00 359813.48 938.13 0.00 0.86
USABILITY 670.35 1.00 670.35 1.75 0.19 0.01
APPEAL 22621.91 1.00 22621.91 58.98 0.00 0.28
TASK 4176.91 1.00 4176.91 10.89 0.00 0.07
USABILITY * APPEAL 165.04 1.00 165.04 0.43 0.51 0.00
USABILITY * TASK 534.73 1.00 534.73 1.39 0.24 0.01
APPEAL * TASK 1063.48 1.00 1063.48 2.77 0.10 0.02
USABILITY * APPEAL * TASK 24.41 1.00 24.41 0.06 0.80 0.00
 

Table 61 

Reference Table for Satisfaction Final Impression Scores 
 
 Search Task Exploratory Task 
Usability High Appeal Low Appeal High Appeal Low Appeal 
High 56.13 (21.60) 36.25 (20.72) 68.63 (16.77) 29.75 (18.46) 
Low 47.13 (20.17) 36.88 (17.32) 65.38 (19.40) 39.25 (21.61) 



 120

Appendix G 

D1.  Participants in the high appeal low usability search condition will have the greatest 

change in first and final impression evaluations.  

Table 62 

Anova Source Table for Difference between First and Final Impression Adjective Scores for 

Search Task Conditions 

Source Type III Sum of Squares df Mean Square F Sig. η2 
Corrected Model 27.63 3 9.21 2.17 0.10 0.08 
Intercept 63.97 1 63.97 15.08 0.00 0.17 
Usability 4.97 1 4.97 1.17 0.28 0.02 
Appeal 19.62 1 19.62 4.62 0.03 0.06 
Usability * Appeal 3.03 1 3.03 0.72 0.40 0.01 
 

Table 63 

Reference Table for First and Final Impression Adjective Scores 

 Search Task Exploratory Task 
 High Appeal Low Appeal High Appeal Low Appeal

Usability First Final First Final First Final First Fin

High 7.33 (1.43) 6.39 (1.80) 3.87 (2.41) 3.52 
(2.14) 7.29 (1.50) 7.22 (2.06) 4.73 (2.27) 3.65 (

Low 7.57 (1.08) 5.75 (1.62) 3.14 (1.37) 2.62 (1.94) 7.99 (1.08) 6.97 (1.83) 4.42 (1.94) 3.73 (
 

Table 64 

Reference Table for Differences between First and Final Impression Adjective Scores 

 Search Task Exploratory Task 
Usability High Appeal Low Appeal High Appeal Low Appeal 
High .51 (2.13) .89 (2.52) .07 (2.18) 1.03 (2.29) 
Low 1.43 (1.80) .57 (1.94) 1.03 (2.30) .80 (2.12) 
 

 

 

 



 121

Interest 

Table 65 

Source Table For Difference between First and Final Interest Scores For Search Conditions 

Source 
Type III Sum 

of Squares df Mean Square F Sig. η2 
Corrected 

Model .838 3 .279 1.558 .207 .058 

Intercept .265 1 .265 1.476 .228 .019 
USABILITY .420 1 .420 2.346 .130 .030 

APPEAL 6.613E-02 1 6.613E-02 .369 .545 .005 
USABILITY 
* APPEAL .351 1 .351 1.959 .166 .025 

 

Table 66 

Reference Table for First and Final Impression Interest Scores 

 Search Task Exploratory Task 
 High Appeal Low Appeal High Appeal Low Appeal 
Usability First  Final  First  Final  First  Final  First  Final  
High 3.48 (.50) 3.59 (.45) 2.53 (.59) 2.45 (.55) 3.45 (.54) 3.61 (.62) 2.31 (.56) 2.19 (.49)
Low 3.46 (.53) 3.29 (.49) 2.31 (.59) 2.22 (.65) 3.53 (.67) 3.63 (.58) 2.76 (.63) 2.60 (.65)
 

Table 67 

Reference Table for Differences between First and Final Impression Interest Scores 

 Search Task Exploratory Task 
Usability High Appeal Low Appeal High Appeal Low Appeal 
High -.11 (.36) .08 (.46) -.19(.47) -.67(1.43) 
Low .17 (.53) .09 (.31) -1.01 (1.21) -.18 (1.41) 
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Table 68 

Source Table for Differences between First and Final Impression Satisfaction Scores for Search 

Conditions 

Source 

Type 
III Sum 
of 
Squares df 

Mean 
Square F Sig. η2 

Corrected 
Model 3236.88 3.00 1078.96 1.91 0.14 0.07 
Intercept 8405.00 1.00 8405.00 14.87 0.00 0.16 
USABILITY 1051.25 1.00 1051.25 1.86 0.18 0.02 
APPEAL 1757.81 1.00 1757.81 3.11 0.08 0.04 
USABILITY 
* APPEAL 427.81 1.00 427.81 0.76 0.39 0.01 

 

Table 69 

Reference Table for First and Final Satisfaction Scores 

 Search Task Exploratory Task 
 High Appeal Low Appeal High Appeal Low Appeal 
Usabi
lity First  Final  First  Final  First  Final  First  Final  

High 
65.13 
(14.31) 

56.13 
(21.60) 

40.50 
(18.42) 

36.25 
(20.72) 

67.50 
(12.30) 

68.63 
(16.77) 

41.00 
(16.29) 

36.88 
(17.32) 

Low 
68.00 
(14.36) 

47.13 
(20.17) 

36.63 
(11.71) 

29.75 
(18.46) 

69.00 
(14.10) 

65.38 
(19.40) 

51.38 
(22.43) 

39.25 
(21.61) 

 

Table 70 

Reference Table for Satisfaction Difference Between First and Final 

 Search Task Exploratory Task 
Usability High Appeal Low Appeal High Appeal Low Appeal 
High 9.00 (25.83) 4.25 (26.99) -1.13 (20.38) 4.13 (15.40) 
Low 20.88 (24.12) 6.88 (16.86) 3.63 (25.50) 12.13 (22.45) 
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Appendix H 

D2. Participants in the high appeal low Usability exploratory condition will have the 

greatest change in first and final impression evaluations.   

Appeal 

Table 71 

Source Table for Difference between First and Final Impression Appeal Scores for Exploratory 
Conditions 

Source Type III Sum of Squares df Mean Square F Sig. η2 
Corrected Model 12.40 3 4.13 0.89 0.45 0.03 

Intercept 39.65 1 39.65 8.50 0.00 0.10 
Usability 1.90 1 1.90 0.41 0.52 0.01 
Appeal 1.97 1 1.97 0.42 0.52 0.01 

Usability * Appeal 8.53 1 8.53 1.83 0.18 0.02 
 

Table 72 

Reference Table for First and Final Impression Appeal Scores 

 Search Task Exploratory Task 
 High Appeal Low Appeal High Appeal Low Appeal 
Usability First  Final  First  Final  First  Final  First  Final  
High 3.48 (.50) 3.59 (.45) 2.53 (.59) 2.45 (.55) 3.45 (.54) 3.61 (.62) 2.31 (.56) 2.19 (.49)
Low 3.46 (.53) 3.29 (.49) 2.31 (.59) 2.22 (.65) 3.53 (.67) 3.63 (.58) 2.76 (.63) 2.60 (.65)
 

Table 73 

Reference Table for Differences between First and Final Impression Appeal Scores 

 Search Task Exploratory Task 
Usability High Appeal Low Appeal High Appeal Low Appeal 
High -.11 (.36) .08 (.46) -.19(.47) -.67(1.43) 
Low .17 (.53) .09 (.31) -1.01 (1.21) -.18 (1.41) 
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Interest 

Table 74 

Source Table for Difference between First and Final Impression Interest Scores for Exploratory 

Conditions 

Source Type III Sum of Squares df Mean Square F Sig. η2 
Corrected Model 1.472 3 .491 2.507 .065 .090
Intercept 4.500E-03 1 4.500E-03 .023 .880 .000
USABILITY 6.612E-02 1 6.612E-02 .338 .563 .004
APPEAL 1.405 1 1.405 7.177 .009 .086
USABILITY * APPEAL 1.125E-03 1 1.125E-03 .006 .940 .000
 

Table 75 

Reference Table for First and Final Impression Interest Scores 

 Search Task Exploratory Task 
 High Appeal Low Appeal High Appeal Low Appeal 
Usability First  Final  First  Final  First  Final  First  Final  
High 3.48 (.50) 3.59 (.45) 2.53 (.59) 2.45 (.55) 3.45 (.54) 3.61 (.62) 2.31 (.56) 2.19 (.49)
Low 3.46 (.53) 3.29 (.49) 2.31 (.59) 2.22 (.65) 3.53 (.67) 3.63 (.58) 2.76 (.63) 2.60 (.65)
 

Table 76 

Reference Table for Differences between First and Final Impression Interest Scores 

 Search Task Exploratory Task 
Usability High Appeal Low Appeal High Appeal Low Appeal 
High -.11 (.36) .08 (.46) -.16 (.47) .12 (.32) 
Low .17 (.53) .09 (.31) -.09 (.51) .17 (.45) 
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Satisfaction 

Table 77 

Reference Table for First and Final Satisfaction Scores 

 Search Task Exploratory Task 
 High Appeal Low Appeal High Appeal Low Appeal 
Usabi
lity First  Final  First  Final  First  Final  First  Final  

High 
65.13 
(14.31) 

56.13 
(21.60) 

40.50 
(18.42) 

36.25 
(20.72) 

67.50 
(12.30) 

68.63 
(16.77) 

41.00 
(16.29) 

36.88 
(17.32) 

Low 
68.00 
(14.36) 

47.13 
(20.17) 

36.63 
(11.71) 

29.75 
(18.46) 

69.00 
(14.10) 

65.38 
(19.40) 

51.38 
(22.43) 

39.25 
(21.61) 

 

Table 78 

Reference Table for Satisfaction Difference Between First and Final 

 Search Task Exploratory Task 
Usability High Appeal Low Appeal High Appeal Low Appeal 
High 9.00 (25.83) 4.25 (26.99) -1.13 (20.38) 4.13 (15.40) 
Low 20.88 (24.12) 6.88 (16.86) 3.63 (25.50) 12.13 (22.45) 
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APPENDIX I 

F. Participants in the high appeal, high Usability group will have the highest success.  

Table 79 

ANOVA Source Table for Success 

Source 
Type III 
Sum of 
Squares 

df Mean Square F Sig. η2 

Corrected Model 1.384 3 .461 18.372 .000 .420 
Intercept 34.079 1 34.079 1356.790 .000 .947 
APPEAL 6.945E-02 1 6.945E-02 2.765 .100 .035 

USABILITYILIT 1.029 1 1.029 40.953 .000 .350 
APPEAL * 

USABILITYILIT .286 1 .286 11.398 .001 .130 

 

Table 80 

Reference Table for Success 

Usability 
High 
Appeal Low Appeal 

High 81% 85%
Low 65% 56%
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APPENDIX  J 

G. Participants in the high appeal, high Usability search task condition will be fastest 

completing the tasks.  

Table 81 

Anova Source Table for Time on Task 

Source Type III Sum of Squares df Mean Square F Sig. η2 
USABILITY 149953.2 1 149953.2 7.35 0.01 0.046

APPEAL 833632.5 1 833632.5 40.86 0.00 0.212
TASK 212356.1 1 212356.1 10.41 0.00 0.064

USABILITY * APPEAL 1478.168 1 1478.168 0.07 0.79 0.000
USABILITY * TASK 113801.3 1 113801.3 5.58 0.02 0.035

APPEAL * TASK 241175.6 1 241175.6 11.82 0.00 0.072
USABILITY * APPEAL * TASK 1773.835 1 1773.835 0.09 0.77 0.001
 

Table 82 

Reference Table for Time on Task 

 Search Task Exploratory Task 
Usability High Appeal Low Appeal High Appeal Low Appeal 

High 707.84 (160.91) 473.09 (132.02) 604.01 (159.81) 537.88 (102.97) 
Low 809.67 (136.17) 600.40 (147.67) 612.48 (173.75) 545.19 (115.04) 
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Appendix K 
 

High Appeal High Usability Search Task Condition  
Final Comments 

 
Australia Site  

What do you like best: 
 
1- seemed to have fairly detailed information 
2- the pictures and designs were very creative and appealing 
3- pictures, descriptions of the areas 
4- there was a lot of info. It made you want to visit australia 
5- very attractive and colorful Australian looks so beautiful. Could easily see the important 
aspects beaches, events, ski places. I’m sold! I liked the print too! 
6- the first impression 
7- it was easy to use. It had the “skiing, beaches, drives” 
8- it was colorful and had some good facts 
9- amount of information present about all skiing, diving or events they had. 
10- very colorful and had great use of pictures 
11-text has an Aussie “flavor” without being unintelligible. Short blurbs about “getting there” – 
etc- not too much info, enough to let you know what to research. Entertaining in its own right, 
not just to get travel info. 
12- it was easy to navigate 
13- the pictures 
14- the colors and pictures were fun to look at. It was somewhat easy to find what I wanted to 
find 
15- they show the best of australia 
16- pictures 
17- I liked the use of colors and the pictures that they used because it made me want to go to 
Australia. 
18- the information was interesting 
19- colorful and attractive with good photos 
20- the different icons when I clicked spaces 
 
What did you like least 
1- too much crammed into small spaces and the drop down menu on the side 
2- The website was hard to navigate and very confusing 
3- annoying to search about areas. It was difficult to go between pages rapidly 
4- some of the skiing pates were inconsistent. The drop-menu was down lower on the last 2 
resorts. There were some funny symbols. The spaces site wasn’t labeled each picture. 
5- nothing 
6- everything was complex and too small. 
7- it wasn’t very attractive. I think they could have done more with it. 
8- some pages didn’t have all the links 
9- too complicated, and if you didn’t know much about the events in the first place (like me) it 
would be even more complicated. 
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10- there wasn’t a searchbox which made it difficult to find exactly what I was looking for 
11- doesn’t appear to be searchable. Can’t see “where you’ve been” 
12- I couldn’t find the regatta 
13- the font was a little small in designs/explanations of pictures/events etc 
14- I think the spaces was the pone part of the website I didn’t like. The pictures were too small 
and it didn’t tell you what they were until after you clicked on the picture.  
15- nothing really bothered me about the site 
16- detailed information about geographical attractions 
17- I did not like the navigation of the ski resorts 
18- there were some lay-out issues 
19- hard to navigate and understand. Never even saw the word regatta! 
20- the front page 
 
What would you change? 
1- eliminate the drop down menu, use a hyperlink instead. I would also use a larger font on the 
pages. 
2- I would add a search bar so you could find certain areas of the website easier 
3- I would add a search ability that would go through that pages on the website. If you typed 
“shark” it would list the areas that had shark in the article. 
4- fix the skiing pages- move the menu to the top on the right. Delete the symbols I don’t know 
what they were. Provide a caption or something so you know what place you’re clicking on the 
spaces page. 
5- I did like the homepage- but a little boring with just sand and mountains- maybe put the 
beaches or ski destinations on the opening page. It was really professional/colorful/attractive. 
Made me want to visit Australia. All relative highlights about certain “spaces” was listed. 
6- less confusing for non-natives . . . assuming that’s the target audience 
7- The colors would be changed, and more pictures would be added to the site 
8- not so much information 
9- more colors, search aid, more guiding 
10. 
11-use clickable links instead of dropdown menus so you can tell what links you’ve already 
looked at. Have search capabilities so you don’t have to guess what category a specific interest 
might fall under. 
12- move information on where to find things like a search engine 
13- just bigger font and maybe a place to search for certain keywords within the site. 
14- I would completely change how the spaces was set up. I would at least put names under the 
pictures and make the pictures bigger so the person looking can make out what the pictures are! 
15- more pictures 
16- make less detailed and cut to the chase with the most needed information 
17- I would have included a search bar, because they uses a little bit different terminology than 
we use. 
18- fix the layout problems that occurred when navigation through the ski resorts 
19- make some of the preview photos larger so I could see them. 
20- the front page 
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Botanica Site 
 

What did you like best 
1- nothing 
2- the color and design of this site looked very appealing 
3- descriptions of the gardens. Very easy to use 
4- it was pretty 
5- listed all relative facts and features of Botanica 
6- I liked the layout. Very obvious what would lead you to the right spot to find things. 
7-the descriptions and pictures of the gardens 
8- it was easy to navigate and find things 
9- colors, a lot of information 
10- Also very colorful and relatively easy to find what I was looking for 
11- photography, short “blurbs” (i.e. not overly wordy). Good “basic” overview of the gardens, 
facilities etc. 
12-the gardens explanations 
13- info links were at the top of the page 
14- I loved seeing the flowers and seeing how many gardens they had. The homepage was also 
very pretty! 
15- the useful information 
16- color use and photography 
17- I liked the pictures and the color scheme 
18- the colors and pictures 
19- the color and pictures make it interesting 
20-the flower on the homepage 
 
What did you like least 
1- not very browsing friendly 
2- I thought some of the information within the site was hard to find 
3- some of the links failed to work. Menu drop feature about gardens 
4- info hard to find. Dead links. Menu for gardens always stays on Murdock- not garden you are 
on 
5- small click on spaces example:  too small 
6- navigation was a hassle. I don’t know anything about perennials so garden names were 
irritating 
7- not all the links were working. The map was difficult to find 
8- I liked this one better 
9- difficult to go from one option to the next. 
10- there wasn’t a search feature on the site 
11- you have to think like an “insider” to find some info. Don’t always see that link has worked 
due to placement. Better in some areas for a “browsing” person than someone who wants 
specifics.  
12- finding the map of the meadow. 
13- the list of the gardens was small, and sometimes unable to select a different garden 
14- since there was so many gardens it was very hard to find which garden contained which 
flowers it made my tasks hard to complete! 
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15- I wish there was a “what are you looking for” task bar so I could type and find what I was 
looking for. 
16- boring information 
17- I did not like that some links were either not usable, or not useful. I did not like how the 
garden selection was organized. I did not like how some of the information was organized. 
18- some of the links didn’t work 
19- I could not find the answers to the questions very easily. Frustrating to use 
20- the list of the different gardens. It didn’t explain what was in each garden. 
 
 
What would you change? 
 
1- rather than have every garden listed there needs to be a map that you could click on to make a 
specific area come up. And more pictures. 
2- I would add a search bar and put in a big map of all the gardens 
3- I would make sure the links worked consistently 
4- fix all of the dead links. Some info difficult to find- relocate admission rates for groups. One 
of the garden’s pages (teaching) . . . info wasn’t complete needed to be able to scroll. 
5- bigger print! Bigger click on spaces so you don’t have to squint. 
6- less drop- box /long lists every time you turn around. Make the information more pronounced. 
7- I would change the “under construction” part. I would wait until it was done to put it on the 
site. 
8- nothing really 
9- need to have a next button after the option (gardens) after ever garden they leave 
10- I would put a search option to help people find what they are looking for easier. 
11- provide reference if associated info is under a different link- for example, I would expect 
group admissions rates to be under admission, or if not, have a blurb about “for information on 
group rates and tours”. It was sometimes difficult to see that links had worked because I wasn’t 
expecting it to be the side. Why drop-down menus for gardens and nowhere else? Contact info 
on each page (specific to that page)- in some places not in others. 
12- better navigation on the information links. 
13- when clicking on “information”, then trying to go to sub-links under those, some didn’t 
work. There should be a way to contact a webmaster and let them know about some issues 
people may have. Also, define how many people make up a group. 
14- make it a little more user friendly and put a search box so people can type what they are 
looking for instead of wasting time clicking on pointless information. 
15- add a what are you looking for question. 
16- don’t know. Those with int4erest in Botanica might find this site more interesting than I did. 
17- I would make it so that there is less back tracking and effort involved in finding information 
about the gardens, since they are the main attraction. I would also not put links on the page that 
do not work. 
18- more use friendly and maybe a search bar so it would be easy to find specific information  
19- a search section or a page to help id specifics. 
20- add better description of the gardens. 
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Appendix L 
 
 

High Appeal Low Usability Search Task Condition 
Final  Comments 

 
Australia Site 

What did you like best?  
 
21- theres a lot of info in detail if you want to go to australia 
22- the information 
23- nothing maybe the pictures but that’s it 
24- I liked the website and color of the website 
25- the scenery is very picturesque 
26- the website contained beautiful pictures of Australia and seemed to be very informational 
27- the information seemed int4resting and the topic is something that I would possibly enjoy 
28- I didn’t. I discovered Emus are in australia 
29- I liked the pictures that showed a little bit about the place 
30- the pictures and the information was very interesting 
31- picture made the site appealing- ski resort blurbs were interesting.  
32- it was attractive and colorful and provided a lot of information regarding several aspects of 
Australia. 
33- color descriptions 
34- the design is very professional and unique 
35- looked like it had a lot of choices 
36- the uniqueness of some of the layout attractive sight. Like the feature where you get images 
to flash up when your mouse hits different areas of the map. 
37- the color and pictures. The information was helpful.  
38- I liked the layout 
39- once again it had a very attractive layout. 
40- it was colorful! 
 
What did you like least? 
21- kind of boring really wordy in some parts 
22- finding info I needed 
23- the whole websites it was hard to find the answers, also, I was on weblink and try to click 
home it wouldn’t let me so I press back 
24- I did not like how it seemed you had to use the back button for everything. There should 
have been a more throughout navigation bar 
25- the navigation button of “next” was very inconsistently placed up where I needed to click . . . 
very FRUSTRATING  
26- even thought it had beautiful pictures, it was very hard to navigate and find the info I was 
looking for. Some of the links did not work. 
27- some of the pages’ information was very extensive and may come off slightly boring 
28- the page back feature and search not consistently available. Also tiny font is nerve racking 
and cumbersome not good graphics too. 



 133

29- I really disliked the fact that the thing that led to the next pages on the site were scattered 
around 
30- nothing really 
31- many of the links did not open to another page or didn’t work at all 
32- difficult to find specific geographical attractions of beaches 
33- difficult to navigate. Lots of text to read 
34- the  pop-up script that said the website has error. 
35- the homepage does not adequately define what you are looking at or what company is 
promoting the site. Need drop down lists of choices instead of flipping through all the pages. 
Couldn’t get back, couldn’t find the “home” link hidden at the bottom of the page.  Seemed to 
“load” pages real slow. 
36- some poor links 
37- an index or menu of each wasn’t available  
38- there were a lot of things on each page and maybe too much info 
39- the broken links 
40- it was hard to find some things on it. 
 
What would you change? 
21- make it more entertaining. Pretty much only 1 picture for each event and its really bland and 
dull when listing details. 
22- have main points presented clearer 
23- make it easy to use. Make the link button work properly 
24- better navigation bar. Make sure when it says next for a link the entire word is the link not 
just part of it. Make sure all the pages load and images. Don’t put link in there that don’t work 
25- Easier to find information about places. . .”quick facts” on the pages would help or a 
calendar of events for the resorts. 
26- this site needs its own “search bar” so you can easily find the information you need by 
entering a keyword. It would be nice if you could easily skip around links w/o having to go 
through each link under each heading. 
27- leave out minute details on some of the pages or allow that information to be outlined better. 
28-  
29- I would put some of the information in the correct category. The information on the site was 
scattered and poorly put together. 
30- nothing 
31- change the links. Make “great places” pictures open to another link that explains each place 
rather than just give a picture. 
32- within site search engine. 
33- briefer descriptions easier to get to info on the various attractions 
34- fix up the html so website do not have pop-up error. Put consistent navigational menu at the 
top of every page. Enable visitor to be able to click on the links under the category “space”. Have 
a search option. Display all the names of the ski places in one page instead of having to click the 
“next” button. 
35- make the “home” easier to find- not stuck at the bottom of the page. Drop-down lists. 
Redesign the whole thing! 
36- fix the links! 
37- putting a menu on each subpage would help navigation 



 134

38- maybe organization would help the site 
39- I would fix the broken links to allow users better access to information. I would also make 
sure the links are consistent instead of having only one part of one work as the link. 
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Botanica Site 
 

What did you like best? 
 
21- there was some good info on the gardens and certain things 
22- the accuracy of the info about the gardens 
23- the pictures and tell the type of garden 
24- 
25- The flowers and pictures of the gardens were very attractive. . . overall  a good aesthetic 
value 
26- the site was very interesting and contained beautiful pictures 
27- here was a lot of color and pictures which made the site seem more interesting 
28- Color- topic (gardens) top tabs for locating topics scroll for various gardens 
29- I like the fact that everything was in the correct category. It was well put together 
30- good information 
31-the colors and pictures 
32- it is very attractive and colorful 
33- colorful 
34- the layout appears simple and organize 
35- pretty. Looks well laid out 
36- the imagery. An attractive website. The images of the gardens makes me want to visit 
37-The homepage is easy to navigate from 
38- the layout was good and it looked good 
39- the images of the gardens were very beautiful enticing people to visit to view the  
40- it talks about the different gardens that it has and explains each one 
 
What did you like least?  
 
21- hard to find exactly what I was looking for 
22- hard to get around to find info 
23- make it hard to find something specific you are looking for 
24 
25- information didn’t seem to be in logical place 
26- even though the site was very appealing, it was difficult to navigate through and the Gardens 
were inconsistent. Links did not work, so I was unable to view 
27- the site seemed complex to use. You had to go back to the homepage before you could view 
another link. The information was interesting 
28- need more precise scroll. Info, not just the name of the garden etc. maps didn’t answer 
questions about the fountain. 
29- there wasn’t anything I disliked about this page except the homepage could use a little more 
work 
30- boring subject. My grandma would like it 
31- clicking each garden 
32- it was difficult to identify specific functions of each garden 
33- difficult to find information – such as maps  
34- the navigation was misleading and the color scheme seems too gloomy.  
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35- couldn’t open the garden sites by clicking on them. “home” did not work. Had to backpage 
thru. Need to further highlight the wording in the middle. 
36- at one time, the names of gardens scrolled down the screen. I wasn’t able to click on either 
the gardens or the home button. 
37- some links didn’t work. I couldn’t answer some of my questions in the time allotted. 
38- trying to find information about different gardens 
39- this design wasn’t the best or easiest to navigate 
40- it is a little hard to find some of the information 
 
 
What would you change?  
 
21- instead of searching by gardens they should have an option where you click what you are 
looking for (i.e.: certain flowers, butterflies, sculptures . .. ) and then it will find the garden you 
want 
22- a focus point on a map that can walk you through the gardens 
23- some things find types of flowers. 
24- only put the admissions in 1 place not 2 
25- Information clearer distribution of stuff  
26- I would definitely make the links Work! The gardens would have been interesting if I could 
have viewed them. The admission prices should have been listed together whether they were 
group or single admissions. 
27- make it simpler to use; some of the features were annoying (the scrolling of the mouse) made 
it harder to concentrate on the actual information. 
28 
29- make the homepage more interesting. 
30- nothing it fully serves its purpose of educating you about gardens. Just boring to me. 
31- put in a search tool- ex. To type in flowers to find the garden. Instead of having to click on 
each garden change to a long list of each garden/description pictures and be able to scroll 
through them. 
32- a site search engine 
33- easier to find maps not horizontal scrolling 
34-use a softer and brighter color scheme. Have links under each categories of the menu coincide 
with each other. Have all the important information in one place like map and admission fees. 
Have a search option. 
35- better highlight the wording of the homepage in the middle. Where’s the map? Need a map 
on getter there/map quest link. Ability to click on links and get there. 
36- I would make that (arrow to like least) less confusing. 
37- I would make the links more descriptive and make the links work. The words “about 
Botanica” doesn’t come off to me a text, it looked like a link. 
38- the way to go from garden to garden to find information 
39- I would probably include a site index to make specific information more accessible 
40- nothing 
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Appendix M 
 

Low Appeal High Usability Search Task Condition 
 Final Comments 

 
Rental Site 

What did you like best? 
 
41- I don’t think I liked anything. Although I did find it funny that none of the related links were 
clickable, and that the original website could do nothing. You had to click on links to be able to 
do anything 
42- nothing. But if I have  to pick a positive thing. . . finding the sate I wanted was easy. . . sort 
of.  
43- I can’t think of a single thing I liked about this website. 
44- states features. Very simple and to the point.capability to offer free info concept of site! 
45- nothing really 
46- the tab that takes back to homepage 
47- I could find the things I needed to 
48- it has accurate information 
49- nothing really 
50- when I did not have to look at anymore 
51- the information it might have (although I certainly wouldn’t pay for it). 
52- it offered a lot of solutions for problems 
53- it was meant to help people buy home and improve their credit 
54- the links were clear as to what info they would lead you to.  
55- the heading 
56- top where most questions asked in this package were easy to find 
57- you could search for your own house in the same area that you lived in 
58- big icons 
59- easy to navigate good use of color 
60- nothing really 
 
What did you like least? 
41- the site didn’t work. You had to click on links to get the desired info. Also the form on the 
homepage wasn’t able to work 
42- too much info to decipher the colors throw everything off. the tiny print is near impossible to 
read links that supposedly lead elsewhere to not. 
43- the bombardment of text boxes on the sides and the overall confusing nature of the vague 
information 
44- Info was free but no info was avail. In sates features. Too many words. Too small font. Too 
high of contrast unpleasant to my eyes. A link didn’t work. 
45- I thought it was too wordy and really confusing 
46- too much information on the homepage. All the components are overwhelming 
47 the pages was hard to look at and it gave me a headache 
48- too crowded, hard to navigate 
49- unorganized font size and color were wrong. Hard to navigate 
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50- the colors and it was a bit annoying to try to use 
51- Unclickable links! Obvious SEO text<marquee> and highlighting are annoying 
52- the colors were lame and the topic was too 
53- the icons at the top of the page were really just pictures 
54- I didn’t like the small writing and the amount of writing 
55- the colored in lettering that looked like a link but wasn’t and the page was too big 
56- the small print and unable to click on certain hyperlinks that said “click here” 
57- there was so much clutter on the borders that made it hard to navigate AND when you went 
to look for homes and click on links, there wasn’t anything there. 
58- too much stuff on main page. Had to scroll left and right to see everything. Some links didn’t 
work. 
59- too much information on the top. Form should not be on the front page. 
60- too difficult to find information 
 
What would you change? 
41- organize it a bit. I may have under exaggerated the BIT!!!! 
42- turn it into a blank page with the words “under construction” for a verrry long time 
43- I would clearly state the purpose of the website on the homepage and not bombard the 
viewer with different boxes of text. I would also make the site more colorful and add a graphic or 
two. I would clearly label sections of the website with pertinent clear headings and not be vague 
or confusing. 
44- Put descriptions on next page- not homepage. Pictures that compliment. Get rid of black 
backgrounds. Simplify! Link buttons were ugly some words looked like links but weren’t.  
45- get down to the point and make it easier to explore. There are too many links. 
46- do not put so many advertisements and random boxes on page. Organize information so its 
easier to comprehend 
47- less is more, I’m sure they could have all their information without all the font colors and 
sizes 
48-simplify things 
49- create headings, change font sizes and color, organize information better. 
50- the color and I would put less on the first page. It looked like something annoying that would 
pop up when someone is trying to do something important. 
51- don’t say “click here” on a non-link oops “click here” {sic}. Too many font colors and 
changes needs more consistency 
52- make it look more professional. It looks like a bunch of ideas thrown on a page. 
53- make the word at the top of the homepage actual links on the site. 
54- take out the writing. Make the words bigger and the statements to the point. 
55- make more links and change the organization and size of the page. 
56- font size and organization and color usage 
57- definitely take the free advertisements off. De-clutter the whole page. Make sure links work. 
If you have info up-make sure it explains the topic for the researcher. 
58- fit everything so you don’t have to scroll make links all one color. 
59- put less stuff on the home page. Disabled the highlighting items. Use little big font. Use 
pictures to represent things. Use less text and more animation. 
60- put less information on the homepage, simplify it. 
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San Francisco Site  
 

What did you like best? 
 
41- well organized 
42- less info to decipher. Icons provided nice visual directional cues 
43- the information was clear and to the point. 
44- important info. The pages off of the homepage were nicer to nav and look at.   
45- it wasn’t wordy and the home button wasn’t hiding 
46-the homepage design 
47- it was simple 
48- its colorful and well spaced out 
49- easy to find links 
50- I liked the picture at top on the first page 
51- purpose was easy to discover. Links were self-explanatory 
52- the colors somewhat 
53- the funny picture of a man being taken in by police on one of the rulings 
54- the short amount of reading information 
55-the icons at the bottom next to the handicapped one 
56- gives description about icons on homepage 
57-it had links you could go to to find other information 
58-bold prints, big icons 
59- easy to navigate 
60- easy to use 
 
 
What did you like least?  
 
41- different pages would not load properly 
42- some of the links did not work/misleading. Info needs to be more current 
43- it didn’t need such large headings for the labels on the homepage. 
44- I couldn’t find info on case #s. icons were stupid looked unprofessional. 
45- needed to be a bit clearer on where info was 
46- its too confusing and hard to find specific information 
47- some of the links didn’t work, and if you didn’t know anything about court stuff, it was 
difficult 
48- some links were broken, unable to find 
49- links didn’t work 
50- I did not like that you could not easily get info w/o a reader. 
51- no general “search” function. Looks like it hasn’t been updated since 1997, <marquee> is so 
outdated. 
52 SO CONFUSING!!! Sites would open 
53- “this page cannot be displayed” 
54- you couldn’t quickly and easily find info with the links provided 
55- the links next to and including home and contact 
56- finding case number parts 
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57- the links didn’t work (some links) and it was difficult to navigate and find information. You 
really had to search. 
58- double icons that went to same page. Double clicks on certain pages scrolled down. Big 
disclaimer that said you need this to view the site. 
59- the homepage is very crowded with text and stuff. Options are not clear 
60- finding answers to some of the questions 
 
 
What would you change? 
 
41- make sure all my links were good, and also well I guess that is it. 
42- updated, working links would make it better. 
43- make the labels a little smaller and make the site more attractive with more graphics. 
44- redesign w/ different colors, change text. Limit amount of words on homepage. Move links! 
Change sequence of links! 
45- when you clicked court cases it would have more specific info following it like: court cases- 
in the last year, - in other states, - etc, -etc. 
46- make it easier to understand by changing the organization and straight-forwardness of 
information. 
47- I would make sure all the links worked ☺ 
48- fix the links and make some information clearer 
49- correct links to work properly 
50- I think it was fine. I was not crazy about all of the color. It made it look a little less 
professional in my opinion. 
51- color scheme doesn’t fit. Should be more professional. <table> of links would be much nicer 
with side or top layout- it looks unfinished now. 
52-  I would just scrap it! Change it so you can open all links, make info easier to locate, and 
make it look more professional. 
53- make it more professional, better graphics and font. 
54- I would make more links that would lead the observer to more specific information.- 
55- organize the info into one area, use more descriptive icons and put in a search engine. 
56- color and attractiveness 
57- take the flashy icons off to make it look professional. Make sure the links worked. Make the 
information stand out more. 
58- get rid of some of the distractions. Separate screens instead of scrolling down to point pages. 
59- put less stuff on the homepage. Change color. Make options more visible. 
60- have the information available. 
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Appendix N 
 

Low Appeal Low Usability Search Task Condition  
Final Comments 

 
Rental Site 

What you like best? 
 
61- the home search form but it did not work 
62- really nothing the concepts are interesting and the ability to include specifically what you  
are interested in finding is nice 
63- most of it was real estate 
64- nothing 
65- bright colors 
66- I didn’t like anything about it 
67 
68- nothing, I just gave up on all of my tasks because it was all to complex 
69- nothing 
70- nothing it was horrible 
71-  I really didn’t like the website at all 
72- nothing 
73-  
74- it had some appealing links by using color and scrolling info 
75- it has good information 
76- the moving buttons 
77- the colors 
78- it was easy to you 
79- there was a lot of information on the homepage. The information even though sometimes in 
2 places on the page was well organized 
80- nothing 
 
What you like least? 
61- there is too much text information presented 
62- horrid to navigate. I got lost multiple times and there was no clear-cut path to find my way 
through the info 
63- the other things posted on website hard to find toll free number 
64- color, layout, annoying fonts, unorganized too much unnecessary info. HEADACHE 
65- small print 
66- all the different colors. Not organized 
67- the use of colors wasn’t very good. It gave me a headache. Also, the pages looked too 
complex with too much info. Crammed onto them 
68- the worst part would have to be the setup, my eyes were going everywhere I don’t even 
remember reading anything 
69- everything 
70- it was very cluttered 
71- it was really hard to navigate 
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72- again there is no need for the wall of text “links” at bottom weren’t links they just look like 
them 
73- there’s information everywhere 
74- there was too much information on the homepage and the states and places went on forever 
on the homepage 
75- too much information presented in a small space. Bad font, letter move too fast, bad use of 
color, unnecessary advertisements in it  
76- it was poorly made UNORGANIZED, there were grammar errors, links didn’t work 
EVERYTHING 
77- hard to use, too much going on 
78- the words were too little 
79- I couldn’t get past the homepage no links worked. The page was very cluttered sometimes 
hard to read. Lots of typos 
80- too cluttered. You can’t find anything on here. Its confusing and looks like a site that will 
give you spyware (and lots of it!) and viruses 
 
What would you change? 
61- reduce the amount of text on the home page; use simple titles to link to each topic. 
62- redesign the whole thing! Limit the color and amount of info on the homepage. Make contact 
information easier to find, and reduce the clutter considerably. 
63- concentrate on the real estate. Have a click area for each state. It was hard to find specific 
state real estate 
64- I’d categorize things , make more links change the font, size and color, simplify the 
information and get rid of the long list of states. Also- spell check and punctuation 
65- bigger print, different background, less information, colors coincide with each other rather 
than the opposite, more organized, little to no ads and feedback from anyone who encounters it 
to make the site better.  
66- organize it. Less to look at. Only a few colors 
67- I would change the use of colors. It also didn’t have a very good layout. It needs to be less 
overwhelming. 
68- rethink the whole idea 
69- outline, organization, repetitiveness, design. If I was browsing for real estate or credit score 
solutions I would definitely skip this website 
70- I would change the layout and the colors of the website 
71- I would probably make it a lot easier to navigate 
72- a picture of a nice home on the page would help give a bit of credibility to the site. Get rid of 
the list of states and just use the search field. On that note. . . make sure the search engine works. 
Don’t’ leave stuff at the bottom that leads to numbers 
73- take away all the unnecessary info link etc. it’s cluttered. 
74- there shouldn’t be so much writing and information on the homepage. There should be links 
to the separate areas, and then more details should be on the other sites. There needs to be more 
legitimate resources on the page, because most of it looked like scams. 
75- make a homepage with different links to credit, housing etc. but with less words. State 
clearly which states are included and in a state alphabetical order not city one. Use less of rest 
and yellow and definitely change the font. Use wore bold letter instead of colors it is too packed 
it showed some space in between the links. 
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76- EVERYTHING, it was just a site full of scams it seemed 
77- make simpler 
78- make larger words for people to see. 
79- organize the state and city listings and get the links to work 
80- eliminate the clutter, make info easy to find, change color schemes (to one common one) , 
make sure the links work and clean it up. 
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San Francisco Site 
 

What did you like best? 
 
61- appearance was more inviting larger text simple statements 
62- overall the layout was easy to see and navigate through links went where they said they did. 
63-nothing 
64- the layout looks nice and simple 
65- the homepage yellow and black colors 
66- once I was able to locate the correct area I wanted it seemed organized 
67- I liked the use of colors and the layout. The pages were simple and easy to view 
68- it was organized better than the first website 
69- convenience of having a large court case data base to browse through. 
70-nothing 
71 – the easiness to search for certain cases 
72-nothing 
73- the color choices 
74- I liked the picture icons. They helped to find the information a little bit 
75- links were pretty well organized 
76- NOTHING  
77- not much. The icons made it unique 
78- some things were clearer than others 
79- the website was very well designed and easy to navigate the user of color was well done 
80-  the site looks like it has SOME potential, I like that tit has “categories” actions of info 
 
 
What did you like least? 
 
61- links and plug-ins that did not work 
62- some particular information was hard to come by 
63- I couldn’t get to the part of the website I needed to answer questions 
64- barely any links worked so I couldn’t find the answers 
65- the fact that I couldn’t navigate from one task to the next due to another or multiple links 
having no info 
66- once on the ada site, It didn’t seem to give me the answer I was looking for. Frustrating  
67- some of the links couldn’t be clicked. I wasn’t able to answer all the questions, but I took my 
time more on the one because I wasn’t in a hurry to be done with it like the other one. 
68- you had to click on too many icons to get where you needed to be 
69- nothing works 
70- the links would not work 
71- once I found the case the links were not able to be seen  
72- half of the links didn’t work, information wanted was at the bottom of the page. Poor design, 
hard to use for too much text about nothing that is important 
73- the layout 
74- I had no idea where I was at when I was looking for certain things 
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75- colors were annoying, links weren’t well connected. It wasn’t easy to go and find that I was 
looking for. 
76- EVERYTHING!! It was all jumbled up and you could not navigate whatsoever! 
77- I couldn’t find anything lots of pages needed construction or were being moved 
78- most of the pages were unavailable to look at. 
79- actually having to information every link I clicked on was under construction I was unable to 
find anything that I needed 
80- many links don’t work. Many links that do work should have the info. List info specified in 
title of link. Or the . . . you have to click through many pages to find the info. Color schemes are 
crap! 
 
 
What would you change? 
 
61- repair the links. Design the site so plug in is not needed. Use links instead of sequential 
design on probate website 
62- leave the layout and color alone. I really liked this site, but the additional of a search function 
would go a long way. 
63- make each department easier to access. Eliminate grouping all info in one place so that its 
easier to navigate. 
64- simplify the categories and make the links work for all computers and systems 
65- make sure the website is updated regularly, background needs to be more colorful the links 
ability to navigate from one link the next, and feedback form anyone who uses it. 
66- organize 1st or homepage. Make it easy to look at and get to where you want to go. Again- 
limit the use of color, plus I really don’t like, moving sentences cheap. 
67- I would like to be able to click on all links to find info 
68- I’m not sure I don’t work with websites, it could be better organized, less icons 
69- repair the links, search engines, change the layout, design 
70- I would change the color on the website I would make the links work. I would make some of 
the terms more simple. 
71- I think the website is very well designed. I would however, make everything accessible from 
the homepage. 
72- first, make sure links to information work properly, second, put search links in a sidebar on 
the top of the page. Don’t make the page black, hard to read. Put any new developments in areas 
at the top. Get rid of all the unneeded text that takes eye space and makes the site cluttered. 
73 
74- It needs to be very simple and the main areas need to be more clear and noticeable. The 
colors need to be changed at the top of the website also. 
75- less or too depressing colors. Definitely no black background. Different font a letters that 
looks more professional; connection between links should be anticipated. Information about 
hardware should not be more flashing the subject itself 
76- Everything, color, layout, links 
77- make things work. Make it look more professional 
78- make all pages available 
79- finish it 
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80 EVERYTING! I’d start over from scratch! I took an HTML class in high school and could 
make a better page than this. My color scheme wouldn’t be obnoxious, all links would work, the 
graphics/clipart/icons wouldn’t be cheesey and the information could be easily found. Nobody 
wants to waste time on a bad website. Why waste the time to make a site no one will look at?? 
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Appendix O 
 

High Appeal High Usability Exploratory Task Condition 
Final  Comments 

 
Australia Site 

 
What did you like best? 
 
81- I can’t think of any question I would have that couldn’t be answered about traveling to 
Australia on this site. 
82- It had a lot of pictures 
83 
84- the information places to visit 
85- a lot of different information 
86- I enjoyed looking at “spaces” – showing different places you co9uld stay and explore 
Australia 
87- appearance, color   
88- I liked the pictures and the different uses of color and information 
89- it had really good pictures. It almost took you there with graphic descriptions 
90-  The historical content and brilliant photos. It was very informational and diversity of many 
ideas of what to do in Australia 
91- I liked what it had to offer. . . it made me want to go skiing. It looks a lot more professional 
than the first site 
92- it actually made me want to go to Australia. It presented information well and had very 
interesting pictures. 
93- the website had a lot of facts and useful information. 
94- great photos interesting things to learn about and do 
95- great pictures, very good descriptions of events, locations 
96- more explanations about specific places, colorful well-designed, interactive, imaginative, 
beautiful, professional photos/ images. 
97-good pictures 
98- I enjoyed all the pictures that were provided and I like how, at the end , there were screen 
savers to download. 
99- pictures, nice use of color, very pretty, easy to navigate, interesting subject 
100- the pictures were great! Layed out nicely, easy to browse. Straight forward. Nicely done! 
 
What did you like least? 
 
81- the links in the boxes on the homepage are cumbersome When I clicked on them, I left 
quickly.  
82- too complex, unmotivating to me to spend more time on the site. Not exciting too much info 
84- the links to some things didn’t work, needed more pictures and could have been written out 
in another format besides paragraphs 
85- at times too many choices 
86- I thought it was a good site- nothing I didn’t like 
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87- front page 
88- sometimes hard to get back to previous pages 
89- the topic, everything else was fine. 
90- I would like to see; maybe some information on vacation packets. Deals on flights, hotels 
etc. 
91 there really isn’t anything I don’t like about it. 
92- it was a little bit short on information. This would not be a site that I could use exclusively if 
I was vacationing at Australia. 
93- the website was showing a beautiful place there needs to be 100x more pictures. 
94- the pictures on the map of Australia were too small and once you click on them the photo 
changed. I wanted to see the same picture 
95- too much information 
96- wanted to see more landscape pictures rather than people in the places. Not much 
information on restaurants. Not much info about historical background of the locations. 
97- it was hard to follow where I was going and what exactly I was looking for 
98- it was not as exciting as I thought. I didn’t like the highway maps too much. 
99- homepage- title of site as at the bottom kind of hard to find 
100- some of the pictures took a while to show up. 10 minutes wasn’t enough time links repeated 
but  the always will be. 
 
What would you change? 
81- get rid of the boxes on the home page 
82- make it more exciting and give specific no too much boring information to acquire people to 
want to move on to see more excitement 
84- more quick and informative links, pictures, costs for trips, an index to find a specified 
destination 
85- larger print, more photos too many links 
86- nothing 
87- I think front page should make the purpose of the site clearer. On the places page, it is better 
to categorize places 
88- I liked the site for the most part no major changes in my opinion 
89- nothing, it does its job, its just not my interest 
90- it really looked great, perhaps my suggestion of vacation packets. 
91 why fix what’s not broken. I wouldn’t change anything. 
92- I would add more information about the specific areas and attractions. I would have to use 
several other sites to find out through information about each one of the areas. In the way of 
making a person want to go to Australia and making it look appeasing, it did well. The only thing 
I saw that it lacked was the full comprehensiveness of a travel site.  
93- all more pictures and divide information up so it is easier to locate 
94 
95- a homepage link would be nice 
96- putting more landscape (site-specific) photos. Putting more information about foods 
restaurants. More information on historical contexts of specific places. 
97- make it more interesting and easier to follow 
98- I would showed what the website was about with more pictures. I didn’t know if it was a 
travel site for everywhere or just for Australia 
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99- I would make the tabs on the spaces page larger and easier to see. Make the drives tab more 
interesting  
100-Don’t know that I’d change anything. Liked it a lot. Wish I could continue to look. 
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Botanica Site 
 

What did you like best? 
 
81- the idea of the sort of virtual tour 
82- easy to use 
83- organization and use of pictures 
84- The colorful pictures and layout of links and information 
85-simple informative 
86- It really went in-depth about Botanica and I learned something new about being a member 
87- front page 
88-The pictures were nice and very pretty 
89- it had well-taken pictures 
90- I like some of the information 
91- it was easy to use 
92- I liked the organization of the site. It had all of the necessary information on any topic related 
to Botanica. There was even other email and telephone numbers. 
93- the pictures of flowers 
94- the color/pictures good info 
95- the colors, very attractive design, beautiful pictures. 
96- consistency in usage of “black color”  
97- showed pictures of the gardens and the places that you could rent 
98- I like that they showed what the rental rooms look like. I like how the website is very simple 
and easy to use 
99- the design and setup, use of color, easy to navigate, very attractive 
100- the colors were great and it was set up nicely. Very easy to use and everything was labeled 
 
 
What would you like least? 
 
81- many of the links didn’t work. The fonts and pictures were too small. 
82- did not give a detailed aerial maps of the directions in which to take 
83- some of the links did not work some of the directions were inconsistent 
84- some links did not take me where I was wanting to go.  Directions to the gardens were hard 
to interpret. Could use more information to attract people to website.  
85- color, pictures too small some info not available 
86- The graphics over-lapped each other – made it kind of confusing 
87- few pictures 
88- not giving a great deal of information. Had to restart website due to it opening other pages 
and hard to get back to main page 
89- the broken links, the content of the site 
90- the layout was very poor. I couldn’t see past the middle of page. To much dark tones. It 
seemed to lack friendly linkage use. 
91- some of the links didn’t work and it did not look very professional 
92- there were some parts of the sight that seemed repetitive. It did make every available link 
quicker to get to but also could take someone back to the same page involuntarily. 
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93- there was a lot of construction and did not fit the screen. They should have used more 
pictures. 
94- some of the links didn’t work. The list of gardens was too low on the page 
95- no working links, horrible navigation to other parts of site. 
96- too small numbers of photos. Less explanations 
97- some of the links weren’t in use and I could not find out the rates to rent the places 
98- There was nothing I didn’t like but more pictures and description of the events would be 
nice. 
99- one page was under construction, so I couldn’t see something 
100- some of the links went back to previous links. Repeat of info some of the prices expired. 
Some of the links weren’t even “connected”. 
 
 
What would you change? 
 
81- make the pictures on the gardens much bigger.  
82- provide a detailed map instead of directions. Little more info some of the pics of the gardens. 
83- simply make sure all links work 
84- once a link is clicked on then use a different organization to make it easier to work with. 
Give more information about membership, activities, etc to get people excited about coming to 
the gardens. Develop a photo gallery of past events so those who have never been can better 
interpret what to expect if they do visit. Make a contact list and explanations if those to talk to if 
in need of assistance.  
85- color larger pictures 
86- nothing 
87- use more pictures 
88- put more links about the place. Seemed to not show a lot of benefits for the site and why 
should go there or get membership. Didn’t give a lot of information on the flowers and gardens. 
89- make sure no links are broken and that each link goes to the correct page. 
90- take o9ut the shades of darker tones. It is such a beautiful place, the web-site brought the 
qualities of the park down. Just looked boring. I would take more pictures of the flowers, park 
etc. let them speak for themselves. The “awe” is in the beauty of the Botanica. 
91- I would fix the problems with the links or hire somebody else to design it. 
92- this site seems to fit all of the needs for anyone needing any type of information about 
Botanica. There are not really any problems that I would try to change. The only thing that didn’t 
look good was the width of the homepage. It was almost in a shape that seemed to wide for the 
screen. 
93- use more pictures of flowers and gardens, have rental prices only allow one area to be under 
construction at a time. Show examples of what we would see there and fit the page to the screen.  
94- need year dates- are the events for 2006 or can I start planning for 2007? 
95- make sure the page fits onto whatever resolution. Annoying to scroll to the right to read more 
and not have links on one page just relink to another. Annoying to have to keep going back. 
96- putting more pictorial references that the visitors can look at. Using more various colors to 
make the site more lively. More interactive: for example, putting games that children can play. 
Maybe a game/software which you can create greeting cards with the Botanica photos (the 
flowers, butterflies etc). 
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97- make sure available links are in use. 
98- I probably would of just added more pictures. 
99- nothing 
100- The repeats of links. Be sure that every link is working. Other than that it was good.  



 153

Appendix P 
 

High Appeal Low Usability Exploratory Task Condition  
Final  Comments 

 
Australia Site 

What did you like best? 
101- pictures 
102- how it gave you detailed information about different things and events that goes on in 
Australia. It had great pictures so it showed you what to expect if you want to come and visit for 
vacation 
103- gave good info about what was going on/events/migrations good color. 
104 – subject matter. Good use of color, photos, reasonable intuitive flash. Nice clusters of info 
about things related to subject at hand 
105- beautiful pictures lots of information to read deeper if you’re so inclined good “related” 
links. 
106- the pictures were great! Especially the party girl 
107- I like the colors, the brief paragraphs and the pictures 
108- It had good information about different places. Very attractive, would lead to another page 
related 
109- the amount of information available 
110- makes you want to make travel arrangements 
111- beautiful color pictures, good information that is easy to get to, very user friendly website 
112- excellent very informative plus funny 
113- it was a very attractive page, it was easy to navigate as well 
114-  map with features for tourists.  Good representation of what one can see and do 
115- lots of good information easy to navigate except for the occasional bad link. The sub-pages 
were consistent 
116- I liked the colors again on the homepage. I like how it showed you things to do or event to 
attend or things to see while these but finding them were hard.  
117- How the “30 great gold Coast Spaces” page was set up. The information for different 
events, places and such seemed okay. 
118- The color and the pictures that were on the site were amazing. The text that was on the 
pages was interesting and informative 
119- A lot of information overviews and options to go more in depth 
120-  Actually I liked everything about it. It was very colorful and interesting. I loved how they 
showed you all the places. 
 
What did you like least? 
 
101- cover page movement on #s on one of the pages did not like how it slowly stretched and 
stretched. If I left up on it, it would move while I was reading and it would draw my eyes away 
from what I was trying to see.  
102- nothing I didn’t like. I enjoyed all of it. 
103- not enough info, not enough pictures 
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104- cluttered navigation to back out to homepage. Preponderance of fairly worthless flash 
pages, like the photo surrounding the map of Australia. 
105- the design was good for the most part but the “home” function was almost hidden, not 
intuitive.  
106- when I clicked on many things they did not work 
107- It was hard to know where you were going when you clicked on something I got lost, too 
confusing 
108- To much information on each page. Spend too much time on each page to understand what 
it is about.  
109- the lack of easy navigation 
110- I felt I was taken from one place to another rather quickly. I though I was in one country 
and find I was in another. 
111-  a few links that were not active- 2 small tokens on upper right hand corner of picture 
indicated email access and a token I did not recognize- neither would respond to clicks. Same 
with the name of the homepage pictures which I gathered should have led to more information 
about Kata Tjuta, NT. 
112- nothing 
113- there was a lot of script errors that popped up. 
114- wish each page reflected the location I clicked on. Same picture at top of each page. 
115-  occasional bad link 
116- I didn’t like how the home link didn’t work and that was the only way to see what else was 
on the website. There wasn’t very much color in the website just on the homepage. 
117-  The majority of it. It took me a minute to realize the page was even about Australia 
118- It was hard to navigate the through the site. Giving back was difficulty and knowing how to 
get back to the homepage was difficult. 
119- Error message some pages not there 
120- I actually liked the site, everything was good. 
 
 
What would you change? 
101- the cover page looks dry and hot and lonely. I would put beaches (since most pages had 
them) and sand and sun. brighter colors would have drawn me in.  
102- maybe add a few video clips about the different events and show video clips of the turtle 
hatching and whale migration. 
103- put pictures depicting where I would be so I could visualize myself there. Make a ‘home’ 
button on the first page- could never figure out how to get back to it so I could browse other 
categories.  
104- perhaps menu items at the top of each page to allow for quick access to other sections of the 
site. 
105- better home button. Also, contentwise I was looking for kangaroos☺ 
106- technical issues with the links! I also hate to always hit the back button. 
107- Make the buttons you need to click on more clear and obvious they’re what you need to do. 
108- not so wordy (get to the point, brief description) 
109- make sure all buttons/links (including back buttons) work. Navigation is difficult. Maybe 
include a search tool for easy access of specific areas of information. 
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110- Be more clear about which country you are exploring. Not use abbreviations for all these 
places. 
111- this is an excellent website in many ways- the only complaint I have is, if you offer a link, 
make it active! It’s really frustrating to see a link that should lead to something you really want 
to know or see and then find it totally worthless.  
112-  
113- fix the script errors because they are irritating 
114- wish each page reflected the location I clicked on. Better idea of where to go when selecting 
a resort.  
115- 
116-   
117- I would have it easier to access information about the “events” I didn’t like how or had to 
click through each event or place to see the next one. Yet acquiring music would be nice. 
Basically having it easier to get to just one topic would be nice. Maybe a list or something 
118- I would make the “markings” such as homepage and events more accessible and easy to 
find. I would also add more information about how to get more information concerning a 
particular area.  
119- make everything flow a little better. No error messages make sure all links go to pages that 
exist 
120- nothing really well, it could use some bigger pictures. Also they should show a bigger 
picture of the beaches too. There was really no picture there.  
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Botanica Site 
 

What did you like best? 
101- pictures 
102-  this site gave all the information that you needed about the prices family packets, school 
functions and special occasions that you can use different gardens for. 
103- pictures. The menu was present on every screen. Background was nice 
104- consistent use of menu options across the screen from page to page. Good color. Easy to 
use. 
105- the black background allowed the colors of the flowers to pop more. The flash apps gave an 
air of professionalism 
106- The beautiful use of color and great information 
107- I think the color and the black background added a professional look. 
108- easy to use, short descriptions but enough info, lots of information about different events, 
what is available. 
109- The gardens section with the scrolling list. I also liked the simple layout. It was easy to use 
(when the links worked). 
110- 
111- Beautiful color pictures, good design. All artistic components very professional. Good 
information up to a point. 
112- the bright colors and tabs.  However, they did not work 
113- I like the layout of the site. I thought the colors made it look sleek 
114- Potential to be an interesting website 
115- fairly attractive 
116- I liked the colors. That made me want to look at every link to see the pictures 
117- Listing the gardens was nice and being able to see a picture. The color scheme looked nice 
118- I enjoyed the use of color and the pictures that they had. It brought out your imagination 
119- information on upcoming events 
120- I thought it was very color and pretty. I loved how they had different layouts for the 
garden’s that was neat 
 
What did you like least? 
101- sooooo slow! Had to hit back a lot 
102- there was nothing that I didn’t like about this site. It gave me all the information that I 
needed to know about the gardens 
103- Botanica is expressive so I’d get excited. . . some links didn’t work. 
104- it was a photo orgy, three layered photos too much. Hated that the homepage wasn’t scaled 
to fit the browser. Too many worthless flash apps. Font style 
105- its like the designers had a good start but never finished. Similar features looked diff on diff 
pages the navigation bar never worked. Some of the layouts got funky (rentals) 
106- The hand pointer changing to an arrow 
107- I didn’t like how you couldn’t click on some buttons but others you could 
108- 
109- some of the links didn’t work on some pages. I had to hit the browsers “back button” to 
return to the homepage. 
110- 
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111- too many links were inactive- I wanted to look at pictures of the gardens and could not find 
a way to get to those pictures- some with the gift shop and some of the information links. 
112- clicking on tabs that took me nowhere 
113- some of the links weren’t working, so yeah. 
114- unable to easily locate information and many links not working. Dislike the scroll feature! 
115- too many bad links, dead links, inconsistent navigation 
116- I didn’t like how unreliable this site was. Sometimes the links would work sometimes they 
wouldn’t 
117- lack of pictures, some link problems, only one picture of the gardens 
118- The wording of things. The website was very boring. Nothing interesting was talked about 
or shown.  
119- it didn’t work. Click places and nothing happens 
120- The pictures were way too small they should make it bigger.  
 
 
What would you change? 
101- gift shop should tell you what they had a let you order online. Could not bring up volunteer 
app. Could not go from some pages to next, had to push back button. Got stuck a lot. Pictures too 
small. Could never find prices for reserving for wedding, waited and waited and gave up. 
Pictures too small.  
102- maybe add some video clips for people wanting to know more about the tours, children’s 
day specials and different gardens telling why people enjoy a certain one more than the other 
gardens.  
103- more pretty pictures. 
104- change to more elegant font. Maintain consistency of design elements (nested windows) in 
calendar and other info screens. Lose the overlappings about what page you are on.  
105- if you can’t make flash work right, stick to basic HTML. There’s nothing worse than 
features that don’t work. Fix broken (or nonexistent) links. Make the navigation bar work 
throughout the site. Add more photos of Botanica that are alluring that might actually draw 
visitors. Add a working nav bar the every  inside page.  
106- More beautiful pictures that could be printed ☺ 
107- I think that there was topics under other topics that didn’t really relate to one another. 
108- 
109- Fix all links/buttons. Include more information about Botanica itself. Layout is a little 
different on all pages; try to keep it very consistent. Use the PowerPoint type transitions more 
often, rather than loading the same info over and over again. It would nice if it seemed like it was 
more in a frames layout. I think the pages would flow a lot better.  
110- 
111- If you offer a link it should go somewhere! It should give the user the information it 
promises. Great website but they need to provide what they promise. 
112- make sure the site is user friendly and works well 
113- nothing other than just fixing the buttons.  
114- overhaul the links. Easier to find information quickly. Homepage looks good but other links 
are not overly interesting or user friendly. 
115- get someone who knows what they are doing. 
116- 
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117- More pictures of flowers and gardens. Music would be nice. Maybe have an “interactive” 
garden where it shows a picture of a garden and when you click on different flowers and plants it 
tells about them 
118- I would add things that made the website more appealing. Perhaps add pictures of people 
have a good time at Botanica. They talked about events you could have there but didn’t give any 
ideas or show anything of interest. 
119- make everything function properly. 
120- I would probably put more pictures of people in the garden smiling, and having fun because 
right now it is a little boring!  It makes you want to get on and get off in a heart beat.  
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Appendix Q 
 

Low Appeal High Usability Exploratory Task Condition  
Final Comments 

 
Rental Site 

 
What did you like best? 
121- it did seem to provide a lot of information whether it be truth or not 
122- nothing 
123- the fade in to the next screen on some of the links was fun. 
124- nothing 
125 
126 
127 
128 
129 
130- not very much decoration 
131- colorful links 
131 
132- It seemed short and more the point than the other one 
133-  I liked nothing 
134- nothing really 
135- nothing 
136 
137 
138 
139 
140 
 
What did you like least? 
121- the ability to navigate in an organized manner was terrible. There is almost too much 
information bundled together relating to many topics and none of it was organized 
122- too complicated to use 
123- print is too small. Text runs together. Too many run-on sentences. Too much information 
presented on each screen! Too many errors in spelling/grammar. Too many colors. Didn’t like all 
the highlighted phrases in the text. Each screen opens with the same set of “headlines”, so you 
always think you are on the same page.  
124- busy- links load to nowhere does not take you to info that is advertised 
125 
126 
127 
128 
129 
130- the font size 
131- annoying page transitions changing fonts 
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132- the words were too small on some of the pages 
133 – the typos 
134- hard to navigate text too small, too much going on. 
135- layout 
136 
137 
138 
139 
140 
 
What would you change? 
121- the use of color and boxed links design makes it look very unreliable, unprofessional etc. 
get rid of all that. Organize the links and other sites offered in a manner that represents the 
purpose. The tabs and contact info need to be placed better. So, organize by topic in a more 
convenient fashion for viewing. It is almost straining to view this site. 
122-Yes, I would make it easier and possible for people to get a better understanding of what 
they are getting and getting into 
123- edit the text to make it clear and concise. Put the mission statement on top. Put clear 
directions on how to sue the site under the mission statement. Make the font larger. Make the 
sentence spacing larger. Put less verbage on each page. Have each page headed with its own 
title/descriptor. Make the links back to any relevant homepage clearer. Actually I’d trash the 
whole thing and start over from scratch. The while website is terrible. The “start your own 
business” link makes me suspicious of all the information that I had read on the site before I 
clicked on that.  
124- too busy links lead to advertisement not to info. Too many subjects too much advertising 
125 
126 
127 
128 
129 
130- design the site to make it more interesting 
 
131- More consistent in font size, font color, page backgrounds and have no transitions form 
page to page 
131 
132- Same w/ the other one: if it was a little simpler, I think more people would use it.  
133- Simplify- and tell the truth. I’m pretty sure you can’t legally remove unwanted bad credit 
from your credit report. I wouldn’t trust them anyway with all those run-on sentences. 
134- pull the clutter off the homepage. Make all the links work and change to a more appealing 
layout. 
135- simplify 
136 
137 
138 
139 
140 
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San Francisco Site 
What did you like best? 
121-it was fairly easy to navigate. The layout was decently organized and allowed for easy and 
progressive mental processing. I liked how the links were easy to find what you need. Basically 
the link took you where you needed to go 
122- nothing 
123- very clear directions on how to use, easy to access. Easy to read and see the purpose of the 
website easy to understand. Liked the “what the courthouse personnel can and cannot tell you” 
liked the icons/buttons for each area. 
124- looks easy to use but  
125 
126 
127 
128 
129 
130- the design 
131-colorful 
131 
132- it was very informative 
133 – I would have liked to see the recent rulings but I couldn’t get them to upload. So I didn’t 
like anything.  
134- easy to navigate 
135- some of the graphics inspired me to look further 
136 
137 
138 
139 
140 
 
What did you like least? 
121- not much there were a few things repeated 
122- nothing because it is about a different state 
123- nothing 
124- links don’t work 
125 
126 
127 
128 
129 
130- nothing really 
131- inconsistent, every page was different in style 
132- there were so many different places to go that I forgot where I started. 
133- The colors and the fact that there was no real information on the whole thing 
134- scrolling banner much too slow and not worth the wait to read 
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135 
136 
137 
138 
139 
140 
 
What would you change? 
121- I would slightly improve how the site presents itself professionally. It was well laid out, 
however in my experience a professional website is slightly more “clean” so to speak. 
122- let the person know that it is or only has information for people who reside in CA 
123 
124- make the links work- divisions should be in 1 format not several formats 
125 
126 
127 
128 
129 
130- if it is supposed to be professional, I would make it more professional looking. - if it is 
supposed to be professional, I would make it more professional looking.  
131- make the pages and fonts consistent 
132-  If you could make it even simpler, I would do that. 
133-  I would change the whole sucky thing. Actually, I would just get rid of it all together 
because there is NO useful information there.  
134- make the links accessible and change the layout to where the text would be easier to read. 
135-homepage needs to be more graphically like other pages.  
136 
137 
138 
139 
140 
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Appendix R 
 

Low Appeal Low Usability Exploratory Task Condition  
 Final  Comments 

 
Rental 

What did you like best? 
 
141- the site had a lot of useful information 
142- the pretty colors 
143- nothing 
144- there was a lot of interesting information on the site 
145- not much 
146 ☺ 
147- nothing 
148- It looked easy to use. It was “dummy” proof. 
149- nothing 
150- There was a lot of information for every possible situation you might be in. 
151- Nothing 
152- it gave a lot of information 
153-  had helpful links to trustworthy websites about homes 
154- Nothing 
155- The white back and black font make reading easier and many links and options 
156- reading the creative comments they had to say . . . about loans mostly 
157- at least it had different colors and active links 
158- I liked the fact that it was about buying a house, that’s pretty much it . . . 
159- I liked the different colors used to keep the viewer’s attention 
160- the multitude of choices for looking at homes 
 
What did you like least? 
141 –  specific functions on the site did not work- the site also had a few dead links- these can 
frustrate the user at times 
142- hard to navigate, too many topics, confusing 
143- times that looked like links but weren’t 
144- there was too much unrelated information and it was confusing and difficult to find what I 
needed. Too many words 
145- everything. It was boring links weren’t there 
146- Boring. A lot of links didn’t work or take me where I thought I was suppose to go. 
147- It’s color and layout 
148- Some of the “click here” buttons didn’t work. Boring site- little color repetitive claims 
149- it was inconsistent, busy and didn’t make any sense 
150- the background was rather boring 
151- Most links didn’t work the whole site is ugly looked like a scam 
152- it was so cluttered that it was unattractive 
153- felt suspicious and untrustworthy I wouldn’t every enter my info on this site for fear of 
spam. 
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154- too much crunched all into one and none of the link areas where it said “click here” worked. 
There was no place to click. 
155- The broken links, too many words on home page. Needs better navigation and the 
information is too detailed. 
156- if I had to pick one thing- it would be the scrolling, both up/down and right/left. 
157- some links didn’t work . . . boring 
158- Colors, too many words, repeats of things, you could not  “click here” and go anywhere. 
The set up was horrible. . .I just really didn’t like the sight like I thought I was going to.  
159- way toe complex. Everything was jumbled together and too much unnecessary info 
crammed together. Looked more like a powerpoint slide than a website.  
160- there was TOO MUCH on the pages. It looked really cluttered and boring 
 
What would you change? 
141-  add a navigation bar so the user can easily navigate through the different functions/pages of 
the website. Also the page appeared to be cluttered with text, possibly for the for the purpose of 
generalizing hits form the various search engines? The text seemed to give an overwhelming first 
impression. 
142- ,ale the text a lot larger and more evenly spread out. Fix misspellings 
143- less text, real links, actually just start over 
144- I’d focus only on the information and links relevant to the purpose of the site(?) and cut the 
rest. A more sophisticated design would make it appear more attractive and professional. 
145- put links where it said click here, alphabetize by state 
146- I would make it less confusing, leaving more things out. Not as much ads. 
147- Change, probably most of things, because its not a systematic website. The articles are 
placed randomly and incomplete. The color is also not nice. 
148- The advertising 
149- clean up extra stuff. Make links work. Change color and font. Make it more consistent and 
welcoming. 
150- Pump up the background with more pictures and add more transitions between pages. 
151- fix the type-o’s show home listings not just credit options. Make website be what it looks 
like it should be 
152- keep the information but organize it  
153- Too much redundant info and to make it easier they want your personal info. 
154- no crowd so much into one area first. Second I would not put “click here” if it was not 
going to lead you anyway. Second all the links went to the same page and looked like they were 
with the same company when they said they were different, which made me wonder if this was 
some type of gimic. Also it just looked sleazy and not reliable. I would not buy a house from 
them. 
155- Cut down on words. Make navigation to separate subjects. Make the layout more focused 
and use less color fonts unless important information is being mention. (Bolding is better for just 
details or announcements). 
156- use spell-checking and punctuation! Se of coor is not necessarily terrible, but it makes the 
entire website look cheesy and unprofessional. I would simplify each page so that no scrolling or 
minimal scrolling is necessary. Also, make sure all links work properly. Looking for homes was 
a little bit of a pain, so I would make an easy-to-use search feature. I would get rid of the form on 
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the homepage because it is misleading. At first glance it looks like a way to do a search, but it 
really just submits information to the company.  
157- too much text- break it up. 
158- I would defiantly cut back on all the words. There is just too much information on one page 
;that tit makes it boring. The colors, again almost make me go cross-eyed. What’s with black, 
yellow and red? I would not repeat all the sayings about how you can buy a house and whatever. 
To me, its kind of annoying and makes me want to find a better sight. I would make it where the 
“click here” actually goes to something. It’s very annoying when you’re using a website and not 
able to do what it says. Keep on topic throughout the website. I thought it was doing to be about 
buying homes and things with that, but it had things on divorce and other off topic things. Don’t 
do that!!! Stay on topic, otherwise its like false advertising in a way. The layout was 
HORRIBLE!! It needs to really cut back on all the words. Try to not have too much information 
on just one page. That’s what links are for. I mean it’s the internet with a webpage. It’s supposed 
to have links that you can easily follow.  
159- I would keep the colors but spread the info out more through using more categories. I would 
also put more links in to sectionalize all the information that I was trying to present.  
160- simplify!! Make it look more organized and attractive 
 

 
San Francisco Site 

What did you like best? 
141- - good use of color, attractive layout 
142- nothing 
143- intention of site 
144- nothing. It was ugly and hard to use. I think there were grammatical errors and serious 
design issues 
145- it’s layout 
146-Had a lot of boring links 
147 
148-It was organized informational 
149- The information on what was on the page was easy to understand. 
150- I really liked how much info was given on the cases. 
151- barry bonds basketball curse 
152- the site applies to something that interests me so I enjoyed it once I got beyond the 
homepage. 
153- You can get updated info. 
154-It gave you the icons to download the materials you needed to use their site 
155- The ability to search on the site was represented well 
156- Bold, easy to read text. 
157- nothing 
158- It had icons you could easily access. It was easy to understand what the website was about.  
159- I liked the professionalism that was put into making this site 
160- the graphics 
 
What did you like least? 
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141- navigation menus would have aided browsing to and from various pages within the site. 
Some hyperlinks were not active. 
142- too many links didn’t work 
143- broken links and queries 
144- the colors, font, layout, vocabulary and images. 
145- links not very interesting material unless I needed info on court cases- even then there 
might be problems 
146- Some links didn’t work. A lot of ads 
147- Its boring and its layout 
148- all the clicking you have to do 
149- the colors, too many links 
150- The scrolling line on the homepage is too slow. 
151- looks odd like an early page from the 90’s 
152- the layout was kind of haphazard and unorganized 
153- Navigation was difficult had to keep using back button.  
154- that some of the icons did not work and take me to the place it was directed to 
155- The colors and icons were poorly coordinated and made the web site less professional 
156- nothing work (as far as links go) 
157- many of the links didn’t work. 
158- I just found it boring. I don’t like the colors, the bright yellow gave me somewhat of a 
headache.  
159- It didn’t really catch my interest. 
160- the links didn’t work for some of the sites 
 
What would you change? 
141 a navigation menu is the only suggestion I would add to the web page. This would greatly 
aid the user in browsing through the different pages. 
142- fix the links, correct the misspellings, make it a lot easier to navigate 
143- fix links and change colors 
144-start over 
145- links would go directly to the info instead of clicking several times on links to get there. No 
more red pages. 
146- I would use links more specific to the topic instead of random ones. 
147- I would recommend more additional information regarding the subject matter. 
148- I like it  
149- update it more often. Change the colors. Make it available for other software, not just MS. 
Fix the circles that do not work. 
150- A lot of links didn’t work and you could eliminate a few steps to get to pages. 
151- maybe more graphics, different fonts, change the layout 
152- I would add more information about other topics.  
153- Navigation bar at the top/bottom or even side. Have it set up so you don’t have to use 
special plug-ins and the color on some of the pages made it difficult to read or some pages 
seemed pointless. Click on 2 pages of nothing that say to click here to go where the last page said 
you were going. 
154- make it so you do not have to click on so many icons to get to the page you would like. I 
would make it one direct route.  
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155- The color; unnecessary information, the overall layout would be changed to make the site 
more presentable and professional looking. 
156- Almost everything! Use of colors was very distracting, so that is the 1st thing I would 
change. Also, do not require plug-ins to view the website. Make sure all links operated correctly 
and provide more links so that users do not have to continue to hit a “Next” button. I would also 
put a link to the homepage on every other page. One other thing I would change is the scrolling 
marquee at the top of the homepage. It was slow and annoying- a simple paragraph would be 
sufficient. 
157- a lot. . . layout and design would be much more interesting and efficient.  
158- Well to me, I think the colors should be changed. The black kind of makes the website not 
so appealing. The yellow is almost too bright for me. I don’t know why but just the brightness it 
too much. There was a lot of information about the types of computer systems needed and what 
not. I would try to design the website to be capable of supporting all different kinds of systems. 
Some people might not realize what kind of system they have, so they might not be able to 
access to things. Just in general, I’m not that interested in trial stuff, it doesn’t catch my 
attention, so I probably wouldn’t visit this website to begin with. 
159- I would put some more things on there to catch people’s attention. Nothing too much, just 
enough to spark the viewer’s interest.  
160- make sure the links work and don’t use green font on a red background 
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Appendix S 
 

Trends 
 
D1.  Participants in the high appeal low usability search condition will have the greatest change 
in first and final impression evaluations.  
 

Table 83 
Confidence Intervals and Standard Error for Adjective Scores 
 

   95% Confidence Interval 

 Mean Std. Error Lower Bound Upper Bound 
High appeal high usability 0.9455 0.460613 0.028111 1.862889 
High appeal low usability 0.3445 0.460613 -0.57289 1.261889 
Low appeal high usability 1.8335 0.460613 0.916111 2.750889 
Low appeal low usability 0.4535 0.460613 -0.46389 1.370889 
 
 

 
Figure 31. Appeal and Usability trend for adjective difference scores. 
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Table 84 
 
Confidence Intervals and Standard Error for Interest Scores 
 
   95% Confidence Interval 
 Mean Std. Error Lower Bound Upper Bound 
High appeal high usability -0.11 0.09467 -0.29855 0.078551 
High appeal low usability 0.08 0.09467 -0.10855 0.268551 
Low appeal high usability 0.1675 0.09467 -0.02105 0.356051 
Low appeal low usability 0.0925 0.09467 -0.09605 0.281051 
 
 

 
 

Figure 32. Appeal and Usability trend for Interest Difference Scores. 
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Table 85 

Satisfaction Difference Score Confidence Intervals and Standard Error 
 
   95% Confidence Interval 
  Mean Std. Error Lower Bound Upper Bound 
High appeal high usability 9..002435 5.553718 -1.59486 20.54223 
High appeal low usability 4.25 5.413095 -6.53828 15.03828 
Low appeal high usability 20.875 5.413095 10.08672 31.66328 
Low appeal low usability 7.638889 5.705903 -3.73296 19.01074 

 

 

 

 
 

 

Figure 33. Appeal and Usability Trend for Satisfaction Difference Scores.  
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