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ABSTRACT
Choice set size has implications on how people select typefaces, which are normally
presented in long, alphabetical lists in programs such as Microsoft Word™. The extensive
size of the choice set makes choosing a typeface a difficult task, which is unfortunate
because typeface selections are highly important. Choosing the right typeface ensures that
the rhetoric of the message is expressed correctly, and that confusions do not occur due to
low legibility. Two ways of decreasing the choice difficulty is by reducing the number of
typefaces and incorporating categories into the choice set.
For these reasons, this experiment explored the effects that choice set design has on
typeface selections in two studies. Study 1 examined the effect that size and categorization
had on the affective response (satisfaction, difficulty, etc.) and preference for making a
typeface decision. Participants reported higher satisfaction and preferred typeface choice
sets that contained informative categories. Results also revealed that moderate size choice
sets were associated with less difficulty, less choice overload, and higher satisfaction than
large choice sets.
Study 2 examined the effect that categorization had on the strategy for choosing a
typeface across different document types. Participants spent more time choosing a typeface
and contemplated more typefaces when using choice sets that contained categories,
regardless of document type. This provides evidence that categorization lead participants
to use a more optimal decision strategy, which should increase the likelihood of selecting a
more optimal typeface.
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CHAPTER 1
INTRODUCTION
Why Study Typeface Selection?
People are faced with decisions everyday, from what shirt to wear to which job to
take after graduating. One of the important decisions people regularly make is which
typeface to use for a particular a document. People are faced with this decision anytime
they make a document in Microsoft Word™, compose an email, or create something in a
program like Photoshop™. One’s initial impression might be that choosing a typeface is a
trivial and an unimportant decision, and that it is just a matter of simply choosing the
typeface that you like the most. However, a misstep in choosing a typeface can have
detrimental effects.
Research has shown that choosing the wrong typeface can cause the document and
author to be misperceived (Brumberger, 2003b; Shaikh, 2007). For example, displaying a
resume in typefaces such as Vivaldi or Tempus Sans can have damaging effects on the
perception of the applicant, to the point where he/she is significantly less likely to even be
invited to an interview (Shaikh & Fox, 2008). This is because typefaces have a personality
all of their own which reinforces or conflicts with the message of the document (Shaikh,
2007). As Kumpf (2000) suggests, too often writers can choose the wrong typeface, which
can lead to the textual equivalent of “wearing a striped shirt with plaid pants” (p. 417).
A real life example of using an inappropriate typeface comes from a letter written by
professional basketball owner, Dan Gilbert, ridiculing the team’s star player, Lebron James,
for signing with another team. The letter was posted on the team’s website for fans to read,
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and was meant to represent the anger and heartbreak felt by the owner due to the betrayal.
Unfortunately, the message was displayed in Comic Sans (see Figure 1), which is
commonly associated with adjectives such as “cuddly”, “happy”, and “passive” (Shaikh,
Chaparro, & Fox, 2006). Thus, the rhetoric of the typeface conflicted with the intended
message of the letter.

Figure 1. An example of a typeface personality not matching the intent of the document.
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Some people have such a strong disposition against using typefaces inappropriately
that they have even created websites dedicated to banning commonly misused typefaces
such as Comic Sans, Curlz, or Papyrus (http://bancomicsans.com/main/ and
http://lmnop.blogs.com/lauren/2006/10/americas_most_f.html). They have cited many
cases of typefaces such as Comic Sans being misused for warning signs, basketball jerseys,
and websites. In fact, the Safari 5 web browser even goes as far as rendering the Comic
Sans typeface on a website as Helvetica (http://extensions.apple.com/).
For this reason, many research studies have investigated typeface appropriateness
for different types of documents. Studies have centered on domains such as ads (Childers &
Jass, 2002; Doyle & Bottomley, 2004; and Poffenberger & Frankes, 1923), magazines
(Haskins, 1958) and websites (Belut, 2009; Hazlett, Larson, Shaikh, & Chaparro, 2008). All
of this research arrived at the same conclusion that there are typefaces for specific types of
situations, and knowing when to use these typefaces are just as important as the content
itself.
In addition to personality of a typeface, it is important to consider legibility and
readability. Readability is the aspects of text that make it easy to ready, while legibility is
the clarity with which individual characters can be recognized (Morrison, 1986). Imagine
having to read this entire document in the Courier New typeface.
This typeface is highly legible. The characters are easy to make out individually, but it is not
as readable as some other typefaces such as Tahoma (Bernard, Mills, Peterson & Storrer,
2001). This is because the letter spacing is uniform causing a decrease in readability. Most
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typefaces have proportional letter spacing. Meaning that space varies between letters, so
that readability is better (Shaikh, 2007). As a result, displaying text passages in Courier
New increases the reading time over other highly legible typefaces (Bernard et al., 2001).
Some have even suggested that the popular Microsoft Word 2003™ default typeface
of Times New Roman is not as readable as other typefaces. Rith (2006) suggested that one
of the worst errors that can be made for designing a resume is choosing to use the
Microsoft Word 2003™ default. Due to the design elements of letter spacing and word
spacing, Times New Roman was deemed by Rith as an “unharmonious mess”. This could be
why Microsoft themselves deemed Cambria as the Times New Roman replacement when
incorporating the new ClearType™ typefaces into Word 2007 (Berry, 2004).
Chaparro, Shaikh, and Chaparro (2006) also found that Times New Roman was not
the most legible typeface. Characters such as the $, #, 1, and 8 were commonly confused.
Legibility of a typeface has been shown to be important in visual displays such as those
used in air traffic control. Unclear displays have been blamed for air traffic controllers
directing planes into wrong sectors. In fact, a report by the Health and Safety executive
suggested that one of the biggest safety issues facing air traffic displays are the typefaces
used (Knight, 2002). Moreover, in a BBC report, air traffic controllers reported having
problems distinguishing between the numbers 0, 6, and 8, causing a major concern
amongst controllers that they were likely to make a mistake (BBC News, 2002). As noted by
Chaparro and associates (2006), the number 8 was commonly confused when displayed in
Times New Roman; thus, there could be devastating effects if the text of air traffic control
displays was presented in this typeface.
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All of this suggests that writers would be better off if they changed from Times New
Roman due to subpar readability and legibility. Unfortunately, many people mistakenly
choose Times New Roman because it is the default in Microsoft Word 2003™ and has
effectively become the status quo of typeface selections.
Due to the importance of typeface selection and the implications it has on
personality and readability/legibility, this study investigates methods of applying the
lessons learned from choice set research to that of typeface choice sets. This research
sought to identify ways to design typeface chose sets to increase user satisfaction and
decrease the likelihood that one will use a suboptimal strategy for choosing a typeface,
thereby, decreasing the likelihood that suboptimal typefaces will be chosen.
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CHAPTER 2
CHOICE SET RESEARCH
Effects of Complicated Choice Sets
In many cases, decisions are made via a choice set, or a list of options. This can span
from a restaurant menu to a list of insurance policies. How the options are presented in a
choice set can impact the difficulty of the decision. For instance, one important lesson from
choice set research is that the number of options or size of the choice set is a major factor of
decision difficulty. Decision‐makers’ cognitive processes basically become overloaded
when there are too many options (Anderson, 2003; Bundorf & Szrek, 2010; Iyengar &
Lepper, 2000). Mogilner, Rudnick, and Iyengar (2008) coined this as “choice overload”.
Since decision‐makers are susceptible to choice overload, it has commonly been
suggested that the number of options should be limited (Dean, 2008; Iyengar & Lepper,
2000; Kempf & Ruenzi, 2006). Decision‐makers have limited cognitive capabilities that
cannot handle a large number of options. There are too many features to evaluate and
compare; thus, there is a high cost associated with having too many options (Botti &
Iyengar, 2006). These costs include things such as time and effort. Complex choice sets also
have emotional costs. Commonly large choice sets are also associated with negative
emotions like regret (Iyengar & Lepper, 2000). This is because the decision‐maker is
unsure if they made the most optimal choice since there are numerous options they did not
pick that might be better.
The above concept of choice overload and its adverse effects has been demonstrated
in many domains. Consumer research has shown that a higher number of options can
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actually impact purchasing behavior. Iyengar & Lepper (2000) set up tasting booths at a
store that either had a small sample of jams (6) or large sample of jams (30). Even though
customers were initially more attracted to the large sample booth, consumers that had a
high number of options to choose from were less likely to purchase a jam, while those that
had fewer options were more likely purchase a jam (Iyengar & Lepper, 2000). For a similar
example, Procter & Gamble had a 10% increase on sales of Head & Shoulders after they
decreased number of shampoo varieties (Goldstein, 2001).
Choice overload even occurs with important decisions such as health plan coverage
and retirement savings. Bundorf and Szrek (2010) found that older adults perceived larger
choice sets for Medicare Part D plans to be more difficult. They suggested that the difficulty
of the choice was also likely to lead to older adults making a sub optimal decision. Iyengar,
Huberman, and Jiang (2004) investigated choice overload for 401(k) retirement plans.
They found that the number of funds offered for employees to choose from affected
whether they invested in 401(k) plans. Employers with fewer plans had higher employee
participation compared to those with many plans. The optimal choice set size seemed to be
around ten, as those with ten or fewer funds were significantly more likely to participate.
Kemp and Reunzi (2006) found similar results in regards to investors and the number of
mutual fund options available. Investors were three times more likely to change mutual
funds if there were 25 mutual fund options compared to 100 mutual fund options.

Suboptimal Strategies
A major drawback of large choice sets is that in an attempt to save cognitive
resources, decision‐makers may use simpler, suboptimal strategies for making a decision
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(Arkes, 1991). Suboptimal strategies are those in which the decision‐maker does not take
the time to evaluate which option is the best, and as a result of using these strategies,
errors are more likely to occur. This is especially true in situations where the stakes are
perceived to be low, and is related to a trade‐off between effort and accuracy (Arkes, 1991).
For example, it may not be worth the extra effort to determine which menu item is the best
deal at a restaurant; however, it is probably worth the extra effort to determine which
stock is the best when investing for retirement. Decision‐makers are likely use a more
optimal strategy when investing in stocks because the stakes are higher if an error is made.
There are three main suboptimal strategies that should be reviewed for the purpose of
typeface selection.
Satisficing
First, decision‐makers may satisfice; a technique in which any alternative that is
good enough, but not the best is selected (Iyengar & Lepper, 2000; Mills Meltzer & Clark,
1977). Unfortunately, this can lead to a suboptimal alternative being selected simply
because the decision‐maker does not want to exert the cognitive effort to make an optimal
decision. In this instance, the first option that is perceived satisfactory, may not necessarily
be the optimal option. For example, imagine a consumer considering different types of
cameras for purchase. The electronic store has hundreds of cameras to choose from;
however, the consumer chooses the first camera that is in their price range without
considering other variables such as picture quality, warranty, battery life etc. because it is
too difficult to determine the best camera.
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Decision Avoidance
Not only can a difficult choice cause decision‐makers to satisfice, but it can also
cause them to exhibit decision avoidance, which is the act of postponing or avoiding
decisions (Anderson, 2003; Dhar, 1997). In this case, the suboptimal option is to not choose
at all. Consider the camera example again. The consumer may have 3‐4 cameras he/she
likes. However, the consumer may have difficulty narrowing down which camera he/she
like best, so the consumer decides not to purchase any camera at all. Iyengar and Lepper
(2000) examined the motivation of students to complete an extra credit essay assignment.
They found that students were more likely to complete the assignment if they were given
only six possible topics to write about rather than 30 possible topics. Those who were
given 30 topics were more likely to avoid the decision altogether and not complete the
assignment. This act of avoiding a decision seems can be attributed to the difficulty of the
decision. Shafir, Simonson, and Tversky (1993) showed that when consumers who had to
choose between two equally compelling choices for a CD player, they were significantly
more likely to not choose any CD player than consumers that had to choose between a
highly appealing CD player and a less appealing CD player. This finding was attributed to
the fact that the two equally compelling CD players caused a conflict between which to
choose, thereby, making the decision highly difficult. Thus, a difficult decision caused the
consumers to avoid the decision altogether, even though both CD players were highly
appealing.
Status Quo Bias
A final suboptimal strategy is the status quo bias, which is the decision‐makers’
inflated preference for the default option even though it may not be of benefit (Samuelson
9

& Zeckhauser, 1988). Johnson and Goldstein (2003) provide an example of how opt‐in
versus opt‐out framing can effect the decision of whether or not to be an organ donor.
Western countries like the United States have an opt‐in system (status quo is set not to be
an organ donor), while many European countries have an opt‐out system (status quo is set
to be an organ donor). Results showed that countries with opt‐in framing have significantly
fewer organ donors than countries with opt‐out framing.
There are many possible reasons for why the status quo bias occurs. Samuelson and
Zeckhauser (1988) noted that it is commonly associated with reoccurring decisions. An
example would be deciding to remain with the same car insurance each month instead of
switching to another insurance company even though it would save the consumer money.
The existing company is more familiar, making it more convenient to remain at the status
quo. This is because familiar options are a nature of habit, which causes decision‐makers to
feel more comfortable with their choice. The more times a person has been exposed to the
status quo, the more familiar it becomes; thereby causing familiar options to become more
readily available to the mind when making a decision (Kahneman & Miller, 1986). This
makes switching from the status quo to another alternative a perceived risk not worth
taking (Baron & Ritov, 1994). This is because it could lead to an alternative that is actually
worse than the status quo, which commonly occurs in situations that involve unfamiliar
options. This causes the action of switching to be perceived as abnormal (Kahneman &
Miller, 1986). Thus, in order to limit the regret of the decision made, decision‐makers
choose the alternative that requires no action.
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Benefits of Large Choice Sets
Large choice sets are not entirely negative; they also have some benefits. A larger
number of choices has been associated more freedom and greater utility (Botti & Iyengar,
2006; Walton & Berkowitz, 1979). This is because they have more options, which allows
decision‐makers more freedom to make their own choice, rather than being restricted by a
small number of choices (Botti & Iyengar, 2006). This feeling of empowerment can lead to
higher satisfaction and enjoyment in the decision process. Iyengar & Lepper (2000) found
that large choice sets were associated with higher enjoyment than small choice sets, even
though they were rated as more difficult for making a decision. The authors contributed the
higher reported enjoyment to decision‐makers feeling more empowered when making a
selection from a larger choice set because there were more options from which to choose.
Also, larger choice sets are considered better because they offer a wider variety of
options (McAlister, 1982; Simonson, 1990). This wider variety of options allows decision‐
makers to better match their preferences because the choices adequately reflect all
possible combinations, hence, reducing the decision‐makers’ uncertainty of whether there
are better options that are not being included within the choice set (Greenleaf & Lehmann,
1995; Karni & Schwartz, 1977). Bundorf & Szrek (2010) examined how older adults chose
a Medicare Part D plan from a large choice set and small choice set. They discovered that
older adults felt they were better able to find the ideal Medicare Part D plan in a large
choice set compared to a small choice set. The authors attributed this to the fact that the
larger choice set had more features by which to judge the decision, thereby providing the
older adults reassurance that they chose the correct coverage and did not simply settle on a
subpar option as a result of a limited choice set. Chernev (2003) also examined choice set
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size in its relation to ideal point availability, which is the ability to have a preference for a
particular option based on it attributes before making the selection. Larger choice sets
were actually better for those who had a preference or ideal point. Again, a wider variety
allows decision‐makers to choose an option that better matches their preferences.
Moreover, a wider variety of options can also provide more information about the
alternatives that can help make the decision. This is especially important for complex or
unfamiliar choices (Bundorf & Szrek, 2010). If the list of options is highly unfamiliar, then
examining the features of the options can provide more information about what would be
the proper selection or what the decision‐maker would prefer.
Thus, there appears be a trade‐off between the costs and benefits of a large choice
set. Large choice sets have the benefits of more freedom, higher satisfaction, and a sense of
empowerment but this comes at the cost of increasing the difficulty for making a decision
and the chances of making an improper selection through the use of a suboptimal strategy.
It is suggested that the ideal number of options lies somewhere between having a small (2‐
3) and large number (more than 10) of options. Reutskaja & Hogarth (2009) proposed that
satisfaction plotted against the number of options is an inverted U‐shaped function. That is,
satisfaction with a choice is at its lowest when choices are either too limited or too
numerous and at its highest when there are an intermediate number of choices. Thus,
difficulty is not too high, and choices are not so limited that decision‐makers feel like they
do not have enough options. Shah and Wolford (2007) also found this inverted U‐shape for
purchasing behavior. Purchasing behavior for pens seemed to be function of the number of
pens in the choice set. The number of pens varied from 2 to 20. It was found that too few
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(2) or too many (20) options for pens resulted in less purchasing, while a more
intermediate number (10) was associated with the most pen purchases.

Categorization
The ideal choice set is one that maintains the benefits of having a large choice set,
but also limits the amount of difficulty for making a decision. One way of alleviating the
complexity of a large choice set is by creating categories for the options. Previous research
has shown that categories can provide information to the decision‐maker, which can help
them refine the list of options (Chakravarti and Janiszewski, 2003; Diehl, Kornish, and
Lynch, 2003; Zhang and Fitzsimons, 1999). This is because the category labels provide
information about the attributes of the items within each group, which helps decision‐
makers identify differences amongst options (Alba, Hutchinson, & Lynch, 1991; Bettman,
1979).
Particularly, those who are highly unfamiliar with a choice set domain seem to
benefit the most from categorization. Mogilner, Rudnick, and Iyengar (2008) examined the
impact that categories have on choice satisfaction for preference constructors and
preference matchers. Preference constructors are those who have little knowledge of what
they are looking for and therefore rely on the choice set to provide information to make a
decision. Preference matchers already have an ideal option in mind and search the choice
set to see which option matches their ideal preference the best. Mogilner and associates
(2008) found that the number of categories in a magazine rack impacted shopper
satisfaction. Those who did not have a preference in mind, preference constructors, had
higher satisfaction when there were more magazine categories. The authors posit that
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preference constructors operate in an unfamiliar environment, and must use the choice set
as a source of information to help guide them to construct a preference within the choice
set. Therefore, they find more value in the categories than preference matchers who
already have a deep knowledge base of their favorite and simply explore the choice set to
match their ideal preference. Thus, preference matchers do not need the categories as
much as preference constructors to identify the attributes that are important to them
because they already have an ideal preference in mind.
In a second study, Mogilner and associates (2008) demonstrated that preference
constructors benefited from the mere presence of categories for a large choice set,
regardless of whether or not the categories were informative. They tested this by having
customers choose coffee from 4 different menu designs. The coffee choice set either had no
categories, completely uninformative categories (e.g. Category A, Category B, Category C),
somewhat uninformative categories (e.g. The Coffee Shop, The Hut, and Java Joe’s), or
informative categories (e.g. Tangy, Earthy, and Spicy). There were 10 categories per
condition, except for the no category condition. Satisfaction was equally high among the
uninformative, somewhat uninformative, and informative categories.
Mogilner and associates (2008) argued that the above findings provided evidence
that categories not only benefit the cognitive processes but also the perceptual processes.
Perceptually, the categories help decision‐makers identify the difference amongst options
within a choice set, which can increase self‐determination, thereby, increasing satisfaction.
As previously discussed, decision‐makers are more willing to make a choice if the options
are more distinctive and do not have a lot of similarities (Dhar, 1997). Categorization helps
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those with little knowledge of the domain to identify those differences. The ability to
identify the differences between choices is less likely to cause conflict between the options
provided (Tversky & Shafir, 1992). Less conflict leads to decision‐makers feeling
empowered and more in control of their own decision resulting in increased satisfaction
(Mogilner et al., 2008).
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CHAPTER 3
TYPEFACE CHOICE SETS
Implications of Current Design
The lessons learned from choice set literature can be applied to the domain of
typeface selection. Typeface choice sets are typically presented in long alphabetical lists
such as those in Microsoft Word™ (see Figure 2) or Adobe Photoshop™ (see Figure 3). The
typeface choice set is an ideal example of how a large choice set can be detrimental for
making a decision.

Figure 2. The typeface choice set used in Microsoft Word 2007™.
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Figure 3. The typeface choice set used in Adobe Photoshop™.
As shown by the choice set research described above, large choice sets increase the
difficulty of making a decision. On a standard computer running Windows Office XP, there
are approximately 170 standard typefaces installed (Boser, 2003). Thus, the size of the
typeface choice set can assuredly be considered large. This claim is supported by a pilot
survey conducted by the author, which showed that 70% of respondents rated that there
were “too many” typefaces in Microsoft Word™. There was also evidence that size of the
choice set caused the decision for choosing a typeface to be hard, as about 42% of
respondents suggested that the typeface choice set in Microsoft Word™ is “difficult” to use.
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Also shown by choice set research, difficult choice sets are likely to amplify the
chances that a suboptimal strategy (i.e., satisficing, decision avoidance, or status quo bias)
will be used to make the decision. This seems to be the case with typeface selection, as
prior research from Fox (2010) demonstrated that decision‐makers were using the status
quo bias for choosing a typeface in Microsoft Word 2007™. Participants were given the task
of editing two different types of documents (School Assignment and Resume) in Word.
Their only task was to ensure that the document appeared professional and they were
permitted to make any changes necessary to achieve this. Participants did not know that
the true intent of the study was to see how the default typeface impacted whether or not
they changed the typeface. Different typefaces (Times New Roman, Calibri, Monotype Corsiva,
and Juice) were set as the default. When the default typeface was more legible (Times New
Roman or Calibri), participants were more likely to not change it. Conversely, if the typeface
was less legible (Monotype Corsiva or Juice) participants were more likely to change it.
Interestingly, not only did participants change the typeface, but they changed it back to a
highly familiar typeface. Approximately 87% (91 out of 105) of the participants changed
the typeface back to one that has been used as the default in Microsoft Office programs
(Times New Roman, Arial, Calibri, or Cambria). This provided evidence that these typefaces
have become so familiar, that they have become the status quo for determining which
typeface to use, thereby, providing evidence that users are exhibiting the status quo bias
for typeface selection.
This was also supported in the pilot survey for these studies, as 80% of respondents
reported that they use the typefaces of Times New Roman, Arial, Cambria, and Calibri the
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most often. In a similar survey, Shaikh (2007) found that 73% of respondents reported that
they use only 1‐5 typefaces, which was the lowest option possible. Over half (58%) of the
respondents also reported that they never, seldom, or sometimes change the default
typeface in Microsoft Word™. This provides further evidence that decision‐makers rely on
strategies such as the status quo bias or decision avoidance for choosing a typeface.
It is important to note that using a strategy such as the status quo bias or decision
avoidance is not necessarily wrong. Many times such strategies are highly adaptive, and
help save decision‐makers time and effort (Arkes, 1991). In fact, as Gigerenzer (2008)
points out, such strategies may have evolved from an evolutionary standpoint so that
decision‐makers can filter out noise that is not relevant to making a good decision. While
optimal strategies produce fewer errors, they require decision‐makers to attend to too
much or irrelevant information to determine the best option and are therefore often not
worth the additional effort.
Applying this to typeface selection, relying on the status quo typeface or choosing to
defer the decision is not necessarily wrong. This has become an effective strategy for
decision‐makers to determine typeface appropriateness when making a typeface selection.
Decision‐makers are essentially playing the hand they have been dealt, which is a large,
complex choice set that makes it difficult to make a decision. The current choice set
contains so much noise that they have effectively adapted by using these strategies to
produce fewer errors.
Unfortunately, errors still occur by using these strategies, and these errors can be
detrimental. As shown by Fox (2010), typefaces such as Times New Roman have effectively
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become the status quo typeface because they are set as the default for Word 2003. This can
lead to choosing typefaces such as Times New Roman, which has been deemed as a
suboptimal selection for readability of a resume (Rith, 2006). Also, the characters of Times
New Roman, such as the number 8, have been shown to be confused with other characters
(Chaparro et al., 2006). This poor legibility can have detrimental outcomes shown by the
examples of air traffic control displays (BBC News, 2002).
Even if decision‐makers do change the typeface from the default and do not rely on
the status quo bias, the likelihood of choosing an inappropriate typeface is increased by the
difficult decision from a large choice set. As shown by Shiakh (2007) and Brumberger
(2003b) using an inappropriate typeface based on personality can lead to documents and
authors being misperceived, which was demonstrated by the Dan Gilbert letter to
Cleveland Cavalier fans. This is amplified by the fact that most users do not have enough
background in typography to make an optimal selection. This makes them the equivalent of
being a preference constructor as indicated in the study by Mogilner et al. (2008). Thus,
they must rely on the information provided by the choice set in order to make a decision.
This is further supported by Mackiewicz (2004), who noted that typeface selection has
become even more critical with word processors providing writers access to hundreds of
typefaces they would not have otherwise.

Possible Solutions
Since it is clear that it is difficult to make a choice from a typeface choice set, the
question then becomes of how to improve them. One method would be to reduce the
number of typefaces. However, as shown by Bundorf & Szrek (2010) there is a trade‐off
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between difficulty and the benefits of larger choice sets such as higher satisfaction and
sense of empowerment. Even more importantly though, is the chance that the most optimal
typeface may not be available in a very small choice set. This might impact user satisfaction
because they are not able to match the typeface to their ideal preference. For example, a
user may really like Monotype Corsiva for a wedding invitation, and if it is not available, then it
will surely reduce satisfaction. There is evidence that this is applicable to typeface choice
sets, as 72% of pilot study respondents provided a positive rating for satisfaction of the
typeface choice set in Microsoft Word™ even though many of the same respondents
reported that there were too many typefaces and that they had difficulty choosing a
typeface. Hence, it cannot automatically be assumed that a smaller choice set will correct
the issue since it might decrease satisfaction ratings. Lessons from Reutskaja & Hogarth
(2009) show that the size should be moderate, so that it is not too small that it restricts
satisfaction and not too large that it causes choice overload. Thus, this study will explore
how moderate choice set sizes compare to large choice set sizes.
Another method of reducing decision difficulty would be to categorize the typefaces
within the choice set. Providing categories for typefaces is a possible solution for reducing
the choice overload for the user. As Mogilner and associates (2008) have shown, the mere
presence of categories can be a way of helping decision‐makers in perceiving the
differences in option attributes, thereby, increasing satisfaction for choice.
Categories have actually already been applied in typeface choice sets through the
Apple’s Font Book application. The application has preset groups (Fixed Width, Fun,
Modern, Traditional, PDF, and Web) that categorize some of the typefaces installed on the
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computer. It also allows the user to create and edit groups for different typefaces installed.
These groups of typefaces are then displayed in programs such as Microsoft Word™ or
Adobe Photoshop™ (see Figure 4). Unfortunately, the impact of these categories on choice
set difficulty, satisfaction, and suboptimal strategies is unknown, as no related research has
been reported in the literature. Also, the categories are no readily apparent to users. They
are housed as a second level menu within the “Font” list of Microsoft Word™. Most users
may not even be aware that these categories exist since they are not displayed on the first
level of the menu. It is possible that they are distracted by the list of fonts on the first level
of the menu, not recognizing that there are font categories residing at a deeper level of the
menu structure.

Figure 4. An example of how the Font Book Application displays categories in Microsoft
Word™ for Mac.
Moreover, it is unclear whether Apple used an ideal method of categorization; it is
not known how the categories of “Fixed Width”, “Fun” etc. were derived. Other categories
may provide more information to decision‐makers so that they can make an easier and
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more informed decision. While any categorization should increase user satisfaction
(Mogilner et al., 2008), it is still uncertain whether informative or uninformative categories
are actually preferred for typeface choice sets. Uninformative categories may not hold the
same value for typeface choice sets as they do for coffee choice as reported by Mogilner and
associates (2008). Thus, both informative and uninformative categorizations should be
examined.
Two possible methods for informative categorization are personas and use cases.
Typefaces have been shown to have a personality all of their own (Brumberger, 2003a;
Brinton, 1961; Childers & Jass, 2002; Mackiewicz & Moeller, 2004; Rowe, 1982; Secrest,
1947; Shaikh, 2007). Typefaces can be humorous, serious, feminine, passive, or any
number of personality traits. The design attributes that make up typefaces (serif design,
stroke weight, x‐height, etc.) contribute to the perception of a typeface’s personality. For
example, Parker (1997) asserted that typefaces with rounded serifs are commonly
perceived as “friendly”, while squared serifs are commonly perceived as “official”.
Moreover, typefaces that have heavier stroke weights are considered “strong”,
“aggressive”, and “masculine”, while typefaces with lighter stroke weights are considered
“delicate”, “gentle”, and “feminine” (White, 1988).
The results from Shaikh (2007) provide the best source for persona categories.
Shaikh (2007) has conducted the most extensive study on typeface personalities,
examining 40 different typefaces that covered a wide range of features and spanned the
four major categories for typefaces (serifs, sans serifs, display, and script/handwriting).
Shaikh posits that typeface personas could be categorized into three factors (Potency,
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Evaluative, and Activity). Typefaces that load high on the Potency factor were viewed as
strong, powerful, and forceful. Those on the Evaluative factor were viewed as beautiful,
good, and expensive. Those high on Activity factor was viewed as exciting, active, loud, and
fast. Persona categories were derived for this study based on these three factors.
Another informative categorization may be use cases. There have been many studies
that have investigated typeface appropriateness as it related to document type (resumes,
emails, invitations, etc.). This ranges from ads (Doyle & Bottomley, 2006; Doyle &
Bottomley, 2004; Schiller, 1935) to websites (Belut, 2009). This literature recommends
that an appropriate typeface should be used for its intended purpose to prevent conflicts
between the persona of the typeface and intended message of the document. Using a
typeface that is inconsistent with a document’s content can possibly result in the document
or author to be misperceived (Brumberger, 2003a; Mackiewicz & Moeller, 2004; Fox,
Shaikh, & Chaparro, 2007; Shaikh, 2007). For example, using an informal typeface like
Comic Sans for a resume can result in the document or author to appear less mature, even
when it is intended that the document was of a serious nature.
Results from Shaikh, Chaparro, and Fox (2006) are a good source for use case
categories. Shaikh et al. (2006) evaluated the typefaces that are the most appropriate for a
wide variety of uses (see Table 1). Results revealed that Sans Serif fonts (i.e. Arial or
Helvetica) should be used for website text, email, and online magazines. Script/funny
typefaces (i.e., Monotype Corsiva) should be used for digital scrap booking, e‐greeting, and
website graphics. Modern display fonts (i.e., Impact) should be used for graphics, headlines,
and website advertisements. Finally, monospaced fonts (i.e., Courier New) should be
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used for technical documents, computer programming, and math documents. Thus, based
on these results, categories for different use cases were derived for this study.
TABLE 1
LIST OF USES THAT WERE EVALUATED FOR TYPEFACE APPROPRIATENESS IN SHAIKH
AND ASSOCIATES (2006).
Websites

Documents

Reading Material

Correspondences

School‐Related

Other

Graphics/logos

Business

eBooks

Email

Online Text Books

Scrapbooking

Textual Content

Technical

Online Magazines

Instant Messaging

Assignments

Brochures

Advertisements

Children's

Online Scientific/Research
Journals

Letter/Memo

Online Tests

Computer
Programming

Headlines

Math

Online News Articles

Electronic Greeting Card

Spreadsheets
PowerPoint
Presentation

Short Stories
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CHAPTER 4
PURPOSE, RESEARCH QUESTIONS, AND HYPOTHESES

Typeface decisions have a major impact on how documents and authors are
perceived. Moreover, choosing the wrong typeface can affect the readability and legibility
of the document and may result in character confusions, which has been shown to affect
situations such as air traffic control displays (BBC News, 2002). Unfortunately, due to its
size, the current typeface choice set increases the difficulty for choosing a typeface,
thereby, causing choice overload. This leads decision‐makers to using strategies such as the
status quo bias, decision avoidance, or satisficing. Effectively decision‐makers are doing the
best they can with what they have been provided. The downside is that this can lead to
errors in typeface choices. Thus, the ideal typeface choice set is one that can decrease
difficulty for choosing a typeface while also maintaining a high level of satisfaction.
Moreover, the choice set design should afford and encourage decision‐makers to use a
more optimal strategy for selecting a typeface and not use strategies such as the status quo
bias, decision avoidance, and satisficing.
Decreasing the size and using categories are two ways of improving the process of
choosing an optimal typeface. Thus, this study explored how these variables impacted
typeface decisions through two studies. Study 1 examined how categorization and size
impact the affective response (satisfaction, difficulty, etc.) and preference across different
choice set designs. It was hypothesized that decision‐makers would have a better affective
response (high perceived satisfaction, less perceived difficulty, etc.) and prefer choice sets
that contain categories and are moderate in size.
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Study 2 examined the effect that categorization has on the strategy of decision‐
makers choosing a typeface. This study was designed to be more naturalistic to a real word
processor, thus, only a large choice set size was used. In order to also create a more
naturalistic environment this was tested on two different document types, which varied in
how likely a user would change the typeface. The usability of these different choice sets
was also assessed to see how categorization effects measures of satisfaction and difficulty.
It was hypothesized that decision‐makers using choice sets that contain categories would
use a more optimal strategy for choosing a typeface when editing a document that would
likely have typeface changes. It was also hypothesized that the perceived usability would
be higher for choice sets that contained categories. For the purposes of this study, an
optimal strategy was defined as being more engaged with the choice set by spending a
higher amount of time choosing a typeface, making more typeface changes, opening the
choice set more, and not using a status quo typeface. If this behavior was exhibited, then it
was assumed that participants were not using a suboptimal strategy (e.g. satisficing,
decision avoidance, or the status quo bias).
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CHAPTER 5
STUDY 1: SUBJECTIVE RATINGS FOR TYPEFACE CHOICES SETS
Purpose
Study 1 investigated how categorization and size impacted satisfaction, affective
response for the decision process, and preference. Participants were given the task to
change the typeface for different ads using 8 different choice set conditions: categorization
(Windows, Alphabetical, Persona, and Use Case) x size (moderate and large). This was a
4x2 within‐subjects design.

Hypotheses and Dependent Measures
Satisfaction was a dependent measure across all choice set conditions:
categorization (Windows, Alphabetical, Persona, and Use Case) x size (moderate and large).
Satisfaction was measured using an adapted version of the System Usability Scale (SUS), a
10‐item survey, with each item being measured on a 1‐5 scale (1 = strongly disagree to 5 =
strongly agree). The SUS is shown in Appendix A. The benefit of using the SUS, is that it
contains multiple questions that pertain to satisfaction and has been tested for reliability
(Brooke, 1986). The ten items were derived from a list of 50 that produced the most
extreme scores. Half of the items are reverse scaled to prevent a possible response bias.
The SUS was meant as way to quickly test the usability and perceived satisfaction for
different products such as websites or software applications. An overall score of 0‐100 is
produced, the higher the score, the higher the perceived satisfaction. This score is derived
by subtracting 1 from items 1, 3, 5, 7, 9 and subtracting 5 from items 2, 4, 6, 8, and 10. The
resulting scores for each of the ten items are then summed and multiplied by 2.5 to obtain
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the overall score ranging form 0‐100. It was hypothesized that there would be a significant
interaction between categorization and size:
H1: Satisfaction would be significantly higher for choice sets that had categories
(Alphabetical, Persona, and Use Case) and were moderate in size.
This is because the mere presence of categories should increase satisfaction (Mogilner et
al., 2008) and the moderate size has been shown to have the highest amount of satisfaction
by Reutskaja and Hogarth (2009).
Another dependent measure was the affective response of the participants to the
decision process. These questions were intended to measures how participants felt about
the decision process for choosing a typeface when using the different choice sets. Questions
were based on Iyengar and Lepper (2000). The questions pertained to choice overload,
satisficing, enjoyment, difficulty, and frustration. Each question was rated on a 7‐point
Likert scale. Table 2 lists the questions and the anchors used for each scale.
Choice overload was designed to measure whether participants felt cognitively
overloaded when choosing a typeface. If participants felt like there were too many
typefaces, then it was assumed that they felt overloaded. It was predicted that choice sets
that are moderate in size and contain categories would be associated with less choice
overload because smaller choice sets and categories have been shown as methods for
reducing the difficulty of a decision (Iyengar & Lepper, 2000). Thus, the following was the
hypothesis for this measure:
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H2: Choice overload would be rated significantly lower for choice sets that have
categories and are moderate in size.
Satisficing was measured across three different questions that pertained to
confidence in the choice, how well‐informed the choice was for a typeface, and the degree
to which the chosen typeface was one that the participant would normally use. Satisficing
pertains to whether the decision‐maker attempts to select the best option or just accept a
satisfactory option (Iyengar & Lepper, 2000). It was assumed that those that have low
confidence, felt they did not make a well‐informed decision, and were choosing a typeface
that they would normally use were exhibiting satisficing behavior. This is because
satisficing usually involves little effort and commonly picking the status quo option
(Iyengar & Lepper, 2000). Low confidence and an ill‐informed decision would be evidence
that little effort had been exerted in making the decision, while choosing a typeface that
they would normally pick would provide evidence that they were using the status quo
option. The following was the hypothesis for the satisficing measure:
H3: Participants would report lower ratings for the satisficing questions for choice sets
that have categories and are moderate in size.
Measures of enjoyment, difficulty, and frustration for the decision process were
included because past studies have shown that there is trade off between enjoyment and
difficulty of large choice sets. Large choice sets have been associated with higher
enjoyment, even though they are also associated with being more difficult for making a
decision (Bundorf & Szrek, 2010; Iyengar & Lepper, 2000). It was of interest to evaluate the
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impact that categorization would have on these measures for both moderate and large
choice sets. The following was predicted for these measures:
H4: There would be higher ratings of enjoyment for choice sets that have categories and
are moderate in size.
H5: There would be lower ratings of difficulty for choice sets that have categories and
are moderate in size.
H6: There would be lower ratings of frustration for choice sets that have categories and
are moderate in size.
TABLE 2
A LIST OF QUESTIONS AND THEIR RESPECTIVE ANCHORS FOR MEASURING THE
PARTICIPANTS AFFECTIVE RESPONSE FOR THE DECISION PROCESS.
Measure

Question

Anchors

Choice Overload

How do you feel about the number
of fonts you had to choose from?

1 = I had too few to choose from, 4 = I had the
right number to choose from, and 7 = I had too
many to choose from

Satisficing

How confident are you that this font
is the best choice for this document?

1 = Not confident at all to 7= Very confident

Satisficing

Do you feel that you made a well‐
informed decision on the font you
picked?

1 = Not informed at all to 7 = Very well‐informed

Satisficing

Is this a font(s) that you would
normally choose?

1 = I would never choose this font to 7 = I would
always choose this font

Enjoyment

How much did you enjoy choosing a
font?

1 = Not enjoyable at all to 7 = Very enjoyable

Difficulty

How difficult was it choosing a font?

1= Very easy to 7 = Very hard

Frustration

How frustrated did you feel when
choosing a font?

1= Not frustrated at all to 7 = Very frustrated
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The final dependent measure was preference. After interacting with all choice sets,
participants ranked their preference for each of the eight choice sets on a 0‐50 scale (0 =
least preferred to 50 = most preferred). The advantage of ranking the choice sets on a large
scale was having a higher sensitivity between the rankings and the ability to analyze the
magnitude of ranking differences between the choice sets. For example, the difference
between the fourth and fifth ranked choice sets might be significantly different for a much
larger scale, then if they were orderly ranked 1‐8. If they were simply ranked 1‐8, then the
magnitude of difference between the fourth and fifth ranked choice set would be unknown.
The method for ranking the choice sets is shown in Appendix B. The following is the
hypothesis for preference rankings:
H7: The choice sets that have categories and are moderate in size would be ranked
significantly higher than choice sets that do not have categories or are large in size.

Method
Participants
Participants were recruited through the Wichita State SONA system and online
through websites such as Facebook and Twitter. Participants were compensated $10 for
completing the study. Twenty‐seven participants completed the study; however, through
visual screening of the video recordings two participants were eliminated for failing to
complete the study and not clearly understanding the study. The final 25 participants
consisted of 17 females and 8 males. The age range was 18‐30 (M = 19.60, SD = 2.66). As
expected, the majority (18 out of 25) of participants were college students.
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All participants reported that they use a computer on a daily basis. A little over half
(56%) of the participants used Microsoft Word 2007™ as their main word processor. The
rest of the participants were split between Word 2000, Word 2003, Word 2010, and
Macintosh Word 2008.
Six participants reported graphic design experience through either college or high
school classes. Of those six, only two reported having a background in typography design
and none reported having any experience designing their own font. Three of the
participants who reported having design experience reported that they felt highly capable
of designing an ad professionally. Results for the entire background questionnaire are
listed in Appendix C.
Materials
HTML pages were created for each of the eight ads and instructions. For each ad
page, there was a button that linked to a survey evaluating participants’ satisfaction and
affective response for the decision process of the typeface choice set. There were also
buttons throughout the study that linked to the previous and next pages. Firefox 3.6.13 was
used as the browser to display the HTML files. Figure 5 shows an example of how the HTML
page was presented with the ad and links to the survey and navigating the study.
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Figure 5. A sample ad page that shows the button to take the survey and navigation buttons
used to move between pages throughout the study.
CKeditor was used to edit the typeface of the documents (see Figure 6). This is a free
HTML text editor tool similar to OpenOffice. The features and tools were displayed within
the Firefox browser directly above the ad. The advantage of CKeditor over other text
editing tools was the ability to manipulate the items within the drop‐down list. This
allowed for more control over the design and presentation of the typeface choice sets,
which was especially important for the two‐level typeface menus. Category names, and
typefaces within those categories, could be manipulated to match each condition.
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Figure 6. CKeditor tool used to display the typeface choice sets, so that typeface changes
could be made directly to the document.
Seven Mac mini computers with 15‐inch displays were used to run the study. The
resolution for each computer was set to 1280x1024, and each was running Mac OS 10.6.4.
QuickTime X was used to record video of the session, which served as backup in case data
was lost. SurveyMonkey was used to create the background questionnaire, an adapted
version of the System Usability Scale (SUS), and decision process questionnaire.
Choice Sets. Choice sets varied by size (moderate and large) and categorization
(Windows, Alphabetical, Persona, or Use Case). Moderate choice sets had 35 typefaces (see
Table 3), while large choice sets had 140 typefaces (see Table 4). Results from Reutskaja &
Hogarth (2009) showed that satisfaction was at the highest for moderate size choice sets
around 10 options. In this study the moderate condition consisted of 35 typefaces, much
larger than the 10 recommended by Reutskaja & Hogarth (2009). A larger number of
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typefaces were used in the moderate condition because categorization should reduce the
difficulty of the choice set as suggested by Mogilner and associates (2008). Since seven
categories were used in each categorization condition, this broke the choice set down to
about 4‐6 typefaces per category.
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TABLE 3
LIST OF TYPEFACES USED IN THE MODERATE CHOICE SET.
Typefaces
Agency FB
Arial
Bauhaus 93
Berlin Sans FB
Bradley Hand ITC
Broadway
Brush Script MT
Calibri
Cambria
Centaur
Chiller
Comic Sans
Consolas
Courier New
Curlz MT
Eras Bold ITC
French Script MT
Georgia
Gigi
Impact
Incised901 Lt Bt
Jokerman
Juice ITC
Kristen ITC
Lucida Console
Lucida Handwriting
Monotype Corsiva
Papyrus
Perpetua
Playbill
Poor Richard
Snap ITC
Tempus Sans ITC
Verdana
Vivaldi
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TABLE 4
LIST OF TYPEFACES USED IN THE LARGE CHOICE SET.
Typefaces
Agency FB

Curlz MT

Magneto Bold

Annabel Script
Apple Casual

Czaristite

Maiandra GD

Earth's Mightiest Bold

Marker Felt

Apple Chancery

Edwardian Script ITC

Matura MT Script Capitals

Arial

Elephant

Microsoft Sans Serif

Arial Black

Eras Bold ITC

Minion Pro

Arial Narrow

Eras Demi ITC

Mistral

Arial Rounded MT Bold

Eras Light ITC

Modern No. 20

Baby Kruffy

Footlight MT Light

Mona Lisa Solid ITC

Bakserville Semibold

Forte

Monaco

Bauhaus 93

Franklin Gothic Book

Monotype Corsiva

Bell MT

Franklin Gothic Demi

MS Reference Sans Serif

Berlin Sans FB

Franklin Gothic Heavy

Myriad Pro

Bernard MT Condensed

Franklin Gothic Medium

Onyx

Blackladder ITC

Freestyle Script

Palace Script MT

Blackmoor LET

French Script MT

Palatino

Bodoni MT

Futura

Papyrus

Book Antiqua

Gadget

Party LET

Bookman Old Style

Garamond

Perpetua

Bradley Hand ITC

Geneva

Plantagenet Cherokee

Britannica Bold

Georgia

Playbill

Broadway

Gigi

Poor Richard

Brush Script MT

Gill Sans MT

PortagoITC TT

Calibri

Gill Sans Ultra Bold

Pristina

Californian FB

Goudy Old Style

Rage Italic
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TABLE 4 (continued)
Typefaces
Calistro MT

Haettenschweiler

Renaissance

Cambria

Handwriting - Dakota

Rockwell

Catull

Harlow Solid Italic

Rockwell Extra Bold

Centaur

Harrington

Sante Fe LET

Century

Helvetica

Savoye LET

Century Gothic

Hercalanum

Script MT Bold

Century Schoolbook

High Tower Text

Scriptina

Chalkboard

Hoefler Text

Snap ITC

Champagne

Impact

Snell Roundhand

Charcoal

Incised901 Lt Bt

Tahoma

Chick

Informal Roman

Tekton Pro Bold

Chiller

Jazz LET

Tempus Sans ITC

Colonna MT

Jokerman

Times New Roman

Comic Sans

Juice ITC

Titania

Consolas

Kristen ITC

Trebuchet MS

Constantia

Kunstler Script

TW Cen MT

Cooper Black

Letter Gothic MT

Verdana

Copperplate

Lucida Calligraphy

Viner Hand ITC

Corbel

Lucida Console

Vivaldi

Courier

Lucida Grande

Vladimir Script

Courier New

Lucida Handwriting

Wrangler

Cracked

Lucida Sans
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Categorization conditions were similar to Mogilner et al. (2008) in which there were
no categories (Windows), uninformative categories (Alphabetical), and two informative
categories (Persona and Use Case). Unlike Mogilner and associates (2008), a somewhat
informative condition was not used in the study. Instead, there were two informative
categorizations to determine if there was a difference between the types of categories used.
The no category condition was labeled as the Windows condition since it consisted
of a single list of typefaces arranged alphabetically similar to Microsoft Word 2007™. The
Alphabetical condition categorized typefaces into alphabetical ranges (A‐D, E‐H, etc.).
Ranges varied, so they remained consistent with the other categorization conditions and
had seven categories with 5 typefaces per category (moderate set size) and 20 typefaces
per category (large set size).
The Persona categorization was based on the results of Shaikh (2007). Seven
persona adjectives (masculine, feminine, expensive, cheap, soft, loud, and neutral) were
used, six of which represented the three factors (Potency, Evaluative, and Activity) found to
be most representative of typeface personalities (see Table 5). Potency was depicted by
adjectives such as hard, masculine, rugged, and stiff. Evaluative was depicted by adjectives
such as beautiful, good, and expensive. Finally, Activity was characterized by adjectives
such as active, loud, and fast. Thus, an adjective and its antonym were used to represent
each factor. The neutral category was based on Shaikh’s finding that typefaces are strongly
judged by their legibility, which are commonly associated with neutral typefaces (serif or
sans serif).
In the Use Case condition, typefaces were classified into one of seven categories
(business, children’s story, formal paper, headlines, marketing, greeting cards, and web).
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This was based on the findings of Shaikh and colleagues (2006) in which typefaces were
rated for particular uses, with the exception being the web category. The web category
consisted of typefaces that are considered web appropriate according to HTML standards,
not personality. Certain typefaces are considered web appropriate because they will render
similar across different systems (Windows, Macintosh, etc.) and browsers (Firefox, Internet
Explorer, etc.). Thus, these typefaces are considered safe to use when compared to other
typefaces that may not render correctly (www.w3schools.com). Appendix D lists the choice
sets across all conditions for size and categorization.
The intent of the different categorizations was to test whether the mere
categorization effect found by Mogilner et al. (2008) applied to typeface choice sets as well.
It was also of interest to see how this interacted with different size conditions, as Mogilner
et al. (2008) only tested categorization with a large choice set.
TABLE 5
LIST OF FACTORS FOUND BY SHAIKH (2007) TO BEST REPRESENT THE PERSONALITY OF
TYPEFACES, AND THE PERSONAS USED TO REPRESENT THOSE FACTORS IN THE
PERSONA CONDITION.
Factor

Persona
Masculine

Potency

Feminine
Expensive

Evaluative

Cheap
Loud

Activity

Soft
None

Legible/Neutral

41

Typefaces. Selection of the 140 typefaces was based on the typefaces considered in
Shaikh (2007). Shaikh considered 108 typefaces and qualified this list as a wide variety of
typefaces that spanned 4 major categories: serif, sans serif, display, and
script/handwriting. All of the 108 typefaces considered by Shaikh were used in this study.
Forty of the 108 typefaces were actually used in Shaikh’s study, and rated on the
personality adjective scales. The remaining 32 typefaces were selected from
http://www.1001freefonts.com/and from typefaces that were already installed on the
Macintosh 10.6.8 operating system. Selection for the remaining 32 was based on how well
the typeface matched the Persona and Use Case categories.
Documents. Advertisements were used as the stimuli for typeface changes. An ad
was chosen because it represents a document in which it is common to match the
personality of the document with the personality of the typeface (Shaikh, 2007). Each ad
was framed around a different product or service. The frames were used as a way to design
the ads to have a wide range of personas based on the factors (Potency, Evaluative, and
Activity) found by Shaikh. Participants rated the persona of different words on the same
adjective scales that they had rated the 40 typefaces. Based on these ratings, the words
could be used as a method for framing different types of documents. The words butcher,
and hammer loaded high for Potency. Wine, florist, and perfume loaded high for Evaluative.
Finally, dance and burglar alarm loaded high on Activity. The list of document types
matched with their frames are shown in Table 6.
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TABLE 6
FRAMES USED FOR THE ADS TO REPRESENT THE THREE PERSONA FACTORS FOUND BY
SHAIKH (2007).
Persona Factor

Frame
Burglar Alarm

Activity

Dance
Florist
Wine
Butcher
Hammer
Mechanic

Evaluative
Potency

The ads were created using Microsoft Word 2008™ for Macintosh. Each ad had
dimensions set to be 8 x 3 inches, and used non‐copyrighted images from the Internet. Web
sources for the images used in the documents are provided in Appendix E. Content of the
ads was designed to reinforce the persona of the documents listed in Table 6. Images of the
ads are shown in Figures 7 through 14 respectively.

Figure 7. Burglar alarm ad used to represent the Activity frame.
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Figure 8. Butcher ad used to represent the Potency frame.

Figure 9. Dance ad used to represent the Activity frame.
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Figure 10. Florist ad used to represent the Evaluative frame.

Figure 11. Hammer ad used to represent the Potency frame.
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Figure 12. Mechanic ad used to represent the Potency frame.

Figure 13. Perfume ad used to represent the Evaluative frame.
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Figure 14. Wine ad used to represent the Evaluative frame.

An invitation (see Figure 15) was used as a practice stimulus. The invitation content
was based on a wine party. The dimensions of the wine party invitation were 7 x 4.64
inches, and the design and content was based on an invitation from
http://www.mckennalaynedesigns.com.
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Figure 15. Wine party invitation used as a practice document.
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Procedure
All of Study 1 was performed on one of seven Mac mini computers with a 15‐inch
display. Following the consent form (see Appendix F), participants completed the online
background questionnaire (see Appendix G). The background questionnaire contained
basic demographic questions, along with font habit/attitude questions. Participants were
then presented with the instructions via an HTML page (see Appendix H) for completing
the study. After reading the instructions, participants read a scenario that asked them to
imagine they were an ad designer with the task of picking the best font for each of the eight
ads (See Appendix I). A paper copy of the scenario was also presented to the participants,
which served as a task reminder throughout the study. The purpose of the scenario was to
provide motivation for changing the typeface.
After reading the instructions and scenario, participants then proceeded to edit the
first document. The first document was a wine party invitation, and served as a practice
trial for learning the procedure and using the CKeditor tool to change the typeface. After
changing the typeface, participants clicked the “Take Survey” button which linked to the
questionnaire designed to measure satisfaction and affective responses for the decision
process (see Appendix A). Satisfaction was measured using an adapted version of the SUS,
which is a common tool used to measure user satisfaction in usability studies. Upon
completing the survey, the participants proceeded to the first ad by clicking the “Next”
button. This process of changing the typeface and filling out the survey was repeated until
the participant had completed all eight ads. The ads and typeface choice sets were counter‐
balanced to prevent ordering effects. In all, participants saw eight choice sets varying
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across categorization (Windows, Alphabetical, Persona, and Use Case) and size (moderate
and large) through the process of editing eight ads.
At the end of the study, participants rank ordered the eight typeface choice sets on a
0‐50 scale (0 = least preferred to 50 = most preferred). They were instructed to rank their
most and least favorite first, and then rank the remaining six in accordance to their favorite
and least favorite. This was to provide a method of determining how the other choice sets
compared to their least and most favorite. Effectively, the least/most favorite choice sets
become anchors for the scale. Participants were also instructed not to rank two choice sets
on the same position of the scale. This was the only portion of the study not conducted on
the computer. This choice sets and scale were presented on a large piece of paper
measuring 9.5 x 43.5 inches (see Appendix B). Each choice set corresponded to a letter, and
participants ranked the choice set by writing the letter that corresponded to the choice set
on the scale. It took approximately one hour to complete the study.

Results
Satisfaction
A two‐way repeated measures ANOVA was conducted to evaluate the effect of
categorization and size on overall satisfaction. Satisfaction was measured on a 0‐100 scale
(0 = low satisfaction to 100 = high satisfaction). The means and standard deviations are
shown in Table 7. Results revealed significant main effects of categorization, F (3, 72) =
5.06, p = .003, partial η² = .17 and size, F (1, 24) = 4.29, p = .04, partial η² = .15. Planned
comparisons were made between categorization levels (Windows vs. Alphabetical,
Windows vs. Persona, Windows vs. Use Case, Alphabetical vs. Persona, and Alphabetical vs.
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Use Case) using five paired sample t tests. As shown in Figure 16, results from the paired
sample t tests revealed that satisfaction was rated significantly lower for the Alphabetical
condition (M = 55, SD = 23.7) than the Windows condition (M = 66.5, SD = 21.68), t (49) =
2.76, p = .008, Persona condition (M = 72.85, SD = 17.14), t (49) = 4.83, p = .00, and Use
Case condition (M = 69.55, SD = 22.91), t (49) = 3.44, p = .001. None of the other
comparisons were significant. However, results revealed that marginally higher satisfaction
was associated with the Persona categorization when compare to the Windows
categorization, t (49) = 1.87, p = .07. There was also a significant main effect of size. As
shown in Figure 17, results revealed that satisfaction was rated significantly lower for the
large condition (M = 63.68, SD = 21.52) than the moderate condition (M = 68.28, SD =
22.09). Results revealed no significant interaction between categorization and size, F (3,
72) = .25, p = .86, partial η² = .10.
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TABLE 7
MEANS AND STANDARD DEVIATIONS FOR THE PERCEIVED SATISFACTION OF THE
DIFFERENT CHOICE SETS.
Size

Categorization

Mean

SD

Moderate

Windows

70

20.23

Alphabetical

57.1

23.67

Persona

75

15.81

Use Case

71

22.43

Windows

63

22.9

Alphabetical

52.9

24.03

Persona

70.7

18.45

Use Case

68.1

23.75

Large

Notes: Satisfaction was measured on a 0‐100 scale (0 = Low Satisfaction to 100 = High Satisfaction).

Figure 16. Mean satisfaction ratings by categorization. The Alphabetical condition was
rated significantly lower than the Windows, Persona, and Use Case conditions. Error bars
are +/‐ one standard error.
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Figure 17. Mean satisfaction ratings by size. The moderate size was rated significantly
higher than the larger size. Error bars are +/‐ one standard error.
Decision Process Measures
A series of two‐way repeated measure ANOVAs were conducted to evaluate the
effect that categorization and size had on the affective response for the decision process
questions. The dependent measures were ratings for each of the 1‐7 scales measuring
choice overload, satisficing, enjoyment, difficulty, and frustration.
Choice Overload. Choice overload was based on whether there were too many
typefaces in the choice set. It was measured on a 1‐7 scale (1 = I had too few to choose
from, 4 = I had the right number to choose from, and 7 = I had too many to choose from). A
two‐way repeated measures ANOVA revealed that there was a significant main effect of
size, F (1, 24) = 43.91, p = .00, partial η² = .65. As shown in Figure 18, results revealed that
choice overload was rated significantly higher for the large condition (M = 5.13, SD = 1.3)
than the moderate condition (M = 3.70, SD = 1.51). Results revealed no significant
interaction between categorization and size, F (3, 72) = .23, p = .88, partial η² = .01. There
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was also no significant main effect for categorization, F (3, 72) = 1.27, p = .88, partial η² =
.29). Planned comparisons were made between categorization levels (Windows vs.
Alphabetical, Windows vs. Persona, Windows vs. Use Case, Alphabetical vs. Persona, and
Alphabetical vs. Use Case) using five paired sample t tests. However, there were no
significant results.

Figure 18. Mean rating for choice overload by size. There was a significantly higher rating
of choice overload for the large condition when compared to the moderate condition. Error
bars are +/‐ one standard error.
Satisficing. Satisficing was measured across three questions (see Table 2). The
questions pertained to confidence for choosing a typeface, how well‐informed the
participant felt for choosing a typeface, and the degree to which they would normally
choose the typeface. Satisficing behavior would involve low confidence, a lower level for
how well‐informed the decision‐maker felt for choosing a typeface, and choosing a typeface
they would normally pick. Each of the three satisficing measures were evaluated using a
two‐way repeated measures ANOVA. Results for the first question measuring confidence
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showed that there was no significant interaction of categorization and size F (3, 72) = .31, p
= .93, partial η² = .01. There were also no significant main effects of categorization F (3, 72)
= 1.76, p = .16, partial η² = .07, or size F (1, 24) = .04, p = .85, partial η² = .001. As shown in
Table 8, the mean ratings for confidence was high across all conditions, indicating a low
level of satisficing.
TABLE 8
MEANS AND STANDARD DEVIATIONS FOR THE CONFIDENCE RATING.
Size

Moderate

Large

Categorization

Mean

SD

Windows

5.24

1.64

Alphabetical

4.76

1.74

Persona

5.4

1.22

Use Case

5.16

1.65

Windows

5.2

1.85

Alphabetical

4.84

1.43

Persona

5.28

1.57

Use Case

5.4

1.68

Notes: Confidence was measured on 1‐7 scale (1 = Very uncertain to 7 = Very confident).

Results for the second question measuring how informative the decision was
revealed no significant interaction of categorization and size, F (3, 72) = 1.16, p = .33,
partial η² = .05. There were also no significant main effects of categorization, F (3, 72) = .54,
p = .66, partial η² = .02, or size, F (1, 24) = .14, p = .71, partial η² = .01. As shown in Table 9,
the mean ratings for how informed the participant felt was high across all conditions,
indicating a low level of satisficing.
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TABLE 9
MEANS AND STANDARD DEVIATIONS FOR THE MEASURE OF HOW WELL‐INFORMED
THE PARTICIPANT FELT CHOOSING A TYPEFACE.
Size

Moderate

Large

Categorization

Mean

SD

Windows

5.13

1.54

Alphabetical

5.33

1.34

Persona

5.13

1.19

Use Case

4.71

1.73

Windows

5.17

1.52

Alphabetical

4.88

1.39

Persona

5.33

1.46

Use Case

5.17

1.4

Notes: How well‐informed the participant felt was measured on a 1‐7 scale (1 = Very uninformative to 7 =
Very informative).

Finally, the question regarding normalcy of the typeface chosen also revealed no
significant interaction, F (3, 72) = 1.04, p = .38, partial η² = .04, and no significant main
effects of categorization, F (3, 72) = .68, p = .57, partial η² = .03, and size, F (1, 24) = .21, p =
.65, partial η² = .01. As shown in Table 10, the mean ratings for normalcy show that
participants were somewhat unlikely to use a typeface that they normally would across all
conditions, indicating a low level of satisficing.
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TABLE 10
MEANS AND STANDARD DEVIATIONS FOR THE NORMALCY MEASURE.
Size

Moderate

Large

Categorization

Mean

SD

Windows

4.04

1.65

Alphabetical

3.68

1.68

Persona

4.08

1.68

Use Case

3.56

1.78

Windows

3.76

1.85

Alphabetical

3.88

1.24

Persona

4

1.71

Use Case

4.04

1.7

Notes: Normalcy was measured on a 1‐7 scale (1 = I would never choose this font to 7 = I would normally
always choose this font).

These results are not completely surprising when considering that Iyengar and
Lepper (2000) found similar results in their study using the same measures. Regardless of
size, participants from their study also felt highly confident, well‐informed, and picked
similar options. The results for these measures could be a product of how familiar
participants were with making typeface selections. All participants were highly familiar
with word processors. Therefore, they have changed the typeface for documents before,
which may have resulted in them being highly confident in their abilities to choose a
typeface. This is supported by the background questionnaire participants took before the
study, in which the average confidence rating for being able to pick an appropriate typeface
was 5.36 (SD = 1.44) on a 1‐7 scale (1 = very unconfident to 7 = very confident). Based on
these results, participants were already confident heading into the study; therefore, this
could explain why they did not report low confidence throughout the study. As for the
measure of choosing a familiar typeface, the task did not provide a situation in which they
would pick a font they would normally use. All ads were framed for situations in which
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typefaces that were more ornate (bold or italic) would be more appropriate. Thus, since
these typefaces are used less often, it would make sense that participants were selecting
typefaces that they would not normally use.
Enjoyment. Enjoyment of choosing a typeface was measured on a 1‐7 scale (1 = very
unpleasant 7 = very enjoyable). A two‐way repeated measures ANOVA revealed that there
was a significant main effect of categorization, F (3, 72) = 3.81, p = .01, partial η² = .13.
Planned comparisons were made between categorization levels (Windows vs. Alphabetical,
Windows vs. Persona, Windows vs. Use Case, Alphabetical vs. Persona, and Alphabetical vs.
Use Case) using five paired sample t tests. As shown in Figure 19, results from the paired
sample t tests revealed that enjoyment was rated significantly lower for the Alphabetical
condition (M = 4.7, SD = 1.56) than the Windows condition (M = 5.34, SD = 1.45), t (49) =
2.98, p = .02, Persona condition (M = 5.44, SD = 1.03), t (49) = 2.98, p = .005, and Use Case
condition (M = 5.32, SD = 1.52), t (49) = 5.32, p < .05. None of the other comparisons were
significant. There was no significant interaction of categorization and size, F (3, 72) = .25, p
= .86, partial η² = .01. There was also no significant main effect of size, F (1, 24) = .08, p =
.79, partial η² = .003.
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Figure 19. Mean rating for enjoyment by categorization. The Alphabetical condition was
rated significantly lower for enjoyment than the Windows, Persona, and Use Case
conditions. Error bars are +/‐ one standard error.
Difficulty. Difficulty of choosing a typeface was measured on a 1‐7 scale (1 = very
easy to 7 = very hard). A two‐way repeated measures ANOVA revealed that there was there
was a significant main effect of size, F (1, 24) = 6.93, p = .01, partial η² = .22. As shown in
Figure 20, results revealed that the moderate condition (M = 4.59, SD = 1.63) was rated
significantly less difficult than the large condition (M = 5.18, SD = 1.47). Results also
revealed no significant interaction of categorization and size, F (3, 72) = .59, p = .62, partial
η² = .02 and no significant main effect of categorization, F (3, 72) = 2.14, p = .10, partial η² =
.08. Planned comparisons were made between categorization levels (Windows vs.
Alphabetical, Windows vs. Persona, Windows vs. Use Case, Alphabetical vs. Persona, and
Alphabetical vs. Use Case) using five paired sample t tests. No significant results were
found.
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Figure 20. Mean rating for difficulty by size. The large condition was rated significantly
higher for difficulty than the moderate condition. Error bars are +/‐ one standard error.
Frustration. Frustration of choosing a typeface was measured on a 1‐7 scale (1 =
very frustrated to 7 = Not frustrated at ALL). A two‐way repeated measures ANOVA
revealed that there was no significant interaction of categorization and size, F (3, 72) = .25,
p = .86, partial η² = .01. There was also no significant main effects of categorization, F (3,
72) = .85, p = .47, partial η² = .03 or size, F (1, 24) = 1.42, p = .25, partial η² = .06. Planned
comparisons were made between categorization levels (Windows vs. Alphabetical,
Windows vs. Persona, Windows vs. Use Case, Alphabetical vs. Persona, and Alphabetical vs.
Use Case) using five paired sample t tests. No significant results were found. As shown in
Table 11, the mean ratings for frustration indicated a low level of frustration across all
conditions.
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TABLE 11
MEANS AND STANDARD DEVIATIONS FOR THE FRUSTRATION MEASURE.
Size

Moderate

Large

Categorization

Mean

SD

Windows

5.68

1.57

Alphabetical

5.16

1.75

Persona

5.68

1.52

Use Case

5.32

1.8

Windows

5.28

1.77

Alphabetical

5.08

1.71

Persona

5.36

1.52

Use Case

5.24

1.48

Notes: Frustration was measured on a 1‐7 scale (1 = Very frustrated to 7 = Not frustrated at all).

Correlation Between Measures
Multiple Pearson correlations were conducted to evaluate the relationships between
the decision process measures (choice overload, satisficing, enjoyment, difficulty, and
frustration) and satisfaction. It was of interest to see if the relationships of the measures
matched with what would be expected. For example, it would be expected that if perceived
satisfaction was low, then difficulty would be high. The results of this analysis are
presented in Appendix J.
Preference
A Freidman χ² test was conducted to evaluate the differences in the ranks of the
choice sets: Windows (moderate), Windows (large), Alphabetical (moderate), Alphabetical
(large), Persona (moderate), Persona (large), Use Case (moderate), and Use Case (large).
Rankings were performed on a 0‐50 scale (0 = least preferred to 50 = most preferred).
Results were significant, χ² (7, N = 25) = 52.71, p < .001, with a Kendall coefficient of
concordance of .30 indicating a moderate agreement for ranking the choice sets. Post hoc
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testing was conducted by using a Wilcoxon test. Mean rankings and ratings are shown in
Table 12. The mean rank for Alphabetical (moderate) (M =2.8) was significantly lower than
the mean rankings for Persona (large) (p < .001), Persona (moderate) (p < .001), Use Case
(large) (p < .001), and Use Case (moderate) (p = .002). The mean ranking for Alphabetical
(large) (M = 3.12) was significantly lower than the mean rankings for Persona (large) (p <
.001), Persona (moderate) (p = .004), Use Case (large) (p = .002), and Use Case (moderate)
(p = .02). The mean ranking for Windows (moderate) (M = 3.8) was significantly lower than
the mean ranking for Persona (large) (p = .004) and Use Case (large) (p = .02), while the
mean ranking for Windows (large) (M = 3.72) was also significantly lower than mean
ranking for Persona (large) (p = .007) and Use Case (large) (p = .02). Finally, the mean
ranking for Use Case (moderate) (M = 4.68) was significantly lower than the mean ranking
for Persona (large) (p = .02) and Use Case (large) (p = .02).
TABLE 12
RANKINGS FOR THE EIGHT DIFFERENT CHOICE SET DESIGNS.
Choice Set

Mean Rank

Mean Rating (SD)

Persona (large)

6.4

38.8 (12.96)

Use Case (large)

5.88

36.16 (13.95)

Persona (moderate)

5.6

34.72 (15.45)

Use Case (moderate)

4.68

30.76 (13.12)

Windows (moderate)

3.8

23.84 (15.59)

Windows (large)

3.72

22.8 (18.43)

Alphabetical (large)

3.12

17.92 (12.83)

Alphabetical (moderate)

2.8

16.04 (11.11)

Notes: Mean rank was could vary from 1‐8, with the higher rank indicating that the choice was preferred
more. Rank was based on the mean rating score, which was measured on a 0‐50 scale (0 = Least preferred to
50 = Most preferred).
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Discussion
It was predicted that choice sets that contained categories (Alphabetical, Persona,
and Use Case) and were moderate in size would be rated better than choice sets that did
not have categories (Windows) and were large. Support for this hypothesis varied across
measures. There were some findings that support the use of categories and moderate
choice sets. Each of these findings are discussed below.
Informative Categorization is Preferred
It was interesting to find that as a whole, measures indicated that the mere presence
of categories were not rated better as they were in Mogilner et al. (2008). Instead,
informative categorization (Persona and Use Case) were consistently rated better than the
uninformative categorization (Alphabetical). This suggested that decision‐makers
preferred categories that provide information to help them make a decision, which
contradicts the results of Mogilner et al. (2008). Mogilner suggested the mere presence of
categories should result in decision‐makers perceiving the choice set to be less for difficult
for making a decision. As a result of perceiving less difficulty, satisfaction should be higher.
However, results from this study showed that there was significantly higher satisfaction
and enjoyment associated with informative categorizations when compared to the
uninformative categorization. Moreover, participants had significantly higher preference
rankings for informative categorization choice sets over the uninformative categorization
choice set. This was regardless of size, as the top four choice set rankings were the
moderate and large choice sets that contained informative categorizations, while the
moderate and large choice sets for uninformative categorization were ranked in the bottom
two.
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A possible explanation for this finding is that this study was a within‐subjects
design, while Mogilner used a between‐subjects design. Thus, participants in this study
were able to directly compare informative categorizations to the uninformative
categorization. Directly comparing the categorizations allowed participants to realize that
informative categorization is better than uninformative categorization. Future studies
should explore how experimental design impacts preference for categorization styles.
These results are also important because Mogilner suggested that categories should
only benefit those that are preference constructors, which are those that are highly
unfamiliar or have little knowledge for the domain. This is because preference constructors
use the information provided by the categories to help determine the most optimal option.
Since informative categories seemed to increased satisfaction and enjoyment, this would
seem to suggest that the participants in this study would be considered preference
constructors. Thus, this provides evidence that decision‐makers in the typeface domain do
not have an ideal preference in mind, and use the information from the choice set to make a
better selection. This provides even further evidence that informative categorization is
highly beneficial for typeface decisions.
Affective Response for the Windows Categorization
It was surprising to find that satisfaction and the affective response for the decision
process was not significantly different for the Windows categorization when compared to
the two informative categorizations (Persona and Use Case). This could be due to the
familiarity of the Windows choice set. Unlike Mogilner et al. (2008), the no category
condition was highly familiar to decision‐makers of this study. As indicated by the
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background questionnaire, all participants used Microsoft Word™ as their main word
processor, which would provide them a high amount of experience using this particular
choice set. Mogilner tested for familiarity of drinking coffee, but the no category coffee
menu had still never been seen by any of the participants. The familiarity of the Windows
choice set may have influenced the perception of how difficult it was to use, thereby,
increasing satisfaction. It is a matter of challenging the status quo for users, which may be
difficult to overcome. As Samuelson and Zeckhauser (1988) have shown, the more familiar
an object, the more it becomes the status quo, which makes it difficult to change.
Future research should evaluate the impact that highly familiar choice sets have on
satisfaction and difficulty. Regardless of difficulty, the more exposure a decision‐maker has
with a choice set could result in an increase of satisfaction. This would make sense, as over
a course of time decision‐makers will learn more about the options for a particular choice
set, making it easier to make a decision. Of course, an increase in familiarity and perceived
satisfaction does not necessarily ensure that a good decision will be made. For example,
those that are highly familiar with an option are likely to use the status quo bias.
Even though satisfaction and the affective reponse measures were rated similar for
the no category condition and informative categorizations, there was still evidence that
participants preferred the informative categorizations over the no category condition. The
preference rankings for both the Persona and Use Case categorizations were significantly
higher than the Windows categorization, regardless of size. Preference rankings are
important because it is the only measure that participants directly compared the difference
choice set designs. Measures of satisfaction and the affective reponse for the decision
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process were conducted individually after using each choice set. Thus, when it came down
to picking between informative categorization or no categorization, it was clear that
informative categorization was preferred.
Less Difficulty Associated with the Moderate Size
Results for size seem to fall in line with most other research which shows that larger
choice sets are associated with higher difficulty and choice overload (Iyengar & Lepper,
2000). Moderate choice sets were rated less difficult, and had lower ratings for choice
overload. In fact, moderate choice sets were strongly associated with being “just right” for
the number of typefaces. As a result, ratings of satisfaction were also higher for moderate
choice set sizes. This was similar to findings from Reutskaja & Hogarth (2009), in which the
highest amount of satisfaction was associated with moderate choice set sizes. As Reutskaja
& Hogarth suggested, moderate choice sets limit the amount of cognitive processing
needed to make a decision, while also maintaining enough variety that decision‐makers feel
empowered. Since a high amount of satisfaction and enjoyment was associated with the
moderate choice set, it seems that 35 typefaces is a sufficient number for making a typeface
decision. It is important to point out that the 35 typefaces were of a wide range of styles.
This reduced the likelihood that a participant felt limited by the number of typefaces due to
not being able to find a particular style desired. As a result, this should have increased the
feeling of empowerment for participants.
While moderate choice sets were rated as easier, it was interesting that preference
rankings revealed that large choice sets were preferred for those that contained categories
(Alphabetical, Persona, and Use Case). Conversely, the moderate choice set was preferred
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for the no category condition (Windows). For the Use Case categorization, the large choice
set was actually ranked significantly higher, while the large choice sets were ranked
slightly higher than moderate choice sets for the Persona and Alphabetical categorizations.
Conversely, the moderate choice set was ranked slightly higher than the large choice set for
the no category condition (Windows). This would suggest that choice sets that contain
categories made it less difficult for making a decision; thus, a higher number of options was
slightly preferred. This would seem to make sense, as categories should help inform
decision makers, thereby, increasing the number of typefaces they can handle cognitively.
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CHAPTER 6
STUDY 2: DECISION PROCESS FOR TYPEFACE CHOICES SETS
Purpose
Study 2 investigated the effect that categorization (Windows, Alphabetical, Persona,
and Use Case) had on the strategy decision‐makers used to choose a typeface for different
document types (invitation and resume). This was a 4x2 mixed design, in which the
categorization was a between‐subjects variable and the document type was a within‐
subjects variable. Results from Study 1 showed that satisfaction and preference was the
highest for informative categorizations, thus, it was of interest to evaluate how
categorization impacted the decision‐makers actual strategy for selecting a typeface. As
seen by Fox (2010) and pilot data, there is evidence that decision‐makers commonly use a
suboptimal strategy such as the status quo bias, decision avoidance, or satisficing. Thus,
this study was designed to test whether the mere presence of categories would increase the
chance of decision‐makers using a more optimal strategy.
Different document types were used to create a more naturalistic situation for
testing the different choice sets. This created more variety, which is in line with what
decision‐makers commonly experience. Thus, the documents were carefully selected to
ensure that there was a clear distinction. The invitation was deemed as a document that
would commonly have typeface changes. This is due to its higher level of creative design,
similar to the ads used by Shaikh (2007). Shaikh found that typefaces were commonly
chosen on personality for documents that were more creative in nature, which would
suggest that participants would be more likely to make typeface changes from the default
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of Cambria. On the other hand, the resume was deemed as a document that would not
commonly have typeface changes. This is due to the text heavy nature of the document.
Thus, legibility would be the main factor considered when choosing a typeface for a resume
(Haskins, 1958; Shaikh, 2007). As a result, the default typeface (Cambria) would be
considered as highly appropriate, decreasing the likelihood that typeface changes would
occur. It was hypothesized that the mere presence of categories would result in decision‐
makers to use a more optimal strategy for the invitation but not the resume. Conversely,
decision‐makers would use a suboptimal strategy regardless of document type when using
the Windows categorization.
Size was not considered for this study because the intention of the study was to
create a more naturalistic environment, similar to that of Microsoft Word™. Most word
processors contain hundreds of typefaces, thus, it was important to maintain a naturalistic
environment that decision‐makers would commonly use. Moreover, preference rankings
from Study 1 indicated that categorization might be more important than size for
decreasing the difficulty of the choice set. As a result, it is predicted that categorization
might be enough to change the strategy that decision‐makers use for choosing a typeface.

Hypotheses and Dependent Measures
Engagement data were measured through the following measurements: the amount
of time spent choosing a typeface, the number of typefaces the document was changed to
before making a final selection, the number of times the participant opened the choice set,
and the final typeface selected. These were designed to measure the likelihood that the
participant was using a more optimal strategy.
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The total amount of time was defined by the time spent with the choice set open.
Thus, the time would start each instance the participant opened the typeface choice set and
ended when they closed the choice set. Commonly, there were multiple instances of the
choice set being opened for one editing session. Thus, time was recorded for each
individual occurrence, and then summed at the end of the session for that particular
document. The amount of time for selecting a typeface was recorded using the timeline in
Quicktime X.
The number of typeface changes was defined by the number of times the participant
changed the typeface to a new one. This included all typeface changes, regardless of
whether it was different sections of the same document. For example, if the header of the
resume was displayed in a different typeface than the body of the text, then each typeface
change to header and body was counted, even though the final typeface may be different or
the same for each section. Changes were also counted if the typeface was changed back to a
typeface already used before. For example, if they selected Calibri, then Arial, and then
Calibri again, three typeface changes were recorded.
Choice set openings was defined by the number of times the participant clicked the
“font” button to open the drop‐down list for choosing a typeface. It did not matter if they
made a typeface selection, so long as they intentionally opened the choice set. Apparent,
accidental openings were not included in the final count. For example, if the participant
accidently moved the mouse cursor off of the list without making a selection, and had to
reopen it, then the reopening was not counted.
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The final behavioral measure was the final typeface selected. The final typeface was
classified as either a status quo typeface or not a status quo typeface. Status quo typefaces
were defined as the defaults used in Microsoft Office programs (Arial, Calibri, Cambria, and
Times New Roman). It was of interest to see if users changed the typeface to one that was
highly familiar, thereby, providing evidence of the status quo bias.
It was hypothesized that there would be a significant interaction between
categorization and document type across the measures of engagement:
H1: Significantly more time would be spent choosing a typeface for choice sets that had
categories (Alphabetical, Persona, and Use Case) when editing the document that
encouraged typeface changes (invitation).
H2: Significantly more typeface changes would occur for choice sets that had categories
when editing the invitation.
H3: Significantly more choice set openings would occur for choice sets that had
categories when editing the invitation.
H4: The status quo typeface would be used significantly fewer times for choice sets that
had categories when editing the invitation.
Usability measures were also collected. This was used to determine perceived ease
of use for each of the choice sets. This was based on measures of difficulty, satisfaction, and
how much participants would recommend the choice set be incorporated in their word
processor. Table 13 lists the questions and the anchors used for each scale. Usability
measures were important to ensure that participants were not exhibiting more
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engagement due to the choice set being difficult to use. For example, more time may be
spent with a choice set because it was hard to use. Thus, if usability was perceived as high,
then more engagement would suggest that they were actually using a more optimal
strategy. Participants that did not use the typeface choice set during the study did not
answer the usability questions regarding the choice set. The following were the hypothesis
for usability measures:
H5: There would be significantly lower ratings of difficulty for choice sets that have
categories.
H6: There would be significantly higher ratings of satisfaction for choice sets that have
categories.
H7: There would be significantly higher ratings for recommending the choice sets that
have categories.
TABLE 13
LIST OF QUESTIONS AND THEIR RESPECTIVE ANCHORS FOR MEASURING USABILITY OF
THE CHOICE SET.
Measure

Questions

Anchors

Difficulty

How difficult was it to change
the font type?

1 = Very easy to 7 = Very
difficult

Satisfaction

How satisfied are you with
being able to change the font
type?

1 = Very satisfied to 7 = Very
unsatisfied

Recommendation

How likely would you
recommend the font type
method be installed in your
word processor?

1 = Very unlikely to 7 = Very
likely
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Method
Participants
Participants were recruited through the Wichita State SONA system and online
through websites such as Facebook and Twitter. Participants were compensated $10 for
completing the study. There were a total of 89 participants; however, nine participants
were removed from the data set for lack of engagement. Lack of engagement was defined as
not interacting with any of the text editing tools, thereby, providing evidence that they
were not taking the study seriously. Moreover, participants from Study 1 were not allowed
to participate in this study, since they were already familiar with the text editing tool and
typeface choice sets.
The final 80 participants consisted of 46 females and 34 males. The age range was
18‐55 (M = 22, SD = 6.16). Half of the participants (50%) were at least full‐time or part‐
time college students. Nearly all (97.2%) participants reported that they use a computer on
a daily basis. A little over half (58.8%) of the participants used Microsoft Word 2007™ as
their main word processor. The rest of the participants were split amongst Word 2000,
Word 2003, Word 2010, Open Office, Macintosh Word 2011, Macintosh Word 2008, iWork
Pages, and WordPerfect X5. Participants had a high aptitude for using a word processor, as
92.5% reported using a word processor either on a daily or weekly basis and 67.5%
reporting that they had training on how to use a word processor. Finally, most participants
reported having experience designing resumes (87.5%) and invitations (52.5%).
A little over 21% of participants reported graphical design experience through
college courses. Of those participants with design experience, 41% reported having a
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background in typography design and only one reported having any experience designing
his or her own font. Also, most felt highly capable of designing a resume (64.7%) and
invitation (70.6%). Results for the entire background questionnaire are reported in
Appendix K.
Materials
Firefox 3.6.13 was used again to display HTML files. The same text editing program
(CKeditor) from Study 1 was used to display the typeface choice sets and edit the
documents. Also, the same computers from Study 1 were used for this study, along with
SurveyMonkey to create and administer the background and usability questionnaires.
Finally, the same typefaces from the large choice sets in Study 1 were used in this study.
Figure 21 shows an example of the interface using the CKeditor tool within the Firefox
browser.
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Figure 21. CKeditor tool used for displaying the typeface choice sets and editing the
documents.
Documents. There were two documents used in this study: the wine party invitation
from Study 1 (see Figure 22) and a resume (see Figure 23). Both documents were
displayed using the Cambria typeface. Cambria was used because it is the default typeface
for Microsoft Word 2007™. The use of the different document types was to create a more
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naturalistic situation for testing the different choice sets. This created more variety, which
is in line with what decision‐makers commonly experience as described above. The
invitation was considered as a document that was more creative in design, and therefore
would encourage more engagement for typeface selections. Conversely, the resume was a
text heavy document that would not encourage more engagement for typeface selections.
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Figure 22. Wine party invitation that participants edited using the CKeditor tool.
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Figure 23. Resume that participants edited using the CKeditor tool.
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Procedure
All of Study 2 was performed on the same Mac mini computers as Study 1. Following
the consent form (see Appendix L), participants completed an online background
questionnaire (see Appendix M). The background questionnaire consisted of basic
demographic questions along with questions regarding word processor experience. After
completing the background questionnaire, participants were then presented with
instructions via an HTML page (see Appendix N). The instructions informed participants
that they were evaluating the usability of a new text editing program by using its tools and
features to edit two documents. Participants did not know the true intention of the study,
which was to measure their strategy using the typeface choice set.
Participants were then instructed to edit the first document. The order of the
documents was counterbalanced to prevent order effects. Before editing each document,
participants read a scenario that explained the document’s purpose. For example, the
resume scenario was the following:
You have just finished creating your resume. You are submitting it to several
employers. One of the positions is your dream job. Therefore, your task is to finish
creating and editing the resume. You have the content in place, now it is just a matter
of putting the finishing touches on it. Make sure the resume appears as
PROFESSIONAL as possible. You want to make the best impression possible to the
potential employers that will be receiving it. You are free to make any changes you
would like to the resume in order to make it appear more professional (content, styles,
etc.)
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The intention of the scenario was to stress the importance of the document, so that it would
increase the likelihood that the participant would change the typeface without being
specifically instructed to do so. It was of interest to see how the different choice sets
impacted the participants’ natural behavior for selecting a typeface (time, number of
changes, number of times opening the choice set, and the final typeface used). This created
a more naturalistic situation that users would commonly find themselves in when creating
a document. After completing the edits for the first document, the participants repeated the
procedure for the second document. The choice set was a between factor, thus, each
participant only used one version of the typeface choice set to edit both documents.
At the end of the study, participants completed a questionnaire designed to measure
the usability of the typeface choice set (see Appendix O). The questionnaire included
distracter questions about other features and tools of the program to prevent the
participants from learning the true intent of the study. Included in the questionnaire were
questions regarding choice set difficulty, user satisfaction for the choice set, and how likely
they would recommend incorporating the choice set into their word processor. Also, there
were open‐ended questions regarding what participants liked the best/least of the new
text editing program.
The entire session was recorded using Quicktime X, a screen recording software that
records screen interactions such as clicks, mouse movements, etc. This was used to track
engagement data such as the amount of time spent choosing a typeface, the number of
typefaces the document was changed to before making a final selection, number of times
the participant opened the choice set, and the final typeface selected. All videos were
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reviewed after the session to record these measures.

Results
Data Screening and Cleaning
Box plots were performed to identify outliers across categorization and document
types for the measures of time, the number of typeface changes, and the number of choice
set openings. Outliers were then transformed to the mean. After transforming the outliers,
histograms (see Appendix P) were ran to visualize the distribution for each of the
engagement measures by document type. The distributions across all measures were
positively skewed due to the fact that some participants did not spend any time changing
the typeface, especially for the resume condition. In order to combat these skewed
distributions, a square root transformation was conducted on the time data and a hurdle
regression was used to analyze the number of typeface changes and choice set openings.
These are described in more detail for each measure below.
Time
A two‐way mixed ANOVA was conducted to evaluate the effect that categorization
and document type had on time contemplating a typeface. In order to not violate ANOVA
assumptions for homogeneity of variance, a square root transformation was performed on
the time data. The means and standard deviations are shown in Table 14. Results revealed
significant main effects of categorization, F (3, 76) = 6.42, p = .001, partial η² = .20 and
document type, F (1, 76) = 48.94, p < .001, partial η² = .39. Planned comparisons were made
between categorization levels (Windows vs. Alphabetical, Windows vs. Persona, Windows
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vs. Use Case, Alphabetical vs. Persona, and Alphabetical vs. Use Case) using five
independent t tests. As shown in Figure 24, results from the t tests revealed that
significantly more time was spent choosing a typeface for the Alphabetical condition (M =
4.36, SD = 3.87), t (49) = 3.2, p < .01, Persona condition (M = 4.72, SD = 3.87), t (49) = 3.85,
p < .001, and Use Case condition (M = 3.51, SD = 3.57), t (49) = 2.14, p = .04. than the
Windows condition (M = 2.07, SD = 2.34). None of the other comparisons were significant.
As shown in Figure 25, results for document type revealed that significantly more time was
spent choosing a typeface for the invitation condition (M = 5.33, SD = 3.41) than the resume
condition (M = 2.08, SD = 2.76). ANOVA results revealed no significant interaction of
categorization and document type, F (3, 76) = 2.0, p = .12, partial η² = .07.
TABLE 14
MEANS AND STANDARD DEVIATIONS FOR THE TIME SPENT CHOOSING A TYPEFACE
ACROSS CATEGORIZATION AND DOCUMENT TYPE.
Document Type

Invitation

Resume

Categorization

Mean

SD

Windows

2.83

2.52

Alphabetical

6.33

3.56

Persona

6.36

3.08

Use Case

5.79

3.31

Windows

1.40

1.87

Alphabetical

2.47

3.46

Persona

3.14

2.01

Use Case

1.32

2.76

Notes: Time data was transformed using the square root method.
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Figure 24. Mean amount of time considering a typeface by categorization. Significantly
more time was spent when using the Alphabetical, Persona, and Use Case conditions
compared to the Windows condition. Error bars are +/‐ one standard error. Time data was
transformed using the square root method.

Figure 25. Mean amount of time considering a typeface by document type. Significantly
more time was spent on the invitation than the resume. Error bars are +/‐ one standard
error.
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Number of Typeface Changes
A hurdle regression was conducted to predict the number of typeface changes from
document type and choice set categorization. As shown in Figure 26, the distribution for
the number of typeface changes contained many observations that were at zero, due to the
fact that some participants decided not to change the typeface. The hurdle regression has
been shown as a way to better handle count data that contains many zero observations
such as this distribution (Zeileis, Kleiber, and Jackman, 2008). The advantage of using a
hurdle regression over other count data regressions (e.g. poisson regression) is that the
analysis evaluates the zero observations separately from the count observations. The first
model is basically a negative binomial model with a logit link. This analysis is conducted in
addition to the count data model that would normally be conducted with a poisson
regression. Thus, there were two submodels for the number typeface changes, one for the
count data distribution ƒcount(typeface changes ~ document type + categorization, β) and
the other for the zero hurdle distribution comparing zero changes versus count changes
ƒzero(typeface changes ~ document type + categorization, ϒ) .
Results for the negative binomial submodel revealed that there were significantly
fewer changes for the resume than the invitation (β = ‐.60, p = .03). There were no
significant differences across choice set categorizations when compared to the Windows
categorization. However, marginally more changes were made with the Persona (β = .56, p
= .12), Alphabetical (β = .39, p = .29), and Use Case categorizations (β = .24, p = 52) than the
Windows categorization. Table 15 lists the coefficient results for the count data
distribution. Results for the binomial submodel (with logit link) revealed that the
probability for changing the typeface was significantly lower for the resume than the
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invitation (β = ‐2.55, p < .001). Also, results revealed that the probability for changing the
typeface was significantly higher for the Persona (β = 1.77, p = .002) and Alphabetical
categorizations (β = 1.32, p = .01) than the Windows categorization. The probability of
changing the typeface was also marginally higher for the Use Case categorization (β = .59, p
= .28), but was not significant. Table 16 lists the coefficient results for the zero hurdle
distribution.

Figure 26. The distribution for the number of tyepface changes across all conditions.
TABLE 15
REGRESSION COEFFICIENTS FOR THE COUNT DISTRIBUTION FOR THE NUMBER OF
TYPEFACE CHANGES.
β

z

p

Resume

‐0.6

‐2.12

0.03*

Alphabetical

0.39

1.05

0.29

Persona

0.56

1.55

0.12

Use Case

0.24

0.64

0.52
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TABLE 16
REGRESSION COEFFICIENTS FOR THE ZERO HURDLE DISTRIBUTION FOR THE NUMBER
OF TYPEFACE CHANGES.
β

z

p

Resume

‐2.55

‐6.14

< .001*

Alphabetical

1.32

2.35

0.01*

Persona

1.77

3.07

0.002*

Use Case

0.59

1.08

0.28

Number of Choice Set Openings
A hurdle regression was conducted to predict the number of choice set openings
from document type and choice set categorization. As shown in Figure 27, the distribution
for the number of choice set openings contained many observations that were at zero, due
to the fact that some participants decided not to change the typeface. A hurdle regression
was used based on the same reasoning for the number of typeface changes.
Results for the negative binomial submodel revealed that there were no significant
differences in the number of choice set openings for document type. However, there was
marginally less choice set openings for the resume than the invitation (β = ‐.30, p = .26).
Results also revealed that there were no significant differences across categorizations.
However, marginally more choice set openings were made with the Persona (β = .47, p =
.17) and slightly more openings were made with the Alphabetical (β = .16, p = .65) than the
Windows categorization. Table 17 lists the coefficient results for the count data
distribution. Results for the binomial submodel revealed that the probability for opening
the choice set was significantly lower for the resume than the invitation (β = ‐2.17, p <
.001). There were no significant differences across categorizations. However, the
probability for opening the choice set was slightly higher for the Persona (β = .06, p = .29)
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and Alphabetical categorizations (β = .04, p = .43) than the Windows categorization. Table
18 lists the coefficient results for the zero hurdle distribution.

Figure 27. The distribution for the number of choice set openings across all conditions.
TABLE 17
REGRESSION COEFFICIENTS FOR THE COUNT DISTRIBUTION FOR THE NUMBER OF
CHOICE SET OPENINGS.
β

z

p

Resume

‐0.3

‐1.12

0.26

Alphabetical

0.16

0.45

0.65

Persona

0.47

1.38

0.17

Use Case

‐0.07

‐0.19

0.85
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TABLE 18
REGRESSION COEFFICIENTS FOR THE ZERO HURDLE DISTRIBUTION FOR THE NUMBER
OF CHOICE SET OPENINGS.
β

z

p

Resume

‐2.17

‐5.42

< .001*

Alphabetical

0.04

0.79

0.43

Persona

0.06

1.05

0.29

Use Case

< .001

< .001

1

Final Typeface Selected
A chi square analysis was conducted to evaluate the effect that categorization and
document type had on whether the final typeface was a status quo typeface (Arial, Calibri,
Cambria, or Times New Roman) or not a status quo typeface. Results were not significant, χ²
(3, N = 80) = 1.91, p = .59, Cramérs V = .15. Frequency counts are shown in Table 19.
Regardless of categorization, the status quo typeface was used more when editing the
resume than the invitation. The most status quo typeface selections occurred with the
Windows categorization, while the least amount occurred with the Persona categorization.
TABLE 19
THE NUMBER OF TIMES A STATUS QUO TYPEFACE WAS USED ACROSS CATEGORIZATION
AND DOCUMENT TYPE.
Organization

Invitation

Resume

Windows

7

18

Alphabetical

4

17

Persona

2

14

Use Case

3

17

Note: There were 20 participants per condition.
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The final typeface used for each categorization and document type was also
analyzed. This was regardless of whether it was a status quo typeface. The frequencies for
the final typefaces used are listed in Tables 20‐23. Some frequency counts exceed 20
typefaces per document because some participants used more than one typeface.
Regardless of categorization, Apple Chancery was selected the most for the invitation
document and Cambria was selected the most for the resume document.
TABLE 20
THE NUMBER OF TIMES A TYPEFACE WAS USED AS THE FINAL SELECTION FOR THE
WINDOWS CATEGORIZATION.
Invite

Frequency

Resume

Frequency

Annabel Script

3

Agency FB

1

Apple Chancery

8

Cambria

17

Blackadder ITC

1

Copperplate

1

Bradley Hand

1

Corbel

1

Brush Script

1

Times New Roman

1

Cambria

7

Champagne

1

Colonna

1

Copperplate

1

French Script

1

Viner Hand

1
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TABLE 21
THE NUMBER OF TIMES A TYPEFACE WAS USED AS THE FINAL SELECTION FOR THE
ALPHABETICAL CATEGORIZATION.
Invite

Frequency

Resume

Frequency

Annabel Script

1

Berlin Sans FB

1

Apple Chancery

4

Cambria

12

Bernard MT Condensed

1

Copperplate

1

Broadway

1

Corbel

1

Brush Script

1

Times New Roman

5

Cambria

4

Edwardian Script

1

Footlight MT Light

1

Forte

1

French Script

1

Garamond

1

Lucida Calligraphy

1

Monotype Corsiva

1

Papyrus

1

Poor Richard
Pristina

1

Renaissance

1

Script MT Bold

1

Snell Roundhand

1

1
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TABLE 22
THE NUMBER OF TIMES A TYPEFACE WAS USED AS THE FINAL SELECTION FOR THE
PERSONA CATEGORIZATION.
Invite

Frequency

Resume

Frequency

Annabel Script

2

Arial

2

Apple Chancery

7

Arial Narrow

1

Cambria

2

Calibri

1

Edwardian Script

1

Cambria

11

French Script

1

High Tower Text

1

Lucida Handwriting

1

Mona Lisa

1

Mistral

1

Myriad Pro

1

Monotype Corsiva

2

Poor Richard

1

Pristina

2

Tahoma

1

Renaissance

1

Times New Roman

1

Snell Roundhand

2

Viner Hand

2
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TABLE 23
THE NUMBER OF TIMES A TYPEFACE WAS USED AS THE FINAL SELECTION FOR THE USE
CASE CATEGORIZATION.
Invite

Frequency

Resume

Frequency

Apple Chancery

11

Cambria

17

Cambria

3

Microsoft Sans Serif

1

Centaur

1

Modern No. 20

1

Century Gothic

1

Perpetua

1

Footlight MT Light

1

Gill Sans Ultra Bold

1

Lucida Calligraphy

2

Lucida Handwriting

1

Mona Lisa

1

Monotype Corsiva

2

Palace Script

1

Papyrus

3

Scriptina

1

Snell Roundhand

1

Usability Measures
A series of one‐way ANOVAs were conducted to evaluate the ratings for difficulty,
satisfaction, and how likely the participants would recommend incorporating the typeface
choice set into their word processor. The independent variable was the choice set
categorization and included four levels: Windows, Alphabetical, Persona, and Use Case.
Categorization did not lead to a significant difference in difficulty of choosing a typeface, F
(3, 67) = 1.11, p = .35. All categorizations were perceived as easy to use, as shown by Table
24. Furthermore, categorization did not lead to a significant difference in satisfaction for
choosing a typeface, F (3, 67) = .58, p = .63. Based on the means and standard deviations
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shown in Table 25, there was high satisfaction for all conditions. Finally, categorizations
also did not lead to a significant difference in how likely the participant would recommend
incorporating the choice set into a word processor, F (3, 67) = 1.45, p = .24. Based on the
means and standard deviation shown in Table 26, all categorizations were highly
recommended.
TABLE 24
MEANS AND STANDARD DEVIATIONS FOR DIFFICULTY ACROSS THE FOUR
CATEGORIZATIONS.
Organization

Mean

SD

Windows

1.19

0.4

Alphabetical

1.83

1.58

Persona

2.05

1.73

Use Case

1.71

1.53

Notes: Difficulty was measured on a 1‐7 scale (1 = Very easy to 7 = Very difficult).

TABLE 25
MEANS AND STANDARD DEVIATIONS FOR SATISFACTION ACROSS THE FOUR
CATEGORIZATIONS.
Organization

Mean

SD

Windows

6.31

1.54

Alphabetical

5.61

2.03

Persona

5.9

1.8

Use Case

5.47

2.48

Notes: Satisfaction was measured on a 1‐7 scale (1 = Very unsatisfied to 7 = Very satisfied).
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TABLE 26
MEANS AND STANDARD DEVIATIONS FOR THE LIKELIHOOD THAT PARTICIPANTS
WOULD RECOMMEND THE FOUR CATEGORIZATIONS.
Categorization

Mean

SD

Windows

6.31

1.49

Alphabetical

5.5

1.82

Persona

5.7

1.87

Use Case

6.47

1.18

Notes: Recommendation was measured on a 1‐7 scale (1 = Do not recommend to 7 = Highly recommend).

Qualitative Measures
At the end of the usability survey, participants responded to open‐ended questions
regarding what they liked the most and least about the text editing program (see Appendix
Q). They were free to comment on anything about the text editing tool, thus, they were
under no obligation to review or comment on the typeface choice set. Since categorization
was a between‐subjects factor, there were 20 comments for each categorization. Each
comment was reviewed for statements regarding the typeface choice set and were then
classified as a positive or negative comment. For example, the following was classified as a
positive comment for the Persona categorization: “I liked how the fonts were divided into
easy categories rather than having to look at all of them to find the style I wanted”. On the
other hand, the following was classified as a negative comment for the Alphabetical
categorization: “There was separation between font styles which sometimes made it harder
to find what would look best because you had to scroll trough different categories and from
there get subcategories.” A frequency analysis (see Table 27) was then conducted to see if
there were any differences between categorizations. Results revealed that most positive
statements were made about the Persona and Use Case categorizations, while the most
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negative statements were about the Alphabetical and Use Case categorizations. Nearly half
(45%) of the participants (9 out of 20) that used the Persona categorization had a positive
comment regarding the typeface choice set. Comparatively, only 15% of the participants (6
out 40) that were in the Windows and Alphabetical conditions had a positive statement
regarding the choice set.
TABLE 27
THE NUMBER OF POSITIVE AND NEGATIVE STATEMENTS MADE CONCERNING THE
DIFFERENT CATEGORIZATIONS.
Categorization

Positive Statements

Negative Statements

Windows

3

0

Alphabetical

3

4

Persona

9

1

Use Case

6

3

Discussion
The results from Study 2 lend some support to the hypotheses that choice set
categorization and document type would impact the strategy that participants used when
choosing a typeface. The interaction between categorization and document type was not
supported. It was hypothesized that a more optimal strategy (more time, more typeface
changes, etc.) would be used when using a choice set that contained categories while
editing an invitation. In other words, participants would be significantly less engaged using
the Windows choice set regardless of document type. Instead, a more optimal strategy was
used editing the invitation regardless of whether the choice set contained categories or not.
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Mere Presence of Categories Increase Engagement
The mere presence of categories increased the amount of engagement (time and
typeface considerations) of participants over choice sets that did not have categories.
Participants were significantly likely to spend more time choosing a typeface for the
Alphabetical, Persona, and Use Case choice sets over the Windows choice set. Furthermore,
participants were significantly more likely to change the typeface with the Alphabetical and
Persona choice sets than the Windows choice set. Even though the results were not
significant, results showed that more typefaces were considered when using the
Alphabetical, Persona, and Use Case choice sets over the Windows choice set. Since
engagement measures for the Alphabetical categorization were similar to the Persona and
Use Case categorization, it seems that the type of categorization (informative or
uninformative) did not seem to impact strategy. This would seem to suggest that any form
of categorization results in the perception of the choice to be less difficult. This finding is in
line with the results of Mogilner et al. (2008), who showed that the mere presence of
categories caused decision‐makers to perceive decisions to be less difficult for large choice
sets.
Of course, another possible explanation for these findings is that a novelty effect
occurred. Participants were highly familiar with the Windows condition, but not the other
three choice sets. Thus, using this new feature may have resulted in participants being
more engaged with these conditions. Future studies should examine whether this finding
resulted form the mere presence of categories or novelty. A longitudinal study would need
to be conducted in order to parse out the two possible effects. If users were more engaged
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with the choice sets that contained categories over a prolonged period of time, then it
would provide evidence that this finding is not due to a novelty effect.
More Engagement for the Invitation
As for document type, participants were significantly more engaged when editing
the invitation than the resume; however, this was regardless of the categorization. It was
predicted that regardless of document type, participants would be significantly less
engaged for selecting a typeface when using the Windows condition. However, this was not
the case. This finding is supported by the results of Shaikh (2007), who found that more
creative documents like invitations are more likely to be displayed in typefaces
(script/handwriting) that match the personality of the document, while text heavy
documents like resumes are more likely to be displayed in highly legible typefaces, such as
the default of Cambria. Hence, participants were more likely to change the typeface for the
invitation since the default typeface was not the most appropriate.
It is important to note that although participants were not as engaged changing the
typeface for the resume, this does not necessarily imply that they were using a suboptimal
strategy for the resume. As defined in this study, an optimal strategy is associated with a
higher amount of engagement; however, the ultimate goal of the study is ensure that
decision‐makers choose a highly appropriate typeface based on variables such as
personality. Therefore, since the default typeface (Cambria) was highly appropriate, it was
actually beneficial not to change it. On the other hand, the wine invitation was highly
associated with adjectives such as beautiful, good, and expensive (Shaikh, 2007). Due to the
personality associated with this document, script/handwriting typefaces (e.g. Monotype
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Corsiva) should have been chosen to coincide or reinforce the intended message (Shaikh,
2007). This means that more engagement would be better because changes would have to
be made in order to choose a highly appropriate typeface. It was important that if changes
were made, that participants took more time and contemplated more typefaces, so that
they were not using suboptimal strategy such as satisficing, decision avoidance, or the
status quo bias.
Usability Measures
Categorization did not impact the perceived usability of the choice set. Regardless of
categorization, the difficulty was rated as low, satisfaction was rated high, and participants
were highly likely to recommend the choice set be installed in a word processor. This was a
bit of surprise, as it would be expected that difficulty should be significantly lower for
choice sets that used categories. This is because the categories divide the large choice set,
which should cause it to be perceived as less difficult as suggested by Mogilner et al.
(2008). Moreover, engagement measures actually provided evidence that choice sets with
categories were actually perceived less difficult. It would be predicted that if participants
perceived the choice set to be more difficult, then they would be less engaged for making a
choice. Therefore, since they were more engaged, this provided evidence that they
perceived the choice set to be less difficult for making a choice, as suggested by Iyengar &
Lepper (2000). A possible explanation for these findings is that participants are highly
familiar with the Windows choice set causing them to perceive it as less difficult. The same
reasoning could possibly explain why participants were just as satisfied with the Windows
choice set as the categorized choice sets.
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Further Support for Informative Categorization
Finally, results from the qualitative comments supported the findings from Study 1
that the informative categorizations (Persona and Use Case) were preferred over
uninformative categorization (Alphabetical). There were more positive statements for the
Persona categorization (9) and the Use Case categorization (5) than any other
categorizations. Conversely, there were more negative comments for the Alphabetical
categorization (4) than any other categorization. It is important to note that these
statements were unsolicited. Comparatively, in Study 1, participants were directly asked to
compare their preference for different choice sets. In Study 2, participants were free to
comment on any of the features they liked about the text editing tool, and none of them
knew the true intent of the study was to examine the effect of typeface choice sets.
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CHAPTER 7
CONCLUSIONS AND IMPLICATIONS

These two studies evaluated the impact that choice set design has on typeface
selection. Study 1 evaluated satisfaction, the affective response for the decision process,
and preference rankings for choice sets that varied in categorization and size. Study 2
evaluated the effect that choice set categorization and document type had on the strategy
for typefaces decisions.

Interpretation of Results
Results from Study 1 provided evidence that informative categorizations were
associated with higher satisfaction than uninformative categorizations. Preference for
informative categorizations was supported by the fact that participants reported higher
enjoyment and preference rankings. This contradicts the findings from Mogilner and
associates (2008) that suggested the mere presence of categories increases satisfaction,
regardless of whether or not the categories are informative or not. It could be possible that
the study’s experimental design impacted this finding, as categorization was a between‐
subjects factor in Mogilner et al. (2008) and a within‐subjects factor for this study. Thus,
participants were able to directly compare the different types of categorizations in this
study, which may have impacted their preference for informative categorizations. This
seems to be supported from results from Study 2, which also showed no significant
differences in satisfaction ratings for the different categorizations, similar to the results of
Mogilner et al. (2008).
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It was a bit surprising that the Windows condition was rated just as well as the
Persona and Use Case categorizations for many subjective ratings. Again, this contradicted
the findings of Mogilner et al. (2008) in which the no category condition was associated
with significantly less satisfaction. However, unlike the Mogilner study, users were highly
familiar with the no category choice set. As status quo bias studies show, decision‐makers
are reluctant to deviate from the norm (Samuelson & Zeckhauser, 1988). Thus, the
Windows condition has basically become the status quo, which could have prevented the
predicted categorization effects. However, it was interesting to see that when directly
ranking the categorizations, Persona and Use Case were significantly ranked higher than
Windows. Thus, even though the other measures did not show any significant differences,
the rankings still provide strong evidence that participants preferred the informative
categorizations when compared to the Windows condition. This measure is especially
important because it was the only one in which the participants were directly comparing
the different choice set designs.
Results from Study 1 also provided support that the moderate choice set was
preferred over the large choice set. The moderate choice set was associated with
significantly less choice overload and rated as less difficult. This finding is consistent with
the findings of Iyengar and Lepper (2000) and others which have found that smaller choice
sets are less likely to be associated with choice overload and are perceived as less difficult
when compared to large choice sets.
It was also interesting that users rated satisfaction more highly for the moderate
choice set than the large choice set. This is consistent with the findings from Reutskaja &
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Hogarth (2009), which revealed that moderate choice sets were associated with the highest
amount of satisfaction because they decreased the difficulty associated with larger choice
sets, while still maintaining enough variability. This finding is limited by the fact that a
small choice set size was not included in this study. Therefore, it can only be assumed that
the moderate choice set would be better than a much smaller number of typefaces (i.e. less
than 10 typefaces).
Preference rankings provided support that categorization was more important than
size. The large choice sets for the Persona and Use Case categorizations were ranked just as
highly as the moderate choice sets. All four choice sets were rated significantly better than
the Windows and Alphabetical designs. In fact, even though it was not significant, the large
choice sets were ranked higher than the moderate choice sets. The Windows condition was
the only one to have the moderate choice set rated higher than the large choice set size.
This could suggest that categorization aided participants to the point where they were able
to handle the larger choice set better when it contained categories, providing more
evidence that categories were highly important for the rankings. It should be noted though
that the difference in sizes was only marginal across different categorizations.
Results from Study 2 suggested that the mere presence of categories increased
engagement for choosing a typeface. Participants spent more time and made more typeface
changes for choice sets that had categories when compared to the Windows condition. This
provided evidence that they were using a more optimal strategy for choosing a typeface,
rather than relying on suboptimal strategies, as found by Fox (2010). This is in line with the
findings from Mogilner et al. (2008), which suggested that the mere presence of categories
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would be perceived less difficult. Likewise, if participants perceived the choice set to be less
difficult, then it would be predicted that they would use a more optimal strategy for
choosing a typeface.
A problem with this finding is that the typeface choice was perceived as easy for all
categorization conditions, thereby providing evidence that increased engagement did not
result from perceived difficulty. The question then becomes why would participants not be
as engaged with Windows if they rated it low in difficulty as well? A possible explanation is
that the Windows arrangement was so familiar, that participants perceived it as being easy
to use. Even though participants rated it as easy to use, it was still the same old difficult
choice set that they were accustomed to using, which explains why they spent less time and
made less typeface changes. This would suggest that more engagement occurred as a result
of novelty for the categorization designs. The categorization choice sets had never been
seen before, so participants may have been drawn to use them simply because they were
new.
Another surprising finding from Study 2 is that there seemed to be no interaction
between categorization and document type. Instead, results revealed that participants
were more engaged choosing a typeface with the invitation regardless of categorization. It
was expected that the Windows condition would have significantly less engagement
regardless of document type. This is because when only considering document type, it
would be expected that participants would likely spend more time and make more changes
for the invitation than the resume. This was based on findings from Shaikh (2007) in which
legible typefaces were commonly viewed as highly appropriate for documents such as
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resumes. Therefore, it would make sense that the default typeface, Cambria, would be
chosen more often reducing the amount of engagement. Conversely, more creative
documents, such as invitations, should result in more engagement because the default
typeface, Cambria, was not highly appropriate for the invitation. If participants had been
more engaged editing the invitation only for the categorization choice sets, it would have
provided stronger evidence that the Windows condition is associated with suboptimal
strategies.

Implications on Typeface Choice Sets
The results of these two studies imply that the current typeface choice set in
Microsoft Word™ may not be the best method of presenting typefaces. The current design
lists hundreds of typefaces with no categorization. Shortening the list or incorporating
categories are two possible methods for improving the current design in Microsoft Word™.
As the results from Study 1 show, large typeface choice sets are associated with
increased choice overload, higher difficulty, and less satisfaction. Thus, it appears that a
better approach would be to decrease the number of typefaces. Understandably, those that
manufacture word processors may not be willing to part with certain typefaces. They have
contracts in place to include specific typefaces. Moreover, many of the typefaces included in
the list, such as the ClearType™ typefaces, were carefully designed by developers from
their own company, such as Microsoft. However, those that manufacture word processors
should carefully examine which typefaces are absolutely necessary in the typeface choice
set. Typefaces that are redundant in style (e.g. Times New Roman versus Cambria), or rarely
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used (e.g. Wingdings) should be removed from the set to make it as simple as possible. This
will ensure that the difficulty for making a typeface choice is minimized, thereby, it will
reduce the chance that decision‐makers feel cognitively overloaded or commit an error by
choosing a highly inappropriate typeface based on personality or legibility/readability.
When reducing the number of typefaces, it is also important to include a wide range
of styles, so that there is an appropriate typeface across many different uses. The typefaces
in the moderate condition of this study were carefully selected based on results of Shaikh
(2007) to cover a wide range styles. Since participants were highly satisfied and ranked the
two sizes similarly, it can be assumed that this list of 35 typefaces was sufficient for their
needs when designing the ads, which also covered a wide range of styles based on the
results of Shaikh (2007). This provides evidence that choice sets as small as 35 typefaces
can cover user needs, and maintain a high level of perceived satisfaction so long as there is
a wide range of styles. Thus, the ideal choice set size is one that reduces the difficulty for
making a choice while also maintaining a high level of satisfaction by having a wide enough
variety to meet users needs.
Since shortening the list may not be an option, this results in informative
categorizations to be even more important for typeface choice sets. Informative
categorizations were associated with higher satisfaction and preference. Informative
categorizations not only increased satisfaction, but they also led to participants taking
more time and considering more options, implying that participants were using a more
optimal strategy for choosing a typeface. Also, there was slight evidence that a larger
number of typefaces could be used for the informative categorizations. This is based on the
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fact that preference rankings for the informative categorizations were slightly higher for
the large choice set over the moderate choice set. This would make sense, as the
informative categorizations should make the decision easier, thereby, increasing the
cognitively ability of decision‐makers to choose among more typefaces.
Based on these results, it also appears that Apple is on the right track by including
categories through the Font Book application. However, it is unknown whether the
categories that Apple uses are the best. As shown by Study 1, informative categories may be
the most beneficial. Thus, it is hypothesized that Font Book categories such as “PDF” or
“Fixed Width” may not be the best to use since they do not provide much information on
how to use them appropriately. The difference between the informative categorizations
themselves was minimal. However, if developers had to choose between the two, the
Persona categorization would be better than the Use Case categorization. This is based on
the fact that the Persona categorization was rated higher for all decision process measures
and was ranked higher for preference than the Use Case categorization. Moreover, the
Persona categorization was better for measures of time and typeface changes in Study 2.
Finally, the Persona categorization had a better ratio (9:1) of positive to negative
comments than the Use Case categorization (6:3) in the Study 2 survey. Therefore, it would
appear that Apple categories such as “Fun” and “Traditional” may be better than categories
such as “Web”.

Decision Strategy for Typeface Selections
There were some important insights for how decision‐makers approach typeface
choices. One, it appears that decision‐makers will commonly change the typeface for more
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artistic or creative documents like invitations. Hence, the incorporation of informative
categories and decreasing the size are even more important for these types of documents
because this is when typeface errors are most likely to occur. For example, displaying a
wedding invitation in Courier New would be an error more likely to occur using a
complex choice set. Informative categorizations should help guide decision‐makers into
choosing a more optimal typeface in regards to personality and readability/legibility.
Moreover, decreasing the number of typefaces should reduce the likelihood that they are
overloaded by the difficulty of the choice set, which could result in a suboptimal decision
such as remaining at the status quo or picking a highly inappropriate typeface.
Conversely, the incorporation of informative categories and reducing the size are
not as important for text heavy document such as resumes. This is because default
typefaces such as Cambria are highly appropriate for these types of documents, which
decreases the need and likelihood that decision‐makers will change the typeface. This is
not to imply that informative categories and reducing the size will not help with these
types of documents, but it will not aid as much.
However, there is the possibility that over the course of time decision‐makers could
possibly increase their engagement for documents such as resumes. Participants in this
study only had a brief exposure to the different choice sets. Therefore, it would be
interesting to examine whether a prolonged period of time with informative categories
expands the higher amount of engagement seen with documents like the invitation to other
documents that would commonly not have typeface changes (e.g. Assignments, Resumes,
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etc.). There is evidence of this from Study 2, as slightly more time and typeface changes
occurred with the Persona choice set for the resume.

Limitations
One limitation of this research was the inability to include functions and features to
which users have grown accustomed within a typeface choice set of an actual word
processor. Responses from the survey in Study 2 showed that many participants wished
the choice set presented the typeface that was currently selected and a category for
recently used typefaces. In Microsoft Word™, the typeface in current use is displayed as the
text in the font drop‐down menu (see Figure 28). Instead, the text editing tool in this study
statically displayed the word “Font” for the text in the font drop‐down menu resulting in
participants not knowing which typeface was currently in use. The “recently used” feature
typically displays the last few typefaces used at the top of the list like a short history.
However, the text editing tool used in this study did not display the recently used typefaces.
Participants mentioned that the lack of these features caused them problems in retrieving
typefaces that they had selected previously. Another missing design feature was the ability
to preview the typeface within the text of the document without actually having to select it.
In Microsoft Word 2007™, users are able to preview the typeface appearance within the
document by mousing over the typeface in the list. Unfortunately, the CKeditor software
did not allow for these features to be incorporated. As a result, this could have impacted the
users subjective opinion in Study 1 and their strategy for selecting a typeface in Study 2.
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Figure 28. An example of how the current typeface selected (e.g. Britannic Bold) is
displayed as text in the font drop‐down menu of Microsoft Word™.
Of course, the trade‐off and advantage to using CKeditor was the ability to directly
manipulate the typeface choice set so that the categories of the different conditions could
be matched to design specifications, which minimized other confounding variables.
Another advantage was that participants had no predispositions for the text editor, since it
was completely novel.
A second limitation involved the total amount of time spent with different typeface
choice sets. This is especially important for Study 2 in which behavior (time, number of
changes, and choice set openings) was being measured. Time was limited by the fact that
participants used the typeface choice sets to edit only two documents, which equated to
about 30 minutes of time using the text editing program. As a result, the behavioral
measures may not generalize to prolonged usage. Once the novelty of the choice set wears
off, the behavior associated with suboptimal behaviors already seen with the Windows
choice set may also occur with the new choice sets.
A final limitation of the study was that documents had to be presented in HTML so
that they could be edited with CKeditor. For some features, like spacing and alignment, the
HTML formatting behaved differently than what users were accustomed to in word
processors. This was supported by comments in the Study 2 survey, as many participants
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commented that they disliked the spacing and alignment features the most (see Appendix
Q). This limitation may have led to users not taking as much time to edit the document if
the other elements behaved more naturally.

Future Studies
In line with these two studies, the next step for this research would be investigating
the effect that categorization and size of choice sets actually have on whether decision‐
makers are choosing an optimal typeface. The results for measures of satisfaction,
difficulty, and strategy would suggest that reducing the size and incorporating categories
should lead to more optimal typefaces chosen. However, there is no clear evidence to
suggest that these designs would lead to more optimal selections. The difficulty in this
research is determining exactly what is considered a highly appropriate typeface. There is
no clear gold standard suggesting that a particular typeface should be used for a certain
type of document. However, there have been many studies such as Shaikh (2007) and
Brumberger (2003b) that are good starting points to determine what typefaces are the
most appropriate. Thus, the first step would be building on typeface appropriateness
research, so that a clearer standard could be established for measuring whether optimal
typeface selections are really being made with these new choice set designs.
Future studies should also focus on examining these typeface choice sets through a
more naturalistic environment. Incorporating the typeface choice set in an actual word
processor would address the limited number of features that this study had for the choice
set. Features such as the previously selected typeface, current typeface selected, and
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preview before selection could all be included in an actual word processor, which were not
able to be included in this study due to the limitations of CKEditor.
It is also important for future studies to examine the longitudinal impact that these
typeface choice sets have on subjective ratings and behavior. Over the course of time, users
are more likely to experience different situations that were not tested in this research. This
would allow users to gain a better perspective on whether the different choice sets would
be suited for all of their needs. Between both studies, only ads, invitations, and resumes
were edited. Perhaps the choice sets would be better or worse for certain document types
that were not tested. In Study 1, this issue was mitigated by having many different types of
ads that were framed across a wide variety of personas, but not all possible situations could
be incorporated into only two studies.
Moreover, a longitudinal study would also address the question regarding whether
the effect found in Study 2 was actually due to a novelty effect or the presence of categories.
If it were due to a novelty effect, then it would be expected that the usage of the choice sets
would decline over the course of time. This can only be examined through a longitudinal
study. Of course the trade‐off of performing a naturalistic study is the decreased
experimental control.
Future research should also explore a wider demographic, especially those with
typeface and design expertise. The results of this study may not generalize to those with
higher expertise. Chua and Iyengar (2008) found that experience had an impact on the
number of options a decision‐maker could handle. Those that had more experience could
handle more options. This may apply to typeface selection, as those with more typeface

111

experience may not prefer the smaller choice set size because their knowledge permits
them to handle more typefaces. Thus, smaller choice sets may feel too limiting to those with
higher expertise.
Finally, future research should also focus on expanding the choice set design. The
categories used in the Persona and Use Case categorizations may not necessarily be the
best options. In support of this point, a few participants commented in the Study 2 survey
that they did not like the “masculine” and “feminine” categories. Thus, there might be other
persona categories that are better to use than the ones of this study. Also, the size
conditions were limited in Study 1 to only moderate and large. It would be better for future
research to identify the ideal number of typefaces to have in the choice set. The 35
typefaces used in the choice set for this study seemed to be a nice trade off between
difficulty and satisfaction, however, there might be a more optimal number of typefaces
that improves difficulty and satisfaction.

Conclusion
Most people would assume that typeface selections are not that important.
However, one of the worst decisions a person can make is to choose a typeface that is not
appropriate for a document. This could result in them not being clearly understood or
misperceived. Results from this research provide evidence that by reducing the size and
incorporating informative categories into the typeface choice set increases satisfaction,
decreases choice overload, and increases engagement for choosing a typeface. It is assumed
that by designing choice set with these specifications will mitigate the errors that result in
authors being misperceived. There was slight evidence of this from Study 2. Based on the
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results from Shaikh (2007), the wine invitation should have been presented in a
script/handwriting typeface (e.g. Monotype Corsiva). Results from the study revealed that
there were only two instances of participants not selecting a script/handwriting typeface
for the invitation using the Persona categorization, while there were nine instances for the
Windows condition. Hopefully by making typeface decisions better, messages via text will always be clearly

communicated.
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APPENDIX A
DECISION PROCESS AND SATISFACTION (SUS) QUESTIONNAIRE

1. How do you feel about the number of fonts you had to choose from?
I had too
few to
choose
from.

1

I had the
right
number
to choose
from.
2

3

4

I had too
many to
choose
from.

5

6

7

2. How confident are you that this font is the best choice for this document?
Not
Confident
at All
1

Very
Confident
2

3

4

5

6

7

3. Do you feel that you made a well‐informed decision on the font you picked?
Not
Informed
at All
1

Very Well‐
Informed
2

3

4

5

6

7

6

I would
normally
always
choose this
font.
7

4. Is this a font that you would normally choose?
I would
normally
never
choose this
font.
1

2

3

4
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APPENDIX A (continued)

5. How much did you enjoy choosing a font?
Not
Enjoyable
at All
1

Very
Enjoyable
2

3

4

5

6

7

6

Very
Difficult
7

6. How difficult was it choosing a font?
Very
Easy
1

2

3

4

5

7. How frustrated did you feel when choosing a font?
Not
Frustrated
at All
1

Very
Frustrated
2

3

4
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APPENDIX A (continued)

System Usability Scale (SUS)
1. I think that I would like to use
this font selection method
frequently.
2. I found this font selection
method unnecessarily
complex.
3. I thought the font selection
method was easy.
4. I think that I would need the
support of a font expert to be
able to know which font was
best using this font selection
method.
5. I found the various fonts for
this font selection method
were well integrated.
6. I thought there was too much
inconsistency in this font
selection method.
7. I would imagine that most
people would figure out which
font is best using this font
selection method very quickly.
8. I found the process of
selecting the best font using
this font selection method
cumbersome.
9. I felt very confident using this
font selection method for
selecting a font.
10. I would need to learn a lot
about fonts in order to
determine which font was
best in this font selection
method.

Strongly
Disagree

Strongly
Agree

1

2

3

4

5

1

2

3

4

5

1

2

3

4

5

1

2

3

4

5

1

2

3

4

5

1

2

3

4

5

1

2

3

4

5

1

2

3

4

5

1

2

3

4

5

1

2

3

4

5
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RANKING SCALE FOR THE CHOICE SETS
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APPENDIX C
BACKGROUND & FONT HABITS/ATTITUDES QUESTIONNAIRE RESULTS (STUDY 1)

DEMOGRAPHICS
1. Gender
Gender

Frequency

Male

8

Female

17

2. Age
Mean

SD

19.6

2.66

3. Occupation
Occupation

Frequency

Cashier

1

Front Desk Clerk

1

Sales Associate

1

Student

18

N/A

3
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APPENDIX C (continued)

COMPUTER BACKGROUND
4. How often do you use a computer?
(1 = Never to 5 = Daily)
Mean

SD

5

0

5. What word processor do you typically use?
Word Processor

Frequency

MS Word 2000

3

Ms Word 2003

1

MS Word 2007

14

MS Word 2010

4

MS Word 2008 (Mac)

3
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FONT EXPERTISE
6. Have you ever taken any Visual Design courses?
Response

Frequency

Yes

6

No

19

7. Which Visual Design course have you taken?
Design Courses
Comm 305
Graphic Design
High School Journalism
Visual Design/Newspaper Layouts
Web Design
Yearbook using Indesign and YTO

8. Did any of your design courses cover typography design?
Response

Frequency

Yes

2

No

4

9. Have you ever designed your own font?
Response

Frequency

Yes

0

No

6

10. Have you ever done any freelance work?
Response

Frequency

Yes

2

No

4
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APPENDIX C (continued)

11. Rate your ability to use the following design programs…
(1 = Very incapable to 5 = Very capable)
Program

Mean

SD

Adobe Creative
Suite

2.67

1.97

InDesign

3.17

1.33

Cork Express

0.5

0.55

12. Rate your ability to professionally design the following…
(1 = Very incapable to 5 = Very capable)
Document

Mean

SD

Ads (Digital)

3.67

0.82

Ads (Print)

3.67

0.82

Awards/Certificates

4.17

0.75

Brochures

3.83

0.75

Business Cards

4.17

0.75

Calendars

3.83

0.75

Cards

4.17

0.75

Invitations

4.17

0.75

4

0.89

Newsletters

3.83

1.17

Posters

3.83

1.17

Resumes

4.5

0.84

Signs

3.83

0.98

Labels
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FONT HABITS/ATTITUDES
13. How many fonts do you routinely use?
Mean

SD

3.24

2.24

14. For each document type below, how OFTEN do you change the default font when
creating a new document?
(1 = Never to 5 = Frequently)
Document

Mean

SD

Text Document (Word)

4.04

1.17

Powerpoint

3.96

0.98

Email/Communication based

2.52

1.58

Instant Message

2.04

1.31

Spreadsheet (Excel)

2.4

1.55

Graphics‐editing (Photoshop)

3.32

1.73

Blog or social network (Facebook)

2.36

1.58

15. If you change the font, which of the following reasons explain why you decided to
change it? (Check all that apply)
Reason

Frequency

Go along with content.

15

Improve the appearance of the document.

18

Make it more legible/readable.

13

Change it to one I like better.

8

16. Which font do you typically use the most?
Font

Frequency

Arial

5

Calibri

1

Handwriting 6

1

Times New Roman

16

Verdana

3
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17. Rate the sufficiency for the number of fonts in your word processor.
(1 = Not enough, 4 = Just right, 7 = Too many)
Mean

SD

4.8

1.29

18. Rate the difficulty of determining which font is the BEST to use when creating a
document.
(1 = Very easy to 7 = Very difficult)
Mean

SD

2.24

1.23

19. Rate your satisfaction for determining which font is the BEST to use when creating a
document.
(1 = Very unsatisfied to 7 = Very satisfied)
Mean

SD

5.6

1.41

20. Rate your confidence for determining which font is the BEST to use when creating a
document.
(1 = Very unconfident to 7 = Very confident)
Mean

SD

5.36

1.44
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21. Please indicate your level of agreement with the following statements:
Statement

Mean

SD

6.52

0.59

6

1.04

Fonts can change the way a
document appears.

6.52

0.51

Fonts can change the tone of a
document.

6.16

0.94

Fonts can affect the first
impression of a document.

6.52

0.77

Fonts should be taken seriously.

5.68

1.07

There are a few fonts that will
work for any kind of document.

5.6

1.22

Some fonts are more appropriate
for certain types of documents.

6.44

0.87

Font legibility/readability is
more important than the font's
appearance.

6.32

0.75

It is best for a font to match the
content of a document.

6.12

0.93

I pay attention to which font is
being used.

5.68

1.22

I can identify some fonts by their
names when I see them in use.

4.8

1.5

I have left a website because of a
font.

3.64

1.93

Fonts matter in document
design/presentation.
Fonts have personality.
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APPENDIX D
TYPEFACE CHOICE SETS
Moderate choice set for the Windows condition.
Typefaces
Agency FB
Arial
Bauhaus 93
Berlin Sans FB
Bradley Hand ITC
Broadway
Brush Script MT
Calibri
Cambria
Centaur
Chiller
Comic Sans
Consolas
Courier New
Curlz MT
Eras Bold ITC
French Script MT
Georgia
Gigi
Impact
Incised901 Lt Bt
Jokerman
Juice ITC
Kristen ITC
Lucida Console
Lucida Handwriting
Monotype Corsiva
Papyrus
Perpetua
Playbill
Poor Richard
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APPENDIX D (continued)

Snap ITC
Tempus Sans ITC
Verdana
Vivaldi
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APPENDIX D (continued)
Large choice set for the Windows categorization.
Typeface
Agency FB
Annabel Script
Apple Casual
Apple Chancery
Arial
Arial Black
Arial Narrow
Arial Rounded MT Bold
Baby Kruffy
Bakserville Semibold
Bauhaus 93
Bell MT
Berlin Sans FB
Bernard MT Condensed
Blackladder ITC
Blackmoor LET
Bodoni MT
Book Antiqua
Bookman Old Style
Bradley Hand ITC
Britannica Bold
Broadway
Brush Script MT
Calibri
Californian FB
Calistro MT
Cambria
Catull
Centaur
Century
Century Gothic
Century Schoolbook
Chalkboard
Champagne
Charcoal
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APPENDIX D (continued)

Chick
Chiller
Colonna MT
Comic Sans
Consolas
Constantia
Cooper Black
Copperplate
Corbel
Courier
Courier New
Cracked
Curlz MT
Czaristite
Earth's Mightiest Bold
Edwardian Script ITC
Elephant
Eras Bold ITC
Eras Demi ITC
Eras Light ITC
Footlight MT Light
Forte
Franklin Gothic Book
Franklin Gothic Demi
Franklin Gothic Heavy
Franklin Gothic Medium
Freestyle Script
French Script MT
Futura
Gadget
Garamond
Geneva
Georgia
Gigi
Gill Sans MT
Gill Sans Ultra Bold
Goudy Old Style
Haettenschweiler
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APPENDIX D (continued)

Handwriting – Dakota
Harlow Solid Italic
Harrington
Helvetica
Hercalanum
High Tower Text
Hoefler Text
Impact
Incised901 Lt Bt
Informal Roman
Jazz LET
Jokerman
Juice ITC
Kristen ITC
Kunstler Script
Letter Gothic MT
Lucida Calligraphy
Lucida Console
Lucida Grande
Lucida Handwriting
Lucida Sans
Magneto Bold
Maiandra GD
Marker Felt
Matura MT Script Capitals
Microsoft Sans Serif
Minion Pro
Mistral
Modern No. 20
Mona Lisa Solid ITC
Monaco
Monotype Corsiva
MS Reference Sans Serif
Myriad Pro
Onyx
Palace Script MT
Palatino
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APPENDIX D (continued)

Papyrus
Party LET
Perpetua
Plantagenet Cherokee
Playbill
Poor Richard
PortagoITC TT
Pristina
Rage Italic
Renaissance
Rockwell
Rockwell Extra Bold
Sante Fe LET
Savoye LET
Script MT Bold
Scriptina
Snap ITC
Snell Roundhand
Tahoma
Tekton Pro Bold
Tempus Sans ITC
Times New Roman
Titania
Trebuchet MS
TW Cen MT
Verdana
Viner Hand ITC
Vivaldi
Vladimir Script
Wrangler
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APPENDIX D (continued)

Moderate choice set for the Alphabetical categorization.
Category
A‐Bra

Bro‐Ce

Ch‐Cu

E‐Im

In‐Lucida C

Lucida H‐Pl

Po‐V

Typeface
Agency FB
Arial
Bauhaus 93
Berlin Sans FB
Bradley Hand ITC
Broadway
Brush Script MT
Calibri
Cambria
Centaur
Chiller
Comic Sans
Consolas
Courier New
Curlz MT
Eras Bold ITC
French Script MT
Georgia
Gigi
Impact
Incised901 Lt Bt
Jokerman
Juice ITC
Kristen ITC
Lucida Console
Lucida Handwriting
Monotype Corsiva
Papyrus
Perpetua
Playbill
Poor Richard
Snap ITC
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Tempus Sans ITC
Verdana
Vivaldi
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APPENDIX D (continued)

Large choice set for the Alphabetical categorization.
Category

A‐Bo

Br‐Com

Typeface
Agency FB
Annabel Script
Apple Casual
Apple Chancery
Arial
Arial Black
Arial Narrow
Arial Rounded MT Bold
Baby Kruffy
Bakserville Semibold
Bauhaus 93
Bell MT
Berlin Sans FB
Bernard MT Condensed
Blackladder ITC
Blackmoor LET
Bodoni MT
Book Antiqua
Bookman Old Style
Bradley Hand ITC
Britannica Bold
Broadway
Brush Script MT
Calibri
Californian FB
Calistro MT
Cambria
Catull
Centaur
Century
Century Gothic
Century Schoolbook
Chalkboard
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APPENDIX D (continued)

Champagne
Charcoal
Chick
Chiller
Colonna MT

Con‐Franklin
Gothic D

Franklin Gothic
H‐Hi

Comic Sans
Consolas
Constantia
Cooper Black
Copperplate
Corbel
Courier
Courier New
Cracked
Curlz MT
Czaristite
Earth's Mightiest Bold
Edwardian Script ITC
Elephant
Eras Bold ITC
Eras Demi ITC
Eras Light ITC
Footlight MT Light
Forte
Franklin Gothic Book
Franklin Gothic Demi
Franklin Gothic Heavy
Franklin Gothic Medium
Freestyle Script
French Script MT
Futura
Gadget
Garamond
Geneva
Georgia
Gigi
Gill Sans MT
Gill Sans Ultra Bold
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APPENDIX B (continued)

Goudy Old Style
Haettenschweiler
Handwriting - Dakota
Harlow Solid Italic
Harrington
Helvetica
Hercalanum
High Tower Text
Hoefler Text
Impact
Incised901 Lt Bt
Informal Roman
Jazz LET

Ho‐Mic

Min‐Ra

Jokerman
Juice ITC
Kristen ITC
Kunstler Script
Letter Gothic MT
Lucida Calligraphy
Lucida Console
Lucida Grande
Lucida Handwriting
Lucida Sans
Magneto Bold
Maiandra GD
Marker Felt
Matura MT Script Capitals
Microsoft Sans Serif
Minion Pro
Mistral
Modern No. 20
Mona Lisa Solid ITC
Monaco
Monotype Corsiva
MS Reference Sans Serif
Myriad Pro
Onyx
Palace Script MT
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Palatino
Papyrus
Party LET
Perpetua
Plantagenet Cherokee
Playbill
Poor Richard
PortagoITC TT
Pristina
Rage Italic
Renaissance
Rockwell
Rockwell Extra Bold
Sante Fe LET
Savoye LET
Script MT Bold
Scriptina

Re‐W

Snap ITC
Snell Roundhand
Tahoma
Tekton Pro Bold
Tempus Sans ITC
Times New Roman
Titania
Trebuchet MS
TW Cen MT
Verdana
Viner Hand ITC
Vivaldi
Vladimir Script
Wrangler
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APPENDIX D (continued)
Moderate choice set for the Persona categorization.
Persona
Masculine

Feminine

Expensive

Cheap

Loud

Soft

Legible/Neutral

Typeface
Agency FB
Consolas
Impact
Lucida Console
Playbill
Curlz MT
French Script MT
Gigi
Lucida Handwriting
Vivaldi
Brush Script MT
Centaur
Monotype Corsiva
Perpetua
Poor Richard
Chiller
Comic Sans
Courier New
Jokerman
Kristen ITC
Bauhaus 93
Berlin Sans FB
Broadway
Eras Bold ITC
Snap ITC
Bradley Hand ITC
Incised901 Lt Bt
Juice ITC
Papyrus
Tempus Sans ITC
Arial
Calibri
Cambria
Georgia
Verdana
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APPENDIX D (continued)
Large choice set for the Persona categorization.
Persona

Masculine

Typeface
Agency FB
Arial Black
Bakserville Semibold
Blackmoor LET
Britannica Bold
Charcoal
Consolas
Cooper Black
Copperplate
Franklin Gothic Heavy
Franklin Gothic Medium
Impact
Lucida Console
Lucida Grande
Lucida Sans
Maiandra GD
Monaco
MS Reference Sans Serif
Playbill
Rockwell Extra Bold
Annabel Script

Feminine

Apple Chancery
Blackladder ITC
Champagne
Curlz MT
Czaristite
Forte
Freestyle Script
French Script MT
Gigi
Handwriting - Dakota
Harlow Solid Italic
Lucida Calligraphy
Lucida Handwriting
Mistral
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APPENDIX D (continued)

Sante Fe LET

Expensive

Cheap

Savoye LET
Script MT Bold
Snell Roundhand
Vivaldi
Arial Narrow
Book Antiqua
Bookman Old Style
Brush Script MT
Centaur
Century
Century Schoolbook
Edwardian Script ITC
Footlight MT Light
Goudy Old Style
High Tower Text
Matura MT Script Capitals
Modern No. 20
Monotype Corsiva
Palatino
Perpetua
Poor Richard
Pristina
Renaissance
Rockwell
Apple Casual
Baby Kruffy
Catull
Chalkboard
Chick
Chiller
Comic Sans
Courier
Courier New
Cracked
Hercalanum
Informal Roman
Jokerman
Kristen ITC
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Loud

Soft

Letter Gothic MT
Marker Felt
Onyx
Rage Italic
Titania
Wrangler
Arial Rounded MT Bold
Bauhaus 93
Berlin Sans FB
Bernard MT Condensed
Broadway
Earth's Mightiest Bold
Elephant
Eras Bold ITC
Eras Demi ITC
Franklin Gothic Demi
Gadget
Gill Sans Ultra Bold
Haettenschweiler
Jazz LET
Magneto Bold
Plantagenet Cherokee
PortagoITC TT
Snap ITC
Tekton Pro Bold
Trebuchet MS
Bell MT
Bradley Hand ITC
Californian FB
Century Gothic
Colonna MT
Eras Light ITC
Futura
Harrington
Incised901 Lt Bt
Juice ITC
Kunstler Script
Mona Lisa Solid ITC
Palace Script MT
Papyrus
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Party LET
Scriptina
Tempus Sans ITC
TW Cen MT
Viner Hand ITC

Legible/Neutral

Vladimir Script
Arial
Bodoni MT
Calibri
Calistro MT
Cambria
Constantia
Corbel
Franklin Gothic Book
Garamond
Geneva
Georgia
Gill Sans MT
Helvetica
Hoefler Text
Microsoft Sans Serif
Minion Pro
Myriad Pro
Tahoma
Times New Roman
Verdana
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APPENDIX D (continued)

Moderate choice set for the Use Case categorization.
Use Case
Business

Children’s Story

Formal Paper

Headlines

Marketing

Greeting Cards

Web

Typeface
Agency FB
Centaur
Consolas
Incised901LT
Verdana
Bradley Hand ITC
Chiller
Curlz MT
Gigi
Juice ITC
Kristen ITC
Cambria
Calibri
Georgia
Perpetua
Poor Richard
Berlin Sans FB
Eras Bold ITC
Impact
Snap ITC
Bauhaus 93
Broadway
Jokerman
Playbill
French Script MT
Lucida Handwriting
Monotype Corsiva
Papyrus
Tempus Sans ITC
Vivaldi
Arial
Brush Script MT
Comic Sans
Courier New
Lucida Console
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Large choice set for the Use Case categorization.
Use Case

Business

Children's Story

Typeface
Arial Rounded MT Bold
Centaur
Century Gothic
Colonna MT
Consolas
Constantia
Corbel
Eras Demi ITC
Eras Light ITC
Footlight MT Light
Futura
Incised 901 Lt BT
Letter Gothic MT
Microsoft Sans Serif
Minion Pro
Myriad Pro
Perpetua
Rockwell
TW Cen MT
Verdana
Annabel Script
Apple Casual
Baby Kruffy
Bradley Hand ITC
Chalkboard
Chick
Chiller
Cracked
Curlz MT
Gigi
Harrington
Hercalanum
Jokerman
Juice ITC
Kristen ITC
Marker Felt
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Onyx
Rage Italic
Snap ITC
Viner Hand ITC

Formal Paper

Headlines

Arial Narrow
Bell MT
Bodoni MT
Bookman Old Style
Calibri
Californian FB
Calistro MT
Cambria
Century
Century Schoolbook
Franklin Gothic Book
Franklin Gothic Demi
Franklin Gothic Medium
Garamond
Gill Sans MT
Goudy Old Style
Hightower Text
Hoefler Text
Modern No. 20
Poor Richard
Bakserville Semibold
Berlin Sans FB
Bernard MT Condensed
Blackmoor LET
Britannica Bold
Catull
Cooper Black
Copperplate
Earth's Mightiest Bold
Elephant
Franklin Gothic Heavy
Gill Sans Ultra Bold
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Impact
Lucida Sans
Matura MT Script Capitals
Plantagenet Cherokee
PortagoITC TT
Rockwell Extra Bold
Script MT Bold
Titania
Agency FB
Bauhaus 93
Blackladder ITC
Broadway
Czaristite
Eras Bold ITC

Marketing

Forte
Haettenschweiler
Harlow Solid Italic
Informal Roman
Jazz LET
Magneto Bold
Maiandra GD
Playbill
Renaissance
Sante Fe LET
Scriptina
Tekton Pro Bold
Tempus Sans ITC
Wrangler
Apple Chancery

Greeting Cards

Champagne
Edwardian Script
Freestyle Script
French Script
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Handwriting - Dakota
Kunstler Script
Lucida Calligraphy
Lucida Handwriting
Mistral
Mona Lisa Solid ITC
Monotype Corsiva
Palace Script MT
Papyrus
Party LET
Pristina
Savoye LET
Snell Roundhand
Vivaldi
Vladimir Script
Arial
Arial Black
Book Antiqua
Brush Script MT
Charcoal
Comic Sans MS
Courier
Courier New
Web

Gadget
Geneva
Georgia
Helvetica
Lucida Console
Lucida Grande
Monaco
MS Reference Sans Serif
Palatino
Tahoma
Times New Roman
Trebuchet MS
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APPENDIX E
SOURCES FOR IMAGES USED IN DOCUMENTS OF STUDY 1

List of images used in the documents for Study 1, along with the web source of the original
image.
Image
Burglar

Source
http://securityvictoriabc.com/

Butcher
Knives

http://carmelsbestadvertising.com/

Dancers

http://www.dabrhythm.com/

Flowers

http://www.flowerscaldwellid.com/spring‐flowers.php

Hammer

http://priestleymanagement.com/

Mechanic
Wrench

http://www.ultimategarage.com/shop/part.php?products_id=1822

Mechanic
ASE Logo

http://durangosautorepair.com/

Mechanic
http://www.zazzle.com/metal_logo_design_d_construction_business_cards‐
Background 240730500767360533
Perfume
bottle

www.refinery29.com/bottle‐rocket.php

Wine

http://boschendal.blat.co.za/page/2/
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APPENDIX F
CONSENT FORM (STUDY 1)

Consent Form
Purpose: You are invited to participate in a study investigating different methods of presenting typefaces for
programs such as Microsoft Word. We hope to learn how people would like to see typefaces presented.
Participant Selection: You were selected as a possible participant in this study because you fit the criteria of the
population we are interested in studying. Criteria is set to anybody over the age of 18 that commonly interacts
creates documents using Microsoft Word. You will be one of approximately 24 participants recruited from Wichita
State University and online websites such as Facebook and Twitter.
Explanation of Procedures: If you decide to participate, you will be asked to complete a general background
questionnaire. After completing the background questionnaire, you will be asked to change the typeface for 7
different document using different types of typeface selection lists. After using each list twice, you will complete a
satisfaction survey. At the end of the study you will be asked to choose which typeface selection list you preferred
the most.
Discomfort/Risks: There is no foreseeable discomfort or risks associated with participation in this experiment.
Benefits: This will provide a better understanding of how people would like to see typefaces organized in programs
such as Microsoft Word
Confidentiality: Any information obtained in this study in which you can be identified will remain confidential and
will be disclosed only with your permission.
Refusal/Withdrawal: Participation in this study is entirely voluntary. Your decision whether or not to participate
will not affect your future relations with Wichita State University. If you agree to participate in this study, you are
free to withdraw from the study at any time without penalty.
Contact: If you have questions during the study, please ask the experimenter. If you have additional
questions about this research you may contact Doug Fox at defox@wichita.edu or Dr. Barbara Chaparro at
barbara.chaparro@wichita.edu. If you have questions pertaining to your rights as a research subject, or about
research‐related injury, you can contact the Office of Research Administration at Wichita State University,
Wichita, KS 67260‐0007, telephone (316) 978‐3285.
You are under no obligation to participate in this study. Signing below indicates that you have read the information
provided above and have voluntarily decided to participate.
You may request a copy of this form by contacting one of the investigators listed above.
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APPENDIX G
BACKGROUND & FONT HABITS/ATTITUDES QUESTIONNAIRE

DEMOGRAPHICS
1. Email _________________________
(will only be used for tracking purposes, will not be solicited or sent junk mail)
2. Gender
a. Male
b. Female
3. Age _________
4. Occupation ___________________________
5. How often do you use a computer?
Never
1

2

3

4

6. What word processor do you typically use?
a.
b.
c.
d.
e.
f.
g.
h.

Microsoft Word 2000
Microsoft Word 2003
Microsoft Word 2007
Microsoft Word 2010
Microsoft Word 2008 for Macintosh
WordPerfect X4
WordPerfect X5
Other _______________
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Frequently
5

APPENDIX G (continued)

FONT EXPERTISE
7. Have you ever taken any Visual Design courses (e.g. typography graphic design,
journalism layout, etc.)?
a. Yes
b. No
8. If yes, which courses have you taken? ________________________
9. Did any of your design courses cover typography design?
a. Yes
b. No
10. Have you ever designed your own font?
a. Yes
b. No
11. Have you ever done any freelance design work?
a. Yes
b. No
12. Rate your ability to use the following design programs…

Adobe Creative Suite
InDesign
QuarkXpress

Very
Incapable
1
1
1

2
2
2
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3
3
3

4
4
4

Very
Capable
5
5
5

APPENDIX G (continued)

13. Have you ever professionally designed any of the following:
(Please check all that apply)
a.
b.
c.
d.
e.
f.
g.
h.
i.
j.
k.
l.
m.
n.
o.

Ads (Digital)
Ads (Print)
Awards/Certificates
Business Cards
Brochures
Calendars
Cards
Invitations
Labels
Newsletters
Posters
Resumes
Signs
None of the above
Other: _____________________
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FONT HABITS/ATTITUDES
14. How many fonts (Times New Roman, Arial, Comic Sans, etc.) do you routinely use?
a. 1‐5
b. 6‐10
c. 11‐15
d. 16‐20
e. 20+
15. For each document type below, how OFTEN do you change the default font when
creating a new document?

Text document
(Word)
PowerPoint
Email/Communication
based
Instant Message
Spreadsheet (Excel)
Graphics‐editing
(Photoshop)
Blog or Social
Networking (MySpace,
Facebook, etc.)

Never

Seldom

Sometimes

Often

Frequently

Not
Sure/Not
Applicable

1

2

3

4

5

6

1

2

3

4

5

6

1

2

3

4

5

6

1
1

2
2

3
3

4
4

5
5

6
6

1

2

3

4

5

6

1

2

3

4

5

6

16. If you change the font, which of the following reason explains why you decide to
change it? (Check all that apply.)
a. I change the font to go along with the content.
b. I change the font to improve the appearance of the document.
c. I change the font so it is more legible/readable.
d. I change the font to one l like better.
e. Other ____________
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17. Do you have a favorite font?
a. Yes
b. No
18. Do you have a least favorite font?
a. Yes
b. No
19. Which font do you typically use the most? ________________

Font Attitudes (choice set ratings)
20. Rate the sufficiency for the number of fonts in your word processor:
Not
Enough
1

Just Right
2

3

4

Too Many
5

6

7

21. Rate the difficulty of determining which font is the BEST to use when creating a
document:
Very
Easy
1

2

3

4

5

6

Very
Difficult
7

22. Rate your satisfaction for determining which font is the BEST to use when creating a
document:
Very
Unsatisfied
1

2

3

4
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5

6

Very
Satisfied
7

APPENDIX G (continued)

23. Rate your confidence for determining which font is the BEST to use when creating a
document:
Very
Unconfident
1

2

3

4

5

6

Very
Confident
7

24. Please indicate your level of agreement with the following statements:
Strongly
Somewhat
Disagree
Disagree
Disagree
Fonts matter in
document
design/presentation
Fonts have
personality
Fonts can change the
way a document
appears.
Fonts can change the
tone of a document.
Fonts can affect the
first impression of a
document.
Fonts should be
taken seriously
There are a few fonts
that will work for any
kind of document.
Some fonts are more
appropriate for
certain types of
documents.
Fonts do not have
personality.

Neither
Agree,
nor
Disagree

Somewhat
Agree

Agree

Strongly
Agree

1

2

3

4

5

6

7

1

2

3

4

5

6

7

1

2

3

4

5

6

7

1

2

3

4

5

6

7

1

2

3

4

5

6

7

1

2

3

4

5

6

7

1

2

3

4

5

6

7

1

2

3

4

5

6

7

1

2

3

4

5

6

7
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Font
legibility/readability
is more important
than the font’s
appearance.
It is best for a font to
match the content of
a document.
I pay attention to
which font is being
used.
I can identify some
fonts by their names
when I see them in
use.
I have left a website
because of a font.

1

2

3

4

5

6

7

1

2

3

4

5

6

7

1

2

3

4

5

6

7

1

2

3

4

5

6

7

1

2

3

4

5

6

7
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APPENDIX H
INSTRUCTIONS FOR STUDY 1
Welcome to the study,
This study will examine how users perceive different designs of fonts lists. What is a font
list? Basically imagine that you are using Microsoft Word to change the font for a particular
document.
In all, you will be evaluating 8 different font list designs. Your task will involve you
changing the font for a variety of ads. After changing the font for each ad, you will be asked
a few questions regarding your experience.
At the very end, you will be asked to rank order the different font list designs. Thus, please
pay close attention to the font list designs throughout the study.
If you have any questions, please feel free to ask the researcher at any time.
You may begin by clicking the next button.
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APPENDIX I
SCENARIO FOR STUDY 1

Please imagine that you are in the following scenario:
Who: You are a designer at a prestigious Ad Agency.
What: You have just finished designing advertisements for the following products or
services:
• Burglar Alarms
• Butcher Shop
• Dance Club
• Florist Shop
• Hammer Company
• Mechanic Shop
• Perfume
• Wine
Task: For each of the ads, you would like to change the font so that the ad appears highly
professional. Use the font list to choose the best font for the ad based on its content.
This ad is very important to you. The performance of this ad will determine whether each
of these companies continue business with your agency, so make sure the font fits the ad to
make the best impression possible.
Feel free to change the size and color of the font as well. It is not required, but you may do
so if it helps you choose a font.
Important Note: Feel free to change the font as many times as you would like. When you
are done choosing the font, be sure to take the survey before clicking the next button.
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APPENDIX J
CORRELATION ANALYSIS FOR MEASURES OF SATISFACTION AND THE DECISION
PROCESS.

Multiple Pearson r correlations were conducted between satisfaction the decision‐
process measures (choice overload, confidence, how well‐informed the decision was,
enjoyment, difficulty, and frustration). Satisfaction was measured on 0‐100 scale. The
higher the score indicated higher satisfaction. All decision process variables were
measured on 1‐7 point scale. The higher score was always associated with a higher rating
for that particular measure. For example, a higher score for difficulty indicated a more
perceived difficulty. Results are reported in Table 28. The Bonferonni method was used to
adjust for multiple comparisons. Results revealed that confidence was positively correlated
with how well‐informed the participant felt, r = .73, p < .001, satisfaction, r = .49, p < .001
and enjoyment, r = .53, p < .001. Confidence was negatively correlated with difficulty, r = ‐
.62, p < .001, and frustration, r = ‐.66, p < .001. How well‐informed the participant felt was
positively correlated with satisfaction, r = .48, p < .001, and enjoyment, r = .51, p < .001.
How well‐informed the participant felt was negatively correlated with difficulty, r = ‐.56, p
< .001, and frustration, r = ‐.54, p < .001. Perceived satisfaction was positively correlated
with enjoyment, r = .53, p < .001 and negatively correlated with difficulty, r = ‐.58, p < .001,
and frustration, r = ‐.65, p < .001. Enjoyment was positively negatively correlated with
difficulty, r = ‐.61, p < .001 and frustration, r =‐.52, p < .001. Finally, difficulty was positively
correlated with frustration, r = .70, p < .001.
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TABLE 28
PEARSON R CORRELATION COEFFICIENTS FOR THE DEPENDENT MEASURES OF
SATISFACTION AND THE AFFECTIVE RESPONSE FOR THE DECISION PROCESS.
Choice
Overload
Choice
Overload
Confidence
Well‐informed
Satisfaction
Enjoyment
Difficulty
Frustration

Confidence

Well‐
informed

Satisfaction

Enjoyment

Difficulty

Frustration

1

.15

0.12

‐.21

‐0.01

‐0.1

‐0.02

.15
0.12
‐.21
‐0.01
‐0.1
‐0.02

1
.73**
.49**
.53**
‐.62**
‐.66**

.73**
1
.48**
.51**
‐.56**
‐.54**

.49**
.48**
1
.53**
‐.58**
‐.65**

.53**
.51**
.53**
1
‐.61**
‐.52**

‐.62**
‐.56**
‐.58**
‐.61**
1
.70**

‐.66**
‐.54**
‐.65**
‐.52**
.70**
1

**p < .001
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APPENDIX K
BACKGROUND QUESTIONNAIRE RESULTS (STUDY 2)

DEMOGRAPHICS
1. Gender
Gender

Frequency

Male

34

Female

46

2. Age
Mean

SD

22.05

6.16
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3. Occupation
Occupation

Frequency

Administrative Assistant

1

Army Reserve

1

Assistant Nursing

1

Bank Teller

1

Cake Decorator

1

Case Manager

1

Cashier

2

Child Care Provider

1

Cook

1

Customer Service

7

Direct Care Staffing

1

Host

1

Internal Loan Auditor

1

IT

1

Model

1

None

2

Office Manager

1

Office Specialist

1

Sales Associate

6

Self Employed

1

Student

41

Teacher

3

Waiter/Waitress

3
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APPENDIX K (continued)

COMPUTER BACKGROUND
4. How often do you use a computer?
(1 = Never to 5 = Daily)
Mean

SD

4.98

.16

5. What word processor do you typically use?
Word Processor

Frequency

iWork Pages

3

MS Word 2000

1

Ms Word 2003

10

MS Word 2007

47

MS Word 2008 (Mac)

2

MS Word 2010

12

MS Word 2011 (Mac)

1

Open Office

3

WordPerfect X5

1

6. How often do you use word processor?
(1 = Never to 5 = Daily)
Mean

SD

4.23

.57

7. Have you ever had any formal training (classes, training software, etc._ in word
processing?
Response

Frequency

Yes

54

No

26
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8. Have you ever created any of the following using a word processor?
(Check all that apply)
Documents

Frequency

Ads

33

Awards/Certificates

30

Brochures

47

Business Cards

26

Calendars

31

Cards

44

Invitations

42

Labels

27

Newsletters

29

Posters

35

Reports (academic)

60

Reports (non‐
academic)

32

Resumes

70

Signs

45
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DESIGN EXPERTISE
9. Have you ever taken any Visual Design courses?
Response

Frequency

Yes

17

No

63

10. Which Visual Design course have you taken?
Course

Frequency

Design 1 & 2

1

Desktop Publishing

3

Digital Imaging

3

Graphics Art

2

Industrial Graphics

1

Journalism Design

3

Visual Communication

1

Visual Technologies

3

Web Design

3

Yearbook

1

11. Did any of your design courses cover typography design?
Response

Frequency

Yes

7

No

10

12. Have you ever designed your own font?
Response

Frequency

Yes

1

No

16
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13. Have you ever done any freelance work?
Response

Frequency

Yes

4

No

13

14. Rate your ability to use the following design programs…
(1 = Very incapable to 5 = Very capable)
Program

Mean

SD

Adobe Creative Suite

2.65

1.69

InDesign

3.12

1.58

Cork Express

.65

.61

15. Rate your ability to professionally design the following…
(1 = Very incapable to 5 = Very capable)
Document

Mean

SD

Ads (Digital)

3.82

1.07

Ads (Print)

3.76

1.2

Awards/Certificates

3.71

1.05

Brochures

3.94

1.14

Business Cards

4

0.79

Calendars

3.71

1.16

Cards

3.88

0.99

Invitations

4.06

0.9

Labels

3.65

1.06

Newsletters

4

1.12

Posters

4.12

0.93

Resumes

4.12

0.86

Signs

3.94

1.09
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APPENDIX L
CONSENT FORM (STUDY 2)

Consent Form
Purpose: You are invited to participate in a study investigating the usability of a new text editing software.
We hope to learn how people would naturally use this to create and edit documents
Participant Selection: You were selected as a possible participant in this study because you fit the criteria of
the population we are interested in studying. Criteria is set to anybody over the age of 18 that commonly
interacts creates documents using Microsoft Word. You will be one of approximately 80 participants
recruited from Wichita State University and online through websites such Facebook and Twitter.
Explanation of Procedures: If you decide to participate, you will be asked to complete a general background
questionnaire. After completing the background questionnaire, you will be asked to edit 2 different
documents: resume and invitation. After editing the documents, you will complete satisfaction questionnaire
and rate difficulty of using this text editing software.
Discomfort/Risks: There is no foreseeable discomfort or risks associated with participation in this
experiment.
Benefits: This will provide a better understanding of how people tend to use text editors, so that it can be
designed to be more user‐friendly.
Confidentiality: Any information obtained in this study in which you can be identified will remain
confidential and will be disclosed only with your permission.
Refusal/Withdrawal: Participation in this study is entirely voluntary. Your decision whether or not to
participate will not affect your future relations with Wichita State University. If you agree to participate in
this study, you are free to withdraw from the study at any time without penalty.
Contact: If you have questions during the study, please ask the experimenter. If you have additional questions
about this research you may contact Doug Fox at defox@wichita.edu or Dr. Barbara Chaparro at
barbara.chaparro@wichita.edu. If you have questions pertaining to your rights as a research subject, or about
research‐related injury, you can contact the Office of Research Administration at Wichita State University,
Wichita, KS 67260‐0007, telephone (316) 978‐3285.
You are under no obligation to participate in this study. Signing below indicates that you have read the
information provided above and have voluntarily decided to participate.
You may request a copy of this form by contacting one of the investigators listed above.
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APPENDIX M
BACKGROUND QUESTIONNAIRE (STUDY 2)

DEMOGRAPHICS
1. Email _________________________
(will only be used for tracking purposes, will not be solicited or sent junk mail)
2. Gender
a. Male
b. Female
3. Age _________
4. Occupation ___________________________
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COMPUTER BACKGROUND
5. How often do you use a computer?
a.
b.
c.
d.
e.

Daily
Weekly
Monthly
A few times a year
Never

6. How often do you use a word processor?
a.
b.
c.
d.
e.

Daily
Weekly
Monthly
A few times a year
Never

7. What word processor do you typically use?
a.
b.
c.
d.
e.
f.
g.
h.

Microsoft Word 2000
Microsoft Word 2003
Microsoft Word 2007
Microsoft Word 2010
Microsoft Word 2008 for Macintosh
WordPerfect X4
WordPerfect X5
Other _______________

8. Have you ever had any formal training (classes, training software, etc.) in word
processing?
a. Yes
b. No
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9. What type of documents have you created using a word processor?
(Please check all that apply)
a.
b.
c.
d.
e.
f.
g.
h.
i.
j.
k.
l.
m.
n.

Awards/Certificates
Business Cards
Brochures
Calendars
Cards
Invitations
Labels
Newsletters
Posters
Reports (academic)
Reports (non‐academic)
Resumes
Signs
Other _______________
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DESIGN EXPERTISE
10. Have you ever taken any Visual Design Courses?
a. Yes
b. No

11. If yes, which courses have you taken? ________________________
12. Did any of your design courses involve studying font design?
a. Yes
b. No
13. Have you ever designed your own font?
a. Yes
b. No
14. Have you ever done any free lance design work?
a. Yes
b. No
15. If yes, please explain the type of work you normally do. ___________________________
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16. Have you ever professionally designed any of the following:
(Please check all that apply)
a.
b.
c.
d.
e.
f.
g.
h.
i.
j.
k.
l.
m.
n.

Awards/Certificates
Business Cards
Brochures
Calendars
Cards
Invitations
Labels
Newsletters
Posters
Reports (academic)
Reports (non‐academic)
Resumes
Signs
Other _______________
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APPENDIX N
INSTRUCTIONS FOR STUDY 2

Welcome to the study,
This study will examine the usability of a new text editing program. This program can be
used to design and create documents similar to Microsoft Word.
You will be given tasks that involve using this new program to edit 2 documents. After
editing the 2 documents, you will be asked a few questions regarding your experience
using the new text editor. Thus, please pay close attention to the design and functionality of
the text editor throughout the study.
If you have any questions, please feel free to ask the researcher at any time.

179

APPENDIX O
USABILITY QUESTIONNAIRE

1. How difficult was it to make the following changes:
Very
Easy
Font Type
(Arial,
Cambria, etc.)
Font Size
Bold, Italic,
Underline
Font Color
Alignment
Spacing
(Indentions,
Paragraph
Spacing, etc.)
Bullets
Borders
Margins

Very
Difficult

1

2

3

4

5

6

7

1

2

3

4

5

6

7

1

2

3

4

5

6

7

1
1

2
2

3
3

4
4

5
5

6
6

7
7

1

2

3

4

5

6

7

1
1
1

2
2
2

3
3
3

4
4
4

5
5
5

6
6
6

7
7
7
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2. How satisfied are you with being able to make the following change:
Very
Unsatisfied
Font Type
(Arial,
Cambria, etc.)
Font Size
Bold, Italic,
Underline
Font Color
Alignment
Spacing
(Indentions,
Paragraph
Spacing, etc.)
Bullets
Borders
Margins

Very
Satisfied

1

2

3

4

5

6

7

1

2

3

4

5

6

7

1

2

3

4

5

6

7

1
1

2
2

3
3

4
4

5
5

6
6

7
7

1

2

3

4

5

6

7

1
1
1

2
2
2

3
3
3

4
4
4

5
5
5

6
6
6

7
7
7
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3. How likely would you recommend the following to be installed in your word
processor:
Very
Unlikely to
Recommend
Font Type
(Arial,
Cambria, etc.)
Font Size
Bold, Italic,
Underline
Font Color
Alignment
Spacing
(Indentions,
Paragraph
Spacing, etc.)
Bullets
Borders
Margins

Very Likely
to
Recommend

1

2

3

4

5

6

7

1

2

3

4

5

6

7

1

2

3

4

5

6

7

1
1

2
2

3
3

4
4

5
5

6
6

7
7

1

2

3

4

5

6

7

1
1
1

2
2
2

3
3
3

4
4
4

5
5
5

6
6
6

7
7
7

4. What did you like BEST about this word processor? ________________________
5. What did you like LEAST about this word processor? _________________________
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HISTOGRAMS FOR ENGAGEMENT MEASURES BY DOCUMENT TYPE

A histogram of the raw data for time spent choosing a typeface when editing the invitation.

A histogram of the raw data for time spent choosing a typeface when editing the resume.
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A histogram of the raw data for the number of typeface changes when editing the
invitation.

A histogram of the raw data for the number of typeface change when editing the resume.
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A histogram of the raw data for the number of choice set openings when editing the
invitation.

A histogram of the raw data for the number of choice set openings when editing the
resume.
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APPENDIX Q
OPEN ENDED COMMENTS ADDRESSING WHAT PARTICIPANTS LIKED THE BEST/LEAST
FOR THE TEXT EDITOR

Best

Windows
Least

very basic and straightforward. not a lot of
clutter functions that typically confuse the
average user.

I didn’t have an underline function, and the align left
function wasn’t all the way to the left. (this was only
tested on the wine tasting party invitation)

I liked that it was very simple to navigate
through. In experience to most word
processors it was set up similar and
everything needed was on the screen to
access.

What I least liked about the text editor was the
inability to copy and paste

bullets

very minimal hard to move text where you want it
no option for text boxes or anything

Its simple and easy to use

not many perceivable functions

It was not too complicated

When I wanted to change something like the
alignment it was not exactly what I wanted

I liked how the layout was simple.

If there was a button for the spacing, I couldn't find
it. Whenever I pressed return, it automatically
double spaced and I couldn't get it back to single.
Also, the tab button didn't work like it does in
Microsoft Word when it autocorrects.

I liked the ease of editing the invitation
with the mini‐tool bar at the top of the
invitation.

I least enjoyed the fact that I didn't know how to
move the text in the invitation to a spot away from
the picture. I expected the text to be in blocks that I
could drag and place.

The fact that it wasn't as cluttered as most
word processors are.

There was no way to easily navigate everywhere and
there weren't nearly as many capabilities as even the
most basic text editor can do. This would be ideal for
just writing papers, if that.

It was clear and concise for the task at
hand. The fonts were easy to use.

Where was the underline option? The font size did
not depict the sizes quite clearly.
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Simple, not too many buttons.

I found it really hard to adjust the spacing between
lines. I didn't know where the underline button was
(if there was one). There wasn't very much you could
do to edit other than change font, size, color. You
couldn't really move the text around at all and place
it where you wanted it to be.

ok

couldn't use single space every thing doubled

was easy and very straight forward.

how the cut, and copy and paste were on the screen

It was fairly easy to navigate and use.

When editing the invitation, I could not figure out
how to move the text boxes, so I do not feel it looked
as good as it could have.

It wasn't congested in options. The layout
was pretty simple overall.

I had trouble with the margins on the invitation. The
right side of the text would clash with the
background.

I like the high availability of font types.

The inability to align different lines. The text
realigned as a whole block.

I think the best part of the text editor
would probably be the easy access of
everything on the screen. Overall, even
though I didn't use all of the available
options, I thought the ones that I did use
were easily accessible and easy to use and
make sense of.

I didn't like how I was unfamiliar with the particular
text editor, but it was easy to adjust to.

I did not use many of the tools which the
editor allowed. Although looking through
the editor I noticed it would have been
very easy for any skill type. The editor
gave the essential tools one would need to
edit documents. The tools were basic
which is very nice, because they are not
confusing.

For people with skills in this field I would assume
they would not like the few options they had. This
editor seemed to be directed to more of a novice, but
I could be wrong.
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I personally felt like everything you
needed was right there in plain sight so
you would not have to go searching all
through the program to find one thing.
That was very convenient. Overall
wonderful program.

I actually liked the program, so there was nothing I
disliked.

I like that the font styles appeared in a
drop down box when I hovered over the
menu item. It made it very easy to
highlight and change the font for
sections of text.

I did not like the spacing/alignment feature. When
using the enter key to add spaces between lines I felt
that it was adding additional space. In previous word
processors I would adjust the after line spacing in the
page or paragraph formatting sections. I did not see a
place to adjust that setting for this processor.

I didn't see anything that I liked more than
what I use now.

Alignment...couldn't get it to do what I wanted.
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Best

Alphabetical
Least

It was very simple and easy to use. There
were hardly any difficulties in trying to get
the invitation and resume exactly the way you
wanted it.

There were only about five ways to change the
paper. You had font size, type, color, bullets,
and alignment, but not any word art or ability
to move the text over slightly without messing
up the alignment. I would just suggest more
options.

I liked that there was a whole text selection
option and how you could see the font sizes as
they would be when selected.

It was a little bit limited, in that, you could not
move the text where you wanted to. I also had
trouble finding the UNDERLINE feature.

simplicity of use

not enough options for alignment. found it
very difficult to get the words where i wanted
them, such as when you hit return it added an
extra space without any option of deleting it.

The simple menu was easy to navigate.
Options for font were separated
alphabetically instead of having one large
list.

Could not find an option for line spacing.
Tried to change font for highlighted text and it
wouldn't change for some reason. Did not see
an option for underline.

That it was easy to locate the font size,and
style. The way the text would drop to the next
line if there was to many words on one line
was nice and I liked that the undo button was
easy to locate. Wrong words were highlighted.
I liked the way the font changes were set
up.

It was relatively easy to use, and simple.
There was a lot of clutter in the tools menu so
I could see and find everything rather quickly.

I couldn't remove the EXTRA space.
Alignment and spacing.
The font tool was not as easy to use as the
ones I am use to. It did not save any of the
previous fonts you had used through out
the editing process so I had to go by
memory on what I had and had not used
previously. There was also separation
between font styles which some times
made is harder to find what would look
best because you had to scroll trough
different categories and from there get
subcategories.
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Very simple, everything was easy to find.
the font and color changes available

Alignment, not able to tab or indent, when
using a hard return the space between lines is
different.
how it lacked alignment tools

Easy to change the font size.

It doesn't have a lot of options compared with
word processor. I recommend to make it with
some more options like rotation option.

Nothing it was not easy to use

It was hard to select and change fonts and
things like that

Nice clean interface, very easy to look at and
decide where I wanted to work.

On the invitation activity i could not move the
alignment of the center so to me it seem like
the whole wording for the invitation was off to
the right just a bit. So not be able to move the
center justification of the text really bothered
me in the end.

I liked the editing of the font sizes and the
bullets. It was easy to get the bullets to work
like I wanted and it did not mess up the whole
thing when I only wanted to edit on section.

I didn't like that i couldn't move the paragraph
at the bottom of the invitation without it being
messed up.

Its very easy navigate. The buttons are right
there and it is not crowded. No excess buttons
added so that was very nice. Overall the
editor is pretty good. :)

The paragraph spacing and line spacing were
not very clearly shown so that has to be a little
more prominent.

It was very easy to use and understand. Has
all basic necessary tools for text editing. All
the tools were separate and easy to find.

Only had just the basic text editing tools.
The font style format did not looking really
appealing.

It was fairly easy to find the things I needed,
such as font size or type. I didn't have to
search for anything.

There weren't a lot of options regarding type
of bullet.

Showing the sizes of the fonts in the size
selector.

*How few commands were available as
buttons‐‐unless I knew the short key codes, I
wouldn't haven been able to use them. *Being
unable to change the line spacing on the
resume task.

Very simple to use. Didn't have the
unnecessary fluff of other word processors. IT
did not stray from the common basic controls
of a word processor.

Difficult to use the font size and font type.
Would be nice if when you scroll over the
font size it gave you an example with the
selected text of how large it would be. Also,
it would be beneficial if it showed you
which font style you were currently using.
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It was very simple to use and the controls
were very easy to find.

It did not have enough options when it came
to choosing colors or different bullet options.

The icons looked good.

The was no underline option, and no way of
editing the paragraph spacing. It would also
be a good idea to have the program respond to
keyboard shortcuts. Only a few of these
worked (i.e. CONTROL + B for Bold) and the
tab function moved to the "next button,"
however that may have been caused by the
fact that this was done online and not in a
stand alone program.
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Best

Persona
Least

I really liked the way that the fonts were
grouped so that it was easier to select a
font that you were looking for without
having to go through a lot of fonts that you
don't want to find one that you do want.

When I added the bullets the autoformatting
formatted outside the section I had
highlighted and the editing of the bulleted text
itself was a little off, which was inconvenient
because I had to manually make quite a few
changes to it afterwards.

The categories on the font types‐
Feminine, Masculine, cheep‐ where
excellent

could not control the alignment and when I
pressed enter to divide some words to make
things look more aligned it jumped an extra
space down, which was frustrating

The ability to recall which size text was just
used.

It doesn't have a place that "remembers"
which font you just used and if you
highlight a word it doesn't tell you which
font it is. If I wanted to match a font and
had forgotten what it was called I had to
start over. Also, I don't really care for the
categories of fonts, especially the fonts
labeled as masculine and feminine.

The interface was quite easy to use after just a
few moments of looking at it. It was similar to
most other word processors I have used and
was second nature.

I was unable to find the underline feature.

It looked like it was not weighed down and i
like the incorporation into an html file for
web browsers.

There were several things; however, the
biggest problem was not being able to adjust
the spacing between lines easily.

I liked how the fonts were divided into
easy categories rather than having to look
at all of them to find the style I wanted.

Whenever I hit enter it always added an extra
space between the paragraphs and I couldn't
figure out how to get rid of that and also it
didn't tell me the font size that something
already was set at.

There wasn't an overwhelming amount of
stuff to search through to find what you could
use.

There weren't many options or shortcuts.
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Some of the keyboard shortcuts worked. Ex,
ctrl+b=bold

The tab function did not indent the line five
spaces.

I liked how the fonts were separated into
categories. It made it easier to find a nice
text for a certain type of look.

I didn't really know how to align things

I liked the way the fonts were in
categories, such as feminine and
masculine.

It was not as detailed as Word or Pages.

The font editor
Easy use of the tools provided

Could not figure out how to underline because
it wasn't under the tools feature and I didn't
like the alignment
Not enough tools

It was set up in a way that was easy to use. I
did not have to search for anything that I
wanted to change.

The alignment seemed off, especially on the
wine invitation. I had trouble getting the text
where I wanted it to go.

I liked how I could see the description of
the fonts as masculine, feminine, etc.

I didn't like that I had to scroll all the way up
to the top of the page to click something, when
I was at the bottom of the page.

It had a very simple layout

There weren't a whole lot of options as to
what you can do to edit the documents

Division of font types into descriptive
categories.

no information about font size and alignment
when you click on text. Didn't know how to
adjust spacing. Cut and paste didn't work
(computer error?)

seeing the whole document as it would be
printed

was hard to get the text in the area i wanted it
to be in

has the basic needs to create and edit
projects, it really wasnt much different than
microsoft

no underline button that i saw, not as many
options for creativity as other softwares ive
used
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The groupings of fonts into styles was a
neat feature. Also the ease with with you
could make simple edits of font size, cut &
paste, etc.

I couldn't really get the bullet point feature to
do what I wanted; maybe I just didn't spend
long enough with it ‐ but it didn't seem as
"easy" as most of the other features. Also I
looked once for the underline but didn't see it
next to the bold and italic. Maybe I just
missed it.

Not much...

On the invitation, I couldn't edit it the way I
wanted because of the alignment and then
there was a huge space and I couldn't figure
out how to make it smaller. And it wasn't the
color I wanted... It was really just a huge mess
trying to edit it the way I wanted and I ended
up just quitting because I was frustrated.
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Best

Use Case
Least

Very simple layout.

The lack of options or tool buttons. Prior
knowledge to shortcut keys made it easier but
lack of knowing shortcut keys would cause a
problem.

I liked the style that it had it just seemed
more up to date then any word processing
document I have ever tried. Everything
seemed to be more organized.

The font style and the font size
applications.

Easy to use and function of symbols was easy
to understand.
I liked the simplicity the most.

It was hard to change the spacing between
lines when you entered onto the next line. It
would automatically make it more than 1 pt.
where as the rest of the document was 1 pt.
I did not like that there were no tabs!

Did not like it very much because I'm too used
to having all of the options that Word has.

Had trouble with return of line being too large
even if I changed the font size. Did not have a
block type in the menu, or margins that could
be adjusted. I could not use the tab button
either, whenever I tabbed it jumped to the
bottom of the page. Also on the resume, It
would have been nice to have had a
header/footer option to place the
name/address/phone into and it would space
the three sections across the page accordingly
(left,middle, and right).

It didn't have too many options. What was
needed was easy to find.

The text selection menu didn't need to be
broken down by font style.

The style of font type (arial, cambria, etc.).
It was easy to use in the fact that when you
opened which ever category most fit your
document you could easily see an example
of each and every type.

There wasn't anything I didn't like. The color
and font styling (bold, underline, italicize)
were all around the same basic format that
Microsoft Word already uses.

I liked the ease of changing fonts and
styles.

I could not tell what the current font was. Also
could not tell how to change margins.

it was simple

some of the tools were very difficult to use, for
example...the text size did not show up when
first opening up the page
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I liked how simple this program was, allowed
me to find different capabilities easy

I didn't like how sometimes it would
automatically put a double space in some
areas.

I liked the catagories used for the fonts,
the change of font size was the same as any
word processors.

The bulleting was hard since it would bullet all
of the entire highlighted section, but not the
seletcted tabbed parts. And I couldn't find the
button to italicize the font.

it was simple and easy to use. it was also
conveniently places so everything was laid
out when i needed to edit something.

the editor could have more color or the
buttons to pop out. the editor sort of blends
into the word processor instead of standing
out.

It was very basic, and easy to use. Most
everything you needed was right at the top of
the screen.
very easy to use

A few options were not at the top such as
underline, so unless you knew the shortcut,
you were out of luck.
did not find anything

I'd have to say that is is less clutter in the tool
bar, so making changes became more simple.
For basic use, this word processor would
work well because of it's simplicity.

I didn't like using the bullets at all. I would
constantly highlight a certain section to be
bulleted, yet, the processor assumed I wanted
the section below to be bulleted as well. This
happened a few times, at first I thought it was
my fault, but now I feel confident that its a
technical problem. While I'm at, I'd like to
point out that when selecting color and font
size, (I did like that the fonts were sectioned)
I'm used to having the processor show me a
display on or preview of how that color or font
would look on my paper. This processor
lacked that quality.

I liked how they put the fonts into a
category.

It did not show you what your document
would look like if you changed the font, it does
show you what the font looks like but its nice
to see if you want to change your whole
document to a new font before you change the
whole thing.

It was nice to have all the fonts sorted into
categories for business, invitation, ect.

When you went to change the font size it
didn't tell you the current size of your font.
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Seemed very simple

It was a little tough to space out lines, like
pressing enter would double space a line
instead of single space. Doing bullets took a
little time to figure out.

I liked how the font size showed the size that
the font would be.

I didn't like how the fonts were
categorized, also I did not like that I was
unable to fix the spacing between lines
(pushing enter after a line would make it
have the extra space that you can usually
get rid of)

I liked the variety of fonts to choose from
and the way they were organized.

It was a little difficult to keep the
categories of text highlighted (greeting
cards, headers) so you could look at
subcategories
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