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Introduction
The major intent of this study was to identify how design aesthetics affects user
acceptance, adoption, and perceived usability of a proposed new technology.
The technology being tested was a College Meal Plan application at the Missouri
Southern State University campus that gives a curated list of meal options and
ideas to the user based on the user’s likes, budget, and cooking ability.
This study is significant for many audiences because with so many different
industries going digital, it is important that they understand what provides the
best experiences for their users in order to deliver the finest services for
returning and first-time customers.
The hypothesis for this study was, “When the quality of design aesthetics
increases, user acceptance and usability will also increase.”

Materials and Methods
The initial step was to design the application. Two designs for the same application had to be
made - one with high and one with low design aesthetics. In other words, one design was as
basic as possible, while the other featured design elements like color, spacing, alignment,
etc. Each participant was randomly assigned to a version of the application- either high or
low.
Design Aesthetics
• First, users were presented with the short questionnaire regarding their preferences, and
suggested meal plans right after.
• After they were finished getting used to the app, they were able to move on to the next
portion of the survey to test usability, user acceptance, and adoption.
Usability
• Users were given a ten question, five-point Likert scale questionnaire called the System
Usability Scale (SUS) (Brooke, 1996). Users were asked to rank their agreement with each
question from 1 to 5. Each individual response was given a score, and the scores were
calculated using the procedure that has been used with the SUS.
• This process results in a score between 0 and 100. The mean usability of web-based
applications is 59.45 (Bangor, Kortum, & Miller 2008, pg. 583).
• The results of the SUS scores did not support the hypothesis, with the “high quality
design” interface and “low quality design” interface exhibiting similar levels.
User Acceptance
• To test user acceptance, users were asked to provide feedback on their experience with
the app, what features were nice, and what needed to be improved.
Adoption
• For adoption, participants were asked to rank the likelihood that they would adopt the
application into their everyday lives, with a feeling thermometer.
This study used a mixed-methods design to test design aesthetics and a survey instrument
for testing usability using a Likert scale. User acceptance and adoption were also tested using
survey instruments..

Results
For the purpose of running tests, the group that tested the
high design interface is referred to as HD, and the group that
tested the low design interface is referred to as LD.

Usability
For usability, a t-Test was run to evaluate the results of
the users’ responses. The mean for the System
Usability Score in HD was 83.97 with a standard
deviation of 12.109, and a CV of .144. The mean for
the System Usability Score in LD was 87.11, standard
deviation was 10.398, and the CV was .119. The pvalue, or significance, for usability was .262, indicating
that it was not significant with an alpha of 0.05.
User Acceptance
For the most part, the overall theme for HD were
thoughts on improving the functionality and adding
more features, while a prevalent theme for LD were
thoughts on improving the appearance of the
application.
Adoption
For adoption, a t-Test was run to evaluate the results of
the users’ responses. The mean for the HD was 65.44.
For the LD, the mean was 69.22. The standard deviation
for HD was 20.830. The standard deviation for LD was
20.678. For HD, the coefficient of variation was .318. For
LD, the coefficient of variation was .299. The p-value, or
significance, for adoption was .463, indicating that it was
not significant. According to the feeling thermometer
that was used, this means that, on a scale of 0 to 100,
users were between 60°and 70°, which translates to “a
bit more warm or favorable than cold feeling”.
LD Screenshot

HD Screenshot

Conclusions
The findings showed that there was no significant
difference in usability between an interface with high
design aesthetics and an interface with low design
aesthetics. There was no difference between the
functionalities for both applications. However, the
findings did show that, overall, user acceptance was
generally more positive for the interface with high design
aesthetics as opposed to the interface with low design
aesthetics. Finally, the findings showed that users felt
that they were not more likely to adopt one interface
over the other. This leaning was mostly observed for
users within the ages of 18-22, since they were all college
students. Additionally, this tendency was detected
amongst a mostly female group for both interfaces, with
males representing 33.3% of respondents for HD, and
36.8% for LD.
The findings from this study do not support that of
Hoehle, Venkatesh, and the University of Arkansas in
2015, when they found that there was an
interrelationship between design aesthetics and
perceived usability. In concise terms, what they found
was that if it looks better, people find it to be easier to
use. What this study found was that when the
application is of a certain level of simplicity, a difference
in design aesthetics do not make a difference on usability
or adoption.
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