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Abstract

Background Designers often evaluate user experience incorrectly because they take into account
less diagnostic information. We propose the mechanical perspective-taking method to control less
diagnostic information and improve the evaluation accuracy of user experience.

Methods We conducted an experiment. We manipulated mechanical perspective-taking by
changing the point of view without changing the content of the video game; half of the participants
watched a video game from the first person point of view and the other half watched it from the
third person point of view. Then, all of the participants evaluated one of the two types of airport
use experience; one with positive, less diagnostic information and the other with negative, less
diagnostic information.

Result For the airport use experience with positive, less diagnostic information, the
participants watching it from the first person point of view evaluated it less positively than the
participants watching a video game from the third person point of view. However, the opposite
pattern was obtained for the airport use experience with negative, less diagnostic information; the
former group evaluated it less negatively than the latter group.

Conclusion ~ We demonstrated that the mechanical perspective-taking method controls less
diagnostic information effectively, which can help people focus on the target experience.
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Table 1 5 Measures of UX qualities (Law, 2011)
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Table 2 Requirement type scheme for analyzing the methods (Vermeeren, 2011)
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Figure 1 Time span of user experience and the internal process (Roto, 2011)
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Figure 2 Third-person perspective game video Figure 3 First-person perspective game video
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oo, kel EE FF ol olF FHHA Aol e 4TS FeiFalrh. Ay WSl o
o7 F7HAFEQ bt ofelel 2ol g2 Agshsint.

Suppose that the driver, Mr. Irwin flies to Cancun, Mexico to have a three-day trip with his friends.
At Cancun, Mr. Irwin plans to have fun with scuba dive, swimming with dolphins, a famous show, and
going clubbing at nights.

(FAAQ A, AFet A AA R THZE o7 3Y FF AP 7hAl, AFH tholB, et +4, £
& E717], R 29 7] Y R EAL 52 AR 4R

W

ohE Aue] S B9 o8 olF BAH Aol Ko AFE Tt o F AP o R
A% PRS0 oA A7HES sl olelet o] g2 Agsheint.

Suppose that the driver, Mr. Irwin, meets his picky promoter at an airport and fly to a small, boring
city to attend a series of business meetings. In this city, Mr. Irwin follows the order of his picky
promoter and, what is worse, there is nothing to enjoy over there at night.

(FAA AL, 72 T2 REQL 9 AaL, A4 =A O 7HA of 2] HlZY A w|gof Fojstm, T13to]
A 22w E o] g wetof sh, AlYolle 4 Zlo] flrke Aer AEH)

]

3.3, A Hxt
A 7SS Hu] 9] tjsto]
16709] Ao A= Yoz

Q101789 Ao g FAHYUT AFe 749l (random)E 7€
T 4N AR, 2 A G Fd 89 A7 el @A
AP e, AFAE oF 10271 Aol w7 22Ql A2 APt of AR F<k, A 7
oA 7}‘%_}‘_ AANES Fofl 22271 32 o1&t BlA7] 5749 FdS 2ASe ARAF B AR
=3 the o=, 3709 Aol ZetE F Holx o S ARAE A€ F, A WA #
1A Aol tiet SEE a7 3ch A A Aiol gt Sl EuUd, Z2AEHE F9
A&t 750 AR FEE B, niA e g oy #ol Aol 1ot fls A 2709 Aol it
SHE 873
& 9 FAH o Adst, A, d2X9 A G 7P Agol AD7E R, 244
S0l whehA] Aol A7pAE S S Ao At Ad7brh w2 39k o] %91 3
o, b Aute] A7pAls A A oA A7) e 37 o159 B3-S da o
st
D 39 3 FES gy F8H & 7k 4= 9l=7HWhat is the positive evaluation of his airport

experience)?

v
2y ofy

=ha
0.
()

°|~J

A AR o] T o159 Aol tigt 'S vH H, H3hE AsA AF AYY oAl BI1E AR THYou

will watch a racing game, F1 World Grand Prix II, which was played and saved by a game player. He

selected a white McLaren Mercedes). 3713 gt vH] T 252t A5 AlYollAl, F9130] & 5lekA o

2h w| 2Ad| A(McLaren Mercedes)= 6522 HFE Al &sto, th4=9] Zefo]| L GotAL 93t 7 85

o AFE i on o] AR AYL T 18 412 T KAt 5348 A AYS ARE H, & A4 F
A

o Solgls he 270] ARl 7 AEE SHSHE A0 AL BAHt.

(2) 19 3 A Avtg oz oj@A BHrlsH=7HWhat is the overall evaluation of his airport
experience)?
(3) 22271 Aol 3 o] $AZ2A AP E=7HTo what extent did you experience yourself as the

airport user)?
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418 mgtth(Batson & Shaw, 1991; Cialdini et al., 1997; Davis, Conklin, Smith, & Luce 1996; Galinsky
& Moskowitz, 2000). A&-& 3] 24 H 37[9 4= SPSSE o]-g-38lo] BAHLAH(Analysis of Variance:
ANOVA)XE AAI5H3iTt
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Table 4 The evaluation of airport use experience before using Mechanical Perspective-Taking (question 1)
=2 Y% HHELY|

1918 3913
38 0|5 48 23 3.84 4.50 Main effect (F(1,97) = 16.85, P{.01)
25 3.02 2.90

n.s. (not significant)

S 3 | A el

ol A 4% 1713}31 75‘ lﬂlﬁ}@%ﬁﬁﬁiﬁéﬂﬂ%‘ﬂr.%@@ﬂﬂ%“’ Rl
ol
A

= AR
4.50), F42 Q1 Bdol "l 3 42
S

(F(1.97) = 16.85, p € .01). 7} A&

Table 5 The degree of taking perspectives after using Mechanical Perspective-Taking (question 3)
=2y 4% HHE|

1918 301
30| Zd 23 3.02 2.32 n.s. (not significant)
23 4.61 2.30

Main effect (F(1,50) = 4.44, P{.05)

b0z, 98 39 O $9e
ol S vpRLE 7}

x—l o]- x1~7]-x]._ﬁ’ 23} o] S|
AYE ART S w53 = 232,
THE(1.50) = 4.4, p .05). S v 22}
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Table 6 The evaluation of airport use experience after using Mechanical Perspective-Taking (question 2)
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