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Abstract

Differ from elder generation, active senior possesses the active characteristics of young people. In this research, the active
senior users’ UX problem was analyzed by Sundar’s 'Interface Assessment’. According to Interface Assessment, the user’s
subjective user experience in GUI interactive can be divided into five elements, which are 'Visible’, 'Desired Outcome’,
'ITmmediate Feedback’, 'Intuitiveness’, 'Perceived Ease of Use’. Based on these five elements, user’s behavior and perception
experience during interface using were analyzed to classify UX problems. Next, Correlation Analysis was conducted to find out
the relationship between the elements of Interface Assessment and user’s subjective experience using PSSUQ as comparing
data, and SPSS 22 version as statistic software. The result of this research was presented below: First, active senior user’s
biggest UX problem can be classified with 'Desired Outcome’ in App using. Second, the correlation between the two elements,
‘Desired Outcome’, ‘Perceived Ease of Use’, and the PSSUQ result was statistically significant, but the correlation between
the other three elements, "Visible’, 'Tmmediate Feedback’, 'Intuitiveness’, and the PSSUQ result were not statistically significant.
According to the result, active senior users do have different characteristics compared with elder generation. The UX problems
classified with 'Desired Outcome’ and 'Perceived ease of use’ apparently affect user’'s subjective experience, while the problems
classified with 'Visible’, 'Immediate feedback’, 'Intuitiveness’ show no evidence in affecting user’s subjective experience. This
phenomenon could be explained by the cumulative effects of PC or smartphone use. Through the analysis of multiple UX
elements in this paper, better App interface could be developed according to active senior’s needs.

B keywords : UX Design, PSSUQ, Active Senior, Smartphone App, Interface Assessment
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I 2. The 19 items in PSSUQ

No.| Post—Study System Usability Questionnaire Items

1 Overall, I am satisfied with how easy it is to use this system

2 It was simple to use this system

3 I could effectively complete the tasks and scenarios using this
system

1 I was able to complete the tasks and scenarios quickly using this
system

5 I was able to efficiently complete the tasks and scenarios using this
system

6 | I felt comfortable using this system

7 It was easy to learn to use this system

8 I believe I could become productive quickly using this system

9 The system gave error messages that clearly told me how to fix
problems

10 Whenever | made a mistake using the system, [ could recover
easily and quickly

1 The information (such as on—line help, on—screen messages, and
other documentation) provided with this system was clear

12 | It was easy to find the information I needed

13 | The information provided for the system was easy to understand

14 The information was effective in helping me complete the tasks and
scenarios

15 | The organization of information on the system screens was clear

16 | The interface of this system was pleasant

17 | T liked using the interface of this system

18 | This system has all the functions and capabilities I expect it to have

19 | Overall, T am satisfied with this system
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I 3. The example of the process in UX problem description

User01
No. voice record problem subscription problem
place
The breakfast blood blood
I don't know where to pressure data is laid with
1 input my breakfast other data in the same susar
. . record
blood pressure... interface, thus it can't be .
easily found. view
I'm not sure how to The font of history data history
2 delete my blood information is too small for -
pressure data... user to see. view
. I can't find the mission The miS§ion ment is hidden L
3 menu in the side bar. User can't main view
find it without hint.
There is no feedback The App doesn't provide blood
4 after the data is immediate feedback after su‘gaij
inputted...Why? user's inputting the data. rs;:\;

H* 4. The example of the process in UX problem
classification using the factors in Interface

Assessment
User01
No. VB DO 7 N PE
1 )
2 O @)
3 ) 8
4 )
5 )

5. %41 73}
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I 5. The reliability analysis of PSSUQ

PSSUQ Classification | Number of Questionnaire Cronbach's a
System Quality 1-8 0.924
Information Quality 9-15 0.908
Interface Quality 16—18 0.762
Total 1-19 0.963

E 6. The result of Interface Assessment and PSSUQ analysis

VB DO IF N PE PSSUQ

User01 4 7 1 2 4 5.9
User02 3 6 2 3 2 4.7
User03 3 7 3 5 3 5.8
User04 4 6 2 2 3 5.1
User05 2 4 2 1 2 4.2
User06 2 4 3 2 3 4.5
User07 2 3 2 2 1 3.4
User08 4 5 4 3 2 4.4
User09 3 5 2 4 2 4.7
User10 2 7 2 1 3 5.5
i 2.9 5.4 2.3 2.5 2.5 4.82

1}, Pearson A4
Pearson “g#A £4& A8 interface assessment<]
Al 849k PSSUQ Atolo] BaaAE EE3HATHELE).
VIe} PSSUQE 4a#A} §le Aoz UrE‘rME‘r(Pearson
Correlation = 0.43, Sig.(2-tailed) = 0.215).
DO PSSUQE F&aA7E 9= 222 Uehth(Pearson
0.947, Sig.(2-tailed) = 0).

o M
ruz =

Correlation =



IF3} PSSUQE A7 fle A o& Yeldth(Pearson
Correlation = -0.220, Sig.(2-tailed) = 0.541).

IN#} PSSUQE B#aA7t glE 222 YeEpytHPearson
Correlation = 0.238, Sig.(2-tailed) = 0.508).

PE#} PSSUQ+= 4337 A= 222 el tHPearson
Correlation = 0.88, Sig.(2-tailed) = 0.001)(3%.6).

I 7. The result of Pearson Correlation Analysis

AR

Vi PSSUQ
Pearson 7| 1 .430
VI ol SE(FH) 215
N 10 10
Pearson 2| .430 1

PSSUQ ol FE () 215
N 10 10
DO PSSUQ
Pearson | 1 947
DO FIFE(FH) .000
N 10 10
Pearson -2+ 947 1

PSSUQ ol FE () .000
N 10 10
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