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Abstract 

Many within the industry, including designers, recognize the need to consider UX as the 

key to designing new products and services. As a consequence of this, the territory of UX 

has extended into many different industries and different disciplines. However, some 

practitioners still claim a UX project does not pay off even if they have improved UX. This 

way of thinking is induced from an old issue of UX. The term itself does not have a clear 

theoretical definition and it even makes a contradiction of itself.  This phenomenon further 

aggravates the issue. The rapid expansion of UX territory made a gap between academia 

and practitioners. This research attempts to measure and examine the gap between 

academia and practitioners. A survey was conducted to observe how aware practitioners 

are of UX and their ability to recognize it as compared to the recent academia’s research. 

 

Keywords: HCI, User Experience, UX Awareness, UX Gap, Practitioners, Comparative 

Analysis 

1. Introduction 

Over the last ten years, HCI academia has made unprecedented, explosive growth with the 

notion of User Experience (UX). The academia has been emphasizing the importance of a 

deeper understanding of user experience to create better design, brand image, and 

reputation during this time. As a result, enhancing user experience became a critical issue 

and is predominant in the competition of many different industries. This positive 

phenomenon made the area of UX extend beyond the traditional HCI task territory. Now UX 

has extended to all over the industry and within the numerous fields where users exist. 

However, this positive phenomenon occurred as a side effect from an old issue of UX. 

The unclear definition of UX has been an issue for a long time in academia. Battarbee and 

Koskinen (2005) pointed out that the term itself lacks proper theoretical definition and is 

used in many different, even contradictory, ways. Moreover, the notion of UX has become 

more complex and ambiguous because of this phenomenon. Now UX is not a concept that is 

handled only in HCI. It is discussed with various people who have different educational 

backgrounds and different work experiences. The academia has made many efforts to solve 

this issue. Forlizzi and Battarbee (2004) mentioned that a number of models and theoretical 

approaches have been developed to help understand the experience. These include 

contributions from design, business, philosophy, psychology, cognitive science, social 

science, and many other disciplines. These approaches examine the experience from a 

number of perspectives. 

However, differing from expectation, UX is still an elusive notion with many different 

definitions. Law, Roto, Hassenzahl, Vermeeren, and Kort (2009) insisted, despite some 

recent attempts, to develop a unified view on UX. The lack of a shared definition of UX 

confuses or even misleads many researchers and practitioners. Many practitioners still claim 

difficulties in handling UX. It is induced from the aspect of UX as experience. UX is not a 
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number but a totality; it cannot have an absolute value or be divided as a part or whole. It is 

relative and constantly affected by the change of the user environment. The user 

environment is linked with the development of technology. The development of technology 

has grown rapidly in recent times and as a result, users are put in a whole different user 

environment. Consequently, the notion of UX has gone through many major and minor 

alterations and evolved with the history of HCI according to this phenomenon. This built 

bigger and wider notions of user experience. Moreover, since HCI’s territory grew bigger 

than its traditional area and extended into many industries with practitioners that have a 

variety of different disciplines and backgrounds, this notion spread rapidly to a number of 

different fields. This has made the notion ambiguous, which causes confusion and makes it 

difficult to proceed with projects within the industries. This confusion creates both small and 

big issues that interfere and cause delays in the development of projects. There is a gap in the 

understanding of UX between researchers in academia and practitioners from different 

fields. Contrary to the expectation of HCI academia, many hands-on workers still do not 

understand and think of UX in same way.  

The history of HCI academia is relatively short compared to other disciplines. However, 

the progress that academia has made in the last thirty years is huge. User Interface (UI) was 

a critical issue in the 80's. The concept and testing of usability was the most important 

matter to academia at that time. Model Human Processor (Card, Moran and Newell, 1983) is 

one representative model which is focused on measuring ease and efficiency of use. A 

common object of research was a single user with a desktop computer (Kim, 2015). Then it 

moved forward to user interaction. In this period, mobile devices became an important 

object for the development of processors and memory technology. Researchers agonized on 

how to help users interact with and through a small size screen with a limited number of 

buttons. Now it has evolved to User Experience (UX) which has totality as its aspect. UX is 

not a concept which is limited to display and utilitarian values. It considers a context out-of-

screen and includes hedonic values. HCI history is moving toward a human-centered 

perspective and UX is the result of it so far. The time it took to make this rapid progress is 

only thirty years.  

In history, when humankind faced the rapid change of society or technology, it took time 

for culture to catch up to it. Sociologist WF Ogburn (1922) called it a cultural lag. During this 

cultural lag, many social problems and conflicts happened. The author of this research sees 

this phenomenon of practitioners claiming that UX does not pay off has a similar context. 

The rapid change of HCI and the explosive extension of UX territory made a gap. An 

examination is needed to prove that there is a gap, figure out the current phenomenon, and 

measure the awareness that practitioners have due to the phenomenon.  

As I mentioned earlier, many attempts have been made through the years and up until 

just recently. Many disciplines and approaches are used to help understand the notion of 

user experience. Forlizzi et al. (2004) introduced the concept of co-experience to help 

understand and define user experience in an interactive system. Law, Roto, Vermeeren, Kort, 

and Hassenzahl (2009) introduced their research to define user experience with a survey 

approach. Existing studies have focused on providing a different approach to help in 

understanding UX and attempted to make a shared definition of UX. This study attempted 
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to scope this problem more directly by observing the practitioners. However, in this 

research, the author conducted a survey of practitioners’ perspective to provide empirical 

evidence on this issue. The survey that was conducted consisted of two background 

questions, one brief open question describing user experience, and five-level Likert scales 

containing twelve different experience qualities (factors of UX). Altogether, twenty-four 

responses were collected from hands-on workers who have different educational 

backgrounds that include design, computer science, information technology, psychology, 

business administration, and others. Seventeen of them were valid and analyzed. The 

collected data allowed the author to study the practitioners’ perspective empirically. A 

meaningful result was observed. This research was the first to observe the awareness of UX 

in the perspective of practitioners who have different educational backgrounds. Since HCI 

territory is growing beyond the traditional area, I hope this research can motivate more 

research to be conducted about this issue. 

1.1 Research Questions 

The research assumed there was a gap between academia and practitioners in the current 

phenomena; I attempted to measure how aware practitioners are of UX and recognize the 

notion of user experience. This research sought to answer the following questions:  

 

1. How can the awareness of user experience be measured? 

 

2. How aware are the practitioners of the notion of user experience compared to 

academia? 

 

The answers to these questions are an examination of the current phenomenon and an 

approach to solve the issues that are occurring due to the phenomenon. 

2. Related Research 

This section presents existing research about awareness of user experience. Many research 

groups were made in an effort to understand what user experience is and build a shared 

definition of UX. 

2.1 Scoping and Defining UX 

The concept of UX has been criticized about its ambiguity. Hassenzahl and Tractinsky 

(2006) pointed out that the idea of UX was not defined clearly and used in an ambiguous 

way in existing studies. This was not the opinion of a few researchers, but of many. Don 

Norman also criticized that UX was losing its meaning since it had expanded so rapidly. 

Attempting to define what UX is through scoping has been studied for a long time. Scoping 

is one of the most common research methods to help understand the concept of user 

experience. How the researchers are scoping UX is quite different according to the criteria of 

scoping. Karapanos (2009) focused on the timeline of user experience. E.g., from when a 

user just bought a product and has a new experience to when a user has gotten used to the 
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product and has a past experience of use. These two experiences are different. User 

experience in his study was a process that users underwent with the product and included, 

among other experiences, emotional experience and sensual experience. Hekkert (2007) 

defined UX on products as a product-centered perspective. He described that the aesthetic 

experience which can be received by the senses of users and the experience of meaning which 

can give meaning to the specific product are combined to build emotional experience. He 

described this process as user-product interaction and he saw this as an important factor of 

experience. Hassenzahl and Tractinsky (2006) described UX beyond the instrumental 

qualities and included emotion and affect as aspects of the experience. UX is decided by the 

consequence of an internal state in the users (predispositions, expectations, needs, 

motivation, and mood) and the characteristics of the designed system (e.g. complexity, 

purpose, usability, and functionality) in the specific context in which the interaction is made. 

In short, user experience was not decided by the product or its usability alone, but in its 

totality. Law et al. (2009) conducted a survey to observe the views on the nature and scope of 

UX. The research explained UX as an individual that emerged by interaction with 

products/services.  He also introduced a few samples of UX definitions in his earlier research 

(Law et al. 2008) from other organizations. Here is a part of the table. 

 

 

Alben: All the aspects of how people use an interactive product: the way it feels in their 

hands, how well they understand how it works, how they feel about it while they’re using it, 

how well it serves their purposes, and how well it fits into the entire context in which they 

are using it.  

Nielsen-Norman Group: All aspects of the end-user's interaction with the company, its 

services, and its products. 

 

Mäkelä & Fulton Suri: A result of motivated action in a certain context. 

 

Table 1. Law, E., et al. 2008, excerpt from p.2397:Table1, ACM 

 

All three samples delineate UX as a totality although they have different perspectives of its 

objects. It keeps to the point and shares the same context with the introduced researchers.  

2.2 Grouping UX 

Some studies differ from previous attempts in that the researchers tried to divide and 

categorize existing research to build a shared definition. Battarbee et al. (2005) introduced 

three main approaches to the user experience which are the measuring approach, the 

empathic approach, and the pragmatist approach. The measuring approach was built on the 

notion that experience can be measured via emotional reaction. The empathic approach was 

also about emotional experience. The difference is it is based on the needs of the individual. 

The pragmatist approach was based on pragmatism in philosophy. This approach focused on 

the interaction between people and their environments (e.g. cognition, subconscious). She 

suggested the concept of co-experience in this research. It also focused on the interaction 
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between the user and the product and how the experience emerged and changed as it became 

a part of social interactions. It was based on the pragmatist approach that is mentioned 

earlier, as an elaboration of Forlizzi and Ford’s (2000) model of user experience in 

interaction. This research focused on user-product interaction and the influence and 

qualities of user experience. Write and McCarthy (2008) used the term empathy to explain 

the experience in HCI. Empathy is a word often used to define the characteristic of designer-

user relationships. However, Write and McCarthy used this term to describe the changing 

relationship between users, designers, and artifacts. 

2.3 User Experience, Interface and Interaction 

What is different about User Experience compared to the past? Kim (2015) described the 

thirty-year history of HCI with three different periods according to its change. First period is 

User Interface (UI). Designing and testing an interface for individual users who want to use 

computers as an easy and efficient way to handle their tasks was the important key at this 

time. Model Human Processor (Card, Moran and Newell, 1983) can be the representative 

method of this period. The difference in this model is that it is very accurate. It uses data to 

calculate and create an output as fast as a user’s eyes can move. The user environment of this 

period is quite different from now. The object of the research was one user and the 

computerized artifact that was used, which was mostly a desktop computer. The second 

period is interaction. Interface is focusing on what users see. However, interaction is how 

products or services work. Users use computerized artifacts, then they react according to its 

result. Eventually the objects (computerized artifacts) were not limited to desktops anymore. 

A lot of digital products were released during this period. The representative objects of this 

period are mobile devices. Users performed various tasks with their mobile devices, but 

having a small screen and a limited number of buttons was a problem. So how users 

interacted with the devices and the kind of feedback that was given was an important issue. 

When the Iphone was released into the market, the third period, which is User Experience 

(UX), was started.  What makes the third period different is recognizing that users don’t 

judge the products/services solely based on interaction but judge the overall experience with 

the products/services. User experience has totality as its aspect. For example, if a user buys a 

new mobile device, UX includes the purchasing process, the aesthetic experience when the 

user unboxes the new mobile device, the emotional experience that the user has during 

usage, and how useful the user thinks the mobile is for them. In short, UX is more of a 

human-centered perspective than user interface or interaction. The history of HCI can be 

described as moving from computerized artifact-centered perspective to human-centered 

perspective.  This is what distinguishes UX from user interface and interaction. International 

Organization for Standardization (ISO) also defined user experience on ISO 9241-110:2006. 

They defined user experience in three notes. We can see that user experience is much more 

about humans.  

 

“A person's perceptions and responses resulting from the use and/or anticipated use of a 

product, system or service. 
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Note 1 to entry: User experience includes all the users' emotions, beliefs, preferences, 

perceptions, physical and psychological responses, behaviours and accomplishments that 

occur before, during and after use. 

 

Note 2 to entry: User experience is a consequence of brand image, presentation, 

functionality, system performance, interactive behaviour and assistive capabilities of the 

interactive system, the user's internal and physical state resulting from prior experiences, 

attitudes, skills and personality, and the context of use. 

 

Note 3 to entry: Usability, when interpreted from the perspective of the users' personal 

goals, can include the kind of perceptual and emotional aspects typically associated with 

user experience. Usability criteria can be used to assess aspects of user experience.” 

 

The definition of user interface is also written on the same source (ISO 9241-110:2006). 

They defined user interface as the components of an interactive system that provide 

information and control for accomplishing user’s tasks with it. So the definition is different 

from user experience as it does not include emotions, perception, or physical and 

psychological responses before and after use. It shared context with Kim’s opinion. The 

distinguishing part between the two definitions is the non-instrumental qualities that users 

have with or through the objects since user experience has more of a human-centered 

perspective. 

3. Methodology 

The respondents were from a variety of different countries which included the USA, Japan, 

India, Singapore, Korea, and Sweden. They were gathered through the author’s personal 

network and the survey they completed was distributed online. A survey containing 

background questions, an open question, and a Likert scale was distributed to practitioners 

in different fields with different educational backgrounds. It was conducted online; twenty-

four practitioners responded and seventeen of the responses were valid and used in the 

research. Seven respondents were excluded by the consideration of inappropriate samples. 

3.1 Guide and Background Questions 

A brief explanation was made to properly inform respondents. A few simple background 

questions about their educational background and their primary role were asked before the 

observation of UX awareness. 
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Survey For Research 

 

I appreciate your response. 

 

This survey is conducted for research to observe the notion of User Experience (UX) in a 

practitioner’s perspective.  

 

It takes less than 5 minutes. Collected data will be used only for the research and your 

personal information will not be collected in any form. 

 

Please remind yourself that there are NO wrong answers on this survey. You can answer 

the questions without any concerns. 

Table 2. Research Guide 

 

My primary role is Design 

 Programming 

Marketing 

Strategy 

Other (                   ) 

My Education is in the field of Media and Communication 

 Information Technology 

Computer Science 

Design 

Business Management 

Other (                    ) 

Table 3. Background Questions 

 

For the respondents who did not belong within the given options, an option to write a 

response was given. 

3.2 Open Question   

A short description of UX was given to the respondents and they were asked to describe their 

opinions briefly before they started marking on the Likert scale. 

 

Can you briefly describe what is User Experience or User Experience Design?  

(answer) 

Table 4. Open Questions 
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The text box was limited to 70 words. It was possible to move to the next section without 

filling it in. However, all of the respondents filled in the open question with their answer. 

  

3.3 Likert Scale – Practitioners’ Awareness of UX   

A five-level Likert scale was composed to observe how aware practitioners are of UX.  The 

Likert scale is an approach which is commonly used to scale responses in survey research. 

An open question was previously asked to observe the practitioner's perspective about user 

experience. However, the response could be abstract since the terms could be interpreted in 

many different ways. The Likert scale allowed the researcher to measure and analyze the 

awareness of practitioners more objectively. To compose the Likert scale, I adopted a 

concept from the UX Measurement Attitude Survey, UXMAS (Effie Law and Paul Schaik, 

2013). The survey was designed to observe the attitudes about UX in the research, and 

referred to the CUE model (Thuring and Mahlke, 2007). The factors that were used in the 

Likert scale of this research were made according to the concept of Experiential Qualities 

(EQs). An annotation was written next to each of the factors.  Below is the description of the 

types of EQ from his research with the author’s description of how it is used in this research. 

 

Instrumental qualities (INQ) – “the experienced amount of support the system provides 

and the ease of use. Features, such as the controllability of the system behavior and the 

effectiveness of its functionality, fall into this category.” (ibid, p. 916); 

 

INQ can be described as a utilitarian value which enhances efficiency, usefulness, and 

usability overall. The aspect of these experience qualities aim to help in the accomplishment 

of a user’s task.  By improving intuitiveness, clarity can also be understood in the same 

context. 

 

“Non-instrumental qualities (NIQ) – “the look and feel of the system and other system 

qualities that are not instrumental” (ibid). Features such as visual aesthetics, haptic 

quality, and motivational qualities fall into this category.” 

 

NIQ in this research was limited to aesthetic values that users received visually or through 

tactile sensations. Enhancing aesthetic value, improving creativeness and beauty, and 

stimulating desirability can also be counted as NIQ. 

 

“Short-term affective response (STAR) – a user’s subjective feeling, motor expression or 

physiological reaction (Scherer 2005) occurs during or immediately after interacting with 

a system or a product. It broadens the scope implied by the original notion of ‘emotional 

reactions’ (Thüring & Mahlke 2007) to accommodate mildly affective responses with an 

artifact.” 
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STAR is an emotional experience which is made through an interaction between a user and 

an object. A user can think it’s fun, pleasurable, delightful, or stressful, which are all 

subjective. 

 

“Long-term evaluative response (LTER) (cf. system appraisal) – long-term effect of 

interacting with the system on a user’s attitude, behaviour, and cognition.” 

 

LTER is a type of experience that can be observed after the usage of an object. Trust of the 

brand, change of preference, sensual satisfaction, and competence are included in LTER. In 

this research, LTER was focused on the aspect of durability and the experience that a user 

continuously had even after an amount of time had passed since using the object. 

In a bigger frame, an INQ can be considered as a utilitarian value while other qualities can 

be considered as a hedonic value. However, LTER can be a utilitarian value also. For 

example, competence and satisfaction is also related to the utilitarian value centered 

perspective since it can be made through enhancing instrumental qualities. 

The reason why this task (categorizing) was important is for the same reason as the Likert 

scale. It allowed us to see the general awareness of practitioners subjectively. Suggesting 

experience qualities helped non-expert respondents make responses smoothly and grouping 

these experience qualities allowed the researcher to observe the relations of experience 

qualities and reduced the amount of errors. 

 

The Important factors of 

UX design is 

Strongly  

Disagree 
Disagree Neutral Agree 

Strongly 

Agree 

Aesthetical Experience 

*NIQ 
     

Emotional Experience 

*STAR 
     

Sensual Experience *LTER      

Ease of Use * INQ      

Usefulness *INQ      

Usability *INQ      

Fun *STAR      

Pleasure *STAR      

Satisfaction *LTER      

Desirability *NIQ      

Competence *LTER      

Creative *NIQ      

Table 5. Likert Scale _ UX Awareness 

 

Respondents were asked to mark on the Likert scale according to their opinions. Three 

experience qualities per group (annotation) were based on the UXMAS model; overall, 

twelve factors were on the scale. Leaving it as a blank was allowed in case a factor was not 
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familiar to the respondent. The blanks were counted as zero, and annotations were not 

shown to the respondents. 

4. Result 

4.1 Shared Definition of UX in Academia 

Unfortunately, all the research that has been done has resulted in different perspectives 

about the notion of user experience. The exact shared definition has not been agreed upon 

yet. However, we can see that all of this research shares the same context in that UX has a 

much broader notion than the notion of interface or usability. Academia tends to focus on 

the value that is made through interaction between the user and products/service. Moreover, 

the value of UX is not limited to screen and utilitarian value. It also includes hedonic values 

such as sensual experience and emotional experience. Although these experience qualities 

are interpreted and treated differently according to different researchers, emotional 

experience and sensual experience are repeatedly mentioned as important elements of user 

experience. There is no doubt that non-instrumental qualities are an important part of UX 

design. That is the distinguishing difference from the past approaches of HCI such as user 

interface or usability. It considers the factors beyond the screen. 

4.2 Practitioners’ UX awareness through description 

Twenty-four people responded to the survey. However, seven of them were removed from 

the result since they were considered as inappropriate respondents based on the purpose of 

the research.  One of the respondents was removed because of insincere responses and six 

were removed by lack of minimal knowledge or related experience.  

The result from the conducted survey is below. 

Table 6. Educational Background 

 

Programming Design Marketing Other Total 

7 6 2 2 17 

Table 7. Primary Role 

 

Numerous responses from the respondents, who had a broad variety of educational 

backgrounds, were collected. The respondents who answered that their educational 

background was in mechatronics and robotics were included in engineering. The majority of 

the respondents were working in programming and design. The two respondents who 

answered “Other” described themselves as working in sales and testing. Most of the 

Engineering Information 

Technology 

Psychology Computer 

Science 

Business 

Management 

Design Total 

3 3 1 4 3 3 17 



 

  11 

respondents had a basic education that was related to computerized artifacts. The answers to 

the open question “Can you briefly describe what is User Experience or User Experience 

Design?” indicated the subjective perspective of practitioners. Some of the respondents 

expressed a view of user experience where instrumental quality was a key factor. For 

instance: 

  

     “User experience design is a design which is SIMPLE & CLEAR to use.” 

  

It can be considered as a sensual experience centered perspective, like the visual aesthetical 

experience. However, this respondent was actually talking about designing an object that is 

simple and clear “to use”. In short, the goal was enhancing usability and not the sensual 

experience like user interface design. This kind of perspective could be considered as a 

utilitarian value centered perspective. Many of the respondents who answered similarly were 

observed. For example, “UX is promoting a user's work efficiency” could also be considered 

as the same perspective. Efficiency and usability centered opinions were observed on many 

responses. “UX is promoting user's work efficiency” and “Easy to use, eye-catching, friendly 

interfaces.” were a few more examples focusing on how to make an artifact easy to use.  

Many of the respondents were aware of UX as a way to improve usability. However, there 

were many respondents that indicated a different perspective. This was another response to 

the same question: 

 

“User experience is the way in which websites or other electronic interfaces are adapted to 

achieve the best experience in terms of attractiveness, usability and simplicity as well as 

informality. UX design regards how things are designed to achieve UX” 

 

This respondent seemed to have the same perspective since UX was described with usability 

and simplicity. But opposite from the earlier respondent, he/she mentioned attractiveness 

together. In essence, this respondent considered aesthetical experience and instrumental 

qualities as important factors to design experience. 

  

“User Experience design is understanding the needs and habits of the user and designing a 

product most suitable for him/her in its functions and usability taking into consideration 

things like cognitive ergonomics, culture and the scenario in which the product or the 

system is to be placed.” 

 

This respondent indicated another perspective. This could be analyzed as a pragmatist 

approach that was introduced earlier. This respondent, in contrast from the previous two 

descriptions, mentioned cognitive ergonomics, culture, and scenario. 

 

“Overall experience of a user using a computer application or product” 

 

This respondent made a short description but a wide notion. He/She called it an “overall 

experience”. It was similar with Nielson & Norman's definition of “all aspects”.  
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So as we can see from the answers, some of respondents had similar perspectives with each 

other. However, a general understanding of UX was not really observed. It seemed that the 

respondents had different understandings about the notion of user experience instead of a 

general shared understanding.  

4.3 UX awareness measurement with Likert Scale 

After the open question, the responses checked on the Likert scale which was the heritage 

part of this research. Strongly disagree was given 1 as a value, disagree was given 2, neutral 

was given 3, agree was given 4, and strongly agree was given 5. 

 

Aesthetical 

Experience 

Emotional 

Experience 

Sensual 

Experience 

Ease of 

Use 

Usefulness Usability 

2 3 1 4 5 3 

4 4 4 5 5 5 

3 3 3 5 5 5 

5 5 5 5 5 5 

5 3 3 5 5 5 

4 4 3 5 5 5 

4 4 4 5 4 5 

2 3 3 3 2 3 

4 4 3 4 4 4 

3 3 4 5 5 5 

3 4 4 5 5 4 

4 5 5 5 5 5 

4 4 4 4 4 4 

4 5 4 4 4 4 

3 2 3 5 5 5 

3 5 2 4 2 3 

4 2 0 5 4 5 

 

 

Fun Pleasure Creative Satisfaction Desirability Competence 

4 3 2 4 3 4 

5 5 5 4 3 2 

3 4 3 5 4 3 

4 5 5 5 5 5 

4 2 3 5 3 3 

4 4 4 5 4 4 

5 4 4 5 5 5 

2 3 1 1 1 1 
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4 4 5 4 4 4 

5 5 5 4 4 5 

3 3 5 5 4 4 

3 3 3 5 4 5 

4 4 4 4 4 4 

3 4 5 4 2 3 

2 2 3 4 4 5 

3 3 2 4 2 2 

4 4 0 4 2 2 

Table 8. Likert Scale Result 

 

An interesting result was observed in this section. The Likert scale test results showed a very 

extreme result. Most of the respondents gave higher points on instrumental qualities than on 

non-instrumental qualities. Even the respondents who described UX as a totality that 

included emotion marked higher points on instrumental qualities. The sum and average 

values are below. 

 

 Aesthetical 

Experience 

Emotional 

Experience 

Sensual 

Experience 

Ease of 

Use Usefulness Usability 

Sum 61 63 55 78 74 75 

Average 3.59 3.70 3.24 4.59 4.35 4.41 

 

 

 Fun Pleasure Creative Satisfaction Desirability Competence 

Sum 62 62 59 72 58 61 

Average 3.65 3.65 3.47 4.24 3.41 3.59 

Table 9. Likert Scale _ Sum and Average 

 

The average was the resulting number rounded to two decimal places. The highest value was 

ease of use with 78 points, with 4.59 as an average value. Sixteen out of seventeen 

respondents marked ease of use as an important factor of UX. The lowest value was in 

sensual experience. It received 55 points, with 3.24 as its average. The results showed that all 

three instrumental qualities (ease of use, usefulness, usability) were recorded with the 

highest values, above all other qualities. 
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 Average Sum 

Emotional Hedonic Value (STAR)  3.666666666 187 

Utilitarian Value (INQ) 4.450980392 227 

Table 10. An Average Comparison Between Hedonic and Utilitarian Values. 

 

Instrumental Qualities (INQ) can be described as a utilitarian value. Short-Term Affective 

Response (STAR) can be described as an emotional hedonic value. The table (10) shows that 

practitioners consider utilitarian value much more important than hedonic value. Is it only 

applied to Hedonic value such as emotional experience? 

 

 

 Average Sum 

INQ 4.450980392 227 

NIQ 3.490196078 178 

STAR 3.666666667 187 

LTER 3.68627451 188 

Table 11. Average Value_ EQs
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Figure 1. EQ Comparison_Groups 

 

Overall, Non-Instrumental Qualities (NIQ), which can be described as an aesthetical 

experience, received the lowest points among all of the qualities.  Short-Term Affective 

Response (STAR) and Long-Term Evaluative Response (LTER) received almost equal 

numbers. INQ was considered as the most important factor to improve UX. The average 

value was located above four. INQ was the only experience quality that the practitioners 

generally agreed on as an important factor to improve User Experience.  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Figure 2. EQ Comparison_ Individuals 
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The result is clearer on the graph. INQs were remarkably higher than other qualities. All the 

other EQs (Groups) had an average value between 3.4 ~ 3.7. However, only INQ received 

4.45 in the result. There was one experience quality located above 4 which was satisfaction. 

As I mentioned earlier in section 3.3, it is the experience quality that has the aspect of 

instrumental quality, and is a utilitarian value. The average of LTER was 3.68. 

To observe if there were any differences according to the respondents’ primary role, I 

compared the two majority groups: programming and design. Seven respondents who 

answered programming as a primary role had an educational background in computer 

science and engineering. The six respondents who answered design as their primary role had 

an educational background in design and IT. 

 

 

INQ 

(Utilitarian) 

STAR 

(Hedonic) 

Programmers 4.545454545 3.757575758 

Designers 4.37037037 3.592592593 

Table 12. Programmers and Designers Comparison 

 

A differentiation according to the job was not observed. There was a difference between the 

two groups’ absolute value. The table (12) indicates that the designer group gave 0.175 points 

and 0.165 points lower on each of the EQs compared to programmers. However, the 

awareness of UX in both groups wasn’t different. The gap between INQ and STAR of the 

programmer group is 0.787878787 and the designer group’s value of the gap is 0.77777777. 

Both of them considered INQ as the most important experience quality in UX and the 

relative value was also very close to even. 

5. Discussion 

The result of the survey tells us many things about practitioner’s awareness of UX. It can be 

interpreted in many ways. The most important indications are below. 

5.1 General Awareness Exists 

First of all, practitioners do have a general awareness of UX. The result of the survey 

indicated that the respondents had a common understanding about user experience beyond 

their educational background and working position. Of course, it is true that the quantity of 

collected data can be considered as “not enough information” to represent the general 

practitioners’ perspective. However, the responses to the survey were consistent even though 

the respondents had six different educational backgrounds and worked in various fields.  

Differentiation between the various educational backgrounds and primary roles at work was 

not observed.       
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Figure 3. Relation of INQ and STAR 

 

The practitioners were aware that utilitarian values were more important than hedonic 

values when it came to improving UX. It was an entirely different perspective than the 

notion of UX that is currently described in academia. As previously mentioned in a related 

research section, academia believe that the user experience is a broader notion than just user 

interface and focus on the aspect of UX as an experience; the totality in a context. It is 

interpreted differently, but hedonic value such as sensual experience or emotional 

experience is mentioned as an essential element of user experience. However, the 

practitioners tended to focus on the importance of instrumental qualities such as ease of use, 

usefulness, and usability. This means practitioners still understand user experience as a 

similar concept to usability or user interface. Ergo, practitioners are not keeping up with the 

rapid change. The general awareness of UX in practitioners still preserves the past approach 

in HCI. 

5.2 Different Result from Open Question 

The respondents in the open questions section can be divided into two big groups. One 

group described user experience with utilitarian values such as ease of use and usability. The 

respondents who described UX in the open question section as “UX is promoting user's work 

efficiency.”, “How users experience the design of e.g. a program, how they use it, if it is easy 

to understand and so on” can be an example of this group. Another group delineated user 

experience into a bigger notion. There was a respondent who saw UX as an interaction 

experience between the user and product. E.g. “Overall experience of a user using a 

computer application or product”. Which is a very similar perspective with the production 

centered approach of Hekkert. There was also a respondent who showed a deeper 

understanding of UX who described UX as “User Experience design is understanding the 

needs and habits of the user and designing a product most suitable for him/her in its 

functions and usability taking into consideration things like cognitive ergonomics, culture 
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and the scenario in which the product or the system is to be placed.” It shares the same 

context with pragmatist approaches. Another respondent answered “Overall experience of a 

user using a computer application or product”. This belongs to Karapanos’ perspective. In 

short, the respondents showed their different opinions with different perspectives and 

different approaches. The descriptions of UX in the open question section were not 

delineating UX with the utilitarian value centered perspective. However, it doesn’t show 

coherent results on the Likert scale. According to the description that respondents submitted 

in the open question section, the author of the research selected three respondents to 

compare their Likert scale results with an open question answer. 

 

Group A Group B 

UX is promoting User's work efficiency 

The way people get to interact and 

experience products, systems, services is 

user experience. 

User experience Design is a design which is 

SIMPLE & CLEAR to use. 

Overall experience of a user using a 

computer application or product. 

Easy to use, eye catching, friendly interfaces 

User Experience design is understanding the 

needs and habits of the user and designing a 

product most suitable for him/her in its 

functions and usability taking into 

consideration things like cognitive 

ergonomics, culture and the scenario in 

which the product or the system is to be 

placed. 

Table 13. Open Question Comparison 

 

Group A was composed of three respondents who described user experience with usability 

and user interface perspective. It was mainly the group of respondents who seemed to 

consider utilitarian value as the core factor of user experience in the open question section. 

They mentioned the ease of use, or efficiency of delineating user experience. Group B was 

composed of three respondents who mentioned non-instrumental qualities or used totality 

of user experience. These respondents were the ones who seemed to have different opinions 

or a broader scope about user experience with group A.   

 

 Group A Group B 

INQ 5 4.556 

NIQ 3.6 3.667 

STAR 3.778 3.889 

LTER 4.111 4.444 

Table 14. Likert Scale Comparison with Open Questions 
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The value was rounded off to four decimal places. Group A, the respondents who described 

UX with user interface and usability perspectives, indicated that they considered 

instrumental qualities as very important factors of UX. All three respondents strongly agreed 

with all three INQs. Group B indicated a lower average value on INQ compared to Group A. 

However, INQ still had the highest average among the others. On Non-Instrumental 

Qualities (NIQ), Group A had 3.6 as its average value. Group B had 3.667 for NIQ average 

value which was a very close number to Group A’s. The gap between the two groups on NIQ 

was 0.067 with Group B being higher than Group A. On short-term affective response, 

Group A had 3.778 for an average of STAR. Group B got 3.889 for the same section. In the 

STAR group, Group B also got a higher average value and the gap was 0.111 compared to 

Group A. It is hard to say it’s different. On long-term evaluative response, Group B marked 

4.444 which was quite a bit higher compared to Group A. Group A marked 4.111 on LTER. 

The different value between the two groups was 0.333, so a small gap does exist on 

awareness of LTER.  However, the general awareness about user experience was not much 

different. If we compare the pair of values with a scatter chart, we can observe that 

experience qualities are lining up in the same order in both groups.  

 

 

 

Figure 4. EQs Relation Comparison_ Group A & B 

 

Instrumental qualities were located above all the other experience qualities. Long-term 

evaluate response was located at the second highest position. Short term affective response 

follows next. Non-instrumental qualities were located at the bottom. Namely, both of the 

groups considered INQ as the most important factors to improve user experience and the 
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second important factors were LTERs, and the next was STAR. Both of the groups were 

aware that non-instrumental qualities are the least important factors compared to other 

qualities.  The absolute value indicated a difference on the experience qualities between the 

two groups. However, the relative relation between experience qualities did not indicate any 

difference between the two respondent groups even though they described user experience 

and UX design in totally different perspectives in the open question section. This means the 

two different groups of respondents shared the same context in the general awareness of UX. 

Both of the groups tended to consider utilitarian values as more important factors of UX 

than hedonic values. 

6. Conclusion 

The research indicated that a UX gap exists between academia and practitioners through the 

conducted survey of different practitioners. Practitioners’ awareness is not keeping up with 

the recent change in HCI. Most of the practitioners were preserving the past HCI approach 

as the notion of UX. They tended to focus on usability rather than visual and aesthetic 

experience, emotional experience, and sensual experience. How they were aware of UX is not 

much different with the notion of user interface or usability. UX design is mainly understood 

as improving instrumental qualities such as usability. The result of the survey indicated that 

most of the respondents considered utilitarian values more important than hedonic values, 

including the respondents who described UX as a totality in a context. The instrumental 

experience qualities such as ease of use, usefulness, and usability were recognized as the 

most important factors to improve UX. The importance of sensual experience was 

recognized as the least important value. Correcting this problem goes a long way towards 

improving the practitioners’ awareness about user experience as a broader notion than user 

interface or usability. Overall, this research observed two meaningful results.  

6.1 UX Gap Exists 

A general awareness of UX from practitioners exists. This means it is not just a “lack of 

understanding” by individual issues but more likely a phenomenon. In the research, it was 

observed that there is a general understanding of user experience in the practitioners’ 

perspective. To explain, a lack of understanding of UX means the practitioners were not 

aware of what user experience is, or had a wrong understanding for individual reasons. It 

was supposed to be an indication of different awareness’ based on an individual’s state. 

However, a gap of UX means there is a shared, general understanding of UX that exists. 

There was a common awareness of user experience beyond the respondents’ educational 

background and working position. It is an entirely different phenomenon with the lack of 

understanding. Ergo, to solve the issue and prevent misleading practitioners, a different 

approach is needed. 

6.2 Not Wrong 

Survey results showed that practitioners tended to care more about instrumental qualities. It 

is a positive phenomenon that practitioners recognize usability as an important value. 
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However, on the other side of it is status quo. The practitioners were still preserving the 

approach that HCI academia had in the past. This means the term UX has been spread 

rapidly, but not the meaning of UX. The term itself is made by the limit of usability and UI. 

In the practitioner’s perspective, only the term had been changed from UI to UX; the notion 

itself was not that different. Learnability, or usefulness, such as promoting the efficiency of 

the products/services was considered as improving UX. On the other hand, the importance 

of sensual experience, aesthetic experience, and emotional experience were not recognized 

enough compared to utilitarian values. However, this does not mean that the practitioners 

had a wrong understanding. It can be a lag between academia and practitioners but also it 

can be a different direction that the industry has made based on their experience. It is too 

early to judge yet. 

7. Reflections 

This research was mainly created from hearing the complaints being made around me. I 

heard the practitioners’ claim that UX projects do not pay off. I wanted to help as a person 

who studied HCI and who was also in academia. This research was made under a 

hypothetical assumption that someone who has the same complaints will look up this 

research to find the answer. I wanted to make an easy-reading paper to help those people. 

 This research was mainly a way to try and understand their difficulties. A big effort has 

been made on observing the practitioners’ awareness about UX with the Likert scale 

approach. What seemed to be lacking, however, was the collected data did not examine what 

exactly induced the UX awareness gap. It can be a consequence of rapid change of academia 

and growth beyond the traditional territory, or more complex reasons could be hiding 

behind the problem. Moreover, the result of the survey may not be completely generalizable 

by the limited number of samples. Further research is needed to figure out what is making 

the gap with reliable statistical evidence. The survey was distributed to the practitioners to 

observe the differences of awareness between Academia and practitioners about the notion 

of User Experience. The paper provided the overview of the gap of the notion of User 

Experience between Academia and practitioner through the survey as the main purpose of 

this study. However, due to practical constraints, this paper did not provide a 

comprehensive UX awareness of academia through the same survey. The absence of a 

comparison group of academic respondents was a weakness of the design to address the 

putative gap between the two groups. Although, the research was still meaningful since the 

existence of a gap between practitioners and academia was observed. The conducted survey 

proved the general understanding beyond the educational background and primary role. The 

factors of UX in the practitioners’ perspective were measured with a Likert scale. This means 

we can approach the problem in different ways to help clear up the notion of UX by seeing 

the problem more clearly.  

The hard part in undertaking this kind of topic for the research was that most of the 

existing studies are focused on successful cases with experts and their analysis. However, 

very little attention has been given to the point even though many products and services also 

fail. UX is not a notion that is used only in HCI anymore. Many different disciplines and 
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industries are using the term to improve their products/services. This kind of topic is not a 

fascinating topic like analyzing Apple or Tesla, but it is solving a matter that is related to our 

society.  

There are people we can help around us. The author would like to encourage helping them 

by listening to their words instead of telling them amazing success stories with UX. The 

author believes if more researchers care about the failure of practitioners, we will solve this 

issue faster. The author wishes this research will push more students to care about this social 

phenomenon.  
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