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Method of User Experience Research
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ABSTRACT: The work aims to clarify the development status, research models and user experience evaluation methods
and tools in user experience research. Through literature research, comparative analysis, web search and other research
methods, the research results and development sequence of domestic and foreign user experience were summarized from
three levels: “user experience concept”, “user experience research model” and“user experience evaluation methods and
tools”. The comprehensive research methods of user experience were summarized, and the specific methods and tools of
user experience evaluation were outlined. Although researches on user experience have been widely concerned by the so-
ciety and developed rapidly, the overall research depth is still in sufficient and in the initial stage. The existing research
methods on user experience are not enough to fully support and solve the practical problems in the design process. To
some extent, most of the research based on “user experience” have not completed the transformation from “epistemology”
to “methodology”, especially that the system aticresearch methods and tool application of user experience evaluation have
a lot to be improved.
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Fig.1 User experience timeline
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Fig.2 Growth trend of global user experience practitioners
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