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Abstract: This study investigates user experience (UX) sharing behaviors in the context of smartphone
user interface (UI) design, emphasizing their significance for UI enhancement and effective marketing
strategies. Grounded in the Stimulus–Organism–Response (SOR) framework, we examine how
design perception attributes—perceived usability, novelty, enjoyment, and brand image—influence
UX sharing, with a spotlight on the mediating role of individual motivation. A quantitative analysis
(N = 472), Structural Equation Modeling (SEM), and mediation analysis were conducted. Our
findings confirm that these components can positively impact UX sharing by bolstering personal
expectations and self-efficacy in knowledge sharing, with perceived usability being an exception as
it unexpectedly showed a negative association with sharing frequency. Moreover, perceived brand
image and individual self-expectancy and self-efficacy enhance sharing outcomes. This research
enriches our understanding of the strategic importance of user interface (UI) design in the context
of smartphones, furnishing empirical grounding for devising sustainable UI design strategies and
productive marketing tactics. Consequently, it bears considerable relevance to both theoretical
insights and practical applications.

Keywords: user experience sharing; smartphone UI design; SOR model; individual motivation;
design perception; sustainable UI design

1. Introduction

Smartphones have become indispensable devices worldwide. According to data from
the International Telecommunication Union (ITU), more than three-quarters of the world’s
population own a mobile phone [1]. According to data provided by the market research
firm IDC, global smartphone shipments nearly reached 1.17 billion units in 2023 [2]. This
highlights the significant role of smartphones in daily life and their impact on changing
communications and information dissemination methods. In the business sector, smart-
phones continue to possess substantial market potential and are important technological
products that receive widespread attention. The introduction of new products by major
tech companies like Apple, Samsung, and Huawei each year still garners wide interest.
After new smartphones are released, user groups and tech bloggers share their experiences
and evaluations of the products through online platforms in the form of text, images, and
videos [3]. Consequently, the Internet has become one of the primary channels for obtaining
product information [4]. Consumers frequently refer to various tech review articles or
videos to understand the product’s performance and features and make informed purchas-
ing decisions [5]. Apart from online platforms, buying a new smartphone often becomes a
topic of social conversation in daily life, where users share details about the phone’s design,
new features, and user experience.
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At the product design level, contemporary smartphones predominantly employ touch-
screens for human–computer interaction, with screen sizes progressively expanding to
occupy a larger portion of the device’s face. Users’ direct impressions of phones primarily
come from the UI design of the smartphone operating systems. UI design directly impacts
the establishment of the product image [6]. Good UI design not only meets functional
requirements but also helps in shaping the corporate image through visual elements such as
icons, colors, and navigation [7]. Therefore, UI design plays a significant role in influencing
user preferences.

Smartphone shipments have shown a year-to-year declining trend in recent years [8].
One reason is that the new generation of smartphones lacks stimulating innovative capa-
bilities, leading to a tendency toward homogenization in product appearance and user
interface (UI) design. Users prefer simple operation modes, concise interfaces, and func-
tions that are fixed, with higher acceptance for applications that have highly consistent
operation logic and usage patterns [9,10]. More consistent user behaviors also reflect less
innovative investments by manufacturers, thereby leading to a decrease in differentiation
between smartphone product design and UI design. Uniform designs lack the capacity to
offer users fresh visual and usage experiences, impeding the fostering of shared experiences
among users and undermining efforts to garner product attention through word of mouth,
consequently stalling innovation cycles.

While the existing literature extensively explores user interface (UI) design strategies
and their effectiveness in enhancing smartphone user experience, it provides minimal
attention to the motivations and behaviors of digital product users when sharing their
usage experience. This study seeks to bridge this gap by investigating the user experiences
prompted by UI design within the context of knowledge sharing. In doing so, it aims to
spark a new academic dialogue that examines the complex interplay among designers,
consumers, and experience sharers, potentially fostering advancements in smartphone UI
design towards greater sustainability and a more user-centric approach.

Influenced by the S–O–R (Stimulus–Organism–Response) model, user behavior should
not be viewed as a simple passive response process driven by external stimuli. Users
actively seek external information and form behavioral responses to stimuli through inter-
nal psychological processing [11]. This study posits that users sharing their experiences
with smartphone UI through various channels also aligns with this Stimulus–Organism–
Response relationship: users first receive external stimuli, then their internal motivation
is stimulated, and finally, their sharing behavior is formed. Based on this, this study will
utilize the S–O–R model framework, with the smartphone operating system UI design
as the stimulus factor and personal internal motivation as the mediating variable, and
through questionnaire surveys, explore the influence mechanism of UI user experience-
sharing behavior, aiming to provide UI design improvement strategies and enhance digital
product attention.

2. Theoretical Background and Hypothesis Development
2.1. Theoretical Background
2.1.1. S–O–R Theory

The S–O–R model is an important research framework in the fields of cognitive
psychology and educational psychology, primarily used to study consumer purchasing
behaviors. It has also demonstrated its versatility in exploring new social phenomena.
For example, Wang et al. [12] used it to study the participation inclination in smart cities,
while Saman Attiq et al. [13] used the model to reveal the mechanism by which a brand’s
“coolness” enhances its competitiveness.

The core architecture of the S–O–R model includes three main elements. First are
‘Stimuli’, representing the triggering factors from the external environment. ‘Organism’
involves the individual’s emotional state and internal psychological mechanisms. Lastly,
‘Response’ is manifested as the individual’s attitude adjustment or behavioral reaction
based on emotions and cognitive processes. The core assumption of the model is that
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external stimuli affect the individual’s emotions, which then drive specific behavioral
performances [14]. Specifically, the stimulus factors, as external conditions, shape the
basis of the response by affecting the individual’s cognitive processes and psychological
states [15]. The organism-level processing covers a series of complex psychological ac-
tivities and cognitive processes from receiving the stimulus to forming internal attitudes
or external behaviors. According to the S–O–R model, stimuli encompass any elements
capable of attracting user attention, such as visual components and interaction methods
within a smartphone interface. These stimuli impact the user’s internal state—their cogni-
tive, emotional, preferential, and physiological responses to the user interface experience.
Consequently, this internal state influences user behavior, leading to actions like product
usage or service engagement [16,17].

In the scenario of sharing user experiences in smartphone UI design, this behavior can
be seen as a specific form of knowledge sharing, motivated by the psychological or cognitive
changes that occur in individuals after encountering specific external stimuli, which then
leads to the motivation to share knowledge and experiences, and is transformed into actual
activity. Although existing research on knowledge sharing often focuses on the direct
relationships between external stimuli, internal psychological states, and sharing behaviors
or intentions [18], there has been less exploration of the specific dynamic processes by which
external stimuli are internalized into individual psychological responses and ultimately
lead to behavioral changes. In view of this, the present study aims to use the S–O–R model
as a theoretical support to analyze the complex psychological mechanisms and dynamic
evolutionary paths behind the behavior of sharing user experiences in smartphone UI
design and to provide a deeper understanding of this occurrence.

2.1.2. Motivation Theory

Motivation, as the fundamental driving force behind individuals engaging in various
activities, can be divided into two major categories: intrinsic and extrinsic. Extrinsic moti-
vation originates from external demands or pressures and is reflected in the individual’s
behavior aimed at material rewards or in achieving external goals (such as social status
improvement, reputation accumulation, and economic benefits) [19]. This view echoes E.
C. Tolman’s theory, which demonstrated the purpose-driven nature of behavior, revealing
that the pursuit of expected rewards or the avoidance of adverse incidents is the root of
behavioral motivation.

Different types of extrinsic motivation have varying effects on shaping individual
behavior patterns [20], as found by Wang et al. [21] in their study of UI design experience
sharing on social platforms. Participants were attracted by direct economic incentives (such
as points, virtual currency, and rewards) and highly valued non-material rewards (such
as likes, positive feedback, social status improvement, and social network enhancement).
Particularly noteworthy is that individuals committed to building a positive personal image
tend to exhibit a higher level of enthusiasm for knowledge sharing [22].

In contrast, intrinsic motivation stems from an individual’s internal satisfaction and
happiness and is the driving force behind individuals actively contributing knowledge
and assisting others. Altruistic sentiment and self-efficacy play central roles within this
category. Under the framework of social cognitive theory, self-efficacy is defined as an
individual’s confidence in their ability to complete specific tasks. This belief not only
guides an individual’s choice behaviors, cognitive processing, and emotional responses but
is also positively correlated with performance outcomes and negatively correlated with
emotional stress [23]. Specifically, in terms of knowledge-sharing behavior, self-efficacy
can significantly and directly influence the willingness of individuals to participate in
knowledge-exchange activities in organizational and network environments [24].

In summary, the motivation for individuals to participate in user experience sharing
is woven from two core forces. One is the extrinsic motivation driven by expectations of
social status, reputation, material gains, and social circle optimization. The other is intrinsic
motivation, driven by self-efficacy in knowledge sharing, which is the spiritual satisfaction
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and pleasure obtained from helping others solve problems. These two motivations inter-
twine and collectively form the deep psychological mechanism that inspires individuals to
actively engage in user experience-sharing behavior.

2.1.3. UI Design User Experience

User experience (UX) is a multi-dimensional concept that encompasses the behaviors,
emotional attitudes, and cognitive evaluations of individuals interacting with products,
systems, or services. It involves various aspects of human–computer interaction, such as
operability, emotional responses, perceived value, and evaluations of system functionality,
usability, and efficiency. In the field of mobile devices, user experience is particularly im-
portant and is considered an integrated perception and reaction of users to the system [25].
Sensory input, as the primary contact point, plays a decisive role in driving consumer
decision-making and promoting sharing behaviors [26].

User interface (UI) design is not only a key element of product design, but it is also
an independent design product that needs to be carefully crafted from both functional
and aesthetic perspectives [27]. The dimensions of UI design include, but are not limited
to, aesthetics (appearance attractiveness), functionality (effectiveness in achieving set
purposes), and symbolism (conveying user self-identity and social status through visual
elements) [28]. These dimensions collectively impact user purchase intentions, word-of-
mouth spread, and willingness to pay. For mobile device UI design, the components of
user experience can be summarized as brand influence, usability, functionality, and content
quality [29].

Usability is central to explaining the functional features of UI user experience and may
interact with aesthetic dimensions. Some studies treat aesthetics and usability as distinct
factors, implying that users evaluate these aspects separately [30]. However, alternative
perspectives suggest an interplay between them. For example, interfaces that prioritize
aesthetics may enhance user satisfaction and brand affinity, thereby indirectly influencing
the perception of their usability [31,32]. Novelty reflects consumers’ subjective perception
of product innovation [33], and the novelty of a product’s appearance can positively
influence perceived performance quality [34], highlighting the aesthetic uniqueness and
competitive strength of UI products. Enjoyment represents the aesthetic pleasure and
fulfillment of functional needs derived from the product experience. Branding is a more
complex component that encompasses the recognition and reputation of interface products
and the emotional connection and trust between users and the brand. Brand image, as a
heuristic device, influences users’ expectations and judgments regarding product quality
and usability. Moreover, a strong brand identity can foster users’ loyalty and advocacy,
motivating them to share positive experiences, thereby enhancing the brand’s visibility and
appeal in the market [35].

Based on this, this study selects perceived usability, perceived novelty, perceived
enjoyment, and perceived brand identity as core variables, aiming to deeply analyze how
these factors influence the formation and dissemination of user experience in UI design. A
comprehensive consideration of these variables will help reveal the specific mechanisms by
which UI design promotes positive user experiences and user sharing behaviors.

2.2. Research Hypothesis and Model Construction

This study constructs an innovative theoretical framework by integrating the S–O–
R model with motivation theory, aimed at deeply analyzing the intrinsic mechanisms
of UI user experience-sharing behavior (see Figure 1). Within this framework, the four
key perceptual components of UI design, namely perceived usability, perceived novelty,
perceived enjoyment, and perceived brand identity, form the external stimuli (S). These
design features directly influence users’ cognitive and emotional evaluations of the UI
experience. The organism level (O) includes outcome expectations and self-efficacy in
knowledge exchange: outcome expectations represent external motivation, reflecting the
feedback expected from sharing, while self-efficacy in knowledge exchange includes in-
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ternal motivation, emphasizing the belief in the efficacy of sharing knowledge. These two
motivational factors together shape the individual’s cognitive processing, emotional adjust-
ment, and psychological preparedness in response to UI stimuli. The response (R) focuses
on the actual sharing behaviors exhibited by users, specifically the frequency and quality of
sharing. These behavioral responses directly stem from the individual’s internal digestion
of and motivational drive from their perception of UI design. Thus, this study’s framework
describes the complex dynamic process from the systemic perspective, where perceived
traits of UI design, through internal motivational transformation, are externalized into
specific sharing behaviors, providing a comprehensive and in-depth theoretical perspective
for studying UI user experience-sharing behaviors.
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relevant outcome expectations; KSE = knowledge-sharing self-efficacy; PU = perceived usability;
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2.2.1. Impact of Perceived Usability on Individual Motivation and UI
Experience-Sharing Behavior

In the domain of product design, usability is a core element that satisfies user needs
and plays a critical role in consumer product selection decisions [36]. Research outcomes
in ergonomics and human–computer interaction provide valuable guidance to designers,
enabling them to consciously adopt design features to enhance the objective usability of
products during the development process [37]. However, the academic community has
gradually recognized that, beyond objective aspects, the subjective usability and apparent
usability of products cannot be overlooked. Apparent usability refers to the consumer’s
pre-use estimation based on product appearance, assessing ease of use, functionality, and
efficiency, i.e., the intuitive “ease of use” characteristics presented by the product [38].
The appearance of a product, as a key visual element, plays a decisive role in shaping
apparent usability.

High-quality user interface (UI) design not only directly relates to the intensity of
the motivation for information sharing but also indirectly enhances this intention by
improving the perceived quality of the user experience [39]. In the context of smartphone
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UI experiences, users assess the usability of UI design through both intuitive perception
and subjective experience. When this assessment is positive, that is, when users perceive
high usability, their expectations of positive outcomes are not only strengthened but also
stimulate intrinsic motivation for knowledge sharing, positively influencing the behavior
of sharing user experiences. As such, we introduce the following hypotheses:

Hypothesis 1a (H1a). Perceived usability positively influences users’ outcome expectations in
individual motivation.

Hypothesis 1b (H1b). Perceived usability positively influences users’ knowledge-sharing self-
efficacy in individual motivation.

Hypothesis 1c (H1c). Perceived usability positively influences the frequency of sharing smartphone
UI usage experiences by users.

Hypothesis 1d (H1d). Perceived usability positively influences the quality of sharing smartphone
UI usage experiences by users.

2.2.2. Impact of Perceived Novelty on Individual Motivation and UI User
Experience-Sharing Behavior

Perceived novelty, within the discipline of design, specifically refers to the degree
of visual innovation of the user interface (UI) compared to existing market products
and is an important dimension of design differentiation [40]. The user interface, as an
intuitive expression of the product, significantly affects consumers’ cognitive structures [41].
Through continuous experience accumulation, consumers gradually form a prototypical
impression of specific product categories in their minds, representing the standard model
of that category in consumer consciousness [42]. Studies have shown that the novelty of a
product is negatively correlated with its conformity to existing prototypes, meaning that the
more a product design breaks with tradition, the more significant its novelty [34]. Visually
novel UI designs not only effectively attract user attention [43] but are also often seen
by users as a symbol of technological innovation, stimulating associations with product
advancement [34,44]. Furthermore, the growing demands of consumers have prompted
designers and researchers to explore the integration of emerging technologies and modern
ways of life at a deeper level [45]. The continuous updating of appearance design is a
vivid manifestation of the concept of product design sustainability, aiming to maintain the
product’s place in the zeitgeist and market competitiveness. Therefore, in the context of
significant innovation and upgrades, especially in UI design, perceived interface novelty is
highly likely to trigger users’ intrinsic motivations, driving them to share their unique user
experiences. As such, our hypotheses are as follows.

Hypothesis 2a (H2a). Perceived novelty positively influences users’ personal outcome expectations
in individual motivation.

Hypothesis 2b (H2b). Perceived novelty positively influences users’ knowledge-sharing self-
efficacy in individual motivation.

Hypothesis 2c (H2c). Perceived novelty positively influences the frequency of users sharing their
smartphone UI usage experience.

Hypothesis 2d (H2d). Perceived novelty positively influences the quality of users sharing their
smartphone UI usage experience.
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2.2.3. The Influence of Perceived Enjoyment on Individual Motivation and UI User
Experience-Sharing Behavior

Product appearance design is not only a carrier of visual expression but also carries
a rich aesthetic and has a symbolic value. These elements are increasingly becoming
key factors in influencing consumer decisions [46]. Aesthetic attributes play the role of
creators of pleasant impressions in user consumption experiences and are an important
component in the enhancement of user satisfaction [47]. Design aesthetics not only create an
atmosphere of enjoyment but also correspond to users’ emotions, therefore deepening the
emotional bond between users and products [48]. Research evidence shows that the skillful
use of aesthetic design can significantly increase the frequency of interaction between
users and products, directly promoting user sharing behaviors [49]. In the context of user
interface (UI) design, aesthetic design elements, as dual catalysts for visual and emotional
stimuli, have a positive impact on users’ willingness to share. Users often attribute the
pleasurable experiences during use to the pleasing aesthetic features in UI design [50],
activating users’ internal psychological mechanisms and promoting positive incentives for
sharing behavior. As such, the following hypotheses are proposed:

Hypothesis 3a (H3a). Perceived enjoyment positively influences the outcome expectations in users’
individual motivation.

Hypothesis 3b (H3b). Perceived enjoyment positively influences the self-efficacy of knowledge
sharing in users’ individual motivation.

Hypothesis 3c (H3c). Perceived enjoyment positively influences the frequency of sharing smart-
phone UI user experiences.

Hypothesis 3d (H3d). Perceived enjoyment positively influences the quality of sharing smartphone
UI user experiences.

2.2.4. The Influence of Perceived Brand Image on Individual Motivation and UI User
Experience-Sharing Behavior

The appearance of a product, as a visual carrier of information, conveys rich emotional
meanings and quality images through its design features such as shape, color, and material.
These visual features not only enhance the expressiveness of the brand image but are
also key in the visual expression of brand identity [51]. Consumers tend to integrate
the core values of the brand with the physical attributes of the product’s appearance,
constructing a cognitive framework and emotional bonds with the brand at the level of
psychology. In the practice of UI design, the aesthetic elements of graphic design, such as
style, content, and color schemes, also carry the brand’s values and ideas, thereby becoming
a medium for brand communication. Existing literature can sufficiently demonstrate that
the symbolic meanings embedded in products occupy an increasingly important position
in consumer decision-making and brand image construction [52]. Reputation, historical
performance, and alignment with consumers’ values and expectations form the basis of
consumer brand trust. This trust not only influences initial purchase decisions but also
impacts customers’ propensity for repeat purchases and their willingness to recommend
a specific brand to others [53]. Through the visual language of UI design, users can gain
insights into the historical and cultural heritage and personality of the brand. This kind
of visual enjoyment experience can effectively stimulate users’ intrinsic motivation and
potentially positively influence their tendency to share their UI experiences. As such, we
propose the following hypotheses:

Hypothesis 4a (H4a). Perceived brand image positively influences the outcome expectations in
users’ individual motivation.
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Hypothesis 4b (H4b). Perceived brand image positively influences the self-efficacy of knowledge
sharing in users’ individual motivation.

Hypothesis 4c (H4c). Perceived brand image positively influences the frequency of sharing
smartphone UI user experiences.

Hypothesis 4d (H4d). Perceived brand image positively influences the quality of sharing smart-
phone UI user experiences.

2.2.5. The Influence of Individual Outcome Expectations on UI User
Experience-Sharing Behavior

Outcome expectations, as defined by Bartol (2002) [54], encompass individuals’ per-
spectives and evaluative understanding of the potential consequences of their behavior.
Bandura’s (1989) [55] theoretical framework further categorizes outcome expectations into
three core dimensions: physiological responses, social effects, and self-evaluation. In the
field of knowledge sharing, outcome expectations linked to reward mechanisms have been
identified as significant motivators driving individuals’ willingness to disseminate knowl-
edge and engage in practical activities [54]. Sharing experiences of UI design can be seen
as a specific manifestation of social interaction and mutually beneficial behavior, where
users invest knowledge capital to build potential networks of feedback, mutual assistance,
and cooperation through the exchange of information. The widespread availability of the
Internet has greatly expanded the dissemination of user experience information, enabling
users to establish broad social networks and follower groups through this platform. Users
can thus reap diverse rewards such as approval, feedback, and economic incentives during
this process, which have both material and immaterial aspects, as well as the accumulation
of social capital. Most importantly, the act of sharing UI experiences has evolved into a
strategy itself, through which users shape their professional images, and enhance their
social statuses and peer recognition, thus further reinforcing the positive incentive role of
outcome expectations on UI user experience-sharing behavior. As such, we assume that:

Hypothesis 5a (H5a). Outcome expectations in individual motivation positively influence the
frequency of sharing smartphone UI user experiences.

Hypothesis 5b (H5b). Outcome expectations in individual motivation positively influence the
quality of sharing smartphone UI user experiences.

2.2.6. The Influence of Knowledge-Sharing Self-Efficacy on UI User
Experience-Sharing Behavior

Self-efficacy in knowledge sharing, as a specific application of self-efficacy theory in the
context of knowledge sharing, describes the extent to which individuals assess their ability
and confidence in providing useful information to support others in solving problems [56].
Existing literature demonstrates a positive correlation between an individual’s self-efficacy
in knowledge sharing and the likelihood of engaging in knowledge-sharing behaviors [57].
This sense of efficacy is closely linked to the consistency perceived between knowledge-
sharing behaviors and the individual’s internal value system; when personal actions align
with personal values, this internal consistency becomes a significant driving force for
knowledge-sharing behaviors [58].

Further research on the topic indicates that self-efficacy in knowledge sharing can not
only positively correlate with the frequency of knowledge-sharing behaviors within com-
munities but also with the quality of the shared content [59]. An individual’s knowledge-
sharing behavior is a multidimensionally influenced outcome, involving the breadth and
depth of their knowledge base, the ability to transform and structure knowledge, skills in
disseminating knowledge efficiently, and the art of effectively communicating with diverse
audiences in various contexts. Individuals with high levels of self-efficacy in knowledge
sharing demonstrate greater ease and confidence when sharing information, which in turn



Sustainability 2024, 16, 6670 9 of 22

further promotes the activity and depth of UI user experience-sharing behavior. As such,
we suggest:

Hypothesis 6a (H6a). Knowledge-sharing self-efficacy positively influences the frequency of
sharing smartphone UI user experiences.

Hypothesis 6b (H6b). Knowledge-sharing self-efficacy positively influences the quality of sharing
smartphone UI user experiences.

3. Research Design
3.1. Questionnaire Design

This study adopted questionnaire surveys as the main tool for empirical analysis,
constructed a measurement scale covering eight core variables based on previous literature,
and adapted and optimized the measurement items according to the unique context of
smartphone UI experiences and the special attributes of UI brand information (Table 1).

Table 1. Measurement items reference.

Construct Latent Variable Reference Source

Individual motivations
1. POE

Wasko and Faraj (2005) [57]
Compeau and Higgins (1995) [60]
Wang and Fesenmaier (2004) [61]

2. KSE Bandura (1982) [62]
Hsu et al. (2007) [63]

UI design perception

1. PU Finstad (2010)—UMUX [64]
J. Bosley (2013) [65]

2. PN Rogers (2014) [33]

3. PE Blijlevens, J. et al. (2017) [66]

4. PB
Völckner and Sattler (2006) [67]

Nam and Piao (2017) [68]
Liu and Zheng (2020) [35]

UX sharing behavior 1. FS
2. QS

Hsu et al. (2007) [63]
Liao et al. (2021) [69]

Specifically, the three measurement items for personal outcome expectations (POE)
were adapted from the research of Wasko and Faraj (2005) [57], Compeau and Higgins
(1995) [60], and Wang and Fesenmaier (2004) [61]. The three items for knowledge-sharing
self-efficacy (KSE) are based on the work of Bandura (1982) and Hsu et al. (2007) [62,63].
The measurement of perceived usability (PU) employed the UMUX scale, a four-item scale
designed for the subjective assessment of the perceived usability of applications. The
UMUX scale, known for its good reliability and validity, as well as its concise measurement
criteria, has been widely applied in the measurement of user experience [64,65].

The six measurement items for perceived novelty (PN) draw from the research of
Rogers (2014) [33]. The four items for perceived enjoyment (PE) were adapted from the
work of Blijlevens et al. (2017) [66]. The four items for perceived brand image (PB) integrate
the research of Völckner and Sattler (2006) [67], Nam and Piao (2017) [68], and Liu and
Zheng (2020) [35]. The two dependent variables of sharing behavior—frequency of sharing
(FS) and quality of sharing (QS)—come from the studies of Hsu et al. (2007) [63] and Liao
et al. (2021) [69]. The final survey instrument is presented in Appendix A. The questionnaire
design utilized a Likert seven-point scale, requiring respondents to rate their agreement
with the statements on a scale from 1 to 7, where 1 represents “strongly disagree” and
7 represents “completely agree”, to reflect respondents’ acceptance of each statement.
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3.2. Sample and Data Collection

To verify the research hypotheses, this study conducted an online questionnaire
survey from April 2023 to August 2023. Before engaging in the survey, all participants
received a formal consent agreement, detailing the study’s objectives and assuring the
confidentiality of their responses. This agreement underscored that the gathered data
would be utilized exclusively for scholarly purposes, with strict anonymity maintained for
all participants throughout the entirety of the research. The questionnaire was designed
using the “Questionnaire Star” platform and was widely distributed via social media
platforms such as WeChat, QQ, and Toutiao, effectively covering the Chinese smartphone
user population. Data collection followed the principle of random sampling to ensure the
representativeness of the sample.

During the survey period, spanning several months, a total of 682 users participated
in the study. Considering the high smartphone penetration rate in China, which stands
at 99.8%, it is assumed that nearly all participants have some experience with sharing.
Following the exclusion of questionnaires completed in less than 60 s and those exhibiting
identical responses across all items, the final effective sample size was determined to be
472. In our study, we followed the standard that the ratio of sample size to the number
of items should be 10:1 [70,71]. The sample size of 472 meets the requirement to ensure
the validity of the significance test. Descriptive statistics of the sample (Table 2) show that
the age distribution of young users aged 18 to 30 years was as high as 77.6%, with males
accounting for 39.2% and females 60.8%. In terms of educational background, 93.7% of
respondents had an associate degree or higher level of education.

Table 2. Demographic characteristics of the sample (N = 472).

Items Index Frequency Percentage

Gender
Male identifying 185 39.2%

Female identifying 287 60.8%

Age

<18 4 0.8%

18–25 266 56.4%

26–30 100 21.2%

31–40 63 13.3%

41–44 28 5.9%

>45 11 2.3%

Education

High school and
technical secondary

school
30 6.4%

Associate degree 123 26.1%

Bachelor’s Degree 264 55.9%

Master’s Degree and
above 55 11.7%

Most of the samples were collected from China, with the top three contributing regions
being Jiangsu Province (142 samples), Guangdong Province (69 samples), and Henan
Province (28 samples), which together account for approximately 51% of the total sample
size. The geographic coverage of the sample sources extended across 85% of China’s
administrative regions, excluding Hong Kong, Qinghai, Ningxia, Hainan, and Taiwan. In
this study, the term “samples” refers to individual units, providing clarity on the nature of
our data points.
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4. Data Analysis Results
4.1. Reliability and Validity

Before conducting a comprehensive data analysis, this study implemented a small-
scale preliminary test to meticulously pre-screen the questionnaire items. This process
focused on evaluating the logical coherence, comprehensibility, arrangement order, and
relevance to the research tasks of each item. Its aim was to fundamentally enhance the effec-
tiveness and quality of data collection, ensuring the accuracy and reliability of subsequent
analyses. Using the “Reliability Analysis” function of SPSS 26.0 software, the study selected
Cronbach’s α coefficient as the standard for measuring internal consistency, and reliability
analysis was performed on 108 valid samples. The analysis results showed that Cronbach’s
α coefficients for all variables were above 0.8, reaching a satisfactory level of reliability.

To further verify the validity of the research variables, the study employed the Kaiser–
Meyer–Olkin (KMO) measure and Bartlett’s test of sphericity to assess the suitability of
factor analysis. As shown in Table 3, the KMO value was 0.868, exceeding the generally ac-
cepted threshold of 0.7, and the p-value of Bartlett’s test of sphericity was <0.001, indicating
that the data samples are suitable for principal component analysis using factor analysis.

Table 3. KMO and Bartlett’s test results.

KMO Measure of Sampling
Adequacy 0.868

Bartlett’s Test of Sphericity
Approx. Chi-Square 1935.632

df 28
Sig. 0.000

Exploratory factor analysis and principal component analysis were used to extract
factors from the sample data. The cumulative variance contribution rate reached 75.36%,
indicating that these factors adequately reflect the original data. Common factors were
extracted using the maximum variance method through orthogonal rotation. The α ro-
tation converged after 10 iterations, ultimately extracting six common factors with total
variance > 1 (Table 4). As shown in Table 5, the factor loadings highlighted in bold are
>0.5, meaning that all measurement items of these variables are consistent with their
corresponding factors and align with the model assumptions.

Table 4. Exploratory factor analysis of variables.

Components
Initial Eigenvalues Rotated Sums of Squared Loadings

Total % of Variance Cumulative % Total % of Variance Cumulative %

1 13.541 46.692 46.692 5.302 18.284 18.284
2 2.643 9.115 55.807 4.898 16.888 35.172
3 1.944 6.703 62.509 3.436 11.849 47.021
4 1.414 4.875 67.385 3.385 11.672 58.693
5 1.234 4.255 71.64 2.59 8.93 67.624
6 1.079 3.719 75.359 2.243 7.735 75.359

For clarity, the theoretical framework and literature review establish PB and PE as
distinct conceptual domains, thereby necessitating their treatment as separate, independent
factors. Our reference to the exploratory factor analysis (EFA) results from SPSS adheres to
this perspective, without conflating or merging the two parts.

This study conducted confirmatory factor analysis using AMOS 24.0 software to
further test the reliability and validity of the variables. The CFA model evaluation yielded
the following results: The chi-square value (χ2) was 669.010 with 349 degrees of freedom
(df), resulting in a chi-square-to-degrees-of-freedom ratio (χ2/df) of 1.92, which is below
the recommended threshold of 3.0. The root mean square error of approximation (RMSEA)
was 0.044, below the criterion of 0.08. The goodness-of-fit index (GFI) was 0.908, exceeding
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the standard of 0.9. The adjusted goodness-of-fit index (AGFI) was 0.885, surpassing the
standard of 0.8 [72]. Furthermore, the normed fit index (NFI), comparative fit index (CFI),
and incremental fit index (IFI) were all greater than the benchmark of 0.9, with values of
0.944, 0.972, and 0.972, respectively. Together, these indices suggest that the CFA model
exhibits a satisfactory level of model fit. Additionally, we have excluded the item “I do not
want to share a frustrating mobile UI to use.” from the PU scale because its SMC value is
0.278, which is below the threshold of 0.36.

Table 5. Factor load coefficients after rotation.

Latent
Variable NO. Factor1 Factor2 Factor3 Factor4 Factor5 Factor6

POE

Q1 0.196 0.16 0.197 0.141 0.800 0.07

Q2 0.233 0.201 0.177 0.143 0.794 0.089

Q3 0.191 0.276 0.085 0.128 0.763 0.126

KSE

Q4 0.207 0.279 0.386 0.71 0.197 −0.031

Q5 0.164 0.324 0.37 0.711 0.225 0.007

Q6 0.131 0.237 0.394 0.723 0.198 −0.007

PU

Q7 0.289 0.386 −0.017 0.589 0.212 0.221

Q8 0.194 0.341 −0.165 0.609 0.059 0.361

Q9 0.194 0.238 −0.045 0.547 −0.022 0.201

PN

Q10 0.239 0.719 0.098 0.288 0.165 0.098

Q11 0.251 0.765 0.115 0.199 0.166 0.178

Q12 0.277 0.803 0.051 0.252 0.121 0.119

Q13 0.278 0.809 0.08 0.254 0.175 0.115

Q14 0.231 0.780 0.119 0.228 0.189 0.141

Q15 0.265 0.766 0.159 0.215 0.164 0.119

PE

Q16 0.690 0.273 −0.004 0.275 0.191 0.257

Q17 0.710 0.248 0.024 0.293 0.243 0.194

Q18 0.713 0.227 0.011 0.282 0.295 0.24

Q19 0.711 0.269 0.03 0.222 0.277 0.235

PB

Q20 0.765 0.228 0.294 0.102 0.052 0.028

Q21 0.752 0.238 0.275 0.161 0.061 −0.014

Q22 0.798 0.205 0.248 0.079 0.08 0.106

Q23 0.680 0.203 0.312 0.016 0.145 0.118

FS

Q24 0.257 0.098 0.797 0.128 0.14 0.218

Q25 0.168 0.092 0.831 0.132 0.125 0.217

Q26 0.207 0.07 0.845 0.082 0.14 0.199

QS

Q27 0.192 0.195 0.486 0.087 0.15 0.687

Q28 0.172 0.217 0.387 0.141 0.114 0.742

Q29 0.288 0.194 0.261 0.176 0.111 0.701

Table 6 indicates that the majority of standard factor loadings between observed
variables and their corresponding latent variables exceed 0.7, falling within the acceptable
range, suggesting a close relationship between observed variables and latent variables.
To assess the convergent and discriminant validity of the model, the study calculated the
average variance extracted (AVE) and the correlation coefficients between variables. The
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squared multiple correlations (SMC) values range from 0.391 to 0.863, the AVE values are
all above the standard of 0.5, ranging from 0.511 to 0.803, and the composite reliability
(CR) values are all above 0.7, meeting the standards set by Hair et al. [73] and Fornell and
Larcker (1981) [74], indicating that the variables have high convergent validity.

Table 6. Confirmatory factor analysis results.

Path Estimate SMC CA CR AVE

Q1← POE 0.758 0.575
0.853 0.839 0.634Q2← POE 0.828 0.686

Q3← POE 0.802 0.643

Q4← KSE 0.893 0.797
0.924 0.925 0.803Q5← KSE 0.929 0.863

Q6← KSE 0.866 0.750

Q7← PU 0.884 0.781
0.773 0.805 0.584Q8← PU 0.761 0.579

Q9← PU 0.625 0.391

Q10← PN 0.811 0.658

0.943 0.940 0.725

Q11← PN 0.841 0.707
Q12← PN 0.862 0.743
Q13← PN 0.891 0.794
Q14← PN 0.857 0.734
Q15← PN 0.844 0.712

Q16← PE 0.859 0.738

0.934 0.933 0.779
Q17← PE 0.881 0.776
Q18← PE 0.903 0.815
Q19← PE 0.886 0.785

Q20← PB 0.848 0.719

0.900 0.907 0.709
Q21← PB 0.864 0.746
Q22← PB 0.882 0.778
Q23← PB 0.770 0.593

Q24← FS 0.892 0.796
0.934 0.934 0.825Q25← FS 0.904 0.817

Q26← FS 0.929 0.863

Q27← QS 0.901 0.812
0.883 0.886 0.722Q28← QS 0.881 0.778

Q29← QS 0.761 0.581
Notes: SMC = squared multiple correlations; CA = Cronbach’s alpha; CR = composite reliability; AVE = average
variance extracted.

To test the discriminant validity of the scales, this study examined the square root
of the average variance extracted (AVE) for each variable compared to the correlation
coefficients between those variables and other variables. As shown in Table 7, the bold
numbers on the diagonal represent the square root of the AVE values, all of which are
higher than the correlation coefficients with other variables. This indicates that the variables
in the study have good discriminant validity.

Table 7. Results of the discriminant validity test.

PE PN PB PU POE KSE FQ FS

PE 0.882

PN 0.692 0.851

PB 0.775 0.595 0.842

PU 0.663 0.749 0.514 0.762
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Table 7. Cont.

PE PN PB PU POE KSE FQ FS

POE 0.618 0.601 0.497 0.533 0.796

KSE 0.561 0.664 0.504 0.686 0.555 0.896

FQ 0.532 0.539 0.538 0.471 0.473 0.506 0.850

FS 0.410 0.387 0.511 0.292 0.435 0.514 0.660 0.908

4.2. Structural Model Analysis

This study employed AMOS 24.0 software to construct and evaluate the structural
equations for model fitting, with the detailed results shown in Table 8. The chi-square
statistic for our model, calculated based on 341 degrees of freedom, is 575.128, yielding a
chi-square-to-degrees-of-freedom ratio (χ2/df) of 1.687 (p < 0.001). This ratio is considered
favorable as it is below the recommended threshold of 3. The goodness-of-fit index (GFI) is
0.900, and the root mean square error of approximation (RMSEA) is 0.038, both suggesting
an adequate model fit. Furthermore, the comparative fit index (CFI) is 0.980, which is
indicative of a good model fit. Although the adjusted goodness-of-fit index (AGFI) at 0.900
is somewhat lower, it remains within the acceptable range for a well-fitted model [75].
The 90% confidence interval for the RMSEA further substantiates the robustness and
reliability of the model fit. All indicators have met the required standards, indicating that
the study model has a good fit with the data, possesses excellent explanatory and predictive
capabilities, and confirms the suitability of the model for the research context.

Table 8. Model fit index.

Fit Index χ2/df GFI AGFI CFI IFI RMSEA

Standard 1 > NC < 3 >0.90 >0.90 >0.90 >0.90 >0.08
Result 1.687 0.922 0.900 0.980 0.980 0.038

Path coefficient estimates are shown in Figure 2. The results of the structural equa-
tion model indicate that the absolute values of the path coefficients range from 0 to 1.
Considering the magnitude of each path coefficient, perceived usability (PU) has a more
significant impact on knowledge-sharing self-efficacy (KSE) compared to PN, PE, and
PB, while perceived enjoyment (PE) has a more significant impact on personal outcome
expectations (POE) than PU, PN, and PB. Knowledge-sharing self-efficacy (KSE) has the
greatest impact on the frequency of sharing UI experiences (FS). Perceived brand image
(PB) has the greatest impact on the quality of sharing UI experiences (QS). Compared to
personal outcome expectations (POE), knowledge-sharing self-efficacy (KSE) significantly
influences user experience-sharing behavior.

4.3. Hypothesis Test

The data analysis indicated that the p-values for H1a, H1d, H2c, H2d, H3b, H3c, H3d,
and H4a surpassed the standard threshold of statistical significance at 0.05. Conversely,
the p-values for the remaining hypotheses were all at or below 0.05, suggesting statistical
significance. As shown in Table 9, perceived usability (PU) can significantly and positively
affect knowledge-sharing self-efficacy (KSE) and can have a negative correlation with
sharing frequency (FS), but it does not have a significant direct impact on personal outcome
expectations (POE) and sharing quality (QS). Therefore, hypotheses H1a, H1c, and H1d are
not supported. Perceived novelty (PN) significantly promotes personal outcome expecta-
tions (H2a) and enhances knowledge-sharing self-efficacy (H2b), but its direct impact on
sharing frequency (H2c) and quality (H2d) is not significant. This suggests that although
perceived novelty can stimulate sharing motivations, its direct impact on the frequency
and quality of sharing activities requires further investigation.
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Table 9. Hypothesis report and structural equation model estimate.

Structural Path Standardized
Estimates

Non-
Standardized

Estimates
S.E. t-Value p-Value Result

H1a PU→ POE 0.073 0.072 0.076 0.950 0.342 No
H1b PU→ KSE 0.410 0.453 0.079 5.757 *** Yes
H1c PU→ FS −0.209 −0.244 0.096 −2.527 * No
H1d PU→ QS 0.01 0.01 0.085 0.119 0.906 No
H2a PN→ POE 0.290 0.286 0.078 3.668 *** Yes
H2b PN→ KSE 0.289 0.323 0.076 4.222 *** Yes
H2c PN→ FS −0.075 −0.088 0.092 −0.962 0.336 No
H2d PN→ QS 0.137 0.143 0.082 1.744 0.081 No
H3a PE→ POE 0.317 0.317 0.090 3.521 *** Yes
H3b PE→ KSE −0.019 −0.021 0.086 −0.249 0.803 No
H3c PE→ FS −0.082 −0.097 0.105 −0.962 0.336 No
H3d PE→ QS 0.054 0.057 0.094 0.609 0.543 No
H4a PB→ POE 0.063 0.07 0.085 0.823 0.411 No
H4b PB→ KSE 0.139 0.175 0.081 2.151 * Yes
H4c PB→ FS 0.406 0.537 0.099 5.448 *** Yes
H4d PB→ QS 0.257 0.304 0.087 3.476 *** Yes
H5a POE→ FS 0.197 0.235 0.077 3.058 ** Yes
H5b POE→ QS 0.125 0.133 0.068 1.939 * Yes
H6a KSE→ FS 0.439 0.463 0.071 6.553 *** Yes
H6b KSE→ QS 0.18 0.169 0.062 2.731 ** Yes

Note: * p < 0.05; ** p < 0.01; *** p < 0.001.

Perceived enjoyment (PE) only significantly affects personal outcome expectations
(H3a), and its impact on other variables is not significant, so hypotheses H3b to H3d do not
hold. Perceived brand image (PB) significantly and positively affects knowledge-sharing
self-efficacy, sharing frequency, and sharing quality (H4b to H4d), but its direct impact on
personal outcome expectations (H4a) is not significant. Additionally, personal outcome
expectations (POE) and knowledge-sharing self-efficacy (KSE) have significant positive
effects on enhancing sharing frequency (FS) and quality (QS) (H5a, H5b, H6a, H6b).
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4.4. Mediation Test

This study, based on the S–O–R theoretical framework, constructed a user experience-
sharing behavior model using personal outcome expectations (POE) and knowledge-
sharing self-efficacy (KSE) as mediating variables. We used the Process tool to conduct
mediation effect analysis, running 5000 bootstrap iterations to test the hypothesis within
a 95% confidence interval. The test results are shown in Table 10. The results indicate
that the perceived dimensions of UI design significantly mediate their impact on sharing
frequency (FS) and quality (QS) through POE and KSE. Specifically, the impact of perceived
usability (PU) on FS and QS through POE is 0.179 and 0.124, respectively, and through KSE
mediation, both impacts are fully significant (0.378 and 0.202). The impact of perceived
novelty (PN) on FS and QS through the two mediating variables is significant (0.190,
0.116, 0.334, and 0.163). Perceived enjoyment (PE) and perceived brand image (PB) also
significantly affect FS and QS through the two mediating variables (PE: 0.168, 0.108, 0.243,
and 0.142; PB: 0.122, 0.108, 0.191, and 0.139). Specifically, PU and PN have a mediating
effect on FS through KSE, highlighting the importance of mediating variables in explaining
the relationship between design perception and sharing behavior. The research results
validate the theoretical model and provide deeper insights into how design perception
affects user sharing through individual motivation, offering empirical evidence for the
sustainable design of digital products.

Table 10. Results of the mediation effect test.

Mediation Path Effect Size Std. Error
Bootstrap 95% CI

Result
LLCI ULCI

PU => POE => FS 0.179 0.029 0.092 0.203 Supported
PU => POE => QS 0.124 0.026 0.074 0.178 Supported
PU => KSE => FS 0.378 0.035 0.233 0.372 Supported
PU => KSE => QS 0.202 0.034 0.133 0.265 Supported
PN => POE => FS 0.190 0.032 0.096 0.218 Supported
PN => POE => QS 0.116 0.031 0.056 0.178 Supported
PN => KSE => FS 0.334 0.037 0.200 0.344 Supported
PN => KSE => QS 0.163 0.038 0.087 0.236 Supported
PE => POE => FS 0.168 0.031 0.083 0.203 Supported
PE => POE => QS 0.108 0.029 0.055 0.171 Supported
PE => KSE => FS 0.243 0.031 0.144 0.265 Supported
PE => KSE => QS 0.142 0.029 0.090 0.203 Supported
PB => POE => FS 0.122 0.025 0.054 0.151 Supported
PB => POE => QS 0.108 0.025 0.060 0.160 Supported
PB => KSE => FS 0.191 0.027 0.105 0.210 Supported
PB => KSE => QS 0.139 0.027 0.086 0.192 Supported

5. Discussion and Conclusions

This study, grounded in the S–O–R theory model and employing Structural Equa-
tion Modeling (SEM) analysis, explores the impact of design perception characteristics
(perceived usability, novelty, enjoyment, and brand image) on smartphone user interface
(UI) experience-sharing behavior, while also investigating the mediating role of individual
motivation. The findings indicate that perceived characteristics of UI design significantly
influence user sharing behavior. While perceived usability (PU) exhibits a negative direct
impact on sharing frequency (FS), its positive influence on FS and sharing quality (QS)
is evidenced through the mediating roles of personal outcome expectations (POE) and
knowledge-sharing self-efficacy (KSE), with a confirmed full mediation effect. This sug-
gests that highly usable UI designs indirectly foster sharing behavior by enhancing users’
self-expectations and self-efficacy.

The present counterintuitive result implies that while highly optimized UI designs
may immerse users in the experience, reducing the impulse to share externally, deeper
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motivational mechanisms still drive high-quality sharing. Perceived novelty (PN) can sig-
nificantly and positively impact individual motivation and sharing quality, but not sharing
frequency, underscoring the novelty of UI design as a significant factor for users, especially
in enhancing sharing quality. This further underscores the need for continual innovation
in UI design to stimulate users’ curiosity and unique experience sharing. Perceived en-
joyment (PE) and perceived brand image (PB) notably influence individual motivation
and consequently the frequency and quality of sharing behavior, with PB’s impact being
particularly noteworthy, highlighting the pivotal role of brand power in shaping user
sharing behavior. Brand recognition and cultural identity not only bolster user confidence
but also foster broader and more frequent sharing. Smartphone UI experience-sharing
behavior is positively driven by personal outcome expectations and knowledge-sharing
self-efficacy within individual motivation, emphasizing the central role of intrinsic motives
in promoting sharing, both in frequency and quality. This underscores the importance of
design to not only prioritize functionality and aesthetics but also consider how to stimu-
late and meet users’ inner needs and expectations. Based on these findings, the ensuing
discussions offer insights into the sustainable development of UI design and brand strategy.

Firstly, differentiation and innovation in UI design should be prioritized. Given the
significance of perceived novelty for sharing quality, design teams should aim to create
distinct UI elements, as even minor innovations in details can substantially enhance users’
willingness to share. Companies need to continuously explore more innovative visual
expressions and interaction methods to break through the prevalent homogenization of
the market. For instance, the release of the iPhone XS series in 2018 saw its wallpaper
designs swiftly capture extensive public attention due to their striking visual impact. This
achievement owes to Apple’s innovative approach—departing from the prevailing trend
of fully digital image creation, they employed real-world photography and simulation
techniques for wallpaper design. This counter-current creative ideology stands out in the
digital era, highlighting not only the personalized charm of user interface (UI) design but
also reinforcing the profound value of the brand. By adopting such innovative visual
languages and interaction models, user emotions can be effectively aroused and engaged.

Secondly, the embedding of UI brand value should be strengthened. The compre-
hensive positive impact of perceived brand image on sharing behavior underscores the
indispensability of brand in UI design. Consumers are increasingly seeking culturally
infused products that embody innovative design elements. Concurrently, “vitality” has
gained heightened importance within the discourse on cultural sustainability. This requires
designers and researchers to move beyond traditional visual stereotypes and instead delve
deeply into exploring the essence and significance of technology collaboration initiatives
that better resonate with today’s youth demographic [76]. Businesses should integrate brand
values and cultural depth into the design, convey brand stories through design, enhance
user brand loyalty, and prompt users to share their experiences more readily. Branding not
only serves as a symbol of trust but also as a catalyst for cross-platform sharing.

Lastly, design stimulates emotional resonance in the user experience. Design should
prioritize enhancing the emotional aspects of user experience, meeting users’ basic needs
while evoking deeper aesthetic and emotional resonance. Through simple, beautiful,
and creative designs that satisfy users’ curiosity and desire for exploration, the intrinsic
motivation to share can be heightened. The convergence of aesthetics and design styles has
been shown to reduce users’ desire to share and their level of engagement. Therefore, UI
designers should place greater emphasis on users’ micro-experiences, adopting a “micro-
interaction” design approach [77]. By seizing every iteration opportunity, they can construct
a unique design DNA and product narrative, thereby enhancing users’ sustained preference
and recognition of the product. Additionally, designs should consider users’ psychological
states in different contexts, crafting pleasurable and valuable sharing experiences.



Sustainability 2024, 16, 6670 18 of 22

6. Limitations and Further Research

This study explores the behavior of sharing user interface (UI) experiences among
smartphone users and its influencing factors, with a particular focus on the mediating effect
of individual motivation between design perception and attitudes toward knowledge ex-
change. While the study has yielded important insights, it also exhibits several limitations.

Firstly, the sampling was concentrated in a single geographical area, namely China,
which may limit the generalizability of the findings globally. Cultural customs and technol-
ogy adoption habits in different countries and regions may influence user sharing behavior
differently, highlighting the necessity for future cross-cultural validation. Secondly, future
research designs could consider including industrial design (ID) as a factor for a more com-
prehensive assessment of design impact. Lastly, this study used survey methods to explore
sharing behavior, resulting in potentially abstract indicators. Future research might con-
sider using focus groups or other small-scale expert user research methods, combined with
practical operational experience, to enhance the persuasiveness of the research findings.
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Appendix A

Table A1. Survey instrument.

Constructs Latent Variable NO. Measurement Item

Individual
motivations

POE

Q1 I anticipate recognition from others when sharing mobile UI
experiences.

Q2 Sharing mobile UI experiences contributes to
enhancing/maintaining my personal image.

Q3 Sharing mobile UI experiences fosters deeper connections with
friends.

KSE

Q4 I am confident in my ability to share mobile UI information.

Q5 I am confident in my ability to share quality mobile UI product
experiences.

Q6 I am confident in the way I share mobile UI experiences.
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Table A1. Cont.

Constructs Latent Variable NO. Measurement Item

UI design perception

PU

Q7 I tend to share mobile UI designs that meet my personal needs.

Q8 I enjoy sharing mobile UI designs that are easy and intuitive to
operate.

Q9 I avoid sharing mobile UI designs that require a long time to learn
and adapt to.

PN

Q10 The mobile UI I share is innovative in functionality.

Q11 The innovation in functionality of the mobile UI I share is necessary.

Q12 The mobile UI I share is novel and unique in visual design.

Q13 The mobile UI I share has distinctive visual effects.

Q14 The innovation in the visuals of the mobile UI I share is valuable.

Q15 The innovation in the visuals of the mobile UI I share is
indispensable.

PE

Q16 The mobile UI design I share has outstanding aesthetic
performance.

Q17 The mobile UI I share is attractive.

Q18 The mobile UI I share is pleasing to the senses.

Q19 The mobile UI I share looks good.

PB

Q20 The mobile UI brand I share continues to launch high-quality
products.

Q21 The product quality of the mobile UI brand I share is above the
market average.

Q22 The products related to the mobile UI brand I share are very
reliable.

Q23 I have a deep understanding of the mobile UI brand I share.

UX sharing behavior

FS
Q24 I often share mobile UI experiences.

Q25 I share mobile UI experiences more frequently than others.

Q26 I invest a lot of time in sharing mobile UI experiences.

QS

Q27 My behavior when sharing mobile UI experiences is
well-considered.

Q28 The content of the mobile UI experiences I share is carefully
thought out.

Q29 When sharing mobile UI experience information, I incorporate my
own views and opinions.
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