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Motivation of study

= Use of low-weight fonts — light and ultralight
fonts — became the new norm in Ul design

= Also, light and ultralight fonts are often
combined with low text-to-background
contrast and negative polarity

" However, new typographic aesthetics was not
supported by any empirical research

"= Nobody asked users about their attitudes to
the new trends in type design

* This trend can be seen as only a fashion



Our research

Two empirical studies (2016-2017):

= objective legibility measures like performance,
saccadic amplitude and fixation duration

(Burmistrov, Zlokazova, Ishmuratova, Semenova
2016)

= subjective perception of font legibility and
aesthetic pleasingness: present study



Factors in both studies

" Font weight (Helvetica Neue family):

Ultralgnt = light = normal = bold

= Text-to-background contrast:
- high

= Text-to-background polarity:

positive * [EINLY

®m Ax2x2 =16 combinations




Objective data



Objectively measured legibility
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The lower fixation
duration, the
better legibility.

Normal font is the
best, light and
ultralight fonts are
less legible than
normal and bold.



Subjective data



Stimuli

ZKunum Bonk 1 nuca. Y sonka
n3bylKa XBopocTaHas, a 'y
nncuHKn — negaHas. Npuwna
pocTenenb, y NUCbl N3byLLKa
pacTaana. fsmnacbh amca K
BOMIKY Ha HOYNEr NPOCUTLCA:
— [yCcTW MeHs, KYMaHEK,
oborpetbea!

2Kunv BOMK U ivca. Y Bosnka
n30yLLKa XBOpOCTAHaA, a y
AUcu4HKKn — negaHas. Npuwna
pocTenenb, Y ekl U3byLuka
pacTtasna. Asvnachk nmca K
BOJIKY Ha Ho4Yner NpPoCUTbLCA:
— [ycT MeHs, KyMaHék,
oborpetbes!

2Kunu BonK U nivca. Y Bonka
n30yLLKa XBOpOCTAHaNA, a y
AUcu4HKKM — negaHas. Npuwna
pocTenenb, Y ekl U3byLuka
pacTtasana. AsvMnachk nmca K
BOJIKY Ha Ho4Yner NpPoCUTLCA:
— [MycT MeHA, KyMaHEK,
oborpetbes!

2Kvunu Bonk U nuca. ¥ Bonka
M30yLIKa XBOpPOCTAHAaRA, ay
NUcKnYKKn — negadas. NMpuwna
pocTenenb, Y NUCbl N36YLUKa
pacTasna. fiBunacb nuca K
BOJIKY Ha HOUNer npocuTbCA:
- MycTn MeHA, KyMaHéK,
ob6orpetbca!

AKunw Bonk 1 nica. Y Bonka
N30YLLKA XBOPOCTAHAA, ay
NUCKMHKN — NepaHas. [lpurina
pocTenenb, Yy Nl M3byLiKa
pacrtasfa. Asunack nuca K
BOJIKY Ha HOYNEr NpoCUTLCH:
— [1yCTIN MEHS1, KyMaHEK,
oborpetscs!

XKunu BONK U nuca. Y Bonka
1306ylKa XBOpoCTaHan, a y
nucu4ku - negaHas. NMpuwna
pocTenens, y nucbl M3byLuKa
pacTtasna. fiBunacb nuca K
BONKY Ha HOUYNer NpocUTbLCA:
- MycTn meHA, KYMaHEéK,
o6orpeTtbcsa!

Ha HoYner ng
MEHA, Kyma

Xunuv BonkK u nuca. Y Bonka
n36ywWKa XBOpoCcTaHasn, a y
nucu4kKu - negsaHas. NMpuwna
pocTenens, y nucbl M3byluka
pacTasna. fiBunacb nuca K

BOMIKY Ha HOuYner NpocUTbLCA:
- MycT meHA, KyMaHEéK,
oborpeTtbca!




Task for study participants

" pairwise comparison of 16 stimuli:

KUnwm Bonk 1 nnca. Y sonka JKUnu BonK 1 nuca. ¥ Bonka
N30yLLKA XBOpOCTAHAA, a 'y n36yLLKa XBOPOCTAHaNA, a 'y
NUCKHKKM — neaaHas. [ lpuwina nMcK4Kn — negaHas. [puwna
pocTenens, Yy NUckl N30yLLIKA pocTenensb, y MMcbl 3byLuKa
pacTtasna. xsunack nuca K pacTtaana. ABunack nuca K
BOJMIKY Ha HOYNer NpocuTbes: BOJIKY HA HO4YMer NPOCUTLCS:
— [ lyCTK MeHA, KyMaHek, — [lyCcT MeHs, KyMaHek,
oborpeTbes oborpeTtbes!

" 120 pairwise comparisons within each of two
series:

= evaluation of text legibility
= evaluation of text pleasingness



To provide comparability with classic research
(Tinker & Paterson 1942):

" |egibility was defined as “ease and speed of
reading”

" no specific definition was provided for
“pleasingness”



Participants

= 63 volunteers
= 21 male, 42 female
= 19-68 years old (mean: 39.0)



Data analysis

= Preference score for each stimulus was
calculated as a sum of its selections in each
series (Grobelny & Michalski 2015)

" Preference scores ranged O + 15:
" 0 —if astimulus lost in all pairwise comparisons
" 15 —if a stimulus won in all comparisons

" 4x2x2 ANCOVA with repeated measures (using
age as a covariate)

" paired-samples Wilcoxon sighed-rank test



Results



Effect of font weight

= Normal is the best.

Ultralight is the
worst.

Legibility of bold
almost the same as
of normal.
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Interactions between factors

Legibility: weight x contrast x polarity:
= Under low contrast and negative polarity all font variations
showed significantly lower subjective rates of legibility

* The decrement of legibility scores under these conditions
was more expressed for ultralight and light fonts

Pleasingness: weight x contrast:

= Under low contrast condition all font types showed
significantly lower subjective rates of pleasingness

"= The decrement of pleasingness scores under low contrast
condition was more expressed for ultralight and light fonts



Age differences:
yvounger vs older users



Comparison of two age groups

It is known that younger users may perceive

fashionable user interfaces more positively than
older users (Meyer 2016)

19-30yo ,. 45-68yo

(19 users) (23 users)




Subjectively perceived legibility

< No significant

10 differences

-= Younger
-= QOlder

Legibility score

Ultralight Light Normal Bold



Pleasingness score

Subjectively perceived pleasingness

—
N

—
o

oo

(@)

AN

N

o

Ultralight Light

- QOlder

Normal

-= Younger

Bold

The only significant
difference: younger
users perceived
ultralight font more
positively than older
users

...but still rated it as
significantly less
pleasing than other
font variations



Recommendations

= Ultralight fonts for body text should be avoided
under any of the investigated conditions

= Negative polarity and low contrast conditions
should be avoided for light fonts as there is a
prominent negative effect on text legibility and
pleasingness scores

" Limitation of our study: the situation may be
different in case of large font sizes — such as
headings
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