DOMS Project

Reference Group: usability testing summary 
(unit guide editing)
Background

Usability testing is a significant component of the implementation process. It is important to ensure that the software works effectively as a tool for accomplishing tasks in the real world. 
The purpose of this summary is to show how the DOMS team went about testing the TeamSite software; what methodology was used and what results were achieved.

Methodology - summary 

Usability is the effectiveness, efficiency and satisfaction with which specified users achieve specified goals in particular environments. ISO 9241-11 (1998).

Usability testing guru, Jakob Nielsen, recommends a combination of heuristic evaluation and usability testing as each method finds usability problems overlooked by the other. 

Observation was one-on-one at the user’s site incorporating a think aloud process. This method is quantitative and straight forward to apply. The notion of a small number of users is backed up by a number of writers in the field. Nielsen’s experience shows that 15 users will uncover all usability problems. His graph below shows that it is sufficient to run frequent small tests with 5 users. 
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Graph 1. Why you only need to test with 5 users (Jakob Nielson)
Key Heuristics
The DOMS team applied the following heuristics to the set tasks. The aim was to provide reference points for the testing of set tasks related to editing unit guides. Results were tabulated for comparison with user tests.

1. Visibility of system status 

Users informed about what is going on, through appropriate feedback within reasonable time.
2. Match between system and the real world 

Words, phrases and concepts familiar to the user, rather than system-oriented terms. Follow real-world conventions, making information appear in a natural and logical order. 
3. User control and freedom 

Clearly marked ‘emergency exit’ to leave an unwanted state without having to go through an extended dialogue. Support for undo and redo.
4. Consistency and standards 

Follow platform conventions without confusion 
5. Error prevention 

Confirmation option before users commit to an action. 
6. Recognition rather than recall 

Objects, actions, and options clearly visible. The user should not have to remember information from one part of the dialogue to another. Instructions for use of the system should be visible or easily retrievable whenever appropriate. 
7. Flexibility and efficiency of use 

Accelerators  that allow users to tailor frequent actions. 
8. Aesthetic and minimalist design 

No information which is irrelevant or rarely needed. 
9. Help users recognize, diagnose, and recover from errors 

Error messages should be expressed in plain language (no codes), precisely indicate the problem, and constructively suggest a solution. 
10. Help and documentation 

Help and documentation should be easy to search, focused on the user's task, list concrete steps to be carried out, and not be too large.
Results: heuristic inspection

The probability of completing the range of tasks associated with editing a Unit Guide was evaluated against ten heuristic indicators. For example, the heuristics predicted that 40% of users would successfully log on to the correct interface (task 2).

These indicators predicted that there would be little or no probability of success when it came to actual editing tasks (5a, 5b, 5c, 5d).
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Graph 2. Success probability resulting from heuristic inspection plotted against tasks
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Table1. Success or failure resulting from heuristic inspection plotted against tasks

Results: unit guide editing tasks
Participants were all experienced computer users (mainly DSO administrators). 

Heuristic predictors correlated with the actual test results in the first half of the tests. However, there was a noticeable improvement in the success rate after tests had been stopped (due to failure) and then restarted. The stepped process appeared to teach participants how to complete the tasks. For example, getting used to the replicant button in task 5b (failed by all) facilitated success in task 5c. Increasing navigational familiarity may have facilitated 5d and 5e.
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Graph 3. Percentage task success and failures plotted against each task
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Table 2. Task success/failure and time taken plotted against task number
Test results with DOMS team members
DOMS team members also participated in the tests. Significantly, in spite of a close familiarity with the system, each team member failed a task that had a low heuristic probability of success. Given that task were sequential and that early failure would result in complete failure, this would appear to indicate that even with training, users would find it difficult to use the system.
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Table 3. DOMS Team task success and failure plotted against tasks

Task list – April 2005

Note: PC platform required with IE browser

Task 1: Go to http://www.deakin.edu.au/doms and find the DOMS login page.
Task 2: Log in
1. Enter username and password. 

2. At ContentCenter, select Standard

3. At Role, select Author.

Task 3:  Locate your unit guide – as against your name as below:

Task 4: Open your unit guide for editing
Task 5:

a) Edit and reformat existing text in the unit overview

1. Find the unit overview section of the unit guide.

2. Edit the text as follows;

· Change ‘challenge your intellectual prowess’ to ‘challenge your intellectual capabilities’

· Italicise the first bullet pointed item of each list

· Change the entire text from Arial to Times New Roman font

3. Save your changes.

b) Update the unit guide’s contacts

1. Find and Edit the following contact in the unit guide:

· change email address to reflect the contact’s full name (i.e. from ‘janebsmith@deakin.edu.au’ to ‘janeasmith@deakin.edu.au’).

· add a 2nd phone number for Jane A Smith at Burwood

· add the phone number ‘5227 1111’ for the Waterfront campus.

3. Add the name and email address for a guest lecturer as follows:

Title:  Professor 

First Name:  Fong

Family Name:  Li

Unit Role:  Guest Lecturer

Email:  lifong@yahoo.com

Notes:  Prof. Li will be giving the lecture in week 5.

Phone 1:  0419 999 999

4. Save your changes.

c) Add an assignment to the nominated unit guide

1. Find the assignment section of the unit guide.

2. Add the following assignment details:

Title:  Assignment 2 - Women at War

Weight:  30%

Due Date On Campus:  30-05-2005

Due Date Off Campus:  02-06-2005

Details:  Discuss the role of Australian women in war 1901–2005.

3. Save your changes.

d) Edit timetable details

1. Find the timetable section of the unit guide

2. Change the details of the week 5 lecture from

 ‘The Falklands War of 1981’ to ‘The Falklands War of 1982’ 

3. Save your changes.

e) Preview unit guide in html

1. Find the preview function

2. Preview unit guide in html
Task 6: Submit the unit guide 
Task 7: Set metadata
1. Your unit guide should be published to print immediately and to the web on 25-06-2005. It will require review at the end of semester. Copyright approval is assumed

Task 8: Add unit guide to favourites
1. Add the unit guide to your favourites.

2. Locate unit guide under my favourites at the home screen.

Task 9: Logout

Usability test results - summary

Due to platform dependencies of the visual editor used by Interwoven, the testing environment was restricted to users with a PC and the Microsoft IE browser. Test participants were experienced computer users (mainly DSO administrators). Most had seen the interface before.
Tests revealed significant usability problems not only with the creation of a Unit Guide but with the functionality of the software. However, testing also suggested a number of possible improvements. 

Tasks were sequential. Consequently, early failure would, in the real world, result in overall failure. At the outset, more than half of the participants failed to log on to the appropriate interface.  Not one of the participants could find the Unit Guide that they were required to edit and more than half were unable to open the Unit Guide in the edit mode. All failed to complete details of the contact editing tasks.

Heuristic inspection accurately predicted these failures but did not predict the impact of learning when sequential tests were stopped and restarted. This result points to improvements in completion that could arise from training. However, the fact that the DOMS team members, familiar with the system, also failed an early task would appear to indicate that even with training, users would find it difficult to use the system.

All participants viewed the tests as a positive experience and expressed cautious optimism about the ultimate ability of the DOMS to deliver a useful Unit Guide creation tool.
Usability testing summary
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