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Abstract 
For companies operating on the web, a high usability on their website are of outmost 
importance for customers to keep using their services. Over the years many usability principles 
and methods have been developed to help companies to achieve a high usability on their systems. 
This thesis aims to help Beebyte identify usability problems on their website, find out how users 
perceive its usability, and then come up with recommendations on how to improve it. To do this 
a heuristic evaluation and a user test were conducted. Each user test session was accompanied 
by a questionnaire and a post-test interview. 
  
The result presents several of usability problems found by the heuristic evaluation and the user 
tests, and a summary of the post-test interviews and questionnaires. The sources of the problems 
are then analysed, and recommendations are presented based on established usability 
principles, my own experience in the area and the test participants opinions from the post-test 
interviews. The questionnaire answers are discussed and analysed to get a better idea on how 
they rank the website from a usability perspective. 
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1. Introduction 
The introduction will cover a brief background about usability, information about Beebyte and 
the assignment, the purpose of the thesis, its target audience and ethical considerations.  

1.1 Background 
For web-based companies today, achieving a high usability on their services is very important. 
Users won’t stay and try to learn how to use a badly designed website, instead they will simply 
leave and choose another easier option instead (Benyon 2014). Many companies view the cost 
of achieving high usability on their website as an unnecessary expense, but often the opposite 
is true. High usability will lead to better customer satisfaction and loyalty and might also 
increase stakeholders perceived value of the company (Randolph et.al 2005, p.17).  

Usability is what determines how well users can complete their intended goals when interacting 
with a product (Benyon 2014). To get a better understanding of the usability of a product and 
how to improve it a large amount of methods and design principles have been developed 
through the years. Two commonly used methods are user tests and heuristic evaluations. A user 
test is done by letting several people which represents the target audience for a product, test it 
in a realistic setting by letting them perform several tasks which reflects real life scenarios. A 
heuristic evaluation is an inspection method where one or more people try to find usability 
problems on a product, based on well-established usability principles or heuristics.  

1.1.1 Assignment  
I was asked by a company called Beebyte to test the usability on their website and find potential 
usability problems and recommendations on how to improve these. They also want to know 
how their target audience perceive the websites usability and design. To do this, two mainly 
qualitative usability tests were conducted, one heuristic evaluation and one user test. Each user 
test session was also followed by a questionnaire and a post-test interview.  

Beebyte is a start-up company operating out of Karlstad Sweden.  Beebyte was founded in 2016 
by Niclas Alvebratt and Simon Ekstrand and specializes in virtual servers, web hosting services 
and monitoring of said services.  

Beebyte uses WordPress based website which is being continuously updated from time to time 
by implementing customer feedback. Since Beebyte is a small start-up they have not had the 
time or resources to conduct any usability testing during the development of their website. The 
website was instead designed from a set of requirements and the employers previous experience.  

The part of the website that is being tested in this study is the customer portal. The Customer 
portal is built around the different services offered: Virtual servers, web hosting services, 
domains, monitoring services and webmail. But the last one webmail will not be tested in this 
study by request from Beebyte.  
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1.2 Purpose 
The purpose of the research is to help Beebyte identify usability problems on their website and 
come up with recommendations on how to improve them.   

1.2.1 Research questions 
1. What usability problems can be identified on beebyte.se and how can they be improved? 
2. How do Beebyte’s target audience perceive their website? 

1.3 Target audience 
The target audience for this thesis is primarily Beebyte. It may also be relevant for other 
companies, especially smaller start-ups who plan on improving their systems usability. 

1.4 Limitations 
 The main limitation of this research study is the number of test iterations performed. 

Generally, when conducting usability studies, it is recommended to perform then in an 
iterative process. That is first conduct one iteration of tests, implement what’s learned 
from those and then conduct a new test iteration on the new design (International 
Organisation for Standardisation [ISO] 2010). This study will only have one iteration 
of tests. Beebyte is looking for recommendations on how to improve the website, but 
it’s not a certainty when these suggestions will be implemented or that they will be 
implemented at all. A second iteration can therefore not fit into the time frame of this 
study. 

 This study will mainly include qualitative tests and the quantitative questionnaire will 
be done by the user test participants, which are too few to provide a reliable quantitative 
result.  

 This study will not take into consideration the accessibility of the website.  

 This study will only test the customer portal of Beebyte.se, which is the part the users 
access after logging in. It also won’t test the email service and the server and website 
configuration parts since Beebyte have very limited control over the design of those.  

1.5 Ethical Considerations 
Because of the user tests and interviews there are some ethics that needs to be taken into 
consideration. Vetenskapsrådet (2002) have four main requirements for conducting ethical 
research involving other people. These are informationskravet, samtyckeskravet, 
konfidentialitetskravet and nyttjandekravet which can be translated to the information 
requirement, consent requirement, confidentiality requirement and usage requirement. 
Following is a short description of them ad how they were applied in the study. 

The consent requirement is about the test participants having the choice to decide about their 
participation in the study by giving their consent (Vetenskapsrådet 2002). This was done by 
having the participants sign a consent form agreeing to their involvement in the study. 

The information requirement is about informing the participants about the purpose of the 
research and their roll in it. It’s also about letting them know that their participation is not 
mandatory, and they can cancel their involvement any time they want, during or after their test 
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session (Vetenskapsrådet 2002). This was written in an information letter and was also told to 
the participants when asked if they wanted to participate in the study. 

The Confidentiality requirement is about the participants confidentiality. The information about 
the participants shall have the highest confidentiality and their personal information shall be 
securely stored so that unauthorized people cannot get access to it (Vetenskapsrådet 2002). To 
adhere to this no specific information that may identify the participants have been collected and 
the consent forms and recordings of the participants are stored safely on my home computer 
and will be deleted after the study is complete and the thesis is corrected. The participants real 
names aren’t used in the report instead they are referred to as Tp1, Tp2 etc. 

The Usage requirement says that the information about the participants can only be used for 
the research study and cannot be used for any other purpose. This is also written about in the 
consent form and told to the participants.  

1.5.1 GDPR 
Since 25th of May 2008 the new GDPR law took effect in EU. This means that several measures 
have been taken into consideration regarding the collection of personal information. The 
processing of the personal information in this study adheres to the following six principles of 
the GDPR law: 

 The personal information of the test participants is being processed in a legal, correct 
and open way. 

 The information is being collected for specific, expressly stated and legitimate purpose 
and will not be processed in a way which differs from the stated purpose. 

 The personal information collected should be adequate, relevant and not too extensive 
for the purpose in which they will serve.  

 The personal information should be correct and up to date.  

 The personal information won’t be stored in a form which allows identification of the 
given test participant, for longer than is necessary for its intended person. All personal 
information will therefore be deleted after the essay is finished and corrected. 

 The personal information should be processed in a way which ensures adequate security 
for the given information.  

Personal information concerns all information which refers to an identified or identifiable 
person. Every test participant has been given information about the study and in which way 
their personal information will be processed for it.  

1.6 Selection criteria for main literature sources 
Most of the literature used in this study are from three different sources, Handbook of Usability 
Testing, Designing Interactive Systems and various articles from Nielsen Norman group. The 
rest of the literature are from other books or scientific articles dealing with usability. Handbook 
of Usability and Designing Interactive Systems have both been used as student literature in my 
university program and can thus be considered reliable. Jacob Nielsen and Don Norman, the 
founders of Nielsen Norman group, are both pioneers in usability research and are two of the 
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most recognized usability experts worldwide which validates the reliability of the articles found 
on their website.  

2. Usability and User testing 
This chapter will introduce the different concepts that will be essential to this report, 
information about the different methods used in the usability tests and an explanation of the 
Nielsen’s 10 usability heuristics.  

2.1 Usability 
The term Usability was for the first time used in 1985 by Gould and Lewis in “Designing 
for usability: Key Principles and What Designers Think”. There are many different definitions 
for usability, but the ISO/IEC 9241 standard defines it as “the extent in which a product can be 
used by specific users to achieve specific goals with effectiveness, efficiency, and satisfaction 
in a specific context of use” (Jimenez et.al, 2016). 
 
High usability is vital for any digital artefact with a user interface since low usability will lead 
to people simply leaving and using another product or reduce productivity of employees 
(Nielsen 2012b). Rubin & Chisnell (2008) Lists six different attributes which are required to 
make a product usable.  

Usefulness concerns the degree the system does what the user needs it to do. It doesn’t matter 
how functional and well-designed something is if the users of the product can’t achieve what 
they need to (Rubin & Chisnell 2008 p.4).  

Efficiency is about how quick the users can complete their given tasks accurately. Since 
efficiency is usually concerned about the time it takes to complete things, it is best measured 
using quantitative testing methods (Rubin & Chisnell 2008 p.4).  

Effectiveness is if a product behaves in a way the users expects it to do and how easy it is for 
the users to use the product to complete their intended goals. Like efficiency, effectiveness is 
also usually measured using quantitative testing methods. Whilst efficiency is concerned with 
time, effectiveness is about measuring the error rates of a products users (Rubin & Chisnell 
2008 p.4).   

Learnability is how easy the system is to learn for a new user. How easy do the users perform 
tasks the first time they encounter them and how well do they remember to do the task after 
some time have passed? Learnability can be tested by giving the users a training in the system 
before the user tests, or in other cases let them use the system again after a certain amount of 
time has passed (Rubin & Chisnell 2008 p.4). 

Satisfaction is about how the users feel about the system or product. Satisfaction of a system is 
best gathered by getting the users written or oral opinion about the system. The satisfaction 
attribute can be captured using quantitative and qualitative testing methods (Rubin & Chisnell 
2008 p.5). A quantitative method to capture the user’s satisfaction with a system could be a 
questionnaire where they can rank how they feel about different aspects of the system. A 
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qualitative way would then instead be more open-ended questions about their opinions of the 
system.  

Accessibility addresses the usability of a product in certain circumstances. It is usually about 
how usable it is for people with disabilities, but it could also be about making it usable it is in 
different contexts and environments. Rubin and Chisnell (2008, p.5) argues that making a 
system accessible for people with disabilities will almost always improve its usability for people 
without disabilities.   

These same design attributes are advocated by Jakob Nielsen (2012b) but with some slight 
differences. Nielsen (2012b) splits up Learnability in two different attributes, learnability and 
memorability. Further he calls it Utility rather than Usefulness, but he doesn’t count Utility as a 
usability attribute but rather a separate quality attribute which combined with the Usability 
attributes makes a product Useful. Nielsen (2012b) also list Errors as a separate attribute whilst 
Rubin & Chisnell (2008) counts them both under Effectiveness.  

2.1.1 Human-Centred design  
To create a product with high usability it is important to use a human centred design approach. 
Human cantered design is a design philosophy which revolves around putting the users of the 
product in focus and designing for their needs. What is meant by philosophies is that they are 
not a strict set of methods (Norman & Verganti 2014) but rather a way of thinking when 
working with a design, and the set of methods used to best meet that philosophy is up to the 
designer.  When taking a human centred approach to designing the focus should be on what the 
users wants to and can do with the system rather than what the technology can do, and to involve 
the end users of the system in the design process (Benyon 2014).  

ISO (2010) lists six different principles that should be followed when using a human-centred 
approach.  

1. The design should be based on an understanding of the users, their needs and the 
environment it will be used in. One of the major reasons why systems fail is because 
inappropriate knowledge about the users. A design who works for one user group might 
not work for another. For example, a design for a music producing program designed 
for inexperienced users to use at home, would probably not work for an advanced studio 
music production program and vice versa.  
 

2. Users of the system should be involved throughout the design process. The users 
involved should represent the user group the system is being designed for. User 
involvement could be things like conducting user tests and include users in the design 
process. 
 

3. The design should be driven and improved by user-centred evaluation methods. The 
feedback from the user’s involvement through user tests and evaluations should be 
what’s driving further refinement of the design, since they allow it to be tested against 
real world scenarios. 
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4. The design process should be iterative. This means that the design cycle should be 
repeated once new information is obtained and new versions of the prototype have been 
developed. This is because it is impossible to capture every aspect of the user interaction 
in only one iteration.   
 

5. The design should take into consideration the whole user experience. The user 
experience of a system is a culmination of every part of the system, its functionality, 
presentation, interactive design and performance.  
 

6. The design team should consist of people with a variety of skills and perspectives. The 
teams combined skills should be enough to be able to make collective design decisions 
based on the eventual trade-offs. 

2.1.2 Usability Heuristics 
Usability heuristics design principles used to aid designers in the design-process and to evaluate 
already finished designs or prototypes. 

Many different usability heuristics have been developed through the years. Bolow are a set of 
10 usability heuristics proposed by Jacob Nielsen which act as the foundation for most others 
and are the most accepted and widely used ones when performing a heuristic evaluation 
(Jimenez et.al 2016).  

Visibility of system status 

The system should always keep users informed about what is going on, through appropriate 
feedback within reasonable time. (Nielsen 1994a) 

Visibility of system status is about how the system communicates with the user. The more 
information the user gets about what is going on the more in control he/she will have which 
will lead to better decision making (Harley 2018). Examples of a visible system status can be a 
button which is highlighted once clicked on, so the user know the system successfully noticed 
and processed the click.  

Match between system and the real world 

The system should speak the users' language, with 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. (Nielsen 1994a) 

This heuristic consists of two parts. The first is about using familiar language. It is important 
that the user understand the words and terms used or they will be insecure and might leave and 
use other sites instead. A user should not have to look up a word they need to complete their 
task. 

The other part is about making icons and objects resemble their real-world counter parts. This 
is because the users have a concept about how certain things should look like, and they carry 
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those concepts between the physical and the digital world (Kaley 2018). One example of this 
could be the recycle bin which exist on most windows desktops. 

User control and freedom 

Users often choose system functions by mistake and will need a clearly marked emergency exit 
to leave the unwanted state without having to go through an extended dialogue. Support undo 
and redo. (Nielsen 1994a) 

Users need to feel they are in control when using a system and know what to do with it and how 
to do it. Providing the user with information signs, localisation markers such as breadcrumbs, 
and emergency exists for committed actions will increase the feeling of control (Benyon 2014). 

Consistency and standards 

Users should not have to wonder whether different words, situations, or actions mean the same 
thing. Follow platform conventions. (Nielsen 1994a) 

A website should be consistent in its use of design features such as layouts, colours etc. If one 
part of a website uses a certain font for a paragraph text similar paragraphs on other parts of the 
website should use the same font. It should also follow design standards and guidelines.  

Error Prevention 

One important aspect of a good UI design and one of Nielsen’s (1994a) usability heuristics is 
to way communicate user errors in a clear way to the user. But a heuristic which holds even 
more value is to prevent user errors in the first place. Laubheimer (2015) argues that the term 
user error is wrong in the first place since it implies it is the user who’s responsible for the error. 
Instead Laubheimer means that it’s the system designers’ fault who has made it too easy for a 
user to commit an error and it’s up to them to make the system less error prone.  

According to Laubheimer (2015) there are two types of user errors, Slips and mistakes. A slip 
is when a user accidentally performs one action when their intention was to perform another 
action, like accidentally clicking the wrong button if two buttons are close together or because 
the user was in auto pilot and wasn’t paying attention. A slip is an unconscious error. A mistake 
is when a user thinks that he/she performs the right action, but it turns out to be the wrong one. 
This could be if the users plan is to get to a certain part of a cite by clicking on a menu option, 
but it turns out it leads somewhere else. A mistake is a conscious error.   

The percussions taken to minimize slips and mistakes usually differs from each other’s, whilst 
some things can be done to minimize both. One example to prevent slips is to offer suggestions. 
This is done in most search boxes today, if a user start searching for something in google for 
example, there will come up a list of search examples the user can choose from, by choosing 
an example the user then doesn’t have a chance to misspell something (Laubheimer 2015).  

Mistakes happens because the actual interface differs from the users’ mental model of it. One 
way of discovering the user’s mental models and therefore know how to design the interface to 
conform with them, is to gather user data. There are many ways to do that but one way, and the 
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way which will be used in this study is by conducting qualitative usability tests (Laubheimer 
2015).  

Recognition Rather than Recall 

Showing users things they can recognize improves usability over needing to recall items from 
scratch because the extra context helps users retrieve information from memory. (Budiu 2014) 

To explain this heuristic, a distinction between recognition and recall must be made. Budiu 
(2014) compares it with meeting a person on the street. You can tell that you have met this 
person before, but it’s more difficult to remember the name of the person. Knowing you have 
met this person before is recognition, it’s out inherent ability to know something is familiar to 
us. Remembering the person’s name is recall. Recall is about recalling related information about 
something from our memory.   

When it comes to a website two typical examples of recall vs recognition is a log in screen and 
a menu. In the log in screen the user must recall what their username and password is on that 
site. In a menu the user only has to recognize the right name from a set of options (Badiu 2014).  

Flexibility and efficiency of use 

A system should provide many different ways to do things, to accommodate users with all kind 
of experience. More experienced users should be able to do things in a faster and more efficient 
way than novice user. One example of this, which is used in many programs such as word and 
photoshop is shortcuts. A novice user can use the interface buttons to select different features 
such as bold text etc, whilst an experienced user can use keyboard shortcuts to speed up the 
process.  

Aesthetic and minimalist design 

The website should only show necessary information. Every unit of unnecessary information 
competes with the space of necessary information and makes it harder for the user to focus on 
what’s important. The design should be aesthetically pleasing to look at. 

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. (Nielsen 1994a) 

If an error occurs the error message should clearly precis what exactly went wrong so that the 
user knows how to fix it. An example of error message could be if the user forgot to fill in a 
field during a sign up or if he/she filled it in wrong. The system should then specify which field 
is wrong and why.  

Help and documentation 

Optimally a system should be easy to use without help but it is still good practise to include it. 
Help documentation should be concrete, easy to carry out, focus on the task in hand and not be 
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too large (Nielsen 1994a). A general example of help is a small question mark the user can 
hover over in which a short help box about the specific item appear.  

2.2 Methods and concepts 
Following is a brief introduction to the different concepts and methods used in the study. 

2.2.1 Qualitative vs quantitative 
When performing a scientific study there are two ways to collect data, qualitative and 
quantitative. 

Qualitative data is data based on people’s individual opinions and problems with a design and 
gives a direct insight of a design’s usability. Qualitative data gives the answer to why something 
is or isn’t working. Qualitative data is gathered by observing people use a system and 
identifying which elements they are struggling and hearing their thought and opinions about the 
problems they encounter. Qualitative studies can be conducted in any iteration of a design’s life 
cycle, from the early prototype phase to the finished product (Budiu 2017).  

Quantitative data is instead based on metrics and gives an indirect insight on a design’s 
usability. Quantitative data gives answers to how many and how much, for example, how many 
times did the average user encounter an error, how much time did it take to complete task one 
etc. Quantitative data is gathered by measuring and collecting different metrics from users who 
are using a design. The metrics gathered can be either performance based such as time of 
completion, number of errors etc, but they can also be satisfactory ratings, that is, how the users 
perceive the usability of the design. Quantitative data are usually collected after the design is 
already finished to measure the overall usability of it. Quantitative data will give statistics of 
how the design perform but won’t tell why something doesn’t work or how to fix it (Budiu, 
2017).  

2.2.2 Heuristic Evaluation 
Heuristic evaluation involves having a small set of evaluators examine the interface and judge 
its compliance with recognized usability principles (the "heuristics"). (Nielsen 2004a) 

According to Jacob Nielsen (2004b) a Heuristic Evaluation is a great tool to use in combination 
with a user test because the heuristic evaluation usually finds problems the user tests don’t and 
vice versa. A heuristic evaluation is optimally performed using several evaluators since 
different people usually finds different problems. How many evaluators to use depends mostly 
on budget. Even thou a heuristic evaluation can be done using only a single evaluator, Nielsen 
(2004b) recommends using at least three, since the benefit to the cost rises significant in the 
beginning. Then after 4-5 evaluators it drops of significant and it’s usually not beneficial to use 
more evaluators because of the cost.  
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Fig 1: Graph showing the number of usability problems found contra the number of evaluators 
used. Based on Nielsen (1994b). 

The evaluation is conducted by letting each evaluator inspect the interface separately, and once 
everyone is done the findings will be discussed together. The evaluators will inspect the 
interface at least two times and see how well the different elements of the design follows 
recognized usability heuristics. Every usability problem found in the evaluation must be 
explained why it is a problem and then referenced to a credible source (Nielsen 1994b).  

Woolrych and Cockton (2000) revealed that many usability problems found in heuristic 
evaluations were never experienced by the users of the product, this is referred to as false 
positives. Likewise, many severe problems the users encountered were never discovered in the 
heuristic evaluations (Referred to in Benyon 2014). Therefore, it is not suitable to use a heuristic 
evaluation as the only method to measure the usability of an already finished product.  
 
2.2.3 User test: Usability lab study 
A usability lab study is a usability study performed by conducting a user test in a usability lab. 
This means that each test session will be done in a specific setting that will look almost identical 
for every test participant. 

User tests are conducted to see how the actual users of a system will use it. It’s therefore 
important that the users are representative of the target audience. Each test participants test 
session is held separately. The test participants will perform similar tasks real users of the 
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system would be performing when using it. The tests are being moderated by a test moderator 
who will explain the test for the test participants and help if necessary (Ruben & Chisnell 2008).  

Nielsen (2000) recommends using no more than 5 test participants for a qualitative study, and 
instead making more test iterations after the changes from the previous one have been 
implemented. This is because every test after the fifth on the same design provides very little 
new data. 

 

Fig 2: Number of usability problems found contra the number of test users. Based on Nielsen 
(2000).  

But in two scenarios he recommends using more than five, that is if the if there won’t be many 
test iterations, and if the test moderator is inexperienced with user testing.  

2.2.3.1 Counterbalancing 

When performing a usability test session, it’s important to take into consideration the effect of 
learning transfer. After a test participant have finished a task, he/she will then have learnt a little 
how the system is designed and may therefore have an easier time performing the subsequent 
tasks. This could then mask potential usability problems in those following tasks. To minimize 
the effects of learning transfer when using a few test participants, it’s important to use 
counterbalancing. Counterbalancing is a technique where the order of the tasks is mixed up 
between the different test participants or groups of test participants. For example: Tp1 does the 
tasks in the order 1->2->3, Tp2 does the task in the order 3->2->1 and Tp3 does them in the 
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order 2->1->3.  However, this cannot be done with all tasks since certain tasks might need to 
be completed in a sequence or a specific order (Rubin & Chisnell 2008, p.76).  

2.2.3.2 Thinking aloud 

In a thinking aloud test, you ask test participants to use the system while continuously thinking 
out loud — that is, simply verbalizing their thoughts as they move through the user interface. 
(Nielsen 2012a)  

According to Nielsen (2012a), Thinking aloud is the most important usability testing method to 
date. It provides the researcher valuable information on how the user feel when encountering 
different parts of the design and how they solve their problems.  

Even thou it is a valid and proven method there is still some problems with the thinking aloud 
technique. Both Nielsen (2012a) and Ruben & Chisnell (2008) talks about the fact it is unnatural 
for the test participants. Humans are not accustomed to speaking out all their thoughts all the 
time and it can lead to a different behaviour that if they would just perform their tasks silent. 
The users may also want to think through what they are going to say each time instead of just 
saying their thoughts out loud as they appear (Nielsen 2012a). And since speaking out one’s 
thoughts takes longer than simply thinking them, this will give the users more time to think 
about the tasks rather than performing them more automatic as they might have done if they 
weren’t thinking out loud, and this might also alter the test results (Rubin and Chisnell 2008). 
It’s therefore not suitable to measure the efficiency of a system when using the thinking aloud 
technique since it is concerned with time.   

  

2.2.4 Interviews and SUS 
There are three different types of interviews, structured, unstructured and semi-structured 
(Benyon 2014).  

Structed interviews are interviews with pre-made questions and where the questions are asked 
in the exact same way to every test participant. Structured interviews usually limit the scope of 
which the test participant can answer since it needs to be very specific, and many times they 
can only answer one of a pre-set number of options (Benyon 2014). This makes structured 
interview quantitative in nature and might require a large amount of test participants to give 
any useful insight. 

Unstructured interviews are interviews where there are no pre-determined questions at all. The 
questions might be based on their individual test results or it might be more like an open 
discussion about the tested system. Unstructured interviews are therefore completely qualitative.  

Semi-structured are as the name suggests, a mix between the other two types. A semi structured 
interview might be based on a set on pre-determined questions but then spin off in any direction 
during the interview. Answers in a semi-structured interview aren’t as limited as in a structured 
interview and the test participant may answer in any manner deemed necessary by him/her. 
Since neither the questions nor answers are standardized, semi-structured interviews also yields 
qualitative data rather than quantitative (Benyon 2014).  
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A Debriefing or Post-test interview are held after each test session to understand why the test 
participants had problems with certain tasks, such as what they were thinking when they clicked 
on a certain button. It also gives the test participants a chance to explain their thoughts on the 
tasks and the design of the website (Rubin & Chisnell 2008, p.229). A post-test interview can 
conducted in any of the structures mention above, depending on the test. 

SUS or System usability scale is a post-test questionnaire consisting of 10 different questions 
about how the user perceive the usability of the tested system. The SUS was created in 1986 by 
John Brooke and is now the most well-known questionnaire used in UX research (Laubheimer 
2018). The questions in the SUS are answered by giving a ranking between 1-5 where 1 is 
strongly disagree and 5 is strongly agree. The answers can then be calculated by a specific 
scoring process and give the tested system a score between 1-100. This score can then be 
measured with other sites who have used the SUS. Since the SUS is a quantitative method a 
large amount of test participants is required to give a reliable final score (Usability.gov, n.d.).  

3. Method (Reformative usability evaluation) 
This chapter explains how the different methods was used in this study. It also discusses the test 
layout, the equipment used and the pilot tests. 

3.1 Heuristic evaluation 
The first test conducted was a Heuristic evaluation. Optimally a heuristic evaluation should use 
more evaluators, but because of the scope of this study, time constrains and a lack of resources 
for hiring other evaluators the only one evaluator was used, which was me. To somewhat 
compensate the website was being evaluated for about four hours instead of the by Nielsen 
(1994b) recommended one-two hours. The evaluation was done by carefully examine every 
part of the web site and see how they incorporated Nielsen’s (1994a) ten usability heuristics 
discussed in chapter 2.1.2.  

3.2 Usability lab study 
The user test that was used was a usability lab study using a minimalistic portable test lab. A 
minimalist portable test lab is a test lab with no fixed location. So instead of having all the 
equipment required for the tests set up in a specific location, the required equipment is brought 
to different locations where the test sessions take place. This makes it easier for the test 
participants to take part in the test session since it can be conducted in their home if needed 
(Rubin & Chisnell 2008, p.100). 

The test consisted by several usability tasks followed up by a questionnaire and a mostly un-
structured interview. 

Following is a test plan which acts as the foundation for the study and is modelled after the test 
plan in Handbook of usability testing by Rubin & Chisnell (2008). 

3.2.1 Website goals 
Beebyte suggest there are two goals users have when interacting with their website, these are: 

 Be able to tog into an account. 
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 Be able to activate the different services. 

The main goal of the user tests is to find how well the users manage to complete these user 
goals and where they encounter problems. The Secondary goal is to find out the user’s 
impressions and thoughts about the usability of the website. 

 

3.2.2 Participants 
The participants in a usability study should be a representation of the real users of the product 
(Dumas & Redish 1999). In this case the target audience is people with a decent knowledge 
about web technologies, therefore the test persons consisted of mainly current and previous web 
development university students. The specific participant characteristics can be seen below in 
table 1. 

Table 1 

Participant no. Age Gender Occupation 

Tp1  25 Male Web 
development 
student 

Tp2  27 Male IT Technician 

Tp3  24 Male Web developer 

Tp4  22 Male Web 
development 
student 

Tp5  21 Male Web developer 

Tp6  24 Male Web 
development 
student 

 

3.2.3 Test Design 
Each test session was carried out individually. Following are a numbered sequence how the 
tests were carried out. 

1. The participant was greeted and presented with information about the Beebyte, their 
website and how the test will be conducted. 

2. The participant was asked to sign a consent form. 
3. The participant was given a brief explanation of the thinking aloud technique and shown 

a video demonstrating it. 
4. The participant was given the tasks for the test and asked if he or she had any questions 

before beginning the test. 
5. The participant began with the tasks. 
6. After the tasks the participant were given a questionnaire to fill in. 
7. The participant was interviewed. 
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If a test participant got stuck or had some urgent questions, they could talk with the test 
moderator.  

3.2.3.1 Task list 

Following is the test scenario and the tasks the participants was given before each test session. 
To take into consideration the effects of learning transfer the counterbalancing technique was 
utilized. Tp1 and 2 used task list A, Tp3 and 4 used Task List B and Tp5 and 6 used Task list 
C. Task list A can be seen below, and task list B and C can be found in under appendix 9 and 
10. The sequence of the three task lists differs from each other but couldn’t be completely 
randomized. This is because certain tasks need to be done before some others can be completed. 
Using task list A as a reference the following order needs to stay the same: Task 1 always have 
to be the first one. Task 2 must be completed before task 3. Tasks 2-4 must be completed before 
tasks 5 and 6 which in turn must be completed before tasks 8, 10 and 11.  

The following tasks were chosen since the main objective of the test was to see how the users 
manage to activate and deactivate Beebyte’s main services. In addition to the main services 
some smaller features are also prevalent in the tasks.  

Each test session began with Beebyte.se open in the browser. 

Task list A:  

1. Log in using the following account details: email: xxxx@xxx.com password: 
test123 

2. Acquire a domain name for your company and name it Remicly.test 
3. Rent a web hosting service tied to the newly bought domain name 
4. acquire a virtual server for your company and name it RemiclyServer.test 
5. Set up a monitor service for your new website (http monitor) 
6. Set up monitoring service for the virtual server (ping monitor) 
7. Navigate to your user profile 
8. Remove the monitoring service from your website/ web hosting service 
9. Navigate to the homepage  
10. Remove the monitoring service from your virtual server 
11. Remove the web hosting service 
12. Log out 

3.2.3.2 Questionnaire  

After a test participant had completed each task, he/she was asked to fill in a questionnaire 
based on the System Usability Scale. Some changes were made from the SUS to make it more 
relevant for the information needed for this study. The questionnaire answers were summarized 
to give the test participants feeling of the website’s usability a measurable score. Whilst six test 
participants aren’t enough for a reliable quantitative score as discussed earlier, it will still give 
Beebyte an indication on how the users feel about their website. 

3.2.3.3 Post-test Interview  

After a test participant had completed all the tasks and completed the Questionnaire a mainly 
un-structured interview was held.  
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The post-test interviews were held to get a better understanding of the test participants thoughts 
and feelings about the website and the test. What they thought about the design and why they 
had trouble with certain things. 

In the post-test interview the test participant was first asked about their opinion on the websites 
design. They could log in to the site and look around and talk about the different parts of the 
sites and what they thought of it. After the initial question had been discussed they were asked 
about the tasks they had problems with and why they tried to complete them in the way they 
did.  

3.2.4 Test environment 
The tests were conducted in a minimalist portable test lab (Ruben & Chisnell 2008, p.100). 
Since the tests didn’t have any observers a portable lab was easy to set up and adapt to the 
different test persons schedule. 

The equipment provided were one windows laptop with the screen recording software 
FlashBack Express Recorder, a computer mouse and a microphone. The test participants sat on 
a chair and the test moderator sat on a chair slightly behind on the right side, overviewing the 
test. The tests were done using google Chrome on a windows 10 operating system.  

As the test moderator I first handed out the confidentiality agreements for signing. I then 
described what Beebyte does, the purpose of the website and information about the test before 
handing out the scenario and tasks. During the tests I took notes when the participants 
encountered problems and what navigation they used and answered eventual questions if it was 
necessary for the test to progress. After a test participant had completed the tasks, I gave them 
the questionnaire and when it was finished the post-test interview was held.  

3.2.5 Pilot tests 
Pilot tests are conducted to test the test. Pilot tests will reveal if any of the material is unclear, 
if there are problems with the tasks, time estimation for each test session etc. Rubin & Chisnell 
(2008) recommends using less experienced people for the pilot test to get a good estimate of 
the maximum length of the test. The pilot tests should be done in the same way as the real tests 
with no parts left out.   

Two pilot test sessions were carried out before the primary test sessions using the same portable 
lab setup and test plan. The first pilot test participant was a 26 years old teaching student with 
minimal web experience. The second pilot test participant was a 25 years old web student with 
the same web experience as the primary test participants. 

The first pilot test went very well and no problems with the tasks was encountered. But the test 
plan then was to only voice record the post-test interview and not use screen recording. At the 
post-test interview we noticed it was much easier for the test participant to remember the test if 
he/she could log in again and then discuss the different parts of the site and test whilst navigating 
around real time. Therefore, in future test sessions, the post-test interviews were also screen 
recorded as well as voice recorded.  
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The second pilot test which had a more experienced test participant went relatively well too. 
The problem was that he/she managed to complete the tasks a little too easy. He/she found the 
tasks to be in a too easy sequence. That is some of the tasks gave out too much information 
about how to complete the next one, or they almost completed the following tasks by them self, 
for example by finishing on the same page as the upcoming task began at. After the second pilot 
test the task order was rearranged to make them have less impact on each other.  

3.3 Collected Data 
Heuristic evaluation 

 Written notes. 

User test 

 Thinking aloud protocol. 

 Post-test interview answers and discussion. 

 Screen record, mouse movement and clicks.  
 Questionnaire answers. 

Since it is a qualitative study using the thinking aloud technique, the efficiency of the website will not 
be measured. This is because efficiency is concerned with measuring time in a quantitative way which 
does not work when using these methods.  

4. Results 
This chapter discusses the results from the heuristic evaluation and the user test. The heuristic 
evaluation describes and analyses the problems found for each heuristic. The user test section 
describes the result from each test session and their post-test interviews. 

4.1 Problems identified through heuristic evaluation 
The Heuristic evaluation was conducted by me. It was done by exploring each part of the 
website and examine how Nielsen’s (1994a) 10 usability heuristics were applied to that part of 
the site. They were done in a consecutive order, that is, first each part of the website was 
examined with heuristic number one in mind, after that it was repeated with heuristic number 
two in mind and so forth. Usually a heuristic evaluation is conducted in one or two hours and 
is preferably done by three or more evaluators (Nielsen 1994b), but since I was the only 
evaluator, I used about four hours instead to find more possible usability problems and 
compensate for being only one evaluator. The evaluation was conducted using google chrome 
browser. 

Visibility of system status 
Beebyte has done a good job at displaying the system status in the various instances on the 
website. Only on a few certain occasions does it have some problems with it, but this is probably 
more because of some minor bug than an actual design choice.  

 In fig 6 below, the system status is displayed in a very clear way in accordance to the 
usability heuristic. The status of the website is clearly displayed in a green text saying 
it is active. The left menu option Webbplatser is highlighted in grey showing the user 
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where he/she currently is on the website. The website also clearly displays when 
something is loading and when it is setting up a website or a virtual server. 

 

Fig 3 

 The website doesn’t make use of breadcrumbs, or highlighting the active top menu 
options to make it easier for users to know where they are located on the website.  

Match between system and the real world 
While this still applies to Beebyte’s website the requirements for non-system-oriented terms 
must be somewhat lowered. This is because in difference to most websites Beebyte’s target 
audience are people with at least moderate knowledge about web services, and it must then be 
assumed they do know some more technical terms.  

 Fig 8 shows an example of the icons used to display the status of three different servers. 
The icons use clear symbols with colours corresponding with the system status. The first 
resembling a cog wheel to symbolize the server is setting up / loading. Second is a red 
stop sign showing the server is turned off, and the third a green lightning indicating the 
server is powered on.    

 

Fig 4  

 In some places like the page about DNS-pointers shown above in Fig 9 it can be difficult 
to understand all the terms used. But this is usually only about technical aspects of a 
specific feature and it’s not necessary to know what everything stands for.  
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Fig 5 

Consistency and standards 

 There are two means of navigation to the three main functions of the website, either by 
using the top menu or by using the buttons on the home page. The buttons on the home 
page and top menu navigation options uses different names for the same thing which 
can confuse users.  

Fig 6: The home page 

 

 

 Övervakning as seen above in fig 3 uses the same name in both the home page and the 
top menu. But it uses an English description for övervakning whilst the rest of the 
website is in Swedish.   
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 The order of the home page navigation boxes and the top menu names differs. Whilst 
the top menu is ordered Servrar, Webbplatser, Domäner, Epost, Övervakning, the boxes 
are ordered Övervakning virtualla servrar webhotell.  

 As seen in figure 4 the buttons are inconsistent in its text. Both button Aktivera 
eposttjänsten and Aktivera gratis epost are the same kind of button but are phrased 
differently. 

 

Fig 7: Showing different names for the same button. 

 

 The button Ta bort webbplatsen which appears when you want to remove a website 
does not transform to blue text like the other buttons when hovered over. This is 
probably not intended and should be easy to fix, but as for now it creates another 
inconsistency on the website.  

Error prevention 

 When creating a virtual server or a website there are no confirmation boxes confirming 
that everything is configured correctly before they are created.  

 When logging out there is no confirmation box where the user must confirm that he/she 
want to log out, it just instantly logs one out from the website. Since the log out button 
is in between the home button and the organisation selection button, it’s very easy to 
slip and accidentally log out from the website.  

Aesthetic and minimalist design 
 The middle of the three navigation boxes is larger than the other two which creates an 

uneven bottom line which. 

 Another example of different sized boxes can be seen when choosing which server size 
to rent as seen in fig 8. This happens because the right box writes månad on a separate 
line therefore creating a bigger box. 

 The home icon and log out icon in the top menu are somewhat unnecessary since the 
logo also leads to the home page, and it’s possible to log out in the setting drop-down. 
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Fig 8: The right box is bigger than the others 

Help and documentation 

 As mentioned earlier, many parts of the website use a lot of shortenings and difficult 
terms. And as of now, there is no help page which explains those. 
 

4.2 Problems identified through user testing 
Six different test sessions were conducted. To adhere to the target audience for the website, five 
of the participants are current or previous student at Karlstad university’s web development 
program, whilst one is working as a computer technician.  

 

Tp 1 
Task Elapsed 

Time 
Notes 

1. Log In 00:37 Slightly indecisive whether to use Kundportal or Webmail to log in 
but choose the right one Kundportal after a short while. 

 Fig 10: log in options 
2. Acquire 
a domain 
name 

01:52 No problems encountered. 

3. Rent a 
web 
hosting 
service 

05:14 Unsure how to navigate to the web hosting service and how to 
connect it to the domain name. Clicked around a lot in the domain 
part of the site before clicking on another menu option. Navigated 
briefly to the correct menu option webbplatser but only checked it 
quickly before navigating back to domäner.  
He found the right option and managed to create a web hosting 
service after given a hint to navigate first back to the homepage, 
from which he found the navigation box named webbhotell. 
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4. Acquire 
a virtual 
server 

07:51 Noticed the server menu option in the top menu after navigating 
around the web hosting service part for a while. Slightly 
misunderstood the task before being told he was supposed to create 
a server. 

5. Set up a 
monitor 
service for 
the website 

08:37 No problem setting up a monitor service. Didn’t know it was 
successfully created and accidentally set up another one after. 
 

Fig 11: The screen 
returns to the same page after setting up a monitor without 
indicating it was successful.  
 

6. Set up a 
monitor 
service for 
the virtual 
server 

09:25 No problems encountered. 

7. Navigate 
to the user 
profile 

09:53 First tried to navigate to the user profile by clicking on the name in 
the top right corner of the screen which gives the option to choose 
which organisation is in use. 
 

 Fig 12: Tp1’s first attempt 
to find the user profile 
 
Continued by pressing the home icon in the top right before 
eventually finding the right path through Inställningar -> Profil. 
 

8. Remove 
website 
monitor 

11:26 Opened the control panel for the web hosting service. Proceeded to 
navigate to the monitor removal via Webbplatser and not via 
Övervakning.  

9. Navigate 
to the 
homepage 

11:31 No problems encountered. Used the logo.  

10. 
Remove 
server 
monitor 

11:26 No problems encountered. 

11. 
Remove 
the web 

11:47 No problems encountered. 
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hosting 
service 
12: Log out 12:04 No problems encountered. 

 

Post-test interview 

 He started off by saying it was slightly confusing when logging in that there were two 
alternatives to choose from, customer portal and webmail, he said a description of what 
the difference was would have been helpful.  

 After setting up a monitoring service for a website or a virtual server, TP1 wanted it to 
be clearer that it was successfully set up. He thought it was hard to find out it was created 
since you had to scroll down to see the monitoring service was set up, and this could 
make a user think he/she had to create another monitoring. He thought it should show 
in a clear way if the monitoring service was successfully set up.  

 He had trouble finding the web hosting service (webbhotell) since the top menu option 
said websites (webbplatser). He found it by navigating via the home page and thought 
that the top menu option should use the same name as the home page navigation box 
since they both lead to the same place.  

 He thought that often on websites a button with one’s name will lead to the user profile 
but here you had to go through settings then profile.  

Tp 2 

Task Elapsed 
Time 

Notes 

1. Log In 00:28 Said “I suppose” when clicking the customer portal choice in the log 
in menu, which indicate he wasn’t 100% certain it was the right 
choice. 

2. Acquire 
a domain 
name 

01:45 Took a while to figure out he had to scroll down to press register 
domain again after clicking the initial register domain button.  

 Fig 13: 
The first register domain button 
 

 Fig 14: the 
second register domain button after clicking on the button in fig 13 
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3. Rent a 
web 
hosting 
service 

03:13 Was at first uncertain if the domain name had been successfully 
registered. He then started to click around semi-randomly to find the 
web hosting services. Found it after eventually navigating via the 
home page. 

4. Acquire 
a virtual 
server 

05:31 Missed to name it with .test at first, so I had to remove the server 
and he had to do it again, therefore it took longer than it should have, 
otherwise no problems were encountered. 

5. Set up a 
monitor 
service for 
the website 

06:38 Clicked on Övervakning in the top menu. Proceeded by clicking 
around on the left navigation menu on the Övervakning page. 
Eventually found the right option by the websites -> control panel 
-> monitor path.  Here I committed a mistake on my part. I had 
forgotten to remove the old monitors, and because of that the guide 
on how to set up a monitor wasn’t shown on Överblick, instead it 
only showed a list of the current monitors.  

 Fig 15: Side menu on the Övervakning page.  
 

6. Set up a 
monitor for 
the server 

07:17 No problems encountered. 

7. Navigate 
to the user 
profile 

07:23 No problems encountered. 

8. Remove 
website 
monitor 

08:42 Missed the are you sure you want to remove this monitor checkbox. 
Found it after he completed task 10. The website didn’t give any 
indication that the box wasn’t checked when clicking Ta bort 
monitor. 

9. Navigate 
to the 
homepage 

08:47 No problems encountered. Used the logo. 

10. 
Remove 
server 
monitor 

09:11 No problems encountered. 

11. 
Remove 
the web 
hosting 
service 

09:32 No problems encountered. Said “this one was very unclear” pointing 
at the checkbox saying, “are you sure you want to remove this 
website” followed up by saying “or it’s just me who’s not reading 
carefully”. 

12: Log out 09:39 No problems encountered. 
 

Post-test Interview 
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 He thought the website was practical and surprisingly easy to use. 

 Said he always clicks around a lot on all options when visiting a new page rather than 
reading things carefully.  

 Said it was very clear where everything was when going back to the home page. 

 After finding the time parameter when viewing “monitored services” He said it was 
very easy to see server was his (see fig 20).  

 He otherwise found it quite hard to separate the servers because only writing the ping 
number doesn’t say very much and it’s therefore hard to know which server is being 
monitored.  

 He found the checkbox “are you sure that you want to remove this monitor” weird, 
especially since there wasn’t a question mark at the end of it (see fig 21). 

 Tp2 though the colours used was nice but didn’t have a lot to say about them. 

 

Fig 16: time parameter. 

 

Fig 17: remove monitor 

 

Tp 3 

Task Elapsed 
Time 
when 
complet
ed 

Notes 

1. Log In 01:00 No problems encountered 

2. Acquire 
a virtual 
server 

04:20 Navigated using the homepage. Wasn’t sure if Skapa server in the 
left menu was the same as the Snabbskapa server nu button. 
Thought it would be good to get a confirmation message after the 
server was successfully created. 
 

3. Acquire 
a domain 
name 

08:15 No problems encountered. He said everything was clear but again 
would have liked some confirmation after the domain was 
successfully registered.  
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4. Rent a 
web 
hosting 
service 

12:45 Navigated around Domäner to try to find how to connect the domain 
to the web hosting service. Found the right menu option 
webbplatser but thought it was unclear that the menu option said 
webbplatser (websites) when he was looking for webbhotell (web 
hosting services) but he found it was the right page since right since 
the option boxes under said webbhotell. 
 

fig 18: Webbhotell box on the Webbplatser 
page. 
    

5. 
Navigate 
to the 
home page 

12:55 No problems encountered. Used the logo.  

6. Set up a 
monitor 
for the 
website 

16:32 Navigated to Övervakning. Clicked around in the left menu before 
reading the instructions on how to set up a monitor. Once again, he 
wanted to get a confirmation if the monitor was set up successfully, 
he thought it was very unclear if it was successfully set up or not. 
He wanted it to be possible to set up the monitor from the 
Övervakakning part of the site.  

7. Set up a 
monitor 
for the 
server 

18:12 No problems encountered. Thought it was good it was done in the 
same way as the website monitor. Said it was easier the second time 
doing it, but it was confusing setting up the first one.  

8. 
Navigate 
to the user 
profile 

19.10 Pressed the blue button in the top right corner of the screen. Tried 
activating the organisation that popped up, was slightly confused 
but proceeded by pressing Inställningar to find it. He said “That felt 
little weird, one would want the profile to be here on the side” 
whilst pointing the cursor at the top right blue button with the name. 

9. Remove 
server 
monitor 

23:17 Navigated to the server menu option via the homepage. Tried 
clicking on Hantera server but found out it was wrong. He later 
clicked on the server under Övervakade servrar at the bottom of the 
page. He found the remove monitor button but wasn’t sure were on 
the website he was. He liked the fact that there was an information 
box showing that the monitor was successfully removed. He still 
wasn’t quite sure were on the website he was located and wanted 
there to be breadcrumbs or some other indicator to show it.   
 

10. 
Remove 

24:23 Navigated to Webbplatser via the homepage. Pressed Öppna 
kontrollpanel but found it to be wrong. Found the monitored 
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website 
monitor 

website at the bottom of the page and then the remove monitor 
button. But he still wasn’t sure were on the website he was or if he 
could navigate there in another way. Said it is a little unclear with 
only a link leading to that part of the site.  

11. 
Remove 
the web 
hosting 
service 

25:09 No problems encountered. 

12: Log 
out 

25:39 No problems encountered. Wanted it to pop up some help box when 
hovering over the log out symbol to be sure it was the log out button.  

 

Post-test interview  

 He thought the initial design was very clear with easy navigation from the hompage. 

 He wanted the top menu option Webbplatser to be renamed to Webbhotell. 

 He thought the user profile link should be under the name symbol in the top right corner 
and not under Inställningar since that is common for most websites. 

 He thought it would be sufficient to have log out only under Inställningar and not use 
the log out icon at all. 

 He thought the home icon next to the log in icon was unnecessary since you can use the 
logo instead to get there. Both a home icon and a log out icon in the top menu makes it 
cluttered and neither is necessary.  

 When creating a server, he would prefer the options to be sequenced. So instead of 
showing the OS options and the size options on the same screen, he wanted the size 
options to appear after choosing OS. He thought it was weird that it was possible to 
choose size before choosing OS, since the price would shift anyway depending on the 
OS chosen.  

 He wanted it to be possible to connect the domain name to a website straight from the 
domain page. Maybe by having a button under Domäninformation which says connect 
to a website or something similar.  

 He thought it was hard to know when he had been transferred to the Övervakning page 
since there were no indication on the website where you had been transferred, he tried 
to check the URL, but it said monitoring in English instead of Övervakning. He would 
have liked some type of breadcrumbs at the top of the site indicating where he was on 
the site.  

 He thought it was very unclear once a monitor was set up, that you must scroll down to 
see your monitored server. He would have wanted some cleared indication, like a button 
at the top together with the other buttons under the Virtuell server heading.  

 He found the Övervakning (monitoring) page to be very unclear what its purpose was 
in the beginning since he couldn’t set up monitors from there.  

 He thought everything was a little all over the place with links leading one to different 
parts of the page and would have wanted things to be more collected at one place. Like 
everything about monitoring you can do on the Övervakning page and so on.  
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Tp 4 

Task Elapsed 
Time 

Notes 

1. Log In 01:12 Logged in to webmail first before switching to Kundportal. 

2. Acquire 
a virtual 
server 

02:52 No problems encountered. 

3. Acquire 
a domain 
name 

04:22 No problems encountered, took a while until he scrolled down and 
found the second register button. 

4. Rent a 
web 
hosting 
service 

07:29 Clicked around on the Domäner page to try to find a connection to 
creating a using the domain name. Was confused since none of the 
top menu options says Webbhotell. He clicked the Webbplatser 
menu option but left again after not seeing that the boxes said 
Webbhotell. Was finally given a clue to go back to the homepage 
and from there found the navigation to Webbhotell. 

5. 
Navigate 
to the 
home page 

07:48 No problems encountered. Used the Logo. 

6. Set up a 
monitor 
for the 
website 

09:44 Navigated to Övervakning and followed the instruction link from 
there. He first pressed Öppna kontrollpanel before finding the 
Övervaka button. 

7. Set up a 
monitor 
for the 
server 

10:27 No problems encountered. 

8. 
Navigate 
to the user 
profile 

11:20 He started off by pressing the blue top right name button. After 
testing to activate the organisation from that button he pressed the 
log out icon to the left. After logging in again he found the profile 
under Inställningar. 

9. Remove 
server 
monitor 

13:49 Clicked around in the settings menu, he thought the task were 
connected to the previous task.  

10. 
Remove 
website 
monitor 

14:19 No problems encountered. 

11. 
Remove 
the web 
hosting 
service 

15:12 Started off by opening the websites control panel. He then navigated 
to domains, but then found the right button on the website/web 
hosting service page. 

12: Log 
out 

15:18 No problems encountered. 
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Post-test Interview 

 Wanted a confirmation box after clicking the log out button that one wants to commit 
to the log out action, since he once accidentally pressed it.   

 He thought it was weird that the user profile was under Inställningar (settings) and not 
under the name button in the top right corner, since that is how it usually is on websites.  

 He clicked around a lot on the domain site when he was supposed to set up a web hosting 
service because he thought he could connect the domain to the website from the domain 
page. Wanted a button or something under the Domäninformation heading which would 
allow to connect the domain name to a website.  

 He wanted the top menu option Webbplatser to also be named Webbhotell since now he 
thought the only way to navigate there was via the homepage. 

 He liked the colours but thought it was weird that the top menu changed colour to yellow 
after scrolling down. 

 He thought it would be better to remove the log out icon and only have the log out option 
under Inställningar or have it as an option after clicking the blue name button in the top 
right corner. 

 He would have preferred the setting to be a single button and not a drop-down menu 
with many different options.  

Tp 5 

Task Elapsed 
Time 

Notes 

1. Log In 00:17 No problems encountered. 

2. 
Navigate 
to the user 
profile 

00:39 Clicked on the name icon in the top right corner. Found the profile 
under settings right after. 

3. Acquire 
a domain 
name 

02:15  Found it but missed to scroll down to the second register domain 
button after clicking the initial register domain button. He then 
continued with the next task without successfully creating a domain.  

4. Acquire 
a virtual 
server 

03:01 No problems encountered, navigated via the homepage.  

5. Rent a 
web 
hosting 
service 

05:04 Found it right away by navigating via the homepage. He first wrote 
a new domain name whilst creating it but was told he had to connect 
it with the already created domain. Since the domain wasn’t 
successfully registered the first time, he had to re-do task 3. 

6. Set up a 
monitor 
for the 
server 

07:20 Read the instructions under Övervakning. The instruction said he 
should go to a virtual server. After navigating to Överblick on the 
server page, he thought he was at a specific server. After navigating 
to the homepage and back he then found the right server further 
down the page and was from there able to create a monitor for it.  
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7. Set up a 
monitor 
for the 
website 

08:15 No problems encountered. 

8. Remove 
the 
website 
monitor 

08:50 He first clicked the Övervaka button again but noticed it’s just for 
creating monitors. He later found the right way quickly. 

9. 
Navigate 
to the 
homepage 

09:01 No problems encountered. Used the home icon. 

10. 
Remove 
the web 
hosting 
service 

10:25 First entered virtual servers and then navigated around there for a 
while. After he remembered it was the web hosting service, he was 
supposed to remove he found it right away. 

11. 
Remove 
the server 
monitor 

10:49 No problems encountered. Made a few miss-clicks but noticed it 
right away. 

12: Log 
out 

10:52 No problems encountered. 

 

Post-test interview 

 Liked the home page since the important area showing the three navigation boxes 
immediately captures the user’s glance. He would have liked a link to the domain page 
on the home page too, but he said it’s probably just something you do once, so it might 
not be necessary to have it as one separate navigation box. But he also understood why 
they had it in the current way to keep the clutter down and only show the most vital 
things on the home page.  

 He first clicked the top right blue icon to get to the user profile because that’s what he 
is used too. But he was uncertain before clicking since the icon on the blue name button 
didn’t look like a user profile icon. But for him it didn’t make sense to have something 
else than the profile in that spot.  

 He used the home page to navigate to the web hosting service instead of the top menu 
because he thought it would lead him right to the set-up section and he could therefore 
skip a few steps.  

 He didn’t see the specific servers listed in the Överblick on the Servrar page at first 
since he thought that if he only had one server he would be taken right away to that 
specific page, and not until he had two or more a list would show. He thought it would 
be more dynamic and adapt to the number of servers one has, that is one or more than 
one.  

 He thought the design was simple and clean and didn’t clutter the pages with 
unnecessary information. 
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Tp 6 

Task Elapsed 
Time 

Notes 

1. Log In 00:55 No problems encountered. 

2. 
Navigate 
to the user 
profile 

01:10 No problems encountered. 

3. Acquire 
a domain 
name 

02:14 Similar as Tp5, Tp6 also missed the second register domain button 
after being transferred to the follow up register domain page. This 
led to the domain name not being registered.  

4. Acquire 
a virtual 
server 

03:22 No problems encountered. 

5. Rent a 
web 
hosting 
service 

06:10 First had to go back and register the domain name again since he 
missed it at first. After it was registered no problems were 
encountered during the web hosting service creation.  

6. Set up a 
monitor 
for the 
server 

07:07 No problems encountered. 

7. Set up a 
monitor 
for the 
website 

07:52 No problems encountered. Used the instructions under 
Övervakning. 

8. Remove 
the 
website 
monitor 

08:26 No problems encountered.  

9. 
Navigate 
to the 
homepage 

08:41 No problems encountered. Used the Logo 

10. 
Remove 
the web 
hosting 
service 

09:07 No problems encountered. 

11. 
Remove 
the server 
monitor 

13:22 He misread the question and navigated around the website for a long 
time thinking he was supposed to remove the server and not the 
server monitor. After reading the question again after a while he 
removed the monitor successfully.   

12: Log 
out 

13:44 No problems encountered. 
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Post-Test Interview 

 Thought the different services on the website was easy to find and navigate around. 

 Really liked the colour contrasts and everything was clean and easy to use. 

 Thought it was natural that the user profile was located under settings.  

 He wanted it to be some indicator of the different steps when registering a domain. 
Something that shows which step the user are on in the process of registration. But he 
also said he might just have been in too much in a hurry and therefore missed the second 
domain registration step. 

 He thought it was a good choice to have two navigation links which leads to the home 
page, both the logo and the house icon, since some people might not be used to using 
the logo to get there.  

4.2.1 User test summary 
Task % of users 

completing 
the task 
successfully. 

Notes and problems 

Log in 100% One test participant logged in to the wrong one of Kundportal and 
Webmail and two others were slightly unsure which one to choose. 

Acquire a 
domain 
name 

67% Two test participants didn’t see they had to scroll down to click a 
second register domain button and for two other it took a while 
until they found there was a second register button. One test person 
said he would have liked a confirmation that it was successfully 
registered. 

Rent a web 
hosting 
service 

67% Two test participants needed a hint to complete the task. Three of 
the test participants tried to find a connection from the Domäner 
page for a long time before trying other navigations. Four of the 
test participants found it after navigating via the home page. One 
test participant said he would have liked a confirmation it was 
successfully set-up.  

Acquire a 
virtual 
server 

100% One test participant misinterpreted the question. One test 
participant wasn’t sure about the difference between the 
Snabbskapa server nu button and the Skapa server menu option 
and wanted a confirmation after it was successfully created. 

Set up a 
website 
monitor.  

100% Four test participants tried to do it from the Övervakning page, and 
two of those found and used the instructions how to do it properly 
right away, one found them after a clicking around a while and one 
just clicked around for a long time until eventually finding the right 
navigation without using the instructions. One test participant 
accidentally set up two monitors since he didn’t know it was 
successfully set up, and two participants said they would have 
liked to see a confirmation after it was successfully set up.  

Set up a 
server 
monitor 

100% One test participant used the instructions under Övervakning. He 
thought he had navigated to a specific server when he was on the 
overview over all servers.  
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Navigate 
to the user 
profile 

100% Four of the test participants initially tried to navigate there by 
clicking the top right blue name button. One of those accidentally 
logged out after by clicking the log out icon.   

Remove 
website 
monitor 

100% Two test participants accidentally opened the control panel to 
remove the monitor. No test participant removed the monitor by 
navigating to Övervakning. 

Navigate 
to the 
homepage 

100% 5 out of 6 used the Logo, one test participant used the home icon.  

Remove 
the server 
monitor 

100% No major problems encountered. One test participant had 
problems understanding where on the website he was located at 
times.  

Remove 
website/ 
web 
hosting 
service 

100% One test participant first opened the control panel. No major 
problems encountered.  

Log out 100% One test participant wanted there a help message saying “log out” 
to be displayed when a user is hovering over the icon.  

 

4.2.2 Questionnaire results 
Following are a summarized result from the six different questionnaires with a calculated 
average score for each question.  
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5. Analysis and recommendations 
This chapter comes up with recommendations based on the heuristic evaluation and analyses 
and recommendations based on the problems encountered during the user test sessions.  

5.1 Heuristic evaluation recommendations 
 

Heuristic Recommendations 
Visibility of 
system status 
 

 Add breadcrumbs on the top left of the website that shows which 
part of the website the user currently is located at. 

 Highlight the active top menu option in some way. Examples could 
be to give it a slightly different colour than the others or adding a 
small bar under it. 
 

Match between 
system and the 
real world 
 

  If possible, use less shortenings and difficult terms. 

Consistency and 
standards 

 Use the same name for Övervakning, Virtuella servrar and 
Webbhotell on the home page and in the top menu.  

 Write the information text in the Övervakning box on the home 
page in Swedish instead of English.  

 Match the order of the home page navigation boxes so they match 
the order of the top menu navigation options, or vice versa. 

 Rename the åtgärd buttons under Epost domäner on the Epost 
page so they all say the same thing. 

 Add a hover effect which changes the text to from grey to blue on 
the ta bort webbplats confirmation. The button appears after a user 
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wants to remove a website and clicks the red ta bort webbplats 
button on a hosted website. 

Error prevention  Add a confirmation box when the user creates a web hosting 
service and a virtual server, showing the chosen configurations. 

 Add a confirmation box when a user tries to log out using the log 
out icon to prevent slips and mistakes.   

Aesthetic and 
minimalist 
design 

 Make the three navigation boxes on the home page the same size. 
 Make the three server size boxes the same size. 

Help and 
documentation 

 Add a help page about the meaning of certain terms, such as TTL, 
SOA etc. 

 

5.2 User test analysis 

5.2.1 User test implementation 
The test session worked out well overall, but some aspects were less successful. The biggest 
problem with the test sessions were the thinking aloud part. For all but one test session, the test 
participants seemed to not understand the point of the technique, and instead of saying their 
thoughts behind their actions out loud, most of the time they just said what they were doing. As 
described by Rubin and Chisnell (2008, p.205) many people might find the technique unnatural 
and distracting. What could be done better on my part would be to remind them more and 
encourage each participant to speak about what they were thinking during the test session, and 
not only showing a video and explaining it before the sessions.  

The user test sessions were analysed with a variation of a Rubin and Chisnell’s (2008, p.261) 
method of analysing user errors. First the task is listed, then the probable source of the problems 
and errors the test participants encountered were written down. In this case I added another 
recommendations and observations section which is not prevalent in Rubin and Chisnell’s 
method. In this section the sources are linked to established user principles, relevant post-test 
interview and thinking aloud answers are discussed and recommendations on how to improve 
the problem sources are presented. 

5.2.2 Usability problem analysis, discussion and recommendations.  
 

Task  
Log in 

Source of error 
 Because of the two different log-in options, some test participants 

were slightly unsure which to choose, and one clicked on the wrong 
one. 
 

Recommendations and observations 
Since this problem only occurred with one test participant and the others were only slightly 
unsure, it isn’t a critical problem or a problem at all and should be prioritized low.  
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Task  
Acquire a domain 
name 

Source of error 
 Some test participants failed to register the domain since the second 

register button isn’t visible right away when the user gets 
transferred to that page.  

 The first button says register domain which implies it is a final 
registration button. This can lead to the users thinking the 
registration is complete and therefore not paying attention when 
they are transferred to the follow up register page. 

Recommendations and observations 
The first source of error is related to Nielsen’s heuristic (1994a) Visibility of system status. One 
way to prevent this could be to make the second register button visible right away after 
transferring to the second registration page. This would then need a re-design of the page to be 
able the register button without the user having to scroll down.  
 
The second source of error could be resolved by changing name of the first button Registrera 
domän to Fortsätt (continue), which implies there is another step in the process. 
 
One test participant also wanted a confirmation box when the domain was successfully created. 
This also complies with the heuristic Visibility of system status and would be and easy feature to 
implement. 

Task  
Rent a web 
hosting service 

Source of error 
 Some test participants didn’t know where to navigate since the top 

menu option was called Webbplatser instead of Webbhotell  
 

Recommendations and observations 
The top menu and the home page navigation boxes use different names on the navigation link 
which leads to the web hosting service. The home page says Webbhotell whilst the top menu 
says Webbplatser. This both created a problem with formulating the task since I didn’t know 
which one to use. Since I went with Webbhotell some participants had trouble finding it since 
the top menu didn’t say that. This was reflected in the sense that the test participants who 
couldn’t find it at first, found it easily after given a hint to navigate to the home page first and 
most of the participants who found it easily in the first place also navigated via the home page.   
 
This problem corresponds with the Nielsen’s (1994a) heuristic Consistency and standards in the 
sense that the website should be consistent in its uses of names for the same thing. This could be 
fixed by renaming the top menu option, so it’s also called Webbhotell. 

Task  
Acquire a virtual 
server 

Source of error 
 One test participant was unsure which one to use, the Skapa server 

option in the left menu, or the snabbskapa server nu button. 
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Recommendations and observations 
No test participant had any major problems with this task. The navigation links was easy to 
follow and the process to create a virtual server was easy to execute.  
 
There are two ways to create a server. Either by using the left menu option Skapa server or press 
the button Snabbskapa server nu which also leads to the Skapa server page. Since both only 
requires a single button click and are close to each other it might be unnecessary to have the 
Snabbskapa server nu button.  
 
Nielsens (1994a) heuristic Aesthetic and minimalist design advocates leaving out unnecessary 
information on a website and removing the Snabbskapa server nu button would conform to that 
heuristic. Another option could be to rename the button to Skapa server to make it more 
consistent and remove the confusion that the both options might mean different things.  

Task  
Set up a website 
monitor 

Source of error 
 Some test participants weren’t sure a monitor service was 

successfully set up and one accidentally created one extra monitor, 
since he didn’t notice his website monitor at the bottom of the page 
and no confirmation message was shown after the monitor was set 
up. 

 One test participant had trouble knowing where he was located at 
times because there were no localisation markers.  

Recommendations and observations 
One solution to this is create a notification which shows that the monitor was successfully set 
up. This was also suggested by two of the participants and would correspond to Nielsen’s 
heuristic Visibility of system status.  
 
Some localisation markers like breadcrumbs, would give the users more control over where they 
are localized on the website after they click on a link, and would make the overall navigation 
easier. Another localisation marker would be to highlight the top menu option the user currently 
is located at. 

Task  
Set up a server 
monitor 

Source of error 
 One test participant thought he had navigated to the specific server 

when he was on Överblick, stating that he’s thought it was more 
dynamic, so when one only has one server you get straight to the 
server, and when there is more than one server there is a list instead.  

Recommendations and observations 
Almost all test participants completed this task without any major problem. Since only two test 
participants had this task before the website monitor task, and only one of those had some 
difficulties, this indicates the website has a high learnability (Rubin & Chisnell 2008). One test 
participant said he liked that it was done in the same way as the website monitor and that made 
it easy to set up the server monitor.  
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Since only one in six test participants experienced the issue stated, it’s not necessarily a problem 
that needs to be solved. And that test participant also found the right navigation path after a little 
while. Since the server monitor is set-up in the same way as the website monitor, improving that 
would likely also improve the server monitor set-up. 

Task  
Navigate to the 
user profile 

Source of error 
 Four users tried navigating to it by clicking the blue name button in 

the top right corner, since that’s where the user profile is usually 
located.  

 One user accidentally logged out by clicking the log out icon since 
he couldn’t find the user profile and tried clicking on every icon in 
the top menu.  

Recommendations and observations 
Since it is so common to have the user profile in the top right corner under one’s name, putting 
another function under such button will make it very confusing for the users. Switching their 
positions and getting to the profile when clicking the same button, and instead putting the 
organisation link under settings could make it easier for many users. But this assessment might 
not necessarily be correct. In this test the blue button said a first and last name since it was on 
my account. In other cases, there might instead be a company name on the button and would 
therefore not be as associated with a user profile button.  
 
Regarding the log out button two test participants had opinions about it. One wanted it to say log 
out when hovered over, and another test participant thought it was sufficient with a log out in 
the settings drop-down and wanted to remove the icon completely. Removing the log out icon 
would correspond to Nielsen’s (1994a) heuristic Aesthetic and minimalist design by making the 
top menu cleaner. Another option could be to keep the log out icon but then either have a hover 
text which says what it does or have a confirmation box pop up once clicking it. Using a 
confirmation box might make it more cumbersome for regular users to use the system but it 
would also prevent Mistakes and Slips (Laubheimer 2015). 

Task  
Remove the 
website monitor 

Source of error 
 Two test participants tried to remove it by clicking on the Öppna 

kontrollpanel button on their website because they didn’t see their 
monitors right away and had to scroll down to be able to see them.  

Recommendations and observations 
Only showing the monitors at the bottom of the page which requires the user to scroll down 
breaches Nielsen’s (1994b) Visibility of system status heuristic. One test participant wanted a 
button on the top of the website page saying something like View monitor which would then 
make it more visible than just having a link at the bottom of the page.  
 
One test participant also wanted everything about monitors to be on the Övervakning page, both 
creating monitors and removing them. As it is now there is a guide on Överblick at the Övervaka 
page. But once the user has one or more monitors, it only shows a list of all available monitors 
and not the guide anymore. This allows the user to remove the monitors from there, but they 
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can’t see the guide on how to create a new monitor anymore. I would recommend to keep the 
guide there even if there are monitors there. 
 
Another observation was that none of the test participants used the Övervaka page to remove the 
monitors, but rather navigated via their web hosting service to the monitor. Because the test 
participants couldn’t use the Övervakning page to create monitors, it didn’t cross their mind to 
use it again for removing the monitors. The same applies for the web hosting service removal. 

Task  
Navigate to the 
homepage 

Source of error 

Recommendations and observations 
Out of six test participants only one used the house icon, whilst the rest used the logo. I would 
recommend removing the home icon in the top menu. This would free up space from the top 
menu and reduce slips (Laubheimer 2015).     

Task  
Remove the server 
monitor 

Source of error 
 A test participant didn’t know where on the website he was located 

because of the lack of navigational elements.  

Recommendations and observations 
One test participant didn’t know where on the web site he was located after clicking on the 
monitor under Övervakade tjänster on the servrar page. As discussed earlier, breadcrumbs or 
some other indicator where the user are located would be highly recommended. 
 
One test participant also mentioned it’s hard to know the difference between the server monitors 
since they only show the ping number and not the server name. Benyon’s heuristic Match 
between system status and the real-world advocates using language familiar to the user. Showing 
the name instead of the ping number would make it easier for the users to know which monitor 
is which. 

Task  
Remove the 
website/ web 
hosting server 

Source of error 
 

Recommendations and observations 
No test participant encountered any real problem with this task. Because this task was at the end 
of the task list, the test participants had a better understanding of the website by then. For future 
tests, I would recommend using this task in the beginning of the session to see if it will get 
different results. 
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5.2.3 Questionnaire analysis 
What we can see from the questionnaire answers presented in the result section, the test 
participants were overall satisfied with the website’s usability and all the questions had a 
positive average score. Since this is a kind of quantitative method, a sample size of only six test 
participants are too small to be reliable. But it will still provide some information to Beebyte 
about the user’s opinions on the website.  

The three questions that were closest to a neutral score was I thought the website was too 
inconsistent, I found the terminology hard to understand and I found the amount of information 
on the website sufficient. The inconsistent part has been covered a lot in the heuristic evaluation 
with recommendations on how to improve it. To make the terminology easier to understand can 
be hard, because of the nature of the website many technical and advanced words will have to 
be used in some places, but as recommended earlier, a help page with explanations of difficult 
terms and shortenings could improve that rating. The final one I found the amount of 
information on the website sufficient is slightly different. Only one of the test participants had 
a negative score on it. Then two participants had a neutral answer, which implies they didn’t 
have any strong opinions about it. This question should probably be formulated in a different 
way since now there is no option for if they think it is too much information, and the test 
participants seemed generally unsure about its meaning.  

6. Conclusions  
 

Rq1: What usability problems can be identified on beebyte.se and how can they be improved? 

By using both a heuristic evaluation and a user test complimented with a questionnaire and 
post-test interview, a variety of usability problems were identified. Many usability problems 
encountered in the heuristic evaluation and the user test differed a lot in their nature. Whilst the 
heuristic evaluation discovered more minor usability details on the individual pages, the user 
test discovered more navigational problems. One could argue that the usability problems from 
the heuristic evaluation which were not discovered in the user tests are false positives (Benyon 

Task  
Log out 

Source of error 

Recommendations and observations 
On the Navigate to the user profile task, options for the log out button was also discussed. One 
test participant wanted to remove it completely and only have log out in the settings drop-down. 
But in the test sessions, almost all the test participants used the log out icon rather than the 
settings drop-down when they wanted to log out. This shows that a good option would be to 
leave it as it is but add a help text which says log out when a user hovers over the icon, as 
suggested by one of the test participants. Or to have a confirmation box pop up when a user 
clicks on the log out icon. But removing it completely would make the top menu cleaner and 
reduce slips as discussed earlier and would also be a viable option. 
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2014) and therefore not problems that needs to be fixed. But I would argue that is not the case 
in this study. Since this is a qualitative study and the test were only conducted with six test 
participants, they will not encounter all usability problems on the site. One must also take into 
consideration that the test participants had a set of tasks they were focused on and were not 
navigating around freely on the site, which naturally gives a degree of tunnel vision and makes 
them focus less on small details. Finally, Nielsen (1994b) writes that heuristic evaluations and 
user test should both be conducted, since they complement each other by finding different 
problems. Nielsen’s (1994b) statement therefore makes the false positives less of a concern.  

The recommendations suggested in chapter five should provide a solid base for future updates 
on the website. The highest priority should be to improve the consistency of the names of the 
different services since that made many test participants confused. Other high priorities should 
be to improve the navigation and user control by letting the users know where on the site they 
are located, making the second register domain button when more visible and add confirmation 
messages when different services are successfully activated. 

Rq2: How do Beebyte’s target audience perceive their website? 

Because of the small amount of test participants this question cannot be answered completely 
accurate. But from what can be seen from the post-test interviews and the questionnaires is that 
all six test participants had good impressions of the website. As described in 5.2.1 only three of 
the questions were close to being neutral, and even those had a positive score. We can also see 
that the two questions with the highest score was I thought the website was easy to use and the 
website used pleasant and suitable colours. This shows that the test participants really liked the 
overall design of the website. When looking at the post-test interviews, we can also see that 
most of the test participants liked the design and thought it was clean and easy to use. With that 
said most of them still thought some aspects of the website needed improvements which is 
described in the result and analysis sections.   

6.1 Future studies 
When conducting usability testing it’s important to test the product in many iterations. Since 
this is the first test iteration further tests should be conducted after the changes Beebyte wants, 
have been implemented. This is important since those changes can lead to new usability 
problems which might not exist in the websites current state.  

In this study I could not find any other people to conduct the heuristic evaluation. This is not 
optimal and at least three evaluators are recommended since one person will never find all 
usability problems on an interface (Nielsen 1994b).  For future evaluation I would therefore 
recommend using 3-5 evaluators as recommended by Nielsen (1994b). 

For future user tests I would also recommend using another user group. Whilst the test 
participants in this study had a lot of web experience, they were all in their 20s, which is a very 
narrow age span. For future user test a bigger age span on the test participants would be 
recommended so that they would represent a larger user group.  
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Since Beebyte is a smaller start-up company, time and resources on usability testing is of course 
limited. But if possible, a bigger quantitative test would be a good way to measure the efficiency 
and effectiveness in the future and to give a more reliable picture on how the target audience 
perceive the website. 
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Appendix 2: Tp2 Questionnaire 
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Appendix 3: Tp3 Questionnaire 
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Appendix 4: Tp4 Questionnaire 
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Appendix 5: Tp5 Questionnaire 
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Appendix 6: Tp6 Questionnaire 
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Appendix 7: Information letter 
 

Informationsbrev 
 

Information om studien: 
Användbarhetsundersökning av Beebytes hemsida 

Syftet med studien är att testa användbarheten hos Beebytes hemsida. Ljud- och 
skärminspelning sker under testet. Du kommer i studien att vara helt anonym och i rapporten 
presenteras som tp1, tp2 etcetera. 

En testsession går ut på att du som testperson kommer att uträtta olika uppgifter på beebyte.se. 
Uppgifterna går ut på att navigera till olika delar och aktivera vissa tjänster på hemsidan. Medan 
uppgifterna utförs skall du som testperson tänka högt, dvs säga hur du tänker när navigerar runt 
på hemsidan. Detta samt en kort intervju efter testet kommer att ljudinspelas och vart du klickar 
och navigerar kommer att skärminspelas.  

Ljud och skärminspelningar kommer att behandlas för att kunna analysera testresultatet samt 
eventuellt bekräfta att testet har genomförts på ett korrekt sätt. 

Personuppgifterna behandlas enligt ditt informerade samtycke. Deltagande i studien är helt 
frivilligt. Du kan när som helst återkalla ditt samtycke utan att ange orsak, vilket dock inte 
påverkar den behandling som skett innan återkallandet. Alla uppgifter behandlas på ett sådant 
sätt så att inga obehöriga kan ta del av dem. Uppgifterna kommer att bevaras till dess att 
uppsatsarbetet godkänts och betyget har registrerats i Karlstads universitets studieregister för 
att sedan förstöras. 

Karlstads universitet är personuppgiftsansvarig. Enligt personuppgiftslagen 
(dataskyddsförordningen från och med den 25 maj 2018) har du rätt att gratis få ta del av 
samtliga uppgifter om dig som hanteras och vid behov få eventuella fel rättade. Du har även 
rätt att begära radering, begränsning eller att invända mot behandling av personuppgifter, och 
det finns möjlighet att inge klagomål till Datainspektionen. Kontaktuppgifter till 
dataskyddsombudet på Karlstads universitet är dpo@kau.se. 

Kontaktuppgifter 

Nikolai Guldager, nikolai.guldager@student.kau.se 

John Sören Pettersson, Professor, john_soren.pettersson@kau.se 
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Appendix 8: Consent form 

Samtyckesblankett 
 

Samtycke till att delta i studien: 
Användbarhetsundersökning av Beebytes hemsida 

Jag har skriftligen informerats om studien och samtycker till att delta. 

Jag är medveten om att mitt deltagande är helt frivilligt och att jag kan avbryta mitt deltagande i studien 
utan att ange något skäl. 

Min underskrift nedan betyder att jag väljer att delta i studien och godkänner att Karlstads universitet 
behandlar mina personuppgifter i enlighet med gällande dataskyddslagstiftning och lämnad information. 

 

…………………………………………  

Underskrift  

 

…………………………                               ………………………………………………… 
Namnförtydligande   Ort och datum  

 

Kontaktuppgifter 

Nikolai Guldager, nikolai.guldager@student.kau.se 

John Sören Pettersson, Professor, john_soren.pettersson@kau.se  
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Appendix 9: Task list B 
1. Log in using the following account details: email: xxxx@xxx.com password: 

test123 
2. Navigate to your user profile 
3. Acquire a domain name for your company and name it Remicly.test 
4. Acquire a virtual server for your company and name it RemiclyServer.test 
5. Rent a web hosting service tied to the newly bought domain name 
6. Set up monitoring service for the virtual server (ping monitor) 
7. Set up a monitor service for your new website (http monitor) 
8. Remove the monitoring service from your website/ web hosting service 
9. Navigate to the homepage  
10. Remove the web hosting service 
11. Remove the monitoring service from your virtual server 
12. Log out 
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Appendix 10: Task list C 
1. Log in using the following account details: email: xxxx@xxx.com password: 

test123 
2. acquire a virtual server for your company and name it RemiclyServer.test 
3. Acquire a domain name for your company and name it Remicly.test 
4. Rent a web hosting service tied to the newly bought domain name 
5. Navigate to the homepage  
6. Set up a monitor service for your new website (http monitor) 
7. Set up monitoring service for the virtual server (ping monitor) 
8. Navigate to your user profile 
9. Remove the monitoring service from your virtual server 
10. Remove the monitoring service from your website/ web hosting service 
11. Remove the web hosting service 
12. Log out. 

 

 


