
  

 
 

 

 

 

 

Rasmus Nim 

 

Redesigning training report application 

 

A qualitative study on user experience 

 

 

 

 

 

Information Systems 

One-year master thesis  

 

 

 

 

Date: 2016-06-13 

Supervisor: Bridget Kane 

  



  

 

Abstract 
IdrottOnline is a system that provide a funding organisation information about athlete’s activities in 

different sport clubs. A sport club can apply for financial funding from this organisation and use a 

provided application to report their activities and the attending athletes. These reports are then 

calculated and the sport clubs gets money according to the amount of attending athletes. It is large 

amounts of money given to the sport clubs and therefor important for the coaches to be able to 

report the athletes presence easily with few mistakes. The objective of the study is to design a 

software solution to report on athletes’ training that has functionality to support athletes, coaches 

and funding organisations. The method used is a qualitative interview survey with complimentary 

observations on the same participants, ending with ad hoc testing on the analysed system. The main 

thing found in the application were related to group handling that the system required but did not 

exist in the real world. It is also concluded that an interview survey is not sufficient to evaluate the 

user experience in a software system.  
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Introduction 

Background 
This one-year master thesis is conducting an experiment were users of a system is being interviewed 

and observed to evaluate the systems user experience. The system evaluated is IdrottOnline which 

has an application that coaches in different sports uses to report athlete’s presence to a funding 

organisation. The organisation is “Riksidrottförbundet” or translated to English “Swedish sport 

federation” shown in Figure 1. The funding the sport clubs get is call Local activity support (Lok-

support), which is provided by the Swedish sport federation when a club report their activities to the 

IdrottOnline system. The sport clubs can also use different systems and applications for the actual 

activity reporting, but all information needs to be provided to IdrottOnline for the club to be able to 

apply for the funding’s.  

Swedish sports federation 

 

Figure 1: Simplified model over the Swedish sport system structure 

Swedish sports federation consists of more federations than shown in Figure 1, but this figure is 

sufficient for this thesis. The Swedish national sports federation is an umbrella organisation that 

consists of special sports federations, including football, handball, track and field, and many more. All 

special sports federations include sport clubs that the athletes and coaches belong to, and each sport 

club consists of one or more sections for different sports.   

To apply for Lok-support the sport club first has to apply for the support digitally then report their 

activities and the athletes and coaches attending, and then depending on athlete and coach presence 

during the activities the club get financial support from the Swedish sport federation. The club get 

money for each athlete and coach attending an activity, which makes the Lok-support a big income 

for the sport clubs and therefore is important to be able to easy report the activities and the 

attending athletes easy to the IdrottOnline system.   

After a club is accepted for Lok-support they need to follow the rules set by the government. The 

rules must be followed by the presence reporting applications sport clubs uses. The Swedish sport 

federation is in charge of the Lok-support requests (Riksidrottsförbundet, 2016). 

IdrottOnline 
IdrottOnline is a big system with many applications. This thesis is focused on the presence reporting 

application which is used by coaches when an activity is done and needs to be reported to the 

system to give the sport club ability to apply for Lok-support. There are different ways for the 

coaches to do these presence reports, 1) through paper and a summery made by the sport club, 2) 
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through a text message feature, 3) through the IdrottOnline application, 4) or through a third party 

application that provide the IdrottOnline system with a summary of all activities made.  

The following diagram presents a simplified version on how the IdrottOnline system works, excluding 

the text message feature, and the paper sport club summary feature which is excluded from this 

thesis altogether (Figure 2).  

 

Figure 2: Simplified model over information flow in IdrottOnline.  

The IdrottOnline application that is used by the coaches to report activities can be used either 

through a web interface or in a mobile phone application. These graphical user interfaces are 

presented in Figure 3 and 4.  

 

Figure 3: IdrottOnline mobile phone applications report page. 
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Figure 4: Web-interface of IdrottOnline. 

As shown in Figure 2 the IdrottOnline system can import summaries from different third party app-

lications, examples of other systems are, SportAdmin, laget.se and SvenskaLaget. The third party 

application this thesis analyse is SportAdmin.  

SportAdmin 
SportAdmin is a system that provide help to whole sports clubs. Their system can handle member 

registers, web-site, billing, reservation and finally a presence report feature to the coaches which this 

thesis is focusing on. The presence reporting feature is providing the IdrottOnline system with the 

necessary information needed to able the club to get their financial support. The author was not able 

to get an interview with the developer of the system, because they did not want to participate, and 

therefor is the system showed throughout the thesis as a block box. The interaction with the system 

is presented through the view of a user in Figure 5, which display an activity diagram from one 

presence report made in the system. The graphical user interface for presence reporting activity is 

presented in Figure 6.  
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Figure 5: SportAdmin activity diagram through web interface.  

 

 

Figure 6: Web interface for SportAdmin.  

Problem statement 
Both IdrottOnlines’ and SportAdmins’ presence report application’s main target is team based sports, 

were the athletes are displayed as a team and not individually. This might be suited for the team 

based sports, but for individual sports where the athletes train and compete individually, the teams 

needed for the applications can cause problems. The individual sport athletes have different coaches 
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for different events. This thesis is focusing on these systems from an individual sport user 

perspective, and analyse the use of the presented applications, with a view to potentially redesign it.  

Objective 
The objective of this one-year master thesis is design a software solution to report on athletes’ 

training that has functionality to support athletes, coaches and funding organisations 

Target group 
The main target group is system developers, and especially developers of IdrottOnline and 

developers of other third-party software providing IdrottOnline with information. A secondary target 

group is information system students.  
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Design development  

Requirements and restrictions 
The first thing to be done in software development should be to gather requirements. In this thesis 

the IdrottOnline system is it particularly important with the requirements, because the government 

is providing laws that the applications have to follow.  

Molin and Pettersson (2003, 72-73) divide requirements in to two categories, closed and open. The 

closed requirements are easy to define formally with some kind of existing notation. Open 

requirements on the other hand are dynamic and difficult to understand, and will change during the 

development because of the user’s better understanding of the system. Multimedia consists of a 

large number of open requirements and these systems requirements are difficult and often pre-

sented in an informal way. They claim that the user involvement is important, but an expert 

knowledge among the users is needed.  

Molin and Pettersson (2003, 77-79) present a way of gather and present these requirements in a 

more multimedia way through an application developed at Karlstad University, call Ozlab, which is 

based on the “Wizard of Oz” technique. The technique is when the user is interacting with an 

interface that a test leader, or “wizard”, is controlling. With this technique the user might think he or 

she is using a real application but is just using a prototype interface that is controlled by a wizard.  

The Ozlab application is an implementation of the Wizard of Oz technique where the user is 

presented with a graphical user interface on a computer that is connected to, and controlled by 

another computer at a different location. The other computer is controlled by a test leader that can 

“act” as the back-end system (Molin and Pettersson, 2003).  

Molin and Pettersson (2003) claims that Ozlab prototypes could be used as requirement specif-

ications for a multimedia platform. They mean it is easier to get more requirements from the users 

with this kind of technique, compared with an interview survey asking users what they want. They 

also claim it is easier validate abstract requirements that is not quantifiable, like feeling of confidence 

in a bank system, because they can be discussed with the Wizard of Oz technique instead of 

measured in a normal sense.  

If Ozlab is used for representation of the requirements, it can be included in the next section as well, 

the design development, and the next section after that, the development of a graphical user 

interface.  

Design development method 
When the requirements are gathered, the design development can start. This section of the thesis 

present different methods of system design methods with the users in focus. Developing the design 

in a software development project is an important task that is best done before the actual prog-

ramming of the software starts (Cooper, 2004; Buxton, 2007; Gulliksen et al. 2003). The methods 

presented is Participatory design and User-centred system design (UCSD). First UCSD. 

Gulliksen et al. (2003, 401-403) developed the method UCSD. This method is focusing on the usability 

throughout the whole development process. UCSD consists of 12 key principals of the software deve-

lopment process.  

 User focus – Everybody in the project must know the end-users, their task, their goal, and 

so on. According to Cooper (2004) is a good user focus the use of personas to easy discuss 

the involved users in the development team. He means that one user is never a general 
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user and a persona is better to get a more general user in the process. Gulliksen et al. 

(2003) on the other hand suggest real users participating in the development process.  

 Active user involvement – Users of the software should participate in the development 

early and throughout the whole project. This principal contradict Cooper (2004) who 

advocate different personas instead.  

 Evolutionary system development – The development process should be iterative and 

incremental with each iteration. To evaluate the progress of the design each iteration 

should have a proper analysis of the user interactions. Molin and Pettersson (2003) claims 

that users often change their requirements when they get a better understanding of the 

software, which makes this principal important both for the requirement gathering and 

the design development.  

 Simple design representations – The design representation should be easy to understand 

and effective to use for the users. Use of concreate design suggestions, like sketches or 

simulations is better than abstract UML diagrams for the users. This principal is also in 

line with Molin and Petterssons (2003) claim that it is better to be able to show the users 

requirements through Ozlab instead of normal requirement not suited for multimedia 

products. Buxton (2007) also claim the idea of sketches for user involvement is good, with 

low-fidelity prototype sketches in the start of the development, increasing the fidelity of 

the prototype throughout the process.  

 Prototyping – Sketches, mock-ups and simulations should be use early and throughout 

the whole development process. It is essential to start with low-fidelity sketches and not 

start with detailed (Gulliksen, 2003; Buxton, 2007). As mentioned in the previous section 

is the Ozlab application a good way of testing these prototypes and updating the 

requirements at the same time (Molin and Pettersson, 2003).    

 Evaluate use in context – Critical usability goals should be defined and be essential for the 

user interaction evaluation.  

 Explicit and conscious design activities – Prioritised activities to develop the design with 

professional interactions designers is essential. This principal can introduce participatory 

design, where the key principal is user involvement in the development process. Mitchell 

et al. (2015) claim that the use of participatory design in the design process provides 

more innovative ideas for design suggestions, making this principal good for generating 

new design ideas.     

 A professional attitude – All design work should include a multidisciplinary team with 

roles from programmer to users. This needs a professional attitude towards the team. 

According to Cooper (2004) the programmers often get their way in the final product, 

despite the designs developed by good interaction designers, which makes this principal, 

the User focus principal, and the A user-cantered attitude should always be established 

principal, in common very important for the final product, where Cooper claims that the 

usability experts should have authority over the design, which also is introduced in the 

next principal.    

 Usability champion – A group or an individual expert on the area of usability should be 

involved early and throughout the project. This group or individual should have authority 

regarding usability questions.  

 Holistic design – All different aspects of the problem the software tent to solve, should be 

developed in parallel. One person or group should be responsible for the integration of all 

aspects.  
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 Process customisation – The development process should be specific to the project and 

should include all the key principals of UCSD.   

 A user-cantered attitude should always be established – Everybody involved in the project 

should be aware of the importance of usability and user involvement.  

That is all principals a development team needs to follow to implement the UCSD method by 

Gulliksen et al. (2003). In addition to these principals Cooper makes generalisations from the 

software development industry and purpose ideas of how the design development could be better. 

His findings is presented in the next few paragraphs of this section.    

Cooper (2004) claim that some programmers are bullies and do not follow the design instructions by 

the designers, which leads to badly designed software that users do not enjoy. He points to the 

importance of a good design with the user in focus and the designer in charge throughout the 

software development process. Similar to UCSDs’ user focus and usability champion.  

Cooper (2004) claim that the software should be “designed for the wild”, which he means that the 

software should be simple with a clear purpose that should help the user in the real world, with no 

unnecessary features. Many software’s do not have a simple interaction with a clear problem that it 

tends to solve, Cooper call these software “dancing bearware”. A dancing bearware is software that 

tries to impress the audience with cool features, but the features is not beneficial in a real world 

scenario. Same as a dancing bear, it is cool to see a bear dance, but it is not very good at it.  

To help the software development team discuss user usability over the role borders Cooper (2004) 

suggest that the team could use personas for these discussions. A team could create different 

personas that would use the system, and then choose one of them as the main target for the user-

interface. If it is important that two different personas have to be in focus, Cooper then suggest to 

create different interfaces for each particular user type. He purpose to design the interface to the 

persona which is least comfortable with computers, and make that persona 100% happy with the 

interface. This way other more computer comfortable personas will like the interface as well. The 

idea of create a user interface for one single persona is better because it is better to make one group 

enjoy the interface fully, compared to making a user interface that no one really enjoy. 

 That was a short summary of Coopers’ arguments about the design development and the 

importance of designers in charge of the design development. Now is the second method of this 

section introduced, the participatory design method.  

Participatory design is an approach that attempts to involve all stakeholders in the design process 

(e.g. employees, users, and costumers) and is usually brought in at major turning points in companies 

were workflows should be changed (Spinuzzi, 2004, 169). 

Both user-centred design and participatory design are being broadly used in pedagogical and 

philosophical work of technical communication. It is difficult to find a good methodological 

explanation of participatory design and that in practice, participatory design is used as an escape 

hatchet that practitioners use to label the work “participatory design” without being accountable to 

an established research method (Spinuzzi, 2004, 163). The following segment contains his findings 

about the participatory design method.   

Almost all participatory design methods consist of three stages, Initial exploration of work, discovery 

process, and prototyping (Spinuzzi, 2004, 167). 
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 Stage 1: Initial exploration of work. In this stage familiarise the users and designers them-

selves in which the way users work together. This includes among other exploring different 

technologies used, workflow, work procedure, and routines.  

 Stage 2: Discovery process. In this stage the participants tries to understand and prioritise 

work organisation and envision the future work space through different techniques. This 

includes clarify users goal and the desired outcome of the project. This stage is were 

different participant groups interact the most with each other.  

 Stage 3: Prototyping. In this stage the participants iteratively develop prototypes from the 

previous stage in either labs or on site.   

Spinuzzi (2004, 168-169) claim participatory design has its limitations, which he categorises in to 

three categories. 

 Methodological. 1). Workers, or future users, is thinking of the new system as an evolution and not 

a revolution, which limits their way of thinking about the new system.  

“If I had asked people what they wanted, they would have said faster horses.” – Henry Ford 

2). Participatory design has a tendency to focus on small artefacts in the workflow forgetting about 

the overall work activity.  

3). Different countries have different socioeconomics and thereby is it difficult to maintain the 

methodological tenets over some country borders.  

Method. 4). the method of participatory design is to “Explore, approximate, then refine” compared 

with more rigorous methods which is to “Measure twice, cut once”. This philosophical difference can 

make participatory design researchers to quite loosely draw on ethnographical methods to develop 

knowledge about participant’s work.   

5). It can be difficult to do strict studies from participatory design because the researcher cedes 

considerable control to their participants and must be imprecise to participants which by its nature is 

imprecise.   

Practical 6). Participatory design is time consuming and takes a lot of commitment and resources.   

Mitchell et al. (2015) claims that more design ideas are generated using participatory design 

compared with traditional email-based consultative process. The innovative solutions per idea is 

about the same between the two groups and Mitchell et al. claims that the significantly more 

amount of ideas generated by the participatory design resulted in more innovative solutions, and 

therefore the better choice. In their study they used “How might we…” and “What if…” –questions to 

generate ideas based on participatory work and traditional email consultative process. After the 

experiment they evaluated the result by counting the amount of ideas generated and an expert 

evaluated their innovativeness and then compared the two groups.  

The importance of user in the design development process is clearly important considering the 

presented studies. The users could be personas as Cooper (2004) indicates, or users could participate 

in the development process as indicated by Gulliksen et al. (2003) and the participatory design 

method. When the system is designed the next phase of the software development is to make a user 

friendly graphical user interface according to the requirements and the system design. 

User friendly graphical interface  
This section of the thesis will present different methods of validating a graphical user interface. First 

up is Scaife and Rogers (1996) which is negative towards the previous studies made in the field of 
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representations in a graphical user interface and then present categorise of evaluating parts of diff-

erent representations in graphical user interfaces. After that is heuristics of a user interface pres-

ented from different scientists, and the section is finished with some thoughts about graphical user 

interface design from Buxton (2007) and Molin and Pettersson (2003). 

There is much research done in the field but Scaife and Rogers (1996, 209) claims a lack of advances 

in the graphical user-interface design research due to four parts, 1), a lack of generalisation among 

the studies, 2), a lack of adequate rationale in the tested material, 3), lack of articulation about 

assumed linkages between external and internal representation, 4), a lack of developed theory in the 

area of cognitive science.  

Scaife and Rogers (1996, 188-189) is using three concepts of their evaluation of external cognition, 

computational offloading, re-representation, and graphical constraints. 

 Computational offloading – Is when an external representation helps the user with 

cognitive thinking, and the representation helps to solve informationally equivalent 

problems. Similar to Coopers (2003) cognitive friction, which means the need of cognitive 

thinking to understand how the user interface works.  

 Re-representation – Is the possibility for an abstract problem to have different external 

representation that is more or less difficult to understand internally. For example, roman 

numbers, binary numbers, and normal base ten numbers could be different external 

representations with the same logic, but with different difficulties of understanding them.  

 Graphical constraints – Is if the external representation are able to constrain the user from 

making errors.  

Another way of analysing a graphical user interface is through usability heuristics, which is general 

principles for interaction design and has been expanded through time. The following list contains a 

summary of heuristics from different authors:   

 Clarity of objectives – The system must communicate the purpose, goal and function in a 

clear way (González et al. 2009). Supported by Coopers (2003) “design for the wild” which is 

explained earlier in the thesis.  

 Visibility of system status – The system should provide the user with appropriate feedback 

on what is going on, within reasonable time (Nielsen, 1995; González et al. 2009). Same as 

Provide feedback in Molich and Nielsen (1990). 

 Match between system and the real world – The system should use words, phrases, and 

concepts familiar to the user and not use technical language used by developers. Also make 

information appear in a natural and logical order (Nielsen, 1995; González et al. 2009). Same 

as speak the User’s language in Molich and Nielsen (1990). 

 User control and freedom – When users click on features by mistake, it should be a clearly 

marked exit that takes the user back to the previous screen without any dialog. The system 

should also provide undo and redo features (Nielsen, 1995; González et al. 2009). Same as 

Provide clearly marked exits in Molich and Nielsen (1990). 

 Consistency and standards – The system should follow the platform conventions and the 

users should not wonder if same word means different things in different parts of the system 

(Nielsen, 1995, González et al. 2009). Same as Be consistent in Molich and Nielsen (1990). 

 Error prevention – Better to prevent the user from doing errors than displaying an error 

message when errors occur (Nielsen, 1995; Molich and Nielsen, 1990; González et al. 2009). 

Similar to Scaife and Rogers (1996) way of analysing a graphical user interface with 

“Graphical constraints”. 
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 Recognition rather than recall – Give the user information when needed so the user does 

not need to remember earlier choices made (Nielsen, 1995; González et al. 2009). Same as 

minimise the user’s memory load in Molich and Nielsen (1990).  

 Flexibility and efficiency of use – Shortcuts to advanced features should be unseen by novice 

users and should speed up the interaction for expert users, providing a good tool for both 

expert users and novice users (Nielsen, 1995; González et al. 2009). Same as Provide 

shortcuts in Molich and Nielsen (1990). This heuristic is good considering Coopers (2003) 

claim that the user interface should be designed for the least computer comfortable persona. 

This heuristic will provide expert users with powerful feature without altering the user 

experience on the persona the interface is designed for.  

 Aesthetic and minimalist design – Dialog should only provide the user with the necessary 

and relevant information needed (Nielsen, 1995; González et al. 2009). Same as simple and 

natural dialogue in Molich and Nielsen (1990). Similar to Coopers (2003) “designed for the 

wild”. No unnecessary information of features, just design for the wild.  

 Help users recognise, diagnose, and recover from errors – Error messages should be 

expressed in user language, and not in code, indicating the error and suggesting a solution 

(Nielsen, 1995). Never criticise the user in the error message, and explain exactly what the 

problem is (Molich and Nielsen, 1990).  

 Help and documentation – It is better to design the software so no documentation is 

needed, but if necessary documentation should provide help and should be easy to search, 

focused on user’s task, list concrete steps to be carried out, and not be too large (Nielsen, 

1995; González et al. 2009).   

 Search – Specific for websites. The user should be able to find and use search features 

without any effort (González et al. 2009). 

 News – Specific for websites. News should be displayed as headings with effective summaries 

that the user can click on (González et al. 2009).  

 Various – Specific for websites. The user should be able to see if the information is current.  

 Architecture information – Specific for websites. The users should be able to see information 

about the organisation in a clear structured way (González et al. 2009). 

Masip et al. (2011) expand on the Molich and Nielsen (1990) heuristics and include 6 more categorise 

to be evaluated. The categorise they evaluate in their study is Consistency, feedback, errors mana-

gement, less memory load, flexibility, dialogs, user control, ease of use, short cuts, help, navigation, 

protection, emergency exits, search, internationalization and content. They do not define these 

categorise more. They compare these 16 categorise with Molich and Nielsens 10 categorise and 

conclude that the expansion on the principles is necessary and will find more usability issues.  

For both the user interface design and the system design Buxton (2007) use sketches to involve users 

in the process. He means that the sketch is an important part of getting a good design before the 

actual software development starts. He claims that a sketch is easier for the users to criticize 

compared with a prototype which looks like a finished product, and therefor is a more valid method 

of measure the design on users. To test a graphical user interface sketch with users, the Ozlab 

application in Molin and Pettersson (2003) could be used in an experiment where the users can 

interact with the sketches on a computer screen. They mean that the developer get more require-

ements from a discussion about the user interface, which is provided by the Ozlab application 

compared with an interview survey. Molin and Pettersson means that it is important to have a 

discussion like climate when requirements is gathered to get as many as possible.  
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When the requirements are set, the system design is done, and a graphical user design is made, 

willingly through an iterative process, the coding can start. The coding part of the development will 

not be included in this thesis. 
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Methodology  
The method conducted in this thesis is a qualitative method consisting of interviews and obser-

vations inspired by Bryman (2012). Two types of people were interviewed, users and developers. The 

users also helped the author with screenshots from the applications and constructing the activity 

diagrams used to illustrate the applications (Figure 1, 2, 3). All interviews and observations 

conducted were spoken in Swedish and then translated to English for the thesis. All citations from 

the interview and observations are translated from Swedish to English. After the interviews the 

author installed the application and did a small ad hoc test on the application.  

Respondents  
The interviews about SportAdmin were football coaches attending via Skype. The interviews about 

IdrottOnline were with track and field coaches face to face, and the observations were conducted on 

the same coaches as participated in the interviews about IdrottOnline. A table of all participants is 

presented in Table 1.  

Table 1: Overview over the respondent’s task, method of interacting with test leader, and which 

system used.   

Respondents overview 

Participant 
User 

interview 
Developer 
interview 

Observation 
Face to 

face 
Via 

Skype 
SportAdmin IdrottOnline 

IdrottOnline 
developer 

  x     x   x 

Participant 1 x       x x   

Participant 2 x       x x   

Participant 3 x       x x   

Participant 4 x   x x     x 

Participant 5 x   x x     x 

Participant 6 x   x x     x 

 

Developer interview  
The aim was to have one developer from each system participating. One IdrottOnline developer par-

ticipated but no one from the SportAdmin system could participate in an interview. The interview 

conducted were a semi-structured interview following an interview guide (Appendix 2). The inter-

view conducted were recorded via Skype and used to research how the system works and which 

requirements and restrictions they had from the start.  

After the conducted interview, the author and the participant discussed how the information flow is 

in the IdrottOnline system. A diagram over the system was concluded during the discussion. 

User Interviews 
The user interviews were conducted face to face or via Skype. All interviews were recorded and 

transcribed. The interviews conducted followed an interview guide (Appendix 1) and were of a semi-

structured character (Bryman, 2012). The respondents were coaches for either football, or track and 

field, using either SportAdmins’ or IdrottOnlines’ presence reporting feature.  
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User Observations 
After the conducted face to face interviews the respondents were asked if they wanted and could 

participate in an observation study were they used the application.  

The objective the participants got were to create and report an activity through the application. The 

test leader glanced over the shoulder of the participants looking at the screen and asking questions 

during the interaction. The observation was sound recorded and the interaction were sketched down 

as an activity diagram. The recording was also transcribed. 

During the observation the test-leader used a notepad taking notes about the interaction the user 

had with the system.  

Transcription  
All interviews were recorded and transcribed. From each transcribed interview were claims found 

which were categorised in positive, negative, neutral and improvement suggestions. These claims are 

presented in the end of the result section. A sample transcription from an interview can be found at 

Appendix 3. 

The observations were recorded and transcribed, and the test leader used a notepad taking notes 

during the observation. Both the transcription and the notes were included and categorised in the 

result for each test participant. The claims are summarised in the end of the result section.    

Ad hoc testing 
After all observations and interviews were finished the author installed the IdrottOnline application 

on his phone to test the graphical user interface of the application. The test conducted had no strict 

agenda and the author tried to keep an open mind. The purpose of this tests were to find strange or 

bad behaviour in the interaction with the application, and it was not an evaluation of the application 

as whole. This part of the study was conducted after the interviews and observations to not give the 

test leader any predefined thoughts about the application that could affect the result from the 

interviews and observations. 

The ad hoc testing conducted were about 15 minutes total and were not very thorough.  

The SportAdmin application and website could not be accessed by the author, and therefore not 

tested ad hoc. 

Reliability and validity 
It was difficult to get information about the IdrottOnline application. First the author talked to the 

administrators in the track and field club to ask them about the application and they could not help. 

Instead they sent the author to a person they knew had something to do with the application but he 

could not help either, a dead end of gathering information. I e-mailed the Swedish sport federation 

and they gave me an e-mail address to the person in charge of the application, and she had time for 

an interview a week later. This information gathering took about three weeks, and was very time 

consuming with low result which might have affected the result because of the shortened time. 

It was also difficult to get the information from the web. There were 404 error codes on the manuals 

and support sites and the necessary information could not be found this way. 404 error code means 

the page does not exist. This means only one source of information was found about the IdrottOnline 

application, and more time were consumed leading nowhere in the thesis.    

The SportAdmin website was contacted with information about the thesis hoping to get an interview 

from some of their developers. I e-mailed their info mail and got the answer that no one was able to 
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participate in my thesis, E-mail sent to SportAdmin is found in Appendix 4. So the information from 

SportAdmin in this thesis is from users and their website and more time were consumed without any 

result.  

It is important for readers of this thesis to not make comparisons between the researched systems. 

All of the users using the SportAdmin system were coaches for team based sports, and for the 

IdrottOnline system were the user’s coaches from individual based sports. There was no observation 

experiments on the SportAdmin coaches because of distance between locations between test leader 

and participants.  

Ethical concerns  
All participants were informed that they would be anonymous in the thesis and that they could end 

their participation at any time without consequences. The developer was also informed that their 

software would not be anonymous. After the information all participants volunteered for the 

interview, and in some cases an observation as well.  
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Results 
The results are presented in three parts. The first part is the developer from the IdrottOnline system 

providing background information about rules and restriction they followed, how the Swedish sports 

organisation works with Lok-support and how the IdrottOnline system works and were developed. 

The second part is summaries from the interviews and observations conducted with the users ending 

in a table with claims about the user experience in the two systems. The third part is the result from 

the ad hoc testing made by the author.  

Interview with IdrottOnline developer 
The result from this interview is divided into three parts that the participant talked, Rules and 

regulations, IdrottOnline system explanations and software development methods. These results are 

included to give background to the IdrottOnline system, how it works, and how it was developed.  

Rules and regulations  
The Swedish sport federation is 75 different sports where team sports are the largest portion. There 

are two kinds of sports, team sport and individual sport.  

The rules for a club to get financial Lok-support through an activity is explained in the following list. 

 3 – 30 athletes need to be attending 

 The group should have a common start and a common ending to the training  

 At least one leader in the right age should attend.  

There are many activities that do not get financial Lok-support because these rules are not met 

during the activity.  

IdrottOnline system explanation  
In the application the user has activities that is connected to a calendar. For these activities are 

groups of athletes connected. When an activity is completed the coach can use the application to 

report the attending athletes and coaches from that group to that particular activity.   

The coach can call athletes to these activities, and if the athlete response is yes, he or she is expected 

by the application to participate. This is different to the old application were no athletes were 

expected to attend by the application. So now the coach will take away crosses from athletes that do 

not show up instead of having to click on all athletes showing up.   

When the coaches fill out the application a send a report via the application, the information will be 

sent concurrent during the year and when the club apply for financial Lok-support the reports will be 

recalculated and then give the sport club financial support accordingly. After the club applied for the 

support all activities will be locked for more changes, but up until that point all activities will be 

changeable. This design decisions is to fulfil the arguments in the following citation.   

“You are on the training field. You have your group or team. Then an athlete from another team 

shows up and join the training with the rest of the group, and you don’t have information there and 

then. Then you can report the presence of your team direct and in retrospect report the person from 

the other team.” 

A club need to make a digital petition to apply for Lok-support. This petition does not need any 

presence reported activities, which means the clubs are able to just send in summaries of how much 

activities has been made. This summery can be sent from another third party application. 

SportAdmin can thereby not apply for Lok-support but can submit the summery of all training a club 
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has reported to the IdrottOnline system. The club need to save the presence reports that made up 

the summary to be able to support the summary if inspected. They must be able to prove the 

summery is correct.  

A feature that is under development at the time is that third party software will be able to be 

integrated to the IdrottOnline system to concurrently send reports during the year to the system, 

send the raw data and not a summary of the data. This feature is similar to the text message report 

service, which Telia is providing at the moment.  

After the interview the participant helped the author draw a diagram over the information flow in 

the IdrottOnline system presented in Figure 7. 

 

Figure 7: Simplified model over IdrottOnlines information flow 

Software development methods 
They are using Scrum as project method and test driven development (TDD) with user-stories for the 

actual software development.  

Their biggest obstacle in the development is the adjustment to the Lok-support rules (Riksidrotts-

förbundet, 2016) set by the government. They have good ideas for the users that contradict the rules 

for Lok-support, and therefore cannot be implemented.  

For the design process they used different methods for different part of the system. For the presence 

report feature they observed how different sport clubs did their presence report submissions. One of 

the challenges they met during the design of the software were to design a user-interface for 20000 

sport clubs with different sizes and different knowledge spread throughout the country. To help with 

this challenge they had usability-experts, which used personas to try to identify the different types of 

users, but the participant did not found the personas helpful. The usability-experts also filmed the 

user’s behaviour, interviewed users and observed them before developing a graphical user-interface. 
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After this they developed an own IdrottOnline user-interface design which is built upon Twitter 

boothstrap to look identical in all IdrottOnline applications.    

Their biggest obstacle today is that Swedish sport federation are volunteer with their own set of 

rules. A sport club is connected to special sport federation (Figure 1) where there are rules they must 

be followed, which makes it difficult to make all the users satisfied.  

Participant 1 
Football coach using the SportAdmin system. 

Interview 
The general opinion of the application is neither very good nor very bad. It is good to have many 

different administrator features in one platform and to have access to things like personal informa-

tion about the athletes, and to be able to send bills through the same system. The participant is a bit 

annoyed when the report is submitted incorrect and is needed to be changed, this is causing 

problems in the interaction. Also it is much work to be done by the coach before the activities are 

performed. The feedback the user get from the application about an activity that is justified for Lok-

support or not, and feedback about an athlete already been assigned an activity for that particular 

day is good.  

“It is okay, the presence reporting feature. They have a couple of good stuffs, but the presence 

reporting feature I think is a bit messy when trying to fix mistakes. I don’t get along with it. It is good 

that I can see which activities the club gets money for, it marks the ones that is not justified for 

financial allowance.” 

To make the application better the respondent suggest a better sorting feature in the lists of 

athletes, for example presence statistics or age as sorting parameter. It should in some cases be 

better to have all athletes filled out as default. Lastly the participant suggests to be able to report 

injury or vacation to one specific athlete so the athlete would be at the end of the list.  

If the participant would rethink the application with no restrictions he would like to have a 

fingerprint sensor in the device which could have all the athletes pressing their finger against it to fill 

out the presence report. This way the coach do not need to know which group is attending or pre-

define the activity. The coach would then submit to the application how long the training session 

were.   

The following list contain all positive claims from the whole interview.  

 Good to see if the activity is justified for Lok-support. 

 The coach is not able to submit the same person to different activities at the same day.  

 Good to have all administrator features in the same system, like billing, presence reporting 

and personal information about the athletes.  

 SportAdmin handles the summery needed for Lok-support, so the user do not need to fill out 

these forms.  

The following list contain all negative claims from the whole interview. 

 Tedious to change reports in the application. 

 Tedious and time consuming to submit the activities beforehand. 

Participant 2 
Football coach using the SportAdmin system.  



19 
 

Interview 
The respondent has used the application for about six months and really enjoy it. It is easy to use and 

find it very effective compared to write it on paper. 

“I am from the old days were you used paper to fill out the reports. This is heaven compared.” 

It is easy to report the presence of the athletes, and that it is easy to work with.  

One improvement suggestion the participant would like, is a shortcut on the desktop for the pres-

ence report feature.  

The following list contain all positive claims from the whole interview.  

 Good availability. Access to the whole system from everywhere. You can check things like the 

next game or send an email direct on the practice field.  

 Easy to change reports. 

The following list contain all negative claims from the whole interview. 

 Long interaction to get to presence reporting feature 

Participant 3 
Football coach using the SportAdmin system. 

Interview 
The SportAdmin application is flexible and very easy to use. The participant compares it to their prev-

ious presence report handling which were confusing, with member lists, Excel document and a lack 

of mobile phone application to report the training on.  

The presence report feature is good, but could be better. When sending invites to training via e-mail 

and the athletes respond positive, the coach still needs to fill out the attendance of that particular 

athlete.  

“Today we don’t send out invitations because there is no connection to the presence report, which I 

know of. I have been looking and haven’t found anything, so I haven’t started using it.” 

The participant suggested three things that could improve the application. 1) Make it easier to 

handle multiple weekdays with the same training at once. 2) An integration between invitation and 

presence reporting. 3) Get the system to recognise and remove double attendance among athletes 

without the user having to do anything.   

The following list contain all positive claims from the whole interview.  

 Flexible and easy to access the system direct from the application. 

 Easy to import game schedules to the activity calendar.  

 Easy to correct errors made when reporting.  

 Quick support when asked for. 

 Easy for new users to getting started despite the powerful features.  

 Easy to add new players to a team, because of the connection to the system. 

The following list contain all negative claims from the whole interview.  

 Ignorance among users, they only use a portion of all features. 
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 Annoying when a particular athlete already reported for the day. (The rule of Lok-support 

state that one athlete can only get Lok-support for one activity a day) 

 At the start, got introduced to few features, and needed to ask for more support about the 

more powerful features.  

Participant 4 
Track and field coach using the IdrottOnline system 

Interview 
The respondent has used the application for about two months and have not had any major 

problems with it. In general it is a bit too many clicks to get to the presence report feature in the 

application. The respondent is participating in many groups and have administrator right which 

makes it difficult to find a specific group. The application is okay but not very great looking nor very 

fast, and the last day the participant struggled to use the application. An error message saying “The 

ticket has expired” was displayed when entering the application.   

Group handling is a problem shown in the following citation. 

“I have a pole vault group that I haven’t presence reported yet, because they need to be a separate 

group.” 

The participant can think of two improvements for the user interface, 1) predefined training sessions 

that can be placed in the calendar. 2) Shortcuts to the favourite groups.    

The following list contain all positive claims from the whole interview.  

 Like the idea of having presence reporting in a mobile phone application.  

 Can access much information in the application about groups and athletes. 

 When it works it is easy to report athlete presence.  

The following list contain all negative claims from the whole interview. 

 Cannot understand the error message “The ticket is expired”. 

 Need of repeating the same information about new activities every time.  

 Was not able to report presence on some pole vaulter’s because they were not in the same 

group. 

Finally the participant had one neutral claim about the application. The user-interface is neither good 

nor bad.  

Observations 
The participants’ interaction follows the diagram below (figure 8). 

  

Figure 8: A diagram showing the workflow of IdrottOnline during the observation. 
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The presence report took approximately 7 minutes. The participant did not know after the reported 

activity if it was successfully submitted, and had to go back to check if he was successful and the 

report was correct. It was not. The participant then tried to fix the errors he made with no success. 

He restarted the registration process and found a help button which explained the shortened words, 

one of which were if an athlete were handicapped. He said laughing:  

“Now I must go back to earlier reports to see if I have crossed any athletes as handicapped.” 

“Annoying that I don’t know why things are like they are and that it’s missing information.” 

The participant thinks that the rules for Lok-support is unfair, and that the people in charge do not 

have the knowledge of how the track and field training situation looks. When the athlete is 15 years 

or older they train in many different groups on different times on the day, which means that much 

track and field training does not get Lok-support. The following two citations explains the problem 

with the groups involved in Lok-support, and how it is not beneficial for individual based sports.  

“Track and field has 22 events. Everybody cannot train all events in their age based groups. So they go 

and train other events with different, non-specified groups, which they think is fun and those events is 

rarely presence reported because they do not train with their own group.” 

“Should it be less worth, in an individual sport, compared with like football training with groups? We 

aim the same amount towards a common health which is the ground for the financial support.” 

After the observation the participant looked around as administrator in the application to see if other 

coaches had made mistakes reporting, and he found that most of them had many incorrect reports.  

The participant found three things he wants to improve in the user-experience in the application 

during the observation, 1) take away predefined groups somehow, 2) be able to press a shortened 

word to see the full word, 3) registration of a person with handicap, so the coach do not need to fill 

out that field.   

The following list contains negative claims observed during the observation, either comments from 

the participants or observation from the test-leader.  

 The participant think it is generally bad reliability in the application.  

 Fill out the name of an activity feels unnecessary. 

 You are not able to create predefined names for fields when creating an activity.   

 Strange shortenings of words. And cannot hover to get information about the shortened 

words do not work. 

 Not suited for track and field and the way the athletes train. A track and field athlete train 

individually in a group and not as a group.   

 Many coaches filled out the registrations wrong. 

No positive claims were found during the observation. 

Participant 5 
Track and field coach using the IdrottOnline system. 

Interview 
The participant thinks the application for the presence reports are easy to use and that it works 

great. The only complaint she has is to be able to add athlete’s permanently to a group and that she 

needs to talk to the administrators of the application to be able to alter her group. The application 

works smooth when the coach can create and report the activity at the same time during the training 
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session. The participant does not like to create many activities at once before the training sessions 

start, and therefor is only creating the activities during or after the actual training session.   

The participant suggest two improvements to the application, 1) more streamlined way of adding 

and removing athletes from the group, 2) be able to use voice command to interact with the 

interface 

The following list contain all positive claims from the whole interview.  

 Streamlined application 

 Be able to create and report activities in place 

The following list contain all negative claims from the whole interview. 

 Not be able to alter the group 

Observation  
The participant had the same interaction flow as participant 4 shown in Figure 8. Including the 

mistakes that were made.  

The participant also mentioned that the sports club is losing much money because of the lack of 

group altering features, like adding or removing athletes from the group.  

“We have *Athletes name* who is from another sports club which on paper do not train with us, so 

we lose 8 crowns for each training session. The possibility to train together is like that.” 

“Now are *coach name* not in the current group which cannot be crossed as attending.” 

The participant think that paper worked better for presence report because they never had trouble 

with athletes or coaches that could not be crossed of, and she got a better overview over the training 

sessions reported.  

During the observation the participant mentioned one improvement to the application, to be able to 

alter groups permanently.  

The following list contains positive claims observed during the observation, either comments from 

the participants or observation from the test-leader.  

 The participant think it works great to register an activity afterwards 

 Easy to correct mistakes made during the reporting 

 Easy to add an athlete temporarily in a group 

The following list contains negative claims observed during the observation, either comments from 

the participants or observation from the test-leader. 

 Extremely slow, with 2-10 seconds load time on each click  

 Small area that show participants which needs much scrolling. See Figure 3. 

 When the participant clicked beside the “athletes is present box” the feedback given looked 

almost the same as when the participant clicked in the box, which made her report the 

training session wrongly. See Figure 8 to see detour in the interaction flow 

 Do not understand shortened words.  

 Very specific format for the personal number. “YYYYMMDD” were the only format accepted 

which lead to a couple of mistakes during the observation 

 Unnecessary to add name to the activity.  
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 The coach must know an athletes personal number to be able to add that person to the 

activity temporarily  

 When add athlete is added temporarily to a group, the user needs to click that the athletes is 

attending as well.    

 The coach need to contact administrators to alter groups permanently  

 Strange feature to be able to temporarily remove an athlete from one activity 

 The participant got confused with the symbols for alter, search and remove persons from the 

group, but the add button she recognised  

 When removing persons from the group temporarily, a search button is covered by the 

keyboard making it difficult to understand what to do 

Participant 6 
Track and field coach using the IdrottOnline system. 

Interview 
The participant thinks the application work okay in the everyday use. She uses her computer to add 3 

month of activities, which is very difficult, but when adding the activities are done the actual 

presence reporting work smoothly. When creating the activities, the participant had to call IT support 

in the sports club more than once. She finds it so difficult to add activities she just adds 16-18 o’clock 

training for every day of the week for the maximum limit of time, which is 100 activities. Then she 

alters the activities in place of training or competition.  

She mentions that the application is more suited for team based sports like football. With 

terminology that track and field do not use, like cups or matches.  

The following three citation shows her frustration with the application.  

“I cannot put my finger on it, but it is not user-friendly” 

“Before you understand that you have to first create a calendar and then create a group. It is not easy 

to find and understand how to do. It isn’t obvious how you should proceed.” 

“Now when I get a notification in my phone during the weekend, am I not able to fill out the form 

because it is competition (not training which is prefilled). I must go to the computer to change type. 

So I must do it afterwards, despite this it is easier (Than adding activities all the time). It could have 

been more streamlined.” 

During the observation the participant mentioned four improvements that could be made to the 

system, 1) easier to create activities in advance, 2) be able to remove athletes from the groups, 3) 

only display groups that is related to the user, 4) be able to copy one activity to another date. 

Despite these complaints she prefers this system over the use of paper for presence reporting.  

The following list contain all positive claims from the whole interview.  

 It is easy to remove activities, but in the mobile phone application it is easier to just remove 

all crosses to say nobody was there.  

 Easy to use after activities are added.  

 Gets a notification with a link to the right activity every day, which makes the presence 

reporting easy. 

The following list contain all negative claims from the whole interview. 
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 Terminology that is not suited for track and field 

 Generally difficult to find features. She cannot point to something specific, but she need to 

search for them a lot when using the application.  

 Generally not user-friendly 

Observation  
The participant claimed she could not use the mobile phone application for the observation, but 

were able to use the computer and IdrottOnlines’ web-application. This interaction became long and 

messy, as shown in Figure 9 which is the interaction flow. The figure only show the start and finish of 

the objective given to the participant, the observation continued afterwards, when the participant 

tried to fix some errors made.  

Figure 9: activity flow from IdrottOnline test participant 3. See Appendix 5 for larger picture. 
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.  

Figure 10: Error message shown when test participant forgot fill out the place of an activity.  

After this interaction shown in Figure 9 she tried to delete and recreate the activities that were filled 

out with the wrong place parameter. She was able to delete 10 of them and cannot understand how 

to delete all of them.  

“It is like this all the time. Where is the other 90 activities?” 

“This I got to try to solve, get away all the activities and create new ones.” 

 

She get annoyed and the observer notice that she is uncomfortable and stops the test, so she can fix 

the unwanted activities when no one is observing.  

The following list contains positive claims observed during the observation, either comments from 

the participants or observation from the test-leader.  

 Easy to delete activities.  

The following list contains negative claims observed during the observation, either comments from 

the participants or observation from the test-leader. 

 Difficult to report correctly, because it is an individual sport were athletes train at different 

times during the day. 

 Inconsistent error handling. 

 Not enough feedback when saving activities. 

 Not possible to report via the phone application more than 9 hours afterwards.  

 Not able to register a coach as coach, which means she has to click on “coach” each time that 

she reports.  

 Do not know shortened words that is used in the application.   

 Not able to add athletes permanently to a group. 

 Forgot to add place to activities and therefore not be able to use phone for reporting.  
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Result summary 
The following two tables categorise and present all claims found during the user interviews and the 

user observations. Table 2 and 3.   

Table 2: Table presenting a summary of all findings from IdrottOnline.  

IdrottOnline 

Interviews 

Positive Negative 

The idea of a phone as a presence reporting device Cannot understand error message 

Access to information on the training field Repeat same information about activities 

Easy to report athlete’s presence Not able to report presence on athletes, because of group issues 

Streamlined application Not be able to alter groups permanently 

Be able to create and report activities in place Terminology is not suited for track and field 

Easy to delete activity Difficult to find features 

Easy to report when activities are created Generally, not good usability 

Good to get notifications about predefined activities  

  

Neutral Improvement suggestions 

User-interface is neither good or bad Predefined training sessions 

Easier to report no one was present than deleting activity in 
phone 

Shortcut to specific group 

 Make it easier to alter groups 

 Voice command to interact with the interface 

  

Observations 

Positive Negative 

Easy to create activities afterwards Bad reliability in the application 

Easy to correct mistakes in a report Name of activity is unnecessary 

Easy to add athletes temporarily to a group Not able to use predefined names for fields in new activity 

Easy to delete activities Do not understand shortened words 

 Not suited for individual sports when athletes do not train in specific 
groups 

 Many coaches fill out incorrect reports 

 Small area were athletes is shown when reporting 

   Wrongly given feedback which lead to incorrect report 

 When giving personal number the format must be very accurate 

 The coach must know personal number to add athlete temporarily 

 Adding an athlete temporarily should be assumed to attend 

 Extremely slow between screens 

 Only system administrators can alter groups permanently 

 Strange feature to remove athlete temporary from a group 

 Some confusing symbols 

Improvement suggestions Button covered up by keyboard in search area 

Press on shortened word to get information about it Inconsistent error handling 

Take away predefined groups somehow Not enough feedback when saving activities 

To register a person as handicapped and not on each 
activity 

Not possible to report via phone application 9 hours after the 
activity 

Be able to add athletes without knowing their personal 
number 

Not be able to register a coach as a coach 

Be able to add athletes to a group permanently Cannot alter place on created activity in the phone application 
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Table 3: Table presenting a summary of all findings from SportAdmin. 

SportAdmin 

Interviews 

Positive Negative 

Good to see which activities are justified for Lok-support Tedious to change reports 

The coach are not able to submit one person multiple times 
on the same day 

tedious and time consuming to submit activities beforehand 

Good to have access to the system Long interaction to get to presence reporting feature 

The system handle the summaries needed for Lok-support Ignorance among users about features 

Easy to change reports Too small introduction with no powerful features 

Easy to import a game schedule to the activity calendar  

Quick support  

Easy for new users to use  

Easy to add players to the team  

  

Improvement suggestions  

Better sorting functions  

Default should be to cross off athletes not attending  

Be able to report athletes as injured or on vacation  

Use a fingerprint sensor to report athlete presence  

A shortcut on the desktop to the presence report feature  

Make it easier to handle multiple weekdays with the same 
training at once 

 

An integration between invitation and presence reporting  

Get the system to recognise and remove double attendance  

  

 

Ad hoc test 
This section present the result of the ad hoc testing made by the author.  

To get access to the login information the author had to go to the website and get a new password. 

To find the log in screen on the IdrottOnline website, the author had to search for “IdrottOnline log 

in” in Google, then click on a YouTube clip that show how to get access to that particular screen. The 

log in screen were found as a grey little padlock in the upper right corner next to other small grey 

symbols, almost invisible.  

After resetting the login information, the author was able to log in to the phone application. The 

following list contains strange behaviour and bad user interface artefacts found by the author (Note 

that the author ad hoc tested and were only looking for bad user interface behaviour, and not good 

ones). 

 Long load times after each click, even if the click were to switch between tabs with next to 

no information. The load times could be up to 10 seconds between each click. See a couple 

loading screens and the small information behind them in Figure 10.  

 When changing password feedback is not given to the user if the password is successfully 

changed, and the dialog box do not close. This means if the user clicks twice on save in the 

change password dialog and the password changes the first time, the second click gives an 
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error message telling the user that the old password is incorrect because it is changed in the 

first click. This happened to the author. 

 The language used is inconsistent. The application contains Swedish and English on the same 

pages, displaying text like “Posta till wall”, and “Groupwall”, and ”Det finns inga medd-

elanden”. These textboxes are neither Swedish nor are they English (Figure 11). 

 When starting the application, the user clicks twice to get to a screen the application call the 

start screen. If the user clicks back on the start screen a dialog box appears and ask the user 

if the applications should be shut down. If the user clicks “yes” the first screen displays that 

was two clicks before the “start screen” and the application do not shut down.  

 The back button does not work on loading screen which makes the user needs to wait for 

multiple loading screen if he clicks wrongly. First the loading screen on the wrong click, then 

the loading screen to get back, then the load screen to the right screen.  

 When adding athletes to a group a dialog box appears having one abort button and two text 

fields saying “add persons from group” or “add person by personal number”. The author 

clicked multiple times on abort because he did not know that the text field is also buttons 

that could be clicked (Figure 12).  

 A pole vault group have multiple activities with at least three athletes and one coach with 

over 1-hour training that do not get Lok-support, and the application do not give the user 

feedback about why. See Figure 13 

 It is possible to alter groups permanently, and the coaches said that it could not be done. 

The groups could altered in two places, one were the groups were altered permanently, and 

one were the groups only temporary were altered.  

 

Figure 10: Displaying loading screens from IdrottOnline application. 
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Figure 11: Displaying screen containing Swedish and English. 

 

Figure 12: Add athlete dialog box.         Figure 13: present report  
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Analysis 
The analysis consist of 6 parts. The first part is Issues and restrictions, which analyse the different 

obstacles during the work and how they affected the result of this thesis. The second part is 

Rethinking the design, which is if the system could be redesign from the start. The third and fourth 

part, analyse the results and suggest improvements to the existing systems. The fifth part analyse the 

data gathered from a broader perspective and generalise the findings. The sixth and last part 

conclude the thesis and makes suggestions for further research.   

Issues and restrictions 
The objective of this one-year master thesis is design a software solution to report on athletes’ 

training that has functionality to support athletes, coaches and funding organisations. In the process 

of analysing the chosen software solutions some obstacles were encountered. The first obstacle 

encounter was to get in contact with the developer of the IdrottOnline system, the second obstacle 

encountered were that no one from SportAdmin volunteered for an interview, the third obstacle 

encountered were that SportAdmin users could not participate face to face. Because of these 

obstacles the objective of the study could not be fully fulfilled, instead of a new design, design 

suggestions are presented later in the analysis.  

It would also have been interesting to compare the two system with each other. This could not be 

done because of the obstacles met during the thesis. The different opinions from the interviews 

compared with the observations, which is discussed later in this section, and the fact that 

SportAdmin respondents only were from team based sports and the respondents from IdrottOnline 

were from individual sports, is also a major factor why the two systems never got compared.    

Test participants 1, 2, and 3 interviews validity might not be very good considering Molin and 

Petterssons (2003) claim that an interview survey is difficult of gathering requirements for a multi-

media system. This discussion is further explained in the section General findings and generalisation 

on page 31. 

Rethinking the design 
One of the main things found during the interviews and observations with the IdrottOnline users was 

trouble that relates to the group handling. The sport clubs even lose money from this design flaw. 

According to the rules of Lok-support it has to be a group of people with a common start and finish to 

the training session. An easy way to implement these restriction is to make the user fill out these 

groups and handle them. The problem with this thinking is that individual sports does not look like 

that in the real world. One training session with one group does not need to be the same group for 

all weeks. An athletes do not necessary belong to one particular group.  

Also one group of ten year olds in track and field could be hundreds with never more than 30 

children attending at the same time, which makes it difficult for the coach finding athletes in the 

sheet.   

With that in mind, the application is not designed for the real world scenario for individual sports, 

but for the back-end system. A better, and probably more difficult to implement, solution would be 

to make the application handle the groups, which is needed for the system, without any user 

involvement. This design would be closer to the real world for individual sports.  

Design an application without user involvement in the group handling could be difficult, the problem 

would be for the coach to find present athletes in the application for each training session. One 

solution might be to have one application for the coach and one for the athletes, and when the coach 



31 
 

start the training session the athletes would with one click in their application appear on the coaches 

list of attending athletes. This solution would probably not be perfect, because all athletes might not 

have their phones, or the application installed, and it would not be suited for athletes all ages, but 

the sport club would not lose money from the bad design.  

According to Cooper (2004) is software best designed to one persona for each user interface. The 

respondent group that were individual coaches experienced the application as badly suited for 

individual sports and many reports were filled out wrongly. The football coaches did not have the 

same trouble. For a better user experience for the individual sport coaches could be a completely 

different user interface were for example groups, which is necessary for Lok-support could be 

handled by the system and not the user. The respondents gave some suggestions on how to interact 

with the system that do not need to show groups to the user. 1). the athletes could report their 

presence themselves through a mobile phone application, 2). The coach could use voice commands 

to interact with the system to report which athletes attending, 3). The coach could have a device that 

could read fingerprints from attending athletes to be able to report activity.  

If possible and legal the fingerprint sensor idea could be a good user experience. This would solve 

many of the troubles the individual sport coaches had.  

 “Not be able to alter groups permanently”, “Not able to report presence on athletes, because 

of group issues”, “Not suited for individual sports when athletes do not train in specific 

groups”, “Only system administrators can alter groups permanently”, “Strange feature to 

remove athlete temporary from a group”– The need for groups would not be shown to the 

user and all athletes attending would make an own group built by the system and not the 

user. This way the interface would look more like how the real world looks like, with 

individual athletes, and the software would be adjusted for the user and not the system, 

which Cooper (2004) describe as one problem in system design. He means the software 

should be “designed for the wild”. According to the heuristics of interaction design will this 

be a better way to implement the heuristic “Match between system and real world” (Nielsen, 

1995; González et al. 2009; Molich and Nielsen, 1990). 

 “Many coaches fill out incorrect reports” – With the fingerprint sensor it would be more 

difficult to make mistakes, because the user does not need to add athletes to groups and the 

user do not need to cross people in the application. The heuristic “Error prevention” 

(Nielsen, 1995; Molich and Nielsen, 1990; González et al. 2009) could be addressed to this 

scenario. It could also be seen as a “Graphical constraint” by Scaife and Rogers (1996) 

because that it can prevent the user from making errors through a constraint in the interface, 

and thereby also presumably make the user not see as many error messages discussed 

during the interviews and observations.   

  “Small area were athletes is shown when reporting” – The coaches would not need to cross 

of athletes and the graphical user interface would not need an area were users can cross of 

athletes.  

 “When giving personal number the format must be very accurate”, “The coach must know 

personal number to add athlete temporarily” – The user will never need to add athletes by 

personal number if their fingerprint is stored by the system.  

The suggestions in the list above is not tested and it is not sure it would make for a better user 

experience, but according to the literature it would be better than the previous design.  
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Altering current IdrottOnline application 
If the IdrottOnline development team do not have the money and resources to redesign their 

application from the start, this section of the analysis present altering suggestions for the user 

interface that can be improved in the existing version of the software. 

The following list is improvement suggestions that the developers should consider in their continued 

development of the current application. 

 The user interface in the mobile phone application must be faster. It is not much information 

on each screen but it takes 2-10 seconds of loading for each click in the interface. In the ad 

hoc testing by the author it was found to be very tedious to wait a couple of seconds when 

clicking on the wrong button then having to wait another couple of seconds to go back to the 

previous screen. This slowness was also found during the observations “Extremely slow 

between screens” but not during the interviews.  

 Consistency through the whole application. Consistency and standards by Nielsen (1995) and 

González et al. (2009).  

o The language should be either in Swedish or in English not in both and should use 

shortened words only if necessary and then explain the shortened words to the user 

when hovering or clicking it “Do not understand shortened words”.  

o The error handling should be more consistent and easier to understand for the user 

“Inconsistent error handling”, “Cannot understand error message”. “The ticket has 

expired” was the error message the user did not understand. This message is clearly 

not for the user and the user are not able to do anything about the error according 

to the heuristics (Nielsen, 1995; González et al. 2009).   

o The terminology should be adjusted according to sport “Terminology is not suited for 

track and field”. This might also be the cause of users thinking the application is 

suited for team based sports, “Not suited for individual sports when athletes do not 

train in specific groups”. 

o Make the back button functionality consistent. In the authors’ opinion it should go 

back screen by screen to the start screen, if pressed once more it should ask the user 

if he or she wants to close the application, and close the application on positive 

response. The back button should also be able to stop a loading screen and go back 

to the previous page within milliseconds.  

o Buttons should be consistent and it should be easy for the user to see what is 

clickable. Considering that both the author and the participants had multiple 

complaints about clicking buttons with no feedback and having to go back to 

previous screens to find the text fields were used as buttons.     

 Activities should be able to be duplicated in the mobile phone application to another time, a 

copy paste function for the activities. “Repeat same information about activities”  

 Altering groups permanently in the activity. The users found it frustrating to be able to alter 

the group members and finding out at the next activity the changes had been reverted. This 

might also be why the users did not find the feature to alter groups permanently in the 

application because they might have thought the feature was found and where broken. It 

could also be the reason behind the claim that the application has bad reliability. “Not be 

able to alter groups permanently”, “Strange feature to remove athlete temporary from a 

group”, “Only system administrators can alter groups permanently”, “Bad reliability in the 

application”. 
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 Make name for activity optional, this field is not necessary by the rules and coaches find it 

strange to write a name for the activity. “Name of activity is unnecessary” 

 Be able to register persons as coach or handicapped, then the user will not need to cross 

coaches as coach for each activity and the need for the field “handicapped” will be 

unnecessary. One shortened word was FN which stands for handicapped (Funktionsnedsatt 

in Swedish) could be taken away. “Not be able to register a coach as a coach”, “Do not 

understand shortened words” 

 Make the format of personal numbers less strict. YYMMDDNNNN, YYYYMMDDNNNN, 

YYMMDD-NNNN are a few kind of formats that could be accepted. “When giving personal 

number the format must be very accurate” 

 Be able to search athletes by name to add to a group, and not only by personal number. “The 

coach must know personal number to add athlete temporarily”, “Not able to report presence 

on athletes, because of group issues” 

 When athlete added to a group temporary, the user should not need to cross that athlete as 

attending, the system should assume the athlete is attending. “Adding an athlete temporarily 

should be assumed to attend” 

 Remove unnecessary feature that removes athlete from activity. This feature does not fill a 

purpose because an athlete not attending the coach should only need to remove the cross 

from that athlete. The feature also confused one participant during the observation. 

Participant 3 thought she could remove the athlete permanently from the group with this 

feature. To be able to remove an athlete permanently during the present reporting would be 

a better feature. “Strange feature to remove athlete temporary from a group” 

 Make text fields and necessary buttons visible when keyboard is displaying for example with 

the android:windowSoftInputMode attribute in android. “Button covered up by keyboard in 

search area” 

 When the coach is filling out the report in the application, it is a lot of unnecessary 

information shown, this information makes the area for athlete presence report just take up 

half the screen, making it difficult for the user to scroll and find present athletes. This could 

either be solved by getting rid of the information covering the screen, or making the 

information disappear when scrolling down. “Small area were athletes is shown when 

reporting” 

 Giving feedback to the user when doing things both right and wrong, for example when 

saving password give feedback to the user that he or she succeeded and close the dialog box, 

or why non Lok-supported activities are not accepted for Lok-support. “Small area were 

athletes is shown when reporting” 

 Start the application at the start page. It is confusing getting to the start screen a couple of 

pages in to the application.  

Altering the SportAdmin system 
It was difficult to find things in the system that could be altered because of the validity of the 

interviews discussed in General findings and generalisation, and different opinions’ from the 

participants. For instance, one participant talked about the time consuming activity of adding 

activities beforehand, and another thought it was very easy and fast to add these activities, and one 

participant thought it was difficult to change in activities and another thought it was easy.  

“Ignorance among users about features” and “Easy for new users to use” contradict each other 

because user not wanting to use powerful features can use the software and not care about the 

powerful feature while an expert user can find and use those features, consider the flexibility and 
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efficient of use heuristic presented on page 10, were shortcuts to expert features should be used in 

an user interface (Nielsen, 1995; González et al. 2009; Molich and Nielsen, 1990). Cooper (2004) 

claims that the persona choice is important, and the software should be designed for the newbie 

user and the advanced features should be hidden for those users and findable by experts. So thereby 

is the ignorance among users claim not negative towards the usability, it is possibly more positive 

from this claim because the users do not need investing time understanding advanced features to 

understand the essential features necessary for their needs. The same discussion could be made for 

the claim “Too small introduction with no powerful features”. 

Despite this some user interface alterations were found during the interviews. The following list 

contain things about the SportAdmin presence report feature that could be improved. 

 When trying to find athletes on the report page, the sorting functionality could be extended 

with for example most attending athlete at the top “Better sorting functions”. Improving the 

heuristics “Search” by González et al. (2009). 

 Shortcut to the presence reporting feature in the application, or another mobile phone 

application that only have the reporting feature. “Long interaction to get to presence 

reporting feature”, “A shortcut on the desktop to the presence report feature”. Would 

improve the heuristic “Flexibility and efficiency of use” (Nielsen, 1995; González et al. 2009) 

 The coach should be able to report an athlete as sick or injured during the presence report, 

this way the athletes could be placed further down list making it easier for the user to find 

the attending athletes. “Better sorting functions”, “Be able to report athletes as injured or on 

vacation” 

 When an invitation to an athlete is sent out and the athletes’ response is positive, the 

application should assume the athletes is attending the activity. “An integration between 

invitation and presence reporting” 

 If an athlete is attending two activities one day, the coach should be able to report that 

athlete as attending both times, and the system should count that athlete once that day 

without disturbing the user. “Get the system to recognise and remove double attendance”  

General findings and generalisation 
Until this section in the analysis is the findings presented specific for the analysed systems, and could 

not be generalised to other systems or applications. This section present general findings from this 

thesis that could generalised to other systems and development methods in the field of information 

system.  

The participants changed opinion about the application from the interview to the observation which 

conducted at the same time. The observation made them reconsider their answers during the 

interview and the opinion about the application was changed. This finding is questioning the validity 

of a semi structures interview method to validating user experience in an application.  

Test participant 4 and 5 talked about the user interface as good and more positive, and had difficulty 

finding things to alter for a better experience. It was not mentioned in the interviews that the 

application was extremely slow, which were found during the observations and during the ad hoc 

tests were the first and absolutely most annoying thing found by the author. 

Participant 4s’ general opinion about the application was that it was okay, not very good nor very 

bad. During the interview equally number of good and bad claims were raised. In the observation 

phase the participant completely changed his opinion and raised a lot of bad things he found about 

the application, withdrawing claims from the interview.  
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Participant 5s’ general opinion about the application was positive during the interview. She raised a 

couple of good claims about the application and one bad. In the observation phase she were able to 

find a lot of trouble with the user interface, and claim the club lost a lot of money because she was 

not able to report all attending athletes and coaches at all times. This she did not mention during the 

interview.  

Test participant 6 was more consequent in her opinions, and nothing changed from the interview to 

the observation, but the observation found more claims about the applications design than the 

interview. It is possible to conclude that a semi structured interview is not enough to evaluate a user 

experience on its own. Considering these findings, the validity of the interviews with participant 1, 2, 

and 3 about SportAdmin can be questioned. These findings have support in Molin and Petterssons 

(2009) claim that user is having difficulty finding requirements from interview surveys.  

During the observations there was a more discussion like climate were the participants found more 

issues in the user interface compared with the similarly long interviews conducted. This resulted in 

more claims about the applications design, generating more improvement suggestions for the 

interface (or requirements). Molin and Pettersson (2003) claims that a discussion like climate is 

better for gathering requirements for a multimedia system, which support this finding.   
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Conclusions and future research 
During the research I came across a system that is being developed by a Swedish track and field club 

that has individual sport as target group, this platform will have the similar features as SportAdmin 

but with a different target group. It would be interesting to compare SportAdmin and the software, 

to see which different designs are developed. They both need to follow the same restrictions and 

rules, will have the same goal, and the only difference will be that SportAdmins target group is Team 

based sports, and the other software will be individual sport.  

The fingerprint sensor idea introduced in rethinking the design in this section would be interesting to 

make a prototype of and test on users and compare with the systems used today. Theoretical the 

idea has a lot of potential, but needs investigating further.  

Semi structured interview is not good for evaluation of graphical user interface by itself, as shown in 

the different results from the interview and the observation of test participants using IdrottOnline. 

After the observation, test participant 4 even asked if the interview should be redone, because of the 

changed opinion during the observation.   

The main problem with presence reporting applications in individual sports are the group handling. 

The groups are more suited for team based sports. In individual sports the groups are still needed 

considering the Lok-support regulations, but the system could handle the groups without the users’ 

involvement. This is the extent of the finding because of the obstacles in the research process. How 

the group handling could be avoided in the user experience is for future researchers to find out.  
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Appendix 1: User interview guide 
1. What do you think about the application in general? 

2. How do you like the presence reporting feature in the application? 

3. Do you think it is suited for individual sport? 

4. Can you think of something that is good/bad with the application? 

a. Is there something that you get annoyed over in the application? 

b. Is there something in the application that makes it easier for you as coach? 

5. Can you think of something that can be improved? 

6. If you had a magic device, do you have any idea of how it could solve the problem? 

 

1. Vad tycker du om applikationen? 

2. Hur gillar du närvarorapporteringen i applikationen? 

3. Anser du att den är bra anpassad till individuell idrott? 

4. Kan du tänka på någonting som är bra/dåligt med applikationen? 

a. Finns det störande saker i applikationen? 

b. Finns det saker i applikationen som gör din vardag lättare? 

5. Kan du tänka på någonting i applikationen som skulle kunna förbättras? 

6. Om du hade en magisk enhet, hur skulle den kunna lösa problemet? 
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Appendix 2: Developer interview guide 
1. Kan du beskriva hur IdrottOnline applikationen fungerar? 

2. Kan du beskriva informationsflödet i hela processen? 

3. Vilken information behöver systemet? 

4. Använda ni er av någon etablerad utvecklings metod, eller metoder?  

 

1. Can you describe how the IdrottOnline application works? 

2. Can you describe the information flow in the whole process? 

3. Which information is needed for the system? 

4. Did you use any established software design method, or methods?  
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Appendix 3: Sample of transcribed interview 
Det första man måste förstå är att svenska idrott består av 75 olika idrotter, lagidrotter är en stor del 

av den, men det finns många andra idrotter där man inte är lag. Man pratar om individuella och 

lagidrotter. 

Lokstödet idag kräver att man är en grupp som samlas, minst 3 personer max 30 personer, man ska 

ha en gemensam start och ett gemensamt avslut med minst en ledare. Det kan vara ett gäng som 

samlas vid en mack och cyklar man sin sträcka så avslutar man, med en ledare. 

Det finns många aktiviteter som inte är lokstödsberättigade. Rätt ålder osv. 

Man har en aktivitet som kan kopplas till en kalender. Man kan gå in och kalla till den här aktiviteten, 

tala om man kommer eller inte, när man lägger upp en aktivitet läggs aktiva som förvald. Om jag är 

kallad till en aktivitet är jag förväntad att vara med. Det är en skillnad från förr då det var att man 

skulle kryssa i de som kom, men nu är det så att man plockar bort kryss på de som inte kom.  

Beroende på då om aktiviteten uppfyller de kraven som finns. Vid det läget när det 

närvarorapporteras så gör man också en beräkning utifrån det statliga stödet på, har den här 

aktiviteten tillräckligt många personer har de rätt ålder, har ledare rätt ålder osv. 

Man skickar in närvarorapportering kontinuerligt under året, sen när man söker stödet två gånger om 

året räknas det om.  

Det regelverket som finns ska det vara digitalt ansökt, det innebär egentligen inte att det är ett krav 

på närvaroregistrera aktiviteter. Det är egentligen att aktiviteten ska skickas in ansökan digitalt. Så 

kommer den in och behandlas i vårt lok stöds back Office. Där finns kopplingar till föreningar, 

bankgiro, plus giro vem som är ledare osv. Det innebär egentligen att du kan idag föra närvaro via ett 

annat system och göra en sammanställning i IdrottOnline där du då, förhoppningsvis känner till det 

regelverk som krävs för att göra en korrekt sammanställning.  

SportAdmin kan inte ansöka om lokstödet där, utan det ända du kan göra är närvaro registrera och 

dom gör en sammanställning. Och om den sammanställningen är korrekt kan inte jag säga. 

Det som sker nu på marknaden är att SportAdmin, laget.se och svenskalag har närvaroregistrering 

också, dom kommer integrera med oss så vi får rådata från dom. Vi får över de närvaroregistrerade 

aktiviteterna och sen hanterar vi och kör det statliga regelverket på dom. Detta är inte nytt, vi har en 

sms tjänst som vi haft 4-5 år. Det är en integration med en extern programvara, Telia som står bakom 

den. De aktiviteter man har sagt man vill lokstödsnärvaro registrera får man ett sms om en 

halvtimma innan aktiviten, så kan man bocka ur och skicka in. Det finns alltså ett sms och en 

applikation via oss.  

Det är alltid en ledare som rapporterar. Däremot om man skickar ut en kallelse till den här aktiviteten 

och du svarar att du inte kommer, så kommer det sträcket att du inte kommer ju ligga kvar i 

aktiviteten när jag öppnar den. Och du dyker upp i alla fall. Då kan ledaren kryssa i det i alla fall.  

Det är en aktivitet som är grunden för oss. En lokstödsaktivitet är egentligen när man först 

närvaroregistrerat och ligger som underlag för en ansökan. Då ligger den som lokstöds aktivitet i vårt 

system. När man skickar in ansökan kan man inte ändra i aktiviteterna, men fram till dess kan man 

ändra i aktiviteterna.  
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Appendix 4: E-mail to SportAdmin 
Hej! 

Jag håller på att skriva en D-uppsats inom informatik ämnet.  

Jag skriver där om interaktionsdesign med fokus på närvarorapportering. 

Jag undrar om ni har någon kunnig som skulle kunna ställa upp på en intervju angående hur eran 

närvarorapportering fungerar i applikationen? 

 

Syftet med uppsatsen att kolla på olika varianter av lösningar på detta problem och se om det finns 

förbättringspotential.  

 

Personen i fråga kommer givetvis vara anonym och kan avbryta intervjun när som helst utan 

anledning, jag kommer däremot använda SportAdmin i min uppsats. När jag är färdig med uppsatsen 

får ni givetvis ta del av den. 

 

MVH Rasmus Nim 
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Appendix 5: Interaction flow of participant 6 
 


