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Sammanfattning
Denna studie syftade till att utveckla ett hjälpsystem för en kommunikations-applikation, identi-
fiera användbarhetsproblem kopplade till detta hjälpsystem och utveckla omdesignsförslag för att 
förbättra det. Studiens fokus var att maximera uppfattad användbarhet och minimera uppfattad 
irritation mot hjälpsystemet. Under studien utvecklades två designförslag och två användartester, 
som använde pappersprototyper, utfördes för att utvärdera designförlagen. Det första designför-
slaget utvärderades i det första användartestet, sedan utvecklades en iteration av det designförlaget 
baserat på resultatet från det första användartestet. Denna iteration blev det andra designförslaget 
vilket testades i det andra användartestet. Både designförslagen och data från båda användartester 
analyserades tillsammans vilket resulterade i sju rekommendationer vilka syftade till att maximera 
uppfattad användbarhet och minimera uppfattad irritation för ett hjälpsystem till en kommunia-
tions-applikation. På grund av studiens begränsade generaliserbarhet bör dessa rekommendationer 
användas med försiktighet då de är tillämpliga för det system som utvecklades i denna studie. De 
kan dock användas som inspiration och en startpunkt för någon som designar ett hjälpsystem för 
en annan kommunikations-applikation.

Abstract
This study aimed to develop a help system for a communication app, identify usability issues 
regarding that help system and develop redesigns to improve it. The focus was to maximize 
perceived usefulness and minimize perceived annoyance of the help system. During the study 
two design proposals were developed and two user tests, which used low-fidelity prototypes. were 
performed to evaluate the design proposals. The first design proposal was evaluated in the first 
user test, thereafter an iteration of that design was developed based on the usability issues found 
in the user test. This iteration of the design was the second design proposal which were evaluated 
in the second user tests. Both design proposals and data from both user tests were analysed to-
gether which resulted in seven recommendation that aimed to maximize perceived usefulness and 
minimize perceived annoyance when developing a help system for a communication app. Due to 
a lack of generalizability these recommendations should however be used with caution since they 
are mainly applicable to the system evaluated in this study. They can however be used as an inspi-
ration and a starting point for someone designing a help system for an other communication app.

Keywords
Help-system, Tutorial, User Experience (UX), Usability, Usability Testing, Evaluation, Developing 
UX, Design, Design Process, User Centered Design.
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1 Introduktion
When developing technology and applications used by humans it is very important to consider 
its’ usability. Studies have found that 40% of the users time with computers are lost due to a 
”frustrating experience”, the most salient reasons being features in the interface that are hard to 
find, lacking or unusable (Matejka, Grossman & Fitzmaurice, 2011).The technology must allow 
the user to execute the task at hand and to do so without causing unnecessary frustrations and 
efforts for the user. The purpose of usability evaluation is to evaluate how well this have been 
achieved and to help developers and designers to create a solution which is intuitive and easy to 
use. This is done by taking the user experience into account and to apply methods for collecting 
and analyzing evidence for the usability of the technology. 

It is well-accepted that one important component of usability is learnability, some even believe it 
to be the most important (Grossman, Fitzmaurice & Attar, 2009). This is because all interfaces 
requires some sort of learning before usage. And this can greatly effect how the product’s usability 
is perceived by the user. If the first experience with something is perceived as frustrating, confu-
sing or in any other way generates an unsatisfying experience there are little chance the user will 
continue to use it. Therefore it’s important to evaluate the learnability of a new product and to 
make sure that the right design decisions are made to enhance the learnability and through that 
ensure that first time users continues to use the product. One effective way to enhance a products 
learnability is to implement a help system that guide and teaches the user important parts of an 
application (Shamsuddin, Syed-Mohamad, Sulaiman 2014).

The purpose of this thesis is to develop, evaluate and improve a help system for the communica-
tion app Briteback. Briteback is a start-up company in Norrköping and are developing a applica-
tions that aims to simplify users online communication. Today it’s not unusual that one person 
can have several channels for communication. For example this could be two different email ac-
counts, one or more chat applications and then text messaging on top of that. This ads up to seve-
ral different applications for the user to keep track on and results in frustration and wasted time. 
Briteback aims to supply a solution which gathers all these different communication channels in 
one singel application, to simplify online communication. Their main target group are businesses 
that’s looking to simplify both the internal and external communication. With their application 
the user will be able to get all the different massages in one place, answer them from one place 
and share them with colleges and friends. Since Briteback combine different ways of communi-
cating and thus presents a lot of information to the user it’s important to develop, evaluate and 
improve a help system that can present all the different features in the application and get the user 
to efficiently utilize the application.

To evaluate a help system within Briteback user tests with low-fidelity prototypes was performed. 
The main focus  was towards if the user used the help system to solve the tasks given. The study 
was formative meaning it aimed towards exposing issues with a design, in this case the help sys-
tem. During the study two separate user tests was performed, in between these a redesign of the 
help system based on the results from the first user test was made.

1.1 Goals with the Study
The goal of this study was to develop a help system for a communication app, identify usability 
issues regarding that help-system and develop redesigns to improve it.
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1.2 Problem Statements
This study aimed to answer these question regarding the use of a help system within the commu-
nication app Briteback.

How can a help system for a communication app be designed to:
• maximize perceived usefulness of the help system
• minimize perceived annoyance of the help system
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2. Theory
In this chapter theories regarding usability and how it can be measured will be described. Thereaf-
ter theories about design methods and different kinds of help systems will be presented and lastly 
walkthroughs of three moderns communication apps will be shown.

2.1 User Experience
User experience (UX) have a large variety of definitions dependent on who’s defining it (Tullis & 
Albert, 2013). Tullis and Albert (2013) defines UX by ascribing it three characteristics:
A user is involved.
That user is interacting with a product, system, or really anything with an interface.
The users´experience is of interest and it’s observable or measurable.
They believe that this wide definition of UX is a strength because the methods used to evaluate 
it can then be used on a large variety of products. Furthermore it doesn’t limit UX to to a speci-
fic technology, the key element remains how a user experiences’ a product. This is a good thing 
since the definition of UX can then survive a fast technological progress in which products goes 
through many changes and becomes more and more complex. (Tullis & Albert, 2013)

The increase in technological progress and products aimed towards consumers makes it even more 
important that these products easily can be used and understood by their users. One might think 
that when technology is evolving it automatically becomes easier to use and understand, however, 
without UX this is not the case. When products becomes more technologically advanced it’s im-
portant to pay close attention towards how the actual user experiences it and make sure that they 
feel it is efficient, easy to use and engaging. A bad UX can result in frustration, economic losses, 
physical damage and even loss of lives. Tullis and Albert highlights an example where people did 
not understand how to use an automatic external defibrillator, which is used to resuscitate an per-
son experiencing cardiac arrest, due to bad design in regards to the UX. (Tullis & Albert, 2013)

2.1.1 Learnability
Learnability is one of the most fundamental parts of UX and it plays an important role for ini-
tial adoption and the success of a product (Rafique, Jingnong, Yunhong, Abbasi, Lew & Wang 
2012; Grossman, Fitzmaurice & Attar 2009; Hohmann, 2006). The reason for this is that if the 
first experience with something is good it makes it more likely that the user will continue using it 
(Matejka, Grossman & Fitzmaurice, 2011). Despite the consensus that learnability is an impor-
tant factor in UX, historically it’s an area within human-computer interaction where there is little 
agreement regarding how it should be defined (Grossman, Fitzmaurice & Attar 2009). This has 
lead to many UX professionals having their own definitions of learnability (Grossman, Fitzmau-
rice& Attar 2009). Grossman, Fitzmaurice and Attar (2009) have however provided a extensive 
survey of learnability research from which they developed a taxonomy with different definitions 
of the term learnability from which researchers can choose one that benefits their particular study. 
For this study their definition ”Learnability is based on the ability to perform well during an initi-
al task”  provides a clear and relevant description.

Tullis and Albert (2013) believes learnability is one of the most important aspects of a modern 
application, this is because there are many more ”self-service” applications than before. Appli-
cations which are used quickly and without any extensive training. The user expects to be able 
to open the application, use it with high efficiency and without frustration and then go and do 
something else. Rafique et al. (2012) also argues for this, in a world that quickly becomes more 
technologically advanced software is developing fast and becomes more and more complex. 
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They believe that good learnability is especially important for web applications since users can 
quickly switch between these applications and expects to do this with minimal effort. Rafique et 
al. (2012) believe that good learnability will lead to higher satisfaction for users due to quicker 
learning times and an adequate productivity.

Shamsuddin, Syed-Mohamad & Sulaiman (2014) argues that learnability is closely related to 
understandability since a software is easier to learn if the user understands it. Understandability 
can be defined as ”the ability of a user to understand the capabilities of the software and if it’s 
suited to accomplish specific goals” (ISO/IEC 9126). (Shamsuddin, Syed-Mohamad & Sulaiman 
(2014) have done an systematic literature review through which they present the most commonly 
identified issues that users face in software applications that are caused by low learnability and 
understandability. These issues are:

• Navigating through the software applications. Users doesn’t know how to navigate and get to  
 the information they seek.
• Finding the function. Users dosen’t find the functions they are looking for which causes   
 unnecessary navigational steps.
• Understanding the information. Users get confused by the language used or by the amount  
 of information presented on each page.
• Understanding the functions. Users might not understand the functions even if they have  
 found them.

Shamsuddin, Syed-Mohamad & Sulaiman (2014) describe solutions to these problems which has 
been presented in the litteratur they have reviewed. One effective way to improve the learnability 
is to modify the graphical user interface (GUI), for instance by reducing the amount of functions 
and features presented to the user. This has been proven effective for web applications but has a 
few drawbacks. For example users dosen’t learn more advanced functions and features if it’s not 
necessary even though it could have been useful for them to know. Another useful and common 
technique to enhance learnability is by implementing a help system. A help system is some sort of 
guideline which helps the user by providing support when needed. This could either be done the 
first time the user encounters the application, later on when discovering a new feature or at any 
other time during the usage of the application. The goal with a help system is to teach the user 
how to handle different functions and what to use them for. It can also be used to solve problems 
that the user can encounter. (Shamsuddin, Syed-Mohamad & Sulaiman 2014) A more detailed 
description of help systems are presented in 2.8 Help systems.

To understand the learnability concept Grossman, Fitzmaurice and Attar (2009) have, through 
their litteratur review, identified smaller parts of the notion learnability. They present three main 
categories; Inital learnability, Extended  learnability and Learning as an function of experience.

Initial learnability focuses on how well the user performs during their initial experience with the 
product, how easy the product is to understand and to start using. Initial learnability exists in all 
products, both feature-rich and those more petite with a smaller amount of functions. Examples 
of these are communication apps and web applications  (Grossman, Fitzmaurice & Attar 2009).

Extended learnability focuses on how the users knowledge of the application develops over time 
and if the user continues to learn new functions after the period of initial learnability is over. 
Extended learnability is an important part of feature-rich application like Photoshop or CAD 
were the user can keep evolving long after becoming functioning in the application (Grossman, 
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Fitzmaurice & Attar 2009).

Learning as an function of experience refers to users that haven’t used a specific application before, 
however they have used a similar application which gives them knowledge about which functions 
that could exists, how to use them and how the domain in general works. This will make the lear-
nability different compared to other users but learning will still occur and should still be conside-
red if it’s relevant. (Grossman, Fitzmaurice & Attar 2009)

2.2 How can the UX be Evaluated?
When measuring UX different kinds of UX metrics are used. These metrics are based on a reliable 
measurement system which aims to make sure that the metrics are comparable and consistent in 
the same manner one minute is as long as an other minute or 1kg is always 1000g. This is a very 
important quality since it makes results comparable and meaningful. Independent of which UX 
metric one uses it has to be observable, meaning that one has to be able to notice, for example, if 
a task was carried out as it should, how much time it took or what someone felt when doing it. 
These metrics then is turned into numbers resulting in claims as; 45% of the participants did not 
complete the task in the set time limit; or 13% of the participants felt the application was diffi-
cult to use. What differentiate UX metrics from other metrics is that they tell us something about 
the users personal experiences, thoughts and behavior when using the product. (Tullis & Albert, 
2013)

2.2.1 The Value of UX Metrics
Tullis and Albert (2008) argues that using UX metrics offers a lot more information than one 
would get from simply observing users without keeping track on specific tasks. Metrics add 
structure when designing and evaluating a product. Structure which can lead to insights and 
can reveal important information that can make sure design decisions concerning the product 
isn’t made by ”gut-feeling” but instead is based on actual knowledge. UX metrics will show if 
a product is improving from one design iteration to another, it will show if the desired results 
were achieved and by how much and it can also play a major role in finding out how changes in 
the design actually effected, for example, the amount of errors being made by the users. Overall 
UX metrics help designers and developers to better understand users behavior connected to the 
product they are working with. Tullis and Albert (2008) argues UX metrics  gain their true power 
when combined with an iterative design process where the lessons from the user tests are put 
into a new iteration of the design which then is tested again. By doing so from the early stages of 
development you can enhance the likelihood that the end product will be to the users liking. And 
therefor you enhance the possibility of a successful product that will yield a positive UX. (Tullis & 
Albert, 2013)

2.2.2 How to Decide which Metrics to Use
To decide which UX metrics to use one first have to consider whether a formative or a summative 
approach best fits the purpose of the user test. A formative approach aims towards evaluating a 
product while it’s being developed. Formative studies is always carried out before the product is 
finalized and its results helps to shape the product. A summative approach is used when a finali-
zed product is to be evaluated regarding if it meets the objectives set beforehand. (Tullis & Albert, 
2013)

To get an overall understanding of the UX one have to consider the users’ goals, why would 
people use this product and why? Dependent on what their goals are, the researcher chooses 
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different metrics that fits that goal. Two very important aspects of the UX to measure is perfor-
mance metrics and satisfaction metrics. It’s important to use both of these kinds of metrics to get an 
accurate and complete understanding of the UX. (Tullis & Albert, 2013)

Performance metrics concerns how the user interacts with the product and if this is done success-
fully. When using performance metrics you measure how long time it takes for the user to ac-
complish a task, the amount of effort it takes, how many errors that are made made or how long 
it takes for the user to become proficient when performing the tasks. All performance metrics are 
observed and collected by the test moderator or by automated tools. (Tullis & Albert, 2013)

Satisfaction metrics is a kind of Self-reported metric and concerns what the user says or thinks 
about the experience with the product. Here you are looking for the user’s feelings in regard to if 
the product was easy to use, if it was confusing or if it exceeded the users expectations. All self-re-
ported metrics are reported by the test-user in some way and then recorded by the test-moderator. 
(Tullis & Albert, 2013)

Another useful classification of UX metrics is Effectiveness, Efficiency and Satisfaction. Effectiveness 
addresses if the user can perform the task at hand, efficiency addresses the amount of cognitive or 
physical effort put into completing the task. Satisfaction addresses how the user felt while per-
forming the task. Both effectiveness and efficiency is measured using performance metrics while 
satisfaction is measured using satisfaction metrics. (Tullis & Albert, 2013)

2.2.3 Different Kinds of Performance Metrics
There are a lot of different performance metrics that can be used, here the ones essential to this 
study is presented in detail.

Task success is a very diverse metric since it can be used on a wide variety of products. Task suc-
cess measures the effectiveness of the product. As long as there is a well-defined task with a clear 
end-goal, task success can be measured. It’s quite simple, the test-user gets a task which they per-
form and if they manage to do it then that is a sign of a functioning design. If they fail to perform 
the task something is wrong and needs to be adjusted. One important part of task-success is that 
the end-goal for the user is distinct and clear. An example of a task could be to purchase a specific 
product or to fill in text in a specific field. When the user thinks the task is performed successfully 
it’s common that this is reported verbally to the moderator. (Tullis & Albert, 2013)

There are a few other things to consider when measuring Task-success, the criteria for success 
have to be defined in advanced. This is important because if its not defined in advanced the data 
can become unclean and the metric might not be useful at all. Furthermore you should decide if 
binary success or levels of success are to be used. (Tullis & Albert, 2013)

Binary success means that the task was performed correctly or it wasn’t, there’s no middle ground. 
It’s a common way of measuring since its simple and useful. It’s especially useful if the success of 
the product itself depends on specific tasks being carried out the correct way. An example of a 
task could be; buy an air-plane ticket to London. If the user fails to perform this task in a precise 
manner that could result in a faulty ticket. This would then have sever consequences for the user 
and therefor binary success would be suiting to use in this case. (Tullis & Albert, 2013)

Levels of success on the other hand allows for some error. meaning that even if the user didn’t per-
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form the task correctly in a binary sense he or she might have gotten really close or gotten some 
parts right. This is relevant when there are some grey area associated with task success, the user 
might still gain from it even if it’s not performed correctly. An example of a task could be; choose 
a computer with 4GB of RAM that weighs less than 3kg. If the user chooses a computer with 
4GB of RAM but it weighs 3.2kg it would not have any sever consequences for the user. With 
a binary approach this would however be considered a failure. When measuring levels of success 
you often divide it into levels of completion. (Tullis & Albert, 2013)

For example:
• Complete success: With assistance; or without assistance.
• Partial success: With assistance; or without assistance.
• Failure: User thought it was complete, but it wasn’t; or user gave up.

Time on task is a metric that measures how long it takes for a user to perform a specific task. This 
gives you information about the efficiency of the product. It’s an important aspect for products 
that are used frequently and since the user would gain drastically from a more efficient product. It 
would save time for the user and therefor make it likelier for the user to continue to use the pro-
duct. Time on task is measured simply by timing when the user starts performing the task and to 
stop timing when the user finishes the task. A important thing to do beforehand when using time 
on task is to decide exactly when a task starts and when it stops. (Tullis & Albert, 2013)

There are some things to consider when using time data. First of all you have to determine if only 
the times from successfully performed tasks should be counted or if the times from unsuccessful 
task also should be apart of the data. If time from unsuccessful tasks is included there might be 
one test-user that took a very long time completing one task, this will then make the time results 
highly inconsistent. However this would more accurately reflect the overall user experience which 
might be of interest. However if only the successful tasks are included the measure of efficiency 
will be cleaner. Tullis and Albert recommends that if the moderator is the one determining that 
the task was a failure you should not include the time. If the test-user stopped trying on their own 
you should include the time. (Tullis & Albert, 2013)

The second thing to consider when using time data is if a Think-aloud protocol should be used. 
This is when the test-user is told to tell the moderator what he or she is feeling and thinking while 
performing the tasks. A Think-aloud protocol can produce valuable data regarding the user expe-
rience during the test but it greatly effects the time it takes to accomplish a task. Tullis and Albert 
therefor recommend, if you wish to use a think-aloud protocol and also capture time, you should 
ask the test-user to ”hold” any comments or thoughts till in-between tasks. (Tullis & Albert, 
2013)

2.2.4 Different Kinds of Self-Reported Metrics
Tullis and Albert (2008) believes self-reported metrics may contain the most important infor-
mation about the user. This can tell if the test-user liked the experience of interacting with the 
product or not. Which is one of the main reason people come back to use a product again (Tullis 
& Albert, 2013). The self-reported metrics presented here are the ones most relevant to the study.

The likert scale is one of the most commonly used means to capture self-reported data and it’s 
well documented. With the Likert scale users rate how well they agree with a given statement, 
the statement may be positive (It was easy to complete this task) or negative (It was difficult to 
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complete this task). A Likert scale is most often used with a five point scale and and each number 
is paired with a descriptive term. The terms most usually used are:

1. Strongly disagree
2. Disagree
3. Neither agree nor disagree
4. Agree
5. Strongly agree

It’s possible to use a 7 point likert scale, however if higher numbers is used it gets difficult 
constructing relevant descriptive terms for each number. (Tullis & Albert, 2013)

Post-session Ratings is a common way of getting information regarding the overall perceived 
usability after interacting with the product. They can especially be useful when doing multiple 
tests over time to see how the overall experience have developed. It is also useful when examining 
different designs to see which provides the best overall UX. (Tullis & Albert, 2013)

One very commonly used Post-session rating is the System usability Scale (SUS). SUS is easy to 
administer, has good reliability and validity measures and has been proven to provide a good 
understanding for a products UX. It’s constructed by 10 statements, half of which is phrased po-
sitive and the other half negative, the test-user gets to rate the statements using a five-point likert 
scale. The score from the ten statements can then be combined into a score on the scale of 0-100 
where 100 is considered a perfect score. A SUS score below 50 means the product isn’t acceptable, 
a score between 50-70 is marginal and a score over 70 is acceptable. (Kortum & Bangor, 2013; 
Tullis & Albert, 2013)

2.2.5 Semi-Structured Interview
A semi-structured interview most commonly refers to a situation in which the interviewer ask ques-
tions based on an interview guide. This interview guide is a short list of questions or areas that 
the interviewer wishes to attend to during the interview. There is no consensus towards how the 
interview guide should be formulated and structured, it is however important that the questions 
allows the researcher to gain insights towards how the interviewee experiences a situation and that 
the interview guide contains room for the person to answer freely. Even though the questions 
are meant to be asked in the planned order it is common to rearrange the questions during the 
interview to fit the specific occasion. It is also common to ask follow up questions to answers that 
seems to be of extra interest for the researcher even if they are not part of the interview guide. 
Questions in this type of interview is often formulated in general terms to allow the interviewee 
to formulate the answer the way he or she wants to. A semi-structured interview is often used 
when the interviewer wants to gain insights about the interviewees’ experience of different occur-
rences and their behavior towards that. (Bryman, 2008)

2.3 Design Methods
Here I will present methods that are used in the designprocess.

2.3.1 Sketchbook
A sketchbook is a physical book that the designer uses to keep track of ideas, thoughts and insights 
during a designprocess. It’s a visual documentation that’s recorded in sequential order and can 
contain, text, drawings, clip-outs or anything else that the designer consider relevant. It plays 
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a central role during the designprocess since it creates a overview of the ideas that has come to 
during the project. It includes both different iteration of the same idea as well as completely new 
ones. This gives the designer the possibility to look back, reflect or even use old ideas that might 
not have been considered good enough before but with time research may have revealed new in-
formation which makes the idea relevant again. A sketchbook isn’t about quality, it’s about quan-
tity. The more ideas and thoughts that’s kept track of in the sketchbook, the better the sketchbook 
is. The sketches doesn’t need to be well crafted, as long as the designer can understand them. The 
reason for it not needing to be of high quality is that the main use of a sketchbook is to get ideas 
out of ones head and make room for new ones. A very useful method to combine with a sketch-
book is Design Rationale. (Arvola, 2014; Greenberg, Carpendale, Marquardt & Buxton, 2012)

2.3.2 Design Rationale
Design rationale is a way to ensure high quality of the designprocess. By using it the designer keeps 
track on the choices that have been made and why they have been made. This makes it easy to 
look back and examine what have been effecting, contributing or limiting during the design pro-
cess. Through the Design Rationale one can get a clear understanding of why a design looks the 
way it does. (Arvola, 2014)

The designer uses Design rationale to compare ideas and determine their quality based on requi-
rements set by the users, the projects time, it’s budget, economical barriers or if the idea is techni-
cally viable. The different requirements vary from project to project and which ones that are most 
relevant is often specified at the early stages of a project. The designer is looking for ideas that best 
fits the requirements of the project. (Arvola, 2014)

To create a clear visualization over how well the ideas fulfills the requirements the designer uses 
five characters:
A plus sign is used to highlight positive aspects of the idea
A minus sign is used to illustrate negative aspects of the design.
The hash sign is used to number the design ideas and iterations.
The exclamation mark is used when the designer chooses to utilize one of the ideas in either 
another iteration or in the final design.
The question mark is used to highlight problems or potential problems with the idea that has to 
be examined.

It is recommended to use Design Rationale and a sketchbook in a combination since the two to-
gether creates a clear visualization over the entire designprocess, the choices and the methods that 
have been used. (Arvola, 2014)

2.3.3 Prototypes
Prototypes are an important part of the designprocess. It’s were all the different design elements are 
combined to form a holistic product which can be tested and evaluated. The reason for testing 
a design with prototypes is to experiment, understand the need of the users and evaluate what 
design decisions that works. Prototyping is a well established method to evaluate designs and 
it provides the designer with a way to early in the designprocess gain an understanding on how 
different designs is perceived by the users. Prototypes are especially effective as a part of a itera-
tive design process and can be mades as both High-fidelity and Low-fidelity prototypes. Which 
kind of prototype to use depends on the projects budget, available time and at what stage in the 
designprocess one is.(Rudd, Stern & Isensee, 1996)
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Low-fidelity prototypes is a cost-effective way to quickly construct simple visualizations of a pro-
duct. They are meant to give a general understanding of the look and feel of the product and to 
give a clear picture of the concept behind it. They are often made out of cardboard and paper 
and can consist of hand drawn or computer generated static screens. These prototypes should be 

used early in the design process. Testing with Low-fidelity prototypes is often carried out in 
a controlled way with a facilitator physically changing the screens and trying to imitate how 
the products is supposed to work. This means that the test-user is dependent on the facilitator 
when interacting with a Low-fidelity prototype. Low-fidelity prototypes should be used when 
trying to understand market- or user- requirements. It’s an effective way to quickly evaluate 
different designs with the help of test-users and thereafter do an iteration of the design based 
on what you have learn from how the users experienced the prototype. One key aspects of 
Low-fidelity prototypes is that they are ideal to use before changes in the design may come 

with high costs due to extensive rebuilding of the product. Different things to depict and develop 
with the use of low-fidelity prototypes is new functions, early designs of navigation and screen 
layout. (Tohidi, Buxton, Baecker & Sellen, 2006; Rudd, Stern & Isensee, 1996)

2.4 Help Systems
A help system is a feature in an application which aims to instruct or teach the user how different 
parts and functions of the application works. The focus usually is on elements that the user might 
experience problems with or parts that are essential to the product. Help systems have proven 
to eliminate most learnability issues that exists in a application, especially in web applications. 
However they have one big drawback, when utilizing a help system the user have to stop what 
they’re doing and focus on the help system instead of focusing on what they’re actually trying to 
accomplish. There’s no learning in real time which can make the experience with a help system 
frustrating. (Shamsuddin, Syed-Mohamad & Sulaiman, 2014)

2.4.1 Tutorials
A tutorial is a kind help system which enables users to gain insights on how a application works, 
it can contain text, video, sound and be interactive (Shamsuddin, Syed-Mohamad & Sulaiman, 
2014). Wang, Chu, Chen, Hsu & Chen (2014) believes that by interacting with elements on the 
page the users gain deeper understanding of the application. Their research has shown that inte-
ractive tutorials generate the best results in completion times and preference. In their study 83% 
of the participants preferred an interactive tutorial rather than a static or video tutorial.  

The following examples of tutorials is presented by Neil (2012) and focuses on mobile applica-
tions. They can however easily be modified to fit a desktop version of an application. Therefor I 
have chosen to include them to be able to show a larger variety of tutorials.

Tour
Figure 2 shows an example of a Tour. Neil (2012) believes that a tour is the best way to instruct a 
new user to the functions in a application. It should be offered the first time a user opens the app-
lication and later it should be accessible somewhere in the application so the user can go through 
it again if she wishes. A tour should highlight the most important functions of a application and 
preferably the ones most relevant to the user-goals. Furthermore a tour should consist of no more 
than six pages. (Neil 2012) 

+
-
#
!

?
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Figure 2. Example of a Tour from the Nike GPS application

Tip
Figure 3 shows an example of a Tip. Including a tip can be done anywhere in the application, on 
the home screen or when users visits a page first time. Tips are good because they can be made 
contextually relevant to the user goals in a clear way. Its important to place the tip close to what is 
being highlighted, keep the instruction or information short and to remove the Tip when the user 
starts interacting with the interface. (Neil 2012)

Figure 3. Examples of tips from Ebay and Android OS

Transparency
Figure 4 shows an example of Transparency. Transparency consists of a extra layer on top of the 
ordinary screen containing instructions explaining how to navigate in the application. It’s an 
effective way to quickly and visually show the user important features and functions in the app-
lication. Once the user starts interacting with the content the transparent layer should disappear. 
(Neil 2012) 
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Figure 4. These examples are from the application Pulse and Phoster and shows their home screen with 
the extra transparent layer containing instructions.

First Time Through
Figure 5 shows an example of a First Time Through. This kind of tutorial is built into an element 
the screen design and stays there until the user with that element for the first time. It could be a 
text saying ”Click here to add a photo”,  once the user does this that text will disappear since the 
user will have used the feature and are expected to know how it works. It’s important to clearly 
distinguish the First Time Through element from the regular content. (Neil 2012) 

Figure 5. Examples are from the application Mini Dairy and PageOnce and shows their usage of First 
Time Through.

Persistent
Figure 3 shows an example of a Persistent. Persistent is similar to First Time Through except that 
these elements don’t disappear after the user has interacted with it. It’s still visible no matter how 
many times the user visits the screen or uses the function. This is good for important functions 
that will make the usage of the application more enjoyable. Since these elements always will be a 
part of the interface it’s important to clearly differentiate them from the regular content and to 
keep the instructions short and to the point. (Neil 2012) 
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Figure 6. First example is from the app Jamie Oliver Recipes and instructs the user to rotate the screen 
to display additional features The second example is from the app Spring Pad and shows the user that 
additional notes can be created by pressing the ”+”.

Discoverable
Figure 7 shows an example of a Discoverable. It can be used when the designer dosen’t want to 
clutter the screen with extra instructions. A draw back is however that it makes it harder for the 
user to find since they have to ”stumble” on to the instruction. Theresa Neil (2012) recommends 
using this method sparingly. 

Figure 7. Examples shows how the Discoverable tutorial have been used to refresh a feed on Ebay and 
Twitter.

How-To
Figure 8 shows an example of a How-to. These are simple explanations over key features in the 
application. They are static and contains text, screenshots and illustrations to explain how the 
application works. They can be made as one page or as multiple pages. (Neil 2012) 
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Figure 8 Example of ”How to” from the applications Phoster and Pictory.

2.5 Walkthrough of Three Applications and their Help Systems 
In this chapter three walkthroughs of three different communication apps will be presented to get 
a understanding of how modern communication apps introduces new users to their features and 
functions.

2.5.1 Gmail
Gmail is a web application which allows the user to manage, receive and send emails (Gmail, 
2015). To introduce functions in Gmails application to new users they use a tour which consists 
of a totalt of five pages.

The first page presents the different functions and features that exists in the application. It’s on a 
basic level and they do not go into much depth, see figure 9. The second page informs the user 
that they can personalize their mailbox, see figure 10. The third page informs the user that Gmail 
is adapted for all platforms and that these are integrated with each other, see figure 11. The fourth 
page informs the user that they can chat and start video calls from their inbox, see figure 12. The 
last page simply states that the users Gmail account is now ready to use, see figure 13. After the 
tour the user have received three automated mails that the user can read if desired. These emails 
presents other functions that exists within the application. See figure 14.
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Figure 9. Gmails Help system, page 1

Figure 10 . Gmails Help system, page 2

Figure 11. Gmails Help system, page 3
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Figure 12. Gmails Help system, page 4

Figure 13. Gmails Help system, page 5

Figure 14. Gmails Help system, emails
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2.5.2 Slack
Slack is a communication tool that allows teams to chat with one another in a fast and easy way 
(Slack, 2015). People outside of the organisation can be added to chat conversations and all the 
messages is searchable (Slack, 2015). To introduce new users to the system they have an initial 
Tour of the application. To go from one page to another the user have to click a button with ph-
rasings like ”Continue” and ”Got it”.

Their first page welcomes the user to their application and explains the purpose of Slack and how 
it can simplify the users working life, see figure 15. Next page presents the different kinds of chat 
groups that exists within the application and it also tells the user that everything is searchable and 
indexed, see figure 16. The last page informs the user she is ready to use the application and also 
makes the user aware of their other applications for other platforms, see figure 17. When the user 
finishes the tour she can start using all the functions in the application. 

Figure 15. Slack’s Help system, page 1.

Figure 16. Slack’s Help system, page 2.
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There’s now three new floating elements in the design which are clickable, see figure 17. These 
three pages tells the user about Slacks use of channels and how it effects who sees the messages, see 
figure 18. When pressing the other two floating elements the user gets information about where 
to write messages, see figure 19, and where to edit account settings, see figure 20.

Figure 17. Slack’s Help system, page 3.

Figure 18. Slack’s Help system, in the app page 1.
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Lastly the user, after clicking the three floating elements gets contacted by an automated user on 
Slack, called Slackbot, which continues to give tips to the user and also helps setting up the perso-
nal information displayed when sending massages, see figure 20.

Figure 18. Slack’s Help system, in the app page 2.

Figure 19. Slack’s Help system, in the app page 3.
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2.5.3 Inky
Inky is a desktop-application to which the user can connect their email account and Inky then 
presents all the users emails in a easy and effective way. It sorts email in regards to relevance and 
can collect email from several different email accounts and then presents them in a unified mail-
box. (Inky, 2015)

Inky uses a Help system in the form of a Tour, they present a large variety of functions and 
features and it consists of 9 pages. The first page welcomes the user and informs that a tour will 
take place, see figure 21. The second page explains how Inky works and how it handles the users 
emails, figure 22. The third page explains how Inkys’ ”smart view” system works, figure 23. The 
fourth page informs the user of the different features that are found in ”the docks”, see figure 24. 
The fifth page informs about ”the toolbar” thats available to the user, Figure 25. The sixth page 
explains the function of the ”smart cards” and how these are implemented in each email, seefigure 
26. The seventh page explains how to customize the message list settings, see figure 26. The eighth 
page explains how Inky sorts the users’ email by relevance, see figure 27. The ninth page wishes 
the user to ”enjoy your email”, see Figure 28.

Figure 20. Slack’s Help-system, the Slackbot.

Figure 21. Inky’s Help system, page 1.
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Figure 22. Inky’s Help system, page 2.

Figure 23. Inky’s Help system, page 3.

Figure 24. Inky’s Help system, page 4.
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Figure 25. Inky’s Help system, page 5.

Figure 26. Inky’s Help system, page 6.

Figure 27. Inky’s Help system, page 7.
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Figure 28. Inky’s Help system, page 8.

Figure 29. Inky’s Help system, page 9.
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3. Method
This chapter describes the methods used in this study. With the use of a sketchbook and design 
rationale a design proposal was developed. This proposal was then evaluated in a user test. The 
result from this user test lead to an iteration of the design proposal which was then evaluated aga-
in using the same user test. Lastly the result from both design proposals and both user tests were 
analysed and formulated into recommendations for designing a help system for a communication 
app. The tasks and metrics were consistent through the two user tests to ensure that an compari-
son could be carried out to evaluate how and if the design had improved the user experience from 
one iteration to another. The purpose of the user tests where to see how the test users interacted 
with the help system developed for this paper.

3.1 Designprocess for Design Proposal 1
The designprocess for the first design proposal began with sketches that was based on and in-
spired by the design patterns and solution presented in chapter 2.4 and 2.5. Alongside creating 
these sketches thoughts, insights and ideas was written down and influenced the decisions that 
were made. One example of this was the realization that it would be better to develop a system 
that presented bits of information along the way instead of presenting everything right at the 
beginning of using the application. All sketches, ideas, thought and insights was documented in 
a Sketchbook and judged with Design rationale and are presented in full in Appendix 1 - Sketch-
book. The sketches was of varying quality and aimed to examine different alternatives and ideas. 
The goal were to see how well they worked together with Briteback and how well they fulfilled 
their purpose. The concepts that best fit the purpose was developed further and examined more in 
detail. This process was also done with the sketchbook and design rationale. The process of deve-
loping new ideas and concepts continued until there were one idea left which I felt best met the 
purpose of a help system for a communication app. When I settled on one concept it was further 
developed as a digital sketch. This was because I wanted to see how it behaved in digital form, 
these digital sketches is also presented in Appendix 1 - Sketchbook.. thereafter the concept were 
almost ready to be tested. Some minor changes in the design were made before hand drawing the 
result on paper to test it in the first user test. Some of the key design decisions from the design 
process are presented in Figure 28.
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Figure 28. Key design decisions for design proposal 1.
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3.2 The first User Test
Since the two user tests were very similar to ensure that a comparison could be made between 
their results a lot of the preparations and planning for the first test (UT1) was used in the second 
user test (UT2) as well. Therefor even though this chapter focuses on UT1 it will also include 
information which is applicable on UT2. In both UT1 and UT2 a low-fidelity paper-prototype 
where used to test the design. Since I wanted to examine an early design and gain an understan-
ding of how users interacted with the help system a paper-prototype served as a good starting 
point and could provide good insights of the users experience (2.2.6). Furthermore there would 
not have been enough time to develop a functioning High-fidelity prototype that contained the 
necessary functionality even if this would have been desirable. The low-fidelity prototype were 
made out of paper and cardboard and used in both UT1 and UT2, see figure 29. The prototype 
was made to mimic an iPad for a couple of reasons: First it’s a technical device on which Briteback 
will be used often; Secondly its a manageable format to work with; lastly it was chosen because it 
is easier to realistically imitate the functions of a touchscreen than the interaction between a desk-
top computer and mouse. Since the user test focused on how the test user interacted with the help 
system while performing tasks in the application Briteback the applications design was printed 
and mounted on paper in the same manor as the design of the help system, figure 30.

Figure 29. The paper-prototype used in UT1 and UT2
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Figure 30. Examples of Britebacks design printed on paper.

In UT1 the applications laptop view where used. This was chosen out of convenience and might 
have effected how the test users performed since more elements in the application where visible 
than if a touchscreen view where used. In UT2 the touchscreen view where used since after 
consulting with Briteback and evaluating the first user test we decided that this would reflect the 
actual user experience better. 

3.2.1 Tasks
Six tasks where developed in consultation with Briteback. These where tasks typically performed 
by initial users. The tasks where also chosen to highlight the most unique features of the applica-
tion since it was of interest to see if the test users used the help system to learn and understand 
these features. The tasks were written in swedish for the user tests, they can be found in Appendix 
2 - Tasks & Forms. Here follows the tasks in their english translation.

1. To avoid getting interrupted all the time you want incoming emails to only be let through to  
 your inbox at specific times. Do so you only receive emails at 09.00, 11.00 and 14.00.
2. You want emails from your boss Maria to remain uneffected by the delivery times you just set  
 up. Her emails should be delivered to your inbox at any times.
3. Send an email to Anders with a reply deadline when the recipient should have answered at  
 the latest. Deadline is 24/4.
4. Delete the folder ”Till Anna”.
5. Create an email that is uneffected by the delivery times and that will be sent 23/4 at 15.00.
6. Add the event ”ledningmöte” to the calendar at 4/5 09.00.
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3.2.2 The Choice Of Metrics
All metrics chosen for UT1 was also used in UT2. The performance metrics chosen to measure 
effectiveness werePartial task success. That means that participants could finish the task without 
doing all parts of the task correctly. If they did something wrong, or missed adding a particular 
element to finish the task correctly that mistake did not result in complete failure. An example 
of Partial task success were if the participant managed to send an email but failed to put the 
thread in Ritethru. Even though the task was not done correctly the participant would not suffer 
to much from this mistake if it was a life situation. Since the goal of the user test where to see 
if, how and why the test users interacted with the help system the largest amount of data was 
self-reported. The self-reported metrics used where SUS and Think-aloud. To complement this 
data a semi-structured interview where held at the end of the session. This interview focused on 
how the participant had experienced the help system and what they thought of it, see Appendix 
3 - Semi-structured Interview. To able a comparison between user tests the metrics was the depen-
dent variable and the difference in performance and opinions where the independent variable. 
The SUS was translated from english to Swedish to simplify for the participants and avoid them 
misinterpreting the english phrasing. 

3.2.3 Questions and Surveys
Before the test started the facilitator collected age, gender and experience level with similar app-
lications from the participant. The experience level where collected by letting the participant rate 
their own experience on a 5-point Likert scale where 1 were ”not good” and 5 were ”very good”, 
no descriptive terms were given for the middle numbers.

The Experience Questions:
7. How would you rate your experience with using email applications? 
8. How would you rate your experience with touch screen devices? 
9. How would you rate your experience with technology in general?

In UT1 a mistake with the Likert scale was made, in the printed form given to the participant the 
number one was paired with the phrase ”I agree completely” and 5 were paired with ”I disagree 
completely”. This mistake was however fixed until UT2. 

3.2.4 Participants
The recruitment criteria were consistent for both tests and were as following, age between 18-65, 
working in a company that handles much of their communication by mail. Since the tests were 
carried out in Swedish a good understanding of the Swedish language were also a requirement. 
All participants in both UT1 and UT2 were offered coffee and a cinema ticket as a thank you for 
participating. There were a total of six participants in UT1. Four of them were men and two were 
women. Their age ranged from 24 to 50 years old with a mean of 36.8 years. The median was 
37.5 years old. Three of the participant were under 30 years old while the other three were 45 or 
older. Due to a mistake in the recording of experience levels this data will not be presented nor 
part of the analysis. None of the participants had any connection to Briteback. Most of the parti-
cipants had no connection to the moderator. One of the participants was a student at Linköpings 
University however this participant had employment outside of the studies in a company that 
handled most of their communication by email.

3.2.5 Test Procedure
To help facilitate the user test an assistent that could manage the paper prototype was necessa-
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ry because it would have been to much for one person to moderate the test at the same time as 
instructing the participant, measuring all the metrics and managing the paper-prototype. In UT1 
two different people helped to manage the paper-prototype. One person assisted during four user 
tests while the other one assisted during the remaining two. The reason for it being two different 
people assisting were that none of them had the capability to devote an entire day to the user 
tests. As a thank you they received help with tests or project of their own. The same room was not 
used for all participants, instead the user tests where held at the participants offices or in confe-
rence rooms. This was to make it as easy for the participants as possible. The participants where 
always seated at a table in a undisturbed room with the test moderator seated in front of them 
and with the assistent controlling the prototype seated on their right. 

Before the test started an introduction where held, informing the participant of their anonymity 
and their right to quit at any time, demographic data and experience levels where then collected. 
Then the test users where informed that the test would imitate the first time the user opened the 
application and that they therefore would get to click thru a tutorial. No further instructions 
regarding if the information in the help system would be useful to solve the tasks or if the users 
where required to interact with the help system where given. The test was developed in this way 
to see if the user by their own initiative chose to use the help system to more easily solve the tasks 
that where given. After the participant had clicked thru the tutorial they received one task at a 
time both written on paper and verbally. Questions from the participants were not answer during 
the test nor were assistance given. Some exceptions were made at times for questions regarding 
the english language in the application. Participants where asked to think-aloud when solving 
the tasks and to report verbally when they believed to have finished a task. After the tasks where 
solved the participant filled in a SUS-form and took part of a semi-structured interview regarding 
how, if and why they had integrated with the dot which where visible around the application. 
The equipment for the tests were a smartphone for audio recording, the paper prototyp, pens and 
paper.

3.2.6 Data Collection
I moderated while measuring the different metrics, handing out tasks and answering questions. 
All audio was recorded and compiled after the tests, the comments stated during the think-aloud 
where separated from the comments stated during the semi-structured interview in the compila-
tions. The Observations was written down during the test on a form that was divided into sec-
tions each containing one task so it would be easy to see which notes that was made during what 
task. The observation notes were compiled afterwards. Due to the amount of work that needed to 
be done by the moderator the notes from the tests focused on the non-verbal feedback from the 
participants, this could be facial expressions, frustration or other physical reactions.

3.3 Designprocess for Design Proposal 2
The design process for the second design proposal was very similar to the previous design pro-
cess. Both the sketchbook and design rationale where used thru out the process. One difference 
is that more time were spent making digital sketches, these are presented together with the rest 
of the sketchbook in Appendix 1 - Sketchbook. The design process began with analyzing the data 
from the first user test.The most important insights was then used as problems that needed to be 
solved and served as the base from were ideas and different solution could form. The focus of the 
design process was to further develop the previous design proposal and to improve it based on the 
the findings from UT1. The issues that had been discovered in the first user test was examined 
using in a structured way were one issue at a time was solved and further developed. When I had 
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addressed the issues deemed most important all the different solutions were put together and then 
further developed as a whole. When a clear solution had evolved I started doing digital sketches 
to sort out the details in the concept. It was the result of this this digital work that was evaluated 
in the second user test. Some of the key design decisions  from the design process are presented in 
Figure 31.

Figure 31. Key design decisions for design proposal 2.
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3.4 The Second User Test - UT2
In UT2 the design was made digital with vector graphics and then printed on paper. After consul-
ting with Briteback a decision was made to change the design of Briteback to the touchscreen 
view to better imitate the actual user experience with the final product. We also decided to change 
some of the phrasing in the application which had been confusing for some of the test-users in 
UT1. We changed the word for sending a new email from ”Compose” to ”New” and also changed 
the name for editing folders from ”Modify folder” to ”Manage folders”. The design of Briteback 
was printed on paper like it had been for UT1.

3.4.1 Tasks
The same tasks were used in UT2 as in UT1 and there were no adjustments done between them. 
A detailed description can be found in 3.2.1 Tasks

3.4.2 The Choice of Metrics
The same metrics were used in UT2 as in UT1. and there were no adjustments done between 
them. A detailed description can be found in 3.2.2 The choice of metrics.

3.4.3 Questions and Surveys
The same questions and surveys were used in UT2 as in UT1. Some adjustment was however 
made. The Likert scale for the experience level was adjusted so it was correctly named. The num-
ber 1 was paired with the phrase ”Very good” and 5 was paired with the phrase ”very bad”. One 
change were made in the semi-structured interview, the question ”Do you think the information 
presented in the help system was relevant?” was removed since it did not yield relevant data. The 
question was believed to have been biased and tredundant. A detailed description of the other 
questions and surveys can be found in 3.2.3 Questions and surveys.

3.4.4 Participants
There were a total of five participants in UT2. Four were men and 1 was a women. Their age 
ranged from 22 to 28 with a mean of 25 years and an median of 25 years. They rated their ex-
perience with email applications on a scale between 1 and 5 were one were very good and 5 
were very bad. The median was 2.4 and the mean was 2. The median for their experience with 
touchscreen devices was 2 and the mean was 2. The median for their experience with technology 
in general was 2.4 and the mean was 2. None of the participants had any connection to Brite-
back. Most of the participants had no connection to the moderator. Three of the participants was 
students at Linköpings University however two of them had employment outside of their studies 
that involved emailing. A more detailed description of the recruitment can be found in 3.2.4 
Participants.

3.4.5 Test Procedure
The same test procedure were used in UT2 as in UT1. The assistant that helped with the pa-
per-prototype in the second user test had the capability to devote an entire day to the study. This 
resulted in less time spent teaching people how the application worked which was very apprecia-
ted. A detailed description of the rest of the test procedure can be found in 3.2.5 Test procedure.

3.4.6 Data Collection
The same data collection were used in UT2 as in UT1 and there were no adjustments done 
between them. A detailed description can be found in 3.2.6 Data collection.
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3.5 Analysis Methods
The mistake in naming the likert scales different states resulted in the experience data from UT1 
being difficult to analyze since the alternatives could be interpreted as both positive and negati-
ve. None of the participants in UT1 rated their experience on either left or right side of the scale 
which should indicate average experience. However this might also be a sign of their insecurity re-
garding how to answer the question since the Likert scale was falsely namned. With this in mind 
the data from the experience levels from UT1 was not part of the analysis.

The SUS for the participants were calculated according to Broke (1996). The notes from the ob-
servations was compiled into categories and then counted by frequency. The comments from the 
think-aloud protocol and the answers from the interview was treated in the same way. This made 
them easily manageable and easy to survey. There were one none-response in the think-aloud 
and interview data due to a mistake on my part resulting in the audio recording device failing to 
record the entire session. All other data from this participant is however intact.

3.5.1 The Recommendations
The data from UT1 and UT2 where compiled and then analyzed together with both design pro-
posals. Data from both user tests were used and treated in the same way and the two design pro-
posals were used as the main inspiration for creating the recommendation. The theories presented 
in the previous chapter where used to make sure that the recommendations were well founded in 
theory. When the recommendation had been formulated based on the data and the theory they 
were visualized with examples to be more easily understood.
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4 Results
This chapter will report the results of the study and is divided into four parts. In the first chapter 
the the design proposal for the first help system will be presented. The second chapter describes 
the data from the first user test, thereafter the third chapter presents the second design proposal 
which will be based on the findings from the previous user test. The fourth chapter will describe 
the data from the second user test. 

4.1 Design Proposal 1
The design proposal for the help system consisted of two parts. The first part was a Tour with 
elements of Transparency in it. This was visible the first time the user opened the application. The 
second part of the help system was a Tip-feature which were an interactive dot by the name of 
Tom which was visible in the actual application and contained information which the user could 
take part of if they wished to. 

The Tour can be seen in figur 32 and consisted of 5 pages which the user clicked thru. The first 
page showed Britebacks logotype and informed the user of the purpose of the application. The 
second page showed where some of the ordinary functions in Briteback, as sending email, chang-
ing your settings and modifying you folders could be found. It also informed the user that Brite-
back had more to offer than these functions. The third page consisted of text and informed the 
user of more unique features in Briteback. The fourth page introduced the second part of the help 
system, Tom. The user learned this dot would be visible around the application and would con-
tain information about different features. The last page thanked the user for the time and lets the 
person get started with using the application.

When the user had finished the tour Briteback application was visible. Now the second part of 
the help system, Tom, was active and it was possible for the user to interact with it. See figure 33 
and 34 for a visual presentation of the Tip-feature Tom. 

Tom was placed beside different features around the application and when the user clicked on one 
of the dots a box opened from it. This box contained information about the specific feature and 
aimed to inform the user about it’s uses. Only one dot at a time were visible to decrease the pos-
sibility of Tom becoming an annoying element. When the user had clicked on the dot and closed 
the box the dot moved to highlight another function, this was then repeated until there wasn’t 
any more functions to highlight. This also meant that if the user didn’t interact with Tom the dot 
stayed at one place without moving. There were two separate places in the application these dots 
were visible; The main view which the user navigated from; and in the compose view, from which 
the user sent emails. In the main view the dot were placed at a total of two places; Settings and 
Calendar. In the compose view it were placed at a total of four places; Reply deadline, Send time, 
Ritethru list and meeting times. See figure 33 and 34 for a visualization of Toms possible move-
ments.
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Figure 32. Design proposal 1, the Tour.
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Figure 33 and 34. Design proposal 1, the Tip-feature and an exampel of an opened information 

Figure 35. Design proposal 1, the 
possible placements of the Tip-feature 
in the main view.

Figure 36. Design proposal 1, the 
possible placements of the Tip-feature 
in the compose view.
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4.2 Identified Issues From UT1
Here I will present the data from the first user test, UT1. All data from UT1 are presented in full 
in Appendix 5 - Data from UT1

4.2.1 Task Success
All 6 participants managed to complete task 1 successfully. 5 successfully completed task 2 while 
1 failed. Task 3 resulted in 4 successful participants while 1 reached partial success and 1 failed. 
All participants where successful in task 4 whilst 2 where successful in task 5. 3 of the participants 
reached partial success in Task 5 and 1 failed.  Task 6 had 3 successful participants and 3 (50%) 
that reached partial success.

4.2.2 Was the Tip-Feature in the Help System Used?
In most tasks the participants had the possibility of interacting with a dot that would give them 
advice and inform them of features that were good to know in the application. Using this extra 
help was completely optional. None of the participants used all parts of the tip-feature. Four did 
however use some parts of the tip-feature whilst two did not use the assistance at any times.

4.2.3 SUS
The SUS-score could range from 0, being the lowest score, to 100, being the highest score. The 
presentation of the SUS-score is based on Tullis and Albert (2008). The SUS-scores ranged from 
75 to 92.5 with a mean of 80 and a median of 78.75. A visiaulization of the SUS-scores are found 
in figure 37.
4.2.4 Observations and Think Aloud

Table 1 shows the observations and Think aloud regarding the help system maid across UT1 and 
how many participants that said or did it. Both positive and negative feedback were collected and 
are presented separately. Observations and comments regarding the Briteback application were 
also collected but are not presented in this chapter since it does not effect the help system in a di-
rect way. This data can be found in Appendix 4 - Observation and Think aloud regarding Briteback. 

TP1 - Answers TP1 - Contribution TP2 - Answers TP2 - Contribution TP3 - Answers TP3 - Contribution TP4 - Answers TP4 - Contribution TP5 - Answers TP5 - Contribution TP6 - Answers TP6 - Contribution

Fråga 1 4 3 5 4 3 2 4 3 4 3 3 2

Fråga 2 1 4 1 4 2 3 2 3 2 3 1 4

Fråga 3 5 4 3 2 2 1 4 3 4 3 5 4

Fråga 4 1 4 1 4 1 4 1 4 1 4 1 4

Fråga 5 5 4 5 4 5 4 4 3 4 3 3 2

Fråga 6 1 4 1 4 1 4 2 3 2 3 3 2

Fråga 7 5 4 4 3 4 3 4 3 5 4 5 4

Fråga 8 1 4 2 3 1 4 2 3 1 4 1 4

Fråga 9 4 3 3 2 3 2 4 3 4 3 3 2

Fråga 10 2 3 3 2 2 3 2 3 3 2 3 2

Totalt 37 32 30 31 32 30

x2,5 92,5 80 75 77,5 80 75

Tabell 2

Sus Score test 1

User 1 92,5

User 2 80

User 3 75

User 4 77,5

User 5 80

User 6 75

Genomsnittlig 
SUS score

80

78,75
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Figure 37. Each participants SUS score in UT1
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4.2.6 Interview
Table 2 shows comments from the semi-structured interview which has been sorted into catego-
ries and are presented in the same manner as the observations and think-aloud were earlier. Only 
difference is that the column that showed if the category was from observations or think-aloud 
comments is gone since all categories in this table comes from the interview.

Table 1. The observations and think aloud from UT1 devided into categories.

Observation (O) or 
Think-aloud (TA)

Number of 
participants

Which participants

Negative feedback

Did not see the information about modify folders in the Tour (O) 5 1, 2, 4, 5, 6

Did not see the information about sending emails in the tour (O) 4 1, 2, 4, 5

Thinks that the headlines in Tom is interactive and is connected with each 
menu

(TA) 2 1, 5

Experiences problems with closing Toms information box (O) 2 4, 5

Does not assimilate the information in the help system (O) 1 2

It takes a large amount of time before the user understands what Toms’ 
purpose is

(O) 1 2

Percieves Tom as confusing (TA) 1 2

Does not understand why Tom only is visibel at certain features (TA) 1 2

but did no assimilate the information in the Tip-feature (O) 1 5

Positive feedback

The first impression of Tom is positive (TA) 4 1, 2, 4, 5

Assimliates’ the information in the help system (O) 2 1, 4

Tries to use Tom when the user does not know what to do (O) 2 3, 5

Mentions the Tip-feature by name (Tom) (TA) 1 1

Expresses curiosity about what Tom would say about a specific feature (TA) 1 1

Number of 
participants

Which participants

Negative feedback

Prefers to use a Trial-and-error attitude 4 1, 2, 3, 5

Want to be able to restart/watch the information in Tom again at a later time 2 1,2

Normally don’t use Help systems 2 2,3

Normally does not read instructions 2 2, 3

Want Tom to be present in more places in the application 1 1

Wants’ to be able to turn Tom off 1 1

To much text in the Tour 1 2

Wants to try the application on their own and then watch some sort of 
introduction

1 2

Wants more images in the Tour 1 2

Wants the Tip-feature to present more basic functions 1 1

Wants the Tip-feature to only present functions that is unique with the 
application in comparision to similiar applications.

1 2

Experiences the Tip-feature as annoying 1 3

Prefers a regular help meny instead of Tom 1 3

Didn’t understand that the user had to interact directly with Tom to see the 
information.

1 3

Does not like to be forced to do specific steps to find out what can be done in 
the application.

1 3

Did not see Tom 1 4

Did not understand what Tom did until the end 1 5

Would have wanted a clearer discription of Toms function 1 5

Positive feedback

The information in Tom was relevant 4 1, 3, 4, 5

Likes the design of Tom 4 1, 3, 4, 5

Likes the way that information and features are presented with Tom 3 1 ,2 ,4

Likes that Tom appears during the using of the application 3 1, 4, 5

Short and relevant information in Tom 2 1, 5

Became curious about Tom 1 1

Thinks that Tom fits a Trial-and-error attitude 1 1

Prefers Tom instead of an regular help-menu 1 5
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4.3 Design Proposal 2
This design was an iteration of the first design proposal and had a similar design with two parts, 
a Tour and a Tip-feature. The first part can be seen in figure 38 and consisted of a tour, it differs 
from the first one since it didn’t contain the elements of transparency and it only consisted of 
three pages instead of five. To navigate between the pages the button in the middle was  switched 
to an arrow on the side indicating there’s more information, the arrow is interactive. The first page 
presented Britebacks logotype together with the short statement ”Email reinvented”. Thereafter 
follows a page introducing the help system visible around the application which has been renamed 
Zach. The color of Zach was switched to yellow to better attract the users attention. The last page 
presented the same functions as the first design proposal did but here they’re presented with less 
textual information and have been paired with pictograms to make them easier to quickly assi-
milate. On this page the arrow visible on the earlier pages have been switched to the text ”done”. 
When clicking on this button the tour is over and the user sees Britebacks inbox for the first time.

When the user started to use the application the Tip-feature of the help system become active. For 
an visual presentation of the different elements in the Tip-feature see Figure 39 and 40. The dots 
were placed in the same places as in the first design proposal, at the menu and at the compose 
view. However, in this design all the dots were visible at the same time, giving the user the oppor-
tunity to choose what they want more information about. If the user interacted by clicking on 
one of the dots it would generate a box containing information about that function. The informa-
tion in that box was redesigned and now contains a pictogram alongside the textual information.  
If the user choose not to interact with any of the dots they would remain visible but if the user 
interacted with them they would disappear after the box with information was removed. The first 
time the user opened the menu on their left containing navigation to the settings panel and the 
calendar the dot beside ”settings” expanded it’s box by itself. This was to make the user under-
stand that the dots led to information. When removing this box the other dots would not expand 
by themselves.

Number of 
participants

Which participants

Negative feedback

Prefers to use a Trial-and-error attitude 4 1, 2, 3, 5

Want to be able to restart/watch the information in Tom again at a later time 2 1,2

Normally don’t use Help systems 2 2,3

Normally does not read instructions 2 2, 3

Want Tom to be present in more places in the application 1 1

Wants’ to be able to turn Tom off 1 1

To much text in the Tour 1 2

Wants to try the application on their own and then watch some sort of 
introduction

1 2

Wants more images in the Tour 1 2

Wants the Tip-feature to present more basic functions 1 1

Wants the Tip-feature to only present functions that is unique with the 
application in comparision to similiar applications.

1 2

Experiences the Tip-feature as annoying 1 3

Prefers a regular help meny instead of Tom 1 3

Didn’t understand that the user had to interact directly with Tom to see the 
information.

1 3

Does not like to be forced to do specific steps to find out what can be done in 
the application.

1 3

Did not see Tom 1 4

Did not understand what Tom did until the end 1 5

Would have wanted a clearer discription of Toms function 1 5

Positive feedback

The information in Tom was relevant 4 1, 3, 4, 5

Likes the design of Tom 4 1, 3, 4, 5

Likes the way that information and features are presented with Tom 3 1 ,2 ,4

Likes that Tom appears during the using of the application 3 1, 4, 5

Short and relevant information in Tom 2 1, 5

Became curious about Tom 1 1

Thinks that Tom fits a Trial-and-error attitude 1 1

Prefers Tom instead of an regular help-menu 1 5

Table 2. Answers from the semi-structured interview from UT1 devided into categories.
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Figure 38. Design proposal 2, the Tour.

Figure 39 and 40. Design proposal 2, the Tip-feature and an exam-
pel of an opened information box.
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4.4 Identified Issues from UT2
Here I will present the data from the second user test, UT2. All data from UT2 can be found in 
Appendix 6 - Data from UT2

4.4.1 Task Success
All 5 participants completed task 1 successfully. 4 participants completed task 2 successfully while 
1 failed. Task 3 resulted in 3 successful participants and 2 that reached partial success. All parti-
cipants were successful in task 4. 2 participants successfully solved task 5 and 3 reached partial 
success. All 5 participants successfully completed task 6.

4.4.2 Was the Tip-Feature in the Help System Used?
None (0%) of the participants used any voluntary parts of the help system.

4.4.3 SUS
The SUS-score can range from 0, the lowest score, to 100, the highest score. The presentation of 
the SUS-score is based on Tullis and Albert (2008). The SUS-scores in UT2 ranged from 60 to 
87.5 with a mean of 71.88 and a median of 77.5. A visiaulization of the SUS-scores are found in 
figure 41.

4.4.4 Observations and Think Aloud
Table 3 shows the observations and comments regarding the help system maid during UT2 and how 
many participants that said or did it. Both positive and negative feedback were collected and are pre-
sented separately in the table. Observations and comments regarding the Briteback application were 
also collected but are not presented in this chapter since it does not effect the help system in a direct 
way. This data can be found in Appendix 4- Observations and Think Aloud regarding Briteback
4.4.6 Interview

TP1 - Answers TP1 - Contribution TP2 - Answers TP2 - Contribution TP3 - Answers TP3 - Contribution TP4 - Answers TP4 - Contribution TP5 - Answers TP5 - Contribution

Fråga 1 4 3 5 4 4 3 4 3 2 1

Fråga 2 2 3 2 3 3 2 1 4 1 4

Fråga 3 4 3 3 2 3 2 5 4 4 3

Fråga 4 1 4 2 3 1 4 1 4 2 3

Fråga 5 3 2 2 1 4 3 4 3 4 3

Fråga 6 2 3 4 1 3 2 1 4 1 4

Fråga 7 5 4 4 3 4 3 5 4 5 4

Fråga 8 2 3 2 3 3 2 1 4 1 4

Fråga 9 3 2 3 2 3 2 3 2 3 2

Fråga 10 1 4 2 3 4 1 2 3 1 4

Totalt 31 25 24 35 32

x2,5 77,5 62,5 60 87,5 80

Tabell 2

Sus Score test 1

User1 77,5

User 2 62,5

User 3 60

User 4 87,5

User 5 80

Genomsnittlig 
SUS score

71,875

77,5
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Figure 41. Each participants SUS score in UT2

Observation (O) or 
Think-aloud (TA)

Number of 
participants

Which participants

Negative feedback

Doesn’t use Zach voluntary (O) 1 1

Tries to use the headlines in Zach as buttons (O) 1 1

Thought that the tips from Zach (Settings) came from the yellow dot that is still 
visible after viewing it

(TA) 1 4

Positive feedback

Understands what the application does after finishing the Tour (O) 1 1

Table 3. The observations and think aloud from UT2 devided into categories
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Table 4 Shows comments from the semi-structured interview which has been sorted into catego-
ries and are presented in the same manner as the observations and think-aloud were earlier. Only 
difference is that the column that showed if the category was from observations or think-aloud 
comments is gone since all categories in this table comes from the interview.

Number of 
participants

Which participants

Negative feedback

Didn’t understand that ”big zach” in the tour was the same as the ”small 
Zachs” in the Tip-feature

3 2, 4, 5

trouble with understanding Zachs’ purpose 3 3, 4, 5

Wants’ to start using the application right away 2 1, 3

Normally dosen’t read instructions/help-systems 2 1, 5

Would have wanted to be able to interact with the information in the Tour to get 
more information

2 2, 5

Didn’t understand that Zach was interactive 2 4, 5

Wants’ to be able to turn Zach off 1 1

Didnät need Zach to understand the features it highlighted 1 2

Wanted to have to click on Zach in the beginning to understand how it worked 1 2

Wants to be able to restart Zach 1 3

Wants more information in the Tour 1 3

Positive feedback

Was not bothered by Zach 5 1, 2, 3, 4, 5

Likes a help system that is design in this manner 4 1, 2, 3, 4

Felt that the Tour in the beginning gave a clear picture of the application 1 1

Liked that Zach was present from the beginning 1 1

Appreciated that the Tips was present in the application at first use 1 5

Table 4. Answers from the semi-structured interview from UT2 devided into categories.
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5. Analysis
In this chapter I will try to answer the problem statements, this will be done based on both design 
proposals and data from both user tests. The problem statements will be answered one at a time 
and I will present recommendations to take into account when developing a help system for a 
communication app.

5.1 How can a Help System for a Communication App be 
Designed to Maximize Perceived Usefulness of The Help System
Here i will present three recommendations that aims to answer the first problem statement.

5.1.1 Give the User an Interactive Way to Gain More Information
In the user tests one major problem with help systems showed to be that most participants stated 
that they don’t usually use them. They mostly click right through them or similar instructions 
without reading it carefully or even at all. This was stated explicitly by 4 out of 10 participants 
and several of the other participants stated things closely related to it. A difference could however 
be observed between the first and the second user test. The design for the first user test did not 
contain anything else but textual information, and this generated statements regarding it being 
to much text and that the participants normally wouldn’t spend this much time reading. In the 
second user test much of the text had however been reduced and replaced with pictograms. This 
made the tour much easier for the participants to quickly click thru. And even though they spent 
less time looking at the information many of the participants in the second user test felt they got 
a good idea of what they could do with the application. Despite this some of the participants 
wanted to know more about the functions presented than the pictograms and reduced text could 
offer. But since the first user test had shown that presenting more information could make parti-
cipants less likely to actually reading it all this would probably not be a good thing to do. One of 
the participant that wanted to know more about the features wanted to be able to interact with 
the information to find out more. This had also been addressed in studies which has shown that 
participants usually preferred an interactive help system rather than other kinds (2.4.1). 

Recommendation: Give the user a choice to interact with the information in the tutorial. Most of 
the users will click through the information fast and therefor it’s important to make the informa-
tion easily understandable at a single glance. Some of the users might however want to find out 
more about the features that are presented. Therefor there should be an option for the user to 
click on the features presented and gain more information. This could for example be done with a 
dialog box opening from the feature that contains a longer more descriptive text or an animation 
describing the feature. A visualization how this could be designed can be seen in figure 42-44.
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5.1.2 Minimize the Amount of Text
As stated previously the participants stated that they rarely read the information presented in help 
systems. Regarding the first design proposal of the help system one of the participants derived 
this to there being to much text on each page of the tour. This participant would prefer the Tour 
containing more images that would let the user understand the information by only looking at 
it instead of having to read it. It was the tour visible in the beginning of using the system that 
received critique regarding to much information. The Tip-feature that was visible around the app-
lication did not receive any statements regarding it containing to much information or text. The 
Tip-feature were however made to contain short descriptions about each function due their small 
surface from the start. The second design proposal, that contained more pictograms and less text, 
made most of the participants feal they more easily could assimilate the information. According 
to (2.4) one big issue with help systems is that it dosen’t let the user focus on what they are trying 
to accomplish. It demands their attention and this can make the experience with the help system 
frustrating.

Recommendation: Minimize the amount of text. By doing this the help system will be easier for 
the user to understand and most importantly it will be understood much quicker. Furthermore 
if the user feels that the information presented in the help system is easy to assimilate it would 
probably make for a less frustrating experience. This is because the user would have to spend less 
time focusing on the help system and more time focusing on what he or she is trying to achieve. 
Exchange text with pictograms as far as possible and make sure the necessary text is well formu-
lated and as short as possible. A visualization how this could be designed can be seen in figure 45 
and 46.

Figure 42-44. The static tour used in the second user test with an interactive way to gain more 
information. If a desktop computer is used the extra information could be activated when hovering 
above the icon. On a touchscreen device it could be activated when clicking on the icon. 
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 5.1.3 Prioritize the Content
The user tests showed that most of the participant felt that the information that was presented in 
the Tour was relevant for them to know. They felt that it gave them an understanding about what 
they could do with the application. This was explicitly stated for the design proposal evaluated in 
the second user test. This shows that the way that the information was prioritized in the design 
process of the second design proposal was well done. Even though there were more information 
that could be relevant for the user to know a decision was made to only highlight the features that 
were unique for Briteback. When designing a tour (2.4.2) claims that it’s important that the most 
important features the application and the ones most relevant to the user goals are presented.

Recommendation: Prioritize the content. If the user feel that the information presented in the help 
system isn’t relevant for a specific step in the application they most likely won’t use it. The infor-
mation that is presented should contain the most important information and the features that are 
most relevant to the user goals. However I would like to add a third criteria, the features that are 
presented should also give a clear understanding of what the applications purpose is. If all these 
three goals are achieved it would most likely result in information that the user feels are very rele-
vant and would gain him or her to know. A visualization how this could be designed can be seen 
in figure 47 and 48.

Figure 45 and 46. The first screen of the Tour when only containing text and the same screen 
but with less text and more pictograms.

Figure 47 and 48. Less information however the information presented is more relevant for the user. 
It only contain the most important information and it creates a image of what the app does.
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5.2 How can a Help System for a Communication App be 
Designed to Minimize Perceived Annoyance of the Help System
Here i will present four recommendations that aims to answer the second problem statement.

5.2.1 Encourage a Trial-And-Error Attitude
A majority of the participants declared that they usually had a Trial-and-error attitude towards 
new applications. This means that they like to look around in the app and try to solve what it 
is they want before accepting help. They don’t mind if they don’t get it right the first time they 
use an application since they like to find out the answers on their own. The participants wanted 
to be able to use the application right away and then, if they wanted to, get help or learn more 
about the features in the application. In the first user test four out of six participants expressed a 
positive attitude towards the Tip-feature in the help system. They didn’t feel it was annoying or 
distracting, most actually preferred this kind of  feature in the help system instead of  receiving 
all information when first introduced to the application. One of the participant claimed that it 
would have caused irritation if the help system had been forcing the user to learn the application 
in certain steps. With this said none of the participant minded the Tour in the beginning since it 
gave them an understanding of what the application could do. Across both user test many of the 
participants stated that they felt as if they would use the Tip-feature after some time. They liked 
that it was compatible with their trial-and-error attitude and that they didn’t have to interact with 
it if they didn’t want to. Grossman, Fitzmaurice and Attar (2.2.1 - learnabliltity) discusses Lear-
ning as a function of experience and how this effects the kind of user that already is familiar with 
a domain.

Recommendation: Encourage a Trial-and-error attitude. Most users doesn’t like being told exactly what 
to do, and especially those that already are familiar with the domain in which the application resides. 
They like to look around themselves and to feel that they understand the application before accepting 
any assistance. If they get this opportunity they might be more likely to use the help system when they 
feel they could use some extra help. This could create a better platform for teaching an applications 
users the full capacity of the application. A effective way of doing this is to use a series of tips in the 
application which the users them selves can choose to interact with. When doing this it is still impor-
tant to remember that learning takes place place even though there isn’t an active help system teaching 
the user what to do. A visualization how this could be designed can be seen in figure 49 and 50.

Figure 49 and 50. Instead of presenting all functions in the beginning as can be seen in the figure to the 
left create a help system that doesn’t interfere with the normal usage of the application. The users can then 
choose to take part of the information if they want to. This reduces annoyance since the user have control.
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5.2.2 Make the Help System’s Purpose Clear
In both user test the participants had trouble understanding the Tip-feature’s function. This 
created quite a lot of confusion. This was particularly an issue for the design proposal in the 
second user test. This might have been since the participants in the first user test spent more time 
carefully reading the instructions, something most stated wouldn’t have been the case if they used 
it outside of the user test.  there were participants in both the first and the second user test that 
din’t understand that the dot indicating the Tip-feature were an interactive element. In the second 
user test there were also several participants that didn’t understand that the small dot in the actual 
application had anything to do with the larger one that had been used to introduce the feature. 
Several participant wanted to interact with the dot in the tour to really have understood how it 
worked.

Recommendation: Make the help system’s purpose clear. If the user dosen’t understand what the 
help system does thn it doesn’t matter if everything else is excellent. This can be done with adding 
a information symbol, or something else that indicates there are information to get, to elements 
that contain this information. It could also be achieved with an animation on a digital version of 
the second design proposal where the element for example vibrates or changes color to indicate 
that it’s interactive. A visualization how this could be designed can be seen in figure 51.

5.2.3 Let the User Decide
In the first user test 4 out of 6 participants stated that they didn’t find the tip-feature annoying 
and in the second user test all participants explicitly said that they wasn’t annoyed by it. Still 
several users from both user tests wanted the option to turn off the Tip-feature of the help-system. 
There were also participants that wanted to be able to turn the help system back on at a later time. 
This is also stated in (2.4.2) but regarding a Tour in particular.

Recommendation: Let the user decide. Give the user the choice to take part of the information 
in help system, it will reduce annoyance for users that probably wouldn’t take part of the infor-
mation anyway. This can be done by adding a ”remove all tips button” on the dialog boxes that 
contains the tips. A button like that could also redirect the user to the settings view where a more 
detailed options could be presented. Here it also should be possible to take the tour once again 
and to turn the Tip-feature back on if the user wishes. A visualization how this could be designed 
can be seen in figure 52 and 53.

Figure 51. The same dot as the one used in the help system but with an information symbol in it to 
make it’s purpose clearer.
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5.2.4 Use Interactivity to Teach
Several participants in both the first and the second user test had trouble understanding the 
Tip-features purpose. Some participants hadn’t understood it at all. In the second user test there 
were also participants that had difficulties understanding that the big dot in the tour represented 
the small dot in the actual application. There were participants in both user tests that expected to 
be able to interact with the information in the entire help system since they tried to click on dif-
ferent headlines and pictograms. One participant also wanted to interact with the tip-feature that 
was presented in the tour to learn what it did. In (2.4 - help systems) it is stated that Interactive 
tutorials is often used to give the user a deeper understanding of an application and that research 
have found interactive tutorials to generate the best results.

Recommendation: Use interactivity to teach. Since many participants tried to interact with parts in 
the help system on their own initiative it shows that it’s somewhat expected that the information 
presented is interactive. This can be done by making the headlines and pictograms in the tour 
contain more information as described in 5.1.1. Another thing to do could be that the first time 
the user encounters the Tip-feature in the tour it has to be clicked on in the same maner as in the 
application. At this stage a dialog box could open which explains the Tip-features function. This 
would probably be sufficient for teaching the user how it works and why it should be used. A 
visualization how this could be designed can be seen in figure 54 and 55.

Figure 52 and 53. The figure on the right doesn’t allow the user to cancel all tips. A simple button 
with text is added to the lower left corner of the figure to the right, allowing the user to choose if the 
tips should be visible.

Figure 54 and 55. The next button won’t come up until the user has clicked on the dot. This will 
teach the user how the dot works and how they should interact with it.
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6. Discussion
This chapter contains discussions about the methods used in this study, how the results in foun-
ded in theory and if they can be generalized, Thereafter follows a discussion about the value of the 
study in a wider context and some recommendations for the future. 

6.1 Method
Here the methods used in this study will be discussed. First the methods used in the design pro-
cess will be discussed and thereafter follows a discussion about the methods used in the User tests. 
Then a reflection about the validity and reliability of the study will be presented and lastly the 
studys’s value in a wider context.

6.2.1 Design Method
Here I will discuss the methods used in the design process for developing both design proposal 1 
and design proposal 2.

The design process focused on developing design proposals based on the theory and examples 
regarding help systems that are presented in 2.4 - Help systems; 2.5 Walkthrough of Three App-
lications and Their Help Systems. To do this a sketchbook was used to document the ideas which 
was then graded and sorted by the use of Design Rational. Similarly to what is stated by Arvola 
(2014) and Greenberg et al. (2012) this process made the other wise unstructured design process 
much easier to understand. The sketchbook and design rationale also made it easier to keep track 
of the different ideas and to keep a structure to the design process. It was a sufficient method to 
use when developing design proposals since it allowed for the freedom needed in a design pro-
cess but at the same time offered structure which makes the results traceable and decision points 
clear. A design process contains a clear bias since it’s the designer that has interpreted the theory 
and made the choices that har shaped the different design proposals. By using a sketchbook and 
design rationale these choices has however been made visible and by doing so it doesn’t have to 
big of an impact on the reliability of the study. Since the design process for the different design 
proposals where nearly identical this also strengthen the reliability of the study. The design process 
for the second design proposal were more focused on sketching digitally than the design process 
for the first design proposal. This should however not have effected the study’s reliability since it 
was done with design rationale and that all sketches was saved and treated in the same way as the 
other sketches.

6.2.2 User Tests
Here i will discuss the methods used in the User tests and thereafter a discussion about the study’s 
validity and reliability will follow.

Choices Effecting the User Test:
The purpose of the user tests were to evaluate how the test-users experienced the help system and 
if the test-users used it at all. Therefor the test was designed so that the users received tasks to 
solve but what the moderator looked closely at were if they interacted with the help system when 
solving these tasks. This method worked well and especially due to the semistructured interview 
that were held at the end of the session. It created a quite natural behavior towards the help sys-
tem were many participants choose not to interact with it.

The performance metric used were partial task success. Originally the performance metric Time 
on task were also considered to use but since Tullis and Albert (2008) states that it creates diffi-
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culties when also using Think-aloud it was discarded. I decided to focus more on the self reported 
metrics since the main interest of the study was how the users experienced the help system and 
not how effective or efficient the GUI of Briteback was. This is stated by Tullis and Albert (2012) 
to be the most efficient way to gain insights of a users personal experience of their user experience. 
This decision worked well and combined with the semi-structured interview it generated useful 
data. Another reason for not including more performance metrics were that it would be difficult 
to generate accurate data since the study used a paper-prototype which for example greatly would 
have effected the time it took participants to finish a task. Rudd, Stern and Isensee (1996) pre-
sents this as one of the flaws of a paper-prototype. 

There were one metric that were especially important for the study and that was the think-aloud 
protocol since it gave good insight in how the user experienced the help-system, especially in the 
first user test. The semi-structured interview however generated the most amount of valuable data 
and was also a vital part of this study. It created a platform for unexpected opinions and a more 
exploratory approach similar to what Bryman (2008) claims as a strength of the semi-structu-
red interview. It revealed to be very useful to have more of an open discussion about the users 
thoughts and feelings towards the help system than an open ended question.

The number of participant was quite low in this study. In UT1 there were 6 and in UT 5 there 
were 5. According to Tullis and Albert (2008) this is however not an issue since it is enough parti-
cipants to generate valuable data. Especially combined with an iterative design process which aims 
to creating iterations of the design and then be tested again.

Reliability
Reliability of a study means that the measures are repeatable and consistent so that someone else, 
if they wished, could carry out an indentical study that creates the same results. One thing that 
plays a key role in determining reliability is if there have been any errors made when measuring. 
In this study there were a mistake made when measuring the demographic data in the first user 
test. The descriptive terms on the likert scale of the experience levels were confusingly named. 
This caused the data from the experience level from the first user test to be disregarded. Even 
though this is a sever issue the data from the experience levels was never intended to be part of the 
analysis, its’ purpose was to give an understanding of how accustomed the participants were with 
similar applications and the domain itself. This mistake with the likert scale was fixed until the 
second user test. This did not effect the result of the study in any way but it shows that a proper 
pilot study should have been carried out to make sure that all measurements  and forms were 
done correctly. There were also an issue with one of the recordings from one user test in UT1. The 
recording device stopped recording after a few minutes and this was not discovered until after the 
session was over. The verbal information from this session was there for not part of the analysis, all 
written information was however intact and used.

To strengthen the reliability of the study several precautions were teken. The same paper-proto-
type were used to make sure that the test-users didn’t experience different difficulties due to the 
prototype. In both user tests the same tasks and the same criterias for success were used. The same 
questions for measuring experience levels were used and the SUS-form were identical. All metrics 
where used in both test and the semi-structured interview were also identical except one question 
that hade shown to be redundant when used in the first user test. The particpipants had already 
given an answer to the question by answering the other questions. Since this change didn’t effect 
the result from the interview in any observable way it shows that it didn’t have any effected on the 
studies reliability.
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The same room was not used in all user tests since we performed them were it was most conve-
nient for the test-users. However the tests were always performed in an undisturbed room where 
there were a table on which the participant could manage the prototype. Since the change in loca-
tion didn’t effect the test procedure this were deemed not to effect the studies reliability in a sever 
manner. Otherwise the same test procedure were used in both test with only some minor changes 
to the second one. All tasks that the participants performed where given to them in written and 
verbal form to strengthen the reliability. This was however not done for the introduction which 
was only given in verbal form to the participant. This could have strengthen the reliability of the 
study further. 

The results from the user tests were calculated in the same manner using the same program and 
the data was inserted into the program by double-checking all numbers to minimize the risk for 
a mistake. A more established way of taking notes would have strengthen the reliability slightly. 
A form were used that were divided into section were each task had its’ own section. This offered 
structure and made the note taking easier and more structured. 

The same assistants were not used in all tests which had an effect on the reliability. However 
their task with handling the paper prototype were not that difficult and there were no problem 
with getting them up to speed and understanding how the application worked. However there 
is bound to be some noise the first time someone does something. Therefor it would have been 
better to have the same person assist in both user test but since this demanded to much time it 
was not a possibility.

External Validity
The external validity of a study determines if it’s generalizable, meaning if it’s result is applicable 
to other people in other situations. This is mainly dependent on two thing, how realistically the 
tests was carried out and how representative the test-users were for a larger population or target 
group. Common threats to the external validity is therefor if the tests were carried out in such a 
way that would not realistically cohere with any real situation or if the participants in the study 
wasn’t representative for the target group. Another threat concerns the sample size and choice of 
participants. The sample size cannot be to small if one is to make assumptions that aims to be 
correctly applicable to a larger population or target group. To be able to generalize the results to a 
larger audience the participants in the study must also have been chosen at random. 

Since this study was formative and aimed to be the first step in developing a help system for a 
communication app the demand for external validity is not as high as it would have been for a 
summative study. This is because the result from this study is not meant to be generalized to a wi-
der population, it is meant to serve as insight used when design a help system for a communica-
tion app. There are still demands for external validity though, and therefor these threats have been 
considered. Both user tests were designed to mimic a realistic situation in which users would most 
likely find them selves. However a paper prototype was used which decreases the external validity 
since no one are going to use Briteback on a paper prototype. 

Regarding the second threat concerning sample size and how they were chosen this is not really 
a concern for this study since i wanted input on a specific design at a early stage. The study never 
aimed towards evaluating something that would be generalized. The result were used to make an 
iteration of a design and be part of a design process and therefor it seamed better to focus the user 
test on specifically chosen participants as is recommended by Tullis and Albert (2008). It would 
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have been possible to perform a test with a larger sample size but this would have taken too much 
time to be possible to combine with an iterative design process within the timeframe of this study. 
Furthermore I doubt that a larger sample size would have generated more valuable data since the 
design that was tested were at such an early stage and the amount of data I received was enough 
to further develop the design proposals. A larger amount of participants could even have obstruc-
ted the design process since the time it would have taken to process it wouldn’t have fitted inside 
this study´s timeframe. Another option could have been to only develop one design proposal and 
only perform one user test. This user test could then have been carried out with a larger sample 
size and have generated a better external validity. It was however decided that developing several 
design proposal based on input from fewer users would be more valuable this early in the design 
process and more alined with Britebacks need. 

Internal Validity
Internal validity in a study means that there are evidence that the observations made in the study 
actually were caused by the actions and choices made in the study. That the results from the 
observations was not caused by some other circumstance or causal relationship. The most promi-
nent threat to the internal validity of a study is if the observations can be derived to something 
else then was performed in the study. The internal validity in this study was quite good, however 
there are some issues that needs to be addressed. The study used a paper-prototype since this was 
deemed to give the most valuable information at this stage of the designprocess. However the 
paper-prototype is likely to have caused quite many navigational problems that effected the test 
users result in completing the tasks and navigating around the application. This is however not 
a severe issue since the user tests focused on how the users interacted with the help system and 
therefor the tasks were used to create a plattform for this interaction. 

A more severe issue was that the Tip-feature in the help system were also affected by the choice 
of prototype. Some of the participants didn’t comprehend that the dot was interactive and some 
didn’t even see it since they thought it was part of the rest of the application. This is likely to have 
been the result of it being made in paper and not behaving in such a manner that is expected by a 
digital element. In a digital version it could have been animated, it could have pulsated or chang-
ed color which would probably have made it more visible than it was when it was made out of pa-
per. Even though the Tip-feature was effected by the choice of prototype it still generated a lot of 
valuable data regarding the Tip-feature. Furthermore it would not have been a possibility to create 
a functioning high-fidelity prototype in the timeframe of this study. In both user tests the same 
paper prototype was used which increases the internal validity slightly since the result from the 
tests therefor can be compared even if the prototype effected the results. One other thing that had 
an impact on the internal validity was that between the user tests we decided to change Britebacks 
design from the laptop view to the touchscreen view. This created new navigational problems for 
the participants in UT2 especiallywhen navigating between the menu and the main window of 
the application. This should however not had an impact on how the participants experienced the 
help system and therefor it should not create a severe issue for the internal validity.

6.2 Results
Here I will discuss the design proposals connection to the theories presented in (2.4) and I will 
also discuss any unexpected results based on the findings from both user tests.

The first design proposal were based on the theories presented in 2. Theory. The Tour (2.4), Tip 
(2.4) and Transparency (2.4) were the biggest influences. Inspiration were also gathered from the 
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examples of modern help systems (2.5). This makes the design proposals grounded in theory and 
should work well for it’s purpose. Since the second design proposal is an iteration of the first it 
should keep it’s relevance and at the same time be improved since changes in the design are based 
on how it was experience by the test-users. The result from both these designs and both user 
tests are then the foundation of the recommendations. The recommendations from this study is 
however mainly applicable to the Briteback application due to limited generalizability. They can 
however be used as inspiration and a starting point when developing a help system for another 
application.

A surprising result from the study was that a clear majority of participants stated that they don’t 
normally use help system that exists in an application. They much rather prefer a Trial-and-Er-
ror attitude meaning that they like to try the application themselves and see if they can figure it 
out on their own. Neil (2012) claims that a tour is the best way to instruct a new user in a new 
system however most participants stated that they normally clicks thru the initial Tour in a new 
system in seconds. Most participants also stated regarding the initial Tour in the help system that 
they normally clicked through it in seconds. All participants but one stated that they didn’t mind 
the help system created for this study. They liked that it wasn’t intrusive and that it didn’t force 
them to use it. In the second user test none of the participants used the Tip-feature of the help 
system but they all stated that they liked it and that they still wanted it to be there. Many of the 
participants in both user tests wanted to be able to access the help system at a later time and for 
example activate the tip-feature after using the application a larger amount of time. These findings 
points to one major flaw that seems to exist in the litteratur regarding help-systems (Shamsuddin, 
Syed-Mohamad, Sulaiman, 2014; Neil 2012). The users simply doesn’t use the them. Users does 
however seem to have some interest in learning more about an application but they  want to recei-
ve this information at a later time and not in the beginning of using the application. 

The SUS-scores from the user tests gives a small indication of Britebacks usability but it is difficult 
to say anything about how the help system effected this score. The SUS-score would have been 
more interesting to examine closer if there would have been a larger sample size or if the design of 
the application would have stayed the same during both tests.

6.3 The Future
Since technology and applications are becoming a larger and larger part of everyones life it’s 
important to make sure that they are easy to use and learn. This is especially important for appli-
cations that are trying to make people communicate more efficient. Because no matter how smart 
an application is and no matter how much good it can do for people it will be useless if it’s to 
difficult to learn. There are a lot of frustration from people that are directed towards technology 
and applications, especially when people find it difficult to use. The results from this study could 
help to create a more efficient way for people to utilize these applications to simplify users every-
day life. If help systems were more efficient in teaching users how the applications work this could 
make them more accessible for a larger amount people. If we figured out a way to more effecti-
vely teach our users to utilize the technology this will create much happier people whom are less 
stressed and more easily can utilize technology to make their everyday life better. There would also 
be a possibility in developing help systems that are more focused on elders which would create 
the possibility of making this technology accessible for them. To do this it’s important to further 
evaluate help systems and to determine issues that were not discovered in this study. It would 
be interesting to further examine how people really uses help systems, when they do it and why. 
It would also be interesting to examine if users of modern communication applications learns 
anything from the help systems that are presented in these applications.
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The help system that is developed in this study for Briteback should be further developed and 
continuously tested throughout the design process. The next step would be to create a functioning 
high-fidelity prototype to evaluate further. It would be interesting to create two separate prototy-
pes, one with the help system and one without. And then let two sets of participants do the same 
set of tasks but on the different versions. This would give a good understanding about how the 
help system really effects the experience of the application.
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APPENDIX 2 - Tasks & Forms
Demographic information

Deltagarinformation Testledare

Användartest av:

Briteback
Datum:

Kön: Facilitator:

Användartest nr:

Ålder: Assistent:

Deltagare nr:

Yrke:
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Experience levels

1. Hur skulle du beskriva din erfarenhet av 
email-applikationer?

2. Hur skulle du beskriva din erfarenhet av 
pekskärmar?

3.Hur skulle du beskriva din erfarenhet av 
teknologi generellt sett?

Instruktioner: Betygsätt hur erfaren du anser att du är inom följande 
områden. Endast en ruta per fråga får kryssas i. 

Mycket bra
Mycket 
dålig

Experience level

1 2 3 4 5

1 2 3 4 5

1 2 3 4 5
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SYSTEM USABILITY SCALE 

1. Jag tror att jag skulle vilja använda det här 
system ofta.

2. Jag tycker systemet är onödigt komplicerat.

3. Jag tycker systemet var lätt att använda.

4. Jag tror att jag skulle behöva hjälp av en tek-
niskt kunnig person för att kunna använda det 
här system.

5.Jag tycker de olika funktionerna i det här system 
väl samordnade.

6. Jag tyckte det fanns för mycket inkonsekvens i 
detta system.

7.Jag kan tänka mig att de flesta människor skulle 
lära sig att använda det här system mycket fort.

8. Jag tyckte systemet besvärligt att använda.

9. Jag kände mig väldigt självsäker i användandet 
av systemet.

10. Jag behövde lära mig många saker innan jag 
kunde komma igång med systemet.

Instruktioner: För vart och ett av följande påståenden, markera den 
ruta som bäst beskriver dina reaktioner på email-applikationen. 

Deltagare:

Användartest nr:

Instämmer 
inte alls

Instämmer-
helt

Datum:

System usability Scale form

1 2 3 4 5

1 2 3 4 5

1 2 3 4 5

1 2 3 4 5

1 2 3 4 5

1 2 3 4 5

1 2 3 4 5

1 2 3 4 5

1 2 3 4 5

1 2 3 4 5
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Tasks

1. För att undvika att bli avbruten hela tiden vill du att inkommande mail bara släpps igenom till 
inboxen vid vissa tider. Gör så att ny mail släpps igenom 09.00, 11.00 och 14.00.

2. Du vill göra så att mail från din chef Maria inte påverkas av dina nyss satta leveranstider av mail. 
Hennes mail ska komma direkt till din inkorg oavsett tidpunkt.

3. Skicka ett mail till Anders där du sätter en deadline för när mottagaren senast ska svara på mai-
let. Deadline är den 24/4.

Deltagare:

Användartest nr:

UPPGIFTER

Datum:
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4. Ta bort Mappen ”Till Anna”.

5. Skapa ett mail som ska vara oberoende av leveranstiderna och skickas iväg den 23/4 kl.15.00

6. Lägg till eventet ”ledningsmöte” i kalendern den 4/5 kl. 09.00.

Deltagare:

Användartest nr:

Datum:
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Appendix 3 - Semi-structured interview

Varför använde du/varför använde du inte hjälp-systemet?

Tyckte du att hjälp-systemet underlättade för dig att förstå applikationen?

Tyckte du att informationen som presenterades i hjälp-systemet var relevant?

Deltagare:

Användartest nr:

Semistrukturerad intervju

Datum:
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Vad anser du om hjälp-systemets utformning?

Vad tyckte du var positivt med Hjälp-systemet?

Vad tycker du skulle kunna förbättras med Hjälp-systemet?

Deltagare:

Användartest nr:

Datum:
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Appendix 3 - Semi-structured interview

Varför använde du/varför använde du inte hjälp-systemet?

Tyckte du att hjälp-systemet underlättade för dig att förstå applikationen?

Tyckte du att informationen som presenterades i hjälp-systemet var relevant?

Deltagare:

Användartest nr:

Semistrukturerad intervju

Datum:
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Vad anser du om hjälp-systemets utformning?

Vad tyckte du var positivt med Hjälp-systemet?

Vad tycker du skulle kunna förbättras med Hjälp-systemet?

Deltagare:

Användartest nr:

Datum:
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APPENDIX 4 - Observations and Think aloud regarding 
Briteback

Data From UT1

Data From UT2

Antal testpersoner 
som tycker detta

testpersoner

Försöker klicka på mappen ”till Anna” för att ta bort den 6 1, 2, 3, 4, 5, 6

Problem att hitta modify folders 5 1, 2, 4, 5, 6

Problem att hitta compose-vyn 4 1, 2, 4, 5

Trodde modify folder var en rubrik 3 1, 4, 6

Saknar en bekräftelse på de tider som är valda i delivery time faktiskt är 
sparade

3 2, 3, 4

Såg inte ”add” i Ritethru 2 1, 6

Försöker swpiea på mappen ”till Anna” för att ta bort den 2 1, 2

Tror att Ritethru är felstavat 2 3, 5

Försöker trycka på mappen ”Till Anna” en längre tid för att ta bort den 1 1

Blir förvirrad för checkboxen i compose 1 2

Missade att klicka i ”Ritethru inne i compose 1 3

Såg inte ”Add time” i delivery times 1 4

Number of 
participants

Which 
participants

Försöker klicka på ”till Anna” för att ta bort 5 1, 2, 3, 4, 5

Problem att ta sig från vänstermenyn till huvudfönstret 5 1, 2, 3, 4, 5

Problem att förstå ordet Ritethru 3 1, 2, 3

Problem att förstå hur vänstermenyn fungerar 3 1, 2, 3

Problem att se ”manage folder” 3 1, 2, 4

Problem att se ”To" 2 3, 4

Använder ”More” för att få upp menyn istället för hamburgarmenyn. 2 3, 4

Tror att ”Manage folders” är en rubrik 2 3, 4

Vill bekräfta att tiderna har lagts till i ”delivery times 1 1

Vill ha ett kryss för att stänga menyn 1 2

Försöker Swipea på ”Till Anna” för att ta bort mappen 1 2

Jobbigt att ta bort en mapp 1 2

Anser att menyn bör ligga till höger 1 3

Saknar ett plustecken vid ”add time” 1 5

Har missförstått Ritethru, tror att mailen skickas direkt, inte att de tas emot 1 5
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APPENDIX 5 - Data from UT1

Gender

Age

Experience levels

Tabell 1

Test 1

Man 4

Kvinna 2

Erfarenhetsnivåer 1. Hur skulle du 
beskriva din 
erfarenhet av 
email-
applikationer?

2. Hur skulle du 
beskriva din 
erfarenhet av 
pekskärmar?

3. Hur skulle du 
beskriva din 
erfarenhet av 
teknologi generellt 
sett?

Test 1 1 1 2

Test 2 3 4 4

Test 3 4 5 4

Test 4 2 2 2

Test 5 3 3 3

Test 6 4 3 3

Medelvärde 2,83333333333333 3 3

Deltagare Ålder

 Test 1 24

Test 2 24

Test 3 28

Test 4 50

Test 5 48

Test 6 47

Medelålder 36,8333333333333

37,5
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Success Partial success Failure Totalt

Task 1 6 6

Task 2 5 1 6

Task 3 4 1 1 6

Task 4 6 6

Task 5 2 3 1 6

Task 6 3 3 6

0

1

2

3

4

5

6

Task 1 Task 2 Task 3 Task 4 Task 5 Task 6

Success Partial success Failure

Task success

Usage of Tip-feature

Användes Tom? Used all parts Used some parts Use no parts

Deltagare 1 1

Deltagare 2 1

Deltagare 3 1

Deltagare 4 1

Deltagare 5 1

Deltagare 6 1

Totalt 0 4 2

0

1

2

3

4

Used all parts Used some parts Use no parts
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TP1 - Answers TP1 - Contribution TP2 - Answers TP2 - Contribution TP3 - Answers TP3 - Contribution TP4 - Answers TP4 - Contribution TP5 - Answers TP5 - Contribution TP6 - Answers TP6 - Contribution

Fråga 1 4 3 5 4 3 2 4 3 4 3 3 2

Fråga 2 1 4 1 4 2 3 2 3 2 3 1 4

Fråga 3 5 4 3 2 2 1 4 3 4 3 5 4

Fråga 4 1 4 1 4 1 4 1 4 1 4 1 4

Fråga 5 5 4 5 4 5 4 4 3 4 3 3 2

Fråga 6 1 4 1 4 1 4 2 3 2 3 3 2

Fråga 7 5 4 4 3 4 3 4 3 5 4 5 4

Fråga 8 1 4 2 3 1 4 2 3 1 4 1 4

Fråga 9 4 3 3 2 3 2 4 3 4 3 3 2

Fråga 10 2 3 3 2 2 3 2 3 3 2 3 2

Totalt 37 32 30 31 32 30

x2,5 92,5 80 75 77,5 80 75

Tabell 2

Sus Score test 1

User 1 92,5

User 2 80

User 3 75

User 4 77,5

User 5 80

User 6 75

Genomsnittlig 
SUS score

80

78,75
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Fråga 9 4 3 3 2 3 2 4 3 4 3 3 2

Fråga 10 2 3 3 2 2 3 2 3 3 2 3 2

Totalt 37 32 30 31 32 30
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TP1 - Answers TP1 - Contribution TP2 - Answers TP2 - Contribution TP3 - Answers TP3 - Contribution TP4 - Answers TP4 - Contribution TP5 - Answers TP5 - Contribution TP6 - Answers TP6 - Contribution

Fråga 1 4 3 5 4 3 2 4 3 4 3 3 2

Fråga 2 1 4 1 4 2 3 2 3 2 3 1 4

Fråga 3 5 4 3 2 2 1 4 3 4 3 5 4

Fråga 4 1 4 1 4 1 4 1 4 1 4 1 4

Fråga 5 5 4 5 4 5 4 4 3 4 3 3 2

Fråga 6 1 4 1 4 1 4 2 3 2 3 3 2

Fråga 7 5 4 4 3 4 3 4 3 5 4 5 4

Fråga 8 1 4 2 3 1 4 2 3 1 4 1 4

Fråga 9 4 3 3 2 3 2 4 3 4 3 3 2

Fråga 10 2 3 3 2 2 3 2 3 3 2 3 2

Totalt 37 32 30 31 32 30
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Observation (O) or 
Think-aloud (TA)

Number of 
participants

Which participants

Negative feedback

Did not see the information about modify folders in the Tour (O) 5 1, 2, 4, 5, 6

Did not see the information about sending emails in the tour (O) 4 1, 2, 4, 5

Thinks that the headlines in Tom is interactive and is connected with each 
menu

(TA) 2 1, 5

Experiences problems with closing Toms information box (O) 2 4, 5

Does not assimilate the information in the help system (O) 1 2

It takes a large amount of time before the user understands what Toms’ 
purpose is

(O) 1 2

Percieves Tom as confusing (TA) 1 2

Does not understand why Tom only is visibel at certain features (TA) 1 2

but did no assimilate the information in the Tip-feature (O) 1 5

Positive feedback

The first impression of Tom is positive (TA) 4 1, 2, 4, 5

Assimliates’ the information in the help system (O) 2 1, 4

Tries to use Tom when the user does not know what to do (O) 2 3, 5

Mentions the Tip-feature by name (Tom) (TA) 1 1

Expresses curiosity about what Tom would say about a specific feature (TA) 1 1

Observations and Think-aloud
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Number of 
participants

Which participants

Negative feedback

Prefers to use a Trial-and-error attitude 4 1, 2, 3, 5

Want to be able to restart/watch the information in Tom again at a later time 2 1,2

Normally don’t use Help systems 2 2,3

Normally does not read instructions 2 2, 3

Want Tom to be present in more places in the application 1 1

Wants’ to be able to turn Tom off 1 1

To much text in the Tour 1 2

Wants to try the application on their own and then watch some sort of 
introduction

1 2

Wants more images in the Tour 1 2

Wants the Tip-feature to present more basic functions 1 1

Wants the Tip-feature to only present functions that is unique with the 
application in comparision to similiar applications.

1 2

Experiences the Tip-feature as annoying 1 3

Prefers a regular help meny instead of Tom 1 3

Didn’t understand that the user had to interact directly with Tom to see the 
information.

1 3

Does not like to be forced to do specific steps to find out what can be done in 
the application.

1 3

Did not see Tom 1 4

Did not understand what Tom did until the end 1 5

Would have wanted a clearer discription of Toms function 1 5

Positive feedback

The information in Tom was relevant 4 1, 3, 4, 5

Likes the design of Tom 4 1, 3, 4, 5

Likes the way that information and features are presented with Tom 3 1 ,2 ,4

Likes that Tom appears during the using of the application 3 1, 4, 5

Short and relevant information in Tom 2 1, 5

Became curious about Tom 1 1

Thinks that Tom fits a Trial-and-error attitude 1 1

Prefers Tom instead of an regular help-menu 1 5

Semi-structured interview - Answers
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APPENDIX 6 - Data from UT2

Gender

Age

Experience levels

Tabell 1

Test 1

Man 4

Kvinna 1

Erfarenhetsnivåer 1. Hur skulle du 
beskriva din 
erfarenhet av 
email-
applikationer?

2. Hur skulle du 
beskriva din 
erfarenhet av 
pekskärmar?

3. Hur skulle du 
beskriva din 
erfarenhet av 
teknologi generellt 
sett?

Test 1 3 1 2

Test 2 2 2 2

Test 3 2 2 3

Test 4 4 4 4

Test 5 1 1 1

Medelvärde 2,4 2 2,4

2 2 2

Deltagare Ålder

Test 1 25

Test 2 28

Test 3 22

Test 4 27

Test 5 23

Medelålder 25

Median 25
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Task success

Usage of Tip-feature

Användes Tom? Ja, alla delar Delvis Nej

Deltagare 1 1

Deltagare 2 1

Deltagare 3 1

Deltagare 4 1

Deltagare 5 1

Totalt 0 0 5

Success Partial success Failure Totalt

Uppgift 1 5 5

Uppgift 2 4 1 5

Uppgift 3 3 2 5

Uppgift 4 5 5

Uppgift 5 2 3 5

Uppgift 6 5 5
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SUS score

TP1 - Answers TP1 - Contribution TP2 - Answers TP2 - Contribution TP3 - Answers TP3 - Contribution TP4 - Answers TP4 - Contribution TP5 - Answers TP5 - Contribution

Fråga 1 4 3 5 4 4 3 4 3 2 1

Fråga 2 2 3 2 3 3 2 1 4 1 4

Fråga 3 4 3 3 2 3 2 5 4 4 3

Fråga 4 1 4 2 3 1 4 1 4 2 3

Fråga 5 3 2 2 1 4 3 4 3 4 3

Fråga 6 2 3 4 1 3 2 1 4 1 4

Fråga 7 5 4 4 3 4 3 5 4 5 4

Fråga 8 2 3 2 3 3 2 1 4 1 4

Fråga 9 3 2 3 2 3 2 3 2 3 2

Fråga 10 1 4 2 3 4 1 2 3 1 4

Totalt 31 25 24 35 32

x2,5 77,5 62,5 60 87,5 80

Tabell 2

Sus Score test 1

User1 77,5

User 2 62,5

User 3 60

User 4 87,5

User 5 80

Genomsnittlig 
SUS score
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77,5
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Fråga 1 4 3 5 4 4 3 4 3 2 1

Fråga 2 2 3 2 3 3 2 1 4 1 4

Fråga 3 4 3 3 2 3 2 5 4 4 3

Fråga 4 1 4 2 3 1 4 1 4 2 3

Fråga 5 3 2 2 1 4 3 4 3 4 3

Fråga 6 2 3 4 1 3 2 1 4 1 4

Fråga 7 5 4 4 3 4 3 5 4 5 4

Fråga 8 2 3 2 3 3 2 1 4 1 4

Fråga 9 3 2 3 2 3 2 3 2 3 2

Fråga 10 1 4 2 3 4 1 2 3 1 4

Totalt 31 25 24 35 32

x2,5 77,5 62,5 60 87,5 80

Tabell 2

Sus Score test 1
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Observations and Think-aloud

Semi-structured interview - Answers

Number of 
participants

Which participants

Negative feedback

Didn’t understand that ”big zach” in the tour was the same as the ”small 
Zachs” in the Tip-feature

3 2, 4, 5

trouble with understanding Zachs’ purpose 3 3, 4, 5

Wants’ to start using the application right away 2 1, 3

Normally dosen’t read instructions/help-systems 2 1, 5

Would have wanted to be able to interact with the information in the Tour to get 
more information

2 2, 5

Didn’t understand that Zach was interactive 2 4, 5

Wants’ to be able to turn Zach off 1 1

Didnät need Zach to understand the features it highlighted 1 2

Wanted to have to click on Zach in the beginning to understand how it worked 1 2

Wants to be able to restart Zach 1 3

Wants more information in the Tour 1 3

Positive feedback

Was not bothered by Zach 5 1, 2, 3, 4, 5

Likes a help system that is design in this manner 4 1, 2, 3, 4

Felt that the Tour in the beginning gave a clear picture of the application 1 1

Liked that Zach was present from the beginning 1 1

Appreciated that the Tips was present in the application at first use 1 5

Observation (O) or 
Think-aloud (TA)

Number of 
participants

Which participants

Negative feedback

Doesn’t use Zach voluntary (O) 1 1

Tries to use the headlines in Zach as buttons (O) 1 1

Thought that the tips from Zach (Settings) came from the yellow dot that is still 
visible after viewing it

(TA) 1 4

Positive feedback

Understands what the application does after finishing the Tour (O) 1 1
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