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Introduction

This  docu men t  describes  goals  for  evaluating  the  functional
completene s s ,  learnability,  and  pleasan tne s s  of  two  Web  design  product s :
Macrome dia  Dreamwea v er  MX 2004  and  Mozilla  Compo se r.  Both  produc ts
allow  users  to  assem ble  HTML pages  within  a  visual  design  environ m e n t
much  like  that  of  a  WYSIWYG word  processo r  or  presen ta t ion  program.  A
rendered  Web  page  is  essent ially  a  visual  represen ta t ion  of  the  structure
impar ted  by  the  underlying  HTML code  of  the  page.

 1
 The  progra ms’

visual / d e s ign  controls  allow  the  user  to  specify  the  size,  color,  and
appearance  of  objects,  and  is  especially  useful  for  working  with  text  and
tables  as  well  as  for  general  page  layout.  External  objects  (e.g.,  images)  or
links  to  scripted  or  externally  generated  objects  (e.g.,  JavaScript  or  Flash
content)  can  also  be  added  in  both  program s.

One  major  difference  between  these  product s  is  that  Dreamweav er  is
commercially  available,  whereas  Compose r  is  available  free  of  charge  as  part
of  the  Mozilla  suite.  As  a  commercial  and  leading  produc t,  Dreamwea ve r  has
a  broad  tool  set  that  suppor t s  the  entire  range  of  the  Web  design  and
produc t ion  tasks,  from  concep tualizing  an  initial  design  to  testing  and
uploading  the  entire  site  to  a  Web  server.

At  a  high  level,  the  function s  supp or te d  by  Dreamwea v er  are  editing,
testing,  and  publishing.  Although  not  required,  the  produc t  works  best  in  a
site - centric  mode  in  which  an  entire  site’s  file  structu re  and  assets  (images,
script s ,  etc.)  are  cataloged.  The  produc t  also  supp or t s  a  variety  of  method s
for  approaching  these  tasks  as  well  as  a  variety  of  coding  environ m e n t s  for
HTML, XHTML, XML, and  PHP,  and  other  languages.  

Composer  is  part  of  the  Mozilla  suite,  which  also  includes  a  Web
browser  (called  Navigator),  a  mail  program  (Mozilla  Mail), and  other  minor
applicat ions  such  as  a  Java  debugger.  Although  basic  by  commercial
standa rd s ,  Composer  is  a  very  capable  HTML/Web  page  editor.  Compo se r
offers  most  of  the  function s  users  need  to  create  and  edit  pages,  including
image  placement  and  sizing,  and  table  setup  and  modification.  It  can  also
import  images  and  Flash  content,  though  it  canno t  natively  interpre t  or
display  the  latter.

As  a  freely  available  application,  Composer  is  a  very  usable  tool  for
creating  and  editing  HTML pages.  It  does  lack  the  dedicated  site  manageme nt
features  of  commercial  produc t s,  but  it  contains  the  functionality  needed  for
many  Web  page  editing  tasks.

The  remainder  of  this  docu men t  describes  the  asses s m e n t  we  will
carry  out  to  test  and  eventually  compare  Dreamwea v er  and  Compose r  for

1 A plain  text  HTML editor  is  also  available  in  both  produc ts.  This  editing  mode  is
useful  in  more  complex  coding  situations  where  the  user  might  need  to  make  adjust -
ments  difficult  to  make  in  the  visual / d e s ign  mode.  Our  evaluation  tests  the  produc t s
through  the  creation  of  a  relatively  simple  design  for  which  the  code  editing  mode
will  not  be  necessa ry.  



functional  and  design  suppor t  effectivenes s  in  the  process  of  creating  a
simple  Web  page.  The  following  pages  describe  our  design  tool  quality
assess m e n t  goals,  test  subjec t  criteria,  test  metrics,  design  objective s,  data
collection  methods,  and  subjec t  quest ionn aire s.

Design  Tool  Quality  Assessment  Goals  

The  event ual  goal  of  this  assess me n t  will  be  to  compare  a  group  of
users’  experiences  and  accomplish m e n t s  in  Dreamwea ve r  versus  Mozilla
Composer .   To  achieve  this,  each  user’s  interaction  with  the  design  tools  will
be  evalua ted  at  a  higher  surface  level,  rather  than  a  granular  expansive  level.
To  clarify,  the  effectiveness  will  not  be  measured  since  it  focuses  intensively
on  time  needed  to  achieve  subtask s .   Likewise,  comple tene s s  will  not  be  a
metric  of  the  evaluation  since  intends  to  measure  the  success  of  a  tool  in
several  scenarios  within  multiple  contexts .   Instead,  the  evaluation  is
intended  to  concent ra t e  on  the  basic  functionality,  learnability,  and  the  user
pleasan tne s s  (or  frust ra t ion)  in  relation  of  the  two  webpage  design  tools.   

• Functional  completenes s  of  a  tool  reveals  how  easily  a  task  can  be
completed  in  simple  contexts.   It  is  not  intende d  to  be  a  complete
coverage  metric,  but  rather,  a  shallow,  yet  importan t  assess me n t  of
the  tool’s  basic  capabilities.   It  also  ensures  that  simple  tasks  may  be
done  withou t  confron ting  system  bugs  or  other  incorrect  behavior s.

• Learnability  is  the  degree  of  effort  required  to  complete  a  task.
Learnability  assume s  that  the  learner  has  some  level  of  familiarity
with  the  design  domain,  although  no  familiarity  of  the  design
environ m e n t  is  necessa ry.   In  the  evaluation  process,  the  user  will  be
unfamiliar  with  both  of  the  software  design  tools,  so  learnability  can
be  more  fairly  measured.   

• Pleasantness  is  another  metric  of  a  tool’s  success  or  quality.   If users
feel  their  experience  with  the  design  tool  is  pleasant ,  or  free  from
much  frust ra t ion,  they  may  be  more  likely  to  use  it.   Although  syste m
power,  learnabili ty,  and  efficiency  help  determine  a  tool’s  success,  a
user’s  view  of  the  type  of  experience  the  tool  might  create  for  them  is
importan t .   It  might  become  a  factor  in  the  tool’s  populari ty.

 



Test Subject Criteria

Our  test  plan  calls  for  evaluation  a  variety  of  commo n  HTML editing
tasks.  We want  to  evaluate  how  effectively  the  tools  sup por t  commo n  tasks
with  which  users  should  be  familiar  with  in  HTML, but  which  they  do  not
necessarily  already  know  how  to  execute  with  the  tools.  Our  ideal  test
subjec t  meets  the  following  criteria:

• Basic  knowledge  of  HTML page  composition  – A skilled  novice,  or
someo ne  who  knows  how  to  manually  compo s e  a  basic  HTML page,  is
the  best  subject.  This  is  because  we  want  to  test  the  tool’s  facilities
for  building  pages,  not  the  user’s  knowledge  of  HTML.  Hence,  it  is
best  if  the  user  is  already  familiar  with  all  of  the  web  page
terminology,  so  their  focus  may  be  on  using  the  design  tool.  

• Minimal  prior  exposure  to  Dreamweaver  and  Composer  – The  less  the
users  know  about  the  tools,  the  better  we  are  able  to  assess  the  tools’
learnability  and  overall  design  quality.   We may  also  include  one  more
complex  task,  like  adding  a  JavaScript  rollover  to  a  screen  elemen t,  as
a  last  task.  The  user  will  likely  not  know  how  to  do  this  without  the
tool;  in  this  case,  we  want  to  see  how  well  the  tool  suppor t s  the  user
in  adding  functionali ty  that  the  user  doesn’t  already  know  how  to
code.

Our  test  subject s  will  be  fellow  Georgia  Tech  studen t s.  We plan  to
solicit  participant s  from  the  graduate  program  in  Information  Design  &
Technology,  IDT,  that  have  experience  in  the  knowledge  domain  of  Web
design  but  little  experience  with  the  design  tools  being  evaluated.   The
reasoning  behind  recruiting  IDT  stude nt s  is  that  they  come  from  a  designer’s
perspec tive.   This  type  of  participa nt  backgrou n d  will  hopefully  encourage
them  to  use  the  design  view  of  the  tools  ( rather  than  the  coding  view)  which
is  the  main  focus  of  our  evaluation.



Test Metrics

Each  person  that  goes  through  our  evaluation  process  will  be  expected
to  compo se  a  sample  page  with  both  Dreamwea ve r  and  Mozilla  Compose r .
To  minimize  and  counterbalance  possible  ordering  effect s,  we  will  switch
the  tool  use  order  for  half  of  the  test  subjec t s.  For  this  reason,  it  is  importan t
that  we  evaluate  an  even  numbe r  of  people  given  our  small  scale  evaluation.
Hence,  we  will  test  six  to  eight  people  on  the  set  of  tools.   Also,  we  will
enforce  a  twenty - five  minute  time  limit  after  which  we  will  stop  the  user
from  continuing  with  their  task.   By imposing  a  time  limit,  the  tools’
functional  and  learnability  differences  will  become  more  apparen t.   The
participa nt s  will  be  informed  of  the  time  limit  and,  of  course  at  any  time,
they  may  choose  to  discontinue  the  experime n t.   

The  participan t  will  be  asked  to  add  a  third  Web  page  to  an  existing
two - page  site  design.   Since  our  experimen t  is  set  up  to  allow  for  a  certain
depend en c y  on  these  existing  Web  pages,  it  is  importan t  that  the  user  is
given  a  comparable  initial  view  of  these  pages  in  both  Dreamwea ve r  and
Mozilla  Composer .   The  subject s  will  be  told  the  fully  qualified  directory
path  and  name  of  the  existing  web  pages  of  the  site.   They  will  first  be  asked
to  first  open  these  files  prior  to  const ruc t ing  the  additional  web  page.   This
way  the  participan t s  will  gain  exposure  to  the  other  portions  of  the  site  and
be  given  the  opport u ni ty  to  take  advantage  of  the  implemente d  site.  We are
interes ted  to  see  if  they  choose  to  utilize  this  capability  of  the  syste m  or  not.

As  mentioned,  after  evaluating  both  Dreamwea v er  and  Mozilla
Composer,  we  hope  to  compare  the  functional  completenes s ,  learnability,
and  user  pleasan tne s s  of  the  respec tive  design  tools.   To  accomplish  this,
some  specific  technique s  will  be  invoked  during  evaluation.

• Evaluating  Functional  Completeness  – Since  both  Dreamwe ave r  and
Mozilla  Composer  are  product s  available  on  the  marke t,  our
evalua tion  will  not  be  concerne d  with  analyzing  possible  syste m  bugs.
Rather,  the  functional  comple tene s s  portion  of  the  evaluation  will
focus  mainly  upon  the  ability  of  a  user  to  complete  a  simple  task  in  a
simple  context.   Since  the  user  is  already  familiar  with  the  knowledge
domain  through  their  previou s  HTML experience,  it  is  reasona ble  to
believe  that  they  will  be  able  to  unders ta n d  the  task  expectat ion s  of
the  unfamiliar  design  tools.   Functional  completenes s  will  be
determine d  by  the  amoun t  of  tasks  successfully  completed  to
specification  within  the  given  time  range.   The  amoun t  of  task
partially  or  nearly  completed  will  also  be  taken  into  considera t ion.

• Evaluating  Learnability  – The  learnability  evaluation  will  graze  upon
the  users’  initial  learning  curve,  but  will  not  be  comple te  since  it  does
not  span  a  series  of  user  experiences  with  the  design  tools.   First,  to
determine  the  learnability  of  the  software  tools,  the  overall  time  of  the
user  takes  to  complete  the  task  will  be  measure d.   Also,  the  familiarity
of  users  with  certain  menus  or  screens  over  the  testing  time  will  be
moni tored.   The  speed  and  comfor t  at  which  users  revisit  these



previous ly  explored  options  will  subject ively  be  evaluated.
Learnability  will  also  be  measure d  by  looking  closely  at  the  subjec t s’
error  rate.   This  is  because  if  a  high  number  of  errors  are  commit ted
during  the  task,  it  implies  that  the  learnability  curve  of  the  design  tool
might  be  too  steep.

• Evaluating  Tool  Pleasantness  – The  user’s  experience  with  both
Dreamwea ve r  and  Mozilla  Compose r  will  be  subject ively  measured
through  a  Likert  scale  survey.   This  scale  will  be  able  to  provide
quanti ta tive  results  regarding  the  user’s  experience.   

The  details  regarding  the  metho d olog y  of  the  test’s  data  collection  for
functional  completenes s,  learnability,  and  pleasant ne s s  will  be  further
detailed  in  the  “Data  Collection”  section.



Design Objective

Our  testing  protocol  focuses  not  on  specific  low- level  tasks,  but  on  the
larger  goal  of  building  a  new  page  for  an  existing  Web  site.  Like  the  case  of
the  VLSI circuit  layout  task  profiled  in  Chapter  10  of  The  Psychology  of
Human - Computer  Interaction  [4], our  evaluation  lets  the  Web  page  designer
genera te  tasks  as  he  or  she  proceed s.  Working  from  an  already  designed
page,  it  will  be  our  subject s’  job  to  decom p o s e  design  elemen t s  into  the
design  tool’s  functional  elemen ts  for  building  the  page.

Figure  1: The  basic  site  hierarch y  within  which  the  design  tool
evaluation  is  done.  The  “home”  and  “about  us”  pages  already  exist;  the
test  subjec t  is  asked  to  create  the  “products”  page.  

Each  subject  will  be  supplied  with  a  hardco p y  of  the  page  design  and
a  set  of  specification s  for  the  site.  Figure  1  shows  the  comple ted  page  design
towards  which  each  subjec t  will  work.  Many  of  the  HTML elemen ts  required
to  build  the  page  will  be  apparen t  from  looking  at  the  completed  design;
other  elemen ts,  such  as  the  page  backgrou n d  color,  will  be  provide d  in  the
printed  specifications.  Appendix  A has  a  complete  list  of  instruc tion s  and
specification s  that  are  not  apparen t  from  viewing  the  webpage  visual  as  seen
in  Figure  2.  In  general,  the  page  specifications  include:

• the  page  backgrou n d  color,  in  its  hexadecimal  value
• the  page  title
• the  maximu m  page  conten t  width
• image  border  specifications

Since  this  is  a  new  page  being  added  to  an  existing  site,  the  test
subjec t  will  have  other  site  pages  available  for  review.  Part  of  our  evaluation
will  determin e  whether  the  subjec t  is  able  to  identify  these  other  pages  to
examine  their  conten t  within  the  design  tool.  The  subjec t  will  need  to  at
least  load  images  from  the  existing  site  in  order  to  create  the  new  page.



Figure  2: The  layout  and  conten t  design  of  the  produc ts  page.  This  is
the  page  users  will  build  in  both  Composer  and  Dreamwea ve r.

The  process  of  impleme nt ing  the  page  will  include  at  least  the  following
tasks  in  the  selected  tool:

• launching  a  new  page  in  the  tool
• adding  a  page  title
• changing  the  default  backgrou n d  color
• adding  text
• creating  the  layout  within  provided  page  specifications
• creating  links
• creating  a  multi - column  table  with  a  border  and  a  merged - cell  header

row
• adding  images  to  the  page  and  to  the  appro pr ia te  table  cells
• changing  text  attribute s  in  the  appro pr ia te  places  (bold  text  and / o r

“heading”  selections)

There  are  multiple  approac he s  to  impleme nt ing  a  design  objective  in
HTML. We do  not  expect  all  users  to  use  the  same  approach  to  implement ing
our  design  in  HTML. In  fact,  there  will  be  some  variation,  not  just  between



the  tools  under  evaluation,  but  within  each  tool.  The  importan t  aspect  to
captu re  is  the  specific  tool  functions  the  user  chooses  to  employ  to  carry  out
each  objective  and  how  well  the  selected  approach  served  the  user’s  needs.
The  results  will  directly  inform  the  tool’s  evaluation  in  terms  of
effective ne s s  and  learnability.



Data Collection 

The  model  for  collecting  and  analyzing  data  was  taken  from  sources  on
design  protocol  analysis  [1][2], which  give  examples  of  analyzing  designing
activities.  Our  objective  differs,  however,  in  that  we  aim  to  evaluate  and
compare  two  tools  on  the  aspect s  identified  above.  We also  give  our  subject s
a  concrete  tasks  with  a  limited  (but  varied)  set  of  steps  required  for
completion.

In  the  test  metrics  chapter  we  already  discuss ed  how  we  invite  the
subjec t  to  work  with  the  tool.  Each  subject  works  alone  at  a  comp ute r  while
the  researcher  monitors  the  session  passively  from  a  distance.  Camtasia
studio  is  used  to  help  capture  user  interact ion  and  record  a  video  of  the
screen.  This  setup  allows  registering  several  aspect s  of  the  subject’s
experience  needed  for  our  analysis.  While  passively  monitoring  the  subject
we  look  for  obvious  sings  of  anger  or  frus tra tion.  

To  register  the  user  interact ion  with  the  design  tool,  we  take  a  video
of  the  screen  with  Camtasia.  The  Camtasia  studio,  from  TechSmith,  is  a
popular  screen  capture  utility.  The  most  importan t  feature  of  this  tool  is  its
screen  capture  codec,  which  is  optimized  for  deskto p  recording  [5]. Other
researches  [4] used  Camtasia  in  combina tion  with  a  remote  control
applicat ion  to  monitor  the  screen  from  another  comp ute r  and  videota pe d  the
keyboard  and  mouse  interact ions .  Since  in  this  experime n t,  the  researcher
will  be  present  in  the  same  room,  there  is  no  need  for  the  remote  control
portion  of  the  application.  Because  of  the  low  level  of  subject s’  exper tise
with  the  develop m e n t  tool,  we  assu me  that  the  use  of  keyboar d  shortcu t s
will  be  limited.  Otherwise,  keyboar d  shortcu t s  and  right - mouse  menu
shortcu t s  use  can  be  deduced  from  the  screen  video.
  

After  the  session,  we  will  play  back  the  Camtasia  video  and  analyze  it
in  search  of  what  operator s  were  accessed,  the  method  used  to  access  them,
and  what  objects  were  added  or  remove d  from  the  scene.   We will  note  each
time  the  subject  creates  an  object.  If an  object  is  removed,  or  if  the  “undo”
program  function  is  used,  this  will  signify  an  error  in  selecting  an  operation,
and  we  will  make  a  note  of  it.  We will  also  note  the  way  each  user  browse s
for  operations;  each  time  a  subject  opens  a  subme n u  or  dialog  box,  browses
the  choices  for  prolonged  time  (greater  than  5  sec)  and  closes  sub -
menu / d i alog - box,  this  signifies  idle  browsing.  We collect  all  this  data  in
table  similar  to  the  following:

action Comme n t
Open  menu  X
Selection  made
Open  dialog  Y
Close  dialog Subject  couldn’t  find  operation;  time  is  lost  
Picture  added  and
remove d  immediately

Error  is  selecting  operator;  time  spent  on  selection
is  lost

Subject  was  asked  to
stop

This  shouldn’t  happen  with  any  of  our  subject,
should  it?



Analysis  of  the  data  will  consis t  of  several  categorie s.  The  solution
will  be  measure d  for  complete ne s s  to  weigh  the  correspo n di ng  performan c e
time  paramete r.  The  protocol  is  searche d  to  identify  user  trial - and - error
attempt s ,  as  well  as  to  identify  and  time - measure  idle  browsing.  

The  task  given  to  the  subject  is  simple  and  well  defined.  A designer
with  working  knowledge  of  HTML should  have  a  clear  idea  of  what
compo ne n t s  consti tu te  the  solution  and  proceed  on  executing  it  without
extended  pauses.  We exclude  the  possibility  that  idle  browsing  is  due  to  task
acquisi tion.  So  we  look  for  the  idle  browsing  as  indicative  of  learning  the
tool.  

In  addition  to  idle  browsing,  we  are  interes ted  in  finding  how  many
selection  errors  the  user  makes.  To  find  those  errors  we  feel  that  removing
an  object  or  undoing  an  operat ion  is  a  good  indicato r.  The  same  rationale  is
applied  here  as  to  the  idle  browsing.  The  task  is  simple  enough  that  for  a
user  experienced  in  the  domain  of  web  design  that  the  “undo”  operat ion
cannot  be  used  to  addres s  the  explora t ion  of  the  solution  domain,  but  rather,
only  can  be  used  for  the  explora t ion  of  the  set  of  operato r s  available  in  the
tool.  We compare  learnability  of  the  tools  based  on  the  numb er  of  opera to r
selection  errors  and  the  total  time  spent  on  idle  browsing  for  operator s.  

To  measure  completenes s ,  the  solution  will  be  compared  with  the
provided  templa te  page  according  to  the  list  of  tasks  specified  in  the  Design
Objectives .  Also,  each  const ra in t  specified  in  Appendix  A will  be  checked  to
contribu te  to  the  complete nes s  grade.



Test Subject Questionnaires

Pre- Experiment  User  Questionnaire

1. What  is  your  age?
2. What  is  your  major?
3. How  familiar  are  you  with  Dreamweav e r?  (Likert  7-  very  familiar / n o t

familiar  at  all)
4. How  familiar  are  you  with  Mozilla  Compo se r?  (Likert  7-  very  familiar / n o t

familiar  at  all)
5. How  much  experience  do  you  have  with  creating  a  Web  page?  (Likert  7-

no  experience / a  great  deal  of  experience)
6. How  much  experience  do  you  have  with  creating  Weblog  pages?  (Likert  7-

no  experience / a  great  deal  of  experience)
7. How  comfor tab le  are  you  in  writing  HTML code  (with  no  graphical  editor

or  tools)?  (Likert  7-  very  comfor tab le / n o t  comfor table  at  all)

The  rationale  behind  a  pre - quest ionn aire  is  to  ask  quest ions  whose
answers  might  be  affected  by  the  experience  of  doing  the  experimen t ' s  tasks.
For  instance,  if  the  subject  has  a  difficult  time  with  the  experimen tal  task,  he
may  discoun t  his  level  of  expertise  at  that  type  of  task.  An  object ive
measure m e n t  of  a  subject ' s  skill  is  valuable  because  it  lets  the  research er
evalua te  the  difficulty  of  the  experime n tal  task.  Question s  4- 8  below  are  of
this  type.  Other  quest ion s  are  not  sensitive  to  being  asked  before  or  after  the
experime n t.  These  include  standard  quest ion s  characte rizing  the
demograp hics  of  the  subjec t  group  (Questions  1,  2,  and  3).  They  are  usually
asked  at  the  beginning  to  allow  the  subject  to  concen t ra te  fully  on  the  task
he  has  just  completed  through  quest ionn aire s  adminis te re d  during  and  after
the  experimen t.  We observe  this  conven tion  in  our  experimen t.

Our  user  group  is  small  and  expected  to  be  relatively  uniform  (college
studen t s  recruited  from  one  of  the  LCC progra ms),  so  the  need  to
characte rize  the  subject  populat ion  is  diminished,  hence  only  the  three
quest ions .  Question s  4  and  5  are  designed  to  characte rize  the  subjec t ' s
experience  with  each  design  tool.  Since  we  are  testing  learnability,  it  is
essential  to  know  how  much  of  a  backgro u n d  the  person  has.  Questions  6
and  7  are  designed  to  asses s  the  subject ' s  general  knowledge  of  compo sing
Web  pages  with  any  produc t.  Weblogs  fall  into  this  category  because  they  do
produce  a  Web  site,  althoug h  the  HTML code  is  almost  completely  abstrac ted
from  this  user,  a  situat ion  similar  to  using  Dreamwea ve r  or  Compose r
withou t  taking  advantage  of  the  advance d  features  or  writing  native  HTML
code.  (A weblog,  or  blog,  is  an  online  diary  maintaine d  in  most  cases  by  an
individual.)  The  final  quest ion  assesses  a  different  aspec t  of  the  subject ' s
experience  with  HTML- - writing  it  directly  in  a  text  editor  in  a  similar
fashion  to  a  traditional  program ming  language.  It  is  importan t  to  measure
this  as  well  because  a  subject  who  has  a  lot  of  experience  in  this  style  of
HTML compos i tion  may  entirely  bypas s  the  graphical  tools  that  Compo se r
and  Dreamwea ve r  provide;  in  this  case,  the  results  would  be  some wha t
difficult  to  assess  because  we  would  not  know  whether  the  user  switched  to
directly  editing  the  HTML because  of  frustra tion  with  the  tool's  usability,



lack  of  functional  comple tene ss ,  or  experience  and  preference  for  that  style
of  editing.

The  scoring  for  most  of  these  ques tions   (and  most  in  all  the  questions
overall)  is  a  Likert  scale.  Ease  of  scoring  is  the  main  reason  for  writing  the
quest ions  in  this  manner.  There  is  no  need  for  the  subject s  to  detail  a  great
amount  of  informat ion  in  these  questions .  The  final  ques tionn aire  gives
oppor tu ni t ie s  for  users  to  reveal  a  greater  depth  of  informa tion  about  their
experiences  during  the  experimen t.  Those  quest ions  are  harder  to  score  but
may  reveal  elemen ts  of  the  data  that  might  otherwise  not  be  repor ted.

Intermediate  User  Questionnaire

1. Were  you  able  to  complete  the  task  given?  (Yes/No)
2. Did  (Dreamwea v er / C o m p o s e r)   provide  all  of  the  functionali ty  you

needed?
3. How  difficult  did  you  find  the  task?  (Likert  7-  (very  difficult / n o t  difficult

at  all)
4. How  enjoya ble  did  you  find  this  task?  (Likert  7-  enjoyable / n o t  enjoyable)
5. Do  you  have  any  comme nt s  about  the  progra m  you  just  used?

The  subject  is  given  a  brief  test  between  the  two  parts  of  the
experime n t  for  two  reasons.  First,  the  experience  of  using  the  first  program
is  still  very  fresh  in  his  memory;  one  can  easily  forget  or  confuse  details
when  the  exact  same  task  is  repeated  twice  in  a  row.  Second,  once  the
subjec t  has  used  both  tools,  he  can  compare  them  and  subject ively  answer
quest ions  about  one  tool  in  a  compara tive  manner  with  the  other.  For
example,  if  the  subjec t  finds  the  first  tool  modera tely  easy  to  use,  but  finds
the  second  one  extremely  easy  to  use,  after  comple ting  both  parts,  the
person  is  likely  to  assign  a  lower  ease  of  use  score  simply  based  on  the
compara tive  ease  of  use  of  the  second  tool.

The  question s  are  identical  for  both  tools.  The  first  two  ques t ion s  are
designed  to  assess  the  functional  completenes s  of  the  tool.  The  ques tions
are  scored  yes / n o  because  they  are  measuring  an  absolute  value:  whether
the  user  able  to  complete  all  of  the  individual  subta sk s  in  the  given  project.
The  next  quest ion  tests  the  learnability  and  usability  of  the  tool.  The  task
given  is  sufficiently  simple  that  all  of  the  subta sk s  do  not  require  extensive
knowledge  of  page  compo si t ion,  or  even  of  the  advanced  parameter s  that
tailor  the  behavior  of  the  HTML editor  in  use.



Post- Experiment  User  Questionnaire

1. Which  tool  allowed  you  to  do  the  task  more  quickly?
2. Which  tool  allowed  you  to  do  the  task  more  easily?
3. If you  had  to  add  more  complicated  features  to  the  web  site,  which  tool

would  you  choose?
4. Was  the  task  clearly  worde d?  (Likert  7-  very  clear / n o t  clear  at  all)
5. Did  the  illustra t ion  of  the  page  you  were  to  create  provide  all  of  the

informatio n  necessary  to  create  it?  (Likert  7-  strongly  agree / s t r o n gly
disagree)

6. In  your  experience  with  making  web  pages,  have  you  done  tasks  similar
to  the  one  you  just  did?  (Likert  7-  strongly  agree / s t r o n gly  disagree)

In  this  quest ionn aire,  the  quest ions  are  not  all  straightforwar d  in  what
they  are  measur ing.  The  first  question  is  designe d  to  test  the  user 's
perception  of  which  one  took  longer,  not   to  make  an  absolute  measure m e n t .
This  is  operating  on  the  principle  that  a  user  will  not  perceive  the  passage  of
time  as  much  if  he  is  making  progres s  in  the  task,  but  time  spent  hunting  for
a  solution  will  register  in  the  person ' s  memory.  In  effect,  we  are  making  use
of  the  “time  flies  when  you're  having  fun”  principle.  The  result  provides  a  bit
of  insight  into  which  progra m  was  more  fun  to  use,  and  to  a  lesser  degree,
which  one  is  more  usable.  

In  the  next  quest ion,  we  see  which  tool  the  subject  perceived  to  be
easier.  This  question  is  a  much  more  direct  way  of  getting  similar  data.  By
comparing  the  results  of  these  two  question s,  we  will  be  able  to  better
under s ta n d  the  user' s  level  of  confidence  that  one  tool  is  easier  to  use  than
the  other.  The  third  quest ion  builds  on  the  first  two  by  asking  the  subject  in
a  very  rounda b o u t   way  which  tool  he  liked  better  and  found  easier  to  use.
The  subject  is  most  likely  going  to  choose  the  more  learnable  tool,  which
likely  will  also  be  the  one  that  is  more  enjoya ble  to  use.  

Questions  4  and  5  enable  the  subject  to  explain  away  difficulties  in
under s ta n d ing  the  tasks.  It  is  importa n t  that  the  researcher s  know  of  such
difficulties  so  the  subject ' s  results  can  be  discarded  if the  outco me  is  tainted
by  lack  of  unders ta n din g  of  the  tasks  are  to  be  accom plishe d.  

The  final  quest ion  is  not  entirely  necessa ry,  but  may  reveal  some
information.  If the  subjec t  has  done  something  almos t  like  what  he  did  in
this  experime n t,  the  results  may  be  somewh a t  affected  because  the  person  is
no  longer  a  novice  at  the  overall  task.  If the  person  used  one  of  the  program s
being  evaluated  here,  or  one  with  similar  layout,  he  will  likely  show  a  lower
completion  time  or  less  hunting  for  tools  in  the  interface  during  while  he  is
working.  Knowing  a  cause  for  a  shor ter  time  score  can  be  a  justification  for
the  data  to  be  disregarde d  in  the  statist ical  analysis.  However,  some
docume n t a t ion  of  why  that  is  being  done  is  necessary,  and  can  be  provided
by  this  ques tion.
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Appendix A: Instructions

Each  test  subject  will  be  provided  with  a  brief  set  of  instruc tions  designed  to
set  the  context  and  define  the  object  for  the  session,  as  follows.   Recall  that
only  the  specifications  not  apparent  through  the  Figure  2  visual  will  be
detailed  in  the  in  the  requireme n t  list.

Instruc tion s

• You  are  to  add  a  page  to  the  Web  site  for  The  Snow  Board,  a
manufac tur er  of  snowb oard s  and  snowboa rding  gear.  The  page  you’re
adding  is  the  compa n y’s  Product s  page.  

• All  site  files  are  located  within  the  “My  Docume nt s”  folder,  in  a
subfolder  (or  working  folder)  name d  “SnowBoard.”

• The  existing  site  pages  in  the  SnowBoard  folder  are  the  compan y’s
home  and  “about  us”  pages:  index.htm  and  aboutus.htm .

• The  attached  printo ut  shows  the  completed  Product  page  design.  Your
task  is  to  transla te  this  design  into  a  Web  page  in  two  separa te  passes:
once  in  Macromedia  Dreamwea ve r  and  once  in  Mozilla’s  Compo ser.
The  file  name  for  the  new  page  you  will  create  each  time  must  be
products.htm .

• Keep  in  mind  the  following  page  specification s  as  you  create  the  page.
(Note  that  the  following  does  not  fully  describe  the  page.  Refer  to  the
attached  design  hardcop y  for  other  requireme n t s .)

- The  page  backgro u n d  color  is  CCCCCC.

- The  page  title  is  “The  Snow  Board  - -  Product s"  (withou t  the
quotes).

- All  page  conten t  should  have  a  maximu m  width  of  800  pixels.

- Product  images  should  have  a  1- pixel  black  border.

• The  images  you  need  for  the  Products  page  are  in  the  site’s  working
folder.  


