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 The importance of studying customization
» Different reasons for customizing applications

« Partial use of existing customization resources

e MS Word 2003
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Qualitative method for evaluating MS Word customization resources:

CEM - Communicability Evaluation Method
Interpretative
Method » »

o Adopts the Semiotic Engineering perspective: HCI is a meta-
communication

 Focuses on the reception of the message sent by the designer to

the user
- - L I
 Empirical evidence othC:er:sz ]
 Analyzes communicative breakdowns @
r _
Why doesn’t
it? (//Q\\\
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Communication
Breakdown
analisys

Profiles selected:
Help, Forums and MS Word user IT Expert
Vendor's home page MS Word user Non IT Expert

Interview script

User’s pr based on profiles

Customization
studies

Interview answers and
observations analisys

__—

Identify pr
user’

Interview User’s
answers and activities
Interview observations identified

answers and
observations

Modeling
user’

Design an
implement i

Use scenarios and
Interaction models

INTERFACE 1
INTERFACE 2
And
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—  MS Word customization resources analyzed

. User’s interviews analysis
. Activities identification and use scenarios definition

—  MS Word interface customization implemented (Our question:
If users had a set of pre-customized interfaces, for selected

use(r) profiles, to choose from would they do it?)

—  Communicability evaluation
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“...this | always customize in any computer” MS Word user Non IT Expert

“I don’t care to customize this (--) | look for it quickly and I find it.”
MS Word user IT Expert

“Iit depends on the cost of the customization (--) if coding or something
laborious is needed, | adapt myself [to the interface]”

MS Word user IT Expert

“To adapt, | need to learn, to learn it has to be worth because if not | don’t
want” MS Word user Non IT Expert

“If | can customize things, anything, | do it” MS Word user IT Expert
“I adapt myself to the application” MS Word user IT Expert
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“When | update the Acrobat, MS Word loses all of my
customized configurations. All the buttons that |
added, etc (--) If I run Acrobat’s update, | lose it all.”

MS Word user IT Expert
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S Case Study

Interface items verbalization

“I use this “little thing” here too [ @ ], I always ajust my title format
with this.” e,

“... luse this [ ‘%} E%} ] alot to navigate until | see the change that |
want to make.” MS Word user IT Expert
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S Case Study

MS Word interface customization i
INTERFACE 1:
Scenarios 1 and 2
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2% Case Study

MS Word interface customization

INTERFACE 1:
Scenarios 1 and 2

Show full menu’s list;

Default buttons removal: ‘ E ﬁ
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7 Case Study
MS Word Interface customization I B
INTERFACE 1:

Scenarios 1 and 2

Deactivate draw screen:
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S Case Study

MS Word interface customization
INTERFACE 2 - Scenario 3

Show Mail toolbar:
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S Case Study

Communicabllity evaluation

INTERFACE 1 and 2:

Breakdown labels not related to interface

Interface items removal was not noticed by users

Little replacements of interface items affected

user's interaction

©SERG, Informéatica PUC-Rio 2007 CLIHC 2007



2\ 16

S Case Study

Communicability evaluation

INTERFACE 1 :

Menu indicated as “security” interaction

Negative experiences impact on user’s choice for

iInteracting with application

Important variation: The interview was executed with
one user and a different user (although with equivalent

profile) executed the evaluation - MS word user Non IT
Expert type 2.
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Study hypothesis (pre-customized interface per
profile might be a good thing) failed -> User’s

need for “personalization”

Other applications tamper with MS Word customization

The verbalization of interface items
“Waste time” at once or “a little at a time”

Time and motivation are enough
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Thank you!

jullana.jansen@gmail.com
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