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ABSTRACT

THE NEGATIVE EFFECTS OF
TECHNOLOGY-DRIVEN PRODUCT DESIGN ON
USER-PRODUCT INTERACTION AND PRODUCT USABILITY

Gultekin, Pelin
M. Sc., Department of Industrial Design
Supervisor: Assoc. Prof. Dr. Cigdem Erbug

April 2004, 156 pages

In the last decades, the rapid change and prevalent use of technology are concerning, as
they induced effects which mainly altered various encompassing contexts like consumer
market dynamics and product development processes. Evidently, these transformations also

affect the way users interact with products.

It is observed that, technological novelties are applied in the competitive market as a tool for
product differentiation. In addition, the rapid development of these technologies is a
dominating factor on shortening product lifecycles. Resulting from these two factors,
implementing latest technologies in new products is interpreted by producers as an absolute
way of achieving market success. Consequently, most of the products in everyday life are
designed with a primary aim to implement latest technological advances, without appropriate
consideration of user requirements and characteristics. The phenomenon has negative

consequences on product usability.
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This study basically examines the usability problems that are related with digital technology
impelementations in consumer products. The evaluations are based on the contexts such as:
changes in contemporary market conditions with the effects of the recent technological
developments, technology-driven approaches in product development processes and the
transformative consequences of digital technology applications on user-product interaction.

Literature surveys are employed as method.

Finally, interaction characteristics of digital products and the contexts in which they are used
are evaluated and it is argued that, the usability problems are due to the deficiency in
evaluations of user characteristics and requirements during the product development

processes, in general terms.

Keywords: Product design, user-product interaction, product usability, technology-driven

design, user-centered design, digital technology.
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TEKNOLOJi MERKEZLi TASARIMIN
KULLANICI-URUN ETKILESIMi VE
URUN KULLANILABILIRLIiGiI UZERINE ETKILERI

Gultekin, Pelin
Yiiksek Lisans, Endustri Uriinleri Tasarimi Bolimii
Tez Yoneticisi: Dog. Dr. Cigdem Erbug

Nisan 2004, 156 sayfa

Teknolojik gelisimlerin Grlin tasarimi Gzerinde belirleyici etkileri oldugu bilinmektedir. Bununla
beraber, giiniimiizde teknolojinin hizli degisimi ve yaygin kullanimi dikkat cekicidir. Ozellikle
sayisal teknoloji alanindaki ilerleme, yasamin her alaninda oldugu gibi, tiketici Griinleri pazar

yapisinda ve Urln gelistirme slreglerinde de temel degisimlerle sonuglanmistir.

Teknolojik ilerlemeyle gelen yeniliklerin, rekabetin yogun oldugu pazar kosullarinda, Griin
farklilagsmasini destekleyici bir aragc olarak kullanildigi gézlemlenmistir. Ote yandan,
teknolojinin hizli gelisimi, Grtin hayat déngisinun giderek kisalmasinda etkili olmaktadir. Bu
iki genel degisimle birlikte, yeni Grlnlerde son teknolojiyi kullanmak, Ureticiler tarafindan
piyasa basarisi elde etmenin kesin yolu olarak yorumlanmaktadir. Bu olgunun sonucunda,
ginlik kullanimdaki birgok Griiniin dncelikli olarak teknolojik yenilikleri uygulamak amaciyla,
kullanici ihtiyac ve 6zelliklerinin gézardi edilerek tasarlanmasi, kullanim zorluklarina sebep

olan bir etken olarak kargimiza gikmaktadir.



Bu calisma, sayisal teknolojilerin tuketici Griinlerine uygulanmasinin bir sonucu olarak ortaya
¢ikan kullanilabilirlik sorunlarini incelemeyi amaglamaktadir. Konu, yakin dénemdeki
teknolojik gelismelerin piyasa kosullarina etkileri, Grlin gelistirme slrecindeki teknoloji
merkezli yaklasimlar, sayisal teknolojinin tlketici Uriinlerinde kullaniimasiyla gelen (rln-
kullanici  etkilesimindeki degisimler kapsaminda, Urin kullanilabilirligi  kriter alinarak

tartisiimistir. Yéntem olarak literatlr arastirmalarina basvurulmustur.

Sayisal teknoloji kullanan Uriinlerin etkilesim 0Ozellikleri ve kullanim bagdlamlarina
dayandirilarak yapilan degerlendirmeler sonucunda, kullanilabilirlik sorunlarinin, temelde,
kullanici ihtiyag ve vyeteneklerinin Grlin  gelistirme slrecinde 6ncelikli olarak ele

alinmamasindan kaynaklandigi savunulmustur.

Anahtar kelimeler: Uriin tasarimi, Griin-kullanici etkilesimi, Griin kullanilabilirligi, teknoloji

merkezli tasarim, kullanici merkezli tasarim, sayisal teknoloji.
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CHAPTER 1

INTRODUCTION

1.1 Problem Definition

Technology had always been a powerful tool of human being to rule over his environment
and to meet his needs in the most effective way. Although the two-way relationship between
the technological advances and social life had been existent for decades, it was with the
mass production and consumption of industrial products that this transformation process had
been accelerated. Industrial production techniques required the prevalent use of
technological knowledge and enabled the integration of technological advances into various

products that reach large amounts of people.

In the contemporary market conditions dominated by competition, product differentiation
plays a vital role for the firms to attain product success. Also, different qualities and various
functions are implemented in consumer products via technological advances. Therefore,
technological novelty is utilized by the producers as an important tool to cerate product
differentiation. In other words, technological novelties are imposed by producers in the

market as a mark of high quality and superiority of products.

This phenomenon has it’s reflections on the user-product interaction from several aspects. In
the attempt to implement latest technologies in consumer products, integration of excessive
features turns out to be right with the excuse of being novel. With the effects of the overall

transformations in technology in the last decades, rate of technological obsolescence



shortens and new forms of interactions are integrated into products. Many products that are
designed with a technology driven approach, surpass the needs and requirements of users
and simple products began to accommodate added and often unnecessary functions. As a
result, these rapid changes towards complexity in interfaces require users to involve in a
continuous learning process to use everyday products, leading to the adaptation difficulties

and deficiencies in product use.

1.2 The scope of the study

This study aims to elaborate the negative effects of technology driven product design

approach on user-product interaction and quality in use in particular.

In this study, literature surveys on related domains will be utilized. In the later phase of the

thesis, a case study will be presented for further exploration of the problem.

It should also be noted that, this study covers the main dynamics of the aforementioned
transformations. The major problems resulting from the phenomenon will be evaluated;
however, putting forward some exact design considerations as a solution to these problems

is not within the scope of this study.

1.3 Structure of the thesis

From the next chapter onwards, the problem will be defined, by firstly stating the overall
conditions that cause the problem and then by evaluating the effects of these factors on
certain contexts. The study then will continue by the exploration of the problem with its main
dynamics and consequences. So it can be said tat, the general structure of the study
consists of two main parts, referring to the definition of the problem and investigation of

the problem, respectively.



In the following chapter, the basic factors that affect the emergence of the problem will be
stated. The evaluations will be based on the effects of developments in digital technology on
the major alterations in the consumer market dynamics. Use of technological novelty as a

tool to increase market success will be discussed within this context.

In the third chapter, the bases which define the problem will be evaluated. The factors that
are stated in the second chapter will be related to certain contexts, through the discussions
based on product usability. The definitions of ‘quality in use’, ‘context of use’, ‘technology-
driven design’ and ‘user-centered design’ will be presented. As these concepts are in close
relation with product usability, the effects of the aforementioned transformations on these

contexts are found to be vital in order to explore the problem.

Fourth chapter will be about the effects of digital technology implementations on user-
product interaction process, in consumer products. The discussions will be initiated by
stating the dynamics of user-product interaction process from the findings of literature
survey. Then the guidelines for an ideal user-product interaction will be broadly classified
and the major usability problems will be presented. A further exploration is going to be done
by evaluating negative consequences of these alterations on user-product interaction

process and increasing function variety of products.

In the fifth chapter, the issues discussed throughout the study will be exemplified with a
sample product and the findings will be discussed within the context defined in the previous

parts of the study.

Finally, conclusions that are drawn throughout the study will be evaluated and potentials for

the further studies will be investigated.



CHAPTER 2

TECHNOLOGY AS A COMPETITIVE TOOL IN CONTEMPORARY
MARKET DYNAMICS

2.1 Changing market conditions

It is widely accepted that, contemporary developments in information and communication
technologies, lead to fundamental changes in production processes and market conditions.
These changes are stated as revolutionary, resulting in a transition from industrial to post-
industrial stage (Miles, 1998; Nahm and Vonderembse, 2002). According to Manzini (1998),
“we are witnessing the birth of an economy based on information” (p. 45). Tapscott (1995)
adds that, there is a shift from industrial economy which was based on automotive industry,
to a new economy, driven by computing, communications and networks. As Schmid (2001)
also expresses, digitization of information and availability of new media such as Internet,
personal computers and digital communication devices, lead to highly flexible technologies
and fast flow of knowledge, thus altered production and design processes. Owing to these
overall changes, market conditions are also transformed. The vital characteristics of the new
environment are stated to be “expanding competition, rapidly changing markets and

technology” (Nahm et al., 2002, p. 2067).

In this arduous environment, firms aim to utilize technology in novel ways to achieve

competitive advantage.

Under contemporary market conditions, being first to enter the market is crucial to obtain

greater market share and brings high profits. Evidently, firms compete with their rivals in a



time-based context, as competition mostly relies on fast development of novel products

(Norman, 1988; 1999). Thackara (1997) claims the issue with the following:

Innovative firms are known to collect and assimilate technological information
enthusiastically —but the key to their success is in their capacity to exploit it
immediately in new products. “Speed is the God; Time is the Devil,” goes Hitachi’s
company slogan. (p. 19)

One of the preliminary outcomes of the increased competition and rapidly changing market
structure is the shortening of product life cycles and development processes (Lorenz, 1990).

Tapscott (1995) exemplifies the issue with following:

In 1990, automobiles took six years from concept to production. Today they take two
years... [T]hese days most of HP’s revenues come from products that didn’t exist a
year ago. In the old economy, an invention (like the Polaroid camera, xerography)
ensured a revenue stream for decades. Today, consumer electronics products have
a typical lifespan of two months... Most medium- or large-sized companies in North
America introduce more than one new product per day. Last year Sony introduced
5000 new products. Microsoft group vice president Nathan Myhrvold... says “No
matter how good your product, you are only 18 months away from failure”... Even
something as seemingly stable and low-tech as beer requires innovation; 90% of
Miller’s revenues come from beers that didn’t exist 24 months ago. (pp. 60-63)

While speed of technological change and flow of information through digital networks enable
firms to develop and market their products in a shorter time; changing customer demands
and competitive strategies lead products to obsolete more rapidly (Nahm et al., 2002;
Schmid, 2001). Similarly, Norman (1999) states that time is the main drive for competition,

resulting in novel products to supersede old ones in shorter time:

Nobody has time to think, nobody has time to plan. New products are due every six
months. If you slow down, your competition will leap ahead of you. The computer
industry thinks that the way to escape is to swim even harder, to bring out more and
more products that push the technology envelope that are cheaper, faster, more
powerful. (p. 241)

Another fundamental determinant of a company’s success in the contemporary market is
innovativeness. The time pressure on production processes force companies to find new

ways to increase their market share through introducing novel products and services.



Innovativeness is turned out to be a target for companies to increase their sales, for it is a

“lucrative business” (Quiroga, 2001, p. 7). Also, according to Tapscott (1995):

The new economy is all about competing for the future, the capacity to create new
products and services, and the ability to transform businesses into new entities that
yesterday couldn’t be imagined and that the day after tomorrow may be obsolete. (p.
43)

As firms are urged to introduce novel products repetitively to stay in the market, they aim to
direct consumer demands for their continuous innovativeness. Therefore, a product's
obsolescence is mostly reliant on the introduction of goods with novel features, rather than
its inadequacy to achieve a certain task. The speed of technological change is stated as a
dominant factor on the length of product life-cycles, as newly introduced technologies fade
current ones (Quiroga, 2001). Firms use this transformative effect as a provider to increase
their innovative potential. For instance, “Obsolete your own products” is the motto applied by
Microsoft like many other leader firms, to keep their market share, as cited by Tapscott

(1995, p.59). He explains the idea with the following words:

If you've just developed a great product, your goal is to develop a better one that will
make the first one obsolete. If you don’t make it obsolete, someone else will.
(Tapscott, 1995, p.59)

The fore mentioned factors have their impacts on firms’ innovative activities. Quiroga (2001)
states that, the innovation models differ from that of the traditional one, especially in high-
tech markets. In these industries, as competition is mostly reliant on the rapidity in product
implementation, innovation may be realized as an act of “organizing” existent technologies in
a different way, which is a more rapid and less costly process (p.10). Therefore, many
products bring competitive success for they appear to be ‘innovative’, although their novelty
is minimal. For instance, Personal Digital Assistant (PDA) is specified as a small and
compact device, which executes similar features of a personal computer, phone, radio and

MP3 player, as well as providing wireless communication.

Moreover, with shortening product life cycles and increasing competition, solely inventing

technologies remain insufficient for success. Thus, producers choose to overcome

6



competition barriers by creating new markets simultaneously, for their continuous inventions
(Jamison and Hard, 2003). Digital TV Broadcasting can be given as an example. This
service promises a new way of interaction with long-familiar TV, by combining several
features of a personal computer, with a broadcasting service that gives the opportunity to
customize programs. The idea is promising in terms of competitiveness, not only for its being
a fresh market but also for its being a flexible digital service that is easy to develop. Hence, it
can be said that, diverse technologies are converged, to create various combinations of

features, for a differentiated choice for customers.

2.2 Technology as a tool for product differentiation

Today, technology is utilized as a source for innovativeness in the consumer market. The
overall technology shift from analog to digital increased flexibility of technologies and
enabled its prevalent use (Tapscott, 1995). It can be said that, it is this peculiar characteristic
that makes digital technology the basic element of innovative processes. In addition, the
maturing of multimedia technologies created a demand; thus, provoked producers to use
technological developments to introduce new types of services and products (Nicoll, 2000).
Therefore, technological change is seen as a potential to increase competitiveness of
product in the market. Norman (1999) argues that, “each successive new product boasts of
improved technology: faster, more powerful, better this, better that. Technology rules the

day, guided by feature-driven marketing” (p. ix).

The issue is also considered by Jamison and Hard:

In our contemporary world, technology is primarily seen as the source of marketable
commodities and new products... What is at issue here is not whether science and
technology satisfy any particularly basic human needs or, for that matter, whether
they help solve any particularly pressing social, environmental or human problem;
the overriding, and more or less exclusive, concern is rather whether a market can
be found for new innovations, and if so, how shares in that market can be increased
for the purposes of corporate expansion and growth. In this perspective-what we
might call the dominant technology discourse-scientific and technological change is
seen as a key factor of economic competitiveness and successful business
performance. The discourse is especially dominant in relation to firms that are

7



actively promoting the so-called advanced, or ‘high’ technologies, but its influence is
much more general and all-encompassing. ...It is as commercial goods and services
that technology and technological changes are most understandable and meaningful
in the contemporary world. (p. 82-83)

The flexible use of digital technologies and increasing importance of communications are
mostly utilized in saturated markets. As Lorenz (1990) states, the saturation of markets like
radio and TV, is a factor that supports development of complex systems. It is observable
that, such products are differentiated in the market by incorporating some other
technologies. They either became a part of a system of converged features (like home-
theatre systems) or they gathered some other technologies and designed as ‘hybrid’
products (like digital TV or cellular phone). Thus, new markets are created from the
saturated ones by flexible implementation potential of digital technologies. On the other
hand, Quiroga (2001) states that, hi-tech markets are “permanently immature markets” (p.
11) as they are dependent on technological change. Therefore, firms that compete in the
matured markets may choose to ‘shift’ their products to these markets by adding high-tech
features. By this way, systematic innovativeness can be achieved, utilizing high-tech market

characteristics.

Therefore, computing and information technologies pervaded daily life. Developments in
microchip technologies; in terms of their decreasing costs, reducing sizes and increasing
availability; opened way to implementations of these systems in many fields (Thackara,
2001). Technological diffusion is not only observed through ordinary products having digital
controls and displays rather than mechanical, but also through increasing number of novel
products that utilize digital technologies in the consumer market (Bonner, 1999).
Progressively, computing systems entered into everyday use, both by software companies
that went into consumer market and by the existing firms, which integrated novel
technologies into their products in widespread use (Hennemann, 1997; Mok, 1996; Norman,

1999).



On the other hand, the prospects of having competitive success through implementing novel
technologies changed the way technology is utilized in generating product ideas. Firms
search for ways to integrate novel technologies in their products long before there occurs

enough demand from customers. Cockburn (1997) explains the issue with the following:

In the West, the household is...served...by a “free market”. Materials, processes
and devices are developed for profit. Often they are brought into existence first in
response to large and wealthy markets of military or industrial production.
Subsequently their developers seek to maximise sales by adapting them to
domestic and individual consumption. Microwave cooking for instance was a
serendipitous product of radar. One of the engineers...described the thought-
process in technological development. The technological potential comes first,
applications second. The designers say to themselves, “we know we have this
technology that can do this: now where’s the market for it?” (p.366)

» o«

It can be said that, products are designed as “solutions in search of problems”, “pushed” by
companies onto the market and marketed through great commercialization to create demand
(Jamison and Hard, 2003, p.83). Technological change is faster than consumer demand, so,
market change operates as a ‘supply-driven’ process rather than ‘demand-driven’ as also

explained by Bauman and May (2001):

New technologies are not simply a response to a need: in no way has it's
appearance been determined by popular demand. It is rather the demand that has
been determined by the availability of new technology. Whether the need did or did
not exist before, the demand for new product comes after their introduction. In this
way the presumption that demand creates supply is reversed by the suppliers
actively creating demand via their marketing strategies. (p. 150)

Also Norman (1999) states that, the competitive advantage brought by novel technologies

result in integration of technologies into products beyond the speed of customer demand:

The high-technology industry is driven by engineers, by technology itself. It has
flourished through a period of phenomenal growth accompanied by high profits. As a
result, the industry has succumbed to a technology fever, to the disease of featuristis
[emphasis added], to pushing new technologies at the customer faster than even the
most compliant customer can absorb. (p. x)

The phenomenon can be observed in the consumer market, by various products integrating
novel communication technologies. Recent smart product concepts are examples to all-
encompassing implementation of information and communication technologies into everyday

activities.



Smart houses: burglar and fire alarms, appliances, and lighting can be controlled
from a handy keypad or by dialing up the system from an outside phone. You can
check on the room temperature, get supper started in the oven, feed the dog, and
monitor goings-on to ensure that your teenagers aren’t breaking too much pieces of
furniture at the party they’re not supposed to be having while you're on vacation.
Soon, the pantry will keep the track of items you’re running out of and automatically
issue food and beverage replenishment orders for food that is delivered to your door.
(Tapscott, 1995, p. 45)

However, after five years of this definition, in 2000, a study on the market potential for
smart home indicated that, in England, 65% of consumers were concerned about things
going wrong in technical terms and 51% were concerned about the system complexity. The
utmost demand (70%) was for safety and security aspects, which can be stated as features
that are more familiar and applied in contemporary systems. (www.jrf.org.uk, accessed

06.01.2003)

In the supply-driven market conditions, product marketing and market research
becomes increasingly important elements of the product development processes. Marketing
phase is initialized as soon as a new product idea is generated and long before the product

is on the market (Lorenz, 1990; Schmid 2001). According to Schmid (2001),

In digital economy, the scarce resource shifts from production to communication, in
a novel way: While the implementation of a given design in the manufacturing
process...is mastered in less and less time by more and more suppliers in a state-of-
the-art quality, its implementation in the customers’ brains...remains as costly as
ever, or becomes even more expensive. (p. 44)

By this way, demand is created and manipulated by companies. During the marketing
process, users are aimed to be educated to ‘be aware’ of new needs and accept solutions
that products offer (Solomon, 1999). Accordingly, new features are integrated in products for

they promise:

[lIncreased choice,... greater access to information, active rather than passive use,
more personal freedom, and (in the case of portable items of ‘personal media’
hardware like the Walkman, Gameboy and cell phone) enhanced mobility (Forgacs,
2001, p.134).

Consequently, the capability that producers have for directing their innovative actions, also

direct the way technology is integrated in products, thus shape user-product interaction.
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2.3 Conclusion

These factors have great impacts on the ways technology is integrated into everyday
products and their impacts on users’ interactions with products are prevalent. This part of the
study can be concluded by suggesting that, three main issues may have vital effects on

user-product interaction.

o Shortening product life cycles cause current technologies to fade out with
the rapid development of novel ones. The ways to accomplish a certain task
undergoes changes, thus, may force users to learn new forms of interactions
continuously and harden the adaptation process.

. Convergence of various features into one system increases the number of
functions that are accomplished through a single interface. This may lead to complex
interactions, as well as diminishing efficiency during use.

. In addition, convergence of features results in ‘hybrid’ products that embody
diverse functions at the same time. Consequently, product identity gets lost and
standardization of interfaces becomes harder. Type-based experience shifts to a
product-based experience, which may force users to learn a different interaction

pattern for every product he uses.

The issues will be discussed in detail in the forthcoming parts of the study.
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CHAPTER 3

AN EVALUATION OF MARKET TRANSFORMATIONS
IN USABILITY CONTEXT

3.1 Product quality vs. quality in use

Within the increasing competition that dominates the aforementioned market conditions,
companies aim to derive higher ranks in the market through adding value to their products.
In this sense, it has been known for long that product quality is increasingly being expected
in both professional and consumer markets and most of the firms achieved eminence in the
market for they offered high quality products (Garvin, 1984a; 1984b; Day, 1986; Bevan,
1999). Therefore, it is an important issue to determine what ‘product quality’ is and how it is

achieved in the product development process.

3.1.1 Diverse approaches to product quality

Although it appears that the term quality is clear in everyday usage, there are different
approaches to quality in practice (Bevan, 1995a). The term conveys diverse definitions
depending on its area of use. A comprehensive identification of five overall approaches to

defining ‘quality’ is made by Garvin (1984a):
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1.The Transcendent Approach: This traditional view defines quality as a simple,
unanalyzable property, which is both absolute and universal, and can only be
accepted through experience.

2. The Product-based Approach: According to this approach, quality is a precise and
measurable variable, which represents quantity of some desired ingredient or
attribute possessed by a product. This view approaches quality as “an inherent
characteristic of goods, rather than as something ascribed to them”.

3. The User-based Approach: Quality is precise combinations of product attributes that
provide greatest satisfaction to the user, which “lies in the eyes of the beholder”.

4. The Manufacturing-based Approach: Defines quality as conformance to specified
requirements. The major issue is whether a product meets design and performance
standards set for it (Garvin, 1984b).

5. The Value-based Approach: Quality is defined as the level of providing performance
at an acceptable price or conformance at an acceptable cost. (Garvin, 1984a, pp.

25-28)

The definitions of product quality based on different approaches, which are considered by

Garvin (1984a) are represented in detail in Table 3.2.

However, he also emphasizes that, each of these approaches remains inaccurate and
vague in defining the basic elements of product quality. This results in the potential for
conflict, which leads companies to employ different definitions of quality. To give an
example, while marketing people approach to quality with a user-based view, manufacturing
departments accept manufacturing-based definitions (Garvin, 1984a). Therefore, there
occurs a language difference between professionals as a common source of problem in the
market, which avoids the successful introduction of high-quality products. Another important
issue that determines the appropriateness of the product quality definitions is how the

interrelationships between product attributes and quality are set. Bevan (1995a) states that,
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Table 3.2 Five Definitions of Quality (from Garvin, 1984a, p. 26).

Five Definitions of Quality

I. Transcendent Definition:

- “Quality is neither mind nor matter, but a third entity independent of the two...even
though Quality cannot be defined, you know what it is.” (R. M. Pirsig. Zen and the Art of
Motorcycle Maintenance, pp. 185,213)

13

- “... a condition of excellence implying fine quality as distinct from poor quality....
Quality is achieving or reaching for the highest standard as against being satisfied with
the sloppy or fraudulent.” (B.W.Tuchman. “The Decline of Quality.” New York Times Magazine,
2 November 1980, p. 38)

II. Product-based Definition:

- “Differences in quality amount to differences in the quantity of some desired ingredient
or attribute.” (L. Abbolt. Quality and Competition, pp. 126-127)

- “Quality refers to the amounts of the unpriced attributes contained in each unit of the
priced attribute.” (K. B. Leffler, “Ambiguous Changes in Product Quality.”. American Economic
Review, December 1982, p. 956)

II1. User-based Definition:

- “Quality consists of the capacity to satisfy wants...” (C. D. Edwards, “The Meaning of
Quality.” Quality Progress, October 1968, p. 37)

- “Quality is the degree to wich a specific product satisfies the wants of a specific
consumer.” (H. L. Gilmore. “Product Conformance Cost.” Quality Progress, June 1974, p. 16)

- “Quality is any aspect of a product, including the services included in the contract of
sales, wich influences the demand curve.” (R. Dorfinan and P. O. Steiner, “Optimal
Advertising and Optimal Quality.” American Economic Review, December 1954, p. 831)

- “In the final analysis of the marketplace, the quality of a product depends on how well it
fits patterns of consumer preferences.” (A. A. Kuehn and R. L. Day, “Strategy of Product
Quality.” Horward Business Review, Nowember-December 1962, p. 101)

- “Quality consists of the extent to wich a specimen (a product-brand-model-seller
combination) possesses the service characteristics you desire.” (E. S. Maynes, “The Concept
and Measurement of Product Quality.” in Household Production and Consumption, p. 542)

- “Quality is fitness for use.” (J. M. Juran, ed., Quality Control Handbook, p. 2-2)
IV. Manufacturing-based Definition:
- “Quality [means] conformance to requirements.” (P. B. Crosby, Quality is Free, p. 15)

- “Quality is the degree to wich a specific product conforms to a design or specification.”
(Gilmore, June 1974, p. 16)

V. Value-based Definition:

- “Quality is the degree of excellence at an acceptable price and the control of variability
at an acceptable cost.” (R. A. Broh. Managing Quality for Higher Profits, 1982, p. 3)

- “Quality means best for certain customer conditions. These conditions are (a) the actual
use and (b) the selling price of the product.” (A. V. Felgenbaum, Total Quality Control, p. 1)
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generally quality is approached as an intrinsic property of a product. For instance, ISO 9126
identifies the attributes that can be designed in a product by taking product-based approach,
and categorizes these as functionality, efficiency, usability, reliability, maintainability and
portability. ISO 9001 standards carry a manufacturing-based approach to set required steps
in manufacturing to derive a specified quality of end product. ISO 8402 defines quality with
economic approach [synonymous with value-based approach by Garvin (1984a)] as “the
totality of characteristics of an entity that bear on its ability to satisfy stated and implied
needs” (Bevan, 1999, p.90). Like other examples, this definition also determines quality
with the presence or absence of specific attributes, which can be designed into the product
(Bevan, 1999). However, the inherent characteristics of products can only be valid if the
attributes of a product are “considered preferable by virtually all buyers” (Garvin, 1984a,
p.26) and acceptable “to the extent that user needs are well-defined and common to the

intended users” (Bevan, 1995a).

Therefore, it can be said that, there is no universal assessment for quality but it is evident

that goals should be set by approaching product quality from different perspectives as well.

3.1.2 Quality in use as a determinant of product quality

The attempt to evaluate product quality through specifying inherent product attributes
remain indeterminate, if it is examined that, user characteristics and conditions under which
the product is used are highly variable. User-perceived quality has not been regarded as an
indicator of product quality to a sufficient degree (Bevan, 1995a). This is mostly because
user-based approach to quality is assessed as a highly subjective for evaluation, for it is
“idiosyncratic and personal view of quality” (Garvin, 1984a, p. 27). In addition, it is
conceived as a costly and time-taking process that negatively affects the competitive

abilities in the short term (Bias, 1994; Norman, 1999).
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However, there is a more fundamental issue, which affects the quality of a product: That is,
the quality of a product cannot be thought independently of the product’s use by users with

different characteristics and in varying contexts. As stated by Bevan (1995a):

“The conventional assumption that quality is an attribute of a product is
misleading, as the attributes required for quality will depend on how the product
is used. ...if different groups of users have different needs, then they may
require different characteristics for a product to have quality, so that the
assessment of quality becomes dependent on the perception of the user.
...Products can only have quality in relation to their intended purpose.” (Pp.115-
118)

In addition, competitive market environment leaves technical perfection insufficient for
product success and forces companies to consider product’s usability and compatibility with
user characteristics, tasks and the usage environment as determinants of quality (Bevan,
1999). Products that have a closer fit with user requirements arrive at a higher quality;
therefore, understanding user needs are closely interrelated with total quality management
(Wiklund, 1994). Similarly, according to Cooper (1999), for a product to achieve market
success, an objective of user satisfaction and specification of minimum level of quality for
that objective is necessary, as well as the consideration of criteria such as performance,
learnability, error rate and usability. Also, as Donoghue (2002) states, “As hardware
becomes a commodity, it will be the software and services, and their associated user

experiences, that add value for customers” (p.25).

Hence, usability and meeting user requirements are determinant factors on market success.
Especially in software development processes, usability is closely related with product
quality and serving for customer requirements have evident long-term benefits (Karat,
1994). A study on customer purchase decisions conducted in 1985 showed that, of the
purchasers who search for alternative products, 40% stated the reason as; their being
unsatisfied with their existing software package, for it does not meet their needs. 52% of the
participants mentioned ‘performance and ease of use’ as the major factor affecting their
purchase decision. In 1992, another study indicated that, the first time purchasers utilize an

advice of a colleague as the most important information source. In the study, the first and

17



second key purchase decision criteria were stated as ‘meeting requirements’ and ‘being

easy to use’, respectively (Harrison et al., 1994)

Therefore, product usability should be examined as a decisive element of product quality.
Bevan (1995a) identifies “two complementary roles” of usability in design: “as an attribute
which must be designed into a product, and as the highest quality objective which should be
the overall objective of design”(p.116). He adds that, usability studies induced a broader
approach to product quality, which emphasizes ‘user perceived quality’ through relating

quality with the needs of the user.

In this sense, ISO/IEC 1459-1 distinguishes two approaches to quality: quality as an
inherent attribute of a product and the quality as a result of the user-product interaction
under stated contexts. The definition of ‘quality of use’ is given as “The extent to which a
product can be used by specified users to meet their needs to achieve specified goals with
effectiveness, task efficiency and satisfaction in a specified context of use” [ISO

13407:1999(E), p.15]. Another ISO definition is:

...the user’s view of the quality of a system containing software, and is measured in
terms of the result of using software, rather than the properties of the software itself.
Quality in use is the combined effect of internal and external quality for the user
(ISO/IEC 9126-1:2001, p.15).

These definitions accept the term quality as it is perceived and accepted by the user at the
result of the interaction between the product and the user (Bevan, 1999). Bevan (1995b)

also adds that:

Quality of use should be the major design objective for an interactive product:
does the product enable the intended users to achieve the intended tasks? This
relates usability to business objectives and elevates usability from the optional
extra to the prime design goal. (p.1)

Therefore, quality in use should be involved in the product quality objectives, as a measure

of product quality from the user’s point of view.
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3.1.3 Approach to product quality in the high-tech consumer market

A company’s approach to quality is an importantly affective factor on the end product’s
quality as much as the extent that the quality standards are applied in the development
process. In high-tech markets, firms mostly focus on shortening the product development
process and differentiating their products in the market. In this sense, there is a general
tendency to attain market success by adding new features to products. Norman (1999)
remarks that, in saturated markets, a product’s minor differences are marketed as the
features that increase the quality of that product. This attempt of high-tech companies is
stated as “the effort to improve their products” by “merely adding complicating and

unwanted features to them” (Cooper, 1999, p.8). Similarly, according to Asatekin (1997) the

main reason for the increase in the number of functions in electronic products is that, the
multi-functional characteristics of electronic devices are regarded as a criterion of
superiority. Products using latest technology are valued as a ‘sign for social aspiration’
(translated). Therefore, technical qualities are differentiating factors for these devices. He
exemplifies the phenomenon with music sets, emphasizing the innumerable buttons which
are doubtable of performing any function, and states that such an approach can only be
valid if there exists a direct relationship between the concepts of ‘technical quality’ and

‘technical complexity’.

However, as there are not any widely accepted descriptions that identify the quality of
products containing software yet [ISO/IEC 9126-1:2001(E)], generally customers truly
evaluate quality of a product after its purchase or use (Day, 1986). Especially when the
users are inexperienced with these features, usually they cannot judge these features’
necessity for serving their needs before the purchase. Therefore, users would prefer
products with more features ‘in the case of any need’, although they would not feel any
requirements in the latter periods of usage (Norman, 1999). However, this may result in

unsatisfying user experience (Donoghue, 2002).
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According to Garvin (1984b), product quality is usually misinterpreted in the market.
Customer requirements should be regarded to increase product quality, however generally

undervalued:

Many firms think they know what quality means in their industry; few have taken
the time to survey customers to actually find out. If a company hopes to compete
effectively on the quality of its products, a deeper understanding of the
consumer’s perspective is a necessary first step. (Garvin, 1984b, p.43)

Donoghue (2002) also states the issue by emphasizing that, superiority of product features
may not always meet with user requirements and may conduct lower adoption rate, thus,

business goals should be set by considering product’s usability.

The approach to product quality that excludes quality in use, also conduct problems in user-
product interaction. The consequences will be examined in detail in the next chapter of the

study.

3.2 Changing context of use

Owing to the prevalent use of digital technology in consumer products, the context that
these technologies are used altered mainly. The phenomenon has considerable effects on

product usability.

3.2.1 Definition of context of use

The determinative role that the context of use has on product usability was emphasized
broadly when defining quality in use. The definition of usability in ISO 9241-11 also implies
that usability of a product or system is dependent upon the context of use: “The extent to
which a product can be used by specified user to achieve specified goals with effectiveness,
efficiency and satisfaction in a specified context of use” [ISO 9241-11:1998(E)]. Although

prepared for software products, this standard applies to all consumer goods.
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Therefore, usability of a product is evaluated by considering the context of the overall

system, which “lies in the user’s interaction with the product and assessed by the user”

(Bevan et al., 1991, p.4; Bevan, 1995b; Thomas and Bevan, 1996). Similarly, according to

Brooke (1996):

Usability does not exist in absolute sense; it can only be defined with reference to
particular contexts. This, in turn, means that there are no absolute measures of
usability, since, if the usability of an artefact is defined by the context in which that
artefact is used, measures of usability must of necessity be defined by that context
too. (p.189)

Hence, a product cannot be stated as ‘usable’ without considering the context:

It is not meaningful to talk simply about the usability of a product, as usability is a
function of the context in which the product is used. The characteristics of the
context (the users, tasks and environment) may be as important in determining
usability as the characteristics of the product itself. Changing any relevant
aspect of the context of use may change the usability of the product. (Bevan and
McLeod, 1994, p.137)

The definition of the term ‘context of use’ is given in ISO 9241-11 as “the users, tasks,

equipment (hardware, software and materials), and the physical and social environments in

which a product is used” [ISO 9241-11:1998(E)]. Therefore, the characteristics of context of

use may vitally influence usability. These are stated as:

a)

The characteristics of the intended users like knowledge, skill, experience,
education, training, physical attributes, habits, preferences, motor and sensory
capabilities.

The characteristics of the tasks the users are to perform such as the frequency and
the duration of performance

The environment in which the users are to use the system including hardware,
software and the materials to be used and relevant characteristics of the physical
(e.g., workplace, furniture, lighting, humidity) and social (e.g., work practices,

attitudes) environment [ISO 13407:1999(E)].

Context of use have a vital role on the user’s perception of the product quality and market

success, as well as usability of that product. Bevan et al.(1991) state that, for a product to
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be usable under real conditions, it should be acceptable by the user. They also emphasize
the effects of the factors determined by context and user characteristics on acceptability;
like cost, convenience, pre-requisite training and dislike. Similarly, Thomas and Bevan
(1996) emphasize the importance of the product’s compatibility with the context by giving

the following example:

...adding extra features to a word processor may make it more usable for the
professional secretary who has sophisticated requirements, (e.g. producing long
documents with complex page layouts - multiple columns, headers, footers, etc.),
who also has time to learn how to use the new features. However, the new
features may reduce the usability of the product for executives who have very
limited requirements, (e.g. production of short memos), who have no time to
invest in relearning how to use the product after long periods without use. (p.83)

In addition, considerable research show that the effects of demographic variables such as
income, education level and standard of living are “turned out to be particularly important” in
determining market-introduction success of technology-related products (Sincovics et al.,

2002, p. 478).

The assessment of the context of use in the product development process is important for
product quality. As stated in ISO 13407:1999(E), details of the context of use should be
identified in order to guide the early design decisions. These details are important for the
specification of product requirements, thus, considering the context characteristics
throughout the development process is decisive for a product to be appropriate and usable
for its intended users (Thomas and Bevan, 1996). However, manufacturers’ lack of

concentration on intended user, intended tasks and usage, leads to usability problems.

3.2.2 Overall factors that affect context change

It can be said that, two main factors affected the user characteristics, tasks and the use
environment. In the following part, these factors will be evaluated broadly under two

headings.
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3.2.2.1 Maturization of the high-tech market

The developments in the computer technology lead it to have an increasingly flexible nature,
and therefore it progressively became applicable to many fields. Owing to its ability to serve
for prevalent and diverse purposes, computer technology market is reached to a maturity,
which bears new market characteristics (Norman, 1999). The issue is also valued in
ISO/IEC 9126 : “The software industry is entering a period of maturity, while at the same
time software is becoming a critical component of many of today’s products. This pervasive

aspect of software makes it a major new factor in trade”. (2001, p.23)
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Figure 3.1 “The change from technology-driven products to customer driven, human
centred ones” (from Norman, 1999, p.35)
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Therefore, according to Norman (1999), a prevailing outcome of this development is the
changing characteristics of the digital technology users. He differentiates the type of the

customers in two different stages of technology lifecycles (Figure 3.1).

He states that, at the early stages of digital market development, the purchasers of these
technologies were ‘technology enthusiasts’, who were mainly interested in the novelties that
these products offer and naturally were not considering ease of use as a purchase criterion.
At the later phases of the development, ‘late adopters’ were the customers, who waited for
these products to get cheaper and prevalent in many fields. These purchasers show
different characteristics from the earlier ones, not only for they have a lower level of
knowledge and motivation to deal with novel technology, but also for they mainly look for
reliability and the quality of the experience as the main criteria of purchase. On the other
hand, as the market reaches to a state of maturization, number of competitors who can
meet customers’ technical requirements increases. In this respect, the criteria such as ease
of use, style and cost are starting to be vitalities that add value to products, rather than
technical features. Hence, it is crucial to consider the main factors that dominate the context

of use within this new frame.

3.2.2.2 Prevalent use of digital technology

It has been stated in the previous part of the study that one primary outcome of the digital
technology developments was the changing areas of implementations and prevalent use of
digital technology. One reason for the pervasive use of digital technologies in domestic
consumer products is that it is a potential market both for its being profitable and for its high
level of specialization that enables product differentiation (Cockburn, 1997; Lorenz, 1990).
Therefore, most of the products that are in daily use incorporated digital properties in the

last decades:
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Computer technology and its various applications have become an integral part
of everyday life. Not only is this evident by the large number of automatic teller
machines...but also by the integration of computer chips and programmable
features into domestic consumer products such as video cassette recorders,
microwave ovens, and washing machines. (Hall et al., 1999, p.101)

Owing to this change, the circumstances related to the context in which these devices are
used, altered considerably as well. As Buurman (1997) sates, casual users entered into
interaction with these products in home environment. Thackara (2001) claims the issue with

the following numbers:

Today’s computing is everywhere — but nowhere to be seen. The world is
already filled with 30 computer chips for every man, woman, and child on the
planet. In 1998 some 4.8 billion microprocessors were sold; only 2,5 percent of
those were for personal computers. (p. 48)

These changes resulted in alterations in context of use, from a number of aspects.

Firstly, owing to the specific nature of the consumer market, characteristics of the users of
these products highly varied. Sade (1999) states that, the groups of users of electronic
devices became ‘heterogeneous’ for they highly alter in terms of level of experience,
motivation, and skills. In this sense, these type of consumer products have users with
different backgrounds and expectations, thus, they “will want to accomplish similar tasks in

many different ways” (Smith, 1998, p. 298)

Secondly, everyday activities which are evidently different from the tasks in the work
environment, started to include computing technology. As these activities are generally
“done relatively quickly, often simultaneously with other activities” the level of difficulty is
higher, so they require “conscious mental activity” to be kept at the minimum level (Norman,
1988 p. 125; Sade, 1999). Therefore, it can be said that, the nature of the tasks that digital

devices are used for altered as well.

As a third factor, the nature of the tasks accomplished with these products changed in a
way that increases the importance of the differences among users. As digital products

incorporate electronic interfaces, the effort required to interact with these products became
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“less physical and more mental” (Adler and Winograd, 1992, p. 4). The issue is also
regarded by product standards as “[m]any machine requirements have now changed from
biomechanical work to control work only, where psychological factors dominate... For the
design of modern interfaces, average human thinking is very important” (ISO/CD 20282-2.1
draft, 2003, p.16-17). Therefore, rather than physiological and ‘lower-order’ cognitive
usability, ‘higher-order’ cognitive usability gains importance during product use (Salvo,

2001).

However, owing to the changing nature of user-product interaction, differences in user
characteristics affect the quality of interaction at a higher level. Although perceptive and
cognitive processes proceed in the same way in all humans, the interpretation of received
information may vary in detail, mainly depending on the individual’s background and training
(ISO/CD 20282-2.1 draft, 2003). In addition, users combine their previous knowledge about
that product and their process of learning and problem solving experiences, and further
develop their intended way of use in order to adapt to the situations that the context
presents (Teeravarunyou and Sato, 2001). Furthermore, commonly, mental capacities such
as speed of recognition, reaction time, data memorization and short-term memory decrease
with age. Therefore, “individuals may vary in their understanding of everyday objects both in
terms of the functionality they offer and the ways in which they are operated” (ISO/CD

20282-2.1 draft, 2003, pp.7-8).

These alterations evidently show that, the context in which the digital products are used is
mostly altered, as the characteristics of the users, the tasks that are accomplished with
computing technology and the environment in which these products are used are changed.
Buurman (1997) overviews the effects of the differences between the professional and

domestic contexts on product use:

e Different from the professional users, users of consumer products do not have
extensive training for the product use. Moreover, it is not realistic to expect the

user to read the user manual and act according to that information.
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e In opposition to work environment, there are no specified users, goals and
contexts of use. These characteristics are highly variable.

e For the consumer products, effectiveness and efficiency are of secondary
importance when compared to professional use. Therefore, pleasure and early
success that motivate users are necessary for further exploration of functionality

and interaction.

He also states that, these criteria are of vital importance when it is considered that the
consumers have the choice of purchasing the product or not. Moreover, with the changing
nature of the interaction, these differences convey great importance on the quality of use.
Therefore, it can be said that, these alterations increased the importance of the knowledge
derived from users, and accordingly, user’s participation became a necessary component of

the design process.

3.2.3 The knowledge gap between users and designers

In user product interaction, user’'s proper interpretation of the product’s functioning has a
vital affect on the quality in use. There is no doubt that, one primary responsibility of a
designer is, to represent the necessary codes for the product’s functioning in a way that
requires minimum effort of the user. Kanis et al. (2000) state that, product characteristics

can be viewed as mediators of a communication process between the user and designer:

A combination of product characteristics, supposed by designers to have a
particular meaning, are encoded in a design, subsequently to be decoded by
users...communication primarily consists of the exchange of mental representations
in a perceptive/cognitive process, which somehow thrives on experience and
learning. (p. 366)

Therefore, the quality of the interaction between the product and the user is dependent
upon the designer’s understanding of the relationships between users, products and the

environment in which they interact, to an extent (Asatekin, 1997).
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However, representing the functioning of a product in the way that the user easily
understands poses some difficulties. The issue may appear as a problem for the designer
for mainly two reasons. Firstly, users highly vary with respect to their requirements and
cognitive and perceptual capabilities, owing to their expectations and experiences in
differing situations; therefore, it is hard to define ‘the user’ (Kanis et al., 2000). Secondly,
Designer’s cognitive capabilities may not be in accordance with the user’s (Teeravarunyou
and Sato, 2001), thus, requires the designer to consider an extraneous way of thinking for

the design of the product.

As the issues related with user requirements are explained in the previous part of the study,
the following part will mainly focus on the causes of emerging differences between the user
and designer in terms of the capabilities required to operate a product. The results of the

phenomenon will be evaluated in detail in the fourth chapter.

3.2.3.1 Emergence of knowledge gap

Due to the effects of technological advances, the perceptual and cognitive differences
between designers and users of computing technologies became more evident. According
to Kanis et al., “whatever the effort of designers, the intended communication frequently
fails; that is, meanings in product characteristics preconceived by designers, are not
properly recognised by users” (2000, p.365). Norman (1988) points out that, the
communication problems lie in the difference between the designer’s and the user’s way of
thinking. While designers become experts with the devices they design, users are experts

on the tasks that they perform with that product:

Designers have become so proficient with the product that they can no longer
perceive or understand the areas that are apt to cause difficulties. Even when
designers become users, their deep understanding and close contact with the
device they are designing means that they operate it almost entirely from
knowledge in the head. The user, especially the first-time or infrequent user, must
rely almost entirely on knowledge in the world. That is a big difference, fundamental
to the design. (p. 157)

28



This difference of expertise and motivation to use, which is emergent between the designer
and user, became even more evident with the pervasive use of digital technology. As the
development process of the products with computing technologies requires high level of
technical knowledge, the designers of these systems were hired for their technical qualities.
Nevertheless, owing to the specified use of these technologies for professional purposes,
former users of these systems were like designers as well; who had sufficient level of
computer knowledge, were interested in novel technologies, feeling enthusiastic about using
technological devices and capable of coping with any technical problem (Rubin, 1994).
Moreover, digital technology was limited to the use of these expert users (Norman, 1999).
Therefore, the designers and users of these systems used to have the same characteristics,

thus, were not having many problems in communicating (Rubin, 1994).

This equilibrium got lost with the implementation of digital technology in consumer products.
As previously stated, many of the daily tasks required use of products with microprocessors,
s0, users with no expertise or familiarity with computers encountered these products in
everyday life (Norman, 1999; Rubin, 1994; Sade, 1999). Therefore, users that confront with
computing technologies today, have neither much knowledge on computing systems, nor
enough motivation to learn to operate. They rather have different expectations from
technology, as they want a “tool”, not a “hobby”, thus, “today’s user is no longer even
remotely comparable to the designer in skill set, aptitude, expectation, or in almost any

attribute that is relevant to the design process” (Rubin, 1994, p.6).

3.2.3.2 The negative outcomes of user-designer difference on product usability

Nevertheless, this factor became a cause of usability problems for it is not regarded by
designers in the product development process. Cooper (1999) states that, programmers
and engineers who develop software-based products have adequate knowledge to operate
these products, however users do not. He adds that, although the experts claim that

usability problems exist owing to the insufficient level of technological development to help
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the user during the interaction process, the main reason is that technological artefacts have
interactions, which are expressed in terms in which they are constructed. Hall (1997) points
out to the same problem, by arguing that despite designers are entirely different from users,
they believe that they think in the same way with the users and not have many different
characteristics. As a result, they expect additional training and knowledge for using

software-based products as a simple and natural requirement:

We industry insiders toss around the term “computer literacy”, assuming that in
order to use computers, people must acquire some fundamental level of training.
We see this as a simple demand that isn’'t hard and is only simple and proper. We
imagine that it isn't much to ask of users that they grasp the rudiments of how the
machines work in order to enjoy their benefits. But it is too much to ask... Users
should not have to acquire computer literacy to use for common rudimentary tasks
in everyday life. Users should not have to possess a digital sensitivity to work their
VCR, microwave oven, or to get email. (Cooper, 1999, p.37)

On the other hand, as stated by Rubin (1994), designers approach to usability requirements
of a system with ‘common sense’ rather than with a scientific evaluation, therefore, let

usability problems appear.

Therefore, it can be said that, aforementioned alterations in the context of use and user
characteristics with the effects of digital technology implementations require new
approaches to product design to be developed. Owing to this fact, designer’s role and
his/her approach to the product development process also needs changing within these
dynamics. As will be discussed in the fourth chapter of the study, electronic interfaces have
‘abstract’ form-function relationships; therefore, require representation of the functioning of
the product into the surface forms by the designer, artificially. This affects the design
process in two terms. On the one hand, designer is provided with unlimited alternatives to
express any information and he picks the solution which serves the user best. However, on
the other hand, with this situation, the designer has the responsibility to have sufficient
knowledge on the artefact’s technology, human psychology and social interaction of the
product with user groups. Similarly, Asatekin (1997) states that, the conditions that are
brought by the developments in digital technology, provided freedom to the designer to

decide on the form of the products as he envisions, free of limitations that are set by the
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relationships between the form and the function. He adds that, this situation also brings
responsibility to designers, as this flexibility on the product’'s appearance can be used for
other purposes, like promoting and marketing the product. Moreover, if not considered

attentively, the issue may negatively influence interaction process.

It can be concluded that, the evident difference between user and designer in terms of
knowledge level and experience, results in usability problems unless not considered in

product development processes. Jordan et al. (1996) assert the issue with following:

As the products that we use at home and in our workplaces become even more
complex in terms of features and functionality, it becomes vital that those
involved in the design of these products consider the needs and limitations of
those who will be using them. If these are not taken into account, products that
are created with the intention of delivering some benefit can end up being more
trouble than they are worth. (p. 1)

Therefore, a critical approach to design which involve users as essential components of the

design process is required, to overcome the obstacles in designer-user communication.

3.3 Technology-centred approach in the product development process

The aforementioned developments in digital technology and the way it is utilised by
companies in the consumer market to increase their sales, evidently altered content and
use of everyday products. However, the issue may impose negative influence on the quality

of interaction, depending on the approaches in product development.

The problem of complexity caused by the uncontrollable development of digital technology

has been a matter of subject in recent years:

We -all of us- are living through a media revolution as computing technology
changes everything around us. It's chaotic, it's complicated, and many people
find it uncomfortable. No one truly understands where computing is taking us;
experts and trustworthy guides don'’t exist, and no one can find their way alone.
(Mok, 1996, p.xii)

31



Also Norman (1999) states that, people feel frustration and estrangement towards
technology, because technology is evolving by “pushing ever harder to newer, faster, and
more powerful systems, with nary a moment to rest, contemplate, and reflect upon why,

how and for whom all this energy has been expanded” (p. 229).

As discussed in the first chapter of the study, the main dynamics that rule consumer market
has been shifted to a supply-driven character. In high-tech markets, the main drive that
directs novelties is stated as ‘technology-push’. Thus, the firm begins the product
development process “with a new proprietary technology and looks for an appropriate
market in which to apply this technology” (Ulrich and Eppinger, 2000, p.20). Nevertheless,
the phenomenon has evident effects on the way technology is integrated in products, which

may be an overriding cause to complexity of products.

The main reason for the problems that users experience with electronic products are stated
to be the utilization of technological advances to develop superior products without
considering users’ requirements and limitations in use (Hennemann, 1999). According to
Norman (1999), the prevailing complexity of high-tech products is a consequence of the
developments with “technology for technology’s sake” approach by which “the real needs of
consumers are ignored” (p.4). The issue is also considered by Thackara (2001), remarking
that it is rarely questioned if the computing technologies are developed for the real needs of

people and if they result with better products. He adds that:

When it comes to innovation, we are looking down the wrong end of the
telescope: away from people, toward technology. Industry suffers from a kind of
global autism. Autism, as you may know, is a psychological disorder that is
characterised by “detachment from other human beings... The result is a
divergence in technological complexity and perceived value. We'’re sitting
uneasily between an infatuation with technology on the one hand and unease
about its actual value to us on the other”. (pp. 48-50)

Similarly, Sugar (2001) refers Norman, stating that “depending on how technology is
designed, it can either be enabling (human centered) or disabling (machine centered)”

(p.236). Therefore, it can be said that, technology-driven design approach has an important
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affect on the emergence of usability problems. In the following part, the main context that

assists technology-driven approach will be stated.

3.3.1 Main causes of technology-driven approach in development processes

The primary factor on the dominancy of technology in product development processes is
stated as the system-centred view of the last decades, which also led to impressive
developments. As demonstrated by Johnson (1998), modern technology has a ‘system- or
artifact- centered’ nature. He explains the perspective of the term in product development

as:

The system-centered view is based upon models of technology that focus on the
artefact or the system as primary, and on the notion that the inventors or
developers of the technology know best its design, dissemination, and intended
use... This system-centered approach to artefacts and systems has dominated
technological development at least since the advent of the Industrial Age, and
only recently have significant critiques of this view been offered. (p.25)

He also states that, according to this view, users are “inevitably ancillary, or, in some

cases,... nonexistent”, as the system or artefact is the hegemonic determiner of all (Figure

3.2).
System/ R Artisan(s)’
Artifact "~ Designer(s)’
Image
User(s) < Interface

Figure 3.2 The System-Centered Model of Technology (from Johnson, 1998, p.27)
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He continues explaining the model as:

There is no need for the user to be involved with system or artifact development,
this perspective suggests, because the system is too complex and therefore
should be designed and developed by experts who know what is most
appropriate in the system design. The system is created through a process of
prototyping and iterative redesigning that is primarily controlled by the designers
or artisans. From this process emerges a technological artifact that embodies
the designer’s image of the system... From this... follows the system interface-
the “covering” of the internal system through which the user sees and operates.
(Johnson, 1998, p.p. 26-27)

Similar arguments are put forward, which emphasize the dominancy of technology-driven
approach in product development. For instance, Hennemann (1999) states that, in a typical
product development process, technology-driven view is admitted, thus, users are not
considered as components of the system. According to Sade (1999, p.65), “In spite of
today’s user-centered design philosophy, it is obvious that many products are designed in a
machine-centered atmosphere”. The reasons that assist the firms’ favouring the technology-

driven approach in development processes can be discussed under three main points.

3.3.1.1 Technically oriented designers

Designers and technical people who work in product development generally have a system-
centred approach to technology. They are assigned for their ability to solve technical
problems; rather than to deal with the human side of the process. Thus, they focus mainly
on increasing the machine and task performance without considering user and context as

components of the system (Rubin, 1994). The phenomenon also asserted by Sade (1996):

The participants in the product development process are technically oriented,
which leads to designs less suitable for non-technical users. The users are
required to think in a way which is not natural for them. (p.65)

On the other hand, a common assumption is that, humans are adaptable and flexible by

their nature, therefore, in the product development process, technology is used with a
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primary aim to increase the machine performance and user is expected to adapt to the
product features (Rubin, 1994; Norman, 1997; Sugar, 2001). Therefore, many people
encounter problems in using products because they are forced to conform to an unfamiliar

way of thinking.

3.3.1.2 Blurred definitions for products’ function content

Owing to the flexible nature of digital technology, especially software-based products have
indefinite content definitions. In other words, the ‘limits’ they conform to are very flexible.
Therefore, as the definition of the ‘finished product’ is crucial for the communication
between the marketing departments and programmers during the development process,
firms choose to define the final product either in terms of ‘deadline’ of the development
process, or ‘with the number of features’ that the product will include (Cooper, 1999).

Hence, these two factors constitute firms’ main drives for competition.

3.3.1.2.1 Time as a determinant of product

As also stated in the first chapter, time is an important factor on success in the digital
product market. As Norman (1999) states, “it is better to be first than best” in the market,
therefore, after a product idea is developed, “common sense disappears” and firms do not
give extra time to decide on its appropriateness for users (p.p. 1-2). Easy to use, simple
products are hard to develop and require research. Therefore, producers believe that
usability tests and user researches postpone product’s introduction to market (Martin,
2001). Rather, they prefer to develop products with more features in a shorter time, which is
apparently a more profitable way (Lardner et al, 2000; Norman, 1999). In addition,
programmers attempt to increase the ‘perfection’ of the product by adding more features,

until the deadline for the product development is over (Cooper, 1999).
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Consequently, the main determinants of interaction are shaped by time limitations, not by
the user requirements and characteristics. Bauman and May (2001) emphasize the
difficulties brought with fast technological developments, by stating that, while software
products need to be updated within short periods of time, they also require new learning
process. However, it is hard to adapt such a fast and continuous learning process.
Moreover, when a product fails, a new version of it comes out and for most of the time, the
newer one costs much less than to fix the old one. Therefore, this factor also forces users to

adapt new ways of interaction continuously.

3.3.1.2.2 Number of features as a determinant of product

The number and variety of functions that a product contains are used as a differentiator
factor in the market. Therefore, many firms use “shopping list of features” to define and
differentiate their products (Cooper, 1999, p.42). This is a motivator of increased number of
functions as product contents. Hennemann (1999) states that, in a typical product
development process, the features that will be integrated in a product- in other words
“functional requirements”- are decided on first (p. 135). Then, how these features will be
integrated in a product is questioned and how successful the product performs these

functions is tested before introducing the product in the market.

Another important factor that affects the product content is the overall approach of the firms
towards the market research studies and the way that the results are evaluated in the
product development processes to provide market success. Many different features that are
stated by various consumers in market research studies are integrated into a single product
to have a larger market share (Lardner et al., 2001). Cooper (1999) explains the
phenomenon by stating that companies choose to cope with the unpredictable nature of the
market by adding each function that customers state and expecting to gain success with

one which might be the “magic feature” (p.224). According to Hall (1997), a problem in
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specifying user requirements is that, it is difficult for users to define their needs truly.
Moreover, when a novel technology is considered, users are unaware of their expectations,
as they do not have any experiences with it yet. The issue is also pointed out by Norman
(1999):
If you ask, people usually focus on what they have and ask for it to be better:
cheaper, faster, smaller. A good observer might discover that the task is
unnecessary, that it is possible to restructure things or provide a new technology
that eliminates the painstaking parts of their procedures. If you just follow what
people ask for, you could end up making their lives even more complicated.

That’'s one of the reasons our computer applications have so many confusing
features: Every one was requested by a user. (p. 193)

He adds that, although marketing people ask customers what their expectations are,
technologists decide on the content of the product and firms market their products by
promoting their technological superiority. Therefore, the process develops with technology-

driven approach.

Nevertheless, this result in complex products that no one expects to have, as Lardner et al.

(2001) quote Cooper’s following words:

Still, people want the cool stuff. Call it the ‘consumer-driven death spiral’...You
interview a thousand people, and each one says, ‘| want these 10 general
features plus this specific feature,’... so you build a device with 1, 1010 features.
But no one wants 1, 1010 features. (p. 36)

Similarly, according to Thomas and Bevan (1996), “contrary to many manufacturer’s beliefs,
adding extra features to a product does not necessarily make a product more usable”
(p-81). Nevertheless, these added features cause to usability problems for most of the

people:

Even after 20 years on the market, VCRs remain too complicated for many
ordinary folks program. So most people use them only to record shows in
progress or play movies. The DVD is almost troublesome to set up. That's
probably because design engineers focus on adding the next cool function
rather than simplifying its use... When they finally do think about how these
gadgets work, maybe we’ll be able to relax in front of the TV without worrying
about which button to push—or not. (Aston and Keenan, 2001, p.93)
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Also Bauman and May (2001) points out that, although many versions of products have an
assertion that they provide advantage by including various features which broaden the tasks

handled with that product, most of these features remain useless.

3.3.1.3 Low costs of added features

Another dominant factor on the product content is that, the cost of adding microprocessors
into products is increasingly getting cheaper, especially when compared to older,
mechanical systems; therefore, it is advantageous for manufacturers to use computing

systems in wide range of products and services:

Because functions and features are added in intangible code and not in tangible
steel, copper or plastic, it appears to traditional manufacturing executives that
additional features are nearly cost-free. It seems to them that software is easy to
add, change, and “improve”... It is cheaper to put an entire microprocessor in
your car key, microwave, or cell phone than it is to put in discrete chips and
electronic components. Thus a new technical economy drives the design of the
product... so any proposed feature is assumed to be a good investment until
proven otherwise. (Cooper, 1999, p.28)

On the other hand, the firms aim to integrate various features in products, for it is a less
costly way to differentiate their product in the market. Sade (1999) suggests that, “the
designers implement more and more functionality, making the product too complex for users
to access and enjoy the functions, because increasing the number of features by
programming is less expensive than it used to be by hardware design” (p. 65). Wiklund

(1994) exemplifies the phenomenon:

In the past, adding functions to a product required a great deal of mechanical
and electrical engineering. For example, if designers wanted to add a clock to an
oven’s control panel, they had to buy clock parts and bolt them into the faceplate
of the oven. Today, the clock feature is a veritable freebie on more advanced
ovens that employ a microprocessor and associated display to set the oven
temperature, set the timer, and perform myriad other functions. The intoxicating
effect of cheap-to-produce features has led some clever (if frustrating for
consumers) merchandising approaches. (p.10)
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For this reason, increasing the number of features in a product is used as a tool in the

consumer market “for often questionable commercial reasons” (Buurman, 1997, p.1159).

It can be concluded that, in the digital product market, the interpretation that equates market
success with increased number of features of a product is supported by a technology-
centred approach to product design. However, as Johnson (1998) states, “even in less
complex technologies interfaces can be problematic if they represent an image of the
system that fails to meet user’s expectations” (p.27). The following words of Buurman
(1997) also emphasize the importance of taking into account of user characteristics in

product development, rather than the technology, for usable products:

What is badly needed are better designed products where functionality has been
substantially reduced in accordance with the user needs, and where user
interfaces are clear, coherent and consistent. This would allow users to interact
more naturally again, and focus on their goals and tasks instead of on the
underlying technology and the interaction it requires. (p.1161)

Therefore, as will be discussed in the following part, technology-driven design needs to be
replaced by user-centered design aprroach in development processes, as to meet real
customer requirements is what adds value to consumer products in the contemporary

market.

3.3.2 The benefits of user-centered design

The increasing value of usability is emphasized especially in the last decades, with the
pervasive use of digital technology in everyday life. Nevertheless, in the overall market, user-
centered design approach contradicts with technology-driven approach and generally, it is

hard for firms to get a balance between the two:

Technological innovation is important, but it tends to dazzle people with what's
possible instead of lighting the way toward products that people can understand and
use. Making things understandable and usable isn’t particularly glamorous, but it's
good business. For every silicon valley company, numerous others met quick deaths
because they ignored that principle. Businesses recently have begun to recognize
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the importance of usability in their products, but now there’s a catch: products have
to be developed at a breakneck pace. (Mok, 1996, p.xiii)

However, it is also stated that, firms should shift their technology-driven design pocesses
into user-centered ones, to attain success within the maturing market conditions. To be
innovative and fast in the market is important but not sufficient as to specify the consumer
needs is started to be vital for success (Leonard and Jeffrey, 1997; Norman, 1999) Also,

D’souza et al. (1998) states the importance of the issue with a similar perspective:

In a competitive marketplace, it is not sufficient that organizations focus mainly on
the innovative technology aspects when developing a product, because this
technology is available to other organizations, too. There is very little separating the
products of these organizations if they are only technology-driven. They need to
focus on combining these technology-related features with user-centered design,
giving the products a more “human” look and making them more appealing. (p.992)

Therefore, the importance of user-centered design for continuous competitive success in the
long term is started to be valued by firms, as Lardner et al (2001) suggest: “...an industry that
has historically equated complicated with cool is starting to change. A few companies tuned
into the waves of consumers tuning out, are beginning to rethink things. Simple, they believe,

may now be the ticket that sells” (p. 30).

Artifact/
system

User(s)’
Situation

Designer(s)’/
Artisan(s)’
Image

Figure 3.3 Johnson’s user centered model (from Johnson, 1998, p. 30).
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As stated by Johnson (1998), user centered view is just the opposite of system-centered
view, as “user-centered theory argues for the user as an integral, participatory force in the
process” (p.30). The model has the user at the central point and includes user’s situation as

an important dimension to the system (Figure 3.3).

The user’s situation also takes into account the tasks and actions he or she will be
performing as a result of a particular situation or activity. This focus on tasks and actions
within the user’s context is clearly counter to the system-centered approach. Because in
user-centred approach, the use of technology is seen from the user’s view of interaction
with technology, as opposed to a system-centered view that would describe these activities

in terms of system features and functions (Johnson 1998).

He also adds that, the problems that emerge between the system and users do not owe to
the faults of the users, but results from the development process which does not include
users as components. The view states that, user needs should be assessed before the
initiation of the development process and system should be designed according to those
needs. Therefore, “the early assessment of user needs turns much of the designing planning

toward a collaborative effort of designers and users” (Johnson, 1998, p. 73)

A definition of user-centered design, adapted from ISO 13407, is given by Bevan (1996),

through emphasizing its benefits:

User-centered design is an approach to interactive system development which
focuses specifically on making systems usable and safe for their users. User-
centered systems empower users and motivate users to learn and explore new
system solutions. The benefits include increased productivity, enhanced quality of
work, reductions in support and training costs and improved user health and safety.

(p-11)

Another definition by Norman (1999) is: “It is a process of product development that starts
with the users and their needs rather than with technology. The goal is the technology that
serves user, where the technology fits the task and the complexity is that of the task, not of
the tool” (p.185). He also adds that, it requires “developers who understand users and tasks

they wish to achieve”, hence, it is necessary to start with observing and working with users
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and evaluating whether the product meets user requirements. Therefore, this process

“means completely reversing today’s technology-centered process” (Norman, 1999, p. 185)

The basic principles of user-centered design is suggested by Rubin (1994):

1. Early assessment of users and tasks
2. To derive evaluated knowledge about the product usage through the observation of
real users when using prototypes

3. Development of product concepts and ideas through iterative design methods.

Rubin (1994, p.10) states that, as importantly as stating the techniques, processes, methods
and procedures, user-centered design has “the philosophy which places user at the center of
the development process”. Similarly, according to Wood (1996), the main focus of user-
centered design is on users in terms of their characteristics, tasks and environment and
therefore, functional requirements of the system are developed from the user’s perspective,

and referred as “user requirements” (p. 2).

The benefits of user-centered design are also suggested in the literature. D’souza et al.
(1998) state that, user-centered design process aims an optimization of product according to
the benefits of both user and manufacturer and add that, depending on its central role in the
development process, user-centered design provides firms important knowledge about
users, which also posivitely affects consumer evaluation of the product. Similarly, according
to Salvo (2001), user-participatory approaches “rely upon the user to provide information that

the designer may not have even considered” (p.275).

However, although it has long been stated in the literature that user-centered design
approaches provide benefits both for companies and for users, there are barriers which
avoid the overall application of the process in the market. For instance, one of the most
common problems is that, the investments required for user-centered design activities are
considered as additional cost to product development (Bevan, 1999). Another problem is,

user-centered design activities are not properly applied. Generally, a set of product versions
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are offered for the user to select, rather than making the necesssary changes that the user
pointed out in the product development process. This is assumed as a less time-consuming

way (Hall, 1997).

Nevertheless, the benefits of the user-centered design approach can only be evaluated by
considering the whole product lifecycle. According to Bevan (1996), user-centered design
avoid the penalties and expensive reworking caused by problems of unmet usability
objectives of the later phase of product development. Therefore, cost of user-centered
design balance the costs of unsuccessful product, as well as providing a better company
image. According to Bevan (1996), user centered design avoids the penalties and expensive
reworking caused by the problems of unmet usability objectives at the later phase of the
product development. Therefore, costs of user-centered design balance the costs of

unsuccessful product as well as providing a better company image.

Therefore, it can be concluded that, although it appears that implementing newest
technological developments in products in the shortest time creates competitive advantage,
it is the user-centered design approach which brings long-term success, by adding value to

the product from the user’s perspective.
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CHAPTER 4

TRANSFORMATION OF USER-PRODUCT INTERACTION WITH DIGITAL
TECHNOLOGY IMPLEMENTATIONS

The role of technology in consumer market as a provider for competitive success has its
effects, not only on product development processes but also on user-product interaction
patterns. In this section, how digital technology implementations in consumer products
altered user-product interaction processes will be examined, with an aim to inquire about

the major usability problems during interaction with digital products.

Table 4.1 The structure of Chapter 4.

| 41 User-product interaction process |
| 4.2 The factors that represent product’s functioning to users |
| 4.3 Common usability problems and general design |
| 4.4 General transformations in user-product interaction and |

| 441 Transformations in the form-function relationship |

| 44.2 Changes in products’ function content |

| 4.4.2.1 Function complexity |

| 4.4.2.2 Unclear product identity |
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It is widely argued that, overall transformations that have been discussed in the previous
parts of this study resulted in usability problems comprehensively for consumer products.
According to Cooper (1999), high-tech products that utilize latest computer technology are
extensively powerful and sophisticated to perform various tasks, however, most of them are
also hard to use and complicated. A similar statement is put forward by Hall et al. (1999)
that, generally users are unable to operate many of the functions in these devices owing to
their complexity. The issue is also considered in ISO standard related to ease of operation

of everyday products:

The ongoing technological revolution computerizes ever more products, thereby
complicating their use. People often do not understand how to operate a product,
and as a result, they often cannot profit from the functionality that a product offers.
(ISO/CD 20282-1.2 draft, 2003, p. v)

Therefore, it can be said that, the emergence of usability problems are related with certain
transformations in user-product interaction processes, to an extent. The following part of the
study will consider the effects of these transformations on user-product interaction

processes and their negative influences on product usability.

4.1 User-product interaction process

Evaluation of how people encounter difficulties in product use inevitably requires
investigating the nature of people activities in the world. Norman (1988) explains the
process with seven stages of action. He states that, there needs to be a goal as a notion of
what is to be wanted, preliminary of people taking an action. The ‘action’ comprises two
main aspects, that are, execution (doing something) and evaluation (checking the
appropriateness of the situation to the intended goal) (Figure 4.1). The execution stage
starts with the goal. The goal is translated into an intention to achieve that goal. This follows
action sequence in terms of internal commands, which is still a mental event until the action

sequence is executed in the world. Evaluation stage initializes with the perception of the
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world and this follows the interpretation of these perceptions according to the expectations.
Then these interpretations are evaluated with respect to intentions and goal (Figure 4.2).

These seven stages form an approximate model, not a complete psychological theory.

Goals Goals
What we want to 'd A
happen Intention to act 'Evaluatior.l of
interpretations
Execution Evaluation Sequence Interpreting
What we do to Comparing what of actions the perception
the world happened with what we
wanted to happen l T
Execution of the Perceiving the state
action sequence of the world
THE WORLD THE WORLD
Figure 4.1 The action cycle Figure 4.2 Seven stages of action

(from Norman, 1988, p.47)

He adds that the same goal can be satisfied with alternative action sequences. In addition,
the preliminary intentions can be decided to be changed depending on the perceptions and
interpretations of the world throughout the process. “The stages are almost certainly not
discrete entities...There are activities in which goals are forgotten, discarded, or
reformulated” (Norman, 1988, p.48). Especially everyday tasks include not well-specified
intentions and goals, and are less precise, hence require less mental effort. These
processes are also applicable to user-product interaction processes, as interacting with a

product embodies the execution of these stages in a similar pattern.
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For instance, Stanton and Baber (1998), assume that The user and product interacts with

an input-conversion-output cycle (Figure 4.3):

p Conversion ‘

Input Output
P HUMAN P
MACHINE
Input Output

Figure 4.3 Input-conversion-output cycle of human/machine interaction
(from Stanton and Barber, 1998, p.77)

The human and the device are subcomponents of a system consisting of structures and
functions, which have hierarchical and interdependent relations. They explain the interaction
process similar to Norman. Humans perceive the state of the machine through sensual and
perceptual processes and with this information take a physical action in the form of input to
the machine. The machine’s internal state is modified with this input and the machine gives

feedback to the user in the form of output.

Taking account of previous traditions, Stanton and Baber (1998) propose a blended

approach to explain this system as a problem-solving process:

General goals and expectations enable plans to be developed in advance of
interaction. These plans may be modified as interaction progresses, as performance
is influenced by feedback. However, there may be situations in which an entirely
new course of action is taken, where the original plans are hijacked and new
courses of action take over...We offer this account ...as a unified problem-solving
approach, where the planning process is modified by the context in which it
operates. (p.78)

Accepting Newell and Simon’s assertions on problem-solving behaviour, they add that, a
person interacting with a product acts as a problem solver with an attempt of reducing the
difference between the initial state and goal state. For doing this, he ‘breaks the problem

down’ into subgoals (intermediary states) and selects “state-transforming operations
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(operators)” to achieve these subgoals and the usage of different operators result in
different states (Figure 4.4). Throughout the process, user involves in a production of
knowledge states and user’s knowledge changes while moving towards the end goal, from

one intermediary state to another.

Operators <+— States

Figure 4.4 States and operators (from Stanton and Baber, 1998, p.79)
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Figure 4.5 Simple schematic of rewritable routines.

“The possible states (interpreted by the user from the product) are compared against states
which could lead to goal. The comparator has a two-way connection to the rewritable
routines (with the routines both influencing the comparator, i.e. by definig relevance, and
taking the output to define action)” ( from Stanton and Baber, 1998, p.80).
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Stanton and Baber also emphasize that, exploration of the device as well as user
perceptions is important in the development of this knowledge throughout the interaction.
Users “hold knowledge states in working memory and operators in long-term memory”
(1998, p.78). By breaking the goals into subgoals, users substantially reduce the cognitive
demand of the task. Therefore, users move from current state to a relevant one by
eliminating other possible states. Thus, they need to “to retain some record of the
interaction to make some elimination”. At each state, the user needs to modify the record of

the interaction.

An explanation of distinct relationships among the elements of user-product interaction is
given by Bonner (1998), as illustrated in Figure 4.6. In this representation, user-product
interaction is defined as “the dialogue between the user and product” and it constitutes a
‘system’ taking place in the context of a task being performed in certain environmental
conditions. In this process, user interface “refers to the control, display and feedback
mechanism that exist on a product but not necessarily physically located together on the
product” (1998, p.241).

. Environment
Control and Display Interface

\

System

Interaction

Control

Display and
Feedback

Figure 4.6 Interaction design in context (from Bonner, 1998, p.241).
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Another representation, which is derived from observational studies into the usage of
different products, brings an insight to the ‘user activities’ during the functioning of a product

operated by a user (Kanis, 1998) (Figure 4.7).
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Figure 4.7: The functioning of a product operated by a user in order to achieve some
goal (from Kanis, 1999, p.37)

As explained within the representation, perception and cognition precede use-actions.
These use-actions result in the functioning of the product with user's effort. The functioning
of the product provides feedback to the user to initiate the cognitive process. The

environment, through temporary conditions, can affect this interaction process.

In the figure, the ‘layered’ representation of perception/cognition puts an emphasis on the
various levels of involvement (i.e. distinction between skill-based, rule based and knowledge
based product operation by Rasmussen’s study in 1986). Kanis (1999) notes that,
particularly usage of everyday products becomes automated with the continuous update of
experience. Hence, the interaction occurs at a skill-based level and the cognitive

involvement tends to be low, as far as the user does not attend to these activities.
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4.2 The factors that represent product’s functioning to users

In the user-product interaction process, an important factor that supplies guidance to the
user to achieve goal tasks, through the intended usage is the output supplied by the
machine (Norman, 1988; Stanton and Baber, 1998). Therefore, Kanis et al. (2000) states
that, two major aspects of product functioning, which should be expressed by the designers
are the functionalities of a product and how these functionalities can be activated. For a
product to be usable, these should be provided in a way that accords with user's way of

thinking in an intuitive and natural way (Wood, 1996).

A widely accepted approach to describe the elements that provide cues about products’
functioning is made by Norman. He accepts that, there are three dimensions of representing
knowledge about how to operate a product. These are, conceptual models, constraints and

affordances, and have a mixed interpretation (Norman, 1988; 1999b).

A significant concept that is vital for users’ interpretation of product usage as well as other

things in the world is mental model. Norman (1988) describes the concept as:

The models people have of themselves, others, the environment, and the things
with which they interact. People form mental models through experience, training
and instruction. The mental model of a device is formed largely by interpreting its
perceived actions and its visible structure. (p. 17)

A similar definition of the term is given by Freudenthal (2000):

A mental model is built up of internal information, most of which has the form of a
representation in the user’'s mind, which consciously or unconsciously describes,
explains and predicts the whole product, or parts of it. This internal information: can
concern the structure of a product; can include the main functions and subfunctions
of the product; generally includes information about procedures required to activate
functions; generally includes the (meaning of the) feed forward and feedback
provided; can be detailed or vague; can be (partly) correct or incorrect (when
compared to the actual properties of the product). (pp. 6-909)

Mental models are closely related with the conceptual models of products. The term is

defined by Norman (1988) as the ability to derive the knowledge necessary to operate a
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product through simulating its functioning. A ‘good conceptual model’ of a product is
necessary for the user to learn using a product successfully and to be able to overcome the
problems during use. Therefore, the designer should build principles of operation that are
observable, and consistent with the conceptual model in user's mind. Norman (1988)
explains the issue by differentiating three aspects of mental models, which are, the design

model, the user’s model and the system image (Figure 4.8):

DESIGN USER’S
MODEL MODEL
DESIGNER USER

SYSTEM |

SYSTEM
IMAGE

Figure 4.8 Conceptual models (from Norman, 1988, p.16)

The design model is the conceptualization that the designer has in mind. The user’s model
is what the user develops to explain the operation of the system. Ideally, the user’s model
and the design model are equivalent. The user and the designer communicate only through
the system itself: its physical appearance, its operation, the way it responds, and the
manuals and instructions that accompany it. Thus, the system image is critical: the designer
must ensure that everything about the product is consistent with user’s conceptual model; in
such a way that user can clearly get the proper information about the product’s state and its
operation, from the visible parts of it (Norman, 1988). Referring to Norman'’s explorations,
Bonner (1998) adds that, another definition of the process is given by Van der Veer et al. in

1985 as ‘metacommunication’, “which refers to all activities which communicate the
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underlying conceptual model of the product” (Bonner, 1998, p.245). The description of this
communication process is also agreed by Mok (1996), by further stating that it should be
tested whether these three images for a product overlaps and these areas of overlap can

guide the designer in creating a natural and intuitive system for the user.

Similarly, Asatekin (1997) defines a conceptual communication criterion, which is related
with the products image in the users mind, in terms of the form-function relationship.
Product's communicating its functions to the user is vital for a reliable user-product
interaction. Any product, which is produced to perform a certain function, reaches to a
formal unity with time and this concept of form is captured by the user to comprehend the
relationships of that product with its function. Therefore, a product should conform to an
appearance that conceptualizes itself in the user's mind, by having similar formal
characteristics that of the product's performing the same function and within predetermined

formal relationships.

Mental models play a vital role on the user’s understanding of and control over the product.
According to Bonner (1998), the development of correct mental model is vital in the learning
process and further in the retention of the product’s functions, adding that, users can
understand the functioning of the device easier when the device matches with users’ prior
knowledge and experience. He also states that, one common failure is to assume that most
people have similar experiences. Thus, the incompatibility between the designer's and
users’ mental models is chiefly a cause to usability problems. The determinative effect of

the appropriateness of mental models on product usability, also debated in ISO standards:

Ease of operation is a result of the complete chain of mental and psychomotoric
processing stages necessary for the operation of a product and every element of
the chain may be a weak point in the overall interaction. While the problems of user
interface design normally relate to inadequate matches with the users’ mental
models, in some cases inappropriate biomechanical design may be the cause...
Careful consideration should be given to user expectations and existing mental
models. (ISO TC 159/SC 1N, p.4-8)
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The second element, affordances, is closely related with mental models. Norman explains
the concept introduced by the perceptual psychologist Gibson, as “the actionable properties
between the world and an actor (a person or animal)” (Norman, 1999b, p. 39). These are
naturally existing relationships deriving from the “perceived and actual properties that
determine just how the thing could possibly used” (Norman, 1999b, p. 39). He further states
that, these provide strong clues about how a product can be operated, if used properly by
the designer. Examples can be given as, the holes of scissors afford placing fingers in them

or the blinking cursor that emerge on a text document affords typing.

Stanton and Baber (1998) utilize Norman’s definition of affordances in explaining user-
product interaction process. They assert that interaction takes place with “step by step
processing of the states and planning at each state” as the interaction with technology
needs prediction (p. 80). The user defines available actions and compares these with end
user goals, therefore, the options presented to the user via affordances. They accept

Gaver’s suggestions, which assume that affordances have sequential relationships.

The third element, constraints, can be defined as the limitations that guide the user to
prevent taking wrong actions or limit the usage to provide fit between the actual and
intended usage (Norman, 1988). Three types of constraints can be identified: Physical
constraints limit the actions with physical relations; like the frame of the screen limits the
movement of the cursor. Logical constraints use reasoning; like users expect to use left
arrow on the keyboard to move the cursor left and right to move it right. Cultural constraints,
which can also be termed as conventions, are shared among a cultural group, developed
over time and learned by individuals. For instance, using a scroll bar by clicking on it and

dragging is a learned action (Norman, 1999b).

Another approach to classify the knowledge of product use is asserted by Shneiderman.
The differentiation is made at two levels, as explained by Bonner (1998). Syntactic
knowledge is dependent on the particular properties of a product such as, which button

conducts which specific function. Semantic knowledge refers to the ‘concepts’ that provide
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the information to the user to build up necessary mental representation of a product’s
functioning and can also be referred as user’s ‘mental model' of a system. A similar
statement is also given by Asatekin (1997), stating that, for a reliable user-product
interaction, a product should communicate itself to the user with its shape as a whole and
with its smaller parts. He adds that, the form of the product should carry necessary codes
related with its functioning and a product should be clear so that the user could understand

how it will perform its function by looking at it.

Therefore, it is evident that, the compatibility between the means of users’ understanding of
a device with the product’s form and functioning deserves particular emphasis in product
design process. The content of this study under the following heading will bring a general
inquiry about the overall usability problems in user-product interaction, which are mainly
related to the difficulties that users have in understanding and controlling product’s

functioning as a result of this incompatibility.

4.3 Common usability problems and general design guidelines

According to Norman (1988), the three main causes of people feeling uncomfortable are
being out of control, not knowing how to respond and experiencing unexpected results of
actions (Norman, 1999). He states that general problems that users encounter in product

usage can be due to the following:

e |Invisible relations of operation and lack of feedback

e Arbitrary or unnatural mappings between the user’s intention and the action
required to accomplish a task, unclear names for operations.

e Inconsistency of the way operations are accomplished

¢ Incomprehensible of uninformative message about the operations or errors

¢ Unintelligible verbiage making the user feels responsible of the errors

e Dangerous operations that cannot be fixed if not wanted
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Referring to Norman’s classifications, Hall (1997) states that these design defects may

cause users to

e have difficulties in understanding the product’s functioning

e be unaware of the possible actions at a certain point of interaction

e be unable to comprehend the situation or mode of the device

e be unable to figure out the results of the actions taken or face with unexpected task

outcomes

Human errors are closely related with the defects in user-product interaction. Hence, they
may also provide clues to explain user thinking during the interaction process. For instance,
according to Stanton and Baber (1998) “errors can occur when there is an incompatibility
between operators suggested by a device and its actual properties”. They differentiate two
types of incompatibility as “when the device does not actually allow an action that it appears
to afford” or “when a device allows an action but results in an unexpected outcome”
(Stanton and Baber, 1998, p.79). In this respect, machine output should provide sufficient

guidance to user in selecting the right actions and decrease the mental workload.

Another differentiation is presented by Bonner, referring to Verhoef's study on ticket vending
machines. In the study, human errors during product usage are classified as; “Information
presented by the system may not be noticed by the user; users may not have all the
information to hand to complete a transaction; the system may not clearly explain the tasks;

or the user perform the tasks in the correct order” (Bonner, 1998, p. 249).

Due to these general problems, various design guidelines are emphasized to maintain
user’s clear understanding of the functioning process. The following headings are stated to
make a broad categorization of these guidelines, which are mostly related with the
discussions undertaken throughout this study, hence, do not cover all principles of product

usability.
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Consistency: A way of accomplishing a task should be consistent with those of similar
tasks (Jordan, 1998). Therefore, when a user learns to accomplish a particular task, this
knowledge should provide him the ability to accomplish similar tasks, not only with the same
product, but also with the products belonging to the same product group. Bonner(1998)
approaches the concept with a more broad term as the consistency with user expectations.

He further classifies the necessary considerations that should be taken into account:

e Ensure compatibility with other products that users may have experience of or
would expect to function in a similar way.

e Ensure that the product does not counteract other tasks that may be associated
with the product.

e Consistency with the user's mental model of the product, task or relevant
experiences.

e Consistency with user stereotypes. (Bonner, 1998, p. 244)

An example related to the appropriate use of the concept can be given as; when a person
learns to drive a car, he gains the ability to drive cars in general. This is due to the
necessary qualities that are added into car interface, providing consistency among various

car models although their designs may be of utmost variability (Jordan, 1998).

Compatibility: The functioning of a product should be compatible with the user’s
experiences of the world in general, and also should accommodate user’s expectations from
the results of the actions taken throughout the interaction (Jordan, 1998). Bonner (1998)
names this criterion as a product’s fit to normal behavioural patterns. He states that, it is of
vital importance that user interface is “comprehensible, with the user knowing what to do,
when to do it and how to do it” by having accordance with users’ prior knowledge and
experience (Bonner, 1998, p.244). In addition, Norman (1988) states that, the actions and
results, controls and their effects, represented and actual system state should embody
appropriate mappings that are natural for users. Therefore, as stated by Jordan (1998), a
product’s operation should be made explicit. This can be made by making use of
affordances and constraints to guide the user throughout the interaction (Norman, 1988;

Jordan, 1998)
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Visibility: A product should be visible so that, by looking at the device, user can be able to
tell the state of the device and be aware of the alternatives of action (Norman, 1988). As
Jordan (1998) states, the information provided by the device should be easily and clearly
understandable by the user, thus it would not cause any misinterpretation. Therefore, the
necessary points of consideration includes visual clarity of both information feedback
provided by the product and the labelling of interface elements like switches, buttons or

commands.

Another point related to the criterion is pointed out by Mok (1996) as; the necessary
elements of the interface should be visible and known by the user. He emphasizes that; this
would not mean exhibiting any available feature that can be operated, but means, to make
the user find the necessary feature when needed. This requires differentiating the mostly
used functionalities and information from the ones that are rarely used, and considering this
difference when designing an interface (Jordan, 1998). Evidently, this should be supported
by appropriate relationships between the features: by building an appropriate conceptual

model and simplifying the structure of the tasks (Norman, 1988).

Feedback: For an appropriate understanding of the operation of a product, it is important
for the user to know the result of each action, by receiving immediate, continuous and
meaningful feedback (Jordan, 1998; Mok, 1996; Norman, 1988). Bonner (1998) refers
Norman and Shneiderman, stating that user can be informed by giving confirmations on the
act itself, intermediate results and the outcome. Therefore, knowledge should be provided to
the users about how an action can be started, if the product is processing the information
and how the action is resulted, at each step of the interaction. Norman(1988) points out to
the importance of this criterion, stating that the main reason of problems with VCR’s are due

to lack of visual feedback, as users:
(1) have trouble remembering their place in the lengthy sequence of required steps;
(2) have trouble remembering what next needs to be done; (3) cannot easily check

the information just entered to see if it is what was intended, and then cannot easily
change it, if they decide it is wrong (p.101).
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User control: For a satisfactory and easy usage, user control on product operation is vital.
According to Jordan (1998), user control on the actions taken by product should be set at
maximum level, by providing adjustability for customization, default settings for easy and
fast usage and appropriate flexibility for user’s interaction speed. Issues related to the user
control are stated in ISO/CD 20282 (2003, draft) as, “speed of interaction should be
determined by the user rather than by the machine” and “if there are no technical
constraints on the sequence, user should be free to begin with any step” (p. 7). Similarly,
Mok (1996) states that, designer should not decide on what users can do or cannot do. User

should be able to customize the product according to his needs and characteristics.

Error prevention and recovery: It is inevitable for users to make errors during product
usage; however, products can be designed to minimize the probability of users making
errors (Jordan, 1998). According to Norman (1988), products should be designed for errors.
This means that, the device should contain necessary properties to prevent the user to take
wrong actions which could lead errors and further notify him, together with making it

possible to correct probable errors (Mok, 1996; Jordan, 1998).

These criteria are also important for satisfactory usage. Shneiderman (1997), states that,
“mastery of the interface”, “competence in performing tasks”, “ease in learning the system”,
“confidence in the capacity to retain mastery over time” are the positive feelings stated by

the users which related to interfaces.

4.4 General transformations in user-product interaction and their consequences

The principles of the user-product interaction inevitably transform with the effects of the
aforementioned factors. These factors can be differentiated in two main contexts, which
both have vital influences on the way users interact with products and on the emergence of

common difficulties in use.

59



The first alteration is due to the products’ inner functioning mechanisms. In general terms,
as previously stated, there existed a shift from mechanical to electronic and computational
product mechanisms. Owing to these changes, form-function relationships within products
are also mainly altered, therefore, the supplements of representing products’ functioning to

users changed.

The second alteration relies on the function content of products. The two outcomes of this
change, can be evaluated as, the increase in the number of features and the increase in the
variety of features that a product contains. These sub-alterations mainly influence the
development of users’ conceptual models of a product, which is highly related with the
learning and control processes in user-product interaction. As the first overall transformation
is more related to the products’ general functioning principles, it can be accepted that, the

second group of change is due to the previous one.

The following part of the study presents an evaluation of how the aforementioned
technological and market changes altered the interrelationships within the user-product
interaction processes and the main outcomes of these changes, in terms of product usability

will be discussed.

4.4.1 Transformations in the form-function relationship

It is evident that, as a consequence of the technological developments, the elements that
define the products’ formal and functional characteristics, gradually alter, disappear or
replaced by novel ones (Asatekin, 1997). Therefore, in general terms, interrelations
between form and function of products also undergo changes, which as a result affect the

dynamics of user-product interaction.

The phenomenon can also be observed with the overall transition from mechanical to
electronic operating systems in products. The rule Form Follows Function was the all-
encompassing idea of the modern design, which assumed that the formal harmony that is

60



derived through an effective functional analysis was necessary both to increase the system
performance and to inform the user about the system structure. Therefore, functional
interrelations within the product components reflected on the case and guided the design
decisions (Asatekin, 1997). In other words, the mechanical characteristics of a system
could be used as the determinative component of the products appearance and as a

communicative element of the products functioning to the user.

Nevertheless today, technological developments resulted in the replacement of the
products’ mechanical structures by single sheets of microprocessors and electronic
operating systems (Norman, 1993). As a consequence of these changes, products’
operating systems became miniaturized, the spatial characteristic of the functioning process
disappeared (Asatekin, 1997; Sade, 1999), and the formal characteristics of products
became no more guidable by the mechanical interrelations of the operating system
(Norman, 1993). Thus, it is no longer possible to apply a direct form-function relationship
that the Modern design proposes to many of the devices in everyday use (Asatekin, 1997;
Thackara, 1997). Owing to these transformations, the way that the internal functioning

processes reflected to the form of the product also mainly altered.

Norman (1988) exemplifies how the differences between mechanical and electronic

interfaces affect user-product interaction with an illustration of ‘strange bicycle’ (Figure 4.9).

Figure 4.9 Jacque Carelman’s Tandem “Convergent Bicycle (Model for Fianés).”
(from Norman, 1988, p. 13).
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He states that, what makes people to know that this bicycle will not work is the appropriate
conceptual model and visibility of the parts, making it possible to mentally simulate its

functioning.

On the contrary, electronic devices are internal artefacts that require transforming the
information related to the products’ inner functioning into surface forms. Therefore, as the
condition of the system cannot be readable through the operating mechanism (Norman,
1993), the functional interrelations within the product became “invisible” to the user (Sade,
1999, p. 65). Similarly, according to Buurman (1997), many of the daily products already
equipped with interfaces in which “processors and memory chips do their works invisibly,
obscuring functionality” and “causing the great axiom of more traditional design ‘form follows
function’ to lose much of its significance” (p. 1160). Therefore, as the relationship between
the form and the functioning of the product is not direct and “natural”, electronic interfaces
require designer to build arbitrary relationships between the appearance of a product and its

internal state (Norman, 19983, p. 79).

One common view is, the problems in user’s understanding of the device are due to the
invisibility of product’s functioning processes to the user, in general terms. According to
Cooper (1999), as the functioning of mechanical devices is based on physical principles and
their interactions consist relatively limited functionality, even if they would be hard to use,
they rarely cause misinterpretations (or as he names, cognitive friction). However, for
instance, when using a microwave oven, user may wrongly cook one hour instead of one
minute, or activate the wrong feature, and still may not recognize (Cooper, 1999). Similarly,
Buurman (1997) states that, these products cause users to face difficulties in use, as they
may include interfaces that do not “foster a coherent conceptual model” and do not make

“the functionality apparent and comprehensible” (p.1159).

Norman (1999) brings an explanation to the issue, by making a differentiation between real
and perceived affordances. He states that, in physical products, there can be both real and

perceived affordances that provide clues about the functioning of the product. However, in
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the interaction between digital products, physical affordances only represent how user can
interact with the hardware of the product, like its keyboard, pointing device or display

screen. He continues by exemplifying the process:

Now consider the traditional computer screen where the user can move the cursor to
any location on the screen and click the mouse button at anytime. In this
circumstance,...the affordance exists independently of what is visible on the screen.
Those displays are not affordances; they are visual feedback that advertise the
affordances: they are the perceived affordances. The difference is important
because they are independent design concepts: the affordances, the feedback, and
the perceived affordances can all be manipulated independently of one another. (p.
39-40)

The problem also exists for providing feedback. Buurman (1997) asserts that, “these
products have a low a priori ‘guessability’ as they lack most of the intrinsic feedback
(movements, noise) and the characteristic form elements of conventional products” (p.
1159). Therefore, for casual users of these products, “the interaction is potentially difficult as
intuitive use and further exploration is limited” (Buurman, 1997, p. 1159). Similarly, Bonner
(1998) states that, in products with electronically based control and display mechanisms, as
user interactions are more abstract and independent of the physical actions, feedback is
required to be designed into the interaction process. However, he also points out to a

problem, referring to Thimbleby and Norman:

At a low level, designer may recognise that providing meaningful and appropriate
prompt messages is important but, on the other hand, not recognise that feedback
is important when mistakes are made, for example some VCRs do not even beep
when a mistake is made... At a high level, the designer’s understanding of how the
product may be used can often be different from users’ or, put another way, the
designer’s conceptual model of a product may be at variance with the users’. (ibid.,
p.240)

Bauman and May (2001) approach to the issue with another but similar perspective, stating
that, understanding the inner workings of these devices requires expert knowledge.
Therefore, regular users mostly do not understand product’'s mode of operations fully and

thus remain impotent if anything goes wrong.
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Consequently, it can be said that, at the result of digital technology implementations, the
dynamics of the way products communicate its functioning to the user also altered so that, it
makes harder for a user to understand the internal state of a regular product. The level of
user’s interaction with digital products is not sufficient for him to interpret this process
without any arranged feedback. The issue may pose negative influences on user-product
interaction, as there may be some cases that designers are not fully aware of the users’

mental models.

4.4.2 Transformations in the product’s function content

Implementation of electronic operation systems into consumer products altered user-
product interaction patterns also through its impacts on product’s function content. As
previously stated, digital technology provided system flexibility which opened way to the
integration of more features into a single product. However, this is stated as inducing
problems in use, as it increases complexity of the interaction. The two dominant outcomes
of the increasing extent of the number and variety of functions, which are included in the

scope of this study, are function complexity and undefined product identity.

4.4.2.1 Function complexity

Integration of unnecessarily increased number of features in a single product, result in
usability problems and users feel frustration towards technology. Norman (1988) terms the
tendency in the market to increase the number of features in a device as creeping
featurism. Bonner(1999) claims that the pervasive use of microprocessors resulted
conventional products like microwaves and video cassette recorders to have additional
features and become more complex and difficult for users to learn. Cooper (1999) agrees
the issue by making a general comparison between the mechanical and digital devices,

stating that although each computerized device “has more features and options than its
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manual counterpart...we often wield the manual devices with more flexibility, subtlety, and

awareness than we do the modern versions” (p.7).

It is also stated that, in general, the enriched content of these products does not merit the
difficult usage. According to Norman (1999), although these products integrate multipurpose
functionality, most of these features do not meet with user requirements. Therefore, as
Sinkovics et al. (2002) states, they mostly do not provide additional satisfaction and utility to

users, but rather result in frustration:

Many consumers feel overwhelmed by the technological complexity of new
products. This renders consumers less open to innovative technology-related
products and may even lead to negative attitude toward these products. Indeed,
most consumers are unaware of all features and applications that a given
technology-related product offers. (p.477)

A market-research study conducted in America indicates that, “43 percent of the time
Americans spend with electronic appliances when they first get them is devoted to fiddling
or figuring out how they work; even then, hardly anyone figures out all the functions”.
Moreover, according to the same study, these people only utilize the 35 % of the technology
integrated in these appliances (Lardner et al., 2001, p. 31). Johnson (1998) also exemplifies
the issue with a study. A manufacturer of fax-machines conducted a survey about the three
novel features that had been added into a device, to state if these features were satisfactory
to the users. The result was that, the newly added features had never been used by 95 % of

the purchasers.

On the other hand, limited usage of these extra features is also due to the overall
complexity of these devices, as it obstructs users’ full control of the features. Cooper (1999)
claims how users respond to complicated products that include multiple features as, “They
take the minimum they need from it and ignore the rest. Each user learns the smallest set of
features that needs to get his work done, and he abandons the rest” (p.33). He further
represents his personal experience related to the issue. He mentions that, when bought his
new TV, he had found ‘picture in picture — PIP’ feature (which enables the user to view a

channel in a smaller frame while watching another channel in the main frame) very useful.
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However, owing to the complexity of the device, he later dropped using the feature. A study
conducted in United States verifies the example. According to the study, 1/3 of the people
who own VCRs had never used the one of the basic features of the device, ‘recording films

while the consumer is not at home’, because they find it hard to use (Sinkovics et al.).

Moreover, studies show that, these extra features are not considered by users as a utility. A
research on usability of a digital TV broadcasting demonstrates that, extra features of the
service affect positive user evaluation to a small degree. Rather, users are generally
uninterested in these features or do not find them useful (Maguire, 2003). As Cooper (1999)
sates, users only care about achieving their goals, not about features. He adds, “Sometimes
features are needed to reach goals, but more often than not, they merely confuse users and
get in the way of allowing them to get their work done. Ineffective features make users feel

stupid” (p. 47-48).

The form of device and its interface elements are evidently affected by the extended
functionality as well. The extra features beyond needed, results in efficiency problems in
use and decreased quality in interaction, as each added feature requires a new control,
display, button or a new instruction on the device, thus complicating its use. (Norman,
1999). Buurman (1997) agrees the issue and emphasizes that these devices become
harder to use, especially when used in home environment, simultaneously with other

devices (Figure 4.10):

Even with the manual at hand, only a minority of the owners can set their video-
recorders for delayed recording. Users experience major problems when they have
to re-set the channels on their TV sets and for remote control devices only a few
basic functions are used regularly and with difficulty. It is no great surprise as these
small devices, usually different ones for TV, video-recorder and audio system, often
feature more then 30 tiny push buttons each. These buttons have to be located and
operated in dimly lit environments where people can't identify the minuscule, low-
contrast pictograms and inscriptions, even if they wear their reading glasses. What
are your own experiences with your new office telephone with extended
functionality? Do you profit from it fully yourself? (p.1160)
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Figure 4.10 The complexity of interaction with products integrating increased
functionality is even higher, when it is considered that these devices are used
simultaneously in the same environment.

“A stalwart consumer faces-off with consumer electronics (courtesy of
American Institutes for Research)” (from Wiklund, 1994, p.10)

Therefore, an important point of consideration becomes the visual clarity of the product
(Figure 4.11). According to Norman (1988):
When the number of controls equal to the number of functions, each control can be
specialized, each can be labelled. The possible functions are visible, for each
corresponds to a control. If the user forgets the functions... the controls serve as
reminders. When... there are more functions than controls, labelling becomes more

difficult or impossible. There is nothing to remind the user. Functions are invisible,
hidden from sight. (p. 22)

It is also stated by Johnson (1998) that, “to hide innumerable features behind simple
interfaces like digital wristwatches” can cause to usability problems, as the user will be
unable to see how to access these features (p.70). However, it can also be a problem of
complexity for the user, if the number of buttons or icons exceeds the perceptible degree,
therefore, some rarely used features should be identified and hided (Lardner et al., 2001). It
can be said that, with increasing number of features, providing visual clarity becomes not

only critical , but also harder.
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Figure 4.11 “Example of an office telephone set with an extended functionality;
courtesy of Tiptel b.v., Aimere, The Netherlands.” (from Buurman, 1997, p.1160)

On the other hand, as the number of functions embodied in a device increases, the
conceptual model of the device becomes more complicated, too. As the number of steps to
achieve an end goal in the interaction process increases, the amount of information required
to be remembered by the user increases as well, which hinders easy interpretation of the
conceptual model of the product (Figure 4.10). As discussed by Bonner (1998), providing
the right type and level of functionality is crucial to reduce cognitive loading. He continues
by referring studies of Lee and Thimbleby, stating that, although “many products offer a
wide range of functions which are perceived as being useful by buyers...very few of these

functions are used because they are difficult to use or remember” (p. 245).

In addition, increase in the number of features requires careful allocation of function
between the user and the device. Recent technological developments are stated as

‘bringing a solution’ to interaction complexity, with the introduction of intelligent systems.
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However, this may also bring another problem of usability, as “the issues of how, when, who
or what activates or controls a function become increasingly difficult to specify” (Bonner,
1998, p.242). If the task functions are not matched correctly between the user and the
product, the smartness integrated in daily-used products like microwaves or video-recorders
lead ambiguous conceptual model of a product, as it becomes unclear for the user to know
which function to be accomplished by the device and which by the user (Buurman, 1997).

An example related to the issue is given by Bonner (1998):

For example, the advanced photocopiers take some of the copying decisions away
from the user by preventing copying if the original overlaps the designated format
size. In this example the system function has been increased by the machine to
make copying decisions. This function can be overridden by keeping the ‘copy’
button depressed. Many users, however, are unaware of this because the
communication concerning the transfer of function between the machine and the
user has been poorly considered by the designer. (pp. 242-243)

It can be summed up by saying that, although novel features are integrated in products to
utilise the latest technology for improved user experience, most of these functionalities not
only remain unnecessary for the user, but also result in usability problems even when using
simplest functions. The main reason of complexity is that, extended functionality increases
the overall system complexity. However, the problem can be mastered by considering real
user requirements and providing optimum task hierarchy that is consistent with user’s

mental models.

4.4.2.2 Unclear product identity

The determinative importance of the user’s understanding of the product’s identity for the
quality of the use process was previously stated in this chapter. With digital technology
implementations, a trend towards combining several products in a single novel product
emerged in the market. The phenomenon claimed by Smith (1998) as, “new products will
often integrate or replace the features supported by several older products. Tasks in the
past which might have been accomplished using a diverse array of products might be done
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with a single new product” (p. 284). According to Mok (1996), “multipurpose hybrid objects
and tools... such as combination scanner/faxes, phone/message machines” are becoming
familiar products of everyday life, and also define new contexts for human activities, like

watching television on computer or shopping on-line from TV (p. 50-51).

Consequently, users encounter with products that are not clear about the diversity of
functions they perform and this results in indefinite product concepts in the users’ mind.
Tapscott (1995) emphasizes that, the integration of information technologies into consumer

products is a dominant factor for the emergence products with mixed identity:

Set-top boxes for the TV will initially provide intelligence and enable initial
interactivity. Eventually, microprocessor technology will transform television into
something unrecognizable, a multimedia information work-learn-play station. Ditto
for the telephone. (p. 105)

Similarly, according to Mok (1996), “In the consumer market, the shift to the computing
medium is resulting in products and services that are “neither fish nor fowl.” Consumers are

being offered more choices all the time, but not all of them are meaningful ones” (p. 40).

However, this may cause to usability problems, as interaction process may combine few
interaction schemes belonging to different product concepts. As stated previously, users
mostly utilize their previous experiences with similar products to understand a device.
Hence, combinative product identities require users’ the mental representation of a
product’s functioning to be “completely rebuilt” (Stanton and Baber, 1998, p.80). Further, the
previously built conceptual models of the well-known devices may negatively affect the
adoption process. Users generally prefer to use the new product combination in a limited
but familiar range, rather than changing their predictions of available actions, therefore, it
will be difficult to plan the use process. The issue is also debated in ISO standards for ease
of operation of everyday products. It is stated that, especially when designing new products,
it should be of particular importance to develop interactions that are compatible with widely
known interaction concepts because the users may have got used to an interaction style

that have a negative transfer effect (ISO/CD 20282 draft, 2003).
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The increasing diversity in the product types in terms of various functions that they combine
also necessitates different types of interaction modes to be integrated in products. Bonner
(1999), states that the phenomenon is an influential factor on increasing complexity of user-
product interaction, as the product combinations integrate not only the features, but also the
interface characteristics of these products. As an example, developments in the interactive
television technologies generated new types of remote control devices that combine analog
and digital features, LCD screens, alternatives to pushbutton controls like joysticks and
novel software interaction modes, which may also provide a game interface (Wichansky,

2000).

However, the trend in the market towards integrating different features into a single device
may result in difficulties in use as they require an adaptation process. Donoghue (2002)
discusses the phenomenon by exemplifying with two devices that combine cell phone and
PDA features: “...many of these features are hard to use because they force users to
relearn familiar things. Some wireless devices, for instance, require users to adapt to an

unfamiliar user interface when dialling a phone number or listening to a call” (p. 24)

On the other hand, as the diversity resulting from the combinations of different products
increases, the standardization of interfaces for these products also becomes difficult.
According to Norman (1993), these devices are hard to learn because “each one uses its
own arbitrary choice of operations and methods” (p. 79) Bonner (1998) states that, the
retention of the knowledge about “device dependent information” such as which button

controls which feature is becoming increasingly difficult:

Users may experience confusion when, for example, the remote control of a VCR is
different in terms of key layout and symbols from a functionally similar product such
as music centre control. Many products lack explicitness in conveying the purpose
and consequence of control and display devices. (p.247)

In other words, products that have diverse combinations of features require different modes

of interactions and diverse interface elements. However, this is an obstacle for the user to
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adapt the interaction modes and further learn and use efficiently, as each product would

have different ways of operation.

Therefore, it can be concluded that, with integration of various functions into a single device,
users encounter difficulties in use, not only for the product’s identity would be unclear in

user’s mind, but also for users would have trouble in adapting the use process.

However, these problems can be mastered by indepth exploration of user characteristics
and use experiences (Bonner, 1998). The products that are designed until last decades,
were mechanical and had an interaction based on physical principles, therefore, there is
appropriate knowledge on physical limitations of people (Raskin, 2000). However, many
products in everyday life today, have totally different functioning rules, requiring mental
effort. They also integrate much more complex interactions, which makes it hard for the

designer to predict the use process.

Most of the usability problems related with the interfaces are not due to the complexity of
the tasks that these products are used (Raskin, 2000), but because they are designed
without appropriate knowledge and consideration of users’ mental processes. Therefore,
knowledge related to the users’ interaction processes with these devices are required to be
produced and integrated into designs. This can only be possible by conducting human-

factors activities process and user involvement in the design process.
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CHAPTER 5

FIELD STUDY

In order to exemplify the previously discussed subjects throughout the research, a field study

was conducted.

5.1. Aim of the study and Hypotheses

The aim of the study was to demonstrate that some of the novel features that are integrated
into the products in everyday use are excessive as they are not required and utilized by
users. Another aim was to inquire whether these additional features raise some issues of
usability as they increase the complexity of systems and tasks that users interact in the
home context. The evaluations were made within the previously presented arguments of this
research to discuss the research problem on a clearer basis. It should be noted that, to make
specific statements related with the design of the product investigated in this research was
not within the scope of the study. The findings of the study were discussed to derive general

conclusions related with the thesis subject, not specifically related with the product.

Within this context, the hypotheses of the field study were set as the following:

H1 Some of the functionalities integrated into the products in everyday use do not conform to

requirements and expectations of the real users.

H2 If the 1st hypothesis is true, then these excessive features remain unused by the users.
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H3 The excessive and unused features increase the complexity level of the interaction, thus

lead to usability problems and decreased level of user satisfaction.

Regarding the hypotheses, the following research questions were set:

H1: 1.What are the features of the product?
2. Are the users satisfied with the existent features of the product?
3. What are the user expectations from the product?
H2: 4. Towhat extent are the users aware of the product features?
5. To what extent do the users utilize the product’s features?
6. Which product features remain unused? Why? (Not known / not needed / could
not be used)
H3: 7. What problems do the users experience with the product?
8. What are the users’ opinions about the additional features of the product?

9. Do these additional features affect the use process? How?

5.2 Material and method:

The research was conducted with a sample product that exemplifies the products which are
subject to the discussions within this thesis. The product chosen was a digital television
broadcasting service which is widely used in Turkey. The system connection is made with a
cable connection and a decoder which is connected to the TV set. Users receive the
broadcast via the AV channel of the TV. The system has another remote control. If it is
compatible, it is possible to control the TV set with that remote control. It also contains a

number of buttons to control VCR if compatible.

The digital TV broadcast provides some interactive services and film purchasing as well as
standard and specialized TV channels. 5 different pocket memberships are provided by the
broadcasting service, varying on their content. A more detailed data related with the

broadcasting service can be found in Appendix A.
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The following criteria were considered when choosing the sample product:

1. The context in which the product is used: Television has long been a widely used
product in daily life. Depending on its context of use, different user groups with highly varied
characteristics (age, education, economic level...etc.) are consecutively interact with the
product. Also, as it is used in the home environment, the factors that determine the nature of
interaction diverge highly, depending on the physical conditions (like lighting, distance from
the screen, noise...etc.) as well as on the product’s inherent characteristics (like screen

dimensions and picture-sound quality).

2. The characteristics of the interaction with the product: Television is a device which
embodies various technologies and different kinds of interfaces like remote control, menu-
driven and on-screen interfaces, as well as various functionalities provided by digital
broadcasting offered in the last decades. Therefore, it can be said that, it is a device which

has diverse kinds of interactions.

3. The variety of features added into television with the digital broadcasting service:
With the digital broadcasting services offered around the world in recent decades, televisions
started to integrate a different kind of technology, which has a second level of interaction
with the user. Digital TV broadcasting services usually contain diverged functionalities that
are made available by the digital technology, like mail services, access to local information
and on-line shopping. As previously discussed in the study, these functionalities also require
different types of interfaces to be adapted into existing TV systems. Thus, user’s familiarity

with these type of interaction may be a factor that affects the quality of interaction.

Questionnaire and observation with think aloud sessions applied as the method. Therefore
the study composed of two main parts aiming to collect data about issues as explained

below:
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The first part of the study was designed as a questionnaire composed of 19 questions. The

questionnaire was mainly focused on deriving data about the following:

1.

Data about user characteristics like age, gender, experience with computer and
cellular phone usage were collected with multiple choice questions. Data related with
the attitudes toward technology and confidence in using these types of products
were collected with 7-point Likert scale. To collect data related with users’
experiences with the product, time of use and approximate daily time of watching TV
were collected with multiple choice questions. The criteria considered in purchase
and general problems encountered during use were asked with open-ended
questions.

To gather the data about the utilization of product features, first respondents were
asked to fill out a questionnaire which asks the functions of the buttons they know on
the remote and mark the ones they use. The opinions related with the features of the
service were collected with a 7-point Likert scale. The reasons for not using features
were also asked.

Users’ expectations from this kind of service were asked with a 7-point Likert scale.

In the second part of the study, usage of the broadcasting service was observed and they

were asked to think loudly. The aim was to derive data about:

4.

Common problems that users encounter during product use and if these are related
with the excessive functions integrated into the product. It was asked from each
participant to accomplish six tasks that are provided by the broadcasting service.
Following each task, open-ended questions were asked to get users’ opinions about
the features and the interaction process. The sessions were recorded using a digital
video camera. Analysis was based on the translations of video cassettes (available
in Appendix C). The observed problems were grouped according to their type, the
tasks and participants. The conclusions were drawn out considering the groupings of

usability criteria made in the 4™ chapter of the study.
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5.3 Results and findings

The findings of the study can be presented under the sections below:

5.3.1 Participant characteristics

The following table represents the data collected through the first 7 questions of the

questionnaire conducted with the test participants.

Table 5.1 Characteristics and interest in technology of the participants attended in the

field study
Participant P1 P2 | P3 | P4 | P5 | P6 | P7 | P8
Age 59 | 3t 53 | 55 | 58 60 37 | 38
Gender F M F M F M F M
Computer experience (Multiple choice)
Internet | O 1 1 0 1 1 1 1
Office Programs | 0 1 1 0 1 1 1 1
Specialized Programs | 0 1 0 0 1 1 0 0
Total | 0 3 2 0 3 3 2 2
Cellular phone usage (Multiple choice)
Talk | 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1
Message | O 1 1 1 1 1 1 1
Additional features | 0 1 0 1 1 1 1 1
Wap services | 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Total | 1 3 2 3 3 3 3 3
Personal interest in technology (7 point Likert scale)
Interest in electronic products | 2 3 4 3 6 6 3 4
Utilization of features in a product | 2 3 3 5 4 5 1 5
Number and variety of features imp. | 3 0 2 2 4 4 3 6
Way of learning product usage* | 0 6 2 0 4 5 1 0
Self confidence in product usage* | 1 6 2 4 2 1 1 4
Internetusage | 0O 0 5 1 4 5 4 3
Interest to technological novelties | 0 3 4 5 6 5 3 4
Office programs usage | 0 6 4 2 6 4 3 4
Specialized program usage | 0 3 4 3 6 4 6 4
Electronic device usage | 5 6 4 3 5 4 3 4
Total | 13 | 36 | 34 | 28 | 47 | 43 | 28 | 38
Average | 33,4/70

* The values are reversed depending on the negative meaning of the question
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Age and gender: The participants attended the study were chosen above 30 and below 61

years of age. The numbers of participants from different genders were equal.

Computer and cellular phone usage: Out of 8 participants, 2 of them stated that they have
very limited/no computer experience, 3 stated they use PC’s to use internet and office
programs, and 3 stated that they utilize specialized programs as well as internet and office
programs. None of the participants was using WAP services, while 6 of them stated that they
utilize additional features in their cellular phones. 1 participant stated that she utilizes
messaging feature in her cellular phone, and 1 participant stated that she uses cellular

phone just to make and get calls.

Personal interest in technology: The results of the Likert scale questionnaire represented
that the participants of the study had an average interest in technology at a rate close to %50
(33,4 / 70). 3 participants were significantly above and 4 of the participants were significantly

below the average value, while 1 of the participants was very close to the average.

It was seen that, the 2 participants who have limited/no computer experience also had low
interest rates with the technology. It is also observed that, these two participants had high

error rates and significant difficulties during product use.

Product experience: Of the 8 participants, 6 can be expected to have sufficient level of
experience with product use, as they stated that they have been using the product for more
than 6 months. 2 of the participants had experience close to 6 months. 1 of these two
participants mentioned that she doesn’t have much knowledge about product’s different

features because she had not been informed when the system installed.

5 participants mentioned that they watch TV 2 to 5 hours everyday, while 3 mentioned that
they watch TV less that 2 hours a day. Nearly all (7/8) participants stated that they preferred
to purchase the service mainly for the films shown in the special movie channels of the
broadcasting service. Sports channels and picture-sound quality were given as other

reasons as purchase criteria.
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Common problems related with the service use were stated as the service breakdown

because of the weather conditions or cable unplugged from the decoder box. Another

problem mentioned by 2 participants was related with service breakdown caused by the

incompatibility of the remote control of the service with the TV set. It observed that 7

participants were using 2 remote controls to interact with the TV set and the service

separately because of the incompatibility problem.

5.3.2 The level of utilization from the product features

The features of the buttons of the remote control device are shown in Appendix A. The table

below represents the data related with participants’ level of usage of the buttons.

Table 5.3 Participants knowledge and level of usage of remote control buttons

Button P1 P2 P3 P4 P5 P6 P7 P8 TOTAL
# |function know use know use know use know use know use know use know use know use know use
1 |standby T o1yt 1ttt 1yt 1t 11t 111 118 8
2 |sat 0 o1 1 ifo0 0jJ0 O|1 110 Of1 1]4 4
3 |t o of1 1t]J]0 0JO OfO O}J1 O0JO OfJ1 O3 1
4 |ver* o ojo 0JjO OJO OfO Of1 0JO O)J1 0|2 o0
5 |aux* o ojo 0JjO OJO OfO Of1 O0JO OJO Of7 0
6 |favouritesf 0 0O}J 0 O0JO 0JO OJO OJ1 110 O0|JO O} 7|71
7 |info i 1]1 1]J0 o0jJ0 Of1 1|1 1|1 1]1]|1]6 6
8 |themes 0o ojo 0JO OJO OfO OfO OJO O|JO OO o0
9 [guide i 1]1 1]J]0 0jJ0 Of1 1|1 1] 1 1]1]|1]6 6
10 |options o oj1 1tJ70 0JO0 OfO OJ1/1]J0 0JO O0f)2 2
11]ok i 1]1 1]J]0 0J0 Of1 1|1 1] 1 1]1|1]6 6
12]ch T 1yt 1t )t 1yt 1t 11t 111 118 8
13 |page o oj1/ 170 0O Of1t 1|1 1]1 1 115 5
14 [back 1 01 1 1] 1 REERE 1 1|18 7
15|PP 1 0fj0 ofo ofo o 111 1 111 1]5 4
16jvolume* | 1 0| 1 11 0] 1 O 011 0 0 0] 8 1
17 |mute* i 0|1 110 0|0 O 0|1 0 0 0]6 1
18| tv/av 0o o|lt 1]0o ofo o 0ojo o 0 o1 1
19| ixt* i 0]0 0|0 OfJO O o1 0 0 012 o0
20|language| 1 | 1} 1 1] 1 1] 1 1 110 O 1 117 7
21|videok.*f 0 O0OfF1 0] 0 0|10 O o1 0 0 0] 3 0
total 11 6|15 14| 6 5|5 4 9118 11 9 10 92 68
wrongly knows the function "0 "0 Buttonsnotknown and used
;,, partially knows the function 1 "0 Buttons known but not used
buttons used less than half of the participants * the buttons incompatible with the TV
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It was seen that, out of the 21 buttons/groups of buttons on the remote control device, 7
were not active when the remote control is not compatible with the TV set. Of these 21, the
functions of 9 buttons were not known by users. Also, the users were not using 3 of the
active buttons as they did not know the feature related with that buttons. The functions of
these buttons were specific to the broadcasting service and did not exist in other common

TV remote control device panels.

Table 5.4 represents the data regarding to the utilization of the services. The participants
were asked about their level of satisfaction and utilization of 11 interactive services and 6
functionalities related with program access. If the service/functionality is used by the
participant, the level of satisfaction was asked. If it is not used, the participant was asked to

state the reason for not using the service/functionality.

As can be seen from Table 5.4, 8 out of 11 interactive services were not utilized by most of
the participants. The mostly utilized services were relevantly more basic services like film
purchasing, on-line news and weather forecast. 4 services were not used by the participants
mostly for they were not needed. 2 services were used by 2 participants and 2 were used by
3 participants. ‘Being unpractical or hard to use’ was stated as the reason for not using the
service by 2 participants for two distinct interactive services. On the other hand, the feature
that enables users to see program information in another channel while watching a program
was not utilized by the users mostly for it was not known. On the other hand, one participant
(having 6 months experience with the product), did not experienced the interactive services
as she did know they were provided by the broadcasting. She mentioned that, it was
because she was not informed during the installation. However, she also mentioned that she
once noticed a warning on the screen related to promotions given by the service and tried to
explore the feature, but could not managed to understand how it was used and did not try

again later.
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Table 5.4 Level of satisfaction and reason for not using the services

- ®
Participant{ m« &~ 0 & 1n © N © s
[ W - V- Y - V- Y - - Y - I~
Film purchasing 6 -n-n-n 6 6 6 5] 29
Digital radio 6 6 2 3 6 6 3 5| 37
Weather forecast (TV Hava) 3 6 -k -l 6 2 3 5
6 3

Cellular phone billing (Kanal 532) 0 used by none
Online Banking (TV Banka / al o
Pamukbank) -
Hipodrom iTV k| O
Mail/message (Digiposta) % 0
Getting information about program 6 6 -k 5 6 5 6 1| 35
conter?_t ith original e
Watching programs with origina 6 6 6 6 6 6 6 3| as
lanauage 1
E-Guide 6 6 -k -k 6 6 6 1] 31
Program remembering -n 6 -k -k 6 6 6 4 28
Easy access to a chosen channel -k 6 -k -k 6 6 5 -k| 23
............. 5

average satisfaction of participants

Level of satisfaction Reason for not using the service
6: satisfied - 1: not satisfied -k | does not know the feature
n |does not need the feature
7 7#%/the feature is not practical and usable

5.3.3 User expectations from a digital broadcasting service

When the participants were asked about their expectations from a digital broadcasting
service, it was seen that the most expected services were the basic features of the service
(Table 5.5). It was also observed that 4 of the 5 least expected services are the services that

are mostly accessed via internet.

82



Table 5.5 User expectations from a digital broadcasting service

Participant

Expectation level/use

use
use
use
use
use
use
use
use

total

Online tv news and
weather forecast

TV listing and program
info

Picture and sound quality
Digital radio

Buying films

Access to local senice
information

Sending and getting
pictures

TV games

Order food via tv

Sending/getting mail-
message

Access to city traffic info

Access to real estate
billboards

Online finance

Online information about
product costs

Online banking
Online shopping

Spacialized commercials

Access to discussion
groups

o |exp
o |exp
& lexp
o |exp
o |exp
o |exp
o |exp
o lexp

—_
-
—_
-
—_
-
—_
—_

S
o
S
(&)
(o))
o
(o))
N

4

40

36

34

29

27

27

25

24

21

20

19

18

17

16

15

total

* Not stated by the participant

o |total use

©o

most expected 5

least expected 5




5.3.4 General usability problems during product use

In the second part of the study, the participants were observed while using six of the services

provided by the digital broadcasting. The tasks were defined as given in table 5.6:

Table 5.6 Tasks for the think aloud session

Task | Explanation

Open the television and go to the channel CNBC-e. While watching the program

! on this channel, access to the information related with this program.

0 Make the necessary settings for Digitlrk to remind you the time of the program
that you want to watch this evening.
Learn what program is shown in TRT 1 at this moment, while watching this

3 program.

4 Send an e-mail through your TV to the address peling@mail.com, having a title

as “deneme”.

Get the necessary information about the weather forecast of Ankara tomorrow.

You want to rent a car. Find a useful address from Digittirk.

Table 5.7 shows participants’ successes (S) and failures (F) at the end of each task.

Some of the participants did not want to try some tasks because they stated that they did not
know the service or that they would not use the service, and just stated some opinions
related with the feature. Thus, success or failure evaluations of these participants are not
stated in the table. Some other users completed the tasks with the help given by the
observer, when the participant dropped trying to take the next step, or when he stated that
he would not come through at a certain step. Nevertheless, help was given by the observer

to derive data on the use process at the remaining steps of the tasks.

The first two tasks did not pose a dominant usability problem; however, the users who are
unfamiliar with the feature could not succeed because they could not access it. Task 3 was

not tried by 4 participants because they could not guess how to access the feature and just
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told their opinions related to it. 4 participants said that they reach the same goal (getting

program information on another channel while watching a program) by alternative ways

(going to that channel and seeing the program), thus found the task useless.

Table 5.7 success and failures according to participants and tasks

TASKS 1 2 3 4 5 6
Does not know | Does not know | Does not know | Does not know | Does not know
P1 S feature feature feature feature feature
F F F S S with help
Knows but used once Does not know
P2 S S Doesn’t use (hard to use) S S feature
S with help S
Does not know | Does not know | Does not know Used once Does not know | Does not know
P3 feature feature feature did not | (hard to use) S feature feature
F F try with help S S
Does not know | Does not know | Does not know | Does not know | Does not know | Does not know
P4 feature did not | feature did not | feature did not feature feature feature
try try try F S F
Does not know D?Z;:?;_'T%OW Does not know
P5 S S feature S feature
need
F S
S
Trll%cti \?vgcn? g'd Does not know
P6 S S S complete the S feaéure
task
Does not know J(;':Sdn%nucsee'_ knows feature | Does not know
P7 S S feature Did not but not use feature
t hard to use
ry E S S
Does not know Slg;egn%nﬁ; d Does not know
P8 S S feature Did not s : S feature
try S

It was observed that participants significantly encountered problems in using the messaging

service provided by the broadcasting service. None of the participants succeeded to send e-

mail with the service. Apart from several problems commonly observed through all the

participants, the system failure at the last step prevented the accomplishment of the task,

thus, the participants who approved to send mail were accepted as successful. However, it

was also observed that none but one of the participants wrote their real user names,

because they got bored to use the keyboard at that step and typed accidental letters on the

screen. 5 users stated that they tried the service once, but did not use it because they found

it hard to use. These participants also did not remember how use the service and 2 of them
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needed help to accomplish the task. 1 participant who had tried the service before did not
succeed to finish the task even she was helped by the observer. 1 of the 2 users who tried
the service before stated that he did not want to try the task because ‘it is like dying’ and

other refused to try the task because of being ‘superfluously slow and unpractical’.

The fifth task was accomplished by all participants. However, two users stated that they
reach the weather forecast from the news programs in regular channels, thus thought that
the feature was not that much necessary. 1 participant stated that he does not trust the

information given at the channel as he believes that it is not updated regularly.

The sixth task accomplished by 6 participants with minor problems. It was observed that, the
two participants who encountered difficulties during the task had problems related with low

computer literacy.

On the other hand, a general observation during the sessions was that, computer literacy
and product familiarity were two dominant factors that affected the level of success among
the participants. Table 5.8 represents information that is more detailed relative to the

problems in product use.
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Table 5.8 Observed problems during think aloud sessions

This problem was encountered by user number | 1 | 2 | 3 | 4 | 5 | 6 | 7 | 8
Error prevention and recovery
Presses 2 buttons at a time x| x X
Presses a button 2 consequent times x| x x| x
Decided to press wrong button X X
Mixed up between two remotes - accidentally pressed button on the TV remote

x| x x| x
to change the program and locked or left the broadcast
Visibility / clarity
Could not identify a specific button on the remote x| x
Wasn't sure how to type letters on the screen x| x| x x| x
Was unable to understand the icon on the screen-stands up and have a closer
look x| x| x| x| x
Could not understand that the icons on the screen were representing the x| x x| x
lbuttons on the remote
Mixed up with the commands on different screens X X
Could not clearly understand the abbreviated words on the screen
Lack of / Slow feedback
Was unsure about the system status and could not decide which action to take | x x| x| x]x
lbecause of the slow fransfer rate - made error
Could not intervene in the system during the channel download process x| x x| x
Had doubt on which command was active on the command screen x| x X
Could not understand wording in the warning screen X
Was unable to understand the system status so could not take any action x| x
Compatibility (experience)
Wanted to select the icon on the screen by moving on it X X X
Was unable to guess how to type letters - wants to write message as it is in

e X x| x
lcellular phone
Consistency
Was unsure which button to press to leave the channel (OK/Back-changes froml | | | | |

x| x| x X
task to task)
User control
Was unable to take an action during the interactive channel download x| x X
System proceeded faster than the user while entering channel numbers - could X X
Inot understand where he was
Lost data/got afraid of losing the data that was typed on the screen X
(-) opinion
Incompatibility between TV and broadcast remote controls
Not comfortable to carry two remotes x| x| x| x| x| x
Two remotes are not similar to each other so problems in adapting to both X X
Unreliability
Did not trust the information given about program hours X x| x
Found program information not detailed enough x| x
Did not trust that the online information given in the channels were updated < | x| x
reqularly
Miscellaneous
Found the feature long /complex to use (mail sending feature) x| x| x| x| x| x
Found the feature long compared to computer/conventional ways X
|(telephone/address directory)
Increased function number x| x
Difficulty in finding channels x| x x| x
Complained about waiting time x| x| x x| x
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5.4 Discussion

Regarding the hypotheses defined and the research questions set at the beginning of this

chapter, the following evaluations can be made:

The participants generally stated that they were satisfied with the services they use in the
broadcasting service. It was also seen that participants do not use most of the interactive

services for they did not feel any need.

When the ratings made for the expectations from a digital broadcasting service were
evaluated, it was seen that the services that can be accessed via internet got lower ratings.
This may indicate that, users are inclined to approach TV within the limits of its conventional
concept (getting information), rather than as a device, that has a two-way interaction like
computer and/or Internet. However, it was also a noteworthy result that, although some
participants stated that they did not utilize some of the interactive services provided because
they did not feel the need, they stated that they expect these features to be integrated in a
digital broadcasting service and use if exists; but gave lower ratings. 1 of the 4 services
which were not used by any of the participants was investigated with think-aloud
observations. It was seen that, most of the participants encountered difficulties in using the
service and stated they would not prefer to use the service for mail and message purposes

for it was unpractical and hard to use.

Generally, the services related with easy and customizable access to TV programs were
highly utilized by the participants. However, when the data related with remote control device
was considered, it was seen that, users did not know and use some specialized buttons
related with program and service customization. Although some optional features were
presented to the users to enrich the interaction, it was seen that users interact with the

product within the habitual limits, like a conventional TV broadcast
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As a matter of fact, most of the problems observed were originated from the design of the
sample product; however, it is found meaningful to analyze these by considering their
relationships with the issues stated at the earlier phases of this research. Although it is hard
to evaluate the problems in the use process independently of other factors, the discussions
related with the product use can be made considering the usability criteria presented in the

fourth chapter of the study.

It was seen that users had problems with the increased number of buttons on the
remote control, as everything is located on a single device to combine several features, e.qg.
some buttons were for additional features, and some of them were for compatible TV and
VCRs. It was observed that, all but one TV sets were not compatible with the remote control
of the service. Furthermore, none of the users owned a VCR. Therefore, nearly half of the
buttons could not be utilized by the users because of technical incompatibility. On the other
hand there were also a number of buttons which were not used because the feature was not
known. Those unused buttons seem to increase the complexity of the interface and pose
problems for visibility and clarity. Especially while dealing with an unfamiliar feature, it was
observed that users tried the buttons which they were not sure of their functions. This was
confusing for most of the users. Another cause was that some novel buttons which were
specialized for the type of interaction (like navigation buttons, and OK — Back buttons which
have dominant functionalities to control the product) were new for the users and caused

hesitation.

On the other hand, increased number of buttons decreased the space requirements and
buttons had a smaller size than those on a standard TV remote. This was observed as a
problem in remote control usage as users made errors because they pressed two buttons at

a time.

However, it can be said that these issues were mainly related with the design of the remote
control. Although increased number of buttons caused some problems of visibility, the

hardware design could be enhanced by making right groupings on the remote control
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display, or some design solutions could be developed to minimize usability problems derived

from visual complexity or small button dimensions.

Users also complained about two remote control device usage. They stated that they usually
make errors as they got confused between two remote controls. As error prevention and
recovery of the system was low, such cases usually result in system failure or leaving the

broadcast. Obviously, this results with low user satisfaction.

Some features that were integrated into the system required different kinds of
interactions and caused problems of consistency and feedback. For instance, mail
sending feature required the users to type letters on the TV screen by using the remote
control device. This kind of interaction was unfamiliar for nearly all participants. It was
observed that at first all participants had difficulty to figure out how to type letters on the
screen. Then they expected to see a computer keyboard on the screen, or a clue about
writing the letters with the number buttons on the remote control similar to an interaction with

a cellular phone.

None of the participants noticed that icons on the screen represented the buttons on the
remote, although it was written on the screen that they could use the number buttons on the
remote control to type letters. Only one user -by trial-error- discovered that she could write
letters with the number buttons, because the letters were not written on the number buttons
like the way in the cellular phones. The other users first tried to understand the meanings of
the icons on the screen. 5 of the users stood up to see the icons clearly. Then the next
common action was to try to move on the icons and select them, similar with the object-
cursor relationship available in computer interfaces. However, as the system interface did
not support that kind of interaction, icons were used only to help the users. It can be said that
the cause of the problem was inconsistency because the users are not familiar with
interaction style that requires matching the icons on the screen with the buttons on the

remote.
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After trying a number of buttons, users realized that one icon was representing the TXT
button on the remote which opens an on-screen keyboard and continued with writing the
mail address. However, a problem of clarity observed when the users tried to delete the
letters on the address bar. As the icon on the screen and the button were not similar to each
other, they could not find the delete button. Again, it was observed that some users stood up

to see the icon clearly.

These problems indicate that, the novel mailing feature forced users to adapt to a new way
of interaction which requires the usage of TV screen and remote control together. Although
some characteristics similar to cellular phone and computer interaction were integrated into
the interface, these were not visible and clear for most of the participants, mainly because
the nature of the task was complicated when compared to a conventional use of the TV with
a remote control. This emerged as a problem because the interface of a standard TV set
was not providing necessary elements to interact with the system at an acceptable level of
ease. Hybridization of multiple products required new types of interaction to be presented to
the users. Nevertheless, as there was an inconsistency between the interaction style of the
task (sending e-mail) and the interface elements (remote control), the interaction was not

natural for many of the users.

Another problem of clarity was observed in the program listing feature. Some users had
difficulties to understand the abbreviated expressions on the screen. The feature was
integrated into the service for providing easy access to increased number of channels.
Although nearly all users found the program guide service useful, the complexity caused by
high amount of information on the screen was a problem for some of the users. Some
conditions related with the use context, like screen dimensions and distance from the screen,

could be the factors that cause the problem to emerge.

Slow data transfer rate of the system was another problem. The participants complained
about waiting during interactive channel download. Apart from being a vital cause of

decreased user satisfaction, the issue also resulted in problems of user control.
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It was observed that, the lack of feed back during the slow transfer rate caused most of the
users to be unsure about the system status. In program guide feature, when the users
wanted to scroll down through the channel numbers, the yellow cursor and program names
disappeared on the screen since the system was slow. At this point, some users waited a
response from the system without taking an action. However, after a while -thinking that the
system did not receive the feed forward-, they repeated the action several times.
Nevertheless, meanwhile the actions also processed and the system jumped to another
status out of the user’s control, or continued to proceed slowly without any user action.
Consequently, most users interpreted the result of their action as a system breakdown or as
an error, and continued with a wrong step. In some other cases, users kept waiting for a
meaningful feedback, trying to figure out the system status. At the result of those series of
actions, users either told that 'they do not know how to use the system’ or they dropped
struggling with the system saying that ‘the system is very slow to use, especially when

compared to conventional TV broadcast’.

A similar problem occurred during the channel download process because the system did
not give any feedback about its status and the name of the channel downloaded.
During this period, it was observed that users got bored of waiting without being informed.
Some participants also complained about seeing the same advertisement every time they

log on to a channel.

The main origin of the problem may be that, the possible penalties depending on real use
conditions, like low connection speed at peak usage hours or bad weather conditions, was
not considered in the design process. The interaction under ideal conditions might not
require feedback. However, when the system works slower, feed back about system status
is required for the user to understand the product and be sure about the steps of the

interaction.

Another problem of user control was observed when entering channel numbers. Especially

when the user was writing a three digit number, the system received only the first/first two
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digits because it responded faster than the user. Users could not figure out what happened
at the result of their action as they were focused on number buttons on the remote control at

that time. This was a main cause for decreased level of perceived control.

In addition, when the users entered a wrong channel number, they were unable to correct it
because the system gave no response during channel download. Users had to wait the
wrong channel to appear on the screen, and then they had to leave that channel by selecting
the ‘exit’ option and then giving approval. Only then, they could enter the number of the
channel they wanted. Naturally, the problem of error recovery caused by system inflexibility

was a disturbing experience for most of the users as they were unable to control the system.

One other case was that, some users lost/were afraid of losing the data they typed on
the screen thus doubted to take an action. This also indicates that users’ experience with
the system was not clear enough to build a good conceptual model of the system and as a

result, caused a feeling of frustration by low level of control.

The system also had inconsistency problems. Although these problems were mainly specific
to the product’s design, the variety of functions increased the probability of inconsistency
among different features. Complex system with various functions required some buttons to
be multifunctional- like OK and Back buttons. It was seen that buttons functioned differently
for TV watching features and for interactive tasks, so, users were confused about which

button to press when leaving a channel.

In some other cases, users were confused with the commands on different screens. It
was observed that, especially the users with low computer literacy have difficulties in
understanding the 'window' metaphor, thus could not decided if it could be possible to take
an action with the command on the backward window. Another problem was that, users
could not understand which command was active (yes/no) in the approval screen for
leaving the channel and made error because of the coding in the feedback. However, it was
observed that, while users who had experiences with computer programs figured out the

cause of the problem after one failure, users with low computer literacy got frustrated and

93



was not sure if they made a mistake. These examples indicate that, the level of computer

literacy became a discriminating factor in the interaction with daily used products.

It is seen that, the results of the field study are in accordance with the arguments presented
throughout the research. The points discussed above will be put in the framework of the

study in Chapter 6, which presents the conclusions made at the end of the study.
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CHAPTER 6

CONCLUSION

In this chapter, a brief overview of the subjects discussed throughout the research will be
made, by evaluating the findings of the field study in the context of the arguments put

forward. The main conclusions arrived at will be presented.

The research can be reviewed in three main parts, that are, the general conditions that effect
the emergence of the problem, the context on which the problem is defined and the

evaluation of the problem.

6.1 The general conditions that effect the emergence of the problem

In the first part of the study, the main conditions which affected the emergence of the
problem were stated through a general review of the competition-based market dynamics. It
was pointed out that, the main drives of contemporary market are product differentiation,
innovativeness, rapid rate of change and supply-driven characteristic. With the effects of
these dominant factors, technological novelties are utilized by firms to increase their
competitive potential in the consumer market. This first part of the study was concluded by
putting forward that, the product development processes that are mainly driven by
technological novelties rather than user requirements may cause difficulties in use (see part
2.3 of chapter 2). Therefore, the research problem of this study was mainly defined on this
general basis, and was formulated as the negative effects of technology-driven design on

user-product interaction and product usability.
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6.2 The contexts that define the problem

In the second phase of the study, the problem was stated through a number of discussions
held on the contexts which determine the basis of the issue. It was concluded that, the
transformations in the market had a number of outcomes, which as a result caused to the
emergence of the problem, when the effects are considered on the related contexts. These

can be reviewed as:

Divergent approaches to product quality: Technological novelty and complexity of a
product are approached as means of higher product quality in the market. Also the field
study indicated that, sample product was embodying a number of excess functionalities
which the users were not felt the need to use. While some buttons and functions remain
unused because they were not known by the users, some others were considered as
unpractical or useless. However, these features affected the use process, by making the

interface more complicated.

Changing context of use: With the full development of high-tech product market and
prevalent use of computing technology, digital technologies are integrated into the products
in everyday use. Hence, the users, tasks and environment; in other words, the context of use
related to these technologies also mainly altered. On the other hand, depending to the
different characteristics of home and work contexts, the knowledge gap between the users
and the designers of these technologies increased. Therefore, for instance, while the level of
computer literacy required to use a simple product was not a concern for the designers, this
may create problems for a regular user during interaction. As also observed in the study,
users tried to use the TV set with their past computer experience. However, users with low
computer literacy had difficulties in understanding the system status and deciding on which

action to take, and rather unmotivated for struggling with the system.

Technology driven design approach in the market: These transformations, in particular,

necessitate careful consideration of user characteristics and requirements from the product
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usability perspective. However, under the effects of aforementioned factors related to market
conditions, generally, these issues are not valued in design process and the design

decisions are taken with a technology-driven approach.

However, as also stated at the final of this part, the way of interaction with digital products
and the contexts in which they are used necessitates user-centered design as a counter-

perspective of technology-driven design.

6.3 Evaluation of the problem

The fourth chapter of the research mainly considered the influences of the problem on user-
product interaction and product usability. Based on the general analysis of user-product
interaction process, the research problem was evaluated with a usability perspective. As
previously stated, an appropriate user-product interaction mostly depends on how well the
user understands the product’'s functioning. The main usability problems that users
encounter with digital products were overviewed and it was concluded that, the qualities,
consistency, compatibility, visibility, feedback, user control and error prevention and recovery
are crucial for a product to be usable. The effects of the aforementioned transformations on
user-product interaction were analyzed with respect to these qualities, under two main

headings:

Transformations in the form-function relationships: The computing-based operating
systems have arbitrary relationships with their inner functioning, in contrast with the direct
relations in mechanical systems. Therefore, the mechanism structure, function relationships
and the condition of the device are invisible to the user, if the necessary cues are not
provided by the designer. The issue may pose usability problems related with visibility and
feedback criteria. It is also indirectly related with user control, as information related to the
functioning of the device is of vital importance for the user to have the feeling of control. The

results of the problems related with these criteria were also observed in the field study. The
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lack of consideration of real use conditions was a cause for the system to proceed slower
than it was planned in the design process. This resulted in lack of/slow feedback during
interaction. It was seen that most of the users could not understand the system status and
were unsure if they took a wrong action. In addition, users occasionally tried other actions or
repeated the last action several times, thus the system proceed in an unwanted way. It was
a noteworthy result that, especially the users with low computer experience thought the

problem emerged because they did not know how to use the system.

Transformations in the product’s function:

The issue was discussed under two sub-headings:

Function complexity: An increase in the number of features in a product brings difficulty in
use, as the conceptual model of a product gets complex. The user can not differentiate the
necessary function and interpret the appropriate way of using it. It was observed in the field
study that, the increased number of functions and complicated interaction required some
additional buttons on a standard remote control. This created both physical and cognitive
problems: difficulty in choosing the right control (cognitive) and errors by mistakenly pressing

two buttons at a time (physical).

Unclear product identity: Products that integrate different features which were previously a
part of various other products may harden user’s full understanding of a product’s function,
owing to product’s unclear conceptual model. On the other hand, different combinations of
features makes it harder to standardize product interaction, thus requires a continuous
learning process for users. For instance, the novel mailing feature integrated in the sample
product, required a different type of product interaction. The act of writing letters was a totally
novel task for the users in their interaction with a TV set and, as the TV interface did not
provide the necessary tools to interact at a higher level of task complexity, there needed
another type of interaction to accomplish the task. The process required the users to learn a

new way of interaction.

98



Unclear product identity and function complexity mainly result in inefficiency and difficulty in
use. Therefore, although there is an observable trend in the market to achieve product
differentiation by integrating increased number and diversity of features into single devices,
most of these functionalities remain unutilized, either for their being unnecessary for the
user, or due to the increased complexity of the product. However, as it is presented in this
thesis, product quality is dependent on the quality in use, which is, the quality of a product
from the users’ perspective. Thus, user centered design is required as a vital approach to
product design process, for the utilization of novel technologies in the most effective way, by

everyone.

99



REFERENCES

Adler, P. S. and Winograd, T. A. (1992). The usability challenge. In Adler, P. S. and
Winograd, T. A. (Eds.), Usability: Turning technologies into tools (pp. 3-14). New York:
Oxford University Press.

Aston, A. And Keenan, F. (2001, March, 12). Building ‘easy’ into technology. Business
Week, 3760, 92-93.

Asatekin, M. (1997). Endistri tasariminda Grin-kullanici iliskileri. Ankara: Publications
Committee of METU Faculty of Architecture.

Bauman, Z. and May, T. (2001). The business in everyday life: consumption, technology
and lifestyles. In Bauman, Z. and May, T. (Eds.), Thinking Sociologically (pp- 147-162).
Oxford: Blackwell.

Berkman. A. E. (2002). The influence of ergonomics on marketing and product styling.
Unpublished MSc. Dissertation, METU, Ankara. (not cited)

Bevan, N. (1995a). Measuring usability as quality of use. Software Quality Journal. 4,
115-150.

Bevan, N. (1995b). Usability is quality of use. In Proceedings of the 6th international
conference on human computer interaction, Yokohama, July 1995. Anzai and Ogawa
(Eds.), Elsevier.

Bevan, N. (1999). Quality in use: Meeting user needs for quality. Journal of System and
Software. 49 (1), 89-96.

Bevan N. and Macleod, M. (1994). Usability measurement in context. Behaviour and
Information Technology, 13, 132-145.

100



Bevan, N. Kirakowski, J. And Maissel, J. (1991). What is usability? In: Proceedings of
the 4th International Conference on HCI, Stuttgart, September 1991.

Bias, R.G. (1994). Wherefore cost-justification of usability: Pay me now or pay me later-
But how much? In. Bias, R.G. and Mayhew D.J. (eds.), Cost-justifying usability. (pp. 3-8).
California: Morgan Kaufmann.

Bonner, J. V. H. (1998). Towards consumer product interface design guidelines. In
Stanton N. (Ed.), Human factors in consumer products. (p.p. 239-258) London: Taylor
and Francis.

Bonner, J. V. H. (1999). Implications for using intelligence in consumer products. In
Green W.S. and Jordan P.W. (Eds.), Human factors in product design: Current practice
and future trends (p.p. 64-72). London: Taylor and Francis.

Brooke, J. (1994). SUS: A ‘Quick and dirty’ usability scale. In Jordan, P.W., Thomas, B.
And McClelland, I.L. (Eds.), Usability evaluation in industry, (p.p. 189-194). London:
Taylor and Francis.

Buurman, R.D. (1997). User-centred design of smart products. Ergonomics, 40 (10),
1159-1169.

Cockburn, C. (1997). Domestic technologies: Cindrealla and the engineers. Women’s
Studies International Forum. 20 (3), 361-371.

Cooper, A. (1999). The inmates are running the asylum: Why high-tech products drive us
crazy and how to restore the sanity. Indiana: Macmillan.

Day, E. (1986). Defining and evaluating quality: the consumer’s view. Advances In
Consumer Research. 13 (1), 94-98.

Donoghue, K. (2002). An equilibrium of value: Linking business decisions and user
benefits. Interactions. 9 (6), 23-27.

Draper, S.W. and Norman, D.A. (1984). Software engineering for user interfaces. In

Proceedings of the 7th international conference on Software engineering.
Orlando, Florida, United States. (p.p. 214 — 220). Piscataway: EEE Press

D’'Souza, M. E., Dykstra, D. and Poole, A. (1998). Integrating user-centered design
within a virtual product development organization: Observations from the field. In
Proceedings of the Human Factors and Ergonomics Society. Annual Meeting. Santa
Monica.

Forgacs, D. (2001). Scenarios for the digital age: Convergence, personalization,
exclusion._ Modern ltaly 6(2), 129-139.

101




Freudenthal, A. (2000). Improving home appliances to support the learning phase. In
Proceedings of the IEA 2000/ HFES 2000 Congress. (p.p. 6.909-6.912)

Garvin, D.A. (1984a). What does “product quality” really mean? Sloan Management

Review. 26 (1), 25-43.

Garvin, D.A. (1984b). Product quality: An important strategic weapon. Business

Horizons. 27 (3), 40-43.

Hall, R.R. (1997). Ergonomics, design and new technology. Papers presented at the
productivity ergonomics and safety. [On-line]. Available:
www.dtir.gld.gov.au/hs/ergo97/hall2.pdf

Hall, R.R., Zinser, S., Keller, P. (1999). The Usability of Time-Setting Functions on
Small Electronic Consumer Products: A Test. International Journal of Cognitive

Ergonomics, 3 (2), 101-114.

Harrison, M.C., Henneman, R.L. and Blatt, L.A.(1994). Design of a human factors cost-
justification tool.. In. Bias, R.G. and Mayhew D.J. (eds.), Cost-justifying usability. (pp.
203-241). California: Morgan Kaufmann.

Hennemann, R.L. (1999). Design for usability: Process, skills and tools. Information,
Knowledge and Systems Management, 1 (2), 133-144.

ISO 9241-11:1998 Ergonomic Requirements for Office Work With Visual Display
Terminals (VDTs) — Part 11: Guidance on usability

ISO/IEC 9126-1:2001 Software Engineering — Product Quality — Part 1: Quality Model

ISO/CD 20282-1.2:2003. Ease of operation of everyday products — Part 1: Context of
use and user chateristics.

ISO 13407:1999(E). Human-centred Design Processes for Interactive Systems

Jamison, A. & Hard, M. (2003). The story-lines of technological change: Innovation,
construction and appropriation. Technology Analysis & Strategic Management, 15 (1),
81-92.

Jordan, Thomas, Weeredmeester and McClelland. (1996). Usability Evaluation in
industry. London: Taylor & Francis.

Kanis, H. (1998). Usage centered research for everyday product design. Applied
Ergonomics, 29 (1), pp. 75-82.

102



Kanis, H. (1999). Design centered research into user activities. In Green W.S. and
Jordan P.W. (Eds.), Human factors in product design: Current practice and future trends
(pp. 64-72). London: Taylor and Francis.

Kanis, H., Rooden, M. J. and Green, W. S. (2000). Usecues in the Delft design course.
In McCabe, P.T., Hanson, M.A. and Robertson, S.A. (Eds.), Contemporary Ergonomics
2000. London: Taylor and Francis.

Karat, C.M. (1994). A Business case approach to usability cost justification. In. Bias,
R.G. and Mayhew D.J. (eds.), Cost-justifying usability. (pp. 45-70). California: Morgan
Kaufmann.

Lardner, J., LaGesse, D., Rae-Dupree, J. and Roane, K.R. (2001) Overwhelmed by tech.
U.S. News and World Report, 130 (2), 30-35.

Leonard, D. and Rayport, J.F. (1997). Spark innovation through empathic design.
Harvard Business Review, 75 (6), 102-114.

Lorenz, C. (1990). The design dimension: The new competitive weapon for product
strategy and global marketing. Oxford: Basil Blackwell.

Macleod, M. (1994). Usability in context: Improving quality of use. In Bradley, G. And
Hendricks, H.W. (Eds.) Proceedings of the International Ergonamics Association 4th
International Symposium on Human Factors in Organizational Design and Management,
Stockholm, May 29-June 1. Amsterdam:Elsevier.

Manzini, E. (1998). Products in a period of transition: Products, services and interactions
for a sustainable society. In T. Balcioglu (Ed.) The role of product design in post-
industrial society. Ankara: METU Press.

Martin, M. (2001). What's wrong with high tech?. Intercom, 48 (6), 3.

Mok, C. (1996). Designing business: Multiple media, multiple disciplines. California:
Adobe Press.

Norman, D. A. (1999). The invisible computer: Why good products can fail, the personal
computer is so complex, and information appliances are the solution., Cambridge: MIT
Press.

Nahm, A. Y. And. Vonderembse, M. A. (2002) Theory development: An industrial/post-
industrial perspective on manufacturing. International Journal of Product Research 40
(9), 2067-2095.

Nicoll, D. W. (2000). Users as currency: Technology and marketing trials as naturalistic
environments, The Information Society, 16, 303—-310.

103



Norman, D.A. (1988). The psychology of everyday things. New York: Basic Books.

Norman, D. A., (1993). Things that make us smart: Defending human attributes in the
age of the machine. Massachusetts: Perseus Books.

Norman, D.A. (1997). Toward human-centered design. Technology Review, 96 (5), 47-
53.

Norman, D.A. (1999). Affordances, constraints and design. Interactions, 6(3), 38-42.

Norman, D. A. (1999). The invisible computer: Why good products can fail, the personal
computer is so complex, and information appliances are the solution., Cambridge: MIT
Press.

Quiroga, C. A. (2001)_Predatory innovation: A step beyond? (Understanding competition
in High-technology markets). International Review Of Law Computers &Technology, 15

(1), 7-33.

Raskin, J. (2000). The humane interface: New directions for designing interactive
systems. Boston, Addison Wesley.

Rubin, J. (1994). Handbook of usability testing: How to plan, design and conduct
effective tests. New York: John Wiley and Sons.

Sade, S. (1999). Representations of smart product concepts in user interface design. In
Green W.S. and Jordan P.W. (Eds.), Human factors in product design: Current practice
and future trends (pp. 64-72). London: Taylor and Francis.

Salvo, M.J. (2001). Ethics of engagement: user-centered design and rhetorical
methodology. Technical Communication Quarterly, 10 (3), 273-290.

Schmid, B. F. (2001). What is new about the digital economy?_Electronic Markets, 11
(1), 44-51.

Shneiderman, B. (1997) Direct manipulation for comprehensible, predictable and controllable
user interfaces. In Proceedings of the 2nd international conference on

Intelligent user interfaces. Orlando, Florida, United States. (p.p. 33-39) New York:
ACM Press

Sinkovics, R.R., Stéttinger, B., Schlegelmich, B.B., and Ram, S. (2002). Reluctance to
use technology — related products: Development of a technophobia scale. Thunderbird
International Business Review, 44 (4), 477-494.

104



Smith, C. (1998, February). Usability and user requirements. European Journal of
Engineering for Information Society Applications [On-line], 1. Available:
www.ejeisa.com/nectar/journal/00/002.htm

Smith, C.D. (1998). Tansforming user-centered analysis into user interface: The design
of new generation products. In : Wood, L.E. (Ed.), User Interface Design: Bridging the
gap from user requirements to design. Boca Radon: CRC.

Solomon, M. R. (1999). Consumer behavior. New Jersey, Prentice Hall.

Stanton, N. and Baber, C. (1998). A Systems analysis of consumer products. In Stanton
N. (Ed.), Human factors in consumer products. (p.p. 75-90) London: Taylor and Francis.

Steven, M. (1998). Consumerism: As a way of life. London: Sage Publications.

Sugar, W.A. (2001) What is so good about user centered design? Documenting the
effects of usability sessions on novice software designers. Journal of Research on
Computing in Education, 33 (3), p. 235- 250.

Tapscott, D. (1995). The digital economy: Promise and peril in the age of networked
intelligence. New York: Mcgraw Hill.

Teeravarunyou, S. and Sato, K. (2001). User process based product architecture. In The
Proceedings of World Congress on Mass Customization and Personalization, October 1-
2. pp. 1-10. Hong Kong

Thackara, J. (2001). The design challenge of prevasive computing. Interactions, 8 (3)
46-52.

Thomas, C. And Bevan, N. (1996). Usability context analysis: A Practical guide. Version
4.04. Middlesex: National Physical Laboratory.

Ulrich and Eppinger, (2000). Product design and development. Boston: Irwin and
McGraw Hill.

Wichansky, A.M. (2000). Usability testing in 2000 and beyond. Ergonomics, 43 (7), p.
998-1006.

Wiklund, M.E. (1994). Introduction. In Wiklund, M.E. (ed.), Usability in practice (pp. 1-
20). London: Academic Press.

105



APPENDIX A

MAIN INTERFACE ELEMENTS OF THE SAMPLE PRODUCT

Figure 1 The receiver box of the digital broadcasting service

Table 1 Functions of the buttons on the receiver box

Button Function
OPTIONS Main menu appears on the screen
INFO Info page appears on the screen
BACK System returns to the previous menu
oK Accepts the active option
o Red light) Shows Digibox is in standby pozition
4 Enables navigation in options to left
[ 2 Enables navigation in options to right
A Enables navigation in options upwards
v Enables navigation in options downwards
0 Digibox shifts to standby position
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Table 2 Functions of the buttons on the remote control device

no | Button Function

1 standby Brings Digibox to standby position

2 sat Takes the remote contol to Digbox position

3 tv* Takes the remote contol to TV position in compatible TV’s

4 ver* Takes the remote contol to VCR position in compatible VCR'’s
5 aux* Takes the remote contol to stereo system position in compatible stereos
6 favourites Enables easy access to favourite channels set by the user

7 info Brings the information page

8 themes Arranges program guide according to program type

9 guide Brings program guide on the screen

10 | options Opens the main menu

11 | ok Activates the seleted options

12 | direction-CH Enables transition between the channels and options

13 | page Opens info screen of a program on another channel

14 | back Returns to the previous menu

15 | PP Returns to the last program

16 | volume* Controls volume in compatible TV'’s

17 | mute* In compatible TV’s turns off the voice, when pressed again, turns on
18 | tv/av Enables the transition between TV and AV positions

19 | txt* Opens teletext in compatible TV's

20 | language Shifts the program language to original

21 | VCR controls* Controls compatible VCR’s

* Active only in compatible systems
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Figure 2 The remote control of the digital broadcasting service (One-to-one
proportion)
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Table 3 List of Channels integrated in the sample product

Kind/name of the channel g:;rll)r;erl
Digitlirk advertising channel about novel programs and services 1
Conventional TV channels 2-108

Film purchasing channels 201, 202, 203
Digiturk channels 301-306, 333
Digital radio channels 400 - 445
Interactive service channels

Digiactive (Main axcess channel) 500

Altin Rehber (Telephone / address directory) 505
Pamukbank (TV banking) 510

TV Banka (TV banking) 515
Digiposta (Mailing and messaging) 521

Turkcell 532 (Cellular phone service information and billing) 532

TV Haber (News) 540

TV Hava (Weather forecast) 545
Customer services 555

Oyun Parki (TV games) 565
Hipodrom iTV (virtual horce race) 575
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APPENDIX B

FIELD STUDY QUESTIONNAIRE AND THINK ALOUD TASKS

Bu anket, ODTU Endiistri Urtinleri Tasarimi Bélimii'nde yiiriitiimekte olan bir tez
calismasi kapsamnda hazirlanmigtir. Ankette amaclanan, kullanicilarin dijital
televizyon yayini hizmetleri hakkindaki dislinceleri, bu hizmetlerden
beklentileri ve kullanim sirasinda karsilastiklari zorluklar konusunda bilgi
toplamaktir. Verdiginiz cevaplar, sadece akademik amacl ydritilecek ¢alismalarda
kullanicak, hakkinizda herhangi bir kisisel bilgi bu ¢alismalarda yer almayacak, ilgili
egitmen disindaki sahislarla paylasiimayacaktir. Verdiginiz bilgiler dogru veya yanlis
olarak degerlendiriimeyeceginden ddsiincelerinize en yakin cevaplari vermeniz,
calismanin basarisi agisindan énemlidir.

Zaman ayirdiginiz ve ¢alismaya katkida bulundugunuz icin tesekkiir ederim.

Pelin Gltekin
ODTU Endiuistri Uriinleri Tasarimi Bolimdi
Yiiksek Lisans Ogrencisi
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KULLANICIYA AIT BILGILER

1. Yasiniz:
2. Cinsiyetiniz: [ ] K [1E

3. Bilgisayar kullaniyor musunuz?

[] Evet [] Hayir (cevabiniz hayir ise 5. soruya geginiz)

4. Hangi amaclarla bilgisayar kullaniyorsunuz?
[ internet erigimi [] Office programlari (Word, Excel...vb.) ] Ozellesmis

programlar

5. Cep telefonu kullaniyor musunuz?

[] Evet [] Hayir (cevabiniz hayir ise 7. soruya geginiz)

6. Cep telefonunuzun sesli iletisim disindaki fonksiyonlarini kullaniyor musunuz? Hangi

fonksiyonlar?

[ ] Mesaj géndermek  [_] Hatirlatmalar, oyun, []Wap [] Kullanmiyorum
fotograf cekme...vb. yan fonksiyonlar

7. Lutfen asagidaki cimlelere ne kadar katildiginizi isaretleyin.

Katiliyorum Katiimiyorum

6 5 4 3 2 1 0

Elektronik ve teknolojik triinlere karsi ilgiliyim.

Kullandigim elektronik (riinlerdeki fonksiyonlarin
hepsini kegfetmeye ve kullanmaya caligirim.

Elektronik Griinleri secerken fonksiyonlarinin ¢cok ve
cesitli olmasi benim i¢cin en énemli bir kriterdir.

Elektronik uriinleri kullanmadan dnce mutlaka
kullanim kilavuzunu okurum.

Ozellikle fazla hakim olmadigim elektronik aletleri
kullanirken bozmaktan cekiniyorum.

internet kullanimi konusunda tecriibeliyim, sorun
yasamiyorum.

Teknolojik yenilikleri takip ederim.

Office programlarini sorunlarla kargilagsmadan ve
yardim istemeden kullanabiliyorum.

Kullandigim, belli bir amaca 6zellegsmis programlari
sorunlarla karsilagmadan ve yardim istemeden
kullanabiliyorum.

Elektronik triinleri genellikle zorlanmadan
kullanabiliyorum.
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DIiJITAL YAYIN KULLANIMIYLA iLGiLi BILGILER

8. Kullandiginiz Digitiirk paketi:

9. Digitlirk’ii ne kadar zamandir kullaniyorsunuz?
[]2 aydan az
[]2-6ay
[] 6 aydan fazla

10. Giinde ortalama ne kadar siire Digitiirk seyrediyorsunuz?
[] 2 saatten az
[]2-5 saat

[] 5 saatten fazla

11. Digitiirk’e abone olurken éncelikli olarak hangi hizmetlerini dikkate aldiniz?

12. Digitiirk’ii kurarken, sistemi ve kumandayi nasil kullanacaginiz konusunda bilgi veren

bir aciklama/dokiiman verdiler mi? Kullanmayi nasil 6grendiniz?

13. Digitirk’a kullanirken bir bagkasindan yardim aliyor musunuz? Ne konuda?

14. Digitiirk’i kullanirken servis ya da kanallara baglanmakta sorun yasadiniz mi? Nasil

sorunlar?

15. Digikutu kullanimiyla ilgili sorunlarla karsilastiniz mi? Nasil sorunlar?

16. Digitiirk kullaniminda, genelde tekrarlanan bir sekilde karsilastiginiz herhangi bir

problem var mi? Nedir?
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17. Digitiirk ile beraber kullandiginiz uzaktan kumandada bulunan diigmelerin
fonksiyonlarini biliyorsaniz, diigmelerle iligkili olan yerlere fonksiyonunu yaziniz.
Bilmiyorsaniz bos birakiniz. Kullandiginiz diigmeleri X koyarak isaretleyiniz.
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18. Asagida listelenmis Digitlirk hizmetlerini kullanip kullanmadiginizi, en yakin cevaba ait

boélimi isaretleyerek belirtiniz.

Kullaniyorum

Kullanmiyorum

wnuNUWa

(=2}

A

-V

wiiBap
unuwa

o

oA wuaqgey

uspawziH
wnJoAnwAnp

dedny)

lBap

Aejoy an yneld

Diger (belirtiniz)

Film satin alma

Radyo kanallar

Muisteri hizmetleri

Oyun Parki

Altin rehber

Digiposta

TV Hava

TV Haber

Kanal 532

TV Banka /
Pamukbank

Hipodrom iTV

Program igerikleri
hakkinda bilgi

izlenen programin
dilini degistirme

E-rehber (Guide)

Program
hatirlatma

Sectiginiz
programlara kolay
ulagma

Bir kanaldayken
diger kanaldaki
program bilgisine
ulagma
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19. Asagida dijital televizyon yayini ile verilebilecek servislerin bir kismi bulunmaktadir.
Bu servislerin kullandiginiz dijital televizyon yayini kapsaminda bulunmasi sizce gerekli

mi? Bulunursa kullanir misiniz?

Gerekli Gereksiz

A
v

Dijital Televizyon Yayini Hizmetleri 6 5 4 3 2 A1 0

Film satin alma

Giincellenmis televizyon programi bilgilerine ulagsma

Yiiksek kalitede ses ve goriintii

Dijital radyo kanallarina ulagma

Televizyon oyunlari

Televizyondan e-posta ve mesaj alma-génderme

Televizyondan yakinlarinizin fotograflarini alabilme

Televizyondan bankacilik / 6deme hizmetlerine
erisme

Sehirde trafik akigi hakkindaki son durumu kontrol
edebilme

Haber-hava durumu bilgilerine ulagsma

Sizin ilgi ve ihtiyaclariniza 6zellesmis reklamlar

Marketteki Grinlerin fiyatlarina ulagsma

Yerel hizmet bilgilerine (yakin restoranlar, 6nemli
telefonlar, otobiis, tren, ucak saatleri...vb.) ulagsma

Online aligveris

Televizyondan borsa ve yatirim bilgilerine ulagma

Emlak ve vasita ilanlar verme / ilanlara ulagma

Yakin bir restorandan yemek siparisi verme

On-line tartisma forumlarina ulasma

wiLueny
wewue|nyj
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SENARYOLAR

1. Televizyonu acin ve CNBC-E kanalina ulasin. Bu kanali seyrederken su an
gosterilmekte olan programin igerigine ulasin.
SORU: 2. kumanda kullanmak konusunda ne disiniyorsunuz?

Digitirk’te istediginiz kanala ulagsma konusunda problem yasiyor musunuz?

Program iceriklerine ait bilgilerden yararlaniyor musunuz?

2. Bu aksam seyretmeyi diislindiigiiniiz bir program basladigi zaman Digitiirk’iin
hatirlatmasi icin gerekli ayarlamalari yapin.
SORU: Bu 6zellikten haberiniz var miydi?

Daha 6nce kullandiniz mi? Kullanigh mi?

3. Su anda seyretmekte oldugunuz programi seyretmeye devam ederken TRT1’de
gosterilen programin ne oldugunu égrenin.
SORU: Bu 6zellikten haberiniz var miydi?

Daha 6nce kullandiniz m1?

Genel Soru: Digitlirk’lin televizyon programlari ile ilgili bilgilere ulasmak igin sundugu servisleri

kullanmakta zorluklarla karsilasiyor musunuz?

4. Televizyonunuzdan peling@mail.com adresine “deneme” bashginda bir e-posta atin.

SORU: Televizyonunuzdan bagska bir televizyona, cep telefonuna veya bilgisayara mesa;
géndermeyi faydali buluyor musunuz?

Sizce pratik ve kolay bir ydntem mi?

Daha énce kullandiniz mi?

Kullanirken yardim istediniz mi?

5. Havanin yarin Ankara’da ka¢ derece oldugunu 6grenin.

SORU: Bu servisi daha dnce kullandiniz mi?
6. Bir araba kiralamak istiyorsunuz. Digitlirk’ten isinize yarayacak bir telefon bulun.

SORU: Daha 6nce bu servisten yararlandiniz mi?

Pratik ve kolay buluyor musunuz?
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This page that was prepared to give to the participant during think aloud sessions.

SENARYOLAR

1. Televizyonu acin ve CNBC-E kanalina ulasin. Bu kanali seyrederken su an

gosterilmekte olan programin icerigine ulasin.

2. Bu aksam seyretmeyi diislindiigiiniiz bir program basladigi zaman Digitirk’in
hatirlatmasi icin gerekli ayarlamalari yapin.

3. Su anda seyretmekte oldugunuz programi seyretmeye devam ederken TRT1’de

gosterilen programin ne oldugunu égrenin.

4. Televizyonunuzdan peling@mail.com adresine “deneme” bashginda bir e-posta atin.

5. Havanin yarin Ankara’da ka¢ derece oldugunu égrenin.

6. Bir araba kiralamak istiyorsunuz. Digitlirk’ten isinize yarayacak bir telefon bulun.

Calisma sona ermistir. Katildiginiz icin tesekkiir ederim.
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APPENDIX C

THE DATA RELATIVE TO THINK ALOUD SESSIONS IN THE FIELD
STUDY
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P1: Pmar A.

T1:
0:31:36>0:33:30

2 kumanda

> [stediginiz
kanala ulasmada
SOTUN yasryor
musunuz?

T2: 0:35:13> X
>Nereden
yapilyor
olabilir?

Once televizyonu televizyon kumandasiyla actyorum. Oradan AV
kanaliyla, arkadan Digitiirk’te bir kanala basarak Digitiirk’e
geciyorum. Ondan sonra istedigim bir programu belirleyerek ya
sirayla devam ederek... Ya da bildigim bazi1 kanallar var, 6rnegin
15 TRT1I, (yazarken hata yapiyor, tekrar 15 yazarak teker teker
artirtyor.) CNBC-e kanalina bu yolla geliyorum. CNBC-e kanalini
cok fazla seyretmedigim i¢in kanal numarasini bilmiyorum ama
giinliik seyrettigim kanallarin program numaralarim biliyorum.
Digerlerini kanallarda yukari-asagi kullanarak ulasiyorum.
Program igerigine ulagmak i¢in iizerinde ‘i’ yazili tusu kullanarak
konu hakkinda bilgi ediniyorum.

2 kumanda birden kullanmak sevimsiz. Ciinkii zaman zaman bunu
kullanirken bir anda ses i¢in yanilip basiyorsun, o zaman
kaybediyorsun veya program degisiyor. Ciinkii devamli ya ses i¢in
biri elinde olacak oObiiriinde de kanallar ayarlamak i¢in olacak
Kullanigh degil. Ama alistim. Boyle kullanildigi i¢in kullantyoruz.

Cok yasamiyorum.Cok da fazla iyi bir Digitiirk izleyicisi degilim
belki, ¢ok iyi bir TV izleyicisi de degilim. izledigim belli
programlar var, onlar1 da ezberlemis durumdayim biliyorum.

Ben onu bilmiyorum.
Guide’dan dgrenebilirim belki (Guide’1 aciyor. Yanhslikla 2 kere
bastigi i¢in tekrar ¢ikiyor.) Yine bu ¢ikti... (tekrar giriyor.)

Mesela Starda ana haber... (asagi-yukar1 oklara basarak ilerlemeye
calistyor. Page — tusunu da deniyor. Yukaridaki pencerede
program ismi degisiyor ama bunu anlayamiyor. Sar1 isaretleyici
gozitkmedigi icin nerede oldugunu anlayamiyor.)

Yani kullanmasini bilmiyorum. Yan taraftan o inis hangisinden..
Hig kullanmadigim i¢in... Asagi dogru gitmek istiyorum, Star’1
bulup, Star ana haber’i bulup... onun i¢in de ne diyor... (kumanday1
inceliyor) Hig ilgi alanimda olmadigi i¢in de bilmiyorum.
Bunlardan birinden kullanacagim, devam edecegim dyle mi...
tema... (themes tusundan bahsediyor. Teker teker diigmelerin ne
ise yarayabilecegini diisiiniiyor. Oklarla islemi yapamayinca ayri
bir tug ariyor) Su mu oluyor: language... yok degil (aslinda bu
diigmenin dil degistirme i¢in oldugunu biliyor ama bir kez daha
deniyor. Page — tusuna 4 kere daha basiyor. Ekranda bazi
degisiklikler olsa da anlam veremiyor.)

Hayir... Ben bu kullanimi bulamadim (guide’dan ¢ikiyor).
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>Bu ozellikten
haberiniz var
miydi?

Kolay mi?

T3: 0:37:58> X
'HATA!
fonksiyon
gosterilmedi

GS:

T4: 0:39:41 > X
>Nereden
yapiliyor

olabilir? Hic
rastladimiz mi?

Aciklama:500

Genel goriis

Bunu biliyorum. Ama hi¢ kullanmadim. Ihtiya¢ duymadim daha
dogrusu.

Eger kullanimini biliyorsaniz ve ilgi duyuyorsaniz tabi kolay.

Yani bunu seyrederken ben TRT’de ne oldugunu gérmek
istiyorsam TRT1’in program sayisin bildigim i¢in basiyor ve
TRT1’e ge¢iyorum. Bu sekilde.

Kullanmadigim i¢in net cevap veremeyecegim. Ben bunlarin
hicbirini kullanmiyorum. Kullanmadigim i¢in de dyle bir zorluk
yasar miyim yasamaz miyim... Ilgi duydugum zaman, demin
yaptigimiz seyi 0grenmek istiyorsam okurum ve 6grenerek
yaparim. Ama su anda boyle bir seye ihtiyagc duymadigim icin...
Ama ihtiya¢ duydugumu hissettigimde kitap¢igi kullanarak
istedigim seye ulagabilirim.

Boyle bir seyi yapma sansim yok. Ciinkii bilmiyorum.

Hig rastlamadim, hem de hig ilgi alanima girmedigi i¢in hig
ilgilenmiyorum. Dolayisiyla simdi buradan nereden yaparim diye
(kumanday1 inceliyor) bilmeden bunun iizerinde ugrasmak yanlis
olur. Ama yine yapmak istiyorsam bdyle birseyi kitap¢igi alip
Ogrenirim. Cok zorlaniyorsam da servisine telefon ederim, onlar
cok giizel anlatiyorlar adim adim yapiyorsunuz. Cok ihtiyag
duyarsam bu yollar1 denerim.

(500 kanalin tugluyor)

Yalniz bu bilmiyorum nedir, biraz ge¢ ulasiyor. Bu sikintil1 oluyor.
(biraz bekledikten sonra ekran yiikleniyor)

>Goriiyor musunuz simdi buradan nereden ulasabileceginizi?
(teker teker basliklar1 geciyor. Ama bulamiyor. Digiposta oldugu
sOyleniyor. Gidip seciyor. Beklemeden sonra sayfa geliyor.
Fonksiyon hakkinda genel bir aciklama yapiliyor. Kullanic ‘diger’
secenegine giriyor.)

Tebrik karti... Ne alaka? Gonderiyor mu? (giiliiyor)

Simdi tabi ben tebrik kartin1 da kendi elimle yazip gondermeyi
tercih ederim. Ben mektubu da kalemle kagitla yazip gondermeyi
tercih edenlerdenim.

Ben kendi adima faydali bulmuyorum ama bu teknikle 21. yy.da
yasayan insanlarin da bunu bilmesi ve kullanmasi gerekli olduguna
da inamyorum. Ama ben kullanmiyorum.

Buradan ¢ikiyorum simdi.
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TS:
0:44:18>0:46:00

Yardim:
feedback

>Sizce kullanislt
bir fonksiyon
mu?

T6:
0:47:20>0:55:33
(Yardim ile)

(¢cikmak icin back’e basiyor. ‘Cikmak istiyor musunuz? Evet-
Hay1ir’ penceresi geliyor. Secenek icin ayrim belirgin olmadig1 icin
hayir’dayken OK’e basiyor. Geri doniiyor.)

Cikis... Evet degil mi? (tekrar ayni sey oluyor. Secilen segenegin
kirmizi oldugu aciklaniyor. Cikiyor.)

Hava durumuna gidecegiz o zaman dyle mi? Ben onun da
numarasini bilmiyorum. (Guide’1 aciyor) TV Hava... Degil mi?
545. Simdi ben boyle gitmektense 545’ten bularak gitsem daha
kolay olmaz mi1? Ciinkii demin obiir tiirlii demin kullanamadim.
(Guide’da iken 545 yaziyor. OK’e basmadigi i¢in Guide’da sari
isaretleyicinin 545 kanalinda oldugu ekran geliyor.) 545 degil mi?
(Tekrar 545 yaziyor ve bekliyor. Guide’dan ¢ikmazsa kanalin
gelmeyecegi sOyleniyor. Guide’dan ¢ikiyor, kanal numarasi olarak
545 yaziyor.)

Ne kadar ilgisiz oldugumu goriiyorsun. Hi¢ hazzetmedigim birsey.
Ama zaten yasimi1 verdigin zaman anlasilir.

(Sayfa geliyor. Ankara sayfasi acik, task tamamlaniyor.)

Haftalik bir meteoroloji bilgisine ben ne derece ihitiyag
duyuyorum o soru isareti. Giinliik hava raporunu zaten haberlerde
aliyoruz, gazetelerde aliyoruz. Doayisiyla cok ekstra, ancak bir
yurtdisina ya da seyahate gideceksem, bir ii¢ giinliik hava raporunu
almak istersem o zaman gerekli. Onun disinda gerek duydugum bir
kanal degil.

Digitiirk’iin boyle bir hizmeti var mi1?

> bu bilgiye ulasabiliyorsunuz.

Hmm.. Bu vesileyle ilk defa duymus oldum. Simdi devamli araba
kiralayacagim o zaman. (giiliiyor)

Simdi o zaman nereden kiralayacagiz... Yine Guide’a gidecegiz o
zaman. Oradan bilgi alacagiz. Bagka yolla ulagmasini bilmiyorum.
(Guide tusuna basiyor. Ekran gelmekte gecikince bulundugu
ekrandan ¢ikmadigi i¢in oldugunu diisiinerek back’e basiyor.
Tekrar Guide basiyor. Feedback gec oldugu i¢in guide ekrani
gelip-gidip tekrar geliyor. Sirayla kanallar1 okuyor)

M.Hizmet... Bu olabilir mi acaba? (Yukari ¢ikmak icin CH+ ya
basiyor. Ama feedback yavas oldugu i¢in sar1 isaretleyici
gozitkmiiyor.)

Niye gitmiyor bu? Sununla gidiyorum degil mi? (Page+ tusunu
denemesi sOyleniyor. Ona basiyor. Ekran degismeyince bir¢cok
defa basiyor ve ilk sayfalara geliyor.)

>Gectiniz... (arka arkaya page- tusuna basiyor. Cok iniyor. Her
seferinde 1 sayfa gectigi ve 2 sayfa geride kaldig1 sdyleniyor.
Sayfaya geliyor.)

>Bu sayfada bununla ilgili bir bilgi var gorebiliyor musunuz?
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>Bu servis
hakkinda ne
diisiiniiyorsunuz

Hayir.

>505 AltinR. Yaziyor. Altinrehber’in kisaltilmigi.

Guide’dan ¢ikip 505°ten (Cikip 505 yaziyor. Kanal yiiklemeye
basliyor.) Cok bekliyorsun. Ozellikle oyun kanalina girmek
istedigim zaman, oyun kanalina giriyorsun bir miktar bekliyorsun.
Kanaliniz yiikleniyor 26sn. diyor. Ondan sonra OK veriyorsun
oynayacagin oyunla ilgili. Bu sefer de ondan sonra bekliyorsun. O
oyundan c¢iktim bagka oyuna gececegim, 1 seye basip
aktarmaliyim ben onu. Hayir. Yine aym yolla geri doniiyor,
kanaliniz yiikleniyor diyor 26 sn., tekrar oyunu se¢iyorsun, tekrar
bekliyorsun. Zaman kaybi tabi. Ama bunlar yapan insanlar da bog
insanlar tabi bekleyebilirler. Onun kargisina oturup oyun
oynuyorsan dyle bir bos vaktin var demektir. Cok sorun degil ama
hos birsey de degil.

(Sayfa geliyor) Herhalde asagiya ilerliyorum degil mi... (basliklari
geciyor) ‘Bilgi’den girebilirim herhalde. (bakiyor, olmadigini
goriiyor.) ¢cikalim. (asagida agiklamalarda ¢ikis icin gerekli olan
tusu goriiyor. Back yerine ¢ikis tusuna basiyor. Kanaldan ¢ikiyor.
Kanal goziikkmezken OK’e bastyor ancak belli bir amac1 yok.
Yanlislikla da olabilir.)

Hadi bakalim buraya geldi... Programdan ¢iktim. Geri doniig-back
yapmadim.

(Haber kanal1 yiiklenmeye bagladi. Kanala geri donmek istiyor
ama yiiklendigi icin donemiyor. )

Doénemiyorum bu yiikleniyor. Niye yiikleniyor bilmiyorum. Belki
ayn1 kanal yiiklityordur...(sayfa geliyor)

Peki biz buray1 istemiyoruz. Simdi burada ¢ikis dedigi zaman
bagka sansimiz yok.

>Kanaldan ¢ikiyorsunuz.

Ama o zaman tiimiinden ¢ikacagim yine. (cikiyor. 505 altin rehberi
buluyor, OK’e basiyor.)

(Sayfa geliyor. Tekrar bilgi ekranina geliyor. Back ile ana meniiye
doniiyor.) Hizmet alanlarinda olabilir mi acaba (giriyor, araba
kiralama bashigi ariyor) Oyle birsey yok galiba (devam ediyor)
otomotiv... Bunun alt kategorilerine gecmek i¢in OK diyecegiz
galiba (buluyor).

Ben yine demin soyledigimi savunacagim. Bilfiil kendim giderek,
veya telefonla bildigim yoldan ulagmay1 tercih ederim. Ben isin
aslinda benimle konusmayan, aciklama yapmayan makinalara
muhatap olmaktan hi¢ hoslanmiyorum. Bu diinyada yasiyorsam
insanlarla muhatap olmak istiyorum. Bunlar benim hi¢ hoguma
gitmiyor. Sevmiyorum, sevmedigim i¢in de kullanmamay tercih
ediyorum, belki dogru degil ama sevmiyorum.
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P2:Demokan A.
T10:56:56>0:57
:18

2. kumanda:

Program
bilgileri:

T2:
0:59:08>0:59:22
T3:
0:59:39>0:59:45

GS:

T:41:01:01>1:0
7:10

500 kanalina
gitsen..(yardim)

Internet
kullanim
aliskanligindan
herseyi tek tusla
yapma beklentisi
var.

TV kumandasi ile acip kenara koyuyor. Digikumanda ile yayini
actyor. Kanali acip info’ya ulasiyor.

Keske uyumlu olsa da...hi¢ kullanmiyorum digerinin yerini
bilmiyorum. Kumandanin kullanimi kolay, sorun yasamiyorum.

Bir tek film kanallarinda ise yariyor. Obiirlerinde zaten ya gec
kaliyor. Cogunlukla yaniliyor. Bir de bir tek kendi kanalinda dogru
diriist bilgi veriyor. Dgerlerinde simpsons her c.tesi CNBCe’de
gibi liizumsuz seyler yaziyor. Islevsiz kaliyor.

Kullaniyor, kullanisgh.

Yapiyor. Liizamsuz. Kullanmiyorum. Burada ne olduguna bakip
oraya gitmek yerine orada bakip buraya geri donmek daha
mantikli.

Iceriginin liizumsuz olmasi disinda karsilasmiyorum. Bu da
gereksiz birsey. Tvde 1sn. kacirilmayacak hicbirsey yok.

Bu kabus bunu yapmak bile istemiyorum. (Kumanday inceliyor.
Opts’dan meniiye giriyor.) Mesaj di mi... yok unutmusum bunu
(meniiden ¢ikiyor. Guide’a giriyor. Diigme ariyor kumandada.)
Higbir fikrim yok ya.. ben ¢iinkii bir kere kullandim igrengti.
Higbirsey yapamiyorsun, boyle saatlerce oklarla harflere gelip
basmaya calistyorsun.

(Guide’dan cikiyor) favourites...themes... bir daha optionsa
donelim... yok ben bulamadim

(gidiyor) Hi¢ kullanmadigim i¢in hi¢ bilmiyorum.

(Ekran geliyor ) Digiposta... Bagka bakalim birsey var miymas...
Yok. (kanal yiikleniyor, TV mesaj at’1 se¢ip giriyor)

(Adres satirini silmek istiyor. Sol ok ile sola gidiyor. Kumandada
tus artyor.)

>Silmek mi istiyorsun?

Silecegim tabi. Ama hicbir fikrim yok. (Asagidaki ikonlara gelmek
icin asag1 okuna basiyor. Olmayinca geri ¢ikiyor. Kumandaya
tekrar bakiyor. Page- diigmesi oldugunu anliyor.) Sil suymus hah!
Degil miymis?! (kumanda bir an i¢cin almiyor. siliyor)

(alttaki ikonlarin kumandadaki diigmeleri gosterdigi mantigini
aldiktan sonra TXT klavye tusunu buluyor. )Klavyeyi ¢ikardim
ama su an kesfederek asagiya bakarak buluyorum. Ama yanlig
yere yazdim(adres satirina degil CC:ye yaziyor. Yukar ok ile
adres satirina gecmeye calisiyor ancak klavyenin satirlart arasinda
geciyor.)

Niye o sonda? (geri yazisina gelmeye calisiyor. Back tusu ile
baglantisini ¢oziince back’e basiyor)
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>Faydali
buluyor musun?

T5:1:08:29>1:0
9:07

Te:
1:09:23>1:11:18

>Biliyor
muydun,
yararlandin mi?

hasta ettin adami1 haaa! Yani illa...

(Klavyeyi kapatip geri doniip bir iist satira ¢ikip klavyeyi
aciyor.)illa silecegiz hepsini Gfff..(siliyor) tam bir burdan yani
liizumsuz. (adresi yaziyor)

Cok sikiliyorum! (geri doniip metin kismina rastgele harfler
yaz1yor.)

>Tamam konu yazmana gerek yok.

(Gondermek icin OK’e gelip ok diigmesine basiyor. Ancak birsey
olmuyor c¢iinkii OK karesi kumandadaki OK diigmesi ile ayni
fonksiyona sahip)

OK demiyor muyduk gondermek icin... (bekliyor. Basiyor. Tekrar
basiyor. Caresizlik gosteren bir sekilde elini salliyor)

>0 OK aslinda kumandadaki ile ayni fonksiyonda.

giiliiyor)

>Nereden ¢ikabilirsin?
Back ile ¢ikabilirim ama yazdiklarimin silinmesinden korkuyorum.
(gliliiyor. Back ile klavyeden ¢ikiyor. OK’e bastyor. Kullanici adi
penceresi geliyor. Sikilmis oldugu icin rastgele harflere basiyor.
Pin kodunu yaziyor. Islem tamamlaniyor.)

Tamamen islevsiz. Cok gereksiz. internet gibi, bilgisayar gibi
birsey var. Bu kadar saatlerce siirmiiyor, boyle harflerle
bogusmuyorsun. Ve de kim alir da bakar boyle bir seye. Cok
liizamsuz. Ne yazabilirsin? Merhaba yazmak i¢in bile ne kadar
ugrastyorsun. Abijikzs yazdim o bile ne kadar siirdii.

(Cikmak istiyor. Back’e basinca ‘cikmak istediginizden emin
misiniz?” penceresi geliyor) evet kesinlikle eminim! (evet-hayir
arasindan dogrusunu secemiyor. Tekrar deniyor) cikmak
istediginizden emin misiniz?! Hah. Evet yanlis basmisim.

Ogrenecegiz acilirsa. (Ankara sayfasi acik cabuk bir sekilde islemi
tamamliyor.)

Kullandim Ise yariyor. Hem yola ¢ikarken hem de disarida
calistigimda cok ise yartyor.(disarida film cekiminde calistigi icin
5 giinliik rapor isine yariyor.)

Bulurum ama nasil bulurum demin 6grendim. 500’{i 6grettin bana
yoksa bulamazdim. 500’den Altinrehber’i gordiim. (500

kanalindan girip altinrehber’i seciyor.)

Servisten haberim var ama hi¢ kullanmadim. Tamamen bireysel
sebeplerden (tanidigi icerigini hazirlamis)
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>Pratik mi?
Kullanir misin?

(ekran geliyor.) Hizmet alanlar1 herhalde.(asagi iniyor.) Otomotiv
olabilir mi acaba?...tastmacilik.. iki tane zorlu segenek. Biz
otomotiveden baglayalim da yine..(buluyor. Islem bitiyor)

Olabilir ama Bilgisayar varken kimse yiiziine bakmaz herhalde.
Yani sunla kimse ugrasmaz. Yani 500’e git...
www.altinrehber.com dersin;mousunla tik yaparsin. Burada da
mousumla tik yapsam kullanirim. Ama bu haliyle degil.

Ben digitiirkten sadece miizik dinliyorum film seyrediyorum, tek
faydas1 o bence.
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U3: Hiilya D.
T1:
0:00:15>Bitire
medi

Tahmin etmesi
sorulmadi

0:02:44
2 kumanda
kullanim

Benim Sony, ayr bir kumanda oldugu i¢in 1’e basip TV yi
actyorum, sonra Digitiirk kumandasinda 1’e basarak Digiturk’e
ulastyorum.

> CNBC-E kanalina ulagirmisiniz.

Hepsini bilmiyorum , soyle bir gideyim... (8" e basiyor) Bundan
once olmadigini biliyorum en azindan. 18. bundan sonra olmali (+
tusu ile iki kere ilerliyor ve ulasiyor. (Diger kumanda sol elinde
sesi kistyor.)

> Bu kanalda simdi veya biraz sonra yayinlanacak program
bilgisine ulasirmisiniz.

O bilgiye ulasamiyorum... bu kanalla mi ilgili? Onu bilmiyorum —
(ve birakiyor.)

> i tusu var , fonksiyununu biliyormusunuz? ona bir basarmisiniz?
Ne tusu?

>i

Goremiyorum. (Uzaktan bakiyor, kumandada ki tuslar i¢in yakin
gozligiinti kullaniyor)(Ben gosteriyorum. 1 kere basiyor... bir siire
ekrana bakiyor ...) 6nemli bir tus mu? Hi¢ kullanmadim daha.

> Bakin kalan siire , progranun ismi...

Himm... o ilk ac¢ildiginda gelen.

> Bir daha basarsaniz (bastyor) filmlerle ilgili bilgiler de yaziyor
burada.

Ama birsey sdyleyeyim, hani su ilk agtigimda geliyor ya, bu
genelde ¢ok dogru olmuyor. Yani mesela, orada bilmemne dizisi
baslamis oluyor. Yani televizyonla birebir gitmiyor. Bu dikkatimi
cekti gecislerde.

> Tamam

Tekrar i ile mi ¢ikiyorum?

> Evet

Zor tabii, ben arada alistim da mesela Mekan (esi)alisamadi. Arada
direkt buna (TV kumandast kapama diigmesi) basarak kapatiyor.
Bir terslik olurmu diye diisiiniiyorum, 1-2 kere de oldu. Halbuki
bana 6gretilen 6nce bunun (digiturk kumandasi kapama diigmesi)
sonra bunun (TV kapama diigmesi) kapatilmasiyd: ama Philips
televizyonu olanlar bunu kullaniyor. Ama bizimki Sony oldugu
icin , farkli bir marka oldugu i¢in c¢ift kullanmak zorunda
kaliyorum, ama tek olsa tercih ederim, Yani ¢ift kumanda tasimak
zor geliyor.

> Peki bu yiizden yanlislikla kumandadaki tusa basip hata
yaptigimiz oldu mu?

Mekan yaptiginda karsilastik, Yani bunla...(TV kumandasi)
kapatti, agmakta zorlandik, baglantisinda bir bozukluk oldu,
arkasindaki aparatlar1 ¢ikardim, taktim, tekrar yaptim, tekrar, tv’yi
bir dinlendirdim, ¢ektim fisten, 10 dakika,dyle birsey 6grenmistim
Miisteri Temsilcisi (Hizmetleri) nden, tekrar koyup en biiyiik
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> Istediginiz
kanala ulasirken
SOTUN yasIyor
musunuz?

T2.0:07:17

ihtimalle tekrar set yapiyorsun bir daha o hafizayi tekrar
kurabilmek i¢in , ugrastim oldu.

Kanala ulagirken yok, yani bir siire sonra seyrettigin kanallarin
numarasini iyi kotii 6greniyorsun, Yani bir siire sonra ¢ok
kullanmaktan 6greniyorum. Mesela 22 Star. Rahatlikla
Ogrenebiliyorum. Ama kendi isteginle dizemiyorsun. Bastan eski
tv ye gore gittigin icin zorluk yasiyorsun.

> Ona ozel bir dzen gosteriyordunuz yani.

Tabii! Ben belli bir kullanim dizisine onlar1 ayarlamistim, ilk bir
ay bir buguk ay kullanim zorlugum oldu. Hep eski rakam surdadir
diye aklimda , fakat 1 ay sonra buna alistim, simdi ¢ok rahat,
bilmedigimi de arayarak buluyorum, ¢ok az seyrettigim kanalida.
> Bu program iceriklerine ait bilgilere giivenmediginiz
soyliiyorsunuz. Kullanmiyor musunuz?

Acilista onu goriiyorum tabii, sik sik kontrol ediyorum. Bir sey
izleyecegim diyelim, kagcirmak da istemiyorum. A¢iyorum
baslamis goriiniiyor. Ornegin bir 90 dakikalik kurtlar vadisi. Kalan
siire 80 dak diyor, esasinda kurtlar vadisinden bir dnceki program
hala devam ediyor. Yani reklam baglamis orada 10 dak. Bazen
orada 60 dak. kald1 dediginde benim istedigim dizi baglamis
oluyor. O ¢ok bire bir tutmuyor. O 6nemli mesela. Ben agtigimda
onu gercekten su kadar siire kaldi dediginde benim i¢in énemli. O
yiizden simdi ona hi¢ dikkat etmiyorum. Normal TV kullanimi
gibi , aciyorum , o baglamis m1 baglamamig mi... yani bana dogru
bilgi vermiyor.

Bundan haberim yok. Iste bu cok 6nemli esasinda. Onemsedigim
bir fonksiyon ama bunu bana verirken higbir sekilde agiklama
yapmadiklari i¢in bundan benim haberim olmadi.

> Nereden olabilir?

Teletex’ten olabilir mi? (TXT tusunu kastediyor) Guide’dan
olabilir. Olsa olsa GUIDE’dan olur.

> Guide’1 daha once kullandiniz mi?

Hig¢ kullanmadim. (Basiyor ve giriyor. Oklarla navigate ediyor.)
Saatleriyle mi veriyorlar burada bunlar1? Ama asag1 yukari
alamadim... hah indi... (feedback gec¢ oldugu icin sorun oldu) Peki
bu sadece programin saati yoniinden dyle degil mi?

> Evet peki burdan hatirlatma islemini nasil yapabilirsiniz sizce?
Herhalde tahmin yiiriitiiyorum yani, istedigim kanala gitmem
lazim 6nce. Ama biraz zorladi bu. (soyleniyor, alcak sesle) Yani
su iist tugla gidebilmem lazim degil mi? Simdi “En Son Babalar
Duyar” var mesela ( o programin iizerine gitmeye ¢alisiyor ama
sar1 isaret kayboluyor) Degisiyor, kendi kendine degisiyor. (Yavas
feedback’ten dolay1 6nceki bastiklar1 process ediyor.)
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0:09:44 - Bitis

T3
0:12:49>13:39

Tahmin
sorulmadi.

>Bu Fonksiyon
Hakkinda ne
diistiniiyorsunuz?

> O galiba biraz gecikmeden.

Ondan m1 oluyor? Simdi mesela ATV nin iizerine gelip ,
saniyorum yani, benim o kanalin iistiine gelip, istedigim programin
istiinde bu sar1 15181 goriince , muhtemelen, fikir yiiriitiiyorum,
ortada bir OK tusu var, orada bir Ok’lemem lazim gibi birsey
diistiniiyorum. ( Bu arada istedigi programa gelmeye calisiyor
ancak, sar1 15181 ve program isimlerini gdremiyor.) Sariyla bir
gostermesi lazim, onu alt-iistten. ( oklar kastederek) ...gelemedim.
( bu arada daha sert basityor) mesela 10 numara SHOW diyor...
(sarmnin durdugu yeri secti) ( sar1 secisi yer degistiriyor) (basmay1
birakip kumandaya bakiyor) kendi kendine gecti sanki?! Simdi su
an durdugu yerde OK’liyim. Hah! Evet! Tik att1! Dogru! ©

Yani OK yazisim goriince onu tahmin ettim zaten.

> Simdi siz anladimiz mi oraya tik attigr zaman “Yani simdi bunu
hafizaya mi almig oluyor?” Simdi size ne diigiindiirdii? Ne yapmug
olabilir?

Yani ben bunu istiyorum iste tik ile onaylamis oluyorum.

> Sizce kullanisl mi ne diisiiniiyorsunuz?

Peki simdi ben bu tiki attiktan sonra bana gercekten basladigi
saatte mi yoksa gene o gosterdigi saatte mi ikaz ediyor beni? Bu
onemli. Oyle bir gecikme oluyor ¢iinkii o ¢ikan ekranda. O
durumda bir de nasil ikaz ediyor beni? Otomatik mi doniiyor? Onu
bilmiyorum? Herhalde bir ikaz yazisi1 bir sey ¢cikmasi lazim.

> Bu fonksiyonu ogrendiniz , bundan sonra kullanir misiniz?
Bunu kullanirim ¢iinkii takip ettigim programlar var. Cevirip,
cevirip bakmaktansa seyrettigim ekranda basladi diye ikaz
edecekse bu giizel birsey... Yani benim i¢in 6nemli(program) ama
buradakini de o zamana kadar seyretmek istiyorum. Ikide bir gelip
gitmektense bana bu ikazin ¢ikmasi giizel.

> Tamam tesekkiirler. Cikabiliriz.

Bunu da BACK’le ¢ikacagim degil mi? Yani herseyden BACK’le
cikiyordum ama? Evet...

Yani bu biraz ingilizce bilgisinden kaynaklaniyor tabii tahmin
yiiriiterek.

Bunu bilmiyorum, direkt oray1 a¢ip 6greniyorum. Hemen
bastyorum, TRT1 in kagta oldugunu biliyorum, déniip bakiyorum.
Ama onun nasil 6grenilecegini bilmiyorum.

> Burada agikken page +,- tuslariyla.

Hi¢ kullanmadigim birsey...Himmm, seyrederken su bilgiyi
alabiliyorum.

Gene o sikinti ...onun (saat-program uyusmazligi) diizelmesi
lazim... Artik program akisina gore otomatik mi ayarlanir
bilmiyorum. Oyle bir sistem olmali ki ben dogru bilgi alabileyim.
Simdi acsam ben ona da giivenemem. Hi¢ dogru yakalayamadigim
icin muhakkak kanali agar bakarim.

132



GS:

>Bilgilere
ulasmak icin
zorlanir misiniz,
akliniza gelir mi?

T4.0:16:36 >

Hata! Burada
Tahmin sorula-
cakt.

T5
giriyor:0:19:10

Visibility
snapshot!
0:20:22

Hig rastlamadim bire bir dogru eslestigini. Bir Lig TV... maglar
tabi saatinde basladig1 i¢in , kesinlikle bir olay yoksa basliyor mag.
Movie max bu anlamda daha diizgiin diger kanallardan.

> MovieMax’ta film bilgisine ulagtyor muydunuz?

Kitap¢igi geliyor, oradan bir film secip o giiniin saatini ayarlayip
acip seyrediyorum.

Gelir tekrarlarsam yani, 2-3 kere tekrarlarsam, ¢ok kolay yaparim,
ama gerek vakitsizlikten, biraz da ondan oluyor yani. Biitiin giin ,
calisiyorsun, eve geliyorsun. Ben biitiin giin evde olsam ¢ok rahat
bir giinde ¢6zerim hepsini, daha cok ilgilenirim. Simdi isten geldin
iki ginde hemen haberi agiyorsun. Haberlerden sonra belirledigin
birkag¢ program var saatini bekledigin, programlar var izlemek
istedigim, onlarin da yaklagik saatlerini bildikten sonra su an ¢cok
ihtiya¢ hissetmiyorum. Ama daha uzun siireli evde olsam, TV
seyretsem hissederim onu.

Iste onu hi¢ bilmiyorum!©

> Acaba nasil bir sistem olabilir bu?

Bir kere ben birsey seyrederken ekranda bir yazi ¢ikti. “Hediye
puaninizi 6grenmek istiyorsanmiz 555’e girin gibi birsey...yanlis
hatirlamiyorsam 6yle birseydi... Girdim iste ugrastim biraz,
yapamadim, doniip tekrar okuyum dedim, okumadan hizli gittim
yaptim sOylenenleri, o sirada bagka bir program basladi, vazgectim
yapamayinca da dondiim. Baska birsey yapmadim.

Ama su programlar var shwroom’da veriliyor ya (aligveris kanali)
biitiin giin ¢ikiyor aligveris seyleri, program arasinda bazen
bakiyorum o satilan seyler nedir diye.

> Peki o zaman. 500 numaralt kanala gider misiniz?

(Sayfa acgiliyor) 500 numarali kanaldan gidiyorum hep 6yle mi? Tv
hava Tv haber hep buradaymis... TV hava mesela (seciyor)
>[lginizi mi cekti?

Cekti tabi merak ediyorum.

>Normalde baska kanallardan, teletextten takip ediyor musunuz?
Teletextten degil de normal kanallarda hemen haberlerden once
hava durumu oldugu i¢in onlara bakiyorum. Bu ¢ok iyiymis
mesela. Bunu ¢ok sik kullanacagima eminim.

(kanaldan nasil cikilacagina bakiyor) Onceki yine back’le mi
olacak? Ya da c¢ikis... (ekrana yaklasip bakiyor. Hangi diigme

oldugunu anlayamiyor.) tabi gozliik olmayinca...

>Normalde kumanda kullanirken gozliik taktyor musunuz?
Yok yazilar1 okuyamadigimda bir tek. Yoksa kanal kullaniminda
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>Sizce kolay mi
hava durumunu
ogrenmek?

T4 (devam)
0:21:53>33:11

>Ne
diistiniiyorsunuz
bunun hakkinda?
Ilginizi cekti mi?

Kayit olma
siireci
kullanicinin fikir
degistirmesinde
etkili olmus
olabilir.

falan kullanmiyorum. Rakamlar biiyiik oldugunda okuyorum
rahatlikla da, suradaki ¢ikisin ne oldugunu, ona benzer diigmeyi
artyorum. Su herhalde, degil... hah suymus, backin altindaki.
>ama back’le mi ctkmayt diistindiiniiz?

Herseyden backle cikip veya ekrandaki birseyi backle sildigim i¢in
esasinda yanildim ¢iinkii o teletext olacakt.

Kolaymis. Yani 500’e girince bir siirii seye ulagabilecegim
esasinda.

Tiim interaktif kanallara buradan ulasabiliyormusuz. (ekrandaki
yaziy1 okudu. Sirayla secenekleri okuyor). Digiposta girecegim
herhalde (seciyor).

Kullanirim esasinda. Peki bu mailim ille digitiirk bagh birisine mi
gidebilir? Yani bilgisayardan mail atar gibi atacagim.

>evet.

Maili olan da nereden alabiliyorsa alacak herhalde. Tamam o
zaman. (sayfa geliyor. Bir siire inceliyor.) Gelenleri de
gorebiliyorum. Bana da gelebilir.

Yani buna dnce bir kayit olacagiz herhalde... Yani simdi mesaj da,
biitiin giin bilgisayar kullandigim i¢in buna ¢ok ihtiya¢ duymam,
aksamlar1, ama diyelim ki ileride tam giin evdeyim, bilgisayarim
yok, buradan géndermek isteyebilirim. Ama su anda bunlara ¢cok
ihtiyag¢ hissetmeyebilirim.

(TV mesaj at boliimiine giriyor)

Kime diye zaten iistte var. Suraya adres yazacagim herhalde.
Suraya (cc: satir1) kendimi mi yazacagim?

> Bu ekrani ve elinizdeki kumanday: kullanarak biitiin bilgilere
ulasabilirsiniz. Oyle diigiiniin.

O zaman... harflerden mi peki... yazmak i¢in birsey... (ekranin
altindaki ikonlar1 ve yazilari okuyor). Menii, geri, cikis, gonder,
OK, sil... Allah allah... (kumandaya bakiyor) enteresan.

Buradan ne yapiyormus bakayim (say1 tuslarini kastediyor. 17e
basiyor. *." Isareti ¢cikiyor.) Hmmm.. Suradan... Uzerinde yazmiyor
ama cepteki gibi... sanki... (say1 tuslarina basmaya devam ediyor)

1 tane basinca G iki tane basinca H... Sunun mesela M olmasi
lazim. Cep telefonu hafizamdan tabi gidiyorum.

>Cep telefonunda ¢ok kullaniyor musunuz mesaj atma ozelligini?
Cok degil ama kullaniyorum. Oradan mantik yiiriiterek boyle
olmasi gerekli diye diisiindiim ama harflere ihtiya¢ duyan biri icin
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Visibility
snapshot!
0:30:59

zor. Ben cep telefonunu gozliik kullanmadan ezbere yazdigim icin
harflerin yerini hafizama isletip bdyle ezbere yaziyorum hig
gormeden. Biraz da ondan kaynaklandi burada harf yazmamasina
ragmen. Ama harfe ihtiya¢ duyan biri zorlanir.

> Peki iistteki adres satirina benim mailimi yazsaniz... O satirt
diizeltmeniz gerekiyor.

Onu sil yapacagiz o zaman (tekrar yakin gozliigiinii takiyor)
suradan su sil isaretiyle santyorum... (televizyona yaklasiyor
oormek icin) Page degil mi 0? Uzerinde page yazmiyor... Ha
buymus camm(diigmeye basinca silmeye basliyor). Uzerinde page
yazmayinca isaretinden anladim. (yazmaya basliyor)

@’1 nasil yapacagiz burada? Bilgisayar mantigiyla diisiinsem ama
onda c¢ift tusa basip F’ye basiyorum tabi ben (giiliiyor). Onu
burada tespit etmem zor. @ isaretini koymam lazim neyle
koyacagim?

>Normalde bunu yapiyorsunuz mesela bir arkadasiniza mail
atmak icin. Bu noktada ne yaparsiniz mesela devam eder misiniz
bir sekilde dener misiniz?

Birseyleri denerim.

>Deneyin o zaman...

1 olabilir mi burada harf olmadigina gore (cep tel tuslarini
kastediyor) burada olabilir mi? Yok... (basinca *.” Cikt tekrar
basmadi.)

Su yapabilir. (baska tusu denedi) yok... Language? @ isareti... oyle
birsey yok. (sirayla kumandadaki iizerinde farkli isaretler olan,
fonksiyonunu bilmedigi diigmelere basarak deniyor.) Bulamadim...

>Size yardim edeyim. Ekranda sag altta bir diigme var bakin...
Hu.. teletext klavye diyor...

>Bu ne olabilir sizce?

Basip bakalim... Hmmm.. (giiliiyor) Klavye ¢ikti. @ isareti ayr1 bir
yerde mi var? Basmadan ben bunu nasil yapayim? Birtakim tuslara
basip yapiyorum ben. (oklarla hareket edebilecegini kesfediyor.
@’1 buluyor, OK’e basiyor) koydum.

>mail.com diye devam edin. Bu klavyeyi de kullanabilirsiniz.
Buradan bir ¢ikacagim tabi @ koyduktan sonra. (¢cikis tusu ile
cikiyor) Simdi ‘mail” yaziyorum.

>Niye klavyeyi kullanmadiniz?

E obiirii daha kolay tek tek harflerin tizerine gelmektense.
(yaziyor, asagl iniyor. Gondermek icin OK’e basiyor) Simdi
kullanict adi. En az 6 karakter. (yine sayilar kullanarak yaziyor.
Gondermek i¢in tekrar onay’a basip bekliyor)
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>Fikriniz?

>Sizce kolay mi?

T6: 0:37:28

>Ne
diisiiniiyorsunuz?

>Kolay mi
kullanir misimiz?

Geg oluyor ama degil mi? Bunun da boyle maildaki gibi hatlarin
doluluguyla ilgisi var mi1?

>Olabilir. Cok mu yavas?

E tabi yavas. Biz tabi dairede ¢ok hizli bir baglantiya alistigimiz
icin biraz ondan da olabilir. Yoksa evde internete baglaninca daha
yavas oluyor.

Giizel birsey. Benim hosuma gidiyor teknolojik seyler. Birisiyle de
beraber yaparsam 6greniyorum hosuma gidiyor.

Kolay. Ama bekletme fazla.
>Bu sebepten dolayi vazgecer misiniz?
Vazgecerim.

(Mesaj1 uzun bir siire génderemedi. Cikmak icin back’e basti,
feedback biraz daha gec geldi.)

Cikmiyor. Back degil mi ¢ikis iste?

(o sirada ‘baglanti kurulamiyor tekrar denemek ister misiniz?’
ekrani ¢ikti.) Hayir. Hayirda kirmizi degil mi? Yoksa ben mi
alacagim asagiya? (yukari-asagi oklara basarak degistigini
gorityor) Hayir dedik, Back (backe basiyor, birsey olmuyor.)

>Back’e mi bastyorsunuz?

Hayir dedikten sonra OK o zaman... mi? (basiyor ve mesaj
ekranina geri doniiyor)

Cikis simdi de (PP tusuna basiyor) emin misiniz... OK (Evet’i ok’e
basarak seciyor ve cikiyor.)

Yine Digiaktif’ten oldugunu saniyorum. (ekran aciliyor)
Altinrehber’dir. Eskiden ad1 6yleydi yani. PTT nin vardi
Altinrehber orada bulurduk boyle seyleri.

(sayfa aciliyor, basliklar sirayla okuyor)

Once hizmet alam m1 kendi ili mi? (il/ilce degistir’e gelip
Ankara’y1 seciyor. kaydetmek i¢in 1 tusuna basiniz (yaziyi
okuyor, bastyor).

Simdi hizmet alanlarina gidece§im muhtemelen (Girip sirayla
sektorleri asagt dogru geciyor.) Otomotiv’e mi gelecegiz (giriyor
ve buluyor. Task bitiyor.)

Bu 6nemliymis. Bir yeri, bir seyi arayip 6grenmek i¢in iyi. Bence
iyi oldu.

Kolay, bir zorlugu yok. Kullanirim bunu.
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P4: Mekan D.
T1: 0:40:51> X

Yardim

2 kumanda
kullanim

! Kumanda
diigmelerinin
cok Kkiiciik ve
yakin olmasi

0:45:55
snapshot cift
kumanda

>Peki
karistirtyor
musunuz ikisini?

1’e basacagiz. (televizyonu aciyor, AV ye gidiyor, Digitiirk
kumandasinda 1’e basiyor.) tahmini olarak 20’lerde falandi.
(ag1yor)

> Programun bilgisine ulagir misiniz? Biliyor musunuz bu
fonksiyonu?

Hayir. Bir alta sonra bir iiste gegerim, lizerinde yaziyor iste. Ben
bulmuyorum kendi kendine veriyor.

> Bu sekilde buluyorsunuz. Peki o zaman size fonksiyonu
tamitayim. Kumandamin iizerinde I harfi olan tus (bulamiyor,
gosteriliyor ve agiklama veriliyor.)

O zaman bunu ayn1 programdayken yapabiliyorsun bunu. Bir ileri
bir geri gitmeyle olmuyor. Fonksiyonu bu mu?

>FEvet

Tam bir rezalet tabi. Bu hakikaten ¢ok sasirtiyor. Bu ikisinin
diigmeleri de farkli yapilar1 da farkli, konuslandirmalari da farkls...
TV kumandasini zaten sadece ses i¢in kullaniyorum ama arada bir
sasirtyorum. Herhalde kumandayla televizyon arasinda bir teknik
uyumsuzluk var. Sony’e gore yapmamis. Sanirim bu baska. Zaten
cok da kullanish degil. Ortopedik bir hava vermisler ama.
Kullanimi da iyi degil. Diigmeler birbirine ¢ok sokulmus mesela.
Uzerindeki isaretler de yetersiz. Bit gibi seyler filan da koymus
yani su grinin {izerinde su siyahtan ne anlagiliyor? Hig bir sey
anlasilmiyor yani. Bunu ancak kitabina filan bakacaksinda oradan
goreceksin. Kirmizinin {izerinde niye beyaz mesela? (Rec tusu icin
soylityor) Boyle bir igsaret mi var? Su(agma-kapama diigmesi) hadi
kapatma isareti, anliyorum. Diger igaretler... mesela bir language
var. Tamam Ingilizcesi ama Tiirk¢e de yazilabilirdi. Page, veya
guide... yani yayginlasmasini istiyorsan. Surada TV yi biliyorum.
Noluyor TV’de... herhalde TVye geciyor...

Uuuuu... hem de kag defa. Kapatiyorum... Heyecanlaniyorum
mesela aman dur sunun sesini acayim diyorum... Uzanmigim
mesela... Zaten ikisi de yanyana durmak zorunda. Ne yer var, ne
kucagimda tutabiliyorum ve cebime sokabiliyorum...
Karistirtyorum yani. Karistiyorum da o zaman yani. Ya da baska
bir yere geciyor, program geciyor o arada heyecanl yerinde. En
giizel yaptigim sey kapatmak! Ciinkili masanin iizerinde durdugu
icin elimi uzatiyorum, burada artirayim derken obiir tarafta
kapatiyorum.

Zaten tuslar da belirgin degil. Bunu da birbirine karistiriyorum.
Uyumlu da olsa sikint1 var. Karanlikta mesela iyi bir film
seyrederken bunlar1 (navigasyon tuslar) da karistirtyorum. Bunlar
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Cok
fonksiyonluluk-
diigme

>[stediginiz
kanala nasil
ulasiyorsunuz?

>Bu size zor
geliyor mu?

>Peki bu
program
aciklamalarina
dikkat ediyor
musunuz?

T2: 0:51:25> X
>Nereden
yapiliyor
olabilir?

el yordamiyla bulmaya calisiyorum. Bir belirginlik yok yani. OK’e
basabiliyorum bilmem page’e basabiliyorum falan... ¢ok araya
koymuslar yani bagka birsey de yapabilirlerdi. Bir diigmeyi
bulmak i¢in diger ii¢iinii yokluyorum falan. Herhalde fazla yer
kaplamasin mantiginda yaptilar... Cok fonksiyonu varmis gibi
yapiyorlar ama diigmelere degisik bir fonksiyon yapilabilir diye.

Sirastyla takip ediyorum. Tahmini birsey var kafamda, bir sirast
var kabaca, yakinen buluyorum. Bazi kanallar ezberledim. Surada
bir program varmis bakayim derken buluyorum. Bagka bir kanala
gectikten sonra aramaya ¢alisiyorum ama tizerine bakarak
buluyorum.

Arada vakit kaybediyorum. Mesela national geography’i buldum
ama bunun 81’de kayith oldugunu bilmiyorum.

Bakiyorum tabi bence digitiirkiin giizel bir 6zelligi. Ger¢i onun
reklamin arasinda simdiki program mi1 yoksa bundan sonraki
program mi belli degil. O da ayrilirsa iyi olur. Bir isaret koyabilir.
Bundan sonraki program diyebilir, devam eden diyebilir...

Fonksiyonunu bilmiyorum.

Heralde bu kumanda aletiyle yapacagiz. Bir memory’si filan m1
olmasi1 lazim? Programi girecegiz sonra oray: fiksleyecegiz...
saatini koyacagiz... 6yle olabilir... Memory gibi o tiir programi
sabitleme bir yeri olmasi lazim saati ayarlama gibi yani. Kanali
sabitleyecek en sonunda da OK diyeceksin. (kumandanin iizerinde
gosteriyor. Orada bir tus vasitasiyla yapilacagini diisiiniiyor.)Ama
bilmiyorum simdiye kadar kullanmadim.

>Bilseniz kullanir misimiz?

Yo, bir programi1 dyle bana hatirlatsin diye beklemem. Eger bir
programi kafama koyduysam gelir oturur o saatte o programi
seyrederim. Bagka bir program seyrediyorsam da o program o
kadar miihim degilmis demekki...

>Guide tusundan...

Evet rehber yani. Ne program varsa gosteriyor. Doniiste de bir
siirii problem yasiyoruz (Guide’1 agiyor)

Burada aciklamalar biraz karisik... haaa.. (kisaltmalarin yukarida
acik sekilde verildigini farketti.) daha dogrusu biraz daha bakmak
lazim. Burasi kullanima yo6nelik birsey de. simdi bakiyorum... daha
once biliyordum baktim da hi¢ kullanmadim. evet iyiymis. O saris1
seyi (7) gosteriyor mesela asagida tuslar falan var... (inceliyor
ancak ilgili degil)

Simdi buradan ¢ikmak istiyorum mesela ¢cikamiyorum. Back’e
bastyorum yok (basiyor ve oluyor) Simdi buldum mesela... ama
benim teknik zekamla oluyor. Gergi kitab1 var ama kalin oluyor.
Okudum ger¢i ama... (kitap¢iktan okudugu halde hatirlayamadi)
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T3: 0:54:43> X

Yardim:
aciklama

>Kullanisl bir
fonksiyon mu?

GS:

Aesthetic
expectation

T4: 1:01:42 > X

>Bilseniz
kullanmak ister
misiniz?
Yardim: 521
Hata: 500

Yani program devam ederken... bu fonksiyonu bilmiyorum... onu
duydum, hakikaten o hep aklimdan geciyor ama uzun zamandan
beri de kullaniyoruz ama onu hi¢ yapmadim. Bozarim diye mi
yapmadim acaba veya da simdi bilemiyorum. Programin bir
kosesinde filan ¢ikiyor zannediyorum, yani ayni anda 2 tane
program ayni ekranda goriiniiyor diye diisiiniiyorum.

>Oyle degil

O zaman bilmiyorum.

Hmm. Evet tamam dogru. Ama bu sirayla gidiyor degil mi? Ben
soruyu yanlis anlamisim o zaman. Yani bu programi seyrederken
acaba hangi program var... evet, konsantrasyonu bozmadan...
Ogrenmis olduk tabi bu arada...

Tabi canim evet.

Herseyi birarada vermeye caligmalar sikint1 yaratiyor. Her
fonksiyonu yiikleyince agirlik da kalkiyor. Biitiin fonksiyonlar
zayif oluyor. Mesela elli tane kanal yapacagina, radyo kanali
mesela, secimi de giiclestiriyor. Uzerindeki goriintii de yok... 532
mesela (tusluyor ve kanallar arasinda dolasmaya basliyor.) Radyo
kanallarinda bir sikintimiz var. Biitiin kanallar1 gecmen gerekiyor
orada boyle bekliyorsun. Ya kapasitesindan dolay1 ya
yiikklenmesinden dolay1 beklemek sikinti yaratiyor.

Buraya ugan bir kiz koymuslar.. yani digitiirk deyince boyle digi
lafiyla teknolojiyle pek uyusmuyor. Burasi da reklamdan
gecilmiyor yani s6zde jazz kanali... Biitiin kanallarda 6nce ucan
bir kadin sonra arkasindan ayni reklam... hi¢ degismiyor. En
azindan kirk tane seye ayni reklami koymasinlar. (o sirada TV
hava kanal yiikleniyor) Siikiir kavusturana!

Yoksa hizmetleri giizel yani. Mesela su asagidakileri de
bilmiyorum: onay, dnceki, bilgi, ¢ikis... mesela ¢ikis i¢in suraya mi1
basacagim? Zaten o isaretle bu isareti(kumandanin iizerindeki)
bilinceye kadar bakiyorsun. (¢ikis tusuna basiyor) Cikmak i¢in
OK’e mi basiyoruz? Evet... (Cikiyor.)

Miimkiin degil atamam ¢iinkii bilmiyorum. Boyle bir fonksiyon
oldugunu da bilmiyorum, posta atmay1 da bilmiyorum.

Bilgisayar e mail adresi filan yaparsam atarim tabi. (?)

(521 kodladiktan sonra 500’e gitmesi sdyleniyor. Ancak kanal
yiiklenirken sistem feedback vermedigi i¢in kanala girip ¢ikmak
zorunda kaliyor. 500 yaziyor. Feedback gelmeyince: ) Gidemeyiz
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T4 yeniden
bashyor

>Siz kullanir
musmiz boyle bir
fonksiyonu?

cikacagiz herhalde... iste sikint1 burada, hi¢cbirsey yapamiyorsun!
Bekleyeceksin, o oradan ¢ikacak, reklami giizel seyredecegiz...
(Kanal geliyor) Hah simdi buradan bakacagim. Cikis... Hepsi de
farkli. Back’e mi basacagim (basiyor. Cikmak istiyor musunuz
penceresi ¢ikiyor) Evet Hayir... OK’e mi basacagim burada?
(mavi-kirmiz1 ayrimini anlayamiyor. Secenek hayir’da iken OK’e
basiyor. Geri doniiyor.)Evet diyecegim hangi diigmeyle demem
gerekiyor? OK dedim o da olmadi yani.

>Birini segmeniz gerekiyor.
Iste sectim yine ayni1 yere geldim.
>Hayir’1 sectiginiz icin oldu.

Simdi bakin ¢ikis back diyor. Se¢im OK... (basiyor ve tekrar ¢ikis
penceresi agiliyor.)

>Yukart tusuyla Evet’i secmeniz gerekiyor.

Hayir oradaki se¢me... secim i¢in... cep posta gonder, TV mesaj
gonder onun i¢in... Ben bu seyden ¢ikacagim ¢ikamiyorum.
>tamam ben sizi ¢ikarayim.

Liitfen iyi olur. (Biraz sinirleniyor. Gosterdikten sonra: ) Ha o
kirmizi mi1 oluyor, haaa.... Ben maviye evet deyince oradan
cikiyorsun zannettim.

(Soylenen iizerine 500 tuslamak istiyor ancak hata yaparak TV
Banka kanalina gidiyor.) 500 kanalt m1 bu?

>Yok... Burast Yapi Kredi...

500 diye geldim... Buray1 ben istemedim ki...

>buradan da ¢ikar misiniz?...

Tamam. Nereden ¢ikiyoruz... backle ¢ikiyoruz. (basiyor, ¢cikmak
istediginize emin misiniz penceresinde her iki secenek de mavi ile
gosterilmis, etrafinda beyaz cerceve var ) Evet hayir ikisi de mavi
simdi ne yapiyoruz? Soyle mi? Hayir yok ikisi de beyazmis. Soyle
mi? (sag-sol okla deniyor ve ¢ikiyor.)

Onu atamayacagim. Onun icin kendime mahsus bir bilgisayarim
yok ya da kanalim yok yani... (kanal yiikleniyor) Miisteri
hizmetlerinden mi gidiyoruz buraya?

>Nereden yapabilirsiniz sizce?

(Sirayla basliklar geciyor) Digiposta olabilir. (o kanali se¢iyor)

Yoo bilgisayarda yaparim. Ancak bilgisayarimda yapamam, bir
sikint1 olur, bu da 6nemli birsey. Bilgisayarimi iste biraksam
gerekli olabilir. (ekran geliyor)

>Simdi igleme devam etmek icin ne yaparsiniz?
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>Sizce kullanish
mi?

Genel interface
sorunlari...

T5:1:13:48
>1:18:33

Bu fonksiyonu
begendiniz mi?

Orada secenekler yaziyor zaten. Orada drnegin bana geldiyse
gelenlere bakacagiz. (Gelenler secenegini seciyor) Yeni kullanici
adi... Herhalde isim misim... Ama burada isimleri yazarken harf
fonksiyonlarini bilmiyorum. Orada soyad1 diyor mesela... Nasil
yazacagim soyadini1? Sorun var yani... simdi ¢ikmak istiyorum,
back diyorum... Birsey olmuyor (iistiiste acilan pencerelerdeki
komutlarin hangi pencere i¢in gecerli oldugunu anlayamadigi icin
sorun ¢ikiyor. Bu noktada yardim alarak secenekten cikiyor.
Fonksiyondan ¢ikiyor.)

Basitce anlasilabilecek, kullanilabilecek bir yontem degil tabi... O
siteler farkli kullaniliyor, diigmeler farkli kullaniliyor, birisinde
OK kullamiyorsun birisinde bagka birsey kullaniyorsun... Karisik
yani. Opsiyonlar arasinda bir baglant1 yok. Birinde yaz1
kullaniyorsun evet hayir, birisinde renk farkli... Bu takip
hikayesinde bir mantik olmasi lazim. Bunu kullanmak istiyorsaniz
buna basin, sunu kullanmak istiyorsaniz suna basin seklinde. Evet
hayir degil de... Ne yapmak istiyorsan suna basin diyecek. Kanal
mi1 degistirmek istiyorsun suna basin, suraya mi1 gitmek istiyorsun
su tusa basin... Cikmak mu1 istiyorsunuz.... Hayir...diye bir cevap
olmaz. Cikmak isteyen var, ¢cikmak istiyen olursa suna basin.
Girmek istiyorsaniz suna basin demeli. Neyse, pek kullanigh degil.

Bunun bir guide kismu var herhalde. Hava durumu nerede diye
bakacak miyiz... (guide’a giriyor) Tv hava diyor... 545mi
(tusluyor, ama OK’e basmiyor, bekliyor.) simdi ne yapiyoruz buna
mesela... OK diyoruz (OK’e basiyor. Kanal bekleme ekrani
gelince: ) gordiin mii, bagka yere gecti... (oysa dogru kanalda ama
feedback gelmedigi icin anlamiyor.) yani buldum ben, hava
durumunu da buldum, tamam OK demem lazimdi. Ya da onu mu
bekleyecek onu da bilmiyorum... sar1 duruyor, onu bekleyip hava
durumunu mu getiriyor onu da bilmiyorum. Bir daha deneyelim
(tekrar guide’a giriyor, yukar1 545 yaziyor, yine OK’e basmiyor.
Bekliyor, program bilgisi mevcut degil yazis1 geliyor. Guide’dan
cikiyor. Guide’a girdiginde kanal TV hava’da oldugu icin tekrar
kanal yiikleniyor. Istanbul sayfasi aciliyor. Ankara’ya ulagmak icin
Bilgi secenegine giriyor.)

O makinanin kullanimu ile ilgili bilgi. bilgiye ulagsmak icin bilgi
degil... (back ile pencereden ¢ikiyor.) Simdi Ankara’ya bir tiirlii
ulagamiyorum. Simdi sdyle i¢ anadolu bolgesine gelip onay
verelim... Evet (islemi tamamliyor).

Obiiriinden daha iyi. Ona giremedik ama bu giizel.
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To6: 1:19:07> X

Yardim

Kontrol
problemi

(Kanal numaralarin1 tek tek gecerek benzer isimli bir kanal artyor.
Altinrehber’i atliyor ve bulamiyor. 500 kanalina gidip bakmasi i¢in
yonlendiriliyor. )

Miisteri hizmetleri olabilir mesela. (araba kiralama islemi olarak
ariyor. Bagliklar teker teker geciyor.) burada dyle birsey yok alim
satim gibi... (Miisteri hizmetleri’ne giriyor.)

Yani her diigmeye bastigimda bu pikap cikiyor. Yani bir takip yok.
Bastan gosterdin tamam yani. Hi¢ olmazsa ayn1 sistem iginde ver
mesela. Bekleme siiresini bu sekilde degerlendiriyor yani. Bunu
koydugu icin mi bu gecikiyor yoksa o geciktigi i¢in mi bunu
koyuyor onu bilmiyorum. (Ekran geliyor) Oo demek ki bununla
hicbir alakas1 yok miisteri hizmetlerinin. Bu sefer ¢ikis yine ayr
bir seyden, sanirim suradan (¢ikis dgmesi ve OK ile ¢ikiyor.
Radyo kanali agiliyor.)

Jazza gecti gordiin mii simdi hopladi oraya. Ne alakasi var simdi
444’1e 500’tin.. Boyle yapiyor iste siirprizler oluyor bazen. Tekrar
500’e girelim. (Bir sekilde digitiirk’{in ana sayfasint aciyor-1
numarali kanal) Allah allaah.. Digitiirk’e gecti. 500... (500
yazarken sifirlar1 ge¢ tusladigr i¢in 5°te Hallmark kanalina
geciyor.)

Sen birseyle mi oynuyorsun!(Disaridan miidahale oldugunu
diisiiniiyor!! Durum hakkinda aciklama yapilinca tekrar 500
yaz1yor)

Miisteri hizmetleri degilmis. O zaman araba kiralayamiyoruz
kusura bakma... Bu kadar siire i¢inde ben giderdim suradan rent a
car’dan hallederdim...

>tamam o zaman fikrinizi sormak icin kanali gdstereyim size...
Altinrehber’e gider misiniz...

(kanal aciliyor)

Ana menii... Neymis bakalim... (Hizmet alanlari secili iken OK’e
basiyor ve buraya giriyor.)

>siz simdi nereyi segcmek istemistiniz?

Ana meniiye (back ile ¢ikiyor) Hizmet alanlari... ana menii bu mu
olmus oluyor?.. secelim bakalim (OK’e basarken yanlislikla alt
ok’a da basiyor, o yiizden Bilgi sayfasina giriyor)

>su anda bilgi sayfasindasiniz...

O zaman bu bilgi yaramaz bana, bu altinrehber hakkinda bilgi.
(Back ile geri doniiyor. Teker teker bagliklar1 inerek bilgi basligina
giriyor. Ayni sayfayla karsilaginca bir an duraksiyor. Back ile geri
donmek istiyor ama 2 kere bastig1 i¢in kanaldan da ¢ikarak 1 no’lu
kanala geliyor. Islem tamamlanmuyor.)
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P5: Giilden B.
T1: 0:00:15>
0:00:50

2. kumanda
>yanlis tusa
bastiginiz oluyor
mu?

> [stediginiz
kanala ulasmak
zor oluyor mu?
>Nasil
ulastyorsunuz?
0:02:55snapshot
Kumandanin ge¢
feedbacki kullanici
tarafindan tv setinin
sinyali almamasi
olarak
yorumlantyor.
Kumanda tutusu.
0:03:44 snapshot
ikonu goremedigi
icin ayaga kalkiyor.

T2:
0:04:04>0:04:26

>Kullaniyor
musunuz bu
fonksiyonu?
>Kullanigly mi?
T3:0:05:22> X
>Nereden
ulasabilirsiniz
sizce?
(Fonksiyon
anlatiliyor) Sizce
kullanisli mi?
GS:

T4:
0:07:34>0:20:36

Simdi bunu boyle 56ya getiriyoruz golge ¢cikmasin diye. (yayini
net almak i¢in o evde uygulanan 6zel bir ayarlama) 20de cnbc-e.
Ne oynuyor ona bakacagim, ‘i’ye basiyorum information’a.
Once yadirgamistim, simdi alisttm 2 kumanda olmasina.

Yok hayir. Tuslarin karistig1 oluyor da iki kumanday1 birbirine
karistirmiyorum.

Olmadi. Ezbere biliyorum zaten. 1$te film kanallar1 301, 302...
pespese, 200de bilgi veriyor satin alinan kanallarm bilgilerini (1.
isleme Ornek olarak film kanallarindaki filmler hakkinda bilgi
almay1 gosteriyor, yanlis tusa basarak bir geri kanala giderek
yayindan ¢ikiyor. Tekrar giriyor. Ugrasiyor ama gec feedbackten
dolay1 amacina ulasamiyor. Vazgeciyor.)

Neyse sen soyle ben baska birsey yapayim.

(Bu arada ¢ikmaya calisiyor. Ancak ¢ikmak icin back tusuna
bastyor ¢ikis i¢in ayri bir tus var. Bunun ne oldugunu géremedigi
icin yerinden kalkiyor.)

Mesela 301de bir film var. Guide’a bastyorum, yiiksek
Okceleregeliyorum boyle (sag ok), ok diyorum cek atiyorum.

Yok, kullandik ama Necip(Esi) daha ¢ok seviyor unuturuz diye
birseyi. Ben bazen kullaniyorum mutfakta bir isim falan varsa.

Tabii ki.
Onu bilmiyorum... Yani bunu seyrederken.

Teletexti falan herhalde ama (TXT tusu) hi¢ kullanmadim.
(Basiyor, hi¢cbirsey olmuyor. Kumandaya bakiyor...)
Bilemeyecegim. (back’in altindaki ¢ikis tusunu deniyor, olmuyor)
Iki kanal arasinda gidip gelmeyi biliyorum ama...

Evet, kullanirim... (Bu arada kumandaki inceliyor)

Kolay....

Eyvaaah... (Giiliiyor) Onu hi¢ bilmiyorum. Hi¢ kullanmiyorum.
(Yan taraftan Digitiirk rehberini aliyor) Hangi kanald1 bakayim...
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Bu fonksiyondan
haberiniz var
miydi?

Daha once
bildiginiz halde
kullanmadiniz?

Var da... digiposta! (rehberden buldu) 521

Bilgisayar ya da cep telefonu oldugu icin ihtiyag duymadim.
(ekran geldi)

TV mesaj gonder... OK... (ekran geldi) (adres satirt dolu oldugu
icin CC satirina indi) Nasil yazacagim simdi bunu? (kumanda
tuslarina bakiyor) Cepteki gibi olsa yazardi abc diye... 6yle mi?
(denemiyor, sorusuna cevap gelmeyince kumandanin arkasini
cevirip kisa bir siire bakiyor, Oniinii ¢evirip tekrar bakiyor, TXT
tusunu goriip basiyor, klavye ¢ikiyor. Oklarla harflere gelerek
yaziyor) Daha kolay bir yolu var m1 bunun?

> Bir klavyesi daha var aslinda.

Var m1? (bu klavyeyi kullanmaya devam ediyor) (yazma islemi
bitince gondermek i¢in ekranin altindaki tuslara bakiyor, isimlerini
mirildaniyor.)

> Simdi neyi ariyorsunuz mesela?

E cikis degil sil degil klavye degistir degil... (alt oka basiyor, o
sirada page — tusuna bastig1 icin 1 harf siliyor) Ay sildim...
Asagidakilere(ikonlari kastediyor) gelmek istiyorum ama...
(gelemeyince kumanday1 inceliyor) Bilseydim caligirdim...
zormus... informationa bastyorum yok... (back’e basiyor ekrana
geri doniiyor. Alt satira iniyor) tabi tekrar texte girecegiz degil mi?
(deneme yaziyor, tekrar ekrana geliyor) Gonder (OK’e basiyor,
kullanict kayit sayfasi cikiyor)

Yeni kullanict adi... hu... (txt’den klavyeyi acip geri donerek
satirlar1 yaziyor. Yazmasi bitince gondermek icin OK’e basiyor,
ancak kullanici adinda tiirk¢e harf gectigi icin kabul etmiyor.
Yalniz uyart agik olmadigr i¢in —harfler ve rakamlar disindaki
isaretleri kullanmayiniz gibi bir uyari- kullanici sebebini
anlamiyor.)

E iste abcgde yazdim? Niye uyari verdigini anlamadim. (klavyeyi
aciyor ve bakiyor ciinkii harfleri silemiyor) Var orada sil ama
oraya gidemiyorum... (kumandayi inceliyor, page — tusunu buluyor
ve siliyor, yeni kullanici ad1 yaziyor, geri doniip onay veriyor ama
sistem kabul etmiyor ¢iinkii 6 karakterden az)

(Isyan ederek bagiriyor) AAA en az diyor (giiliiyor) Bu da olmadi
(tekrar yaziyor, onaylayimnca baglanti kuruluyor yazisi ¢ikiyor,
ancak baglanti kurulmuyor.) Kurulmayacak herhalde... Benim
adima olmadigi icin... neyse... (rahatlayip hemen sigara yakiyor!)

144



>Sizce kullanislt
mi bu fonksiyon?
Kolay mi?

TS:
0:22:28>0:23:33

>Bu ozelligi sik
stk kullantyor
musunuz?
>Bekleme
konusunda ne
diisiiniiyorsunuz?

T6:
0:24:22>0:31:15

! kumanda
diigmelerinin
cok Kkiiciik ve
yakin olmasi

>Bu servisten
haberiniz var
muydi? Ne
diisiiniiyorsunuz?

Yani iste cep telefonu kullanilmiyorsa, bozuksa, bilgisayarin yoksa
olabilir. Pratik, kolay degil.

Mesaj cikti: bu kullanici adini almak istediginizden emin misiniz?
Hayir diyelim de... (kanaldan ¢ikiyor)

545°ti.

Kullantyorum. (kanal yiiklemesi sirasinda ¢ikan reklami
kastederek) a hep bu mu ¢ikiyor beklerken?

Eskiden bu kadar degildi. (sayfa geliyor) a simdi
kolaylastirmislar... Once baska seyler ¢ikiyordu, birkag tustan
sonra geliyordu hava durumu...

Eyvaah... Hmm...altinrehber mi... (digitiirk rehberini aciyor
altinrehber’i ariyor, icerigini okuyor) Digiaktif olabilir... Biz de
kullaniyoruz zannediyorduk ama... bir 505e bakalim... (kanal
yanlis kodluyor, bagka bir interaktif kanala giriyor. Kanal
yiilklenmeden ¢ikmak istiyor ama basaramiyor. Ekranin gelmesini
bekliyor.)

> Boyle yanlis kodladiginiz oluyor mu
Oluyor tabi boylede oturmadigim i¢in, bazen almiyor. Tabi o
herhalde televizyonun konumuyla ilgili. (ekran geliyor)

(Swrayla secenekleri okuyor, alfabetik erisime giriyor) Telefon
istiyordun degil mi? (buradan vazgeciyor. Geri donmek icin back’e
bastyor ama yanliglikla 2 kere basip kanaldan ¢ikiyor) AA
tamamen ¢ikt1! (tekrar giriyor. Ancak girerken yanls kanala giris
yapiyor. Ekranin iizerinde kisa bir an i¢in kanal numaras1 goziikse
de kullanici bunu farketmiyor. Tekrar deneyerek Altinrehber’e
giriyor. Beklerken: ) Fonksiyonu arttikca bekleme siireleri de
artryor.

(Ekran tekrar geliyor) hizmet alanlarina bakacagiz. (seciyor ve
basliklart asag1 dogru okuyarak geciyor. Tagimacilik sektoriinii

secerek taski tamamliyor.)

Tabi gorityordum dergiden birseyler. Bu Altinrehber giizelmis fena
degil ama mesaj giizel degil.
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P6: Necmi B.
T1:0:33:43>0:3
4:00

2 kumanda:

>Yanlislikla bu
kumandada bir
tusa bastiginiz
oluyor mu

>Digitiirkte
istediginiz bir
kanala gelirken
bu kolay ya da
zor oluyor mu?

>Program
iceriklerine ait
bilgiden
yararlaniyor
musunuz?

T2:
0:35:40>0:36:56

>Bu ozelligi
daha once
kullandiniz mi?
Kullanisl nmui?

T3:0:38:39>0:3
8:52

>Bu ozelligi

kullandiniz mi?
Kullanigly mi?

GS:

Once TVu agiyoruz.Bizim tv kabloya da bagl oldugu icin
digitiirke gegince goriintii kaymasi1 yapiyor . onun i¢in bog bir
kanal ayarladik oraya getiriyoruz. CNBC-e 20ydi galiba.(taski
bitiriyor)

Televizyon maalesef bu kumandanin yayinina uygun degil.
Dolayisiyla bunun volume ve bazi kontrolleri televizyonun
kontrollertyle yapilabiliyor o pratik degil tabi. Simdi 2 kumandayla
birlikte ¢alisiyoruz.

Oluyor. Soyle oluyor en fazla: bunun kumandasiyla yayini
degistirecegime televizyonunkiyle degistiriyorum, o zaman
alakasiz bir kanala atliyor.

Kanalin numarasini biliyorsam kolay geliyor. Ama tabi
bilmiyorsam biraz daha zor oluyor. O zaman bu arayicidan veya
guide’a gidip oradan arayip buluyorum.

Tabi.

Mesela TRT3te bir program (Guide’1 acip o kanalr ariyor. Sari
gosterici kayboluyor) Bazen bir de bunlar1 yapiyor.

>bu neden kaynaklaniyor sizce?

Son 1 haftadir kontrollerinden kaynaklanan birsey var. Mesela
Anadolu Universitesini seyretmek istiyorum, Anadolu
Universitesine sar1y1 getirip sag-sol tuslari ile oraya gelip OK
tusuna basip orada ¢ek isaretinin ¢ikmasini sagliyorum.

Evet. Soyle kullanigsiz: Guide’a bastigimiz zaman program ¢ok geg
geliyor. Bir de son 5 giindiir bir karisiklik var. Sar1 segme bandi
sayfanin i¢inde kayboluyor. Ama bu bizim kumandadan mi1
kaynaklaniyor yayindan mi1 kaynaklaniyor onu bilemiyorum.

(Task’1 yapiyor) Begenirsem Ok’e bastyorum TRT1e gidiyor
begenmezsem back yapiyorum hallmarka geri doniiyor.

Evet. Tabi kullanighi. Tabi dyle kosede resim olsa daha iyi. Sadece
isim ve igerik gosteriyor. Kendi kanallar1 disindakiler hi¢gbir zaman
isim ve program tutmuyor.

Saatleri tutmadii i¢in o agidan problem var.
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T4:0:40:42> X

Kullandiniz mi?

>Sonuna kadar
bu islemleri
yapnus miydiniz?

T5:0:44:01>0:4
4:40

>Bundan
yararlaniyor
musunuz?Kolay
mi

T6:
0:45:16>0:47:33

Bu fonksiyondan
haberiniz var
miydi?

>Bu fonksiyon
hakkinda ne
diisiiniiyorsunuz?

(Kumandaya bakiyor.) e-posta hangi kanaldaydi onu bilemiyorum
ama soyle bir arayalim bakalim. (page + ile kanallar tek tek
gecmaya basliyor.) 500li kanallarda olmast lazim. 500den
aramaya bagslarsak... (500den sonra page + ile devam ediyor.
Digipostay1 bulunca OK’e bastyor. )

Kullanmadim ¢iinkii hi¢ pratik degil. Tus takimi olmadigindan
dolayi oklarla harflerin iizerinden dolasip OK diyerek falan... Bir
de tabi su ekran ¢iktiktan sonra... mesaj m1 demistiniz... (seciyor
ve mail sayfasma geliyor. Ilk satirdaki adresi silmeden sol okla
ilerliyor. Nasil silecegini diisiiniirken ekrana yaklasip alttaki
aciklamalar1 gérmeye calisiyor. Klavyeyi nasil acacagini
bulamiyor. OK’e basiyor. )

Kullanict adimi bilmiyorum. Bir yerde yaziyor da... Necip Kemal
Berkman’d1 galiba. Soylemislerdi ama... Burada zaten yeni seyi
soruyor.Yani pratik birsey degil.

Yaptim ama kalvyede 1-2 kelime yazdiktan sonra sikildim.
>Tamam tegekkiirler o zaman stkmayalim sizi.
Ama o son kullandigimdan beri ekran1 degistirmis.

545 miydi... (ag1yor)

Evet bizim hanim havaya merakli oldugu i¢in... Evet.

Onu denemedim hig.

>Bir dener misiniz nereden olabilir?

500lii kanallarda olabilir bir dolagalim bakalim... Digiaktif...
Altinrehber’de olabilir. (giriyor.)

Altinrehber yeni ¢iktiginda Digitiirk’te okumustum. Hig
kullanmadim. Yani o da herhalde sey diye tahmin ediyorum Sar1
Sayfalar var ya Amerika’da var Cdde veriyorlar. (sayfa geliyor.
Basliklart okuyor. ) Bizim Ankara’da oldugumuzu biliyor...
(Hizmet alanlari’na giriyor. Otomotiv basliginda bir siire durup
devam ediyor. Araba kiralama, ulasim gibi bir baslik artyor.
Bulamayinca hizmet alanlarindan ¢ikip alfabetik ersim’e giriyor.
Teker teker firmalarin verdikleri servislerin agilimlarina bakarak
tartyor ve buluyor. )

Boyle birgey pratik degil ve cogu zaman dogru da degil. Ciinkii
giincellemiyorlar gibi geliyor. En basitinden hava raporu bile kendi
icinde tutarli degil. Su anda Ankara’daki hava durumu ile bir ekran
evvelki Ankara’daki hava durumu bile birbirini tutmuyor. Boyle
bir lakayt davranmiyorlar.
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P7: Ayse D.
T1:

0:48:37>0:48:41

2 kumanda:

>[stediginiz
kanala ulasma
konusunda ne
diisiintiyorsunuz?

Programlar icin
verilen bilgiden
yararlaniyor
musunuz?

T2:
0:53:22>0:53:49

>Bu ozelligi
kullanyyor
musunuz?

Once televizyonumuzu agryorum.(Digitiirk’ii de aciyor) Ben
kanallarin numralarini bilmedigim i¢in 6nce Guide’a basip
bakiyorum. Burada sunu sdyleyebilirim: bazen ¢ok yavas
ilerliyor.o zaman da sikiliyorum. (feedback cok yavas ve sari
gosterge yok oluyor. O yiizden pespese basiyor) Ne oluyor buna
ya... CNBC-e’ye geciremiyorum. Ciinkii bak iste boyle gordiin
mil... anlatabildi mi derdimi ¢ok bekletiyor... (bu arada kanal
numarasini goriip guidedan cikiyor. Taski tamamliyor.)

Beni aslinda sikiyor. Ozellikle televizyonu bir kumandayla acip
AV tusuna basip digitiirke gecmek... Ondan sonra diger
kumanday1 kaldirabiliyorum ama genelde kaldirmadigim igin
unutuyorum digitiirkte oldugumu ve bununla gidiyorum o zaman
da kilitleniyor program. O beni etkiliyor. Aslinda tek kumandadan
olsa daha rahat Digitiirk kullanabilecegim ve daha fazla
seyredebilecegim. Sirf bunun yiiziinden ben ¢ogunlukla digitiirkii
acmiyorum.

Ha o kolay Guide’a girdigim zaman bana dokiimii vermesi kolay.
Tek onda sikinti telefon hatlarindan veya teknik bir arizadan bazen
cok agir isliyor o zaman da sikiltyorum. Gitmiyor saatlerce. Ciinkil
ezberlemeyi fazla sevmeyen bir insanim kanallarin kagta
oldugunu, bilmedigim i¢in numaralarini o yiizden guide’a girmek
zorundayim. Ha siirekli kullandigim kanallarda sorun olmuyor
ama mesela CNBC-e’yi seyrederken ben genelde kablo Tvden
seyrettigim i¢in buradaki numarasim bilmiyorum.

Yararlaniyorum, 6zellikle filmlerde yararlaniyorum ve filmlerin
icerikleri iyi oluyor fakat diyelim ki normal Atv, Show TV gibi
kanallardaki filmlerin igerikleri ¢ok bastan savma. Bazen yok bile,
orada yayimlanan bir filmin icerigini ben bilemiyorum. Ama
mesela Moviemax’te veya satin alacagim kanallardakinde bir
sorun yok.

Tabi ki, onu biliyorum. Diyelim ki CNBC seyrediyorum ve ben
Star’da... ama sey gelmiyor (sar1 isaret) Monaco- Real Madrid
macini seyretmek istiyorum, OK diyip back’le de donersem
CNBC-¢e’ye donerim herhalde... evet...

Evet ozellikle izlemek istedigim filmi se¢ip bagka programa

donebiliyorum, o kolaylik oluyor benim i¢in. Kumandayla
ugrasmadan bir anda gelmesi...
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T3: 0:54:34

Yardim:
aciklama

yapiliyor.

Peki simdi nasil
degerlendiriyor-
sunuz kullanir
misiniz?

GS:

T4: 0:59:22> X

Ulasamam c¢iinkii hi¢ yapmadim.

>Nereden oluyor olabilir bir tahmin yiiriitseniz?

Oyle bir bilgiye ulagsmak istersem kullanim kilavuzundan bakmam
lazim. Ama yani nereden bulurum, agikcasi bilmiyorum. Mesela
bu kanalda birsey izerken bagka bir kanala bakmak istiyorsam o
kanala gidiyorum, orada eger baglamamaigsa acele geri doniiyorum.
Yani siirekli back’le harekete devam ediyorum. Yani bunu izlerken
bakmay1 bilmiyorum hi¢ yapmadim, o yiizden fikir de
yiirtitemiyorum.

Ben bunu biliyordum biliyor musun... yani bir ara boyle gittigini
simdi hatirladim sen page deyince. Ama hi¢ kullanmadim. Daha
¢ok sey yapiyordum, simdi TRT1de ne var diye degil de, Show’a
gitmek istiyorum Show’un numarasini unuttum. O zaman + - ile
gidip Show’u gordiigiim zaman OK’e bastyordum. Ama yani
baska kanalda ne var diye hi¢ kullanmadim ama sen sdyleyince
simdi hatirladim. Bu da ¢ok fazla kullanmadigimin bir kanitidir.

Kullanigh ama ille de gerekmiyor. Ben bir kanalda birsey
seyretmek istiyorsam onu bekliyorsam o isaretlemeyi yaparim
zaten bana gelir, zapping yapacaksam da biitiin kanallar1 gezerim
zaten. Eger bu program beni ilgilendiriyorsa baska kanallar1 da
izlemem. Ama ben bdyle bir izleyiciyim. Benden kaynaklaniyor.

Guide’da verdikleri diizenli gidiyor ama bazen takiliyor. Yani
mesela bir film oynuyor infosuna bakiyorum, 10’daki filmin infosu
hala kalmis oluyor. Yani boyle takilmalar oluyor. Teknik ariza
olabilir. Genelde dergilerinden sikayet¢iyim bazen geliyor bazen
gelmiyor. Daha dogrusu 6nceden geliyordu, sonradan satin alin
dediler... Yani yazili yayin organlar1 dogru diiriist ¢aligmiyor.
Eksikligi oluyor. Ben siirekli Digitiirk seyreden takip eden bir
izleyici degllim. Benim zamanim kisitli, elimde bir dergim olursa
seyretmek isteyecegim filmin en azindan yayimnlanacag tarihleri
aklimda tutar o giiniimii o anim1 bos birakmaya caligirim.
Cocugum da oldugu icin yapacagim seyleri ona gore ayarlarim.
Yiiziiklerin Efendisi’ni bir tiirlii denk getirip seyredemedim
mesela. Eger bir dergi olursa ¢iinkii o dergide tarih, saat falan
veriyor. Ona bakarak program yapabilirim bence eksiklik.
Buradaki infolardan memnunum takilmadigi zamanlarda.

Hin... Simdi onu ben 1 kere yapmistim ilk basta. Daha dogrusu
mail atarak degil de bagka televizyona mesaj yolladim... ama su
anda net hatirladigimi soyleyemeyecegim. Once digiposta’y1
bulalim da.. Bakmam lazim yani, 6yle bir kanal var m1 yok mu onu
bile hatirlamiyorum... Bu tiir bir islemi ben ¢ok fazla yapmam.
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1:02:02

>Bu fonksiyonu
denemenizin
sebebi neydi?

Bilgisayardan yapmayi tercih ediyorum, televizyondan ¢ok miithim
degil. Kullanimi ¢ok zor, buradan harflere okla gitmek bana sikici
geliyor. Ben bir de ¢cok hizli yaz1 yazmaya alismis bir insan olarak
hakikaten yavas geliyor ve sikiliveriyorum. Mesela oyun parkinda
bu kumandayla oynanan oyunlar da sikiyor. Yeterince hiza
ulagamiyorsun. Senin hizina ulasamiyor kumanda dogal olarak.
Bunu beklemiyorum hizli olmasini ama o zaman da i¢ginden
gelmiyor. Yapacagim sey ya bilgisayardan, bilgisyarim yoksa cep
telefonumdan ge¢meyi tercih ediyorum... mesela bunu
bulamiyorum kullanicisi olmadigim i¢in... bir asagiya gidersek
digitiirk dimi... ama gidemiyorum. Gordiin mii ne kadar agir
calistigini! Iste bu da beni 6ldiiriiyor. Biraz da seyden
kaynaklaniyor. Normal televizyonda ¢ok rahat gecis yaptigimiz
icin, o aligkanligin var cocuklugundan beri. E iizerine boyle
bekleyince... Biraz da benim gibi sabirsiz bir insansan
sikiliveriyorsun. O oyun parkina iiyelikte de, 3 kere denedim,
3iinde de o kadar bekletti ki lanet olsun dedim oynamam, ¢iktim...
E hadi artik hadi (cikmak icin daha 6nce bastigini algilamadigr icin
o sekilde bekliyordu. Digitiirk kanalindayken OK’e tekrar basti,
Guidedan cikarak digitiirk’e girdi.)

Meraktan. O zaman tabi mail atma yoktu televizyondan
televizyona Kart atabiliyordun. Haber yazabiliyordun ilk basta. Iste
boyle tv mesajdan. E peki mail nerede?

> O da aym sekilde oradan atiliyor. (bunun iizerine oraya giriyor.)

(sol okla adres satirinda basa geliyor. Silinmedigini farkediyor)
Peki sey nerede(klavye artyor. Kumandaya yakindan bakiyor.
Themes tusuna basiyor. Bir feedback gelmeyince: ) ...bir dakika
seyi bulmam lazim... (TXT tusuna basiyor, klavye cikiyor)
(kalvyede ilerlerken: ) Yani su hareketler... bir daha sdyler
misin?(adresi soruyor, yazmaya basliyor, yazdig1 zaman adres
satirindaki kelimenin {izerinden diizeltecegini bekliyor ama
diizeltmeden yaziyor... ) Ama silmedi bir dakika... nasil
siliyoruz?.. (sol okla tekrar geri gidiyor) Bir dakika ... ha sil
yaziyor (gordiigii isareti tuslarda ariyor. Alt oka basiyor.
Kumandaya yakindan bakiyor) Onu bulursam eger... (page —
oldugunu anliyor ve siliyor. Harflere gelerek yazmaya devam
ediyor.) @... gormem lazim Once... (kisa siirede buluyor)

Ay hep yazacakmisim gibi gidiyor elim kumandaya! Rakamlarin
oldugu yerden ¢ikacakmis gibi de... tamam bu kadar degil mi...
eee? (nasil geri doniilecegini bulamiyor) Gonder’i yok burada.
Cikisa m1 basacaktim yoksa? Ay burada bilmiyorum. OK’e mi
basacaktim yoksa? (Klavyede OK karesine gidiyor) Bilmiyorum...
(seciyor) OK’e bastigim zaman birsey olmuyor. (alt satirdaki

150



Yardim

>Peki sizce bu
daha kolay olsa
faydali bir
fonksiyon olarak
kullanir misiniz?

TS:
1:09:24>1:10:14

>Bunu daha
onceden biliyor
ve kullaniyor
muydunuz?

Té6: 1:10:40>
1:13:20

yazilanlari okuyor) ‘Kumandanizdaki say1 tuglarini
kullanabilirsiniz’... (birine basiyor sonra siliyor) Sen biliyor
musun?

> ben biliyorum ama...

E soyle o zaman! (Giiliiyor ama biraz sabri titkenmis...)

> Peki. Back’le cikiyorsunuz (yapiyor) Konu satirina birsey
yazacak olsaniz, 6rnegin ‘de’ yazsaniz...

tekrar klavyeye girmem gerekecek... Iste bunlarin hepsi ...
>Tamam ¢ok uzatmayalim isterseniz... Gonderin simdi (OK’e
basiyor. Kullanict adi ve ismiyle ilgili ekran geliyor.)

Benim kullanict adim yok ki... Klavyeyi bulursam yeniden...(TXT
basiyor. Rastgele harflere basiyor. Geri doniiyor. Alt satir1 yazmak
icin asagi iniyor.) tekrar klavyeye gidiyorum... Iste bak bu benim
icin o6liim! Birsey yazacagim varsa da vazgeciyorum. (tek harfe
basarak satirlart dolduruyor. Onay icin OK’e basiyor ama ayni
sayfa bos olarak tekrar geliyor) eee? Sil’e mi bastim ne yaptim?
Tekrar m1 yapicam yani!

> Tamam miihim degil bitirebiliriz.

Yani iyi bilmiyorum belki ama sonucta tahmin yiiriiterek
yapilabilir.

>[Ik denediginizde yardum almig miydiniz?

Yok yardim almadim ama Hakan’la beraber iste nereden cikilir ne
olur... diye dyle mesaj yolladik.

Kesinlikle! Yani hakikaten daha fonksiyonlu olsa... Yani daha
kolay yapabilecegim... Bu ¢ok bayiyor beni! O zaman
kullanabilirim belki. Yani bilgisayar kadar kolay yapabilirsem
televizyonda da o zaman evet...

(guide’a giriyor, kanal numarasina bakiyor, secip OKliyor)

Arada sirada. Yani bir havaya bakayim diye acmiyorum ama arada
guidedayken goziime carparsa, yarin hava nasil olacak diye
bakiyorum ama hergiin aman hava durumuna bakayim degil. Onu
zaten haberleri izlerken goriiyorum. Yani ¢ok fazla
kullanmiyorum. (ekran aciliyor ve kolaylikla bilgiye ulasiyor.
Cikmak icin gerekli tusun hangisi oldugunu anlayamiyor.
Kumandaya yakindan bakiyor. Buluyor)

[k defa girecegim. Yani Altinrehber’e mi girecegim neye
girecegimi net olarak onu da bilmiyorum ama... (guide’1 acip
bakiyor) 700li numaralar m1? Biliyorsan yazayim... (aramaya
devam ediyor. Son sayfalara gelmek i¢in sayilart kullaniyor. Hata
ile Back’e basinca ilk sayfaya gidiyor.) AA!
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>Kanal
numaralarina
basarken hata
yapiyor
musunuz?

Bu fonksiyondan
haberdar
muydiniz?

>Ne
diisiintiyorsunuz?

Yapiyorum tabi! (kanali bulup giriyor. )

Evet bir kere Hakan girdiginde goérdiim ama 6zellikle acip
bakmadim. Birseye ihtiyacim olmadi ama ulagabilecegim yakin
hastane telefonu falan olmasi lazim, onu anketinde isaretledim.
Hig basima gelmedi ama 6yle bir acil durumda ihtiya¢ duyabilirim.

(Sayfa geliyor ve hemen hizmet alanlari’na giriyor. Sirayla asagi
iniyor. Otomotivde bir an durup diisiiniiyor, sonra hepsine bakmak
icin devam ediyor. Sona gelince tekrar geri doniip otomotiv’i
seciyor, taski tamamliyor.

Kullanigh tabi yani gercekten full bir sekilde girerlerse, yani araba
kiralama ¢ok gerekli olmayabilir ama diyelim ki evimin
yakinindaki restoranlari, acil bir durumda ulasabilecegim hastane,
veya acik, nobetci eczane gibi hayati kolaylastirabilecek bu tiir
bilgiler girerlerse kullanirim, ama araba kiralamaya c¢ok acil
ihtiyacim olabilecegini zannetmiyorum, zaten araba kiralama
yerinden gider kiralarim. Bunun i¢in kullanmam. Yani giindiiz
degil de gece saatlerinde ulagabilecegim yerlerin bilgisini verirse
kullanirim.
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P8: Hakan D.
T1:
0:00:04>0:01:11

2 kumanda

>Yanlislikla bir
diigmeye basip
yaywndan ctkmak
gibi durumlarla
karsilastiniz mi?

>Peki bu kanalin
numarasini
biliyor
muydunuz?

>Bu size zor
geliyor mu?

>Kanallardaki
bilgiden
yararaniyor
musunuz?

T2: 0:05:00>
0:05:25

(Televizyonu aciyor ve digitiirke giriyor. Interaktif bir kanal
yiikklenmeye basliyor. Kanaldan ¢ikmak istiyor ama ylikleme
sirasinda sistem feedback vermiyor.) Back yaparak kanaldan
cikmaya ¢alistyorum ama olmuyor. (TV Hava kanali aciliyor.
Buradan back ile ¢ikiyor. 20ye yakin bir kanala gelip ileri dogru
birkac¢ kanal geciyor) 20ymis. Kanalin icerigine ulagiyorum
(Tamamliyor.)

Zor. Daha o6nce ikisini birden kullantyordum. Ama son
zamanlarda ayar1 bozuldu herhalde ya da bir sekilde yanlis bir seye
bastik. Dolayisiyla 6nce bu kumandayla agiyoruz televizyonu
sonra yine tv kumandasiyla Avye geliyoruz ve daha sonra
digitiirke geciyoruz. Muhtemelen bu kumandanin icinde var ama
biz o kadar konuya hakim degiliz.

Interaktif kanallarda oluyordu tabi. OK’di, Back’ti, su, bu... ve o
kanallarda ¢ok bekliyor tabi. O ¢ok bunaltiyor. Yani klasik
televizyonun bir teletext hizina bile ulasamadi daha. O tiir bilgiler
bu kadar gorsel, detayli degil ama normal televizyonun teletext
seyleri de var. Ozellikle son zamanlarda ¢cok daha siiratlendi.
Ozellikle TRT1 inki ¢ok icerikli, kapsamli, bir¢ok seye
ulagabiliyorsunuz. Ama tabi bir gorsel estetik yok onda renkler
falan. Amag orada bilgiye siiratli ulasmak.

> Birtakim seyler icin Teletext’i tercih ettiginiz oluyor mu?

E tabi daha siiratli. Ozellikle Borsa’daki kagit fiyatlarim kesinkes
televizyondan. Ama mesela bilgisayar varsa internetten
bakmiyorum, teletextten bakiyorum.

Hayir tahmini olarak. Bildiklerim iste Eurosport, 11 Show tv ile
basliyor ondan sonra tiktiktik yukari-asag: giderken tahmini
ortalarda birsey sectim. 20’deymis CNBC.

Klasik televizyondaki zapping hastaligina yakalanmis biri olarak,
onunla bunun arasinda ¢ok biiyiik fark var. Bu ¢ok yavas.
Obiiriiyle tiktiktiktik kanal gectiginde, ¢ok daha fazla.

Evet ozellikle filmlerde. Diizenli seyrettigimiz ve hakim
oldugumuz kanallarin disindaki kanallarda kullaniyoruz.

Guidea bastyorum. Once istedigim programa bakiyorum. Mesela

Akademi Tiirkiye’yi gectim, geldim ve Monaco-Real M. Magcina...
(ayn1 program secildigi icin uyari ¢ikiyor. Back ile ¢ikip baska
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>Bu ozelligi
kullandiniz mi?
Kullanigly mi?

T3: 0:08:26> X
Nereden olabilir

Yardim
(aciklama)
>Sizce nasil bir
fonksiyon?

GS:

T4: 0:12:36> X

programa geliyor. Onu onaylamak i¢in OK demek isterken Back’e
yanliglikla basip yayindan ¢ikiyor. Tekrar donmek i¢in tekrar back
yapiyor... bekliyor..) Iste bu 6ldiiriiyor beni. Belki kumandanin
pilinden bilmiyorum. Yani biitiin televizyonlarin kumandalarini
saga tut,sola tut, bir yansitma yoluyla aliyor. Bunda o sikint1 var
yalmiz. Hala ¢ikmaya calisiyor. (guide’a tekrar doniip isaret
koyuyor.)

Evet bu 6zelligini seviyorum. Daldik birsey kacirdik olgusunu
ortadan kaldiriyor. Burada tek sikint1 guide’in yavas islemesi.
Ozellikle bu page down’a falan bastin m1... Yani insan bunu
siksiksiksik gitmek istiyor ve bu kumandanin daha efektif olmasini
istiyoruz yani. Normal televizyon kumandasinda teletexti susu
busu kisa siirede degisiyor. Bunda dyle degil. Bak mesela bastim,
hala gecemedi. En az 4 kanal bastim.

Hig bilmiyorum.

Themes’deno labilir (basiyor feedback gelmiyor) Favourites’den
olabilir mi?... (basiyor) yok... options’dan olabilir mi (basiyor,
pencere aciliyor, vazgecip kapatiyor.) surada ne oldugunu
bilmedigim birseye bastim... (goriintii bir saniyeligine gidip tekrar
geliyor) Su anda bulamadim.

0Ooo0... ¢cok giizel

E bu giizel birsey, hatta normal tvlerde de olsa evdeki zapping
kavgalarini azaltir. Programa bakmakta fayda var obiir tiirlii boyle
tiktiktiktik geziyoruz habire. Bu tamamen zapping hastaligiyla
ilgili birsey, yoksa... Benim isime soyle yarayabilir, ben 4 tane
kanal takip ediyorum, ama ¢ok hakim de degilim, diizenli
seyredemiyorum. Ama burada ¢ok cazip title’lar oluyor. Onlari
yakalamak adina evet.

Bir¢ok seyde yeterli bilgi yok. Detayli bilgi de degil, bazilarinda
hic bilgi yok.

Arayarak bulabilirim ancak. $6yle yaparim:711 futbol kanali.
Bunlarin akabinde seyler var (Guide’a giriyor. Digitiirk 1 numarali
kanaldan c¢ikiyor) Dogru yerde miyim? Burasi m1?

>Siz simdi genel bir bilgi mi almak istiyorsunuz?

Yoyoyo hayir... (1 numaral kanal tekrar geliyor, digiaktif-test
kanalina giriyor, sonra oradan ¢ikip guide’a tekrar giriyor.
Kanallar page- ile ariyor.) Simdiye normal televizyon
kanallarindan 20 tane ge¢cmistik. (521 numarali kanal oldugunu
ogreniyor. Kanal sayisin1 yazarken yalnizca 5 sayist algilaniyor.
Sistem o kanala geciyor.) Yani sagmasapan yerlere athiyor. Yani
ben 5 falan yazmadim simdi. Yani bunlar ister istemez sogutuyor.
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>Bu fonksiyonu
daha once
denediniz mi?

> Pratik ve kolay
buluyor
musunuz?

T5: 0:20:46 >
0:22:11
>Daha once
kullandiniz mi?

Kolay, kullanish
buluyor
musunuz?

(521 yazarak kanalin yiliklenmesini bekliyor.)

Bir kere kullandim merakimdan ama bu yavas hiziyla yani... daha
bak simdi kanal yiiklenecek... O sifremi falan da bilmiyorum
yani... nereden yiiklenir ne yapilir... (Sayfa aciliyor ve mesaj
gonder secenegine giriyor)

Kime... (adres satirindaki harfleri siliyor.)

> Oraya yeni birsey yazmak i¢in ne yapiyorsunuz?

Text’e basip klavyeyi kullanmiyoruz. Burada mesela bir cep telefonu
mantigini buraya ekleyebilir.

>Aslinda boyle bir sey var ama farketmemistiniz herhalde...
(Deniyor.) Ama burada tuslarin iizerinde harf olmadig i¢in...

(baz1 harfleri sirayla sayarak hangi tusa basacagina karar vererek
kullaniyor.) lyi bir cep telefonu kullanicisi olarak...

(Geri ¢ikmak istiyor. Back’e basiyor. Karar ekrani geliyor.)
Burada c¢ok fazla anlasilmiyor. Yani bizde yetki verdigin sey
kirmizidir... Hah dyleymis zaten... (kanalin ana sayfasina geliyor.)

Cok fazla degil... (giiliiyor) Ama acil bir durumda birine mesaj
atmak istiyorsunuz... bizim evde bilgisayar yok mesela. Veya iste,
fantazi de, birinin cep telefonuna mesaj atacaksin, cebin de arizali,
elektrik... elektrik kesilse bu da ¢aligmaz tabi (giiliiyor), kontiiriin
yok birseyin yok, telefonun arabada kalmis, telefon da etmek
istemiyorsun mesaj atmak istiyorsun, onun i¢in kullanilabilir.

Ben buradan kendi kullanici adimi 6grenebiliyor muyum peki ?
(aciklama yapiliyor) Ben kendiminkini 6grenemiyorum buradan
Oyle mi? Yani hotmail’a ulasip okuyamiyorum...

>Hayur.

Bak iste Oyle olsaydi ¢ok sevinirim. Kullanmaya baslardim yani.

555... Bu degilmis.. (Guide’a girip numarasina bakiyor, kanala
giriyor.)

Tabi. Mesela Istanbul’da faciada kaldigimizda 1giin kaldim, 2 giin
kaldim, yola ¢ikip Ankara’ya gelmem gerekiyor. Ve de bana
tavsiye de etmislerdi tahminleri cok dogru gidiyor diye, dolayisiyla
buradan yararlandim. Yani meraklist degilim yani hergiin kalkip
acaba diye. Ama boyle ¢ok ekstrem durumlarda ozellikle kig
aylarinda yola ¢ikacakken...

Diger kanallarla kiyasladigim zaman, bu altinrehber falan ¢ok daha

siiratli. Iste birseye bastim, bitti. Ama kendi kanallarinda sikinti
var. Ama bunlarin ikisi siiratli.
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T6: 0:22:46
>0:25:23

>Bu ozelligi
daha once
kullandiniz mi?

>Peki bunu
kolay buluyor
musunuz?

(Guide’dan kanala bakip giriyor.)

Kullanmadim ama ¢ok faydali birsey oldugunu biliyorum.
Destekliyorum. Ciinkii bu posta kutusuna atilan el ilanlarindan
nefret ederim ben. Evde bunlar1 bulundurmaktan da nefret ederim,
ama ihtiya¢ da duydugum oluyor. A tiih niye attim diyorum. Ki
ben bunu cep telefonunda bile kullantyorum... Iste Ankara, gece
hayati, ... iste GPRS ten buluyorum. Cafeler barlar falan. Ciinkii
sey bana artik ¢ok bes geliyor. A¢ip ‘suranin numarast’, kapat,
tekrar ara falan... bunlarin hepsinin nakavt oldugu bir kosul
mevcut.

Hizmet alanlari- a pardon... {l/ilce degistir... Ankara, tiim ilgeler,
OK. (Hizmet alanlari’na giriyor) Buna Otomotivden de
ulagabiliriz, tagimaciliktan da ulasabiliriz, ama en sagliklisi
turizmden ulasmak. (Taski tamamliyor.)

Tabi. Bazen sektorlerde ¢akisma olabiliyor ama normalde
bulunuyor. Diger kanallarla kiyasladigimda ¢ok daha siiratli.
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