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Tutkimuksen perimmäisenä tarkoituksena on selvittää, kuinka käyttöoppaan 
käytettävyyttä voidaan parantaa tutkimalla eritasoisten käyttäjäryhmien toimintaa 
heidän kohdatessaan erilaisia käytettävyysongelmia. Työ on toimeksianto Nokia 
Oyj:lta, mistä syystä työn lähemmän tarkastelun kohteena on Nokia PC Suite-
ohjelmiston käyttöopas. 
 
Työssä ryhdytään aluksi selvittämään mitä on käytettävyys itsessään. Työssä käsitellään 
osana käytettävyyden käsitettä ajatusta käyttäjäkeskeisestä suunnittelusta. 
Käyttäjäkeskeisen suunnittelun avulla pyritään rakentamaan tuote kohdekäyttäjän 
tarpeista ja toivomuksista käsin, minkä voi todeta pätevän myös teknisen 
kommunikaation osalta käyttäjädokumentaatiota laadittaessa. 
 
Työssä tarkastellaan myös niitä teoreettisia käsitteitä jotka ovat tutkimuksen 
näkökulmasta katsoen liitoksissa käytettävyyden käsitteeseen. Näitä teoreettisia 
pääkäsitteitä ovat käyttäjä, käyttäjäryhmät ja käyttäjäanalyysi. Työssä päädytään 
jakamaan käyttäjäryhmät kolmeen eritasoiseen luokkaan: aloittelijat, keskitason 
käyttäjät, sekä edistyneet käyttäjät. Keskusteluun käyttäjästä ja eritasoisista 
käyttäjäryhmistä liittyy myös vaikutteita kognitiivisesta psykologiasta, sekä siitä mitkä 
tekijät vaikuttavat käyttäjien aktuaaliseen dokumentaation hyödyntämiseen. 
 
Työn empiirinen osuus on kaksivaiheinen. Ensiksi tutkitaan Nokia PC Suiten 
käyttöopasta Vesa Purhon (2000) kokoamien dokumentaatioheuristiikkojen valossa, 
jonka jälkeen raportoidaan oppaaseen kohdistunut käytettävyystesti. Mainittu 
heuristinen asiantuntijanalyysi suoritettiin jotta pystyttäisiin kartoittamaan mitkä kohdat 
Nokia PC Suiten käyttöoppaassa ovat käytettävyyden kannalta ongelmallisia. Tämän 
jälkeen laadittu käytettävyystesti kohdistuu näihin ongelmakohtiin. Testin tarkoituksena 
on selvittää miten eritasoiset käyttäjäryhmät suhtautuvat käytettävyysongelmiin niitä 
kohdatessaan. Lähtöolettamuksena on, että käyttäjät jotka ovat aloittelijatasolla 
pureutuvat ongelmien selvittämiseen uutterammin päästäkseen eteenpäin tuotteen 
käyttämisessä. Oletuksen mukaan edistyneemmät käyttäjät eivät kiinnittä ongelmien 
ratkaisemiseksi paljoa huomiota, sillä he luottavat ongelmatapauksissa enemmän oman 
kokemuksensa tuottamiin ratkaisutapoihin. Testin mukaan edistyneemmät käyttäjät ovat 
kuitenkin niitä, jotka ovat halukkaampia pääsemään ongelman ytimeen. 
Aloittelijakäyttäjät ovat sen sijaan taipuvaisempia luovuttamaan kuin jatkamaan 
tuotteen käyttöä kohdatessaan käytettävyydestä juontuvia ongelmia. Käytettävyystestin 
tulosten perusteella pystyttiin myös laatimaan lista asioista jotka parantaisivat Nokia PC 
Suiten käyttöoppaan käytettävyyttä. Näin ollen tämän työn tekemisen perimmäinen 
päämäärä pystyttiin saavuttamaan. 
 
Avainsanat: käytettävyys, käyttäjä, käyttäjäryhmät, käyttäjäanalyysi 
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1. INTRODUCTION 

According to the Finnish ISO standard number 13407 (Finnish Standards Association, 

1999, p. 12), employers and system providers have the responsibility by law to protect 

the users of different work systems from health and security risks. This goal can be 

reached more efficiently by providing the users and organisations with a satisfactory 

user experience with the work systems. When the work systems provide a satisfactory 

user experience, the ISO standard (1999, p. 12) states that the systems are easier to 

understand and use, they better the users’ complacency with the system, they better the 

productivity of the users, as well as better the end product’s quality and appeal. 

     A part of building a satisfactory user experience is a product’s user manual. On the 

Internet website of Usernomics (Usernomics, April 28, 2008), which is a consulting 

company specialising in user interface design, human factors, ergonomics, and 

usability, it is stated that: 

In many respects, documentation compensates for the lack of intuition. It permits 
understanding the product and provides a quick source for looking up specific 
details that are not immediately obvious to the user. 

For example, if faced with a problem when using a product, e.g. when the recording of a 

program with the new video recorder does not work, users often resort to the user 

manual that came along with the package, because the product itself is not intuitive 

enough to provide the required assistance. If the manual neither supplies the user with 

sufficient information to solve the problem at hand, the user is left with a range of 

negative feelings about the product, as well as the user manual. As a result, the 

experience could well lead the user to think that the recorder they purchased is of poor 

quality. So even if the product itself was not intuitive enough for the user to be able to 

program the VCR correctly, the user commonly projects the negative feelings towards 

the medium that was used last, which in most cases is the user manual. These negative 
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feelings may then have an accumulative effect and mold the user’s general attitude 

towards user guides. As pointed out by Karen Schriver (1997, p. 210): “…beliefs about 

documents or products in one setting may influence people’s beliefs about another”. 

Therefore, the product’s user manual does play an important part in providing a positive 

user experience overall, as well as shaping users’ attitudes about user guides in general. 

     It is common practice that a company, or whatever the instance may be that is 

necessitating the creation of a user manual, has characterised a ‘typical user’ for its 

product. Therefore, if the characteristics of the typical user are known, the user manual 

can be designed on the basis of these user requirements, and the user manual is, 

therefore, primarily meant for the customer who fits the characteristics of this typical 

user. The collection of these typical user characteristics is called a user profile (Preece, 

Rogers & Sharp, 2002, p. 207). Additionally, a product may have a number of different 

user profiles. The notion of user profile characterististics can be extended to different 

level user groups, as every user group also has different requirements for a product. “As 

we develop further in a certain area, we might achieve a level, which in literature is 

named as ‘the expert level’” (Sinkkonen, Kuoppala, Parkkinen & Vastamäki, 2000, p. 

26). But before reaching the expert, or power user level, one has to begin somewhere 

with only a little or no knowledge. This group of beginners is called novices who, 

according to Preece, Rogers & Sharp (2002, p. 207), will require step-by-step 

instructions, probably with prompting, and a constraint interaction backed up with clear 

information. In contrast, as stated by Preece, Rogers & Sharp (2002, p. 207), the expert 

user will need a flexible interaction with the product, as well as more chances to control 

the product.  

     Naturally the array of users cannot be cut half and half into novices and experts. That 

would be quite a crude classification of the entire user population. Based on information 
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derived from Nemeth (2004, p. 274), users can be classified as novice, intermediate, and 

experienced. So for the sake of a finer categorization, I will call users falling in the 

middle of these knowledge levels intermediate. 

     As there are different users who have different characteristics, requirements and 

reasons for using a product, there are also different ways to solve problems with the 

product’s usability when utilizing it and its user manual. But what these problem-

solving methods or strategies are has not been studied so deeply. 

     Comprised of the ideas of user group behaviour and aspects affecting this behaviour, 

the main research questions for this thesis are:  

• Which factors affect the different users and user groups when they are 

employing a user manual? 

• How do different user groups approach usability problems when encountering 

them in using a product and its manual?  

• How can different user groups’ needs and requirements be satisfied better? 

     Essentially what is discussed in this thesis is usability, which, in the field of technical 

communication, is the cornerstone of high-quality documentation. More precisely, the 

object of my study is different user groups and their approach to usability problems 

when facing them in a situation in which the users are required to utilise the product on 

the basis of the information they read and learn from the user manual. The purpose for 

researching this subject is practical, as it was given to me as an assignment from the 

Nokia Corporation, with which this thesis is conducted in cooperation. 

 



 4

     The theoretical basis of this study is comprised of literature written about the 

concepts of usability, individual users, user groups, as well as user analysis. I also draw 

on aspects of cognitive psychology, as part of the subject matter of this research is to 

examine the psychological factors affecting the members of different user groups in the 

situation of employing a user manual. 

     My hypothesis is that novice users solve usability problems more diligently than the 

more expert users, that is, users from intermediate level all the way to power users. This 

idea derives from the thinking that novice users cannot rely on any material, expertise, 

or knowledge they possess of similar types of situations in order to be able to continue 

using the product with no difficulties. Therefore, novice users are keener than the more 

experienced users on searching for the correct information and how to resolve a 

problematic situation if one were to occur to be able to continue with using the product. 

In addition, the novice users are going to do this information search with more 

resilience and perhaps enthusiasm as well than their more experienced peers, because 

completing the desired task with the product cannot continue without first solving the 

problem at hand. 

     Expert users do not necessarily want to, or need to, solve the usability problems they 

encounter before continuing to use the product. For example, if during the installation 

process of new software, a novice user comes across a choice they have to make in the 

way the program is going to be set-up, novices could refer to the manual to see what it 

says about the installation and what the settings should be for the program to run in the 

most optimal way on their computer. However, if the manual were to employ different 

terminology than what the user sees on the user interface, the novice user might get 

confused, not really knowing which choice to make, and then being unsure about how 

to continue from there. Opposite to the novice user, an expert user might not give a 
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second thought to looking through the manual in this type of situation, but just make a 

choice for the installation based on their previous knowledge or experience. For they 

might have worked with a similar type of software before, or they might even rely on 

the information they have on how installations should typically run. 

     When compared to previous studies on documentation usability in the field of 

technical communication, this study differentiates in terms of its object of research. 

Namely, the object of this thesis is essentially to clarify the behaviour of different level 

user groups in a situation where they have to deal with different types of usability issues 

within the manual’s text. For example, when compared to the thesis by Teija Salomaa 

(2004) on the readability and understandability of a document, and to the thesis by 

Maria Lahti (2000) on communication efficiency in software user documentation, the 

focus point of these studies is the user guides’ text itself. In addition, they focus their 

theses on the texts’ various aspects that affect, in case of Salomaa’s (2004) study, the 

concepts of readability and understandability, and in Lahti’s (2000) case, how 

efficiently a user document instructs the user. 

     In contrast, this study concentrates more on what the users’ emotional and 

intellectual responses and reactions towards the text itself are. Aspects of the manual’s 

text and language are also included in the study’s theme as they affect how the user 

responds and acts when using the manual, but they are not the main focus of the study. 

Therefore, as stated before, the attention of this study is more fixed on the users 

themselves and on the ways in which users from various user groups react when faced 

with a usability issue. 

     The focus of this research is software called Nokia PC Suite, and more closely, its 

user guide. Nokia PC Suite provides the user with a wide range of applications to 
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manage your mobile phone on the user’s PC. Nokia PC Suite is useful for mobile phone 

owners who want to manage the content of their mobile phone, create and restore 

backups of their phone’s content, transfer images and songs, as well as use their mobile 

phone to create a dial-up connection to the Internet. The ultimate aim of this study is to 

gather information with which the usability of the Nokia PC Suite user’s guide could be 

made better. For this purpose, I carried out an empirical usability study of the guide, 

which comprised of a heuristic expert evaluation, and a usability test carried out with 

test subjects. Note that the official name of the Nokia PC Suite guide is Nokia PC Suite 

user’s guide, but if I am referring to a guide in general, or if I am not stating the whole 

official name of the Nokia PC Suite guide, I will use the term user guide. 

     Essentially, this study is beneficial to the Nokia Corporation, and more precisely, to 

the technical communicators involved with the Nokia PC Suite project, as the study 

focuses on the users and usability of the Nokia PC Suite user’s guide. Additionally, this 

study could benefit anyone who is interested in researching different user groups and 

their approach to usability problems. 

     This study contains four chapters: this introduction, two main chapters, and a 

conclusion. Chapter 2 discusses the theoretical background and concepts that influence 

matters discussed in the empirical part of the study. Chapter 3, which is the empirical 

part of the study, covers a brief introduction to documentation usability testing in 

general, after which the usability test carried out on the Nokia PC Suite user’s guide is 

described in more detail. Chapter 4 is the conclusive discussion of the study, in which I 

look back at the whole work and evaluate the empirical part of the research in light of 

the theoretical background presented in Chapter 2, as well as the actual results of the 

usability study discussed in Chapter 3. 
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2. USABILITY, USERS AND USER GROUPS, AND USER ANALYSIS 

The theory background for this thesis is comprised of such main concepts of technical 

communication as usability, users and user groups. Also closely linked to the afore-

mentioned theoretical concepts are aspects of human factors, human cognition and text 

processing. There are many definitions and views of what usability is, as described 

below. In addition, the same also applies to the concepts of users and user groups, 

explained further in sections 2.1 and 2.2. In addition, I discuss aspects of human factors, 

cognition and text processing in section 2.3. 

2.1 Usability 

Usability is closely connected to the study of human computer interaction (HCI). The 

field “focuses on the design of computer systems, which are safe, efficient, easy and 

enjoyable to use, as well as functional” (Preece, 1993, p. 11). According to Preece 

(1993, p.11), the concept of usability bases its existence on the research results derived 

from HCI. But to make a contrast between these two, HCI does not take the human 

being into consideration ”…as part of the organisation, as an employee and a subject 

with a will. Usability, however, also includes these factors of human computer 

interaction” (Sinkkonen, Kuoppala, Parkkinen & Vastamäki, 2002, p. 20). 

     So what is usability? According to Dumas and Redish (1999, p.4), usability means 

that “The people who use the product can do so quickly and easily to accomplish their 

own tasks”. Additionally, Helen George (1996, pp. 1-2) states that “…usability is a 

movement towards making software easier to use. … It is about putting users at the 

centre of the software engineering process, even if the process has to be radically 

restructured to accommodate them” (1996, pp.1-2). Sinkkonen et al. (2002, p. 19) 

define usability as:  
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a method and theory field through which the cooperation of the user and 
the device is driven to be more effective and more agreeable from the 
user’s point of view. Usability makes use of research conducted in 
cognitive psychology and human computer interaction. 

According to usability expert Jakob Nielsen (1993, p.26), usability applies to all aspects 

of a system with which a human might interact. And therefore, the concept of usability 

is not just one single property of a user interface, but it has multiple components and is 

traditionally associated with five known usability attributes that are learning ability, 

efficiency, memorability, errors and satisfaction. In more detail, the attributes are 

defined as follows: 

1. Learnability means that the system should be easy to learn so that the user can 

quickly begin working with it. 

2. Efficiency means that the system should be efficient to use, so that once the user 

has learned the system, a high level of productivity is possible. 

3. Memorability means that the system should be easy to remember, so that the 

casual user is able to return to the system after some period of not having used it, 

without having to learn everything all over again. 

4. Errors mean that the system should have a low error rate, so that users make 

only a few errors during the use of the system, and that if they do make errors, 

they can easily recover from them. Furthermore, catastrophic errors must not 

occur. 

5. Satisfaction means that the system should be pleasant to use, so that users are 

subjectively satisfied when using it. 

     In other words, usability focuses on the users who use products to be productive and 

who try to accomplish tasks when using the product. Users are also the ones who are in 
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the position to decide when a product is easy to use. The matter is no different in the 

case of user manuals: users use the manuals to accomplish tasks and hope to be more 

productive due to the information they get from the manual. Users also determine the 

documentation’s ease of use, which can be said to roughly correspond to determining 

the level of the manual’s usability. How the manual’s level of usability is determined in 

practice is a question of usability testing, which is discussed in further detail in Chapter 

3. 

     With regard to the users being the ones who are in the position to decide when a 

product is easy to use, the influence of the human element is also crucial to be taken 

into notice in the process of writing a user manual:  

Designing successful technical communications requires a human-factors 
relationship between the technical communicators and users. Technical 
communicators design information for users, and there is a covenant of trust 
between these two human elements that serves as a foundation for human factors 
in technical communication. …Users trust that you respect and understand their 
goals; that you have chosen the right methods and means of communication; and 
that the content that you are communicating is accurate (Coe, 1996, p. 2). 

Therefore, a user manual should reflect this covenant of trust by providing information 

that is presented in a way that corresponds to the user’s requirements and needs to do so 

the best way possible. 

     The requirements and needs of a user are more easily met, if, when actually 

designing the product and the user manual, the principles of human-centred design are 

employed. By good design, it is implied that the software itself and its user manual give 

the user straight-forward information and is easy to navigate (Preece et al., 1994). The 

term human-centred design has been in use for decades, and more terms have been 

invented to also describe the same thing, for example, ergonomics and usability 

engineering (Preece et al., 1994). But a more recent term that has gained wider usage in 
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the field is user centred design. In essence, as Jeffrey Rubin (1994, p.10) accurately puts 

it, “User centred design represents not only the techniques, processes, methods, and 

procedures for designing usable products and systems, but just as important, the 

philosophy that places the user at the centre of the process”. From Rubin’s (1994) 

statement in can be concluded that the philosophy of putting the user above all else is 

the key to having a user centred product as well as a user centred user manual.  

     If the product, such as the Nokia PC Suite software, is not designed well and has bad 

usability, then making the user manual usable is a fairly difficult task. In addition, the 

whole product cannot be saved with its user manual alone. That is why user centred 

design should be involved in the entire production process: from the first drafts at the 

beginning, to having a product that is fit to be released to the market. 

     For the product to incorporate user centred design, the user has to be involved in the 

production process from the very beginning. The user is very essential to this sort of 

design method in the sense that the people designing and compiling the product are not 

objective to the matters that would require improvement. “Appliance etiquette is indeed 

too important to be left to engineers, even though their skills are necessary to it” 

(Thomas Barker, 1991). The outsider, that is, the user, always has some input that is 

critical in order to better the product. The input of the users can be almost anything: 

from the colours on the screen being annoying to the text on the user interface not 

making any sense to them. User feedback is always a powerful medium for making an 

impact on the design process. If the product is to be usable, then every comment from 

the actual end user should be noted and examined. Then, if possible within the timelines 

of the design process, the users’ feedback and comments are taken into account in 

practice, and the next product version has improved from the one before. This design 

process also applies when designing a usable user manual. Regular input is required 
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from the users of the manual to let the technical communicator know what aspects of 

the text still require some improvement and clarification, so that the next version of the 

user manual would serve the users’ needs even better, and help them employ the 

product more effectively. 

    To clarify how all the mentioned theoretical concepts fit together, the triangle model 

presented in Figure 1 below depicts the relationship the concepts of usability, users 

(user groups), and user-centred design have with each other, and how they relate to the 

user manual. However, I will not go into detail on the subjects of users and user groups, 

as they are discussed further in section 2.2. 

USABILITY 

USER CENTRED 
DESIGN 

USER MANUAL 

USER(S) 
• Different user groups’ 

needs and characteristics 
o Experts 
o Intermediate 
o Novices 

 
 
Figure 1 Triangle model of the relationship of the users (user groups), usability and user 
centred design, and their connection to the user manual (my own model) 
 

     Different user groups affect the whole design process of a user manual. As 

mentioned before, user centred design attempts to place the user in the middle of the 
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design process, thus placing great importance to the requirements the users’ needs 

impose, and to the input received from the users. As Preece, Rogers & Sharp (2002, p. 

166) state:  

In interaction design, we investigate the artefact’s use and target domain by taking 
a user-centred approach to development. This means that users’ concerns direct 
the development rather than technological concerns. 
 

     The above-mentioned idea also comes across in Pamel Kostur’s (1990, p. 166) 

article about the incorporation of usability into the development of documents: “Rather, 

usability should be incorporated into the document development process so that each 

document can be designed and written with the user’s requirements in mind”. The co-

dependency between user centred design and user requirements is depicted in  as the 

triangle’s left side.  

     The triangle’s right side in Figure 1 depicts the co-dependency of the user centred 

design process with the idea of usability. Usability can be thought of as a “…cumulative 

attribute of a product. When a product development team designs a product, it tries to 

include the features people need to accomplish tasks, present those features in a manner 

that people intuitively grasp and find efficient to use in the long term” (Wiklund, 1994, 

p. 7). Thus, it can be argued that product designers, which in this context means 

technical communicators, attempt to keep the idea of good usability in mind throughout 

the whole design process of a user manual. 

     The bottom line of the triangle in Figure 1 depicts in what relation the users stand to 

usability. Users give input of their likes and dislikes concerning the product, which, in 

turn, affects the product’s usability. So, when put roughly, when the users’ needs are 

met, good usability is achieved. As mentioned in an article about whole-product 

usability by Stephanie Rosenbaum and Lori Anschuetz (1994): “A program of early and 
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iterative testing can help ensure that users have successful experiences with newly 

released products and documentation”. 

     In Figure 1, the user manual is placed in the middle having a connection to all sides 

of the triangle. This is because the composition and further development of a user 

manual is affected by all of the concepts mentioned previously, that is, user centred 

design, users’ requirements, and usability.  

     In summary of the whole triangle model, user centred design affects the user manual 

in such a way that the technical communicator has to think about the end user from the 

very beginning of the writing process. Ultimately, this leads to the technical 

communicator having to ascertain the users’ needs and characteristics that might have 

affect employing the user manual, which in turn affects the usability of the manual. So, 

everything works in conjunction: without any of the sides, the triangle is not complete. 

2.2 Users and user groups 

In the previous section, I discussed the concept of usability and its connection to user 

centred design, as well as their joint effect on a user manual. What also has a crucial 

role in what the user manual is like and how well it serves its purpose as a user 

assistance tool are the concepts of user and user groups. The concept of user and its 

meaning is discussed and examined in the following paragraphs. Subsequently, the 

same examination is carried out for the concept of user groups in the latter part of this 

section. 

     By a definition given by Nielsen (1993), the meaning of the term ‘user’ should cover 

everyone whose work is affected by the product in one way or another, which includes 

the users of the system’s end product and output. According to the European 

Integration’s (1996, p.5) definition, “A user is a person who installs, uses, adjusts, 
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maintenances, cleans, repairs, or transports a product or takes care of removing it from 

use.” 

     However, whatever the common definition of a user may be and whatever those 

definitions may connotate, in this thesis’ context, the term ‘user’ primarily refers to 

someone who utilises a product’s user manual in order to solve a problem or to find 

additional information on a specific topic whilst attempting to use a product effectively. 

     To Alan Cooper, however, the meaning of the term ‘user’ is not so clear-cut. Cooper 

(p. 126, 1999) comments when writing about product design that “Although satisfying 

the user is our goal, the term ‘user’ causes trouble. Its imprecision makes it unusable, 

like trying to remove someone’s appendix with a chainsaw”. So at least according to 

Cooper, the term ‘user’ is not precise enough to be used in design work, be it designing 

software, machinery, or a user manual.  

     But what if the matter could be approached in a different way in addition to just 

pertaining to the thought of a single target user? Perhaps the matter could be looked at 

from a broader perspective. This is why writing in a user centred way in order to 

produce a user-oriented user manual includes the notion of user groups. This particular 

concept is examined in the following paragraphs. 

     In order to write good, usable text for your audience, you have to know who they 

are, and what they are like: 

Each reader represents a unique combination of characteristics and purpose that 
will affect your decisions about document content and format. To prepare an 
effective technical document, therefore, analyze your readers during the planning 
stage of the writing process. (Reep, 2000, p. 41) 

Karen Schriver (1997, p. 164) also encourages technical communicators to get to know 

their audience, because “By exploring differences between themselves and their 

 



 15

audience, document designers can become more reflective about the biases that can be 

created by knowledge and values”. However, one might ask why users are divided into 

user groups in the first place? What use comes from the grouping of users for technical 

communicators, the readers or the software designer even, and on what basis are these 

groups formed? 

     There are several reasons why users are divided into user groups. In her presentation 

given in Nokia Corporation’s premises on user personas (who are representatives of 

different user groups), Paula Berger (2003) listed a few reasons for organizing and 

dividing users into these different groups: 

• Hearing users at all 

• Organizing and presenting data 

• Communicating clearly 

• Designing the right product. 

     Dividing users into different user groups helps to understand what their needs and 

requirements are for the manual they will be using. For example, expert users might not 

need as intricate of an explanation of some functionality of a product as the novice level 

users might. So finding out what these varying levels of needs are, or as Berger (2003) 

calls it ‘hearing the users’, provides valuable information on what the user manual has 

to include. 

     Grouping users also helps with how the information is organized and presented in 

the user manual (Berger, 2003). For example, some users might like to browse through 

the index to find the information they are looking for, some might glance at the table of 

contents, and some might look over the beginning of each chapter of the manual. “There 

are differences in how we approach problem solving depending on whether we are 
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closer to the beginner-level-user or the power-level-user end of the technical 

information curve in the problem domain” (Coe, 1996, p.119). Therefore, a usable user 

manual should include different ways of presenting and organising information, and 

thus finding out how and in what form members of different user groups usually look 

for information is important in achieving this goal. 

     Clear communication is naturally an important factor for a good, usable manual. 

However, what some users might consider clear communication might not be so for 

others. Of course it is not possible for a technical communicator to cater to each user’s 

individual requirements. Thus it is useful to find out what a bigger group of users that 

are approximately at the same level of experience consider to be clear communication. 

     Finally, Paula Berger mentions that dividing users to specific groups helps the 

technical communicator design the right user manual. Indeed, if a technical 

communicator knows the different level users’ needs for using a user manual, as well as 

their ways of using it; they will have a much better starting point for creating a well 

structured, usable manual. A point to be considered, as stated by Schriver (1997, p. 

206), technical communicators who strive to meet the needs of users may still produce 

pros and graphics that raise controversy. 

2.3 Analysing users 

As mentioned before, to make the user manual as usable as possible, the technical 

communicators need to know for whom they are writing. Therefore, concepts such as 

user and user groups are important in the process of carrying out the actual composition 

work of the user manual. But how is the target audience actually analysed, that is, the 

users and the different user groups to which they belong? What is more, in order to 
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produce an effective manual for the targeted users, the technical communicator should 

also have the knowledge of how different user groups employ the user manual. 

     In order to determine what affects the different users and user groups when 

employing a user manual, what has to be defined first is what the user groups are. An 

approach to analyzing users as presented by Dix, Finlay, Abowd & Beale (2004, p. 407) 

is to categorize users into stereotypes:  

Rather than attempting to build a truly individual model of the user, the system 
classifies the user as a member of a known category of users or stereotype. 
Stereotypes are based on user characteristics and may be simple, such as making a 
distinction between novice and expert users, or more complex, for example 
building a compound stereotype based on more than one piece of information. 

As pointed out before, Nemeth (2004, p. 274), classifies the above-mentioned users’ 

stereotypes into novice, intermediate, and experienced users. Nemeth (2004, p. 274) 

states that users have primary and secondary skills: 

Primary skills are those that are employed in individuals’ main work role, such 
as…web site developer. Secondary skills are employed in a role that is performed 
in addition to primary skills such as a clerical assistant who has web research 
ability.  

     Based on Nemeth’s (2004, p.274) discussion about primary and secondary skills, I 

determined that novice users are people who had few years of computer experience, and 

did not employ the use of a computer in their everyday work. Novice users have only 

primary skills, while expert users have both, primary and secondary skills. Expert users 

are people who have used computers for several years, usually more than 10, have an 

educational background reflecting an extensive history of computer usage, such as 

engineers, and work with computers in their jobs. Additionally, expert users use 

computers for free time activities such as gaming, music downloading, and checking 

emails. Users who have primary skills, but who employ only some secondary skills are 

classified as intermediate. So it can be said that intermediate users have more computer 
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experience than novice users but lack an educational background of an extensive 

involvement with computers or information technology in general. 

     In order to carry out an analysis on the defined user groups’ behaviour and their 

approach on usability problems, the aspects of cognition come into question. Wille 

Kuutti (2003, p. 22) states that the human senses and the thought processes related to 

them, the different mechanisms of reasoning, are very intriguing in relation to usability. 

Therefore, the following text discusses the cognitive aspects that should be taken into 

notice when analysing the users, as well as how these cognitive aspects might have an 

effect on the manual usage situation. 

     Effective tools for user analysis have come about from aspects of cognitive 

psychology. “Cognitive psychology perceives humans as knowledge-handling beings. A 

human being takes information from their environment, saves it, molds it, and then 

bases their functions on it” (Saariluoma, 2004, p.69). Cognition is comprised out of the 

user’s sensation and perception, learning, memory, accessing information and even 

problem solving (Näätänen, Niemi & Laakso, 1992, p. 9). Therefore, one cannot pass on 

familiarising oneself with these aspects of cognitive psychology and its processes, 

because human thought in its fantastic complexity is comprised out of them. 

     Figure 2 depicts which cognitive aspects, as well as what factors of text processing 

affect the users. All of these aspects and factors should be attempted to be analysed or 

taken into notice for the sake of thoroughly understanding the intended target audience, 

and for producing a usable user manual. Also, as a result of this analysis of the users’ 

cognitive aspects and text processing factors, the technical communicator should 

develop an understanding, or at least a fairly established simulation, on how users 

employ the ready-made manual when they are using it in a real life situation. What is 
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more, the afore-mentioned information stemming from the analysis offers a guideline to 

the technical communicator to realise how to organise and present the information 

introduced in the user manual, and in what manner to write to users with varying levels 

of experience, meaning, how different user groups’ needs and requirements can be 

satisfied better. 

USER(S) (Nemeth, 2004, p. 
274) 

• Different user groups’ 
needs and 
characteristics 

o Experts 
o Intermediate 
o Novices 

USERS’ COGNITION 
(Näätänen, Niemi & 
Laakso, 1992, p. 9) 

• Sensation and 
perception 

• Learning 
• Memory and 

information 
access 

• Problem solving 

TEXT PROCESSING 
(Brown, Campione & Day 
(see Fischer and Mandl, 
1984): 
• Users’ personal 

characteristics 
• Aspects of text 
• Reading process 

(entails the users’ way 
of reading and 
motives for reading) 

Factors 
affecting the 
users at the 
same time

 

Figure 2 Users’ cognitive aspects and factors of text processing involved with the 
manual usage situation 
 

I will now explain what the cognitive aspects presented in Figure 2 entail. 

• Sensation and perception 

     It is said that what distinguishes us from animals, is our awareness (Näätänen, Niemi 

& Laakso, 1997, p. 159). Näätänen et al. (1997, p.159) continue by saying that we can 
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acknowledge our existence and ourselves in relation to our environment, and also do 

conscious decisions based on what we sense and perceive. “Sensation is the physical 

trait that captures sensory information and transforms it for use by the brain. Perception 

is the brain’s awareness and processing of sensory information and is behavioural” 

(Nemeth, 2004, p.37). Therefore, awareness, sensing and perceiving the world, is 

something that drives most of a human being’s functions. 

      Human beings sense and perceive the things around them as they go about their 

daily lives. What they become aware of is something on which they base their actions. It 

is mentioned in Näätänen, Niemi & Laakso’s book (1997, p. 160) that we all have two 

levels of perception. Näätänen et al. (1997, p. 160) continue by saying that the first level 

involves what happens within or to us. So our sensations and perceptions are to do with 

handling our inner and outer stimulants, thoughts, and memories. The second level of 

awareness, however, is to do with our actions and functions; planning, beginning and 

controlling them, as well as fitting them all together with other happenings that go about 

in our environment. Therefore, based on the information presented by Näätänen et al. 

(1997, p. 160), this second level of awareness, handling our actions and functions, is 

what could be said to be more engaged in the situation when users pick up a user 

manual and starts using it to be able to employ the product they have.  

• Learning 

     “Learners are viewed as ‘knowledge constructors’ due to the multiple pieces of 

information they have to integrate” (Tardieu & Gyselinck, 2003, p. 3). Tardieu & 

Gyselinck (2003, p. 3) continue by saying that learning itself is a process that makes 

people gain knowledge, new skills, or form an understanding of a matter. It is also 

defined as “a reasonably permanent change in the learner’s amount of knowledge and 

behaviour” (Sinkkonen et al., 2002, p. 266). The term ‘reasonably permanent’ means 

 



 21

that the change will remain after the learning stage has ended (Sinkkonen et al., 2002, p. 

266). 

     Still according to Sinkkonen et al. (2002, p. 266), learning can alternatively be 

defined as a process in which the learner forms a type of mental model or an image of 

the skill or matter to be learned, after which the learner is able to adapt this model or 

image in new situations. Alternatively, learning also happens when the learner practises 

some performance until able to carry it out without errors. Reading a manual functions 

as a learning experience. Janice Redish (1992, pp. 37-38) states: 

reading to learn to do Describes the reading of certain documents, such as 
computer tutorials and users’ guides, that serve an intermediate purpose. Readers 
go to them wanting to accomplish their own tasks quickly. They do not want to 
spend time reading. However, they also want to learn how to do tasks so that will 
not have to look them up each time.  

     So learning occurs either by experience, or by studying. Christopher Nemeth (2003, 

p. 45) mentions that it was a researcher called Paul Fitts who found out in 1964 that the 

learning process actually goes through three stages. The stages are as follows: 

1. early cognitive 

2. intermediate association 

3. late autonomous. 

     According to Fitts’ findings, the first phase, the early cognitive stage, involves the 

individual organising the knowledge. The second stage, the intermediate association, 

consists of the individual working towards eliminating possible errors from the newly 

gained knowledge. In the third and final stage, the autonomous stage, the individual 

demonstrates high levels of proficiency with regards to the new knowledge. 

     Tied to the process of learning is a product’s learnability. As stated previously, 

learnability is one of the key the factors that determine if the product fulfils the 
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lrequirements of good usability. According to Sinkkonen et al. (2002, p. 266), 

learnability has been considered to be opposite of effectiveness, although a clear, well-

made and an easily learnable system betters the product’s learnability as well. What is 

more, if all the afore-mentioned factors are missing from the product, both effectiveness 

and learnability suffer. 

• Memory and information access 

     Näätänen, Niemi & Laakso (1992, p. 119) state “Thinking is the most developed 

cognitive activity. It requires all other knowledge handling processes that work the 

information to a form necessitated by thinking, such as attentiveness and memory”. 

Taken from Pertti Saariluoma’s book Käyttäjäpsykologia (2004, p. 83), Figure 3 

presents how the human memory is divided into various storage levels. The figure 

includes an extra box, the sensory memory, which is taken from Preece et al. (1994, p. 

64). 

 

Figure 3 The levels of memory (Saariluoma, 2004, p.83) 
 

 



 23

     According to Preece et al. (1994, p. 64) the sensory memory is a short-term storage 

for the information we receive from our environment through various stimuli. There, the 

received information stays for a few tenths of a second. Only a small portion of all the 

information that enters the sensory memory is attended to and qualified for further 

processing in the short-term memory. 

     The short-term memory holds information that is actively processed and may then be 

passed forward to the longer memory storages. This memory level will store the 

received information for a few seconds. In Pertti Saariluoma’s book (2004, p. 83), the 

next level storage is called the work memory, but Jenny Preece et al. argue that  

nowadays, the expression ‘short-term memory’ has been replaced by the term 
‘working memory’, because it is a working area in which information is held 
temporarily for another processing activity, such as handling inputs, selecting, 
retrieving, storing, planning and preparing outputs (1994, p.65). 

Later, in 2004, Saariluoma divided the single work memory into two separate levels, the 

work memory and the long-term work memory, and gives each of these levels their own 

specific tasks. 

     The work memory, according to Saariluoma (2004, p. 83), is divided into three 

additional parts: 

1. visual memory 

2. auditive memory 

3. central unit. 

Saariluoma continues to explain that these memory units are modular, that is, 

independent of each other in the sense that creating a disturbance to one of these 

memories does not necessarily disturb the processing of the other memories during a 

task. For example, if we are given a visual stimulant, such as a picture, and at the same 

time we try to remember lyrics to a song, we are able to do this without great difficulty. 
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The central unit in Saariluoma’s model of the work memory plays the role of the 

organiser which sends and retrieves information to and from the right places (that is, 

visual information to and from the visual memory, and auditive information to and from 

the auditive memory). 

     The long-term work memory in Saariluoma’s (2004) model holds information in a 

more stable state than the work memory. This memory storage can hold large 

associative structures. The job of this memory storage is to keep the information from 

the currently active tasks in a more permanent state than in the work memory, and also 

keep the information safe from random disturbances. 

     Of the long-term memory, Preece et al. (1994, p.65) state shortly that “Information 

entering the long-term memory is assumed to be permanent”. Sinkkonen et al. (2002, p. 

199) explain that the long-term memory holds all our memories, knowledge and skills 

that we have learned throughout the course of our lives. In other words, this memory 

level is an information storage that does not empty. 

     According to Sinkkonen et al. (2002, p. 219), accessing stored information is a two-

fold process: it includes remembering and recognition. When remembering things, one 

must retrieve the information with the help of just one search clue, whereas with 

recognition, the only thing one has to be sure of is that the information in mind is equal 

to the information from the previous engram (that is, memory trace). When employing a 

user manual, the user can be helped to find the right information by giving search clues 

in the text for information that has been presented on the user interface. These clues can 

be, for example, textual or visual. The user manual can have the same wordings as the 

user interface does, or the manual can have the same images as the user interface. 
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• Problem solving 

     According to Kuutti (2003), nearly all the functions of a human being have some 

purpose or goal, and reaching this goal demands problem solving, that is, using different 

products happens according to the same formula, as well.  

Problem solving is the response to a situation for which an individual lacks a 
predetermined notion of what to do. The process of solving a problem includes 
problem definition, the choice between algorithmic or heuristic solution strategies, 
and the decision regarding whether one or many solutions are required. (Nemeth, 
2004, p. 43) 

     I will now explain what text processing is as depicted in Figure 2. In addition to the 

previously-discussed cognitive factors, what also affects the users while they are 

employing a user manual is how they actually process and access the text they are 

reading. According to Brown, Campione & Day (see Fischer and Mandl, 1984), a 

human being’s text processing is comprised out of four components: reader’s personal 

characteristics, aspects of the text itself, ways of reading, and motives for reading. I 

include both, the ways of reading and motives for reading, in the reading process of a 

person. These components were also presented in Figure 2, and are described below in 

more detail. 

• Users’ personal characteristics 

     Brown, Campione & Day (see Fischer and Mandl, 1984) state that what is meant by 

reader’s characteristics are prerequisites for the reading in terms of general and domain-

specific knowledge, the available reading strategies, and knowledge concerning self 

with regards to the characteristics of the text about to be processed. In the context of this 

thesis, readers are the users of a user manual. 
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• Aspects of text 

     There are various aspects of text that affect how well the users will be able to 

understand and make use of the information presented in the text the users are 

processing. These textual aspects are: coherence, structuredness, explicitness vs. 

implicitness of style, the text’s difficulty, and its abstractedness vs. concreteness. 

• Reading process 

     As mentioned before, I chose to include both, the users’ ways of reading as well as 

motives for reading under the concept of reading process. I see that the process of 

reading begins already with the motive for reading. Then, when the actual reading takes 

place, it relies on the users’ ways of reading. 

     There are several individual motives for reading. A person might want to relax by 

reading a novel, or they might want to improve their professional knowledge by reading 

about new car manufacturing methods. However, in the case of a user manual, the 

motives for reading are most likely that the user wants to know how something is done, 

or why the product behaved the way it did, that is, troubleshooting. In other words, the 

user wants to learn how to do something, or learn why something happened. The former 

motive may be better suitable for novice users, as they are more likely to go into using a 

product without prior knowledge of using such a product. Thus they would be relying 

more on what is instructed in the user manual. 

     According to Just & Carpenter (1984, p. 327), peoples’ reading behaviour varies 

considerably, depending on the task, the reader, and the text. Just & Carpenter (1984, 

pp. 320-326) explain that people have four different ways of reading (or, reading 

behaviour): normal reading, rapid reading, trained speed-reading, and untrained 

skimming. The main difference between normal and rapid reading is eye fixation: rapid 
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readers’ sampling of the words of the text is much fewer than that of normal reading. As 

a result of this, as stated by Just & Carpenter (1984, p 325), rapid readers spend 

approximately 30% less time on the words they focus on. This in turn means that with 

rapid reading, the text’s comprehension level decreases. 

     When comparing trained speed-reading and untrained skimming as reading methods, 

Just & Carpenter (1984) note that the comprehension of text is better among those 

people who employ speed-reading as their way of reading, because they tend to sample 

the text uniformly, whereas skimmers tend to skip long passages of text and other 

portions entirely. Just & Carpenter (1984) also mark that trained speed-reading is better 

of the two, because the speed-reading method employs top-down, conceptual reading 

processes, such as making inferences and employing previous knowledge of familiar 

content areas. 
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3. EMPIRICAL STUDY 

This chapter presents the empirical part of my study. I will first give a brief introduction 

of documentation usability testing in general. I will then move on to describing with a 

few words what Nokia PC Suite is and what is it used for. Subsequently, I explain the 

actual test design, and finally, I present the results of the completed usability test. The 

empirical usability study was two-fold, as mentioned before: I first carried out a 

heuristic expert evaluation on the Nokia PC Suite user’s guide, which was followed by a 

usability test with test subjects. 

     Sinkkonen et al. (2002) point out that usability tests are the only objective way of 

measuring a product’s usability. Therefore, an efficient, albeit time consuming way of 

involving the users in the process of determining the manual’s usability is to arrange 

usability testing in even time intervals during the course of the manual’s composition. 

“The ultimate purpose of usability testing is to make the product’s quality of use better 

by observing the user’s mental models in a situation that resembles the real situation – 

or at least the tasks are as realistic as possible” (Sinkkonen et al. 2002). So this testing 

process would provide technical communicators with important data on the accuracy 

and effectiveness of their documentation, which they could then modify and improve 

according to the feedback received from the end-users. In this thesis, the user manual is 

seen as the ‘product’ Sinkkonen refers to in the statement above. 

     It was in the interest of the Corporation that the results of this usability study would 

give insight as to how the Nokia PC Suite user’s guide could be bettered usability-wise. 

If the technical communicator that writes the Nokia PC Suite user’s guide knows what 

processes and methods the users employ when coping with the encountered usability 

problems, the user guide could be modified to support those processes and methods. 
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     Unfortunately, at least when speaking from personal experience, resources in real-

life documentation projects seldom can afford time and money spent on testing the 

documentation while it is being written, which is why it is often left undone at that 

point. However, testing can also be carried out on the documentation once the user 

manual is already done and, if the product will have later versions, the testing can be 

carried out then. What should be realised, though, is that “...the product, the customer 

and the user’s manual are components in a system that must operate in resonance with 

one another. In other words, the user’s manual and the product ought to be considered in 

conjunction” (Bergh, 2000). In essence, the better situation is to have the manual tested 

during the process of creating it. 

3.1 Presenting Nokia PC Suite 

Nokia PC Suite user’s guide states that the software enables its users to edit, store and 

synchronise mobile phone data with a Microsoft Windows based operating system 

(2007). The studied documentation is used in version 6.83 of Nokia PC Suite. The 6.83 

version contains 12 different applications the users can utilise to manage and modify 

their mobile phone data. The 12 applications are described in Table 1 below. 

Table 1: Nokia PC Suite 6.83 applications and the purpose of their use  

Application name What it is used for 

Content Copier Backing up or restoring mobile phone data. 

Nokia PC Sync Synchronising data between a mobile phone and 
a PC. 

One Touch Access Using the mobile phone as a modem to connect 
the PC to the Internet. 

Nokia Application Installer Installing different programs from the PC to the 
mobile phone. 

Nokia Phone Browser 
Transferring files between the mobile phone and 
PC. Viewing mobile phone files and folders on 
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the PC. 

Contacts view Creating, viewing, deleting, or editing contacts 
on the mobile phone by using the PC. 

Messages view 
Sending text messages from the PC. Viewing, 
deleting, and organising text messages on the PC.

Nokia Multimedia Player 

Opening images, video clips, multimedia 
messages, and audio files from the mobile phone 
or from the PC. 

Creating playlists out of multimedia files. 

Saving video and audio files in a format that can 
be used in both, the mobile phone and 
multimedia messages. 

Image Store Storing images and video clips from the mobile 
phone to the PC. 

Nokia Connection Manager Managing connections between the mobile phone 
and the PC. 

Nokia Music Manager 

Ripping CDs, creating and organising music 
tracks on a PC and transferring them to a mobile 
phone. 

Converting music tracks into a format that can be 
played on a mobile phone. 

Nokia Software Updater 

Checking the Internet for mobile phone software 
updates, and updating phone software for 
additional functionality and improved 
performance. 

 

     Figure 4 below illustrates what the main user interface of Nokia PC Suite looks like, 

and how the above-mentioned applications are presented to the user. 
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Figure 4: Nokia PC Suite 6.83 user interface 
 

3.2 Test design  

The following sub-sections present the test design that was employed in carrying out the 

empirical usability study. 

3.2.1 Background information and object of the usability test 

Prior to carrying out the actual usability test, I analysed the Nokia PC Suite user’s guide 

in light of Vesa Purho’s documentation heuristics (discussed in detail in section 3.3.1), 

for example, if the language is too complex. This analysis was carried out in order to 

determine what characteristics of the Nokia PC Suite user’s guide were problematic 
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from a usability point of view. Thus I was able to base the empirical testing on the 

problematic characteristics in question. Otherwise, if the problematic features of the text 

would not have been identified, the test results would have been too scattered and much 

harder to analyse due to the fact that the users would have focused their attention to 

different, random parts of the text. A point worth noting, though, is that the test subjects 

were not told that their focus was directed to the areas of text with problems. 

     As said before, the purpose of the study was to investigate how different level users 

react to and handle usability issues, thus illustrating the varying problem solving 

methods different level users employ. So that is why it was meaningful to get results 

that originated from the users each having to deal with the same areas of text, and thus 

with the same usability issues. 

3.2.2 The usability test’s set up and testing process 

The usability test took place in my home, as it created a more relaxed atmosphere. In 

addition, Nokia PC Suite is frequently used in a home environment. As Ovaska, Aula & 

Majaranta (2005) state: “The best environment for carrying out a usability test is such 

that it resembles the product’s normal usage environment as much as possible”. 

     The following lists the process I employed for planning, organising and carrying out 

the usability test (adapted from George, 1996, pp. 20-22): 

1. Selecting a representative group of users  

     After contacting a number of acquaintances by phone, or meeting them in 

person, I was able to get 12 people to volunteer for the test. Due to conflicting 

schedules, only two were able to participate in the pilot test. Both pilot test 

partakers had a professional background in software testing and document 

specification. Therefore, it was presumed that they would be analytical in their 
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responses and in the way they viewed and completed the tasks presented to 

them. The pilot test was conducted to ensure the questions presented (section 

3.3.3) applied to the matters I was attempting to resolve, and ten for the actual 

test. The remaining ten volunteers were divided into different user groups and 

used in the actual test. The novice user group included four members, the 

intermediate group included two members, and the expert group included four 

members. 

     As mentioned previously, the test subjects were divided into the different 

user groups (novice, intermediate, and expert) based on their educational 

background, previous and current work experience, and their previous 

experience with computer software in general. This division of the users was 

based on information deriving from Nemeth (2004), as discussed in section 2.3. 

The test subjects themselves did not know to which group they belonged. This 

was to avoid causing any psychological, self-fulfilling notions on how well or 

badly they would do in the test, which then might have had an effect on the 

results. 

     As this study is qualitative, the number of partakers was kept reasonably low. 

Most people using Nokia PC Suite are mobile phone users between the ages of 

15-40. The test subjects taking part in the empirical usability study were 

between 22-35 years of age, thus providing not only samples of the various 

levels of users, but also different age groups of the three user levels. Of the 12 

test subjects partaking in the empirical study, I knew half from previous 

professional contexts. 
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2. What data to collect  

As stated before, the data to be collected was information on how novice users 

solve usability problems in comparison to the more expert users. Also, another 

question under examination was whether or not the novice users could actually 

solve usability problems more thoroughly than the experienced users as was 

hypothesized. 

3. Deciding the measurement criteria  

The measurement criteria used in this study was user attitudes. More precisely, 

the attitude the different user levels had when facing usability problems. The 

usability test was accompanied with a questionnaire/task form with open-ended 

questions, so that the users would be able to express their opinions more widely. 

4. Selecting a suitable test  

The type of test selected for this study was a usability questionnaire to be filled 

during the test. As stated by George (1996, p. 24), “A usability questionnaire is a 

way of measuring the usability of a system through answers to questions and 

ratings given by users.” This was the most suitable type of test for my study, as 

the purpose was to evaluate which user groups encountered usability problems 

with a certain task, and how it was resolved, if at all. The test subjects’ answers 

also helped to determine what needs to be bettered in the guide to satisfy the 

needs and requirements of different user groups. 

5. Collecting and analysing the data  

The test began so that once each of the test subjects had arrived and got 

comfortable with the testing area, which was the office room in the premises of 

my home, I went through a test orientation, using a list derived from Nemeth 

(2004, p. 277), as follows: 
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1. Making introductions 

2. Offering refreshments 

3. Restating why the test subjects were needed 

The test subjects were told that the reason why they were there was to provide 

assistance with completing my master’s thesis by taking part in the usability test, 

which is part of the thesis’ empirical part. 

4. Describing the lay of the land, that is, the rules they should follow during the test  

The test subject were told that it was not forbidden to speak aloud during the 

test, but that I as the observer cannot give any answers to the possible questions 

they might have in order to keep the test situation as authentic as possible. What 

was also stated was that there was no time limit set for the test, but that the test 

would take approximately one hour to complete. 

5. Explaining what was expected of each of the test subjects. 

The test subjects were told that they should complete the questionnaire/task 

form, and that they should just try to relax and be as they would be at home. 

6. Assuring each test subject that they as individuals were not the objects of the 

testing. 

I assured the test subjects that their own private personas were not under 

examination. 

7. Explaining any unusual requirements or testing conventions if there were any. 

The test subjects were informed that I would be taking notes of the proceedings 

of the presented tasks as the test subjects were completing the usability test. 

8. Asking if they had any questions prior to beginning the test 
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9. Referring to test forms that needed to be completed and passing them out. 

     Following the described test orientation, the test subjects received the test 

questionnaire/task form (see Appendix A), and the Nokia PC Suite user’s guide. The 

test also required the use of a computer, a mobile phone, a USB cable, and a music CD, 

all of which I had provided for them. After receiving the required papers, the test 

subjects began completing the actual test. During the test, I was seated close by, yet still 

keeping a comfortable distance so that it would have been easy to follow how the test 

subjects were proceeding. I had a copy of the test at hand that the test subjects were 

following, and I was also taking notes and making written observations of the test 

subjects’ performance and behaviour on a separate observation form (Appendix B). 

3.3 Usability test analysis 

This section first presents the heuristics employed in my own usability analysis of the 

Nokia PC Suite user’s guide followed by the actual heuristic analysis in section 3.3.2. 

The data obtained from the completed usability test, along with its analysis, are 

presented in section 3.3.3. And finally in section 3.3.4, I will present some ideas in light 

of the test results about how the Nokia PC Suite user’s guide’s usability could be 

bettered in terms of providing assistance to different level users.  

3.3.1 Purho’s documentation usability heuristics 

The starting-point for the empirical part of the study was the set of heuristics designed 

for evaluating a document’s usability. These heuristics were put together by Purho 

(2000). The reasons for choosing Purho’s heuristics over the well-known Jakob Nielsen 

ones are gone through in the following discussion. 

     As is widely known throughout the field of technical communication, Nielsen has 

developed a set of heuristics concerning user interface design for computer software. 

 



 37

This set of heuristics must have been a welcomed change to the software design 

industry as stated by David Travis (2007), who has been a usability consultant for over 

three decades: 

Most usability evaluators use the set of heuristics developed 17 years ago by Rolf 
Molich and Jakob Nielsen. Before this work, lots of people had derived guidelines 
and principles for usability but there were often so many guidelines that an expert 
review could take many days to complete. (For example, Smith and Mosier's 
Guidelines For Designing User Interface Software has 944 guidelines and remains 
the largest collection of publicly available user interface guidelines in existence.) 

 

     However, Nielsen’s set of heuristics do not directly serve the purpose of 

documentation, as the two fields of user interface design and documentation (design) do 

not have enough similarities to fully serve them both. In other words, guidelines defined 

for evaluating documentation usability alone did not exist. This is why it was very 

useful for technical communicators when a documentation researcher for Nokia, Vesa 

Purho, decided to put together a set of inspection heuristics designed for the sole 

purpose of assessing the usability of documentation. So the reason for creating the 

discussed heuristics was a very practical one, as Purho (2000) states in his article: 

We all are familiar with Jakob Nielsen's heuristics for evaluating the usability of 
interfaces. When I was conducting a study on documentation usability, I started 
wondering if there existed a similar set of heuristics for evaluating the usability of 
documentation. The natural place to pose such a question was the STC Usability 
SIG mailing list. The response was that there was no heuristics set available 
although someone had tried to open the discussion in the mailing list some time 
ago. An answer, which led to the list of heuristics presented below, was something 
along the line ‘Well, now that you asked, why don't you put the heuristics 
together’ and so I did. 

 

     The set of heuristics created by Purho serves the purpose of evaluating user 

documentation from several aspects, such as what to make note of if the user 

documentation consists of more than one document. However, not all of the aspects of 
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Purho’s heuristics were relevant to this study. Therefore, as with studies conducted by 

Salomaa (2004, p.36) and Anna Harju (2008, p.17), I did not use all ten heuristics. 

     I will now present the chosen heuristics, and the reasons why they were used in the 

evaluation. The presented list is numbered in the same consecutive order as they appear 

in the original article. The employed heuristic and its meaning are introduced first, 

followed by a justification why the heuristic was utilised in the study. 

1. Match between documentation and the real world 

The documentation should speak the users' language, with words, phrases, and 
concepts familiar to the user, rather than system-oriented terms. Follow real-world 
conventions, making information appear in a natural and logical order. 

The heuristic emphasizes the fact that the text, or the language, used in the document 

should be language that people can relate to and understand, not filled by jargon or 

unfamiliar technical terms. Merriam-Webster’s online dictionary defines the act of 

understanding as “to have a practical understanding of [a matter]”. Therefore, this 

heuristic could be argued to be the most important heuristic of them all, as it speaks 

about having the user understand the text that is presented to them in the document. And 

having a “practical understanding” of the presented information is the basis for all other 

usage of the document, which in this study is the user manual for Nokia PC Suite. So 

this heuristic was used in the usability evaluation of the user manual to see if the users 

understand the information presented to them. Also, the heuristic mentions that 

information should appear in a natural and logical order, meaning that the information 

flow should also be understandable and not confuse the user. Therefore, this aspect was 

included in the conducted usability study. 

2. Match between documentation and the product  

The forms, screens, manuals, and online helps system should match so that the 
same terminology is used in all of them. This may contradict with ‘Match between 
the documentation and real world’ if the interface uses strange terminology. 
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This heuristic was used in the usability evaluation of the Nokia PC Suite user’s guide to 

see if all aspects of Nokia PC Suite matched in terms of the terminology used. If a user 

sees a term on the user interface, and does not encounter the same term in the part of the 

user manual or help that discusses that particular section of the user interface, the 

situation is confusing and potentially misleading for the user. This is because the user 

might start searching for the correct information from other parts of the manual or help, 

even though the documentation addresses the right issue already, but just with different 

terminology. Then, in the end, the search for the correct manual or help section might 

not give the desired outcome, because different terminology was used on the user 

interface and documentation. But with the user interface terminology not being 

employed in the documentation, the correct information may not be found. 

4. Support for different users 

The documentation should support users with different levels of knowledge on the 
domain as well as those assigned different tasks in the domain. Any unnecessary 
information for a specific user must be hidden from other users or be easily 
overlooked. Quick reference information for expert users should be available. 

This heuristic was used in the usability study, because this thesis concentrates on 

different level user groups. So the usability study and my own usability evaluation on 

the Nokia PC Suite user’s guide had to also assess how much the documentation 

considers the needs of different level user groups. 

5. Effective information design 

Information must be presented in a way that it is easily found and understood by 
the users. Short lines and paragraphs are easier to read. Graphics, tables, and lists 
are easy to scan and read, and appropriately used to support the information need 
the user has. Unnecessary graphics only slow the reading and the download time 
of web-based documentation. Write instructions in imperative form and address 
the user directly using active sentences. 

This heuristic was utilized to evaluate how clear the information in the Nokia PC Suite 

user’s guide is. The heuristic could be of significant importance among the beginner 

 



 40

level computer users as they generally rely on the manual’s text due to their 

inexperience.  

6. Support for various methods for searching Information 

Documentation should support people with different strategies for finding 
information: some search through the table of contents, some use the index, some 
browse, and some use searches (in electronic documentation). The index should 
contain users' own terminology as well as system terms, terms from international 
standards, and those used by competitors. The layout of documentation should 
support browsing so that beginnings of new chapters and important warnings and 
notes are easily picked up. 

This heuristic emphasizes different information finding methods. I picked this heuristic 

to evaluate the effectiveness of the Nokia PC Suite user’s guide when it is being 

employed by people who use different methods of finding the desired information. The 

heuristic mentions the index, which was also under study in the usability evaluation of 

the user’s guide. 

8. Consistency and standards 

Users should not have to wonder whether different words, situations, or actions 
mean the same thing. If the product has several documents, they should be 
consistent in their structure and the information in different documents should be 
designed so that no unnecessary overlapping exists. Follow platform conventions 
when creating the help system. Be sure that the terminology is consistent 
throughout the documentation suite. 

This heuristic is intertwined with Purho’s heuristic number two, as they both discuss the 

use of consistent terminology. The difference between the two heuristics is that this one 

also emphasizes the importance of consistent descriptions in the user assistance 

documentation of entire situations and actions that are taking place on the user interface. 

The heuristic was used in the usability study, as it discusses the terminology and 

consistency of it in the user manual, but on a broader scale when compared to heuristic 

number two. 
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     Using the discussed user documentation usability heuristics as the measurement 

criteria, the results of my own usability analysis on Nokia PC Suite user’s guide is 

presented in the following section. 

3.3.2 Heuristic usability analysis on Nokia PC Suite user’s guide 

Bearing Purho’s heuristics number one in mind that concerns the used language’s 

familiarity to the user, whether or not it is too jargon-filled, and whether the information 

presented in the guide is organised logically. What the examination in light of this 

heuristic revealed was that overall, the user’s guide is written in clear, everyday 

language, with as little technical and jargon-like vocabulary used as possible. However, 

I did find a few points in the manual’s text that could be modified in order to increase 

the text’s usability in relation to heuristic number one. These points are as follows: 

• The manual does contain a separate terms and abbreviations section, but I was 

left thinking if it was adequate enough. For example, the list does not contain 

such terms as ‘infrared modem’ and ‘pairing’. If a user wishes to find 

explanation of terms within the text, it would not be so laborious since there are 

not so many pages in the manual. However, as users behave differently, and use 

different methods for acquiring information, some terms like the ones mentioned 

might be good to add to the list of terms and abbreviations. 

• It might have been good to mention the existence of the terms and abbreviations 

section in the introductory chapter of the manual. Now it might be overlooked 

by the user, as the terms and abbreviations section is placed more to the end of 

the document. Mentioning this section in a note in the introduction would be 

useful. The note could say, for instance, that if the user comes across any 

unfamiliar terms, they could check the applicable section to see if the terms 
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would be explained there. Another option would be to move the section to the 

beginning of the document. 

• On page 17 of the manual, there is a step list on how to connect to the Internet 

by using your phone as a modem. However, the step list’s step number two is 

not a step at all, but just gives additional information if the user is faced with a 

certain type of situation. This step should be a note in connection to the step list 

to present the task more logically. 

     The next step was to go over the Nokia PC Suite user’s guide, bearing Purho’s 

heuristic number two in mind. This heuristic covered the issue of language consistency 

between the user manual and the product’s user interface. I found that the manual did 

not have many direct references to the user interface, and the ones it did have, matched 

the product’s user interface. So examining the Nokia PC Suite user’s guide in light of 

this heuristic did not bring about any points to note or to better. 

     The usability topic covered in Purho’s heuristic number four was examined next in 

the user’s guide. This heuristic emphasizes the importance of offering support for 

different level users. In light of this heuristic, the found usability issues are listed in the 

following: 

• The manual does not include quick reference information for expert users. 

Therefore, a good idea might be to include a few bullets at the beginning of each 

section for those users who just want to get a brief summary of the most 

important matters to be taken into consideration about the application or task at 

hand. 
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• On page four of the user guide, there is a note explaining what the icon in front 

of a note item means. The note text explains that if this icon is seen, the user 

should read the text the icon marks very carefully as it contains information that 

could help avoid potential problems. This was good to clarify, because some 

expert users, for example, might overlook these items if not told otherwise, as 

they might refer to their experience rather than to the instructions provided. 

However, what could have been added to this part of the text were the 

explanations for the icons marking the additional information bits (that is, tips) 

and safety information. For example, for expert users, knowing the meaning of 

the icon might be helpful if they are looking for some handy, nice-to-know type 

of information concerning the applications’ functionalities (which is what tips 

cover). If the meaning of the icon is clear from the start, the expert users could 

quickly spot the icons from the text and concentrate on the information 

presented in these items. 

• On page 15, the manual instructs the user how to synchronise mobile phone data 

with a computer’s data. The step list includes four steps. Of these steps, step 

number three included too lengthy of an explanation of what goes on at this 

point of the task. This particular step deals with what the user should do when 

the settings wizard of the synchronisation application opens up. The text in the 

step carries on for two entire paragraphs, giving examples and additional 

information on what the user should or could do. However, the information 

presented in this step is not something that should be overlooked either, which is 

why I think bettering the usability of this task is a matter of reorganising the 

information presented in it: include the information, but maybe separate the 

additional information as a note in connection to the step. That way, the novice 
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users would not be faced with a step that presents a lot of information, which 

might be confusing to them, and expert users might overlook the step’s text as it 

seems somewhat long. 

     According to my findings, most of the usability issues discovered in the Nokia PC 

Suite user’s guide were related to Purho’s heuristics number five. This heuristic 

emphasizes effective information design. The usability issues I made notice of in light 

of heuristic number five are listed in the following: 

• In general, the application icons placed within the text were quite small in size. 

To me, the icons blend in with the text quite easily if not looked at closely. 

Therefore, making the icons a little more noticeable by making them bigger 

might help users spot the parts of text speaking of a particular application more 

easily. As Purho (2000) points out, “Graphics, tables and lists are easy to scan 

and read, and appropriately used to support the information need the user has”. 

• On page three of the user’s guide, there are several note items listed in sequence. 

In relation to effective information design, this part of the manual had too many 

note items in the same place. Perhaps changing some of them into regular 

paragraphs, or combining some of them would be better in terms of supporting 

the user. The way they are presented now might result in the items losing some 

of the user’s attention, as many of them are placed back-to-back. The same 

occurs on page 14 of the guide. 

• The part of text on page four explaining the meaning of the note item icon 

should be presented in a more noticeable manner. The information is placed at 

the end of the section, with the same size letters as the rest of the text. If the 
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point is that the user should really take notice of this piece of information, it 

should have been made more visible and made easier to find. 

• On page 13, the user’s guide instructs how to open the different applications 

available in Nokia PC Suite. The manual includes a screenshot of the main 

window of the software, but there is no reference to the screenshot in the 

instructive text. For the sake of effective information presentation, there should 

be a reference to every figure. The same usability issue occurs with a figure on 

page 18. 

• On page 14 of the guide, the subject matter of the text in question is how to open 

different PC Suite applications. However, the last two paragraphs discuss how to 

order certain settings for a Nokia mobile phone, as well as how to sign-up for a 

monthly newsletter. The information presented in these two paragraphs is clearly 

not in the right place, and should thus be moved somewhere else to avoid 

confusion among the users. 

• Under usability issues related to heuristic number four, I mentioned a step 

included in the task of synchronising (page 15 of the Nokia PC Suite user’s 

guide). It was too long and not supporting different level users well enough due 

to presenting unnecessary information. The same step also violates heuristic 

number five in terms of effective information design. The core information 

presented in the step (that is, how to proceed when the settings window opens), 

is buried amidst other information concerning the synchronisation settings. This 

is why the step would be more clearly presented if it were divided into the core 

task and the additional information. 
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• On page 17, the user guide’s text talks about installing applications on a mobile 

phone from a PC. The text begins with a brief introduction of the application 

(Nokia Application Installer), and then moves on to the actual task of installing 

the applications. After the step list, however, there is a paragraph instructing the 

user on how to open Nokia Application Installer. I think that this paragraph is 

either in the wrong place or that it is unnecessary and should be deleted. This is 

because the user has just installed applications by double-clicking an application 

installation file, which causes Nokia Application Installer to open. So why is the 

user instructed to open the Nokia Application Installer if it is already open? Or, 

if the user has closed it after completing the installation to their mobile phone, 

they are asked to open it again, which might seem somewhat unnecessary.  

• Another usability issue with the text concerning the Nokia Application Installer 

is that the note item that should be after the actual text is on another page 

entirely. Thus the instructive text and the note item are separated from each 

other, leaving the note item without any content. The layout of the instructive 

text makes it looks like it ends as the page comes to an end. But, there would 

still be the single note item on the next page concerning the use of Nokia 

Application Installer. So, I think this note item could very easily be overlooked, 

and should be placed somewhere else, where it can be clearly seen that it is still 

part of the Nokia Application Installer’s text. 

• On page 19, the guide instructs how to add contacts to a mobile phone from a 

PC. The instructions were otherwise clear and straightforward, but the last step, 

step 6, might be confusing to users. The step in question in the Nokia PC suite 

user’s guide (2007, p. 19) is as follows:  
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“For Do you want to update your contacts to the phone now? 

• If you click Yes the contact is added to your phone and the PC. 

• If you click No the contact is not added to the phone contacts, it is 
added only to the contacts folder on the PC.” 

What could have been stated first in the step was the identification of the Do you 

want to update your contacts to the phone now-element. Now the user does 

not know what the element in question is, that is, is it a dialog box or something 

else. Second, the user is not instructed where to find the mentioned contacts 

folder on the PC. Granted, as step 6 has taken place, the user has an application 

view open that has the contacts folder visible on the left side. However, the icon 

of the folder is rather small and could easily be overlooked. So for the user to 

find the contacts folder easier, the path to the folder could be added to the step. 

• On page 20, the guide instructs how to store images from a mobile phone to a 

PC. The user is instructed to open the application, and define the settings in the 

settings wizard that opens automatically if it is the first time using the 

application. Then the user is instructed to store the images by clicking the 

applicable button after which the application stores the images. What is missing, 

though, is the mentioning of the fact that the application automatically checks 

the user’s phone for new images, and stores only those after starting the storing 

function. Users might get confused about this as they are not given the option 

which images to store. Also, the instructions continue by saying that if the user 

would like to change the settings for the application (which they have just done 

as it was the first time using the application), they can open the settings from the 

application’s main window. This is also potentially confusing to the users, as 

they might not understand what the point of opening the settings again is. 

Therefore, I think it would be good for clarity’s sake to modify the text by 
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saying that if the user would like to change the settings later, they can do so. 

Modifying the text of instructing the users to open the settings again, would help 

avoid confusion. 

• On page 20 of the Nokia PC Suite user’s guide, there is a section titled 

“Transferring music from a CD to your phone”. However, as the text begins and 

proceeds, it discusses more general issues as well as the actual task of 

transferring music (presented later in the section). In order to better the section’s 

information design, the title should have been made more generic (for example, 

Transferring music) to match the information presented in the text. 

     The main issue I found concerning heuristic number six, support for different 

methods of finding information, was that the index was not sufficient enough in terms 

of its length, terminology, and structure. The reasons for this is that users search 

information in varying manners, that there should have been more entries on different 

tasks, that more entries should have been divided into subentries and that there should 

have been more synonyms for some of the index terms. 

     Finally, the last of Purho’s heuristics employed in my usability analysis of Nokia PC 

Suite user’s guide was heuristic number eight, which emphasizes the fact that a 

document should include troubleshooting information. After examining the PC Suite 

user’s guide’s text, I found that it did not include any specific troubleshooting 

information for the users to employ. Also, it was not clearly distinguished where the 

user could find such information if needed. The user’s guide includes a section titled 

“More information” on page 3, which has a bulleted list on where to acquire additional 

information on Nokia PC Suite’s functionality. One of the bullets instructs where to find 

Nokia PC Suite FAQ Search, and this bullet also instructs where the troubleshooting 
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information is. But, the bullet in question begins with the text Nokia PC Suite FAQ 

Search written in bold. This text is what the user’s attention is drawn to first, leading 

them to dismiss the information given about the troubleshooting. Therefore it is not so 

easy to find out where the information can be found. Also, users might overlook where 

the troubleshooting information is located, because the section is titled in such a general 

manner. 

3.3.3 The results of the usability test 

This section presents the questions and tasks administered in the usability test. I will 

first explain the reason why each question or task appears in the test, after which I will 

analyse each point in light of the test subject’s own responses, and my observations of 

how the user groups approached usability problems when encountered. 

     The modifications of the questions or tasks, altered as a result of the pilot study, are 

described and explained in conjunction with the actual test’s results. The results of the 

usability test are discussed anonymously, as was promised to the test subjects. It is 

worth noting that questions 1-3, which outline the test subjects’ previous experience 

with computers, derive from Jeffrey Rubin (p.154, 1994). 

     The reason for posing questions 1-3 about the test subjects’ computer experience was 

two-fold: 

1. To provide historical information about the tests participants that will help to 

understand their performance and behaviour during the test (Rubin, p.151, 

1994). 

2. To find out the test subjects’ own evaluation of their computer skills. The self-

evaluations were to reveal if the test subjects’ computer experience matched my 

presumption of their experience. The test subjects’ computer experience was a 
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factor in determining to which user level they belonged (novice, intermediate, or 

expert). As stated earlier on, the test subjects were unaware to which user level 

they had been classified. 

     The reasons for posing questions 4 and 5 were to find out about the test subjects’ 

behavioural patterns with regard to utilising a user guide in general, and to find out what 

the different level users’ needs and requirements are concerning a user guide. The 

reason for posing questions 6-16, which also included small tasks, was to gather 

information on the content of the Nokia PC Suite user’s guide as viewed by the different 

user groups. Questions 6-16 were posed on the basis of my findings from the heuristic 

usability analysis of the Nokia PC Suite user’s guide. Each question and task item was 

targeted so that the test subjects would have to utilise the different sections of the Nokia 

PC Suite user’s guide that I thought had usability issues. At the end of the 

questionnaire/task form the test subjects were given the opportunity to freely comment 

on the Nokia PC Suite user’s guide. 

     I will now present the usability questionnaire’s questions and tasks, along with the 

analysis of the questionnaire’s results. 

Question 1: What is the total length of time you have been using personal 

computers?  

Purpose: The purpose of this question was to provide background information on the 

test subjects, that is, how experienced in terms of time the test subjects were with 

working with computers. Those test subjects who were classified as experts were 

expected to have worked with computers for a longer period of time than the test 

subjects classified as novices or intermediate. 
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Results:  

• Novices: Those test subjects who were classified as novices had a variation of 

length of time spent using a personal computer between 5-15 years. 

• Intermediate: Those test subjects who were classified as intermediate had a 

variation of length of time spent using a personal computer between 8-15 years. 

• Experts: Those test subjects who were classified as experts had a variation of 

length of time spent using a personal computer between 10-20 years. The expert 

users who partook in the usability study’s pilot had been using computers for 15-

20 years. 

Summary: Based on the information collected, a clear distinction can be seen between 

novice and expert users. The longest period a novice user had been using computers was 

about 15 years. In contrast, the shortest length of time of computer usage among the 

expert users was 15 years. 

Question 2: On a typical day, how often do you use a computer, and why do you 

use it?  

Purpose: The purpose of this question was to gather more information on the test 

subjects’ computer related activities to strengthen the categorisation of the test subjects 

into the appropriate user groups. The stated reasons for computer usage are distinctive 

factors especially in the case of test subjects that had the same amount of experience in 

terms of time, but who were still placed in different user level categories. 

Results:  
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• Novices: Those test subjects who were classified as novices responded to 

generally use computers for checking their emails, and to surf the Internet.  

• Intermediate: Those test subjects who were classified as intermediate responded 

to use computers at their work as needed, and for free-time use, such as to check 

their emails. 

• Experts: Those test subjects who were classified as experts responded to use 

computers throughout their eight-hour working day as a necessity, and at home 

for multimedia and entertainment purposes, such as gaming and downloading 

music. 

Summary: Based on the information collected, the expert users have more intricate 

purposes for using a computer on a daily basis as opposed to the novices and 

intermediate users. These results reinforce the classification of the test subjects where 

the years of computer experience was equal in the different user groups. 

Question 3: Please circle the types of computer applications you have used before, 

and also give an approximation of experience in years for each application type. 

This question was modified as a result of the pilot study. Originally, the request was to 

mark down the test subjects’ experience in months instead of years. This timeframe 

proved to be too intricate, as the pilot study’s test subjects had great difficulties to recall 

their experience with different computer applications in months. In addition, as both of 

the pilot study’s test subjects requested clarification on the application types, I added 

examples of each type in order to make the answering of this question proceed more 

smoothly. 
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Purpose: The purpose of this question was to gather details concerning the types of 

applications used by the different level users in order to authenticate their extent of 

actual computer knowledge. 

Results:  

• Novices: Those test subjects who were classified as novices responded to have 

mostly used basic applications such as Microsoft Word and Microsoft Paint. The 

average length of application usage varied from two months to ten years. 

• Intermediate: Those test subjects who were classified as intermediate responded 

to have used other applications such as Microsoft Excel and RealPlayer in 

addition to the same applications as the novice users. The average length of 

application usage varied between seven to ten years. 

• Experts: Those test subjects who were classified as experts responded to have 

used applications such as SQL, and Microsoft Visual C++ in addition to the 

Microsoft suite applications. The average length of application usage varied 

between six months to ten years.  

Summary: Based on the information collected, the test subjects classified as novice 

users had more limited computer application usage when compared to the more 

advanced user groups. Though some test subjects classified as novices reported to have 

been using applications for ten years, they remain as such due to the nature of the 

applications used. In this case, novice users had an extent of computer usage experience 

in basic software programs such as Microsoft Word, whereas the test subjects classified 

as expert users utilised engineering software programs such as Microsoft Visual C++. 
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Applications used by test subjects classified as intermediate users lie in the middle of 

basic and more advanced.  

Question 4: Typically in what circumstances do you use the user guide of a 

product? 

Purpose: The purpose of this question was to gather information regarding the 

circumstances in which the different user groups resort to a product’s user manual, and 

their behaviour towards the manual usage. 

Results:  

• Novices: Those test subjects who were classified as novices were split in their 

responses to the question. Half of the test subjects reported to employ the user 

manual when learning to use a new product, and the other half reported to resort 

to the user manual only when necessary or not at all. 

• Intermediate: Those test subjects who were classified as intermediate responded 

to employ the user manual when encountering a problematic situation, as well as 

when learning to use a new product. 

• Experts: Those test subjects who were classified as experts responded to employ 

the user manual when familiarising themselves with a new product, and as a last 

resort in problematic situations. 

Summary: Users in each user group responded to employ a user manual when getting to 

know a new product. What is interesting is that some of the test subjects classified as 

novice users stated, like with expert users, that they do not employ a user manual under 

any circumstance. What is more, some of the test subjects classified as intermediate and 
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expert users reported to resort to a product’s user manual when encountering a 

problematic situation with the product’s usage. In contrast, none of the test subjects 

classified as novices reported to resort to a user manual when encountering a problem 

with a product. 

Question 5: Briefly describe what you think a good user guide is like: 

Purpose: The purpose of this question was to get a list of features that each of the test 

subjects think a good user guide includes, and to assess the needs and requirements of 

different user groups. This list will also serve as a reference to question 6. 

Results:  

• Novices: Those test subjects who were classified as novices listed the following 

features: 

o short but clear guidance 

o use of pictures to facilitate comprehension of matters 

o step-by-step instructions. 

• Intermediate: Those test subjects who were classified as intermediate listed the 

following features: 

o clear table of contents 

o matters explained as detailed as possible 

o use of pictures to facilitate comprehension of matters. 

• Experts: Those test subjects who were classified as experts listed the following 

features: 

o user friendly approach 

o user manual should have a FAQ and a quick reference section 

 



 56

o step-by-step instructions 

o use of pictures to facilitate comprehension of matters. 

Summary: Based on the information collected, it can be concluded that the main 

elements a good user manual should include are clear step-by-step instructions and 

graphics to support the manual usage. 

Question 6: Take a quick general glance at the Nokia PC Suite user’s guide. After 

that, please explain briefly what was your first impression of the manual. 

This question was modified as a result of the pilot study. I added an advisory sentence 

to the introduction of this section, that is, the Nokia PC Suite user’s guide-specific 

questions and tasks, as well as to the beginning of each question/task item. The sentence 

added to the introduction was advising the test subjects to read the user guide 

instructions thoroughly, and the sentence added to the beginning of each question/task 

item was advising the test subjects to actually utilise the user guide instructions for 

completing each item. These sentences were added, because the test subjects in the pilot 

study were prone to disregard the utilisation of the guide for carrying out the question 

and task items in this section. As one purpose of the usability study was to gather 

information on how different level users deal with usability problems, I had to get 

everyone to read through the applicable user guide’s text, and carry out the posed tasks 

by actually following the guide’s instructions. 

Purpose: The purpose of this question was to get an opinion of the Nokia PC Suite 

user’s guide, based on the features of a good user guide as stated by the test subjects in 

question 5. 

Results: 
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• Novices: Those test subjects who were classified as novices thought that the 

Nokia PC Suite user’s guide had a clear table of contents, and had clarifying 

pictures, although they were thought to be a bit too small. In addition, the test 

subjects noted that the Nokia PC Suite user’s guide included step-by-step 

guidance, and was thought to be clear, detailed, and easy to follow. One of the 

test subjects stated that the guide seemed to be too long. 

• Intermediate: Those test subjects who were classified as intermediate thought 

that the Nokia PC Suite user’s guide had a clear table of contents, and was not 

too long. One of the intermediate test subjects thought that the pictures used 

were a plus, whereas the other pointed that the pictures were too small. Also, 

one of the test subjects pointed out that it was good the Nokia PC Suite user’s 

guide was in colour. 

• Experts: Those test subjects who were classified as experts stated that the Nokia 

PC Suite user’s guide should have included a brief overview in the introductory 

section, stating what the product is like and what it is used for. One of the test 

subjects pointed out that this information was presented too late in the guide. 

The test subjects also wanted more pictures, and for the guide to include a FAQ 

and a quick reference section. 

Summary: What is evident from the data collected was that those test subjects who were 

classified as experts responded with a critique of Nokia PC Suite user’s guide as 

opposed to the more positive appraisal received from the test subjects classified as 

novices and intermediate. 
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Question 7: Read through chapter 1 Introduction. Please describe what did you 

think of the information presented. For example, was there something missing, was 

there something too much, or, did you understand everything? 

Purpose: The purpose of the question was to gather feedback on how clear the 

information structure presented in the Nokia PC Suite user’s guide was to the test 

subjects, and what were the possible flaws, if any.  

Results: 

• Novices: Those test subjects who were classified as novices responded that the 

information was well presented and understandable. All of the test subjects liked 

the table presenting the Nokia PC Suite applications (Table 1). However, one of 

the test subjects pointed out that in order to fully understand the table, one 

should have some experience with computers. 

• Intermediate: Those test subjects who were classified as intermediate thought 

that the table presenting the Nokia PC Suite applications was informative. One 

of the test subjects was of the opinion that the pictures eased the comprehension 

of the guide, while the other felt the pictures could have been bigger. 

• Experts: Those test subjects who were classified as experts thought that the 

pictures presenting the Nokia PC Suite applications provided clarity where the 

text did not. Again, it was mentioned by one of the test subjects that the 

introductory section should have included a product overview. 

Summary: Based on the information collected, it can be concluded that all user groups 

found the table to be a very clarifying resource. Other than the missing product 
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overview, the test subjects did not think there was an excess, or a lack of information in 

the introductory section. 

Question 8: Using the instructions provided in the PC Suite user’s guide, connect 

the phone to Nokia PC Suite with the cable provided. 

Purpose: The purpose of this question was to receive feedback from the users on the 

information structure of the instructions provided for the task in question.  

Results:  

• Novices: Those test subjects who were classified as novices responded that the 

step-by-step instructions were informative; however, the instructions were 

thought to be unnecessary as the users were already familiar with using a USB 

cable.  

• Intermediate: One of the test subjects who were classified as intermediate 

resorted to her existing knowledge of connecting a mobile phone to a PC, 

instead of reading the appropriate section of the user guide. The other 

intermediate test subject stated that the instructions in the user guide were clear, 

but that she expected to see confirmation of the established connection on the 

user interface or depicted in the user guide. During my observation, I noticed 

that the intermediate test subject was confused about the missing confirmation 

note, and solved this usability problem of not receiving enough information by 

ignoring it and moving on with the task. 

• Experts: Those test subjects who were classified as experts reported no 

difficulties in carrying out the task, but additional information at the beginning 

of the steps would have been desired. During my observation, I noticed that one 
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of the expert test subjects approached a usability problem of puzzling 

terminology, and solved it by reading the beginning of the instructions again. 

Another expert test subject did not find the correct instructions at first, and asked 

me if she could resolve this usability problem by relying on her experience. 

Because I was not permitted to give any support during the test, the test subject 

first completed the task by relying on her own experience. Then she read the 

task’s question again and followed the user guide text to complete the task a 

second time. 

Summary: Based on the information collected, it can be concluded that those test 

subjects classed as novices did not require any additional information to 

successfully complete the task, while the test subjects classified as experts identified 

flaws with the instructions. 

Question 9: Using the instructions provided in the PC Suite user’s guide, open 

some of the PC Suite applications. You can close them afterwards. 

Purpose: The purpose of this question was to evaluate how the different users open and 

close the Nokia PC Suite applications, following the instructions provided in the Nokia 

PC Suite user’s guide. The information gathered was used also to evaluate how the 

different user groups perceived the information structure of the instructions. 

Results:  

• Novices: Those test subjects who were classified as novices responded that 

existing knowledge of computer usage is helpful in carrying out this task.  
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• Intermediate: Those test subjects who were classified as intermediate responded 

that it was good that the instructions in the user guide proceeded in the same 

order as in practice. 

• Experts: Those test subjects who were classified as experts had no problems in 

carrying out the task. However, one of the experts was wondering if the three 

last paragraphs of the section were in the right place. Another test subject 

questioned whether or not all phases of the task were explained in the user 

guide. During my observation, I noticed that one of the experts had a difficult 

time in distinguishing where the instructions for opening the applications ended, 

and started reading instructions from the following section. 

Summary: Based on the information collected, it can be concluded that this task posed 

no problems to any of the user groups’ test subjects. However, the information structure 

could have been clearer. 

Question 10: Using the instructions provided in the PC Suite user’s guide, 

synchronise the notes items between the phone and computer. 

Purpose: The purpose of this question was to evaluate how the different users carry out 

a synchronisation task, following the instructions provided in the Nokia PC Suite user’s 

guide. Furthermore, the information gathered was used to determine if the information 

presented in the instructions provided support for different users, and the effectiveness 

of the information structure. 

Results:  

• Novices: Two of the test subjects who were classified as novices responded that 

the task was easy to carry out, and that the user manual was not necessary. The 
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other two of the novice users reported difficulty with the terminology. During 

my observation, I noticed that one of the novice test subjects approached this 

usability problem with a high level of anxiety. The test subject was trying to find 

further understanding from the instructions and the application’s user interface 

but not managing to do so. As a result, this test subject gave up; thus, she did not 

finish the task in question. 

• Intermediate: Those test subjects who were classified as intermediate had no 

problems carrying out the task, but noted that step 3 had excessive information 

which could have been presented somewhere else within the section. It was also 

stated the information was clear and to the point, but that the pictures illustrated 

in the text could have been clearer. 

• Experts: Those test subjects who were classified as experts stated that the 

information structure of the section was not clear and caused confusion, and 

were more confident in not using the Nokia PC Suite user’s guide. During my 

observation, I noticed that the expert test subjects approached this usability 

problem with confusion, and solved the problem by relying on their previous 

experience. Because after trying to understand the instructions for a while, the 

expert users did not pay attention to the guide anymore but were keener on 

focusing their attention to the user interface. 

Summary: Based on the information collected, it can be concluded that the use of the 

Nokia PC Suite user’s guide brought more confusion to the test subjects instead of 

understanding.  

Question 11: Using the instructions provided in the PC Suite user’s guide, install 

an application to the phone. 
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Purpose: The purpose of this question was to evaluate how the different users carry out 

an application installation task, following the instructions provided in the Nokia PC 

Suite user’s guide, and determine if the instructions provided in the user guide 

proceeded in a logical order.  

Results:  

• Novices: One of the test subjects who were classified as novices could not 

complete the task with the instructions provided in the user guide. During my 

observation, I noticed that the novice test subject approached this usability 

problem by referring to the Nokia PC Suite help. One of the novices users did 

not understand what to transfer and to where. During my observation, I noticed 

that the novice test subject approached this usability problem with frustration, 

and aborted the task.  

• Intermediate: One of the test subjects who were classified as intermediate would 

have wanted a reference to Nokia’s Internet site, while the other had no 

problems carrying out the task. 

• Experts: Those test subjects who were classified as experts did not encounter 

any greater problems with carrying out the task due to their experience and 

expertise with computers. However, the test subjects classified as experts listed 

further requirements for the user guide instructions. Such requirements were the 

following: 

o more instructions on how to finish the installation of an application on the 
mobile phone 

o a link to Nokia’s Internet site 

o details in the instructions to appear in a logical order 
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o definitions of application suitability to different phone models. 

Summary: Based on the information collected, it can be concluded that the test subjects 

classified as novices could not have completed the task without the aid of external 

resources. Test subjects belonging to the more advanced user groups were able to 

complete the task. However, the test subjects classified as experts did report further 

requirements in order to make completing the task easier. 

 

Question 12: Using the instructions provided in the PC Suite user’s guide, create a 

new contact to the phone. 

Purpose: The purpose of this question was to evaluate how the different users carry out 

creating a new contact, following the instructions provided in the Nokia PC Suite user’s 

guide, and determine if the instructions provided in the user guide proceeded in a logical 

order.  

Results:  

• Novices: Those test subjects who were classified as novices did not encounter 

any major problems with carrying out the task.  

• Intermediate: One of the test subjects who were classified as intermediate 

carried out the task incorrectly. During my observation, I noticed that the 

intermediate test subject approached usability problems when the application 

opened a supporting application’s view, and became confused. The test subject 

solved the problem by referring to the user manual. One of the intermediate 

users commented that a screenshot of the user interface in the steps would have 

been useful.  
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• Experts: Those test subjects who were classified as experts were of the same 

opinion as with intermediate users, in the sense that a screenshot of the user 

interface in the steps would have been useful. 

Summary: Based on the information collected, it can be concluded that most of the 

users did not carry out the task correctly, as a result of not using the instructions. 

Members of the intermediate and expert user groups commented that a screenshot of the 

user interface in a step would have clarified the instructions. 

Question 13: Using the instructions provided in the PC Suite user’s guide, store the 

images from the phone to the PC. 

Purpose: The purpose of this question was to evaluate how the different users carry out 

storing images from the mobile phone to the PC, following the instructions provided in 

the Nokia PC Suite user’s guide, and determine if the instructions were easy to find and 

understand. 

Results:  

• Novices: Those test subjects who were classified as novices found that the 

instructions were easy to comprehend and to follow. During my observation, I 

noticed that one of the novice test subject approached a usability problem 

brought on by the use of the term ‘wizard’ in the Nokia PC Suite user’s guide. 

As a result, the use of the unfamiliar term led the test subject to carry out the 

task without being confident that the images had been stored to the PC. Another 

novice test subject stated that, while the instructions were clear, she was 

doubtful that the task was being carried out correctly. During my observation, I 

noticed that the novice test subject approached this usability problem with 
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uncertainty, and solved it by re-opening the application to check if the 

application found any new images from the mobile phone. As the application did 

not find any new images, the test subject became certain that the transfer was 

successful. 

• Intermediate: Those test subjects who were classified as intermediate reported 

missing information and misunderstandings with the instructions provided in 

Nokia PC Suite user’s guide. One of the intermediate test subjects reported that 

the user guide neglected to state that the application transfers only files that have 

not yet been moved to the PC. During my observation, I noticed that the other 

intermediate test subject did not fully understand the instructions at first and 

approached this usability problem with confusion, but solved the problem by 

taking more time to read the instructions again. The reason for the test subject 

not understanding the instructions the first time was not clarified. 

• Experts: Those test subjects who were classified as experts did not report any 

problems with carrying out the task. However, they noted that the Nokia PC 

Suite user’s guide neglected to inform that only images that have not yet been 

moved from the mobile phone would be transferred. 

Summary: Based on the information collected, it can be concluded that while most of 

the test subjects did not encounter any problems with carrying out the task, the 

terminology used in the user guide was misleading. It can also be concluded that the 

instructions contained insufficient information about the application in question. 

Question 14: Using the instructions provided in the PC Suite user’s guide, transfer 

two songs from the CD to the phone. 
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This question was modified as a result of the pilot study. Originally the test subjects 

were instructed to transfer a few songs from the provided CD to the mobile phone. After 

conducting the pilot study, I realised that my instructions were too broad, and had to be 

specified further. In the pilot study, the test subjects were not sure as to how many 

songs they were required to transfer, and thus one of the test subjects transferred the 

entire CD. This procedure was time consuming and not what I intended. Therefore, I 

changed the instructions to a specific number of songs to be transferred during the task.  

Purpose: The purpose of this question was to evaluate how the different users carry out 

transferring music files from a CD to the mobile phone, following the instructions 

provided in the Nokia PC Suite user’s guide, and determine whether the presentation of 

information was easy to find and understand. 

Results:  

• Novices: Those users who were classified as novices responded that the 

instructions were clear and easy to follow. One of the test subjects did report that 

she was not sure if the songs had been successfully transferred to the mobile 

phone due to not receiving any confirmation of it from the user guide nor the 

user interface. The test subject ignored the problem, and moved on to the next 

task. Another intermediate test subject reported to have been confused when the 

PC’s user interface instructed the user to update the mobile phone’s music 

library, and that this information was not mentioned in the Nokia PC Suite 

user’s guide. During my observation, I noticed that the novice test subject 

attempted to resolve this usability problem by reading the instructions again, 

could not resolve it, and failed to complete the task. 

 



 68

• Intermediate: One of the users who were classified as intermediate responded 

that they were also confused about having to update the mobile phone after the 

songs had been transferred. During my observation, I noticed that the 

intermediate test subject approached the usability problem, tried to resolve the 

problem by finding the transferred songs on the mobile phone, but failed to do 

so as she did not update the mobile phone’s music library as instructed on the 

user interface. Thus, the test subject was left uncertain if the songs had been 

transferred. The other intermediate test subject reported no problems with 

carrying out the task, but that the PC’s user interface could have been more 

instructive. 

• Experts: Those users who were classified as experts reported that the 

instructions provided in the Nokia PC Suite user’s guide were clear, but that the 

PC’s user interface was difficult to understand. One of the test subjects reported 

that she did not understand a term used in step 4. During my observation, I 

noticed that the expert test subject attempted to resolve this usability problem by 

reading the instructions again, but failed to do so. Thus, he did not complete the 

task in question. Like one of the intermediate test subjects, I noticed during my 

observation that one of the expert test subjects approached the same problem of 

not receiving confirmation from either the user guide or the user interface about 

successful song transfer, and resolved the problem differently. The expert test 

subject resolved the problem by verifying if the songs could be found from the 

PC. 

Summary: Based on the information collected, it can be concluded that test subjects 

classified as novices and intermediate encountered the same problem with the notice of 

having to update the mobile phone after the music transfer; the experts did not 
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encounter this problem. However, the test subjects classified as experts did report that, 

while the instructions were clear, the application’s user interface was not user-friendly. 

Question 15: Using the information provided in the PC Suite user’s guide, find out 
what the terms “Bluetooth stack” and “packet data” mean. 

This question was added as a result of the pilot study. The reason that I added this 

question was to examine the different information finding strategies used by the user 

groups. Also, I realised that I had not included a task where the test subjects were 

required to find information from the Nokia PC Suite user’s guide terms and 

abbreviations section. 

Purpose: The main purpose of this question was to evaluate if the users had any further 

requirements for the terms and abbreviations section if they used it for this task, and if 

they did not use the terms and abbreviations section, then what were the test subjects’ 

other information finding strategies, as well whether the terms and abbreviations section 

was easy to find. 

Results: 

• Novices: Those users who were classified as novices simply reported that they 

had found the requested terms.  

• Intermediate: Those users who were classified as intermediate reported to have 

encountered difficulties with finding the explanation for the second term stated 

in the task. During my observation, I noticed that the intermediate users had 

problems with finding the second term. The intermediate test subjects tried to 

solve the problem by searching for the information from the user guide’s index, 

and from there found the terms and abbreviations section, which led to 

successful completion of the task in question. 
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• Experts: Those users who were classified as experts reported to have had no 

problems in finding the information, as a result of referring to the Nokia PC 

Suite user’s guide terms and abbreviations section, index and table of contents.  

Summary: Based on the information collected, it can be concluded that the test 

subjects classified as experts used various methods to find the required information, 

that is, leafing through the guide, using the table of contents, index and the terms 

and abbreviations section, whereas the test subjects classified as novices all 

employed the same method for finding information, namely the table of contents.  

Question 16: Using the index provided in the PC Suite user’s guide, find out 

where you can find information on the following: 

a) connecting your phone to the Internet 

b) backing up your phone 

c) copying songs to your phone. 

This question was modified as a result of the pilot study. Originally, the terms posed for 

the test subjects to find resembled the exact index entries too closely and were therefore 

too easy to be find. Therefore, I modified the terms to be more abstract, for example, the 

term ‘data backup’ was changed into ‘backing up your phone’.  

Purpose: The purpose of this question was to evaluate whether the index terminology 

contained the users’ own terminology, that is, were there enough layman terms, whether 

the index structure was understandable, and whether the index was large enough to 

support different user groups’ methods of finding information. 

Results:  
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• Novices: Those users who were classified as novices reported no problems with 

finding the requested information. 

• Intermediate: Those users who were classified as intermediate reported that they 

found the requested information.  

• Experts: Those users who were classified as experts reported that they found the 

requested information. However, one of the test subjects classified as expert 

stated that the index terms should follow the applications’ user interface 

terminology, and that the terms referring to the application names would have 

been more clear had they not included the word ‘Nokia’ in them. During my 

observation, I noticed that another test subject of this group was not able to find 

items b and c right away, but solved the problem after a short period. The test 

subject stated in her response that the usability problem was encountered 

because she had another term in mind when going through the index the first 

time. Also, another member of this user group reported that using the table of 

contents was a quicker way to find all the requested information. 

Summary: Based on the information collected, it can be concluded that the test subjects 

classified as novices found the index to be sufficient and clear, whereas the test subjects 

classified as intermediate and expert did not resort to the index alone to find the 

requested information due to differences in terminology between the index and what the 

users had anticipated, as well as the need for a clearer structure. 

As mentioned previously, the test subjects were also given the opportunity to freely 

comment or make further suggestions concerning the Nokia PC Suite user’s guide. Out 

of the 12 test subjects, 9 people gave feedback about the guide. Overall, the given 

feedback was positive in tone, such as that the guide was very good for beginning users 
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and that the guide was clear. However, the given feedback also included some further 

requirements and wishes for the guide. These requirements and wishes included the 

following: 

• the guide should have a troubleshooting section 

• the guide should include more pictures 

• some sections of the guide should be shortened 

• the guide should have separate sections for novice and expert users 

• the guide should include a quick guide section 

• safety instructions should be mentioned first. 

3.3.4 Suggestions for bettering the usability of the Nokia PC Suite user’s guide  

As a result of the test subjects’ feedback on the Nokia PC Suite user’s guide and 

gathered data from the encountered usability problems, I compiled a general list of 

suggestions for bettering the overall usability of the Nokia PC Suite user’s guide. The 

suggestions are as follows:  

• adding more instructions on how to finish the installation of an application on 

the mobile phone 

• adding a link to Nokia’s Internet site in the user guide’s instructions for 

installing applications 

• making sure that the details in all the instructions appear in a logical order 

• improving the user guide’s information structure, such as relocating the terms 

and abbreviations section to the beginning of the guide 

• further clarifying in the user guide what happens on the user interface, such as 

informing the user of a new window opening 
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• separating sections more clearly to improve the legibility of the guide 

• adding definitions to the terms and abbreviations section, such as a definition for 

the term ‘wizard’ 

• adding a troubleshooting section 

• including bigger and clearer pictures, as well as increasing the use of pictures 

• adding separate sections for different level users, such as a quick guide section 

for the expert users 

• adding an FAQ section 

• adding a more detailed product overview in the introduction section of the guide 

• including confirmations on the completion of storing images, creating 

connections, and transferring songs. 
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4. CONCLUSION 

The ultimate goal of this research was to collect information on how to better the 

usability of the Nokia PC Suite user’s guide. As discussed in this thesis there are many 

definitions and views of what usability is. I mentioned what the views of Dumas and 

Redish and Jakob Nielsen were about the definition of usability, and concluded that the 

concept of usability is diverse, and cannot be narrowed down to just one single 

characteristic. As the concept cannot be defined by just one single property, it is usually 

associated to usability attributes of learning ability, efficiency, memorability, errors and 

satisfaction. 

     During the process of examining the concept of usability, I found out how usability 

is also connected to user-centred design. This design method places the users’ needs and 

requirements as the focus point of the design process. The philosophy of putting the 

user above all else is the key to having a user centred product as well as a user centred 

user manual. 

     Connected to the idea of usability are the concepts of user and user groups. These 

concepts, in addition to usability, have a crucial role in what the user manual is like and 

how well it serves its purpose as a user assistance tool. By a definition given by Jakob 

Nielsen (1993), the meaning of the term ‘user’ should cover everyone whose work is 

affected by the product in one way or another, which includes the users of the system’s 

end product and output. In another definition given by the European Integration’s 

(1996, p.5), “A user is a person who installs, uses, adjusts, maintenances, cleans, 

repairs, or transports a product or takes care of removing it from use.” Both of these 

definitions can be argued to be clear and concise in meaning. In contrast, to Alan 

Cooper the meaning of the term ‘user’ is not so clear-cut. Cooper (1999, p. 126) 

comments when writing about product design that “Although satisfying the user is our 
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goal, the term ‘user’ causes trouble. Its imprecision makes it unusable, like trying to 

remove someone’s appendix with a chainsaw”. However, the matter of ‘user’ could be 

looked at from a broader perspective. This is why writing in a user centred way in order 

to produce a user-oriented user manual includes the notion of user groups. 

     There are several reasons why users are divided into user groups, but in essence, 

dividing users into different user groups helps to understand what their needs and 

requirements are for the manual they will be using. 

     As discussed in the study, concepts such as user and user groups are important in the 

process of carrying out the actual composition work of the user manual. But how is the 

target audience actually analysed, that is, the users and the different user groups they 

belong to? What is more, in order to produce an effective manual for the targeted users, 

the technical communicator should also have the knowledge of how different user 

groups employ the user manual. 

     In order to answer what affects the different users and user groups when employing a 

user manual, what had to be determined first was what the user groups were. An 

approach to analyzing users as presented by Dix, Finlay, Abowd & Beale (2004, p. 407) 

is to categorize users into stereotypes. Dix et al. (2004, p. 407) continued by saying that 

these stereotypes, which are based on user characteristics, may be simple, such as 

making a distinction between novice and expert users. Nemeth (2004, p. 274) classifies 

users into novice, intermediate and expert users. This division of users fitted the 

purposes of my study, and therefore it was also utilised in the study. 

     After the user group classes had been determined, what had to be concluded were the 

characteristics on the basis of which different users were put into the different user 

group categories. An aid for this task was provided by Nemeth (2004, p. 274), who 
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stated that users have primary and secondary skills. Nemeth (2005, p. 274) continued by 

saying that primary skills are those that are employed in the individuals’ main work 

role, such as a web site developer. Secondary skills are employed in a role that is 

performed in addition to primary skills such as a clerical assistant who has web research 

ability. Drawing on the notions of primary and secondary skills, I determined that 

novice users are people who had few years of computer experience, and did not employ 

the usage of a computer in their everyday work. Novice users have only primary skills, 

while expert users have both, primary and secondary skills. Expert users are people who 

have used computers for several years, usually greater than 10, have an educational 

background reflecting an extensive history of computer usage, such as engineers, and 

work with computers in their expertise. Additionally, expert users use computers for 

free time activities such as gaming, music downloading, and checking emails. Users 

who have primary skills, but who employ only some secondary skills are classified as 

intermediate. Based in this it can be said that intermediate users have more computer 

experience than novice users, but lack an educational background of an extensive 

involvement with computers or information technology in general. 

     As one of the research questions for this thesis was which factors affect the different 

users and user groups when they are employing a user manual, the aspects of cognition 

came into question. As clarified by Näätänen, Niemi & Laakso (1992, p. 9), cognition is 

comprised out of the user’s sensation and perception, learning, memory, accessing 

information and even problem solving. In addition to these cognitive factors, what also 

affects the users while they are employing a user manual is how they actually process 

and access the text they are reading. According to Brown, Campione & Day (see 

Fischer and Mandl, 1984), a human being’s text processing is comprised out of such 
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components as reader’s personal characteristics, aspects of the text itself, ways of 

reading, and motives for reading. 

The goal of the thesis was to also give answers to two other research questions. These 

questions were: 

• How do different user groups approach usability problems when encountering 

them in using a product and its manual? 

• How can different user groups’ needs and requirements be satisfied better? 

What were the answers for these questions is talked about in the following. 

     Basing on the examined theoretical aspects, the empirical part of the study took 

place. The empirical study was two-fold. First, in order to pinpoint the problematic 

areas within the Nokia PC Suite user’s guide text, I carried out a heuristic expert 

evaluation on the guide. Second, a usability test focusing on the areas of text with 

usability problems was carried out. 

     It can be stated that the results of the usability test show that my hypothesis 

presented at the beginning of the study was incorrect. My hypothesis was that novice 

users would focus on solving the usability problems they face with more diligence in 

comparison to their more experienced peers. I justified this statement by arguing that 

because the novice users do not have the experience of the other user groups, they 

would be keener on solving the problems in order to be able to move on with the use of 

the product they were using. However, as the results of the usability study show, novice 

users do not resort to a product’s user manual even if faced with a problem. In addition, 

when actually employing a user manual, the novice users were keener on giving up 

when faced with usability problems rather than trying solving them. It was in fact the 
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expert users who wanted to get to the source of the matter if a problem occurred. This 

was demonstrated, for example, in the usability test’s task concerning synchronisation 

and application installation. 

     The usability test’s results also show that expert users actually look at a user manual 

more closely as opposed to the other user groups. Namely, those test subjects who were 

classified as experts responded with a more detailed critique of Nokia PC Suite user’s 

guide as opposed to the more positive appraisal received from the test subjects classified 

as novices and intermediate. For the expert users, the guide seemed to be lacking more 

in terms of the type of information presented, and the level of detail presented within 

the text. What is more, the expert users seemed to be more susceptible to notice if the 

user guide had problems with its information structure. 

     Based on the findings from the completed usability test and from test subject 

feedback, I was able to compile a list of suggestions on how to better the usability of 

Nokia PC Suite user’s guide, thus reaching the ultimate goal of this study. The received 

suggestions also give insight into how different user groups’ needs and requirements 

can be satisfied better. Also, as I was able to gather information that clearly 

distinguished if my hypothesis was correct or not, it can be concluded that the research 

methods employed in the study did serve their purpose. 

     Further research could be carried out to see if the implementations of the usability 

enhancements mentioned in the compiled list of suggestions actually serve their 

purpose, that is, does the Nokia PC Suite user’s guide serve the different user groups’ 

needs and requirements better than before. 
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APPENDICES 

For the empirical part of this study, I used a questionnaire/task form 

(Appendix A), and an observation form (Appendix B) for collecting the 

required data. The questionnaire/task form presented in Appendix A is the 

second and final version of the form after I had modified the original 

questionnaire/task form based on findings during the test pilot. 
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Appendix A – Test subject questionnaire/task form 

 

Your participation in this survey is important, because it provides valuable information 
for the researcher in carrying out their Master’s thesis.  
 
All of your answers are confidential and will be used only for research purposes. 
 
The survey will take approximately one hour to complete. 
 
 
 
 
 
COMPUTER EXPERIENCE 

Please answer the questions below in order to help the researcher 
understand your experience with computer related activities. 

1. What is the total length of time you have been using personal computers?  

--------------------------------------------------------------------------------------- 

2. On a typical day, how often do you use a computer, and why do you use it? 

---------------------------------------------------------------------------------------- 

---------------------------------------------------------------------------------------- 

---------------------------------------------------------------------------------------- 

3. Please circle the types of computer applications you have used before, and also 
give an approximation of experience in years for each application type. 

Application type Years of experience 

Database (for example, FileMaker, SQL)  ---------- 

Spreadsheet (for example, MS Excel, Open Office)  ---------- 

Word processing (for example, MS Word, Adobe Acrobat)  ---------- 

Desk top publishing (for example, Framemaker, InDesign) ----------- 

Design (for example, CAD/CAM)   ----------- 

Engineering (for example, MS Visual C++)  ----------- 

Other (for example, MS Paint, RealPlayer): 

---------------------------------------------   ----------- 

---------------------------------------------   ----------- 

GENERAL QUESTIONS 

4. Typically in what circumstances do you use the user guide of a product? 

------------------------------------------------------------------------------- 
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------------------------------------------------------------------------------- 

------------------------------------------------------------------------------- 

------------------------------------------------------------------------------- 

------------------------------------------------------------------------------- 

------------------------------------------------------------------------------- 

5. Briefly describe what you think a good user guide is like: 

------------------------------------------------------------------------------- 

------------------------------------------------------------------------------- 

------------------------------------------------------------------------------- 

------------------------------------------------------------------------------- 

------------------------------------------------------------------------------- 

------------------------------------------------------------------------------- 

 

NOKIA PC SUITE USER’S GUIDE QUESTIONS 

The following section contains both, questions and small tasks, involving 
the Nokia PC Suite user’s guide. 

There are no time limits for completing the tasks, and there is no right or 
wrong ways of completing this section. 

Please read the user’s guide instructions and the presented questions 
thoroughly. 

6. Take a quick general glance at the Nokia PC Suite user’s guide. After that, please 
explain briefly what was your first impression of the manual. 

---------------------------------------------------------------------------------------- 

---------------------------------------------------------------------------------------- 

---------------------------------------------------------------------------------------- 

---------------------------------------------------------------------------------------- 

---------------------------------------------------------------------------------------- 

---------------------------------------------------------------------------------------- 

7. Read through chapter 1 Introduction. Please describe what did you think of the 
information presented. For example, was there something missing, was there 
something too much, or, did you understand everything?  

---------------------------------------------------------------------------------------- 
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---------------------------------------------------------------------------------------- 

---------------------------------------------------------------------------------------- 

---------------------------------------------------------------------------------------- 

---------------------------------------------------------------------------------------- 

---------------------------------------------------------------------------------------- 

8. Using the instructions provided in the PC Suite user’s guide, connect the phone to 
Nokia PC Suite with the cable provided.  

Did you come across any difficulties during the task? If so, please 
elaborate what and how did you solve the situation. Also, was 
there anything else in the instructions that you would like to 
comment on? 

---------------------------------------------------------------------------------------- 

---------------------------------------------------------------------------------------- 

---------------------------------------------------------------------------------------- 

---------------------------------------------------------------------------------------- 

---------------------------------------------------------------------------------------- 

9. Using the instructions provided in the PC Suite user’s guide, open some of the PC 
Suite applications. You can close them afterwards. 

Did you come across any difficulties during the task? If so, please 
elaborate what and how did you solve the situation. Also, was 
there anything else in the instructions that you would like to 
comment on? 

---------------------------------------------------------------------------------------- 

---------------------------------------------------------------------------------------- 

---------------------------------------------------------------------------------------- 

---------------------------------------------------------------------------------------- 

---------------------------------------------------------------------------------------- 

10. Using the instructions provided in the PC Suite user’s guide, synchronise the notes 
items between the phone and computer. 

Did you come across any difficulties during the task? If so, please 
elaborate what and how did you solve the situation. Also, was 
there anything else in the instructions that you would like to 
comment on? 

---------------------------------------------------------------------------------------- 

---------------------------------------------------------------------------------------- 

 



 86

---------------------------------------------------------------------------------------- 

---------------------------------------------------------------------------------------- 

---------------------------------------------------------------------------------------- 

11. Using the instructions provided in the PC Suite user’s guide, install an application to 
the phone. 

Did you come across any difficulties during the task? If so, please 
elaborate what and how did you solve the situation. Also, was 
there anything else in the instructions that you would like to 
comment on? 

---------------------------------------------------------------------------------------- 

---------------------------------------------------------------------------------------- 

---------------------------------------------------------------------------------------- 

---------------------------------------------------------------------------------------- 

---------------------------------------------------------------------------------------- 

12. Using the instructions provided in the PC Suite user’s guide, create a new contact 
to the phone. 

Did you come across any difficulties during the task? If so, please 
elaborate what and how did you solve the situation. Also, was 
there anything else in the instructions that you would like to 
comment on? 

---------------------------------------------------------------------------------------- 

---------------------------------------------------------------------------------------- 

---------------------------------------------------------------------------------------- 

---------------------------------------------------------------------------------------- 

---------------------------------------------------------------------------------------- 

13. Using the instructions provided in the PC Suite user’s guide, store the images from 
the phone to the PC. 

Did you come across any difficulties during the task? If so, please 
elaborate what and how did you solve the situation. Also, was 
there anything else in the instructions that you would like to 
comment on? 

---------------------------------------------------------------------------------------- 

---------------------------------------------------------------------------------------- 

---------------------------------------------------------------------------------------- 

---------------------------------------------------------------------------------------- 
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---------------------------------------------------------------------------------------- 

14. Using the instructions provided in the PC Suite user’s guide, transfer two songs 
from the CD to the phone. 

Did you come across any difficulties during the task? If so, please 
elaborate what and how did you solve the situation. Also, was 
there anything else in the instructions that you would like to 
comment on? 

---------------------------------------------------------------------------------------- 

---------------------------------------------------------------------------------------- 

---------------------------------------------------------------------------------------- 

---------------------------------------------------------------------------------------- 

---------------------------------------------------------------------------------------- 

15. Using the information provided in the PC Suite user’s guide, find out what the terms 
“Bluetooth stack” and “packet data” mean. 

Did you come across any difficulties in finding the explanations? If 
so, please elaborate what and/or why? Any further comments? 

---------------------------------------------------------------------------------------- 

---------------------------------------------------------------------------------------- 

---------------------------------------------------------------------------------------- 

---------------------------------------------------------------------------------------- 

---------------------------------------------------------------------------------------- 

16. Using the index provided in the PC Suite user’s guide, find out where you can find 
information on the following: 

a) connecting your phone to the Internet 

b) backing up your phone 

c) copying songs to your phone. 

Did you come across any difficulties in finding the information? If 
so, please elaborate what and/or why. Also, was there anything 
else you would like to comment about the index? 

---------------------------------------------------------------------------------------- 

---------------------------------------------------------------------------------------- 

---------------------------------------------------------------------------------------- 

---------------------------------------------------------------------------------------- 

---------------------------------------------------------------------------------------- 
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Any other comments or suggestions concerning Nokia PC Suite 
user’s guide? 

---------------------------------------------------------------------------------------- 

---------------------------------------------------------------------------------------- 

---------------------------------------------------------------------------------------- 

---------------------------------------------------------------------------------------- 

---------------------------------------------------------------------------------------- 

---------------------------------------------------------------------------------------- 

---------------------------------------------------------------------------------------- 

---------------------------------------------------------------------------------------- 

---------------------------------------------------------------------------------------- 

---------------------------------------------------------------------------------------- 

 

 

Thank you! 
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Appendix B – Observation form 

 

Name: Participant #: 

Date: 

 
Task Observations, comments and 

notes 
  

  

  

  

  

  

 

 


	1. INTRODUCTION
	2.  USABILITY, USERS AND USER GROUPS, AND USER ANALYSIS
	2.1 Usability
	2.2 Users and user groups
	2.3 Analysing users

	3.  EMPIRICAL STUDY
	3.1 Presenting Nokia PC Suite
	3.2 Test design 
	3.2.1 Background information and object of the usability test
	3.2.2 The usability test’s set up and testing process

	3.3 Usability test analysis
	3.3.1 Purho’s documentation usability heuristics
	3.3.2 Heuristic usability analysis on Nokia PC Suite user’s guide
	3.3.3 The results of the usability test
	3.3.4 Suggestions for bettering the usability of the Nokia PC Suite user’s guide 


	4.  CONCLUSION
	 PRIMARY MATERIAL
	REFERENCES
	 APPENDICES

