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Cognitive Interviewing on Business Statistics in 

StatFin 

Sessions are held on site in the respondent’s premises 

 Vs. household/individual in a laboratory 

 Methodologist always present 

The testing session is recorded with a software that 

captures audio and on-screen activity of the computer 

 Only the web questionnaires are tested 

 

Usability issues are also included in the protocol 
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AN EXAMPLE USABILITY CASE 

Quarterly inquiry on international trade in services 
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•Respondents found it 

difficult to browse 

through the 

classification and 

match with their own 

business functions 
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• 30 categories (*countries) can be 

exhaustive for the respondent 

•E.g. One transportation company 

had to input almost 100 values for 

both pages (exports and imports) 

 

•Need for redesign but limited time for 

planning and execution 

 

Ad hoc modifications after the testing 

round 

•Information buttons next to each 

questions  overlay dialog 

•An attachment file option for the 

larger business 
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Step Further in Research and Development  

The problem could be that the information gained in the 
testing is not exploited in redesign issues in the future 

Need for better practices 

 Systematic and transparent way for organizing the 
observations 

 More detailed insight 

 How to simultaneously take into account the issues 
related to the overall response process and usability 

 Information sharing 

 Documentation 
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Contents of the Analysis 

The analysis is divided under two themes: 

 Usability: the interaction between the respondent and 

the web form 

 Survey response process: Organizational and 

behavioural factors that affect the survey response of an 

establishment 

Objective to exploit different frameworks to guide 

development activities and facilitate usability problem 

reporting 
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Usability 

 

•Screenshot 

•ID of respondent(s) 

•Time tag 

•Description of problem/other observation 

•Usability or response process 

categorization 

 

Response process 

 

•ID of respondent(s) 

•Time tag 

•Description of problem/other observation 

•Usability or response process 

categorization 

 

 

 



Frameworks 

Usability: A modified version of 
the user action framework¹ 

Response process: the hybrid 
response process model for 
business surveys² 

1. Encoding in 
memory/record 

formation 

2. Selection and 
identification of the 

respondent or 
respondents 

3. Assessment of 
priorities 

4. Comprehension of 
the data request 

5. Retrieval of 
relevant information 
form memory and/or 

existing company 
records 

6. Judgment of the 
adequacy of the 

response 

7. Communication of 
the response 

8. Release of the 
data 

1. Terence S. Andre, H. Rex Hartson, Steven M. Belz & Faith A. McCreary, The User Action Framework A 

Reliable foundation for Usability Engineering Support Tools, Int. J. Human-Computer Studies, 2001 

2. Diane K. Willimack & Elizabeth Nichols, A Hybrid Response Process Model for Business Surveys, Journal of 

Official Statistics, 2010 

 

• Physical 
and 
perceptual 

• Cognitive 

Planning 
(5) 

Translation 
(10) 

Actions (3)  
Evaluation 

(10) 

(x) = number of subcategories 



Usability Problem Classification 
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1. Planning > 1.1. User's model of the system 

1.2. Goal decomposition 

1.3. Supporting planning for error avoidance 

1.4. User and work context 

2. Translation > 2.1. Existence of a way   

  2.2. Existence of a cognitive affordance >   

  x.x.1 Existence 

  x.x.2 Presentation 

3. Perception / Physical Actions > 3.1. Perceiving physical objects (Static/Dynamic)   x.x.3 Content and meaning 

  3.2. Manipulating physical objects (location and control)   x.x.4 Control 

  3.3. Personal preferences   x.x.5 Personal preferences 

  

  

4. Assessment > 4.1. Feedback   

  4.2. Information Display > 

5. Independent   5.1 Look 

5.2. Style 

5.3. Feel 

5.4. Other 

• Physical and percetual 

• Cognitive 

Planning Translation 

Actions Assessment 

“Cognitive affordances help the user 

think or know about something and 

how it can be used. Cognitive 

affordances are screen objects that 

are, for example, visual cues to help 

determine actions to carry out an 

intention.”* 

 

Solution for the example issue: 

Information buttons and dialog 

* Terence S. Andre, H. Rex Hartson, Steven M. Belz & Faith A. McCreary, The User Action Framework A 

Reliable foundation for Usability Engineering Support Tools, Int. J. Human-Computer Studies, 2001 



Thank you for your attention! 

Questions and Comments: 

jussi.rouhunkoski@stat.fi 
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