HUMBUL user testing – tested by 3 undergraduates; 3 postgraduates; three library staff; and 1 lecturer.

Task 1: 

Log in to the portal, using the user name and password supplied to you.

Comments:

Logical log-in procedure. Simple enough. Athens log-in should be central, not to the side of the welcome screen. Straightforward. Should say “click here to log-in”

Task 2:

Without using the keyboard, and only using the mouse to scroll up and down the screen, look at the portal interface for 30 seconds and describe it using three adjectives.

Adjectives:

Complex; useful; interesting; busy; inoffensive; crowded; unorganised; simple; detailed; cluttered; clear; awkward; promising; informative; personal; current; interdisciplinary. “Busy” and “cluttered” were the most commonly used adjectives.

Comments:

“Clearly a record might be preserved. It is right that this is central and at the top of the screen, placing the user and his/her needs centrally”.

“The relation of research to current affairs offers greater depth/understanding – current affairs would seem to offer a “handle” on research beyond one’s own field”.

“There is a lot written on the first screen that seems rather daunting at first”.

“Ease of use for people with disabilities?”

“Not too many graphics – this is good”

“Headlines too big for the screen”.

“Too much information in small print – 3 columns too much”.

“nice clear text with good contrast to background”.

“Headlines intriguing – but may distract from work”.

“Cannot tell what/where the main information is”

“There is a lot going on and it is tricky – initially at least – to make sense of the offerings.”

Task 3:

Find the cross-search tool. You have to write an essay on the ancient civilisation in Mesopotamia. Perform a search to find information from the HUMBUL default search landscape.

Comments:

“I discovered Mesopotamia.co.uk and the English language version of the Louvre website. These are two great repositories of information for this area. However, the connection with Mesopotamia.co.uk and the British Museum was not highlighted, which would have been significantly helpful.”

“Complicated to have headlines where other search results appear. Otherwise straightforward.”

“Back button on tool bar led me to “Warning – this page has expired”.

“Typed in “Mesopotamia” – came up with 12 links. Easy to use as similar to most other search engines.”

“I did not select a landscape first time – therefore I had to re-enter “Mesopotamia” – this is annoying”.

“X-search” – this is unclear that this is a cross-search.”

“Having the Submit/Reset buttons off screen (i.e. having to scroll for them) confused and annoyed me.” 

“Might need a duplicated search button next to the search input box”.

“Is it possible to have a tooltip when the mouse goes over the “expand to full record” option?”

“Found nothing using “Ancient civilisation Mesopotamia”, had to put in “Mesopotamia” instead. 

“Why did only 5 of my 10 results show?”

“Confusing – how can one tell which search landscape is the best? Need to define more clearly what a search landscape actually is. Results clear, but no description to say what they are”.

“the search tool is very good, but once you have found a site with info on it, it is not clear how one would return to the initial search pages, other than simply pressing “back”. 

“Sadly no help for a search on “women in ancient Mesopotamia”, so to do an essay on this would require using more general search terms, e.g. “Mesopotamia”.”

Task 4:

Now type in one or two keywords to search for information on Darwin’s theory of evolution. Use the RDN (Resource Discovery Network) default search landscape.

Comments:

“Looking for “Darwin’s theory of evolution” produced no results. I used the back function of the browser and lost my searches and came across a page of exceptions. Looking for “Darwin and theory and evolution” found four hits, though only three showed. None of these were particularly useful.”

“I got no results without using “and”.” 

“Search brings back a wide range of resources which may take some looking through if I needed more specific information”.

“Typed in “Darwin evolution” and got 16 results (seem relevant from titles) – straightforward.”

“This was simple”

“Good information listed in the + link [expand record] but it’s slightly unclear that you have to click on it to get it.”

“Liked the list of records [i.e. per resource] always being above the listed records, so navigation is easy.”

“There does not appear to be any ranking of the records.”

“The + sign takes you to the top of the page where the extended reference cannot be seen – confusing.”

“16 results – claimed to display 10 but only the first 5 appeared on the screen.”

“Display of results before search complete potentially confusing – function of the update status button not very clear.”

“Is it possible to select multiple search landscapes?”

“Not clear where to enter search terms”.

“Does not clear how many words can be entered in the search query box, and how they must be separated, capitalised etc.”

“I didn’t manage to go back to the search page where I wanted to update my enquiry.”

“I pressed search again with an updated search enquiry and it went back to the homepage”.

“It’s unclear whether the search has finished or whether it is still searching – I’d rather wait a few more seconds to see all the results together.”

“evolution brought up sites about revolution!”

“You should be advised to add “and” between search terms.”

Task 5:

Create a “search landscape” comprising ZETOC, SCRAN, and Humbul. Call this landscape “My landscape”. Use this search landscape to find useful information on the history of the Scots language.

Comments:

“Looking for landscapes in “search landscapes”, I was taken back to the login page after an exception.”

“STELLA and SCOTS were 2 of the 7 highlighted sites. They are the basic tools, the 12th and 13th Century Scots dictionary is useful too.”

“If you forget to fill in one field e.g. name of landscape, the settings are not retained. It would be useful if they were.”

“The list is resources is not easy to look through. It would be better if there was more space, so that each collection had its own line. Alphabetical order might help too.”

“Took some time and use of the update button to get all results.”

“Would be easier if the collections were in alphabetical order, or in topic order.”

“Straightforward to create a landscape”.

“The necessity of clicking “update status” should be made more obvious.”

“Found 15 records”

“This was simple enough, but could be laid out better so as to find various landscapes – “landscape” sounds rather silly.”

“Within the landscape it is irritating to have to go back and check the box “my landscape” to do several searches. A good idea though – i.e. the landscapes.”

“If you forget to select the landscape the search is cleared and has to be retyped.”

“The records need to be presented beginning on the first part of the screen. If the headlines were removed the search could be shown on the right.”

“Rename the submit button to “save landscape” or similar?”

“Options: highlighting function is unclear.”

“Could “records successfully stored” message indicate how many were stored?”

“no clear description on this page – would rather have less of the irrelevant information to the right and a description underneath each collection name.”

“Very difficult to go back a page if you make a mistake. Unclear that you have to go back to the search page to do a search under “My search landscape”.”

Task 6:

Select four useful records from your search in task 5 to be saved for storage, and save them.

Comments:

“After storing the useful 3 records from this list, a further 157 came to light”.

“Straightforward to store – a useful tool when initially looking for information and saving for later.”

“[+] had to be pointed out to me. Not obvious. Maybe something like [+ full description] would be better.”

“The full blurbs seem quite good from Humbul. Zetoc description less detailed”.

“Clicked and red lettering indicated task was accomplished.”

“Good, this was clear and easy to complete.”

“Fairly straightforward.”

“This is very useful. Perhaps the ability to add your own notes about the results of searches would be useful.”

“I expected same display as for search results with “expand” button – full records makes for a long page!”

“Does not confirm which records you have saved after you have stored them.”

“Process very clear and obvious.”

Task 7:

Create another “search landscape” (your own choice of resources) and use it to find some information on the ethics of euthanasia.

Comments:

“IBSS and SOSIG find 8 records presenting the law as it is in this country and in Holland”.

“Easy to create landscape as before although descriptions of the collections would be useful (pop up box doesn’t yet have any good info – even just explanation of the initials would be good.”

“Not especially obvious way of looking at full records.”

“Would be useful if each collection had a description available – the MIMAS description is totally obscure. Too much jargon – what do the letters even stand for?”

“Clicked on “description” for Inspec and lost my landscape – very irritating!”

“CAB timed out – got 20 hits”.

“most [resources] returned 0 hits.”

“couldn’t always see why a particular item was returned, but otherwise straightforward.”

“acronyms provide little information, and having to click on “description” lots of times was annoying. One button. Slide down descriptions would be useful. A similar device would be useful for the web-page descriptions, i.e. instead of the [+]’s sending you to a new page.”

“Select all option for landscape creation might be useful.”

“Cannot create a new search landscape from the “new search” page which I was able to do originally.”

“Impossible to know which resources would be useful because no clear description – lengthy process to find a description for all of them. Some descriptions were missing.”

“Good and clear.”

“Somehow chose wrong search landscape (Bristol Biomed Image, CAB, BIOME) and got info re animals”.

“I had to edit my search landscape and broaden my criteria to get results.”

“Sosig kept timing out.”

Task 8:

Select four useful records from your search in task 6 to be saved for storage, and save them.

Comments:

“After this a further 44 records appear.”

“OK – easy and clear.”

“Ticks disappear if you search another item in visit and return”.

“Went into one journal and lost my landscapes and everything when clicked Refresh as suggested on screen.”

“After pressing Back I was sent back to the start page and my search landscapes had been lost.”

“Works well”.

“Simple.”

“Storage options are very clear. However, if you have ticked a few boxes then look for the details for another, I find that when you return to the original search page, the ticks have been deleted.”

“Store selected results” boxes would be better as buttons by each result.

Task 9:

Retrieve your eight saved records from tasks 6 and 8 and print them (and no others).

Comments:

“Might it be possible to store the records in files that would separate different areas of research? These two topics are clearly differentiated.”

“Not at all obvious how to print selected records rather than the whole page.”

“One problem I have is that I have chosen more than the number you have asked me, and I would like to empty the basket of those articles I do not find useful – never mind – found the delete button!”

“I don’t like the way the user has to scroll across the screen as well as vertically.”

“Printer icon did not bring up the print option.”

“Straightforward if you notice the little printer icon.”

“No warning to expect printer-friendly page when clicking print icon – extra instructions here would be helpful.”

“Would it be possible to save stored records page as an html file and have it emailed ti you?”

“Only have five stored records! Have no idea where the other three have gone.”

“Print page set up icon not clearly shown – plus no explanation that this is possible. Very good layout when one gets there though!”

“This is not clear. I thought there might be an option on the screen, but there was not, so I went straight to the print friendly format and then print from the general tool bar.”

Questions:

1.  Overall, what did you think of the prototype portal?

Comments

“I think it would be useful to know how the clusters of reference databases are collated. The authority of the site is unclear. The search landscapes might be arranged as on OXLIP, by subject. However I do like the interdisciplinary aspect to the portal, although whether I would ever use that I do not know. It would be helpful to be linked to electronic facts, articles too.”

“I think it is a very good idea to be able to search the resources simultaneously having been quite frustrated with the RDN.”

“Useful search engine.”

“I think it would be rather useful, but the subjects really must be arranged in a better fashion.”

“Excellent research facility once one has decoded the ways into it. The screen is too cluttered for a computer-illiterate person (like me!) – too much information makes the actual process of searching too complex, although the results are excellent.”

“Too much scrolling to use search and find items. Actual function seemed good with most items being relevant, but some seemed an odd selection.”

“Not intuitive enough. Too many page changes were necessary when information could be displayed on a single page, i.e. the [+] button could cause a description to appear below the result instead of on another page.”

“Lots of potential – cross-searching in particular could be very popular. Better info for pop-ups about datasets is essential though – dates, range of coverage etc.”

“Users will always use the back button.”

“Over-complicated. Search facility too confusing. Students are used to very simple searches such as the library search or Google – this search portal is confusing with too many options and technical language which is daunting for a new user.”

“Good. But it seems to only be good for very general searches – e.g. “Mesopotamia” not “women in Mesopotamia”. The latter is a more likely essay topic. I feel that it might be useful if one were conducting general research.”

2.  What did you think were the good points of the portal?

“The storage system.”

“jobs.ac.uk”

“Easy to find the search tool.”

“Useful range of resources and clear results returned. Very easy to store records for later. Search landscape is a useful tool if one is looking at  similar kinds of searches more than once.”

“Useful that you can create your own search landscape. Description of sites are useful.”

“The search landscape idea is great, especially the way it lists results within each separate search engine but also lists them altogether.”

“Easy to store and print selected items of interest. Can they be easily stored to disk too?”

“The descriptions were particularly useful and timesaving. Search results were generally very relevant.”

“Common interface to many services. Flexible and powerful searching. Proximity searching would be good! Behind the Headlines – keeps the site dynamic.”

“Gives access to a range of resources and spares students the time of searching a range of different portals. Saving of resources and printing very easy and clear.”

“Very quick – far faster than OXLIP, LION and the MLA). Very clear.”

3. What did you think were the bad points of the portal?

“The links for the stories on the right need not be fully listed. They add a lot of excess on an over-large homepage.”

“Too much information at first and does not simplify when a search has been carried out.”

“Printing function is not obvious. The way to look at full records in not obvious.”

“Resources need to be described in a better way when listed.”

“It would be useful for settings to be retained.”

“Would have helped greatly to have better descriptions of each collection.”

“Its general organisation. Also the side newsbar with various random media stories is not very useful and clutters the screen. I will go to bbc.co.uk for news.”

“Once one has completed a search and the list of results comes up, it is fine to click on a link BUT it is very unclear how to get back to the initial search list. The back button takes you to a “Warning” page and the Refresh button does take you back, but how one is supposed to work this out is unclear.”

“Too much scrolling. Headlines take up too much space.”

“The lack of intuitiveness. The poor minimise/maximise controls (they were not obvious).”

“Looks – way in which search “windows” work doesn’t seem very intuitive. “Tabbed approach worth pursuing?”

“Help on search strategies would be very useful.”

“Stored records and searches and search landscapes were all lost at one stage.”

“Too much scrolling up and down the screen.”

“You have to have a good idea what you are looking for to find anything of relevance. I don’t know whether the creation of your own search landscape is a good idea – really have to know where the resource might be to find it. I would rather have lots of results which I could break down than a limit on what I can search in the first place.”

“Quite a lot of scrolling up and down involved – e.g when you create your own search landscape it always seems to be at the bottom of the list, not at the top.”

“Rather whimsical approach of the search engine to word order – e.g. “evolution and Darwin” yielded different results to “Darwin and evolution”. It is not usable if one is a poor speller – but has rather whimsical matches of similar words – evolution and revolution. Thus if one is searching for a subject on which one knows little, there is potential to get lost.”

4. What should work better?

“The layout should reflect a hierarchy of interest or usage”.

“Navigation”

“Figuring out how to print”

“Better layout, allowing subject navigation”

“The back button facility”

“The landscape feature should fix itself to your chosen landscape until you press New Search”, therefore allowing several searches to be completed within one landscape without having to keep checking on the landscape box”.

“Search needs to link to clearer dedicated page.”

“Resources and items to be chosen for landscapes need to be in clear order of some kind.”

“The maximise/minimise features”

“the listing of collections is very random”.

“Search results: delay display until searches complete.”

“Links should spawn new window so place not lost in portal”.

“Add features/profiles on selected datasets to encourage their use.”

“opening screen – too confused”

“More search options e.g. keyword; date.”

“a spell check option for search terms”

“support for languages other than English”.

5. Would you use the portal for your own research? Why/Why not?

“Probably”

“I may use it for general research but it is not ideal for more specific research – it is difficult to narrow searches down.”

“Probably not if I’m honest. I tend to need lit crit essays so I use searches on JSTOR and LION. For everything else, Google is easy (I may have completely missed the point however – sorry)”

“Perhaps – I would have to see if I could get journal articles, especially getting and printing old articles (i.e 60’s-90’s)”

“Yes. The HUMBUL engine is excellent for my subject (literature) and I like the way it can be combined with other engines in the “search landscape” option.”

“Not at the moment. The new Web of Knowledge is better for cross-searching.”

“Definitely. The relevance of the searches is particularly high.”

“Yes – cross-searching and tailored humanities approach.”

“I would use it if it was much clearer and obvious where I could find resources relating to my research. Presently I would search under HUMBUL because this is the only resource I know. More has to be done to familiarise students with the other collections so they know where these would be of some use.”

“Yes – but only to research things that I know something about. Because it is a problem if the user has no prior knowledge on the topic, as it would be easy to muddle terms such as evolution and revolution for example.”

6. Did the portal prototype meet your expectations of what a portal would be? Why/why not?

“Yes”

“I really wasn’t sure what portal meant before I came but now I think I understand it better. A doorway to other resources? It certainly meets that.”

“Never had an idea was a “portal” was before I came”

“I had no expectations, I’m afraid”

“Provided access to multiple databases. Can be configured through the landscapes.”

“Expected portal as glorified search engine with peer-reviewed added value – but it has far more functionality!”

“Yes, because it gave me access to a range of resources and collections. Yet it didn’t meet expectations built up by commercial search engines such as Google and Yahoo which offer clearly presented and easy to navigate sites.”

“Yes, seems good and clear”

7. Are there any features which you expected to be present which are not?

“Yes, I thought current research as presented, I think, at University of Southampton might be included.”

“A way of narrowing searches”

“No, not specifically”

“A clearer printer icon which takes you directly to the printer window. The databases Oxford subscribes to are too science orientated, and more humanities engines might be an asset”

“I expected a simple, clear search screen. It is unusual to have to scroll so much to perform a single search.”

“Forums. Help. Friendly introduction!”

“Exceeded expectations. But – it takes some time to realise that the portal has so many features. This should be obvious and should be a selling point.”

“What about “picture” only search which you can do on Google – it’s good for art historians etc. The web is a good source of pictures (which also can illuminate searches such as Darwin) it is a shame not to flag it up.”

8. How does the portal compare to a general search engine such as Google?

“Clearly much better for academic purposes”

“Google is simpler, which has advantages and disadvantages. Google does not have access to the range of resources and they are not so carefully selected.”

“More complex (i.e. Google has no “update status” and seems more unfussy to use).”

“It is better organised, in that it provides more lengthy and informative summaries.”

“Much better in terms of what it brings up: the links are more academic and useful to scholars. But Google is much clearer (again, the screen as it stands has too much information which is slightly bewildering.”

“I am unclear why some of the items are returned (rarely a problem with commercial search engines).”

“Far better in terms of relevance.”

“Needs to work hard to distinguish itself by selling datasets etc Value is in common interface and quality of resources. Input from a group of users with shared interests would make it distinctive.”

“Less user friendly and more suitable for those familiar with computer technology and language. This engine has many more features than Google – it just doesn’t present them and sell them well. The good features are lost in the over-complication.”

“No pornography, which is a great thing. More reflective about sources, e.g. no random “this is my website in which I tell you how much I love Darwin”. But could this be a problem if there were no “official” source on a subject, e.g. “women in Mesopotamia” which enthusiast might set up a helpful site on or at least academics specialising in the subject.”

