William Washington

August 9, 2004

WebQ3 Focus Group Findings

Summary
We confirmed that there is a need for question banks and branching, and that, in general, the assumptions about mental models and features we have been using to guide our discussions and design are mostly valid. We did learn and clarify, however, critical aspects of the participant’s mental model. There are features of question banks and branching which need to be in place for them to be of benefit (e.g., the ability to categorize questions at *any* point; that there is a landmark event at which links to questions should be broken.). We also learned that features we were planning for, like branching visualization, aren’t necessary.

We also uncovered some surprising practices and needs. Collaborator access and easy printing were critical and under supported needs. Email notification is a supported feature that with greater flexibility could provide huge benefits to many users. The details of the findings are organized into themes in the “Findings” section below. 

Introduction
Using an email list of all current WebQ, all listed users were invited to attend one of two 2 hour focus group discussions held on July 13th and 15th, 2004. Ten users attended in total. 

Purpose 

The focus groups were conducted after several initial discussions by the WebQ team about question banks and branching surveys. The purpose of the focus groups was to explore user’s feelings about and mental models of question banks and branching surveys so as to help define functional and interface requirements. 
Methodology & Composition
The focus groups were facilitated by Alexis Raphael and Ginger Brower, assisted and observed by William Washington. The sessions involved discussions among participants, informal surveys, and small group design activities in which participants described ideal functionality, sketched design ideas, or created surveys on paper. Included in the discussions were two students and one professor; the rest of the participants were program assistants and research coordinators. Participants were recruited based on their use of questions in multiple surveys, or their interest in branching and randomization. Though we contacted a broad cross-section of WebQ users, I believe that the users that agreed to participate in the focus groups represent advanced users (in one of the sessions, all of the participants had had experience building and querying databases). It is possible, however, that most users of WebQ, are advanced users.
Limitations

Focus groups are a useful research tool for eliciting and exploring general perceptions, reactions, and suggestions from a targeted audience. While the focus group format allows for the expression of more details, subtleties, and complexities than a survey, the results are not representative of the full range of opinions and practices of WebQ users (participation in the focus groups is self-selecting, since users that are more interested in question bank and branching use are more likely to participate). 
Findings
For purposes of this document, I refer to “participants” practices, desires, and feelings. By this I mean that either all or most participants individually expressed the desire and feeling, and described the practice, or that the group of participants agreed that the feeling/desire or practice was important and/or valuable to them.
Survey Creation/Management
· Survey Creation
· Participants feel that in the current WebQ creating answers choices is the most difficult part of the survey creation process.
· Participants want to easily include and format “section headers.”
· Routing 

· Participants use Word and PDF documents for electronic routing of surveys and results to elicit feedback from stakeholders prior to publishing the survey. They find this a cumbersome practice.
· Printing 

· Surveys are often printed for routing, sometimes for distribution.
· Participants want support for printing results reports.
· Participants envisioned needing to print the question bank questions, to “see” what they “have got.”
· Access

· Students need to work in groups and have difficulty finding support for this essential activity.
· Often participants work with people outside UW who can’t gain access to WebQ. Ideally, they would like to give them administrative access to their surveys (including survey and results viewing and survey editing permissions).
· Email Notification

· To participants, email notification and reminders are a key component of survey management. 

· Participants need to be able to send notifications and multiple email reminders, perhaps after specific time intervals. 
· Results

· For special functionality like branching or randomization, the results would need to indicate what the question was that was asked [perhaps with a link to the question preview?].
Question Banks

· Most surveys are kept indefinitely. Most reuse questions from survey to survey. Participants envision keeping anywhere from 10-50 questions.
· Participants would want to save parts of a survey (by checking off questions to save); they wouldn’t want an “auto-save” which saves all of the questions of a survey.
· Participants would want to save survey questions to different folders (different categories?).
· They want to easily create a survey from the questions in one or more question bank categories.
· All were in agreement that the categories should be defined by the user, and that a “wizard” for creating categories would be necessary. 
· Several participants expressed the desire to share their categories 

· They would want to categorize questions at 

· the question build

· with the ability to add a category on the fly

· a survey’s close date (after results are in)

· after second survey build
· Useful standard categories (or sort characteristics) include 
· Last time used (in a survey)

· Results statistics (e.g., mean score, mean answer)  (*Participants expressed that this feature would be almost critical in deciding which questions to use again.) 
· Linked Questions
 Linking Principles 
· Participants repeatedly expressed the need to make type-o changes. 

· Rippling question bank changes to a survey may make any historical data inaccurate.

· As a default, a change to a question bank question should result in a new question, unless it is a typo change.
· Link broken at a “landmark” event.
· Published

· Participant notification

· First submission

· Does breaking links necessitate a survey “status?” 

· Testing/Draft/Live/Links broken
· There was also a need for clear indication of which submissions were made before or after a change in the survey (so that students don’t get penalized).

· During survey creation, they’d want to easily edit a linked question in the question bank and then continue with survey building
Summary of Participant’s Opinion

Would you want the changes to a saved question to ripple down into existing surveys? 

· Only if it’s a typo change. Would want to approve for each, none, or all surveys.

If you’ve used a saved question in a new survey, and changed the question in the new survey, should the saved question change? What about other surveys that have used that saved question?

·  No. Only changes to the question in the question bank should ripple out, and only to surveys where the link hasn’t been broken yet.
· Images in the Question Bank
· Images have a many to many relationship with questions in surveys.
· One image may have many questions asked about it. Or on question may have multiple images associated with it. 

· Participants want specific image/question relationships preserved in the question bank.
· Participants also want to be able to serve up images individually, and reuse them in multiple questions/surveys.
· Catalyst Question Banks

· Participants desire pre-populated answer choices for question types like Likert scales.
Branching

· Functionality labels generated by participants: Skip patterns, follow-up questions, if-then questions, branching, Branching Questions, Question Tree, Skip, Smart Q Choice, Dependent Lists, Dependent Branching
· A couple participants wanted “make-it-or-break-it” support for an “iterative loop” branch.  
· Participants seemed to think that questions are what branch, not pages. “We don’t think about pages, we are just trying to ask the questions.” “…certain questions are associated with the answer choices of a question.” 
[Is there more survey flexibility for users by branching at the question level instead of the at the page level? Again, automatic page breaks?]
· Visualization

· Participants felt that previewing/piloting a survey with branches would be sufficient confirmation that it was set up correctly. However, they clearly expressed that piloting the survey was a critical task to perform prior to publishing the survey.
· Although visualization of branches would be beneficial, participants felt that it is not necessary.
· Participants felt that the current practice of delete test data is not difficult or bothersome.
· Previewing/Piloting

· Participants would like to be able to edit a survey while previewing/piloting. 
Singular Concerns
· Orphaned data 
· One participant had problems getting data into access (b/c of prohibited characters)
· New answer types
· Answer range? 

· Iterative loop
· Variable field 
· One participant had difficulties changing from anonymous to confidential

· It’s important to have a write in option for every question type. "The meat is in the write-in."
· A few participants want email lists to be able to take the survey more than once. (I believe we have planned to support this.)
Other

· Products used by “would-be” WebQ users

· Survey Monkey (b/c of the UI and b/c of group functionality)
· Survey Wave  (b/c of the branching capabilities)
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