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CHAPTER 9. RESULTS: USAGE STATISTICS



Chapter 10

Discussion

This chapter aims to discuss the results presented in the three previous chapters.

Section 10.1 and 10.2 will examine research question 1 and 2 respectively.

10.1 Interest in University Web Portals

Research question 1 asked if there is an interest in university web portals among
students. Results from both the survey (chapter 7) and the usage statistics (chapter

9) help answer that question.

10.1.1 Assessing the Survey

The results of the survey indicate that there is an interest among students for
university web portals.

When the respondents were asked if they would ”want to use the website” (bil),
72% answered 6 (agree) or 7 (strongly agree). 54% gave a score of 6 or 7 when
asked whether they were ”going to use the website regularly” (bi2). 86% said ”this
is a website other students will benefit from” (birl) and 65% said they were going
to ”"recommend the website to new students” (bir5).

Both the oral and written feedback from the respondents were positive. Some
even mentioned that they had been looking for something like this. See appendix
E for a complete list of all the written comments.

The results from UiO and UiB were not significantly different than the results
from NTNU. This could indicate that there is nothing special about Instabart and

that similar web portals might be needed at other universities as well.
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Even though the results were favorable, they should be interpreted with some
caution. Since the researcher was present during the survey, the respondents might
have been influenced to give more positive responses than they otherwise would.

It is also worth considering that the respondents answered the surveys after
using the web portal for just a couple of minutes. In other words, the respondents
might not have had the time to fully evaluate whether the website will really be

useful to them.

10.1.2 Assessing the Usage Statistics

As shown in chapter 9, none of the new web portals became nearly as successful as

Instabart was in its first semester. Whereas Instabart had about 2200 weekly users

a month after its release, DUIO and Ugleredet had only 117 and 68 respectively.
The potential causes are many. The following is a list of possible explanations

as to what may have caused the low adoption of the web portals:

e The chosen links might be less useful than the ones for NTNU students

e The branding might be less memorable and whimsical branding than In-

stabarts

e The initial traffic caused by social media was lower for both DUiO and Uglere-
det than Instabart. Since no other effort was made to promote the websites,

this might have affected future usage

e When Instabart was promoted via Facebook, a significant amount of the
researcher’s circle of acquaintances were studying at NTNU. By comparison,
the researcher had no substantial network of acquaintances at UiO or UiB.
The lack of network was compensated for by finding relevant Facebook groups

to promote the websites at, but that might not have been enough

e At NTNU, most IT services are relevant for all students. This might not
be true for the other universities. For example: While almost all NTNU
students submit assignments via Itslearning (now Blackboard), IT students

at UiO use their own system (devilry.uio.no) to submit assignments

e It might be easier to access critical websites (such as Itslearning) at other
universities than it is at NTNU. While NTNUs URL for Itslearning was in-
credibly long and difficult to remember, the equivalent URL for UiO students

is just fronter.uio.no
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All of this is speculation. Based on the information available, it is almost

impossible to reveal the true cause.

Despite the web portals getting few visitors compared to Instabart, it is worth
mentioning that the web portals did gain some loyal users. Of the 1069 users that
visited DUIO the first week, about 12% stayed and continued to use the website.
DUiO had 129 users in week 3 and 138 in week 14.

Ugleredet had fewer regular visitors, but a higher percentage of sustained vis-
itors. In the first, week 182 users visited the website. By the end of the semester

50 users were still using the website per week.

It would have been interesting to see what could have happened with a more
thorough marketing campaign. The Facebook posts for Ugleredet did not reach a
lot of students, and the article in the student newspaper ended up attracting more

visitors to the site.

All in all, while the web portals might not have become as virally successful as
Instabart, they do seem to be useful to a sizable portion of the people that visit
them.

10.1.3 Implications

The surveys showed that there is an interest in the university web portals. Several
respondents expressed that their university lacked an easy overview of the available
systems and that the proposed web portal solved this issue (see appendix E).
That notion could be of interest to the university IT departments. While the
proposed web portals are ”external websites”, nothing is stopping the universities

from implementing similar solutions on their intranet.

Some of the respondents mentioned orally that while they liked the web portal,
they were probably not going to use it. The reason was that they had already
invested energy into creating their own routines for reaching the same resources.
This substantiates the theory that the web portals should be introduced as early

as possible.

While the proposed web portals failed to become as virally successful as In-
stabart, they did manage to turn a substantial percentage of the initial visitors
into loyal users. Therefore, it would be interesting to see what might happen if a

more coordinated effort to promote the web portals was initiated.
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10.2 Evaluating the Proposed TAM Extension

Research question 2 considered whether it is possible to extend the Technology
Acceptance Model to better explain the voluntary adoption of IT systems. The

following will attempt to answer that question.

10.2.1 Comparison of Explained Variance

The model accounted for 60% of the total variance in behavioral intention to rec-
ommend (BIR). To put the number in perspective, it can be helpful to compare
this models variance in intention (BI) to use to that of previous TAM studies.
This study accounted for 55% of the total variance in BI. By comparison, Van der
Heijden’s model accounted for 35% [van der Heijden, 2004]. UTAUT accounted for
69% of total variance [Venkatesh et al., 2003]. Where Van der Heijdens model is
very similar to the proposed model, UTAUT is a more complex model with many
variables. Considering this, 60% explained variance is relatively high in the context
of TAM models.

10.2.2 Assessing the Hypotheses

Table 10.1 shows a summary of the hypotheses testing. Most of the hypotheses were
found to be significant at the p j 0.001 level, but there are exceptions. Hypothesis
2 (PEOU — BI) and 6 (PEOU — BIR) were found not to be significant. This is
not surprising, as earlier research has shown that PEOU is a weaker predictor of
BI than PU [Davis et al., 1992].

Hypothesis 8 (PE — BIR) was found to be significant at the p | 0.05 level. The
value of the path estimate (0.123) is the smallest among the significant paths.

The strongest predictors of BIR was BI, followed PU and lastly PE. PU re-
mained the strongest predictor of BI, just as other papers have suggested [Davis
et al., 1992; M. Igbaria, 1995]. This indicates that the university web portals are
more utilitarian in nature than hedonistic.

However, while the systems might be utilitarian in nature, PE had a relatively
large impact on BI (path estimate of 0.304). This substantiates Van der Heijden’s

theory that even utilitarian systems might benefit by improving enjoyment [van der
Heijden, 2004].
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Table 10.1: Summary of the hypothesis results

Hypothesis Estimate Significance

H1 PEOU — PU 0.419 Significant at p < 0.001
H2 PEOU — BI 0.041 Not significant

H3 PU — BI 0.515 Significant at p < 0.001
H4 PEOU — PE 0.275 Significant at p < 0.001
H5 PE — BI 0.304 Significant at p < 0.001
H6 PEOU — BIR 0.069 Not significant

H7 PU — BIR 0.304 Significant at p < 0.001
H8 PE — BIR 0.123 Significant at p < 0.05
H9 BI — BIR 0.417 Significant at p < 0.001

10.2.3 Limitations

The model has some issues worth discussing. One of them is related to the questions
used in the survey. While the questions that were taken from earlier TAM studies
performed fine, some of the questions written for this study caused problems. BI
and especially PU had outer loadings with a less than ideal scores. The model
managed to pass the AVE requirement by removing pu2, but even then the score
was just barely high enough (0.526).

The BIR construct had cronbach alpha and composite reliability scores slightly
higher than recommended. This might indicate that the BIR items are just seman-
tic variations of each other.

It is unclear how well suited the PE questions are for utilitarian systems. Sev-
eral of the respondents displayed uncertainty when answering the PE and muttered
things like "how should I answer this?”. In the future, it might be wise to either
construct PE items better adapted to utilitarian systems, or replace the PE con-
struct with something more appropriate for utilitarian systems.

The researcher was present while the respondents filled out the surveys. This
might have affected the outcome of the study, as the respondents could have felt
obliged to rate the system more favorably than they otherwise would.

The BIR constructs ability to predict actual recommendations is up for de-
bate. The students participating in the study rated pretty high on intention to

recommend. Despite this, only a small increase in traffic was recorded in the weeks
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following the survey. While it is possible that the respondents actually did rec-
ommend the web portals to their classmates or intends to do so in the future, a
substantial percentage of the respondents most likely did not end up recommending
it.

The survey assumed that the respondents would be able to correctly identify
whether they would like to recommend the website to others after using it for a few

minutes. This assumption might be erroneous and should be further examined.

10.2.4 TImplications

Three constructs were found to have a significant impact on behavioral intention
to use: BI, PU, and PE. Together these constructs were able to explain a relatively
high percentage of the variance in BIR (60%).

Out of the three constructs, BI had the strongest influence on BIR. In other
words: The strongest predictor of a users intention to recommend the system to
others is whether he intends to use it himself.

The primary way of improving BI (and thus BIR) is to focus on the usefulness of
the system. This is in accordance with findings from earlier TAM research [Davis,
1989]. In the context of university web portals, this means ensuring that the IT
resources provided are of real value to the students. It could also mean expanding
the web portal with additional functionality that the students would find helpful.
However, adding new functionality should be done with care, as it runs the risk of
detracting from the simplicity of the system.

Lastly, increasing the user’s enjoyment of a system will make him more likely
to recommend it, even for utilitarian systems. However, PE was found to be the
weakest of the three significant predictors. So while enjoyment might make users
more inclined to recommend an already useful system, it will not be enough to get

them to recommend a useless system.



Chapter 11

Conclusion and Further

Work

11.1 Conclusion
This thesis aimed to answer two questions:

1. Is there an interest in university web portals among students?

2. Is it possible to extend the Technology Acceptance Model in such a way that
it better explains the voluntary adoption of IT systems?

To answer these questions, several things were done. A new version of the
Technology Acceptance Model was proposed. In addition to the TAM models
existing constructs, a new construct for ”behavioral intention to recommend” was
added.

Two university web portals were developed, one for students at University of
Oslo and one for students at University of Bergen. The websites were promoted
using social media and usage statistics was gathered whenever users visited the
websites.

Three surveys were conducted, one for UiO, one for UiB and one for NTNU
(which already had a university web portal). The participants used the web portal
for three minutes and then filled out a questionnaire.

Lastly, a PLS-SEM analysis was performed using the data from the surveys. It

was used to assess the quality of the proposed model.
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The results show that there is an interest in university web portals. The new
web portals managed to gain some loyal users who continued to use it throughout
the semester. The students who tried the web portals during the survey rated it
highly.

The PLS-SEM analysis shows that the model conforms to earlier TAM findings,
such as " perceived usefulness” being the strongest predictor of ”behavioral intention
to use”.

Furthermore, the proposed BIR construct was affected by three out of the four
proposed construct. BI was found to be the strongest predictor, followed by PU
and lastly PE. PEOU did not have a significant impact on BIR.

11.2 Future Work

To further enhance the usefulness of the web portals, they could be adapted to the
individual student’s field of study. IT students at UiO mentioned that they use
their own website for handing in assignments. Thus, that website should show up
on their web portal. Moreover, medical students at NTNU should see a link to
their hospital calendars.

If some university were to implement similar web portals on their intranet, it
would be interesting to measure whether that led to (a) higher utilization of the IT
services, (b) less need for service desks, or (c) an increase in student satisfaction.

Further research into the proposed TAM extension should begin by examining
the quality of the survey questions. The questions for both ”perceived usefulness”
and ”intention to use” performed sub-optimally. The questions for ”intention to
recommend” should also be looked at, as the results indicate that they might just
be semantic variations of each other. Lastly, the "perceived enjoyment” questions
should be asked in a way that feels more natural for utilitarian systems.

The reliability of the BIR construct itself should be examined. An evaluation
of the constructs ability to reliably predict actual recommendations should be con-
ducted.



Appendix A

Rejected Brand Names

A.1 University of Oslo

oslosjen.no
oslolosjen.no
uiolenker.no
uioting.no
allelenkene.no
studentlenker.no

instaporten.no

e studlink.no

e innogut.no

e allegreiene.no
e studbutler.no
e prikkedgden.no
e uio.guru

e uniseff.no - Links for the needing
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A.2 University of B

The Owl

Phrases used in Bergen

uglen.no
uglr.no

instahoot.no

hallaien.no
hallaisen.no
paanigjen.no
tjommi.no
instatjommi.no
frekkogtidig.no
gamann.no
studikken.no

nystemte.no

APPENDIX A. REJECTED BRAND NAMES

ergen

Weather

e paraplyen.no

parasollen.no

plassk.no

regnregnregn.no

instasol.no

Non .no domains

bergenser.me

bergenser.life

bergen.world

uib.guru

“# ws (yes, this is a valid URL)

2 2V4 2V 2
® . U U .WS



Appendix B

Survey Script

All respondents were recruited by approaching them in the universities main hubs,

and asking if they would like to participate in the study.

Since talking to the respondents before they answer the survey could affect the
answers they provide, a simple script was created. The scripts covers both the
recruitment, as well as guiding the respondents through the different stages of the
study.

The script was followed as closely as possible. However, sometimes exceptions

had to be made to avoid acting like a robot.

Recruitment

Hi! Do you think I could disturb you for a few minutes? I'm a master stu-
dent studying computer science and am looking for students to participate
in a study. It’ll take ten minutes tops and by participating you can win a
gift card for 1000 NOK.

[If YES] Excellent! Thank you!

[If NO] OK, then. Have a nice day!
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APPENDIX B. SURVEY SCRIPT

Intro

So, the survey consists of three parts. First, I want you to take a minute or
two to read this introduction.

[Hand over the introduction paper]

Then, I'll ask you to use three minutes to familiarize yourself with a website.
Lastly, I’ll hand you a survey for you to fill out.

Also: I want to emphasize that you can decide to not participate at any
time, and that the survey will be anonymous.

Does that sound OK to you?

Testing the website

[When respodents has finished reading the introduction] Do you
have a computer/phone you can use or do you want to borrow one?
[TESTING STARTS]

[If the three minutes are up] The three minutes are up. Do you want a
little more time?

[When the respondent indicates that he/she is finished] Done?
Great!

Filling out the survey

[Hand over the survey| Here you go.

[If respondent at any point has asked whether if I’m the creator
of the website] Also, feel free to be brutally honest. The research will be
more interesting that way.

[SURVEY STARTS]

[When finished] Finished? Great, thank you. If you want a chance to win
the giftcard for 1000 NOK, write your name and email on this list.

[Hand over the ”lottery list”]

Do you have any questions?

Thank you so much! Have a nice day!




Appendix C

Survey (in Norwegian)
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APPENDIX C. SURVEY (IN NORWEGIAN)

Introduksjon til sparreundersgkelse

Sperreundersgkelsen er en del av masteroppgaven «Bedre oversikt over
tjenestetilbudet ved universiteter». Oppgaven handler om a lage og teste en
akseptansemodell for IT-systemer. Akseptansemodellen har som mal a
undersgke hvilke faktorer som avgjar om et system vil bli tatt i bruk eller ikke.

| forbindelse med masteroppgaven er det laget tre nettsider. Oppgaven din er a
teste én av disse nettsidene i ca. 3 minutter, for deretter a svare pa noen
spgrsmal om din opplevelse av nettsiden.

Navnet pa nettsiden du skal teste er <nettsiden.no>

Sperreundersgkelsen er helt frivillig og du kan avbryte nar som helst.
Sperreundersgkelsen er anonym. Om du gnsker, kan du vaere med i trekningen
av et universalgavekort til en verdi av 1000 kr. Kontaktinformasjonen vil ikke bli

brukt til noe annet formal enn a kontakte vinneren.

Takk for hjelpen!

Med vennlig hilsen,
Morten Vaale Noddeland
Masterstudent i informatikk

Epost: morten.noddeland@ntnu.no
Telefon: 91 83 3835

Masterveileder:

John Krogstie
Professor ved IDI
NTNU



Sperreundersgkelse om <nettside>

Organisator: Morten Vaale Noddeland ~ Epost: morten.noddeland@ntnu.no Telefonnummer: 91 83 38 35

Alle spgrsmalene i undersekelsen skal besvares. Hvert spgrsmal besvares ved & sette et kryss i en av rutene
til hgyre. Om du skulle ombestemme deg, fyll hele ruten og sett deretter kryss i @nsket rute.

Sveert Ganske Litt Verken Litt Ganske Svaert
Spersmalsgruppe 1: uenig uenig uenig eller enig enig  enig

Ved a bruke nettsiden kan jeg raskt og enkelt
finne frem til IT-tjenestene jeg trenger D D D D D D |:|

Ved a bruke nettsiden oppdager jeg IT-tjenester I:‘ I:‘
jeg ikke visste om fra for

0 O O

Ved a bruke nettsiden blir livet som student mer
effektivt D D

0 L O

Ved & bruke nettsiden blir livet som student
enklere D D

0 L o

0 o o o
0 o oo o

Ved a bruke nettsiden bruker jeg flere IT-tjenester
for studenter enn jeg ellers ville gjort D

Ll O 0 o

Svaert Ganske Litt Verken Litt Ganske Svaert
Spersmalsgruppe 2: uenig uenig uenig eller enig enig  enig

Jeg synes nettsiden er klar og forstéelig W W ] ] | | |
A bruke nettsiden krever ikke mye konsentrasjon |:|

Jeg synes nettsiden er lett a bruke D

O 0O o
0 0O o
0 0O o
0O o
0O o
O 0O o

Jeg synes det er lett a fa nettsiden til 4 gjore det I:‘
jeg vil den skal gjore

Spersmalsgruppe 3:
A bruke nettsiden er...

Grusomt [ ] [] [1 [0 [0 [ [[] Underholdende
Ensformig [ ] [ ] [] [] [] [] [] Seennende
utrivelg [ ] [] [] [ [] [ [] Hyeeelig
Kedelig [ ] [] [ [J [ [ [] Interessant



APPENDIX C. SURVEY (IN NORWEGIAN)

Sveaert Ganske Litt Verken Litt Ganske Svaert

Spersmalsgruppe 4:
Jeg har lyst til & bruke nettsiden
Jeg kommer til & bruke nettsiden jevnlig

Jeg kommer til & lagre nettsiden som bokmerke

Jeg kommer til & bruke nettsiden som startside

Spersmalsgruppe 5:

Dette er en nettside andre studenter kommer til
4 dra nytte av

Jeg kommer til & sperre andre studenter om de
har hert om nettsiden

Jeg har lyst til & fortelle om nettsiden til vennene
mine

Jeg kommer til & anbefale nettsiden til
medstudenter

Jeg kommer til & anbefale nettsiden til nye
studenter

Har du hert om <nettside> tidligere?
L1

[] Nei

Har du brukt <nettside> tidligere?
1

[] Nei

Kjonn

|:| Mann

|:| Kvinne

Har du noen kommentarer?
Dette er helt frivillig

eller

0
0
0

[

Verken
eller

uenig uenig

L O
0 0O
0 O

0 O

Svaert Ganske
uenig uenig

0O
O

uenig
0

0
0

[

Litt
uenig

[
O

enig
L]

L]
L]

O

Litt
enig

L]
O

enig

L]
L]
L]

O

enig

0 O L

0O O oo O
0O o oo O

0 o L]

0O O O O

N I N R I R

Hvor lenge har du studert ved <universitet>?
|:| Mindre enn 1 ar

D 1ar
D 2ar
D 3ar
D 4 ar
D Mer enn 4 ar

Hva studerer du?

enig

L]
L]
L]

O

Ganske Sveert

enig

O

O 0O O 0O




Appendix D

Statistical Summary of the

Surveys
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APPENDIX D. STATISTICAL SUMMARY OF THE SURVEYS

Table D.1: Statistical summary of survey conducted at NTNU

Item n Min Max Median Mean Std. dev.
pul 70 5 7 7 6,5 0,63
pu2 70 1 7 6 5,6 1,33
pu3 70 4 7 6 5,5 0,99
pu4 70 3 7 6 5,6 1,14
pub 70 2 7 5 5,3 1,18
peoul 70 3 7 7 6,6 0,69
peou2 70 1 7 7 6,4 1,32
peou3d 70 3 7 7 6,6 0,68
peoud 70 4 7 7 6,5 0,72
pel 70 4 7 5 4,9 0,85
pe2 70 2 7 4 4.3 1,02
pe3 70 4 7 6 5,4 0,94
pe4d 70 3 7 5 5,1 0,99
bil 70 3 7 6 5,7 1,07
bi2 70 2 7 5 5,2 1,41
bi3 70 1 7 4 4,5 1,86
bi4 70 1 7 3 2,9 1,55
birl 70 4 7 6 6,3 0,76
bir2 70 1 7 5 4,5 1,60
bir3 70 1 7 5 4,5 1,59
bir4 70 1 7 6 5,4 1,29
bir5 70 1 7 6 5,9 1,23




Table D.2: Statistical summary of survey conducted at UiO

Item n Min Max Median Mean Std. dev.
pul 71 3 7 7 6,7 0,65
pu2 71 1 7 5 49 2,01
pu3 71 1 7 6 5,7 1,34
pu4 71 3 7 6 5,7 1,06
pub 71 1 7 5 4,7 1,76
peoul 71 2 7 7 6,6 0,78
peou2 71 4 7 7 6,5 0,79
peoud 71 4 7 7 6,7 0,57
peoud 71 3 7 7 6,4 0,92
pel 71 4 7 5 5,0 0,85
pe2 71 1 7 5 4,5 1,33
pe3 71 4 7 5 5,6 1,10
ped 71 1 7 5 5,2 1,29
bil 71 3 7 6 6,1 1,03
bi2 71 2 7 6 5,5 1,35
bi3 71 1 7 6 5,2 1,92
bi4 71 1 7 3 3,3 2,01
birl 71 4 7 6 6,3 0,75
bir2 71 1 7 5 4,7 1,65
bir3 71 1 7 5 5,0 1,56
bir4 71 1 7 5 5,5 1,35
bir5 71 1 7 6 5,6 1,37
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Table D.3: Statistical summary of survey conducted at UiB

Item n Min Max Median Mean Std. dev.
pul 73 5 7 7 6,8 0,46
pu2 73 1 7 6 5,6 1,64
pu3 73 3 7 6 5,9 0,98
pu4 73 2 7 6 5,8 1,02
pub 73 1 7 5 5,1 1,48
peoul 73 3 7 7 6,7 0,60
peou2 73 4 7 7 6,8 0,52
peoud 73 5 7 7 6,8 0,44
peoud 73 4 7 7 6,6 0,76
pel 73 4 7 5 5,0 0,94
pe2 73 1 7 5 4,7 1,28
pe3 73 4 7 6 5,9 1,00
pe4 73 3 7 5 5,3 1,10
bil 73 2 7 6 6,0 1,08
bi2 73 1 7 6 5,5 1,37
bi3 73 1 7 6 5,2 1,70
bi4 73 1 7 3 3,2 1,70
birl 73 5 7 7 6,4 0,70
bir2 73 1 7 5 5,0 1,37
bir3 73 2 7 5 5,2 1,36
bir4 73 2 7 6 5,6 1,31
bir5 73 3 7 6 6,0 0,96




Appendix E

Comments

The survey had a non mandatory field named Comments where the user could
write whatever they wanted. The following is a list of all the responses to that

question.

E.1 DUiO Survey

e Det er fint at alt er pa samme plass. Da jeg begynte som student var det

kronglete a finne fram. Fint og oversiktlig
e Nytt og spennende
e Veldig god og lett nettside!
e Noen ganger gikk det ikke a klikke seg tilbake til startsiden.
e Syns nettsiden duio.no er mer ryddig og tydelig enn uio.no
e Logg inn burde veaere pa forste side
e Likte navnet godt

e En bonus ved siden kunne vzere en trygg mate a lagre passord, sa man slipper

a logge inn pa f.eks. mine sider

e Jeg synes at siden ser fin ut. Det stgrste problemet er konkurranse i fra

google
o Godt alternativ til uio.no
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APPENDIX E. COMMENTS

Jeg er pa udveksling, og derfor har jeg ikke stor kjendskab til UiO
devilry.ifi.uio.no

Litt tungvindt at siden man velger kommer opp pa samme side; hadde veert

bedre om det kom opp i en ny fane slik at duio blir veerende i den ene fanen
9)
Det er ikke klart hva forskjellen mellom programvare og programkiosk er.

Liten info der? utskrift.uio.no har lite informasjon og foteller ikke hvordan

man printer. Lenke til doc istedet? uio.no/tjenester/it/utskrift
Personsgk

Veldig oversiktlig og enkel a forsta. Kunne godt brukt den som startside, godt

utgangspunkt. Anbefales veldig for nye studenter, men ikke supernyvinnende.
Fungerer veldig fint som en startside
Navnet er lett a huske. Mulighet for arrangementer?

En kort forklaringstekst for hvert ikon. For eksempel ved "hovring” med

pekeren over

Siden jeg er masterstudent har jeg blitt kjent med mange av disse funksjonene
det siste halve aret. Men hadde jeg visst om denne siden ville jeg nok brukt
de for

Utrolig praktisk! UiO sin egen hjemmeside er kronglete a bruke - her er alt

samlet

Jeg har reagert pa hvor uoversiktlig UiO sine IT-tjenester har veert a leere
seg og vende seg til, fordi alt har veert sa spredt. Duio lgser nettopp dette

problemet

Et sart trengende alternativ til UiOs gamle nettsider

Flott opplegg! Effektivt!

Nettsiden gjor det mye raskere a finne frem til ellers kronglete sider - genialt
Fint a ikke forlate siden, nar du trykker pa en av lenkene

Denne siden var veldig praktisk og er absolutt noe jeg kommer til & begynne

a bruke!
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e Veldig fin og ryddig layout
e Ikke mulig a ga tilbake fra UiO program til portalen

e Jeg ville at nettsidene skulle apnet seg automatisk i nye fane, ikke i samme

fane

E.2 Ugleredet Survey

e Fantastisk, dette trengte jeg!

e Spesielt nyttig for nye studenter. Bra & fa samlet nettstedene

e Veldig smart nettside!

e Effektiv, oversiktlig og brukervennlig

e Sa ikke info om hva passord de spgr etter nar jeg trykker pa programvare
e Bra design

e En mate a se dagens middag pa, uten a trykke pa mat hadde veert kult, men
litt klussete kanskje?

e Veldig fin nettside, men litt gra og kjedelig. Definitivt en nettside nye stu-
denter kan ha bruk for!

e Veldig oversiktlig og dekker dei viktigaste sidene! Perfekt for nye studenter,

ettersom det pa begynnelsen var veldig mye info pa kort tid! :)
e Ville gjerne ha som app i stedet for nettside
e Hvis nettsiden var en app ville jeg helt sikkert brukt den hver dag!!!
e Hadde det veert en app hadde den nok blitt brukt mer

e Det er enklere for meg & berre ga til sidene direkte og meir tidsbesparande
fordi eg er sa godt inne i systemet allerede, men det er supert for nye studenter

som ikkje har like god oversikt over alle dei ulike sidene
e Ti ganger bedre med, enn utan
e Veldig oversiktlig og enkel side a bruke :)

e Sats pa a opprettholde sidens raske respons
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e Bra design, lett a finne det man ser etter. Bra verktoy

e Siden var lite tematisk og for man kjenner logoer var det lite intuitivt & vite
hvor man havner. PS: Jeg har bokmerket alle disse sidene og kommer ikke

til & bruke tjenesten
e Savner link til IT-avdelingen (it.uib.no)
e Om mulig legge inn snarveier for offentlig transport
e Veldig fin, enkel og gunstig nettside
e Veldig fin og praktisk side

e Kunne hatt bruk for en app. Roombooking burde veert implementert. Gra

var en litt kjedelig farge

E.3 Instabart Survey

e Kjekt for a fa et system i det rotete systemet til NTNU.

e Bruke farger pa nettsiden. Kortere quote under instabart

e Det kunne veert mer farger for a gjore siden enda mer spennende
e Hendig

o 1 W Instabart

e Bruker sveert sjelden bokmerker og slikt

e Fin layout, bra mangvrering

e Mer oversiktlig enn systemet som brukes na av NTNU

e Minner veldig om menyen pa Innsida



Bibliography

Allen, I. E. and Seaman, C. A. (2007). Likert scales and data analyses. Quality
Progress, 40(7):9-12.

Bangor, A., Kortum, P., and Miller, J. (2009). Determining what individual sus
scores mean: Adding an adjective rating scale. Journal of Usability Studies,
4(3):114-123.

Benbasat, I. and Barki, H. (2007). Quo vadis tam? Journal of the Association for
Information Systems, 8(4):211-218.

Brooke, J. (1996). Sus - a quick and dirty usability scale. Usability evaluation in
industry, 189(1).

Chang, M. K. and Cheung, W. (2001). Determinants of the intention to use inter-
net/www at work: a confirmatory study. Information & Management, 39(1):1-
14.

Chang, S. E., Shen, W.-C., and Yeh, C.-H. (2017). A comparative study of user
intention to recommend content on mobile social networks. Multimedia Tools
and Applications, 76(4):5399-5417.

Chesney, T. (2006). An acceptance model for useful and fun information systems.
Human Technology, 2(2):225-235.

Chin, W. W. (1998). Issues and opinion on structural equation modeling. MIS
Quarterly, 22(1):7-16.

Cortland, M. (2017). 2017 Adblock Report. https://pagefair.com/blog/2017/
adblockreport/ [Accessed: 2017-11-17].

103


https://pagefair.com/blog/2017/adblockreport/
https://pagefair.com/blog/2017/adblockreport/

104 BIBLIOGRAPHY

Cuddeback, G., Wilson, E., Orme, J., and Combs-Orme, T. (2004). Detecting and
statistically correcting sample selection bias. Journal of Social Service Research,
30(3):19-33.

Datatilsynet (2013). Aksepterer bruk av Google Analytics. https:
//www.datatilsynet.no/regelverk-og-skjema/lover-og-regler/
avgjorelser-fra-datatilsynet/andre-avgjorelser-og-vedtak/
eldre-vedtak/aksepterer-bruk-av-google-analytics/ [Accessed: 2017-06-
04].

Davis, F. D. (1989). Perceived usefulness, perceived ease of use, and user acceptance
of information technology. MIS Quarterly, 13(3):319-340.

Davis, F. D., Bagozzi, R. P., and Warshaw, P. R. (1989). User acceptance of
computer technology: A comparison of two theoretical models. Management
Science, 35(8):982-1003.

Davis, F. D., Bagozzi, R. P., and Warshaw, P. R. (1992). Extrinsic and intrin-
sic motivation to use computers in the workplace. Journal of Applied Social
Psychology, 22(14):1111-1132.

Difi (2014). Oppbygging av WCAG 2.0. https://uu.difi.no/
krav-og-regelverk/wcag-20-standarden/oppbygging-av-wcag-20 [Ac-
cessed: 2017-05-28].

Fishbein, M. and Ajzen, 1. (1975). Belief, Attitude, Intention, and Behavior: An
Introduction to Theory and Research. Addison-Wesley.

Fornell, C. and Larcker, D. F. (1981). Evaluating structural equation models with
unobservable variables and measurement error. Journal of Marketing Research,
18(1):39-50.

Gefen, D., Karahanna, E., and Straub, D. (2003). Trust and tam in online shopping;:
an integrated model. MIS Quarterly, 27(1):51-90.

Gefen, D., Straub, D. W., and Boudreau, M.-C. (2000). Structural equation mod-
eling and regression: Guidelines for research practice. Communications of the

Association for Information Systems, 4(7).

Hair, J. F., Hult, G. T. M., Ringle, C. M., and Sarstedt, M. (2017). A Primer on
Partial Least Squares Structural Equation Modeling (PLS-SEM). SAGE Publi-

cations.


https://www.datatilsynet.no/regelverk-og-skjema/lover-og-regler/avgjorelser-fra-datatilsynet/andre-avgjorelser-og-vedtak/eldre-vedtak/aksepterer-bruk-av-google-analytics/
https://www.datatilsynet.no/regelverk-og-skjema/lover-og-regler/avgjorelser-fra-datatilsynet/andre-avgjorelser-og-vedtak/eldre-vedtak/aksepterer-bruk-av-google-analytics/
https://www.datatilsynet.no/regelverk-og-skjema/lover-og-regler/avgjorelser-fra-datatilsynet/andre-avgjorelser-og-vedtak/eldre-vedtak/aksepterer-bruk-av-google-analytics/
https://www.datatilsynet.no/regelverk-og-skjema/lover-og-regler/avgjorelser-fra-datatilsynet/andre-avgjorelser-og-vedtak/eldre-vedtak/aksepterer-bruk-av-google-analytics/
https://uu.difi.no/krav-og-regelverk/wcag-20-standarden/oppbygging-av-wcag-20
https://uu.difi.no/krav-og-regelverk/wcag-20-standarden/oppbygging-av-wcag-20

BIBLIOGRAPHY 105

Haugstvedt, A.-C. and Krogstie, J. (2012). Mobile augmented reality for cultural
heritage: A technol- ogy acceptance study. IEEE International Symposium on
Mized and Augmented Reality (ISMAR), pages 247-255.

Henseler, J., Ringle, C. M., and Sarstedt, M. (2015). A new criterion for assessing
discriminant validity in variance-based structural equation modeling. Journal of
the Academy of Marketing Science, 43(1):115-135.

Henseler, J., Ringle, C. M., and Sinkovics, R. R. (2009). The use of partial least
squares path modeling in international marketing. Advances in International
Marketing, 20:277-319.

Hevner, A. R., March, S. T., Park, J., and Ram, S. (2004). Design science in
information systems research. MIS Quarterly, 28(1):75-105.

Holden, R. J. and Karsh, B.-T. (2010). The technology acceptance model: It’s past

and it’s future in health care. Journal of biomedical informatics, 43(1):1-30.

Hox, J. J. (1999). An introduction to structural equation modeling. Family Science
Review, 11:354-373.

Hsu, H.-H., Chang, C.-C., and Lin, T.-H. (2013). An empirical study of users’
continuance intention and word of mouth toward sna (social network app). Pro-
ceedings of the 2013 International Conference on Technology Innovation and

Industrial Management, pages 174-183.

Lee, Y., Kozar, K. A., and Larsen, K. R. T. (2003). The technology acceptance
model: past, present, and future. Communications of the American Informatics
Society, 12(50):752-781.

Legris, P., Ingham, J., and Collerette, P. (2003). Why do people use information
technology? a critical review of the technology acceptance model. Information
& Management, 40(3):191-204.

M. Igbaria, J. Tivari, H. M. (1995). Why do individuals use computer technology?
Information & Management, 29(5):227-238.

Marcotte, E. (2016). Responsive Design: Patterns € Principles. A Book Apart.

Nam, J. (2014). Understanding the motivation to use web portals. Computers in
Human Behavior, 36:263-273.



106 BIBLIOGRAPHY

Oates, B. J. (2006). Researching Information Systems and Computing. SAGE

Publications.

Peffers, K., Tuunanen, T., Gengler, C. E., Rossi, M., Hui, W., and Bragge, J.
(2006). The design science research process. Proceedings of the First Inter-
national Conference on Design Science Research in Information Systems and

Technology, page 83-106.

Rgmen, D. and Svanas, D. (2012). Validating wcag versions 1.0 and 2.0 through
usability testing with disabled users. Universal Access in the Information Society,
11(4):375-385.

Statcounter (2017). Desktop vs Mobile vs Tablet Market Share Norway. http://gs.
statcounter.com/platform-market-share/desktop-mobile-tablet/norway
[Accessed: 2017-10-03].

Suhr, D. D. (2006). Exploratory or confirmatory factor analysis? Proceedings to
SUGI, 31.

Tse, D. K. and Wilton, P. C. (1988). Models of consumer satisfaction: An extension.
Journal of Marketing Research, 25:204-212.

Ueberfax, J. S. (2006). Likert Scales: Dispelling the Confusion. http://www.
john-uebersax.com/stat/likert.htm [Accessed: 2017-08-10].

van der Heijden, H. (2004). User acceptance of hedonic information systems. MIS
Quarterly, 28(4):695-704.

Venkatesh, V. and Davis, F. D. (2000). A theoretical extension of the technol-
ogy acceptance model: Four longitudinal field studies. Management Science,
46(2):186-204.

Venkatesh, V., Morris, M., Davis, G. B., and Davis, F. D. (2003). User acceptance
of information technology: Toward a unified view. MIS Quarterly, 27(3):425-478.

W3C (2008). Web Content Accessibility Guidelines (WCAG) 2.0. https://www.
w3.org/TR/WCAG20/ [Accessed: 2017-05-28].

Wagner, J. L. (2016). Web Performance in Action: Building Fast Web Pages.

Manning Publications.

Wheeler, A. (2012). Designing Brand Identity: An Essential Guide for the Whole
Branding Team. John Wiley & Sons.


http://gs.statcounter.com/platform-market-share/desktop-mobile-tablet/norway
http://gs.statcounter.com/platform-market-share/desktop-mobile-tablet/norway
http://www.john-uebersax.com/stat/likert.htm
http://www.john-uebersax.com/stat/likert.htm
https://www.w3.org/TR/WCAG20/
https://www.w3.org/TR/WCAG20/

	
	
	
	

	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	


	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	

	
	
	
	


	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	

	
	
	

	

	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	

	

	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	


	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	


	
	
	

	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	

