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I. Introduction
This report describes a study that tested the effectiveness and usability of a prototype
eLearning module designed for technical writers. The prototype eLearning module is part of a
training system being developed as a capstone project in the Master of Science in Instructional
Science and Technology (MIST) program at California State University, Monterey Bay
(CSUMB). The capstone project is designed to provide newly hired technical writers, in a
corporate Technical Publications department, with the information and guidance they need to
begin creating high-quality user assistance and documentation for a complex web-based
systems-management software suite, without requiring significant assistance from other team
members.
The project is based on an authentic business need at a large corporation, and the
corporation’s management team supports the research and development effort. However,
because this is a student project that is not under the corporation’s direction, and because this
document will be publicly available (posted online), the software suite is referred to in this
paper using the fictitious name, SMSP (Systems Management Software Platform), and the
company is referred to as SMSP Corporation, to avoid confusion for customers or employees.
II. Methodology
This section describes the prototype used in the study, the target audience (participants
in the study), the study conditions, and the process used to conduct the study.
Prototype
The prototype used in this study was an eLearning module that was created using
Adobe Captivate and Apple Keynote software. The module, which was hosted on the
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ITCDLand server at the following address,
http://itcdland.csumb.edu/~kwilcox/ist622/usabilitytest/WilcoxPrototypeProject.htm,
contained approximately 20 minutes of content, and it included these sections:
1) A product overview
2) A product component overview
3) An introduction to the product’s online Help features
4) Results of the practice exercises
5) A certificate of completion
6) A feedback slide with an email address for obtaining the post-test questionnaire
7) References

Sections 1-3 include:


Objectives and definitions



Animated or interactive lessons and software simulations



Practice exercises



Summaries
Target Audience

The target audience of the capstone project is experienced technical writers who are
new to SMSP Corporation and the SMSP software suite. At present, however, no technical
writers at SMSP Corporation currently meet these criteria, so participants for this study were
drawn from the Technical Publications group and from cross-functional teams including
Quality Assurance, Administration, User Experience, and Learning Development. Although
many of these participants are not writers or editors, their technical capabilities and work
context are similar to those of technical writers. As a group, technical writers, and participants
in this study, have well-developed writing and editing skills, and they are dedicated to
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learning new systems and technologies. In addition, they are highly motivated to learn on their
own, and they take responsibility for their own learning experiences. As a result, they are
likely to excel when using self-paced training, because such training shifts “responsibility
from instructors to learners” (Brown 2006, p. 272).
It should be noted that many participants in this study were already familiar with the
SMSP software suite prior to participating in the study. Their participation was valid,
however, because they were unfamiliar with the training needs of technical writers, which was
the primary focus of this prototype, and their input was useful in evaluating the usability and
effectiveness of the eLearning module.
Test Conditions
To ensure the validity of the study, participants accessed the eLearning module
independently in the context of their normal work environment, which mirrors the intended
environment of the final capstone project. Technical writers will use the final eLearning
module independently in the context of their day-to-day work,,, both prior to beginning
documentation projects and as reference material during the documentation process.
In addition, all participants were advised of the system requirements for accessing the
eLearning module through email prior to the start of the test. These requirements included a
laptop or desktop computer with a screen or monitor that has a resolution of at least 1280 by
1024 pixels, a broadband Internet connection, and one of the following browsers: Internet
Explorer 9 or later, Safari 5.1 or later, or Google Chrome 17 or later. Further, participants
were advised that the eLearning module contained audio, and that if they were in a shared
office, they should consider using headphones or adjusting the volume of their computer prior
to starting the test so as not to disturb others in the office.
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The study required participants to complete pre- and post-test questionnaires.
Questionnaires were exchanged as email attachments, and participants added their names to
the questionnaires for tracking. As a result, there was no guarantee of anonymity in the
questionnaires. However, participants were advised that their responses would be kept
confidential, and used only in the aggregate. No personally identifiable information would be
used in this report.
Process
The study required participants to:
1) Complete a pre-test questionnaire. Time required: Less than five minutes.
2) Go through the eLearning module. Time required: Approximately 20-30 minutes.
3) Complete a post-test questionnaire. Time required: Less than five minutes.
Pre-test Questionnaire
All participants received an email message with the pre-test questionnaire as an
attachment. When they returned the completed questionnaire through email, participants who
were completing the test independently received a second email message with instructions for
accessing the eLearning module. Participants who were completing the test under observation
received instructions for accessing the eLearning module from the facilitator/observer.
The pre-test questionnaire established a baseline of participant knowledge prior to
going through the eLearning module. Because many participants were already familiar with
the SMSP software suite, the pre-test questionnaire asked learners to rate their pre-training
level of expertise with SMSP. In addition, the questionnaire included eight questions related
to the three areas covered by the eLearning module (the product overview, component, and
online Help sections). The pre-test questionnaire can be found in the Appendix.
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eLearning Module Run-through: Independent and Observed
Ten participants went through the eLearning module independently and five
participants went through the eLearning module with a facilitator/observer present. However,
because the eLearning module is designed for independent learning, the observer did not
guide participants in their use of the eLearning module, but occasionally asked the
participants to talk through any decisions they made as they used the module,,,, and to
describe what they were thinking as they looked at screens. The observer’s notes can be found
in Notes from Observed Tests.
Post-test Questionnaires
When participants completed the eLearning module, they notified the facilitator and
received the post-test questionnaire. The post-test questionnaire was designed to gather data
that could be compared to data obtained on the pre-test questionnaire to assess learning, so it
repeated eight of the questions from the pre-test questionnaire. In addition, the post-test
questionnaire included questions designed to assess the participant’s overall satisfaction with
the eLearning module and gather suggestions for improving the module. Satisfaction-related
comments can be found in Satisfaction-related Questions. The post-test questionnaire can be
found in the Appendix.
III. Results
Expected Outcomes
The study was designed to determine whether the eLearning module enabled
participants to increase their knowledge of the SMSP software suite as measured by their
performance on pre- and post-test questionnaires. The expectation was that participants’
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scores in general would be higher on the post-test questionnaire than they were on the pre-test
questionnaire. The learning gains, as measured by the difference between the pre- and posttest scores, were expected to be greatest for participants who rated their level of expertise as
low prior to using the eLearning module. However, this was a complex subject, and learners
were not expected to master the content or achieve a perfect score on the questionnaire after
they completed the eLearning module.
In addition, the study was expected to evaluate the usability and effectiveness of the
eLearning module components, including the navigational elements, interactive activities, and
practice exercises.
The null hypothesis of this study was that pre- and post-test questionnaire scores
would have the same statistical means, or that the statistical mean of the pre-test would be
higher than the statistical mean of the post-test (H0: μ1 => μ2). The research hypothesis was
that the statistical mean of the post-test questionnaire scores would be greater than the
statistical mean of the pre-test questionnaire scores (H1: μ1 < μ2).
Observed Outcomes
Pre- and Post-test Scores
Figure 1 shows how the 15 participants responded to the 8 questions on the pre- and
post-test questionnaires. Test scores ranged from a low of 0 (0 questions correct) to a high of
40 (all questions correct). Four participants had the same scores on both the pre- and post-test
questionnaires, nine participants improved their scores on the post-test questionnaire, and two
participants had higher scores on the pre-test questionnaire than they had on the post-test
questionnaire.
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Figure 1: Total Pre- and Post-test Scores for All Participants and All Questions
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Table 1 provides a high-level narrative comparison of pre-test scores to post-test scores.
Table 1: A High-level Comparison of Pre-test Scores and Post-test Scores
Outcome

Number of
Analysis and attribution
participants
Higher score on post-test
9
Nine participants scored higher marks on
questionnaire than on prethe post-test questionnaire than they did on
test questionnaire
the pre-test questionnaire. Because these
participants completed the post-test
questionnaire immediately after completing
the eLearning module, learning gains could
be attributed to the eLearning module.
Same score for both
4
Four participants had the same scores on
questionnaires
both the pre- and post-test questionnaires.
This indicates that the eLearning module
did not affect their performance.
Higher score on pre-test
2
Two participants answered question
questionnaire than on postnumber 4/8 correctly on the pre-test
test questionnaire (related to
questionnaire and incorrectly on the postquestion 4 on the pre-test
test questionnaire. This resulted in their
and question 8 on the postpre-test scores being higher than their posttest)
test scores. This could be attributed to the
participants guessing correctly on the pretest and incorrectly on the post-test, to a
problem with the question itself, or to a
problem with the corresponding
information in the eLearning module.
Correct answer on pre-test, 5
Five participants answered question
incorrect answer on post
number 10/14 correctly on the pre-test
test (question 10 pre-test,
questionnaire and incorrectly on the postquestion 14 post-test)
test questionnaire. This could be attributed
to the participants guessing correctly on the
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Table 1: A High-level Comparison of Pre-test Scores and Post-test Scores
Outcome

Number of
Analysis and attribution
participants
pre-test and incorrectly on the post-test, to
a problem with the question itself, or to a
problem with the corresponding
information in the eLearning module.
2
Two participants had perfect scores on both
the pre- and post-test questionnaires. One
of these participants rated their level of
experience with the product as Expert, so
that result could be attributed to preexisting product knowledge. The other
participant self-identified as a Beginner, so
results could be attributed either to preexisting knowledge or to the ability to
guess correctly and consistently.

100 percent accuracy on
both questionnaires

Note: Participants were instructed not to guess on the questionnaires, and to mark the
response, “I don’t know” if they did not know an answer. However, very few
participants, including those with no product experience, marked “I don’t know.” As a
result, it is possible that some participants did guess on some questions. Their scores,
however, indicate that they generally did not guess correctly. Participants who rated
their experience level as “None” had very low scores on the pre-test questionnaire.
When we exclude the two problematic questions that caused some participants to
answer correctly on the pre-test and incorrectly on the post-test, all participants scored the
same or better on the post-test questionnaire.
Figure 2: Total Pre- and Post-test Scores, Excluding Questions 4/8 and 10/14
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Testing the Hypotheses Using Descriptive Statistics
To test the null hypothesis, descriptive statistics were calculated. When all participants
and all questions were analyzed, the post-test total mean was found to be nearly ten points
higher than the pre-test total mean. Therefore, the hull hypothesis is rejected and the research
hypothesis is accepted. Table 2 shows the descriptive statistics for all participants and all
questions.
Table 2: Descriptive Statistics: All Participants and All Questions
Total Pre-test
Total Post-test
Mean
Standard Error
Median
Mode
Standard Deviation
Sample Variance
Kurtosis
Skewness
Range
Minimum
Maximum
Sum
Count

23.33333333
3.473253815
25
40
13.45185418
180.952381
1.075058598
0.300968397
40
0
40
350
15

Mean
Standard Error
Median
Mode
Standard Deviation
Sample Variance

33
1.447493729
35
35
5.606119106
31.42857143

Kurtosis

0.712015257

Skewness
Range
Minimum
Maximum
Sum
Count

-0.813920821
20
20
40
495
15

When questions 4/8 and 10/14 are excluded from these results, the post-test total mean
is ten points higher than the pre-test total mean, which confirms that the null hypothesis
should be rejected and the research hypothesis accepted. Table 3 shows the descriptive
statistics for all participants excluding questions 4/8 and 10/14.
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Table 3: Descriptive Statistics: All Participants Excluding Questions 4/8 and 10/14
Total Pre-test
Total Post-test
Mean
Standard Error
Median
Mode

17.3333333
3.00264434
20
30

Standard Deviation
Sample Variance
Kurtosis
Skewness
Range
Minimum
Maximum
Sum
Count

11.6291915
135.238095
-1.3244568
-0.4621524
30
0
30
260
15

Mean
Standard Error
Median
Mode
Standard
Deviation
Sample Variance
Kurtosis
Skewness
Range
Minimum
Maximum
Sum
Count

27.33333333
1.452966315
30
30
5.627314339
31.66666667
6.507107851
-2.506262704
20
10
30
410
15

Testing the Hypotheses Using t-Tests
A t-Test statistical analysis of all participants and all questions shows that the critical
value for the one-tail test is 1.761310136. Since the t-Stat value is -3.531636678, and the
absolute value 3.531636678 is greater than 1.761310136, the null hypothesis should be
rejected and the research hypothesis accepted. Table 4 shows these statistics.

Table 4: t-Test: Paired Two Sample for Means: All Participants and All Questions
Total Pre-test
Total Post-test
Mean
23.33333333
33
Variance
180.952381
31.42857143
Observations
15
15
Pearson Correlation
0.663018327
Hypothesized Mean Difference
0
df
14
t Stat
-3.531636678
P(T<=t) one-tail
0.001659915
t Critical one-tail
1.761310136
P(T<=t) two-tail
0.003319829
t Critical two-tail
2.144786688
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A t-Test statistical analysis of all participants with questions 4/8 and 10/14 excluded
shows that the critical value for the one-tail test is 1.761310136. Since the t-Stat value is
-4.369314488, and the absolute value 4.369314488 is greater than 1.761310136, the test
confirms that the null hypothesis should be rejected and the resource hypothesis accepted.
Table 5 shows these statistics.

Table 5: t-Test: Paired Two Sample for Means: All Participants, Excluding Questions 4/8 & 10/14
Total Pre-test
Total Post-test
Mean
17.33333333
27.33333333
Variance
135.2380952
31.66666667
Observations
15
15
Pearson Correlation
0.674906989
Hypothesized Mean Difference
0
df
14
t Stat
-4.369314488
P(T<=t) one-tail
0.00032082
t Critical one-tail
1.761310136
P(T<=t) two-tail
0.000641639
t Critical two-tail
2.144786688

Satisfaction-related Questions
Participants were asked a variety of questions to gauge their satisfaction with the
objectives, practice exercises, and feedback provided in the eLearning module. Most
participants responded positively and did not add comments to this part of the questionnaire.
Because anonymous responses were not allowed, however, it is not possible to determine
whether participants were answering honestly or providing responses that they considered to
be “socially desirable” (Russ-Eft & Preskill, p. 220). Table 6 shows the participants’
responses to the satisfaction questions.
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Table 6: Satisfaction with Objectives, Practice Exercises, and Feedback
Question
No or no Yes
Written comments
response
Did you understand what 1
14
 I didn’t understand the terminology.
you were supposed to
 Mostly. I went back and looked at
learn in the eLearning
the Welcome section because I had
module?
confused it a bit with the first
section.
Did you feel confident
1
14
Yes, but they made me think.
when answering
questions on the practice
exercises?
Did you receive
0
15
(no comments recorded)
sufficient feedback on
practice exercises?
Would you recommend
1
14
Assuming that it would be part of a
the eLearning module to
series that might provide more context
new technical writers?
for the information. Otherwise, it's
complete in itself but obviously not
sufficient for everything a new tech
writer would need to know.

Participants’ Recommendations for Improvement
When asked whether they would recommend any improvements to the eLearning
module, five participants said no, ten said yes. Their recommendations are summarized below.
1. Fix minor display issues and improve content.
2. I think it was a little rough to just pull out those items for learning when there is so much
more.
3. As a new user with no experience, I was lost. I didn’t understand enough of the
terminology, such as “systems management” or “appliance” up front. To me, an appliance
is something I use to toast bread or keep milk cold. A detailed introduction to the product
might have helped me understand better.
4. I think what is a bit missing is why it’s important for writers to know how to enable and
disable orgs—the “why” seemed missing.
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5. Some of the Next buttons seem broken—initially they were skipping between main
sections rather than diving into them. There were also a few pages where I felt I had a
slightly harder time listening and looking at the same time; perhaps syncing up the
imagery to the narration a bit more literally might help.
6. Adults learn more by reading as well as listening, well at least I do :) Even providing the
option to read, rather than only listen would be helpful for someone who likes to go back
and review.
7. On the page where you show the four UIs—the edges/boundaries of those pics weren't
distinct enough for someone who doesn't know what those UIs look like to click on them.
They all sort of ran together.
8. One screen had the 4 UIs. After looking at one, I instinctively hit next then had to find my
way back to the others. (Perhaps they should be on 4 screens not one). Also, the video for
the Orgs section did not play for me. I think the score at the end was not correct math. It
said I got (0% and 6/10 questions. I did get 9/10).
9. Perhaps an easier method to return to an earlier segment.
10. It should mention the glossary is interactive. Otherwise audiences may think it's a screen
shot.
11. There is some information that the questions require to be relayed that isn't provided. For
example, you cover the locating of the page PHP name, but you don't explain the
correlation to the help pages. So when asked the question, “When creating page-level Help
topics, technical writers use filenames that are based on,” the content doesn't fill in the
needed knowledge.
12. Some of the questions are a bit vague, but acceptable for demonstrative purposes such as
this.
Notes from Observed Tests
The five observed tests provided insights into features of the eLearning module that
worked well and things that needed improvement. Table 7 lists these insights in aggregate
form.
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Table 7: Notes from Observed Tests
Feature, action, or issue
Observer’s notes
The Print button on the certificate is not displayed
Browser issues
correctly in some browsers (observed in Safari and
Firefox).
One participant accessed the module with their monitor
Display issues
resolution set below the minimum requirements. As a
result, the participant had to scroll to see some buttons and
controls.
Participants made minimal, if any, use of the Contents
Table of Contents
pane on the lift. No participants used the Search
functionality.
One participant attempted to drag the scrubber button on
Playbar
the playbar to find a particular place in the module. The
scrubbing feature didn’t provide enough granularity, and
the participant gave up using it. They simply let the
module play until it got to the desired place.
Participants quickly became comfortable clicking the Next
Navigation
button for navigation.
Participants—even those who were less technologyAccordion element
aware—were very comfortable using the accordion
interaction and clicked to expand the content intuitively.
Some participants rolled over the appropriate areas but did
Rollovers
not see the text or images that appeared during the rollover
action. They tried clicking the images to see if something
else would happen, and they were unsure what to expect
from rollovers. Others saw the text, but weren’t sure how
it related to other onscreen elements. This might have been
attributed to screen complexity (having too much content
on a screen) or the behavior being too subtle (text
appearing next to an item and participants either not
seeing it or thinking it had always been there).
Participants were supposed to click the images to jump to
Interface comparison
more information about each interface. However, several
screen
of the observed participants seemed reluctant to click the
images. This might have been because they had just seen a
screen with rollover controls, and they were not thinking
about clicking the images. When learners did click the
images, they were confused by the “Back to interface”
button; they were not sure where that button would take
them. When they figured it out, they sometimes clicked
the images to explore. But they sometimes forgot which
items they had explored and which they hadn’t, and they
reported being confused. Other participants ignored the
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Table 7: Notes from Observed Tests
Feature, action, or issue
Observer’s notes
“Back to interface” button and simply used the Next
button to progress through the section.
Participants seemed to like the movie, and most watched
Movies
attentively. However, the screen saver came on while one
participant was watching, which caused her to miss some
of the content. Because of the way the movie was
embedded, it was difficult to back it up to a specific place.
Drag-and-drop worked well for most participants.
Drag-and-drop
However, there were two styles of drag-and-drop: one
where the draggable objects were stacked vertically, and
one where the draggable objects were shown horizontally
on a single line (due to the size of the drop target). This
visual shift seemed to cause trouble for one participant,
and it took them awhile to figure out what they were
supposed to do.
When participants heard the bell sound, they seemed to sit
Bell sound
up a little straighter. The signaling technique seemed to
get their attention.
Participants expressed relief and enthusiasm when they
Practice items: Success
answered practice questions correctly. When they
and failure messages
answered incorrectly, they usually read the errors, but
occasionally clicked too soon and the error disappeared
before they could read it. One participant was
disappointed that she couldn’t “Try again” on a true/false
question.
Participants expressed uncertainty when starting the
Practice section content
practice sections. They weren’t sure whether they were
being tested, and if they were, they weren’t sure about the
content of the test.

Recommendations
Table 8 shows the designer’s recommendations for improving the eLearning module,
based on feedback from, and observations of, the participants in this study.
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Table 8: Designer’s Recommendations for Improving the eLearning Module
Feature, action, or Recommendations
issue
The eLearning module has a Next button, a TOC, and a playbar for
General
navigation. In the observed tests, participants seemed comfortable
navigation
using these elements. However, one participant reported that the
Next button appeared to be broken. Although this was not reported
by other participants, it should be investigated. In addition, one
participant in the observed test had trouble using the playbar to get
to the desired location in the module. It might be that the size of
the playbar needs to be increased to enable more granular
positioning.
The final eLearning module needs to be tested thoroughly to
Button functions
identify browser and system requirements and verify that all
and browser
buttons function as designed.
display issues
This section needs to be reworked to eliminate the branching and
Branching
simplify the content. Participants did not know what to expect
navigation:
from the “Back to Interface” button, and they often lost their place
Interface
in the branching scheme. Further, the thumbnail images, while
comparison
recognizable to experts, are meaningless to new users and too
screens
small to read. One solution would be to compare sections of the
interfaces rather than each interface in its entirety, and explain
each interface separately rather than using a single overview slide.
Use the practice exercises as a chance for learners to explore each
interface.
Rollovers did not seem to communicate content well. Screens with
Rollovers
rollover content should be evaluated and simplified.
Movies that are imported onto a single slide pose navigational and
Movies
closed captioning challenges, and might not work in all browsers.
Consider other ways to provide animated content.
The timing of narration and visual content needs to be thoroughly
Timing of
tested to reduce cognitive overload, apply the “redundancy
narration and
principle” (Clark & Mayer p. 132),,,, and make sure that learners
visual content
are not required to read and listen at the same time.
Table of Contents None of the participants in the observed tests used the table of
contents (TOC) or the related search functionality, and none of the
and Search
independent participants mentioned the TOC. This could be
Functionality
attributed to participants going through the module in a linear
manner to complete the test quickly, or to the fact that they did not
want to use the TOC for navigation. Since the table of contents
takes up a great deal of screen real estate, we should consider
changing the behavior of the contents pane so that it can be closed.
Practice questions  The number of practice questions in the prototype was limited
to ten because of time constraints. Especially in the component
overview section, practice questions should be added to ensure
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Table 8: Designer’s Recommendations for Improving the eLearning Module
Feature, action, or Recommendations
issue
that learners understand not only the “what” of the component
but the “why.”
 In the practice section, learners should always be able to try
again—even for questions that have true or false answers.
Participants get used to having second chances, and, at least in
the practice section, they should always have at least two
chances to correctly answer each question.
 Clarify what will be covered in each practice section by using
descriptive headings so participants understand what they need
to know. Test quiz items extensively to ensure that learner
responses are counted correctly.
The bell sound is powerful, and it should be used with discretion
Bell sound
(not overused). Make sure the volume is not too loud to be
distracting, and consider having different sounds and illustrations
for the demo and practice slides (don’t use the same sound for
both).
The glossary should be integrated with the content of the module.
Glossary
It could be a good reference for new learners who are unfamiliar
with terms. Find a way to link terms on slides to the glossary.
Also, add explanatory text over the Captivate glossary widget to
indicate that the glossary is interactive (participants reported that it
looks static).
This question asked whether the SMSP mobile app interface could
Implications of
be used with all versions of the product or only certain versions. In
question 4/8
the questionnaire, the term “version” was used to refer to the
different product configurations, such as a physical version or
virtual version of the system. However, some participants
interpreted the word “version” to be the release number (such as
version 1.0), which resulted in a question that could not be
answered correctly. The content in the eLearning module should
be reviewed to clarify loaded terms, such as “version.”
This question asked participants to identify the correct way to
Implications of
access page-level Help. This required participants to understand
question 10/14
the difference between “page-level Help” and the “main Help
system,” and understand that the steps for accessing each of these
Help resources differs. Because five participants answered the
question correctly on the pre-test questionnaire and incorrectly on
the post-test questionnaire, the content in this section should be
reviewed and clarified.
The content of this module is very complex, and as study
Content
participants pointed out, the topics covered in the prototype were
rudimentary and do not provide enough information about the
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Table 8: Designer’s Recommendations for Improving the eLearning Module
Feature, action, or Recommendations
issue
product to give learners a sense of actually learning something
useful. The prototype was intentionally light on content to keep it
manageable for this study. It will be important to simplify the
content wherever possible, and to provide additional background
information to help new technical writers get up to speed.
In addition, some participants reported that they did not remember
seeing certain content that, in fact, did appear in the module. This
might be due to the fact that the content was mentioned only once,
or that it appeared on a single slide that they somehow missed. The
final version needs to be much more detailed and perhaps include
multiple opportunities for learners to review important concepts.
IV. Summary
When the data are analyzed, and the problematic questions removed, all participants in
this study scored the same or higher on the post-test questionnaire than they did on the pre-test
questionnaire. Because the questionnaires were completed immediately after participants
finished the eLearning module, the implied learning gains can be attributed to the
effectiveness of the eLearning module. It is therefore possible to conclude that the eLearning
prototype was an effective instructional intervention for this subject matter.
However, the study also suggests that the content in this module is exceedingly
complex. The final version of the module will need to be expanded to explain concepts more
completely and to provide learners with the details and practice opportunities they need to
understand the content more thoroughly. In addition, the designer must refine the navigational
elements, simplify complicated slides, and improve the consistency of interactive elements
such as rollovers and drag-and-drop interactions, for the module to be truly successful.
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VI. Appendix
This section provides examples of the instruments used in the study.
Email Communications Related to the Study
Introduction and Pre-test Questionnaire (Email)
The following email message was sent to participants who expressed interest in
participating in the study.

Thank you for your interest in this usability study. To begin, please complete the
attached pre-test survey and email it back to me. After I receive your pre-test, I will
send you the link to the eLearning module.
How the data will be used:
The data are being collected for my final project in a course titled, "Assessment &
Evaluation," at CSUMB this summer. I will use the survey results, and all feedback
acquired during the study, in aggregate form only. No personally identifiable
information will be used or published.
The final report will be competed the last week of July. If you would like to review it,
please let me know.

23

A Report on the Effectiveness of a Prototype eLearning Module Designed for Technical Writers

eLearning Module Instructions (Email)
The following email message was sent to participants after they completed the pre-test
questionnaire.

Before you start the eLearning module, please remember that this is a student project,
and the goal is to assess the effectiveness of the eLearning module and gather data for
an assessment study. The module is not designed to assess your performance, and
most important, it does not pretend to be a comprehensive introduction to the K1000.
But I am hopeful that the prototype will be useful.
Also, the module includes narration, so before you begin, you might want to plug in
headphones (or adjust your volume).
To complete the usability test:
1. Access the eLearning module using a laptop or desktop computer with at least
1280 x 1024 px resolution (sorry, no touch screens or small monitors for this test).
2. Access the link below using one of the following browsers: Internet Explorer 9 or
later, Safari 5.1 or later, or Google Chrome 17 or later. I haven't fully tested all
browsers, but these should work. Depending on your network connection, there
are a couple screens that might take some time to load. Please let me know if you
encounter this.
http://itcdland.csumb.edu/~kwilcox/ist622/usabilitytest/WilcoxPrototypeProject.h
tm
3. Follow the instructions in the eLearning module (should take approximately 15 to
20 minutes).
4. Send me an email when you finish the module to get the post-test survey.
If possible, please complete the module and the post-test survey by Thursday, July 17.
Thank you for your help with this project!
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Pre-test Questionnaire
Pre-test questionnaire (completed by participant prior to study).
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Post-test Questionnaire
Post-test questionnaire (completed by participant after completing study).

28

A Report on the Effectiveness of a Prototype eLearning Module Designed for Technical Writers

29

A Report on the Effectiveness of a Prototype eLearning Module Designed for Technical Writers

30

A Report on the Effectiveness of a Prototype eLearning Module Designed for Technical Writers

31

