Single Versus Multiple Textbox Event Creation Experiment

Filip Mares

Abstract

This paper documents an experiment of creating events through an event management web application. Is Natural Language Processing (NLP) a better choice to specific requested text fields? Two designs of information input were tested: a multiple textbox fields and a single textbox. Users completed the event creation process faster and with fewer errors using the single textbox design.
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I. Introduction

In the space of web applications and startups a good website design and user interface can be an important factor when dealing with user satisfaction and engagement. Such things as colour selection, website layout, font and content can drive a user to dig deeper into the site or leave and never to return again.  Additionally, the key processes of a web application should be intuitive to a user. 
The company participating in this experiment is Twegather. Twegather was spun out of a TeamCamp project night discussion in 2009. [1] The idea behind the application was a simple way of creating a spur of the moment event, share it with your friend on twitter and gather later on. The goal of Twegather is to simplify the event creation. Since its inception, the website styling had only been changed once. 
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Figure 1 - Multiples textbox input
In the search to further simplifying the event creation process, the Twegather team proposed a redesign of the event creation page and its process. This included a migration from a multiple input box to a single text box entry. The assumptions were that users can create events quicker and using natural language syntax (Figure 2) compared to a guided process of textboxes illustrated in Figure 1.  
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Figure 2 - Single textbox input

It is the goal of this paper to test the differences in performance and user preference in event creation via single or multiple textboxes. Twegather will develop its next event creation page based on the results discovered in the experiment. Furthermore, the company will also take any feedback given by the participants into consideration for its application. 
II. Hypotheses

Three hypotheses were formed before beginning the experiment.  These hypotheses were based around performance and participant preference. 
Hypothesis 1 - Participants will prefer the proposed Twegather event creation page to the existing event creation page design. This statement is a result of the current innovations by companies such as Google and Microsoft in natural language processing of search queries. It is the opinion of the experimenter that users are becoming more accustomed to typing queries rather than key words in order to search. As natural evolution software algorithms mature and are able to process these queries in multiple areas other than search. The advantage to this design is that it will appeal more to users of Twegather as well as new users such as the participants. The key challenges to this design are that extensive testing would need to be completed in order to ensure the parsing algorithm works correctly. At the time of the experiment there were little changes done to the parser from the current design.
Hypothesis 2 – Participants will create events quicker on average using the proposed page design opposed to the current page. Allowing users to create event quicker is advantageous since it can reduce the bounce rate. The bounce rate is considered to be the event in which a user visits the event creation page and does not follow through with event creation onto the event page. At the time of the experiment, the number of users creating events had dropped considerably in comparison to previous months. 
Hypothesis 3 – Participants will make fewer mistakes when creating events using the current design opposed to the proposed design. Due to the intuitive flow of input fields in the current design, participants will be less likely to make mistakes. Mistakes count as omissions of information and general formatting of query. Furthermore, the current design provides a live preview of the query. The omission of these can increase the error rate in the proposed design utilizing a single input textbox. Should the error rate be higher in the proposed design, but participants preferred it most; a new method of displaying preview would need to be implemented for that design.
III. Experiment

The experiment was performed with 8 participants. These participants were University students at Carleton University. All participants were male. Majors of study of participants varied from Engineering, Marketing, Management and Sociology. Their ages raged from 18 to 25 years. The experiment sessions were performed on a MacBook Pro 13” running OSX 10.6.5 Snow Leopard. The browser used for loading the Twegather site was Safari 5.0.3. The users interaction with the website was recorded via screen recording. The application used was ScreenFlow. 

The two designs for the Twegather event creation page are referred to as Design A and Design B. These were assigned to the original Twegather page and the proposed redesign respectively. Half of the participants started the session using design A and the other half started using design B. All participants created events using the two age designs. The experimenter found it important to have a group start out with design B in order to assess its ease of use better. The reason for this being that design A’s input fields followed a certain flow; Event name & location, Date and time. It was assumed participants using design A first would identify a pattern in creating the event. They would then use the same syntax in the second design, therefore skewing results.
Before starting the evaluation participants were asked to think of an event they would like to schedule. They were told to remember the event name, location, date and time. This was asked in order to simulate the intent of users when reaching the website. The experimenter believed results of the experiment wouldn’t be closer to real life situations since it would strictly dependent on the typing skills of the participants. The current method not only is based on typing skills, but also the recollection of the participants’ intention. 

Users were asked to complete the available fields in each design in order to create an event. Participants were only asked to complete the creation process and were not asked to share the event post creation. The loading of the event page post creation marked the end of the experiment timing. The event page is displayed in Figure 4.  The participants were timed and their problems encountered recorded by the experimenter. The timing of the experiment began when the user started input information into the required text fields. Formatting errors and omissions in the input fields were considered to be errors and problems encountered. Following the experimenter the participants were asked to fill out a questionnaire about the their experience and feedback on the experiment and designs. (Appendix A)
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Figure 3 - Event page
Design A

The current event creation page contains the event creation box on the right hand side of the screen. (Figure 4) In the provided input fields, user input their Twitter username, event name & location, date and time, and an optional URL or Twitter hash tag for the event. It’s interesting to note is that Twegather states the event creation process takes less than 30 seconds. The user is provided with a how-to video to the left of the event creation box. Upon completing the required text boxes, participants clicked on the Create button in order to create the event. Users that did not have a Twitter account were given a sample one to type ahead of time. 
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Figure 4 Current Twegather Event Creation Design
Design B
This design is the proposed new Twegather event creation page. It includes a number of aesthetical and technical changes. The input test fields from the current design were combined into a single textbox format. (Figure 5)This required restyling of the page by modifying the HTML and CSS. Furthermore, the server side parser for the event creation was modified to accommodate the single input field. The text box for event creation was placed strategically at the top of the screen underneath the Event Ticker.  The Event Ticker displays a scrolling live preview of upcoming events in the Twegather database. The Event Ticker is also available on the current event creation page. The textbox is placed underneath the Event Ticker chat bubble with the intention of indicating the event formatting and where to input the text. Additionally, the Twegather team also placed an example of a sample event creation query underneath the textbox. The how-to video was relocated underneath the event creation area at the top. Users were asked to fill out the text box with the query they believed would create and event. They then clicked the Create button in order to create the event. 
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Figure 5 - Proposed Twegather Event Creation Design
IV. Results

As mentioned previously, participants’ performance was measured based on errors encountered and completion time. All 8 participants used design A and B. Half starting with A and the other half with B. 

Design A
The participants, who completed design A, did so with an average of 41.5 seconds. The results of all participants are displayed in Figure 6. 
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Figure 6 - Design A Completion Time

The error rate recorded for the participants is displayed in Figure 7.  The participant encountered an average of 1.38 errors. The most common errors encountered were with respects to the event name and location input. A large majority of users entered only the event name and omitted the event location. (See Figure 1) Furthermore, some users tried separating the event name from the location with the use of periods or commas. This was not parsed properly by the system and the event location was often left black upon creation. 
[image: image7.png]Design A Errors Encountered

25

2

15
14
0.5

Errors

0

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8

Participants





Figure 7 - Design A Errors Encountered

Design B

When using design B, participants completed the event creation in an average time of 22.75s. The results of the completion timing are displayed in 
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Figure 8 - Design B Completion Time
Errors encountered in design B were classified as either incorrect or incomplete queries in the single input text field. Participants encountered an average of 0.625 errors. The results are displayed in Figure 9. 
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Figure 9 - Design B Errors Encountered
One of the participants when first displayed design B, bypassed the input field and clicked the ‘Create’ button. This redirected the user back to the event creation page with a prompt asking them to complete the available input field. When asked what the expected result of clicking on the button was, they responded that they didn’t notice the textbox and were expecting to have input fields appear. Furthermore, other participants entered the event information incorrectly by only typing the event name and then clicking ‘Create’.  These participants expected to enter the rest of the information at a later time. 

Survey Feedback

Following the session, participants were required to fill out a survey regarding the session and the 2 designs encountered. The survey can be found in Appendix A. Users were asked their preference ratings for the 2 designs. (Figure 10) Additionally, participants were asked of their difficulty rating of the designs. (Figure 11)
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Figure 10 - User Feedback: Design Preference Rating
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Figure 11 - User Feedback: Design Difficulty Rating
Notes on the feedback from users is presented below:
· Participant didn’t see the preview box verifying correct input in the multiple textbox design. It didn’t stand out. 

· Participants felt forced to fill out all the textboxes in design A. This process slowed them down. Some would have preferred filling out some information and adding the rest later. 

· The single textbox event creation was reported by some as too hard the first time around. The syntax was hard to deduce even though the example was displayed right below. (Figure 5) After creating it the first time or getting it wrong, the process would be much easier than the multiple textboxes and faster.

· Event creation using multiple textboxes followed what other event management services online used. 

· Multiple textboxes don’t leave the user guessing what order to input the information in.
· Single textbox offers the convenience of entering all information at once.
V. Analysis

Hypothesis 1 - Participants will prefer the proposed Twegather event creation page to the existing event creation page design. 
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Figure 12 - Design Preference Rating
The means for the preference ratings of both the designs were tallied form the questionnaire provided to participants. The mean for Design A is 3.5 with SD 0.93. The mean for design B is 3.63 and SD 1.19.  The two-tailed P value equals 0.8565, which renders the results for this hypothesis inconclusive. Two things come to mind when analyzing these results; the number of participants used is relatively low, but the results might change once conducting the experiment with a larger population. Furthermore, since none of the participants had little previous experience with such event management systems, it explains why the ratings of both designs would be similar. Both designs employ a similar goal, with a few changes to input. 
Hypothesis 2 – Participants will create events quicker on average using the proposed page design opposed to the current page. 
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Figure 13 - Completion Time Results
The mean completion time of design A was 41.5 seconds with SD 13.6 seconds. The design B mean completion time was 22.75 seconds with SD 7.28 seconds. These results yielded a P value of 0.0091. This therefore renders the results for the hypothesis statistically significant. The original hypothesis was true as design B had a lower completion rate. No difference was found when comparing the group that started with design A and the one with B. (Appendix B) The corresponding P values for design A and design B are 0.779 and 0.7648 respectively. These results indicate no statistical significance. A point to note is that 2 participants took very long in completing design A therefore affecting the results. Should their results have been closer to the rest of participants, the mean and SD for design A would be lower. This however would not guarantee a higher P value. 
Hypothesis 3 – Participants will make fewer mistakes when creating events using the current design opposed to the proposed design. 
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Figure 14 - Errors Encountered
The mean for the number of errors encountered by participants using a design A is 1.375 with a SD of 0.52. Additionally, the mean number of errors encountered in design B is 0.625 and SD 0.52.  The two-tailed P value is 0.0199 that is considered to be statistically significant. When comparing the 2 groups of those whom started with design A and the others with design B, no difference was found. (Appendix B) Although the group that started with design B had a higher mean of errors encountered, no statistical significance was found. The P value for the design A comparison was 0.6376, while the one for design B was 0.39. Therefore, the original hypothesis was proven false. In general, participants encountered more errors using the original design, A, rather than the proposed design B. This can be due to the larger number of textboxes compared to a single textbox. This gives participants the opportunity to create more errors. 

Several potential sources of error and validity concerns need to be mentioned. Some of the participants were more experienced typists than the rest. Their typing skills would have reduced their completion time compared to the rest. Furthermore, the environment and Internet connection was different for some of the participants. The connection speed should be taken into consideration as this could have affected the load times between clicking the ‘Create’ button to seeing the event page. 
VI. Proposed Future Experiment
Should Twegather choose to adopt the proposed design as their event creation page, some extra development and user testing would need to be conducted in order to ensure an improvement in the creation process. This would include a type of preview or auto-completion for the single textbox event creation. This kind of system could help users in correctly entering the event information. Additionally, further research can be conducted into a step-by-step wizard process for the event creation. Some users mentioned that they would prefer creating the event quickly and entering information at a later stage. Furthermore, larger groups of participants can yield more conclusive results in the future.
VII. Conclusion

Based on the results of this experiment it is recommended that Twegather switch to the proposed design of a single textbox input. The errors in creating an event and the time to completing the process seem to be reduced based on the results gathered in the experiment. Results proved to be inconclusive when analyzing user preference. This

 be explained by the inexperience of participants with Twegather. The service overall could have been liked, therefore liking the quick process of both designs in creating an event quickly. These results alone show an improvement in the event creation process.
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Appendix B
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Comparison of completion time in each design based on the start design
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Comparison of errors encountered in each design based on start design
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