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Categorization of Usability Evaluation Methods
in Software Development Processes

Nosuko Kisuit Yosuke Kinoe! and MicHiuiro YamamoTtolt

While various usability evaluation methods have been proposed, there are few criteria
and categorization of usability evaluation methods which are useful in choosing a method
suitable for a particular product development process. Inappropriate usability evaluation
methods are often applied in design reviews and product quality tests, whose results are
not reflected in the product design. We propose criteria to choose a usability evaluation
method in a software development process, and categorization methods to characterize var-
ious evaluation methods. Four criteria were proposed to evaluate the methods : the number
of usability problems, the timing of an evaluation, the variations in usability caused by
testers, and the workload required for an evaluation. Categorization of evaluation methods
were also proposed : formal vs. heuristic, specification vs. system, and hypothetical users
vs. real users. Using these criteria and categorization, we examined four usability evalua-
tion methods used in a software development process. We found out that a single usability
evaluation method could not have discovered all the usability problems. Furthermore we
argue that a development process needs to include several usability evaluation methods,
which have different characteristics, based on the proposed categorization methods.
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