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Executive Summary 
 

Poetry is the language of change, the language of individual voices, and the language of entire 
cultures in picturesque verse. “Our Voices Together” is a website designed to bring readers, poets, 
and translators together. It will be a place where poets can seek translators and translators can help 
poets with their own work. I have a personal stake in translated poetry, because without it, I would 
have never been able to read one of my favorite poets, Pablo Neruda. Over the course of ten days, 
beginning November 10th and ending November 20th, usability testing was conducted on the Low 
Fidelity version of the “Our Voices Together” website. In order to check the basic accessibility and 
functionality of the document, originally created in InDesign, the usability test was performed on 
several different participants.  
 

Participants: 
• The usability test was given to four different participants, two male and two female, 

ranging in age from early twenties to early forties. Some participants were poetically 
inclined while some weren’t. The users also varied in web savviness.  

 
Test Methodology: 

• Two users were recorded using a moderated session.  
• Two users were remotely surveyed without recording 
• All users were put through a brief series of usability, accessibility, and intuitive design 

testing. 
• All users were given post-test questionnaires. 

 
Test Length: 

• On average the test lasted 5 minutes, depending on the participants. 
 
Overall Test Results: 

 
Usability: 

• Users found the Low Fidelity website intuitive and easy to use. 
• Initial users found the page accessible and had no real concerns. 

 
Editorial: 

• One major typo. 
 
Aesthetics: 
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• Some concerns about the images on the buttons and their placement. 
• Some concerns about the vividness and visibility of the website. 
• Users found website cheerful and inviting. 

 
 
The most prominent concerns voiced about the document have been cosmetic in origin, and 

these were in regards the aesthetic features such as bright colors and the simplicity of the buttons. At 
present, I am ready to begin developing the working document. This report contains the results of 
the usability testing. 
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Purpose of the Study 
  

This research has been put together to analyze the functionality, usability, accessibility, and 
aesthetic designs of the Low Fidelity version of “Our Voices Together.” Through the study, I was 
hoping to find any structural flaws with the website’s early design that would point to potential 
problems with usability or website navigation. I was also seeking to pinpoint any major concerns 
regarding intuitiveness or whether users of with different levels of web savviness would understand 
the inner-workings of the site. Throughout the test, I also wanted to explore the aesthetic appeals of 
the website, i.e., whether the layout and color schemes were appealing to users, and if not, what it 
was about them that they would prefer in a website. 
 
Background 
 

As the world globalizes, more and more cultures are coming into contact with one another. 
Linguistics and translation has been a vital part of cultural exchange and understanding since ancient 
times. Translators were once forced to seek out ancient tomes, painstakingly learn other languages, 
and then convert cuneiform, hieroglyphics, or foreign languages into their own linguistic construct.  

Now, a number of foreign language tools are available. Nearly anyone can take an adult 
education course or hop on Google Translate or Babblefish.com to convert or double check their 
interpretation. Scholars can now archive their work on computers and reference any number of 
translation devices and databases online in a heartbeat. Poetic translation is a different breed, 
however. Although translation represents a formidable task under any circumstances, poetic 
translation requires not only a deft understanding of the original language but also a sensitive 
interpretation the translation language. This linguistic connection is vital to both maintaining the 
original context through the translation process and retaining the semiotic and linguistic flow 
(Flestiner 11).  

Translating a poetic work also requires the assistance of peer reviews. Academically speaking, 
having one’s work reviewed by one or more peers is vital to maintaining the validity of the 
translation ("Evaluating Translations as Scholarship” 265). Although this website will also serve 
entertainment and communication purposes, one of its primary functions will still serve as an 
educational tool. 
 In order to aid in the translation process and bring together those who wish to have their 
works translated, as well as those who want to translate for other poets, Our Voices Together will create 
a space where translators, poets, translation enthusiasts and readers from around the world can 
meet, read translations, comment, and critique when desired and/or applicable.  
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Screen Shot 

Figure A 
Website Homepage 
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Participants  
 
 For this study, I sought to replicate the personas I had drawn up as best as I could. At the 
same time, due to time and budgetary constraints, I was forced to use the available test pool from 
friends, colleagues, and class mates. As a result, I was able to find several users who were similar to 
the personas, as well as a couple who were representative testers for a general web browsing 
populace. 
 
 

Figure B 
 

User Gender Age Web Savvy Poet/Translator Occupation 
1 F Early 20s Yes Yes Student 
2 M Mid 30s Yes No Student/Delivery 
3 F Mid 30s No No Shipping/Receiving 
4 M Early 40s Yes Yes Student 
 
User 1: 
My first user was a colleague, who was web savvy and a poet/poetry enthusiast. She was able to 
provide useful details as to the ongoing development of the project from a surfer, poet, and 
aesthetic designer standpoint. 
 
User 2: 
My second user was a friend, who was web savvy—earning a degree in information technology. 
Although not really interested in poetry, his technical knowledge and understanding of web design 
were useful in trying to determine whether “Our Voices” was successful in creating a viable web 
document. 
 
User 3: 
My third user was a friend. Although not a poet, she was less web-savvy than the other users. It was 
important to the viability of the project to find a tester from the general audience. This type of 
general user can test the intuitive nature of the website. 
 
User 4: My fourth user was another friend and colleague with a lower level of web-experience. Also 
a poet, I chose him because he represents a slightly older group of users who read and write of 
poetry, but may not always seek out poetry online. 
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Methodology 
 

For the usability testing itself, due to limited time and resources, I was forced to use a 
combination of remote and in-house moderated studies. The test itself was during the formative 
stages of the website’s design, before the working model will be generated. After creating the test, I 
set about writing a general set of instructions (see: Appendix B: Usability Test) that could be 
accessed both by the primary moderator (if they were unfamiliar with the study) and by remote 
users.  

 
Testing process:  
• In-house: I entered into the tests by greeting the user and thanking them for their 

participation. I then described what we would be doing, essentially, and gave them a 
minute to relax as I set up the test. Using my personal laptop computer, I began the test 
by switching on the webcam. For the first test, I instructed the user to speak their 
thoughts out loud. Then, I leapt directly into the first set of questions after letting the 
user familiarize themselves with the website for a few moments. After the first test, I 
decided I wished to have more than just a few moments to adapt, so I instructed the 
users to add (in writing or on video) their initial thoughts on the website. Following that, 
I would ask them the questions (or have them read through and execute the questions, if 
testing remotely). 

• For in-house testing, I acted as the moderator and read the questions. Usability tests one 
and four were conducted “in-house.” Usability test one was completed without an initial 
survey. Test four was completed, and their initial comments were positive, if 
insubstantial. 

 
• Remote testing: When testing remotely, I sent the user an email or shared it with them 

via Google Drive. With the email I included a greeting and attached test, the post-test 
questionnaire, and a PDF version the low fidelity document. Although I desired to have 
the users record their test via webcam, both my remote users did not have a webcam on 
their personal computers. Usability tests two and three were conducted remotely. 
Neither user opted to comment on design during the pre-test period. After the user had 
filled out the questionnaire, I instructed them to send a saved copy or email me their 
finished status (if using Google Drive). Afterwards, I sent both users an email thanking 
them for their time and effort. 

 
• Task description: Since the website was a very basic, low fidelity, non-functional 

document, I was limited in the scope of my tasks. In order to determine the accessibility 
and intuitive design of the website, I had the users find certain features and functions on 
the website (See Appendix B: Usability Test for full set of tasks).  These activities 
included finding the translation portal, contacting the website operators, and 
“navigating” back home after “leaving” the page, amongst other tasks. 
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• Timing: On average, the testing, from set-up to completion, ran about five minutes. 

The shortest test lasted approximately 3 and a half minutes while the longest being about 
seven minutes long. 

 
• Results: The results were gathered by using a combination of webcam review (when 

available), qualitative questions, and Likert-scale questions (from Strongly Disagree to 
Strongly Agree). 

 
• Technical Details: The web document was designed in InDesign and then exported 

into PDF format for easier portability and universality. It contained the third revised 
draft of the low fidelity “Our Voices Together” website.  

 
 
 
Findings and Recommendations: 
 

Findings: 
• Overall, the results of the usability test were resoundingly positive. Navigating the 

website template came easily to the users. As seen later in test itself, and in the following 
comments, as well as the post-test questionnaire, the website is accessible and intuitive 
for users with a varying degree of internet abilities.  
 

• The bulk of the comments, both positive and negative, have been in regards to the 
layout, navigation bar, color scheme, and editorial (one typo found). 

 
Comments: 
 

Figure C 
 

Aesthetic “I like how the buttons ‘Translation Portal,’ 
etc. are raised to look like buttons. On the 
buttons, maybe resize the photos so that 
they don’t go over the border of the link 
button.” 
 
“A little too busy.” 
“Colorful!” 
“Like the buttons.” 

Accessibility/Usability “One thing that I would suggest is at top right 
‘About Our Voices’--maybe make it ‘About Our 
Voices—Home’ to show that that is the home 
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page.” 

“Tabs on top are helpful.” 

Editorial “This is small, but ‘multilingual’ is misspelled.” 
General “I like the design for the most part. There’s a 

little too much going on with the color scheme, 
but otherwise good.” 

 
 

End Questionnaire: 
 

 
 

Figure D 
 

(User answers listed with tallies) 
 Strongly 

disagree 
Disagree Neutral Agree Strongly 

agree 
1. Layout of the website 
easy to navigate. 

   I III 

2. Format was 
pleasing to and/or 
engaging. 

   II II 

3. It was difficult to 
find translators and 
translations. 

III I    

4. The purpose of 
website was well 
established and 
easy to understand. 

    IIII 

 
 

Figure E 
 

5. Overall, 
you  
found the 
website to 
be: 

Easy to 
navigate 
and 
accessible 

Easy to 
navigate 
and 
somewhat 
accessible 

Moderatel
y difficult 
to navigate 
but 
accessible 

A challenge 
to navigate 
and 
somewhat 
inaccessible 

Difficult to 
navigate 
inaccessible 

Impossible 
to navigate 
and access 

User 1  x     
User 2 x      
User 3  x     
User 4 x      
 



Kubai 12 
 

 
Recommendations: 

 
At this point, using the insights gleaned from comments, the questionnaire, and general 
thoughts, I am proceeding forward with several suggestions and revisions:  
 
• First, I am working to tone down the aesthetic elements of the website, to create a less-

distracting document without removing the flavor and vibrancy that represents world 
poetry.  

• I fixed the typo and will thoroughly proofread the final document before launch.  
• I am retooling the website’s navigational bar to make it clearer that the “Our Voices” tab 

is the home button and not the “About” button, likely simplifying it to “Home”.  
• I will also excise the photos on the buttons or make them non-clickable page elements to 

simplify the navigation buttons. 
• The new design of the sight will emphasize a more minimalist approach, while striving to 

keep the warm tone of the website. 
 
 
 
 
Conclusion: 
 

With a few minor aesthetic tweaks and some proofreading, “Our Voices Together” has tested as 
a functional and usable Low Fidelity document. Based on my findings, user suggestions, and my 
project recommendations, work continues full force on the final document. After completing a 
fully functional version, “Our Voices Together” will be ready for launch. If there are any further 
design concerns, I will conduct another round of usability testing to debug any problems with 
design, layout, and aesthetic modifications to the website. Following that, “Our Voices 
Together” will be ready to launch and take on the multilingual poetry translation world.  
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Appendix 
 
A. Personas 

 
Persona #1: 

 
Serena 

 
Serena is a young woman, in her early twenties. Both a college student and bilingual individual, 
she is used to conversing in both Spanish and English. She is also a poetry enthusiast and has 
interest in writing poems in his native language and her parent’s native language. She also wants 
to try his hand at translating poems in order to improve her use of both languages. As a twenty 
two year old college student, she is very web savvy and well-versed in research through both 
search engines and research portals. 

 
Persona #2 

 
Luke 

 
Luke is pushing thirty. A college dropout, he is interested in poetry, but prefers poetry in book 
format. Although he is interested in web based poetry and has a blog, he pays little attention to 
web formats unless browsing or searching. Somewhat web-literate, he is interested in finding 
translations for his favorite poets and might stumble across “Our Voices” while seeking other 
translation websites. 

 
Salome 

 
Salome is a 40 year old poet and poetry enthusiast from Dubai, but her command of English still 
frustrates her. Desiring to share her poetry with the world, she seeks a translator who can 
convert Arabic to English. 

 
 
 

B. Usability Test 
 

Usability Test Plan 
 

Sit down at your computer. Enable your webcam. Begin usability session with a brief 
overview of the website. 

 
“Our Voices Together” is a poetry website designed for both poets, translators, and 
readers. Since very few websites dedicated to multilingual poetry exist, I wanted to 
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create a site which would be fun, easy to use, and function as a way to bring casual 
readers, poets, and translation enthusiasts together. 

 
This version of the website is a low-fidelity model, which means it has no working links. 
Initially, I am testing the website for design elements. 

 
If you feel that you need to have a direct link to me during your usability survey, please 
let me know when you would like to set up a simultaneous session. I will then make 
myself available by telephone or Skype to answer any questions you may have as you go 
along. 

 
Instructions: 

 
A. Please open the attached file: OurVoicesTogether.pdf 

 
Note: During the usability study, please feel free to make any thoughts 
you have during the operation process available. Think aloud. If you like 
or feel frustrated with any aspect, please be vocal with your thoughts, as 
any additional information--even if just random thoughts or feelings 
about the product are extremely helpful. 

 
B. Turn on your webcam and begin recording. 

 
Once recording, please feel free to add any initial comments on the product’s design, 
layout or structure as comments. 

 
C. Begin the Test. If you have any problems with an individual task, please note it 
verbally. 

 
Usability Test Instructions: 

 

1. Take a minute or two to review the Website. Please discuss 
your initial thoughts about the website. 

 
2. How would you find a poet to translate and/or a willing translator? 
 
3. How do you find a poem posted in July? 
 
4. How would you contact the website operators? 
 
5. How would you visit “Our Voices Together” on Facebook? 
 
6. How would you find a featured author? 
 
7. How would you find out more information about “Our Voices Together”? 
 
8. Imagine that you’ve left the home page. How would you navigate back home? 
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C. End Test Questionnaire 
 

Ending Questionnaire: 
 
What are your initial reactions to “Our Voices Together?” 
 
 
1. The layout of the website easy to navigate. 
 
Strongly Disagree         Disagree       Neutral      Agree        Strongly Agree 
 
Please feel free to comment on the website layout: 
 
 
2. The format of the website was pleasing to the eye and/or engaging. 
 
Strongly Disagree    Disagree    Neutral        Agree        Strongly Agree 
 
Please feel free to comment on the website format: 
 
 
3. It was difficult to figure out where to go to find translators and translations. 
 
Strongly Disagree    Disagree    Neutral        Agree        Strongly Agree 
 
Please feel free to comment on the "translation portal": 
 
 
4. The purpose of “Our Voices Together” was well established and easy to understand. 
 
Strongly Disagree    Disagree    Neutral        Agree        Strongly Agree 
 
Please feel free to comment on the purpose and branding of “Our Voices Together”: 
 
5. Overall, you find the website design to be: 
 
a. easy to navigate and accessible 
b. easy to navigate and somewhat accessible 
c. moderately difficult to navigate but accessible 
d. challenging to navigate and somewhat inaccessible 
e. difficult to navigate and inaccessible 
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f. impossible to navigate and access 
 
Please feel free to add any general comments about the website overall: 
 
 
 
Thank you for your time! 
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