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Abstract 

In recent years, one of the most vital lessons learned is 

that the way people cast their vote is important. 

Whether accidentally or intentionally, ballot design can 

drastically influence election outcomes. Electronic 

voting systems promise to simplify interaction for the 

user, however many of these machines are fraught with 

usability problems and systemic issues. This paper 

analyses the problems these machines are plagued with 

and proposes a potential solution to help make voting 

simple and accessible for all people. 

Introduction 

Prior to the 2019 UK General Election, several polling 

organisations suggested that voter turnout among 18 

to 24-year-olds would increase by as much as 16 to 12 

percentage points, we now know this was not the case 

with turnout numbers of 47%. [1]  

Due to this result, many younger people have been 

labelled as politically apathetic; I believe this to be 

incorrect. [2] First time voting can be an intimidating 

process and familiar technology can be used to help 

improve voter turnouts, [3] however fully switching to 

voting machines in their current form would be foolish, 

their poor interaction methods and UI make them 

difficult to navigate effective, especially for people who 

may not be knowledgeable of technology. 

The purpose of this paper is to analyse voting machines 

to identify both their positives and negatives in relation 

to HCI (Human Computer Interaction). Using this 

analysis, the paper will present a possible solution to 

improve the accessibility and interaction of voting 

machines. 

Current Academic Work 

Although voting machines are absent in the United 

Kingdom, I’ve drawn inspiration from academic work 

performed on electronic voting machine systems in the 

United States.  

Electronic Voting System Usability Issues – Paper 1 

The paper “Electronic Voting System Usability Issues” 

published in 2003 presents a US-centric analysis of 

voting machines. [4] It uses several techniques to 

describe the usability issues of early voting machines, 

putting a heavy emphasis on accessibility and age. 

The study proceeded to hire an expert reviewer to 

analyse each system, their tests included several 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Age Turnout 

18-24  47% 

25-34  55% 

35-44  54% 

45-54  63% 

55-64  66% 

65+  74% 

Table 1: Voter turnout in the 

2019 General Election via Ipsos 

MORI. [1] 
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faculty and staff members at the Human-Computer 

Interaction Lab in the University of Maryland. 

The paper continued into a secondary analysis where 

University of Maryland staff and students were asked to 

use various systems, they were then asked to review 

them using “think aloud” methodology where they 

would talk through the positives and negatives of each 

voting system.  

Overall the value of this study for the uses of this paper 

were in its in-depth analysis of several systems, key 

issues are clearly identified and were used to ensure 

that any design created would not replicate past errors. 

Improving the Usability and Accessibility of Voting 

Systems and Products – Paper 2                             

The paper “Improving the Usability and Accessibility of 

Voting Systems and Products” explores possible 

improvements to the design regulations of electronic 

voting machines in the United States. [5] The paper 

was written by NIST as a report to the US Congress to 

help meet the requirements of Section 243 of the Help 

America Vote Act of 2002, the paper explores long term 

and short term changes that would drastically improve 

the voting experience for disabled, elderly and 

disadvantaged people who may struggle to use current 

voting machines.  

This paper provides useful insight into both how to 

improve the accessibility of voting systems and how to 

collect data in regard to this topic. The Appendices 

were particularly useful, with much of the methodology 

for data collection being clearly outlined. 

Overall the uses of this study were mostly found in its 

in-depth methodology, it’s recommendations for 

changing legal regulations were less useful for the 

needs of this particular report. 

Existing Technology 

To provide an extensive analysis of existing machines, 

this report uses both heuristic evaluation and cognitive 

walkthrough methods performed on several voting 

machine models, the full analysis is visible in the 

appendices. [Appendix C] A set of general requirements 

were generated based on Jakob Nielsen's heuristics; [6] 

four different voting machines were then tested using 

these criteria with their results being recorded in a 

table. Each problem was rated numerically from 1 to 4, 

a larger number indicating a larger problem, these 

results were displayed using a spreadsheet. 

A second wave of testing was then conducted making 

use of a cognitive walkthrough. This testing began by 

identifying the tasks that a user would be expected to 

accomplish, these tasks were each divided into several 

processes that could each be measured. For example, a 

user would have to input their access code, press enter, 

select their candidate options, confirm their selections 

and finally print their ballot.  

For each task a set of questions were asked: 

▪ Will the user try to achieve the correct outcome? 

▪ Will the user realise the options available to them? 

▪ Will the user associate the correct action with the 

outcome they expect to achieve? 

▪ Will the user be able to notice progress when the 

correct action is performed? [7] 

Example of the results 

found in the paper 

“Electronic Voting 

System Usability 

Issues” [4] 

 

Inserting/Removing card 

(4 reviewers): It was 

difficult to insert the card and 

to know where to insert the 

card in the first place. 

Confusion was compounded 

because there is a short delay 

before the machine reacts. 

System information shown 

(4 reviewers):  The start-up 

screen showed system 

information irrelevant to 

voters. 

Changes / Feedback        

(2 reviewers): Voters must 

unselect an existing vote 

prior to selecting another 

candidate. No warning is 

given if a voter tries to over 

vote. 

Help / Instructions          

(4 reviewers): The 

instructions were unclear, 

and no help button was 

visible during voting. 

 



 

Cognitive walkthrough and heuristic evaluation were 

both utilised as they are quick to conduct, neither 

require large teams or excessive budgets to examine a 

product for usability from the perspective of a new 

user. Most importantly, these techniques were chosen 

as it was difficult to gain access to voting machine 

products to perform alternative methods. Creating 

sketches and watching videos of others performing 

tasks allowed both a cognitive walkthrough and a 

heuristic evaluation to be completed effectively.  

The voting machines that were tested include the Hart 

Intercivic eSlate, [8] the ES&S Voting Machine, [9] the 

Johnson County (JoCo) Voting Machine [10] and the 

Indian EVM – VVPAT machine. [11] These machines 

were chosen as they cover a wide range of features and 

control methods, each of them has several positives 

while none of them are perfect, by analysing these 

machines the solution generated by this report will be 

able to avoid common pitfalls while implementing 

existing good features.  

The results of this evaluation show that each voting 

machine has significant issues, the Hart eSlate is 

awkward to navigate and a new user would struggle 

significantly due to it’s rather dated dial based 

navigation method, additionally poor colour schemes 

designed to mimic the US flag make the machine more 

inaccessible as people with visual impairment will 

struggle to effectively use the machine. 

The ES&S Voting Machine was very effective for able 

bodied users, the modern touch screen approach and 

sufficient instructions made the machine very easy to 

use, even for new users. The machine was difficult for 

someone with various disabilities to navigate, requiring 

a separate model to be designed to assist those with 

additional requirements.  

The JoCo Voting Machine was one of the best models 

tested, its worst feature was the lack of instructions or 

assistance, a user who is not technologically 

knowledgeable is likely to struggle with this machine.  

Lastly was the EVM – VVPAT, this machine has several 

features such as a clear box that shows a paper ballot, 

allowing a user to choose the interface used to interact 

with the machine. The machine is controlled using a 

series of hardware buttons instead of a touch display, it 

is rather simple however and lacking in instructions. 

Participant Research 

After completing an analysis of existing technology, the 

next step was to conduct several waves of participant 

research, this research constructed the foundations for 

the final design alongside the research into existing 

devices. Techniques used in this research include think 

aloud methodology and usability testing performed on 

functional prototype designs. 

Methodology                                                          

Several functional clones of voting machines were 

coded using Python, these machines mimicked both the 

colour scheme, input method and button placement of 

the JoCo, eSlate and ES&S voting machines. A group of 

11 testers aged from 19 to 71 proceeded to use each 

voting machine selected in a random order, testers 

were provided with three persona sheets, one for each 

machine, including a checklist of tasks. [Appendix E] 

Testers were told what parties to vote for and which 

write-in candidate to enter. Testers were timed while 

they used each machine to test how a new user would 

 

Figure 1: This is an image of the 

aggregated testing chart, detailed 

images are located in the 

appendices. [Appendix C] 

 

 



 

interact with them, as the testers were all British they 

had no prior experience with US style voting machines. 

To accurately simulate the experience, testers used a 

different input device for each machine. The eSlate was 

restricted to a laptop touchpad and an on-screen 

keyboard to represent the spinning dial. In contrast, 

the JoCo and ES&S machines used a touchscreen.  

After completing their analysis, the testers proceeded 

to conduct a think aloud session where they discussed 

interaction with the machine and what they believed 

could be improved. Notes were taken during this 

session; these were used in the design stages when 

selecting features. [Appendix D] 

The goal of this testing was to identify which of the 

existing voting machines had the best interaction 

method. This testing method isolated individual 

features that benefited the voting machines, these 

would be implemented into the final design. 

Results                                                                                                

Results of the participant research showed a clear 

pattern, users completed the JoCo style voting machine 

on average 4 seconds faster than the ES&S model and 

10 seconds faster than the outdated Intercivic eSlate. 

[Appendix D] The poor navigation method of the eSlate 

had a large effect on its slow navigation, elderly testers 

generally struggled to use the track pad and much 

preferred the touchscreen.  

 

The results of the think aloud session displayed several 

issues with each model. Navigation of the eSlate was 

the most common complaint. Testers found navigating 

with a trackpad to be significantly slower, especially 

when inputting a write-in candidate without a hardware 

keyboard or a touch screen. 

Other common complaints include the lack of 

assistance, no instructions were given meaning several 

older testers struggled at first with the ES&S and JoCo 

machines. Accessibility was raised as an issue during 

think aloud sessions, testers mentioned that those with 

visual, hearing or other impairments would struggle to 

some features of existing voting machines. 

Colours and design were raised as an issue multiple 

times. The eSlate sacrifices ease of use for aesthetics, 

choosing to use an American flag colour scheme which 

makes it harder to find a particular candidate. The lack 

of colours was mentioned as an issue for each of the 

machines however, finding a specific party was an issue 

because of this. Positives included the bubble button 

design and button bar of the JoCo voting machine, the 

button design made it much easier to find and select a 

candidate while the button bar provided several labelled 

options which allowed a tester to revert their options if 

they believe they had made a mistake or use 

accessibility features.  

To conclude the results of this testing, the testers 

thoughts generally mirrored the results of the academic 

research, cognitive walkthrough and heuristic 

evaluation performed earlier on in the report. 

Performing this participant testing allowed the above 

theories to be confirmed in a practical environment.   

 

Figure 2: This is an image of the 

base version of the voting 

machine clone written in Python, 

this basic frame was combined 

with the colours, button layout 

and additional options that each 

voting machine offered. 

After being modified, the voting 

machine clone would closely 

resemble one of the three real life 

examples. 

 

 



 

Design 

When creating the final design, inspiration was drawn 

from academic research, feedback from testers, 

research into existing products and research into design 

theory. Each aspect of the design has profound and 

deliberate consequences to the final application.  

Designs include a fully functional Adobe XD prototype 

[Appendix A] and several wireframes [Appendix B] 

which show both software and peripheral hardware. 

As several testers had brought up issues with colours, 

colour theory was a priority. A warm blue and white 

theme was chosen as it allowed for other colours to 

appear far more visible when contrasted with the 

background. This allowed for easier interaction with the 

machine, the human brain processes visual information 

before text allowing for a user to quickly select their 

candidate. Additionally, this makes the design far more 

accessible, a user with partial visual impairment would 

greatly benefit from high contrast colours. 

A lack of assistance was raised as an issue several 

times in testing. Jakob Nielsen’s Heuristics specifically 

mentions that the system should “always keep users 

informed about what is going on, through appropriate 

feedback within reasonable time” [6], because of this 

every important action in the final design flags a 

message to verify that the user performed the correct 

action. This helps to avoid errors, another aspect of 

Nielsen’s Heuristics, while also making the system more 

accessible for elderly or less technologically inclined 

users who may be intimidated by the system. 

Building upon the previous point, a user may become 

stuck no matter how intuitive a designer believes their 

system to be, because of this a help button is located 

at the bottom of the page which provides direct 

instructions designed to assist the user with navigating 

past the current section of the voting process. 

Cognitive load theory was considered when designing 

the user interface, humans have a limited working 

memory and Miller’s law suggest that the average 

person can hold around 7 ± 2. “chunks” of information 

at any single period of time. [12] Several testers 

mentioned being overloaded with information when 

using the eSlate machine, this was avoided in the final 

design by splitting information into separate pages and 

tabs as well as leaving sufficient blank space. 

Multiple accessibility tools were built into the machine, 

the user has the ability to play audio from the machine 

into headphones that will play sound as the user selects 

each candidate, letting them know who they have 

selected, this allows a people with visual impairment to 

retain their independence and their right to vote. 

Additionally, a zoom function is built into the machine, 

those with partial visual impairment would benefit from 

largely up-scaled text. These small changes provide a 

huge benefit over traditional paper voting by allowing a 

user to customise their interaction with the device in a 

way that was previously unavailable to them. 

A user who is physically disabled would be unable to 

effectively interact with the touch screen display, this 

issue could be solved with a variety of peripheral 

devices. [Appendix B] The device solves this as seen in 

the wireframes by using two attachable buddy buttons, 

these tools allow a user with limited motor functions to 

interact with the machine by clicking the buttons to 

cycle through candidate options. 

 

Figure 3: Voting screen image 

[Appendix A] 

 

Figure 4: Voting verification 

screen [Appendix A] 

Additional images are visible in 

the Appendix. 

 

 



 

Research Plan 

The foundation for improving and implementing the 

device is already in place, several groups of testers 

would perform the same timed exercises, surveys and 

usability testing on the latest functional Adobe XD 

prototype. Their timing should have significantly 

improved when compared to the previous voting 

machines. 

After receiving verification improvements, the 

prototype design would be coded into Python and tried 

in full scale, an early prototype version of this already 

exists however it was not complete enough to be used 

in participant testing.  

With this completed application, individual variables 

would be changed and used in A/B testing with a larger 

sample size, users would be timed as they used the 

machine to measure how changing the colour, size or 

text of a button or individual feature changed 

interaction with the machine. 

Further testing would be required with disabled 

individuals to see how effective the audio and buddy 

button controllers are with the current user interface, 

several other machines make use of this combination 

however there may be improvements that only make 

themselves apparent after being exposed through use 

in a real life test environment. This testing would be 

handled by an expert in the field, this would provide 

more useful data and make the testing process easier. 

 

Conclusion 

The efforts to understand and improve upon voting 

machines leaves me largely optimistic about future 

developments, current systems have been greatly 

improved upon when compared to prior versions from 

the early 2000s as seen in the research paper 

“Electronic Voting System Usability Issues”. A few 

significant changes would turn current voting machine 

systems into a very effective, accessible and enjoyable 

experience that would provide advantages that a paper 

ballot could never offer. 

By making voting simpler and more accessible it 

provides an opportunity to inspire previously politically 

apathetic citizens into voting. This can only be achieved 

with a major push from both governments and voting 

machine companies to create systems that benefit the 

user. The addition of these usability improvements 

alongside the recent security advancements would help 

to minimise the widespread stigma surrounding voting 

machines and to improve the voting experience for 

voters around the world. 
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Appendix A - Designs 

 

  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

    



 

Appendix B - Wireframes 

 

  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Original design showing touch screen 

display and basic info. 

 

Improved interaction, addition of 

accessibility functions. 

 

Deliberate colour scheme and 

attachment of accessibility hardware. 



 

Appendix C – Evaluation of existing products 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Machine 
  

Nation 
  

Minimalist and 
efficient hardware 
design 
  

Minimalist 
and efficient 
software 
design 
  

Understandable 
language is 
used 
throughout 
  

Clearly labelled 
undo or exit 
button 
  

Consistency 
within user 
interface 
  

Constantly display 
help, instructions 
and relevant 
information 
  

Shortcuts built in for 
power users 
  

Hart 
Intercivic 
eSlate 

USA Hardware buttons are 
confusing, the  
machine is navigated 
using a spinning disk 
similar to a dial phone 
instead of an 
alphanumeric 
keyboard. Additionally, 
too many select 
buttons are offered.  

Software 
colour scheme 
is designed to 
mimic the 
American flag, 
the dark 
colours 
provide poor 
colour 
contrast and 
will be difficult 
for someone 
with visual 
impairment to 
navigate.   

Language used 
is clear and 
simple for a 
user to 
 understand. 

No undo or exit 
button is 
provided, it 
is possible to 
change a 
selection 
however the 
user is not 
informed of this 
fact. 

User interface 
is not 
consistent, it  
changes 
colour themes 
and becomes 
incredibly 
cluttered 
when voting.  

Instructions and help 
boxes are provided 
throughout the 
voting experience, 
the user should 
know what they are  
doing at all times. 

Shortcuts are not  
present, all users  
must deal with the  
same slow interface  
and dial. 

 



 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

ES&S 
Voting 
Machine 

USA For able bodied users, 
hardware is restricted  
 to a touch screen interface. 
Users will struggle to input a 
write-in candidate however 
all other features function as 
intended. 

Software design is 
high contrast and 
efficient, users will 
be able to easily 
identify buttons 
and features of this 
machine. Colour 
theme settings are 
provided for the 
user. 

Clear and 
understandable 
language is used  
on all buttons 
and software. 

A clear exit 
button is 
provided on the 
button bar 
located on the 
bottom of the 
screen, a back 
button is 
provided to 
allow a user to 
go back and 
change a 
selection. 

The UI is very 
consistent, 
even allowing 
the user to 
make quality 
of life 
improvements 
if they desire 

A small help 
panel is 
included on 
the side 
however this 
is mostly 
inadequate 
and older or 
less 
technologically 
savy people 
may struggle. 

Experienced 
users can 
control their 
votes from 
page at the 
end of the 
voting 
section. 

 

Johnson 
County 
(JoCo) 
Voting 
Machine 

USA Very minimalist 
design featuring a 
touch screen, pop up 
keyboard allows for 
easy input of write in 
candidates. 
Inputting of paper 
slip is fairly 
confusing and could 
be further simplified. 

Software design is 
minimalist however 
the colour scheme 
is rather plain, 
important buttons 
are clearly visible 
however people 
with visual 
impairment may 
struggle to identify 
sections of the 
screen. 

Simple and 
understandable 
language is 
used 
throughout. 

A button bar is 
located at the 
bottom of the 
screen,  exit and 
home buttons are 
easily accessible 
with high contrast 
colours. 

User 
interface is 
highly 
consistent, 
the colours 
and buttons 
stick to a 
singular 
theme 
throughout. 

Help and 
instruction buttons 
are not provided, 
this can make using 
the machine 
difficult for people 
with little 
experience with 
technology. 

Voters can skip 
through 
unneeded 
dialogue and  
speed up the 
experience. 

 



 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

EVM - 
VVPAT 

India Design is not 
minimalist however 
it is fairly effective 
despite the clutter, 
users are offered a 
selection of 
buttons to press 
corresponding to a 
candidate. 

Minimal amount of 
software, pressing 
hardware buttons 
corresponds to a 
particular 
candidate and 
marks that on a 
ballot. 

Text is kept to 
candidate 
names, 
instructions or 
categories are 
not offered. 

No undo or exit 
button is 
provided, 
changing 
selections is 
possible however 
this is not 
explained. 

Limited user 
interface is very 
consistent, users 
can choose to 
interact with see 
through cutout 
showing a paper 
ballot if they 
choose to. 

Instructions and 
information are not 
shown at all, a red 
light identifies if a 
button is active or 
not however this is 
not explained. 

No shortcuts 
are available. 

 



 

Appendix D – Participant Research 

Tables/Notes/Personas 

 

Tester Number Tester Age Time to complete 

JoCo machine 

Time to complete 

ES&S machine 

Time to complete 

eSlate machine 

1 21 42 seconds 57 seconds 55 seconds 

2 20 48 seconds 43 seconds 59 seconds 

3 71 68 seconds 80 seconds 76 seconds 

4 19 59 seconds 65 seconds 60 seconds 

5 52 85 seconds 67 seconds 78 seconds 

6 43 57 seconds 75 seconds 77 seconds 

7 38 49 seconds 56 seconds 58 seconds 

8 22 47 seconds 42 seconds 67 seconds 

9 19 75 seconds 83 seconds 86 seconds 

10 62 72 seconds 69 seconds 84 seconds 

11 20 39 seconds 46 seconds 52 seconds 

Average Time N/A Average: 58.27 Average: 62.09 Average: 68.36 

 



 

 

Tester 

Number 

Tester 

Age 

Comments on JoCo machine Comments on ES&S machine Comments on eSlate machine 

1 21 Complemented wide button layout, 

descriptive information and large buttons. 

Mentioned this was the best design. 

Smaller button layout caused an error when 

selecting candidates, otherwise colour scheme 

and layout was complemented. Help button was 

not used but mentioned as positive. 

Disliked using a trackpad, commented that it 

slowed down the process. Mentioned design felt 

dated, as though it was from the early 2000s. 

2 20 Mentioned ease of use with touch screen and 

large buttons, disliked the lack of a keyboard 

when inputting a write in candidate.  

Mentioned the design was mostly similar to the 

JoCo machine,  

Struggled to find their candidate multiple times, 

confusing colour scheme costed a few seconds. 

User did not mind the input method; however 

they did mention a touchscreen would be better 

3 71 Quickly picked up the touch screen interface 

and had little problems when selecting their 

candidates, write in candidate section took 

longer to type however user felt interaction 

was overall very positive. 

Preferred the design to the prior JoCo machine 

as it offered a help button in case the user was 

stuck, disliked smaller text which made it harder 

to see candidate party. 

Liked input method, preferred not having to 

move hand too far. Had to wear glasses to 

distinguish between candidates due to low 

contrast dark blue\red theme.  

4 19 Mentioned minimalist design as a positive, 

easy to locate candidates.  

This was their favourite design, mentioned 

looking more “professional” however couldn’t 

explain why.  

Disliked having everything on one page, was 

looking for section 2 candidate in section 1 for 

several seconds. 

5 52 Compared design to iOS iPad design, 

complemented ease of use. 

Preferred the colour theme, thick borders and 

text were easier to read. 

Liked the text and colour theme aesthetically, 

admitted it was harder to pick out a candidate. 

6 43 Disliked the touch screen, struggled to touch 

candidates several times. Became frustrated 

by the end of the voting session. 

Disliked touch screen even more due to smaller 

buttons, made less errors however. 

Disliked colour theme and button layout, 

mentions accessibility and how it would be 

easier for disabled users if the button layout 

was changed to be larger. 

7 38 Liked input buttons and minimalist design, 

disliked having to reach down to press next 

or back button. Disliked verification screen, 

user says it slows them down and would like 

an option to disable it. 

Mentioned many of the same criticisms as the 

JoCo machine however disliked the smaller 

input buttons, user made several errors. 

Disliked input method, found it slower to 

interact with. Did not comment on colour theme 

however thought text was cramped and too 

small. 

8 22 Mentioned contrast button as a large 

positive, liked being able to switch to dark 

mode. Easy to read candidate names was a 

second positive. 

Didn’t like the “feel” of the design, says it felt 

like a worse experience compared to the JoCo 

machine, less options on the bottom bar was 

another negative. 

Was initially overwhelmed with options, 

struggled multiple times to find their candidate. 

Mentions that coloured dots denoting candidates 

would vastly improve the design. 

     

     



 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Tester 

Number 

Tester 

Age 

Comments on JoCo machine Comments on ES&S machine Comments on eSlate machine 

9 19 Complemented wide button layout, 

descriptive information and large buttons. 

Mentioned this was the best design. 

Smaller button layout caused an error when 

selecting candidates, otherwise colour scheme 

and layout was complemented. Help button was 

not used but mentioned as positive. 

Disliked using a trackpad, commented that it 

slowed down the process. Mentioned design felt 

dated, as though it was from the early 2000s. 

10 62 Mentioned ease of use with touch screen and 

large buttons, disliked the lack of a keyboard 

when inputting a write in candidate.  

Mentioned the design was mostly similar to the 

JoCo machine, preferred this design due to the 

help button. 

Struggled to find their candidate multiple times, 

confusing colour scheme costed a few seconds. 

User did not like the input method, liked the 

large buttons a touchscreen better 

11 20 Quickly picked up the touch screen interface 

and had little problems when selecting their 

candidates, write in candidate section took 

longer to type however user felt interaction 

was overall very positive. 

Preferred the design to the prior JoCo machine 

as it offered a help button in case the user was 

stuck, disliked smaller text which made it harder 

to see candidate party. 

Liked input method, preferred not having to 

move hand too far. Had to wear glasses to 

distinguish between candidates due to low 

contrast dark blue\red theme.  

 



 

 

  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Barry 

58 Years Old 

Male 

Lifelong voter of Red Party 

Wants to vote for Red Party 
candidate in all districts except 

for District 2, find and select 
the red party candidates.  

Barry does not know the name 

of the current Red Party 
candidates; he will have to 

work this out in the voting 
booth. 

Barry would like to enter a 

write in candidate in District 2, 
a close friend of his is running 

named “Jamie Smith”. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Jane 

28 Years Old 

Female 

Vote dictated by current major 

political issue. 

Wants to vote for Orange Party 

candidates in all districts, 
except for the section with the 
Orange Party candidate “Mark 

Brown” due to a recent 
controversy involving the 

Orange Party candidate.  

In this section, avoid selecting 
this candidate and input a 

write-in candidate “George 
Martin” instead. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Chris 

32 Years Old 

Male 

Frequently votes for different 

parties. 

Wants to vote for Blue Party 

candidate with last name 
“Daniels”, he thinks this 
candidate is running in district 

2 or 4.  

In District 1 he wants to vote 

for candidate “Amber Neil” 
however he does not 
remember what party she 

represents, if she is not 
offered as a candidate then 

add her as a write-in candidate 
instead. 

He wants to vote for Red Party 

candidates in all other 
sections. 

 

 

 

 

 


