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SUMMARY

Despite the continuous effort and abundant results achieved by HCI researchers and
professionals in the past two decades, poor usability remains a major problem for many
commercial Web sites.  Some researches suggest that Web developers fail to recognize
the importance of user centric design and thus unaware that better methods are needed to
improve their design to entertain their targeted audience. While researches on UCD
practice in the industries are receiving increasing notice in many western countries
recently, no paper examining this topic can be found in Taiwan. Therefore, this paper is
intended to be the first study to investigate the actual usability practice in Taiwan Internet
industry. By means of in-depth interview with workers in Internet industry, it is
possible to share their daily practical experience and understand what is their perception
and attitude in usability and how they apply it. Based on these data, usability practice
for Internet industry in Taiwan can be outlined.  Results of the study show that although
interviewees claim they and their companies consider users as important characters, most
of them lack sufficient knowledge of usability. Furthermore, they don’t have proper and
systematic understanding on related topics, either. As the industry matures, most
companies develop complete and similar design methodology, but huge gap remains
between their methods and the suggestions of UCD approach. This study aso identifies
some methods during the study which.include. Focus. group, Interview, Prototype,
Usability test and Design guideline.  Though commonly applied by these companies,
they are used in a fragmental, informa and summative manner. Consequently, this
research makes clear that different companies may possess different levels of usability
maturity, most of them still doubt the necessity of it.

Key Words UCD, User-Centered Design, Web usability, usability practice, usability
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