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1. Introduction
. . s was estimated to reach 1,045.5 billion USD, with the

slobally. In 2022, the growth of non-cash transactions

3 Today's modem transactions continue to shift from
cashbased  transactions 1o electronic-based
transactions. Equal connectedness through Information
and Communication Technology (ICT) has contributed
sgiifiomty o the micket rmutomation of ther
ational busine s The trend towards
;Imlua[mn it iotiraet we i becughe sbowm
5 significant changes in how the global economy
operates. The emergence of vamous financial

(FmTech) applications 15
consumers to go be\ond conventional ea:
payment systems. Digital payments are becoming the
) norm in people's daily lives. This rapid development in
the financial sector led to the mvention of many digatal
payment technologses, where payers and payees use
digital applications to send and recerve money. As such
payment systems are rapidly changing from coin and
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hughest prowth in muapm countries in Asia and the
Middle East [2]. Digital wallets are now necessary for
people to carry out their activities and meet their needs
3)[4). This positive trend must be followed by good

user experience and application .mhmq 1) B walle
is an electronic service that fanctions to store data and
as o payment mstrument, In principle, E-Wallet is
similar to mobile banking or Internet banking services,
but the depositor does not use a bank but a digital wallet
E-wallet applications in Indonesia include OVO, Dana
GoPay, Shopeepay. Jeoius, Linkaja, and others [6]

©VO is an electronic wallet application in Indonssia
that users have used since 2016. OVO offers easy
payments credd, data packages and
msurance. Nevertheless, OVO got some negative
reviews on Google Play and App Store. One of the
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Expenence Questionnarre and System Usability Scale"
In this study, the measurement results were obtained on
6 UEQ scales, namely the attractiveness scale (1.2 1
perspicuity (0.85), efficiency (112), depent
1 T3). shanultion (1 35) and novelty (5 31 All sclon
get positive impressions; the SUS score s 75 [8].

Furthermore, research was conducted by Nina

Setiyawat and Dwi Hosanna Bangkaloog entitled “The  The ressarch design is evaluative and de

Comparison of Evaluation on User Experience and  which amms fo measure and explan the success of 4

Usability of Mobile Banking Applications Using User  particular program. or actvity so

2 Expenence Questionnaire and System Usability Scale”. conclusions can be drawn sbout
In this study, the 6 UEQ scale measurements on four  relevance, effectiveness and efficiency
mobile llanl.ing applications received a_positive

pression. on each scale except for BNT Mobile

(Efficiency ma \n\eit\) and Liyin (Novelty), which

] received a neutral impression. SUS scores were
obtained for the four mobile banking applications,
namely BCA Mobile (72.76), Octo Mobile (71.47), BNI
Mobile (71.49), and Livin (72.4) [5]

This study aims fo assess and quantify the user
experience and usability of the OVO application by
mploying the User Experience Questionnaire (UEQ)
and Systam Usability Scale (SUS). The research
methodology and process are illustrated in Figure 1

A Research Design

B. Research Process

The research framework used as a reference mn the
research to be camied out is shown in Figure 1

- This study aims o evaluate the user experience and
measure the usability of the OVO application. The user
experience in the OVO application is evaluated using

or

i ¥

aspects,  mamely  aifractiveness,  perspicuity,

dependability, efficiency, stmulanon, and novelty

[91[10]. Meanwhils, to measure usability in the OVO

application, the system uvsability scale 1s used by

] anglyzing three categories: acceptability sanges, grade
scales, and adjective ratings [11)(12]

o=

[STCTINPIIPRN & Reviewing ~ | 5 Share
Ofind ~
B, Teks Normal WoSpacing  ~ | % Replace
- I Select~
Styles. & ~
f the research gaps your
2 brief but comprehensive
\ and 3 more
O Author 7o
The introduction ta your article presents a
detailed overview of the shift from cash-based
transactions to electronic transactions and the
Mrecus @ B - [] + 100%

Stytes

Pring ~

I Select +
eaing

Author

only an explan,

design

ear rticle? This is
ation of “what is a research



a ® o
file Home Insert Draw Design Layout References Mailings Review View Help Nitro Pro © Comments
o] A = =141 @ Lring ~
e § m i'e ik » & Eode Normal Rigukan Teks Normal N
- - a I Select~
Clipboard Font Paragraph Stytes Edting v
Fe 2 i) 4005 EX Y S T . R SRS G VSR G ARG T GRS T
S oo Cstianiibiel 8 quescais Tt Figore 1. Research Process © Author L o
B e e st usfactio™ Figure 1. menjelaskan bahiwa alux penelitian disula Please change this to English
m,,x,cdﬂ“m~5m dengan tekwk pengambian sampel dan berakhic
sttractivences,  perspicunty, 950838 penenlusn besupul ‘ngm:ﬁ Reply |
pendchllny cﬁ'icluwy stimulation, and novelty. The penelitian akan Lo
ionnaire has been tested in several Psmbabasan
Canes 5 provide an overview of user sefachon. T C. Sampling Technique A 2 -
usually takes 3.5 minutes 10 read and complete the user ¢ . - - iithos
experience ‘One of the other advantages mm—uwmmﬂ.u.—g—. Pease expand a bit more on why you chose the
o oo 2 Purposive Sampling method specifically and how
Svailabitity o thie questicnnaire il s sl the focus of this research e those who use the OVO # benefits the study. An explanation on how you
the Indonesian language version User experience APplication. This study uses the Lemesbay formula to ensure & wide and representative demographic
Questiomaice data mixlyus e e Waing the determine the number of samples with an unknown range within your sample, especially given the
non-probability nature of the sampling, would be
DO hittps-//don. org/10 29207/ reati v 7ix 300 beneficial. This could be crucial in increasing the
Creativo Commons Attribution 4.0 Infenational License (CC BY 4.0) generalizability and relevance of your findings,
2 especially when considering the diverse user base
of the OVO appiication.
Reply
- Junal REST! (Rekavass Sistesm dan Tekpologi Informssi) Vol 7 No_ 1 (2023)
population [16). Through the Lemeshow, formula, the The product should be innovative, inventive, and
number of samples to be taken s at least 100 creatively desi
& p of the UEQ questions based on the
Non-Probability m namely Purposive aspects assessed are shown in Table 1
it Sampling, a sampling technique selected based on
criteria that the researcher wants. The criteria
‘used in this study are as follows: Table 1. UEQ Testing Instruments
A OVO apolication users. Scale Tndcatoc Treen - — — — ~
o (53 .
file Home Insert Draw Design Llayout References Mailings Review View Help Nitro Pro | © comments )
Paste Rode Rupan
aste 8 L " X A £ »
- = SRR I Select~
Clipbosrd Font Paragraph Styles Editing s
oy R R T X TR R Y AR R YSs T S TXEY T N TN
% 4 OVO spplication users. S
b, Located di Indonesia. Tacomvement Emoyeie  ATIL
T ¢ Minimum age of 15 years. ! foose) o) N
MACKVERS  Uncomfortable Comfortable ATT4
@ . “Anssctive Usammacive  ATTS
D. Data Collection Usecfieadty  Uservafvieadly  ATTS — B s
At this stage, data collection was carried out from Hon - X
& . Eaulyustentood  Hardly uadentood  PER? 8 "
respondents, In this stody, the Peepeue o nm A meion o how you ccemed sy poraril
e Pl T ias, particularly response and non-response bias
P wall include questions about the respondent's identity, Fast Siow EFFL common in online surveys, would make the
the general use of the OVO application, 26 user  Efficuescy Jakcient Wbl EFF methodology more robust. An explanation of
o i e R s ol baiel | B ow you handied Incomplete or inappropriate
5  Ommind Do EFFs
% usability scale statements. At fthis stage, the Tapredictadie Predsctable DEFI responses would add depth to your data
15tr nda Obstract: Suppertive DEP2 collection process and increase the validity of
3 VO application questionnaires will be Dependstdry Safe PR ] - your study
distributed_via social media such as Whatsapp. Meetexpecitions Notmesting
& Telegram, Twitter and Instagram_Questionnaires wall Bemehal Tess benefical ST | Reply
B be created and filled out using Google Forms. The  supyuiee  Toess Enpaging s |
dissemunation was done from 9 February 2023 to 16 ";':N-c ulmm-c gg
a March 2023. The samples obtained the ———————Milimnow teeenss ST
deployment were 166 respondents, but 11 L~ taeosati Conventioasl  NOV2
o users of the OVO application, 5o the remaining 155 Commonplace  Lesdmgedge  NOVS
< Conservative Tnnovative NOV4
. . The system usability scale questionnaire consists of 10
a questionnaire consists of 6 scales
: B o oo oo« o L e
: 1. The user experience questionnaire uses a 7-point .
- sked were asked to provide an assessment of
E assess from 1 o 7 on 26 UEQ indicator items according "Stronsly Disagree”, “Disagree”, ", "Agree”,
A & it The User Experience 204 "Strongly Agree” on the 10 SUS statements
9 (LBQ)! 15 088 %0 mossne. uier their subjective assessment The System
orsitingof 5 comsion Usability Scale (SUS) measures the usability attributes
B Donking ks C17F: of the OVO application, namely aspects of
. veness, efficiency, satisfaction, easy
“ a 1o learn, ease to remember and few errors. SUS gives an
ki The product should look attractive, enjoyable, overall score between 0 and 100. The section.
friendly, (0dd statements, ie. 1, 3, 5, 7, and 9) describes a
2 Efficiency positive evaluation (items with positive polarity). The
1 should perform my tasks with the product fast,  other half of the sections (even statements, Le. 2, 4, 6,
Page20f10 6468 words  English Unted States) T Accessibilty: Ivestigate rows @@ @ = 1 + 100w
==
a@ o
Fle Home Insert Draw Design layout References Mailings Review View Help Nitro Pro (= comments
A AR HR Prina ~
e 1B Normal Buian Teks Normal No Spax
Paste B I U-ax x| f- L L =SE=EE|IE
M I Select ~
Clipboard Font Paragragh Stybes Ediiing ~
& - T ERE T RE R SERY BN RN AN SR RN R TR SRR AR IR IR ey
- S— R e S
- Torcult smnpme o ot prcghe sl s gy, following are the rules for the average of mean rating
- i e vy guickly " scale in UEQ which can be seen in Table 3:
Tfond the system very cursbersome o ase susi
- gt ey scafidest using e aystezs suse “Tabie 3. UEQ Mean Rating Scate
B frmiveemimpyivge; s ormt P —_——
e
N N B o809 orstra] Evaliaban
. A s rage, — Author 7o
- data analysis, w uuym. and a-myhve then the item will enler mia the A brief discussion on how you mitigated any

cavied out. The data obtained will be processed using
TBM SPSS Stafistics 25, mmmmm
- Microsoft Excel.
using the UEQ Data

category and, in the diagram, is in the yellow area.
Meanwhile, if the mean value of an item is less than -
B E 2

potential erors of biss in your data analysis, and
how you hangled any outliers or missing data,
Wioislcl Make TS Section more robust.

Reply

In analysing data
- Anatyus Tool Vemion 12 At s ags,
. the respondents was

m and. nm dum. I the
Mmu’lmﬂﬁnm >15,
ql‘_hxl‘-nq,

%

a0

category and in the disgram, it is in the red area.
Then .
scores on questionnaire data using SUS:
a n--v-ymmmt-iq-nnu,z,sﬂ v),
the score obtamed from user respanses wall
reduced by L.
odd weight = xi =1 (D]

B value of each research
K Tn the analysis of demographie data, respondent dats
x B e T
- u-dmwm
= In the descriptive statistical analysis using UEQ Data
- mmv-mummummm
data presented in this descriptive statistical test shows.
data that can be seen from. the mean, which s the

Page 2of 100408 words _English WUnited Sttes) 3 Accessibiy:ivesbgate

b Each even-numbered question (2, 4, 6, 8, 10) will
its final by sublracting the

have
users score from 5

even waight =5=x1 @
< mmm.;ﬂhﬂh’mw“
scores of each question and then multiplying it by

SUS Score = (odd weight + even weight) %
25 (O]

d The scoring rules mentioned above apply to one
respondent. For multiple respondents, the SUS

Droms [ I Jpe— ———




File Home Insert Draw Design Layout References Mallings Review View Help Nitro Pro Il = oviowing - [ = sharo -]
=2 A p =.i=- = = = Otind ~
A A IR
Lu i+.] Fodn Normal Pupikam Teks Normal No Spac
Paste B 7 U-wx ¥ A-2-A - =
- I> Select~
cspooma stytes eating ~
& R N TO D R r 7 D
e average SUS scote..
= Z_’ @
¥ represents the average SUS score, Sx denotes Author e
m-n-n.:tm-susm- and n indicates the
aumber of respondents bt - i o
Each answer in questionnai u rated g e UEQ Dt Ay oks vrson 13 1.2
ot a scale of 1 to 7, indicating the level of user 3. Results and Discussions Veluable step that anturcs the reebiiey of e
acceptance from "negaive” to "positive’ A Analysis of Data Inconsistencies etting critical value parameters
©. These tems havo a scala from -3 to +3. Thue You enhance the credibility of your fesults
IS e conducted
3 represcnts the most negative anawer, 0 is &  Gain "M e fiering out potentially careless or insincere.
. <. This rigorous step adds to the
hitpa://dot org/10 rosts V7o x h of your study.
Croative Commons Atiribution 4.0 International License (CC BY 4.0) ce of ac
thoughtful input from respondents for refiable,
insightful conclusions.
Reply
_dumal REST! (Bokayass Suslem dan Lekoelogs lafeomas) Vol 7 No 1 (2073)
Inconsistencies tab. scale are
are utilized to assess respondents’ seriousness m  considered valid as the calculated f values ars more
- . ‘Whether they  significant than the tabled r value
hazardly without_seriousness, Fable 7. Validery tast of the efficiency scale
& ious data, 1€ the citcal value i more — e e
two critical length exceeds 15, T Dwl
in completing the questionnaire, T e
o T To Tar v
Table 4. inconsistencies Data o 5 o Tuke:
~ B e e Vi
Page 2 of 10 6468 words __ Englsh (United Stakes) P Accessibisty: investigate. Diroas @@ B B - — &+ ioo%
a@ ° [
File Home Insert Draw Design Layout References Mailings Review View Help Nitro Pro [EXS e 2 Roviewing - |
g A K |As- | A =3 L g RPtind
e B . « 2|A P S Kode Notmal Rapuken Teks Normal 2
- & = o= I Select~
Clipboard Font Paragraph Styles. Editing M
. l "'8" 2-1-3 . 5 6 1 7 CRERE) 11 12013418 ~ " ' '
= == == )
016 20 3 40 50 60 70 B w0 100
- susscre 7B
Figure 5. §US Score Valbue [20] - S e
ks Table 25 and Figure 5 summarize SUS @ 10 20 30 40 80 € 70 B0 80 100
7 calculations from the Wmd.mhmmua o o
] respondents, resulting 10 an average or mean score of Lo
Y 77.53 according to the System Usability Scale (SUS) Figuce . Adjective Ratings
2 method. In the calculation of the SUS score, the previously
obtained score was 77.53, indicating that the OVO
After obtaining the SUS score, the next step is g
o interpreting the results. There are three perspectives to  *PPHication falls under the "GOOD" category.
$ determine the i of the SUS score E lmprovernent Recommendations
& caleulations —
oncevub-lny using the User Experience Questionnaire (UEQ) Author Ve
& method, Te:u using UEQ Data Analysis i Overall, these recommendations are well-
Version 1. followng recommendations can considered and likely to effectively address the
2 .mepum woargioal (ow sad igh), ol eq,.m
z np Gow ,,_,__"’,,’,, 4 acceptable  given for the OVO application: {ssues identified in the user experience evahuation
2 meptmeol‘ﬂzq)plaﬁm a  Provide more innovative, cutting.edge. and
creative services or features i the OVO Reply
2 T e e i i application, a5 adopting
k bmvmun_mb-_
5 trends. It smprove novelty, ensuring
L -application stays up-to-date and provides a
z 0 10 20 30 40 % 80 70 B0 0 10 mer @p S
2 susscom  7m b engaging services or features in the
% ‘OVO application, such as
2 Figere 6. Accepability Ranges: md—nu—mm or
In the calculation of the SUS xe-e.mpmnudy mm-n‘mmw
. obtained score was 77.53, i user It will enhance the stimulation
& -msp'-rcln‘elcfhﬂvowltmu aspect, making the user experience more
a3 "ACCEPTABLE". enjoyable and mteractive.
mmmammom,a C.D,andF, whichare 4 Comclusion
8 used t0 determine the grade level of the application.  The user experience and usability evaluation using the =R 5
30e20f10 6468 words  English (United Statess T Accossibilit: Invostigats Drows B W B -— 84—+ 10w
@ o @ °
File Home Insert Draw Design Loyout References Mailings Review View Help Nitro Pro < comments | (TN EEED
177 A A A A z|al| @ Prind ~
LU o Rode Nowmal P TeksNormal N Spacing }
Paste B I U-% x ¥ A
- & o > Select~
Clipbosrd Font Styles Editng. R
s s A R TN IR oo
S e ey [
score was 77.53, indicating that the user sound efficts. Tt wil enbance the simistion
level of the OVO application is categorized aspect, making the user experience more Author 2
as "ACCEPTABLE" enjoyable and interactive. it might be helpful 10 restate the research
b, objective at the beginning of the conclusion
The grade grade scale consists of A, B, C, D, and F, whichare 4 Conclusion section to immediately remind readers of what
used to determine the grade level of the application.  The ser experience and sability évaluation using the the study sought to achieve, thus making it easier
User. m Questionnaire (ul@ and System for them to assess whether or not the research
objectives were met.
iﬂm
It would be also beneficial to end the conclusion
hittps //dor org/10 29207/resti v7ix X3 with a general summary statement reflecting the
(‘R'1|l\r(‘(mmulns Attribution 4 0 Infernational L xr-nxetf( BY 4.0) overall performance of the OVO application
based on the research findings, creating a more
founded conclusion.
Reply
) Vol. 7 No. 1 (2023
based on gender, age, duration of usage, and hipadoe org/10 26438 sicae Bi10.16. =
: E R B " o T v ey
™ of UEQ ‘that one aspect, efficiency, falls ce ive Progamming _Leaming  Using
- into the "good* with a mean value of 1.55. ‘Questonasice and Sysem Usabley
‘Additionally, “aspects, namely aitractiveness echnot, vl 1, 0. 2, pp. 30-37, 202
° T i 1.67), dependability '°,’."=““'ﬂ‘¢_: e -
B ?:esss.u-_‘—lﬁua_-:l.m- R s —"
- classified as “sbove average” categories. However, one sabity B ot 5198, pp 63-76, 2008, dox
- aspect, novelty, falls into the “below average” category 00775 140393305_6
: i Regarding 0] I8 S M. Schgn . Yo Kasmo L & Y-
SEOVD el ol gty ey . :4......,"'“:..."‘ orkss et
Usability (SUS) method, the obtained score is WY, s o Y
Pace2of10  casewords  Enalish nted Statens T Accessibilen Investioate




Accredited Ranking SINTA 2
Decree of the Director General of Higher Education, Research and Technology, No. 158/E/KPT/2021
Validity period from Volume 5 Number 2 of 2021 to VVolume 10 Number 1 of 2026

Published online on: http://jurnal.iaii.or.id

JURNAL RESTI

(Rekayasa Sistem dan Teknologi Informasi)
Vol. 7 No. 1 (2023) x - x ISSN Media Electronic: 2580-0760

Assessing User Experience and Usability in the OVO Application:
Utilizing the User Experience Questionnaire and System Usability Scale
for Evaluation

Abstract

|Advances in technology in the payment system have changed the role of cash used by the public to become more effective and
efficient in non-cash payments. OVO has one of the largest user bases in Indonesia. However, the OVO application has the
lowest rating compared to other digital wallet applications on Google Play Store and App Store. OVO receives numerous
negative reviews on both Google Play Store and App Store. One of the common complaints expressed by users pertains to the
user experience of the OVO application, which significantly affects their overall experience with the app. This study aims to
evaluate the user experience of the OVO application using the User Experience Questionnaire and measuring usability using
the System Usability Scale. The results of the benchmark six aspects of UEQ show that one aspect is included in the excellent
category: efficiency (1.55). Then four aspects fall into the above-average category, namely the attractiveness aspect (1.56), the
perspicuity aspect (1.67), the dependability aspect (1.33), and the stimulation aspect (1.16). However, one aspect is included
in the below-average category, namely the novelty aspect (0.64), which needs improvement. Then the result of the SUS value
obtained is 77.53, meaning that the Acceptability Ranges category was “Acceptable”, the Grade Scale category was “C”, and
the Adjective Rating category was “Good”. Overall, the evaluation results show that OVO applications are acceptable for
digital wallet applications.]

Keywords: digital wallet, user experience, usability, user experience questionnaire, system usability scale
1. Introduction globally. In 2022, the growth of non-cash transactions
was estimated to reach 1,045.5 billion USD, with the
highest growth in developing countries in Asia and the
Middle East [2]. Digital wallets are now necessary for
people to carry out their activities and meet their needs
[3][4]. This positive trend must be followed by good
user experience and application usability [5]. E-Wallet
is an electronic service that functions to store data and
as a payment instrument. In principle, E-Wallet is
similar to mobile banking or Internet banking services,
but the depositor does not use a bank but a digital wallet.
E-wallet applications in Indonesia include OVO, Dana,
GoPay, Shopeepay, Jenius, LinkAja, and others [6].

Today's modern transactions continue to shift from
cash-based transactions to electronic-based
transactions. Equal connectedness through Information
and Communication Technology (ICT) has contributed
significantly to the market transformation of their
financial and operational businesses. The trend towards
digitization and internet use has brought about
significant changes in how the global economy
operates. The emergence of various financial
technology (FinTech) applications is enabling
consumers to go beyond conventional cash-based
payment systems. Digital payments are becoming the
norm in people's daily lives. This rapid development in  OVO is an electronic wallet application in Indonesia
the financial sector led to the invention of many digital that users have used since 2016. OVO offers easy
payment technologies, where payers and payees use payments for phone credit, data packages and
digital applications to send and receive money. As such, insurance. Nevertheless, OVO got some negative
payment systems are rapidly changing from coin and reviews on Google Play and App Store. One of the
paper-based cash to convenient, fast and cost-effective negative reviews that users feel about the OVO
forms of digital payments [1]. The development of non-  application is a user experience problem which causes
cash transactions is expected to increase yearly the application's user experience to work better than the
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user expects. Some users complained that the OVO
application response process was slow and that the
payment process using OVO took too long for them.
The application's usability includes the user experience
issues experienced by OVO users. Usability refers to
how quickly and easily application users can complete
tasks [7].

Research using the user experience questionnaire
method and system usability scale was conducted by
Guntur Eka Saputra, Rakhmi Khalida, and Ratu
Nurmalika from Gunadarma University entitled
"Evaluation of User Experience TLX Training Gate for
Competitive Programming Learning using User
Experience Questionnaire and System Usability Scale™.
In this study, the measurement results were obtained on
6 UEQ scales, namely the attractiveness scale (1.27),
perspicuity (0.85), efficiency (1.12), dependability
(1.13), stimulation (1.35) and novelty (0.81). All scales
get positive impressions; the SUS score is 75 [8].

Furthermore, research was conducted by Nina
Setiyawati and Dwi Hosanna Bangkalang entitled "The
Comparison of Evaluation on User Experience and
Usability of Mobile Banking Applications Using User
Experience Questionnaire and System Usability Scale".
In this study, the 6 UEQ scale measurements on four
mobile banking applications received a positive
impression on each scale except for BNI Mobile
(Efficiency and Novelty) and Livin (Novelty), which
received a neutral impression. SUS scores were
obtained for the four mobile banking applications,
namely BCA Mobile (72.76), Octo Mobile (71.47), BNI
Mobile (71.49), and Livin (72.4) [5].

This study aims to evaluate the user experience and
measure the usability of the OVO application. The user
experience in the OVO application is evaluated using a
user experience questionnaire by analyzing six scales or
aspects, namely attractiveness, perspicuity,
dependability, efficiency, stimulation, and novelty
[9][10]. Meanwhile, to measure usability in the OVO
application, the system usability scale is used by
analyzing three categories: acceptability ranges, grade
scales, and adjective ratings [11][12].

User Experience Questionnaire is a questionnaire that
provides an overview of the level of user satisfaction
based on user experience. The User Experience
Questionnaire has six scales with 26 statements. This
scale includes attractiveness, perspicuity,
dependability, efficiency, stimulation, and novelty. The
user experience questionnaire has been tested in several
cases to provide an overview of user satisfaction. It
usually takes 3-5 minutes to read and complete the user
experience questionnaire. One of the other advantages
of the user experience questionnaire is the free
availability of this questionnaire which is available in
the Indonesian language version. User experience
questionnaire data analysis was carried out using the

UEQ Data Analysis Tool, which compared the value of
each aspect with existing product data [13].

John Brooke created the SUS questionnaire at the
Digital Equipment Corporation in England 1986 [14].
This questionnaire measures three crucial aspects. The
first aspect is the effectiveness of using this technology
in achieving user goals. The second aspect is efficiency,
namely how much user effort and resources are
expended in achieving these goals. The third aspect is
satis{action, where how satisfying is the user experience
[15].

2. Research Methods

This study aims to assess and quantify the user
experience and usability of the OVO application by
employing the User Experience Questionnaire (UEQ)
and System Usability Scale (SUS). The research
methodology and process are illustrated in Figure 1.

A. Research Design

The research design is evaluative and descriptive,
which aims to measure and explain the success of a
particular product, program or activity so that
conclusions can be drawn about its feasibility,
relevance, effectiveness and efficiency.j

B. Research Process

The research framework used as a reference in the
research to be carried out is shown in Figure 1.

Sampling
techniques

[ Data Analysis H Data Collection
@

Figure 1. Research Process

Figure 1. menjelaskan bahwa alur penelitian dimulai
dengan teknik pengambilan sampel dan berakhir
dengan penentuan kesimpulan. Informasi rinci tentang
setiap kegiatan penelitian akan disajikan dalam sub bab
pembahasan selanjutnya.|

C. Sampling Technique

This stage aims to determine the sample and sampling
technique used during the study. The population that is
the focus of this research are those who use the OVO
application. This study uses the Lemeshow formula to
determine the number of samples with an unknown
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population [16]. Through the Lemeshow formula, the
number of samples to be taken is at least 100
respondents. The sampling technique used in this study
is Non-Probability Sampling, namely Purposive
Sampling, a sampling technique selected based on
specific criteria that the researcher wants. The criteria
used in this study are as follows:

a. OVO application users.
b. Located di Indonesia.
¢. Minimum age of 15 years

DD. Data Collection

At this stage, data collection was carried out from
predetermined respondents. In this study, the
instrument used was a questionnaire. The questionnaire
will include questions about the respondent's identity,
the general use of the OVO application, 26 user
experience questionnaire statements, and ten system
usability scale statements. At this stage, the
questionnaire will be distributed indirectly or online. To
OVO application users, questionnaires will be
distributed via social media such as Whatsapp,
Telegram, Twitter and Instagram. Questionnaires will
be created and filled out using Google Forms. The
dissemination was done from 9 February 2023 to 16
March 2023. The samples obtained during the
deployment were 166 respondents, but 11 were not
users of the OVO application, so the remaining 155
respondents.

The user experience questionnaire consists of 6 scales
divided into 26 indicator questions, as shown in Table
1. The user experience questionnaire uses a 7-point
semantic differential scale. Respondents were asked to
assess from 1 to 7 on 26 UEQ indicator items according
to their subjective assessment. The User Experience
Questionnaire (UEQ) is used to measure user
experience consisting of 26 question components
covering aspects [17]:

a. Attractiveness
The product should look attractive, enjoyable,
friendly, and pleasant.

b. Efficiency
| should perform my tasks with the product fast,
efficient, and in a pragmatic way.

c. Perspicuity
The product should be easy to understand, clear,
simple, and easy to learn.

d. Dependability
The interaction with the product should be
predictable, secure, and meets my expectations.

e. Stimulation
Using the product should be interesting, exiting,
and motivating.

f.  Novelty

The product should be innovative, inventive, and
creatively designed.
The components of the UEQ questions based on the
aspects assessed are shown in Table 1,

Table 1. UEQ Testing Instruments
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Scale Indicator Item
Inconvenient Enjoyable ATT1

Good Bad ATT2

5 Dislike Gratifying ATT3
Attractiveness Uncomfortable Comfortable ATT4
Attractive Unattractive ATT5

User-friendly User-unfriendly ATT6

Understandable PER1
Hardly understood PER2

Not understood

Perspicuity Easily understood
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Complicated Simple PER3
Clear Confusing PER4
Fast Slow EFF1
. Inefficient Efficient EFF2
Efficiency Impractical Pratical EFF3
Organized Disorganized EFF4
Unpredictable Predictable DEP1
Obstruct Supportive DEP2
Dependability Safe Unsafe DEP3
Meet expectations Not mee_tlng DEP4

expectations
Benefical Less benefical STI1
. . Tedious Engaging STI2
Stimulation Unappealing Interesting STI3
Motivational Unmotivating STI4
Creative Monotonous NOV1
Novelty Innovatie Con\{entional NOV2
Commonplace Leading-edge NOV3
Conservative Innovative NOV4

The system usability scale questionnaire consists of 10
statements, as shown in Table 2. The system usability
scale questionnaire uses a 5-point Likert scale.
Respondents were asked to provide an assessment of
"Strongly Disagree”, "Disagree”, "Neutral”, "Agree",
and "Strongly Agree" on the 10 SUS statements
according to their subjective assessment. The System
Usability Scale (SUS) measures the usability attributes
of the OVO application, namely aspects of
effectiveness, efficiency, satisfaction, satisfaction, easy
to learn, ease to remember and few errors. SUS gives an
overall score between 0 and 100. The SUS half section
(odd statements, i.e. 1, 3, 5, 7, and 9) describes a
positive evaluation (items with positive polarity). The
other half of the sections (even statements, i.e. 2, 4, 6,
8, and 10) depict negative evaluations (items with
negative polarity). For items with positive polarity,
answers were coded as 0 to 4 from disagreement to
agreement. Whereas for items with negative polarity,
the answers are coded from 4 to 0 [18]. The list of SUS
statements is shown in Table 2.

Table 12. SUS Testing Instruments [14]

Questions Item
| think that i would like to use this system frequently Sus1
| found the system unnecessarily complex sus2
| thought the system was easy to use SuUs3
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Questions Item
I think that I would need the support of a technical

person to be able to use this system Sus4
I found the various functions in this system were well
- SUS5
integrated
| thought there was too much inconsistency in this SUS6
system
| would imagine that most people would learn to use

. . SUS7
this system very quickly
| found the system very cumbersome to use SuUs8
| felt very confident using the system SUS9
| needed to learn a lot of things before I could get SUS10

going with this system

E. [Data Analysis

At this stage, data inconsistencies analysis, quantitative
data analysis, demographic analysis, and descriptive
statistical analysis of the data that has been obtained are
carried out. The data obtained will be processed using
IBM SPSS Statistics 25, UEQ Data Analysis Tool, and
Microsoft Excel.

In analysing data inconsistencies using the UEQ Data
Analysis Tool Version 12. At this stage, the seriousness
of the respondents was tested in answering the
questionnaire and detecting suspicious data. If the
critical value is > 2 and the critical length value is > 15,
this indicates an error in filling out the questionnaire,
and it is better to delete the data.

In the analysis of quantitative data, a validity test and a
reliability test will be carried out on the data that has
been obtained. The validity test was carried out by
looking at the Pearson correlation value of each
indicator for each variable. In contrast, the reliability
test was carried out by looking at Cronbach's alpha (o)
value of each research variable.

In the analysis of demographic data, respondent data
will be grouped based on gender, age, duration of use,
and frequency of use. The data will then be represented
as a chart or graph.

In the descriptive statistical analysis using UEQ Data
Analysis Tool Version 12 and Microsoft Excel. The
data presented in this descriptive statistical test shows
data that can be seen from the mean, which is the
average value of each measured scale; the maximum,
which is the highest value of each measured scale; the
minimum, which is the lowest value of each measured
scale, and the standard deviation used to determine the
distribution of data from the sample and used to
describe each research variable.

Several rules must be considered when transforming
scores on questionnaire data using UEQ:

a. Each answer in the UEQ questionnaire is rated
on ascale of 1 to 7, indicating the level of user
acceptance from "negative" to "positive".

b. These items have a scale from -3 to +3. Thus,
-3 represents the most negative answer, 0 is a

neutral answer, and +3 is the most positive
answer [19].

After the data transformation, only the average or mean
assessment can be carried out for each scale or question
item on the UEQ from each respondent's answer. The
following are the rules for the average or mean rating
scale in UEQ which can be seen in Table 3:

Table 23. UEQ Mean Rating Scale

Mean Value Range Explanation

>0.8 Positive Evaluation
-0.8-0.8 Neutral Evaluation
<-0.8 Negative Evaluation

If the mean value of an item is more significant than 0.8,
then the item will enter into the positive evaluation
category and, in the diagram, is in the green area. If the
mean value of an item is between -0.8 to 0.8, then the
item will fall into the normal or neutral evaluation
category and, in the diagram, is in the yellow area.
Meanwhile, if the mean value of an item is less than -
0.8, then the item will enter into the negative evaluation
category and in the diagram, it is in the red area.

Then several rules must be considered when calculating
scores on questionnaire data using SUS:

a. For every odd-numbered question (1, 3, 5, 7, 9),
the score obtained from user responses will be
reduced by 1..

odd weight = xi — 1 @

b. Each even-numbered question (2, 4, 6, 8, 10) will
have its final score calculated by subtracting the
user's score from 5

even weight =5 — xi )

c. The SUS score is obtained by summing up the
scores of each question and then multiplying it by
2.5.

SUS Score = (odd weight + even weight) X
2,5 ®

d. The scoring rules mentioned above apply to one
respondent. For multiple respondents, the SUS
scores of each respondent are summed up and then
divided by the number of respondents to calculate
the average SUS score..
7= 22
x=L 0)
x represents the average SUS score, Y x denotes
the sum of the SUS scores, and n indicates the
number of respondents.|

3. Results and Discussions

A. |Analysis of Data Inconsistencies

The analysis of inconsistencies in the data is conducted
using UEQ Data Analysis Tools Version 12,
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specifically on the Inconsistencies tab. Inconsistencies
are utilized to assess respondents' seriousness in
answering the questionnaire, determining whether they
responded haphazardly or without seriousness, and
detecting suspicious data. If the critical value is more
significant than two and the critical length exceeds 15,
it indicates errors in completing the questionnaire, and
it is recommended to remove such data

Table 34. Inconsistencies Data

Scales with inconsistent answers.

Ariactiveness | Perspicaty | _Eifciency | Dependabity | stmuiation Same answerfor
T f fF
26
T[T T 1 m
T T T T 5
7 T T T 1 T
T T 1 T
F5) T T f T f

After the update by removing data, 155 respondent data
was reduced to only 148.

B. Quantitative Data Analysis

In this stage, a testing or pilot test is conducted before
the actual research to assess the suitability of a
questionnaire. Before data collection, the author
distributed the questionnaire to 30 respondents to test
its validity and reliability. Valid questionnaires with
reliable indicators were distributed to respondents who
met the criteria and matched the predetermined sample
size.

a. Validity Test

The validity test is conducted on 30 respondents to
assess the validity of the questionnaire. An item is
considered valid if the calculated r exceeds the tabled r.
The significance level is 0.05 or 5% for 30 respondents,
resulting in a tabled r of 0.361. Below are the validity
test results for each variable item:

Table 45. Validity test of the attractiveness scale

Item The The tabled r  Description
calculated r value
value
ATT1 0.646 0.361 Valid
ATT2 0.751 0.361 Valid
ATT3 0.877 0.361 Valid
ATT4 0.582 0.361 Valid
ATTS5 0.713 0.361 Valid
ATT6 0.538 0.361 Valid

Table 5 demonstrates that all items in the attractiveness
scale are deemed valid as the calculated r values are
more significant than the tabled r value.

Table 56. Validity test of the perspicuity scale

Item The The tabled r  Description
calculated r value
value
PER1 0.373 0.361 Valid
PER2 0.523 0.361 Valid
PER3 0.464 0.361 Valid
PER4 0.712 0.361 Valid

Table 6 shows that all items in the perspicuity scale are
considered valid as the calculated r values are more
significant than the tabled r value.

Table 67. Validity test of the efficiency scale

Item The The tabled r  Description
calculated r value
value
EFF1 0.645 0.361 Valid
EFF2 0.713 0.361 Valid
EFF3 0.678 0.361 Valid
EFF4 0.660 0.361 Valid

Table 7 shows that all items in the efficiency scale are
deemed valid as the calculated r values are more
significant than the tabled r value.

Table 78. validity test of the dependability scale

Item The The tabled r  Description
calculated r value
value
DEP1 0.720 0.361 Valid
DEP2 0.444 0.361 Valid
DEP3 0.504 0.361 Valid
DEP4 0.788 0.361 Valid

Table 8 shows that all items in the dependability scale
are considered valid as the calculated r values are more
significant than the tabled r value.

Table 89. Validity test of the stimulation scale

Item The The tabled r  Description
calculated r value
value
STIL 0.666 0.361 Valid
STI2 0.776 0.361 Valid
STI3 0.578 0.361 Valid
STI4 0.741 0.361 Valid

Table 9 displays that all items in the stimulation scale
are deemed valid as the calculated r values are more
significant than the tabled r value.

Table 910. Validity test of the novelty scale

Item The The tabled r  Description
calculated r value
value
NOV1 0.754 0.361 Valid
NOV2 0.469 0.361 Valid
NOV3 0.615 0.361 Valid
NOV4 0.544 0.361 Valid

Table 10 shows that all items in the novelty scale are
considered valid as the calculated r values are more
significant than the tabled r value.

Table 101, Validity test of SUS

Item The The tabled r  Description
calculated r value
value
Sus1 0.475 0.361 Valid
SuUs2 0.822 0.361 Valid
SUS3 0.423 0.361 Valid
Sus4 0.687 0.361 Valid
SUS5 0.387 0.361 Valid
SUS6 0.782 0.361 Valid
SuUs7 0.433 0.361 Valid
SuUS8 0.785 0.361 Valid
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Item The The tabled r  Description
calculated r value
value
SUS9 0.406 0.361 Valid
SUS10 0.671 0.361 Valid

Table 11 shows that all items on the SUS are deemed
valid because the computed r-value is greater than the
critical r-value.

a. Reliability Test
Table 1112. Reliability Test of 26 UEQ Items

Reliability Statistics
Cronbach’s Alpha N of Items
0.993 26

Table 12 shows that all indicator items in the UEQ are
deemed reliable because the Cronbach's alpha values
are greater than 0.60.

Table 1213. Reliability Test of the 6 UEQ Scales

Scale Cronbach’s Alpha
Attractiveness 0.90
Perspicuity 0.90
Efficiency 0.87
Dependability 0.80
Stimulation 0.91
Novelty 0.83

Table 13 displays that all scales in the UEQ are
considered reliable as the Cronbach's alpha values are
greater than 0.60.

Table 1314. Reliability Test of SUS
Reliability Statistics
Cronbach’s Alpha N of Items
0.795 10

Table 14 shows that all items in the SUS questionnaire
are considered reliable, as the Cronbach's alpha values
are greater than 0.60.

C. Analysis of Demographic Data

Respondents' characteristics can be grouped based on
gender, age, residence, highest education level, duration
of app usage, and intensity of app usage to provide an
overview of the respondents' conditions. The following
are the results of the demographic analysis of the
respondents:

a. Gender
Table 1415. Characteristics Based on Gender

Gender Total Percentage
Male 52 35.1%
Female 196 64.9%

According to Table 15, there are 52 male respondents,
accounting for 35.1% of the total, and 96 female
respondents, accounting for 64.9%. Therefore, it can be
concluded that the majority of OVO users in this study
are female.

b. Age
Table 1516. Characteristics Based on Age
Age Total Percentage

15— 23 years 112 75.7%
24 — 32 years 14 9.5%
33— 41 years 10 6.8%
42 — 50 years 10 6.8%

> 50 years 2 1.4%

According to Table 16, it can be seen that there are 112
respondents aged 15-23 years old, accounting for
75.7%, 14 respondents aged 24-32 years old,
accounting for 9.5%, 10 respondents aged 33-41 years
old, accounting for 6.8%, 10 respondents aged 42-50
years old, accounting for 6.8%, and 2 respondents aged
over 50 years old, accounting for 1.4%. Therefore, it
can be concluded that the majority of OVO users in this
study are aged between 15 and 23 years old.

c. Residence

Table 1617. Characteristics Based on Residence

Residence Total Percentage
Banten 3 2%
Bengkulu 1 0.7%
DKl Jakarta 37 25%
West Java 25 16.9%
Central Java 1 0.7%
East Java 4 2.7%
Bangka Belitung 6 4.1%
Riau 1 0.7%
Lampung 1 0.7%
South Sulawesi 1 0.7%
South Sumatra 66 44.6%
North Sumatra 2 1.4%

According to Table 17, it can be seen that there are
respondents from various provinces in Indonesia. There
are three respondents (2%) from Banten Province, 1
respondent (0.7%) from Bengkulu Province, 37
respondents (25%) from DKI Jakarta Province, 25
respondents (16.9%) from West Java Province, 1
respondent (0.7%) from Central Java Province, four
respondents (2.7%) from East Java Province, six
respondents (4.1%) from Bangka Belitung Islands
Province, 1 respondent (0.7%) from Riau Islands
Province, 1 respondent (0.7%) from Lampung
Province, one respondent (0.7%) from South Sulawesi
Province, 66 respondents (44.6%) from South Sumatra
Province, and two respondents (1.4%) from North
Sumatra Province.

From the data, most OVO users involved in this study
are from South Sumatra Province.

d. Highest education level

Table 1748. Characteristics based on highest education level

Highest education Total Percentage
level
Elementary School 1 0.7%
Junior High School 5 3.4%
Senior High School 97 65.5%
Diploma 2 1.4%
Bachelor's Degree 40 27%
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0.7%
1.4%

Master's Degree
Other

According to Table 18, it can be seen that there is one
respondent with an elementary school education,
accounting for 0.7%, five respondents with a junior
high school education, accounting for 3.4%, 97
respondents with a senior high school education,
accounting for 65.5%, two respondents with a diploma
(D3) education, accounting for 1.4%, 40 respondents
with a bachelor's degree (S1) education, accounting for
27%, one respondent with a master's degree (S2)
education, accounting for 0.7%, and two respondents
with other last education, accounting for 1.4%.
Therefore, most OVO users in this study have a high

school education.
e. Usage Duration

Table 1819. Characteristics based on usage duration

Usage duration Total Percentage
<1year 33 22.3%
1-3years 57 38.5%
> 3 years 58 39.2%

Based on Table 19, it can be seen that 33 respondents
have been using the OVO application for less than one
year, accounting for 22.3%, 57 respondents who have
been using the OVO application for 1 to 3 years,
accounting for 38.5%, and 58 respondents who have
been using the OVO application for more than three
years, accounting for 39.2%. Therefore, most OVO
users in this study have used the OVO application for
over three years.

f.  Usage Intensities
Table 1920. Characteristics based on usage intesities
Usage intensities Total Percentage
Rarely 29 19.6%
Sometimes 52 35.1%
Frequently 60 40.5%
Very frequenlty 7 4.7%

According to Table 20, it can be seen that 29
respondents rarely use the OVO application, accounting
for 19.6% of the total, 52 respondents sometimes use
the OVO application, accounting for 35.1%, 60
respondents who frequently use the OVO application,
accounting for 40.5%, and seven respondents who use
the OVO application very frequently, accounting for
4.7%. Most OVO users in this study frequently use the
OVO application.

D. Descriptive Statistical Analysis

Descriptive statistical analysis of the User Experience
Questionnaire  (UEQ) method is conducted by
calculating the mean scores for each UEQ scale and
each question item. However, data transformation
needs to be performed before conducting the descriptive
statistical analysis. The following table and graph show
the mean scores for pragmatic and hedonic quality:

Table 202%. Mean Score of Pragmatic and Hedonic Quality

Pragmatic and Hedonic Quality

Attractiveness 1.56
Pragmatic Quality 1.52
Hedonic Quality 0.90

&
o
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G

Figure 2. Graph of Mean Scores for Pragmatic and Hedonic Quality

Based on the data presented in Table 16 and Figure 2, it
can be observed that attractiveness, pragmatic quality,
and hedonic quality of the OVO application are in the
green area, indicating positive evaluation scores. The
following table and graph show the mean scores for the
6 UEQ scales:

Table 2122. Mean Scores of the 6 UEQ Scales

UEQ Scales
Attractiveness 1.563
Perspicuity 1.671
Efficiency 1.546
Dependability 1.331
Stimulation 1.162
Novelty 0.644

Figure 3. Graph of Mean Scores for UEQ Scales

Based on the data presented in Table 17 and Figure 3, it
can be observed that the attractiveness scale,
perspicuity scale, efficiency scale, dependability scale,
and stimulation scale of the OVO application are in the
green area, indicating positive evaluation scores. On the
other hand, the novelty scale is in the yellow area,
indicating a neutral evaluation score.

Table 2223. The mean scores for each UEQ item

Item Mean Left Right
ATT1 15 menyusahkan menyenangkan
PER1 18 tak dapat dipahami dapat dipahami
NOV1 1.0 kreatif monoton
PER2 1.6 mudah dipelajari sulit dipelajari
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Item Mean Left Right
STIL1 15 bermanfaat kurang bermanfaat
STI2 0.7 membosankan mengasyikkan
STI3 1.2 tidak menarik menarik
DEP1 0.9 tak dapat diprediksi dapat diprediksi
EFF1 14 cepat lambat
NOV2 0.3 berdaya cipta konvensional
DEP2 1.6 menghalangi mendukung
ATT2 18 baik buruk
PER3 15 rumit sederhana
ATT3 14 tidak disukai menggembirakan
NOV3 0.7 lazim terdepan
ATT4 1.6 tidak nyaman nyaman
DEP3 15 aman tidak aman
STI4 1.2 memotivasi tidak memotivasi
memenuhi tidak memenuhi
DEP4 13 ekspektasi ekspektasi
EFF2 15 tidak efisien efisien
PER4 18 jelas membingungkan
EFF3 1.8 tidak praktis praktis
EFF4 15 terorganisasi berantakan
ATTS 14 atraktif tidak atraktif
tidak ramah
ATT6 1.8 ramah pengguna pengguna
NOv4 0.7 konservatif inovatif

Based on Table 23, it can be observed that all UEQ
items received positive evaluations except for item

STI2 (boring/engaging), item NOV2
(conventional/innovative), item NOV3
(ordinary/leading), and item NOV4
(conservative/innovative) which received neutral
evaluations..
Table 2324. Benchmark Results
Scale Mean Comparisson to benchmark
Attractiveness 1.56 Above Average
Perspicuity 1.67 Above Average
Efficiency 1.55 Good
Dependability 133 Above Average
Stimulation 1.16 Above Average
Novelty 0.64 Below Average

Figure 4. Benchmark Results Graph

Based on Table 24 and Figure 4, the benchmark results
indicate that the efficiency scale is rated "Good". The
attractiveness,  perspicuity,  dependability, and
stimulation scales are rated as "Above Average".
However, the novelty aspect is still rated as "Below
Average".

Descriptive statistical analysis using the System
Usability Scale (SUS) method in this study involved
calculating the average or mean SUS scores. However,
before conducting the descriptive statistical analysis,
data transformation is necessary using the rules of the
SUS method. After the data transformation, the average
or mean SUS scores can be assessed. From the final

scores, it can be determined whether the system is rated
as good or not. The following are the results of
calculating the average or mean SUS scores using the
rules of the SUS method:

Table 2425. Summary of SUS Score Calculation Results

Calculated Score Calculated Score

R Total Score R Total Skor
1 29 725 75 38 95
2 33 82,5 76 20 50
3 40 100 77 40 100
4 40 100 78 22 55
5 30 75 79 32 80
6 30 75 80 28 70
7 26 65 81 37 92.5
8 29 725 82 37 92.5
9 29 725 83 30 75
10 28 70 84 36 90
11 30 75 85 34 85
12 33 82.5 86 20 50
13 35 87.5 87 37 925
14 34 85 88 23 57.5
15 28 70 89 28 70
16 36 90 90 34 85
17 34 85 91 29 725
18 34 85 92 24 60
19 28 70 93 40 100
20 39 97.5 94 35 87.5
21 40 100 95 35 87.5
22 40 100 96 35 87.5
23 38 95 97 36 90
24 34 85 98 33 825
25 32 80 99 40 100
26 18 45 100 26 65
27 40 100 101 25 62.5
28 26 65 102 30 75
29 25 62.5 103 33 82.5
30 28 70 104 30 75
31 31 715 105 19 475
32 29 725 106 32 80
33 23 57.5 107 28 70
34 36 90 108 36 90
35 24 60 109 24 60
36 39 97.5 110 29 725
37 34 85 111 21 52.5
38 26 65 112 35 87.5
39 26 65 113 36 90
40 33 82.5 114 26 65
41 36 90 115 37 92.5
42 29 725 116 40 100
43 26 65 117 28 70
44 30 75 118 40 100
45 32 80 119 32 80
46 35 87.5 120 25 62.5
47 34 85 121 40 100
48 35 87.5 122 37 92.5
49 29 72.5 123 32 80
50 33 82.5 124 37 925
51 35 87.5 125 35 87.5
52 31 715 126 31 775
53 36 90 127 25 62.5
54 38 95 128 20 50
55 40 100 129 18 45
56 29 72.5 130 31 715
57 34 85 131 20 50
58 25 62.5 132 30 75
59 36 90 133 31 775
60 24 60 134 20 50
61 26 65 135 16 40
62 27 67.5 136 20 50
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Calculated Score Calculated Score

Py

Total Score Total Skor
63 26 65 137 36 920
64 33 82.5 138 35 87.5
65 34 85 139 28 70
66 33 82.5 140 20 50
67 34 85 141 39 97.5
68 38 95 142 33 82.5
69 26 65 143 34 85
70 28 70 144 34 85
71 30 75 145 29 725
72 40 100 146 33 82.5
73 25 62.5 147 26 65
74 29 72.5 148 22 55

Average SUS score
7753

B - Ew |

wer
aaes
J

Leh et FY sl e ybe® o wholy 414 4
10 20 30 40 50 60 70 BO 90 100

SUS Score

woRsT
MAGNAME  POOR 5000 | ExceuEnt

77.53

Figure 5. SUS Score Value [20]

Table 25 and Figure 5 summarize SUS score
calculations from the questionnaires distributed to 148
respondents, resulting in an average or mean score of
77.53 according to the System Usability Scale (SUS)
method.

After obtaining the SUS score, the next step is
interpreting the results. There are three perspectives to
determine the interpretation of the SUS score
calculations:

a. Acceptability

Acceptability ranges consist of three levels: not
acceptable, marginal (low and high), and acceptable.
Acceptability is used to assess the level of user
acceptance of the application.

M N

sl X Es Ll L all gl 5§
20 30 40 S50 60 70 B0 90 100

SUS Score

77.53

Figure 6. Acceptability Ranges

In the calculation of the SUS score, the previously
obtained score was 77.53, indicating that the user
acceptance level of the OVO application is categorized
as "ACCEPTABLE".

b. Grade
The grade scale consists of A, B, C, D, and F, which are
used to determine the grade level of the application.

o E I b =Gl & =&

Ll bl s L ikl bt all sl s}
0O 10 20 30 40 S0 60 70 BO 90 100

SUS Score

77.53

Figure 7. Grade Scales

In the calculation of the SUS score, the previously
obtained score was 77.53, indicating that the OVO
application falls under the "C" grade.

c. Adjective

Adjective ratings consist of the categories worst
imaginable, poor, ok, good, and best imaginable.
Adjective ratings are used to determine the rating of the
application.

il ey e
5000 | EXCEUENT  auzms

e e a b sl e gl a o phall 419 <7
0 10 20 30 40 50 60 70 BO 90 100

SUS Score

ADSECTV WoRST
RATINGS MAGNARLE  POOR

77.53

Figure 8. Adjective Ratings

In the calculation of the SUS score, the previously
obtained score was 77.53, indicating that the OVO
application falls under the "GOOD" category.

E. Improvement Recommendations

Based on the evaluation of user experience conducted
using the User Experience Questionnaire (UEQ)
method, processed using UEQ Data Analysis Tool
Version 12, the following recommendations can be
given for the OVO application:

a. Provide more innovative, cutting-edge, and
creative services or features in the OVO
application, such as adopting new and
innovative features that align with the current
trends. It will help improve novelty, ensuring
the application stays up-to-date and provides a
unique user experience.

b. Offer more engaging services or features in the
OVO application, such as incorporating
gamification elements to earn OVO Points or
adding captivating animations and enjoyable
sound effects. It will enhance the stimulation
aspect, making the user experience more
enjoyable and interactive,

4. Conclusion

The user experience and usability evaluation using the
User Experience Questionnaire (UEQ) and System
Usability Scale (SUS) has been successfully conducted,
involving 148 competent respondents who assessed the
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application based on gender, age, duration of usage, and
frequency of usage. The benchmark results for the six
aspects of UEQ show that one aspect, efficiency, falls
into the "good" category with a mean value of 1.55.
Additionally, four aspects, namely attractiveness
(mean: 1.56), perspicuity (mean: 1.67), dependability
(mean: 1.33), and stimulation (mean: 1.16), are
classified as "above average" categories. However, one
aspect, novelty, falls into the "below average" category
with a mean value of 0.64. Regarding the measurement
of OVO application usability using the System
Usability Scale (SUS) method, the obtained score is
77.53. This score falls within the "Acceptable” range in
the Acceptability Ranges category, a "C" grade in the
Grade Scale category, and is rated as "Good" in the
Adjective Ratings category.]
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Abstract

The OVO application, despite having a large user base in Indonesia, has received low ratings compared to other digital wallet
apps on the Google Play Store and App Store. Users frequently complain about the user experience, which greatly affects their
overall satisfaction. This study evaluates the user experience and usability of the OVO application using the User Experience
Questionnaire (UEQ) and System Usability Scale (SUS). The UEQ results show that efficiency is excellent (1.55), while
attractiveness, perspicuity, dependability, and stimulation are above average (1.56, 1.67, 1.33, and 1.16, respectively).
However, the novelty aspect falls below average (0.64), indicating a need for improvement. The SUS score is 77.53, classifying
the app as "Acceptable™ with a "C" grade and an overall "Good" rating. Addressing the identified shortcomings can enhance
the user experience and usability, ultimately improving user satisfaction. This study contributes valuable empirical data to the
field, offering insights for researchers and practitioners in assessing the user experience and usability of mobile applications.

Keywords: digital wallet, user experience, usability, user experience questionnaire, system usability scale

1. Introduction

Today's modern transactions continue to shift from
cash-based transactions to electronic-based
transactions. Equal connectedness through Information
and Communication Technology (ICT) has contributed
significantly to the market transformation of their
financial and operational businesses. The trend towards
digitization and internet use has brought about
significant changes in how the global economy
operates. The emergence of various financial
technology (FinTech) applications is enabling
consumers to go beyond conventional cash-based
payment systems. Digital payments are becoming the
norm in people's daily lives. This rapid development in
the financial sector led to the invention of many digital
payment technologies, where payers and payees use
digital applications to send and receive money. As such,
payment systems are rapidly changing from coin and
paper-based cash to convenient, fast and cost-effective
forms of digital payments [1]. The development of non-
cash transactions is expected to increase yearly
globally. In 2022, the growth of non-cash transactions
was estimated to reach 1,045.5 billion USD, with the
highest growth in developing countries in Asia and the

Middle East [2]. Digital wallets are now necessary for
people to carry out their activities and meet their needs
[3]1[4]. This positive trend must be followed by good
user experience and application usability [5]. E-Wallet
is an electronic service that functions to store data and
as a payment instrument. In principle, E-Wallet is
similar to mobile banking or Internet banking services,
but the depositor does not use a bank but a digital wallet.
E-wallet applications in Indonesia include OVO, Dana,
GoPay, Shopeepay, Jenius, LinkAja, and others [6].

OVO is an electronic wallet application in Indonesia
that users have used since 2016. OVO offers easy
payments for phone credit, data packages and
insurance. Nevertheless, OVO got some negative
reviews on Google Play and App Store. One of the
negative reviews that users feel about the OVO
application is a user experience problem which causes
the application's user experience to work better than the
user expects. Some users complained that the OVO
application response process was slow and that the
payment process using OVO took too long for them.
Negative reviews on OVO have significant implications
for its overall performance and user engagement. They
can harm OVO's reputation, deter potential users,
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decrease user engagement and retention, impact
competitiveness, and damage the brand's image.
Addressing these negative reviews is crucial for OVO's
success in the digital payment industry. The
application's usability includes the user experience
issues experienced by OVO users. Usability refers to
how quickly and easily application users can complete
tasks [7].

User Experience (UX) focuses on the overall
experience users have when interacting with a product.
Usability measures how easy and effective it is to use.
Both are evaluated in the field through methods such as
user experience questionnaires, system usability scales,
usability testing, heuristic evaluation, user surveys,
analytics, A/B testing, expert reviews, etc. These
methods provide insights into user satisfaction,
behavior, and areas for improvement.

By incorporating UEQ and SUS, researchers aim to
gain valuable insights into the user experience and
usability of the OVO application, thereby enriching
their findings and contributing to a more comprehensive
understanding of the topic. To support the researcher's
assertions, the researcher has included relevant
examples and case studies that illustrate the successful
application of UEQ and SUS in similar research studies
or within similar application contexts. These examples
serve as tangible evidence of the efficacy and relevance
of these methods in evaluating user experience and
usability.

Research using the user experience questionnaire
method and system usability scale was conducted by
Guntur Eka Saputra, Rakhmi Khalida, and Ratu
Nurmalika from Gunadarma University entitled
"Evaluation of User Experience TLX Training Gate for
Competitive Programming Learning using User
Experience Questionnaire and System Usability Scale".
In this study, the measurement results were obtained on
6 UEQ scales, namely the attractiveness scale (1.27),
perspicuity (0.85), efficiency (1.12), dependability
(1.13), stimulation (1.35) and novelty (0.81). All scales
get positive impressions; the SUS score is 75 [8].

Furthermore, research was conducted by Nina
Setiyawati and Dwi Hosanna Bangkalang entitled "The
Comparison of Evaluation on User Experience and
Usability of Mobile Banking Applications Using User
Experience Questionnaire and System Usability Scale".
In this study, the 6 UEQ scale measurements on four
mobile banking applications received a positive
impression on each scale except for BNI Mobile
(Efficiency and Novelty) and Livin (Novelty), which
received a neutral impression. SUS scores were
obtained for the four mobile banking applications,
namely BCA Mobile (72.76), Octo Mobile (71.47), BNI
Mobile (71.49), and Livin (72.4) [5].

This study aims to evaluate the user experience and
measure the usability of the OVO application. The user
experience in the OVO application is evaluated using a
user experience questionnaire by analyzing six scales or
aspects, namely  attractiveness, perspicuity,
dependability, efficiency, stimulation, and novelty
[9][10]. Meanwhile, to measure usability in the OVO
application, the system usability scale is used by
analyzing three categories: acceptability ranges, grade
scales, and adjective ratings [11][12].

2. Research Methods

This study aims to assess and quantify the user
experience and usability of the OVO application by
employing the User Experience Questionnaire (UEQ)
and System Usability Scale (SUS). The research
methodology and process are illustrated in Figure 1.

A. Research Design

The research design in this article is evaluative and
descriptive. It aims to measure and explain the success
of a specific product, program, or activity, allowing
conclusions to be drawn about its feasibility, relevance,
effectiveness, and efficiency. This design provides a
framework for assessing and analyzing the subject of
the study in order to gain insights into its various aspects
and evaluate its overall performance. By employing an
evaluative and descriptive research design, the
researchers can gather data, analyze it, and draw
meaningful conclusions about the topic under
investigation.

B. Research Process

The research framework used as a reference in the
research to be carried out is shown in Figure 1.

Sampling
techniques
—
N

Vs

Data Analysis

[ J N\
)
Conclusion @

Figure 1. Research Process

Data Collection ]

Figure 1 explains that the research process begins with
the sampling technique and ends with drawing
conclusions. Detailed information about each research
activity will be presented in the subsequent discussion
subsection.

C. Sampling Technique
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This stage aims to determine the sample and sampling
technique used during the study. The population that is
the focus of this research are those who use the OVO
application. This study uses the Lemeshow formula to
determine the number of samples with an unknown
population [16]. Through the Lemeshow formula, the
number of samples to be taken is at least 100
respondents. The sampling technique used in this study
is  Non-Probability Sampling, namely Purposive
Sampling, a sampling technique selected based on
specific criteria that the researcher wants. The criteria
used in this study are as follows:

a. OVO application users.
b. Located di Indonesia.
c. Minimum age of 15 years.

The purposeful Sampling method was chosen to ensure
a targeted selection of participants who meet the
specific criteria essential for this study. By utilizing this
method, the researcher aimed to include OVO
application users from various backgrounds, including
diverse age groups, regions within Indonesia, etc. This
approach allows researchers to gather a wide range of
perspectives and experiences, contributing to a more
comprehensive assessment of the user experience and
usability of the OVO application.

Although the non-probability nature of purposeful
Sampling does not guarantee a representative sample of
the entire OVO user base, researchers made efforts to
ensure diversity within the selected sample. The
researcher’s intention was to include participants from
different demographics to increase the generalizability
and relevance of our findings. The researcher reached
out to potential participants through various channels,
including social media platforms, online communities,
and direct invitations to OVO users who matched the
researcher's criteria. By employing this approach,
researchers aimed to capture a broad spectrum of users
and mitigate potential biases that may arise from a more
limited sample.

It is important to note that while the researcher's sample
may not represent the entire population of OVO
application users, the focus of this study is to assess user
experience and usability rather than provide statistically
representative data. Nonetheless, the insights gained
from this diverse sample will contribute valuable
findings and recommendations for enhancing the user
experience and usability of the OVO application.

D. Data Collection

At this stage, data collection was carried out from
predetermined respondents. In this study, the
instrument used was a questionnaire. The questionnaire
included questions about the respondent's identity, the
general use of the OVO application, 26 user experience
questionnaire statements, and ten system usability scale
statements. To minimize potential biases, researchers

implemented several measures in the data collection
process.

Firstly, to address the response bias common in online
surveys, researchers employed a diverse recruitment
strategy to ensure a representative sample. The
researcher reached out to OVO application users
through various channels, including social media
platforms such as WhatsApp, Telegram, Twitter,
Instagram, etc. By utilizing multiple platforms,
researchers aimed to reduce the risk of excluding certain
user groups that may have different usage patterns or
experiences. Additionally, the researcher encouraged
participants to share the survey link with their
acquaintances who were OVO application users, which
helped the researcher reach a wider audience.

Secondly, to mitigate non-response bias, researchers
made efforts to maximize the response rate and
minimize missing data. Extended the survey duration
from February 9 to March 16, 2023, allowing
participants ample time to complete the questionnaire at
their convenience. The researcher also sent out
reminders at regular intervals to encourage respondents
to participate. Moreover, to handle incomplete or
inappropriate responses, researchers implemented
validation checks within the online survey platform
(Google Forms) to ensure that all required questions
were answered and responses within a reasonable range
were recorded. In the case of incomplete or
inappropriate responses, the researcher excluded them
from the final analysis to maintain the validity of the
study.

The samples obtained during the deployment were 166
respondents, but 11 were not users of the OVO
application, resulting in a remaining sample size of 155
respondents. The User Experience Questionnaire is a
questionnaire that provides an overview of the level of
user satisfaction based on user experience. The user
experience questionnaire has been tested in several
cases to provide an overview of user satisfaction. It
usually takes 3-5 minutes to read and complete the user
experience questionnaire. One of the other advantages
of the user experience questionnaire is its free
availability, which is available in the Indonesian
language version. User experience questionnaire data
analysis was carried out using the UEQ Data Analysis
Tool, which compared the value of each aspect with
existing product data [13].

The user experience questionnaire consisted of six
scales divided into 26 indicator questions, as shown in
Table 1. The user experience questionnaire used a 7-
point semantic differential scale. Respondents were
asked to rate from 1 to 7 on 26 UEQ indicator items
according to their subjective assessment. The User
Experience Questionnaire (UEQ) was used to measure
user experience, consisting of 26 question components
covering various aspects [17]:
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a. Attractiveness
The product should look attractive, enjoyable,
friendly, and pleasant.

b. Efficiency
I should perform my tasks with the product fast,
efficient, and in a pragmatic way.

c. Perspicuity
The product should be easy to understand, clear,
simple, and easy to learn.

d. Dependability
The interaction with the product should be
predictable, secure, and meets my expectations.

e. Stimulation
Using the product should be interesting, exiting,
and motivating.

f.  Novelty

The product should be innovative, inventive, and
creatively designed.

The components of the UEQ questions based on the
aspects assessed are shown in Table 1.

Table 1. UEQ Testing Instruments

Scale Indicator Item
Inconvenient Enjoyable ATT1

Good Bad ATT2

. Dislike Gratifying ATT3
Attractiveness Uncomfortable Comfortable ATT4
Attractive Unattractive ATT5

User-friendly User-unfriendly ATT6

Not understood Understandable PER1

Perspicuity Easily unFierstood Hardly_understood PER2
Complicated Simple PER3

Clear Confusing PER4

Fast Slow EFF1

Efficiency Ineffici_ent Effic_ient EFF2
Impractical Pratical EFF3

Organized Disorganized EFF4

Unpredictable Predictable DEP1

Obstruct Supportive DEP2

Dependability Safe Unsafe DEP3
. Not meeting DEP4

Meet expectations expectations

Benefical Less benefical STI1

. . Tedious Engaging STI2
Stimulation Unappealing Interesting STI3
Motivational Unmotivating STI4
Creative Monotonous NOV1
Novelty Innovatie Conv_entional NOV2
Commonplace Leading-edge NOV3
Conservative Innovative NOV4

John Brooke created the SUS questionnaire at the
Digital Equipment Corporation in England in 1986
[14]. This questionnaire measures three crucial aspects.
The first aspect is the effectiveness of using this
technology to achieve user goals. The second aspect is
efficiency, namely how much user effort and resources
are expended in achieving these goals. The third aspect
is satisfaction, or how satisfying is the user experience?
[15]. The system usability scale questionnaire consists
of 10 statements, as shown in Table 2. The system
usability scale questionnaire uses a 5-point Likert scale.
Respondents were asked to provide an assessment of

"Strongly Disagree", "Disagree"”, "Neutral", "Agree",
and "Strongly Agree" on the 10 SUS statements
according to their subjective assessment. The System
Usability Scale (SUS) measures the usability attributes
of the OVO application, namely aspects of
effectiveness, efficiency, satisfaction, satisfaction, easy
to learn, ease to remember and few errors. SUS gives an
overall score between 0 and 100. The SUS half section
(odd statements, i.e. 1, 3, 5, 7, and 9) describes a
positive evaluation (items with positive polarity). The
other half of the sections (even statements, i.e. 2, 4, 6,
8, and 10) depict negative evaluations (items with
negative polarity). For items with positive polarity,
answers were coded as 0 to 4 from disagreement to
agreement. Whereas for items with negative polarity,
the answers are coded from 4 to 0 [18]. The list of SUS
statements is shown in Table 2.

Table 1. SUS Testing Instruments [14]

Questions ltem
| think that i would like to use this system frequently SUS1
| found the system unnecessarily complex SuUS2
| thought the system was easy to use SUS3
| think that | would need the support of a technical

- SuUs4
person to be able to use this system
| found the various functions in this system were well SUS5
integrated
| thought there was too much inconsistency in this
SUS6
system
1 would imagine that most people would learn to use
. ] SuUs7
this system very quickly
| found the system very cumbersome to use SUS8
| felt very confident using the system SUS9
I needed to learn a lot of things before | could get SUS10

going with this system

E. Data Analysis

At this stage, data inconsistencies analysis, quantitative
data analysis, demographic analysis, and descriptive
statistical analysis of the data that has been obtained are
carried out. The data obtained will be processed using
IBM SPSS Statistics 25, UEQ Data Analysis Tool, and
Microsoft Excel. Additionally, measures were taken to
mitigate potential errors or biases in the analysis and
handle outliers or missing data.

To address potential errors or biases in the data analysis
process, several steps were taken. Firstly, data
inconsistencies were analyzed using the UEQ Data
Analysis Tool Version 12. This analysis involved
assessing the seriousness of respondents answers to the
questionnaire and identifying any suspicious data.
Specifically, a critical value greater than 2 and a critical
length value exceeding 15 were used as criteria to detect
errors in questionnaire completion. In cases where such
errors were identified, the respective data points were
removed from the analysis.

In the analysis of quantitative data, a validity test and a
reliability test will be carried out on the data that has
been obtained. The validity test was carried out by

DOI: https://doi.org/10.29207/resti.v7iX.XXX
Creative Commons Attribution 4.0 International License (CC BY 4.0)

4



Jurnal RESTI (Rekayasa Sistem dan Teknologi Informasi) Vol. 7 No. 1 (2023)

looking at the Pearson correlation value of each
indicator for each variable. In contrast, the reliability
test was carried out by looking at Cronbach's alpha (o)
value of each research variable.

Regarding demographic analysis, respondent data was
categorized based on gender, age, duration of use, and
frequency of use. This categorization allowed for a
better understanding of potential variations in user
experience and usability based on these demographic
factors. The results of the demographic analysis were
presented in the form of charts or graphs to facilitate
comprehension and interpretation.

In the descriptive statistical analysis using UEQ Data
Analysis Tool Version 12 and Microsoft Excel. The
data presented in this descriptive statistical test shows
data that can be seen from the mean, which is the
average value of each measured scale; the maximum,
which is the highest value of each measured scale; the
minimum, which is the lowest value of each measured
scale, and the standard deviation used to determine the
distribution of data from the sample and used to
describe each research variable.

To handle outliers or missing data, specific procedures
were implemented. Outliers, which are data points that
deviate significantly from the overall pattern, were
identified and assessed for their impact on the analysis
results. Depending on the nature and extent of the
outliers, options such as excluding them from the
analysis or conducting sensitivity analyses were
considered. Additionally, missing data points were
identified, and appropriate strategies, such as
imputation techniques or the exclusion of incomplete
cases, were employed to ensure a comprehensive
analysis.

By implementing these measures, researchers aimed to
mitigate potential errors or biases in the data analysis
process and address outliers or missing data effectively.
These steps enhance the robustness and reliability of the
findings, providing a more comprehensive assessment
of the user experience and usability of the OVO
application.

Several rules must be considered when transforming
scores on questionnaire data using UEQ:

a. Each answer in the UEQ questionnaire is rated on
a scale of 1 to 7, indicating the level of user
acceptance from "negative" to "positive".

b. These items have a scale from -3 to +3. Thus, -3

represents the most negative answer, 0 is a neutral
answer, and +3 is the most positive answer [19].

After the data transformation, only the average or mean
assessment can be carried out for each scale or question
item on the UEQ from each respondent's answer. The
following are the rules for the average or mean rating
scale in UEQ which can be seen in Table 3:

Table 2. UEQ Mean Rating Scale

Mean Value Range Explanation

>0.8 Positive Evaluation
-0.8-0.8 Neutral Evaluation
<-0.8 Negative Evaluation

If the mean value of an item is more significant than 0.8,
then the item will enter into the positive evaluation
category and, in the diagram, is in the green area. If the
mean value of an item is between -0.8 to 0.8, then the
item will fall into the normal or neutral evaluation
category and, in the diagram, is in the yellow area.
Meanwhile, if the mean value of an item is less than -
0.8, then the item will enter into the negative evaluation
category and in the diagram, it is in the red area.

Then several rules must be considered when calculating
scores on questionnaire data using SUS:

a. For every odd-numbered question (1, 3, 5, 7, 9),
the score obtained from user responses will be
reduced by 1..
odd weight = xi — 1 @

b. Each even-numbered question (2, 4, 6, 8, 10) will
have its final score calculated by subtracting the
user's score from 5
even weight = 5 — xi 2

c. The SUS score is obtained by summing up the
scores of each question and then multiplying it by
2.5.

SUS Score = (odd weight + even weight) X
2,5 ©)
d. The scoring rules mentioned above apply to one

respondent. For multiple respondents, the SUS
scores of each respondent are summed up and then
divided by the number of respondents to calculate
the average SUS score..
nx

n

X = (4)
x represents the average SUS score, Y x denotes
the sum of the SUS scores, and n indicates the
number of respondents.

3. Results and Discussions
A. Analysis of Data Inconsistencies

To ensure the reliability of the responses, the study
employed UEQ Data Analysis Tools Version 12 to
analyze data inconsistencies. This approach adds value
to the study by filtering out potentially careless or
insincere responses, thereby enhancing the credibility
of the results. By setting critical value parameters, the
seriousness of respondents responses to the
questionnaire was assessed, and any haphazard or
insincere responses were identified, along with
suspicious data. To identify errors in completing the
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questionnaire, a critical value greater than two and a
critical length exceeding 15 were considered, indicating
inconsistencies. Based on these criteria, it is
recommended to remove such data from the analysis.
This rigorous step strengthens the methodological
aspects of the study and underscores the significance of
accurate and thoughtful input from respondents in
deriving reliable and insightful conclusions.

Table 3. Inconsistencies Data

Scales with inconsistent answers
Efficiency | Dependability | Stimulation
1

Critical length
Same answer for

Attractiveness | _Perspicuity [

32
a4
112 1
126
132 1
136
153 1

1

1

U9 1SN O N

1

After the update by removing data, 155 respondent data
was reduced to only 148.

B. Quantitative Data Analysis

In this stage, a testing or pilot test is conducted before
the actual research to assess the suitability of a
questionnaire. Before data collection, the author
distributed the questionnaire to 30 respondents to test
its validity and reliability. Valid questionnaires with
reliable indicators were distributed to respondents who
met the criteria and matched the predetermined sample
size.

a. Validity Test

The validity test is conducted on 30 respondents to
assess the validity of the questionnaire. An item is
considered valid if the calculated r exceeds the tabled r.
The significance level is 0.05 or 5% for 30 respondents,
resulting in a tabled r of 0.361. Below are the validity
test results for each variable item:

Table 4. Validity test of the attractiveness scale

Item The The tabledr  Description
calculated r value
value
ATT1 0.646 0.361 Valid
ATT2 0.751 0.361 Valid
ATT3 0.877 0.361 Valid
ATT4 0.582 0.361 Valid
ATT5 0.713 0.361 Valid
ATT6 0.538 0.361 Valid

Table 5 demonstrates that all items in the attractiveness
scale are deemed valid as the calculated r values are
more significant than the tabled r value.

Table 5. Validity test of the perspicuity scale

Item The The tabledr  Description
calculated r value
value
PER1 0.373 0.361 Valid
PER2 0.523 0.361 Valid
PER3 0.464 0.361 Valid
PER4 0.712 0.361 Valid

Table 6 shows that all items in the perspicuity scale are
considered valid as the calculated r values are more
significant than the tabled r value.

Table 6. Validity test of the efficiency scale

Item The The tabledr  Description
calculated r value
value
EFF1 0.645 0.361 Valid
EFF2 0.713 0.361 Valid
EFF3 0.678 0.361 Valid
EFF4 0.660 0.361 Valid

Table 7 shows that all items in the efficiency scale are
deemed valid as the calculated r values are more
significant than the tabled r value.

Table 7. validity test of the dependability scale

Item The The tabledr  Description
calculated r value
value
DEP1 0.720 0.361 Valid
DEP2 0.444 0.361 Valid
DEP3 0.504 0.361 Valid
DEP4 0.788 0.361 Valid

Table 8 shows that all items in the dependability scale
are considered valid as the calculated r values are more
significant than the tabled r value.

Table 8. Validity test of the stimulation scale

Item The The tabledr  Description
calculated r value
value
STI1 0.666 0.361 Valid
STI2 0.776 0.361 Valid
STI3 0.578 0.361 Valid
STI4 0.741 0.361 Valid

Table 9 displays that all items in the stimulation scale
are deemed valid as the calculated r values are more
significant than the tabled r value.

Table 9. Validity test of the novelty scale

Item The The tabledr  Description
calculated r value
value
NOV1 0.754 0.361 Valid
NOV2 0.469 0.361 Valid
NOV3 0.615 0.361 Valid
NOV4 0.544 0.361 Valid

Table 10 shows that all items in the novelty scale are
considered valid as the calculated r values are more
significant than the tabled r value.

Table 10. Validity test of SUS

Item The The tabledr  Description
calculated r value
value
SUs1 0.475 0.361 Valid
SUSs2 0.822 0.361 Valid
SUS3 0.423 0.361 Valid
sus4 0.687 0.361 Valid
SUS5 0.387 0.361 Valid
SUS6 0.782 0.361 Valid
SUs7 0.433 0.361 Valid
SUS8 0.785 0.361 Valid
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Item The The tabledr  Description
calculated r value
value
SUS9 0.406 0.361 Valid
SUS10 0.671 0.361 Valid

Table 11 shows that all items on the SUS are deemed
valid because the computed r-value is greater than the
critical r-value.

a. Reliability Test
Table 11. Reliability Test of 26 UEQ ltems

Reliability Statistics
Cronbach’s Alpha N of Items
0.993 26

Table 12 shows that all indicator items in the UEQ are
deemed reliable because the Cronbach's alpha values
are greater than 0.60.

Table 12. Reliability Test of the 6 UEQ Scales

Scale Cronbach’s Alpha
Attractiveness 0.90
Perspicuity 0.90
Efficiency 0.87
Dependability 0.80
Stimulation 0.91
Novelty 0.83

Table 13 displays that all scales in the UEQ are
considered reliable as the Cronbach's alpha values are
greater than 0.60.

Table 13. Reliability Test of SUS
Reliability Statistics
Cronbach’s Alpha N of Items

0.795 10

Table 14 shows that all items in the SUS questionnaire
are considered reliable, as the Cronbach's alpha values
are greater than 0.60.

C. Analysis of Demographic Data

Respondents' characteristics can be grouped based on
gender, age, residence, highest education level, duration
of app usage, and intensity of app usage to provide an
overview of the respondents' conditions. The following
are the results of the demographic analysis of the
respondents:

a. Gender

Table 14. Characteristics Based on Gender

Gender Total Percentage
Male 52 35.1%
Female 196 64.9%

According to Table 15, there are 52 male respondents,
accounting for 35.1% of the total, and 96 female
respondents, accounting for 64.9%. Therefore, it can be
concluded that the majority of OVO users in this study
are female.

b. Age
Table 15. Characteristics Based on Age
Age Total Percentage
15 — 23 years 112 75.7%
24 — 32 years 14 9.5%
33 —41 years 10 6.8%
42 —50 years 10 6.8%
> 50 years 2 1.4%

According to Table 16, it can be seen that there are 112
respondents aged 15-23 years old, accounting for
75.7%, 14 respondents aged 24-32 vyears old,
accounting for 9.5%, 10 respondents aged 33-41 years
old, accounting for 6.8%, 10 respondents aged 42-50
years old, accounting for 6.8%, and 2 respondents aged
over 50 years old, accounting for 1.4%. Therefore, it
can be concluded that the majority of OVO users in this
study are aged between 15 and 23 years old.

c. Residence

Table 16. Characteristics Based on Residence

Residence Total Percentage
Banten 3 2%

Bengkulu 1 0.7%
DKI Jakarta 37 25%
West Java 25 16.9%
Central Java 1 0.7%
East Java 4 2.7%
Bangka Belitung 6 4.1%
Riau 1 0.7%
Lampung 1 0.7%
South Sulawesi 1 0.7%
South Sumatra 66 44.6%
North Sumatra 2 1.4%

According to Table 17, it can be seen that there are
respondents from various provinces in Indonesia. There
are three respondents (2%) from Banten Province, 1
respondent (0.7%) from Bengkulu Province, 37
respondents (25%) from DKI Jakarta Province, 25
respondents (16.9%) from West Java Province, 1
respondent (0.7%) from Central Java Province, four
respondents (2.7%) from East Java Province, Six
respondents (4.1%) from Bangka Belitung Islands
Province, 1 respondent (0.7%) from Riau Islands
Province, 1 respondent (0.7%) from Lampung
Province, one respondent (0.7%) from South Sulawesi
Province, 66 respondents (44.6%) from South Sumatra
Province, and two respondents (1.4%) from North
Sumatra Province.

From the data, most OVO users involved in this study
are from South Sumatra Province.

d. Highest education level

Table 17. Characteristics based on highest education level

Highest education Total Percentage
level
Elementary School 1 0.7%
Junior High School 5 3.4%
Senior High School 97 65.5%
Diploma 2 1.4%
Bachelor's Degree 40 27%
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0.7%
1.4%

Master's Degree 1
Other 2

According to Table 18, it can be seen that there is one
respondent with an elementary school education,
accounting for 0.7%, five respondents with a junior
high school education, accounting for 3.4%, 97
respondents with a senior high school education,
accounting for 65.5%, two respondents with a diploma
(D3) education, accounting for 1.4%, 40 respondents
with a bachelor's degree (S1) education, accounting for
27%, one respondent with a master's degree (S2)
education, accounting for 0.7%, and two respondents
with other last education, accounting for 1.4%.
Therefore, most OVO users in this study have a high
school education.

e. Usage Duration

Table 18. Characteristics based on usage duration

Usage duration Total Percentage
< 1vyear 33 22.3%
1-3years 57 38.5%
> 3 years 58 39.2%

Based on Table 19, it can be seen that 33 respondents
have been using the OVO application for less than one
year, accounting for 22.3%, 57 respondents who have
been using the OVO application for 1 to 3 years,
accounting for 38.5%, and 58 respondents who have
been using the OVO application for more than three
years, accounting for 39.2%. Therefore, most OVO
users in this study have used the OVO application for
over three years.

f.  Usage Intensities

Table 19. Characteristics based on usage intesities

Usage intensities Total Percentage
Rarely 29 19.6%
Sometimes 52 35.1%
Frequently 60 40.5%
Very frequenlty 7 4.7%

According to Table 20, it can be seen that 29
respondents rarely use the OVO application, accounting
for 19.6% of the total, 52 respondents sometimes use
the OVO application, accounting for 35.1%, 60
respondents who frequently use the OVO application,
accounting for 40.5%, and seven respondents who use
the OVO application very frequently, accounting for
4.7%. Most OVO users in this study frequently use the
OVO application.

D. Descriptive Statistical Analysis

Descriptive statistical analysis of the User Experience
Questionnaire (UEQ) method is conducted by
calculating the mean scores for each UEQ scale and
each question item. However, data transformation
needs to be performed before conducting the descriptive
statistical analysis. The following table and graph show
the mean scores for pragmatic and hedonic quality:

Table 20. Mean Score of Pragmatic and Hedonic Quality

Pragmatic and Hedonic Quality

Attractiveness 1.56
Pragmatic Quality 1.52
Hedonic Quality 0.90

o
o
o
)
8 .
A o

Gl

o
a“o
& Ny

g
o
v & o

q

Figure 2. Graph of Mean Scores for Pragmatic and Hedonic Quality

Based on the data presented in Table 16 and Figure 2, it
can be observed that attractiveness, pragmatic quality,
and hedonic quality of the OVO application are in the
green area, indicating positive evaluation scores. The
following table and graph show the mean scores for the
6 UEQ scales:

Table 21. Mean Scores of the 6 UEQ Scales

UEQ Scales
Attractiveness 1.563
Perspicuity 1.671
Efficiency 1.546
Dependability 1.331
Stimulation 1.162
Novelty 0.644

Figure 3. Graph of Mean Scores for UEQ Scales

Based on the data presented in Table 17 and Figure 3, it
can be observed that the attractiveness scale,
perspicuity scale, efficiency scale, dependability scale,
and stimulation scale of the OVO application are in the
green area, indicating positive evaluation scores. On the
other hand, the novelty scale is in the yellow area,
indicating a neutral evaluation score.

Table 22. The mean scores for each UEQ item

Item Mean Left Right
ATT1 15 menyusahkan menyenangkan
PER1 1.8 tak dapat dipahami dapat dipahami
NOV1 1.0 kreatif monoton
PER2 1.6 mudah dipelajari sulit dipelajari
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Iltem Mean Left Right
STI1 15 bermanfaat kurang bermanfaat
STI2 0.7 membosankan mengasyikkan
STI3 1.2 tidak menarik menarik
DEP1 0.9 tak dapat diprediksi dapat diprediksi
EFF1 14 cepat lambat
NOV2 0.3 berdaya cipta konvensional
DEP2 1.6 menghalangi mendukung
ATT2 1.8 baik buruk
PER3 15 rumit sederhana
ATT3 14 tidak disukai menggembirakan
NOV3 0.7 lazim terdepan
ATT4 1.6 tidak nyaman nyaman
DEP3 15 aman tidak aman
STI4 1.2 memotivasi tidak memotivasi

memenuhi tidak memenuhi
DEP4 13 ekspektasi ekspektasi

EFF2 15 tidak efisien efisien
PER4 1.8 jelas membingungkan
EFF3 18 tidak praktis praktis
EFF4 15 terorganisasi berantakan
ATT5 14 atraktif tidak atraktif
ATT6 1.8 ramah pengguna tidak ramah

pengguna
NOV4 0.7 konservatif inovatif

Based on Table 23, it can be observed that all UEQ
items received positive evaluations except for item

STI2 (boring/engaging), item NOV2
(conventional/innovative), item NOV3
(ordinary/leading), and item NOV4
(conservative/innovative) which received neutral
evaluations..
Table 23. Benchmark Results
Scale Mean Comparisson to benchmark
Attractiveness 1.56 Above Average
Perspicuity 1.67 Above Average
Efficiency 1.55 Good
Dependability 1.33 Above Average
Stimulation 1.16 Above Average
Novelty 0.64 Below Average
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Figure 4. Benchmark Results Graph

Based on Table 24 and Figure 4, the benchmark results
indicate that the efficiency scale is rated "Good". The
attractiveness,  perspicuity,  dependability, and
stimulation scales are rated as "Above Average".
However, the novelty aspect is still rated as "Below
Average".

Descriptive statistical analysis using the System
Usability Scale (SUS) method in this study involved
calculating the average or mean SUS scores. However,
before conducting the descriptive statistical analysis,
data transformation is necessary using the rules of the
SUS method. After the data transformation, the average
or mean SUS scores can be assessed. From the final

scores, it can be determined whether the system is rated
as good or not. The following are the results of
calculating the average or mean SUS scores using the
rules of the SUS method:

Table 24. Summary of SUS Score Calculation Results

Calculated Score Calculated Score

R Total Score Total Skor
1 29 725 75 38 95
2 33 825 76 20 50
3 40 100 77 40 100
4 40 100 78 22 55
5 30 75 79 32 80
6 30 75 80 28 70
7 26 65 81 37 925
8 29 725 82 37 925
9 29 725 83 30 75
10 28 70 84 36 90
11 30 75 85 34 85
12 33 825 86 20 50
13 35 87.5 87 37 92,5
14 34 85 88 23 57.5
15 28 70 89 28 70
16 36 90 90 34 85
17 34 85 91 29 725
18 34 85 92 24 60
19 28 70 93 40 100
20 39 97.5 94 35 87.5
21 40 100 95 35 875
22 40 100 96 35 87.5
23 38 95 97 36 90
24 34 85 98 33 825
25 32 80 99 40 100
26 18 45 100 26 65
27 40 100 101 25 62.5
28 26 65 102 30 75
29 25 62.5 103 33 82.5
30 28 70 104 30 75
31 31 775 105 19 475
32 29 725 106 32 80
33 23 575 107 28 70
34 36 90 108 36 90
35 24 60 109 24 60
36 39 975 110 29 725
37 34 85 111 21 52.5
38 26 65 112 35 87.5
39 26 65 113 36 90
40 33 825 114 26 65
41 36 90 115 37 925
42 29 725 116 40 100
43 26 65 117 28 70
44 30 75 118 40 100
45 32 80 119 32 80
46 35 87.5 120 25 62.5
47 34 85 121 40 100
48 35 87.5 122 37 92,5
49 29 725 123 32 80
50 33 825 124 37 925
51 35 87.5 125 35 87.5
52 31 775 126 31 775
53 36 90 127 25 62.5
54 38 95 128 20 50
55 40 100 129 18 45
56 29 725 130 31 715
57 34 85 131 20 50
58 25 62.5 132 30 75
59 36 90 133 31 715
60 24 60 134 20 50
61 26 65 135 16 40
62 27 67.5 136 20 50
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Calculated Score Calculated Score

R Total Score Total Skor
63 26 65 137 36 90
64 33 82.5 138 35 87.5
65 34 85 139 28 70
66 33 82.5 140 20 50
67 34 85 141 39 97.5
68 38 95 142 33 82.5
69 26 65 143 34 85
70 28 70 144 34 85
71 30 75 145 29 725
72 40 100 146 33 82.5
73 25 62.5 147 26 65
74 29 725 148 22 55
Average SUS score
77.53
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SUS Score 77.53

Figure 5. SUS Score Value [20]

Table 25 and Figure 5 summarize SUS score
calculations from the questionnaires distributed to 148
respondents, resulting in an average or mean score of
77.53 according to the System Usability Scale (SUS)
method.

After obtaining the SUS score, the next step is
interpreting the results. There are three perspectives to
determine the interpretation of the SUS score
calculations:

a. Acceptability

Acceptability ranges consist of three levels: not
acceptable, marginal (low and high), and acceptable.
Acceptability is used to assess the level of user
acceptance of the application.

NOT ACCEPTABLE MARGINAL ACCEPTABLE

Sees Low ] wcn B
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Figure 6. Acceptability Ranges

In the calculation of the SUS score, the previously
obtained score was 77.53, indicating that the user
acceptance level of the OVO application is categorized
as "ACCEPTABLE".

b. Grade
The grade scale consists of A, B, C, D, and F, which are
used to determine the grade level of the application.
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Figure 7. Grade Scales

In the calculation of the SUS score, the previously
obtained score was 77.53, indicating that the OVO
application falls under the "C" grade.

c. Adjective

Adjective ratings consist of the categories worst
imaginable, poor, ok, good, and best imaginable.
Adjective ratings are used to determine the rating of the
application.
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Figure 8. Adjective Ratings

In the calculation of the SUS score, the previously
obtained score was 77.53, indicating that the OVO
application falls under the "GOOD" category.

E. Improvement Recommendations

Based on the evaluation of the user experience
conducted using the User Experience Questionnaire
(UEQ) method and processed with UEQ Data Analysis
Tool Version 12, the following recommendations can
be made for enhancing the OVO application:

a. Consider incorporating more innovative, cutting-
edge, and creative services or features into the
OVO application. This could involve adopting
new and innovative features that align with current
trends in the industry. These additions will help
improve novelty, ensuring the application stays
up-to-date and provides a unique user experience.
Explore the inclusion of more engaging services
or features within the OVO application. For
instance, consider incorporating gamification
elements that allow users to earn OVO Points or
integrating captivating animations and enjoyable
sound effects. Such enhancements will enhance
the stimulation aspect of the application, making
the overall user experience more enjoyable and
interactive.

By implementing these recommendations, it is
anticipated that the OVO application can address the
identified issues and provide a more satisfactory user
experience.
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4. Conclusion

The user experience and usability evaluation using the
User Experience Questionnaire (UEQ) and System
Usability Scale (SUS) has been successfully conducted,
involving 148 competent respondents who assessed the
application based on gender, age, duration of usage, and
frequency of usage. The benchmark results for the six
aspects of UEQ show that one aspect, efficiency, falls
into the "good" category with a mean value of 1.55.
Additionally, four aspects, namely attractiveness
(mean: 1.56), perspicuity (mean: 1.67), dependability
(mean: 1.33), and stimulation (mean: 1.16), are
classified as "above average" categories. However, one
aspect, novelty, falls into the "below average" category
with a mean value of 0.64. Regarding the measurement
of OVO application usability using the System
Usability Scale (SUS) method, the obtained score is
77.53. This score falls within the "Acceptable" range in
the Acceptability Ranges category, a "C" grade in the
Grade Scale category, and is rated as "Good" in the
Adjective Ratings category.
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