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ABSTRACT 

Current research on Hispanic consumers focuses on Hispanics as a market 

segment, not their user experience, usability preferences, or cultural differences. Two 

studies evaluated the effectiveness of three versions of the Microsoft Product Reaction 

Cards (MPRC) tool in Spanish when capturing user experience feedback from Hispanic 

consumers. The MPRC tool (Benedek and Miner, 2002) is typically used by usability and 

user experience researchers and practitioners to gauge perceived desirability of products 

or services. Study 1 examined whether there were any differences in the feedback elicited 

from Hispanic participants based on the type of Spanish translation of the MPRC tool they 

were provided (direct translation, translator-validated, and user-validated). Study 2 

examined whether experts in the field of user experience, usability, and design (typical 

users of the MPRC tool for research purposes) perceived any differences in the results 

obtained from the three Spanish translations in terms of the usefulness and richness of the 

user feedback. Results from study 1 indicate that the participants in the direct-translation 

list and translator-validated list were not significantly more satisfied than the participants 

using the user-validated list. Furthermore, translation quality ratings were not 

significantly different per translation condition. Participants seemed resilient to 

translation quality perhaps due to their bilingualism. Results from study 2 indicated that 

experts did not rate the usefulness and richness of the results higher for the user-validated 

condition than for the other two conditions. Nonetheless, experts felt they could generate 

themes based on the results provided. These results suggest that a translator-validated 

translation is adequate and comparable to a user-validated translation in terms of 

translation quality and ability to yield useful results.   
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CHAPTER 1 

INTRODUCTION 
 

The Rise of Hispanic Consumers 

Based on the 2010 census, the Hispanic population has reached 50.5 million in the 

United States. This makes the Hispanic market the second largest in the U.S. For this 

reason, companies are spending considerable amounts of money researching how to 

better understand Hispanic consumers so they can expand their presence in this 

particular market segment. Needless to say, practitioners and academics from the fields of 

marketing, economics, and business development have identified Hispanic consumers as 

the one of the fastest growing markets and therefore a way to create revenue and increase 

market share. This increasing attention toward the Hispanic market has interested and 

motivated researchers and practitioners across different disciplines to pay more attention 

to Hispanic consumers, more specifically trying to identify what they like and don’t like, 

what they buy and don’t buy, and why they buy.  

The term “Hispanic” or “Latino” is commonly used to describe anyone who is of 

Latin-American or of Hispanic descent. In the U.S., Hispanics are typically lumped into one 

category, which creates some confusion when creating business strategies to target the 

Hispanic market in the U.S. A more accurate view of Hispanics would be to see them as 

“One Nation within a Nation with a common culture and ethnic identity (Davila, 2001). 

While many authors, (e.g. Korzenny & Korzenny 2011, Kutchera 2011), use the terms 

“Hispanic” or “Latino” interchangeably, it is preferred to use the term Hispanics when 

talking about them as an ethnic group from an outsider’s perspective, as it is the case in 

research endeavors.  
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Throughout this proposal, Hispanic consumers are defined as an ethnic group 

living in the U.S. who share a common language (Spanish), a culture, and who can trace 

their roots back to a Spanish speaking country or are directly related by blood to people 

who come from Spanish speaking countries.  

When trying to define the different subgroups that form the Hispanic market 

segment, it is best to consider the common characteristics shared by different subgroups, 

as well as the characteristics that differentiate the subgroups. Based on available literature 

in marketing and consumer research (e.g. Korzenny & Korzenny 2011, Kutchera 2011) the 

following characteristics can be used to differentiate between all the different subgroups 

that form the global term Hispanics:  

 Country of Origin (native to the U.S or foreign-born living permanently in the 

U.S) 

 Generation  

 Education level 

 Social-economic status 

 Type of social network (Hispanic friends vs. non-Hispanic friends) 

 Gender 

 Language preferences and usage for communicating within and across different 

social networks  

 Context of language usage 

 Level of acculturation  
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Current State of User Experience Research 

While traditional marketing and advertising techniques have reached considerable 

maturity both in terms of sophistication and complexity for reaching Hispanic consumers, 

the fields of user experience and usability are still playing catch up when it comes to 

establishing best practices for researching and designing Spanish optimal experiences for 

Hispanics. For the field of user experience and Human-Computer Interaction (HCI), this 

means developing Spanish tools that have been validated and have been found helpful and 

accurate by other researchers and practitioners. The lack of standardization of user 

experience tools and adequate translations for established and standardized tools make 

this endeavor difficult, if not impossible to obtain. One of the few resources listing a wide 

range of Human Factors (HF) methodology commonly used in the field that includes the 

reliability and validity of individual methods ranging from data collection and interface 

design to situation awareness and mental workload assessment is the book Human Factor 

Methods: A Practical Guide for Engineering and Design (Stanton, Salmon, Walker, Baber, & 

Jenkins 2005). 

To illustrate the current state of user experience research, Kuutti (2010) points out 

how user experience research usually seems driven by two different purposes: 1) to 

provide immediate practical usefulness and 2) to provide conceptual-theoretical 

discussion. Kuutti uses an astronomy metaphor introduced by Stephen Toulmin (1961) in 

his book on scientific thought Foresight and Understanding: An Enquiry into the Aims of 

Science to illustrate the polarization of research endeavors in user experience as a field. 

Toulmin’s astronomy metaphor explores the differences in approach between 400-600 BC 
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astronomy researchers in Babylonia1 and Ionia2.  

Babylonians could calculate accurate times and dates for astronomical events by 

using data collection methods for their extensive empirical observations that was state of 

the art for about 800 years. They did not emphasize theoretical understanding but were 

more concerned in establishing regular patterns and developing arithmetic ways to 

predict them.  

In contrast to Babylonians, Ionians were interested in developing theoretical 

frameworks to understand the anatomy of “heavens” and their inner workings which 

eventually led to Ptolemy’s mechanical model of the planets. Ionians emphasized 

theoretical understanding and theory development and were not concerned on the 

immediate application of their theories.  

Kuutti’s point in using Toulmin’s metaphor is simple: without empirical evidence it 

is hard to test theories. When reviewing the history of HCI, Kuutti points out that in the 

1980s there was more interest in theoretical advancement and it is noticeable when we 

look at the prevalence of cognitive psychology theories to explain the human part of HCI. 

Babylonians during this period were mostly practitioners who expressed their needs for 

practical ways to put all these theories into practice. As we moved in to the 1990s, 

usability became the answer to the Babylonian need for practical methods as is evident in 

the body of research for the last 20 years. Nonetheless, the advancements from different 

fields, e.g. first impressions, decision-making and judgment, social psychology, design 

research; and the increase interdisciplinary collaborations born out of necessity to keep 

up with technological advancements, e.g. social media, user experience researchers and 

                                            
1
 Ancient cultural region in Mesopotamia. 

2
 Ancient Greece and also referred to when talking about Ionian Enlightenment. 
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practitioners are looking for the standardization of user experience methodology and 

practices. Yet, based on a review on the existing body of research in user experience, there 

seems to be a lack of Ionian interest. On a critical analysis of existing empirical studies of 

user experience conducted by Bargas-Avila and Hornbæk (2011), the authors found that 

while many of the methods are part of the existing traditional usability repertoire, there 

were many constructive methods with unclear validity that were being developed and 

used, e.g. self-developed questionnaires without any statistical validation or projective 

methods that have not been evaluated in terms of reliability and validity adequate for 

qualitative methodology. Table 1 provides a list of the methods identified as part of the 

current user experience body of knowledge based on the authors review. Table 2 provides 

a list of the dimensions of user experience research as highlighted by the authors’ review.  
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Table 1. Methods Currently Used in User Experience Research (Adapted from Bargas-Avila & 

Hornbæk 2011) 

Method Description 

Questionnaires Affect measures (SAM scale), self-developed questionnaires 

Interviews (semi-structured) Interaction experience and eliciting reactions about user engagement 

User Observation (live) Direct observations of user interaction  

Video-recordings Indirect observations from recordings of user interaction  

Focus groups Group discussions to discuss user interaction and preferences 

Interviews (Open) Exploring user interaction and preferences, e.g. enchantment 

Diaries Emotion assessment, reconstruction of events and experience 

narration 

Probes Probe kits for explanations on user interaction and preferences 

Collage or Drawings Articulating an experience based on a list of topics 

Photographs Capturing important attributes to the user experience 

Body Movements Choreography with interaction with canvas via movement analysis 

Psychophysiological measures Galvanic skin response, EMG, heart rate during user experience 
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Table 2. Dimensions of User Experience Research (Adapted from Bargas-Avila & Hornbæk 2011) 

Dimension Description 

General User Experience Capturing user feedback at the start and end of session, using collages 

to express user experience 

Affect/Emotion SAM Scale and psychophysiological measures 

Enjoyment/Fun Likert Scale measures and coding of drawings after user’s experience 

Aesthetics Appeal Measures of classical and expressive aesthetics, measures of website 

attractiveness 

Hedonic Quality AttrakDiff questionnaire used to measure hedonic quality of websites 

Engagement/Flow FSS used to measure flow, semi-structured interviews used to 

understand engagement with technology 

Motivation Probes to understand motivation 

Enchantment Interviews used to understand enchantment 

Frustration Semi-structured interviews used to understand dislikes  

 

 

The Microsoft Production Reaction Cards Tool 

Despite the lack of standardization of user experience methods and tools as pointed 

out by Bargas-Avila and Hornbæk (2011), there are a few tools that have been empirically 

validated. One of them is the Microsoft Product Reaction Cards (MPRC) tool developed by 

Microsoft researchers Joe Benedek and Trish Miner (Benedek and Miner, 2002), which is 

typically used by usability and user experience researchers and practitioners to gauge 

perceived desirability3 of products or services. The MPRC tool (Appendix A) has been 

previously validated and has extensively used with English speaking consumers by user 

                                            
3
 Dictionaries define desirability as the quality of being worth of desiring.  
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experience and usability researchers (Williams, Kelly, Anderson, Zavislak, Wixon & de los 

Reyes 2004; Rohrer 2009, Barnum & Palmer 2010).  

For example, Barnum and Palmer (2010) conducted 5 case studies to explore how 

the desirability kit could be used to triangulate data to inform design. Their case studies 

included an application for computer networking monitoring, an application for a call 

center, a destination teaching website, a comparative evaluation for a hotel reservation 

process, and a fee-based loyalty program enrollment process for a hotel group. The 

triangulation of the data with usability metrics helped provide a rich descriptive picture 

using the descriptors chosen by participants to explain their experience, and whether it 

was positive or negative. See Appendix B to see instructions, results, and visualizations of 

results for the MPRC Tool. 

Since it is necessary to understand how specific cultural values and usability 

features contribute to a good in-language experience while cultural expectations and 

attitudes are satisfied, a Spanish version of the MRPC could be used to understand how to 

customize user experience for Hispanics. This study will focus on investigating the use of 

the MPRC tool in Spanish with Hispanic consumers. A simple translation of the English 

version of the MPRC is not enough because there are plenty of words that are hard to 

translate or have different meanings in Spanish. It is necessary to first identify the ease of 

translation for the words in the MPRC tool, and then validate potential translations for the 

more difficult to translate words.  

Previous pre-dissertation research conducted with a Spanish translation of the 

MPRC tool had to be done by providing a bilingual version of the MPRC, so Hispanic 

participants could compare the original meaning of the word in the list without 
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compromising the Spanish version. A Spanish version of the MPRC tool that is properly 

translated and validated can be a very useful contribution to both the world of academia 

and industry. Additionally, findings from a previous pilot study showed that MPRC results 

a bilingual version can be helpful in identifying diagnostic cues for identifying cultural 

differences4.  

The next section provides a literature review of the relevant research pertaining to 

cultural values, acculturation, cultural differences in usability and user experience that 

helped identified current research gaps and substantiated the main research goal for this 

study.  

                                            
4
 Details about the pilot study results can be found in Appendix C. 
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CHAPTER 2 

LITERATURE REVIEW 

The fierce competition for a strong online presence has made developing a positive 

first impression through websites an imperative for any company which wants to keep 

their market share with Hispanic consumers both inside and outside of the digital space. 

Usability is simply just not enough anymore. Companies must make culturally-relevant 

marketing campaigns, websites, products, and services to secure their standing with 

different ethnic market segments. user experience and usability practitioners have 

embraced the idea of using new methods to elicit consumer feedback on areas that 

traditionally have been considered too subjective by traditional HCI even after research 

findings showed that it takes less than 50 milliseconds to form a first impression of a 

website (Lindgaard, Fernandez, Dudek, & Brown, 2006). Sparked by Lingaards et. al. 

findings, researchers covered topics ranging from how usability and aesthetics interact to 

generate first impressions (Phillips 2007) to how trust develops similar to aesthetic 

Impressions (Albert, Gribbons, & Almadas 2009), how do attributes interact to influence 

first impressions of destination travel websites (Kim & Fesenmaier 2008; Lukaitis &Davey, 

2009), and what are the effects of brands on website evaluations (Angeli, Harmann & 

Sutcliffe, 2009, Garzotto, Sorce, Bolchini, & Yang 2010).  

While research on first impressions of websites has been instrumental in advancing 

web design and marketing strategy and shaping merchandising and retail strategies for 

the online market, persuading specific target consumers with expectations that are largely 

culturally-influenced can become difficult to achieve. The following sections cover the 

difference between usability and user experience research and the availability of the 
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research tools for doing each, the state of research on cultural differences for usability and 

user experience preferences;, an overview of the Hispanic market and Hispanics as 

consumers, a review of the MPRC tool and how it can be used to conduct research in 

Spanish. Appendix D provides definitions of culture and cultural values and why they are 

important when conducting user experience and usability research with Hispanic 

consumers.  

 

Usability and User Experience: What is the Difference? 

The history of HCI shows how usability went from being a stepping stone to 

improving the experience of human-computer interactions during the 1990s (Hinze-Hoare 

2007) to establishing itself as a hygienic factor that must be included as part of the design 

of a product or service (Shaffer 2008). As the shift from usability and performance to 

satisfaction metrics starts to take place in HCI, researchers and practitioners become more 

interested in how user experience influences user satisfaction (Antonnen & 

JumiskoPyykkö 2008).  

When describing usability and user experience, Bevan (2009) points out that the 

ISO definitions of user experience and usability are similar but their scopes differ in that 

usability focuses on improving performance (effectiveness, efficiency, satisfaction) and 

user experience focuses on improving user satisfaction for a given experience. When 

asked to define the fields of usability and user experience, usability researchers and 

practitioners defined them as separate concepts that share an overlapping area 

(Wechsung, Naumann, & Schleicher 2008). Interestingly enough, the authors reported that 
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based on the results participants seemed to have a better understanding of usability as a 

concept than of user experience.  

A clear pattern for equating usability to performance and behavioral measures 

reflecting effectiveness, efficiency, and satisfaction, and user experience to emotion and 

subjective measures pertaining to experiential events in a given context, such as 

interactive products (Yogasara, Thedy, Popovic, Vesna, Kraal, Ben & Chamorro-Koc 2011) 

or mobile media (Song, Tjondronegoro, & Doherty 2010) emerges from the research 

literature on the topic. Table 3 shows common descriptors used for usability and user 

experience. 
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Table 3. Frequency of Descriptors for Usability vs. User Experience (Adapted from Wechsung, 

Naumann, & Schleicher 2008) 

Usability Frequency User Experience Frequency 

Efficiency 45 Emotion (Fun/Joy) 43 

Ease of Use 40 Experience 25 

Effectiveness 36 Perception/Impression 21 

Suitability for Task 23 Prior Knowledge 15 

User Satisfaction 28 Ease of Use 13 

Fun/Joy  9 Context 8 

Intuitiveness 7 Cognition 5 

Simplicity 6 Style/Trend 5 

User Friendliness 6 User Satisfaction 4 

Learnability 5 Aesthetics/Beauty 3 

Context 5 Efficiency 2 

Understandability 4 Attitude 1 

User-centered Design 3 Learnability 1 

Usefulness 2 Simplicity 1 

Accessibility 1   

Helpfulness 1   

Adaptability 1   

Self-descriptiveness 1   

 

User satisfaction can be defined as the degree to which a user is happy with a 

product or system and fulfilled with the functionality of such product or system. The 

concept of “being happy about a product or system” implies a subjective appreciation 

based on perceived affect and aesthetic attributes of a product or system. The concept of 
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“being fulfilled with the functionality of a product or system” implies a pragmatic 

appreciation for the perceived ease of use (usability), effectiveness, and efficiency of a 

product or system.  

To measure user satisfaction, it is popular now days for HCI practitioners to use 

standardized scales which measure perceived affective, aesthetics, functional aspects of a 

product or system to varying degrees. These tools are perceived usability instruments that 

are informally called satisfaction questionnaires by many, and include the System 

Usability Scale (SUS) (Brooke 1996), Software Usability Systems Inventory (SUMI) 

(Kirakowski & Corbett 1993), and Web Site Analysis Systems Inventory (WAMMI) 

(Kirakowski & Cierlik 1998) to name a few.  

Tools like the SUS, SUMI, and WAMMI were developed to measure perceived 

usability by including constructs for effectiveness, efficiency, learnability, and satisfaction. 

In practice, it is typical to conduct a usability study and use a perceived usability 

questionnaire as a way to measure user satisfaction. SUS can be used for measuring user 

satisfaction of websites or systems. It contains 10 items to give you a single global 

measurement based on perceived ease of use, learnability, efficiency, and effectiveness. Its 

advantages include that it has been tested for reliability and validity, it is modifiable, easy 

to score, freely available, and it can be used on websites or systems. Disadvantages include 

being too simplistic when compared to WAMMI and SUMI and other perceived usability 

scales. It also does not capture aesthetics or controllability.  

WAMMI can only be used for websites, is commercially available, and it is 

administered online. In addition to learnability, efficiency, effectiveness, and ease of use, it 

takes into account content, attractiveness, and controllability. Its advantages include that 
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it has been tested for reliability and validity, it is moderately easy to modify and was 

created specifically for websites. Disadvantages include cost, inability to monitor who 

responds to the online scale, and being restricted to one domain.  

SUMI can only be used for systems, is commercially available, and is specific to 

systems. In addition to learnability, efficiency, effectiveness, and ease of use, it takes into 

account content, affect, and controllability, and provides a global usability factor 

measurement. Its advantages include that it has been tested for reliability and validity, 

provides a global measurement, is moderately easy to modify, and was created specifically 

for systems. Disadvantages include cost and being restricted to one domain.   

One of the main disadvantages of the perceived usability scales is that none of them 

measure optimal flow. Optimal flow was developed by Csicszentmihalyi and it represents 

the level of engagement we exhibit when engaged in a task or activity. Measuring optimal 

flow is an important part of a user’s satisfaction, however it is extremely hard to quantify 

in a satisfaction scale. Nonetheless, Csicszentmihalyi and LaFevre’s (1989) show that 

optimal flow is more predominant in work activities than in leisure activities. The 

implications of this research to HCI and research on user’s satisfaction are enormous. As 

emotional (Norman 2005) and persuasive (Shaffer 2008) aspects of products and systems 

become more critical to ensure user’s satisfaction, optimal flow may be the next factor to 

include in a satisfaction scale.  

Nonetheless, while there are a few tools that have been validated and translated to 

measure user satisfaction for usability purposes, the measurability and predictability of 

user experience is still in its early stages (Law 2011). In fact, it is generating prolific 

discussion between qualitative and quantitative researchers (Kuutti 2010, Bargas-Avila 
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and Hornbæk 2011) just in the past two years. Bitter arguments have arisen, and will 

continue to do so, about the merits of practical methodology used to inform design on a 

day-to-day basis and the need for theory-building research to move user experience 

forward as a field (Roto, Obrist, & Väänänen-Vainio-Mattila 2010, Kuutti 2010, Law 2011, 

Obrist, Roto, Law, Vermeeren, Väänänen-Vainio-Mattila, &Kuutti 2011; Wechsung, 

Naumann, & Schleicher, 2008, Marchitto & Cañas 2011). 

Globalization will not make things easier for user experience either. Research 

specific to Hispanic consumers has been primarily concerned with describing Hispanics as 

a market segment (Korzenny & Korzenny 2011; Kuchera 2011, Barber, Reistma, & Godfrey 

2008; Barber, Reistma, Reitz & Goldberg 2010; Barber, Schadler, Bortner & Goldberg 

2007) or identifying attitudes and preferences relevant to web site design and content 

(Singh & Pereira 2005; Singh, Baack, Kundu & Hurtado 2008). The research methodology 

used also tends to be qualitative and mostly survey or focus group based, many times 

lacking scientific rigor. There are literally no tools for measuring the user experience in 

Spanish that have been validated to some degree.  

 

Cultural Differences in User Experience and Usability 

Previous research in cross-cultural usability and Human-Computer Interaction 

show that there are evaluator and language effects, as well as cultural values, that 

significantly impact usability results when conducting studies with different cultural 

groups (Shi 2007, Sun & Shi 2008; Vatrapu & Perez-Quiñones 2006). 

 It is well acknowledged by researchers and practitioners in the field of user 

experience, usability, and HCI that cultural values and background will influence 
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consumers’ perceptions of what makes a good user experience of a product or service (Shi, 

2007; Clemmsen & Roese, 2009; Frandsen-Thorlacius, Kasper Hornbaek, Hertzum & 

Clemmsen 2009, Wallace & Yu 2009).  

For example, Choong, Pocher, and Rau (2005) have provided HCI researchers and 

web design practitioners with guidelines for incorporating cultural elements into web 

design, e.g. color preferences, icons, graphics, information architecture. Marcus (2007) has 

also emphasized the need for globalization, internationalization, and localization5 and has 

provided guidelines for addressing needs, wants, preferences, and expectations based on 

culturally-specific values. Pravatu and Perez-Quiñones (2006) provided methodological 

guidelines to increase the effectiveness of usability evaluations using structured 

interviews. These guidelines include using interviewers from the same cultural 

background to facilitate eliciting feedback from individuals from hierarchical cultures and 

using Hofstede’s cultural dimensions model to better understand limitations of constraints 

within a given culture. While we have made progress in terms of establishing best 

practices for culturally-relevant User Interface (UI) design, there is still a big gap to be 

addressed for user feedback pertaining to determine the effectiveness of the best practices 

for cultural usability.  

There are many reasons why cultural customization has received so much 

attention. It has proven to provide excellent Return on Investment (ROI) based on 

research by Singh et. al (2004, 2005, 2008). More importantly, there is empirical support 

                                            
5
 Globalization addresses the needs for preparing products/services for global consumption from a User 

Experience/ HCI perspective. Internationalization addresses the needs for adapting products/services, 
e.g. software, to a different language. Localization addresses the needs of a specific region based on 
language and cultural preferences in reference to the specific target users for that region, e.g. U.S. 
Hispanic consumers.  
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to show that cultural customization provides positive effects for performance measures 

such as usefulness, ease of use, positive attitudes, positive intentions, and overall 

effectiveness (Vyncke & Brengman, 2010). It is also important to conduct user testing with 

the targeted user groups.  

Unfortunately, most of the cultural usability and user experience research focuses 

on comparing Eastern versus Western cultures (Clemmsen& Roese 2009; Choong, Pocher, 

& Rau 2005; Frandsen-Thorlacius, Kasper, Hertzum & Clemmsen 2009). Recent research 

from Forrester on Hispanic technographics (Barber, Reistma & Godfrey 2008) is available, 

but it does little to guide the user experience of Online Hispanics. There is no existing 

empirical research publicly available to identify usability or user experience preferences 

of Online Hispanics.  

While marketing research is prolific in coining terms for demographic information 

regarding the frequency of use of the Internet, social media, and mobile apps by market 

segmentation there are no clear guidelines for establishing best practices for UI design or 

enhancement of cultural values for Hispanic consumers. If we want to persuade and 

motivate Hispanic consumers and take advantage of research in captology6 as Fogg 

(2008) has suggested, better tools for capturing consumer feedback are needed when it 

comes to catering to Hispanic consumers. Being able to meet consumer expectations 

implies that we are aware of specific needs that may arise due to cultural differences. 

Further, being able to persuade consumers via computer-enabled technology, cultural 

differences must be reconciled with the interface design of the computer and web-based 

products and services. Appendix E shows a list of how cultural values relevant to 

                                            
6
 Study of computers as persuasive technologies as defined by Fogg (1996). 
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Hispanics can be enhanced in an online environment, such as a website. According to 

Singh, Baack, Kundu, & Hurtado, (2008), these are the main reasons why these cultural 

values are especially high for Hispanics: 

 Individualism vs. Collectivism: The collective (social group) is very important to 

Hispanics, so making social connections and having a sense of community are two 

key cultural values. For example, the family unit is extremely important and 

extends beyond the members of the immediate family, but also extended family 

(kin) and family friends who can be considered blood relatives (kith).  

 Power distance: Hispanics behave according to the established social hierarchy 

within which they exist. For example, authority figures, such as a supervisor or an 

elder in the family, will be treated with more respect and deference based on their 

place on the individual’s perceived social hierarchy.  

 Uncertainty avoidance:  Hispanics have low tolerance of uncertainty and 

ambiguity in daily life, so they tend to have a high need for predictability, structure 

and order. For example, advice and expertise is highly valued among Hispanics 

because it helps decrease ambiguity and increases certainty. Understanding where 

and when help can be accessed is essential to minimize uncertainty.  

 Masculinity vs. Femininity: Hispanics expect clear gender roles and value 

toughness and a pragmatic approach. For example, clear gender role differentiation 

in advertisement approaches usually generates a strong response from Hispanic 

consumers. Portraying women in nurturing roles and men on powerful roles is 

expected. 
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 High context vs. Low context: Hispanics pay much emphasis to manners and 

politeness, aesthetics, and indirectness. They respond better to a soft-sell approach. 

For example, implicit, ambiguous messages conveyed via aesthetics and 

advertisements are very effective.  

 

Impact of Acculturation on User Experience 

When individuals from a different culture immigrate into another culture, they are 

said to acculturate to the mainstream culture. In that sense, acculturation is an abstract 

concept that typically gets misinterpreted. One common misinterpretation is that 

acculturation equals assimilation of one culture into a bigger, mainstream culture. In the 

case of Hispanics, unacculturated does not mean Hispanics who do not speak English and 

are not aware of Anglo American culture. It may mean they speak moderate English, or at 

least enough to function within the mainstream society, but do not interact with 

individuals in the mainstream American culture outside of a work or business 

environment.  

To put the term “acculturation” into perspective, we should think of it as another 

word for “socialization” within a given environment. When acculturation takes place in a 

society as large and diverse as the U.S., which is a plural society, acculturation usually 

means socialization within the local culture (Hispanic) and the mainstream culture 

(American culture). Depending on their acculturation experiences, Hispanics vary on how 

much they interact within their local Hispanic community and the mainstream 

community. To better understand and operationalize acculturation with our research 

endeavors, it should be divided into two dimensions 1) degree of retention of the original 
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culture and 2) degree of involvement of the new society (Berry & Sam 1996).  

For the business purposes of customizing internet and mobile applications, the 

acculturation process should be divided into levels of involvement within the ethnic 

culture and degree of involvement within the mainstream culture. It is this overlap 

between the two cultures what determines how acculturated a person becomes. The 

degree of acculturation of Hispanics is largely influenced by the strength of the affiliation 

to Hispanic culture, such as Spanish language proficiency and usage and having Hispanic 

friends vs. non-Hispanic friends (Phinney & Flores, 2002). Figure 1a shows the 

assumption of acculturation as an assimilation process of a small culture into a bigger 

culture and 1b shows the acculturation model typical of plural societies such as the U.S. 2b 

is an accurate representation for the acculturation process of U.S Hispanics.  

 

1a -  Assimilation model of Acculturation 

(Wrong Assumption) 

1b- Acculturation Model (Plural society) for 

U.S. Hispanics. Overlap represents 

knowledge of both cultures. 

 

 

Figure 1. Acculturation Misconceptions Model  

Unnaculturated 

Partially Acculturated 

Highly Acculturated 
Mainstream 

American 
Local 

Hispanic 
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Since the prevalence of specific cultural values is contingent upon the degree of 

acculturation of a Hispanic individual (Domino & Acosta 1987), understanding 

acculturation is crucial when trying to investigate how an individuals’ degree of 

acculturation influence how attributions are made to explain the world around them (Hall, 

Jong, & Steehouder 2004), how individuals relate to different concepts, e.g. health and 

usage of health services (including mental health and community interventions), views on 

addiction and recovery (Cabassa 2003; Wallace, Pomery, Latimer, Martinez & Salovey 

2010), and how self-identity is conceptualized and aligned to individuals’ social 

environment and predominant cultural values (Padilla & Perez 2003).   

Regardless of whether the motivation is altruistic or business-mandated, 

understanding acculturation matters because it helps understand the behaviors, attitudes, 

and preferences of different ethnic groups living in a plural society. Establishing the 

degree of acculturation or acculturation level of an individual can help explain and predict, 

to a certain degree, behaviors and attitudes in different contexts. 

For example, Hispanics who can be classified as bicultural may prefer to do 

business or interact with mainstream society in English or Spanish, while the 

unacculturated Hispanics may have the desire to interact more with the mainstream 

society but lack the English proficiency to do business and personal tasks in in this 

language, so they will be forced to use whatever is available in Spanish. Thus, using 

acculturation levels to classify Hispanics can help establish similarities and differences 

across Hispanics that can help tailor user-centered design and research. Appendix F shows 

acculturation Scales made specifically for Hispanics.  
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Special Needs for Hispanic Research 

One of the many problems of doing research with Hispanics is that as an ethnic 

group they are geographically based and require doing research in specific locations. For 

this reason, a good way to start is to look at the online experience for Hispanic consumers, 

since the Internet provides a specific venue for customizing the user experience for 

Hispanics while cutting across geographic boundaries. Unfortunately, while they are not 

representative of the offline population, most of the existing research that could be used to 

enhance the online user experience of Hispanics has been conducted on Hispanics who 

like to participate on online surveys (Barber, Schadler, Bortner & Goldberg, S. (2007). This 

creates a problem because of the many biases and lack of control over acculturation 

variables that influence the feedback usually gathered online.  

Acculturation can be operationalized based on two dimensions 1) degree of 

retention of the original culture and 2) degree of involvement of the new society (Berry & 

Sam 1996). From this conceptual construct, one can visualize acculturation in terms of 

levels or degrees of acculturation. It is important to know that the number of levels or 

degrees of acculturation vary depending on the researcher’s discipline and purpose of 

measuring acculturation. Nonetheless, while researchers from different disciplines 

disagree on how many levels should be used when defining acculturation levels and how it 

should be actually defined (psychologically vs. behaviorally), there is agreement for the 

main differentiating characteristics for each level of acculturation.  

  

  



 

 

24 
 

Spanish Translation of the Microsoft Product Reaction Cards Tool 

The Microsoft Product Reaction Cards (MPRC) tool was translated to Spanish so 

that it could be used when doing user experience and usability research with Hispanic 

consumers in Spanish. Prior to this, the MPRC tool has never been used in Spanish based 

on existing published research. Reasons for choosing the MPRC tool for doing user 

experience research with Hispanic consumers include the successes cited by previous 

research which has shown that the MPRC can provide rich diagnostic cues to aid design 

recommendations when paired with a perceived usability survey like the SUS (Tullis & 

Stetson, 2004; Barnum & Palmer 2010).  

One of the advantages of using the MPRC tool is the ability to quantify descriptors 

in a fast, more convenient manner than identifying descriptors from open-ended or 

probing questions. The words chosen can be tallied efficiently, and participant comments 

can be summarized based on the words chosen, which minimizes analysis time for the 

results. This translation was done by Spanish native speaker with a background on 

Spanish Literature and who has worked as a translator in the past. To expedite the direct 

translation the translator used Google Translator and then revised the list to ensure the 

direct translation was adequate. Part of the process included evaluating whether the 

existing words in the MPRC tool in English would be translatable into Spanish, and 

whether the translated version would be satisfactory to U.S. Hispanic consumers. This 

Spanish version of the MPRC tool was called the translator-validated translation hereafter.  

The next section covers the scope of this study.  
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CHAPTER 3 

SCOPE 
 

Goal and Research Question 

 The goal of this research was to determine whether translation quality of the MPRC 

tool in Spanish would affect participants’ general impressions of the home pages, based on 

different MPRC versions. Since the MPRC tool has never been used in Spanish there was a 

need to determine whether a user-validated translation can enhance user feedback from 

Hispanic Consumers better than a direct translation or a translator-validated translation 

of the same tool. If there was an important contribution to understanding cultural 

differences depending on the translation version, it would be important to examine to 

what extent the user-validated version enhanced user feedback versus the other two 

versions. For this reason, the purpose of this research was to assess whether the 

translation quality of a Spanish version of the MPRC tool affects the use feedback collected.  

 The goal for this research had one objective: find out which Spanish translation 

version of the MPRC tool was best for gathering user feedback in Spanish.   
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Previous Research: Difficult Words to Translate and Identifying Cultural Differences 

Difficult Words to Translate 
 

To identify the MPRC words that would be difficult to translate, an online card 

sorting exercise was conducted with 20 bilingual translators7 who were provided 4 

categories in which to sort the 120 words from the MPRC tool. Participants were to sort 

the words based on how difficult it would be to translate the word into Spanish. The 

categories were Easy to Translate, Difficult to Translate, Translate with Adjustments 

(example: Cultural relevance), and Not Sure How to Translate. 

Results from the card sorting study helped identified words in the MPRC tool that 

require the most translation work because they are not as easy to translate as other words 

in the list. Participants had high agreement (.77) on the words they considered easy to 

translate. However, there was less agreement when determining the difficulty of 

translation of the words (Hard to Translate = .17, Not Sure How to Translate = .16, and 

Translate with Adjustments = .16). See Appendix G to see the card sorting exercise and 

Appendix H to see the results from the exercise which includes percentages of times 

words were sorted into a given category by participants.  

 

Identifying Cultural Differences 

Findings from a pilot study with 12 Hispanic individuals (6 who were less 

acculturated and 6 who were more acculturated) indicated that the MPRC En Español tool 

can be helpful in exploring cultural differences about Hispanic consumers. The pilot used 

the translator-validated translation of the MPRC tool to assess general impressions of 

                                            
7
 Recommended number of participants for card sorting 
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companies’ homepages in English and Spanish. (See Appendix C to read the full report on 

the pilot study).  

While the sample size of the pilot study was small, only 12 participants, it is not 

uncommon for user experience and usability studies to use that number of participants. 

Findings from the MPRC data corroborated the findings on cultural differences that were 

identified from the user comments obtained from probing during the sessions. The results 

showed that acculturation levels influenced their general impressions of the homepages. 

For example, less acculturated individuals chose less negative MPRC words for the 

homepages of companies that used the same web design from the English version in the 

Spanish version. More acculturated and bicultural individuals also used more positive 

MPRC words to describe companies’ homepages that used the same web design from the 

English version in the Spanish version.  

 

Creating the Direct, Translator-Validated, and User-Validated Translations 

The direct translation of the MPRC was done by using the first choice provided in 

Spanish to the English word in Google Translates (See appendix I). The exact wording 

provided in Spanish was used as the direct translation for the English word. The 

translator-validated translation was created by one translator after revising the results 

from the direct translation (See appendix J). Words that seemed awkwardly translated by 

Google Translate were adjusted so they made sense in Spanish. The user-validated 

translation was created based on an online study with 52 bilingual participants in English 

and Spanish. Participants chose from the provided options in Spanish or suggested their 

own for a given English word from the MPRC tool.  
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The user-validated translation study consisted of an online survey (See appendix K) 

that was conducted using Survey Monkey where 52 bilingual participants chose the 

Spanish translation they preferred for a given word in English from the MPRC tool. The 

Spanish options were based on the direct and translator-validated translations of the 

MPRC tool. The results from this study helped create a user-validated translation. 

Participants chose their preferred Spanish translation for a given word or provided their 

own suggestion for an alternative translation. They were instructed to choose the best 

translation for the English word. The order of the words was randomized. See appendix L 

for the full report of the user-validated translation study.  

 

Research Design: Which Spanish Version of the MPRC Tool is the Best? 

To investigate the efficacy of the three translated versions in Spanish, there were 

two studies. Study 1 examined whether there were any differences in the feedback elicited 

from Hispanic participants based on the type of Spanish translation of the MPRC tool they 

were provided (direct translation, translator-validated, and user-validated). Study 2 

examined whether experts in the field of user experience, usability, and design (typical 

users of the MPRC tool for research purposes) perceived any differences in the results 

obtained from the three Spanish translations in terms of the richness of the user feedback 

captured.  
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Benefits from this Research 

This study can benefit researchers and practitioners who are looking to identify 

cultural differences that are important to the design of products and services targeting 

Hispanic Consumers. Additionally, because data collection for this study took place online, 

there is a free Spanish version of the MPRC tool for researchers and practitioners in any 

field to use at http://www.hinkleworld.com/OnlineMPRCtool.  

 

Study 1 

Study 1 used a 2b x 3 mixed factorial design. The within-subject Independent 

Variable (IV) was the cultural relevance of the homepage design and content to Hispanic 

consumers. Condition 1 was homepage design and content with cultural relevance to 

Hispanic consumers (American Family Insurance) whereas condition 2 was homepage 

design and content without cultural relevance to Hispanic consumers (All State 

Insurance). At the time, The Spanish All State homepage was very similar to the English 

one without many of the features that were more catered to Hispanic consumers. Cultural 

relevancy was determined by previous authors (Korzenny & Korzenny 2011; Kuchera 

2011) who have used American Family insurance as a case study for catering to Hispanic 

consumers. The following are screenshots of the homepages that were used in the study. 
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The between-subjects Independent Variable (IV) was the type of Spanish 

translation for the MPRC tool. Condition 1 was the direct translation, Condition 2 was the 

translator-validated translation and Condition 3 was the user-validated translation 

created on a previous study (See Appendix L).   

It was necessary to use acculturation as a covariate because is very important to 

determine how cultural affinity affects preferences and perceptions, language preferences, 

and language proficiency among Hispanics. This would ensure that even if participants 

were significantly different on their levels of acculturation across groups it could be taken 

into account during the statistical analyses. Acculturation scores were a covariate variable 

 
 
 

American Family Insurance Homepage 
amfamlatino.com 

With Culturally Relevant Design and Content 

 
 

All State Insurance Homepage 
miallstate.com 

Without Culturally Relevant Design and Content 
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as measured by the revised Acculturation Rating Scale for Mexican Americans 

(ARSMA-II)8.  

Additionally, participants were asked to rate how satisfied they were with the list 

of words provided using a scale of 1 to 7, where 1= Very Satisfied and 7=Not At All 

Satisfied. Participants also were asked to explain the reasoning behind their satisfaction 

ratings. In addition, they were asked to choose their preferred homepage, rate the 

translation quality of the list of words they were provided, and indicate whether they had 

sufficient words to describe their general impressions. Below is a summary of the between 

and within variables (Table 4). 

 

Table 4. Summary of Between and Within Variables for Study 1 

 

This study was conducted by using a custom-made web-based application called 

the Online MPRC tool. The assignment into a translation version condition was random 

and counterbalanced (presented in a systematic order) and the homepages were 

counterbalanced (presented in a systematic order) for each of the translation conditions. 

                                            
8
 See pages 79-83 to see individual questions of the ARSMA-II. 

Type of Variable 
 

Conditions 

Between Variable Type of Translation for the MPRC tool (Between) 
a1 = Direct translation 
a2 = Translator-Validated translation 
a3 = User-Validated translation 

Within Variable Cultural relevance of homepage design and content 

b1 = Homepage in Spanish with Culturally Relevant web design and content 

b2 = Homepage in Spanish without Culturally Relevant web design and content 

Covariate Variable C = Acculturation Score based on ARSMA-II 
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There were at least 25 participants per translation condition.  

The Dependent Variables (DV) included: 

 Chosen MPRC words for each homepage 

 Number of 10 unique words chosen by list 

 Themes from participants’ explanations for chosen MPRC words for each 

homepage by translation condition 

 Number of positive vs. negative MPRC words chosen for each homepage  

 Score based on positive vs. negative MPRC words for each homepage 

 Satisfaction Ratings for the MPRC Words from the three Spanish translations  

 Translation Quality Ratings for the MPRC Words from three Spanish translations 

 Participants’ perceptions of whether sufficient words were provided from three 

Spanish translations 

 

These were the hypotheses for Study 1: 

 Hypothesis 1: The type of translation version used would affect the number of words 

selected to describe the general impression of a homepage.  

o The user-validated translation would result in more words chosen (especially 

uniquely translated words) than the direct-translation or the 

translator-validated translation. 

 Hypothesis 2: The type of translation version would impact how satisfied participants 

were with the words provided. 

o The user-validated condition would result in higher satisfaction ratings, than 

the ratings from the direct translation or the translator-validated conditions. 



 

 

33 
 

Study 2 

Study 2 consisted of a survey aimed to determine the perceived usefulness of the 

MPRC results from the three Spanish translation versions in identifying Hispanic cultural 

differences for Hispanic consumers. Nine experts in the field of user experience, usability 

and design were asked to rate the usefulness and richness of the findings obtained from 

the three Spanish versions of the MPRC tool.  

During this stage, experts were asked to state whether they felt they could generate 

themes for a given set. Once the experts have completed their ratings for the three sets of 

findings, one for each of the translation conditions in study 1, they were asked to choose 

their most preferred and least preferred set of results. Appendix P provided the online 

survey for collecting the judgment ratings from experts.  

The survey helped establish whether the MPRC results vary in quality depending 

on the translation version used during data collection. Experts were asked to use two 

scales, one for usefulness and one for richness of details for each of the 3 results 

documents they evaluated. Doing so helped determine whether findings from each of 

translation types used during data collection were perceived to be the same by experts in 

the field.  

Experts were also asked to rate the richness of the results in terms of how the 

results can be used to make design recommendations. The following are the scales the 

experts used in this study: 

 
1 2 3 4 5 

Not Useful Or Misleading 
A few useful 

elements 
 

Partly Useful 
 
 

Useful 
 
 

Fully Useful 
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1 2 3 4 5 

Scarce in Details Somewhat Scarce in 
Details 

Neither Rich nor 
Scarce in Details 

Somewhat Rich in 
Details 

Rich in Details 
 

 

Finally, the experts chose their most preferred and least preferred set of results. 

They also answered a few demographic and professional experience questions.  

 

The Dependent Variables (DV) included: 

 Usefulness ratings for the findings from each of the three Spanish translations 

conditions in Study 1 

 Richness ratings for the findings from each of the three Spanish translations 

conditions in Study 1 

 Preference ranking for the findings from each of the three Spanish translations 

conditions in Study 1 

These were the hypotheses for Study 2. 

 Hypothesis 3: Experts in the field of usability, user experience, and design would give 

higher usefulness and richness of detail ratings to the findings from the user-validated 

version of the Spanish MPRC than the ratings from the direct translation or the 

translator-validated translation.   



 

 

35 
 

CHAPTER 4 

METHOD 

Study 1 

Data Screening and Cleaning 

The participants’ personal privacy was protected by assigning an ID number to 

each individual file from the online MPRC tool. The confidentiality of the information was 

guaranteed by storing it in a password-protected electronic folder. There was no physical 

record produced from participating in the study. Data was screened to eliminate duplicate 

responses and responses that failed the validity checks integrated into the online tool. 

During data cleaning several outliers were identified.  

Invalid cases were cases where the time spent on a task was an outlier, either 

because they spent too much time or too little time to do the task correctly. It also includes 

nonsensical explanations for the words or entering an answer that is irrelevant to the 

question at hand just to move forward with the questionnaire. For the direct translation 

condition, ten participants were deleted because they had invalid responses to the 

exercises in the study. One participant was an outlier on time spent answering the cultural 

questions and time spent on the exercises. For the translator-validated translation 

condition, ten participants were deleted because they had invalid responses to the 

exercises in the study. For the user-validated translation condition, fourteen participants 

were deleted because they had invalid responses to the exercises in the study. One 

participant was an outlier on time spent answering the cultural questions and time spent 

on the exercises. To compensate for the smaller sample size after data cleaning, 5 

additional participants were recruited for the user-validated condition.  
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Participants 

Ninety participants, 18 years or older from the local community in the U.S 

volunteered to participate in the study. They were selected primarily because they 

volunteered to participate in this study and were compensated for their participation with 

a $15 electronic Amazon gift card that was emailed to them upon completion of the study. 

All participants were word-of-mouth referrals recruited via email or Facebook. The 

snowballing technique was used for word-of-mouth referrals, which basically means 

participants were asked if they knew anyone else who would be interested in 

participating. If they did know other people, participants were asked to suggest the best 

way to contact people who might be interested. This was not a requirement.  

Participants answered a background questionnaire that used as a screener prior to 

being confirmed for participation in the study. Participants completed the ARSMA-II scale 

and answer a background questionnaire which included questions about demographics, 

internet experience, and language preferences. ARSMA-II acculturation scores were used 

to assess participants’ acculturation types across translation conditions (Figure 2).   

 
Figure 2. ARSMA-II Acculturation Scores by Translation Type 
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The final analyses included 60 participants (32 male, 28 female), with an age range 

of 19 to 46 (M=32.33, SD=5.82). All participants felt comfortable using computers and the 

internet. With the exception of two participants, most participants had at least 1 to 2 years 

of college education. Appendix O shows a cross tabulation tables for participants’ native 

language, second language, language spoken at home, education, acculturation levels 

based on ARSMA II scores for each translation condition. It also includes tables with 

frequencies for internet, social networking, and smart phone experience.  

 

Materials 

Background Questionnaire. The background questionnaire included questions for 

demographics, internet experience, smart phone experience, and language preferences. It 

was used as a screener during the participant recruiting phase.  

 

Homepages of Websites Selected. The homepages of the websites selected for this 

study were chosen because both provide a Spanish version of the site for prospective and 

current Hispanic consumers. Additionally, the sites were chosen because they provided 

content and imagery specific to Hispanics in different ways. One of the sites has been 

identified as a successful customization for Hispanic consumers (amfamlatino.com) by 

several experts specializing in Hispanic Marketing (Kutchera 2011). The sites selected 

include All State (miallstate.com) and American Family Insurance (amfamlatino.com). 

Screenshots of the homepages were captured on April 30th, 2012. Appendix M shows the 

homepages for All State and American Family Insurance in Spanish.  
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Online MPRC Tool. The tool included a section for answering the acculturation 

questions from the ARSMA-II and a section for the exercises with the MPRC words. The 

ARSMA-II developed by Cuellar, Arnold, & Maldonado (1995) was incorporated into the 

Online MPRC tool so that an acculturation score could be computed during the analysis 

phase. This helped create an acculturation score for participants.  

The ARSMA-II measures cultural orientation toward the Mexican culture and the 

Anglo culture independently. It contains 30 self-rating items and two subscales, the 

Mexican Orientation Subscale (MOS) and the Anglo Orientation Subscale (AOS) which 

were derived from the original ARSMA scale. The scale provides a linear acculturation 

score that goes from Very Mexican Oriented to Very Anglo Oriented.  

The acculturation score can be used to obtain an acculturation level for a 

participant by employing the suggested cutting scores suggested by the authors. 

Participants were randomly assigned into one of the three Spanish translations groups 

and also assigned to a counterbalanced presentation of the homepages.  

The three translation types had the same number of words, 120 words, but vary in 

their translation of the English word into Spanish. The three lists shared similarly 

translated words with the exception of the 10 words illustrated in Table 5. These 10 

words were different in each of the translation lists.  
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Table 5. Unique Words Across Translation Groups 

MPRC word Direct Translation Translator-Validated User-Validated 

Businesslike Serio Práctico De apariencia profesional 

Calm Calma Calmado (a) Tranquilo (a) 

Distracting Distraer Que crea distracción Que distrae 

Empowering Empoderamiento Que da empoderamiento Que da poder o autosuficiencia 

Gets in the way Interpone en el camino Inoportuno (a) Que se interpone 

Inviting Invitando Invitador (a) Atrayente 

Low Maintenance Bajo Mantenimiento De bajo mantenimiento De poco o bajo mantenimiento 

Novel Novela Inusual Nuevo (a), Original 

Patronizing Protector Condescendiente Insultante, Condescendiente 

Simplistic Simplista Simple Muy Simple 

 

In the section for the MPRC word exercises, participants were asked to choose as 

many words as they wanted that best reflected their general impression of a website’s 

homepage. Once they are done choosing words, the MPRC tool prompted them to explain 

why they chose those words. See Appendix N to see the MPRC tool and the setup of this 

study.  

 

Procedures 

 Participants were asked to read an informed consent prior to committing to 

participation to the study via the Online MPRC tool. Participants were also be notified that 

the online study would take between 30 to 45 minutes to complete.  

At the beginning of the session, participants answered acculturation questions, and 

then they were asked to rate their general impression of the Spanish homepages for two 

websites. Participants did a practice exercise prior to starting the exercises for the study.  

They were instructed to take a look at the image of a Spanish homepage and choose 

as many words from a list of 120 words (MPRC tool) to describe their impression of the 

Spanish homepage. Participants had an opportunity to look at all the words before 
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committing to the final number of words from the list to describe their impressions.  

The MPRC tool automatically kept track of the words selected, as well as the 

number of times participants wanted to see a full size version of the homepage image. 

Once participants finished choosing words to describe their general impression, they were 

prompted to explain why they chose those specific words.  

Participants then wrote their explanations inside text boxes provided next to their 

chosen words. Participants would repeat the same steps for the second homepage. Once 

they have explained why they chose those words to describe their general impression of 

the homepage, participants were asked to rate how satisfied they were with the words 

provided to describe their general impressions using a scale of 1 to 7, where 1= Very 

Satisfied and 7=Not At All Satisfied.  

Participants also rated the translation quality of the words in the list and were 

asked for suggestions for any other words that were not included. At this point, 

participants were done with the study and were thanked for their participation.  

 

Data Collection 

Data was collected by emailing participants a link to the online study once they had 

replied to a confirmation email. The confirmation email helped verified the email address 

and ensure participants received their incentives without any issues, i.e. getting their 

incentive lost on the junk mail folder. Once participants replied to the confirmation email, 

they were provided with the link to the studies and instructions.  

The online study was live for a period of two weeks before concluding the data 

collection period. Responses were reviewed on a series of validity checks, i.e. IP addresses, 
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time to complete different sections of the study, before being used for analysis. 

 

Study 2 

Participants 

Nine participants who were experts in the field of user experience, usability, and 

MPRC methodology were recruited via word-of-mouth referral. The main criteria for 

participant recruitment was that they were 18 years or older, had at least 2 years of 

professional experience, had used the MPRC tool in the past, and were familiar with the 

method and analyses procedures for the results. The snowballing technique was used for 

word-of-mouth referrals.  

The final analyses included 9 participants (4 male, 5 female) with an age ranging 

from 29 to 66, and years of professional experience ranging from 6 to 33. There were 5 

user experience researchers, 2 user experience practitioners, 1 usability practitioner, and 

1 academic who also worked as a usability researcher for industry projects. Two 

participants had Master’s degrees while 4 had PhDs, 1 had a professional degree (MD, JD) 

and another had a bachelor’s degree and some graduate school.  

While all participants worked in the field of user experience and usability, only 6 

had experience working on projects where they had to address cultural differences. Four 

out of 9 participants read the information on the MPRC as a way to refresh their memory 

on the method. All but one participant agreed to a phone follow-up regarding feedback on 

their evaluation of the results.  

Five additional experts were asked to participate in a revised version of this study. 

The revision consisted in providing sets of results that had been through the data 
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screening process. Since the original 9 experts were provided with the raw results without 

any data screening, it is possible this created a confounding effect on their perceived 

usefulness and richness of the results. 

 

Materials 

Expert Validation of MPRC Results from Three Spanish Translations. The survey 

included an informed consent, a brief review of the MPRC tool, demographic and 

professional experience questions, and the three evaluation exercises of MPRC results 

from the three translation conditions gathered from study 1. The sets of results included 

all participants’ data, including data purged by the author for analysis. The 3 sets of results 

included frequency counts of the words chosen for each homepage and comments for why 

they chose a word. See Appendix P to see the survey.   

 

 
Procedure 

 Nine experts from user experience, usability, and design were recruited and asked 

to participate in a survey where they rated 3 sets of results representing each of the 

Spanish translation conditions from study 1. Participants were asked to read an informed 

consent prior to committing to participate in the survey. Agreement to participate was 

provided electronically by clicking Yes on the Informed Consent Page. Participants were 

notified that the online survey would take 30 minutes to complete. Participants were 

asked to rate the usefulness and richness of 3 sets of results, one for each translation 

condition from study 1. They were also shown the two homepages used in study 1. The 

order of the 3 sets of results was randomized. Once participants completed rating all three 
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sets of findings, they were asked which set of the results was their most and least 

preferred.  Once they have expressed their preference, participants were asked to choose 

the homepage that in their opinion generated the best impression, and whether they felt 

they could generate themes for each homepage from their preferred set of results. Finally, 

participants answered a series of demographic and professional experience questions. 

After answering the demographic questions they were thanked for their participation in 

the study. 

 

Data Collection 

Data was collected by launching the survey via Survey Monkey. The survey was live 

for a period of one week before concluding the data collection period. Because the 

participant pool was by invitation-only and they represented respected professionals in 

the field, there were no types of validity checks used prior to the data analysis.   

  



 

 

44 
 

CHAPTER 5 

      RESULTS 

Study 1 

Analysis of Chosen MPRC Words for Each Homepage by Translation Condition 

 The MPRC words chosen for each homepage were fairly similar for each homepage 

across different conditions. To calculate positive and negative words used to describe the 

two homepages, the words were assigned the values of 1 and -1 as per Tullis and Stetson 

(2004) and labeled as positive and negative words. Words with a negative value that that 

had a comment with a positive note where labeled false negatives. For example, the world 

Old is negatively scored (-1) but if a participant chose the word and commented “I like the 

old, classic look of the design” it would be a false negative because it is a positive 

interpretation of the word.  

 The sum of positive and negative MPRC words has been used in the past by Tullis 

and Stetson (2004) to create a total MPRC score. In this study, the false positive MPRC 

words will be added to the score as positive words, that is they will have a value of 1. The 

total MPRC scores provide a summary of the general impression of the homepage, despite 

the high variability of the scores with small samples.  

 The unique words represent 8% of the total MPRC words, so it was not surprising 

there was not a big difference in the frequency of unique words between the translator 

conditions. Table 6 provides the total number of positive vs. negative words, false negative 

words, and MPRC scores for each homepage by translation condition. Table 7 shows the 

number of unique words by translation condition. Tables 8 and 9 present the frequency of 

actual MPRC words chosen, classified into positive, negative, and false positive words for 
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All State and American Family by Translation Condition. 

 

Table 6. Total Number of Positive, Negative, and False Negative Words and Scores for Each 

Homepage by Translation Condition  

Homepages 
Direct 

Translation 
Translator-Validated 

Translation 
User-Validated 

Translation 
All State 

Positive Words 
Negative Words 

False Negatives* 
 

 
39 words 
0 words 
7 words 

 
38 words 
5 words 
5 words 

 
30 Words 
4 words 
4 words 

 
Total MPRC Score** 

 

 
46 

 
38 

 
30 

American Family 
Positive Words 

Negative Words 
False Negatives* 

 
38 words 
1 words 
5 words 

 
32 words 
2 words 
7 words 

 
35 words 
0 words 
5 words 

 
Total MPRC Score** 

 

 
42 

 
37 

 
40 

*Negative words used to say something positive 
** Negative Words have a negative sign and False Negatives have a positive sign when adding the number of 
words to create the Total MPRC Scores  
 
 

 

Table 7. Total Number of Unique words for each Homepage by Translation Condition  

Homepages 
Direct 

Translation 
Translator-Validated 

Translation 
User-Validated 

Translation 
All State  

Unique Words Across Translation Groups 
 

3 words 2 words 1 word 

American Family 
Unique Words across Translation Groups 

 
6 words 2 words 1 word 
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Table 8. Chosen MPRC Words for All State by Translation Condition  

 

 
 
 

 

Word 
Type  

Word (Frequency*) 

Direct  
Translation9 

Translator 
Validated10 

User 
Validated11 

Positive 
Words 
 
 

Professional (6) 
Creative  (3) 
Advanced (2) 
Attractive (2) 
Comprehensible(2) 
Convenient (2) 
Entertaining (2) 
Familiar  (2) 
High Quality (2) 
Innovative (2) 
Organized (2) 
Simplistic( 2) 
Straightforward (2) 
Time Saving (2) 

Familiar (4) 
Innovative (3) 
Professional (3) 
Businesslike (2) 
Creative (2) 
Effortless (2) 
Energetic (2) 
Organized (2) 
Satisfying (2) 
Stimulating (2) 
Usable (2) 

Convenient (4) 
Familiar (3) 
Professional (3) 
Efficient (2) 
Personal (2) 

Negative 
Words 

 Unpredictable (1) 
Unattractive (1) 
Ineffective (1) 
Irrelevant (1) 
Ordinary (2) 

Unconventional (1) 
Time Consuming (1) 
Overwhelming (1) 
Ordinary (1) 
Impersonal (1 of 2) 

False 
Negatives 

Hard To Use (2)  
Patronizing (2) 
Dated (1) 
Irrelevant (1) 
Overbearing (1) 
Sterile (1) 
Unrefined (1) 

Patronizing** (1) 
Poor Quality (1) 
Uncontrollable (1) 
Dated (1) 
Impersonal (2) 

Impersonal (1 of 2) 
Old (1) 
Not Secure (1) 
Too Technical (1) 

Unique 
Words 

Empowering (1) 
Novel (1) 
Inviting (1) 
 

Patronizing (1) 
Simplistic (1) 

Simplistic (1) 

*Number of times Chosen by Participant 
** Repeated Word 
 
 

                                            
9 Positive MPRC words with a Frequency of 1: Clean, Collaborative, Consistent, Controllable, Customizable, 
Cutting Edge, Effortless, Enthusiastic, Essential, Exceptional, Exciting, Expected, Flexible, Fresh, Friendly, 
Impressive, Integrated, Motivating, Relevant, Satisfying, Stimulating, Valuable. 
 
10

 Positive MPRC words with a Frequency of 1: Attractive, Appealing, Comfortable, Comprehensible, 
Connected, Controllable, Convenient, Cutting Edge, Effective, Enthusiastic, Exceptional, Exciting, Fast, 
Flexible, Impressive, Meaningful, Optimistic, Relevant, Secure, Sophisticated, Stable, Straight Forward, Time 
Saving, Trustworthy, Valuable  
 
11

 Positive MPRC Words with a Frequency of 1: Advanced, Clear, Comfortable, Connected, Consistent, 
Creative, Cutting Edge, Easy To Use, Energetic, Exceptional, Exciting, Flexible, High Quality, Impressive, 
Innovative, Intuitive, Meaningful, Satisfying, Sophisticated, Stable, StraightForward 
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Table 9. Chosen MPRC Words for American Family by Translation Condition 

 

 
 
 

 

Word 
Type  

Word (Frequency*) 

Direct  
Translation12 

 
Translator Validated13 

User 
Validated14 

Positive 
Words 
 
 

Attractive (3) 
Friendly (3) 
Comprehensible (2) 
Consistent (2) 
Convenient (2) 
Desirable (2) 
Efficient (2) 
Expected (2) 
Innovative (2) 
Optimistic (2) 
Professional (2) 
Satisfying (2) 
Stimulating (2) 
 

Familiar (5) 
Attractive (3) 
Compelling (3) 
Satisfying (3) 
Clean (2) 
Effortless (2) 
Impressive (2) 
Intuitive (2) 
Professional (2) 
Usable (2) 

Professional (5) 
Clear (2) 
Consistent (2) 
Convenient (2) 
Familiar (2) 
High Quality (2) 
Impressive (2) 
Useful (2) 

Negative 
Words 

Distracting** (1) 
 

Confusing (1) 
Unapproachable (1) 

 

False 
Negatives 

Confusing (1) 
Unpredictable (1) 
Sterile (1) 
Stressful (1) 
Slow (1) 
Intimidating (1) 

Annoying (1) 
Overbearing (1) 
Overwhelming (1) 
Complex (1) 
Busy (1) 
Ordinary (1) 
Incomprehensible (1) 
 

Complex (1) 
Poor Quality (1) 
Hard To Use (1) 
Sterile (1) 
Inconsistent (1) 

Unique 
Words 

Inviting (2) 
Calm (1) 
Distracting (1) 
Low Maintenance (1) 
Novel (1) 

Simplistic (2) 
Calm (1) 

Simplistic (3) 

*Number of times Chosen by Participant, ** Repeated Word   

                                            
12 Positive MPRC words with a Frequency of 1: Advanced, Controllable, Creative, Customizable, Cutting 
Edge, Energetic, Essential, Exciting, Meaningful, Motivating, Organized, Personal, Predictable, Relevant, 
Responsive, Sophisticated, Stable, Time Saving, Trustworthy 
 
13

 Positive MPRC words with a Frequency of 1:  
Appealing, Clear, Comprehensible, Connected, Controllable, Convenient, Credible, Customizable, Exceptional, 
Friendly, Fun, High Quality, Optimistic, Personal, Predictable, Reliable, Secure, Time Saving, Trustworthy, 
Useful 
 
14

 Positive MPRC Words with a Frequency of 1: Accessible, Advanced, Appealing, Comprehensible, Creative, 
Customizable, Easy To Use, Efficient, Effortless, Entertaining, Enthusiastic, Exceptional, Exciting, Fast, 
Flexible, Friendly, Integrated, Meaningful, Optimistic, Organized, Personal, Powerful, Reliable, Satisfying, 
Secure, Stimulating, StraightForward, Usable  
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Themes from Participant’s explanations for Chosen MPRC words for each 

homepage by Translation Condition 

 The themes identified from the participants’ comments for All State and American 

Family across the three translation conditions were fairly consistent. Those themes were 

as follows:  

 Web Design Quality: This theme encompassed anything having to do with the 

homepage as a website. Some examples of the comments that fell into this theme 

include “The page made it easy to find the information I really want” or “The 

content is easy to understand, not cumbersome.” 

 Company Image / Reputation: This theme encompassed anything to do with the 

public image of the company and their reputation as leader in their industry. Some 

examples of the comments include “Provides professional guidance that keeps me 

on top of me” and “Offers a unique tailored solution that fits the needs of our 

business.” 

 Practical issues: This theme encompassed anything to do with making things more 

efficient and relevant to the participant as a consumer. Some examples of the 

comments include: “It contains information that is helpful to me” or “Content is 

easier to understand.” 

 Negative Comments / Dislikes: This theme encompassed anything that was 

perceived as a negative or bad quality for the homepage or the company. Some 

examples include “I don’t like it enough and doesn’t help me identify myself with 

my own needs” and “It looks like others.” Appendix Q includes the full list of words 

and comments that were used to identify the themes.  
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Overall, participants from the direct translation group perceived All State as professional and creative. Participants 

from the translator-validated group found the homepage familiar, innovative, and professional. Similarly, participants from the 

user-validated condition found the homepage convenient, familiar, in the sense that it looked like other websites and was 

lacking originality, and professional.  

A) Direct Translation B) Translator-Validated C) User -Validated 

 
  

Figure 3. All State Words Chosen by Translation Groups 
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For American Family, participants across the three translation conditions perceived this homepage as attractive, 

professional, compelling, and simplistic, in the sense that it was a very simple layout design. However, they also chose words 

that reflected a connection to the culturally-relevant design. For example, they chose the words friendly, familiar, meaning 

family-oriented as based on the comments, and compelling. 

A) Direct Translation B) Translator-Validated C) User -Validated 

   

Figure 4. American Family Words Chosen by Translation Groups. 
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Best Homepage Based on General Impressions 

A chi-square test was conducted to determine whether participants from the 3 

different translation conditions differ in their selection of the best homepage based on 

their general impressions. There was no significant difference on the best homepage they 

selected X2 (2) = 1.765, p = .414; Phi and Cramer’s V = .171 which represents a small effect 

size (Cohen 1988). Table 10 shows the frequency distribution for the best homepage for 

the three translation conditions.  

 

Table 10. Frequency Distribution for Best Homepage by Translation Condition 

Homepage Direct Translation Translator Validated User Validated 

 
All State 

 
11 

 
8 

 
7 

American Family 9 12 13 

Total 20 20 20 

 

 

When asked to describe why they felt that was the homepage that gave the best 

impression, participants from the different translation conditions had similar views for 

both websites. Participants who chose All State said that the homepage looked 

professional and seem easy to navigate, had a layout that was reasonable, the web design 

was appealing and felt personable. Participants also commented that it was a company 

with a strong heritage and seems that they would solve everything efficiently. Participants 

who chose American Family expressed that the homepage provided them with a sense of 

caring for their family needs and that is very appealing to them. Since most participants 

where bicultural, acculturation did not seem to be a differentiating factor for their 

preferences. See appendix S for a full list of comments.  
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ARSMA II Acculturation Ratings for Each Translation Condition 

 A one-way ANOVA with type of translation as a between variable and acculturation 

score as a measurement was conducted to determine whether there were any significant 

differences in the participant’s acculturation ratings in each translation conditions. The 

mean satisfaction rating for the direct translation condition was M= -0.15 (SD=.48), for the 

translator validated condition was M= -0.06 (SD=.55), and for the user validated condition 

was M= -0.08 (SD=.71). The one way ANOVA showed that the mean satisfaction ratings 

were not significantly different across condition groups F (2, 57) = 2.62, p = .886 (Figure 

5).  

 

Figure 5. ARSMA-II Acculturation Mean Scores by Translation Condition 
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Satisfaction Ratings for Each Translation Condition 

A Levene’s test of equality of error variance was significant F (2, 57) = 7.65, p = 

.0001 so a Kruskal-Wallis test was conducted to determine whether there were any 

significant differences in the satisfaction ratings (1= Very Unsatisfied and 7= Very 

Satisfied) for the words provided in each of the translation conditions. The results show 

that the satisfaction ratings were not significantly different across the different translation 

conditions: X2 (2) = 2.25; p = .325. The mean satisfaction rating for the direct translation 

condition was M=5.78 (SD=.89), for the translator validated condition was M=5.81 

(SD=.83), and for the user validated condition was M= 5.15 (SD=1.50). Figure 6 shows the 

mean satisfaction ratings for each translation condition.  

 
Figure 6. Mean Satisfaction Ratings for Translation Conditions 
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When asked whether they felt they were provided with sufficient words in the lists 

they had to use most participants felt that they did. A Pearson chi-square was conducted 

to determine whether participants from the 3 different translation conditions differed 

significantly on whether they were provided with sufficient words. Results indicate there 

participants did not differ significantly on whether they felt they had sufficient words by 

translation condition X2 (2) = 0.24, p = .887; Phi and Cramer’s V = .063 which represents a 

small effect size (Cohen 1988). Table 11 shows the frequency distribution for the best 

homepage for the three translation conditions.  

 

Table 11. Frequency Distribution for Whether MPRC Words Provided Were Sufficient By 

Translation Condition 

Sufficient Words Direct Translation Translator Validated User Validated 

Yes 17 17 16 

No 3 3 4 

Total 20 20 20 

        

 

Across all translation conditions, most participants felt they had sufficient words to 

express their general impressions. Some of their comments included having a lot of words 

from which to choose and the words were adequate in terms of helping them express their 

general impressions. Participants who felt they were not sufficient commented that there 

was a need for more words but failed to specify the type of words that were needed in the 

list. This was true across all conditions as well. See Appendix R to see the full list of 

reasons why participants felt they had or hadn’t sufficient words. 
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Translation Quality Ratings by Translation Condition 

A Kruskal-Wallis test was conducted to determine whether the translation quality 

ratings were significantly different across translation conditions. The results show that the 

translation quality ratings were not significantly different across the different translation 

conditions: X2 (2) = 3.019; p = .221. Table 12 shows the frequency count of the Translation 

Quality Rating by Translation Condition. The results indicated that participants overall did 

not perceive their assigned translated list as a bad translation despite the obvious quality 

of some of the words translated in the direct translation, e.g. Novel was translated as 

Novela which means a novel as in a type of book or a soap opera.  

 

Table 12. Frequency Count of Translation Quality Ratings by Translation Condition 

Translation Quality Rating 

Translation Type 

Direct 
Translation 

Translator 
Validated 

User 
Validated 

Poor - 3 0 0 1 

Ok - 4 2 2 3 

Good - 5 4 3 6 

Excellent - 6 11 11 8 

Best Imaginable - 7 3 4 2 

Total 20 20 20 
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Study 2  

Usefulness and Richness Ratings by Set of Results 

Mann-Whitney U tests were conducted to determine whether there were any 

significant differences in the way experts rated the usefulness and richness of the different 

types of results for All State and American Family based on the 3 translation conditions for 

study 1.  

Usefulness and Richness Ratings for MPRC Words Chosen with a Frequency Higher than 1  

For All State’s MPRC Words chosen with a frequency higher than 1, there were no 

significant difference between the usefulness or richness ratings for set 1 and set 2 results, 

U =43, p = .818 and U = 43, p = .817 respectively; the usefulness and richness ratings for 

set 2 and 3, U = 24, p = .129 and U = 41, p = .963 respectively; and the usefulness or 

richness ratings for sets 1 and 3 results, U = 27, p = .212 and U = 43, p = .818 respectively. 

For American Family’s MPRC words chosen with a frequency higher than 1, there 

were no significant differences between the usefulness or richness ratings for set 1 and 2 

results, U =43, p =.818 and U =45.5, p = .640 respectively; the usefulness and richness 

ratings for set 2 and set 3 results, U =31 p =0.614 and U =31, p = .607 respectively; and the 

usefulness and richness for sets 1 and 3 results, U =33 p = 0.763 and U =36, p =1 

respectively.  

 

Usefulness and Richness Ratings for MPRC Words Chosen with a Frequency of 1  

For the All State’s MPRC Words Chosen with a Frequency of 1, there were no 

significant differences between the usefulness or richness ratings for set 1 and 2 results, U 
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=42.50, p = .855 and U =40.50, p = 1 respectively; the usefulness and richness ratings for 

set 2 and set 3 results, U =46 p =0.608 and U =40.50, p = 1 respectively; and the usefulness 

and richness for sets 1 and 3 results, U =46 p = .0608 and U =42.50, p =0.855 respectively.  

For the American Family’s MPRC Words Chosen with a Frequency of 1, there were no 

significant differences between the usefulness or richness ratings for set 1 and 2 results, U 

=43.5, p = .775 and U =45, p = .682 respectively; the usefulness and richness ratings for set 

2 and set 3 results, U =43.5 p =.775 and U =40.5, p = 1 respectively; and the usefulness and 

richness for sets 1 and 3 results, U =46 p = .608 and U =45, p =.682 respectively.  

 

Usefulness and Richness Ratings for Comments for MPRC Words Chosen  

For the All State’s Comments for the Words Chosen there were no significant 

differences between the usefulness or richness ratings for set 1 and 2 results, U =38.5, p = 

.849 and U =45.5, p = .143 respectively; the usefulness and richness ratings for set 2 and 

set 3 results, U =48 p =.464 and U =36, p = .650 respectively; and the usefulness and 

richness for sets 1 and 3 results, U =46.5 p = .537 and U = 51, p =.285 respectively.  

For the American Family’s Comments for the Words Chosen there were no significant 

differences between the usefulness or richness ratings for set 1 and 2 results, U =36.05, p = 

.706 and U =56, p = .131 respectively; the usefulness and richness ratings for set 2 and set 

3 results, U =46.5 p =.567 and U =37, p = .724 respectively; and the usefulness and richness 

for sets 1 and 3 results, U =42.5 p = .841 and U = 53.50, p =.190 respectively.  

Table 13 and 14 show the means, and standard deviation for the usefulness and 

richness ratings for sets 1, 2, and 3 of the results for each homepage.  
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Table 13. Usefulness Ratings for Sets 1, 2, and 3 Results for Each Homepage (Scale Used 

1=Not Useful or Misleading, 2=A Few Useful Elements, 3=Partly Useful, 4=Useful, 5=Fully 

Useful) 

      

  
                          
Usefulness Rating M (SD)         

Set of Results Shown to Experts All State 
American 

Family 

      

Set 1 of Results – Direct Translation     

MPRC Words Chosen with a Frequency Higher than 1 3.22 (1.09) 3.22 (1.09) 

MPRC Words Chosen with a Frequency of 1  2.33 (1.12) 2.33 (1.12) 

Comments for Words Chosen 3.71 (0.49) 3.44 (0.73) 

      

Set 2 of Results – Translator-Validated Translation     

MPRC Words Chosen with a Frequency Higher than 1 3.33 (1.00) 3.33 (1.00) 

MPRC Words Chosen with a Frequency of 1  2.33 (1.12) 2.44 (1.01) 

Comments for Words Chosen 3.33 (1.12) 3.22 (1.20) 

      

Set 3 of Results – User-Validated Translation     

MPRC Words Chosen with a Frequency Higher than 1  2.88 (0.83)*  3.00 (1.07)* 

MPRC Words Chosen with a Frequency of 1  2.56 (1.01) 2.56 (1.01) 

Comments for Words Chosen 3.67 (0.50) 3.56 (0.53) 

      

* Missing data for 1 participant     
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Table 14. Richness Ratings for Sets 1, 2, and 3 Results for Each Homepage (Scale Used 

1=Scarce in Details, 2=Somewhat Scarce in Details, 3=Neither Rich Nor Scarce in Details, 

4=Somewhat Rich in Details, 5=Rich in Details) 

  
                                
Richness Rating    M (SD) 

Set of Results Shown to Experts All State 
American 

Family 

      

Set 1 of Results – Direct Translation     

MPRC Words Chosen with a Frequency Higher than 1 3.00 (1,22) 3.00 (1,22) 

Other Words Chosen with a Frequency of 1  2.33 (1.22) 2.33 (1.22) 

Comments for Words Chosen 3.22 (0.97) 3.11 (1.17) 

      

Set 2 of Results – Translator Validated Translation     

MPRC Words Chosen with a Frequency Higher than 1 3.11 (0.78) 3.22 (0.67) 

Other Words Chosen with a Frequency of 1  2.44 (1.24) 2.56 (1.13) 

Comments for Words Chosen 3.89 (0.93) 3.89 (0.93) 

      

Set 3 of Results – User-Validated Translation     

MPRC Words Chosen with a Frequency Higher than 1 3.11 (0.93)  3.00 (0.93)* 

Other Words Chosen with a Frequency of 1  2.44 (1.44) 2.56 (1.13) 

Comments for Words Chosen 3.67 (1.00) 3.78 (0.83) 

      
* Missing data for 1 participant 

 

Theme Generation by Set of Results 

When experts were asked whether they felt they could generate themes from each 

of the set of results the majority expressed they could. Not surprisingly, experts seemed to 

guide their preference by the perceived usefulness and richness of the data provided in 

each set of results. Overall, the comments for the words chosen data seemed to be 

considered the most useful and rich than the frequency counts of the words chosen.  

Table 15 shows the frequency count for experts’ perception of whether they could 

generate themes from a set of results.  
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Table 15. Experts Ability to Generate Themes from a Set of Results 

    

Set of Results for Generating Themes Frequency 

Can you generate themes from set 1 of results?   

Yes 7 

No 2 

Can you generate themes from set 2 of results?   

Yes 8 

No 1 

Can you generate themes from set 3 of results?  
Yes 7 

No 2 

 

A Friedman’s chi-square test was conducted to determine whether experts 

significantly differ in their most preferred and least preferred set of results from which to 

generate themes. The test indicated there was no significant difference in the distribution, 

X2 (2) = 0.22, p = .895, Kendall’s W = 0.012, which is considered a small effect size (Cohen 

1988). It seems like most experts felt they could generate themes from any set of results. 

Table 16 shows the number of experts for the Most Preferred and Least Preferred sets of 

results. Table 17 shows the frequency distribution across sets of results for the Most 

Preferred and Least Preferred.  

 

Table 16. Number of Experts for the Most Preferred and Least Preferred Results  

Set of Results Preference # of Experts 

First Choice for Most Preferred   

Set 1 1 

Set 2 4 

Set 3 4 

    
First Choice for Least 
Preferred    

Set 1 3 

Set 2 3 

Set 3 3 
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Table 17. Frequency distribution for Each Sets of Results for Most Preferred and Least 

Preferred 

Set of Results Most Preferred 
Neither Most Preferred 
Nor Least Preferred 

Least Preferred 

Set 1 1 5 3 

Set 2 4 2 3 

Set 3 4 2 3 

 

Experts rated the difficulty of generating themes from their preferred set of results 

for All State (M=3.11, SD=0.90) and American Family (M=3.22, SD=0.97) as Neither 

Difficult Nor Easy.  

 

Homepage Best Impression 

When asked which homepage generated the best general impression 6 of the 9 

experts expressed that both sites were about the same in terms of the kind of general 

impressions they could generate. Only one expert felt All State provided a better general 

impression than American Family, while two experts felt American Family provided a 

better general impression.  

 

Study 2 – Revised Set of Results  

Usefulness and Richness Ratings by Set of Results 

Mann-Whitney U tests were conducted to determine whether there were any 

significant differences in the way experts rated the usefulness and richness of the different 

types of results for All State and American Family based on the 3 translation conditions for 

study 1 when rating the purged results the author used for her own analysis.  
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Usefulness and Richness Ratings for MPRC Words Chosen with a Frequency Higher than 1  

For All State’s MPRC Words chosen with a frequency higher than 1, there were no 

significant difference between the usefulness or richness ratings for set 1 and set 2 results, 

U =13.5, p = .827 and U = 12.5, p = 1 respectively; the usefulness and richness ratings for 

set 2 and 3, U = 12.5, p = 1 and U = 12.5, p = 1 respectively; and the usefulness or richness 

ratings for sets 1 and 3 results, U = 13.5, p = .827 and U = 12.5, p = 1 respectively. 

For American Family’s MPRC words chosen with a frequency higher than 1, there 

were no significant differences between the usefulness or richness ratings for set 1 and 2 

results, U = 15.5, p =.514 and U = 13.5, p = .829 respectively; the usefulness and richness 

ratings for set 2 and set 3 results, U = 15.5 p = .514 and U =13.5, p = .829 respectively; and 

the usefulness and richness for sets 1 and 3 results, U = 15.5 p = .511 and U = 14, p =.746 

respectively.  

 

Usefulness and Richness Ratings for MPRC Words Chosen with a Frequency of 1  

For the All State’s MPRC Words Chosen with a Frequency of 1, there were no 

significant differences between the usefulness or richness ratings for set 1 and 2 results, U 

= 11, p = .740 and U = 14, p = .736 respectively; the usefulness and richness ratings for set 

2 and set 3 results, U =18 p =.233 and U = 15, p = .575 respectively; and the usefulness and 

richness for sets 1 and 3 results, U = 16.5, p = .381 and U =17, p =.288 respectively.  

For the American Family’s MPRC Words Chosen with a Frequency of 1, there were no 

significant differences between the usefulness or richness ratings for set 1 and 2 results, U 

= 10.5, p = .661 and U = 12.5, p = 1 respectively; the usefulness and richness ratings for set 

2 and set 3 results, U = 17.5 p =.268 and U =15.5, p = .439 respectively; and the usefulness 
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and richness for sets 1 and 3 results, U = 14 p = .742 and U = 15.5, p = .439 respectively.  

 

Usefulness and Richness Ratings for Comments for MPRC Words Chosen  

For the All State’s Comments for the Words Chosen there were no significant 

differences between the usefulness or richness ratings for set 1 and 2 results, U = 12, p = 

.906 and U = 10.5, p = .606 respectively; the usefulness and richness ratings for set 2 and 

set 3 results, U = 12, p =.906 and U = 10.5, p = .606 respectively; and the usefulness and 

richness for sets 1 and 3 results, U = 8.5, p = .339 and U = 10, p =.584 respectively.  

For the American Family’s Comments for the Words Chosen there were no significant 

differences between the usefulness or richness ratings for set 1 and 2 results, U = 12, p = 

.906 and U = 14, p = .700 respectively; the usefulness and richness ratings for set 2 and set 

3 results, U = 13 p =.881 and U =13, p = .906 respectively; and the usefulness and richness 

for sets 1 and 3 results, U = 13 p = .905 and U = 14.5, p = .606 respectively.  

Table 18 and 19 show the means, and standard deviation for the usefulness and 

richness ratings for sets 1, 2, and 3 of the results for each homepage.  
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Table 18. Usefulness Ratings for Sets 1, 2, and 3 Results for Each Homepage (Scale Used 

1=Not Useful or Misleading, 2=A Few Useful Elements, 3=Partly Useful, 4=Useful, 5=Fully 

Useful) 

      

  
                          
Usefulness Rating M (SD)         

Set of Results Shown to Experts All State 
American 

Family 

      

Set 1 of Results – Direct Translation     

MPRC Words Chosen with a Frequency Higher than 1 3.40 (1.34) 3.40 (1.14) 

MPRC Words Chosen with a Frequency of 1  2.00 (1.00) 2.20 (1.30) 

Comments for Words Chosen 4.00 (0.71) 3.80 (0.84) 

      

Set 2 of Results – Translator-Validated Translation     

MPRC Words Chosen with a Frequency Higher than 1 3.60 (1.14) 3.80 (1.10) 

MPRC Words Chosen with a Frequency of 1  1.80 (0.84) 1.80 (0.84) 

Comments for Words Chosen 3.80 (1.10) 3.60 (0.89) 

      

Set 3 of Results – User-Validated Translation     

MPRC Words Chosen with a Frequency Higher than 1 3.60 (1.14) 3.80 (0.84) 

MPRC Words Chosen with a Frequency of 1  2.80 (1.48) 2.40 (0.89) 

Comments for Words Chosen 3.60 (0.55) 3.80 (0.45) 

      

* Missing data for 1 participant     
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Table 19. Richness Ratings for Sets 1, 2, and 3 Results for Each Homepage (Scale Used 

1=Scarce in Details, 2=Somewhat Scarce in Details, 3=Neither Rich Nor Scarce in Details, 

4=Somewhat Rich in Details, 5=Rich in Details) 

  
                                
Richness Rating    M (SD) 

Set of Results Shown to Experts All State 
American 

Family 

      

Set 1 of Results – Direct Translation     

MPRC Words Chosen with a Frequency Higher than 1 3.40 (1.14) 3.40 (1.29) 

Other Words Chosen with a Frequency of 1  2.40 (0.89) 2.40 (0.89) 

Comments for Words Chosen 3.80 (1.10) 3.80 (0.45) 

      

Set 2 of Results – Translator Validated Translation     

MPRC Words Chosen with a Frequency Higher than 1 3.40 (1.34) 3.60 (1.52) 

Other Words Chosen with a Frequency of 1  2.60 (1.14) 2.40 (0.89) 

Comments for Words Chosen 3.60 (0.89) 3.80 (1.10) 

      

Set 3 of Results – User-Validated Translation     

MPRC Words Chosen with a Frequency Higher than 1 3.40 (1.14) 3.60 (1.14) 

Other Words Chosen with a Frequency of 1  3.00 (0.71) 2.80 (1.45) 

Comments for Words Chosen 3.60 (0.89) 4.00 (0.71) 

      

 

 

Theme Generation by Set of Results 

When experts were asked whether they felt they could generate themes from each 

of the set of results the majority expressed they could from sets 2 and 3, but shared less 

consensus for set 1. Once again, experts seemed to guide their preference by the perceived 

usefulness and richness of the data provided in each set of results. Overall, the comments 

for the words chosen data seemed to be considered the most useful and rich than the 

frequency counts of the words chosen. Table 20 shows the frequency count for experts’ 

perception of whether they could generate themes from a set of results.  
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Table 20. Experts Ability to Generate Themes from a Set of Results 

    

Set of Results for Generating Themes Frequency 

Can you generate themes from set 1 of results?   

Yes 3 

No 2 

Can you generate themes from set 2 of results?   

Yes 4 

No 1 

Can you generate themes from set 3 of results?  
Yes 4 

No 1 

 

It seems like most experts felt they could generate themes from any set of results 

and were evenly split when choosing their most and least preferred results. Table 21 

shows the number of experts for the Most Preferred and Least Preferred sets of results. 

Table 22 shows the frequency distribution across sets of results for the Most Preferred 

and Least Preferred.  

 

Table 21. Number of Experts for the Most Preferred and Least Preferred Results  

Set of Results Preference 
# of 

Experts 

First Choice for Most Preferred   

Set 1 2 

Set 2 1 

Set 3 2 

   

First Choice for Least Preferred   

Set 1 2 

Set 2 1 

Set 3 2 
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Table 22. Frequency distribution for Each Sets of Results for Most Preferred and Least 

Preferred 

Set of Results Most Preferred Least Preferred 

Set 1 2 2 

Set 2 1 1 

Set 3 2 2 

 

Experts rated the difficulty of generating themes from their preferred set of results 

for All State and American Family (M=3.40, SD=1.52) as Neither Difficult Nor Easy.  

 

Homepage Best Impression 

When asked which homepage generated the best general impression 3 of the 5 

experts expressed that both sites were about the same in terms of the kind of general 

impressions they could generate. The other 2 experts each chose All State and American 

family as the homepage with the better general impression.  
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CHAPTER 6 

CONCLUSIONS AND IMPLICATIONS 

 Two studies were conducted to determine whether a user-validated Spanish 

version of the MPRC tool could be used to help assess differences in website perceptions 

from US Hispanics of Mexican descent.  

 

Interpretation of Results 

Study 1 

 The hypothesis that the type of translation version used would affect the number of 

words selected to describe the general impression of a homepage was not supported. The 

user validated translation did not result in more words chosen than the other two 

translation conditions. In terms of word productivity, the results in this study show that 

better translation quality of the tool did not help increase the number of MPRC words 

chosen. A potential explanation for this is that MPRC tool itself (in English) usually does 

not generate a big set of words chosen when it is used to collect user feedback. A typical 

number of words chosen when using this method typically range between 2 to 5 words 

per participant.  

 The hypothesis that participants assigned to the user-validated condition would be 

more satisfied with the words provided to describe their general impression than 

participants assigned to the direct translation or the translator-validated conditions was 

not supported. Participants assigned to the user-validated condition were not more 

satisfied, nor did they report higher ratings of translation quality with the MPRC words 

than participants from the direct translation or the translator-validated conditions. 
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Translation quality ratings also were not significantly different depending on the 

translation condition.  

The user validated condition should make a difference but it did not. It is possible 

that the lack of statistically significant differences for the satisfaction and translation 

quality ratings were a result of the bicultural background of the participants in the study. 

The ARSMA-II acculturation scores indicated that all participants were bicultural and 

bilingual in English and Spanish. Perhaps bilingualism compensates for poor quality of 

translation and this was something reflected on the translation quality ratings. Since the 

big majority of the participants were college educated and computer and internet savvy, 

something that is not very common with Hispanics who are not very acculturated or 

bicultural, this could also have been an influencing factor on the satisfaction and 

translation quality ratings.  

 In terms of what homepage was preferred the most and why, the direct translation 

group’s preferred homepage was All State (non-culturally relevant design), whereas for 

the participants in the translator and user validated conditions preferred homepages was 

American Family (culturally-relevant design). It is unclear why the first group preferred 

All State. One reason for this could be participants’ familiarity with the insurance company 

itself as hinted by some of the qualitative data. Whether participants were familiar with 

the companies was not captured in the data, but market researchers have pointed out how 

Hispanics are more susceptible to advertisement and marketing campaigns. 

One interesting aspect about the qualitative analysis of the themes elicited for each 

homepage was that participants exhibited sensitivity to the cultural relevancy of the 

American Family homepage design. The qualitative analysis of the participants’ comments 
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about why they chose certain words showed that the word Familiar was used differently 

to describe both homepages. For All State, participants used the word to describe that it 

looks like other websites (generic). For American Family, participants used the word to 

emphasize the emotional ties with family and how the company tried to relate to the 

visitor emotionally by relating to the Hispanic cultural values of belonging to the social 

group. This is typical of high context cultures, like Mexican culture. Hispanics pay much 

emphasis to manners and politeness, aesthetics, and indirectness. They respond better to 

a soft-sell, or indirect approach, rather than a direct, straight to the point approach. For 

example, implicit, ambiguous messages conveyed via aesthetics and advertisements are 

very effective.  

The findings from study 1 indicate that translation quality did not affect how 

satisfied participants were with the different translated lists. From a researcher’s 

perspective, the word granularity provided by the translator and user-validated 

translation helped enhanced specific words and their cultural meaning (e.g. annoying has 

more than one meaning in Spanish such as molesto or fastidioso). The translation quality 

of the lists did impact the quality of the results obtained from the participants. 

A translator-validated translation would be adequate to conduct research with 

Hispanic participants. Due to the minimal number of unique words between the translator 

and user-validated lists, it seems like a translator can adequately perform the job without 

the need of getting participants to validate the translation for every given MPRC word. 

 

Study 2 

Results from Study 2 showed that translation quality affects the richness and 
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usefulness of the results. During the author’s own analysis of Study 1 results, it seemed 

that the translation conditions that gathered the best user feedback were from the 

translator-validated and user-validated conditions. The experts invited to participate in 

the study provided a good benchmark for how useful and rich the results would be 

perceived by the user experience and usability community at large.  

The hypothesis that experts would give higher usefulness and richness ratings to 

the user validated version than the ratings from the direct translation or the translator 

validated translation was not supported. There were no significant differences on how 

experts rated the usefulness and richness of details of the set of results based on the 

translation condition from which they were obtained. Nonetheless, experts’ ratings for 

usefulness and richness from both expert samples in study 2 (sample of 9 experts that 

rated the unpurged results and the sample of 5 experts that rated the author’s purged data 

set) indicated a trend for perceiving the Words Chosen with a Frequency Higher Than 1 

and the Comments for the Words Chosen as richer and more useful for qualitative analysis 

and theme generation than the Words with a Frequency of 1.  

A possible explanation for the lack of statistically significant findings is that the 

experts in both samples were not bilingual and only saw the results in English. They had 

no way to compare the English words represented in each set of results presented to the 

Spanish translation and what the nuances of translation quality did for enriching the 

qualitative analysis. In order for experts to judge the English to Spanish quality they would 

need to be bilingual. There were no bilingual experts in either sample for study 2. 

In general, the experts felt they could use the results to generate themes but 

experts in sample 1 (9 experts) disagreed as to which set of results would allow them to 
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do that best preferring the direct translation and translator-validated translations’ set of 

results over the user-validated set of results. A possible explanation for why the experts in 

the first sample felt this way was the amount of data that needed to be purged prior to the 

analysis of the results from each set. The user-validated set of results had the highest 

number of invalid cases to be purged when compared to the other two set of results based 

on the author’s own analysis of the data. Experts in the second sample (5 experts) had less 

consensus on how well they could generate themes from the direct translation set of 

results and higher consensus on the translator and user-validated results. More experts in 

this sample felt they could generate themes from these two sets of results than from the 

direct-translation set of results. Regardless of the lack of consensus, overall experts found 

they could use the results as valuable feedback to generate themes for understanding the 

general impressions of homepages. 

 

Limitations of Studies 

This study has several limitations. Because the studies were conducted online, it is 

entirely possible that the results would vary when conducted in person. Typically, user 

experience and usability sessions that are conducted in person tend to yield richer results 

than those conducted via online tools. It is not possible to generalize how much the 

findings from the studies would vary if it was to be replicated in person.  

In terms of being able to generalize the findings, this study was limited to US 

Hispanics of Mexican descent. While the words were translated with the idea of keeping a 

universal Spanish translation in place, it is necessary to validate that the words are the 

most common translation across different ethnic groups in the Hispanic population.  



 

 

73 
 

Because participants were bicultural, albeit with different degrees of biculturalism, 

more research with less acculturated individuals with different levels of education, 

language proficiency in English, and computer knowledge needs to be conducted to 

determine if there are any significant differences on the data collected based on the 

translation conditions provided in study 1. It is entirely possible that the results would be 

statistically significant if conducted with less acculturated Hispanic participants. One of 

the biggest contributions from study 1 was the preliminary work. Perhaps a manipulation 

check would have been helpful in finding whether there would be any significant 

differences between the translation conditions. However, this was something that was not 

possible to know beforehand. 

 

Future Research 

Future research needs to address the limitations of study 1 and study 2. The 

translated versions of the MPRC tool need to be tested with other US Hispanics and with 

Hispanics with different levels of acculturation and language proficiency in English. The 

results from study 1 and 2 which were obtained using online tools should be compared to 

results obtained in one-on-one and face-to-face sessions and with other stimuli, such as 

hardware, computer-based applications, web-based applications, and other online 

homepages of websites from different domains. Because the MPRC tool can be applied to 

anything, e.g. a pamphlet used to educate people on a given topic, it will be important to 

test it with Hispanics of different acculturation levels and language proficiency in Spanish 

and English to see if there is still no difference between the translation quality conditions.  

Additionally, future research could include refining the words in the tool so 
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participants can add a positive or negative sign to the word. This will help identify words 

that may elicit a specific reaction from the participant, regardless of the previously 

determined value assigned to the word by the researcher. Additional manipulations of 

how the MPRC words are displayed will also be important to see if there are better ways 

to display all 120 words to maximize the efficiency in which participants select words to 

describe their experiences or general impressions. 

 

Conclusion 

The results from the two studies indicate that the expectations from the users who 

experience the Spanish MPRC tool are different from that of the researchers or 

practitioners that will be using the results obtained from the tool. Participants expect to 

see a list in Spanish but seemed to cope well with the challenges of less than perfect 

translations, as in the case of the direct translation condition. Experts rated qualitative 

results, e.g. comments, as more useful and richer when the translation quality was better, 

as in the case of the translator and user-validated translations, but rated the usefulness 

and richness of the results from the different translation conditions similarly.  

Translation Quality matters for user experience and usability researchers and 

practitioners when they seek to use the MPRC tool to aid design but not to the Hispanic of 

Mexican descent participants who are experiencing the translation quality. For experts, 

comparing the results obtained from each translation condition provided an opportunity 

to see how informative the qualitative results (comments) could be depending on the 

translation quality of the list which was provided to the participants. Experts felt the 

feedback from the translated MPRC can be helpful in generating themes to aid design and 
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culturally-relevant design elements.  

Participants seemed resilient to translation quality which is not surprising due to 

the great disparity they typically encounter online. While their translation quality and 

satisfaction ratings were not significantly different based on translation conditions, it is 

very possible that the lack of significance is rooted on their biculturalism and English 

proficiency and overall expectations based on previous experience with Spanish versions 

of websites in the U.S. 

Some takeaways from this research seem to be that high translation quality can be 

obtained by having a translator make sure English words have adequate counterparts in 

Spanish. It also seems redundant to have a user-validation of the translated MPRC words, 

since in terms of how many words will be truly unique are a very small percentage. To 

fully understand how important a good Spanish translation can impact the user 

experience of Hispanic participants, a good acculturation measure is needed to 

understand the degree of difference it will make to the Hispanic users. It seems that 

bicultural, and therefore bilingual, Hispanics did not benefit from a higher translation 

quality, but this may be very different for Hispanics with low proficiency in English and 

who are less acculturated.   
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Appendix A: The Microsoft Product Reaction Cards Tool 
 
The Microsoft Product Reaction Cards (MPRC) was developed by Benedek & Miner 

(Benedek and Miner, 2002) and is typically used to gauge perceived desirability of 

products or services.  It contains 118 words that are typically used to describe user 

experience. The MPRC tool has been shown to provide rich diagnostic cues to design when 

paired with a perceived usability survey like the System Usability Scale (SUS) (Tullis & 

Stetson, 2004; Barnum & Palmer 2010). One of the advantages of using the desirability kit 

is the ability to quantify descriptors in a faster, more convenient manner than identifying 

descriptors from open-ended or probing questions. The words chosen can be tallied 

efficiently, and participant comments can be summarized based on the words chosen, 

which minimizes analysis time for the results. Table 23 provides the 118 words that are 

part of the desirability kit.  
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Table 23. MPRC Words 
 

Accessible Distracting Innovative Slow 

Advanced Dull Inspiring Sophisticated 

Annoying Easy To Use Integrated Stable 

Appealing Effective Intimidating Sterile 

Approachable Efficient Intuitive Stimulating 

Attractive Effortless Inviting Straight Forward 

Boring Empowering Irrelevant Stressful 

Business Like Energetic Low Maintenance Time Consuming 

Busy Engaging Meaningful Time Saving 

Calm Entertaining Motivating Too Technical 

Clean Enthusiastic Not Secure Trustworthy 

Clear Essential Not Valuable Unapproachable 

Collaborative Exceptional Novel Unattractive 

Comfortable Exciting Old Uncontrollable 

Compatible Expected Optimistic Unconventional 

Compelling Familiar Ordinary Understandable 

Complex Fast Organized Undesirable 

Comprehensible Flexible Overbearing Unpredictable 

Confident Fragile Overwhelming Unrefined 

Confusing Fresh Patronizing Usable 

Connected Friendly Personal Useful 

Consistent Frustrating Poor Quality Valuable 

Controllable Fun Powerful 
 Convenient Gets In The Way Predictable 
 Creative Hard To Use Professional 
 Customizable Helpful Relevant 
 Cutting Edge High Quality Reliable 
 Dated Impersonal Responsive 
 Desirable Impressive Rigid 
 Difficult Incomprehensible Satisfying 
 Disconnected Inconsistent Secure 
 Disruptive Ineffective Simplistic 
 Developed by and © 2002 Microsoft Corporation. All rights reserved. 
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Appendix B: Sample of Instructions, Results, and Visualizations of Results for the MPRC 
tool 

 
 
Instructions: On this sheet, you see a list of words. Circle the TOP FIVE words you would 
use to describe your impression of the forum features. After participants circled the 
words… Tell me why did you choose this word? Repeat for the rest of the words.   
 

 

Results for General Impressions of Forums Features 

Results from the Microsoft Product Reaction Cards (MPRC) tool helped us identified 

descriptors that best conveyed the general impressions of the participants toward the 

Forums features. Overall, participants had very positive feedback about the Forums 

features but there was less agreement on the descriptors they chose to explain their 

general impressions of the Forums. Some participants commented on the accuracy of the 

content, and whether if it came from a reputable source, like a known company or expert, 

it would be more accurate than if it came from a regular user. Some privacy concerns were 

mentioned regarding who would be able to see their user information or posts and how to 

manipulate privacy information for their user account.  

While we did not see much consistency in the terms selected overall, after exploring the 

descriptors chosen for the forums based on previous experience with online forums there 

seems to be an emerging theme. For example, fifty percent of the participants (3 out of 6) 

with no previous experience with forums chose “useful” to describe their general 

impressions of the forums.   

The other fifty percent of the participants (3 out of 6) with previous experience with 

forums chose Easy to Use and Personal to describe their general impressions of Forums. 

Upon a closer look of the demographic information of the participants, the variability of 

the descriptors seemed to stem from their experience with social media and forums in 

general.  
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The bar below shows the most commonly used descriptors for the general impressions of 

the Forums features. 

 

Further analysis of the other descriptors less frequently used by participants shows a 
theme for familiarity vs. unfamiliarity with social media and typical features encountered 
in forums.  
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Additionally, Barnum and Palmer (2010) have provided examples for displaying results 
from the MPRC tool. The authors provided their consent to share their options for 
displaying results from their studies which included MPRC results.  
 

 
 

 
  



 

 

88 
 

Appendix C: Full Report for Pilot Study of the MPRC Tool  
 

A pilot study to test how useful the translator-validated translation of the Spanish 

MPRC tool would be in identifying cultural differences based on acculturation levels was 

conducted with 12 Hispanic participants.  

Three levels of acculturation were used to test whether the descriptors provided 

different themes based on participants’ acculturation level: 

 Less acculturated with moderate English proficiency 

 Bicultural and bilingual 

 and More acculturated with preference for Spanish 

Less acculturated Hispanics seem to be first generation Hispanics who prefer to use 

Spanish in their homes. Less acculturated Hispanics are more likely to live in an apartment 

and have strong cultural ties to primary non-U.S. culture. They prefer to conduct business 

in Spanish. When they are outside the home or conducting business, language preferences 

lean more toward English but their English proficiency may be limited. 

More acculturated Hispanics tend to be the most different than their parent’s 

culture and are more likely to participate in non-Hispanic events and organizations. They 

tend to be mostly second generation or greater. They seem to remain more focused on 

English only but use Spanish for specific situations and occasions. Bicultural Hispanics 

Biculturals seem to consist mainly of first and second generation individuals. Bicultural 

individuals prefer to speak Spanish in the home but depending on the situation may feel 

more comfortable using variations of English only, both English and Spanish, or Spanish 

only. They tend to be the most tech savvy and have cultural ties to both U.S. and primary 

cultural heritage. 
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Table 24. Participant information for Pilot Study 

 
Variable  Frequency 

Age   

 

20 to 30 years 

30 to 40 years 

40 to 50 years 

3 

4 

5 

Gender 

 

Female 

Male 

6 

6 

Place of Birth 

 

Mexico 

Argentina 

Peru 

9 

2 

1 

Acculturation Level 

 

Less Acculturated 

More Acculturated 

Bicultural 

6 

3 

3 

Ways to Access the Internet Computer 

Mobile 

Tablet 

Smart Phone 

12 

3 

3 

4 

Online Language Preference Spanish 12 

 
 

All participants were briefed on the purpose of the focus group and what was 

expected of them. The focus group discussion was led by moderator in language in 

conjunction with interpreters working in tandem. The focus group participants compared 

three homepages and ranked them based on their preferences. Participants were asked to 

compare the English and Spanish versions of the homepages, and then choose up to 5 

descriptors from the direct translation of the MPRC based on how their general 
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impressions of the Spanish version of the homepage. Results for homepage 1 show that 

two out of six participants (33%) in both groups selected ‘Confusing’. Three out of six 

participants (50%) in FG2 selected ‘Simplistic’. These selections correspond to user 

feedback that Homepage 1 was their least preferred of the three homepages; the primary 

reason being that the Spanish and English versions were different sites. The highlighted 

terms are those that were selected by more than one participant (Figure 7).  

 

 

Figure 7. Pilot Results for Homepage 1 
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Results for Homepage 2 show Two out of six participants (33%) in both groups 

selected ‘Accessible’. Three out of Six participants (50%) in FG2 selected ‘Business Like’. 

These selections correspond to user feedback that Homepage 2 was their most preferred 

of the three homepages; the primary reason being that the Spanish and English versions of 

the site were identical. The highlighted terms are those that were selected by more than 

one participant (Figure 8). 

 

 

Figure 8. Pilot Results for Homepage 2 
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Results from homepage 3 show that there was no overlap of terms selected by FG1 

and FG2. None of the terms were selected by more than two participants. 

The fact that the highlighted terms of FG1 were all positive in nature corresponds to 

favorable views of the site, due to the culturally-specific images. The highlighted terms are 

those that were selected by more than one participant (Figure 9). 

 

 

Figure 9. Pilot Results for Homepage 3 
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Appendix D: Definitions of Culture And Cultural Values and Their Relevance to User 
Experience And Usability Research With Hispanic Consumers 

Defining Culture without given due credit to anthropologists would be as wrong as 

talking about the theory of relativity without mentioning Albert Einstein. While there are 

many definitions out in the anthropological literature reflecting different theoretical 

underpinnings ranging from evolutionary to postmodernist approaches, Roger Keesing’s 

1974 definition of Culture still stands today. Roger Keesing envisioned culture as a system 

of knowledge and argued that “conceiving culture as an ideational subsystem within a 

vastly complex system, biological, social, and symbolic, and grounding our abstract models 

in the concrete particularities of human social life, should make possible a continuing 

dialectic that yields deepening understanding. Whether in this quest the concept of culture 

is progressively refined, radically reinterpreted, or progressively extinguished will in the 

long run scarcely matter if along the way it has led us to ask strategic questions and to see 

connections that would otherwise have been hidden” (Keeping 1974, p. 94). Studying 

culture and how it impacts behavior and attitudes can be difficult to operationalize. For 

this reason, HCI researchers in the past 10 years have traditionally operationalized 

Culture based on cultural dimensions, with Hofstede’s cultural dimensions being the most 

commonly used, with a few researchers endorsing cultural markers models15 and 

Vygotsky’s activity theory16 in more recent years (Clemmensen & Roese, 2009; Fitzgerald 

2004). Other ways to operationalize Culture include the  

Cultural dimension models typically operationalize or measure Culture in terms of 

                                            
15

 “Preference for different signs or cultural symbols” (Fitzgerald 2004).  
16

 “It is a socio-cultural theory of human activity, based on the ideas of Vygostky and Lenot’ev. The basic 
model describes Subjects attempting to achieve Objects (goals) via activities; these activities are 
mediated with tools done in accordance with rules and divisions of labor in the midst of a community” 
(Fitzgerald 2004).  
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factors or cultural variables (Fitzgerald 2004). Table 25 provides a list of cultural 

dimensions models and their main factors.  

 

Table 25. Cultural Dimensions Models and Their Factors (based on Fitzgerald 2004) 

Cultural Dimension Model Factors Source 

Edward Hall’s 4 factor model High vs. low speed of messages 
High vs. low context 
Spatial distance 
Polychromatic (multitasking vs. 
monochromatic (single tasking) 
approach to time 
 

Hoft, N. (1996). Developing a Cultural 
Model. In. del Galdo, E. & Nielsen J. 
Eds. International User Interfaces. 
John Wiley & Sons: New York.  

Hofstede’s 5 factor model Power distance 
Uncertainty avoidance 
Masculinity vs. Femininity 
Individualism vs. collectivism 
Time Orientation 
 

Hofstede, G. (1991). Cultures and 
Organizations: Software of the Mind. 
McGraw-Hill, New York. 

Trompenaars’ 7 factor model 
(grouped in 3 majors ways of 
solving problems) 

Problems that arise from our 
relationship with other people: 

 Universalism vs. 
particularism 

 Individualism vs. collectivism 
 Neutral vs. emotional 
 Specific vs. diffuse 

 
Problems that come from the 
passage of time: 

 Attitudes to time 
 

Problems that relate to the 
environment:  

 Attitudes to the environment 
 

Trompenaars, F. (1993). Riding the 
Waves of Culture: Understanding the 
Cultural Diversity in Business. 
Nicholas Brealey: London.  

Khaslavsky’s 9 factor model  
(combines Hall’s, Hofstede’s 
and Trompenaars’) 

Speed of message (Hall) 
Context (Hall) 
Personal space (Hall) 
Time (Hall) 
Power distance (Hofstede) 
Collectivism vs. Individualism 
(Hofstede) 
Uncertainty avoidance (Hofstede) 
Diffuse vs. specific (Trompenaars) 
Particularism vs. universalism 
(Trompenaars) 

Khaslavsky, J. (1998). Integrating 
Culture into Interface Design. 
Proceedings from CHI 98, conference 
summary on Human Factors in 
Computing Systems. Los Angeles, CA. 
365-366.  
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In this study, Culture is assumed to be a system of knowledge which shapes an 

individual’s perception of the world and his or her social interactions. Our exposure to our 

immediate social environment in different contexts gives us cultural knowledge of the 

society in which we live. In this sense, Culture creates specific values that we adopt based 

on our interactions with our social environment. These cultural values generate attitudes 

and behaviors based on our experiences.  

Current research on Hispanics (Singh & Pereira, 2005 54-55 in reference to 

Hofstede and Hall’s cultural dimensions) shows that Hispanics rank high in collectivism 

when measured on the individualism vs. collectivism dimension (which explores 

individual’s relationships with society and the extent of societal –individual dependence), 

power distance (which explains the extent to which cultures accept social hierarchy and 

social inequalities), and uncertainty avoidance (which measures culture’s tolerance for 

uncertainty and ambiguity in daily life). Hispanics also tend to score higher on masculinity 

when measured on the masculinity vs. femininity dimension (which explores a belief in 

achievement, assertiveness, and ambition versus a belief in nurturing and caring for 

others) and high context when measured on the high context vs. low context 

communication style (which expresses a preferred communication style, where 

information is embedded within the context or internalized into the community or social 

group vs. information that is straightforward, detailed, and unambiguous). 

  



 

 

96 
 

References 

Keesing, R. (1974). Theories of Culture. Annual Review of Anthropology, vol. 3, 
73-97. Downloaded from arjournals.annualreviews.org by University of California- Irvine 
on 7/9/10.  

Clemmsen, T.  & Roese, K. (2009). An Overview of a Decade of Journal Publications 
About Culture and Human-Computer Interaction (HCI). Department of Informatics, 
Handelshojskolen, Copenhagen Business School. Working Paper nr. 03-2009. 

Fitzgerald, W. (2004). Models for Cross-Cultural Communications for 
Cross-Cultural Website Design. Published as NRC/ERB-1108. NRC Publications Archive 
(NParC). National Research Council Canada. 

 
Singh, N. & Pereira, A. (2005) The Culturally Customized Web Site: Customizing Web Sites 

for the Global Marketplace. Oxford: Elsevier, Betterworth Heinemann.  

 
  



 

 

97 
 

 

Appendix E: Enhancing Cultural Values Online                                       
(Adapted From Singh & Pereira, 2005; 59-60) 

 
 

Cultural Value 
 

 
Web Element 

 
Examples 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Collectivism 

Community relations 
 
 
Clubs/Chat rooms 
 
 
 
 
Newsletters 
 
 
Family theme 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Symbols and pictures 
of ethnic identity 
 
 
 
Loyalty programs 
 
 
 
Links to 
Hispanic-oriented 
websites 
 

A community policy, giving back to the 
community, social responsibility policy. 
 
Members club, product-based club, chat 
with company people, chat with interest 
groups, message boards, discussion boards, 
and live talks. 
 
Online subscriptions, magazines, and 
newsletters. 
 
Pictures of families, pictures of themes of 
employees, mention of employee teams and 
emphasis on collective work responsibility 
in vision statement or elsewhere on the 
website, and emphasis on customers as a 
family. 
 
Flags, pictures of historic monuments, 
pictures reflecting uniqueness of Hispanics, 
Hispanic-specific symbols in the forms of 
icons, and indexes. 
 
Customer loyalty programs, company 
credit cards geared toward Hispanics, and 
special membership programs 
 
Links to local partners, related 
Hispanic-specific companies, and other 
Hispanic websites. 

 
 
 
 
 
 

Company Hierarchy 
Information 
 
 
 
 

Information about the ranks of company 
personnel, information about 
organizational chart, and information about 
Hispanic-related management, i.e. 
Multicultural efforts.  
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Power Distance Pictures of CEOs 
 
 
Quality Assurance and 
Awards 
 
 
 
Vision Statement 
 
 
Pride of Ownership 
Appeal 
 
 
Proper Titles 
 

Pictures of executives, important people in 
the industry, or celebrities. 
 
Mentions of awards won, mention of 
quality assurance information, and quality 
certification by international or local 
agencies. 
 
The vision for the company, as stated by 
the CEO or top management. 
 
Depiction of satisfied customers, fashion 
statement for the use of product, and the 
use of reference groups to portray pride.  
 
Titles of the important people in the 
company, titles of the people in the contact 
information, and titles of people in the 
organizational charts. 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Uncertainty 
Avoidance 

Customer Service 
 
 
 
Guided Navigation 
 
 
 
 
Tradition Theme 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Local Stores 
Local terminology 
 
 
Free trials or 
downloads 
 
 
Toll-free numbers 

FAQs, customer service options, customer 
help, customer contact, or customer service 
e-mails. 
 
Site maps, well-displayed links, links in the 
form of pictures or buttons, forward, 
backward, up and down navigation buttons 
 
Emphasis on history and ties of the 
company with Hispanics, emphasis on 
respect, veneration of elderly and the 
culture, phrases like “most respected 
company,” “keeping the tradition alive,” 
“for generations,” and “company legacy.” 
 
Mention of contact information for local 
offices, dealers, and stores. 
 
Free stuff, free downloads, free screen 
savers, free product trials, free coupons to 
try the products or services, free 
memberships, or free service information. 
 
Telephone access around the clock. 
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Transaction security 
and Testimonials 
 

 
Testimonials from customers, 
trust-enhancing features like reliability 
seals, seals of trust, and ethical business 
practices from third parties.  
 

 
Masculinity  
 

Quizzes and Games 
 
Realism Theme 
 
Product Effectiveness 
 
 
Clear Gender Roles 
 

Fun activities to do on the website, tips.  
 
To the point information and imagery.  
 
Information that conveys durability, 
quality, product attributes, and product 
robustness. 
 
Separate pages for men and women, 
depiction of women in nurturance roles, 
traditional positions of telephone 
operators, models, wives, mothers; 
depiction of men as macho, strong, and in 
positions of power. 
 

 
High Context  
 

Politeness and 
Indirectness 
 
 
 
 
Soft-sell approach 
 
Aesthetics 
 
 
 
Aesthetics 
 

Greeting from the company, images and 
pictures reflecting politeness, flowery 
language, use of indirect expressions, and 
overall humility in company philosophy 
and corporate information. 
 
Use of affective and subjective impressions 
of intangible aspects of a product or service 
and use of entertainment theme to promote 
the product. 
 
Attention to aesthetic details, liberal use of 
colors, bold colors, emphasis on images and 
context, and use of love and harmony 
appeal. 
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Appendix E: Acculturation Scales Made Specifically for Hispanics 
 

Table 26. Acculturation Scales Specific for Hispanics (from Wallace, Pomery, Latimer, Martinez & 

Salovey 2010, p. 41)  

Assessment Author 

Chicano Adolescent Acculturation Scale 
 
Cuban Behavioral Identity Questionnaire 
 
Acculturation Rating Scale for Mexican Americans 
 
Padilla’s Acculturation Scale 
 
A Children’s Hispanic Background Scale 
 
 
Media Acculturation Scale 
 
 
Short Acculturation Scale for Hispanics 
 
Short Acculturation Scale for Hispanic Youth 
 
Los Angeles Epidemiological Catchment Area 
 
Hazuda Acculturation and Assimilation Scales 
 
Mexican American Acculturation Scale 
 
Short Acculturation Scale for Hispanic Youth 
 
Latino/Latina Acculturation Scale 
 
Acculturation Rating Scale for Mexican 
Americans–II 
 
Multiphasic Assessment of Cultural Constructs 
 
Acculturation Rating Scale for Mexican 
Americans–Short Form 
 
Bidimensional Acculturation Scale for Hispanics 
 
Brief Acculturation Scale for Hispanics 
 
Immunization and Acculturation Scale for 
Mexican Americans 
 
Cultural Health Attributions Questionnaire 
 
Acculturation, Habits, and Interests  

Olmedo and Padilla (1978) 
 
García and Lega (1979) 
 
Cuéllar, Harris, and Jasso (1980) 
 
Padilla et al. (1980) 
 
Martinéz, Norman, and Delaney (1984) 
 
 
Ramiréz, Cousins, Santos, and Supik (1986) 
 
 
Marín et al. (1987) 
 
Marín et al. (1987) 
 
 
Burnam, Hough, Karno, Escobar, and Telles (1987) 
 
Hazuda et al. (1988) 
 
 
Montgomery (1992) 
 
Barona and Miller (1994) 
 
 
Felíx-Ortiz, Newcomb, and Myers (1994) 
 
Cuéllar et al. (1995) 
 
 
Cuéllar et al. (1995) 
 
 
Dawson et al. (1996) 
 
 
Marín and Gamba (1996) 
 
 
Norris et al. (1996) 
 
Prislin, Suarez, Simpson, and Dyer (1998) 
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Assessment Author 

Multicultural Scale for Adolescents 
 
Short Acculturation Scale 
 
Abbreviated Multidimensional 
Acculturation Scale 
 
American Puerto Rican Acculturation Scale 
 
Herbal Remedies by Hispanic Patients 
 
Acculturation and Nutrition Needs Assessment 
 

 
 
Murguía et al. (2000) 
 
 
Unger et al. (2002) 
 
 
Wallen et al. (2002) 
 
Zea et al. (2003) 
 
 
Cortes et al. (2003) 
 
Howell et al. (2006) 
 
Fitzgerald et al. (2006) 
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Appendix G: Difficult Of Translation Card Sorting Study 
 

 
Translation Experience 

1. How would you rate your ability to translate from English to Spanish? 
 1 2 3 4 5 6 7  

Very Bad         Very Good 
 

2. How would you rate your ability to translate from Spanish to English? 
 1 2 3 4 5 6 7  

Very Bad         Very Good 
 

3. What is easier for you to do when it comes to translation (written word)? 
a. Translating English to Spanish 
b. Translating Spanish to English 
c. Both seem about the same effort 
d. I prefer to do interpretation (spoken word) 
e. Other ______________ 

 
4. What is your comfort level for doing interpretation work (spoken word)? 

 1 2 3 4 5 6 7  

Very 
Uncomfortable      

   Very 
Comfortable 

 
5. What is your comfort level for doing translation work (written word)? 

 1 2 3 4 5 6 7  

Very 
Uncomfortable      

   Very 
Comfortable 

 
6. What is your experience with translating from Spanish to English? (open ended) 
7.  What kind of paid and unpaid translation work have you done in the past? (open 

ended) 
8. In your opinion, what are the biggest problems with translations from English to 

Spanish? (open ended) 
 
 
Demographics and Technology Experience 

1. What language do you primarily speak in your home? 
a) English 
b) Spanish 
c) Both English and Spanish  
d) Spanish  
e) d) Other____________ 
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2. What is your native language? 
 

3. What is your second language? 
 
 

4. What is your level of comfort using computers? 
 1 2 3 4 5 6 7  

Very Uncomfortable         Very Comfortable 
 
5. What is your comfort level for using the Internet? 
 1 2 3 4 5 6 7  

Very Uncomfortable         Very Comfortable 
 

6. Check all the options that apply to describing your Internet Experience  

 I use the Internet to do research to find information I need 

 I compare prices and product features using the Internet 

 I have made at least one purchase on the Internet 

 I do on-line banking  

 Other: ________________________________________ 

 None of the above 

7. Counting both work and home, estimate the time you spend on the Internet (do not 
include time doing email): 

_____ hours per day 

8. Check any of the following social networking sites that you typically use.   
 

 Facebook 
 Twitter 
 LinkedIn 
 Other (specify)_____________________ 
 I don’t use social networking sites.  

 

9. Do you have a smart phone?  
A. Yes  

 
 Making calls 
 Texting 
 Accessing the internet 
 Checking email 
 Receiving updates and information 
 Using maps for finding locations or directions 
 IM or Chat (Messenger, AIM) 
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 To send / receive photos 
 Online Banking  

B. No   
 
 

10. What is your gender? 
a. Male 
b. Female 

 
11. What is your age? 

a. under 20 years  

b. 20 – 29 

c. 30 – 39 

d. 40 – 49 

e. 50 – 59 

f. 60 – 69 

g. 70 years or older 

12. What country where you born in? 
a. United States 
b. Mexico 
c. Other _________________ 

 

13. What is your occupation? (open ended)  
 

14. Please provide a brief description of what you do (open ended).  
 
Now that you have completed these questions, please click this link to start the sorting exercise 
that will help us gather feedback about how easy it is to translate certain words from English to 
Spanish.  Upon clicking on the link, participants will go to a web page where they will see a screen 
with the following text before they start the sorting exercise.  
 
 
INTRODUCTION: 
The following sorting exercise will help us collect more feedback about what words seem easy to 
translate from English to Spanish.  
 
INSTRUCTIONS: 
On the left, you'll see a list of items. Click on the items to drag them onto the categories you have 
been provided. Sort all the items into the categories based on your perception of how easy they are 
to translate from English to Spanish.  
 
If you feel that you need to create a new category, make sure you give it a descriptive name. You 
can now begin. 
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The figure below is the application where participants will be able to sort the words into existing 
categories. 
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Appendix H: Results For Difficult of Translation Card Sorting Study 
 
Table 27 provides the results from the sorting exercise showing the percentage of times a 
word was placed into one of the given categories.  
 
Table 27. Percent of times each word was placed in a category  

 

Term Easy to Translate 
Hard to 

Translate 
Not Sure How to 

Translate 

Translate with 
Adjustments for 

Cultural Relevance 

Business Like 10 25 15 50 

Cutting Edge 5 30 20 45 

Low Maintenance 25 10 15 50 

Time Saving 40 25 5 30 

Customizable 20 40 5 35 

Gets In The Way 35 15 5 45 

Time Consuming 50 20 5 25 

Distracting 50 15 10 25 

Dated 60 15 5 20 

Approachable 50 25 5 20 

Unapproachable 30 20 10 40 

Inspiring 65 25 . 10 

Satisfying 70 15 . 15 

Collaborative 60 15 25 . 

Unconventional 60 10 20 10 

Annoying 60 5 . 35 

Unattractive 65 10 . 25 

Reliable 70 20 5 5 

Simplistic 70 10 5 15 

Not Secure 70 10 5 15 

Ineffective 70 20 . 10 

Empathetic 65 30 . 5 

Poor Quality 75 . . 25 

Too Technical 70 5 5 20 

Inconsistent 75 10 5 10 

Impersonal 75 10 5 10 

Credible 75 15 5 5 

Appealing 65 25 . 10 

Helpful 80 10 . 10 

Intimidating 75 10 5 10 

Motivating 75 10 5 10 

Effortless 85 . . 15 
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Term Easy to Translate 
Hard to 

Translate 
Not Sure How to 

Translate 

Translate with 
Adjustments for 

Cultural Relevance 

Trustworthy 75 5 5 15 

Meaningful 75 20 . 5 

Novel 80 10 5 5 

Consistent 80 5 5 10 

Intuitive 80 10 5 5 

Exciting 75 . . 25 

Comprehensible 80 10 . 10 

Ordinary 90 . . 10 

Secure 90 . . 10 

Innovative 80 10 10 . 

Stimulating 85 5 5 5 

Undesirable 85 15 . . 

Expected 80 15 . 5 

Predictable 85 10 5 . 

Unpredictable 85 10 5 . 

Disconnected 85 15 . . 

Usable 85 5 5 5 

Clear 90 . . 10 

Fresh 85 . . 15 

Hard To Use 85 . . 15 

High Quality 85 5 . 10 

Integrated 85 . 10 5 

Energetic 90 . . 10 

Accessible 95 . . 5 

Attractive 90 . . 10 

Comfortable 90 . . 10 

Enthusiastic 95 5 . . 

Stressful 90 5 . 5 

Busy 100 . . . 

Calm 100 . . . 

Clean 100 . . . 

Complex 100 . . . 

Convenient 100 . . . 

Difficult 100 . . . 

Easy To Use 100 . . . 

Effective 100 . . . 

Familiar 100 . . . 

Fast 100 . . . 
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Term Easy to Translate 
Hard to 

Translate 
Not Sure How to 

Translate 

Translate with 
Adjustments for 

Cultural Relevance 

Friendly 100 . . . 

Frustrating 100 . . . 

Fun 100 . . . 

Organized 100 . . . 

Personal 100 . . . 

Professional 100 . . . 

Slow 100 . . . 

Useful 100 . . . 

Impressive 95 . . 5 

Confident 90 10 . . 

Essential 95 5 . . 

Not Valuable 90 5 . 5 

Powerful 90 5 . 5 

Old 95 . . 5 

Advanced 95 5 . . 

Controllable 95 5 . . 

Fragile 95 5 . . 

Stable 95 5 . . 

Creative 95 . 5 . 

Flexible 95 . 5 . 

Rigid 95 . 5 . 

Exceptional 95 . . 5 

Sophisticated 95 . . 5 

Optimistic 95 5 . . 

Valuable 95 5 . . 

Boring 90 10 . . 

Compatible 90 5 5 . 

Connected 90 . 5 5 

Efficient 90 5 . 5 

Irrelevant 90 5 5 . 

Confusing 90 5 5 . 

Uncontrollable 90 10 . . 

Incomprehensible 90 10 . . 

Relevant 90 5 5 . 

Understandable 85 15 . . 

Entertaining 85 10 . 5 

Sterile 85 5 5 5 

Desirable 80 . . 20 
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Term Easy to Translate 
Hard to 

Translate 
Not Sure How to 

Translate 

Translate with 
Adjustments for 

Cultural Relevance 

Dull 75 10 . 15 

Empowering 35 30 15 20 

Overbearing 45 35 10 10 

Patronizing 35 35 20 10 

Unrefined 45 20 5 30 

Overwhelming 25 50 5 20 

Straight Forward 25 40 . 35 

Engaging 30 30 15 25 

Compelling 25 45 15 15 

Disruptive 45 25 15 15 

Inviting 35 20 10 35 

Responsive 50 30 5 15 
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Appendix I: Direct Translation Into Spanish of the Microsoft Product Reaction Cards Tool 
 

 
English version developed by and © 2002 Microsoft Corporation. All rights reserved.  
*This version includes two additional words Credible and Empathetic.   
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Appendix J: Translator-Validated Translation Into Spanish of the Microsoft Product Reaction Cards Tool 
 

 
English version developed by and © 2002 Microsoft Corporation. All rights reserved. 
*This version includes two additional words Credible and Empathetic.  
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Appendix K: User-Validated Translation Into Spanish of the Microsoft Product Reaction 
Cards Tool 
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This layout is repeated for all the rest of the words in the MPRC tool.  
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Appendix L: Full Report for the User-Validated Translation Study 
 

Data Screening and Cleaning 

The personal privacy of the participants was protected by assigning an ID number 

to each individual file from Survey Monkey. The confidentiality of the information was 

guaranteed by storing it in a password-protected electronic folder. There was no physical 

record produced from participating in the study. Data was screened to eliminate duplicate 

responses and responses that fail the validity checks.  

 

Participants 

Fifty two participants, 18 years or older from the local community in the U.S and 

Mexico volunteered to participate in this study. Participants were recruited using 

Facebook announcements and by using the snowballing technique. They were selected 

primarily because they volunteered to participate in this study met the criteria for study. 

The recruiting criteria were that participants were bilingual in English and Spanish 

regardless of which language was their native language.  

The snowballing technique was used for word-of-mouth referrals, which basically 

means participants were asked if they knew anyone else who would be interested in 

participating. If they did know other people, participants were asked to suggest the best 

way to contact people who might be interested. This was not a requirement. Participants 

also answered questions about demographic information, internet experience, and 

language preferences.  
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Materials 

User-Validated Translation of the MPRC. The survey included background questions 

for demographics, internet experience, smart phone experience, and language preferences. 

The survey also included two validity checks and randomly provided the different words 

in English for which participants need to choose their preferred translation in Spanish. See 

Appendix K for the user-validated translation survey.  

 

Procedures 

 Participants were asked to read an informed consent prior to committing to 

participation in the survey administered by Survey Monkey. Agreement to participate was 

provided electronically by clicking Yes on the Informed Consent Page. Participants were 

also notified that the survey would take between 30 to 45 minutes to complete. 

Participants were asked to complete a background questionnaire at the beginning of the 

session, and then they were asked to answer multiple choice questions where they picked 

the best translation for a given English word. Upon completion of the multiple choice 

questions, participants were thanked for their participation.  

 

Data Collection 

Data was collected by launching the survey via Survey Monkey. The survey was live 

for a period of four weeks before concluding the data collection period. Responses were 

reviewed on a series of validity checks before being used for analysis. All 52 participants’ 

responses passed the validity checks. 
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Results 

Frequency counts were used to determine which Spanish translations were the 

best preferred for each of the 120 MPRC words in English. The user-validated translation 

was created based on the results from this study so the list could be used as one of the 

translation conditions in study 1.  

Participants for the most part chose the same Spanish translations as the 

translator-validated list with the exception of the following words: 

MPRC word Direct Translation Translator-Validated User-Validated 

Businesslike Serio Práctico De apariencia profesional 

Calm Calma Calmado (a) Tranquilo (a) 

Distracting Distraer Que crea distracción Que distrae 

Empowering Empoderamiento 
Que da 
empoderamiento 

Que da poder o 
autosuficiencia 

Gets In The Way 
Interpone en el 
camino Inoportuno (a) Que se interpone 

Inviting Invitando Invitador (a) Atrayente 
Low 
Maintenance Bajo Mantenimiento De bajo mantenimiento 

De poco o bajo 
mantenimiento 

Novel Novela Inusual Nuevo (a), Original 

Patronizing Protector Condescendiente Insultante, Condescendiente 

Simplistic Simplista Simple Muy Simple 

 

This means that the user-validated list has only 10 words (8%) that are different 

from the other two lists.  
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The following list includes the words that were the same across all 3 lists: 

MPRC word Direct Translation Translator-Validated User-Validated 

Accessible Accesible Accesible Accesible 

Advanced Avanzado Avanzado (a) Avanzado (a) 

Appealing Atractivo Atrayente Atrayente 

Approachable Accesible Accesible Accesible 

Attractive Atractivo Atractivo (a) Atractivo (a) 

Boring Aburrido Aburrido (a) Aburrido (a) 

Comfortable Cómodo Cómodo (a) Cómodo (a) 

Compatible Compatible Compatible Compatible 

Complex Complejo Complejo (a) Complejo (a) 

Comprehensible Comprensible Comprensible Comprensible 

Consistent Consistente Consistente Consistente 

Controllable Controlable Controlable Controlable 

Convenient Conveniente Conveniente Conveniente 

Desirable Deseable Deseable Deseable 

Difficult Difícil Difícil Difícil 

Easy To Use Fácil de Usar Fácil de usar Fácil de usar 

Effective Eficaz Eficaz Eficaz 

Efficient Eficiente Eficiente  Eficiente 

Essential Esencial Esencial Esencial 

Exceptional Excepcional Excepcional Excepcional 

Exciting Emocionante Emocionante Emocionante 

Familiar Familiar Familiar Familiar 

Flexible Flexible Flexible Flexible 

Fragile Frágil Frágil Frágil 

Frustrating Frustrante Frustrante Frustrante 

Hard To Use Difícil de usar Difícil de usar Difícil de usar 

Helpful Util Util Util 

High Quality Alta Calidad De alta calidad De alta calidad 

Impersonal Impersonal Impersonal Impersonal 

Impressive Impresionante Impresionante Impresionante 

Incomprehensible Incomprensible Incomprensible Inconprensible 

Inconsistent Inconsistente Inconsistente Inconsistente 

Ineffective Ineficaz Ineficaz Ineficaz 

Intimidating Intimidar intimidante Intimidante 

Irrelevant Irrelevante Irrelevante Irrelevante 

Optimistic Optimista Optimista  Optimista 

Personal Personal Personal Personal  

Professional Profesional Profesional Profesional 

Responsive Sensible Sensible Sensible 

Stable Estable Estable Estable 
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MPRC word Direct Translation Translator-Validated User-Validated 

Sterile Estéril Estéril Estéril 

Stimulating Estimulante Estimulante Estimulante 

Stressful Estresante Estresante Estresante 

Too Technical Demasiado técnico Demasiado técnico Demasiado técnico 

Trustworthy Digno de confianza Digno de confianza Digno (a) de confianza 

Unapproachable Inaccesible Inaccesible Inaccesible 

Uncontrollable Incontrolable Incontrolable Incontrolable 

Unconventional Poco convencional Poco convencional Poco convencional 

Understandable Comprensible Comprensible Comprensible 

Undesirable Indeseable Indeseable Indeseable 

Unrefined Sin refinar Sin refinar Sin Refinar 

Useful Util Util Util 

Valuable Valioso Valioso (a) Valioso (a) 

Credible Creíble Creíble Creíble 

 

There were 54 words (45%) that were the same across all lists. 65 words (54%) 

were the same for two out of the three lists.   
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USER-VALIDATED TRANSLATION INTO SPANISH OF THE MICROSOFT PRODUCT REACTION CARDS TOOL   
 

 

English version developed by and © 2002 Microsoft Corporation. All rights reserved. 
*This version includes two additional words Credible and Empathetic.  
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Appendix M: Spanish Homepages of All State And American Family Insurance Websites 
 

Spanish Homepage of All State Insurance (Captured 4/30/2012) 
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Spanish Homepage of American Family Insurance Website (Captured 4/30/2012) 
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Appendix N: Comparison of Spanish Translations of the Microsoft Product Reaction Cards 
Tool Study 
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Appendix O: Participants' Background Information for Study 1 
 

Table 28 

Frequency of Gender, Education, Marital Status, First and Second language, Language 

Spoken at home, Education, and Acculturation Levels Based on ARSMA II scores for Each 

Translation Condition. 
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Table 29. Frequencies for Internet and Social Networking Experience for Each Translation 

Condition 
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Table 30. Frequencies for Smart phone Experience for Each Translation Condition  
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Appendix P: Expert Evaluation of the MPRC Results from Three Spanish Translations 
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Appendix Q: Qualitative Analysis of the MPRC Words Chosen and Comments for Study 1 

A thematic analysis was conducted to identify emergent themes for the words 

chosen and their corresponding comments using a grounded theory approach as 

recommended by Charmaz (2006) and coding best practices as outlined by Saldaña 

(2009). Themes were identified upon coding of the comments for justifying the adjectives 

chosen from the MPRC word list for all three translation conditions. Doing so helped 

establish main perceptions for each site qualitatively. Grounded theory also was used to 

link the identified themes to Hispanic cultural Values.  

The words chosen and their corresponding comments were interpreted to develop 

a classification theme a grounded theory approach as explained by B. Dick (2005). The 

classification theme was modeled after Tan and Tung’s (2003) classification theme. Prior 

to identifying the themes for each of the translation groups, the words were identified into 

positive and negative and went through their first round of coding. During this step, the 

goal was to identify the main point of the word and its comment were addressing. Words 

with a frequency > 2 were eliminated from the analysis.  

The second step involved identifying themes based on the remaining words and 

comments. The resulting themes were analyzed to see if they related to any of the 

culturally values that resonate with US Hispanics of Mexican Descent. Table 31 shows the 

themes identified for All State and American Family per translation condition.  
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Table 31. Themes Identified for All State and American Family Homepages by Translation 

Condition 

Homepages 
Direct Translation 

Themes 
Translator-Validated 
Translation Themes 

User-Validated Translation 
Themes 

 
All State  

 
 
 
 
 

 
Web Design Quality 

 
Company Image / 

Reputation 
 

Practical Issues 
 
 

 
Web Design Quality 

 
Company Image / 

Reputation 
 

Practical Issues 
 

Negative Comments / 
Dislikes 

 

 
Web Design Quality 

 
Company Image 

/ Reputation 
 

Practical Issues 
 

Negative Comments / 
Dislikes 

 
 
American 
Family 

 
 
 

 
Web Design Quality 

 
Company Image / 

Reputation 
 

Practical Issues 
 

Negative Comments /  
Dislikes 

 

 
Web Design Quality 

 
Company Image / 

Reputation 
 

Practical Issues 

 
Web Design Quality 

 
Company Image /  

Reputation 
 

Practical Issues 
 
 

 

The following comments pertain to All State – Direct Translation themes: 

 Web Design Quality Theme 

o Comprehensible  

 Have a buzz or excitement about them 

 The content is easy to understand, not cumbersome 

o Creative 

 Easy to use 

 innovative features 

 Something new 

o Entertaining  
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 It contains information that is helpful to me 

 Very bright colors 

o Organized  

 The page made it easy to find the information I want 

 looks good 

o Advanced  

 There are a lot of useful information 

 Website design very personal 

o Straightforward  

 Simple display but appealing 

 The layout is reasonable 

 Like the layout of the website 

 The first impression is very good 

o Patronizing  

 The picture is vivid 

 Company Image / Reputation Theme 

o High Quality 

 Values my business 

 with good service 

o Innovative  

 A company I can trust 

 Gives me personal service 

o Professional  
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 Has a long history of financial stability through many business cycles 

  Have knowledgeable employees 

 Provides policy information that is easy to understand 

 with Authority 

 With good services and senior agents 

 With good services and senior agents 

o Patronizing 

 Provides expert insurance advice 

 Practical Issues Theme 

o Time Saving 

 It contains information that is helpful to me 

 Like the layout of the website 

o Convenient 

 Content is easier to understand 

 Like the layout of the website 

o Familiar 

 Easily accepted 

 Respects my time 

o Attractive  

 And unique 

 Great personality, refined 
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The following comments pertain to All State – Translator-Validated Translation themes: 

 Web Design Quality Theme 

o  Stimulating  

 Easy to find 

 Quite distinctive 

o Organized  

 The homepage is well organized 

 web design is methodic 

o Effortless  

 It doesn’t seem complex  

 Take the time to ensure you understand all you need to 

o Businesslike  

 Nice navigation 

o Usable 

 I can get useful information from the page easily 

o Familiar  

 it looks warm and unique 

 Negative Comments Theme 

o Ordinary 

 It looks like others 

 Like others 

o Impersonal  

 I don’t like it enough and doesn’t help me identify myself with my own 
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needs 

 Company Image / Reputation Theme  

o Usable  

 It told me something new 

o Satisfying 

 Has a holistic approach to evaluating my insurance needs 

o Familiar  

 Has competitive rates 

 Value for money 

o Innovative 

 Is financially stable 

o Impersonal 

 Good group 

o Professional  

 Is focused on helping my company get back up and running quickly 

 Offers a wide range of financial products and services 

 Understands that the loss that we are dealing with is more than just 

financial 

 Practical Issues Theme 

o Energetic 

 Treats me with dignity and respect 

o Innovative 

 Helps me be prepared for what might happen 
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o Businesslike 

 Makes me feel confident that I can move ahead with my business 

 

The following comments pertain to All State – User-Validated Translation themes: 

 Web Design Quality Theme 

o Efficient  

 Content information is very 

 Easy to navigate and efficient. 

o Exciting 

 Colors with very reasonable 

o Convenient 

 it's clear, easy to understand 

 Looks easy to use 

 Company Image / Reputation Theme 

o Personal  

 Provides good value for the money 

o Professional 

 Content is very easy to understand 

 Resolves problems completely 

o Convenient  

 Provides professional guidance that keeps me on top of me 

 Offers a unique tailored solution that fits the needs of our business 

o Impersonal 
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 meets the needs of clients by managing issues efficiently and fairly 

 Practical Issues Theme 

o Familiar 

 Makes me feel like my business is taken care of 

o Flexible 

 Makes me want to take action 

o Professional  

 Directly addresses an issue that's important to me 

o Personal  

 Believable 

 Negative Comments / Dislikes Theme  

o Impersonal  

 This has no family vibe to it-too corporate. 

o Familiar  

 Is Confusing 

 It looks like other websites of Insurance companies 

 

The following comments pertain to American Family – Direct Translation themes: 

 Web Design Quality Theme  

o Attractive  

 Because the website appeals to the client 

 Colors are very reasonable 

 Looks good 
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o Comprehensible 

 The website has a lot of energy 

o Consistent 

 Content easy to understand 

o Professional 

 Easily understood, not tedious 

o Convenient 

 Easy to find 

 Easy to find 

o Desirable 

 Eye-catching 

o Efficient 

 innovative features 

 Very unique 

o Expected 

 Great personality, refined do not bother 

 The overall feel good 

o Stimulating 

 Concise 

o Innovative 

 Color matching is very reasonable 

o Inviting 

 Content information is very 
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o Optimistic  

 Content information is very strong 

o Friendly 

 Concise 

 friendly 

 The page made it easy to find the information I want 

 Company Image / Reputation Theme 

o Comprehensible 

 Moves with the times 

o Professional 

 Offer something different 

o Satisfying  

 Have their customers best interests in mind 

 Practical Issues Theme 

o Desirable 

 It could satisfy many people. 

o Innovative 

 Are affordable 

o Stimulating  

 It contains information that is helpful to me 

o Optimistic 

 Easily accepted 

o Satisfying 
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 It fits for most families. 

 Negative Comments / Dislikes Theme 

o Consistent 

 It’s not normal 

 

The following comments pertain to American Family – Translator-Validated Translation 

themes: 

 Web Design Quality Theme 

o Attractive 

 Easy to use 

 The line above is very inviting with just one picture 

o Compelling 

 Content information is very strong 

 Easily accepted 

 The overall feel good 

o Effortless 

 navigation is easy to use 

 The website layout is simple 

o Familiar 

 I think I am quite familiar with this kind of web design 

 popular design 

 The color is unique 

o Clean 
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 Adequate without so many graphics distracting you 

 The homepage looks fresh and clean 

o Satisfying 

 The first impression is very good 

o Simplistic 

 Honest, transparent 

 It's simple, easy to read 

o Usable 

 This homepage is quite usable, I can find what I am looking for 

 Practical Issues Theme 

o Credible 

 It denotes trust 

o Satisfying 

 Is able to meet all of my protection needs 

o Secure 

 It creates a feeling of credibility  

o Attractive 

 Provides customized coverage to meet my specific insurance needs 

o Company Image / Reputation 

o Professional 

 A recognized expert for insurance 

o Usable 

 Offer competitive prices 
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The following comments pertain to American Family – User-Validated Translation themes: 

o Web Design Quality Theme 

 Clear 

 The colors and layout are very clear 

 Consistent  

 Everything seems to flow together correctly 

 There are a lot of useful information 

 Impressive 

 Website is very dynamic 

 Professional  

 Profesional: Is Informative 

 Looks very professionally done 

 There is a lot of useful information 

 Simplistic  

 It is very simple 

o Useful 

 It has information I need 

o Simplistic 

 Purchasing on this site is safe & secure 

o Practical Issues Theme 

o Clear 

 It’s very clear to see what the person needs 

o Convenient 



 

 

166 
 

 It is responsive to our concerns 

 This site allows me to return merchandise with ease 

 Familiar  

 Is reassuring 

 Is accessible 

o Professional 

 Profesional: I feel contented 

o Simplistic 

 Understands the growth goals of me 

o Useful  

 It's insurance so it's useful. 

o Convenient  

 Is responsive to our concerns 

 Company Image / Reputation Theme 

o High Quality  

 Good services 

 This site has consistently lower prices than other sites 

o Flexible  

 Has company representatives that are professional and courteous 

o Impressive  

 This site offers products that are a good value for the price 
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Appendix R: Participants’ Reasons for Deciding Whether There Were Sufficient Words  

 

Table 32. Participants’ Reasons for Deciding Whether They Had Sufficient Words in the 

List 

Translation Condition Feedback 

Direct Translation   

No There is a need for more words. 

Yes There are many to choose. 

 
I think it is very good 

 
Relatively easy to understand 

 
There were sufficient words to describe the website 

Translator-validated Translation 
 No Because some are not related 

  I don't think so 

Yes It's easy to describe the impressions 

 
There are enough positive and negative options 

 
I think they are enough 

 
Good enough. 

 
It is good enough for us. 

User-Validated Translation 
 No I think there needs more words. 

 
I think there some options missing 

 
Not enough words 

 
I can't think of any 

Yes there were a lot of words 

  
I feel I have the words, but again many of the words didn't make 
me feel that way towards each web page. 

  I think it is the best one. 

  It is good for me 
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Appendix S: Participants’ Reasons for Choosing a Homepage as Best Impression  

Table 33. Participants’ Reasons for Choosing a Homepage as Best Impression 

Homepage Direct Translation 
Translator-Validated 

Translation 
User-validated 

Translation 

All State The layout is reasonable 

 
I love the login/register box 
placed on the right 

It looks more 
professional 

 
The services seem better 

The website is simple and 
clear it's easier to navigate 

 
I like the company more 

The website grabs my 
attention 

Offers fair claims 
settlements 

 
It looks more professional 

The overall feeling is very 
good 

Resolves problems 
efficiently 

 

It provides information that is 
useful and easy to understand 

The website design is very 
personal and vivid 

 

 
It looks easy to use 

The content is very easy to 
understand 

 

 

The web design looks 
personal and colorful 

  

 

It is a company with a strong 
heritage 
 
 

  American 
Family It meets my needs It looks more familiar 

The website seems 
more related to us 

 

The image appeals more the 
client It fits my family more 

The website is more 
appealing 

 
It is more stylish The website has bright colors 

The website is 
professional 

 
The overall feel is very good 

I like the picture with a family 
feeling. 

 I see a family in the 
main picture and for 
me anything having to 
do with 
family-oriented sucks 
me into it 

 

There is a lot of useful 
information  It's more appealing 

It looks more 
family-oriented and 
friendly. I would 
choose American 
Family if I was looking 
for car insurance 

 
  

The page made it easy to find 
the information I want 

Like the layout of the 
website 

 
  I like the lifestyle it implies 

American Family  
shares my sense of 
responsibility 

 
  The layout is reasonable 

Content is easier to 
understand 

 
  It listens to your needs It is inspiring 

  

The layout is reasonable 
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Homepage Direct Translation 
Translator-Validated 

Translation 
User-validated 

Translation 

  

It makes us confident that we 
have a partner who can help 
us navigate through 

 

  

There are a lot of useful 
information 
 

 

  

There are not as many 
options on the lower part 
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