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Executive Summary

The UK does not offer remote online voting now. But, as digital 
services and digital citizen-government interactions continue to grow, 
voting could be offered remotely online (i-voting) in future alongside 
postal and in-person ballots. So what might i-voting look like, and how 
might voters respond? What makes an i-voting experience positive or 
negative?

We designed a prototype voting app that mirrors the traditional 
ballot paper. We asked potential voters to use it, on 3 different digital 
devices, and compared it with the in-person experience. Our study 
involved a diverse sample of 32 people from the Brunel community 
who kindly gave their time to test the alternative voting mode and 
share their feedback and opinions with us. We are grateful for their 
participation. Our key ðndings are:

•	 The prototype app was positively evaluated, both in terms of its 
design and layout, and the experience of navigating it to complete 
the voting task. 

•	 Convenience, ease of use, simplicity and accessibility were 
repeatedly mentioned as advantages of i-voting. Security and 
privacy concerns were mentioned frequently, but not always as 
prohibitively high risks. 

•	 Two thirds say they would opt for ‘i-voting’ if it were available.

•	 On a éwillingness to vote onlineê scale of 0 to 10, our respondents 
gave an average score of 8.4. 

Results from user testing of  
a prototype i-voting app
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Data collection

Our participants completed a short 
registration survey before the user tes- 
ting. We asked for some background 
information about the participants, 
including online experiences and be-
haviours, previous voting experiences, 
and demographic and social characte- 
ristics. After the user testing exercis-
es, we asked people to tell us what 
they thought of the app in two ways:  
(1) they completed a brief survey to 
rate different aspects of the app; and 
(2) they shared their views and feed-
back with researchers in a debrief in-
terview.

Data analysis

Our survey was based on the short version of the established User Experience 
Questionnaire. This involved rating eight aspects of the app on each platform 
separately (smartphone, tablet and laptop), to measure whether the app was: 

•	 obstructive or supportive •	 boring or exciting

•	 complicated or easy •	 not interesting or interesting

•	 inefðcient or efðcient •	 conventional or inventive

•	 confusing or clear •	 usual or leading edge

The interview notes were written up and analysed for recurring themes and 
ideas. They offer a direct insight into peopleês immediate impressions of the 
app, and what they think about future voting. 

We invited members of the Brunel University 
student and staff community to test the app 
in a “lab-in-the-field” setup on campus. Our 
respondents took part in a series of voting 
exercises. We asked them to tell us about 
their experience and opinions.

“

Image 2 Understanding the i-voting  
experience compared to the 
traditional ballot box

https://www.ueq-online.org/
https://www.ueq-online.org/
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3. Findings 

What do people make of the i-voting app?

Our respondents shared many positive sentiments about the app. They 
particularly liked that it was easy and straightforward to use (78% of users 
mentioned this). It was seen as being highly convenient, avoiding the need 
for planning ahead and travelling to the polling station on the day (31%). 
Recurring descriptions include that the app: “gets around hurdles of going 
out to vote, e.g. travel, taking time from work”; it was “easy to follow”,“simple, 
straightforward”, “quick”, and “time-saving”.

The design and layout of the app was 
also praised for its clarity, accessibility 
and simplicity (69% of users referred 
to this). The security codes and login 
process worked well, although not all 
users had kept their authentication 
codes and had to be prompted. We 
believe this gives an accurate insight 
into real world experiences, but despite 
the extra step there were no complaints 
about the authentication process itself. 

These generally positive ðndings about the app are corroborated by our 
survey ratings. Scores were given on a scale from -3 to +3, with 0 as the 
middle point. A higher score indicates a better rating, and anything over  
0 indicates it was positively received. The app received a positive evaluation 
across all 3 platforms (see Table 1). 
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Table 1 User Experience Scores: A higher score indicates a more positive appraisal

Mean Scores Smartphone Tablet Laptop

Pragmatic

Supportive 1.32 1.66 2.06

Easy 1.78 1.84 2.25

Efficient 1.50 1.59 2.13

Clear 1.90 2.13 2.25

Hedonic

Exciting 0.68 0.65 0.42

Interesting 0.50 0.90 0.45

Inventive 0.74 0.74 0.39

Leading Edge 0.74 0.57 0.77

 
Notes: Questions are coded from -3 to +3, with 0 as the middle point. Not all respondents 
scored each of the traits, means provided here are for all available data. For standard 
deviations see appendix.

There were aspects that were seen as less convenient or appealing. Arriving 
at the website by typing in the URL was “fiddly” for some, particularly on  
a smartphone. The fact that the design replicated a ballot paper was both 
appreciated and critiqued. For example, the design was “not colourful, just 
black and white” and “too much like gov.uk” for some users, although this 
same characteristic was seen as a strength by others who described the “black 
and white good for [the] colour blind”, and it being “identical to the [ballot] 
paper, felt comfortable”.

While positive on the whole, user experiences varied across the 3 platforms. 
Some users found “the scrolling and display wasn’t great [on the] phone”, 
and preferred the larger screen size of the laptop and tablet for reading and 
navigating. In fact, we found that across 4 of the 8 elements (supportive, easy, 
efficient, clear) laptops delivered the best user experience. On the remaining 
4 elements, tablets delivered better scores for being interesting; smartphones 
and tablets jointly for being exciting and inventive, and smartphones and 
laptops jointly for leading edge. While the more portable devices were 
favoured in the hedonic aspects (exciting, interesting, inventive), laptops are 
clearly the more pragmatic choice.

What are the bigger issues that voters are concerned about in relation 
to i-voting?

Two broader themes emerged, relating to security, and the socio-cultural 
experience of voting. 

Security was raised by 31% of users when asked what they disliked about 
the i-voting app, and by 34% of users when asked to explain whether they 
would prefer to vote in-person or online. The majority of users who mentioned 
security saw it as a potential risk and concern, mentioning it would be “too  
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easy to manipulate”, with “hacking” risks relating not just to the login system 
and voter identiðcation, but also where the data would go and how it would 
be stored; as well as worries around people “being forced to vote, coercion, 
privacy”.

A number of users mentioned the authentication codes. It was seen to be 
“a good option so long as [it] can identify one person”, but perhaps needed 
further “layers of security, maybe integrate [a] passport check” or something 
akin to identiðcation checks needed for online banking. Being able to i-vote 
remotely still required a secure “physical environment… needs to be a private 
place”.

On the other hand, some users seemed relaxed about the security aspects 
and mentioned their “trust in the process”. One user explained they “use 
[the internet] for online banking and pretty much everything else” so did not 
have any issues with trust themselves but could see that others might. Others 
suggested it could be more secure to vote online than in person, either because 
“it’s easy to tamper with ballot papers”; or to avoid potential coercion at the 
ballot box (with reference to a context outside the UK) since voting online 
“can be remote and in the privacy of our own home”. Some of our users felt 
that security issues could be addressed, but the information and education 
of voters was a priority. The app itself could have provided more information 
about the security of the vote to raise trust in the act of i-voting.

A second theme related to the in-person “election experience”, “ceremony” 
and “social ritual” of voting. While raised only by a minority of respondents 
(9% of users when asked about i-voting, 18% when asked to explain their 
preference for online or in-person voting), it was a passionately-held view: 
the “physical act of voting [is] more of an occasion”, and it would “lose its 
sense of significance online”. Voting in-person was “democracy in action”, 
important to be part of the “community...being part of a bigger exercise”. 

https://journals.sagepub.com/doi/full/10.1177/13691481221120143
https://journals.sagepub.com/doi/full/10.1177/13691481221120143
https://journals.sagepub.com/doi/full/10.1177/13691481221120143
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Do attitudes change after testing the prototype app?

Looking a little deeper we identify three groups of users, who we can describe 
as maintainers, improvers and decliners: 

•	 61% of respondents offered identical scores before and after the trial 
(maintain)

•	 32% indicated an increased likelihood of voting online (improved)
•	 7% said they were less likely to do so (declining)

Those whose ratings stayed the same were, on the whole, quite willing to vote 
online already (mean score of 8.3 out of 10). In contrast, those respondents 
whose likelihood of voting online increased, saw their mean score increase 
considerably from 6.7 before the trial to 8.7 after. Amongst the small number 
of respondents whose score decreased, the means fell from 9.0 to 8.0. Overall, 
experience of testing the i-voting app either maintained or increased 
willingness to vote online amongst those who were initially more sceptical.

Who was more inclined to i-vote?

Women were more likely to be positive about i-voting both pre and post the 
pilot. Following the trial, the mean score for women was 9.3, compared with 
8.0 for men. We also observe the impact of wider internet behaviour on the 
willingness to vote online. As we would expect, those who used the internet 
most regularly for banking, shopping and hobbies were more likely to favour 
online voting, with the impact of banking being particularly strong, even within 
the small sample. Age is also a predictor. Splitting the sample into two equal 
groups, we observe that those aged 19-24 were more likely to favour i-voting, 
both before and after the trial. Following the trial, those age 19 to 24 scored 
a mean of 8.6 compared with 8.1 for those aged 25 and above. We observe 
a similar age effect when comparing preferred mode of voting. The mean 
age of those preferring online voting was 29, compared with 36 for those 
favouring voting in-person

Overall, despite the positive levels of willingness to vote online overall,  
a substantial minority still favoured the in-person form of voting. The evidence 
suggests this could be related to three broad factors discussed above:  
(1) security concerns, (2) preferences for and current usage of digital devices, 
particularly smartphones, and (3) the importance of voting in-person on social 
and cultural grounds.

“ Those aged 19-24 were more likely to  
favour i-voting, and women were more  
likely to be positive about i-voting both 
before and after the trial.
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Which device would people prefer to use, if i-voting were available?

Having tried all 3 digital devices, we asked users which one they would be 
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4. Conclusions and recommendations

We designed a prototype i-voting app, and tested this with a diverse range 
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Appendix

Thematic analysis of interviews

Table 2

1. What did you like about the app?

Easy, simple, 
straightforward to 
use

çease of useè (ID 1) 

çsimple, straightforwardè (ID 5)

çeasy to followè (ID 66) 

25 users

(78%)

Design and layout 
of the app

çsimplicity, direct match to the paper...no weird 
colours or shapesè (ID 6)

èclear interface - just like paperè (ID 47)

çnot too many questionsè (ID 64)

22 users

(69%)

2. What did you like about the app?

Design and layout

çQR code easierè (ID 4)

çtoo simple, could have hover effectsè (ID 11)

çscrolling and display wasnêt great on phoneè (ID 26)

çphone - typing the url, easy to mistype, but ok on 
laptop and tabletè (ID 39)

16

(50%)

Security, authenti-
cation, and trust

çVoting should not be online - too easy to manipulateè 
(ID 3)

çneeds extra layer of security å maybe integrate pass-
port checkè (ID 59)

çwhere is [data] being stored?è (ID 60)

10 

(31%)

3. If you did vote online, which one platform would you be most likely to use?  
What are the main reasons for your preference?

Convenience and 
ease

çsmartphone easy, use laptop regularlyè (ID 57)

çuse phone all the time, quickè (ID 64)

19

(59%)

Size of screen 
and/or keyboard 
on device

çbigger screen å easier to useè (ID 7)

çhelps reading å screen size, easy to browseè (ID 66)

11 

(34%)

 4. If you had the choice, would you prefer to vote online or in-person? What are the 
main reasons for your preference?

Convenience, 
speed, efðciency

çlower barrier to entry, not having to travelè (ID 8)

çavoid hurdles and hasslesè (ID 55)

19

(59%)

Security and pri-
vacy

çpeople could cheat and miscalculate...manipulate 
people in change of softwareè (ID 3)

çWould wait to see government IT for more formalityè 
(ID 19)

çSecurity reasons; Trump and Russia; easier to allege 
cheating onlineè (ID 59)

11 

(34%)
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User experience scores – detailed analysis

Table 3 User experience ratings across devices

Mean Scores (Std Dev) Smartphone Tablet Laptop

Pragmatic

Supportive 1.32 (1.92) 1.66 (1.88) 2.06 (1.65)

Easy 1.78 (1.74) 1.84 (1.61) 2.25 (1.37)

Efðcient 1.50 (2.00) 1.59 (1.72) 2.13 (1.73)

Clear 1.90 (1.76) 2.13 (1.38) 2.25 (1.34)

Hedonic

Exciting 0.68 (1.80) 0.65 (1.45) 0.42 (1.61)

Interesting 0.50 (1.70) 0.90 (1.47) 0.45 (1.50)

Inventive 0.74 (1.73) 0.74 (1.48) 0.39 (1.82)

Leading Edge 0.74 (1.69) 0.57 (1.78) 0.77 (1.78)
 
Notes: Questions are coded from -3 to +3, with 0 as the middle point. Standard deviations 
in parentheses. Not all respondents scored each of the traits, averages provided here are 
for all available data.

An association between voting preferences and device preferences

We looked into whether overall preference for in-person or i-voting was 
related to what users thought about different devices. We constructed scales 
of the eight user-experience questions for smartphones and laptops, being 
the two most popular online platforms. The scales are reliable, both producing 
Alpha scores of almost 0.9 (the convention is that 0.7 is the baseline). We also 
created scales of the pragmatic (supportive, easy, efðcient, clear) and hedonic 
(exciting, interesting, inventive, leading edge) aspects for both smartphones 
and laptops. Again, the Alpha scores exceed 0.8 in all four cases. 

We can use these scales to evaluate whether the user experience differed 
for those who would wish to vote online compared to those who wished to 
vote in-person, were such a choice to be available. The scales can be added 
up (they were coded from å3 to +3) to produce a maximum total score of 24. 
Taking the pragmatic and hedonic scales separately, the maximum scores are 
12 each. The results are shown in Table 4. 

In both modes of voting, a higher score (indicating a better user experience) is 
associated with a greater likelihood of preferring online voting. However, the 
differences are more pronounced in respect of smartphones; indeed attitudes 
towards the smartphone app appear to be more polarised when we compare 
the preferred voting mode. For example, while the difference between the 
scores for laptops amongst those who would prefer to vote in person to 
those who would prefer to vote online is 5.9, it is 13.3 for smartphones. In 
general, those who would prefer to vote in person score much lower on all 
three smartphone scales. This serves as further evidence that respondents 
had more conðdence in the laptop platform. 
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