computers

Article

Heuristic Evaluation of Microsoft Teams as an Online Teaching
Platform: An Educators’ Perspective

Lamis Al-Qora’n ¥, Omar Al Sheik Salem ! and Neil Gordon 2

Citation: Al-Qora’n, L.;

Salem, O.A.S.; Gordon, N. Heuristic
Evaluation of Microsoft Teams as an
Online Teaching Platform: An
Educators’ Perspective. Computers
2022, 11, 175. https://doi.org/
10.3390/computers11120175

Academic Editors: Antonio Sarasa
Cabezuelo and Covadonga Rodrigo

San Juan

Received: 7 November 2022
Accepted: 2 December 2022
Published: 4 December 2022

Publisher’s Note: MDPI stays neu-
tral with regard to jurisdictional
claims in published maps and institu-

tional affiliations.

Copyright: © 2022 by the authors.
Licensee MDPI, Basel, Switzerland.
This article is an open access article
distributed under the terms and
conditions of the Creative Commons
Attribution (CC  BY)
(https://creativecommons.org/license

s/by/4.0/).

license

1 Faculty of Information Technology, Department of Software Engineering, Philadelphia University,
Amman 19392, Jordan

2 School of Computer Science, University of Hull, Hull HU6 7RX, UK

Correspondence: lalqoran@philadelphia.edu.jo

Abstract: The way that education is delivered changed significantly during the COVID-19 pandemic
to be completely online in many countries for many institutions. Despite the fact that they are not
online teaching platforms, virtual meeting platforms were utilized to deal with this transformation.
One of the platforms Philadelphia University utilized for the unplanned shift to online teaching was
Microsoft Teams. This paper examines how heuristic evaluation may be used to guide the evalua-
tion of online meeting platforms for teaching and focuses on the use of heuristic evaluation to assess
the level of usability of Microsoft Teams. The level of Zoom’s usability is also evaluated using heu-
ristic evaluation in order to compare it to that of Microsoft Teams and to assess Microsoft Teams’
overall usability in comparison to other platforms being used for the same purpose. Microsoft
Teams was identified as having a few issues that need to be addressed. Additionally, strengths,
weaknesses, opportunities, and threats to Microsoft Teams’ usability were assessed.

Keywords: Microsoft Teams; usability; usability evaluation; heuristic evaluation

1. Introduction

COVID-19, a new coronavirus disease, was identified as a “pandemic’ by the World
Health Organization (WHO) on March 11, 2020, due to its quick global spread [1]. Follow-
ing that, governments started to announce lockdowns, prompting educational institu-
tions to suddenly take decisions on an unexpected and compulsory shift to online teach-
ing. Academic institutions faced challenges as a result of this rapid academic revolution,
as there was no prior preparation for both educators and learners, resulting in several
challenges while practicing the online learning process. This complete transformation to
online learning and online teaching requires a suitable evaluation that measures and re-
flects the quality of the entire learning and teaching experience [2]. An important aspect
of this evaluation is evaluating the online meeting platforms considering how user-
friendly these platforms are and how effective and efficient they are in achieving the spec-
ified goals for teaching.

Microsoft Teams was the primary platform used at Philadelphia University for the
rapid shift to online teaching during COVID-19 and later. However, by all means, it was
a big challenge to use this platform, not only within our university but also worldwide.
This was due to the lack of knowledge in using these platforms for online teaching. As a
teaching platform, it has been improving since then to match the needs of the users and
to become easier to use. However, it has been reported by many lecturers that they are
still facing lots of difficulties while using the platform.

Usability is a fundamental criterion for assessing e-learning technology and systems
as it reflects the quality and prioritizes the users’ actual needs [3]. Therefore, evaluating
the usability of the used platform and investigating its contribution to the learning process
is crucial. This paper evaluates the usability of Microsoft Teams as an online teaching
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platform. It also examines how other platforms such as Zoom, which are used for online
teaching, meet the requirements of educators. Moreover, the paper identifies several
shortcomings and challenges with Microsoft Teams as an online teaching platform in com-
parison to Zoom as a platform that is used for the same purpose. The paper does not con-
sider more specialized Virtual Learning Environment (VLE) platforms, which tend to fo-
cus on supporting learners generally. The problem addressed here is on some of the most
adopted platforms—notably Microsoft Teams and Zoom—that were used to supplement
established VLEs to provide a synchronous learning environment.

2. Background
2.1. Usability and Usability Evaluation

Usability, as explained by the International Standards Organization [4], is the extent
to which a product can be utilized by specific users to accomplish specific goals in a given
application context with efficiency, effectiveness, and satisfaction [5]. Moreover, [6] de-
fined usability as a metric that measures how efficiently, effectively, and successfully a
specific user can use a product or design to achieve a specified objective in a given context.
Therefore, usability is a quality metric that assesses how easy it is to use a user interface,
and during the design phase, “usability” refers to techniques for enhancing the ease of
use [7]. In this paper, usability is defined as a quality metric that assesses how easily, ef-
fectively, and efficiently a platform can achieve a user’s goals.

Usability is important because it is one of the key factors in gaining users’ satisfaction
and confidence, which is essential to the survival of platforms such as MS Teams. If users
were not satisfied with the existing platform, they would look for a reasonable alternative
that delivers all of the features offered by the current platform.

Thus, from the previous definitions and as explained by [8], we perceived that in
studying the usability of Microsoft Teams we have three important aspects to focus on as
shown in Table 1: specified users (lecturers in our case), goal (delivering an online lecture
in our case), and context (teaching in our case).

Table 1. Usability Aspects.

Usability Attribute Application in Online Teaching
Specified users Educators
Effectively meeting goal Delivering online lecture
Context Online Teaching in Higher Education institutions

Furthermore, studying the usability of Microsoft Teams should be directed to meas-
ure its effectiveness, efficiency, and the extent to which users are satisfied.

A review of the literature revealed that researchers can employ either usability test-
ing (User Experience (UX) is another name for it) or Heuristic evaluation to examine and
assess the usability of online learning platforms. Usability evaluation is the process of as-
sessing a product or device’s usability on several levels [9]. The process, that concentrates
on observing users while interacting with a product when carrying out genuine and
meaningful tasks, is called usability testing [8]. Usability tests and inspection methodolo-
gies may be performed to measure and evaluate the usability of a product that has already
been designed into it [10]. Moreover, in usability tests, the focus is on the potential end
users and their experience while using the product. In the case of e-learning systems, in-
dividual interviews, questionnaires, online surveys, heuristic evaluations, expert reviews,
remote testing, and other approaches can be utilized for evaluating their usability [11].

A well-known technique for quick evaluation of the effectiveness of new technologies
and interface problems is heuristic evaluation [3,12,13]. Daniela and Rusu [10] identified
heuristic evaluation as one of these approaches, which is a type of inspection that finds
usability issues using usability heuristics or principles. Moreover, remote usability testing
is possible when the user is at a different location (either unmoderated or moderated) [11].
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Additionally, [13,14] defined heuristic evaluation as a method for usability evaluation that
is informed by heuristics analysis in which several specialists in the field are required to
apply their specialized knowledge to speculate on an interface solution. The ten basic con-
cepts of interaction, designed by Jakob Nielsen [15] that were updated in November 2020,
are general rules of thumb rather than particular usability requirements or guidelines,
thus, they are known as “heuristics”. Therefore, using these ten heuristics while develop-
ing interfaces is regarded best practice. To determine whether a system adheres to usabil-
ity standards, a system should be evaluated by three to five experts because using multi-
ple evaluators has the potential to produce more accurate results.

Squires and Preece [16] originally proposed the use of heuristic evaluation to meas-
ure usability, quality, and potential for learning the applications with an educational fo-
cus. Albion and Benson et al. [17] also used Nielson’s heuristics and added extra heuristics
to them that are related to e-learning. Moreover, [18] applied the heuristics that were de-
veloped by [16] for pedagogic applications. Even though heuristic evaluation is frequently
employed in online learning and other domains, not everyone follows Nielsen's suggested
ten principles [9].

Thus, it can be seen that there are many methods for measuring usability in the liter-
ature, as without measurement, it is impossible to control usability requirements or to
determine if a product has developed to meet its users’ requirements [19].

This study evaluates the usability of Microsoft Teams as a platform for online teach-
ing using heuristic evaluation. In other words, it evaluates how well Microsoft Teams fits
the usability requirements of educators in higher education in order to deliver a lecture.
Additionally, it aims to evaluate how Microsoft Teams is employed and how efficient and
effective it is. Considering Nielsen’s heuristics, the researchers built their technique.

2.2. Microsoft Teams

Microsoft Teams is a software that was developed by Microsoft in the Office 365 bun-
dle. This communication platform offers file storing, chatting and video/voice conferenc-
ing, which has the potential to enable its users to perform group discussions as well as
one-to-one meetings. Due to the pandemic, Microsoft Teams and some of its competitors
such as Google Meet and Zoom gained much more interest and usage in the educational
field.

The number of users of Microsoft Teams has increased significantly between 2019
and 2022. In 2019, the number of daily active users was 13 million [20], while in 2022 it
reached more than 270 million monthly active users [21]. That increase was because of the
improvement in the features that were provided by Microsoft Teams to its users as there
are some features that help in enhancing the education process and virtual learning such
as chatting, creating teams, conversations as groups, quizzes, assignments, and channels.

2.3. Evaluation of Microsoft Teams and Online Learning Platforms

The most popular technologies for lectures in higher education institutions recently
have been Microsoft Teams and Zoom, and because these platforms were not created with
education in mind at first, learning effectiveness was noticeably diminished [9]. Many
studies such as [22] and [23] stated that during online lectures, both students and teachers
reported numerous issues.

Throughout the COVID-19 pandemic and the sudden transfer to online learning, [24]
conducted research in Jenin city to see how using technologies such as Microsoft Teams
helped to enrich English education. The results of studying a sample of twenty-five (25)
English language teachers showed that Microsoft Teams has features that enrich the in-
teractive learning process by allowing users to share content and files, as well as screen
sharing, which allows educators to present appropriate content while the class is online.

Sari and Nayir [25], on the other hand, looked at how teachers, administrators, and
scholars felt about continuing online education. The data were analyzed by a working
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group of 65 teachers. The research revealed issues with students” Internet access, as well
as a lack of infrastructure and classroom management as a result.

Moreover, [26] assessed and contrasted the online learning tools” usefulness using
the System Usability Scale (SUS) questionnaire, which primarily focuses on efficiency,
ease of use, and ease of learning. The findings of this research show that, compared to e-
learning platforms and Microsoft Teams, Zoom performs better in terms of usability. Ad-
ditionally, [27] combined the System Usability Scale (SUS), Human-Computer Interaction
(HCI)-based technique, Technology Acceptance Model (TAM), and Information Systems
(IS)-based approach to use them for the usability evaluation of Microsoft Teams. In their
study, [27] assessed the efficiency of Microsoft Teams as an online learning platform in
terms of how usable it is seen by students. However, educators (lecturers) are also on
another side of this argument and knowing about their perspectives on the usability of
online learning platforms is vital.

After reviewing the literature, we found that e-learning platforms’ usability was the
subject of many studies. These studies used many heuristics for evaluating the overall
experience of online learning; however, they were frequently not focused on the teaching
experience while delivering an online lecture. Accordingly, there is a scarcity of studies
that consider evaluating the educators’ experience while using online teaching platforms,
especially the usability of Microsoft Teams as an online teaching platform. Thus, this pa-
per utilizes Nielsen’s heuristics for the evaluation of Microsoft Teams as an online teach-
ing platform. In order to validate our results, Zoom is also evaluated as it is a platform
that is in use for the same purpose. The results of the evaluation of the two platforms are
compared to obtain an overall evaluation of Microsoft Teams.

3. Evaluation Procedure and Results

The study was initially approved by the Philadelphia University Research Ethics
Committee (Faculty of Information Technology). For the purpose of evaluating Microsoft
Teams, the authors used Nielsen’s heuristics to evaluate both Microsoft Teams and Zoom,
as indicated in Table 2. Zoom is assessed in order to compare Microsoft Teams with other
platforms out there. Thus, a group of experts with proven expertise in e-learning and com-
puter education research, as well as in teaching software engineering and computer sci-
ence courses at the University level, evaluated the two platforms. Thus, the procedure
served as an end-user evaluation to help in getting professional suggestions and recom-
mendations for updating the platforms.

Any learning management system or any software that is in use as a learning man-
agement system should help in achieving key educational institutions” goals such as de-
livering and tracking courses, which can be subdivided into the following sub-goals: cre-
ating a course, managing a course and delivering a course. The sub-goal “Delivering a
course” can be achieved by delivering online lectures, interacting with students, and
tracking students” performance.

In order to deliver an online lecture, a lecturer is required to perform a variety of
tasks. Thus, to determine the end tasks, the sub-goal of delivering a lecture is broken down
into sub-goals and activities. The authors as experts developed a number of scenarios and
embedded certain tasks to be carried out to evaluate the two platforms according to the
same standards. Scenarios were prepared in a way that each scenario has a set of related
tasks that are directed to achieve a sub-goal.

Then, scenarios that achieve the goal of “delivering an online lecture” are built, which
enables us to reconsider the approach of delivering a traditional lecture. The scenarios
required to deliver a virtual or online lecture are specified and created. The scenarios that
are intended to achieve goals are used in order to achieve a consistent evaluation. The
scenarios were given to the experts so they could complete the same tasks and assess them
using the heuristics. Figure 1 below shows the process of specifying the tasks (actions) and
functions that are required to achieve a goal
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Build one or more
scenarios that
achieve the sub-goal

Link actions of
the scenario
with funtions

Figure 1. The process of specifying the tasks (actions) and functions that are required to achieve a
goal.

The following is an example of one of the scenarios that achieves the goal: deliver an
online lecture.

A 90-min online virtual lecture could be split up into different actions that are per-
formed by the lecturer to start the lecture and to manage it. Moreover, there are a number
of activities that have to be performed throughout the lecture and homework for the next
lecture or that may even need to be submitted after one week.

To start an online lecture, the lecturer starts a meeting and makes sure that all his/her
students are able to join before starting the online lecture. The lecturer then shares the
material (such as lecture slides) and, if desired, begins to record the lecture. The lecturer
may also need to share the whiteboard to demonstrate some concepts to the students. The
lecturer will then give the students an assignment to complete as classwork, which must
be turned in during the lecture. There is a chance that the lecturer will have to assign
different tasks to various groups. The lecturer may also be required to engage with the
class; for example, by encouraging a student, showing appreciation for what they said, or
expressing surprise at something they observed. The lecturer may also need to record the
lecture in addition to dividing the class into groups and interacting with each one sepa-
rately. He or she should be able to finish the meeting after the lecture before leaving.

Then, the implementation phase started, where we began the evaluation procedure
by having the experts perform tasks in each scenario and rating the platform according to
the heuristics. Figure 2 demonstrates the phases of the evaluation procedure:
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sExperts were selected, goals wer specified, relevant
scenarios that achieve goals and sub-goals were
created, and functions are derived and linked to the
scenarios

eScenarios with their embeded tasks are given to
experts, each expert performs the tasks and
evaluates his/her experience according to the
specified set of heuristics

eAnalysis of the results and development of some
insights based on the research findings

Figure 2. Evaluation Procedure.

As shown in Table 2, in light of Nielsen’s heuristics, four experts were asked to rate
the platforms (Microsoft Teams and Zoom) on a scale of 1 to 5, with 1 being the worst and
5 being the best. Where the platform does not apply, they were asked to enter N/A. The
average expert evaluation is then calculated and the results are shown in Table 2 and Fig-
ure 3. For more details on the mapping of each heuristic in Table 2 to the assessment car-
ried out by the expert evaluator, see Table Al in the Appendix.

Table 2. Nielsen’s heuristics applied to evaluate Microsoft Teams on a scale of 1 to 5.

Experts’ Evaluation  Experts’ Evaluation

Heuristics (Microsoft Teams) (Zoom)
4 5
4 4
Ensures visibility of system status 2 3
3 4

Avg:3.25 Avg: 4

5 5
. 4 4
Maximizes match between the system 3 4
and the real world 4 4

Avg: 4 Avg: 4.25
4 4
3 2
Maximizes user control and freedom 4 4
3 3

Avg: 3.5 Avg:3.25
4 4
4 4
Consistent and matches standards 4 4
4 4

Avg: 4 Avg: 4

Prevents Errors

W N B
B~ W W
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Avg: 3.25 Avg: 3.5
3 4
2 3
Supports recognition rather than recall 3 4
2 4
Avg: 2.5 Avg:3.75
4 3
3 3
Supports flexibility and efficiency 3 3
4 4
Avg: 3.5 Avg: 3.25
4 3
4 4
Uses aesthetic and minimalist design 4 4
4 4
Avg: 4 Avg: 3.75
4 4
. 3 3
Helps users recognize and recover from 4 4
errors 3 4
Avg: 3.5 Avg: 3.75
4 4
4 4
Provides help and documentation 4 2
4 4
Avg: 4 Avg:3.5

Comparison between Microsoft Teams and Zoom

Provides help and documentation

o
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~

Helps users recognise and recover from errors
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"
w
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Figure 3. Comparison between Microsoft Teams and Zoom according to the evaluation procedure.
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4. Discussion of Results

The focus was on the activities (functions) necessary for delivering an online lecture
that should be available and obvious for lecturers to finish the lecture efficiently and sat-
isfy educators. Some of the core activities were creating a Team or initiating a meeting,
scheduling a meeting, and adding members to the meeting, enabling/disabling video and
audio, sharing content, recording meeting, uploading content and chatting. According to
Nielsen’s heuristics, users should always be informed and provided with suitable feed-
back in a timely manner about what is going on. The average of experts’ evaluation for
this heuristic is 3.25 out of 5 for Microsoft Teams and 4 out of 5 for Zoom. Experts stated
that Zoom provides the user with appropriate information regarding the current status
such as: sharing the screen, activating the whiteboard or ongoing recording. Moreover,
while idle, the status of the actions conducted on Zoom is clear, for example, Zoom shows
the following message: (‘The user does not have any upcoming meetings. To schedule a
new meeting click Schedule a Meeting’). On the other hand, in Microsoft Teams, experts
reported a few issues. For example, the status of the actions conducted on the platform is
clear when interacting but while idle it is not clear. Additionally, when creating a team
with the same name as an existing team, experts found that Microsoft Teams allows them
to do so without alerting users that this is an existing team; currently, the user can search
for the team’s name first and if it does not exist, they can create it. According to Nielsen’s
heuristics, this is an action that the users should be informed about because it has conse-
quences. Another example that is related to the same issue is that when the camera is open
while the user’s screen is shared, it does not tell the user that his camera is turned on. As
mentioned before, the visibility of the system status is crucial, no action that has conse-
quences may be made without telling the user, and feedback to a user should always be
given straight away, in accordance with Nielsen’s heuristics. When turning on the camera,
providing the user with feedback such as a sound notification is recommended. In addi-
tion to that, when using Zoom for quizzes and polls, the host is informed of the results
live, while in MS Teams, that is not the case.

The second heuristic states that the design should communicate with the user’s lan-
guage, employ concepts that the user is familiar with, and present the information in a
way that is both natural and logical for the lecturer to find comfortable. It should also use
terms, expressions, and concepts that are well-known to educators. When searching across
Microsoft Teams and Zoom, all the used words and sentences are familiar to novice and

expert users, and the conventions used on the interface are understandable and can be
easily recognized by the user. The recently added and updated reactions such as: smileys,
raising a hand, out/break, etc., eased the communication and simulated real-world inter-
actions. As a result, Zoom exceeded Microsoft Teams in this regard, achieving an average
of 4.25 out of 5 compared to Microsoft Teams’ average of 4. For example, in this essence,
MS Teams and Zoom could provide sign language interpretation features, which could
be enabled by the user, so verbal and nonverbal communication are addressed on both
platforms.

The third heuristic supposes that users can undo mistakes and stop unwanted actions
through a clearly marked “emergency exit” available to them. On this, the experts rated
Microsoft Teams with an average of 3.5 and Zoom with an average of 3.25. All experts
suggested that several enhancements can still be achieved in this domain, such as modi-
fying sent messages or undoing sending a file to a specific user or deleting a message sent
to all. Therefore, Zoom and MS Teams would provide users with more than one option to
be able to exit such as the cancelling, pausing or deletion of a team, member, meeting or
many other items.

Regarding the consistency and matching standards heuristic, users should not have
to guess whether actions, various phrases, or circumstances have the same meaning be-
cause the usual operating system standards are maintained. Similar to Zoom’s average
score of 4 out of 5, Microsoft Teams here receives an average score of 4. The home page of
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Microsoft Teams, for instance, offers two options for the same function: “invite people to
join you” AND “search participants and share invitation”, indicating a lack of consistency
in this situation. Experts claim that there is a proper distinction between various actions
in both platforms and no ambiguity in understanding the various phrasing. In this regard,
Zoom and Microsoft Teams showed a reasonable level of consistency.

The error prevention heuristic assumes that good error messages are crucial for error
prevention but better designs also deal with potential issues before they arise. Conditions
that are prone to errors should be checked or eliminated and a confirmation option should
be given before users agree to an action. Microsoft Teams achieved 3.25 in this regard
while Zoom achieved 3.5. Experts specified that to some extent, Zoom has a good messag-
ing system, such as: confirming exiting the meeting or confirming the acceptance of re-
cording the meeting. However, further indications could be added such as: confirming
sharing of a file with the participants. In addition, experts pointed out that in Microsoft
Teams, some options with important frequently used functions were grouped next to each
other in a way that could be confusing when using these objects. It was also found that
the objects were placed in a way that is uncomfortable for the user; as an example of this,
see Figure 4, which shows a screenshot of Microsoft Teams’ objects. For instance, the leave
button is next to the share button, thus it is quite easy to leave by mistake. Additionally,
there is potential for the user to unintentionally click the camera button, which may result
in the camera opening without telling the user that their camera was turned on, as criti-
cized by the first heuristic “Ensures visibility of system status”. On the other hand, in
Zoom, it is less likely that the user would accidentally push the start video button without
intending to do so.

Meeting in "General”

& O B B - W4 8

Pzcple Chat  Reactions Fooms  More Camera Mic

Participants

Figure 4. A Screenshot of Microsoft Teams Objects.

The heuristic known as “supports recognition rather than recall” precepts that by
making elements, actions, and alternatives visible, the design should reduce the user’s
memory load. Moving from one user interface element to another should not need the
user to recall or remember. Things such as menu items and field labels should be obvi-
ously visible or accessible. Zoom’s average score is not particularly impressive here. A
case that justifies this relatively low score is when looking at the case of switching from
the normal session to the breakout sessions, all options could be retrieved and utilized;
however, after exiting the system and it shutting down, (for instance, as a result of an
internet outage), all previous settings (such as chat) were lost and could not be retrieved
and recovered.

Microsoft Teams on the other hand receives a relatively low average score of 2.5,
which is justified by the experts through many examples. For example, when looking at
Microsoft Team’s objects as in Figure 2, if the user presses the three dots, there are more
than 15 options in the same dropdown menu to choose from including the meeting re-
cording option, which may confuse the user. Returning to the “supports recognition ra-
ther than recall” heuristic, it can be observed that this is not fulfilled since Microsoft
Teams’ architecture does not eliminate memory overhead. In Zoom, as in Figure 5, the
user is informed that there are alternatives for the video and they may select what they
want, such as choosing a background or a video filter, due to the arrow to the top right of
the video button. However, with Microsoft Teams, the user must point at the camera
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option in order to see the options, which are, according to lecturers, insufficient and do
support the current heuristic.

The seventh heuristic “Supports flexibility and efficiency”, provides that to serve
both inexperienced and experienced users, employing shortcuts may accelerate interac-
tion for expert users while maintaining novice users’ usability. Shortcuts also allow users
to customize routine tasks. Microsoft Teams achieved an average score of 3.5 and Zoom
achieved 3.25, which shows that there are some opportunities for both platforms to speed
use.

1.Easy to perform simple

tasks

2. Most tasks that arenot  +———
obvious are easy to perform
with guidance

Figure 5. A Screenshot of Zoom’s Objects.

According to the “Uses aesthetic and minimalist design” heuristic, interfaces should
not contain unnecessary information that is infrequently used. Every extra piece of infor-
mation that is added to an interface competes with the essential pieces and decreases their
relative visibility. For this heuristic, Microsoft Teams and Zoom achieved an average score
of 4 and 3.75, respectively, as both have little irrelevant information.

In terms of the “Helps users recognize and recover from errors” heuristic, which
highlights the importance of error messages that are expressed in simple terms, clearly
stating the issue, and offering a solution, Microsoft Teams achieved an average score of
3.5 and Zoom achieved 3.75.

The last heuristic is “Provides help and documentation” which states that in an ideal
world, the system should be self-explanatory. However, it can be essential to provide doc-
umentation to ensure that users can complete their tasks. In this regard, Microsoft Teams
receives an average of 4 and Zoom an average of 3.5.

Therefore, as shown in Figure 6, it is found that Microsoft Teams offers a number of
strengths, including the simplicity of carrying out fundamental tasks necessary for deliv-
ering an online lecture. Furthermore, because there is help available, even tasks that are
not obvious are simple to complete.

1. Some tasks are not obvious to
the users

2. Lack of Notifications

3. Does not support languages

Weaknesses

Opportunities

1. providing feedback to the
user for any action

2. customizing Microsoft
Teams to allow the planning
of a more usable, convenient
and efficient interface.

3. integrating Microsoft
Teams with other
applications

1. competitors were and will always be
—= athreat

Figure 6. SWOT Analysis.
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Additionally, there are many opportunities that should be taken to improve Mi-
crosoft Teams. For example, there is the opportunity to customize Microsoft Teams and
modify its objects to allow the planning of a more usable, convenient and efficient inter-
face. Moreover, it is important that Microsoft Teams provides feedback to the user for any
action that is performed while delivering a lecture (during a meeting), for example, when
turning the camera on. Moreover, for problems such as creating a team with a similar
name to an existing team, the user should be notified. In other words, Microsoft Teams
should allow more notifications which have the potential to make its use easier and more
effective. Microsoft Teams can also be integrated with other applications which have the
potential to automate some tasks and help in achieving ease of use such as adding stu-
dents to a team.

In terms of threats to its survival and existence, satisfying users’ needs with compet-
itors such as Zoom may lead to less satisfaction with MS Teams’ users and accordingly
threaten its survival.

Finally, the lack of notifications, tasks that are not obvious to users, and the lack of
support for many languages could be considered as the weaknesses that matter most.

5. Research Insights

Significant functional and pedagogical limitations were described by the experts as
factors limiting their level of satisfaction with online teaching platforms as online educa-
tors. Considering experts’ suggestions for having extra features such as having more no-
tifications could help stakeholders meet their goals smoothly and improve the interaction
between educators and learners. Moreover, improving the online teaching platforms and
updating them with additional features has the potential to improve the learning out-
comes and the overall quality of the online educational experience.

Lecturers should relax while delivering the lectures. It is possible to discontinue us-
ing the platform if the platform does not carry out users’ actions correctly or carries out
some actions without making users aware that such actions are being carried out. It is
evident that platforms with all of these features can enhance the effectiveness of remote
teaching and yet, incorporating more features to support them might make them even
better.

6. Conclusions and Future Work

To conclude, for the purpose of reviewing and evaluating online teaching platforms,
the heuristic evaluation is found to be a successful method and efficient tool that was sim-
ple to apply and relatively quick. On the other hand, heuristic evaluation was criticized
for only testing the thoughts of the experts who are conducting the evaluation [3]. Such
an evaluation might only indicate the preferences of the experts involved, not any actual
interface flaws or concerns. In order to ensure that the participating experts were qualified
to make well-informed decisions on online teaching and HCI, it was particularly im-
portant to select experienced software and computer scientists who would be capable of
making reliable professional judgments about pedagogy and usability. The evaluation
procedure did in fact take place based on the expertise of the experts in three universities
(Philadelphia University in Jordan, the University of Hull in the United Kingdom, and
RWTH Aachen University in Germany). All of the experts are already educators who are
using Microsoft Teams and Zoom for teaching and accordingly they are able to reliably
evaluate their efficiency. Furthermore, using pre-determined scenarios that are intended
to achieve a specific goal helped in achieving a consistent evaluation and helped in direct-
ing the discussion toward the issue in question. It can be observed that Microsoft Teams
is an efficient and effective tool and that it does not require many resources. Furthermore,
there is a potential for educators (lecturers) to perform specific tasks easily.

We concluded that Microsoft Teams provides sufficient functionality for lecturers as
an online teaching platform that can be utilized to deliver lectures within a collaborative
and interactive environment. Microsoft Teams can be considered user-friendly according
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to our results, as it did not create any form of frustration during our experiments. How-
ever, better organization of the functionality of Microsoft teams and automation of some
processes has the potential to save time and improve the teaching process. For future
work, we will consider evaluating Microsoft Teams from the student's perspective.
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Appendix A

Table Al provides a mapping of the heuristics in the assessment carried out by the
expert evaluator.

Table A1. Mapping of Nielsen’s heuristics to the actual evaluation.

Heuristics

Explanation

Ensures visibility of system status

Users should always be kept up to date on developments by the design,
which should provide important and relevant feedback in a timely manner.

The interface should be user-friendly. Instead of using internal jargon, uti-

Maximizes match between the sys- lize words, phrases, and ideas that the user is already familiar with. Present

tem and the real world

information in a natural and logical order, and observe real-world conven-
tions.

Maximizes user control and freedom

Users can undo mistakes and stop unwanted actions, while also having an
“emergency exit” that is marked clearly and available to them.

Users should not have to guess whether various expressions, circum-

Consistent and matches standards stances, or actions mean the same thing. Operating system rules and stand-

ards are adhered to.

Prevents errors

Since concise error messages are crucial, the best designs take care to pre-
dict problems before they occur. Before users take an action, error-prone
scenarios should either be avoided, detected, or provided with a confirma-
tion option.

Supports recognition rather than re-  The amount of memory required from the user should be reduced by mak-

call

ing elements, options, and actions visible. When users navigate between
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different parts of the interface, they should not need to remember a lot of

information. For example, menu options should be obvious and simple to
find.

The design serves both inexperienced and experienced users by using

Supports flexibility and efficiency of =~ shortcuts that accelerate interactions for expert users whilst such shortcuts

use

remain hidden from novice users. The design should allow users to custom-
ize routine actions.

Interface should not have unnecessary information or less frequently used

Uses aesthetic and minimalist design  functions because having such information added to an interface has the

potential to reduce the visibility of core functions.

Helps users recognize, diagnose and  Expressing error messages in simple terms where the problem is identified
recover from errors clearly and offering a recommendation for a fix.

Provides help and documentation

The system should be self-explanatory to enable users to carry out the tasks
that they require, documentation might be needed.
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