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This thesis investigates the usability and mobile responsiveness of Finnish citizen online 

services, focusing on three platforms: Suomi.fi, Omavero, and Omakanta. Study includes a 

comparative analysis of desktop and mobile interfaces for these services. A heuristic 

usability evaluation and mobile responsiveness assessment were conducted to analyse the 

differences and similarities between the desktop and mobile versions of the selected 

services. 

The research revealed several usability issues in both mobile and desktop versions. 

However mobile platforms displaying more significant challenges than their desktop 

interfaces. These included small text size, subpar layout adaptation, and inconsistent 

interactive elements, all of which made up the user experience. Desktop versions, although 

generally were made better with established usability principles, still showed some issues 

in terms of consistency. 

The findings reveal the need for improved mobile design, particularly in terms of 

readability, navigation, as well as in interaction optimization. Recommendations are 

provided to enhance both the mobile and desktop versions of these services to ensure a 

more seamless and consistent user experience across platforms. 

This study contributes to the ongoing improvement of digital public services in Finland by 

offering insights into the usability and responsiveness of public service in the context of 

evolving mobile usage trends. 
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Tämä opinnäytetyö tutkii suomalaisien kansalaispalveluiden käytettävyyttä ja 

mobiiliresponsiivisuutta keskittyen kolmeen alustaan: Suomi.fi, Omavero ja Omakanta. 

Tutkimukseen sisältyy vertailuanalyysi näiden palveluiden työpöytä- ja 

mobiilikäyttöliittymien välillä. Käytettävyyden heuristinen arviointi ja 

mobiiliresponsiivisuuden arviointi suoritettiin analysoimaan eroja ja samankaltaisuuksia 

valittujen palveluiden työpöytä- ja mobiiliversioiden välillä. 

Tutkimuksessa paljastui useita käytettävyysongelmia sekä mobiili- että työpöytäversioissa, 

mutta mobiilialustat osoittivat merkittävämpiä haasteita kuin työpöytäversiot. Näihin 

haasteisiin kuuluivat muun muassa pieni tekstikoko, puutteellinen asettelun mukautuminen 

sekä epäjohdonmukaiset interaktiiviset elementit, jotka kaikki vaikuttivat 

käyttäjäkokemukseen. Työpöytäversiot, suuremmaksi osaksi noudattivat paremmin 

vakiintuneita käytettävyysperiaatteita, osoittivat silti joitain ongelmia yhtenäisyyden osalta. 

Havainnot korostavat mobiilisuunnittelun parantamisen tarvetta erityisesti luettavuuden, 

navigoinnin ja vuorovaikutuksen optimoinnin suhteen. Suosituksia esitetään sekä mobiili- 

että työpöytäversioiden parantamiseksi, jotta varmistetaan saumattomampi ja yhtenäisempi 

käyttäjäkokemus eri alustoilla. 
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Tämä tutkimus tukee suomalaisien julkisten digitaalisten palveluiden jatkuvaa kehittämistä 

tarjoamalla näkemyksiä palveluiden käytettävyydestä ja responsiivisuudesta mobiilikäytön 

trendien muuttuessa. 
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1  Introduction 

 

This paper takes a look at the user-friendliness and mobile flexibility of Finnish personal 

web services, with a focus on Suomi.fi, Omavero, and Omakanta. As digital transformation 

changes public management systems, it's important that these platforms are navigable on 

both computers as well as handheld devices. With more people in this decade using 

smartphones for their daily activities than ever before - an evolution affecting how citizens 

connect with government resources - it becomes paramount that our evaluation scales 

measure up these internet portals' ease-of-use (usability) as well as adaptiveness across 

various screens (responsiveness). These factors are important in keeping fair access to 

civic utilities as well as boosting users' positive responses and ensuring the effectiveness of 

e-governance. (Johnson, 2021)  

Previous studies have shown the importance of usability in digital services, showing how 

user-friendly interfaces lead to a higher engagement rate and satisfaction. 

 

Mobile responsiveness plays a big role in the effectiveness of digital services, with studies 

showing that flexible interfaces boost both accessibility and usability across varying 

devices. Dip into some specifics relating to Finnish online platforms, you find there are 

areas for improvement identified along issues concerning ease-of-use - yet these rarely 

zero in on side-by-side comparisons between desktop and mobile user experiences. 

 

Interesting as it is useful, current research materials leave a bit unfulfilled; missing pieces 

around comparing experiences using different device types when interacting with these 

web service portals. In bridging over this gap within previous study approaches taken 

before us - firstly by thoroughly looking through heuristic usability evaluation, assessing 

overall UX (user experience), closely followed by matching up things from an aspect 

involving just how responsive Suomi.fi/ Omavero /Omakanta websites are. 
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The main goals of this research are to: 

Run a heuristic usability evaluation of the desktop and mobile versions of Suomi.fi, 

Omavero, and Omakanta. 

Inspect the mobile responsiveness of these services, identifying any discrepancies between 

the mobile and desktop experiences. 

Make proposals for improving the usability and mobile responsiveness of these services 

based on the findings of the evaluation. 

 

The research addresses the following questions: 

How do the usability and mobile responsiveness of Suomi.fi, Omavero, and Omakanta 

compare between their desktop and mobile versions? 

What usability issues are unique to mobile or desktop versions? 

How can these services be improved to provide a more consistent and user-friendly 

experience across all devices? 

 

The study focuses on the key functionalities of Suomi.fi, Omavero, and Omakanta. The 

heuristic evaluation is based on established principles, but the subjective nature of these 

evaluations is a limitation. The research does not cover all functionalities of the services, 

concentrating instead on representative tasks and features. User feedback is considered 

within the evaluation's methodological constraints, potentially overlooking some user 

experiences and perspectives. Lack of user experience data doesn’t allow to measure the 

user experience described in (Tullis and Albert, 2013).  

 

Structure of this thesis: 

Literature Review: An overview of existing research and theory related to usability, 

heuristic evaluation, and mobile responsiveness. 

User Interface (UI) and User Experience (UX) in General: An introduction to the main 

concepts of UI and UX, and their importance in digital design. 
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Methodology: A detailed description of the heuristic evaluation process, criteria for 

assessment, and the comparative framework that is used in this study. 

Heuristic Usability Evaluation: Presentation and analysis of the findings from the usability 

evaluation of both mobile as well as desktop interfaces. 

Mobile Responsiveness Analysis: Assessment and comparison of the mobile 

responsiveness of the selected services. 

Results and Discussion: Summary of main findings, discussion of differences and 

similarities between mobile and desktop interfaces, and conclusions for future 

development. 

Recommendations: Practical recommendations for enhancing usability and mobile 

responsiveness based on the results. 

Conclusion: Recap of the study objectives and findings, and suggestions for future research 

directions. 

By addressing these elements, this study aims to contribute to the ongoing improvement of 

digital public services in Finland, ensuring they meet the evolving needs and expectations 

of citizens in the 2020s. 

 

2  Literature Review 

2.1  Overview 

This chapter gives an overview of existing research and theory related to usability, heuristic 

evaluation, and mobile responsiveness. The literature review sets the foundation for 

understanding the main principles and methodologies that are used in this study and shows 

the current state of knowledge in the field of digital public services. 
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2.2  Usability Principles 

Usability is an important factor in the success of any digital service. According to Jakob 

Nielsen (Chew, Conference on Human Factors in Computing Systems, and Computer and 

Human Interaction Conference, 1992), usability is defined by five key attributes: 

 

Ability to learn: How easy it is for users to complete basic tasks the first time they encounter 

the design. 

Efficiency: How quickly users can perform tasks once they have learned the design. 

Ability to memorise: How easily users can reestablish proficiency after a period of not using 

the design. 

Errors: The number and severity of errors users make, and how easily they can recover from 

them. 

Design satisfaction: How nice the design is for the user. 

These principles form the basis for heuristic evaluations, which are used to identify usability 

issues in digital services. 

 

2.3  Heuristic Evaluation 

Heuristic evaluation is a usability inspection method developed by Nielsen and Molich that 

involves evaluators examining the interface and judging its compliance with recognized 

usability principles (the "heuristics"). This method is particularly useful because it is 

relatively quick and inexpensive while providing significant insights into potential usability 

problems. 

 

Key heuristics often used in evaluations include: 
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System status visibility: Status of the system should always be visible to users. The system 

should always let users know what's going on.  

Correspondence between the system and the real world: System should use words, phrases, 

and ideas that people are familiar with. 

Freedom and control for the user: People often misclick by accident, so there needs to be a 

clear exit to get them to system’s previous state.  

Standards and consistency: People using the site shouldn't have to guess if different words, 

actions, or events mean the same thing.  

Error prevention: It's better to have well-thought-out design that stops problems before they 

happen than to have good error messages.  

Recognition rather than recall: Make objects, actions, and options obvious to the user to 

decrease their information load.  

Efficiency of use: Elements should be easy to understand and comprehend for new and 

experienced users. 

Minimalist and aesthetic design: Design should not distract the user from the features of the 

website. 

Assist users in the identification, diagnosis, and recovery of errors: Error messages should 

be written in clear language that makes it easy for users to understand what went wrong and 

how to fix it. 

Help and documentation: Even though it is better if the system can be used without 

documentation, it should be necessary to provide documentation in case it is needed. 

2.4  Mobile Responsiveness 

Mobile responsiveness is utilized in the design and development of digital services to deliver 

optimal viewing and interaction experiences across a wide range of devices, from desktop 

computers to smartphones. According to (Marcotte, 2014), responsive web design uses 

flexible grids, pictures, and media queries to adapt the layout to the viewing environment. 

Below are important components of mobile responsive design:  
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Fluid Grid Layouts: Instead of fixed-width layouts, use a grid system that allows you to 

resize elements proportionally. 

Flexible Images: Ensure that images scale adequately with the layout, preventing them from 

being too large or too small. 

Media Queries: Based on device parameters such as screen width, orientation, and 

resolution, media queries provide distinct styles. 

2.5  Previous Studies on Finnish Citizen Online Services 

Research on Finnish citizen online services has highlighted the platforms' usability and 

accessibility problems. For example, research by (Jokinen and Korhonen, 2015) and 

(Korhonen and Jokinen, 2018) highlighted various usability issues with Suomi.fi and 

Omavero services, f.e. complex navigation and insufficient mobile support. These studies 

also stressed the value of user-centric design and regular usability testing in improving 

service quality. Furthermore, global research has demonstrated that effective mobile 

responsiveness can improve both user experience and accessibility. Studies by (Nielsen and 

Budiu, 2013) and (Budiu, 2017) have shown that responsive design principles improve 

usability outcomes, particularly ease of use and user happiness. 

 

2.6  Gaps in Existing Research 

There are some useful studies out there on how well digital services work and respond. 

However, there's a clear lack of thorough evaluations that look at both mobile and desktop 

versions side by side. Most research tends to zoom in on either desktop usability or mobile 

responsiveness separately, missing out on how they interact with each other. Plus, in current 

studies, there's not much focus on the specific challenges and opportunities within the 

Finnish public service landscape. This study is set to fill those gaps by providing a 

comparison of the mobile and desktop interfaces for Suomi.fi, Omavero, and Omakanta, 

along with practical suggestions for improvement. 
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2.7  Summary 

This chapter covered key concepts and research on usability, heuristic evaluation, and 

mobile responsiveness. It highlights the importance of these factors in the design and 

provision of effective digital services, while also pinpointing deficiencies in current research 

that it seeks to address. Building on previous research, this project will give a review of 

Finnish citizen online services in the 2020s, contributing to their continued improvement 

and adaption to user needs.  

 

3  User Interface (UI) and User Experience (UX) in General 

3.1  Overview 

User Interface (UI) and User Experience (UX) are critical components of digital service 

design, determining how users interact with a system and their overall satisfaction with it. 

This chapter introduces the fundamental concepts of UI and UX, their significance, and best 

practices in designing effective and engaging digital services. 

 

3.2  Definition of UI and UX 

User Interface (UI) refers to the visual elements through which users interact with a digital 

product. This includes buttons, icons, spacing, typography, color schemes, and responsive 

design elements. The primary goal of UI design is to create an intuitive, aesthetically 

pleasing interface that facilitates user interaction and enhances usability. 

User Experience (UX) encompasses all aspects of the end-user's interaction with a company, 

its services, and its products. It is broader than UI, focusing on the user's overall journey and 

satisfaction. UX design aims to provide meaningful and relevant experiences, which involve 
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the design of the entire process of acquiring and integrating the product, including aspects 

of branding, design, usability, and function. 

 

3.3  The Importance of UI and UX 

Usability: Both UI and UX significantly impact the usability of a digital service. A well-

designed interface ensures that users can easily navigate and complete tasks, reducing 

frustration and errors. Good UX design ensures that the entire user journey is smooth and 

intuitive. 

User Satisfaction: Positive UI and UX lead to higher user satisfaction, as users are more 

likely to enjoy and return to a service that is easy to use and meets their needs. This 

satisfaction is critical for the adoption and continued use of digital services, particularly in 

public sector applications where user engagement is essential. 

Accessibility: Inclusive UI and UX design ensure that digital services are accessible to all 

users, regardless of their abilities or the devices they use. This is particularly important for 

public services, which must cater to a diverse user base. 

Efficiency and Productivity: Effective UI and UX design streamline workflows and make it 

easier for users to achieve their goals, enhancing efficiency and productivity. This is crucial 

for services that support complex tasks, such as managing taxes or accessing healthcare 

records. 

 

3.4  Principles of Effective UI Design 

UX professional (Krug, 2014)  presents simple principles for effective design for user 

interfaces. These principles are listed in the table below. 
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Table 1. Principles for effective design 

Clarity The interface should be clear and straightforward, with a focus on essential 

elements that support user tasks. Overly complex designs can confuse users 

and hinder usability. 

Consistency Consistent design elements across the interface help users predict how 

things work and where to find information, reducing the learning curve. 

Feedback Interactive elements should provide immediate feedback to inform users 

about the outcomes of their actions, such as clicking a button or submitting 

a form. 

Flexibility The UI should accommodate different user preferences and workflows, 

offering shortcuts and customizable options for advanced users without 

overwhelming beginners. 

Aesthetics A visually pleasing interface enhances user satisfaction and engagement, 

making the service more enjoyable to use. 

 

3.5  Principles of Effective UX Design 

In turn User Experience Designer (Garrett, 2011) describes some points when it comes to 

effective design and good user experience. Below is a table that contains these principles 

described shortly.  

 

Table 2. Principles for good user experience 

User-Centered 

Design 

UX design should be centered around the needs, behaviors, and 

preferences of the target users. This involves extensive user research 

and iterative testing to refine the user journey. 

Accessibility Ensuring that the service is usable by people with varying abilities and 

disabilities is a key aspect of UX. This includes considerations for 

screen readers, keyboard navigation, and color contrast. 
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Simplicity The UX design should aim for simplicity, minimizing unnecessary 

steps and information to help users achieve their goals quickly and 

efficiently. 

Consistency Consistent user experiences across different parts of the service and 

across different devices enhance usability and user satisfaction. 

Emotional 

Design 

Consideration of the emotional impact of design elements can enhance 

user engagement and satisfaction. This includes thoughtful use of 

colors, typography, and interactions that elicit positive emotions. 

 

3.6  UI and UX Best Practices 

(Gothelf and Seiden, 2013) have determined that practices such as listed below in a table 

result in the good and balanced combination of experience and design. 

 

Table 3. Best practices for balanced user experience and design 

User Research Conducting thorough user research to understand the needs, behaviors, 

and pain points of the target audience is foundational to effective UI 

and UX design. 

Prototyping and 

Testing 

Developing prototypes and conducting usability testing helps identify 

issues early in the design process and allows for iterative 

improvements based on user feedback. 

Responsive 

Design 

Ensuring that the service is usable on a variety of devices and screen 

sizes is essential for modern digital services. This involves designing 

flexible layouts and interactive elements that adapt to different 

contexts. 

Continuous 

Improvement 

UI and UX design should be seen as an ongoing process, with regular 

updates and improvements based on user feedback and changing 

needs. 
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Collaborative 

Design 

Involving stakeholders, including users, developers, and business 

analysts, in the design process ensures that the final product meets the 

diverse needs and expectations of all parties involved. 

 

4  Methodology 

4.1  Overview 

This chapter outlines the methodological approach used to evaluate the usability and 

mobile responsiveness of Suomi.fi, Omavero, and Omakanta. The methodology includes a 

heuristic evaluation, a mobile responsiveness assessment, and comparative analysis. It 

details the selection of evaluation criteria, the process of conducting the evaluations, and 

the methods used to analyse the results. 

 

4.2  Heuristic Evaluation 

4.2.1  Selection of Heuristics 

The heuristic evaluation is based on Jakob Nielsen's ten usability heuristics, which are 

widely recognized and used for evaluating user interfaces.  

 

These heuristics include: 

Visibility of System Status: The system should always keep users informed about what is 

going on. 

Match Between System and the Real World: The system should use language and concepts 

familiar to the user. 
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User Control and Freedom: Users should have the freedom to navigate and undo actions 

easily. 

Consistency and Standards: The system should follow platform conventions and maintain 

consistency. 

Error Prevention: The design should prevent errors by anticipating and mitigating user 

mistakes. 

Recognition Rather Than Recall: The system should minimize the user's memory load by 

making elements visible. 

Flexibility and Efficiency of Use: The system should cater to both novice and experienced 

users. 

Aesthetic and Minimalist Design: The interface should not contain unnecessary elements. 

Help Users Recognize, Diagnose, and Recover from Errors: Error messages should be 

clear and helpful. 

Help and Documentation: The system should provide help and documentation that is easy 

to search and use. 

 

4.2.2  Evaluation Process 

Task Definition: Specific tasks that users commonly perform on Suomi.fi, Omavero, and 

Omakanta were selected: 

Navigating the homepage and locating key information 

Performing a specific service-related task 

Using the search function 

Evaluation Execution: Tasks are independently assessed for each interface (both desktop 

and mobile versions) against the heuristics. Usability issues and violated heuristics of the 

issue to be recorded. 
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Data Aggregation: The recorded issues were compiled, and duplicate issues were merged. 

Each issue was categorized based on the violated heuristic. 

 

4.3  Mobile Responsiveness Assessment 

4.3.1 Criteria for Assessment 

The mobile responsiveness assessment focused on the following criteria: 

Layout Adaptation: How well the interface adapts to different screen sizes and 

orientations. 

Touchscreen Usability: The ease of use of interactive elements on touchscreen devices. 

Loading Times: The speed at which pages load on mobile devices. 

Readability: The clarity of text and ease of reading on smaller screens. 

Navigation: The ease of navigating the site on a mobile device, including the accessibility 

of menus and links. 

Interactive Elements: The functionality and usability of forms, buttons, and other 

interactive elements on mobile devices. 

 

4.3.2 Assessment Process 

 

Device Selection: A variety of mobile devices with different screen sizes and operating 

systems (iOS and Android) were used to test the interfaces. 

Task Definition: Similar tasks as defined for the heuristic evaluation were performed on 

the mobile versions of the sites. 
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Evaluation Execution: Each criterion was assessed by performing the tasks on the mobile 

devices, noting any issues related to layout adaptation, touchscreen usability, readability, 

navigation, and interactive elements. 

Data Collection: Issues identified during the mobile responsiveness assessment were 

recorded, categorized by criterion. 

 

4.4  Comparative Analysis Approach 

The comparative analysis aimed to highlight differences and similarities between the 

desktop and mobile versions of Suomi.fi, Omavero, and Omakanta. The analysis was 

conducted in the following steps: 

Issue Comparison: Issues identified in the heuristic evaluations and mobile responsiveness 

assessments were compared to identify discrepancies between desktop and mobile 

versions. 

4.5  Summary 

This chapter detailed the methodology used to evaluate the usability and mobile 

responsiveness of Suomi.fi, Omavero, and Omakanta. By conducting heuristic evaluations 

and mobile responsiveness assessments, this study systematically identified and analysed 

usability issues across desktop and mobile platforms. The comparative analysis provided 

insights into the differences and similarities in user experience, guiding the 

recommendations for improving the usability and responsiveness of these critical Finnish 

citizen online services. 
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5  Heuristic Usability Evaluation 

5.1  Overview 

This chapter presents the findings from the heuristic usability evaluation of Suomi.fi, 

Omavero, and Omakanta. The evaluation assessed both desktop and mobile versions of these 

services, identifying key usability issues based on Nielsen's ten usability heuristics. 

Screenshots are used to illustrate specific problems and recommendations. 

5.2  Evaluation of Suomi.fi 

5.2.1 Desktop Version 

5.2.1.1 Recognition Rather Than Recall 

Issue: Lack of clear indication when using the search tool. Users are not informed about the 

search elements in context. 

Example: When user searches a phrase, there is no highlight of the found phrase. 

 

Figure 1. Screenshot suomi.fi: no highlight of the found phrase. 
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5.2.1.2 Match Between System and the Real World 

Issue: Use of concept that may not be familiar to all users. 

Example: Terms like "e-Authorizations" are used without explanation (Outlined with red on 

a screenshot). 

 

Figure 2. Screenshot suomi.fi: Terms like are used without explanation. 

 

5.2.1.3 Consistency and Standards 

Issue: Inconsistent use of link styles and colors across different sections of the site. 

Example: Links for detailed explanations are styled differently in various sections. 
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Figure 3. Screenshot suomi.fi: Inconsistent use of link styles (example 1, link text is black 

and underlined with blue). 

 

 

Figure 4. Screenshot suomi.fi: Inconsistent use of link styles (example 2, link text and 

underline are blue). 
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Figure 5. Screenshot suomi.fi: Inconsistent use of link styles (example 3, an arrow appears 

next to link, no underline). 

 

5.2.1.4 Visibility of System Status 

Issue: Users are not informed of their location on the website. 

Example: When user clicks a link “Find information and instructions on livelihood and 

employment in the unemployment guide.” in the Unemployment section user gets 

transitioned into the “WHAT TO DO? Unemployment” section therefore losing 

breadcrumbs and a current section indicator in the over all menu. 
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Figure 6. Screenshot suomi.fi: System status (example 1, Unemployment section has all 

the necessary location attributes, marked with red). 

 

 

Figure 7. Screenshot suomi.fi: System status misinformation (example 2, no information 

on whereabouts). 
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5.2.2 Mobile Version 

Issues that were found for desktop version also apply to the mobile version of the website. 

5.3  Evaluation of Omavero 

5.3.1 Desktop Version 

5.3.1.1 Consistency and Standards 

Issue: Lack of clear navigation and communication with the user. 

Example: After user logs into the system, they are presented with a menu to choose their 

role, but it is not stated clearly. However, when a role is chosen and the user is transitioned 

into the next view a link is presented for an option change their role, making the user unaware 

of their actions. 

  

Figure 8. Screenshot Omavero: No clear navigation and communication: choosing a role 

without clear explanation. 
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Figure 9. Screenshot Omavero: No clear navigation and communication: a link to change 

role appears without context. 

5.3.1.2 Aesthetic and Minimalist Design 

Issue: Website displays the same information twice which is unnecessary. 

Example: Tasks are displayed twice, once in the navigation tab and once in under the user’s 

information. 

 

Figure 10. Screenshot Omavero: minimalist design: information is displayed twice 

(marked with red). 
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5.3.2 Mobile Version 

Issues that were found for desktop version also apply to the mobile version of the website. 

5.4  Evaluation of Omakanta 

5.4.1 Desktop Version 

5.4.1.1 Match Between System and the Real World 

Issue: User cannot select a needed language for UI. 

Example: Users are not presented with an option to select English as the language for the 

interface. 

 

Figure 11. Screenshot Omakanta: not translated internationally (underlined with red). 

 

5.4.1.2 Flexibility and Efficiency of Use 

Issue: Lack of a main search function. 



30 

 

Example: The website does not provide a website wide search option. 

Screenshot: (Nothing to provide) 

5.4.1.3 Aesthetic and Minimalist Design 

Issue: Poor usage of screen space. 

Example: The website doesn’t fully utilise the screen resolution and pushes everything to 

the left side. 

 

Figure 12. Screenshot Omakanta: content of website doesn’t fully utilise the given screen 

resolution. 

 

5.4.2 Mobile Version 

Issues that were found for desktop version also apply to the mobile version of the website 

except for the “5.4.1.3 Aesthetic and Minimalist Design”. The mobile version is restructured 

in such way that the leftmost menu is at the top of the website. 
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Figure 13. Screenshot Omakanta: content is restructured and optimized for mobile device. 

 

6  Mobile Responsiveness Analysis 

6.1  Overview 

This chapter presents the findings from the mobile responsiveness analysis of Suomi.fi, 

Omavero, and Omakanta. The analysis evaluates how well these services adapt to different 

screen sizes and devices, focusing on elements such as layout consistency, touch target size, 



32 

 

load times, and overall user experience on mobile devices. Screenshots are used to illustrate 

specific issues and recommendations. 

6.2  Evaluation of Suomi.fi 

6.2.1 Readability 

Issue: Small text making it difficult to read for some users on smaller screens. 

Example: Button and tag text are too small, causing difficulties for users with smaller 

screens. 

 

Figure 14. Screenshot Suomi.fi: navigation elements are too small. 
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6.2.2 Interactive Elements 

Issue: Incorrect element behaviour. 

Example: It is possible to scroll header out of the view while using the map. The issue 

prevents search function and navigation on the website through the menu. 

Sidenote: Reproducible only on IOS devices (iPhone 15 Pro) 

  

Figure 15 and 16. Screenshot Suomi.fi: header can be scrolled out of reach. 
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6.3  Evaluation of Omavero 

6.3.1 Interactive Elements 

Issue 1: Misleading use of symbols. 

Example: Upon pressing the button to change the language user is presented with a menu 

with 3 language choices that have arrow symbols indicating a submenu or a link. However, 

there is such functionality. 

 

Figure 17. Screenshot Omavero: arrow symbols may be misleading into believing there is a 

submenu. 
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Issue 2: Misleading interaction with a card. 

Example: Real estate tax card is interactable and highlights itself green but does not function. 

 

Figure 18. Screenshot Omavero: unnecessary interactive elements. 

Issue 3: Poorly implemented element. 

Example: Tab bar is scrollable sideways which in the worst-case scenario logs a user out of 

the website upon scrolling to the right on the screen (IOS and some android devices use right 

swipe as a universal gesture for navigating back a page). 
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Figure 19 and 20. Screenshot Omavero: poor implementation of a scrollable tab bar. 

 

6.3.2 Layout Adaptation 

Issue: Website does not optimally utilize given resolution. 

Example: In landscape mode the website stretches to fill the screen instead of using the space 

for other information. 
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Figure 21 and 22. Screenshot Omavero: poor usage of landscape mode. 
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6.4  Evaluation of Omakanta  

6.4.1 Readability 

Issue: Possible difficulty with reading text. 

Example: Breadcrumbs are too close to the nearby block of information. 

 

Figure 23. Screenshot Omakanta: difficulties with text readability. 
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6.4.2 Navigation 

Issue: Inconsistency elements. 

Example: Button to change language from Finnish to Swedish and “Managing on Behalf of 

Another” are jumping from menu to header. 

Sidenote: Issue is relevant only on tested Android device (Sony Xperia 5V) 
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Figure 24 and 25. Screenshot Omakanta: element inconsistency. 

 

7  Results 

7.1  Overview 

This chapter presents the results of the heuristic usability evaluation and mobile 

responsiveness analysis of Suomi.fi, Omavero, and Omakanta websites. It discusses the key 

findings and highlights common usability and responsiveness issues. 

7.2  Result table 

Below presented is a result table that showcases all of the found issues organized by heuristic 

evaluations and mobile responsiveness.  
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Table 4. Result table of found issues 

Evaluation Criteria Suomi.fi Omavero.fi Omakanta.fi 

Heuristic Evaluation 

Visibility of system 

status 

Users are 

occasionally not 

informed of their 

location 

  

Match Between 

System and Real 

World 

Unfamiliar concepts 

to some users 

 User cannot select a 

needed language for 

UI 

User Control and 

Freedom 

   

Consistency and 

Standards 

Inconsistent styling 

and color scheme 

Lack of clear 

navigation and 

communication 

 

Error Prevention    

Recognition Rather 

Than Recall 

Lack of clear 

indication when 

using the search 

tool 

  

Flexibility and 

Efficiency of Use 

  Lack of a main 

search function 

Aesthetic and 

Minimalist Design 

 Website displays 

the same 

information twice 

Poor usage of 

screen space 

Help Users Recover 

from Errors 

   

Help and 

Documentation 

   

Mobile Responsiveness Assessment 

Layout Adaptation  Website does not 

optimally utilize 

given resolution 

 

Touchscreen 

Usability 

   

Loading Times    

Readability Small text in some 

elements 

 Possible difficulty 

with reading text 

Navigation   Inconsistency 

elements 

Interactive 

Elements 

Incorrect header 

behavior 

Misleading use of 

menu like symbol 

and card interaction 

as well as poorly 

implemented 

elements 
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7.3  Heuristic Usability Evaluation 

7.3.1  Suomi.fi 

In Suomi.fi websites mobile and desktop versions were found inconsistencies in design i.e. 

links, buttons, and colors. Both versions showed disregard comfortable user experience by 

neglecting to implement key features such as breadcrumbs in some places and a decent 

search highlight function. Also, some words may not be familiar to all users therefore their 

simplification should be considered. 

7.3.2  Omavero.fi 

Omavero.fi also has the same heuristic issues on mobile and desktop versions such as lack 

of clear navigation as well as communication with the user. The website also displays the 

same information multiple times which may be confusing for the user. 

7.3.3  Omakanta.fi 

Desktop version of Omakanta.fi lacks a main search function and an option to change the 

language to English. On top of this the desktop version doesn’t optimize the given screen 

resolution but pushes all content to the leftmost side of the screen leaving the right-side 

blank.  

All of this also translates to the mobile version of the website except for the resolution 

optimization where the issue is solved by having a menu button that presents user with a 

dropdown menu upon interacting with the said button. 
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7.4  Mobile Responsiveness Analysis 

7.4.1  Suomi.fi 

Suomi.fi has a lot of small text in links and buttons thus making it difficult for some users to 

read it. Another issue found in the mobile version is that some elements behave incorrectly 

such as the previous example where the header can be moved out of the user’s range labelling 

it useless. 

7.4.2  Omavero.fi 

In Omavero.fi many of the issues relate to interactive elements such as symbols and cards 

are often misleading or have unnecessary interactions and some elements are just poorly 

integrated like for example in the case of the scrollable tab bar. On top of this the website 

also struggles to optimally utilise given screen resolution in landscape mode. 

7.3.3 Omakanta.fi 

Much like in most of mobile websites Omakanta.fi struggles with text readability and its 

placement. Omakanta.fi also has some inconsistency with its elements when used in 

landscape mode. 

 

8  Recommendations 

8.1  Overview 

This chapter outlines specific recommendations for improving the usability and mobile 

responsiveness of Suomi.fi, Omavero.fi, and Omakanta.fi based on the findings from the 

heuristic evaluation and mobile responsiveness analysis. The recommendations are supposed   
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to enhance the user experience across both desktop and mobile platforms thus making sure 

that these online services are accessible and user-friendly for all citizens. 

8.2  Suomi.fi 

8.2.1  Design and visual issues 

- Standardize button, link styles and colors as well as hero elements to ensure 

consistency across the site. 

- Increase the label text size of buttons and tags to match default text size. 

8.2.2  Functionality issues 

- Website would benefit from a highlight addition to the search functionality where a 

searched word would be highlighted in results that were found by the said 

functionality. 

- Maps header should be redesigned so that its sticks to the top of the screen and 

doesn’t get scrolled away unintentionally. 

- Suomi.fi should implement consistent breadcrumbs across the website so that the 

user would be aware of their current location. 

8.2.3  Comprehensive issues 

- Some specific and crucial words may be unfamiliar to users making them unaware 

of their actions thus using simpler wording or an explanation would eliminate this 

issue. 
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8.3  Omavero.fi 

8.3.1  Design and visual issues 

- Remove the unnecessary interactivity with the user card and remove link arrow in 

language selection to reduce the possibility to confuse the user. 

- Label text size should be increased to match the default standard on the website. 

- Space should be utilized better in the landscape mode of mobile devices to provide a 

more pleasant experience. 

8.3.2  Comprehensive issues 

- Improve consistency of wording to make it clear for the user what is it that they are 

doing, i.e. “What tax matters do you wish to manage?” could be changed to “Pick a 

role: What tax matters do you wish to manage?” so that the wording of the main 

screen would reflect the link on the landing page.  

- Remove repeating link in the user card for the sake of clarity and decluttering the 

visuals. 

8.4  Omakanta.fi 

8.4.1  Design and visual issues 

- Omakanta.fi would benefit from a structure redesign of the website to utilise the 

given screen space and resolution more efficiently. 

- In the mobile version breadcrumbs are too close to the info box so a larger gap would 

be a good addition to increase readability and declutter the page. 
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8.4.2  Functionality issues 

- Search functionality would ease the user experience and drastically reduce time to 

navigate the website. 

8.4.3  Comprehensive issues 

- Website would benefit from a translation to English language. 

- Keep the main menu consistent by having same menu items both on mobile as well 

as the desktop version.  

 

9  Conclusions 

9.1  Overview 

This study looked at how easy it is to use and how well three online services for Finnish 

citizens work on mobile devices. The services were Suomi.fi, Omavero, and Omakanta. The 

study looked at both their PC and mobile interfaces. Some usability problems and places for 

growth were found through a heuristic usability evaluation and a mobile responsiveness 

evaluation. 

9.2  Key Findings 

The research addressed three main questions: 
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9.2.1  How do the usability and mobile responsiveness compare between desktop and 

mobile versions? 

For all three services, the mobile versions had more problems with usage than the desktop 

versions. Some big problems were small text, bad layout adaptation, and interactive parts 

that weren't fully optimized for touchscreen use. Most of the time, PC versions followed the 

usability guidelines. However, mobile interfaces often had bigger problems with being easy 

to read and using consistent navigation. 

9.2.2  What usability issues are unique to mobile or desktop versions? 

Desktop versions commonly had problems with consistency and feedback, such as unclear 

system statuses and some misleading navigation. In contrast, mobile versions have 

interactive element malfunctions, for example menus not behaving as expected and layout 

adaptation issues, which affected user experience on smaller screens. 

9.2.3  How can these services be improved? 

The results show that paying more attention to design for mobile devices is important for a 

smooth and easy user experience. Improving text readability, interactive features, and 

responsive layouts would make the mobile experience a lot better. Also, it's important to 

keep things consistent across both platforms and make the language easier to understand. 

The results show that paying more attention to design for mobile devices is important for a 

smooth and easy user experience. Improving text readability, interactive features, and 

responsive layouts would make the mobile experience a lot better. Also, it's important to 

keep things consistent across both platforms and make the language easier to understand. 

9.3  Managerial Implications 

The research highlights the importance of prioritizing mobile design. Due to the increasing 

reliance on mobile devices for accessing public services it is crucial to pay attention to 

mobile versions. Incorporating feedback mechanisms and user-centered testing could drive 
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the further improvements of these platforms to ensure they remain accessible and user-

friendly. The discrepancies between desktop and mobile performance indicate a need for 

cross-platform consistency in user experience design. 

9.4  Contribution to Literature 

This study adds to previous research by comparing mobile and desktop displays. It does 

this by giving new information to studies that have already been done on these services. 

The results add to what is known about responsive web design and how to make public 

services easier for people to use in the Finnish digital service setting. 

9.5  Limitations and Future Research 

This study's primary limitation is the subjective nature of heuristic evaluations, which may 

not capture the full range of user experiences. Additionally, the research focused on a 

limited set of websites as well as functions within each service. Future research could 

involve a larger sample of user feedback and more diverse public services to create a wider 

understanding of usability across platforms. Further exploration of automated usability 

testing tools could also add on to the manual heuristic evaluations. 
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