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Currently, the tradition face-to-face procedures of Finnish insurance companies are 
switching to digital platforms. As a results, the customers need a well-design, high-quality 
and accessible platforms for finding information, searching desired products, reading 
policies, reporting their claims, or even comparing prices, etc. Therefore, it is necessary to 
analyse and compare the two major insurance companies in Finland – LähiTapiola and If 
P&C - in order to improve their weaknesses in UI/UX design and accessibility.  

To achieve this, this thesis examines both websites by using some methods such as 
heuristic evaluation, WCAG 2.1 and a UI/UX design principle matrix. Moreover, 
SimilarWeb analytic tool is used to understand user engagement and traffic. These 
methods help reveal how each website supports user needs, where problems occur, and 
how design choices affect the overall digital experience. 
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1  Introduction 

This part will introduce the background, problem statement, research objectives as well as 

structure of this thesis. 

1.1  Background 

In the modern word, many insurance companies are shifting their face-to-face services to 

online platforms. Customers can easily search for insurance products, submit claims, sign 

electronic contracts, and manage their policies directly through the company’s website 

without a physical presence (Yaneva, 2022). As a result, the requirements for the quality of 

the User Interface (UI) and User Experience (UX) need to improve to reach the user’s desires 

and expectations. 

The insurance industry is also known for its complexity of procedures such as customers 

may need to read long information, policies, how to report the claim, compare between many 

options, prices and share their personal information, etc. According to Lewis (2014), he 

states that when the digital platform is unclear, difficult to use, user can be frustrated, make 

mistakes, and quit the process easily. On the other hand, a good design and smooth 

navigation website can enhance customer satisfaction, build confidence, and help the 

company stand out among a crowded market (Flavian, C et al., 2006). 

1.2  Problem statement 

The design and accessibility of the UI/UX are one of the most crucial factors in digital 

insurance, and many existing studies only concentrate on general UI/UX principles. 

However, only a few research has been done about the digitalization of the European 

insurance sector and there is no record about the comparation of the UI/UX designs 

specifically in the Finnish insurance industry (EIOPA, 2024).  
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Besides, many earlier studies do not evaluate usability and accessibility together, even 

though both are necessary for creating a smooth and inclusive digital experience. Due to this 

disparity, it is still unclear how well Finnish insurance websites support their customers or 

what areas need to be improved (EIOPA, 2024). 

1.3  Research objectives 

This thesis aims to fill the identified research gap by comparing the UI/UX and accessibility 

of two Finnish insurance company websites: LähiTapiola and If P&C Insurance. The main 

objectives are:  

First, evaluating the usability and accessibility of both websites using three methods which 

are heuristic evaluation (Nielsen, 1994), WCAG 2.1 accessibility analysis (W3C, 2018), and 

UI/UX principle (Geeksforgeeks, 2025). In addition, SimilarWeb analyze tool is used to 

analyze the website’s traffic and engagement (SimilarWeb, 2025).  

Second, identify the strengths and weaknesses of each website based on the evaluating 

methods.  

Third, comparing the digital approaches of the two companies and understanding how their 

design structures affect user interaction.  

Finally, proposing improvements that can enhance the usability, accessibility, and overall 

digital experience for insurance customers in Finland. 

1.4  Thesis structure 

This thesis includes 6 main chapters as follows:  

First, chapter 1 introduces the background, states the problem, outlines the research 

objectives, and explains the structure of the thesis.  

Next, the methodology of research which includes research approaches, Design Science 

Research (DSR) Process, and the evaluation techniques used in the study will be presented 

in chapter 2.   
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Then, chapter 3 compares a detailed case study analysis of the two selected insurance 

websites: LähiTapiola and If P&C.   

Next, chapter 4 summarizes the issues that have been found in chapter 4 and offers 

recommendations for improvement.   

After that, chapter 5 discusses the key findings of the research as well as limitations, and 

suggestions for future work.  

 Finally, chapter 6 will be the conclusion of this thesis. 

  



10 
 

 

2  Methodology 

This part describes the Design Science Research (DSR) process and outlines the evaluation 

methods applied, including heuristic evaluation, WCAG 2.1 auditing, UI/UX principle 

analysis, and SimilarWeb data. 

2.1  Research approach 

The main research framework for this study is the Design Science Research (DSR) 

technique. DSR is widely used in information systems, software engineering, and human-

computer interaction research when the aim is not only to analyze real-world problems but 

also to propose and develop practical solutions through the creation of artifacts (Hevner et 

al., 2004; Peffers et al., 2007).  

According to Hevner et al. (2004), artifacts in DSR may take the form of constructs, models, 

methods, or instantiations that offer solutions to identified problems while simultaneously 

contributing to the theoretical knowledge of the domain. DSR combines both rigor and 

relevance, making it an appropriate methodology for research focused on improving UI/UX 

and accessibility in digital services.  

In this study, the practical problem addressed is the existence of usability and accessibility 

within Finnish insurance company websites. The artifacts created in this research include 

proposed design improvements, UI/UX design patterns, accessibility enhancements, and 

revised interaction flows for the websites of LähiTapiola, If P&C Insurance. 

2.2  Design Science Research (DSR) Process 

According to Peffers et al. (2007), the DSR process includes six stages: problem 

identifications, defining objectives, design and development, demonstration, evaluation, and 

communication. However, this study just focuses on five stages: problem identification, 

objectives of a solution, design and development, demonstration and evaluation. 
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2.2.1  Problem identification 

The first phase involves identifying existing usability and accessibility problems within the 

selected insurance company's websites. Three evaluation methods are applied in these 

phases: heuristic evaluations (Nielsen, 1994), accessibility audits based on WCAG 2.0/2.1 

standards (W3C, 2018), and a custom UI/UX matrix following core design principles 

(Geeksforgeeks, 2025). These methods are applied to uncover deficiencies and areas for 

improvement on the LähiTäpiola and If P&C websites. There are some research questions 

which related to this phase: 

 Heuristic Evaluation: How does Jakob Nielsen's 10 Usability Heuristics apply to the 

websites of LähiTapiola and If P&C? What specific advantages/disadvantages can 

be found in those platforms, especially in these areas: user control, error prevention, 

and system feedback?  

 Accessibility Audit: During WCAG 2.0/2.1 audit, which majority accessibility issues 

are found on both websites? 

 UI/UX Principle Matrix: How do both websites perform across the six custom UI/UX 

principles? What strengths and weaknesses are observed? 

2.2.2  Objectives of a solution  

After usability and accessibility problems have been identified, the next stage is to establish 

specific goals for creating appropriate design solutions. These goals form the basis for 

creating enhancements that tackle the noted shortcomings and maximize the user experience 

on all three insurance websites (Hevner et al., 2004; Peffers et al., 2007).  This stage is guided 

by the following research questions: 

 User Engagement Context: by using Web analyse tool (SimilarWeb, 2025) how 

could the accessibility and UI/UX features of theses websites connect to their 

observed user engagement metrics (such as bounce rate, pages per visit, and visit 

duration)?  
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 Comparative UI/UX: What are the clear comparative advantages and disadvantages 

of the UI/UX of both websites, especially how they meet user needs, based on the 

combined results of heuristic evaluations and the UI/UX principle matrix (Norman, 

2013; Tidwell, J. 2005)?  

 Comparative Accessibility: What are the main distinctions and similarities between 

them? 

2.2.3  Design and development 

During this stage, design artifacts are produced to rectify the accessibility and usability 

issues that were previously discovered. Detailed design suggestions that include navigation 

flows, interface layouts, and accessibility modifications make up these artifacts. Figma, 

which enables the production of interactive mock-ups that illustrate the suggested 

enhancements, is used to visualize the designs (Norman, 2013; Tidwell, J. 2005).   

The research question on this stage is about Design Artifact Generation:  

 What improvements can be suggested to solve the accessibility and UI/UX usability 

problems found on these Finnish insurance websites? 

2.2.4  Demonstration 

Figma prototypes are used to illustrate the design solutions once they have been developed 

(Figma, 2024). These prototypes show how the suggested interface changes address the 

previously noted accessibility and usability issues. The demonstration phase makes sure that 

the solutions are practical and applicable to actual insurance platforms, in addition to being 

theoretical. 

2.2.5  Evaluation 

Evaluating the effectiveness and feasibility of proposed design solutions will be the final 

phase of this study. To determine whether the design enhancements satisfy accepted usability 
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standards, fix the previously noted issues, and comply with practice recommendations, 

independent UI/UX and accessibility specialists are hired.   

The evaluation phase is guided by the following research question:  

 To what extent do experts confirm that the proposed design improvements effectively 

address the identified usability and accessibility issues on Finnish insurance 

websites? 
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3  Case study analysis 

A comparative case study analysis of the UI/UX performance of two major Finnish insurance 

businesses, If P&C Insurance and LähiTapiola, is presented in this chapter. To provide 

insights into each organization's digital performance, the analysis is based on user experience 

observations and user interaction data from SimilarWeb (2024). The overall goal of this 

assessment is to pinpoint the Finnish insurance industry's UI/UX advantages, disadvantages, 

and potential improvement areas.  

3.1  LähiTapiola 

This part provides a short overview of LähiTapiola, followed by an analysis of the website 

using reliable evaluation methods. 

3.1.1  Company overview 

LähiTapiola is one of the biggest and most recognizable insurance companies in Finland. 

Since it operates as a mutual corporation, the customers are also the owners. As a result, it 

has around 1.8 million owner-customers. They are directly involved in the business under 

this cooperative model since earnings are frequently given back to them in the form of 

improved services, incentives, or lower expenses. The company is popular for its “lifelong 

security” strategy. Its mission is to protect its clients' lives and prosperity, and its vision is 

to help Finns live safer and healthier lives. The company serves many kinds of customers, 

for example, private people, organizations, businesses, farms and entrepreneurs, etc. It also 

offers many services covering non-life, life, and pension insurance, as well as investment 

and savings solutions (LähiTapiola, 2025).  

There is also a significant physical presence of LähiTapiola across Finland, with over 200 

offices with around 3800 employees. Therefore, customers can more easily access and 

receive assistance and local service. The physical model still matters in Finland, where trust 

and personal contacts are still crucial in the insurance industry, especially for senior 

customers who are not familiar with using technology. (LähiTapiola, 2025).  
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At the same time, the business has also made significant investments in digital platforms. 

This digital platform is designed to facilitate seamless customer interactions, notably for 

processing claims online and offering self-service portals, particularly for damage and traffic 

insurance. About 70 percent of claims are already handled digitally or through partners, 

demonstrating the company's aggressive investment in key system upgrades to improve its 

digital service capabilities. (LähiTapiola, 2025). 

3.1.2  Web Analytics by SimilarWeb Data 

According to the report by SimarlarWeb (Figure 1), LähiTapiola website shows strong users' 

interaction. In May 2025, the digital service platform reached 1.142 million total visitors, 

which is an increase of 5.62 percent compared to the previous month.  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Besides, the data from figure 2 illustrates that the average visit duration was more than three 

minutes (00:03:27), and users explored almost eight pages (7.97) before leaving. With a 

reasonably low bounce rate of 19.02 percent, which measures how frequently visitors depart 

from a website after only viewing one page, it showed that people were interacting with the 

Figure 1: Website traffic and engagement metrics of LähiTapiola’s website 

(SimilarWeb, 2025). 
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material beyond their initial point of entry. As a result, the total page view was more than 9 

million which can be calculated by multiplying the number of visits by the average number 

of pages per visit (Clifton, 2012). 

It holds a significant, market presence compared to larger financial groups. In terms of 

internal navigation and content discovery, these numbers point to a successful user 

experience (UX). The main obstacle facing Lähitapiola's digital strategy is converting this 

proven level of engagement into a larger overall market share and visitor volume. 

3.1.3  Heuristic evaluation findings 

UX designers and usability specialists may easily test the UI and UX design of a website or 

app with heuristic evaluation. The procedure calls for measuring usability, navigability, 

aesthetics, and other factors using accepted heuristics or usability principles (Moyela, 2023).   

To assess the usability of LähiTapiola’s website, a heuristic evaluation was carried out using 

Nielsen’s (1994) 10 usability heuristics. The aim of this evaluation was to identify 

advantages and disadvantages in user interface and interaction design.  

Visibility of System Status:  

The website of LähiTapiola does a good job displaying system status. When users report a 

claim, the procedure is simple with two steps: one page is for filling in personal customers' 

information and the second one is for accepting the policy. Furthermore, the navigation 

buttons are positioned correctly, which helps users to be less confused or feel lost. Customers 

may trust that their actions have been successfully accomplished since these characteristics 

increase transparency and decrease uncertainty. No significant issues were identified in this 

area.  

Figure 2: Engagement overview of LähiTapiola’s website (Similarweb, 2025) 
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Match Between System and the Real World:  

In English version, the website uses terms that are standard in the business and that customers 

are familiar with, like insurance, policy, and claims, etc. 

As can be seen in Figure 3, the website uses real-world associations to enhance clarity in the 

Finnish edition. When consumers select various insurance alternatives (vakuutukset), for 

instance, a corresponding icon is displayed for each category. A home icon is used to indicate 

home insurance (kotivakuutus), and a car icon is used to indicate car insurance 

(autovakuutus). Real-world visual signals like these aid customers in rapidly identifying the 

kind of insurance they want. 

User Control and Freedom:  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Figure 3: Insurance options menu on LähiTapiola’s website with real-world icons (car, 

home, health, etc.) (Taken by the author from LähiTapiola website, 2025). 
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In figure 4 illustrates that when filling in application for home insurance, users can edit the 

form by clicking the pen icon on the left side of the title text, but it did not have 

option for “back” or “cancel” buttons if you user want to check just the previous page. In 

addition, the website does not display a summary of the completed information before 

submission. If customers want to review their answers, they must scroll back up and check 

each section manually, which feels inconvenient and may reduce efficiency.  

Consistency and Standards: 

The brand design, logo, and overall layout are consistent across the site, which supports user 

trust. The main colors used are sky blue, white, and black, giving the website a clear and 

professional appearance. 

 

 

Figure 4: Filling in information for home insurance (Taken by the author from 

LähiTapiola website, 2025). 
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Figure 5: Available English option in the Home page (Taken by the author from 

LähiTapiola website, 2025). 

In the main page, customers can choose English as showing in Figure 5.  

 

Figure 6: English is not provided in register page (Taken by the author from LähiTapiola 

website, 2025). 

However, the English version did not apply for all the pages on the website. When users go 

to register or “Report your claim or seek compensation" page, the website do not provide 

English version (Figure 6), it may cause difficult for foreigner customers who lives in 

Finland. Moreover, there is a significant difference between the English and Finnish versions 

of the website, which may affect the user experience. 

Error Prevention:  

When filling in the application for insurance, if users accidentally press on the home icon 

or company logo, they go back to the home page without any warning. The website does not 
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display a pop-up message asking for confirmation before exiting. Therefore, all the 

information the user has entered is lost, and they must restart the process from the beginning.  

Recognition Rather Than Recall:  

In both the English and Finnish versions, they have clear structure and navigation, such as 

drop-down menus and visible icons, that support customers when they seek information and 

applications. These design features make it easier for users to recall certain terms or 

navigation routes because options are displayed in an easy-to-understand and familiar 

manner. The website reduces the cognitive work needed and helps users finish activities 

more quickly by depending on recognition rather than recall. There is no problem found in 

this evaluation. 

Flexibility and Efficiency of Use:  

The website supports accessibility by being mobile and tablet adaptable and adjusting 

smoothly to various screen sizes (Figure 7 and Figure 8). 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 Figure 7: Mobile phone view of LähiTapiola’s responsive website 

(Taken by the author from LähiTapiola website, 2025). 
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However, frequent users are not given any personalized settings or shortcuts. Customers who 

frequently submit claims, for instance, are required to follow the same procedures each time 

without the ability to retain preferences or establish quicker processes. 

Aesthetic and Minimalist Design:  

In the English version, when user click on menu for “Personal customers”, “Business 

customers” and “farm customers”, the interfaces are quite similar. The content is divided 

into two containers: the left one shows contact information, and the right one is the claim 

application (Figure 9). This layout is simple and consistent, which makes the design easy to 

follow and visually clean.  

Figure 8: iPad Air view of LähiTapiola’s responsive website (Taken by 

the author from LähiTapiola website, 2025). 
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Figure 9: Personal customers' interface (Taken by the author from LähiTapiola website, 

2025) 

However, because the sections look very similar, users may find it difficult to immediately 

notice differences between customer categories. This may lead to extra time spent verifying 

whether they are in the correct section. 

Help and Documentation:  
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Figure 10: Emergency contact only available in Finnish version (Taken by the author from 

LähiTapiola website, 2025) 

The site has chatbot for both English and Finnish version. However, the chatbot has limited 

capabilities and cannot handle more complex cases. Furthermore, there are several 

significant support elements that differ between languages. As can be seen in Figure 10, 

users can only find the emergency contact in Finnish version. which could make it difficult 

for international clients to access with English version. 

Error Recovery:  

When errors happen, the website's error messages are provided in an approachable and 

straightforward manner, which helps users feel less frustrated. When mandatory fields on 

the pet insurance application form are left blank, as illustrated in Figure 11, the system 

indicates the missing data with a red frame and shows a brief warning message ("Tämä tieto 

on pakollinen" / "This information is mandatory"). The fields that need to be corrected are 

evident due to the instant response. To guarantee accuracy, users may still need to carefully 

go over the entire form because the notifications are frequently generic and do not provide 

additional information about the kind of issue. 
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In summary, LähiTapiola’s website performs well in terms of professional appearance, 

mobile responsiveness, and claim-related processes. Yet, there are still usability issues that 

affect user control, navigation, and support. Fixing these areas would not only reduce 

customer effort but also strengthen trust and satisfaction, which are central goals for the 

company’s digital strategy. 

 

 

Figure 11: Example of error messages in LähiTapiola’s pet insurance application form 

(Taken by the author from LähiTapiola website, 2025). 



25 
 

 

3.1.4  Accessibility Audit (WCAG 2.1) 

Nowadays, accessibility plays a crucial role in modern websites. Therefore, the World Wide 

Web Consortium (W3C) created the Web Content Accessibility Guidelines (WCAG) 2.1 to 

help users audit whether a website has good accessibility or not as well as enhance access to 

online information for people with different types of disabilities. The guidelines concentrate 

on four main components, which are known as POUR—perceivable, operable, 

understandable, and robust. Following WCAG 2.1, particularly at Level AA, has become a 

widely accepted standard for building inclusive and reliable online platforms (W3C, 2018).    

In order to audit LähiTapiola’s website, there are two automated tools which can be used are 

the WAVE Web Accessibility Evaluation Tool (Wave, 2023), and Google Lighthouse 

(Chrome web store, 2025). Since automated technologies offer rapid and reliable 

identification of typical accessibility difficulties, like missing alternative language, color 

contrast issues, and form labeling errors, they are frequently employed in both research and 

practice (Ara & Sik-Lányi, 2025). Even though the automated testing may not cover all the 

checking areas, using different tools can improve more reliable and correct evaluation.  

Wave analyze tool:   

According to Figure 12, the AIM score is 6.5 out of 10 and there are twelve issues that were 

found using the Wave analysis tool which were caused by broken ARIA references. As a 

result, some users may find it more difficult to browse or navigate the website with screen 

readers.  



26 
 

 

  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

The website is marked with seven alerts which include one element with no heading structure 

and six non-script components. Moreover, the testing tool reports ten features including nine 

photos with blank alternative text and a properly specified page language. Additionally, the 

analysis highlighted the presence of one structural element that defines the main content 

region, which supports user navigation. There is a total of 29 ARIA elements that were 

detected, including 18 general ARIA attributes, one tab index, one live region, and nine 

hidden elements (Wave, 2025). 

Google Lighthouse:  

LähiTapiola's website received an accessibility score of 87/100 from the Lighthouse audit, 

which indicates that there is room for improvement, but overall compliance is good (Figure 

13).  

 

 

Figure 12: The Wave analysis for LähiTapiola’s website (Wave, 2025). 
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There are three main issues that have been addressed in the audit. Two of them are ARIA 

elements, such as ARIA roles not having all required attributes as well as some ARIA 

attributes having invalid values. These problems may lead to a reduction in effectiveness of 

screen readers and other assistive technologies, which rely on ARIA for accurate 

interpretations. Furthermore, some touch targets do not have sufficient size and spacing, 

which might make it more difficult for people using mobile devices. Although the 

accessibility score is high overall, the audit identifies significant problems with touch target 

design and ARIA elements that must be fixed to enhance the user experience (Chrome web 

store, 2025). 

Figure 13: The Lighthouse analysis for LähiTapiola’s website (Chrome 

web store, 2025). 
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3.1.5  UI/UX Principle Matrix 

In this section, the LähiTapiola's website is evaluated by using the UI/UX principle matrix 

with six key components: accessibility, user control, clarity, consistency, feedback, and 

simplicity (Norman, 2013; Tidwell, 2005). This evaluation helps users figure out where 

changes need to be made and how well the design meets their needs and expectations.  

First of all, the website performs well in terms of accessibility by being responsive to 

customers who use phones or tablets, and there is no difficulty in accessing the website 

through different browsers like Chrome or Mozilla. However, problems including 

inadequate touch target spacing, broken ARIA references, and missing English translations 

draw attention to places where accessibility should be enhanced.  

With editable forms, user control is partially maintained; nevertheless, efficiency and 

flexibility are diminished by the lack of cancel or back buttons and the restricted review of 

choices prior to submission.  

In the concept of clarity, the website is designed with clear structure and straightforward 

navigation menus. The use of logo, colors, and general layouts is maintained across the 

website.   

For the consistency, the layout for English version is different than the Finnish and Swedish 

one which may cause the confusing for English speaker customers.  

Next, in terms of feedback, the website offers confirmation messages after the claim 

procedure and error flags in forms. Some error messages, however, are excessively vague 

and need users to search through entire forms in order to pinpoint the precise problem.   

Finally, the principle of simplicity is reflected in the minimalist design, especially in how 

services are grouped into categories with icons. Yet, because sections appear very similar, 

customers may spend extra time ensuring they are in the right section. 

3.2  IF P&C Insurance 

This section provides a short overview of If P&C insurance company, followed by an 

analysis of the website using reliable evaluation methods. 
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3.2.1  Company overview 

If P&C Insurance (If) is the largest non-life (property and casualty) insurer in the Nordic and 

Baltic regions, with over 3.9 million customers. Their strategic goal is to deliver cost 

efficient and comprehensive risk management and insurance offerings to a heterogeneous 

group of customers consisting of private persons, small and medium enterprises (SMEs) and 

large companies. If specializes in digital service delivery, a self-explanatory website 

provides quick transactions and responsive customer service through a highly automated 

web-based resource. The website is designed to enable customers to effectively manage 

quotations for policies, file and monitor claims, and manage active policies using only online 

tools at their disposal. A basic operational philosophy of If is strong underwriting support 

and competitive pricing through a sustained emphasis on digitalized communication and 

service provision. (If P&C, 2023). 

3.2.2  Web Analytics by SimilarWeb Data 

 

Figure 14: Website traffic and engagement metrics of If’s website (SimilarWeb, 2025). 
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According to the report by SimarlarWeb (Figure 14), If P&C website shows strong users' 

interaction. In May 2025, the digital service platform reached approximately over 940 672 

total visitors, which is an increase of 8.19 percent compared to the previous month. 

 

Figure 15: Engagement overview of If’s website (Similarweb, 2025). 

Besides, the data from figure 15 illustrates that the average visit duration was more than 

three minutes (00:03:50), and users explored more than five pages (5.32) before leaving. 

With a reasonably fair bounce rate of 27.26 percent, which measures how frequently visitors 

depart from a website after only viewing one page, it showed that people were interacting 

with the material beyond their initial point of entry. As a result, the total page view was 

around five million which can be calculated by multiplying the number of visits by the 

average number of pages per visit (Clifton, 2012). It holds a significant, albeit moderate, 

market presence compared to larger financial groups. In terms of internal navigation and 

content discovery, these numbers point to a successful user experience (UX). 

3.2.3  Heuristic Evaluation Findings 

Similar like LähiTapiola’s website, a heuristic evaluation was carried out using Nielsen’s 

(1994) 10 usability heuristics. The aim of this evaluation was to identify advantages and 

disadvantages in user interface and interaction design. 

Visibility of System Status:  

If P&C’s user interface is clear and well-structured. On the main page, customers can easily 

choose the services they need from the categorized menu bar showing the insurance options 

the company offers, such as Private/Individual Customers (Henkilöasiakkaat), Business 

Customers (Yritysasiakkaat), Large Corporate Customers (Suurasiakkaat), and Company 

Information (Tietoa Ifistä) (Figure 16). 
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Figure 16: Main page of IF P&C Insurance company (Taken by the author from IF P&C 

website, 2025). 

After users choose an option, for example, they choose “Henkilöasiakkaat”. The page 

navigation updates immediately and shows their current location on the site. In this case, 

users will see clear blue buttons such as “Osta vakuutus verkosta” (Buy insurance online) 

that confirm available actions and guide users through each step. 

Match Between System and the Real World: 
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Figure 17: If P&C’s website shows real-world insurance categories and visuals (Taken by 

the author from If website, 2025). 

As can be seen in Figure 17, If P&C’s website uses familiar and friendly language that 

matches real-life customer needs such as Koti ja omaisuus (Home and Property), Ajoneuvot 

(Vehicles), Matka (Travel), and Henkilöt (People), reflect the actual insurance products 

customers look for. It also has suggested some popular services (Suosituimmat vakuutuset) 

for customers with corresponding pictures. A car picture is used to indicate car insurance 

(autovakuutus), a domestic picture is used to indicate home insurance and travel luggage for 

travel insurance (If P&C 2025). 

User Control and Freedom: 
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Figure 18: Example of editable form fields on If P&C’s insurance application page (Taken 

by the author from If website, 2025). 

If P&C’s website provides customers with flexibility and freedom to navigate across all the 

pages and edit information. As shown in Figure 18, after inputting all necessary data for 

home insurance, customers still have a chance to review and edit their details by clicking 

“Muuta tietoja”. This allows users to correct mistakes or update data easily without restarting 

the process. Clear labeling and editable fields make navigation simple and increase customer 

satisfaction. 

Consistency and Standards: 
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Figure 19: Interface of car insurance page with Finnish version (Taken by the author from 

If website, 2025). 

The brand design, logo, and overall layout are consistent across all pages. The main colors 

used blue, white, and black, giving the website an aesthetic appearance. However, the 
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English and Finnish have a different for the text and layout as can be seen in an example of 

a car insurance in Figure 19 and Figure 20. 

In Finnish version, customers can check the price and buy car insurance after filling their car 

register number and personal ID, but there is no service like that in English version. Instead, 

they have to “Leave a call request” or “Call customer services”. 

Error Prevention: 

Figure 20: Interface of car insurance page with English version (Taken by the author from 

If website, 2025). 
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When filling in the information, if the user input incorrect data (such as a wrong data type 

or spelling mistake), a red warning will appear next to the input information box. 

As shown of an example in Figure 21, after the user enters a wrong data type for 

“Rekisterinumero” (car registration number), there is an alert red box with the text: “Tarkista 

rekisterinumero” (“Check the registration number”) that show immediately to capture users' 

attention. As a result, they can find and fix mistakes before completing the form thanks to 

this real-time feedback. 

Recognition Rather Than Recall:  

Thanks to those factors like the logical structure with a clear menu, navigation bars, familiar 

language and icons that match real-life which help customers find the services and achieve 

the targets easily.  There is no difficult requirement for a load of memory to use the website. 

Figure 21: Error message displayed when incorrect data is entered in the car insurance 

form (Taken by the author from If website, 2025). 
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Flexibility and Efficiency of Use:  

The website supports accessibility by being mobile and tablet adaptable and adjusting 

smoothly to various screen sizes (Figure 22).  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Besides, users cannot use shortcut commands like CTRL+C or CTRL+V to enter repetitive 

information, such as address and phone number (Moyela, T (2023). 

Aesthetic and Minimalist Design:  

Figure 22: Mobile phone view of If P&C’s responsive website (Taken by the 

author from If P&C website, 2025). 
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If’s interface follows a minimalist layout with high readability. White background, limited 

text density, and clear icons make the site visually appealing and professional. Important 

actions such as “Get a Quote” or “Report a Claim” are displayed as large blue buttons at the 

center of the screen, guiding the user’s attention effectively. There are no unnecessary 

elements aligning with minimalist design principles (Norman, 2013).  

Help and Documentation: 

 

Figure 23: FAQs and Chatbot of If’s website (Taken by the author from If P&C website, 

2025). 

The site has chatbot for both English and Finnish version (Figure 23). However, the chatbot 

has limited capabilities and cannot handle more complex cases. In addition, there is a 

Frequently asked questions (FAQs) section where customers can check the questions that 

are asked the most. 

Error Recovery:  

Error messages appear in simple and clear language, directly below the problematic field. 

When users omit required details, a red notification (“This field is required”) appears 

instantly. The system also preserves entered data, allowing corrections without losing all 

previous inputs. This design supports efficient recovery and prevents user frustration.  
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Overall, If P&C Insurance’s website performs strongly in most heuristic categories such as 

in system visibility, error prevention, and mobile responsiveness, etc. that offering users a 

smooth and predictable experience. However, there are few limitations like chatbot 

capability, the consistency between Finnish and English version which can improve for 

better users’ experiences. 

3.2.4  Accessibility Audit (WCAG 2.1) 

Like the evaluation of LähiTapiola’s website, the accessibility of the If P&C website was 

examined using the WAVE analysis tool and Google Lighthouse. These tools help determine 

how well the website supports accessible use and whether it meets key WCAG 2.1 

guidelines.  

Wave analyze tool:    

As can be seen in Figure 24 below, P&C’s website has a high score in Accessibility Impact 

– known as AIM which is 9 out of 10 which means that the website is organized, well-

structure layout but has remained some issues. 
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Figure 24: The Wave analysis for IF P&C’s website (Wave, 2025). 

The tool states that the website has two errors which were caused by a broken ARIA 

reference and menu. It also raises 16 alerts. These alerts do not necessarily prevent the 

website from functioning, but they highlight areas where accessibility could be improved. 

They include skipped heading level, redundant link, noscript element, and redundant title 

text.  
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Despite these problems, the WAVE tool also identified 15 positive features. For example, 

alternative texts are used precisely for corresponding images, and for decorative photos 

empty alternative text is used to prevent superfluous audio descriptions. Additionally, when 

form labels are applied appropriately, assistive technology is able to recognize and 

characterize form fields. Screen readers are able to employ the proper pronunciation rules 

since the page has the correct language property applied to it. 

 

 

  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Furthermore, figure 25 illustrates that the website has excellent structural organization. 

Numerous heading levels, unordered lists, navigation sections, and structural components 

that facilitate logical text flow were found during the investigation. A large number of ARIA 

Figure 25: The Wave analysis for IF P&C’s website: Structural Elements and 

ARIA (Wave, 2025). 

 

Figure 26: The Wave analysis for IF P&C’s website: Structural Elements and 

ARIA (Wave, 2025). 
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characteristics, including ARIA labels, tab index values, hidden elements, and expanded 

states, were also discovered by WAVE. Although this demonstrates the company's efforts to 

promote accessibility, the existence of broken ARIA references suggests that some 

implementations need to be fixed in order to work as intended. 

Google Lighthouse:  

The If P&C website's accessibility was assessed using Google Lighthouse, an automatic 

auditing tool integrated into the Chrome browser, to supplement the WAVE analysis. These 

factors such as semantic structure, ARIA usage, color contrast, labels, keyboard focus, and 

compatibility with assistive technologies are just a few of the accessibility criteria that 

Lighthouse examines in relation to WCAG 2.1. It then generates an overall score based on 

these checks (Chrome Web Store, 2025).  

Figure 27: Passed accessibility audits identified by Google Lighthouse on the If P&C’s 

website (Chrome web store, 2025). 

 

Figure 28: Passed accessibility audits identified by Google Lighthouse on the If P&C’s 

website (Chrome web store, 2025). 
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As can be seen in Figure 26 above, Lighthouse detects that the website successfully passed 

26 audit accessibility. These include ARIA attributes that match their roles; ARIA have valid 

attributes and not misspelled; sufficient color contrast; accessible names for buttons, links, 

and menu items; meaningful alternative text for images; appropriate language tags, and 

properly structured interactive elements. Besides, the touch targets also have sufficient size 

and spacing, which improves usability for users on different devices. These strengths 

indicate that If P&C has established a strong accessibility foundation and that the website 

supports assistive technologies effectively (Chrome Web Store, 2025). 

Building these advantages, Figure 27 below illustrates the website's strong total Lighthouse 

accessibility score. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Figure 29: Overall Lighthouse accessibility score and summary for the If 

P&C ‘s website (Chrome web store, 2025). 
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The platform scores well in the majority of automated accessibility tests and complies with 

numerous WCAG 2.1 Level AA requirements, as seen by its score of 95 out of 100. This 

implies that a wide range of users can have an inclusive and user-friendly experience on the 

website. Although the high accessibility score, the tool also points out some issues from the 

website that can be fixed.   

The first problem is related to tables and lists. Lighthouse reported that some lists on the 

website do not contain only standard <li> elements or permitted supporting elements. This 

indicates that the list structure includes misplaced or non-semantic elements, which may 

confuse screen readers when interpreting grouped information. This issue can affect the 

reading order and clarity of list items for users relying on assistive technologies.   

The second problem is navigation. The analysis also illustrates that heading elements are not 

arranged in a sequentially descending order, which means that heading levels are skipped or 

used incorrectly. It can lead to misinterpreting the structure of the content, making it harder 

for users to understand section importance or move through the page efficiently.  
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The final issue is about using ARIA roles. Lighthouse reported that some ARIA roles are 

applied to elements that are not compatible with those roles. ARIA is meant to support 

semantic HTML, and incorrect usage can create accessibility issues rather than fix them. 

When incompatible roles are used, screen readers may announce misleading information 

about an element’s function or interactivity. 

Figure 28 presents the “Not Applicable” section of the Lighthouse report. These lists 

represent accessibility criteria that Lighthouse could not evaluate because the corresponding 

elements do not exist on the page. This includes components such as ARIA progress bars, 

meters, complex tables, forms, videos, iframes, and modals, etc. Their absence means that 

Figure 31: Additional accessibility checks marked as “Not Applicable” by Google Lighthouse 

(Chrome web store, 2025). 

 

Figure 32: Additional accessibility checks marked as “Not Applicable” by Google Lighthouse 

(Chrome web store, 2025). 
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these checks are simply not relevant to the analyzed page. This is completely normal and 

does not affect the overall assessment score. 

3.2.5  UI/UX Principle Matrix 

Similar with the LähiTapiola, If P&C’s website is also evaluated by using the UI/UX 

principle matrix with six key components: accessibility, user control, clarity, consistency, 

feedback, and simplicity (Norman, 2013; Tidwell, 2005). This evaluation helps users figure 

out where changes need to be made and how well the design meets their needs and 

expectations.  

In terms of accessibility, the website performs smoothly without any issues when accessing 

the website in different devices and browsers. However, the English version has fewer 

features than the Finnish one, which may reduce usability for international users.  

In terms of user control, customers can review and edit forms before sending them, which 

prevents mistakes. Yet, there are no quick options or saved preferences for returning users.  

The clarity is strong, with a clean layout, clear icons, and simple text. Information is grouped 

logically by service type. Consistency is also good with stable colors and structure, though 

some layout differences appear between languages.  

Feedback is immediate and clear—error messages and confirmation steps to guide users 

effectively. The simplicity of the white background and minimal elements keep navigation 

easy, though the chatbot could handle more complex questions. 
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4  Summary the issues and Recommendations for improvement 

This chapter is divided into two parts. Part one provides a summary of the UI/UX and 

accessibility issues on the websites of LähiTapiola and If P&C that have been identified in 

chapter 4. Part two discusses and recommends improvements to enhance the overall user 

experience. 

4.1  Summary of Identified UI/UX and Accessibility Issues from the two websites 

The problems are identified on both websites can be summarized in the following six main 

categories:  

The first issue relates to navigation and heading structure. Several pages contain skipped 

heading levels or an unclear hierarchy of content, which makes it difficult for screen readers 

to interpret and navigate the page effectively.  

The second issue concerns inconsistencies between language versions. Several pages show 

discrepancies between the Finnish and English versions, including differences in layout, 

available features, and displayed content. The English version has less data and lacks 

information. These inconsistencies reduce overall usability and create difficulties for users 

who do not know Finnish.   

ARIA is the next issue of both websites. Some ARIA roles were used in the wrong context 

or had incorrect references, and some interactive elements lacked accessible names. These 

issues directly impacted accessibility for users with special needs according to WCAG 2.1.  

Form usability is also one of the major problems that has been found. Some forms such as 

registering or claiming the insurance do not have a Back or Cancel button, cannot review 
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information before submitting, and error messages are generic. As a result, this reduces user 

control and can cause confusion in complex processes such as purchasing insurance or filing 

a claim.  

The fifth issue concerns mobile and touch-based interaction, especially on LähiTapiola’s 

website. Some touch targets do not have sufficient size and spacing between buttons or links 

is inconsistent, which might make it more difficult for people using mobile devices or those 

relying on touch interaction to navigate and complete tasks comfortably. 

Finally, both websites have limited user support. The chatbot also has low processing power, 

lacks multilingual support, and provides only basic assistance. Furthermore, some important 

content, such as emergency contact information (in LähiTapiola), is only available in 

Finnish, which restricts access for international users.  

4.2  Recommendation for Improvements 

The recommendations below address the most significant UI/UX and accessibility issues 

identified in this research.  

Firstly, it is necessary to follow the order of headings according to the H1 to H6 structure 

and make sure that no heading level is skipped or missed. Besides, adding breadcrumbs to 

pages with multiple levels of content will help users navigate better and help screen readers 

understand the page structure.  

Next, the English and Finnish versions should be consistent in many aspects such as layout, 

features, labels, and content. Ensuring the English version is as functional as the Finnish 

version, which helps to increase usability for international users and improve overall site 

consistency.  

Thirdly, both websites need to enhance and follow WCAG 2.1 compliance. ARIA errors 

should be fixed, including invalid ARIA roles or broken references. All images should have 

appropriate alt text as recommended by WCAG requirements. These improvements will help 

the site better support users with disabilities and accessibility tools.  

For the form of workflow performances, it should include Back and Cancel buttons to 

increase user control and provide a Review Summary step before submitting. After users fill 
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in the information, those data should be saved temporarily to avoid losing information when 

they return to review or edit.   

Furthermore, in terms of mobile experience, optimizing the spacing between interactive 

elements and eliminating content or icons that are too small is necessary to ensure accurate 

and comfortable touch operations. This will help improve the quality of the experience on 

smartphones - the platform that users increasingly use when accessing online insurance 

services.  

Finally, the chatbot should be improved to handle more types of questions or integrate 

additional automated support tools. In addition, important information such as emergency 

contacts should be provided in multiple languages, so that users who do not speak Finnish 

can still easily access support when they need it. 
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5  Discussion 

In the chapter dicusses about key findings, limitation and future works for both websites. 

5.1  Key Findings 

According to the analysis in chapter 4 and 5, in generally, both the If P&C and LähiTapiola 

websites have contemporary interfaces, they obviously have certain issues need to improve 

including: the English and Finnish versions differ in content and functionality, the title 

structure is not logically ordered, some ARIA roles are not used correctly, and the form 

filling process lacks crucial support steps like going back, undoing actions, or reviewing 

information. Additionally, chatbots on both websites only offer rudimentary assistance.  

Along with these common issues, each website has its own characteristics. For example, 

LähiTapiola has a higher number of users who visit the website. However, Wave analysis 

reports that the AIM score of the website is 6.5 out of 10. The report marked 12 errors and 

seven alerts. With Google Lighthouse audit, the site has problems with touch-based 

interaction; ARIA roles do not have all required ARIA attributes, and ARIA attributes do 

not have valid values, etc.   

Conversely, P&C has higher digital accessibility and a clearer interface. In Wave analysis 

reports that the AIM of If P&C is 9 out of 10 which is higher than LähiTapiola. The audit 

also marked two errors and 16 alerts. In Google Lighthouse, the site has three main issues 

with tables and lists; the headings are not in order, and the use of ARIA roles on incompatible 

elements. 

5.2  Limitations and Future Work 

There are some limitations to this study. Firstly, the scope of the study was limited to two 

insurance companies, so it cannot fully reflect the UX and accessibility situation of the entire 

insurance industry in Finland. Secondly, most of the results are based on automated 

assessment tools such as WAVE and Google Lighthouse. Even though these tools provide 
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fast and objective results, they cannot detect all the problems related to the real user 

experience. Thirdly, the study did not conduct testing with real users, so it could not assess 

the actual behavior, feelings, and difficulties that customers can face when using the website.  

In the future, further studies can expand the analysis to more insurance companies to have a 

more comprehensive view. Moreover, usability testing, user interviews, or prototype testing 

as proposed in the study will provide more realistic and accurate data. Finally, studies could 

further examine the mobile app experience, which is increasingly important in the financial 

services and insurance industries. 
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6  Conclusion 

By using a several of methods to analysis the websites for LähiTapiola and If P&C such as 

heuristic evaluation, WCAG 2.1 accessibility auditing, SimilarWeb analytics, and a UI/UX 

design principle matrix, now the audiences have a clear picture of strengths and weaknesses 

that needs to improve from both websites.  

As a results, both websites are quite good in the layout structure, meet the modern digital 

services and reach many customers’ expectations. They perform very well in some area such 

as clear layout visual, easy in navigation, devices responsive, error prevention and so on. 

Besides, both companies also have strong efforts in digitalisation, offering online tools for 

claims, policy management, and basic customer support. 

On the other hand, there are also several issues have been found during the evaluation. The 

most problems that both websites concern are the differences between English and Finnish 

version. Some functions only appear in Finnish version that prevent non-Finnish speakers 

using the websites. Furthermore, heading structure, ARIA roles, etc. also need to be fixed 

for better user experiences. 

The accessibility and quality of design can also be increased by implementing the 

recommendation of improvements 

In conclusion, the study highlights that enhancing UI/UX design and accessibly is not only 

a technical imperative but also a strategic one for Finnish insurance industry. A smooth, easy 

and friendly interface can boost trust, reduce customers’ inconvenient as well as increase the 

competitiveness among digital insurance fields in Finland. 
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