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ABSTRACT

Incorporating user experience (UX) design into system development processes can give an organisation a compet-
itive advantage over its rivals. Embedding UX design into system development processes requires investment in
skilled professionals, who in turn, follow a methodical process to make UX design an integral part of the organ-
isation. Despite the value that can be added by UX design, demonstrating the return on investment (ROI) in UX
design remains a perennial challenge because of the difficulty associated with explicitly linking UX design with
good RO, to the exclusion of other system development processes. This paper reports on the emerging perspect-
ives on measuring ROI in UX design in a selection of South African organisations. Interviews were conducted
with 33 UX professionals from four organisations to get insight into how ROI in UX design is measured in their
respective organisations. The results showed that some participants were aware of the metrics that could be used
to measure ROI in UX design. However, none of the four organisations were specifically calculating ROI in UX.
Rather, ROI was being calculated on an entire project.
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1 INTRODUCTION

The global spending on information technology (IT) projects in 2019 was projected at $3.74
trillion. This constituted an increase of 0.6% on the 2018 figures (Gartner, 2019). The 2015
Standish Group CHAOS report also indicated that only 36% of IT projects were deemed suc-
cessful, 45% were challenged, while 19% failed (Standish Group, 2015). Software developers
often spend about 50% of their time on rework that could have been avoided. The cost of
this rework can be substantial, especially if errors were identified after deployment (Aleryani,
2020; Ramdoo & Huzooree, 2015).

Chawana, T. and Adebesin, F. (2021). The current state of measuring return on investment in user experience
design. South African Computer Journal 33(1), 22-36. https://doi.org/10.18489/sacj.v33i1.950

Copyright © the author(s); published under a Creative Commons NonCommercial 4.0 License (CC BY-NC 4.0).

SACJ is a publication of the South African Institute of Computer Scientists and Information Technologists. ISSN

1015-7999 (print) ISSN 2313-7835 (online).


https://orcid.org/0000-0002-6902-5420
https://orcid.org/0000-0003-0512-016X
mailto:trevorchawana@gmail.com 
mailto:funmi.adebesin@up.ac.za 
https://doi.org/10.18489/sacj.v33i1.950
http://creativecommons.org/licenses/by-nc/4.0/

Chawana, T. and Adebesin, F.: The current state of measuring ROI in UX design 23

There is growing evidence that incorporating user experience (UX) practices into the design
of applications (apps), websites, and systems can give a business a competitive advantage over
its rivals (Boztepe, 2007; Paunovic, 2017; Sward & Macarthur, 2007). Embedding UX design
into development processes is especially important in contemporary business environments
where consumers can readily switch their loyalty. Present-day consumers expect and consider
an optimised user experience to be a basic requirement (Bilgihan, 2016; Minge & Thiiring,
2018; Paunovic, 2017). UX can be defined as “a momentary, primarily evaluative feeling
(good-bad) while interacting with a product or service” (Hassenzahl, 2008, p. 12). From an or-
ganisational perspective, the benefits of good UX include building the right product for users,
reduction in call centre volumes to report errors, and increased customer loyalty (Aleryani,
2020). These benefits can translate into increased profitability (Donahue, 2001; Kolbeinsson
et al., 2020). Positive UX does not happen by accident, it is the result of the intentional incor-
poration of UX design practices into an organisation’s system development processes (Erdos,
2019).

Despite the benefits of incorporating UX design into system development processes, demon-
strating return on investment (ROI) in UX remains a perennial challenge (Graefe et al., 2003).
This challenge can be attributed to the fact that the use of traditional methods to demonstrate
the value added by UX design processes is no longer sufficient to get the buy-in of decision-
makers in an organisation. It is important to demonstrate the impact of UX design within
the context of the organisation (Graefe et al., 2003; Turner, 2011). Complicating the status
quo further is the disagreement among researchers on the subject of measuring ROI in UX. Al-
though some authors have suggested metrics that could be used to measure ROI in UX design
(Bradner & Sauro, 2012; Reichheld, 2003; Weinschank, 2005; Young, 2014), others (Rosen-
berg, 2004; Turner, 2011) disagree with the accuracy of such metrics, citing the difficulty of
creating a causal link between the measures of ROI and UX design.

The research reported in this paper forms part of a broader study on the optimisation of
the UX design process for the timeous development of information systems (Chawana, 2020).
However, this paper is specifically focused on measuring ROI in UX design. The main research
question for the paper is “What are the perspectives on measuring ROI in UX design in South
Africa?”. The structure of the remaining sections of the paper are as follows: Section 2 provides
an overview of extant literature that are relevant to the paper. This includes the concept of
ROI and the different metrics that could be used to measure ROI in UX design. The research
design and methodology are discussed in Section 3, while Section 4 contains the research
results. The discussion and conclusion of the paper are presented in Section 5.

2 OVERVIEW OF RELATED STUDIES

2.1 The concept of return on investment

Organisations spend money to derive benefits that will have positive impacts on their longev-
ity (Layard & Glaister, 1994). Expenditure made to derive a benefit is known as an invest-
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ment (Hovey, 2002). Due to limited financial resources, organisations often allocate different
amounts to various investments and measure the return on such investments (Lyneis, 1975).
The amount of financial resources allocated to a specific investment is related to the extent to
which the potential investment will increase the organisation’s profitability and long-term sur-
vival (Lyneis, 1975). Periodically, organisations assess the extent to which their investments
are yielding the anticipated returns (Schueler & Loveder, 2020).

Embedding UX design in an organisation’s system development processes requires the or-
ganisation to follow a methodical process, which in turn, requires specialised skills (Rohn,
2007). The skills and knowledge possessed by individuals are known as human capital (Schultz,
1961). To successfully embed UX design in an organisation, investments in the appropriate
human capital are required (Schultz, 1961). Hence, incorporating UX design practices into
the system development processes can be seen as an investment, since an organisation has to
spend financial resources to recruit skilled personnel or train current employees to achieve the
goal of embedding UX design in the organisation.

2.2 Measuring return on investment in UX design

UX design is not exempt from the measurement agenda and there are divergent views on
measuring the benefits of incorporating UX design into an organisation’s system development
processes. Various metrics have also been devised to establish whether a particular invest-
ment has yielded the expected returns (Schueler & Loveder, 2020). This section provides an
overview of the different viewpoints on measuring ROI in UX design from existing literature.
The section also includes some of the metrics that could be used to measure ROI in UX design.

Authors like Bias and Mayhew (2005) and Djamasbi et al. (2014) have reported on or-
ganisations that have benefitted financially from incorporating UX design into their system
development process. According to Turner (2011), organisations can follow two important
steps when measuring ROI in UX design. The first step is to classify the organisation’s stra-
tegic goals into four perspectives namely: (i) financial, (ii) customer, (iii) internal business,
and (iv) innovation and learning. Once the different perspectives of the organisation’s stra-
tegic goals have been established, the second step is to identify how incorporating UX design
into the development process can contribute to each perspective, using a metric(s) that is(are)
suited to each perspective.

The financial perspective expresses ROI in monetary terms, using metrics such as the Net
Present Value (NPV). The customer perspective measures how customers perceive the organ-
isation, using metrics like the Net Promoter Score (NPS). The internal business perspective is
concerned with process improvements and can be measured using the Cost Per Order (CPO)
metric. Lastly, the innovation and learning perspective identifies the improvements that are
required within an organisation to support the customer and internal business perspectives.
The innovation and learning perspective typically contains a list of initiatives that should be
undertaken to support the customer and internal business perspectives, rather than a set of
metrics.
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Researchers like Rosenberg (2004) and Fedele et al. (2017) have expressed scepticism on
the accuracy of the metrics that are typically used to measure ROI in UX design. One of the
criticisms of the measures of ROI in UX design is that there is insufficient empirical evidence
to support the claim that a better user experience results in a good ROI (Rosenberg, 2004).
Another source of scepticism over the measures of ROI in UX design stems from the tendency
to create causal relationships between UX design practices and the ROI metrics while omitting
(intentionally or otherwise) other factors that could have contributed to the calculated ROI.
The assumptions that are made when creating these causal relationships can result in inac-
curacies, largely because the studies were not conducted in a controlled environment (Fedele
et al., 2017; Rosenberg, 2004).

More often than not, decision-makers in an organisation will seek only the metrics that
are necessary to make informed decisions (Beach & Mitchell, 1978). This implies that some
organisations may not necessarily deem it essential to apply any metric to measure the ROI
in UX design within their organisational context. In situations where decision-makers believe
that it is important to establish the ROI in UX design, several factors are typically taken into
account. These include the type of product being developed or sold (for example, mobile or
web-based application), the application domain (for example, e-commerce or e-government),
the size of the organisation (for example, small, medium, or large-size), the number of design
professionals in the development team, the maturity of the organisation’s design process, and
the type of client (for example, internal or external client) (Graefe et al., 2003).

2.2.1 Net promoter score

The Net Promoter Score (NPS) is a metric that can be used to measure ROI in UX design
from customers’ perspectives. It is used to measure customers’ loyalty to an organisation,
based on the extent to which they are likely to promote the organisation’s products or services
(Reichheld, 2003). There are four key steps involved in calculating an NPS (Bradner & Sauro,
2012). The first step entails asking customers to rate the likelihood of them recommending
an organisation’s product or service to other people, on a scale of zero to ten, with zero to
indicate “extremely unlikely” and ten to indicate “extremely likely.” The second step entails
dividing all the responses into three categories, namely promoters, passives, and detractors.

Promoters are responses with ratings of nine or ten, passives are responses with ratings of
seven or eight, while detractors are responses with ratings from zero to six. Once the responses
have been categorised, the third step involves calculating the percentage of promoters and the
percentage of detractors. The last step is to subtract the percentage of detractors from the
percentage of promoters (Bradner & Sauro, 2012).

Authors like Bradner and Sauro (2012), Feng and Wei (2019), and Walsh et al. (2014) have
linked good user experience to increased customer loyalty. Given that UX is considered to be
a key determinant of customer loyalty, organisations can use improvements in the NPS as the
ROI in UX design initiatives (Bradner & Sauro, 2012; Reichheld, 2003).
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2.2.2 Drop off rate

The drop-off rate is a measure of the number of users that exit a web-based application or
website from a specific web page (Young, 2014). A high drop-off rate for a particular page on
a web-based application or website can be an indication of poor design (Weinschank, 2005).

UX practitioners typically identify the drop-off rate on a particular user flow by reviewing
the statistics that are derived from web analytics software (Young, 2014). Web analytics
software records the number of users that exit an application, identifying the web page they last
accessed on each user task flow (Young, 2014). A high drop-off rate on a page where users were
not expected to exit a particular user task flow may indicate a design flaw (Young, 2014). Once
the page with the design flaw has been identified, correcting the design flaw typically involves
the creation of one or more alternative designs, followed by testing the designs with end-users,
a process known as A/B testing (Gardey & Garrido, 2020). The outcome of an A/B test is a
better understanding of the design option that users are most likely going to find easier to use,
thereby reducing the drop-off rate (Gardey & Garrido, 2020). A decrease in drop-off rate is one
of the metrics that can be used to calculate ROI in UX design (Weinschank, 2005). A decrease
in drop-off rate is established by comparing the drop-off rate before a redesign and after the
redesign (Weinschank, 2005). This metric falls within the innovation and learning perspective
of an organisation’s strategic goals. It supports the customer perspective by optimising the flow
of users’ tasks when they execute a task on an application.

2.2.3 Increase in sales

Good UX is one of the outcomes of a user-centred design process (Weinschank, 2005). When
an application is developed with little or no consideration for users’ needs, user frustration is
often the result (Weinschank, 2005). Good UX can lead to increased sales on e-commerce web-
sites and other software from which organisations generate revenue (Bradner & Sauro, 2012;
Weinschank, 2005). An increase in sales is therefore a metric that can be used to measure ROI
in UX design and is calculated by comparing the sales revenue before a redesign with the sales
revenue after a redesign (Weinschank, 2005). Measuring the increase in sales that results from
improvements in UX design falls within the financial perspective of an organisation’s strategic
goals, given that it is an expression of ROI in monetary terms (Turner, 2011).

2.2.4 Cost reduction

For-profit organisations can maximise their profitability by either increasing sales revenue or
reducing costs (Crane, 2017). Cost reduction enables both for-profit and non-profit organ-
isations to improve their long-term sustainability (Crane, 2017). When compared to well-
designed applications, poorly designed ones often result in high costs of user training, higher
call centre volumes for user support, and the need for more detailed user manuals (Cham &
Costa, 2017; Weinschank, 2005). By incorporating UX design into the development process,
organisations can reduce the costs associated with user training, user support, and document-
ation (Weinschank, 2005). UX design practices also support the decision-making related to
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the selection of the right features to include in an application, thereby avoiding unnecessary
and costly rework (Cham & Costa, 2017).

Cost reduction is one of the metrics that can be used to measure ROI in UX design (Weinsch-
ank, 2005). The cost reduction that is accrued from the incorporation of UX design into system
development processes can be calculated by subtracting the cost of user training, support, and
documentation after a redesign from the costs before the redesign (Weinschank, 2005).

Another cost-related metric is Cost Per Order (CPO), which is used to measure the total
costs associated with a single customer order (Turner, 2011). A call by a customer to an
organisation’s customer call centre because of the inability to complete a task increases the
costs associated with the order that is placed by the customer (Turner, 2011). If a redesign of
the website results in fewer calls to the customer call centre, the overall cost per order will be
reduced (Turner, 2011).

Organisations that utilise metrics like CPO are more likely to address the problems that
customers face because cost reduction is directly linked to profitability (Turner, 2011). Given
that cost reduction measures relate to internal process and user flow improvement, it falls
within the internal business perspective of organisational strategic goals.

2.2.5 Net present value

When calculating ROI, it is important to consider the principle of the time value of money,
which states that money is worth more right now than in the future (Espinoza, 2014). The
Net Present Value (NPV) is a metric that accounts for the time value of money by comparing
the current and future costs of investment to future benefits, using a single time frame, which
is the present (Erdogmus et al., 2004). NPV can be defined as the present value of future cash
inflows, less the present value of the investment amount, and future cash outflows (Anthes,
2003). Simply put, NPV is the net outcome from an investment made over a number of years,
expressed in the current value of money (Anthes, 2003). The formula to calculate the present
value PV of a future cash flow C that occurs in ¢ years with a discount rate r is (Kahn &
Nelling, 2010):

C
PV = TESL 1)
The net present value is the sum of the present value of money for each year that an investment
is expected to generate a return (Turner, 2011). The discount rate (r) in the formula represents
the amount that is waived today through an investment to earn better returns in the future
(Kahn & Nelling, 2010).

In the context of UX design, the NPV metric can be used to establish the ROI in UX by
comparing the costs of conducting UX-related activities, such as user research, design, and user
testing on a project, with the future cash inflows that are associated with those activities, using
today’s value of money (Turner, 2011). The NPV metric falls within the financial perspective
of organisational strategic goals, given that it expresses ROI in UX in monetary terms (Turner,
2011).
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3 RESEARCH DESIGN AND METHODOLOGY

This section provides a detailed discussion of the research design and the methodology that
was followed to collect data.

3.1 Research design

The research was underpinned by the interpretive research paradigm, which is based on the
philosophical assumption that there are multiple realities and these realities are socially con-
structed through shared meanings (Klein & Myers, 2001). The research employed a qualit-
ative case study research strategy. The choice of a qualitative case study research strategy
was motivated by three key factors. Firstly, UX design often occurs in the context of system
development projects, hence, the research strategy of choice needed to be suitable for investig-
ating UX design practices within an organisational context. Secondly, the researchers wanted
to understand the data that was collected from the study participants’ perspectives. Lastly,
the investigation needed to be carried out in more than one organisation, with research data
elicited within each organisation’s natural context. Case study research is a good strategy to
use for qualitative studies where the experiences of the actors are critical to the study (Ben-
basat et al., 1987). Given that the focus was on more than one organisation, the multiple case
study strategy was employed using four different organisations as the cases (Yin, 2011). A
key benefit of case study research was maximised by interviewing the key role players in the
participating organisations. The potential impact of inconsistent recollection of events was
also minimised by interviewing multiple participants per case study organisation. Interview-
ing multiple participants was beneficial in that interview responses that deviated significantly
from otherwise homogenous responses could easily be identified as an exception to the general
response (Benbasat et al., 1987).

Semi-structured interviews were conducted in four South African organisations. The choice
of participating organisations was based on two key factors. Firstly, the organisation should
have UX design practices embedded in its system development process. This was an important
consideration, given that such organisations would be more likely to provide information
that would provide the answer to the research question. The second consideration was that
an organisation should be willing to participate in the study. Given that the selection of
participants in the study was based on the specific qualities they possessed, purposive sampling
was used to select the organisations that participated in the study (Etikan et al., 2016). UX
professionals and UX team leads in the four organisations were interviewed. Individuals in
roles that work closely with UX professionals, for example, Business Analysts, and Product
Owners were also interviewed.

Data analysis was guided by the five steps to interpretive studies’ data analysis of Terre
Blanche et al. (2006), which entailed (i) familiarisation with the research data, (ii) identifica-
tion and documentation of responses that were relevant to answering the research question to
gain deeper insight, (iii) grouping similar insights into themes using the bottom-up analysis
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approach (iv) linking the contents from the interview transcripts to the themes, and (v) inter-
preting the research findings and reporting on the themes identified. The first step in the data
analysis process involved familiarisation with the interview data. This was achieved by listen-
ing to all the interview recordings and reading the interview transcripts. While listening to the
interview recordings and reviewing the transcripts, responses that could help to answer the
research question were identified and documented. The interview transcripts were reviewed
multiple times, identifying and documenting the useful responses until no new insights could
be derived from the interview recordings and transcripts. Thereafter, similar insights were
grouped into themes, using a bottom-up analysis approach. Based on the insights from the
interview recordings and transcripts, the two themes discussed in Section 4 were created.

3.2 Research ethics

Ethical clearance for this research was granted by the Faculty of Economic and Management
Sciences’ Research Ethics Committee at the University of Pretoria. Each of the four parti-
cipating organisations granted formal permission to involve their employees as study parti-
cipants. Individual study participants from each organisation also signed informed consent.
Participants were assured that the data will only be used for research purposes. Neither mon-
etary nor non-monetary incentive was offered to participants.

4 RESULTS

As stated in Section 1, the research reported in this paper is part of a broader study on the
optimisation of the UX design process for the timeous development of information systems
(Chawana, 2020). As such, a detailed discussion of the results from the broader study is
outside the scope of this paper. This section presents the results that are specifically related
to the research question that is answered in this paper, namely “What are the perspectives on
measuring ROI in UX design in South Africa?”.

A total of 33 participants were interviewed from four organisations, hereinafter referred to
as Orgl, Org2, Org3, and Org4, respectively (see Table 1). Three out of the four development
teams interviewed worked in a contract development environment, with only one being an
in-house development team. Two people were interviewed at Orgl, which is a Johannesburg-
based company that specialises in contract development of applications for client organisations
in a variety of industries. Org2 is a management consulting company with its head office in
Johannesburg and provides software development and management consulting services to or-
ganisations in different industries. Nine participants were interviewed from Org2. Seventeen
people were interviewed from Org3, which is a financial services organisation that has ex-
isted for more than a century. Lastly, five people were interviewed from Org4, which is a
management consulting company based in Johannesburg.

Based on analysis of the interview data, neither of the two participants from Org1 identified
any metric that could be used to measure ROI in the incorporation of UX design into system
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Table 1: Study participants per organisation

Org ID Participants Development context Participants’ roles
Orgl 2 Contract development Creative director and UX designer
Org2 9 Contract development Lead UX Designer, User Interface (UI) De-

signer, UX Researcher, Lead Business Analyst,
and Lead Engineer

Org3 17 In-house development Creative Director, Lead UX Designer, UX
Designer, User Interface (UI) Designer, UX
Researcher, Lead Business Analyst, Product
Owner, Customer Experience (CX) Specialist,
and Service Design Lead

Org4 5 Contract development Lead UX Designer and UX Designer

development processes. Out of the nine participants from Org2, five identified an increase
in sales as a metric that could be used to measure ROI in UX design, while three participants
identified drop-off rate reduction and one identified the NPS improvement metric. From Org3,
seven out of the 17 participants identified an increase in sales as a metric that could be used
to measure ROI in UX, two identified the NPS improvement, while one identified the cost
reduction metric. Two participants from Org4 identified an increase in sales as a metric that
could be used to measure ROI in UX, with the same number of participants identifying the
NPS improvement, cost reduction, and drop-off rate reduction as metrics that could be used
to measure ROI in UX design. A summary of the ROI metrics identified by participants from
the four organisations is provided in Table 2.

As shown in Table 2, although participants from Org2, Org3, and Org4 identified metrics
that could be used to measure ROI in UX design, none of the four organisations were using
any of the metrics to calculate ROI in incorporating UX design into their system development
processes. According to participants from Orgl, the development team did not calculate ROI
in UX because their client organisations did not share information related to the benefits that
were derived from projects with them. Without this information, it would be difficult to
calculate the value added by the incorporation of UX design into system development processes
in monetary terms.

The two main themes from the research results that are relevant to the research question
addressed in this paper were:

« Difficulty with separating the calculation of ROI in UX design from other system devel-
opment processes.

« Participating organisations did not see the need to calculate ROI in UX design.

One of the reasons why the participating organisations did not explicitly calculate ROI for UX
design had to do with the difficulty associated with establishing accurate ROI calculations that
separate UX design from other systems development activities. System development projects
have different components, including requirements analysis, logical and physical design, UX
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Table 2: Study participants per organisation

Org ID Participant Types of ROI metric identified by parti- Types of ROI metrics in

cipant use
Orgl None None None
Org2 P1 Increase in sales None
Org2 P3 Increase in sales and Drop-off rate reduction
Org2 P5 Increase in sales and Drop-off rate reduction
Org2 P7 Increase in sales and Net Promoter Score
Org2 P8 Increase in sales and Drop-off rate reduction
Org2 P9 Increase in sales
Org3 P1 Increase in sales None
Org3 P4 Increase in sales
Org3 P12 Increase in sales
Org3 P13 Increase in sales
Org3 P14 Increase in sales, Net Promoter Score and
Cost reduction
Org3 P16 Increase in sales and Net Promoter Score
Org3 P17 Increase in sales
Org4 P1 Increase in sales and Drop-off rate reduction None
Org4 P3 Increase in sales, Net Promoter Score, and None
Cost reduction
Org4 P4 Drop-off rate reduction and Cost reduction None
Org4 P5 Net Promoter Score None

design, coding, testing, as well as user training. Each of these development activities contrib-
utes to the overall quality of a system. Ongoing maintenance is also required after deployment
throughout the useful life of a system. Study participants were of the view that it is impractical
to single out UX design in the calculation of ROI as opposed to doing the calculation for an
entire system development project.

According to study participants, explicit calculation of ROI in UX design activities is a
challenge for the development team. For example, two participants from Org3 expressed the
difficulty as follows:

It’s very tangible to measure what was spent on tech, because you have lines of
code. [P6]

and
Measuring ROI for UX is kind of a difficult one. [P17]
Another participant from Org4 expressed the difficulty thus:

... It is very difficult to say with 100% accuracy where the value is coming from.
[P5]

The difficulty associated with singling out UX design for the calculation of ROI was expressed
by study participants from both contract and in-house development environments. As indic-
ated in the opening paragraph of this section, study participants from Orgl, Org2, and Org4
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worked in contract development environments, while participants from Org3 worked in an
in-house development context.

Another reason proffered by participants for not calculating ROI in UX design was the view
that there was no need for such metrics. In the case of Org2, which is a contract software de-
velopment company, the clients created the business case for a system development initiative.
At the end of a development project, what would be important to clients would be the extent
to which the entire project enabled them to achieve the business case objectives because

... nobody puts together a business case for user experience. [P6]

The view that it is not necessary to calculate ROI in UX design was also shared by participants
from Org3, who were part of an in-house development team. The participants were of the view
that the value that was derived from the investment in an entire project was more important,
not necessarily the cost of the UX design component. If a system failed to meet its development
objectives, it is important to know why the entire project has failed because

... nobody cares about the journey map ... it’s ‘we spent R20 million on building
an asset and no one is using it...” [P6]

5 DISCUSSION AND CONCLUSION

This study investigated the current perspectives on measuring ROI in incorporating UX design
into development processes in South Africa. As stated in Section 2.2, factors like the product
type, application domain, organisation size, and the type of client can influence the metrics
that are used to measure ROI in an organisation (Graefe et al., 2003). The research findings
showed that although the majority of the interviewees in the participating organisations were
aware of the metrics that could be used to measure ROI in UX design, none of the organisations
were using these metrics to explicitly calculate ROI in UX design. Rather, ROI was being
calculated on entire software development projects. This status quo existed in both contract
and in-house development contexts. Some of the reasons can be attributed to the challenge
associated with singling out UX design activities to measure their impact on the development
process.

The research results strengthen the criticism by authors like Rosenberg (2004) and Fedele
et al. (2017), who were of the view that there is insufficient empirical evidence to justify the
claim that a better user experience results in a good ROI. The authors also believe that the
assumptions made when creating a link between UX practices and ROI metrics tend to ignore
other factors that could have contributed to the ROI being calculated. The result reported
in this paper also supports the position of Turner (2011), who is of the view that the use of
metrics should take into account organisational context. The research findings also showed
that organisations, irrespective of whether they operate in contract or in-house development
environments may not necessarily see the need to calculate ROI in UX design. Measuring ROI
in UX design also requires access to the appropriate financial data, which may not be shared
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with contract development organisations. Even in in-house development contexts where the
development team could gain access to the financial data required for calculating ROI in UX
design, such calculations may not be deemed as essential. In addition, decision-makers will
seek only the metrics that are necessary to make informed decisions (Beach & Mitchell, 1978).
For instance, in the context of Org2, decision-makers were interested in the calculation of ROI
for their entire projects and as a result, the appropriate metrics were used for this calculation.

The fact that ROI in UX design was not explicitly calculated in any of the case study or-
ganisations should not necessarily lead to the conclusion that UX design did not hold strategic
importance to the organisations’ decision-makers. The research results suggest that this is not
likely to be the case, since there was evidence that UX design practices are well-embedded in
all the four organisations’ system development processes. Another indication that UX design
holds strategic importance to all four organisations related to the continued recruitment of UX
design professionals. As discussed in Section 2.1, the recruitment of UX professionals can be
seen as an investment in UX design. Furthermore, the inclusion of UX design practices like
user research in system development processes suggests an implicit understanding of the value
added by UX design. A more plausible reason for the status quo is that people in these organ-
isations do not need to be convinced of the value that UX design brings to their organisation.

In conclusion, there is evidence that explicit calculation of ROI in UX design continues
to be a challenge in the South African system development environment. From a theoretical
point of view, several metrics could be used to calculate the impact of incorporating UX design
into system development processes. However, singling out the contribution of UX design to
calculate their ROI is practically difficult.
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