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Part I: A/B Testing
2 different versions of Memphis Taxi services were created for A/B testing, which can be found
here:
https://peaceful-coast-96771.herokuapp.com/

Figure 1. Version A

Figure 2. Version B

Version A had no images, and information was concisely organized on a grid, so no scrolling
was necessary whatsoever. The button was a calm, neutral blue color and was located under the
description text. Version B on the other hand had logos of the same size, and was organized in a
list form, and to get to the bottom 2 options, the page had to be scrolled. The button was made
orange, a more attractive color to the eye.
With the A and B versions, 8 different hypotheses for 4 measurements were made: click through
rate, time to click, average dwell time, return rate.
Click through

Type
Null

Hypothesis
Click through rate for version A will equal the
click through rate for option B.
Click through rate will be greater for version
B than version A, because version B includes
logos, while version A is text only.
Time to click for version A will equal the
time to click for option B.
Time to click will be shorter for version B
than version A because version B has a
brighter color that is more noticeable.
Dwell time for version A will equal the dwell
time for option B.
Dwell time will be shorter for version A than
version B because version A has less content.
Return rate for version A will equal the return
rate for option B.
Return rate will be higher for version B than
version A because version B has more visual
content on the landing page which would
entice visitors to compare options.

Alternative
Time to click

Null
Alternative

Dwell time

Null
Alternative

Return Rate

Null
Alternative

Figure 3. Hypotheses

Data was collected, which yielded in 103 unique sessions, 49 for version A and 54 for version B.
The previously stated metrics were measured as followed:
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Figure 4. Data Calculations and Results

To ensure and have more confidence in this data, it was important to let the metrics go through
statistical tests. For click through rate and return rate, the Chi-squared test was used and for time
to click and average dwell time, the 2 sample T-test was used.
The Chi squared test was used because there were only a small number of users and interactions
collected through data. If the sample size were to go over 1000, the Fisher exact test or the G-test
would have been used. However, for the purposes of this A/B test, the Chi squared test was used.
For the rate of return, confidence interval for both is 39.2~72.6%.
For the click through rate, confidence interval for A is 24.7~50.7, for B is 32.7~58.5.
The independent sample T tests were chosen because there were only 2 groups/variables to be
compared against for both time to click and average dwell time. If there would have been more
groups/variables, the ANOVA test would have been used.
For all 4 metrics, the P value was over 0.05, the cutoff for significance. Hence, the null
hypotheses cannot be rejected.
However, the alternative hypotheses for click through rate, time to click, average dwell time are
supported through the acquired data and metrics.

Part II: Eye tracking
Eye tracking tests were also conducted for both versions to see the difference in how users
navigate the two different versions. Two different people were brought in and shown either
version A or version B. While they perused the webpages, their eyes were tracked using an eye
tracker.
Eye Tracking Hypothesis:
Version B will generate more visual interest below the header than Version A due to the
increased amount of images and content on the webpage.

Figure 5. Eye tracking version A

Figure 6. Eye tracking version B

As demonstrated in figure 5, the eye lingers on and scans the text on equal intervals for version
A. However, the subject skimmed through and did not thoroughly read the descriptions. A total
of 16 seconds were spent on the website before user made a click. On version B, demonstrated

by figure 6, the eye lingers mainly on the images, and the user frequently comes back to it.
Surprisingly, more time was spent lingering on the website: 36 seconds were spent on the
website before user made a click. This serves as evidence to the given hypothesis, where the eye
lingered more on the images, the source of visual interest, and the user dwelled longer on the
website on version B.

Part III: Comparison
I believe that Memphis Taxi Co. should conduct more tests after redesigning version B. Click
through rate was higher, time to click was shorter, average dwell time was longer, and more
visual interest was shown for version B. However, the results of this experiment did not yield
adequate data to reject null hypotheses nor did the rate of return differ from that of A. I
recommend adding more visuals to maximize interest, make the link buttons stand out more than
they do on the page, possibly reduce the amount of text to the minimum and re-conduct both the
AB and eye tracking tests with the updated design.
The results from A/B testing are interesting in comparison with the eye tracking, where it took
the subject looking at B a longer time for time to click. However, it is important to keep in mind
that these two tests were designed to provide different information. A/B test for solid numerical
data that focuses on action through the interface while eye tracking shows us how the user
navigates a single page of the interface. The results of the eye tracking test could provide an
explanation of the A/B tests, or other supplemental information. Both are useful in their own
ways, but I believe to evaluate an interface or a product, both have to be taken into consideration.
These tests together will cost Memphis Taxi Co. a good amount of time and resources in the
short run but a stronger design and better usability from these tests will benefit the company in
the long run.

