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Abstract.
BACKGROUND: Selecting the most suitable questionnaire(s) in comfort research for product design is always a challenge,
even for experienced researchers.
OBJECTIVE: The objective of this research is to create a list of Preferred Comfort Questionnaires (PCQ) for product design
to help researchers in the selection of questionnaires for comfort research.
METHODS: Fifteen questionnaires that are often used in comfort research for product design were selected as candidate
questionnaires. During the Second International Comfort Congress (ICC 2019), 55 researchers and practitioners working in
the field of comfort joined together in a workshop to rate these questionnaires individually as well as rank them in groups
based on their experience. The criteria of rating and ranking included easiness to answer, easiness for data interpretation,
time needed to complete, the need for prior training, as well as mapping the applicable design phases and field of application.
RESULTS: The elicited responses related to each questionnaire were analyzed. For comfort research in five proposed
application fields and four design phases, the preferred questionnaires were highlighted and categorized into four categories:
preferred questionnaire, suitable for less prior training, suitable for fast completion and generally applicable, which led to a
list of PCQ for product design.
CONCLUSION: We expect that the PCQ list can be used as a useful instrument to help researchers in selecting questionnaires
for comfort research in product design.
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1. Introduction

The need for comfort is common for all people
across different stages of their life [1]. However, com-
fort is an individual and subjective concept, and it
depends on the personal experience and the physio-
logical, physical, mental, emotional and social state
of the person over time. This individual and subjective
concept of comfort is important in product design.
Dimensions of product design, such as the user, the
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product and the context will interact with each other
over time and contribute to the perception of comfort.

Vink and Hallbeck [2] defined comfort as “a pleas-
ant state or relaxed feeling of a human being in
reaction to its environment” and discomfort as “an
unpleasant state of the human body in reaction to its
physical environment”. These definitions clarified the
difference between comfort and discomfort, and also
highlighted the importance of the subjective aspects
of comfort. Therefore, in the evaluation of users’
feeling of comfort/discomfort over time, in addi-
tion to objective measures such as posture (changes),
pressure distribution of different parts of the body
and/or physiological measures, questionnaires have
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been, and will continue to, be important research
instruments.

In the past decades, researchers developed many
types of questionnaires, and they were proven to be
useful instruments in evaluating the subjective feeling
of people in comfort studies applied to diverse fields.
Examples of those questionnaires are hand map dis-
comfort [3], CP50 [4], Localised Postural Discomfort
(LPD) [5], etc. New application fields continuously
emerge and the requirements/constraints are differ-
ent in each application. Questions such as “What is
the cost of each questionnaire regarding time and the
effort of the participants?”, “Which one is more suit-
able for a given design phase?”, “What is the most
suitable questionnaire for evaluating the use of a
particular product?” often appear in the planning of
comfort research. In most cases, the selection of the
questionnaire(s) is strongly based on the experience
of the researchers.

In the Second International Comfort Congress
2019 (ICC 2019 [6]), comfort researchers and prac-
titioners from around the world joined together in
a workshop to create an instrument for question-
naire selection. The outcome of the workshop is
the list of Preferred Comfort Questionnaires (PCQ)
for product design. It is expected that this list will
facilitate researchers in selecting the most suitable
questionnaire(s) considering different requirements/
constraints in comfort studies, especially at the
research planning stage.

In this paper, we describe the selected candidate
questionnaires, the setup of the workshop, and the
data processing method in the materials and meth-
ods section. The workshop results are presented
regarding the perceived characteristics of each ques-
tionnaire, the preferred application field, and the most
appropriate stage of the product design progress.
Characteristics and categorizations of the question-
naires and the usage of them are discussed. Finally,
based on the synthesis of the results, we propose the
list of PCQ for product design.

2. Materials and methods

Based on a review of the literature on the topic
of comfort in product design, and with the advice
of experts on both design research and design appli-
cations, 15 candidate questionnaires were identified
and used as the basis of the research. Table 1 lists
the type of questionnaire and the characteristics of
each questionnaire regarding visual representations,

number of questions, type of scales, scale range, and
statistical/analysis method.

The use of scales in formulating the questionnaires
varies among questionnaires. Some opt for a numeric
rating scale (NRS), others chose a graphical rating
scale (GRS) or a verbal descriptor scale (VDS) with
text. An NRS is defined as a set of numbers and
an anchored endpoint, where these anchors serve as
reference points for the participants [7]. A GRS is
a visual analogue scale (VAS) with verbal anchors
positioned on the line. The user can use GRS to
report body sensations which is harder to describe
by using a basic VAS [8]. VDS is a scale compris-
ing verbal descriptors which have been found to be
capable of, for example, capturing the intensity of
pain and was preferred by older participants [9]. The
scale range also differs among questionnaires. Pre-
ston and Colman [10] recommended the use of 7,
9, or 10 response categories for questionnaires, as
fewer categories results in lower reliability (stability),
internal consistency, validity, discriminating power
and respondent’s preference. Moreover, the reliabil-
ity also decreases for scales using more than more
than 10 categories. Researchers may consider the tar-
get group especially the context, the grading system
and the mother language when specifying the type
and range of scales of the questionnaire.

Most of the candidate questionnaires are 1-stage
questionnaires except Questionnaire 3 (CP50), 14
(Mansfield’s two-stage method) and 15 (Auditory
comfort), which have two stages and the first ques-
tion is often used as a priming question. Tulving and
Schacter [11] defined priming as a “nonconscious
form of human memory, which is concerned with
perceptual identification of words and objects and
which has only recently been recognized as separate
from other forms of memory or memory systems.”
The priming effect increases the accessibility of the
information relevant to the question [12], and there-
fore influences the choice of response alternatives for
the upcoming question [13]. Questions with priming
attempt to steer the cognitive processes prior to the
main question in an attempt to improve repeatability,
and to minimize the cognitive processing needed to
answer it [13].

Fifty-five participants of ICC 2019 conference
joined the workshop and they were randomly
assigned to one of 3 studios. For each studio, par-
ticipants were clustered into 3 or 4 groups with
5 or 6 members, depending on the actual number
of participants. The workshop was executed in two
phases: an individual evaluation phase and a group
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Table 1
Candidate questionnaires and their characteristics

No. Name Visual
representation

Number of
questions

Type of scales Scale range Analysis method

1 Hand map discomfort [3, 33] Image 13 NRS-fully
anchored

0 (no discomfort) – 5
(extreme discomfort)

ANOVA; Spearman;
Friedman

2 Seat elements questionnaire
[34]

Text 11 NRS-end
anchored

0 (dislike) – 9 (like) Wilcoxon test

3 CP50 [4] Text 1
(2 stages)

Stage 1; GRS;
Stage 2: NRS

0 (very light discomfort)–52
(exceeding very severe
discomfort)

Linear = t-test;
quadratic = F-test

4 Localised postural
discomfort (LPD) [5]

Image 19 NRS-fully
anchored

0 (no discomfort) – 10
(extreme discomfort)

Wilcoxon

5 Green red body map [35] Image 22 Colors (red green) red=discomfort,
green = comfort

6 Task specific comfort
[32, 36]

Text 25 NRS-fully
anchored

varies Pearson

7 Simple comfort score
[37, 38].

Text 2 NRS-end
anchored

0 (no discomfort) – 10
(extreme discomfort) and 0
(no comfort) – 10 (extreme
comfort)

Wilcoxon; t-test

8 Postural comfort (joint and
segments) [39]

Text 1 NRS- end
anchored

–1 – 10 (comfort) Statistical
distribution

9 Body region discomfort [33] Image 12 NRS-end
anchored

1 (extremely comfortable) –
7 (extremely uncomfortable)

10 Modified ASHRAE thermal
comfort [40, 41]

Text 14 NRS-fully
anchored

0 (very hot with excessive
discomfort) – 3 (neither hot
nor cold comfort) – 0 (cold
with excessive discomfort)

Pearson

11 Modified SAE for
reachability [42]

Text 1 VDS 1 (high) – 10 (none) Correlation index

12 Modified body region
discomfort [43]

Image 25 NRS-end
anchored

1 (no discomfort)–10
(extreme discomfort)

T-test

13 Multi factorial methods –
cross modal matching ISO
20882 [44]

Text 19 GRS

14 Mansfield’s two-stage
method [45, 46]

Image No. 1 : 5;
No. 2 : 1
(2-stages)

No. 1: NRS-fully
anchored
No. 2: stage 1:
GRS; stage 2:
NRS

No.1 : 1 (not uncomfortable)
– 6 (extremely
uncomfortable)
No. 2 : 0 (no discomfort at
all) –>120 absolute
maximum

T-test

15 Auditory comfort [27] Text 1
(2-stages)

Stage 1: VDS
Stage 2: NRS-end
anchored

0 (not at all) – 10 (extremely)

discussion phase, each approximately 40 minutes
long. In the individual evaluation phase, each group
divided 15 questionnaires among the group mem-
bers, so each participant analyzed 3 questionnaires
regarding 1) Experience with the questionnaire, 2)
Easiness to answer, 3) Easiness for data interpre-
tation, 4) Estimate of the time needed to complete
the questionnaire, 5) In which stage of experimen-
tal study the questionnaire is recommended, 6) The
need for participant training prior to the experiment,
and 7) Which design phase the questionnaire belongs
to. Participants were also able to add extra comments
and they were encouraged to propose relevant ques-
tionnaires that were not in the list.

After the individual phase, participants discussed
with their group the preferred questionnaire(s)
regarding design phases and different application
fields. The design phases included: 1) Early design
phase; 2) Studying prototypes; 3) Comparing two
products/prototypes; and 4) Evaluating the final prod-
uct; and the application fields were: 1) Hand tool
and handle; 2) Feet/leg study; 3) Seat study; 4) Total
environment and 5) All sorts of products.

165 individual responses were collected; one
record was excluded due to incorrect labelling of
a candidate questionnaire. Eleven group responses
were collected. In the processing of individual
responses, the experience of the participant was used
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Fig. 1. Experience of participants in using the questionnaires.

as a weight factor of the scores, i.e. for a given item,
its score was normalized as

weighted itemk = experiencek ∗ itemk
∑n

i=1 experiencei

,

where k is the index of items and n is the number of
participants. For experiencek , it was set as 3 for par-
ticipants who used it before, 2 for participants who
knew it and 1 for participants who had no experi-
ence with it. All weighted scores are then normalized
between 0 and 1 using the MinMaxScaler [14] except
two items: “Time to complete questionnaire?” and
“Is training prior to the experiment required?”, as the
answers to those questions were the estimation of a
time scale and Boolean values, respectively.

For the individual phase, each participant was
given a printed booklet with all 15 questionnaires
and another booklet to complete the survey of the
assigned questionnaire and to suggest other rec-
ommended questionnaires. The usage context and
references were included in the description accom-
panying each questionnaire. Participants were also
supplied with the full reference in a link provided for
the workshop. During the group phase, a sheet with a
blank table was provided and groups were instructed
write the index of top 3 questionnaires regarding the
suitable design phases in different application fields.

The collected data was digitalized and where nec-
essary, two researchers discussed the answers to avoid
misinterpretation of the handwriting. Two researchers
independently analysed the data using different tools,

i.e. Microsoft Excel and a self-developed Python
program. A Pearson correlation using SPSS version
25 was conducted to identify possible correlation
between “Easiness for data interpretation” and “The
time needed for finishing the questionnaire”. After
finishing the individual analysis, two researchers
compared the results against each other and in the
case of discrepancy between the intermediate results,
e.g. a bug in the code, they analyzed and understood
the differences and were able to reach a consensus.

3. Results

3.1. Experience of participants

The participants of this study were already work-
ing in the field of comfort research and application, so
most of them knew some of the questionnaires well.
For instance, most participants assigned to Question-
naire 9 knew the questionnaire and the majority had
used this before. An exception was Questionnaire 8
and 15, which no participants had experience though
some participants knew of it (Fig. 1).

3.2. Usage of questionnaires

Considering the results of “Easiness to answer”
and “Easiness for data interpretation” questions it
was found that Questionnaire 5, 7, 8, 13 and 15
were among the easiest questionnaires to be answered
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Fig. 2. Individual evaluation of questionnaires regarding easiness of answer and easiness of interpretation.

Fig. 3. Individual evaluation of questionnaires regarding needed time and training.

where Questionnaire 3 and 12 were relatively difficult
(Fig. 2). Participants of the workshop also indicated
that Questionnaire 14 was easy to interpret where
Questionnaire 10 and 11 were relatively difficult.

Considering the results of “The time needed for
completing the questionnaire” and “Is prior training
needed?” questions it was found that Questionnaire 7,
11, 14 and 15 required less completion time than oth-
ers (Fig. 3). On the contrary, Questionnaire 1, 6 and
13 took more time. Regarding the question “Is prior
training needed?”, participants strongly suggested
that prior training was needed for Questionnaire 1,
2, 7 and 15, but less for Questionnaire 4, 11 and 12.

3.3. Application fields in product design

The questionnaires that were preferred by the
groups showed variation across different design
stages and different application fields (Table 2). In
Table 2, if a questionnaire was recommended by
more than 50% of the participating groups, it is high-
lighted. It can be observed that: 1) For the ‘hand
tool and handle’, ‘seat study’, and ‘total environ-
ment’, the participating groups’ recommendations
converged towards one or two questionnaires; 2) the
recommendations were relatively diverse and showed
less consensus regarding the ‘feet/leg study’.



S24 S. Anjani et al. / Preferred Comfort Questionnaires for product design
Ta

bl
e

2
R

es
ul

ts
of

th
e

ch
oi

ce
of

gr
ou

ps
re

ga
rd

in
g

di
ff

er
en

td
es

ig
n

st
ag

es
an

d
di

ff
er

en
ta

pp
lic

at
io

ns
(s

ha
de

d
=

>
50

%
)

Ph
as

e
R

an
k

H
an

d
to

ol
an

d
ha

nd
le

Fe
et

/le
g

st
ud

y
Se

at
st

ud
y

To
ta

le
nv

ir
on

m
en

t
A

ll
pr

od
uc

ts

Q
ue

st
io

nn
ai

re
Pe

rc
en

ta
ge

Q
ue

st
io

nn
ai

re
Pe

rc
en

ta
ge

Q
ue

st
io

nn
ai

re
Pe

rc
en

ta
ge

Q
ue

st
io

nn
ai

re
Pe

rc
en

ta
ge

Q
ue

st
io

nn
ai

re
Pe

rc
en

ta
ge

no
.

no
.

no
.

no
.

no
.

E
ar

ly
de

si
gn

ph
as

e
1

1
36

%
8

45
%

2
55

%
7,

15
45

%
7

55
%

2
7,

8,
11

18
%

1
18

%
6

27
%

13
36

%
3,

5,
15

18
%

3
5,

13
,1

4
9%

2,
3,

4,
5,

6,
7,

11
,1

4
9%

3,
4,

5,
7,

14
18

%
2

18
%

2,
4,

6
9%

St
ud

yi
ng

pr
ot

ot
yp

es
1

1
82

%
9

27
%

2
64

%
13

64
%

3
64

%

2
8,

11
18

%
3,

4,
10

,1
4

18
%

9
55

%
3,

7,
10

,1
5

36
%

7,
9

36
%

3
2,

3,
6,

10
,1

3,
14

9%
1,

2,
6,

8
9%

14
45

%
4,

6
18

%
5,

10
18

%

C
om

pa
ri

ng
tw

o
pr

od
uc

ts
1

1
82

%
8,

9
27

%
2,

14
64

%
13

64
%

3
45

%

2
3

18
%

2,
3,

4,
6,

14
18

%
9

55
%

3,
7

36
%

7,
9

36
%

3
2,

4,
5,

7,
8,

9.
10

,1
1,

14
9%

5,
10

9%
6

45
%

10
,1

5
27

%
5,

6
27

%

E
va

lu
at

in
g

an
en

d
pr

od
uc

t
1

1
82

%
3

36
%

2,
14

55
%

13
64

%
7

55
%

2
3,

6,
11

18
%

9
27

%
9

45
%

7
45

%
3

45
%

3
2,

4,
7,

9,
10

,1
4

9%
4,

5,
6,

14
18

%
3,

6
36

%
3,

10
,1

5
27

%
9,

10
27

%

3.4. Other recommendations

Besides the selected 15 candidate questionnaires,
participants also recommended other questionnaires
which might be useful for comfort research. They are:
1) Shoe microclimate evaluation questionnaire [15];
2) Situation awareness global assessment technique
(SAGAT) [16]; 3) Methodologies for subjective eval-
uations of indoor environment in ISO 15251 [17]; 4)
The scale used in ESI virtual seat solutions (PAM
comfort) [18]; 5) the Kano model [19] and 6) Mul-
tifactorial assessment of comfort of clothing [20]. It
is noted that whilst these questionnaires may be very
useful for their targeted applications, they are difficult
to apply outside of their application area focus.

4. Discussion

4.1. Validity of the study

Fifty-five participants joined the workshop, each
of whom were working in the field of comfort
research or application; expertise of the participants
can be reflected in that at least one person knew
each questionnaire (Fig. 1), despite the fact that
the questionnaires were randomly assigned to each
participant. Previous studies tried to compare the
objectivity between questionnaires without the use
of experts [4, 21], however, Olson [22] found that
experts can better predict questions with data quality
problems and questions leading to inaccurate report-
ing compared to a computerized question evaluation
tool. Research has also indicated that people with
similar backgrounds would rate the face validity sim-
ilarly [23], expert judgement could also determine the
face validity which makes sure that a test would be
not only be valid but also appear valid [24]. There-
fore, the 55 experts’ opinions can be used as a quality
assurance of the outcomes of this study.

4.2. Characteristics of questionnaires

Characteristics of a questionnaire may influence
its deployment in comfort studies. For instance, if a
questionnaire takes a long time to complete, it may be
not suitable for comfort studies on the development
of comfort/discomfort over time where it needs to be
applied multiple times. Training users might also be a
problem for large scale studies, e.g. in an experiment
of studying comfort of a product based on visitors in
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an exhibition, prior training of the participants can be
difficult.

Based on the results, it was found that regard-
ing general comfort, Questionnaire 7 Simple comfort
score was easy to answer and takes less time to com-
plete for participants with prior training. Therefore,
it is suitable for studying comfort over time in a
controlled experiment where prior training can be
deployed. Questionnaire 5 Green red body map and
Questionnaire 15 Auditory comfort have similar char-
acters; however, they will take a bit more time to
complete as the number of questions is more. Ques-
tionnaire 4 LPD was highlighted as being relatively
easy to answer and that little prior training is needed,
this makes it suitable for large scale on-site experi-
ments where the participants can just “walk-in” for
the experiment.

Statistics show that “The time needed for finishing
the questionnaire” was significantly correlated (p =
.006) with the number of questions of each question-
naire, but has no statistically significant correlations
with “Easiness to answer”. This shows that respon-
dents would need more processing time to answer
many questions, even for questions with low difficulty
level.

4.3. Design phases and application fields

Generally, the narrower the application fields are,
the more specific the recommended questionnaires
are. For instance, Questionnaire 1 Hand map discom-
fort was strongly recommended for application field
Hand tool and handle. However, it was found that for
application fields All sorts of products, the recom-
mendations of all groups converged towards several
candidate questionnaires (3 and 7 in this case). This
indicates that Questionnaire 3 CP50 and 7 Simple
comfort score are “universal” questionnaires and it
can always be a (secondary) choice for different types
of comfort studies.

Regarding different design phases, participants
found fewer questionnaires were suitable for Early
design phases where Questionnaire 7 was strongly
recommended as an instrument to get a holistic
view of comfort, though the coefficient of variation
was larger showing the participants’ opinions differ
more. For the remaining design phases, the num-
ber of recommended questionnaires were more and
the opinions converge more, which were represented
by smaller coefficients of variation. Participants sug-
gested that during the study of the prototype and while
comparing two products, more detailed examination

of comfort was needed, therefore Questionnaires 3,
4, 5 and 6 were often recommended. However, in the
final examination of products, Questionnaire 7 Sim-
ple comfort score was recommended again to obtain
a holistic view of comfort. This holistic view – detail
examination – holistic view approach is in accor-
dance with the diverging-converging product design
process [25].

4.4. Language of questionnaires

Language and its comprehension are important
factors to consider during questionnaire design in
order to minimize queries, unanswered questions
and misinterpretations to resolve [26]. All question-
naires discussed in this study were in English or had
been previously translated to English, for example
the Modified Body Region Discomfort questionnaire
was originally developed in German and Postural
Comfort questionnaire was originally in Italian. This
translation could cause a different understanding, as
people from different regions consider the same word
at different levels of strength, e.g. Fields et al. [27]
compared wording in three English speaking coun-
tries (Australia, USA and UK) and they concluded
that the perceived intensity of some words vary with
region of domicile. The participants of this workshop
came from all over the world too, which could have
resulted in different understanding, though none of
the participants reported a misunderstanding of the
questionnaires provided in the workshop. Greco [28]
recommended that the translation is best done by
someone well aware of the intent of each question,
moreover, the results could then be check by using
expert evaluators to evaluate its content, meaning,
clarity of expression and comparability to the original
item; back-translation; and/or cross-language equiv-
alence.

4.5. Scales used in questionnaires

The selection of scale for each question should also
be considered by researchers. Annett [29] mentioned
that subjective rating scales used in questionnaires
are based on the assumption that the human partici-
pant normally responds quantitatively to variations in
the specified sensory attribute of the stimulus object
or situation, therefore the design of these subjective
rating scales in the field of comfort varies in terms
of the stimuli that the content of the questions may
trigger. Cameron [30] conceptualized the tradeoffs
between ease of use and precision of measurement in
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work-related body-part comfort questionnaires. This
study shows that binary yes/no options and scales
with verbal categories are easy to use with a lower pre-
cision, while numerical scales (e.g. CR-10) is harder
for participants, but with a higher precision. In this
study, it was also found that Questionnaire 5 which
uses the binary scale and Questionnaire 15 which uti-
lizes the verbal scale are the easiest two. On the other
hand, Questionnaire 7 which uses a CR-10 also was
also rated as an easy to answer questionnaire.

Most comfort questionnaires utilize standard
scales or variations thereof e.g. Likert (Questionnaire
2 and 7), Borg (Questionnaire 4, 7 and 14), ISO
(Questionnaire 2, 10, 13 and 14) and SAE (Ques-
tionnaire 11). Questionnaire 4 and 7 opt for the Borg
CR-10 scale, Questionnaire 14 uses the Borg CR-
100 scale. The effectiveness and efficiency of the
used scales have been discussed in the literature, e.g.
Fields et al. [27] compared different options of scales
for auditory comfort and they opted a 5-point verbal
scale and a 0-to-10 numerical scale for Questionnaire
15. Scales in CP-50 were also selected based on a
comparison with the Borg CR-10 scale, the Corlett
discomfort scale, an 8-point ordinal scale, a modi-
fied intensity and discomfort scale, and a 21-point
ratio regarding the overall reliability and validity for
pressure intensity and discomfort ratings [4].

While most questionnaires opt for an NRS which
has quantifiable numbers to describe the sense of
comfort, Questionnaire 1, 4, 9, 12 and 14 used an
image to show the locations of the body part for
specifying the location of the stimuli. On the other
hand, questionnaires which are not directly linked

to specific parts of the body e.g. Questionnaire 2, 3,
6, 7, 10 and 15 chose to use a textual representation
paired with an NRS. Another aspect to consider when
choosing a scale is the topic and characteristic of
respondents. When the topic is relevant to the respon-
dents’ context, providing more points may improve
the accuracy, but it will cost more time of the users
due to the needs of more detailed judgement [31].
On the other hand, having enough points to show the
sensitivity of the data is also important, e.g. Ques-
tionnaire 6 mostly used a 6-point scale, whilst the
author debated whether this scale was long enough
to capture the results [32].

4.6. Limitations

This research analyzed discussion and compar-
ison of different types of comfort questionnaires
in a workshop using a limited number of partici-
pants. The questionnaires included were identified
by literature study and recommended by experts in
the field. Besides other questionnaires recommended
by participants, which will be further investigated,
there is still a small chance that some alternative
questionnaires are still missing. In the future, new
questionnaires may come up and the PCQ would need
to be updated.

During the workshop, it was found that in the pre-
prepared document, Questionnaire 3 had an incorrect
image, and Questionnaire 7 had an image of the
updated questionnaire instead of the original version.
Though most participants reported and corrected the
mistake during the workshop based on their own

Table 3
PCQ for product design

Hand tool Feet/leg Seat Total All sorts
and handle study study environment of products

Early design phase Preferred 1 8 2 7, 15 7
Less prior training 11 3, 4, 11 3, 4 N/A 3, 4
Fast completion 7, 8, 11, 14 8, 7, 11, 14 7, 14 7, 15 7, 15
Generally applicable 5, 13 1, 2, 5, 6 5, 6 2, 13 2, 5, 6

Studying prototypes Preferred 1 9 2, 9 13 3
Less prior training 3 3, 4, 11 14 3, 4 3
Fast completion 8, 11, 14 8, 14 9 7, 15 7, 9
Generally applicable 2, 6, 10, 13 1, 2, 6, 10 N/A 6, 10 5, 10

Comparing two products Preferred 1 8, 9 2, 14, 9 13 3
Less prior training 3, 4 3, 4 N/A 3 3
Fast completion 7, 8, 9, 11, 14 8, 14 9, 14 7, 15 7, 9
Generally applicable 2, 5, 10 1, 2, 6, 5, 10 6 N/A 5, 6

Evaluating an end product Preferred 1 3 2, 14 13 7
Less prior training 3, 4, 3, 4 3 3, 15 3
Fast completion 7, 9, 14 9, 14 9, 14 7 7
Generally applicable 2, 6, 11, 10 5, 6 6 10 9, 10
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expertise, this might lead to different understanding
of the participants in the individual evaluation.

5. PCQ for product design

Based on the outcomes of the workshop and dis-
cussion, we identified the following list of PCQ for
product design for different application fields regard-
ing different design phases (Table 3). In the Table,
beside the preferred questionnaires, we also rec-
ommend 1) a set of questionnaires for large scale
experiments where training cannot be provided to the
participants; 2) a set of questionnaires for fast com-
pletion, where in the experiment, the completion time
is a constraint; and 3) a set of questionnaires which
can be helpful for this particular application field in
the specified design phases.

6. Conclusion

Selecting proper questionnaires for investigating
the comfort of users can be a challenging task, even
for experienced researchers and practitioners. In this
research, we propose a list of PCQ for product design
regarding different design phases and application
fields, and we expect it can be used as an instrument to
help researchers in selecting questionnaires in com-
fort research. Meanwhile, based on the feedback of
the researchers and new research outcomes, we will
continue consolidating this list for a better recom-
mendation for researchers in the field of designing
for comfort.
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