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Cross-Modality Matching for Evaluating User
Experience of Emerging Mobile EEG Technology

Thea Radüntz and Beate Meffert , Senior Member, IEEE

Abstract—Emerging technology for brain-state monitoring of-
fers the possibility to conduct measurements outside the labora-
tory. However, user-experience research is lacking. In this article,
we present and test an approach for determining the develop-
ment of user experience in the course of time using the so-called
cross-modality matching (CMM). We conducted experiments with
24 subjects and evaluated seven mobile electroencephalography
(EEG) devices. Using the CMM method, we registered the headset
pressure of the EEG devices and subject’s mood. We are able to
identify a correlation between headset pressure and mood and to
observe time trends. Subjects rated the heaviest, pin-based device
as less comfortable in the course of time. The gel-based EEG cap
is the most comfortable device regarding its long-time properties.
The CMM approach for user-experience evaluation of new EEG
technologies is direct, rapid, and easy to perform. This fact creates
new opportunities for future studies in the field of user experience
and human factors.

Index Terms—Dry sensors, electroencephalography (EEG),
psychophysical methods, usability testing and evaluation, wearable
devices.

I. INTRODUCTION

R EGISTRATION of brain activity by means of electroen-
cephalography (EEG) outside the lab is of increasing inter-

est but also coupled with various challenges. The lack of research
about user acceptance regarding the measuring technique is one
of them. Meanwhile, mobile and easier to use EEG devices are
emerging. They make use of wireless signal transmission and
allow the subject to move more freely. Additionally, gel-free
sensors enable a quick and easy application of the electrodes.
The wearing comfort of the new devices is still unknown, as well
as whether user acceptance is improved relative to traditional
EEG acquisition. For the use of the devices in future studies, it
is of major importance that they do not cause head pressure, dis-
comfort issues, or alter subject’s mood state. This is particularly
important if the subjects are asked to wear the device for a longer
period of time. Knowledge about the wearing time, which is free
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of complaints or inconvenience can be especially important for
many investigations.

Usability studies with more than ten subjects and a within-
subject design for the comparison of more than three mobile,
consumer-grade EEG devices are rare. Little is known about
the evolution of comfort and the influence of the device on
subject’s mood in the course of time [1]. The few studies
involving user-experience research concentrated on one device
and used the traditional method of questionnaires to register
subjective ratings ([2]–[5]). In the study of Ekandem et al. [6]
participants were asked to evaluate two devices by completing
a post-experiment comfort survey after 15 min of wearing the
device. Three different EEG headsets were tested by Nijboer
et al. [7]. The 13 subjects participating wore every device for
approximately an hour during three sessions. At the end of
each session, they answered questions regarding the usability of
the headset by means of questionnaires. The study by Izdebski
et al. [1] consisted of two experiments. During the first experi-
ment, four devices were tested by four subjects while during the
second experiment three devices were tested by nine subjects.
Duration of the sessions varied between one and three hours
and the usability was assessed at the end of each session by a
questionnaire. Hairston et al. [8] conducted a usability research
experiment with a wearing time of 60 min and three wireless
devices. At the end of the session, participants provided comfort
ratings by means of a Likert scale and overall preference ratings
based on an ordinal scale. At the end of their article, the authors
stated that future studies should include the evolution of the
ratings over time and not only the subjective ratings conducted
after the experiment. This was a major goal of our study.

For this, we employed the method of cross-modality matching
(CMM). The CMM method can be traced back to psychophys-
ical research that aims to describe the relationship between
changes in the amplitude of a physical stimulus and the sub-
jective perception of these variations.

To recap, an important psychophysical question is the quan-
titative relation between a stimulus S and its subjective per-
ception. First relations were found experimentally by Weber in
1864. They were characterized by the so called just-noticeable
difference JND that described the smallest change ΔS that
could be perceived between two stimuli. In this context, Weber
noticed that the greater the initial stimulus S, the larger the
differenceΔS needed to distinguish between a first and a second
stimulus and that the relation was a constant k (Weber’s law)

k ∼ ΔS

S
. (1)
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Fig. 1. Principle of CMM according to Sydow and Petzold [31].

Fechner, a scholar of Weber, found that the relation between
stimulus S and perception P was logarithmic. In 1957, Stevens
introduced an extension ([9]) that showed that sensation magni-
tude was a power function of stimulus intensity (Stevens’ power
law)

P = b · Sm. (2)

Both parameters (the constant b and Stevens’ exponentm) are
specific for each modality and were already determined for many
different ones (e.g., brightness, loudness, apparent length).

Based on the fact, that perceptions of different modalities
could be compared to each other, it could be concluded that a
stimulus intensity S1 of one modality could be described by a
stimulus intensity S2 of another modality

b1 · Sm1
1 = b2 · Sm2

2 (3)

log10 S1 =
m2

m1
· log10 S2 +

log10 b2 − log10 b1
m1

. (4)

The principle of CMM relies on the idea of perception equal-
ization between different modalities (see Fig. 1). This way, a
not measurable modality (e.g., discomfort) can be expressed by
a measurable physical modality.

Currently, the method of CMM is gaining again more attention
in the scientific community. Researchers show increasing inter-
est to explore [10]–[12] and use the CMM method in order to
study human factors and usability aspects [13], [14]. The CMM
method can be applied in several situations and research studies.
It also provides a good option for conducting ratings from chil-
dren. The basic idea is similar to a standard procedure used by
pediatricians to assess children’s pain. They ask the child to press
their hand as strong as the pain is. This way, a not measurable
modality (e.g., pain, discomfort) can be expressed by a measur-
able physical modality (e.g., grip force). Application of CMM
in user-experience research appears quite appropriate due to the
fact that the method can give estimates of sensation’s magnitude
and, hence, of subjective perception. CMM can be conducted
in the course of time and provides real-time measurements.
Pepermans and Corlett [15] stated that CMM was well applicable
in ergonomics for the evaluation of perceived environmental

conditions, which could be difficult to measure subjectively
and for the investigation of pain, discomfort, or well-being of
a person [16]. At the same time, Pepermans and Corlett [15]
conceded that the CMM method has not experienced an extended
use in ergonomics. There exist a number of articles employing
CMM in order to study somatosensory perception ([17]–[23]),
pleasure and pain ([24]–[28]), or discomfort ([29], [30]). The
research of Forta et al. [30], as one of the latest published articles
focusing on practical ergonomics, is the most relevant item to
our study. Similar to our aim to assess user experience of several
EEG devices, they used CMM for obtaining subject’s subjective
comfort regarding whole-body vibrations while sitting.

To the best of our knowledge, the CMM method has rarely
been used in the context of user-experience research and has
never been used for evaluating emerging mobile EEG technol-
ogy. According to the International Organization for Standard-
ization, user experience is defined as user’s perceptions during
the use of a product. Thereby, “users’ perceptions and responses
include the users’ emotions, beliefs, preferences, perceptions,
comfort, behaviors, and accomplishments that occur before,
during, and after use” ([32], Section 3.15). In this study, we
focused on two factors of user experience: comfort and mood.
We employed the hand-grip force as a modality for CMM
ratings. By this, we registered the experienced head pressure
caused by the EEG headsets, subject’s general mood state, and
their change in the course of time. The employment of hand-grip
CMM for assessing mood and head pressure evolvement as
connected to emerging EEG technology is totally new.

In general, we expected that the wearing time of the devices
would have an impact on the comfort. Most of the few studies
related to wearing comfort of dry-EEG devices did not explicitly
report on the influence of wearing time of the devices (e.g., [3],
[33]). The ones that did, reported a duration in the range between
15 and 60 min ([2], [6], [8]). We assumed that subjects’ percep-
tion of headset pressure would increase after half an hour while
their current mood would become worse as long as the headset
was worn.

We also addressed the relation between discomfort and mood
that had its roots in the research area of embodied cognition,
particularly embodied emotion [34]. In this context, the physical
condition of a human has a direct influence on the mental state.
Hence, we assumed that subject’s mood was positively corre-
lated to the wearing comfort of the devices as assessed by the
individual perception of head pressure caused by the headset. For
the case of a positive correlation, we further assumed that head
pressure mediated the relation between device properties and
mood. Taken together, we formulated the following hypotheses.

1) During wearing time of the devices, the headset pressure
of all EEG devices will increase and subject’s mood will
get worse, regardless of model, or electrode type.

2) There is a significant positive correlation between current
head pressure from the EEG headset and subject’s current
mood.
a) The number of electrodes has an effect on the head

pressure and, thus, influences subject’s mood.
b) Device’s weight has an effect on the head pressure and

thus, influences subject’s mood.
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TABLE I
EEG DEVICES TESTED

Fig. 2. EEG devices used: (a) MindCap; (b) 4S Jellyfish; (c) BR8+; (d) EPOC;
(e) g.SAHARA with dry electrodes; (f) g.LADYbird; and (g) 32 Trilobite.

II. MATERIALS AND METHODS

A. EEG Systems

We conducted market research and chose EEG devices that
had left the research-prototype state. These were expected to
be suitable for field studies, i.e., quickly and easily applicable
without limiting subject’s movement while sitting. Seven mobile
EEG devices with different characteristics were purchased (see
Table I, Fig. 2). In total, six of them were equipped with gel-free
electrodes. We also included g.tec’s g.LADYbird/g. Nautilus
system as a standard gel-based device well suited for mobile
use due to its wireless signal transmission and the use of active
electrodes.

B. Procedure and Subjects

Our study took place in an office where only the subject
and supervisor were present. In total, 24 subjects participating
(11 females and 13 males, 26–66 years of age, with a mean age
of 42.8) completed in the course of eight consecutive workdays
a total of eight sessions with duration of about 90 min each. The
first session was aimed at familiarizing the subjects with the
method of CMM and the computer tasks they had to perform
while wearing the EEG devices. We instructed the subjects
that we will not evaluate their performance because the main
goal of our study was the evaluation of the devices. During
the following sessions, one device per day was selected in

Fig. 3. Timeline of daily sessions for the CMM registration.

Fig. 4. LabQuest2 interface for data display. (a) Used by the experimenter and
hand dynamometer. (b) Used by the subject [36].

random order and tested independently of the others. The study
was task independent with strong focus on devices’ comfort
evaluation. In order to control for side effects related to the
tasks, we kept task sequence identical for each device. For more
information, we want to draw readers’ attention to our paper
about the signal-quality evaluation of the devices ([35]). The
timeline of the daily session is presented in Fig. 3. The subjects
were wearing each device for approximately 60 min. All of the
investigations acquired were approved by the local review board
of our institution and complied with the tenets of the Declaration
of Helsinki. All procedures were carried out with the adequate
understanding and written consent of the subjects.

During the following sessions, CMM measurements aimed at
evaluating our hypotheses related to the EEG devices. At clearly
defined registration time points (see Fig. 3), subjects used the
hand-grip force device to answer questions regarding the current
head pressure caused by the EEG device and their current mood.
They were instructed to apply a greater hand-grip force, the
more negative their current mood was. Immediately thereafter,
the experienced headset pressure was registered similarly. For
doing so, subjects were instructed to grip stronger, the bigger
the experienced head pressure of the device was.

Hand-grip force was registered with a strain-gauge-based
hand dynamometer by Vernier Company (see Fig. 4). Measure-
ment of hand-grip force was performed with subject’s dominant
hand and all subjects were right handed. All values were re-
lated to subject’s maximal grip force that was measured at the
beginning of every experimental day.

III. RESULTS

For all subsequent calculations, we used the logarithms of
the relative grip-force values and proceeded as described in the
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TABLE II
RESULTS OF THE ANOVAS FOR HEADSET PRESSURE AND CURRENT MOOD

ASSESSED BY CMM ACROSS REGISTRATION POINTS AND DEVICES

Note: Values of .001 are actually p ≤ .001.
aIndicates Mauchly’s test of sphericity was significant (p < .05) and a
Greenhouse–Geisser correction was made to degrees of freedom.

following. All statistical calculations were carried out by means
of the SPSS software.

A. Evolvement of Headset Pressure and Mood in the
Course of Time

Our first hypothesis assumed that headset pressure would
increase in the course of time for all devices and subject’s current
mood would become worse. We carried out two analyses of
variance (ANOVAs) in order to find out if there were significant
differences between the registration points, devices, and if there
was an interaction between both. The dependent variable was
either the head pressure or current mood assessed by CMM. For
each ANOVA, we utilized a repeated-measures design with two
within-subject factors (seven levels for the device factor and five
or seven levels for the registration-points factor for head pressure
and current mood, respectively). Results are summarized in
Table II. General differences between the levels were examined
and tested with posthoc tests (Bonferroni corrected).

CMM values for headset pressure revealed a significant
main effect for time, device, and an interaction between both.
Fig. 5 (top) shows the headset pressure averaged over the
registration points and subjects for each device. Bonferroni
corrected posthoc tests showed significant differences between
the Trilobite and Jellyfish (p = .014), EPOC (p = .043), and
g.LADYbird (p = .003) as well as between the g.LADYbird and
BR8+ devices (p = .014). The head pressure was increased for
the Trilobite device and lowest for the g.LADYbird. Regarding
subjects’ mood CMM values indicated a significant main effect
for time and a weekly significant effect for the interaction
between time and device. No significant main effect could be
found for the device factor (Fig. 5, bottom). Results for the
posthoc tests regarding the registration points and the nature
of the interaction between the two factors are shown in Fig. 6
(bottom right) for headset pressure and in Fig. 7 (bottom right)
for current mood.

In general, headset pressure decreased five minutes after
application of the devices, gradually increased thereafter, and
reached its maximum value in 45 min (see Fig. 6). This held
true for almost all devices except for the g.SAHARA and
g.LADYbird that revealed a flat temporal evolvement. For test-
ing the differences between the registration points for each de-
vice separately, we used seven one-factorial, repeated measures
ANOVAs with head pressure as dependent variable. Significant
differences were obtained only for the Trilobite device (F(2.44;

Fig. 5. Headset pressure and current mood as measured by the hand-grip
force and averaged over the registration points and subjects for each device
(the stronger the grip, the bigger the experienced headset pressure of the device
and the more negative the current mood; calculation of analysis of variance
with repeated measures design and Bonferonni-corrected posthoc tests: ∗ ∗ ∗:
p ≤ .001; ∗∗: .001 < p ≤ .01; ∗ : .01 < p ≤ .05; error bars indicating the
95% confidence interval).

56.22) = 17.97, p < .001, η2 = .439). Bonferroni corrected
posthoc tests revealed a significant difference between the reg-
istration point immediately after application of the device and the
first 5 min. Thereby, the pressure decreased. Significant changes
could also be obtained between the means of the 5th min and the
25th min and between the means of the 45th min and all other
registration points before. In these cases, the headset pressure
increased significantly in the course of time.

Descriptive evaluation of subjects’ mood revealed that 5 min
after device wearing the mood got better for most devices.
Thereafter subjects’ mood got worse in the course of time and
became better after take off of the device. An exception was
the g.LADYbird device that did not show the same tendency. In
order to statistically evaluate differences between registration
points for each device, we computed one-factorial, repeated
measures ANOVAs with subjects’ current mood as depen-
dent variable. We found significant differences for the devices
MindCap (F(3.92; 90.24) = 2.06, p = .09, η2 = .082), BR8+
(F(2.74; 63.07) = 7.75, p < .001, η2 = .252), and Trilobite
(F(2.93; 67.31)= 7.24, p < .001, η2 = .239). For the MindCap
device Bonferroni corrected posthoc tests showed a significant
difference between the registration point after take off of the



302 IEEE TRANSACTIONS ON HUMAN-MACHINE SYSTEMS, VOL. 50, NO. 4, AUGUST 2020

Fig. 6. Headset pressure: Development of the headset pressure measured by
the hand-grip force in the course of time and averaged over the subjects for each
device and registration point (the stronger the grip, the bigger the experienced
headset pressure of the device; calculation of analysis of variance with repeated
measures design and Bonferonni-corrected post-hoc tests: ∗ ∗ ∗: p ≤ .001; ∗∗ :
.001 < p ≤ .01;∗ : .01 < p ≤ .05; error bars indicating the 95% confidence
interval).

headset and the mood in the 15th, 25th, and 45th min. Similar
significant differences indicating that the mood got better after
take off of the headset were found for the BR8+ device. We
observed significant changes in the means between the registra-
tion point without the device at the end and all other registra-
tion points. Posthoc tests for the Trilobite device revealed that
subjects’ mood decreased significantly between the registration
point before the application of the device and the 45th minute of
wearing. Moreover, subjects’ mood became significantly better
after removal of the device compared to the registration points
of the 15th and 45th min, respectively.

B. Correlation Between Headset Pressure and Subject’s Mood

We proceeded with the investigation of the relation between
subject’s mood and experienced head pressure caused by the
EEG headsets. To recap, subjects were instructed to apply a
greater hand-grip force, the more negative their current mood
was. Similarly, they were asked to grip stronger, the bigger
the experienced head pressure of the device was. Hence, with

Fig. 7. Current mood: Development of the current mood measured by the
hand-grip in the course of time and averaged over the subjects for each device
and registration point (the greater the hand-grip force value, the more negative the
current mood; calculation of analysis of variance with repeated measures design
and Bonferonni-corrected posthoc tests: ∗ ∗ ∗ : p ≤ .001; ∗∗ : .001 < p ≤
.01; ∗ : .01 < p ≤ .05; error bars indicating the 95% confidence interval).

TABLE III
CORRELATIONS BETWEEN HEADSET PRESSURE AND SUBJECT’S CURRENT

MOOD FOR EACH DEVICE (N = 24, **: p ≤ .01)

increasing hand-grip values for the headset pressure, we ex-
pected higher grip-force values for the current mood as well.

We computed the means for both, the current mood and
the headset pressure over subject’s single values from the five
registration points. This was done for each device separately in
order to have an overall value of head pressure and mood from the
whole session for each subject and device. In the following, we
calculated the correlations between headset pressure and mood
for the devices. The results were highly significant, as shown
in Table III. All of the obtained effect sizes for the correlation
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Fig. 8. Standardized regression coefficients for the relationship between de-
vice’s weight and subject’s current mood as mediated by headset pressure.
The standardized regression coefficient between device’s weight and current
mood, controlling for headset pressure, is in parentheses (∗ ∗ ∗: p ≤ .001; ∗∗:
.001 < p ≤ .01; ∗: .01 < p ≤ .05; N = (7 devices × 24 subjects) = 168).

Fig. 9. Standardized regression coefficients for the relationship between num-
ber of electrodes and subject’s current mood as mediated by headset pressure.
The standardized regression coefficient between number of electrodes and
current mood, controlling for headset pressure, is in parentheses (∗ ∗ ∗: p≤ .001;
◦: p = .06; N = (7 devices × 24 subjects) = 168).

coefficients of the devices could be interpreted as large according
to the guidelines of Cohen denoted for r ([37]).

In the following, we wanted to know if head pressure mediated
the relation between device properties and mood. As postulated
in our two subhypotheses, the number of electrodes or device’s
weight could have an effect on the head pressure and, thus,
influence subject’s mood.

The relationship between device’s weight and subject’s cur-
rent mood was mediated by head pressure. As Fig. 8 illustrates,
the standardized regression coefficient between device’s weight
and head pressure was statistically significant, as was the stan-
dardized regression coefficient between head pressure and sub-
ject’s mood. The standardized indirect effect was 0.21 × 0.87 =
0.18. Standardized indirect effects were computed for each of
5000 bootstrapped samples, and the 95% confidence interval was
computed by determining the indirect effects at the 2.5th and
97.5th percentiles. The results indicated the indirect coefficient
was significant (b = 0.18, SE = 0.06, 95% CI = [0.07, 0.29]).
Device’s weight was no longer a significant predictor of mood
after controlling for the mediator head pressure (b = −0.02,
SE = 0.04, p = .58). That is consistent with full mediation.

Results of the investigation of the relationship between num-
ber of electrodes and subject’s current mood as mediated by
head pressure are shown in Fig. 9. The standardized regression
coefficient between number of electrodes and head pressure was
not significant but near significance level (p = .06), while the
standardized regression coefficient between head pressure and

subject’s mood was highly significant. The standardized indirect
effect was 0.15×0.87=0.13. Standardized indirect effects were
computed for each of 5000 bootstrapped samples, and the 95%
confidence interval was computed by determining the indirect
effects at the 2.5th and 97.5th percentiles. The results indicated
the indirect coefficient was significant (b = 0.13, SE = 0.06,
95% CI = [0.01, 0.25]). There was no significant total effect
between number of electrodes and mood (b = 0.1, SE=0.08,
p = 0.2), i.e., number of electrodes did not directly predict
subject’s mood but only indirectly through head pressure.

IV. DISCUSSION

The main aim of our study was to use the rarely-used method
of CMM in order to investigate user-experience issues of emerg-
ing EEG technology in the course of time. We employed 24
subjects, tested seven different mobile EEG devices, and con-
ducted ratings of headset pressure and subject’s mood by means
of CMM.

A. Evolvement of Headset Pressure and Mood in the
Course of Time

We expected that in the course of time all EEG headsets would
be perceived as burdensome, regardless of model, or electrode
type. We also expected that subject’s mood would become worse
over the headset’s wearing time. The hypothesis could not be
confirmed for all devices. For headset pressure, we obtained a
significant main effect not only regarding registration points but
also regarding the devices. Additionally, there was an interaction
effect between both. Surprisingly, after 5 min of wearing, headset
pressure decreased for almost all devices and became significant
for the Trilobite device. Here, we assumed that subjects were
familiarized with the new device on their head and the initial
discomfort decreased. We have to note that in our study, subjects
did not have any previous experience with mobile, dry-electrode
EEG devices. Thus, the extent to which the found relations
depend on headset experience remains an interesting topic for
future research.

In the course of time, the headset pressure generally increased
until the 45th minute. This increase was particularly prominent
for the Trilobite, our heaviest device. This fits well to our
results from the mediator analysis. Furthermore, the Trilobite
device showed significant differences regarding head pressure
to the devices with soft electrodes (i.e., to the Jellyfish with
foam-based electrodes, EPOC with felt-pad electrodes, and
g.LADYbird with gel electrodes). For the sake of correctness,
we have to mention that these were also the lightest devices. The
g.LADYbird device seemed to be the most comfortable device
with significant differences to the BR+ and Trilobite devices. It
revealed no head-pressure evolvement in the course of time and
no significant differences between the registration points. This
could be responsible for the highly-significant interaction effect
of registration points and device.

Regarding subjects’ mood no differences between devices
could be obtained although there was a significant interaction
between device and registration points. In general, we observed
that after the headsets were removed from subject’s head the
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mood became obviously better for all devices with significant
differences to all previous measurements. An exception was
observed for the g.LADYbird device where subjects’ mood
remained almost constant not only in the course of time but
also after the removal of the headset. This might be a reason for
the weakly-significant interaction effect.

B. Correlation Between Headset Pressure and Subjects’ Mood

In our second hypothesis, we suggested a positive significant
correlation between headset’s comfort and subject’s current
mood. Correlation analysis yielded large, positive, and signifi-
cant correlation coefficients for all devices. We concluded that
subject’s mood was highly correlated to the headset pressure
and, thus, to the wearing comfort of the devices.

Furthermore, we investigated if headset pressure mediated
the effect of device properties on subject’s mood. Results indi-
cated that device’s weight was a significant predictor of head
pressure and that head pressure was a significant predictor
of subject’s mood. This supported the mediational hypothesis.
After controlling for the mediator, the significant relationship
of device’s weight and mood became insignificant, indicating a
full mediation. This result seemed reasonable because a greater
weight could contribute to a greater head pressure and lead to a
worse mood.

In contrary, the number of electrodes had only a significant
indirect effect through head pressure but no significant total
effect on mood. We assumed that there might be other factors
apart from the number of electrodes affecting both head pressure
and mood (as was the case with device’s weight). These might
confound the head pressure-mood relationship of our second
model. The predictor (in this case the number of electrodes)
might be only a part of a more complex model. For instance,
the type of electrode could have a greater involvement in sub-
ject’s current mood than the number of electrodes. This impact
could been even amplified by, e.g., device’s weight or wearing
duration.

Finally, we must be aware that other factors might exist
influencing subject’s current mood during the sessions. These
might be related to the environmental conditions, time on task,
or the interaction with the investigator. The randomized testing
of the devices across subjects tried to account for some of them.
Although, our sample size was relatively large for this kind of
study, it was fairly small for elaborate inferential statistics. As
a further limitation, we have to mention that during this study
new devices appeared on the market, e.g., the actiCAP Xpress
Twist/LiveAmp and the saltwater-based electrode system R-Net
both by BrainProducts or the new highly innovative approach
using in-ear EEG technology ([38], [39]). For evaluating these
and further emerging EEG technology, our study design and the
proposed CMM method could easily be used. Taken the CMM
results as a benchmark to make across-group comparisons [27]
would allow for an integration of the test results from new
devices into the findings already in existence. This would make it
possible to compare emerging EEG devices. Future studies could
also evaluate possible effects of specific tasks on user experience
of EEG devices as well as further aspects like appealing design,
emotions, and pleasure by means of CMM.

V. CONCLUSION

To sum up, subject’s mood and headset pressure were related
to each other and changed over the wearing time. This alternation
was particularly prominent for the Trilobite device where the
changes in the course of time became significant. In contrast,
the g.LADYbird device seemed to be the most comfortable.
We also found that head pressure was a mediator between
device properties and subject’s mood, with device’s weight as
significant predictor. We conclude that developers should attach
importance to the weight of the headset for assuring comfort and
well-being caused by their devices. In this respect they should
be aware of possible interaction effects between the weight,
electrode type, and the number of electrodes.

For our investigation, we made use of the method of CMM that
is gaining again more attention in the scientific community [40]–
[43]. We presented and tested this psycho-physiological
approach for evaluating user experience. By this, we compared
seven mobile EEG devices and gained reasonable results in the
course of time. Although our results might not be surprising, they
provide evidence about the feasibility and quality of the CMM
ratings. Compared to traditional methods for subjective ratings
the CMM approach is direct, rapid, and easy to perform. These
facts create new opportunities for future studies in the field of
user experience, experimental psychology, and human factors
research. Furthermore, our results provide scientific feedback
regarding the comfort claims of manufacturers of emerging
EEG technology. They are of particular interest for researchers
that want to use the new wearable devices for their studies.

In general, CMM offers good possibilities to overcome lin-
guistic or reading barriers or to assess ratings from cognitively
impaired subjects. Furthermore, subjects are not limited to a
preset scaling or limited number of answers and, thus, less prone
to social desirability restrictions caused by predefined answers
that could be interpreted as right or wrong. We hope that our
article contributes not only to the user-experience evaluation of
emerging EEG devices in the course of time but offers also a
new example with positive results regarding the applicability of
the CMM method.
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