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Abstract

Purpose: This study is to conduct usability evaluations from the perspective of developing comfort-shoes for the middle-aged
and elderly to identify key factors and derive implications for optimal comfort-shoes production. Research design, data, and
methodology: A total of 10 middle-aged and elderly women in their 50s and 60s were selected as eligible for the rescue. For data
collection, the study was conducted in a Gang Survey, where pre-explanations, shoes test, and interviews were conducted. The
collected data were analyzed in a total of four stages. In step 1, the contents obtained through interviews with the subjects were
recorded in text, organized and analyzed systematically, and in step 2, unnecessary vocabulary, sentences, and overlapping
opinions were eliminated. In step 3, we classified areas around key functions and carried out categorization tasks. Finally, in Step
4, the results and implications of the study were derived by classifying each usability evaluation shoe as positive and negative text
around categorized data. Results: There are a total of seven factors for comfort-shoes usability evaluation, which are categorized
as cushion, fitting, stability, flexibility, lightweight, comfort, and pressure. Positive/negative factors for the derived usability
evaluation factors were shown in the form of a positive-centered, negative-centered, and positive-mixed mix for each of the four
products. Positive-focused products are VA products, which are seven times more positive than negative factors. Negative-centered
products are CL and SA products, which are five times more negative than positive factors. Positive mixing was a CA product
with a ratio of 1:1. Text-based usability evaluations allow us to proceed with analysis based on more scientific data rather than
simply listening to opinions and judging by comments. Conclusions: The study discussed implications of developing comfort-
shoes for middle-aged consumers and future directions were discussed.
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Table 1. Research Subject Information

Foot Size(mm)

Name Age Gender Loft Light
Park 50’s Female 225 225
Yang 50’s Female 226 228
Kim 50’s Female 225.6 225.7
Han 50’s Female 235 235
Song 50’s Female 2315 2275
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Table 2. Research Subject Profile

Table 3. Sample of Test Shoes
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Table 4. Usability Evaluation (Cushion)
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Shoes Results
- Forefoot spot is stiff - Heel was comfortable
- Arch is uncomfortable - Heel cushion was felt more than any other part.
- Insole feels like an acupressure plate - Only heel cushioning was felt.
- Arch cushioning is good - Cushioning is uncomfortable.

SA Inc. - Insole_ of _the arch is conyex - Cushﬁon can’t be felt.
- Arch is high so the foot is secure. - Cushion can’t be felt, but it is not uncomfortable and

(20ea) : s
- Heel cushion feels deep doesn’t hurt.
- Heel cushion feels flat - Cushioning was soft and good.
-The back of the arch was more soft than the front - Cushioning supported the heel and arch.
- When stepping down on the heel, it felt flat. It was unco - Cushion was a but stiff (Most of the cushion)
mfortable. - The front part and the arch didn’t have much cushion.
- Front cushioning is satisfactory - Cushioning is stiff.
- Front cushioning is minimal - Cushioning is hard.

CA Inc. - Forgfoot is ur\cornfqrtable: . - Forefoot -hurts (hard).

(14ea) - A bit of cushioning is felt in the middle. - Cushion is the worst.

- The arch doesn’t secure the foot.
- The arch fails to support the foot.
- Heel cushion was able to be felt.

- Arch cushion is felt.
- Cushion is stiff, but not uncomfortable.
- Cushioning is normal.

20



Ji Ho KIM, Sang Hoon Yoon, Ki Hyun Kwon, Jeong Kwon SEO, Seung Jin HAN / Journal of Sport and Applied Science 3(2), 17-27

- The insole in between the back part of the arch supports

- Front cushioning can be felt. the foot, but is uncomfortable.
- Front cushion is less than the back cushion. - The difference between the cushioning on the front and
- Front cushion is stiff back is big.

CL Inc. - Much strength is used in the toes. - Overall, the cushioning is comfortable.

(16ea) - Forefoot cushioning is great. - Couldn’t feel the softness.
- Arch is great. - The cushioning could not be felt much.
- Cushioning for the arch is weak - The cushioning doesn’t feel like it protects the forefoot.
- Heel cushion is soft. - Heel cushioning is bad.

- Feels like wearing stiff dress shoes.

- Secures foot.

- Arch is slightly high - Cushion matches the shape of foot and secures it.
- Arch fails to fully support the foot. - Cushioning feels like latex (secures foot when | move,
- Heel cushioning is flat. repeatedly).

VA Inc. - Feels soft when going down stairs. - Overall, not soft.

(16ea) - Sole is comfortable. - Insole cushioning is comfortable.

- Cushioning is satisfying - Outsoles are stiff and hard.
- The cushion can be felt, but the insole is a bit hard. - Cushion is very pleasant and not an issue when walking a
- The shoes feel just right on my feet. lot.

- Overall, the cushion keeps balance.

3.1.2. D&z

D0 2AE ALY BIH U2 4572 MES o & 25700 HIAET EEQ D, ZF MZEAE SAAL 47,
CAAL 67}, CLAF 970, VAAL 6712] 2| 740| =& &|R{C. ==& ZAuto| XtM|h {82 <Table 5>t 2Tt
Table 5. Usability Evaluation (Fitting)

Shoes Results
SA Inc. - Insole feels like something is poking out. - It would be comfortable for people with wide feet.
(4ea) - Heel is loose. - The size feels a bit big.
- Uncomfortable because the tongue touches the instep. - Feels like the feet are moving inside the shoe.
Cg;:)c. - Shoe is narrow. - Forefoot is big.
- Toe box is short. - Heel is loose.
- Feet front is comfortable. - Arch feels like it is floating.
- Instep is uncomfortable. - Heel cup is big, and the heel is short.
CL Inc. I . .
(9ea) - Arch feels like it is floating. - Shoe is narrow.
- Shoe is wide. - Feels one size big.
- Heel is loose.
- Instep is tight - Feels like it wraps the foot.
VA Inc . .
(6ea) - Feels one size small. - Shoe is narrow.
- Heel is loose. - Instep is comfortable.

3.1.3. g

QI HHEE MY B 2H2 4T R UEES €N S 11712 HAET ZEE|ACH, 2 FMZALE SAAL 3,
CAAL 27}, CLAL 27, VAAL 4712] o|740| =& | RUCt. ==& ZAuo| XtM|h |82 <Table 6>t 2Tt
Table 6. Usability Evaluation (Stability)

Shoes Results

SA Inc. - Feels secure. - Leans towards the front.
(3ea) - Foot feels secure.

CA Inc. - Sags to the back of the shoe. - Feel extremely insecure.
(2ea)

CL Inc. - Heel is not secure. - Arch doesn’t support the foot.
(2ea)

VA Inc. - Sole feels round. - Secures the whole foot.
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(4ea) - Feels secure.

- Insecure.

3.1.4. 94
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Table 7. Usability Evaluation (Flexibility)

3 5l HHAETZE RELYOM, ZH MZEAFE SAAL 27H,
k9| XtMpt LHE82 <Table 7>1F ZC}

Shoes Results

SA Inc. - Arch is stiff. - Shoe is a bit stiff.
CA Inc. - Flexibility is bad.

CL Inc. - Flexibility is bad.
VA Inc. - Flexibility is okay.

5. 34

E| AFRM I} O|7AS 4E 20| AlES Sy

=

2=
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Table 8. Usability Evaluation (Lightness)

5 oo HIAET EERYUOH, ZH M ZAHE SAAL 171,
o] XtMIst LH82 <Table 8>t ZHCt.

Shoes Results
SA Inc. - Light.
CA Inc. - T_he shoes .are light. - The shoes are light.
- Lightness is good.
CL Inc. - Shoes feel light and soft.
VA Inc. - The lightness of the shoe is the best part.
3.1.6. Hotg
Horetnh AR ALY B7F U2 43R UEES €N B e/le HAET ELACH, 2 HZALE SAAL 14,

Table 9. Usability Evaluation (Comfortable)

& 20| XtMgt LHE2 <Table 9>2t 2L}

Shoes Results
SA Inc. - Feels more comfortable as you wear them.
CAInc. - Shoes are comfortable.
CL Inc. - Overall, they are comfortable.
VA Inc. - Felt comfortable like they were my shoes. - Feels comfortable; | would buy them.

- Forefoot was super comfortable.
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Table 10. Usability Evaluation (Pressure)

]

Shoes Results
SA Inc. - Big toe aches.
- Front foot pressure. - The part where the shoe folded ached.
CA Inc. - Instep pressure. - Arch ached.
- Narrow.
CL Inc. - Toe box pressure.
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- Right heel ached.
VA Inc. - Instep pressure was felt.
- They are narrow.

- Arch slightly ached.
- The instep was stiff because of the material.

2t AEES| i3t 38 L 2o thet ojHg 24
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Table 11. Positive & Negative Result (Cushion)

I

Zen, & FEA 22 F40) ciet X el 21t
OLYf, SAAE 3L VAALO] HIB &2 2|740] =EL|A2

AALS| M-IF FALSE HEfQ] 27t EE | UCE VA
=
]

3@

o,

g5 217t =EE[RAC

Results
Shoes — -
Positive Negative
-Arch cushioning is good. - Forefoot feels stiff.
-Insole of the arch is lumpy. - Arch is uncomfortable.
- Arch part felt secure. - Insole feels acupressure plates.
- The back felt more soft than the arch. - Heel feels deep.
- Heel was extremely comfortable. - Heel feels flat.
SA Inc. - Heel feels more cushioned than other parts. - When stepping down on the heel, it felt flat.
- The cushion is not able to be felt, but wasn’t - Only the heel cushioning was able to be felt.
uncomfortable and it didn’t hurt. - The cushioning is overall uncomfortable.
- Overall, the cushioning was soft and great. - The cushion can’t be felt.
- Cushioning secured the heel and arch. - The cushion was a bit too stiff.
- The front and arch cushioning couldn’t be felt.
- Front cushion is good. - Front cushioning is almost nothing.
- Arch cushioning was felt. - Forefoot was uncomfortable.
- Cushioning wasn’t stiff nor uncomfortable. - A bit of cushioning was felt on the mid part.
- Cushioning is decent. - The arch doesn’t support anything.
- Arch couldn’t support anything.
CA Inc. L .
-Heel cushioning was slightly felt.
- Cushioning is very stiff.
- Cushioning is hard.
- Forefoot aches.
- Cushion is the worst.
- Front foot felt cushioning. - Heel cushion is slightly less than the front cushion.
-Front foot cushioning is great. -Front cushion is stiff.
- Arch cushion is good. - Front toes are stiff.
- Heel cushion is soft. - Arch cushioning is insufficient.
- The cushioning is overall comfortable. - Between the Arch and heel, the insole is stiff and
uncomfortable.
CL Inc. - The difference between the cushioning for the front and

back side are big.

- It wasn’t very soft.

- Cushioning was barely felt.

- Cushioning didn’t protect the sole.
- Heel cushioning is not good.

- Feels like stiff dress shoes.
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- Soft when going down stairs.

- Sole is comfortable.

- Cushioning is satisfying.

- Feels like it is built for my feet.
- Supports the foot.

VA Inc. - Fits every shape and secures foot.

- Cushioning feels like latex (move and secure)

- Insole cushioning is comfortable.

- Cushioning is so comfortable you can walk for a long

time.
- Overall, the balance support is great.

- Arch part is a bit lumpy

- Arch support is not enough.

- Heel cushion is a bit flat.

- Cushioning is there, but the sole is hard.
- Overall, not smooth.

- Outsole is stiff and hard.

Table 12. Positive & Negative Result (Fitting)

=13
=

AN
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=
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Shoes

Results

Positive

Negative

SA Inc.

- Insole is bumpy.
- Heel is loose.

- People with wide feet would be comfortable in these
shoes.

- Size is a bit big.

CA Inc.

- Tongue touches the instep.
- It is narrow.

- Front part is short.

- Foot moves in the shoe.

- Forefoot is big.

- Heel is loose.

- 2h=0| T Otst Foot is comfortable.

CL Inc.

- Instep is uncomfortable.

- Arch is floating.

- Itis loose.

- Heel is loose.

- Arch is floating very much.

- Heel cup is big, and the heel is short.
- They are narrow.

- Feels 1 size bigger.

- Feels like it is covering very tight.

- Instep is comfortable.
VA Inc.

- Instep is tight.

- Feels 1 size smaller.
- Heel is loose.

- Is narrow.

3.2.3. 2+

SAALRE VAALE 2HEd0IIM =785 el 21
VAAR L2 Hebd ol pEol ohggat F&

Table 13. Positive & Negative Result (Stability)

x| g0 oy ao] #HT ol

Ao = LIELRT

t7F LIEHG 2L CAALRE CLANE 38 M ZIb7F LIEILEX| B2, CAALRL

Results
Shoes — =
Positive Negative
- Very safe. - Feels falling forth.
SA Inc.
- Feels secure.
- Sags to the back.
CA Inc.

- Not very stable.
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- Heel is not stable.

CL Inc.
- Doesn’t support the arch.
- The outsole is round. - Not stable.
VA Inc. - Feels safe.
- Securing the foot is good.
3.24. 594
VAAL At S 2 200M SEA A0toF LIEtR oL, 1 iuts YEbHol 2 ZHEHE|QICt HHHO| SAAE

LIUO| HUSIThH= A O HO| LIEFRIO T, CAAMR CLAF M2 ZaM 0l HEljo| 2FH 20| LIEHKLCE

Table 14. Positive & Negative Result (Flexibility)

Results
Shoes — -
Positive Negative
SA| - Flexibility is stiff.
ne. - The part that folds is stiff.
CA Inc. - Flexibility is not good.
CL Inc. - Flexibility is poor.
VA Inc. - Flexibility is alright.

3.25. 34

40 Mz=AL A R FY RE0M =850 2ot LER o, 885 Zts LIEHLEX| §RLCE

Table 15. Positive & Negative Result (Lightness)

Results
Shoes = -
Positive Negative
SA Inc. - Light
CAI - Shoes are light.
ne. - Lightness is good.

CL Inc. - Shoes are light and soft.

VA Inc. - Lightness is the best part of the shoe.
3.2.6. ©Qt "'é.
47 ®Z=AL A O, VAAL AI2HO] HSICH= O|740] 7HE BEA| LIEFR

Ch. BHHO| 47 ®Z=A

Table 16. Positive & Negative Result (Comfortable)

Shoes Results
Positive Negative
SA Inc. - The shoes become more comfortable as | walk.
CA Inc. - Shoes were comfortable.
CL Inc. - Overall, they were comfortable.
- They were comfortable like my shoes.
VA Inc. - My forefoot was very comfortable.
- It feels comfy so | might buy them.
3.2.7. &9z
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Table 17. Positive & Negative Result (Pressure)
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