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A Comparative Study on Methods of Jury Test used for Sound Preferences
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ABSTRACT

Quantifying the perception of human is of great interest for the optimal characterization of the interaction of
persons with their environment. The direct approach to such measurements is based on jury-test methods. In this
study we considered which jury-test method is more efficient and exact way to measure the preferences for
operating sound of car. Moreover we needed to research selection criteria of jury-test methods in accordance with
the properties of sound samples. We choose two sample sounds; door locks which generate simple impact sounds
and window lifts which are consisted of long and complex sound. For each sound sample we conducted two jury-
test methods respectively and discussed about the results
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Fig. 1 An operation sound of door lock

Eolge 1k viwe & ANEd B F
Agow PEe| mdvi ARA Ao Afol}
97 AR BF A% AR A s A
283} 0.3~5 % Fol WS Fgow PAHEt
D% A% FL FHFYOE 15dB AR
Apol 7}tk A Rl MR 2o 542 o]}
AARE ARAQ =9 Apol= AA ¥ow AT
=g Wrkeked Slof ofdwd 1] A4 2 &
ol &3t
53 IlOdB
)

2 \
=

O m\[\ A b

El [ Iaan AL SIACILTNS) 0 NFOW, iy WP k

> \
a9
E W

]

v o 1 2 3 4

Time [sec.]

Fig. 2 An operation sound of window lift
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Fig. 3 Test sheet used for jury test (rating methods)
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Table 1 Results of interview of jurors for door lock

Engineering Total number

Subjective expressions

expressions of mentions
Loudness ‘quiet’,
42
related ‘loud” ,etc.
Sharpness ‘too high’, ‘light like a 58
related sound of toys’, etc.
Roughness ‘luxurious soft’, c
related ‘scratching sound’, etc.
. ‘too fast’,
Time related 3

‘too slow’, etc.

Table 2 Results of interview of jurors for window lift

Engineering Total number

Subjective expressions

expressions of mentions
Loudness ‘quiet’,
49
related ‘loud’ ,etc.
Sharpness ‘too high’, ‘light like a 35
related sound of toys’, etc.
Roughness .
‘scratching sound’, etc 28
related
Time related |‘too fast’, ‘too long’, etc 6
Modulation .
‘changing sound’, 11
related
‘powerful’, ‘shut
Etc. 3

tightly’ ,’faintful’
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Fig. 4 Program used for jury test (PCM)
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Fig. 5 Comparison of the results from the two test
methods, for sounds of door lock
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Fig. 6 Comparison of the results from the two test
methods, for sounds of window lift
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Fig. 7 Comparison of the modified results from the two
test methods, for sounds of window lift
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