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On the comparison of Loudness, Noisiness, Annoyance of construction impulsive sounds
by Jury Evaluation Test
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Table 1. ANOVA result of impulsive sounds

Group Group of ANOVA
Level 1 2 3
40 ASEL L N, A -
50 ASEL L, N, A - -
60 ASEL L, N, A - -
70 ASEL L, N, A - -
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Table 2. ANOVA result of reference sounds

Group Group of ANOVA
Level 1 2 3
40 ASEL L, N, A -
50 ASEL L, N N, A -
60 ASEL L, N N, A -
70 ASEL L, N N, A -
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Table 3. Correlation result of impulsive sounds
Loudness Noisiness Annoyance
Loudness 1 927 (%) 873(x%)
Noisiness 927 (%) 1 913(xx)
Annoyance 873(%*) .913(xx) 1
# . p < 0.01
Table 4. Correlation result of reference sounds
Loudness Noisiness Annoyance
Loudness 1 .9300%) .890(xx*)
Noisiness .9300k*) 1 .938(xx*)
Annoyance | .890(x%) .938(xx) 1
# 1 p < 0.01
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Fig. 1. Comparison of mean rating for three attributes of
impulsive sound : (@) L vs N, (b) L vs A, (¢) N vs A.
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