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fral B 17ke] @ 7ke B 7oA wkS- ks =A
staL ol & 3 ¥ F-(input device)dll, ¥ = 4
H ARE A she

H
ok AKX A7 & X (central proc-
essmg unit: CPU)ll, H7} 235 52 SESAL
d 5o 7] A3k A-e E3 - (output device)ol
sthar @ 4= QIok(Fig. 1). 241 717194 53 34730l A
o] L, A9A B AR o Bl T4 AR
A Ao A 3 A(peak)Ht FA| T AFATE A|ZHA o
2 olafetal EAE F U= FHE W], 77} 7]

Fefl o3 AAE EAAES WA I M AAHS
742% A2 T Ak #ez T HFig. 2).

o] BAL AA 24 A2 A (sensory process)
Q124 8] A (cognitive process)OE FEE = 9l
th(1). A A7 32 -] 2450l 17ke] 3H7}
TEA e W, A7) AE ' vpo] AAS AX H=Z A

, WA FAA)Al(internal representation) =& A Z;
¥ l(percept)oi 23 3} encoding) ¥+ ¥4 o)tt. <l
A& A2 B N BGAAE ojH o2 ¥¥
Shal A g o= ARRE Foj3A] ddstal o] & AAR
J=3) 5} ] E]I:]- o2 A &S Hr|lel= Aste) L3
H, 774 A AL 2 > AT 3 e

rr&ﬁ-l

CENTRAL

CENTRAL
INPUT PROCESSING | - — — L OUTRUT
¥ g

Fig. 1. Sensory information processing as the analogy be-
tween human and analytical instrument.
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Fig. 2. Sensory stimuli-response process (1).
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DAL A 2ol AE S 93 AMESE AR AL
(triangle test), ¥-o|& AANduo-trio test) A3} HA]
PE zagg ASAr = 7 A8 A" 37 AR
Z U2 AAA, oYW £ 27 F IR ZE TR
F3h=E = Auk H ZAgG st A ks AleEE=
check-all-that-apply(CATA) ¥ A H& 252
AEstE AL 7)otk CATA W 71&9] Ak

HAMEA (quantitative descriptive analysis: QDA) T

A 2OAERRE AFE 2 EH) ZeAg ok
A} ;o] F7 £ A Aol AV AEE Y PHOEE), BANES 77 5 fiES AT
sha, o] AE7h F24 A4S AA VAR dgE F 3, 2 PAEdA ARURE FAHE BE 54 A2
ol A ool gk oM AMIA EAAAE APSE & BT CATAE A%e] 5AHQ Gl 4 7zt 54
A% TR AXH A2l BN o olHAE ol & Fulo] AW F glomw ge Bl o8 A2
3 dolz EAUA, 1elw o= A FEA BHF  Fo} WEgv} A tekd golu, ki SYEL W
F, 0% Bz A, AT AR A AR S @ &5 QA AT FAHBE NESRT v
o FAGE AL aA Bk WA 2bEst A ol UeRd goleks sbgel 71 2eka etk 7AF A 7
& HAE Bl A FAEA vt S ojw g Bt 2t Aol AlAae AE 1 AAEA ¥ds BTE
W3k (scale) & AHEEH Bkl nhe ok WE 002 mueke] Wl rkFig. ). mebd AEE e k7
o] "ol & 4h=d o= o, o ok A% 4 S5 AARel ol AdeE A A9 EA &2 Jow
Wge] gepi HEstsle B AR AT B3 75 AL
&3] Fursl= /W A& (open-ended question)®] Lt
ZZHAAOA AKEE|= O|0|Eje] &= o] Ak (word association task) 5& =3 A& 3}
HA e 9AES da, ol MAERRE R
=ENE] 52 29, @ NEFE ANl ol k9] WA
S HlolEle] FelE 4% FHE FRAKHTable o]} AIF 2R 7bg 0] AgEE HAL S8
D). ARACE A7 A AulE A= Aol ofshi BAE whold(text mining) A4 WHE AnE
ol ¥5 i HAabe) OF AHEEE A9 0T §E  AEe: A4 JWew 2891 vk
Z} & (nominal data)a} et 777 Al AR ] QL
?Eﬁlﬁm BARE T8t7] flste] S AR wf P =M X2
= 1, 94s 2_% FAISE Aol A W Apaet B 2w 9] Ao AREE AL = ARl A7t
%‘ T A o] A 13 22k U2 FAR AEEE AeE BT, = 1%, 25, 3% 22 55, B A B,
ol ohaL e ek 7 AR AR EHER, C, Do} 22 44 52 <9l Atf(ordinal data)= -2
ol59] Htak 55 ke AL gn|rt glon 7F 14 o =9 ARs sl Al dg B S BolFA
o] &3 HI=FE Alo] A HA S A NS gk gk ko] kAol dASAY vlE BATE EAEHA &
AR o on] Q= AdE e T 0“‘/} upto] s =tk 1, 2, 302 338H TFlA 12 3uth S AR,
A, BE delH(E)E 4 iR EARD Y 5 A 32 19| 3uj7}F ot} AL 71§ 54 =T
de] A715 sy S5k vl AR 2ol oy e el mef, 58 Fobste Aol Wt £ E A
3 7o AL 7 Jele] WS 3k (categorization) s} 3 9 A (ranking test)S A8 49 ¢ A=
Table 1. Types of data (2)
Classifications Examples Test statistics and measures

Male (1), female (2)

Non-parametric;

Qualitati Nominal Soccer (1), basketball (2), baseball (3) - mode, frequencies
ualitative
Ordinal Grades (A,B,C,D,F) Non-parametric;
Education levels (high school, undergraduate, graduate ---) Median, percentiles
. Parametric;
o Interval ¢, F Mean, standard deviation
Quantitative b e
Ratio Height (cm), weight (kg), length (m, mile) arametric;

Log mean, standard deviation
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o flowery [J salty <5, 3 0%+ €5, B, 939 Ea(NHLCDE 22

[J lemony [ coffee H]“%i }1‘401 oaﬂjé%]oﬂ E%?\E% Lq1 %E% "]’FA’]’HX] ‘?},

O buttery [J bitter A deFo] FAFE on|ete AL ofyth e H

Do @ e g 2o WEA 9 Aol, A% FoIA 0 cm, 0 ke

O romed O tan 5o A Aot Ao] §1eL elnl ey, oo} 2 o

. A ARES A87F AFEEE e 71 7Hks

flowery | salty | lemony | .. | sweet | burnt | spicy | vanilla T 25 S0 W (parametric statistics)& =83

Panel 1 |1 0o o ~ 11 o o 1 o A5, "olHE HEsts goez2s Hd S 731

Panel 2 | 0 o o ~ |t [t o 1 ARSI AR B4 A o RE t A, A
X(analysis of variance, ANOVA) S| gt}

Fig. 3. Check-all-that-apply questionnaire and data coding
(3).
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sample)7} A& ¥ ggo] F29H o2 g ARE A
g gEHY fFojdoz FX AF37] ¢ binomial

test, same-difference testo] AF&% = Chi-square
testt} McNemar test, =1 AAF 22E E4317] 918
Wilcoxon signed test, Kruskal-Wallis test, Friedman
rank sum test 5°] $ATh

st Atz

AH A5e A AR, S B FEY Folste
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Tk 2 Zpol7t o= HEdR = & 4 gk wEhA g
AFH ARE 387 st 7+2 FH Z(interval

scale) & H] & H LE(ratio scale)S AF&3tH, o5 3
EE o] &3y FHE ABE %A 2E(quantitative
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vk 53 H o] 02 AA| 00] obd o 9Jeje] 7]EHd
Wb v F oA o] 0L Al 0, SAHHEY K=
UelAth= oA 2po]& Belt) S3F H o] t 329l
ool AR 9} AN SE HEoA A 0EE Zo] o=

A G 7t A= gt HEE A H A H(rat-
ing test) & AAISt ¢ A=2E Fei) 7 g AL
i gle AL & A (categorical scale), A A E
(line scale)e]th(Fig. 4). &5 H=7} 94 dolH
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2 #oy/ZErhdislike/like extremely)’s 242} -4.32,

=E
T HES 73 F o]2 2 grow et Wekd
e vE, -4~49] 7 A E xF o §e] FAAE T
o § Fdgk(median)dl] #FshE A5 T8 o] A7t
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=
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100 o — Strul?gest
9-Point Hedonic Scale Imagmf;ble
- 90 Sensation of
9 Like Extremely Any Kind
8 Like Very Much 80
7 Like Moderately
6 Like Slightly 70
5 Neither Like nor Dislike 60
4 Dislike Slightly L Very S
3 Dislike Moderately 50 ery Strong
2 Dislike Very Much
1 Dislike Extremely 40
10 — Strong
20
— Moderate
10 |— Weak
0 = &= Barely Detectable
C No Sensation
Attribute A f }
weak strong

Fig. 4. Interval and ratio scales. A: a 9-point categorical
hedonic scale, B: generalized labeled magnitude scale, C:
line scale.



[+
0l

(o]

4.16, “%X]E 2R =

2 Hneither like nor dislike)” &
Ooll a2 dsatlrh. 2oy “FA % A% gt
o Al “ofzt é%ﬁl'/%‘il'(dlshke/hke slightly)”7}A1 €] A &)
= “u)$- Avl/ZEHdislike/like very much)”oll A “F%
2 Hdoy/ZHdislike/like extremely)”7FA] 2] A2 9] <k
1/3 Bl A= vehd, A4 31 AleA Agrr 22
kA o] o eb= Aol wre A rk4). weka A shatE
P H=E ARgE TElx HelE 7t S3F AR} of
o9 ARE FaEoloF st FA R AR

A B ol o MR $A e kA
o]—7]

st 2L AR A ShA o A

%—Zl AR ®E A, t-testth ANOVAR A&

Feu 2 A3 43S H]ﬂx% 2 A e g
o)

-8-8haL ojt}.

NoHEff 2 b rlo
o

5+ 37] F#4(magnitude estimation, ME)
of oJ& AtEH ). o] e T wgEs Xé‘j’okﬂo
Aale] A= (stimul) ¥} ¥ 7] #A
A st7] flste] AHEH A 27]
%% 28+ Stevens?] power laws
Pz vf AohFig. 5). W] B7E 7L7q§ =
=7 }'o— s o BA =7 A9, A= A ET)
WS gro] Z7hEe Ao} A ZolA )
71"": A2l o8 FHEM, ojuje] |
Fa, A7) A59) ASE A5 A=
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14Xt} AH(Fig. 5). MEX= Z:,Lﬂﬁrﬂoﬂiﬂ
744 AZrel Al v st vl ® &85 a9l
(cross—modality matching). d& &
g &g Ak dig vE=2 e "F %l%tﬂ
sty vrolul WAl & B84 9 E
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brightness

electric
shock

Log psychological
magnitude

electric shock

Psychological magnitude

length

Stimulus magnitude Log stimulus magnitude

S =k
S = sensation intensity, /= stimulus
intensity, 7= power exponent,
k = constant

log §= nlog/+ logk= rlog/+ K

Fig. 5. Psychological functions for three perceptual con-
tinua following Steven’s power law. A: functions expressed
in a linear scale, B: functions expressed in a log scale.
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A= A7 A7 ceiling effect: 712+ ZE7t 2% E3], oA A Az HAo)M A7e 77t B Hw
o Hax oo A H e FHEA} Folxl A 41 24, & sensory input?he B718HE d) X4 ¢kar
g-geto] Hrtslof ste® FHagl o] HaEE = A7 ARE AEehe o 79 34, Abde] 34| A9
S He= A E I e Aol dvkal FEE o ojuf A1 T& A=A o2 &-83rH(top-down proc-
(6,10). L2} AA = MEL} LMS7} vl & X}EE s essing)(12,13). dl& 5°1, 0.56% 4w s%& 7H 59
Al e = At rell e =7ho] dnh Aol ek 3 Aok s B u Pa A Hole Jrkd e A
= e A, 284 X};Cﬂ o U]—J’}’ F7)9F 2 A Hole @7k e] FHE thE ¢ Ut o= 7 ke
stetd 255 AL, o) & vlE ARE FFstete o] o] xote] thaf Aol FAE A Wl 7vE
A2 QIZE Al Qhof A 2 2§l o] of . 53], 2ufjt ol Agtel Axg wddty] wio|th. S Law-
1/2ve} 22 W E 3 &0 ol A5 ©uko] mod- less(14)9] Aol W2 0.25% A7 $E55 71 =9
ulus v A5 g2 A 89 duke] 1.88 2 AHEE AT A0S 0.12~0.25% WA &Ae 55 7K = AlRE
W, o= A 85 @kl AEr 1.8u9S AAR 3} 2ol H7FS W, 0.25~0.5% WYY 29 TEE
AA B S A7 oW whes] 2 Huhe ozt 7H = AlREd o] Hrlekls WEY ATt 194
279 Mo g 4kEg Y72 oldd diste] A¥EE o2 1 FolHuh Lawless(14)+= o9t 22 Axts Hr)
3 3 AT A obH o] Fo] A X e AHoltt o] AlgH A=) Aok wlelek= “He(context)” & L
(5). 8l context effectoll 93 Aoz A5} T).
EFH A= AAREE e o ek are ke
HE A2 Al I Al Ak oal AF oy o] FHol TS Fo
e S5 2 AxRH(bias)E FHEsE 98 T/
Ak A ¢} sHAl A 72 EAS SA e AlFEr] 9 response bias7} &A% = ITh(15,16). 15 3F<l
A 53 HE BE HE H{EE £39] AR o] centering biast™ H7I4E0°] A HE AR F AL
S AR HE HEE B 92 44 A=rr 2 A E 7 AEE A= 7kl fAAA7I= A do|th
AzRY o B ARE 7R3 Q7] "oy}, xlo] A (17). Centering biast 53] A3 & =(ust-about-right
H AR} &9 AANE AASHE AR 7o) Abo] scale)& AHESh= A EAIZE 2 e, B Eol
o'l A|57} dute] ¥ A E & 4 o 11 fol e AA Ajer 4w Heleke Tt ANE AR AE
AE7t depikg 1A= & 4 gloh v A= E AbEe) T T AEE VR A EVE H = Tk, S AEE
of SAEH Wb AAE 2 Holal, T TE AR AL 7Y n B@riste AEgs Holr] witolt)
B3] dulg o AR E o 5 Q) sk AR Ao R Dumping effecti= <3| 2AS}= response biase] %
zpo] A L9 EEE§°] AR RS ApolE A thE dojth Al8E H7HE u ko] A% 3 5
st d 3o BtEolA gyEo] Qlong, oy AR ol AEAloll 71AE]o] QAA o i 5 g
o] ztol & Fhotstr] AsfiA= of ey Wl xfo] A AL s O SAS Brkeke el “F 2 (dump)”sHI
£ Fdstofof gt} wheba FARS] HA o]} o Rlzo = -‘17} A7t A9 A 0.2 FIVelA H= BES o)
gk a1y Bk Blgolu AIRE & A4 EAEES A St} AAE G ENA AY )¢} @uks Hrksh=
o w agste] HEE AES HAME FHske A9t ol e AEAE AlTata duks HrkeA akls
LIk a=s o 9ok ETS ¥3e AEAE AFEAS o
EEY A8E B35l 28 da 1 A%E SulR Gt Ee] A4 ) digk SHS 9y s FH-5
| ste] onl 9= AES A7) e F ol st o =a Tuke] W7t Hprt wolAE Aol #EH AT
ols|7} Fasitt. Axi= Q1zke] AAE = B A (18).
shupe]l A&d ol A F7gkthE o] &4 R ¥ (unitary AL G A BT ojug A E T AR
Dsychophysmal continuum)®ll 27 ske] 7R A} A dair = L3 A A (absolute value)& =3}
A= 9 g AdE, 3 AR, 59 5 A= A = A 71l i) F’—‘ﬂﬂoﬂ Soh daigks 588
Ay st 7 AS =7 A sk woiv W ATk HA Y} A 7 5 e VSR WHEtE
A, BE, A GA] e A=) A 1A E 77 FA el F4 weled &8s, ZF Al 1k 7 <l
e {PQ] HAE 78 Ay 74 2ol sy nt 2] zfolE zAbeh= d &3k A AHE-E 4 T 1Y
RNOH(11), o]t o] 2t 54 AFe] o] &4 v Agigs SA] AsiA e A9 A $4ol
Bl E ATetal vt v meta) fElate] v o Ik = 9lojof AR
2} Fig. 2¢9F 2o 77 545 AlFstr] flaiA = ol Wes sk A 37 Q1A 7] H(sensory
wA Al g 1A H Ay HAE A Aok g o] perception mechanism)o| 4= 7FssA] &tk dHgk

w7t A2 e o] adle] ofs) JFS W & Ak L AL TR A=Y BARA o}, o=
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text effect®} biasE 4 3}3l= o] Akl hs)] vl
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& Wart ok EF, A%E AN Gl = hE $7o]
b A8 24904 598 ARE AT dol = A 5
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