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The Subjective Response of Pink noise and White noise
Using Semantic Differential Method
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Fig. 1. Time-history of White(a) & Pink(b) noise
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Fig. 2. Frequency distribution of source :
(a) Liner-log scale (b) 1-octave band scale
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Fig. 3. Semantic Differential Scale (7 point)
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Fig. 4. 1st-Test result classified by sources :
(a) Average rating, (b) %HA
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Fig. 5. 2nd-Test result classified by sources :
(a) Average rating, (b) %HA
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Fig. 6. Synthesis result classified by sources :
(a) Average rating, (b) %HA
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