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(Brief report)

Visual Beauty of Hangul Letters examined by Similarity Rating Task

Park, ChangHo
Department of Psychology, Chonbuk National University

To investigate whether popular recognition of Hangul's typeface beauty is based on visual judgment or not, 27 college
students were asked to rate and compare 8 letter sets with one another. Those letter sets include Hangul, Chinese character,
katakana, Roman alphabet, Greek alphabet, Cyrillic alphabet, Devanagari, and Arabic alphabet. In the first session, frequency
of experience with each letter set, visual beauty, and preference of it when decorating their belongings were rated in
self-reporting style. In the second session participants rated similarity of every combinatorial pair derived from 8 letter sets.
Analysis of ordinal data showed that Hangul was rated highly in visual beauty and preference, but judged to be similar to
katakana and Chinese character which were rated less beautiful and less preferable. In the 2-dimensional plane derived by
ALSCAL, Hangul was away from the other 7 letter sets but was relatively close to katakana and Chinese character. The
result indicates that recognition of Hangul's beauty is based not on visual judgment, but on positive attitude toward the

native letter set by Koreans.

Key words : Hangul, beauty, preference, similarity, ALSCAL
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Table 1. Average ratings of frequency of experience (Freq.), visual beauty (V.B.), and preference
(Pref.) of 8 letter sets, their similarity to Hangul (left 4 data columns), correlations among Freq.,
V.B., and Pref. (right 3 data columns) (N = 27)

N e VB ot similarity VB. VB. Pref.
to Hangul Pref. Freq. Freq.
Hangul 8037 () 6778 (1) 5852 (1) - 3537 373" 176
Chinese 3963 3) 4111 (8) 3481 (6)  3.019 () 5874 578 320
katakana 3.926 (4) 4333 5.5 31118 3759 (1) 495% 303 3771
Roman 7630 ) 5333 (2 5500 ) 2630 (3) 273 495%+ 406%
Greek 3889 (5) 5185 (3) 5444 (3) 2333 (4) -082 168 381%
Cyrillic 2852 (6) 4444 (4) 4111 (4 2296 (5) 370" 187 059
Devanagari 1593 (7) 4333 5.5)  3.667 5) 1944 (7) 7497 133 166
Arabic 1296 ® 4185 (7)) 3333 () 2.000 (6) 3667 -.035 123

Note. Rating ranges: 1 ~ 9 with frequency of experience, visual beauty, and simiarity, and 1 ~ 8 with preference. Higher

poiats indicate higher evaluation. Numbers in parentheses mean rankings of each letter set. For correlations, Tos < p<.1*

p < .05 ¥ p < .01,
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Figure 1. Result of multi-dimensional scaling with 8 letter sets. Horizontal axis
is associated with curvedness of letters, vertical axis with their complexity
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