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ABSTRAK 

 
Tujuan kajian ini adalah untuk mengenal pasti dan menilai ciri-ciri reka bentuk 

produk yang berkaitan dengan nilai-nilai afektif / emosi (perasaan kualiti) 

berdasarkan perspektif Kansei Kejuruteraan. Kajian ini juga melihat dan 

menganalisa keperluan  reka bentuk ke arah  membentuk asas kepada sesebuah 

produk (reka bentuk cermin mata) berdasarkan pandangan 1000 responden (pelajar 

di  negeri Melaka). Di sini, manipulasi data menggunakan kaedah logik kabur untuk 

menganalisis keutamaan yang diperluan terhadap ciri-ciri reka bentuk produk 

berdasarkan keputusan membuat pendekatan menggunakan Proses Hierarki Analisis 

(AHP). Perisian yang diperlukan untuk membuat keputusan yang dijalankan 

terhadap keutamaan reka bentuk Expert Choice, manakala untuk memanipulasi data 

ke dalam Logik Kabur adalah perisian MATLAB. Statistik pengiraan dan 

pendekatan yang diperlukan untuk menentukan korelasi antara bentuk produk dan 

ciri-ciri produk dengan menggunakan SPSS V16 perisian. Berdasarkan pilihan  

setiap bahagian telah digabungkan ke dalam 3 reka bentuk untuk kajian ujian semu;, 

di mana reka bentuk 1 (rim penuh, kanta segi empat tepat, lengan tebal) adalah yang 

paling digemari oleh responden. Kebanyakan responden dinyatakan reka bentuk ini 

sebagai "Rapuh-Teguh", manakala reka bentuk tidak. Reka bentuk 2 dan 3 lebih 

dirasai sebagai "Tidak Selesa-Selesa". Ujian pos dijalankan, kajian ini mendapati 

bahawa yang paling disukai ialah  reka bentuk 3 berdasarkan kualiti emosi telah 

dinyatakan sebagai "Tidak Selesa-Selesa". Kebanyakan perkataan Kansei 

berdasarkan reka bentuk bersepadu berbanding reka bentuk bahagian-bahagian 

adalah sedikit berbeza kerana apabila mereka bersepadu atau digabungkan, ia akan 

menyebabkan keutamaan kepada reka bentuk produk yang mudah dikenal pasti 

mengenai apa perbezaan atau persamaan mereka. Sebabnya ialah kerana emosi 

manusia yang semulajadi cendurung kepada persamaan dan / atau kelainan reka 

bentuk. 
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ABSTRACT 

 

 
The purpose of this study is to identify and evaluate the characteristics of product 

design related to affective/ emotional values (quality feelings) based on Kansei 

Engineering perspective. This study reviews and analyze the design requirements 

towards the product shape basis of the product (spectacles design), through the 

survey conducted towards 1000 higher education students as the respondents in 

Melaka. The analysis conducted in this study was using the Analytical Hierarchy 

Process (AHP) and manipulation data based on Fuzzy Logic method; in order to find 

the priorities required to the characteristics of product design. The software used for 

the decision making carried out in this study was Expert Choice, while to manipulate 

the data into Fuzzy Logic was MatLab software. The analysis carried out through 

statistical calculation was using SPSS v16 in order to determine the correlation 

among the product shapes and the characteristics of product based on Kansei words. 

This study found that the most preferred of Rim design was Type-1 and 6, where the 

overall of Kansei word preference was “Beautiful-Attractive”. While to the Lens 

shape (that is Type-1) and Arm type (that are Type-1 and 3), the overall Kansei 

words preferences were “Lame-Cool”. Here, the spectacle construction of integrated 

designs based on such preferences of each parts were combined into 3 designs for 

Post Test survey, where the Design no. 1 (full rim, rectangular lens, thick arm) is the 

most preferred by the respondents. Most of the respondents articulated this design as 

“Fragile-Robust”, while Design no. 2 and Design no 3 as “Lame-Cool” respectively. 

Through the resurvey by post test carried out, this study found that the most 

preferences of 3 integrated design based on the emotional quality were articulated as 

“Lame-Cool”. This most preference of Kansei words based on the integrated designs 

versus the parts design is slightly different due to when they were integrated or 

combined, the most preferences result to the design product is easily identified on 

what their differences or similarities. This is due to the humans emotional are 

naturally triggered on what the most of similarity and/or incongruity appearances of 

design. In this study, “Lame-Cool” word is the articulation of the lens and arm 

design. 
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