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Abstract: Urban forest parks improve the environment by reducing noise, which can promote the
development of physical and mental health. This study aimed to investigate the soundscape preferences
of visitors in different spaces. It also provides practical suggestions for the study of urban green-space
soundscapes. This study took the example of Moon Island Forest Park in Lu’an City, based on the
questionnaire field survey that acquired public soundscape perception data. SPSS 26.0 was used to
analyze five different spatial soundscape perception preferences in Moon Island Forest Park, starting
from the subjective evaluation of users’ soundscape perception, based on user preference for different
spatial sound source types. A one-way analysis of variance (ANOVA) was used and a separate
analysis of soundscape preferences in each space was undertaken; the mean (SD) was also used to
reveal the respondents’ preference for each sound-source perceptual soundscape. The study found
that the five dimensions of different spaces were significantly correlated with sound perception
preferences. First, the same sound source had different perceptual characteristics and differences in
different functional areas. Second, different spatial features were influenced differently by typical
sound sources. Third, in each functional area, water sound was the main sound source of positive
impact and mechanical sound was the main source of negative impact. Mechanical sound had the
greatest negative impact on the overall area. Overall, natural sound provided the most popular
significant contribution to the soundscape preference; second was the human voice, and mechanical
sound produced a negative effect. The results of these studies were analyzed from the perspective of
soundscape characteristics in different spaces, providing a more quantitative basis for urban forest
park soundscape design.

Keywords: urban forest park; sound source environment; sound source perception; spatial variation;
one-way ANOVA

1. Introduction

Recurrent outbreaks of COVID-19 have negatively affected public mental health and
physical health, increasing demand for parks and outdoor green spaces [1]. Research has
shown that urban forest parks are developed on the basis of forest resources, positive ecologi-
cal value and social benefits [2,3], being effective in protecting biodiversity [4–7], improving
urban noise [8,9], providing public stress relief [1,10–13], and enhancing resistance [14–17].
Therefore, urban forest parks are built in large numbers in the context of ecological civi-
lization and sustainable development. However, it is worth noting that the environmental
enhancement of parks has been explored from the perspective of the visual landscape to per-
ceptual experience [18–21]. Soundscape becomes an important part of the senses and is an
important resource, second only to the visual landscape. It is gradually gaining importance
in the sustainable development of urban forest parks [22,23]. Therefore, understanding
sound in the park environment is directly related to the quality of life of residents.
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In the case of urban forest parks, visitors embrace nature when they have personal knowl-
edge and understanding of the environment. In fact, soundscape perception is influenced
by the individual, location, and environmental characteristics [24,25], and there is large vari-
ation among individuals [26]. In different landscape environments, soundscape experience
is also different. Scholars have conducted various studies on different spatial environments
such as urban forests, green spaces and communities. The main concerns are soundscape
change [27–31], quality evaluation [32–36], spatial dependence [37], and restoration studies [38].
In terms of soundscape preference, scholars have studied sound source preference [39], sound
source type [40], perceptual experience [41], and demographic–sociological [42] differences. In
terms of the methodology of soundscape research, researchers use decision support systems,
such as studying the effect of bird song on relieving visitors’ psychological stress [43]. In order
to study more reliable methods for building perceptual birdsong models (PBM) [44] and
soundscape recordings [45], researchers have analyzed and explored the influencing factors
of soundscape change. Scholars have achieved fruitful results in protecting green-space
biodiversity, improving public recreational benefits and reducing noise, which has some
reference value. Soundscape research represents a shift in research in the field of sound
assessment on the basis of the traditional perception of sound, extending the existing
physical measurements [46]. Although several studies have been conducted to assess the
soundscape of national parks [47,48], most of the existing literature focuses on soundscape
variations in different spaces rather than soundscape preferences. Few studies have com-
pared the soundscape preferences of different spaces in a region, and they are, therefore,
less significant in guiding the different spaces of the whole park.

Therefore, this study took the Moon Island Forest Park in Lu’an City as the research
object. This study was based on user preferences for different spatial sound source types,
subjective evaluation from sound source perception characteristics, and soundscape per-
ception. We explored the differences in soundscape perception preferences in different
functional areas of urban forest parks, based on the three typical sound sources: natural
sound, human recreational sound, and mechanical sound, and the impact on overall sound
source perception preference was used to provide specific methodological guidance for the
environmental enhancement of the urban forest park soundscape.

2. Methods
2.1. Overview of the Study Area

The study area was located in Moon Island Forest Park, Lu’an City, Anhui Province.
Moon Island is located in the west of Lu’an City and it is moon-shaped due to the natural
impact of the river, hence the name “Moon Island”. Moon Island covers an area of ap-
proximately 150 hm2, with a water surface area of approximately 215 hm2. Approximately
four-fifths of the island’s land is used by Wanxi College. The southern part is the Moon
Island resettlement area. The current residential population is approximately 5290 people.
The total length of the greenway around the island is approximately 5 km. The green corridor
is dominated by large trees with a high shade coverage and combines flowering trees and
shrubs. The use of multi-level plants constitutes a characteristic urban greenway in Lu’an.
Moon Island Forest Park plays an important role in improving the ecological environment,
providing public recreation services and displaying the ecological image of the city, whilst
meeting the demand for green space. The park receives a lot of traffic with visitors of all
ages, including children, teenagers, the middle-aged, and the elderly. This facilitated the
acquisition of large amounts of basic experimental data. In addition, the site is warm in
winter and cool in summer, with all four seasons being much like spring. The plant configu-
ration and water features are very rich. Moon Island Forest Park is a comprehensive urban
forest park integrating ecological protection, recreational green space, education, and study.
The soundscape environment is well suited to the needs of this paper; therefore, Lu’an
Moon Island Forest Park was selected as the study area. Research exploration included
the geographical location, general layout, composition of the sound environment and its
spatial distribution, and other conditions, as shown in Figure 1.
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Figure 1. Functional zoning and sampling point distribution of the study area site.

To improve the relevance of the study results and take into account the heterogeneity
of the park’s internal environment, we selected specific sample sites rather than the entire
park for landscape evaluation. Reasonable sample sites with a rich variety of sound ele-
ments and visual landscape types were included, thus, achieving the best results. Through
field surveys, 20 urban park environments were selected. When setting sample points, we
considered the functional division of the park and the distribution of the main attractions.
The main tour route of Moon Island Forest Park was selected as the main route. This study
invited two experts in landscape design research to rate videos of 15 urban park environ-
ments. The top 5 were selected as the study sample, covering the main specialty parks
and major attractions within the park, which are highly representative of the urban park
environment features, as shown in Table 1.
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Table 1. Moon Island Forest Park sound source environment.

Digital Coding Sampling Points Environmental Characteristics

(E) Moon Island Forest Park
sound source environment

E1 Roadside shade area Close to the roadside, rich vegetation and shade
E2 Lawn vegetation area Dense woods, high and low level of plant landscape
E3 Hard pavement area Hard pavement, road intersection
E4 Water recreation area Rich water source, near water table
E5 Landscaped area along the lake Walkway along the lake, waterfront recreation

2.2. Questionnaire

Before the questionnaire was implemented, the landscape type of Moon Island Forest
Park was evaluated through field surveys. The park includes natural landscape elements
(creeks, lakes, lawns, boulevards, bushes) and artificial landscape elements (sculptures,
bridges, children’s play facilities, adult fitness facilities, and trash drop-off points). It can
be inferred that the park contains a rich soundscape [49–51]. Referring to previous studies
by scholars, it was found that the sound type is a determining factor in the sustainability of
urban forest parks [52]. The definition of sound sources by Kraus [53,54] was used as the
basis for the classification of soundscape types in this study’s questionnaire. In addition,
combined with the ISO [55] definition of a soundscape and the actual situation of the Moon
Island Forest Park in Lu’an, a total of 8 secondary indicators were selected to measure the
type of sound source people perceive. The sound source categories were based on the
results of the pilot study, and natural sound, anthropogenic sound, mechanical sound, and
traffic sound were selected as the primary indicators to investigate soundscape preferences
in different regions [49], as shown in Table 2.

Table 2. Elements of soundscape composition in Moon Island Forest Park.

Digital Coding Sound Source Type Name of Sound Source Indicator Reference

(Q) Moon Island Park
sound source

Qa Natural sound

Qa1 Bird song Buxton et al. [50]
Qa2 Insect sound Ma et al. [51]
Qa3 Wind sound Hong et al. [52]
Q4 Water sound Jeon et al. [53]

Qb Human recreational sound
Qb1 Children’s entertainment sound Ma et al. [51]
Qb2 Leisurely conversation sounds Jeon et al. [53]

Qc Mechanical sound
Qc1 Traffic sounds Ma et al. [51]

Qc2 Mechanical sound Shao et al. [54]

The questionnaire consisted of two parts: collecting background information from visi-
tors and assessing the perception of the park landscape (the main part of the questionnaire).
The objective of the first part of the questionnaire was to obtain data on simple demographic
characteristics of the respondents, such as gender; age (under 18, 19–30, 31–40, 41–50 and
51+); education (junior high school and below, high school, specialist, undergraduate and
postgraduate); monthly income status (under 2000, 2001–4000, 4001–8000, 8001–12,000,
more than 1200); and the distance between the respondents residence and the park (inner
ring, inner ring–middle ring, outer ring–bypass highway, bypass highway–edge of the
city, outside of the city). As shown in Table 3, the second part of the questionnaire was an
assessment of visitors’ preference for different spatial landscapes.

The questions in the questionnaire included ”In the current environment, how loud is
the sound that you hear” on a scale of 1–9 (1 = not at all, 9 = extremely loud). It is important to
note that the respondents answered the questions after hearing and seeing cues; they could
see the scene and hear the sound in question, evaluating the sound source preferences
in each region in a 3D space. The study was conducted through a field study, using the
soundscape perception assessment questionnaire, as shown in Table 4.
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Table 3. Demographics of the interviewees.

Attribute Classification

Gender Men: 46%; women: 54%

Age Under 18 years old: 15%; 19–30 years old: 40%; 31–40 years old: 22%;
41–50 years old: 10%; 51 years old and above: 13%

Educational background Junior high school and below: 21%; high school: 15%; specialist: 10%;
undergraduate: 31%; postgraduate: 23%

Monthly income status 2000 or less: 15%; 2001–4000: 26%; 4001–8000: 38%; 8001–12,000: 13%;
more than 12,000: 8%

Distance between residence and the park Inner ring: 46%; inner ring–middle ring: 25%; outer ring–bypass highway:
8%; bypass highway–edge of the city: 14%; outside of the city: 7%

Table 4. Questionnaire setting for the degree of preference in terms of the soundscape in Moon Island
Forest Park.

Problem Sound Source Subfactor Indicator Description

Q1: What is your preference for
hearing the following sounds

from the shaded area on the side
of the road?

Natural sounds

Bird sounds
The roadside shade areas have
relatively dense and coherent

vegetation, and visitors choose
this area, to some extent, during
their walks, and these activities

influence the extent to which
visitors prefer the landscape and

soundscape.

Insect sounds

Wind

Human recreational sounds
Children playing

Recreational sounds

Mechanical sounds
Traffic sounds

Construction sounds

Q2: What is your preference for
hearing the following sounds

from the lawn vegetation area?

Natural sounds

Bird sounds
The lawn vegetation area lists the
common types of plants found in

the park and explores visitors’
preference for soundscapes in

terms of visual landscape
stimulation.

Insect sounds

Water sounds

Wind

Human recreational sounds Recreational sounds

Q3: What is your preference for
hearing the following sounds

from the landscaped area along
the lake?

Natural sounds

Bird sounds

Studies have proven that water
sound can be used in city open
areas to mask street noise, and
that the degree of natural and

mechanical sound can be
attenuated in this area.

Insect sounds

Water sounds

Wind

Human recreational sounds Recreational sounds

Mechanical sounds Construction sounds

Q4: What is your preference for
hearing the following sounds

from the water recreation area?

Natural sounds

Bird sounds The water recreation area lists the
common nature sounds of the

park, and by looking at
thecharacteristics of the water

recreation area one can
understand the level of preference
of children and elderly people for

this area.

Insect sounds

Water sounds

Wind

Human recreational sounds
Children playing

Recreational sounds

Q5: What is your preference for
hearing the following sounds
from the hard-surfaced areas?

Natural sounds

Bird sounds

Focusing on the most dominant
traffic roads present in urban

parks we can use the soundscape
preferences at road junctions to

study the extent to which visitors
prefer the main landscape and

soundscape types.

Insect sounds

Water sounds

Wind

Human recreational sounds
Children playing

Recreational sounds

Mechanical sounds
Traffic sounds

Construction sounds
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2.3. Survey Location

In this study, we used a questionnaire survey combined with interviews. Previously,
based on the relevant literature and interviews with landscape experts, preliminary question-
naires were developed, and these unified the research program. As respondents’ memories of
urban forest parks differed, we used a combination of site pictures and sound sources to assist
the respondents in completing the questionnaire, in order to better obtain information re-
garding their soundscape preferences. As mentioned before, through an evaluation survey
of urban forest park users, we gained an understanding of the methods for evaluating and
capturing people’s perceived preferences for park acoustic landscapes.

In the pre-interview at Moon Island Forest Park, we learned that the park is open all
day. The research was conducted during the summer vacation. During this time, the peak
periods occur in the early morning at 5:00–8:00 and in the evening at 18:00–21:00. Therefore,
the survey started at 5:00 a.m. every day, and the afternoon survey started at 18:00. In order
to obtain a more comprehensive grasp of the changing patterns of the soundscape of Moon
Island Forest Park, panelists conducted on-site user evaluation studies. The investigators
were all graduate students with research experience. Based on the principle of efficiency
and comprehensiveness, the questionnaire was as simple and clear as possible, improving
the utility and accuracy of questionnaire data.

Online questionnaire distribution was via the “Questionnaire.com” platform. The
questionnaires were issued on 1 August 2022 and collected on 15 August, with 15 days
between issue and recovery. A total of 300 questionnaires were distributed in this survey,
and 291 questionnaires were returned, with a questionnaire recall rate of 97%. After
eliminating questionnaires with incomplete and apparently random responses (e.g., missing
responses representing more than 30% of the answers, or contradicting each other, etc.), 287
valid questionnaires were collected in total. The effective response rate of the questionnaire
was approximately 95.66%. It is important to note that many interviewees were reluctant to
be interviewed for personal reasons. However, most park users agreed to the use of online
questionnaires, including recording the basic demographic information of the interviewees.

2.4. Reliability and Validity

Reliability refers to the consistency and steadiness of the results. Cronbach’s alpha is a
reliability measure performed in SPSS to measure the internal consistency or reliability of
an instrument or questionnaire. It is most commonly used for questionnaires developed
using multiple Likert scales to determine whether the scale is reliable. Cronbach’s alpha
reliability coefficients are calculated because the results of more accurately reflect the actual
reliability. In order to be certain of the reliability of the questionnaire, this paper made use
of SPSS 25.0 for the Cronbach’s alpha reliability analysis. Cronbach’s alpha coefficient was
0.975, and the reliability coefficient was tiered from 0 to 1; the nearer to 1, the greater the
reliability. This suggests that the reliability of the questionnaire was very good, and as a
consequence, it can also be concluded that the reliability of the questionnaire meets the
requirements of the survey; therefore, the results can be analyzed.

Prior to conducting the exploratory analysis, the validity of the information was
analyzed. The validity evaluation of this questionnaire was carried out using the SPSS 26.0,
an exploratory component evaluation for structural validity. Based on the following effects
of the exploratory analysis, the validity evaluation was executed with the aid of Bartlett’s
test of sphericity and the KMO analysis. The results show that the KMO was 0.946, which
means that the amassed statistics can be analyzed by way of an aspect analysis, and the
coefficient of KMO was between zero and 1. The nearer the coefficient is to 1, the higher
the validity of the questionnaire. Furthermore, Bartlett’s test of sphericity confirmed that
the p-value was 0.000***, which confirmed significance, rejecting speculation that there
was correlation between the variables. Consequently, the evaluation was legitimate to the
extent that it was considered suitable.
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2.5. Statistics

In this study, a total of 291 questionnaires were used for data analysis. This was per-
formed using SPSS v26.0 software. Based on the results of the questionnaire, the potential
relationship between eight indicators of urban forest park soundscape and the respondents’
degree of soundscape preference was explored. The analysis of variance (ANOVA) method
was used at the inference level to provide an effective analysis of different spatial sound-
scape preferences, using the mean value analysis, to identify the influence of key sound
source perception factors on perceived preferences in urban forest parks.

3. Results
3.1. Soundscape Preference Characteristics of Different Forest Spaces

(1) Degree of soundscape preference in hard paved areas

From the one-way ANOVA, visitors to the hard paved area rated the soundscape higher
at the 95% confidence interval, with a mean preference score of 5.95 (Table 5). Among the three
different sound sources, natural sound had the highest mean score of 7.08, followed by
human recreational sound and mechanical sound at 6.04 and 5.18, respectively, with visitors
preferring natural sound, and mechanical sound being the least popular among the public.
In terms of the standard deviation, natural sound (1.85) < human recreational sound (2.35)
< mechanical sound (2.85); the smaller the value, the more stable the score. A one-way
ANOVA on the soundscape information regarding traffic to the challenging paved location
yielded a statistical cost of F of 26.006, and there were extensive variations in vacationer
preferences for the three sound sources (p < 0.000). Multiple contrast assessments via the
use of Tamhenian T2 confirmed that, overall, there was a substantial distinction between
natural, human recreational, and mechanical sounds (p = 0.000). There was a significant
difference between natural sound and human recreational sound, and natural sound was
considered to be significantly better than human recreational sound, with a mean difference
of 0.50; there was a significant difference between natural sound and mechanical sound, and
natural sound was considered to be significantly better than mechanical sound, with a mean
difference of 1.41. Furthermore, there was a significant difference between recreational
sound and mechanical sound, and recreational sound was considered to be significantly
better than mechanical sound, with a mean difference of 0.91. There were significant
differences between the three sound types, with natural sound > human recreational sound
> mechanical sound.

Table 5. One-way ANOVA for hard paved areas.

N Mean ± SD p

Natural sound 287 7.08 ± 1.69 <0.001
Human recreational sound 287 6.04 ± 2.32

Mechanical sound 287 5.18 ± 2.79
Natural sound vs. human recreational sound <0.001

Natural sound vs. mechanical sound <0.001
Human recreational sound vs. mechanical sound <0.1

(2) Soundscape preference characteristics in shaded roadside areas

From the one-way ANOVA, the mean preference score for the shaded area at the
roadside (Table 6) was 5.90. The highest mean score of 6.80 was obtained for natural sound,
followed by 5.94 and 4.98 for recreational sound and mechanical sound, respectively, which
showed that tourists preferred natural sound, and mechanical sound was the least popular
among the public. In terms of the standard deviation, natural sounds (1.80) < recreational
sounds (2.29) < mechanical sounds (2.62); the smaller the value, the more stable the score.
A one-way ANOVA yielded an F value of 46.346, and there were significant differences
in visitors’ preferences for the three different sound sources (p < 0.000). Tamhenian T2
validated that, overall, there was a widespread difference between natural, recreational
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and mechanical sounds (p = 0.000). There was a full-size distinction between natural sound
and recreational sound, and natural sound was considerably higher than recreational
sound, with a difference of 0.86. There was a large distinction between natural sound and
mechanical sound, and natural sound was drastically higher than mechanical sound, with a
difference of 1.82. Furthermore, there was a sizable distinction between recreational sound
and mechanical sound, and recreational sound was appreciably higher than mechanical
sound, with a difference of 0.96.

Table 6. One-way ANOVA for roadside shaded areas.

N Mean ± SD p

Natural sound 287 6.80 ± 1.80 <0.001
Human recreational sound 287 5.94 ± 2.28

Mechanical sound 287 4.98 ± 2.61
Natural sound vs. human recreational sound <0.001

Natural sound vs. mechanical sound <0.001
Human recreational sound vs. mechanical sound <0.001

(3) Soundscape preference characteristics of the turf vegetation zone

The lawn vegetation zone was different from the other three zones in that no mechani-
cal sounds were present during the research (Table 7), so only natural sounds and human
recreational sounds were compared. From the one-way ANOVA, the hard paved area had
a higher perception of the soundscape of the lawn vegetation area with a 95% confidence
interval, and there was a significantly large difference in the soundscape between the two
types of sound, p = 0.000, <0.05. Further results of the multiple comparisons showed that
the mean preference score was 6.47, and among the two different sound sources, natural
sound had the highest mean score of 6.90, which was significantly more popular than
human recreational sound at 6.04.

Table 7. One-way ANOVA for the turf vegetation zone.

N Mean ± SD p

Natural sound 287 6.90 ± 1.74 <0.001
Human recreational sound 287 6.04 ± 2.38

Natural sound vs. human recreational sound <0.001

In terms of the size of the standard deviation, natural sounds were more popular with
the public. In terms of standard deviation, natural sound (1.74) was smaller than human
recreational sound (2.38); the smaller the value, the more stable the score. The distinction
between the ratings of natural sounds (6.90) and human recreational sounds (6.04) reached
the level of significance, p = 0.000, <0.05, and overall, there was a tremendous distinction
between natural sound and human recreational sound; natural sound was appreciably
higher than human recreational sound, with a distinction of 0.86.

(4) Soundscape preference characteristics of the water recreation area

The water recreation area was different from the other three zones in that no mechani-
cal sounds were present during the research (Table 8), so only natural sounds and human
recreational sounds were compared. From the one-way ANOVA, the hard paved area had
a higher perception of the soundscape of the water recreation area with a 95% confidence
interval, and there was a significant difference in soundscape preference between the two
types of sound, p = 0.000, <0.05. Further results from the multiple comparisons showed
that the mean preference score was 6.60, and among the two different sound sources,
natural sound had the highest mean score of 7.13. Compared to human recreational sound
(6.00), the visitors preferred the natural sound, which was obviously more popular among
the public. In terms of standard deviation, that of natural sound (1.65) was smaller than
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that of human recreational sound (2.35), and the smaller the value, the more stable the
score. The distinction between the ratings of natural sounds (7.13) and human recreational
sounds (6.00) reached the level of significance, p = 0.000, <0.05, and overall, there was a
significant difference between natural sound and human recreational sound; natural sound
was notably greater than human recreational sound, with a proposed difference of 1.13.

Table 8. One-way ANOVA for the water recreation area.

N Mean ± SD p

Natural sound 287 7.13 ± 1.65 <0.001
Human recreational sound 287 6.00 ± 2.35

Natural sound vs. human recreational sound <0.001

(5) Soundscape preference characteristics along the lake landscaped area

In general, tourists gave a higher rating to the soundscape perception of the landscaped
area along the lake, with a mean preference score of 6.04 at the 95% confidence interval
(Table 9). Among the three different sound sources, natural sound had the highest mean
score of 7.08, followed by recreational and mechanical sound at 6.04 and 5.18, respectively,
which showed that tourists preferred natural sound, and mechanical sound was the least
popular among the public. In terms of the size of the standard deviation, natural (1.69)
< human recreational (2.32) < mechanical (2.79) sound; the smaller the value, the more
stable the score. A one-way ANOVA on the data of visitors’ soundscape preferences
along the lake landscaped area yielded an F value of 53.277, with significant differences
in visitors’ preferences for the three different sound sources (p < 0.000). Tamhenian T2
confirmed that, overall, there were significant variations between natural, recreational and
mechanical sounds (p = 0.000). There was a significant distinction between natural and
recreational sounds, and natural sound was extensively higher than recreational sound,
with a difference of 1.04; there was a significant difference between natural and mechanical
sounds, and natural sound was considered significantly better than mechanical sound,
with a mean difference of 1.99. There was a significant difference between recreational and
mechanical sounds, and recreational sound was significantly better than mechanical sound,
with a mean difference of 0.94.

Table 9. One-way ANOVA of landscaped areas along the lake.

N Mean ± SD p

Natural sounds 287 7.08 ± 1.69 <0.001
Human recreational sound 287 6.04 ± 2.32

Mechanical sound 287 5.18 ± 2.79
Natural sound vs. human recreational sound <0.001

Natural sound vs. mechanical sound <0.001
Human recreational sound vs. mechanical sound <0.1

3.2. Differences in Soundscape Preferences in Different Forest Spaces

Lu’an Moon Island Forest Park, which is a part of the Luxuriant River, has unique
environmental advantages. Therefore, starting from the five areas closest to the water
source, we analyzed whether the degree of users’ preference for different spaces was
related to the environment. Taking eight typical sound sources in the area of Lu’an Moon
Island Forest Park as an example, five different functional areas (hard paved area, roadside
shaded area, lawn vegetation area, water surface recreation area and landscaped area) along
the lake from far to near were classified, and the mean value (SD) is shown in Table 10.
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Table 10. Mean and standard deviation of respondents’ perceived soundscape preference for each
sound source.

Natural Sounds Human Recreational Sounds Mechanical Sounds

Bird Sounds Insect
Sounds Wind Water

Sounds
Children’s

Entertainment
Recreational

Sounds
Traffic

Sounds
Construction

Sounds

Hard paved areas 7.25 ± 1.91 6.65 ± 1.34 7.10 ± 1.89 7.35 ± 1.78 6.02 ± 2.41 6.08 ± 2.42 5.23 ± 2.78 4.97 ± 2.91
Curb shaded area 7.24 ± 1.89 6.21 ± 2.38 6.95 ± 1.88 5.88 ± 2.45 6.00 ± 2.34 5.29 ± 2.58 4.68 ± 2.89

Lawn vegetation area 7.09 ± 1.88 6.34 ± 2.17 6.86 ± 1.99 7.22 ± 1.89 6.05 ± 2.39
Water recreation area 7.34 ± 1.81 6.82 ± 2.05 7.06 ± 1.88 7.33 ± 1.76 6.05 ± 2.44 5.95 ± 2.51

Landscaped area
along the lake 6.55 ± 2.09 6.22 ± 2.30 6.89 ± 1.89 6.72 ± 2.12 6.09 ± 2.35 5.18 ± 2.85

The hard paved area is mainly located where the bridge of Moon Island joins the
park entrance, and it includes a more comprehensive range of sounds. In this area, the
preference for natural sounds specifically showed the highest preference for water sounds
(7.35), followed by bird song (7.25), wind sounds (7.10), and insect sounds (6.65), while
the preference for traffic sounds (5.23) and construction sounds (4.97) were both lower,
indicating that people still had a low preference for mechanical sounds in areas where these
were present. The preference for natural sound meant that the roadside shaded area scored
highest for bird song (7.24), followed by wind sounds (6.95) and insect sounds (6.21); water
sound was not considered because the roadside shaded area is not near the water, which
shows that the roadside shaded area has more trees and a better environment, and bird
song had a positive effect on users. In contrast, the preference for the mechanical traffic
sounds (5.29) and construction sounds (4.68) was lower. In the lawn vegetation area and
the water recreation area, where there was no mechanical sound, the difference between
the two areas was that the natural sounds in the water recreation area ((7.34), (6.82), (6.86),
and (7.22)) were all higher than the natural sounds in the lawn vegetation area ((7.09),
(6.34), (6.86), and (7.22)), where the preference for water sound was higher than for the
other natural sounds. This was additionally associated with the special surroundings of
Moon Island, being a city park with wooded-areas and a greater array of natural sounds
in areas where water sources were not present. However, the natural sounds observed in
the viewing area alongside the lake were wind sound (6.89), water sound (6.72), bird song
(6.55), and insect sound (6.22).

4. Discussion
4.1. Perceptual Preference for the Same Sound Source in Different Spaces

The spatial variability of the sounds was analyzed. The results of the one-way ANOVA
show that the sound sources had different perceptual characteristics and variability. The
preference for natural sound was higher among the three typical sound sources, and natural
sound was also the most frequent to appear in each area. It is noteworthy that water sound,
especially in the lawn vegetation area, exhibited a more obvious preference. The results of
the variability analysis of sound source perception in each functional area showed that the
variability of water sound was most significant in different areas, except for the “shaded
roadside area” where no water sound was detected (Table 8), indicating that the greater
choice of water sound in Moon Island Forest Park was associated with the environmental
traits of the park. In a previous study, the public expectation of water sound [49] scored
the highest; this was presumably due to the water features not producing a pleasing
soundscape, such as the sound of water flowing and water dripping [33]. However, in this
study, public preference for water sounds was high in different spaces.

4.2. The Influence of Different Spatial Features on Typical Sound Sources

The effect of traditional sound sources can vary, and an identical sound may have
specific effects on the average appreciation of the soundscape in different areas as a result of
the spatial surroundings and useful characteristics. Apart from the absence of mechanical
sound detection in the lawn vegetation area and the water recreation area, mechanical sound
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produced negative effects in the areas in which it was present (e.g., Tables 8–10). This is
consistent with the results of a previous study demonstrating that there is an interconnection
between vision and sound [38]; dissatisfaction with visual features (e.g., cars) can negatively
affect soundscape perception [56,57]. The results obtained by measuring the distance of the
five areas from the water found that the closer the area to the water, the lower the degree of
perceived preference for water sound. In the case of the Moon Island Forest Park, this was
found to occur in the landscaped area along the lake, compared with other areas, with the
highest preference for soundscape perception occurring in other areas. In addition, the gap
of preference compared with other natural sounds was smaller, indicating that the closer
the location to the water, the smaller the gap of perceived preference for a soundscape with
natural sounds and the better the soundscape It has been modified. environment.

4.3. Influence of Typical Sound Sources on Different Spaces

Among all functional areas, water sound was the main source with a positive impact,
and traffic sound was the main source with a negative impact. Traffic sound had the
greatest negative impact on the landscaped area along the lake, while it had the lowest
frequency during the study period. This is likely due to rapid urbanization accelerating
the development of industry, and the large amount of urban construction in the city, which
led to the greatest negative impact of mechanical sound. With the exception of the “lawn
vegetation area” and the “landscaped area along the lake” where no sound of children
was detected (Tables 4 and 5), the sound of children’s entertainment and recreational
conversation also had a negative impact on the area (Tables 7, 8 and 10). In a previous
study, it was concluded that natural sounds and children’s sounds were considered to be
positive. However, this is different from the results of other studies [58]. This is likely
due to liberalization of the one-child policy, allowing second and third children; therefore,
children appear more and more frequently in the park.

4.4. Overall Perceptual Preferences of Different Spatial Soundscapes

In general, the respondents had a greater desire for natural sound in special areas.
The comparison of the overall subjective evaluation of natural, human recreational, and
mechanical sounds shows that the preference in terms of the soundscape in all five areas was
natural sound > human recreational sound > mechanical sound. From the results of this study,
we can see that the main sound sources in Moon Island Forest Park are birdsong, cicadas,
water, wind, and other sound types with a higher preference, with human recreational sounds
and mechanical sounds representing negative sounds. This is consistent with the findings
of previous research [59]; loud mechanical sounds were perceived negatively, human
recreational sound preference was also low, and natural sound showed a higher preference.

4.5. Limitations and Future Work

This paper studied five sample sites in an urban forest park, The characteristics
of the public’s perceptual preferences for different spaces were analyzed, revealing the
relationship pattern between sound source, soundscape perception, and space. This study
only included a single park and a limited number of sample sites. Therefore, the follow-up
study included different types of urban parks and more sample sites, in order to study in
depth the soundscape preferences in different environments and scenarios. Subsequent
studies may choose to combine acoustic landscape perception with forest environments in
urban areas without natural water.

5. Conclusions

The soundscape traits of city wooded area parks are essentially constant with the
outcomes of previous studies. In this study, a soundscape assessment questionnaire was
used, taking Moon Island Forest Park in Lu’an City as an example. With the aim of
exploring the degree of users’ preference for the perception of typical sound sources in
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different functional areas of forest parks, five dimensions of different spaces were found to
be associated with sound perception preferences:

(1) Soundscape perception preferences in urban forest parks vary through spatial features.
In this study of soundscape perception preferences, in terms of space type, the same
sound source had different perceptual characteristics and variability in different
functional areas. Soundscape perception preference varies through water sound in
different spaces. It is worth noting that water sound is closely related to the environment.
The preference for water sounds in the lawn vegetation zone was more obvious. Except
for the “roadside shade area” where no water sound was detected, the variability of
hydroacoustics is most pronounced in different regions. This shows that the greater
desire for water sounds in Moon Island Forest Park was closely associated with the
environmental traits of the park.

(2) The study takes into account the public’s preference for the soundscape perception
of different types of spaces in urban parks. This will allow for more refined study
results. In the results of the one-way analysis, in terms of the type of sound source,
relative to artificial and mechanical sound, The respondents were more receptive
to natural sounds. Specifically, in five different functional areas (hard paved area,
roadside shade area, lawn vegetation area, water recreation area, and landscape area
along the lake), the natural sounds of birds and water sounds were most popular; in
the space where the mechanical sound appears, neither was popular. Therefore, the
research and design of soundscape preference should focus on the enhancement of
natural sound, and the reduction and control of mechanical sound.

(3) The positive influence of Moon Island Park in Lu’an on the preference of soundscape
in different spaces is mainly reflected in the natural sound. The negative impact is
mainly reflected in the mechanical sound. Among all functional areas, water sounds
were the main source with a positive influence; mechanical sounds were the main
source with a negative influence, and mechanical sounds had the greatest negative
influence on the overall area. The frequency of mechanical sounds was low, but the
negative impact was the greatest; this is likely due to the accelerated urbanization
and the greater negative impact caused by the large amount of construction in the city.
This was followed by human recreational sound, probably due to the liberalization
of the one-child policy, and the increasing frequency of children, middle-aged, and
elderly people appearing in the park.

(4) Overall, the respondents had the highest preference for nature sounds in different
regions. The comparison of the overall subjective evaluation of natural, human recre-
ational, and mechanical sounds shows that the preference in terms of the soundscape
in all five areas was natural sound > human recreational sound > mechanical sound.
From this, we can see that the main sound sources in Lu’an Moon Island Forest Park
were birdsong, cicadas, water, wind, and other sound types with a higher preference,
and human recreational sounds and mechanical sounds were considered to be nega-
tive sounds. Compared with previous studies, we set up five representative spaces
and used a factor analysis to conduct a soundscape study that refines the spatial
characteristics of urban park soundscapes. The results of the study provide valid data
to support the improvement of the urban forest soundscape.
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