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Soundscape subjective evaluation based on tourists’ preference: a case

study of Dayan ancient town

YANG Lingling ZHANG Jie XU Yifan CHEN Xue

(School of Geographic and Ocean Sciences, Nanjing University, Nanjing 210023, China)

Abstract: As a scenic spot integrating both natural and cultural landscape, ancient towns have rich sound
types. Taking Dayan ancient town for example this paper explores the differences in the subjective evaluation of
soundscape of ancient towns based on tourists’ sound preference. The study finds that tourists’ favorite sounds
in Dayan ancient town are water sound, light music in coffee shops and bars, and folk music. According to
tourists’ sound preference, tourists are divided into two types: preference for natural sound and preference for
anthrophony. Factor analysis is used to extract five main factors of tourists’ subjective evaluation of soundscape:
size, quality, valence, preference and arousal. The total variance accounted for 62.36%. Further analysis shows
that these five factors have a certain degree of hierarchy, from basic physical attributes to the associative
evaluation. Among them, there is no significant difference between tourists in low level evaluation (size, sound
quality), thus low level evaluation is comparatively stable. In terms of high-level evaluation (valence, preference
and arousal), tourists who prefer anthrophony pay more attention to the heritage value of Dayan ancient town.
Therefore, tourists’ subjective evaluation of soundscape can be regarded as an indicator to judge the evaluation
stage of it, so as to provide more targeted suggestions for the improvement of the soundscape in the scenic
spots.
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Table 1 The composition of soundscape

in Dayan ancient town
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Table 2 The semantic scale of soundscape

subjective evaluation
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factor analysis
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Fig. 1 Hierarchy chart of tourists’ soundscape evaluation
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Table 5 The factor analysis of preference for anthrophony and natural sound
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