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Abstract

Campus outdoor landscape, as a special form of urban public space, carries rich landscape re-
sources. As an influencing factor in perceiving place and space, sound landscape plays an impor-
tant role in improving the campus landscape environment. This study takes the outdoor landscape
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of Nanjing Forestry University campus as an example, and explores the perception, preference,
and behavior of campus outdoor landscape perception subjects towards sound landscape under
the closed conditions of the epidemic campus through campus questionnaire surveys and inter-
views. The study found that: (1) in terms of campus space and functional structure, the spatial
types located in different locations are directly related to the perception and preference of sound
landscape, and the closer they are to the natural space of the water body. The stronger the positive
emotions of the perception subject, the more positive the perception space provided by the sound
landscape of Xitan. (2) The environmental function to a certain extent affects the perception ex-
pectations of the perception subject towards the type of sound landscape in the area, thereby de-
termining their emotional preference for the type of sound. At different locations, the perception
subject is influenced by environmental and psychological factors, and their perception and prefe-
rence for different sound landscape elements vary. (3) There are differences in the contribution
rates of different sound types to the perceptual subject’s emotional preferences. Based on this, this
study proposes that attention should be paid to the construction and maintenance of sound land-
scapes in campus landscape planning, providing reference for the practice of campus outdoor
space planning.
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Figure 1. Sound landscape and behavioral psychological interaction model
1L EERUSTRAOEXERR

2.2.2. BIREES S
ASZIG/rIAE 2022 £ 5 H 10 HE 7 H 10 HTAEH « TR HZ& R (A1 B, % R ol K 2# L i
FOWHEAT T SR, B S EVIEL, IR TORFEIER RS, R T S A 2 AT A

DOI: 10.12677/design.2023.84335 2739 wit


https://doi.org/10.12677/design.2023.84335

Rk

Kohr e TERBEIICERR T, BATEL FB AN = 150) L U5TIRIN = 15T 158 Fel 8 5 5 R 1%
Dre] S5 W0 A PRI [ 1 a5 P 3 PR R o E T A3 AT W i M, AT VRO 5, Jd i) 3 7 20 A el 5
R A (B B R N AT 5

TE5E R N A F BRI S: — R BWEEZRH NGB ST aEIM SRS, ARk
Bl D Bk, AT VARSI . TR TR U@ 10 AME SCE B IRV AR [E 6 AN Hh AT
RARENG, VR FRAER 5 riil(—2 B+2). = RS2 R TR I 5OW S B AN AR e X E R B R, Pk
SNBEREERNAE & UGS &, K EAE S NS, KA, K, BERAE, ANEENIIR.
UEMBTE . 125, B ) DL RS & PR 2R A S AR el il T 4B &, () 1~5 iR
VE IR SZ 0 B O, B “RREaTIE 7 « “HUBETIE” « “HIR” . “BEARFFE” .« “BRECR
FRE” o DURNT S KA SR R RN 5 e R RS D 5 B2 FE B 70 (=5 B 5) 10 AMBRIE . TRk
fiti b, BEALYT ) A, 3 R e [l R Ak 7 5 S WL BRSSO R R 275 B (2 15 X R A 5
RS SOW R I R ST AT A, (T PP AN AR I SO EREE R 1 SRR LT -

MR T 50 A REEAR, & binGREE R ZEZ T, UEFEAEZ, Hd 64%1 5 M
36%Mct, Uik AR B4 A, SPSS 23.0 ARIHATRE- B ST .

3. FER
3.1. EARAI R FE R R AR A

HEFE 10 ANTE ST PP I S T /N SRR b 75 5 BN LIRS 2 e i DA o AT 254
Yyt 75 5 AN AR, A D AR AR TN R X S5 T BV A, 20 Bl O P I1E 22 e fe
oo B HTEURATR, 6 ASREE R RO CERIPRURM T RIS R, BrE ) . — oM
el PRI R T SR R BLE Ao SRS A T DX B P i ) B — T, TR
FE B E R A A, BT B R FOIRHE IR P 5 VR BB, AR ST
P MACARFEA P & PR BMER AR R, B AR oW PP B IR
3.2. AR RFERE S FRWF T
3.2.1. AR KRFEE T RUBE R BRI

PATxF 32 V5 AT LU R A5 SO I o b R B, BRES. B X KB
ANANDAEE, OfFET, AR, SR, W, RENET.

= AFETEIR() C0) = RERCRIAR ) 0) = TR (3) (%)

B LR 0) @ ERIAEREIRG) %) 2 — ENERE
120.00 5.00

450
100.00 400
80.00 3
60.00 o
4000 150
2000 e
000 000

AR ol -

Figure 2. Overall preference for sound landscape types
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Figure 3. Evaluation of sound types in sample regions
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