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Influence of soundscape edge effect on soundscape evaluation of
the West Lake Park in Fuzhou

ZHANG Wei, HONG Xin-chen, DUAN Rui, ZHENG Yi-qi, LIN Zhou-yu, LAN Si-ren
(College of Landscape Architecture, Fujian Agriculture and Forestry University, Fuzhou 350002, Fujian, China)

Abstract: Based on soundscape ecology, this paper studies the edge effect of soundscape. Taking the West Lake Park in
Fuzhou as an example, through site observation and measurement and using Semantic Differential Method, the study
conducts a landscape evaluation of inside and outside the urban park boundaries. The main conclusions are as follows:
(1) The edge of parks has an optimization effect on the soundscape, and in most cases, the soundscape edge effect in the
outer side of the park is more obvious than that in the inner side, and this effect affects the overall psychological feelings
to some extent. (2) The intensity of the soundscape edge effect varies in different edge conditions, the intensity order is
as follows: topography > plant community > water body > square. (3) The main factors affected by soundscape edge
effect include noise, atmosphere, aesthetics, emotion, comfort, pleasure and attraction. In this paper, the soundscape
evaluation of urban parks is extended from the interior to the edge and the exterior of the park, thus providing a theoret-
ical basis for the further research, planning and design of the urban park soundscape.

Key words: soundscape edge effect; urban park; Semantic Differential Method
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