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Colour Effect on the Loudness Perception of Road Traffic Noise
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ABSTRACT

This study aims to offer psychological stability and pleasure by reducing noise perception using appropriate visual

information which fit to the situation and useful data for the soundscape design,

The results can be summarized as follows:

1) In the Loudness evaluation of the visual information with green colored

scenary showed lower evaluation rather than the other colors. 2) With the Green and Blue colored scenary with road traffic

and shopping street alongside the road, lower perception of road traffic noise was showed. 3) With the White and Red

scenary higher evaluation was showed than the original sound. but with the Green colored scenary lower evaluation was

showed than the standard sound.
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Fig. 1 Visual stimuli used in the test

Table 1 Physical characteristic of noise stimuli

-3dB Q +3dB | Unit

Leq 62.7 | 65.7 | 68.7 |dB(A)

Loudness 16.48 | 20.34 | 24.89 | sone

Sharpness 1.22 | 123 | 1.25 | acum

Fluctuation Strength 0.05 | 0.04 | 0.11 | vacil

Tonality 0.08 | 0.09 | 0.08 tu

Roughness 3.51 | 3.71 | 3.56 | asper

Unbiased Annoyance 4458 1 6151 | 81.84 1 au

Sensory Pleasantness 0.03 | 0.03 | 0.02 pu

Loudness 10% 17.3 | 22.1 | 26.94 | sone
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Table 2 Response sheet of the test
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Fig. 4 Relative loudness of road scenary with different color
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Fig. 5 Relative loudness of shopping street scenary with different color
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Fig. 6 Relative loudness of no scenery with different color
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