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Influence of Sound Pressure Level on Recovery Effect of
Bird Sound and Water Sound
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Abstract; The recovery effects of bird sound, water sound and quiet state (38 dB(A)background noise) were
studied under four sound pressure levels (45,50,55 and 60 dBCA)). The results show that the sound pressure
level has an important effect on the attention and psychological recovery of both bird sound and water sound.
The bird sound and water sound at 45 dB(A) has the best recovery effect on the psychological state, and the
bird sound and water sound at 50 dB(A) has the best recovery effect on the attention performance. Compared
with the quiet state, the attention recovery and psychological recovery effects of bird sound and water sound
are significantly better than that in the quiet state. In addition, there are no significant differences in the atten-
tion recovery and psychological recovery effects between bird sound and water sound at various sound pressure
levels. At 45,50 dB(A), the attention recovery and psychological recovery effects of bird sound are slightly
higher than that of water sound.
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