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Demographic and Attitudinal Factors that Modify Annoyance from Aircraft Noise
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ABSTRACT : For the purpose of finding how the annoyance response to aircraft noise is affected by non-noise variables, the question-
naire survey is conducted around the Gimpo International Airport in Seoul, Korea. The non-noise variables used in this research are
divided into two categories; demographic and attitudinal variables. The result of the survey suggests that aircraft noise annoyance is not
affected to an important extent by other noise sources(e.g., road traffic noise and community noise etc.) and the demographic variables
(sex, age, education, occupation, dwelling type and length of residence). It has been found that it is affected to an important extent by
the attitudinal variables such as complaints.
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Table 1. Effect of Non-noise variables from Environmental
Noise”

Type Variable: and hypothesis Conclusion

Age: older people are more annoyed —

Sex: women are more annoyed

Social status: high-status residents are more
annoyed

Income: high-income residents are more annoyed

Education: high-education residents are more

Demographic annoyed Reject

Home ownership: home owners are more annoyed

Dwelling type: single-unit residents are more
annoyed

Length of residence: longer-term residents are
less annoyed

Benefit: employees and users of source are
less annoyed

Fear: a fear of noise source increases annoyance 7

Prevention: belief that preventable noise
increases annoyance

Nonnoise annoyance: nonnoise problems

Attitudinal |increase noise annoyance Support

Sensitivity: a general noise sensitivity increases
annoyance

Importance: a belief that source is important _|
decreases annoyance
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Table 2. Expected Variables affecting noise annoyance

Classification

aircraft noise exposure level,

noise factor .
other noise sources

demographic sex, age, education, dwelling type,
non-noise variables length of residence, occupation
factor attitudinal complaint activit
variables P y
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Fig. 2. Annoyance vs. noise sources.
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Table 3. Multiple regression analysis for the annoyance

o model 1 model 2
Classification
B(p-value) B(p-value)
complaints 0.108(0.000) 0.118(0.000)
. detached 0.738(0.000)
dwelling type -
commercial 0.489(0.022)
R’ 0.191 0.228
F 145.423 61.281
P 0.000 0.000
N 614 614
Reference categories row houses
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Table 4. Dwelling type per each Area

aread area®  area® Total
detached houses 141 22 65 228
commercial houses 17 27 15 59
row houses 46 161 120 327
Total 204 210 200 614
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