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A Comparison Analysis on Difference of Perceptions between
Government Officials and Citizens about Community Center Signboard
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Abstract

The purpose of this study is to analyze the difference of perceptions between government
officials and citizens on outdoor signboards of community centers. For the analysis, the
characteristics of signboards were classified into color, number, position, size, form, material,
attention and information transfer effect, font size, number of letters, and typeface. The
classified characteristics of signboards were empirically analyzed to examine how the overall
satisfaction of outdoor signboards has been changed according to the satisfaction on the
individual characteristics. In particular, we analyzed how the determinants of officials differ
from citizens. As a result of empirical analysis through ordered logit model, the color,
number, size, and material of signboard were statistically significant associated with public
officials’ satisfaction. With regard to citizens, the number, position, attention, and typeface of
signboards were statistically significant. associated with the level of satisfaction Based on the
results of the empirical analysis, it is necessary to consider the number of signboards and
design in replacement project of community center signboard in the future.
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CHUnited States Bureau of Reclamation, 2006; 71®& 1 UiAOZ i) O AT AJHIEO]
Government of Canada, 2017; United Kingdom 7} F6l] €il A @HASH 4= Q= FUIMH
Department for ~Communities and Local 9 7HHE OJEA QAlel UY=ANZE FARIILCEH
Government, 2007; Singapore Urban  A=-&Ql SFUAE R wAE 2

Redevelopment Authority, 2015). O] & 0]=¢] TQE} =
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CHBoston Redevelopment Authority, 2011; City & AAISEAL BYgH Q0o tislo] AE 7 =5
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ZHoz FEEo] AR, 20161 7 6Q9] Sl
HE JHEe Solo] ol HH 0|8 YHioR & TAF A A9l SAR9A] FUAE Skt
2rotirt. o & e 1UUIE AR o] EoA 7t
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Table 1. Status of community center signboard of Ulsan Metropolitan City at that time by gu

(representative dong)

Classification Status at the time

Classification Status at the ti

me

Dal-dong, Nam-gu

Hyomoon-dong,
Buk-gu

Hwajeong-dong,
Dong-gu

Roottop signboard

Honizontal signboard

window

Protruding signboard

Prop-supported signboard Vertical signboard

Fig. 1. Installation location of signboard

Advertisements utilizing

Boksan 2-dong,
Jung-gu

Table 2. Status of community center

signboard

types of Ulsan Metropolitan City at that time

Type N %

Horizontal signboards 68 48.23

Vertical signboards 50 35.46
Prop-supported signboards 20 14.18
Rooftop signboards 1 0.71

Etc. 2 142

Total 141 100.00
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Table 3. Summary of dependent and independent variables for quantitative analysis of community

center signboard perceptions

Classification

Variables

Explanation of variables

Dependent variables

Overall satisfaction(AST)

Five criterion
(1=very dissatisfied, 5=very satisfied)

Signboard color(P_CO)

Signboard quantity(P_QU)

Physical form

Signboard position(P_PO)

characteristics

Signboard size(P_SI)

Signboard shape(P_SH)

Signboard materials(P_MA)

Five criterion
(1=very dissatisfied, 5=very satisfied)

Font size(I_SI)

Information Font quantity(I_QU) Five criterion
transfer (L=very dissatisfied, 5=very satisfied)
characteristics Font styleST) svery » DTVery
Independent Signboard attention(I_AT)
variables Gender(GEN) 1. Male 0. Female
1. 20~29 years
2. 30~39 years
Age(AGE) 3. 40~49 years
4. Above 50 years
Personal L Ab m
characteristics i - AbOve college
Level of education(EDU) 0. Below highschool
1. Below 1,000,000
. 2. W1,010,000~2,000,000
Average monthly income(INC) 3. W2,010,000~3,000,000
4. Above ¥#3,010,000
216 | "=EA =, 533 25 (2018)
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Table 4. Descriptive statistics of personal
characteristics
Public official Citizen
Variables
N % N %
1 43 32.58 66 50
GEN
0 89 6742 66 50
1 38 28.79 31 2348
2 57 4318 34 25.76
AGE
3 32 24.24 38 28.79
4 5 3.79 29 2197
1 105 79.55 55 41.67
EDU
0 27 20.45 77 5833
1 29 2197 39 29.55
2 68 51.52 39 29.55
INC
3 30 22.73 36 27.27
4 5 3.79 18 13.64
Journal of Korea Planning Association Vol53 No.2 2018) | 217
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Table 5. Descriptive statistics of overall IHLADZE 030 L% LR SFlt AR
satisfaction, physical form and information 710 MEL XOIE EAFOR AZE] st
transfer characteristics of signboard t-ABS =7Eog ANEIYD) T 2T E4
Variales Government official Citizen £0] £ NIECE Islkel B8 g 9 AR
oz Men B2V RE 549 mE 350 1% SE0M SR
2 | 7 | 53 18 | 13.64 Z [O5H ROt e ZOE LIENITE O
AST* [ 3 | 78 [ 59.09 | 330 | 83 [6288] 3.02 e B -
4 | 44 3333 22 11667 SR AW 7HO] QAR SARCEE AS
5 | 2 | 152 4 [ 303 _
1111076 4 303 CACHT g 4= Q= FEOITE
2 | 8 | 606 18 |13.64
P.CO*| 3 | 69 | 5227 | 336 | 76 |57.58| 3.09
4 | 51 | 3864 30 [22.73 - -
5 [ 3 | 227 4 303 Iv. F0IME ZQ|7Ho| 2ot Q1AIX|0|
110 0 5 | 3.79
2 13 [ 985 36 (2727 Hlm 2
PQU* 3 | 64 [4848 | 335 | 66 | 50 | 2.86
4 | 51 | 3864 23 (1742
5| 4 | 303 2 [ 152 _
1 1 0.76 12 1909 H g SARIYAIS] FHIAH SRsh= 3
ppo ST [a2as] 3ar [0 T303] e PRI ORE YRS ARIS tyom Fod
g 577 4%8 230 12?2175 Bl Sehrol #st Q1Alg ZTAKIICE TAF A1t
% 8 6%2 382 2%026;1 € Higog 7RO HEQ4 0] thet AlREel T
PSI*[ 3 | 73 | 553 | 336 [ 70 |53.03| 2.82 =rof me} ZAE 2971k 5} =8} mp=
) 23 3558 30 1515 = ] [q' ]' T i = ] Oﬂ EH Ol:]— =
5 7 | 53 2 [ 15 b olEA walsi=AlE 2RAT FuoE L}
110 0 6 | 455
2 | 15 | 1136 17 112.88 FO] SAIYEEA RS EE6t0] ASEAGIRT
PSH*[ 3 | 70 | 53.03 | 3.30 | 87 [6591] 2.9 )
B 4 [ 40 | 303 20 |15.15 HA ZRee oz ot A5EA9 Zdik=
5 7 | 53 2 [ 152 _ _ 3
1101 o0 5 379 I 61} Ath 24501 =48 Zuto] sfiAof QA
2 | 22 [ 1667 16 1212 . _ - - ~
PMA* 3 | 72 | 5455 | 3.15 | 90 [68.18] 2.98 e 29 AT E AWENA S} 4,
5 P AIG, SC, -2 Log L EARS AWEY, Aant
110 0 9 682 TEE A 1] EEEATl Sl ek
IS | 3 | 66 | 50 | 339 [ 69 |5227| 2.89 SOOIl Z10] ZASe Ao LIELY -
575 CTRBTS oAQ] ghol Aask= ZAe®E UEITE deal
e e 1% 79204l Likelihood Ratio, Score, Wald
2 [ 7 |53 21 [1591 o] FORIEYE BE EAFOZ 90590} 0
LQU*[ 3 | 67 [ 5076 343 [ 78 [59.09] 297 | oSt ° PR RIS _]
4 | 52 [3939 25 [18.94 Ao EARS 2 o u), 2Rt g
5 1 6 | 455 2 [ 152
1] 2 [15 6 | 455 8 dite Agde 7HRA Qo wde
2 [ 16 [ 1212 16 1212 ) o )
IST*[ 3 | 54 [ 4091 | 337 | 88 |66.67] 2.98 ULt Pseudo-R*C] H0l= Cox and Snell R
4 | 51 | 3864 18 | 1364 _
T 9 | 682 2 303 ZX0] 0.6341, Negelkerke R? O] 0.7501% A&
11 4 [303 13 | 985 -
> [ 24 1818 55 1894 wo] 7 olae] e Ktk @ 4= Utk
A S Tosar] o ho e SO EResd sokhl oig el uErg
5 1 5 [379 3 1227 v o b - -
*is that the mean difference is statistically significant at 1% 2= Qlss E]‘quﬁ?j IR }'\l‘J(P—CO)‘ RE

level by T-test
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Table 6. Estimation results of
community center signboard
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logit model on government official's perceptions of

Maximum Likelihood Estimates Odds Ratio Estimates
Variable
Estimate Standard Error | Point Estimate | 95% Wald Confidence Limits
Intercept 5 -29.9489*** 4.2562 - - -
Intercept 4 -22.0196*** 31832 - - -
Intercept 3 -15.4264*** 2.6484 - - -
Intercept 2 -11.5136*** 2.6892 - - -
P_CO 2.5708*** 0.5605 13.076 4.359 39.230
P.QU 0.9383* 04817 2.556 0.994 6.570
Physical form P_PO -0.0005 0.4531 1.000 0411 2429
characteristics p_SI 1.3987** 0.5875 4.050 1.280 12.810
P_SH 0.2229 0.4431 1.250 0.524 2978
P_MA 0.9624* 0.4959 2618 0.991 6.920
L SI 0.5495 0.6187 1732 0.390 1971
Information transfer | LQU -0.7484 0.6554 0473 0.515 5.825
characteristics LST 0.3828 04116 1.466 0.131 1709
LAT -0.1315 04134 0.877 0.654 3.285
GEN -0.0116 0.6138 0.988 0.297 3292
Personal AGE 0.3414 0.3620 1407 0.692 2.861
characteristics EDU 0.0363 0.6959 1.037 0.265 4.056
INC -0.1818 0.4055 0.834 0377 1.846
Model Fit Statistics Testing Global Null Hypothesis: Beta=0
Criterion Intercept Only Intczr\(,:aes;tzgd Test Chi-Square DF
AIC 254.389 149.676 Likelihood ratio 132.7127%** 14
SC 265.920 201.567 Score 82.8632*** 14
-2 Log L 246.389 113.676 Wald 56.4464*** 14
Cox and Snell R-Square 0.6341 Nagelkerke R-Square 0.7501

*** P<0.01, ** P<0.05, * p<0.01
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Table 7. Estimation
community center signboard

=

results of ordinal

ShiAfoll M, F8E HEol At
SIth 4, AIC, SC, -2 Log L
Fel 4o Hlst
o =FHTE A 28FE EYoIA9] glo] da
ol ZleZ LjETE TIElal 1%
Likelihood Ratio, Score, Wald9] Z}OIM|HGE &
SAROE [FOlolLt oMol EAZEE A

o, A Thdel e =8 4

FOlEOA]

ZPRIAL QIEkaL ¥ 4= QIk Pseudo-R*Q] AR

o=

RZ

Rtk WA S g9

0l (O R

)
i

Cox and Snell R? Zt0] 04815, Negelkerke
ol 054262 AFETO] R o] F:3
AlEEs 7Rt

=

UL} ARISe| SejZko]

logit model on government citizen's perceptions of

Maximum Likelihood Estimates Odds Ratio Estimates
Variable
Estimate Standard Error |Point Estimate | 95% Wald Confidence Limits
Intercept 5 -15.2213** 1.9939 - - -
Intercept 4 -12.1361*+* 17336 - - -
Intercept 3 -7.4822%** 14813 - - -
Intercept 2 -4.8920*** 1.4455 - - -
P_CO 0.6343 04157 1.886 0.835 4.259
P_QU 1.0544*** 0.4064 2.870 1.294 6.366
Physical form P_PO 0.6848** 0.3478 1.983 1.003 3921
characteristics P_SI -04576 0.3466 0.633 0.321 1.248
P_SH 0.1674 0.3783 1182 0.563 2482
P_MA 0.5583 0.3560 1.748 0.870 3511
L SI 0.1026 0.2912 1.108 1.052 3.295
Information transfer | LQU -0.4435 0.3458 0.642 0.563 2182
characteristics LST 0.5470* 0.3569 1728 0.319 1.292
LAT 0.6218** 0.3244 1.862 0.915 3.263
GEN 0.0552 0.4645 1.057 0.425 2.626
Personal AGE -0.2767 0.2373 0.758 0476 1.207
characteristics EDU -0.2552 04739 0.775 0.306 1.961
INC 0.2395 0.2280 1271 0.813 1.987
Model Fit Statistics Testing Global Null Hypothesis: Beta=0
Criterion Intercept Only Intc(i)r\j:rri);t:zd Test Chi-Square DF
AIC 296.288 237.589 Likelihood ratio 86.6993*** 14
SC 307.819 289.479 Score 58.0056*** 14
-2 Log L 288288 201.589 Wald 60.0384*** 14
Cox and Snell R-Square 04815 Nagelkerke R-Square 0.5426

*** P<0.01, ** P<0.05, * p<0.01
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2E Appendix

Appendix 1. Status of community center signboard of Nam-gu, Ulsan Metropolitan City at that
time

Classification Status at the time Classification Status at the time

Dal-dong Sinjung 1-dong

Daehyun-dong Sinjung 2-dong

Mugeo-dong Sinjung 3-dong

Samsan-dong Sinjung 4-dong

Samho-dong Sinjung 5-dong
Sunam-don: Yaeum

9 Jangsaengpo-dong
Suam-dong Ok-dong

Journal of Korea Planning Association Vol53 No.2 (2018) | 225
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Appendix 2. Status of community center signboard of Dong-gu, Ulsan Metropolitan City at that
time

Classification Status at the time Classification Status at the time

Nammok 1-dong Ilsan-dong

Nammok 2-dong Jeonha 1-dong

Nammok 3-dong Jeonha 2-dong

Daesong-dong Hwajeong-dong

Bangeo-dong
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Appendix 3. Status of community center signboard of Buk-gu, Ulsan Metropolitan City at that time

Classification

Status at the time

Classification

Status at the time

Gangdong-dong

Songjeong-dong

Nongso 1-dong

Yangjeong-dong

Nongso 2-dong

Yeompo-dong

Nongso 3-dong

Hyomoon-dong
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Appendix 4. status of community center signboard of Jung-gu, Ulsan Metropolitan City at that
time

Classification Status at the time Classification Status at the time

Daun-dong Bukjeong-dong

Bangu 1-dong Yaksa-dong

Bangu 2-dong Ujeong-dong

Byeongyeong .
1-dong Jungang-dong

Byeongyeong )
2-dong Taehwa-dong

Boksan 1-dong Hakseong-dong

Boksan 2-dong
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