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A Study on the Mutual Impact Relationship Between Old Downtown
Decline and Its Negative Image Factors Using Structural Equation Modell)

O[T - eI
Lee, Jae-Yeong - Park, Jin-Hee

Abstract

It is important to know the differences among related groups-experts, residents live in old
downtown and outside of downtown- and identify the relationship among decline factors for
the old downtown regeneration project. This study identified the cognitive differences among
participants and classified the decline impact factors using z’test, F-test and factor analysis.
Also, we analyzed mutual relationship between decline factors and a negative image factor
using SEM(Structural Equation Model). For this, we selected old downtown of Daejeon city,
Korea, as a case study area which is ongoing decline. We collected data through interview on
participants related with the regeneration project. The results show that there are statistical
difference on decline factors by visit purpose, number of visit and related group of project.
Also, the decline factors are classified as five such as economic activity, education and welfare
facilities, ageing of appearance, social problem and easiness of life. Lastly, SEM shows that
economic factor and social factor(rate of crime, rate of kids with no parents) impacted on the
making of negative slum image of old downtown regardless of the real facts.

7/ g £+ YEHAE, TRATHZ AEIQIMXI0, HERO], LHY SAOOIK|, PEWHADH
Keywords = Decline of Old Downtown, Cognitive Differences Among Related Groups, Factors of Decline,
Negative Image Factor, SEM(Structural Equation Model)
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Table 5. Result of Survey
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Table 7. ANOVA Result for Cognitive Differences by Numbers of Visiting
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| “aimost | 23per |, T8 1 erwo |, FB lensiTey| A | anova
everyday | week 1 per week| = D200 L il month sometimes | UM
_laveg| std laveg| std laveg| std |aveg| std |aveg| std |aveg| std laveg| std | F | sig
X1 416 073 | 396 079 |3.72| 071 | 377 | 061 | 3.9 | 0.85 | 3.82 | 0.83 | 3.91 | 0.77 [2.724| 0.02
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Fig. 2. Average Score for Decline Indicators
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Table 8. ANOVA Result for Cognitive Differences by Purpose of Visiting
a xR | | - | 2oEE
iongan g bu?r%iss \A—I‘O?k sh? Ié‘m frie;ghi aurel /tol\its gﬂ ABOVA
downtown | o Upp 9 : ‘p, activity | - ; .
aveg std |aveg| std |aveg| std aveg | std |aveg| std |aveg std |aveg|std lavegistd | F | sig
XL | 389 0.78 465049 | 4.1 (0.78|3.89 |0.77 |3.76| 0.7 |{3.72|0.73(3.78 |0.81{3.91 [0.77| 5106 | O
X10 | 344 073 |35| 1 |372|0.89|327|0.83|3.2|0.83|33|0.91|3.33|0.82|3.37|0.87|2.377 | 0.029
X17 | 3.22 0.83 |355| 1 [3.640.76]3.28 |0.94 |3.07/0.81{3.28| 09 [3.27| 0.9 [3.32|0.89|2.483 | 0.023
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Table 9. ANOVA Result for Related Groups
HEg e NE

sum of | df mean B ‘9"%?%

» squares squares g

x3 | 18954 | 2 9477 |10.837] .000
X7 5.164 2 2582 | 3076 | .047
x8 | 4.850 2 | 2425 |4079]| .018
%9 9433 2 4716 | 4348 | 014
x10 | 17540 | 2 8770 |12292] .000
x11 | 9.073 2 453 | 6757 | .001
x12 | 15957 | 2 7979 |10718| .000
x13 | 5.050 2 2.525 5304 | .005
x14 | 13955 | 2 6977 | 8515 | .000
x15 | 19174 | 2 9587 |12194| .000
x16 | 18325 | 2 9162 |10464| .000
x17 | 13003 | 2 6502 | 8632 | .000
x18 | 26516 | 2 13.258 |16.420| .000
x19 | 12721 | 2 6360 | 9332 | .000
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Table 10. Summary ANOVA by Related Groups
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Table 11. Reliability Test
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Table 12. KMO and Bartlett Test

KMO(Kaiser-Meyer-Olkin) 0.867
KMO(Kaiser-Meyer-Olkin) Value '
' Barﬂgtt, A} 710IRIE 2 2554.097
A
Bartlett | AREdf 231
L  goJgE sig 000




TEYYAHRYE 0|88 ZH2EIQQUT =HO|0|X|ZE FFH AR

Zo] 571 QRloz
QOI0T FREG O, A1l
UEOITLO| RIEA 24,

o7 9@

X11AMER)

goIFRICt AAMECR 5749
X10ENEgS

g

SARE] KISH 4, XI2ESAVIRIY) KSR

5, X13(d

8Y 71z8gH

VAR B

Eoh 85X, 95, KA A4o) st
o] ZgE A2eQle WEKEAALGL,

SHe

U= i)

AI3GQ!

ST QN, A4QQlE ARIZAIQON,
AsQelolls "=HOIEHAE Qo WS,
Oeo=, AxdAFuE

Aoz

ot QQIEY
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olg dop), X16WHEmAIEY] tird XA & Qe X1, X8, X9, X10, X11, X12, X13, X21 §
D), XITQRTFELERE, 348)9 ASE 4 o] ZFERon, USEAQIoZ HHESIQICH
), X180 TE7hO] NIEA E71 § 9 AlLRQQY AWHES 35%0lth. A28 X4,
7} HaZh WiRIEIICE A1QQle] AEHE 301%  X15, X17, X18 & 478 W47t viXlEon A
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Table 13. Results of Factor Analysis for All Related Groups
. HigQl X220l Hage Hag0l X501
1st Factor 2nd Factor 3rd Factor 4th Factor Sth Factor
X11 0.77331 -0.07791 0.184508 0.047523 0.179084
X12 0.76008 0.011642 0.014777 0.097007 0.02755
X16 0.73413 0.168724 0.156989 0.13027 0.05281
X14 0.7284 0.033892 0.159603 0.066212 0.064661
X17 0.70642 0.247018 0.146217 -0.0413 0.00781
X10 0.67756 0.106483 0.275799 0.0097 -0.01276
X13 0.57456 | 0097179 -0.0685 0.290934 0.123976
X15 0.57404 0.082128 0.218749 0.178184 0.064292
X18 041196 | 0.289456 0.121382 0.340594 -0.36177
X21 0.069322 0.79206 0.182818 -0.03753 0.005258
X20 0.070329 074122 -0.06949 0.159699 0.005751
X22 0141321 0.72843 0.073387 0.050836 0.329063
X19 0.422286 0.44667 0.032903 0.318109 -0.25258
X2 0.170969 ~ 001162 0.8222 0.16053 0.089424
X1 0.18265 0.085801 0.78182 0.117258 0.179971
X3 0468831 0.072763 0.51071 -0.05583 -0.10589
X5 0.360198 0.198948 0.45947 0.180681 0.379484
X7 -0.11301 0.151675 0.058772 0.79167 0.125673
X3 0.230406 -0.00289 0.063722 0.73389 0.141273
X9 0.317605 0.067988 0.281487 0.60018 -0.09128
X4 0.142514 0012346 0.065332 0.073566 0.70827
X6 0.05657 0.323387 0.268108 0.136099 0.54644
X
T%ﬂl 6.65853 2025509 1618194 1440204 1041575
% HLAH
S 30.26604 9.206859 7.355426 6.54638 473443
% Var
% Ceims 30.26604 39.4729 46.82833 53.37471 5810914
SEXAEQOl | AR5 QO - EMoj8Hol
Qolmy | AMXZEgol | HESiAEEY T APB|2H 8 0! oS
aming | economic activi uca};%r}iatievsve . aaggégr%r?ce social problem easiness of life

B3 H 2 EM; Principal Component Analysis

2e7g

153



olxe - w3

H 14 YEAAZFD

Table 14. Factor Analy5|s for Resndents Living in Old Downtown
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¢ Migol . Hoest. | AMdo@l | Hdgel | Absel | HESel
- 1 faa | znd Factor | 3rd Factor "?'54th Factor | S5thFactor | 6th Factor
FES X1, X8, X9, X10, ——
Including X131, X12, X13, ))(é‘; ))((?LSS X5, X6, X22 4;(2)3 " X7, X16 X2, X3
Variables X21 4
k=Y
7.69725 2.616483 1.812568 1404576 1.057999 1.019332
Eigen value
ZEAtofl Chet
MHZK% ) 34.9875 11.89311 8238947 6.384435 4.809086 4633326
Explanation(%)
B )
C u‘; _e'x ol ;] ;ti on(%) 34.9875 46.8806 55.11955 61.50399 66.31307 70.9464
QOIFEZEMH-Z=MB 2N, Principal Component Analysis
3| e Kaiser Fsot e Hiz(HA
THIQOY, MRl TIHINA 5Q0T HE B AFoN:= TAHONKE AFHSE ke 7%
SILt. SPHAIRE(SEM:  Structural Equation Modeling)
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Table 15. Indicators for Test of SEM Validity

9 Arpest
B7EA0) Blstol TR0
Q7] mEolct,
B QolRA
AMOS

4. =M2E[RQ03t EHO0|0|X]|

A 24

par (=
Andersen(2008)9] “QIAE FEA oluR)7t A
Aol 2Eo] g&ke € & JAthe AF0 o,
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Indicators Values Validity
EE£U| IlE1A|
b 408.02 s ==
accept
RMSEA 0.060 %35 good
RMR 0.048 <= good
GFI 0.903 = good
ZIEX0 28
NFI 0.849 accept =
CFI 0.911 <= good
7|EX0 2H
Tu 0.891 accept £l
IFI 0.913 $== good




TEYPAREE 0|8 =ML EIQQI EHO|O|X|ZH FFEA A

TEEEA 20| FEeE o2 71K9 FFEAl
0] HIWE Solo] [UEQl HIYLE THSHA
=t UEEOFE o gt RMSEA, RMR, GF,
NFI, CF1, TLI IFI 59| xj47} =2 AMSEL}

MA], %*Chi-Squared Test: 7}OIHFHS ASst
ik ol WekE HFTo 4K EFXE Hl
OlE19] FHRxo] ZAsl0] A+ 2O LS
AEN= Aot A FERIV-D)FE 2EE
B2 gE370) mje vsie] s9st 2ol &
E37lo] et 714E sk &L MEE £ Art
(BAlS], 2000). TtA ¥ AS Zilo] [Ee=
olEsl EYO HELE T = Qith 2
AT YAl ¥*GI0] 408.022 Tl E=X|9F REFY]
7t BUHE F7] mE2o] ol BAlZt =R &2
Z10=Z FHACE

theos Ais K49l RMSEA, RMR, GFI
E AWHEW 31} ZTh RMSEA(Root Mean
Square of Error Approximation: ZAKAA BHEA}
S APhE 0.1 olslo[H gsst ZOZ Bl 0.05
ojsto|H i H§St Aoz IFHEH, B AT
o FxEFEA ZEoME 0.0602 LT FFEO

¥ o
B>
r¥
Ei
0l

o Aol 0.05 Ol6lolH At 2

o2 A=, B A9 EUEA 1
%ﬂtﬂwé 00482 AT7t 258 A0E LiE:
T} GFI(Goodness of Fit Index: 7|ZREAF)E=
09 ONOIH FELIt =2 ZOE HeH, 2 ¢
T FREEA BYOJAlE 09032 7IERIE
Slohs A= LEKITH

niatos AthE HEgAle
IF, NFI(Normed Fit Index: BEFERIAP= 09
ool 255 o7 Hul ATl wEh 08
olde AMES|E sh=dl, 2 49 FXHE4]
2= 34 7IERY] 2-SAL f58 S
2 LIkt

T2t TIRES] Mete Kok 7IERE 43
StALE 8] B89 ARk TWEoR 2
gt ZA0= LIERITHELS FD).

0z

Ql NFI, CFl, TL

3 2ol EMZEn

E oT0lA 71 MR st SEIQ Y
OmIA] 3t QlakdA BAlg 918t FREEA =Y
9] ZAZE4(Path Analysis) 1R= Thad} 2th 5

Z UERATE RMR(Root Mean Square Residuals: 7HA Q91 & ARBIEAl Q01 BFSH AS 30l
E 16. FXUFHADHO| ofst A2A = EMZnt
Table 16. Path Analysis of SEM
. Hzol80 | 9o EShol= ‘Ez,s*_ -
4= Path ‘\ Stz fa?cttor: Factor o gi} C%Rvaalﬁéﬁ » SllQ-E
 eadng | WG BRe P 0 7
ANl R
ec%nomic activity 323 .864 204 4.230 .000
nEEX|A|HLa0l
educational-welfare -.051 -.158 .258 -.614 .539
facilities
= HO[DIX] Af2l =8 0l 505 1074 187 | 5744m 000
Negative Image S social problem , ’ ; : :
Alo|2mo|AM Qo|
=dolgHald al -110 -207 255 _814 416
easiness of life
EHQPt2 20l
ageing of 139 158 411 1425 154
appearance
*5n < 001
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Fig. 3. Result of SEM
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