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Abstract

In recent years, urban street landscape has become a research hotspot in the process of urban
construction and development. As a part of street landscape, signboards play a great role in im-
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proving the quality of landscape and urban environment. Taking the commercial signboard of
Huaihe Road Pedestrian Street in Hefei as the research object, this paper adopts SD method to
collect and sort out the five aspects of its length width ratio, signboard color, font color, font style
and font proportion, and issues a questionnaire to evaluate the interviewees’ psychology. After
quantitative and qualitative analysis, it comes to a conclusion and puts forward the optimization
strategy of the commercial signboard of Huaihe Road Pedestrian Street in Hefei.
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Table 1. Signboard SD factor
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Table 2. Commercial signboard evaluation questionnaire

= 2. BTN EE RIS

e KA " e e ” A
2 1 0 -1 -2
. AR Kl
2 SRR e —"
3 FARHE R R T
4 SRR R PR SR
5 R AIE AR 4
3.4. BUIERE

WA R AT 2 MR RE SR, SRR 4 AR RN LR A A PUA 4 2503 Pk
HHAEAN 43 S R I AR, SRS AR A U A A O A TR R, T T R, RO
) SD R FiFA . il A LA ik 88 4, Wiclnl 88 4y, AN 88 4, HRE 100%. AR EAH
KENP A 38 N, 5 43.2%. AR 2020 3 A 28 HE 30 H.

4, RS 45
4.1, £RINAEIBE

BRI A PSR BRI R 12 4, A IR Rk 8 N E A RER M & AR R M AL A AR (L2 3),
FEA ) B P AT S IR R, BRI EE ROLE 1), Hr, 35,0 45, 6 SEMNHEERE SN
25.0%. 30.7%. 33.0%: 1 5. 2 5. 5 5. 8 SHIMELEIL, 7054 15.9%. 14.8%. 18.2%. 19.3%:
7 A R R AN 3.4%.

DOI: 10.12677/design.2020.54008 45 wit


https://doi.org/10.12677/design.2020.54008

KAE %

Table 3. Pictures of eight gold and silver signs
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Figure 1. Satisfaction results of gold and silver signboards (Source of the picture: Tencent questionnaire statistical results)
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Table 4. Signboard evaluation form
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Table 5. Gold and silver decoration of the composition of signboards
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Table 6. Pictures of six department store signboards
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Figure 2. Satisfaction results of department store signboards (Source of the picture: Tencent questionnaire statistical results)
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Table 7. Evaluation form of department store signboards
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Table 8. The components of department store signboards
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Table 9. Pictures of sixteen clothing, shoes and bags signboards
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Figure 3. Satisfaction results of clothing, shoes and bags signboards (Source of the picture: Tencent questionnaire statistical
results)
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Table 10. Evaluation form of clothing, shoes and bags signboards
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Table 11. The components of clothing, shoes and bags signboards
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Table 12. Pictures of nine other signboards
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Figure 4. Satisfaction results of other signboards (Source of the picture: Tencent questionnaire statistical results)
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Table 13. Evaluation form of other signboards
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Table 14. The components of other signboards
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