st sets x| 183 13, 2000 28 27

— R X W

Stated Preference W ZE0] 2|5t
JHM SZT2| JIHEERM =M

Estimating Price Elasticities of Domestic Air Transport Demand
by Stated Preference Technique

= o0gd o X
(ZEALTLTY A7AD) (@FYFUSn FTREs 25 (ZEALTATY A74)

r

. A& aFeEAd g YAnEsdeze
O. SPEAF 2 F39 Ax HEg

1. SPRAS] 747 mHe) 24 3. fFRERd) 0 7129 A7 va
2. 2% 9| A% V. 48
0 24 $3409 23y 488 Ap8e

1.z =234 e 393y AEdd

[o]]

of ATE AT AnjA PEEA A Do) AMEEHT e EZA 9% Stated Preferenced W3 &S
Hdste] FgaAsee] FHAaHE BN $Evete] 2WA e dFaFe] AFAR A7
DAL FAEH ¢7] wEe) B 2FAE 93 AARMoZE HHEHAY =Eo] o 5HG B

A RS FAaR o) o] dFX e M U HEXAR FFUI e, vlx 583 F HALE

FYFHe] A o] th ARE P+ F. SP7IY WE Logit model2 £43te] a8 714

oX,

I g nEsrdege] vy o] HEES Sample Enumeration ¥l 28] et dAz 714

4L -0.6~-0.99 #o=z Higon, dAusTrelR

fir

F2 AR

m{m

destn 4% Blx

i

SEELIS

2= A9 JdEaA e Aoz 2AHEUT




28 Journal of Korean Society of Transportation Vol.18 No.1, February, 2000

AZge AME A¥ste FFU Ao A
T 33719 =4& AESRe dFAEdA A 8
3 AL a9 dolt). B IFFRdERYLS
9% s 2L PIedo HHE FHUSFE s
IRAST §FAFE AUHSE s FIAEE 7t
Az AR FHse Zlo] YNkl A|F7A
[CAO(FANZFEF7 1)V =9 dalEoe] HHe A
< YRR ol &3l olu 3 Py Re A
%2 1(Log-Linear) & AHeh= 7297} 8Bt

28] Ugelire AA9 FFLeHHol ARG A
BN ARE AWFEE 24T W 824
E 3AEN Aokl "ttt = TUd dF9 3
S g age] a1 et AR UM B AIAR
SGH &7 Wl JMAWUFI AERFEA A
FHog foatA] Rt AEE HEAEAo] o=
AwA] otz EHaA| gt}

53Aoz 3 7t PFFRE d2E du =
Y gFFLE 3T e AAYE FFAE(Time-
series aggregate data)E o|-g3ld] 4T =4
53 32 A25W5Y JAEEYH Ze HEEsE
AR 3l A 2Y (Regression model) S F
At P ARgEtY gy A A9
FodZolU A2 Adste TP FoAFA =
HAY AR QeBR o] WYL A
3, gl AERAE 53 FeAEc] 9B =
oA FFHE o] &8 AU/ it gL &

A A8E FAT F BARIOE FHsIA
FLEF2E d &8 Stated Preferencedl 71
o] #Zol @o] AHEH 3 Yt}

SP WHHEL 1 sA4e dAdE E7stn dA
EAA] e FAUSY FF g Wt A
2¢ FAgsde g9g B3 4 f&side B
Aol wel 9] AL4Hm o PHETY I =
3 QM= gk 53] w%rLe] JHEEHE AH
7t AlE 7HE e gt 2ERE Aol dwtao]
oz ZAAQ AN Bt 83 Sz sid

rE o i A af

& 249 AeHA%(Point Elasticity)7} oz &
B (Arc Elasticity)ol®, #dAE 7o of
3 3 e F3o| SP W odta] AAH
oz Jhssithe Hol & Aot
ol AdF= 8 U FFNHY SFE ALE
1

oo
o =G A == A EAEA d' LFFTd

o]t Stated Preference® ¥WHE< A9 &
Azael AR AYE E43T

. SPEAL ¥ FH9| Z3}
1. SPZAIQ] 7M1} DEO| £H

SP ZANIA ZHAE F 7EA gl FolA o
Azdhs Ae AdgdeE apden agsady
ke FFEAY QAEA APAN, a7, HIE
53 fFo2ue aihuM A5 Y, ASFE S
W3 AAH Ee MEE 848 FAEA Yo
olg]gt 847} theoln SHAl] F£utMed] #F
Trade-offg eyl 9t 849 FE(level)o] A
A A, BE 2F /e SPEES EF 3E
3= Full Factorial Designe 4Adeg 7b53lA
ot} wetd Fd gARis 2AE 4 gon ®¥se
7rel A w4 (Orthogonality) & HA8R= Fractional
Factorial Plang 243l Ro] dutyolrt ?

FruEsras JIESHRE FAE e SER
A A dFoddo] s BE AL dAHFTHE
AdaA & F Add dA5de] dajxw SPEYS
H &3t o) SPERANEY EFAES AT sl
A SHAZ g EF/lol Al e Az
T 843k Trade-offE A&sA EES=E 38l7]
A& Feoltt, FFH AT & s, WA 83
7te] e SP Designe (F 1)3 2oy,
o ABdsFs 237 Aot} (& 1)9 SP
Designe ¥43te] 224 (Orthogonality)e] 12
® Fractional Factorial Plane.2 F &3§EA

i

1) M. Karlaftis, K. Zografos, J. Papastavrou, and J. Charnes, “Methodological Framework for Air-Travel Demand Forcasting,”
Journal of Transportation Engineering, March/April 1996, p.97.

2) o144 - ¥AY, AGL n¥ew FEEH A7, 1998, p.40.

3) David A. Hensher, “Stated Preference Analysis of Travel Choices: The State of Practice,” Transportation, Vol.21, No.2,

1994, pp.107~133.



tHetn & &ts x| M18A H1E, 20004 22

(B 1) =1 tiajsetzie) 5

CHMER SP Design

29

FES g F HAFHEE, Ha 583)

"~ 27 of YAt a3 A2
1 Fare Time 0.70 x Altfare 1.15 x Alttime
2 Fare Time 0.85 x Altfare Alttime
3 Fare Time Altfare 0.85 x Alttime
4 Fare Time 1.15 x Altfare 0.70 x Alttime
5 Fare+6,000 Time 0.70 x Altfare Alttime
6 Fare+6,000 Time 0.85 x Altfare 1.15 x Alttime
7 Fare+6,000 Time Altfare 0.70 x Alttime
8 Fare+6,000 Time 1.15 x Altfare 0.85 x Alttime
9 Fare+14.000 Time 0.70 x Altfare 0.85 x Alttime
10 Fare+14,000 Time 0.85 x Altfare 0.70 x Alttime
11 Fare+14,000 Time Altfare 1.15 x Alttime
12 Fare+14,000 Time 1.15 x Altfare Alttime
13 Fare+24,000 Time 0.70 x Altfare 0.70 x Alttime
14 Fare+24,000 Time 0.85 x Altfare 0.85 x Alttime
15 Fare+24,000 Time Altfare Alttime
16 Fare+24,000 Time 1.15 x Altfare 1.15 x Alttime

F) Fare : $T8F Time : &FAYPAZH

(Main Effect Analysis)o] &&o|t}t. 2m/do] B3
7] 9% SP Designs 98] 4 2 duuigo
3} Level® 7+ 49A|2 A3l 1, Kocur et al®] 4
A8 ]zl (Experimental Design)® Master
plan$ Fmsta] FAsIA

SP DesignolAl A% =H+e ¥59
o 22 7)Ed st AR EHUAG.
A 7 Fad EA9 el He 3
de 239 dWEAA 2FAd et
FA38l7] std oF 50% olde] FEX
HerES Agsdtt. 28 diAsde
o} AgPA|zte] W= AAE e WEeE 1Y
oA thEEe A$ M Trade-offE BY F Sl
olop @t} olzd HE& ;3o o] AHfolxe #7
A4GA AAsden WgeEo]l A7 Trade-off
£ Holert 3l H& vEl #3442 Pilot SurveyE
5al dEstn ® W3 £Eo] & 13 2FEUAC

uzty PellA AAFHA ZAIRE EUR Logit
Model & AHE-3 7123 FE4859 442 v
3} ),

OFE
e ey

1o e rfo
(B X oo od Mg Lt

E.&e‘ii&mio—{oénlo

of.’L
e ol
fo
ol

2 4

l=°4>

2

29

-

o b

Uap=aat+A/IVT + 8,COST

¥ fASFE
FEA

o B§Fel FHAE thest o)

Altfare : dA+2 8.3

Alttime : 3£ AT

UTrain = Bl IVT+ BzCOST
Upy, = AIVT+5,COST
ar BIIVT+ BzCOST

J71A,
IVT : 53A7
COST : E3ulg-

Uar - HIF719 &8
Utwin © 2% 88
Ug,s - M9 &4
Ucw @ 58S B
aa, B By P AF

£ a7 gFussay /g
2 A3 T Eiu]ké_ow FE7E B
o girlste 45 800W S ddos AERA
£ k. 53] A E JM%} F UAEE 3] 9
gt} AAe] oYM ¥gr] 99 v
oz AP Aol Ue ARREST ENULR
APEA D AEHEE AA 71Bo] AR =HA &
ZAIRE AQsln REAl Uvm ddHe
792m12] ZAIRE FAsIET

(B )94 BE bt} o] 5459 AP5HY

44 g0l 24

ZEF

o

PEE PR EE BRRH] 43.1%2 7MY B3 9
FE40) 30.4%% ANgel, hre 4E R -4
22 9% i Ao vegdh



Journal of Korean Society of Transportation Vol.18 No.1, February, 2000

(E 2) ZAHYRIS| o= XY B
T ¥ iR TE - B3 22 s S il
A} ws 312 341 6 104 29 792
73u(%) 39.4 43.1 0.8 13.1 3.7 100.0

EF o]Z2A FAAGE SP A& AEA W
olgte] SHAA AAER e HEAMZL AHAIEH
Aol g37] ol&o] B7tsE AS o] &3 AT
o #ete] WA Al tAFES FetEHnt o
A stotd dAFEER APE HEA st
o] ol &reRl FF7e diHFEne 44
(Attributes)7t AEA A HARIE FEo2 U
A 29271 AYsAEE Binary Choice A&E
Logit 23l Agahs W& AdsiAct. Multiple
Logit Model& AME3lA @a WA dixlsydg ot
8= Pretest ©AIE B olf+= SP A#Ae 3%
2o &o] o 7] STt 7V ddelA o
Y 9AZ Wslsle A$ Multiple Choices 297}

B Acd oz 288 4 7] Wiel

AA 29 SP d+%5%2 Multiple Choice 2
E}*E— SEAY FHE doiE 4 Jon Hro @i
71%3} Binary Choice’} FHetn & 4 tt.

ZPAPA FE7e BE wWx 839 A 7}
2 dAnErate AdgPHE 5oz M3
7] 95t A nErHE e Adzte] 2yYe TS
Hon, olgd z} dAFFEE FYPEHE AEs
o 28g FEFoEN FPEAY IS HER
AT F AEE Y. " SAEHE, dAS
iz F 1271K9 234E Aygsiien, LIMDEP
Program® Discrete Choice Model, & ©]-&3}
o] Logit Model& 5335t}

2¥e] 30 B3 FEL YA 191% 8719
AV s FAMR FE3ld SHIEE .
AR HAAE AA 44l gl A8E AT 2
7 Az fEFESVL 3,87270, W27t 1,69670,
S837F 584 R Yelged, B3Rz 47
ool 2,496, WEPo] 2,728u7F ZALH O] &

HS_ Hl?—_ri vrebstTE,
Fredd 23 dn
ozt wAdA9

,{

a2

Lo

=

A gn|-8} o

Pl Y
[0 g
20 oA¥st $EAE

A2

EE dummy ¥94E ¥
o gPn| & Qo] o}
o8 HESA.

S YA e
o dAsel $839 2%
Yk S4A7E A4 St g

2. 3o 4t

(X 3)~(& 5% #o} AA
SCIE

29 239 ke
How o83t dPAR Asgtol &

5E 7H §lo] o8 FEdE. FFE AFd
BAE fFo=g Jele (39 A5 iR 1.961
B &% 73 glo] 95%FEA fedd A

2 Hrtdo. 2ERAe AFEE Yehle *}%

¥ o* (Likelyhood Ratio Index)e F3x& o
& 0.2~0.7 Abol9 gE 7K Aoz ved o
S Jud Roz AYHG?

o Pu| &3} APA|te] A 74 aFrdE, 93
ZAYUE 55 $9] RIE /A3 99 -‘F%ﬂs‘} £
8L Jepdt, 1 A2 2EE I 28
A Zo|7} 9lo] Fud 4 BARYE wE4dl
o ojA AR L3} APA|Tte] BIX T PFFo] =
=4 o7t e Ao #EHAtt. §3 F37)-
S A SlojA] o Pu] LI} oPA|zhe]
Akl vlEa7t ofere] Afel vla] 2A vehd
&2t B A7 g aEede] vg A
dAog =uh= Jdubaol 01218 fukis Z=a 9o}

r)«

$9 nRFFE APD F7) A FIH
2, FF)-Exe A% 2% % @ A u
Ard Hl& FF7E o MNish= AL wodsim
sich. w8 $371-5439 A9 29 @he AM
A FolsiRle Fe Ao vt}

GAQAe dRel $EARF 8B JEYE
dummye RESFDHEZ oS Aol e EAh
A GEe giFEe FNeA oA g Ao
2 Uehga, $83 B&d o g3v)-EE,
gF7-Mze] RS o] R3E JA

4) ptE 03} 1Abolo) siRshes] U oz 0.2~0.4 Aolo) gg 7AW &

22 A¥xely B3 01350 F47Pssicta @



EtmSetE R H18H X135, 20004 2¥ 31
(E 3) 8387|-8x7t nESch Meingo| £ ZHp
P AAA) JFgy WE - B3P 718} o)
ATk t&t ATk t&k Ak t&k A5 gk &k
g3 A 1.1638 5.908 | 0.37381 0.994 1.6502 5.928 1.4667 | 2.881
o )& -0.0001 | -24.626 | -9.7E-05 | -14.709 | -0.00011 | -17.417 | -9.5E-05 | -9.154
o YAzt -0.00682 | -8.372 | -0.00999 | -7.303 | -0.00501 | -4.246 | -0.00563 | -2.73
Ydummy | 0.013984 0.163 | 0.15885 0.735 | -0.01765 | -0.153 | -0.30704 | -1.458
%84 2dummy 0.4947 5.981 | 0.49496 2.702 | 0.38337 3.289 | 061123 | 3.048
% 0.20 0.22 0.19 0.18
(E 4) 837|-H{A7t DBt MEinyol =X o}
- A A5 BE - B3P 71} o4
Asgk t&k AF 249 Algk &k AFak t#k
F37) 45 1.0447 3.099 1.2598 2.13 | 0.55402 1.196 2.8671 | 2.623
o ] & -0.00011 | -16.271 | -9.5E-05 | -9.299 | -0.00012 | -11.579 | -0.00014 | -6.746
o} Azt -0.00887 | -8.064 | -0.00693 | -3.993 | -0.01101 | -6.857 | -0.00716 | -2.148
Bdummy | -0.12546 | -0.969 | -0.48606 | -1.707 | 0.10341 0.541 | -0.31628 | -0.822
&3 dummy 1.1012 8.284 1.1756 4.202 1.4424 6.622 | 0.76117 | 1.876
% 0.27 0.25 0.28 0.33
(% 5) 837|-58417t nE4H Meizge| 53 A}
PN A PF 3 WE - B3P 718} o3
A%k 3 A%k t3% A3k t3 A% t3k
37 A5 -0.74625 | -0.762 6.9824 0.043 | -3.5447 | -1.636 7.7503 | 0.058
o5 -7.7TE-05 -6.81 | -6.4E-05 -4.88 | -0.00016 | -3.753 | -9.1E-05 | -2.538
oAt -0.01433 | -5.161 | -0.01182 | -3.757 | -0.0279 | -2.992 | -0.02373 | -2.244
34 dummy 1.2464 3.73 1.2879 1.522 2.9651 3.234 1.1269 | 1.171
&3 dummy -1.0391 | -1.463 | -8.5925 | -0.052 | -0.38987 | -0.403 | -10.975 |-0.082
% 0.52 0.47 0.68 0.64
AL E FFAE o Madhe Ao AyEdY T89) WIS S8z Waloltd, Sample Enume-

. UM S83r-ee RFE

ration

ol ol B4 g

A EHlA Lo

e A €8 =(Point Elasticity)7} eFa Random

Utility ©]2¢] 4z¢ Bt} 583 3 =98 (Arc
Elasticity)®] 38| 7FestAl Hw, agdsle £
o wa 42 gE 3 #HEE 4¢ F gve A4
A A,

1. 2} ZEY Q=ERY 4E A

F3E 2¥9 ZHE o83 s FHL

2
=

Sample Enumeration ®¥2l& H &3t} o] Wy (F 6)lX He vlo} ol HAH oz gggaFo
2 SPERAMIA e a8 A F9 = AEEo) FFE FF5a9 stEaaEge] AXNE A

ARl QA AA FEZ] APAE Z A EA
AEE o|83ld, SampleE A#H 7019 gy 2
izt g HHEES FTaoFe W oA}
oj¥g o] Ztzt 1@ F gF W uE 33

o2 veht g30] s gyert kv,
Z 7HR4<E o] £89] dgEe o Advke o
Rl o8 AW Fu Utk FIv-A=
FHdgRdd me FHo ZAidr FFaFo]



32 Journal of Korean Society of Transportation Vol.18 No.1, February, 2000

(E 6) HB-UHASEY PEMsRye 2345 8
3 Azt

} §3-8= g7l B35 4R
TE Rk, ol EERE. o3 Rk el
10% A% -0,59272 -0.82190 -0.64132 -0.62867 -0.10442 -0.06996
20% A% -0,65561 -0.88462 -0.69927 -0.68661 -0.11278 -0.08765
30% U3 -0,71533 -0.93587 -0.75213 -0.73899 -0.12163 -0.11016
40% A% -0,76791 -0.97197 -0.79634 -(.78284 -0.13098 -0.13805
50% A% -0,80964 -0.99071 -0.82894 -0.81566 -0.14084 -0.17116

10% 949 A% 45539 e5e8d<] -0.59272
e AL #§Fadol 1% &8 9 0.59%TE 3T

87} ZAagits AL dulslez 9F 10% gl dl
HAE 5.9%0E a7t Aagvhs A& Lat)
§27)-2ED FEAYRPME Grdgd ¥
6}1 #3e TS e el A9
83543 wE @gd4e] Wz Ad A2
Xf’rﬂéﬂ‘}iﬂ} - Azt FHHERY =Ed
gEge drol A9 v APEH| zlold w
2 vzt A9 glen], dEagd] glojMe €Ay
Awol A¢ET A4s] WA vepdrh. §371-
1t Sz goe dmse v A5
gl A3 o fgsEd we vy
Hae Ao gl Aoz RAMEATH webA
Fr oo AdFTEe Ax Hade 9 58
A2 AP FYFL ¢ AL 2oz FHEAN

¢

Egoﬁm&

QTN ME Y DESEoR0| HEE
o) vyl ol WHe

859 Aol grht gE e olgshl A,

T te $9g ol8she A% ofu Fue dewA

g sk fald #87) olgel BrtsE AF Ul

Asvtoz Mgsl @ Hlgd dolq =38 23

7129} g o

]

e
=
g}

(7 7) 23239 ysgl Mg a2 oF Znt

74 BEAS ol83te uFrleM dAFdoR
o AAFLE JdEdYrt. HEFo dFL2, I
229 gAeadd Peol zolrt v HE At
sl EPEAY(YFEYH WEFYSE THIE
@ AZseld 2T F oold qiE AERY R
T ’31—2: Axstgon, ofgz 2F3FE w4}
o zol7} T HE& nA}Y] Astd 87
S kst dste EAsiT. E¥EH
Fg Agsg] o FAde S Ao

< AFoiPa FRAYPo 2 TR FF
239 Al FFone Fae 08 wEFHS
2o Hge F¥EHAE vehin ot FFRI0l
10% A48 W F3ANFE dFoide 4% 5.4%
ZolEx WEAYY B+ 6. 8/7} ﬁo%—“/} ol &
o AL JRAYlME 3.6%7F d=, 1.7%
7 Wz, 0.1%7) S-83E ol 85HA Hnl, Wi
HAE 5.0%7F B, 1.7%7F 2, 0.1%7 828
olgstA Bt dEagel 50% AL e g7
WHEA) Z4zh g3 o] 36.5%, 42.0%% s
drt. AAHez Frage AR FFAAe] #
23k 2 4R Hal #FE XFY WES
Ao oqgols ZA veht, HzY2 dPun #F
ool ARl o wrhe wEAATe 4y
olgd #gdrte AL ¢ F Ut

i) m°1
03:
tlo

23

ﬂlir'

Niﬁrﬂoknn’ﬁ.
rz\\’/*h-'%h‘
or rlo ¥

4

(]

H
Rl

(=+9:%)

2w 10% <1734 20% <173A] 30% 73A 40% 173*] 50% A73A
- d% s h i HE q% LR Aqe HE
27 94.6 93.2 88.1 85.3 80.5 76.6 72.2 67.3 63.5 58.0
(-5.4) (-6.8) (-11.9) | 147 | (-19.5)| (-23.4)| (-27.8)| (-32.7)| (-36.5) (-42.0)
Az 3.6 5.0 8.0 10.8 13.2 17.2 18.8 23.8 24.7 30.3
B~ 1.7 1.7 3.7 3.7 6.0 5.9 8.5 8.4 11.1 10.9
%43 0.1 0.1 0.2 0.2 0.3 0.3 0.5 0.5 0.7 0.8




tHetm &3tax| A8 H15, 20004 2¥

3. RECEH0 CHet 7IEQ| 79| H|

B dFdA SP M ES F3ld Aol dEFe
9] 7HgE AL AR -0.6~-0.9 Alojd| YR)stn
Atk olAL (F &) +FH AP 2L 929 §
AHEo] 1980 A7e HTH &g 9% FF
29 JHAREA vms] B o 438 $e £
o &3the AL <+ Ao

(& 8)dlA zAHE 71&9 A7oME divse
A% FFTrae sHFEE o) -0.83 2.0 Alo]d)

(E 8) 239 YBojAT22| siHety

Bxdo] gt} a3y "z 28319 gl g3
3% ZA e met g MEEe] YyAcs
g & o2 eyt 53] ZANA 7o) o
A Yol o)A £dolild wal 7}A e
ol th2m, A 7 &dolu A E&dolu
of utg & etk & FAD FUA4E, AP
ALE gugd o WUREA westsE oz z
ATk EF A8 FR7H AALGY Aunt 3
vRd 4S sldugye ditdoz o g Ao
2 ZAESA

F ¥ AALAE ey 71
EEE, 0.40~1.98. 1.92 1.52 1.40~3.30, 2.20~4.60
XL 0.65 115 0.90
e . 0.82, 0.91, 0.36~1.81, | 0.76~0.84, 1.39, 1.63
—‘_L H\I‘ . + ' . 1 ' . ’ —~ ~
£ EE 89 1.12~1.28, 1.48 1.85, 2.83~4.51 0.53~1.00. 1.80~1.90

F 1) 759 gEY FHANEL BF 39 59
2) 7lete A8 FH7F BREE RES v g
ZI& : Tae Hoon Oum et al. 1992

U =

2 vgtelM e Fud g agol IR R
o VM Ee AnAe ©g FAEYolr] Y&
o FFrae dERlds FPT o stHASse] 13k
o] A3 ol BAFHCR {3 Y& Aoz =
due 457 gk wetd AAY F¥A5E 4
SHFY AFeE AU s IARAS A
ke 297 Bm, 0%A gow FERFL o
L3P = ATt olEd o f= AFAA 8] v
dre FFrae FEe Aol o= &9
2 A9 d¥A A gvin B 4 o

o] AT HERAM 93 Stated Preference®
WHES Agsle] FFadsae gy e 244
ATt 53] 83URY] FL g3l e eE
Beigon) dAz FEa2 10% A sHEu
< -0.6, 50% A -0.99] gl Res zA}
ot g3 g RAREFToEE RS o4
sAvke gLl 71 w%oH tgoge wavl
A=At 2t 3 ol 838 o &3kt
T HE&S A nu)d Aoz zAEA

A FFLPe A=Foz 19999 84%E 209

o

ox o

Aol TARE spd FFAbeo] LukeA] AHRRo] WA
g ¢ gle AEEAATE AAEHR gk o] dFe @
87 AR A BT ogA vereA T
Foske AF FEe B 34 sHEeide
EE A e HEEE dAsok sk FFAEY o
AR & 228 & Ao JldEtt

o] PN e FeAPaes nEFY Mdd #
¢ JAAAEE olgetglen, AT #F 2 W
9 F 7HA Y EHOR ol RS S, BAs
ATk D AAE ARE ol "EAge] th=
A vebd Zol, g9 A A - dAYY
AR, = 9dY - AN 2o APPydn ¥
frotel 2AbeHE ol % Algskd HEe vy 72
T A& Aold. olHE AME AFE o] & wg
o2 goz Yol & F59 AA2 FA £t

BADEE

1. o A9 - 9AE, A9 mEed FREN 47,
mEEATL, 1998,

2. Hensher, David A., "Stated Preference Analy-
sis of Travel Choices: The State of Practice.”



Joumnal of Korean Society of Transportation Vol.18 No.1, February, 2000

Transportation, Vol. 21, No. 2, 1994.

. Karlaftis, M., K. Zografos, J. Papastavrou,
and J. Charnes, “Methodological Framework
for Air-Travel Demand Forcasting,” Journal
of Transportation Engineering, March/April
1996.

. Kocur, George, T. Adler, W. Hyman, B.
Aunet, Guide to Forecasting Travel Demand

with Direct Utility Assessment, U. S. Dept.
of Transportation, Feb. 1982.

. Oum, Tae Hoon, W. Waters and Jong-Say

Yong, “Concepts of Price Elasticities of Trans-
port Demand and Recent Empirical Estimates:
An Interpretative Survey,” Journal of Trans-
port Economics and Policy, Vol. 24, No. 2,
May 1992.



