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ABSTRACT

Purpose: The purpose of this study is to derive improvements through user satisfaction analysis for the
smart traffic safety system being applied to improve traffic safety. Method: A survey-based IPA
analysis was used to derive system and service improvements for groups of drivers and pedestrians.
Result: As a result of the analysis, both drivers and pedestrian groups showed that Quadrant 1(Keep up
the Good Work) was 'Perception of risk information', and Quadrant 3(Low Priority) was 'Reliability of
warning information'. On the other hand, 'Al display suitability', which was analyzed as Quadrant 1
(Keep up the Good Work) in the driver group, was found to be Quadrant 3(Low priority) in the pedestrian
group. Conclusion: Satisfaction factors for smart pedestrian safety systems may vary depending on
users, and it is judged that user-centered system construction and service provision are necessary.
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Table 1. Scheme of IPA matrix
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A S BASHL HEke adoket] Hol A8ESITKCao et al., 2017; Choi et al., 2006; Choi et al., 2016;
Esmailpour et al., 202 0, Kim et al., 2008; Kim et al., 2009; Kwon et al., 2010; Lee et al., 2008; Sum et al., 2019).
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Fig. 2. Status of system installation
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Table 3. Composition by individual attribute

4 el A TAAS FAAY TA|Q A
HE  FAE[%)  HE FAH[%) I PR Bl M%)

e 32t 95 50.5 30 46.2 42 52.5 23 53.5
o]z} 93 49.5 35 53.8 38 475 20 46.5
10t 44 23.4 6 9.2 31 38.75 7 163
20t 50 26.6 8 12.3 23 28.75 19 442

- 30Th 2 11.7 14 21.5 5 6.25 3 7.0
40t 30 16.0 24 36.9 4 5 2 4.7
50T 19 10.1 7 10.8 5 6.25 7 163
60tH ©]/ 23 12.2 6 9.2 12 15 5 11.6
A 26 13.8 19 29.2 3 3.75 4 9.3
SAFAHEISD) 3 1.6 1 1.5 2 25 0 0.0
29 50 26.6 28 43.1 11 13.75 11 25.6
2 S}y 75 39.9 10 15.4 44 55 21 48.8
5 7Pt 18 9.6 6 9.2 11 13.75 1 23

74 11 59 1 1.5 7 8.75 3 7.0

7]} 5 2.7 0 0.0 2 2.5 3 7.0
P r 116 61.7 49 75.4 39 48.75 28 65.1
7 72 383 16 24.6 41 51.25 15 34.9
AE| A % 79 42.0 25 38.5 35 43.75 19 44.2
%L HyS 109 58.0 40 61.5 45 56.25 24 55.8
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Fig. 3. Average system awareness (5point Likert scale)
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Table 4. Results of t-test(system awareness)

e = FEL O EFHEA tvaluee AR p-value
g & 95 3.042 1.100
ek o 2.137 186 0.034
o = 93 3.355 0.893
304 o) 94 3553 0811
Ay Iord 5.144 186 0.000
G g0 g 304 \]7t 94 2.840  1.071
e o THE o S, 2 79 3456 0.829
A -3.050 186 0.003
719 109 3.009 1.093
- 116 3.267 1.016
L3 Tr 1212 18 0227
5 72 3.083 1.004
A 95 2484  0.114
3 - -0.189 186 0.850
o =z 93 2516 0.125
204 o]AF 144 2.403 1.185
mEoky  AY 22.109 186 0.036
A AE] 204 \Rt 44 2.818  0.995
ox  ome  IHEAIIIE s 2smowe o
e 19 34 2.265 1.109 ' ’
o 116 2448 11225
L3 v 0779 186 0437
5 72 2.583 1.031
. g & 95 2.632 1.140 1350 186 0176
°e o = 93 2860  1.166 ' :
20A4] o 144 2.556 1.139
FEOHA ik -4.240 186 0.000
A];;{OLX] NESe! 204 Bt 44 3364 0.990
Tae Ax9A A, A3, MY 154 2.831 1.165
e 7T 2 S oTew e : : 2206 186 0.029
o 9 34 2353 1.041
o 116 2.569 1.159
L3 Tr 2690 186 0008
5 72 3.028 1.100
s gz 95 2611 1.188 2 099 56 0,057
°F o = 93 2979 1216 ' '
204 o1& 144 2.694 1.259
a3 lovd 2.024 186 0.044
A H 9] 20A]] ]t 44 3.114 0.993
ofm] SIALY, A9 4, S 154 2.864 1.200
29 S, 9, = 1720186 0.087
19 34 2.471 1237
3 7 116 2.733 1.281
oA Tr 20858 186 0392
= 72 2.889 1.095
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Table 4. Results of t-test(system awareness) (Continue)

TE s B Yo  EFWAF tvalue AT p-value
S, AFd <, s 154 2.864 1.200
SEotA 29 e e 1720186 0.087
A]A‘;fo}] K o] 1 ¢ 34 2.471 1.237
— X 1=
oJm] ] 116 2.733 1.281
85 2] T 0858 186 0.392
= 72 2.889 1.095
g = 95 3.463 0.113
34 © 2.705 186 0.007
S 93 3.882 0.106
204 o)A 144 3.604 1.154
A K -1.524 186 0.129
Apa ok 204 ]9t 44 3.886 0.754
T PN 29 4000 0926
0 e 2 st -1.801 186 0073
19 159 3.610 1.096
o 116 3.595 1.134
A3 o 1218 186 0225
5 72 3.792 0.978
g X 95 3.358 1.129
ek 4 A 2252 186 0.025
o 93 3.731 1.143
20A4] o1 144 3.451 1.217
) A K -1.984 186 0.049
" 204 m]gt 44 3.841 0.834
Ha A, A9 79 3354 1330
" 29 e 1.926 186 0.056
AR) 109 3.679 0.980
o 116 3.440 1.225
<73 o (1565 186 0.119
TEAFT HH] L= 7 3.708 0.999
7+ L 95 3.453 1.174
°° A 4 2310 186 0.022
o 2 93 3.828 1.049
204] o)A 144 3.569 1210
A ° 1521 18  0.130
ZE0]5] 204 \F 44 3.864 0.765
Fd AL 29 3.897 1.012
A N ' ' -1.345 186 0.180
o a9 159 3.591 1.143
e 116 3.569 0.113
S5 o 1071 186 0285
5 72 3.750 0.113
g 95 3.190 1.205
34 - 2.892 186 0.004
S 93 3.677 1.105
504 o)A 49 3.286 1.486
i A ° -0.905 186 0367
R=i=hole 50A] =T 146 3.473 1.078
FAZ EIPAES)| 29 3.724 1.066
- B st -1.461 186 0.146
a9 159 3.377 1.194
o 116 3.362 1.261
A3 " 1015 186 0311
5 72 3.542 1.034

WEQFAR| A -o] tigh BHELR (1007 THY) ZAPA S B TS 83.07 0 & el om, Al whe vk =gt
78.07(50.5%), %12t 88.27(49.5%) % W FLFAA| AR teh W= 7| 2o 7t Q= Z 0 2 Uit AFER =
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A2 87.6H(EA} 84.87, o1} 90.073), FAX S 82.5H (A 77.27, oA} 88.37), EAILIEAA 77.0H(EA} 70.37
o2} 84.8%) 0= Lt} A LR Aol Hs EAIA] O] SRS} B 52 A 0 2 ZAFE QI

o

WFPIAARIO] 29 Q1 F-Q ol TS 7HO| A E AT H 1 [PA Matrix & 7d5H7] I3 7|54k A4S 915l
t-test A& YoISITt. Table 5= 58 8 of thgh-SHAFS] F-Q o TR T t-test AHE 47]9] @RI 5 A
2o folulgt o yepyttt QoE2 = QAP HO] QAP QoA F AT LI 2 Zl o2 vepton,
‘FOIFGHO A Q912 F QT W LI 7 vhe 7] 0 2 Lyl

Table 5. t-test result of Importance-Performance by factors

8T HEE
a9l e 9] e o] t-value / p-value
HAEeo] At 4.071 3 3.356 2 10.876 /.000
AN H ] Q1A 4.105 1 3.406 1 11.771/.000
OB ol YA 4.023 4 3.334 4 11.013/.000
oA 9] A 4.085 2 3.356 2 10.960 /.000

IPA Matrix 4] 2712 A8, Fig, 49} o] A1 A6 A998 0] 2010 2= SR o] QLA 0.2 Lehgord, 4]
DAV FAA) TN O] APEAP, ABARRRAESIAS) S Tl2Bello] gAY, Fopdio] A O Ll

HEZE UNE
L]

FARAY 474
o

AlCI&SY0l 32

o e

FAILA NG
]

4.02

Fig. 4. Importance-Performance Analysis(IPA) results by factors
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7k 2219] 519] g QA F A T QFFES L TRO] 2to]of| thet t-test F3F A= Table 67+ 221, IPA Matrix =4 2},
Fig. 52} Zo] ANAREH(FA D)2 2] YA, 22F 277, Aol A 1 I3, <Hagzio|A 1ddH d=,
‘W SPARO] 2 A QIAD, (o) HAPAF HIA| P H A7), (o) FBAIZHE Hol=rb 59 77 84= 1
EPTh ARAREA(HES D H)2 (0K 2FE HZA T E A7), ABAREH(Ae9 D )2 A Jgh, <3a &
2, «(FH) A GDA T E AYAZP, «(F2h) BaRF HIA TR WA, (F T #AZE Hol=rk

5 57N 84, AUARZ (TG YA A PRI B AT A 174 847 sigohe Aoz EAE A

Table 6. t-test result of Importance-Performance by sub-factors

== Z
=T o=t
o SR LA QA _ _
a9l okl 4 84 o ol o ol t-value / p-value
A=) 9] 4.19 1 343 1 10.181/.000
) AZdo] Zrare] ek 3.99 12 3.34 10 8.578 /.000
&b 22+ 37] 4.07 7 3.41 3 8.258 /.000
A7 27 4.02 10 324 14 10.081 /.000
27 A EE L™ 4.07 7 3.39 7 10.129 /.000
2P AH 9] H3ztol A S1EHH &5 4.11 6 3.40 5 10.944 /000
A= 2eF 93147 Bzt J L Q14 4.05 9 3.39 7 9370/ .000
Hizpo] 2pek 4 Q1A 4.18 2 3.43 1 10.563 /.000
(FIhAEF FEA T E A7 3.91 14 3.26 13 9.394 /.000
FO]HH 9 (FHEYPRF HIA] T B YA 7] 3.92 13 3.33 11 7.649 /.000
A3 (OFHAEF H2A] TR EAIA] 7] 4.13 4 3.34 9 11.142/.000
(CRHE YA AA] F0)A K 2y A 7] 4.13 4 3.41 3 10.121/.000
Zo|F A FhHF)BAI7HE Hol=rt 4.00 11 331 12 9.661/.000
AEA (ORHFFEA7HF Hol=7} 417 3 3.40 5 10.835 /.000
420 ﬁ-ﬁ\ A
(UFE)EEQ T}.E‘ =y
e CORLES ‘”Fa’fgwi
2N LR
410
=7 32
AN LR
H BEn E= 04
o 405 o
K"O EpniEr|
i ﬁ?wa gig wa
395
(FHEIRER
(F2)ABIEAN ]
[}
390
L=

Fig. 5. Importance-Performance Analysis(IPA) results by sub-factors
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1848 SRt} BaatE PHSlo] A HE, WERAN AR £ 921 Fa e} phEEL
Table 73} 2] $412 2% A2} frofuld o2 BAEGI £a] B, HiEdo] AT 9900 B FREE
Hol 7 glom], BEEL )Y A G104 52 A0 Uehdeh, BaRte] 390l Sl gRe] A4 8
Qo RIS} e Ao 2 ekt

o
HEQPA ] 0

e}
QL
o
s
1o
rO

Table 7. t-test result of Importance-Performance by factors by users

T2 {9l e ki t-value / p-value
B =4 B =9
faEeo] At 4.051 1 3.193 2 8.667/.000
oA AHGH 9] Q124 4.044 2 3215 1 8.459/.000
Fog B ol YA 4.006 4 3.123 4 8.733/.000
Zo| A Q] A1HA 4013 3 3.165 3 6.972/.000
gAZde] A3 4.085 3 3.475 4 7.039/.000
wa AAH ] ¢12]4 4.149 1 3.544 1 8.299 /.000
T H ] HAA 4.034 4 3.486 3 7.138/.000
ZO] A O] A1 A 4.138 2 3.495 2 8.741/.000

2AATFY] IPA 74 Ft
A 274AFS] IPA Matrix 124 23, Fig. 63 Zo] ANARZH(FA G )2 ‘Al HAEd0] M, <HdgH e oA

A 89102 ekt on, ARG S FO PR AP, FRAL] AR a0 vehgry

406

Al O30 B2
L]

AEgzEg ung
[

403

f!5

402

FIHBANY 42
L]

40

FUIEY INE
-]

400

QR

Fig. 6. Importance-Performance Analysis(IPA) results by factors(driver)
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2] SHeY 84 S o RIS of it 24 Aol A & Table 83} o] SAA 0 & Foft Ao & LpEpt o
™, IPA Matrix 24 A= Fig. 73 2o AIARETH(FAI G )2 2] 2D, <S4 271, A1 223t Hagah - o
AP, < HAPARO] 2pE A QAP (R HAIAL A A E BT, (O FOEAPHE Hol=rh 5 67l 84, Al
RER(RT YA (oK AF HTA FAEE WA 84, ABARTHAE A G )2 7oL &2, < Hagatel A ¢
TR G, «(F7H) A LA TG DAAAZP, (5 B HTA FE PA7P, «(FH FARAPHE R

o7k & 571 84, AUAREH(IY )2 A Hgh, XA IR E R 527l 84 EAE I

Table 8. t-test result of Importance-Performance by sub-factors(driver)

_ QT =T
= ol 5He] LA @ 4 : :
T& 89l ol 4 84 a7 =9 o 29l t-value / p-value
] $1%] 4190 1 3266 3 7.843/.000
7810l 5]
gaZdo] AaA ZHatel ¥ gk 3962 9 3190 6 6.323 /.000
22 27] 4101 6 3279 1 6.679 /.000
b ) 3.949 11 3.038 14 7.698 /.000
277t A 18 HE L 3962 9 3177 8 6.916/.000
31 olal Ay ord]
o] ol Hazlol|A| 1A E g 4.013 8§ 3152 9 8.481/.000
B A 217307t HaAk A )14 4038 7 3253 4 6.831/.000
e HaLe] 2 T Q14 4165 2 3279 1 7.416/ 000

(FHAYE HEA T B YA 7] 3899 13 3.051 13 7.730 /.000
GFHEYP HTA FHE APA7] 3886 14 31052 9 5.780/.000
(CRHARF A S B HAIAY] 4114 4 3089 12 8.582/.000
(CRHEAYF FIA] T WA 7] 4127 3 3203 5 7.500/.000

FolR] HAA

Z7hZo] T A7} 2 Holl=7
= o] A]o] A4 FHFYIEAE Hol=7 3911 12 3139 11 6.255/.000
(CFHFEAI7} Z Hol=7} 4114 4 3190 6 7.270 / .000
420 ﬂ.r|$|1:\
iR R el
[}
(OF2) MEIZA [}
° e (FR)EERTE =7 37
410 (OF2) MBS [5)
HEENR Iy
@
LH EE‘A}-&
] 4m
flo zga EE
e =] L]
[} FANT EH
(FL)MREILEA (-FE) nEe
380 L] (FHEAMEYH
380
300 305 310 315 320 325 330
QtEG

Fig. 7. Importance-Performance Analysis(IPA) results by sub-factors(driver)
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] 9, Fig. 89141 UL ALARERAA G2 18R] QLA 07 Ll on], ARARR(EESS)

2 FOHAI] APEAP 2 ABHRAAEAFDE Al

Bl ST 84 FaT

410

prdr

408

402

FHRAY HfEE
e

AEFEZ 20E
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AIC|2~ZY0| 32
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FARL ANE
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Fig. 8. Importance-Performance Analysis(IPA) results by factors(pedestrian)

710 &2 UERtom, IPA Matrix 241 1= Fig. 99} ZHo] AIAREH(G-

Table 9. t-test result of Importance-Performance by sub-factors(pedestrian)

LgHo] AR, FAHE| FAY 8l = e

of m o] thet B4 gk, 7ot bR Table 99} o] SAZ 02§15t
2GSy e 2 A, LAl FEHA

H or
=

TE 99l 5k 1A a4 %;ﬁi‘:— 5 %;ﬁi— o t-value / p-value
A2] 914 4193 2 3551 4 6.735/.000
gaZao] 4514 ZrdrQ] wigh 4018 12 3450 11 5.865/.000
22+ 37] 4055 11 3505 8 5.219/.000
A 47 4073 8 3395 14 6.731/.000
A7 A 1A E 4H 4156 5 3551 4 7.437/.000
om0 ol Hajzto| 7] 1A H L 4184 4 3587 1 7.223/.000
wan 21 92147 BaAF H Q14 4064 10 3495 9 6.479 /.000
Hagapo] ek H Q14 4193 2 3541 7.588/.000
TRV HA T B YA 7] 3917 14 3404 13 5.836/.000
= o] m o] AAA GFHEYPA HTA FAFE HAPAZ] 3945 13 3459 10 5.095 /.000
(ORHAFEF HA] F2l 4 5 BHYA] 7] 4138 6  3.523 7.465/.000
(CRHESYRF HA] FO)AHE HAPAZ] 4138 6 3.560 6.986/.000
= o] 3A]0] A1 A FIHFo|BAI7H 2 Hol=7} 4064 9 3431 12 7.436/.000
(CRHFQIZAI7HE Hol=7} 4211 1 3560 2 8.286/.000
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Fig. 9. Importance-Performance Analysis(IPA) results by sub-factors(pedestrian)
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Table 10. Importance-Performance Analysis(IPA) results by users(summary)
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Table 10. Importance-Performance Analysis(IPA) results by users(summary)(Continue)
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