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ABSTRACT

Mobility as a Service(MaaS) is an integrated mobility service that enables flexible reservation and
payments for various transportation services on one platform, including existing public transportation.
To popularize MaaS, users need to be satisfied with the service, and the factors that lower satisfaction
need to be improved. In this study, the structural equation model was used to identify the influence
of factors on the overall satisfaction level. Improvement plans to increase user satisfaction were
derived based on importance-satisfaction analysis and the decision tree model. The analysis revealed
the level of connectivity in MaaS apps to be a significant factor that needs to be improved for a
higher user satisfaction level of MaaS

Key words : Maa$, User satisfaction, Influence factor, Structural Equation Model, Decision Tree
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MaaS(Mobility as a Service)& 7 EHZ_7E Tl W29} A|3Hd o] o= 7)1 o] 5 THPM: Personal
Mobility), ZFAAA, 2373 (DRT: Demand Responsive Transport) & TF&¥gH wEAH|~E 3}
we] EYEolA AlFaste] aE fl:‘:’_]'T——-_‘ Al doF 2 HAAY = A e T 2EEE ARzt
(Park, 2016). 2= MaaS¢} ¥HH thdk A7 &5o] o] FoA L YUAIT thFE2] MaaSol gk A= 7H
WS AEstAy, MaaS A4 3}ol| thgk AFSo] S AAskaL vk sioll A MaaS+ 7] A+ FA
¢l 9HF MaaS7} ©]-8748] WEEof ofW FEFE mA| Ao #FF AT Folry] ofe AA ol

U] thEH A2 SEE 7|RES] MaaS Al $& HRHE TENFAN7 LY ~ntEAE g4l
BAAFHEZZAE ARQIto] T2 g A Yste ‘~ntE Y 3 FAEf FRAY 7le i R&D7Y
FREHAT A TS FA 2vtE BHEE AHI2 Adg] e g 2 A, AAE 158 9 olsat

nE olFAR FR7E M, o] &2 BEF Wroly 4 9 HAAR LdagF N, o

&7 &y 2~ntE BUYE AR AF7E A, < 2utE R E A2 o|FH A B AlFTE
2 R t739AE R AHAE AlFstaat sigith AHl s diFas o

o] Y1, A7tE o]&Eo] £ WTBIANY EANUFTEAE HdstiA hFBAAE G2 2L
1 7|E tEnE 79 AAS Y REEE AR2E AFste tiTFEgAl Al

o] AHl2 BIEE H giFuE o] §ES Eole Zo| 4 HiEolth
3]

@o{

A B
F MaaST 733 9 71E tFus T9% 3/ PM B H7[AH7, DRT &
I e U aFTHES L AHIAE AFETh o] 8AES A
5 122 o] & Al Tkd FaE tallA st 3
o s sty St AAIg ’é%—ﬁ AA HFFHA #
5 E< 7IRe R A Aug et AdEATH
2 =52 gF3YAE o E HAAIE MaaS A5S B3 MaaS 0| &REE 3 9 43 ik &
3| 2717 B9k X3 AR AFAE 7O Z MaaS ©]- &S Tol| #3F B8 3Pt
2y 9 BAVPHE A 838t MaaSe| AWl wEEo] ¥ = 99 ¥
< 53E g w39 AR ARE B8 AWER] mEeEl A s HIUHAS
ofstuat TFEHAHA R (SEM: Structural Equation Model)S &83th fEo] Fo%=-
Importance-Performance Analysis)2 38 050 W& v &4 golste] 742
, JAHE AU F-(Decision Tree)S F35te] AWl wE
13t EFaetaAt i) o] GA EAlo] Aoljt
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Arias-Molinares and Garcia-Palomares(2020)2 MaaSE o84 $419], Tha ZE 9 XFY o|gAd He 2
HIEZ Alx®lo 2 Muslal, o 7]A MaaS F3 A ol5dS 4839 317] Y¢ o8 = Avlx a3k

118 OIRTSOle| =27 M227, T22(20234 48)



sgt RU2|E| AMH[A 0| 8RHE

_J>|

o ojx= dEkeol BA

(FF % A U SUSHT St FAFOE WES ARS A

A2t FAE Aostarh Bt_f& Yun and Ki(2019)& MaaSE 7|& 4 1% A A A
L foto g wEAHIAE B §8380 %L%om A& F e AEAAS =3 Ao] FE B3

olgtar Aol

A =le] T2, diolH, 7Pte 5o A37] Aulzois S8R9} FHAE dYstd 3
I w2z I g2 ﬂ% TIUE FEEY Al 2SS ALFTH MaaSE o714 Uort diFalE ol9le] PM,
A7, DRT9F 22 w5dS aeste] she] ZHlFolA 3 Wl #d FEES &4 & =
Aol 7k it

Sochor et al.(2018) MaaS-/] FE & 471 GAZ FESIATE Level 0 ~ Level 4704 £/7F Hof 9lom,
Level 0 gl tieh 247ke] wEAHIAE AlE2Ath Level 12 HR 3 DA, 42 5 ¥l&
3 4EE 5 ZUYUE %‘H AFH Level 2v FE AN, wgswe] oof 3 A& T3 g,
o] 827} shtel FREFS Tl TS AAst doF 2 AAAA GRS F A= DAl Level 3& ©]
A Sl gk a7 E3ete tigks AlFEn, o] BAFE JWE Ay Akl Wik tietew T
Foa E F Utk Level 45 Td FHY F89 FHY WAE dolA ME &y AF A A 2
] Hooh 2 AEE =20 F8e Uthle dAolth
=3 T M= MaaSgl TUE AT A7 &ds] M= Qlrh The Seoul Institute.(2019)F A1-&A] €]
MaaS =% 7Fe S W71et] flate]l S SHEAR AES & AdrkeAo] 45 An=E @E
Stk 1 A% F3 I, FAUEE wEANS, BuE AR-dRAA Y, FAE 9A 2 oqF F3h
il B odloF MulzE Aol w2 MHIZE Hrtskgith

Seo et al.(2020) 71Eel ATH EHS MO MaaS7} AH3lol] WA= IFS olsH 9 884, AF

A af, WESG ol BHO

1
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HH

Helsiglon, olF SETARA W) Maase] 8 7FsHE BT,
EE, SETA FAI YFEUL o HER WES FEH MuS B9 HEL Folt Y 54, uFE
R 014 s 9 84 9 52 PG

Kim and Han(2012) EH? =R o}quE 9] =3A S8 o4 WEE FTEe "
2 AH2A, odA, 344, Ao MRSy, TR ndS daste AAHSE WA o)Ly
o] d3ke vX= Y3k BA=S E%ﬁ}(}:}\t}

Ahn and Choi(2014)& TZWAA 28-S 345ke] 9]4) 724 ¥ 4=(Exogenous latent variable)<} U} A 2HA]
(Endogenous latent variable)7te] QAAAE EAH R AZshi Hx&¥ BEEE SAo 18 E%QF
A olBR N EASNEN YRS ANAT,

Lee et al.2015)2 W2 o] 828 FHPARE HEZEE /A st FRAAAEY S 83 T
49 AR RS AN AT W2 A 9 Lodxn ~9 Ao s o ol -

A7 BEEE WSS Al FYANT TR BE
FQAZe] UL T GRS e SHEIE =2,

Kim ot al Q02D & FAZF BHHE sl A5A A4S o2 FATHEAEL 59 Azl 2
2% Fuo) e ZAE FUSIL TEIRHBET FLEUVEE BAS YL FLEHES BY
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P

ARE Fo o]&AVF 8= AR §-
T, T AR, FALH FF, ¥ FAR 7 5 2
)
et al.2022)2 A= T AEZRALE Tl 22 o] &7} Aftste B2 AR|29 BEEe) F8EE
é Aoz Hrstazl o, wEAn2e HIHAAE FYsted AES AT 1" HdEAE
o AHPE 283 =% 7|5 2 AAd thg 4id a5 9 IEEE Hrlketa, IPAS 2835t A
W AEMBAE =&Y

Kang et al.2017)& JAPEAUF-E 835t wFALL 7He-H
}_,7_% 7 ol- 7»/\]-’ }\]-ul-oi e —5—} b
< AFALE FEske FEAS 2SS

Ha et al.(2010)> Y& 5= HIWHEZ 5308 Yo7 WBAILE QIS EW/dael tiste] AT Azt o=
B2YE st 9 FIAE =& =3 S BYAA 55 Hst
of JAAAUT-E AT EZH ) H

Park et al.2016)2 IEER FAFIRS] wEAAL AR 9% ]
t=otel BAE otstazl 2011 FHE 20159 IEEE BEALL ASE 7|Hte g oAbEA
g3kl FARET REEEe] Al AR FEE
AbaL §A 9 9219 Aol Bl o
7kste] AlIL AR H& A0 E Uyt
MaaS A5< B3 3% o84 S 2A AHE S835to F2REAR
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. MaaS °]&A} 95 ZA}

B AFE= AH AFPark el al, 2021 F3 /LE MaaS H7HAFE D AR B3-S o] Rt £HE A
T AFAE 7|2 FA4S FHSIAT AR Aol A= MaaSe| s o A& AEo] 7hsd S-S
aeEte olgAe Y=g etd 4 9y, ABAR] Anlx HUHE & 4 e dFnE AUl 9 MaaS
Fd HIAE FHAIS FARAE Tl AAS AT AR TRt %01] A&7 o 28 A E 58 5
L57F =& HIA R 57 S HF AASH K Park el al, 2021). HFZ o2 A3 HrATE AAA, A
AR, olFA, AT a8 AAAHCRE, 24 FAAS MaaS ©]& Ll" Zié‘l'& Ax, AL ggst
WEFH 7 B )] AA 7T QA FE, olFS MaaS ©]& A FE A A FEE B HE
EAANA 228 F e BE, 242 MaaS 0|82 2 thA ¥ First/Last Mile =1 7%?4 g o]F AIZE ¥t
% FF, AANAELS MaaSollA AFHE ST S S3A 4 FF $2& gt A&7 AES 53
HAA x| AHAS Hrlstg o, 7f 2F43t7] 918k AHP(Analytic Hierarchy Process) s 9

FA
ST AAS olgEE HE T2 A4S HIX B JhFA 2 &%= 44 <Table 1>, <Table 2
9} Zth(Park et al., 2021).
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o187} MEE R EAE MaaS AF) AHE ANBUAT ) 2420 9 T A e ooz
AABERoH, AL 2021d 108 279~29¢, 20229 5€ 109~13% F 29 P UCE AEES FAH
F2 AFHOD FrAs) Aol Likert 53 HEE A§3to F 1047109 HES FPIHAL
<Table 1> Composition of user satisfaction survey <Table 2> Weight and ranking by evaluation index

Index Contents Index Weight Rank

Overall . . .

Satisfaction Overall level of satisfaction with MaaS use Connectivity 02637 1
Satisfaction level of usage fee
Economics
Satisfaction level of applied discount rate Accessibility 02227 )
Smooth level of app linkage
Connectivity Satisfaction level of integrated payment service
Level of transfer improvement Mobility 0.2044 3

Satisfaction level of first mile walking distance

Satisfaction level of first mile travel time .
Accessibility Punctuality 0.2015 4

Satisfaction level of last mile walking distance

Satisfaction level of last mile travel time
Satisfaction level of total travel time Economics 0.1077 5

Mobility

Satisfaction level of provided route

Accuracy level of transportation departure and arrival time
Punctuality Y - P - p. - Sum 1.0000 B
Precise level of estimated time of arrival

2. MaaS O|2X} OIEE

AEZAF Al AHEEE Likert 53 AEE 1004 A== W3ty 3 A4 53 UEE HA-E Bl
A <Table 3>7 2tk HE7F k& B35t H7HAEE 75X & Sl HF MaaS o] &4 BEE A
+ <Table 4>9} 2o} §FA ¥l 94 64.4%, 94 35.6% 2™, A dl= 200 50.0%, 30U 34.6%, 40tH
13.5%, 50t 1.9% o & YEFSTE MaaS ©]-8AZH= 084 ~ 094 40.9%, 18A] ~ 194] 26.8%, 07A] ~ 084
15.4%, 174 ~ 18A] 8.1%, 19A] ~ 204 4.7%, 1 9] oFHAIZI 4.0% o2 ZALE A

H7IAEE o] 8NEE HEE AP A HIEA 7463, ol FA 71631, AAA 6747, AAIA 64.04,
AAA 6258 o2 Yehgton HZA FoME Last Mile 1 A2 W= F 7697, First Mile £12 7]
g W= £F 7674, First Mile ©]%5 A|ZF W5 =5 7354, Last Mile ©]%5 AZF 95 5 7169 €22 U
gtk JriA® F M AET 2L H2A A E Fist/Last Mile?] EX Ao tjRE 9lEst= Ao=
e, o]8 8 o] fr= tFnES o] 83h] Y3l 7S e tEE TEE T3l ol53tiou, AFolAes
PM % 7|2 A S} e Angrde] EYO0 R 1t FisyLast Mile®] =X A7} ZF4ste] v A3}
2 AoE
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<Table 3> Average score by evaluation index
Category Contents Score per question Average score
Satisfaction level of usage fee 60.5
Economics 62.5
Satisfaction level of applied discount rate 64.5
Smooth level of app linkage 55.0
Connectivity Satisfaction level of integrated payment service 69.7 64.0
Level of transfer improvement 67.3
Satisfaction level of first mile walking distance 76.7
Satisfaction level of first mile travel time 735
Accessibility — - - - 74.6
Satisfaction level of last mile walking distance 76.9
Satisfaction level of last mile travel time 71.6
» Satisfaction level of total travel time 732
Mobility 71.6
Satisfaction level of provided route 70.0
. Accuracy level of transportation departure and arrival time 673
Punctuality 674
Precise level of estimated time of arrival 67.6
<Table 4> Final user satisfaction score
Evaluation idnex Average score per indicator Weight per indicator Final score
Economics 62.5 0.1077
Connectivity 64.0 0.2637
Accessibility 74.6 0.2227 68.4
Mobility 71.6 0.2044
Punctuality 67.4 0.2015

3. ME|E EM(Reliability analysis) & AZHEAM(Correlation analysis)

B dFolA Z83sta de AEAEe SEAEY FHAY Hrtel ofs) FHEHJY] "ol AEAE9
A E 711537 913l Cronbach’s aAIFE © A HIME 359 o, A= <Table 559
7EL Cronbach’s aﬁ]-rgl %,%01 =S % "]ﬂ/‘éo] Fom, Ay o= 07 o]dold A7 Aol v
71 Ag4o] de A2 EAFHAUL.
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<Table 5> Reliability analysis

Number of questions Cronbach’s @ Reliability index

13 0.878 Cronbach’s a > 0.7 Reliable

5 AuAS getetr] faf AAEde FHsaeH,
0] 95% 1= 73kl A
A RiEpE AAGo] 4o el de AR e
OS2 Yepton, I o2 AHAA, o]F4,

122 PA=ITSYR|=EN| 223, M22(2023H 4K)
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<Table 6> Correlation analysis

Cateco Contents Pearson correlation p
Boy coefficient
. Satisfaction level of usage fee 0.247 Hokk
Economics - - - -
Satisfaction level of applied discount rate 0.351 i
Smooth level of app linkage 0512 i
Connectivity Satisfaction level of integrated payment service 0.430 ki
Level of transfer improvement 0.377 e
Satisfaction level of first mile walking distance 0.295 i
Satisfaction level of first mile travel time 0.329 xxx
Accessibility
Satisfaction level of last mile walking distance 0.188 ek
Satisfaction level of last mile travel time 0.232 i
Satisfaction level of total travel time 0.339 i
Mobility
Satisfaction level of provided route 0.340 e
) Accuracy level of transportation departure and arrival time 0.355 il
Punctuality - - - -
Precise level of estimated time of arrival 0.497 ok

Remarks)***: P<0.05

o 4
BN
o
ol
1>
td
ot
%
=
»n

tructural Equation Model)ol&F 54 @45 FHotslr] 3l F223 o]&9] &4 W
o] g3} Q%@"J Felo oA s HFE 3 AT BAY oY FYHE % =

2 Q&4 (Factor analysis)¥} ] FE4(Regression analysis)2] E"é S
=43t= &4 Eﬁé(Measurement model) %73 AR WS ke OIJ,}

Im - ngn +677 ................................................................................................................................. (1)
71, A, = BEAT

| = AL

6771, = ‘g‘i]—’ Z(l-i}
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WA RS BAshs SHREE S Eq. Q9 2ol AT < ok

T=
Y, = iyl + € T )
A7, w, = BEAG
ny = A
. = 23, 23
ZARY S Tl Aguss WA A3t BAE s F2EF2 Eq. 3T 2] AYd F Sith
nq e ’Yabﬁn +<r ..................................................................................................................................... (3)

A7NA, 4, = BEAF
& = AN
¢ = oAk %

n o fe—®)
Yz (—@
<—®

Ya

Estimate Model 2

Estimate Model 1

Axx Path Coefficient &1 Exogenous Variable Kxx Path Coefficient  7); Endogenous Variable

<Fig. 1> Basic structure of structural equation model

2 ATdME FAUFE MaaS 0] 84 TSR Rz A
AR, dAE, oled, HTA, BB R AAsL, 2F AHE THEE MaaSe| AR =0l o(+)9]
148ttt 23] W4 AL <Table 7>3 20w, 919} o] AT /M-S A

<Table 7> Configure the variables of the model

Category Contents
Endogenous
. User satisfaction Overall level of satisfaction
latent variable
Exogenous X1 Satisfaction level of usage fee
. Economics
latent variable X2 Satisfaction level of applied discount rate

223, TH22(2023H 48)



=g 2dz|El MH|A 0| ZTEZ o|xl= el 24
Category Contents

X3 Smooth level of app linkage

Connectivity X4 Satisfaction level of integrated payment service
X5 Level of transfer improvement
X6 Satisfaction level of first mile walking distance
X7 Satisfaction level of first mile travel time

Accessibility B B . . .
X8 Satisfaction level of last mile walking distance
X9 Satisfaction level of last mile travel time
X10 Satisfaction level of total travel time

Mobility — -
X11 Satisfaction level of provided route
. X12 Accuracy level of transportation departure and arrival time

Punctuality - - - -

X13 Precise level of estimated time of arrival

£ A% 38 AUE ASE ol A5 A% AU AYE AFelAE AGF FEow Jehton)
ARE AGoAE 717 ol 27 WA 2 A0 derkor], Avhe <Table 89 2Th A=
o4 A7 7o) 2F MA RACAL SEE 2 s7le) AWLARFGAL, DAL, 424, ofF
ARG 7 HETG AR ) ARET FAY ASHCE sl 2L WAty Wi 72

WA RYY| T2E <Fig. 2% Lol B4 HASIYT

MaaS ©| &£ 5o] U FRYAHAEY S FH Ad= <Fig 2> 2ok 12PN EE A= Hr}
2 A Y= A< (Absolute Fit Index)2} 8 A% A 4(Incremental Fit Index)7} Atk At A= =<
ol GFI(0.9 ©]% #7), RMR(0.05 ©]3} 274), RMSEA(0.1 ©l3t A7} o, FE AFE AFode=
NFI(0.9 ©]’¢ A7), CFI0.9 ©1d 274) ol Ath wetx B AFolA =&3 F2UAA RS A 4%

5
%

N
-

031

N

043 024 050 053 069 040 033 047 036 024 047 053 023
v ¥V v v v ¥V v ¥V Vv ¥
‘x1 ‘szxa ‘x4Hx5erHx7erngHx1o|‘x11||x12‘|x13|
L T S T T T S Y R A
076 087 071 0.68 056 0.78 0.82 073 080 087 073 068 0.88
\;\r\\ ~ 035/ /
s

’ 0.32 6
\ 7
0.55 G5

0.3 65\)1

ccessibilit

0.01 0.57 -0.28 0.21 0.24

Sy

[ Overall Satisfaction |

*

0.48

<Fig. 2> User satisfaction structural equation
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<Table 8> Goodness of fits for the structural equation model
Absolute fit index Incremental fit index
Category
GFI RMR RMSEA NFI CFI
Acceptance criteria More than 0.9 Below 0.05 Below 0.1 More than 0.9 More than 0.9
Research Model 0.9 0.05 0.1 0.81 0.87

MaaS ©]-&RtEE FFadl B4 Ax, A% F2REF | 7Hd AP 5+ Regression Weights®] CR. %k
)3T}, <Table 9>k 0] 95% Al 73holl A bzl s o] FAH O {3
o7 yeyton, & 7RSS FAZSE FoAo] gl ZoE Ursth Hukg
E—ﬂ"’] g %‘7} Axe AL E QJAAAZFEL 056982 YEbR oM, AAHS g
547 ol & #HolA e B AZ Ao A FE A 7R
ol %g@‘g_} HEs ot AR BAHJY H2489 7
Xﬂ,lﬂaol -0278% FUA 59 VS F= AR UrETh HIZA ol o] &RtEE ()¢
3= A A71ARdA 9 pMA} 22 e %‘%2 First/Last Mile®] =X 72| 3l o]& A3t
=57} 4 AxEe ol 8AEY ANkl RER AAo| AA ¥
L=3b7d
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<Table 9> Standardized regression weight in SEM

Category Estimate S.E. CR. P
Overall satisfaction <— Economics 0.011 0.201 0.090 0.945
Overall satisfaction <— Connectivity 0.569 0.228 3.321 wxH
Overall satisfaction <— Accessibility -0.278 0.363 -1.349 0.243
Overall satisfaction <— Mobility 0.208 0.331 1.013 0410
Overall satisfaction «<— Punctuality 0.242 0.246 1.702 0.107
X1 < Economics 1.000 - - -
X2 < Economics 1.260 0.242 4922 ok
X3 < Connectivity 1.000 - - -
X4 < Connectivity 0.738 0.100 5.751 ek
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Category Estimate S.E. CR. P
X5 <« Connectivity 0.575 0.126 4.847 whk
X6 < Accessibility 1.000 - - -
X7 < Accessibility 1.296 0.133 8.614 o
X8 «— Accessibility 0917 0.208 7.539 ok
X9 < Accessibility 1.033 0.176 8.346 ok
X10 < Mobility 1.000 - - -
X11 < Mobility 1.139 0.145 7.373 ok
X12 < Punctuality 1.000 - - -
X13 <« Punctuality 1.150 0.169 5.843 i

Remarks)***: P<0.05

T8 E-RE5 4 (Importance-Performance Analysis) &8 5% BHEEE &-8ato] A2 g 4
AE EZ3s WHolth IPAT BF AEXA AH4E 7|NCE 2859 BEERE 4% AHEH| ®7)3
of 1ol Wk SHEAE £2F 4 9k PAS] ARTL o) mek FUANGY, $ARAGY, e
$AEHEY, AAFAGYSR FREY, 2= <Fig. 3>3 2t} 1AHEH(Concentrate here) S F 2=+ &
o}, BEET W ol thE AREH HIE] A&AQ1 el B o] Bagk GYolth 2AHEH (Keep
up the good work)S FHEE9} Fo 57} A Yee F9o 2 AA) HEE FASIAY A&HH #ert 2
2% oItk AR (Low priority) & FLES} WEE/} BE W oz o dUe Fawst BA @
7] W&ol /A 2 FEolA e HEHE e AS Sl 4AHEH(Possible overkil) S FLEE E
2 BAT MEEE £ GYoE, Y FARE Q] O o) A tidel AYE e Yotk

Concentrate Keep Up the
|
é" Here Good Work
(Improve) (Keep)
2
-]
=
=]
(=7
E
Possible
z Low .
3 Priority Overkill
(Reduce)
Low High
Performance
<Fig. 3> Basic structure of importance-performance analysis
FTAE-TELT BX(IPA) 27 <Fig. 4>9F Zo] EHEe] HHL 3762, ToEE ARl W £F B
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—=

Aot w3 B A ATl AA daATY &5 U #oE APgsilon, Fax9 B
2 00772 2EHAY. ToEE AT, R B2 1AHE W (Concentrate here)ol] A2 < A I
T S5 N FF AANY B2 G A4 A R nETY S 234 A £F, AAA
o ALH I 87 W FFo] el BoF AR et O F 9 dA dF FFo] EEes B
AR 7P S8R5V & 208 Hol §f AA FFol tig /fAdo] Ad Algd Zog dddEn. Fa%Tt
=1 UEEE 52 2AHEH(Keep up the good work)oll A= AAIA S SRHAAAH 2 THE FF0] XA
o, ol FR}AA MY 2 = TS AH 2 o] & Al skt F B Bl Aol tig AlAdo] Fag A
o2 dddr FAEF WA BHEEE W 3AHE W (Low priority) | M E A E e o] 88T W FEF, ©]
A9 AFE AR UF F£Eo] YAFAOH, TREE YA EET}F H2 4AHEH(Possible overkill)
e BE HIA tigh v £F7 o] 54 F FRA i vHE FFo] AX AT H2A e A
¢ FEUANRY ARNME 3¢9 FFES BAFoH, TAEREE AR H2EY &3 4
N AR 4R ARG Ao ' Hol A HIA] MAHS BeshA e g Audn. FRE-1E
5T A% FRYAARY AAE vusEs W dARe] 7P dEFEe] & WUIARE UEa, $8%5-
HEE FAoA M $AE7E FoF MaaS o] &0l thatk o] A& HEEE E0]7] Y814 MaaSe| A
doll gk 7iAde] 78 Bad ZoE Yehyith

0.114
0.110 Smooth level of app linkage ° Accessibility
Precise level of estimated time of arrival
° Mobility

Punctuality
0.100 0.096
L

Satisfaction level of integrated payment service

0.090
0.084

Level of transfer improvement

o
0.079
0.080 Satisfaction level of applied discount rates | 0‘2780 076

Importance

Satisfaction level of provided route

0.070

| Satisfaction level of first mile walking distance |

0.060

0.052

Satisfaction level of usage fee

0.050 — - -
| Satisfaction level of last mile travel time |

0.042

0.040 ‘ satisfaction level of last mile walking distance |

]
I
I
1
I
|
1
1
1
1
1
1
]
1
1
1
1
1
-
|
|
I
I
I
I
I
I
I
I
1
]
1
1
1
1
1
1
1
1

Average Satisfaction: 3.762
0.030 -
3.100 3.200 3.300 3.400 3.500 3.600 3.700 3.800 3.900 4.000 4.100 4.200 4.300

Satisfaction

<Fig. 4> Results of importance—performance analysis

6. 2AZEUFEE 21}

o A2 U (Desicion Tree)t= HlolEntold #Ae] o2l o2 Foizl HolHE 54 7% u
2 ERSAY dSshe Bl AR TEE URE AY B FuRA 24 1R A%
o we} Mejoht], F3bobe), Bobt), ZiA 2 BHA 04 2a, SAERUR e EAdolE el B
A% vigoz Waloq A BRE F, £RE 7K Fol4 2BAF AAE A7) PEE Fake] A
Ao H48 ARE BF L oF YR 722 S0 WAL detss B F shiolt)
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