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Analysis of Transportation Mode Choice Behavior Based on Accessibility

! Focused on Chungnam-Weihai route

Jung-kyu Choi
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The purpose of this study is to analyze the choice behavior of the mode of transportation for
travel from Korea to China. Discrete choice analysis is utilized to establish the factors that affect
travelers’ choice and to quantify the importance of these factors in transportation mode choices.
The proposed choice models were constructed by using stated-preference (SP) data obtained from
Chungcheongnam-do. This study also examined different choice behavior in order to capture any
previously unobserved differences in the residence area. Results showed that the access time and
frequency attributes are the most significant factors, while the travel time attributes are the least
significant factors for travelers' choice behaviour, The insights of the results described in this re-
search provide some practical suggestions to transportation providers for planning and strategic
management endeavors in the future.
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Coefficient estimate (t-test value)

Variable ! olak A2k X

FSC -2,184(-2,704") -0.657(-0.586) -0.494(-0.527) 0.756(-0.855)

LcC 0.565(0.795) 1.708(1.624) -1.874(1.399) 0.357(0.419)

AT -0.252(-4,235%) -0.140(-1,991) -0.308(-3.182+*%) -0.144(-1.966*)

AP -0.052(-6.104*) -0.047(-4,638"%) -0.039(-2.983*) -0.041(-4.002*)

AF 0.086(2.851%) 0.168(4.737**) 0.112(2.340™) 0.203(5.357°)
- 20.012(-2.938") -0.005(-1.037) -0.035(-4.508*) -0.020(-3.581**)
P -0.046(-5.274*+) -0.036(-3.783"**) -0.115(-4.818"*) -0.070(-3.867**)
) 0,054(0.562) 0.116(0,998) 0.257(1.613) 0.237(2.019")

No of Observations 1071 924 784 867
L(0) -1713.8352 -1333.7153 -720.6897 -1081,0345
L(c) -1696.9133 -1296.4452 -677.8419 -1047,5877
L(R) -1082.351 -718.9204 -411,7401 -691,9048
0 0.36217 0.44547 0.39257 0.33953
E 0.35826 0.44109 0.38365 0.33309
%) *p<0.01, **p¢0.005, ***p(0.001
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