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ABSTRACT

The manufacturing-oriented mobility system is being reorganized around the future mobility system
represented by electrification, sharing, and autonomy, driven by the social demand for sustainable
development. Changes in future mobility systems are expected to accelerate thanks to advances in IT
technology. To this end, this study conducted an expert survey (N=23) to predict the direction of changes
in the future mobility system. Through the survey, ‘mobility sharing’ was selected as a key factor in
the future mobility system among four future mobility. In addition, ‘safety’ was selected as the most
important service factors in future mobility system among eight future mobility service factors. We
hope that the results of this study will be used as basic information to design policies and service
directions of preparation for the future mobility system.

Key words : Future mobility, Autonomous vehicle, Electric vehicle, Mobility sharing, Mobility as a
Service
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AsA FGe A TRY R BF Azt At 27, ), ¥, TR 5§, HYS 28
o A 4kq] AAGOE Qe el A Pl ¢S WA F e HU /RRMeE ERAT
53], vt A 2UEE AL AA AxY B 136%E AAStL dor, A 189 11.8% %
Bk 120%S B8t s tEAQ 77Hgolat AAS Adets FF4H4olth (Statistics Korea,
2015). WEFTe] FAT kxlo] 4ke] Ayt WX & FFo] Ak B4 RHUYE YL HEHOE B
SR S HolAnh W 5 Ayt B3 Qe 1A g At - AEE a7 5o |
g ZdEE Aol W7 AsAtES Ao s gAd dgelth

AAHE A7|32 giiEs A8AAEAL A 1T7]% 7|9 2453, 3RedE 5 v 24
e Yo uF dEtiele]l AeE dAeln, g R o] oj1nE vk e 7]E Al
T ARG 49k A7) v, 2AFE ¥EA 5 A AR S AN AR dqEth FY
g v 2aE Ao dAFoR thgsty] Sl (199 108 BARA FE rHAEA A d
A, 2030 =7F 22, S SRS & vl AR AL, AEFH&ETIET), AH 2 4k
o] AN ALOR o dHm, vefat thASe] A7 BF AsA A= A9 AHZYA L, =
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(Ahn and Yeo, 2015; Morrissey et al., 2016), =337 E24J(Kwon et al., 2020a) 52 FAZ AT :
E3], o A7) Bg AR Qg 2345 9 AGAEF AAS BldlolE B4 ATVt FE o]F1
ATHHan et al., 2016; Flammini et al, 2019). ©]9} W53 o) B F4|9] A5 AEFY Asatet SHEL
gEol= A& v =22E] AhE thHlskal ATH(Cohen and Kietzmann, 2015; Fagnant and Kockelman,
2015; Bonnefon et al.,, 2016). =g, H AlAl 2 AHoA =Y & THEULE Mulz) #d" =9,
el @ FAA ], TAE AT P 5o A7 JBF 1 glon, 2020 1€ wEAA Holo| &
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stRom, mg) RHE ] Aul2 A o]' FE A AT
ok 2ol M= wE 2y ZF o] s A 3 v mlejEe 4HE F
8 AMul2x 48 TEINUTE ATHHES] IPA(Importance Performance Analysis) 3 AHP(Analytic Hierarchical
Process)oll 3l 378l A AEg & o]0zl 4o A EAES 98 AE AA 2 IV Jde 22 E4& 4
R v BAEE Aux Y 2 850 I3 AT Ais s A S, nRAt 674
Ae B AT AE 9 AAEE AT

1. 0|24 2EZ|E] Y MH|A

Emst & Young®| Kevin Robertsl] W2 mlef ZH2E|d 58 54 G4ty 9 184 2ol 53
o, 2453te BrEd AR 2~E X3she o] T eth olo] E dAFdAe v R $u g
Mul2g $4uF 49 FREEYE, ASFPAEaL, A71saEa, SEREYE ARls 5 aHAE

aHFPon Z ot gl Au|zo] i3t oo} A vt o

FTHEAYE D ZUEE TRATE o8 2008 T AR AT AAH AA BEF ol Y
2 2R QAL THAAE Eol A8 AA BHELS A5 8 £YH7] AASAD 0% T
A WA 250 BFYOR 3] T Aevke] AL Aol Fol=HolF, Y F #
9] Aol & 71&3tE 1 ) 53], 1) 2EE 2D AESE Mulx 8 A, i) 10 7 S E 2
galo] W2 AAA Ao 27} i) BN 1E3E EA Y] nEAZF Z7) v) AR R oEHe 9
afroll WE el g de 5o AR A AFEF AGTEE 2 20409 323,009 74 i
Zog %718 Awto|t} (Samjong KPMG, 2019)

AEFPATAT 12 Be 49 2% §lo] AsA 222 &3] e AEAE Tt (AEAk
FE A2z A1359]3). 1960 dt) W=7} A8 dS az AP or, 19909 HEZ HFE A
71e ot wE&ERE WA T Bope] Ayt BAF o R AP VS E AEFPAE T8
A5 Aol EFAA F4F Ao 111 20243744 A }% P& A% AE =9 9 #Hd AxgE o
HIgE 32027 A= 8 20 #4759 AAEFTHS A H2E F83S AES 20199 108
Hlex b 7RI A A o A %ﬂﬂ A&FPAF =Y W Fo EAREE 1) LHHE A 560%,
i) A2E 2 0] 8A 27} 2~10%, i) TAFH 71% AL 4-25%, v) I8 &4 0~20% S°| Ut (Wadud

et al., 2016).
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3) M7|StRtSA}

A7) A2 EEE 53 A7|dUAE F FHASE AHESte AsAE (BAERSA AsAke] A
2yl By 310 ek HE A2z A3E) AR a
grehe Adelth A ], EA8 9 A A 58 FEE A8 171 AL uid 7]

starA o2 gaste] 2018 71 &4 A7k 3 e 3309 E &35kt (Global EV Outlook
2019, IEA). 7138}Fe] ] M3k TS 7H&slE o] 20401 A Ap5Ak el Fe] 57%, A AAAEA} 0]
£219] 30%7F A7NAE &84T A0 2 o ZHr} (Bloomberg Finance, 2019). o]l st AE = 20301 A
7]-gazke] =) AlAE 33%, AAAE ARE 10% 242 sHllths 585 20199 102 xS

4) SZ2e[E| MH|A

S l2]E] AH]2y(Mobility as a Serivee; MaaS)& AH52l, W2, A|&Hd, 2dA 5 tokdt 54w s
ERNE0E T3 AFete A= L3tk o] 8Ae B FoE SFANY] As AsA), M, AskE
9 71& wETrHel FHEEYE, AEFPANAE 5 AAY B HE I S8k AHAE o] 84} i
of = @& tieks AN Foh 8 EHOZE i) Tt wEwe] S3KIntegration of transport modes),
i) 9y ZPZ 32 (One-platform), iii) ©] 82} 41| B+&3 AH] 2 A Z(Customization), iv) EHAIE Aul 2
(Journey planning), v) Th¥FeF F82] QFA| 7|8 W B3 7] A|(Traffic packages) A3 5°] Att 2016\ A=
Whim¢] AlA] H22 FFREYE ARIag 83l AFder euvete] A58 A (The Seoul Institute,
2018), 74715 (Advanced Institute of Convergence Technology, 2020), -2+3<Al(Busan Development Institute, 2019)
TE A9 wEy FEREYgEH =4S Flsta ok

lo

0
o

2. Oj2f RRE] MH|A £ £

B ATE vie) mEls 7 eA A8 A Al S43) HRE F kA @

o e FLEE BAHT

l_]. LN
24 3 AZIAZ o= v 2R Ee] ZAE AnjAbe] tigk Aul2 8918 =Z3F Kwon et al.(2020b)
9 A= M Ueus 9 543 FHE Q] kA4, JEAA, Anld)dl 7S 2 E A
Hl 2 &4 ZH9) 571A] QRAHYA, AAA, ERA, AL, SslAEA) 5 F 87 80S 1)

71E WETHe Aol& tHskE AH]
g B d4es FHEUgE, AeFdAt
= : g &3l WA s
I v 2glE $3o] AH|x zolr) thE AoE Hrhd FEA, 137, A A(Lieven et al., 2001; Hidrue
et al, 2011; Liao et al., 2017; Kwon et al., 2020b)¢]] 2~U}E F 59 23 H ¥ Hong et al., 2019), 1| H
3ol )83k 7H<lo) 5 dJung, 2018) 52 F713F % 57HA 291S e P E Anjx £A40 7 =3
=S ZUEEY I Aux &4 2 2857 =4 gekd A\, A, A A (Stradling et al., 2007,
Budiono, 2009; Mahmoud and Hine, 2013) T VA 22& vy mUgE JriEAde® FF a8 v
g B AH2aE Brisr] 5] & 87kA aklo] HFEHOE EEHeH, 7+ a]ld tig Hoe
<Table 1>3} Zt}.
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<Table 1> Definition of future mobility service factors

Factor Definition

Convenience ® Mode conducive to comfort or ease

Accessibility ® People’s overall ability to reach desired services and activities
Safety o Safety of travel (from getting on to off)

Punctuality ® Measure of time gap between the actual and scheduled arrival time

Demand responsibility o Non-fixed route, flexible transit service
Eco-friendly ¢ Diminishment of emission occurring by operation of future mobility
Personal mobility ® Small vehicle that is designed for one or two person
Aesthetic o Aecsthetic of future mobility as differentiated from that of conventional mobility

I 97523 9 dygE
1. IPA(Importance Performance Analysis)

IPA 412 &n|abE0] §4 AlFolu Aul 2o tis) ojg A IAe=A SA43h= AFH Ut 7HoE,
Martilla and James (1977)7} AF5abol]l thal AnAEQ WIEEE B35l 3] Asatel ddd oz &40
ek AnAHES 14S A= o Ae AFEEITH IPA matixE B8 AlZHEog2 T=EFE = 47)9] AFEH

S 71 23 2o A AE A0 R 59 THEER 3ES TAIF O Z A (Martilla and James, 1977; Siniscalchi

et al.,, 2008), &H|A}F & SH27} B Q40 tis] o2 AAs=AE HES| T A o] IPA WHE
9] #83 57 o|th(Levenburg and Magal, 2004). & AFE HFuFH MASEA G99 v =UFE
o JgH W3l LM E IPA matrixS =E8FY] AHZFo|HA AB/F o2 vlofsluzl i) oy, m
g =gl the AA HE GAstE AT FAE 1EslY PARA A 2AsE 23199 X=9 Cuk
S5 HIEE R YEQI CTAE s YFE 02 gAg ATE FIstua Ik

2. AHP(Analytic Hierarchy Process)

712 EuES 8 vy 2gE Ans $A43 399 g7k 2088 553 & AFEA A
AAEAGH) B S o] 83kl 24 QRAEd s A FAEE HUISIAY. AHPE T JAREAAE
7} Zoste toE 9]/\}ézq(Multlple criteria Decision-making) &AlolA 7} 71&3 18

3 A

a8 AN o
o
o
2

=33k 3 HregE 7F AUld 255 AuiH] 2l (pairwise comparison)
M o

ez o fohEe] FAEAY TREE E3dhe FAstAME AT sHoz 4 UTHKwon et
al, 2019). ©]2|g Wetoll A F3HE LI ALEHE} Lokl TeFeiAl Z-8H I Ut

1) AHP 24 =R}

71E AHP 242 tidtEel tid W7He 23] & 49AZ FAHY £ AT Y 2 Aus &
Aol that B7F GAA s a2 384 loﬂ A3 EAYE Fdsh

A WA SAle A7EEs} FrHEdEe ASHOR TEIEhe otk A A4S £ A7
AAA EAQ wy ZlE Auz AF TEe éi JEIlom, ofAAA e YL vAE
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A, SRR, AN, FSHE, 184, 719 oA, AR B 87hA felEe] WG OR HgH 1
o AFE FHSRET B TN AQD 18 8714 AUEE THE AFTERGS <Fig. >3} Dok,

W A R T G st A S S8 I8 SRS A5 o
Joltt, £ A7 54 Am : ‘

slo] WrlrE Sl el 274 A
Agste] ol ZEPE Aux Ay B S3( <F1g 1>«l Goal)E AAE Etﬂ shs 3HIAIS(<Fig. 2>9]
Criteria)©] <712 AA A AivndE 2 v 4 ()F Z2o] P hAHE FHoz 95 FHs
AsiA =,

Goal ’ Future Mobility Service ‘

L . o . Demand Eco Personal .
Criteria | | Convenience | | Accessibility Safety Punctuality responsibility friendly mobility Aesthetic

<Fig. 1> Hierarchical structure model for future mobility service
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HEe BE FA84AE 24 9 22 FHE 33T & ok
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J
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YA A “(consistency index: CI$} YA H]E(consistency ratio: CR)< Bl A7} Lopgtgo] dAAdS
7M1 AAE AUeA BT ARE A 7bssith CI8 CR #2 59 A @E S A + Aok

C'R'_R] T T @)
7] 4 RI= G2 < (random index)E 1~974A] 8] 2] T o= HAZ AP AT $ o] PE9
B QAAEATE ST G2 B SBIEE e BAMA st 4 @)l AEF
ol AR 0.1 ool SEAY WS AT gl B, 0.1 PRI 9ol $EA s
A2 4 Ut B} (Saaty, 1990). 5 Aivln g d o] dago] FRE CI #te] 0.1 7|RHE 7|53 SHA
9| ARk &8s vy ZUE Aul2 AlF $EFel tigk HrtE 2siA He Aolth

2) AHP 7|23z

AHP 24 Al 53 e 47k FE & BEA Aok gtk AA), o] ¥H] 1 (reciprocal comparision)©] &2 &
JAEA AL F ool tigk oldulnst HiEA] JhssloF atH, T840 AEE UERd 5 9lofof i,
o] F8A A WEA J21E APAA itk F A7F BET x| F8310HH, BE AR Ixil 5
QA= ook gt} £, 523 (homogeneity) I E T84 Bev 4 M W Az A =(bounded
scale)Z 53] T3 ojof Ft} AR, = A (independence) 322 A2 FREE Hrlsthe 29SS &
doluk g S AR AAgo] glojok ghet mhA YA, 7] th A (expectation) %Eli ASTZE YA
Ao a3 RE AFES A Xsts Ao Mt B AFe AHPA FYE F=3M)
AA-BEAE o AR AAE oloRE IV AR A7 2 B8 EA oA AAE A fat}

V. AE HA P EE S

1. AHP 42 A & HoIE &

SRR A QAU A A $E ] A Gl dv‘}ﬂi FHE HHe
BgoE HERAE WA AR} AR F2 BEHE AHP 7L 109 olste] 2TR| 7
ol pajel 8HE 5 KL Ackel ZA Yok, O, HEEA ﬂo#s}% AR 57} %
HE5E AT AT FAT 5 glov], AY ATNHE AHP EEY| F7)7t A 159 o4 HuE7]
g AL 9ok o] B ATE F 2699 MANE ARVES hIOE HERAS APk
HEF A2 23] S8l AR o2 AAT AR 71Fe BeH 2ok AA, 1F D f3 Hopo
A SIS HES A B, BF D 49 Hopol A NSNS 5D F Ha 59 o4k muYE &
oF AFE ST AR HERAE FEINH ARAE L ARSI AAMY BE F AR P4

o 2 2020 2¢ AP Ak

l

ABEAS 371 AR2 29U A G4 AE ol 2YRIE A G AT ST sl 9
£ 2487 919 AEow TAR ANE Anz 4l tl SHASS 93 9 WEe) £918 43
HER 7t dk 7 HWH FEE AHP 24 3L 93] 1€ 8709 W7k a4E 7 11 AuplaEE 2
B MgoR s, F ) BT PARUG SYASE JUAOE o Fastthy Bt Mus AF
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FEFE 54 27E A= Wrish ", dijies Fasita A4 e 4 dld 2l 7k ©F
A H, O FR3 @S, LIE HusHE F 847} 53 Tasith AZE A 0L AEEA "ok

2!
A= |
wael @9 @ oK 28, S 22 27} onan, S AR

1o
2
>

1 g
A
s
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[\)

Vv
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M
o

<Table 2> Summary of survey questionnaires

Classification Survey questionnaires examples

(Example) When comparing ’Left factor (A)’ and 'Right Factor (B)’ in the decision to provide ’future mobility
service direction’, the below table shows that ’Safety’ is more important than ’Eco-friendly’.

Part 1. AHP
analysis Left factor is Equal Right factor is more
Y Facton (A) < more importance - importance - importance v | Facor (B)
Safety s [ 4 | ® [ 2 ] 1 [ 2 ] 3 | 4 | 5 |Bcofriendly
(Question) What do you think influences the future mobility system change in the private car sector? Please write
the rankings in the order you think they have the greatest impact. Also, please indicate the priority of each factor
change in the future personal transportation system change.
Part 2. ?A Service factor Influence ranking Change point ranking
analysis (1) Car/Ride Sharing ( ) ( )
@ Autonomous Vehicle ( ) ( )
@ Electrified Vehicle ( ) ( )
@ Mobility as a Service ( ) ( )

HE7E 7188 S8k 26080 AEe 233 oH, 11 5 AHP 379 A4 AFC)7H 0.1 °)/d< 37
o UL AAG T F 2390 I AFENS AT ARV} AT AFRoRE WEFo| 1090
2 7P wskon, wsAE 6, A 2%, =AAE 2% o o= AT A SEA] 91.3%7}
ve) welE|o AT Bobl A WASE ASsIgon SuAel B AR 0349 R0 $HH
ok AAEEE 2AF 280 B¢ B 417800 M AEsilzel g mlelE dddoblA H4 5d o)
DRGNS FASGT 25UE $UAE FES A% AANGREYAIC, FFHE, FFALF
TAEKOTY) &d50] 7 4¥ o2 7 w3hon, h=3sh7]&U(KAIST) 31, M&thetu(SNU) 2% 59 <
o ZAFU AFEA] FA% AE7} Avel e FAH ATFANA SHL <Table 3> 2Tk,
<Table 3> Characteristics of the sample

Attributes Number (%) Attributes Number (%)

Sample size 23 (100.0) AICT 4 (17.4%)
Under 40 15 (65.2%) Ajou University 4 (17.4%)

Age 40-49 7 (30.4%) KOTI 4 (17.4%)

Affiliation

50 and over 1 (4.3%) KAIST 3 (13.0%)

Transportation engineering 10 (43.5%) SNU 2 (8.7%)

Major Transportation planning 7 (30.4%) etc 6 (13.0%)
Public administration 2 (8.7%) Maser 2 (8.7%)

Degree
etc. 4 (174%) Doctor 21 (91.3%)
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i

V. £445

Mz

1. Oj2§ 2E2(E| HA B=iof CHst IPA EIt2nt

1) HELE Yol ojzf ZH2(E| MA Hst

Hen% 2% 999 v ZUE AA o] YIS vAe 82 T FFHo] Aty Aztshs 81l
et A3 192 A&F P A5 Autonomous  vehicle)’ 7} 38.5% 2 7 A e, tgog £33}
(MaaS)’ 30.8%, ‘X}#&-f(Car/Ride Sharing)’ 26.9%, ‘% 7]3KElectrified vehicle)’ 3.8% =02 A YeRsth Wi,
me EasAA WstellA 2 gQlEo] Wslshe Al el tigk 2, 159= 27|87 50.0%% 7+
2 E=A YER D, o2 AR 23.1%, ‘BTHE 192%, AETHAEA 17% o2 A YERgth H
& i EAAL MslelA H7|ste] FFEo] 71 A YeRARE st A A E T B
H7 e irE A Yehge-S 38 4= Aok vk AeFAEAe] dEgFHo] v diFusAAe] W
slol] 71 & Ao® FriE oy st A s 7 2@ Akbe] A9 AoF WrE L

o,

ng 2dejE A dste] ST HIEEE 159 44, 2¢9 34, 3¢9 24, 489 1HeE §of
AEH Foge Mo R dens wE 9o vl 2Ry AA Wstel] v S W= A
Aol +d=AE IPA B3I TH<Fig 2-@)> ¥2). IPA marixo A FFH 7} WstEErt 52 IA4ZHL 9
A8Rle R, G £olE Hou wslshe AR 97 2 2 EE guadlos, 9y &9k vt
she A E7F BF S SARERHE AR 8R1o R, 9FY ol wou wskshke A et B
AAEAL FERIOR Aot 1 AR AFefrs dHdadoR yetow, AeFAAeal e 5

Nk W, A7) EPE 2AHEH e

rlr
of
o2t
fo
rO
o
fru
Shd

S

3}+3}(MaaS)’

<Table 4> Future mobility system changes in public transportation (unit:%)

Factor influencing changes in the .
Sl i fins sty G Future public transport system changes
1" rank | 2 rank | 3" rank | 4" rank | 1% rank | 2" rank | 3" rank | 4" rank

Car/Ride Sharing 269 34.6 385 - 23.1 46.2 23.1 7.7
Autonomous Vehicle 38.5 26.9 19.2 154 7.7 7.7 23.1 61.5
Electrified Vehicle 3.8 3.8 23.1 69.2 50.0 30.8 7.7 115
Mobility as a Service 30.8 34.6 19.2 154 192 154 46.2 19.2
Total 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0

2) JielsEAL dej| nj2f RAU2(E| A He}

A 43 1E Gl vy =rlE AA Hilo] FFS nHe 29 F JFHo] agda HzEe
29l that A3} 1592 A5 P A5 2HAutonomous vehicle)' 7} 65.4% % 7HE =A UEGL, g0 g
2} #F3fH(Car/Ride Sharing)’ 19.2%, ‘533 MaaS)’ 11.5%, ‘% 7| 3}H(Electrified vehicle)’ 3.8% =22 =7 UEk

3 o
W wE, el JHJAREAA Wstel A 7 29l50] Wdkehs Ao el e 23 1eHE A7Ek
538%% 7Hd =/ UB, G502 AgEi 269%, ‘AEFHAEA 115%, ‘T3 17% €= 3
A et tdisus 993 Rlasile Al ol
Aolet AE7hed Wrhstlth. =3, tens 9934 VAR 7)8ke] - &Y FrtlAe 7+
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<Table 5> Future mobility system changes in public transportation (unit:%)

Factor influencing changes in the .
St e Future public transport system changes
1" rank | 2 rank | 3% rank | 4" rank | 1" rank | 2" rank | 3" rank | 4" rank

Car/Ride Sharing 19.2 385 30.8 115 26.9 46.2 23.1 38
Autonomous Vehicle 65.4 269 3.8 3.8 115 7.7 34.6 46.2
Electrified Vehicle 3.8 269 385 30.8 53.8 34.6 38 7.7
Mobility as a Service 115 7.7 269 53.8 77 115 385 423
Total 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0

High [OUELICII¥] Quadrant 1 High [OUELIENI¥] Quadrant1
° MaaS ° °
Autonomous . Car/Ride Autonomous
Vehicle Sharing Vehicle
Car/Ride
Sharing
3 3 .
5 c
E 2
£ £
L]
Electrified g
Vehicle Maas i
L ]
L]
Quadrant3 Quadrant4 Quadrant3 Quadrant4
Low Change speed  =———) High Low Change speed =———————— High

(a) Public mobility (b) Personal mobility

<Fig. 2> IPA results

o

nef 2eE A Wt vAe dFY #9458 deus 9% MU YHOE paired ttest 3
A, AFFHTE A AEFIAEAP, A7Ish, ‘TS MaaS) ol et Bt TAHOE {9 Dl &
zkol7h Qe AR Uyt A&FqAFAr e Ar|sh el dFY &dv MdsEar F9o] tiF
FAET A 2HRAT T = o9 Wi E EH%—E% Foo] MASEAF YHET £ Zlow &
Hauok v 2aEE AAVE dslete <98 ens A MASEA dHoRE o] FYd &
S 3% A9 53 MaaS)Tro] SAFHOE {9 u]rzl 2pol7b EA5FA T (<Table 6> =)

FJ
1 1x o
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<Table 6> Future mobility system changes in public transportation (unit:%)
Influence ranking Change point ranking
Service factor

Public mobility | Personal mobility p-value Public mobility | Personal mobility p-value
Car/Ride Sharing 2.838 2.65 0.348 2.85 2.96 0.628
Autonomous Vehicle 2.88 3.54 0.016%* 1.62 1.85 0.398
Electrified Vehicle 1.42 2.04 0.009%** 3.19 335 0.565
Mobility as a Service 2.81 1.77 0.001%#** 2.35 1.85 0.070*

Note: * Significant at 0.1 level, ** Significant at 0.05 level, *** Significant at 0.01 level

2. 02 ZEZE] MH|A MZ 2ekof CHet AHP @7Hznt

vl e =]lo] thulh Aulx B EES 99 24 B4 0% AEvE Hd Y AHP #4& AlF
SAtE SAA Frold FRE Sl I #tol 0.1 Wl METFe] 4 AAvtS &8 oH, AHP EAZAE

o

Yol

veo 2 & e 2 E Aul2 Alg B o
7} A= <Table 8>3 2tk SEAL] AR BHS
W AP EsA] &k, CI 4ol 0.1 o]l SEA P A9 3 Pk

AHP #4743 vgf U E Au2 AF B3 g $8E £4 A, °MW’01 02882 714 =
e T o2 24 0152, “HA 0.140, “AAI4 0.120, ‘X187 0.102, ‘8 SHE 0.091 59
o2 A Yt vt il s T Alw A e 742 0,069, 0037 7S] 1EE vl 2 E
ARl T FAETE AR A HUkE o

FREE <Table 7>2 H7HEH, A&7} 7|0 AHP H
= 93| <Table 8>°ﬂ A tol= 104 B R H7)5k 0

ok

’

oXx

<Table 7> AHP analysis results

Attributes Relative importance /| Weight Rank
Convenience _ 14.0% 3
Accessibility _ 152% 2
Punctuality _ 12.0% 4
Demand responsibility - 9.1% 6
Eco-friendly - 10.2% 5
Personal mobility - 6.9% 7
Aesthetic . 3.7% 8
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<Table 8> AHP analysis results by respondents

Attribute results I Personal Information

id :

C9nven AC.CE?SSI Safety | Punctuality Demz.m.d . ECO Pelsc.)r.lal Aesthetic| value | Age | Affiliation* | Degree

-ience | -bility responsibility |-friendly | mobility
U | 0039 | 0220 [0266| 0.163 0124 | 0080 | 0.071 | 0037 |00597| 3039 | AICT Ph.D.
v | 0231 | 0231 [0231] 0064 0084 | 0033 | 0071 | 0055 |00690| 4049 |  AICT Ph. D.
W 0137 [ 0174 | 0356 | 0071 0044 | 0080 | 0.023 | 0.115 |0.1656| 30-39 | AICT MS
X | 0192 | 0125 |0361| 0063 0072 | 0086 | 0059 | 0042 |00716| 3039 | AICT Ph.D.
Y | 0094 | 0069 |0286| 0.156 0083 | 0127 | 0113 | 0071 |00713] 3039 |  AICT Ph. D.
D | 0166 | 0063 |0206| 0.104 0110 | 0236 | 0.067 | 0049 |00711] 5059 | Ajou Univ. | Ph.D.
1| 0057 | 0209 | 0365 0.104 0127 | 0030 | 0070 | 0037 |0.0826| 3039 | Ajou Univ. | Ph.D.
L | 0231 | 0312 [0163]| 0111 0073 | 0034 | 0049 | 0027 |0.0684| 3039 | Ajou Univ. | Ph.D.
Q| 0062 | 0095 [0313] 0.174 0079 | 0058 | 0.190 | 0029 |00761] 3039 | Ajou Univ. | Ph.D.
S | 0144 | 0216 |0254 | 0.104 0090 | 0.102" | 0048 | 0043 |0.1708 | 6069 | Ajou Univ. | Ph. D.
T | 0225 | 019 |0210] 0112 0050 | 009 | 0.048 | 0.063 |0.0509| 3039 |Georgia Tech| Ph.D.
C| 0241 | 0.148 | 0241 | 0091 0057 | 0.148 | 0037 | 0037 |00157 | 40-49 Hi}lnyiing Ph.D.
P | 0092 | 0167 |0353] 0.109 0.141 | 0047 | 0066 | 0025 |00772] 30-39 | ITS korea | M.S.
M| 0132 | 0132 |0311| 0.181 0.081 0081 | 0.049 | 0034 |00267| 40-49 Kegfu?'v‘mg Ph.D.
G| 0096 | 0145 |0284| 0.159 0171 | 0083 | 0037 | 0024 |00872| 3039 | KAIST MS
7| 0141 | 0167 |0314| 0.180 0070 | 0054 | 0.048 | 0027 |00819] 3039 | KAIST | Ph.D.
7 | 0081 | 0071 [0318| 0069 0087 | 0261 | 009 | 0024 |00720| 3039 | KAIST | Ph.D.
E | 0127 | 008 | 0337 o111 0052 | 0185 | 0065 | 0037 |00629| 4049 | KOTI Ph.D.
H| 0174 | 0173 |0295| 0.135 0030 | 0063 | 0086 | 0044 |00677| 3039 | KOTI Ph.D.
N | 0078 | 0159 [0339| 0.132 0046 | 0.144 | 0071 | 0032 |00600| 3039 | KOTI Ph. D.
0| 0104 | 0176 |0355] 0076 0163 | 0026 | 0.064 | 0037 |02538 30-39 |  KOTI Ph. D.
R | 0080 | 0219 |0296| 0.158 0081 | 0047 | 0089 | 0031 |00840| 3039 | KOTI Ph.D.
B| 0119 | 0072 [0243| 0119 0160 | 0201 | 0056 | 0031 |00428| 4049 | KRIHS | Ph.D.
A 0209 | 0161 |0264| 0093 0069 | 0125 | 0.044 | 0035 |00534 | 40-49 Kz]:ilfgl Ph.D.
F| 019 | 0176 |0281| 0.104 0097 | 0045 | 0063 | 0035 |00765| 40-49 SNU Ph.D.
K| 0162 | 0111 |0346| 0074 0.144 | 0073 | 0057 | 0034 |00824 | 30-39 SNU Ph.D.

* Affiliation : AICT=Advanced Institute of Convergence Technology; KAIST=Korea Advanced Institute of Science and Technology;
KOTI=The Korea Transport Institute; KRIHS=Korea Research Institute for Human Settlements; SNU=Seoul National University
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B AT ve) muele A7 sl thulsl mEST 9Pk veY 9ol o BkE dage
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