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ABSTRACT

The purpose of this study is to analyze factors that affect road users’ acceptance of fully
autonomous vehicles (level 4 or higher). A survey was done with drivers of general cars and
pedestrians who share roads with fully autonomous vehicles. Five acceptability factors were selected:
trust towards technology, compatibility, policy, perceived safety, and perceived usefulness. The effect
on behavioral intention was analyzed using structural equation modeling (SEM). The perceived safety
and trust towards technology were found to be very important in the acceptance of fully autonomous
vehicles, regardless of the respondent, and policy was not influential. Compatibility and perceived
usefulness were particularly influential factors for drivers. In order to improve the acceptance by road
users, securing technical completeness of fully autonomous vehicles is important. Certification and
evaluation of the safe driving ability of fully autonomous vehicles should be thoroughly performed,
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and based on the results, it is necessary to improve the perception by road users. It is necessary to
positively recognize fully autonomous vehicles through education and publicity for road users and
to support their smooth interaction.
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<Table 1> Acceptance Factors of Technology Acceptance Model

Classification Technology Acceptance Model Factors
Davis(1989) Technology Acceptance Model Perceived Usefulness, Perceived Ease of Use, Attitudes, Behavioral
(TAM) Intention to Use, Use Behavior
Perceived Usefulness, Perceived Ease of Use,
Venkatesh and Technology Acceptance Model2 Subjective Norm, Image, Job Relevance, Output Quality, Result
Davis(2000) (TAM2) Demonstrability, Behavioral Intention to Use,
Use Behavior
Unified Theory of Acceptance and User | Performance Expectancy, Effort Expectancy, Social Influence,
Venkatesh et al. e s . . .
(2003) of Technology Facilitating Conditions, Behavioral Intention to Use,
(UTAUT) Use Behavior
Unified The f Accept d Us
Adell nified Theory of Acceptance and User Performance Expectancy, Effort Expectancy, Social Influence,
(2009) of Technology Behavioral Intention to Use
(UTAUT)
Performance Expectancy, Effort Expectancy, Social Influence,
Osswald et al. Car Technology Acceptance Model | Facilitating Condition, Perceived Safety, Anxiety, Self-Efficacy,
(2012) (CTAM) Attitude Towards using Technology,
Behavioral Intention, Use Behavior
ibility, T Percei |
Ghazizadeh et al. Automation Acceptance Model Perfzir::;mé;;y’o ¢ IEZZ :tr;z;:dtf;:rf;sn;sssi’n
(2012) (AAM) > g

Behavioral Intention to Use, Actual System Use

Vol.21 No.5(2022. 10) The Journal of The Korea Institute of Intelligent Transport Systems 119



HYATE R AEFYAER Aulol g0l TohA4 LHAE thPOR FHHU FrholA
Y R AT AFRIOE LA Slo] RYA S TPHAT HEE ARFAAEAY o]
oA WA BAFIL Qor, A ASFYNEAS) B2E FHHUN FEA gk QuAE
A A R BB FgA0l Tl AL BHE Al Hohuy] olyth HBATE A AEFBAEA
oulo) g7 B FriAE POE F AT HAAE PHOE B AT TET & ok 4 A48T
AR 0§45 Hlol AT F8FAY Aolo = BTsn HPATNN FEHOE AN U 5
B4 292 E@R ASFAAED T B, SR, A aclolgieh HAATA AANE 784
2918 Al a9l ASIH 89l 7%H Qo TR} <Tuble 20 eI

<Table 2> Acceptance Factors of Preliminary Study

Independent Variable Dependent
Classification ’
Personal Factors Social Factor Technical Factors Variable
Jeong et al. | Driving Confidence, Facilitating Perceived Usefulness, Trust, Safety, Behavioral
(2019) ICT Literacy Conditions, Policy | Performance Expectancy, Security Intention
Kim and Innovation, Lo Perceived Risks

.. . Subjective Norm, . Purchase
Sung Driving Ability, Imace Perceived Usefulness, Intention

(2018) Playfulness & Perceived Ease of Use

Social Infl .

d Lee and Jung . ot L. ?ence, Performance Expectancy, Behavioral
Study on (2018) Innovation Facilitating Effort Expectancy, Anxiety, Cost Intention
Drivers Conditions P ¥ v,

Perceived Safety, Anxiety,
Attitude Toward Using Environmental Effort Expectancy,
Lee et al. Technology, Compatibility, Car Running Cost, Acceptance
(2018) Driver’s Careless Driving/Operating Benefit for Sharing Intention
ness(PAV) Education Economy(FAV), Benefit for
Vulnerable Users(FAV)
D . ial N A
cb et al Attitude Toward FAVs Socia .o'rr.ns, Trust, Effectiveness cceptfmce
(2017) Compatibility Intention
Study on Tech-savviness La.tent .
Pedestrian | Nair and Bhat Construct, Affective Perception of t.he
021) Response Latent - - Safety of Sharing
Constructs(Anxiety, the Road with AVs
Enthusiasm)
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1. ¢7EE 3 i

EEX]' FEFAR AP, 584 I8 BHES BHoF ) wid Hoex X]'EZ"]’\E“
(Advanced Driver Assistance Systems, ADAS)¥ 22 AH 2 Ao} A]xHlo| 71 e Assarg

7
dAAM)©] ATEHOZ 7P Ajhsittal AT Deb et al.(2017)2 A& A5 ol ok EEEZ} T

4 89108 B, A3F P, £, AF, TRYolE s7h WELAL AN v gom, 3 A
9 YL S ARFAAEA B BAA £8) Aol X HgAThn TS ol B A
T $84 olET APAT BA 5L TU] /1%l TP A(Trust Towards Technology, T), EFH4

o O

(Compatibility, C), 72 (Policy, P), YA¥ <3 (Perceived Safety, PS), UAH ++8/d(Perceived Usefulness,
PU)olt= 57HA] 84 SJAEAEPS AT AA3GT 24 ZAAH T, A ol= <Table 3> A AISHAT

<Table 3> Definition of Potential Factors

Potential factors Definition
Perceived Safety(PS) The degree of awareness that sharing roads with a FAV will affect safety
Perceived Usefulness(PU) The degree of belief that a FAV can improve travel efficiency
Trust Towards Technology(T) The degree to which one believes that a FAV technology is sufficiently verified
Compatibility(C) The degree of awareness that it is important to establishment of infrastructure and to smooth operation

with the transportation system for the introduction of a FAV

Policy(P) The degree of awareness that it is important to prepare policies for the introduction of a AV
(Drivers) Willingness to drive on roads along with a FAV

Behavioral Intention(BI) - — - -
(Pedestrians) Willingness to cross the road that a FAV is approaching
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bR F8A4 228 o7 APATFAA AFH Qlog B A PYYHSLE HEgedn A d
EAA(PS)2 Lee et al.(2018) AAE AXH A HYE A43te] Y3+ H 2™, Ghazizadeh et al.(2012)
2 Jeong et al.(2019)9] SIAE HHA E&3} Deb et al.(2017)9] BlE IF E3-S AP A F&
APU)L Lee and Jung2018)e] AF7Ithe] A7t 7b4 HAAsittn Adso] AE39th Kim and
Sung(2018) ¥ Jeong et al.2019)9] AAH &4 B ALFPAEA 1 AZAE tFoZ star flof
o] T2olgal IHNA 439 2™, Deb et al.(2017)9] Bl % A (Faztg)o U
o} 2lE 8l AHoje APAFE Faste AFAE At AR oH, } TP AEAEe] Q1A &
o, Alo] SHE Nkt AES AT Ay 2 ”6‘«1 ouE 1EEte HFH S 7Ed] U 21F
MZ ARSI 34 (C)2] 74F Deb et al.(2017)2] &34 2 Ghazizadeh et al. (2012)«] = T
& F13519 0™, Jeong et al.2019)9] £ FA T S 4, vt ¢, B AFoAM = AEF
P52k AE A 3] HERE ARSI 1 7%1% EAste] 844 Y £ # s
ou MEE 7&d BAH AHo] Aol AulEs Zlo] 84 i YIS & Folgte A el
44 g2le=2 AHAP)S FII5HATE AL Jeong et al.(2019), Sung et al.(2020)0 4 84 QJASZ A A
skal Qlo] ol 4, vrsth viA Yo 2 PF BN A F- Deb et al.(2017)00A &S glst7]
3 AlvE] 2 71N AE& AA St FF=E ST vl Utk B AT T o] F 1t PFFo ol tf
g £3E 7R grgstgion, 2xxket Rt 242 wEd ol 4] ol wg- ThEY] e 3
Fone AAEZ 24 AHosHT

o2 b AEFYPAEA g =20l 8A 84 s gy 3 AFRE 2 UM
<Fig. 1>7} 2t}

rlo

Trust Towards Technology H3 Perceived Usefulness
m e (PU) :
H2  We  — T H10
> ne T N
Compatibility | T N e H12 1 — N Behavioral Intention
© E — (BI)
N __— H7
"~ ™ /
HE -
Policy L ~y Perceived Safety
(P) He (PS)

<Fig. 1> Research Model and Hypothesis

UM AFSNE A A ALFPAFAk O A A AP AFH 2R o] FojAq glorg A
435 (Use Behavior)2 24 AHA|7} 715322 A9y, £45H4E 352 % (Behavioral Intention) S
AAEAT. ATFEH A= JARARTE 7] gk AF(T), 3(0), AP S=E, HAFAATE
1A SEAA(PS), JIAH FEAPU), BFIEBNE AATITE AF 291 Jeong et al.(2019)04 WA
HeE AA o}ﬁou} A5skr8 29 9 Sung et al.2020)90 A& AAHTFE AABIAL Tt B AFE AT
slrgrds 7o g dta JoBE g gig AT 898 3340, AP F RVIAZ AW
FE @Xéé}%t}. Z1ed] tg AHMe APATE Faste P =BNe dAE A3 PS), dAE
S4PU)ol B IS = Aolgt HAsta, E20]8A YA ASFPAETA] F8od IS A=

122 QIRTSAL =2 M213, TH52(20224 102)
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Hasle] A0 YAt ALFYAEASE 1 E) WEA LY B AL 204 71 YT
& ASFYAER o184 B ozt B2ol84 Yol AE AAH AP 8T FF 83l]
1 wod

o webA 28402 T =BDe IAE FHAEPS), AE FEAEPU) FA dFE €
stk @, & AT e A2 71Ed ddd ZAP)ol A BuEs Aol #8848 &

°

o of = e
N
ol

X ooX do lo [o ox W O o

o] GEe = Aolgh= BTk dho] 84 29107 HAMP)S 28T AHP)S AHA TN BA A
2 fo% GFol FAHA YA Ao Lo FFS nAE HOE Uehtol} ¥ AT ME 4%
E@BDS AAE FHAPS), AE FEEPUNE A dFe £ Aol 7HEAY. e g A
FAPUF AAY THAES)S FEI=B AH FFL, QAT BAAES)S AAR FEYPUOIE
A 9T 2 Zlolg MPSth WARANS F EBYO 2 AP AZeh S Pk A
adlolgta & ¢ e, A&FHAEAE F ol gaket del A or trolgAE TR0 B AA
@®)°] AHA R e W thde] oidehs oA AFAEBD A= FFol e T AL AL
2 s
2. XEHE Y EAu
#7 ASFYAER g0l FHFL vINE 22U A As) W 184 o HAS oz oAz
AHE AAETE FHow 22 2 Bzt 7} 5004, ¥ 1,000“34 SHS Z8sto] B 283t
FEFSYHS ARSI R AEE B4, oA 47 50%, %2 200, 30tH, 40T, 50t oo
walo 27} 25%, AL A AT Bxol fA] LRt
<Table 4> Characteristics of Respondent
Drivers Pedestrians
Classification
Frequency(n) ratio(%) Frequency(n) ratio(%)
Male 250 50.0 250 50.0
Gender
Female 250 50.0 250 50.0
Under 20’s 125 250 125 250
Age 30’s 125 250 125 250
40’s 125 250 125 250
Over 50’s 125 250 125 250
Metropolitan Area 250 50.0 250 50.0
Gyeongsang Area 125 25.0 125 250
Residential area Jeolla Area 50 10.0 50 10.0
Chungcheong Area 50 10.0 50 10.0
Gangwon/Jeju Area 25 5.0 25 50
Total 500 100.0 500 100.0

Y F SAAE $8 ASFAATAL FEHD FFANE ASFIN DS FAA gk I
WAEAE SAHE AL rsn, LABHE ASHI, AT 197 A4 LA Aol U AR

o
st Byt Aol HHe vHSAR] o5 RPAE o A4S Af 9% 2 A
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o] Wk 7hs Aol glo] LA MASAAY $AWAE BT A2 197 47 24T 49
o gl Agon Wt 94 ALFAATAE LAKREAH BAAE 44 AT} 4%
AN 2 AAINE BE] ALHOE AT S-S Aoisn FAs, 947 FFAAE A5}

S z
222 Wdsta Aojate] LHA(ESAHY] MYl & fle ATAR HstAnh. 84 8lld A &
9 A, AEFPAFA 71E0A 9 S AgFAAFA] d AHS AAGY 3H H ol EE ¥O
12 Ak 84 QACEAE) ] gk £ <Table 550 AASFH ™, 53 Likert 4 =2 7t F&
ot AEE A9 b3 ~ w¢ 2EAGEHE SHIAES Stk

<Table 5> List of Acceptance Factors(Potential Factors)

Potential factors Acceptance Factors(Potential Factors)

PS1 |Fully autonomous vehicles will make roads safer.

Perceived PS2 | Fully autonomous vehicles will help reduce the risk of road accidents.
Safety(PS)

The operation of fully autonomous vehicles will reduce accidents [between car and car / between car

PS3 and person] due to driver negligence.

The operation of fully autonomous vehicles will reduce the burden of [operation of general vehicle drivers

PU1 . .
| crossing of pedestrians].

Perceived

Usefulness(PU) | PU2 The operation of fully autonomous vehicle will make [operation of a general car driver / crossing of

pedestrians] convenient.

PU3 | Fully autonomous vehicle would be useful to me overall [as a regular car driver / pedestrian].

I believe that fully autonomous vehicles’ object recognition technology(vehicles, obstacles, pedestrians,

T etc.) has been verified.

Trust Towards

Technology(T) ™ I believe that the technology for determining the operating situation of fully autonomous vehicle has

been verified.

T3 |1 believe that the vehicle control technology of fully autonomous vehicle has been verified.

C1 | Compatibility between fully autonomous vehicles and transportation systems is important.

It is important to establish road infrastructure(traffic safety signs, road facilities, etc.) for fully autonomous

2 vehicles.
Compatibility(C) C3 |It is important to establish a map information infrastructure for fully autonomous vehicles.
C4 |1t is important to establish a vehicle communication infrastructure for fully autonomous vehicles.
C5 | The interaction between fully autonomous vehicles and road users(pedestrian, general motorists) is important.
PI It is important to establish evaluation standards and systems for the performance of fully autonomous
vehicles.
P2 |1t is important to establish rules for the operation of fully autonomous vehicles.
Policy(P) P3 | It is important to prepare punishment rules for violations of fully autonomous vehicle laws.
P4 It is important to prepare fully autonomous vehicle driver’s license system(acquisition, renewal, cancellation,
etc.).
P5 |It is important to establish a liability system for fully autonomous vehicle traffic accidents.
P6 |1t is important to prepare an insurance system to deal with traffic accidents with fully autonomous vehicles.
Behavioral BI1 |I think that fully autonomous vehicles can drive on the road.

Fully autonomous vehicle [will drive a regular vehicle on the road it is traveling on / will cross the

Intention(BI) BI2 K
oncoming road].

2 AP = -9 AEZS Amos Graphics 20 TE WS F83ke] 224 23 (Structural Equation

124 =TS ==N| M217, H552(2022H 10)
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Modeling, SEM) £4-& AABIA T F2UA 4 28 F5uFo] 9T F5 o8 "y 7 BFFQ 2
HHAE BA A5 F A3, FHA BAVE 7Heste o A8d TEH5HS 1 AABAE =3
v Aol Aok FEHA2 By AL A 89184 HEZEA(Path Analysis) & T E AT
AYATFE B3l A4 ®FE A o84 Aol JorF 1 2 2IEA(Confirmatory Factor
Analysis, CFA)S AAste] IFEFSA ¥ FHHEFFAE S AF3AT ojojA F2 49 A3 E(Model Fit)
ARs AN HPert FREJEA BASAT HAREH o 747 AHrEo Y A7 Ee
AFshe HOE IARMES WHEAH O T A&t T A 9 AR 3Ho] AAAAES Fetstqit

V. 9723
1. A2[d 3 EtEM o}

HARFE S35 S HE5HS, S AEES 908 548 2 =l 5 glojof 3, I, Y
4 S TASolok Btk TEURA By B4 oA &7 FAMSY A Hele Sla) ABhE L
(Cronbach’s Alpha)E AMg-3le] Bt A5 43s F= dF 23S ALt HF 2EFY M=
HVATE <Table 6>0] AASYT. Awb oz Agns A5} gro] 07 ool A Aol FEd Ao
Zk(Sung et al, 2020)3}3L g0} ©]& 7|FoE 3Ith FFAEBDY A= A 0613, 2=} 0.733
O 2 & A nla) A os v Holu ymA| Heg 0824014 09342 w2 A EE Ko
F3 gle] 247 shte] B WEE Al Fevt gl 2o Basy,
<Table 6> The Result of Reliability Evaluation

Classification Drivers Pedestrians

Potential Factors Cronbach’s Alpha Potential Factors Cronbach’s Alpha

Perceived Safety(PS) .858 Perceived Safety(PS) .879

Perceived Usefulness(PU) .890 Perceived Usefulness(PU) 909

Potential Trust Towards Technology(T) 906 Trust Towards Technology(T) 927

Factors Compatibility(C) 920 Compatibility(C) 928

Policy(P) 916 Policy(P) 934

Behavioral Intention(BI) .613 Behavioral Intention(BI) 733

Seo® A A ARe WAk AFEGES NS 1 ARe Wokshe BENYE B4
Slal 17 8BS AN PFERHL BIUSE0] AL Uehlle 202 AMSE SH5)
A% BEWUFE 71e] FBRAL Folok Feh. AW} BEWNS o] FE3) A F(Standardized Estimatcs)

5 =

Reliability, CR.) 0.7 o]4o|d HFEF=rt SREd & 4 ok AdehdAde A2 g2 s 1t
2ol & Yehll= AEE AU 24
AVE ko] A

0.5 o, & #ApHASse] HFE4AZE RS (Average Variance Extracted, AVE) 0.5 ©|%, 71'd 412 = (Construct
7
q

FBBA 7L vrotol wEEIFA ] Stk ofvloltt. WEEYE L
o). A Bl 73R <Table 753} <Tuble 8>l 212k A A|31Th
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<Table 7> The Result of Valuation of the Research Model : Drivers

Standar- Correlation(Square of the Correlation)
Classification | Weight | S.E. CR. dize AVE | CR
Weight | PS PU T C P
PS1 < PS 1.000 - - 0.778
PS2 < PS 1.229 | 0.060 | 20.316 | 0.880 0.746 | 0.898
PS3 < PS 1.082 | 0.058 | 18.557 | 0.802
PUl < PU | 1.000 - - 0.871
PU2 <~ PU | 0970 | 0.040 | 24.331 | 0.869 ((3122)9 0.804 | 0.925
PU3 < PU | 0948 | 0.042 | 22.800 | 0.829
Tl < T 1.000 - - 0.856 0510 0477
T2 < T 1.082 | 0.042 | 25987 | 0.908 (.3'72)” (.2'28)** 0.811 | 0928
T3 <~ T 1.064 | 0.044 | 24.198 | 0.859
Cl < C 1.000 - - 0.816
C2<C 1.037 | 0.047 | 21.877 | 0.833
C3 <~ C 1.121 | 0.047 | 23.875 | 0.883 0'40%* 0'442** 0'187** 0.827 | 0.960

(.166) (.195) (.035)
C4 —C 1.089 | 0.047 | 23.349 | 0.870

C5 < C 0980 | 0.049 | 19.908 | 0.779
Pl <P 1.000 - - 0.812
P2 <P 1.058 | 0.049 | 21.802 | 0.833
P3 < P 1.045 | 0.049 | 21.395 0.823 0.297 0.327 0.059 0.772

o " 0.786 | 0.956
P4 < P 0.899 | 0.058 | 15587 | 0.648 | (088) (.107) (003) | (:596)
pP5 < P 1.068 | 0.047 | 22922 | 0.862
P6 < P 1.044 | 0045 | 23.094 | 0.867
BIl < BI | 1.000 - - 0.914
0.726 0.626 0.604 0.382 0.265 0639 | 0764

B2 — BI | 0513 | 0057 | 9039 | 0484 | (5277 | (392)" | (3657 | (146)" | (070)"

p<.001, “p<.01, p<.05

Aol A

1__%]

=2 2
=

o Mo

BI27} 048404 U A= 0701402 7|29l 0580 E=gtth Ik o

7] f18) kel el tisl Al 7 o]de] &3Fo] Ea3te|(Jahng, 2015), T
o} qE@BDE 2719 AFUFE FAHY o =&FH AAZ 4T ok Ty
FAEBNE TP 7 FAMF) AVE Fol BF 7]1EXQ 05 Bk ¥343, CR. #HE EZF 7]1EX<
078t Eoth &, AFEHTE 848 EF 3

it

d
2~
T

Og(:,"
0
2
MR

T 3231 QonE BE WSS YFUYEE usidvin
S ok FAWFe] AVE gho] AHAS AF@ B & ZA0® yeht whEErdA o] glE itk
<Table 8> The result of valuation of the research model : Pedestrians
Standar- Correlation(Square of the correlation)
Classification | Weight | S.E. CR. dize AVE CR.
Weight | PS PU T C P
PS1 < PS 1.000 - - 0.843
0.780 0914
PS2 < PS 1.139 0.049 | 23.352 0.864
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Standar- Correlation(Square of the correlation)
Classification | Weight | S.E. CR. dize AVE CR.
Weight | PS PU T C P
PS3 < PS 1.018 0.047 | 21.647 0.819
PUl < PU 1.000 - - 0.840
PU2 < PU 1.076 0.041 | 26.205 0.913 (06;2)7“ 0.807 0.926
PU3 < PU 1.079 0.043 | 24.892 0.881
Tl < T 1.000 - - 0.897
0.690 0.694
T2 < T 1.038 0.033 | 31.466 0.924 (.476)** (.482)** 0.858 0.948
T3 < T 1.000 0.035 | 28.731 0.882
Cl < C 1.000 - - 0.837
C2 < C 1.037 | 0.046 | 22.793 0.828
.2 11 .09
C3 < C 1.124 | 0.043 | 26.111 0.898 0 7(1* 0 5* 00 8* 0.833 | 0.961

(.073) (.013) (.010)
C4 —C 1.085 | 0.042 | 26.004 | 0.896

C5 < C 0995 | 0.047 | 21.125 | 0.788
Pl < P 1.000 - - 0.878
P2 <P 0948 | 0.036 | 26.674 | 0.860
P3 < P 0991 | 0.036 | 27.290 0.870 0.149 0.009 0.002 0.834

ok - 0.825 | 0.966
P4 <~ P 0.945 | 0.047 | 20.190 | 0.735 (022) (.000) (.000) | (.696)
P5 <~ P 1.009 | 0.035 | 28.598 | 0.890
P6 < P 0.947 | 0.039 | 24507 | 0.823
BI1 < BI 1.000 - - 0.847
0.797 0.722 0.708 0.227 0.132 0626 | 0768

B2 < BI | 1039 | 0069 | 15158 | 0701 | (6357 | (521)" | (051)™ | (052)" | (017)

“p<.001, “p<.01, p<.05

HePzre]l AT E ASANE AR 3} Al BF 07 oo R ZEARI 05 B w3
EE ZAM4=2] AVE Fo] 71591 05 Rtk E943, CR. = 5 71291 07 Bt} =34tk & AFEldA
80& B 3530 JOoBEE BRE HEEo] JFEHYES FENTY AT 4 Qit) ey SHERA
> 95 LxH oA 11 7]&& BEekA] Xdte A2 Ut 3340 AP AT AFwS
0.6962.2 334 A A P)2] AVE 7k 08333} 0.825 H.o} Zro} FHelgAl o] SR QA|H oA A (PS)
I A" FEAPU)Y FTAST AFES 06352 AAH A PS)F AAH #-84(PU)S] AVE 7k 0.780,
0.807 BT} o} FHEIIA 20 whEagth Ty JIAE HHAPS) T A5 =B AT AlF ek
0.63501 QA=A LA PS)H F5 2 =(B)2 AVE 7 74 7} 0.780, 0.626°.2 FEI BN AVE F Rt}

BBA T AFgre]l & ACE BAEAT S, Bt A JAAH HAAPS)S B =BDt FAFHA 214

A 5 QAE} e **6301? 71%2§ AAHTE A8t oH, 42 A-5-oll=
TS AAHSFE Y =B)= T84

—t— kst ojoA= £41& Fastnh
e el 6}71 Skl Z*?JC %7}7% 9 A= <Table 9> AAEHAT T
Els 11?;5;5 A 4= 7p2d], APAFol A o] ALEe BFE x2(x2/df), EFZEA4*Root Mean Square Error of

H| 1l =

2]
W H-3A 4(Comparative  Fit Index, CFI), E]A-F°] 22X 4%(Tucker-Lewins Index,
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TLI), B &A1 (Goodness of Fit Index, GFNE &85t ATEH AAYEE Bt THLee and Jung, 2018;
Kim and Sung, 2018; Jeong et al., 2019). £ xX’(x¥df) &S AR 2432, H3A 24602 715X 3.0 o]t
St A e 8 Vs FEYS 89T At FEHFATFRMSEA)S] - 005 olstE F&
AP, 00809 AFS AYPE, 0.1 vFho|H BE AP s, ATREF 9| £F4FAT(RMSEA)

SAA 9 By} 247 00542 AJRETF 5 202 et AFEP 9] A9 B A-Fo] 2A4(TLD)
=2 0958, EaA 0964, BIREFAFCR)= =8 0965, YA 0970, HFA G +XA
0919, 32} 092308 BF 7]|EXQ 09 oot &, BE AG7t 7|&E wEshe Ao E et 4
TR AFrt FREJAGL & F Ut

L
-
L
.

<Table 9> The Result of the Fitness Evaluation of the Research Model

Goodness of Fit Measures Good Model Fit Ranges Drivers Pedestrians
Chi-Square(d.f.) Non Significant 4711;?3(()(1)94) 4771;33(()(1)94)
Normed Chi-Square/Degrees of Freedom(CMIN/DF) <30 2432 2.460
RMR(Root Mean-Square Residual) < 050 0.023 0.030
GFI(Goodness of Fit Index) =~ 0.90 0.919 0.923
AGFI(Adjusted Goodness of Fit Index) > 0.90 0.894 0.900
RMSEA(Root Mean Square Error of Approximation) < 0.10 0.054 0.054
NFI(Normed Fit Index) > 0.90 0.942 0.950
IFI(Incremental Fit Index) > 0.90 0.965 0.970
TLI(Tucker-Lewins Index) > 0.90 0.958 0.964
CFI(Comparative Fit Index) > 0.90 0.965 0.970
2. ITTHO| JHMAE Z}
ATRFY ARENES 3 7MEATS I <Table 10>7 <Fig. 2>, <Fig. 3>l A AISH3ATh
SA7ke] A5 7145 7S H4, HT, HS, HO W] 7= F 1270 7Hd 7hed 8707 A9 E Y. 7)<l
3 AHME FFA=BD, AE FHAPS), IAE FEAPU)A ZF A4 FFHB=0.246, B=0.559, B
=0.122) = Ao 2 Ueyth 33402 P EBDolE Fovd 3 nxA ZPAT 1A A <t
AR P@S), AAE FEEPU) BF FEFS T ZoE UERTHE=0.248, B=0.196). BAP)S P52 =
BD, A= LA PS), AAE FEAPU) 5o TAZCE Fon|t FEFHo] Yl Aoz E45 0
7Hadhs e A3E Hth @9, A" 8P IAE AP 47 FTA=BDel 44 9
&F&(B=0.194, B=0.521), UAH <HHA4

! PS)2 AAE FEAHPU)O AA FdFS FE A2E YEHE
=0.411). AZEAS A3} 713 3= B2 71€ gig AT — AA" FAAAPS) oA =AU
o, olo]A H11 ¢IAHA ¢tAAPS) — AFo =(BI), HI2 AAH HAAPS) — XA F84(PU) <o)tk

wajzto]l A$ F 127) 7H2 7FeH 5709 HI, H2, H3, H3, H11, H127} A E ) 7)< tg A2(T)
£ A5A=B, A FAAGPS), AAE FEHPU)N BF FAZoRE Fodt oM FH FFHB
=0.478, B=0.709, B=0.636)2 F= A& Yelyth 33X (C)L AAH AR PS)oT A2 JqFS F=
° 2 YeEPFtHB=0.267). AH(P)S FFZ®BI), AAE HAAPS), AAD FEA4PU ZF Foln st
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AZ SR frolg ?%% ofU STt vt AAE AP BF=BD UAE %%H(PU)OH 7-}74
4 = Ao 2 VYEPFTHB=0478, B=0.636). AEEA A3} 71 2 AHEIE= H2 7€ HE
M — Ax=F OJXJ A@S)olA 1= oH, ool HI2 AAE tHAPS) — AAH F84(PU), HII
HHAAPS) — FF=BNE EMSHT

A AREs SFPANEY FEFA0 BAGlel A A&FPAFEAFe] 8ol o} AAH A4
®S), 71&o] that MM 29lo] wi$ Fo3 Aoz YT Ty FAP)S FFHo] HEF o,
IEAC) 2 AAE FEAPU)S BaA Hops XA A 53] dFHo] gl a9z

<Table 10> The Result of the Hypothesis Test of the Research Model

Drivers Pedestrians
AL I DA I];:Sl;tle SE. CR. P Result ijt‘e SE. CR. P Result
Hl | B <« T | 0246 | 0053 | 4780 | *** | Accept | 0272 | 0054 | 4.634 | * | Accept
H2 | PS <« T | 0559 | 0042 | 11.654 | *** | Accept | 0.664 | 0039 | 15062 | *** | Accept
H3 |PU <« T | 0122 | 0053 | 2305 | 0021 | Accept | 0258 | 0050 | 5196 | *** | Accept
H4 | BI < C | 0079 | 0092 | 1161 | 0246 | Reject | 0016 | 0094 | 0208 | 0.835 | Reject
H5 | PS <« C | 0248 | 0080 | 3452 | #*+* | Accept | 0267 | 0090 | 3376 | *** | Accept
H6 | PU <« C | 019 | 009 | 2802 | 0.005 | Accept | -0.032 | 0087 | -0462 | 0.644 | Reject
H7 | BL < P | 0004 | 0087 | 0063 | 0949 | Reject | 0.045 | 0086 | 0589 | 0556 | Reject
H8 | PS <« P | 0072 | 0078 | 1041 | 0298 | Reject | -0.074 | 0084 | -0.955 | 0340 | Reject
HY |PU <« P | 0014 | 0086 | 0210 | 0.833 | Reject | -0.060 | 0.080 | -0.908 | 0364 | Reject
HIO | Bl <« PU | 0194 | 0061 | 3334 | #*** | Accept | 0.151 | 0071 | 1948 | 0.051 | Reject
Hil | B < PS | 0521 | 0071 | 8409 | *+ | Accept | 0478 | 0088 | 5664 | *** | Accept
HI2 | PU <« PS | 0411 | 0082 | 6052 | *** | Accept | 0.636 | 0065 | 11.014 | *** | Accept

p<.001, “p<.01, ‘p<.05

Trust Towards Technology Perceived Usefulness

0.122°
m , (PU)
0559 o 106" * 0.194™
Compatibility 0079 == _04411_"-_ __ _32_46_“._ —_— Behavioral Intention
© ' (B)
_ . 0,004
Policy Perceived Safety /
(P) (PS)

<Fig. 2> The Result of the Hypothesis Test of the Research Model : Drivers

Vol.21 No.5(2022. 10) The Journal of The Korea Institute of Intelligent Transport Systems 129



2 AEFUXSA| HE 20|34 Y 22 =4

Trust Towards Technology
(T (PU) N
N
864" : & @ 0.151
N - ‘ e b b
Compatibility ) ; _ o _0._27_2 ______ . Behavioral Intention
© . 7 (B)
__ - 0045
’ 267" 0.478™
Policy /_ Perceived Safety /
(P) (PS)

<Fig. 3> The Result of the Hypothesis Test of the Research Model : Pedestrians
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