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Abstract:

In order to analyze the influence of family attribute differences on college students' travel mode choice
behavior, based on the disaggregate theory, a multivariate Logit model is constructed for college students' travel

mode choice behavior. Based on the travel behavior surveys from 2 571 college studentsin Sichuan Province, the
model parameters are calibrated using SPSS. The main family attribute factors affecting college students' travel
choices are obtained, and the sensitivity analysis on the factorsis conducted. The results show that the average
annual household income and economic net income have a significant impact on the choice of college students
travel modes. Compared with air transport, the average annual household income and economic net income have a

travel by air.

greater impact on the choice of road transport and lower impact on rail transport. The discount ticketing form of
grandparent purchasing tickets for their grandchildren can increase the probability that college students choose to

Keywords: integrated transportation; travel mode; non-aggregate theory; family attribute; economic net flow
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Fig. 1 Family attribute category
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Table 1 Factors of choice of travel mode for college

students with difference family structure
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Table 2  Questionnaire statistics for each factor
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Table 4 Estimated parameters

g 5 B S.E. Wald df Sig. exp(B)

AR 7.348 0.765 135.691 1 0.000
% 5 0.453 0.152 3.655 1 0.054 0.770
Ny -0.283 0.145 3.065 1 0.049 0.980
HATHE -0.738 0.115 4.698 1 0.000 0.623
FREFFRAN -1.226 0.108 69.285 1 0.000 0.653
B FKEEALFR 0.031 0.113 4321 1 0.029 1.060
FENHL 0.354 0.209 5.381 1 0.033 0.995
Sk NEL 0.277 0.132 2.321 1 0.045 0.933
FBEEIEFERE 0.473 0.116 3.991 1 0.035 1.410
N e 0.325 0.251 8.107 1 0.000 0.905
B AR R 0.015 0.180 3.221 1 0.013 0.898
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Ll 0.561 0.135 0.451 1 0.067 0.661
NEFAEAR -0.141 0.145 3.065 1 0.041 0.980
HATEE S -1.84 0.115 7.698 1 0.000 0.993
N KEEPHIFERAN  -2.883 0.321 19.856 1 0.000 1.325
s FKEEARFR 0.243 0.187 2.345 1 0.039 0.768
P4 YN 0.102 0.118 6.321 1 0.045 1.111
P N 0.225 0.652 3.005 1 0.048 0.998
FBEEIT RS 0.108 0.435 5.358 1 0.042 0.365
2N e 1.532 0.321 1.654 1 0.010 0.202
R AR IR 1.092 0.411 3.201 1 0.032 0.886
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Table 5 Model fitting information
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Table 6 Likelihood ratio test
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