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ABSTRACT

The aim of this study is to explore the perception of users and non-users concerning the future of the paratransit service in urban areas based on different aspects of service. The questionnaire was employed to collect data in Bandung, Indonesia. The analyses to understand the public’s characteristics, test the hypotheses, and weighting the aspects of service have been carried out by developing a binomial logistic model and structural equation model. It can be inferred from the analyses that this mode has found public acceptance, which implies a potential market for it in the future. The analyses reveal the important aspects to be improved. 

1. Introduction

In many ways, the general public has been left behind in the process of making transportation decisions, as shown by McGovern (2005). Indeed, there is a growing awareness among transport policy-makers that public acceptance of and support for transport-related decisions is essential for the success of such decisions (Koushki et al, 2003). Attention devoted to the traveler’s needs becomes more important, if the management wants to maintain the current users while attracting potential users (TRB, 1998). Thus, obtaining passengers’ recommendations for measures that would increase their service satisfaction would be highly instructive (Koushki et al, 2003). Two critical issues of public acceptance and satisfaction, i.e. the level of user satisfaction with the services and products of a transportation system, and customer opinion about the most important services that Departments of Transportation should be providing (TRC, 1998). 

In addition, to develop a compromising plan for transit management and operation, there is a need to confirm the public’s opinion, i.e. user acceptance of the future of this particular mode. This is one of many ways to understand the public. The reason is that the provision of public transportation services is not just affected by providing mobility as a medium to move around, but it also involves psychological aspects of customers (Alsnih and Hensher, 2003). This is because these user characteristics typically involve a variety of aspects, ranging from socio-economic to psychological ones. This means that the lack of attention devoted to user needs and perception can be translated as a lack in providing customer satisfaction. Moreover, the choices made by the user of public transportation involve a complex process, where the internal decision-making process being considered is initiated by some threshold level of dissatisfaction with one or more aspects of life (Mokhtarian, 1997). In addition, Salomon & Ben-Akiva (1983) in Mokhtarian (1997) stated that the view of “reducing” the individual to simple socio-demographic variables involves a loss of information on the decision-maker’s preference. Thus, it would be preferable to include motivational factors in transport models (Steg et al, 2001a; 2001b), including confirmation of the public’s opinion concerning the service of particular public transport. 

Unfortunately, this is not common practice in developing countries, such as Indonesia, where one mode of its public transport, i.e. paratransit, needs public confirmation of its future. The term “paratransit” in this article refers to the public passenger mode, which is owned and operated by individuals or small private operators. This mode is different from the term “paratransit” in an American context, where it refers to a subsidized mode for the handicapped or elderly. Limited financial capability, mismanagement, and weak regulations are some of the aspects that aggravate the paratransit’s actual condition. The present tendency is trying to replace the paratransit mode with other types of public transport, which are shown off as symbols of modernity, among others. However, the paratransit mode is able to meet the demand of mobility in flexible ways and shows many advantages. 

The aim of this study is to explore the perception of current and potential (non-user) users concerning the future of paratransit service in urban areas based on different aspects of service, namely quality of service, facilities, cars and drivers involved, including fares and regulations. The questionnaire was employed to collect the respondents’ perception in Bandung, Indonesia. The analyses have been carried out by developing a statistical model. This research is beneficial to a better understanding of the paratransit service and its future from the general public’s point of view.

The paper is organized as follows. The next section discusses a brief description of paratransit in Indonesia. The third section reports the data collection, the method of analysis, i.e. the binomial logistic regression and structural equation modeling, including its fit statistics. In the fourth section, the author provides a discussion about the findings and concludes the study. 

2. Paratransit in Indonesia

Angkutan Kota is a generic name for paratransit in Indonesia, where in practice paratransit operates using its local name and various types of cars, vans, or minibuses. This mode has spread widely to almost all cities in Indonesia. By way of comparison, this mode can also easily be found in Thailand, the Philippines, or African countries (see Kaltheier, 2002 for more discussion), even in Latin America countries. Further discussion dealing with the penetration of this mode in several cities in Indonesia can be found in Joewono and Kubota (2006a), while its operational characteristics (including its advantages and disadvantages) have also been reported (Joewono and Kubota, 2005a).

This mode faces many challenging problems, such as safety and security, as well as some other negative experiences related to its operation. This situation is similar to other forms of paratransit in many developing countries (see Jacobs and Aeron-Thomas, 2000 for more explanation). A report of the users’ experience and perception of safety and security can be found in Joewono and Kubota (2005b, c). In addition, a discussion about satisfaction, negative experiences, and loyalty can be found in Joewono and Kubota (2006b, c, d). 

3. Methods

3.1 Data Collection

Data regarding user and non-user perceptions of the paratransit’s existence and service have been collected using a questionnaire. A detailed description of the questionnaire, the survey process, and the findings has been reported in Joewono and Kubota (2006a, d). By way of clarification, the general characteristics of the respondents are provided in Table 1, while trip characteristics for both user and non-user are illustrated in Table 2. This illustrates that motorized transport is owned more frequently by the non-user of paratransit, which also explains the captivity of the user of paratransit. The table explains that number of trips per day for user and non-user is similar, which is also the case in terms of trip purpose and travel distance. When it comes to travel cost, the non-user spends higher amounts of money. It is interesting to notice that the trip purpose for traveling using paratransit is for study reasons. Moreover, it is surprising to notice that the user and non-user perceive paratransit as an important urban transport mode in this city.

++ Insert Table 1 and Table 2 around here ++

3.2 Binomial Logistic Regression

In this study, the binomial logistic regression model is employed to explore the important variables in explaining response of users and non-users regarding the future use when there is an improvement in the operation of paratransit. All explanations and significance tests in this article refer to the explanation of logistic regression by Kennedy (2003), Wright (1995), Hair et al (1998, 2006), and Newsom (2004).

Fit statistics and Results

Table 3, Table 4, Table 5, and Table 6 illustrate eight models explaining the characteristics of users and non-users, whether they will use more paratransit when there is an improvement in the quality of service, quality of car, quality of driver, and fare, respectively. The omnibus tests of model coefficients ((2) for all models in Table 3 up to Table 6 have a very low significance level (<.05), which means the model is significantly different from the one with the constant only. In addition, Hosmer and Lemeshow’s goodness-of-fit test for all models in all tables is far greater than .05, which means it fails to reject the null hypothesis that there is no difference between observed and model-predicted values. This implies that the model’s estimates fit the data at an acceptable level. The models based on user perception have a high percentage of correctness (i.e. 93% - 95%), while the models based on non-user perception have quite a high percentage of correctness (i.e. 78.8% - 81.8%). All models have a low Cox and Snell R2 and Nagelkerke R2 but the models can be accepted as well-fitted, as Garson (2006) said that R2-like measures are not goodness-of-fit tests but rather attempts to measure strength of association. Thus, it can be concluded that all models in Table 3 up to Table 6 are well-fitting.

++ Insert Table 3, Table 4, Table 5, and Table 6 around here ++

Interpretation of the Result of Binomial Logistic Regression
Table 3 illustrates the significant variables which explain the public preference to use more paratransit in future when there is an improvement in quality of service. The model based on users’ data only has one significant variable excluding the constant, i.e. the quality of schedule and route. On the other hand, non-users who make a trip other than studying or working have a preference to use paratransit, as well as non-users who make a trip longer than 10 km. This group has a positive preference when their trip cost in a range between 2501 up to 5000 IDR. Group of non-users who rates the existing current service as bad, as well as people with an age younger or older than 31-40 years old tends to show a positive preference.

Furthermore, Table 4 illustrates two models of preference when the improvement in quality of car takes place. Similar with the previous model, model based on users’ perception seems to be able to explain the characteristics of service and operation of paratransit only. In this model, the users, who rated the current mode as uniform (standard) and rarely experienced a car breakdown, seem to show a positive preference, including the users who use paratransit as his/her primary mode as well. But, non-user’s model has more significant variable. Group of people who are younger than 30 years old or in a range between 41-50 years old and have a trip purpose for working, social activity, or other non-fixed purpose tend to show a positive preference. It is surprising that even people who use car as their primary mode show a positive preference. People with two trips per day and travel more than 10 km seem to be more willing to move to paratransit when the improvement in car quality takes place. 
Similar explanation can be drawn from Table 5 for the preference in making use paratransit when improvement in the quality of driver is done. Users who have a trip purpose other than shopping and unfixed purpose seem to have a willingness to use paratransit in future, as well as users who depend solely to paratransit. On the other hand, non-users, who are younger than 30 or in a range between 41-50 years old and make a trip not for shopping, show a positive willingness. It is interesting to notice the positive acceptance of this mode for future time from the non-users who use private car as primary mode. It is easily understood that people who rated the current driver’ discipline as positive tend to show a positive acceptance, as well as people who make a frequent trips.
Table 6 shows two models with similar characteristics with the previous one. Users, who use paratransit as their primary mode and working as their trip purpose, seem to increase their number of trip using paratransit. It is also the case for users who make a trip once per day. In addition, younger non-users (less than 30 years old) and older non-users (41-50 years old) seem to be a potential users in the future when the fare of paratransit is adjusted. It is also the case for non-users who make a trip twice per day. 
It is surprising to conclude that the significant variables in the user’s models only cover the trip characteristics and aspects of service quality. Users who use paratransit as their primary mode tend to be more concerned about the improvement of paratransit. In addition, those taking trips with a fixed purpose and a frequency tend to be more concerned about fare adjustment. The quality of schedule, number of car breakdowns, and car uniformity are the significant aspects of service quality. These findings underline the fact that the users’ decision for future use depends heavily on trip purpose and frequency including their dependence on this mode. This reveals the notion regarding the captivity of the current users to this mode. 

By way of comparison, younger respondents of non-user (30 years old or under) and older respondents (41-50 years old) are more concerned about the improvement of paratransit for future mode change. If there is an improvement in the quality of car, passengers whose trip purpose happens to be work, social activities, or a non-fixed trip purpose all show a similar preference for using paratransit in the future. The improvement in the quality of car and driver seems to be more attractive for the person who is currently using a private car as his/her primary mode, although the attractiveness is for long distance trips only. Those respondents with limited trip expenses and two trips per day are more willing to use paratransit. Improvement in the quality of facilities and the driver’s discipline are aspects of service quality that are crucial factors in attracting the shifting of non-users to paratransit.

3.3 Structural Equation Modeling 

Structural equation modeling (SEM) examines the structure of the interrelationships expressed in a series of equations, in which the equations depict all of the relationships among constructs (the dependent and independent variables) involved in the analysis (Hair et al, 2006). SEM does not designate a single statistical technique, but instead refers to a family of related procedures. Other terms such as covariance structure analysis, covariance structure modeling, analysis of covariance structure, or causal modeling are also used to classify these various techniques together under a single label (Kline, 2005). SEM can be thought of as a unique combination of factor analysis and multiple regression analysis (Hair et al, 2006)). SEM is distinguished by three characteristics, namely 1) estimation of multiple and interrelated dependence relationship, 2) an ability to represent unobserved concepts in these relationships and correct for measurement error in the estimation process, and 3) defining a model to explain the entire set of relationships (Hair et al., 2006). One reason for its pervasive use in many scientific fields of study is that SEM provides researchers with a comprehensive method for the quantification and testing of their theories (Raykov and Marcoulides, 2000) (see also Hair et al, 1998; Hair et al, 2006; Thompson, 2000; Arbuckle and Wothke, 1999; Kline, 2005; Klem, 2000 for more detailed explanation regarding SEM). With its ability to conduct many analyses simultaneously, this method is appropriate for this study, as can be seen in Figure 1 and Figure 2. 

These figures illustrate the hypotheses testing, including factor analysis. Figure 1 illustrates two hypotheses and factor analysis of the construct of satisfaction. The hypotheses are 1) the positive influence of satisfaction on the agreement to use more paratransit in future time and 2) when the users agree to use more paratransit in future, then they will agree to retain the paratransit mode for the future. In addition, Figure 2 illustrates the hypothesis and factor analysis based on non-user responses. The hypothesis to be tested is that there is a positive relationship between the perceived satisfaction with and the agreement to retain paratransit for the future service. In both figures, there are six attributes that explain the construct of satisfaction. 
++ Insert Figure 1 and Figure 2 around here ++ 

Fit statistics and Results
This study reports multiple fit statistics for different aspects of fit, as suggested by Thompson (2000). The theoretical explanation of the measures of fit can be found in Arbuckle and Wothke (1999) as the AMOS was employed. The (2 of this user’s model is 33.138 with 20 degrees of freedom, while the (2 of non-user’s model is 19.661 with 14 degrees of freedom. The p-values are 0.033 and 0.141 for the user and non-user model, respectively. These models have NC (normed chi-square) as high as 1.657 and 1.404, which is lower than 5 for a reasonable fit. The RMR of these models are .014 and .027 for the user’s and non-user’s model respectively, which is near to zero as a perfect fit. The GFI of the user’s and non-user’s model, which is analogous with R2 in regression, are .923 and .944 for, which is a value near one, meaning the model is a perfect fit. The Bentler-Bonnet normed fix index (NFI) for both models are .86 and .882, which are slightly lower than .9 as a cut-off value for a reasonably good approximation of the data. The values of IFI for both models are .939 and .963, which mean a reasonably good fit. The value of TLI is .912 and .942 for the user’s and non-user’s model, respectively, which are slightly higher than Hair et al’s (1998) recommendation (.90 or greater). The CFI of the user and non-user model are .937 and .961, which indicate a reasonably well-fitting model. The RMSEA of these models are moderate, namely .081 and .064, where the values range from .05–.08, which means that the model shows a reasonable error of approximation. According to those measures of fit, it can be concluded that both models are a reasonably good approximation of the data.

The numbers at the tails of arrows represent the error variances, and the numbers beside the lines represent the magnitude of the effects (Klem, 2000). As can be seen in Figure 1, the model explains approximately 81% of the variance in satisfaction. In other words, around 19% of the variance is left unexplained. All attributes of satisfaction are significant in the model. On the other hand, the model based on non-user responses in Figure 2 explains approximately 78% of the variance in satisfaction or around 22% of the variance is left unexplained. This result is quite similar to the user model. All attributes of satisfaction are significant in the model. 
Interpretation of the Result of Structural Equation Modeling
In order to clarify and interpret the result of the model of SEM as appears in Figure 1 and Figure 2, the authors provides a summary as appears in Table 7. This table contains the result summary of those standard figures of SEM, which also has an aim to compare the result of user and non-user in an easier manner. The weight or loading implies the level of importance of the factors or attributes. It can also be interpreted as the level of priority of the factors in developing the construct of satisfaction. 
+++ Insert Table 7 around here +++ 
The order of weight or level of importance of each attributes from the users’ point of view, starting from the highest to the lowest, are as follows: regulation, quality of car, quality of facility, fare, quality of driver, and quality of service, respectively. This result shows that the most important attributes in determining the satisfaction of the paratransit service is the actual regulation. It means the user gives the highest priority for regulation improvement in order to improve their satisfaction in the future. The following priority of aspects is the all related aspects of the car and infrastructure, while the aspect of fare has a middle priority. It implies the user has a willingness to adjust their trip expenses in making use this mode. This result illustrates that the user realizes the importance of infrastructure in order to reach the efficient and effective operation of public transport. Moreover, the lowest importance aspect is quality of service. This result illustrates the condition that the user is still in the stage of fulfilling the mobility need rather than focusing on the service quality. This finding reveals the difference between developed and developing countries. 
In addition, this model illustrates the hypotheses testing. The model confirms the hypothesis of a positive relation between satisfaction and the agreement to increased use in the future. The result sounds to be naturally logic. It can be interpreted as the future positive acceptance of this mode in this area by the user when the improvement takes place. However, the model is not able to confirm the positive relation between the agreement for future use and the acceptance to retain paratransit service in the future at a 1% level of significance. It seems to imply the need of further exploration to find the type of mode which is more suitable for them, where it could be done in several means, e.g. only by car adjustment or even changes with other type of public transport.  
The order of the weight or level of importance of each attribute from the non-users’ (potential) point of view differs from the order in the user model. In the non-user model, the order of importance of the attributes of satisfaction is as follows:  quality of service, regulation, quality of driver, quality of car, fare, and quality of facility, respectively. It shows the different perception of something regarded as important by the two community groups. It can be understood as the experience in making use the mode will create a different perception. In addition, this result illustrates the need of the non-users if they perceive the service to be satisfactory. The most important aspect from the potential users’ point of view is the quality of service. It can be easily understood as they compare it with their current used mode, especially private mode. This implies that the aspect of service quality will be the highest priority of improvement when the authority and operator would like to attract them to use paratransit in the future. It is interestingly to notice that the regulation counted as importance by this group of community. The possible reason for this result is their negative experience when they observe paratransit’s attitude in traffic. It is also interesting to notice that the aspect of fare has a middle priority, which implies their willingness to adjust their trip expenses in making use the mode as long as it is able to fulfill their other requirement. The factors of the quality car and driver have a higher priority than the quality of infrastructure facilities. It seems understandable that this group of community rates the quality of current paratransit’s car and driver as lower than their current mode.
The SEM model is able to confirm the hypothesis of a positive relation between satisfaction and the acceptance to retain paratransit service in the future. It illustrates the potential of mode shifting to use paratransit in the future whenever this mode is able to satisfy them. Thus, the improvement of this mode by considering the previous level of priority becomes a prerequisite. 
4. Discussion and Conclusion

Findings

This article has managed to establish the public opinions regarding the current condition of paratransit operation in Bandung, Indonesia. These opinions consist of the user and non-user rating of satisfaction with the aspects of the operation, namely quality of service, facilities, cars and drivers involved, including fares and regulations. They also state their perception of their acceptance of the future of this public passenger mode.

The findings illustrate the different weights for the attributes rated as important by the user and non-user. In addition, the logistic model illustrates the characteristics of the public who show a preference for using this mode when there is an improvement. The results emphasize the users’ need for the improvement of the technical aspects of paratransit operation, i.e. the car, the facilities, and the driver. On the other hand, the non-user responds that the service quality is the most important aspect. The level of captivity between the user and non-user is a possible explanation of this different weighting. It is also interesting to notice that the aspect of regulation receives a high rate of loading from both groups. It can be concluded that regulation becomes the first step to take in order to improve the general condition of the paratransit mode. 

Moreover, the study also tests the hypotheses concerning the user and non-user’s acceptance. The model reveals that the more satisfied the user, the more likely the user will be to make more use of paratransit in the future. However, the model is not able to confirm the positive relation between the users’ agreement to use more paratransit in the future with the acceptance for future operation. However, the model reveals that the more satisfied the non-users, the more likely they are to accept the operation of paratransit in urban areas. It becomes clear that the users show their need for this mode, while the non-users show their acceptance of the existence of this mode. The findings underline the positive potential of this mode, while the actual improvements are the requirement. 

Policy Implications

Since the current practice does not incorporate the public to a sufficient degree, this study concerning public perception of paratransit operation in Bandung, Indonesia, can be accounted as a leading. The importance of this study is supported by the notion that public perceptions and scientific appraisal need not necessarily point to the same dilemmas – but perceptions cannot be ignored, as stated by Taylor and Ampt (2003). Thus, this study should be able to present the beneficial to collecting better knowledge from the public about the facts and may anticipate policy implications. 
An obvious inference to be made based on the study results is that regulation is one of three policy implications. The analysis reveals that regulation as an important aspect in improving public satisfaction and public acceptance of this mode for future operation. It is interesting to be underline that this study should reveal the same thing as Vuchic’s statement (2005) regarding the significance of regulation in urban transportation system. This study result is also in line with the common problem in developing countries, i.e. how public transport provision in developing countries can be effectively regulated and sustained to serve the needs of all residents in society, and especially vulnerable groups such as the poor, disabled, aged, and the young, as stated by Sohail et al (2006). 

The second is the improvement to be made in the operation practice of paratransit to improve public efficiency and effectiveness to fulfill mobility needs. This implication roots on the fact that the public gave an enough weight on the factors of quality of car, facility, and driver. These physical factors are accounted as supporting element for the smoothness of the mode operation. 

The last policy implication is the improvement of service quality, as it is a potential to retain the current users and attract non-users to use paratransit. This can be realized if the government prefers to allocate an appropriate position to this mode in the hierarchy of public transport and if it provides a suitable role in the holistic urban transport policy. This implies a need for policy integration. Policy integration and joined-up policy include not only dialogue and information (as in policy co-operation), transparency and avoidance of policy conflicts (as in policy co-ordination, policy coherence, and policy consistency) but also joint projects, attempts to create synergies between policies (win-win solutions) and the use of the same goals to formulate policies (Geerlings and Stead, 2003).
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Table 1 General Characteristics of the Respondents

	Characteristics
	User
	Non-user

	Gender
	Female (63%), Male (37%)
	Male (78.8%), Female (21.2%) 

	Age (years)
	( 20 (41%), 21-30 (39%), 31-40 (4%), 41-50 (11%), (  51 (5%)
	( 20 (16.2%), 21-30 (66.6%), 31-40 (10.1%), 41-50 (5.1%), ( 51 (2%)

	Marital status
	Single (74%), Married (26%).
	Single (77.8%), Married (22.2%)

	Highest education
	Junior High School and below (25%), Senior High School (47%), Undergraduate and above (27%).
	Junior High School and below(4%), Senior High School (53.5%), Undergraduate and above (42.5%).

	Occupation
	Student (62%), laborer and civil servant (27%), housewife (4%), other (11%).
	Student (52.5%), labor and civil servant (38.4%), housewife (2%), other (7.1%)


Table 2 Trip Characteristics of the Respondents

	Characteristics
	User
	Non-user

	Family’s car ownership
	Did not own a private car (17%)
	Did not own a private car (9.1%)

	Number of MPT in household
	1 (69.3%), 2 (21.3%), 2+ (9.3%)
	1 (52.5%), 2 (36.4%), 2+ (11.1%)

	Main mode of travel
	Paratransit (80%), other (20%)
	Private car (40.4%), Motorbike (50.5%), other (9.1%)

	Number of trips per day using this mode
	1 (35%), 2 (43%), 2+ (22%)
	1 (33.3%), 2 (45.5%), 2+ (21.2)

	Average travel distance using this mode (km)
	( 5 (27%), 6-10 (36%), ( 11 (37%)
	(  5 (40.4%), 6-10 (27.3%), ( 11 (32.3%)

	Average travel time (min.)
	( 15 (11%), 16-30 (38%), 31-45 (22%), 46-60 (25%), ( 61 (4%)
	( 15 (23.2%), 16-30 (42.4%), 31-45 (15.2%), 46-60 (16.2%), ( 61 (3%)

	Average travel cost (IDR)
	(  2500 (51%), 2501-5000 (39%), ( 5001 (10%)
	( 2500 (42.4%), 2501-5000 (25.3%), ( 5001 (32.3%)

	Trip purpose
	Study (60%), Work (27%), Other (13%)
	Study (43.4%), Work (47.5%), Other (9.1%)

	Level of importance of paratransit as urban transport mode
	Very unimportant (2%), Fair (17%), Important (45%), Very Important (36%)
	Very unimportant (2%), Fair (28.3%), Important (51.5%), Very Important (18.2%)


Table 3 Model of Preference when There is an Improvement in the Quality of Service 
	Variables
	User 
	Non-user

	
	B
	Sig. 
	B
	Sig. 

	Constant
	-3.618
	.037
	5.951
	.001

	Age [1 if 31-40 years old, 0 otherwise]
	
	
	-2.601
	.003

	Trip purpose [1 if studying, 0 otherwise]
	
	
	-1.771
	.035

	Trip purpose [1 if working, 0 otherwise]
	
	
	-1.954
	.017

	Trip Distance [1 if ( 5 km, 0 otherwise]
	
	
	-1.209
	.074

	Trip Distance [1 if 6-10 km, 0 otherwise]
	
	
	-1.625
	.046

	Trip Cost [1 if 2501-5000 IDR, 0 otherwise]
	
	
	1.145
	.095

	Quality of facility [1(very bad) – 5 (very good)]
	
	
	-.869
	.033

	Quality of schedule and route [1(very bad) – 5 (very good)]
	2.593
	.001
	
	

	Omnibus tests of model coefficients ((2, df, sig. )
	15.671; 1; .000
	20.190; 7; .005

	Hosmer & Lemeshow test ((2, df, sig.)
	.188; 1; .665
	4.377; 7; .735

	-2LL
	29.723
	91.698

	Cox & Snell R2
	
	.145
	
	.184

	Nagelkerke R2
	
	.398
	
	.272

	Percentage Correct
	
	95
	
	78.8


Table 4 Model of Preference when There is an Improvement in the Quality of Car

	Variables
	User 
	Non-user

	
	B
	Sig. 
	B
	Sig. 

	Constant
	-3.951
	.103
	-2.979
	.025

	Age [1 if ( 20 years old, 0 otherwise]
	
	
	5.219
	.001

	Age [1 if 21-30 years old, 0 otherwise]
	
	
	3.666
	.000

	Age [1 if 41-50 years old, 0 otherwise]
	
	
	2.418
	.076

	Trip purpose [1 if working, 0 otherwise]
	
	
	1.479
	.057

	Trip purpose [1 if social activity, 0 otherwise]
	
	
	2.272
	.084

	Trip purpose [1 if not fix purpose, 0 otherwise]
	
	
	1.817
	.188

	Paratransit as the primary mode [1 if yes, 0 otherwise]
	1.362
	.146
	
	

	Car as primary mode [1 if yes, 0 otherwise]
	
	
	.911
	.172

	Trip Distance [1 if ( 5 km, 0 otherwise]
	
	
	-1.771
	.029

	Trip Distance [1 if 6-10 km, 0 otherwise]
	
	
	-1.574
	.073

	Trip number [1 if twice, 0 otherwise]
	
	
	2.150
	.005

	Frequency of car breakdown [1(very often) – 5 (never)]
	.839
	.097
	
	

	Car uniformity [1(very non-standard) – 5 (uniform)]
	.901
	.065
	
	

	Omnibus tests of model coefficients ((2, df, sig. )
	9.067; 3; .028
	30.450; 10; .001

	Hosmer & Lemeshow test ((2, df, sig.)
	3.415; 6; .755
	4.741; 8; .785

	-2LL
	41.661
	79.214

	Cox & Snell R2
	
	.087
	
	.265

	Nagelkerke R2
	
	.218
	
	.395

	Percentage Correct
	
	94
	
	79.8


Table 5 Model of Preference when There is an Improvement in the Quality of Driver

	Variables
	User 
	Non-user

	
	B
	Sig. 
	B
	Sig. 

	Constant
	1.745
	.005
	-3.939
	.006

	Age [1 if ( 20 years old, 0 otherwise]
	
	
	2.207
	.029

	Age [1 if 21-30 years old, 0 otherwise]
	
	
	2.231
	.003

	Age [1 if 41-50 years old, 0 otherwise]
	
	
	2.950
	.040

	Trip purpose [1 if shopping, 0 otherwise]
	
	
	-1.728
	.033

	Trip purpose [1 if social activity, 0 otherwise]
	-3.858
	.017
	
	

	Trip purpose [1 if unfixed purpose, 0 otherwise]
	-2.416
	.009
	
	

	Paratransit as the primary mode [1 if yes, 0 otherwise]
	2.113
	.021
	
	

	Car as primary mode [1 if yes, 0 otherwise]
	
	
	.974
	.102

	Trip number [1 if twice, 0 otherwise]
	
	
	1.160
	.036

	Driver’s discipline [1(very bad) – 5 very good)]
	
	
	1.240
	.015

	Omnibus tests of model coefficients ((2, df, sig. )
	13.492; 3; .004
	20.973; 7; .004 

	Hosmer & Lemeshow test ((2, df, sig.)
	.282; 2; .868
	4.515; 8; .808

	-2LL
	47.016
	93.033

	Cox & Snell R2
	
	.126
	
	.191

	Nagelkerke R2
	
	.278
	
	.279

	Percentage Correct
	
	91
	
	80.8


Table 6 Model of Preference when There is an Improvement in the Fare
	Variables
	User 
	Non-user

	
	B
	Sig. 
	B
	Sig. 

	Constant
	1.791
	.029
	-1.854
	.021

	Age [1 if ( 20 years old, 0 otherwise]
	
	
	3.305
	.002

	Age [1 if 21-30 years old, 0 otherwise]
	
	
	2.898
	.000

	Age [1 if 41-50 years old, 0 otherwise]
	
	
	3.056
	.026

	Trip purpose [1 if working, 0 otherwise]
	1.493
	.223
	
	

	Paratransit as the primary mode [1 if yes, 0 otherwise]
	2.422
	.008
	
	

	Trip Number [1 if once per day, 0 otherwise]
	-1.764
	.065
	
	

	Trip number [1 if twice, 0 otherwise]
	
	
	1.298
	.035

	Omnibus tests of model coefficients ((2, df, sig. )
	13.922; 3; .003
	21.649; 4; .000

	Hosmer & Lemeshow test ((2, df, sig.)
	.622; 4; .961
	.699; 3; .873

	-2LL
	36.806
	88.015

	Cox & Snell R2
	
	.130
	
	.196

	Nagelkerke R2
	
	.327
	
	.293

	Percentage Correct
	
	93
	
	81.8


Table 7 Comparison of Regression Weight between User and Non-user

	Relationship 
Attribute ( Construct
	Weight based on

	
	User 
	Non-user (potential) 

	Fare ( Satisfaction
	.650
	.506

	Regulation ( Satisfaction
	.793
	.756

	Quality of car ( Satisfaction
	.726
	.536

	Quality of driver (Satisfaction
	.631
	.666

	Quality of service ( Satisfaction
	596
	.760

	Quality of facility ( Satisfaction
	.675
	.464

	Retain paratransit ( Satisfaction
	
	.197

	To use more paratransit in the future ( Satisfaction
	.159
	

	Retain paratransit ( To use more paratransit in the future
	.087
	


Figure 1 Estimated Structural Equation Modeling of User Perception
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Figure 2 Estimated Structural Equation Modeling of Non-user (Potential User) Perception
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