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Abstract: In order to investigate the factors influencing urban residents’ transfer intention and their
interaction mechanisms under the transit transfer preferential (TTP) policy, this paper integrates

behavioral habits based on the theory of planned behavior (TPB) and technology acceptance model
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(TAM) , and develops a residents’ transfer intention model under the TTP using the structural equation
model (SEM). The questionnaire was designed using the revealed preference (RP) method. A total of 365
valid samples were obtained through an online survey. The path relationships between psychological latent
variables were explored, and the mediating effect of the model was examined using the Bootstrap method.
Additionally, a one-way analysis of variance (ANOVA) was conducted to investigate the heterogeneity of
latent variables across different groups. The results show that attitude, subjective norms, perceived
usefulness, and behavioral habits have a direct significant impact on transfer intention. Attitude, perceived
usefulness, and perceived ease of use are mediating variables, but they do not play a mediating effect in all
paths. The total effect values of latent variables on transfer intention, in descending order, are behavioral
habits (0.457) , perceived usefulness (0.366) , attitude (0.326), subjective norms (0.312), and perceived
ease to use (0.096). Significant differences were found between groups with different socio—economic
attributes and travel characteristics on the latent variables. The findings of this study not only contribute to
the theoretical framework of behavioral intention research, but also provide theoretical support for urban
transportation management authorities in formulating the T'TP policy.

Key words: engineering of communications and transportation system; transit transfer preferential policy;
structural equation modeling; transfer intention; theory of planned behavior; technology acceptance

model; behavioral habits
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Table 6 Effect values of each latent variable on

transfer intention
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Table 7 Results of one-way ANOVA

TH AR B E=p (53 BRAAT R AT TN P 110 2 18 e 110
P51 0.644 () 0.527 (##x) 0.049 0.620( **x) 0.521 () 0.361 0.644 ()
A 0.000 0.040 0.569(0.463)  0.058(*xx) 0.000( %) 0.019 0.000
) 0.522 (%) 0.479 (%) 0.388(0.073)  0.259(*xx) 0.052( ) 0.591 (%) 0.195( )
Bl 0.046 0.399(0.366)  0.106(0.173)  0.170(0.177)  0.116(0.335)  0.035 0.002
Hilt A 0.392 (%) 0.057 (%) 0.076(0.605)  0.255(*xx) 0.847 (%) 0.122( %) 0.103 (%)
PF LA R 0.353(%%) 0.248(+) 0.620(0.478)  0.003 0.706( ) 0.032 0.118( %)
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6 3fe B 5 0.117(0.768)  0.197(0.185)  0.049(0.685)

0.541(0.878)  0.910(0.797)  0.822(0.988)  0.125(0.697)
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Fig.5 Comparison of means of latent variables for different groups
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