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CONSUMER EVALUATION IN THE TRANSIT INDUSTRY

ABSTRACT

Over the last few years, the service companies geadually focused on the service quality
and the consumer satisfaction. This strategy isy \@ofitable for both providers and
consumers, particularly for transit organizatiomsl gpassengers. An improvement of the
supplied service quality can attract further usérghe service industries, the assessment of
the service quality is challenging mainly becau#e intangible nature of the services. We
review the consumer satisfaction literature andi$ogn the examintation of the satisfaction in
the public transport.

This paper examines three specific questions. Hotlue overall satisfaction level of users in
the urban public transport? What are the factascbnstitute the passengers’ evaluation with
the bus service in the urban public transport? Besé factors effect on the passengers’
overall satisfaction?

The public transport service analyzed is the bugice habitually used by the people of one
of the western towns in Hungary. The source ofraesu(160 passengers) was described, and
found support for the research questions.

The results highlight the medium level of passesigaverage satisfaction with the bus
service. This paper applied factorial analysiseieenl four meaningul factors for evaluation
of transit users. Additionally we used multiple neggions to the examination of the
connection between the service quality attributesthe overall satisfaction. The results show
that the travel time, the travel comfortablenessl #the consumer relationship are significant
factors affecting riders’ perceptions of the oviesatisfaction.

According to the findings can be propose the deuakent direction in the service attributes,
the bus service can become attractive, if it isaphepeed and reliable.

The main limitation of our study is the samplingthwal, in order to the generalisation of the
results needs to primary research to extend fardtungarian cities.

The summary and conclusions highlight the findiagd the future research.

Key words: Consumer Satisfaction, Urban Public TransportviSe Quality Attributes,

Factorial Analysis, Multiple Regressions



CONSUMER EVALUATION IN THE TRANSIT INDUSTRY

1. INTRODUCTION

The well-known problems in urban areas were catmiettaffic congestion, environmental

pollution, and safety. As part of the public tramgpmode, the bus is generally the most
affordable and flexible solution. In general, lotansit providers supply the urban transit
services due to the efficiency. The public transmmrvice analyzed is the bus service

habitually used by the people of one of the wesianms in Hungary.

In this century, there are two changes in connectiith the travel demand. First is the
conversion of the population’ life style, behavi@nd place of residence. The aggregation of
inhabitants decreases by suburbanization, thendissabetween the terminal points increase,
hereby the efficiency of the public transport dee$, together with the frequency of service.
Second is to increase of the transportation denrasdverel urban routes, excessive pressure
on the bus service has emerged. Nevertheless,inatbasing demand of the bus service, no
betterment initiative has been performed simultasgo However, in most case the existing
service quality has not observed at satisfactorgvipion. Although large amount of
passengers of different income have dependency his dector, so it need further
improvement of this service so that more passeng®r attract to used this service. At the
same time, it is to aspire to the mobility issuesniore speed, and the consumers able to pay
for it (Papp, 2003).

Local passenger transport showed a decrease gbéveent in the number of passengers and
one percent in passenger-kilometre performancehenbase period. Bus public transport
accounted for 64 % of services, the half of whicksvweonducted in the capital city. Metro
accounted for 14 % of traffic in last year.

Table one for Hungary highlight the changes over ldst eight years in modal activity,
number of passengers carried, and the passengetétie performances for all person travel
by urban public transport. Most notable is the idecin the market shares for bus on all two
aspects consistently the absolute decrease inNmw®rtheless, the tram and metro produce
increased based on the ratio of the number of pgese and the passenger kilometre despite
the absolute decrease in tram modal activity duthigyperiod.

In the course of 2008, the number of passenger registered for the first time was 177
thousand, ten percent fewer, than a year ago. Growthe stock of passenger cars was 43

thousand, which means that around 137 thousanémgescars were withdrawn from traffic.



Table 1: Urban passenger transport performances

Public passenger transport systems are unqueslyoaabmportant part of the transport task
in Hungarian regions. In Hungary, in large citiegts as Budapest, Debrecen, Miskolc and
Szeged the inhabitants may choose between sewdyiat fransport modes, namely bus, tram,
trolley-bus (except Miskolc), and metro (except @alen, Miskolc and Szeged). At the same

time, in the middle size towns the transit useesardy busway systems.

Table 2: Urban bus-transport performances, 2008

The purpose of this study is to examine the usar&uation of the bus service within urban

public transport. The main objective of this paisdnow the expectation and perception of the
bus service quality influence to consumers’ satidba. Previous studies provide the

methodological assistance to conduct current stogistimate the interrelated dependency of
the variables. Specifically multivariate techniquésctor analysis, and regression analysis
were used to reveal the relationship between thaces attributes. This study explores the
relation between the bus service quality attribwded the consumer satisfaction based on
passengers’ perception. Based on a sample of Xp@mdents, we carried out an empirical
study and found support for the research questibhs.summary and conclusions highlight

the findings and the future research.

2. THEORETICAL BACKGROUND

2.1. Consumer Satisfaction

A review of the literature revealed lack of consensegarding the definition of consumer
satisfaction. Past studies have examined satisfaétom the different standpoint. According
to the outcome-oriented definitions, the satistattcan be assessed as a summation of
satisfactions with various attributes (Stauss-Seitl#95). However, Tse and Wilson (1988)
found that the evaluation, perception, and psydliosd process contribute to the satisfaction.

It is important the nature of process at servibesconsumer is involved in the significant part



of actions he or she passes through the servicdagi During the evaluation process the
consumer compares his/her expected and experiefutildhent in reference to public

transport service. In case of the transport a@witsatisfaction/dissatisfaction is a cognitive,
emotive response based on the subjective evalugtioness (Oliver, 1997). Focus of

satisfaction: attributes of public transport, plegséifacilities, and personnel.

Researchers about consumer satisfaction agreesdiataction is essential component for
economic success (Stauss—Neuhaus, 1997, Muffatiedeto, 1995). The consumer will be

satisfied if the service gives value for him or Bumond, 2000). This value is one of the
most important connections between the cognitivengmments of perceived quality, the

experienced performance, and future behaviour tdetowards the company (Patterson—
Spreng, 1997).

From the literature, it is evident that the satitan not only depends on the service attributes
fulfilment, but on the expectations. The expectatis knowledge collected about service
qguality, and this expectation can effect positinamsumer satisfaction (Anderson—Fornell—
Lehmann, 1994). Mittal-Kumar-Tsiros (1999) pointeddynamics of satisfaction, so the

importance of factors that determine the total camer satisfaction changes from time to

time.

By Muffatto and Panzizzolo’ opinion (1995) is theatyses about satisfaction examination
concentrate output and is not in connection witkide processes of company, so the

researchers have to make the process orientethstita examination.

The attributes level satisfaction as premise hashmadvantage. The consumer often
evaluates his/her experiences on attributes lewéldoes not evaluate it on product/service
level after purchase. The consumer may be satisfielddissatisfied with the same service in
different aspects. The attribute stage approacksgivgher stage specification and diagnostic
tool as the service stage or total approach. Masage¢her examine satisfaction on attribute

stage than total stage, too.

In the literature, in addition there are also othwdels. The qualitative satisfaction model
(Stauss — Neuhas, 1997) shows that certain conntmsatof emotional, cognitive, and

intentional components lead to qualitatively differ satisfaction types. The consumer
behaviour models (Voss — Parasuraman — Grewal,) X288that the evaluation of advantages

and victim in connection with service using presesdtisfaction and dissatisfaction.



We have to consider an important aspect at exammatf factors determined consumer
satisfaction. On basis of Mittal — Ross — Baldas#neory (1998) we can differentiate

transaction oriented and cumulative satisfactiorhe Ttransaction oriented consumer
satisfaction is an evaluation after service deliver a fixed transaction situation. The

cumulative satisfaction attends the total evalumtivat is based on the service delivery in
fixed time (Anderson — Fornell — Lehmann, 1994)eTdumulative satisfaction reflects the
past, the present, and the future achievementropaay and it inspires the company to invest

to consumer satisfaction.

Satisfaction generally sets during service prodasgsit time-varied one. After complaint

situation, or rather handling of complaint situatiturthermore in the time of satisfaction
examination it evolves different level of consunsatisfaction. In a complaint situation the
hitherto relatively stable impression about serndgelity is temporarily transformed, the

value judgment of the user moves to a lower letlen the previous value judgement is
restored — or not (Veres, 2009). Consumer dissatish is portrayed as the bipolar opposite
of satisfaction on the basis of client’ responseannection of service attributes.

In case of public transport, the purchase decisgoroutine (J6zsa, 2005), the majority of
passengers regularly use the bus routes. It iervitthat public transit provider has to pay
attention to the unsatisfied commuters because lé negative word-of-mouth
communication, the complaining, and the switchifipe last studies (Roos-Edvardsson-
Gustafsson, 2004) examine the consumer switchingerpa to know the role of various

factors of the different competition and non-conitpet industries.

2.2. Satisfaction in the Urban Public Transport

The European Standard (CEN EN 13816-2002E) spsdifie requirements to define, and
measure the service quality in public passengerspart. It is based on eight criterias:
availability, accessibility, information, time, dosmer care, comfort, security, and
environmental impact. This European Standard appte passenger transport service
providers; airlines, trains, subways, buses, watssels and do not exclude individual
passenger vehicles such as taxis. Based on tlegiafitrinciples, a transport organization is
required to identify the quality targets from agarof criteria listed in the standard. EN 13816
provides transportation with benchmark criterisstiaucture an approach to improving public

services in transport sector.



Jen and Hu’'s (2001) developed a service qualitjesicat the public transportation system,
which applies a three-stage scale and dimensioplification procedure. This scale includes
four dimensions, “interaction with passengers” wisix questions, “tangible Service
Equipment” with six questions, “convenience of ses¥ with six questions and “operating
management support” with three questions.

In a recent research (Eboli and Mazzulla, 2007)wcairal equation model was formulated to
explore the impact of the relationship between glalustomer satisfaction and the service
guality attributes. Some authors proposed SEM agiptins in public transport; specifically
SEM was adopted for describing customer satisfactio public transport services
(Andreassen, 1995; Karlaftis et al. 2001). The olek variables were the sixteen service
quality attributes evaluated by the user sample. f&tor analysis, four factors were
identified. The first factor, service planning ameliability, related to the variables of
frequency, reliability, information, promotion, pennel, and complaints. The second factor,
comfort and other factors, related to bus stopifure, overcrowding, cost, environmental
protection, and bus stop maintenance. The thirdofasafety and cleanliness, related to
cleanliness, safety on board, and personal seciiity fourth factor, network design, related
to bus stop availability and route characterisfidse first factor has a major effect on average
consumer satisfaction. The results of the proposedel can be used for improvement of the
transit service.

The literature seems to suggest (Krizek et al, 2@3@mining the travel market to determine
the service attributes have the role of the trdmaddits and behaviours. They have found the
frequency and location of service, besides theetrdvne and cost. Their research first
articulates eight different market segments of ditansers and non-users using factor and
cluster analysis. The explored factors can conteilbol understand attitude and preferences of
transit users and potential transit users, and gpgortunity to retain the existing passengers,
to increase the number of choice riders. Furtheninson (1985) established a model to
estimate the prospective transit demand of busesouising important components
(population, employees, travel time, distance ®libs stop, numbers of car owner, demand
elasticity coefficient).

Transport companies have shown an increasing sitémeunderstanding what determines
individual travel mode choices, preferences, angeetations about urban transport. Their
guestions are following. Is the level of the consursatisfaction changed over time? Which
factors might explain these differences? To thesdsg authors propose and estimate dynamic
LISREL models on pseudo panel data conducted iririRinom 2000 to 2005 (Bernini, C and



Lubisco, A., 2006). The application of the averaghort techniques on independent repeated
surveys data leads to the so-called pseudo-pamgt@D, 1985). They compare two different

generalization of LISREL static model, the SimpM&del (Jéreskog, 2001) and the Dynamic

Strutural Equation Model with latent variables (@ky, 2004).

These studies provide the methodological assist@ncenduct current study to determine the

relationship between the bus passengers’ satisfaetnd the service attributes. Specifically

multivariate technique, factor analysis, regressinalysis, and analysis of variance were used
to estimate the interrelated dependency of thealbbes. In current study, factor analysis and
regression analysis used to draw the relationskiyden the satisfaction with service and the

service quality attributes of the bus users.

3. CURRENT RESEARCH

We introduce our research is divided into thregsdiirst, we look over the topical questions.
Next, there come methodology of empirical study] aar results.

3.1. Research Questions

Our research aims to examine the consumers’ evaituet the urban bus service.
Our questions are following:
* How is the overall satisfaction level of usershe urban public transport?
* What are the factors that constitute the passengesiiation of the bus service in the
urban public transport?

* Do these factors effect on the passerngers’ oveasibfacton?

3.2. Methodology of our Research

There are developed different frameworks examifiinghe common and unique components
of consumer satisfaction. In the middle of the mafsén, applied method is to evaluate the
attribution performance of service (Mittal-Kumar#®ds, 1999). In this case, the consumer
takes a subjective satisfaction judgment thatasfattribution performance. The researches
generally apply the expectation — disconfirmati@nggligm in the case of attributes oriented
satisfaction (Spreng—MacKenzie—-Olshavsky, 1996ydd]i1997). The consumer compares



the experienced performance with his/her expectatin the disconfirmation model.
Therefore, the primary dominant of satisfactiorthe gap between the expectations of the
service attributes and the actual performance (B&aGrewal-Levy, 1995). Model has
developed by Zeithaml-Parasuraman—Berry (1990)measurement of service quality to fit

for the definition and measurement of the gap.

The satisfaction components can be aggregate howh roantribute to the level of the
satisfaction. (Bohnné, 2005). The components ostiisfaction by the local urban transport:
Basic components:

» Reliability, accessibility, expertise, frequency tfe services, spatial and temporal
accessibility, number of buses, safety of the arts physical evidences, comfort and
physical condition of buses.

High-level components:

» Sensibility, courtesy, communication, confidencapwledge level of consumer needs,

and behaviours.

The nature of the competition influences that sEwiattributes belong to the basic or high-
level components (Chowdhary and Prakash, 2005).

In this period, we developed a battery of 12 itesedected through literature review, previous
issues, European Standard, and interview to theepger. To help select attributes for
evaluation of bus service, we undertook an extenbierature review and adopted them to
our research. We also benefited from the earlilet piudy. Together with discussion during
the development stage with users who travel relyuéard irregularly by bus, we concluded

that twelve attributes describe the major dimersiah service quality from a user’s

perspective. The primarily selected service qudityibutes are listed as below (Table 3):

Table 3: Quality Attributes of Bus Service

For evaluating the satisfaction with the bus senat a global level on five-point scale was
used (Hetesi, 2006). The passengers were askedsgosgtisfaction level regarding their
perception of the existing service condition. Besidwe applied SERVIMPERF method
(Zeithaml-Parasuraman-Berry, 1990) for evaluatibthe importance and the satisfaction of

the service attributes.



The target population was public transport passsnge a city of the western part of
Hungary. The sample survey was addressed to thepassengers considering the urban
routes that are very important for the citizenha# tity. This questionnaire survey conducted
to a sample of 160 bus passengers.

The sampling method was the combination of the ajgsampling and non-random selection.
Based on the quota criterions we divided four gsoofthe sample: ticket users (20 persons),
passengers with monthly tickets (50 persons), witident tickets (70 persons), and with
senior tickets (20 persons). They were asked alioeit socioeconomic characteristics
considering their origin, the purpose of their ¢ripnd about the overall satisfaction. To
evaluate the bus service quality, the passengeraskesd about 12 service attributes, on a
scale from 1 to 5 denote the satisfaction levemfreery poor to very good, and the
expectations level from not at all important toreriely important.

The places of the personal interview are thred fiia stops of the routes and one bus stop
next to the town hall. At the beginning of 2008, emnducted survey in the different hours of
days. The questionnaire followed the objectiveghef survey. In the questionnaire are in
majority closed questions. The processing and Hatuation of the questionnaires applied

with SPSS statistical program.

Sample

The numbers of ticket passenger are 18 personstrenciumbers of the monthly ticket
passengers are 52 persons. These numbers are maoreve planned. The 60 % of the
respondents are women and 40 % male. Fifty peafethie respondents are students, 32.5 %
employees, two of them managers, 6 persons erger@nd 15 % pensioner. Age categories
of the population: 0-18 age (26.15%), 19-25 age2@}, 26-45 age (10%), 46-55 age (13%),
55-65 (10%) and over 65 age (Table 4).

Table 4: Individuals by Demographics
The travel frequency of respondents: daily (73%gekly (10%), less frequently (16%) used
the local public transport. According to the resudf the cross table analysis (Table 5) is
relationship between the frequency of travel an@& thegments in medium level

(Cramers’V=0.548, sig.=0.000).

Table 5: Relationship between Frequency of Travelrad four Segments



Table 6: Relationship between Travel motivations ath four Segments

The most common travel motivation is education,kyshopping, entertainment, health care,

and administration (Table 6).

3.3. Analysis of the Results

We present the overall satisfaction with bus serwicthe first part of the evaluation. In the
second part of the analysis will be introducedftors to the assessment of the bus service
quality. Finally, it will discuss the relation beten the overall satisfaction and the factors

Satisfaction with Bus Service
The average satisfaction of the respondents wag @i7a five points scale with a little
standard deviation. Otherwise, the overall sattsfadndex was 3.02 by using the consumers’

evaluation of the service attributes (on a fiveelescale) and standard deviation was 0.616.

Identifying Factors used in the Evaluation of the Bis Service

Collected data from field survey processed to cohdibe factor analysis. Factor analysis
attempts to identify underlying variables, or fastothat explain the pattern of correlations
within a set of observed variables. It may useddbne a relationship among sets of many
interrelated variables are examined and representadrms of a few underlying factors
(Malhotra, 2008). In the current study this teclueiqused to determine the factor those
influence the quality of the bus service. Througbttdr analysis, the service quality attributes
which determine the satisfaction of bus serviceaetéd. Table 7 shows the results obtain
through factor analysis. It can explain that thenbar of factors that needs to extract are three
that have eigenvalues greater than 1. Below tardelé 7) shows, the results obtain from the
factor analysis after rotation of factor matrix. eTimethod used for rotation of factors is
varimax an orthogonal rotation. In this way, thfeetors identified considering the high
correlation with the factors. Therefore, extractbcee factors from the analysis are travel

time, travel comfortableness, and consumer relskign

Table 7: Results of Factor Analysis of Variables Rated to Bus Service Quality



The decision to include a variable in a factor wased on factor loadings (0.45), and its
meaning within the factor (Tabachnick and Fidel®89). The factorial analysis on 12
variables yielded three-factor solution accounfmg65.3 percent of explained variance. The
structure of the factors appears clearly and shbatsvariables included in each factor seem
concordant with its meaning. In addition, the resof Bartlett’s test (1265.42; P < 0.05) and
of KMO (0.84) confirm the appropriateness of dasadiin the factorial analysis. Concerning
the reliability of measures, the coefficients ofofilbach’s alpha varying between 0.73 and
0.82 are considered acceptable. The three faddersified in Table 2 can be described as
follows: F 1, travel time, accounts for 42.6 peitceh variance and is constituted of five
variables related to the frequency, number of bogss punctuality, speed, and connection. F
2, travel comfortableness, explains 15.4 percentaniance and consists of three variables
representing the reliable of buses, the traveltgatnd comfort. Finally, F 3, consumer
relationship, accounts for 7.3 percent of variarmed is composed of four variables
expressing the behaviours of staff, informatiom, gklling of tickets and the price.

Assessing the Effect of Factors on the Satisfaction

The overall bus service is interdependent on thaceattributes. The quality of those service
attributes dominate the passengers’ satisfactiah ks service and this relationship can be
depict through a linear model stating overall $atson as dependent and the service
attributes as independent variable. The regressiodel is found as most familiar option to
draw the relationship between overall satisfactiod the service attributes of the bus service.
Dependent Variable is the overall satisfaction &istang bus service. Results presented in
Table 3 reveal that the influence of those thredofa on the satisfaction is statistically
significant. The coefficient of determinant?}jR/alue describes that three factors contribution
to explain the overall satisfaction 57%. Table 8w the value of constant and coefficient
value of each factor for our analysis.

The satisfaction of bus service depends on thrsendi factors. Moreover, the travel time
(beta=0.42, Table 8) is the most important faatathie perception of the satisfaction with the

bus service.

Table 8: Results of Regression Analysis on Factors



This result corresponds with our expectation thatdonsumers’ evaluation of the bus service
is based on the several aspects of the travel fline.empirical results confirm the crucial

role of the frequency, the speed, and the puntyualithe consumers’ evaluation toward an
urban public transport. The travel comfortablenesastitute the second most important
element in the perception of the satisfaction, ita=0.31 (Table 8). Concerning consumer
relationship, users consider it as a third-ordetdiain their perception of the passengers’
satisfaction with lower values of regression cagdit (beta=0.25). This result inconsistents
with the literature that contact personnel showdabmajor dimension of service quality as

found in numerious studies previously (Lovelock &idght, 2002; Mohr and Bitner, 1995).

Summary

Four research questions were stated at the begimofithis research. We re-examine these

guestions in light of the results from our survey.

1. How is the overall satisfaction level of usershe tirban public transport?

The results highlight the medium level of passesigererall satisfaction with the bus service.
This result is consistent to the consumer evalnatmioEU. The average satisfaction of the
urban public transport services has the least figation within public utility services and the

Hungarian respondents found less poor level ofutEan public transport, than the EU

citizens did.

2. What are the factors that constitute the passengamsuation of the bus service in the
urban public transport?

Factor analysis was conducted with the 12 sendicdates, which resulted in three factors.

Factor 1 appeared to reflect the travel time. Fac®o is representing the travel

comfortableness. Finally, Factor 3 is labelled ¢beasumer relationship. The content and the

order of our factors partly agree the findings mous research partly disagree to be due to

the numbers and types of the service attributes.

3. Do these factors effect on the passengers’ oveadiéfacton?
To evaluate the effect of the factors identifiecthie perception of the users’ satisfaction, a

regression analysis using an overall image as #merttlent variable and three factors



described previously as independent variables veeslucted for each set of data. The
coefficient of the travel time got high value, whignplies the service satisfaction is mostly
dominated by the quality of this factor. Consumaationship found with low coefficient
value than others which implies that this have t@®ination in overall service satisfaction.
This phenomenon might result from a specific charsstic of the public transportation,
namely the low level of contact between staff amgsengers, making it difficult to build
interpersonal relationships. Besides travel corafileness found better coefficient value than

the consumer relationship but worse than traved tim

Managerial Implications

This study presents some insights on the satisfadti urban public transport organizations
and offers an assessment of the role of the seatiabutes used by bus service users in their
evaluation. The empirical results seem consisteitlh we literature and show evidence
supporting the strong influence of travel time mens’ perceptions of satisfaction. These
results indicate that dimensions related to thetamnpersonnel and physical environment
where the service is produced and consumed arandests of the satisfaction.

Travel time is found as important service attrilsui® define the overall satisfaction of the bus
service because most of the passengers want tihgjeestination in least time. Besides it
found as crucial service issue to determine therabiveservice satisfaction it is much
problematic one because the elements of the ttewelvaried much.

Our results will be helpful to determine the ovesdtisfaction that is overall situation of
existing bus service in different circumstancest tpeovide the guidelines in further
assessment, betterment, and improvement procesd! firovide a mean of measuring the
passenger perception in terms of bus service gualtiich helps to assess the efficiency of
supply side of the service. However, the consunaaluation process is highly complex, and
fully explaining it using a small number of laterdariables is difficult. In fact, some service
attributes of the bus service are not included he present research, such as bus stop
furniture, environmental protection, bus stop mamaince, and cleanliness and so on. Future
study can identify these variables to help increaséerstanding of consumer satisfaction
with the bus service.

Finally, this paper only investigates the urban bostes in countryside of Hungary in

consideration of lack of the primary research.



Limits of this Research, and Implications for Further Research

Our research gave answers to the research quedhiaing/e must to mention its limitations
and further research tasks. These limitations laeesampling method and the numbers of
sample. In order to the generalisation of the tesueds to primary research to extend for
other Hungarian cities, with the using Simple Rand@ampling method and conducting with
representative sample.

It will be interesting to examine the transport ation and the segmentation of the
passengers can be carry out based on the attittideqreferences with connection of the
urban public transport. Future studies could amalyr switching barriers for alternative
transportation modes, including the different typéshe individual transport, to understand

how these modes influence the passenger behavemtions
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Table 1: Urban passenger transport performances

Share, % (Number of passengers carried)

Year Buses Trams Metro Trolley- Suburban Total
Buses railway
2002 61.7 18.2 12.9 4.6 2.6 100.0
2007 60.3 19.0 13.1 5.0 2.6 100.0
2008 59.3 19.1 13.9 5.1 2.6 100.0
Corresponding period of the previous year = 100.0
2002 100.2 99.0 98.4 99.4 98.8 99.7
2007 94.8 99.4 100.7 98.5 98.2 96.6
2008 96.9 99.1 105.2 99.4 97.7 98.5
Share, percentage (Passenger kilometre)
Year Buses Trams Metro Trolley- Suburban Total
Buses railway
2007 64.9 12.8 13.6 3.2 5.5 100.0
2008 64.1 12.8 14.5 3.2 5.4 100.0
Corresponding period of the previous year = 100.0
2002 : : : : : 99.6
2007 95.7 99.2 100.5 98.2 98.5 96.8
2008 97.9 99.2 105.4 99.5 97.9 99.0

Source: Transport Performances, 2008, Hungariarstital Office, 26. 02. 2009.

Table 2: Urban bus-transport performances, 2008

Regions Passengers carried (%), previous yaa0=
Budapest (capital city) 99.5

Central Hungary 99.2

Central Transdanubia 89.2

Western Transdanubia 94.4

Southern Transdanubia 93.3

Northern Hungary 96.3

Northern Great Plain 98.5

Southern Great Plain 97.0

Total 96.9

Source: Transport Performances, 2008, Hungariarsttal Office, 26. 02. 2009.



Table 3: Quality Attributes of Bus Service

Attributes
1. Frequency of the local bus service 7. Traasbty
2. Speed 8. Travel comfort
3. Correctness 9. Attitude of the employees
4. Distance between bus stops 10. Information
5. Connection 11. Purchase opportunity oftitlests
6. Modernity of the buses 12. Price
Table 4: Individuals by Demographics
N %
Gender: Males 64 40.0 %
Females 96 60.0 %
Occupy:
Students 74 46.3 %
Employed 52 325 %
Pensioner 24 15.0%
Others 10 6.2 %
Age: <18 42 26.1 %
19-25 39 24.2%
26-35 12 75 %
36-45 16 9.9%
46-55 20 13.0 %
56-65 15 9.3%
66 - 16 9.9%

Table 5: Relationship between Frequency of Travelral four Segments

Four Segments

|
Frequency of Trave'Ticket Monthly ticketJuniorSeniOITOtal

users users users users

Daily n 1 47 66 4 118

Weekly n 6 2 2 6 16

Infrequently n 11 3 2 10 26
Total n 18 52 70 20 160




Table 6: Relationship between Travel motivations ath four Segments

Four Segments

Ticket Monthly ticket ~ Junior Senior Total
users users users users
Work 4 44 2 0 50
Education 2 4 70 0 76
Travel Shopping 4 13 10 12 39
Motivations  Office routine 4 11 2 6 23
Helth care 2 6 0 14 22
Entertainment 6 6 22 0 34
Total 22 84 106 32

Table 7: Results of Factor Analysis of Variables Rated to Bus Service Quality

Factors Eigenvalues Variables Factor Qlvach’s
Loading alpha

F 1: Travel time 5.32 Frequency 720. 0.82
Number of bus stops 0.70
Punctuality 0.67
Speed 0.57
Connection 0.45

F 2: Travel comfortableness 1.60 Busesedlrable 0.75 0.79
Travel safety 0.71
Comfort 0.68

F 3: Consumer relationship  1.22 Behavidyrersonnel 0.77 0.73
Price 0.76
Information 0.73
Selling of the tickets 0.65




Table 8: Results of Regression Analysis on Factors

Independent variables (Factors) Standardiged t-value P-value
Dependent variable: overall satisfaction of busvees

Travel time (F1) 0.42 9.52 0.000
Travel comfortableness (F2) 0.31 77.8 0.008
Consumer relationship (F3) 0.25 6.50 0.019

F=27.80 (P<0.05); &0.57




