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Abstract: The two-child policy will result in a growing number of school-age children and the change of
family structures, which makes urban residents’ travel behaviors and family decisions more complicated.
This paper analyzes the characteristics of future children school-bound traveling behavior in two-child fam-
ilies based on RP and SP investigation. By adopting the structural modeling concept, the paper develops a
school-bound traveling behavior model with families as decision-making units to study the commuting de-
cisions making. The results show that parents’ key decision making factors on picking-up and dropping-
off of school-bound children are the age and safety awareness of the children, distance to school, road traf-
fic safety conditions, and conveniences of public transit. Based on the investigation and modeling results,
the paper proposes policies on urban planning, transportation system development, optimization of school-
bound traveling and reduction on urban traffic demand.
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Tab.1 Questionnaire samples
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Fig.1 Proportion of the school-bound travel modes of different parents

picking-up and dropping-off students
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Tab.3 School-bound travel modes of school-age children with different

family structures

RESH  NETESRY | EETES R
RPIAZE ThAEF & 51.68 48.32
TRV 62.79 37.21
SPIAE
BN 71.87 28.13

BHEFRALT. AHZTBARNIEZEE; X
BrEEARSEHARNKEKMEES, B
FREASHRXEIXARBAZBEIZ/INKR
FEHITHEE Bt S IEN,

2) BEH TN LB IT 50%,
BRE _HZBERNELITRE—D EFH,

RPIAELRE RT3, FRILEHN
BEHTHRVMNZBARNENETE. /N
RE. AHEZB)EEHIA 51.68%, KTFIUT
THETEAENEVZBTNLLS X
REEFR AR L EREIG M, SR JLETE
Pk AT BB ERE. sk A R
HITEE B Z I8 0.

3) AHEZBAREBERITH LR,

FEEREFRLELRZHIGMN, Vshik
BEARAF/INEE. RELHEEEM, »
HZBHITHLEERA, BNBAEETH
AV ARILE2),

2 ZRIEBFHITTAEKRSER
o

B ER, EREFRILEBFZLTT
MNEBFMEAR, TXRUEFRILEEF
BT A M A E R E (Stuctural
Equation Model, SEM), XEMHX&FME &
MIEAXR,

2.1 EXFEE

EHHEENEETTEMN A EER
ko EEZBRRN—FGIT 7%, B
LR RIS B R N SL PRIAE SR AT T Z 45 1E
HNERRRBREERTEEMNXER, EE
HEEFLIELZANTE, BRETTEFED
HMEFXR, AFETENRTESNER
Z, FeMTtBMREANINEREE, FIltsE
BRFhBBERTTAFESEYFEEWE R
ZEIMRERESHTTAZEFENE &
HEXR,

EMHEEREHRTT AR A —#
RERETE, ME—BTENN—NET
2, AN ENMERTNS, ROAMETE
5R4&TE, IMTEREYMEMTEE
AZREGHMEAREZMNEE; AETE
BRZEREFINETENHMTEMNE
m, METEENEZTENFIA A y &
7, BD



y=By+Iz+¢, (1)
RXF: yAm MANEZTEARMN mx1 @
E; rAnMINETEARM nxl @E;
B A mxm NREIERE; I Anxn i RE
ERE; cAmANEBHTRNKEZEARN
mx15%ERE,

22 ZTEEESHERER

MUREABTT, EEFRILEBFAETN
MRERRIER, BREESNRTTED A
BFEENRREBELITARNEERDE
B, RIBRIXAHT, ERREFREME. L
BEEMN. KERFIEEFHTHEENZR
ILEBFHRTTANEMEES, RELE
EER R 1 BR 4N R 4 Fr 7o

BUNINRE AR, —BRENBFE
HRFRE . HTHXEFRBRER M
&3 Fromo

23 BERERREE

FIF AMOS22.0 # 74 T RE R A4
I, T 75 0k i B & KL & (Maximum
Likelihood, ML), ML J53% 2 45 218 7Y
SEHTREANAL, BEER.
M. —BEAZNEBMNEWAMER. 3T
WEHITINE, ) /df 52873<3, GFl A
0.910>0.9, RMSEA 4 0.072<0.08, #H &
R, RPEMERINANRRY, BERE
AEHARENESERS. AEITEERA
= 5~TFoRo

24 REERHIT

1) FIEERRNFEREZN

MIRBIZEROT4, 2L BNERRE
BREINH. BEEBREBIBREIR
. REBHEUEREWELRAKREIRE
BRI EBE)NXERE,

MFSFIR, —BRRERKEHTEEX
RERNCENZERNARILENEM. F
BILE2NFERNERZELRILE1NE
MR A-0.189, FIAHZRILE2 FREK
A, BARKSEFERNEE, MIERDIE
FEEHT. IEXBREINTIEMERE
H-0.126, RPHJLEZBLEIAFE AL
RHERT, BXttpISBEEM, BFEHE
BURERTBRERAZ RIS B2
0.1585-0.175, RIAHBEEFIE M. B
FERTBRERANENERLT, JLEH

HRETE ETZ-)N M-IV

[3e)
W

HATTTRPEE%
[\~]
f=}

2] BiTE ®HBTE NAE
HTAR

NHTE BE

El2 TRZREEMHFHRILELTARSER

Fig.2 Travel mode share of school-age children with different family structures
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Tab.4 Initial variables of models
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Fig.3 Relationship between school-bound travel activity decisions

and travel mode selection model of school-age children
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Tab.5 The impact of children’ s attribute, school-bound travel environment and other exogenous variables on endogenous variables
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Tab.6 The impact of the exogenous variable with regard to family and parents’ characteristics on endogenous variables
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Tab.7 The impact of the exogenous variable with regard to the decision on picking-up and dropping-off on endogenous variables
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