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Abstract

The satisfaction degree of sharing bike is investigated by questionnaire survey, through Shenzhen
News Net, qq, and WeChat Official Accounts. Based on the survey data, the Logistic regression
analysis for satisfaction degree of sharing bike is conducted with respect to user annual income,
trip aim, age, riding time, riding times, and original travel mode. It is concluded that user annual
income, trip aim, age, riding time, and riding times are closely concerned with satisfaction degree
of sharing bike, while original travel mode is rarely correlated with satisfaction degree of sharing
bike. With the increase of user annual income and age, trip aim changed from commute to
non-peak-hour trip, the satisfaction degree of sharing bike decreases. With the increase of riding
time and times, the satisfaction degree of sharing bike increases.
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1. 5|8

HAT %, fEN—FGEZEHT TR, ERERERBEDT T HAME:

o 1949 | 70 FFAR: HILHIEL,
o 80 AL PREKRMIEL,

o 90 FAR: L EPER,

e 90 FERE 2016 F: FIEMTEL,
o 2016 FLlE: FKEM B,

BAT R R RE, SEbR BB TR IE S A ME BRI A2k . 1949 4E2] 70 B8, BATHEFEAEKR
WA, XN R RORPE, BATEREE S I, KR T AMIRTIES, BRIEA
SrE, BATHESEA R LUK @B AT R K. 80 A, BATEIFMAHEANU/NRT . FESEiE, 1980 FEIRE H
ARG BN 9616 JitF, 1988 4E4 3.1 124K, 1986 12 A 1 H, HEH AT EEERH— “K
A7 EATEERRSL, R2ATERBENFESS. A, WA RO T N T, R RER)
AGrE, BATEWERH @ EIHATR R, 90 AR, “THM” SRETFIRE RS L, BHATEIFHIEN
JTRAENS, B KEG . FREEA R, 1994 48, EEBE AR QR4 EEE) ,  “sdi i Ay
TR o 4, WA TR R, EAEREAA S E, BAT A R HAT R R 90 F48~2016 4F,
REEBE AT N, BATFERIBESER, PEm 20, inhiiZE, ABESE. #4500, 2016 4, £H
1 EAT 0 5N 6000 Jif. MLy, IATEE N KA. FERR T, FRIMESEWHE, BT EmEE
TER R RIER AL RS

2016 “ETFAG, BEE HECM BATERDGE, BATEHNFREN B . BN BT ERRE R, RK
JRRFE T H S WAL BT EALMRE, Wk 1 B,
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Table 1. The advantage of sharing bike compared with municipal public bike
* 1. EEMBITESTH AL BTEMRL BRI
WEALETF HEMBITE

PP R 3 APP BUORTERUR A AT RIAT,  SCRAEZREN
SR RE. BT EERS

RIRBAER, A RER FHITE BN FE RS AR, 45 RATRERE T8 22 R AT

AIEMIE, ohR G TEE A, s frA R,
EENHPEN LA ZIE S, MbE) B KL & 2P AT

B FERRME, RAEMKTENEE P B A7 25 F RO, B2 J5 242 B B 3K

W R B R R, AR

FoERLERE, JETE R, BEHIRE

BT BB B AT 200 IR PO AR 3, ARve T KRBT e KB R R AT “ B s — AR M,
FLRN EAT A 2 JE R Z2 552 . 249K, W EAT 245 H A0 I G — 28 FH i il &, b NZEIRAT
BUASELI SR dh . NG RIS MRS . BEREZE ., R EIEE R, X5 H M,
SR P B AR U SZ, BRAR T P B BRI B AT R0 R

T EIE EAT R PR A TR B, /0 Ho B E AT R R e, AR
FB % A BT T A . BUEZE 2017 4 11 A 29 HENWLH S 16,607 43, A 25 16,546 43, 145
BHREN 99.63%. =T HBRE, FATM T BB B AT 4060 H P 28841 Logistic [BIH,  [RIJH45 & 7] LA
SRR DGR (1 P S S HE DA SRR T N L I T AR IE 5%

2. HHXHR

B EATHAE Dy 2016 A HILHTAE S, BN ST D . BT, o) PRt R [ KA
PRTTAHOGES I T B HIBOR, AR BN B AT 25 A AN B SN LA R AT BRI AR T, 3 2 s

Table 2. Some policies and reports on sharing bike

2. Mo EHEMBTERXNERSIRE

Wi BUR B & KA A

TLRERA AT ZE A0 5% AR 45 Ak AT 2075 1 i T 2016-12-27

RN shE R 2 KT BRHIRTE LB [ 4T 42 R4 1035 T = 0 2016-12-27

RYIT B AT A5 T80UX (0 ) 1 L 4 5 2017-01-22

TR bR AT RS 01703
g AT EML S e bk N - 7-03-27
HEETERREMSE 1 85 AITE

AT A BB . BT AR R KF BT B R B IR T R 2017-01-09
FRAR T T A A 2

JRAT AR AOBE R AT BB AR T XA 2016-12-26

TSR S T AR

FOINTAE B AN & g 51 4 TN T HR IR DX T T B AT AU R B R T 2017-03-20
JoRITT I A A e

A 5T AW AE i A T ARE I 24 B AT AR R R I T 2017-03-18

SUHEF FIHERE AL ST S A BRSSPk R AT BT

EEWAELR. RETILEZ. Wk TET (20172020 4F) 2017-04-06
S 2017 HIM AR5 T 85 4 B 2017-02-26
ofo. A HRHEME 7T B LR RATREL 2017-04-06
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HAT M RIWT T, H T 3 B AT A E N AMER AN AR (N, JH585%5(2015); 5K7K#155(2016)
[1]; &M%, 2017; Bhat %%, 2017; Zhang %%, 2017; Faghih-Imani 2%, 2017).

JEISRAE[2] (2015)FIF 75 M1 A 3t B AT 20 Wl H5 A () 6 VR B 5s 0 b AR v sk 358 T L () 4 FE R
fE. SRIKEISE[1] (2016) @S T 5l JyiphAl, KA i i AL B AT E ML BT K i o A e o AR 1) 45 (3]
(O17)HEFLTHBUASL FAT R 2 /2 I 1) 43 DX R FE ) R

Bhat 55[4] (2017)8 37 T T 1E 7S A% 22 T 25 18] — i 7 1 IR SRR Y, I SRR 7T A 3 B AT 21 B
AR, Zhang E[5] (2017)F T H LT BCA 3L BAT 80, SR @ AR Fou AL B AT RS
(¥) B 47 %543 FH Y 2]« Faghih-Imani %5[6] (2017)FH Barcelona 1 Seville [T BUA I B AT 4, B 7T
A FE BAT 45 A FH R PP ) R

M RSN T RE, BN BAT A I e AR A B, 0 BLECR F AT 42 F P R e AR B
I AT 22 1) P R AIE 5 R 5 R P 2 AN (R S RV B A R o AR ST 55 m] A & 3K 7 THI 1) N 2%
A — 5 S RS2 bR S A 18
3. YRk S

FETRYIH M KB R LSS A A S MR 218, FRATTTF IR T LRI 47 40305 7 5 A 2R 1Y)
W2 ) YA . TR 0] o 2 B BRI B AT A P SR ALEEAT, RO AT HIBL R FATHY
(B BT OB R AT 7 5058 . k& 2017 45 11 A 29 HIELEES 16,607 4y, A RLAS 16,546 4y, H
ARG LN 3 B

Table 3. Survey sample list of sharing bike
#* 3. EENMBTEHREEAEHERNER

A FaEs E¥N Tl AR o FEA Tl
IS ey 11,138 0 <5 1175 0
PN 3720 0 o 5~10 3863 1
W Y T i 1090 — ﬁg/ﬁ;;'gf“ 10~20 4973 2
N 261 1 20~30 3659 3
A A = 337 1 >30 2876 4
<6 Ji 6519 0 <1 3269 0
6~12 6529 1 B 1~2 3804 1
ﬁ%\% 12~20 2224 2 %gﬁ/f}%)@ 3~5 4651 2
20~30 655 3 6~10 2571 3
>30 622 4 >10 2251 4
LT 7815 0 AT 4147 0
I o 1977 1 HAT4 1632 1
T I X IR 2136 2 BT R X, R s 2
VoY 479 3 HALZE 543 3
et 111 4 BEE 1770 4
Hib 1008 5 ARG 5073 5
<20 450 0 Hik 2196 6
20~30 8914 1
f’iﬁf)& 30~40 5506 2
40~50 1426 3
>50 250 4
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Figure 1. Satisfaction degree distribution

E 1. AR#HEEST

1 R, AR ST A AR, T 2 HOeh BRI AT R R RIS, IL 89.80% 1 HI T
WRET R BCCARETET 5 A 3.61%A RS T AR B AER AR o AR
X BRI AT AR SRR LU, IR P P 0 ELER IO [ A 2 0 P B AR 7 7 S e [ U5 75 9 A
PEFzdmoR E2

4. BB S5*

Table 4. Comparisons among normal regression methods

4. BREVIH AR

EVEE3IL] =) 16 et
ety
SR i S Rl s i
2Rk ] ) OLS v
Probit \/
MR (L
Logistic \

W 4 pros, W LB EATTEA A AR ANZRATAE S E A o Ze [ )H 38 T d ) ik
(ordinary least squares, fajicy OSL)JRM: At gl R-FJ7 flf /s, RURARIE BE N 215 & A3 H 4
MIEE B AR /N e RMERNARA R R 2/, XA Lo A—u R 2 o2tk [ A .

WAL, Betth OLS [l V= 55K R AR B i J e BE AR R B AL B . 5 2 MHEL, logistic [R5 5K A AR & 20 2
FRAE, REHEZ RN WES R FRE . Bes RS TARE R, A
RERE TR ES, SESMENEIELE, XN EGH LRk AR E S K, T
s IR AR E AR E MR AR B, R logistic [H11H

5 Logistic [F1IHZ54EL, Probit [FIHWH T HAR R A KRB EAE . EEEOLT, WAEE LRSS
RAEFHIL . Probit [B)H 2 FE T IR A EIS BHETH, T Logistic [BIVA 25T Wi Ah, X2 ZHMKX
al, MEAREPELRERZ HAFE IESmn, FTUE S Probit B4, 1 HARE T/ KEEKL
I}, W% A Logistic [|WJH, W14 5 B,
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Table 5. Comparison among Logistic regression methods

%% 5. Logistic [EY37754ELER

Logistic [B]J37772: RHE AR
Enter SRS LN —
Forward seloction JrRERFIAE AR, AR b B | A R
H AR\ 3 2% 1 AL B A BRI LA BB R LB
T SRR AR, SRS 2 B SOk KB MR U B BRI THILR L

Backward selection

I A 30 Bk 2 16 2 TR Y BRMEL

5. Logistic B4R

Table 6. Results of three Logistic regression analysis

F= 6. Logistic 3 #i/ A REIALEFC A

B S.E. Wals df Sig. Exp(B)
GHPN 0.146 0.041 12.602 1 0.000 1.157
HATHIY 0.116 0.028 17.443 1 0.000 1.124
s 0.137 0.060 5.289 1 0.021 1.147
B AT I [E] -0.638 0.040 254.015 1 0.000 0.528
AT UL -1372 0.066 426.697 1 0.000 0.254
AT -0.003 0.019 0.033 1 0.856 0.997
W -1.304 0.145 80.468 1 0.000 0271
Table 7. Hypothesis test
% 7. Logistic fRIg& 16
fabs =2 SR E Nagelkerke R 75
HE 3601.620° 0.323

a BUASHUS TR SGE RN T 0.01, Jr EMETH7EIEA RS 8 Ab2s ik,

6 4 T EET Logistic 3 Mk RIAMIZ R . METRTELEH, “EHHAT77:0” 1) Sig. = 0.856, K
T 0.05, HXTHIRM FAT R E R A R . I, 15 2006 = RS R O -
1

—1.304-+0.146 X, +0.116 X, +0137 X3 -0.638 X4 —1.372.X5)

P(Y—O)—1—1+e%

i 7 W&, B3R Logistic & /5 2/ Nagelkerke R 774 0.323, KF 0.3, BtalLAfE%2.

M 6 ATEL, SEHON x, B9 Exp(B) N 1.157, o HLEAM EHAT 4 P NSRRI 1 A5, Hoxt
HLI M AT 4 (R B AT RE R D 15.7%. ROU, AT H 0 x, B0 1 ANER, B BB 54T 4
R0 R W] BE MR 12.4%: AR x, FEHEIN 1 ANSEZE, FH P ook ELER I [ 47 25 6 S W] Re MDD 14.7%:
SRPAT AN IR o, BERE AN 1 ANEEGL, PO ELE B AT 45 000 B T RE RGN 47.2%: B AT OB x, RGN 1 A
SO, F P LR B AT 4 R R AT REVERE N 74.6%. LA b RAr A, AR A HLBE B AT 4 i
JE A

6. &t
TE 1035 2T LR b, A SO BRI AT 2 (O R B S P P e, AEIRON . AT E . RS, T
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AR B PAR PR A £ 55 A v e I B AT S AR IEIN, P Rk LI I 151 47 4 R0 i LR A T A P 5 4B ] 884
WpAT AN, X EERR B AT MR E R R . AT A0S BRI B AT 4 R R R ST R AR
AEZE. DLESHrATAEL BN B B AT 4 1 A AR
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