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Factors Influencing Low Altitude Travel Intention
Considering Perceived Value and Risk
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(1. College of Traffic and Transportation, Chongging Jiaotong University, Chongqing 400074, China;
2. Chongqing Design Group Co. , Ltd. , Chongging 400050, China)

[ Abstract] To analyze the main influencing factors and pathways of low altitude travel intention, a structural equation model was
constructed based on travel intention model and value risk analysis. The interaction mechanism between travel preference, travel char-
acteristics, perceived value, and perceived risk on low altitude aircraft travel intention was quantified. The path coefficients were
solved using unweighted least squares method, and the mediating effects of perceived value, perceived risk, and other factors on travel
preference were analyzed. Additionally, a multi group model invariance analysis of individual information such as gender and age on
travelers was conducted. Finally, the fuzzy set qualitative comparative analysis (fsQCA) method was used to analyze the configuration
of the antecedent variables of travel intention. The results showed that the chi square degree of freedom ratio, RMSEA (root mean
square error of approximation ) value, and CFI( comparative fit index) value of the structural model were 3. 803, 0. 063, and 0. 938,
respectively, which passed the model validation. Perceived value (0.38) is the most important factor affecting travel intention. Travel
characteristics (0.08) have a positive direct impact on travel intention, while perceived risk ( —0.22) has a negative direct impact.
However, travel preferences have no significant impact on travel intention; Travel preferences have a negative effect on travel willing-
ness, but travel characteristics and perceived value have a masking effect on travel preferences, while perceived risk has a mediating

effect on them; The pre tax annual income in the individual information of travelers has a moderating effect on the model. As the travel
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distance increases, the high-income group is more willing to use low altitude aircraft than the low-income group. At the same time, the

high-income group is more sensitive to the perceived risks of low altitude aircraft in terms of technological maturity and accident severi-

ty. fsQCA analysis shows that there are three configurations that can form travel intention, among which configuration 3 ( type of travel

characteristics&perceived value) has the highest sample coverage, explaining 48. 9% of the sample cases. When travelers are necessa-

ry to travel during peak hours and have a positive understanding of low altitude travel comfort, privacy, etc. , they will develop a low

altitude travel tendency. The research findings can provide data support for the promotion and policy formulation of low altitude aircraft.
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Fig. 1  Theoretical model architecture
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Table 2 Statistics of sample Information

2 NZ ik hi /%
% 320 45.6
Pl & 382 54.4
18 ~25 % 80 11.4
25 ~35 % 444 63.2
RIS 36 ~45 & 132 18.8
46 ~59 % 38 5.4
60 # L) I 8 1.1
wIth KU 20 2.8
mhE T 24 3.4
=237} K& 94 13.4
AF} 336 47.9
oz A K LA I 228 32.5
BRI 34 4.8
EA 4l 200 28.5
Ol 25 #Y FhE 336 47.9
SR 68 9.7
A TAES 64 9.1
5 HLAF 110 15.7
6~10 /7 134 19.1
A NAECA 11~1577 210 29.9
16 ~20 J3 132 18.8
21 T VI E 116 16.5
Jc 108 15.4
. i 14 482 68.7
FERERE 2 4 98 14.0
3L 14 2.0

2.3 FEMNESR

FRUE FE R IR FE PR N Cronbach’s a ZR B, R0
KR KMO ( Kaiser- Meyer-Olkin) 55 Bartlett BRJE A
%, a >0.7 B FEERRK, KMO >0.7 P <0.05
P38 3 A5 B A

HIHI SPSS 22. 0 B HEAT 15 B2 MK BE AL 56, 4%
WM RPR AU N3 3 Fron, AL, &8 2 515
(composite reliability, CR) ¥JRKF 0.7, ¥ )7 2= 42
U ( average variance extraction, AVE) ¥ KT 0.5, a
FEIYRT 0.7 FEAEAE A5 B vl TR RS
4%, KMO 5 0.798 >0.7 H. P 24 0.000 <0. 050, Z 1
FEAB IR 0 I 1 A% A 0, A SO [ 3 R B Hh A T
(CLIES

A UL AT R AY A TR S T A T AR B AVE 19
S5 MR, ST IR RS S8R0 A S5 AN ] v A

*3 BRBEEESHERKRER
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Table 6 Analysis of hypothesis testing results for structural equations
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R A THRRAE A AR, TR BRI T
PRS2 AP [N X AR d A A R R TR 36, FF 42 11
T 3 A TR

“RIRLLT XA AR R X SRR Y IR EIE S
M, =k

Y = cX + e (4)

CRIRI 2T IR A AR X P AR E M SR
Y (A4, Al

Y =c'X +bM +e, (5)

“RAI3TIFRE AR X SR MR
AN TR/ W

M = aX + e, (6)

KHrea b ¢ L IMNBERERE e (e, L ey 770
R

FIFH Bootstrap J5 ¥ Fi LI E 2 000 ¥k, i —2
SRR A TR AR SRR | B0 AU X E0 AT O B 1)
HAN RO R Y B AR S  R E  A
BEHNT, ab 5 ¢ FSH, AR, 55 0 0
HIEFERLN . NFR T R, EEXF M ATRAE , T AR
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Table 7 Results of mediation effect test
ab ¢’
KFR - - - ; ; - BN R/ Y
it A L P it W L P PR
TP—TC—TI 0.008 0.002 0.021 0.047 -0.036 -0.144 -0.037 0.354 18.2
TP—PV—-TI 0.158 0.109 0.224 0. 005 -0.036 -0.144 -0.036 0.354 81.4
TP—PR—PR -0.093 -0.163 -0.048 0.003 -0.036 -0.144 -0.036 0.354 72.1

ab 75 95% BAFIX 8] [ 0. 002,0. 021 ] AL & F1H,
P }0.047 <0.05, H ab 5 ¢’ 575 , W BITRHE K
PR RN, B AL i |ab|/(lab| + [¢']) N
18. 2% , B SR AT b 5o 3 4 o 2 R £ r S i), (HL
AT A v U B V) R 06 B M A A4 O o 3 R o
e RS RATER A I B e R 3, R R AT
FRIE— R AL T AT Om ) £ ) 2 )

EFXTEHMNAA, AR ab 7E 95% & A7 X [H]
K[0.109,0.224 1 KA & FA{E, P 4 0.005 <0.05,
H ab 5 ' 55 , FZIBHAMNE R AEBIHERY , AL
NN 81. 4% 76 AT PRt xof H AT R A £
M)~ ARZS CAT A AR B AN (B P A FA S M AT I8 M
RORT U w7 HRATHE AT e,
T EAE — R FEBE b B T AT O g A 7 1)
A

XIS XU, TP BN ab AE 95% B A XA
H[ -0.163, —0.048 ] £ AL FEAH, P 2 0.003 <
0.05,H ab 5 ¢’ [Al%5, A BHIRS & 4% 58 2R A
RN | BN R 72, 1% , A7 Ml 43 3t 52 i J A
DR, s T AT R, AT HE AT T A
et e AT H RS AT R R B AR A K
A LRBREBR ZRm R EMEARA L EHNERT,
SR HAT B MRS T ER, X 5 &
NN 2 2 BB SRR A AT PR
R E BN YA .
3.2.4  ZEMASHT

/B s 2 T i 1| I B N 3 TN A | B
AN SN [ B 4 o A 70 4 R 0 1 FH R B, e K
FEARUEREAS B 38 | 45 B IR AR AS B2 43 W 2
TPREL b B bE N 43 B AR (N =320) ikl
(N =382), FF ¥ A AFE4 (35 % X LLF,N =
524) HUHAREL (36 % K VL b, N =178) 250 h
AR (AR LU N =474) 527 4 (WFoE
A KL N =228) R 2 A 45 A (A3l P (SBUR
PR EA A, N =234) AREA (AT N =
468) , BLHTAEIA S A PRI AL (15 TTIE R UAF,
N =454) WAL (16 JTTIC XKLL F N =248) | K jE
WA A (N =108) AHHELH(N=594)

308 3 it T 2% 2 IR o) %o e v AR R A T AN AR MR AG:

55, N RIEAERIRL ) N, 7R SE BRI 1 ) A
FAHSERRE 25, N, 76 N, BB By 22 M S5 BR e
M, Ny 78 N, LR 22 mJr 2 M SRR 544, A
AR 2H T S A R T B AN 36 8 i, il LA SC
PRI AT S5 AN TR AE 2T R R 357 3 e A 56, A5 Y 3K
FI3E e B 2R

Jobst 25V oY FWE LB P <0.05 T,
ANFI  AIFI ARFI ATLI £-35i/NF 0. 05 B, A [a]RE4H
] 22 SN 2, RIS [ R 20 18] BoA fE S5 R AR M
20 AP MR RS 2R BRI 2R A R 4
HABR P <0.05, H ANFI Z45 45/ T 0. 05, B |
IRBEH AR R p G 25 25 59 B LA N AR M (1
BIFTAEW ABEL th ANFI ARFI KT 0. 05, ZE B8
FEANFEIBLRTAE AR 2 b HLA 0 35 22 S, BB A
S ASETETE AR,

A AR S i AR AR B0 B L CR O R AR
ABHBBE LR, 2 CR EXHE KT 1.96 i, £
BRI TP AR B E 25 K 3 mT 4,
PERTAF AR JE R R H14 H21 (H22 (yilm #
F CRAEZM 4 1. 973 . 2. 714 2. 039, 4 % {H 44 44
i 1. 96, F B R AR LEBE AT WAL TP A7 7E 1B
FES O HI2 HI3 H23 B IE A b CR {H 4 51~
-0.48 . -0.369.0. 154, 45 XHE AT 1. 96, F W
3 NIRRT RE LR

4 R B AT AU AR AL B AR 2R B0 (R
AL, FCAAL) |, AT LB RG4S AT R AR X
TR AAE TR (H14) | B A 2 br v 1k %
RRECH 0.16, ZHRIK AR 5.3 £, [l AT
T R W B AT IR B AR K, A7 3 il A 25 % AT
O A NI EREA N 2 N AR T = R eE 3]
WA s Bl AR IS AT O X 8 AT R AE R A7 7

Fx8 AEIHATEHIKRIELER

Table 8 Model validation results under different groups

BEZHZSA CMIN/DF - GFI AGFI CFI RMSEA SRMR
P51 2.800 0.922 0.870 0.929 0.051 0.058
RIS 3.320  0.908 0.847 0.912 0.058 0.071
&3] 3.172  0.912 0.855 0.917 0.056 0.063

Pl 257 3.330  0.906 0.849 0.911 0.058 0.061

BERTAEMCA  2.766  0.922 0.870 0.932 0.050 0.056

FREPZERHE  3.614  0.901 0.836 0.903 0.061 0.110
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Table 9 Results of multi group invariance test
25 ETR= ACMIN ADF P ANFI ATFT ARFI ATLI
N, 87.699 17 0.000 00 -0.014 -0.007 -0.012 -0.007
el N, 108.875 21 0.000 00 -0.017 -0.009 -0.015 -0.009
Ny 205.761 42 0.000 00 -0.032 -0.014 -0.028 -0.015
N, 41.56 17 0.000 78 -0.007 0.002 -0.004 0.003
AR N, 71.161 21 0.000 00 -0.011 0.001 -0.009 0.001
Ny 191.7 42 0.000 00 -0.03 -0.008 -0.025 -0.009
N, 51.777 17 0.000 02 -0.009 0.001 -0.006 0.001
E357] N, 97.762 21 0.000 00 -0.016 -0.005 -0.013 -0.006
N 253.006 42 0.000 00 -0.04 -0.019 -0.036 -0.021
N, 51.071 17 0.000 03 -0.008 0.001 -0.006 0.001
Bk 2 N, 81.863 21 0.000 00 -0.013 -0.002 -0.011 -0.002
N 200.012 42 0.000 00 -0.031 -0.01 -0.027 -0.01
N, 99.449 17 0.000 00 -0.017 -0.01 -0.014 -0.01
BUHTAF A N, 161.971 21 0.000 00 -0.027 -0.019 -0.024 -0.019
N, 388.342 42 0.000 00 -0.064 -0.045 -0.06 -0.047
R4 N, 41.027 17 0.000 93 -0.007 0. 004 -0.004 0.004
%%H ) N, 65.221 21 0.000 00 -0.01 0.002 -0.007 0.002
= Ny 189.103 42 0.000 00 -0.029 -0.006 -0.024 -0.006
3 PATEAE ISP A I - E TR b B A Rk 1717
T IR I B, g WA m] 7 b PEBAA7 11 3T [X 3
A SR By , T I e A6 0 2R R B R B, 8 R
BB BERTARISOATE AT O A X SR RUS: Hh A7 7
g PAER (H22) , A PRI 2 b v A A2
=y B R I FHUTHIN 0.50.0. 40, B 1147 W2 A A
PR BYIEIN, SR A IR RAT R FEHAR
JICEAEE | ™ AR R S TR XU 33X T R
3 BRI BB R B L 3.3 BT L0CA MRSUGRESHRIH
2 2 R 2 m e et 2 " N N
. o . . . SEM #5 A8 53 B B — 52 1 PR 3R (] 9 R G %
Fig. 3 Critical ratio of path coefficients for income q P - e .
g ali=cq Z A . 7 3 H*
group model before tax {QX'J‘g | /XElEﬂ *HE}?’} HI’EJ 5’]3*3&%@’# *T‘*IEX
S NN . §
A& BRI R S BF 9T A O T B R g3 A O
(0.40,0.30) (qualitative comparative analysis, QCA ) & iE— 43
K BF AR A R B 6 R . R QCA 7k th i
047,023) RAAE R FL 343 BT (fuzzy set qualitative comparative
analysis, fsQCA) Jrik, iz H £sQCA 41 ¥, t—2
e TGRS A XA T

H13
(=023, -0.20)

4 BLETAFBCAR T VEH]

Fig. 4 The regulatory effect of pre tax income

AT AR (H21) , e A 4 b 1 Ak 2R R B R
—0.243 PRI AL N 0. 09, F IRl B AT X 264
P B 5 PR T AR FE A3 0, v S A TR AR A v e I B,
AT R AT R B A SRR AR, S R 4 v 5 X

i, fsQCA HESEAEAL GIE] 5 FroR , IR LA IR

___________________________________

AT i

H3

JEENTE

Fl5s LT QCA 47 R A
Fig. 5 Travel intention model based on {sQCA
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TREE, 45 5 I (B9 RS i AR s Hh AT B [H 3R 8249

H3 ;{25 177 M2 224 B W 15 36 38 £ )
RIS IS AR L A 7™
331 YR K mA RS

5 SCE HE SR | SR TR O i 7
RGP BRI 1 A KU S 2% P25 B, 447 2B
SRS T S 5 12 SR 1 (A
A A, Ragin 45 55T 3 4 B 641
BV 4P 4,50 S R 58 4 T TR A, 75 S
B WEHR, 2 S ek, LAY A %
S BRI MI AR B 56 2 SRR 4 55 4
S A, 4505 B S AN 10 PR, Bt A
I AT IR BEAL, FAR S ik 52 4 AR SR SR 1
SEA SRR A 5 S SRR R 4, 2550
LT R A A R MR 0 B 2.

xR10 TEREER

Table 10 Variable calibration results

KEss  IATRME IBATIRLE BME BRI AT R
SEASRJE A 2.3 5.0 5.0 5.0 1.0

A 1.3 4.4 4.1 4.2 0.5
TAERES 0.3 1.0 1.0 1.0 0.0

3.3.2 EElBHLM

fsQCA By EME TR T o3 Al e — B ph 251
AF SR A AR R B AR A A R — B
BN S5V 8ot 0.9 I A R iZ 575 5y
SERAS R BRI 11 Al g0, AT R
EHATRAE AT L AR AT A BN (R TR R
VA JERHRURS: | T S JRURGE 1 — S0P 07 2 1 K
(HIIETF 0.9, FRBH 1 @38 1 S5 140 A% B T 1A Al 245
SRAR B SR A E—E R A AT R R R 2
2 PR 2 B LRI R, i A 2 B — A8 B T U e 1,
BT R 2R AR B IG5

R BEMSIFER

Table 11 Results of necessity analysis

RIPEIL — it it
(jlilj.'f};i%;ﬂgi) 0.569 837(0.522 461)  0.603 204 (0.564 323)
(ﬂét;§i§;i¥) 0.697 947(0.395 577)  0.575 414(0.601 588)
(452?2?2?15) 0.727 255(0.366 267)  0.636 727(0. 502 889)
3.3.3 REAEG IS

fsQCA WA TR B REE , AT LU 2
A G AS AT S SR AR i (8 o IR R — A
A TSR R RS IO RGNS 5%, Ra-
gin 5N A A D AR % 1] A A B0 N A TIE BE R A

75% HIREAE AR SO B (ER E 0 4, — it/
{E4 0.8, PRI FR%(E A 0. 7, 5 AR g s )

IR TEAE S SRR (NG M TR W
3 28 38 H DL R gt R AL A A, LAY 24 A i e A%
DA RE B E, BRBLE TS RANER 12 PR, AR
Scrp ey 5 RABIE A SRSy 0. 862, T
I AAE 0. 75, BAATE F %8 0. 675, /5 TR AEO0. 5,
RUTEFTS 3 AT BEMFRE 67. 5% HIFEA
S0 AL EA RG] R, e T ik H,
BAL, B AS 147 B I 2152 i PR 3R 2k m] 7 HT Y
ZER IR Z R AR B AR

£12 SASHEHUER
Table 12 Sufficiency results of each configuration

Rz AT B

HERAFER A1 A2 A3
HATRHIE ® ®
AT L X
BAME ° )
ARG x x

— 0.875 0.882 0.905
S AT 0.339 0.363 0.489
ME—7E 0.040 0.031 0.122
i 08— Bk 0.862
ik 1) 780 2 B 0.675

. @ I @R A FFATAE, x Tl x e A PR AFAE, @ x i e
LA, @ x #2731 4 AR, 55 K10 2% P T 27 16 4 7T
fEtE™

HAUAKTE 3 RABMXEA LU TR

(1) TCHRATRE JBATRSE A ) | 28t X
AHT AR ] B R < AT REAE + BRHTRUES: ™ , FBH
M EAE e LG R B SR AT, AT
A B s HAA AR 2 AT KU B AR ), 25 34 A%
23 AT R R AR % H14 H13 24t T0E, %4
S —EME N 87. 5% , BEFRFE 33. 9% MIREA LM,
Hp GE AR A SRR IECN 0. 04%

(2) A 2 (BN E BB AY) | AR A
HTPRFG R T H 4 Oy < BN + BRATAUBS: ™, i JS
TFIAA] TR WA TR ST IE T etk AR
T3, O ARES AT U/ , a1 B i ]
G2 A7, gE— B B E T HI2 R, ZAE—
M 88. 2% , REMFRE 36. 3% HIREASZH,

(3) A 3(HATHHE AN AL ) 2z
AHT FAG R ] B R < AT HREAE + BRANE” , R B
AT E R T e B B AT, HOHK S AT
T RO M SR AR O AR, & 7= A RS AT
5], 12 2H 25 —3ME R 90. 5% |, REfi B 48. 9% Ky kE
ARG A 3 1% 2 A R ) S BB 12.2% , 5
FEATE 5 R e 2 U A S AR, T i BRIk 45

ML . www. stae. com. cn



R T NI N N -

8250 Science Technology and Engineering

2025,25(19)

3.3.4 RBAEHLH

0 3 5 o0 A [ (R 4R e — oM B Y Oy v
HEAT RIS AT 3 I8 B i PR 2R R T R R A 1 43 BT
PR 4 Bz 6, —F k0. 80 Hfm &
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3.4 ETHEAKEERMNESHITRIEIY
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XTHAT BRI AR, 2R B AR A RIT AR AE
WATATEE Rk &7 v R 2 MR 5 T A 3
P T RAMILES AT IR IE a1 IA T,

TR RT AR 85 7 T, R e R TR
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