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Variety Seeking( Avoidance) Model Based
on Hierarchical Elimination Process
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& dToliMs avae] Fuld FEAR P5E BAS] A doky &) g
AZA A7 Ao lzgh T A" 2wyl dLg o F7(8)9) 242 AR =
Aol Al g 2y 2 IASAS HEShe 7129 dokd 27(3]9) 28 ah= e AEd 4

1rr

7 #pgolat Lulzte] Aestdg ol §slod IA 54 838 4 Ucke Hol4l 7 2e) ey
o olEAH oz etk 2e Moln, wye 4 U823 slele] 25 24 A3E Actehn
FAH AEAS HAL o] galo] mae] 45L Aok

ulAe) gy 7)) ARd Baa 2977} Asjor @ vlolAY o] Yaxnz
g3 FEINEE oldFrhe 32 molA® Hele] FHoA 4E] Fod & %
] FFAH(variety seeker)ollAl oA = FH# & (brand switching)o] 1A o] Folxmg 7}
AWl FE, 78 HE Fo BuiFAH vt ALAH Farvt {85 ok 39zt
(variety avoider)& 4t2] 48 E Hd&stelyl Ao nz /A, FE Fo| A&z gn
th= Ao B 28 AHEAE, RS (out—of —stock)e] 3T} AvjatEe] 4x7)
a2 EFA 3= 7HE A #3 (pulsing advertising) 7} 583 Al o]t} (Kotler 1991, p. 181).
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= WrkBi ERR AR ERSH BT

111




112 E 28 W R

thopAl 27 (variety seeking) T th4 3] (variety avoidance)ghe /Nd-S 4RV F
(brand switching behavior)# d#solx ©& A77F dAgA At w2bA Aosh=
w7} o2 797t 29tth(McAlister and Pessemier 1982). 7}% F 488 a2 WRHo=
Fojshs Abgte] tialA Brown(1952)2 ‘UEEH ojEx g /MR dqzuAos A4F vk
Givon(1984)2 ‘Zwd tjokA =7A'E B Fata lth(Kahn, Kalwani and Morrison 1986,
p.89). 2dBR TRy 2(FH) BF9 ZPsE AMAM HA g F(EI)A W 7]
= Apdxel Hoe nAsT B AFoA ALstuzt she AolE AAsaA Frh

ok g FEold Tk 27 EF thdsty] sl TEoj 80 (Givon 1984) 24 7
= JFoME 453 3% (loyal behavior), %4 3 (inertial behavior) HE= AR O
(reinforcement behavior) 2.2 F¥ S o] sttt Kuehn(1962)-2 At® )z 8% (brand loyal
behavior)e &EHoz =P Hzo dA7x F9 Fudd e FENEE(brand
loyalty)& 4Ee TulAH&ZdE T A A (learning effect) 24 zhetgick. Morrison

(1966)& Kuehn(1962)7 o] AHNTEE ZAREE] BN et 19 FHNE
28 (brand loyal model)& A% 1(Z, #AAH)S ATHE & G588 71 avixes 4H
l1o] tiat e A7ul BES 7Hd AH|ARET ol ATl 4RI 4E 0B ) A5l ol

oo QojAE AR 18 Fuld B0 Bre AL BAstY e WA 19 ofd T
A} F o 5% & (last —purchase —loyal model)& wrthe} 48}, &, 4& 19 dallA 52 A&
g2 717 2¥ ks AE 1o g $e A7 gES 7H avAEg & 00 dsiME F2
Ao BEe gegE AL ¥ Yok F ABAIEINME =

Bks| A o)A o} ARefTEFA M= o] ol

& RjrxEe oW 54
gt Axel W ofs
w2 Je 2 2tk Jacoby and Chestnui(1978)& @2 ZRNix &3d& 2418 Az A
AEANEES ddel thdst Addts Fold sht T I olabe] At e g
208 E (biased purchase) © 24 FolE WHth Jeuland(1979)& A xHsEe] & 842
A &BA 8 2(inertia factor) S o] &3t FEIA AF A9 g5 e &EH 233E A
sl 1E ojd EAAEC e ATNEEe AHA e PoiFE(F vzdy A
gz )Er} BoE AL $84 848 ol&dte] FAA

gy 27 d%5d daldE B A7 Ayslo] gok Farquhar and Rao(1976)=
Wy 27 B suAvl 19 58S AUkl AaM AF S48 73S AL AN 9A

- h
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ghe Aogx A4Fh Jeuland(1978)= AHApe] ofW Aol ol vheA AHg73de 2
g W HAExg "olEelA U¥Ad FrdEol AAUs Aoz 143 uhdd
McAlister(1982) 4EE& £4E89 JFAR 538t ofd Ao e vhaa ALGAFE 2
1 &dol U A3 E HolmeA e £48 7k FHE Ptz shke Aoe2A o
A =7 Ee 283} gk McAlister 9§ Pessemier(1982)% thd4d &7 5ol ok stz
L ZALE BalA 0¥ T e tid b AWE AAFed shue ool AR

(multiple users), th%3t &% (multiple uses), 233 48 (mutiple situations) == H€7F

n

5 gotE el Wala A okr)d AMel Fale] w¥a}(changes in the choice problem)2 K-8 ©}7]5]
= g ® kst 3% (derived varied behavior)e]li thE 3pib= AH|RF] U F-F7] (internal
motive) X ¢]EE7|(external motive) 24 Al 28 (novelty)#+, AF & (boredom)3y]
c& W3e 213 A dhokst 8% (direct varied behavior)o| th

e oy Axd W AvAe FEA FRAES o2 FEd A LHAe] dss B
gk olel AE ATl A dojals AR(EE HEL)Y FEA ANTo 2N qFY FT
(= )Y ES HAstaa) stk F, B AFoAs bl F7AFEL o FHod I A
TOBES 2 AFd e HeH FulgERog G5 st dogA sjAshe vt vYAd
U EL ofd Agel N AFefES 2 AT I AN FiFERT wolA k=
#og #agich aelog oy YT YA Y Ee do dARA Y7
o.a]o] thopA ZTP Lo et A4S McAlister(1982), Givon(1984), Lattin and McAlister
(1985)¢} Kahny} Kalwani @ Morrison(1986)¢] Q79 $stx, theby HmaFol vie
& 41 Kuehn(1962)¢] 85 &7, Morrison(1966)¢] o] " o} 4R s, Jeuland(1979)9
&4 Tol, Givon(1984)e] thak4 313, Kahny} Kalwani 2 Morrison(1986)¢] 73}a) 2}
FYstrh

thedE 712 gEA dUd FRE RG] daiA HBHor HEFoeHN 2L T
43 FE )Y WS A staA}
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1. 71E 2y wad HE

B A7AEC] AvRY qFY F7(FY) BE5 S BHshes AYS A =H gk o] 2
%9 shie &vAte] A FoFFPA7 oh 7o deo 43 vixe T2 Fikshs
g, 7)o &3+ 23S (Jeuland 1978; McAlister 1982; Kahn, Kalwani, & Morrison
1986; Bawa 1990)2 /I d&ogx= A53Ho| AT £MA 02 3 Brlsd B97 8 &
i (parameter)e] FHE {2 vk dHe| Aok E O s 2H|Rbe 3A o BES
ANME vlR oMol pejAYo] thg o M s FR8A J3Fe vAhs Ysld g}
Aol A7§ 2@ So|th(Jeuland 1979; Givon 1984; Lattin & McAlister 1985). B AT
AME FApol| £te ATES vBHoR HES} LA )

Jeuland(1979)= 434 =¥ (inertia model)oleh= t}4 W2 HL ARy 19 =
& 2oz A oy 2o

EE e g8 Py =1+ (1-1) 6
2E j = id disiM Py = (1-1) 4,

o714 Pist P 24 AR o] AFEES AR oA AE 2 FUE o)AY g8l =A
B Mel 88 (conditional choice probability)g Welhl 1, 4= AF i) 2 A3 % (initial
preference)®& WER F= W FHH M E-E (unconditional choice probability)e] 1, [+ AH]
2] G¥4d (inertia) & Uete 2424 03 1 Alolg] g etk aging Anjxte] oy
4 oA E Uetd= 19 gho] 091 Afolle 4F io] 2% Hydgo] AF 19 vxaAR
AYEET 22 & /B E 4uA7) okl 3413 Algh(variety neutral)Q] ¥bHEo] [
o] gto] 11 ZAfole AE 19 AFujFEo| lojnz IFdx oiekA 392} (extreme variety
avoider)& UYeRZETh Morrison(1966)2] A HohE® 233 old7n] ARIE w3
Jeuland9] 34 2ol HES (variants) 24 &A1 7153 (Givon 1984).

Givon(1984)2 AZFE-g9 & AE(product class)o] = Jeuland(1979)2] thekAl 3

¥ 2o LHjate] ¥ 7 Y2 WY T+ PSS A ot 27/ PF5S
Ao AuE ¢ de 2388 MEgch 29 2FA gFd 39 FELE Jeulandd) 23S




AZA AA Bgol Jxe Gy 27(H) v 7175

EYSAT Ty FFREL thedt 2k
2rE i°“ ‘:Haﬂ"] P: = (1-V)6:

RBE j =19 dsfM Py = V +(1 V)4,

714 n& ¥ FEfH FujgFolM HHE= JREY Fol, Ve ddHFT AEE
Uehlle B25EA 07 1 AlolY] ghg zteth ana Vel gho] 021 ARl 4uzbr} o
el FaAS AR vEde Vol gro] 191 Agdle HE i o A7 o] folng F9H
t}okAd F=A} (extreme variety seeker)E& UERYETH Givon(1984)¢] thyAl 7 23 o A}
X IZRE AR J2Y oJHHEE(F PyolA BEXo] AXE 7t obd oW JEZRE JHE 29
o] Mg LIFiel Tuig Axoll As FFE A 3 Utk F, ZE i, k = jo WisA P,
== P, o]t} Lattin and McAlister(1985)+ A& 7t2] §-AH (similarity) & 18st= =ota o
UAMFTRYES APk 2B F AHY vFUE M"Y &8 (unconditional choice
probability)& 2 A Ee] &3 EZE £ A4S (want—satisfying aspects)2] 7}X] (value)ol v 3t
the 7HAdA 71 A2 FoldaErt oy Pl Ee] 23F 54 vAe 43S FEET
9 FAMIE EEAM 2UF FES oS 2ol ZAF

- V Su
2 i, o HaA p=—0=V Ss

22(0n—V Si)

A7l Gz AR jol &7EF £AHEY HIEEEM AF jo H2AE HU3ES Yehy
I Ske X 1% FE W 502 AR3te 891FF £489 H3EE BAEtL, Ve o
4 FT ARE UHEle 42 03 1 Alo]d] @& zheth 2822 Ve Flo) 19 ASds

EE o daA Pi=0cl22 S8 bd¢d F7A45 JeER L, Givon(1984) 9] OyEET &

= g2l durr o s PixPyolth

Lattin and McAlister(1985)% 249 +£5£2 AFZHE AH7} 253 832 42
@A oZM Givon(1984)9] A7 RS FAAL, FFENY FAMIS naFozy
U ARE, &, dAYFE (substitutes)} Mz & &

o

i
T35 SAEE 45 4HE § B HEE (complements)& o3 o] mxapivjules

X| (cross —consumption response measure) 9l (P;—@,)2] & o] &3l EEH) =,

~
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(1) =k P,—@, < 0 o] AF ix= AF jol th3t thxl A Z(substitute)o] T, (2) Thek
P, — 0, = 0 old A¥ i= 24X jol disir 227 =4 (competitively independent) ## o]
3,3 kP, — 4, > 0 0¥ AR iv iR o HE e %E(complemem)olﬁh
Lattin and McAilister(1985)% 9} o] 2u#te) I Fa et s 23 g vl
EQAT GYAFTER VI ()9 @& 7HES e 2g JHstd fede 2R
terds vzt 15el 2y EFANFE 5 JE Aol G FHLVA(variety

avoider)o] olHE MALBMSERAE by £ ook w2 AT F P A

oltk.
Lattin and McAlister(1985)¢2] 2382 Givon(1984)¢] =¥ 3 ol AB|x7} EAFulg3t
A ER AEE HMAE G5 1 Lvt 8 i HlEA 2 A 23 e A

Maso] vld stk Luced choice axiom(Luce 1959)& 7F¥3stx ok 22iyt Luced]
choice axiom& IIA (independence of irrelevant alternatives)&4 — %, o™ 479 A&
o 7z} A g gt shte] A X (single scale value) 89 Froln& T Abge] i3 =g

H-g WEST Qouz BAZ 9

e

o e 4EEY EAd 9T WA Yeths

=
Aoz @iz th(Debreu 1960). TASAC] B2 F3dA HHHA duthe 398 29

i

7z Z2A% g3 &R &} (Tversky & Sattath 1979).

S
>

Luce®] choice axiomd] 7128 AdrdEs2 g Medigte] A= 33 (choice set)ol A Zo]
A7 T2 225E o] 2 MYty fAME AegiRbEe] HHEEd] R d¥& vlive
S AW & FH(similarity effect) & M9 E 5 glens B AFAEo] 1A B4S HEIA A=
HARPES Rstngt Asdh o7l AEste REES g 2ol AR FEE
91e zoltk: &, (1) A A(elimination)o] 7j%s ZHE (Tversky 1972; Tversky and
Sattath 1979), (2) ¢utslE extreme value 23 & (McFadden 1978, 1980, 1981), (3) dxrts}
%l Probit 28 S (Hausman & Wise 1978;Currim 1982; Kamakura and Srivastava 1984),
(4) NeARFo] FA Y & (choice —set —specific effects)E 23 23 (Batsell &
Polking 1985).

Protocol W2 o] &3te] Au|ztel AR S A7 B HAATEL L¥|A ] HHAE
Ao g e B4 (brand processing) HTHe &4 X 2] 27 (attribute processing)ol] 2] A
B 2 5d8E 4 ks 2L ¥9FEh(Bettman 1971, 1979). o2 @d A7 &2 &H[Ake A

B
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el 74 (consumer choice process)2 tietEo] 21 Qe BE £A1S velsf A zb uiete) oist
ghtel A %X (single scale value) & P&l 24733 (compensatory process)e] A3tz A &
Ao et 4@ A AMA (elimination process) g A Az A

Y5 @ 4 A% Addch 2D B wRelde sHxtel Auuersel B@ A A

X
o
N
o
%
=
2
i
o
4

7] A& (hierarchical elimination process)ol] 7]%3 kA F1(39)) 28-S A szt gk
. NZ2F 2¥o] A9} 7|En g} ulm

3.1 M2 28| HA|

B =goa] AAEnz} sh= v E4(EF ) R8-S Tversky and Sattath(1979)¢] A+
At} Tversky and Sattath(1979)< Tversky(1972)¢] EBA (elimination by
aspects) AMelngol e FehFA] Helrlsgt g A (choice set) S 244 (aspects) & &
St giotse] FRATE (subsets)Z BRI treeoll A 2] A A Al EBT(elimination by
tree) B R3S A<tk EBT Meudyg 2 EBA AEx e vlsiA nrie] Heiditz ol
Ao & £A42]9] 55 2"-26|A 2n—28 TAAF| L, 99 AZEA FZ(hierarchical
structure) 7} FASHE Folle AH| Ao M e EBTRFolvt EBARHOY FUsch &
sk, Tversky and Sattath(1979)% 2H A7} vlg] TA|8}8 Al A 74 (prespecified elimination
process) S ©o]&3A HFUAE AdEide v AdEAHE BAREZ] 998 HEM
(hierarchical elimination model)& A Atk EBTR & 2] 24 % (aspect set)d} Melz}
3 dietE9l 3§t (choice set) > AFAH 722 YEpd = ooz JHIEd HH4ES
rooted tree, & ZAES tree?] 7}X|E (branches)Z A HEUILES treed] FHEulols
(rerminal nodes) @A T&8E 4 th oJ® 7}A (branch) 2o JeElE 2E giotse 1 7}
A7F 83k £48 78t = Zlolth HEMol M= 8lue] AR A2 tree®] root25-E
2 AFE Uehdle vl (terminal node) & AZAIAFE 7HAES AFHoRE HAE9s A
2 Bk g vld(node)ollAl GAE e ATAE FollA o= 3 7hAe] HY EgL2 1
e ZEHA 1 b gog yYehte RE /AEY 589 el H#Hdvn Pt
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{Tversky and Sattath 1979).

<a¥ 3-1>2 o AnHjxte] Mg (choice set) 3 AR EQ £AFZ 4 (aspect tree

structure) & B F1 Jvh A7]A 4H 13 4 & 28 v o= SAHE 4HF 30| 7%

ASUR IS
Re HAME TH3IL Ytk Tversky and Sattath(1979)¢] $AFZSFE Av|Ate] Az
o gjaAle] FEZASE (partitions) 2 EAE & Al sk &, A F2golA 3o @Al B

B A3 (lower —level partition) & & dAle 7

B3 higher —level partition) Bt} ] 2o
EAES TR Ak 7 <Y 1>6A g Gl REFTES (F¥ 1, 4F 218 74
S ¥ dAe FEIATE (BF 1, AR 2 43X 3otk

<72l 3—1> ot AH|XIe| 7HabX Q] preference tree

<aY 3-1>3 & 2HAe] Agd ol MAAR} T=(1, 2, 3}27H & 1& A9
& 88& HEMo] 7234 T3td o33 2ok

P(1;T)=PQ1 =¥ 2;T)-P(1;{1,2})

VikXitXe XL e (4 1)
Tyitxitxetxs xitx

EBTo] 7|2si4 2% 1€ 448 8¢ 7ad a3 2ok
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P(1;T)= = + Y —_
( ) yi+xi+x:+Xx3 Vi+X, +X+ X3 X tX
— X, . y1+x.+x2
y1+x|+x2+x3 X1+Xz
__ ntxtxe o x
AT TR, s (A 2)

(A DT (4 2)ol4e} Zo| EBTst HEMo] vepdls Avlate] degage AdAote
Hol7b AT ¥ 2L FeHos FUYH AHE epdcH(Tversky and Sattath
1979).

Tversky and Sattath(1979)¢] EBT &< HEMS A& HelA3(static choice situation)
o mAsEA AL THo|nz B AT BN 21 e LM FHH ToHRES
uAo) HestA =Hw AviRrh el EoAstche 02 #A (zero—order process)& 7H3
Fe= AR poh £F 259 2ge 239 FAE A FAA G E(similarity
judgment data)s} A HEE v aA}E (pairwise preference comparison data)® & 27}#]
deo] BAARE o} F 25L A BERBE o838t YT ET(aspect tree
stucture) & THelstx AT MIx W IAEE ol&ste ZF &40 U Iz g Tt
AH L] FEiA FelBES
Ueh)= AR A$8d (brand switching matrix) & o] §3te] 4n|zte]l $ATEFE Y=
anze] MEITAS giebsto =4 At MEFF &3he FHES FAM WAE 2R
A setstm, Auate] BeA FojsFe lolxe B FFEMNAEE Tk A0
sJo o2 Tversky and Sattath(1979)¢] Bei2 23 & 7122 A AvlAe] GU9A F(F
;e g A2 FHA A9 23 (dynamic choice model) & 7H&stA} Sk

Mol Au|zte] thebd 27(3 W) #E L BAE] e 2 AFelA AN e 2F
& et 22 7HA 71z Ut

dx] 232 o preference treeg iz}l &tk 22v & =&

rlo

AR 1: 2HAe] AgAGe) &3 2 HFE dd9) &7F5F £45(a bundle of want—
satisfying aspects)® TAEol Ax AHAks & &Ad disA oHF 7
(value) & HoI38tx Urh
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W 21 anAle AU od 54 435 d9sky] A AR dArdRARR S 5
Ptk F ojd Foizl MeAddoA 7i] Avbe SAE 7z Mgl
&3 HA FRES IEHoE FeL FFHOE T it dHE "riA 3
TS e #HL Ad

74 3 A AF o) &atE AHEE i AH|Rle] M F % (preference)= FEE FAdE
A5 M3z oM AFHeH £49 Hdixe ABAte] Ho A9 PFd
ojaiA FEFL T=rh

A 40" B &40 Ul HI2e| AvlE MR gdd FHE AR wA o
& Ad Aol 1 &4 dF M3z E AA(F7HAI-

748 18 Au)zte] MenAo] AEFFE(brand—level)e] MFEE Zo] ofln HgeE
(aspect—level)ol] 7]z stche Ao, 714 2& &H|AZ}F Aol S o2 F4FETS A

5% 2R 719 (memory) &l FApsHA ARsrE ol ol

)

2

z2xo0g AAsty 9dth= Aolx(Lynch and Srull 1982), 7H4 33 4= 2:HAbe] ZHEAH
A ES FASE S g BA(F a6 s ZRHAEY FAE dR Ve &
ulzbe] SEjd FoisiEe] dojM TAHE gh(fixed value)o] ofdi AHlAte} thdy F7(3)
AT Hoo AxAdATel] w2 HA49] Lo AFE wol Pa(FTHIATE Aol
.

Tversky and Sattath(1979)¢] Aejz M=izgl HEMS 74 134 714 20| 7)1 Z3}=d] yt
#HA B =R AASTA she YA F(H )Y sude] FHA FAEdEE A
1z stz 7b4 39 45 Fag ok A 3% 45 2vate] (A ol 3Ak(past choice
history)oll4] 7} o] Megaigate] e Aeo] 4gg wAvks 7PHo=2M Givon
(1984)9] ThpA =7(39)RF T FA8HARE Givonel 28 ¥4 (brand —level)ell 71
b=y WA B =FolAd AAsle 282 &£A45FE(aspect—level)oll Y1xsta
Lattainz McAlister(1985)2] 234 thdg F7 ZF(F V)ol @& &) 7hA 2
stetel kAl FIRE7R nEFAdHE P L 3, 4 159 7} (Lattin - & McAlister
1985, p,332)3 SAFaER G avlate] deEintAo] glo]d 215 Lucee] choice axiomol] 7]z

fle

1 A} 744 (compensatory process) 7}Ash=dl whaA & =FolME Luce 9] choice axiom
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ol Wxdte IIASAE 8937 AsliA AF3 AARA (hierarchical elimination process)&
7} gt :
av|zte) v 2R preference treeZ} <1g 3—1>3 o HEME o]&3to] z} A ¥ o)

H] 27 % A e85 (unconditional choice probability) & T35tH the3 o)

g.= yitxitx. | x

! y|+X1+Xz+X3 X1+X2
8 — y1+x1+x2 . X2

2 iitxi+x+x: xi+x
9 X

3

:yl+x1+x2+xa

azlA g AE 19 HRAY AYIAES el AH|Re] oW EE 3 (transition
probability matrix) & P—matrixg} c}®, o] 4712 7146 7| 234 P—matrixe] 84E
(elements)& olefet o] 7+& 4 Un}:

(1) 287 ZE 1€ HIZol| AHRATL 7 o] A$-2 2215 preference tree & <
2% 3-2>9h ol EbdS QU3 HEME olgste] 2 4ol 2% He & (conditional
choice probability )& o}afje} Fo] 73t 4= Uk

P _ Vyl+VX1+X2 . Vxl

ll—Vy1+VX1'+Xz+X3 VX1+X2

P,= Vyi+Vx +x . Xz

PTVy + VX +x.txs VX +x;
X

Pis 2

= Vyi+Vx +x+x;3

7|4 Ve tdd F=7(F9)e] AxE Uehll= E=(parameter) 24 Vo] gto] 03} 14}o]o)]
NoW g F7 FFES BT V| o] 180 3A YA 39 858 voFo.

(2) 2BIA7E AR 2(4F 3)E 24 AHF B 9o 28R preference treel <13 3—3
>(<3Y 3—4>)9 #o] Yepd 4 U HEME o] g3l 2t Ao =% Ndgge o
3 ol 78 F 3
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Vy1+x1+Vx2 . X

Pz = Vyi+xi+Ve+xs xi+Vx

Vy1 +x, + VXz . VXz

Pz= Vyi+x,+Vxe+x;s  xi+Vxe

Pu= X3
BT Vy,+x,+ Vx+ X3

Pa= ntxitx X

Ty Hx+x+Vxs xitx

Pu—= yi+txi+Xz . X2

2T yitxi+x+ Vs xit+x
Vx

Ps ’

:y1+x1+x2+Vx3

<71B| 3-2>AF 18 20| AU 3T
o)

VY| X3

<OE 3-3>AE 28 30| AHSHPS  <Od 3-4>AE 38 H20| 2HE B9
O,

Vyi X3 Vi VXs

/ X1 X3
Xy vx2
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Aujzte] olH #E PHQUA P-—matrixe] 8

matrixe] 845

_Pu_
QJ]— Pll_

:—E—liz
Pll

_Pi_
Q=p, =

_Pu_
@=p,

= &_—.
PZZ

2&:
PZZ

:&:
P33
:ﬁz
P33

_Ps_
©=p,

ol 7|4 Ap=

Ap

zo
Bl

ol &M ofet To] MZE HFF Q-

%, Qi=Py/Pu)& +& + stk

1
1 % _1 06
\Y% X3 \% 4,

X3 . Vxﬁ-x;zi_ﬂ_{.A
Vy,+ Vx,+x; Vx, v 4, "™
1. x_1 6
\'% X2 V 62
1

X3 Ve 10 A
Vy1+x]+Vx2 X1+VX2 V 02 2
1 yptxtxe x 1 6,

A" X3 x+x, V Gs
1l ytxtx, x 1 6
A\ X3 X]+X2 \Y 63
1

yitxitx,  Vxi+x

Vy1+VX1+X2 X+ X, ’
_yitxtx _x|+ng o3
—VY1+X1+VX2 X1+ X2 !

ol 78 2458 2ol Fej2 YepE The % 2k

1
\

D

1

<|~
o 3

L
\

<|=
o)

]
6,

0
&

1.0,

v g A

1. 0;,

Vg, Ae
1
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Q-matrix7} TRl Ve B =22 o] A/dl oM HA4E o]F I UeH], Q—matrix
(2, Q=P,/P)2 T W HYe P—matrix7} YehlE FHH JE 49 2ge 533
227} @387] EA (multiplicative property)& WE3 el 7] &8kl Atk $8le Q—matrixE
2g T g2 d3d §389 R—matrix(F ZE i, jol d#iA Rj=Q, - Q)E okiet &l 7

2 gtk R—matrix® 1¢Hl ¥ #A & Q-matrixel WEE vzdF AHFE 68 A
2 2= 93, ot M&sie AR 2ol R—matrixE aHlztel odd F7(8H) o7l o
B4 W SAE FAEAM $DE 5§ ded, U (G 32 3 A

(symmetric)olt¥ & AwrA 2142 R—matrix7} HFAA Fol| 71281

e

1
1 i o+ A
= 1 1
R V? 1 W'AIZ
1 1
e e A o e A 1
V2 1 2 12 )

oa)7} o]d BE WV P—matrix2 FE Q- matrix® FEH We olfE $A7t LA
S Ay, = 2 Aue] MERAR AURRE(9), 2R GPY FFEA) 4Rt T A=
V), HEE S8 BE(ADE TAE ave ASH AA H3 $& P-maurixth Q
matrioh A¥H ez REY 4 W] WEolth R—matixe] RAER FE G B A
g =24 9 5 Yk

(*H2 1) o<vV<l — An>1 > Ap>1

(A}4 2)  0<V<Q] =  FE ixjo M Ri>1
V>1 > EE ixjo g 0<Ri<1

(A}A 3) ghor AFE i9h j7b AnlAbe] &4 F X4 (aspect tree structure)®] HollA FE 3

WA Aol BRI (first level partition)oll &3k R;ol gt %o] t}.
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(AHY 1) An(A) 9 1& vmgeoazxy g4A Fad 4 3, (A 2)e (A 1)
o] 278 R—matrixdl A&Foz2x & + 33, (AH 3)2 <2¥ 1># R—matrixE ¥l
ForAn & F Utk $E KA 2)2 FEH 2R} o FF2H(variety seeker)0 A Tk
opA 33 A}(variety avoider)Q A& R—matrixe] BE Q4 E0] 18t} 22 2o g FalA
FHE 4 Atk =3 A 1), AH 2)9F (A 3) o BFH FEY fA ARE ke
Ad|ate] AEA AARAF L Jehle &4 FE5(aspect tree structure) S T E 5 Q)
= vz} wkek thgky 2pAEld R—matrixe] 845 AE el ¥HAR (dissimilarity )&

wejshe A2 BFDA, Bok T A9 AetE R—matrixe] 848 FE) FAM

o

(similarity) 2 dldsh= &Ax|82 HFstar ASH FFHEA 7]¥H (hierarchical clustering
method)S &3l Avate] £AFEFE F=d d £ Utk 719, <29 3-1>% #L& 7}
A AvRre] $AFEFE AZE BY, o] AHAe AR 13 ¥ 28 oW tE YHEY
@ (pair) Bt} 9§41 Aoz Mg wef o] AHA}t Y FFAHIFHAPDEHE, R-
matrixe] ¥zt 8 4% (off —diagonal elements)® E5F 1Rt AR(ZR1L) 2 FoXE 84
(1, 2)7} & 84 F Bt A2(F) #& /HHEE R—matrixe] Btz 3488 B¥IRAMI(F
) ERXZ Fsn AFH 23 B4 7EE F e <a¥ 3-1>3% 22 S4FEs
g 78 4+ Aok

oA avzbe] Md Aol 3Me] H4ERE FAE A5l daA 2o 2FS A A
=d) AHxte] A" Fgo] A¥tAl nfe] 4EE FAHE AFolE S £E Q—matrixe]

£5¢ PadF Ak F, RE ixj o dAA

fo

Qi=Pi/Pu

A7M A AR 7} £4 TR WolA RE kA SACA &&F B FES FRHEA
(shared aspect)®] &38 243 oA 4H 7l g FEste] THEA0] A8 (9A &
Aol e lolth S AE i kA SAdX e FHEHE FR 7F FHEA XA 1ol
poam 09 e 2t EF 9 28 Q-matrix?] 845 S ol & ATAHA nAle HR

-




2 749 Adyge]l Aol AoIH R—matrixe] 2452 Fahd ofesl 2tk F, BE ixj

1) aii
[8“ LOF } ........................................................ (A 4)
1 Av Ay

H)zte] Aol nlel ARE FAE vk Ao® St AR 1), (A4 2), (4}
A 3T FAR e 2 AMES =83 d5 ik

(A2 4) 0<V<] e—— TE k, id tala Ag>1
V>1 & 3 E k id daiflA 0<A<]

(A14 5) 0<KV<]l &= R E ixjd g Ri>1
V>1 &= 1E ixjd 34 0<Ri<1

(A2 6) we} B E i, j, h7h 2ule] &4 FRE LeA PE AAA @A 2R3
ol &@uhd oheel BAC 4Ydch
Rij:R—ih:th

32 J1E 2¥e| bm

B =i AAS dGAd =27 233 Lattin and McAlister(1985)2] ohdAd 23 1
3e vludlr] YA ke 722 7RAEQ o (McAlister and Lattin 1984, pp.8—10)8 Azt
BAh
7PA 2zt A A 6709 AH, F AR 1,2 3,45 628 TAH =l 6719

2

AR Z+ AR Eo] 44 (unique aspect)Ql xi, Xz, X3, X, Xs, Xem 23 U, YHE 1,2, 6
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AR
=d Wl A AR 3,4, 55 48 1 2 60 23 A 42 E HE THEAE v.F& 22 Jdon

8}zl &,
X=X:=y,=y.=0.125, X3 =X =Xs=Xg=0.

a#W o] Au[te] thF BIZR preference tree <I1¥ 3-5>9} Zo] YEld £ Yu
Luce®] choice axiomd] 7]Z8]A F&|d Lattin® McAlister(1985)2] z+ A f o )3l v =
AR AAgg7 Bi=Fdi 783 HEM(Tversky and Sattath 1979)0] 71 Z&|A Fad 2z
Aol A v 21T dEES <F 3-1>9 A53 Zoh

ukel o] AH[AZE HI AR 28 a¥IRTT JHR s AvRte vdd FTFAEN TR
g, & V=052 71AstH ZAXpreference treevs <28 3-6>3 & Zol1 Lattind
McAlister(1985)9] vt =7 2L FaA Tad 24 Fxo W 235 JdgE3% &
ERAA AAG I FTFEYE ol &l T 2ARMHEES <E 3-1>9 ¢33
2

<2 3—-5> 7 AH|Xle| H|ZZIE preference tree

0.125 0.125
@)
0 0 0
0
0.125
6 3 5
4
0.125

L
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<13 3—-6> J[AHN AH|Xe] X5 preference tree

0.0625 0.125

O
0 0 0
0.125 0
6 3 : 5

0.0625

-]

HlzH 5 Hdegg A9 gE
O

Luce HEM Lattin & McAlister H =8
R S 1 0.25 3/8 0.25 4/9
A4 R 2 0.25 3/8 0.17 2/9
A B 3 0.125 1/12 0.17 1/9
4R 4 0.125 1/12 0.17 1/9
A4 B 5 0.125 1/12 0.17 1/9
3 6 0.125 0 0.08 0

<H 3-1>cA4 He uis} o] IA E4& HEF Luced] AR 71234 Tl vz

AR HAAggS AHHe] FAK] AR (similarity effect) & 12/ $t HEME o] 88t Fafd
Z748 Adgg Aol gog YEh, 53] AE 69 HZUR Mg E JJojMe F

o] zlol7} 71 T=HAA JehdEd], o] e] HEMo] Luced MERE B} 53tk
& Ho]Zr}(Tversky and Sattath 1979). o]a8st HAS <H 3—1>9 AR Mg

»o

3o
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ol agg Jehlng B =ZdA AAE g 33 23o] Lattin and McAlister
(1985)8] oy F7+ 2RO ooz $43ltte & YehlFEo Lattin and
McAlister(1985)= Ati7re] ZAAAAE 2xpAHEHS-ZA 2] (cross consumption response
measure)ql (P;—@)& ol&3ld Aelsh=u), Lattin and McAlister?] 23 & EaA Faid
AE 19 205 JH98E(F P,=0.25)7 HzdR HMHGE(HF 6,=0.25)5 o|&3H P, —
g,=0 ol22 A¥ 1& AE 2 M HAH EZ=F&A (competitively independent
relationship)o] ¢+ A o2 BodAc(McAlister and Lattin 1984, p 10). 281} B =24
AAe 238g FAlA Fad AR 19 215 A E(F Pu=4/N3 v 218 A988(2
6,=3/8)% ©|&3&A P, —0,>00122 A4E 12 AF 29 th3t 2 AHH (complement) 2 &
oldc} a3z E oA 59l Bie} o] Lattin and McAlister(1985)e] thopAl 23ns e 7
B Adzgo glojA NA EAS WE3+= Luce? choice axiome 7F33ti1 glopmz 159
2do] AH|zle] FHA o3 FEA-S Givon(1984)2) B3 M= ] A ¥4 (brand level)
o] obd LA 4ZF (aspect level) 2.2 #3sted AJFIre] FH44d (shared aspect) S E3F §A}
4} &% (similarity effect) & WdStATkr A 1 RIGE @A o] oplne ARH 4

EELY ZABAE =28 F Ut

V. 23] 2yaRe wyel A

o

4.1 2@ =FFX

2 =RoA MAE Gy F7ENREE T du she vl 38 FHe 4
Ao HzAR AAEE(4), 28R G FTEPDF=V), R FAHAEEE ¥
o= 44724 (aspect tree structure) Folth £ =&ollA AN ¥, F (4 3)& FAs
7l YsirE WA Ao £ATZSFE Aosordt vk ARt £AFEFIE FAEE
(4] 3)ollA] &uel ol AalA 3, #4744 (least squares method) & ©l&3t] (4 3)9] B
(parameters)Ql V, 8, Au B9 FHXE 7 5 Aok 2222 2714 FHe A5 F AR

79} §AMY BWOAE (similarity judgment data)¢h aulzte] FEA FoiRES WERE FR
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A #3)2 (brand switching matrix)o] Fo|Athd, $-el& GAM BURES ASH 2HEAY
=2} Z z

Aol & g3te] 2vlabe] SHTRSFE 2T 4vRte] FEABYLS olgale] (4 3)9 =
3

$E2 FHsk Aol A BAZ 9g Aotk 2ejme svulxel AuAGAATo] FRE F
o

A gl ofBA avAte £4FES (4 38 RFES FAl FAH3H= slol disid =

2% (two—phase approach) ¢ 2 4] olzje} )
FHEEX . 20 M2

CHAl 1 2uAte] ABAEYBE ol &3ty FollA HE Q—matrix® R—matrixe| Q45

& T3, R—matrix®] 84F0°] 12tt I R-matrixe] Q4E& HHTY HFAMA
Z 2 x] (dissimilararity measure) 2 7FF3}alr, ¥t 2 R—matrixe] 2450} 181}t 2gbd R
—matrix®] 84E8 HE KA 54X (similarity measure) 2 7FEstuA] AlEA 23

24 71ge Agstel aule) SYTREE AU,

=S

CHAl 2:9A 16lM 73 2¥)abe] A T242 Q—matrixS o] £3le] (4] 3)o] paz

(parameters)& FA 3t

fel FAHEAE D3 LA @A 1= R—matrixE o] &8t An|ate] &4 z248 3
A, @A 2944e Q-matrixg o] &3] B wRoAM FaruAshe avlAte TFy FT
(BINH =S dehle Vo 2 4x 9] vznird9ege] 6.8 FHPhe Rtk

3= (A 5)EXE R-matrixe] 24-50] 180 IU(FHow) Lu|xr) ok 74
(34 goheke e &5 ke 2 BAFUT £3, 4vxe) dugol 349 4x
2 749 Afdde aHA g9 2GS 9S8 E R-matrix9] 84880] 4¥7

T

-

o] Bl FAMIEAAFAMI ZA A & Hetdthe 21 olv] AFa e Al nlle] A4 F
FAE Ao x AvA7} Bt} 954 A= %4 (more important aspect)-& &4 s

oA ®Hr} F2 A (higher level)o) £A3cH(Kumar and Sashi 1989, p 449)& gukd <914

ol A= R—matrixe] @458 4HAVF ¥ F2AH(GSAE o2 etdE AE7he] v §AL
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AERAFAMFZAZE 58 F Jon2 AFd T BA7He FHeste 2u)zle &4
TEFE FAYY A SATFEF FAHE (4 A S ol FAAL (4] 3)L MY
stat7] flsiA PHol Al (natural logarithm)$+8 H3d g3 2L 232 784
Atk F BE ixjol dsiA

n—2
In(Qy) = —In(V) + (In 8,—In 8, +k§16k“ SN Al crerreeeeerrrri e e (2] 5)

AP AL Feto (4 5)9 R4S (parameters)?] FHRE 7, Y1 FHH BES
od AFFFE HIA (A DM Ao RFE dF FHXNE T 5 Uk (4] 5)E o]
ot T 2] FAA Vel AgE o83t R—matrix& N§A #4311, 238 R—
matrixoll AlFA ZHEA 7S A&t A A2 AnRte] £3FFFI) oA T
W SAAFEFY Fdsiaid oA AAF FHPAE 2¥9 o2 UBA (theoretical
consistency)S BAISIAAT, Wk MZ &2 $AFERFE HAohH =¥ A (convergence)o|
24d m7iA] Q2L $ETEF 7IRAA (4 D] ZFEE AFA FHske e dx
Faiafjof & Aolrt.

:ll.

P
i

42 989 Mg

B =R Agd gUd F7E )RS A AR FgE7] AdMe MY avAe
4 g ES VeElE 434838 E (brand switching matrix)-& Falo} d=dl, o]3o|4}
B Me 4Ho| thd v (bar code)d] AW FEGA M2 AA2E 7] (scanner)2] B
Foll dsiA dAlel 4 & YA, fugelA s oleld At viu|g BAZ olv] HH
2 A 4zo AEH3YH (aggregate—level brand switching matrix)& o] &322} ek
Grover and Srinivasan (1987, p. 146) & 11719 A32 FAHE Q2AEE A 4 (instant coffee)
Ao A 2719 AF AR APV S JEHA FAH o] JEABWBE BAFE S A
Agfed B dFoME ARETE0l 10%HT 672 4ES M 5709 Aol disiA
949" o] Fio| YT AFAFPEL TeH <H 4-1>FH 2ok B Ao 94979 FE
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o] &332 (homogeneous)o|# 7IH NN <HE 4~1>8 /M 2v|zte) AegAgga e 7rEa)
A =EollA A 2w e Hesich

r\l
o

<H A-1>elM mE ube} o) Sle] JER PR NYIFL el Ao qu

f
L

(caffeinated)# ¢l (decaffeinated), Hzuba)o] WEDE(freeze—dried)s}  AAA
(regular)ql oz FEIF F Uk <F 4—-1>2 °]-8-8td Q—matrix9t R —matrixs T3}
A 7] <F 4-2>9 <E 4-3>3 2ok <F 4-3>0x BE uje} Zo] R—matrixe] 84
gol EF 18t Atke A02RE fdE AdAuE AnA|ze Sl bl o = S I o
(variety avoider)dgl= AL ZAE 4+ gx R—matrixe] 2458 A7t $A A%
(similarity measures) 2 738 = Qong AZa pPRA7|HS Ag3H <2d 4—-1>9
#& &v|abe] £4F 25 (aspect tree structure) & 7& 4= gloh = 57he] ¥z A" A

AR Az Pl et WF Az wle] 4F 29 AA BE wae AR 1, 3, 4, 52
AR, oA g xR BESE el AR §50) me} AhHel HRoe] 9x €
i 3, 49 FHEIl JEol s 4E 1, 52 W] Aok <2 4—-1>9 &4 {—Lgsérg 2H)2}

7t ZHoIH JAEeA A2BE AT AlFe] AAA AR E(competitive market
structure) & AT F Atk JA2BE AT Alge] AR} T B yzlolna v 9]

<H 4-1> QIAEIE HIO A|FQ| & Ma #y

R A% 1 42 &3 3 ZE 4 J3E 5
A X 1 93 7 19 18 43
4 5 2 9 80 11 24 7
A 7 3 19 18 82 29 14
4 4 26 11 35 184 24
A4 F 5 15 13 13 28 127
Z . o 7|4 A+E 1=High Point Decaffeinated Regular

A+ & 2=Taster’s Choice Caffeinated Freeze dried.

4} 3=Folgers Caffeinated Regular

A8 4=Maxwell House paffeinated Regular

A+ # 5=Sanka Decaffeinated Regular
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<¥ 4—-2> QIAEIE HI| A|ZEe| Q—matrix

I 81 X 2 4H 3 4 FES
4 = 1 1 0.0753 02043 0.1935 04624
4 ® 2 01125 1 0.1375 03000 0.0875
4 R 3 02317 02195 1 03537 0.1707
4 = 4 0.1413 0.0598 0.1902 1 0.1304
4 = 5 0.1181 0.1024 0.1024 02205 1

<H 4-3> 9IAEIE HI| A|E2] R—matrix

4 E ®W| AE1 FE 2 AE 3 HE 4 BE 5
4 B 1 1 0.0085 0.0473 0.0273 0.0546
A " 2 1 0.0302 0.0179 0.0090
A = 3 1 0.0673 0.0175
A " 4 1 0.0288
A " 5 1

223 % (lower —level partition)o] &3+ 4FES 71 <o AF AgYEo] =L WA

5273 & (higher —level partition)ol]l £3 JZFE29 AFYPFRT ¢ WINs] Wysloz <
H4-1>2 FE FET] AAVASE =28 dF Aok 2 A X 38 4T 1(Ze AF 5ug
SR 4% B BAZFOl, B AR 32 E 28T AR (EE AR 53 Bt Aol

<ad¥ 4-1>9 £A4FxFE FE (4] 5)NMY S Kk—‘é-% AY & U3, <& 4-2>9]
Q—matirxE o] &3t (4 5)9 Uz B4Ee FHXE et HYslH <H 4-4>9
ok =3 23] AL HAFE7] AMA FHE R—matrixol]l AFH 23 84 7HL 34
g A3 <ad 4-1>7 43 SAATEFE 7
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<37 4-1> ABE HY AZe SYPES

R FD
/ D A H2
GE: A4 AMES AE1
o 71 ] R=regular FD=freeze dried
C=caffeinated D=decaffeinated

<E 4-4> QAEE HI AFOMe 25 FHR|

L F \' a4, 4. G a. Os
F A A 3.856 0.111 0.303 0.176 0.260 0.150
v. 2 &

B =gdae anzte FHA 48 BFS 287 A3 9Fd F7EH) A
AZH AA FRo 712 FHH AH2IA A2E G F7EH) 2¥8E AANY 7P
Hz o AdagFol AAo Mddo] JFE vAthe /P E & =20 AAE 2ZL2 7)E
o] Utk Rl F7EE) 233 goy 7|Ee Ry B0l A S48 WESL = K3
A g 2L ASFH AARFT anAe] AHIAH S o] &3t A £48 AT + 3

the HolA ol o it A& By
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A4 %o 4EAY 8 (aggregate—level brand swithing matrix) & o] &35t} AYA
A1 %% (competitve market structure) & ¥3k= 7|F9] vtk 28 E (714, kalwani and
Morrison 1977; Rao and Sabavala 1981)& #7¢] A9 s)Fo] Ao Mg Yae n)
)2 eFeths 713 o] A A (heterogeneous)AM)Ae] 7FA o2 BE &3ty KA B A7
A= &334 (homogeneous) A4H|Z}e] 71T 4H|Ape] A £7(3]) 859 sPoz
HE B AFT2E =252 d F UAve 7FsA S 2P 388 A BYFUnh

487t £8 AFT (product class)oll dajx 287t YA F7YFE Hol=uk Y
4 B3 dF& Eol=uel wEtA 2] A Aok e ulelA" AL G o} sl
e F7EH) NEE ol e AP FHANA wWE Fadith T8, A1FS
TS 2HAEY GYAFT(EY) Fee 28R 9F, A5FE, 71E9] A7) o AF
SAA MEd @A ARE AEs shed o] 8% 4 AtH(Givon 1984).

St A= Aol Wg up == (bar code)e] AR F-54H1e] 2o wE AR} 4
H7](scanner)e] EHio] 43 Sud oF A4 EE FAYLS Fd Lv|ze] A A
B R8s 4A 287 UL B R4 A 23S AL 5 e AgH
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