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2 d7|ME M53Awd, DEFENDER®E, A34 AA=83 Batsell# Polking
(1985) 2% o] P37 HEANE T VAARE AANEZEREE Aol 2 289 A ZA
fr& dEE S FHHZ v /HEINNY. A7 A A B2 e AH3IT S 25 18
e AFH AARF] AAMANFHFEE /P T i Ey on, d3gARYol A W
2 dqZH & BoF 1 Qlvh. DEFENDER 2 & & 388l o] 523 xzof djg 71gel A
A ARARE BHERAT Ve BEHFHIAen, H5IARY A 3 AR=ARIF FiHoz
el A AFA A AFHREE Fa2eA 25T ULEE L F AAgTh

Gensch 9 Ghose(1992) & Batsell®} Polking(1985) 9 H2%4 ¢ o] 8% ERDE &S A4
A Adp R 72 FHE AZFH AARYRG d&Ho] Frin AT 1
E2 AFH AARYEY 723 Yoz FUHAZH & A FHFEY &0l gA Ao 3
< AR 2 B AFddAME olelFd 25 FHol AFAH AARY L Batsell
Polking(1985) 2 & & Alth = olajat=] Rl HRE AYE AXEA Ay ugetS
g83e AZH AAREY o 5Zo] "ol nP o] FxF 4H 7IUdsts Aol ofdE}
83t A9 ek o] AoldlA v RETE AM& A A AT

£ dyoMde 71E A3 2 AFA AARY Y] 243 st e mE A9y
s g8 & ASE ANSAT. A E B A AAR Z mYFH S 4A & A @
Hg AAEL 2t 2y o) 3 AT Bt =3tATh

2 wmge] 2o g $918 2L T4 Qo AAETF =T BAL 2oE B, 17 EA Al
gyt
e e o S R i BB L P
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2 EERWR

I. ¥ &

AAZFES BFTHLR 2237 AsM e AT 2E B & dSetoo} gt Abdd g
< QFALER, AR 28 Fo] FAHE AAF] AFHES AUsigozN A gS
Hi3te AL 7IFdER 2 AR B AEANA dFH 2 Fad HY shtolr] BE
ol th(utH 2 1990; &+ 1990: Blattberg and Golanty 1978; Narasimhan & Sen 1983).

% By E e B (multiattribute  utility approach)dl 71&% #&2 A= =23 (pro-
babilistic choice models)& A17ZH 23}, AFEA G} L8| A48 o] & 9lete] AL
o] $t}(Silk and Urban 1978; Currim 1981; Manrai & Sinha 1989). °]2i3t 2852
Luce®] A€ 38 Independent Multinomial Logit Models # Independent Probit Models
o o3t HegER AL T2} o] T mFP o B e vt ZRE 5HA
(independence from irrelevant alternatives, ©]a} I1AZF 3o 7F8-& dighzte] §AMA
(similarity) /oh A 7154 (substitutability) 2 22 §98 A3 & glorzg gL dAxa
Eo] TAEAS WE3 R Q= M8 =52 Must st Al =3 vh(Tversky 1972; Tversky

Sattath 1979; Fader and McAlister 1990; Hauser 1986a: Kamakura and Srivastava
1986; Dubin 1986; McFadden 1990; Batsell & Polking 1985; Chintagunta 1992; utA) &
1992).

3 ALA, A E-M(logit analysis) 7 ZE ZHIE A (probit analysis) S| RS &
&) 157588 (simultaneously compensatory models) 3, £, 2JAFAR A7 £45S &3
Aoz weist, $AAHYA RA4A ¥ e 9o FEHiEA S = (noncompensatory) 112§
ot} AL st A& 3 A7 =¥ (hierarchical elimination model, ©]3} HEM @ o]z}
3h), "BEd FRE3(factorial structure model) 59 PgREHy B S (hierarchical
models) 2 TE& 4 Ah(Gensch and Ghose 1992). ©]&jolx “Y(W)F" b4 2

ok

7t
(“per dollar” multi-attributed space)oll 4] &A3 kol th Al 8h=(trade-off) A¥|2HE9] 71&
B ¥ (taste distribution)E E3tod z+ digte] AR HFES o =3+ Hauser®} Shugan




NERg Junge) A3ARE d2d WaAT &

(1983) ¢} DEFENDER =& o] 3]t}

vt & Ake) Ad =) 3 f-& (shares of choices, & market shares) & o =3}7) 913 9)
o 22 RPEN &S TRHOE vw - HED ATE A9 g AHo|d). 2
2 & A7 € OUrbans} Hauser (1980, 943 104) 7} 7148 A% 4 7% /5357
5 ¥ (traditional perceptual mapping /preference regression models), @Hausers}
Shugan(1983) ¢] DEFENDER®. &, @ Tversky$} Sattath(1979) <] HEM=E & 2} @Batsell
% Polking(1985) 9] =¥ (]l BP=dolat 3oz dste] 2t m¥ o] ALH 4§ o2
S AFHoz vw . 4812} &}, Tversky9} Sattath (1979, p. 560) &= HEM =3 o] o)
g Adg 349 MLH X g g 2Este RAo] ngATo] o)FHet tn xHam
Aed 2 A7 e HEMEZ 9 ANE 25349 e AAstnz sk o9k 3
Gensch Ghose(1992)= HEMRE & o| 2t 8] @2} & (pair comparison data)ol] 71 &3ld
e FEOE r2F FHE AHHEA ‘o) 9§ A A28 (elimination by
dimensions model, °]3} EBDE ¥ o]} §)o] HEMRE Rt} o2 o] Botm =2sn ¢
=Hl, ole @ FFo) ARHI 259 FAMo] BE o]Ro)HL S B WA HER 13} 3
o Hauser 9} Gaskin(1984, p. 345) 159 A7o4 2 &8 A Tox )& A &at o 22
& Holn gloy & AFANH L e 13X £Pone Be AL vuE 2
3te] DEFENDERE® & o] S| M el FA & HEsIdol & Rolata AAsx ot 2a)x 7t
EYEL Y724 7MY, 7HE A8 5o ZHdlM Aolsing olg 2gNow w
She AL vhAg Hel Aol Al 2t 23 o] 3P olsA I3 AA Heete o B R2S
= 7 g 7y g,

teells 2 289 A3 AIRHFE A3y Beld dgsin L8Agd ga A=
THEHE A A sz} Fho,

. 4%371 233 DEFENDERZ#H

Urban#} Hauser(1980) ¢l Y& 3923 % Hauser9t Shugan(1983) 2] DEFENDER % &



84 BHERWR

S AsdErY oM dEGR &P I 712 AFHFEE dSIde HilA 2
k. a8y Fafd oA AZIARF L o|FA A w43 VIZEEE sHEE
A2 g o] §3te W DEFENDERE & THF A zt3 o]d 7 7| EXE 7
v Ax ‘(W) 3" AZ=(“per dollar” perceptual map)E o]&3tthe HolA trEut
(Hauser & Gaskin 1984; Manrai & Sinha 1989; Hauser 1986b: Urban, Hauser, and
Dholakia 1987; Dickson & Ginter,1987; Ratchford 1990)."

Hauser ¢} Gaskin(1984) ¢} DEFENDER=® & ¢] H &0l &= A FAH &7 A YAg2R
B 7IZEXE F3F vl Shugan(1987) & A ZAREFH 7S X7 Fo el A
AE e ¥AMYL 5435l ol DEFENDER®2 &S & &3 o)

21 1532

lo

AN3IARE L XNA=YoA HFHA F 2% (average importances) & &=
EAZIYNoRA HAHFRT AAAYE o)L= HoAM HFFEEEE (expentancy
value model) 7+ 2t} (Urban and Hauser 1980; Urban, Hauser, and Dholakia 1987). ¢
= & AHAE, Ce AAA8RY 8 Y, j& &4 AFE dvidiga 71y ekat 1d
2 Zen) Rt o] jAIFE i ALY HARE Xy, Yo, ZgE 242 B718 2, Uye 2¥3tc
9] jA|Zo] th3t M35 M= X (preference scale values &< strict utilities) & Jepdcl 3}
2z, 28| AEIARY L 3 o] YyErd 4 ltk(Manrai & Sinha 1989; Hauser &
Gaskin,1984).

\

Uy = Wi X + Wy Yo + W, Z; + error (2'1)

207} o] jA B @ ATAEH] Uy jAE0] e Azbdel A8 X, Yo, Zo%
2zte] 2awe] Foz e, 7 Ao B3 28 W, W, W, 5 AR4S 5
ste] 24 E > Aok AFEFEAEE g5, 9 (A DA 78 Ugsh Ugrh (4] 224
UhEp o] A ok,

1) DEFENDER = & o] #7of tf 8] A1+ Dickson & Ginter(1987) ¢} Ratchford(1990) & #& ¢ A.




ERPR ANEY NFHAE A5 vudATF &

AC] =[ 1 9rek 2u) &b c7b 3718, k(S k#j)ol b8 Uy > Ugll A$ (A 2)
0199 A$

FREANFER/RELEI M =(1 /C)?ch ¥} o] el 4 gl (Hauser and Gaskin,1984).

(2] DollA 73 As¥e ey S £40] £ %£EFH (more is better) & 7o 53] g
g, olgi3 BAE MEEA ] HYL wtg e 3ol &A% cH(Kamakura & Srivastava
1986: Manrai & Sinha 1989). o9} 22 BA4A REL W3 AL I DRAEEHAA
] A2 o)A gkth(Green and Srinivasan,1978). A3 3 AEA T2 2RARNXE &
H|zpe] =) zte] ojAAHoln LH|AV|TEEE FAHolg 73t A, DEFENDERE
I ARJEEM LS Lu|Ae] Azto] FAHW LNAr|ZEREE olFH ol AT
(Hauser & Gaskin,1984, p. 348).

2.2 DEFENDERZ &

Hauser ¢} Shugan(1983) ¢} DEFENDERE 8 & 7|&A1 &0 AAR ANAZ9 #ASE 9l
& FHo HAst, oldFUistE At 7ol A¥A uALGARE FHsokEte Tt
o) &} #Haey<) 7B (normative implications)-& A A &ta ),

o] g9 74L& AA, o|FAHA 2vAEL “A(W)ZBOEAA T AN 29 AP
(evoked set) 2.2 RE &82 Zisle AT L AHen?, 4, 15L& “d(w)2" A
Z Ao A Aol oleigh P A8 AGFhollA Ao FAHEFTHAG ouisin, AA,
AR5 £4 ol A stE 7S e o] Aot} ol F AB|AEDY VIEXE FEH
Q! g+ F (piecewise uniform distributions) ¢l o2 o ZE 4 gl (Hauser & Gaskin,
1984).

(¥ 2-19] B9-& AAstd B4} o & o] &HAe] “a3pd /w g FAIFHE,

2) DEFENDER® & 9] H &M tieto s R A A (benefit) & BAF 71HSE U7 e E8F
ZH(utility space)olgte HolA A=) T a2, azu AN & aQ3dFEL %—2}35
(interval scale)1dl], STHEE Y& A % (ratio scale) 2] AAL e 717302 U F duvhe =49 o
47(controversial issues) E 3o} 31tH(Hauser & Gaskin 1984; Hauser,1986b p. 128).
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a9 RAEIAE 52 40] @ Holn Tk (TH2- 19} A ES AL Aol Wb &
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G Az xtdo] 3 Farel 3, AH s W (“REd e /W) + Wox (“ax4 /
W) B8-S e AEFFA 80 71 2 AFL TS ov)stn anjapgte] W,

g 2-1) 30 &7 &7 | e 49 (A8 2-2) &HX 7| ZEZ
Y /W f(a) ]
] Abe = (- R2=ag /W EHg /W)
60°
Aga ..5/30°
30°

b |\ 3/300¢

2/30°¢ :
/{/“ 50% 20% | - 30%

® cholel =

a=30° a : t

' Tcde/ 0° 30° 450 60° 7 90°

1 : a=tan"'a,/b) =30°

Zh A E e} Az A7 (ahe- D3 g, {geldlE, AR, AuEls A dges 3
Il ojwh b A e] AR R-&o) 47t 50%, 20%, 30%<) B8 7Hgste] Bah e
| 2nAE e 50%7t Eleldlwg ddadons 2uaEFe 50%% 7157 a7t 00
A 3004 elel e o 4 Aok wWeEbM Eoldlmel  &E kg (probability-
density-functions, ©]st PDFs2} )= 0.5/(30°—0°) & & + AUtk AR Al £
el M e ole} & Wy o2 PDFsE 3ta 22} 0.2 /(60°—30°), 0.3/(90°—30°)91-& &
S

aevt whef (Bhold s, AtelEle] V1ol 42 50%9 A EH &S AAste B
o, Bto]#l &2] PDFs+= 0.5/(45°—0°) o]vf Ake]& 4] 0.5/(90°—45°) ) PDFs & 2=t
a8 3 {gheld Eivto] A7 AT BolE LulabEo] AN /WY R e /WS

o
SN




HerEn dduge ARP4e A2 vMIAT &

Mg A 71001 B 5 Jornz, o A dFExrt ofd 4AEXE 7S
Fxz Agdd 4 9los PDFse 2/90°8 2te

ghe} Zdlo 2ake AA Fol A AQYsho 45°~7509] N3 & A&, AHAE
o] {EloldlE, ARY, Edd X2 Al EIE VIR Zte B9d g2 AR
A g9 A FHFEANN 77 50%4 FA st 25%(10%+15%) & A ZH /&S et
DEFENDERZ 8 & 7H &dtH{(2q 2—-2)%Z). 0|9} zo] 7R Z7} AAF ] &A1) o}
23 JgS v geve AL AXRJERN, A3dAEA I 2R 7R F 2o
(Hauser & Gaskin 1984, p. 334).

A= ojd A713FE e AAEY VAR X (f(a) F& f(aj, £i))E €1 37V
ANl & FEY AZANAE Aok, 7 A7 Tl AVEHE 7HEAE §3 2% o
oz A ZHEFES AN T UTh

M. A&7 AA=23 7 Batsell# Polking(1985) 23

A F AN TFEEES e AIF A B, Co s1x7 (¥ 3-D9 X #oix 7}
J&tz, A, Cst A3k BAES B, B# B Y A= & F de &4 A& 443y
LR

Cag3-n 22Xty BzhollMe| 3X &
24 2

C 241
2129 : Ajay K. Manrai and Prabhakant Sinha(1989), “Elimination-By-Cutoffs,” Marketing
Science, Vol. 8(Spring), p. 134.



BEBEHR

BAlEF& A9 CE & SHAEITH(so-utility curve) Aol B3 Bl Yx| A A S o, In-
dependent Multinomial Logit (IML) =& of| 2|38 2z} A& <] §.80] 7| & Bo] Y} B”
oA Feglol 4 titE L] HHAFEL 1/30)ekn o}, A% X Zhztd el BAF <] ¢
217} Bt B9 §1A]ol FolAl 2 uf AN EF ] AL oz 74T slojt}, E3
BAlFo] CEth Ast 2 & BTl 9149 FolA =Hd, IMLEF & A} Co Mg &go| v
€3¢ g3 (proportionate effect) & v xlgetn B} ¢o] o9} niAsR 2 o] Fdx
Crrh Aol He &g Bt & J3& vA 3lojth(Manrai & Sinha 1989).

aeg IMLEE S M2 b& dqerste] {4 S8 diA g S nedshx] gx Qo o
S HlEAS ABF R BHFetA gon, g s vddo] = A Tversky
1972; Batsell & Polking 1985).

30 HEBH HH2Y

Tversky(1972) & IIAS A& WX ¢t Adrygozr “HAd oA AARY”
(elimination by aspects model, ©]3} EBA= & o]} 3 & AAstdct EBARE L A= 3
ol A shtel diohks AT &Eo] & dit#e] BA Mz B A = e KA
TZ(similarity structure) & 73 23 olnj, 88 A8 73 (random utillity model) o] &
YAEAE Hdste A 2P o2 AALAT nol9] dite] Ex3t= 9o, EBAR
FAMe 2029 & FH3 ok 3te oFgol JoE2, EBARIET #4 F22n-2
9] R4 2t EBARE Bt} 749 332 (more parsimonious) Luce2 ¥ Bt} & A &2 (less
restrictive) e} 24 PRETREE® 82 Tversky$} Sattath(1979)7} A A&tk o] =¥
S “AFH AARY o|gux B th

{39 3—2 AAE LHAY] 4, AgPRe] T={], 2, I=2HE ¥ 1& 9% &
&€ HEM=RE &) 71z #31d o33 2ok olu a5 Z FH7F Ff/3te 40122
AR Ggo o} F-d & A A Rt 7py ghet

T = 0. . - al +a2 + a4 o al




AZe g MR AFHFE o3 viady &

eof aq7h 0ol2td HEME 3 & FA48 R oz Grdn 712 d7dME HEM2 S
o] Ry g vl zlgel 712 % 398 (maximum likelihood technique )& o] &3t 1
JoH(Kahn, Moore, & Glazer 1987, p. 112; Moore, Pessemier, & Lehmann 1986, p.
377).Y Ay Ao 449 & & (the utility, or the measure, of aspects)o| gt 344},
A F3jAF] BulmANA A Foll i iA S AAEE, Py = A, /(A + A)SE Y
ehd 5 Qi

(32 3-2) Oftt AH|Xie JAIE QI MEER|
a5
1 a4 2

al a2 a4 a3
ab

3

a3 al a2
3 1 2

A8 @ A Tversky and S. Sattath(1979), “Preference Trees,” Psychological Review, Vol.
86(November), p. 546.

3) Py = P(illi, )= joll A& i2] o] 8 e B& (binary choice probability) o1&} 313, Ry = P; /P& 3=, (2
¥ 3-20% 28 A3EHAN, 13 2= & FR819 33 $4L FRHA $2 P ) 0. 58 71, 3
% & (trinary products)& (2] 3)¢} 24 At}

Py (P13 /Py) .
Py | (Py/Py) - (4 3)
(4 3)8 =3t (29 3-2>9 2 U5 EFY 2ol McFadden(1990, p. 250)& (A )M w4248
g & Aok A A B
al:M az:&é;gz‘_ a3=1 ad= Ry — Riz- Ry 4 9

1-Ra Re—-1 ~ 1—Rap



0 EEBEBHE

% FHE o3t (4 5)%} L& SEFFE BE 4 At

L% F (R (—-—ﬁj:LA” i “5)

A (A 5)ellM m FE| oL, nye AR jol tistd 4E 7] e (=
# joll it FFE & A AARESY 8, F3:n=n; +n)E YERY
g Jehdich (2] 5)9] 3 #1953 (the logarithm of the likelihood function)¥= (4]
6) % 2t}

fr
oz

’ AUE —;‘TE%]E

K
4

ln L zmz—l i n; lnAjj + n; lnAji - n ln(Alj + Aji) (/}-} 6)

=1 j>i

@ 4ol T @ %733 Newton-Raphson methodst 2-& w148 HAs7)14 e 2183
o 3 % 9ok

3.2 BatsellZ} Polking(1985)2| M5y

o] 3o Au|xte] XM 74 (choice process) S B3] 233317 Rois 2z} oS 9
Alokd A JFANA e dej o] v g Fate] JUitEzre] FA A &7} (competetive ef-
fects) & F2Z Ut e dHzgolrt ol Heje} o & At thg o 2}

= T={,j, - Ntol it AR JFola} akak 2 s JFel AcCTe 344, Pulide
TE7He 3 S Agk @9 di¢tiE AT &S v
Bt =1In (Po() /PA(})) =InP,()~InP,(j) = L (SI—=S!)= T ol A

Fol A%l 7ol Tiekio] thgt joll the A &E <) vl ge) AALTo|tH(@ & T »3
AYelZI N G, b =0). Sk ool T2 ofvlach Uit iy} AdE 2L (4 77
zo] Uehd & gtk

ol

¢

Ile

1cA

P.(i) = , A714 sh=0fori &1 (A7)
Tlle

ke AlcA




Aizga Heny o AFHRE o5 vludTy 91

(A el AA22E 3t H A AP LS sty 3 F,
InPy=1/Na*LInP,(j) 22 wFd ol o] (4 8)o] =&H .

JEA

In(PA(1) /PA)) ={(Ny — 1) /(NA)}*(ZS ) + (=1/Na) * (Lsi) (4 8)

IcA
k=i

= A 849 &MmFEH(geometric mean), Ny = A EaolM 2 fF &

(4 8)2 M (linear)olE2, S'& ] 3o In(P.(i) /P E FHEFE sz
{(NA=1) /(NJ)}# (—1/Na) & E@HUFE 3] HaAksH (least squares method) & At
£33t 253AHS T F Aok ol EANHLE 435FEE e AR fAksTh
BUE- S L)

{1, 22 o] TR AAAFANA 20 & 19 A FH /& H &S 238 H(second-order-
effect) 2t 3lu, ol FAF U HE & FHee =T2M &3t {1, 2, 319 49
g A 20 g 19 AFHFEY HES Azstod Rzt vk 30 H7HH AL o, 30] 134
29 ANAHFEE TS U S2 wiStol 209, {1, 2, 3te] A 3l A 20 W7t 19 A
HEE vge {1, 219 A gelA 20 gt 19 AFHF& vlE LA E Aol
o}, e} ghek 3o 26T 12 RE o] @2 ¥ &2 AZEFEE wWotentd, {1, 2, 318 A
e Z gl A 20 tht 19 A1 ARl ¥ &2 {1, 21 A GGl A 20] & 18] A ZHF
&9 vl g R} FolaA A Zoloh, whEhA {1, 2, 3te] M oAl 2o 1] A FHHF
2o v gL 19 29 BPoR UG 8423 £ 9} 30] 17 29 ABHFEETE ol
Al wiotE @2 (32F &3 24 #88tod (decompose) VEFE 4= Qlth

71%& Helndo) t)§ Batsell & Polking(1985) 28 o] 53& ohg3 go] 83 + 3l
. @&Ae 7123 olus 23 (nonattribute based model) &2 AR A ujA

).,

(dominance) 7 2-& AWA EHE ZA3E PP ANV QEARY o] FPsrie
5 dug Avete 40 FILAAR FUE AU, B B2l AFol FHMOE 3

e A%, ABY £47 AR B2 P2E ANS Foh @34 T3k, 43 &% 5
g nee 230 NYEE vagosy B3Y AFAREo] Avht Lucen ¥ A

4) A1 3 2 Aol th 3 W82 Lehmann & Moore(1991) & #2% A,
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N. 2zt 289 A3 Sl g 2427

| AHIXX|ZHEM D MSEY

MEAE ZAs7] A% e e dEA 108 Yoz =3I A d(focus
group interview)< AAIsle] LMY A FEFONA] FR3F/A e SHES AP A
o} BEL2 NRUEE SAES 2R 3t FEAZZAA F4d dEAF 3008
221 ¥ 2 (analysis sample) .2, 8242 # 2 X ¥ (hold-out sample) &2 43k},

B AFdME & 23 ag 7heA B st AAAREFES HEAE FF
el (M ARE+7HE PulvbsAe] & 4B +AF 78 FE+7HE F2ol 7o)
& AE) /4]2 Adch 7 RS HA ARERE S OS2

slef o AA AFAGE=[ (24.7% + 22.3% + 22% + 26.3%) /4 ] = 23.8%
u) o 2 3}olute] AA A AFHFE=[ (10%+12.3%+13.3% + 10. 7%) /4 ] = 11.6%

ofsf w20 A AlAHSg=[ (12.3% + 13.0% + 15% + 17.3%) /4 ] = 14.4%
s Ao A AARSE=[ (31.3% + 27.3% + 29% ~+ 33.7%) /4 ] = 30. 3%
v A o] AA A|AHFE=[ (22.0% + 25% + 22.7% + 15.0%) /4 ] = 21.2%
(E4-1) QOIE K2t
& A\e < 2 Abeh &4 & 9\Q2 9 Aezr & A\g 2 H ek
ol A AL o & .842 723 ot .836 e .867
Py .830 *TEF .675 Aegog Ao 694
7Hgo g A4 773 83 .640
23 g5t .573 ye]E M7 615
thESd e A75
A W7l &
ofo] Al gk 3.52 oo] Al gk 1.99 olo] Al gk 1.22
2 o 2atky] 32.0% | AW RN 50.1% | ¥ R 61.3%




HEegs Agege] ARPHe A2 vadT 93

X5 37123 7 DEFENDERR2 & 9] &g 93] 914 9QEH S g} 28 208
Bat7] 9 FAE 22 (principal-components analysis)-& 8t 2 23 8910] 370
2 FZHAT 37 2JAEF ol grol 1xv} Fow, aAEN ] A (K 4—~1) Al
Al=o] et

4.2 M& 3|7 28D} DEFENDERZ &2 H2& 1}

421 8532 HEBAY

£ AT EFo] R L ARAHFE AFHH nof o8B ok fYLE AAFLZ A
stod B S ek WA 5/ Aol it Zt &8 A AP 4E T8 A ok g
AL gt ez 47 R WE 2 2vRe] L& (ranking order) & FEWUFE 811 4
N ZEY QRS E SYHSFE 3o AL S sk dsALA3, A AFR
Square) & .258 R Ath 3FA 9 o d& HFL2A FA5Y 23, Fgkd 134.39]
B folEE 0.0001014 ALY Fo3 Ao= A HH

(H 4-2) MEsEMdn
EdESs Beta fFaE
2| Abo] -4 .316665 .0000
AF 7 .322700 .0000
H Ak .218161 .0000

HEHARY S 53 ABHFEAZE (K 4-2)9) Betagtsh 7 201342} 57) 4 (o}
qazih) e aUASE A7 B o8 REFOD Ao}, BEo| F1Y & FES} Ml

£ 7P stel, 2 AE7} AQIE T 8] 7HF 2A Vet NES Al AFAFES
A=ach AEAAZHC] % AFAREAS DI (Ne) 38 =27.33%, ¥lo] L oln}
=4.67%, oFA = 2=10. 0%, £U144=3933%, WA A=17.67%}2.2 Lieharh.

4.2.2 DEFENDERZ &2| M 241}
DEFENDERE &g Z3F AAE o] AAHFEASAAME 2HAS 7|EAF t g A7)



9 KRB &R

R 4 AFe adHFe] H4,° do7t20 AR g Bag s A gaAz
HIFE o= 3}

A ztzol the g7 (zero-point) & ‘AAMN &A= —(.85, ‘HFW= -—-0.45 ‘Hdk'=
—0.95% 7Hg%tat YL Holx RE FEI ¥ AAARE A sefE g, ZuH
A3 off R 2o] 7HA S 48 F 3, vdZ5olute 58, AU 308 A A ) F
FAN 7123, 7 FEY G AAHRE VEF & FFEY @9t FoE Yol ¢
(W) AALE HEUAD. (F 4= 5/ JE FLFUNFARE T3t AAE BAF
AL, o] & Ve Aol (2" 4—- 1)l vhe} ok

C\\g

=

(B 4-3 S3U0IM 2t SH2 =E

S el 5 o] off 2 8}o] u} S| 44 w2l oFx 7

A A 84 —0.23 —0.81 0.15 1.18 0.24

e 0.01 0.35 0.07 —0.42 —0.26

A Ak 0.70 —0.90 0.77 =0.57 —0.37

A AH &4 /W 0.155 0.008 0.250 0.677 0.273
AET /W 0.115 0.160 0.130 0.010 0.048
Ak /W 0.413 0.010 0.430 0.127 0.145

B A7 E 3xY T &F7H i MEEEE FAs7) Ystdd Hauser?t Gaskin
(1984) 0] A AZH S HEG e, 1A (a, £)2 1°4 o] (A 2k &o]A-8 13t
90°E 89°Z YA &Y S) & 7154 % (a, B 3 ZF AlFe] 8 olefo} go] ALt

5) Hauser & Gaskin(1984) 2] DEFENDER 2 3 ] & &0l = 4713 8re] F o5 ASSESSOR®Z # =3 An| =}
7F AFR-3 A o] AU, ALES AlzbelAl el sle AlFo s 4ttt Wk o) Hauser(1986b) y= A 247t
71 5 A AZ oz A7 HFS A elstgdn), Hauser & Gaskin(1984) o] # 8o ] 1= DEFENDER R & o] 4+
7148 S HEI AN L8 AT JHE AdEHnt 2eER B de s 40 g A
27} B 4 e AlEo g Ao)sla, 1) 7 (consideration set) & 713 2ol ol 3 A H 9} o] & A9
92 FHo e 4R 2 Holsle] DEFENDERRZ & 9] & 8ol M= A7 JgS a3 #Eo g st
o A8 AAstA) vl A g el of 28 93l evoked sets, relevant sets, consideration setsol] #3t =2
= Hauser & Wernerfelt(1990), Hauser & Wernerfelt(1989), Simonson, Nowlis, & Lemon(1993) 2] &1
2 2T A

6) ole TAF Azts ojd Y MIE A TE Agwdith BFZF A4E A s Aol sl Hauser (1986b) &
ZH|ate] =zt HFAAAFTE FHoE HIFAHFTEEE oFn vtz AAIHALH, Hauser &
Gaskin(1984) 2 o1 3 d M3 24 Azte] o]F AL oj= FE WIF & 4 Arta F3stach




Nznga Jegegol AGHdFE A3 vaAdT 95

A"
(aga-1 2B|Xt2] SEAIEON CHB “Y (W) S XI2tT
Ik /W o sfgus
1saq
EEER NS
> R
Azt /W 2 A 84 /W

AEje A= AN &4 /W) + tana, G FF7 /W) + tanB (j2 A<k /W)

A AE B3t 7 B ERO AMHIL G F, 1A E ELE ZE AFEE (a, 8)9
dFete 71ZEE f(a;, £)E FAHNAD fa;, S)E 2 AFS AZHFEEL 27154
sted, 149 AFE 71T o2 n3ste Z 99 270l e AEE AN Aoz uast
= A& ol dHskd o33 g

AA, JEEC] HANEE TS VAR LRE 2 A9 713 RXE G35 go] 4§
ot S T8 A HEtY o= & Az 7} HYEx gong PDFse
[(89)7'/%- (89)~'/2] = (.011236°]t}.? o] & 1°%E 89°7tA] =5 Tistd §o] 1oj®). wt
of, ok Y 27} Al ol st (el B8, ok 2] VIS EXE FAHE Feole g
ol gth. & ofA Y i 19%F 19°7HA] el g5 vlste g &gto] A8 2 1°%F 19°7%
7 #ef 82 o PDFs& AA|31aL, s|ef& 52 20°5 6 89°7HR] ok =& 7 Qlo]lA 9] PDFs
£ fFAg Y A it

SR, g 5o] 2899 LH|AEO] (BN, MiAUIS AU os sty 2+t (18
i, 109) 2} A= (333 Hauser 9} Gaskin(1984)& ASSESSORS} o] Z2u| 28 &) ‘713

7) A A4, R R A AR 37 8% Al av AT AN S0 thAlE Jeh I, e A
Ame’st A @zl dAE debAE ‘M A A2 S 9] A E el YE o9 gl 93 AFHLR
A Ak {tan¥=tanB /tana).

8) DEFENDER®. & ¢} 2 &8-2 9|3 4=2]¢] #3834 Hauser®} Gaskin(1984, pp.349-350), Hauser(1986b, p.117
7} p.138) 7 Hauser9} Shugan(1983, p.3449} p.349) & Fx ¢ A,



% BERTR

ool P FHE AAAER G489 onz 2 979 DEFENDERE & o] 3 Mx
THE Hod Fid AEE dddas2 g4393)e 29 A%, wiALeS PDFs
[(10/28) /45°]=0.007937% 1°%-E] 45°7}2), a4 PDFs [(18/28) /(89°—45°)]=
0.01461E 46°%-H 89°7tA] zteth o] A okaAl9 27} FAYste A8 AzH3ohd ok y
2 2, ALY A7 FNA o 7SR E 43k F AERG gon
2 AYER X&oa 7 gt

A, 5289 LujAkso] (e 8%, FUA4e Vdge= nysta 47 (219, 31
el dH g 2 A8 AZEe Bt SR Ee 2y vlasle ojx 73zt e
My B&gho] AA Zarh o9 o] el AV Pl 3 JEVL HaHez vES
A (inefficient on average in an evoked set)¥ 4 A& % B1alx, Rzte] o]dA o2
At 19h e AT HAA 00] obd AZHFES HE F Atk 01T Ao
Hauser(1986b, p.136% p.138)+= AXEE 2 AF4-(brand-specific constants)E o] &3t
ZAATG L AA AT 18122 Hauser(1986b) 7+ A Al g whol] 7] 2381 e Rp e
PDFs [(21/(52) /89°]= 0.0045382 1°c1A] 89°7t=] ztm, Edl#l4& PDFs [(31/(52)
/89°1=0.006698% 1°°1 4 89°7tx] zte=vha AT 4= Ut} o] A ok vl Avt AYstE=
Bl e 1996 3°71A] sl -5 % Zd 442 PDFsE 2+z} mi b=tz 714 gt

B dFoMe AAZEAY 3 AAH [ =0y o2 Hauser® Shugan(1983,
p.349) o] AAI& otef o (2] 9) & A G A=, AA F71o] i HE & 3 & 2o

j = 71EAEE, n=AAF, 1= 3714 A = A7 A% o) 3l RE AE,

S =A< 3718te &uAe] £, m, = A7IAF NN AFjo d 28 AgH8,

m = AEj 428 AR AFERHEL, A=A U ),

m,, = A} oA AAF ne] JE28 NAYFE, my =AAE 9] 28 AN LERFE
m}, = Al A 71ZAE jo] d=8 A3,

m = AAEn Y3 NEAE Y 28 AAANZERE,

W = AAFo st ARSI YT FS7Hse 2] AR H &

m = Y[(1 - W), + Wmj,, IS, ms = Wrm;,, S (4 9)
e e




Mzega Adryel Agdfs 425y vady g

¥ A79) DEFENDEREH 9| 2 §o) A& 716t 283t v)mE 745870 3t7] Aske] AA
Foz /1YY b 2E AVAE BF7 AAHT Y2 TSP AP s WE 1
=

F30 2 GE NFYFEE ABHAL?

B d7ojx =&3 DEFENDER®= & 9] Z &g gokstd thg3 o) $9 g2 wye
2 19AZ 7 71Z2AF A 7P st NELEE FHY F, AAF22 7MY
g ok ul 20| NZREE FANA 28AIE 2 A7 A A(F 371 HRE 2

L oan|ze] £ /AA AvA 3008)E 29 22 A7 -FN 4 ZE ] PDFso| F3lo] o]
2 n% gsld A ZHSES o =519t DEFENDEREH S 53 AAH & d2d0s

(B 4—4>%} 2ot
(E4-4) DEFENDERZE & E3t AIRERENE
efgg | vojmslolut | okajux Zo44 ) =g
MAF F o)A 28% 13% - 38% 21%
DEFENDER = & 25.8% 6.6% 9.9% 37.3% 20.6%

a: kAN 2E A Arolne] 2uREY A Aol FohY FEe) YA,

4.3 A& M7 23 1} Batsell 2t Polking2| =&

431 HIEH HAHREH

50 AE Z+zhel Ao diate] ] HEE 9P AER A st R
PEE ZFstH o, FrAd e AAHEE AF
o] Apm 2 o] &3 th(Johnson 1967). A%A FAENZAA W MIEHE (AH4-2
o} 2o}, SR ERE 57 AR 7Hed 26709 2f st 7Hg Folrbsdol B2 %
2 FAGIEE stgon, olgld Aate (F 4-50 A= ok (E 4-5)9] 7} Z&
o] MY G &L HEMEE 7 BPRE 9] 5340 o] &5 3irh

A

7 778 A (hierarchical cluster analysis)

9 TRk AAR AIEABS ol ALY A S AATA AR NIAREEL 2A)
e DEFENDER2® & 8% dt, 2 A79 2d W=224%« #3452 thro] 24¢ 30 npA 9
Au4ae e £8e © ROl




8 BEREFR

(33 4-2) UsEz|
a5 = 0.227667 -
¢ = 0.000974138
a2 = 0.114334 o) o) 2 ahol v}
a3 = 0.131696
obxf ) 2
al = 0.21923
' SHEl 8- 5
b = 0.0554708 a4 = 0.255226
|44
(E 4-5) MEfZiEto] ZEE MEo MEXRE
A 3] jtell e g8 | HoZstolul | okafE A 44 ) =Y
Z3E At (1) (2) (3) (4) (5)
{1,2} 0.6900 0.3100
{1,3} 0.6800 0.3200
{1,4} 0.4433 0.5567
{1,5} 0.5800 0.4200
12,3} 0.4800 0.5200
{24} 0.2833 0.7167
{2,5) 0.3200 0.6800
{34} 0.3167 0.6833
{3,5} 0.3567 0.6433
{4,5} 0.5833 0.4167
(1,23} 0.5567 0.1900 0.2533
{1.2.4} 0.3867 0.2233 0.3900
{125} 0.4633 0.1967 0.3400
11,34} 0.3467 0.2600 0.3933
{135} 0.4833 0.1900 0.3267
11,45} 0.3033 0.3633 0.3333
(2,34} 0.1800 0.2400 0.5800
{235} 0.2600 0.2433 0.4967
{245} 0.1500 0.4867 0.3633
{3,4,5} 0.2033 0.4833 0.3133
{1,234} 0.3233 0.1500 0.2000 0.3267
{1,235} 0.4200 0.1500 0.133 0.2967
{1,245} 0.2567 0.1500 0.3100 0.2833
{1,345} 0.2433 0.1800 0.3067 0.2700
{2,345} 0.1233 0.1500 0.4067 0.3200
{1,2,3,4,5} 0.2233 0.1233 0.1300 0.2733 0.2500

%1 1=3 e} & 2=n] o] g gloju} 3=ckf AU X 4=F v 44 5=n =Y




Nzegs d9uge Agdae 429 vads g9

HEME# 9 24548 9iste] 2 AFe B udane 8ss Pust hse 4
QYL BF RIS PAL HEY & Yok (F 4-5)9 AN RAZHE BEHE 2
ol T golstel BEE 2Bk (NehBE, vl Zsoluy, (ehw2, oba Y2,
- {EEA A, W Ao o] YRR S

it

S FEYFE

L= (a1+b)0.69_(a2+c)0.31 . (a1+b)°'68‘(a3)°'32 (a4+b)0.5833(a5+c)0.4167
(al+b+az2+c)! (al+b+a3)* 7 (a4+b+a5+c)

2139584 InL = 0.69n(al+b)+0.31n(a2+c) —In(al +b+a2+c) +0.68ln
(al+b)+0.32In(a3) —In(al+b+a3),,,0.5833In(a4+b) +0.4167In(a5+c) —In(a4+b+a5+
o)t gt 2a$xg5E {al, a4, a3, a2, a5, b, cjoll thaly Hr Rl 07 2A 2
Mathematica = 2 13 (Wolfram 1991) & ©] &3t & & 23 {al = 0.0112016, a4 =
0.01409, a3=0.178354, a2=0.11564, a5==0.245818, b=0.384114, c=0.0507227tclt}, F1 =2
AY g Ae £7] 93l Tvesky9} Sattath(1979) 7} Al Al 3t al+a4+a3+a2+a5+b+c=
124 B3F3H(normalizing) & 3t (ad+b+a5+c)= (1-al-a2-a3) & x| &spd 7+H&l A
et fE 7+ F Atk o9 o] ¢+ 7 A2 AL FEL R R HEMEF A 7)1 23
o MAHFEL A4 Ade (B 5=18.13%, vl Z3lelul=13.19%, ok x=17.
84%, U4 =22.81%, Wl X2=28.03%}} 2t}

Avivlmaget §4 7hed AH TS 25 1¥ste B oS3 goldte w58
A3} (el 8%, violZsolu}, okajul A}, {se) 2%, v Zstolul, RUMAEH 2
o] 370} MELZ o] FojF Ael [l g T

- (el T ey (bl ) s
(al+b+a2+c)! / (ad+b+al+a2+c)(ad+al)
( (a2+c) )om( (a4+b+al)(a4) |09 oz g
(a4-+b-+al+az+c) (ad+b+al+a2+c)(aqd+al) / 7 —

£ L, 47), 574 AFOR o] FojF Al dFe] Feox g Hoz 78 F Ut
(B 4-5)¢] A uAEE T BE 7Isd Jdd3F¥e nHste 2ar=EdTE

{al, a4, a3, a2, a5, b, ciol]l st Wul st 03 2A ¥ 88 7 A3 ial = 0.21923,

a4=0.255226, a3=0.131696, a2=0.114334, a5=0.227667, b=0.0554708, c=0.000974138}°]




00 EERHR

. HEMR23d 712t dHHRES AL 23 (S8 58=24.37%, vl Z3s}o]u}
=11.413%, ok 9 £=13.109%, % ©ll44=28.376%, Wl A2 =22.72%}9} 2t}

4.3.2 Batsell} Polking®| 2%
(E 4-5°0 AAE 77 A8 g3l TTE FE AZHFEAEE AR A S5
F7F €

(E4-6) s, 0l CH&F 2%} 5 (E4-7) oi; Ol CHEF 2%} &4

i I 1/] I=¢

1 0.280 1/2 0.799

2 —0.518 1/3 0.665

3 —0.334 1/4 —-0.120

4 0.400 1/5 0.098

5 0.182 2/3 —0.134
2/4 —-0.918
2/5 —0.700
3/4 —0.784
3/5 —0.566
4/5 0.218

sh;ol i3 23 sl G AT YA 2 e s S| AA oY, AL D3 23
g AAA S (adjusted R?) & 904482 tebdth. 2} ol ol 3k 23} &) (second-order sol-
ution) & T34 o5 o}

B =at,=8!-5= 280 — (—-.518) = 0.799

8Y, B, -, ALl T B L WHOE T AT (E 4-Dol A Aok 3%
%2 DAY HAALNANE 25709 AN e 248 2EAST 09708 Bed 28
Hg 2@ 2y vate] b4 APHo] 2K YUh F, 3VEAE neA G 2H A
847 o!,7 00 7HhE £ E BAT WA B AFNNE 2HERE W RY(F
Luce® el el 28)9 A%E wgoz A4d4ee d3stnq ot

e

o
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BPR 3 & 53 A1 ZHEREAESE S 2o] 8o o] F iz}
InPA(1)=Yai=S!= 0.280, InP4(2) =Y a;=S’= —.518, InPA(3)=Yai=Si= —.384

InPA(4) =Y ;=S {= 0.400, InP,(5) =Y ai=Si= 0.182°|t}. o 7]dl| exp(InP,(i)) & Z+zt
of tate] HalFA el E8(1.3231), vlol=3te]uk(0.5957), okl = 2:(0.6811), Fu|44
(1.4918), W12 (1.1996) E&aS zteth A= Z AF9 A3HEH42L Multinomial
Logit2 8ol JZA st o F3td ohg3 2k

] _ 1.3231 e o
Pa(HH8¥) = 7537 T 05057 7 0.6811 F 14918 F 11996~ 2> 0%

Pa(mloll 2 3boluh) =11.3%, Pi(ob 2 2)=12.9%, PA(ZH¥4)=28.2%, P,(¥AQ)
=22.7%

4.4 2} B &0 AIBHFE O|EHd|n

(E 4-8) EMFE(300%)0 L3t 2t 28| AIFHHRE olSZHH|D
4R | AANZEARE A53lH DEFENDER HEM1(® HEM26" B:Z?Zij
RS 0.238 0.2733 0.258 0.1813 0.2437 0.25
o) 2
selo 0.116 0.0467 0.066 0.1319 0.11413 0.113
op B & 0.144 0.1000 0.099 0.1784 0.13109 0.129
Fel4 0.303 0.3933 0.373 0.2281 0.28376 0.282
W A 0.212 0.1767 0.206 0.2803 0.2272 0.227
B - H3H(MAD) 0.05484 0.0382 0.05004 0.01098 0.0132
A §222HRSSE) 0.1319 0.0993 0.12217 0.02835 0.0323
Pearson’s X*( A 5°=4) 46.3622° 21.9586* 20,2558 1.12704° 1.4865°

A R AR TS n2jdte] HEME R S =48 348

DN E AR A e BE AYAEE nelstd HEMEd S 248 4§
:p <090, d: p <0.001.

=38 F -1

o 0 o
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(B 4-80l= £ A7 HEdd BEHERAAM M33Axg, DEFENDER®Z 3,
HEM=E#, BPREE & 8 A2 /& (HAd7&) o] A=A dist viaz) A5 o] 9l
ok AR Ao Aol dAAGHFE e 4 2Fe] =2 S vlasly] A3 NFozA A
H Q2 2Hroot sum of squared error, RSSE) ¢} 3 #2 d) #x}(mean absolute deviation,
MAD) 7} vepd ik 2F 3ol digh AAAZH G (AAMERE)o] 38 A FHF&
(38 JgNiz) 3 2o AF7HEES HAEES] 93te gojs to]l 2ol AP dZ
(Pearson’s Chi-Square Goodness-of-fit test)& 3ttt (B 4-8>¢] ZTo) waw
HEM262 3 0] BPR & sl B Aztel AF2o a7t @& vhio] HEM10R &

< BPR 3o vlste A vetya vt #3E Yz e} o 28 Nz X T55 X23ke
Zolxl e, X2 FAM A5 3)ALd, DEFENDERE & 2 HEM10Z & o] ol =0 s &
o4& 0.00100 A4 AF-7HEE 71238 = Ao, HEM262 8 3 BPR 3o oJ& o 52 f
o|E 0.8000 4 AF7HAE 7148 4 QAT old FoAFE av FAF7HE] Yedn
gjtha & #gojt}

(H 4-Pv= EMREY AFEFE FEEEY AR E/FEE vlustn, FRHEE

el zt =y o A8l E AAStL Utk (F 4-9)¢] Zlo| nf2d HEM262 F ol &

—

%

i

(E 4-9) FEEE(82Y )0l thst 2t 2o AIREFE &R

BAgR (<) AN B ) z

4 E A]“%“; g }Eiio:% “iz i DEFZI;DER HEM10 | HEM?26 B;Zi]:nz
sefs8 | 0238 0.244 0.2733 0.258 0.1813 0.2437 0.250
ol 2 0.116 0.171 0.0467 0.066 0.1319 0.11413 0.113

glo]ut

obAl T2 | 0.144 0.143 0.1000 0.099 0.1784 0.13109 0.129
ZdiA4 0303 0.253 0.3933 0.373 0.2281 0.28376 0.282
] x| 0.212 0.189 0.1767 0.206 0.2803 0.2272 0.227
P Al A MAD) 0.0698 0.060 0.05068 0.02761 0.029

A F+2 2HRSSE) 0.19492 0.16687 0.12518 0.07604 0.07669

Pearson's X* (AHRrE= 4) 33.07729° | 18.6443F 5.9660° 3.21255° | 3.343697°

a: p<0.70, b: p € 0.25, c: p<0.001
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HELZ dsiME Yoz Yo vste 7bg FL& o28-E Bolm o} X2ZHFNA
HEM26=2% 2 BPRF 9 42 05009 fFofsrEeor AR7IEE 7148 + 99m,
HEMI10® ¥ ] o Zo] thsiAl= f&5E 0.200914 AR S 7148 5 9t

1) 2 47004 Hgd LRA e 2YD AZAFE A2 ol H YFARBH
S AF2eAE 1Y Wol, 2 kel e S5y A

&35t gledl, 71&2 A7k 22 ilo] digtell tidt jale BFHFd /2 j+iol &
AN E- A Fot BB E g Auivlnalge] 7123 HEMI0RZ 2 =48 &
Atk a8 HEMI0EFo 93] d&d olddestge] vgs 21Hsted os
BPr o] Fadte] didsta BPRYE S 4538 a72M d28g U3 FA A0y
AEHE & F USS Holia A=3ldd. 282 HEM=EE 9 #8e 9% 7&2dy
(Tversky & Sattath 1979; Moore et al. 1986) = thulmatg ol 7123t m4FH o] o]
FolA gtod, welr HEMI0E Hel 7| %38to] )G FEL &3] ojxE A9
Aaeladged dg Ages A% AZHFE dSBore dAl A3 Ehest 23
©ob w3 2Asan. olgd HEMI0R®e 722 ode Holm sy ol el &
(pairs)oll thalA IIAZME & 2 78tn g BolXdEn&a 4P 8ol 2A "te A
olth, &, IIAZMH & E] 9 A AYB 2 & digte] A77t a5 0 &S
WA 7R £5h7] o Al FEFES5E S oAt Asfolrt,

(2d 3-2)9 22 HA3EfgY A9, ddln dig2rl A2 FHske 4 aqd
o P(1:41,2)) /P(2:{1,2) = P(1:{1,2,3}) /P(2:{1,2,3})¢] ©r} a2z HEM=E
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ol w2 F Ao LT A ZHFEH &0 A Erhe Genschet Ghose(1992) o 7%
& 2}, 12 Gensch®F Ghose(1992) 9] F4ol i3k vt &1} 2o AAE & Urh
AR, Tversky®} Sattath(1979), McFadden(1990) & A4 &8 B 2E&7] 93 3%

BN

713} 4227 (the trinary & the quarternary conditions, (F3)& Iz 7)& A A
o, ol olFgMe g Airtesitt. & A GER LR E ke FAM
wedd £ vk 2z tikzke] A S W st HEMI0RE o] ) 3 &5 BP
289 4528 F7E H71E Gensch® Ghose(1992) &) 418 tigtzte] AL S o] 5

fr
o

Ak Ao wolok &t 1 §o] Gensch® Ghose(1992) = BPE & & % &3l QlojA 24}
a¥e] 245 HEMI0R 3 9] 2 dqAsided 2xasE 123 BPRE2 Luced
o] mgolng ekt fAMYARE EFete HEMI0RE S =48 thAlste A &3
A2 BPR & o3l ola o] BFoA 7|1l Holol & Rojrt,

4, [TA7FE) A BAHC R AAE FAERE "2 e e 29 7H
A tigtel A g B} & G vt Ao @ 4 oh(Lehmann & Moore
1991: Batsell & Polking 1985). & (¥ 3-2>9} 22 A3 B9 F5-of, thgh = iz
SAg o2 ool {1,319 Ad Ao k2] Hrbe tiA3R Y it e dH 2 EE g
oty A Bl Ao g FAE EHE votsjof & AHolvp(Far: Tversky & Sattath 1979, p.
552, P(1:41,3}) /P(3:{1,3) 2P (1:{1,2,3}) /P(3:{1,2,3})). °]® 2] Gensche} Ghose
(1992) = A ERE [P(1:{1,2) /P(2:{1,2)=P(1:{1,2,3) /P(2:{1,2,3}) ]l =31 & 3
27 Qoung BFRAEH S AFHFEY &l 24 Hol HEMEF Y o 3] EBDX
o) vl "ojrthe 189 Aale APES ok gt B,

AR, BPR& el sAAsE 2t Ao de] detEzte) Aen g A2 &
B e B (best estimator) & ®Fd 3ttt Gensch®} Ghose(1992) = HEM102 ¥ 3%t EBDE ¥
o] 5o £8 A 3 Aol M= EBDE ¥ o] HEMI0RJ Bt o 8] ¥vu F33tn
o, BPRHE O 24 HEMI0EE T ] g A9i8S 883 AFF4FdE A
AlEHA] gL ot

s, HEM2 83 BPR 3 & g HgA7)E H8w (data-fitting approach) ol th.
adeg AME] AZFREAESE sl o8 23S HEse de AFH Aot

(Gensch & Ghose 1992, p. 425; Kamakura & Srivastava 1986, p. 200). Gensch¢t
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Ghose(1992) = HEM =2 & o] g0 AqAI7Ie E S H3 ) EBDRE S fFEHEE
T Aertssin 2452 Yok 28v EBDEY 94 HEM2 37 BPR Y =FE &
galog g AP e AIUE L HId Be Aol §& Aotk

2 A7 AEAFNA 7158 RE AHUAFE F43F HEM262F o] BPR | H]3)
dxgo] o AL HEME &l 7274 FdS 23 vk Gensch9 Ghose(1992)
o] Z=Ao] 12g AYL 7L} A= A v g2 e 83t HEM102 3 o] 7153

H
i

el ee F45E BPERut dZgo] 9ojd HEMR2E o] 723 3 71
e Ao] ofe}l B&atE A AT ol Aol vFEhy Bopop Tt Tversky
(1972, pp. 293-294) & EBAR ¥ & A stHA (1Y3-2)¢} e HNIEA 7Med A
A3%e 25 ndstd 248 3380 Gensch® Ghose(1992)= HEMEH &) 2
279 9sta FuuluaE el st AAPPAEE LY F USE FAIST ATk
A o] 7behEk e HEMI0R 3 9 Ao g stge) A B2 g fdstA 23
& 2=gltp= Folrh. Tversky$} Sattath(1979, p.572) & ¥EDAA =& 7@ A4 AHS
st JE MIEYES FYsA 238 & Aok AAE k. Tverskyet Sattath
(1979)= H ™ & 24 9] ey FAE B AESE Zo| vl AT o] Foixjo} drka A H
31 el E AFoME BT BAEES o= AR A Ae2 AT

BP=& & 2 &3] o] Aedujete] 47177 o] 4R Aol AAARE Ta7I7h v+
olgm, 2u| o] A A b AUER A Avxe] dd 3 g 5 Ao
= A4S AYa QH(Curim, Meyer, & Le 1988). 18122 Aduiere] #7F AU &
) zpzhol] A7) Qo] Al S B gl BPRE e 2 go] 2y Folrh

2) HEM 2.3, BP2 &0l v]s] DEFENDEREZ 8 -& A Zof B3 A =g} &7+

=
kS

e qstnz Aggo] folsty, FRAFY FENFE et 7Hed ojYde BHA L
2 233 2 9lx o] 9irh. Hauserst Gaskin(1984)2 DEFENDER®Z & o] % &-& S
Ao) A AEHNAL 71FozA vhkdET(variety seeking)9t HFTF XAl
(complicated package size issues), <Xt} A7} e vlgF£A(nonmonotonic
attributes, = &8 8471 WE 7} obd o] HQ £4) ol F83HA ¥ AFTHH e = i
greh, b A& ARl M E 2l AE73ge] HobHdl wt g F TNl T2
& Jls Aol mon, Aol NG Aol wet TIFH P TAFALE N2 BAS
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e A7 2u(el: 2F2HAE, 93 5), 2 (AAEFHF /49714)S 8
3 Ho] A7} @ 4 glo] DEFENDERZ &S 8% 4 & AEstdnele Aol
g} of Az},

aeivh AA Hege] Bt & Z2APS OE AR s Nuis e B AT o
gAdoz Ads) AA-EFE] 00] obd Re g o 28t Hauser9} Gaskin(1984) & F 743t
I ot B A7 (Bl g8, RuAAE IO R e AN AEE AuEE SE
2o Hestn ot 2322 T4 A4S 7143t DEFENDERE & o] 714 & A A4
g g BEAT) 7= FFaivt A7t 12)2 2 DEFENDERRE & 9] § &3¢l A
Z} 4 Y EES EBARY A HEAII= F5A7 A€t & ¢ Qi

3) DEFENDER®E o] J33|ARYFH} o &3 o] g4 vehd Bt P o I B
el Fd& nefsty] HEolvt. H3EARFY dEgo] e FEEAA N o 3]
ale] HAAR Fo=E JAGEH JAZAIAY] ol TS oz 2o} B Aqe A
%3712 % 7 DEFENDERE & 9| #&ojA] opafjul 2ol A|FHF &S WAl ol &3 3 oF
ez A ztE AR7F e AR HlE] Aoz we diA Zddthn B 5 2l

4) HEME o) thg woe & Aol AA g e 8 4 sloh 2ol deiqho]

fr

S
o

L
rlo

FolAd & na3g e vl YA ol Aeoe T e 2 #EAY + 9
ot 3A, BT s dAANM H U S B8t R4E S o] & vt o a3 4
(sequential estimation)-S 53 ZARFEEZAM 58 FAY = Qi) o9 - oz
T3 R4E dXxA(consistency)-g 7FAIY 84 (efficiency) S YA ¥
(McFadden 1990; Ben-Akiva & Lerman 1991, p. 296). ¥4, 8¢ w57} &2 39 3l
2 F317] 918 271x¢] Aol AA F a8 =4 McFadden(1990)¢] A A& ipior E
2] o] st Al A F A E83E Tk, o8 %
o] SAGAANA FAGARZ B & RS A o A 7 = slch
Ao AM HEFT 4 RHEL X9 7, TR 2oy 7, AusIEA, o7
T AR, S8, 289 FHF dHeggA e FHoAM 4z Folstth(Gensch &
Ghose 1992: Hauser & Gaskin 1984). Z18i22 23 7t o S¥vjue FA A &t} o]}
& BE M B A7 E4Aye] Yeld DEFENDERE o] A53 AR u T} o &
o] £& 73 HEM26&2 & o] d &2 o| vt AHdd tial v &S & 537 UAS 7=
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ey AN, 28 729 w4 o 2 S A AiiF ez il qltke A A
H 7t my o) Aol d & UG FEH ok & Aol Gensch & Ghose 1992).

EF ZF myol AT AF e el vt Foldta oleh e Ao EMANE vigoz
ARl A& & fxstrle P& Aotk 2hthe FY AEARAAN HEr7ted 289
AAEE olalEt A ST EM Bt B ARE A& & JogE gt asong A
AENE 271GA N AFAES, AFZAY A AHEEE A2 E §83 H339)

=¥y g7 DEFENDER® ¥, HEM=2 83 BPEE & 37 &35 vi# & #a] Ao A
dugch ago M niA LR e Bt F & A FEREA ST Herite) Wl o

A gg o Wil et JAdd FEE AAES 5 Aol ERHA vpAGHSEE 54

ol

AFe e 2 AP E AYx Ik

A, 2 dyoMe ¥ids] TuisE s EmAll tiste AP FEH5HE vty
agEE B A7 AHEGA S st A EFIHH e E FAA AR g 4 =¥ e
AR & & e Hlwrt g7t & 5 ok X, B Aol HI3ARY,
DEFENDER® 3, HEM=2 & ¥ BPR &L AelAH =¥ (static models, zero-order models)
olth, 18jE g AH|zte] A ZFF(variety seeking) /tHekA 3|3 (variety avoidance)
o] PF & dHste de ATl Aot AR, A2 & Fgo] obd HEA X del-g
Aoz A7l el A2z digk edAdol RS A7IE AAE EAFL U
=2
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