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o] dFdlXe d ggAe] AAY Fr|EE Ar] FE AF(Ee 4R PojeaEe aRNEF FYFRE &
Al avAe] olZAE wisly] e AulAle] npAENNSEA ) wE ALEE 7)o o’ A FAIEEE HAls,
ARNFEE AP TERS BAYAEE FASe 49 FH & ke d EFHo] Sl o] d7e MESEAY F
dBaxe] teon Fujeleatast ndET G4FEE AV A 294 AEFEAM(two-staged conjoint
analysis)o]2he ¥HES 7delo] Mgt} 2vtA AFEAMLE Sgate] nANET ¥4& FHde 199 29
o] MESA N HECE 2Yche AFHY AT 2dAR o]FolA gt}

£ ZAYHR latent class modelE ol §, 4nlale] oL WA T AT g AGMESHE AAlsH e,
AEAZ gMe] A NAEES a7 Y98lMe multimonial logit model® ol§3lx, Kamakura$}
Russell(1989)¢) 728} ‘Competitive Clout'®t Vulnerability & AME-3le] AR3E A% olefol ) g AulA] A
Aol 87 4B AWAEE SN

o] d79l Ay EAL Fohd Fojgigle] BEx ) nHAET YAPEE 47 3 AAZA Aoz 294
AFEH S AA Pk ol BN d7UEE g g EAE d7] P llTAE Hilvhe ot

------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------

ol o 3Ate] ol AFo] ‘opitH'el ZFAZ
71 & g v Ad7? o9 Zo] AR
R FZ(competitive market structure)$ 2

I M

rhu

19959 3¢9 ddiAFae FZAIRAA opia

£ e Bshy] AR 12z ddiat
A7t sl ddEFEge AFY e 7
2871 AlFPT. 19959 1/487] d@dEgY
2332 9 28,000t FFolAo 3/4¢714
olzdie £xFo] ¥71% 4,0000 FFoIUTt.
meba opty’e] A2 Hujd 4L TE A
AE 9 sl 'dBELD £ dvhe FE0
gttt a¥dd 3 ohwid' A=

AR =E godste AL, HBAE e AHY
Al e AXFY 2 oAE 2220 F8¢
ABE AFsHA Hug 1 9 Ao AFEA
A AH|APES AFehe gAE Z5olA B4
de 84 F9 shvtolt.

A ARTFEE getstele oS H2Hol
ol gk A WA HIHL AvlAtY gArEAH
HEE BEA AENGS 2 A9 FHAF
(submarket) 2.8 W%y, Z& AR &3
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AE Ev HRE AFAHA AP4EH e Ao
2 Fe AFH ARF2 (hierarchical
market structure)e]x (Kalwani® Morrison,
1977. Johnson® Meyer, 1984: Fader$}
McAlister, 1990: ¥HlE, 1994), Ede 21 &
Aol A 7FeAel e A7E FoA A
AR12E ety WHoltH(Day, Shockerst
Srinivasan, 1979). ¢} Wi Az
(industrial behavior)elA THEx e A1B73A
F2ENE 1 3FE o] ste Ao, EFF ¢
B39 AFT(1996) & A3 AATEZE wotet
v A29 9 qvE ezt Az fA4
of ozt ARZFZEAWH ET dSE AHsn
At (Frasers} Bradford, 1983).

o] F AvlAte] AFuite] MY Nested
Logit Model®]\} Multinomial Logit Model &
% 22 oty FEAYEFY S o] &3, A
ARYT2E AR gofstes WL oY o
TFAEANA B2 FE5& ol (Currim, Meyer
9} Le, 1988: Gensch® Svestka, 1984:
Johnson® Meyer, 1984: Johnson, Meyer%
Ghose, 1989: ¢339 493, 1996).

ol AT AL U o] 84 F 4
o AR, o] AFEL oAty FELHYRIYS A
4371 WEd 71E ZAATE BN g
opA| Rl 0] ®ste] oigt AANE 2 ARE A
FARET 2L A%sld FJER BAE £ 0o
© el Ut

A, ol 979 @3 F9 3ve Shocker,
Ben-Akiva, Boccora® Nedungadi (1991)%}
Siddarth, Bucklin® Morrison(1995)°] & &
%o] nHAZETL(consideration set)& 1BFHA|

ggtte Aol F, Auiate AFFeodarEH
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Ao R ETLS FATUE o] AAYES
dfste AFEES &Y multinomial logit
model® £ o3t FEMYRY L 0|43 AF
FZEA d7e ALde naETY AL 1
234 @1 ok multimonial logit model®}
2L oY FENYRY S o] 8T nHYET ¥
A& A7E Afde AFTRENS AE A
#3294 2(Shockers, 1991: Siddarth
9], 1995).

AR e olE ATEC] AT AvRl] Fo] #
23 g5 e Aol ujFe dFEL A7)
U(scanner) A& E ol &3tz gle Wi, 9
AFEL 2UARE ol43y] oPm, T )
AFFE(Ee 7HFFE) e 83 7o FEX
£ 47 og ¢ 43S At AFuAAE &
T AR M3HFE ol&3ln e dAold. o
gt el AlZH(interpurchase time)o] 71 Wi
FAG i 7] & (purchase history)E ¢
7] o2& vl A AATFZENE AT AAS
g o B2 5L AXEHD 9A g2 A
ol

JA, ZRFEE A H, o AATZ o}
o ARR=E FR%e =t vEEE 5Yez
S+t 44 AF = AR AYREE =
A3te TTEE Kamakura®t Russell (1989)
o] A ‘competitive clout'? ‘vulnerability’
7} Sith,

mebA ojAtd FENYRY S o] &g 7]E A
BARTZATANA depd 99 o] 54 ned
2 o, 2njale] ndAART 4L v Ay
A FEG RNY Y] e o #E
g 7L W7 Ee vlTAY AZAYFE
o AEE AFHoE BN AL A4 AR

EEBIT 526 H3E 19974 8y
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Mg P ER Ry s
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AEsdA DHAET YARE g5 | >

1A n2A A BT BAHEEE o 8T AFH 7|
Zoll 27 AR (MR 39
(latent class segment)

29A AREANE BT MEAAE L7 53

XA 3}
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Multinomial Logit Model& o] &% A& EA L
¢t HEAAE B4E o] 8% HANEEY
(Competitive Clout, Vulnerability)

(I 1) ZHTZEMS A AT

$2 Han sl ATFARSOIG LML S
Fohe BASd o) AE AYYL & 4 9

o]

E AF(Ee A1) Frjimarst u3
ANARE FHstm, B[R ofFPE
el Znjae] olAERNEEEA ] @2 AL
1&g A EEE AAstn, AEA
He AT APLEE BAde 4d
B4 g 24k d BHol itt. o A= A
gatel T BAA 9 gEo PeidEaty
nAAET dAYRE A7) H8 294 2%
A (two-staged conjoint analysis)elgte

2 oof
o A
N

olo

M e nk 10 o o (2 oox a2

BEBIAT M6 X3S 19974 8%

& A3ttt £ ZAFAHS latent class
modelE ol4, Au[Re] o|AGE WAF ALFT
Fo o3 AlFAHEE ArEen, ARAG
ool o] 4EE AYFEE Fupl SAMEe
multinomial logit model$ ©]-83l1, Kamakura
9} Russell(1989)0] 7HdHgt ‘Competitive Clout’
¢} ‘Vulnerability & AH&3te]l A§sd A% of
golde FED AYREE SHTAT (28 1
z).

a8 BE o] A7 AL F /R a4 F
sed, e AL Fodde #EAY 19
AET BHFRE A7) AT AARD RaeEd
Hoz ot AFEN S AT Holth X
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& A7dEE WA 7 #EXE 47 Y&
Hy A2 YRtk Fold.

g A& o] 978 AT EPnFo] o]FoA
2, A IAdAe 724 93 988 23
& AN ed, A VEIMe AFARE °l&
3l B 238 A4 Hn, A VidAe 23
£ st ARFARNA Fe ulE Holr
o A VIge a7 dAHE 49 vy
& AANSA.

. 28 &

Ho

2.1 DRSHET E4T ZEEY

2.1.1 BET YA |84 24

Aol A AR B (consumer  decision
process)o] W3 29 FoA Engel, Blackwell
#} Miniard (1995)¢] 2d& 7% ®o] o|4H
£ 2d %9 shio|t}, 8L AH|Ale oAtdA
A3 £7UA - ARG - FEAL - FujA o
ekt Fof - Fuj¥ YEo 2 HAStL U

Engel 8 (1995)« 53| &Mz rrdxgay
FollA U7Ae Fojd o< Hpre-purchase
alternative evaluation)® ZA-%e, &BA7 |
A AFe FujdFE A% WPIELE 48 &
Ae AAsn, nAAETE AT oS, o8
vlge 2 dighe Hrlshed, o] | A ygd
29 JAAAFEE JHtn AHsn Yo o
2 7Ael A3 AHAAGPNE 7k b
de nAPER Ao dig A7/ 7oA ok

570

B0 - 24y

[7t AN BegE ¢+ Ao

2.1.2 2¥EAH R T 34

AFEAold od AFol Z1 Ue A
(attribute) 3hjshtel zAo] Rodte EE
(utility) & F3g2R, 1 140 oujF AF
g HYEAE 4337 AT el (e,
1993). o184 nA¥e #4S 947 98 oA
Azx A8E A7 A full profile
methodY} trade-off method7} AHE-E}, o] EA
FHE ARE ol &3 AR LYS Y
Yol A $EAEE, e HAAG Ee AL
AAER FAol AdAlHeH, ¥ MI=E
zt zZzAd(z)d ¢HE FAG A5E
nonmetric procedureztz %21, Szt A
3x% 7 ZaRY () AFE B A4S
metric procedure2tn F&t},

HEHQ APEH AYAY FHE AvEd
AEFVEE $H2 o8tz Ui, o AF
Hr1Ee 2FEN HInE PPN &
A 9 8 Ay F84F FE7HA (part-
worth) & A1 Sith, ol& FujAa% A @A
orx mBAEFES TEIA G2 AN @A
Hrp1EEA ¥ dUHAGAR AH v 9
AtdH o] o|FojAGE 3EE 1 Yot F, A
49 AFEH L m4ETY ¥AH FE gl
P A GAE dETE dH o) U

a8 B 9 452 UE ¢ e U
AZEH9 el 7ol A i B 3L o
A dFn derh? (1993)e B2 9 &
AES OF & & ATENY Mo R self-
explicated approach, hybrid conjoint analysis,

BB M6 M3z 19974 88
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24 83 Huix AR 22

adaptive conjoint analysis(ACA)E =93tz
=3

self-explicated approachold& 2wa7t z
£49 £EES A Axd b 094 10
7tz &4 A& Aol Uehdt 1 °] SHEA
= 4 $49 FREE Hrhed 7%] zt
S Foxs A 59 BHE 1{} 740]
77 "ok (434, 1993). wakA o] u
oM nHRET FEE Fe JH2 E?E}H
A gt}

hybrid conjoint analysis& self-explicated
approach® HEA AFELHE {3 Fejolr},
%, self-explicated approach& ©o|&3lo] 2%
A 4 &4dd dig FEMNE de 3
fractional factorial designg& ©]&dlad ujAH
o]z}l (master de31gn)° e o}g o] FoflA
Aae] ZRAY(ZF)E FE91 7 SHAA
Hoj3y 7t Zzopde ’diia THIG. °l8
A self-explicated approach® vtgez 3§
SHAE 7ZF SAd dd REAAE ol&slo &

(B 1) Dojates BEE

7o ZaHYe HIEE ANPT (gt
1993). o WH& self-explicated approach#
HEAQ AT L ¥ geele 543 29
b AEeE Rddol & 239 £ AvE A4
< 3oy EAET 4L dgsle 3RS o
Al 2stn QA gt

adaptive conjoint analysis(ACA)E AR ©
AllA 2t gatzh 2F A9 7t =328 dEshe
o wat ¢98 i B4 dAE 2 &4
o F8%E 194 47129 5714 Jx2 FA
o AA, ddFdez Fad T A A £4ue
ojgstd T /o] ZEWUL BET TUAE T
Ao Z2od g vasted 1 29 HEEE 19
A 97 9] 57HE A ko] ATt o]& o] &3
A ACAE self-explicated approachold 2%
B 7 49 FRAES F£3%Y (s,
1993). 99 FE71x 3 BAYolM HEo
ACA P8 94 1 BET P42 wdsle A
< 23 A Yrke 9 e 99

b AENe] AR ¥4 AR gig

Bt 7|1E HEEAM Sl AfolF

DeSarbo & (1995)

7 Jedidi ¢ (1996)
T (choice-based conjoint analysis) edidi & (
o =] o = R = " )
SENET 84 EHA B S AgslA] kg E8o] YA FH(threshold) & 97
e ALE ndETer HF
AR T AT JEAH Tl o] Fo] F FAll o] FolH
Ay A A A AEAF

latent segment

latent segment

17N #327F He Afo Age

LAY BT Ae A% A

= A E4AS glol7] 9l AEE pooling. E4A4Z glol7l fal AEE pooling.
2. AV HAP o) HAE W £ gl | 2. A9 A o) BAL W &= gle
TS M26H HM3Z 19974 8% 571
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28 o] AFHPIES W JF diyrst
GAE Fo] A GJAEADGAE BBl o ©
e w4(1993)7F AFENS) FREA Eosln
de WA AFEA, self-explicated approach,
hybrid conjoint analysis, adaptive conjoint
analysis(ACA) EFdA Ueivde Dot o
2 HAPENE ol gstd FujoarEy S A3l
€ e 28dET ¥4 FEE I 94
7} a3t}

7189 ABAA dFEN dHE S8 2
HYRT FAFEE W] A% A2 AFE
Mol whgo] FHId AslHz Utk (DeSarbo,
Ramaswamy$®} Cohen, 1995: Jedidi, Kohli®t
DeSarbo, 1996).

A A AFEAEL choice-based conjoint
analysisgtz £t DeSarbo & (1995)€ &
H 27 A3PTFE FA4E o, 54 23E A3
7} olx H=(no-choice option) AHE Fofs}
I ot olst o] AMESEAZF AYdA ol
He AFE Fodtzm, d9Ex g Mgt
(no-choice alternative)®] E&& Zdsle A9
et AHFETLE Hste FFEY Hhyo]
choice-based conjoint analysise]tt. EZ o]
A3EN e HELS A3 #AAI} FHL
4%, ol EF RolA(pool) HMAR Exe AR
AER NS EAR0E 54¢] git} DeSarbo
9} (1995)% °] AFEA 7} Kamakurast Russell
(1989)¢] o] &3t latent segmentE o]-&3ta] A
EAPEE AR 44 getdta o

T A e A5AHQ AFEHY AFA g
Ae PR Jedidi 9 (1996)7F AHET W
ot} ol A& EY(threshold)& o] &3t

AYETES 3, olE latent-class tobit

5§72

modelS °] 83t ARAIFEZ NFE BN
o Jedidi 9 (1996) MBS B} B
£33, o] ¥EF BAAZ Y Bvl BHAE
7Fs8E WAzl 8l AE(data)E  RolA
(pool) MEAZE BN AL,

Malhotra(1986)& AfEMA £ ME &
Hlate] ##X| 7t gew HPSF(individual) ol
A BdE F3(estimation)dtetn ddtn Y,
Hh342(1995)8 ST AEFT] AEEAY o
230 Y d2¥ug ULE HodFn gl
ot A%k DeSarbo 9 (1995)4, Jedidi 9
(1996)7} AH&-& n2AREFS u2id 2PEHL
EFFADAs ARAFelth, wekA A" 2na
o #ANE YSatn, 1ANEE FAAPEE X
T A NEsEAE B4E FAse A2
 AHEA Whye] "asi

2.2 2H[Xle] MEMERl Multinomial Logit
Model, A&M2E}

2.2.1 Z2vze] AdxAggelel Multinomial
Logit Model

multinomial logit model Zw#|x}e] A=l
€ 2 A%YE 7 U oy gEHdYuyEes
Ztgitol gt} o] WHE o] 83ld AFAEL &
Hlate] Hejalgl #at ol EAsA 4, A
AAEE 9 ARTREY, HEAdge], 48R
249, 14 EE 34 T IUP A0 ddsl
A%t (Guadagni®}t Little, 1983: Hardie,
Johnson# Fader, 1993. Kamakura$®} Russell,
1989: <59t AAY, 1993; <HFz o I E,
1995 BEo} dH+t, 1996). =3 multinomial

BEBHE #267 H32Z 19974 83



2¢HA 224D Logit ModelE 0|83 AIZZYTE

2o $32 Helr| AlZel 4P

logit modeld] ©]&3& w7, T¥e EA 9 £
9] TZo g =9 B dATelA P vt
L=

o] dFelA & ATVt ¥ AR} ke &
A& Lo Fujse A HE5uHY Ty
ojty, §1¢] AFE F HUTAE LR ¥ 4
Te 2MUAEE o]&std 3on, AHAE B
#ee d+FE choice-based conjoint analysis
2 Fuo= & #Esta(DeSarbo 9, 1995), A
X 9 olgE Fuje} 2 FHE I+ A+
o Afole MAA 7o BHA G5 PSS AN
R ¥31 AFHSA 7o #FAE ¢
AAsE AHIFE AAMY, 1993: 0%‘32.54
g, 1996). wabA HUFA 2 WFAE E
g Mulz AES 23E 5 de AR 7
9 TR el AA7l Fasid

0

.

2.2.2 Multinomial Logit Model=} A4 23}

multinomial logit modelel °] &% & A|ZAE
3} e F3A AR 71Eel o7 AAI RS AL
F 71Ed 9 AR vy A F St
(FFze dHE, 1995). A 71& o7 A%
AEshe ATEAA W, Alolzagds 4
£ 5& oj&HM FHEAH ARAALE aHAE
s 3, 72} AEAAEE multinomial logit
model & FA s, ATAIFER vprEt-& 2
1 o] AFE B3l AR ojdAE wdste W
Bolt} (Gensch, 1985: ¢H3E st ¥E, 1995).
AFE Z1Ed] o AFA RS e atAR RS
S0 9% AR wieltt (Groverdt

Srinivasan, 1987. Kamakura$t russell,
1989: Bucklin®} Gupta, 1992: Bucklin,
Gupta$t Han, 1995). mHARELEEA ] o &
o} AFE7|Fo WE Al A6|ALe] mlAHE
e AFARS A A wdstn doe
Aol A npAR ALY AP 7]1Ed o7 AA

TP EY o §8¢ AAEshEelgtn A
Axo] gri(bEset UH¥E, 1995). wetA o
A7 M= AR EA o ARAES B E AL
£},

o ATE Y SHAY ALY PSS @
E AE(EE 43)9 FI9ERRAG 29
REEE F3n, AFANZA da AN LS

@_Alo 3 &AM AR ARFEYG ARRE
B35 ; do] B L A4 d 24o] 9]
er. o] AFe MHEHAY FujEAAY yLo

A Fejeleatae medET BAFEE 47 A3l
29A Z3E-M (two-staged conjoint analysis)©l

< WS AN 29 A AR e AES
w2 nedET PR AEsERe 28
g #3733, dFHNAAES vTA B
ozt A% 28 4 e A Foid=
B o}

294 @J-‘Ei% FEAR o]Fol4 gig. &7
AL A WA AN tEdeR T8 2%
B4 de 2L ez AT HA9d

1) multinomial logit model®] 44 =% 2 £39 A% W42 Ben-Akiva®t Lerman (1993), Ex ¢339 MU (1993)2

Fag A

SR 262 H3E 19974 8%
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1, 7 A dAdA e adBTes A3E =
ol geted AFEAN AEA A &4 2@ o
8 A3xsE Foddte B3E AJY. 294 4
FEHL DeSarbo 9 (1995)4 Jedidi 9
(1996)7}F AHg-3 A8 TS 123 AE4R
© g8 /MEsga 59 FJRE & + .
T3 2339} latent class modelE &,
AR FRAZ T WE AGAENE HAE
feH, competitive clout$t vulnerabilityE o}
83ta] AE3E A ol#dlre FEN BALE
g FHs
3.1 =Eyy
39 23 (2uA AREY

3.1.1 nEAEL
o 194)

M7 D3RS YT o B BETE
nE] 1R ETS FAPdue ¥ F ¢
&, o] EFAMe G&EHSR o] T 2§
S THAA EHAFan a1 2FE A4 AAA ¢
A A E ARsAY. wEbd g 9est 9
Oz digd 282 Pzt de Aoz d@d
3t 2 23 &3 e dEe neYEFLR
A7, “}"4”‘1 drale 4 2% O T
28 971 Wi 2329 (binomial

logit model)a 12A A 2dgssic)

mn

exp( W;)

P ;(choice)= m

A7ed P; = BE 7F A9E &E

574

R R R

SHAZL AR iE A9E d9 78L& FIe
AR &3  H¥(deterministic component)&
2 (2)9 Zo] FolAT. o] RdE A= v
BEHFEL type-ll extreme®EETE 71 F}
(Ben-Akiva®} Lerman, 1993).

W}=a,~+BY,~ (2)

Wie l}bﬁv’] an '3}‘ —-] ]_1_ i ].E
Tte] £5¢ A (brand-specific intercept)©]
Be FRHIE AF, YE .1_31*‘&'3 Aol
FFE A e MFEY el 4 (2)8 ¥7)
8] o] dFolME optimization package% o]
|3t 29 B4E 3

mln

3

3.1.2 194 naREF FAFEE o] &% A
A3

o] BAE 2¢A AFEH F 194 FHIA 1
BAET FEBETE o]8std SHAY o]FA
< TFE] AT AFI|E 97 AFAREE
AANste @Aolt. latent class model 01%3}
o A&y JeFEo] v FFAEY F
B E B3 A AEsEid. A% $£9 ’fik
AN 8 A7) 8 2d APre] AP
£ ol&stien, 1 oF, 7 APgEA) ojx
ARA R &3le A&
3 i

multinomial logit®] 71EFe= $EAe E5
& o] A4 (heterogeneity) & ¥rdatn AT, o}
AREFe daide 543 g 2ada 714
3 ok @k Kamakura®t Russell(1989)
o] Aol AMEE latent class modelE AMg

bayesian method3 &

EHBHR M263 3L 19974 88



2817 FELAY Logit Model 0128 AWZUPTEM: 83 Hulx| Al 22
sl olAEEye] s FEHY Weg Holx @] FHAL. o MEAPEE e BFE B

Avoz ARe ARsEET?. webd AEAR
o] o7 7} & 7Z$(multisegment mixture
model)el ¥ AEe AMABEL A7 AT
A ¥} AdE FES ARARY 27(1)2
7HER Aol (4 3).

= 2‘1 7, P(3)

A7]dA 0 < 7 <1, Zs‘.n's=1 (3)

og7lelA S& MEAIZS Folrt. wWatH AleA
A Weilre] ZEAGSGEL e 2o

. .~ __exp(Uis
P, (i/ choice) = 2—;{%@% (4)

7t et AR F ol AR Eolvte
7Fe Bayesian Method® 7 SRAPHE 2 &4
Azt AEAF 2t $HAt ol §58 7
T Mg e 385 B ARAFC Z $gA
£ ¥ (assignment) @}, o] FHE FA & A
2ARe) 3718 getg & Yt

A% BgEA 44

s 29A 2%
—“&:’l.«l 29A)

3.1.3 *

29 AFEMY 2uAE AEAHY ATEHo
AxEe gt 7 A A d3A
ol g3te] MEgEAE R57h FHET 1‘4 I
A geld ArAgER HEeRAe 2

=4
=

Eol AEAIFS] A& el
Z+ e9At wrle & (UD 2
o@en 4 (59 £ FYE Ztn

A
HP28 o) F

oot
U=w + 7% (5)
ozl u AR T 55T AHn e

FAdol & A, Xe AFLYA 9% vA
E 8959 deon. of B R FH 43

A48 EHEsE 1RGN Aot DB 4ER
ezl gole] ¥oi® 7 2P B 43
B5olnt

3.1.4 29A MEAZN BAZ=EY

of d79 AFEA F9 e 2AYET 4
HE EE AeolA ARAZER GET ARl
oA o|FoiA 1 YertE AWEe ot ©
g4 ol BB AAFEE sHHEg A
w2 A (cross-elasticity) 28 A% & it
oldl waghEAor NEAATRE A8 43
At A1 E2 Kamakura$t Russell (1989)9
‘Competitive Clout'$t Vulnerability 7} o] &
oA AHEEAY. o] £ ‘Competitive Clout'®
g ARG Mo 1% Uﬂ CE ARG
Aeg9 WgE SFToEN (3R} AR
B drig 22 A/&E wctel 2=718 YE
o}, @&} ‘Competitive CloutE ®ste X

2) latent class modeld ©| 48 AIFAE3= Green, Carmone® Wachspress (1976), Dillon, Madden¥ Mulani (1983),

Kamakura$t Russell(1989), Bucklin® Gupta (1992),

latent class modeldl 2%, 4, EA& o]&¢ #1n¥ 7.

Bucklin, Gupta® Han (1995) oA &3 AAlHx Sl

) o bayesian method® A 447 2H-E Kamakura$t Russell(1989)8 #2¥ 2.

BEBHT H26d H3E 19974 88
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g gog ¥ar} ¥ Vulnerability & j%
FEo] BF 1%4 HE o 4l AE i9 A+
go] g} ®WEestE AddY. F Vulner-
ability & T2 29 714dsle] £4 4371 4
o A9 ¢ desks A, @2 Vulner-
ability' & ‘#otrle Fx'gln &2}

Competitive Clout ;= Z_ﬂ ,2',
IF1

Vulnarability ;= ;77 %

A71elA g ; =AE i9 /Mol 1% o &
& jo AR fFEe e

n 5 =7E jo 7Hel 1%¥% o %
& 9 AZRRES ¥

Kamakura$} Russell (1989)& 'Wjol= 3=
b god 'Hole Ax7 dom Fsn 9
t & F AHE d9 FA|AZE EAgn
AFstn got. Wde Y Wolvle IxRE
melsly] 98 Bod Auye 2 AFY 749 ¥
s} A1 e Mol o] F AgE 4 (5)
of ofsf Zopd zk SEAE AMEA dF HES
multinomial logit formationo® ¥& (trans-
formation) A1 22% T8 + Uoh(H 6). ke
A g AR Folth

. .« exp(l
P(i/ choice) = 7;;% (6)

3.2 odyroiet

o] d7olA EE2S Mo & dgue] ¥4

576

A aSd, &, digdd 90" ez sl

3.3 AFCHAEE

AT7AE AFAF F HukA (blue jeans) & A
FHRAELR AR, Fuke 100%9 dd
(denim)e2 & wNE WY (A9,
1993). FuAE O =YAFY FAT 2L o
FAEH g8 dARle ¥ (variation)o] H&
Ao2H SHAEO A5 AFo BN
AFAEL AFHY7Z0] B Ze A77} A
so] glenE AR AATEENA ARE AF
Ae7|Ee] dgoz g Ad7dHe 38 4%
3 29 4 U AeF A

3.4 ZHEAME fIE AFMBUH|E

3.4.1 423

AFEN 21828 $4% 74 $4d 59 4
e A3 s A BARANE AAE
A (F 2)e 71& 4PN ALEE 9 FAE7
5 F9M Fodclgln A5ATE SHES 3
g3 Aotk (& 2)e IFAH7IEE WA @
M(intrinsic cues)® 9AA @AM (extrinsic
cues)® ol AYdm Utk Eckman,
Damhorst®} Kapolph(1990)+ Fg 19713d%
B 19909717 @ vehd FHEr|ES 3
gt ed, 948 B Ze 7% ZE7) YAl
A dAMZe M43 dalel b Be Wxe d
THASE ¥ T

(E 2)9] 238 B9 AFo|MY 59 -9
74 - A AR - FXEolWR] Fo] el de

EBENT H263H ®3% 19974 8H



26 FHEAD Logit Modelg 0|83 MEAYTER

A 83 WX B 32

(B 2) ARNE7IE 5 7Y U S4o= TttE Us
A7 A E WA A A A

Davis (1985) 2AE 28 #d
Hatch & Robert (1985) g 29 f<(fiber content) | 713
ol & (1987) ks A%, A M, R
el (1988) oA, 37, o, A
Heisey (1990) 29€ 4 A gy, 71, FE 944

Hhe 2 (1991) A% e | AR, A Xolv|A, 7+4
o]z13g], o} (1995) At g, o=, 7, AR

gAd7|zoz g gk o] dFdiMe HFoR ) @AY HEeEeR AAssi

(B 290 Jehd Hlzet fold& wigez 7t
A BE - RS AEEAA Adte &
Moi 2—}7& x:)r

3.4.2 £49 &84

2GRN A8Y &40z ARY A7 - A
3 AE - OARE A 2 $EE 2R S
B3 9 2A4RE olgest WA 4EY $F

Ae 874 "}S:E
124).

2
|

YA (4
olgel A% A3 A
YeAgel WES shelg 4

=& 71581
qd 19944,

Aeke AR

F FoM T3%3 =5 AARH.

M9 #EE AR A8 4 BRE dois
o e wige e BEsiT. $E2 M
3y 9 IS E geld drdides 4
e FJEE 1996 2€° o] Folrh AR
ol 744& 40,00094 105000972 £X&
Bk o] AFelAE 40,0009 58 20,0009%

BEEAT H26H M3E 19974 88

gAgl £ 5 FEoe g AA 84 4
FollM FAlo AFhe ARAE 7 Aoz A
FA7E FRAoR s F 2dE AFAG
A #le HelE 4 & 28d9 Al
& oA H(easy fit)olet gx, THE 2Ed9 o
Ag Z2= (Joose fit)olgt ol EAAT, F2I
& vl o] ojAREYG Y1 Fo] A}

Aol g dpate g AT o T
ggtdolete & 7] A4S Agslg F A4
BT8R AEeA 2 FEn dvhne 38
3 T @ 4 gd 2 olfe #e W Ty Mo
gx 53 AEE7E uAE A4 Aolg wA
& ¢ Aot AT 1 Aozt AR} 7 AR
HEZolA AolE WA 4 YA FebHA
%] Wl of %% agE *}ﬁo}ﬁiﬁ}

Ao gAEol F
THE ¢ UEF ’511]
5 v‘ﬂﬂa"ﬂﬂ HoFn BladtA &
A

L &

8 2

o A QA e BYeR o] o vu HESE
£ 35k AE7A 2% 9 24A8E4E B
577



(E 3) gEEMol A8 S4nt F

&4 F &
4 E o], o, Alx, HEX, wiEE Zebad Ay,
AlgeR], A F2E, ¥ol3
7} 3 40,0004, 60,0009, 80,000¢, 100,000¢
oA (fit) o]A A (easy fit), T2 (loose fit)
A % e %, o %E ny

AR AN AHE S FEE Hs
(% 3)t 2t}

3.5 ZHZAMYEX 2y

BEEA) 8/ FF, 7HFH0l A FE, "l
3 Aol ZAzt 279 FEOE o|FolA] glom
2 12874(8*4%2*2) 9] =%¢ 95 + dd. &
2zte] HE 93} fractional factorial design
£ o83 F 32709 2Foz HEXE A3
Aok mekx 900l 32709 =3l dla] digs}
ReB2 F 2880709 Tuldx #EXE I
T A

HEAE § FELE o]F07 Qi A FE
dre AFEAY d3AF g 73] A% ¥
Tolt}, o] B2 F gAR A o]FolA i}
1944 g7Ats W 7HA 422 o]FoRA
Zt 282 ez 1 2%E A P E 9
27t e AEsgd. dtAe SRz 3
AF Z 2] dis] G o] 2L AMI 49
7t gyt E ARRL, $HAIL FulArE Bt
3 23] Polge g FABEE AR 294
drMe nedETolgn Hdd 23 FA $
gale AETE 1003 THoR RA3EE f&

578

stict. Tl Est Sl =M Mg AL A3
€ Hold 14, 7P Atz A& Aol e 2%
o 1003& THeE HFE FAEE .
AE F A RS FEAY dTEAY B4
< Teksly] A AAHAG. vol, Ad, &,
BEAF, 717 99T £5S o] RN AR
kit

3.6 29 7Hdt (model specification)

A9 FH2AL 4HE uwiEog olge Rdo)
ALHAT. 19494 SHAE 4R oY 7}
4, g, 43S A9r1Ees e EFE 9
Aote oz =2dsign webd 4(2)L 4
(Mez 2dzsyrt.

Wi= ai+ B1price;+ Bastylei+ Bacolori  (7)
ai= 4 48¥ 544 (brand-specific

coefficient)
price; = R i9 714
style; = AE 19 Al

color; = ¥ 9 A4
B, B2, B3z = FH& o} & 2

BB M26d M3% 19974 8%



2ei ZEEMI Logit Model2 0j28t A

Hoix| Al 29

28 AN E AgENel AAgded o | A}
8 E82 ()Y o 71 FAez o]FlA
SiTh o] RdF} 7} AR 23 e AA AES
é(current real profile)& ©]&3d 7z AHY

&< 7% + 3k 2%7% [l o] m4EL Ha
Z}%‘ﬁi’-i THG. o Hold F&A5E 1003

el WEA o,

Ui=ui+ 7 1pricei+ 7 ostyleit+ 7 scolor; ()
u = 74 AR 5
coefficient))
price; = & i9 7}4
stylei = A& 19 a9
color; = A& i9 A4

73 = FH&F & By

dA4 (brand-specific

Y1, 72,

4.1 DT YHEE

i

0183 MBARY 4

4.1.1 MEAR 4 Ag3 29 34 (choice
model calibration)

29 ZFEAe 194l sotd mAAdER
PRAHRE o835l B o ARG 5 B
gz MeAdE 44 ddshe dAolt 9
A A% o ARAASE gshr] g8 ARAF
7} S74eel wet Log-likelihood kel #be} 1
o e 2d AR FIE A9 (% 4). 7Y
AR5 (goodness-of-fit) = p2  adjusted-p 29}

2

REBHT ®26H &35 19974 8%

AIC(Akaike’s Information Criterion)2 2%
AT 0° Adjusted-p’9 F AT E2RA=
HALA R*} H]5:g Mol sl (Ben-
Akiva and Lerman, 1985). A&A}#to] Z7}3}
o= E7etn 2del Az Zsl} vnjsichd
3 AR AEAF =71 Qduigle HEAG S
g & 4 i (Kamakura$t Russell, 1989,
Bucklin® Gupta, 1992, Bucklin, Gupta$
Han, 1995).

(F DM B & O3 go) =T
BrRdY Fole 2d FHA AR 87
FRLY EE5F HAAES 24T AololA &g
Ea7h #3E R, ARAE $7 @ A ALde
BEEZAFI 874, 744 1A, gl 1, a4
AE 1709 247 #4993, A2A% ¢
7T A ASE ARAF T 110 5o)9)
AEAEE 4 ste B 171 3450 £ 23
Mo Bzt FREG, ARAR $71 Al slolw
AEAE G 114, 33709 B0l 2o HEAA
o A 2718 FHsle 25 it 2@
(F 3570, AR A F7t 4709 Ao A
AT 1104 44709 23 o]glo] A EA|R9)
AHEA 2718 SHste MY WFrt sl
F 4709 B4t 399

Al 7 AR e SRS AHEY o] AYE
o 71k vlulg AL ARAAS ¥ 2 d9e
et £ A0S W TYsET. 2 ARAR
< BolM MR F713 Ao dwgo] EolR
cnz HES BRE AL AAsd. ARAR
A AR 9 E g v AR SUE W 2
9 A9 F7bt =] Finlgn gA Az 3
ST We d% oo ns o] Ao ABA
29 #8 A M2 #ladT. p?, adjusted-o>
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BT - el

(B 4) =238 299 29

AEANGF EF S LL Y AlC ? ot ¥ adjusted-p? ¥
A2 (null) 28 0 -1996 ‘
A4 2d 8 -1768 1.23 0.12 0.11
1 11 -1698 1.18 0.15 0.143
2 23 -1609 1.18 0.15 0.141
3 35 -1542 1.09 0.23 0.21
4 47 -1509 1.08 0.24 0.22

1) LL = Log-likelihood3t
2) ACI = -2(LL - p(E2F <)) / FZA(N)

3) o? = 1 - 289 Log-likelihoodg(LL) / AR28 Y Log-likelihoodgt

2% 9| og — likelihoodgt(LL) — 2. (parameter)2] %(p)

4) adjusted-p? =

o F Az 239 A9 0.230104.
adjusted-o%E ¥¥rAoz (.20014 0.4410)9)

< 7Y wEAHE FYPRE e Aoz
B} (McFadden, 1980).

4.1.2 AEARE 44 (23ET 349 FE
TE o] &7 AFAH R

2TA AREY F 1A nAET 43

g o] &% AZAR 8 2d FfxY iz
GollM e} Zol #AF F A ARAFE 44E
gtetaly] 93 248 A (F 59 2t} o
2de 238 337 8 GQOPTEE 33}
(optimization) ZZ1%o] o] £ Ach ?

AT 23 o)L og — likelihood gt

AZAGe AL F FEoR Auugitt g

T $44 Yrlolm, E shue ARARE AN
Hrtoltt, WA &4 Hrlelth, =& rdg
H7ps7) 98 WA 2 54d et 239 13t
£ 2Y, AR Bfde AR 13 28 AR
A% 30 g & AFe] W HEes gE A
o2 Jelgm, t3hE B ARAF 19 &3 &
Hlzke] xS Ui M3E MEAE 28T A
o. 749 AL, AN 1, 28 ARAF 33
22 7o) 713l & 8o A HolAE Bg
F87} thdhe E4-2 RA & ARG 3L
t3E 2 08 BAAE Aoyt gt gl
HA A AEAPER Folshe AEld] Ao} F
R, &, 439 ZAfde RIE HE Folg}

4) &3] multinomial logit model*l* maximum likelihood2 EE4A4(brand-specific coefficient)d FHE AL &
3RE baseZ 3 oA FE o] AriA¢l BAE ZyeA doh. webd o] A 3ol ¥ AXENASY S (A7

3 BE SRl

AT B Ao Fiole @ AFY ARE der 7 uaApl nNEFeR ;ejdheA] ¢ dleA

o o8 £ Q7 MEe 2 A7UNY 4 SAATE B 2Aa0. wad & A79 FREYAGY Se A7y 4

E o Ui

580
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20 ZHEMY Logit Model & 0188 AIBFYTEEA: 8= Huix| AR 39

(# 5) THYET 4 TEE 0|88 ARZAZY 2 (* 23 U2 A9 7))

B HEAG 19 25 HEAT 29 B HEAA 39 BE:
Levis 3.01 (6.9 1.27 (3.0) -0.07 (-0.17)
Guess 2.39 (5.6) 0.59 (1.4) 0.06 (0.14)
Lee 241 (5.3) -0.16 (-0.32) -0.25 (-0.59)
Get-Used 2.12 (5.1) 0.77 (1.1 -0.37 (-0.86)
MFG 1.64 (3.5) 0.38 (0.88) -0.39 (-0.94)
Pintos 0.89 (1.9) 0.11 (0.24) ~1.60 (-3.6)
Calvin Klein 2.71 (5.8) 0.40 (0.88) 0.75 (1.5)
Basic-Jean 1.98 (4.4) 0.55 (1.2) -1.25 (-2.7)
7+ -0.44 (-7.9) -0.32 (-5.9) 0.026 (0.58)
oz}l -1.58 (-5.0) 1.64 (5.5) -0.16 (-0.83)
A 0.33 (1.7 -0.15 (-0.84) -0.44 (2.3)
A Ea 35 35 20

Al ztelzh gl Roht tatel Aol abolzh
rkm wEr) ol

UhE AEADE Hrtelth AEAG 12 dad
Azrh FEstn sHEe] disl wizdele, 23
(loose fit)& Folstn Ao g die ot
of AL AEXE A9 BE FRE Foldth
t3hS B9 7t o] B8 WXE o] iy 2
o AEAR 28 7HEe daide ARAA 1R

E ZEpREE RIZEe | oA (easy fit) & Fob
gk AlRAE 13 s R A digh A
= a9tk mad ARAR 1, 28 7HEd Uzt
FdolA gt 94 Ao Aol7h dlx dARl A
Fapol7k FElo] FEETE wEhx MEAH 32
AEAE 1,29 714 g RS dAld

p
(o

BEBHR *263 3% 19974 8Y

g Haols & Aolg Rtk Wil AEAR
3& EAREA A M3t A gled 7}33}
SBd e sdan 4de olte 48 g
' Hdold.
*}“‘F-@rgoﬂ & FEHA 7+ JRARY =y
B M EBAA, 29 AL 2o AEAR 39
2717h dddee #4es & & AU

HUET YUEEY Folom(MSHs) HE
ZEE MNYEYTEEA

4.2

mlm !:J

DHPET FEHE EFE Aell AFEAY
AEAHFE ol 8aH ANRBATEENE dAISA
. o] EAle 284 AFEA F A 22Ad g
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#A40 - gdsy

ZEe Aot (& 59 Zide €A} 2RE
A AEA e 7t 2% dig) Pl =rt levt

E7H8 AU ZHdA Aol Aolgte dAE
AYez, 7 3R 3 Ag dadsrt ¥
oAd 2gAlelMe] ARARE dvEe o d
9ol gle Ao] "ot

AEAPE AFFZEHE AT e oS
3 Zoh AA 224 AFEHS e E 1
Ao 7 SHAE AFEES o8 & SRHAE
HEAGe] g3t o] BAE o] 28AZdYE

Aol 1AM AAEIAT B, 4(8)d A
7+ &4 24 (beta coefficient) & 2+ $9AME
2 iAo r FAPY o | FEHWUsT

1-100% 9] daAdeltt. AA, Z A&AR
¥z 7} $EAsY B Hid 7t & AE
AZdz 999 MEgERe] $48 Arsd A
BAGEE Dol AdeHFdct A, 4(6) ¥
el-multinomial logit formationg ©]&3lq-2
z+ BN &8 7 AEd A998 (choice
probability) & T3tk tAlA, Hdtes A=
(competitive  clout)'st ‘#Wrle BE
(vulnerability) & SEEE F3ct. A TA
T 4 AEANTE JHEAAA BEE B3RS
z@A 08 HoFr}

o] A9 AAAATE BN JHEHAPEA
gt o] Aol 4719 $4E AHEgn
7t ol9lo AT} ARl WA 2 A A
E 9 (current product profile) S °| & AF
M Ao BAe] shsdttt AT APFRE

4ol A2e PYES AASE Aol o A7 B
Aong JlARYTeR AP APTEE vt
@,

4.2.1 AEAFE 44 (zdET P2 2 A
3PS XEY A 2

HA 7 AdegAEE e FEFHAAM MR
£2 35952 3, AFSHS SPAsE &
£ AN S B3 39 EFES ARARE=R
AeB AT (F 6)79. MBARY 24E u
gog AEAPE 474 st &3 2t

AR, BEAEZES BSole AEAPIZ $7
Ago] Folsle AR Aol7b YAtk 53] 1@
A vldiA 2g Al 24 NEASERE H3Et
£ 487 AdEez vm Hriso] Fglo] ye
Wk AEAE 12 djo]F Ao HlF 2upo]xnt
AXE Folstz, ABAF 28 oAl H]3|
A2E, AEAF 32 wolZ e s AEl
& Az A, HEEME ARAG 1, 29
Aole 7HAd dis] uEss, 53 AEAR 2
€ AEAR 1o vig 7134 dg] 6% 93E
HoFoh, ARAIG 3& 7HEel Wi Bt 0o
19 7HEel 8 4% BES HAEH. oe
2HAAZEEM Y 194 A3 B4F Aot Al
A, gzl delde AZAG EFdA o]A]H
Folste Aoz Vel 28 AAREA Y 1‘4741
A} Aol7} e AHE HAFa Qg ulA,
A wolMe AEAF 39 ¥ g A3z

5) o] B4EE F4USE BYLAY HeASE o, SPsE

g &40 3 JiAed 8 48 Holnt. 2¢A ZHEH

9) 19914 AME 24 3489 maximum likelihood$t FE3icio} it
6) o] A7) MYeda= 32749 23 F 1570014 2o & Fojsrt e Ao Win Utk wed AEEEREE 3

AE 24l Gl I
& A%, 259 Ao 2A7E THFRE Holh
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23 5 259 23 dala] Pt ge Aoz BA
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2CHA UEAY Logit ModelE 0188 AMFYYTEEA: ¥ HuiX| AlFel P2

(B 6) DB HEE 25 & xaxpsHol o FHE ARARY 29 87

W AN 19 25 MEAG 29 B A 39 25
Levis 0.1547 0.0079 -0.0899
Guess 0.0545 0.0577 -0.0959

Lee 0.0189 -0.1412 -0.1237

Get-Used -0.0062 -0.0510 -0.1072

MFG -0.0696 -0.0952 0.0236

Pintos -0.0488 -0.0549 -0.0569
Calvin Klein -0.0767 -0.0011 0.0882
Basic-Jean* 0 0 0

7+4 -0.2170 -0.5101 0.0079
oAl 0.0183 0.1301 0.2502

A 0.0243 -0.0061 0.1303

HEsEA 35 35 20

* Basic-Jean©] 022 mA o} 9},

e AT} 2uAAREAS) 194 dnd de
Aol GE 5 AL 598 A9 B
o 29l

Agdez ES Mo FAP Aol g
HdFn 93, A4F dALINE 59 4%

9| Aol & HAFA] o3ttt

4.2.2 AEARE BAF2EY

i

o] YAle 1AYET FHHE 2 H3FFE
T el MeAdE ARFzYg A
‘#ote 3 E(competitive clout)'st wWolrle %
T (vulnerability)' & e]&3to] wefate @A o]
o (E & ARAEE - 23 Wole Fxd
wolvle Ax, sHAeEAd, ARAG U A9

i

il

FEEBRR x262 3z 19974 8

£, 7M€ BqFa o A2AdE ATz
Hds 27 98 wovle 3T wste AE
g AN (FE DE (O¥ 2)2 Yedt,

(E D3 (28 29 54<& d9Ed o
2o, AA, MEAR 1, 2, 3 E5Y A9
wWots ALV o9 wolrle FEVF Yue
Kamakura®t Russell (1989)¢ 3% XA}
1A% &, F ARL do| AABA EAG
O AAE SRR HdFa U oe 7
AEAREE $AS J37 92 2A%0e &
A 5 duAY on] Qle AR B4E ¥
T Utk

4, AEAISE ZEA3Y Aololth, HEX
g glutol 2 MEAIG 194 Wote F=7F 2
. Mol Axe 4 BEHS RF3 9

rr

683



Ok
-0

bt

I
i

-2ty

O BE2E JHd WA o ARARY A7
e A 2EE BAdn & 4 glon, g

Hol2g & e M A YEHIZE fE
A AR Hotg 4 Aok (F 5 FR). ARAR

(B 7) HEAZY wick= Zxot Mol HE

7 A =
AR | A9E T | Al g | doodn e 4
(price elasticity) (choice share)
Levis 0.39 0.325 -1.81 11.6% 95,000
Guess 0.35 0.331 -1.69 11.7 89,000
Lee 0.37 0.329 ~1.56 12.8 83.000
Used 0.34 0.333 -1.57 12.3 83,000
MFG 0.21 0.352 -1.98 8.0 100,000
Pintos 0.49 0.311 -0.82 24.5 50,000
CK=* 0.30 0.338 -1.64 11.2 86,000
Basic 0.22 0.350 -2.08 7.8 105,000
7 X A &
AR 2 | A%E A= | AWl A= srauad e 73
(price elasticity) (choice share)
Levis 0.50 2.44 -4.47 5.1% 95,000
Guess 0.92 2.38 -4.09 8.1 89,000
Lee 0.99 2.37 ~-3.78 9.1 83,000
Used 0.92 2.38 -3.79 8.7 83,000
MFG 0.21 2.48 -4.81 3.4 100,000
Pintos 12.87 0.67 -1.19 53.1 50,000
CK 1.02 2.36 -3.92 8.9 86,000
Basic 0.17 2.49 -5.06 2.9 105,000
7 A A g
AEANG 3 Wots A | #Wokrle A . Haed .a. .E—QQE 7H4
(price elasticity) (choice share)
Levis 0.0007 0.0004 -0.064 13.9% 95,000
Guess 0.0005 0.0005 -0.061 12.2 89,000
Lee 0.0004 0.0005 -0.057 11.9 83,000
Used 0.0003 0.0005 -0.058 94 83,000
MFG 0.0005 0.0005 -0.070 10.6 100,000
Pintos 0.0002 0.0005 -0.034 13.1 50,000
CK 0.0009 0.0004 -0.056 16.8 86,000
Basic 0.0007 0.0005 -0.072 11.8 105,000

* CK . A4l Zgl

" AEHEY: 7H0l 1508 W 74 FEe] AEAY W BENYYEE

584
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2cH] ZEEHME Logit Model 8 0188 AIBBYTZEA: 83 Muix| AFe 37

HEAG 1
Competitive Clout
1

HE X 245%

2l ufol = 11.6%

2 12.8%
At 1112% AL 11.7%
fFr2= 12.3%
o] 2]] 7.8% MFG 8.0%

0
AEA 7 2
Competitive Clo
13
1
o

1
HWE X 531

Vulnerability

AnlZakel 8.3%
2 9.1%
A& 8.1%

gjutol & 57%

MFG 8.0% Q

ol 29%0)

2
Vulnerability

(T8 2) 2o UEH AIE AFY wioke FT'9 wobls BT

JEABEBIIRT 263 M3 19974 89
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Bl - Ay

Competitive Clout
1

HEZ2 13194
05
gulo]l 2 13.9%

2 11.9%
\ / A 12.2%
FZEE 9.4%
ol 3] 11.8% MFG 10.6%
0 1 2 3
AR Ze12116.8% Vulnerability

* Fadule arle ARERE

29ME 7HF0 71} & WEXJL EEA0R 7
g Wte FEE HoAFa Ytk sHFe] HAe
& E&o #43] dojAle o] AR 4F &
2 gstan g AR 3 BEdE dawst
FAo 7He Mo H2 g ge B
% 2 F o B sHusd g 4 A8
Mg gl 7] BEE ¢ F AU

AR, ARAFER Wte A9 wWorle 3
=9 Aoj7} B ARAG 2& AMEAF 1
g FEb] Wt FEY Aolg WrlE A
= Azt Akt T gl 7HFe did WAy
€ Yehin ok dee] NEAR 3& AE
wWte F= Hle FEY st A9 ¢l
. o] 54L& sHARYA ¥ F sHNs] o
& ARANHY W] ZA7] EHE 9n|drt

AE sl & o ARAT 18 7H e A

_

586

AR 2de wstd AT OE niAYE
9 e ALY o La e Fydold W
Holl MEAF 28 7174 948 Igem de
7H9] AEE dzdhs Hdolw, AMEANF 3£
7t 3} 71} wpA R So] whealA gy Adow
4 4 gict

AEAZER g9 Al 717 EFeolgd g AE
AFEE Yo], 3, A, AEAR, &5 5 9
TEAYH AFdA FAHLE FoFt AolE @
2% 4 Ut ol of AFelA A}gE FEEo|
U7 5244 AN F2H07] 4E8LD 754
o] Ao}, FF A7 g wiA L FEo| 2
259 D Aolg M ¥rE 28+ 4
& Aoz Jlggct.

ojg} o] ‘wote FE'9 WoE LS B
& AFAE AEAF WA 7 $4A% AR

ERBHT N263 ®32T 19974 8Y



2chA] 232N Logit Modelg 0|33t AIQ%Q?.:E‘-:'LT B AHIX ABe ZR

Zt AR 8 ARAE g Uz, 1 A
AR x EF gebd & Sl
4.3 n{MEI ME"RE

HEAAE AAE gotetr] Hsi2nA 2L

DHEARE AEE IEY 204 A8EE ol%

0}04 ABAAYE pAELY 27 & w3 Any
sttt (& 8). WA 7Y A4E B &
A AA e megRTY AVle 5.8702 eyt
AEATE AL BEe] 87] & ARAEY
a2 gETY A7E AHEE AEAY 1o 7H
Z3, AREAR 30 7bg A JERTh AT
AENAE BB 7] Alold BAACE
ol @ zfolg Holx] gt =g "'a%*hzw‘ml

271 FariagE ot wWde Ax, wWoly
E AT YE 43T dHE BT i’%s&v}.

Z} AEAIG QoM nAETOR Bt BR
o Ar|e YT ES 4R EE JRAPEE 4R
o 3 HAEY AR P Tl
T8g9 Aolg HAFT (X 9). AEARY 19
A$E 2Y 32AEDY Bolvte ARE Fo
U AgEEL g4 v AEEE2), 19
AEZ Bt AxE A1 HYEER FHA
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Competitive Structure Analysis Using Two-stage Conjoint
Model and Logit Model : For Korean Jean Market

Sangman Han*, Youngsik Kwak**
Abstract

In this study, we propose a two-stage conjoint model in which a consumer is assumed to
form a consideration set before evaluating alternatives in serious manner. Thus, a notion
of consideration set is incorpoated into the traditional conjoint model. In the first stage,
we measure consumers consideration intention, which is used to segment the consumers
by latent segmentation methods. Once consumers are grouped into homogeneous segments,
we measure the part-worth utilities of the attribute levels separately for each segment
using the traditional conjoint method. The part-worth utilities are then used to predict
the impact of price change on the choice probability using logit model. The changes in
market share due to price change —— Kamakura and Russell (1989)'s competitive clout and
vulnerability — are calculated by summing the individual choice probabilities in each
segment. We apply our proposed two-stage conjoint model to a durable goods market and
discuss the implications of our findings.

* Associate professor, Department of Business Administration, Sungkyunkwan Unversity
** Doctoral Candidate. Department of Business Administration. Sungkyunkwan Unversity
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