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by o] MegAloAe t& $ARHY g 4 @ dEe 7Ae AR vy st 4R
FHoR BARFJY 15L& ZEAME(Prospect) B olalE dF S8 Held nHdEY
o]&(Tversky and Kahneman 1991)& o438  A#g& mdslsiels $& A7t oF C’W Lot
of, AE A9 Ao R O EAR 9 o] ol AFEE RS o8l 124
&M g Yty FEs 3 UAE Aulstn vk & Ry L3y
g, S RAY #3 BHAME nEdE 7] HalMe & AEe] MR ofd AASEE v
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Kamakura and Russell(1989), Bronnenberg
and Vanhonacker(1996)& xMiabEc] 189
X 533 Y A0
s ol#g 4 AHI] dade 3
E‘%”E? Ao wigh 2del AFLe 7}7-3/“1‘
AZT2E TPAAC G} o] E oW A
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7157 e sk
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B, FHA FEL d$ EniEE Hon
uetd, ©td FHA AE] iy gol T Aol
E il Hardie, Johnson and Fader(1993)¢] 91
3 FAY AR} dAHcRE DHAARET

A I*H ﬂ\—b—iﬂﬂoﬂ JoiMe FAAIE *é
Hg & 9y] gty &, FAAI g olE
(gain)g YElE 3xE &4(oss) & HeERlE
AR A ET T¥E GEo] Evh 1¥
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ENaI| DR ‘8“0{! DIXI" Yo [ A EHELH NY2Hg B

(1987)9) A3 M¥T(sequential choice sets)
o & %x‘i’-oi“-"’ olgf &< Qltk. Nedungadii=
T(u A (aware-
ness set), YHYET (external set), nHAFEL
(consideration set) 2.2 AFH o2 FEIFHTY.
AA T (universal set)& &B|AHEC] oW &7
stoll A ofE = gle BE AR 9rlsta oA
T(awareness set)& AuAbEo] dAdn v
ARE A4 (universal set) *ch*to 23 gkl
o AR (external set)E APAB A o
EAete ARER AR, 23 ET(consid-
eration set) AwWAEo] <A, SJAPAAA|
Holl EAste] FujE giglo] 45 19 E g

PRER PAEG

Ratchford(1982) & #H Ao AHugazygg 9
gk v g-oloje] REE AT o EFE
I AEgAulgo] vl
o] Ang o&e v Adigte] Meolel= Ay}

E5e Atk AE EAFA. Meyer(1982)
T AREATA o) AL, Mever
Ho7bs A&7 AR 7IHRE R Ao/t %
1 219714 (threshold value)®r} & A -L-ofut
e gETel & £33 Roberts and
Lattin(1990)-& @i (enlarged set)ollA i
E agjsher] sy duEndRd AdgE i
IR Eol A FRE sedRde &dvn
sreiet.

Hauser and Wernerfelt(1990)s= A& el
8t e Ere] Azl #3 dFE ded o
BE AZ T gk asAEFe] Arle 3
67 Atelsl AT Swait and Ben-
Akival(1987)+ -"3}-‘%]1110?1&/4 random  con-

2 AR, o7 e Aok

‘LML

O

niversal set),

1
i

LR TR

] 2= 7 TE_L(}J £

rir

Ad

7o

traints)
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Aol@d FHEY screeningZ|Fol] thet xlzto] A
ool met Wste A onjgtz, ol& A
ob Hulge&oEe] ¥she A3 2t Shocker,
Boccara, and Nedungadi(1992)« n{d3+
o} 23L& derde] Slo] muld ARE U
3 Aeks 7HA A dgrde] o &Y § ggal7l
thal ot olxAA e AsEAdrde 1
oldiwe] e FAD APatEe] BYd 2
dRTS 7HI tkn AR ge M HFEE
Hotel %%i’ﬁ(lndependence from Irrelevant
Alternatives)® #ukE do7|= IAME WYX
gt et e odAdE Rdd] ojshd oA}
”1"4 & ATAQ nldRvgAAdA Y TR
A ¢l Tl AR TAR TAA 2atAH
WS ohEga s edAdd R e
alAbEe] AlEe] ur R Hsle AEE
wollA] MElg dvtm b sro s vBUAdR
sto] Z-UAIIA) #AE 2T 5 gt gal
PSR YEAE e ol ewA A

Fe d2PBYE 59 F Ao 4 B 4

vl Hauser(1978)% 84 EF A8 A4
AgeMe] BEAAE 78%71A Aud 4 ot
= AE BolFrt

#F2<

. DHMEIEANM EAEEE
Alqnd

Aqudee pAEFe BAS

T gate)

deid  FHSA A HolgtHFader and
McAlister 1990, Inman, McAlister. and
Hoyer 1990, Roberts, and Lattin 1991,
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Han 1993, Bronnenberg and Vanhonacker
1996, ¥44g 1996). o REEY 7|EMELE 4
#®7} nelARE T T AdM s, AR
ERNAFEE doAof dtte Aolrt
ABAEL olEF HAFEE FRYRE FoIA
E 7HEEed Aarg vagtt vd 4R 7H4
glo] Aadth AW, 1 AEE HeAET
¥ote Zolth whd %A gud, 1 ARE
P AEF TR #E Aot £ A7dH
A 4Fe At 2ejn FHERE 55F &
& e Rog rHEHA o o2 e
AEe pE AR & A JAMSES] F
724 2gstdet.
e g AR AaE hel R

o] wgk A 7ka] (threshold) & HeRIT)

ol
Ax

rh= vty Z i+ o (1)
A7y e AR id AT NFHAE Tl

A3, ZhE tARAA 2vA hel B AR
of Hofe] g vlH= RS WEIS e
. nEln yE olue NS wEe) Ag
BE Jepdrh 54 Ao marelwisg A

@ as8E Tiren

235

(2ol (A - A FHe 7AAEgle] ¢ 4
Hot acd 8 1 AgelA &vlak hel e

dETe] 23
SEE RIS B
A(2)sh B}

ojt}, thA] W, AR 7}t
’191 IHEAAEF xEE g

P( i €ChH = P(DIS, %) (2
Q7] C 1 tAAA 2HA he AR
& 7. 28ln DIS v tAEdA AR

o] gaiA ATEE A S-S Yehdic
DA § "ol Type-1 Extreme Value ¥

£E 0E W, (DA BE U wdAET
299 G5& vhe) ol FEY & AR
1996).

expla (DISy— 7.~ 7 Z )]

¥ Z Wl
(3)

= AT A4 (scaling constant) o]t}

(] = Ay
! (l €c Y 1+eXD[a’ (D]Silm YoiT

A7M a

Bronnenberg and Vanhonacker(1996)2) =
B3} o] AMlA hrt tAl-dM AE i AEE
g Pe 4 (4)9 o] RHA,

Plic C 1) - exp(V §)
;;]P(J'EZC " exp(V

Pl= (4)

A7)V he 2uA hoh tAR AN AR i
e =7le ®4e A7E Jedt, 281 nd
A ol f88 A AR #8 JeET A
2ol 2adgavd(random utility model)
Zuab hoh A el digke =7

l Aol o8] FAbEd 8
(V i)t &30 Bk 2a084% (4
tog WRAD(Uk= v i+t

1) o]| AtEel AF4Fo] (o} Hwl 1 AR 7o) gloll
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EAHEITE DAYES Yo olXiE FEol T8 AT EHESH NYIUs Moz

A7eME g e Ao 8 iate =3
9 BRAYHRE 7))
B ARoAE, AEAGe AR tE Mz

Petolzt AUy AFEFN BEES A /E
29 HA%TFZ(price/quality tier structure)el
A FF¢E Tevtn JHEHT. 971 A
F2e NEA/849 A W EAE ARE
AeE 7l AuEL 743 49 A%
< AR Qs FUT Ao &= A
Ho Mg Ak Aol v} aBng 4w
e HEAQ A Fe glo] ERU1A/EAAE
of &3l AREY A= ddo] Uk

olgigt £ JHA/EFF A U¥ FA:
(loyalty) &3} <]9jel%, Hardie, Johnson and
Fader(1993)el4 F43% A% o], AHxl= v}
Autel] ddE AR &8 e NHE/EAASS
FAAZLE AHEETR M EHAG & 719
A9 AZTY EUMY o5 /EM (gain/
loss) Z28in FFWAMe o]5/EMHel FAHEY
24 AR 3wErAYAR oA 4
£ Rtk Feint

AZFE4ES A AR o9z, 4F-
SE7b od A mEdRT Aoy &
g = Aojth ThA] WtH, BE o] BYIT
W, MEEA Ge AR ‘ﬂﬁﬂ NEE AiEE &
o AL NS T RE S8 78] ¢
tege ae/dE T E‘J% T 9;1?*} = Hojr}, o
WM s, ARY 71T 22 vpA" S 9
g AR wiEds EiR, Zgge] F
ozl ZEA el HARPHoR Foldhe YRS
Yehdth Hutchinson, Raman. and Mantrala
(1994) AE5A @& Ax v Asd 48
b A SAASM (recall cue)oll deir 7]els]

[}
r

of

-1 .4:/H

FEREATT 272 M4% 19984 119

Bg o3y A3t neRET
< na FFA

B4 F2Y o

V. dEEY

pat=]

2 7oA A1eE ARe ARHE o8 4
EAGAEeoE B3 #3590 vF ERe
g B9ietde] MBARE A 158W & o
Algdeldd Pl dgdAM HEHT MR RE
AZ3IAT. THFE AL zAL] 2AB A AeA A
FToM e AR} o] H A 47}1] AEL
27HA R ($5.99)019, 3714 AFL F7HA 9
FEE($4.99)013 A 2709] AFL A7 A
o BHE($3.99)01c}. 1087 de FeldE A
FHoldoA FRAENA B FHHE &
Q7M. HAZMAR R Folgh Zh pu) g3l
A 971 €] *‘Ert FAAE £z A=A
FHAAEL 37K FEAM agHR ey, 89
HAE O@(?—?‘L W), 20¢, 40¢, 70¢, 159
gelo] Folen ol 27 0.4(¥Ugle 2
I 0.15(UmA] 4741 ERI+E)e FER P
et Fol Aot

AR ool JHAY R EAFBI} F
oAx7]del fHAERTH 1FEFRHTE 0|43
o 97fel HEEA dE HIeE AT 2
Iy 7HAREe FAPRE AFetd FujE
aefehe AEES BT 1099 Foidg
dx g nefste FRES L TR
€ Aot skt # &4elle 308 &g
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HAon $HAEANAE 559 BAtol AFHU
T dE T thE 14220789 BAA(158%10
x9%]e] EYHQ oArAA)S 158074 uie]
AR Agrgo] B o] & AHA #H
gL 27188 48 AHEEAT. (B DAA
Y AsEE 29t

(B DA Eol Tide?t 7} duse 28
glom  Cheer, Wisk, Bold, All, Era. Solo,
Purex, Dynamod o2 M3HYTH 7123 &

IFE7E Foix7] Hol S4d HdMse 7
A2 A=, Aol FHvHEUL &
BYE #i B/eAERT. e AREFA

A GET AREN AR REE Ay D

HBUAE RATH=0.92). TAREF 478}
FEAGA SRS LB P Fulze
shele] @ﬁﬁwn+ 4% 59 Tidet

Allejut

nr9J§4m-ﬁﬁﬂﬂ.ﬂw1%eéﬁéﬂﬁﬁﬂ

v et i AR N AgE shsAdol w2
A& 9ulgte Aot Atirt Solo®l A ¥
Era%} Solo7} E3¥ 2 d®E A Erazt 49
Hog & nANET AHES Bdx ??ﬁ'?
Solo®] A9 7hgAe] & Ao Jehydd, £3
e 71Ahe Purex® Dynamod®7b 714 &
THFRET FHEE Hole Ak FRER 2N

t gges e N4H F49 AREAN 714
HEE AFsl7| Aol £3E JE HiTe 278

2 E(the Self-reported measures)& ©]&3}
grk, aEee nHAREE F43 FEMAYA 9
TAHESE AdE FE/AANMAS A" 4/
b o] Aol ot A HAUT)

gl ojgHolxe fHvple 2 diolEtde
gl B dAfela] ol &3 AlEgeldatie AA
Mg Rt opdel ndET FRE EFn
°“3P: E2lo] itk AU dloletE ol &3 24
d e EFRYE L (Andrew and Srinivasan
1995, Andrews 1995,
Bronnenberg and Vanhonacker 1996) 117
EoUAEE HRAEPERRE 3P0 2y

Manrai and

(1) MEMYKRQY
. 3 s H#7H4 nHYET AEAE
dRE HEE #iHA ¥l Aire g
Tide 0.23 $5.99 $0.35 44.1% 20.1%
Cheer 0.14 85.99 $0.34 25.3% 4.2%
Wisk 0.13 $5.99 $0.36 24 .0% 3.5%
Bold 0.10 $5.99 $0.34 18.2% 1.6%
All 0.10 $4.99 $0.37 49 2% 14.8%
Fra 0.10 $4.99 30.35 43.2% 8 8%
Solo 0.08 54.99 $0.36 35.0% 9.6%
Purex 0.05 $3.99 $0.34 50.1% 16.4%
Dynamo 0.06 $3.99 $0.35 54 5% 20.9%
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AR DAYED Yol ol Yol s o

FHESY MoeYe EMoz

ATdMe nedETEEdE JRAERE =
‘?é 28 AY g & UG gl £ 93
o 2d3 nFE2EA dg MBS e
o2 & g4e 71 & g oy AAa
gto] opd Simulation AzolBE AE}A o}

2B AEE neld] et Abgste M
EFAAZE A9 F43 7B 248 olg
% “E’“E-ﬂﬂ};ﬁ of 194 AAFH NN Fag o

& wEth AgdAg 0145] | ele 3749
/}/‘f/*”—_l/ﬂos- kek bl :§ Tide, Cheer,
Wisk, 282 Bold2 P4 ¥ertd/se%3
A% All, Era 2213 Solo@ -,Mgsd 22474/
Z7HEAASE . Purex$t Dynamo® 7AE ¥
7H SR & E A ‘O]D}

A% 1 A A% 1 ot AR A4dE Mz
=3 zAgstgnt, A9 714
T A7} 2 destA 2t
o] AlZe FE ’%‘@ﬂ@"l HA S st
] &Aoo

"= max(0, tAIAA AlEe AzE
FAE - tAE3AM EAAZY A7
4,

(5}
min{0, tAHA AZe x| 7Hg
FA - tAHAN FAAZY A

g ¥2)

TQL i =

FEREBITTT x273 M4Z 1998 11%

A7l TQG hE tAHAAN AH|R} ho g
AE i AF-FAEL A1, TQL ie=
old thgehe AE-FAEAE Uit o9 &
AR 2A87L A4RolS A eldE A
e}

TPG % =max(0, tAIZMN ZAAZe) 4
7t - Ao 4AE).

()

TPL ' =min(0. tAHAM EAAZ 44
7t - AZe] HA7HE)

1 TPG = A4 292 hol g
AR 1Y A ol5¢ stevlm, TPL 4e
of ol tﬂ%s}i AZ-718 E4E& Jepdc) ofn]
R} o] BE 28 o)A £77)
Tl AR &l AFoln
e EE (zuadagm and Little (1983)2
AREFAEEAT AR 2FEHAT. & 14
Aol A A3 oid digh AR he] AR
TL "= vga gob

T[; 0 0] T]_/ e 1+’(1“""®)D,’;~-]

A7 Dy B dol(dummy) @S5 EN AR
ot Z& Ao &t oudt FH} upA R o
oAl 2Hathel] ofafM FelEAE AS 1o &
vk Guadagni and Little(1983), Lattin and
Bucklin(1989), 18]l1 t}& o2 Apoiag g
o] $-#5= carry-over AFRE 0=08 gg ¥
&% Tt Bronnenberg% Vanhonacker(1996)%
2 25 g Abgsle] Y AF W st
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o FAazAHgrid search)® %3t 0.7971 A
XgE WA

(D)9 HgFEd g 2de oA A(7)%

o] 2¥E + o

rh= vt rZh+ 8
yZh= v TL 4+ v, BP !
+ 73 TQG 4+ 74 TQL

+ ¥ TPG %+ y¢ TPL % (7)

o718 BP ' tAHGA AR o] g 4
A hel AEE Jehith 081 gE Mese 9
A Belg A gt

A(T)eM e wael fsed fEle 71849

AZEQT AR A7t Ade 72AAZD Ao
(71€0, 700 71dEAch o5 &4 W

ZlgE 84S 2%ske A& Fd AFAY w=e
7b dasteh 4 (5)9 (6)olAef Fejd ute} o
52 9 @tolvt 0§ 9nista, 48 39 #ol
4 0& oulgth(E, TQG ) & TPG } = 0.
ael:m, TQL 4% TPL G < 0)

FEAYGA N lojAe] 48 5EE HE-ER
9] g, Hardie. Johnson, and Fader (1993)
A AoE ARFFAAY N/ FHY ol5H &
Aol AggeaA 23T ok FRA
SAC S R 9] AHA hell i tFufA] el
Ao F4e o 2t

b B P
Uy=Viaitusi

864

Vi=oa,+a,(QG"%+
A,QL M+ a, (PG
+ A,PL" (8)

714, QG 4 = max(0, 4Eig x7d

FA-ANRY A4d £3)

QL i = min(0, 4Fie xzg

FA-A4ES 2149 £4)

PG 3= max(0, £A%4Ee AA
VA-4Ri9 AA )

PL %= min(0, £A%ZH] 44|
7V8-3Ri9] AA7HH)

p iRl

oA7|M EAGEE IR Ad¥e] Fuid 4R
A Re=get 18l p 4E Type-l Extreme
Value #¥0 wety EXxse= A& 7Pgsta sioh

2 (8)9] F3A+ES Hardie, Johnson, and
Fader(1993)¢} npi7iA2 ) % ay 7} 99 @&
7H ZAe2 7|d=ED, 4,9 A, Loss Aversion
< B AR JgEd(F Al A, 0D

HEEs 2o

TAYET PAREEC Wi BEAEES o &
sl 4(3)9] #A4Y BdE2 MLE(maximum
likelihood estimation)22 FAHIUTE F3 A
o AFAZFE (F 2 850} ok (B 2)
de 370 2dd et FAHA 7 AAIE =,
ANEd 2 FAAYR EFHHAEL /Rl
i, gREde AE/E3AAZY] EARTHE IH
g mdolty, g4 Rde AvixELY FENE

7t Qled weld, AHA 2ddM & latent

BB M7 H4% 19984 119



EARWL DBCED Bl oixhs ol wE o 571%-"‘-51 NEREE %’&I"E

class ARG E AHgEEte] M EAHo] FHH AT} LL = log-likelihood
(Kamakura and Russell 1989, 33 1996). ho= Az ok

AEABY] = log-likelihood?t ¥ SAE AT s = AL ¢
o AL A st 2709 AEAIFC] A = FujAY ¢
g}, Po= AR
=R e (DI TP G dD) Siknae Sa49 ve3 vag 2D like
(9)  lihood ratio test statistic®] #to] 258¢]iL, o]
(E 2) THEEH 4o 24
HEAG 2Y
. FPAQ
Variables 7HEEd AEAI%E 1 HEAZ 2
X
71 &4 9
Tide 6.28 (8.4) 2.18(18.0) 0.85 (4.9 4.42(21.1)
Cheer 6.67 (9 3} 2.68(24.1) 1.22 (8.1) 5.07(24.6)
Wisk 6.60 {(9.0) 2.62(24.2) 0.92 (6.3) 5.43(24.9)
Bold 6.67 (9.3) 2.84(26.4) 1.28 (8.8) 5.54(26.5)
All 4.59 (7.7) 1.29(14.5) -0.20 (1.5) 3.24(20.8)
Era 481 (8 O) 1.53(17.1) 0.25 (1 Q) 3.35(21.8)
Solo 513 ( 1.85(20.7) 0.67 (5. 3.65(23.2)
Purex 3.69 (‘7 &) 0.79 (8.5) 0.21 (1. 5) 1.77¢(11.7)
Dynamo 3.52 (7.5) 0.61 (6.5) 0.03 (0.2} 1.56(10.4);
AZER 1.82 (2.7} - - -
A& -(0.54 (4.4) - - -
AZe EHol5 -1.38 (2.1) 0.93 (1.1} 4.30 (2.7)
AZe] FHEY -3.19 (5.3) -4.37 (5.4) -2.84 (2.8)
A%< 7135 0.42 (7.4) 0.29 (3.6} 0.55 (6.0)
Az 71E8&4 -0.78(14.3) -0.65 (8.8) -0.64 (6.2)
A FAE ~2.27(35. O) -1.21(14.4) -0.70 (5.5) -1.79(13.1}
HE dEE -7.89(20.1 -7.05(19.5) -3.73 (7.9) -14.7(21.9)
1A ScaleAl S 1.86(25.2) 1.70(28.5) 1.59(17.5) 2.27(23.6)
2yAe) 4 14 16
Log-likelihoad -6520 ~-6391 ~-5862

() e HOIEE Ve

JEBEBTT M273 HAZ 19984 118
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E ASE 204 WE $9F Aol xh
=13.18). 712543} AAH ARRLS v @
A 1 gl 131692 o= @& $ed Hol
o}, gebd R e e ARPY
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Threshold Values

FAAZE Brand Segment 1 Segment 2
(a) A& 1
Tide Tide -0.39 -0.48
Cheer Cheer 0.42 0.61
Wisk Wisk 0.57 0.72
Bold Bold 0.73 0.94
All 0.61 0.93
Fra 0.75 0.97
Solo 0.87 1.27
Purex 0.68 0.93
Dynamo 0.64 0.84
(b) A% 2
Tide 0.37 0.65
Cheer 0.86 1.01
Wisk 0.87 1.23
Bold 1.06 1.34
All All ~0.05 0.04
Era Era 0.05 0.04
Solo Solo 0.12 0.06
Purex 0.41 0.50
Dynamo 0.35 0.45
(c) A% 3
Tide 0.07 0.75
Cheer 0.23 1.05
Wisk 0.26 0.97
Bold 0.30 1.16
Al 0.09 0.17
Fra 0.12 0.35
Solo 0.18 0.56
Purex Purex -0.05 -0.30
Dynamo Dynamo -0.06 -0.38
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AsA Hardie, Johnson, AEA Hardie, Johnson,
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e Al g
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Reference effects in Consideration Set Formation

Sangman Han

Abstract

Many researchers have shown the existence of reference effects in consumer choice.
Recently, consumer choice literature shed much light on the stages of consumer choice. In
particular, the two-stage choice model asserts that consumers form consideration set
before making his/her final selection. Thus, the question we focus on in this paper is how
the reference effects influence the first stage of consumer choice - i.e.. Consideration set
formation.

Also. we investigate the relative importance of reference effects in each of the two stages
of consumer choice. The results of model estimation show that much of the reference
effects in the final selection stage can be explained by the inclusion of the consideration
set notion. and that the reference effects exist in both consideration set stage and final
selection stage.

Implications of the findings are discussed.

* School of Management, Sungkyunkwan University
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