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ABSTRACT

This study was carried out to suggest method which can be used to improve competitive
power of theme parks. The characteristics of Hybrid Conjoint Analysis were described and its
usefulness for identification of specific types of service theme parks have to provide was tested

“Lotte World,” “Seoul Land,” and “Farmland” were selected as study areas, and 7 attrib-
utes with 3 levels were utilized for analyses. Master design with 81 profiles was constructed
to meet the requirement of ‘Compromise plan 1, and data was collected by in-personal
interviews on the study areas.

Respondents were grouped by cluster analysis, and their characteristics were analyzed by
discriminant analysis. Then, part-worth of each attribute was estimated by stagewise esti-
mation model. Calibrated model of each group did not show part-worths of attributes clear-
ly because both main effects and 2-way interaction effects were included in the models.
Therefore, calibrated models coefficients were used to calculate utilities of all possible
combinations of attributes levels.

The results showed that managers of theme parks have several options for providing a
new service: the combination of attribute levels with the highest utility is best; however,
they can choose the other combinations with next highest utilities if they can not afford it.
Several suggestions were described to cope with the problems when Hybrid Conjoint
Analysis is applied to landscape architectural study.
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19903 = B 571 FEAEY F 434S
£ 13,628,000 2.2 19883 HE 3379 £
¥ RS 31.8%° @3tx it} 84 5
7Hee odrtEEed vl BEY HEER
(pushing factor)2] W3t} &7 1988 ol
AdE Mgdcg FUYcd o 9458
o] 7]Ql€e}, o) #MEEEES N o
Bo], 2 ¥ A/NIGAE Ale]9] P
EE RARE d3AlolY B AsE AL 7
it} tgo] B o FAFYol HEE o
AEE Adgoln], HFEAHS AA o|F HiF
Be MiEStE ] dicte 22X FEARES 13
7A7o] He #FA Y Mol oS =HE Ao
o}, old uigt g FAFTLL HZ AL BolA
Ao &g, oWEY AF, Z4F REEITS
28 F3EPS FASStT @, 19913 &
1991Y).
‘BE Aol T2ade THE ¥ AT
2337 B9 & dshwEasEl (product life
cycle) 9 7idolut “V1& olg79 {4, A=
& oAt g, EE olg9 FHEu AL
daled RE FLEL FAF8AEY &7 E
WA BEAF L e 718 gl 9
3, Z FAIFLES o8 FEHBS A4S
& 93 B9 xFolr}, Ty vl E gAY
AT A3}, UAREA N2 Bkl AH]
29 JpdA] A $EL 35-90%°1 °127] 9
Bo| (Crawford, 1979), #H&A HIvyel
o3 FATLY FEe GFFHH. ol
A7E MEHRY Ee HEAES WHE
MEHRES LR,
(1) olEo] FAZL H3td Zz U= BEF
HiEel Hotbs flsl BAW AIE £
2} (Hybrid Conjoint Analysis) & =4
3,

@ ol Hikel H8 S Mestn,

(3) AMZL recreationffigkol} AH|29] A%
Al, o] 71ge] 84L AS3,

@ Z73 470 H4E o LYYl BAAE

& e

& Zgsiel wk BPRUE 770 7]
A% HES HA o,

1. 3URER

BB N&A BE Ay AsA
FALEL, (@AEANM AFHD Jde ik 2
M)A (o)3t Mu|x) &9 F=2A B (salient
attribute) 5 #Astm, (bH)HHS MWL)
o, (o FEhES A48, @BA AFHR
Qe Mu|x9 AE AEHE EA9, @A
28 Anjxo] =9 LY repositionH S &
" F, (ol=id 2%0] 1A IS B
prog EAsiol k(i 1994° Lehmann
and Winer, 1988; Porter, 1985). 53], 2%
glo] WM3ke o] &&e] &7 2-&& F U= M
28 MulA9 =3 PfHol7] mie, FA
T4 #AAE old BiE %A 233,
AzE MHAE AFE AT o BAE 2
ok ¥},

a#y, e ‘o8 &7F WEAE
BHEES] AP o2 EFEHR], FATUAA
AZHE MulAE IA] dei/le] BiEER 74
o} Sle} olFA o BHER T8 ¥l
E AAQL oj2A HHg RAAA APl 9
slo] AlgEo] $id 71E RdEL A @S
89 #5758 (compositional approach)® (b)4
fRy #:E 55 (decompositional approach) 22
258 ¢ 43 (Toy et al., 1989).

1. #A1 FEH % (Compositional Appr-
oach, Self-Explicated Approach)

AR HHLe Bkl F 8% (importance)
S} BHER Ki(level) o) wHEAF F = (desir-
dulity) & F3 F o|E & BF Hidid, 7179
o] EA Aulxel tigh %A (utility) & AR
1). ©l& self-explicated approach2}a = 3t (0]
8} SEA), Fishbein 2dle] th¥ 2ot} (Green et
al., 1981; Fishbein and Ajzen, 1975).
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A1)

Uitiz. .. ig.x® ,y_% Z (wi) - (wig ®
ot B (1,2,..., J),
it B 1t k¥ (1,2,...,0
k: kh 2dA (1,2,..., K)
iz, w®e e S i kSR FAE Wt
zzad (h=1,2,...,H)
Usiz. .. i0x®™: k* $8RA7F 9718 pt Z2 g
Ao %A
wik: SBA k7 HHe it @S F84
uik: SFA k7t F7H B it K#d
g ahgEs A

o] @d2 (a)39A k7t FAH A& wist
ui®] FAlo R 7 EHS| kS AT ERHE(E,
part-worth) 7t 2359, (b)tiet hel BEFEL
e e 2E7IXEy ez AFYdez i
58 (additive) o9 #y 530 3, (A
VeI (interaction effect) & FAIBIZ %
B (main effect)gto] Tdlo] ¥3dc} o] 2y
2 o223 A Asjo] FHIAIT, EiEE]
g o] &xHEe] w(trade - offs) & FAIEA)
5o 4 F83% FHESe] Fugrsl 8 4 e
ok4o] 31t} (Beckwith and Lehmann, 1975;
Johnson, 1974).

2. R B A% (Decompositional
Approach, Conjoint Approach)

BiEEANE BAES] 435 Rk (interval
leve) 02 Y EEE $ Qloh a3y o] B
Eo] %" 3E (conpint obect)oll et A 59
7%, aAe] v & FFHIKE (ordinal level) ] 28
2 FEEY sitjels, HEREREES 439
g7l 7127 8 FRAANE MRk sty
P2 F28 F A PHA AXAE ¥4 (on-
joint analysis) & 3¢HENR D, 1 AT) B3 E
d&stcH(Huber, 1987; Luce and Tukey,
1964). o|F AZXRNE £A4-L(e]3t CA) PiHIH A
P FERE Hipol I009 (Steckel et al,

1991), #2 )M FobollMx $his] AE3kx 9l
o} (Miackenzie, 1992; Bojanic an Calantone, 1990
Toy et al., 1989; Timmermans, 1987).

o FiESo] FAlo] aej=o} A3yt Hris
= A%, BE BitlA Fe] 9% Mul2e
EA37]) oH7] wEe] ‘ol EREe BiEEd
U3 o s 2F MuAE grlsA 8 ke
RETAA ° Bgd &%3d (Green and
Wind, 1975; Johnson, 1974). ¥]E, o|84x}E&
& 259 TMFEEE Fgs] I F /i
g, o7 dighs ofd dighe: Agre AM
2 FH I -$HRY Bl (value system) &
24 4 9lch. Conjoint & Az @S] 5
Aol Hrtdozs, e Bitese 4%
T A9 AdE e ZFE 5 7 bl Gk
" HEelth of 71 A&Al, dFAE ¥
Bz 744 A #% (hypothetical
stimulus) & AA8ta 2 ZASo] g -SgAke)
RITGOR) & B ER (2)AA 9AREA S
Aol F3EY, (02 A=< A A5E B
k#e] AFQ FEVIREZ R & F ERE
oz, BRI Kigo] Wl uel B Au|A
9] Mzrt ojgA WHak= AE Adw £ Yot
(Mackenzie, 1992; Toy et al, 1990; Green
and Wind, 1975; Johnson, 1974) (4] 2). ut
2], ol 8Ake] #iFEH o 8o 17 (behav-
ior) & Bk o] o] 719 3574 EH et
(Leigh et al., 1984).

Viso, Liax™: SFR k7t 9718 pth z2
4o} %A

B ERES @ ELME

Vi®: h** Teadd fese it gt
1" kO] FHR (FEAHA])

tii' ™ h* T2sldd sYsEE gtk
Jt Bk it k¥ HHEER
R

M0

™M
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able) 2 EFH], FE/H) 2 F3ALEAE
Fddos vepdo. meix CAE $94 k7t
Brhe bt T2 RS AT Bkl K|
FEZRAE Edsag, $EAt AF A
FERAES ot #MAE Adste SEAY
TEER

D Adzede] $5

BRI FHAe FEANEGFRY
(part-worth function model), ¥ & 2.9 (vec-
tor model), ©43 24 (ideal point model)
o] AHgET. Z Rde UFuze AIH
o] 3oy, olF —KHQ FENXNFsrd
o] 7174 d¥ At8¥(Green and Srini-
vasan, 1990; Green and Srinivasan, 1978).
ol Bd& (a)Zt B FENXE 44 3
Ag & gom, (b)Biel £ BKE (nomi-
nal level) o8t A8 & U3, (o) BEME
(validity) & ©& 2d¥ H|&dte 3ol
AR T, (@) AlAteioF & f#k (parameter) 7}
787 &l BRME (reliability) o] &
RdEc gojAet, §(1994) & FAFHeZ,
Bikol H#Q (qualitative) 2% =& BH
olZtx Bl skitgol 37 olstdm) RHE}
AgFEge] AHE-S Bt Ut

2) Az Y

A8E BE SAz23d4Y (full profile
method) # 270891 v ZEA (tradeoff method)
o2 FAPL. Vh89l vmEHe @21R9
BEDS Al mesinz d4zto] HolAH,
(b ZE B KiE AS7t FY3A 23
nonmetricEA & dolsks 59 EAdo] itk
(%, 199%4; Green and Srinivasan, 1978). &3
Z2OAPEE BRE S o83l Z=aa
gds e F, $EAECNA ©12 B e
Holz2 @iz BiEsol Al 1= &4
Aol slen, (DFERE (rating scale) & AHE-E
F ol EEAE AFRE 4 A3, (©F 6719

Bikol == AS7HA AR, ol& 2
de 7Z9o= 9y 388 4 slen, (dEME
el Aol 20891 vlmEMHo] HAA] &
' 59 FHo] 7] WEe] &3] 2olzm it}
(Green and Srinivasan, 1990; Wittink and Cat-
tin, 1989; Green et al, 1981). # (19949« +
AR, Bl 47} 67) oot W gz
SRS, 2 oY de 2189 vaEAy
9] AM-E A3 Qi

3) FEAES] 74 (Stimulus Set Construc-
tion) & ¥4

SATIAUH L () E7RS] B Kigo
2 TEoR B FEME(EZEAY AE)E
B e ol8 FHHUSFE ARSI, AR
£ ERFE; factorial experiment) 2.2 EAM gl
FHE Ao B Koz TAHE BAEY
Flges AH&-8he ©]-f= Olshavsky and Granboss,
1979; Green and Srinivasan, 1978),

O 5827 & g3 e ARl 257 (brand)
= 27 <=,

@ 234 de FEAE AR #9392 A
=2 AR TR Aol FHIRA 23,

® B3 2709 T8 BHES 7IFe= iyt
23 =7 wZolth,

(1) B g kige] 43

Aol AHSE Bt 2 k#ES Oed 22 5
AL 7¥AoF FoH(f, 1994; Tumbusch, 1987;
Wittink et al., 1982; Green and Srinivasan,
1978).

@ ZE o] 8AE0] g1 glon, A= #Hu
o] 111, WHo| 7hsaloF dt,

@ B K Afolsl Hetsof 3luf, X
B KEL thFEAJ 0] glojof g},

@ BRI ki A5 AL Ro] Foo, ki
9] AFE H&§ Ho] F4.

@ Kol Hee AA AlFolre} b|&sjol
gk
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2) ¥22< 8944 (Fractional Factorial
Design)

Az zaebie] AL, B ki 471
718 SEA BWotsjol & Z2wlol 47}
of$ Boldt}, ol FTEY FAE s
A& Fedo] FHEAHQA 94 Ao}, o] HHE
EE BSR4 HAERESRE AN F 3o
H, /19 A2 FH HY FEE AS F X
o] Ut} (Green et al, 1978). A= 7449
BiEa Kelste SEe FEHYU 8U4A
7Vt (Addelman, 1962%),

@® F& Fo Z2ode SHAE AF3A|
%A 817) wfFol uighA g ¥,

@ =299 Fo Hlgl] UF B 9] #
BE FH31Y dSErgA ol Asksr] e,

@ Yudeg zaulel 7} Aol &
AF A9 24 o)de] ulEA] s},

@ BE $9A7}F 20-30% Boto] HES =
A& & UAEE 3] YA, 3070 olete] X2
gz AAshs Aol T (R, 1994; Green
and Srinivasan, 1990; Green and Srinivasan,
1978).

o] Y% Resolution [+ TS 358
o, Resolution V& FR & ¥4t MHE
VEFIRCR (2-way interaction effect)E HEE
o &3] ARg-=o] gt} 23}, Resolution VE
o R A Fo] TRuRIENT dRe #
2 2¥7e] MHAEEARRE 2358 F e
Compromise plan®] f84°] dFHT Yot
(Carmone and Green, 1981; Green et al, 1979).
qupstd, A= HAERARRT vz 9%

© AFES R oY €31 e o] B
507 wgoltt

(3) &l RERES 2d FEE:

CAE T5¥F9 S e} metric T
nonmetric® 2 EA ¢}, Metric® FERER
718 =2xd$& BE HESMEe], nonmetric®
JEAE (ranking) 2 37Fd 239198 LINMAP,
PREFMAP, MONANOVA, LOGITEe=Z ¥
A g} (f, 19%4; Green and Srinivasan, 1990).

MetricE4 & nonmetrict} A9} 285 =8 &
gt olu2} nonmetricEt} (a)AHge] 43, BH)E
2aPE A 78 5 don, (@A) Bolet
7] wj&e 2 go] AN 3 o} (Wittink and
Cattin, 1989; Greenberg, 1987; Carmone et al.,
1978).

3 RAH #HZQUE &4 Hybrid Conjoint
Analysis)

AZQQE ML Be Aoz E73sia, B
o] 7t 7-808 28 Ataagle] ofHY
2§, 1994; Toy et al, 1990; Green, 1984;
Cattin and Wittink, 1982). o1& E°i, #Z} 3
KR os FTAE T B AF FEA 89
AAE otz 199 SEAt Frksor &
2o H4 18740]t} ofd A9 A&
93103, Green et al (1981)& 7= SEAS] 4
A BFHMT CASl AHQA &S Al #&E
HAtY DZAE B (Hybrid Conjint Analysis
o8t HCA) & AAstcH (4] 3).

Yiiio...id.k

A 3

Yitiz. ..k S92 k7} Hoha hth T2l
®

al HAFH g HH

b: SEA] 2§ #%/o] Yel vlAlE 934

@AA5
Uitie.,.i0x® 1 (4] 1)of o] A4te £594
ke %A
Vi, tigs @ fagels (4 22 Adg e
71X ¢} FHEAERIRCR
1) =eliss o

HCAE Q¥ £ SEARE] 4etx]
2% SHAe) HHES CA¥Eo] FEVSOIA
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Bagoan CART I L /4e Z2v
YERE(RE 3 97f) SEAke] RE7IA 9 HAE
VERIRRE AT & & ol

(1) #=a8 Bihs 38

SEAY-ZE $HA7T AA AT Usks AW
3 7187124 Yo di$Al7le Reolth(d 3). 2
g} o]A &< W (ransformation) & oleig} 2
& EA7} YA} Green, 1984; Green et al,
1981).

@ wot wEL ERA R FEY] g2
7Y} Al Ae] o] glow,

@ Hmy=ded (3 1) F4x] &2 5 U7,

@ SHAE BE THE 78022 g A
B3 718712 U Yo BAE 47 A7) o
gk

Q) Sy BEHE 5

greF QI A< SEA—r-“% __i
o HAS FE3 A9 o™ CA

Fojusity, 13x] 28 AL, FEESY £
AQl CARES =dd] XA, oldf, §%
AES WEHT FEoE ERsted 2 ofe
(Green, 1984; Green et al., 1981; Moore,
1980),

@ SEA BEoA v&3 FrkE Ud SEAE
2 CAFEINAR gA] v&d H7ke UE Ao
B=, ?Pé%l ABE 4#(variance) & E&& 0
2 AP F 3on,

@ a7EAHS dZ&2o] Ukike] mdd H
A godMxE FiE mdo] EElA] glolo}
AFE A 437] 43,

@ #AF FJEe 2 THEESLE rlEim
2, A AlggeE A4 Ui digol 7}
o] mEelth. 71&9 FEERYS (@F2
ATFAGAQ Aol 4 Hamy W7 ()
SHAEY ERHE (benefit sought) & HES
Wb M el itk mige] A8AFL %
B0} 3A QoA (§, 199%4; Howard and
Crompton, 1980; Green and Srinivasan,
1978).

2 HBAES 74

HCAYN A9 #EME: FAZ2 oAy S
o2 2o ﬂ%’@ﬁbﬂ CARD} ¥4 FHL
o ZodIMe BiEe] FEVIXE ALt
& & H(#, 199%4; Green, 1984; Green et
al., 1981).

@ gAz=veiin o] R72F aQ4A
2R AR A B8 ASAES (W28 da
2!, master design) 2% F(RF 64-25671),

@ A F (BE 3-90) T=dd(FEa
%, main-profile) & wj2E izl A
g3le] AP A AATo=N,

® %719 oz gol UE A= BiEe +
7F B2 AEx AR £30] JbsE Ao

3 =49 BH

HCAE SEAREI CAFEJ 9% Bl

< SHHUSFZ ARSI H]E o]F 2 B
A (U V) S HsE3te] HEERE (correlation) &

2 Zo] HEo]z7(Green et al, 1981), A&
o] gle AL 71871 ()9 #kel A Hrt
b4 3). ol EAFE UsAIIZ] $38t
Green (1984)-2 Stagewise Estimation Model&
AABIATH (4] 4, 4 5, 4] 6). °] WHez 2d
< F4ksid,

@ SEARHETE 94 AN ¥, O BEEA
CARE-S A4Fe7] bl

@ & T8N 71871 ") #&& 7Fed 2A
g &= 47] W&ol AAFFoiA ] £4(SEA)©]
725,

@ A 5E AT T (3] )Y Fo4e] ok

, (4 6)& Aggth a2, (3] 3)2 SEASH
CA" T2 B FAld] F{lstng, SEARET

o] J_E%?l A3 &4 & 9 W, (4] 6ol A
2 HEEESR AAHEE By 282
I & Q3] N E 4 Urh

@ CARE<] AHZE SEAXES AHAM
15 Lig=
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Yitiz. .. wx® = Yiie...wx® + Rinia. ik
A 4
©, Yiiz...iox® = a**b"Ultie...i0x® (4] 5)

J
Riiz...u0x™ = a®™+ZVi*® + i * ® -(4] 6)
sl i

4) wAePFA (Cross Validity)

TEHoZ CAx AL HHeE He 178
< FAshe 24|22 (Green and Srinivasan,
1990), FAo|t},
o] E aiA, @AAE 2 & KHY b
27 A4 goke 22919 (holdout =234,
holdout profile) 9] T FBAES AFdhe =
AFErdAel /Mg EstAl AREETH(Cattin and
Wittink, 1982; Green and Srinivasan, 1978).
aaeFgAde] lo] HCAE SEARCTH $<5381A| g,
%% CAELH HoRth(f, 1994).

0. BFRF*
1. AT CHAX]

A&hiRet Exel sl HEARES, (@)%
T olde] ¥ 2 5&%{&@% 70| st
o, O =3d=' FATLET ARAE
7t @A 8] A7) &l (%“H]trﬂ%o &, 1991)
Addsta, Fo4=, 3 AgA=’ 4 849
AAFE & AR 2 A A

2. B, kE R RE0 AY

BEAER BRAE EERSH 2
Foz AN TA2 FFAA (focus group
interview) 7} SURGHEZ AMS- 7HeAo] de B
H, ki 9 ATFEAGHHEFES 476“3}9\?.‘:}
(#, 1994. B, 1994%; 8, 1993, Bt 1992). %
A8 AFEZ A UL S EERER gf

AEF 25 715 1900A 194 7950 vix
2 FH8 5, 48 BA9 ER/SH(factor
analysid 02 o|5 WE9 AMTFSAS B48
At culzalel BAAtel thadx] o] e
A3E FH3M, ATl AHEE T B
&g Ki#EES A AASUTKE D.

BtER ko] ZAA, (@) 8A AFH =
Ml A K#EET AUAA FolM e otHy
(Green and Srinivasan, 1978), (b)5% &k
KiEF7E o 1 Fike] F84el gt
gl A ol9ldl (Wittink et ai, 1982), @A
S} 55 - B A £+ Iz BUsiHo

CHE 1) BRI K

B | X %

OzolAld, BFAAE L AdrAde]

@s0)A1d, BFAY, AYAM £ AAH A4
(F4, F59%)°] Utk

@zolA4, B4, AYAE L 8o A0l
&4 & e OUT Fuo] AP oRES) B Ik

@A) A3 Fejshz F] Ut
(et 7HTEES),

@EZEoht} dlolx &9l 22 olzbgde) glch,

@Y ddQle] Edshe 401 st

14| @199 15,000¢ o4 Raslch (25 A9)

91 & |@1%01% 10,000- 15,0009 4% = asich (5] A4)

T (@19 10,0009 elst7l Basich (mEy] A9

QUGG A 97 of2le 342 Aot
(B84, o= sWe4%).

A @2 59 E2440] g

(B, 234, 44, G485,

@A & EAEE 9.8 5 ik

A 4| OF8AMEC} 49 (ohel)of gich

A | @F8AME] Aulof Utk

o] A |@FAAAE] Ui A9 (oks)) o, Y Aol gk

@A s G o]t W2 FAe] A Q)

1o g >
i o

o 8 ol
du ofy

o

¥l @aeae FaAnds, dans (B
g $A 2 gadd
@FAFEIe] WolM, A7HE Gt —‘?—zﬂ gick.
A @uitle e BE AJHEES] v&T FA & 5194,
Agstazt s A4S 47 Hag & M
y |DVAE 18T A4 Akl B9 ANIdE
HtoE B 4 o
L (@A AE Yt A o) FAIZHE

ulg] geiErh
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<E 2) mjAE Rl

B %
UL Uz Us Us | Us Us { U7
M 2 2 3 1 2 3 1
M2 3 3 3 3 1 1 1
Mas 2 2 1 3 3 2 1
Ms 2 1 2 2 3 3 3
Mis 3 3 1 1 2 2 3
Mao 3 1 3 2 2 1 1
Mas 2 1 1 3 2 1
(& 3 holdout =21}y
B #®
Ui Uz Us Us | Us Us { Ur

H; 2 1 2 1 3 2 2
He 1 1 2 2 2 2 3
Ha 2 3 2 2 2 2 2

- M i Frasd, < Us 24

- Hi: i** holdout X251Y - Us: AlAe] A4

- U A9 &7 - Us: 334

s Ut 399 27/ < Un: Ala

- Us: 1919 v] 8-

E . webd E d3E F symmetrical EEFR
Epol sigdct. 23y, 4 BEEDIRAY F
7 399 57, 19 v 8, 34) tHAERSER
£ 333] A8 ‘Compromise Plan 1 224
(Addelman, 1962%), (@FZ=2utde] Mg
A3 oj2H dzIFHE 2, (b)ZAEIFAL
AZE A% 319 hodout TESYL ZHz} 24
BIATKE 3.

AR B AZQE BAMA, IRed
(main effect mode))°] EHF o=z AMGE}t
(Greenberg, 1987; Acito and Jain, 1980). &
3] MEERSE 234 e 2% (hon-
crossover) 21, o]& Al Aol E JF
o] gle Aoz 4#A 3 U} (Green and Srini-
vasan, 1990; Dawes and Corrigan, 1974). =1
gu, (a) FeuEeMe FAZY AXJE
48 4% Gt E2 q7] diol AR
BRE FAE & 2lod, (b)dE2r8o] EAfst
£ 72592 249 ggAo] A3E, (c)com-
promise plang ©|-83t8 F3 ok & BE] A
47} 3A E1EA] @] d 2ol (Carmone and

Green, 1981), MAEfFAZGVT x¥d =4S
st

3. EAZOl A

BAN DZAE $4& SEAS CAE FAld
A Aojmz, 2 M A9 F3e A7
23St

1) Rl BeEAE: Y

MetricEA & Astd, Bt T84 &4
d ko] widA# F=E 5-pointe] FERE
2 A3 e, BT A9 TR =
o] & FFH0l7] wiol, Zt ko] tEH FHe)
g SHARIA AR AN sl il AlYA
£ FAANZA T (Holbrook and Moore, 1981).

2) SR HeEhE: B

CAFE %2 7789 BEH /Kigo] FAlol
2AE &S HEeZ FAHY] PEAE 4
SHAEC] W] 47 ¥4 old EA1H9
AE sl AAE Zo] HCAo7] =z,
2 d7drMe R FEE F22 3] 9
3t 3709 Ez=sidvts wj2E HakleA
st FEAES] A3E FHe =¥
WAERAEY HE5S AF 3709 holdout T2
YEE P 712 AAE, IHAELS 199
67h¥ 9] Z231dS BrIsAT

(E & =g fi

@ BolA4, BIANL B AYAHo] sict

@ 2ol oA fel e ogkEde] Ytk

® 191% 10,000- 15,000¢ F= Hashct, (@Fu] A
@ 1AL =S 9 & Utk

® F8A14F0) A9 (ko) ol Uk

® FAFTo] HolA, A7He- F=alo] FA gich

@ ANAEES T 71 o] &AIZHE vl gy,

w1 @2 G @WBE 6 M




1995% 7H)

FELES EPH 28 FRA WS #HE

4, #5320 d AETY

BEA7|E U 22 ARES sl 4
A3t

@ FEEr RRE ENoAe ZEAV|E X
% 3007 Axelth(Wittink and Cattin,
1989).

@ & d7= A7 3xolH,

@ 82 A9 d2E daeldA 159 &
HAe 3 Z2duhs FrteteE, 1R1E (repli-
cation) g 27%°] ¥ ¥ APoME 4E
< 3%k

@ welr, F BEA7|= 346X 27X HE
AR A

AXRNE FXNE A3 AR S5 44 &
7] Wl 718 H4 (in-personal interview)©] &}
2570 &8 AH-EtH(Wittink and Cattin,
1989). £ AT T ERFHES L2 BERE
o] Zt AT A NA AR AH HEE
v Eatn $3shs /PEEA S e $
Habe @A Aol AFdla e ARGz g
B, 2 olft AMSE Bitel 54 d&

oldct. Z m*&x] oA 8Y 17¢ FH 1997

108748 A% Esied, & goefe] HEE
Pk,
5, 24

FE/REFRDE metrice 2 F4H) 9
A1, otefst 22 W& AMESIT)

1) #Z#{t(Normalization)

SEARE A59 ¥F3= (a)metric BES
A Bt o, (b) B8] B7HA] vehg
Je AddE SHeAE o7 M= "Hast
H, (SEARES] AL oulg Foisly)
&A= Hasl} (Green, 1984). B QT4
= Bfke] THeolx sKike] 37j¥olmz, 7iAd
2 ZF 2109 wist uio] 42 FHHUY. 324
o] $HAES g olg ARE el

(Bass and Wilkie, 1973) 324 x 21 matrix
(o8t S-Matrix) & &4 H.

2 ¢4g Jd9 &

SHAES 748 TEoE EFa) sl
S-Matrix® BT (cluster analysis) 3152
o, F79 759 434S votetr] s #13)
447 (discriminant analysis) 3F3, 788
H7MA & Stagewise Estimation Model& A
sty g ATarA T

V. & %

1. *89 &7

S-Matrix®] 25T 235 Pseudo F Statistic
o2 848 ZIA(Calinski and Harabasz,
1974), 2 7-F°| 71 FAEE Aoz YeElgrKE

(& 5 Pseudo F Statistic

number of groups 2 3 4 5

Pseudo F Statistic| 24.36| 19.02 18.89 15.19
275 SEA TF 1:166, 7§ 2: 158

(& 6) Hepipol M

Step Variable F Proby
Entered Statistic F

1 Price 9.298 0.0025

Age 3.554 0.0603

3 Use 2.924 0.0882

E 7 B 2y

b Unstandardized Total
W4 Canonical Canonical
Coefficient, Structure
Use -0.66534 -0.44610
Price 1. 64493 0. 76937
Age 0. 05860 0.46398

eigenvalue : 0,05, 7" :0.05

- Price: A &3]o} sk v]49] A8,
- Age: 4], - Use: o|8¥=
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< 8 ¥ g0 2/t 2 757t S4 Hlu

(& 10) #at HEark F2o 88

TKEF Self Explicated [Modified o]
B —z %= orob Kiks] A% Average Utility |Average Utility|  $8%
B F|[1]2) 3 ]|vue Wik 75 1782 7El[7e2 | TR [FR2
1143|906 | 27 1gdvle] 14 WE 0.0433 0.0440(0. 2925 | 0. 2741
Use 3.495|0.180| 2:1941 124 gE Ur [ 2 [0.0617] 0.0601]0.4168 | 0.3744| 14.86 | 15.75
2133|8738 | 3:1del 34 o) g 0.0602] 0.0585]0.4066 | 0.3644
1 38 1128 21;%‘?{@? ] g-o] 0.0428 0.050310.2891 | 0.3133
Price ) U2 [ 2 [0.0432[0.0551]0.2918 [ 0.3432| 8.64 | 16.43
I e S e 0.0325] 0.0383]0. 2195 | 0. 2386
1140|7650 1:204 ©]gt 0.03151 0. 0455]0. 2128 | 0.2834
Age 7.999|0.018| 2:20-30A1 Us | 2 |0.0617] 0.0443(0.4168 | 0.2759| 24.39 | 15.27
216116037 3:3041 © % 0.0599 0.0299(0.4046 | 0.1862

- Priced] AW skike] SpEE 101014 A0k 20] ZFAIF

5. £74d 2 789 54 43 93, @
ATBAEH wFFolA f94 sl HFIBE
(discriminant variable) 58 A% si4osKE
6, (b)XEEH (Likelihood Ratio)e] #4234, 1
7H9] 415k (Discriminant Function) 7} 2d
82 (Wilks * Lambda=0. 9526, p<0.0014), ()
Total Canonical Structure(E 7} 2 fags] 2
TE Y E 8, TF 12 ‘FEARY o] &
o 23XQ FF o2, TF 2= FTEARY
o] go] AZHQ TF o2 MY

2 Ao Alpt
) #EH ik T2 B

Stagewise Estimation Model(3] 5 AR%
e TEEE AR 2, =S¥ &
94o] ARFHNUKE 9. AME IHAAFDY)
& Md FEIHX (self explicated utility)ol
#3lo] SEAR-E9] %08 (modified utility) & 4
A3t o] B4 L AASFE|oA, (a) /0

& 9 HHEAM Hat

: p2l v, o1 | Parameter
F Value{ Prob)F{ Adj-R’ Vamm(;l;timate Prob

251|203 |aooor [oosss 22| 3.0218 0,000

7)&7] | 6.7546 | 0.000
2522506 [0.0001 |0.0484 28| 3.2866 | 0.000

71€7] | 6.2289 | 0.000

0.0293 0.0285(0.1979 { 0. 1775
0.0453 0.047210. 3060 | 0.2940f 21.26 | 18.30
0.0556 | 0.04650. 3756 | 0. 2896
0.0363| 0.0473]0. 2452 | 0. 2946
0.0323| 0.035810.2182 | 0.2230) 16.15 | 18.39
0.0523 | 0.054610. 3533 | 0. 3401
0.0563| 0.0571]0.3803 | 0. 3557
0.0542] 0.0489)0.3661 | 0.3046] 6.47 | 8.91
0.0483| 0.048010. 3262 | 0. 2990
0.0567 0.0548{0. 3830 | 0. 3413
0.0465| 0.0500{0.3141 |10.3114( 8.24 | 6.9%
0.0529] 0.057110.3573 | 0. 3557
- KES (B D3} Y
CTE 1 HEAEe] ol gof ATHYU 7F
- FE 20 TEAES] ol 8] AU FF
+ Modified Average Utility:

(Self Explicated Average Utility) x (784 71&7))

Us

WMHWMHWMHWMHWNHWNHOJNP—‘§

ARE 25 Jehg7] o3, (b)/HE %Y
Fzo] vg A8Ho7] i, (OFFEE ¥
T %A (Modified Average Utility) ¥ B2l
9% E AAEIAT($, 1994; Green and
Srinivasan, 1990)<% 10).

Btte] $ax 84 d=, FHEAES] ol 8A
Fasittn A B F57F 7EdEE M
R 7§ 12 199 ¥EUY' F 24
(U9’ &, 75 25 A4 A4 (Us)' 3 22
Uy’ & 7V 587 Biko= Azksia it
3 TF 19 A4S BiEA Saxe] & Aozt
Je v, 7§ 2v BEY Fawsl Ao
2 7Y Aol +§L SAIN.

2) S Bebhek KRl B
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FEARS BWEH B FR WY HFRE )

B

L

AFAME FRRY 4 BHEERY

(V1, V2, Vs, Vo) HHEVERIRER 2-way) & Rdd]
EEAA7] A7, 4o AMHEE EPuse
ofZ ¢} Zo] MAF}AH.
@ BERY A5 A% T Bl
@ 4 BHESEE F 24709 HAERRERS #

C’ 11D SR BE A 2 8A

TE 1 & 2 B
¥ & | 3945 Prob) |T] | #4945 Pobd|T|| FRE
A ¥ | 0.1274* 0.5087| 0.6007 0.0029 | 781 [ 7§ 2

11 0.3440" 0.0153]-0.3451* 0.0059
Vil 2] 0.1007 0.4087(-0.1271 0.3048 {18.24{19.31
3] 0.0000 0. 0000
11-0.0428 0.7917/-0.0033 0.9781
Va2 2] 0.1372 0.2614|-0.4292* 0.0037 | 0.00|24.01
3 | 0.0000 0. 0000
1 | -0.8369" 0.0001] 0.2727* 0.0648
Val 2 ]-0.1925 0.1199(-0.0511 0.7154|44.37{15.26
3 | 0.0000 0. 0000
1] 0.1118 0.4361|-0.2910* 0.0188
Val| 2| 0.2610* 0.0702] 0.1292 0.3697 |13.84(16.28
3 | 0.0000 0. 0000
1 1-0.0860 0.4818{-0.2417* 0.0482
Vs | 2 1-0.2210" 0.0747]-0.1685 0.1631 | 11.72|13.52
3 [ 0.0000 0. 0000
1/-0.0036 0.9768]-0.1912 0.1121
Vs| 2| 0.0673 0.5796]-0.2078* 0.0924 | 0.00{11.63
3 | 0.0000 0. 0000
1] 0.0178 0.8826]-0.0098 0.9376
Vz[ 2| 0.2233" 0.0747/-0.0404 0.7353 | 11.84| 0.00
3| 0.0000 0. 0000
tuez | -0.6637" 0.0037
tam | 0.4504* 0.0454
taar | -0.4642° 0.0415
tozse 0.6023* 0.0077
tarez -0.8221* 0.0002
F-Value 3.710 3.275
Prob)F 0.0001 0.0001
R? 0.1161 0.1029
- ViAldel F§7, Va:gde| %%, Vs:191% Hl4,
Va4, Va:Alde] 4uiAd, Ve d24,
VriAul &,
- MR ke (EDH Y

-t Vie] 19AS Vel 2WA) Kie) G54
- taat Vool 19849 Vo] 1WA kilzle] 4574
- taa: Vool 19k Veol 1914 kizbe] Huatg
- tzma: V2o 291} Vae) 23A kizte] b sty
- tnad Vao] 1HAS} Vie] 28A Kkizle] 45ate
- 1 p<0.12 Ky

A & 7] B, BREIEEE: (stepwise) S
A3 SEGEREY: (variable selection) &2 f-2]4
o] Qe AT Ao, o dd,

(@ T8 1994 tue, tas, t2ao]

(b) 75 200X tom, taso] AR

ARE AFE SPATE (8 6) S F4atak,
@R KiEe] BEIIXNE FLEHE ATt
& 1.

3 {EAH AXE ndd g %

HCA®) & H3F 71 %L (@)71aes]
o SEAY-ZS ZAET (b)7ECHANA #iEE
CAY-Z Zoiel fol=s, & 103 & 1D
A3 T 7 Rdg A3 BT
A7, 4 8. &, CAYEY HHS f4 U&=
AE AMEEIRen, CAYES HHUGS SEA
el dHgdd atsich

= 3.0218+ 6.7546 - L (Sy)+ 0.3440 - Vu-
0.8369 - Vai+ 0.2610 - Vaz- 0.2210 « Va+
0.2233 - Vrz- 0.6637 - tuar+ 0.4504 - tzi31 -
0.4642 - tan
(Si: 3 2 vl o] Self Explicated Aver
age Utility; ¥1,2,3; ¥L2,...,7)
&7

= 3,8862+ 6.2289 - + Z (S3)-0.3451 - Vu-
0.4292 - Vz+ 0.2727 - Vai- 0.2910 - Var-
0.2417 - Vsi- 0.2078 - Vet 0.6023 - tome-
0.8221 - taee (4] 8)

¥ 97 MEFARRE st SEATRT
CARES IR Fo=t B Ky 28
JHE B#YEE F glol, T Eites MAY
T e EE A9 (37=2187) A% HHEE TF
= ARtele] FoHgkol BT 1090 MAS g9l
SIUTKE 12, & 13).
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CE 12 L 10852 & D A
TE| 2 BAER Akitke] WA

1 1 2.9917 | Un+Usze Uset Usst Uss+ Usi+ Urzt Vit Vi
2.9795 | Uit Uzt Uss+ Usgt Usa+ Usr+ Uzt Virt Vi
2.9775 | Un+ Uzt Uszt Usst Uss+ Usrt Unet Vit Ve
2.9768 | Un+Uzi+ Usst Usst Usst Usi+ Unet Vit Vi
2.9748 | Un+Uaz+ Usz+ Uss+ Uss+ Usz+ Urzt Vit Ve
2.9653 | Uirt Uzet Usst Uss+ Usst Uszt Uret Vit Ve
2.9634 | Uizt Uzt Uset Uset Usst Usit Uzt Vazt Ve
2.9626 | Uu+Unt Uss+ Usst Usat Usz Urzt Virk Viz
2.9607 | Uzt Uzt Uszr Uszt Usst Uei+ Urzt Vazt Vo
2.9532 | Uist Uzt Uzt Uzt Usst Usi+ Urer Vgt Vi

2 | 2.5849 | Uret Uzt Usit Usst Uss+ Ui+ Urs+ Vi
2.5749 | Urs+ Uzt Ui+ Uss+ Usst Usi+ Unat Var
2.5705 | Urz+ Uzt Un+ Usst Uss+ Usi+ Uns Va
2.5605 | UstUzi+Ust+ U Uss Ui+ Un+ Var
2.5406 | Uzt Uzt Uni+ Usst Uss+ Usi+ Urzt Va
2.5306 | Urs+ Uzt Uai+ Uss+ Usa+ Usi+ Uzt Vi
2.5282 | Uzt Uzt Usit Usst Uss+ Uss+ Urst Va
2.5182 | Urst Uzt Uit Usa+ Uss+ Usst Urat Var
2.5138 | Uiz Uzt Ust# Usst Uss+ Uss+ Unit Var
2.5121 | Ut Uzt Uszt Uset Usst Usi+ Urs+ V-t

CE 13 L 10Mx2] B3 K] Sa5k

B %

1 2 3 4 5 6 7
Level| 12 [3{1123]1]2]3{1|2]|3|1|2{3[1[2]3|1[2(3
TE1[edolo]s el [-jwels]| - folen| | -[selos]e] ] -|o¢f -
:IL%Z"““O cweo] | |olrel | - |ee|us| 2] 2]olee

oo 5¥ oA LERG K o0 3-4%1 UEhd A
o : 24l ola UENG AN - 1WE JehiA 9e A

(E 14 4 24

Pearson' s r|Spearman s|Kendall s ¢

281 A8A | 013422 | 0.13351 | 0.09909
w4 0.0027 0.0028 | 0.0028

229 | ABASF | 0.13546 0.13611 [ 0.09916

4 0.0031 0.0030 { 0.0035

3, uAtEHEd

B dPoe &3] AHEEHE WEY Pear-
son' s 1, Spearman’ s B Kendall s 72 48 =
49 wAES AS3AH (Cattin and Wit-
tink, 1982; Green and Srinivasan, 1978). ©|
£ sk,

®© @& 7 & 8= AL /1YE Holdout

=2yt o] i,
@ $2A7T A EA 23 H71g holdout =
2yl o] gizte] ATAA S} Fo4S BAMsIc
A 43, Y| A5 25 FelAddo] o ¢
ol mAEGAo] A HN oY, FBAFE
UTKE 14,

V. wam 3 EE

2 a7e tEuEe 84 BEAR
Hd=, ‘A=, QAT & ¥
HREY BFE BAH IXQE Rmd2 #43
o o 22 A28 =239

>

05
Mo
et
2

( m.lo N

L EAH AZUE B o 8AE BIHE
#EE Sefdlr] A F-83 7ot

BAH AZJE 2dL HEIFHMeR £3]
AT e faly BEhEe HES S
By EAECE MEdo2ZHA, FAIZTY o184
B9 AETEE AT ¢ e 8T 7Y
ol YA & dvel 3¢ Azd %L
e BRI KiES MHAERABRY TR 75
HE RIS B o, 4 kS A
T o] W2 UBRTKE 1D, wehA,

1) #5689 BEHES ARSI 23 2
A AFHUE RolH,

2 oy BERES AHESHT, dEd
Bt vl olzle ZAe] AL A At
A& Aol

2. o] 8xe] H3E Huig WA £ e
BRI kS Mol FAURA A TFo2H,
FENES FA7E 4Ad] &2 + U= A
A Auj29] P E A A

o] 33 MHAEVERMRE 8] IR
E AYE = %oy, RE /s BHFR K
#9) HASAA el ¥ I 10718 ¥4
& 5 UATKE 12).

1) 78 19 749, Un, Uz Usn, Us, Us,
Ue, Ureo]l %€ TEAES 7P Assxe
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TEAES BWPH 28 HFR WE R 13

o, o|d9] &ML 299171k

2) 75 29 7%, Uy, Uy, Us, Us, Uss,
Us, Umno] Z%E FEAES 713 A5sige
™, olmle] %L 2. 5849011tk

3) wWEtN, FEAES FEAE Bistn 9l
T WHRES My, ddd &4 4 3
< TA4 e MHAE GEHSREY & Qo
o, AgdE AMulxe] g9E vlg o2 £+ 9]
o wel Mg 2 S 48 e el
o] A|Fo] Brbsdittd, #elde 1 vges
Z BHES 9 & s MH[AE A Feo} &

Aelo,

3. A% 2 FE> MoES ovlsine,
TEUHE @S AT 4 oo

kAW Herhg: R 298 gizHes £
Mg A3, HENEC o8 AFHY FE(F
F D& A3 75 GFF 2309 BERE 8-
e & Aol7t UANRKE 10).

1) 2378 759 3%, 199 22887 A
TEHIL e M2 FFIL M F8%
B2 Jeich 7AFoE, 1907 489§
o] 10,000-15,00098% 7Z-$-9} AFg =SS
HE F e A& 7P AEsla e Aoz v
Epstot,

2 AFH 7§ A%, Ay ERiEe 34
AMulxo] THIF F8G BiEoz Jehygd, 7
AHog, FAHE] ER Fld iBEshs
1ok et SN2 AFE Y AsEt
I AT Bolg AL, 197 28H] o]
15,0009 °l4Y A$E /M dzsln dde
], o]RL o] ko] 7|EAH| A B} Eik A]
2E 98tz Jiths Ao 2 A=

3 &FA Fgo A%, 2 Bite] e BHS
Hi} 34 $83 Aos Jepd vk, A28
9 49 Bt o5 Addos sz
Vb webd, #ElAle 84 Agdn dE
Z+ BEY] A% weld B $8%E |
WO M, Zt MomEEIE FHeor & e
g g & 9k

AXUE B 54 Mu|2A14e] 74 7
sl Aget 7ol ey, B A= A9
—RALE FT3l7] flstel, 34 BEARS o
THEAZ ARttt ol &A LU, Bl
AZAE EHE FATYE =98 | Jepd
TARES FBA717] AsiME offst 22
ol g3},

1. B R KE
1) B 3 ko] A

E A7E BEAA, dMzA 2 BEEAE
AT BIE R AKS BRSES, T2, B
RS B kol B 72 A7 T8 A
QAlolH (|, 1994), WE2AY Ae] 27
dEsiget. o ¥9 A%H A7} Bas,

2) T3 TE=E R ko] B

(1) g7l ARE B KiEse HEAR
Az F58] A 2o it mdle] 4
BYE2 FUATKE 9, ¥ 1D,

2 A=E 7Y FHF I Zolx
AlE# o] A (choice simulation) & AAlE F
;AT

(3 zvh, 54 EAE g 979 7
T, A4 TEoRET FiiE TEHe BE
&5 2dd ¥R £ glezg olHd 74
e 4A AR Rtk

2. ®Ek MES 74
1) Asymmetrical Factorial Plan

a7 249 B B ke 2
IN2 Y3t ou, BHER AiES 25 2
& daw Utk B ki 40t OE ASE
asymmetrical factorial plan$ AM-3 4= gt}
(Addelman, 19622).
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2 Balanced Incomplete Block Designs (BIB)
%+ Partially Balanced Incomplete Block
Designs (PBIB) ] A&

£ AFdM= T BiES AT ol
e}, 139 $HAE 1Y B k#es =
e MY FE29d3 3749 holdout T2}
o9& Hrlei e, e B ks
< FAle nEfdd Brielr|e A YTk 4.
oldl EAl4& BIBY PBIBE ¢3AZ + gtk
(Green, 1974).

QEEEEERR
D 7E 2R

B dte BkEES VTR $EAES 2
TELR ERT F, ATEAYA HFE S5
gz o F5d 548 FoAAAT 415
f1& FRAKE V. ATFA T Hre GBS
Zte) FHEAEARCRE 71Ee2 7S A3 ¥
% 4 31+ componential segmentation”]
9] & go] m oo} &} (Green and DeSarbo,
1979).

2) teAre A%

AZQNE AL A3 BEES FHRETA &
e EE5E /R AlYel YEEle AL
2 pgshe Aol AW (R, 1994). vt
£ A7 TEAREY olEAE ddeE 8
33815071 HEol, of ¥ AEHIUT HE
A4 A% Ak k. A S
AZ AAF &, incentived] AT 7 A=
& F33 wiyol azigojo} it

o

) AZAE 29 A 54

AZJE 24 FERJEREH (high involve-
ment product) ] & A&8} WA, o] 7Y
& FEAEC Eo HREERY IHTL5

A s §-8%8 4 3t
4. HEICHM (external validity) 2l HE

£ AFoA ALE]E mleldA e WAEA
(internal validity)®] ¥¥ole}l. ey}, F=S
E BAe (B0 flEs ALesl] Wi, $%
o] AA PEe] JHBAE AFse AHE
FAo] AZE oot nde] f840] BYPE A
o]t} (Green and Srinivasan, 1978)

oldl Be EAHdE B7dy, AXNE E
A, B3] BAR AZRE BAN9) o] ssAe
ties] 2o}

L A2E Mu|x9] AFolu ZXMY

A AN +9E H3lm e Mu|2AM
olglx, Wsts ol8Ale &7E FEAIIA
23 o] 8Ae FAaE 4y glth mEhA,
2L MHAE A&Ho2 AFHAY BAY
AE A1FE L ZE repositions ookt L A
HAAA S X O IThE, 19949, A=Y
E B2 ojd EAL 24T F e 7AA &
ARME AAY 4 dvH(Huber, 1987).

2. Zo|A Algd oA

Zo|A AlBH AL TMIAY AVl E T
Eol 31, 349 AFESE o83l 7 mfhol
5T AF A4S d3sle A" S v,
b, #elAe 7FsAel e o B #
BN 2) & BT LigTel 8] A5go=EM, A
23 Mu|re FHREE ¢ F ok =3, 3
XE Ao FQAEL AR pEEojor & A
u]x0] WS A AIRICH(E, 1994).

3. ZABA9 sjet

AR AulzAlde] BiEfl kS B R
o2 AMEE ZAY, B Au2AARe g
o] metsng g e 98 £ A%

(Green and Srinivasan, 1978).
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51 A 3CAR

LEUASAEFE (19) 2237174713 /L7184
g, FUAAFFE

2.8 B (1994) "FHEAE MuIAHe fie RE B
WY BRR, MEERBEE,, 2202 25-38.

3.8 i (19919 “FAlzge] €4 YPls FolEA
vhAE &R AAAT, i, 7T-893F: 24-26,

A 5% FriE (1991%) “A&A<Q 4499 HRE 4% A7A
A, "#eY=s W2E",, 4935 89,

5% @t (1994) "Adje] wpARSE,, POt

6.8 V8 (1993) TFHEAES] ¥x|Mge] #e #R: $K
TREE HAS Ploz, FREAER BXHESEH
TR SLESC

T8k M (19947 “HAEHRel Exel AAd EHBERA
Recreationifizke] SH¥ATRY #go] MT H13E: Generalized
Logit Model®] AT, TGEERSER, 2(3): 1-12

8. #HE (19949 “¥BAEA Recreationffife] ¥2|A e
RIS BgE: A RTHE SAeR, "RBIERSEis, 20
13-24.

0.3t (1992 “#FhialEel Wigadld MY WE, '8
HsEEEaEE,, 20(2): 18-26.

10. Acito, Franklin and Jain, Arun K. (1980) “Evalu-
ation of conjoint analysis results: A comparison of
methods’, Journal of Marketing Research, 17(Feb):
106-112.

11. Addelman, Sidney (1962a) “Orthogonal main effect
plans for asymmetrical factorial experiments’, Tech-
nometrics, 4(1): 21-46,

12. Addelman, Sidney (1962b) “Symmetrical and asym-
metrical fractional factorial plans’, Technometrics 4(1):
47-58.

13 Bass, Frank M. and Wilkie, William L. (1973 “A com-
parative analysis of attitudinal predictions of brand
preference’, Journal of Marketing Research, 10(Aug):
262-269.

14. Beckwith, N. and Lehmann, D. (1975) “The impor-
tance of halo effects in multiattribute attitude mod-
els’, Journal of Marketing Reaearch, 12: 265-275.

15 Bopnic, David C. and Calantone, Roger J. (1990) “Price
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12(1): 67-78.

16,Calinski, T. and Harabasz J. (1974 “A dendrite method
far cluster analysis’, Commumications in Statistics, 3(1):
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17.Carmone, Frank J. and Green, Paul E. (1981)
“Model misspecification in multiattribute parameter
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