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A Study on Choice Behavior of Theme Park Visitors
- Application of Nested Logit Model -

Hong, Sung-Kwon

Dept. of Horticultural Science, Kon-Kuk University

ABSTRACT

This study was carried out to identify users choice behavior of theme parks.
Everland. Lotte World, Seoul Land, Dreamland and Children's Grand Park were
selected as study areas. Both multinomial logit model(MNL), nested logit
model (NMNL) and joint logit model were test, using a choice-based sample
collected on study areas.

Hausman-McFadden test showed that the MNL is not appropriate because the
IIA assumption is violated. To avoid the problematic IIA assumption. the NMNL
was tested. It splits similar alternatives into groups and nests separate decisions
into hierarchical order to avoid the IIA assumption. Cluster analysis and
discriminant analysis were conducted to find applicable nest structures. The
inclusive value coefficient was 0.7788. It meant that sufficient condition of this
model is met and users choice behavior can be better understood by NMNL than
MNL. The p* value and accuracy of prediction of this model were 0.402 and
46.33%., respectively.

Several comments were suggested to make the NMNL to be more reliable for
future research on users choice behavior of theme park.
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1. &% (identical) Gumbel(Weibul)¥Z2 713

MRS HEE FUSAA Y 389
gagold AMo] Hger 92 ALE

r\

BrSAE ol 87 o FhE FED A&
g Ao HAh(ik, 1991). ol wa}t, =

WMz FAFde A7 g43 Sz Aot
(if:, 19952 . 1995°: @&, 1994: &K,
1993). IRHIETF e A5 A gx
7F 99 TFA FHol7] o, EIETE
(choice behavior) #A# oA HolollA 7}
@8] dFfgo] & FAFY sputeoltt
(Fesenmaier, 1990). s, 54 FAF
o] Me=E = 33 (mechanism)® 98 29l
E5 olgidloltt AEAEL o] gRHE] 738}
= HE ¥ T 9o, JAEE A= WejE
4 9171 " &olt}(Clark and Downing.
1985).

dAx o2 T/ HERAEY R (discrete
choice model)o] A= Fo] FH o] AEF
I ok giREe] BYES /Sl no] dAA]
o el Zke SH (U 719 L—Eré(an ) o)
BAER (Xin) 2.2 F45 e SHEF(Vin) &
R4 (en) 2 AW (4] 1), 7H° & 880
Hoil g E FEHozg AFPsdvn B
shoh(2] 2). 2y, S§ESd E3E A
o HMSEZ 8 HAHE 23 (en,8n)9 F
& olgA HAsterte wet 5 54
SxE gEkh(ik, 1994° McFadden,
978).

.Uin=U(Xin, an, €)= Vin + €in

Up=U(Xn, an, €n)= Vi + &n ——(4 1)
Po(1)=Pr(Cin>Un)=Pr(Vint€in >V n+&n)

=Pr((en-¢&5) =B(X5nXin}] —— (4 2)

o

¢

o ¢

o B Ftl

e 29 (linear probability model)
oztel H¥E(e=ep-—ein)E HAFR, Wl Z
74 (binary probit model)& £3}¢]
N(0, )2 7Pg@ch. i 2A=d
inary logit model)& &} eno] MZ =
Z ol (independent), #ke] F43

dr ku rlo

il

X

L

[*]

gto] MeE &S Asci(4 3) (2 1).
(4 2)9 g TUZ "V\(#'Scale
parameter)& F3 = HAEFES Hex] &
71 W, B 2AREE o] 2AE ‘3}}—"]
5’]1\3 BE AL FAAMW st A T
2 sy 98 pE BE 12 3T o
2 Qe T 2AudgR ZAs Agre | Il
z28led AFRt a/Fy 3o, ZaYEy

} ZARYL A fAMe Aoz AHAEL
229 ad e Zi(multinomia)g Z$ A
Ato] olzjg] =AY 53] AREITHBen-

Akiva and Lerman, 1985: Aldrich and
Nelson, 1984).

Exp(z- Vin)

Pn(l) =
Exp(# - Vin)+Exp(# - Vi)
_ EXp(Vm) B (é‘] 3
Exp(Vin)+Exp(Vi)
Pn(i) = JF{XE(,Y“},)Wf ______________ (4] 4)

2; Exp(Va)
¥

%23 23249 (MNL. multinomial logit
model) . 23 E’_‘él/l o2 (1g 2),
(4 H= dHEEE A4 £ 2429
o 7Hge EAE‘J_JJJr TYsHARE, Hla
ﬂ%"‘ﬂﬂ 37 o]/gololA ‘eite] ERA 7b

< FA% REoz REY HIEUIA,
Independence from Irrelevant Alternatives)
< Bl uldct(Luce, 1977). IIARBES “2
A7 AgE g5 Hlgo] & g
o8] da] de wix g’z BE oA
A E7re] B (substitution)o] Y& wizk
ARec, oy, o] 23E AR F o
e HUNE 397 g7 g, [IAE 718
g MNLE'*]L e g ES Fgs AME
F u. dE 5o, s&ak, Wi w9
e g Eo] ZP# 1/2, 1/290 33olA o
Ha7t =98 29 MNLE 83, #9714
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Wa o Bgd Wae dYgdEe] #7 1/3,
1/3, 1/3°]8t= E3ed 485 =T,
ojgigt TAHE AAB7I A3l McFadden
(1978)2 MNL9S —##l 2= 2224
(NMNL, nested multinomial logit model)
S AAEEE. NMNLE [[A7Hg ez Qg
MNL9 ©9d& #dsas B3k ohe,
MNL9 3dQ ALY &0l FAld #xn
A}, 9l=e] A NMNLLS =% € FH&
of TolA 28 HEH AMEHUL U (Borsch-
Supan, 1987. Ortuzar, 1983), Aol
¥olx Peterson et al.(1983)°] & 7%
g AAE ol Siderelis et al.(1995)3}
Lin et al.(1988)°] NMNLZ A& MNL
o 4 48 A9E Eustdo. 34y 8
Aol d AT AL, & 4A(1995)FH F
(1993) 1 2ARd2N FUq/MEE
o] AUPEL #1994 MNLEN A&
ALk fxie] gAZgeld A dYdss
FAs9 2y, NMNLe] #H&H de d=2
gtk old & dAF=,
(1) Memn fxbell X FATL
ol &AES UFe g,
(2) 21 2ARI ] —KRA U2EE &
ARG S A E3ho],
(3) 53 FAT4e A9 T o]l 4%
< "Ale F8 HFES EIFgoz=N,
(4) FAZTLEDY HE AR FAR
o], dtHo|HANE HARCE N
55 dFstaA gt

Come>
/ d

I. HAEE EX2E (Nested
Multinomial Logit Model)

s

1. HAEE 2zl EHeH

MNLE 2E AR EZY Bkl U3t
g 7Pt a8y, 45 didAEe] Al
& BRolle= At MBI (correlation)ol
EAster, exte S} MEE AAR &
%191 Red Bus/Blue BusZA|7} dAdc}, =
g MNL2 tidxe] dgo] ZHonhy(multi-
dimensional)e]™ {7k (hierarchical)®] &
' AL ndsA ged. FAF3de Ay
ol EAEL WEEH(EE FTEY)] Ue

= B FAZLA Wt opz
ge] e FAFLAMZ o] F A F 3

BAEY HEH(elst R Felstn AF)
high levelolA &g £ (b)ul&, AT
3 & A 89 E (intervening factors)2
A AEE h" g 239 17 BAaA
(o]t T2 A3 E low levelolA
F Mgz % <k 1995 Clark and
Downing, 1985: Schreyer et al., 1985;
Styne and Peterson, 1984).

ole} ol Huf{Ee ddd 4FE 9|A
€ ¥F(olst hifWEad g )<
TR A" 9FE vAe dF (o3

AN

1y 1 Dy 1

N

124 FIIML Dy THM:, Ih COEEIML Iy

(ag 1 DiE 2AZY

(38 2) 21R 2A=2Y

(38l 4) Joint EXEY
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High fevel THM, THM, TTIM, TTiM, {11,

Low level

THM: RAICH&R]
D1 of{2=

Dz: REf[E=

ETE Aegy e M2 =24 o
& 2 3len HFUAAe ™A o
: %, MNLE Sgss o

FCRZERE W TS b

g Hotteo] Al

o R diARE] fAMe s Qs ki

g Flifigel £x8ez AgsAg

MNL2 oAZ4 9] fiftts FA8ha ok

2. ZEo] ey 1Y

NMNLS MNLe ¥rtgoelr  Generalized
Extreme Value(GEV)Ede E£3 ot}
(Ben-Akiva and Lerman, 1985 Hensher
and Johnson, 1981). o] 2H€& (a) A4
#d AL (Ve b MRS & (Va, V)i
w2 Eelgeen Sy SI0nitd 18
1, (b)SHHTER Qg LA (en &) F Y
of ZFAIZICEN TtEY Mt BLd
sk, (c)71Q nol EF AR dial] Zt=
T8-S xEsit} (4 5). a2d (4 HE K
fio] EB7lsslng, MfUEEd =9
AHe)o] EAMS 0o 7MA e (4] 6)o
o7lef] olef 3 7MY EE F7IEHH, (a)
s} o] o] FFebAAM, (b) ] [ AZFgeol 4
o], (Mg 5L AAHZ HAFT 5 9

=4

op ¢ ¥ fr

o i I

>

Ds: OfZlo|ti3#

= NMNLe] €(4 7). z28u, AN=Ee
#/he) Bl gto] ANEHER TE 2R
o} nlA7IA 2 low level?] scale parameter
g2 18 3|, NMNLe] &g Z iy
Aol Meggo] HF ALLET (4 8) (Ben-
Akiva and Lerman, 1885: Maddala,

1983).
.Un= Vnt Vit Vit &t €+ &y ——-——== (4] 5)
.Un= Vit Vit Vit ent en —————— (4] 6)

Un: h'" BRSSP PR &8

Vo BRfUES™ wig

Vir MRS HE

Vit Voot Vi9] 23to2 A" M
e W

en: Vool g @},

a: Vizk Vel 9@ 23},

et WA @i}

@© 714 1: end} ene 4 5H Aol

@ 714 2: en'® ZPHOIH, ko] T3}
¥ scale parameter7t £l
Gumbel #3xgH}.

® 718 3: B4 Itk 38 ThkE
o] H 8- scale parameter7}
A9 Gumbel BEET},
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.Pa(hD)= Pa(h) - Pa(1lh)=
Exp(Vn+ INn) -#"J [ Exp(Vut V1) - £ }

H L
hZ'IEXp(V}ﬁ IN) - A4 EEXP(V“J' Vi) - #

INk= (1/4) - In E'Exp(VH Vi) 4
1=1

Pa(hl): 7890 no} h™ kfirftge] 1" Fhritge
Aeg &g

Pa(h): 702 nol h'™ Fhrfige Heid R
(marginal probability)

Pa(1lh): 789 nol h* Eirfi%e Agae
A 1" THRES NS ik
#{(conditional probability)

H: EfEY A4, L Thfige A5

INe: h'" MRS 2744 (inclusive value)

|:Exp[a'Vh+ (1—0)1Nh]:| IjExp[ﬁ'(VHVm)] }

H L
£1EXP[G " Vh+(1-0)INP) 1»2; Exp(B(Vi+Vn)]

L
INw=ln 2 Exp(8” (Vi+Vm)] —————— (4 9)
11

a B RANE EYuiso Al
1-0(=1-("/)): ZBAA AF

3. Joint 2EX2E

Joint 2ARYL EYPWFY LTRSS
aHste Bdolti(ay 4). (3] 6)A et
Aerslo] enoll ¥3E FeAE(2] 10), MNLS
EYHL(Vin)E Vo, VI @ Vg Eg3 A
T3tz AEgEL (4 1)2 AN

 Un=Vit Vit Viten (3 10

Exp(Vat+ Vi+ Vi)

H L
Pa(h. )= 2 X (Exp(Vn+ Vi+ Vi)) —(4] 11)

h-11-1

4. TZ7IA (Inclusive Value)

XHF L 2AREES] 2R logEe FT
de|2(4 9), 54 HrflERd x3dd Thft
FE9 AEA] 7|gE ¢ de HUHELES Vg
AtHHensher, 1986). ¥3 ¥@71AL 3]
59 Az AH AREHI] W& (4] 8),
NMNL= MNL®| zte|& &3] verdct.

NMNL2 fAMHERA &S EAReE &
Fotnz, 59 HuftFEd =3 ™MIREE
e AL FddA = 9, oE EBfufk
xoll TgE THAEREIE dAAol 24
4. uaA, 9 iR =38 TR
FEle 11A7180] 4¥322 NMNLE
277852 MNLY 543 JH= AN
F ek v, AFES ThiEe] 84
& drgEtn de HufiRe A"ggEoloA
TRz HE9 4SS T3l st=
b, old d&& ddste Aol T/t
(Wissen and Rima, 1988: Borsch-Supan
1987).

ZZ7M4 AF(19) % 0= 59 EAREA
=239 ddAERY Mt 3=E veie
Aoz (1-9)%9 Hee 07 1Alojot}. of
A9 E HoluH model specification error
g 93t AR, F8 SHUFE] AH
Ho doe A& YEATG(Lin et al.,
1988: Siderelis et al., 1995: Hensher
and Johnson, 1981).

® 0< 14< 1: NMNLe] 49

®@ 1-0=1: Joint 2A =Y

® 1-6= 0: MNL

® 1-6<0,1-6> 1: model specification

error
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b. ZEo| ¥E

NMNL& #-2%% ¥ (maximum likelihood
estimation) &2 FArstH | FAHA] low level 7
high levelZ ¥@lete] Aiteles a4
(sequential estimation)® 2 level& FAl°]
8] Atele g4 29 (full information
maximum likelihood estimation)&.2 F&#
th(Borsch-Supan. 1987, Hensher. 1986: Ben-
Akiva and Lerman, 1985). &alzui &
(a)MNL=Z }_ﬁ*‘?‘é}fr-"* kel MufUEEE

HFE] AlFE A 3 (b)g4akel A
%9 71]4:5?—’*1 EENAE AN, ZwtE s
vlx] EY¥S XY 33e T (o)MNLEA o
Al SHAIEES gArsl EAUREE waEe
A4S e o] W low levelS WA Al
Abel7] i Zel oJjrix] FAE Yozl %,
FhARERE Aol Al EHAE ALt
al7] wite] XB/FL "FAHX G ALEEE =3
] (estimate of estimates)’ 7} |t} 28714 7
4= "Tree Structure (719 3-a, 18 3-b)¥
Axste 8Rlol7] wiFe] o] HibHel oFH 2
Hulshy | olz Qlsted HARE VUL W
ATFES ;T_‘_ZV} AX FEA ] Holrm
(inefficient) Wi o] & lEs]o} atc},

HAFEH L ARl 44E OHﬂﬁ}
AOH kel ﬁ“ﬂoi A nte] faAdo] =
ol(efficient) FZ=2x}2] #iko] :_R°i7 (

8)e] A= %”‘}0}‘3 o] & olu], }
ﬂc}"ﬂiﬂ A7y 5o Daly 1987).

L, o] e e sheet BE ks J
o7l AAlalol b, MNLE& ]ooﬂ Rty
glol B g software/t H23it}.

—1>~,d£;4'2:2h

. WEF=*
1. e

A& AN el e BE xﬂ%—‘dz
TR 2 APstict, FAHos U,

SPHEFES M st (a)TATd
d A7A] =38 YAtE(raw data)ir 2 4
7o F2d ‘”‘01 portirebad om (i, 1995%
ik 1995% ik, 1994, (b)¥Hd FAES 2ANS}
ﬁir/}(Siderelis et al.. 1995 i 1994: @5
1993: Backman and Crompton, 1991 Lin et
al., 1988: %, 1985: ZulA&=18-3F 1991).
At #38 458 718902 A48
o MUAEEE HMFES A - QIEAE
2 Wy FYHS oA A8u 8 AR
o7 FASUTGE 1),

MRE LUESE AeEe] AR A
£ Z1ES7] flete], 1995\ 1290l 4BE A
B ERERAY BERVREL S 2 7FES 1507
S O e R oA 579 i’r&x]—"’
T =t 7MY B2 Rl diE] éﬂ tan=lls
7P7ﬂ g Ay, oiFge FHARS 3 FAF
Lol s At Hrretach, 3 —r‘]1° o 72
g ZIRY J"F (Factor Analysis)g 23,
247 B RAERE HEEe 81 AF
(loading)el 0.5 °]/deloiA ¥ d&o] xg
Al A .

(1) 3dEz7e] A%
Al Aol 4 g 'iﬁ\[“ﬂ 71(N), E4Hd?),
> ohed gho] A%

1) %9 olga&E gole) ougtn M@
&= _]— A= el 1995 5 o] &4 AL
stof, WY shEe FY o) % Feotel o) gAE
ﬁ]*&ﬁkﬁiﬂr.

2) duIEAM Yelzl A $4kQl 4.224
T ARSI
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(E 1) HERE % THARDH e ) A7AY F@oz FUEE 0,138 24
st
SHOWI | the® 2t} 399 $57} oA o o sla=
SHOW?2 g2 2% f)dx] REDELEN 4) E"iﬁ_z‘l Z%kc\’_]_ 1.96% A}' () 0}9\15}.
g Av|elH )
SHOWS | ol sle, M2 Belo] slolA . _ZON
SPECIAL | 2%, S¥a £t oitgde] glofA (N-1)d* z* &
SEEINGL | ASR oy et Bk oK (1.96)%(4, 224) (337,500)
o A9 _ . . 501
SERING2 g FE QAT o]Re] EAE0] (337.500-1)(0.13)% (1.96)%(4.224)
g Avl gl (34 AS) _ o} 9587
SEEING3 | c1X% sz, Soig A7t 3lolA
wﬂ A9)
PLAY1 2 zuy, o7l 7ol $57} Boln 9) FEAHH:
PLAY2 ﬁi’gqﬁﬂ?&;]fﬁq gl E%_ choice-based sampling®2 FZ3}
717E0] o A9S . -
PLAY3 | o|Rel® Qe Al2e Bolr 77t Act. ﬁol ]”:*ﬂl; tEE »Tf“fﬂj;] ;}fgr B;ZH?O]LJ 21}6}:
9;101/\1 EH—OF 011210 . %6, ol ° 0Z
- Is@ﬁz 3 d—‘;‘ﬂ ;ﬁfiiﬁi"}ﬁ oA gEtsoket SEAl AEF AR E &
BAus | STRESS | 94484 2 2Ed48 %] T il—:—“i ZA:H:J;}%O]] f ‘1’2 £i7:£ﬂo}
DEE c A% Ex EF 2| 9] o] gA7t wi§-
VARIETY H_H;Zi"d :—J?‘ﬂ%ﬁ e, dgs o] it iAol gi3o] fEsle Ao H] A
Ak | o AM o E2}50] (Malhotra, 1984), 23
EXER Aot ¢ £52 3] el zdle] 4o &3] A}%Elm_ AtH(Lin et al.,
FRIEND | @753 34 A2 2] dald 1988). o] W& @3 T LA E 9oEE
SVE | aa e v5% 158 e & o9 BaEEd Edat ae 2
H)%8 o] EAS3 o] Y HojA R EL vol9 2 A (exogenous)FTFE
EXOTIC ttfla}jaﬂs- A gL pnE 235l i, o] WPHE gAAE FEo=E
o 7 = -
Z3lste 2 WA A (endogenous) 0] th.
REMOTE | ddld 22 9ol & ¢ 7ln °
HolA Choice-based sampling S3Ad &%
SCENEL | Alglo] g, U914 A& 748 AEE Bk T B/IMENE?) i Ak
el g A%E s (biased) Ft, 2 didA g 4]
NEW 29 &= o] & ARFEAA, = = N o
2ofelz} wg o] Ug A 2o FRAES nejs) A Agrt fEgd
ALONG | 2] & AgE 5571 24 4 gloiy (Borsch-Supan, 1987: Cosslett, 1983).
AGE ol
HOLIDAY | $9 oj% (3) Ag4H
W/FRD | A7¢} 5t &% e FAE ZAYE (2 189)
COST | o4 2eMe 2/; Ll Té o}t ]19?—__1(8) 5
PSYCOST | a4 28u189] 3 84 7} 1996'd 59 17 (%), 18(L),
ThftE | TIME AR AR §F 2847 A7 thAA] BEAIZE HE o] 156F Mo s
#H¥s | T-OUT AR AR 28 #AZ Adge 2 ZAA AL zH AR 9
TIN | #2478 A7 28 SR oh ngii()i ;_ st Msds
FAR AR AR Agle) tg Edj;&: U:ﬂl__-o] }0:1767 MEO}E‘%_;
F34 %71 = Ay TAE s o 7|ZrESr
R | ek i Esol 1/3%e sAson, 59 26(R)
LOYAL SHE (Loyalty) 5 - ] N
DLE 2R A7 2] 16 of 95vie] BE-E FUIE FHetd HES F
CLIMATE | 24st 4aiglol, &4 4 glolA d HlFo] wj¢ FobHTHE 2).
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(& 2) tiax|g #2237

Aas] gagc] Agasmges [ deg [ A
wad 59 72 35 34 71 | 271
Eadl 69 72 36 36 72 | 285
dadd 13 72 131 36 73 | 385

A | 201 | 216 | 202 | 106 | 216 | 941]

4. R8N

) Biifixas 9
47]H F/GEEE £H5H (maximum
likelihood. promax rotation)?‘s‘}?dr:‘r, LRSS
49 Kaiser 's MSA7Z}F 0.50]4 o]o]A]
(MSA®F: 0.85) 291EAd] #4g Roiz
Yelken  eigenvalueZt 1 o4l 291 574
g ZZ5%9HE 3). A5 77t "pde
(¥ 3) LfrzEaH

g 202

LES Factorl  Factor?  Factor3
SHOW1 0.8230 0.0182 0.0456 0.05%3  0.0153

|
SHOW2 || 07993 | 0.0860  0.0363  -0.0691  0.0134 .
SHOW3 || 0.7489

Faord o

0.0308 00177 0.018  -0.0000
SPECIAL | 03970 -0.0341  0.0239  0.098  0.08%
SEEING1| 00497 [ 07664 | 00789 00151  -0.0050 .
SEEING2 | 0.0566 | 0.7940 | 0.0689  0.0055 -0.0363
SEEING3 | 0.1604 | 0.5597 | 0.0118  (.0787  0.0593
PLAYI 0.0329  0.050 | 07208 | 0.018  0.038
PLAY2 | 0.0404 00026 | 0.3430 i 0.0005 -0.0188
PLAY3 | 01089  0.079% | 0.6313 | -0.0148 -0.0317
LAWN | 0.0374 01051  -0.1308 | 0.5%02

0.5902 ; .03

r
SCENEZ | 0.048 01296 0263 | 03817 | .05
STRESS | 0047 0036 0185 | 05%7 | 0129 |
VARETY | -0.0062 0000 01246 | 03329 | 0.03%8
RELAX | 0.0311  -0.0380  0.0077 | 0528 J 0.0408
BXER | 0143 02209 0063 [94914 0,154

r
FRIEND @ 00110  0.0231  0.0516 0.0377 | 0.7 48281‘[
FAMILY © 0.0143  -0.0120  0.1257 0.1293 |-0.7832
SAME 0.1620 0.0201  0.0240 0.1713 - 0.37% .
EXOTIC * 0.2117 0.0146  0.1240 0.3000  0.0640
REMOTE . 0.1179 0.0222  0.0678 0.3030  0.143%
SCENEL | 0.1359 0.1824  -0.0478 0.24%  -0.0052
[

NEW 0.1467 0.0990 +.0604 0.2820 -0.1039
ALONG | -0.0841 0.1851 0.1130 0.2694  0.0127
Cum. Pct.

of Var. 17.92 34.55 50.09 645 67.38 |

A" (Factor 1), “BA LS (Factor 2),
“Eol7l 78l "(Factor 3). TE’% 2] /W sl el
(Factor 4), "# 729" (Factor 5) 2.2 3%,
S AL, %ZH‘ B (factor score) &
AU REE BFe ALSSHTHE 4)

2) Mt ¥ge A%

ALE 7HsAd0] Sl MUESH HeES
A(E 1), #HAKEAS(nomina)E ¥ AFS
2. ¥k (ordinal) o1/4de Wae= ANOV
2 o4 ‘il“ ‘i‘i’“ et o (iR R0

e HaEs g94lgo

JEAL Y

(multlcolhnearlty)i_ié Qlgh FAI7F AR,

M d L?%L o]Ao] Alelr] wfF-el
# (*!«]I’EH" o2 tFgMidel] 4t HEE A9
AlZATHE, 1989).
(E 4) bfiREns we 2 Flofigaty Lo
[aol:tH
IR I A 2 _"T ]
‘ }«‘1 fmmou golx<
1 If"1\./1\; . w. IELS—?I/] 30\{]7‘
i ; P3 } zo]7] 2 agle) 89l
|14 |1r 148k 8.912) _&"W
Lb5 Arafle g4
COST o4 288 (319)
§ TIME | ZUAY E1 LMM A ] ;
e |
| CLIMATE L Ll“lﬁ} *‘»¥°i°l 71 4 doiA
W/ERD 4 2obe] Eub fidiol] ¥kt
! ! dummy“*’“
FRfUE 1: 228k g, 0: 7ED)
#dws 1 HOLIDAY *"os stiol ¢+ dummy¥ |
(1:59d, 0
- LOYAL R
‘ (1S FAwLS 1
| Folaln 11 FAYY-E 1dd \
N R E- 11 3 E = N

(3) Tree Structure? A%

2 d3e e ugAE 1@3}7] uf 3o
7Vs3 Tree Structure(elst ®ulialn
A& e F S1Melth, 2y meliiige] dis)

A Akaike Information Criterion 2.2
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[ﬁ‘f—["k [3;:: fll'CTM. V0124.NO4

w223 structure® 4¥o] AT & A
2t (Boérsch-Supan. 1987. Amemiya,
1980 o] B Algte] AgETh A,

A7E ZHEAN (Cluster Analysis)® &

—“&:@1 (Discriminant Analysis) 2.2 AHg
Tdigns 23390,

Pseudo F Statistic® H&3 #dd &3
& 202 ZAAstA 2™ (Calinski and
Harabasz, 1974), Fl1, F2. F3 % F47} &
A7 A2 Yee F8 HFEZ JUEwY
(£ 5). % 47, 73 lole d¥#dz= o &
AE9 78.4%7F, FUEE 68.1%7F A&
W=ol 53.5%7F ZEHAYoH, 2 24 =
FAT o] &AES 72.7%7F, REYY 78.3%
7t £gEe], FHGoR pAE RdiEEd
(1Y 3-a)7F A Aoz BEAY.

2 mdiEge ANAS HESH] s,
7t FAFTLE TEUFR st wEEAEAH

(£ 6). ¥4 23 3 d3A(R=, Zeld
=, MEHE ]ﬁP THM 1 o]t Fg3te]
T ER7F AEsA dsith ole Adskd
Ao TEEE g7t F7hsofo 3 Ui¥
A|ztel EH7F o FEE A 4 ok 2

dd=s} g3dy Ave 487 2 44

o] tR7F HjmA FHE EFHJS ole
ol T EHE F e 7%
IOM. ARdos A" ©
-b)E F7F FAstA. o] A
*2 5& -E—’—% Cly éﬂr F2, F3 4 F47t 58
3 EPTH(E 7).

)
"
E
HL
_p

.
|

w3 Fl F2 F3 F4 F5

0.634| 0.632 | 0.646 | 0.253, 0.020

1
2 | -0.701| -0.698 | -0.714 | -0.279 | -0.022

1reimds, RdY= Agd=
2: =dds, 934

BRI 85 (obs./ %)

[ oide 3d9s | Hedc | cgds| dag | A
7]‘*‘%’3!5 76(38.2)  56(28.1)| 29(14.6) | 17(8.5) | 21(10.6) | 199(100)
it 49(22,7)“03(47‘7) 25(11.8) | 23(10.7) | 16(7.4) | 216(100)
TH’?%HE 41020.3)] 29(14.4)| 45(22.3) | 54(26.7) | 33(16.3) | 202100
(
(

Pegdn | 1009.4) | T(6.6) | 15(14.2) | 55(51.9) | 19(17.9) | 106(100)
L UEQ | 14(6.5) | 10 (4.6)] 22(10.2) | 79(36.6) | 91(42.1) | 216(100)

* ol glx #biig 270 missing

(

[

7 TEEM 2

=1

Discriminant Functions [Loading and Potency Index

FUNC 1 FUNC 2 | potency index
F1 0.49283 0.42184 0.01933
F2 0.29013 0.92201 0.26414
F3 0.87760 0.21683 0.50582
F4 -0.24141 0.23819 0.18274
F5 0.06386 0.03320 0.00061

ANEAo S BF (obs./ %)
B THM 1| =dd= | g9 | A

THM 1 |393(63.7)129(20.9)| 95(15.4) | 617(100)
=gdd= | 18(17.0)] 70(66.0) | 18(17.0) | 106(100)
34 24(11.1) | 88(40.7) {104(48.2) 216(100)

(4) 24 FAg A=

graxgRyoz NMNLE B4E + e
LIMDEP version 7.02.2 MNL, NMNL ¥
Joint 2ARdE Zz} %‘*}ﬁ}ﬁiu}(Greene
1994). g EH o] A ¢T HH A=

BEetn SaEEEe]l 2 *}%EL]_ AE ]
2=(Siderelis, 1995; Lin et al., 1988) A

A3 softwared] FFolth(Daly, 1987). ©l
HAN S ALg-E = MNLY 2348 7@
2 Algdte Aol AAAoth(Ortuzar,
1983).

B AF7E $HAEA HEFU ddA TS
H7H s ernz HriE WHEE alternative
specific variable Zel7} 3ok iFdS
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71%(base) 22 AFgten parameterd i
48 #ikst7] Y8t 19951 7 tidR]e] Al
FAR&E e 2ds FAsioh

Aard mde] APeE Y 5 e A
o] WEe ofA WA got HE 174 ol
71&S A 43 (Malhotra, 1984). ¥ d+ol
My &3] Abgeta e W<l likelihood
ratio index(p?). ¥l /i (accuracy of
prediction)® likelihood ratio test& Al
ALgstgnt. e oa 0.2-0.4 Alole] & %
& 249 =& AY:Z onlgth(Ben-Akiva
and Lerman, 1985: Hensher and
Johnson, 1981).

(% 4)9 A48 =¢¥42 5l MNLS 4
H

AR Th. A3 choice-based sample&
AbgEtg o2 A AlAERES 128t
A, HFYE basez HHSATE. fFAe]

Qe Wrs Az AAD @, gsan
(COST), 28A7ZHTIME) 2 ouasll=9 F
9 o FE(HOLIDAY)E o4 i] 2o 232
AW ACHE 8).,

COSTS TIMES A4t d3+= o33 &
o BHT = YTk, X A= B3 Aol
N, s 1 FAzdd dg B
gealdth mebd, SRAEL 1 dAR7
Ao Az} £aHse woh BE
sgor. Az uge] tedrc o
£ eAHE BAA e %%z} gro] BAl
Q7] wWEolct, o 2 wae] %ol w2
& Aol ol2re a8 S Awsm ook

HOLIDAY® 7%, d¥d=r] &
Ao W "ol e
Helo] olgo] FAH AL UA -
Amd e MNLol #dzqel A9
Q7o) g BAM olde AAletn 9l

t}. Hausman-McFadden testZ | [A 714
< A%% A3 (Hausman and McFadden
1984) ‘MNLe] AHAsitf & #AF7Hdo] 7]4
5ol (p<0.000), MNLe d¥HEel NMNLEZ
2d-& oA BAsa

(% 8) MNLS| ®azin}
g we [ A | owzes el

- HOLIDAY | -0.6602 0.1383 0.0000

. W/FRD -0.3774 0.1228 0.0021

I T |

2 0.3528 | 0.1247 0.0047
: . F3 22829 | 0.2016 0.0000
EERE 0388 | 0.082 | 0.0000 |
‘ ' F5 0.3578 | 0.0731 1 0.0000
' cosT 0.0822 © 0.0108 0.0000
{ CTIME | 0.0262 | 0.0032 ‘ 0.0000
L L CLIMATE L,,,,*,)~3°8,8 1 0.0456 l _0.0000
VHOLIDAY | -1.2137 | 0.2428 0.0000
r1 03038 | 0.153 0.0464
2U9E | F3 21578 | 0.2522 0.0000
¥4 0.9579 0.1580 1 0.0000
COST 0.0774 | 0.0110 l 0.0000 |
F1 ©0.3476 | 0.1319 | 0.0084
F2 0.4128 | 01799 : 0.0218
Mgde | 13 15090 | 0.2273 . 0.0000
COST 0.0646 | 0.0114 ' 0.0000
: TIME 0.0118 | 0.0037 0.0012
| |CLIMATE | 0.2319 | 00592 0.0001
L EgdE | F2 -1.1163 0.2430 0.0000
- '3 | 16433 0.2969 . 0.0000 |
Log likelihood [ L(B)] +eeeereroeenesnens ~1005. 184
Restricted (slope-0) Log L (- L(O)] -+ -1514.481

1= [LA/LADY) woommrensessseon 0.3

e MAL172/201 85.57% TSI 69216 31.94%

Ngar: 46/202- 22.71% ¥ 'dé“ 11/106= 10.38%
ol4<1: 126/216= 58.33% A: 424/941= 45.06%

2. HAE|E 2R2He| Ha

—l)
i

MNL#} U3 SHHSE AlLsHovt
(% 4) Huftissd ¥ g Fftedsd o
& leveldE Ag3on, MNLe A
27302 Atgete] gAFEYoz wud
Airetart. 7hsAel A 2709 Rk
(19 3-a)e ZI/NE AF7t 07 1Ate]

b}

g
—

H>

4
)

ol ot

old mo &
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of X3HA ol ALJstATt.

(2¥ 3-b)e) TE/E AF(1-9)= 0.7788
o|ATHIE 9). EZ7HA AF7t 03 1At X
FEATE AL, o] RuigEe] NMNL&
MNLETH FAFde Hdgizs fAZez
AgEd & e S Jehdo. =3 ¥t
A AFY ol 4938 Avke AL, TAE
E7ke] HilE6=-0.2212)°] Bz ‘5%8 A&
olulgit}(Siderelis et al.. 1995, Lin et al..
1988). &, THM 1ol A=W, 6 o|&AEL
olf 3 FA THLF o= XS HEE ZAA
A4 BRshe A2 JUehyth Fakd 2de
AF=() 428 2% MNLED $58 R
oz yehgtt 53 gge o 53
(0.402).

1) LA

o g 2, F2, F33 F47b RAR%Ee
AggFA F2 WrE YEsth(ad 3-b)
(£ 7). THM 19 A9 &0]7]72(F3)
of oa A FH$HY, FH/HAA(FH2

#44 9FL e sloz ki, =9
= GA o7l A(F3)el s 284 ¥
e Wt gov THM luthe @0l

Houn EALLIA(F2)L ¥338 9d&& T+
xok, @ A e R 42 dFd
of vl 7} EfrfiEe] A& Eo] solxAY
golzgE AS vt (Wissen and
Rima, 1988).

(2) M

TR A8A] 9FE AE 5
o F#s As A71e MNLF #ol7
ok ol¥l @& NMNLE A, 743
HEEA u}a} ErftRE WA 2HS F
THAESE AFES nsid 1XE AT
AEst7l g Zolt. A7oe Tt R
(W/FRD), #%€(HOLIDAY)o%, BikZ
(LOYAL)E @A (CLIMATE)Y A+, 9%
g Al Rzel 27|17 FAHAS. a8
U, dd4Agu&(COST)H 28AZHTIME)

“"n‘&‘i
30 &

4 o 50 4y

& Al Rt Yo AZle wWE AR
A= MNL#H w7 g, $92E
HEFY dAATE B7H ot7] Wi
o, 257t Y4 XEL dTdEY A
o g wjE A (attraction)o] ¥ EOE Y

1) ﬂlﬂi?&iEBl A%, ATshe Tkl R
b= e ol o
o Wa) "old 9le W of
2 ﬂ%—?"&h‘: 29 olRe dee A7w

m}ov

AR
o, QgL 2A W= Aoz HHHUT
9) MNL9 @49}% ECE DL

(HOLIDAY)7} cWii=el Meo] <d3& +
A %= RoZ Ueigrh EFd¥=s COSTY
A7t oS 2g Bt opg}t AllFAled e
BYo|go] Lo]3ly] Wi HOLIDAYY #
s7b Y9 Aoz FAHAY. MERH=EE (a)
AstA R A2 FRHATGE F ol
DAEH=E FUd F3HE FEHo] H|Fo] of
S =oHE 2) HOLIDAYSY A7t ofs &
go 2 FAs ATy wdsidt

3) MNLe ZAxol= g, 2 d3geld
Aol F8do] AFE BHE(LOYAL)ZH
WA= Edgse] Mde wfj¢ FEA o
&& Ve AeE YAt EaEe el
7178t 174 o)) vitE 7k EHE A
ol9] {3 % (biased behavior)"2 7 2|=H
(Jacoby and Kyner, 1973). $42d 14
(loyal customer)E9] X niAR R 7]

2ol dr}. Ui, olE2 5% it dis
14?‘4 Bl = (favorable attitude)& Zx U=
Bt ol AAEE I tijke AEHoE
ol &3l ko7 W, AYAIEY Wi
FR o M2 S W] Fol AFA A
o] gHo HFAQ o]yl wFoltk
(Schiffman and Kanuk, 1991: Backman
and Crompton, 1991: Assael, 1984).

4) FH ¥ ATHEY AHdECl A
7] W&o G4 (CLIMATE) 7} Ago} 48
& F4 g AeZ veigth 2y, o
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A= A

BIRSR 1
A8 A 7] o) § AY] w i o] Hoi=
Atk #EsIE T 10)
€ 9) NMNLe| &atdz}
[ [~ - H
‘ ‘”,‘?’?‘,, Il ttf ﬂ* B
THA 1 | K3 18497 | 01970
HLy  [F4 | 0426 0.119 |
THM 2| F2 -1.1939 | 0.1791
u _LF 15297 | 0.2580 |
W/FRD | -0.7437 | 0.1709
COST 0.0031 | 0.0286
Lo | TIME 0.0239 | 0.0033 |
LOYAL | 1.8857 | 0.2552 !
CLIVATE] -0.3295 | 0.0369 |
HOLIDAY| -0.5264 = 0.1866
LL | 6% | COST 0.0865 | 0.0275
LOYAL | 05729 | 0.3136
HOLIDAY|  1.1086 | 0.2472 |
N&as | COST 0.0703 | 0.0276
TIME 0.0089 | 0.0035
CLIATE| 03068 | 0.0631 |
=gd | COST 0.030 | 0.0149
o TIME | 0.0159 | 0.0062 ]
w/vﬂ 741T 0.7788 | 0.1430 |

*HH: High Level. LL: Low Level

THM1: oelr:,
Log-likelihood -

‘ﬂ'

I"‘% off o] ¢

l%lfi.*i'é’f%‘l.‘i

THA2: =gl

- -1024.778

Rmtncted (slopc 01 ‘og J RIS -1713.833

0.402
1378.113 (p(O 00)
f1/6/201 87.56%

Ml §3/202= 31.19% gt

91t 115/216- 53.24%

(E 10) ChatA]Y olladag

(FH )

sel= Ai»aéﬂf_‘ I nﬂmy .

71|‘ 436/941= 16.33%

Zgls

BT} ASA

10,0000 |
0.0109 |
0.0098 |
0.0000
0.0422 |

o.o1o4_j

0.0000 -

©34/216° 25.00%
1 28/106 26.42%

g 29.1
}

A
ol
_};_ Al

[ [ el
.

30.9

24.2

18.8

836 | 60.9 | 39_.8J 40.5

1
|
1
|

12.2 |
45.6 |

3. Joint 2R ZEe| At

NMNL 443 2317179

A5k 10l

17‘3 St oz ( O 7788) Joint AR
A A THEL o Aetde tlx NMNL
i’]r uf - %A}?} Z»%l’M Uebgont, g9} o) 4
H2 NMNLET "o,
(£ 11 Joint 2Xl2@e| YAtz
| P o3l 0ol A
T'H Ab‘] oWy Ag | MESA T R4
I k .
TIM 1 ? 13 1.9670 | 0.20621 0.0000
R4 | 0.4260; 01239 0.0008
THM 2 T 91,2224 0.1822 0.0000
L 143 | 1.6140 | 0.2665 0.0000
CW/FRD0.7329 | 01650 0.0000
! COST 0.0719  0.0121  0.0000
ol TIME 0.0223  0.0028 0.0000
LOYAL & 1.5942° 0.1914  0.0000
_ CLIMATE  -0.3313  0.0530  0.0000
U9l HOLIDAY. 0.5587  0.1708  0.0011
‘ | COST 0.0644  0.0105 0.0000
3 - 4 om - + ¥ . B
! | HOLIDAY | 0.9765  0.2171  0.0000
A&z COST 1 0.0507  0.0126  0.0001
1 CTIME | 0.0076' 0.0031, 0.0137 ;
| . . P i )
» _ CLIMATE ogpza 0.0606  0.0000 -
| S COST | 0.0298] 0. 0146 0.0410
| TIME -0, 0144 | 10.0061: 0.0184 |
Log-likelihood -+ 1027.848
Restricted (slope 0) Log L - 1713.835
pi ............................................................ 0.400

V. iR H B

1371.974 (p<0.0M
of 5eft ol 179/201 89.05% ®diglr
Mg 51/202- 25.25%
g9l 116/216- 53.70%

iyl

38/216- 26.85%
28/106 26.42%
A 432/941- 45.91%

A AEdiNek el 18k 54

Fisie] o] 4HES

BT A8t 71E
= RS R S AW
VAECTIA) S 7H 8]

Ard 1(\/[NI)

e

3ol

12 o]iz9] AlE]
of A %6}21 E2 11T
o MEj9 [

Red Bus/Blue Bus A7} wkAjelc}, oo
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2 dedlde [ JAZPg0] EAIEA] oA,
JAHE RS g ERTES FA1d 19
g JdE v2ge 2ARY(NMNL)S &

3}211’% A&+ choice-based sampling e

4389, LIMDEP version 7.0& A}
*9*611 AP EP o RdS FHRsAT. &4
ABH ALEA] A7t ffi(bias)H e A&
WAs7] Yeted AR i didiEeS 1
3 23 ggn 22 AES =&

1. Hausman-McFadden testZ3} [ 1A7}
o] YuiElo] MNLERE FA| T =3
5 vkEA olalEd & flsol EAHUG.
wetd, B AFd MNLE A&qcd, [ 1A
7}go] guisle] ¥AHE A7t FEHUS
Aolt}, Mg A ES Este MY F
9] 47 NMNLE ARgdlor & Aol

2. #9A e HFLETS 238l NMNL
< FAs A7 2E37MH 9] Ad e 0.77880]
Qqoen, L RIAE HF5e EAg L
(F2), &ol71F8A(F3) F4/HA35 a9
(F4) ez waxn, THuRAERA diys d
A 294 8(COST), £2A 28 AR 717]
o] 2QAZHTIME), FAF9e Fuk o2
(FRIEND), #Y9%¥(HOLIDAY), BiE
(LOYAL) ¥ &X ¢ A#gle] 24 F 3l
A (CLIMATE)Z Jehic, =4 m“é )
2 0.402°1%e, AA SHASFT 46.33%
SEA A& vtz A oS3t

(1) 22714 As7F 0% 1Az Yehy
(0.7788), NMNL2 NMLEY FA 3L
g P& AAALRE 498 + Ao +
Aoz THM 1A=, RUEd=E, A&
W)L =As Ee oot Hlg
ez syl Wi A2 dstEof
of ol ¥t

(2) TEAAS] Asg vng 1o 747
ok =@M, THM lo] 2FHAS 4

SHEAESE MifkEdd ¥4E 133 3
AEAFNA 12& oJEA EA ddst=
oz Yelyth Joint 2A2de EMZAw
o] A&& I

(3) LEffU&Re A=A, THM 12 d34
of Hla] o717 8R1(F3)ell i 3% A<
&S, FA/EaA(F o e 73
A e Ut v =gAsE g3 ddd
Hle] =ol7] 7+ 2A(F3) daiM FHAHA 4
EAZ8A(F2) dsfde FH2 o
goket,

o Eulo

o o%%

4) Mf%ke duL d3AEE FR7E o
P%lﬁ} ole 5 FTdER wHA, AA,
sH]&5e] tan, Fgdsge] t2A
17 ez HMEAT. §3], Al
ATodAM H2Z Fodo] ARE BHE
OYAL)Z} A A=} Zejd=e] e wf
2 S AL e Ao FALAY.

it

do & I %kx) o Orr‘

NMNLel #Aggel dd9% Ao 1
o Age /1Yol 57 faAE, B ATl
483 %3 b AFES Lol B,

1. SEHse 4E

A FATLER Yehd dvjds, 244
E9 MEAE FoN, duise o SFHTho)
= ol FUd=g Med=9 5AL
dtgste SRS EC]l 2l wkgdso] 1A
%@% g = v, 7jEdTe FEo

2 drdMe 23HA ddev, oa3
%Lfi Heaego]l XPETE By Aol &4
g 7hsiel Wi &

(1) AA

B dFe 583 A A5E FIEY
(cross-—sectional study)3t ZHeo|BE=, 59%F
o] deggis F43 Aojvh. NEPFE
durzlsly] Yale AdEE A8E £
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BXejol gttt dukstd, choice-based
sampleo| A A3 fnfiftizh Hepd AFad
Ax Wepy] feld, 53], Fddse 4y
T A RES 585 AFHRE Afolrt
¢ A

(2) ejAba7gat

A SHA 35.1%%0] £91 AAR W
g A4E Aos Yehyth, 2919 oatdxy
ol 57t ciul¥iSg ¥gtse lo] uigtAsltt,

(3) &gk (Loyalty)
FHEE PFEAH HEsdor FAEY
W Fof, o]Hg V|FeF 4 ver EHehs
Aol HEo|thH(Backman and Crompton,
1 4 B dT7e o 8=E FF5A4
o] M3THd HEEAHo R

1

Qi. %@ TR l
‘228 17 (true loyal)’

ZTO}OE“:} Hr} Gagh
2 Alg3]o} st}

FH =)

4

2. Tree Structure®| 4E

X

A48 Tree Structure(Zd#H) i A4
& U= g4 Wy opg glth Hivh
2l gto] E%OT FE AT Daly,
1709 2dfiss o4
7 51\] of Alg38] 7bsAdol =
M AEsYT. I olf+= LIMDEP
2 o vdiEEES gatstel ., i
o] AnE YAl dgsior &) wEo
o ey, FHEAE (@ARS v A
w@alsls ZololA FAEA A (foundation)
7b eksld, (D)HAY FHFE HAshe 7F
o] of# wWEslA 7] wWEo|(Hair et al..
1995: Everitt, 1979), (c)4E71# iﬂrr/}o_ﬁé
AR BHEM ARE Mg & (d)
Fed A wdiEEES o %‘33‘74471 !
Mgllof & o]},
(1) (29 3-a)v 2#44 A% 7t 03 14y
18 dolut XA Alejattt. 22, o

g O
o

©
&®
=
re
. [.JR
-
o r1F

g o
Ut

£ lo o He
N
=
~0
T,
tlo

Rz 444 Zelrhal dEE Fe
o, gusbd, model mlsspe(:lﬁcatlon%
E AdedA Abge SHEsE 28dE b9
Aoty ¥ AFoA] Agld T Aol
7b Zlddd, FAlgde AEE s A
T A o EEEsE 9 F o

g Ay m

(2) A FAlEgd
U] &9 FAF el A
590] AAME HnYS& Holmw oot (i,
1991). wpebr, A-wSEE mde] =qigch
H, B AFoA AS-E 2-stage®rTh 3
stage7} w4 4 QU

SHEE As e
£ Bl 4

3. Az

(1) E: = SRl Al HEE tEA
iy Hﬂ "1-91‘:} ol& <laled COSTS
TIME-/] Bz7b Y2 Jehdon], MNLE
= Aol Hutsd wAEHA (Cross
Elasticity)e] #MZA#x= AeFstlct. o] #
F45o Ag A ] Foojs &)= shgloy
T/ Yol AL v gdd & Ak 4 F
AFDETA Y &
2¥7y Gt S

QA7 T o Ad4AQR]§S
Aol wigalsht,

) A= Aie] 64.9%7F felel 43
5421/1 w 5o Fel/sf el u|-go] FusEst ¥
At

51 A 3 ER

1. Al Galg-gct (1991), ehd=4
AL DA S gt
2. 4 AH, oF ¢1§ (1995), "AwlA ¥ "*”1“23"91 LAY
S}t Adjelyi/uglo] el AT HEMIMTE)
23(3):59-68.
. ‘L‘l{ )\ﬂ". 980 H'lf‘b”}’f] o;nu “ [JI't
¢ (1894), " {SHiA ’*1"]!:’,'f°l AL R Tilsgel]
bR i ik, 22(2):25-38.
5. i &k (1991, T/‘]o’?lol °!"'4 R
whAle Syvie] AlART Toiae ) 7/8:24 26,
6. F g (1993), '}\’-fmf fiik"] ,!u RO I IS RS

JEAI & A

FolLAz
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el Big Bige Aeg o2, Mehiv AL R
TR

7. % TEK (1989), MAE=2ARE S o] 43 &UF2
gl B et AT, MERBL BT BTN
P ML,

8. 1 FF (1993), TEEARS T B A7,
HRFME BUCREEAR TR

9. ﬁf. ﬁj% ﬁ ;ﬁilt rl’%k B}ﬁ *ﬁuu u/F )\;‘ 1995 )\
R (ERS] RN BRERMEER SRIBRTUE V122 o
i o B WE)”. "EHEEEREE,.
23(1):123-139.

10,3 PEHE (1995%), “HEALES] JRSy JRS Sl BiR
W‘ﬁ' Hybrid Conjoint Analysis® i@, TasiEibs

i, 23(2):1-16.

11,3 HHE (19957), “REE-BURE SHre FIHT Btk
o] FEEE W B, THEEVAOIE,. 23(3):94-
105.

12,3 YHE (19947), "M ASMEA Recreationffiike] EAA
‘a‘°ﬂ FIRE Bie MLTE SR, TR,

22(2): 13-24.

13,3 VHE (1994°), MRk satol A9 2 F pE
Recreationftizie]l BiIBITH Hed WIT WRE:
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