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Abstract The strategy of distributors using a PB(Private Brand) inferior to existing PB to increase choice probability
of PB arouses difficulty in terms of cost. Therefore, the aim of this study is to verify incentive and compromise
effects of PB using two realistic experimental methods. Looking at the verification results, incentive and compromise
effects occurred to show increase in choice probability of PB when a new GB(Generic Brand) was added to
NB(National Brand) and PB of a manufacturer. In specific during experiment 1, choice probability of PB, the target,
was changed when decoy brand was introduced even if there is a large difference in preference and choice probability
of the competitor and target due to characteristics of NB and PB. In experiment 2, incentive effect appeared when
PB of competitor was positioned as an inferior alternative to increase choice probability of the company's PB.
Strategic implications on the study results, limits of this study, and future directivity were proposed.
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[Fig. 1] Schematic explanation of experiment 1
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[Table 1] Example of competitor, target and decoy

Shampoo PC
Position . .
Price . Price .
) Quality () Quality
Competitor - 3.2GHZ,
Alternative 7,000 & 1,500,000 1TB, 8GB
Target _ 2.8GHZ,
Alternative 5800 Q 1,250,000 750GB, 8GB
. N . 24GHZ,
GB 4,600 50 1,000,000 500GB, 4GB
- 26GHZ,
P1 5300 60 1,250,000 600GB, 4GB
. . 2.8GHZ,
P2 6,400 70 1,380,000 500GB, SGB
26GHZ,
P3 5,200 60 1,130,000 600GB, 4GB
P AYe 1A0YS ANSa 95 F o7
F7he AEAE Fal 24092 ANSgom, A4
2 BAAT U B SUAE AT AA By
A= 3349 o]t
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#90 9 BREATE SEQA HASER)Y AR mXE Fael Bt AT

N AFHTF 25 BAH R 59 cHMeNemar test  [Table 3] Transition result for subjects with entry of
A3} p< 05) decoy in experiment 2 (for position P1)

Number of subjects that selected each

o . . . alternative of expanded set during
[Table 2] Transition result for subjects with entry of setof | PAMA | ondary survey among subjects that
GB (Generic Brand) in experiment 1 altemnativ | survey result participated in primary survey
-es
Co Number of subjects that selected each Competitor Target Decoy
re . .
st of Primary alternative of expanded set.dunng Compe. | 44(56.4%) 26(59.1%) 18(40.9%) 000%)
) e o secondary survey among subjects that
alternativ=| survey result | iiated in primary survey | Target | 34436%) | 129%) | 3397.1%) | 0(0%)
es - - — juice
Competitor | Target | Decoy Total | 78(100%) | 27(346%) | 54(665.4%) | 0(0%)

Compe. | 57(57%) | 35(614%) | 21(36.8%) | 1(1.8%)
Target | 43(43%) 3( 7%) | 36(8l.4%) | 5(11.6%)

McNemar test p=.0000

juice

Total | 100100%) | 38(38%) 56(56%) 6(6%) Compe. | 59(75.6%) 46(78%) 13(22%) 0(0%)
McNemar test p=0241 shamp | Target | 19(24.4%) 1(5.3%) 18(94.7%) | 0(0%)
Compe. | 70(70%) | 41(G86%) | 28(458%) | 1(1.4%) -0 | Total | 78100%) | 47(60.3%) | 31(397%) | 0(0%)

shamp | Target | 30(30%) 3(10%) | 22(73.3%) | 5(16.7%) McNemar test p=0018
-00 Total | 100(100%) | 44(44%) 50(50%) 5(6%)

McNemar test p-0012 Compe. | 38(48.7%) | 23(60.5%) | 15(390.5%) | 0(0%)
Compe. | 59(59%) | 32(34.2%) | 27(458%) | 0(0%) tollet | Target | 40(51.3%) | 1(25%) | 39(944%) | 0(0%)
toilet | Target | 41(41%) 3(7.3%) | 29(70.7%) | 9(22.0%) paper | Total | 78(100%) | 24(30.8%) | 54(69.2%) | 0(0%)
paper | Total | 100(100%) | 35(195%) | 56(56%) 9(9%)
McNemar test p=.0237
Compe. | 65(65%) 37(56.9%) | 28(43.1%) | 0(0%)

McNemar test p=.0005
Compe. | 60(76.9%) | 46(76.7%) | 14(23.3%) | 0(0%)

’l‘arget 35(3500) 5( 14. 3%) 29(80 6%) 1(2 800) TV Target 18(2341%) 1 (546%) 17(94.4%) 0(0%)

, . . X

B Total | 100(100%) | 43(43%) 57(57%) 1(1%) Total | 78(100%) | 47(60.3%) | 21(39.7%) | 0(0%)
McNemar test p=.0002 McNemar test p=.0009

Compe. | 58(58%) | 33(56.91%) | 25(43.1%) | 0(0%)

Compe. | 54(69.2%) | 37(685%) | 17(315%) | 0(0%)
Target | 42(42%) 7(16.7%) | 32(76.2%) | 3(7.1%)

PC 0, 0, = QO, 0,
Towl | 100010020 | 40(40%%) 57670 | 33%) - Target | 24(30.8%) 1(4.2%) 23(9%5.8%) | 0(0%)
McNemar test p=0167 Total | 78(100%) | 38(487%) | 40(51.3%) | 0(0%)
Compe. | 309(61.8%) | 178(57.6%) | 129(41.7%) | 2(0.6%) McNemar test p=.0002
Total Target | 191(38.2%) 21(11%) | 147(77%) | 23(12%) Compe. | 255(65.4%) | 178(69.8%) | 77(302%) | 0(0%)

Total | 500(100%) |199(39.80%) | 276(55.2%) | 25(5%)
McNemar test  p=.0000 Total

Target | 135(34.6%) | 5(3.7%) 130(96.3%) | 0(0%)
Total | 390(100%) | 183(46.9%) | 207(53.1%) | 0(0%)
McNemar test  p=.0000

23.2 M8 2 M

Table 3& AN HEA LA HNIAEL  ppye g el gEiA BAss MR
A SHPLRA AL A AL S LA g el 141 59 ARl fEA mas
o ISR S e Sl o) AatE WskE el )

Tabe 3 A4 PR MAAeE @sa g T DR e e
(P #1105 AR PR AR 185% ) Jol 1315 Ao EATeke] PRe] AHERE 158%
SYISHASM PBS QS AT Sl HARDE 900l pp2 A @S FolA folLAs

7b b ol @] 58(37%) %] NB& gk uhd
o, NB& AEg JEAE FollA w7jdiere] F7he &
77(30.2%)0] 1 Wit uEk & PBR Agkskie). e
o] #}o]i= McNemar test A3} p<01 F=FolA #-25H
b 74 27F AR E A A A AR B
W57 AEHT B BAHCE 7253 tHMcNemar
test A3} p<OL).

7F 371 ol ©2] 131(88%) 1] NBZ &gt vhd
o, NBE =g ﬁ]ax}g oA w7digte] F7te &
799 (31.3%)°] 1 WHdgek 5 PBE d3ksko) 1gla
o] z}o]i= McNemar test A3} p<01 FElA F2l3HAl
YERL 71 3o] ARSIt & N AlEHFERE B
W5 AEFHT BT BAH SR {231 tH(McNemar
test A3} p<05).
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[Table 4] Transition result for subjects with entry of
decoy in experiment 2 (for position P2)

[Table 5] Transition result for subjects with entry of
decoy in experiment 2 (for position P3)

Core Number of subjects that selected each Core Number of subjects that selected each
. alternative of expanded set during ) alternative of expanded set during
set of Primary . set of Primary .
. secondary survey among subjects that 5 secondary survey among subjects that
alternativ | survey result O L alternativ | survey result o L
B participated in primary survey B participated in primary survey
CS Competitor Target Decoy © Competitor Target Decoy
Compe. | 49(61.3%) | 34(69.4%) | 15(30.6%) | 0(0%) Compe. | 37(487%) | 17(459%) | 20(54.1%) 0(0%)
.. Target | 31(388%) | 2(65%) | 29(935%) | 0(0%) . Target | 39(51.3%) 1(26%) | 16(82.1%) | 6(15.4%)
M T Total | 80(100%) | 36(45%) | 44E5%) | 0(0%) O T Total | 76000%) | 18(237%) | 31(684%) | 6(7.9%)
McNemar test p=.0023 McNemar test p=.0192
Compe. | 50(625%) | 36(72%) 14(28%) | 0(0.0%) Compe. | 50(65.8%) | 31(62%) 18(36%) 1(2%)
shamp | Target | 30(37.5%) 1(3.3%) 271(90%) | 2(6.7%) shamp | Target | 26(34.2%) 1(38%) | 22(846%) | 3(11.5%)
-00 Total 80(100%) | 37(46.3%) | 41(51.3%) | 2(2.5%) -00 Total | 76(100%) | 32(42.1%) | 40(52.6%) | 4(5.3%)
McNemar test p=.0127 McNemar test p=.0043
Compe. | 34(425%) | 19(559%) | 15(44.1%) | 0(0%) Compe. | 33(43.4%) | 12(36.4%) | 20(60.6%) 1(3%)
toilet | Target | 46(57.5%) | 4(87%) | 42(91.3%) | 0(0%) toilet | Target | 43(56.6%) | 2(4.7%) | 35(81.4%) | 6(14%)
paper | Total 80(100%) | 23(288%) | 57(71.3%) | 0(0%) paper | Total | 76(100%) | 14(184%) | 55(724%) | 7(9.2%)
McNemar test p=.0192 McNemar test p=.0357
Compe. | 59(73.8%) | 42(71.2%) | 17(288%) | 0(0.0%) Compe. | 52(684%) | 31(59.6%) | 20(385%) | 1(1.9%)
TV Target | 21(263%) | 2(95%) | 18(85.7%) | 1(4.8%) TV Target | 24(31.6%) | 2(83%) | 19(79.2%) | 3(12.5%)
Total 80(100%) | 44(55%) | 35(43.8%) | 1(1.3%) Total | 76(100%) | 33(434%) | 39(51.3%) | 4(5.3%)
McNemar test p=.0026 McNemar test p=.0041
Compe. | 60(75%) 42(70%) 18(30%) | 0(0.0%) Compe. | 57(75%) | 33(57.9%) | 22(386%) | 2(35%)
PC Target | 20(25%) 4(20%) 16(80%) | 0(0.0%) P Target | 19(25%) 2(105%) | 13(684%) | 4(21.1%)
Total 80(100%) | 46(57.5%) | 34(425%) | 0(0.0%) Total | 76(100%) | 35(46.1%) | 35(46.1%) | 6(7.9%)
McNemar test p=.0043 McNemar test p=.0037
Compe. | 252(63%) | 173(68.7%) | 79(31.3%) | 0(0%) Compe. | 229(60.3%) | 124(54.1%) | 100(43.7%) | 5(2.2%)
Total Target | 148(37%) | 13((88%) |132(89.2%) | 3(2%) Total Target | 151(39.7%) | 8(5.3%) |121(80.1%) | 22(14.6%)
° Total | 400(100%) | 186(46.5%) | 211(52.8%) | 3(0.8%) © Total | 380(100%) |132(34.7%) | 221(582%) | 27(7.1%)
McNemar test p=.0000 McNemar test p=.0000
= =2
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