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=
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o mAFEAZ

2AFRE $35T BAT 4+ 95
Bttna oo &

=1
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2

(Customer Relationship

Managementt CRM)E MET Zdsdtx glich
2 A0] $18E o] ZAAAE detatn, 2 &
TF-ol 2= v A9 HAEL AA AHFs= A
o] @&d wdstE AlANA 71del BaR F

= b Fad 4E A=d Aotz
¥ VdES 1Y &FEF 245, UdEHY
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HERA A Told wiidt ¥y FxE &9
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2 gdEse Yaee oA 2A s
AR B glis Aol dadeith, AE&HEY
CRME daixe 14z #88 28 5% 9
Seti, 27E #Elstan €88 = gle 71
THel & 2 Aotk mAe wiy A
Holnx Hezl ay¥e 7] A Eas
1AFRE HES L B AFde YEE
H &3 Al7ko] 289, w©el fe)E7t m e
gt FHue FERE FEsA utdstA Edch
W ol YHlo® I YAEAHE oy JaT
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A= B 71952 nAEN ¥ A=E7 H
= LAFZEE HEsn #BeEste Ao oW
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el W Eo T 2283 (Data Fusion) 8L A Al
o FAHoz Fsid
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g 58 T3 9k
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7 2E
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E HAolth o] PHE HFUAE RofelA
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(Baker et al, 1989), oz 7—.‘45‘1‘]
(Multidimensional Scaling: Kruskal & Wish,
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=
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@3, FEA"E 1FAZEE A
RE FHEAC] WY FHEAE AT
E ot AzngdAM T F
A7125H A Ak A 3l
= 71Z2AE% 2 WHE pil
(Common Variable) 2 F#4% p
prelA 53 E FHAZREH d2 &
(FAAR 71Fahe] AZE AMS 3
FaAZFE b kg Azle]l AR &E
AE 7R AddsiA A dvtFHe= FF
ARE $ERe QAT BAA 1
(Demographic Information) & } g, dw
2R A7 AAonRe 4R sE A
o dE AFAE Foed o 71EAT AR
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>
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¥
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N
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Analysisg AFEE & Stk whef FERG 7]
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2 FEAR7 $FIFEY RE (Categorical
Variables)st® ojd S3% aAdE Ay
el X 2tzhe] falatel] gk 715AE mhebs)
7l 3 eg9ARyg A" (dE =9
Euclidean Distancet Mahalanobis Distance),
2o ogxzie ABASS AHHOR AAs

Ad

= Re 2AAsST. od® A% FRANY
Adg AN At AgEE Aol

Correspondence Analysiselth [2¥ 112 =
5% 43S A9 Fu ook £ dFelA
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2aed 2 F2 2L T YT
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< :
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[4n) [ =
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a X
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Il, Correspondence Analysis

Correspondence Analysis (Hoffman and
Franke 1986; Carroll et al.. 1986, 1987)& ot
244 H 2 (Multidimensional Scaling; Carroll

& Arabic 1980)8) dF o2 FHAEY FHF
o gleiAl Q9w Thatg HERIH PEHE 24
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qgARY FHe - }
Eq- (=

= v s
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Data (Metric MDS2] 299t MEHZE AHE
%t Ranking Data (Non-Metric MDS ZA-H) =
uxojzitk,  ole] H|8t9 Correspondence
Analysis®] 4¢¥ 487t Dummy¥TE
g WE HAZoAY FL& Y TF
(Dichotomous®] A1t Multichotomous)oll &
299 ANEF(frequency) e Ao AWrE<]

gz HE¥g FEEHoEC ul2hxq
Correspondence Analysis@& At o 2
N-Way Contingency Table E2

Cross—Tabulation Table& ®Asl=d Al£H

= 71gelch

Correspondence Analysis 9A] & t}
g HAx¥d oiavbAR AgAge] GEkhd

S 2 age], AnrHez pabgdel Fel A
(point) 2 & et E ZIHolth o] HAdAM
Hargol uetd AAEY AdE] FAE
Correspondence Analysis® Z3dted F+4% F
ZAME FLdsA FASH debdchE Ao
Correspondence Analysis (T2 tixbed£47]
W elviR)e EAelgty & F U E
3 Correspondence Analysiselde dH A=<
7t2st ARe vEbd MNAEES FA T4
F7te] Ao g vehdE Joint Space® 4 71H £
dzolgtn & 4 ¢k E3F Correspondence
Analysis®) &1gZd M= 7tz AR
MNAEZY A=t 47 varks € % AUt

(Carroll, Green & Schaffer 1986, 1987%-=).

Carroll et al, (1986, 1987)9] <az]F
w2y 24 24 diife] HE Contingency
Table®2 Cross Tabulation Table matrix F%
¥ (F= 7t2 Ex HE /Z=Z 59 gz 3
Z2hEg thgd FZe]l H¥ER 43 (normalize)
gt

H=R"*Fct?

R#FZFL 7x 7/diagonal matrixel® CFF= Jx
Jdiagonal matrixelch, ol& & &&= Z4E TR
9l Alzel gAY AFZY F=(Reciprocals of
the Saquare Roots of Row and Column
MarginaD &2 T4 ot thgoez A8E L

5o &g A23te] chi-square AHITE
=

H=F F ¢
A7) PP = Q® = Pl A= Diagonal
Metricolth, o2 paidAteae 7F2E(30

#F AZEWA dehg AAY F2E 22 e
% 2ok
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Y= X% r(Q+ ¥
v, d753

£ d7e FAHY A7 HHe ©EB 2
o,

1. ABATZ AE2FEH
Correspondence Analysis® AFEE A E§
T 53 L@ FEA dF¢ F4A
= odviy B ghel At (5, 44
2 AdFE)?

g

3. FHRAZ AMEste @@ AR AE] g
A% (Rand Index® &)= d= FZ<
7+?

V. 47 ¥y

B ATl g3 REE 600FS LA
E2%H £38 AEA deged W d3x
FAF Agolty, FAFRoR B ATeM ALEE
FEE 13719 $402 FHEHA ey 7 &
el 32L& 27 oA 8ol (E 1 FZ).
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51 WY [(ABAFE o] &8 AE2FT)
ARFHS ol&F FEHA i FHAY F
g5 Hrstrl At B Il 13719 TE H4L KoM x7AAQ £44uF A
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g WY, a6 HPHE &ySFFERFE !
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ST EREES Where,

g A 2ok Ve g 2 4 agas
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F 4BAF) 22 $9A & 2e £45F0
2] Qow 1 g FuALT ¥e 3¢
A k) 45O AR

5.2 9 11 (Correspondence Analysis® o] &
3 AEEd

TE £49 HolA E7Ae HAWHF o
stof, 7 SPFFE F M} & AE 2 548
Yeille ooz dAsm  WEEE
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2 A A A" U p

Where,

D g9 2 g 2449 HE.
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¥ellA Hy7bx e &4 F FHY 49 54
FELZ A7 BAD g (MG A
T AT At $E9H 15y &45E

o7 dgHsted o &g ek 7hA Ael 7t vt
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d 2 o At e SEA & S4FE
Lz dAga, wef $R/A 4= SHFE ¥
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&8 ARFETIYE AR NEARFE P
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(Original Value)dl @vht 7t7he718 71517
A 71E2Z thgd F 7HA HEZE AMEE
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Value) % Zl-ﬁii}-"— 239 T FAH
{Recovered Value)te] 4 #AZ zZt S99
FEAAM Fatgoh
5.3.2 Rand Index

S Ao B ghe Ay Aagd A8
&g Fd od=zozn fr‘-"g"li TA =R
A8s 77 THEHE & F, zZizie AERE
AHg-3

T %5 9= ¥R g59 9l
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dold T ASHe glerty dE

2t
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7] Adjusted Rand Index (ARD©]t. Rand
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[ % 2] Rand Index%} Adjusted Rand Index (ARD

True Structure

Test Structure

(FRENS Boted dAd FATE)
(FHA = ZAFE) FTAA £ ol A &%
fﬂ-
NA e % LEERKS
FATA £ AR F A B A+B
Aold TR &3 MAe C D CiD
i A+C B+D R

Criginal Rand Index:

A+D) _
R

(A+ D)
1
SN -1

Adjusted Rand Index

R(A-+D)~[(A+BYA+C)+(C+D)B+D)]
N2 ~[(A+BYA+C)+(C+D)B+D)

1

=—N(N -1

R=— N(N-1)
VI d7Aw

B KahAel 46 et 2749 &
BEE(Z, $ao0A KA e $458)9 4
A2 sl F A wde) elded e

dZsed pagony TIAs QoD d53
AZE o188 T AR AAEE 48 2

o] &3stein

7 $gAEE F A0 JRAFE 79
% & 7 A9EE 28R 2008l A 200
He] FHRAFE FTH F ool g BFAHA
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2obel FuA
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7

AT A ze
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A e 10059 A8
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Bl gol QAW ol el
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7=1,2,...,100: AlEdeld A=
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S o] 9@ Aol 4ud AVEA %
Qe 2ol AAY &
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& HAFEL. o

A9 7 FEsS 2o a3 23 @
FRAFE BolAde A& RAFa vt =
T EEHAE EF 9 Yol dFo] A3
AFALE BT Sick F&FE 49 7}
S7tEel wa ZEAX B SIS #
g Utk FEE $49 FUh 1oAY 9=
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<
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[& 4] Rand Index 9] #4HE4 A

Source of Vanatlon Sum of Sdu‘z;res DF | Mean Squares ;
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A 22.4929 479
[Z 5] 48222 Rand Index BT
2hA 4 ‘ A é."—"c‘]_
17 2 7
1 H]
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3 FL A £ gtk B8 o5 FEE e B dFoA: ARUE FRAANAEE ]
9 H=zo o AZAS(product et FF d7edde g2 FRE
moment correlation) & T} kA 5 D29 QARE BHE BASHATE F)9
(rank correlation)® =39 4 #H4 AAARS gt ARTE g Aol
g 4 92 otk &% AT7elMe ol ot

TEUSF dde] 239 FFEe v

FaEY

Baker, K., Harris, P. and O Brien, J. (1989), “Data Fusion: AnAppraisal and Experimental
Evaluation,” Jowrnal of the Market Research Evaluation, 31(2), 153-212

Carroll, J.D. and Arabie, P. (1980), “Multidimensional Scaling,” in M. R. Rosenzweig and L. W,
Porter (eds.), Annual Review of Fsychology, Volume 31, Palo Alto, CA: Annual Review, 607-49.

Carroll, J.D.,, Green, P.E. and Schaffer, C.M. (1987), “Comparing Interpoint Distances in
Correspondence Analysis,” Journal of Marketing Fesearch 24 (November), 455-50.

Carroll, J.D., Green, P.E, and Schaffer, C.M. (1986), "Interpoint Distance Comparisons in
Correspondence Analysis,” Journal of Marketing Fesearch 23 (August), 271-80.

Hoffman, D.L. and Franks, G.R (1986), "Correspondence Analysis: Graphical Representation of
Categorical Data in Marketing Research,” Journal of Marketing Research 23 (August), 213-27.

Kruskal, J. and Wish, M. (1978), Multidimentional Scaling, Newbury Park, CA,

AAE (1999, “DRIE HAAF ZAMLGEE L o€ AFHLsed 38 A5 ofAEH
%8, 103-118

-420 -



