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Conjoint-like Analysis Using Elimination-by-Aspects Model

Sangjun Park*

B Abstract =

Conjoint Analysis is marketers' favorite methodology for finding out how buyers make trade-offs among competing
products and suppliers. Thousands of applications of conjoint analysis have been carried out over the past three
decades. The conjoint analysis has been so popular as a management decision tool due to the availability of a
choice simulator. A conjoint simulator enables managers to perform ‘what if' question accompanying the output of
a conjoint study.

Traditionally the First Choice Model (FCM) has been widely used as a choice simulator. The FCM is simple
to do, easy to understand. In the FCM, the probability of an alternative is zero until its value is greater than others
in the set. Once its value exceeds that threshold, however, it receives 100%. The LOGIT simulation model, which
is also called as "Share of Preference”, has been used commonly as an alternative of the FCM. In the mode! part
worth utilities aren’t required to be positive. Besides, it doesn't require part worth utilities computed under LOGIT
model. The simulator can be used based on regression, monotone regression, linear programming, and so on. However,
it is not free from the Independent from Irrelevant Alternatives (llA) problem.

This paper proposes the EBA (Elimination-By-Aspects) model as a useful conjoint-like method. One advantage
of the EBA model is that it models choice in terms of the actual psychological processes that might be taking place.
According to EBA, when choosing from choice objects, a person chooses one of the aspects that are effective for
the objects and eliminates all objects which do not have this aspect. This process continues until only one alternative
remains.
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