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Perspectives on a Discrete Choice Experiment using Eye-Tracking Data
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We reviewed stated preference research using eye-tracking data, especially discrete choice
experiments. The literature review identified three research topics covering the profile
attributes: i.e., visual attention, which denotes aiming at attention; visual attendance, which
denotes confirmable processing; and visual search, which relates to acquiring information. A
simple method was proposed for visual attention, by incorporating the attentional measure into
the utility function as a covariate. Two methods were proposed for visual attendance: i.e., binary
information processing, which treats visual attendance as a discrete variable and latent
information processing, which treats visual attendance as a continuous variable. Three methods
were proposed for visual search: i.e., employing a strategy measure, satisficing choice model, and
the bounded rationality model. Based on these findings, we considered future research
perspectives in accordance with the current circumstances.
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1. XUHIT
A1 BRI 0 & 6T D BIE s PSR R
(discrete choice experiment: DCE) %57 ¢35
#4115 (stated preference method) 1%, ~—%77
o4 T DIFT), R LFRomRs T, RS
7, EIRRRET, BRERNET, AR TR
BHZIBUNT,  BRGEHIE > B BORAE IR E & Cig
JR IS EN TS (Louviere et al.®?), DCE 1%
R FRELD DUNIFEBRON « h—EAA A—VIC
TV EIRE ~ | (choice set/choice card) %7 7
— hORPES IR L TRb R E LV E
B2 TH B HER%E &5, DCE EREGEHIFRBW T
13, WO RERGEHENE R W TEROEME (TR
77 ANVEM) ERAA O CEINEOEME (7
77 AN EERL, FAUIAHT BT T RNEER
feaN A 78Rt v N g5, Rty M
[FIEFIZ4~12F v MEEFESR S5 (Balcombe
etal®), AT TIE, JRNZR0ARICHE H 7l
ZELEI TS T FAE AT 2, JRAF T EMEARE L
72 fftmr Y > FE7 /L (conditional logit
model: CL, McFadden®?) %t L LC, =D
SRR AN IR BT 5 7 X LR T A—4 1
¥ NET /L (random parameter logit model:
RPL, Train®) 725510 2 B35 2 r—v
DEFNE S RBLTREREEANA A a vy M ET L
(hierarchical Bayes logit model: HBL, Train?),
RPL OEXIUIZ A 7 — VOS2 BN LT —
ik Zm e ¥ v hE 7 /L (generalized
multinomial logit model, Fiebig et al.0?), Bt
WCHRBT A7 7 20y y EF/L (latent
class logit model) & A VWNIABEAE Y Y 2T
)V (finite mixture logit model) (ZE[Lf « JF-7-50)
EWoTe, I FHRIRET VDB ST E i,
— 5T, TRV TS RIEAME S 40T
I e DHIRLT, TRTOEREZLIL TV
HAENDMEE SAUTUND FUT DU T S AR O
H23% 5 (Hensher et al.?9; Hanemann @?), Hij
FAZOW IR L B0 ke 2 —
URT o 7 ZADAFEIT DU THELLER 2 E
RIEH 72 E 41 (Chorus™, Gilbride and Allenby1?)
v %BEICHOWTIEIDCE O 1 7 7 A Vg B
T2 Eor7e) THEROIELEE (attribute non-
attendance: AN-A) L\ Hba—U AT v T A
OFREMEERG S, FRHEIRICIRY odH5HE K
DIFRLERDRG T SN TN v, T72bh, H57
17 7 A VB O RE IR - BEL T DE R
T4 T a7 7 A VBT %) s
(attender) |, ALHL - BE LRV (DI
T5LTWD) & b BEVEEE (non-attender) |
& LTt e i+ 538 Ch 5, & bk
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DI E L L VIR W9 5728, EFED
DCE ##%2Cl% MeiBner and Decker®? Zufiit &
L Chkx Zpe b —, &0 DI HRREH (eyer
tracking: ET) 7 —# ZFIH3 20280880 L T
U5 Vi, Balcombe et al. @13, BfERGEIN SR OB
FHRThHDL 17 7 A VEHEFRIZOWT, B
HEEEMT S WO HFERAFE (visual attention)
&, FESHTHEE L TUD &) SR AL (visual
attendance) &\ 9 2 OO AREEF L, WS
By & U COMRIEEER A3 A 7o, AfalY, Balcombe
et alOLIELAZENER L CW\WA 2 L, FEOT
EIFDJRNNRITERIAET N CTAMEET D & FERF
A OIRE MG LR T U722 B0 2 &
5, DCE IZFHb U THESOFEEE L 5D ik
DR BRY &35 v
AFROHERITLL T O L B0 ThH D, 2 HiCTILET F)
MR- DCE & OOFFRFZE 28], 5875,
3EITHRIEL, SHBOBRIHOWTERD,

2. BEEWSUHRE
21 UIREHAEERER O
ET 7—ZZOWCIIWERY - BhR7emimE )

DUEREE LV, WFERYAIE & L ClE, E71300E
#iefE (Rayner 49, Rayner @0) <o R EHL

(Orquin and Loose“) D43 EH ISV NT XAl
FIHSNTETEY, BHFFICBWTH Knoepfle
et al.?9, Wang et al.®, Reutskaja et al.49% 2%
& L CEpERE A TOD, ET OHi72
{1 [T O = O b i 5 N Y ) T E 0 o A [V Y
RN K DEHAL~, ShIEE Vi OFEE Z [EE
THHLONH LRNHO~, I5ITE7 44—V K
FERZ B AW SBND IR~ & FHANEEE Ok
EhOETHERL A, ET 7—%1%, £7F
(ZHER (fixation) & EEAREKER) & D1 NI
71— K (saccade) (ZKAI=415 (Wedel and
Pieters™), HA62)  Fi# 1% 200~500 < UFPFH]
(2, BIEE <DSERE LT B0 (area of interest:
AOD) (TR S REKER) 2, %1% 20~40
U ORISR 2 B8 5 e/ IR Bk ) 2

96, ZOI1E)y, MEfLE (pupil dilation) <2
BtH (blink) & ET 7—% & L CHUSG S5, ET
FoA ZATRE SN 4] OF—Z 1 3REES
A ADBRE N0, (REKEE) OB A
TRRIE SIVABIEIC K> TR &Y I — Rigsy
S5, BEIISIER CRIEE D —EIERE
9 51F7)y, Van der Lans et al. @IS NIE BN HE
ETHFEEFE LT,

ET 7—% & U CES ST IERI TR O1ERR

BIEE L UCREE - IR SnD, LLFIZET A X9
IZEDDTEZERTHY, WIEOARZL>TEN
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D3 L CUND DN CHIBR SR S5 i
1) FIEREGATRERF  (time to first fixation:
TFF) : AOI A EAINC .2 F TORGEIRHEL,
2) WIEFFARATESSEE (fixations before) : AOI
Z BN R DRI O

3) WIEERPLEEER] (first fixation duration:
FFD) : AOI Z i iz & & D, FHADH
FUTHBIT HFamRH,

4) JFARPGERE (fixation duration: FD) : AOI
NOERLSE TR TIT OV T ORGEIRHH,

5) FRTEMLRLIEEER (total fixation duration:
TFD) : FD O4&%t,

6) TEfIAEE (fixation count: FC) : AOI DL
B

7) AEREEEHE (visit duration: VD) : AOI NIZf=
B U TR OV B et DR E TD
{ERERERE, 1528813 AOT PICTERLES A>T
OHLETE 1 FIEERT D, Py I— %
G, WENPIZFD U k&5,

8) HAERERFE] (total visit duration: TVD) : VD
DEFR

9) {EREMERE (visit count: VC) : AOI (=R L7=
[, VIRPNZ FCLAT & 725,

10) {EARELS (percentage fixated: PF) : AOI 71
PR BEROFLSEIC ED HFE, D
EHIEIHFERLIEZ En3G L 725,

ZOEMNZ, ET 7—FFHERIZ, (T=7)

Wifia 7 Y v Uiz Z G DR S &

%o Fio, HEREY Y H— RO DA E)

(gaze shifting: GS) HEFRTX D,

22 BEBCEFGER L OGRS
DCE & ET & DOFFRWIZEIZ DN T, FEH BN
[(discrete) choice experiment+eye tracking|
[conjoint analysis+eye tracking | & fRZZARE
FRTE L THsI R L, £ D5 SRS S 3L
RO LT & 2 A, 1D 2 53IE DIV,
AR CIIFAE R AR 5,

F9, HARY A KON, BNERNBVAT
HDHBURNE, 100 LA EOBNIFZEDTND 7
— AT 720, Balcombe et al. @i, b
U 2 LS5 2 L 2% 2 572 51F ET
T—%% DCE O/ BINT 2 L0 HFEARYA
ReRELTHHPTEEROE THEEATH
0, FEFC [T 0D ET 7—F ZIUET
57250, ET 7—% T TE 720 B RS
FHre DCE O7'a 7 7 A )L « @Rt~ F&at

(ZOWTHY fHTe~E & FRL TV D, HIZ,
Grebitus et al.20<> Spinks and Mortimer©®| &
MEAEEZDZ ETRIRE v NOEHMEEEZ LS
H, Bt v MR OV T ATV D,
F7o, FHIREIM & LTS, BSOS h AR
N2, H)iE Wedel and Pieters™ g g3~
HIRFH~—/r7 4 > (visual marketing) Hf
T UTHEBESN TE 2 D202 D, B H
A WS NZHEt7e U ADB B 2 FHV TR
FFEZRGB L ZDF TN E W FELHA 9,
9CIZ, Behe et al.?<>Palma et al. 42354y
#7912, Krucien et al.?9, Ryan et al. 50, Spinks
and Mortimer®®| ZZEREERE 72, Oviedo and
Caparros“V| IEEE/ B il 23 TR 0, 514
XS IR AT 5 Z sl S L5,
ET 7—% & LTI, 503 & ORZEEER DR
HHAEEZOFH L7z, & 0 Dl Ares et al 2 IREEHF
FEGIN TR CERMT ZER L TND, T
7205, PR IHEAEBRD kv 747 %5 (Pieters
and Wedel®) S HLREATRRKESIDA kLT v 75
F (Wolfe™) BOFIZEES HHIEEE LT, VC &
TVD (AT 72RO MBLE L - 7Rz 3 4 I EE
(Clifton et al.™?) & UC, TFF (ZEEREMEZ R
29 5HIE (Holmqvistetal ®) & LC, FC I3
72 HR A & BEhEd~ 2 I (Jacob and Karn®;
Holmgqyvist et al.??) & L"C, TFD I% AOI &t
DEESE & BT LML (Holmgvistetal.®?) & L
T, ZAEIVHWTWD, SR Ml 2 [RIRAFE
L&D EWnoikAao—7, DCE - ET ffHfZEIZES
WTITERIR P72 G 20 (effective theory) 73
R L TN D 7= OITRERNHIBTE &5 215720
AIREME S B 5,

23 HWHEEERNIC LD
AEITHE, BH7z 22 5% BRIBINISET

%, Balcombe et al.®, Balcombe et al.¥}% DCE

DTT T 7 A VBHEFRIZOWT, HIZEEZM

T AR E B8 - R LTz CHRFEIZE D

AR RRER A3 T 7,

1) fARAYEE : Balcombe et al.®% FD CJEM:
BNIRA D & LTz,

2) THRAER : SRIRE > OSSR T
VBN ER S5 Z &, Balcombe et al.®
1L FC CHWrsb & LTz,

BEEI3E ORESRIETHY, T un 77 A Vg

BB ANT=DE D AN-A BISI IR

WERES RS T 5, £ 2T, HEEEHTRTH L

DITRFRERE, R AN-A BIG2RT5 %

DIFRFEARIRN T D2 L & LTz,
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THHCATIE

# 1 : DCE/ET {f FIFE 0 Hhpf S TR

. - B . e .
bk BAYA X FREARY R R BT 57—
v MK
AR AEE
Ares et al.®@ 71 I—7) F 7L 3 8 FC, TFD, VD, TFF, PF
Behe et al.® 101 Bl == FHAE AT 3 9 TFF, FC, TFD, TVD
Bialkova et al.® 64 —27 )V KT L 3 15 FD, FC
Grebitus et 130 Frf—F—2 3 5 12 TVD
al‘(ZO)
MeiBiner et BT a—k—
AL 60 S 6 12 FC
Meyerding and 73 DIV 3 49 FD, FC, VD, VC
Merz3®
Meyerding®? 17 k< k 3 25 VD, VC, FD, FC
Orquin et al.9 68 T)—> =G =)Lk 6 48 PF
Oviedo and ABZVT <2
Caparros®? 105 BHEAET 0 7T A 3 4 TVD
;713(26}00 et 81 7our ka—t— 5 8 FC, FD
AR AL
Ares et al.®@ 71 I—7 ) F T L 3 8 FC, TFD, VD, TFF, PF
Balcombe et MEE: EcR /L IEi=E 4
al.® 40 S 2 ° 2 Fe. 1D
fﬁfombe et 99 AR 5 24 VD
Krucien et al.@9 58 AN 7 7T A 7 12 TFD
Meyerding®? 17 = b 3 25 VD, VC, FD, FC
Spinks and BE#IRE & RHRAE D .
Mortimer(6) 32 TR L 5~8 8 Ve
Van Looet 81 youy Ra—e— 5 8 FC, TFD
R AR
MeiBner and B a—k—
D 62 S 6 12 FC, GS
FFD, FC, TVD

(42) JiR E‘ ) > )
Palma et al. 108 BlXERY) 3 9 o [8] F 1
Ryan et al.GD 58 AR v 7 F A 6 10 FC, GS
Stiittgen et A ARHE B
L 75 e 3 15 FC, GS
Uggeldahl et 190 HOE 4 12 GS
al.(63)
Yang et al.(™ 70 F w7 v PC 6 20 Ve, E/ﬁ{égﬁ&ﬂ HHRE,
AH
Greenacre®@V 30 Wizer= 4 28 FD

1 : Ares et al.? & Meyerding®D( 3T AR & RTE AV O BT I HE LT,
12 : MeiBner et al.GY|ZIENC B —F N —3 g UIFFERR, Yangetal. ™D T v 7 kv 7 PC DR L G, 7#

ROBRELHE L TV 5D,
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F7z, HEETTEIO BB EII IRRA 72 G
DR G EE/LBRZOOEDOTH D, HEHITE
SRRV T, EEE, (problem recognition)
15 #HIEE (information search), EEIRAZFEAM

(alternative evaluation), FEAAE &9 ity
THFEXIL (Mothersbaugh and Hawkins®®),
~—T 4 T OXARTITHRE IR (visual

search) HAFZE XL TV % (Wedel and Pieters™)

DCE O7'a 7 7 A JVEMEFHRIZ OV T S, R
PRIRRF AR b AT T ERORE) DIEZD A
HNDZ LR, HIIS U TEREICAND L)
Ny FHT CBEROFENORRIWEREZT ) Z
EMEZ B, TRAEEORR A & 135
AR IRER DIRFNR D72, & Z TARR T,
DCE O7'v 7 7 A Vg A9 2 R AR
RICOWTHNAS R 5 2 & & LT,

723, LTSk o @ EE & U Chk
) (F o2 0) HHET /L (random utility
model) #Z ZCHEHIT 5, T X LHHET L
TIE, FEZIHBHROBIZE FIRe /e L BN
AIBEZRRAATHDNNESBEE, /3T A —& ORI

(linear-in-parameter) % & L7=ET /L13%<
HnbHig v,

Unjt = Vnjt + €njt = PAXpjie  [Eq.1]
n/IEEFRE A, JITEREH DV RS
a7y AV, t3EERRIER %7 % DCE DR
T FONEFF, Xpjic IEREANIZERE » T
IRSNIZT T 7 A NDJEMKR AR IATA, BT
77 7 A JVEPEDIRFENH S FL, MIEEE
DFE  PETONMFNE, 8 DUNEFE SRR
PUZIRBNTE ST [ABRIZERET D2 DM & 5 3k
IFo>—E: (consistency) <° DCE EHIZ EA721TF
5% & - TEE L QD0 & B OREFE
P (certainty) & BT 5 LfRRSNTVD AT —
NWERBTHAH T —Th % (DeShazo and
Fermo"¥, Scarpa et al.®®, Czajkowski et al.!?) ,

231 HEHER

Ares et al. @13, Epstein et al. @W35i% L7=&
PRACEERI R (rational experiential inventory)
G, R8T ETEY T A8 a OFH L ClE
BB - REREB R Z A V&S - B
PR R Z A 3T T=Dh, 7T AX—TF
\Z CL CRHBEEEHEE L, R ORI D
FHEREADETHE L, @Rty FE LT
FHRT VA D=V F T VLVE ETRIC20
HAEE, A7 BT T ORI ETEER IR

(forced choice experiment) % 3Zfi L7, J&IEIC

IR E7 RSB TR, TV, SRR D
ZEA IR R CORIA575 AT A (trafficlight
system: TLS) %M\, §EfiZGtike 777 4
O P I A=V ORI OEEE T L TND, Sy
Wt e LT, BEE - SREB A2 A Vol
DR E UTHREEEESMRNZ L2 2 L
7o Fio, BAPIER & BHHRENFI B 75
ol x, $720b, GHRNHEEE OREX
ZD L) IRREER OB E B R L TL
£ &, BAFEURIEED T B CHisERAEE
PRI EINEI D,

Grebitus et al. @O FXEHERIABIE A LL T D L 9
(ZARGE LTz,
[Eq.2]

Unjt = BnXnjke + YnTVDy ;. + Enjt

Xnjkt
Z 2Ty TVDy, &, fonSnicym 7 7 A Vg
M (Dk%E) Z L2 TVD & L CRRAlE M4
V), RPL THEET 5, 1y MET VR Sl
PET LTI REZN A B DV T
ZEENET D2 LD, MR EOIERTT
17y A VENEE OZFEEE L CEALRITIUL
MR - HESRTLES L 2A%, TVD XV r T
7TAVEME (o, ZOKHE) T LI D7D
BEEAZ BRI SEA CE DM EAFIF L
TWD, Afg ClE 2 A HRRRERIZ OV T O I
) EEFT D, A7 DT U M GhRRTEER
DIFERE v b A2 HWTEERERZ: RPL &g L7
& A, REECLEE, SR EREL (McFadden’s p)
EHUETDHZ EARLT

2.3.2 HRERYHR

BIPRD Ares et al. QDFE R I TR AINER H &
FNHH, ZZThiith T, om) - A8
HISEE A & A L O B IR 2R SR 2R B o 3R
IR e oYL - TLS ORI %521 e —
T, HE - BEREEB A X A LTI T LY
B BEHI SR EoR - TLS OlETHh 72, £
72, TLS OFr, BE R X A )V CHRENIER A R
THREICAEZEN R OIVT, T LM IERI -
PERIEE 2 2 A VDI, AR « H
& BEAMEN-T-, £, EAHER &R
ENEF B ooty ZDOT D,
BEHEE EHEE SNLA T - AEIEE A
S ANDREFL, FEERCTH DaE75
Walti, 2REL0%<, L0 EmEIcRRERL
HLTWDHZ EWREIND, Tbb, AN
THEFHEDIEIZZ O & 5 7R E A 5
VL TLED Z &, B EGREAEE A T B¢
e B 2 Bl 2 LV RIR SN 5, 72771,

43



T

TLS (ZOWTELEE R X A )V TENIRNTD, {8
THREROMB & U TSRS S U 3R
RAEE WD ATREMED B B,

Balcombe et al.®%, Reutskaja et al. @72 XD
FEForE D ET 7—% OO, 1 [EHO
I EAI AL CTRBY, 2 FIPLEAHE LT
WRITAUISHIIE DA BB L T D EIEE W
RN L CE 2%, Y a7y A Vg
PRZONWT 2L B 5 2 &, E5IZIEDCE
DEREY v MEOHS3 22 THR L TNWD Z &
D 2 pUCHEEE & IR 2 B A ET 5 F
EERAT-, 6, BIEDBEIIAIL e
o) T=7m 7y ANVEMECOWTT U — FOE
I CEB- 37253 AN-A (Stated AN-A) 7
— 2 LA L, LLFOET V%A HBL THEE L7=,

Unjt = exp(¢;1t('))KnB;1ankt + enjts
Kn = diag(Knl, Y KnK)'
Knk = [[c(1 = 8cnk + Tedenk) [Eq-3]

ZZTH 1 Xexp(dpe () I HEE ZIEHOHIKY
ZENC A —L G B AR - 8 IRE > MR
HEE SH, 8 - BOTRROHEE D2 53 ET
T —2 DEA G AREL LIRS S Tns,

5 2 U3EH 3 N TEA S AN-AFRIEZ G L
ToRHATENT, Ta 7 7 A VB & DA AR
BT 5, #3:UL, I AN-A, ET 77— ¥ TERHR
ENH IR &\ o 7=CRi(c = 1,+++,C) D AN-
A FBIEARAE L THWA Z 2T, 13
EIUIE 23T DT A—HTHY, 1.=1&

HEE SHAUTHIFE & %A TIRFVIINE TR <,

T = 0 EHEE STAUTHEE ORFIHD0 705
EOITEREF STV, 8133 AN-A 7—# %
ET 7 —% /BB IER S D 0B - FEL
PEERT X I T, § = 1% EEZRT,
TLS #%XEL, A7 b7 U NaeEg 10
Bty MEHWTOIT LIZE 24, D) BT
TLS DOADEHTENRRN &, 2) 4FHMN
55 FHDERE v MIED ETIIFEIE, <
NIRRT RN R ONT-—H T, TOREIC
BIHERIEE S L T2k, 3) ET 7—4# T
EF% L7 AN-A (visual AN-A) &30 AN-A ¥
T ORI EIHEE S, AFE DR E70%)
REFL QW= E&RLTL, 72720, AN-A %
RAE L TRV MEHER 22 50T 7 /L & DHlI AT
STV, Fz2, 1. ORE L, BEBFE LR
W2 & LI TS D DMEERUER A L2 & D
AHEHIRE S D,

Balcombe et al.¥/%, Balcombeetal.®® ET 5
— T K HBERIOBEEE - FHBE OEFRE W
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W7

TR ORI E D D72, L0 ki
HOSKM AT 5T VA% LT~ 1) RPL
X HBL N EHANIIEEE A7 FAZ ) 7L
TEHT, ERAIZIT KL D 7o BlgEr S
HEEIZ2 W 3B Z b, 2 LCL & D WIIATRIES
Yy NETIULY T ALY 7T Ko TG
BAHEEHE DN TE D — 5T, 7T AH
—DH (77 280 1 FEREHE R &2 VT
ARNTIRTE LZRTAUTR BN &b, &0 b
RS QLo ) L NT A RN Y w7 A
Al ZEREG Y Yy NET L

(Bayesian infinite mixture logit model: BIML)
i Z-FE U7, BIML (%7 7 ABHEE & 1R HE
B VNI E 27 UGSl & A —L
DEAFMEOHEE ZRIRHAT 5 728, EROET L
D% S BITRERIT 5, A7 877 hO7R bR
HIFEIRFERR L LT 2 X 2 ORRFEHOER®
v h&fVy, BIML Z X TE ABONRANH %
HEE L7229 2 CET 77— & OMBZEKRE LT,
THTORER, ET 77— 4 & A E AR (willingness
to pay) (JIIAHBERIRA A ST=A3 & s THY
WZ L AR LT, 220D, B AR N
M B CHisEr B 2 8- Z L AaVvRBR S D, T
7L, BERNOHTET V& ORI T> e
AN

Van Loo et al. €%, fHFEALLELIZ DWW T
Balcombe et al. @D LR EMNMFES S L6
L, MBI OWT 2 [FILLEOTERE VD S
1% 1 [P EVTRERD U CERIFDIE N K B i)y
PrafaCcng, FRTly, BENR7 IR
=t =Dy 7 A A= TEVERY » Mo
T RNT U NGO TSR LTz, OHroRs
R, SRR EFTENE DI UTFERE DAL
HE - FLHEFOR D ETHREDDL I L,
Balcombe et al. 9D F{ETIEIET /LS TEN T
0, TN ERIRE L ER LTSRS D 15
LT &R LT, ZORERIE, Balcombe et al.®
DI « JENBE DOFEFRIBRD B 5D Z & 2R
235,

Krucien et al. 29/ CL Z#2 1, Balcombe et
al.OD FIEZ BRI BFRF DEFRIC L D (R
1)) “IEfEHRAWE (binary information processing)
ETIVENERTTZ 9 2T, B BT A
2B, AT Yy RERET /L (hybrid
choice model, Ben-Akiva et al.®) Z )i L CULT
D& D7 (B BN SR (latent
information processing) E7 /VAIELE LT,

IP, = f;(zy) + Ny, Nn~Normal(0,1),
LV, = f, (fdy, IP,) + @y, wpx~Normal(0, oy),
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Unje = £50) = exp() ) (Bic+ andPo)in

+&njt, Enje~Extreme Value Type I [Eq.4]
Z 2T, IP B A DB S A KAV AT
HY, z IENBYEONREZTK T, Lyl FD
(fdp) &G R B CER SIAIBTE
7584 (latent variable) Th 5, = LT, [HHUEL
BT pje TEFR SN DRI HIBIEIC b 5284 M
1F9, A—Lbexp() DX DB L STV
%o LAED X5\ S OEge M A ek LT
) AT, ZhH EARRERE O XU | IR £ 35
B2 RIF T /L AREEE LT-, Krucienetal @
X 1) PEROZEEEFRMFHEZE L, A —/UZ
BIREY MNEZEALLESE®AL —
(heteroscedastic) CL, 2) 1)® RPL#£E, 3) 5¢
AIEFHBROE Z 5 LT~ —HEE gt 7L
& 4) BHERFHROEET T LV OHEERE R A H L C
Wb, A7 N7 U N EETISTRBIOERE > k
EHNCOITLIZEZA, D L0 3), L0 90
IS, SRR, ~A AfEHEES bUeET 5
T L AR L i

2.3.3 BIHHHRR

FRRBERIZESNDG DL LT, EDL)
AR A BB S CIFRAER L T D080 )
VERAABEN &, &2 OEEE S 1hD D) e
WO RS IED 2 ONE 2 B,

PSRRI EN B3 198 L LC, Palmaet
al. 92} % 2 X 2 OEE OB NASEN LTV, FET
DB/ ZFBEOBEENY 25 & U CREE L7
DCE %% L7z, ZOfER, [Z) BOtHR~E),
Tl blE bbb, ZORITE TIBEATIC
RN ENNZ = & 2B LT,

MeiBner and Decker®¥<> Ryan et al. 60},
Bockenholt and Hynan® 73 € 5% L 7= 5 W& Fia 422

(strategy measure) ZFI/FH L C, #&Iko> DCE
ERINZDWT 1 2OBRENO @M% i+ 5

(%7 D) P ENE R Cd DRI O
AR &, B OB O @k EA i3~ %

(3 ap) FHEENE TH D B OERR)
PRIRZ 08T LT=, MeiBner and Decker®9/%, 4~
N7 gt N E W CHIgEES 7
Z777ay ML, BHIOERE Y ME (Fam)
JEMES TR EEN L, RIS/ BI 0T (¥
TO) BREHANCETHZ 2R LT, &f)
TEMEL AL Z IR L, RIS DI TOE D
O OO A TR L~V & T %
T EWTRREND, Fin, ®Rty METEEL
TWD Z END, T TR O RN 8 5,

—7J57CRyanetal. 6V/%, 47~ 7 h & ETeEER
Ty MEHWT, B LS EO T &
AFID B THIT-o TR VFHITHFTI L TS, F
7T, AL L= FC 2t L& 24, b T
~, TEDBEANAN O TS T A B LTz,
T, MHRIEZ ST LT-E 25, ERE Y b
BT DITHOT, BT O RIRER SN
T5HZ xR LTz, ZH5IEL Meilner and
Decker® & (ZfiDFER LR D720, 5HDS B3
DIRREDMFTAL D,

%72, Uggeldahl et al. 633, (3 =) HeRk
FFIE DT FEE A= LT- GS T — X TEFR L
THtT LT, BIER Sy 7 A0 O4DE B
PR LTC Y TV SR RELDERE » N EtE
R LI T ATHEILTIBR L TD, T
BRUTIE, A7 —MITSHREE, [RIREHEH, S
%t > C DCE ERNCEIE LT-h %[ 5 ZIREE
R (certainty scale) 238 A L 7= /3 ~%)— RPL
W, SHTORER, &bET VAN S
ST DITHMEFEIED I % A r—WB A LTET
Vo oTle—)7, JMEFEEIZEIERH A B S A
LIZET VTS, BEDHEICRLT, BENA
B Lileolz, ORI D Uggeldahl et al. 3%
JTMEFERE & RPN ORI AT REME A FEHH L T\ D,

PRSRIZIEICRI A58 & LC, Stiittgen et al.
GD73, A 9 A hEBR (visual conjoint
experiment) &4fHT7=7"m Y =7 X =N
B T, Simon®® @ $& "8 L 72 85 ) A /N R Ak

(satisficing) JERET /L OAMEZBSR LTz, &
—/LR7 7 I (holdout) f#RiEH & L CIERIZ W
8RR oHG 305E L, Y7 CL
ETPIRSE AR L= L 2 A, Bl NRIbTT
IVISHECEE 2 T 5 Z L il L=, Z O
ZenblE, RFIEIRICEET 2B RA7ZRER kD
PIEDS 5 DR D,

%72, Yanget al™|%, Simon®9% ¢ &IZIEHH
TR IT DIRESEE (bounded rationality)
ET VAR LT Gabaix et al.09 L CL & L
BRI E, THRERE LT 5 &
V) PRERIHED Y D15 B A 2Bl E =L
T 5 Z & THRATINIONT T 2 FEEIRE LT,

( maX[Uproduct(a) + s(a)], \
Usearch (a) + £(a) ,
+ Z w(-) maX[Uproduct(a,) + S(a’)]l
exp(§VC)
w() = {(Ll)exp(0)+exp(§VC)

max
max

=1
exp(0) [Eq.5]

(L—1)exp(0)+exp(§VC) 11"

45



AN

22T, max{}NERDHE 1 HUppoduce (@) + £(a)
FBIRE A T DIV T D 2 DL G AT
aPLIELNDAIHT, HRE 2Ll BB
PR L7\ RRE TR S 51 i A
WAEZELITHYBL, 5 2 HO D BUgearcn(@) +
e(Q)ITHIEETHE LN TV AIERISEN L THE
WS DIFE BN EER T, FH2IA
D&Y OF w(-) max[Uproduct (@) + e(@)]i3, B
TN AR AR U TR R AT IR 25
oD EBNENTAET DRI CH
%o TR E L ~U(, -, LB
HIEAINBNHHERE CERSND Z & 2t
F oA hw() TNEFEE S5, w() THRELS
NAEEEL, EHRERICHLEMEL~L (1)
WERRZT 1 7 7 A MIERH SN T D EDEM:
LL (%) E—BT 2 EELTND I ETHY,
w(*) DIHZRAGZRE A N EHAZCIE D & O
DAMEFMEZFHL L T D, w)IZIZVC ANEA
h, FEE B U7z & EITIRBIN s —BAAR
MAMERET 5 Z L ofgansimibIns—F, —&
L& X Zifrb b Sivieny, oIz, B
ANZARERIRER L7V VR 1 D 7 — A LB
PR HRR T A8 2 THD /r— A TR B A i L
TRERF CRET HIHEE B max{} & LT
ESIND, A7 8T 7 MO TRHIHER SR
T—HNZONWT, 3ODHTET VA AHEE
L, B /vEattati Uiz, $70bb, 1) U
W75 AL, 2) BRI R 241
AR UTEA, AR R %
NARNTEA D 35 Tdh 5, OB AT
EODERY v MEE 8~1 6 T THLEYE, &
—LV R7 U MEREFRIZE RSN~ N ORiIIE
L7- DCE Ef~DIEEEREREZ THRITE 50 &0
AN, WIHRER (hitrate) A VN CHRRGE
LTW5, ZHTOfER, 8) OFET AT E
—J5, STV IRt » M 5122
NWTHEET VSO ZZRI L TN 2 &%
TR UTz, FHSHIZ DI SR » METH DERIC
RS, BRI A R N A i
AT REZEARBLTND,

3. Bbyic

AFaTlE, DCE (2 ET 5 —% 20 H U7=BEFHF
FOBLEHER AR T, TORE, £7, ENE
BRIC S TH TN A ANRRETHDH Z &,
BIFFINZNZ &, BEOTHRIE ZFIHT 5
T & TR M 2 RIRAFSE T 2503 8 H—
TATERV PR AR O R ANATREE b D Z &
EHER LTz, F£7-, EBIOHFZEARRAIEE - 1
TR - HFEROER L LTEPLSh, FhEN

46

(AR Dy HCE R LSl HIL T &
TCHUR bR LTz, IRER7Z2 Y 7 A 2D
WC, BUREBSE X CET 77— 2[UETHZ &
T TERWEEREREZER> DCE OEH
REHIFZEEAT O RETHDH LV ) FENRH D7
T, StickyByTobiix7g ElZRBWWC T =7 AT T
ET 57— % 25T 5 EHl LB INTE Y,
BATRPUTERIC RN D EB 2 DD, B
BN LIZONT, T TIMORZRA~EHER
NIHBND Z Enb, X0 IRFIHFEEE T e
LD EWFRF SIS,

L LRD G, (ERIOWRAHET 512, £

ML SNAHDIEDCE - ET 5 —# ek

T DATE RV A B O L ERL TH A

9, Wedel and Pieters ™| IRt/ )~—4>7T7 4

DIWRT, U—F 27 AF U NITIFHET DIEH

Bt (informativeness) &7 F AT v 7 HEET

B HBEENE (saliency, Y = —) DEEFRAE

(attentional property) (ZHZE % 5 M
(theory of attention) ZH#EE L7-, HERKESEITLL

TOL TR IND,

1) THFHRAOARENE  HEFEO B L AHENE
WRCEOIEMAL, SIREMRMEDT 7
— MERRDIEIZAE TS by 72D ERPE
BUT, [EEREOMREEZATO U—F T A
£ U EEE,

2) WHEVE : R M LT v T ERTH LR~ —
TT A TR DT —F T AEY
R,

3) TEERRE : RGO MNNRE &R O
P,

4) T—F T AEY RO BRI Y
O FihF A AT RIRUREEE, TR EM
FLBEOFH BT,

5) HRERESE): ET 7— 2 2NHET DR EY v B
— R, V=X T AEIOFHHIT,
T, U—X 7 AE Y 130 LA ED
2 OFENEIUT B A G2 CunD, 72, Van Loo
et al. 602 1 2 IR HILERE T L OAE M B
9% F6f#, Krucien et al. 2 DHEZES 2 I HRUL
HETLVOEMEEE 2 GDED &, HIZHEEE
M5 &V HRREEDDBIEICAND & D
TR 3 25 & LT [JAFROHR AL
) 2ERL, PR T —F 7 AE
U Extisd 5 K O 7ol A W IB E AL
HETVOFRENEETHS 9, Grebitus et al.20
DOFFEEIL TVD Z B OANAZ S L35 2
&P BIBEERBETT LD E W2 508, %h



Vol.8 HERGE IR SR & AR 7 — 2 OF SIS R B B

AR OAZERE L TGEAT S E, TVD 280 (2

Tpole & ZNTRIFDFAE LN & LI H 5

DNAFEORFRVERZ L7 2 ERAET D720,
Grebitus et al.20m L 5 |ZEFEA 2 RS &
ALY, BE7 7 A0 Yy hET L TRIG LT-

DT 572 EOTRBUETHD, [RFEOBTAIL
UIZH SR EE SIS Z &0 5, Van der
Lans et al. @D 7 /L3 Y XANEFMRES v — R
OBNEEEABNHEE L7z X 91, FRAE
B RN OBREIMENINZEEHET LD

ZEZ2 HID, Areset al. QD I ) [ ZHEEFHETH D

AR R 2 0TI 8O 5 2 & HRFHIAE
LE9, =EL, LT EHZLThaoT

ETVEATEE T D2 Ll beng ), +4
IEENVETH S,

77, RREAERICHOWTL, 2B TO
TEFARN A LM TH A 9, BHEWZE
T, ERE IO RIPEANET L - ZhHBKIC
BT AR AIGRIRERRONAENPEANTE T /LOE
HEPER, HERACREEN LRI & OFHEI AT
REMEDVRR SN TVND, ZNLL A2 AT TEIN
(X, EPERFIRRARR ORI L LTH A
ETIIRWEA I D, b HAA ET 77— 030
TEAUTHMEFEREZ)SH L2V Yang et al. ™
IR RERIEFR 2 2 BRI S N AR B L
70T HZENTE, KT A N7 v 7 FiEn
AIHE & 72U E DOFAULS DITHE LIED ik 9,
72721, ERNFBRIZEEO NN B2 ET 7— 2%
R, V=TT — MBEHEIZHN LTS
DCE OBLRICEEA DI, KR = 7T 7 — MT
PN T IS S | ZFH AT REZR B 1R 21
TAHZENBIFENTHD, ZHL BB LT E
%5 Z & OBREI B AT 5,

DCE 5t 508 CHEE SN TV D AR Dk
M7 A atEzlE, BT 7—4#FIHbET 5 &
EZOND, =TT 4 7BV, Swaitand
Feinberg® (X B HGERIRE T U > 7 (discrete
choice modeling, DCE @ (Al &)~ >FAFEEIT
EO TS, Carson and Louviere1?) (20>
T, 777 ANVEMEGROUI L HEET D&
JIREHIEEE  (decision strategy selection) A/
7, RO SHVEE LTHDH Y b4 (cut
off) #7E, BIRHWHEE DB TNDA o —
Xy gy B 7 ERERIFRONIR L NS B
WRICBHD D vy 7T — 2984 5T 6 DORER
7oA A A e LT =i, G REREERA
U C, Adamowicz et al Vi JEERGEIRET U o 773
BREEE TR 2 EAEEE R AN A O B30T
52 i, b hORFEREEIRE v oM
HEVEICREET D8R~ MEEHISE, YT EIO

ta—URT 47 RAEHDLERT +—~ > b
% (choice format effect) #F7E, ZhfH A AL
S B EIE WIS B IR IE Ofe<e
AN-A Big: & B D5 MBI se 4 510 9 O
DRI BFZE T E 2 e 7= =i, frERERA
IZBW\C, Lancsar and Burge®V| X EUEFHES
TdH H WM E (information acceleration,
Urban et al.®?) SERKIZIT HRBINE O
W Eh - BRE Y FEKEBSEER Y b

(consideration set) - Rt v MREFHIEHHO S
DCE &8ssy MUgE, 7—7—A A K
ERRICBADLEAL~LD (Ea—Y AT (v
R) HEEWFZE A ST e 8 SR/ A hH: %
AR 7o i, b N OFRTEREEE - AU & PRER A0
5T, =T 4 T IERRBORICRTT S
DCE 1HHROFZIED ED B, AR - 1TER
FHIAZIBEEROMERCT v ¥ (nudge, Sunstein®®)
OFIAPIES VL 9,

#5#%\Z DCE & ET OfHInZEaMi# L <, v
S OMOIEWENTTA BT A ORENEAFERT LT
fael 35, £, #%5o DCE giflzter1 s
AT 9 NERGREE, =R E Y I — RoIgs]
IZBET D ES, 7/ AESIEOHEE, =4
— DRI & FRIGSE, BREEOBEYER &, ET 7—4
FIFH IR OfEHELHEEe, ERREITEE K
I FEIAYERRY (time pressure) §f445%E L7
DHNZHOUNT, AfE CHEFL L 7=iasC IR
FHLELTHoT-, %7, VanLooetal. 6|2 i1
1%, RAEAOEES AOT OEFED L AR L9 5
ERDH D, 6T, BT 7—H OFGER— & HERIZ
SN, ET 77— bAERINDRIEDLFRD
IXHDENHLI, AARBELT-E A, Bk
DREDPENDIREETH -T2, AFad 2.1 FilZis\ T
SRAMTHER B2 L7223, FGRc k> TE
TIT 7y NCHGEE T2 E, HERb 71
e L Wb ok Bbnd, ET 7—#FIH
T I D DUNTFERIICE R S 5121,
FEORE— & 7L AR E DR DRSE T 5,
CNBEREH A RTA L ORERIZE T, ED
FOBBRZED L S ICFHEIH L TLED ET 7—
5 %A D ODISREIZ IR D, A EF DOV D D
ENEFFCEX LD,

AR B R AT S OBl A 52
- T IR LTET A,

BER
(1) Adamowicz W.L., Glenk K., Meyerhoff J.,
“Choice Modelling Research in Environmental

47



48

T

and Resource Economics.” In: Hess S., Daly A.
(eds) Handbook of Choice Modelling: Edward
Elger, Cheltenham, UK, pp.661-674 (2014).

(2) Ares G., Mawad F, Giménez A., Maiche
A., “Influence of Rational and Intuitive Thinking
Styles on Food Choice: Preliminary Evidence
from an Eye-Tracking Study with Yogurt Labels.”
Food Quality and Preference, Vol.31, pp.28-37
(2014).

(3) Balcombe K., Fraser I, McSorley E.,
“Visual Attention and Attribute Attendance in
Multi-Attribute Choice Experiments.” Journal of
Applied Econometrics, Vol.30, pp.447—467 (2015).

(4) Balcombe K., Fraser I, Williams L.,
McSorley E., “Examining the Relationship
Visual Attention and Stated
Preferences: A Discrete Choice Experiment
Using Eye-Tracking.”
Behavior and Organization, Vol.144, pp.238-257
(2017).

(5) Ben-Akiva M., McFadden D., Train K.E.,
Walker J., Bhat C., Bierlaire M., Bolduc D.,
Boersch-supan A., Brownstone D., Bunch D.S,,
Daly A., Palma A.D., Gopinath D., Karlstrom A.,
Munizaga M.A. “Hybrid Choice Models: Progress
and Challenges.” Marketing Letters, Vol.13,
pp.163-175 (2002).

(6) Behe BK., Campbell B.L., Khachatryan
H., Hall C.R., Dennis J.H., Huddleston PT,
Fernandez R.T., “Incorporating Eye Tracking
Technology and Conjoint Analysis to Better
Understand the Green Industry Consumer.”
HortScience, Vol.49, Issue 12, pp.1550-1557
(2014).

(7 Behe BK., Bae M., Huddleston PF., Sage
L., “The
Attention and Product Choice.”
Retailing and Consumer Services, Vol.24, pp.10—
21 (2015).

(8 Bialkova S., Grunert K.G., Juhl H.J.,
Wasowicz-Kirylo G., Stysko-Kunkowska M., Van
Trijp H.C.M., “Attention Mediates the Effect of

Nutrition Label Information on Consumers'

between

Journal of FEconomic

Effect of Involvement on Visual

Journal of

Choice: Evidence from a Choice Experiment
Involving Eye-Tracking.” Appetite, Vol.76, pp.66—

»y

¥

W7

75 (2014).

(99 Bockenholt U., Hynan L.S., “Caveats on a
Process-Tracing Measure and a Remedy”
Journal of Behavioral Decision Making; Vol.7,
Issue 2, pp.103-117 (1994).

(10) Carson R.T, Louviere J.J., “A Common
Nomenclature for Stated Preference Elicitation
Approaches.” Environmental and Resource
Eronomics, Vol.49, pp.539-559 (2011).

(11) Chorus C.G., “Capturing Alternative
Decision Rules in Travel Choice Models: A
Critical Discussion.” In: Hess S., Daly A. (eds)
Handbook of Choice Modelling. Edward Elger,
Cheltenham, UK, pp.290-310 (2014).

(12) Clifton C. Jr., Staub, A., Rayner, K. “Eye
Movements in Reading Words and Sentences.” R.
Van Gompel, M. Fisher, W. Murray, R.L. Hill
(Eds.) Eye Movement Research: A Window on
Mind and Brain. Elsevier Ltd., Oxford, UK,
pp.341-372 (2007).

(13) Czajkowski M., Bartczak A., Giergiczny
M., Navrud S., Zylicz T., “Providing Preference-
Based Support for Forest Ecosystem Service
Management.” Forest Policy and Fconomics,
Vol.39, pp.1-12 (2014).

(14) DeShazo J.R., Fermo G., ‘“Designing
Choice Sets for Stated Preference Methods: The
Effects of Complexity on Choice Consistency.”
Journal of Environmental FEconomics and
Management, Vol.44, Issue 1, pp.123-143 (2002).

(15) Epstein S., Pacini R., Denes-Raj V., Heier
H, “Individual
Experiential and Analytical-Rational Thinking
Styles.” Journal of Personality and Social
Psychology, Vol.71, Issue 2, pp.390—405 (1996).

(16) Fenko A., Nicolaas L., Galetzka M., “Does
Attention to Health Labels Predict a Healthy
Food Choice? An Eye-Tracking Study.” Food
Quality and Preference, Vol.69, pp.57-65 (2018).

(17) Fiebig DG, Keane MP, Louviere JJ, Wasi
N., “The Generalized Multinomial Logit Model:
Coefficient
Heterogeneity.” Marketing Science Vol.29, Issue
3, pp.393-421 (2010).

(18) Gabaix X., Laibson D., Moloche G.,

Differences in Intuitive-

Accounting  for Scale and



Vol.8

Weinberg S., “Costly Information Acquisition:
Experimental Analysis of a Boundedly Rational
Model.” American FEconomic Review, Vol.96,
Issue 4, pp.1043-1068 (2006).

(19) Gilbride TJ., Allenby G.M., “A Choice
Model with Conjunctive, Disjunctive, and
Compensatory Screening Rule.” Marketing
Science, Vol.23, Issue 3, pp.391—406 (2004).

(20) Grebitus C., Roosen J., Seitz C.C., “Visual
Attention and Choice: A Behavioral Economics
Perspective on Food Decisions.” dJournal of
Agricultural and Food Industrial Organization,
Vol.13, Issue 1, pp.73-81 (2015).

(21) Greenacre L., “Mean and Variability
Effects in Decision Framing.” Contemporary
Management Research, Vol.12, Issue 3, pp.309—
336 (2016).

(22) Hanemann WM., “Discrete/Continuous
Models of Consumer Demand.” Econometrica,
Vol.52, Issue 3, pp.541-561 (1984).

(23) Hensher D.A., Rose J., Greene W.H., “The
Implications on Willingness to Pay of
Respondents Ignoring Specific  Attributes.”
Transportation, Vol.32, pp.203—-222 (2005).

(24) Holmqvist K., Nystrom M., Andersson R.,
Van de Weigjer J. Eyetracking: A Comprehensive
Guide to Methods and Measures. Oxford
University Press, New York (2011).

(25) Jacob R.J.K., Karn K.S. “Eye Tracking in
Human-Computer Interaction and Usability
Research: Ready to Deliver Promises.” J. Hyona,
R. Radach, H. Deubel (Eds.) 7he Mind's Eye:
Cognitive and Applied Aspects of Eye Movement
Research. Elsevier Science BV, Amsterdam, The
Netherlands: North-Holland, pp. 573605 (2003).

(26) Khachatryan H., Rihn A L., Campbell B.,
Yue C., Hall C., Behe B., “Visual Attention to Eco-
Labels Predicts Consumer Preferences for
Pollinator Friendly Plants.” Sustainability, Vol.9,
No.10: 1743 (2017).

(27) Khushaba R.N., Wise C., Kodagoda S.,
Louviere J.J.,, Kahn B.E. Townsend C,
“Consumer Neuroscience: Assessing the Brain
Response to Marketing Stimuli Using
Electroencephalogram (EEG) and Eye Tracking.”

HEAGEIR SR & R — 2 0PTSRS B

FExpert Systems with Applications, Vol.40,
pp.3803-3812 (2013).

(28) Knoepfle D.T, Wang J.T, Camerer C.F,
“Studying Learning in Games Using Eye-
Tracking.” Journal of the Furopean FEconomic
Association, Vol.7, Issue 2/3, 388-398 (2009).

(29) Krucien N., Ryan M., Hermens F, “Visual
Attention in Multi-Attributes Choices: What Can
Eye-Tracking Tell Us?” Journal of Fconomic
Behavior and Organization, Vol.135, pp.251-267
(2017).

(30) ZEILIWG—, HErHE, [BREE &R
—ENLAEOHMER & E ] ShEER (2005) .

(31) Lancsar E., Burge P, “Choice Modelling
Research in Health Economics.” In: Hess S., Daly
A. (eds) Handbook of Choice Modelling. Edward
Elger, Cheltenham, UK, pp.675-687 (2014).

(32) Louviere J.J., Hensher D.A., Swait J.D.,
Stated Choice Methods: Analysis and Application.
Cambridge University Press. UK (2000).

(33) McFadden D., “Conditional Logit
Analysis of Qualitative Choice Behaviour.” P.
Zarembka (Ed.) Frontiers in FEconometrics.
Academic Press, NY, pp.105-142 (1974).

(34) MeiBner M., Decker R., “Eye-tracking
Information Processing in Choice-Based Conjoint
Analysis.” International Journal of Market
Research, Vol.52, Issue 5, pp.593—612 (2010).

(35) MeiBner M., Musalem A., Huber J., “Eye
Tracking Reveals Processes that Enable Conjoint
Choices to Become Increasingly Efficient with
Practice.” Journal of Marketing Research, Vol.53,
pp.1-17 (2016).

(36) Meyerding S.G.H., Merz N., “Consumer
Preferences for Organic Labels in Germany
Using the Example of Apples: Combining Choice-
Based Conjoint Analysis and Eye-Tracking
Measurements.” Journal of Cleaner Production,
Vol.181, Issue 20, pp.772-783 (2018).

(37) Meyerding S.G.H., “Combining Eye-
Tracking and Choice-based Conjoint Analysis in
a Bottom-up Experiment.” Journal of
Neuroscience, Psychology; and Economics, Vol.11,
Issue 1, pp.28—44 (2018).

(38) Mothersbaugh D.L.,, Hawkins D.L

49



50

TR
Consumer Behavior: Building Marketing
Strategy  Thirteenth Edition. McGraw-Hill
Education, New York (2016).

(39) Orquin J.L., Bagger M.P, Loose S.M.,
“Learning Affects Top Down and Bottom Up
Modulation of Eye Movements in Decision
Making.” Judgement and Decision Making; Vol.8,
Issue 6, pp.700-716 (2013).

(40) Orquin J.L., Loose S.M., “Attention and
Choice: A Review on Eye Movements in Decision
Making.” Acta Psychologica, Vol.144, pp.190-206
(2013).

(41) Oviedo J.L., Caparros A., “Information
and Visual Attention in Contingent Valuation
and Choice Modeling: Field and Eye-tracking
Experiments Applied to Reforestations in Spain.”
Journal of Forest Feonomics, Vol.21, Issue 4,
pp.185-204 (2015).

(42) Palma M.A., Behe BXK., Hall CR,
Huddleston PT., Fernandez T., “Tracking
Choice
Experiments.” Applied Economics Letters, Vol.23,
Issue 18, pp.1269-1273 (2016).

(43) Pieters R., Wedel M. “Attention Capture
and Transfer in Advertising: Brand, Pictorial,
and Text-Size Effects.” Journal of Marketing,
Vol.68, pp.36-50 (2004).

(44) Piqueras-Fiszman

Position Premiums in  Discrete

B, C.,
Salgado-Montejo A., Spence C., “Using Combined
Eye Tracking and Word Association in order to
Assess Novel Packaging Solutions: A Case Study
Involving Jam Jars” Food Quality and
Preference, Vol.28, pp.328-338 (2013).

(45) Rasch C., Louviere J.J., Teichert T,
“Using Facial EMG and Eye Tracking to Study
Integral Affect in Discrete Choice Experiments.”
The Journal of Choice Modelling; Vol.14, pp.32—
47(2015).

(46) Rayner K., “Eye Movements in Reading
and Information Processing: 20 Years of
Research.” Psychological Bulletin, Vol.124. Issue
3, pp.372—422 (1999).

(47) Rayner K,
Attention in Reading, Scene Perception, and
Visual Search.” The Quarterly Journal of

Velasco

“Eye movements and

»y

¥

W7

FExperimental  Psychology, Vol.62, Issue.8,
pp.1457-1506 (2009).

(48) Reutskaja E., Nagel R., Camerer C.F,
Rangel A., “Search Dynamics in Consumer
Choice under Time Pressure: An Eye-Tracking
Study.” American FEconomic Review, Vol.101,
Issue2, pp.900-926 (2011).

(49) Rihn A.L., Khachatryan H., Campbell B.,
Hall C., Behe B., “Consumer Response to Novel
Indoor Foliage Plant Attributes: Evidence from a
Conjoint Experiment and Gaze Analysis.”
HortScience, Vol.50, Issue 10, pp.1524—-1530
(2015).

(50) Rihn A., Khachatryan H., Campbell B.,
Hall C., Behe B., “Consumer Preferences for
Production Methods

Promotions on Ornamental Plants: Evidence

Organic and Origin
from Eye-Tracking Experiments.” Agricultural
Eronomics, Vol.47, pp.599-608 (2016).

(51) Ryan M., Krucien N., Hermens F, “The
Eyes Have It: Using Eye Tracking to Inform
Information Processing Strategies in Multi-
Attributes Choices.” Health Economics, Vol.27,
Issue 4, pp.709-721 (2018).

(62) HATEh, HERREHINC L 2B H TR
fid] [A~_L—1 g X« VP—F] Vol.62, Issue
12, pp.775-781 (2017).

(53) Scarpa R., Notaro S., Louviere J.J.,
Raffaelli R., “Exploring Scale Effects of
Best/Worst Rank Ordered Choice Data to
Estimate Benefits of Tourism in Alpine Grazing
Commons.” American Journal of Agricultural
Economics, Vol.93, Issue 3, pp.813-828 (2011).

(54) Simon H.A., “A Behavioral Model of
Rational Choice.” 7he Quarterly Journal of
Economics, Vol.69, No.1, pp.99-118 (1955).

(55) Simon H.A., “Rational Choice and the
Structure of the Environment.” Psychological
Review, Vol.63, Issue 2, 129-138 (1956).

(56) Spinks J., Mortimer D., “Lost in the
Crowd? Using Eye-Tracking to Investigate the
Effect of Complexity on Attribute Non-
Attendance in Discrete Choice Experiments.”
BMC Medical Informatics and Decision Making;
Vol.16, Issue 14 (2016).



Vol.8

(57) Stiittgen P, Boatwright P, Monroe R.T,
“A  Satisficing Choice Model.” Management
Science, Vol.31, Issue.6, pp.878-899 (2012).

(58 Sunstein C.R., “Nudging: A Very Short
Guide.” Journal of Consumer Policy, Vol.37, Issue
4, pp.583-588 (2014).

(59) Swait J., Feinberg F., “Deciding How to
Decide: An Agenda for Multi-Stage Choice
Modeling Research in Marketing.” In: Hess S.,
Daly A. (eds) Handbook of Choice Modelling:
Edward Elger, Cheltenham, UK, pp.649-660
(2014).

(60) THILR, #WEEE, TEEREICRIT Dk
TE G LR EENE  (process tracingmethod) (2
B3 2 WrgEEhm ) [SZBOFLERFRTSE] Vol.55,
pp.33—44 (2013).

(61) Train K.E., Discrete Choice Methods with
Simulation  Second  Edition, Cambridge
University Press, NY (2009).

(62) THMLL, [~—FT 17 A TR
BT DBEBRINE 7L OB [RVE & HiIEE] Vol.8,
pp.63-91 (2010).

(63) Uggeldahl K., Jacobsen C., Lundhede
T.H., Olsen S.B., “Choice Certainty in Discrete
Choice Experiments: Will Eye Tracking Provide
Useful Measures?” Journal of Choice Modelling,
Vol.20, pp.35—48 (2016).

(64) Urban G.L., Hauser J.R. Qualls W,
Weinberg B.D., Bohlmann J.D., Chicos R.A.,
Information  Acceleration:  Validation and
Lessons from the Field. Journal of Marketing
ResearchVol.34, Issue 1, pp.143-153 (1997).

(65) Van der Lans R., Wedel M., Pieters R.,
‘Defining  Eye-Fixation Sequences across
Individuals and Tasks: The Binocular-Individual
Threshold (BIT) Algorithm.” Behavior Research
Methods, Vol.43, pp.239-257 (2011).

(66) Van Loo E.J., Caputo V., Nayga Jr. R.M.,

HEAGEIR SR & R — 2 0PTSRS B

Seo H.S., Zhang B., Verbeke W., “Sustainability
Labels on Coffee: Consumer Preferences,
Willingness-to-Pay and Visual Attention to
Attributes.”  Ecological Economics, Vol.118,
pp.215-225 (2015).

(67) Van Loo E.J., Nayga Jr. RM., Campbell
D., Seo H.S., Verbeke W., “Using Eye Tracking to
Account for Attribute Non-Attendance in Choice
Experiments.” Furopean Review of Agricultural
Eronomics, Vol.45, Issue 3, pp.333—365 (2018).

(68) Vidal L., Antinez L., Sapolinski A,
Giménez A., Maiche A., Ares G., “Can Eye-
Tracking Techniques Overcome a Limitation of
Conjoint Analysis? Case Study on Healthfulness
Perception of Yogurt Labels.” Journal of Sensory
Studies, Vol.28, pp.370-380 (2013).

(69) Wang J.T., Spezio M., Camerer C.F,
“Pinocchio's Pupil: Using Eyetracking and Pupil
Dilation to Understand Truth Telling and
Deception in Sender-Receiver Games.” American
Economic Review, Vol.100, Issue 3, pp.984-1007
(2010).

(70) Wedel M., Pieters R., “Eye Tracking for
Visual Marketing.” Foundations and Trends® in
Marketing; Vol.1, Issue 4, pp.231-320 (2008a).

(71) Wedel M. Pieters R., “A Review of Eye-
Tracking Research in Marketing.” N.K. Malhotra
(Eds.) Review of Marketing Research, Vol.4,
M.E.Sharpe, Inc., New York, pp.123-147 (2008b).

(72) Wolfe J M., “Visual Search”. H. Pashler
(Ed.) Attention. Psychology Press, East Sussex,
UK, pp.13-74 (1998).

(73) Yang L., Toubia O., De Jong M.G., “A
Bounded Rationality Model of Information
Search and Choice in Preference Measurement.”
Journal of Marketing Research, Vol.52, pp.166—
183 (2015).

LET 7—%%& L bR e &, AT MRIEE) &
FHA D,
i JEAET Yy FET /L (mixedlogit model) & HIFFE

Bdsta—URT v 7 AL LT, Hifpr—v
(elimination-by-aspects), HEEAIEIR (lexicographic
choice), ZHYKIFRLNHEARIL (reference-dependent

na, utility maximization), GefPRAY) HERHENT ((symmetric)
i |ENDTT /U DOV TIIEH6 G L < BRI relative advantage ) , SCHRAY M ( contextual
T5, concavity), #&lEfIMb (regret minimization) (22

v Chorusti, FEHEZ IR RILLISN DCE |2 THERLF AR U=, £ 7=, Gilbride and

51



AN

Allenby19[1# Z/1—/L (conjunctiverule) &&= /1—
)b (disjunctiverule) ([ZOWCEAILL TS, FHE -
GO TZ DIFADEIERTES M bl T2,

v AN-A OFFEDERE & FHADFEZ- OV TlE Van Loo
et al 9| ZFE L CEH I TV D,

vi Khushaba et al. 20| 3R 1070 B R SRR 218
3 72O (electroencephalogram) % ZHTEei%
D—FTHDHNA KT —A ~REYE (best-worst
scaling) &, Rasch et al. | gl (affect) ZHEET
A=\ (facial electromyography) % CE
LRAE DR,

vi CE USNOEIEFEE ET G =)
%, 282717 7 A VAEE (contingentrating) & >
7~ Piqueras-Fiszman et al.49, Vidal et al.6® Behe et
al®, Rihn et al.49, Rihn et al.69, Khachatryan et al.?®
X2, FAEFHME (contingent valuation method) %
V7= Oviedo and Caparros 40 3% 5,
viit FERLE L CET 7—4 %2 L5 L%, AT el
F IR B R D,

ix Fenko et al. "0 X AEIRD 7 ¢ —/L RIERICIRETY
ET 731 A&FIFH LT,

~ KRR, 7o — hodids (i) #, 85k ()
Fha, Bl LRBT 5,

i1 Wedel and Pieters™|3% v — K% 20~100 I VU
e LT,

xdi Tobii Studio User’s Manual.
https://www.tobiipro.com/siteassets/tobii-pro/user-
manuals/tobii-pro-studio-user-manual.pdf (retrieved
on 2018/10/1).

xXm

https'//www.nationalaffairs.com/publications/detail/h
ow-effective-is-economic-theory (retrieved on
2018/10/1).

v PUBEOHRIZIBNT, EEE D7), MIEDR
R DS b EIRANEREL 5, £72, AfOHTo
AL D72, FBROMSL L FUEAZZTND
Hbd b,

w [272L, AOLHA X, a7 7 A V@HDig Lo
RSIERN S D Z L ORERITITRER A ET 5,

i FROESNE E ST 5 Z Lnh, BURAICIEfEE L
TERTLUENRD D,

il BEESEORAED A = A LEIRLT, T4V L
WFEEA R > MET /L (Dirichlet process mixture
logit model) & HHRELTE 5,

52

wilt 72721, 2) ORI, <A RIEHEHES b,
R TR bBUWESNTE Y, SRR E B
2o
xix 3) XX DI, 31) Eq.b CEHLEND, Bk
b - VB3 D HREAHRSZSFE O NAERPEA -
BRDHHT » YERIEZITEIR LT Btz A
TN, 32 [FEDOEHORRN LIZET L, 3-3)
FERHIFREZH DA LT BT LV & L TilbHES
A, SR ERIE (deviance information
criterion) THR S, #EFE LT Eqb5 BRI
7
< https:/app.sticky.ai/ (retrieved on 2018/10/1)
xi [ FHNZ, CL LIAOTT /T & RISk T 58 R
£ MERL (choice set formation) #f7E, E&RH RO
hL— KA 7 @R O RN B b 5 5 H 198K
(multiple goal pursuit) #5¢, BAFOZERIMESCET L
FBIEIZE D B RA K e ) NT AN w77 T a—
FEHTT,
it I, AR A T —/VOZERMERZE, FEHNDAL
Wexy NU— T 5, IREBAA T A
( hypothetical bias ) # #& 1 ¥ % Jw 5 ¥
(consequentiality) CFHEEIILE L S DA T A
(social desirability bias) % &0 2 HE G aEAL%
(inferred valuation method) (ZE84>2 @I ERF
7%, Bt > MR- 38R > MBI A IO
(2B B & FEMEER N T, BT - T — 2 @G
(data fusion) « PZEME « 38RtE ~ MERK - 2 HHED
Bbb L7 ) m— g UEENIE, HAEEEED
AR (distant decay) « TR - ZEHIRIZERNER
BRI A ZE T T,
il (AN, HHBZRR EDOBUREL (revealed
preference) 7 —% & OFEEHEECEE4E (benefit
transfer), AL (sample enumeration,
Train®D) (2RO D0 2 ME - FTFEETRIITE, fdsE
BOR DI AR BL ORI B0 2 e LS5y
BT« EFRATHE  (quality adjusted life year) 24721
B DWNTE T (cost utility analysis) ~
O DCE JSHIIGE, WAFEEZ GTeT A 7 A X A JLiZER
e, ml bl = U THgE, i FENCERT D S
HIBEIE  r— DR, R EFLISN OB « ~—7
T AT TR R & OO EPRAE R A 2T
7,



