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(1. RIS R 2 S ST BRI 24 5, 1 200092 2. 441 B Kk 2498 R, A AR 447 )2 464-8601)

1 OE. R OB R SFRR Y (discrete choice model, DCM){A 28 it — it S5 FRAIN FI B H &, B4 T 454 BLBE R ()
FEATRISFBAL N T P LS TR AR — 2L E B METE R 3] . 2290 Logit B! (multinomial logit model, MNL);&
RO PSR R I HER, HAT T TSR S S BRI (A7 A A R VR BRI , Pt A 1 X SRS A0 A5
RETER . BACHRS 0L B R rf | #2E Logit B (nested logit model, NL) % FH T A4bBH & BT A G | “#E AL " 5 1%
T BE A S5 ) T, — e (E 57 (generalized extreme value model, GEV){& Z & HH — B IE 25 1R & Logit 7Y
(mixed logit model, MXL) A FH T fiff- R BE ALl 47 7] AR 22 A AF DG 0] R, 4455 A S8 JUAR G | T WSURSC A AL DG L BRI 3R 550
* BIEEHE, 52BN RS AR &) 12 N 5 250 Probit #1AY (multinomial probit model, MNP)H. A5
e 8 R 1 AR AT e R AL S 5 K i Bt ORI 24 T N VS . A SCHERR TSR sl i) B/ 43 T 441

BERITTE SCTE A« h 22T 2 AR SONIZS 5 M AU S AR 5 T 1) RP/SP AR 2 HEFP 2 M8 45 A [l B 2
VR FTASE IR 5 25 Fob 52 BIR B 10 6 SRS 14 By RS2 AR 5 LA R 25 B R o 2 SR O

X 8 3R B R RS AL 3l F I B sl

1 515

B 0%k $E AR T (discrete choice model, DCM) [
P LIk, B SR A I MR PR T R el
AWM TH, NEREANZ 0 Logit B8R, b
A WFFE IR B A AL A B E RS A4k, HETE
A T AL — RINBRITE N I8 R 5 B i BLs 14
R IHESrP 2N . BN SR R AR A
TSR+ 5 RGN R A AR TT L 1Y
# 1 7] W T Hensher % (2005) . Train(2009) . Green
(2012). A, i A7 Rt SCRRMAS ] BEIE AL A AR
22 o 4GB e Sh AR B AR ) B MR B B AN T & e
(Ben-Akiva et al, 1985; Zwerina, 1997; McFadden,
2000; Bak et al, 2005; Borgers et al, 2005, 2006;
Chintagunta et al, 2011; Miiller et al, 2014),

] AR B B PR R T S A A, PR 2

KimBH:2015-03; /81T HEA:2015-07,
ELWB: HE QAR EIH(51378363),

T 5 Z AL T 22 75, (2004) O ERE AN 47 . IT4E
SR AH S I RS ) AR AR T B s
[ BAF 5 T8 ) 1o, FH A R R 22 BF N A4 = R
WA T R BRI SCAESS , 20095 Eh R4, 2011), 8 B)
17 B (AL 2014), 14 e e R 23 ] R iy
TS BERECREAE, 2008 27 845, 2011), S METE
1Y RAINEG B AT AR PR (CEAESE , 2009,2015), A
1 s R A 0 e ORI S 45, 2004 5 X Hi kL,
2006; AR HMEAF, 2014), AT 5 AR ERCR
R4, 2012; MR M4 45, 2014) % . BRI Ti5£
WE R EE AR L ATS D) fAT B Logit B 81 (% T 42 1 FH M
F, BESERIARRT L 55 R AL R BN | ok &
BRI PR 2R A1 58 K RE 7, M LT Yo AR () R 2%
A AT 2L, 3% 045 (2005) B0 2 L PR
RUSEAT IS WIFIT LR A A 40 X A5 75 R A T B ) [ 3R
IF a7 B | — e 2 BRI RS E R AR, TR

fEZ BT : TAN(1987-), 8 LRSI R 5E A, BRG] IR B T i 58K, E-mail: tiamovivien@126.com,

CORRRAE r R0 ) _E 06 B R] Sy B O AR A ™ R R 45

,2000-2013 4F A SCERBCRHF S I ARSI R R 30%.

SRR Fal, B4, A3, 2 2015, SRR RIS R D] sPERkEER, 34(10): 1275-1287. [Wang C, Wang D, Zhu W, et al.. 2015. Re-
search progress of discrete choice models[J]. Progress in Geography, 34(10): 1275-1287.]. DOI: 10.18306/d1kxjz.2015.10.008
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LA VA EWTIE R FERR b AR SC—T5 T B B A% 242
ST A5 I, B e IR B AR , B2 o I ST Y
HERLEE s 5 — 7 Ak St e SR £ IR ATE
20 S [ AN BEE R  H HAB IR B Bl 1)

2 BB AL

2.1 —fig[RIE

T3 A Y 1Y) — R i B A B AL RSO B e
(random utility theory): I HEHEH A J A LI, 53
SR — 5 FIRCH U, IO B [ e 55 BEAIL PR 3 45
TR B, [ O VRS A — 2 Y TN L R x
JIr i R, T BEBILT 3 e A0 3 T AWM Ay 235 FH S i
2EMYFEMA o TR 1 SR SRy R AR e e ) A5
I, M8 AR B BRI 8 A8 AT LSRR Ay L[]
FE ST BREL: P=F(V), PRER Y BARTE X ke 7B
BSOS ) 534 o HE R ZHR R e v, ml WA v
BRI R R x M SIE L, B v=4x, By
FEL, FLEUE RN I 2R AT AT p UL St A
22 MAME

B ELE BRI P N H T, b i g 52
e EE NPT . T b 2 I RO
PRIS FIIEA 43 M7 (conjoint analysis) J5 i 55 B HLE £
IR B IR, oY £ EUR S ER & LG,
HIBGRO s TRE R &P O N TSN & i pure | SEN
W RE A5G | I 117 575 2K (Zwerina, 1997 ; Bak et al,
2005 ; Chintagunta et al, 2011), FEAZ i 20k , F] FH 2
B BRI A3 B4 2 TG H A 1l 3838 7 =X L
PRI EEAT Ay, SE M AC 8 7 R W ik, A4
(R AC3E /N 2 T AR T s oA B L, Bk
A i 5% B T (Ben- Akiva et al, 1985; McFadden,
2000), BLAh, HbHE FREE kR A (E] VAP B
A OGN PRI Z L

B BRI ) E M E SR LR 31

(D) @A . X AT HE RS R
s PR B A3 AT, AT DL IR A R ELE e T
A7oh, Hoy i AV EERR Al . X AS[RZEAI N
B ] LB A R Y 22 5

Q) 2B, — s R IR S
W& ) R A LS B R ST TR A %07k
WATHE RIS EER b ([E RN, A
— W5 A Ak A ) A7 5 A A A TR )
A2 B 7 2 AT ) i R BUR Y S

AT PP FR R B M (P4 (contingent valua-
tion method, CVM) Y J7 632 b H FXF Jo ik i 3
Ry BE R AR D7 s SCAR SRR TR, N 2R A
Breffle 45 (1998) XJ A JF & H Hfi . Treiman 55 (2006) %}
#1 X #E K . Baez-Montenegro 25 (2012) %) SC kgt hik 4y
AT .

3) JEIFBAU AT . — ML) “what-if " 1) 77 0%
FEU N 2R | U STt 5 8 PR Ul 55 3 B )
HI A 25 5, BB 2 VIS s RO A TRTIG . il
U, Yang S50 1008 T kit A G XA 2838 T
PR B2 s Miiller %5 (2014) B980T P Fh A [] (1
HERUE A R T Ay MR AR R ES . DAL RS
LS Zm LT M2 T AMAR)Z A
BN A . ARG EE T AR R B KT BB, 7]
1 Zhou 55:(2008) %+ 5 b FH Hbu Ty fi 22 5T (14 i SRS UL 5
25 B ZE AR 1% (Monte Carlo) Jy 3817 Bif
HLAHAEE , 5140 Borgers 25:(2005 , 2006) 73 5145 22 W 194
S RUBE T X AT A 5 Ml 25 i) v 3 22 25 (B B 864 T
IR
2.3 EAERIFE R : S0 Logit 22

Z 10 Logit £ % (multinomial logit model, MNL)
o ] BRI B B B R X, B e R IR
ST B RR A A, (MRS ) 30 AR PR KR -

P=c"/ze"
Ao R AR B x W] LU IR B AR S 2 0 R
TE AT DR AR T ) Ja . — SR s R —
FIMLADCS], Iy MNL AR RS HAR PR T4 B
F BN FR R 2544 Logit #7 (conditional logit mod-
el, CL). 1H Greene(2012)1A N 34 By X AT 5B
B, FIAEA SO SRy MNL A

MNL A5 A 2 A B O #R A A AR 3R 10 Ll
TESEBR e R Y, — 0 R TR T
1% 5 T 5280 5 o — i 5 Ly 3 i K p s ok
AR 3E F A, R A AR AR R AR i L
R DALY TP (Ye et al, 2014), B AR MNL #E77
FETE R B HR B a (B BEDLA kST, i1
HE— S5 Z ] 11 SR FH S ORS 20 1 1) A5 B B Ry 3
B, [HAR 4 Hensher Z5(2005) (17 5 : BTN A MNL
PSR HEAEE A 50% L) A IS a] K A B TR AL )
RAL, TS R I Z A R KR
G RRAF AT UL, MNL BERU A 3R i ., (H LA
i FEATARL G 00 A2 e A o, Ny > LR H 1Y
M,



F 104

Fa A5 EHUE R R 1277

3 LRSI ATR AL

3.1 #RE Logit &%
3.1.1 BEAIREE S B AR

% £ Logit £ (nested logit model, NL) & 224}
XF MINL A58 At 5 38 BE AL S AR BT $
AR A E T #5810 8] AT REAEAE AR DG, PR 25
S EUITE ) GO BE I At 37 (Independence from Ir-
relevant Alternatives, TTA) 200 , {1 15 24— 35E 50 1)
TPERRAE R & A AR AT AR BT A 5 e o & B TG
2ZEMPRARE . SR, — B A AR A A 1R T2
R A e iy, PR M AR DG S B A i, A R
WY 505 B SR, 27 A T A 4T L ) A
BiR,

H#XES Logit 15 AU | 45 52 25 e TRl 1Y AH G OC &R
FE LA R AR AL — AT 2544 - DA T 1 5 3 10
AT P AR T () £ e T 53 A5 R T
T, B IA R D — D 2 =R DL
FZFHEEAES . TR TEZRZEHRE., 7
XFEZERT , [F]—F AT PR A A 00, (HAS
i) 2 Z [ WS AEAE , B s 8 i AR =T LA
T RS M AR R A e WU S AN TR I AS AR ]
3.1.2 KR PEAR S A U R

[ Bt itx £ Logit #5550 /) i FHAR 9%, AT LABH B &
B Hof FE R T T Ay B 40 B A8k i
(AR SEE . BN, McFadden(1978) - 1A it 75 {1 55
PRI 3l o 1 B i B S R AR R — AR XA
¥ 2Z [BAFAEARIVE ; De Dios Ortzar(1983)7E 31
I A BRI 5T h He A ARSI 5 A HE 5S4 4+
£, Jf it 5 MNL A5 EL IR T k& Logit FEILA
PG BE AN AT 1 AR A AR 3 B &
Logit #5278 41 Lo %5 (2004) T H 17 7 46 3fe % 4% ) F
9, Hoo3 ) e B e A2 3y ORI 3 s AN [R) 0] 2
VEREARHEAT T IR 53 o

X Logit HEA 1) SC T BE & MR 4544 1 5 2L
7€ . 7F Suarez 25 (2004) 7 X 4 b B O F 5T
o IR 2 B e PR R e B B R R
AU, SR 5 FRESIAA 5 i i rhoc rh R
VERR , AR I e A5 SR 2 AL T 2 I v

DAL TR R e AR R A T R ] 3
— 7 AR BL T % £ Logit BRI 216 1 5 55 — 5 1
S LT AR TR 235 R 15 S o B A A A S LA B
AH I AR H BB s A B XU . X% I, Hensher(1999)
P T —FH T R EMAIE LS I . Ras-
ciute 55 (2010)7£ F| itk & Logit 15 5 43 K7 71 [ 7% A<
XFHVZRER 13 /4™ G e R BRI I 17X — 5k,
KBRS TP s ok GRS S E
BN 57 FHEAH LU S S s i — 2D A i R B, %
AU T LR 1340 E RAEE U 255 & T
AR 25

AT E B AR, A —F I X [ & £ Logit
R I 2548 B B B ERARAIG , [Rl i XA 4
JZ BRI, B M 5 DL BRI R,
JE B E R IR , R R Oy — A T
b i A A 5 — 74 . 0, Montgomery
(2002) TE 53 T 2A A BE 1T A I, I EL IR 9 2 A% 25 ik
U RN 53 IH AP A4 5 Schmidheiny 55
QOTV)FES T R M DX A7 PR, U5 A XA £ 2 20
ORI HIHAA T4 . BHEE T L, X Fh
TS 1Y B2V B B H Haaijer 25 (2001) 42 1, 3
Goos FF(2010)1F TiF—2 K Jg , Ja 5 4 1 1 1 xf
HFHBANE " £ T A X Logit A5 AY (1) e 58 S 00 i
T
3.1.3 AbIERE A I )

1B Logit A58 (14 o — 522 10 A (2 45 B
Ho M ZANBIRER, — B BT AT Rel 2
MNL Jir SR 1 “ [ 73 A5 " AR, i SR 1k & Logit
FERIEFE bW OAE B . o A g e [R]
P ESAE 2 D S 43 v XL 380 1) S 7 i 2745080 (e
vealed preference, RP) DL K38 1 Ji 401 356 196 5 56 AR 15
A9 5 325 i 27 82 (stated preference, SP), KL, fix &
Logit £ 7 & ) F§ T RP 5 SP ¥l i fil & | .
Hensher 57 (1993) % FL 42 ) T 9 JLARVE A 15 TP 45
4 () RP/SP @il 712, B4 RP 30145 F T2 A%
—AFAE T A SPIETIE S T— T2 T
Louviere 45(2000) & H T —A> 454/ {H 55 2 B 45
¥, WA 45 43 6 43 RP 55 SP3ET ., £E )
FHJZ D, B UL A% 0 S J2 Ak 3415 A~ 25040 45 1 “RP+

Q%M —Fh IR IR < ABUE AT AT AT 7 N A IR S AL L WA AR50 0.5, IR 7 AUAY I FHER R 11,2
PP P HTIAE 25, th T A R, 3 — PN R R A ]I, 25 R 38 L L A (AN 208 HR AT 5 O BRI JC i, DAL FE e 4
21 AR EE S 1 1, 0 = AT Oy AR R A ], 25950 1730 SR UM, 5 T2 L AU A RGZAX U i R e i e
LA BRI AR R IEREREA O 0.5, 21 R T 1245 0.25, IR, T A R Z 2R A GBI
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SP” Fil & 1 20 (Espino et al, 2007), 111 H s 457 =X [ £F
WIEATATIY, R XTRIE S5 EA R R AT . 4]
4, De Dios Ortlzar % (2008) 34 /il 1 — £H S mif Ui £
4 SP &3 , I il “RP+SP1+SP2” {452 ; Adamowicz
(199U A T P4 RP £dE , i i 224 T “RP1+
RP2” “SP+RPI+RP2" 4 L A5,
3.1.4 —fRAIE: GEV BRL A &

IV 548 1, 1k 2 Logit B2 AUAHXT T MNL #5241 H
SR AT BT TR L IR S A BR ], 5k —BIR 1 19
S A TR 7 A — IR (BB Y (generalized extreme
value model, GEV), K It,#xE Logit FAISZFR [ &
GEV AU — R, 382 0 H— eV A R TS PR 1)
AL 528 ik & Logit £ % (cross-nested logit mod-
el, CNL) ., il % 2 & Logit #5% %4 (paired combinatorial
logit model, PCL).)" ¥ {ix & Logit 1% %Y (generalized
nested logit model, GNL)%% , H:Hf L CNL 5 A {14 )i/
E )iz . CNLBLELA ) TR E Logit Z A2 o
W FREZ AR ES , It min] LI T2
A B E T RETEA R 4ERE T 5 48
P IUHAT RN . 140, Papola(2004) 7 WF 53 #%
FEIEFEAT R IR B T B Be ) 774 L iR A2 1
ALY B AR J R L i AR B B i & T 14
By, [F] 35 A% K DRI 5 2 2 % B ik i A& T
F-4E Bu; Hess 55 (20 12) FERF SR AR IR T 1) I 26 32
PRI, DR 5 28 A2 A% ZE R S OB B B A OGS
AN PRST RS540, TR P4 BE AR 4S5 BE
J8 T 38 XA EELE R . BR CNL A 2 A PCL S 7N
AT T WA B8 358 T B ) 2H B — 1> - 4 (Koppelman et
al, 2000) , GNL 5 7 D 5 7 34> 8 0B I 5 1 14
HB3E 3k — 4~ 53 T FR B30T 2 7 AN R R B 7 s DG &
(Wen et al, 2001),, X BEAE U ER LA A 55 & LA KA H
A TR AR XS 2 %, SE BRI R B A R
3.2 iR& Logit &%
3.2.1 BERIAGHR 5 B AN

&5 Logit 1% (mixed logit model, MXL) 3+ %
BT R MINL 521 20 WA~ 4 S Jo 7 I 125 Ak 2 BE AL i
I 22 S R4 L 5 MINL i 48 2 RO X
A, MXL AR Fo v/ e s 1 1) R BOEFEALAY , BRIt
AT RN Bt L &R X Logit #% A (random parameter
logit model, RPL), LA, i i B 15 A0 22 A5k
T —E B 53, BT LIAG T A R A 20 A S8, B
RUEANBIE S PR e 2%, B Rk T PSR,
Ji 5 W) s e 1 A 2 S R W JRE

[, TR A Logit A5 50 38 1T DL 236 4b B 45 Fh &
F I AHICME . B AR BRI I 1 5 AR
VR 25 W BEHLASON P T8I 04 18 T AN Bk ST
PR, DA FRAR S A 2 H A AIR A Logit AL
Fsf s 8 A iR 22 B 43 A5 76 (error components model,
ECM), S E Logit BAIAH L, IR & Logit B /1Y
HH M B SR VA T 45 A 0 4 B0, (HL ) R 5
% ;=52 |+, Brownstone 25 (1998)UEH T i & — &
FREE I FURJE #0551 ; McFadden %5(2000)#F — 25
& IR A Logit BEAY n] DI — D136 RO ek
TR e PRAsi
3.2.2 AbFRFEHL LS )

ST N ST TP IR BRI A Logit 155 7 I
T K X BEAL IR A 25 5 05 gL i,
Hess 45 (2005) 7E A/ 58 ML i 547 M Il L VR &
Logit #5575 & BAATT0F Ao [ gus 1) 22 57 42 3 Lije-
sen(2006 )51 N FH T R B A E PEAN , 2-A5 T XL
Y BesmR () 22 AL E I . Lindberg 45(2012)
X i Ui 158 il 1B 45 A 4 B 9 R, 32 TR A Logit
BAY LGS T iy i 2R 40 25 S (CH b = R 5 % =2 1))
FBEAL2E 5, R RR 0 i 1 W0 e 22 28 0% A I 25 2
S, BV BT LA ALAE [, DA TS AT i 4 1 b AR
PR AT

AR AT R S A O g 2R B A o 2 5
BT AT S BEAILAL , SR T AR I e R T
TR R B R AR AN A R Sk
BH ORI SEPR I RR LS SAR LS & I 22 1T LA —
AT A AR 2% BIAE 3 #Y (Train, 2009), X W2 1R &
Logit B (1) — Tl A R, BhAT n AR, I
RGBS B UL 0915 B o 140, Greene 5%
(2005) .Hess(2007)7E45 [ % 3838 J LB A B
BEIBEFE R AT T A2 T A B AN R, O B
—BOA ARG R R B AR A T A R R T
Campbell 55 (2009) 7 5% J& B i B SR A #2647 A BT
AT A A R R R I KR /N B R
1 IR ERAT Bt AL 225 S AR R B4 2 T R s 20
1) W i U 2T 5 R AY s Hesss 55:(2010) 4 44T
ZUIBEAEBERR S PR S 2 T R R A
A2V E AR R B AT HE bR 22 AR R R
B, DASEWTSE PR B 3R 2 AE I, 25 SRR W, HE T
BUAH T 22 U5 5 T BRIR T DU I B8, ek, Sy fil
FHARMET, Hess(2010) iR 4w 5 T i 57 A A4 11
TR R T R ZH B A Tz i I RE R 25 1 .
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3.2.3 Rb AR SN ) 5 FERFIE

B — BB ST TR A Logit BRI A 34 Y R 5
JEXTAH S5 B8, 1 e R LTk & Logit 1%
AU e L B A8 2 TR DG R I ) 2 AR = ) A
B4n : Jou 55 (201 1) FEA 5T B IA B 2838 Jr A
B, BB Kz s RE 5 | A RPLE) 2838 1
BRARPEN 5 5 T oA 23 22258 ; Behrens %5(2012) 7
TR T b ) 22 38 7 2 ) B AR AU IR A T 3 2
BT, o ARER T WA W] B AH DG 4544 ; Hayakawa
SE(2014)FEMF 5% 855 [ 2N R0 1 XA BE R, 3l
5 3R R S5 M B9 E Logit B AIAHNT 1L, & IR &
Logit t5 A4 AT 15 22 U B9 2 AU, i ELe T
122 Logit S5 AR 4544 G B Ml L 16, BRI,
TR Logit 581 it 25 5 07 S HITAS i

BR T 82T 2 (8] (A DG Z A0, A 9 DG T
M B AH DG ), VR J A e B o F , [l — Mk
ZWRBEREZ 0“5 OCT . OB A R R
SCIEE A PR AT BE R o 2 A R A R
(1) RP il , 75— PR LT A 1Y SP &I (48 K 244
BORBEVIH E N IR ERE) . 7 Sarma %(2007) 5 T
ZAF ) RP B8 0 2 A4F N #8572 I X ik, DU
J Feo 55(2011) 2T SP #dis ) 01z 1 X g5,
PR R A Logit 151 A B AR A OC o 2t
8 — B A TE 2 R BE B TP R AT IR AR
R A7 2 % e 5 5, ELAA W] UL T Bhat, Gos-
sen(2004) X Vi FE I 2l 28 B [ 5 £ L LA I Hess, Rose
(2009) % PEARBEBERIMISY o X AR b (1R 25 o7
BB TN %, AR T hkG 240 4k , (H K3
Iy A G AR

AN, IR A Logit BRI AT LIS TFREHL R E
[|] F) PN 7E #H 2% £ (inter-coefficient correlation), BJf [
AN Ta] i« 2152 i 35 9 ) i 6 8 2R A R (R
BAR) BT, o) — 2223 (A R 2 1 (] B A v (B AR
i) 33X — ] BIFE MNL A58 i B 2 S,
B ZR BB A ME— RS THE, B A T RE
AR KR, MTERA Logit ARt TREVLZ
BAEAN AR 2 B) 25 S 00, DR mT DA BI04 500
TR — AT B A A AR SR 38 A TR ARG T
PG PEH 1Y R, ST BT A O R AL
Hess(2007) 1 I 5 L FEAIE FE A BRI PR A2 30
JUT A BB ML R B ) 3 HoA 2 p AE DG,
RUGNEH R R B i RECZ R I AAAH G, BT 1
a7 NG (R =, XA SN R B B

e JE FEEE A IR R L TR A Logit B AR fix
£ Logit #i% 22 48Xt RP/SP Atdg BE-& Al i 09 55 — 3
T o R LR B AN [
AR Tr) AT D ELHEA 5 204 ), A4 mT L F
Bhat %5 (2002) . Bérjesson(2008) 55 AU/ 5% . Hensher
5(2008)3 it 5822 Logit BEARUHXT H , 181E TR A
Logit = A1 7E 1 T RP/SP Al A5 9 L, 2 &
ZHEAE T
3.2.4 FTAIEA SRR

SR G Logit B AL — |, 778 2 5| A B (latent
class model, LC) &5 X Bl AL I I 25 5[] R iy 42 HH
AY(Greene et al, 2003), HAbFH 5 202 R 156 868 K1) 43
Fp LA, 43 il A TR A R A, Fe S
&, BN EREE 1 IR S AN I AN RE Y L T2
MBS H SRS T8 — R R, X 5 — iy
FEARGH Al TSR], 2 Ve r AR B,
P a5 - QO AT LIRS 1 2 fe) e 5 2 2 5, D
YRR B QM T A FEAR A 4 A
) ff A ) i

FERL AW FE Y VA S Y DA e B 1 52 ]
PEICR 2B B AL 422 S A 0 TR U HAE G T
NBEA o i WE 98 v B 2371 o 4N, Teichert
S 008t T i as A R BN 1 “ B 45— TPl &
Rk, SRS RIS 2 T —A B n 4 i A
T A FL2E A R 5 Wen 45(2010)i8 115 & L5 MNL
RERUAH LG, VAR AL iy 125 08 T 2000 1) 22 5%
DRI 7 it R A A 2 A R T S A UL S |- 2
WS 2 . VRN IR 22 7 A 8T B I TE
AL SR Logit BB 28 9 WOk B LU HL, S A
MH , BAR ZH 4A5 AR5 A Bl (Hole, 2008),1H %
BT DR TS IR ARG 1 e Bl (5
BEE AT AL TR A Logit #5244 (Shen, 2009;
Hess, Ben-Akiva et al, 2009; Varela et al, 2014), Hi#
KEYSHTRE SN 45 Bk D B,

3.3 Z I} Probit 2%

M E BRI PR A5 R v & A 8 100 B HILASOH
fi 22 50 1E 25 0 A B, BRAS 2] 1 22 301 Probit A5 7Y
(multinomial probit model, MNP), HiT5¢ 420 T
MNL A5 2 bt 57 [ A7 1 BR i), MNP A5E 5 1 H
JFEM i, AT LASE 32 X IR 25 4 0 ) A AR TR A O
P BAR B LR 47 25 5 55 LT e A 2 1)t
(Train, 2009)., U1, Yai %5 (1997) 76 i 5% i 44 1 4%
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B, DA TR 94 S A0 2 ) 3 R B B B8 O o5 1) LA Sy
i it LAH DGR W RRIEFE bR , NI 4G T —Fh 2SR
E SURHE 45 74 (Papola, 2004) A A EAE R, fn S &
B TS5, MNP A [A] R 4 A 1) S PR i
3l VCFEAH SR 2, BT R & 4% LR i34, 1Al
i, Johansson %5 (2006) 75 Aff 57 28 i J7 s BE£ERT, 404
A T EFIEYE 5 5 S5 e LA 42 000 4 & A A5 i
Shy I 7 Hi SR i MINP AL A — Ak 1 sl Ab B
Jumbe S5 (201 1) ZEMF 5T 8 B X — 357 b4 R U5 0 3 £
I i I — 1> 30 4 MINP A5 50 2 BB I 22 (] 1) 5
FRPE 22 AR K, DAL Ry Sl %o PR 85E BOR i 35 R 1
TTTHIT.

S MNP 8 BAT i 2R3 (AW AEELL T
WA =B s . — S TS 11U (identification) 1)
R, RV 5 38 X6 AH SC S5 A TR e AN A oK, S 3Rt
RTI4TN, Bunch 25(1989) 75X 7 & SCHik
(1) MNP AR A7 R , & B0 30— R T
Dow 4(2004)TA i MNP #5828 8 HLA XELL & B
SUIE , I H AT AR 3 B MK RAR A5 R
iR AR, R TS R R A
BTN 5114 15 T i 1 R K, PR I MNP A AR —
TG T S e £, AR T i AE R W
e (RS ATYR 2 MNP BEUE T Y 32 R A

4 BHORPERIBTFE BB 8l [a]

b SCIRT BRSSO A R B A ST R 2
I, BRIt Z A1, T 4E R A I8l SR A8 T HoA —
A MBS, F2AA LT JL .

4.1 ZMIRBEEANES

MEE 3T AR AT LA #, ik £ Logit IR &
Logit , 22 i Probit 25 2& S B LA 4 [ 1938 FH M
FESE S 2= () [l RETET AT , — S50 B AN R A
KEEGEER, S BUTK , RIEH AL BN, Teye
F QO FEMT TR I B B AR PRI S T — MR G ik
£ Logit %7 (mixed nested logit model), A J7
[vi] Fsf 15 ‘¢ 6 201 (18] AH O M FN B AL O 4 22 5 5 Wen 55
(2012)FEM 9 220 7 e b T [RIAE 0 25 s
PHIE S5 #5555 NBERGTIARSS & d5r T — N 7E e
)% £ Logit /5 %Y (latent class nested logit model),
25 oL A B 58 A0 A 45 W AR 25 TR A Logit 11 Y
(Greene et al, 2013) . J& 15 Z 1 Probit #% % (Bhat et
al, 2011)5%,

4.2 FEIEZ AR EZLRE
4.2.1 RPEES SP A

VFZHF9 T T RP 5 SP ik W RS [A) 4540 2k
AU B O PR AL Y52, — SR SR T
P 25 2 AL Ei S - RP B BP0 A5 4 IR e B
S L 1T SP A B AR s A G AR SE PR AR AE AR
Y BE 7 St L PRIE £ R T[] Y 2 0% 2 5 AT e 5
95 BT 2 2R (I A AH G L4 I 4 155 (Louviere
et al, 2000), H TXLEL a5, SP ik FHAE# )
12 SR, — LR ST FE H B ] SP &S i 11 X
Wz , i1, Borjesson(2008)id 2 5 RP £4f YT 1L , A
R SP AR A i K I A AT Sy 3 M N A Tl AE 24
W, B Z RN, A S FEEE R
WAt , B A% it SP ik Al REA IR A AR (F AR 1Y
4512 ; Hensher 5 (2010) % 52 7 22 i 7 X e % SC ik
T 245 DBIRIZERIERT T HOA, Ik Hi— SP &K
P A5 2 (0 A% 8 B 0 =5 , o2 RP $iC4f 5 RP/SP
TRA B RN 345, BLoh, ZEEE T SP & 1 i 4
SR b R G E A A SR, — 2
eI T (efficient design) i ik IT4F ok & J it , Hi5E
U AR R R T BRI (R B RO
=, BT DL R 22400k i BB AR 45 & B B
BEXFE
4.2.2 EF My 2R

R 1 WL JC P FLR AR Z A A — e H A
R ARYE I A W] T B R B A G T (or-
dered) .HEF¥ (ranked) . £ ¥ (multiple choices )% # »

TE P AR SRR N AT IR T 56 R I 5 e 0
e A, SR N R VY AR A . T
] 2 7 Ul L 208 B — ZR SR M Sy AR, 32
S 5E ¥ Logit #5. 7 (ordered logit model) Fll & ¥ Probit
#&#Y (ordered probit model), B 42 2% 1A 415 % & bifi
HLAR B G € P A (mixed ordered model) Fl1 %5
JEZ UG P22 0] 6 R 1 278 58 [T B (multi-
variate ordered model) &5 . K2 HUE S5 Y 1) HAR
bt oy, A LTz . B, Li &
(2012) H 7€ J7 Probit BRI Y 1 44738 % B 7 155
HIPFH ; Ferdous %5 (2010) FH £ 4% f % 7 Probit 152
WEE T JE BT 30 Fofr e 5 % s A = i) A A Ak 1 1)
K&,

Her 5 Z e s iy s AR AL, 32 2K — Ik
JU S I 91 2 i Vb e SN DS W A a8 visbl
o) %k T HE R B E e NS ik T s A
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PRI, SR 5 B G 55, FE DRI A i)+ S bk vh o5 —
P A BRI, R 2, L B e PR i A P25 ik
T, FR AR A B J- 1 R X T 2 1, R
KM S A g — IR U S gk b, R ks
R ZIE R, A R A R e B AT B
28 ML) BRI BRI AN | e i 1) HE Y B0 1 O
S 1 FR A R K Logit #5  (exploded logit model), T
Iin] 22 16 504 10 W) & R oy 22 4 301 Logit 52 28 (multi-
dimensional binary logit model), 7& . F % % I,
Kumar 55(2007) 5387 T J& B 2 I M (B A HE 7
T8 s Lee 55(2012) 4307 1 U2 16 H (1 ML 5t
M 22 HE -

43 ETZIRBHEAIERE

AR 5 A 70 347 i ST A 50 A B SR SR AR
MK L, B R R T AR E IR g g A BT
() I AHOCAR B, T 7843 A AL BRGE ) LA
RIG ARG R RIS X MR B AR
HERA Y, DR oA AT 32 =2 W25 1 BR ), A0 A B
(BB T A B, P25 DIAPIAE— &R o A w P A A A ik
D[R BRI 2% B AR PSR A o ol AR AE T
X AR 22 35 TR 5 M B 2R ), Al BE il A T2 R
[ HL A R (cut-off) PR HE B Rt B AL A e 0T, 28
Bl A — S A e g e S B 6 9 % 25 X (con-
junctive) ., 9E i# 45 5 (disjunctive) . & L J¥ (lexico-
graphic)Z:%(Zhu et al, 2008), B iYL [F] 2 B 2%
Z I AEAMENE , BRI —AN 22 SO B R A R L
MR RO s I AR ARAMEPERLTIAS
AE PR UE VAR Bk, T DA 58 4 BRPE LA, HEah
RN RESE I REB e o RPAN I S R S U], H S
7 PR S PR 2 WL 249 AT Sy o D) 38 o B PR Sy 32 FR
P (bounded rationality).

C A R 1 22 A9 DG T 2 T 32 PR 1 25
HCEREN R, B0, Swait(2001) B UCKF U4 A5 A9 AE
VARSI N A B, 7R XV 24 HH 40k
BB, RSB R AR R o
FH AR 7R 1 IR SR W Y B A A S BB
Marcucei 55201 1) FHZE IR 058 TR % FH1
TEREAT R, it — 2P UE S8 TR B s A ) b 2k 5
Campbell 55 (2006)7E 537 J& BT 550 W8 i S84 it 1) 22

FEAN B PPAS I, DL 315 J DGR 5 Logit 152 #Y
THEIE, 45 R R Z R W AE 1 2 v R h &R A5 21 iR
Mo VA LB ER T AR A v AR A DG F IR B OR
AR L, AR 4R35 X Ay i I 1 22 i G S
Z Y H AR5, 1M Zhu %5 (2008) BT U DX Ry T 40
HME BT B — e, T Y 57 BRI e PR AR A
FEZL AT DL A Al T B 9 % SR T A S TR
TS RRAH A B
44 EFENHEER
4.4.1 W[H]TF 5EAY b3

5 )i AR B 2R, B B PR T [ A A
TER R 25 T 5L L, 25 R [R]85 A A A

PR A 80 25 1 B AR A (dynamic choice model), H: L
AU P AP AL BT =00 o
WM e A E s . SRS R

B 1] 80 A3 A i, % b — I Bl 22 I e R 8 A
AR AR TN BN R E BR O A R[] — 2
Fr o BES a2 AR ILARE . B1an , Smith(2005) 761
TRA Logit BEARUAIF 5 3 RS 10 4F 8] (1) 4 v M B R,
SUE N IF CRilpu e Soa ki NS S N E e Ty
B 1k s A2 A HLAT AN ] 9 30 300 s 3 %400 ; Dargay 55
(2007)FEXT i B/INAAARA A RSl X e 2R
17 BRER O FEIT , & IR T Je TR A% 5 43 S A0 A8 )7
Logit Al — 1 Logit 55 ¥4 M4 [ 4 1 i & 7 5 Chat-
terjee(2011)7E1H FH & ¥ Logit A7 T /A 95 410
o AT, & B e RS S A I 5 1
A FE 5 Grigolon %5(2014) 837, T sh 1R A Logit £
RIDIAFE Y 7 AT A4 BE AR By e 45, i 2ok
P RIAE 4R AR B2 R AR, RIS
RO LE , AR A1 T ) A2 I e R 2 SR Y
FEM

55 o 2R 0N 0 3 (expected discounted
utility) (32 FH o AR BERTSEAF Y 206 25, )
R ZE IR AR , Bl s AT E A T
PRI , 2575 TR ST 45 SLR 5 i R ke (1) e £
i, PRI DA R AR e ) AR G e 2 RE ol S AR B 2R N 2
SO B KA LT, )40, Attanasio 25 (2012)7E A
R LEE L2 e B BRI L2 L TAE A0
HSRTEH AN i85 18 T 22 ARk TAER) Fil

QLSRN AR LR N B — TR T R AR, U 2 — DA I A B R AR T ARV A2l s e U
WA Ve N B — DR IR T I T2 AR, R B b A (e — B30T 1A R AR R 2 g v 5 e UL 45 e 2 0
LR E SN IATHET 85U AR U B S A SR b S OURY LI, AR — IR e R B R b O, BV

B VUG R EE R RIS A -k
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109 Il i e AN 7 7 s McKee(2006) HIZR A5 250t
8 T AR IR R BR R, Hrh B R TR TR
M T3 AR B0 55 R 2 0 I BR8] s e
Todd %5 (2010) 4 1.2 J7 ¥ Ge bR b 2l 28 KL A 15 ik
4557 (discrete choice dynamic programming mod-
el, DCDP), Jf- 45 T HAEHE (40 BREEKIT
B B9 R s Lapparent 55(2012) ZE0F 57 J& B & 15 IR
RS, R L E PR R Z — XK
Sl ZE A e FH 0 T0U A R el T B ) M A R L 4
WA A ARSI BRAR DR A F 2 3
4.4.2 ZHFE R

Xif T2 0] T S A % e ] R EIA S5 A 3 T
TSR A BRI Sy A5 A& G R T H ARAH G, 200
FRERERFFE . ARHE AR 3 9 X R ISE M G At it
5 n) B 5E 42T DA 4 i A AR IR 2 e . ol
Bhat, Guo(2004)# i T —~RiK Y GEV B, (T
Al — X AFAE AR 1 R A 25 [A) & e I g v — A>T 4
P AR ) T 523 ] 43 A 452 2R DT C 9 45 358 TAH O
gk, U ZS ] A AHOCIR L, RIGA Ok & A4 T hE2s
[ N R RE R T AU Tz 23 R R R i
Z B R R0 A ] e P 4t R By G R ZE R (W 2w, 3]
1, LeSage(2000) 7E AU 4F 5 (] B 5% % 351 Probit
B 57 (] [ B H SRR AR 25 A, R BUC TR = R Y
Hiu DX, HAH 2 4 [A] A0, 5 A5 ] R R & s Wang 5(2012)
5 FH MNP AR Y38 B30 53 FH i o i) 28 f ik 4 91
W1 I ) 223 ) A DG, U HOR Fa AR bR B T o
FUMBER G . PR S BER R 5000 2 8] 5 L
P, BRI AN 23 (8] (8 2R 5500 22 34T FLEE A A
AR 3T 1) % () L R BN A T . 911, Paez(2006)
FEFFE 2R3k JR 30 324 4> M B 1) FH B2 75 OB £
TE T AT R R AT P M 51 2R O 2 ] P ) 27
I, I LA R B A IMIEATRS
5 45

AR S BRI PR AR AR 11 A S ik 4% 1 2 [
T4 TR BS A AN A . Fe ok A
[ MNL A ELAT 5 T Bt fa i e S, =
AT 12 R B T 5 A 2= A AL Al iy
S5 R T SE 7E MNL HEZR R AN L AR AR A 15 1 7
SCo X MNL A RIS B e, — S8 XA A 4 A A
RUEAE AR BORPIVE T, AT 4 B A Y3
FHE I« & Logit A5 7Y f BT EL WL b Ab P £ 56 100

] AH S 5 BN A “HRANIE ™ 4 28 T 5245 RP/SP
SFARFRIMEEE RS, A GEV B {A R
A LAESE SR AR G A5 5 1R 5 Logit #5241 i .
TAL PR EEAL -2 S A1 [ Il LA 25 Al
SRIFV R, B4 A e U O | TR AR K5 R OC BEIL 22 £k
AR BHA I 55, AT A AT 7 28 ) A R ] LA
Ak BB AL 4 22 57 DA s MNP ABSER S R 356 ] LA
AETR IR BT )R, 52 20 RO (R R e A
AU 20 . DA BRI 5 T 48 R ) TR
B, S TR R N B O PR R TS A B K
SRBIEGE %  THT R A R [ RS 328 P o 45 ) A 25 i
ME%

BEAN , AR SR RLBES T 4 MRFE A SO Y
WrFsErhm . Hob, ZRRIE U4 &l LI &
AR DL, T 1 3t A D £ X030 07 1, RP
5 SP s 25 HAY L, — 28T Y SP S g i i ik ]
PR ORI I S BAR I AR R ZE & AR
R E R HER 2 Bt AR AR T 1% 5
ST A2 BRE B PR PR 1B T 22 MU kU
BLA, SEIMAT & FULSE PR s PR B I 25 75 5
A g i i DA S S R AT B A B S ] 2
IO, 388 4o 7% B A A S | S o Ak B s [ AN
BIR T i, Lo 2 Gk i R 2 (H AR AR BR
FEfE B T RSB ORI R G T i L G
W0 2SN, Ay BERE O G 7 kS A B By [ Y
PP R 50 AT
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Research progress of discrete choice models

WANG Can', WANG De', ZHU Wei', SONG Shan’
(1. College of Architecture and Urban Planning, Tongji University, Shanghai 200092, China;
2. Graduate School of Environmental Studies, Nagoya University, Nagoya 464-8601, Japan)

Abstract: This article takes the general principles and application values of the discrete choice model system as
a departure point and summarizes the classical model forms with respect to their basic theories and typical
applications. Important latest developments are also introduced. Multinomial logit (MNL) model is the basis of
the discrete choice model system, with the advantages of simplicity, reliability, and easy implementation.
However, it also has some inherent theoretic defects, which led to the need for more refined models. Nested
logit model is usually used to deal with problems of correlation among alternatives, no-choice alternative, and
data enrichment. Its more general form is the generalized extreme value (GEV) model system; mixed logit
model is suitable for handling random preference and some kinds of correlation problems, such as correlation
among alternatives, panel data, random coefficients, and data for enrichment. A similar model form named
latent class model is also widely used. Multinomial probit (MNP) model is highly flexible. However, its
application is limited due to the complexity of model specification and very high computation demands. With
regard to the new development of discrete choice model system, four important areas are introduced. These
include complex new models derived from the combination of classical models; models suitable for dealing
with revealed preference/stated preference (RP/SP), ordered, ranked, and multiple choice data; models based on
bounded rationality choice which is more close to reality; and models considering the spatiotemporal
background of choice.

Key words: discrete choice model; refining; applicability; new trends



