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Table 1. 20 Characteristics about television

Television Characteristics

Being very durable
High-definition(3,840 x 2,160)
Energy efficiency level 1

5 years of free warranty period
Flat screen

Wall-mountable

Diversity in contents

3D display function

Wide viewing angle

Caption function

2 Channel sound system
Quick response time(8ms)
Energy efficiency level 3

2 years of free warranty period
Curved screen

Standing

Easy to control

Compatible with other devices
Anti-dazzling panel

Premium installation service
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Table 2. Characteristics of brand P TV and brand Q TV

P Brand TV Q Brand TV
Commonality
Being very durable Being very durable
High-definition(3,840 x 2,160) High-definition(3,840 x 2,160)
2 Channel sound system 2 Channel sound system
Quick response time(8ms) Quick response time(8ms)

Alignable property

Energy efficiency level 1 Energy efficiency level 3

5 years of free warranty period 2 years of free warranty period
Flat screen Curved screen

Wall-mountable Standing

Nonalignable property

Diversity in contents

3D display function

Wide viewing angle

Caption function
Easy to control
Compatible with other devices
Anti-dazzling panel

Premium installation service
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Figure 1.

Average importance rating scores for each property of 2 different television

models in Study 2. Score 7 means the property is very important, and score 1 means

the property is not very important. Alignable property of P brand television had higher
score than that of Q brand television. Error bars represent standard errors.
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When planning a new product, product planner tries to differentiate the product from old ones by adding
new features or innovative properties. Ironically, when consumers are making decisions about purchasing
the product, they do not always consider newly added nonalignable property, which can be referred to as
paradox of product planning. To explain this phenomenon, this study conducted two studies based on
structure alignment model from cognitive psychology. To conduct the study, we organized two imaginary
smart televisions with 12 properties, which consist of commonalities, alignable properties, and nonalignable
properties. In the study, participants were asked to make an imaginary purchasing decision between two
made-up smart televisions. In the first study, survey questions were given to the participants to rate the
importance of 20 television related properties, so that we could manipulate and organize two different
televisions, one with better alignable property score and the other with better nonalignable property score.
The overall scores of both televisions were not significantly different. In the second study, participants

showed a tendency of having more preference towards the product with better alignable properties.

Key words : product planning, alignable property, nonalginable property, decision making
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