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In recent years, conjoint analysis has become extremely popular with 

researchers in marketing for assessing consumer preferences. Carmone, 

Green and Jain (1978) have reported over 200 different applications of 

this methodology in various marketing situations. However, little is 

known about the stability and reliability of the results obtained via 

conjoint analysis. As McCullough and Best (1979) have pointed out, 

"Marketing researchers have not questioned the reliability and validity 

of conjoint measurement and relatively little has been reported on these 

aspects of conjoint measurement." 

Given that conjoint analysis is finding increasing use in the formu-

lation of marketing strategy and development of marketing programs, it is 

imperative that increased attention be paid to the stability and relia-

bility issues in conjoint research. 

It was with this motivation that a study was undertaken to investi-

gate the internai validity of conjoint analysis solutions over time and 

across different methods of data collection. The major questions examined 

were: 

Ql. Does the data type (trade-off vs. full profile) affect the 
internai validity of the parameter estimates derived via 
conjoint analysis? 

Q2. Does the internat validity of parameter estimates for a given 
data type (trade-off vs. full profile) vary over time? 

Research Design 

A longitudinal design was employed in this study. The data were 

obtained at two different points in time from the same sample. Further-

more, each tue two different methods of data collection; namely, full 

profile and trade-off were employed. The stimuli set presented to the 

respondents consisted of hypothetical profiles of sneakers. Apretesthad 
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indicated that the subject population was very familiar with this product 

category. These sneaker profiles were described in ternis of five attri-

butes: sole, upper, price, color and country where manufactured. Four 

of these attributes were varied at three levels, each while one attribute 

was varied at only two levels. 

In the full profile method, each profile was described in ternis of 

all the five attributes. Using an orthogonal array, 27 such profiles 

were constructed to constitute the primary experimental task. An example 

of one such profile is shown in Figure 1. In addition, an independent 

set of 8 profiles was also developed. These latter profiles were used as 

a validation set to check the validity of parameters estimated via con-

joint measurement. 

Figure 1: Example of a sneaker Full Profile 

SOLE 	 Made of polyurethene 
(plastic) 

PRICE 	 $18.99 

COLOR 	 Pastel color 

COUNTRY WHERE 	 Korea 
MANUFACTURED 

UPPER 	 Made of canvas 

In the trade-off or two-attributes-at-a-time approach, 5 x (5-1)/2 = 10 

trade-off matrices were generated. Each matrix consisted of a table with 

rows and columns representing the levels of the two attributes being 

evaluated (Jain et al., 1979). An example of a trade-off matrix is given 
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in Figure 2. 

Figure 2: 

An Example of a Sneaker Trade-off Matrix 

Color of the 
sneaker .... ..... 

Upper of the sneaker 
is made of 	 
Nylon Canvas Leather 

Plain white 

Pastel color 

Colored with 
striges 

Data Collection 

The data were obtained from student subjects in a series of two surveys, 

with a four week interval between surveys. In the first survey the subjects 

were presented with either trade-off or full profile sneaker stimuli. They 

were asked to rank order these stimuli in ternis of their preferences for 

the sneakers described by these profiles. Next, information pertaining to 

cognitive styles (Goldstein and Blackman, 1978), product use, familiarity, 

complexity, importance and perceived risk was obtained. Finally, the sub-

jects were required to give preference rankings of the validation set of 

sneaker profiles. Similar data was obtained in the second survey except 

that the validation set was excluded and information on different aspects 

of cognitive styles was obtained. A total of 116 subjects participated in 

both the surveys. 
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Analys is 

The preference rankings of each subject obtained during each survey 

were analyzed via LINMAP (Srinivasan and Shocker, 1973). This resulted in 

two part-worth utility functions for each subject, one for each time period. 

Each of these part-worth utility functions was then used to predict that 

subject's rankings of the profiles in the validation set. For each of the 

two time periods, Spearman rank order correlations were obtained between 

elicited rankings of the validation profiles (obtained during the first 

survey) and the rankings of these profiles as predicted from the part-worth 

utility function. 

Each subject was classified into one of four groups. This classifica- 

tion was based on the method of data collection, full profile or trade-off, 

to which the subject responded in the first survey and the second survey. 

The rank order correlations as well as their normalized transforms 

were analyzed via a repeated measures analysis of variance design (Winer, 1971). 

This design consisted of one grouping factor; namely, method of data col- 

lection, with four levels. The trial factor was time with two levels. 

Results 

The mean correlations for the two time periods and different methods 

of data collection are presented in Table 1. The main effect for time was 

found to be significant at the 0.05 level. The results indicate that the 

correlations for the data obtained during the first survey are signifi-

cantly higher than the correlations for the data obtained four weeks lacer. 

However, the main effect for the method of data collection as well as 

the method X time interaction werenot found to be significant at the 0.05 

level. 
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Table 1 
Mean Correlations Between Observed 

and Predicted Rankings 

Time Data Collection Method* 
Marginal FP-FP FP-TR  TR-FP TR-TR 

Period 1 0.67180 0.71683 0.51131 0.59827 0.62534 

Period 2 0.53317 0.60421 0.45019 0.44445 0.50561 

Marginal 0.60249 0.66052 0.48075 , 	0.52136 

* FP-FP: Full Profile in first and second sur? y 
FP-TR: Full Profile in first and Trade-off in second survey 
TR-FP: Trade-off in first and Full Profile in second survey 
TR-TR: Trade-off in first and second survey 

Therefore, in answer to the first question, it is concluded that for 

this study the data type (trade-off vs. full profile) does not affect the 

internai validity, defined in terms of predictive efficiency for the valida-

tion set of the parameter estimates derived via conjoint analysis. With 

respect to the second question, it is concluded that in this study the 

internai validity was significantly lowered when the data obtained after 

an interval of four weeks were used to predict the preferences for profiles 

in the validation set. 

Conclusion 

This study makes a major contribution by investigating the internai 

validity of conjoint analysis solutions over time. However, this study 

was exploratory in nature and its findings must be considered as prelim-

inary. There is a need for further empirical research in this area. In 

particular, individual differences related to information processing, such 

as the various cognitive styles, needs to be explicitly considered white 

examining the reliability and validity of consumer preference structures 

as captured in conjoint analysis. 
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