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EXTENDED ABSTRACT

Abstract

Identifying product attributes that are important in consumer
judgmentsisakey objective of consumer research. Unfortunately,
the many available methods to identify important attributes often
lack convergent and nomological validity. The objective of this
researchisto gain abetter understanding of thedeterminantsof this
lack of validity and to outline a framework that will provide
convergence for future studies. As such, thisresearch isan impor-
tant first step in identifying and developing methods that enable
both practitioners and scholars to improve the validity of attribute
importance measurement.

Introduction

Identifying product attributes that are important in consumer
judgment and choiceisakey objective of consumer research, both
for practitionersand for scholars. Although thereareawidevariety
of methodsto identify important attributes, the convergent validity
among and nomological validity of different methodsis often low
(e.g., Jaccard, Brinberg, and Ackerman 1986; Heeler, Okechuku,
andReid 1979).1Low levelsof validity can cause seriousempirical
and practical problems. Investigating consumer decision-making
and behavior (as well as developing new products) strongly de-
pends on understanding the importance of attributes.

Theoretical Background

Research onattributeimportancemeasurement generally takes
aunidimensional approach to attribute importance (e.g., Van der
Pligt et a. 2000). Building on the work of Meyers and Alpert
(1968), we provide a multidimensional research framework of
attribute importance for understanding the lack of convergent
validity amongand nomological validity of methodsfor identifying
important attributes. The research framework differentiates be-
tween three dimensions of attribute importance: the salience, the
relevance and the determinance of attributes (Myers and Alpert
1968, 1977).2 Salience reflects the degree of ease with which
attributes come to mind when thinking about or seeing a certain
product. Therelevanceof attributesrefl ectsthe general importance
of attributesfor consumers, and islargely determined by consumer
desires. The determinance of attributes reflects the importance of
attributes in judgment and choice.

The rationale for taking a multidimensional approach is that
we expect that there is lack of convergent validity among and
nomological validity of available methods for identifying impor-
tant attributes because they identify different dimensions of at-
tribute importance.

1Convergent validity identifies whether different measurements
reflect the same construct (i.e., are positively correlated). Nomo-
logical validity examines whether measures are related to other
constructs in a theoretically meaningful way (i.e., predictive
accuracy).

2Weusetheterm*relevance” instead of “importance,” asproposed
by Myersand Alpert (1968), and use this|atter term to reflect the
genera concept of attribute importance.
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We use the framework to formulate hypotheses regarding
which method identifies which specific dimension(s) of attribute
importance. We focus on twelve common methods for identifying
important attributes: 1) direct-rating method,* 2) direct-ranking
method,* 3) point-allocation method,* 4) analytical hierarchy
process,* 5) means-end chain method,* 6) multiattribute-attitude
model, 7) trade-off method, 8) swing-weight method, 9) free-
licitation method,* 10) conjoint method, 11) information display
board,* and 12) the use of verbal protocols* (due to space limita-
tions, we cannot discuss each method in detail in thisabstract). We
hypothesize that the methods marked with an “*”, identify at-
tributes that are salient and valuable to consumers. The other
methods are hypothesized to identify determinant attributes.

Method, Results and Conclusions

Our hypotheses are subsequently tested through acritical and
integrativereview of seemingly divergent findingsintheliterature.
Inlinewith hypotheses, the results suggest that there is convergent
validity among and nomological validity of methods that identify
the same dimension(s) of attribute importance. For instance,
Srivastava, Connolly, and Beach (1995) report convergent validity
among the direct-rating (1) and the analytical-hierarchy process
methods (4), both of which we hypothesized that they identify
salient and valuable attributes.

Additional evidence for our proposition was obtained by
investigating the discriminant validity between methods that are
hypothesized to identify different dimensions of attribute impor-
tance. In line with expectations, we find evidence for discriminant
validity between methods that identify different dimensions of
attribute importance. For instance, the lack of convergent validity
among the direct-rating method (1) and the trade-off method (7) in
Fischer’s (1995) study may be attributed to the fact that the direct-
rating method identifies salient and valuable attributes, while the
trade-off method identifies determinant attributes.

Overall, we conclude that there is convergent validity among
and nomological validity of methodsthat identify the same dimen-
sions of attribute importance, while there is discriminant validity
between methods that identify different attribute-importance di-
mensions. These results suggest that taking a multidimensional
approach to attribute importance, and relating these dimensions to
different methods, may actually be afirst step toward more valid
attribute importance measurement.

References

Allen, Michael W. and Sik Hung Ng (1999), “ The Direct and
Indirect Influences of Human Values on Product Owner-
ship,” Journal of Economic Psychology, 20 (1), 5-39.

Alpert, Mark 1. (1980), “Unresolved Issuesin Identification of
Determinant Attributes,” Advancesin Consumer Research, 7,
83-88.

Billings, Robert S. and Steven A. Marcus (1983), “Measures of
Compensatory and Noncompensatory Models of Decision
Behavior: Process Tracing versus Policy Capturing,”
Organizational Behavior and Human Performance, 31, 331-
352.

Advancesin Consumer Research
Volume 31, © 2004



Brinberg, David and James Jaccard (1986), “A Review of Meta-
analytic Techniques,” Advancesin Consumer Research, 13,
606-611.

Cook, Richard L., and Thomas R. Stewart (1975), “A Compari-
son of Seven Methods for Obtaining Subjective Descriptions
of Judgmental Policy,” Organizational Behavior and Human
Performance, 13, 31-45.

Elrod, Terry, Jordan J. Louviere, and Krishnakumar S. Davey
(1992), “An Empirical Comparison of Ratings-based and
Choice-based Conjoint Models,” Journal of Marketing
Research, 29 (August), 368-377.

Fischer, Gregory W. (1995), “ Range Sensitivity of Attribute
Weightsin Multiattribute Value Models,” Organizational
Behavior and Human Decision Processes, 62, 252-266.

Fishbein, Martin and Icek Ajzen (1975), Beliefs, Attitude,
Intention, and Behavior: An Introduction to Theory and
Research, Addison-Wesley Publishing, Reading, MA.

Green, Paul E., Frank J. Carmone, and Y oram Wind (1972),

“ Subjective Evaluation Models and Conjoint Measurement,”
Behavioral Science, 17, 288-299.

Gutman, Jonathan (1982), “A Means-end Chain Model Based on
Consumer Categorization Processes,” Journal of Marketing,
46 (Winter), 60-72.

Harte, Johanna M. and Pieter Koele (1995), “A Comparison of
Different Methods for the Elicitation of Attribute Weights:
Structural Modeling, Process Tracing, and Self-reports,”
Organizational Behavior and Human Decision Processes,
64, 49-64.

Harte, Johanna M., Pieter Koele, and Gijsbert van Engelenburg
(1996), “Estimation of Attribute Weightsin a Multiattribute
Choice Situation,” Acta Psychologica, 93, 37-55.

Heeler, Roger M., Chike Okechuku and Stan Reid (1979),
“Attribute Importance: Contrasting Measurements,” Journal
of Marketing Research, 16 (February), 60-63.

Holbrook, Morris B., David |. Velez, and Gerard J. Tabouret
(1981), “Attitude Structure and Search: An Integrative Model
of Importance-direct Information Processing,” Advancesin
Consumer Research, 8, 35-41.

Jaccard, James, David Brinberg and Lee J. Ackerman (1986),
“Assessing Attribute Importance: A Comparison of Six
Methods,” Journal of Consumer Research, 12 (March), 463-
468.

Jacoby, Jacob, Robert W. Chestnut, and William A. Fisher
(1978), “A Behaviora Process Approach to Information
Acquisition in Nondurable Purchasing,” Journal of Market-
ing Research, 15 (November), 532-544.

Kaplan, K.J. and Martin Fishbein (1969), “ The Source of
Beliefs, Their Salience and Predictions of Attitude,” Journal
of Social Psychology, 78, 63-74.

Keeney, Ralph L. and Howard Raiffa (1976), Decisions with
Multiple Objectives: Preferences and Value Tradeoffs, Wiley
and Sons, New Y ork.

Leigh, Thomas W., David B. MacKay, and John O. Summers
(1984), “Reliability and Validity of Conjoint Analysis and
Self-explicated Weights: A Comparison,” Journal of
Marketing Research, 21 (November), 456-462.

Mazumdar, Tridib and Purushottam Papatla (2000), “An
Investigation of Reference Price Segments,” Journal of
Marketing Research, 37 (May), 246-258.

Myers, James H. and Mark |. Alpert (1968), “ Determinant
Buying Attitudes: Meaning and Measurement,” Journal of
Marketing, 32 (July), 13-20.

Advancesin Consumer Research (Volume 31) / 87

Myers, James H. and Mark I. Alpert (1977), “ Semantic Confu-
sion in Attitude Research: Salience vs. Importance vs.
Determinance.” Advancesin Consumer Research, 4, 106-
110.

Neslin, Scott A. (1981), “Linking Product Featuresto Percep-
tions: Self-stated Versus Statistically Revealed Importance
Weights,” Journal of Marketing Research, 18 (February), 80-
86.

Norman, Kent Leigh (1977), “Attributes in Bus Transportation:
Importance Depends on Trip Purpose,” Journal of Applied
Psychology, 62 (2), 164-170.

P&yhonen, Mari and Raimo P. Hdmél dinen (2001), “On the
Convergence of Multiattribute Weighting Methods,”
European Journal of Operational Research, 129, 569-585

Saaty, Thomas L. (1977), “A Scaling Method for Prioritiesin
Hierarchical Structures,” Journal of Mathematical Psychol-
ogy, 15 (3), 234-281.

Schoemaker, Paul J.H. and C. Carter Waid (1982), “An
Experimental Comparison of Different Approachesto
Determining Weights in Additive Utility Models,” Manage-
ment Science, 28 (February), 182-196.

Srivastava, Joydeep, Terry Connolly, and Lee Roy Beach
(1995), "Do Ranks Suffice? A Comparison of Alternative
Weighting Approaches in Value Elicitation,” Organizational
Behavior and Human Decision Processes, 63, 112-116.

Steenkamp, Jan-Benedict E.M. and Hans C.M. van Trijp (1997),
“Attribute Elicitation in Marketing Research: A Comparison
of Three Approaches,” Marketing Letters, 8 (2), 153-165.

Van der Pligt, Joop, Nanne K. de Vries, Antony S.R. Manstead
and Frenk van Harreveld (2000), “The Importance of Being
Selective: Weighing the Role of Attribute Importancein
Attitudinal Judgment,” Advancesin Experimental Social
Psychology, 32, 135-199.

Von Winterfeldt, Detlof and Ward Edwards (1986), Decision
Analysis and Behavioral Research, New Y ork: Cambridge
University Press.

Westenberg, Mirjam R.M. and Pieter Koele (1994),
“Multiattribute Eval uation Processes: Methodological and
Conceptual Issues,” Acta Psychologica, 87, 65-84.

Zhu, Shu-Hong and Norman H. Anderson (1991), “ Self-
estimation of Weight Parameter in Multiattribute Analysis,”
Organizational Behavior and Human Decision Processes,
48, 36-54.



