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Description of our Product

For our conjoint analysis, we chose to study headphones. More specifically, we analyzed

collected consumer data about headphones’ Connectivity (Wired or Bluetooth), Sound (Noise

Canceling or Non-Noise Canceling), Price ($50, $150, or $250), and Brand (Apple, Beats, or

Skullcandy). We chose Connectivity as one of our attributes because that’s the first thing you

have to deal with when you first use your headphones. This determines if they have a wire to

connect to your phone which can be impractical to many. This can affect how much or in what

situations you use your headphones, for example, people who use their headphones in the gym

probably prefer Bluetooth ones.

Secondly, we chose Sound because it’s arguably the most important attribute of a

headphone. In many cases, it drives justification (or the perception of it) of higher prices on the

product. Sound importance can be affected in other notable ways, such as in design aesthetic and

Connectivity options to maintain the aforementioned quality. Next, we chose Price because that

is always an important attribute of a product, even if common in all products.

Lastly, we chose Brand because, with a myriad of consumers with different knowledge

levels about other headphone products, Brand can sway a consumer’s decision-making process in

many ways. It also raises the question of which pair of headphones may be lacking in other areas

that Brand can make up for, such as Beats branding as the “cool” headphones and priced as a

luxury brand, even though there are various, much better quality alternatives at lower prices.

Data Analysis

We chose Peter as our respondent. His part-worths are seen in the table below. The worst

possible product for Peter based on his part-worths is the Wired, Non-Noise Canceling, $50

Skullcandy headphones with a part-worth of 1.8167. On the flip side, the best possible product

for Peter is Bluetooth, Noise Canceling, $250 Apple headphones with a part-worth of 7.4833.

Peter’s relative importance for each attribute was calculated in the table below. His most

important attribute is Price, followed by Brand, then Sound and Connectivity.



While Peter’s part-worths had us expecting that other respondents might have a similar

expensive taste, the 5 additional plotted part-worths told us a different story. They were not

consistent with what we expected, as Raul, Saba, and Chelsea showed a marked preference for

the middle-priced option, and were significantly less partial to the more cheap and expensive

options. Also, Justin and Mariana showed trends of decreasing likability as prices increase,

completely opposite of what we expected based on Peter’s part-worths (see Figure 17).

The product profiles we created were Product X, which was a pair of Bluetooth, Noise

Canceling, $150 Skullcandy headphones, and Product Y, which was a pair of Wired, Noise

Canceling, $150 Apple headphones. Product X captured 60% of the market, while Product Y

held the remaining 40% (See Figure 21).

A. Product A is a pair of Bluetooth, Noise Canceling, $50 Beats headphones. If launched,

it would capture 60% of the market, reducing Product X from 60% to 10% market share, and

Product Y being reduced from 40% to 30% market share (See Figure 18).

B. Product B is a pair of Wired, Noise Canceling, $150 Skullcandy headphones. If

launched, it wouldn’t impact the market at all, capturing a 0% share that would result in no

change to Product X and Product Y in terms of market share (See Figure 19).

C. Product C is a pair of Bluetooth, Non-Noise Canceling, $250 Apple headphones. If

launched, it would capture 40% of the market, reducing Product X and Y to 30% market share

each (See Figure 20).

Research Conclusions
In our research, we began by analyzing Peter’s responses in particular, in order to give us

an idea of what to expect from our 10 respondent sample. What we found however, is the more



respondent part-worths we analyzed, the more our findings shifted away from what we originally

expected. Peter’s part-worths led us to believe that our sample wanted to spend the most money,

but we ended up uncovering different price preferences with our other samples. Through our

analysis, our best suggestion to a marketing manager would be to expand the sample size, and

include a more numerous pool of possible respondents. We were limited in our ability to draw

overarching conclusions by the fact that we had a small population and sample size to work with,

and this impacted us in more specific ways that we will delve into below.

Limitations

One of our limitations to our ability to generalize is the number of profiles we have in our

sample. Since our number is relatively small compared to the population our estimates and

predictions are likely to not be very precise or accurate. For example, students in a graduate

program at a prestigious university are way less likely to care about Price over Sound Quality

than the general population, and might also prioritize Connectivity since we’re always on the go.

Focusing on such a specific cross-section of the general population could give us great insight

into this specific segment, but at the sacrifice of the arguably more valuable tendencies and

preferences of the total population of consumers of headphones.
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