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Statistical software

• If you don’t know R yet, you can make yourself familiar with it

 Free tutorials and help files
• http://www.r-tutor.com/r-introduction
• https://cran.r-project.org/doc/contrib/Torfs+Brauer-Short-R-Intro.pdf
• You can take the free DataCamp online tutorial!

(https://www.datacamp.com/courses/free-introduction-to-r)
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Workspace 
- Import a dataset
- See which variables are in memory

Script
- Edit and save collections of commands
- View data sets

- View plots
- Search for packages
- Help function
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Console/ command window
- Commands and results
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Exercise

• Get together in groups of 2-3
• Choose a domain for conducting a conjoint analysis
• Identify relevant attributes and attribute levels (based on the criteria

for attribute (level) selection discussed in the lecture) for that domain
• Open “Conjoint analysis_Exercise.R“ script
• Use the caFactorialDesign() function of the conjoint package to create

the stimuli for running the conjoint analysis. Create both the full and a 
fractional orthogonal design

• How many stimuli do you get?
• How would you collect preference data for the stimuli?









Exercise

• Open the “Conjoint analysis_Exercise.R“ script in RStudio
• Load the files “Superfood_profiles.csv“ and “Superfood_preferences.csv“ in RStudio
 Profiles of 20 chocolates described on 6 attributes (flavor, size, superfood, filling, packaging, 

price), and preferences for the chocolates (in terms of ranks; 1=most preferred) of N = 41 
respondents

• Conduct a conjoint analysis with the conjoint package
• Check model fit (significance of model, R2, significance of regression coefficients)
• Which are the most preferred attribute levels (i.e., those with the highest partworth

utilities)?
• How important are the different attributes for the respondents‘ preferences?
• What conclusions do you draw from the results? Which product (i.e., attribute

profile) would you introduce into the market?



If the preference
data are ratings

(i.e., higher values
indicating higher

preference):
y.type =“score“
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 Estimated utilities  Preference ranks for
the 20 chocolates by N = 
41 respondents



Partworth utilities of the attribute levels
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Importances of the attributes

Flavor Size Superfoods Filling Packaging Price
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Attribute importance
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Attribute 
values

Regression
weights (b)

Partworth
utilities

Range
Importance

(w)

Intercept 4.750

Flavor 1 Fruity -1.000 -1.000
1.667- (-1.000) 

= 2.667
2.667/8.834

= 0.301Flavor 2 Nutty 1.667 1.667

Mixed -0.667

Price 1 1.50€ -0.667 -0.667
2.667- (-2.000) 

= 4.667
4.667/8.834

= 0.529Price 2 2.00€ 2.667 2.667

2.50€ -2.000

Container Cone 0.500 0.500 0.500-(-0.500) 
= 1.000

1.000/8.834
= 0.113Cup -0.500

Topping Yes -0.250 -0.250 0.250-(-0.250) 
= 0.500

0.500/8.834
= 0.057No 0.250
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Σ = 8.834

Range

 Note: The average (across respondents) importance weights
reported in the R output differ from the importance weights
calculated based on the (aggregate) partworth utilities! The 

calculation of attribute importance discussed in the lecture holds
for the calculation of individual-level importance weights


