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importances of the labels do not apply to the detailed needs. Self-stated measures are not subject
to this criticism.

An important, but serendipitous, discovery was that measures of consumer satisfaction
could be misleading if they were based on only the chosen product. We discuss this
phenomenon and suggest alternative satisfaction measures.

FOUR ALTERNATIVE METHODS

The four methods were self-stated ratings, anchored scales, constant-sum scales, and
revealed preference.

Self-stated Ratings
In the self-stated rating technique, each primary, secondary, and tertiary need was rated
on a nine-point scale. Four different question orders were used to minimize order effects.

Tertiaries were not grouped with secondaries and secondaries were not grouped with primaries.
Thus, consumers evaluated each need by its own merits independent of the hierarchy.

Table 1 Example Self-Stated Ratings

Not at all Somewhat Very Extramely
Imporant [mportant Important Imporuant Important

How imporuns is it or would it be if:
The products ... 1 2 3 4 S 6 7 8 9

How importara is it or would it be if>
Another consumer need ... 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9

How important is it or would it be if:
Sull another consumer oeed ... 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9

The advantages of the self-stated technique are that it has an established track record with
the RS’s market research department and that consumers find it easy to answer. It does not use
the explicit structure of the hierarchy, but a priori that may be good or bad. Consumers are not
constrained by the hierarchy, but the hierarchy contains additional information with which to
interpret consumer response.

Anchored Scales

The anchored scales exploit the special structure of the hierarchy. Consumers are shown
first the primary needs and asked to assign a rating of 10 to the most important need. The other
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Table 2 Anchored Ratings for Primary
Needs

primaries are rated from O to 10 depending
upon their relative importance. Consumers Mibes fhidliihe sbouilvissinpll, fow Shgortaeliy HUSE
are next given the secondary elaborations of

5 Primary nced 1000. (Actual wording of consumer need
each primary and asked to rate them on the Lo

Primary need 2000. waa used in the questianpaire.)

()
[]
same type of scale -- 10 to the most important s S ¢
P 5 [ 1 Primary need 4000.
secondary need as it relates to the primary { ] Primary necd 5000,
need, and a number from 0 to 10 for each of | [ Prmao oeed 6000.
g [ ] Primary peed 7000.
the other related secondary needs. Finally,
consumers complete the scales for tertiary
needs as they relate to secondary needs.
To interpret the ratings the data is Table 3 Anchored scale for secondary
cascaded. Primary ratings remain unchanged. elaboration.
Each secondary rating is multiplied by the
relevant primary rating. For example, if the Considering primary need 1000, how impartat is it that
consumer gives a ‘9’ to primary 1000 in table [ ] Secondary need 1100,
2 and an ‘8’ to secondary need 1100 in table [ ] Secondary need 1200.
3, then the importance of secondary need | ' %o e B
1100 is 7.2, that is 9 times 8, divided by 10 ﬂ“c‘;":’”?- ““d °;“;“m=“'u“'°f;’“‘8 % thelpligany s fthe sesoai
to keep the importance in the range of 0-10. | & ™ H B ReaEne

Similarly, a tertiary importance is the
cascaded product of the tertiary rating times
the relevant secondary rating times the relevant primary rating, divided by 100. Note that
because the correction factor, division by 10 or 100, is chosen arbitrarily, one can not make
comparisons between levels. It is valid (analytically) to compare two tertiaries, even if they
correspond to different secondary needs, but one can not compare a tertiary need with a
secondary need. Given the nature of the hierarchy in QFD, this restriction should pose no
problems in using the House of Quality.

The advantage of the anchored method is that it uses the information contained in the
hierarchy and provides answers that are consistent with the use of strategic, tactical, and detailed
needs. It also asks the consumer to make explicit tradeoffs among a relatively small group of
needs. However, this advantage may be illusionary if the labels of the primary needs are not
descriptive of the integrating need or if the consumer feels that a secondary need associated with
an unimportant primary need is really important (or visa versa). In our data set this was
particularly true for need 5000 which the RS feels does not reflect fully the implied tertiary
needs. The mismatch in wording remained despite a careful procedure which included consumer
input and managerial judgment and which was subject to a series of pre-test analyses.
(However, once the mismatch was uncovered the RS was able to interpret the importances within
need 5000 and was able to interpret the importance of need 5000 as measured.)










































































