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cistribuszed as X{C, o,). Accoréisi. o tais amodel, all of the in-
dividuals i perceive the same valus/4¢ﬁ in the j-th food, but in
J
expressing their preferences they err by amount eij‘ and the dis-
tribution of ihis error is assumed ngrmal.
Thurstone's solutions for the method of palred comparisons

and successive categories can bc rezarded as tests of the goodness-

0f-fit of this model. These sol.ziznc generally show that the mo-
del peforms well when 1) the ob; - vary .n onuly one attribute
perzinent to tastesy and/or 2) a.. - thc individuals have similar

tastes. If these conditions are ... wet, however, the frequency
distributions for given objects =n the tablc of data from the meth-
od of successive categories are platykurtlc or even bi-model, and
the fit is poor. When this is the case; it may be desirable to di-
vide the population of respondents 1nto s.ibgroups and examine the
distributions of preferences within each subgroup. If tastes are
more homogeneous within the subgroups than in the complete sample,
the distributions will beccme less platykurtic and more normal.
Tha statistical tests described in (1) will then contradict the
assumption that tastes are homogeneous between subgroups.

I: tastes are heterogeneous ond the univariate model cannot
be applied, it may be desirable to fit a rultivariate model to the

data. The simplest such model would be
e X = o
€53 117435 Y Ta2 25 7 00 T T in Amy T 1 (2)

;Héibwgij.is the prefereace scor. o. the i-th individual for the

J-th object,/akj are the values oI 7. attributes of the object, and
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°<ik are weights which reflect the importance of these attributes
in the tastes of the i-th individual. The term "individual™ is
used generally and; as in this study, may designate a group of in-

dividuals with presumably similar tastes.

ITI. Xethod

The method propoccd in (1) for the statistical test of
homogeneity and the fittinz of the multivariate model may be des-
cribed in general terms as follous:

1. The preferenccs for each group of individuals are scaled
by the least-error method described in (1). The quantities result-
ing from the scaling are:

a) The mean preference scores of each group for each
food.

b) The average discriminal variances (discriminal dis-

persion)® for each group.

2. By the stati. . method of analysis of dispersion, a
series of orthogonal 1i. __: - ciscriminant functions are constructed
which indicate how the : .~ _refcrence scores of the various groups
should be combined tc disciirminate optimally among foods. The quan-

tities of chief interest [roum thic anelysis are:
a) The coefficients of the k discriminant functions which
successively best discriminate among the foods. These are
the o, in (2).
b) The variarce bDetween foods accounted for by each of

these functions.
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o V. Interprezation

1. The First Componcav. It seems apparent that the first

component in the preceding analysis should be labeled “common
taste.® This component gives scores of each food which measure the
all-over preference of the respondents regardless to which subgroup
they belong. This measure wiuld be quite similar to the measures
of preference already used to report the findings of the Quarter-
master survey--for example; mean preference score, per cent dislike,
etc. |

The important feature of the first component scorss is that
they acccunt for nearly €07 of the variaiuce between foods. This
means that although the foods used in this study were chosen be-
cause regional difference: in preference vere expected, these dif-
ferences were minor compared to the all-over agreement of the sub-
groups for these foods. - Trhe diiferences in preferences observed
for these foods were statistically significant, but were numeri-
cally small. Perhaps with cther classification of respondents in
the original sample; mcre of lhe inaividual differences in prefer-

ence could have bsen accourtec for.

2. The Second and I .-¢ Compcnents. Components 2 and 3
represent variance betweer ‘< .us whilh was not attributable to com-
mon taste. In order that Lo coefiicients of the second and third

discriminant functions cou.c ©be interpreted in practical terns,‘the
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coafficients were plotted in Figurc 1. Examination of the relative
positions of the subgroups indicai-” that tne two components could
be Jdugeribed somowhat as follows: Whe positive arm of component 2
reflected urban and northern tasics. The ncgative arm reflected
soubneastorn and rural tastes. I1i uais conncction, it is of inter-
o5t that the tastes of the urban--:uthsest wers more rural-like than
trhose of the ruralemidwest ahd noriicest.

The positive arm~of the third component appeared to be attri-
butable to southﬁestern taste, an: tne nezative arm could be des-
cribed as eastern taste.

With these labels in mind. < similar plot of component scores
for the foods on components 2 and 3 was cxamined. This plot is
shown in Figure 3. The position of vhe focds in Figure 3 followed
closely the regional differences which were expacted. Foods which

are grown in given regions or trci_iional Lo these regions tended

tc be preferred there. The var: “tr'hutable to southwestern
tastes, for example, was largely .o greater preference for black
olives. Those in the southeast : . soathwest showed greater prefer-

ence for iried summer squash. Fiica sweel potatoes appealed to
southeastern and rural tastes; ic.. ccffes and sauerkraut to north-
ern and eastern tastes. In the uro n-north, green olives tended to
be preferred to black olives, while in the southwest the converse
was true. It should be noted that all of these statements aro-mado
with respect only to that variance in the preference scores which 1s

irdependent of common tastes. : '
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VI. Conclusion

The findings of ihis study appeared to support the following
conclusions:

1. The preferences of the groups of respondents for the 1l
selected foods significantiy contradicted a unidimensional model
for preferential choices; 21.2.;, tastes differed significantly from
one group to anozhey.

2. The‘fctual magnitudes of the differences in tastes be-
tween groups was small -7 - -n~utcl for only about 208 of the vari-
ance between foods. The ~-:inin; 30% was attributable to common
tastes and reflected a cons derable degree of concordance of prefer-
ences among the ten groups.

3. A considerable amount of dispersion of preferences re-
mained within-the ten regional, urban-rural-groups usoa in this
study. Hence; while there were substantial individual differences
in the preferences of the respondentsy the regional and urban-rursa
grouping accounted for litile of these differences. o

L. Such heterogercity of taste as existed betwseen che groups
was largely accounted Ior by a threc-dimensional multivariate model
for preferential choice. The hypothetical attribute values of the
foods representeﬁ by the component scores were interpretable in

terms of national regions i which certain of the foods are espe-

cially preferred.
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Figure 3.

Scores for Second and Third Component of

Taste of Selected Ffoods from Survey 006
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Coefficients of Discrimin
and Per Cent of Variance
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