DATA-TYPE PROBLEM IN 2W2M PROGRAMS

(a) MINI-RSA

DOCUMENTATION.

A: ORIGINAL SV3. TUM Documentation (1981, p 7.10) says:

DATA TYPE
 0: Data are ranks (I-scales) of column
indices in decreasing order of preference
 1: As 0 but in increasing order of preference.
 2: Data are scores in order of column indices - high score means high preference.
 3: As 2 but high scores mean low preference.

COMMENT: 
 This was PMD’s documentation, and at an early stage was found to be incompatible with the diagram in TUM, and the actual DATA TYPE values were increased by 1, obviating 0 (which was to be reserved only for 0,1 pair comparisons in MDPREF. 

As a result of my experiments, a Replacement Page  7.10 was produced (I have a hard, but not a m/r copy). It said:

B: REPLACEMENT SV3 TUM DOC.

DATA TYPE
1 (default)
1:I-scale input. First stimulus is most preferred



2: Reverse I-scale inut. First stimulus is least preferred




3: Fixed-position score input. High score means high preference




4. Reverse Fixed-score input. High score means low preference.

COMMENT:
This is my understanding of what  SHOULD  be the case, even now.

C:  CURRENT ON-LINE DOCUMENTATION:

Says basically the same:

DATA TYPE         1             1: Data are ranks (I-scales) of column

                                            indices in decreasing order of preference

                                         2: As 1 but in increasing order of preference.

                                         3: Data are scores in order of column indices – 

                                             high score means high preference.

                                         4: As 3 but high scores mean low preference.

COMMENT:
There seems to be full agreement that this is what ought to be the case, and it is a logical order. I prefer my wording, because users get confused by what is decreasing and what is increasing order, whilst “high means high ... and low means low” makes it crystal clear. 
I SUGGEST THAT WE TEMPER THE WIND TO THE SHORN LAMB, AND ENSURE THAT THIS DATA-TYPE NUMBERING & MEANING IS USED FOR MINI-RSA, MDPREF AND PREFMAP, and that programs, documentation and test-input be modified accordingly.

NOW, what’s actually implemented  …(
RUNS OF MINI-RSA

PRELIMINARY:

1. The current test data set has errors and does not converge  … RSA has known degeneracies, but we shouldn’t advertise them! One possibility is to revert to the 4 stim I-scales in 2D (one of the the original MS-DOS  test-inputs), or more reasonably, put the Delbeke data back – because it’s easy to test it by eye, which other data-sets are not!. In any event, the 4stim set is excellent for testing I-scale data (and was the one used in my experiment in 2001?), and Delbeke data is good for scores. 

A: I-SCALE DATA (Test_MINIRSA-4Stim2D

DATA(1) should give the correct configuration: 
(It does, Stress2 = 0.0016 (Joint space rotated clockwise through 90 degrees reproduces Coombs fig 7.4

DATA (2)
 stress2 = 0.204 and  stimuli form circle – classic degeneracy.

B: SCORE-DATA

DATA(3) should give correct configuration. 
(It doesn’t, Stress2 = 0.153 (configuration and subject points inverted.). 

DATA(4) 
stress2 = 0.139


(This is the correct configuration  (reproduces stimulus lattice correctly.

CONCLUSION

The program needs changing so that current DATA(4) becomes DATA(3) & v/v 

POST-SCRIPT

 In order to have a data set to test I-scales proper in MINIRSA, I’ve coded up Coombs 4 points on a circle data (Fig 7.3 p 145) and attach it. It performs wonderfully with DATA(1), as it should with a VERY low Stress2 value (smallest I’ve seen .002 !).  BUT an interesting observation … Nothing I can do will get the LABELS right, and your labelling in the output is, I think, wrong. Run the program with LABELS replaced by COMMENT (as occurs in the file). Your identification in the graphical joint plot is correct – it’s Fig 7.3 rotated through about 90 degrees. But now replace COMMENT by LABELS and whether Stim labels precede OR follow Subject labels, the graphical plot is wrongly labelled  …. Erm??? I suspect, but haven’t yet checked that there may be different conventions about which labels follow what between MINI-RSA and MDPREF, too … 

