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ABSTRACT

In a series of studies, attitudes of military and civilian
consumers toward military and other institutional foods,
e.g. foods served in school cafeterias, hospitals, military
dining halls, on airlines, etc., were examined. The goals
of this research were to (1) quantify the exteni and
_ nature of these altitudes in terms of expected accepialility
and expected quality of the food; (2) deirrmine whether
these attitudes can be classified as stereolypienl; (3) assess
the relative importance of presumed causes of poor qual-
iy and acceptability in institutional food. r.g. skills of
food preparers, ingredient quality, conswmption environ-
ment, etc.; (4) identify the specific aspects of perceived
Jood quality, e.g. flavor, texture, <nutritive value, elc.,
that most differentiate commercial from military institu-
tional food; (5) quantify the relationship between. expec-
tations of acceptability and actual acceplability ratings
of military institutional food; and (6) detail the empiricel
effect of institutional vs. brand name food labeling on
hedonic acceptability ratings. The resulis of these studies
showed broad and significant effects of institutional food
stereotypes on food acceptance and food qualily ratings.
The results were interpreted within the context of a psy-
chological model of the role of consumer expectations on
Jood acceptability. The implications of the data for insti-
tutional and brand name food marketing are discussed.

INTRODUCTION

If you ask average consumers their opinion of foods
served in hospitals, in the military, or in other institu-
tonal foodservices, their response will often reflect a
negative attitude toward the quality and /or acceptabil-
ity of these foods. Moreover, this negative attitude will
often be found among individuals who have had no
direct experience with the foodservice in question.
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In these cases, this negative attitude may well be
referred to as a ‘stereotype.’

Webster's Dictionary defines a stereotype as ‘a standard-
tzed mental picture held in common by members of a
group and representing an oversimplified opinion,
affective attitude or uncritical judgment.' Psychologists
have studied the cognitive processes involved in stereo-
typing since the 1920s, when Walter Lippmann appro-
priated the word ‘stereotype’ from the printing trade.
Although frequently associated with notions of social
prejudice, stereotyping is, in fact, a normal process that
can be classified as a form of categorical perception,
Le. the process of placing objects into categories based
on minimal sensory data {Fox, 1992), Operationally,
stereotypes can be defined as perceptions of objects in
which (1) there is a consensus among a relatively large
number of people that the object of the stereotype pos-
sesses some set of identifying charactenstics, (2) that
the object of the stereotype is typically categorized on
the basis of these characteristics, while other individual-
ized characteristics of the object are ignored, and (3)
that the characteristics that are attributed to the object
have little or no basts in fact (Goldenson, 1970).

Although a number of researchers and commenta-
tors over the past 30 years have drawn attention to the
negative image and negatve consumer attitude toward
many institutional foods (Platt ¢ al., 1963; Glew. 1070;
Moyer 1977; Beard, 1977; Cardello, 1993), most of the
studies to date have focused on how to improve qualiry
and customer satisfaction for a specific type of institu-
tional foodservice {e.g. Branch and Meiselman, 1973;
Werner, 1977; Eisele, 1983; Whitehall, 1985; Gormley
and Walshe, 1991; Dube e al, 1994). Little research
has beern aimed at investigating the generalized nature
of these negative attitudes, how they differ across differ-
ent foodservice systems, or the cognitive mechanisms
by which these preconceived and, often, unfounded
attitudes operate to influence actual perception. accep-
tance and/or consumption of institutional food.

Consumer attitudes and the expectations that they
create have been recognized for their role in the accep-
l1ance {or rejection) of institutional foods for some time
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(Feldman, 1962; Glew, 1981; Nadonal Restiuant Asso-
ciation, 1983a,b,c). Recently. the role of consumer
expectations on food acceptance and consuniption has
been addressed in a series of studies examining alterna-
tive cognitive models of these effects (Cardello ef al,
1985; Cardello and Sawyer, 1992; Cardello, 1994; Tuo-
rila e al, 1994). In these studies, consumer expecta-
tons (both positive and negative) and their
confirmation or disconfirmation have heen examined
for their effect on the sensory and hedonic responses
to food. The results of this research have shown that
pre-ingestional, negative expectations will deerease the
acceptance (rated liking/disliking) of food when
eaten, whereas positive expectations will increase
acceptance. Effects of consumer expectations have also
been reported in response to quality information
(Escamilla-Santana & MacFie, 1993) and for their effect
on sensory judgments {Cardello & Sawyer. 1992: Deliza
et al., 1993) and consumption (Hellemann «/ al.. 1993).

The studies reported here were conducted 1o provide
data on (1) the nature and magnitude of negative atti-
tudes, expectations and/or stereotypes of military and
other institutional foods, (2) the factors that contibute
to and/or otherwise characterize these attitudes, (3) the
differences in these atdrudes for different institutional
foodservices, (4) the differences in attitudes hetween
individuals who are exposed to a specific type of institu-
tonal foodservice and those who have not been
exposed, and (5) the general relationships between
consumer attitudes, expectations and actual liking of
food. Although several of the studies examine a broad
range of institutional foods and foodservices, others
focus on U.S. military foodservice as a representative
example from which generalizations can be made to
other institutional foodservices.

STUDY 1

b
-

The aim of this first study was to obtain quantitative data
on attitudes and expectations toward a variety of institu-
tional foods. In addition, in order to assess the extent to
which negative attitudes toward institutional foods exist
independently of actual experience with such foods, the
attitudes of regular consumers of a typical institutional
food, military food, were compared to those of individuals
who had never consumed these foods.

Methods
Subjects

Subjects consisted of three groups of military personnel
and university students. One group compriscd 37 male
military personnel stationed at Ft. Devens, MA, ranging
in age from 19 to 29 yr and in rank from Private to 1st
Lieutenant. The second group comprised 84 male mili-

tary personnel] stationed at Scofield Barracks, Hawaii,
ranging in age from 19 to 35 yr and in rank from Pri-
vate to Sergeant (E-7). The third group consisted of
121 students from the University of Massachusetts/
Amherst, MA, ranging in age from 18 to 25 yr; 61 were
males and 60 were females. Two geographically dis-
persed and operationally distinct military groups were
used to examine potential attitudinal! differences
between different organizational units and to ensure that
any observed similarities in the data for the two groups
living in the Northeastern U.S. (Ft. Devens and UMass)
were not atiributable solely to regional attitudes (see
Meiselman, 1973, for a discussion of regional differ-
ences in food preferences in the U.S.). )

Materials and procedure

Two questionnaires were developed to assess (1) the
expected acceptability (like/dislike) and (2) the expected
quality of 12 food items commonly served in institu-
tional and other foodservice settings. Expected accept-
ability and quality were examined separately, because
they have traditionally been viewed as separate con-
structs. The selected food items (scrambled eggs, toas,
steak, hamburger, spaghetti and meatballs, french fries,
baked beans, dinner rolls, apple pie, gelatin dessert
(jell-o brand), coffee, and soft drinks) were chosen to
represent common food items, some of which might be
expected to vary greatly in gquality and acceptability
among the different foodservices {(e.g. steak, spaghetti
and meatballs) and some of which would not be
expected to vary greatly (e.g. gelatin, soft drinks}. For
each food item, the questionnaires solicited ratings of
the expected acceptability and/or expected quality of
these items as served in seven different foodservice set-
tings (traditonal full service restaurant, school/college
dining hall, at home, diner/fast food restaurant, mili-
tary dining hall, airline foodservice, and hospital food-
service). Ratings of expected acceptability were made
on 2 Ypoint scale that ranged from 1 = ‘dislike
extremely’ to 9 = ‘like extremely’ with 5 = ‘neither like
nor dislike’. Ratings of expected quality were made on a
scale of 1 = ‘extremely poor quality’ to 9 = ‘extremely
good quality’ with 5 = ‘neither good nor poor quality’.
In additon to rating the expected acceptability and
quality of the test foods in the various foodservice set-
tings, subjects completed several demographic items.
Among these was ‘dme spent in service’ for military per-
sonnel. Subjects completed the questionnaires while
seated in lecture halls/amphitheaters at the test sites.
Only the questionnaire on expected acceptability was
administered to the group at Ft. Devens.

Resulis

Figure 1 shows mean expected acceptability ratings for
all three test groups. Examination of the data shows a
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FIG. 1. Mean expected acceptability raungs lin 12 food items

as served in seven different foodservice settings. Data are for
three groups of subjects: top — military personne! stationed
at Ft. Devens, MA, middle — military personnel siationed at
Scofteld Barracks, HA, bottom — stadents enrolled at the
University of Massachusetts/Amherst, MA.

similar rank ordering among all three subject groups
for the expected acceptability of the 12 foads in the dif-
ferent foodservice settings. This general rank ordering
is home > traditonal full service restaurant > diner/fast
food > school foodservice > military foodsevice > air-
line foodservice = hospital foodservice. Table ] shows
the results of two-way ANOVAs conducted on the data
to examine the effect of subject group and foodservice,
As can be seen, the main effect of foodseivice was
significant for every food item. There were main effects
of subject group for eggs, steak, and hamburger and
group X foodservice interactions for test five foods.
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ANOVA's with Neuman-Keuls post-hoc tests con-
ducted on the data for each group separately showed
that, with few exceptions, foods served in military din-
ing halls, airlines, and hospitals were perceived to be
significantly lower (p < 0-05) in expected acceptability
than foods served at home, in a full service restaurant,
and/or in a diner/fast food ‘operation. The primary
exceptions were for jello gelatin, soda, and coffee,
which, as expected, had fewer overall mean significant
differences among the foodservices.

Figure 2 shows expected quality ratings for the
Hawaii military group and the university group. Exami-
nation of the data shows the same pattern of results as
for expected liking, with the exception that university
stidents rated the quality of school foodservice much
lower than did military subjects. Expected acceptability
and quality ratings were highly correlated for both
groups of subjects (Pearson r= 0-92 for students and
0-94 for military).

Since the student group was the only subject group
that had both males and females, ANOVAs were con-
ducted on the data from this group to examine the
effect of gender on food item ratings. Results showed a
main effect of gender (males > females) on ratings of
the expected liking (F = 9-60, df = 1,60, p = 0-003) and
expected quality (F=4-08, df = 1,57, p= 0-048) of steak,
and on the expected quality of eggs (F=5-50, 1,57, p=
0-023) and spaghetd (F= 6-20, df = 1,57, p = 0-016).
There was also a main effect of gender (females >
males) for the expected liking of soda (F= 425, df =
1-60. p=0-0#4) and a foodservice X gender interaction
{females > males at home only) for the expected qual-
ity of spaghetd (F=2-44, df = 6,324, p= 0-027).

In order to determine whether attitudes toward mili-
tary food change after repeated exposure, ratings of
military personnel were examined as a function of time
in service. There was no relationship between time in
service and ratings of the expected acceptability or
quality of military food.

Discussion

The high correlation observed between expected
acceptability ratings and expected quality ratings for
both groups of respondents supports previous research
showing that the concepts of food acceptability and
food quality may not be separate attitudinal constructs,
but rather, are highly associated (Pilgnm and Peryam,
1958; Stone et al, 1991; Cardello, 1993). The data in
Figs 1 and 2? show systematic differences in the
expected acceptability and expected quality of institu-
tional foods. The expected acceptability and expected
quality of foods served in all four ‘insticutional” foodser-
vices (hospital/military /airline /school) fell below those
for the other foodservice settings (home/full service
restaurant/fast food or diner), with only some minor
exceptions. These exceptions may well be due to
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TABLE 1. Results of Two-way ANOVAs Conducted on the Expected Acceptability Ratings for the 12 Test Food Items

Food Main Effects

Subject Group

Foodservice

Interaction Effects

Eggs F(2,153) = 5:67 (p=0-001)
Toast N.S.
Steak F2,154) =6.68 (p=6-002)
Hamburger F(2,154) = 4-23 {p=0-010)
Spaghetd N.S.
French Fries N.S.
Beans N.S.
Rolis N.S.
Pie N.&.
Gelatin (Jell-o) N.S.
Coffee N.S,
Soda N.S.

F(6,818) = 122.4 ($<0.001)

F(6,930) = 7832 (p<0-001)

F(6,924) = 159.6 (p<0-001)
F(6,924) = 885 (p<0-001)
F(6,294) = 1393 (p<0-001)
F(6-924) =97-4 (p<0-001)
F(6,918) = 63.4 (p<0-001)
F(6,924) = 1011 (p<0-001)
F(6,918) = 1191 (< 0-001)
F(6,900) = 81.0 {p<0-001)
F(6,918) = 430 (p<0-001)
F(6,924) = 19-8 (< 0-001)

F(12,918) =2:22 (p= 0-01)
. N.S.
F(12,924) = 2-20 (p= 0-01)
N.5.
N.S.
N.S.
N.S.

F(12,924) = 2-35 (p=0-006)
F(12,918) =2-02 (p= 0-020)
N.5.

F(12,518) = 2.39 (p=0-005)
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FIG. 2. Mean qualiry ratings for 12 foad iterms as served in
seven different foodservice settings. Data are for military per-
sonnel stationed at Scofield Barracks, HA (to)) and students
enrolled at the University of Massachusetts/Amherst, MA
(bottom).

perturbations resulting from differences in the gender
camposition of the groups, although the gender cffects
found in the student data were limited to a small num-
ber of food /attribute combinzations.

Although most of the subjects in the three test
groups had been exposed to the various foadservices at
some point in their lives, the test groups were

specifically chosen to differ in their familiarity/expo-
sure to military foodservice. Examination of the ratings
of military food by university students who had no prior
exposure to this form of institutional food shows uni-
formly low ratings. These ratings may be considered
evidence of a stereotypical attitude toward military
food, since they reflect the existence of a commonly
held belief among people who have no direct knowledge
or experience with the object of the attitude.
Interestingly, the ratings of military food by students
did not differ significantly from those of military sub-
Jects. However, neither did their ratings of expected
accepiability and quality differ for other foodservices,
with the possible exception of school food, which, as
noted, was rated lower in expected quality by university
students. This leaves open two possible explanations
for the data. The first is that 2 negative, stereotypical
attitude toward military food (and very likely, other
institutional foods) is formed by exposure to negative
information/communications about the food from
media and other sources, This attitude formation may
occur prior to any exposure to the food itself (see Study
3}. Once established, this negatve attitude may color
subsequent exposure to that food (e.g. by military enlis-
tees), so that even if the food were quite high in accept-
ability/quality, the negative atttude could lower the
perceived acceptability/quality to make it consistent
with the attiude. This ‘self-fulfilling prophecy’ expla-
nation is consistent with an ‘assimilation model’ (Hov-
land et gl, 1957; Sherif & Hovland, 1961; Olshavsky &
Millers, 1972; Olson & Dover, 1976, 1979) of the effect
of expectations on food acceptance and could account
for the low expected acceptability and expected quality
of military food among both consumers and non-con-
sumers of these foods. An alternative explanation for
these data is based on the assumption that military food
is, indeed, poor, and that this information is accurately
commurnicated by the media and other informational
sources. This information creates negative attitudes




toward the food, even among those who hive never
eaten it. Upon exposure to the food, consumers per-
ceive its poor quality, which confirms the previously
held attitude. This explanation may be velerred (o as
the jjustified true belief” explanation.

Regardless of which of the above explanations is
responsible for the present data, it is reasonable to con-
clude that the expressed attitudes have characteristics
similar to those found in other, more familiar forms of
stereotyping. These characteristics are (1) that the
expressed attitude reflects a commonly held belief about
important identifying characteristics of (he ohject(s)
(quality/acceptability in this case), (2) that the expressed
attitude reflects judgments based on minimal direct
knowledge or information about the object(s). and(3)
that the, expressed attitude has no demonstiated basis
in fact. Although the last issue may be dispuied. it is
certainly not the case that all school food is bad, nor is
all hospital, military, or airline food as poor as the pre-
sent data suggest. Unfortunately, what these data do
suggest Is that institutional foodservices must contend
with the fact that their average consumer expects the
acceptability and quality of their food to be poor. This raises
several critical questions. First, do these negative expecta-
tions affect actual liking for the food? Secondly. if so, what
are the critical characteristics of institutional foods/food-
service that underlie these negative expecrations? Thirdly,
how are these negative expectations and attitudes
formed? And lastly, what can be done 10 improve both
the image and acceptance of institutional food?

STUDY 2

In order to better understand the nature of the institu-
tional food stereotypes observed in the first siudy, this
second study was designed to measure civilian and mili-
tary consumers’ opinions about the causes of poor
acceptability/quality in institutional foodservice. This
was accomplished by assessing attitudes towayd underly-
ing characteristics of the foodservice (e.o. ingredients,
food preparation, etc.} and determining how these
characteristics contribute to the perceived differences
between the foodservices.

Mathods

Subjects

Ninetyseven civilian employees and 26 LS. Army mili-
tary personnel stationed at the U.S. Army Natick RD&E
Center served as subjects. Subjects were reeruited from
a pool of volunteer employees ranging in age from 18
to 63, 50% male and 50% female. Both civilian and mil-
ltary subjects were chosen to ensure that their job posi-
tons did not involve direct knowledge of military food
or foodservice.
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Materials and procedure

A questionnaire was developed and administered to
subjects. The questionnaire items asked respondents to
rate the perceived quality of the ‘ingredients’, ‘food
preparation’, ‘food presentation’, ‘physical dining set-
ting’, ‘variety’, ‘cleanliness’, ‘service’ and ‘expertse of
cooks’ for a variety of foodservices. The rated charac-
teristics were chosen on the basis of past data showing
them to be likely factors in the perceived quality of
institutional foodservice, e.g. Branch ef al., 1073, 1974;
Cardello, 1982, These characteristics are not presumed
to be orthogonal, but rather, represent the most com-
mon reasons cited by consumers for poor institutional
food quality. The civilian group rated the same seven
foodservice operations examined in Study 1, with the
exception that ‘school food' was sub-classified into
‘public school’ foodservice and ‘college’ foodservice.
The military group rated these same foodservice opera-
tions, as well as those of the other specialized branches
of the military (i.e. Navy, Air Force, Marine and Army).
All responses were made on Y-point scales ranging
from 1 = ‘poor’ to 9 = ‘excellent.’ All surveys were
achininistered in a quiet conference room.

Results

The mean ratings of perceived quality for the various
underlying characteristics of the foodservices common
to the two subject groups are shown in Fig. 8. As can be
seen, there were few differences between the data for
civilian and military subjects. In both cases, *home’ and
‘waditional full service restaurant’ food rated
significantly higher than the other foodservice opera-
tions on vﬁ-mally all characteristics. Moreover, exami-
nation of the characteristics rated lowest among the
more ‘institutional’ foodservice operations (school, col-
lege, military, airline, and hospital) showed that those
scoring lowest were ‘manner of food presentation’, the
‘physical setting’ and the ‘variety’ of food items.

In order to identify those perceived foodservice char-
acteristics that best discriminated among the foodser-
vices, direct discriminant analyses were applied to the
data seen in Fig. 3 for each of the two subject groups
separately. Tables 2 (civilian group) and 8 (military
group) show the pooled, withingroups correlations
between predictor variables and discriminant functions
(top}. and the functions evaluated at the group means
(bottom). The tables show only the first four functions,
which in both cases accounted for 97% of the vardance
in the data sets. As can be seen in Table 2 for civilians,
with the exception of ‘cleanliness’, all examined char-
acteristics were significant contributors to the discrimi-
nation of ‘home’ and ‘traditional restaurant’ food from
the other foodservices (ref. Function 1, top and bot-
tom). The first discriminant function accounted for
G8% of the variance in scores among the different

?
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“TABLE 2. Results of Discriminant Analysis [ the Civilian Subjects in Sendy 2

Pooled-within-groups correlatians hienween discriminating variables and canonical discriminant functons

Discriminaling variables Discriminant Functions

FUNC T FUNC 2 FUNCS3 FUNCA4
Physical Seuing 0.01* —0-05 -0-14 , 0-01
Variety of Foods 077 -0-12 6-05 —0-17
Food Ingredients 0-70% 0-20 0-24 0-24
Food Presentation i 6* 0.-43% —0-09 =0-03
Food Preparation R 0-25 0-35 0-28
Expertise of Cooks 0-653* 0-60* : 0-37 —0-11
Service (1.35% 0-95 - 38 0-52*
Cleanliness 041 0-94 G-40 0-55*

Canonical Discriminant Functions evaluated at Groups Mean (Group Centroids)

Foodservices Discriminant Functions

FUNC FUNC? FUNC3 FUNC A4
Own Home 9.8 0-06 0-35 0-41
Fast Food Restaurant -3 —0-86 -0-42 0-41
Traditional Restaurant -2 G-15 ~0-57 -0-57
School Cafeteria —)-56 -0.09 0-13 ~0-25
College Dining Hall 32 017 0-17 —0-37
Airline Foodservice -0-93 0.-78 -0-48 0-38
Hospital Foodservice ~4-45 0-25 0-45 0-16
Military Foodservice =43 -0-06 0-35 —0-21
*p<0-05.

TABLE 3. Resuits of Discriminant Analysis for the Military Subjects in Study 2

Pooied-withingroups correlations benween diseriminating variables and canonical discriminant functions

Discriminating variables Discriminant Functions

FUNC ] FUNC? FUNC 3 FUNC 4
Physical Seting u-74% 0-25 0-24 0-32
Variety of Fonds 0-8i* 0-00 0-14 0-11
Food Ingredients 059+ 0-33 0-06 -0-06
Food Presentation 0:-35% 0-41 ‘ 0-31 0-41
Food Preparation (1- 5M* 0-35 0-40 —0-05
Expertise of Cooks (14 0-99 0-70* 0-16
Service (485 0-57* 0-00 0-36
Cleanliness 135 0-59* 0-43 —0-21

Canonical Discriminanst Functions evaluated at Groups Mean (Group Centroids)

Foodservices Discriminant Functions

FUNC I FUNC 2 FUNC 3 FUNC 4
Own Home 1-13 0-66 0-19 =0-36
Fast Food Restaurant 0-36 : —0-36 ~1-25 ~0-18
Traditional Restaurant 1-20 0-12 0-24 0-72
School Cafeteria {184 ~(-58 0-31 017
College Dining Hall .10 -0-18 0-25 ~{-30
Airline Foodservice —1-33 113 -0-29 ) 0-36
Hospital Foodservice -{1-306 0-43 0 —0-46
Military Foodservice 33 —0-90 017 6-40
*p<0-05.
foodservices. The second discriminant function sepa- 46% of the varability among foodservices was
rates fast food restaurants and airline foodseivice from accounted for by the first discriminant function. As
the others, primarily on the basis of ‘expertise of cooks’ with the civilian data, the first discriminant function

and 'food presentation’. For military subjecis (Table 3), separated ‘home’ and ‘traditional restaurant’ food
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from the other foodservices. While there was 110 obvi-
ous bréakpoint in the correlations between the diserim-
inating variables and this function, ‘expertise of cooks’
and ‘service’ failed to reach significance. [owever, the
second function clearly discriminates airline food from
the others on the basis of ‘cleanliness” and ‘service’,
while function 3 separates ‘fast food’ on the basis of
‘expertise of cooks’. The overall discriminant analyses
correctly classified the type of foodservice on the basis
of judged characteristics in 43% of the civilian cases
and 47% of the military cases, as compared (0 an apriori
probability of 12-5%. These classification percentages
are highly significant (#< 0-001).

Discussion

The data in Fig. 3 show that ratings for a wide variety of
foodservice characteristics are significantly more posi-
tive for ‘home’ and ‘traditional fullservice restaurants’
than they are for other types of foodservice operations.
In addidon, the low quality ratings for ‘food presenta-
tion’, ‘food variety’ and ‘physical setting” for the institu-
tional foodservices suggest that these characteristics are
the primary factors contributing to consumers’ nega-
tive perception and attitudes toward institutional food.

As in Study 1, the overall pattern of expressed atti-
tudes of military and civilian subjects did not differ in
any significant way,

The results of the discriminant analysis, identifying
specific factors that distinguish individual {oodservice
systems from others, is visually supported by the mean
ratings in Fig. 3. It can be seen in this figure that the
ratings of ‘home’ and ‘traditional’ restaurant food are
consistantly higher than all other foodsevices on all
variables. In additon, other sources of discrimination,
e.g. ‘expertdse of cooks’ for fast food restaurants are
readily observable in these figures.

Although this study employed a convenicnce sample
of civilian and military subjects from the northeastern
U.5., the results of this study provide important infor-
mation on the likely factors responsible for the negative
attitudes and expectations for institutional foods found
in Study 1. The civilian data are especially useful for
commercial foodservice managers and others interested
in addressing the potential causes of negative attitudes
toward nstitutional foods. However, developing effec-
tve strategies for overcoming these attitudes requires
additonal information about the way in which these
attitudes affect actual perception of the food and an
analysis of the likely sources of origin of these attitudes.

STUDY 3

In this study, attitudes of users and non-users of a typi-
cal institutional foodservice (military feeding) were
assessed to determine if differences existed in their

perception of specific sensory or other attributes
(nutritive value, etc.} of military and commercial food.
In addition, the sources of origin for the development
of attitudes toward military food were examined for
both user groups.

Methods

Subjects

Subjects were ‘995 military personnel from three U.S,
Army posts ranging in age from 19 to 27 and in rank from
Private to Ist Lieutenant, and 195 dvilian college students
enrolled at Northeastern University and Framingham
State College in Massachusetts (U.S.A.), ranging in age
from 18 10 23; 101 were males and 94 were females.”

Materials and procegure

A questionnaire was designed to examine specific
aspects of military food and to compare them to commer-
cially available foods. A 5-point bipolar scale (1 = much
less than commerdially-available foods, 3 = equal to com-
mercially-available foeds, and 5 = much more than com-
merciallyavailable foods) was used to rate the following
five attributes: (1) nutritive content, (2} level of flavor,
(3) amount of variety available, (4) how appetizing the
foods are, and (5} the degree to which the foods appear
to be processed. Subjects completed the questionnaire
while seated in lecture halls/amphitheaters.

After completing the first questionnaire, respon-
dents completed a second questionnaire designed to
assess the source and place of origin of their current
opinion of military foods. Responses to this question-
naire wer€ categorical in nature and reflected options
that would be familiar both to civilian and military per-
sonnel. Subjects were allowed to indicate more than
one source and place of origin when responding to
these questions.

Results

Figure 4 shows mean responses for each of the five
attribute comparisons for both civilian and military
subjects. As can be seen in Fig. 4, as compared to com-
mercial foods, both subject groups perceived military
foods to be lower in flavor (military: £=5-31, df = 1,224,
< 0-001; civilians: t= 7.42, df = 1,194, p < 0-001), to be
less appetizing (military: ¢ = 5-85, df = 1,224, p < 0.001;
civilians: {=12.17,df = 1,194, < 0-001), and to provide
less variety (military: ¢= 6-24, df = 1,224, p < 6-001; civil-
fans: =619, df = 1,194, $ < 0-001). In addition, differ-
ences were found between responses of military and
civilian groups. Civilians perceived military food to be
significantly less full of flavor (t= 4-04, df = 1,224, p<
0-001) and significantly less appetzing (1= 478, df =
1,194, #< 0-001} than did military subjects.

S




Differences in the self-reported places of origin {Fig. 5)
and sources of origin (Fig. 6) of attitudes toward mih-
tary food were found between the two groups. Civilians
more frequently reported that they developed their
attitude toward military food from television (X* =
33-84,df = 1,417, p< 0-0001) and movies (X7 = 101-96,
df = 1. 417, p < 0-0001), especially those seen during
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elementary school (X* = 87-31, df = 1, 417, p < 0-0001)
and high school (X* = 100-06, df = 1, 417, p < 0-0001)
years. However, a substantial proportion of military
personnel reported that they developed their attitude
toward rations from direct experience with the foods,
either during basic training or, while on their first mili-
tary assignment. No comparative analyses to civilians are

made for these two sources of origin, since they are
hrrelevant sources for civilians.

Sommarero :
L3 tory 02259 Discussion
MR Civiians {n=iS3} 33
g e, The data from the first part of this study demonstrate
E_ that both civilian and military subjects perceive military
S3 N foods to be much poorer in sensory quality than com- :
g3 mon* mervcial foods. Military food was perceived to be less :
S appealing, less full of flavor and offering less variety
25 wcnion than commercial foods. Interestingly, subjects perceived
F2 o N Fiavar Verwty  Apperaing  Pracesning no difference in nonsensory characteristics of the food,

Anrinute i.e. the degree of processing or the nutrdent content of

the foads,
The fact that, when compared with military person-
nel, civilians perceived military foods to be lower in

FIG. 4. Mean ratings of the perceived attributes of military
foods compared with those of commercial foeds. The hori-
zontal line indicates a rating of '‘Equal to Commercial’,
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flavor and less appetizing than commercial foods is per
plexing, at least as it relates to the results of Siudies 1
and 2, where few differences in attitudes toward mili-
tary food were found between mulitary and civilian sub-
jects. However, it should be kept in mind that Studies 1
and 2 involved direct judgments of atitudes toward
military and other foods. In this study, judgments were
made relative to commerdal foods. Thus, the differ-
ences found here may pertain more o the attitudes
toward commerdial foods.

Additional insights may be gained by examining the
sources of origin for the military food stereotype. For
civilians, their image of military food appears to form
early, without benefit of product experience. For mili-
tary personnel, their experiences and interpersonal
communications at the time of their first exposure to
militar} food seem to be critical elements in the forma-
tion of their attitudes. Previous studies of the effects of
media exposure on attitudes (Mitchell & Olson, 1977;
Sawyer, 1981; Fazio & al, 1983) have shown that atti-
tudes developed through media exposure can be simi-
Iar to those formed on the basis of direct experience
with the attitude object. Since military personnel were
once civilians, the data suggest that atituces about
rations and their relationship to commercial foods held
prior to entering the military may be modified upon
initial exposure. As evidenced by the civilians’
significantly lower ratings of the ‘flavor” of the food and
how ‘appetizing’ it is, initial experience with the prod-
uct may function to lessen the severity of this negative
atdtude. However, as found in Study 1. repeated expo-
sure appears to have little further effect. More research
is needed to understand the relative effects of direct
experience and information/media exposure on attitude
formation and attitude change for all forms of institu-
tional foodservice.

In the present study, civilians more frequenty
reported that their attitudes toward militaiy food were
formed between the ages of 6 and 18 (during elemen-
tary school and secondary school years). One lumitation
of this experiment was that these retrospective
responses could not be validated, i.e. that the attitudes of
6-18 year-old subjects was not obtained. Although one
may challenge the idea that 2 stereotype for an institu-
tonal food could form by the age of 6, the possibility is
supported by previous research. Bahn (1986) showed
that attitude formation based on attributes is evident in
children as early as age 2; and Rozin et al. (1986)
showed that by the age of 5, children already can con-
ceptualize foods into rejectable and acceptable cate-
gories. Since television is a frequent source of
information for children, and certain popular shows,
e.g. M*A*S¥H, Gomer Byle, USMC, McHale's Navy. Sgt.
Bitko, Major Dad, communicate the negative aspects of
military and other forms of institutional feeding, it is
possible that television contributes profoundly to a
young child’s irnage of insdtutional food.

STUDY 4

This study was designed to determine the relationships
among (1) stated likes/dislikes for foods, (2) expectations
of liking/disliking for these sanre foods if served as part of
an institutional (military) foodservice system, and (3)
actual like/dislike (acceptance) of these foods when eaten.

Methods

Subjects

One-hundred and sixty-seven infantry soldiers partici-
pating in a 7day ration field test at the Pohakuloa
Training Area in Hawaii.

Materials and procedure

Prior to the start of the test, soldiers were asked to
complete a food preference questionnaire in which
they indicated their general like/dislike for 30 com-
mon foods never previously served as part of their
military rations. These itemns were embedded within a
longer list of food items, and subjects were asked to rate
them on a standard 9-point hedonic scale for how much
they ‘normally like/dislike each food when served either
at home or in a restaurant, or are bought in a supermar-
ket In addition to rating how much they normally
liked/disliked these foods, subjects were also asked to
rate their like/dislike for each of these foods ‘if they
were included in your MRE (military ration).’ After com-
pleting these initial questionnaires, subjects participated
in a field test in which they were issued the new items as
part of their regular rations at breakfast, lunch and din-
ner. At the end of the 7-day field exercise, subjects com-
pleted a questionnaire in which they were asked to rate
their actual like/dislike of each of the 30 food items,
using the same hedonic scale used in pre-testing.

Results

Figure 7 shows the data for the 30 food items, listed as a
function of decreasing mean acceptance (liking/distik-
ing) in the ‘unlabeled’ condition. As can be seen, for
almost every food item, subjects’ expected liking of the
food items as part of a military ration (‘labeled as inst-
tutional’) were lower than their hke/dislike rating of
that same food when normally served at home, in a
restaurant, etc. (‘unlabeled’). Morecover, subjects’ post-
consumption, like/dislike ratings of the food (‘actual
taste test ratings) were, in almost all cases, higher than
their anticipated like/dislike of the item if incorpo-
rated into a military ration, and in the vast majority of
cases, were even higher than their general rating of
like /dislike for the item as normally served at home, etc.
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Discussion

The data in Fig. 7 confirm the results found in Studies
1-3, showing a more negative attitude and lower expec-
tation for the acceptability of foods served as part of a
military foodservice system than foods served at home,
in a restaurant, or commercially purchased. The data
also suggest that (1) simple association of a food with
an institutional foodservice system (in (his case, mili-
tary), lowers the expected liking for the product, and
(2) that actual like/dislike for foods when tasted, rarely
attains the cognitive extremes reflected in artitude rat-
ings. The latter conclusion is based on the fuct that the
anticipated liking of the majority of foods when
‘labeled as instimutional’ fell below their level of liking
when unlabeled, yet when actually consumed. subjects
did not perceive them to be that unacceptable, The
latter results confirm earlier findings of Cardelio
and Maller (1982), in which it was shown 1hat hedonic
ratings obtained in response to food items tasted in a
laboratory setting showed a regression toward the
mean relative to hedonic ratings obtained in response
to the food name only.

The fact that the actual taste test ratings for the foods
were not only higher than their anticipated liking for
the foods as part of a military ration, but even higher
than their rating in the unlabeled condition. raises the
question of whether these higher ratings upon consump-
tion were due to a ‘contrast’ effect {Shenif & Fovland,
1961) resulting from a lower expeclation: than the
actual intrinsic quality of the foods presented. Although
this is a possibility, an adequate test yequires that a
‘baseline’ liking/ disliking rating be obtained prior to
presentation of the food in the condition for which
the effect of the expectation is anticipated to occur

Like

extremeily

Hedonic
scale

® Uniabeled
o Labeled as "institutional”
2+ e Actual "taste test” rotings

Dislike
extremely
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(Cardello, 1994). Since this was not done in the pre-
sent expertment, it 15 not possible to comment on
whether the higher post-consumption ratings were due
to the reduced levels of expected liking. However,
Study 5 was designed to address this issue directly.

2

STUDY 5

The purpose of the last experiment was to directly
manipulate expectations for a food item by labeling it
as either a commercial or institutional food and to
examine the effect of this expectation manipulaton on
the change in acceptability rating for the food from a
baseline.

Methods

Subjects

Subjects were 40 civilian consumers, drawn randomly
from the same subject pool used in Study 2. Subjects
were between the ages of 18 and 65.

Materials and procegure

Test samples consisted of canned, whole kernel corn
(Green-Giant niblet corn). In a pre-test conducted
approximately l-month prior to the main part of the
experiment, subjects rated the acceptability of the com
without benefit of labeling. Samples of corn (1 oz)
were served to subjects on white plastic plates in stan-
dard light and sound-controlled sensory testing booths.
The corn was rated for acceptability using the same
9-point hedonic scale used in previous testing.

Burnito |-
lcedtea |-
Whita hread
Wheat bread

Apple cider [~
Chocelate pound cake -

Vanilig shake [—
Cheese pizzo [~

Chocotate shake [~
Strowberry shake [-

Corn chips =
Pretzel sticks i~

Tavern nuts |+

Onion rings -
Tropical punch chew bar |~

Cheese curts -
Smokey franks -~
Almond chew bar
Chowmein noodles |-
Vanilla pound coke |
Peaches in syrup [~
Potato shicks [—

Paars in syrup |-
Catmeal harmit bar (-
Pork chow main -
Lermon pound cakg |-
Beef/mushrcom gravy |~
Craomed chipped beef [~
Qrange pound cahke |-
Oranga coconut bar L

FIG. 7. Mean accepuability (like/dislike] ratings for 30 different food items when rated ‘as normally served at home or in a restau-
rant, or bought in a supermarket’ {unlabeled), when rated as part of a military ration system (labeled as institutional}, and when
rated after actual tasting/ consumption of the food (acinal 1aste test ratings).
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In the tesr phase of the study there were two experi-
mental conditions. In one condition. subjects weve pro-
vided with written information and other visual cues
that identified the corn as being produced by a
national brand leader (Green Giant). The information
consisted of leaving unopened cans of Green Giant
brand corn on the counter from which samples were
served and wording the hedonic question 1o read ‘how
much do you like/dislike this sample of Green Giant
corn.’ In the second condition, this information was
modified to identify the corn as a military ration item
(MRE- Meal Ready to Eat). In this case, military ration
packages were left in plain view of subjects and the
wording of the hedonic question was changed to read
‘this sample of MRE com.’ Prior to tasting the corn,
subjects rated their expected like/dislike for it, and
after tasting the corn, rated how much they actually
liked/disliked it. Subjects were exposed to both condi-
tions in counterbalanced fashion, and a Gaveek interval
was allowed to elapse between conditions.

Results

ANOVASs applied to the data showed no effect of order
of presentation. Figure 8 shows the results. The arrows
indicate the level of expected acceptability for the comn
when labeled as either institutional (militay) or com-
mercial (Green Giant). As can be scen. expected
acceptability was significantly higher (1 = 5-63, df = 89,
$<0-001) when the corn was labeled as commercial.
‘The solid bars show the actual acceptability ratings of
the cormn under the two experimental conditions. As
can be seen, the corm, when labeled as 'Green Giant,’
rated significandy higher (¢ = 1.96, df = 34, p = 0-058)
than when labeled as ‘"MRE’ (military). As importantly,
the acceptability ratings changed from the baseline rat-
ing in the direction of the expectation, i.c. in the mili-
tary condition the acceptability rating fell from 6-8 1o
6:6, whereas in the Green Giant condition it moved
from 6:8 to 7-0.

7.2

i ‘( . ZApECiEd
g 7.0 : accaprobifity
= Baseline
2 6.8 acceptability
=
T 6.6+
%
€ 6.4
@
o
g 6.2+
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.g 6.0 [Expected
acceptadility
58 N
Military Commercicl
{MRE} (green giant)

¥1G. 8. Mean baseline acceptabilisy ratings (horivonial line),
expected acceptability ratings {arrows), and actual acceptabil-
ity ratings for the same corn product when labeled as either a
military (MRE} product or as a commercial brand product.

Discussion

The direction of movement in the acceptability ratings
from their baseline value in Fig. 8 is consistent with an
assimilation model of the effect of disconfirmed expec-
tations on food acceptability. In essence, these data
show that when consumer expectations for the accept-
ability of a product are high, actual acceptance of the
product ‘assimilates’ (moves in the direction of) the
higher expectation. Similarly, when expectations are
low, regardlcs§ of how that expectation is created (bad
prior experience, negative stereotype, etc.), actual
acceptance of the product assimilates toward the lower
expectation. Such results are consistent with the vast ma-
Jjority of previous studies that have examined the role of
disconfirmed consumer expectations on product actep-
tance and satisfaction (Olshavsky & Miller, 1972; Ander-
son, 1973; Olson & Dover, 1976; Oliver, 1977; Bearden &
Teel, 1983; Cardello & Sawyer, 1992; Tuorila et al, 1994).

The implications of an assimilation model of the
effect of consumer expectations on food acceptance
are especially significant for institutional foodservices.
As demonstrated in Studies 1-4, consumer attitudes
toward and expectations for a broad range of instita-
tional foods are quite poor. The assimilation model
predicts that these low expectations will drive the actual
acceptance of the food down, regardiess of its actual
intrinsic quality. In essence, institutional foodservices
are working against a tide of negative attitudes and
expectations when it comes to trying to improve the
perceived quality and acceptability of their food.

What is the solution to this problem?® The solution
that manifests itself in the predictions of the assimila-
tion model is that insttutional foodservices must find
ways to improve the image and, in tumn, consumers’
expectations for the quality and acceptability of institu-
tional food. The latter is not best achieved by addi-
tional time and effort being spent on trying to improve
the actual quality and acceptability of the food, because
in many cases it is already quite high. Rather, time and
research effort should be spent on developing better
consumer marketing strategies for institutional foods.
Such strategies need to be based on a thorough under-
standing of the nature of the negatve consumer atti-
tudes and expectations, and of their source(s) of
origin. Using such data, a variety of traditional market-
ing approaches (information, advertising, brand label-
ing, etc.) can then be used to dispel misconceptions,
modify consumer attitudes and expectations, and,
hopefully, end the negative stereotyping of institutional
foods and foodservices,

CONCLUSIONS

The following conclusions are drawn from the studies
reported here: (1) consumers hold strong negative




attitudes about both the quality and acceptability of
institutional foods; (2) these negative attitudes have
characteristics that classify them as ‘stercotypes’; (3) the
primary causes of poor attitudes toward institutional
foods are poor variety, poor food presentation, and
poor physical dining setting. {(4) when compared to
more traditional commercial food, institutional (mili-
tary) food is perceived by consumers to be much
poorer in sensory, as opposed to non-sensory, charac-
teristics; (5) the sources of origin for these negative
attitudes are reported by civilian subjects to be due to
negative media exposure at an early age, although
initial expaosure to the food can modify or reinforce
these attitudes; (6) simple association of a food with a
common institutional foodservice will decrease its
expected liking, although actual acceptance ratings of
the food rarely match established expectations; and (7)
consumer expectations of acceptabiliry can affect
actual like/dislike for the food when eaten; lowering its
acceptance when expectations are low and raising
its acceptance when expectations are high, Institutional
foodservices may be better served by addressing the
causes and potential solutions to poor consumer atti-
tudes and expectations for institutional food, than by
continued efforts to improve the intrinsic quality of
- foods that may already be quite high.
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