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1. Background

In a recent scholarly article by Hodgson (2008) in the Journal of Wine Economics (JWE) panels of four Judges in a California blind tasting competition determined whether 35 sampled wines should receive a Gold (G) Silver (S), Bronze (B) Medal, or No Medal at all, here designated as None. The judges demonstrated considerable variability in their rankings of the same wines. In terms of scoring rules, Gold was scored as 3; Silver received a score of 2; Bronze received a score of 1; and when the Judgment was No Medal shall be awarded, then a score of 0 was assigned. Inter-Judge agreement as to Medal status for a given wine was defined as either 3 or all 4 Judges assigning the same rank. This meant that if 3 Judges all assigned a Gold rank, then the wine received that rank, quite irrespective of whether the fourth Judge assigned a Silver, Bronze or No Medal rank at all. In terms of scoring rules, scores of 10-12=Gold; 7-9=Silver;                4-6=Bronze; and < 3=None.
2. Purpose

The purpose of this paper is to describe a 2 tiered scoring system that obviates the problem by setting a total score across the 4 Judges, as well as an agreement score that is sensitive not only to the extent to which Judges agree or disagree, but also one that assigns less weight to Judge pairings that confuse absence of a medal with presence of a medal, than those that confuse extent of Medal assignment (e.g., Gold-Silver discrepancies). 
3. Method

This was accomplished by assigning less weight, for example, to a Bronze-No Medal pairing than to a pairing the same distance apart that confused either Silver with Gold, or Bronze with Silver. The specific Rater Agreement weights, beginning with Complete Agreement, and progressing to various levels of partial agreement, to Complete Disagreement, vary, as shown:
Level of                                                            

                        Rater

Agreement:  
                                     Pairings:                                      Agreement (%):
Complete

                         G-G; S-S; B-B; and None-None      100%

1 Category Apart

(No Presence-Absence Discrepancy)       G-S; S-G; S-B; B-S

80%

1 Category Apart

(Presence-Absence Discrepancy)              B-None; None-B


60%

2 Categories Apart

(No Presence-Absence Discrepancy)
       G-B; B-G



40%

2 Categories Apart 

(Presence-Absence Discrepancy)
       S-None; None-S


20%

3 Categories Apart


       G-None; None-G


 0%


4. Results 


Application of this rating system, in the context of the aforementioned scoring rules, if applied, would have resulted in a 40% reduction in the number of Medals awarded.
5. Discussion


These findings will be considered and discussed in the larger context of other possible scoring paradigms, as well as the heuristic value they have for further research in this challenging area of oenology.
