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ABSTRACT

A conceptual approach to studying interpersonal influence is
outlined as a framework within which results of a study of purchase
dlecisions in business firms are presented. Data concerning the hases
of influence in these organizations---especially data ahoving the
importance of a person's stake in the decision--~do not fit neatly
into the well-Xnown influence categories proposed by French and Raven.
Disagreements among informants about who had most influence on each
decision alzo raises questions about the general applicability of
certain often-used measures of influence in organizatioms.



The Jocus and Basis of Decision-making in Oggsnizationsl

A number of recent writers have emphasized that the process of
decision-making within organizations is a group process involving
some kind of acconmodation among individuals and wnits. This accom-
modation has been variously discussed in terms of such processes as
resolving conflict (March and Simon, 1558), mitual adjustment (Lindblom,
1968), forming a winning coalition (Beuer, 1968; Thompson, 1967), and
of both conflict and consensus-building (Hilsman, 1959).

Given that decision-making in organizatioms is a process of
accommodation among individuals and units, it is important to know the
basis on which given individuala or units exert more or less influence
on the final decision. Who is influential and why? This paper dis-
cusses the basis of interperscnal influence and reports the results of
a study which focuses on the bases of influence on organizational

decisions,

The Bases of Influence

On the subject of the bases of influence, the work of French and
Raven (1959) has been widely cited. However, while French and Raven
have pointed to some important aspects of influence, their classifi-
cation 18 limited in inportent waysa.

l'l!he study reported here was conducted by the Survey Research Center
of the Tiniversity of Michigan under the direction of the author. Inter-
viewing was done by the field staff of the National Opinion Research
Center under the immediate supervision of Eve Weinberg and Jean Schwartz.
The study was sponsored by Time, Inc. Arnold Tannenbaum and Robert
Perrucci made helpful cammerts on an earlier version of this paper.
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French and Raven define the basis of power in terms of "the
relationships between O and P which is the source of thai power"
and then discuss five bases of power. Two of these (reward power and
coercive power) are defined in terms of resources available to the
influencer--i.e., "reward power is defined as power whose basis is
the ability to reward" and coercive power is "similar to reward
power in that it also involves 0's ability to manipulate the aviain-
ment of valences" (1959:157).

However, referent power is said to have "its basis in the
identification of P (target) with O (influencer)...a feeling of one=-
ness 2f P with O, or a desire for such an identify" (1959:161).

Thus, reference power is described not in terms of the resources of the
influencer but in terms of the characteristics and motivations of the
target. Similarly, legitimate power is defined in terms of the target
person's characteristics and motivations--i.e., "as that power which
stems fram internalized values in P which dictate that O has a legiti-
mate right to influence P and that P has an obligation to accept this
influence" (1959:159). Finally, "expert power" is discussed in terms
vhich appear that it in part depends on certain characteristics of the
influencer (e.g., his credibility) and in nart on certain reasources he
possesses (e.g., facts). It appears, then, that the five "bases of
pover" distinguished by French and Raven are not described in a
conceptually parallel way. Instead, for different typee of power,

different aspects of the process underlying successful influence are
highlighted.
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Table 1 presents a conceptual framework for analyzing social
influence which is intended to consider more systematically the
various components of the influence process. Icoking first at the
person exerting influence, the scheme directs the investigator's
attention to the relationship between his charasteristica, the
resources available to him, and his role in the decision process.

Thus, for example, the person with the characteristic of specialized
training and experience has information resources and may, because of
his expertise, conduct cexrtain investigations . tests relevant to
the decision. sm:l]a;Iy the scheme draws attention to the relatira
between the characteristics, needs, and decision-meking role of those
who are the targets of influence.

Most important, the scheme directs attention to the degree of
correspondence between the resources of the influencer and the needs
of the target as well as to the types of commnicetion between them
follow:l.hg from their respective decision-making roles. Thus, for
example, the person with informetiou about the consequences of possible
decisions has an important resource which meete the needs of the target
person who has a need for such information. The person exerting in-
fluence may have the role of giving relevant information to the target
person whose role may t: to review such information frd this and other
sources. The interaction betveen these persons is likely to have an
effect on the target person, by making certain options seem more or
lesr desirable and perhaps by indicating new options not considered

previously.
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The five rows of table 1 correspond to the five basas of power
discussed by French and Raven--i.e., expert power, rewaxrd power,
coercive power, referent power, and legitimate power. (The sixth row
will be discusred later). dote that the more explicit recognition of
these separute aspects calls attention to & e possible important
features of the influence process which might otherwise be overlooked.
For example, in considering referent power (defined by French: and Raven
in terms of characteriztics of {he target person), one is led to look
also for characteristics and resources of the influencer which may lead
the target verson to conform because of a desire to be gimilar to, or
to be approved by, the influencer (see the fourth row of Table 1).

Though the examples in Table 1 are intemded to mirror the five
bases of power discussed by French and Raven, there is no necessary
implication that these are the only five “ypes of power that could be
distinguished. A listing of types of power would probably depend om a
categorization of the needs of the target person and/or the resources
controlled by the influencer.

The conceptual framework outlined in Table 1 suggests a number of
empirical questions. What types of characteristics will influeniial
persons be found to have in various typer of situations? What types of
resources will they be found to caommand? In what types of activities
will they be foud to engage? Similar questions may be asked about
the characteristics of targets of influence, their needs and their
activities, as these relate to the characteristics, resources and

activities of influencers.
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With respect to influence on organization decisions, the writings
of a number of theorists suggest some answers to these questions., A
number of writers have stressed the importance of specialized knowledge
in gaining organizational influence (Thompson, 1967, Chapter 10;
Iavrence and Lorsch, 1967). March and Simon (1959, Chapter 5) have
discussed the problem-solving process ar one of the fundamental ways of
resolving conflict in organizations. These writings would lead us to
expect influentials in organizations often to have the characteristics,
resources, and activities which ar: consistent with expert power,
Many discussions of decision-making and influence in organization,
especially recent ones, have stressed bargainings as a key process by
which accamwodation is reached in organizatiors (March and Simon, 1959;
Bauer, 1968; Iindblam, 1968; Hilsman, 1959). As Lindblom points out,
discussions of bargaining are concerned essentially with "the Play of
power." They are, thus emphasizing the importance of reward power and
coercive power in organizations. This line of theoretical work would
lead us to expect influentials (and targets of successful influence)
often to have the characteristicss, resources and activities which
characterize reward power and coercive power. On the basiz of Weber's
classical work (Weber, 15%.7) and our knowludge of bureaucracies we also
would expect influentials osften to have the characteristicas, resources
and activities which typify legitimate pcver. (Referent power has
. received less theoretical attention as a basis of power in organizations. )
However, although there has been same research on the bases of
supervisory influence over subordinates in organizations (Bachman,
Bowers and Marcus, 1963), there is little empirical evidence concerning
the bases of influence in orpnizatimg decision-making.
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The rest of this paper presents a repori Jf a stwdy which provides
data on this topic. That portion of the data which concerns the
characteristics, resources, and activities of influential persons
suggest certain bases of influence not covered by the French and Raven
schema. The data also raise some important methodological questions
about the measurement of influence in organizations. (A descriptive
account of each case is available elsewhere (Patchen, 1569).

Description of the Sty

The atudy concerned decisions by business firms to make specific
purchases. Thirty-three such decisions in eleven firms were studies.
Most of these decisions (e.g., to use hydrochloric acid instead of
sulfuric acid for steel producing) were of considersble importance to
the companies, as Judged by their possible effects on company operations,
although aame decisions (e.g., to purchase a pick-up .ruck) wexe of
more minor import.

Campanies Studied. The names of the campanies which were asked to
participate in the study were obtained from the Fortune Plant and Product

of the 1,000 largest U.S. Industrial Corporatioms, 1966. Ounly

campanies which ha.vg central or divisional headquarters in Chicago were
contacted. Ietters, followed by telephone cails and sometimes by
personal visits from the study director, were sent to canpanies selected
in alphabetical order from the Fortune Directory until the goal of ten
Co-operating companies had been obtained. (Approximately thirty-five
companies were contacted before the goal of ten was reached). An
eleventh company was added to the astudy after it proved possible to
study only one purchase decision in :{16- of the original set of campanies,
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The companies included in the study fall irn the following
categories: (a) manufacturers of heavy industrial equipment (e.g.,
rallroad cars, moving equipment, presses)--three campanies; (b)
manufacturers of lighter goods, including consumer products (e.g.,
farm implements, automotive parts)--two companies; (c) producers of
food products--two companies; (d) producers of musical instruments,
especially organs ard pianos-~two campanies; (e) steel producer--
one company; (f) publisher--one company.

Since the sample of companies is small and is composed of
companies which were willing to co-operate in the study, it is not
necessarily representative of all companies listed in the Fortune
Directory; nor, of course, of the larger population of business organi-
zatlons. Huwever, as indicated, the companies included do represent
considerable diversity in the type of product produced.

Choice of Decisions. At each company which agreed to co~-operate

in the study, a person knowledgeable about the purchasing function
(almost always the head of the Purchasing Departrent) was interviewed
informally by the project director. The project director indicated
that "we'd like to focus not on repetitive purchnses where the same
product is bought over and cver again by the company, butc rather om
non-repetitive purchases where a product was bought for the firsc time
or had been bought only infrequently ber+re."” In clarifying the type
of non-repetitive prurchase with which the study was concerned, an
interest in purchases which required deliberation about whether or not
to make the purchase, and/or what type of product to obtain, was
emphasized. A preference was also expressed by the study director for

11



cagses of purchase decisions (a) which had been made within the last
year, and (b) for which more than one supplier of the product is
available. No minimum or maximm dollar amount for purchases vas
specified,

Once the general type of purchase to ve focused on had been
clarified, the project director asked whether the company had made any
purchase recently in each of several produst categories. If a brief
description of the purchase d«cision satisfied the study director that
the case met the criteria for inclusion in the study, it was accepted
and further basic data about the purchase (e.g., dates of requisition
and purchase order, suppliers name) were obtained. In almost all
companies, purchase decisions in the designated product categories which
met the criteria were few and there was little opportunity lfor selection
among cases. An average of three purchase (or lease) decisions were
studied at each of the companies. The products about which the
purchase decisions were made fall in the lollowing categories: (a)
use of new materials (metal, plastics, chemicals, rubber)--eleven
decisions; (b) office machinery--eight decisions; (c) machinery and
tools--gix decisions; (d) trucks--four decisiomns; (e) c’fice furriture--
one decision.

Interviewing, For each purchase decision to be studied, the pro-

Ject director asked his informant in the company (usually the head of
Purchasing) for the names and titles of those people who were involved
in the purchase. These names, along with other basic data about the
purchase, were given to the interviewer who was assig.ed to that

particular company.
12
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Each interviewer was told: "Jou are t» meke appointments with all
those to be interview:d. You shouvld intcrview a.l those persons who
had any par in the purcaase. Not all of “hese persons' nswes wi.i' be
given to you by the projeci directcr. As you interview initial perso:s,
you will learn the names ¢f other persons whom you will need to inter-
view."

The original intention was, thus, to follow the chain of conmmuni -
cations comcerning the purchase so that interviews would be conducted
with every rerson who had any part in the events swrcuading the purchase.
This intention was, because of practical constraints, only partially
realized.” However, with the exception of a few purchase cases (which
were dropped from he study), it proved possible to interview enough
persons comnected with each pu-chase decision to get a substantial
amount of information about how the decision was made. A total of 180
interviews were obtained concerning *he thirty-three cases, an average
of 5.5 irterviews per purchase ducisior.

The great majority of interviews were conducted on the premises of
the company concerned. A few interviews, with persons in campany
facilities loceted in other .c:l.t:les, were conducted by telephome.

2'Jl‘he major constraint was that those at the participating companies
who were kind enough to offer their campany's co-operation in the study
almost always felt it necessary to put limits on the amount of personnel
time which could be devoted to the study. This meant, in some companies,
that permission was obtained to interview the rersons who had the
greatest involvement in a purchase decision, but not those peripherally
involved. In addition to this frequent general constraint, it was
sometimes impossible to interview specific persons for one of a variety
of other reasons--such as refusal by this person on the grounds of lack
of time, illness, or the person having left the company.

Q 13




Information Obtained. Each person involved in the decision was

asked about a variety of relevant mutters, including the following:3

1. Who brought the problem to his attention and with whom
he discussed the problem.

2. His role in the decisicn.

3. Who wag ianvolved at any stage of the decision.

k, Any differences of opinion within the company.

5. How differences of opinion were resolved.

€. Whom he judged to have had most influence on the

derision and why this person exerted such great influence,

Results

People involved in Decisions, In order to provide a context for

the results concerning influence on decisicas, it is useful first to
examine information bearing on the number of people inrolved in the
decisions studied.

First, we may consider the total aumber of persons who were
menticned by respondents as having been involved in some way in each of
the decisions studied--i,e,, as having participated in discussions,
gathered relevant data, given final approval, etec.

For all thirty-three decisions in eleven campanies, an average of
15.0 persons were mentioned by respondents as having been involved in

any way in each decision. Typically, especially for the more important
purchagses, the persons involved in each decision represented a variety

30ther questions asked in the interview concerned the reasons for
the decisions which were made, sources of' relevant information, personal
contact with suppliers, satisfaction witkh the decision, and a fw
basic personal facts about the respondent.

o 14
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of types of organizational units and specialities. For example, in a
campany which makes automobile parts, a decision to use zinc rather
than aluminum for ome of their products involved engineering, sales,
mamufacturing, and purchasing, as well as some other wnits. In some
ca.aes men at several levels of company structure (e.g., local plant
and corporate office) were involved in a decision. In one such case,
& respondent descrit.irg the decision to purchase a new plercing press
quipped, "They have eversbody but the Fope in on a decision like this."”

The numbexr of participants in a decision varied more by the
magnitude of the decision involved than by company. For twenty decisions
rated by the researcher as being of moderate or major importance, an
average of 19.8 persons were mentioned while for thirteen more minor
decisions, an average of 7.9 persous were mentioned. Since we may not
have identified some of the people involved in each decision (especially
those with more peripheral involvement), these figures are clearly not
precise, but they should serve to give at least a rough estimate of the
nmumber of persons with same involvement.

In addition to the question of how many people were involved in
any way in the decisions, we may ask also how many people had an
important role in the decision. We asked each respondent, "Did you
have any respongibility for deciding that the campany should get a
(general type of product)?” If he said "no," we asked, "Were you
consulted about the need for getting a (gemeral type of product)?”
Iater in the interview we asked similar questions concerning his
responsidbility for (or being consulted about) "the specific type of
(product) to be purchased (rented) or the varticular supplier from whom
it was obtained.” 15



Out cf an average of 5.5 respondents per decision, an average of

3.7 persons said they had some resporsibility for the basic decision to
buy a product in this category and an average of almost one additional
verson (.8) said he was consulted about the basic decision. With respect
to the choice of a particular product or supplier, an average of 2.8
persons said they had same responsibility for this decision and an
average of .9 persons said they were consulted about the decision, Over-
all, an average of 4.8 out of 5.5 respondents indicated that they had
same responsibility for or were consulted about either the basic to buy
or the decision about the specivic product to buy. These figures give
very conservative estimates of the actual numbers with an important
part in the decision since they are based only on the number of persons
interviewed; in some cases, onme or more persons with an important role
in the decision could not be interviewed. However, these da.a do in-
dicate that the decisions studied were typically made by a group of
people and not by just one or two persons. Additiomal confirmation that
a number of peopl. typically had important roles in the decision comes

rom the data, to be discussed later, concerning the identity of those

who had greatest influence on each decision.

Resol Differences of Opinion

After asking about the respondent's role in the decision to get
& product in the guneral category, we asked: "When the subject was
first discusased, were there any differences of opinion within the
company about the desirability of making thie purchase (rental)?"”
Iater in the interview we asked a similar queation concerning possible
differences of opinion in choosing a particular type of product or a

particular supplier. 1 G
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With respect to the basic decision to buy, there was at least some
evidence of difference¢s of opinion (one or more reports) in twenty-
two out of the thirty-three cases and considerable evidence of dig-
agreements (reports by half or more of the respondents) in thirteen
cases. With respect to the decision about what specific product to
buy, there was at least some evidence of differences of opinion in
eighteen cases and considerable evidence in niue ca.ses.h Taking the
cases as wholes, in twenty-seven of the thirty-three cases at leaat one
person reported a disagreement within the company at some point during
the decision-making process. In nineteen cases, half or more of the
respondents reported a disagreement at some point.

When a disagreement was mentioned, the respondent was asked the
reagons for this differcnce of opinion and then was asked, "How were
the differences recolved?” Table 2 shows a tabulation of answers given
to this quem::lon.5 The answers are shown separately for resolution of
differences concerning whether to make a purchase of the general type
and for resolution of differences concerning the specific type of
purchase. The table shows the number of cases in vhich a given method
was mentioned one or more times as a method used to resolve differences

and also shows the total number of mentions for each method.

h'.l‘he decision to buy a product in a certain category and the
decision about the specific type to buy were separate decisions in some
cases but were closely intertwined in other cases.

5Relia'b111ty between two coders (the study director and an assistant)
in coding these responses was .76. Reliability was camputed by dividing
the number of coding agreements by the sum of agreements plus diagree-
ments. The "don't know" category was omitted and categories considered
sub-categories of "problem-solving" (1, 2, and 3 in table ?) were cam-
bined for this computation. (If the three problem-solving sub-categories
are cwisidered separately, the reliability is .73.) Differences between
codings were decided by the study direptgr.
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The data show that getting more information (or further analyvzing
information) was the method most frequently reported as the way in
which differences were resolved. For example, describing the resolution
of initial differences over what computer would best fill their needs,
an executive of one firm said, "We brought in all known computer
manufacturers and requested an exact explanation of price, work, ete."

An ergineer in another company, describing the resolution of differences
concerning whether a certain type of laminate should be used in cabinet
manufacture, said, "Sales dropped their opposition when they saw a sample
of a cabinc¢t which was mdé up. "

Meetings or discussions were mentioned with second greatest
frequency as the way in which differences were resolved. Also mentioned
with moderate frequency were finding a new. solution to the problem vhich
apperently satisfied everycme (e.g., "We decided to carry only stress-
proof (material) which got rid of the increase in inventory problem");
persuasion (e.g., "After a long, slcw process, thcy (division heads)
were convinced"): and getting consensus ("e.g., an agreement was made
by corisensus of opinion"). Resolution of a dispute by a person in hizher
authority was mentioned in only a few cases while mention of a decision
being made (or most influence being exerted) by a person not in higher

authority was slightly more frequent.

Other methods of resolving differences which were mentioned only
rarely were conducting a vote or survey of opinion within the company;
further defining or specifying goals; and negotiations or bargaining
(only one mention). No mention at all was made of differences being
regsolved in ways which could be coded as "rewards promised or expected"

for giving in or as "threat or expectation of penalties" for not giving

in.

18
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In general, the picture that emerges from these data is that
differences of opinion concerning these compary purchases seem to be
resolved with a heavy emphasis on problem-solving, especially by
getting more information and devising new solutions and occasionally
by fucther defining goals. The data also suggests a frequent emphasis
on reaching consensus, as indicated especially by the references to
meetings and discussions, persuasion, and getting consensus. Even
the few references to taking a poll or vote seem to reflect & concexrn
with getting widespread agreement, if not total consensus. Also, the
mention of devising a new solution, which is in part Problem-solving,

may sometimes be used to help reach consensus.

Judging Who is Most Influential

* So far the data have indicated that a group of ptople wer'e usually
involved in meking most purchase decisions and that vhen dicagreements
arose, as they frequently did, they tended to be resolved by further
information-seeking and by a rrocess of reaching consensus. But we
have not yet considered who was most influential in this process of
accamodation nor why certain persons were rarticularly influential.

After each respondent was asked about his part in the purchasge
decision, about any differences of opinion within the company, and about
the reasons for the decision to get a product in this general category,
he was asked: "Regardless of who had the final authority, who, would
you say, had the most influence on the decision to get a (product)?"

: Later in the interview, after the choice of a rarticular type of
rroduct and/or supplier was discussed, he was asked a closely similar
question: "Regardless of who had the final authority, who, would you
say, had the most influence on the choice of which particular (product)

to get?" 19
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The most striking fuct about the answers to these questions about
influence is that the people involved in each decision 10 not agree
very much about who had "most influence." For both types of decision,
the nunber of persons named as most influential increases almost as
fast as the number of informants increases, as Table 3 shows. Although
the proportion of persons named as most influential to inform.nts
tends to drop as the number of informants 1ncreaséa, this drop is
not large or consistent. Clearly, there is mmch disagreement anong
informants as to who hed the most influence om specific decisious,

These differences in judgments about who is most influential mey
stem from a nmumber of sources. First, persons who took some part in
ar organizational decision somntimes have varying mmt‘ana.nd kinds of
information about the entire process by which the decision was made.
Secondly, & few informants may have wished to inflate their own
importance by naming themselves as most influential. However, this
cannot be a large effect because the average number of persons naming
themselves was 1.3 per decision (out of an average of 5.5 informants),
both for decisions to buy and for decisioms about what: particular
product to buy.

Several more fundamental reasons for differences in perceptions
of influence have to do with the nature of the decision-making pro-
cesges, The data on resolution of differences have already suggested
that purchase decisions are usually made by mutual agreement. among the
interested parties. A review of the individual cases (see Patchen,
1969) indicates also that in most cases there was no single prime

"decision-maker" uut that instead the decision was made through a
y
<0
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process of' consensus and accommodaticn, One illustrative case ig the
decision by an engineering "job shop" to use a inew type of steel for
cross-rods in conveyors which they were manufacturing. Discussing this
decision, the Superintendent of the Machine Shop said, "It's a combined
effort between Engineers » Shop, and Purchasing." fThe Superintendent

of Industrial Engineering added that, "No one had the final say on it...
all three decisions (engineering, purchasing, manufacturing) were
favorable."

In addition to the fact that the locus of decisicn-making is often
diffuse, it also frequently happens that various people play different
kinds of roles in the decision, often at different stages. ior example,
the decision by a manufacturing company to lease, and switch additional
clerical work to a larger camputer involved persons in a variety of
roles. The Plant Accountant at one of the major Plants, informents
said, "Ied the way" in veinting out the need for this computer, Several
persons, including the Gorporate Marager of Computer Operations con-
ducted an "econamic feasi™ility study."” The Chief Engineer was a
central person in the discussions because much of the work would be
done for nis department's operation. After long study and discussion,
formal reports were presented to the Plant Manager whose job was to
evaluate the reports and to weigh differences of opinion. Then the
Plant Mauager decided, he said, that the "advantages outweighed the
disadvantagee," Finally, the Chief Engineer and Plant Accountant had
to "sell" the computer idea to the Controller at the Corporate level,
who 18 in charge of Data Processing for the entire campany. Reporting
on a decision of this kind (which is much abtreviated here) it is smal)
wonder that respondents will differ on whom they name as most in-

fluential in a decision.
w1l



«]18-

Basges of Influence

While informants often did not agree on who was most influential
in decisions, it seems clear from their descriptions of the decisions
that a person named as most influential had an important role in the
decision.

After an informant had named a person as having the most influence
on a specific decision (either the basic decision to buy or the more
specific decision), we asked, "Why did (person) have 3o much influence

on this dec:ls:lan?"6

Responses were coded by the author and another coder
into the categories shown in Table 4,

For each purchase decision, the percentage of answers falling
into each response category was tabulated. Then these percentages were
averaged for the thirty-three decision cases studied. This procedure
gives each purchase decision an equal weight in the results regardless
of the number of respondents answering ebout that case. The results
were tabulated separately for (a) reasons given for influence on the
decision to buy a product of the general type; (b) reasons given for
influence on the decision to buy a specific product within the general
type (e.g., a particular make or from a particular supplier); and (c)
reasons relevant to influence on both suh-decisions cambined. To what,

then, was influence attributed?

6Relnb11.1ty between the two coders vas .82, The reliability was
camputed by dividing the number of rgreements in coding by the sum of
agreements plus disagreements. Ditferences between coders were decided
by the study director af'ter discussinn with the other coder. In a few
cases, codings whose reliability wee originally assesmed under the same
general category (e.g., expertise) were separated in Taole 4 in order
to show the distinction between characteristics and activitieas of the

influential person.
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Characteristics of Influentials

A large majorily of answers concerned characteristics of the
influential (see Table 4). The most frequently mentioned characteristics
are ones which have to do with the extent to which a person w! 11 be
affected by the decision, Sometimes the explanation for influence was
& general statement that sameone woulid be affected. For example, in
& campany which makes musical inatruments, the choice of o tractor
truck was said by one informant to have been influenced most by the
traffic supervisor. "He lives with the situation so he must have the
choice," he gaid. Closely related is the scmewhat more specific
assertion that a certain person was influential in the decision con-
cerning a purchase because the rroduct would be used by him or by his
department. For example, in describing the decision to use vanadium
in the production of steel, the Superintendent of the Mill involved
named himself as most influential "because I had to use it in my
open hearth."

In addition to being affected by virtue of having to use the
product, a man may be affected in cther ways by the decision, A
variety of responsibilities, the meeting of which might be affected
by the decision, were menticned @8 reasoms- for great influence. Thege
included a man's responsibility for the unit where the product was to
be used; responsibility for the performance of the product; responsibility
for outcomes (e.g., sales, profits) which may be affected by the purchase
decision; and financial responsibility for the purchase, For example,
in discussing the decision by a steel campany to switch fram using

(2
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silico-manganese to ferro-manganese in the production process, the
Assistant to the Works Manager ramed the Open Hearth Superintendent
and himself as having been most influential in this decision. "We
are the two people directly responsible for the product,” he exe
plained. In discussing the decision to buy a new printing press, the
Gorporate Vice President in charge of purchasing ramed the manager of a
new plant vhich would use the press as most influential; "Mr. B. has
to run the plant at a profit,” he explained. In another company, the
Plant Engineer named the Sales Manager as having most influenced the
decision to buy a new piercing preass for manufacturing, saying, "He
says he needs it and if he can't get it he won't fulfill sales.” 1In
each of those cases, the person or persons named as most influential
did not have the formal authority to make the dezisiom.

Another way in which a man may be affected by a decision is because
he or his unit has need for a particular product or service. Such need
as a basis for strong influence was mentioned particularly with respect
to the general decision to buy a product in a certain category. An
example of need being 2 basis for influence is provided by the case of
the decision by a manufacturing company to lease a large coamputer. The
Chief Engineer was named as most influential in this decision by one
respondent who explained, "Because he's the one that would require it
for his department's operation.”

For all cases, an average of 24.5 percent of all reasone given to
explain a person's strong influence concerned the influential being
affected by the decision in some way. Such reasons were scmewhat more

frequent with respect to the basic gﬁiaion to buy a product in the
sl
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general category than “nth respect to the decision about what specific
product to buy.

Expertise

The second most frequently mentioned characteristics of influentials
were ones bearing un their expertise (an average of 16.9 percent of all
reasons given for influence). Sometimes this was general knowledge
relevant to the decigion--e.g., a vice president of engineering was
said by one informant to have been most influential in the choice of
& types of piercing press "because he knows pregges--forty years ex-
rerience.”" Sometimes it was information specifically about the decision
to be made. For example, in another campany, the manager of the
engineering and control department was named a8 having had most influence
in the decision to buy a new printing press "beceuse he analyzed it
all end knows the most about alj -=price, specs, and everything about the
vhole deal." The data show alsc that expertise is an important basis
of influence both in the basic decision to buy & product in some general
category and in the decision about what specific product to get. How-
ever, expertise is more prominent ag a basgis of influence with respect
t> the latter type of more specific decision.

Regmsibilig for Decisions

Another type of characteristic mentioned with same frequency was

& man's formal responsibility to recommend a product (an average of
15.5 percent of reasons given concerning both decisions) or to perform
tasks which provide vital information for the decision : .7 percent of
reasons about both decisions). For example, & buyer in a musical

P}
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instruments company was said by a respondent to have had the most
influence in choosing a mold used for making organ parts. "That's
how this company is operated and it's also his function," the
respondent said. In moat cases such influence reflects a particular
division of labor in the company. However, it appears rare {or some-
one (e.g., a pwrchasing agent) to be delegated so much responsibility
for purchase decisions of a given type that his recommendation will
override the wishes of those who will use the product or be affected
by it. Thus, in the case of the mold for organ parts just mentioned,
other respondents (including the buyer himself) named several
engineering personnel as most influential.

Other Characteristics

Although we asked informants to judge who had greatest influence
"regardless of who had the final authority,” some respondents referred
to a person's authority (an average of 5.4 percent of all reasons).
Such caments almost always referred to a pergqn' 8 formal, lugitimate
authority--e.g., "He has final approvel,” rather than to a man's
ability to reward or punish others.

Interest of the person or his wnit in the decision (perhaps due
to being affected by this decision) was mentiomed occasionally as a
reason for influence. In addition, a few other characteristics of the
influential person--e.g., judgment, alertness, key position for contact
with the vendor--were mentioned, but none of them more than ance or
twice,

Finally, a general reference to the responsibility or the position
of a man--e.g., that he is head of engincering or quality control

D
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manager--was made at times. However, such answers are not specific
enough to be very useful, One does not know what it is about this
position--the knowledge, being affected by decision, responsibility

to recommend the decision, etc.--which 18 seen as leading to influence.

Activities of Influentials

Although their characteristics were most often cited as the reasons
certain persons were most influential, the activities of particular

persons were sometimes given as reasons for influence. The most
frequent type of action (an average of 6.7 reasons of all reasons given)
had to do with prodding others to act. Sometimes this involved bringing
a need (either one's own or others') or a new product to the attention
of others. Sametimes the activity consisted of championing an idea
within the campany. For example, one menufacturing corporation made
& decision to switch from aluminum to zinc for the manufacture of an
auto component. .The purchasing director, who had been concernmed about
problems in getting sufficient aluminum, attributed the greatest in-
fluence in this decision to himself, saying, "I just pushed it."

The other type of activity mentioned with any frequency (5.5.
percent of all reasons for influence) concerned information-gathering
or technical activities. These included such activities as gathering
or reviewing facts, conducting tests, and preparing product specifi-
cations.

A scattering of other activities--including making a recammendation,
presiding at a meeting, and getting money for the purchase--were also

mentioned as reesons for influence but none with any frequency. It
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ghould be noted that there were no references in all the responses to

making either a threat or a promise as a reason for influence.

Discussion

Assessment of Influence. In reviewing the results, we may first

conslder some methodological implications of the data. The data have
indicated that there is often much disagreement amc.n;, informants in
response to general questions about who had the most influence on each
of these decisions. This result raises questions about the usefulness
of such general, glohal questions as a method of assessing relative
influence.

Students of power and influence in organizations have often asked
informants to make an overall assessment of the -amount of influence
exerted by each of several groups or levels in an organization. Many
studies (including several directed by this writer) have used the
"eontrol graph” devised by Temmenbaum and Kahn (1957). This
technique relies on questions of the general form: "In general, how
mach say or influence do you feel each of the following groups has on
vhat goes on in your organization?"

A number of studies using the control graph (Tannenbaum, 1968) or
cther global measures of influence (e.g., lazarsfeld and Thielens, 1958)
have found interesting relationships between measures of control and
other aspects of organizational structure and fumction. But questions
have arisen concerning the reliability of global jud@.ents of influence
in organizations. Although the available evidence is somewhat mixed,
it has generally indicated that people at difierent hierarchial levels

have somevhat different perce:ptiom;) concerning the amount of influence
Q ‘ A
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exerted at each organizational level (Williams, Hoffman, and Mamn,
1959; Tannenbaun, 1961: Patchen, 1963, Bowers, 1964; Baum, Sorenson and
Place, 1969). The data fram the present study suggest two important
gources of differences in judgments about influence., One derives from
the fact that the nature of the contributions which various persons
make to the overall decision varies cmsidera.bly.7 Different respon-
dents may have in mind different types of contributions, at different
stages of the decision process, when they answer questions about overall
influence. The second, and related, source of unreliability in judg-
ments arises from the fact that the process of decision-making is often
one of accammodation. A decision is often, in essence, a joint one.
This does not necessarily mean that all of the persons and units
involved in the joint de.ision are equal in influence (though the in-
fluence of all may be su:stantial). The lack of a clear-cut decision-
maker does, however, make it more probable that these informants will
differ in their global judgments of influence--particularly with regard
to relative influence.

Where there are large differences among organizations with respect
to the relative influence exerted at various levels, global measures
of influence may still be most useful. They offer advantages of econcmy
and their generality permits the comarison of identical measures

across organizations.

Tsee Gergen (1968) for a discussion of the different types of
inputs which persons may make to decisions during the course of the
decision process.

I
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However, the present results suggest that where a number of people
(or levels) have had some substantial role in a decision, it is
necessary to go beyond general questions in order to make meaningful
distinctions concerning relative influence. It may be more meaningful
in many cases to determine the specific actions of various persons
throughout the decision-making process and the reactions which these
actions elicit from others (their effects). On the basis of such in-
formation, the investigator could assess the relative importance (i.e.,
influence) of each person with respect to the outcome of specific aspects
of the decision-making process (e.g., the judgment that a problem
requiring action exists, compilation of information about alternatives,
recomendation of action, approval of recamendations). Or he might
ask informants to make such specific assessments. Such assessments by
informants about specific aspects of the decision-making process may
be expected o show better agreement than their assesaments of "overall"
mfluence.a Where the researcher wishes to get a measure of the total
influence of various persons, he can do so by combining in some way

data concerning the inputs of each person into each aspect of the

decision process.

8l?.a.l'l:l.er investigation by the author (Patchen, 1963) indicates
that judgments of influence are more reliable when the topic of in-
fluence is made specific; that investigation did not consider separate
aspects of the influence process, however.
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Bases of Influence

We turn now to a consideration of the implications of the sub-
stantive findings. The data from these cases fit well the description
by recent theorists of organizutionsl decision-making as a process of
accomodation among a mumber of concerned individuala and units.

When differences of opinion arose in these cases, they appeaxr to have
been resolved usually by a process of seeking consensus, in part
through further information-seeking. Evidence of bargaining as a
method of reaching a decision is rare. As March and Simon point out
(1958, p. 131), bargaining as a decision-making process has some
potentially disruptive consequences, placing strains on the status and
power systems in the organization. The present reaulta. supports

their speculation that organizations will tend to try to solve disputes
by problem-solving and persuasion. Of course, such techniques may not
be successful in some circumstances--e.g., when conmon goals are weak
and where each side is committ.d to a different solutionm.

With respect to the central question addressed by the study--
that concerning the basis of influence--the data permit same con-
clusions about influence in these situations. Considering the five
types of power distinguished by French & Raven, the data indicate
first that coercive power and reward power are noticeable chiefly by
their absence. Influence was never attributed to the characteristics:
of control over material sanctions nor to activities involving use of
such sanctions (e.g., threat, promise, punishment, reward). It is
possible that some respondents were reluctant to talk about such modes
of influence. It may be, too, that the possible use of sanctions
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lurks behind other characteristics or activities which were sometimes
nmentioned by respondents as reasons for influence. Still, the total
absence of reference to sanctions suggests that their direct use was
rare in these situations. Also, apparently rare in these situations,
was referent power. Such a basis of power might be expected to be
revealed in part by references to admirable personal characteristics
of influentials, which might serve as a basis for identification.
Alternatively, mention of the personal loyalty a man commanded might
also reveal the presence of referent power. Such explanations of the
basis of iifluence were almost totally absent.

Influence did appear to be due often to expert power. A man's
expertise was frequently mentioned as the reason he was influential in
@ decision. Activities connected with expertige~-e.g., running tests--
also were mentioned scmetimes. A second basis of power which was
present, was legitimate power. The responsibilities, duties, or formal
authority which a man had--the characteristics of someone with legiti-
mate power--were given with some frequency as reasons for influence.

What 18 most interesting in the data, however, are the reasons for
influence which are given most often by respondents and which do not
it neatly into any of French and Raven's five categories. These
explanations concern characteristics of influential persons which make
them affected in same way by a decieion. (Also relevant here are
explanations of influence in terms of activities which are most likely
to be carried out by those affected by the matter--e.g., bringing a
need to the attention of others). Why should being affected by, and
thus having a stake in a decision, give one strong influence on the
outcame? What 1s the basis of the power which is apparently exerted by

such persons? 15
VA
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Paxrt of the auswer to this question probably lies in the fact that

those who have the greatest stake in a decision are likely to bring
. their needs to the attention of others and may push their preferences.

However, these factors alone do not seem to be the major one¢s involved.
The comments of many persons focused not on the fact that those affected
pushed their preferences but that others thought it appropriate (other
things roughly equal) to defer to those preferences. The key to under-
standing the influence of those most affected by a decision is, I suggest,
that these aflected persons are likely to react to the decision in a
way which affects Jsthers. And others know this.

Firast, if faced with too many contrary decisions on matters vhiech
* directly affect him, a man's satisfaction and motivation on the job
may be reduced. He may even leave the organizatiom if he can. Knowing
this, the superiors of those most affected by a decicion may tend to
defer to their wishes.

The peers of those most affected by a decision (e.g., those in
othez departments) may also have important reasons for deferring to
those most concerned. The man most affected by a decision may react
with anger toward a peer who Opposes his wishes in this matter. He
may alsc be more inclined to oppose this peer on a later decisiom which
affects the latter most directly. Knowing these things, the peer may
feel it wise to defer to the wishes of the man most concerned in this

* instance.

Fram such individual motivations of superiors and peers, norms

may grow which make it customary to grant strong influence to those

most affected ty a decision. (This is usually accompanied by a norm

Q. a3
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which specifies that strong influence will also be granted to those
with formal responsibility for the decision). The advantages of norms,
a8 compared to direct influence attempts, have been discussed by
Thibaut and Kelley (1959)).

What is being asserted, then, is that those who are affected by
a decision usually have resources (their cooperation at least) which
are relevant to the needs of others. Their motivations to use these
resources may depend on the nature of the decision. If this inter-
pretation of the present results is tenable, it suggests that an adequate
conceptualization of the influence process must take account not only
of the influential's control over resources but also of his motivations
to use these resources. Fram this perspective, the characteristics
which make certain perscns influential include not only those which
affect their control over resources but those (1ike being affected by
a decision) that make credible their motivation to use the resources
they pnssess. In parallel fashion, for the target of influence we
need to consider not only his needs but also his perception of the
likelihood that campliance with the influencer's request will cause
the influencer to use his resources in a given way.

This discussion suggests that two colums might be added to make
Table 1 more complete-~one showing the readiness of the influencer to
use the resources he controls in order to influence the target and the
other showing the target's perception of the likelihood that complliance
will lead the influencer to take certain actioms.

These general points concerning the will to use sanctions and the

perceived likelihood of their use are not campletely new ones. They are
34
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familiax, for example, to those councerned with deterrence in international
affairs. But the importance of motivation to use resources has tended
. to be neglected in discussions of power in interpersonal and intra-

organizational rclationships.
Other types of Decisions. The tindings reported here are based

on a very special type of decision (purchasing) in a particular type of
organization (business firms). To what extent are these findings,
especially those concerning the influence accorded to those with greatest
stake, useful in understanding decision-making in other, socmetimes :uore
exciting, contexts. We may note, first, some indications that the kinds
of decision processes found in these settings are not unique.

. In discussing his study of foreign policy decision-making in the
American government, Pruitt (1964) states that influence is based in
part on the "importance of his position" to each participant. Though
Pruitt does not indicate whether there were implicit norms to grant
influence to those with most concern and stake, his research is con- .
sistent with the present study in showing an association between con-
cern about the decision and influence.

Same observations by Bauer, based in part on research done by him
and his associates, are also relevant. He says:
"In any ongoing institution, the ability to get
. important things done is dependent upon maintaining a
reservoir of goodwill. The person who fights every issue
as though it were vital exhausts his resources including,
. most especially, the patience and goodwill of those on
wham he has to depend to get things done. Therefore, it

should be considered neither swrprising nor immcral that,
vhen an issue is of low salience, the sensible individual

may use it to build goodwill for the future, or pay off
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past obligations, by going along with some individual

for vhom the issue is of high salience. Bauer, Pool, and

Dexter found many men in Congress treating foreign trade

legislation in this way. On the other hand, business

men for whom this was an isrfue of low salience were care-

ful not to expend an excessive amount of their finite

goodwill on it. (1968:17)

In Congressional decision-making as in business purchasing, then,
influence on specific decisions often appears to be determined by
informal norms which accord influence to those with greatest stake in,
and concern about, the decision. However, it should not be expected
that those whe have a strong stake in a decision will be influential
in all organizational settings. It seems likely that "stake" will be
most important as a basis of influence in those situations where the
continued co-operation of those with the stake is important for those
‘with greater control over sanctions, and where such continued co-
operation 18 not assured (e.g , subordinates have opportunities to go
elsevhere). This is likely to be true in many different types of
organizations--e.g., govermental, educational, voluntary. Many such
organizations are likely to be concerned about creating a high level
of harmony, co-operation and motivation throughout the organization.
Thus, e¢8 in the case of the business purchase decisions studied here,
we would expect to find that those in authority often will be willing
to grent strong influence to relatively low-rank persons (e.g., middle-
level management) when these low rank persons have a strong stake in
the decision in guestion.

On the other hand, there are some situations where those with
areatest authority and greatest control over organization sanctions

(e.g., pay, pramotion) are not greatly concerned about the continued
36




cooperation of those persons with a strong stake in a decision. This

may be because a high level of motivation is not required for such
persons to do their jobs reasonably well (e.g., in routine jobs),

because others ia the organization are not much dependent on their

help (situations of low interdependence), or because their opportunities
to go elsevhere are limited. In sucn kinds of situations one might
expect to find influence on decisions Jess often being enjoyed by those
affected by the decision and mor~ often by those in formal positions

of guthority and/or those able to use or threaten direct use of ssnctioms.
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. Table 2. Reported Hays in ﬂlch Differences of Opinion were Resolved

iDifferences abour Getting | Differences About All
[Product of Genersl Type Specific Product to !Diff-
Method of Resolving (U222 cases) Get | axences
Differences —{li=)8 copen) ___ .Total No.
e e No. of Cases Total No. of Mente
ere Methoy of No., of cases . Tetal ions
Mentioned Mentions vhere Method R,
Ment foned of
Men~ ‘

!. Getting more I{nform- 16 29 11 18 47
tion, or further Y
snalyzing informa-

tion

2. Finding new solution . 8 2 2 1 1@

to problem

3. Further defining, 1 1 2 2 3

specifying goals ‘

4. Discussions or meet- ] 6 10 14 20

inge

S. Persuasion 6 S 3 3 8

6. Vote or survey of

. opinion taken o 0 3 3 3

7. Agreement or consen z. ) 5 2 2 7

sus reached

8. Decision made by 1 2 2 3 S

person in position
of higher authore
iy

9. Decision made or most 3 3 3 3 6
influenced by person .

not in position of
higher authorfity
10. By negotiations,
bargaining 1 1 o 0 1
11. Reason(s) for decision 2 2 1 2 4
given without tell-
- ) ing havdifference
reaolved
12. Other answers 4
- a., relevant to how 2 2 1 1 3
differences
resolved
b. not relevant to
question 4 4 ) ) 1 L]
13. Don't Xnow 2 2 3 3 S

a. More than one method could be mcutipned in by any respondegt
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Table 3

Number of Persons Named as Having Most Influence

in Relation to Number of ReSpondentsa

A. Decision to Buy Product in General Category

(1) (2) (3)
Number of Averege Numbgr of
Respondents Persote Hamed Column (3)
N of Decisions Per Decision Per Decision Column (2)
7 2 1.43 ' 72
4 3 2.50 .83
7 4 2.86 J2
3 5 3.33 67
4 6 3..0 .58
3 7 3.00 43
0 8 -- .-
2 9 5.50 .61

B. Decision About Specific Product to Buy

(1) (2) 3)
Number of Average Number of
Respondents Persons Named Column (3)
N of Decisions Per Decision Per Decision Column (2)
5 2 1.80 .90
7 3 2.00 .67
4 4 2.75 .69
8 5 3.75 .75
0 - - -
2 7 3.00 /-3
| 8 6 .00 .75

%A few respondents named more than onc person as most influential; in these
cases, the total number of separate persons named was counted. A few respondents
named a group or unit as most influential; this was counted as one "person." Nam
of persons outside the regular organization--e.p., '"the customer," the (outside)
architect--were counted when mestioned.

bCasea in which fewer than two persons answered the question about who had mo
influence are omitted trom the table.
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Table b4
.. Reasons Given As To Why Person: Named As Influential
Was Able to Exert Influence on Purchase Decisions
] Average Percent of All Resgonaesa
Apout Decisioa About Decision out Both
to Make Purchase to Make Specific Decisions

of General Type Purchase Combined
Reason Given for Influence (N=33 Decisions) (N=32 Deciesions) (N=32 Decisions)

I. Characteristics of Influencial

A. Expertise
General knowledge (7.8) (10.9) (9.4)
Information on specific matter (L.l) (10.3) (5.6)
Opinion respected due to
expertise (2.6) ( 0.0) (1.9)
. Sub-total expertise 14.5 21.2 16.9
B. 1Is Affected by Decision
. He (his dept.) uses product (6.1) (10.1) (8.5)
He (his dept.) has need for
product (5.8) ( 1.0) (3.5)
He (his dept.) affected by
decision (2.4) (2.4) (2.2)
Responsible for unit wvhere
product used (5.1) (1.3) (3.2)
Responsible for performance or
output of product (2.8) ( 3.8) (3.4)

Responsible for something (sales
profits etc.) affected by

product (5.1) (1.4 (3.5{
Has financiel responsibility (0.0) (0.4 (0.7
Sub-total arfected by decision 27.3 20.4 2L.5
C. Interest of person or his unit 1.6 1.7 1.9
D. Duties (responsibilities) include
making choice of or recommend-
. ing product 13.2 18.3 15.5
E. Duties include tasks (tests specs
etc.) relevant to decision h.3 5.7 5.7
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Table 4 (Continued)

F. Has authority to make decision 7.5 2.0 5.4
.o G. Responsibility or position:
general unspecified 5.7 3.8 4.7
L H. Other characteristies (judgement;
' alertness; in position to get
information 0.8 1.0 0.¢

IX. Activities of Influential

A. Infomation-grthering or technical

Gathered or revieved information (2.7) ( 4.6) (3.2)
Did relevant technicnl work

(tests, specifications etc.) (2.5) ( 2.6) (2.3)
Sub-total information-gathering

or technicel 5.2 7.2 2.5

B. Prodded others to act
Brought need to attention of

others (4.8) ( 1.6) (3.1)
. Brought product to attention of
others (0.6) ( 0.4) (0.5)
Prodded others; pushed it; commun-
. icated much (3.6) ( 2.0) (3.1)
Sub-total prodded others 9.0 4.0 6.7

C. Other actions of influential
Made recommendrtion mode decision
gave support to action or other

miscellaneous actions 3.5 5.1 4.0
Made threat or promise 0.0 0.0 0.0
III. Reasons Influential had for his
viewpoint L.h 1.0 3.2
IV. Answer unclear 0.y 7.3 3.0
V. Other answers 2.4 1.1 1.8
All Ansvers 100% 100% 1004

®For each purchsse decision the percentoge of onsvers falling into cach response
category was tabulated. Then these percentages werc averaged for all thirty-threc
decision ceses. Each entry in the table represents the average percentage of
answers falling in the particular category. One caose, is omitted with respect lo
reasons for influence about decision to make specifi: purchese. since no arnsvers
to this question are available in this case.

13



~40-

REFERENCES

Bachman, J., D. Bowvers, and P. Marcus

1968 "Bases of Supervisory Power: A Comparative Study in Five Organizati
Settings in A. Tannenbaum (Ed.) Control In Organizations, New York:
McGraw-Hill,

Bauer, R.

1968 "The Study of Policy Formation: An Introduction." In R. Bauer and K

Gergen (Eds.). The Study of Policy Formation. New York: FPree Pres

Baum, B., P. Sorensen, Jr., and W. Place
1969 "Patterns of Perception of Organizational Control." Sociologicai

Quarterly 10, 3:335-340.

Bowers, D.
1964 "Organizat ional Control in an Insurance Company." Sociometry 27:23C
244,

French, J., Jr. and B. Raven

1959 "The Bases of Social Power." In D. Cartwright (Ed.), Studies in Soc
Power. Ann Arbor: Institute for Social Research

Gergen, K.

1968 “Assessing the Leverage Points In the Process of Policy Formation."
In R. Bauer and K. Gergen (eds.). The Study of Policy Formationm.
New York: Free Press.

Hilsman, R.

1959 "The Foreign-Policy Consensus: An Interim Research Report." Journ~

of Conflict Resolution III, 4:361-382.

Lawrence, P. and J. Lorsch
1967 "Differentiation and Integration in Complex Organizotions"

Administrative Science Quarterly, Vol. 12, WNo. 1,1967, 1-47.

Lazarsfeld, P.F. and W. Thielens, Jr.
1958 The Academic Mind. Glencoe. Illinois: Free Press.

Lindblom, C.
1968 The Pol icy-Making Process. Englewood Cliffs, New Jersey, Prentice-
H~ll, 153%.

March, J. and H. Simon
1958 Organizations. New York: Wiley.

Patchen, M.
1963 "Alternative Questionnaire Approaches to the Measurement of Influen-

in Organizations." American Journal of Sociology, 69,1:41-52.

Patchen, M.

1969 Case Studies of Decision-Making in Organizations: Purchase Decisio-
in Business Firms. Ann Arbor: Survey Research Center, University :
Michigan.

14



BEST LOPY AVAILABLE L

Pruitt, D.

1964 Problem-Solving in the Department of State. Denver: Department of
International Relations, Monograph Series in World Affairs, Univers
of Denver.

Tannenbaum, A. and R. Kahn,
1957 "Organizational Control Structure: A General Descriptive Technique
as Applied to Four Local Unions." Human Relations X, No. 2:127-140

Tannenbaum, A.
1961 "Control and Effectiveness in a Voluntary Organization." American
Journal of Sociology, LXVII, No. 1:33-46.

Tannenbaum, A. (ed,)

1968 Control in Organizations. KNew Sorks WcGraw-RHill.

Thibaut, J. and H. Kelley.

1959 The Social Psychology of Groups. New York: Wiley.

Thompson, J.D.

1967 Organizations in Action. New York: McGraw-Hill.

Weber, M.

1947 Therry of Social and Economic Organization. New York
Williams, L., L. Hoffman, and F. Mann.

1959 "An Investigation of the Control Graph: Influence in a Staff

Organization." Social Forces, 37:189-195,




BEST COPY AVAILABLE

10-1-71

The following is a listing of Institute Papers which are still in supply.
Copies may be obtained from the Secretary of the Institute Paper and
Reprint Series, Krannert Graduate School of Industrial Administration,

. Purdue University, lafayette, Indiana 47907.
" Paper
No. Title and Author(s)
63 A CIASS (OF UTILITY FUNCTIONS ADMITTING TYRNI'S HOMOGENEOUS
SAVING FUNCTION, Peter Jason Kalman.
8 PROFESSOR FEARCE'S ASSUMPTIONS AND THE NONEXISTENCE OF A
UTILITY FUNCTION, Peter Jason Kalman.
101 CIASSIFICATION OF INVESTMENT SECURITIES USING MULTIPLE
DISCRIMANANT ANALYSIS, Keith V. Smith
111 AN APPLICATION OF MULTIPIE DISCRIMINANT ANALYSIS, Ronald
Kochems.
113 A STUDY OF PERFORMANCE IN A BUSINESS GAME~~REPORT I.,
R. K. Jms, w. H. smbuck m D. c. nm.
) 123 A NOTE ON KONDRATIEFF CYCIES IN PREWAR JAPAN, Charles R.
Keen.
124 THE DUALITY IN NATURE OF OFFERINGS OF ADDITIONAL COMMON STOCK

BY MEANS OF "RIGHTS," Robert V. Horton.

134 A CAWCUIUS FROOF (OF THE UNBIASEDNESS OF COMFETITIVE EQUILIBRIUM,
Mmed Ac El-Mirio

136 HONESTY, DECEIT AND TIMING IN THE DISPIAY OF INTENTIONS, Marc
Pilisuk, J. Alan Winter, Reuben Chayman and Neil Haas.

138 BOREDOM VS. COGNITIVE REAPFRAISAL IN THE DEVELOPMENT (F
COOFEFATIVE STRATEGY, Marc Pilisuk, Paul Skolnick, Kenne+h
Thomau and Reuban Chapman.

139 AN INVESTIGATION OF THE RANDOM WALK HYPOTHESI3 AS AN EXPIANATION
OF THE BEHAVIOR OF ECONOMIC TIME SERIES, John A. Eisele,
Robert Burr Porter and Kenneth C. Young.

144 ON IMPLICATIONS OF FRODUCTIVITY COEFFICIENTS AND EMPIRICAL
. RATIOS, Harry Schimmler.
47 DEPIH. CENTRALITY AND TOILERANCE IN COGNITIVF. CONSISTENCY,
Marc Pilisuk.
148 THE GENERAL INCONGRUITY ADAPTATION IEVEL (GIAL) HYPOTHESIS--IT.

INCONGRUITY MOTIVATION TO AFFECT, COGNITION, AND ACTIVATION-
AROUSAL THEORY, Michael J. Driver and Siegfried Streufert.

riC 16




Paper

No.

151

154

155

158

161

162

163

165

167
168

169

171

173

Title and Author( n{

SOME DZTERMINANTS OF FEELINGS OF GRATITUDE, Abraham Tesser,
Robert D. Gatewood and Michael Driver.

THE ENFIEID ARSENAL IN THEORY AND HISTORY, Edward Ames and
Natham Rosenberg.

HERCES AND HOPIESSNESS IN A TOTAL INSTITUTION: ANOMIE THEQGRY
APPLIED TO A COLIECTIVE DISTURBANCE, Robert rerrucci.

REGIONAL ALLOCATION OF INVESTMENT: A FURTHER ANALYSIS, Akira
Tekayama.

TWO CLASSICAL MONETARY MODELS, Cliff Lloyd.
FRINCIPIES OF CHOICE AND PREFERENCE, 8. N. Afriat.

THE PURCHASING POWER PARITY THEORY: IN DEFENSE OF GUSTAV
CASSF.L AS A MODERN THEORIST, James M. Holmes.

HOW CHARLIE TCSTIMATES RUN-TIME, John M. Dutton and William H.
Starbuck.

FER CAPITAL CONSUMPTION AND GROWTH: A FURTHER ANALYSIS,
Akira Takayama.

THE PROBABILITY OF A CYCLICAL MAJORITY, Frank De Meyer and
Charles R. Plott.

CREATIVITY, COMPIEXITY THEORY AND INCONGRUITY ADAPTATION,
Siegfried Streufert and Michael J. Driver.

THE CiASSROOM ECONOMY: RUIES, RESULTS, REFIECTIONS, John A.
Carlson.

AN AC'TIVITY MODEL OF THE FIRM UNDER RISK, Carl R. Adams.

INTERACTION PATTERNS IN INTERPERSONAL COMMUNICATION, Charles
W. King and John O. Summers.

TAXES AND SHARE VALUATION IN COMFETITIVE MARKETS, Vernon L.
Suith.

PROGRAMMING, PARETO OPTIMUM AND THE EXISTENCE (F COMPETITIVE
EQUILIBRIA, Akirs Takayama and Mohamed El-Hodiri.

REGRESSION AND FROJECTION, S. N. Afriat.

'.’
‘?:c



BEST COPY AVAILABLE

I «3=-
Paper
. No. Title and Author(s)
177 DYNAMICS OF DECISION-MAKING BEHAVIOR: THEORY, AND APPLICATION
. TO FOUR EXPERIMENTAL IABORATORY FROBIEMS, John M. Dutton and
E. Olsen.
178 ON THE STRUCTURE OF OFTIMAL GROWTH FROBIEM, Akira Takayama.
179 OPTIMAI, INSURANCE COVERAGE, Vernon L. Smith.
180 A NEW APFROACH TO DISCRETE MATHEMATICAL PROGRAMMING, G. W.
Graves and A. B. Whinston.
181 EXPERIMENTING WITH THE ARMS RACE, Marc Pilisuk and Paul Skolnick.
184 THIRD PARTY ROIES IN INTERDEPARTMENTAL CONFLICTS, Richard E.
Walton.
186 REGIONAL ALIOCATION OF INVESTMENT: CORREGENDUM, Akira Takayama.
187 A SUGOESTED NEW MONETARY SYSTEM: THE GOILD VALUE STANDARD.
* Robert V. Horton.
193 MULTI-COMMODITY NETWORK FLOWS WITH MULTIPIE SOURCES AND SINKS,
B. Rothchild and A. Whinston.
195 A TAXQI:OMY OF MAGAZINE READERSHIP APPLIED TO FROBIEMS IN
MARKETING STRATEGY AND MEDIA SEIECTION, E. A. Pessemier and
D. J. Tigert.
198 OPI'IMAL DISPOSAL POLICIES, Carl Adams.
199 AN EXFERIMENT TESTING THE PREDICTIVE VALIDITY OF HIS SAVAGE -
VON NEUMAN AXIOMS OF PROBABILITY, lawrence S. Zudak.
202 SOME FORMUIAS ENCOUNTERED IN THE DEDUCTIVE ANALYSIS OF THIRD-
ORDER AUTOGRESSION FROCESS, R. L. Basmann and R. J. Rohr.
* 214 RECIFROCITY, EQ TIVAIENCE, NORMATIVE BEHAVIOR AND THE EXISTENCE
OF SOCIAL FRICES, Kathryn and Cliff Lloyd.
215 A CONVERGENT PARETO-SATISFACTORY NON-TATONNEMENT ADJUSTMENT
. FROCESS FOR A CIASS OF UNSEIFISH EXCHANGE ENVIRONMENTS,
John 0. ILedyard.
216 FEDERALIZATION VS. A UNIFORM STATE CODE FOR WORKMEN'S COM-

PENSATION, Phillip J. Scaletta, Jr.

9 ‘38




Paper

No.

217
218

219

221

22

226
227

228
230
231

232

233

23k

236

237

238

Title and Author(s)

ON A "CCNCAVE" CONTRACT CURVE, Akira Takayama.

THE EFFECTS OF FISCAL AND MONETARY POLICIES UNDER FLEXIBIE
AND FIXED EXCHANGE RATES, Akira Takayama.

A MATCHING THEOREM FOR GRAPHS, D. Kleitman, A. Martin-lof,
B. Rothchild and A. Whinston.

USING IABORATORY BRAND PREFERENCE SCAIES TO PREDICT CONSUMER
BRAND PURCHASES, E. Pessemier, P. Burger, R. Teach and D.
Tigert.

GENERALIZED OPINION IEADERSHIP IN CONSUMER FRODUCTS: SOME
PRELIMINARY FINDINGS, Charles W. King and John 0. Summers.

THE FIRM AS AN AUTOMATION - I., Edward Ames.

SECOND~-BEST SOLUTIONS, PEAK~-ILOADS AND MARGINAL COST FRICE
POLICIES FGR PUBLIC UTILITIES, Robert A. Meyer, Jr.

EQUIPMENT REPIACEMENT UNDER UNCERTAINTY, Robert A. Meyer, Jr.
SELLING COMPETITION AND THE THEORY OF OLIGOFOLY, A. Cotta.

A COMMODITY THEORY ANALYSIS OF PERSUASION, Howard L. Fromkin
and Timothy C. Brock.

A FIEXIBIE TREE SEARCH METHOD FOR INTEGER FROGRAMMING FROBIEMS,
Ph. Tuan Nghiem.

ECONCMIC EFFECTS OF UNIFORM CONSUMER CREDIT CODE: A COMMENT,
David C. Ewert.

OPTIMA.L ADVERTISING EXFPENDITURE IMPLICATIONS OF A SIMULTANEQUS-
EQUATION REGRESSION ANALYSIS, leonard J. Parsons and Frank M.
Bass.

TRADE CREDIT MANAGEMENT: SEIECTION OF ACCOUNTS RECEIVABIE
USIG A STATISTICAL MODEL, David C. Ewert.

OPPOSITION OF PREFERENCES AND THE THEORY OF PUBLIC GO(DS,
Robert A. Meyer, Jr.

THE TAXATION OF RESTRICTED STOCK COMPENSATION PIANS, G. W.
Hettenhouse and Wilbur G. lewellen.

19



giST L0PY MNLABLE

-5-
Paper
. No. Title and Author(s)
239 DECOMPOSABIE REGRESSION MODELS IN THE AMALYSIS OF MARKET
- mm’ m “o B&BB.
241 OPPORTUNITY COSTS AND MODELS OF SCHOOLING IN THE NINETEENTH
CENTURY, lewis Solmon.
2u2 ESTIMATING FREQUENCY FUNCTIONS FROM LIMITED DATA, Keith C.
Brown.
246 ON OPTIMAL CAPITAL ACCUMULATION IN THE FASINETTI MODEL OF
GROWTH, S. C. Hu.
b7 MODELS FOR NEW-FRODUCT DECISIONS, Edgar A. Pessemier.
250 MONEY, INTEREST AND POLICY, P. H. Hendershott and George
Horwich.
251 ON THE PEAK-IOAD FROBIEM, Akira Takayama.
. 252 A STULY OF ATTITUDE THEORY AND BRAND PREFERENCE, Frank M.
Bass und W. Wayne Talarzyk.
- 253 A NOTE ON TECHNICAL PROGRESS, INVESIMENT, AND OPT™.JAL GROWIH,
Sheng Cheng Hu.
254 MANUFACTURERS' SAIES AND INVENTORY ANTICIPATIONS: THE OBE
COMPUTATIONAL PROCEDURES, John A. Carlson.
255 THE APPLICATION OF THE HIRSCH-DANTZIG "FIXED CHARGE" AIGORITHM
TO PROFIT PIANNING: A FORMAL STATEMENT OF I'RODUCT FROBITABILITY
ANALYSIS, Roger Groves, Rene Manes and Robert Sarenson.
256 TWO AIGORITHMS FOR INTEGER OPTIMIZATION, Edna Loehman, Tuan Fh.
Nghiem and Andrew Whinston.
258 COMMODITY EXPORTS FROM THE BRITISH NORTH AMERICAN COLONIES TO
OVERSEAS AREAS, 1768-1772: MAGNITUDES AND PATTERNS OF TRADE,
James Shepherd.
[ ]
260 AGE-DEFENDENT UTILITY IN THE LIFETIME ALIOCATION PROBIEM,
Kenneth Avio.
261 AFFECTIVE AND VAIUATIONAL CONSEQUENCES (F SELF ~-FERCEIVED

UNIQUE {ESS DEFRIVATION: I. HYPOTHESES AND METHODOLOGICAL
PRESCRIPTIONS, Howurd Framkin.

1
-




Paper

No.

262

263

265

267

268

269

270

271

B

3

27

275

Title and Author(s)

AFFECTIVE AND VALUATIONAL CONSEQUENCES OF SEIF-FERCEIVED
UNIQUENESS DEPRIVATION: II. EXPERIMENTALLY AROUSED FEELINGS
OF SELF PERCEIVED SIMIIARITY AS AN UNDESIRABIE AFFECTIVE STATE,
Howard Fromkin.

AFFECYTIVE AND VALUATIONAL CONSEQUENCES OF SELF-FERCEIVED
UNIQUENESS DEFRIVATION: III. THE EFFECTS OF EXPERIMENTALLY
AROUSFD FEELINGS OF SEIF PERCEIVED SIMIIARITY UPON VALUATION
OF UNAVAIIABIE AND NOVEL EXFPERIENCES, Howard Fromkin.

ATR POLIUTION AND HOUSING: SOME FINDINGS, Robert J. Anderson, Jr.
and Thomas D. Crocker.

APPLICATION OF REGRESSION MCDELS IN MARKETING: TESTING VERSUS
FORECASTING, Frank M. Bass.

A LINSAR PROGR/wrendNG APPROACH TO AIRPORT CONGESTION, Donald W.
Kiefer.

ON PAFETO OPTIMA AND COMPETTTIVE EQUILIBRIA, PART I. REIATION-
SHIP AMONG EQUILIBRIA AND OPTIMA, James C. Moore.

ON PARETO OPTIMA AND COMFETITIVE EQUILIBRIA, PART II. THE
EXISTENCE OF EQUILIBRIA AND OPTIMA, James C. Moore.

COMMODITY IMPORTS INYTO THE BRITISH NORTH AMERICAN COLONIES
FROM SOUTHERN EUROFE AND THE WEST INDIES, 1768-1772, James F.
Shepherd.

A COMPARISON OF THREE MULTI-FRODUCT, MULTI-FACILITY BATCH
SCHEDULING HEURISTICS, David R. Denzler.

A EEPRESENTATION OF INTEGER POINTS IN POLYHEDRAL CONE, Ph.
Tuan Nghiem.

LIME (F BUSINESS REPORTING - A METHODOLOGY FOR ESTIMATING
BENEFITS, Russell M. Barefield.

MARKETING APPLICATIONS OF SELF-DESIGNATED OCCUPATION SKILL
VARIABIES, E. A. Pessemier and D. J. Tigert.

THE FULL-EMPLOYMENT INTEREST RATE AND THE NEUTRALIZED MONEY
STOCK, Patric H. Hendershott.

SOMFE. APPLICATIONS OF THE CHANGE OF BASE TECHNIQUE IN INTEGER
PROGRAMMING, I'n. Tuan Nghiem.



gpt M

I “S‘ o
]
Paper
- No. Title and Author(s)
277 A WELFARE FUNCTION USING "REIATIVE INTENSITY" OF PREFERENCE,
- Frank DeMeyer and Charles R. Plott.
278 COMPIEX DECISION MAKING IN THE TRUEL: EFFECTS OF THIRD PARTY
INTERVENTION, Siegfried Streufert and Howard L. Fromkin.
279 RACE AND COMFETENCE AS DETERMINANTS OF ACCEPTANCE OF NEW-
COMERS IN SUCCESS AND FAILURE WORK GROUPS, Howard L. Fromkin,
Richard J. Klimoski, and Michael F. Flanagan.
280 IEADERSHIP, POWER AND INFLUENCE, Donald C. King and Bernard B.
Bass.
281 RECENT RESULTS IN THE THEORY OF VOTING, Charles R. Plott.
282 DISAGGREGATION OF ANALYSIS OF VARIANCE FOR PAIRED COMPARISONS:
AN APPLICATION TO A MARKETING EXPERIMENT, Edgar A. Pessemier
and Richaxd D. Teach.
» 283 MARKET RESPONSE TO INNOVATION, Further Applications of the
Bass New Product Growth Model, John V. Nevers.
- 284 PROFECSIONALISM, UNIONISM, AND COLIECTIVE NEGOTIATION:
TEACHER NEGOTIATIONS EXFERIENCE IN CALIFORNIA, James A. Craft.
285 A FREQUENCY DOMAIN TEST OF THE DISTURBANCE TERM IN LINEAR
REGRF.SSION MODELS, Thamas F. Cargill and Robert A. leyer.
286 EVAIUATING ALTERNATIVE PROPOSALS AND SOURCES OF NEW INFORMATION,
Edgar A. Pessemier.
287 A MULLTIVARIATE REGRESSION ANALYSIS OF THE RESPONSES OF
COMEFETING BRANDS TO ADVERTISING, Frank M. Bass and Neil E.
Beckwi th.
288 ASSESSING REGUIATORY ALTERNATIVES FOR THE NATURAL GAS
PRODUCING INDUSTRY, Keith C. Brown.
’ 289 TESTTRG AN ADAPTIVE INVENTORY CONTROL MODEL, D. Clay Whybark.
290 CONSERVATISM IN INFORMATION PROCESSING IN MANAGEMENT IN-
: FORMATION SYSTEMS, Richard O. Mason and Herbart Moskowitz.
291 THE IABOR ASSIGNMENT DECISION: AN APPLICATION OF WORK FLOW
STRUCTURE INFORMATION, William K. Holstein and William L.
Berry.

1
)




Paper

No.

29k

296

297

299

301

303

304

305
307

308

309

310

Title and Authoxr(s)

AN EFFICIENT BRANCH AND BOUND AIGORTTHM FOR THE WAREHCUSE
I0CATION PROBIEM, Basbeer M. Khumawals..

™E INTERACTION (OF GROUP SIZF. AND TASK STRUCTURE IN AN
INDUSTRIAL ORGANIZATION, Robert C. Cummins and Donald C.

King-

PROJECT AND PROGRAM DECISIONS IN RESEARCH AND DEVELOPMENT,
Edgar A. Pessemier and Norman R. Baker.

DATA QUALITY IN MARKETING INFORMATION SYSTEMS, E. A. Pessemier.

SEGMENTING CONSUMER MARKETS WITH ACTIVITY AND ATTITUDE MEASURES,
Thomas Hustad and Edgar Pessemier. '

R & D MANAGERS' CHOICES OF DEVELOPMENT POLICIES IN SIMUIATED
R & D ENVIRONMENTS, Herbert Moskowitz.

DIIUTION AND COUNTER-CILUTION IN REPORTING FOR DEFERRED
EQUITY, Charles A. Tritschler.

A METHADOLOGY FOR THE DESIGN AND OPTIMIZATION OF INFORMATION
PROCESSING SYSTEMS, J. F. Nunamaker, Jr.

ON PRODUCTION FUNCTIONS AND EIASTICITY OF SUBSTITUTION, K. R.
Kadiyala.

AN EXPERIMENTAL INVESTIGATION OF DECISION MAKING IN A
SIMUIATED RESEARCH AND DEVEILOPMENT ENVIRONMENT, Herbert
Moskowitz.

A NOTE ON MONEY AND GROWTH, Akira Takayama.

AN EXPERIMENTAL STUDY OF REIATIONSHIPS BEIWEEN ATTITUDES,
BRAND PREFERENCE AND CHOICE, Frank M. Bass, Edgar A. Pessemier
and Donald R. lehmann.

MULTIDIMENSIONAL AND UNIDIMENSIONAL METRIC SCALING OF FRE-
FERENCE FOR JOB DESCRIPTIONS, Raymond E. Hill and Edgax A.
Pesgemier.

WAGES AND HOURS AS SIGHIFICANT ISSUES IN COLIECTIVE BARGAINING,
Paul V. Johnson.

THE E¥FECT OF AGGREGATION IN STANDARD COST REPORTS ON
DECISION MAKING SUCCESS, Russell M. Barefield.



o N\\\ﬁ\‘

AN EFFICIENT HEURISTIC AIGORITHM FOR THE WAREHOUSE LOCATION

REACTIONS TO IEADERSHIP STYIE AR A FUNCTION OF FERSORALITY

VARIABIES, M. H. Rucker and D. C. King.

FIRE FIGHTER STRATEGY IN WAGE NEGOTTATIONS, James A. Craft.
-

TESTING DISTRIBUTED IAG MODELS OF ADVERTISING EFFECT - AN

ANALYSIS OF DIETARY WEIGHT CONTROL FRODUCT DATA, Frank M.

NEGRGES IN IARGE MUNICIPAL FIRE DEPARTMENTS: A IABOR MARKET

AN EMPIRICAL INVESTIGATION OF THE RELIABILITY ARD STABILITY OF
SEIECTED ACTIVITY AND ATTITUDE MEASURES, Edgar Pessemier and

BEHAVIOR OF THE FIRM UNDER REGULATORY CONSTRAINT: CIARIFICATIOhS,
Mohamed El-Hodiri and Akira Takayems.

MEASURING STIMUIUS ATTRIBUTES TO PREDICT INDIVIDUAL PRE-
FERENCE AND CHOICE, E. A. Pessemier.

THE IMPACT OF ERRONEOUS STANDARDS AND VARYING ENVIRONMENTAL
CONDITIONS ON THE SETTING OF DECISION CRIERIA, Rusgell M.

-y

DEFRFCIATION POLICY AND THE BEHAVIOR OF CORPORATE FRUFITS,
Russell M. Parefield and Eugene E. Camiskey.

TABORATORY RESEARCH AND THE ORGANIZATION: GENERALIZING FROM
IAB TO LIFE, Howard L. Framkin and Thamas M. Ostraom.

10T SIZING PROCEDURES FOR REQUIREM™™T” PIANNING SYSTEMS: A
FRAMEWJRK FOR ANALYSIS, William L. Berry.

EXTENSION AND TESTS OF ALTERNATIVE APFROACHES TO MARKET

MARKFT SEGMENTATION RESEARCH: A CONCEPTUAL ANALYSIS, Williem

1 st W -9-
Paper
No. Title and Author(s)
311
PROBIEM, Basheer M. Khumawala.
312
313
314
Bass and Darrall G. Clarke.
315
ANALYSIS, James A. Craft.
316
Albert Brumo.
317
318
319
Barefield.
320
321
322
323
SEGMENTATION, William L. Wilkie.
32k
L. Wilikde.
325

A DYNAMIC AND PARAMETRIC LINEAR FROGRAMMING APPROACH FOR
ANALYZING DECISION TREES IN NORMAL FORM, Herbert Moskowitz.



No.
326

328

329

330
331

332

333

334

335

336

337

338

339

340

341

342

-10-

Title and Author‘ 8 )

PRIORITY SCHEDULING AND INVENTORY CONTROL IN JOB LOT
MANUFACTURING SYSTEMS, William L. Berry.

THE EXFPECTED RATE OF INFIATION BEFORE AND AFTER 1966: A
CRITIQUE OF THE ANDERSEN-CARLSON EQUATION, Patric H.
Hendexshott.

SCHELULING SHIPMENTS UNDER CUNDITIONS OF FREIGHT BREAKS AND
QUANTITY DISCOUNTS, D. Clay Whybark.

A FURTHER PROBIEM IN IEAD-LAu DETECTION, Robert A. Meyer, Jr.

COMPUTER EDUCATION AND OPERATIONS MANAGEMENT, W. L. Bexry and
D. Clav Whybark.

THE SMOOTHING HYPOTHESIS: AN ALTERNATIVE TEST, Russell M.
Barefield and Eugene E. Comiskey.

QONSERVATISM IN GROUF INFORMATION PROCESSING BEHAVIOR UNDER
VARYING MANAGEMENT INFORMATION SYSTEMS, Herbert Moskowitz.

PRIMACY EFFECTS IN INFORMATION PROCESSING BEHAVIOR - THE
INDIVIDUAL VERSUS THE GROUP, Herbert Moskowitz.

ADAPTTVE FORECASTDNG TECHNIQUES, Stephen D. Roberts and
D. Clay Whybark.

VEHICIE ROUTING FROM CENTRAL FACILITIES, Brian F. 0'Neil,
and D. Clay Whybark.

A SIRGIE-MACHINE MULTI-PRODUCT SCHE: 'LING HEURISTIC,
C. loren Doll.

PIANNFD RENEGOTIATION: A NORMSETTING OD INTERVENTION,
Johr. J. Sherwood.

UNEXPIAINED VARIANCE IN STUDIES OF CONSUMER BEHAVIOR,
Frank M. Basas.

THE PRODUCTION FUNCTION AS A MODEL OF THE REQUIREMENTS OF
THE INFANTRY SERGEANT'S ROIE, Richard C. Roistacher and

John J. Sherwood.

SEIECTING EXPONENTIAL SMOOTHING MODEIL PARAMETERS: AN .
APPLICATION OF PATTERN SEARCH, William L. Berry and Friedhelm

W. Bliemel.

AN INTEGRATED EXAMINATION OF MEDIA APPROACHES TO MARKET
SEGMENTATION, Albert Bruno, Thomas Hustad & Edgar Pessemier.

S50



BEST COPY AVAILABLE

IABORATORY EXPERIMENTATION, Howard 1. Fromkin and Siegfried

REVERSAL OF THE ATTITUDE SIMIIARITY-ATTRACTION FFFECT BY
UNIQUENES § DCFPRIVATION, Howard L. Fromkin, Robert L. Dipboye

WILL THE REAL CONSUMER-ACTIVIST PIEASE STAND UP: An Examination
of Consumers' Opinions About Marketing Practices and their
Relationship to Individual Attitudes and Behavior, ~amas P.

MULTI-ATTRIBUTE MODELS FOR PREDICTING INDIVIDUAL PREFERENCE
THE VAIUF OF INFORMATION IN AGGREGATE PRODUCTION PIANNING -

A BEHAVIORAL EXPERIMENT, Herbert Moskowitz.

A MEASUREMENT AND COMPOSITION MODEL FOR INDIVIDUAL CHOICE
AMONG SOCIAL ALTERNATIVES, Edgar A. Pessenier.

THE NEOCIASSICAL THEORY OF INVESTMENT AND ADJUSTMENT COSTS,

Paper
No. Title and Author(s)
343
Struefert.
3k
and Marilyn Pyle.
345
Hustad and Edgar A. Pessemier.
346
AND CHOICE, Edgar A. Pessenmier.
n7
348
349
Akirs Takayams.
350

D. Clay Whybark and Basheer M. Khumawa.., A SURVEY OF FACILITY
LOCATION METHQDS.

56



