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OPTIMISTS AND PESSIMISTS: 2994 ENTREPRENEURS

AND THEIR PERCEIVED CHANCES FOR SUCCESS

SUMMARY

This paper examines how entrepreneurs perceive their chances for

success shortly after they have become business owners. Data from 2994

entrepreneurs, most of whom had made substantial personal commitments, were

analyzed. They perceived the odds for success for other businesses like

theirs to be relatively good and the odds for their own businesses to be

extremely high. Differences between optimists and pessimists were examined.

Optimist.. was found to be systematically related to a number of characteristics

associated with the backgrounds of the entrepreneurs and the nature of their

businesses.
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INTRODUCTION

When an entrepreneur starts or buys a business, many would perceive

this to be a risky undertaking. The entrepreneur appears to have much at

stake - capital, long hours invested, reputation, and foregone opportunities.

Yet, despite the combination of having much to lose and the apparent poor

chances for success, about 50,000 new corporations are established every

month. In addition, many other entrepreneurs start unincorporated businesses

or purchase existing firms.

This paper examines how entrepreneurs perceive their chances for

success shortly after they have become business owners. Do they see

themselves as undertaking risky ventures with marginal prospects, or are they

confident that, come what may, they will succeed? What do they perceive as

the chances for success for other businesses like theirs? Does degree of

optimism relate to the entrepreneurs' backgrounds, the nature of their

businesses or to factors which previous research suggests might be associated

with success?

Previous Research

Past studies of business survival suggest poor prospec- for long-term

survival for most new businesses. (Some specialized groups, such as high

technology firms, appear to have much higher likelihood of success.) Shdpero

reported on 13 previous studies of discontinuance rates for new firms or the

We wish to thank the National Federation of Independent Business for it
support of this research.

An earlier version of this paper was presented at the Babson Research
Conference, April 17, 1986, Wellesley, Massachusetts.
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population of existing firms (Shapero and Giglierano, 1982). One of the

largest was a Department of Commerce study of all operating businesses started

or transferred to new ownership during the eight years ending in 1954

(Churchill, 1955). It reported 46% discontinuing or changing hands within 1.5

years and 71% within 4.5 years. The most frequently quoted study is that. by

Dun and Bradstreet, which reported that 67% of new businesses discontinue

within four years (Dun and Bradstreet, 1967). A number of focused studies,

examining firms in specific industries and locations, have found

discontinuance rates for non-technical firms ranging from 50% after two years

to 35% after three years (Churchill and Giglierano, 1982: 121-122). However,

Shapero, tracking firms through telephone company Yellow Pages, found somewhat

lower discontinuance rates - 34% after two years and 50% after five years

(Churchill and Giglierano, 1982: 117-118),

Variations in findings appear to reflect two factors. One is the

sample of firms examined, whether it is a cross-section of all firms or a less

diverse group such as manufacturing or high technology firms. Of particular

importance is whether the sample is of new firms or a cross-section of

established, more seasoned companies. A second point of difference relates to

the definition of "discontinued." Many firms are sold, moved, or changed

(merged, name changed, etc.). These changes complicate the question of

determining whether "a business" has survived.

Even while recognizing these problems of sample selection and

measurement, it is clear that the preponderance of evidence suggests that many

businesses do not last very long with a given owner/manager.

Given the poor prospects for long-term new business survival, we might

expect that entrepreneurs would exhibit a high propensity to take risks

They might be expected to see themselves as pursuing ventures in which the

0
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odds might be long, but this would be compensated for by some chance of

successful business ownership. However, Brockhaus, reviewing the literature

on entrepreneurial risk-taking, found that most of the empirical evidence

suggested that entrepreneurs are only moderate risk-takers (Brockhaus, 1982).

On the surface, it is difficult to reconcile the objective evidence on

low survival rates for new firms, the entrepreneur's apparent moderate

propensity to take risks, and the high rate of new firm formation. However,

two other factors should be considered in understanding the process. One is

an examination of how much entrepreneurs have at stake as they start ventures.

Possibly, founders of part-time businesses or those requiring little of their

own capital might view the process as similar to buying a lottery ticket, with

little to lose and possibly much to gain. However, the more that is risked,

the more important it is that the entrepreneur examine prospects for success

with care. Thus, in any study of these entrepreneurial processes, we should

examine the commitments being made.

The second factor to be examined has received surprisingly little

attention. That is how entrepreneurs, in fact, perceive their own chances for

success. If perceptions are examined shortly after the decision has been

made, the psychological literature (cognitive dissonance theory) suggests that

decision makers, such as entrepreneurs, "will cognitively bolster (i.e.,

exaggerate the attractiveness of) the chosen alternatives and derogate the

rejected alternatives" (Abelson and Levi, 1985: 276).

Furthermore,..."evidence of postdecisional bolstering has also been obtained

in field experiments conducted in real-life settings in which people are

observed in the course of making natural decisions - including betting at the'

horse races, casting a vote in an election, and choosing a joh, all of winch

involve a relatively high degree of postdecisional conflict" (Janis and M :itm.

1977: 314). Thus, we might expect entrepreneurs, after they have made 1
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commitment, to express substantial optimism as a way of bolstering the

decisions they have made.

This paper examines commitments made by a sample of entrepreneurs and

also presents objective data on their perceived odds for success. It then

considers whather perceived chances for success seem to be influenced by the

background of the entrepreneur or the nature of the business.

THE SAMPLE

This research is based upon what we believe to be the largest and most

diverse .,ample of small business owners studied to date. A survey was

administered in the spring of 1985 to members of The National Federation of

Independent Business who reported that they had recently become owners of

businesses.1

The initial sample was of 4814 business owners, but their dates of

starting were less focused than intended, including some who became business

owners in 1983 or before. Because perceptions of chances for success may

change over time and with experience, this study examines only the 2994

entrepreneurs who became owners in 1984 or 1985. None had owned his or her

firm for more than 17 months.

The sample is described more fully in Table 1. It seems broadly

representative of small business in the United States, with entrepreneurs from

virtually all industries and parts of the country. As noted, about 64% of

these entrepreneurs became owners through starting their firms and about 30%

through purchase.

Place Table 1 about here

-4-
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ENTREPRENEURS' STAKES IN THEIR FIRMS

To what extent did this sample of entrepreneurs have substantial

stakes in these new ventures? Examination of their investment of capital, of

time, and of the time of family members helps to show the extent of their

commitment. The distribution of capital invested is shown in Table 2. For

the sample, 67% invested $10,000 or more and 51% invested $20,000 or more.

The entrepreneurs (and their spouses and children) owned 100% of the business

in 69% of the ventures. They owned 50% or more in 89% of the cases. Although

we lack information on the personal financial positions of the entrepreneurs

it is clear that they had non-trivial amounts of capital invested and that

these businesses were primarily owner-managed.

Place Table 2 about here

Further evidence of the degree of commitment is shown by the

investment of time by the entrepreneur. (See Table 3A.) The median

entrepreneur reported devoting 60 hours or more per week to the venture and

75% reported a work-week of 50 hours or more. Time invested in the venture

was not limited to the entrepreneur. About 48% reported that family members

devoted unpaid time to the business. (See Table 3B.) For the sample, 25% of

the entrepreneurs had 20 or more hours per week donated to the firm by family

members.

Place Table 3A and 3B about here



It is clear from these profiles of commitment that, these entrepreneurs

had major stakes in their ventures. Financial investment, extremely heavy

investments of time, donated time of families, and, we might assume, personal

guarantees and foregone opportunities all were involved These were not

investments "on the side," like lottery tickets, which, if lost, could he

easily absorbed. Thus, there were incentives for the entrepreneurs to assess

with care their chances for success.

PERCEIVED CHANCES OF SUCCESS

Against this backdrop of heavy commitments, how did the entrepreneurs

perceive the chances of success for their businesses or for other businesses

like their own? (Success, of course, may have different meanings. In this

research, it was left for the entrepreneurs to define.)

Entrepreneurs were first asked, "What are the odds of any husiness

like yours succeeding ?" They were given 11 choices, ranging from U chances in

10 to 10 in 10. The results are shown in Table 4. They show perceptions of

moderately strong chances for success. Of the entrepreneurs, 79% perceived

odds of success of 5 out of 10 or better and 40% perceived odds of 7 out of 10

or better. Only 22% saw the odds for any business like theirs as being less

than 5 out of 10. Given the objective evidence from earlier studies which

suggested that many businesses do not survive the first few years, these

perceptions seem moderately optimistic.

Place Table 4 about here

The entrepreneurs were then asked, "What are the odds of your hufiineqs

succeeding?" The results, shown in Table 5, display a remarkable degree of

.i. 0
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optimism. Only 5% perceived their own chances for success as less than 5 out

of 10. For the sample, 81% saw their chances at 7 out of 10 or better and a

remarkable 33% perceived their chances as "dead certain," 10 out of 10.

Place Table 5 about here

A comparison of their own prospects for success with those for others

in the same kind of business is revealing. (See Table 6A.) Only 5% perceived

their own chances as poorer than for others in the same business. About 27%

saw their chances as exactly the same as others, and 68% perceived their odds

for success as better than others. The cross-tabulations are shown in Table

Place Tables 6A and 6B about here

Clearly, most of these entrepreneurs were very optimistic. They had

much at stake, and they expected to be successful. The question of how we

might reconcile this with the objective evidence on business success is

considered later in the Conclusions section.

OPTIMISTS AND PESSIMISTS

Although most of these entrepreneurs were optimistic, there were

variations. For instance, 5% saw their chances as less than 5 out of 10 and

33% saw their chances as 10 out of 10.

It may be that these differences in perceptions reflect underlying

differences in the entrepreneurs, including the experience which they bring to



ventures. For instance, extreme optimists (10 out of 10) may be better

prepared, with more education, more management experience, and more capital,

and thus would be more likely to succeed. Alternatively, extreme optimists

(10 out of 10) may be naive, ill-prepared, and not know what they are getting

into.

A number of variables were identified which one might expect to be

associated with perceived odds for success. These include variables relating

to entrepreneurial background as weal as the nature of the new firm. Personal

background variables included sex, age, whether parents owned a business,

education, marital status, management experience, previous organization, and

reason for leaving previous organization. Variables relating primarily to

the firm included industry, whether the entrepreneur founded the business,

franchise status, whether there were partners, amount of capital invested.

similarity to prior organization, and perceptions of market change relating to

the new business. In addition, variables relating to goals and attitudes

about the business, reflective of "craftsman" vs. administrative orientations,

were also considered. In general, we would expect those factors associated

with better preparation to be associated with more optimism about the success

of the venture. Thus, more capital, prior business ownership and similar

factors would contribute to a more optimistic view of success of the firm.

We might expect that objective predictors of success would be

associated with the degree of optimism if entrepreneurs could make a

"detached" assessment of the probable success of their ventures. However,

given the amounts at stake, the importance of success, and the necessity for

total personal commitment, there may be varying degrees of "entrepreneurial

euphoria." This may lead some entrepreneurs to a substantial degree of post

decisional bolstering and to be extremely confident despite poor prepara-jon.

To the extent that this is the case, it may be difficult to explain 0; otedict
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assessments of success with objective measures of preparation and market

assessment.

The "objective" variables,and their expected sign:. are shown in Table

7. Variables reflecting better preparation should be positively associated

with optimism. For certain variables a priori reasoning did not suggest any

expected signs. This was the case with sex, age, marital status, and industry

mambership. Entrepreneurs whose parents had owned a business were expected to

be better prepared and thus more optimistic. More education, higher levels of

management experience, having come from a business organization, and having

left the previous organization because of entrepreneurial plans or because of

having left one's own business were all seen as being associated with better

preparation; thus, for these variables we expected a positive association with

optimism. In regard to the new business, starting a firm was seen as more

risky than purchasing or inheriting, and being a franchisee was seen as less

risky because of the support provided by the franchisor; thus, the expected

signs were negative and positive respectively. Ventures with more capital,

more partners and greater similarity to the prior organization were all viewed

as having better prospects because of these characteristics; thus, we expected

these to be positively associated with optimism. Entrepreneurs who expected

their markets to grow rapidly were, of course, expected to be more optimistic;

greater competitive pressures were likely to be associated with pessimism. A

set of variables relatiag to goals and attitudes about the business was

intended to determine the veltent to which entrepreneurs had "craftsman" vs.

"administrative" orientations; again, we were uncertain how these variables

might relate to degree of optimism (Filley and Aldag, 1978).

Place Table 7 about here
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t
RESULTS

Two dependent variables were available for analysis: first, the

entrepreneur's probabilistic assessment of success on a 0 to 10 scale. The

second measure compares perceived chances of success for the entrepreneur's

own firm to those of any business like his. This measure is constructed by

forming a simple difference between the firm's own odds of success and the

odds for similar firms. Thus, an objective assessment of 7 (out of 10) might

be optimistic or pessimistic depending on whether the entrepreneur feels that

the odds of success for others is 7 in 10 (a difference of 0) or only 3 in 10

(a difference of 4).

To isolate the impact of the "preparation" factors on the

determination of odds of success, regression analyses were performed. These

incorporated the variables listed in Table 7 as predictors with each of the

two measures of expected success discussed above as dependent variables.

The first analysis, that involving only the entrepreneurs'

probabilistic assessments of success, produced disappointing results. It

explained little of the variation in odds, and some variables exhibited

counter-intuitive effects. An examination of the bivariate means of "odds of

success" produced similar mean values whose differences were usually in the

hypothesized direction, but were not significant. The variances were high in

each cell, indicating a high diversity of opinion about the odds of success.

Thus, for example, the average odds of success generally rose with increasing

managerial experience, but the variance of each group mean was so large as to

eliminate statistically significant differences. It seemed that extreme

optimism scores (10 out of 10) were not only frequent in the sample (33%) but

were also spread over all of the categories of each variable.

-10-
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The second analysis used the dependent variable derived from the

difference between the entrepreneur's perceived chances of success and the

perceived chances of success for similar businesses. The resulting analysis,

shown in Table 7, demonstrates a mixed pattern. For some variables, but not

for all, optimism was positively associated with greater prepaiation.

In regard to personal background, women were noticeably less

optimistic than men and there was some decline in optimism with increasing

age. Surprisingly, entrepreneurs with less than a high school degree were

more optimistic than high school graduates; however, as expected, those with

some college and with bachelors' degrees were also more optimistic.

Management experience did seem to be positively associated with optimism as

did leaving the previous organization because of entrepreneurial plans.

In regard to the new firm, we had expected that those who started

businesses would be less optimistic than those who became owner-managers of

established firms through purchase, inheritance, or being brought in; however,

starters were found to be more optimistic. It was also surprising that those

with franchised businesses (100% of sales franchised) were less optimistic.

As expected, there were strong relationships with expected market changes;

expectations of increasing numbers of customers were associated with greater

optimism and increasing numbers of competitors with greater pessimism. Of the

questions relating to attitudes and goals, entrepreneurs who disagreed with

the statement, "making a comfortable living is enough success" were more

positive about their success. Disagreement with the notion that "my business

is changing rapidly" was associated with greater pessimism, that is, those

with rapidly changing businesses were more optimistic. These patterns suggest

a positive relationship between an administrative orientation and optimism

(Filley and Aldag, 1978: 584-585). However, those who disagreed with the

statement "in my business, operating controls and methods are in writing" were



more optimistic, suggesting a counter-pattern with a craftsman orientation

associated with optimism.

The R2 was typical of cross-sectional studies (9%). However, there

did seem to be systematic relationships between optimism and variables

associated with the background of the entrepreneurs and the nature of the new

businesses.

We are uncertain why the dependent variable based upon the

entrepreneur's probabilistic assessment of success produced poorer results

than that based upon the difference between that assessment and the odds for

similar businessses. It may be that the latter variable dampened somewhat the

effects of "entrepreneurial euphoria." Thus, those who assigned very high

odds of success to their own businesses and also to similar businesses emerged

with dependent variables which were more moderate than when their own odds

were considered alone. More systematic and understandable relationships

emerged with a dependent variable reflecting whether the entrepreneur expected

to do better than similar firms.

CONCLUSIONS

The entrepreneurs in this sample clearly had much at stake in their

ventures. They alao projected extremely optimistic odds for success for their

businesses, substantially in excess of the odds for other businesses like

their own. Their perceptions might seem difficult to reconcile with the

objective evidence on new business survival.

However, these findings clearly seem consistent with the psychological

literature on postdecisional bolstering. The entrepreneurs in the sample had

already made the decision to start their firms and had not, at least to that

point, curtailed implementation or sought to reverse their commitments. Their

strong optimism may have been an example of "activity (that) involves

-12-
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developing new defensive attitudes and rationalizations that enable the

decision maker to recommit himself" (Janis and Mann, 1977: 317).

The psychological makeup of entrepreneurs may also have played a role

in how they perceived their prospects. Entrepreneurs have often been found to

have high levels of internal locus-of-control beliefs, meaning that they

believe that they can control their own destinies. Brockhaus has commented on

this characteristic as it relates to entrepreneurial expectations,

"Entrepreneurs have such a high belief in their ability to influence the

achievement of business goals that the perceived possibility of failure is

relatively low" (Brockhaus, 1986: 29).

Even though most of the entrepreneurs were very optimistic, there were

variations in degree of optimism. Furthermore, these variations seemed to be

systematically related to a number of characteristics of the entrepreneurs or

the new business. Thus, perceived odds of success are systematically related

to preparation and experience, but reflect a large "stochastic" component that

cannot be explained with the available information.

What are the possible implications of these findings? Should

entrepreneurs or their advisors try to dampen the optimism reflected here?

Our view is that, before the entrepreneurial decision is made, it is important

to try to keep entrepreneurial euphoria in check. Entrepreneurs should be

sensitive to the danger that extreme optimism may blind them to flaws in their

prospective businesses and lead to ill-considered ventures.

After the venture is started, the time corresponding to when these

entrepreneurs were surveyed, the effects of entrepreneurial euphoria may be

mixed. Extreme optimism may make it difficult for the entrepreneur to

reappraise a venture and to decide whether to redirect it or possibly to close

it down. There may be a process of entrapment, of "throwing good money after

bad," as the entrepreneur escalates the commitment in order to preserve his or



her identity (Brockner, et al., 1986) However, there may also be positive

benefits from this optimism. As the entrepreneur bolsters the decision

already made, it may be easier to continue to make the great time commitments

observed here. (Recall that the median entrepreneur was devoting more than 60

hours per week to the business.) Thus, buoyed by optimism, he or she may work

to make the entrepreneurial decision turn out right and, in doing so, may

actually increase prospects for success.

This is the first stage of a longitudinal study, in which the sample

firms and their performance will be tracked for two successive years. It

should then be possible to relate subsequent performance to the entrepreneurs'

original projections of prospects for success as well as to variables normally

thought to be related to entrepreneurial success.
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Table 1. Sample characteristicsa
n - 2994

Industry

Construction
7%

Manufacturing and Mining 8%
Transportation and Communication 2%
Wholesale

4%
Retail

46%
Agriculture

2%
Financial

5%
Service

19%
Professional

5%

Other or Unknown
1%

Number of Employeesb

0 or no answer
3%

0.1 - 2.4
39%

2.5 - 4.4
29%

4.5 - 9.4
19%

over 9.4
10%

How Became Owner

Started
64%

Purchased
30%

Inherited
2%

Other
4%

aAll entrepreneurs became owners in 1984 or 1985. Data were
gathered in May 1985.

bNumber of full-time 0.5 x Number of part-time employees.

59
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Table 2. Amount of capital invested in business by time of first sale

Capital invested Percent of sample

< $5,000 18%

$5,000 - 9,999 14%

$10,000 - 19,999 16%

$20,000 - 49,999 25%

$50,000 - 99,999 15%

$100,000 - 249,999 8%

$250,000 - 499,999 2%

$500,000 or more 1%

No answer 2%



Table 3a. Hours per week devoted to business by the entrepreneur

Hours per week Percent of sample

1-49 23%

50 - 39 23%

60 - 69 28%

70 or more 24%

No answer 2%

21
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Table 3b. Unpaid hours per week devoted by family members to the business

Hours per week Percent of sample

0 52%

1 - 9 13%

10 - 19 10%

20 - 29 8%

30 - 39 4%

40 or more 13%

-18-
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Table 4. The odds of any business like yours succeeding

Odds

0 out of 10 *

1 out of 10 3%

2 out of 10 6%

3 out of 10 7%

4 out of 10 6%

5 out of 10 30%

6 out of 10 9%

7 out of 10 11%

8 out of 10 12%

9 out of 10 5%

10 out of 10 11%

*Less than 0.5%



Table 5. Odds of your business succeeding

Odds

*0 out of 10

1 out of 10 1%

2 out of 10 1%

3 out of 10 1%

4 out of 10 1%

5 out of 10 10%

6 out of 10 4%

7 out of 10 9%

8 out of 10 19%

9 out of 10 20%

10 out of 10 33%

*Less than 0.5%



Table 6a. Odds of success for your business versus any business like yours

Your Odds Poorer Than
Any Business Like Yours

Your Odds The Same As
Any Business Like Yours

Your Odds Better Than
Any Business Like Yours

5%

27%

68%

25
-21-



6b. Cross-tabulation of odds of success for your business
versus any business like yoursa

0

0)1

L

0
14 :2

0
sa.

lo o) 3
w
to .1c

14u.u
co

in
z

to

44 E6o 4
0)

e 07
.0 ca
.0
o>0 ,8

<9

10

Odds of Success for Your Business b
0 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10

*

3%

6%

7%

6%

30%

9%

11%

12%

5%

11%

3 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 4

2 19 3 4 2 12 4 9 9 11 20

1 7 12 4 4 20 10 21 25 22 35

0 5 5 14 3 22 14 30 36 29 44

2 1 1 2 10 10 15 29 48 22 22

3 3 6 5 4 187 31 83 202 153 183

0 0 1 1 5 6 28 23 60 60 58

0 1 2 3 2 10 5 52 53 102 97

1 1 2 0 2 5 3 7 98 95 129

0 0 0 0 0 1 0 5 9 65 73

1 1 0 0 1 4 1 2 6 5 280
* 1% 1% 12 1% 10% 42 9% 19% 20% 33%

&Not including 139 entrepreneurs who gave no response to
one or both questions.

bOdds of success out of 10 chances, e.g., 1 out of 10.

*Less than 0.52



Table 7. Variables and their relationship to optimism

Predictor Expected Sim Coefficient

Sex (0 = Male, 1 = Female) -.45**

Age -.01**

Parents owned business .06

Education

Less than high school .46*
High school a
Some college .25*
Bachelors degree .41*
Some graduate school .06
M.B.A. degree .55
Other advanced degree .15

Marital status -.11

Highest previous level of management
experience
No subordinates a
Supervised workers .20*
Supervised managers .25
Managed or owned own business .38**

Previous organization ...

Large business (> 1000 employees) a
Medium business (100-999 employees, .01
Small business (< 100 employees) .08
Had own business .06
Non-profit organization -.11
Not in labor force -.01

Reason left previous organization
Job discontinued : .01
Laid off, fired, on strike -.04
Quit without plans -.25
Quit because of plans .26*
Left, closed down, or sold own business .33
No previous job or already with firm a

Industry

Construction .28

Manufacturing .14

Transportation .08

WholesAle a

Retail .03

Agriculture -.53
Financial services .36

Non-professional services .06

Professional services -.05



Table 7 (cont'd.)

Predictor

Started the business (versus purchased,
inherited, or brought in)

Franchise status
(100% of sales franchised)

Number of partners
.04

Capital invested
(8 cLtegories of amount)

.04

Similarity to prior organization

Different product or service than
previous organization -.03

Different customers than previous
organization -.04

Different suppliers than previous
organization = .04

Expected Sign Coefficient

.28**

-.09**

Expected market changes
Number of customers

Increase > 20% .76**
Increase 11 to 20% .59**
Increase 3 to 10%

.53*
Unchanged -2 to +2% a
Decrease -3% or more

.23

Number of competitors

Increase > 20% -.34*
Increase 11 to 20% -.31*
Increase 3 to 10% .02
Unchanged -2 to +2% a
be rease -3% or more

.17

Disagreement with goals and attitudes
Making a comfortable living is

enough success .25**
In my business, operating controls and
methods are in writing .07*

I am most comfortable in selling or
handling technical problems rather
than working on management issues .02

My business is changing rapidly -.08*

R2 = .091 (significance .000)

*Significant at .10 level
**Significant at .01 level

aThis category of this set of dummy variables was excluded for
estimation. Each coefficient is interpreted as a deviation from
the unobserved coefficient of the excluded category.
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employment does tend t' be somewhat larger.

. P9
-25-



4/86

The following are Institute Papers which are still in supply. Copies (distribution
limited to (10) items), may be obtained by writing to the Secretary of the
Publication Series, Krannert Graduate School, Purdue University, West Lafayette, IN
47907. No charges are involved. When ordering, please specify paper number.

Paper
No. Title and Author(s)

- 1965-

101 K. V. Smith, CLASSIFICATION OF INVESTMENT SECURITIES USING MULTIPLE
DISCRIMINANT ANALYSIS.

- 1967-

195 E. A. Pessemier and D. J. Tigert, A TAXONOMY OF MAGAZINE READERSHIP
APPLIED TO PROBLEMS IN MARKETING STRATEGY AND MEDIA SELECTION.

197 E. A. Pessemier and D. J. Tigert, SOCIO-ECONOMIC STATUS OF THE FAMILY
AND HOUSEWIFE PERSONALITY, LIFE-STYLE AND OPINION FACTORS.

-1970-

282 E. A. Pessemier and R. D. Teach, DISAGGREGATION OF ANALYSIS OF VARIANCE
FOR PAIRED COMPARISONS: AN APPLICATION TO A MARKETING EXPERIMENT.

- 1972-

348 E. A. Pese.emier, A MEASUREMENT AND COMPOSITION MODEL FOR INDIVIDUAL
CHOICE AMONG SOCIAL ALTERNATIVES.

- 1973-

408 W. H. Jones, DEVELOPING DISCRIMINANT SPACE CONFIGURATIONS FROM SMALL
SAMPLES.

415 F. M. Bass, THE THEORY OF STOCHASTIC PREFERENCE AND BRAND SWITCHING.

435 E. A. Pessemier, JOINT-SPACE ANALYSIS OF THE STRUCTURE OF AFFECT USING
SINGLE-SUBJECT DISCRIMINANT CONFIGURATIONS.

30



2

-1974-

451 W. H. Jones and W. A. Pessemier, SINGLE SUBJECT DISCRIMINANT
CONFIGURATIONS: AN EXAMINATION OF RELIABILITY, VALIDITY AND JOINT-SPACE
IMPLICATIONS.

488 V. A. Mabert and M. J. Showalter, MANAGING PRODUCTIVITY IN THE UNITED
STATES POSTAL SERVICE.

-1975-

507 W. B. Henderson and W. L. Berry, DETERMINING OPTIMAL SHIFT SCHEDULES FOR
TELEPHONE TRAFFIC EXCHANGE OPERATORS.

530 R. K. Anderson and A. Takayama, DEVALUATION, SPECIE FLOW MECHANISM &
WELFARE.

544 A. D. Bailey, Jr. and Daniel L. Jensen, THE TWO-DIMENSIONAL TIME FRAME
OF COMMON DOLLAR STATEMENTS.

556 D. S. Kidwell, MUNICIPAL BOND CALL PROVISIONS.

561 R. L. Schultz and D. M. Hanssens, LOGICAL IMPLICATIONS OF COMPETITIVE
BEHAVIOR: AN APPROACH TO MODEL SPECIFICATION.

564 R. K. Anderson and A. Takayama, THE CLASSICAL THEORY OF INTERNATIONAL
ADJUSTMENT: A REINTERPRETATION.

565 V. A. Mabert, FORECAST MODIFICATION BASED UPON RESIDUAL ANALYSIS: A
CASE STUDY OF CHECK VOLUME ESTIMATION.

567 E. F. Stone, R. T. Mowday and L. W. Porter, HIGHER-ORDER NEED STRENGTHS
AS MODERATORS OF THE MOB SCOPE - JOB SATISFACTION RELATIONSHIP.

571 V. Salas and A. Whinston, PRODUCTION THEORY AND LOG CONVEXITY.

574 C. A. Tritschler, REPLACEMENT COST ACCOUNTING FOR SEC "SAFE HARBOR"
DISCLOSURE, PART I.

584 V. Salas and A. Whinston, LIMITATIONS OF SUBSIDY-FREE PRICES IN
REGULATORY POLICY.

589 V. A. Mabert, HEURISTIC WORK FORCE SCHEDULING WITH VARIABLE SHIFT
LENGTHS AND LABOR PRODUCTIVITY DIFFERENCES: A CASE STUDY OF ENCODER
STAFFING.

31



3

-1977-

595 B. L. Deuermeyer and W. P. Pierskalla, A BY-PRODUCT PRODUCTION SYSTEM
WITH AN ALTERNATIVE.

598 E. A. Pessemier, A. C. Bemmaor and D. M. Hanssens, AN EMPIRICAL STUDY OF
THE WILLINGNESS TO SUPPLY HUMAN BODY PARTS.

615 D. S. Kidwell and P. H. Hendershott, THE IMPACT OF ADVANCED REFUNDING
BOND ISSUES ON STATE AND LOCAL BORROWING COSTS.

620 W. G. Lewellen, K. L. Stanley, R. C. Lease and G. C. Schlarbaum, SOME
DIRECT EVIDENCE ON THE DIVIDEND CLIENTELE PHENOMENON.

625 E. A. Pessemier, SIMULATION METHODS AS AN AID TO DESIGNING MARKET MAP
STUDIES: A MANAGERIAL REVIEW.

626 E. A. Pessemier, MANAGERIAL ASPECTS OF MARKET STRUCTURE ANALYSIS AND
MARKET MAPS.

628 P. H. Hendershott, J. A. Scott and J. P. Winder, ENDOGENIZING INCOME
STATEMENTS OF THRIFT INSTITUTIONS.

635 E. F. Stone and L. W. Porter, ON THE USE OF INCUMBENT-SUPPLIED JOB
CHARACTERISTICS DATA.

639 H. Moskowitz and D. J. Reibstein, A METHOD FOR ANALYZING INTERDEPENDENT
DECISIONS VIA THE PRINCIPAL OF OPTIMALITY.

-1978-

652 B. T. Ro, THE §EC MATERIALITY CRITERIA FOR DISCLOSURE OF ACCOUNTING
INFORMATION: AN EMPIRICAL ASSESSMENT.

654 E. A. Pessemier, UNDERSTANDING AND ANALYZING CONTINGENCY DATA.

658 J. R. Rubinson and F. M. Bass, A NOTE ON A PARSIMONIOUS DESCRIPTION OF
THE HENDRY SYSTEM.

659 K. C. Brown, SEALED BID AUCTIONS: A LOOK AT THE WHOLE ELEPHANT.

660 F. M. Bass, THE RELATIONSHIP BETWEEN DIFFUSION RATES, EXPERIENCE CURVES,
AND DEMAND ELASTICITIES FOR CONSUMER DURABLE TECHNOLOGICAL INNOVATIONS.

661 R. M. Barefield and E. E. Comiskey, THE DIFFERENTIAL ASSOCIATION OF
FORECAST ERROR AND EARNINGS VARIABILITY WITH SYSTEMATIC RISK.

663 F. M. Bass and G. P. Wright, BRAND CHOICE AND PURCHASE TIMING MODELS:
SOME NEW RESULTS WITH COMPOUND DISTRIBUTIONS.

22



664 K. C. Brown, A NOTE ON EVALUATING PUBLIC INVESTMENT PROJECTS.

666 M. D. Joehnk and D. S. Kidwell, A COMPARATIVE COST STUDY ON THE

DIFFERENCE BETWEEN COMPETITIVE AND NEGOTIATED UNDERWRITINGS IN THE STATE
AND LOCAL BOND MARKET.

667 O. W. Gilley and J. M. Barron, A TEST FOR INCENTIVE EFFECTS OF UI
PROGRAMS.

668 K. C. Brown, MODELING THE GROUP ADMISSIONS PROCESS--THE SOURCE OF
DISAPPOINTMENT AND ALLEGED DISCRIMINATION.

669 F. Sioshansi and A. B. Whinston, MORAL HAZARD IN A DYNAMIC FRAMEWORK.

-1979-

676 E. A. Pessemier, SOME CURRENT DIRECTIONS FOR RETAIL RESEARCH.

677 C. J. Berger, AN EMPIRICAL TEST OF OPERANT CONDITIONING AND EXPECTANCY
THEORY ACCOUNTS OF TASK PERFORMANCE UNDER DIFFERING MAGNITUDES AND
RESPONSE-BASED SCHEDULES OF REINFORCEMENT.

678 C. Lawrence, THE FEASIBILITY OF APPLYING GOVERNMENTAL ACCOUNTING
AUDITING AND FINANCIAL REPORTING STANDARDS (GAAFR) TO REPORTS OF SMALLER
INDIANA CITIES.

680 E. D. Benson, D. S. Kidwell and R. J. Rogowski, CYCLICAL VARIATIONS IN
YIELD SPREADS FOR GENERAL OBLIGATIONS BONDS IN THE TAX-EXEMPT BOND
MARKETS.

686 F. L. Dembowski and L. Schwarz, AN INTEGER PROGRAMMING APPROACH TO
SCHOOL DISTRICT FINANCIAL MANAGEMENT.

687 R. W. Woodman and J. Sherwood, EFFECTS OF TEAM DEVELOPMENT INTERVENTION:
A FIELD EXPERIMENT.

689 F. Sioshansi and A. B. Whinston,'AN EXPERIMENTAL STUDY OF CHOICE UNDER
UNCERTAINTY.

690 E. A. Pessemier, F. S. Carter and G. R. Jarboe, DATA MODELS AND ANALYTIC
MODELS FOR PRODUCT MAPS.

691 F. M. Bass, ADVERTISING SPENDING LEVELS AND PROMOTION POLICIES: PROFIT
POTENTIAL FOR THE APPLICATION OF MANAGEMENT SCIENCE.

692 F. M. Bass and J. C. Whitney, A STUDY OF THE INFLUENCE OF HALO ON THE
PREDICTIVE ABILITY OF ATTITUDE MODELS.

693 P. D. Tolchinsky and D. C. King, DATA BASED INTERVENTIONS: A
COMPARATIVE STUDY OF TWO MODELS OF SURVEY FEEDBACK.



5

695 L. J. Parson, R. L. Schultz and T. L. Pilon, THE IMPACT OF ADVERTISING
ON THE AGGREGATE CONSUMPTION FUNCTION.

696 E. Pessemier and P. Wilton, PRETESTING THE ACCEPTANCE OF INNOVATIONS.

698 J. M. Pask, BIBLIOGRAPHIC INSTRUCTION IN BUSINESS LIBRARIES.

699 W. G. Lewellen, J. J. McConnell and J. A. Scott, SOME THEOREMS ON TRADE
CREDIT POLICIES.

702 M. A. Crosby, BAYESIAN STATISTICS IN AUDITING: A COMPARISON OF
PROBABILITY ELICITATION TECHNIQUES.

703 J. C. Moore, ON UNITS OF MEASURE AND CARDINAL MEASUREMENT.

705 M. A. Crosby, BAYESIAN STATISTICS IN AUDITING: AN EXAMINATION OF SAMPLE
SIZE DECISIONS.

707 W. Kross, G. Chapman and K. H. Strand, FULLY DILUTED EARNINGS PER SHARE
AND SECURITY RETURNS: SOME ADDITIONAL EVIDENCE.

708 W. T. Whitely, C. J. Berger and S. Whitely, THE EFFECTS OF INSTRUMENT
POSITION ON PSYCHOMETRIC RESPONSE PROPERTIES IN MULTI-INSTRUMENT TEST
BATTERIES.

710 J. C. Schreiner and K. V. Smith, THE IMPACT OF MAYDAY ON DIVERSIFICATION
COSTS.

711 J. S. Chipman and J. C. Moore, ON THE REPRESENTATION AND AGGREGATION OF
HOMOTHETIC PREFERENCES.

712 J. R. Rubinson, W. R. Vanhonacker and F. J. Bass, A NOTE ON "A
PARSIMONIOUS DESCRIPTION OF THE HENDRY SYSTEM," THIRD ITERATION.

-1980-

714 D. Janssens and E. A. Pessemier, RESPONSE RATES IN'MAIL SURVEYS: A
REVIEW AND SURVEY.

715 W. G. Lewellen and D. R. Emery, ON THE MATTER OF PARITY AMONG FINANCIAL
OBLIGATIONS.

716 B. L. Deuermeyer and L. B. Schwarz, A MODEL FOR THE ANALYSIS OF SYSTEM
SERVICE LEVEL IN WAREHOUSE-RETAILER DISTRIBUTION SYSTEMS: THE IDENTICAL
RETAILER CASE.

722 F. M. Bass, THE DATA INTERVAL BIAS, SIMULTANEOUS CASUALITY, AND THE
ESTIMATION OF ADVERTISING-SALES RELATIONSHIPS FROM ANNUAL DATA.

723 P. H. Hendershott and S. C. Hu, A MODEL OF OPTIMAL FEASIBLE REPLACEMENT
INVESTMENT: APPLICATION TO ORDERS FOR PRODUCERS EQUIPMENT.

34



724

726 W. Kross, AN EXAMINATION OF THE ASSOCIATION BETWEEN PROFITABILITY AND
EARNINGS ANNOUNCEMENT TIME LAGS.

6

K. Arai, ON THE SENIORITY-BASED WAGE SYSTEM IN JAPAN.

730 W. Kross, PROFITABILITY, EARNINGS ANNOUNCEMENT TIME LAGS AND STOCK
PRICES.

731 A. C. Cooper, ENTREPRENEURSHIP - SMALL BUSINESS INTERFACE.

733 S. M. Bajgier, H. Moskowitz and R. Kadiyala, A SIMULTANEOUS EQUATION
MODEL OF ATTITUDE AND RISK/BENEFIT FORMATION REGARDING INNOVATIONS.

735 J. S. Ang and W. G. Lewellen, CAPITAL INVESTMENT PROJECT RISK AND VALUE:
A CORRECTED CAPM FRAMEWORK.

736 F. M. Bass and A. V. Bultez, OPTIMAL STRATEGIC PRICING POLICIES WITH

LEARNING.

738 D. G. Gardner and C. J. Berger, THE EFFECTS OF SEX STEREOTYPES, AMOUNT
OF RELEVANT INFORMATION, AND AWARENESS OF ORGANIZATIONAL SELECTION
PRACTICES ON SEX DISCRIMINATION FOR A MANAGERIAL POSITION.

739 S. Zionts and J. Wallenius, AN INTERACTIVE MULTIPLE OBJECTIVE LINEAR
PROGRAMMING METHOD FOR A CLASS OF UNDERLYING NONLINEAR UTILITY
FUNCTIONS.

741 M. U. Kalwani, MAXIMUM LIKELIHOOD ESTIMATION OF THE MULTINOMIAL-

DIRICHLET DISTRIBUTION.

742 E. A. Pessemier, VARIED CONSUMER BEHAVIOR: SOME THEORIES AND
MEASUREMENT METHODS.

744 R. Plante and Prabhakant Sinha, ALGORITHMIC IMPROVEMENTS FOR OBTAINING
THE UPPER MULTINOMIAL BOUND.

745 M. M. Givon and A. Shapira, OPTIMAL COMBINATIONS OF NUMBER OF ITEMS AND
NUMBER OF POINTS IN RATING SCALES.

746 R. A. Leitch, J. Neter, R. Plante and P. Sinha, USE OF CLUSTERING TO
EXTEND APPLICABILITY OF UPPER MULTINOMIAL BOUND.

747 W. R. Soukup and A. C. Cooper, STRATEGIC RESPONSE TO TECHNOLOGICAL
CHANGE IN THE ELECTRONIC COMPONENTS INDUSTRY.

748 H. Moskowitz, A. Ravindran G. Klein and P. K. Eswaran, A BICRITERIAN
MODEL FOR ACCEPTANCE SAMPLING IN QUALITY CONTROL.

749 L. B. Schwarz, PHYSICAL DISTRIBUTION: THE ANALYSIS OF INVENTORY AND
LOCATION.

5 5



7

-1981-

750 R. Plante, J. Neter and R. A. Leitch, LOWER MULTINOMIAL BOUND FOR
OVER-STATEMENT OR UNDERSTATEMENT ERRORS.

751 E. A. Pessemier, PREDICTING THE PATRONAGE EFFECTS OF MERCHANDISE AND
SERVICE STRATEGIES.

752 R. C. Rao, ADVERTISING DECISIONS IN OLIGOPOLY: AN INDUSTRY EQUILIBRIUM
ANALYSIS.

753 F. M. Bass and R. P. Leone, TEMPORAL AGGREGATI')N, THE DATA INTERVAL BIAS
AND EMPIRICAL ESTIMATION OF BIMONTHLY RELATIONS FROM ANNUAL DATA.

754 A. J. Silk and M. U. Kalwani, MEASURING INFLUENCE IN ORGANIZATIONAL
PURCHASE DECISIONS.

7.55 C. A. de Kluyver and M. M. Givon, CHARACTERISTICS OF OPTIMAL, SIMULATED
SPOT TV ADVERTISING SCHEDULES.

756 R. C. Rao and T. L. Shaftel, THE CAPACITATED TRANSPORTATION PRODUCTION
PROBLEM: COMPUTATIONAL EXPERIENCE.

757 H. Moskowitz, A. Ravindran, G. Klein and P. K. Eswaran, A BICRITERION
MODEL FOR ACCEPTANCE SAMPLING.

758 W. Kross, ON THE DETERMINANTS OF ANALYST FORECAST ERROR.

759 H. Moskowitz and J. Wallenius, CONDITIONING VERSUS JOINT PROBABILITY
ASSESSMENTS FOR FORECASTING AND DECISION MAKING.

760 F. M. Bass and A. V. Bultez, OPTIMAL STRATEGIC PRICING OF TECHNOLOGICAL
INNOVATIONS.

761 T. J. Lowe and L. B. Schwarz, PARAMETER ESTIMATION FOR THE EOQ LOT-SIZE
MODEL: MINIMAX AND EXPECTED VALUE CHOICES.

762 M. Weverberg, STATIC COMPETITIVE BIDDING MODELS: A LOOK AT THEIR
EVOLUTION.

763 M. Weverberg, COMPETITIVE BIDDING: ESTIMATING THE JOINT DISTRIBUTION OF
BIDS.

765 C. de Kluyver and H. Moskowitz, ASSESSING SCENARIO PROBABILITIES VIA
INTERACTIVE PRE-EMPTIVE GOAL PROGRAMMING.

766 D. King and C. N. Jackson, THE EFFECTS OF A REPRESENTATIVE'S POWER
WITHIN HIS/HER OWN ORGANIZATION ON THE OUTCOME OF A NEGOTIATION.

767 W. Kross, PRONOUNCEMENTS OF REGULATORY BODIES, AND STOCK PRICES:
ANOTHER LOOK AT OIL AND GAS COMPANIES.

.q6



8

770 C. J. Berger and B. A. Gerhart, DIRECT AND INDIRECT EFFECTS OF RATING
LEVEL AND REWARD OUTCOMES ON RATEE PERCEPTIONS OF PERFORMANCE APPRAISAL
ACCURACY.

771 L. Takeuchi and D. Janssens, A THEORETICAL MODEL FOR TIME SERIES
ANALYSIS OF COMPETITION BETWEEN RELATED PRODUCT CATEGORIES AND BRANDS.

772 M. Kalwani and A. Silk, ON THE RELIABILITY AND PREDICTIVE VALIDITY OF
PURCHASE INTENTION MEASURES.

773 E. A. Pessemier, VARIED CONSUMER BEHAVIOR: SOME THEORIES, MEASUREMENT
METHODS AND MODELS.

774 E. A. Pessemier and L. McAlister, VARIED CONSUMER BEHAVIOR: PRIOR WORK
AND SOME HYPOTHESIS.

775 E. A. Pessemier and L. McAlister, VARIED CONSUMER BEHAVIOR: AN
EMPIRICAL STUDY.

776 C. Y. Woo, EVALUATION OF THE STRATEGIES AND PERFORMANCE OF LOW ROI
MARKET SHARE LEADERS.

777* L. B. Schwarz, B. L. Deuermeyer and R. D. Badinelli, FILL-RATE
OPTIMIZATION IN A ONE-WAREHOUSE N-IDENTCIAL RETAILER DISTRIBUTION
SYSTEM. *Replaced by revised version - Paper No. 808.

778 M. Kalwani, C. K. McLeod and S. J. Miller, MARKETING OF ENERGY
CONSERVATION SERVICES TO HOMEOWNERS: A DIRECT RESPONSE APPROACH.

779 H. Moskowitz and R. Plante, RISK PREFERENCE IN BAYESIAN SINGLE SAMPLING
INSPECTION PLANS.

780 R. Rao, A NASH EQUILIBRIUM VIEW OF MARKET SHARES, PRICES AND PROFITS IN
BRANDED MARKETS.

781 R. Rao, CONTINUOUS TIME APPROACH TO CORRECTING DATA INTERVAL BIAS IN
ADVERTISING-SALES MODELS.

782 C. A. Lengnick-Hall and R. R. McDaniel, STRATEGIC ANALYSIS OF TASK
DOMAINS IN THE DELIVERY OF HUMAN SERVICES.

783 L. Takeuchi and D. Janssens, ASSESSING THE SIMILARITY-DIFFERENCES
BETWEEN CONSUMER DECISION NET MODELS.

784 H. Moskowitz and J. Wallenius, CONDITIONAL VERSUS JOINT PROBABILITY
ASSESSMENTS.

785 Robert H. Faley, SEXUAL HARASSMENT: CRITICAL REVIEW OF LEGAL CASES WITH
GENERAL PRINCIPLES AND PREVENTITIVE MEASURES.

786 J. M. Barron and M. A. Loewenstein, POLICY IMPACTS IN DISCRETE AND
CONTINUOUS TIME MACROECONOMIC MODELS.

,9 7



9

787 K. C. Brown and K. R. Kadiyala, MISSING DATA IN AN ASSET PRICING MODEL.

788 C. Y. Woo, APPLICABILITY AND IMPLICATIONS OF FINANCIAL VALUATION MODELS

FOR STRATEGIC MODELS.

789 G. S. Klein, H. Moskowitz and A. Ravindran, PRIOR VERSUS PROGRESSIVE
ARTICULATION OF PREFERENCE APPROACHES FOR BICRITERIA PROBLEMS.

791 K. C. Brown and K. Rao Kadiyala, CONSTRUCTION OF ECONOMIC INDEX NUMBERS
WITH AN INCOMPLETE SET OF DATA.

801 Michael A. Crosby, Herbert Moskowitz and Sathiadev Mahesh, MODELING
AUDITOR UTILITY FUNCTIONS VIA MATHEMATICAL PROGRAMMING.

802 William Kross and Douglas Schroeder, AN EMPIRICAL INVESTIGATION OF THE
EFFECT OF EARNINGS ANNOUNCEMENT TIMING ON STOCK RETURNS.

803 Frank M. Bass, Moshe M. Givon, Manohar U. Kalwani, David Reibstein and
Gordon P. Wright, AN INVESTIGATION INTO THE ORDER OF THE BRAND CHOICE

PROCESS.

804 Roderick Brodie and Cornelis A. de Kluyver, ADVERTISING VERSUS MARKETING

MIX CARRYOVER EFFECTS: A COMPARATIVE STUDY OF STRUCTURAL FORMS.

805* Keith C. Brown and Deborah J. Brown, ON THE ESTIMATION OF BID

DISTRIBUTIONS IN REAL ESTATE MARKETS: ANOTHER APPROACH. *Replaced by

revised version - Paper #864.

808* Leroy B. Schwarz, Bryan L. Deuermeyer and Ralph D. Badinelli, FILL RATE
OPTIMIZATION IN A ONE-WAREHOUSE N-IDENTICAL RETAILER DISTRIBUTION
SYSTEM. *Revision of Paper No. 777.

810 Cynthia A. Lengnick-Hall and Sara A. Morris, SUPPORT SYSTEMS FOR
STRATEGIC DECISIONS IN SOCIAL SERVICE ORGANIZATIONS: RESEARCH AND

THEORY DEVELOPMENT NEEDS.

811 John M. Barron, Dan A. Black and Mikael Ingberg, ON CYCLICAL MOVEMENTS
IN PRODUCTIVITY, COSTS OF ADJUSTMENT, AND THE DYNAMIC THEORY OF THE

FIRM.

812 John A. Carlson and R. Preston McAfee, DISCRETE EQUILIBRIUM PRICE
DISPERSION: EXTENSIONS AND TECHNICAL DETAILS.

-1983-

813 Roderick Brodie and Cornelis A. de Kluyver, ATTRACTION VERSUS LINEAR AND
MULTIPLICATIVE MARKET SHARE MODELS: AN EMPIRICAL EVALUATION.

814 K. Rao Kadiyala and Larry J. Lockwood, THE PERFORMANCE OF MUTUAL FUNDS:
A REEXAMINATION OF TIMING AND SELECTIVITY.



10

816 James A. Papke and Leslie E. Papke, MICRO-ANALYTIC SIMULATIONS FOR
MANUFACTURERS' LOCATION DECISIONS: IMPLICATIONS FOR TAX INCENTIVES AND
INDUSTRIAL DEVELOPMENT.

817 James C. Moore, POSITIVE ORDERED QUASI-GROUPS: A PRELIMINARY
INVESTIGATION.

818 Carolyn Y. Woo, STRATEGIC AND FINANCIAL MANAGEMENT: AN INTEGRATIVE
VIEW.

819 Robert A. Leitch, John Neter, Robert Plante and Prabhakant Sinha,
MODIFIED MULTINOMIAL BOUNDS FOR LARGER NUMBERS OF ERRORS IN AUDITS.

820 Cynthia A. Lengnick-Hall and Reuben R. McDaniel, Jr., MAXIMIZING THE
PERFORMANCE OF THIRD PARTY ORGANIZATIONS IN THE FACE OF AN
ADMINISTRATIVE PARADOX.

821 Robert Plante, John Neter and Robert A. Leitch, THE EFFECTS OF ORDER OF
MONETARY-UNIT TAINTS IN ESTIMATING AN UPPER BOUND ON TOTAL OVERSTATEMENT
ERROR WITH MONETARY-UNIT SAMPLING.

822 Robert H. Faley and Eric D. Sundstrom, THE USE OF A QUANTITATIVE
TAXONOMY AND PROBABILITY-BASED STATISTICS TO ESTABLISH THE BEHAVIORALLY
ORIENTED CONTENT VALIDITY OF A TRAINING PROGRAM.

823 Robert H. Faley, Lawrence S. Kleiman and Mark L. Lengnick-Hall, AGE
DISCRIMINATION: A REVIEW AND SYNTHESIS OF THE LEGAL AND PSYCHOLOGICAL
LITERATURES - PART 1.

824 Cornelis A. de Kluyver, Robert L. Carraway and Edgar A. Pessemier,
EVALUATING CORRELATED OUTCOMES AND SOURCES OF NEW INFORMATION.

825 J. Foster and H. Wan, Jr., "INVOLUNTARY" UNEMPLOYMENT AS A
PRINCIPAL-AGENT EQUILIBRIUM.

826 William Kross, AN EXAMINATION OF THE RELATIONSHIP BETWEEN STOCK RETURNS,
FIRM SIZE, AND SHARE PRICE.

827 C. W. Holsapple, THE KNOWLEDGE SYSTEM FOR A GENERALIZED PROBLEM
PROCESSOR.

829 H. Moskowitz, R. Plante, A. Ravindran and K. Tang, MULTI-ATTRIBUTE
BAYESIAN ACCEPTANCE SAMPLING PLANS FOR SCREENING AND SCRAPPING REJECTED
LOTS.

830 Keith C. Brown, THE DISCOUNT RATE AND REGARD FOR THE FUTURE.

832 James E. Foster, ON ECONOMIC POVERTY: A SURVEY OF AGGREGATE MEASURES.

833 John L. Cotton, INFORMATION AND DECISION MAKING: WHY GOOD DATA IS NOT
ENOUGH.



11

834 Ann Majchrzak, CRITICAL TRIGGER EVENTS, SUPERVISORS, FEEDBACK LOOPS, AND
TIME: TOWARD A MORE COMPLEX CONCEPTUALIZATION OF THE PROCESS LEADING TO
TURNOVER.

835 Herbert Moskowitz, Robert Plante and Kwei Tang, MULTIATTRIBUTE BAYESIAN
ACCEPTANCE SAMPLING PLANS UNDER NONDESTRUCTIVE INSPECTION.

836 Dan Schendel and Karel Cool, DEVELOPMENT OF THE STRATEGIC MANAGEMENT
FIELD: SOME ACCOMPLISHMENTS AND CHALLENGES.

837 Carolyn Woo and Karel Cool, THE IMPACT OF STRATEGIC MANAGEMENT ON
SYSTEMATIC RISK.

838 Brian R. Binger and Elizabeth Hoffman, NON-LINEAR PRICES, AUXILIARY
MARKETS AND THE OPTIMAL PROVISION OF PUBLIC GOODS.

-1984-

839 Ann Majchrzak, THE SUPERVISOR AND ABSENTEEISM: IDENTIFYING EFFECTIVE
PRACTICES.

840 Harold Dyck and K. Rao Kadiyala, ALTERNATIVE MEASURES OF EXPECTATION AND
THEIR EFFECT ON AUTOMOBILE DEMAND BY INCOME QUINTILE.

841 Ann Majchrzak, THE MANIPULATION OF SUPERVISORY BEHAVIORS: RESULTS OF A
FIELD EXPERIMENT.

842 Karel Cool and Carolyn Woo, PORTER'S (1980) GENERIC COMPETITIVE
STRATEGIES: A TEST OF PERFORMANCE AND FUNCTIONAL STRATEGY ATTRIBUTES.

843 Robert H. Faley and Kirk L. Froggatt, A LONGITUDINAL EXAMINATION OF THE
MEMBERSHIP PATTERNS OF MINORITIES AND WOMEN IN REFERRAL UNIONS.

844 J. Barron and J. Umbeck, PROHIBITING RETAIL GASOLINE SALES BY REFINERS:
THE ECONOMIC EFFECTS.

845 Manohar U. Kalwani and Marcel Weverbergh, ENTROPY MODELS OF CONSUMER
BEHAVIOR: SIMILARITIES AND DIFFERENCES.

846 Arnold C. Cooper and William C. Dunkelberg, ENTREPRENEURSHIP AND
BUSINESS OWNERSHIP.

847 John L. Cotton and Kirk L. Froggatt, EFFECTS OF SEX AND TYPE A BEHAVIOR
PATTERN ON OVERLOAD- AND UNDERLOAD-INDUCED STRESS: A LABORATORY
INVESTIGATION.

848 Robert L. Carraway, Thomas L. Morin and Herbert Moskowitz, PARTIAL ORDER
DYNAMIC PROGRAMMING FOR MULTICRITERIA PRODUCTION SCHEDULING.

849 Herbert Moskowitz, Robert Plante and Kwei Tang, STEPWISE INSPECTION IN
BAYESIAN MULTIATTRIBUTE ACCEPTANCE SAMPLING.

40

-I



12

851 Herbert Moskowitz and Jyrki Wallenius, CONDITIONAL VERSUS JOINT
PROBABILITY ASSESSMENTS.

852 Herbert Moskowitz, Pekka Korhonen and Jyrki Wallenius, A SEQUENTIAL
APPROACH TO MODELLING AND SOLVING MULTIPLE CRITERIA DECISION PROBLEMS.

853 John L. Cotton, COGNITIVE INFERENCE AND ORGANIZATIONAL BEHAVIOR.

854 Ann Majchrzak and Mary Ellen Blevins Stepanich, PUBLIC SECTOR
ORGANIZATIONAL DECISIONMAKING: AN ANALYSIS OF INFORMATION USE.

855 Manohar U. Kalwani, THE EMPIRICAL APPLICATION OF THE HENDRY PARTITIONING
APPROACH.

856 Mark A. Loewenstein and James E. McClure, LEVERAGE, TAXES, AND FINANCIAL
LEASING CONTRACTS.

857 Mark A. Loewenstein and James E. McClure, THE LEASE-SELL DECISION: AN

AGENCY COST APPROACH.

858 Cynthia A. Lengnic-Hall, GAINING A COMPETITIVE ADVANTAGE FROM
COMPUTERIZED MANUFACTURING SYSTEMS.

859 John A. Carlson, STOCKS, SHOCKS AND PRICE-OUTPUT DYNAMICS.

860 Herbert Moskowitz, Robert D. Plante and Kwei Tang, MULTISTAGE
MULTIATTRIBUTE ACCEPTANCE SAMPLING IN SERIAL PRODUCTION SYSTEMS.

862 Robert Plante, John Neter and Robert A. Leitch, COMPARATIVE PERFORMANCE
OF MULTINOMIAL, CELL, AND STRINGER BOUNDS.

863 Carolyn Y. Woo, PATH ANALYSIS OF THE nELATIONSHIP BETWEEN MARKET SHARE,
BUSINESS-LEVEL CONDUCT AM) RISK.

864* Keith C. Brown ,nd Deborah J. Brown, USING ORDER STATISTICS TO ESTIMATE
REAL ESTATE BID DISTRIBUTIONS. *Revision of Paper #805.

867 Herbert Moskowitz and Sathiadev tiahesh, SCENARIO PROBABILITY ELICITATION

PROCEDURES.

868 Arnold C. Cooper, Gary E. Willard and Carolyn Woo, STRATEGIES OF HIGH
PERFORMING NEW AND SMALL FIRMS: A RE-EXAMINATION OF THE NICHE CONCEPT.

869 William T. Robinson, MARKET PIONEERING AND SUSTAINABLE MARKET SHARE
ADVANTAGES IN INDUSTRIAL GOODS MANUFACTURING INDUSTRIES.

-1985-

870 Keith C. Brown, IN SEARCH OF THE WINNER'S CURSE: COMMENT.

871 Michael Crosby, Robert Plante and Kwei Tang, AN ECONOMIC MODELLING
APPROACH FOR THE DETERMINATION OF MATERIALITY IN AUDITING.

41.



13

872 William Kross and Douglas A. Schroeder, FIRM PROMINENCE AND THE
DIFFERENTIAL INFORMATION CONTENT OF QUARTERLY EARNINGS ANNOUNCEMENTS.

874 K. Rao Kadiyala and Larry J. Lockwood, UTILIZATION OF MARKET FORECASTS
IN PORTFOLIO MANAGEMENT: AN EMPIRICAL ANALYSIS.

875 Ann Majchrzak, EDUCATION AND TRAINING FOR CAD/CAM: RESULTS OF A
NATIONAL PROBABILITY SURVEY.

877 Anantaram Balakrishnan and Stephen C. Graves, A COMPOSITE ALGORITHM FOR
THE CONCAVE-COST LTL CONSOLIDATION PROBLEM.

878 James E. Foster and Anthony F. Shorrocks, POVERTY ORDERINGS AND WELFARE
DOMINANCE.

879 John M. Barron, Dan A. Black and Mark A. Loewenstein, EMPLOYER SIZE:
THE IMPLICATIONS FOR SEARCH, TRAINING, CAPITAL INVESTMENT, STARTING
WAGES, AND WAGE GROWTH.

880 Arnold C. Cooper, ENTREPRENEURSHIP/HIGH TECHNOLOGY.

881 Arnold C. Cooper, THE ROLE OF INCUBATOR ORGANIZATIONS IN THE FOUNDING OF
GROWTH-ORIENTED FIRMS.

882 Gordon P. Wright, Barbara E. Kahn and Donald G. Morrison, HOUSEHOLD
LEVEL BRAND SWITCHING: SOME THEOREMS ON AGGREGATING INDIVIDUAL-LEVEL
CHOICE BEHAVIOR.

883 Herbert Moskowitz, Kwei Tang and Jen Tang, ESTIMATING LOW PROCESS
AVERAGE BY INVERSE BINOMIAL qAMPLING.

884 Robert D. Plante, Richard T. Wong and Timothy J. Lowe, PARTITIONING AND
BALANCING FOR THE ASSEMBLY OF VANES IN GAS TURBINE ENGINES.

885 Herbert Moskow4itz, Robert L. Carraway and Thomas L. Morin, THE
STOCHASTIC TRAVELING SALESMAN PROBLEM REVISITED: A GENERALIZED DYNAMIC
PROGRAMMING APPROACH.

886 Scott M. Fuess, Jr. and Mark A. Loewenstein, THE EFFECTS OF GOVERNMENT
SAFETY REGULATION IN AN EQUILIBRIUM MARKET MODEL WITH COMPENSATING WAGE
DIFFERENTIALS.

887 Jeffrey M. Lacker, INSIDE MONEY AND REAL OUTPUT.

888 Keith C. Brown, THE WINNER'S CURSE: WHAT IT IS AND WHY IT MATTERS.

-1986-

889 Manohar U. Kalwani, Barbara E. Kahn and Donald G. Morrison, MEASURING
VARIETY-SEEKING AND REINFORCEMENT BEHAVIORS USING PANEL DATA.

42



890

891

892

893

14

Dan Schendel and Karel O. Cool, STRATEGIC GROUP FORMATION AND
PERFORMANCE: THE CASE OF THE U.S. PHARMACEUTICAL INDUSTRY, 1963-1982.

Manohar U. Kalwani, Heikki J. Rinne and Yoshi Sugita, ON THE ROLE OF
PRICE IN THE CHOICE OF CONSUMER PACKAGED GOODS.

William Kross and Byung Ro, THE ASSOCIATION BETWEEN ANALYST FO'ECAST
ERROR, FIRM SIZE, AND INDUSTRY MEMBERSHIP.

Arnold C. Cooper and Clayton G. Smith,
DIVERSIFYING INTO YOUNG INDUSTRIES: A
DIFFERENT LEVELS OF PERFORMANCE.

894 Marshall L. Fisher and Pradeep Kedia,
SCALE SET PARTITIONING.

895 Jeffrey M. Lacker, MONEY, INTEREST RATES, AND NEUTRALITY.

896 Herbert Moskowitz and Hsien-Tang Tsai, A SINGLE SCREENING PROCEDURE
USING INDIVIDUAL MISCLASSIFICATION ERROR.

ESTABLISHED COMPANIES
COMPARISON OF FIRMS WITH

A DUAL ALGORITHM FOR LARGE

897 Herbert Moskowitz and Hsien-Tang Tsai, A DOUBLE SCREENING PROCEDURE
UNDER ONE-SIDED SPECIFICATION.

898 Herbert Moskowitz and Hsien-Tang Tsai, A 3-INTERVAL POLYNOMIAL

899 Herbert Moskowitz and Hsien-Tang Tsai, A POLYNOMIAL APPROXIMATION
FOR BIVARIATE NORMAL PROBABILITIES.

APPROXIMATION FOR CONTINUOUS UNIVARIATE DISTRIBUTION FUNCTIONS.

900 Sheng C. Hu, Manohar U. Kalwani and Kin-Nam Lau, A GAME-THEORETIC
APPROACH TO THE DESIGN OF AN OPTIMAL SALES POLICY.

901 Pradeep Kedia and Marshall L. Fisher, OPTIMAL SOLUTION OF SET COVERING
PROBLEMS USING DUAL HEURISTICS.

902 Sayan Chatterjee and Birger Wernerfelt, RELATED OR UNRELATED DIVERSI-
FICATION: A RESOURCE BASED APPROACH.

903 Herbert Moskowitz and Derek Bunn, DECISION AND RISK ANALYSIS.

904 Sayan Chatterjee, RESEARCH NOTE: AN INTEGRATED THEORY OF DIVERSIFICATION.

905 Nancy K. Keith, Bruce A. McCarl and Gordon P. Wright, ESTIMATING
AGGREGATION ERRORS IN TRANSPORTATION PROBLEMS.

906 Gordon P. Wright, FRANK M. BASS AND RESEARCH IN CONSUMER CHOICE
BEHAVIOR.


