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ABSTRACT

Many paper presenters take themselves too serious-
ly. Many discussants do too. This paper proves empiri-
cally that there is eguaily grave danger im frivolicy.
It also svggests a standavdized multiple choice approach
to making discussant comments about CSDCB papers if one
may take congue firmly in cheek.

INTRODUCTION~—RATIONALE FOR THE PAPER

Anyone who has ever attended a conference at which
academic researchers have presented papers is familiar
with the responsibilities of che "discussanc"” or '"chair-
person.” One major responsibility, for example, is to
make varicus tvres of noises or signals while waviag a
wristwatch or at least to squirm {n visible discomforc
when a paper presenter goes beyond the time allotted to
the presentation. Often the signalling of the chairper-
son serves as a delightful distraction for the audience
from the unpleasantcly long presentation, of interest
only ro the presencter and his/her coauchor.

A second major responsibilicy of the chair or dis-
cussant is to say something about the papers. CommenCs
about papers and/or presenters should reflecc two basic
things: (1) that you have read the papers, (2) that
you knew much more about the topic than the author(s)--
that's why you have been asked to be a discussant.
Right? fThe first requires thar you quickly skim through
the papers to find the most important buzzwords and then
look those up in an index of a consumer hehavior text.
Find ssveral references to these buzzwords and match
those against the references in the paper. Wherever the
authors don't have that citcatlon in their reference lisc
you have them! They've missed a landmark study, ecc.
You have proven your superior expertise.

But to make comments efficiently about papers
which are equally uninteresting 18 not an easy task. It
is with this in mind that the following is suggested as
a means for standardizing the comments that typically
are made by discussancts. To some extent, certain of che
proposed scatements are situation-bound; that is, cthey
were specific to the setting in which CS/D papers were
presented at Bloomingron in 1979. But the bdasic frame-
work can be used by any discussant charged with com-
nenting on CS/D papers at future conferences.

METHODOLOGY: THE STANDARDIZED APPROACH

In onder to avoid preparation time the following
1s suggested as a standardized (mulciple choice) ap-
proach to making comments about CS/D conference papers.
The discussant should make some comments about at ieast
five elements (attributes) of the presentation. If one
18e5 numbers instead of lerrers for each of the alrerna-
tives, on2 could weight the atcributes to indicate cheir
vaimporcance and then multiply those unimportant weighcs
rimes the numbers circled and sum the products to come
up with a weighted multiaccribure fishbait index of dis-
satisfaction with che whole business.

I1¢ you weren't at this conference, don't knoek this
paper. If you were, don't knock it either. We doa':
have discussants on discussants' papers.
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The five major elements (attributes) which deserve
mention are: 1. The Sample; 2. The Lirerature Review;
3. Data Analysis; 4. The Study Itself; and >. The Pre-
sentation. The standardized format for discussant com-
ments on each of the five topics ls as follows:

1. The sample

a. consists of sophomore third sex flne arts
majors and is not representative of all
consumers.

b. ceonsists of universicy professors and is
noc representative.

c. consists of thirtasen respondents and 1s a
bit smail.

d. consists of 13 third sex working woman
fine arts university professors and is
projectable only at coanferences.

2. The licerature review

a. should include references ro =y ren publi-
cations about my class' marketing research
projecct.

b. should include references to Sears Roe~
buck's training manual for complaint de-
partmeat employees.

c. should inciude references to the unpub-
l{shed constant complaining of complain-
ing behavior conference zttendees.

d. should include references to ‘the well
known early published work regarding sex
differences in complaining behavior--Job's
wife complained; he didn'c. Why?

3. The dara analysis

a. sufiers from too small cell frequencies.

b. suffers from a lack of testable hvpotheses.

¢. suffers from multicollinearicy and herero-
scedasticity.

d. suffers from nonmonotonicity and overcom~
pensatory linearity.

2. All of cthe above.

£. Whac daca?

g. Whac analysis?

&. The study icself

3. was done before and is published in the
5th annual CSDCB proceedings.

b. was done beforec and is published in our
school's faculty newslecter.

c. was done before and is published in the
JCURNAL OF IRREPRODUCIBLE RESULTS.

d. hasn't been done yet but we hope {¢ will
be by the time these proceedings are pub-
lished.

e. should be translated into French; it loses
something in the original.

5. The presentation

a. should have been shorter.

b, should have been longer.

c. should have been louder.

d. should have been softer.

e. should have been set to piano accompani-
ment {(as some of the other papers were).
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RESULTS AND DISCUSSION

It can be seen from the data presenced that the
well known Day/Hunt Inequality holds here. If there is
an area of white space inm the C5/D proceedings thac is
not equal to a refereed paper, some equally inmnocuous
material will Fill thac place (Day and Hunt 1982; see
also Hunt and Day 1983; see Day Hunt for Oliver afcer
1980). The basic questions remaln for future research-
ers to answer: Will 1 ever get satisfaction? Where can
L complain about some stupid review? When will the con-
ference be held at some place other than an airport ter-
minal or a dormitory? What types of expectations {pre-
dictive or normative deficit?) might we have regarding
the two-factor theory of the disconfirmation of assimi-
lation-contrast effects on a nonlinear compensatory
model of complaining by people who have to hear or read
these papers?

REFERENCES

Day, L. Ralph and Kelth H. Hunt, PROCEEDINGS of the 1982
Bimini in the Bahamas CSDCB c¢onference, BEACHING BEHAV-
IOR.

Hune, Keith H. and L. Ralph Day, PROCEEDINGS of the 1983
French Riviera Cannes Festival on CSDCB, CITILDREN'S
BEACHING BEHAVIOR REVISITED: OR SON OF THE BEACHER.

Miller, Johm, "Expectatlons About Being a Discussaac,”
unpublished paper.

, "Discussanting Expectations,” paper
presented previously.

, "“What Expectations Might One Have A-
bout Discussing?” Proceedings at sowme local conference.

, "'Gerring che Mosc Mileage Out of a
Paper in Times of Enerpgy Shortage: Discussants Expecta-
tions," Proceedings of a regional energy conference.

, "Public Policy and Disgusting," simi-
lLar paper invited by a Yrifend who got a grant for a
conference at some nice place.

- . "Just Cussing About Discussing,” re-
joinder to discussant's comments on paper about discus-
sants, in press.

167



