Summer Seminar 2004

This seminar is devoted to the study of information systems used by human beings. Participants in the seminar should attempt to make connections between our work and their chosen field of interest (Accounting, MIS, whatever).

Something to keep in mind: we walk a fine line. Ph. D. programs “train” students to conduct research in a way that advances the academic discipline. The irony is apparent. You will look to me and others for answers. I will try to resist supplying any so as not to spoil things for you.

Class preparation (75%)

Each class member should prepare as if they will present (at the board) any or all of the day’s readings. Presenters will be chosen at random. The main benefit of this approach obtains ex ante. The presentation need not be professional and need not cover all aspects of the paper, but should involve some of your own thinking and not be simply a regurgitation of the paper. All members should turn in an outline of their presentation at the start of class.

Proposal writing (25%)

You are to write a preliminary proposal, review another student’s preliminary proposal, and submit a revised proposal based on the review of your preliminary proposal. The revised proposal must be turned in on Monday of finals week.

Session 1 (June 21):

Part (1) : You are on the panel as described in Demski, J. J. Fellingham, Y. Ijiri, and S. Sunder. 2002. Some Thoughts on the Intellectual Foundations of Accounting. Accounting Horizons 16 2. Present your views about the academic discipline of accounting from the perspective of one of the authors.
Bob 
= Fellingham

Scott 
= Demski

Jeff 
= Ijiri

Anup
= Sunder

Background reading: Demski, J. 2001. Some Thoughts on Accounting Scholarship. Presidential address to the American Accounting Association, August 22.

Part (2) Present a passage or two from the following that interests you.

Surely You’re Joking Mr. Feynman

Session 2 (June 24):

Discuss the views of the role of accounting supported by each of the three readings.

American Accounting Association. 1977. Statement on Accounting Theory and Theory Acceptance. Report of the Committee on Concepts and Standards for External Financial Reports.

Ijiri, Y. 1975. Theory of Accounting Measurement American Accounting Association.

Paton, W. and A. Littleton. 1977 (sixteenth printing) An Introduction to Corporate Accounting Standards American Accounting Association.

Session 3 (June 28):

Contrast the view of accounting standard setting in the literature above and the literature below.

Cushing, B. 1977. On the Possibility of Optimal Accounting Principles. The Accounting Review LII 2.

Demski, J. 1973. The General Impossibility of Normative Accounting Standards. The Accounting Review (October).

Demski, J. 1974. Choice Among Financial Reporting Incentives. The Accounting Review 49 2(April).

Watts, R. and J. Zimmerman. J. 1978. "Towards a Positive Theory of the Determinants of Accounting Standards" The Accounting Review (January) 1978.

Session 4 (July 2):

Intensive — prepare to present the examples in Antle and Demski.  Expansive — Skim the Demski 1980 reading. Think about how accounting was viewed at the time this article was written. What is the difference between how the author approaches accounting problems and how they were (are?) approached in “traditional” undergraduate financial accounting classes? 

Antle, R. and J. Demski. 1988. The Controllability Principle in Responsibility Accounting 58 4 (October)

Demski, J. 1980. Information Analysis 2nd ed. Addison-Wesley (especially Ch’s. 3-6).

Session 5 (July 9):

Intensive — Be prepared to work the examples in Demski, J. 1992. Accounting theory. Unpublished working paper.

Expansive — Prepare to explain the difference between the valuation and information content approaches to accounting. Choose one source from below as an example of a valuation approach (you will probably want to borrow it from one of the faculty). Each class participant must choose a different source.

A Statement of Basic Accounting Theory. 1966. American Accounting Association.

Canning, J. The Economics of Accountancy
Littleton, A. Structure of Accounting Theory, American Accounting Association.

Chambers, R. 1966. Accounting, Evaluation and Economic Behavior Prentice Hall.

Clark, H. 1923 Studies in the Economics of Overhead Costs University of Chicago.

Edwards, E. and P. Bell. 1961. The Theory and Measurement of Business Income University of California.

Ijiri, Y. 1981. Historical Cost Accounting and Its Rationality Canadian Certified General Accountants’ Research Foundation.

Sterling, R. 1970. Theory of the Measurement of Enterprise Income University of Kansas.

Session 6 (July 15):

Simon, H. 1991. Organizations and Markets. Journal of Economic Perspectives 5 2 (Spring).

Arya, A. J. Fellingham, J. Glover and S. Sivamakrishnan. 2000. Capital Budgeting, the Hold-up Problem, and Information System Design. Management Science 46 2 (February).

Antle, R. and J. Fellingham. Information Rents and Preferences Among Information Systems in a Model of Resource Allocation. Journal of Accounting Research 33 (Supplement).

Session 7 (July 19):

Prepare to present the following. Pay special attention to chapters four and five in Kreps. Explain the relationship between equilibrium behavior and what we expect people to do.

Cooper, R. D. DeJong, R. Forsythe. 1989. Communication in the Battle of the Sexes Game: Some Experimental Results 20 4 (Winter).

Kreps, D. Game Theory and Economic Modelling Clarendon Press.

Sessions 8 (July 22):

Read the papers below and identify some important issues that arise in studying corporate governance.

DeFond, M. 2004. Does the market value financial expertise on audit committees of Boards of Directors? Working paper, USC.

Demski, J. 2004. Corporate Conflict of Interest. Working paper, University of Florida.

Demski, J. and D. Sappington. 1999. Summarization with Errors: A Perspective on Empirical Investigations of Agency Relationships. Management Accounting Research 10 1 (March).

Drymiotes, G. 2004. Influencing on Boards. Working paper, University of Florida.

Tirole, J. 2001. Corporate Governance 69 1 (January).

Session 9-10:

Write a proposal for an empirical study — laboratory experiment or quasi-experiment (not a field study) on corporate governance. Corporate governance has a wide range of interpretations — let me know your topic before you get started. You may use the references previously discussed, or any others you think might be helpful. Your paper should contain three sections: (1) a brief introduction (1-2 pages),  (2) theory development (with hypotheses), and (3) experimental design. Prepare the paper with the idea that someone besides me will review it.

Session 11 (August 2):

(1) Proposal is due.

(2) Prepare to present Cooper, R. D. DeJong, R. Forsythe and T. Ross. 1996. “Cooperation Without Reputation: Experimental Evidence from Prisoner’s Dilemma Games” Games and Economic Behavior 12.

Background reading:

Kreps, D. and R. Wilson. 1982. “Reputation and Imperfect Information” Journal of Economic Theory 27.

Kreps, D. P. Milgrom, J. Roberts and R. Wilson. 1982. “Rational Cooperation in the Finitely Repeated Prisoners’ Dilemma” Journal of Economic Theory 27.

Session 12 (August 4):

Part (1): What are the objectives of a Ph.D. program. How are they accomplished?

Jensen, D. 1995. Perspectives on Academic Careers in Accounting: Essays in Honor of Thomas J. Burns Max M. Fisher College of Business.

Part (2): Be prepared to present and discuss your view of the relationship between research and teaching.

Demski, J. and J. Zimmerman. 2000. On “Research vs. Teaching”: A Long-Term Perspective. Accounting Horizons (September).

Dopuch, N. 1989. Integrating Research and Teaching. Issues in Accounting Education (Spring)

Bell, T., T. Frecka and I. Solomon. 1993. “The relation between research productivity and teaching effectiveness” Accounting Horizons (December).

Session 13 (August 9):

What reputation formation issues arise in the context of internet auctions? Explain how the term reputation is used in the internet papers and in Schwartz et al. 

Dellarocas, C. 2003. The Digitization Of Word Of Mouth: Promise And Challenges Of Online Feedback Mechanisms. MIT Working paper.

Bolton, G. E. Katok and A. Ockenfels. How Effective Are Electronic Reputation Mechanisms? An Experimental Investigation. forthcoming, Management Science.

Schwartz, S., K. Zvinakis and S. Schwartz. 2000. Reputation Without Repeated Interaction: A Role For Public Disclosures. Review of Accounting Studies 5.

Kollock, P. 1993. An Eye For An Eye Leaves Everyone Blind: Cooperation And Accounting Systems. American Sociological Review 58 (December).

Session 14 (August 12):
(1) Submit to me a review of one of the seminar participant’s proposals.

(2) Be prepared to present the following papers. Carefully explain the experimental design issues addressed by this stream of research.

Güth, W., R. Schmittberger, and B. Schwarze. 1982. An Experimental Analysis of Ultimatum Bargaining,. Journal of Economic Behavior and Organization, 3:4 (December), 367-388.

Forsythe, R., J. Horowitz, N.E. Savin and M. Sefton, Fairness in Simple Bargaining Experiments. Games and Economic Behavior 6, 1994, 347-369

Hoffman, E., K. McCabe, K. Shachat, and V. Smith. Preferences, Property Rights, and Anonymity in Bargaining Games. Games and Economic Behavior, (7)1994, pp. 346-380.

Session 15 (August 16):
Berg, J., J. Dickhaut and K. McCabe. 1995. Trust, Reciprocity, and Social History. Games and Economic Behavior 10: 122-142.

Ortmann, A., J. Fitzgerald and Carl Boeing. 2000. Trust, Reciprocity, and Social History: A Re-examination. Experimental Economics 3: 81-100.Fehr, E., G. Kirschsteiger and A. Riedl. 1998. Gift Exchange and Reciprocity in Competitive Experimental Markets. European Economic Review 42.

Fehr, E., S. Gachter and G. Kirchsteiger. 1997. Reciprocity as a Contract Enforcement Device: Experimental Evidence. Econometrica (July).

Fehr, E. G. Kirschsteiger, and A. Ried.. 1993. Does Fairness Prevent Market Clearing? An Experimental Investigation. The Quarterly Journal of Economics (May).

Session 16 (August 19):
Falk, A. and U. Fischbacher. 1997. A Theory of Reciprocity.

Rabin, M. 1993. Incorporating Fairness into Game Theory and Economics. American Economic Review 83 5.

Fehr, E. U. Fischbacher and S. Gachter. 2002. Strong Reciprocity, Human Cooperation and the Enforcement of Social Norms. Human Nature 13: 1-25.

Fehr, E. and A. Falk. 2002. Psychological Foundations of Incentives”. European Accounting Review 46 687-724.

Session 17 (August 23):
Fehr and Schmidt. 2000. Theories of Fairness and Reciprocity — Evidence and Economic Applications. 8th World Congress of the Econometric Society.

Gachter, S. and Falk. 2002. Reputation and Reciprocity: Consequences for the Labour Relation. Scandinavian Journal of Economics 104 (1).

Dickhaut, J. and K. McCabe. 1997. The Behavioral Foundations of Stewardship Accounting and Proposed Program of Research: What is Accountability? Behavioral Research in Accounting 9.

Evans, J., V. Hoffman and S. Rau. 1994. The Accountability Demand for Information. Journal of Management Accounting Research (Fall).

Session 18 (August 26):
Baiman, S. and B. Lewis. 1989. An Experiment Testing The Behavioral Equivalence Of Strategically Equivalent Employment Contacts. Journal of Accounting Research 27 1.

Evans H., L. Hannan, R. Krishnan and D. Moser. 2001. Honesty In Managerial Reporting. The Accounting Review (October).

Rankin, F., S. Schwartz and R. Young. 2003. Fairness or Honesty? Working paper.

Jensen, M. 2003. Paying people to lie: The Truth About The Budgeting Process. European Financial Management 9 3.

Hancock, J. J. Thom-Santelli and T. Ritchie. 2004. Deception And Design: The Impact Of Communication Technology On Lying Behavior. Chi (April 24-29).

Session 19:

To be announced.

Final exam:

Revise the proposal you wrote earlier this quarter. Make sure you are responsive to your referee comments. Include a copy of the referee’s comments and a memo documenting how you responded to them along with the revised proposal. I would expect this proposal to be considerably more complete than the one submitted earlier in the quarter. This paper is due the first day of finals. Thanks.
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