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TaBLE 2.—Multiple regression equations explaining profit rates—Linear results
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2 Based on Kaysen and Turner groupings.

Note.—Figures in parentheses are ¢ values. The statistical significance of the regression coefficients is
tested by means of 1-tailed ¢ test and of the multiple correlation coefficients by means of the F-ratio test.

*Indicates coefficient is statistically significant at the 95-percent level.

«*[ndicates coefficient is statistically significant at the 99-percent level.

In none of the equations do the estimated coeffiicients of the concentration
dummy variables exceed their standard errors. In addition, the coefficient for
Type I Oligopolies has a negative sign throughout, which does not coincide with
a priori expectations. While the impact of concentration is examined at greater
length below, the linear results suggest that the partial effect of this variable
may be relatively unimportant when it is introduced in conjunction with variables
reflecting product differentiation, the height of technical entry barriers, and the
rate of growth of demand. ‘

In an alternative formulation, four dummy varaibles were defined to represent
high and moderate technical entry barriersiand high and moderate advertising
intensities, and these were introduced in place of the advertising, economies of
scale, and absolute capital requirements variables. The results are presented in
table 8. The dummy variables designed to measure the influence of technical
barriers are not statistically significant, and in the second equation, the estimated
coefficient for industries with high technical barriers is less than the coefficient
for industries with moderate barriers. This result reflects in part the correlation
between the high technical barrier dummy variable and concentration. The cor-
relation coefficient between the dummy variable for high technical barriers and
the Type I concentration dummy variable is 0.53. When the four-firm concentra-
tion ratio is used, this coefficient rises to 0.68. This collinearity obscures the
separate effects of concentration and technical entry barriers.

TaBLE 3.—Multiple regression equations conlaining compostie variables
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* Based on Kaysen and Turner greupings.
b Four-firm concentration ratio.

Note.—Figures in parentheses are ¢ values. The statistical significance of the regression coefficients is
tested by means of one-tailed ¢ test and of the multiple correlation coefficients by means of the F-ratio test.

*Indicates coefficient is statistically significant at the 95-percent level.

**Indicates coefficient is statistically significant at the 90-percent level.



