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Abstract

Evolutionary game theory may help us know the right decision to make in situations where our choices are affected
by the choices of others whether actors are rational or not. In this study we highlight the rise in importance of
bandwagon pressure developing the generation and evolution of strategic innovation in terms of evolutionary game
theoretical perspective. According the results, derived from model redefining the business will only be valuable if
there are adaptation processes in related industry. Both redefining and adaptations simultaneously are not profitable.
Correspondingly, we establish a significant point in strategic management that essence of strategic innovation is
bounden with respect to limited level of adaptation; not too much none.
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1. Introduction

Many situations of interest in strategic management include strategic interactions with respect to competition
advantage among rivals and therefore require game theoretical modelling. Since most of the business strategy
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decisions involve interdependent outcomes, use of game theoretical modelling would be accepted to apply to business
strategy.

To understand game theory we should know the core idea behind it. Most people think economics is about
accounting, money and banking, public policy and the markets. In economic model the key tool in the analysis is
competition as game theoretic models work similarly. The core of economics is actually very simple; it is the science
behind why people make the decisions they make. In other words, economics is the field of science, social science in
fact, behind human decisions. In neo-classical economic model competition is searched with respect to many
assumption and condition, it is determined like using folk as if in game theoretical way it is determined like using
chopstick to balance between simultaneous strategies (Camarer,1991).

Game theory is a mathematical analysis of any social situation in which one player or actor, but possibly a firm or
nation—tries to figure out what other players will do, and choose the best strategy given those guesses about others.
Most game theory describes the fictional behavior of an ideal, hyper calculating, emotionless and, as a result, is not
always a good guide to how normal people who don't plan too far ahead will actually behave. Behavioral Game Theory
describes hundreds of different experimental studies which show where game theory predicts well and predicts poorly,
and suggests some new kinds of theory.

2. Literature Review
2.1. Srrategic innovation

Increasing competitive pressures and new customer wants/needs require finding new ways of competitive game
for firms. Therefore the firms need to create new game so as to gaining and sustaining competitive advantage. In this
context, strategic innovation is key concept for the firms. Because strategic innovation provides rethinking business,
redesigns industries and recreates value proposition. Therefore strategic innovation affects competitive position of the
firms directly due to imitation of strategic innovation is hard for rivals. According to Affuah (2009) “The winner of a
new game can be a first mover or follower; that is, the winner of a new game can be the firm that moved first to change
the rules of the game, or a firm that came in later and played the game better. The important thing is that a firm pursues
the right new game strategy to create and capture value.”

Strategic innovation has different definitions in literature. Many types of these descriptions emphasize on breaking
current game rules and creating new game rules for industries. These descriptions are not only related with industry
environment but also resources, organizational culture, processes, people and core competence. Some definitions of
strategic innovation present below;

. Strategic innovation can be defined as breaking the game rules and thinking new way of competing. The
firms must define business strategically and surprise competitor in order to changing the game rules. Changing the
game rules require new idea that is developing and playing different game (Markides, 1997).

. Strategic innovation leads to a dramatically different way of playing the game in existing business (Markides,
1998).

. According to Markides (2003) strategic innovation is different way of competing in an existing business.

. Strategic innovation can be explain as reshaping market and redefining business model by breaking current
game rules and changing current competitive nature (Schlegelmich et. all 2003).

. A strategic innovation is a game-changing innovation in products/services, business models, business
processes, and/or positioning vis-a-vis coopetitors to improve performance (Afuah, 2009).

Strategic innovation facilitates to achieve dramatic value improvements for customers and high growth for
companies. Dramatic value improvements for customers are related with current business. On the other hand, high
growth is connected with industry. Thus the firms can redefine business for customers and redesign industries for high
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growth (Markides, 1997). The firms create strategic innovation by identifying gaps in industries. These gaps emerge
by external changes or proactively by firms (Markides, 1998). According to Markides (1998) new customer segment,
customer needs and new production are the gaps. But nowadays different new gaps exist in current business
environment.

Strategic innovation is cornerstone concept for the firms in order to changing game rules. It has three elements.
These are fundamental redefine of the business model, reshaping of existing markets and dramatic value improvements
for customers. Strategic innovation constitutes five steps. These are redefine the business, redefine the, redefine the
what, redefine the how and start the thinking process at different points.

Strategic innovation has four benefits for the firms (Ortega and Schoettl, 2005). These are new market spaces
and/or reconstruct market boundaries, changing the rules of the market game, create a higher value for the customer
of a lower cost, leads to highly profitable growth. On the other hand, barriers of strategic innovation are inertia of
success; prevent current strategic position, bad organizational culture and negative institutional support (Markides,
1998).

2.2. Game theory

Game theory is simply analyzing decisions that will affect other people’s decisions. Game theory is the
mathematically formalized theory of strategic interaction. Game theory (Fudenbegand Trole, 91:112, Gibbons,
1992:45) is a discipline aimed at modelling situations in which decision makers have to make specifications that have
mutual, possibly conflicting, and consequences. It is the study of the ways in which strategic interactions among
actors produce outcomes with respect to the preferences (or utilities) of those agents, where the outcomes in question
might have been intended by none of the agents. It has been used primarily in economics, in order to model competition
between companies.

Game theory was created as a subset of economics because while economics was good at describing why people
made decisions that only affected the individual (microeconomics) or a mass of people (macroeconomics), it was
lacking when it came to understanding decisions that involved multiple people where one person’s decision would
affect the other person’s decision. Game theory was created to fill that gap.

At its core, game theory is about analyzing decisions that will impact other people’s decisions. Game theorists call
these types of decisions “strategies.” The simple premise behind game theory is that you can calculate the right
decision to make even in multi-person (or multi-player) situations, before needing to make it. If you think about the
most decisions you make, it’s likely that they have some affect, either large or small, on the decision of others.

2.3. Evolutionary game theory

Evolutionary game theory has grown into an active area of research that brings together the concepts from biology,
evolution, non-linear dynamics, and game theory. This theory determines the relations between evolutionary stable
strategies and Nash equilibria. The theory also identifies replicator dynamics as a static game factor.

Fisher (1930: 10-30) first developer of evolutionary game theory, tries to describe the approximate equality of the
sex ratio in mammals. Though he does not formulize it in those terms, it is the first way of equations that can be
understood game theoretically nowadays. After him Lewontin makes the first explicit application of game theory to
evolutionary biology in his book “Evolution and the Theory of Games” (1961). After Maynard Smith (1972 and 1973)
defined and explained the concept of an evolutionarily stable strategy (ESS), the concept of an ESS is begun to be
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popular. Since then, there has been a phenomenal rise of interest by economists and social scientists in evolutionary
game theory.

Evolutionary game theory has provided a crucial framework to examine companies’ strategic innovation behavior.
What is powerful about evolutionary game theory is that cooperation strategies are chosen by bounded rational actors
and success for a strategy is defined in terms of the number of copies of itself (Hofbauer and Sigmund, 1988).

Two main approaches to evolutionary game theory are developed: the first one explains the concept of evolutionary
stable strategies, and another one analyzes the frequency of different strategies and studies the evolutionary dynamics
of populations. The first approach derives from the work of Maynard Smith and Price (1973) and employs the concept
of an evolutionarily stable strategy (ESS) as the principal tool of analysis. ESS is equilibrium where agents that have
different strategies do not be constructed by unsatisfactory ones. ESS explains us whether mutant (changed) strategies
can be accepted by population. The second approach constructs an explicit model of the process by which the
frequency of strategies changes in the population and studies properties of the evolutionary dynamics within that
model (Zeeman, 1980; Taylor and Jonker, 1978; Hines, 1987; Schlag, 1998).

3. Mathematical Modelling
3.1. Model

Game-theoretic reasoning is a kind of cognitive trial. Sensible game theorists try to converge to equilibrium by
their self-observation (Aumann, 1990; Binmore, 1990). Besides introspection, there are other kinds of forces that
might produce equilibration in games such as adaptation (Camerer, 1991) Adaptation is defined as learning which
strategy to play in a particular game. In fact, adaptation is the most effective and common equilibrating force. Increases
in the number of organizations that adopt an innovation influence the number of remaining organizations so that they
will subsequently adopt this innovation (Mansfield, 1961). At least two types of theories explain this phenomenon:
rational efficiency theories and theories of fads (Abrahamson, 1991). Proponents of rational-efficiency theories
suggest that organizations rationally choose to adopt an innovation. As a result diffusing based on updated information
about the innovation's technical efficiency or returns. Conversely, proponents of theories of fads assume that
organizations choose to adopt an innovation based on what other organizations have adopted it, rather than its technical
efficiency or returns. Rational efficiency theories do not readily explain the widespread diffusions of technically
inefficient innovations or innovations that produce losses. Also these theories do not explain why organizations reject
technically efficient or profitable innovations. On the other hand, fad theories use the term bandwagon pressure to
denote a pressure to adopt or reject created by the sheer number of adopters or rejecters. They determine that; “a
bandwagon occurs when certain organizations adopt an innovation because of such pressures, rather than their
individual assessments of the innovation's efficiency or returns. A counter-bandwagon occurs when organizations
reject an innovation because of bandwagon pressure, rather than their updated assessments of the innovation's
efficiency or returns” (Abrahamson and Rosenkopf, 1993).

Both institutional and competitive theories and research on bandwagons assume organizations only adopt an
innovation if they assess returns from adopting that exceed a certain threshold during the early stages of diffusion. In
addition to this ones that do not adopt an innovation during this early stage may adopt it in a later stage. Because
competitive or an institutional bandwagon pressure coerce them to be likeness to the number of adopters (Abrahamson
and Rosenkopf, 1993).

Adaptation has a long history in game theory. Although experiments show that adaptation is common (e.g. Van
Huyck, et al., 1991), adaptation of this type will only converge if the same game is played repeatedly and players act
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myopically (Camerer, 1991). An important empirical question for game theory, which strategy empiricists could help
answer, is whether the adaptation process adequately will able to expose strategic innovation.

In this study we highlight the rise in importance of bandwagon pressure developing the generation and evolution
of strategic innovation. When we intend to highlight the implications of strategic innovation decision, we study the
actions of individuals (also organizations) over time with respect to adaptation especial to bandwagon effect.

3.2. Mathematical Model

Abrahamson and Rosenkopf (1993) explain that organizations adopting an innovation can cause a bandwagon
pressure, giving rise to other organizations to adopt this innovation. Since non adopters fear appearing different from
many adopters, institutional bandwagon enforcement happens.

They modelled organizations' adoption decisions by summing their individual assessment of the innovation's return
and the bandwagon pressure. Theories of bandwagons suggest that the strength of bandwagon pressure increases with
the number of adopters. The level of ambiguity, however, moderates this main effect. Therefore, we modelled
bandwagon pressure with respect to Abrahamson and Rosenkopf (1993) equation in which the product of ambiguity
and the number of adopters are added. In sum, assessed returns, ambiguity, and the number of adopters influence
organizations' decisions to adopt an innovation according to the equation.

B = I; + (A; + ny_, ) where:

B;;, = Bandwagon assessment of the innovation in bandwagon cycle K,
I; = Innovation assessment,

A;= Ambiguity about innovation,

n,_,= proportion of adapters (Abrahamson and Rosenkopf, 1993).

Considering a system which is consisted of two representatives firms X and company Y. Firms may redefine
business and may break the rules in its industry. As a result they may become strategic innovator conversely firms
may obey the rules in its industry. So both firms X and Y have two strategies; redefine the business (RB) or not
redefine or adopt the business (A).

We assume that;

ﬁx} Innovation assessment level of X and Y respectively,

Y
Ax

4 }Ambiguity about recent innovation with respect to X and Y,
Y

Cr= research and development costs of firms,

Cp= funding costs of firms,

Strategic innovation, significant shifts in market share and wealth occurs not only having competitive advantage
but also for changing rules of the game. The thought is not to play the game better than the competition but to develop
and play different game (Markides, 1998). Although coming up with new ideas and changing the rules of game
profitable, there are numerous examples of firms that tried to strategically innovate but are not succeeded. Therefore,
firms may alternatively choose to adopt rather than strategically innovate as it is more risky than adaptation.

If firms assess returns exceed their adaptation threshold, these firms adopt innovations. Firms that did not adopt in
early stage consider their innovation assessments and adopt innovation (Abrahamson and Rosenkopf, 1993). As a
result bandwagon pressure effect occurs and they do not need to redefine their business.
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Assumption 1: Firms X identify the gaps of their related industry and decides to fill them and the gaps grow to
become the new mass market. If the non-innovator firm’s assess returns exceed its adaptation threshold it chooses to
adopt rather than filling the gaps of the market. Indeed firm, not adopting in early stage of innovation adopts
innovation because of the bandwagon effect. Thus firm Y chooses the options of not to redefine business (NRB) and
it only adopts. We determine this situation (RB, A) where firm X redefine (RB) and firm Y decide not to redefine the
business (A) and it only adopts. The gain of firm X and Y are assumed as follows:

Ux=Ix+Ax -(Cg*Cf)

Uy=Iy-Cg

We determine the reverse situation where (A, RB) is satisfied. At this point firm X decides not to redefine the
business (A) and it only adopts firm Y redefine (RB). The gain of firm X and Y are assumed as follows:

Ux=Ix-Cg

Uy= Iy +Ay -(Cr+Cp).

Assumption 2: If both firms X and Y asses returns from adopting greater than adoption threshold and their
ambiguity of previous or present innovation small but ambiguity of new innovation high, they will choose to adopt
rather than redefine the business. Adaptation was prompted by the added bandwagon pressure not by the firm’s
assessment of innovation returns. We determine this situation (A, A) where firm X and firmY decide not to redefine
the business (A) and it only adopts. The gain of firm X and Y are assumed as follows:

Uy= Iy -Cg

Uy=Iy -Cy

Assumption 3: If bandwagon assessments of the innovation do not exceed the adaptation threshold value, diffusion
may stop. Both firms X and Y try to find gaps in industrial positioning map. They behave strategically innovative
and choose to redefine the business. We determine this situation (RB, RB) where firm X and firmY decide to redefine
the business (RB). The gain of firm X and Y are assumed as follows:

Ux=-(Cr*Cr)
Uy=-(Cr+Cp)
Table I. Payoff matrix of general model
XY RB A
RB -(Cr+Cr) Ix+Ay -(Cp+Cp)
-(Cr+Cr) Iy-Cp
A Ix-Cp I -Cq
Iy+Ay -(Cg+Cr) Iy -Cg
3.3. Results

ESS is equilibrium where agents that have different strategies do not be constructed by unsatisfactory ones.
According to this model players-actors-companies are identical; their roles in a watch are the same. The situation we
have studied is symmetric. In symmetric model conditional evolutionary stable state (ESS) is satisfied if only if it is
Nash Equilibrium and for every action of different strategy that is best response to this strategy.

If the following condition is tenable; there are two Nash Equilibriums in our model; fund, share (RB, A) and (A,
RB) where one of the actor redefining the business and the other adopts it. If one of the Nash equilibrium (RB, A)
exists,

(DIx+Ax -(Crt+Cr) = Ix -Ck,

Ay > Cp.
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(2) Iy-Cr = —(Cr*Cy),
Iy = Cp

Another Nash equilibrium exists when where two strategies (A, RB) is chosen,
(3) Ix-Cgr = —(Cg*Cp),

Iy = Cp,

(DIy+Ay -(Cr+Cr) = Iy -Cy

Ay > Cp.

As conclude, we determine from above mathematical explanation that firms innovation assessment level should
exceed their fund costs. In addition to this their fund costs should also be lower than their level of ambiguity about
recent innovation.

4, Conclusion

This article focuses on situations in which the bandwagon diffusion of an innovation occurs in a collectivity even
though, on average, organizations in this collectivity assess negative returns from adopting this innovation. We also
examine the evolution of strategic innovation with respect to game theoretical aspect. When we intend to highlight
the implications of strategic innovation decision, we study the actions of individuals (also organizations) with respect
to adaptation especial to bandwagon effect.

We simply determine evolutionary stable strategies. An evolutionary stable state of a population occurs where all
members adopt an evolutionarily stable strategy (ESS). Even if mutant- curious novel strategies appear in a few
members, they cannot prevail and will vanish. This means that natural selection is sufficient to keep the population in
ESS equilibria. Therefore they are in a subset of Nash equilibria. In our model choosing adaptation strategy when
redefining the business or reverse are ESS. According the results, derived from above model redefining the business
will only be valuable if there are adaptation processes in related industry. Both redefining and both adaptations
simultaneously are not profitable. Correspondingly, we establish a crucial point in strategic management that essence
of strategic innovation is bounden with respect to limited level of adaptation; not too much none.

References

Afuah, A. (2009). Strategic innovation: new game strategies for competitive advantage. Routledge.

Alexander, J. McKenzie. (Fall 2009 Edition). Evolutionary game theory. The Stanford Encyclopedia of Philosophy, Edward N. Zalta (ed.), URL =
<http://plato.stanford.edu/archives/fall2009/entries/game-evolutionary/>.

Argote, L., & Ingram, P. (2000). Knowledge transfer: A basis for competitive advantage in firms. Organizational Behavior and Human Decision
Processes, 82(1), 150-169.

Axelrod, R. (1984). The Evolution of Cooperation. New York: Basic Books.

Baker, W. E. (1990). Market networks and corporate behavior. American Journal of Sociology, 96, 589-625.

Burt, R. S. (1980). Models of network structure. Annual Review of Sociology, 6, 79-141.

Burt, R. S. (1997). The contingent value of social capital. Administrative Science Quarterly, 42, 339-365.

Burt, R. S. (2000). The network structure of social capital. B. Staw, ve Sutton, R. (Eds.), Research in organizational behavior (pp. 22). New York:
NY, JAI Press.

Burt, R. S. (2002). The social capital of structural holes. In M. F. Guillén (Eds.), The New Economic Sociology, Developments in an Emerging
Field (pp. 148-190). New York: Russell Sage Foundation.

Charitou, C. D., & Markides, C. C. (2003). Responses to disruptive strategic innovation. MIT Sloan Management Review, 44(2), 55-63.



692 Ela Ozkan-Canbolat et al. / Procedia - Social and Behavioral Sciences 235 (2016) 685 — 693

Chen, C. J., Hsiao, Y. C, & Chu, M. A. (2014). Transfer mechanisms and knowledge transfer: The cooperative competency perspective. Journal
of Business Research, 67, 2531-2541.

Darr, E. D., Argote, L., & Epple, D. (1995). The acquisition, transfer, and depreciation of knowledge in service organizations: Productivity in
franchises. Management Science, 41(11), 1750-1762.

Dyer, J. H. & Nobeoka K. (1998). Creating and managing a high performance knowledge-sharing network: The Toyota case. Srategic Management
Journal, 21(3), 345-367.

Easley D., and Kleinberg, J. (2010). Networks, crowds, and markets: Reasoning about a highly connected world. Cambridge University Press:
Cambridge.

Fisher, R. A. (1930). The genetic theory of natural selection, Oxford, Clarendon Press.

Freeman, L. C. (1977). A set of measures of centrality based on betweenness. Sociometry, 40, 35-41.

Freeman, L. C. (1991). Networks of innovators: a synthesis of research issues. Research Policy, 20, 499 — 514.

Fudenberg, D. and Tirole, J. (1991). Game Theory. MIT Press.

Gale, J., K. Binmore., & L.Samuelson. (1995). Learning to be imperfect: The ultimatum games. Games and Economic Behavior, 8, 56-90.

Gibbons, R. (1992). A primer in game theory. Prentice Hall.

Gibbons, R. (1992). Game theory for applied economists. Princeton, NJ: Princeton University Press.

Gintis H. (2007). The evolution of private property. Journal of Economic Behavior & Organization, 64, 1-16.

Gintis, H. (2000). Classical versus evolutionary game theory. Journal of Consciousness Sudies, 7 (1-2), 300-304.

Granovetter, M. (1974). Getting a job. Chicago, IL: University of Chicago Press.

Granovetter, M. (1983). The strength of weak ties: A network theory revisited. Sociological Theory, 1, 201-233.

Grant, R. M. (1996). Toward a knowledge-based theory of the firm. Strategic Management Journal, 17 (Winter Special Issue), 109-122.

Gulati, R., Dialdin, D. A. & Wang, L. (2002). Organizational networks. In Joel A. C. Baum (Eds.), Companion to Organization, (pp.281- 303).
Oxford: Blackwell.

Hines, W. G. (1987). Evolutionary stable strategies: A review of basic theory. Theoretical Population Biology, 31, 195-272.

Hofbauer, J. & Sigmund, K. (1988). The theory of evolution and dynamical systems, Cambridge: Cambridge U. Press.

Inkpen, A., & Tsang, E. W. K. (2005). Social capital, networks, and knowledge transfer. Academy of Management Review, 30(1), 146-165.

Jensen, M. C. & Mecklink, W. H. (1995). Specific and general knowledge and organizational structure. Journal of Applied Corporate Finance,
8(2), 4-18.

Kanellos, N. S., & Papadimitriou, L. S. (2013). The networking of high-tech firms as basis for knowledge transfer. Social and Behavioral Sciences,
73, 263-267.

Kotabe, M., Martin, X., & Domoto, H. (2003). Gaining from vertical partnerships: Knowledge transfer, relationship duration, and supplier
performance improvement in the U.S. and Japanese automotive industries. Srategic Management Journal, 24, 293-316.

Lee, C. (2007). Strategic alliances influence on small and medium firm performance. Journal of Business Research, 60, 731-741.

Lehmann-Ortega, L., & Schoettl, J. M. (2005). From buzzword to managerial tool: The role of business models in strategic innovation. CLADEA,

Santiago de Chile.

Lewontin, R. C. (1961). Evolution and the theory of games. Journal of Theoretical Biology, 1, 382-403.

Liu, X. Gao, L., Lu, J., & Wei, Y. (2015). The role of highly skilled migrants in the process of inter-firm knowledge transfer across borders. Journal
of World Business, 50, 56-68.

Mailath, George J. (1992). Introduction: Symposium on evolutionary game theory. Journal of Economic Theory, 57, 259-277.

Markides, C. (1997). Srategic innovation. oan Management Review, 38, 9-24.

Markides, C. C. (1998). Strategic innovation in established companies. Sloan Management Review, 39(3), 31-42.

Maynard Smith, J., & Price G. (1973). The logic of animal conflict. Nature, 146, 15-18.

Maynard-Smith, J. (1982). Evolution and the theory of games, Cambridge: Cambridge University Press.

Neumann, j. & Morgenstern, O. (1953). Theory of games and economic behaviours. London: Geoffrey Cumberlege Oxford University Press.

Oshorne, M. J. & Rubinstein, A. (1994). A coursein game theory. Cambridge, MA: The MIT Press.



Ela Ozkan-Canbolat et al. / Procedia - Social and Behavioral Sciences 235 (2016) 685 — 693

Ozkan-Canbolat E., & Celiksoy, E. (2015). Marketing strategy choice of members of a franchise network: The case of Simit Saray1. International
Journal of Economics, Commerce and Management, 3(1), ISSN 2348 0386.

Samuelson, Larry (1997). Evolutionary games and equilibrium selection. (Series: Economic learning and social evolution), Cambridge,
Massachusetts: MIT Press.

Schelling, T. (1960). Srategy of conflict. Cambridge, MA: Harvard University Press.

Schlag, Karl H. (1998). Why imitate, and if so, how?. Journal of Economic Theory, 78, 130-56.

Schlegelmilch, B. B., Diamantopoulos, A., & Kreuz, P. (2003). Strategic innovation: the construct, its drivers and its strategic outcomes. Journal

of Srategic Marketing, 11(2), 117-132.

Spraggon, M. & Bodolica, V. (2012). A multidimensional taxonomy of intra-firm knowledge transfer processes. Journal of Business Research, 65,
1273-1282.

Taylor, P. D., & Jonker L. (1978). Evolutionary stable strategies and game dynamics. Mathematical Biosciences, 40, 145-156.

Uzzi, B. (1997). Social structure and competition in interfirm networks: The paradox of embeddedness. Administrative Science Quarterly, 42, 35-
67.

Wang, E. T. G,, Lin, C. C., Jiang, J., & Klein, G. (2007). Improving enterprise resource planning (ERP) fit to organizational process through
knowledge transfer. International Journal of Information Management, 27, 200-212.

Weber, B., & Weber, C. (2007). Corporate venture capital as a means of radical innovation: Relational fit, social capital, and knowledge transfer.
Journal of Engineering and Technology Management, 24, 11-35.

Wellman, B. (1988). Structural analysis, from method and metaphor to theory and substance. In B. Wellman, & S. D. Berkowitz (Eds.), Social
structures: A network approach. New York: Cambridge University Press.

Zeeman, E. C. (1981). Dynamics of the evolution of animal conflicts. Journal of Theoretical Biology, 89, 249-70.

Zeeman. E. C. (1980). Population dynamics from game theory. In global theory of dynamical systems (Z. Nitecki, C. Robinson, Eds.), (pp. 471-
497), Lecture notesin mathematics, 819, Berlin: Springer-Verlag.

693



