CHAPTER 8

A SCREEN METHODOLOGY FOR THE APPROACH
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from the perspective of that particular variable.
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Decision Criteria;
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8.3 Interpretation of the ATF and WIF values
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2. Criteria for willingness to finance
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Interpretation
dWhe reasons for the classifications are as in the quantitative
model.

8.3.2 Second stage (Semi-Quantitative study) for middle
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Study Tools:
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Note: The results are all expressed in percentages.
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