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B ATE EE RERETES TN EAs e BN FigEs d9stas s
BRERT REARABSR A3 23 Aol WigA8e] 543 panelt 89 AHEo 2 13t
o EAA FHBHS AL AS EAVL RAMA B £ d7AME EHT BHY EFF
S 7MY HATE R & o2 A et REARAY & A SAFE =20t A4
FS AL 23 HATRE o A 83 gldA o] dF5H0on Lintner 2% 2 &-8-3 AL HERA o
HATE ¥ & A 4A)A 4 Z 80 AHgstsch 2 23 ERERTY REARBER o9& 23
FHE AFEL AR 22 B Fo] F BRE 2F NS

I He2

o] At B ATEY AL DS dte ol f, MY 2F 8, 2 uwide &3 F
AZ L A2 LA Fdo] e A 7HA FA o ZotA 3 gtk HfExE Wi Zel &) o g
£ AR B4 E(dividend irrelevancy proposition)E 27 & Miller} Modigliani(1961)¢]
PRES w el BA T ojz} WG] B JEHEC U F =& L AT G
o|8A AFA AT EY V|2E AFS Uk
Miller®} Modigliani= FLEERAEE =&317] A8t Aa3 A B9 vt A o] EA3t
A Fethe S AHER) Wi 2 Fo iEe B¢ AFEL 19 2 & 431
AL on g 2/t ey IFHReH 1 272 E A7 B ERER (signal-
ing hypothesis)¥} {3 A B F &R (agency cost hypothesis):= £33} 7] & Ao}

1257 P (signaling theory)& JEHFEAY EHIT EAste Al FolM e FE A2 AT 73
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o 2 %P AAS BN Jon ERBABGE F2o vijH o2 Aste] T4
% SlE KBS B Emoral hazard) B BA 3] 918 EREA 29 AGBAZ ¥4
a3 Slok. 719e) BEA EE YEAE /G Re) I FAR A Wl 71g) B
o 5 7199 AA7EA o okl 3t A SRo|N $Y HRE 2T YTk 0|9} Bo] F
ANe] 2AE FR) WAL A1 DA Ao B ERZAL W A5 H A
5\ B (agency cos) @ 24 9] AL e] 75 B4 2 st

Ed7euge o % 29 2de FANRY HYAH Frrzany 498 gk
T ol UE 4% B4 2R02 32 Aok 13904 ERERS REARMER
g ol 24 A7ES ek ANBE, [ PN BERERTC S U8 A48T dE
Linmer2 8¢ & 479 24 0] F3a 24 #oh VAN E A GeA 4& 2498 A
28 2% TAse BARSA 0o =98 F Uitz A HATR S 459y 2 &
Furol o) AR eln RYAAH S Folo] HATRH o 444 94 ¢ HoZT. V4
AN TR AHE NIV DR S HATE S o) A &3hed 298 A0S AHgstel 2
HERT REARAERS A% B0

I1. EaER=t REARHER

BHRERS 29 NP2 RY v RHe AR 44 dastAY AZ2A717]
A3 AZ 9 KB (proxy variable)d F39] WU E S AFste FHRBEL] & Fof
o t}.b

IR FR7E A8k o= ARG A B3/ aHF 02 V)5S B 6] dade 1
E% J3H A& ST F57 v &2t Ao FRBAZF EH A b St trATH
A EEL 71ge AAAE Uil & Ef2 AHEE & e 2AEE 3G 4
AT BN E FiRe REBol 2ART Vg B 7199 AAA A HE HRE
7GR FARGAE ¥3 Bol Bfstm glrh Ea v x| Foll & v go] Futen 1
Bl &2 AFF2} HGESFE o F FHd g7 gEo Wi &3 7149 ATt =
£ 3BFA} EASA B

W3S 7199 7H) o Ui FEE A Fehe BRE AMeste BRATSHAX Y EHREE L

1) =%k (signaling)2] 70d & Akerlof(1970)9]| 2] 8] 72 % o Spence(1973), Riley(1975) Tl 2|3 EEz o= &
A=At
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Ross(1977), Bhattacharya(1979), Eades(1982)5-¢l <] &} 7}t B4 & o] gk fispoll A o 1255 5
A9 AT R AF, = FENFEEE 7199 AR Fo) BAE A5 7]
Ao JdrEde A9 AL Zevde 238 BT Kalay(1980) Rosse] A S A}
£3lo] BE ) [E5mtol 2A37] e 1Yol Wi S ¥Fe AL Adde 240 F
L3t A E B F0 24 7)ol WidS R3717E A ¥ skmigol A widol 258
2 AEE AL EREE 24T Aolge A& NS T A2

71l Hl-4-& A3l AM T BE S e ol FoEFRY 2F a9, BiEol 71de 427
Ao 4 FEriete ES #HE JZHES 1R8] 9T £ Nee A
APz (principal-agent theory)oll <A & A3 A % & (agency cost hypothesis)©] T}

REANBRABR S AR Ste AMRES BEY GRS T35 1 o7& BEY F5
A9 750l EEEE Bk opg 7| AAIIX 9 BHo] Sle T2 AFE M ¥
£33 ZHolY B4 Az eollA $+43tA Btk S £ Yk

RENEABRRT FREHRT o7 2 kg A et [FHle] JEEgEd 2t
T3tk FAYU FFEL VG AANA A i FRE 717 P E v HEAY B9
7199 ddAH L B HEEE T 719 AV d@ A& FEE Bidtn Y
o 23 R vulA B REAY AYEH ] FR9 2R o]&TUs Y thE
FREAS A EAEA & A8 o] FFstobe B4 Ge 2D 8 B = EENEE
(moral hazard)®] 7}543 o] itk A3 A B H(agency cost) REALE 3tod F F9 9 o]
grete A E S & 5 YT E o7 At FUo| A28 B & ERE M (monitoring cost) ¥} 7
Q9] of o] WHel= YT A Fu Uthe AT Bl F7] Y3 KB Ae] FRaA = = &
%% F(bonding cost), 1212 RIEAS) JAAR B} 9] AALER ] AXERE Bt
71 7bA) €] 75891 BERIE K (residual costs)& T

KREABRERS FU99 258 REAY BE35do 2 A48 F de gy 54
of Zetatm itk A YA E HFEANA 71972 ¥ Y 58S B F7] H3lA 7ts
3o B2 TS AFena AT 714 HFA A v +
ZEAZC2RE Y 21glo] BrlgetA H1 BB 2REHY AY L FA] €AY df
Zoll AAe B3 S & 571 gickh

fr K

2) Bhattacharya(1979) = Wl 2-&21 8t B EAYFET ¢ B 6| &-& FUHgch = w3 &2 vt d & 713
33 leH ol & Kalaye] 7Hd 3 Fd sttt & + sl

3) HAEHY B¢ 71de FAQ HESH /1Y Fh e HIIEEATS BA= AFRA E-REA @A
2 metd £ gk

4) Easterbrook(1984).
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o %ol o & [EERIBELT B AR IR ©) €4 £2-& Milersh Modigliani®) A% SH&
He} oh A 2 719 HEESAC 2R E £29 1 ok Bk § R B e o2
A ZRTHe A4 Swoq AE oo} o) A ARE AL T KR 9@ AR
ga4o] 4780 -

III. EEREEM] He 2L &H

"ot

Di—De1= a+¢(Dd —De1) +u (1)
Di:t#ie] %
D¢ :tifie] BRERCE
a: 45y
c: BRERE
w: EHSHE M2 FELA

on
flo
rl

2H oz g7|eolgd o) AR AW 719 R ME wido] §H43] HMF

S AL MeAA ¥ n 2. 1 ol f& BrIE0l0] BolTL A4 TS Bel ¥
oVl 9 cheshel AAol Lol AN R B TS ¥E el §7] gl h e}
N 719 AR Hs 3 A¥ S A AFHE el B oA WFo] 79 4
F3he A€ WAk B Rolth Linmers ZE iR Br)oloe] o3} AP Ak Ho

fa
e
of
o
oft

23 NEold Yol BEAFE 08 38 R02 UAT he% L& EEHEAS
438l 2480

ol

Di=a+cd0Yi+(1—c)Di-1+u
=a+bYt+de—1+ux

@

rr

g2 F7leol 3 Figie) Wgol o8 2 EThE Lintner2F 2 33 Aol 3l

5) Lintner®] 4 5-&A o 2]3}H Linner2 ¥ & v 2Asle] o 85%8 49 & glov] &% co] &=
03, A F& 09 X+ 9F 052 Aoz Jehta glchLinter, 1956, pp.108—109).



1E85rst RBEARK 6l

& D BEM

Data sets DNUM ©EH BEAF  EREA % E ¥

1 20002099 47 517 1431 ANEE
2 22002300 47 517 4081 SRS
3 26002771 57 627 11.64 A7), o3
4 2800—2890 81 891 6.85 3} 3}
5 29113079 63 693 18.76 A, 18, Sg2"
6 3310—3499 80 880 18.98 7
7 3510—3590 77 847 2043 714

8 3600—3679 107 177 3176 A7), A%
9 3680— 3699 37 407 58.23 AEE

10 3711—3790 53 583 22.30 AE3}, 27

YDNUM< Industrial COMPUSTAT tape?] AHdE#HH 5

o2 Yriso] Y RAQ EERTHACE ALE o] i

E A7 9A & Linner2 3 o)) 7) 23ke] £ A9 3419 EHERY RBARBBRES A
FEF UEZ AIAFES 3713 HAS AL S3T)

AiEol 7149 @43 Feol did FRE AT FRERS 23S AdM = Fibiw
PRAS(BH GROWTH)Z £ {#35(8# %% DER)S A2 2718t 2357482 7199
AU E JEPY AEF(debt-equity ratio)2 7199 AFTF2RE HEsle AF|BZ F
HEE 719 dAl9 v & dehll & @ $proxy variables) 2 AH§-@Het. F ko] &
L 719 AAZUE 8 FAE U8R & Aolu HAH Lo AFR2DS 5] A
BEATS Y Aol 2 vj2AdAe 0 vl te A9 #A7F d st ¥4 GROWTHY] 3]
AAFE (HFHE /M A2 A SETh BT AffEo] & 7| & ofAe} Ea g8 Bt
o2 3ty wigo] ¥& & uol gl& A2 2 Bol W4 DERY AAAF 94 ()@ 71
A0 JAErt

REANRAGRY 232 AsXe 28-S 2 #hF:(common stock holder)®] F(E4
CSH)E At 4381712 ot 248 S Z2& #hEd 571 €55 FA 4R 43 1 245
71909] Aol ZoddtA g pkES] vl o] FolAM KEARMC F71E9 w2 thEo
F7F Ao £f7F JFHL WEAY FA B Ru&o] FolA A {EAEAS A2 U8

6) Fama and Babiak(1968), Nakamura and Nakamura(1985), Marsh and Merton(1987) 8] 285 92 o] 84 &
EAo2 LinmerR2 ¥ o] 43RS E 8 U542 A AY Q¥4 183 oy Fad duge
P& B FAE B3
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A o] yto}z|7) W) Zo|t}h.? wretA W CSHE v G 9] #AZE 4 H o] < CSHE) 2
AAGFE (HFE 7HE AR o 3En.

fERIo] 272 2 913)A) COMPUSTAT AR 2R n 29 AZ2YGFT &3 A& 64974 7]
o AT ARE FEAYT AZGFENE ENYBLE dolfre 28489 T 1 E
HES AE A WA 7A o Fo] T ¥ o] AR{FA Xoh7] WEelth £49 H
A B9z e Way ARV EFEE 719 2XUAA A9 stH 25 PSID(Panel
Study of Income Dynamics)Q] At} 5o what 10742] G o 2 /3t E48 9t B9
BEE R DY LY.

A

V. #5ghk R BREREEE

£ dFoA FHstnAste FERERLS & TN A A e A5R 33817
AAME FHTHEHY SHAA 2 7HA BAR & sl Aol 40 nH b AL
1Y o] {4t 8 834 #(dependent variable)<] | 9] censoring A o]t} 418 8] A1 Q] Lintner 23 of]
o3t BrlEol ol (-)d B¢ WiEe] (4 TE YA (—)HBL BVt ER e
0ol g 1 A3} 245849 gto] 09| A censorings Al ©r}d

@E%ﬁ}ﬁ'ﬁ‘?fg AHEsla gl dF 2] BEREN ¢ AFEHJME FHWER

# #%/]N B Fe:(Ordinary Least Squares : OLS)S AF&-3 1 9l oy OLSE AM&-8 7 ¢ AMEHE

€& (unbiased estimator) & I& 4 Qth 02 T3 R E 5 E AL 3% 31 09| A 9
censoring W F-ol] 37 X &= T AHRE A (downward bias)S ZHA| &0, 719} 28 BA & H387] ¢
3 HERHIL 0 ARES FHAA AIE 3 folle o A4 3 %ﬁﬁ(selectmty bias)<]
A 71 LA 7] v Fojr}. o] g 2L A& A s}Y] HalA = OLS7} opd FAHUH,
Z Tobin(1958)0] 743k tobit2 3 Fejo] RS AR5t LELHE =28 F ﬁjﬁi‘ﬁr‘“&'
(maximum likelihood method)& Al-&3}te] 3] H A& #Hegs) oF g+t

EOE EAAL B oA ALste A 87} HEETEE R cross sectional data)9} B RFI&E
¥H(time series data)7} 2 panel At A 2}E oA H|F €} Panel A5 & AlEdte 282
22 3}7] 98l A= LSDV(Least Squares Dummy Variables) ¥ 3} GLS(Generalized Least
Squares) ¥ & A8 & 9o B Ao AR 9 2ol censoringo] ATt 7 ¢l & AHE

7) Rozeff(1982)
8) 2 d7oM AHLE AEE HrjEls AgHR AAE 1% =2 EH BAE 60% 717to] 7R Migage 4
A7H0d AE L F Ak
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& 7 gtk

Censored panel data®] %2 Y& FolA =93 wobitRF o] FAHMHE &&
o E A7 AFEN AN A4 282 Lintner 280 ol =9 WFEL b8l
panel dataZ A}-&3}+= tobit Fefjo] B3 o2 v} 2o} '

Di*=ai+ P1Di,i—1 + B2 Yi+ S3GROWTHi + BDERi+ 85CSHic+ ui 3)

Dv 1f Dil* 2 0
0 if D" <0

Di=

9 Ryel 29¢ AL oxbe BE2RE dojx) = LK ikelihood function)] F
L BAREES S oF € Rol2he AL & 5 AT D H A AY an)

Y} 523 23900 $3a,

g 338 % e L2 T A e LEHHY f=71 7F58a Heckman ¥
MaCurdy(1980)7} 7} @&+ K18 fx 0 #E5E B (iterative maximum likelihood estimation method)& A}

gato] F3o] 7hseltt RERAHEES 959 207 %&7@ o fh 9Ag ue] B4
Ado29) 27| E NG T e 3L FHE a0 FES WYY F 9 029 FHXE T
3t 43S FHE YA AS BHEse

B ef 2AFH atAA R 714 vt g £ A FEAFE MFEA =
vi=ai+uZt 222 Ha-E A 1 1 A @3] 45— H4ETH (covariance matrix)<]
Wt ztatol 00] 9 47} lof LEEME) £l b o 2o 2UYEA o
HE Mol e HERTE FHFole Aol P st A oA st SR A vy
Aol = B8t RYPHA A A H A Rt gt

B AFo A A ASF3 9l HAT(Heteroskedastically Adjusted Tobit) 23 & ai7} 85W 4

o=

=71 AR 2F0] IS EE 0 o] b —HAEITHIS 24 s HHe A ST
91t HATE 82 48 — 438047512 vtz 5 S 2% 002 7188t gal expe] B4
EU A Fgo] A5 AAEAE 5 I B2 A =S 033 2 e 9
A ¥9% 57 #K (heteroskedasticity) S 7F8 3F 3 1o}

o202 ( A )

9) Panel AtR.2] FA o & A & =2] &= Hsiao(1986)2 2 %.
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ot 7t AN JRARRES] QAR AolR fok 2 JUEE AAIARS oA
Moz A@st T FHEMKE 718 S A 5o HEOEEIKog likelihood function) T
3 2ol 2299,

1
InL=2 2(1 dn)(l ¢n) + ZZ'dn[ - ln g 0x _— Du — Xit B)Z ] (5)
Gi
Xu B . )
0u: AN BE3 AFELY FERERS

g Ut
die :Di'> 0Y AL 101 & 3% 09 {RIE#E(dummy variable)
X Agsge g

Si9} o) AR H HATEE & S48 JmA#EH o2 F487 44 otk 2 olfre
ZR8okg E(parameter)?] 7} AA 718 B¢ LEEES B FHA Y FY] BF
g7] o]@7] g Rojtto B A= HAZ Y o8] Ao Ry £& HA4ss)
& BRI HESE B(concentrated maximum likelihood method)2- A}-&3le] HATE§-& F3 315
o 2377 & nes 2t

W] 0o] ohd % g P& RANWCEZ TP OLSHFAAT Bel 27122 AHated 4(6)
of ojaf o23} f2o) FHXNE FEF 1 S REHE O)o i shd fute) T RMELE
HEC 2o

o .
62= — 3 (Du — Xu)Du i=1,...,N
Ti poo
(6)
| N
Be= — 3 (Dx — XuP)Du 1=1,...,T
Ni pwo

P2 TR Datel 39302 9 24 FHAE T F Al oedeg) 3
AAE Fohe B pshor, 07 7Y AR FEART

HATR 39l A~ A 8THIe o849 £29) 93 Ho] o2} he] Ael2e]7] )
90 5 /b4 W) WAERE (pecifiation 0§ $24e] B30 & Bkl WA 494

10) 24 A9 F5EAY A F3 ol 24 kY 94 1719) 0291d| vl dte] HAT B3 o] Ao+ ETEE
Ao g2 Qale] 23 oke 49 71 k+N+TIAE F713HA ot

11)HATR & o] 233 4474 & GAUSSE program S RtSo] £ atg o 533N E 7317 93 Hike
2 = BHHH algorithm-& A}8-3}9 .
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A& 274'94 Ak %‘l‘i"“ FHA v g-E AR 3= FEASC] BF 09AE AA s =
P R= R 2L ot EA-FEANFHY NG AFES 022 /T 2N 34 S
7Vs 3t ’5]'7: WAl thzhgto] A ]%-‘4’ Fode] oA E T Y} FEE BR{3IEFE AH
=it wetA] AA ASE HATREE 02 34 A5 ALt QA7) FE4b] 09]
Be /M S 438 242 HATREAA S 8184 S B8 & U& Aol AR EAF2 «
LEAFLR B3R L2 F 5o AT

T o] AR AR e RE (stability test)s §9 P Holth dA o] AE Y
2 382 33 2y v|3f FFAolgt e A & HATR B o] Rg%45E A3 I HE5HE
b et Qe dutA Fej o wobitR P o] MB AR S Tl oW A o] ¢4 AE A A
o2 HoZE 4 & Ao FdtHt). Anderson(1987)0] 93 7|2 x2-EA ZFL Chow 73
< limited dependent variable £ o] $&3F A2 2 HES B2 UFo] F REOZ 74z} 74
A LEREY SUaT 2 29 FFA F 00] opd #ER Y AFE AHEdtd oA H
tobit 2 o] ABAFAR & A © =2 TAFel AHE

2["'+m nLi— in(———)—In L] %)
ni 2 ni+n2

m me 5 FEAA wjFo] 0] opd BEAX| 9 Frolv] Liz} L= F REE 247 33 A
oA = BEHEI oI

Y% S 7F 8k $le Heckman and MaCurdy®] 2344 3} 7% 45H80S 718 82 3l
EHATEZ Ao g 4332 e o33 2ok

RYAA AR A= HATEE 9] A4 o] Heckman and MaCurdy©] AF£3F H-MEZ ¥ 2]
AR ol v g $F3tthe AM S B Foh AP A wbit 39 RPAEFE w23 Y& H-M
9 Aol e T Ao A 2ate] FEALo] Oojte ARIIA & 7] 73 v SIS A
F 3 HATEH Y A $ole 23 7] Aol 712590 o) 2 AR AT e 333
Blo] 7hE3t7] A% H$AHA 21 A FEAb] 08 /M & §43817] o] HATR
ol o Agsirte A S T E

QAR AH T HATRF o] Buld o2 o] bF A AL Bt IFEAFE 9
3 BA B 20| AT BE 3G AFEIL1000] E7) W Fol] EEIH T EAFLZ ulro]
ARSI 1 AT HATRH e 73 47 Aol A, HMEH 2] 733 2] Aol g A9l

12) 2473 )23 A F 714 (null hypothesis)-& 2} 2 2 F 71818 Ho : E(ui ui) =0, t5sE-& Ho @ Cov(un, ui)=0, t+s2}
kig=3



66 %t REARK

& 2 BERERES 23

H-M , HAT

E X x? ek x? ABAAA
1 11338 -12 6.0 0.2
2 1355 -13 312 -1.2
3 2373 44 86.7 34
4 12738 9.7 11.3 45
5 69.1 5.7 49.5 3.1
6 744 63 139 9.4
7 1903 -84 25.6 3.1
8 4169 2.8 9.2 22
9 - 69.0 -2.8 19.7 -19
10 165.6 2.6 21.6 -1.0

D2 A8 2-5AFY AFEE G5FH 2l 1 183), 2(55), 3(55), 4(78), 5(54), 6(72), 8(85), 9(17), 10(47)
) AR BAR S BAFE REFYFEAFY

Re 2 eyttt 2% 22 232 HATE Yo Athz o 2 b Aolgtue @A & & 8l

o BAFY ArhA 7t H-MZP 9 Aol v]8) Aa o2 e kg Ho| 1 glo] HATRY
ol H=MEHoj vsl A vl md bdHolztn Bt}

V. EuERs REARMBERY HE

£ AP E S8 Wkl 04 ARES AN D ARDE A3t tobit Fel7} ohd L
A MEHRER el RERERNS GLSE 461, FEgko] 0d A8/ 25 23
3 A8 E ALE-st 2 (3)9] AN o WetA] e v FEATZ I FoEN 22
9] %58 A% Sholl A Heckman 3} MaCurdy 9] RIERALH#EE TR 2)8) 74 o= H-M3H
3 4o 2 FEFESEE /M85 e HATRER 9] 33 F 7HA & AH&ste %
¢ % 238 vm BASHYT
£ d79 349 ERERT RBARBERSRY 7&’8‘ & HATRE o 3 A 32 AH4-El
= B8 GLS 339 Z# H-M 39 274 E ‘é}ﬂﬂ A G ol fre Sl A =2 g vtel
Zo] censored panel data®] 373 & FH W H wl of S vl A9E 2= AL S B
F7] daAelth. A AT E & DT 2o
- (LintnerRF oA A2 ALEH 1 Qe Fifie] fES 37ieeld e LEAYE AR
of thah o & WY& AL E s f9 2 Ao 2 Vet WA o EiRER A

=

)

F
r

%
]o

Fl
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B | D(=1) Y GROWTH DER CSH R2
GLs | 05471 0.1193 —0.1551 —00684 01051 0929
(19135 (15202)  (=2.170)  (—1183)  (5.175)
wm | 0716 0.1090 —0.1747 00006 00847 09568
(26692)  (14270)  (—2.410) (0.186)  (6.463)
uar | 06257 0.1089 —0.1541 —00300 01012 09139
(16307)  (10988)  (—=1051)  (—0015)  (3.566)
oLs | 08097 0.0488 —0.0010 00031 00345 09042
(33850)  (8729)  (—0.022) 0.089) (2731
aa | 09425 0.0565 ~0.0147 —0.0582 00115 09581
(39.713)  (9.248)  (—0498)  (—2833)  (1.010)
Har | 08918 0.0435 0.0140 —00477 00101  0.9609
(23.228) (4977 0265)  (—0833)  (0407)
o | o678 0.1028 02303 00013 00677 09533
(31312) (14565  (=3241)  (—0.040)  (5.465)
ay | 0769 0.1017 —0.1440 00098 00599 09669
(37201)  (14571)  (—2.078) (1L155)  (6.043)
aap | 0672 0.1084 ~0.2068 00295 00532 09204
(17608)  (6941)  (—=LI36)  (—0538)  (1.188)
0.7795 0.0708 ~02186 00348 00415 09649
OLS 1 4g757)  (13.064)  (=3239) (1005  (4.945)
0.7911 0.0750 —0.2380 —0.0671 00505  0.9635
HM 1 a5 (3085) (<3430 (=2375)  (5913)
0.7987 0.0646 —0.1662 00468 00357 09355
HAT | 41s46)  (15488)  (=1433)  (—0714) (LIS
0.7339 0.0447 —0.1426 00328 00650 09517
GLS | 320000  (9337)  (=2233)  (—1.030)  (5818)
0.8120 0.0537 —0.1700 —0.0465 00537 09578
HM 1 37405 (11667)  (—2974) (=235  (5379)
0.8042 0.0431 —0.1141 01225 00472 . 09350
HAT | 07787y  (6866)  (—-0914)  (—6448)  (3.064)
07610 00486 —0.0521 —00007 00391 09375
GLS | 41444y  (13.161) (=1.230) (—0.033)  (3.947)
0.8870 0.0471 0.0062 00313 00185 09361
HM | 49663) (12289 0.158)  (=2137)  (1922)
0.7896 0.0518 —0.0347 00314 00247 09039
HAT | 36993)  (13.192) (—0.597) (—1.035) (1759
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FE% | 239 | D-1) Y GROWTH DER CSH R2

GLS 0.6987 0.0354 —0.0618 —~0.0189 00743 0.9447

(32.385)  (15.662) (—2.186) (—1.043)  (0.995)  0.8859

. HM 0.0560 —0.0674 —0.0120 00286 09575
(58.785)  (14.735) (—1.661) (—1.004)  (3.292)

HAT 0.8235 0.0503 —0.1115 —0.0087 00299 09219
(27.121) (7.126) (—1217) (—0.408)  (1.817)

GLS 0.8189 0.0525 —0.0630 —~0.0148 00164 09514
(55424)  (12.607) (—1.836) (—0.760)  (2.656)

8 oM 0.9246 0.0546 —0.0621 —0.0426 00119 09624
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