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 Abstract
  This paper analyses the determinants of capital structure of 30 companies from UK on a five-year period from 2015 to 2019, employing a multiple regression and a correlation analysis, using the book value of the dependent and independent variables. The paper employs five definitions of leverage being the sole dependent variable and it compares it to the company’s size, asset tangibility and four definitions of profitability being the independent variables. The findings of this paper tend to contradict most of the previous research on the subject by not finding any correlation between leverage, company’s size and asset tangibility and it offers some support for other papers and the trade-off theory by finding that the company’s profitability is positively correlated with the level of gearing, by doing this it contradicts the pecking order theory.


 Introduction
 The aim of this paper is to establish the relevant determinants of capital structure and to test the relevance of the book value of assets and equity when doing so, looking to find evidence in selected companies listed on the London Stock Exchange, as well as testing the relevance of a variance of definitions for the level of gearing and profitability.
 In order for a company to operate it needs finance which can be obtained through multiple sources, they can either use debt as mean of finance but when they do they are relocating a number of expected future cash flow away from the equity claim in order to have cash up front (Frank and Goyal, 2009). Using retained earnings as source of finance a company may give up the tax benefits that is associated with debt, but it saves the company of accumulating more bankruptcy cost. Issuing new equity may reduce the ownership power of the current share holders which can be associated with huge agency problems and it comes with a factor of risk because of the high degree of adverse selection that is implied. 
 The subject of corporate capital structure is one of great interest and a broadly researched one, although the common conception is that an perfect capital structure which is applicable to every company does not exist and each company’s optimal structure is dependent on its own position and situation(Myers et. al 2000.). According to Frank and Goyal (2009) because of the large amount of data available it is common to find evidence to provide support for almost any formulated theory, fact that might be reasonable for any individual paper but it can be problematic for the general development of understanding of capital structure decisions.
 The paper contributes to the literature in several ways. First it brings in attention the fact that leverage and profitability is often measured different by numerous papers, being no reason to assume that the conclusions of those papers would be the same if they would all employ a common definition for those factors so for this reason it is logical that in order to find the true determinants of capital structure and to test the previous findings, there is the need to apply multiple definitions for those two factors. Past research for the determinants of capital structure in the UK support this claim where papers like Rajan and Zingales (1995) , Bevan and Danbolt (2002), Frank and Goyal (2009) find that both determinants of gearing and the level of gearing have a high degree of variance depending of the definition of gearing implemented. Second, it is likely that the determinants of capital structure to have changed across the years and in the literature there is no recent study that analyses the choice of corporate financing decision in the UK for the past five years. Third, this paper analyses the relevance of determining the gearing level determinants only from the data published by the companies (the book values), being ignorant of their market value while previous papers used a combination of book and market values others take in consideration only one set of values being book or market values.
 The results of the analyses conducted by this paper contradicts most of the findings from the previous research in the field and it shows that for the selected companies there is no correlation between the level of gearing and company’s size and assets tangibility and it finds a strong positive correlation between the level of gearing and profitability.


1. Literature review and capital structure theories 
  The interest in the subject have arguably started in 1958 with the publishing of the first study on the subject by Modigliani and Miller (1958) who have concluded that a company’s market value is independent of its capital structure in the strict conditions of a frictionless and perfect capital market, debt and equity being perfectly interchangeable. Since then numerous research papers appeared criticizing the irrelevance theory by saying that a perfect frictionless capital market doesn’t exist and their theory doesn’t take in consideration important factors such as taxes, transaction costs, information asymmetry and bankruptcy cost therefore Modigliani and Miller (1963) extended their irrelevance theory by including the tax benefits of debt. Companies that finance their activities with debt pay interest on it, which is tax deductible, so in theoretical argument, debt financing is preferred choice contrary to equity financing in order to achieve an optimal capital structure an maximize the firm value.   

1.1 Trade-off Theory
   Baxter (1967) and Kraus and Litzenberger (1973) introduce the trade-off theory predicting that companies will choose their optimal capital structure by comparing the tax saving benefits with the bankruptcy cost of borrowing. From the point of view of agency problem Jensen and Meckling (1976) and Jansen (1986) argue that since debt must be repaid to avoid bankruptcy it has the property of disciplining the managers and so having the probability of mitigating the conflict of free cash flow between the managers and the shareholders, but it exacerbates the conflicts between the shareholders and the debtholders. In order for a company to invest in product and factor market integration some firms may require large firm-specific investments due to difficulty of obtaining debt because of  the high degree of risk that such an operation could involve, according to Frank and Goyal (2009) the capital structure could either support or obstruct productive integrations between the stakeholders depending on the success of the previous product and market integrations success, furthermore Titman (1984) suggests that companies that make unique products will lose customers if they appear to fail, Maksimovic and Titman (1991) how leverage is affecting a company incentive to produce higher quality products, Hart and Moore (1994) show the importance of investment in human capital. All the different perspective emphasizes the fact that the capital structure decision does not rely solely on the balance between the tax shield property of debt and its bankruptcy cost. 


1.2 Pecking Order Theory
  Myers (1984) criticizes the trade-off theory arguing that it doesn’t give enough importance to the value of the tax payed by equity financing companies, influenced by earlier literature on the subject including Donaldson (1961) extends the pecking order theory which states that because of the information asymmetry retained earnings are preferred investment capital for every company because the adverse selection is not an issue, debt being chosen only when retain earnings investment in not available because it has only minor adverse selection and only in case of the last two options not being available a company is going to rely on financing from issuing equity. Although the pecking order theory is a theory of leverage it does not include a theory of optimal leverage ratio. Frank and Goyal (2009) state that while the pecking order theory is mainly framed from the asymmetric information point of view it can also be generated from agency, tax and behavioural consideration.
  Brennan and Schwartz (1984) and Kane, Marcus and McDonald (1984) developed the dynamic models for the trade-off theory which puts in balance the tax saving characteristic against bankruptcy costs and taking in consideration the expectations and the adjustment costs, but do not include the transaction costs which ware introduced into equation by Fischer et. al (1989) which develop the dynamic recapitalization model which help companies to improve their financial stability by adjusting their capital structure.
1.3Market Timing Theory
 The market timing theory is a relative old idea according to Myers (1984) which has a growth in popularity in the academic literature in the later years says Frank and Goyal (2009) who believes that can be found some evidence to support the idea in surveys such as Graham and Harvey (2001). The market timing theory states that companies tend to issue equity when the stock price goes up or when management considers that the stock is over appreciated, alternatively companies take in consideration the state of the debt market if the conditions are favourable then it will issue debt. If neither sources of finance looks favourable the company may delay the action if financing is not immediately needed, however the theory states that if unusually favourable the companies might still opt to raise funds even if here is no current need for it. 

 Frank and Goyal (2003) find the packing order theory is more relevant for big companies because for the small companies is harder to access debt financing because of the high level of asymmetric information and is in contradiction with Byoun and Rihm (2005) research which concluded that the pecking order theory is more relevant for small companies because of their restricted access to external financing. French (2005) has highlighted that while both trade-off theory and packing order theory have been heavily researched along the years each help to explain part of the financing process and they are not mutually exclusive. Cotei and Farhat ( 2009) stressed that the present theories alone cannot describe the full process of decision making regarding an optimal capital structure and concluded that the trade-off theory factors are more  relevant in determining the amount of debt to be issued or repurchased and the and the pecking order factors are more relevant in determining the rate of adjustment thus the two theories are not mutually exclusive. Baker and Wurgler (2002) claimed that the capital structure is the result of  past attempts of timing the equity market stating that equity  market conditions have a significant effect on pecking order theory since companies tend to issue equity when the share price is high or when it has a low book to market ratio, this scenario being seen by the company as a way to acquire capital at a lower cost. Camara (2012) published evidence to support the hypothesis that higher leveraged companies are more encouraged to adjust their capital structure when market conditions are favourable. Evidence found by Leary and Roberts (2005), Hovakimian (2006), Alti (2006), and Mahajan and Tartaroglu (2008)  suggest that equity market timing effect is passing and it will be diffused in five years from the issuance, but Huang and Ritter (2009) stressed that as companies are trying to adjust their targeted capital structure, market conditions and past financing method do not have a significant effect on their capital structure choice so as the market timing hypothesis is considered insignificant.
 Earlier empirical studies on the subject of capital structure are influenced by substantial drawbacks which can be partly explained by the lack of proper econometrics. Hackbarth et al. (2006) stressed that the state of the macroeconomic condition have a high degree of influence on the cost and the benefits of debt where the tax benefits of debt depend on profitability and bankruptcy cost depending on default risk and losses. Korajczyk and Levy (2003) stressed that companies react to changes in the macroeconomic environment  depending on the degree of access to the financial markets so the less constrained companies raise debt countercyclically and equity procyclical, adjusting financing decisions in order to resemble advantageous market conditions, the more constrained companies, being less affected by the macroeconomic conditions raise their debt procyclical. Their study is supported by further research made by Hovakimian (2006), Alti (2006), Jek and Tan (2010), and Almeida and Campello (2010) stressing that the issuing cost and the business cycle have a big impact on issuing new equity and though affecting the financing decision. Empirical studies on the subject such as Kayo and Kimura (2011) and Frank & Goyal (2009) agree that firm specific factors such as tangibility of assets, the size of the company and the profitability have the most influence in determining the capital structure rather than industry specific factors or macroeconomic factor, the only macroeconomic factor worth taking in consideration being expected inflation rate. However the author of this paper find there is not a big fluctuation in the UK’s inflation rate for the years chosen to be analysed so the inflation rate it only mildly affects the economy and the debt market so this paper will not take in consideration the inflation rate.


2.The factors

2.1 Leverage:
 Leverage is the sole dependent variable that this paper will analyse however in order to analyse it is necessary to define it, because in the literature review there is no consensus on the best definition to be used there are scholars and research papers that advocate for book value of leverage like Myers (1977) who states that the book leverage is more relevant than the market leverage in the measure of debt because debt is better supported by a company’s assets than its growth opportunities. Frank and Goyal (2009) acknowledge the fact that the book leverage is preferred because the financial markets are fluctuating greatly, and it is not a reliable source to base the corporate financial policy on furthermore Graham and Harvey (2001) discover that a large number of managers adjust their targeted capital structure based on the book value of leverage rather than on the fluctuations from the stock market, however there are researchers who advocate for using the market leverage arguing that the book value of equity is a “plug number”(Frank and Goyal, 2009, p.2) and is not relevant value.
 Considering the literature review  the present paper will take in consideration only the book value of debt but it will compare it in relation with the company’s  total book equity, assets, capital, and in addition it will take in consideration the total liabilities reported to equity and only part of the determinants of leverage analysing the long term debt in relation to total equity and total assets.
 
 2.2 Size:
 Rajan and Zingales (1995) argued that bigger companies are more diversified so the probability for them to fail is much lower therefore the size of the company may be considered a good indication of the bankruptcy cost of debt, so affecting their capital structure decision. Smith and Warner (1979) and Michaelas et al. (1999) stressed that the information asymmetry have a higher impact on the small companies so reducing their debt capacity therefore small companies can be expected to have less long-term debt and possibly more short-term debt and big companies are expected to have more long-term debt, information that is consistent with a number of research like Barnea et al. (1980), Whited (1982), Titman and Wessels (1988), Stohs and Mauer (1996). The evidence regarding the correlation between the company and gearing is inconclusive since papers like Crutchley and Hanson (1989), Bennett and Donnelly (1993), Rajan and Zingales (1995), Barclay and Smith (1996), and Bevan and Danbolt (2002) found strong positive correlation between size and gearing, however other empirical evidence found by Remmers et al. (1974) found no correlation between size and gearing and Kester (1986) found strong negative correlation between the two factors.
2.3 Profitability:
 Modigliani and Miller (1963) stated that due to the tax reduction ability of debt, highly profitable companies would look to increase their level of gearing, however DeAngelo and Masulis (1980) argued that debt may not have the same level of relevance to companies that have other means of increasing their tax shield such as depreciation. 
 By introducing the pecking order theory Myers (1984) and Myers and Majluf (1984) predicted that profitable companies would prefer to finance their investment with retained earning rather than debt, hypothesis that is enforced by empirical results in further studies like Kester (1986), Titman and Wessels (1988), Bennett and Donnelly (1993), Rajan and Zingales (1995), and Bevan and Danbolt (2002) which found that the level of gearing is negatively related with the firm’s profitability, thus enforcing the proposition that highly profitable companies are less geared. However Jansens (1986) suggests that profitable companies have reduced costs of financial distress and give more importance to the tax shield provided by debt, furthermore profitable companies which arguably have more severe free cash flow issues tend to give more importance to the managerial discipline provided by debt so from the agency problem perspective profitable companies should tend to increase their leverage ratio.
 The most accurate way to measure profit is still a subject of debate according to Ball et. al,(2015), the literature in the field not being able to reach a common agreement on it this paper will take in consideration four measurements of profitability two of the earnings before taxes reported to assets and to equity and two of net profit reported to assets and equity, all four measurements being  the book values.
2.4 Tangibility of assets:
 Because of the risks faced by the lenders due to information asymmetry, securities and collateral may have to be provided to the lenders as means of reducing the risks according to Jensen and Mekling (1976), so the debt financing available for a certain company can be dependent of the amount of collateral that company can provide sow studies like Scott (1977), Stiglitz and Weiss (1981), Williamson (1988), Harris and Raviv (1990).
 Bradley et al. (1984), Titman and Wessels (1988) and Rajan and Zingales (1995) found a strong positive correlation between gearing and asset tangibility when Chittenden et al. (1996) and Bevan and Danbolt (2002) found that the connection between  the two factors depends on the way in which debt is measured.



	Tab.1 Selected empirical studies on determinants of capital structure

	Factors taken in consideration
	Positive influence 
	Negative influence 

	Company size
	Eriotis et al. (2007), Frank and Goyal (2009), Ali (2011) and Hewa Wellalage and Locke (2012)
	Titman and Wessels (1988)

	Profitability
	Flannery and Rangan (2006), De Jong, Kabir and Nguyen (2008) and Ali (2011)
	Antoniou et al. (2008), Serrasqueiro and Rogão (2009), Frank and Goyal (2009) and Sbeiti (2010)

	Asset tangibility
	Antoniou et al. (2008), De Jong et al. (2008), Frank and Goyal
(2009), Ali (2011), Camara (2012) and Hewa Wellalage and Locke (2012).
	Sbeiti (2010)

	
	
	



3.Data description
  The sample consist of 30 companies listed on London Stock Exchange and FTSE 250 constituents, all the financial of the companies is taken from the London Stock Exchange website (https://www.londonstockexchange.com). The data will be analysed using the multiple regression model at 95% confidence level and the correlation coefficient between leverage and the other factors considered to be important in determining a company’s preferred capital structure.
 The present study is employing leverage as a dependent variable which will be compared three independent variables al three being firm specific factors.
 Leverage will be calculated as the book ratio and it will be defined and calculated as five different variations of leverage due to the inconsistency in the specialty literature which are defined as follows:
  Total debt to assets which is calculated as the book value of short-term debt + long term debt divided by the value of total assets reported in the company’s balance sheet.
 Total debt to equity is calculated as the book value of short-term debt + long term debt divided by the book value of total equity.
 Total debt to capital will be calculated as the book value of short-term debt + long term debt divided by total capital which is defined by the book value of total debt + total shareholder’s equity.
 Long term debt to equity is calculated as the book value of long-term debt divided by the book value of total shareholder’s equity.
 Long term debt to assets will be calculated as the book value of long-term debt divided by the book value of total assets.
The company size will be calculated as natural logarithm of net sales. 
To determine the company’s profitability this paper will make use of four measurements namely:
 Profit to assets which is calculated as the reported net profit divided by the book value of total assets.
 Profit to equity which is calculated as the reported net profit divided by the book value of total equity
 Earnings before interest and taxes to assets which is calculated as the reported earnings before interest and taxes divided by the book value of total assets.
 Earnings before interest and taxes to equity which is calculated as the reported earnings before interest and taxes divided by the book value of total equity.
 Asset tangibility will be calculated as the ratio between net property, plant and equipment divided by total assets. 

2 Regression Results
4.1 Total debt to equity:

	TD/EQ
	COEFFICIENT
	STANDARD ERROR
	P-VALUE
	CORRELATION
	R-SQUARED

	EBIT/A
	-0.75879751
	1.155470587
	0.512408
	-0.056214165
	0.00379792

	SIZE
	-0.020811595
	0.068104608
	0.760358
	-0.011754766
	 

	ASSET TANG
	-0.017152336
	0.063459003
	0.787319
	-0.001181118
	 

	EBIT/E
	0.869341833
	0.207529222
	0.00004827
	0.324877602
	0.10805818

	SIZE
	-0.041201404
	0.064405729
	0.523359
	-0.011754766
	 

	ASSET TANG
	-0.035680083
	0.059961195
	0.552729
	-0.001181118
	 

	NPROF/A
	-0.75879751
	1.155470587
	0.512408
	-0.056214165
	0.00379792

	SIZE
	-0.020811595
	0.068104608
	0.760358
	-0.011754766
	 

	ASSET TANG
	-0.017152336
	0.063459003
	0.787319
	-0.001181118
	 

	NPROF/E
	-0.121264169
	0.247958029
	0.625539
	-0.042880642
	0.00248942

	SIZE
	-0.021060015
	0.068243441
	0.758065
	-0.011754766
	 

	ASSET TANG
	-0.01763584
	0.063566255
	0.781835
	-0.001181118
	 


Table 1
 As it can be seen in the “Table 1” all the P values for the factors analysed are above 5% or 0.05 except the value for earnings before interest and taxes to equity which makes all the other factors except EBIT/E redundant for the equation, fact that can be also seen in the correlation coefficient where all the other factors value do not pass 5.6%  as absolute value and the low value of the R -squared. The P value for EBIT/E is very small which means that profitability calculated like this has a high probability to have influence on the leverage calculated as total debt to total equity where the EBIT/E has a very high coefficient of 0.87 which explains that for every 1 unit change in EBIT/E value the TD/EQ value will change by 0.87, fact that is enforced also by the correlation coefficient of 32% which means that profitability has a relatively strong positive influence on leverage which means that profitable companies tend to take more debt when the taxes for the profit are not taken in consideration, when the taxes are included in the equation there is no measurable correlation between profit and leverage at least not with the model employed with this paper. The result on EBIT/E is in alignment with the trade-off theory and is enforced by previous studies like Flannery and Rangan (2006), De Jong, Kabir and Nguyen (2008) and Ali (2011) and it contradicts the pecking order theory which predicts that highly profitable companies prefer retained earnings to debt to finance their operation and the findings contradicts previous papers like Antoniou et al. (2008), Serrasqueiro and Rogão (2009), Frank and Goyal (2009) and Sbeiti (2010) which have found a negative correlation between profitability and leverage. However, it can be seen that the R squared value is not very high being bat 11% which means that only 11% of the variance of the data is explained by the model. The model in Table 1 takes in consideration the company size and the asset tangibility as well as EBIT/E for this reason a regression has been performed using only the values of total debt to equity and EBIT/E (can be found in the Appendix A1 Figure 1), resulting in a R squared value of roughly 11% which means that the model doesn’t change much if  the unrelated values of size and asset tangibility are removed. Such result may show a small relationship between leverage and profitability or it may show that the sample size is too small to measure more accurately the relationship between the dependent and the independent variable.


 4.2Total debt to assets:
	TD/A
	COEFFICIENT
	STANDARD ERROR
	P-VALUE
	CORRELATION
	R-SQUARED

	EBIT/A
	-0.142704487
	0.281377569
	0.61280515
	-0.050642386
	0.01456516

	SIZE
	-0.01938632
	0.016584679
	0.244337043
	0.005433727
	 

	ASSET TANG
	-0.020580713
	0.015453392
	0.185003754
	-0.054501664
	 

	EBIT/E
	0.051028189
	0.053289053
	0.339860804
	0.071615228
	0.018990266

	SIZE
	-0.020999602
	0.01653801
	0.206183815
	0.005433727
	 

	ASSET TANG
	-0.022102186
	0.015396749
	0.153280766
	-0.054501664
	 

	NPROF/A
	-0.142704487
	0.281377569
	0.61280515
	-0.050642386
	0.01456516

	SIZE
	-0.01938632
	0.016584679
	0.244337043
	0.005433727
	 

	ASSET TANG
	-0.020580713
	0.015453392
	0.185003754
	-0.054501664
	 

	NPROF/E
	-0.004060121
	0.060394755
	0.946493452
	-0.01587606
	0.012859631

	SIZE
	-0.019892261
	0.01662195
	0.233345041
	0.005433727
	 

	ASSET TANG
	-0.021115423
	0.015482735
	0.174728069
	-0.054501664
	 


Table 2
 As it can be seen in the “Table 2” above none of the variable chosen to be analysed can explain the leverage calculated as total debt to assets. This can be seen by the high values of the P-value section where the lowest being asset tangibility calculated together with EBIT/E and size with a value of 0.15 at a confidence level of 95%, this is also enforced by the correlation tests where the highest coefficient is for EBIT/E at a value of 7% and also by the fact that the most regression coefficient levels absolute value is less or close to most of the values of the standard error. Therefore, the results show that none of the independent variables chosen for the regression model are a good fit and none of them explain the change in leverage if measured as total debt to equity. The  regression results can also be explained by the sample size being too small, only 30 companies during 5 years have been analysed, when studies with a much higher sample size like Frank and Goyal (2009) with the yearly sample range of 53 years (1950-2003) where they found evidence for leverage being positive correlated with company size and asset tangibility and negatively correlated with asset tangibility.



 4.3 Total debt to capital:
 
	TD/CAPITAL
	COEFFICIENT
	STANDARD ERROR
	P-VALUE
	CORRELATION
	R-SQUARED

	EBIT/A
	-0.02027
	0.204237
	0.921081
	-0.00081
	0.009077

	SIZE
	0.013687
	0.012038
	0.257413
	0.025332
	 

	ASSET TANG
	0.012504
	0.011217
	0.266774
	0.017355
	 

	EBIT/E
	0.180279
	0.035782
	0.000001
	0.388395
	0.155788

	SIZE
	0.01004
	0.011105
	0.367424
	0.025332
	 

	ASSET TANG
	0.009268
	0.010338
	0.371479
	0.017355
	 

	NPROF/A
	-0.02027
	0.204237
	0.921081
	-0.00081
	0.921081

	SIZE
	0.013687
	0.012038
	0.257413
	0.025332
	 

	ASSET TANG
	0.012504
	0.011217
	0.266774
	0.017355
	 

	NPROF/E
	0.083339
	0.043254
	0.055958
	0.164864
	0.033583

	SIZE
	0.011559
	0.011905
	0.33316
	0.025332
	 

	ASSET TANG
	0.010442
	0.011089
	0.347922
	0.017355
	 


                 Table 3
 As can be seen in “Table 3” above most of the independent variables are considered irrelevant in establishing the determinants of capital structure, if leverage is measured as being the division between total debt and total capital,  the only exception being as in the case of profitability measured as total debt divided by total equity the EBIT/E. Net profitability to equity being close to be considered as having statistical importance at a P value of 0.06 but it can’t be said with 95% confidence level that it has any importance. The  connection between EBIT/E and TD/CAPITAL can be seen not only by the low P-value but also big difference between the regression coefficient (0.18) and the standard error (0.04) where the correlation test shows a strong positive correlation of 39%. The only issue with the statistical accuracy of the measurement being a low R-square value when running the regression model only as Y= TD/CAP and X=EBIT/E (shown in the Appendix A1 Figure 2) the R squared value is 0.15 which means that the model can’t explain 0.85 of the variance. The regression coefficient for EBIT/E is 0.18 which means that a value change of 1 in EBIT/E will result in a 0.18 change in TD/capital. Net profit to equity when calculated as the sole independent variable to TD/CAPITAL (can be found in the Appendix A1 Figure 3) has a P value of 0.04, however at a R-squared value of 0.02 and regression coefficient of only 0.09 plus the correlation coefficient of only 0.16 is considered insignificant statistically.
 The positive relationship found in the regression model with Y= total debt to capital between profitability measured as EBIT/E is in alignment trade-off theory and with research made by Flannery and Rangan (2006), De Jong, Kabir and Nguyen (2008) and Ali (2011) and it contradicts the pecking order theory and research made by Antoniou et al. (2008), Serrasqueiro and Rogão (2009), Frank and Goyal (2009) and Sbeiti (2010) which have found a negative correlation between profitability and leverage.
Again the relatively small correlation between capital structure and profitability and the lack of correlation between company size, asset tangibility and leverage can be explained by the relatively small sample size where other studies like Titman and Wessels (1988), Frank and Goyal (2009), Sbeiti (2010), Ali (2011) and Hewa Wellalage and Locke (2012),  have found strong correlation between the last 3 variables.

4.4 Long term debt to assets:
 
	LD/A
	COEFFICIENT
	STANDARD ERROR
	P-VALUE
	CORRELATION
	R-SQUARED

	EBIT/A
	-1.059788813
	1.108256077
	0.340518
	-0.08279
	0.00946483

	SIZE
	-0.040483052
	0.065321737
	0.536389
	-0.005266409
	 

	ASSET TANG
	-0.034641695
	0.060865959
	0.570131
	-0.053731493
	 

	EBIT/E
	0.035448525
	0.05351533
	0.50876
	0.045974204
	0.02074087

	SIZE
	-0.02541289
	0.016608234
	0.128146
	-0.005266409
	 

	ASSET TANG
	-0.025740406
	0.015462127
	0.098109
	-0.053731493
	 

	NPROF/A
	-0.160330391
	0.282048586
	0.570603
	-0.057146811
	0.01996697

	SIZE
	-0.024032553
	0.01662423
	0.150423
	-0.005266409
	 

	ASSET TANG
	-0.024412945
	0.015490245
	0.117185
	-0.053731493
	 

	NPROF/E
	-0.021331469
	0.060527619
	0.725028
	-0.04114876
	0.01863277

	SIZE
	-0.024190164
	0.016658517
	0.148614
	-0.005266409
	 

	ASSET TANG
	-0.024616693
	0.015516796
	0.1148
	-0.053731493
	 


Table 4
 Long term debt being one of the two values used to calculate the total debt it is expected to have comparable results with the regression when the dependent variable calculated as total debt, in this case to total assets. As seen in “Table 4” above the long term debt divided by total assets has no or little correlation with company size, asset tangibility or the four alternatives of profitability which is similar to the regression results of total debt divided by assets, the highest absolute value for LD/A being of -0.8 for EBIT/A and the lowest P-value being for asset tangibility when is calculated with the company’s size and EBIT/E, this can also be seen in the absolute values of regression coefficient being lower or similar to the standard error values for the correspondent variables and the low R-squared values which means that the regression analysis cannot explain the vast majority of the variance involved in the equation.
 The poor statistical correlation results can explain that there is no relationship between long term debt, the size of the company, asset tangibility and the four alternatives used to calculate profitability or thee sample size chosen for the regression model is to small when, as specified in the case for total debt to assets, the sample size is too small to find a correlation as other authors have found in previous studies.


4.5 Long term debt to equity:
	LD/E
	COEFFICIENT
	STANDARD ERROR
	P-VALUE
	CORRELATION
	R-SQUARED

	EBIT/A
	-0.160330391
	0.282048586
	0.340518043
	-0.082789006
	0.019966972

	SIZE
	-0.024032553
	0.01662423
	0.536389358
	-0.020248736
	 

	ASSET TANG
	-0.024412945
	0.015490245
	0.570130743
	-0.005219325
	 

	EBIT/E
	0.704946646
	0.202793726
	0.000670138
	0.271801313
	0.079450723

	SIZE
	-0.058902737
	0.062936089
	0.350863194
	-0.020248736
	 

	ASSET TANG
	-0.051630632
	0.058592973
	0.379671701
	-0.005219325
	 

	NPROF/A
	-1.059788813
	1.108256077
	0.340518043
	-0.082789006
	0.009464832

	SIZE
	-0.040483052
	0.065321737
	0.536389358
	-0.020248736
	 

	ASSET TANG
	-0.034641695
	0.060865959
	0.570130743
	-0.005219325
	 

	NPROF/E
	-0.274768408
	0.237326187
	0.248849661
	-0.100016004
	0.012328578

	SIZE
	-0.038247913
	0.065317327
	0.55906808
	-0.020248736
	 

	ASSET TANG
	-0.032821714
	0.060840688
	0.590384501
	-0.005219325
	 


Table 5
 Long term debt being one of the two values used to calculate the total debt it is expected to have comparable results with the regression when the dependent variable calculated as total debt, in this case to total equity. As seen in “Table 5” above long term debt to equity is not correlated with asset tangibility and company’s size and is correlated positively with profitability only when is calculated as earnings before interest and taxes divided by equity which is which is a similar result whit the regression of leverage measured as total debt to equity and total debt to capital. The regression results show at 95% confidence level a P-value of 0.0007 for profitability measured as EBIT/E which shows that this variable fits the equation, with a relatively high correlation coefficient of 27% shows that there is a connection between EBIT/E and long term debt to equity ratio, however the R-square value for the regression Y=LD/E and X=EBIT/E (see Appendix A1 figure 4) is a very small value 0.07 which means that 93% of the variance cannot be explained by the regression analysis, however the regression coefficient value is of 0.7 with a standard error value of 0.2 explaining that a 1 unit variation in the EBIT/E will result in a 0.7 change in LD/E.  






3 Concluding remarks
 Since in a world where perfect capital markets and no market frictions as formulated by Modigliani and Miller (1958) the choice of capital structure might be considered irrelevant, the existence of market imperfections such as financial distress, costs of bankruptcy, transaction costs, taxation and agency problems may suggest that companies prefer certain types of financing to others. This paper analysed 30 UK companies substituents of FTSE 250 across five financial years, using a variety of gearing and debt measures and comparing them to the company’s size, asset tangibility and various profitability measures, as the literature review pointed those three factors as being the most important for establishing the preferred choice of capital structure, regardless of industry or macroeconomic conditions. As expected, the level of gearing for every company varied greatly according to the definition of gearing applied, the same being the case of profitability.
 The findings in this paper tend to contradict most of the literature in the field especially in the case of asset tangibility and leverage where the results of the analysis suggest no correlation between those two firm specific factors and the level of gearing, the only paper that was analysed and is in alignment with the findings in case of company size is Remmers et al. (1974), however it needs to be taken in consideration the fact that in the cited paper the company’s size is measured as the natural logarithm of total assets compared to book value of leverage and it uses only the long-term debt to shareholders equity as a measurement of leverage, while the present paper measures the company’s size as the natural logarithm of net sales and it compares to multiple definitions of book value of leverage and long-term debt ratios.
 The results of the analysis in case of profitability find support in previous studies as Flannery and Rangan (2006), De Jong, Kabir and Nguyen (2008) and Ali (2011) etc., however some of those papers have used different definitions of leverage and profitability as well as the definitions included in this paper like in the case of leverage the market value of equity being included in the equation as well as the book value or in case of profitability the operational profit being involved in equation. The results also contradict previous research like Antoniou et al. (2008), Serrasqueiro and Rogão (2009), Frank and Goyal (2009) and Sbeiti (2010), the same differences being applied in this case as in the case of the papers that sustain the current paper results.
 Assuming that the results in this paper are correct in the sense that the relevant definition for each of the factors involved in determining the most important determinants of capital structure is correct, the lack of correlation between the gearing level and company size may suggest that the managers do not choose the company’s capital structure based on how big the company is, it could also mean that from a debt issuer point of view the size of the company does not have much importance when choosing the suitable candidates for lending and other factors are involved when making this choice, the same idea could apply in the case of the lack of correlation between leverage and assets tangibility suggesting that the information asymmetry is not a strong issue between the UK companies and the lenders. However the paper analyses only companies constituent’s of FTSE 250 which are some of the biggest companies in the UK capital market, results that may not apply for smaller companies or for companies that are not publicly traded where the degree of the information asymmetry is much higher.
 In the case of profitability, the positive correlation with the gearing level suggests that the more profitable a company is the more is inclined to finance its operations using a higher level of debt. This result is predicted by the trade-off theory as formulated by Baxter (1967) and Kraus and Litzenberger (1973) which suggests that the more profitable a company is the more is inclined to accumulate more debt in order to benefit from the tax reduction provided by raising its gearing level and it directly contradicts Myers’s (1984) pecking order theory under which assumptions a company should opt for debt financing only in case the retained earnings option which appear from a high profit is not available. From a debt issuer perspective, a company with an high degree of profitability may seem as a better investment which means that there is a lower risk for the company to default on the debt repayment which can also explain why leverage and profitability is positively correlated. As in the case of company’s size and asset tangibility, a major drawback of this paper is that it analyses only companies constituent of FTSE 250 and it can not extrapolate its result to smaller companies or companies which are not listed on the capital markets. 
 This paper also finds that in case of measuring leverage the option with the most correlated results would be one of the variation of total debt or long-term debt in rapport to equity or total capital, when leverage was measured as having total assets the deviser no correlation was found between leverage and the three firm specific factors assuming that the firm specific factors analysed are relevant to capital structure. For the measurement of profitability, the current paper finds that the most relevant measurement of profitability is earnings before interest and taxes divided by total equity assuming that the variety of leverage definitions or at least one of them is relevant. 

4 Limitations of the study
The current research is limited by as several factors which it doesn’t take in consideration: The study is involving only UK companies while the literature review showed that by analysing companies from different countries or different continents may result in many different conclusions, also a fact related with the geographical area is the macroeconomic conditions which are not present in the paper’s investigation, conditions that also have a time component, which were taken in consideration in case of inflation but were believed irrelevant due to the lack of fluctuation. Other studies on the subject also find company’s industry as being a relevant determinant of capital structure since in some industries is more common for the firms to have a higher degree of gearing than in others, this paper takes the industry in account only by the fact that it doesn’t include financial companies like banks and insurance companies, but the 30 firms chosen for the study are from a big variety of industries which are not analysed separately.
 Other studies have taken in consideration the market value of equity or market value of assets or have taken as a measure of profitability the operating income while in the present paper are included only the book values of the factor involved and is ignorant of the operating profit as a mean of calculating profitability furthermore, in calculating the company size it is a logarithm of total assets while this study is using logarithm of total revenue. Also in earlier studies there are employed other types of analyses while here is used only multiple regression and correlation analysis, furthermore while other studies uses a much higher pool of companies some form different geographical areas and across multiple decades this study analyses only 30 companies across a time period of five years, fact that might explain such low correlation between the factors employed. Another drawback of this paper is the pool of companies chosen being formed only of big companies which are constituent of FTSE 250.
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Appendix
 A1

 Regression analysis Y=TD/E X=EBIT/E:
	Regression Statistics
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 

	Multiple R
	0.324878
	
	
	
	
	
	
	 

	R Square
	0.105545
	
	
	
	
	
	
	 

	Adjusted R Square
	0.099502
	
	
	
	
	
	
	 

	Standard Error
	1.052794
	
	
	
	
	
	
	 

	Observations
	150
	
	
	
	
	
	
	 

	 
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	 

	ANOVA
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	 

	 
	df
	SS
	MS
	F
	Significance F
	
	
	 

	Regression
	1
	19.35662
	19.35662
	17.46397027
	   0.000050 
	
	
	 

	Residual
	148
	164.0395
	1.108375
	
	
	
	
	 

	Total
	149
	183.3961
	 
	 
	 
	
	
	 

	 
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	 

	 
	Coefficients
	Standard Error
	t Stat
	P-value
	Lower 95%
	Upper 95%
	Lower 95.0%
	Upper 95.0%

	Intercept
	0.714944
	0.106335
	6.723533
	     0.00000000036 
	0.5048141
	0.925075
	0.504814
	0.925075

	EBIT/E
	0.860824
	0.205988
	4.178992
	     0.00004987280 
	0.4537655
	1.267882
	0.453766
	1.267882


Figure 1
Regression analysis: Y=TD/CAPITAL X=EBIT/E:
	Regression Statistics
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 

	Multiple R
	0.388395
	
	
	
	
	
	
	 

	R Square
	0.15085
	
	
	
	
	
	
	 

	Adjusted R Square
	0.145113
	
	
	
	
	
	
	 

	Standard Error
	0.181796
	
	
	
	
	
	
	 

	Observations
	150
	
	
	
	
	
	
	 

	 
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	 

	ANOVA
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	 

	 
	df
	SS
	MS
	F
	Significance F
	
	
	 

	Regression
	1
	0.868949
	0.868949
	26.29201494
	9.05E-07
	
	
	 

	Residual
	148
	4.891386
	0.03305
	
	
	
	
	 

	Total
	149
	5.760334
	 
	 
	 
	
	
	 

	 
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	 

	 
	Coefficients
	Standard Error
	t Stat
	P-value
	Lower 95%
	Upper 95%
	Lower 95.0%
	Upper 95.0%

	Intercept
	0.352171
	0.018362
	19.17948
	           0.000000 
	0.315885
	0.388456
	0.315885
	0.388456

	EBIT/E
	0.182388
	0.03557
	5.127574
	      0.00000090 
	0.112097
	0.252679
	0.112097
	0.252679


Figure 2
Regression analysis Y=TD/CAPITAL X=NPROF/E
	Regression Statistics
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 

	Multiple R
	0.164864
	
	
	
	
	
	
	 

	R Square
	0.02718
	
	
	
	
	
	
	 

	Adjusted R Square
	0.020607
	
	
	
	
	
	
	 

	Standard Error
	0.194585
	
	
	
	
	
	
	 

	Observations
	150
	
	
	
	
	
	
	 

	 
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	 

	ANOVA
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	 

	 
	df
	SS
	MS
	F
	Significance F
	
	
	 

	Regression
	1
	0.156567
	0.156567
	4.135072
	0.04379
	
	
	 

	Residual
	148
	5.603767
	0.037863
	
	
	
	
	 

	Total
	149
	5.760334
	 
	 
	 
	
	
	 

	 
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	 

	 
	Coefficients
	Standard Error
	t Stat
	P-value
	Lower 95%
	Upper 95%
	Lower 95.0%
	Upper 95.0%

	Intercept
	0.391873
	0.017669
	22.17918
	          0.00 
	0.356958
	0.426788
	0.356958
	0.426788

	PROF/E
	0.087267
	0.042915
	2.033488
	0.04379
	0.002462
	0.172073
	0.002462
	0.172073


Figure 3
Regression analysis Y=LD/E X=EBIT/E:
	Regression Statistics
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 

	Multiple R
	0.271801
	
	
	
	
	
	
	 

	R Square
	0.073876
	
	
	
	
	
	
	 

	Adjusted R Square
	0.067618
	
	
	
	
	
	
	 

	Standard Error
	1.030431
	
	
	
	
	
	
	 

	Observations
	150
	
	
	
	
	
	
	 

	 
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	 

	ANOVA
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	 

	 
	df
	SS
	MS
	F
	Significance F
	
	
	 

	Regression
	1
	12.53526
	12.53526
	11.80581
	0.000767
	
	
	 

	Residual
	148
	157.1445
	1.061787
	
	
	
	
	 

	Total
	149
	169.6798
	 
	 
	 
	
	
	 

	 
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	 

	 
	Coefficients
	Standard Error
	t Stat
	P-value
	Lower 95%
	Upper 95%
	Lower 95.0%
	Upper 95.0%

	Intercept
	0.636976
	0.104076
	6.120307
	7.98E-09
	0.43131
	0.842643
	0.43131
	0.842643

	EBIT/E
	0.692733
	0.201613
	3.435958
	0.000767
	0.294322
	1.091145
	0.294322
	1.091145


Figure 4








	Regression Statistics
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 

	Multiple R
	0.049894
	
	
	
	
	
	
	 

	R Square
	0.002489
	
	
	
	
	
	
	 

	Adjusted R Square
	-0.01801
	
	
	
	
	
	
	 

	Standard Error
	1.11938
	
	
	
	
	
	
	 

	Observations
	150
	
	
	
	
	
	
	 

	 
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	 

	ANOVA
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	 

	 
	df
	SS
	MS
	F
	Significance F
	
	
	 

	Regression
	3
	0.45655
	0.152183
	0.121454
	0.947344
	
	
	 

	Residual
	146
	182.9395
	1.253011
	
	
	
	
	 

	Total
	149
	183.3961
	 
	 
	 
	
	
	 

	 
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	 

	 
	Coefficients
	Standard Error
	t Stat
	P-value
	Lower 95%
	Upper 95%
	Lower 95.0%
	Upper 95.0%

	Intercept
	1.148648
	0.52426
	2.190987
	0.030038
	0.112528
	2.184768
	0.112528
	2.184768

	PROF/E
	-0.12126
	0.247958
	-0.48905
	0.625539
	-0.61131
	0.368787
	-0.61131
	0.368787

	SIZE
	-0.02106
	0.068243
	-0.3086
	0.758065
	-0.15593
	0.113813
	-0.15593
	0.113813

	ASSET TANGIBILITY
	-0.01764
	0.063566
	-0.27744
	0.781835
	-0.14326
	0.107993
	-0.14326
	0.107993


Figure 5
A2.
 Regression analysis: Y= TD/EQ  X= SIZE, ASSET TANGIBILITY, PROF/E

Regression analysis: Y= TD/A  X= SIZE, ASSET TANGIBILITY, PROF/E
	Regression Statistics
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 

	Multiple R
	0.1134
	
	
	
	
	
	
	 

	R Square
	0.01286
	
	
	
	
	
	
	 

	Adjusted R Square
	-0.00742
	
	
	
	
	
	
	 

	Standard Error
	0.272646
	
	
	
	
	
	
	 

	Observations
	150
	
	
	
	
	
	
	 

	 
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	 

	ANOVA
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	 

	 
	df
	SS
	MS
	F
	Significance F
	
	
	 

	Regression
	3
	0.141384
	0.047128
	0.633988
	0.594243
	
	
	 

	Residual
	146
	10.853
	0.074336
	
	
	
	
	 

	Total
	149
	10.99438
	 
	 
	 
	
	
	 

	 
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	 

	 
	Coefficients
	Standard Error
	t Stat
	P-value
	Lower 95%
	Upper 95%
	Lower 95.0%
	Upper 95.0%

	Intercept
	0.473287
	0.127693
	3.706432
	0.000298
	0.220921
	0.725653
	0.220921
	0.725653

	PROF/E
	-0.00406
	0.060395
	-0.06723
	0.946493
	-0.12342
	0.115301
	-0.12342
	0.115301

	SIZE
	-0.01989
	0.016622
	-1.19675
	0.233345
	-0.05274
	0.012958
	-0.05274
	0.012958

	ASSET TANGIBILITY
	-0.02112
	0.015483
	-1.3638
	0.174728
	-0.05171
	0.009484
	-0.05171
	0.009484


Figure 6

Regression analysis: Y= TD/CAP  X= SIZE, ASSET TANGIBILITY, PROF/E
	Regression Statistics
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 

	Multiple R
	0.183255
	
	
	
	
	
	
	 

	R Square
	0.033583
	
	
	
	
	
	
	 

	Adjusted R Square
	0.013725
	
	
	
	
	
	
	 

	Standard Error
	0.195267
	
	
	
	
	
	
	 

	Observations
	150
	
	
	
	
	
	
	 

	 
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	 

	ANOVA
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	 

	 
	df
	SS
	MS
	F
	Significance F
	
	
	 

	Regression
	3
	0.193447
	0.064482
	1.691143
	0.171486
	
	
	 

	Residual
	146
	5.566888
	0.038129
	
	
	
	
	 

	Total
	149
	5.760334
	 
	 
	 
	
	
	 

	 
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	 

	 
	Coefficients
	Standard Error
	t Stat
	P-value
	Lower 95%
	Upper 95%
	Lower 95.0%
	Upper 95.0%

	Intercept
	0.305227
	0.091453
	3.337514
	0.001072
	0.124483
	0.48597
	0.124483
	0.48597

	PROF/E
	0.083339
	0.043254
	1.926715
	0.055958
	-0.00215
	0.168825
	-0.00215
	0.168825

	SIZE
	0.011559
	0.011905
	0.970989
	0.33316
	-0.01197
	0.035087
	-0.01197
	0.035087

	ASSET TANGIBILITY
	0.010442
	0.011089
	0.94166
	0.347922
	-0.01147
	0.032357
	-0.01147
	0.032357


Figure 7

Regression analysis: Y= LD/ASSETS  X= SIZE, ASSET TANGIBILITY, PROF/E
	Regression Statistics
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Multiple R
	0.136502
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	R Square
	0.018633
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Adjusted R Square
	-0.00153
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Standard Error
	0.273245
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Observations
	150
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	ANOVA
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	 
	df
	SS
	MS
	F
	Significance F
	
	
	

	Regression
	3
	0.206969
	0.06899
	0.924012
	0.430893
	
	
	

	Residual
	146
	10.9008
	0.074663
	
	
	
	
	

	Total
	149
	11.10777
	 
	 
	 
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	 
	Coefficients
	Standard Error
	t Stat
	P-value
	Lower 95%
	Upper 95%
	Lower 95.0%
	Upper 95.0%

	Intercept
	0.467363
	0.127974
	3.652008
	0.000362
	0.214442
	0.720284
	0.214442
	0.720284

	PROF/E
	-0.02133
	0.060528
	-0.35243
	0.725028
	-0.14095
	0.098292
	-0.14095
	0.098292

	SIZE
	-0.02419
	0.016659
	-1.45212
	0.148614
	-0.05711
	0.008733
	-0.05711
	0.008733

	ASSET TANGIBILITY
	-0.02462
	0.015517
	-1.58645
	0.1148
	-0.05528
	0.00605
	-0.05528
	0.00605


Figure 8
Regression analysis: Y= LD/EQ  X= SIZE, ASSET TANGIBILITY, PROF/E
	Regression Statistics
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 

	Multiple R
	0.111034
	
	
	
	
	
	
	 

	R Square
	0.012329
	
	
	
	
	
	
	 

	Adjusted R Square
	-0.00797
	
	
	
	
	
	
	 

	Standard Error
	1.071383
	
	
	
	
	
	
	 

	Observations
	150
	
	
	
	
	
	
	 

	 
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	 

	ANOVA
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	 

	 
	df
	SS
	MS
	F
	Significance F
	
	
	 

	Regression
	3
	2.09191
	0.697303
	0.60748
	0.611169
	
	
	 

	Residual
	146
	167.5879
	1.147862
	
	
	
	
	 

	Total
	149
	169.6798
	 
	 
	 
	
	
	 

	 
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	 

	 
	Coefficients
	Standard Error
	t Stat
	P-value
	Lower 95%
	Upper 95%
	Lower 95.0%
	Upper 95.0%

	Intercept
	1.174969
	0.501781
	2.341595
	0.020553
	0.183275
	2.166663
	0.183275
	2.166663

	PROF/E
	-0.27477
	0.237326
	-1.15777
	0.24885
	-0.74381
	0.19427
	-0.74381
	0.19427

	SIZE
	-0.03825
	0.065317
	-0.58557
	0.559068
	-0.16734
	0.090842
	-0.16734
	0.090842

	ASSET TANGIBILITY
	-0.03282
	0.060841
	-0.53947
	0.590385
	-0.15306
	0.087421
	-0.15306
	0.087421


Figure 9






Regression analysis: Y= TD/ASSETS X= SIZE, ASSET TANGIBILITY, PROF/A
	Regression Statistics
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 

	Multiple R
	0.120686
	
	
	
	
	
	
	 

	R Square
	0.014565
	
	
	
	
	
	
	 

	Adjusted R Square
	-0.00568
	
	
	
	
	
	
	 

	Standard Error
	0.27241
	
	
	
	
	
	
	 

	Observations
	150
	
	
	
	
	
	
	 

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	 

	ANOVA
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	 

	 
	df
	SS
	MS
	F
	Significance F
	
	
	 

	Regression
	3
	0.160135
	0.053378
	0.719315
	0.541972
	
	
	 

	Residual
	146
	10.83425
	0.074207
	
	
	
	
	 

	Total
	149
	10.99438
	 
	 
	 
	
	
	 

	 
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	 

	 
	Coefficients
	Standard Error
	t Stat
	P-value
	Lower 95%
	Upper 95%
	Lower 95.0%
	Upper 95.0%

	Intercept
	0.476692
	0.12775
	3.73144
	0.000272
	0.224214
	0.729171
	0.224214
	0.729171

	PROF/A
	-0.1427
	0.281378
	-0.50716
	0.612805
	-0.6988
	0.413395
	-0.6988
	0.413395

	SIZE
	-0.01939
	0.016585
	-1.16893
	0.244337
	-0.05216
	0.013391
	-0.05216
	0.013391

	ASSET TANGIBILITY
	-0.02058
	0.015453
	-1.33179
	0.185004
	-0.05112
	0.009961
	-0.05112
	0.009961


Figure 10

Regression analysis: Y= TD/EQ  X= SIZE, ASSET TANGIBILITY, PROF/A
	Regression Statistics
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 

	Multiple R
	0.061627
	
	
	
	
	
	
	 

	R Square
	0.003798
	
	
	
	
	
	
	 

	Adjusted R Square
	-0.01667
	
	
	
	
	
	
	 

	Standard Error
	1.118645
	
	
	
	
	
	
	 

	Observations
	150
	
	
	
	
	
	
	 

	 
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	 

	ANOVA
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	 

	 
	df
	SS
	MS
	F
	Significance F
	
	
	 

	Regression
	3
	0.696524
	0.232175
	0.185537
	0.906101
	
	
	 

	Residual
	146
	182.6996
	1.251367
	
	
	
	
	 

	Total
	149
	183.3961
	 
	 
	 
	
	
	 

	 
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	 

	 
	Coefficients
	Standard Error
	t Stat
	P-value
	Lower 95%
	Upper 95%
	Lower 95.0%
	Upper 95.0%

	Intercept
	1.168238
	0.524603
	2.226897
	0.027485
	0.13144
	2.205035
	0.13144
	2.205035

	PROF/A
	-0.7588
	1.155471
	-0.6567
	0.512408
	-3.04241
	1.524812
	-3.04241
	1.524812

	SIZE
	-0.02081
	0.068105
	-0.30558
	0.760358
	-0.15541
	0.113787
	-0.15541
	0.113787

	ASSET TANGIBILITY
	-0.01715
	0.063459
	-0.27029
	0.787319
	-0.14257
	0.108265
	-0.14257
	0.108265


Figure 11

Regression analysis: Y= TD/CAP  X= SIZE, ASSET TANGIBILITY, PROF/A
	Regression Statistics
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 

	Multiple R
	0.095273
	
	
	
	
	
	
	 

	R Square
	0.921081
	
	
	
	
	
	
	 

	Adjusted R Square
	0.257413
	
	
	
	
	
	
	 

	Standard Error
	0.266774
	
	
	
	
	
	
	 

	Observations
	150
	
	
	
	
	
	
	 

	 
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	 

	ANOVA
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	 

	 
	df
	SS
	MS
	F
	Significance F
	
	
	 

	Regression
	3
	0.052287
	0.017429
	0.445795
	0.72064
	
	
	 

	Residual
	146
	5.708047
	0.039096
	
	
	
	
	 

	Total
	149
	5.760334
	 
	 
	 
	
	
	 

	 
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	 

	 
	Coefficients
	Standard Error
	t Stat
	P-value
	Lower 95%
	Upper 95%
	Lower 95.0%
	Upper 95.0%

	Intercept
	0.304463
	0.092727
	3.283433
	0.001283
	0.121202
	0.487723
	0.121202
	0.487723

	PROF/A
	-0.02027
	0.204237
	-0.09924
	0.921081
	-0.42391
	0.383373
	-0.42391
	0.383373

	SIZE
	0.013687
	0.012038
	1.136972
	0.257413
	-0.0101
	0.037478
	-0.0101
	0.037478

	ASSET TANGIBILITY
	0.012504
	0.011217
	1.114785
	0.266774
	-0.00966
	0.034673
	-0.00966
	0.034673


Figure 12
Regression analysis: Y= LD/ASSETS  X= SIZE, ASSET TANGIBILITY, PROF/A
	Regression Statistics
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 

	Multiple R
	0.141305
	
	
	
	
	
	
	 

	R Square
	0.019967
	
	
	
	
	
	
	 

	Adjusted R Square
	-0.00017
	
	
	
	
	
	
	 

	Standard Error
	0.27306
	
	
	
	
	
	
	 

	Observations
	150
	
	
	
	
	
	
	 

	 
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	 

	ANOVA
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	 

	 
	df
	SS
	MS
	F
	Significance F
	
	
	 

	Regression
	3
	0.221789
	0.07393
	0.991524
	0.39866
	
	
	 

	Residual
	146
	10.88598
	0.074562
	
	
	
	
	 

	Total
	149
	11.10777
	 
	 
	 
	
	
	 

	 
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	 

	 
	Coefficients
	Standard Error
	t Stat
	P-value
	Lower 95%
	Upper 95%
	Lower 95.0%
	Upper 95.0%

	Intercept
	0.471438
	0.128055
	3.681535
	0.000326
	0.218358
	0.724519
	0.218358
	0.724519

	PROF/A
	-0.16033
	0.282049
	-0.56845
	0.570603
	-0.71776
	0.397095
	-0.71776
	0.397095

	SIZE
	-0.02403
	0.016624
	-1.44563
	0.150423
	-0.05689
	0.008823
	-0.05689
	0.008823

	ASSET TANGIBILITY
	-0.02441
	0.01549
	-1.57602
	0.117185
	-0.05503
	0.006201
	-0.05503
	0.006201


Figure 13
Regression analysis: Y= LD/EQ  X= SIZE, ASSET TANGIBILITY, PROF/A
	Regression Statistics
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 

	Multiple R
	0.097287
	
	
	
	
	
	
	 

	R Square
	0.009465
	
	
	
	
	
	
	 

	Adjusted R Square
	-0.01089
	
	
	
	
	
	
	 

	Standard Error
	1.072935
	
	
	
	
	
	
	 

	Observations
	150
	
	
	
	
	
	
	 

	 
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	 

	ANOVA
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	 

	 
	df
	SS
	MS
	F
	Significance F
	
	
	 

	Regression
	3
	1.60599
	0.53533
	0.465023
	0.707133
	
	
	 

	Residual
	146
	168.0738
	1.15119
	
	
	
	
	 

	Total
	149
	169.6798
	 
	 
	 
	
	
	 

	 
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	 

	 
	Coefficients
	Standard Error
	t Stat
	P-value
	Lower 95%
	Upper 95%
	Lower 95.0%
	Upper 95.0%

	Intercept
	1.203897
	0.503167
	2.392638
	0.017999
	0.209465
	2.198329
	0.209465
	2.198329

	PROF/A
	-1.05979
	1.108256
	-0.95627
	0.340518
	-3.25009
	1.130508
	-3.25009
	1.130508

	SIZE
	-0.04048
	0.065322
	-0.61975
	0.536389
	-0.16958
	0.088615
	-0.16958
	0.088615

	ASSET TANGIBILITY
	-0.03464
	0.060866
	-0.56915
	0.570131
	-0.15493
	0.08565
	-0.15493
	0.08565


Figure 14





Regression analysis: Y= TD/EQ  X= SIZE, ASSET TANGIBILITY, EBIT/E
	Regression Statistics
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 

	Multiple R
	0.328722
	
	
	
	
	
	
	 

	R Square
	0.108058
	
	
	
	
	
	
	 

	Adjusted R Square
	0.089731
	
	
	
	
	
	
	 

	Standard Error
	1.05849
	
	
	
	
	
	
	 

	Observations
	150
	
	
	
	
	
	
	 

	 
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	 

	ANOVA
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	 

	 
	df
	SS
	MS
	F
	Significance F
	
	
	 

	Regression
	3
	19.81745
	6.605816
	5.89593573
	0.0007947
	
	
	 

	Residual
	146
	163.5786
	1.120402
	
	
	
	
	 

	Total
	149
	183.3961
	 
	 
	 
	
	
	 

	 
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	 

	 
	Coefficients
	Standard Error
	t Stat
	P-value
	Lower 95%
	Upper 95%
	Lower 95.0%
	Upper 95.0%

	Intercept
	1.013893
	0.496801
	2.040842
	0.043068177
	0.0320416
	1.995745
	0.032042
	1.995745

	EBIT/E
	0.869342
	0.207529
	4.189009
	    0.00004827 
	0.4591924
	1.279491
	0.459192
	1.279491

	SIZE
	-0.0412
	0.064406
	-0.63972
	0.523359499
	-0.168489
	0.086087
	-0.16849
	0.086087

	ASSET TANGIBILITY
	-0.03568
	0.059961
	-0.59505
	0.552729272
	-0.154184
	0.082824
	-0.15418
	0.082824


Figure 15
Regression analysis: Y= TD/ASSETS  X= SIZE, ASSET TANGIBILITY, EBIT/E
	Regression Statistics
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 

	Multiple R
	0.137805
	
	
	
	
	
	
	 

	R Square
	0.01899
	
	
	
	
	
	
	 

	Adjusted R Square
	-0.00117
	
	
	
	
	
	
	 

	Standard Error
	0.271798
	
	
	
	
	
	
	 

	Observations
	150
	
	
	
	
	
	
	 

	 
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	 

	ANOVA
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	 

	 
	df
	SS
	MS
	F
	Significance F
	
	
	 

	Regression
	3
	0.208786
	0.069595
	0.942083
	0.422055
	
	
	 

	Residual
	146
	10.78559
	0.073874
	
	
	
	
	 

	Total
	149
	10.99438
	 
	 
	 
	
	
	 

	 
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	 

	 
	Coefficients
	Standard Error
	t Stat
	P-value
	Lower 95%
	Upper 95%
	Lower 95.0%
	Upper 95.0%

	Intercept
	0.465331
	0.127568
	3.647714
	0.000367
	0.213213
	0.71745
	0.213213
	0.71745

	EBIT/E
	0.051028
	0.053289
	0.957574
	0.339861
	-0.05429
	0.156346
	-0.05429
	0.156346

	SIZE
	-0.021
	0.016538
	-1.26978
	0.206184
	-0.05368
	0.011685
	-0.05368
	0.011685

	ASSET TANGIBILITY
	-0.0221
	0.015397
	-1.43551
	0.153281
	-0.05253
	0.008327
	-0.05253
	0.008327


Figure 16
Regression analysis: Y= TD/CAPITAL  X= SIZE, ASSET TANGIBILITY, EBIT/E
	Regression Statistics
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 

	Multiple R
	0.3947
	
	
	
	
	
	
	 

	R Square
	0.155788
	
	
	
	
	
	
	 

	Adjusted R Square
	0.138441
	
	
	
	
	
	
	 

	Standard Error
	0.182504
	
	
	
	
	
	
	 

	Observations
	150
	
	
	
	
	
	
	 

	 
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	 

	ANOVA
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	 

	 
	df
	SS
	MS
	F
	Significance F
	
	
	 

	Regression
	3
	0.89739
	0.29913
	8.980765631
	1.69E-05
	
	
	 

	Residual
	146
	4.862945
	0.033308
	
	
	
	
	 

	Total
	149
	5.760334
	 
	 
	 
	
	
	 

	 
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	 

	 
	Coefficients
	Standard Error
	t Stat
	P-value
	Lower 95%
	Upper 95%
	Lower 95.0%
	Upper 95.0%

	Intercept
	0.275669
	0.085658
	3.218241
	0.001589213
	0.106379
	0.444959
	0.106379
	0.444959

	EBIT/E
	0.180279
	0.035782
	5.038259
	           0.000001 
	0.109562
	0.250997
	0.109562
	0.250997

	SIZE
	0.01004
	0.011105
	0.904115
	0.367423649
	-0.01191
	0.031987
	-0.01191
	0.031987

	ASSET TANGIBILITY
	0.009268
	0.010338
	0.896467
	0.371478994
	-0.01116
	0.029701
	-0.01116
	0.029701


Figure 17
Regression analysis: Y= LD/ASSETS  X= SIZE, ASSET TANGIBILITY, EBIT/E
	Regression Statistics
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 

	Multiple R
	0.144017
	
	
	
	
	
	
	 

	R Square
	0.020741
	
	
	
	
	
	
	 

	Adjusted R Square
	0.000619
	
	
	
	
	
	
	 

	Standard Error
	0.272952
	
	
	
	
	
	
	 

	Observations
	150
	
	
	
	
	
	
	 

	 
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	 

	ANOVA
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	 

	 
	df
	SS
	MS
	F
	Significance F
	
	
	 

	Regression
	3
	0.230385
	0.076795
	1.030768
	0.380891
	
	
	 

	Residual
	146
	10.87738
	0.074503
	
	
	
	
	 

	Total
	149
	11.10777
	 
	 
	 
	
	
	 

	 
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	 

	 
	Coefficients
	Standard Error
	t Stat
	P-value
	Lower 95%
	Upper 95%
	Lower 95.0%
	Upper 95.0%

	Intercept
	0.462112
	0.12811
	3.607158
	0.000424
	0.208923
	0.715301
	0.208923
	0.715301

	EBIT/E
	0.035449
	0.053515
	0.662399
	0.50876
	-0.07032
	0.141213
	-0.07032
	0.141213

	SIZE
	-0.02541
	0.016608
	-1.53014
	0.128146
	-0.05824
	0.007411
	-0.05824
	0.007411

	ASSET TANGIBILITY
	-0.02574
	0.015462
	-1.66474
	0.098109
	-0.0563
	0.004818
	-0.0563
	0.004818


Figure 18
Regression analysis: Y= LD/EQ  X= SIZE, ASSET TANGIBILITY, EBIT/E
	Regression Statistics
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 

	Multiple R
	0.28187
	
	
	
	
	
	
	 

	R Square
	0.079451
	
	
	
	
	
	
	 

	Adjusted R Square
	0.060535
	
	
	
	
	
	
	 

	Standard Error
	1.034337
	
	
	
	
	
	
	 

	Observations
	150
	
	
	
	
	
	
	 

	 
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	 

	ANOVA
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	 

	 
	df
	SS
	MS
	F
	Significance F
	
	
	 

	Regression
	3
	13.48118
	4.493727
	4.20032
	0.006959
	
	
	 

	Residual
	146
	156.1986
	1.069853
	
	
	
	
	 

	Total
	149
	169.6798
	 
	 
	 
	
	
	 

	 
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	 

	 
	Coefficients
	Standard Error
	t Stat
	P-value
	Lower 95%
	Upper 95%
	Lower 95.0%
	Upper 95.0%

	Intercept
	1.06832
	0.485465
	2.200611
	0.029335
	0.108873
	2.027767
	0.108873
	2.027767

	EBIT/E
	0.704947
	0.202794
	3.476176
	0.00067
	0.304156
	1.105737
	0.304156
	1.105737

	SIZE
	-0.0589
	0.062936
	-0.93591
	0.350863
	-0.18329
	0.065481
	-0.18329
	0.065481

	ASSET TANGIBILITY
	-0.05163
	0.058593
	-0.88117
	0.379672
	-0.16743
	0.064169
	-0.16743
	0.064169


Figure 19
Regression analysis: Y= TD/EQ  X= SIZE, ASSET TANGIBILITY, EBIT/A
	Regression Statistics
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 

	Multiple R
	0.061627
	
	
	
	
	
	
	 

	R Square
	0.003798
	
	
	
	
	
	
	 

	Adjusted R Square
	-0.01667
	
	
	
	
	
	
	 

	Standard Error
	1.118645
	
	
	
	
	
	
	 

	Observations
	150
	
	
	
	
	
	
	 

	 
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	 

	ANOVA
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	 

	 
	df
	SS
	MS
	F
	Significance F
	
	
	 

	Regression
	3
	0.696524
	0.232175
	0.185537
	0.906101
	
	
	 

	Residual
	146
	182.6996
	1.251367
	
	
	
	
	 

	Total
	149
	183.3961
	 
	 
	 
	
	
	 

	 
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	 

	 
	Coefficients
	Standard Error
	t Stat
	P-value
	Lower 95%
	Upper 95%
	Lower 95.0%
	Upper 95.0%

	Intercept
	1.168238
	0.524603
	2.226897
	0.027485
	0.13144
	2.205035
	0.13144
	2.205035

	PROFITABILITY
	-0.7588
	1.155471
	-0.6567
	0.512408
	-3.04241
	1.524812
	-3.04241
	1.524812

	SIZE
	-0.02081
	0.068105
	-0.30558
	0.760358
	-0.15541
	0.113787
	-0.15541
	0.113787

	ASSET TANGIBILITY
	-0.01715
	0.063459
	-0.27029
	0.787319
	-0.14257
	0.108265
	-0.14257
	0.108265


Figure 20
Regression analysis: Y= TD/ASSETS  X= SIZE, ASSET TANGIBILITY, EBIT/A
	Regression Statistics
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 

	Multiple R
	0.120686
	
	
	
	
	
	
	 

	R Square
	0.014565
	
	
	
	
	
	
	 

	Adjusted R Square
	-0.00568
	
	
	
	
	
	
	 

	Standard Error
	0.27241
	
	
	
	
	
	
	 

	Observations
	150
	
	
	
	
	
	
	 

	 
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	 

	ANOVA
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	 

	 
	df
	SS
	MS
	F
	Significance F
	
	
	 

	Regression
	3
	0.160135
	0.053378
	0.719315
	0.541972
	
	
	 

	Residual
	146
	10.83425
	0.074207
	
	
	
	
	 

	Total
	149
	10.99438
	 
	 
	 
	
	
	 

	 
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	 

	 
	Coefficients
	Standard Error
	t Stat
	P-value
	Lower 95%
	Upper 95%
	Lower 95.0%
	Upper 95.0%

	Intercept
	0.476692
	0.12775
	3.73144
	0.000272
	0.224214
	0.729171
	0.224214
	0.729171

	PROFITABILITY
	-0.1427
	0.281378
	-0.50716
	0.612805
	-0.6988
	0.413395
	-0.6988
	0.413395

	SIZE
	-0.01939
	0.016585
	-1.16893
	0.244337
	-0.05216
	0.013391
	-0.05216
	0.013391

	ASSET TANGIBILITY
	-0.02058
	0.015453
	-1.33179
	0.185004
	-0.05112
	0.009961
	-0.05112
	0.009961


Figure 21
Figure 22
Regression analysis: Y= TD/CAP  X= SIZE, ASSET TANGIBILITY, EBIT/A
	Regression Statistics
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 

	Multiple R
	0.095273
	
	
	
	
	
	
	 

	R Square
	0.009077
	
	
	
	
	
	
	 

	Adjusted R Square
	-0.01128
	
	
	
	
	
	
	 

	Standard Error
	0.197728
	
	
	
	
	
	
	 

	Observations
	150
	
	
	
	
	
	
	 

	 
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	 

	ANOVA
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	 

	 
	df
	SS
	MS
	F
	Significance F
	
	
	 

	Regression
	3
	0.052287
	0.017429
	0.445795
	0.72064
	
	
	 

	Residual
	146
	5.708047
	0.039096
	
	
	
	
	 

	Total
	149
	5.760334
	 
	 
	 
	
	
	 

	 
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	 

	 
	Coefficients
	Standard Error
	t Stat
	P-value
	Lower 95%
	Upper 95%
	Lower 95.0%
	Upper 95.0%

	Intercept
	0.304463
	0.092727
	3.283433
	0.001283
	0.121202
	0.487723
	0.121202
	0.487723

	PROFITABILITY
	-0.02027
	0.204237
	-0.09924
	0.921081
	-0.42391
	0.383373
	-0.42391
	0.383373

	SIZE
	0.013687
	0.012038
	1.136972
	0.257413
	-0.0101
	0.037478
	-0.0101
	0.037478

	ASSET TANGIBILITY
	0.012504
	0.011217
	1.114785
	0.266774
	-0.00966
	0.034673
	-0.00966
	0.034673


Figure 23
Regression analysis: Y= LD/ASSETS   X= SIZE, ASSET TANGIBILITY, EBIT/A
	Regression Statistics
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 

	Multiple R
	0.141305
	
	
	
	
	
	
	 

	R Square
	0.019967
	
	
	
	
	
	
	 

	Adjusted R Square
	-0.00017
	
	
	
	
	
	
	 

	Standard Error
	0.27306
	
	
	
	
	
	
	 

	Observations
	150
	
	
	
	
	
	
	 

	 
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	 

	ANOVA
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	 

	 
	df
	SS
	MS
	F
	Significance F
	
	
	 

	Regression
	3
	0.221789
	0.07393
	0.991524
	0.39866
	
	
	 

	Residual
	146
	10.88598
	0.074562
	
	
	
	
	 

	Total
	149
	11.10777
	 
	 
	 
	
	
	 

	 
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	 

	 
	Coefficients
	Standard Error
	t Stat
	P-value
	Lower 95%
	Upper 95%
	Lower 95.0%
	Upper 95.0%

	Intercept
	0.471438
	0.128055
	3.681535
	0.000326
	0.218358
	0.724519
	0.218358
	0.724519

	PROFITABILITY
	-0.16033
	0.282049
	-0.56845
	0.570603
	-0.71776
	0.397095
	-0.71776
	0.397095

	SIZE
	-0.02403
	0.016624
	-1.44563
	0.150423
	-0.05689
	0.008823
	-0.05689
	0.008823

	ASSET TANGIBILITY
	-0.02441
	0.01549
	-1.57602
	0.117185
	-0.05503
	0.006201
	-0.05503
	0.006201


Figure 24
Regression analysis: Y= LD/ASSETS   X= SIZE, ASSET TANGIBILITY, EBIT/A
	Regression Statistics
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 

	Multiple R
	0.097287
	
	
	
	
	
	
	 

	R Square
	0.009465
	
	
	
	
	
	
	 

	Adjusted R Square
	-0.01089
	
	
	
	
	
	
	 

	Standard Error
	1.072935
	
	
	
	
	
	
	 

	Observations
	150
	
	
	
	
	
	
	 

	 
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	 

	ANOVA
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	 

	 
	df
	SS
	MS
	F
	Significance F
	
	
	 

	Regression
	3
	1.60599
	0.53533
	0.465023
	0.707133
	
	
	 

	Residual
	146
	168.0738
	1.15119
	
	
	
	
	 

	Total
	149
	169.6798
	 
	 
	 
	
	
	 

	 
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	 

	 
	Coefficients
	Standard Error
	t Stat
	P-value
	Lower 95%
	Upper 95%
	Lower 90.0%
	Upper 90.0%

	Intercept
	1.203897
	0.503167
	2.392638
	0.017999
	0.209465
	2.198329
	0.370975
	2.036818

	PROFITABILITY
	-1.05979
	1.108256
	-0.95627
	0.340518
	-3.25009
	1.130508
	-2.89435
	0.774771

	SIZE
	-0.04048
	0.065322
	-0.61975
	0.536389
	-0.16958
	0.088615
	-0.14861
	0.067648

	ASSET TANGIBILITY
	-0.03464
	0.060866
	-0.56915
	0.570131
	-0.15493
	0.08565
	-0.1354
	0.066113
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