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Abstract

The effects on shareholder wealth of the payment of greenmail versus restructuring
activities to thwart hostile takeover offers were investigated and illustrated in this
study. The risk premium version of the market model was used to examine abnormal
security price performance relative to an event announcement for selected sample
sets of companies which have employed these defense techniques. The resulting
company abnormal returns were summed cross-sectionally in event-time to obtain
portfolio abnormal returns for use in hypothesis testing. Evidence from prior studies
is first discussed to give some insight of the effects of merger activity, capital
structure changes, and greenmail announcements on shareholder wealth. Research
methods and results of this analysis are then presented. Based upon the comparison
of these widely used anti-takeover tactics, findings suggest that the payment of
greenmail entrenches management at the expense of shareholder wealth, while
restructuring activity to thwart hostile offers provides significant positive returns to

shareholders.

I. Introduction

The market for corporate control was immen-
sely active during 1986 and continued unabated
through 1987. The "Street Talk" column from
the 16 September 1987 USA Today character-
ized a typical trading Wednesday as follows:

Corporate raider T. Boone Pickens Jr. on Tues-
day raised his tender offer for Newmont Mining
Corp... from $95 to $105 a share. The stock
leaped 5 5/8 to close at 101 1/8. Analysts said
Pickens’ new offer, which came a week after his
initial offer for the 28 million shares he needs
for control, shows his resolve and increases
pressure on Newmont managers. Analysts spec-
ulated Newmont might spin off its publicly tra-
ded Newmont Gold unit ... to Newmont Mining
shareholders. But Vahid Fathi of Prescott, Ball
& Turben said it's more likely Newmont would
offer new stock to London-based Consolidated
Gold Fields PLC, which owns 26.2% of New-
mont, for Consolidated’s USA assets, leaving

Newmont too big to swallow.

Asher B. Edelman unveiled his interest Tuesday
in a long-rumored target, Foster Wheeler Corp.
"l think he’s trying to put this thing into play so
he can get greenmail from the company... said
Robert W. McCoy Jr. of Kidder, Peabody &
Co. In a filing with the Securities and Ex-
change Commission, Edelman said he may try
Jor control and a breakup...

These are typical examples of battles for cor-
porate control. Two techniques used to thwart
takeovers are greenmail and restructuring by
target companies. Corporate control refers to the
right to manage corporate resources [Jensen and
Ruback (1983)]. Control can transfer from a
target firm to the board of an acquiring firm.
Because boards normally delegate control to top
management, control essentially transfers bet-
ween competing managements of firms. When
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alternative managerial teams compete for the
right to manage corporate resources, a takeover
market or market for corporate control is cre-
ated.

In the market for corporate control, manager-
ial teams can compete for control via merger,
tender offer, proxy contest, or elements of all
three. In a merger or tender offer, the bidding
firm offers to buy the common stock of the
target at a premium to the target’s market value.
Mergers are negotiated directly with target man-
agers and approved by the target’s board of di-
rectors before going to a vote of target share-
holders for approval. Tender offers are made
directly to target sharecholders who decide indi-
vidually whether to tender their shares for sale
to the bidding firm. Proxy contests occur when
an insurgent group attempts to gain controlling
seats on the board of directors.

Target managements respond in varying ways
to hostile offers or to the threat of hostile offers.
A most effective way to thwart potential offers
is to operate the business in a manner which
avoids its becoming a takeover candidate. This
involves using assets efficiently, increasing pro-
fitability, raising cash dividends, avoiding an
excessive build-up of cash and other assets and
excess unused debt capacity (i.e. managing
corporate resources as effectively as possible).
Even with these useful strategies, still other nec-
essary defense tactics have been developed to
thwart raiders who perceive unrecognized value
in a firm. Thus, development of creative an-
ti-takeover tactics is becoming the primary task
of takeover specialists in a competitive Merger
and Acquisition (M&A) fee environment. Stra-
tegies such as the "pac-man" defense, wooing a
"white knight," prescribing "poison pills," pack-
ing "golden parachutes" , administering "shark
repellent,” paying "greenmail," and making ma-
jor changes in capital structure have emerged as
responses to hostile offers. Innovative anti-take-
over charter amendments have also flourished in
recent corporate control battles. Litigious action
is becoming more common in efforts to thwart
hostile bids. The focus of this study is on the
payment of greenmail and on corporate restruc-
turings because these two techniques have been
widely used in recent takeover activity.

Corporate restructurings are defined as sell-
offs, spin-offs, untargeted share repurchases, and

recapitalizations such as exchanging cash, deben-
tures, or new common for each share of old
common. Greenmail is defined as share repur-
chase at a premium from one individual or gro-
up posing a takeover threat. The term greenmail
is used throughout this study as shorthand for
the more formal "targeted share repurchase." The
difference between greenmail and corporate re-
structuring is that greenmail involves the pay-
ment of a negotiated premium to a specific tar-
get shareholder or group, while a capital struc-
ture change directly affects all shareholders of
the firm. Employment of either of these techni-
ques should, a priorihave an effect on share-
holder wealth as measured by stock price. The
purpose of this study is to examine this effect
and to provide managers with some decision
making insight.

II. Brief Review of Previous Research

To examine the effect of antitakeover defen-
ses on shareholders’ wealth, two competing hy-
potheses (i.e. managerial entrenchment hypothe-
sis and stockholder interests hypothesis) will be
discussed.  First, the managerial entrenchment
hypothesis holds that either defensive restructur-
ing or the payment of greenmail to thwart a
takeover is aimed primarily at protecting incum-
bent management’s job and decision making
prerogatives at the expense of stockholders inter-
ests. With management threatened by a poten-
tial takeover, a reduction in threat results in
greater managerial "perquisite consumption” at
shareholder expense [Dann and DeAngelo (19-
83)]. According to Dann and DeAngelo, "the
potential personal costs associated with a change
in corporate control provide incumbent manage-
ment with the incentive to use corporate resour-
ces to blunt a takeover threat." As a result, man-
agement is not inclined to take actions leading to
greater effectiveness and efficiency. An increase
in stockholder wealth could, therefore, not be
expected.

The stockholder interests hypothesis holds that
stockholders benefit from defensive strategies
because the reduced threat of takeover allows
management to direct its efforts to value-gener-
ating activities rather than towards those design-
ed to discourage takeover attempts. This hypo-
thesis postulates that a defensive strategy may
result in the elimination of inefficiencies and the
allocation of resources to more profitable en-
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deavors. This assumes, of course, that ineffic-
iencies are present within the current corporate
structure. Otherwise, raiders would not perceive
unrecognized value in the takeover target. By
reducing the inefficiencies and the costs associat-
ed with managerial competition, stockholders
should gain.

In a study by Asquith (1983), the effects of
merger bids on stock prices of both bidding and
target companies were evaluated. Of the 91
target firms where the outcome was unsuccess-
ful, significant positive cumulative excess returns
of approximately 11% (t=12.83) were noted at
press day of the bid announcement. The posi-
tive returns, however, began to dwindle as un-
certainty of the outcome became greater. As the
uncertainty was resolved, significantly negative
cumulative excess returns were seen around the
termination date for the target firms. Asquith,
however, did not examine the specific techniques
employed by the target company to thwart the
takeover.

A similar study was done by Bradley, Desai,
and Kim (1983) to examine the post merger
failure stock price behavior of target firms.
They concluded that target firms which were
unsuccessfully courted and which did not receive
subsequent offers over a two year period follow-
ing the failure announcement lost the initial
gains noted at the time of announcement over
the following two-year period. Jensen and Rub-
ack (1983) also found that targets of unsuccess-
ful mergers lose all positive returns associated
with the offer announcement period by the time
failure of the offer is known.

In summarizing these studies, it has been
shown that targets of unsuccessful mergers earn-
ed significantly positive returns on the offer
announcement and continued until the announce-
ment of termination. However, the firms that
did not receive additional offers in the next two
years (Bradley, et al) lost all previous announce-
ment gains. Thus, it appears that an action wh-
ich eliminates a bid does not provide positive
returns for stockholders in the long term, only
neutral to negative returns. From these studies
at least, it would be difficult to argue that ac-
tions which eliminate a bidder are in the stock-
holders’ best interests.

Dann (1981) studied the effects of common

share repurchases on shareholder wealth. He
found that average common stock returns were
approximately plus 15% at the time of repur-
chase. The positive cumulative portfolio return
persisted for 60 days beyond the repurchase
announcement, indicating that the positive an-
nouncement period returns are not a temporary
effect. On a more general basis, Masulis (1980)
studied the effects of changes in capital structure
on security prices. One aspect of his work look-
ed at the effects on common stock price of ini-
tial exchange offers proposing an increase in
leverage. Portfolio returns during a two-day
announcement period for 106 firms proposing an
increase in leverage was plus 7.6% (t=14.6).
Increased leverage appears to have had a sig-
nificantly positive effect on shareholder wealth
in the short run. Miles and Rosenfeld (1983) as
well as Jain (1985) studied the effect of volun-
tary spin-off (sell-off) announcements on share-
holder wealth. Both studies found that share-
holders eam significantly positive excess returns
following announcement.  Although none of
these studies were conducted to examine the
effects of asset and capital structure change in
response to a hostile offer, the results, neverthe-
less, provide some insight on the effects of such
changes on share price and firm value.

Two studies examined greenmail payments in
response to hostile takeover bids. Bradley and
Wakeman (1983) studied the effects of green-
mail at premium prices for 21 firms that resulted
in offer termination. The three day cumulative
average abnormal return surrounding the announ-
cement of repurchase was -5.50% (t=- 7.14) for
the repurchasing firm, and the cumulative aver-
age abnormal return for a 20 day period from
one day before the announcement to 18 days
following the announcement was -10.5% (t=-3.
74). Each of the cumulative returns was sig-
nificantly different from zero. These results
indicated that shareholders of the repurchasing
firms sustained a significant wealth-loss in the
short run as a result of the repurchase.

Dann and DeAngelo (1983) also present evi-
dence that payment of greenmail results in sig-
nificantly negative stock returns for shareholders
of the repurchasing firm. Of 41 large block
targeted repurchases, the repurchasing firms’
stock fell 1.76% (1=-3.59) in a two day period
surrounding the announcement. These studies,
however, did not investigate the wealth impact
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for an extended period following the bid with-
drawal. Therefore, little can be said about the
effect of greenmail on shareholder wealth in the
long term. In the short run, however, a reduc-
tion in shareholder wealth associated with green-
mail suggests that such payments to eliminate
takeover bidders are costly to non-participating
stockholders.

Based on the above findings, it can be seen
that prior studies have not examined the effect
of asset and capital structure changes in response
to a hostile offer nor the longer-term effect of
employing various techniques. Therefore, this
study was conducted to further examine the
effects on shareholder wealth when capital re-
structuring and greenmail are used to thwart
takeovers. The results should add an additional
increment of knowledge to our understanding of
these issues.

III. Data Sources and Methodology

The data consists of two sample sets of target
firms which thwarted hostile takeover attempts.
The first set consists of five firms that announc-
ed a major capital restructuring. The second set
consists of five that used greenmail. In all ten
cases, the unwanted bid was withdrawn. Al-
though the sample is relatively small, it covers
recent and large unsuccessful takeover attempts
which fall into the aforementioned categories.
The small sample size also allows a detailed
illustration of each situation.

Each company of both samples was listed on
the New York Stock Exchange. Information
regarding event dates and firm selection was
obtained from the Wall Street Journal Index.
Since weekly data are employed in this research,
the event date for the restructuring set was Fri-
day of the week that the firm’s restructuring
plans were announced in the Wall Street Journal
Index. The announcement of tender offer ter-
mination did not always coincide with the an-
nouncement of restructuring (See Tables 1 and
2). The tender offer termination, however, had
to be a direct result of the restructuring plan.
The event date for firms in the greenmail sample
was Friday of the week that the targeted share
repurchase was announced in the Wall Street
Journal Index. This event date in these cases
coincided with the announcement that the hostile
bid was withdrawn.

Additional criteria were necessary for inclu-
sion in the sample. Each company had to be
relatively "clean" of additional events during the
two analysis periods; that is, no extraordinary
events or previous tender offers could have been
noted in the Wall street Journal Index for the
estimation (regression) period nor could a firm
experience additional or subsequent offers from
alternative bidders before and after the event
date in the weeks included in the prediction
period. An explanation of these analysis periods
follows in the methodology brief below.

Weekly data (Friday of each week) were used
in the analysis. Stock price closings and the
closing value of the S&P 500 were taken from
the Standard and Poors Daily Stock Price Re-
cord. The 90-day Treasury Bill secondary mar-
ket yield was obtained from the Federal Reserve
Bulletin.

The risk premium version of the market mo-
del [Lintner (1965), Mossin (1966), and Sharpe
(1963,1964)] was used to calculate ex ante (e-
stimation period, €) a, and b, The estimation or
regression period consisted of week -82 (82
weeks before the event) to week -31 relative to
the event. The model is of the form:

Re - R) = a, + bR, - R +u,, (1)

where R, R, and R, represent returns on se-
curity i, the risk-free asset, and the market port-
folio, respectively, over estimation period, e. b,
is a measure of security ith systematic risk.

The second stage analysis requires the cal-
culation of ex post (prediction period, p) abnor-
mal excess returns (AR) for each security. The
prediction period includes weeks -30 to +30
relative to the event. That is:

AR, =R, -Ry) - (a + b, R - Ry) ()
where R;, R,,, and Ry, are the observed returns
for security i, the market, and the risk free asset,
respectively, in prediction time period, p. The
security specific parameters a, and b, are calcu-
lated over the estimation time period, e, from
equation (1).

Because the abnormal returns calculated in (2)
are assumed to be independent drawings from a
stationary normal distribution, standard normal
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tests or t-tests can be used for hypothesis testing.
To reduce the volatility inherent in single secur-
ity beta estimations, portfolio returns are the
basis for the tests. Portfolios are created in
event time by cross-sectionally weighting the
company weekly abnormal returns.

Following Patell (1976) and Hong, Kaplan,
and Mendelker (1978), a standardized abnormal
return, V,, and normalized cumulative abnormal
return, W, for portfolios, will be used to mea-
sure changes in shareholders’ wealth. Details of
these statistics can be obtained from the authors
upon request.

IV. Empirical Results

The estimation (regression) period consisted
of 52 weeks of data and encompassed weeks -82
to -31 relative to the event. The results are
summarized in Table 3 for each of the compan-
ies in the greenmail sample set. Table 4 sum-
marizes the results for the restructuring sample
set. Comparing results presented in Tables 3
and 4, one finds that, on average, firms in the
restructuring sample set are more homogenous,
and that, with the exception of CPC International
and USG, firms in the greenmail sample set
have a substantial amount of random risk (non-
market related stock price volatility) as suggest-
ed by their low R? (coefficient of determination)
values.

The prediction period consisted of weeks -30
to +30 relative to the event. Tables 5 and 7
present the standardized abnormal return, V, and
normalized cumulative abnormal return (NCAR),
W., along with the associated t-statistics for each
week relative to the event for the greenmail
sample set and the restructuring sample set, re-
spectively. Tables 6 and 8 present the normal-
ized cumulative abnormal returns for selected
periods surrounding the event. Figures 1 and 2
graph the NCAR for the entire 61 week predic-
tion period. In both sample sets the normalized
cumulative abnormal return is positive for every
week in the prediction period but weeks -30,
-29, and -28.

Examining the greenmail sample, one finds
that the NCAR reaches a maximum of 6.20%
(significant at the 1% confidence level) one
week prior to announcement that greenmail was
paid and that the bid was withdrawn. The re-

turmns prior to that point gradually increase as the
speculation of a takeover possibility becomes
greater. A one week loss of 11.86% (significant
at the 1% confidence level) occurs during the
week of announcement, dropping the NCAR to
397%. The week -1 to week +1 NCAR of
-3.45% 1is significant at the 10% confidence
level. The immediate impact of the greenmail
announcement appears to have an adverse effect
on shareholder wealth and, thus, it supports the
managerial entrenchment hypothesis for that
particular period. The abnormal returns stabilize
with only a slight downward trend for the 29
weeks following the greenmail announcement.
The NCAR for weeks +2 to +10 and for weeks
+11 to +30 are not significantly. different from
zero following the announcement. Although the
NCAR is a positive 2.36% for the entire predic-
tion period, it is not significantly different from
zero. The wealth loss to shareholders in the
weeks -1 to +1, as a result of payment of green-
mail, would support the hypothesis that manage-
ment was entrenched at the expense of share-
holders. The possible gains shareholders could
have received had the takeover been consum-
mated were not realized.

The NCAR for the restructuring sample set is
much more dramatic prior to the announcement
than for the greenmail sample set. The NCAR
for the 30 weeks prior to the announcement is a
positive 14.55%, which is significant at the 1%
confidence level. The NCAR of 9.37% is sig-
nificantly positive at the 1% confidence level for
weeks -30 to -11, and an even greater NCAR of
10.57% for weeks -10 to -2 was observed. The
magnitude of the abnormal return during this
period is a curiosity. No single company ac-
counts for the bulk of the abnormal return. It is
interesting that the abnormal returns would be so
high early on in the prediction period. One
would not expect the returns to differ much from
the greenmail sample set. After all, in both
sample sets, the abnormal return is generated
from takeover rumor, and in neither case is there
any information indicating that the takeover
activity will be thwarted prior to announcement.
One explanation may be that the rumor might
persist for a longer period of time and that swe-
etened offers from or ‘increased pressure from
the bidder would occur as target management is
formulating the restructuring strategy. A defen-
sive restructuring is not as quick a takeover
squelcher as is the payment of greenmail (See
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Tables 1 and 2). The strategy must be formu-
lated and in most cases approved by sharehold-
ers. This takes more time than a greenmail
defense, which could allow for a longer rumor
period for the accumulation of abnormal returns.

As in the greenmail sample set, the abnormal
returns for the announcement week and the week
following the announcement are negative. The
standardized abnormal return for the announce-
ment week was -0.84%, which is not significant-
ly different form zero. The week following the
announcement has a V, of -2.63% which is not
significant. The NCAR for weeks -1 to +1 was
1.51% and is not significantly different from
zero. The three week announcement period
returns from restructuring plans to thwart hostile
offers does not support the stockholder interests
hypothesis. However, the longer term effect of
restructuring tells a different story. The NCAR
for weeks +2 to +10 was 4.05% which is sig-
nificant at the 10% confidence level, and the
NCAR for weeks +11 to +30 was 8.61% which
is significant at the 1% confidence level. The
NCAR reaches a prediction period maximum of
16.64% at week +28. These results indicate that
restructuring to thwart a hostile bidder is in the
best interest of stockholders and could be an

appropriate takeover defense strategy. The pre- -

announcement gains are not lost due to the re-
structuring and, in fact, show an increasing trend
following the announcement.

V. Summary and Conclusions

The effects on shareholder wealth of green-
mail payment versus restructuring activities as
defenses to hostile offers in the market for cor-
porate control were examined. Two competing
hypotheses were offered to explain shareholder
wealth effects of these takeover defenses. Evi-
dence from prior studies was presented to give
some insight into the effects of merger activity,
asset and capital structure changes, and green-

Finally, an analysis which looked at abnormal
security price performance of selected sample
sets relative to an event announcement using the
risk premium version of the market model was
performed. Ex ante estimation period weekly
data was used to estimate the structural para-
meters in a market model for each of the com-
panies in the greenmail and restructuring sam-
ples for weeks -82 to -31 relative to the event.
The ex ante betas and alphas calculated during
the estimation period were then used to calculate
sample set abnormal returns for a 61 week pre-
diction period surrounding the event of interest.
The company weekly abnormal returns were
summed cross-sectionally to obtain portfolio
abnormal returns. Hypothesis testing was per-
formed on the resultant portfolio abnormal re-
turns.

The results observed from the greenmail sam-
ple in this analysis are consistent with the prior
work noted. Payment had a negative wealth
effect in the very short run, and no significant
positive return was accumulated through the 30
week period following the announcement. Gre-
enmail entrenches management at the expense of
shareholder wealth. Therefore, greenmail would
not appear to be a desirable defense tactic to
thwart unwanted bidders relative to the use of
restructuring.

The results observed from the restructuring
sample provide some new insight into this de-
fense tactic. This study revealed that restructur-
ing activity to thwart a hostile offer provides
significant positive returns to shareholders. The
significant, positive 16.25% return, accumulated
through the entire prediction period ending 30
weeks following the announcement, indicates
that defensive restructurings in response to hos-
tile offers appear to be in the best interest of
stockholders. This strategy is, therefore, worthy
of consideration as a desirable tactic for thwart-
ing unwanted bidders.

mail announcements on shareholder wealth.
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Sample Data

TABLE 1

Greenmail Sample Set

i Tgfceb&éé Activity

Ashland Oil Belzberg Family 3/27/86 4/4/86
CPC International Ronald Perelman 10/14/86 11/7/86
USG Corporation Belzberg Family 5/20/86 12/5/86
‘Walt Disney Saul Steinberg 3/30/84 6/12/84
Warner Communications Rupert Murdock 12/5/85 3/19/86

TABLE 2

Restructuring Sample Set

CBS Ted Turner Untargeted Buyback 4/16/85 6/19/85 8/6/85
Carter Hawley Hale The Limited Spin-off 11/26/86 12/12/86 12/12/86
Stores
Owens-Corning ‘Wickes Cos. Reorganization, Sell-off, 8/6/86 8/29/86 8/29/86
Fiberglass Exchange Offer
Union Carbide GAF Corp. Reorganization, Sell-off, 7/29/85 12/16/85 1/9/86

Exchange Offer
UNOCAL Corp. Mesa Ltd. Partnership Exchange Offer 2/15/85 4/19/85 6/17/85

(Pickens)

Regression Statistics

TABLE 3
' Greenmail Sample Set

Ashland Oil
CPC International 02658 1.0928 51129 03433 5.1764
USG Corporation 0.9392 10183 32105 0.1709 15.0473
Walt Disney 0.7482 02772 0.7938 0.0124 18.6491
Warner Communications 13392 03790 08484 0.0142 65.4887

TABLE 4

Restructuring Sample Set

CBS 02236 0.9571 6.1625 04313 4.8389
Carter Hawley Hale Stores 02769 09736 29450 0.1478 160711
Owens-Corning Fiberglass 01133 0.6792 261625 0.1248 56378
Union Carbide 10335 12211 44803 02865 14.5039
UNOCAL Corp. 04932 08621 27914 0.1348 19.8816
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TABLE §

29 1.214 0.532 1.027 0.450

-28 2.229 0.977 2.125 0.931

=27 1.450 0.635 2.566 1.124

-26 -2.602 -1.140 1131 0.496

25 -0.922 -0.404 0.656 0.288

24 3431 1.503 1.904 0.834

-23 -1.508 -0.661 1.248 0.547

22 0.255 0.112 1.262 0.553

221 2.026 0.888 1.838 0.805

-20 -0.501 -0.220 1.601 0.701

-19 1.619 0.709 2.000 0.876

-18 -1.048 -0.459 1.631 0.715

-17 -1.662 -0.729 1.127 0.494

-16 3.492 1.530 1.991 0.872

-15 1.437 0.630 2.287 1.002

-14 -0.365 -0.160 2.130 0.933

-13 2318 1.016 2.616 1.146

-12 4.987 2.185 5% 3.691 1.617

-11 3.847 1.686 10% 4457 1.953 10%
-10 -3.559 -1.559 3.573 1.566

-9 -6.305 -2.763 5% 2.147 0.941

-8 -2.161 -0.947 1.649 0.723

-7 4.240 1.858 10% 2.480 1.087

-6 4.257 1.865 10% 3.281 1.438

-5 -2.503 -1.097 2.727 1.195

-4 1.816 0.796 3.025 1326

-3 7.644 3.350 1% 4.415 1.935 10%
-2 2.075 0.909 4.724 2.070 5%
-1 8.496 1%

2.715

1%

1 -2.608

2 -0.455 -0.200 3.309 1450

3 -0.541 -0.237 3.168 1.388

4 2.689 1.178 3.576 1.567

5 2.164 0.948 3.887 1.703 10%
6 0.652 0.286 3.941 1727 10%
7 0.724 0.317 4.007 1756 10%
8 -0.726 -0.318 3.839 1.682 10%
9 -1.946 -0.853 3.483 1.526

10 -1.224 -0.536 3.249 1424

1 -1.559 -0.683 2.969 1301

12 4.149 1.818 10% 3.567 1.563

1 confidence level for a two-tailed test
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TABLE 5 (continued)

13 -0.061 0.027 3.517 1.541
14 0.514 0.225 3.555 1.558
15 -0.470 -0.206 3.446 1.510
16 4.575 -2.005 10% 2.742 1.202
17 0.275 0.121 2.753 1.206
18 -0.689 -0.302 2.627 1.151
19 -0.486 -0.213 2.531 1.109
20 0.763 0.334 2.613 1145
21 3.947 1.729 10% 3.135 1374
22 0.678 0.297 3.199 1402
23 -3.046 -1.335 2.754 1.207
24 -2.207 -0.967 2432 1.065
25 -0.636 -0.279 2325 1.019
26 -1.602 -0.702 2.092 0.917
27 -0.117 -0.051 2.059 0.902
28 1332 0.584 . 2.214 0.970
29 2.588 1.134 2.530 1.109
30 -1.151 -0.504 2.362 1.035

1 confidence level for a two-tailed test

=30 to -11 4457 1.953 10%
-10 to -2 1.835 0.804

-1to +1 -3.448 -1.681 10%
+2to +10 0.446 0.195
+11to +30 -0.527 -0.231
-10 to +10 0.190 0.083
-30 to +30 2.362 1.035

1 confidence level for a two-tailed test
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TABLE 7
-29 0.047 0.021 -0.795
-28 -0.247 -0.108 -0.712
=27 4.574 2.004 0.386
-26 4.722 2.069 5% 1.270
-25 3.314 1452 1752 10%
24 5.896 2.583 5% 2.599 5%
23 1.047 0459 2.593 5%
22 0.117 0.051 2.462 5%
21 0.478 0.210 2.402 5%
-20 -1.149 -0.504 2.138 5%
-19 -0.071 -0.031 2.038 5%
-18 1.252 0.549 2.110 5%
-17 2.622 1.149 2341 5%
-16 3.300 1.446 2.635 5%
-15 -1.990 -0.872 2.333 5%
-14 4.100 1.797 10% 2.699 1%
-13 11.686 5.121 1% 3.830 1%
-12 3.409 1494 4.070 1%
-11 1.399 0.613 4.104 1%
-10 -0.229 -0.100 3.984 1%
-9 0.813 0.356 3.968 1%
-8 0.114 0.050 3.891 1%
-7 7.374 3.231 1% 4.469 1%
-6 -3.115 -1.365 4.106 1%
-5 1.839 0.806 4.184 1%
<4 11.055 4.844 1% 5.038 1%
-3 10.810 4.737 1% 5.842 1%
-2 3.035 1.330 5.988 1%
-1 6.128 2.685 1% 6.377 1%
1 -2.631 -1.153 13.479 5.906 1%
2 0.827 0.362 13417 5.879 1%
3 2.7117 1.190 13.684 5.996 1%
4 2.091 0.916 13.841 6.065 1%
5 3.514 1.540 14.233 6.237 1%
6 -2.578 -1.130 13.615 5.966 1%
7 -1.678 -0.735 13.163 5.768 1%
8 3.400 1.490 13.537 5.932 1%
9 0.716 0.314 13.480 5.907 1%
10 3.143 1377 13.806 6.049 1%
1 -0.205 -0.090 13.609 5.963 1%
12 -3.001 -1.315 12.992 5.693 1%

1 confidence level for a two-tailed test

67



The Journal of Applied Business Research - Vol. 5, No. 2

RESTRUCTURING SAMPLE SET RESULTS (continued)

TABLE 7 (continued)

51 -0.110 12.806 5.511 1%
14 8.946 3.920 1% 13.996 6.133 1%
15 3.049 1336 14.293 6.263 1%
16 2.000 0.876 14.432 6.324 1%
17 -1.012 -0.443 14.135 6.193 1%
18 3.221 1411 14.450 6.332 1%
19 11.134 4.879 1% 15.879 6.958 1%
20 4.374 -1.917 10% 15.110 6.621 1%
21 1131 0.496 15.121 6.626 1%
22 -1.074 -0.470 14.830 6.498 1%
23 0.264 0.116 14.728 6454 1%
24 3.986 1.746 10% 15.131 6.630 1%
25 7.031 3.081 1% 15.935 6.982 1%
26 -1.764 -0.773 15.561 6.818 1%
27 1.892 0.829 15.675 7.868 1%
28 8473 3.712 1% 16.644 7.293 1%
29 -3.758 -1.647 16.020 7.020 1%
30 2.798 1.226 16.246 7.119 1%

1 confidence level for a two-tailed test

TABLE 8

-30 to -11 9.367 4.104 1%
-10 to -2 10.565 4.629 1%
-1to +1 1.537 0.674

+2to +10 4.051 1.775 10%
+11to +30 8.606 3.771 1%
-10 to +10 10.149 4.447 1%
-30to +30 16.246 7.119 1%

1 confidence level for a two-tailed test
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