Reconciling Divergent Findings on the Speed of
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Abstract

Estimates of firms’ speeds of leverage adjustment (SOAs) vary wildly. Studies producing
these estimates impose a strong constraint: An average SOA is estimated for all firms in
a sample. Using finite mixture models (FM M) we uncover four distinct types of behaviors
characterizing SOAs. The four behaviors in this regard can be classified as: Nearly stable
(SOA = 2%); slower adjusters (SOA = 28%); faster adjusters (SOA = 62%) and drifters

(SOA = -3%) who slowly move away from estimated leverage targets.

Keywords: Speed of leverage adjustment, finite mixture models.
JEL: G30, G32

Highlights

e We demonstrate the usefulness of finite mixture models in corporate finance in general.

e The approach implemented here uncovers four distinct patterns of firms’ speeds of leverage
adjustment.

e The four SOA behaviors are nearly stable, slower adjusters, faster adjusters and drifters.

e The four SOA behaviors have systematic associations with firm characteristics.
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1. Introduction and Background

The concept of target leverage has attracted considerable attention in studies of capital
structure. Numerous papers have documented firms adjusting their leverage to a target (be-
havior consistent with the trade-off theory).! Estimates of the speed of adjustment (SOA) vary
widely. Table 1 summarizes the estimated SO As for leverage. Leary and Roberts (2005) provide
an alternative view of capital adjustment that potentially has different assumptions to many
of the papers summarized in Table 1.2 These estimates range from 8.8% per annum to over
39% per annum, suggesting half-lives of between 1.40 and 7.52 years.® Table 1 also documents
the breadth of estimation methods used to estimate these differing figures. While the methods
and estimates vary, the studies present considerable agreement in imposing a potentially strong

constraint on the data: An average SOA is estimated for all firms.
Insert Table 1 here

The variation in the estimates of SOA is both perplexing and challenging. We depart from
papers imposing the constraint that the SOA is the same for all firms. We use finite mixture
models (FMM) to test the assumption that an average SOA for all firms is an appropriate
way of estimating SOAs (and, by construction, testing the trade-off theory). FM M involves
probabilistically splitting the sample (all firm-year observations) into a finite number of ho-
mogeneous classes, or groups. It is important to note that using FFM M it is the data, not
the researcher that determines group membership. A result of using FM M is that the same
explanatory variables (firm-specific characteristics) can have differing effects across the groups
or classes (Bago d’Uva and Jones 2009). In other words, we can use F'M M to make inferences
about each subpopulation and classify individual firm-year observations into classes.*

We demonstrate that, for our sample, the assumption that there is an average SOA for all
firms does not hold. Indeed, we find evidence that there are four distinct groups or classes of
firms with respect to leverage levels. Importantly, these differ significantly with respect not
only to expected leverage levels within each group or class, but also to the different behaviors

firms adopt when adjusting leverage.

LStatic trade-off theory argues that firms set their capital structure in a single period (Kraus and Litzenberger
1973; Jensen and Meckling 1976; Myers 1977; Bradley et al. 1984). The dynamic trade-off model introduces
time and frictions and suggests that adjustment occurs over a number of years (Dang et al. 2012; Faulkender
et al. 2012).

2They argue that ”...most empirical tests, however, implicitly assume that this rebalancing is cost-less: in
the absence of adjustment costs, firms can continuously rebalance their capital structures toward an optimal
level of leverage. However, in the presence of such costs, it may be suboptimal to respond immediately to
capital structure shocks” on page 2576. FMM might be usefully applied to the survival analysis presented in
their paper although its implementation is more complex than the methodology we explore here. Despite their
issue with the literature, Leary and Roberts’ findings are consistent with dynamic trade-off (see footnote 1)

3Half-life is the time the adjustment needs to close the gap by 50% between the observed leverage ratio and
the target leverage. Half-life is calculated as In(0.5)/In(1-SOA).

4For example, Hui et al. (2015), find that the new observed likelihood criterion, AIC,;, and the BIC, perform
strongly regardless of the level of classification uncertainty.



We find that over half of the sample adjusts leverage to targets, and of these, around 35%
have an estimated average SOA of around 28% (the slower adjusters; group 2); whilst group 3,
comprising about 15% of the sample, are faster adjusters, with an estimated SOA of 62%. An
estimated quarter of the sample (the nearly stable group; group 1) has an estimated SOA of
2%; whilst the remaining firm-year observations (the drifters; group 4) appear to slowly move
away from the estimated leverage targets. Note that the SOAs for slower and faster adjusters
(groups 2 and 3, respectively) are at the higher end of the estimates summarized in Table 8.

Our paper makes two major contributions to the existing literature. First, we use the
F MM to classify firm-year observations into subpopulations based on all observed firm-specific
characteristics used in the literature. An advantage of utilizing F'M M, rather than specifying
firm characteristics, is that it discovers, rather than imposes, the underlying structure of the
data. Imposing a structure may have the potential advantage of testing a particular theory
(though not necessarily competing theories) and may simply beg the question that is supposedly
being examined.

Ex post the FM M technique has the advantage of facilitating the consideration of uncov-
ering joint correlations of observed firm heterogeneity and class membership. Here, we demon-
strate how fractional multinomial logit models can address this question following an initial
classification generated by the FFM M. We find a pattern generally consistent with firms being
'more keen’ to move towards targets if they are firms with low growth opportunities, lower prof-
itability or smaller size. These appear to undertake faster leverage adjustment than those with
opposite characteristics, that is, firms with higher growth opportunities, greater profitability or
larger size. Further, firms with more tangible assets are keen to be slower adjusters.

Secondly, the methodology employed highlights the importance of considering the robustness
of analyses in corporate finance to the ’one-model-fits-all’ approach. We analyze the panel of
firm-year data using the FMM approach. The approach is tractable and our discussion is
pitched to assist corporate finance researchers who wish to consider the robustness of their
results in other domains. We present an overview of the methodology in section 2 before

presenting our data selection and results in section 3. Section 4 concludes the paper.

2. Methods

The key starting point for us was the seminal work by Flannery and Hankins (2013) and the
following derives heavily from their set-up. In the first instance, assume, as is common, that
the leverage ratio (Lev) of firm i (i = 1,..., N) in time period t (t = 1,...,T) is determined

in the following manner
Lev; ;1 — Levy = A (Lev;i,yrl — Levit) + Ui g1, (1)

where Lev* represents the firm’s target leverage ratio (target lev) and w;yq an error term.

That is, the firm simply adjusts to their target lev at the speed given by the key (unknown)



parameter in the model, .

Equation (1) is made operational by assuming that target leverage is a function of a (k x 1)
vector of observed firm heterogeneity x;;, as well as a scalar unobserved firm effect, «;, such
that

Lev} = 2}, + «; (2)

Substituting equation (2) into equation (1) yields an estimable model of the form

Levign = MNal,f+a;)+ (1 —X) Levy + w41 (3)
= 2 (BA) + Ao + (1 = \) Levip + wigy1-

Essentially, equation (3) is a simple re-parametrization of the standard dynamic (linear) panel
data (DPD) model of the generic form

Yit = 0Yir—1 + T + a; + €. (4)

Flannery and Hankins (2013) note that estimating equation (4) can be achieved by tradi-
tional methods, such as ordinary least squares (OLS), least squares dummy variables (LSDV)
(or equivalently, the usual within estimator (Matyas and Sevestre 2006)) or a random effects
(GLS) approach (Matyds and Sevestre 2006). All yield-biased and inconsistent parameters are
estimates with finite 7' (Nickell 1981; Sevestre and Trognon 1985). The nature of this inconsis-
tency essentially stems from the fact that, regardless of the particular (preceding) estimation
technique used, the lagged dependent variable y; i, or transformations of it, will be correlated
with the equation’s error term (or transformations of it).

Consistent estimation of such a D P D model has spawned a small industry of research papers
focussed on how one may consistently estimate the parameters of interest in a model such as
equation (4); see, for example, Anderson and Hsiao (1982), Arellano (1989), Arellano and Bond
(1991), Blundell and Bond (1998) and, for a useful summary, Harris et al. (2008). The majority
of the proposed estimators are based on instrument variable (V') estimation, or more generally
on the (linear and nonlinear) generalized method of moments (GM M) approach (Harris et al.
2008).

Applying these estimators in practice is not straightforward, with the researcher often having
to make decisions regarding the assumed exogeneity /endogeneity of covariates, their relation-
ship with unobserved effects, the length of the lag structure in defining valid instrument sets,
and so on. Moreover, any tests available to aid the applied researcher in these respects, often
have poor properties (Harris et al. 2009).

Empirically, there is also evidence that a range of differing consistent estimators can yield
vastly different parameters of interest (Lee et al. 1998). A consistent finding in the vast sim-
ulation literature on DPD models is that the performance of consistent estimators can be

extremely poor, variable, and vary greatly across different simulation scenarios; for example,



Harris and Métyés (2004).

Combined, the facts that the bias of the within estimator is decreasing in 7" and its em-
pirically stable performance (Kiviet 1995; Harris and Métyds 2004) have led many authors
to recommend it in DPD models where T' is large (Judson and Owen 1999; Flannery and
Hankins 2013). Indeed, T is larger than 30 as seen in the empirical analyses that follow. For
these reasons, the within estimator will form the basis of our analysis. Moreover, a wide range
of consistent estimators, as well as bias-corrected ones (Kiviet 1995), were experimented with
before proceeding to the F'M M approach (below). All approaches yielded very similar results
suggesting that very little, if any, fixed T bias is present in the within results.

The within panel data estimator is obtained by running OLS on the transformed model

(Vi — i) = 0 (Wir—1 — Yi—1) + (wir — fi.)lﬁ (5)
WYy = oWY_,+WXg.

where W is the usual within transformation matrix (Métyds and Sevestre 2006), and where the
second line of equation (5) is a matrix stacked version of the first line. It is important to note
that only the data have been transformed (c¢f. equations (4) and (5)) but not the parameters

of interest.

2.1. Allowing for differential SOAs

There is evidence supporting heterogeneity in SOA which considers the firm-specific effects.
Studies point to a tendency to adjust toward the target leverage is higher for firms that are
overleveraged than underleveraged firms (for example, Drobetz and Wanzenried 2006; Byoun
2008; Elsas and Florysiak 2011; Warr et al. 2012). Fama and French (2002) found that dividend
payers tend to adjust their leverage more slowly than those not paying dividends (see Faulkender
et al. (2012)). Faulkender et al. (2012) and Flannery and Rangan (2006) both provided evidence
that larger firms adjust excess leverage more slowly. Drobetz and Wanzenried (2006) also found
that firms with higher growth opportunities appear to adjust more quickly. Dang et al. (2012)
suggest that firms with large financing deficits, large investments or low earnings volatility
tend to adjust more quickly than those with the opposite characteristics. Dudley (2012) finds
that large investment projects provide firms with opportunities to adjust at a low marginal
cost, hence they appear to move toward their target leverages during periods of large project
investments.

As noted above, one of the puzzling conclusions from a review of the extensive empirical
literature on SOAs is the broad range of findings. In part, this can be clearly attributed to
differing techniques; countries; sample periods; firm selections; and so on. However, even after
taking these caveats into account, the sheer scale of this range is staggering (Table 1). It
can be hypothesized that it is possible to reconcile these differences by allowing the SOA to

(endogenously) differ across particular groups (or classes) of firm-year observations. Moreover,



which particular ’group’ of firm or one particular firm belongs to may evolve over time. For
example, the same firm may be a slower adjuster in some years and a faster adjuster in other
years. The different groups of firms will be broadly defined by relative homogeneity within each
class with respect to SOA and leverage levels. Additionally, we expect heterogeneity across
the classes.

Clearly, a priori such a group or class will be unknown (unobserved by) to the researcher.
However, there is a large stand of literature that addresses exactly this problem, utilizing what
are usually referred to as FM M. A useful summary of FM M (also sometimes known as latent
class models) can be found in McLachlan and Peel (2000). In general, the FM M approach
involves probabilistically splitting the population into a finite number of homogeneous classes
or groups. Within each of these, typically, the same statistical model applies, although these
are characterized by differing parameters of that particular model. In this way, the same
explanatory variables can have differing effects across the groups or classes (Bago d’Uva and
Jones 2009); indeed, this is exactly what is required in the current context, as we wish A in
equation (3), in particular, to vary across firm-groups.

Tit as (Yir—1, i) and O as all of the parameters in the model, then in such a set up the
overall density for a firm ¢ at time ¢ (an it observation), f (vit|%i,0), can be written as an
additive mixture density of () distinct sub-densities, weighted by their mixing probabilities 7,

such that the overall density is

yzt|xzt Z 7Tq yzt’$zt> ) . (6)

Importantly, equation (6) makes it clear that all within-class model parameters, A, are free to
vary by class ¢, 0,. Note that for the arguments made above, each within-class density will be
given by a fixed effects specification; that is a linear regression density on the within transformed
data corresponding to equation (5). Once equation (6) has been fully specified, it can be
estimated by standard maximum likelihood techniques, or the EM algorithm (McLachlan and
Peel 2000).

An issue with the specification of such F'M Ms is how to choose (). That is, how many classes
should one consider? On the one hand, it would be good to introduce as much heterogeneity
into the model as feasibly possible; whereas on the other hand, it would be ideal to have
as parsimonious specification as possible. As it is not straightforward to base hypotheses
tests on the number of classes (which would essentially involve testing for zero probabilities),
practitioners invariably choose on the basis of information criteria (/C'). There are several such
IC metrics available to the applied researcher. Common ones are: BIC/SC (Schwarz 1978),
AIC (Akaike 1987) and corrected AIC, CAIC (Bozdogan 1987). The BIC' can be shown to be
consistent in the sense that Pr (@ = Q*) — 1 as N — oo, such that this will be our preferred

metric.



Although the prior or marginal probabilities (which would be akin to population proportions
in each class), will be constant, and given by 7,, it is possible to also calculate the so-called
posterior probabilities which will vary by observation. The posterior probabilities essentially
answer the question: given the full model results and all of the data on the observational unit,
what is the probability that they belong in class q¢ Posterior probabilities are typically used to
predict the class of a particular observation unit. Ez post it is also possible to look at correlations

and associations of these predicted posterior probabilities with observed covariates.

3. Data and Analyses

Using the Compustat and Centre for Research in Security Prices (CRSP) database from
Wharton Research Data Services (WRDS), we collected data for the period 1972 to 2016. The
sample selection procedure is summarized in Table 2. First, firms operating in the financial
sector (banks, insurance and life assurance firms and investment trusts) and firms in the utility
sector (electricity, water and gas) are excluded from the sample because their leverage ratios
differ from the leverage of other firms in the sample and are determined by other features of
the market. We omit firm-year observations with a negative book value of equity or missing

data for long-term debt, debt in current liabilities or any of the leverage determinants.
Insert Table 2 here

Flannery and Hankins (2013) presented a recent influential study on the methodology of
estimating SOAs. Their paper therefore represents a natural starting point for our analysis
and we attempted to collect a data set as similar to theirs as possible. In particular, we
obtained data from Compustat for firms with 30 years’ or more of continuous data for the
period beginning in 1972 and ending in 2016. Similarly, all variables are winsorized at the 1st
and 99th percentiles to minimize the potential impact of outliers. We obtain a final unbalanced
panel of 17,474 firm-year observations from 475 firms.®

We also follow Flannery and Hankins (2013) in model specification with respect to covariate
specification and present these, and definitions, in Table 3 and summary statistics in Table 4.
The explanatory variables are well-known in SO A literature and we will postpone the discussion

of their interpretation and theoretical import until later on.
Insert Table 3 here
Insert Table 4 here

The time over which we conducted our analyses, and the number of firm-year observations
we used, differ slightly from that of Flannery and Hankins (2013). Nonetheless, Table 5 demon-

strates that the dataset yields very similar results when replicating their specification(s). For

5The sample in Flannery and Hankins (2013) consists of 19,140 firm-year observations from 638 firms, each
with 30 years of data.



example, we found a SOA of 25% when we did not include year indicator variables and 26%
when did. Flannery and Hankins (2013) found a SOA of 25% when year-indicator variables
are included in the regression.® Additionally, estimated coefficients of the explanatory variables
are all ‘in the ballpark’ save for median leverage in the industry (ind median) and research and
development (RD).

Insert Table 5 here

Table 5 confirms that we can replicate key results from Flannery and Hankins (2013). The
results presented in Table 5 reflect the strong constraint on the data that we would like to
criticize: One SOA is estimated for all firms. We now depart from this constraint and consider
if the ’one size fits all’ approach is appropriate for analyses of SOA. It might be the case that
one size does indeed, fit all. If a 1-class model were found to be optimal, a single SOA estimate
would be appropriate. The following analysis shows that this is not the case. Turning to the
FMM results (running equation 6), Table 6 and Figure 1 present the BIC' values for up to 7

possible classes. The BIC' is lowest for 4 classes (4 groups in this class).”
Insert Table 6 about here
Insert Figure 1 about here

Before turning to our key findings, we first present some summary evidence as to the ap-
propriateness of the F'M M approach employed here. In Figure 2, we plot three-kernel density
estimates (K DEs): The (within-transformed) observed-leverage levels; predicted-leverage lev-
els from a standard fixed effects model®; and finally, the (prior probabilities weighted) predicted
density from the 4-class F'M M model. In particular, the former is a standard K DE of (trans-
formed) leverage levels. The 4-class K DE is obtained by taking a random draw from the four
implied normal distributions (with means and variances corresponding to those estimated by
class, X', and 03) for each class and observation. These are then weighted by the estimated
prior class probabilities and summed and the K DE calculated on the values of this weighted
density. The same is undertaken for the simple fixed-effects model. The FFM M clearly does a
very good job of explaining actual leverage levels, and is clearly much improved in comparison

to the standard fixed effects approach.
Insert Figure 2 here

Insert Table 7 here

6The SOA of 25% is presented in Table 1 of Flannery and Hankins (2013).
“We conduct a robustness test, tobit regression and find consistent results.
8 All variables enter in their within-transformed form.



The FMM procedure simultaneously endogenously (probabilistically) allocates firm-year
observations into particular classes; optimally determines the number of such classes (via the
IC approach described above); and produces separate fixed effects regression functions for each
within-class behavioral equation. The results of this exercise are presented in Table 7. This
presents the four within-class model results as chosen by the optimal BIC' value reported
in Table 6. It differs simply, and primarily, by splitting the usual single equation result, into
multiple ones corresponding to the different estimated classes. Coefficients, and their associated
p-values, are interpreted in the standard way (as one would discuss standard results such as
those presented in Table 5).

The estimated SOAs for the four groups reported in Table 7 help facilitate labels which
can be used to describe them. That is, the procedure estimates different values of (1 — \), and
consequently similarly differing SOAs, for each of the identified classes. Given the focus of
the paper, we choose to label the classes according to the different implied or estimated SO As
across them. Thus group 1 represents the nearly stable group with the average SOA is 2%
for firms in this group. Group 2 are slower adjusters, the average SOA for this group is 28%),
while group 3 are faster adjusters with an estimated SOA of 62%. The remaining observations
correspond to firms that are slowly moving away from their target (at a rate of -3%); this is
group 4, the drifters.

As we have noted above, FFM M produces class-specific regression results where the co-
efficients, and associated p-values, allow us to determine the sensitivity of leverage levels to
variation in the independent covariates across the different classes. We are mindful of the
current p-hacking debate in finance and note that the searching process utilized in FMM is
reminiscent of the process criticized by Harvey (2017). Therefore, we follow Johnson (2013)
and Kim and Ji (2015) and discuss coefficients only at 5% confidence level or less.?

In Table 7, size (fsize) has a positive association with debt for slower adjusters, faster
adjusters and drifters (groups 2, 3 and 4, respectively), although the effect for the faster
adjusters is larger (the coefficient is 0.0062 for group 2, 0.0184 for group 3 and 0.0060 for group
4). These results are consistent with the trade-off theory which suggests that large firms have
casier access to debt markets (Titman and Wessels 1988). The positive association of tangible
assets (PPFE) with increasing debt (the coefficient is 0.0344 for group 2, 0.0721 for group 3 and
0.0678 for group 4) is consistent with our expectation, derived from the literature, that firms
with higher levels of tangible assets may use these as collateral to take on more debt (Rajan
and Zingales 1995). The market-to-book ratio (M B), a proxy for a firm’s growth opportunities
(Kayhan and Titman 2007), is positive and statistically significant for slower adjusters (group
2) but negative for faster adjusters (group 3). The negative coefficient (-0.0087 for group
3) is consistent with Wu and Wang (2005), that asymmetric information caused by growth

9We do not discuss coefficients associated with lagged leverage (lev) as these are the source of SO As discussed
in the previous paragraph.



opportunities can facilitate new equity issuance. On the other hand, the finding of a positive
relationship between M B and leverage for slower adjusters (0.0039 for group 2) suggests that
these firms issue debt (increase leverage) to fund projects.

The positive coefficient for industry median leverage (ind median) for faster adjusters (group
3) reflects the sensitivity of the leverage of this group to industry norms (Bradley et al. 1984).
The negative relationship of leverage to profitability (statistically significant for faster adjusters
or group 3) is consistent with the theoretical predictions of the pecking order theory which
argues that higher profitability (profit) should result in less leverage (Frank and Goyal 2009;
Rajan and Zingales 1995). However, it is inconsistent with the notion that debt is more
advantageous due to its tax benefits when profits are high (Jensen and Meckling 1976; DeAngelo
and Masulis 1980). The analyses presented in Table 7 do not support DeAngelo and Masulis
(1980) who argue that depreciation proxies for the tax benefits of debt. Depreciation (dep)
is found to have a negative association with leverage for slower adjusters (group 2), faster
adjusters (group 3) and drifters (group 4).

In addition to the class regression results, Table 7 presents not only the class-specific SOA
results but also the prior probabilities for each group (Greene 2012). These are estimates of
the population proportions in each group. We can see that 20% are in group 1, around 25% in
each of groups 3 and 4, and the final 30% in group 2.

It is of interest to predict group membership for each firm-year observation. By definition,
the prior probabilities of Table 7 cannot be used as they are firm-year constant. On the other
hand, for predicting class membership, it is usual to use what are known as posterior, or

conditional on the data, probabilities (Greene 2012) given by

f(yir|class = q,Ti) Prob(classiy = q|Ti)
222:1 fyilclass = q, &) Prob(classy = q|@y)

Prob(classy = q|Ti, yir) = (7)
With these firm-year varying probabilities in hand, observations are allocated to each group
according to the maximum probability rule.

In addition to the varying SOA estimates by group, they can also be classified by the
expected leverage levels within each group as shown in Table 8. The expected leverage of
groups 2 and 3, the slower and faster adjusters are trivially close, yet the SOA for these two
groups (28% and 62% respectively) differs markedly. We also report the posterior probability
and the percentage of the firm-year sample (based on the maximum (posterior) probability
rule) for each group in Table 8. We find 27.80% of the total firm-year observations in group
1, the nearly stable. About 35% is in group 2, the slower adjusters (35.88% of the sample),
15% is in group 3, the faster adjusters (15.33% of the sample) and 20% in group 4, the drifters
(which comprise 20.99% of the firm-year sample).

Insert Table 8 here
The analyses presented in Table 7, and discussed above, focus on the determinants of the
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level of leverage for each of the four groups. FM M allows us to move beyond this somewhat
typical analysis. It generates data that allow us to consider the reasons for an observation to
be in a particular group. For example, why are some observations moving away from the target
while others are moving either quickly or slowly towards the target?

A simple way of beginning to classify observations by group could be to consider summary
statistics. We present summary statistics for each group in Table 9. We find that faster
adjusters hold higher leverage (lev) than others, which is consistent with the trade-off theory
that such firms make a quicker adjustment to avoid potentially financial distress costs. The
firm size (fsize and PPE) of slower adjusters and drifters are relatively bigger than others and
such phenomenon is consistent with the findings of Flannery and Rangan (2006). Summary
statistics allow us to make some simple comments on univariate effects. We would wish however,
to consider the effects of firm specific characteristics in a more robust multivariate setting.

Therefore, we proceed by examining the multivariate correlations between group member-
ship and observed firm characteristics. To do this, we model the firm-year posterior probabilities
using a fractional multinomial logit regression (Khang et al. 2015), using the same set of co-
variates as above. In essence, this is a straightforward application of the usual multinomial
logit model, but the usual mutually exclusive observed ¢ = 1,...,(Q outcomes are replaced by
proportions or probabilities which sum to one. Thus the results of this can be interpreted as
the factors that affect the share of firm-year observations in each class. In particular, a partial
effect of magnitude a of variable z in class 1, would imply that a 1-unit increase in x would
increase the share of observations in class 1 by the amount a.

These results are reported in Table 10.!° Panel A of Table 10 presents the estimated
coefficients for groups 2, 3 and 4 (the slower adjusters, faster adjusters and drifters, respectively)
using group 1, the near stable group as the base case. We present the results in Panel A for

completeness but focus on the marginal effects presented in Panel B.
Insert Table 9 here
Insert Table 10 here

Panel B of Table 10 reports the average marginal effects of the fractional multinomial logit
regression. Recent studies by D’Mello and Gruskin (2014) and Strebulaev and Yang (2013)
present evidence that many firms follow a low leverage policy and such behavior is a persistent
phenomenon. DeAngelo and Roll (2015) argue that leverage stability is mostly found in firms
with lower leverage. Therefore, we will not discuss group 1, the nearly stable group, which
exhibits low average leverage (average leverage is 0.087 presented in Table 9).

We start by comparing the marginal effects between slower adjusters (group 2), faster

adjusters (group 3) and drifters (group 4). The size of the firm (fsize) is found to have a

10Similar quantitative results are found using a standard multinomial logistics regression where groups are
predicted based on the maximum (posterior) probability rule.
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negative and statistically significant marginal effect for the faster adjusters (group 3) while
there is a positive marginal effect for both slower adjusters (group 2) and drifters (group 4).
A positive marginal effect (0.0084 for group 2; 0.0066 for group 4) suggests that the size of
the firm is positively associated with the likelihood of a firm being a slower adjuster or drifter.
The negative marginal effect (-0.0063 for group 3) implies that the bigger the firm size, the less
likely to be a faster adjuster. Our findings support Flannery and Rangan (2006) and Dang et al.
(2012) who argue that larger firms tend to use public debt and it is costly to adjust leverage (for
example, brokerage fees). They face less cash flow volatility, lower financial distress costs and
fewer debt covenants. Hence, such firms have less incentive to adjust their leverage, implying
a slower adjustment speed for larger firms and wvice versa.

Tangible assets (PPE) can be used as collateral to take on more debt (Rajan and Zingales
1995). We observe a positive and statistically significant marginal effect of PPFE for both slower
adjusters (group 2) and drifters (group 4). This is consistent with the findings reported for
the variable, firm size (fsize). Larger firms are usually mature and have more tangible assets.
Leverage adjustment generally incurs substantial transaction costs (for example, brokerage
fees), so large firms with more collateral have less incentive and external pressure to adjust
leverage, implying a slower SOA.

Firms might be expected to raise equity funding when their growth opportunities, proxied
by their market-to-book ratios (MB), are relatively high (Hovakimian et al. 2004). Given that
the marginal effect for drifters (group 4) is negligible (the marginal effect is considerably minor
compared to slower adjusters and faster adjusters), we again concentrate on the marginal
effect of MB for slower adjusters and faster adjusters. A positive and statistically significant
marginal effect (0.0271) is observed for slower adjusters (group 2) but it is negative (-0.0603)
for faster adjusters (group 3). This reflects the fact that high-growth firms are more likely to
undertake slower leverage adjustment and/or low-growth firms are more likely to undertake
faster adjustment.

High-growth firms are generally younger, carry less leverage and rely heavily on equity
funding to support their growth opportunities. As a result, they can adjust their leverage more
easily via external capital markets, implying a slower leverage adjustment for such firms. On
the other hand, low-growth firms are generally highly profitable and cash-rich. Hence, they
may maintain a high-leverage policy to mitigate the free cash flow problem (Jensen 1986) and
find it more beneficial to adjust at a faster pace towards the target leverage to avoid financial
distress and potential bankruptcy costs.

For the measurement of firm’s research and development (RD and RD dummy), we observe
a negative and statistically significant marginal effect (RD is -0.3132) for faster adjusters (group
3) but a positive marginal effect (RD dummy is 0.0259 for group 2 and 0.0225 for group 4) for
both slower adjusters (group 2) and drifters (group 4). Our findings suggest that firms with
large discretionary expenditures, such as research and development expenses, may have less

scope for leverage adjustment, implying a slower adjustment pace for such firms.

12



Highly profitable firms are less likely to face financial constraints. The trade-off theory
suggests that more profitable firms have more incentive to take advantage of the debt interest
shield benefits. Hence, more profitable firms should have more debt in their capital structure.
On the other hand, the pecking order theory predicts that more profitable firms will use their
retained earnings to support their operations and investments. Therefore higher profitability
should result in less leverage (Frank and Goyal 2009; Rajan and Zingales 1995). We observe
a positive (0.1216) and statistically significant marginal effect of profit for slower adjusters
(group 2) but a negative marginal effect (-0.2830) for faster adjusters (group 3). These results
support the pecking order theory (Myers and Majluf 1984; Titman and Wessels 1988) which
predicts that less profitable firms are generally highly levered. Given that highly levered firms
often face a substantial financial distress burden compared to low levered firms, less profitable
firms should have more incentive to adjust their leverage, implying a faster adjustment speed
for less profitable firms. The negative marginal effect of profit (-0.1050) for drifters (group 4)
suggests that less profitable firms may have limited internal funds or financial instability (due
to being highly levered), which prevent them from making leverage adjustments towards the
target leverage (moving away from their target leverage).

The results for depreciation (dep) are mixed. Its marginal effects for both slower adjusters
(group 2) and faster adjusters (group 3) are positive and statistically significant, although the
marginal effect is double the rate for faster adjusters in relation to slower adjusters (0.2918 for
group 2; 0.6037 for group 3). Such findings suggest that firms with higher depreciation expenses
(non-debt tax shield) are likely to adjust their leverage towards the target leverage (which can
be at a slow or fast pace). Our results are consistent with our findings for MB: Firms which
invest heavily in tangible assets and generate high levels of depreciation and tax credits tend
to hold a higher level of leverage (Bradley et al. 1984). As a result, the motivation to achieve

the target leverage is stronger for such firms.

4. Conclusion

The wide dispersion of estimates of firms’ SOAs is well known. SOA estimates vary but
studies agree on imposing a strong, and we argue, a potentially wrong constraint on the data:
An average SOA estimated for all firms.

The FMM used in this paper demonstrates that restricting all firms to have the same
SOA is not optimal. We present evidence that there are four different behaviors as revealed by
FMM. Around a quarter of the sample is in the nearly stable group (group 1) with 2% as the
average SOA. 35% of the sample contains slower adjusters (group 2), with an average SOA of
28%. 15% of the sample is faster adjusters and their estimated SOA is 62%. 20% is drifters
(group 4) and they are slowly moving away from their target (at a rate of -3%).

FM M has the advantage of facilitating consideration of why observations fall within a par-
ticular group. We utilize fractional multinomial logit regression to analyze the marginal effects

associated with group membership and find evidence that the firms’ observed characteristics

13



can be associated with group membership in ways which are often consistent with expectations
generated from the literature on capital structure.

We find that the behavior characterized by the four classes discovered by F'M M has signif-
icant associations with firm characteristics. For example, firms with low growth opportunities,
low profitability or smaller size appear to undertake faster leverage adjustment than those
with opposite characteristics. Further, firms with more tangible assets are keen to be slower
adjusters.

In addition to contributing to our understanding of SOA and leverage, we believe that
the methodology we demonstrated should be a standard element of the financial economist’s
toolkit. The technique is tractable. It is potentially relevant to many issues analyzed in finance

generally and in corporate finance in particular.

14



References

A. Kraus, R. H. Litzenberger, A State-Preference Model of Optimal Financial Leverage, The
Journal of Finance 28 (4) (1973) 911-922.

M. C. Jensen, W. H. Meckling, Theory of the Firm: Managerial Behavior, Agency Costs and
Ownership Structure, Journal of Financial Economics 3 (4) (1976) 305-360.

S. C. Myers, Determinants of Corporate Borrowing, Journal of Financial Economics 5 (2) (1977)

147-175.

M. Bradley, G. A. Jarrell, E. H. Kim, On the Existence of an Optimal Capital Structure:
Theory and Evidence, The Journal of Finance 39 (3) (1984) 857-878.

V. A. Dang, M. Kim, Y. Shin, Asymmetric capital structure adjustments: New evidence from
dynamic panel threshold models, Journal of Empirical Finance 19 (4) (2012) 465-482.

M. Faulkender, M. J. Flannery, K. W. Hankins, J. M. Smith, Cash Flows and Leverage Ad-
justments, Journal of Financial Economics 103 (2012) 632-646.

M. Leary, M. Roberts, Do Firms Rebalance Their Capital Structures, Journal of Finance 60
(2005) 2575-2619.

T. Bago d’Uva, A. Jones, Health care utilisation in Europe: New evidence from the ECHP,
Journal of Health Economics 28 (2009) 265-279.

F. Hui, D. Warton, S. Foster, Order selection in finite mixture models: complete or observed
likelihood information criteria?, Biometrika 102 (3) (2015) 724-730.

M. Flannery, K. Hankins, Estimating dynamic panel models in corporate finance, Journal of
Corporate Finance 19 (2013) 1-19.

L. Matyas, P. Sevestre, The Econometrics of Panel Data, Kluwer Academic Publishers, The
Netherlands, 3rd edn., 2006.

S. Nickell, Biases in Models With Fixed Effects, Econometrica 49 (1981) 1417-1426.

P. Sevestre, A. Trognon, A Note on Autoregressive Error Component Models, Journal of Econo-
metrics 28 (1985) 231-245.

T. Anderson, C. Hsiao, Formulation and Estimation of Dynamic Models Using Panel Data,
Journal of Econometrics 18 (1982) 578-606.

M. Arellano, A Note on the Anderson-Hsiao Estimator for Panel Data, Economics Letters 31
(1989) 337-341.

15



M. Arellano, S. Bond, Some Tests of Specification for Panel Data: Monte-Carlo Evidence and
an Application to Employment Equations, Review of Economic Studies 58 (1991) 127-134.

R. Blundell, S. Bond, Initial Conditions and Moment Restrictions in Dynamic Panel Data
Models, Journal of Econometrics 87 (1998) 115-143.

M. Harris, L. Matyés, P. Sevestre, Dynamic Panels for Short Panels, in: L. Matyas, P. Sevestre
(Eds.), The Econometrics of Panel Data, Springer, The Netherlands, 249-278, 2008.

M. N. Harris, W. Kostenko, L. Matyas, I. Timol, The Robustness of Estimators for Dynamic
Panel Data Models to Misspecification, The Singapore Economic Review 54 (3) (2009) 399
426, doi:10.1142/S02175908090034009.

M. Lee, R. Longmire, L. Matyas, M. Harris, Growth Convergence: Some Panel Data Evidence,
Applied Economics 30 (7) (1998) 907-912.

M. Harris, L. Matyas, A Comparative Analysis of Different IV and GMM Estimators of Dynamic

Panel Data Models, International Statistical Review .

J. Kiviet, On Bias, Inconsistency and Efficiency of Various Estimators in Dynamic Panel Data
Models, Journal of Econometrics 68 (1) (1995) 53-78.

R. Judson, A. Owen, Estimating dynamic panel data models: a guide for macroeconomists,
Economics Letters 65 (1) (1999) 9-15, ISSN 0165-1765, doi:https://doi.org/10.1016,/S0165-
1765(99)00130-5.

W. Drobetz, G. Wanzenried, What determines the speed of adjustment to the target capital
structure?, Applied Financial Economics 16 (13) (2006) 941-958.

S. Byoun, How and When Do Firms Adjust Their Capital Structures toward Targets?, The
Journal of Finance 63 (6) (2008) 3069-3096.

R. Elsas, D. Florysiak, Heterogeneity in the Speed of Adjustment toward Target Leverage,
International Review of Finance 11 (2) (2011) 181-211.

R. S. Warr, W. B. Elliott, J. Koter-Kant, O. ztekin., Equity Mispricing and Leverage Adjust-
ment Costs, Journal of Financial and Quantitative Analysis 47 (3) (2012) 589-616.

E. F. Fama, K. R. French, Testing Trade-off and Pecking Order Predictions About Dividends
and Debt, Review of Financial Studies 15 (1) (2002) 1-33.

M. J. Flannery, K. P. Rangan, Partial Adjustment toward Target Capital Structures, Journal
of Financial Economics 79 (3) (2006) 469-506.

E. Dudley, Capital structure and large investment projects, Journal of Corporate Finance 18 (5)

(2012) 1168-1192.

16



G. McLachlan, D. Peel, Finite Mixture Models, Wiley, Canada, 2000.
G. Schwarz, Estimating the Dimensions of a Model, Annals of Statistics 6 (2) (1978) 461-464.

H. Akaike, Information Measures and Model Selection, International Statistical Institute 44

(1987) 277-291.

H. Bozdogan, Model Selection and Akaike’s Information Criteria (AIC): The General Theory
and its Analytical Extensions, Psychometrika 52 (1987) 345-370.

C. R. Harvey, Presidential address: The scientific outlook in Financial Economics, The Journal

of Finance 72 (4) (2017) 1399-1440.

V. Johnson (Ed.), Revised standards for statistical evidence, vol. 110, PNAS (Proceedings of
the National Academy of Science of the United States), 2013.

J. Kim, P. Ji, Significance testing in empirical finance: a critical review and assessment, Journal
of Empirical Finance 34 (2015) 1-14.

S. Titman, R. Wessels, The Determinants of Capital Structure Choice, The Journal of Finance
43 (1) (1988) 1-19.

R. Rajan, L. Zingales, What Do We Know about Capital Structure? Some Evidence from
International Data, The Journal of Finance 50 (1995) 1421-1460.

A. Kayhan, S. Titman, Firms’ Histories and Their Capital Structures, Journal of Financial
Economics 83 (1) (2007) 1-32.

X. Wu, Z. Wang, Equity financing in a Myers-Majluf framework with private benefits of control,
Journal of Coporate Finance 11 (2005) 915-945.

M. Z. Frank, V. K. Goyal, Capital Structure Decisions: Which Factors Are Reliably Important?,
Financial Management 38 (1) (2009) 1-37.

H. DeAngelo, R. W. Masulis, Optimal Capital Structure under Corporate and Personal Taxa-
tion, Journal of Financial Economics 8 (1) (1980) 3-29.

W. Greene, Econometric Analysis, Prentice Hall, Englewood Cliffs NJ, 7th edn., 2012.

K. Khang, T. King, H. Nguyen, What determines outstanding corporate debt mix? Evidence
from fractional multinomial logit estimation, Applied Economics 48 (4) (2015) 276-291.

R. D’Mello, M. Gruskin, Are the benefits of debt declining? The decreasing propensity of firms
to be adequately levered, Journal of Corporate Finance 29 (2014) 327-350.

I. A. Strebulaev, B. Yang, The mystery of zero-leverage firms, Journal of Financial Economics

109 (1) (2013) 1-23.

17



H. DeAngelo, R. Roll, How Stable Are Corporate Capital Structures?, The Journal of Finance
70 (1) (2015) 373-418.

A. Hovakimian, G. Hovakimian, H. Tehranian, Determinants of target capital structure: The
case of dual debt and equity issues, Journal of Financial Economics 71 (3) (2004) 517-540.

M. C. Jensen, Agency Costs of Free Cash Flow, Corporate Finance, and Takeovers, The Amer-
ican Economic Review 76 (2) (1986) 323-329.

S. C. Myers, N. S. Majluf, Corporate observe for financing imbalance, investment and financing
and investments decisions when firms have information that investors do not have, Journal
of Financial Economics 13 (1984) 187-221.

R. A. Taggart, A Model of Corporate Financing Decisions, The Journal of Finance 32 (5) (1977)
1467-1484.

A. Jalilvand, R. S. Harris, Corporate Behavior in Adjusting to Capital Structure and Dividend
Targets: An Econometric Study, The Journal of Finance 39 (1) (1984) 127-145.

S. Titman, S. Tsyplakov, A Dynamic Model of Optimal Capital Structure, Review of Finance
11 (3) (2007) 401-451.

M. L. Lemmon, M. R. Roberts, J. F. Zender, Back to the Beginning: Persistence and the Cross-
Section of Corporate Capital Structure, The Journal of Finance 63 (4) (2008) 1575-1608.

R. Huang, J. R. Ritter, Testing Theories of Capital Structure and Estimating the Speed of
Adjustment, Journal of Financial and Quantitative Analysis 44 (2) (2009) 237-271.

J. Harford, S. Klasa, N. Walcott., Do Firms Have Leverage Targets? Evidence From Acquisi-
tions, Journal of Financial Economics 93 (1) (2009) 1-14.

A. Hovakimian, G. Li, In Search of Conclusive Evidence: How to Test for Adjustment to Target
Capital Structure, Journal of Corporate Finance 17 (1) (2011) 33-44.

D. G. McMillan, O. Camara, Dynamic Capital Structure Adjustment: US MNCs & DCs,
Journal of Multinational Financial Management 22 (5) (2012) 278-301.

G. Lockhart, Credit lines and leverage adjustments, Journal of Corporate Finance 25 (2014)
274-288.

V. A. Dang, M. Kim, Y. Shin, Asymmetric adjustment toward optimal capital structure: Evi-

dence from a crisis, International Review of Financial Analysis 33 (2014) 226-242.

Y. Chang, R. Chou, T. Huang, Corporate governance and the dynamics of capital structure:
New evidence, Journal of Banking and Finance 48 (2014) 374-385.

18



R. Elsas, D. Florysiak, Dynamic Capital Structure Adjustment and the Impact of Fractional
Dependent Variables, Journal of Financial and Quantitative Analysis 50 (5) (2015) 1105
1133.

W. Drobetz, D. Schilling, H. Schrder, Heterogeneity in the Speed of Capital Structure Adjust-
ment across Countries and over the Business Cycle, European Financial Management 21 (5)
(2015) 936-973.

Y .-K. Chang, Y. Chen, R. Chou, T. Huang, Corporate governance, product market competition
and dynamic capital structure, International Review of Economics and Finance 38 (2015) 44—
55.

L.-K. Liao, T. Mukherjee, W. Wang, Corporate governance and capital structure dynamics:
An empirical study, Journal of Financial Research 38 (2) (2015) 169-192.

Q. Zhou, K. Tan, R. Faff, Y. Zhu, Deviation from target capital structure, cost of equity and
speed of adjustment, Journal of Corporate Finance 39 (2016) 99-120.

19



2% LS VT
%8°9¢
U TV . %8 8G a% T TF5%9 LT
%9°'€¢
%9¢
09%6 08" u %L 16" 0% G 8C % 1 '8G

%9°'€T
4 %S T 4 %ST y%ET
.ﬁw&.:w m.ﬁmokuﬂm
ﬁm&ﬁm mﬁw&ww
%8G “15%EG
2%ST 68
>%9€°GE
%08°2¢
%0€°93:%0T1 6€

> %GTT PuR 96 GT UsaMIa(
2T €T
2YLTTE Wy %SLTT

S109JJ0 POXI]

ININD) Wo)sAg

S100[0 POXIq

W1'9C Add
%LC Add
S100]J0 POXI

wh1€4%68 ININD wogs£g
whEE % TE Al
INIAD woysAg

INIAD) WoYsAG ($300[0 POXII-STO

OAAST

ININD) 92USIogI(]

AT ddA

o %0L° LT ININD) Uo3sAg
o %STEE NA
%06 1¢ NN D) to3s£g

Ad IS990 PoxIq

$399h0 POXI] -STO

SUOTIRIADD 9SRIOAS] JO UOIIN[OAT]
o NLT at

o %LV 6€ 0%96°€C S199J0 POXIIA

W %8'8:4%L6

(9102) Te 30 noyy,

(G10T) T8 90 oer]

(6107) ‘e %0 Sueyn

(c102) 'T' 20 Z3qo1(]
(GT0Z) YeisA1o[] pue ses[y
(¥10g) ‘T8 10 Sueyn

(¥102) Te 10 Sueq
(¥107) 1eTspo]
(€107) supjuey pue Aouuel]

(2107) BIewe)) pue WRINON

(210T) Te ¥ 1rep

(2102) T8 %0 1opudymeq
(1T02) YesA1o[] pue ses[y
(110z) V1 pue ueru{eAO]
(6002) ‘Te 10 piojrey
(6002) 10331y pue Suenpy

JBLGTT Wy %LT 1T (%8G TT w%BLTTT ST10 (800g) unoig
2%ST %30 ININD) WeIshg
2%6€ %9€ $100]J0 POXT]
w%LT o %ET STO (800Z) ‘Te 30 uowWwo
s%T°L gT10  (200Z) AoyerdAs], pue weunLy,
,STeAA G U 9GE STeOk G Ul % T¥ ST0 (L00g) weunjiy, pue weyiesy
I%T 98 %Y TE Al
%8¢ Sjoofjo Paxlq
%8 CT INA  (900g) ueSuey pue Amouue[q
po%ST 50%L pa% 8T+ 5q%0T INA (200g) youai] pue eureq
2% 98 LE STO (P86T) sturey pue pueafier
W %ET STD (LL61) 11e33e],
9BRIDAD] JON IR\ 98RIAD] YOOy
(reak aad) YOS porewiysy J0yew)si oIy

sway Q) ut aanjonayg reyde)) jo serpnig resnrtduwig] ul s, y()S Poyewn)sy T o[qeL,

20



orenbs jseo| Areurpi() :S7O ‘yorordde o[qerIeA

Awruwmnp sexenbs )seo] PajoarIod-serg DAST SUDULISHIP SUOT (I ‘SO[(RLIRA JUSWINIISU] AT SIUSWOW JO POYIOUWL PIZI[RISUSL)
TNIND) ‘orenbs Ieoul] pozi[elouar) QL) [[I0QoRN pur ewe A o[qerres juspuadep [euornoriy v yim eiyep ppued otweul(q Jd(
"SOLIJSNPUL SATIAIOD-ATYSIY Y} Ul SOINJOILI}S 9OURUIOAOS YoM [IM SULIL ¢ ‘SOLIJSNPUI dAI}}odOd-ATYSIY oY} UL

SOINJOTLIIS SOURUIOAOS SUOIIS [IIM SULIL] , ‘UOIGodUWOd MO M SOLIJSTIIPUIL S} UT SOINIONI)S dOURIIOAOS {ROM [[}IM SULIL] 5 ‘U010 dmod
MOT UM SOLIISIIPUI 9Y} Ul SOINIONIIS dOURUIOAOS FUOIIS M SULIL] 4 OOURUIOAOS eom [[}IM SULIL] , 90URUISAOS SUOI)S YIM SULIL]
w Ppow juetmysnipe ferpred afeis-omJ, ,, -[Ppour jusurisnlpe [erpred ofe)s-ou() , SILIA ()¢ SB[ Je SUIAIAINS SUWLIL] , :SUON)RIOdIOd
[RUOTYRUTHNIN , :SUOIYRIOAIOD DIYSIWO(] , SJOSST JO AMN[RA JONIRUL O} A( PI[EIS O ULIN-FUOT , :3qap Jo dnfea doej oy snjd Lymbo jo
on[eA joxTeU o1} Aq PI[eDIS 3G JO AN[RA 9DB] 4 -OTYRI AFRIGA] JO (G S[PPIUI O} [IIM SULIY 10] AU(Q) [ :S)OSSe JO AN[eA JayIRUI oY) Aq

Poress 1qap yoogq , ‘19Aed PUpIAIP-UON , -1oAed PUSPIAL( , ‘S}9SS® OO AQ PATRdS Jqop J0Od , :$1ass Y00 Aq Po[eds 1qap ULI)-3U0T ,

21



‘970G - ¢L6T JO pouad o1} I0A0 (SUOIIRAIISO TROA-TILIY

TLY LT) sWay ¢LF Jo s)s1suod yorga [pued peoue[equn ue st ojdures oy J, ‘SUOIIRAIOS(O Ieof-urry o[duwres [@10} 9} JO UMOPIRoIq O],

VLV LT Apnjs oY) I10J d[(R[IRAR SUOI}RAISS(O IRIA-ULIL]
ceet)) BJRD SNOUIIUOD JO SIROA ()¢ JINOYIIM SUOIJRAIOSO TROA-TILIL
9¢0‘701 SJURUIULIONOP 9FRIOAJ[ O} UL oN[RA SUISSIUL [}IM SUOIIRAIISUO TROA-ULIL ]

ore SOII[ICRI] JUSLIND UL }goP SUISSIUL [}IM SUOIJRAIIS(O IRIA-ULIL ]
ey 1gOP ULIS)-SUO[ SUISSIW [[JIM SUOIIRAIISO IROA-TLIL]
196°CT £ymba JO onea YOO 9AIIRSIU M SUOTIRAIIS(O JROA-TLIL]
176°GL sty (6667 - 0067 S9P02 DIS) SoIIUN pue (0069 - 0009 SPPOd DIS) [RIURUL]
JSSelg |
GZS 16T SUOT}RAIOS(O IROA-ULIY JO IOQUITLN
Suiureway] papnpPxy  [eruf
ordureg

RUQUBS) 1 o[dureg :z 9[qeL,

22



"SOOTAIDG BJR(] [OIR9SOY UOIRYA\ WOIJ 9seqejep S9dLIJ ALINISG UT [DIedsay] 0] 9IYUa)) oY)
pue jeisnduro)) oY) WOy Pajod[[0d dIoM 9T()F PUR 76T U00MIO( BIRD SUITUNODOR [0AD]-ULIL] ‘SISATRUR I0J UOI}OILIISUOD SO[(RLIBA O, |

(Ly wenr) syesse 810} Aq pafess (J( We)r) uorjesipiowe pue uorjensrdo] (dap) uoryererda ]
(LY wog) sjosse

[e30% Aq poress (JAgIO welr) uonemaidop o10joq swooul surjerad() (11foud) Aypiqeigorq

AIISTIPUT JURAS[DI 9} JO OI}el 9FRISAI] URIPIW oY J, (uD1paw pur) 93RIeAd] URIPSW AIJSNPU]

OSIMIS)O 019z pue ‘Osuadxoe JuamrdopAdp pue YdIeasal (Fwaunp

POIIMOUL SRy WLIY oY} JT A}TUN JO oN[RA B SOy} 9[(eLIBRA AWUWND O], Y) Awump juowdo[eAsp pue YoIRasay]
HTVS

wo)t) sofes Aq pareods ((YX woll) osuadxo juotudoesop pue gom@@m@m (@Y ) ymowdo[eAdp pue [oIeasey|
(L wenr) sjesse

[©30} 973} JO ON[RA J0O( O} AQ PI[RIS ULIY 9} JO oN[RA JO3IRU O], (gIV) o1el Y0O[-0)-1o3 IR\
(LV wer) sjosse

[e101 Aq paress (LNHJd wedr) juewdmbe pue juerd ‘Ayredord jaN (FAdd) syesse a[qIdur],

(LV welr) sjasse [e10) JO WILIRSO] [RINJRU ST, (9z15)) 9ZIS WLIL]
(Lv wogr) sjosse (30} Aq poress ‘(LT Wo) 3qop

UL19}-3U0[ [830) pue (HT(] W) SSII[IGRI] JUSLIND Ul }op JO Wns oY, (a2]) 93eIanar]

suorruya( so[qerIeA

L SUOTITUYOD SA[(RLIRA € O[q¥L

23



Table 4: Summary statistics for the estimation sample™

Variables Mean Std. Dev. Minimum Maximum

lev 0.1929 0.1824 0 0.9173
fsize 6.2601 2.3650 0.5531 11.1575
PPE 0.2742 0.1608 0 0.9191
MB 1.7848 1.2484 0.5403 10.9059
RD 0.0468 0.0608 0 0.7690
ind median  0.1402 0.1181 -1.006 0.4174
profit 0.0443 0.0224 0 0.2387
dep 0.1749 0.1141 0 0.6785

TThe sample is an unbalanced panel which consists of 475 firms of
which 17, 474 firm-year observations, over the period of 1972 - 2016.

Table 5: Speed of leverage adjustment™

Panel A: Panel B:
All firm-year observations Flannery and Hankins (2013)
fsize 0.0024** 0.0128%* 0.0170**
0.001 0.000 0.000
PPE 0.0697** 0.0469** 0.0590**
0.000 0.000 0.000
MB -0.0001 -0.0019%* -0.0020%*
0.947 0.011 0.036
RD -0.0454* -0.0240 0.0040
0.038 0.253 0.932
RD dummy -0.0161 -0.0246* -0.0010
0.119 0.013 0.797
ind median 0.0588** 0.0488** -0.0040
0.000 0.001 0.737
profit -0.0236** -0.0427** -0.0420**
0.006 0.000 0.000
dep -0.3997** -0.3236** -0.5010**
0.000 0.000 0.000
lev 0.7456** 0.7412%* 0.7520%*
0.000 0.000 0.000
Constant 0.0421°** -0.0264 -0.2720%*
0.000 0.091 0.000
Year dummies No Yes Yes
Adjusted SOA (1-lev) 25% 26% 25%
Observation 17,474 17,474 19,140
Firms 475 475 638

TEstimated coefficients and p-values (in italics) using fixed-effects (FE) regressions. Panel
A presents the results using the sample firm-years’ observations in this paper. Panel B
presents the results obtained from Table 1 in Flannery and Hankins (2013), F&H. * and **
denote significance at 5% and 1% confidence levels, respectively.
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Table 6: BIC from finite mixture models

Classes Bayesian Information Criterion (BIC)
1 - 36,333.93

P - 43,032.49

3 - 44,360.90

4 - 44,654.92

) - 44,200.95

6 - 44,150.73

7 - 44,170.69

Lowest IC - 44,654.92

Class with lowest IC 4
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Table 7: Finite mixture the preferred 4-class model™

Group 1 Group 2 Group 3 Group 4
Nearly stable Slower adjusters Faster adjusters — Drifters
fsize 0.0003 0.0062** 0.0184** 0.0060**
0.193 0.000 0.000 0.002
PPE -0.0006 0.0344* 0.0721* 0.0678**
0.858 0.010 0.026 0.000
MB 0.0001 0.0039** -0.0087* 0.0021
0.323 0.000 0.016 0.123
RD 0.0005 -0.0068 -0.1707* -0.0142
0.897 0.818 0.038 0.720
RD dummy -0.0102* -0.0121 -0.0522 0.0554*
0.016 0.388 0.061 0.012
ind median -0.0025 0.0320 0.1774%** 0.0423
0.525 0.081 0.001 0.143
profit -0.0012 0.0199 -0.1696** -0.0127
0.527 0.065 0.000 0.382
dep -0.0049 -0.1720** -0.5071** -0.3005**
0.717 0.008 0.003 0.002
lev 0.9832%* 0.7230%** 0.3775%* 1.0336**
0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000
Constant 0.0006 -0.0157 -0.0030 -0.0046
0.793 0.176 0.937 0.744
Prior Probability 0.1893 0.3066 0.2384 0.2657
S.E. of prior probability 0.007 0.013 0.010 0.014
Year dummies Yes Yes Yes Yes
Adj SOA (1-lev) 2% 28% 62% -3%

TThe estimated coefficients and p-values (in italics) of each group in the 4-class model using
the within transformed model. * and ** denote significance at the 5% and 1% confidence levels,

respectively.
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Table 9: Descriptive statistics of 4-class model

Variables Mean Std. Dev. Min Max

Panel A: Group 1 (Nearly stable)

lev 0.0870 0.1403 0 09173
fsize 5.9722 2.3912  0.5134 11.2037
PPE 0.2413 0.1563 0 0.9191
MB 2.2906 1.7256  0.5403 10.9059
RD 0.0584 0.0708 0 0.7690
ind median  0.1477 0.1108 0 0.6785
profit 0.1527 0.1444 -1.0056  0.4174
dep 0.0418 0.0226  0.0001  0.2034
Panel B: Group 2 (Slower adjusters)
lev 0.1770 0.1440 0 0.8599
fsize 6.5860 2.3194 0.5134 11.2037
PPE 0.2868 0.1594 0 0.9191
MB 1.7859 1.0815 0.5403 10.9059
RD 0.0430 0.0564 0 0.7690
ind median  0.1776 0.1089 0 0.5825
profit 0.1488 0.1055 -1.0056  0.4174
dep 0.0454 0.0215 0.0001  0.2387
Panel C: Group 3 (Faster adjusters)
lev 0.3109 0.1882 0 09173
fsize 5.7935 22994 0.5134 11.2037
PPE 0.2702 0.1607 0 0.9191
MB 1.3206 0.6042  0.5403 10.7604
RD 0.0403 0.0526 0 0.7690
ind median  0.1888 0.1180 0.0025 0.6761
profit 0.1128 0.1078 -1.0056  0.4174
dep 0.0442 0.0238 0.0001  0.2387
Panel D: Group 4 (Drifters)
lev 0.2741 0.1978 0 09173
fsize 6.3816 24256  0.5134 11.2037
PPE 0.2993 0.1618 0 0.9191
MB 1.4512 0.7788  0.5403 10.9059
RD 0.0425 0.0571 0 0.7690
ind median  0.1964 0.1173  0.0025  0.6428
profit 0.1288 0.1015 -1.0056  0.4174
dep 0.0460 0.0224 0.0001  0.2387
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Figure 1: Values of BIC for various class F'M M models
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Figure 2: Kernel density for observed, expected values and fixed-effects regression
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