The Relationship Between Realized Income and Wealth
A Report From A Selected Sample of Estates Containing Farms or Businesses

by C. Eugene Steuerle, Ph.D

Income from wealth can be realized or unrealized
for both tax and accounting purposes. Generally,
realized income is in the form of direct cash flow
from the underlying assets, while unrealized income is
in the form of appreciation in the value of the
assets. This division is not pure. The selling of an
asset, for instance, causes a cash flow from
previously unrealized income.

The Federal income tax is primarily a tax on
realized income. The base for calculating the tax is
essentially the cash receipts of the taxpayer less
certain outlays for business costs. Imputations of
changing asset value are normally not used, except in
the case of depreciation of qualified assets.

In filing their income tax returns, taxpayers
provide direct information on the amount of their
income realization. These data are used for a wide
variety of studies, ranging from national income
accounting to analyses of behavioral reactions to tax
disincentives. Whatever their limitations, income tax
returns are widely believed to be one of the best
sources of microdata on realized property income,
partly because they do not suffer from the amount of
underreporting present in survey data.

Unfortunately, previous comparisons of households
on the basis of realized income suffered from the
drawback that there was no information on the wealth
which was the source of property income. One draws
very different conclusions about a household which
realizes $10,000 in property income if the associated
value of its property is $100,000 than if it is
$1,000,000. Because unrealized income is not reported
or even calculated by most households, knowledge of
the wealth of households, when combined with other
information on economic rates of return on assets,
would also give a means of determining whether much
economic income goes unrealized for tax purposes.

On a separate track, however, work has proceeded
on the use of estate tax returns as a source of wealth
data [1]. These data are highly valued because of the
requirement of complete assessment of property value
at death and because there have been serious problems
of nonresponse and underreporting when other attempts
have been made to gather data on the wealth of
households.

The availability of a small national sample of
estate tax returns matched with the previous year's
income tax returns made possible a unigue opportunity
to examine the relationship between realized income
from capital and the underlying value of the assets
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that produced that income. This data set is
especially rich in information on reported rates of
return on closely held assets, as the sample consists
of farmers and businessmen with substantial amounts of
such assets at time of death. For purposes of this
article, the ratio of realized income to value of
wealth shall be referred to as the realized rate of
return or simply the rate of return. The realized
rate of return differs from the actual economic rate
of return by the amount of unrealized income or other
income on capital not reported on the tax return.

For this sample the size of the realized rate of
return on all wealth is found to be around 2 ercent,
much less than would be recognized if that wealth were
invested in the lowest paying savings account. Even
when wage income is added to capital income (because
of the difficulty of separating the two components),
the amount of realized income is still less than 4
percent of the total value of assets.

Because economic theory holds that each investor
equalizes after-tax rates of return on assets of equal
risk, it is difficult to believe that these low
realized rates of return actually reflect equally low
economic rates of return. Indeed, if account is made
for the illiquidity and riskiness [2] of many of the
assets held by members of the sample, one would expect
that the average economic return of these individuals
would be in excess of the rate of return received by
individuals holding less risky assets such as savings
accounts and, therefore, considerably in excess of the
rates of return realized for tax purposes. In a
related paper [3], it was reported that the net income
from capital reported on individual tax returns is
less than one-third of the net income from capital
(excluding inflationary returns) in the economy. The
evidence presented here is consistent with the earlier
finding that much income from capital is not reported

or required to be reported on individual income tax
returns.

This study also finds that the realized rate of
return varies according to certain economic
circumstances of the taxpayer. The realized rate of
return on all assets generally declines as the value
of assets increases. Even after accounting for
portfolio differences, regression analysis reveals
that there is still a significant rate of decline. 1In
terms of portfolio differences themselves, the greater
the precentage of assets which are closely held, the
lower the realized rate of return on all assets.
Additionally, farmers and owners of real estate
businesses tend to realize lower rates of return on
their total portfolio than other businessmen.

This is an
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This low ~eatio of realized income to economic
income has a number of implications for both policy
and research. For expenditure and tax policy, these
results imply that realized income is not a very
reliable measure of well-being, at least for persons
with substantial ownership of capital. If need is
based on economic income, then an expenditure program
may be inadequately targeted if grants vary only with
realized income. A similar limitation applies to the
individual income tax system, where realized income is
used as the measure of ability-to-pay.

Moreover, the efficiency of investment in the
economy may be seriously distorted when the tax rate
(or the potential for not realizing income) varies by
asset type. Tax considerations lead individuals to
invest more in assets for which smaller portions of
total economic income are realized as income subject
to tax. Resulting portfolio adjustments lead to a
sectoral misallocation of investment.

The low ratio of realized income to asset value
has implications for a number of related areas of
research. Realized income is often used to measure
the degree of inequality in society and counts of
those in poverty [4]. This study provides further
evidence of the extent to which such data, if not
adjusted to account for unrealized income or wealth,
must be interpreted with a good deal of caution.

Finally, realized income is sometimes used by
researchers as a means to estimate wealth of
households. Under the investment-income approach to
wealth estimation, the wealth of an individual in a
particular asset is estimated by dividing the realized
income (data sources generally contain information
only on realized income) from that asset by the
expected rate of return on that asset.[5]. This
article presents one of the few independent estimates
of such rates of return, and perhaps the only
independent estimate for those who wish to apply
wealth/income multipliers to income tax return data.

SOURCE OF DATA

This study uses a sample of 117 estate tax returns
matched with the income tax returns of decedents for
the calendar year before the year of death. The
estate tax returns were filed during 1973 (for deaths
generally in 1972 or 1973), while the income tax
returns usually covered calendar 1971 or calendar 1972
income. Each estate in the’ sample had a gross estate
of $60,000 or more, contained a large percentage of
assets in the form of closely held business or farm,
and its executor applied for deferred payment of
estate tax. To be more precise, this study uses a
random sample of returns which applied under IRS Code
Section 6166 for an extension of time for payment of
estate tax. Under this provision, the value of the
interest in the closely held business must exceed 65
percent of the adjusted gross estate.

Although this study presents heretofore ungathered
information on the important relationship between
income and wealth for owners of closely hefd assets,
ideally the sample would have included all estate tax
returns, not just those with closely held assets.
Nonetheiess, it is hoped that this study will prove to
be an important first step in estate-income analysis
and a wuseful catalyst for comments on alternative
approaches to wusing such data. Although the
hypothesis cannot be tested here, we might also expect
that much of the portfolio behavior of this sample is
similar to that of wealthholders with similar amounts
of wealth, especially with regard to behavioral
responses to tax incentives.

The match of the estate tax with the previous
year's income tax allowed a direct comparison of the
income from capital with the value of the capital that
produced that income. Since the year of death
differed by one or two years from the year in which
the income was recorded, the comparison was not
exact. The value of an asset may have differed
slightly from year to year, and the taxpayer may have
engaged in purchases and sales of assets after the
receipt of the income, but before death. In order to
file for an extension of payment of estate tax,
however, most of the assets for members of this sample
had to be held in closely held businesses at time of
death, and sales of portions of closely held
businesses are often difficult. Moreover, to the
extent that comsumption was likely to be financed out
of sales of assets, any bias in the estimates of
realized rates of return would be upward. However, if
wealthholders tend not to consume out of their wealth
[6], then the bias due to inexact match of year of
income and year of valuation of assets is slightly
downward, and the wealth measure should be discounted
about one year.

Any bias due to the inexact match of year of death
and year of income is still 1likely to be small.
However, there are two tax accounting reasons why
there is almost certain to be a net upward bias in the
realized rate of return measures. First, valuations
of farms and businesses for estate tax purposes are
typically low. While estimates of value must be
reasonable, there clearly is a tax incentive for
executors and heirs to provide the lowest among
reasonable estimates. Second, the measure of asset
value includes only the assets of the deceased, while
the income measure may include both the deceased's
former income and that of a spouse.

Practically all of the data items were taken
directly from the estate and income tax returns.
Further information on items of data is contained at
the end of this article.

REALIZED RATES OF RETURNS

Average rates of return for various asset types
and various gross estate classes are presented in
Table 1. (Estate classes are split so as to provide
equal sample sizes in each class.) For closely held
business assets of all members of this sample, income
was only 1.15 percent of the value of the assets (3.56
percent is the average of the individual rates of
return, if no weighting of individuals by amount of
assets is made). Even this estimate may be high, as
data limitations required attribution to the closely
held business of all business and farm income reported
on related tax schedules [7].

The rate of return for corporate stock is the
dividend rate. To the extent that capital gains are
earned and realized on such stock, the estimate of the
realized rate of return from ownership of corporate
stock does not reflect the total return. It is not
possible in this study to separate out capital gains
on corporate stock from other capital gains nor to
know the year in which those capital gains were
accrued. Dividends on nonclosely held stock equaled
2.32 percent of assets. This figure can be contrasted
to a Standard and Poors dividend rate on 500 stocks of
2.84 percent for 1972 and 3.14 percent for 1971.

while all asset types exhibit realized rates of
return which are low, the rate of return for stock of
closely held corporations is the lowest of all.
Closer examination of the data indicates that, of 49
persons owning stock in closely held corporations at
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time of death, only 16 reported any dividends at all.
Of these 16 persons, 5 had dividend rates of less than
1 percent, and 12 had rates of less than 3 percent.
In effect, closely held corporations, at least in this
sample, are not prone to pay out dividends. This
result should not surprise us, for corporations (other
than subchapter S corporations) are subject to corpor-
ate tax. Wages and dividends are both taxable to the
individual recipient, but only wages are deductible
against corporate tax.

When all nonwage income [8] is treated as capital
income, the income for all members of the sample is
only 1.88 percent of their assets. Capital income
includes income from all nonwage sources, including
savings accounts and capital gains, while the asset
measure includes value of homes and durables. In
practice, it is impossible to separate capital income
from wage income for owners of business and farms.
These owners may receive capital income in the form of
wages or labor income in the form of profits. By
adding income designated as "wages" to capital income,
then, we can derive an upper bound for the income
earned on all assets. Total income is still only 3.66
percent of the value of assets.

No matter what the measure of realized rate of
return or the gross estate class, the rate is quite
low--less than the lowest paying savings account.
Moreover, as noted in the previous section, this
method of estimation probably results in an
overstatement of the rate actually declared. When
wages are added to income from capital, the resulting
measure of the realized rate of return from capital is
biased upward even more.

REGRESSION RESULTS

From Table 1, it appears that the realized rate of
return decreases as gross estate size increases and
that the rate of return is lower for closely held
businesses than for other assets. For tax reasons, of
course, we should not find such results surprising.
Larger gross estate sizes are generally indicative of
higher marginal tax rates. Taxpayers with higher
marginal tax rates shift toward assets for which
exclusions of income from tax are possible. Moreover,
assets cannot be costlessly exchanged once they have
appreciated in value (that 1is, investors become
"locked into" their assets because of the capital
gains taxes); therefore, past as well as current
marginal tax rates may have induced the particular
portfolios observed at any one point in time. Indeed,
current wealth may be more representative than current
income of the marginal rates which influenced the
existing portfolio.

While tax effects clearly induce the distribution
of assets among different income and wealth groups,
the data are insufficient to determine whether these
low realized rates of return imply low economic rates
of return as well [9]. Economic theory does hold that
after-tax rates of return on assets of equal risk are
equilibrated across assets and that differentials in
tax rates will become reflected in different
before-tax rates of return on the assets. [10]
However, this study finds that lower realized rates of
return are generally associated with assets considered
to have higher risk. Thus, the tax effects may indeed
have lowered the economic rate of return on risky, but
tax-preferred, assets relative to other assets;
however, the economic rate is still likely to be
higher for these risky assets than for many less risky
investments such as interest-bearing financial
instruments. Empirical evidence generally has borne
out the finding of higher economic rates of return to
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assets with higher risk [11, 12]. There is no reason
to suspect that such findings are not also applicable
to this sample.

There are two related reasons to believe that
lower realized rates of return do not imply lower
economic rates of return for persons with large
amounts of wealth. First, the very presence of large
amounts of wealth means that top wealthholders are
likely to have been persons who were successful,
rather than unsuccessful, in their investment.
Second, top wealthholders are also 1likely to be
persons who accumulated rather than consumed much of
their income. In this case, a lower realized rate of
return may simply indicate that persons with higher
rates of savings do not need to realize as much income
to finance their consumption.

One means of testing this last hypothesis is to
see if increases in wealth significantly affect
realized rates of return even after accounting for
differences in portfolio allocation. Such a finding
would lend support to the notion that larger
wealthholders are more likely to take advantage of the
option not to realize income even when they receive
equal before-tax rates of return on particular types
of assets.

In this section we use regression analysis to find
out whether the relationship between realized rate of
return and wealth is statistically significant and,
further, whether realized rates of return vary by type
of asset held, e.g., by type of closely held business:
farm, real estate, or other business. Accordingly,
regressions were run wusing rates of return from
closely held business or farm (noncorporate),
corporate stock, and all assets as dependent
variables. In the case of all assets, wage income is
both excluded and included in the measure of income
and, hence, rate of return from those assets. Recall
that for owners of closely held business, it is often
difficult to separate wage from capital income.

presents the

Table 2 results of  these
regressions. For each dependent variable, one
equation was run using only one independent

variable--the value of the assets from which the
related income is derived. For instance, if the rate
of return from corporate stock is the dependent
variable, the independent variable is the value of all
corporate stock in the estate. In remaining
equations, other possible explanatory varaibles are
added: the value of all other assets, income other
than the income from the particular assets being
examined, dummy variables for closely held business
comprised entirely of farm assets or of real estate
assets, and variables which reflect the percentage of
assets in closely held or corporate form.

The first equation of each series is meant
primarily to be descriptive of the data. We check to
see whether rates of return for closely held assets
and all assets decline as the amount of ownership of
those assets increase. As suggested by the summary
data reported in the previous section, these do indeed
decline and the relationship tends to be significant
for all except corporate stock, although for closely
held business (noncorporate), the relationship is
significant only at the .10 level. Although not
reported in Table 2, similar regressions using value
of all assets (rather than assets from which the
income was derived) as the only independent variable
show similar results--a decline in realized rate of
return for all except corporate stock as the value of
assets increases.
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The rate of return for closely held businessess or
famms is found to be sensitive primarily to the value
of other assets (see equation 1b). For a $1 million
increase in value of assets other than closely held
businesses, the rate of return on closely held
business goes up by 11.0 percentage points. For a $1
million increase in closely held business assets, the
realized rate of return on those assets goes down by
1.8 percentage points, but the relationship is no
longer significant. A possible explanation of this
result is as follows: as noted before, owners of
closely held business have a great deal of discretion
as to when to realize income, and, 1like other
wealthholders, they tend to realize lower rates of
return as their wealth increases. However, persons
who show greater amounts of other assets include both
those who are diversifying in order to obtain better
or less risky returns elsewhere and those who find it
necessary to realize more income in order to obtain
more liquidity, perhaps to cover consumption needs.
In summary, for owners of closely held business, the
presence of larger amounts of other assets indicates a
greater current tendency to realize income from the
closely held assets themselves.

Other variables add little to the explanation of
the realized rate of return on closely held business.
Other income [13]--in part a proxy for marginal tax
rates applying when the first dollar of income is
received from the business--is insignificant, as are
dummy variables for farm and real estate. As noted
above, however, past marginal tax rates may be more
appropriate than current marginal tax rates when
examining those parts of portfolios which are
especially locked in due to past investment decisions.

Turning to corporate stock, we find that only the
"percentage of stock held closely" tends to explain
much of the difference among individuals in rates of
return (equation 2b). Given the tax incentive for
owners of closely held corporations to pay wages in
lieu of dividends, we expected the dividend rate on
closely held stock to be lower than the dividend rate
on other corporate stock. This is indeed what we
found.

A number of theories assert that taxpayers with
higher-than-average marginal tax rates will tend to
hold corporate stock with lower-than-average dividend
rates [14]. However, we found no significant nega-
tive correlation between the dividend/price ratio and
income (or wealth) in this sample.

In equation (3b), we test whether the rate of
return on all assets, capital income only, is related
to several variables: value of assets, amount of
other income, type of closely held business--farm,
real estate, or other business, and percentage of
assets in 1) noncorporate, closely held form, 2) stock
of closely held corporations, and 3) stock of
nonclosely held corporations. Only "other income" and
"percentage of assets in noncorporate, closely held
form" are significant at the .10 level [15].

The percentage of assets in noncorporate, closely
held form is significant not only in equation (3b),
but in all equations in which it is introduced as a
variable. However, equatiom (2b) is the only equation
in Table 2 in which "other income" is significant,
although only at the .10 level. Economic theory
suggests that as other income goes up and marginal tax
rates rise, taxpayers would tend to control their
portfolios so as to minimize the extent to which the
economic return from assets is realized for tax
purposes. The insignificance of "other income" in
equation (1b), as contrasted to (3b), would indicate

that total portfolio rates of return are likely to be
controlled through adjustments in asset holdings other
than holdings of closely held business. A simpler
explanation is that the measure of capital income, or
the distinction between wage and capital income, is
especially poor for closely held business assets.

Equation (4d) is similar to equation (3b), except
that wage income is included in the income from the
assets and there is no "other income" since all income
is included in the rate of return variable. In
equation (4d), a decline in realized rate of return is
indicated as asset value increases. Since this
equation allows for various portfolio adjustments, the
significance of the asset value variable lends support
to the hypothesis that top wealthholders lower their
realized rates of return not only through portfolio
adjustments, but also by simply realizing less of
their income for tax purposes.

In terms of portfolio variables, equation (4d)
also indicates a significant decline in rate of return
as the proportion of the estate in noncorporate,
closely held business increases. Even after adjusting
for the proportion of assets held closely, owners of
real estate have a much lower rate of return relative
to owners of other business. Contrasting this
equation to equation (3b)--in which the ownership of
real estate is not significantly related to the rate
of return on capital--would indicate that owners of
real estate businesses pay themselves a lower wage
rate (relative to value of capital) than owners of
other businesses, while realizing about the same rate
of capital income. Again, this does not imply a lower
economic rate of return to owners of real estate,
since owners of land and buildings may have substan-
tial unrecognized income through appreciation in the
value of assets.

Equations (4b) and (4c) are presented primarily to
show the effect of variables reflecting farm or real
estate (as opposed to other business) ownership
separately from the effect of portfolio allocations
into noncorporate, closely held assets and corporate
assets (both closely and nonclosely held). Note that
farm owners tend to realize less than owners of other
business in equation (4b), but that this difference
seems to be explained in equation (4d) by the
allocation of the portfolio among closely held and
nonclosely held assets, i.e., farmers realize lower
rates of return on their total portfolio by holding a
greater percentage of their assets in the closely held
form.

SUMMARY

The realized rate of return on all assets for
owners of closely held businesses and farms is quite
low. The rate tends to decline both as wealth
increases and as the percentage of wealth in noncor-
porate, closely held form increases. Dividend rates
for closely held corporate stock are lower than rates
for other corporate stock and often are zero.
Counting both wages and other income, the realized
rates of return for owners of real estate business are
lower than those of other businesses. Farmers also
tend to realize lower rates on their total assets than
other business owners, but the difference tends to be
reflected in a greater percentage of assets held in
closely held form.

Although this source of data provides new and
important information on the relationship between
income and wealth, it does not allow determination of
whether the decline in realized rates of return as
wealth increases implies a similar decline in economic



rates of return. Three factors, however, argue
against such a result. First, the assets held by top
wealthholders tend to be more risky; other sources of
data have tended to confirm higher rates of return for
riskier assets. Second, persons who accumulate wealth
are likely to have achieved such accumulation through
successful investment in assets with relatively high
rates of return. Finally, even after adjusting for
portfolio changes, rates of realization were still
found to decline significantly as wealth increased.
My conclusion is that tax effects do cause portfolio
shifts and do lower the economic rate of return on
risky, but tax-preferred, assets relative to other
assets. However, this economic rate of return is
still likely to be higher for the risky assets held by
top wealthholders than for other assets. Moreover,
there remains a realization effect: that is, for many
tax pre-preferred assets, the rate of realization of
income is somewhat discretionary in nature, and it
declines as wealth increases.

These 1low realized rates of return call into
serious question the use of realized income from
capital as part of any measure of well-being or
ability-to-pay. For owners of capital, economic
income may have 1little relationship to realized
income, and rates of realization may vary according to
the assets they hold. Tax and expenditure programs
based upon realized income can produce inequitable
results and may lead individuals to allocate their
investments inefficiently.

SUPPLEMENTAL INFORMATION ON SOURCES OF DATA

Each income tax return contained items of income
such as wages, Iinterest, dividends, farm income,
rental income, partnership income, and business
income. Each estate tax return identified value of
gross estate, real estate, corporate stock, farm and
non-corporate business assets, and value of closely
held business. This 1last item was required of
taxpayers to determine eligibility to file for the
extension of time to pay the estate tax. By turning
to worksheets and schedules attached to the returns,
it was possible to differentiate wages from closely
held business, dividends from closely held stock, and
value of corporate stock in closely held business. In
addition, the value of own home was separated from
value of all other real estate. In most cases, the
value of own home could be found in the documents
attached to the estate tax return. However, in some
cases--particularly where there was a farm--the
presence of a home was indicated but the value of the
house was not separated from the reported value of the
farm or real estate. To impute a value of own home in
these cases, two regression analyses were run. In the
first regression, the sample consisted of all farms or
ranches where value of own home was known. In the
second regression, the sample consisted of all nonfarm
estates where the value of own home was regressed
against size of gross estate. These regressions were
then used to impute the value of own home to those
estates where a home was likely to be present, but
where a value was not reported. The value of real
estate in closely held business and the total value of
closely held business assets where then adjusted by
the value of own home.
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Table 1. — Realized Rates of Retum'
(percent)

Type of asset

Gross estate class

I

$60,000-$362,000

$362,000-$840,000

$840,000 or more

All classes

Closely held...... SpeYeTarareys STerereyers DO CC DG OTToT 222 1.78 0.47 1:15
Business (non-corporate)......ceeeeeeeencees (2.45) (3.78 (4.69) (3.56)
Corporate stock - total.....coceveese « st @ isie %o 0.81 2.18 1.24 1.30
a. Closely held....... e | B0 gy | 409, 5 (1.94) 5,93 [(2:66) 4 g4
(0.22) (3.00) (0.85) (1.08)
b. Non=closely held... ss ses s s i . W s ol e 4.14 2.10 2527 2232
(5 22) (3.87) (2.95) (3.79)
All assets--capital income only..... o & 5 weis 3.24 3.33 1.29 1.88
(3.38) (3.39) (1.82) (2.86)
All assets--capital + wage income....... . 6.57 4.67 2.99 3.66
(6.33) (4.73) (3.89) (4.98)
l/rop numbers: Weighted average rates of return (or g income/ % value of assets).
Bottom numbers, in parentheses: Unweighted average rates of return (or E (income/assets) / n).
Size of sample (by row, respectively): 1. (28,35,21,84)
2. (19525,33:77)
2a. (13,9,27,49)
2b. (13,23,24,60)
4. (39,39,39,117)
Table 2. — Regressions for Realized Rates of Retum'
Regression number (la) (1b) (2a) (2b) (3a) (3b) (4a) (4b) (4c) (4d)
Rate of return Rate of return Rate of return
Rate of return
g losle EZId business o5 all ::sets all zzsets
clos - ==
variables (noz—corporate) cotporate erack capital income capital + wage income
Independent variables
Constant........ Aot oo 5.40%* 2.47 3.27%% 5,19%% 3.67%% 5.93%% 6.06%% 7,25%% 12,71%% 9 89%*%
(1.52) (2.79) (.94) (1.67) (.56) (1.72) (i75) (72) (2.76) (1.95)
Value of underlying
assets (in millions
of dol1ars)ic.e ere s eie s o -3.95% -1.80 -1.01 -.23 -.88%% .02 ~1.18%% - 63*% -2,05%% - 76%%
(2.:15) (2.63) (.86) (1.11) (.41) (.:35) (.55) (.38) (.52) (.38)
Value of other assets (in
millions of dollars)... 11.03%* -.40)
(3.01) (1.63)
Other income (in
millions of dollars)... -38.72 L -33.79%*
(64.00) (21.32) (17.07)
FALMars sie o 616 51w, o w18 51876 %% wrave .29 .78 (2.86%* -1.06
(2.95) (.97) (.87) (1.10)
Real estate@....c.eeveeene -4.01 -1.06 =3.57%% -2.68%*
(3.43) (1.00) (1.02) (1.10)
Percentage of corporate
stock held closely..... -4.61%*%
(2.18)
Percentage of assets in
non-corporate, closely
héld £Orm; o e s weswe sms -3.73% -9.79%% -5,39%%
(2.01) (3.21) (2.32)
Percentage of assets in
stock of closely held
COrporations........... -3.45 -2.93  -3.34
(2.36) (3.86) (2.71)
Percentage of assets in
stock of non-closely
held corporations...... -3.15 -3.43 .84
(3:23) (5.30)  (3.73)
Size of sample.......... 84 71 77 77 117 100 117 100 117 100
R 2 .040 .398 .018 .081 .039 «137 .039 +159 %293 .238

1/ Standard errors are shown in parentheses.
*  Significant at the .0l level.
** Significant at the .05 level.






