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ABSTRACT

In this paper, we examine the word content of 2,044 initial IPO prospec-
tuses along with their full time series of amendments. We find that the relative
size of four key document sections predicts the magnitude of the partial price
adjustment, first day IPO returns, and long-run post-offer performance. By
assessing the word similarity between IPOs, we show that the lead underwriter
is influential in the writing of the Prospectus Summary but not in the MD&A,
indicating that the latter’s authorship is most likely management. We find
two key results that motivate a new explanation of the partial adjustment
phenomenon. First, issuing firm managers perform a surprisingly integral role
in the bookbuilding process as greater management disclosure generates higher
offer prices and superior long-run performance. Second, litigation risk plays
an important function in strategic disclosure, and only negative information
learned during from bookbuilding is disclosed in amendments to the prospec-
tus. Thus, positive information is withheld for strategic or proprietary reasons
while negative information is disclosed as a hedge against litigation risk.
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The role of disclosure in reducing asymmetric information and whether increased
disclosure is reflected in security prices is one of the central debates in finance and
accounting (see Verrecchia (2001), Dye (2001) and Healy and Palepu (2001) for a
review of the literature). Unlike other studies of the effect of disclosure on stock
returns, which must control for prior disclosure history, firms undergoing an initial
public offering are making their first large scale public disclosure via the offering
prospectus. Thus, there exists, at the time of the offering, a natural experiment in
which to examine the impact of differential disclosure on the bookbuilding process

and the subsequent evolution of ITPO pricing.

Although the average IPO prospectus is more than 50 pages long and is drafted in
parts by several participants of the IPO team, an in-depth analysis of the relationship
between different sections of the document has not yet been conducted. In particular,
existing studies are primarily limited to examining single sections of the document

in isolation.!

Our study employs a novel methodology that reads the entire prospectus and
measures the size of the total document along with its four most important sections:
the Prospectus Summary, discussion of Risk Factors, Use of Proceeds and Manage-
ment’s Discussion and Analysis (MD&A). By examining both the prospectus as a
whole, and the likely authorship of each section, we are able to shed new light on the
interaction between the legal environment and the different motives of IPO partic-
ipants. We present evidence that basic relationships between these sections, which
can be measured even in the initial prospectus, can predict both IPO pricing and

subsequent aftermarket performance.

The legal and regulatory environment surrounding IPOs has been the focus of
many papers (see for example Tinic (1988) and Lowry and Shu (2002)). These
studies focus on the incentives and consequences from material omissions in the
offering prospectus. Importantly, liability for these omissions is shared by issuers and
underwriters alike, and damages in such cases are generally limited to the decline in

the aftermarket trading price below the offer price. Classical disclosure theories would

!For example, Beatty and Ritter (1986), Beatty and Welch (1996), and Leone, Rock, and Wil-
lenborg (2007) examine the Use of Proceeds section while Beatty and Welch (1996)and Arnold,
Fishe, and North (2006) examine the Risk Factors section.



suggest that issuers should disclose all information in order to reduce information
asymmetry and thus, litigation risk. In addition, issuers that face greater legal
risk will offer securities at lower prices in order to reduce the probability that the

aftermarket price will fall below the IPO price.

Our results suggest that the size of the Risk Factors section is driven by a simple
tradeoff. A larger Risk Factors section reduces potential legal liability and allows
a higher TPO price because it reduces the probability of a material omission and
subsequent litigation. At the same time, a larger Risk Factors section signals to
investors that the firm is riskier, which forces the underwriter to price the IPO

lower.2

Our results suggest that the Risk Factors section is, in fact, informative
regarding expected firm risk. We also find that a larger Risk Factors section leads to
a higher divergence of opinion among investors, as measured by price revisions. Like
Beatty and Welch (1996) and Arnold, Fishe, and North (2006), we also find that a

larger Risk Factors section is associated with greater initial underpricing and inferior

one-year post-IPO returns.

We recognize that IPO disclosure is influenced not only by potential legal liability
but also by the relationship and incentives of IPO participants. We provide evidence
that different sections of the document perform separate functions that are jointly
consistent with the incentives of the author of each section and with the nature of
the litigation risk.® For example, conversations with practitioners suggest that the
Prospectus Summary is the main marketing tool used and primarily drafted by un-
derwriters. In contrast, MD&A reflects management’s assessment of the business
of the firm and should be less influenced by other participants. We test these con-
jectures by examining the word content similarity between documents to assess the
likely authorship of each of these sections and find confirming evidence that the lead
underwriter is influential in the drafting of the Prospectus Summary but not in the
writing of the MD&A. The authorship of these two sections has important implica-

tions for interpreting our findings and sheds new light on the different objectives and

2 An additional reason why riskier IPOs must be priced lower is the possibility of a larger winner’s
curse. Uninformed investors will demand a lower issue price to compensate them for greater losses
to informed investors.

3For example, Field, Lowry, and Shu (2005) suggest that the choice of disclosure can potentially
deter certain types of litigation.



contributions of each IPO participant.

Our results on the role of disclosure by underwriters through the Prospectus Sum-
mary are consistent with classical theories that suggest that greater disclosure can
reduce information asymmetry between the firm and its shareholders (e.g. Diamond
and Verrecchia (1991) and Easley and O’Hara (2004)). The greater is the relative
size of the Prospectus Summary, the lower is the change in the offer price during the
bookbuilding process and the lower is the subsequent initial return. We interpret
these findings as an indication of the potential for underwriter disclosure to increase

the efficiency of IPO pricing.

Although classical theories of disclosure predict that managerial disclosure will
reduce information asymmetry and will lead to smaller changes in offer prices and
lower initial returns, we find the opposite to be true. Uniformly, larger MD&A
sections are followed by large positive changes in the offer price during bookbuilding.
This result is invariant to whether the final offer price is above or below the midpoint
of the file range. We find no corresponding link to initial returns. Most surprising,
larger MD&A sections are followed by superior one-year post-IPO abnormal stock

returns.

Our findings suggest that the initial price range ignores information contained in
the MD&A section, but that this information is incorporated later during the book-
building process. Kim and Ritter (1999) document that initial offer price ranges
are primarily set using accounting information and comparable firm multiples, and
further state that the “additional information they (underwriters) process about the
market’s demand results in more accurate pricing.” The authors do not explain the
source of this improvement in accuracy. Our results suggest that part of this improve-
ment comes from management. While traditional theories of bookbuilding such as
Benveniste and Spindt (1989) have focused on the role of regular investors in provid-
ing information to the underwriter, our results indicate that additional information
provided by management can also lead to higher offer prices. The positive nature
of this information is genuine, as investors who listen to management are rewarded

with superior post-IPO abnormal returns.



Although other studies have found a relationship between the number and speci-
ficity of uses of proceeds and initial returns, we find little evidence that the Use of
Proceeds section has an impact on IPO pricing. This may be due to the relatively
small contribution this section makes to the prospectus in terms of characters, or to
the fact that the relative section size might not be highly correlated with the number

and specificity of proceed uses.

Finally, we examine how prospectus disclosure changes during the bookbuilding
process. While traditional theories of disclosure propose that more disclosure re-
duces information asymmetry, other theories suggest that increased disclosure can
be harmful because it reveals strategic or proprietary information to rivals (e.g. Dar-
rough and Stoughon (1990) and Maksimovic and Pichler (2001)). Therefore, the IPO
team has an incentive to not only fully reveal bad information to protect against lia-
bility, but also to withhold positive information for strategic reasons. Our results are
consistent with this view. When positive information is revealed during the offering
process, as indicated by a positive revision in offer prices, there is no corresponding
change in the information content of amended prospectus filings. Conversely, when
negative information is revealed, the content of the prospectus changes significantly.

Changes in content are followed by both price reductions and lower initial returns.

Our empirical findings motivate two key extensions to classical theory. First,
although classical bookbuilding theory credits only investors with information pro-
duction, we find that management also plays a central role, especially in an upward
direction. This suggests that issuing firm managers act on behalf of shareholders to
obtain the highest offering price possible. The road show provides a likely mechanism
and stage for managers to perform this duty. Second, although classical disclosure
theory suggests that issuers will disclose all available information to reduce informa-
tion asymmetry, we find that issuers, when amending the initial prospectus, disclose
only negative information. This is consistent with an incentive to protect proprietary
information, and to disclose only information that is most critical to avoiding legal

damages.?

4Disclosing negative information provides better lawsuit protection than disclosing positive in-
formation because damages are generally limited to investor losses when the share price sinks below
the IPO price.



Our findings provide a new explanation of the partial adjustment phenomenon.
When bookbuilding reveals positive information, this new information may be with-
held from investors due to its proprietary value, leaving the issuer and underwriter
especially prone to litigation risk. Hence, partial adjustment arises because under-
writers set the IPO price lower to mitigate this increased litigation risk, and more
importantly, to preserve their reputational capital. Because reputational capital is
especially valuable given its link to future business (Hoberg (2007)), this might ex-
plain why virtually all IPOs experiencing upward price revisions are especially deeply

underpriced.

The remainder of the paper is organized as follows: A summary of the relevant
literature is in discussed in Section [l The data, methodology and summary statistics
are presented in Section [[I| The determinants of the size of the initial prospectus
and its subsections as well as its impact on price changes and aftermarket pricing
are discussed in Section [[TIl The impact of information revealed on changes in the
prospectus as well as the relation of these changes on aftermarket pricing is discussed

in [V] The paper concludes in Section [V]

I Literature Review and Hypotheses

There has been an extensive discussion of both mandated and discretionary disclosure
and its impact on the cost of capital (see Verrecchia (2001), Dye (2001) and Healy and
Palepu (2001) for a review of the literature.) The primary difficulty of determining
the impact of disclosure choices on stock prices, as noted by Core (2001), is “that the
US disclosure environment is already so rich that it would be difficult to find strong
disclosure-related effects in broad cross-sections of US firms.” Thus, he argues that
disclosure represents only second-order effects, which could only be detected when

there is a large change in disclosure policy.

The IPO process, therefore, provides a unique opportunity to examine the effect
of disclosure on the offering process and subsequent pricing. Unique liability con-
cerns at the time of the IPO favors disclosing as much information as possible, even

though that information may be noisy and possibly, uninformative. The issuer and



its underwriter are liable for any material omissions in the prospectus and any dam-
ages are calculated as the decline in the market trading price from the offer price.
Tinic (1988) and Hughes and Thakor (1992) hypothesize that IPOs require more
underpricing as insurance against liability risk. Lowry and Shu (2002) argue that
firms deciding to go public have incentives to insure against this risk by performing

due diligence.

The central tension in the determinants of disclosure (in the absence of litigation
concerns) and its impact on IPO pricing is the tradeoff between providing additional
information to investors which may reveal strategic or proprietary information to
competitors and maximizing the proceeds to the issuing firm. The assumption un-
derlying many models of disclosure is that increasing the amount of information
provided to investors decreases the firm’s cost of capital by reducing information
asymmetry. However, there may be instances in which additional disclosure may
reveal valuable strategic information to rivals which, in the long run, may adversely
affect shareholder welfare (see for example, Darrough and Stoughon (1990), Bhat-
tacharya and Chiesa (1995), and Maksimovic and Pichler (2001)).

Evidence that greater disclosure reduces information uncertainty in an IPO con-
text, is provided by Guo, Lev, and Zhou (2004) who focus on product related dis-
closures in the prospectus by firms in the biotech industry. The authors construct a
product disclosure index and relate this index to various IPO characteristics as well
as its impact on bid-ask spreads. They find a negative relation between the extent
of disclosure and the bid-ask spread but do not provide an analysis as to the impact
of the index on IPO underpricing. In this paper, we argue that increasing disclosure
should information asymmetry and therefore, mitigate potential changes in the offer

price during the bookbuilding process and reduce initial returns.

Prior research on the role of disclosure in the Use of Proceeds section and the
pricing of IPOs has shown mixed results. Beatty and Ritter (1986) find a positive re-
lation between the number of uses of proceeds and underpricing which they conclude
is consistent with higher uncertainty regarding the issue. Beatty and Welch (1996)
find no relation between the number of uses and subsequent initial returns. Leone,

Rock, and Willenborg (2007) examine the specificity of the uses of proceeds in the



IPO prospectus. Specificity is defined as the extent of dollar specificity within the
Use of Proceeds section. They find that an increase in specificity is associated with a
decline in underpricing. The authors suggest that specificity reduces the information
asymmetry problem faced by investors. Ljungqvist and Wilhelm (2003) find that
firms citing the funding of operating expenses (less specificity) as the primary use
have higher underpricing. Since our technology is unable to measure specificity, we
argue that increased disclosure is beneficial to reducing the information asymmetry
and therefore, hypothesize that the greater the Use of Proceeds section, the lower

should be the adjustment in offer price and subsequent underpricing.

To our knowledge, we are the first study to examine the role of the Prospectus
Summary and MD&A and we do so in the context of the likely authorship of these
two sections. The Prospectus Summary is the primary marketing tool used by un-
derwriters, while MD& A is management’s assessment of the financial condition and
outlook of the firm. Thus, we argue that underwriters and managers may be able to
reduce the information asymmetry between the issuing firm and potential investors
by disclosing additional information in both the Prospectus Summary and MD&A.
Therefore, we hypothesize that greater disclosure in both sections should mitigate

any revisions in the offer price and also reduce the subsequent initial return.

Recent papers on media and company press releases have highlighted the im-
portance of disclosure for IPO pricing (Cook, Kieschnick, and Ness (2006), Schrand
and Verrecchia (2005), and Liu, Sherman, and Zhang (2007)). Thus, our work con-
tributes to the growing body of literature on the complexity of the disclosure process

surrounding IPOs.

II Data and Methodology

A Data and Initial Prospectus Variables

IPO characteristics data are from the Securities Data Company (SDC) U.S. New Is-
sues Database. The sample initially consists of all U.S. IPOs issued between January
1, 1996 and October 31, 2005. We eliminate ADRs, unit issues, REITS, closed-end
funds, financial firms, and firms with offer prices less than five dollars. A CRSP
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permno must also be available for an observation to remain in the sample, and the
IPO must also have a valid founding date, as identified in the Field-Ritter dataset,
as used in Field and Karpoff (2002).5 These initial exclusions reduce the sample to

2,112 IPOs.

For each TPO passing these initial screens, we use a web crawling algorithm to
download its entire series of prospectus filings. This includes both the IPO’s initial
prospectus, and also its entire series of prospectus amendments that are filed up until
the given firm’s effective date. We do not include the final prospectus itself in this
series (Form 424a or 424b). In order for an IPO to remain in our sample, it must have
SEC Edgar filings available online, and the online documents must also be machine
readable. In order to satisfy our definition of machine readable, a Table of Contents
pagination algorithm must be able to detect, and accurately identify, the start and
end of the four key sections of the prospectus. These sections are the “Prospectus
Summary”, “Risk Factors”, “Use of Proceeds”, and “Management’s Discussion and
Analysis”.% This additional screen eliminates 68 IPOs, leaving us with 2,044 machine
readable IPOs. Because these 68 IPOs are a small fraction of our sample, and because
most are also small firms using the SB-2 filing method (larger firms generally file use
the S-1 filing method), we do not believe that omitting these firms induces any bias

into our sample.

Our algorithm to read each prospectus or amendment is written in a combination
of PERL and APL, and the methodology used to construct each variable is presented
in Appendix 1. We store the text of the prospectus in a character vector, which we
define as chars;,;. Next, we store the text from the each of these four sections
in separate character vectors, which we define as chars,s, chars,s, chars,s., and
chars,qa, respectively and construct the following variables for use in our price and

prospectus regressions:

®We thank Jay Ritter for generously providing the database of IPO founding dates on his website.

6 A significant amount of work has been done to maximize the fraction of prospectuses that are
deemed machine readable. This includes hand-checking each prospectus failing our machine read-
ability condition to determine if our document pagination algorithm can be improved via exception
handling. An example of an exception is that some filings have slight variations to the section names
which we list. For example, the Prospectus Summary is occasionally called “Summary”. The 68
IPOs failing machine readability generally lack pagination or may even lack a Table of Contents.



totchars: The number of characters in the text vector chars.

pspet: The relative size of the Prospectus Summary section. This is defined as the
ratio of the number of characters in the text vector chars,, divided by the

number of characters in the text vector chars;y.

7 fpet: The relative size of the Risk Factors section. This is defined in a parallel

fashion as psp. using chars,s.

usepe: The relative size of the Use of Proceeds section. This is defined in a parallel

fashion as pspe using chars,se.

mday.: The relative size of the MD&A. This is defined in a parallel fashion as ps,q

using charsmda-

We compute a number of variables that are common to the existing IPO literature.

-Pipo_Pmid IR:Pmkt_Pipo

AP =
P, mid ’ BPO

(1)

Prid, Pipo, and P, are the filing date midpoint, the IPO price, and the after-
market trading price, respectively, AP is underwriter’s price adjustment from the
filing date to the IPO date, and IR (initial return) is the market’s price adjustment
from P, to P Investors who purchase shares at the IPO price F;,, can realize
returns equal to IR by selling their shares at the closing price on the first day of
public trading.

We also compute one-year post [IPO abnormal returns as the intercept of a re-

gression of excess daily stock returns (raw returns minus the riskless thirty-day T-bill

rate) on the three Fama-French factors (MKT, HML, SMB) plus momentum (UMD):
T’i’t—rf:()é—i—ﬂl MKT+62HML+535MB+B4UMD+ € (2)

We compute one such regression for each IPO, and one observation is one daily return
realized on the IPO date up until the IPO’s one year anniversary. We also account

for the following variables identified in the existing IPO literature:
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AP+: AP+ is the positive component of AP: max[AP,0]. This variable controls
for the partial adjustment phenomenon documented in Hanley (1993). This
form was first used in Lowry and Schwert (2002).

A P—: Negative price adjustment min[AP, 0].

Firm Age: TPO year minus the firm’s founding date, where founding dates are

obtained from the Field-Ritter dataset, as used in Field and Karpoff (2002).

UWidshare: Lead underwriter’s dollar market share in the past calendar year. This

variable was first used in Megginson and Weiss (1991).

LAWdshare: This variable is calculated as the dollar market share in the past
calendar year and a separate variable is constructed for the lead underwriter’s

legal counsel and the issuer firm’s legal counsel.

VC: Dummy variable equal to unity if the firm is VC-backed, and zero otherwise.
This was first studied in Barry, Muscarella, Peavy, and Vetsuypens (1990).

MFEt30: We construct two variables of this sort. Our first is the NASDAQ return
for the 30 trading days preceding the filing date. Our second is the NASDAQ
return for the 30 trading days preceding the issue date. Logue (1973) first
examined whether past market returns can predict future underpricing, and

this measure has been used more recently by Loughran and Ritter (2002).

LogSize: We consider two variables of this sort. Our first is the natural logarithm of
the original filing amount. Our second is the natural logarithm of the offering

amount.

Tech Dummy: Dummy variable equal to unity if a firm resides in a technology

industry as identified in Loughran and Ritter (2004).

Although not reported, we also collect data on revenue and assets prior to the
offer from SDC. Our results are robust to the inclusion of these variables but the size

of the sample is significantly reduced.
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B Summary Statistics

Table [[| presents summary statistics for the 2,044 IPOs in the sample. Panel A has
information on the price variables and our sample is similar to other studies that
include the bubble period of 1999 and 2000. On average, this sample of IPOs has an
average initial return of 33% with a much lower median of 12%. The average upward
price adjustment from the midpoint of the file range is almost 11% and approximately
47.1% of the companies in the sample revise their offer prices upward. 38.4% percent
of the sample IPOs have a downward price movement and the corresponding average
decline in the offer price from the midpoint of the file range is -7.5%. The remaining
14.5% do not experience any price adjustment from the filing midpoint. The one

year post-IPO abnormal return is not significantly different from zero.

Panel B consists of statistics on IPO characteristics. There is substantial variation
in offering characteristics within our sample. The mean IPO files an offer amount of
approximately $187 million. At the time of the IPO, this average is much smaller at
$115 million. The mean age of the firm at the time of the offering is 14 years but
the median is significantly smaller at 7 years of age. Forty-four percent of the IPOs
are classified as Tech firms as in Loughran and Ritter (2004) while 47% have venture
capital backing. The average market share of the underwriter in the year prior to the
offer is 2.9% with an affiliated law firm market share of 1.2%. The average market
share of the issuer’s counsel is greater than that of underwriter counsel at 2.3%.7
Consistent with Lowry and Schwert (2002), IPOs are brought to market when prior
returns are high with an average return in the thirty days prior to filing or offer of

approximately 5%.

"This is a surprising result since one argument for underpricing is that underwriters are repeat
players but issuers are not. Therefore, issuers are at a competitive disadvantage to underwriters who
may prefer, for a variety of reasons, a lower offer price to a higher one. One possible interpretation of
the finding that the average issuer counsel tends have greater market share than the average manager
counsel is that a sophisticated issuer would recognize their disadvantage in the IPO process and
would rely on the expertise of others including their counsel.
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III The Initial Prospectus

Table [T presents summary statistics describing the initial prospectus allocation. The
average (and median) prospectus has just over 200,000 characters of which 6% is the
Prospectus Summary, 18% are Risk Factors, less than 1% are Use of Proceeds and
13% consists of the MD&A. Overall, these four sections, on average, comprise 38%

of the entire prospectus.

The small size of the Use of Proceeds section is somewhat surprising given the
results of Leone, Rock, and Willenborg (2007) who find that an increase in the
specificity of the intended use of proceeds reduces subsequent underpricing. This
finding suggests that even small sections of the prospectus can convey important
information to investors. If this is the case, then our tests are biased toward the
null hypothesis which suggests that the size of the prospectus and the corresponding

sections should have no impact on IPO pricing.

Panels B and C of Table [T present the correlation coefficients of both the raw
character sizes and the relative section sizes. As expected, larger prospectuses have
larger individual sections as measured by raw character size. The exception is the
Use of Proceeds section which is uncorrelated with any other section including the

size of the prospectus as a whole.

The percent of the document devoted to each section presents a different picture
due to the fact that this variable, in some sense, measures the tradeoffs the firm
and its underwriter make in deciding how much of the entire document to allocate
to the various sections. Larger documents tend to have a larger proportion devoted
to the Prospectus Summary and MD&A. Note that this does not imply that larger
Prospectus Summaries are correlated with large MD& As as the correlation between
the two is insignificant. This lack of correlation is consistent with the separation of
authorship we document later. In contrast, the size of the Risk Factors section is
negatively correlated with total document size and the proportion of the document
that is composed of either the Prospectus Summary or MD&A. The Use of Proceeds
section is uncorrelated with the proportion of the document devoted to the Risk

Factors section and Prospectus Summary and negatively correlated with the size of
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the total document and MD&A 8

A Determinants of the Initial Prospectus

Table [[T]] presents the determinants of the document as a whole, each of the four
subsections, and the combination of the four subsections. Larger document sizes are
associated with larger offerings, more prestigious underwriters and law firms as well
as venture capital backing. The percent of the prospectus that is composed of the
Prospectus Summary is larger when the offering is larger and when the firm is older.
V(C-backed and tech firms tend to have smaller Prospectus Summaries. As support
for the hypothesis that the underwriter views the Prospectus Summary as important
in the marketing of the IPO, the size of the Prospectus Summary is significantly and
positively related to the prestige of the underwriter but unrelated to the prestige of

either the issuer or underwriter law firm.

The size of the Risk Factors section is correlated with factors that proxy for the
ex ante risk of the issue such as low age of the firm, small expected proceeds and
low prestige of the underwriter.” Firms with large Risk Factors sections are more
likely to be VC-backed and tech firms as well. These findings support our broader
conclusion that the Risk Factors section is indeed informative regarding actual firm

risks.

Leone, Rock, and Willenborg (2007) find that the greater Use of Proceeds speci-
ficity is significantly related to higher age, larger and non-tech firms. In contrast,
however, we find that the Use of Proceeds section, as a percent of the prospectus
document, is unrelated to all of these factors with the exception of VC-backing. Fur-
ther, the R? of regression is very low at only 3.2%. The lack of significance on the
size of the Use of Proceeds section indicates that the size of the section may not be a

good proxy for specificity.!® Unlike Beatty and Ritter (1986) we find little evidence

8We obtain similar results if we normalize section sizes by the number of characters in the
complementary part of the document (sections other than our four key sections). Hence, our
results are not driven by correlations between the sections induced by the fact that the relative
sizes are bounded in the interval (0,1).

9This finding is consistent with Arnold, Fishe, and North (2006).

10We are unable to determine the relative R? between our results and theirs due to the fact that
the authors use a Tobit specification.
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that the Use of Proceeds section is associated with ex ante risk.

Consistent with our hypothesis that a larger MD&A is associated with firms that
are more mature and have more technical operations, MD&A, as a proportion of the
prospectus, is larger when expected proceeds are higher and the firm is older. Firms
with large MD& As are also less likely to have VC-backing and are more likely to be
classified as tech firms. Unlike the Prospectus Summary, we document that neither
the prestige of the underwriter nor its counsel has a significant impact on the size
of MD&A, which is consistent with the notion that this section of the document is

primarily management’s and not the underwriter’s responsibility.

B Evidence of Authorship

The preceding section presented preliminary evidence that authorship may differ
between sections of the prospectus. We are therefore interested in whether we can
ascertain the potential authorship of each section. In order to do so, we first construct
a variable that measures the degree of similarity between documents, a measure we
call “document similarity”. We then examine whether IPOs brought to market by
the same underwriter and/or issuer or manager counsel exhibit greater similarity.
This test allows us to explore whether there is a “signature” associated with each
of the participants and how this “signature” is manifested in each section of the

document.!t

The dependent variable we use to measure authorship of a section is the document
similarity between two initial IPO prospectuses. In Appendix 2, we explain in detail
how we compute document similarity. This is a numerical variable bounded in the
interval [0,1]. A value of zero indicates that the two documents have exactly the same
distribution of word roots being used. A value of one indicates that the documents
are entirely different and have no word roots in common. One observation is one pair
of IPOs i and j, and we include all unique IPO pairs as observations (we exclude

f 20442 —2044
2

pairs in which i = j). For our sample of 2044 IPOs, a maximum o unique

HTdeally, we would like to use this test to ascertain an issuer signature. Unfortunately, this is
impossible since the vast majority of issuers only go public once. Therefore, we can only determine
a noisy indicator of issuer authorship which is proxied by the issuer’s counsel.
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pairs exist, and hence a maximum of 2,087,946 observations appear in any regression
(fewer appear in some specifications as some sections are missing for a small number
of IPOs). To ensure T-statistics remain unbiased given the repeated use of each

document, we report T-statistics that are adjusted for clustering by IPO.

The first three explanatory variables we consider are dummy variables identifying
whether IPOs i and j had the same lead underwriter, the same manager’s counsel, and
the same issuer’s counsel. When more than one underwriter serves as lead, and i and j
share at least one lead underwriter, we assign the “same lead underwriter” variable a
value equal to the number of common underwriters divided by the maximum number
of underwriters associated with either IPO. The next four dummy variables are one
if IPO i and j reside in the same one digit to four digit SIC code, respectively.?
We also include a dummy variable identifying whether IPO i and j are issued in the
same year, and a dummy indicating whether both are Tech oriented as identified
in Loughran and Ritter (2004). Finally, we include four variables that capture how
different IPO i and j’s characteristics are using the log of firm age, the IPO year, the
log of filing size, and the underwriting spread. We then calculate the absolute value
of the difference in characteristics for IPO i and j. Larger values of each characteristic

indicate that i and j differ more with regards to a given characteristic.

Table presents a series of regressions based on the document similarities of
the prospectus as a whole and of the individual sections. The underwriter’s total
signature is the sum of the Same Lead UW and Same UW Counsel coefficients. In
Panel A, the influence of the underwriter on the content of the entire document is very
high. Once the document is parsed into the relevant sections, however, the influence
of the underwriter and its counsel on the individual sections is most pronounced
for the Prospectus Summary (Panel B). The magnitude of the underwriter’s impact
on the document similarity of this section even exceeds the sum of all the industry

variables in some specifications.

The influence of the underwriter in the remaining sections is far lower. There is
still a positive relationship between the same underwriter and the degree of similarity

in the Risk Factors section (Panel C). This is consistent with both the underwriter

12Thus, the total impact of being in the same industry is the sum of the four coefficients.
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and the issuer bearing the risk of a material omission in the prospectus and using

the Risk Factors section as a hedge against future liability.

More importantly, for our purposes, is the drop in the magnitude of the under-
writer’s signature from the Prospectus Summary to the MD&A in Panel E. The
combined underwriter coefficients are significantly less in MD&A than in any of the
other three sections, particularly the Prospectus Summary. Further, the reduced
predictability of the remaining variables in the MD&A indicates that this section is

more idiosyncratic and thus, likely issuer driven.!

Overall, the findings on authorship indicate that the underwriter is influential
in the drafting of the entire document but its influence is most pronounced in the
Prospectus Summary. In contrast, the imprint of the underwriter in the MD&A is
significantly reduced consistent with our conjecture that this section of the prospectus

most likely reflects the views of management and thus the issuer.

C Effect on Changes in Offer Price

In this section, we examine whether the amount of information in the initial prospec-
tus has predictive power for price changes during the bookbuilding process despite
the fact that, frequently, the initial prospectus does not include any information
regarding the expected offer price. We hypothesize that changes in offer prices are
related to the dispersion of opinions of investors regarding the IPO’s true value.
In order to reduce the potential for dispersion of beliefs, the issuing firm and/or
the underwriter could conceivably convey more information to investors through the
prospectus. Therefore, we expect that larger prospectuses with larger Prospectus
Summaries, Use of Proceeds sections and MD&A should result in a lower change in

the offer price during the bookbuilding period and lower subsequent underpricing.

BWhen identifying the marginal impact of the independent variables, for example, same un-
derwriter versus same industry, it is important to note that while the total coefficient impact of
having the same underwriter is equal to or even greater than that of being in the same exact SIC4
industry, the latter generates a significantly larger marginal improvement to R2. This is because
far fewer IPOs have the same lead underwriter as those that have the same industry. Even though
the underwriter’s signature exists for every IPO, we can only observe it when the IPOs have the
same lead underwriter. Thus, if we could measure the underwriter signature for every IPO, it most
likely would have a greater impact on R? than industry alone.
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Consistent with our view of the incentives created by the legal environment in
IPOs, we hypothesize that the Risk Factors section contains information on both the
overall uncertainty surrounding the firm as well noise due to incentives to aggressively
enlarge this section because of its role as a hedge against liability. Therefore, we
expect that the greater the Risk Factors section, the greater should be the dispersion

of beliefs which should increase both changes in offer prices and underpricing.

Table [V] presents OLS regressions on AP, and Tobit regressions on AP+ and
AP-. Panel A of Table [V] presents an OLS regression where the dependent variable
is the percentage change in the offer price from the midpoint of the file range (AP).
The sign and significance of the control variables in the regression echoes the findings
in the IPO literature. Greater ex ante uncertainty as measured by lower firm age,
smaller expected proceeds and tech companies, are all associated with greater price
adjustments. Higher prestige underwriters and VC-backed IPOs also have greater
price adjustments, consistent with possible evidence of access to better informed
investors. Finally, the return in the Nasdaq index over the 30 days prior to filing has

a positive and significant impact on the change in offer price.

Although traditional disclosure theories suggest that greater disclosure should
reduce information asymmetry and thus the potential for a change in the offer price,
we find no evidence that the size of the total prospectus has any effect on the size of

the price adjustment.

An examination of the individual sections, however, suggests a different story.
As expected, a larger Prospectus Summary reduces the overall size of the offer price
adjustment. We interpret this findings as support for the conjecture that greater
information contained in the Summary conveys more precise information by the
underwriter to investors ex-ante that, in turn, lessens the magnitude of the ex-post
price adjustment. In contrast, the Risk Factors section increases the magnitude of
the offer price adjustment. The greater is the size of the Risk Factors section in
the prospectus, the greater is the likelihood that investors will have a dispersion of
beliefs regarding the value of the firm and hence, a larger change in the expected
offer price. This finding is consistent with our argument that the Risk Factors section

contains real information about firm uncertainty that increases the likelihood of an
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adjustment in offer prices and suggests that underwriters and /or issuers may be more
conservative when setting the initial filing range for offers that are potentially more
risky. Unlike the findings of some of the previous literature, there is no evidence that

the size of the Use of Proceeds section has any effect on the change in offer price.

Although we hypothesized that the larger the MD&A, the lower should be the
offer price adjustment, the results in Panel A indicate otherwise. We find that the
larger the MD& A, the greater is the price adjustment. Thus, it appears as if the
underwriter discounts this information when setting the initial offer price and it is
not until bookbuilding is complete that this information becomes incorporated into

offer prices.

The result on MD&A points to the potential value of the roadshow in conveying
more precise information to investors.!* The roadshow allows the management of
the firm the opportunity to explain the information contained in the MD&A as well
as mitigate the impact of the information in the Risk Factors section. Firms with
larger MD&A are more likely to have good information revealed during the road
show which translates into higher offer prices. Pava and Epstein (1993) examine
the eventual realization of disclosures in the MD&A and find that “management
is much more likely to correctly anticipate and disclose good news relative to bad
news.”® Note, however, that the potential for legal liability constrains management
from being overly-optimistic. Suppose management falsely reveals good information
in order to increase the offer price. Once the market learns that the good information
provided by management was false, the market price will fall below the offer price.

This decline will lead to subsequent shareholder lawsuits.

The asymmetry of disclosure and its impact on price adjustment is examined in
last two panels of Table [V which split the sample of IPOs to those that have a
positive price adjustment (Panel B) and those that have a negative price adjustment
(Panel C). There is a substantial difference in the magnitude of the price adjustments
associated with the prospectus as a whole as well as the subsections based on whether

good information or bad was revealed during the offering process. Similar to the

1By regulation, information conveyed to the investors during the road show is to be limited to
the information in the prospectus.
15This quote is included in Bryan (1997).
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results for the price adjustment as a whole, smaller Prospectus Summaries are related
to larger positive price adjustments but this section is not related to the size of the

negative price adjustment.

Unlike Panel A, we find a slightly significant and negative relationship between
the Use of Proceeds section and AP+ in Panel B. The greater is the amount of
information conveyed in the Use of Proceeds section, the smaller is the positive
partial adjustment. Thus, one interpretation of the results of Leone, Rock, and
Willenborg (2007) is that the specificity in the use of proceeds reduces underpricing
because it also reduces the magnitude of the offer price adjustment. This finding
is also consistent with the conjecture that greater specificity reduces information
asymmetry among investors and hence, lowers the potential dispersion of valuations.
There is no relation, however, between the relative size of the Use of Proceeds section

and AP-

The findings on the size of the Risk Factors section indicate that its impact is only
for positive changes in the offer price. The relative size of this section is unrelated

to the magnitude of negative changes in offer prices.

Like the Risk Factors section, larger relative sizes of MD&A increase the change
in the offer price from the initial filing date to the offer date. Unlike other sections,
however, only greater disclosure in the MD&A affects and reduces the magnitude
of AP-. This means that management’s disclosure results in higher offer prices
regardless of the type of information that is revealed during bookbuilding. This
result is consistent with management efforts to maximize the final offer price. While
the TPO literature has primarily focused on the role of the underwriter, the ability of
management to influence offer prices has not been studied. These results highlight
the potentially important role management may play in the offering process and their

ability to significantly influence the setting of the final offer price.
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D Predictability of Initial Returns and Post-Offering Re-
turns

This section examines whether the information content of the initial prospectus can
predict subsequent short- and long-run returns. Table [VI, Panel A, presents the
results of an OLS regression using first day returns as the dependent variable. In
addition, we control for the same factors as in the previous section that are known

to affect initial returns.

While the size of the entire prospectus has no effect on underpricing all but the
Use of Proceeds section is significantly related to initial returns. Consistent with
the hypothesis above, larger Prospectus Summaries significantly reduce the amount
of underpricing on the first trading day holding other characteristics of the offer
constant. This finding suggests that additional disclosure in this section of the doc-
ument is able to reduce the amount of money left on the table. If underwriters face
heterogeneous incentives to disclose information, perhaps due to a heterogeneous
tradeoff between reputation building (long-term profitability) and current profitabil-
ity, this finding might also explain a fraction of the underwriter persistence reported

in Hoberg (2007).

Consistent with prior literature, we find that the Risk Factors section of the
prospectus leads to higher underpricing. Thus, we confirm the findings of Beatty
and Welch (1996) and Arnold, Fishe, and North (2006) that greater risk factors
may be associated with greater ex ante uncertainty regarding the valuation of the
firm. The relationship of the size of the Risk Factors section is compatible with the
conjecture of Lowry and Shu (2002) in which, the issuing firm and its underwriter,
to hedge against liability, discount the offer price as insurance against the higher

probability that a bad outcome will occur.

Unlike Beatty and Ritter (1986) and Leone, Rock, and Willenborg (2007), we find
no evidence that the relative size of the Use of Proceeds section impacts underpricing
even though an increase in this section creates greater positive changes in offer prices.
As noted previously, the size of this section, relative to both the entire document and

the other subsections, is very small. Therefore, we acknowledge that the correlation
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between size and specificity may also be small and hence, our results do not confirm
the hypothesis that more information, as measured by relative section size, has an

impact on aftermarket pricing.

Although, we hypothesized that more information in MD&A should reduce in-
formation asymmetry, the size of MD&A has no marginal relation to subsequent
underpricing. This is somewhat surprising given the fact that the relative size of

MD&A results in greater adjustment in offer prices.

We examine the post-offering returns of IPOs in Panel B of Table and find
that both the Risk Factors section and MD&A matter. The coefficient on the Risk
Factors section is negative indicating that firms listing more risk factors underper-
form. Arnold, Fishe, and North (2006) find a similar result and conclude that this
negative association is due to ”"the realization of some of the named prospectus risk
factors.” An alternative interpretation is that investors underestimate the true risk
of the firm. This leads to overvaluation at the time of the offering and subsequent

price declines.

More importantly, we find that the amount of information provided by manage-
ment through MD&A is positively related to the long-run performance of the firm.
This finding supports the credibility of managerial disclosures and suggests that in-

vestors who listen to management are rewarded with superior long-run performance.

IV Changes in the Prospectus

This section examines whether new information gathered through the road show be-
comes incorporated into amendments to the initial prospectus.!® Although the SEC
requires the issuing firm to disclose all material information in the prospectus, the
cost of withholding valuable, positive information may be small. Because the under-
writer and issuing firm are only liable for declines in market prices below the offer
price, the impact of withholding good information is simply to reduce the expected
offer price. However, the omission of bad information from the prospectus results in

higher than expected offer prices that subsequently fall in the aftermarket once the

6Information may also be provided from SEC review of disclosure documents.
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bad information is revealed thereby increasing the potential for a lawsuit. Thus, the
tension between disclosing valuable positive information to potential rivals and lia-
bility concerns should lead to an asymmetry in the disclosure of information obtained
during the offering process. We hypothesize that good information revealed during
the bookbuilding process will not be incorporated into changes in the prospectus,

while bad information that is revealed will lead to revisions in the prospectus.

Because revisions or amendments filed following initial prospectuses are also ma-
chine readable, and because they generally follow the same format as initial prospec-
tuses, we are also able to paginate and separately process each amendment (revision),
and compare it to the initial prospectus. In particular, we examine how the rela-
tive size of each key section changes over time, and we also measure the severity of

revisions relative to the original document over the offering period.

To examine the severity of revisions, we first compute the “document distance”
(defined in Appendix 2) between neighboring documents in each IPO’s time series
of amendments. For an IPOs entire time series of amendments, we then compute
the “normalized document distance” as the normalized sum of these distances. Ap-
pendix 3 explains this calculation in detail. The normalization mitigates the impact
of extreme observations, and also mitigates the impact of the first revision following
the initial prospectus. This first revision is often quite substantial, and hence raw
distances tend to have extreme outliers.!” For later amendments, we generally find
varied, but less extreme heterogeneity in distances. Some firms experience very little
document distance and converge quickly to a final revision. Other firms experience
second or even third waves of substantial revisions. These later waves can impose
document drifts similar in magnitude to that of the first revision. Hence, this normal-
ized measure can be viewed as a rough count of the number of substantive revisions

experienced during the filing process. We consider the following variables:

A totchars: The percentage change (from initial prospects to final amendment) in
the number of characters in the text vector chars;,; from the initial prospectus

to the final revision.

1"The results of our study are robust to using the first amendment as the initial prospectus.

23



Apspe: The change (from initial prospects to final amendment) in the relative size
of the Prospectus Summary section. This is defined in a similar fashion as A

totchars, except it is based on charsy,.

Ar fper: The change in the relative size of the Risk Factors section. This is defined

in a similar fashion as A totchars, except it is based on chars, ;.

Ausep: The change in the relative size of the Use of Proceeds section. This is

defined in a similar fashion as A totchars, except it is based on chars,e.

Amday,e: The change in the relative size of the MD&A. This is defined in a similar

fashion as A totchars, except it is based on chars,,4q.

Anormdist tot: The total normalized distance from the initial prospectus to the

final revision for the entire prospectus document.
Anormdist ps: The total normalized distance for the Prospectus Summary section.
Anormdist rf: The total normalized distance for the Risk Factors section.
Anormdist use: The total normalized distance for the Use of Proceeds section.

Anormdist mda: The total normalized distance for MD&A.

Table [VII] shows the summary of prospectus filing patterns. The vast majority
of IPOs have at least three amendments to the initial prospectus. This number be-
gins to rapidly decline with only a few of the remaining IPOs having seven or more
amendments. As can be seen in the columns denoted by the number of characters
in Table [VII} the number of characters in each subsequent prospectus tends to in-
crease in order to incorporate both SEC comments and information acquired during
the road show. In terms of each subsection, the Prospectus Summary and Use of
Proceed section remain relatively constant with an average of around 14,000 and
2,000 characters, respectively. In contrast, additional information is added to both
the Risk Factors section and MD&A. From the filing of the initial prospectus to the
fifth amendment, the Risk Factors section increases from around 38,000 characters

to almost 43,000 characters. The increase in MD&A is even greater, as the size
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over the same number of amendments goes from 29,000 characters to almost 37,000

characters.

The change in content, as measured by the document distance from the previ-
ous amendment, is greatest for the first revision (for both the full prospectus and
individual subsections). The amount of new information that is incorporated into
subsequent revisions by the fifth amendment declines fairly rapidly for all but the
Use of Proceeds section. These findings are not surprising given that only roughly
half of the sample has five or more amendments. Overall, we conclude from Table
[VI]) that new information is indeed disclosed during the offer process. The remain-
der of this section examines both the determinants of this change in disclosure and

whether the new information impacts underpricing and long-run returns.

A The Determinants of Changes in Prospectus Variables

Table presents the summary statistics associated with the number of amend-
ments, days in registration and overall changes in the prospectus that will be exam-
ined in further detail. Panel A summarizes the amendments and days in registration.
The average IPO spends almost 94 days in registration, files four amendments of
which one is late in the filing process. Panel B documents changes in the size or
allocation of the prospectus and corresponding subsections. Only the prospectus as
a whole has a substantial average change. Each of the mean or median individual

subsections show little or no change although there is substantial variation among

IPOs.

Although the average size of the sections appears to remain fairly close to the
initial prospectus, the change in the content of the subsections, as measured by the

normalized distances in Panel C, shows substantial variation.

Table presents OLS regressions on the amendments and registration and the
changes in both the document allocation and normalized distances for the document
as a whole as well as the four subsections. In order to capture the potential incentives
for asymmetric disclosure, both AP+ and AP- are included as independent variables

along with other control variables used previously.
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In Panel A, positive price adjustments and negative price adjustments are both
associated with the filing of more amendments. Further, more of these amendments
tend to be late amendments when there is large positive or negative price adjustment.
These findings are consistent with agents updating disclosed information in response
to information revealed during the bookbuilding process. The number of days in
registration is negatively related to positive price adjustment as well as negative
price adjustment. This means that the number of days in registration increases as
the price adjustment declines and IPOs with large price adjustments have fewer days
in registration than those with negative price adjustments. Although not displayed,
IPOs below the file range spend an average of 108 days in registration compared to

only 86 days for IPOs above the file range.

Panel B presents the determinants of changes in the document allocation for
the prospectus as a whole and the four subsections. The only section whose size is
significantly affected by information revealed in the offering process is the Prospectus
Summary, and a change in its relative size only occurs when negative information is
revealed. Otherwise, there is no significant increase in the size of either the document
or the remaining three subsections. Panel C presents evidence of the impact of AP
on the normalized distances. We find little evidence that positive price adjustments
affect the information content in the amendments to the initial prospectus. Only for
the Uses of Proceeds section do we see a marginally significant relationship between
AP+ and the normalized distance. In contrast, there is a highly significant and
negative relationship between AP- and the normalized distances of the prospectus
as a whole and all four subsections. Thus, revisions to the offering document are

significant only when bad information is revealed during the bookbuilding process.

These findings are consistent with the incentive to reveal negative information as
a hedge against liability but to withhold positive information from public disclosure
for proprietary or strategic reasons. Further, the issuing firm and the underwriter
are unlikely to face enhanced liability for withholding potentially valuable good in-
formation because, upon the market learning the information, the price of the shares
will increase. Since shareholder damages are limited to declines in value, there is

little cost, from a liability perspective, from not disclosing good information learned
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during the offering process. In contrast, withholding bad information learned during
the offering process exposes the issuing firm to a greater risk that a bad outcome will
occur and the firm’s share price in the aftermarket will decline below the offer price.
In order to ensure that the issuing firm protects itself from liability for material omis-
sions, negative information learned from bookbuilding is revealed in amendments to

the prospectus.!®

B The Effect of Changes in the Prospectus on Initial and
Post-IPO Returns

This section examines whether changes to the prospectus during the offering period
affect initial and post-IPO returns. Table [X]| presents a regression analysis with both
initial returns and one year post-offering returns as the dependent variables. Control
variables are similar to those used in the previous analyses of initial returns and

post-offering returns.

We find that changes in the size of the total document reduces initial returns but
changes in the individual sections do not affect the size of the first day return. The
finding for the total document may indicate that potentially valuable information
is being revealed that is not captured in the individual sections. The increase in
the size of the total prospectus appears to reduce information uncertainty and the

associated underpricing.

Although the change in the size of the sections is uninformative, the normalized
distances provide valuable information that is relevant to the market pricing of IPOs.
For all subsections except Use of Proceeds, the change in the content of the document
has a statistically significant and negative impact on initial returns.'® Therefore, the
results of this section indicate that there are meaningful disclosures associated with
revisions in the offering prospectus that translates into lower initial returns. This is

consistent with the hypothesis that greater disclosure lowers ex ante uncertainty and

18Note that the SEC may also require the issuing firm to provide additional information regarding
the effect of a lower than expected offer amount.

90One might infer, however, that the reduction in initial return is limited to IPOs that have
negative price adjustments. However, further analysis (not presented) indicates that the decline
in initial return associated with greater change in the document content occurs even in offers that
have upward price adjustments.
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attendant information asymmetry.

Panel B of Table [X] examines whether changes in the prospectus are related to
post-IPO abnormal returns. We find that neither the change in the relative section

sizes, nor the normalized distances, has any effect on long-term abnormal returns.

V Conclusion

We employ a new methodology to examine the information contained in the initial
offering prospectus text, and find that simple measures predict changes in offer prices,
initial returns, and subsequent aftermarket pricing. Our results indicate that the
prospectus as a whole, and the size of four key sections play important, and sometimes
distinct, roles. We show that key differences in how document sections interact can
be explained by the incentives of the likely author of each section. To explain these

differing incentives, we conduct tests of the likely authorship of certain sections.

Our findings suggest that that the underwriter is the most dominant author of the
Prospectus Summary and underwriter driven disclosure is consistent with traditional
theories of disclosure. Greater disclosure in this section of the document reduces the
degree of information asymmetry between the issuing firm and potential investors
and results in smaller partial adjustment and lower initial returns. These findings

suggest that underwriter disclosure improves the efficiency of TPO prices.

We find that managers are the most likely author of the MD& A and that greater
management-driven disclosure is associated with a higher the final offer price and
superior post-IPO abnormal returns. Because information in MD&A is priced in
the final offer price, but not in the initial filing estimate, our results suggest that
management actively participates in the bookbuilding process. The superior subse-
quent post-IPO performance indicates that management’s contributions are credible.
These findings motivate extensions to classical book building theory which posits that
investors are the only information providers that account for management’s partici-

pation.

Consistent with prior studies, we find that the Risk Factors section is positively
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related to offer price changes during bookbuilding and subsequent initial returns.
Our results indicate that a larger Risk Factors section reveals that the IPO firm is,
in fact, riskier, and that firms may over-disclose bad information as a hedge against
potential future liability. We do not find that the size of the Use of Proceeds section

plays an important role.

Finally, we document that significant changes in the content of the prospectus
arise only when bookbuilding reveals negative information (as measured by a decline
in the offer price relative to the initial estimate). This is consistent with issuers and
underwriters having incentives to conceal positive information when it has propri-
etary value, and disclose only information that has the greatest impact on reducing
legal liability (i.e. negative information). These findings motivate extensions to
classical disclosure theory that account for incentives to under-disclose information

which has proprietary value.

Overall, our findings provide a new explanation of the partial adjustment phe-
nomenon. Positive information may be withheld from investors to preserve propri-
etary advantages, which leaves the issuer and underwriter especially prone to liti-
gation risk. Partial adjustment then arises because underwriters set the IPO price
low in order to mitigate legal damages and hence, insure against this increased liti-
gation risk and protect valuable reputational capital. Thus, our argument suggests
that all offers with positive information revealed during bookbuilding will experience
both large partial adjustment and underpricing due to the increased legal liability
that comes with withholding proprietary information. Further research along these
dimensions might also explain why some underwriters persistently underprice more

than others.
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Appendix 1

Our algorithm to read each prospectus and prospectus amendment is written in
a combination of PERL and APL, and a flow chart is displayed in Figure 1. Once
a document is downloaded and paginated, our algorithm’s next step is to purge
the document of attachments, headers, and exhibits so that we can focus on the
prospectus itself. This achieved using a three prong approach that ensures a very
high degree of accuracy: (1) we use the pagination implied by the Table of Contents
to identify the beginning and end of the document, (2) we examine the placement of
the “additional information” statement and the placement of accounting statements
(exhibits) to confirm accuracy,? and (3) we hand check the algorithm’s accuracy for
most documents and include exception handling where necessary. We store the text

of the prospectus in a character vector, which we define as chars;,;.

Our next step is to use the pagination implied by the Table of Contents to identify
the beginning and end of each of the four key sections we seek to examine: the
Prospectus Summary, the Risk Factors section, the Use of Proceeds section, and
Management’s Discussion and Analysis (MD&A). We store the text from the each of
these four sections in separate character vectors, which we define as charsy,, chars, ¢,

charsyse, and chars,q., respectively.

29The overwhelming majority of prospectuses filed in our sample have a statement indicating
where investors can find additional information toward the end of the prospectus document.
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Appendix 2

This Appendix explains how we compute the “document similarity” and the
“document distance” between two documents ¢ and j. This same procedure can be
applied to document sections, in which case the result would be the “section simi-
larity” or “section distance”. We first take the text in each document (or document
section) and construct a numerical vector summarizing the counts of its English Lan-
guage word roots. This vector has a number of elements equal to the number of word
roots, and one element is the number of times the given word root appears in the
document. Word roots are identified by Webster.com, and we use a web crawling
algorithm to build a database of the unique word roots that correspond to all English
Language words that appear in the universe of all IPO prospectuses. For example,
the words display, displayed, and display all have the common word root “display”.?!
We exclude articles and conjunctions from these counts because they are not infor-
mative regarding content. For a given section, whose character vectors we denoted
as chars,; (x can be either tot, ps, rf, use, or mda), we now have a corresponding
numerical vector P, ;, with the corresponding frequency of each possible word root in
the given section of the given document. Because it is a vector of relative frequencies,

each element of P, ; is a non-negative integer.

We next define the normalized frequency vector V, ;, which normalizes the vector

P, ; to have unit length.
Px 7

—_— 3
P:p,i'Pm,z' <)

To measure the degree of similarity of documents i and j, we simply take the dot

Vai =

product of the two normalized frequencies, a quantity we define as “document sim-
ilarity”. We utilize this measure in section [[TI|B] to identify the likely authorship of

document sections.

Document Similarity,,; = Vi, - Vi) (4)

To measure the severity of revision from document i to document j, we simply

take one minus the dot product of the two normalized frequencies, a quantity we

21 Methodologically, we first create a vector of all word counts in the given section of the document,
and we then replace each word with its word root. We then tabulate the frequency vector for the
given document section based on the total counts of each word root.
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define as “document distance”.
Document Distancey;; = 1 — (Vyi - Vi) (5)
We utilize this measure in section [[V]to identify the severity of revisions to the initial

prospectus for each IPO.

Because all normalized vectors V; ; have length one, document distance and doc-
ument similarity both have the nice property of being bounded in the interval (0,1).
Intuitively, the distance between two documents is zero if they are the same, and can

never exceed one if they are entirely different.
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Appendix 3

This appendix explains how we assess the severity each [PO’s prospectus revisions
from the initial prospectus to the final amendment filed with the SEC. This calcula-
tion can be done over the entire document, or for individual document sections. Con-
sider an IPO with a total of I documents filed (one initial prospectus and [ —1 amend-
ments). Let ¢ denote a given document form 1,...,/. We first compute the document
distance between each pair of documents in a series Distance; 11,Vi = 1,...,1 — 1.
This procedure is described in Appendix 2. For a sequence of I revisions, we then
define the total “normalized document distance” from the initial prospectus to the

final revision as the normalized sum of distances:
-1
‘ElDistcmcem-H
Total Normalized Distance = = 6
Maz[Distance s, ..., Distancer_1 1] (6)

When there is only one document in a series (211 IPOs, see Table |VII), we assign

the Total Normalized Distance a value of zero to reflect the fact that no revisions
were made. The normalization mitigates the impact of extreme observations, and
also mitigates the impact of the first revision following the initial prospectus. We

now summarize the normalized distance variables we use in our regressions.

Anormdist tot: The total normalized distance from the initial prospectus to the final
revision for the entire prospectus document. This is computed in three steps:
(1) compute {Vipt 1, ..., Vior1} from the text vectors {charsip 1, ..., charsio}.
(2) Compute a time series of I — 1 distances from these vectors using equation

(5). (3) The variable Anormdist tot is then the resulting expression from

equation ({6).

Anormdist ps: The total normalized distance from the initial prospectus to the final
revision for the Prospectus Summary section. This is computed in a parallel
fashion as Anormdist tot based on the starting character vectors {charsps,

weey Charsps1}.

Anormdist rf: The total normalized distance from the initial prospectus to the final
revision for the Risk Factors section. This is computed in a parallel fashion as

Anormdist tot based on the starting character vectors {chars,s1, ..., chars, 1 }.
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Anormdist use: The total normalized distance from the initial prospectus to the
final revision for the Use of Proceeds section. This is computed in a parallel
fashion as Anormdist tot based on the starting character vectors {charsyse 1,

ceey ChaTSyse 1}

Anormdist mda: The total normalized distance from the initial prospectus to the
final revision for MD&A. This is computed in a parallel fashion as Anormdist

tot based on the starting character vectors {charsmda 1, -.., charsmda}-

34



References

Arnold, Tom, Raymond P.H. Fishe, and David North, 2006, The effects of ” Risk-Factor”
disclosure on the pricing of IPOs and long run returns, University of Richmond Working
Paper.

Barry, C., C. Muscarella, J. Peavy, and M. Vetsuypens, 1990, The role of venture capital
in the creation of public companies, Journal of Financial Economics 27, 447-471.

Beatty, Randolf, and Jay Ritter, 1986, Investment banking, reputation and the underpric-
ing of initial public offerings, Journal of Financial Economics 15, 213-232.

Beatty, Randolf, and Ivo Welch, 1996, Issuer expenses and legal liability in initial public
offerings, Journal of Law and Economics 39, 545-602.

Benveniste, Lawrence, and Paul Spindt, 1989, How investment bankers determine the offer
price and allocation of new issues, Journal of Financial Economics 24, 343-362.

Bhattacharya, Sudipto, and Gabriella Chiesa, 1995, Proprietary information, financial in-
termediation, and research incentives, Journal of Financial Intermediation 4, 328-357.

Bryan, Stephen H., 1997, Incremental information content of required disclosures contained
in management discussion and analysis, Accounting Review 72, 285-301.

Cook, Douglas, Robert Kieschnick, and Robert Van Ness, 2006, On the marketing of ipos,
Journal of Financial Economics 82, 35—61.

Core, John E., 2001, A review of the empirical disclosure literature: A discussion, Journal
of Accounting and Economics 31, 441-456.

Darrough, Masako N., and Neal M. Stoughon, 1990, Financial disclosure policy in an entry
game, Journal of Accounting and Economics 12, 219-243.

Diamond, Douglas, and Robert E. Verrecchia, 1991, Disclosure, liquidity and the cost of
capital, The Journal of Finance 66, 1325-1355.

Dye, Ronald A., 2001, An evaluation of ”essays on disclosure” and the disclosure literature
in accounting, Journal of Accounting and Economics 32, 181-235.

Easley, David, and Maureen O’Hara, 2004, Information and the cost of capital, The Journal
of Finance 59, 97-180.

Field, Laura, Michelle Lowry, and Susan Shu, 2005, Does disclosure deter or trigger litiga-
tion?, Journal of Financial Economics 39, 487-507.

Field, Laura Casares, and Jonathan Karpoff, 2002, Takeover defenses of IPO firms, The
Journal of Finance 57, 1857-89.

Guo, Re-Jin, Baruch Lev, and Nan Zhou, 2004, Competitive costs of disclosure by Biotech
IPOs, Journal of Accounting Research 42, 319-364.

Hanley, Kathleen Weiss, 1993, The underpricing of initial public offerings and the partial
adjustment phenomenon, Journal of Financial Economics 34, 231-250.

Healy, Paul M., and Krishna G. Palepu, 2001, Information asymmetry, corporate disclosure,
and the capital markets: A review of the empirical disclosure literature, Journal of
Accounting and Economics 31, 405-440.

35



Hoberg, Gerard, 2007, The underwriter persistence phenomenon, The Journal of Finance
62, 1169-1206.

Hughes, Patricia, and Anjan Thakor, 1992, Litigation risk, intermediation, and the under-
pricing of initial public offerings, Review of Financial Studies 5, 709-42.

Kim, M., and Jay Ritter, 1999, Valuing IPOs, Journal of Financial Economics 53, 409—
437.

Leone, Andrew J., Steve Rock, and Micheal Willenborg, 2007, Disclosure of intended use
of proceeds and underpricing of initial public offerngs, Journal of Accounting Research
forthcoming.

Liu, Laura Xiaolei, Ann E. Sherman, and Yong Zhang, 2007, Media coverage and ipo
pricing, Hong Kong University and University of Notre Dame Working Paper.

Ljungqvist, Alexander, and William Wilhelm, 2003, IPO pricing in the Dot-com bubble,
The Journal of Finance 58, 723-752.

Logue, D, 1973, On the pricing of unseasoned equity issues 1965-69, Journal of Financial
and Quantitative Analysis 8, 91-103.

Loughran, Tim, and Jay Ritter, 2002, Why don’t issuers get upset about leaving money
on the table in IPOs, Review of Financial Studies 15, 413-433.

Loughran, Tim, and Jay Ritter, 2004, Why has IPO underpricing changed over time?,
Financial Management 33, 5-37.

Lowry, Michelle, and William Schwert, 2002, IPO market cycles: Bubbles or sequential
learning, The Journal of Finance 57, 1171-1200.

Lowry, Michelle, and Susan Shu, 2002, Litigation risk and IPO underpricing, Journal of
Financial Economics 65, 309-335.

Maksimovic, Vojislav, and Pegaret Pichler, 2001, Technological innovation and initial pub-
lic offerings, Review of Financial Studies 14, 459-494.

Megginson, William, and Kathleen Weiss, 1991, Venture capitalist certification in initial
public offerings, The Journal of Finance 46, 879-903.

Pava, M.L., and M. Epstein, 1993, Md&a as an investment tool: User beware!, Journal of
Accountancy March, 51-53.

Schrand, Catherine, and Robert E. Verrecchia, 2005, Information disclosure and adverse
selection explanations for IPO underpricing, Wharton Working Paper.

Tinic, Seha, 1988, Anatomy of initial public offerings of common stock, The Journal of
Finance 43, 789-822.

Verrecchia, Robert E., 2001, Essays on disclosure, Journal of Accounting and Economics
32, 97-180.

36



69€°0 €50°0 69z°0- #80°0 0500 10po a10§oq sAep (g wIjal bepseN oguiMseu
09€°0 8600 092°0- 0600 TS0'0 Sury e10joq sAep g wInje1 bepseN jogurmseu
912°0 010°0 000°0 €€0°0 €20°0 oIeYS jO3IBJN § [eSUNO)) SS] aIeysp \\V'T!
LLT0 7000 000°0 2T0°0 z10°0 oIeyg JoNIRIN § [OSUNOD M () eIBYSP MV T
LVT°0 €20°0 0000 9200 620°0 oIeyS 1OMIRIN § M) PeeT oIeySp ()
000'T 0000 0000 6670 0L%°0 o[qelres Awwmp HA DA
000'T 0000 000°0 96%°0 qero o[qelres Awwmp Yoo, HOAL
000°G9T 000°L 000°0 L0T°02 TSLET Surrago ye wuy jo 98y oSeurry
00°0898 005°SS 0zEeT 0E7°€€e €9°GTT Survgo ye oz1s Ol ZISgO
1°9269% GL1°9¢ 0SL'T 09°LGTT 926981 Suiry 1e ozis O z1sd]
$913814230040Y) OdT ‘g 1PUvd
880'T 900°0- ¥80°T- 911°0 ¥00°0- wmjax OJr 3sod Teak-T TTI0IqY
0000 000°0 786°0- €z1'0 GL0°0- [dV ‘olurpy —-dv
002°C 0000 000°0 G020 60T°0 [dV ‘olzoy +dv
002°C 0000 ¥86°0- 1.2°0 ge0'o JueurIsSn(py 901 dv
1929 zTT0 66€°0- 679°0 TEE0 wmjey [eruy ol
wwwaﬁwk\@\v vuuh&m ..v\ Nv\gﬁm
Eﬁaﬂuﬁmz Qﬁmﬂoz EZE_Q:\/H .>®Q Eﬁoz QOMHQHHUmQQ oﬂﬁﬁgd\/
‘PIS

‘99ep onsst o) urpedeid sAep Jurper) (¢ o) I0] wInjal O)YASVYN U2 ST puodss
mQ -oyep Sury oY) Suipedceid sAep Jurper) (¢ oY) I0] wIingol HYASVYN 2U3 ST 181 I QLIIA JO SOINSeou 0Mm) JONIISUOD 9\ "IedA Iepusled jsed oY) Ul oIeYS JoXIRW IR[[OP S,[0SUNO0D
[e89] S, WIY IoNsST 9} ST PUodas INn() "Ieod Iepud[ed jsed oY) Ul oIRYS JoxIRUW JR[[OP S [oSUNO0D [39] S, WY SULIMISPUN O] ST ISIJ IN() "DIBRYSPAAV T JO SOINSBOW OM] JONIISUOD O\ "TedA

Tepuoaled jsed oY) UT oIRYS JO3IRUI IR[[OP S 9JLIMISPUN PRI YY) SI SIBYSPAA () "PoourRUY DA SI WL ® JT £j1un o) [enbo st Awrwng DA 9, "(F00g) 10131y pue uelysnor] Ul payljuspt
se A1psnpur £30[outo9) © UT S9PISAI Wy ® JT £jun oy renbes st Awrwn YyoaT, oy, "(g00g) Jodrey] pue p[ol] Ul pPasn se ‘jaseiep 19991y -Plol,] oY) WO paure)qo aie sajep Surpunoj
aIoyM ‘9jep SUIPUNOJ S ULIY oY) SNUTW IeaA )] Y} ST 98e WAL 'SPaod0lJ onss] [euy o) ST Surisfjo e azis QI oY, ‘Iunowre 3ul[y [RUISLIO oy} ST SUI[ e 8zIs O] °U,J, 'S1010€]
YouaI-eure;] 9911} oY) U0 SUINJSI }D0)S AJIUOUI dAJoM]) JO UOIsSsaISal & Jo 1ded1ojur o1y ST SIYJ, ‘9)ep AIesIoAluue Ieak auo s,0OJ] oYl [1pun Surpery ofjqnd jo Aep 381y o) uo 9o11d SuIso[d
oY) WOIJ WInjal [ewriouqe oy} st uanjyad Qdr 1sod aeak- oy J, ‘sjuouodwiod pejedun) aarpessu pue oAnisod sjrare -Jv pue +Jy pue ‘eoud 1ego OJJ 9y? 03 jurodpru ojep Sur[y
9y} WOl wInjal [enjoe oY) st gy ooud Surso[d pajrodar JSYD 981y o) 09 9o1id Iofjo O] O3 WO WwIngalx [enjoe ayy st ‘(Y]) uangay reryuy sLIdy pue ‘sQdl ssep [enp ‘sQdj sun
‘sury [eourUy ‘SY (Y ‘SIR[[OP 9AY uey) ssof 9o11d anssI Ue YIm suly :Surpnxe gOOg 0qo100) 01 9661 Areniqe, woj §) oY) ut pansst sOJI #10‘g 10] pejtodar a1e sorjsie)s Aremwrmung

SOTISLIoYORIRY) pue SUDIIJ OJ] :So13s13elg Arewrmung :J o[qe],

37



+090°0- *SP1°0- 2€0°0 #1800 JUBWNIOP JO 9, WOISSNOSIT WS (F)
Z10°0- £€0°0 «0€T°0" JUDTWNIOP JO 9 SPadd0Id Jo osn)  (€)
«10%°0- *G8T°0- JUOWNDOP JO 9 S1099e] ST (g)
«LS80°0 JuewWnoop jo %, Arewrwing snjoedsoiq (1)
(59218 1013095 2013D)IY) SIUIUYLI0) UOYD]ALLO)) ) [PUDJ
1€0°0- #8TE0 *CTV°0 #9190 s1ejoRIRy)) [RJ0], UolssNosI(q WS (¥)
120°0- 8100 200°0 s1j0RIRY() [BJ0], SPOod0Ld Jo os()  (g)
*LVT°0 +068°0 s1090RIRY)) [e10, S10308] 1Y (T)
0990 s1gg0eIRy)) [810], Arewimung snjoadsord ()
(s9218 4270DUDY) MDY) SJUDLYJI0)) UOYD]ALLO)) g (PUDJ
SpeadoIg S1070%,] Arewruung sI9j0vIRY)) o[qeLIRA
Jo es) STy snjoodsorg fLeliniiblelg)
2101,
669°0 621°0 100°0 0500 ZeT0 JUBWNDOP JO % UOISSNOSI(] FWSIA] Pdppus
¥GL°0 800°0 000°0 L10°0 600°0 JUBUINDOP JO %, SPEad0IJ JO 98[() #dasn
76570 z81°0 9€0°0 25070 181°0 JUSWNDOP JO %, SI0108 HSTY 2y
0€¥°0 G500 20070 920°0 190°0 JULWNOOP JO 9% Arewrwing sngoadsorg Pdsd
280038 00S10% 068089 9°GTILIL €€9G1T JUDWINDOP UL SIYORILYD [RIO], s1BY230}
m.U.Sm.w\wdw.m. @Ldssﬁ\m 'Y 1Puvg
WNUWIXeN URIPOIA WNWIUTA A9 URIN uorpdrIosa(J S[qerIRA
‘PIS

*19999q 10 [9A9] %01 9} Ie
90UROYIUSIS [BOIISIIRIS SOIROIPUL , “JUSWNOOP [R}O} 93 JO oFejueoiod € se 9zIs S UOI}00S JUSWNOOP [OrS I0J SUOIR[OIIOD Juoseld om ‘() [ourd U] "SI9JORIRYD JO IOqUINU [BJO} MBI S UOI}00S
[o®e UO Paseq SUOIR[eII0d Jueseld om ‘g [ouRJ U] 'SUOIO9S JUSWNOOP 8} JO Yord I0J SIUSIOYJO0,) UOIJR[OIIO)) UOSIeaJ 110del am ) pue g S[eURJ U] ‘UOIJ09S SISA[RUR PUR UOISSNOSIP

s JuowoSeur 9Y) PUe ‘UO0I}IdS Spaddold Jo 9sn oY) ‘UO0I1IdS SI1030%] YSII YY) 10J soSejusorod Surpuodsariod oy are Pdppw pue ‘#2dasn ‘Pdf, Lrewrwuns snyoadsoxd oy ur readde

et} s1010eIReyd snydadsord jo afejueorad oty st 29sd ‘SUOTIDRS L9y INOJ JO [DED 0} Pajedo[[e sIvjdeIeld Jo afejuaotad a1y pue ‘(1eSpH HHS 0} PeyTwqns SUI[Y oY) WOIJ SI19)00] pue
sIopeoy Sursowal 19yye) juawmdop sniydodsord oYy Ul sI910RIRYD JO IDQUINU [R10) S} ST YIIYM ‘JULWNIOP Ul sI9jdereyd [ejo], oy} 11odor opy 'STIHY PuUe ‘sOdI Sse [enp ‘sQdi un
‘sway [eOURUY ‘SYJVY ‘SIR[[OP 0AY URY) SSo[ 90L1d anss ue M sully :Surpnxe g00g 1090100 01 9661 Areniqeq woly S oYy ut pensst sQJJ F10‘g 103 pejrodar a1e sorsije)s Arewing

JURYUO0.) SNP0dS0IJ [eIHU] :SO1Ps1pelg Arewwung [T o[qR],

38



(Le1-) (¥8'7) (6z°2-) (€8°0) (e22) (69°0-) (0v'2-) (08'1-)

¥61°0 SOX 120°0- 120°0 z01°0- ¥50°0 G810~ 200°0- ¥00°0- €00°0- suorjoeg mog eaoqy % (9)
(€z°0) (92°2) (85°0-) (08°0-) (ge0-) (¥%°0) (89'9) (L2°2)

¥52°0 SOA €000 600°0 610°0- 8€0°0- L10°0- 100°0 L00°0 €00°0 uorssTOSI(] s yuoweseurN % (g)
(€T'1-) (90°0-) (y'1-) (¢9'0-) (87°'1-) (e1'e-) (8¥'2-) (8g°1-)

8IT°0 SR €00°0- 000°0- 810°0- 210°0- 820°0- 200°0- 100°0- 100°0- speeooid jo asn % (F)
(86°0-) (v1°2) (90'g-) (zez) (6€%-) (68°¢) (zz0T1-) (8g°9-)

gge0 £ 110°0- 1200 ¥90°0- cI1°0 802°0- 800°0 110°0- L00°0- s1030ed Ys1q % (€)
(Ly'1-) (€2'9-) (80°0-) (8%°0-) (16°2) (10'6-) (LL7T) (s7°¢)

¥5€°0 SOX 800°0- 600°0- 100°0- 110°0- 690°0 010°0- 100°0 2000 Arewruing snyoedsord % (g)
(18°1) (LT'T) (ege) (0g'2) (zee) (8€72) (29T) (zLet)

LL¥0 SOX 860°0 ¥€0°0 6150 1280 98L°0 920°0 ¥10°0 81070 s1o10RIRY) JueUNoo(T 807 ()

d s100H wImney Awwumn areyg areyg areyg Awwm a8y portg S[qRIIRA MOY

poxtg bepseN U297, 1o3IRIN § o3RI § 1O¥IRIA OA Wt sxef[o(] yuopuado(]

pur+Iesx o[g-a1d mery ssT meT MN $ MN o1 3o

"SOLIJSNPUL QF YOUDIJ-RUIR] O} U0 PIse( oIe SUOIIUGep AIJSNPUI 919U M ‘POPN[OUL OS[e oIk $100[Jo PoXy AIJSNpPUl PUR Jedax -ojep July oY) Jurpsdeid sAep Suipeiy O¢ oyl

I0] wnjal HYVASVN 2U2 ST 0EIIN "IeeA Iepusled jsed oY) Ul oIRYS JoxIeW IR[[OP S,[9SUNOD [BF9] S, ULIY IONSST 97} ST PUOSS IN() 'IvdA Iepusled jsed oY) Ul 8IeYS 191U IR[[OP S, [9SUNO0D
[eS9] s, Iy SUNIMIOPUN 9] ST 18I IN() "OIBYS JONJRUW AAVY T JO SOINSLIW OM] JONIISUOD 9A\ "TedA Iepuoled jsed oY) Ul 8IRYS 103IRW IR[[OP S I9)LIMISPUN PRI[ oY) SI aJaeys ja3jIewt
M paduRuy DA ST wy ' JT £y1un 09 fenbe st Awrwun@ DA YL (F00g) 19931y pue UeIYSNoT ul payrjuepl se A1psnpul £30[ouydo) ® Ul Soplsel WLy ® JI Aj1un o} [enbe st Awrwn g
Yoo, oY, "(z00g) podiey] pue P[] UI Pasn se ‘josejep 19T -P[Al,] o1} WOIJ Paureiqo are sojep SUrpunoj a1eym ‘oyep Surpunoj s uLIy oY) snurw Ieok OJJ 9Y? st 98e wiIrg ‘junoure
3ul[y [erur oy} Jo W)LIeso] [einjeu oY) SI po[y sae[jop S0 ‘so[qenrea A10jeur[dXe INO ISI[ MOU OA\ "UOIJOS SISA[RUR PUR UOISSIOSIP S JUSWOFRURW o[} PUR ‘UOI}08s speedold Jo asn
a1[} ‘U0I1909s SI1090®J NSLI o1[} I10] seSejuedied Surpuodsselrod a1y are Pdppus pue ‘#dasn ‘#2df, Lrewrmuns snyoadsord oy ut readde jery siejoereyd snyoedsord jo afejuediad a1py st ?9sd
"A[oA1300ds01 ‘SUOT100s A0 IN0J SUIMOT[O] 8} JO YOorS 0} PaIRIO[[R SI9joRIRYD JO oFejusdiod o) ST 0AY 03 0M) SMOY Ul d[qeLIeA juopuadep oyJ, "TeSpy DHS 01 peryrmqns Suly oy} WOy
$19900] pue siopeay SurAowol I9je juawmdoop snydadsord o) Ul S199oRIRYD JO IDQUINU [€10) 9Y) SI Y2IYM ‘(9UO0 MOY) JUSWNIOP Ul SI9)deIeyd 8107 SO oY) SI o[qelres juapuadop oy J,

sn300dsoI [RIYIU JO SPURUIULIOIO(T [T ORI,

39



(17°2-) (1%'8) (697-) (Lg72”) (g7'9) (6L°2) (€6'2-) (¥8'0-) (09°2) (gz'0-) (92°0) (g6'T) (L872)

01Z‘T70°C ¥10°0 200°0- 000°0 £00°0- €00°0- ¥10°0 800°0 L00°0- €00°0- 600°0 000°0- 000°0 G000 L7100 (ST)
(g8'11) (80°¢-) (1e°71) (80°¢) (L9°0-) (gT'1) (€0°¢) (67'%)

01Z‘170°C L00°0 920°0 L00°0- G00°0 110°0 100°0- 2000 800°0 9200 (V1)
(68'T) (¥9°¢) (17°'9)

012‘T¥0'C 100°0 £00°0 010°0 2200 (€1)

©013095 S1SAIDUY PUD UOLSSNISYT S, JUIWIBDUDJN 4] ]9UDJ

(62°0-) (8v°¢) (ge's-) (gzg) (15°0) (¥6°7) (86°T) (81%-) (08°9) (e1°%) (2¢6'1) (66°2) (0g°¢)

0281807 920°0 000°0- 000°0 800°0- 800°0- 100°0 810°0 900°0 120°0- 820°0 600°0- 7000 610°0 9200 (eT)
(02°6) (e21) (92°07) (ge9) (6<% (gz'e) (g9°2) (1e°9)

028‘180°C 800°0 L20°0 900°0 700°0- 1€0°0 010°0- L00°0 ¥20°0 Zv0'0  (11)
(617) (e7°8) (L6°9)

028°180°C 100°0 6000 1200 6500 (01)

U01393G §paadoLd fo as() :( 1Puvd

(Lve) (Lye) (89°1T-) (12°9-) (90'6) (£6°81) (oz'z1) (21%-) (so°11) (g¥'7) (9g°6) (98°6) (ev'€)

028‘180°C 9€1°0 ¥00°0- 000°0- 800°0- 800°0- 020°0 1600 1€0°0 c10°0- 8€0°0 800°0 c10°0 020°0 0z0'0  (6)
(s7'72) (L1°11) (9z°6) (2oT1) (eve) (68°1T1) (69°€1) (86°9)

028‘180°C 6L0°0 670°0 6200 0£0°0 Zr0°0 L00°0 1200 1€0°0 ve00  (8)
(99°¢1) (zgL1) (56°6)

028‘180°C €000 1200 170°0 €900 ()

U01JIG SLOIIDT YS1Y ) 1PUund

(L9°g~) (00°%) (Lz'9-) (8¢°2-) (Tv'y) (96°%1) (sz'01) (91°1) (zs'11) (11°0-) (te11) (sve1) (98°21)

976°L80°C 001°0 S00°0- 000°0 £00°0- L0070~ 800°0 ¥€0°0 ¥20°0 7000 9€0°0 000°0- c10°0 ¥20°0 6500 (9)
(szeT) (89°6) (LL01) (68°TT) (92°0°) (¥9°e1) (0g-g1) (19°81)

976°L80°C 1200 020°0 €200 ¥£0°0 L€0°0 100°0- 610°0 ze0'0 6900 (9)
(96°¢T) (1%°81) (g0'8T)

976°L80°C 800°0 ¥20°0 0700 ggo0 (%)

©013938 flunwwng snjoadsord :g 1pund

(veg) (zz'1-) (6£7-) (ez'1T1-) (0g'%) (o1°¢€2) (gz-g1) (e1°1-) (PLTT) (66°2) (z1e1) (19°02) (F1°2)

976°L80°C 291°0 900°0- 000°0- £00°0- g10°0- 800°0 €500 ¥£0°0 ¥00°0- ar0°0 900°0 610°0 170°0 9g00  (¢)
(6L°01) (90%1) (zv-er) (e9°21) (91°2) (6L7¢1) (¢8°¢e) (zs'8)

976°L80°C 901°0 810°0 2€0'0 Y500 9%0°0 €000 ¢z0°0 €200 00 (g)

(gg°L1) (08'L2) (1e°11)

976,80 0100 z€0°0 790°0 €900 (1)

JUWINIO(] 241U Y 12UDg

sq0 d Pa Ja Ja ‘B SOdlI TBOA opoD opod apoD 9poD [osunop [esunop MO Moy
peardg  ozig So TBOA a8y U99L OdlI ¥=DIS €-DIS ¢-OIS 1-0IS 1onssy MN peo
[osqy [osqy ‘[osqy ‘1osqy yjog oureg awreg owreg owreg oureg aureg owreg owreg

*O1)SLIDJORIRYD UOALS oY) Sulpredal IofIp [ pue I jey) sojedrpul yoeo jo sonjuenb 1odre] ‘peaids

Jurnumiepun oY) pue ‘ezis 3ul[y 30] ‘1eek OJJ ‘©8e way S0[ surwrexe am pur ‘[ pue 1 OJJ I10J SOIISLIOORIRYD Ul 90USISJIP JO SN[RA 9IN[OSqR 97 0} [enbs SI Yoy ‘dIe SO1ISLI9JORIRYD

[ pue 1 OJ] HULIOYIp MOY SULINSLIW SO[RLIRA INOJ 9ARY om ‘Af[eul] *(F00g) 19231y Pu® URIYSNOT Ul POYIIUSPI SB POIUSLIO I, Ul 918 YJ0q JI9YIoym SUIedIpUl AWND & PUR ‘Ieok oures
oY} ul panssi a1om [ pue 1 OJ] IoYjoym SUIAJIJUSPT d[qrLIRA AWIWUND ® 9PN[OUL OS[R 9A) ‘A[oAI10adsal ‘9pod DS HSIPp INojJ 09 JISIp SUO dures 9y} Ul apisal [ pue 1 OJ] JI OUO oIe So[qrRLIRA
AWwunp Inoj 4Xou oY, ‘[oSUNOD S IONSSI OWRS 9} PUR ‘[9SUNOD S IOFeURU dUIRS o) ‘I9JLIMIOpUN Ped[ dwes oY) pey [ pue 1 sQJ] 0Yoym SUILJIIUOpPI so[qeliea AWWND dI8 SO[qRLIRA
9011} 181y oy J, ‘oie [ pue 1 OJ] JO SOIJSLI9IORIRYD o1} IR[IWIS MOY dINSeaW So[qrLIeA juepuadepurl oy, ‘[ pue I jJUsWINIOP I0J SI0109A OMY) 9Sd1[} JO jonpoid J0p 9Yj SI 9OURISIP JUSTNIO(]
‘U0 [)8US] 9ARY 09 I0JIOA [OBD 9ZI[RULIOU U] oM PUR ‘PIOM [ord JO Aduenball s juowindop oyl yim 103094 s1} ojendod om ‘[ pue I sjuemwnoop I0q 'SIUeWNI0p Yl0q Jo uorun

91} Ul SPIOM JO I9qUUINU oY) 09 [enbo Y13Us] ' YIIM I0J09A B JONIJSU0D ISIY om ‘9dur)sIp juemwndop ainduwod oF, "Od] £q Suriegsn(d I1oJ pejsnlpe are jer) sorsiye)s-J, 11odal om ‘yuomnoop
oes Jo asn pajeadal oY) USAIS PasSRIqUN UTRWIAI SO1)STJR)S-T, 2INsus O, "(SOJ] JO Ioquinu [[ews & 10 SUISSTI 9I@ SUOI}I9S SUIOS s suoljedyoads auwos ur readde 1oma)) uolssaidal Aue

ut readde suoreaIssqo 9¥6‘L80‘z JO WNUWIXeW ® 90Uy pur ‘4sixe sired anbrun ? Jo wnurxew e ‘sQdl ##0g jo ojdures ano 104 ‘(£ = 2 yorym ul sired 9pN[OXO dM) SUOIJRAIISCO
4

se sired OdJ o[qrssod anbrun (e epnour om pue ‘L pue 2 sQJJ jo ired auo sI uoreAIssqo au() ‘sesnjoadsord OJJ [RIIIUI OM] JO 9DURISI(] JUSWINDIO(] Y} SI d[qeLres juopuadop ayJ,

digsioyiny pue AJLIR[IUUIS JUOWNDO(] JO SIURUIULIONO(] A O[R],

40



(96'7-) (9z°0-) (€5°0-) (07°0) (0g°0-) (s7'1) (¥9°2) (92°0-) (0g'¢)

111°0 SOX. 0v0°0- 610°0- 800°0- 800°0 80T°0- 7870 86S°C €00°0- €70 worSsNosI( s JusueSeurey (g1)
(cLv-) (vz0-) (19°0-) (¥9°0) (gg0-) (re'1) (gg'2) (0g'0-) (91°1-)
901°0 s9x. 8€0°0- 810°0- 600°0- €100 121°0- LV70 1.8 200°0- 06€°0- speeoo1d Jo osn (¥1)
(297 (61°0-) (09°0-) (L5°0) (0g'0-) e'1) (89°2) (g1°0-) (6£°0)
901°0 s9x. L£0°0- ¥10°0- 600°0- Z10°0 0T1°0- ) 864°C 100°0- 650°0 s1030%,] NsTY (1)
(8L%) (gro-) (zg0-) (62°0) (19°0-) (6¢°1) (L¥L) (Lz'0-) (L1'1)
L0T°0 SOx. 8€0°0- 110°0- €00°0- L10°0 gIT0- €97°0 09G°C 200°0- ¥9€°0 Arewrwung snyoedsord (g1)
(627 (gz°0-) (z9°0-) (65°0) (65°0-) (ze'1) (19°2) (82°0-) (10°1)
901°0 S9X. 0v0°0- L10°0- 600°0- 2100 63170~ 6E7°0 298°C 200°0- 1€0°0 juawnoo(] o[y (T1)
-dV D Puvd
(c0'0-) (L¥'2) (z8°¢) (0g'1) (9z'1-) (99°1) (50'8) (91°2-) (zze)
S02°0 s9x. 000°0- L13°0 690°0 1€0°0 61€°0- 6650 80T°€ 6100~ €9¢°0 uorssnosi(] s Jusumoseuey (O1)
(zg'0-) (ee72) (sv°¢) (g7'1) (gg'1-) (97'1) (89°2) (e8°1-) (99°2-)
¥02°0 SOx G00°0- ¥02°0 €900 Ge0'0 18€°0- 6Tge0 8¥6°C 910°0- G00°G- spaaooid jo os)  (6)
(¢v70) (18°2) (29°¢) (T1'1) (te°1-) #¥1) (0z'8) (01°1-) (eva)
012°0 SOx. ¥00°0 0220 990°0 120°0 €0€°0- 0TS0 eLT'E 010°0- 9570 s10908 STy (8)
(gg0) (9¢°2) (9z°¢) (€0'1) (0€'1-) (¥a'1) (91°8) (ze'1-) (91°¢-)
012°0 S9X. €000 L0%°0 6500 Sz0°0 LT€°0- ¥SG°0 CIARS ¥10°0- 981°1- Lrewrrung snyoadsord (L)
(12°0-) (6£°2) (¥8°€) Fr1) (ov'1-) (zg'1) (L8°2) (62°1-) (¢1°1)
v02°0 s9x. 200°0- 012°0 690°0 ge0°0 99€°0- LvS0 ¥50°€ 910°0- ¥70°0 juswmoo(] S[oyA  (9)
+dV :g 1purd
(18°2) (88°1) (¢172) (69°1) (g2'1-) (L8'1) (cz'8) (0gz-) (60°€)
¥61°0 SOx 610°0- 0g1°0 820°0 0€0°0 0€2°0- 005°0 L6T°T 910°0- 06€°0 uorssnosi(] s juowoseuey ()
(¢9'2-) (98'1) (z172) (88'1) (ze'1-) (6L°1) (¥1°8) (e1°2-) F1°1-)
161°0 S9X. 810°0- 611°0 120°0 €€0°0 e 0- 0870 612°C €10°0- 78€°0- speaooid jo esn ()
(12°2-) (g6'1) (¢6'1) (s7'1) (L1°17) (99°1) (1%°'8) (e¥'1-) (09°2)
€61°0 SOx. ¢10°0- AN g20°0 920°0 g1z°0- ary o 29€°T 600°0- e s10900 sy (€)
(¥¥'g-) (z8'1) (1271) (9g°1) (62°1-) (6L°1) (1£°8) (86°1-) (L172)
Z61°0 s9x. 910°0- 911°0 TT0°0 820°0 8€T°0- 6.7°0 62E°C g10°0- GLG0- Lreuruing snyoadsord  (g)
(6872 (¥8'1) (01°2) (18'1) (8¢'1-) FL1) (90°8) (¥1°2) (re'1)
161°0 SOx 020°0- L1T°0 L20°0 2€0°0 962°0- 99%°0 292°C €10°0- 9€0°0 Juewnoo(y o[oyM (1)
dV :V pund
4 S109PH Portg winjey Awwun Awwn g aIeyy aIeyy aIeyg a8y juow U011098 MOY
pextg sxe[oq bepseN OA HOAL 1o3IRIN § 1OMIRIN § 193 IR LI -noo(] snjoadsorg
pul+reag Sog oML 01g MET SST a'T M $ MN SoT 30 %
.m@ﬁwwwﬁﬂgﬁ

Q¥ YouaL-ewe 91} UO Paseq oIe SuonIuyop AI1Isnpul 8I1oym ‘popnoul Os[e ale $)j08]Jo poxy AIjsnpul pue Jesx -9jep Sul[y oY) Surpsdeird sAep Juipei) (¢ oY) 10J winjel HYASVYN o2
ST OEIIN "IroA repuoled jsed oY) UI oIeys JoxIRUI IR[[OP S,[oSUNOD [BF9] S ULIY IONSST 97} ST PU0DdS IN() "IvdA Jepusled jsed oY) Ul oIeys JoxIRU JR[[OP S [9SUNOD [B39] S WLIY SUIILIMIOPUN
oY} SI 98I IN(Q) "9deYsS JONJIRUI AAVY'T JO SOINSeall OM] JONIJSUOD dA\ "IeaA Iepuoled jsed oy} Ul oIRYS Jo¥Iel IR[[OP S I9JLIMIOPUN PBO] oY) SI oJeYS JONJIRUI AA () 'PoOURUY DA SI WY
® J1 £91un 09 [enboe st Awrwng DA 94, (F00g) 10191y pue ueIysnor] ul payuapt se A1psnpur £80[0uyoa) & Ul sepisal uuy e Ji Lrun 07 Tenbe st Awrwun Yoo, oy, ‘(g00g) podiesy
pue p[oI] Ul Pasn se ‘josejep 19931 -P[ol] 93 WOIJ PoUIe)qo oIk S9jep SUIPUNOJ oIoYM ‘9jep SUIPUNO] S, ULIY oY) snulul Ieak OJJ 9y} ST o8e ULl "junowre SUI[Y [RIJIUIL S} JO W }LIR3O0]
[eInjeu oY) SI pa[y SIe[[OP 307 oY ], "UWN[0d UOI19G sN0adsoid,, 9y} Ul PajsI] SI U0Ijoas SUIpuodsollod 8y, 'SUOILSS Aoy INOJ JO [YOrS 01 Pajedo[[e sIsjdeleyd Jo agejusdiod oyl

07 s19Jo1 UWN[od Sy} ‘[oured Yoeo Ul smol Inoj Surureuwrar oY) u] “(1eSpy DHHS 01 pejugns Sul[y 9y} WOIJ SI9)00] PuR SIOPRIY SUIAOWLI I99Je) Juswnoop snjoadsord oy} ul s19j0eIRYD
JO Iequunu [B107 9} JO WYJLILSO] [RINJRU 8} SI YOIYM ‘JUSWNIOP Ul SI9jdRIRYD [@J0], d[qelies Arojeur[dxs oY) 0} sI19jal P[AY JUSWNIOP JO %, 9y} ‘[dued yoes Ul MOl 91y oY)

u] ‘so[qelIea A1ojeue[dxe oy} ISI] MOU dA\ “junowre July [eurdLio oyl st Sury e azis QJI oYL stueuoduwiod pajeount) aarpedou pue aanisod syt are (D pue g spued) -dV pue +dV
pue ‘eoud 1o OJI 2y3 03 yurodprua ayep Surfy o) woyy (y [pued) gV 22ud ur aSueyd ayy st ojqerrea juepuadop oy T, STIHY PUR ‘SOJI SSe[? [enp ‘SO Hun ‘suiy [eoueuy ‘SYqVy
‘sIR[[Op 9A uey) sso] 90LId onssI Ue YIM sulIy :SUIpnoxe gOOg 10qo10() 01 9661 Areniqo wod §) oYy ut pansst sOJ] 770G 10 pojussald oIe s100[Jo poxy A[IRoA [IIM SUOISSOIZoI STO)

(dV) snyoadsord renruy suts)) syuewysnlpy 9oL g Sunorpaid :A 9[qer],

41



(19°0-) (¢8°0) (9g'z-) (L9°7) (9g'1) (ve'1) (102)

620°C 0%0°0 SOX. 200°0- ¢%0°0 ¥10°0- 2T0°0 2020 7000 611°0 uorssnosI(] s Juowaseuey (0T)
(L¥'0-) (g8°0) (eez) (08'2) (g9'1) (95'1) (¥1°0)

620°C 8€0°0 S9X. 100°0- gz0°0 ¥10°0- €20°0 861°0 €000 120°0 speeoo1d jo esn  (6)
(€8°0-) (08°0) (z1°2) (e1°¢) (0g'1) (10'1) (8z'2-)

620'C 0700 Sox €00°0- ¥20°0 €10°0- 920°0 89T°0 €00°0 71°0- s10900 ST (8)
(6%°0-) (g8°0) (9z'z-) (6L°2) (19'1) (¥9'1) (g1°0)

620°C 8€0°0 SO 200°0- 920°0 ¥10°0- €20°0 961°0 €000 610°0 Lrewruuing snyoadsord (L)
(zv0-) (g8°0) (eez) (08°2) (g9'1) (99'1) (e1°0°)

620°C 8€0°0 SOx. 100°0- 920°0 ¥10°0- €20°0 661°0 €000 200°0- Juewndo( d[oYA  (9)

ULNIY OdI-150d 4D -duQ :g 1Pundg

(28°¢-) (¥¥'2) (¥6'7) (69°1) (97°2) (89°¢-) (¥6°0)

70'C 6€2°0 Sox €70°0- 29g0 LYT0 990°0 QLLY ¥50°0- 9.2°0 uorssnosI(] s Justmoseuey ()
(28'2-) (zv'T) (68°7) (g9'1) (0v°2) (£9°¢-) (60°1-)

¥H0'C 6€2°0 sox €70°0- 65€°0 SrT0 890°0 0vLT 250°0- 178°0- spaaooid jo os)  (¥)
(e1'g) (vg'2) (Lg7) (66°0) (L8°2) (8g'z-) F17)

¥0'C el Sx. €€0°0- 92€°0 9€1°0 170°0 70°g 8€0°0- €9z'1 s10300,] NSty (€)
(872 (gg'2) (11'7%) (z1'1) (12°2) (¥9e-) (8L¢)

0'c o0 S9X. 8€0°0- ere 0 Y10 9%0°0 eT6'Y 670°0- 92€°C- Lrewrng snyoedsord  (g)
(voe-) (6£°2) (98'7%) (8¢'1) (0g2) (g9°¢-) (1£'1)

0'C 6€2°0 Sox 670°0- ege0 SrT0 €900 169°'% €60°0- 180°0 juawmoo(] o[oyp (1)

UAnRY (DU 1Y PPUDT

sqO H s100pH perg wniey Awrwun (g Awrwun (g areyg a8y leccleng uo1109g MOY
poxIq sIe[[o bepseN OA HOAL 1o IRIA war g -noo(q snjoadsoiq
puy-+Ieax 8o oI d1g $ M0 8o %

*SOLIJSNPUI QF YoUdL-eWe 9} UO Paseq ole SUolIuyep AI}SNpul oIoym ‘POpN[OUl OS[e dIe S10ofje poXy AIjsnpul pue Jesx ‘91ep Sul[y

oy} Surpeoceid sAep Juipei) ()¢ 9y} 10J wInjel HYASYN oYl ST Q€PN 1ok Iepus[ed j1sed oY) Ul 9IRYS J93IBW JR[[OP S I9)1IMIOPUN PRO[ 9] SI SJBYS J9¥IBW AA[) PooueRUy DA SI Wiy
® J1 £31un 09 [enboe st Awrwng DA Y, (F00g) 10191y pue ueIysnor] ul poyuapt se A1psnpur A80[0uyoa] & Ul sepisal uuy e Ji Lyrun 07 Tenbe st Awrwunq yoaT, oy, ‘(g00z) podresy
pue p[oI Ul Pasn se ‘josejep 1931 -P[el] oY) WOIJ Paure)qo aIe $9jep JUIPUNO] 8I18YM ‘9jep SUIpUNoj s, Wiy oy} snuru 1eed OJJ oY} Sl o8e Wil “junowe Jul[y [RIJIUL 879 JO W}LIRIO]
[eInjeu oy} SI pPa[y SIe[[OP S0r oY ], "UWN[od UOI}0eg sn0edsold,, oy} Ul Pejsi] SI Uoljoss Surpuodselion oy J, ‘SUOI00s Aoy INOj JO [oed 0} Pajedo[[e Ssiejorieyd Jo oFejusotad o)

09 s19Jo1 uWNod sy} ‘[pued yoes Ul smol Inoj Sururewrar oY) u] “(1eSpy DHHS 01 pejugns Sul[l oY) WOIJ SI9)00] PUR SIOPRIY SUIAOWAI 199Je) juewnoop snjoadsord a1y ul s1ojdeIeyd
JO IoquInu [e}0} Y9 JO WYHLILSO[ [RINJRU 9} SI YOIYM ‘JUSWINIOP Ul SISJORIBYD [BIO], o[qrLIes A10jeue[dxs oY) 0} SI9JoI POy JUOWNOOp JO %, oY) ‘[dued [Oed Ul MOI 18I oY) Uf
‘so[qreLIeA A10jRUR[dXe B[} JSI[ MOU A\ 'SI0JOR] OUSL]-RUIR 991} 9} UO SUINIDI JD0IS A[IUOW 9AJoM] JO UOISSaI3al © Jo 1dedta)ul oY) ST pue ‘9)ep AresloAluue Ieok auo s O] @Y} [1un
Surpes oriqnd jo Aep 381y oY) uo 9oL1d JUISO[O 9} WO UINJOI [RULIOUR 91 SI SIYJ, ‘uanyad QdI 3sod aesk-T oY) sI o[qeLrea juopuedap oyl ‘g [purd uJ -eouad 3uisod pejroder JSHD
151y 913 09 9o11d PO OJ] 9Y} WOIJ wingod [enjoe ayj st yorym ‘(y [oued) uanjay [eru] ayj st a[qerres juopuadap oy, SLIHY Pue ‘SQJ] Sse[d [enp ‘sQd] Hun ‘suy reoueuy ‘syqy
‘sIe[[Op 9AY uey) sso] 9oL1d 9NssI Ue YIM suly :SuIpnoxe gOOg 10qo10() 01 9661 Areniqe wodj ) oYy ut pansst sOJ] F10‘c 10J porussard oIe s109jo poxy A[Iead [IIM SUOISSaIZoI STO)

snyoadsor [erpru] Suis)) swnjoy OJI-150d Pu® SWInjoy [RI}IU] SUIIIPAI] JA OI9RL

42



1 100°0 i4287) 020°0 G00‘T 100°0 eer'1S 800°0 £€79°C¢ 000°0 68L°2L0€ LT
1 2100 675 VL Z61°0 L00°T L10°0 0eF 1S €100 H4ei 44 €000 665 L0€ 91T
1 000°0- 8€8TC 000°0- €13'e 000°0 £76°0¢ 0000 €81°C1T 000°0 18G98T g1
¥ 1200 88¢'¢ee L12°0 L€L°C 900°0 060°9% TL00 89SV 1T 900°0 168050 it
€ 601°0 £eT'68 10T°0 969‘F 961°0 0L2'SY 29€°0 T8E9T €L0°0 TSE'6LT €T
6 €900 €C8°'L9 L2L°0 91LC 120°0 18765 P10 18661 110°0 765628 4
44 200°0 4siad €10°0 GoT'E S00°0 S09°9G 1€0°0 6SL°GT 200°0 GRT'TIE 11
ov $10°0 761°CS 990°0 GL8‘T G000 T13'sS L2070 ¥L0°GT c00°0 TL6°66C 0t
68 G200 0ET LY ¥60°0 92%°% 800°0 9£6°CS 1€0°0 T6ETI 700°0 GTT'68C 6
TLT 2200 6ELET GLT°0 0€6°T 600°0 eIS'6Y 170°0 L0€7T €000 GTLVLT 8
69¢ 9€0°0 89507 182°0 £€€0°C 8T0°0 8GE‘LY 6L0°0 SLOTIT 900°0 126°'59% )
€L9 €200 0L0°6€ 2020 990°C $10°0 169°GY €700 6V VT 900°0 196°09% 9
TIT°T 6£0°0 89.°9¢ GET0 210 020°0 1vL'ey ¥90°0 TE6'ET 600°0 8L0°8¥¢ g
68G°T 190°0 1897¢ 9€€°0 8CT'C 820°0 8T T¥ G600 TS6°eT 110°0 LTL°68¢ iZ
€98°'T 90T°0 175'¢e 7850 €e1'e 180°0 931 0% LST°0 926°CT 6100 879°C€T €
€8T GGZ'0 8L8°1€ 690°'T VIT'C S60°0 G08°8¢ 7820 8T0'V1 9€0°0 8GT1°92¢ 4
770°C 0000 889°8% 000°0 GT8'T 000°0 9£€°8¢ 0000 80z'¢T 000°0 €€9°'GTT rerjruy
sqO Adad sI030® adad sI1930% Adxd sI1990% Aaad sI1970% Adad sI930® puowt
Eo.ﬂ |.Hm£O Eozﬂ |Hmﬂo EO.Hm |.~@£O EO.Q |.H«w£o EO.H.W |.Hm£O RmvaE«Qﬂ

981 Joquun N I1SI(q Ioquun N 181 IoquuIn N 181 Iaquun N 981 Joquun N

VAN VAN HSN HSN a4 a4 Sd Sd [ej0], [ej0],

‘Te301 SSUI[Y 9AT 07 INOJ UeY} SIOW oUSLIdAXS J0U Op SO J] Isow ‘ojdurexs 10 "UWN[OD SB[ Y3 Ul PI[Y a1k sosnjydadsord jo Iequnu WSAIS oY) YOIYM I0J SOJ] JO Ioqunu

309 o3 410dex ose oAy (T°0) [RAILIUI 9YJ UL 9] OF POPUNO] SI 9OURISIP JUSWNIO(] “A)TUn Jo y3SUS] © dARY O} POZI[RULIOU ST J0II9A [DBd pue ‘s100l1 pIom jo Aouanbaiy oY) 03 spuodsoriod
103004 e pareduod Sureq JUSTUNIOP [YOBD I0J SUO ‘SIOJISA PIZI[RULIOU OM] 91} JO 3onpoid 0P oY) ST 90URISIP JUSTWNIO(] "OUWDIIXD SSO] A[OATJR[OI ST UOISIADI USAILS o1} JBI[} 9)edTPUuT
sIoquunu Ja[[ewg ‘Sul[y snotasid a1} WOIJ JUSTWPUSUIR USALS 97} JO 90URISIP [8}0} S} }110doI OS[e oM ‘UOI108S [oRS IO ° SISA[RUY PUR UOISSNOSI(] S,JUSTSSRURIA,, 0} SI8JOI V(I

pue ¢ speedold JO 9S(), 0} SIdJOI [HS(),,  SI0308 qSIY,, 0% SIdJol Y, . Arewrmung snjoodsold, 03 Siojol Sd,, 9I9UMm ‘OueU UWN[Od 9y} Ul pajou sI uol3des sniydadsord Surpuodsseriod
9YJ, 'PPAISDAI SI€ SHUSWPUSWE B} I9PIO ST} Ul pajIos ‘snydadsord [erjrur ayj o} juswpuswe yoes pue ‘snjdadsoid oy} Jo UOTISS DB UI SI9JORIRYD JO IoquUNU aFerase o1} syrodal

a[qe) oy ], A[oA130adsal ‘SIsA[euy pur UOISSNOSI(] S, JUoWLSRUR]N PUR ‘SPaad0ld JO 9s() ‘s1030eq sTY ‘Arewrmung snjoedsord juesaidel y23(IN PUe ‘4SSN ‘dY ‘Sd suoljeiasiqqe ayJ,

suro)yeJ Surrg snyoadsorq jo Arewwung :JA O[qRI,

43



L6E°T 9.1T°0 0000 6920 792°0 UOTINLIISIP UOISSNOSI(] S JUSUWOSRURIN Ul |/ POZI[RULION epul JsIpuIouy;

96°'1 660°0 000°0 €Te0 0820 UOIINLIISIP SPIdD0ILJ JO 9S() Ul |/ POZI[RULION oSN }STPULIOUY/

6871 l¢4q] 000°0 692°0 7620 UOIINQLIISIP SI010% MSTY Ul Y/ POZI[RULION J1 3sipuriouyy

¥8L'T 8LC°0 0000 9820 6220 uorNqLIISIp Arewrwung snjo0odsol Ul Yy POZI[RULION sd jsipuriouyy

LLG0 660°0 0000 980°0 ITT°0 UOIINLIYSIP JUSWNIO(] [RIO], Ul 9SURYD POZI[RULION 409 IsTpuLIouy;
UOUNQLLISYT L4279DUDY) UL SBUDY)) :) ]PuDJ

cLE0 900°0 €V40- Ge0'0 6000 JUSWNDOP JO 9 UOTSSNOSI(] FWSNY jod epury

061°0 0000 990°0- G000 100°0 JUSWMDOP JO Of SPaad0ld JO 9S\V jod-esny

LLT0 ¥00°0- EV10- 0200 L00°0- FUSWNDO0P JO % SI030€ NSTHV ydjry

6.0 000°0- €10~ 2100 T100°0- JUOWNOOp Jo % Arewrwng snjoedsorJyy jod-sdyy

20’1 990°0 cGL0- 10T°0 6.0°0 FULDWTOOP UL sIojoeleyo [0V SIeYD30IY/

UOLIDIO0]] Y JUWNIO( Ul $aBbuUDY) g 1oUDg

g T 0 L6L°0 Ge0'1T SjudWIpUDUWIR 9%R[ JO JOQUINN Jojye[unu

g1 ¥ 0 I80°T 686°¢ SIUSUWIPUSWR JO IOQUININ puswrewnu

9101 9. T 0T¥'6L 686°€6 uoryeI)sIsar Ut sfe(g SoasAep

u01YDLYS169Y pUD SJUPWPUIWLY (| ]PUuDJ
WNUWIXRIA URIPSIA WNUWIUTIAD ‘A9 ueay uonydriosa(] a[qeLIeA
PIS

(1°0) reAILgUI 9Y) UI 8¢ 03 POPUNO] SI dOURISIP JUSWNDIO(] "AJTUN JO ISUS] © SARY O} POZI[RULIOU SI I0JI9A [ORD
pue ‘sj001 piom jo Aouenbaiy oy 03 spuodseriod 103004 Yory ‘pareduwod JUreq JUSWNOOP YIRS I0J SUO ‘SI0JO0A POZI[RWLIOU OM) 9} JO 1onpoid J0p oY) ST 90URISIP JUSWNIO(] "dUWOI}Xd
SSo[ A[oAIrR[ad ST UOISIADI USALS 9} e() 91DIPUI SIOqUINU Jo[[ewWS "SUI[Y snoraald oY} WO JUSWPUSWE USALS 9} JO 90URISIP [€10) Y7} 310dal OS[e om ‘UOII08S [OBd 10 "UOI9S SISA[eue
pue UOISSNOSIP S,JUstuaSeureul o[} PUR ‘UOT}I9s SPaad0Id Jo ash oY) ‘UOT}I9s SI040eJ SUI oY) I0j saSejuodtad Surpuodserrod oy axe PIppws pue ‘?dosn ‘124f, Lreuwrums snydadsord

o) ur readde yery) s1ojorIRYD Snydadsold Jo ofejusasiad oy st #9sd 'sUOIIDAS Ao¥ INOJ JO YD 0F Pajedo[[e sIvjdeIeyd Jo afejusdiad o) ur seSueyd 110del Os[e oA\ ‘JUSWIPUSUIE [RUY

9y} 0} SUI[y [RIIIUI 9Y) WOI} SoSURYD UO POSe] oIk PUR ‘DATJR[NUIND dIe $9dUIYIP partodar [y “(1eSpH DHS 01 pepruqns Sul[ly oY) WOIJ SI19)00J PUR SI9PRSY SUIAOWISI I9)J€) JUSWNIOP
snjoedsoad o) Ul SI930RIRYD JO IOQUINU [R}0} O3 SI OIYM ‘JUSWINIOP Ul SI9joRIRYD [BJ0], JO WYILIRIO[ [RINjeU oY} Ul soSuryod 310del os[e oA\ "91ep OdI oY} 03 Ioud mopurm

Aep ULASS 911 Ul FULLINDOO0 SJUSTWPUSUWIR 9591} JO I9qUINU dY) ST SJUSWIPUSWE e[ JO Joquunu oY ], ‘snjoadsord reuy o) Surpnoxe nq ‘Sul[y [eHUI 8} JUIpnoul ‘s3ur[y jo Iequnu

2107 83} SI SJUSWPUSWE JO IqUINU 8y, "91ep OJ]I Y3 [1Hun Suly 1eSpy 1s1y oY} WOIJ SARp JO JIoqUINU 9y} SI UOIRIISISOL Ul sAep Jo Joquunu oy I, STIHY PU® ‘sQdJ Sse[ [enp ‘sQdl
un ‘suy [eoueuy ‘syYy ‘SIR[[Op 9AY uey) sso] 9olid anssI Ue YIIM SWIY :SUIpnoxe ¢OOg 12qo1d(0) 01 9661 Aleniqs WoIj () 9y} ul pansst sOJ]J 10j pejrodal ale soIIsIje)s Arewung

sn300dsord ur seSury) :SO1ISIYRIG Arewrung [1TA °[qRL

44



(zz'0-) (¥9°0) (12°0) (z1°0) F¥1) (80°0) (89°1-) (zg0) (19°¢-) (19°1-) eoue)sIq

G60°0  SOX L10°0- z10°0 700 7€0°0 €770 100°0 110°0- 7000 I8T°0- 7500~ uorssnosi(q SN v (£7)
(1%'1-) (0g'0-) (01°'1) (11°0) (e¥0) (8T'1-) (eT°07) (L0°0) (v0'¢-) (LL1) eoue)sIq

0800  SeX 1€T°0 10070~ 8520 9€0°0 €51°0 6100 100°0- 100°0 961°0- zL0°0 speeoo1d Jo osn) v (TT)
(e8'1) (0s'1-) (1T°0) (ee'T) (92°07) (@ro-) (e¥2") (62°0) (99°¢-) (00°0) soueysI(]

€80°0  SOX W10 820°0- 120°0 8180 820~ z00°0- 910°0- 2000 961°0- 000°0 s10308d YS1Y vV (11)
(gz1) (v0'0) (g0'1) (o1°1) (89°0) (8€°0) (g¥'0-) (L¥'1) (96°¢-) (99°0-) eouR)sI(]

8CI'0  S9X 001°0 100°0 arall €280 v120 S00°0 €00°0- 1100 02% 0~ €00~  Arewrung snjoedsoid v (0T)
(ov'1) (15°0) (z1°07) (€0°1) (50°0) (e1°07) (g6'2-) (9¢°0) (e¥'¥-) (L¥'0-) eoue)sIq

6VT0  SoX £€0°0 £00°0 L0070~ 6800 G000 100°0- 900°0~ 100°0 €20°0- €00°0- juewmooq v (6)

mo@ﬁwm.sg FU2wWnI0 \Kw wum:@\ﬁo ..Q NQQ\GHN

(92°0-) (6€°0) (00°0-) (6£°0-) ¥1°0-) (L9T°) (86°07) (s0z-) (te'1-) (69°0-) UOISSTIOSI(

6500  SOX 800°0- 100°0 000°0- c10°0- 900°0~ £00°0- 100°0- z00°0- 600°0- £00°0- yueweBeurN v (8)
(86'T-) (07°07) (ee1-) (29°07) (€9°1-) (62°07) (¥6°0-) (82°0) (¢7'1) (€£0) spae0Id

1600 Sox z00°0- 0000~ €00°0- £00°0- 6000~ 0000~ 0000~ 0000 1000 0000 joesn v (L)
(gz'0) (¥¢°0-) (¢6°0) (re'1) (Le1) (29°0) (1) (62°1) (#9°0) (¢v'0) 81090€,]

V8T'0  SeX 700°0 100°0- £10°0 €z0°0 ¥€0°0 100°0 100°0 100°0 z00°0- 700°0 sV (9)
(1€°0-) (Lz'2) (¥6°1-) (2L07) (92°1-) (z1°2) (9g7¢-) (ze0-) (9¢°2) (6v'1) Arewwing

€800  SeX 100°0- z00°0 810°0~ 0100~ 8100~ 100°0 100°0- 0000~ 900°0- 2000 snjoedsord v ()
(12°1-) (89°¢-) (TL1) (Lz'0-) (e1°0-) (Le2) (6L1-) F11) (0g0-) (8g°0-) s1oj0RIRY)

€010 S9X G€0'0- 920°0- AN 620°0- ¢10°0- T10°0- %00°0- £00°0 0100~ 10070~ juewmooq v (¥)

\SQ”R:UUO:«\ w\gwsﬁ\veg ﬁw mwmﬁdﬁb ..m Nwﬁdm

(6L72) (L1707 (98°1-) (¥1°0) (z1°2") (ve'1-) (€9°0~) (10°¢-) (09°5-) (¢6'2") uorje1ysISoY

80T'0  SoX 7290 0700~ 9zT' T~ 9210 086'T- 150°0- €700~ 19070~ 1€6°0- 010~ ur se( 80 (g)
(9¢'1-) (65'1) (69°0) (19°0-) (08'1-) (0g'1) (gg0-) (89°¢) (1€72-) (9¢'8) SyueWpULW Y

PET0  SeX 90€°0~ 880°0 880 L1770~ TLST- 150°0 10070~ 9400 65€°0- 128°0 eyer] 80T (7)
(t0°2) (8¢'1-) (89°2) (92°0) (z¥°0) (18°0) (68'T-) (se7) (¥127) FL9) SjuewIpUSUI Yy

Q0z'0  SeX 102°0 6£0°0- 6790 620 €91°0 ¥10°0 910°0- 0700 £67°0- 2020 jo 1equmy S0 (1)

§0Asw§&wm_.smmm Nw:ﬁ wwﬁwsﬁgwsﬁx ..v\ Nwﬁ\d&.

zd S¥9pPH wIney Awwn g areyyg aIeyy aIeyy Awrwn EXave portg -dv +d4dv S[qeLIRA MOY

poxtq bepseN HOAL jo3[IeIN JOMIRIA B RECHANS OA WL g sre[oq quepuedo(]
pur+aresx  1BYQ °1d mery ss| mer] AN $ MN Sorp 8o

snj0adso1 g o) ul se8uey) JO SIURUTWLIND(] X 2[qeL

*SOLIISTIPUL QF YOUDLJ-RUWIR] O} UO POse( oIr SUOIIIUGOP AIJSNPUL 9I0YM ‘DOPN[OUL OS[R dIR S$1000 PoxXy
A1jsnpul pue Jesax -ojep Iapo oy) Surpederd sAep 3uipeiy (g oy} 10] wInjel HYASVN oY) st uanjay bepseN 10 21J ‘Iesd repusled jsed oY) Ul oIeysS JoXIRW IR[[OP S,[oSUNO0D
[@89] s,uIy IaNSST 9y} ST PUodas In() "IeoA repusled ised oY) Ul 8IRYS JoXIRUW IR[[OP S [9SUNOD [BS9[ S, WY SUILIMIDPUN 9] ST 18I IN() ‘9IeYS J93ICIJA] MR JO SOINSLaul OM] JONIISUOD
9\ "Ieak repusred jsed oY) UL oIeYS JONIRUI IR[[OP S 9LIMIOPUN PRI 99 SI aaeyS J9MICIAl AA[) "POOURUY DA ST Wy ® JI Ajrun oy renboe st Awrwng DA 9T, "(F00g) 10131y pue
uelySnor] ur payljuaprt se A1ysnpur £30[0uyd9) & Ul SopIsal uLly e Ju Ayrun o) Tenbe st Awrwun(q Yoo, oYL, ‘(g00z) podrey] pue parg ul pesn se ‘josejep I913y-p[ol] oY) WOIj paurejqo
oIe sojep SUIPUNOJ SIOYM ‘D)ep SUIPUNO] S, ULIY oY) SNUTl Ieod )JJ oY} ST 88e Wil ‘junowre Sul[y oy} Jo WYILIre30[ [eINjeU oY} SI PoIajjo SIR[[OP S0 oY ], "POIONIJSU0D oIr SO[(RLIRA
jyuopuadepul o3 moy urejdxe mou opp ‘AjTun jo Y)SuUS] B SARI] 0} POZI[RULIOU S}00I pIiom Jo Aouenbaij oy} 03 spuodseliod 10300A Yoey ‘poaleduiod U9 JUSTUNOOP YOBS I0J 9UO ‘SI0I9A
pazifewiou om) oy} Jjo 1onpoxd j0p dY) SI 90URISIP JUSWNOO(] "SUI[Y snotadld oy} WO JUOWPUSWR USALS S} JO 90URISIP [R10] 9Y) 110dol OS[R oM ‘UOI109S [OBD 10 "UOII09S SISA[eUe

puR UOISSNOSIP S,JUowaSeueul o[} PuR ‘UOI09s Spaodold Jo osn 9} ‘U009 S1040€] MSLI oy} I10j soSejuodtod Surpuodserrod oyj axe PIppws pue ‘Pdosn ‘124f, Lrewrwns snjoadsord

o1} ur aeadde jery siejoereyd snidoedsord jo a8ejusotad a1y st #dsd "sUOI}IS £93 INOJ JO DD 0F Pajedo[[R SIvjdeIeyd jo oFejusdtad oy} Ul seSurYD SPNOUL OS[R 9\ ‘JUSUWIPUSUIE

[euy oY) 03 SUI[Y [RI}IUI 97} WOIJ SOSURYD UO POSeq oIt PUR ‘DAIIR[NUWIND oIk S9[qRLIRA 93URYD [[y ‘juswnoop snjoodsoid oy} Ul SI1930RIRYD JO I9qUINU [B)0) 9} JO WILIRSO] [eInjeu

9y} Ul 83ueyDd 9] SI ‘JuewWInNoo( Y 91ep Od]I 92U} 01 Jotid mopurm Aep U8A9S 81 Ul SULLINODO SJUSWPUSWIR 9S9Y7) JO JOQUINU 89 ST SjusWIpUsWR de[ JO Ioqunu oy J, snjoadsord euy
oy} Surpnoxe Inq ‘SuUI[y [RIHTUI oY) SUIPN[OUI ‘SSUI[Y JO IOqUINU [RJ0} 9] ST SJUSWPUSWR JO JoquINU oy J, ‘99ep OJI Y} [1Hun Sul[y IeSpy 1SIy oY) WOl SARp JO IoqUINU 97} ST UOT}RI)SISoT
ur sAep Jo IoquuInu oy ], ‘PojONIISUOD SI OB MOY UTe[dXo MOU oM PUER ‘MOI [oBS Ul JUSISYIP SI o[qeLreA juspuadep oy ], "STIHY PUe ‘sQJI SSe[d [enp ‘sQdJ un ‘suiiy [emueuy ‘syqy
‘sIR[[Op 9AY Uey) Sso] 90LId onssI Ue YIM sulIy :SUIpnoxe gOOg 10qo10() 01 9661 Areniqo wod ) oy} ut pansst sOJJ F70‘g 10 pojussard oIe s100[Jo poxXy A[IRoA [IIM SUOISSOIZoI STO)

45



(69°0) (66'2-) (g2 (88°2) (¥9°0) (8€1) (98°0) (08°0-) UOISSTOSI(]

¥W0C Tr0'0 EN £00°0 960°0- ¥10°0- ¥20°0 180°0 ¥00°0 6000 190°0- syuswmageuey  (0T)
(0L°0) (96°2-) (8z'z-) (06°2) (99°0) (9g'1) (90°1) #1°0)

¥0'Cc ¢r00 £ £00°0 €60°0- ¥10°0- ¥20°0 060°0 %00°0 600°0 IeT°0- speaooid jo asn)  (6)
(g9°0) (zog) (eeT) (L6°2) (9°0) (9g'1) (09°0) (17'1)

Y0 €700 SOX 2000 960°0- ¥10°0- 6z0°0 880°0 ¥00°0 900°0 961°0 s10900 sty (8)
(69°0) (10°¢-) (sz'z-) (68°2) (0L£°0) (Le'1) (18°0-) (60°0-)

¥0C TV0'0 SOX €000 960°0- ¥10°0- ¥20°0 960°0 ¥00°0 800°0- 610°0- Arewurung snyoodsorg (1)
(zL0) (€0'¢-) (ve'e-) (e8°2) (69°0) (Le1) (8€°0) (g8°0-)

¥W0Cc TF0'0 EN €000 L60°0- ¥10°0- €200 760°0 ¥00°0 2100 €20°0- juswmoo( afoypy  (9)

UNPY OdI-150d 403 -duQ ¢ 12ung

(€9'1) (gg°2) (tz9) (68°1) (66°%) (9v°%-) (L0%-) (s0°'1) UOISSTOSI(]

¥0c ¥92°0 SOX 620°0 08T'T ze1'0 9200 reee £90°0- 00%°0- ¥6€°0 sguowageuey ()
(0L°1) (€9°2) (¥1°9) #8°1) (e8°%) (ee%-) (16°0-) (¥8°0)

¥70C 8SC°0 SOX 1€0°0 L6T'T IST°0 GL0°0 8€7'€ 290°0- L€0°0- €TC°C speadoid jo asn  (F)
(zL1) (0L°2) (2179) FL1) (6277) (e7'7-) (80°2-) (69°0-)

VW0C 6520 SR 1€0°0 902°1 IST°0 1.0°0 €02°€ £90°0- 10T°0- 9L7°0- s1o030] Xsry  (€)
(eL°1) (L9°2) (z1°9) (18°1) (68°%) (Lzv) (e1°2) (91°1)

¥70‘C  092°0 EN 1€0°0 002'T 0ST°0 7200 LL2°€ 190°0- 001°0- $0g'T  Arewrwwng snjoedsorg  (g)
(021) (6g°L) (z0"g) (0L°1) (s8%) (19'%-) (vLe) (LeT)

¥0c £92°0 SOX 1€0°0 GeI'1 L¥YT0 690°0 €ee'e 990°0- 6€7°0- e1e0- guownoo(y ofoypy (1)

AN DUIUT (Y ]PUDT

sqO ¢ S39pH PO wmyey Awrwun (g Awrwun (g areys a8y uoTINqLI JUDWNDIO(] UO0T}09g  MOY
poxIg sIe[[o(q bepseN DA HOHAL IR WLIT ] -981( V JO quad snyoadsorg
pur+iesax o1 LYo 21d $ MN 8o ‘TRULION -1 vV

"SOLIISTIPUI Qf YOUDIJ-BUIR] O} UO paseq
aIe suonIuyep AIISNpUl 9I8YM ‘PIPN[OUL OS[R oI SO0 Paxy AJ)snpul pue Jeox '9)ep Iajjo oy} Suipedald sAep 3urper) (¢ oY) 10] winjial HYASVN 2U2 st uinjay bepseN 1050
a1d "Ieod repuoled jsed oy} Ul oIRYS JO¥IRW IR[[OP S [OSUNO0D [3D] S, WLIY IONSSI 97} ST PUODSS IN() ‘IeoA Iepud[ed jsed oY) Ul 9IRS JOyIRW JR[[OP S [oSUNOD [BS9] S, UL SUILIMIopUN

oY} SI 98I IN(Q) "9deYS JONJIRJA] MEr JO SOINSeaUl OM) 1ONIJSU0D A\ "IeoA Iepua[ed jsed oy UI 9IRS JoIRWl IR[[OP S I9}LIMIOPUN PRIl oY) SI odeys J93IeJA AA() ‘PooURUl DA SI ULIY
® J1 £31un 09 [enboe st Awrwng DA 90U, (F00g) 10191y pue ueIySnor] ul payuaplt se A1psnpur A80[0uyoa) & Ul sepisal uuy e Ji £run 01 Tenbe st Awrun yoag, oy, ‘(g00g) podiesy
pu® p[oI] Ul Pasn se ‘jasejep 193 -P[olq 913 WOI] Paulelqo ale sojep SUIPUNO] oIoYM ‘9)ep SUIPUNOJ S ULIY o) snuil 1eok OJ] @Y} ST a8e wIl ‘junoure SULIS}O 9Y) Jo wyLIe3o]
[eInjeu o) SI paJsajjo sae[[op Sor] oy J, ‘Ajun jo yi3us[ © 9ARY 0} POZI[RULIOU S$3001 pIom Jo Aousnbaij o) 01 spuodsariod 10100A Yoey “paledwiod Juleq JUSTWNIOP YOBd I0J 9UO ‘SI0JIOA
pazifewriou om) a3} jo 3onpod j0p oy} SI 9oURISIP JUdWINOO(] "Sul[y snoladid oY) WO JUSWPUSWR USAIS o) JO 90UR)SIP [)0} oYY} 110dol OS[' om ‘UOII9S [OBD IO "UOI}D9S SISA[eUR

pue UOISSNOSIP S,JustIoSeuen 91} pue ‘Uor}das spasdoid Jo asn 9y} ‘UOIY09s $10108] 3SII 9} 10} seSejusoied Surpuodserios ayy are #dppuw pue ‘#dasn ‘124f, KLrewrwns snjoadsord

oy ur readde ety siojoereyd snjoadsord jo oSejusorod oy st #2dsd SUOI}ORS A3 INOJ JO YOS 0} PIjedo[[e s19jorIeyd Jo 9fejuadiod oy} Ul soSuryd OPN[OUL OS[R A\ “JUSWPUIUR

[euryy oYy 03 SUI[Y [RIJIUI S} WOI} SOSURYD UO POskq oIk PUR ‘OAIJR[NUIND oI SO[qRLIRA 93URD [[y ‘juswnoop snjoadsoid oy} Ul sI9j0RIRDd JO IOqUINU [€J0} 91} JO WjLIeSo] [eInjeu oy} Ul
o8ueyo oY) SI ‘QUaWINI0(] S[OYAA V 'SI0}0R] JOUSL]-RWR,] 99I() 9} UO SWINIDI }O0IS A[[IUOW dA[oM) JO UOISSaISarI © Jo 1dedIojul o[) SI pueR ‘9jep AIesioAluue Ieok auo s OJJ oY} [1jun
Surpery orqnd jo Aep 3si1y oy} uo 9011d JUISO[D 9} WOIJ WINjal [RULIOUqR 8} SI SIY [, ‘uanjal OdJI 3sod 1eeA-T o) sI s[qeLrea juspusadsp ay) ‘g [dued uj ‘eo1id Jursod pejioder JSYD
151 913 09 9o1d 1BPO OJ] 9Y) WOIJ Wwingad [enjoe ayj st yorym ‘(y [pued) uanjay [erIU] oy} st o[qerres juepuadap oy ], 'SLIHY Pue ‘sQJ] sse[d [enp ‘sQdJ Hun ‘suay [eoueuy ‘syqy
‘sIe[[Op oAl Uey) SSO] 9oLId onssI Ue YIMm suLly :SuIpnaxs GOOg 19qo12() 01 9661 Areniqe wolj §) oYy} ul panssi sOJ] F10‘c 10} pojussald aIe s100[jo paxy A[IvoA [[IIm SUOISSaISAI STO)

suImjey OJr-1s0d pue Suinjay [eniuf uo seguer)) snioadsord Jo 199pH X ORI,

46



	Literature Review and Hypotheses 
	Data and Methodology 
	Data and Initial Prospectus Variables
	Summary Statistics

	The Initial Prospectus 
	Determinants of the Initial Prospectus 
	Evidence of Authorship 
	Effect on Changes in Offer Price 
	Predictability of Initial Returns and Post-Offering Returns 

	Changes in the Prospectus 
	The Determinants of Changes in Prospectus Variables 
	The Effect of Changes in the Prospectus on Initial and Post-IPO Returns 

	Conclusion 

