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Modigliani et Miller
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la théorie de bénéfice d’exploitation
D

L=—
CP

1 .
Ibid; p237.

98 U 2005« pae &y puiSuYl i jlaall sliia 2 Anhall (S Hal gl JS 8 Cpaal) KA el ) e g2 2

322uam)53d.\.m@)aseﬁ\)\dkM\&éhﬁmé}hﬂ\E‘

57



1000 083 Gan g ya «lS 8l Jy el JSa 6 Gl KA ol ) rie g2 !

58



ol Rals
Judl

v

D/CP

.104

.Modigliani et Miller

la théorie classique(traditionnelle)

! Cohen. E; Op.cit, 237.

59



1
LD
CP
( )
2: L Ko
Ko (0<L<L,4
L>L,
L,
Kd = Kd (L )

! Barreau. J et Delahaye. J; Op.cit, p156 .
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Modigliani et Miller
Modigliani et Miller
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Jensen et Meckling 1976

'LY-BARO Fatimata; Structure financiére de 1’entreprise, éd Economica, paris,2002, p 29.

% Van Caillie Didier; Etude longitudinale de la structure financiére des petite ou Moyennes Entreprise belges
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¥ Goldfield —Quant

[DataSet1] E:\test de homoscedaticity+ secteur public
1- total dettes

01

Variables Entered/Removed®

Model

Variables Entered

Variables Removed

Method

1

transport, rentabilité, commerce, frais financiére, taill®

.|Enter

a. All requested variables entered.

b. Dependent Variable: total dettes

Model Summaryb

Model

R

R

Square

Adjusted R

Square

Std. Error of

the Estimate

Change Statistics

R Square
Change

F

Change | dfl | df2

Sig. F
Change

Durbin-

Watson

1

,877°

,769

,673

,12138863427

,769

8,007 5| 12

,002

2,704

a. Predictors: (Constant), transport, rentabilité, commerce, frais

financiere, taille

b. Dependent Variable: total dettes

ANOVA"

Model

Sum of Squares

df

Mean Square

Sig.

Regression

,590

5

,118

8,007

,002%

Residual

177

12

,015

Total

, 767

17

a. Predictors: (Constant), transport, rentabilité, commerce, frais financiere, taille

b. Dependent Variable: total dettes

[DataSetl] E: \ test de homoscedaticity+ secteur public

Variables Entered/Removed”®

Model

Variables Entered

Variables Removed

Method

1

transport, frais financiére, taille, commerce, rentabilité *

.|Enter

a. All requested variables entered.

b. Dependent Variable: total dettes
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Model Summaryb

Change Statistics
R Adjusted R [ Std. Error of | R Square Sig. F Durbin-
Model] R | Square Square the Estimate Change F Change|dfi|df2| Change Watson
1 , 1291898370
,912%[,832 , 762 5 ,832 11,884| 5| 12|,000 2,162
a. Predictors: (Constant), transport, frais financiere, taille,
commerce, rentabilité
b. Dependent Variable: total dettes
ANOVA®
Model Sum of Squares df Mean Square F Sig.
1 Regression ,992 5 ,198 11,884 ,000*
Residual ,200 12 ,017
Total 1,192 17
a. Predictors: (Constant), transport, frais financiere, taille, commerce, rentabilité
b. Dependent Variable: total dettes
[DataSetl] E:\ test de homoscedaticity+ secteur public
2- dette long terme
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a. All requested variables entered.
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Modell R |Square Square the Estimate Change |F Change| dfL | df2 | Change Watson
1 ,829%(,688 ,621 ,10595983443|,688 10,278 3| 14],001 2,426

a. Predictors: (Constant), indus agro alimenta, commerce, frais

financiere

b. Dependent Variable: dette long

terme
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ANOVAP

Model Sum of Squares df Mean Square F Sig.
1 Regression ,346 3 ,115 10,278 ,001°
Residual ,157 14 ,011
Total ,503 17

a. Predictors: (Constant), indus agro alimenta, commerce, frais financiére
b. Dependent Variable: dette long terme

[DataSet1] E:\ test de homoscedaticity+ secteur public

Variables Entered/Removed®

Model Variables Entered Variables Removed Method

1 indus agro alimenta, commerce, frais financiere .|Enter

a. All requested variables entered.

b. Dependent Variable: dette long terme

Model Summary®

Change Statistics

R Adjusted R | Std. Error of Sig. F Durbin-

R Square
Model] R |[Square Square the Estimate Change F Change | df1 |df2| Change Watson

1 a , 1368936616
,728% 1,530 429 ; ,530 5,263| 3| 14|,012 2,314

a. Predictors: (Constant), indus agro alimenta, commerce, frais
financiere

b. Dependent Variable: dette long

terme
ANOVA®
Model Sum of Squares df Mean Square F Sig.
1 Regression ,296 3 ,099 5,263 ,012%
Residual ,262 14 ,019
Total ,558 17

a. Predictors: (Constant), indus agro alimenta, commerce, frais financiére

b. Dependent Variable: dette long terme
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[DataSet1] E:\ test de homoscedaticity+ secteur public

Variables Entered/Removed®

Model Variables Entered Variables Removed Method
1 services, croissance ? .|Enter
a. All requested variables entered.
b. Dependent Variable: dette court terme
3- dette court terme
Model Summaryb
Change Statistics
R Adjusted R | Std. Error of R Square Sig. F Durbin-
Model| R | Square Square the Estimate Change F Change | df1 | df2| Change Watson
1 ,0193884918
,615% |,378 ,282 5 ,378 3,945 2| 13|,046 1,933
a. Predictors: (Constant), services, croissance
b. Dependent Variable: dette court
terme
ANOVA®
Model Sum of Squares df Mean Square F Sig.
1 Regression ,003 2 ,001 3,945 ,046%
Residual ,005 13 ,000
Total ,008 15
a. Predictors: (Constant), services, croissance
b. Dependent Variable: dette court terme
[DataSet1] E:\ test de homoscedaticity+ secteur puplique
Variables Entered/Removed”
Model Variables Entered Variables Removed Method
1 services, croissance 2 .|Enter

a. All requested variables entered.

b. Dependent Variable: dette court terme
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Model Summaryb

Change Statistics
R Adjusted R | Std. Error of | R Square Sig. F Durbin-
Model] R |Square Square the Estimate Change F Change | dfL [df2| Change Watson
1 ,0224088752
,625% (,390 ,296 4 ,390 4,156 2| 13/,040 1,211
a. Predictors: (Constant), services, croissance
b. Dependent Variable: dette court
terme
ANOVA"®
Model Sum of Squares df Mean Square F Sig.
1 Regression ,004 2 ,002 4,156 ,040%
Residual ,007 13 ,001
Total ,011 15

a. Predictors: (Constant), services, croissance

b. Dependent Variable: dette court terme
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( ) ¥ Goldfield —Quant :02

[DataSet3] E:\ test de homoscedaticity +secteur prive.
-1- total dettes

Variables Entered/Removed”®

Model Variables Entered Variables Removed Method

1 transport, garanties, taille, risque .|Enter

a. All requested variables entered.

b. Dependent Variable: total dettes

Model Summaryb

Change Statistics

R Adjusted R | Std. Error of R Square Sig. F Durbin-
Model] R [ Square Square the Estimate Change F Change | dfl [ df2 [ Change Watson

1 a ,08529585583
,800° |,640 ,583 4 ,640 11,117 4| 25{,000 2,591

a. Predictors: (Constant), transport, garanties, taille,

risque

b. Dependent Variable: total dettes

ANOVA®
Model Sum of Squares df Mean Square F Sig.
1 Regression ,324 4 ,081 11,117 ,000%
Residual ,182 25 ,007
Total ,505 29

a. Predictors: (Constant), transport, garanties, taille, risque
b. Dependent Variable: total dettes
[DataSet3] E:\ test de homoscedaticity +secteur privé

Variables Entered/Removed”®

Model Variables Entered Variables Removed Method

1 transport, garanties, taille, risque ® .|Enter

a. All requested variables entered.

b. Dependent Variable: total dettes
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Model Summary®

Change Statistics
R Adjusted R | Std. Errorof | g Square Sig. F Durbin-
Model] R |Square Square the Estimate Change F Change| dfl | df2 | Change Watson
1 ,0875346489
,682° (465 ,380 o1 ,465 5,436 4 25],003 1,999
a. Predictors: (Constant), transport, garanties,
taille, risque
b. Dependent Variable: total dettes
ANOVA®
Model Sum of Squares df Mean Square F Sig.
1 Regression 167 4 ,042 5,436 ,003%
Residual ,192 25 ,008
Total ,358 29
a. Predictors: (Constant), transport, garanties, taille, risque
b. Dependent Variable: total dettes
[DataSet4] E:\ test de homoscedaticity +secteur privé
2- dette long terme
Variables Entered/Removed”
Model Variables Entered Variables Removed Method
1 transport, croissance, taille, rentabilité # .|Enter
a. All requested variables entered.
b. Dependent Variable: dette long terme
Model Summaryb
Change Statistics
R Adjusted R [ Std. Errorof [ g Square Sig. F Durbin-
Model] R |Square Square the Estimate Change F Change | dfL | df2 | Change Watson
1 a ,0358141470
,751% |,564 ,485 97 ,564 7,122 4| 22],001 2,542

a. Predictors: (Constant), transport, croissance, taille, rentabilité

b. Dependent Variable: dette long

terme
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ANOVA"

Model Sum of Squares df Mean Square F Sig.
1 Regression ,037 4 ,009 7,122 ,001%
Residual ,028 22 ,001
Total ,065 26
a. Predictors: (Constant), transport, croissance, taille, rentabilité
b. Dependent Variable: dette long terme
[DataSet4] E:\ test de homoscedaticity +secteur privé
Variables Entered/Removed”
Model Variables Entered Variables Removed Method
1 transport, taille, croissance, rentabilité # .|Enter
a. All requested variables entered.
b. Dependent Variable: dette long terme
Model Summaryb
Change Statistics
R Adjusted R | Std. Error of R Square Sig. F Durbin-
Model] R |Square Square the Estimate Change F Change | dfl | df2| Change Watson
1 ,0361823588
,770%|,593 ,519 00 ,593 8,016 4] 22{,000 1,894
a. Predictors: (Constant), transport, taill, croissance, rentabilité
b. Dependent Variable: dette long
terme
ANOVA"®
Model Sum of Squares df Mean Square F Sig.
1 Regression ,042 4 ,010 8,016 ,000%
Residual ,029 22 ,001
Total ,071 26

a. Predictors: (Constant), transport, taille, croissance, rentabilité

b. Dependent Variable: dette long terme
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[DataSet2]/ test de homoscedaticity +secteur prive

3- dette court terme

Variables Entered/Removed”®

Model Variables Entered Variables Removed Method
1 hétellerie, garanties, taill® .|Enter
a. All requested variables entered.
b. Dependent Variable: dette court terme
Model Summary®
Change Statistics
Mode R Adjusted R | Std. Error of R Square F Sig. F Durbin-
I R | Square Square the Estimate Change Change |dfL| df2 | Change Watson
1 ,645 ,03527527051
R ,416 ,346 8 416 5942 3| 25,003 2,055
a. Predictors: (Constant), hotellerie, garanties, taille
b. Dependent Variable: dette court
terme
ANOVA®
Model Sum of Squares df Mean Square F Sig.
1 Regression ,022 3 ,007 5,942 ,003?
Residual ,031 25 ,001
Total ,053 28
a. Predictors: (Constant), hotellerie, garanties, taille
b. Dependent Variable: dette court terme
[DataSet2]/ test de homoscedaticity +secteur privé
Variables Entered/Removed”
Model Variables Entered Variables Removed Method
1 hétellerie, taille, garanties .|Enter

a. All requested variables entered.

b. Dependent Variable: dette court terme
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Model Summary®

Change Statistics
R Adjusted R | Std. Errorof | R Square Sig. F Durbin-
Model] R |Square Square the Estimate Change F Change| dfL [ df2 | Change Watson
1 a ,0468254010
,605" |,366 ,290 - ,366 4,811 3| 25|,009 2,019
a. Predictors: (Constant), hotellerie, taille,
garanties
b. Dependent Variable: dette court
terme
ANOVA"®
Model Sum of Squares df Mean Square F Sig.
1 Regression ,032 3 011 4,811 ,009%
Residual ,055 25 ,002
Total ,086 28

a. Predictors: (Constant), hotellerie, taille, garanties

b. Dependent Variable: dette court terme
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ONEWAY TD BY TD2
/IMISSING ANALYSIS.

Oneway

[DataSet6] E:\T tes\ANOV A+ secteur public

One Way ANOVA

:03

ANOVA
TD
Sum of Squares df Mean Square Sig.
Between Groups ,000 1 ,000 ,010 ,923
Within Groups 2,456 52 ,047
Total 2,456 53
ONEWAY TD BY TD2
IMISSING ANALYSIS.
Oneway
[DataSet6] E:\T test\ ANOV A + secteur public
ANOVA
TD
Sum of Squares df Mean Square Sig.
Between Groups ,001 1 ,001 ,021 ,884
Within Groups 2,804 66 ,042
Total 2,805 67
ONEWAY DLT BY DLT2
/IMISSING ANALYSIS.
Oneway
[DataSet6] E:\T test\ANOV A + secteur public
ANOVA
DLT
Sum of Squares df Mean Square Sig.
Between Groups ,000 1 ,000 ,009 ,925
Within Groups ,901 52 ,017
Total ,901 53
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ONEWAY DLT BY DLT2
/MISSING ANALYSIS.

Oneway

[DataSet6] E:\T test\ANOVA + secteur public

ANOVA
DLT
Sum of Squares df Mean Square F Sig.
Between Groups ,000 1 ,000 ,012 ,912
Within Groups ,986 66 ,015
Total ,986 67
ONEWAY DCT BY DCT2
IMISSING ANALYSIS.
Oneway
[DataSet9] E:\T test\ secteur public.sav
ANOVA
DCT
Sum of Squares df Mean Square F Sig.
Between Groups ,000 1 ,000 ,054 ,817
Within Groups ,012 48 ,000
Total ,012 49
ONEWAY DCT BY DCT2
IMISSING ANALYSIS.
Oneway
[DataSet9] E:\T test\ secteur public.sav
ANOVA
DCT
Sum of Squares df Mean Square F Sig.
Between Groups ,000 1 ,000 ,184 ,669
Within Groups ,013 60 ,000
Total ,013 61
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One Way ANOVA :04
ONEWAY DT BY DT2
/MISSING ANALYSIS.
Oneway
[DataSet3] E:\T test\secteur privé .sav
ANOVA
DT
Sum of Squares df Mean Square Sig.
Between Groups ,002 1 ,002 ,181 ,672
Within Groups ,970 88 ,011
Total 972 89
ONEWAY DT2 BY DT3
/MISSING ANALYSIS.
Oneway
[DataSet3] E:\T test\secteur privé .sav
ANOVA
DT
Sum of Squares df Mean Square Sig.
Between Groups ,001 1 ,001 ,094 , 760
Within Groups 1,123 110 ,010
Total 1,124 111
ONEWAY DLT BY DLT2
IMISSING ANALYSIS.
Oneway
[DataSetl] E:\T test\secteur privé .sav
ANOVA
DLT
Sum of Squares df Mean Square Sig.
Between Groups ,000 1 ,000 ,024 877
Within Groups ,175 80 ,002
Total 175 81
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ONEWAY DLT BY DLT2
IMISSING ANALYSIS.
Oneway

[DataSet1] E:\T test\secteur privé .sav

ANOVA
DLT
Sum of Squares df Mean Square Sig.
Between Groups ,000 1 ,000 ,025 874
Within Groups ,235 100 ,002
Total ,235 101
ONEWAY DCT BY DCT2
/IMISSING ANALYSIS.
Oneway
[DataSet4] E:\T test\ secteur privé .sav
ANOVA
DCT
Sum of Squares df Mean Square Sig.
Between Groups ,000 1 ,000 ,231 ,632
Within Groups ,113 84 ,001
Total ,113 85
ONEWAY DCT BY DCT2
IMISSING ANALYSIS.
Oneway
[DataSet4] E:\T test\ secteur privé.sav
ANOVA
DCT2
Sum of Squares df Mean Square F Sig.
Between Groups ,000 1 ,000 ,152 ,698
Within Groups ,120 106 ,001
Total 121 107
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T :05
T-TEST PAIRS=TD WITH PRE_1 (PAIRED)
/CRITERIA=CI(.9500)
IMISSING=ANALYSIS.
T-Test
[DataSet2] E:\T test\secteur public .sav
Paired Samples Statistics
Mean N Std. Deviation Std. Error Mean
Pair 1 total dettes ,2121390393 27 ,24709661463 ,04755376566
Unstandardized Predicted Value ,2179186 27 ,18273958 ,03516825
Paired Samples Correlations
N Correlation Sig.
Pair 1 total dettes & Unstandardized Predicted
27 ,789 ,000
Value
Paired Samples Test
Paired Differences
95% Confidence Interval of the Sig.
Std. Std. Error Difference (2-
Mean Deviation Mean Lower Upper t df |tailed)
Pair |total dettes - -
1,52449222| 2,9338866| -6,608645 5,4527355
1 Unstandardized |5,779547939 -,197| 26| ,845
621E-1| 5727E-2| 18763E-2 9969E-2
Predicted Value 65E-3

T-TEST PAIRS=TD WITH PRE_1 (PAIRED)
ICRITERIA=CI(.9500)

IMISSING=ANALYSIS.

T-Test

[DataSet2] E:\T test\ secteur public .sav

Paired Samples Statistics

Mean N Std. Deviation Std. Error Mean
Pair 1 total dettes ,1830705513 34 ,22858867691 ,03920263467
Unstandardized Predicted Value , 1903928 34 , 18085757 ,03101682
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Paired Samples Correlations
N Correlation Sig.
Pair 1 total dettes & Unstandardized Predicted
34 ,783 ,000
Value
Paired Samples Test
Paired Differences
95% Confidence
Interval of the
Std. Std. Error Difference Sig. (2-
Mean Deviation Mean Lower Upper df | tailed)
Pair |total dettes — 4,22993
-7,322211930| 1,4221617| 2,4389873| -5,694378
1 Unstandardized 582293E|-,300| 33 , 766
34E-3 7441E-1| 2154E-2| 20900E-2
Predicted Value -2

T-TEST PAIRS=DLT WITH PRE_1 (PAIRED)

ICRITERIA=CI(.9500)
IMISSING=ANALYSIS.

T-Test

[DataSet2] E:\T test\ secteur public .sav

Paired Samples Statistics

Mean N Std. Deviation Std. Error Mean
Pair 1 dette long terme , 1354157988 27 ,14812796045 ,02850723928
Unstandardized Predicted Value , 1320287 27 ,11268348 ,02168595
Paired Samples Correlations
N Correlation Sig.
Pair 1 dette long terme & Unstandardized
Predicted Value 27 640 ,000
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Paired Samples Test

Paired Differences

95% Confidence Interval
Std. | Std. Error of the Difference Sig. (2-
Mean |Deviation| Mean Lower Upper t df tailed)
Pair |dette long terme -
,003387|,1152241|,02217489| -4,2194021| 4,89682624
1 Unstandardized ,153 26 ,880
12030 1576 142 8105E-2 015E-2
Predicted Value

T-TEST PAIRS=DLT WITH PRE_1 (PAIRED)

/CRITERIA=CI(.9500)
/IMISSING=ANALYSIS.

T-Test
[DataSet3] E:\T test\ secteur public .sav
Paired Samples Statistics
Mean N Std. Deviation Std. Error Mean
Pair 1 dette long terme ,1192859904 34 , 13755788474 ,02359098261
Unstandardized Predicted
,1225890 34 , 10469378 ,01795484
Value
Paired Samples Correlations
N Correlation Sig.
Pair 1 dette long terme & Unstandardized
Predicted Value 34 ,651 ,000
Paired Samples Test
Paired Differences
95% Confidence Interval Sig.
Std. Error of the Difference (2-
Mean Std. Deviation Mean Lower Upper t df |tailed)
Pair |dette long terme -
) -3,3030048 1,05574401| 1,81058605| -4,0139655| 3,353364
1 Unstandardized -,182| 33,856
) 5980E-3 998E-1 699E-2 1628E-2| 54432E-2
Predicted Value

T-TEST PAIRS=DCT WITH PRE_1 (PAIRED)

/CRITERIA=CI(.9500)
IMISSING=ANALYSIS.
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T-Test

[DataSet1] E:\T test\ secteur public .sav

Paired Samples Statistics
Mean Std. Deviation Std. Error Mean
Pair 1 dette court terme ,0118642891 25 ,02031787227 ,00406357445
Unstandardized Predicted Value ,0108101 25 ,00989963 ,00197993
Paired Samples Correlations
N Correlation Sig.
Pair 1 dette court terme & Unstandardized
Predicted Value 25 391 ,053
Paired Samples Test
Paired Differences
95% Confidence Interval of Sig.
Std. Std. Error the Difference (2-
Mean Deviation Mean Lower Upper t df |tailed)
Pair |dette court terme -
. ,001054224|,018797856|,003759571| -6,7051489 8,8135984
1 Unstandardized ,280| 24| ,782
) 77 28 26 3459E-3 7891E-3
Predicted Value

T-TEST PAIRS=DCT WITH PRE_1 (PAIRED)
/CRITERIA=CI(.9500)

IMISSING=ANALYSIS.
T-Test
[DataSetl] E:\T test\ secteur public .sav

Paired Samples Statistics

Mean N Std. Deviation Std. Error Mean
Pair 1 dette court terme ,0098000335 31 ,01870636578 ,00335976248
Unstandardized Predicted Value
,0114278 31 ,00976524 ,00175389
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Paired Samples Correlations
N Correlation Sig.
Pair 1 dette court terme & Unstandardized
Predicted Value 31 324 ,075
Paired Samples Test
Paired Differences
95% Confidence Interval of Sig.
Std. Error the Difference (2-
Mean Std. Deviation Mean Lower Upper t df |tailed)
Pair |dette court terme -
. -1,6278042 1,8079330| 3,2471435| -8,2593562 5,00374
1 Unstandardized -501| 30| ,620
) 8939E-3 3819E-2| 9369E-3 1243E-3 763365E-3
Predicted Value
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T-TEST PAIRS=TD WITH PRE_1 (PAIRED)
ICRITERIA=CI(.9500)

/MISSING=ANALYSIS.

T-Test

[DataSet6] E:\T test\secteur privé .sav

:06

Paired Samples Statistics

Mean N Std. Deviation Std. Error Mean
Pair 1 total dettes ,06479885991 45 ,117923808395 ,017579043449
Unstandardized Predicted Value ,0742047 45 ,09016582 ,01344113
Paired Samples Correlations
N Correlation Sig.
Pair 1 total dettes & Unstandardized Predicted
45 , 753 ,000
Value
Paired Samples Test
Paired Differences
95% Confidence Interval
Std. Std. Error of the Difference Sig. (2-
Mean Deviation Mean Lower Upper t df tailed)
Pair |total dettes - - -
) 7,76657392| 1,15777248 1,39275506
1 Unstandardized | 9,40582057 3,27391917 -,812 44 421
0987E-2 2640E-2 2706E-2
Predicted Value 3901E-3 7486E-2

T-TEST PAIRS=TD WITH PRE_1 (PAIRED)

ICRITERIA=CI(.9500)

IMISSING=ANALYSIS.

T-Test

[DataSet6] E:\T test\secteur privé .sav

Paired Samples Statistics

Mean N Std. Deviation Std. Error Mean
Pair 1 total dettes ,06638533787 56(,113829287400 ,015211078358
Unstandardized Predicted Value |,0729223 56(,08556535 ,01143415
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Paired Samples Correlations

N Correlation Sig.
Pair 1 total dettes & Unstandardized Predicted
56,690 ,000
Value
Paired Samples Test
Paired Differences
95% Confidence Interval
Std. Std. Error of the Difference Sig. (2-
Mean Deviation Mean Lower Upper t df | tailed)
Pair 1 |total dettes - 1,1056040
. -6,563691222| 8,2735833 -2,8693713| 1,5619888
Unstandardized -591| 55| 557
. 0188E-3| 46740E-2 11242E-2| 67204E-2
Predicted Value 0158E-2

T-TEST PAIRS=DLT WITH PRE_1 (PAIRED)
ICRITERIA=CI(.9500)

IMISSING=ANALYSIS.
T-Test

[DataSet4] E:\T test\secteur privé .sav

Paired Samples Statistics

Mean N Std. Deviation Std. Error Mean
Pair 1 dette long terme ,03230450122 41 ,055967925601 ,008740721486
Unstandardized Predicted Value ,0306957 41 ,03515054 ,00548959
Paired Samples Correlations
N Correlation Sig.
Pair 1 dette long terme & Unstandardized
Predicted Value 41 ,619 ,000
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Paired Samples Test

Paired Differences

95% Confidence Interval of
Std. Std. Error the Difference Sig. (2-
Mean Deviation Mean Lower Upper t df tailed)
Pair 1|dette long terme - -
. ,0016087| ,04394338|,006862803 1,54790316
Unstandardized 1,226145364 234 40 ,816
. 89000 1482 196 4871E-2
Predicted Value 803E-2

T-TEST PAIRS=DLT WITH PRE_1 (PAIRED)

ICRITERIA=CI(.9500)

IMISSING=ANALYSIS.
T-Test
[DataSet4] E:\T test\secteur privé. sav

Paired Samples Statistics
Mean N Std. Deviation Std. Error Mean
Pair 1 dette long terme ,03517254957 51 ,058350186282 ,008170660375
Unstandardized Predicted Value ,0336473 51 ,03600615 ,00504187
Paired Samples Correlations
N Correlation Sig.
Pair 1 dette long terme & Unstandardized
Predicted Value 51 ,649 ,000
Paired Samples Test
Paired Differences
95% Confidence Interval of
Std. | Std. Error the Difference Sig. (2-
Mean | Deviation Mean Lower Upper t df tailed)
Pair |dette long terme - -
. ,0015252| ,0444392| ,00622274 1,402397560
1 Unstandardized 1,097350779 ,245 50 ,807
. 33907 54361 0283 525E-2
Predicted Value 037E-2
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T-TEST PAIRS=DCT WITH PRE_1 (PAIRED)
ICRITERIA=CI(.9500)

IMISSING=ANALYSIS.

T-Test
[DataSet7] E:\T test\ secteur privé .sav
Paired Samples Statistics
Mean N Std. Deviation Std. Error Mean
Pair 1 dette court terme ,01581550939 43 ,046336795970 ,007066295139
Unstandardized Predicted Value ,0196130 43 ,02313002 ,00352729
Paired Samples Correlations
N Correlation Sig.
Pair 1 dette court terme & Unstandardized
Predicted Value 43 ,498 ,001
Paired Samples Test
Paired Differences
95% Confidence Interval
Std. Std. Error of the Difference Sig. (2-
Mean Deviation Mean Lower Upper t df | tailed)
Pair 1 |dette court terme -
- Unstandardized | -3,797521817|4,01728591| 6,12630358| 1,616090| 8,56585935512 620 42 539
Predicted Value 4615E-2|  5961E-3 2 8E-3| ’
99035E-2

T-TEST PAIRS=DCT WITH PRE_1 (PAIRED)
/CRITERIA=CI(.9500)

/IMISSING=ANALYSIS.

T-Test

[DataSet7] E:\T test\ secteur privé .sav

Paired Samples Statistics

Mean N Std. Deviation Std. Error Mean
Pair 1 dette court terme ,01347312903 54 ,041563546782 ,005656082306
Unstandardized Predicted Value ,0159995 54 ,02331518 ,00317279
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Paired Samples Correlations

N Correlation Sig.
Pair 1 dette court terme & Unstandardized Predicted Value
54 ,481 ,000
Paired Samples Test
Paired Differences
95% Confidence Interval of
Std. Std. Error the Difference Sig. (2-
Mean Deviation Mean Lower Upper t df tailed)
Pair 1 |dette court terme -
Unstandardized | -2:2263900| 3,6581860| 4,97816067| -1,2511315 7,4585358 507 53 614
Predicted Value 14043E-3| 56966E-2 9850E-3| 86170E-2 33613E-3
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