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THE SIGNIFICANCE OF PRICE-EARNINGS RATIOS ON PORTFOLIO RETURNS

The one-period capital asset pricing model (CAPM) developed by Sharpe
[1964] and elaborated on by Lintner [1965] and Black [1972], asserts that, in
equilibrium, the expected return on any asset equals the risk—free rate plus a
risk premium based on the asset's riskiness relative to the market. A sub-
stantial amount of empirical research substantiates the CAPM's assertion of
market efficiency, i.e. abnormal returns cannot be obtained after adjusting
for risk (see [Fama, 1970] for a review of many of these studies).

Yet other studies challenge the validity of the efficient market hypothe—
sis. One such group contends that low price—earnings (P(E) ratio securities
tend to outperform high P/E stocks. Nicholson [1960, 1968] showed that low
P/E stocks consistently achieved higher returns than high P/E issues.
McWilliams [1966] and Miller and Widmann [1%66] confirmed Nicholson's find-
ings. Breen [1968] also detected higher—than-market returns on low P/E
stocks. In his study he pointed out a potential industry effect due to the
tendency for low P/E securities to cluster in certain industry groups.

But, none of these pioneering studies formally threatened the CAPM's va-
lidity because they neglected to adjust returns for risk. Since the CAPM as-
serts that higher risk warrants higher return, the findings that low P/E
stocks generate higher—than-market returns is not surprising if one believes
that low P/E stocks are riskier than their high P/E counterparts. However,
Basu [1977] mounted a more robust challenge to the CAPM by demonstrating that
low P/E portfolios, on average, earned higher rates of return, even after ad-
justing for risk. The contention that returns on low P/E securities are high-—
er than suggested by the underlying risk violates the foundation of the

CAPM -— thus implying that the CAPM may be misspecified or even false.
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the calculated returns and the estimated risk (beta) is biased downward. Roll
[1980] connected the findings of the above mentioned studies by revealing that
the abnormal returns of small firms could be caused by a significant bias in
the measurement of their betas, which in turn was the result of infrequent
trading. After adjusting for beta bias, abnormal returns no longer existed
for infrequently traded stocks.

Smith [1978] found that risk underestimation was particularly acute when
small trading intervals (such as daily) were used, but as the trading interval
was lengthened, the beta bias tended to disappear. For this study, quarterly
trading intervals are used to overcome the intervaling problem. Also, only
stocks with an average monthly trading volume exceeding iS,OOO shares are in-
cluded in the sample (no selected stock experienced less than 10,000 shares
traded in any single month during the observed time period). The combined ef-
fects of the lengthening of the trading interval, the déletion of small firms,
and the elimination of infrequently traded securities compensates for any
downward beta bias that might otherwise exist.

A final consideration pertains to the effect of industry bias. Some in-
dustries, such as fodd, are typified by low P/E ratio securities. Thus any
broad grouping of stocks in rank order of P/E ratio would most likely enter
proportionately more securities from characteristicallyllow ratio industries
into the lowest P/E category, while virtually ignoring stocks from high P/E
industries. In this manner, most food company stocks, for example, would be
classified into the lowest P/E groups, whereas most electronics stocks (high
P/E's) would be included in the highest ratio categories. Consequently, any
detected return differences among groups might be caused by variances in in-

dustry performance rather than the P/E level.
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This potential bias is eliminated by alternatively analyzing stocks by
industry classification. In this study, securities from the electronics,
paper/container, and food industries are alternatively analyzed. These indus-
tries are selected to provide samples of stocks with higher—than (elgctron-
ics), average (paper/container), and lower—than (food) market price volatili-
ty. The stocks of firms from each individual industry are grouﬁed into P/E
quintiles =- thus all quintiles consist entirely of stocks from a single in-
dustry. Such a grouping permits the returns experienced by low ratio food
stocks, for instance, to be compared to those achieved by high P/E food
stocks. Since, for analysis purposes, all stocks belong to the same industry,

any potential industry bias is eliminated.

The Data

The data for this study is retrieved from the COMPUSTAT data tapes. For-—
ty firms from each of the electronics, paper/container, and food industries
are selected, subject to the following constraints: (i) the fiscal year-end
of the firm is December 31 or quarterly intervals thereof; (ii) the firm's
stock continuously traded from December 31, 1969 to June 30, 1980; (iii) aver-
age monthly trading volume for each stock exceeded 25,000 shares; (iv) the
firm had minimum 1980 net sales of $100 million; and (v) the relevant return,
risk, and accounting data are available. Thus, a total of 120 firms are in-
cluded. Market data is obtained using Standard & Poor's '400' index (S & P
400) and the 91-day Treasury bill interest rate is used as a surrogate for the

risk—-free rate.

Methodology

The P/E ratio of each sample security was computed quarterly from the be-

ginning of 1970 to mid-year 1980 (a total of 42 consecutive quarters). The
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numerator of the ratio is the closing market price per share at the end of the
quarter and the denominator is the sum of the four most recent quarterly earn—
ings per common share (fully diluted before extraordinary items). For pur-
poses pf this study, it is assumed that investors have already anticipated
that quarter's earnings per share amount and have correspondingly acted upon
that information when determining a stock;s price at quarter—-end. This as-—
sumption is substantiated by the findings of Ball and Brown [1968].

The stocks in each industry sample were ranked by P/E magnitude and
grouped into portfolio qu;ntiles. The quarterly returns on each of these
quintiles were then calculated, assuming equal initial investment in each

stock, as follows:

Rq = (Bq = Pq-1 q)/Pq-1

where Rq = the quarterly return (percentage) in quarter q;

o
]

q the market price per share at the end of quarter q;
Dq = the cash dividend paid per common share during quarter qe.

This procedure was repeated at the end of each quarter of the selected
time period (1970 year—begin to mid—year 1980), thus providing 42 quarters of
return data for each of the five P/E portfolios. The composition of each
portfolio was ad justed quarterly to reflect shifts in P/E rankings. Thus, for
example, if a stock's P/E increased beyond the boundaries of its group, that
stock would be "sold" at quarter—end and replaced in the portfolio with the
lowest P/E issue from the next highest category. The "sold" stock would then
advance to a higher P/E group and be "bought” for that portfolio.

The above return calculation formula does not compensate for risk. The
CAPM postulates that, if capital markets are in equilibrium, returns incorpo-
rate a risk premium. When the assumptions of the CAPM are met, a security's

risk premium, i.e. its expected return less the risk-free rate of interest, is







The resultant mean quarterly returns for each quintile are observed to
determine if significant return differences do exist among the various P/E

portfolios. The results are presented and explained in the next section.

Empiriéal Results

Table 1 summarizes the mean quarterly return and risk data for the three
test industries over the experimental period from January 1970 to July 1980
(42 quarters). The data are arranged into five P/E portfolios (1 = lowest

P/E, 2, 3, 4, 5 = highest P/E).

TABLE 1

SUMMARY OF RESULTS
January 1970 - July 1980

Quintile Industry

Industry 1 2 3 4 5 Mean
Electronics

Mean Quarterly Return 9.24 5.45 5.11 2.96 2.21 5.05

Mean Quarterly Return® 8.53  4.71 4,34 2,53 1.86 4,51

Mean P/E Ratio 7.1 10.3 13.4 17.4 25.5 14.7

Mean Beta 1.15 1.12 1.13 1.19 1.29 1.18
Paper/Container

Mean Quarterly Return 5.37 3.40 3.99 2.38 0.94 3.41

Mean Quarterly Return® 5.26 3.29  4.21 2.21  0.83 3.28

Mean P/E Ratio 6.7 8.5 10.2 12. 4 20.2 11.6

Mean Beta 1.02 1.02 1.00 1.03 1.02 1.02
Food ’

Mean Quarterly Return 5.53 3.79 2.70 0.81 0.65 2.83

Mean Quarterly Return® 5.97 4,12 2,97  0.89  0.71 3.04

Mean P/E Ratio 7.2 9.5 11.1 12.8 16.8 11.5

Mean Beta 0.90 0.85 0.86 0.86 0.90 0.87

*Risk—adjusted.

Several observations on the data in Table 1 seem pertinent. First, the
mean industry betas, based on the pooled 1970-1980 quarterly data, differ con-
siderably among the three industries. The electronics industry's average beta

of 1.18 exceeded the paper/container and food industries' mean betas of 1.02




8

and 0.87, respectively. These average betas are compatible with the assump-
tion that the three industries are representative of stocks with greater-—than
(electronics), similar (paper/container), and lower—than (food) market price
variability. Interestingly, in most cases the mean beta did not differ sig-
nificantly among the P/E quintiles for a given industry. For both the paper/
container and food industries, for example, the mean beta was identical for
the lowest and highest P/E groups == thus implying that neither quintile pos=-
sessed more systematic risk than the other. The high P/E electronics group;-
however, did exhibit greater systematic risk (8 = 1.29) than did the low P/E
quintile (B = l.15). Overall, the mean betas reveal that low P/E's are not
associated with more systematic risk than are high P/E's: In fact, just the
opposite conclusion emerges for electronics stocks.

The second observation focuses on the mean quarterly P/E ratios. In each
industry the mean P/E differs significantly across the portfolio quintiles.
The greatest dispersion in P/E's is detected in the electronics industry and
the lowest is observed in the food industry. Thus, a trend emerges —— the
higher the systematic risk of an industry's stocks, the greater the variabili-
ty in those stocks' underlying P/E ratios.

Finally, Table ! reveals important trends in quarterly returns across the
P/E portfolios. For all industries the low P/E portfolid substantially out-=
performed the high ratio portfolio. In fact, with only one exception (quin—
tile 2 in the paper/container industry), the returns decline monotonically as
the portfolio mean ratio increases. However, contrary to the CAPM, the higher
returns experienced by the low P/E portfolio were not characterized by higher
levels of systematic risk. Thus, after adjusting returns for systematic risk
(Treynor's return—to-volatility measure), the same trend persisted, i.e. low

P/E portfolios outperformed high P/E portfolios.
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TABLE 3

RESULTS OF ONE SAMPLE TESTS
SELECTED QUINTILES VERSUS INDUSTRY MEAN

Quintile 1 Quintile 5
Industry Z Significance Z Significance
Electronics 2.4 .01 3.6 .01
Paper/Container 2.4 .01 2.1 .02
Food 2.3 .02 3.0 .01

The final set of tests were designed to examine the significance of the
quintile classification scheme as a whole. First, a nonparametric Chi-Squaré
test for K independent samples was used. The calculated Chi~Square statistic
for each industry indicates that the mean quarterly returns differ signifi-

cantly (.02 level or better) among the P/E quintiles. Table 4 displays these

results.
TABLE 4
RESULTS OF CHI-SQUARE TEST FOR K INDEPENDENT SAMPLES
QUINTILES 1 - 5

Industrz x2 Significance
Electronics 30.0 .02
Paper/Container 37.0 .01
Food 39.3 .01

Also, a parametric one-ﬁéy analysis of variance test is used to check the
significance of the return differences for each of the three industries. The
calculated F~statistic and corresponding significance level (Table 5) confirms
the findings of the Chi-Square test == there is significant return differences
(.01 level) among fhe quintiles for each industry. These statistical results
reinforce the contention that portfolio returns vary inversely with the magni-

tude of the portfolio's average P/E ratio.
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Table 5

RESULTS OF ONE-WAY ANALYSIS OF VARIANCE
QUINTILES 1 = 5

F
Industry Value Significance
Electronics 5.9 .01
Paper/Container 3.7 .01
Food 4,8 .01
CONCLUSIONS

The purpose of this study was to test the validity of the P/E ratio as a
predictor of security returns. An attempt was made to control for three po-
tential sources of return bias: small firm size, infreqdent trading, and in—
dustry effect. The results of every statistical test performed indicated that
the P/E ratio is, in fact, a significant factor related to security returns.
Low P/E industry portfolios tend to outperform high ratio portfolios as well
as the industry mean. Furthermore, as the ratio increases, the returns de-
crease monotonically. The results of the study suggest that excess industry
returns can be achieved by adhering to a low P/E strategy, thus inferring that
the one period CAPM may be an inadequate description of the behavior of capi-

tal markets.




5.

6‘

7.

8.

9.

10.

11.

12,

13.

14,

15.

16.

12

References

Rolf W. Banz, "The Relationship Between Return and Market Value of Common
Stocks,”™ Journal of Financial Economics, 9 (1981), 3-18.

S. Basu, "Investment Performance of Common Stocks in Relation to Their
Price-Earnings Ratios: A Test of the Efficient Market Hypothesis,” Jour-
nal of Finance, June 1977, 663-682.

S. Basu, "The Information Content of Price-Earnings Ratios,” Financial
Management, Summer 1975, 53-64.

Fischer Black, "Capital Market Equilibrium with Restricted Borrowing,"”
Journal of Business, July 1972, 444-455,

William Breen, "Low Price-Earnings Ratios and Industry Relatives,” Fi-
nancial Analysts Journal, July-August 1968, 125-127.

William Breen and Eugene Lerner, "Corporate Financial Strategies and Mar-
ket Measures of Risk and Return,” Journal of Finance, June 1976, 339-351.

Elroy Dimson, "Risk Measurement When Shares Are Subject to Infrequent
Trading,” Journal of Financial Economics, 7 (1979), 197-226.

Eugene F. Fama, "Efficient Capital Markets: A Review of Theory and
Empirical Work,” Journal of Finance, May 1970, 383-417.

John Lintner, "The Valuation of Risky Assets and the Selection of Risky
Investments in Stock Portfolios and Capital Budgets,” Review of Economics
and Statistics, February 1965, 13-37.

James D. McWilliams, "Prices, Earnings, and P-E Ratios,” Financial Ana-

lysts Journal, May-June 1966, 137-142,

Paul F. Miller and Ernest R. Widmann, "Price Performance Outlook for High
and Low P/E Stocks,™ 1966 Stock and Bond Issue, Commercial and Financial
Chronicle, September 29, 1966, 26-28.

Nicholas Molodovsky, "Building A Stock Market Measure - A Case Study,”
Financial Analysts Journal, May-June 1967, 43-46.

Francis Nicholson, "Price Ratios in Relation to Investment Results,” Fi-
nancial Analysts Journal, January-February 1968, 105-109.

Francis Nicholson, "Price—-Earnings Ratios,’
July-August 1960, 43-45,

Financial Analysts Journal,

Marc R. Reinganum, "Misspecification of Capital Asset Pricing,” Journal
of Financial Economics, 9 (1981), 19-46.

Marc R. Reingamum, “Abnormal Returns in Small Firm Portfolios,” Financial
Analysts Journal, March-April 1981, 52-56.




17.

18.

19.

13

Richard Roll, "A Possible Explanation of the Small Firm Effect, Working

Paper, Graduate School of Management, UCLA, October 1980.

William F. Sharpe, "Capital Asset Prices: A Theory of Market Equilibrium
Under Conditions of Risk,” Journal of Finance, September 1964.

K. V. Smith, “The Effect of Intervaling on Estimating Parameters of the
Capital Asset Pricing Model,” Journal of Financial and Quantitative Anal-
ysis, 1978, 313-332.







T Tgyy - mSELL ————GROUP -~ GROUP - ~GROUP ~ GRIUP " GROUP™
_PSRIOD DATE _ DATE __ ONE_ = TWO _ THREE __ FIUR____FIVE |
2575712 76/ 3 "86.15 29436 29237 2376 —17.70

26 76/ 3 78/ 6 6,38  5.27  3.03 3,46  3.79

2776/ 6 TB/ G " Te03 T =abl =478 =L 478,65

28 76/ 9 76712 23,21  5.16  7.09  6.05  =3.44
——2q——T6/12 TTL T 21.16 1s 18" c90 =308 =12:86 —
33 77/ 3 77/ 6 10.63  12.13  10.74  5.35  5.25 |
——31 =77/ 6 ~T7/ 9 ““*“*67}1“W“”“=TU3”“““IY89""‘?8.78”“”35.8T”%
32 77/ 9 77/12 2.2 1,05  9.46 1,47  2.77
a2 T £ Y B R TT L aumtel- T8 Y ol o T RE LT S oV L R
3, 78/ 3 78/ 6 11.81  18.95 12.08  19.24  15.41 |
- 35 - 78/ 6 T8/ 9 o 8.32  hel8  5.76 " B.b6 789
36 78/ 9 78/12 =9.13 -16.30 <-8.65 =3.33 -10.73
37 -T78/12 79/ 3 3442 12,21 ~16.97 10481 ~10.26
38 79/ 3 79/ & 847 .67  3.39  -2.13  1.93
3979/ 6 79/ 9 10.61 11737 11:33 T 9,78 " T 6.56 "
43 797 9 79/12 5.69 .89  2.69 4017  5.03 |
41— 79/12— 80/ 3 ——=6:53 =13, 46 =915 —=14392 —=5ift —
42 33/ 3 80/ 6 20,18 10.68 13.76  3.60 7.85
o et oo e e e e
AVEZAGE PERIOD RETURN 8.53  4.71  4.33 . 2.53  1.86
AVERAGE ANNUAL RETURN 34,13 18,82~ 17.36 —10:11~ 7243 —







— T —gUY o SELL © — - GROUP ~ GROUP -~ GROUP - GRIUP  GROUP -
JTETIO0 DATE _DATE ______ONE_____TWo _ THREE __ FIUR __ FIVE _
=25 CT75/127 76/ 3 50.39 41712 © 31,38 28.48 26,40

26 76/ 3 76/ 6 WA 4,08 -1.51 .26 -8.87
P TE, 6 TT6S G T 388 T 2438~ =5,09 =367 =247 -
28 76/ 9 76712 3.8  9.35  7.90 11,15  9.58
29T T6/12 TP/ 3 T =2.76 3405 -~ =1.97 — =4; 72 — 59,98
33 77/ 3 77/ B 7415 4456 5,86 =5.63 =6.96
----- “31 TS 6TTTT/ 9 T Li13 T T = 8450 T S4032 =12015 =8.74
32 777 9 77/12 12.87  5.14  =.01  2.42  1.5%
33 0 TP/L2 T8/ 3 T =1.21 T =2.5G =433 =705
3, 78/ 3 78/ 6 12.61 20421  6.72 16.25 13.08
35° 78/ 6 78/ 9 22,87 “10.43 16461 “T10:10 16,307
36 78/ 3 78/12 -9.72 14420 <-5.93 =11.76 =18.37
. - 37 78712 79/ °3 22,23 32,35 7 16.38 28,38  16.18
33 79/ 3 79/ 5 6.63 =1.62  5.36 =1.9¢ 18
39 797 6779/ 9 10.95 73,89 ~ 11.63 T 8,16 T2.57
46 79/ 9 79712 =2.75  -7.49  =7.201  =5.39  =4.74
WL 79/127780/ 3 =1,20 =3.95 =779 =13:15 —=12377
42 36/ 3 83/ 6 11,88 15,07 13.09 17.22 16.28
AVESAGE PERIOD RETURN 5.26  3.29  4.21 2,21 .83
AVERAGE “ANNUAL RETURN — 21,03~ 13.16— 16,84~ — 8,83 3,33 —

CCMPCUND BEGINS 69/12 17.80 9.65 14.70 5.57 .03
_COMPOUND BEGINS 70/ 3 18.58 10.82 15.18 6415 .43
COMCOUND BEGINS 70/ 5 22.53 14,22 18.27 9,01 3.11




Appendix C

Food

- BUY  SELL . GROUP _ GROUP _ GROUP _ GRJUP  GROUP _

_PETIOD DATE T DATE - ONS | TWo | THREE _ FauR __EI¥EL

1 89/12 70/ 3 3.73 _ =8.48. _ 1l.l4 2,84 .41
2 70/ 3 70/ 6 -15.22 =21.30 <=22.17 =-19.86 =22.71

370/ 6 70/ 9 __13.22 _13.52 _ 13.76 9.85 __ 11.79 _

4 70/ 9 70/12 . 1G.24 22.56 8.40 15.72  13.29 |

5 74712 71/ 3 34.56 __37.22  11.35 7,39 _1b4.4 Z.A_\,

& 71/ 3 71/ 6 -7.05  1.71  =2.27 - 1.21  =9.20 |

7 71/ 6 T/ 9 2,76 _ =.93 =81  =1,55 _ =4.b4
38 71/ 9 T1/12 -3.55 3. 88 3.77 5.95  =3.43

9 71/12 72/ 3 _4.99  ~-1.69  11.84 =77 _14.93 __

10 72/ 3 72/ 6 “3.42 =6.52 =T.16 =6.64 6.63 |

11 72/ 6 72/ 9. T.31  2.37 =3.45  =.42  =.55

12 72/ 9 T2/12 943 6. 07 8.76 9.13 18.83

13 72/12 73/ 3 =11.82 _ =3.69 _=19.34  =9.81 _=10.37 _
14 73/ 3 73/ 6 “15.71  ~bLe4b =16.20 =13,50 -15.34

15 73/ 6_73/.9 ____ 20.49___ 11,54 16,71 1418 12.89
16 73/ 9 73/12 -8.32 =19.04 =23.63 ~-1b.1b4 =17.70

17 73712 74/.3  19.01 1448 15,09 1.51 .08

18 74/ 3 74/ 6 213.87 -19.18 =11.69 =14.89 k.74

19 74/ 6 T4/ 9 =16.70 _=22.16__=22.77_ 28,47 =37.29
26 T4s 9 TW/12 23.25 16.31 14.32 18.7C  27.82

21 74/12 7S5/ 3 33.62 _ 46,66 __58.11 36,06 _ 18.62 |
22 75/ 3 75/ & 30.56 22,26 14.18 13.538  10.38

23 75/ 6 75/ 9 _=1.31  _ 1.43 _ =8.48 =11.25 -7.39
26 75/ 9 75/12 16.95 19.94  20.71 16,43  12.01




.
D D APED SR D R R R W DD D DD DD D WD DD DD WD DD WD D DD MDD D WD B W WD D

SELL

~_GROUP

GROUP

, guy . _ S
PERICD DATE ~DATE

GRQU®e
ONE

TWO — THREE

GRJIUP

GRQOUP

- FJUR T FIVE

LA A R L T A 2 L X A& 2 L T X B E T R X T T ¥ 2 X R L T X I 1 2 T ¥ T IR X FE L E R E-FIT R R IR AT R Py

__25

L2

AVERAGE PERIOO RETURN
AVESAGE ANNUAL RETURN

75712

76/ 3
767 B
76/ 9

__76/12

777 3
77/_86
77/ 9

787 3

78/ 5

787 9
.rT8rs12
797 3

79/ 9

79712

80s 3

T7/712

79/ 6

76/7.3 .
76/ 6
787 9
76/12
177 3
77/ 6
LTTL 9

77/12
78/ 3 _
78/ 6
78/ 9 __
78/12

L1871 3

79/ 6
.79/ 9_
79712
807 .3

86/ ©

5.97
23.90

4el2

2.97

16450 11,87

_. 24465 8416 . W4.63 _ =2.85 __ 1.57 __
3.58 5.27 9,30 1.87 10.14
6,09  =.50_ 8.74 __3.82_ ___=4.28_ _
S.84 16.37 6427 7.15 5.55
.=3.64 1.09 13 =5.37 __-9.58 __
14.74 - 94 9,27 4e 27 2.96
21435 3469 .15 2,88 _ - -3.86 __
9.87 1.17 -2.80 -2.08 -6.62
53 =1.67  =3.82 =14.20 _ _=4.94
16.23 11.32 14,83 14,01 9,72
... 5863 8425 ___ 65423 5,38 =4.05
470 =18.72 =3,17 =15,34 =13.76
. 12.21 ¢35 L.06 Wbl 5,54
7.76 1.78 5.33 =65 9.35
. 11.85 _ 12.63 6.75 3,87  =1.45
-1.92 1.03 44,13 -2.,05 «64
=35.48 =19,97 =20.15 =14,39 -9,52
21.52 23+ 33 28.81 24498 14.25

+ 89
3.55

71
2.84




The following papers are currently available in the Edwin L. Cox School of
Business Working Paper Series.

79-100

79-101

79-103

80-100

80-101

80-102

80-103

80-104

80-200

80-300

80-301

80-400

80~500

80-600

80-601

80-800

80-801

80-900

80-902

"Microdata File Merging Through Large-Scale Network Technology,"
by Richard s. Barr and J. Scott Turner

"Perceived Environmental Uncertainty: An Individual or Environ-
mental Attribute," by Peter Lorenzi, Henry P. Sims, Jr., and
John W. Slocum, Jr.

"A Typology for Integrating Technology, Organization and Job
Design," by John W. Slocum, Jr., and Henry P. Sims, Jr.

"Implementing the Portfolio (SBU) Concept," by Richard A. Bettis
and William K. Hall

"Assessing Organizational Change Approaches: Towards a Comparative
Typology,"” by Don Hellriegel and John W. Slocum, Jr.

"Constructing a Theory of Accounting--An Axiomatic Approach,"” by
Marvin L. Carlson and James W. Lamb

"Mentors & Managers," by Michael E. McGill

"Budgeting Capital for R&D: An Application of Option Pricing,"”
by John W. Kensinger

"Financial Terms of Sale and Control of Marketing Channel Conflict,”
by Michael Levy and Dwight Grant

"Toward An Optimal Customer Service Package," by Michael Levy

"Controlling the Performance of People in Organizations," by
Steven Kerr and John W. Slocum, Jr.

"The Effects of Racial Composition on Neighborhood Succession,"

by Kerry D. Vandell

"Strategies of Growth: Forms, Characteristics and Returns," by
Richard D. Miller

"Organization Roles, Cognitive Roles, and Problem-Solving Styles,"
by Richard Lee Steckroth, John W. Slocum, Jr., and Henry P. Sims, Jr.

"New Efficient Equations to Compute the Present Value of Mortgage
Interest Payments and Accelerated Depreciation Tax Benefits," by
Elbert B. Greynolds, Jr.

"Mortgage Quality and the Two—-Earner Family: Issues and Estimates,”
by Kerry D. Vandell

"Comparison of the EEOCC Four-Fifths Rule and A One, Two or Three ©
Binomial Criterion,"” by Marion Gross Sobol and Paul Ellard

"Bank Portfolio Management: The Role of Financial Futures," by
Dwight M. Grant and George Hempel

"Hedging Uncertain Foreign Exchange Positions," by Mark R. Eaker
and Dwight M. Grant




80-110

80-111

80-112

80-113

80-114

80-115

80-116

80-117

g80-121

- 80-122

80-123

81-100

81-200

81-201

81-300

81-400

81-500

"Strategic Portfolio Management in the Multibusiness Firm: An
Implementation Status Report," by Richard A. Bettis and William
K. Hall

nsources of Performance Differences in Related and Unrelated
Diversified Firms," by Richard A. Bettis

"The Information Needs of Business With Special Application to
Managerial Decision Making,"” by Paul Gray

"piversification Strategy, Accounting Determined Risk, and Ac-
counting Determined Return," by Richard A. Bettis and William K.
Hall

"Toward Analytically Precise Definitions of Market Value and
Highest and Best Use," by Kerry D. Vandell

v"person-Situation Interaction: An Exploration of Competing
Models of Fit," by William F. Joyce, John W. Slocum, Jr., and
Mary Ann Von Glinow

wcorrelates of Climate Discrepancy," by William F. Joyce and
John Slocum

"alternative Perspectives on Neighborhood Decline," by Arthur
P. Solomon and Kerry D. Vvandell

"project Abandonment as a Put Option: Dealing with the Capital
Investment Decision and Operating Risk Using Option Pricing
Theory," by John W. Kensinger

"The Interrelationships Between Banking Returns and Risks," by
George H. Hempel

"The Environment For Funds Management Decisions In Coming Years,"
by George H. Hempel :

"p Test of Gouldner's Norm of Reciprocity In A Commercial Marketing
Research Setting," by Roger Kerin, Thomas Barry, and Alan Dubinsky

"Solution Strategies and Algorithm Behavior in Large-Scale Network
Codes,” by Richard S. Barr

"The SMU Decision Room Project," by Paul Gray, Julius Aronofsky,
Nancy W. Berry, Olaf Helmer, Gerald R. Kane, and Thomas E. Perkins

"Cash Discounts To Retail Customers: An Alternative To Credit Card v
Performance," by Michael Levy and Charles Ingene

"Merchandising Decisions: A New View of Planning and Measuring
Performance," by Michael Levy and Charles A. Ingene

"A Methodoclogy For The Formulation And Evaluation Of Energy Goals
And Policy Alternatives For Israel," by Julius Aronofsky, Reuven
Karni, and Harry Tankin



81-501

81-600

81-601

81-700

81-800

81-801

81-900

81-110

81-111

81-112

"Job Redesign: Improving The Quality of Working Life,"” by John W.
Slocum, Jr.

"Managerial Uncertainty and Performance," by H. Kirk Downey and
John W. Slocum, Jr.

"Compensating Balance, Rationality, and Optimality," by Chun H.

' Lam and Kenneth J. Boudreaux

"Federal Income Taxes, Inflation and Holding Periods For Income-
Producing Property," by William B. Brueggeman, Jeffrey D. Fisher,
and Jerrold J. Stern

"The Chinese-U.S. Symposium On Systems Analysis," by Paul Gray
and Burton V. Dean

"The Sensitivity of Policy Elasticities to the Time Period Examined
in the St. Louis Equation and Other Tests," by Frank J. Bonello and
William R. Reichenstein

"Forecasting Industrial Bond Rating Changes: A Multivariate Model,"
by John W. Peavy, III

"Improving Gap Management As A Technigque For Reducing Interest Rate
Risk," by Donald G. Simonson and George H. Hempel

"The Visible and Invisible Hand: Source Allocation in the Industrial
Sector," by Richard A. Bettis and C. K. Prahalad

"The Significance of Price-Earnings Ratios on Portfolio Returns," by
John W. Peavy, III and David A. Goodman



	The Significance of Price-Earnings Ratios on Portfolio Returns
	81_112_000
	81_112_001
	81_112_002
	81_112_003
	81_112_004
	81_112_005
	81_112_007
	81_112_008
	81_112_009
	81_112_010
	81_112_011
	81_112_012
	81_112_013
	81_112_014
	81_112_015
	81_112_016
	81_112_017
	81_112_018
	81_112_019
	81_112_020
	81_112_021
	81_112_022

