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ABSTRACT

This study sought to examine effect of dividendiggobn value of firms listed at NSE.
The study reviewed the Modigliani and Miller dividk irrelevance model, the bird in
hand theory, the signaling theory and the ageneprihto explain the concepts of
dividend policy and firm value. To answer the reskaquestion the study used a
guantitative research design. Study population ecmag of 65 firms listed at NSE as at
31/12/2015. This study used secondary data exttactem the listed firms financial
statements for a period of 5 years from the 202D15. Data analysis was carried out
using correlation and regression analysis usingtagéstical Package for Social Sciences
(SPSS) version 21. The study findings establishatthat dividend payout and firm size
significantly and positively influences firm’s vauThe study also found that the timing
of payment of dividends and the mode of dividengnpent positively influences value of
the firm while debt ratio negatively influences thalue of the firm an indication that
increase in debt levels reduces the value of time. fThe study concluded that dividend
policy is relevant and affects firm’'s value posiliy such that an increase in dividends
increases firm’s value and vice versa. The studpmamended that manager of listed
firms should develop effective dividend payout p@s to ensure that their firms pay out
dividends to enhance the value of their companies.
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CHAPTER ONE: INTRODUCTION

1.1 Background of the Study

Dividends entail the circulation of earnings in tleal assets to the stockholders of the
company in a fraction to their ownership (ModoranGreja, 2013). In most cases,
dividends are paid within the current profits abhd@mne point; they are paid from general
services. They involve the payment with cash andgorgnally known as cash dividend.
The other option that is always available to a fdamearning circulation is by issue of
bonus, which is additional to cash dividend (AdefiDladipo & Adeoti, 2010). Dividend
payment is one of the main stock return comporeshareholders, and through dividend
payment, a company is able to send a signal tostov® that its well complying with

good practices of corporate governance (Lashgah&adi, 2014).

The distribution of the dividend by company managetmis the main duty to
stockholders and in that case ranks as one ofighdisant company decisions (Inyiama
& Ugah, 2015). Many businesses pay bonus to theokblolders as an income or return
for the currency they invest in the corporationy@lsl, 2005). Dividend choice being the
important monetary conclusions of a business it atmost discussed subject in the
world. There are broad works, philosophies, as waslimodels for aiding dividend
decisions. Discussions have concentrated on if 1884dend disbursement proportion
or 100% preservation percentage or the mixture iaflend disbursement as well as
retention is optimal dividend verdict that influenthe value of the company as well as

shareholder’s return (Al- Hasan, Asaduzzaman & iaé013).



The dividend rule decisions of businesses are thm mwomponent of company policy.
Dividend policy is the most multifaceted featur@s aconomics. The realism is that
dividend policy is more usually a tool of prospegmirculation than it is a tool of wealth
formation (Priya & Nimalathasan, 2013). Neverths]edividend policy is the most
exciting subjects of modern monetary economics.dystin to dividend policy has
indicated that not only that overall philosophydofidend policy remains indefinable, but
also company dividend practice varies overtime betwcompanies as well as across
countries (Botchwey, 2014). The dividend decisians significant for the reason that
they determine the disbursement received by shilefsoas well as the funds reserved

by the company for investment (Kibet et al., 2010).

Most firms do consider dividend policy as a crudakision since it aids the firm in
deciding what the firm should give to its shareleoddand what the firm should re-invest
in the business (llie, 2012). The difficult taskfes a firm is actually to try to balance
what it is going to pay to shareholders as thedéind and what the firm should retain
and invest in other profitable projects. Conversiowisdom affirms that a dividend
policy that is well managed has an impact on the'§ share price and shareholders’

wealth (Inyiama, Okwo & Inyiama, 2015).

1.1.1 Dividend Policy
Dividend policy indicates the disbursement poligshich directors follow in making
decision of the pattern as well as size of caslplyufp stockholders over a particular

time (Kapoor, 2009). Dividend policy is a companyslicy focusing on paying out



salaries as dividend against retaining them foestment back in the company. It is the
section of profit between expenditures to stockéiddas well as reinvestment in the
company (Lashgari & Ahmadi, 2014). A dividend pwglis also defined as the strategy of
action accepted by the company’s managements éweeythere is a choice to be made
(Aduda & Kimathi, 2011). The main concern of a dend policy decision is about how
much incomes can be paid as dividend by the compadyhow much could be reserved

(Emeni & Ogbulu, 2015).

The determination of the dividends amount allocateda significant decision that
businesses assume because the aim of the comp@angxploit the stockholders’ capital
as measured by the company’s price on common gM&ithaka et al.,, 2012). The
optimum dividend policy to maximize the business®ck value, which leads to
intensification of bondholders’ capital (Kapoor,0®). Most firms usually come up with
policies, which are meant to assist them in achgpv¥heir various goals using different
approaches including stable predictable, constaydyt and so forth (Aduda & Kimathi,

2011).

1.1.2 Value of Firm

Value entails the quality that solidifies somethimgnted, valued, or advantageous; the
amount of cash desired to acquire something; ort wdoght to be given, done, or
experienced to get something (Oladele, 2013). Apaoy’s value can also be described
as the all the values of all its monetary rightbie Tousiness value is based on the

continuous concern anticipation in the current gatd all the predictable future cash



flows to be produced by the assets, reduced atdtporation’s weighted regular cost of
wealth (Chowdhury & Chowdhury, 2010). Pandey (208fues that the value of the
company is the total values of all its monetaryusiies. The money streams received by
the required claims should add up to the entiré ¢lasv that assets produce. In a diverse
situation where the company’s profits vary, thebtem of exploiting becomes rather
more complex. Value can be predicated on the dinddestreams that the stockholder will
receive during the firm’s life, discounted back ttee current (Parkinson & Waweru,

2010).

Companies exist in the market to make worth forrteeckholders. Creation of value

can be described as the upsurge in the monetamh wbistockholders, as measured by
proportion of marketplace value of stocks to thekbwalue of stocks, produced by the
presentation of a company (Oladele, 2013). Creaiforalue takes place if the company
produces more affluence for their bondholders ithaiuld have not been easy to produce
for themselves. To create worth, as a result, tgarozation needs to distinguish how to
recognize, choose, as well as divide the markegglac which to contest; describe the
kind of worth to be suggested on the market; a$ agkreate and circulate such value

(Oladele, 2013).

Firms’ value plays a vital role in an investmentesion. Firm’'s value can be measured
through different means such as net sales, paichppal, total assets, capital employed
and so on (Sharma, 2011). Firm’s value is expetdaeflect the value of both tangible

assets and intangible assets. The common tool whictsually used in measuring the



firm’s value is Tobin’s Q. Tobin Q is usually a pentage of a market value of a firm to a
firm’s assets replacement cost (Taslim, 2013). mdDi measures firm value based on
book vis-a-vis market based measures. Under g pitopo, a firm is said to create more

value if investment returns are greater than imaest cost (Taslim, 2013).

1.1.3 Dividend Policy and Firm Value

Numerous theories as well as models have beennzeatjon the significance as well as
insignificance of dividend policy. Furthermore, ters continue to develop conclusions
with respect to dividend policy from their expetiahresearches (Thafani & Abdullah,
2014). For instance, Miller and Modigiliani (196dnder the dividend irrelevance theory
show that under certain simplifying assumptiong;oepany’s dividend rule does not
influence its worth hence irrelevant. On the othand, Gordon (1962), Lintner (1963),
Ross (1977) and other scholars argue that divigmiidy affect the value of the firm

hence relevant.

According to Deeptee and Rosan (2009), the dividawisty choice for the company is
very significant and therefore, the way bosseslgmtcreating dividend policy choices
as well as if or not they monitor a particular gepolicies or precise plans to make these
adoptions will influence the firm’s value. Khan0@2) also explains that in businesses’
viewpoint, choosing an appropriate dividend polisya significant choice for the firm
due to suppleness to invest in forthcoming projéeegsends on the dividend amount that

they pay to their stockholders. As such, compaimedesigning their dividend policies



consider certain significant features such as detimaking as well as behavioral
environment, companies’ productivity proportionsgdhe willingness of the company.

Hashemijoo, Ardekani and Younesi (2012) assessedrdlation between stock price
volatility and dividend policy focusing mainly oromsumer product of listed firms in
Malaysian stock market and established a negativeignificant relation between stock
price volatility and dividend policy measured. Téxaif and Abdullah (2014) discovered
the effect of dividend disbursement on businesscéffeness in the Industrial
Corporations registered on Colombo Stock Exchang8ri Lanka and discovered that
there was a noteworthy association amid dividendbutsement and company

productivity in terms of return on assets, retunrequity and incomes per share.

A study by Oladele (2013) examined determinantgaddie creation in Nigerian banking
industry and established that profitability of Nig@& banking industry and dividend
policy have a significant relation with creation \alue. In addition, Ozuomba, Okaro
and Okoye (2013) examined how stock value as veeil@reholders wealth is affected
by dividend policies of firms in Nigeria stock exaige and established that dividend

policies of public frirms influences shareholdessalth.

Adefila et al. (2010) assessed possible effectsliatiend policy on market price of
firm’s stock and revealed that internal factors axternal factors together with other
factors affect dividend policy. As such, a holisti@y to dividend policy becomes

inevitable. In Kenya, Aroni, Namusonge and Sakw@l@) examined the effect of



dividend payout on investment in shares for Kenyetail investors and revealed that

dividend payout had a significant influence on dexis to invest in shares.

1.1.4 Nairobi Securities Exchange

NSE is the principal stock exchange of Kenya (Olangl., 2015). NSE was established
in the year 1954 (Aroni et al., 2014). NSE is aesekxchange that presently exists in
Kenya with 65 listed companies by 2016. It is adswong the most vibrant in Africa and
the leading in Eastern Africa. However, N.S.E iatieely a small market as compared to
other exchanges in United States and United Kingdoah have more than 5000 and
2000 companies listed respectively. NSE was ihytiagistered as a private company in
the year 1991 by shares with the floor - based apgory system in place, it was later

replaced by the central depository system thatagasmissioned in 2004.

The NSE is the leading exchange in East Africacffets a platform for the issuance and
trading of equity and debt securities. Various atghin Kenya have examined dividend
policy decisions of firms listed at the NSE. Fostance, Munyua (2014) examined the
possible effects of dividends on the market priteammon stocks for listed firms at

NSE and established a strong positive relationbleipveen dividend per share and the

share prices and that share prices are affectéigebgividends per share paid out.

There exist 2 indices that are used in measureofethte performance at NSE. NSE 20
share index is a yardstick that is used to traekbist performing 20 companies in Kenya

that are listed at the NSE. Although it is widelgtehed and cited since it is comprise of



select 20 large companies, it cannot gauge fluciogin smaller companies. The Nairobi
Securities Exchange all share index (“NASI) thaussially used to measure Market
Capitalization other than the movements in pricefeaf selected counters. NSE has
experienced considerable growth with more compahstgg oversubscribed Initial

Public Offerings. NSE is therefore the best periagrop ranked equity market in Africa

(Olweny, 2012).

Firms listed at NSE are classified into differeatt®rs such as; Agricultural, Banking,
insurance, investment and investment servicegdalind Construction, Commercial and
service, Energy and Petroleum, Automobiles and #smees, Manufacturing,
Telecommunication and Technology and Real EstatetoSeNSE, 2016). As at
December 2016, NSE had 65 listed companies iniffereht sectors. Financial firms at
the NSE comprise of commercial banks and insurdimoes, which provide financial
intermediation functions while the Non-financiainfis are those companies that are not
involved in the provision of financial intermediaggrvices. Financial services companies
are excluded since they are the companies thatdadaverage and other debt services to
the non-financial firms. The NSE is at the time af the most promising and attractive
markets in Africa by which the bulwark of investawsnts to invest and benefit more
especially due to the high growth as well as theemmromising Kenyan economic

outlook (Muiruri, 2014).



The concept of stock split for firms listed at tNEE was approved by (CMA) in June
2004 and entrenched in NSE listing manual. Amonrg riasons for pushing for its
adoption was as a result of stock boom in 2004 vgteck prices rose by 100% (Kiuru,
2014; Olang et al., 2015). However, stock splitsres are relatively new in the NSE and
there are few studies in the Kenyan stock markaeedm stock splits (Koech, 2013). As
such, Nkonge (2010) examined the effects of stqtitsson securities returns of firms
listed in NSE and concluded that stock split signgbod information as returns are
observed to increase significantly around the tohstock split announcement. Gachubhi
(2013) also examined how risk factors associatél imvesting in stocks are affected by
stock splits and concluded that there occurredngpteary increase in post-split return

volatility following a stock split at the NSE.

1.2 Research Problem

Dividend policy is considered and still regardedtses significant monetary policies not

only from the observation of the firm, but likewisem the once from stockholders, the
regulatory firms, the consumers, the governmenttaeadompany staffs. The choice if or
not the dividend plans can help to contribute ®¢bmpany value remains something to
debate on (Priya & Nimalathasan, 2013). Additionadlividend policy remains to be the

main source of argument notwithstanding centurfetheoretic besides empirical study
in both industrialized nations and developing ecoies (Modoran & Obreja, 2013). As

such, the significance or insignificance of divideas a factor of value formation has

been contested deeply in review (Oladele, 2013)dadte, dividend philosophies have



been progressive with leaders taking sides witlgmisicance of dividend polices to the

firm’s value on one hand and significance on theepohand (Kibet et al., 2010).

As things stands, in Kenya the stockholders havesemied numerous quoted
corporation’s market price increasing and contityuspaying dividends only for those
firms to be endangered with monetary trials thatehabserved many of them being
postponed from transaction in the security markbe question if the stockholders must
depend on the dividend imbursement as a busindésasbility remains a worry of
decision makers (Morara, 2015). In addition, amotigs necessities that businesses want
to be registered at NSE should accomplish, is thay must have a perfect future
dividend policy. This makes dividend policy commahl® of serious organization
consideration (Murekefu & Ochuodho, 2012). As sunlwnerous corporations cited at
NSE, often pay little dividends (Chebii et al., 2D1Therefore, the need to inspect the

outcome of dividend policy on the firm’s value égistered at NSE.

In addition, several researches have been condustedoncern to dividend policy and
company presentations and worth across the wondelisas in Kenya. Globally, a study
by Khan et al. (2015) explored the effects of dierid disbursement percentage on the
firm effectiveness on the non-financial companiegistered in Karachi Stock Exchange
in Pakistan and established that dividend payowib rhas significant effects on
profitability. Oyinlola and Ajeigbe (2014) examin#tk effect of dividend strategy on the
stock values of cited companies in Nigeria and sgedahat both dividend disbursement

as well as retained incomes are pointedly appleabthe market value per share of the

10



businesses. However, the above studies examindgemae of dividend policy on

effectiveness as well as market worth per sharenahthe value of firm.

In Kenya, a study by Murekefu and Ochuodho (20bh2pstigated the connection amid
dividend disbursement as well as company perforemantongst registered companies in
the Nairobi Securities Exchange as well as recaghihat dividend disbursement was
the main issue affecting company performance. Hewethe study focused on firm
performance and dividend payout and did incorpotfa¢etiming and mode of dividend
payment. Global and local studies on dividend poloncentrate on the effect of
dividend disbursement percentage on corporateeastirig out the effect of dividend
timing and the mode of dividend payment on the eatifirms. Hence, the need for this
study, which intends to examine: What is the eftdalividend plan on the firm’s value

registered at NSE?

1.3 Research Objective

To examine the effect of dividend policy on therfg’ value of listed firms at NSE.

1.4 Value of the Study

This study will be of value to the following padie

Management of firms listed at NSE will benefit frahe study findings as they may use
the study recommendation to develop police on énttipayout and dividend decisions.
In addition, the study will provided added knowledgn whether dividend policies are

relevant or irrelevant.

11



Policy Makers including the government of Kenyae tkenyan CMA and NSE will
benefit from the study findings, as they will helgem in developing effective policies

dividend payout and dividend policies.

Academicians and researchers will also benefit ftbenstudy as future researchers and

scholars who may use the findings as basis fohéurtesearch. As such, the study will

add on to the existing knowledge on dividend pebcand firm value.
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CHAPTER TWO: LITERATURE REVIEW

2.1 Introduction

Chapter 2 outlines relevant literature to subjeotder study. The chapter entails
theoretical literature review and the determinaritSrm value. The chapter also presents
the empirical literature review comprising of lo@ald international studies and finally

literature review summary.

2.2 Theoretical Review
This study reviewed the Modigliani and Miller dieidd irrelevance model, the bird in
hand theory, signaling theory and agency theorgxq@ain concepts of dividend policy

and value of the firm.

2.2.1 Dividend Irrelevance Theory

This theory emanated from Modigliani & Miller (1961t states that dividend policy
used by a firm has no effect on the firm's valueMMrgues that firm’'s value is
dependent on earnings of the firm that results ftloenfirm’s investment policy. As such,
payment of dividends to shareholders has no coesegu(Olang et al., 2015). Miller &
Modigliani (1961) explained that dividend policyirselevant as far as the value of the
firm is concerned especially in a perfect markatagion where investment is constant.
MM theory is premised on the argument that paymeéndividends to shareholders has no

impact on firm’s value.

13



Miller & Modigliani’'s (1961) supported the dividendrrelevance theory on the
assumption that amount of dividends which is gitles firm’s shareholders is usually
equal or greater than free cash flow which is gateer by a fixed investment policy
(Salih, 2010). The MM irrelevance theory also agguath a firm’s optimal investment
policy, a choice of a firm’s dividend policy has mopact on the wealth of the firm’s
shareholders. This is meant to affirm that dividgualicy is irrelevant (Modoran &

Obreja, 2013).

According to this theory, dividend policy only afethe amount of external financing
which is required in financing future projects.niieans that any dollar that is given to
shareholders as dividend represents a dollar lbssamtal (Salih, 2010). The theory
further states that only constraint on firm‘s markalue is firm‘s investment policy, not
the dividend policy firm follows since investmentligy is responsible for the firm’'s
future profits (Miller & Modigliani, 1961). As sugchhis theory concludes that the value
of the firm is dependent on firm’s current and fetfree cash flow and that the amount
or level of dividends to be paid or paid has n@efon the value of the firm since firms

usually maximize their value through investmentéptee & Rosan, 2009).

2.2.2 Bird in Hand Theory

Gordon (1962) developed this theory, stating dindieare relevant to firm value. The
determinants of cost of equity according to the ehateveloped by Gordon are future
dividend, the growth rate and the current shareeprirherefore, dividend yield and

growth provide return to holders of equity. It pors dividend yield is more important in

14



measuring return on equity than cost and that diviid are more relevant in

determination of firm'’s value.

Growth is not guaranteed thus capital gains cabeo¢stimated accurately and a stock
could lose its entire market value and become hgmkrA firm that does not pay
dividends, its future market value is always clalidgth uncertainty if investors will
realize anticipated capital gains. This is base@ arumbers of assumptions such as the
company does not have access to external finaramagtherefore all financing has to
come from retained earnings, there are constantn®twhich ignores the diminishing

marginal efficiency and the cost of capital is dans (Salih, 2010).

This theory proposes a relation between value effitm and dividend policy. The core

of this theory is that equity holders are risk aeeand prefer current dividends. Gordon
(1962) argued that investors prefer current divitblecompared to anticipated capital
gains to their uncertainty. Dividend payment reduaacertainty thus increasing share
value. This is on the preference of the present tha future. A sure current dividend is
desirable than a promised future dividend or chgi#n despite it been larger. Hence,

dividend policy is relevant (Kapoor, 2009).

2.2.3 Signaling Theory
This theory was suggested by Fama et al., (196@hatng hypothesis assumes that the
firm’s managers know a lot about their firm’s valas such the firm’s managers use

dividend payout as a mean to convey favorable mé&tion to investors (Inyiama et al.,

15



2015). According to this hypothesis, a firm may tpppay more dividends to convey to
market that the firm is successful; this aims gtrowing the firm’s prospects (Dionne &

Ouederni, 2010).

The foundation of dividend signaling models stenfrgame theory (Kapoor, 2009).
This theory anticipates that with dividends, themfiis likely to receive positive or

abnormal returns on announcement thus a more didigayout sends out a signal that
can affect investor’s opinion (Fairchild, 2010).cdeding to the hypothesis, as a firm’s
action, dividend payout influences stock price dwad an effect on the firm’s returns
from the stocks (Priya & Nimalathasan, 2013). Tthisory implies that any decrease or
elimination of dividends is likely to be viewed Wwitan extreme disfavor by financial

markets (Hobbs, 2006).

Signaling hypothesis supports that analysts anckstovs and analysts can discern
whether the film’s managers are just signaling pesiinformation to the market or
misleading the market with an aim earning more ifwah a short-term period (Salih,
2010). According to the signaling hypothesis, thairmaim of paying dividends is to
convey important information to the market and tmtreach an optimal price level

(Hobbs, 2006).
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2.2.4 Agency Theory

The theory of agency exists when the principle vdaonot manage his business on
his/her own delegates the authority to an agemsgle & Meckling, 1976). The problem
with agency arises immediately when the desirestaadjoals a principal and the agent
conflict. It is very tough and difficult or rathexxpensive for a principal to always
monitor the work of his/her agent to ensure tha #gent works and makes some
decisions on the best interest of the principleusTithe theory of agency is help in
solving the principle and agent issues with an aifmensuring a better relationship

between them (Nwidobie, 2013).

This theory is based on the notion that the intereEshareholders and the managers are
not aligned in a perfect away to enable them workafcommon goal which is achieving
the organizational set goals and objectives. Threnag theory plays a crucial role in
financing decisions because of the problems thae dre between the debt holders and

the shareholders (Deepte & Roshan 2009).

The theory of Agency suggests that agents whoigahse are the managers prefers to
have a high level of cash flow even if there exmsigrofitable investment opportunity so
that the funds can be used for managers own bgnefiiter than for enhancing or
increasing the firms value (Manos, 2002). The Jermed Meckling (1976) agency
theory explains that decisions on capital structnust aim at reducing the cost related to
agency by reducing equity in capital structure.sThs done be increasing the debt

financing hence increasing the market value offittne as well as reducing the conflicts
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that may exist between managers of a firm and bbaters. The agency theory
hypothesizes a positive relation between instingioownership and dividend, as
institutions demand dividends in order to reducenag@rial discretionary funds and

agency costs (Karami, Mehrani & Eskandar, 2010).

2.3 Empirical Review

A study by Odesa and Ekezie (2015) examined fath@tsdetermine dividend policy of
guoted companies in Nigeria. The study used a ightiser and ex-post facto research
design and regression analysis to test the reldstween variables. The study revealed
that investment opportunity has a negative relatigm with dividend policy whereas
debt, ROE, structure of shareholder, and last paidlend have a significant positive
relation with dividend policy. The study recommeddamong others that managers
should pay more attention to profit, total debtargmolder structure and last dividend
paid in formulating dividend policy as this will lpereduce principal-agent conflict and

payment, which will enhance the value of the firm.

Anike (2014) examined effect of dividend policy ag@nings on share prices of Nigeria
banks. The study adopted the ex-post-facto resedesiyn and panel data covering 5-
year period 2006-2010 was collected from banks anneports. The study findings

established that dividend yield had negative bgriiicant effect on banks’ share prices.
In addition, earnings yield had negative but sigaifit effect on banks’ share prices and
dividend payout ratio had negative and non-sigaiftceffect on banks’ share prices.

Further, the study revealed that dividend yieldnegs yield and payout ratio are not
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factors that influences share prices rather thé Isame was eztablished to have positive

and significant effect on share prices.

Botchwey (2014) affirm that liquidity is importamy determining a dividend policy.
Liquid firms have a higher probability of payingvitlends then those with liquidity
problems. Dividend payment is dependent on actash dlows thus reflecting on their
ability to pay dividends. High liquidity means asbasurplus and low liquidity means less

cash at hand thus the dividend level payable.

Fama and French (2001) year-to-year cross-sectregagssion study from 1978 to 1998
to analyze the trend in the proportion of dividgayers. He documented a decrease from
67 to 21 percent in proportion of dividends andorép that dividend payers are more
profitable have fewer growth opportunities and large firms than those that do not pay
dividends. He found out that changes in the firokiaracteristics cannot fully explain the
dramatic decrease in dividends. He concluded thrasfmust have a lower propensity to

pay dividends today.

Muchiri (2006) studied the determinants of dividgrad/out for the listed companies in
Kenya. Research findings identified the companyisent and future profitability as the

prime consideration in the dividend policy decisi@ther factors also considered as
significant were the cash flow position, the imnagdifinancial needs and the availability
investment opportunities. Further, the study ingidahat the sector/industry, size of the

company and age do not significantly influence mgany’s dividend payout decision as
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these variables do not affect the factor rankitisnvever, smaller companies and young
companies (less than 10 years old) tended to metmic factors tied to their limited

capital base highly, such as financial needs aadadility of alternative finance.

Bulla (2013) carried out an empirical examinatioh selected dynamics affecting
dividend policy of listed firms at NSE. The studgught to examine how current
earnings, dividend yield and size of the firm afféwidend policy. Results indicated that
earnings, dividend vyield and sales explained 17%rniegs accounted for 15%
representing 87% of the variation, dividend yiefhd size explained 2%. This concludes
that only earnings was significant in influencintyidend policy, prior dividends and

firm size were insignificant variables.

Ndirangu (2014) studied effect of dividend policg €@uture financial performance of
listed firms at NSE. This study adopted a co-refsl research design, a sample size was
43, and their annual financial reports for the ge2009-2013. It was established that the
current operating accruals, non-current operatiogruals and retained cash flows

represent significant sources of variation in regdiearnings.

Kiuru (2014) investigated the relation betweendigvid payout and performance of listed
firms at NSE. The study used audited financialestegnts to determine the relationship
between dividends and performance of firms andalkedeexists of a relation between
dividends and performance of firms. In additiore gtudy established a positive relation

between net profit after tax and total assets,mege and dividends.
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Mundati (2013) sought to understand and test tfeetedf macroeconomic variables that
included; inflation, exchange rates, money supply iaterest rates on dividend policy of
firms listed at the Nairobi Securities Exchangee Tesearch concluded that inflation
rates were having a significantly positive relasbip with dividend payout. However,
the significance was not very strong and in sormdesiry sections, had a negative impact.
The second finding was that, interest rates andhange rates had affected dividend
payouts differently with the interest rates havirggy little but noticeable impact on the
dividend payout while exchange rates had a negaffect on the dividend payouts
implying that investors on the stock exchange cdddvary of the changes taking place
in the exchange rate and interest rates marketatomteas. Finally, it was found that
money supply had a very had a positive effect endilvidend payouts that was positive
although relatively mild. This leads to the conausthat the macroeconomic variables

had an almost uniform impact across the markebeect

Musiega et al. (2013) paper on determinants ofdénd payout of non-financial firms
listed on NSE established that business risk, tatafity, current earnings, firm's size

and growth opportunities were the main factorsuficing of dividend payout.

King'wara (2015) study set forth to examine inflaenof dividend determinants on
payout ratios in firms listed at NSE. He consides®d variables: earnings, ratio of
retained earnings to total assets, firm size, dnowygportunities, debt ratio or leverage

and market-to-book ratio. It is observed dividemyqut ratio is impacted negatively by
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the growth rate, debt ratios and firm size andtp@dy by earnings, market-to-book ratio

and retained earnings to total assets ratio.

2.4 Determinants of Value of Firms
This part examines the various determinants of firalue. They include liquidity,

leverage and the size of the firm as the main detemts of value of firms listed at NSE.

2.4.1 Liquidity

Liquidity Liquidity refers to available funds thean be easily used for an investment and
or expenditure. It is also an indicator of the iapibf the firm meet its obligations as they
become due (Alkhatib, 2012). Liquidity is a firmébility to fulfill both expected and
unexpected demands of cash on an ongoing basisrdier for a firm to sustain its
activities and remain in existence for a long timenust be liquid and able to meet its
obligations at any time. Working capital managementcrucial to any successful
business. With poor management of working capila,firm’s funds are likely to be tied
up in idle assets. This may reduce the firm’'s lgyi and the firm will not be able to

invest in more profitable projects that may ariakigatib, 2012).

Liquidity is measured using cash and cash equitaldivided by total average assets.
Liquidity ratios compare the current assets of siress to the current liabilities. As such,
the objective of focusing on a firm’s liquidity i order to determine how effectively an
entity can pay its bills (Akhtar & Sadaqgat, 201liguidity is positively correlated with

financial performance (Mwangi, 2014).
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2.4.2 Leverage

Debt is a source of funding which is widely usednigny firms to strengthen its capital
S0 as to enhance their profits (Sudiyatno et @122 Leverage also affects the financial
performance of firms. Leverage in this researcklascribed as total debts divided by
total assets. It shows the extent to which a catgors exploiting loaned money. It
signifies the possible effect on capital as wellsagplus of shortages in funds due to
monetary claims (Aggarwal & Kyaw, 2006). Leveragss lthe potential of increasing the
firm’s profitability if the debt obtained is wellpgnd. A profitable firm will mostly pay

more dividends to shareholders of the firm.

2.4.3 Size of the Firm

The size of the firm determines the level of ecorwsnof scale enjoyed by a firm. When
a firm becomes larger, it enjoys economics to seal@ the average production cost is
lower and operational activities are more efficiddence, larger firms generate larger
returns on assets. However, larger firms can kedégient if the top management lose
their control over strategic and operational atiggi within the firm (Mule et al., 2015).
Large firms are also more diversified than sma#®and have greater market power and

during good times may have relatively more orgaional slack.

The size of the firm or enterprise also determihescash flow sensibility to investments.
In measuring the size of the firm size, total numifeemployees of the firm, volume of
sales and amount of property are the main fact@asdre usually measured (Salman &

Yazdanfar, 2012)
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2.5 Conceptual Framework

Figure 2.1 shows the hypothesized conceptual fraomeguiding the study

Independent Variable Dependent Variable

A 4

Dividend Policy 7'y Value of the Firm

Control Variables
*+ Sijze
« Debt

Figure 2.1 Conceptual Framework

2.5 Summary of Literature Review

This chapter has explored various theories on dnaldpolicies and its effect on value of
the firm. The theories are based on various expitama on whether dividend policy

affects firm value. For instance MM dividend irned@t policy is based on the premise
that dividend policies are irrelevant and do ndéctf firm’s value. On the other hand,
bird in hand theory, signaling theory and agen@ptl support that dividend policies are
relevant and they influence the value of the firnms.addition, the chapter has also
explored various determinants of value of firmsluding liquidity, financial leverage

and the size of the firm.

Additionally, several studies on the effect of demd policies by various authors have
been explored but most of the reviewed studies leaaenined dividend policy on other
aspect with a few of the examining effect of dividepolicy on firms’ value hence need

for this study.
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CHAPTER THREE: RESEARCH METHODOLOGY

3.1 Introduction
This chapter focuses on research design, populafidhe study, collection of data and

data analysis.

3.2 Research Design

Research design is defined as a blue print of tippgeedures, which are adopted by a
researcher for testing the relationship betweeneni@gnt variables and independent
variables (Khan, 2008). A research design presefrmework or arrangement of action
for a study. The study adopted a quantitative rebedesign. A quantitative research

design helped to examine effect of dividend pobayfirms’ value at NSE.

3.3 Population of the Study

Population refers to all observations of interestan entire collection like people or
events as defined by a researcher (Burns & Burd@82 The population of the study
comprised of the 65 firms listed at NSE as at 3PAP5. Since the population was finite,

a census of the 65 firms was undertaken for thatystu

3.4 Data Collection Procedure

Secondary data extracted from the listed firmsriana statements for a period of 5 years

from the 2011 — 2015 was used.
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3.5 Data Analysis

Data analysis was carried out using correlation aagression analysis using the
Statistical Package for Social Sciences (SPSS)ovetsl. Correlation analysis studied
joint variation of two or more variables to detemmiamount of correlation between two
or more variables while regression analysis inviblgletermination of a statistical relation

between two or more variables (Kothari, 2004).

3.5.1 Analytical Model
To establish To establish the relation between migget variables linear regression
model was used. The linear regression equatioragésllows
Y = B, + B,(DPR)+ B,(TDP) + B;(MDP)+ B,(DR)+ B<(F5)+ ¢
Where,

¥ = Value of the firm

DPR = Dividend Payout Ratio

TDP = Timing of Dividend Payment

MDP = Mode of Dividend Payment

DR = Debt Ratio

F5 = Firm Size

8, = Constant

3, - B = Coefficients of the regression model

= = Error term
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3.5.2 Variables Description
The variables used for the study included the vaéhe firm as dependent variable

while dividend payout ratio, timing of dividend pagnt and the mode of dividend

payment was used as the independent variablesdditian, debt ratio and firm’s size

were used as control variables. Table 3.1 descvidesables in detail.

Table 3.1 Variables Description

Variable Description Formula
Value of the | Firm value is the sum of the Tobin Q= Market Value of Equity
Firm (Y) values of all its financial Book Value of Equity
claims and measured using
Tobin Q
Dividend DPR indicates amount of DPR — Total Dividends
Payout Ratio | dividends that the stockholders Net income

(DPR)

will receive for each share of
stock held

Timing of Timing of payments may TDP = Proportion of final dividend tg
Dividend signal or convey reliable total dividends

Payment information at a particular time

(TDP)

Mode of The mode of dividend paymentM DP = Proportion of cash dividends
Dividend either cash or bonus convey | tg total dividends

Payment valuable information about the

(MDP) firm

Debt Ratio Debt ratio indicates the DR — Total debt

(DR) proportion of total assets that Total assets

has been financed using long
term and current liabilities

Firm size (FS)

This is a proxy for the size o
the firms listed at NSE

f Natural log of total assets
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3.5.3 Test of Significance

To test the statistical significance the F and 8tadents t — test was used at 95%
confidence level. The F statistics was utilizedesiablish a statistical significance of
regression equation while the t statistics was wgddst statistical significance of study

coefficients.
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CHAPTER FOUR: DATA ANALYSIS, RESULTS AND

INTERPRETATION

4.1 Introduction
The section presents results of analyzed data. dhmpter outlines response rate, the
descriptive statistics, correlation and regressinalysis results and the interpretation of

the research findings.

4.2 Response Rate
The study undertook a census of the 65 listed fati$SE as at 31/12/2015 but obtained
complete data from only 60 firms making up a resgorate of 92.3% which was deemed

adequate for the research.

4.3 Descriptive Statistics

Table 4.1 shows a summary of descriptive statistibech comprises of Tobin Q as a
measure of size of the firm, Dividend Payout R@D&R), Timing of Dividend Payment

(TDP), the Mode of Dividend Payment (MDP), DebticafDR) and Firm Size (FS).

Table 4.1 shows the results obtained
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Table 4.1 Summary Descriptive Statistics

Minimum Maximum Mean Std. Deviation
Tobin Q 520 305.000 28.94233 43.460464
DPR -27.270 99.360 23.66053 25.186110
TPD .000 1.000 .65827 428661
MDP .000 17.638 .96084 1.388844
DR .000 .654 .16634 177178
FS 11.128 21.811 16.35551 2.196099

Source: Research Findings

The results on table 4.1 indicate that mean valuth® listed firms is 28.94 with the

minimum and maximum value of the firm being 0.521 &5 respectively. The results

also show that average dividend payment of thedidSE firms is 23.66 with maximum

payment of 99.36, which indicates some firms aoselto paying a payout ratio of 100%

with the minimum value being -27.27 an indicatitvatt some firms pay dividend even

when earnings are negative. Such dividend is ndynpalid from retained earnings or

through stock dividends and not in cash. The figgimdicate that mean values of timing
of dividend payment ratio is 0.65 with minimum valand maximum value of 0.000 and

1 which indicates that some firms do not pay dikdieand most of the firms declare the

first and the final dividend with very few of thgmaying interim and final dividends.
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The findings also indicates that the mode of dindlepayment ratio is 0.96 with
minimum value and maximum value of 0.00 and 18.6dclv indicates that some firms
do not payment dividends and most of them pay cigkends. The study also found
that the average debt level is 0.166 with minimuatug of 0.000 and 0.654, which
indicates that some firms at the NSE do not uséwhblte other firms finance themselves
with debt of more than 50%. Finally, the study shdivat average size of NSE firms is

16.36 with minimum value and maximum value of 11ah8 21.81 respectively.

4.4 Correlation Analysis
Correlation analysis was done to establish the janiation of the research variables to

determining the amount of correlation between theables. Table 4.1 shows results of

correlation analysis.

Table 4.2 Correlation Analysis

Tobin Q DPR TPD MDP DR FS
Tobin Q 1
DPR 263 1
TPD 151 245 1
MDP .079 136 .080 1
DR -.053 -.066 -174 -.099 1
FS 270 .028 23T .001 -.016 1

** Correlation is significant at the 0.01 leveH@iled).

*, Correlation is significant at the 0.05 leveltdled).

Source: Research Findings
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The findings on table 4.2 indicate that firm valyexied using Tobin Q has a positive
significant correlation with dividend payout, tingirof dividend payments and firm size.
The results also show that the mode of dividendm@y has an insignificant positive
correlation with value of the firm while debt ratias a negative correlation with the

value of the firms listed at NSE.

4.5 Regression Analysis
Regression analysis was carried out to determimeesthtistical relation between the
research variables. Regression analysis compriséseomodel summary, Analysis of

Variance (ANOVA) and summary of the coefficientsuks.

4.5.1 Model Summary

Table 4.3 Model Summary

[Model R R Square |Adjusted R Square Std. Error of the
Estimate
1 376 142 127 40.6686842

a. Predictors: (Constant), FS, MDP, DR, DPR, TPD

Source: Research Findings

Table 4.3 indicates that the R — square value 1&d2.which shows that 14.2% of
variation in dependent variable (Value of the fipnoxied using Tobin Q) is explained
by the independent and control variables. The d8&e5% is explained by other factors

and the error term.
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4.5.2 Analysis of Variance

Table 4.4 Analysis of Variance

[Model Sum of df [Mean Square| F Sig.
Squares
Regression 80193.101 5 16038.620 9.697 .000°
1 Residual 486258.911 294 1653.942
Total 566452.012 299

a. Dependent Variable: Tobin Q
b. Predictors: (Constant), FS, MDP, DR, DPR, TPD
Source: Research Findings

The ANOVA findings on table 4.4 indicate that tlegression model is significant and a
good predictor of the relation between dividendigyobnd the value of firms. This is
because the F statistics value of 9.697 is sigmtiat 5% level of significance as P value

0.000<0.05.

4.5.3 Regression Coefficients

Table 4.5 Regression Coefficients

[Model Unstandardized Coefficienl Standardized t Sig.
Coefficients
B Std. Error Beta
(Constant) -63.039 17.852 -3.531 .000
DPR .255 .059 243 4.323 .000
1 TPD 2.503 5.924 .025 423 673
MDP 1.313 1.717 .042 764 445
DR -2.854 6.507 -.024 -.439 .661
FS 5.095 1.102 257 4.625 .000

a. Dependent Variable: Tobin Q
Source: Research Findings
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The regression results on table 4.5 lead to tHevimhg equation

Y = —63.039 + 0.255(DPR) + 2.503(TDP) + 1.313(MDP) — 2.854(DR) +
5.095(FS) + ¢

The regression equation shows that dividend pafldBR) and firm’s size (FS) have a
significant and positive relation with firm’s valu€he findings also show that the timing
of dividend payment (TPD) and the mode of dividegpayment (MDP) have an
insignificant positive relation with value of thénh while debt ratio (DR) has an
insignificant negative relation with value of thenf. This indicate that dividend payout
and size of the firm positively and significantlgfluences the firm’s value whereas
timing of dividend payment and the mode of dividggayment positively influences the
value of the firm but have an insignificant effediile debt negatively influence value of

the firm.

4.6 Interpretation of the Findings

The study to examine effect of dividend policy amg&’ value at NSE. The study found
that value of the firm proxied using Tobin Q hapasitive significant correlation with
dividend payout, timing of dividend payments andnfisize whereas the mode of
dividend payment has an insignificant positive etation while debt ratio has a negative
correlation with the value of firms listed at NSEhe study also found that dividend
payout and firm size significantly and positivelyfluences the firm’'s value which

indicates that increase in dividend an large siZeras enhance the value of firms.
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The study found that the timing of payment of dends and the mode of dividend
payment positively influences value of the firm beran indication that payment of final
and cash dividends enhances the value of firmsawd@bt ratio negatively influences the

value of the firm an indication that increase ibtdevels reduces the firm’s value.

As per the study findings the above finding suppleetdividend relevance theories which
are advanced by Gordon (1962), Lintner (1963), R@937) and other scholars who
suggest that a firm’ dividend policy is relevantdaaffects the firm’s value. As such,
Emeni and Ogbulu (2015) on the other hand found dash dividends dot have a
significant relation with the market value of firmmit Priya & Nimalathasan (2013)
revealed that cash dividend announcements convaghla information, which investors
or shareholders do not have. In Kenya, Aroni, Namgs and Sakwa (2014) found that

dividend payout had a significant influence on dexis to invest in shares.
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CHAPTER FIVE: SUMMARY, CONCLUSION AND

RECOMMENDATIONS

5.1 Introduction
Chapter five presents the summary of findings ofs thesearch, conclusions,
recommendations, limitations of the study and satijge of areas which may require

further consideration as far as future researcomeerned.

5.2 Summary

The aim of this research was to explore effectiafddnd policy on value of firms listed
at NSE. The study considered value of firm proxisthg Tobin Q as dependent variable
while dividend payout ratio, timing of dividend pagnt and the mode of dividend
payment as the independent variables while debtsa@dof the firm were incorporated
as control variables. Complete data was obtaineth f60 firms from the 65 firms’
sampled firms hence response rate of 92.3% andd&ite collected analyzed using

correlation and regression analysis.

The summary descriptive results indicated that nfean value of the listed firms was
28.94 and the average dividend payment of thedliSt8E firms is 23.66 with some firms
paying dividend even when earnings are negativa fietained earnings or through stock
dividends. The study found that the mean valuenaiht of dividend payment ratio was
0.65 where some firms did not pay dividends andtrabghe firms declare the first and

the final dividend. The study also found that meanakie of the mode of dividend
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payment ratio was 0.96 and that some firms do agiment dividends and most of them
pay cash dividends. The study also revealed thmedoms at the NSE do not use debt
while other firms finance themselves with debt afrenthan 50% and that the average
size of NSE firms was 16.36 respectively. Correlatresults established a positive
correlation between dividend payout, timing of demd payments, firm size and the

mode of dividend payment while debt ratio had aedation with the firm’s value.

Inferential statistics results established that ith#ependent variable and the control
variables explain 14.2% of the variation in theueabf the firm. The study found that the
F statistics value indicate that the regressionehdsignificant as the p value of 0.00 is
less that the significance level value of 0.05. Bhedy revealed that a significant and
positive relationship between dividend payout dmelgize of the firm and a positive but
insignificant relation between the timing of dividk payment, the mode of dividend
payment and firm value. The study also found thretitchas an insignificant negative

relationship with value of the firm.

5.3 Conclusion

The study has established that dividend payoutifgigntly and positively influences
value of a firm. The study also found that firmeshas a positive significant relation with
the value of the firm. Based on this finding, thedy concludes that dividend policy is
relevant and affects value of firm positively sublat an increase in dividends increases

the firm’s value and vice versa. The study alsoctaies that firm size enhances firms’
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value since large firms enjoys economies of laig@esproduction and may attract good

management.

The study found that the timing of dividend paymentl the mode of dividend payment
positively influences the value of the firm but yheave no significant effect. However,
the study concludes that the payment of final égiads and cash dividends positively
influences the value of the firm since they sighulire prospects of the company on the
ability to meet its dividend obligations. The stualgo found that debt has a negative but
insignificant effect on firms’ value hence the cluston that high debt levels reduce the

firm’s value.

5.4 Recommendations for Policy and Practice

The study found out the dividend payment affect fin@'s value hence payment of
dividends is relevant. Based on this, the studpmenends that manager of listed firms
should develop effective dividend payout policieseansure that their firms pay out

dividends to enhance the value of their companies.

The study also recommends that regulatory and yatheking organizations like the

Capital Markets Authority of Kenya and NSE shoutsime up with policies dividend

payout by listed firms so that they can enhance ttadue.
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The study also revealed that the timing of divid@ayment and the mode of dividend
payment positively affects firm value. Based ors thimding, the study recommends that
managers of listed firms should come up with effecpolicies on declaration of final

and interim dividends and employ cash payment wafldnds, as this would enhance the

value of the listed firms.

The study also found that size of the firm sigmifidy affects firm value. The study
therefore recommends that managers should focugrmming their firms to enhance
economies of large-scale production and to attbemtter management as this would

enhance the value of the listed firms.

Finally, the study found that debt negatively affethe firm’s value. In this regard the
study, recommends that the management of listetsfin Kenya should employ optimal
debt levels to ensure that high debt levels danmwease agency cost, which may in turn

affect the value of their firms.

5.5 Limitations of the Study

The objective of this was to explore the relatiopsbetween dividend policy on the
firms’ value of listed firms at Nairobi Securiti&xchange. Therefore, the findings of this
study are limited to firms listed at the NSE. Thady was also carried out for a period of
5 years therefore the study was limited to the & yetudy period. The study also used
secondary data, which involved accounting ratiobjctv may be historical in nature

hence may not be reflective of the current situmatio
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5.5 Suggestions for Further Research

This study focused on the relation between dividpalicy and value of listed firms at
NSE using dividend payout ratio as a measure oideind policy. Hence, the study
recommends additional research using other dividextis like dividend yield and
dividend per share. The timing of dividend paymamdl the mode of dividend payment
have also not been explored in most studies hermwe studies need to examine their
effects on profitability and cash flows of Kenyasted firms. Further, the study variables
only explained 14.2% of the variations in the dejm variables meaning there are other

factors, which affect value of a firm, which mayuére further research.

40



REFERENCES

Adams, M. B., & Buckle, M. J. (2000). The Determmte&of Operations Performance in
the Bermuda Insurance Market. European Businesadganent School Working
Paper (ISSN: 1470-2398).

Adefila, J. J., Oladipo, J. A. & Adeoti, J. O. (I)1The Effect of Dividend Policy on the
Market Price of Shares in Nigeria: Case Study dfeEn Quoted Companies.
University of Ado-Ekiti Journal, 1, 1-10

Aduda, J. O. & Kimathi, H. (2011). The Applicabjlibf the Constant Dividend Model
for Companies Listed at the Nairobi Stock Exchangmirnal of Financial
Sudies & Research, 6, 1-38

Aggarwal, R. & Kyaw, N. A. (2006). Leverage, Inttaent Opportunities, and Firm
Value: A Global Perspectiv&inancial Development, 1(2), 1-26.

Akhtar, M. F., Ali, K., & Sadaqat, S. (2011). Liglily risk management: a comparative
study between conventional and Islamic banks ofideak Interdisciplinary
Journal of Research in Business, 1(1), 35-44.

Al- Hasan, A. Asaduzzaman, M. & Karim, R. (2013heTEffect of Dividend Policy on
Share Price: An Evaluative Stud®SR Journal of Economics and Finance, 1(4),
06-11

Alkhatib, K. (2012). The determinants of leveragelisted companies. International
journal of business and social science, 3(24).

Amidu, M. (2007). How Does Dividend Policy AffecePormance of the Firm on Ghana
Tock ExchangePnvestment Management and Financial Innovations, 4(2), 103 —

112

41



Anike, E. A. (2014). The Impact of Dividend Polieyyd Earnings on Stock Prices of
Nigeria BanksUnpublished MSc Project. University of Nigeria

Aroni, J., Namusonge, G. & Sakwa, M. (2014). Influe of Dividend Payout on
Investment in Shares - A Survey of Retail InvestorsKenya. International
Journal of Business and Social Science, 5(5), 155 — 163

Association of Chartered Certified Accountants @0Lonnecting capital markets: the
Nairobi Securities Exchange Growth Enterprise Market Segment. The
Association of Chartered Certified Accountants.

Botchwey, E. A. (2014). The Impact of Dividend Pamrhon Share Price of Some
Selected Listed Companies on the Ghana Stock Egehbmernational Journal
of Humanities and Social Science, 4 (9), 179 — 190

Bryman, A. & Bell, E. (2007)Business Research Methods. (2" Ed.). Oxford University
Press.

Bulla, D. (2013). An empirical analysis of selectedtors affecting dividend policy of
listed firms at the Nairobi Securities Exchangeri@sn Journal of Accounting,
Economics, Finance and Banking Research 9 (9).

Burns, R. B. & Burns, R. A. (2008Business Research Methods and Satistics using
SPSS London. Sage Publications Limited.

Chandrapala, P., & Knapkova, A. (2013). Firm-speddctors and financial performance
of firms in the Czech Republic. Acta Universitafigriculturae et Silviculturae

Mendelianae Brunensis, 61(7), 2183-2190.

42



Chavali, K., & Zahid, Z. (2011). Impact of stocklitp on stock price performance of
selected companies in Indian context. Afro-Asiarurdal of Finance and
Accounting, 2(3), 270-282.

Chebii, E. K., Kipchumba, S. K. & Wasike, E. (201Relationship between Firm’s
Capital Structure and Dividend Payout Ratios: CamgsaListed at Nairobi Stock
Exchange. Kabarak University First Internationah@oence from 12/10/2011 —
14/10/2011

Chowdhury, A. & Chowdhury, S. P. (2010). Impactcapital structure on firm’s value:
Evidence from BangladesBEH - Business and Economic Horizons, 3 (3), 111-
122

Deeptee, P. & Roshan, B. (2009) Signaling Powd®ividends on firms future Profits: A
Literature ReviewEvergreen Energy- Interdisciplinary Journal, 4, 1-9.

Dionne, G. & Ouederni, K. (2010). Corporate Riskridgement and Dividend Signaling
Theory.Working Paper 10-08. CIPREE

Dionne, G., & Ouederni, K. (2011). Corporate risemagement and dividend signaling
theory. Finance Research Letters, 8(4), 188-195.

Emeni, F. K. & Ogbulu, O. M. (2015). The Effect Dividend Policy on the Market
Value of Firms in the Financial Services SectoNigeria. Archives of Business
Research, 3(4), 15-29.

Fairchild, R. (2010). Dividend Policy, Signalingcafree Cash Flow: An Integrated
Approach.Managerial Finance, 36(5), 94-413.

Fama, E. & French, K. (2001). Disappearing dividendhanging firm’s characteristics

or low propensity to pay? Journal of Finance Ecoieen60(1) 3- 43

43



Fama, E. G. & French, K. R. (2001). Forecastindfitatality and Earnings. Journal of
Business, 73(2), 161-175.

Farinha, J. (2002)Dividend Policy, Corporate Governance and the Managerial
Entrenchment Hypothesiss. An Empirical Analysis. Universidade do Porto,
Portugal.

Flick, U. (2009).An Introduction to Qualitative Research. New York: Sage Publications
Ltd.

Gachuhi, P. M. (2013). The signalling effect of benssue on stock prices of companies
guoted at the Nairobi Securities Exchange (Doctdrs$ertation, University of
Nairobi).

Ghauri, P. & Gronhaug, K. (2010Research Methods in Business Studies. (4th Ed.).
Great Britain: Pearson Education Limited.

Gordon, M. J. (1962)The investment, Financing and Valuation of Corporation. Irwin:
McGraw Hill Co.

Gordon, M. J. (1962). The investment, financingd aaluation of the corporation. RD
Irwin.

Gueyié, J. P., Sedrine, R. B., & Atindehou, R. B0Q7). Canadian Stock Splits and
Financial Analyst Forecasts: Testing Signaling afvdention Effects. The
International Journal of Business and Finance Rekea(1), 11-20.

Hashemijoo, M., Ardekani, A. M. & Younesi, N. (2012 he Impact of Dividend Policy
on Share Price Volatility in the Malaysian Stock rikkt. Journal of Business

Sudies Quarterly, 4(1), 111-129

44



Hobbs, J. C. (2006). Dividend Signaling and Sustaiiity. Unpublished Dissertation.
Virginia Polytechnic Institute and State University

llie, L. (2012). Dividend Controversy: A Theoretidgpproach.Sudies in Business and
Economics, 110 — 118

Inyiama, E. C., Okwo, M. I. & Inyiama, O. |. (2015pividend Payout Policy
Determinants of Selected Listed Brewery Firms imgd¥ia: A Meta-Analysis
(2000—-2013) European Journal of Business, Economics and Accountancy, 3(3),
101-118

Inyiama, O. I. & Ugah, H. (2015). Interactions beem Earnings and Dividend Payout
Rate in the Oil and Gas Sector: Evidence from NaggR004 - 2014).
International Journal of Finance and Accounting, 4(5), 253-261

Ithiri, M. D. (2014). Corporate restructuring and effects on Kenya Commercial Bank
performance (Doctoral dissertation).

Jensen, M. C., & Meckling, W. H. (1976). Theory tbke firm: Managerial behavior,
agency costs and ownership structure. Journahahtial economics, 3(4), 305-
360.

Kapoor, S. (2009). Impact of Dividend Policy on &fwlders’ Value: A Study of Indian
Firms. Unpublished Doctoral Thesis. Jaypee Institute of Information Technology
University

Karami, G. R., Mehrani, S. & Eskandar, H. (2010h Kvestigation of Agency Theory
and Signaling Theory in Dividend PolicieBie Role of Institutional Investors, 2

(2), 19-20

45



Khan, J. A. (2008).Research Methodology. New Delhi. APH Publishing
Corporation.

Khan, S., Anuar, M. A., Ramakrishnan, S. & Malik, M (2015). A Study on the Effect
of Dividend Payout Ratio and Firm Profitability (kehi Stock Exchange).
Sai.Int(Lahore), 27(2), 1403-1406

Kibet, B., Tenai, J., Cheruiyot, T., Maru, L. & K§at, M. (2010). The Level of Corporate
Dividend Payout to Stockholders: Does Optimal David Policy Exist For Firms
Quoted at the Nairobi Stock Exchangkfernational Business & Economics
Research Journal, 9 (3), 71-84

King'wara, R. (2015). The Relationship between &ama Flexibility and Dividend
Payouts: A Case of Listed Firms in Kenya. Europ&aurnal of Business and
Management, 7(3), 51-58.

Kiuru, C. N. (2014). The Relationship between Dends and Firm’s Performance: A
Case Study of Listed Firms in the Nairobi Secuwsitiexchange for the Period
2006 — 2012Unpublished MBA Project. United States International University,
Kenya

Koech, S. K. (2013). the effect of capital strueton profitability of financial firms listed
at Nairobi stock exchange (Doctoral dissertatiorgp&tment of Business
Administration, Kenyatta University).

Kothari C. R. (2004)Research Methodology: Methods and Techniques. New Delhi: New

Age International (P) Ltd, Publishers

46



Lashgari, Z. & Ahmadi, M. (2014). The Impact of @end Policy on Stock Price
Volatility in the Tehran Stock Exchangiéuwait Chapter of Arabian Journal of
Business and Management Review, 3(10), 273 — 283

Lintner, J. (1963). Distribution of Incomes of Corptions among Dividends, Retained
Earnings, and Taxefmerican Economic Review, 46, 97-113.

Manos, R. (2002). Dividend Policy and Agency Thedgyidence on Indian Firms.
Working Paper Series Paper No 41. Loughborough University

Miller, M. & Modigliani, F. (1961). Dividend policygrowth, and the valuation of shares.
Journal of Business, 34, 411-433.

Modigliani, F., & Miller, M.H. (1958), The Cost ofapital, Corporation Finance and
Theory of Investment. “‘The American Review’, 48(3§1-297.

Modoran A. & Obreja, L. (2013). The Influence ofvidiend Policy on Firm’s Value.
Dissertation, University of Romania

Morara, G. O. (2015). The Influence of Dividenddi®oon Market Share Prices at the
Nairobi Securities Exchang@sian Research Journal of Business Management,
1(3), 22-39

Muchiri, (2006). Determinants of Dividend Payout)el Case of Listed Companies in
Kenya, Unpublished MBA project, University of Nabio

Muiruri, P. M. (2014). Effects of Estimating Systatic Risk in Equity Stocks in the
Nairobi Securities Exchange. International JouroBlAcademic Research in

Accounting, Finance and Management Sciences, 228);248

47



Mule, R. K., Mukras, M. S. & Nzioka, O. M. (2015Yorporate Size, Profitability and
Market Value: An Econometric Panel Analysis of et Firms in Kenya.
European ientific Journal, 11(13), 376 — 396

Mundati, Z. (2013). The effects of macroeconomidaldes on the dividend payout of
firms listed at the Nairobi Securities Exchange,pulnlished MBA project,
University of Nairobi.

Munyua, P. N (2014). Effect of Dividend Policy oto&k Prices for Firms Listed at the
Nairobi Securities Exchangélnpublished MBA Project, University of Nairobi,
Kenya

Murekefu, T. M. & Ochuodho P. O. (2012). The Realaship between Dividend Payout
and Firm Performance: A Study of Listed CompaniesKienya. European
Sientific Journal, 8 (9), 199 — 215

Musiega G., Alala B., Musiega D., Maokomba C. &Ege®. (2013). 'Determinants of
Dividend Payout Policy among Non-financial firms dme Nairobi Securities
Exchange, Kenya'.International journal of scient&i Technologyresearch, 2(10).

Mwangi, J. G., Muturi, W. M., & Ngumi, P. M. (2016)Relationship Between
Information Asymmetry and Access to Finance by savad Medium Enterprises
in Kenya. International Journal of Advanced Reseandvianagement and Social
Sciences, 5(1), 183-193.

Ndirangu, P. W. (2014). The Effect of Dividend eglon Future Financial Performance
of Firms Listed at the Nairobi Securities Exchangdapublished MBA Project.

University of Nairobi, Kenya

48



Ndung'u, S. K., Simiyu, J. Galo, N. & Mbogo, J. (&). The Effect of Dividend
Announcement on Share Price Changes for Compasied at Nairobi Securities
Exchange, KenyaResearch Journal of Finance and Accounting, 5 (17), 243 —
254

Nkonge, T. N. (2010). Effect of stock splits on &ty returns of companies listed in the
Nairobi stock exchange. Unpublished MBA Projectjvwdrsity of Nairobi.

Odesa, J. O. & Ekezie, A. (2015). Determinants iwidend Policy in Quoted Companies
in Nigeria.African and Global Perspectives, 1(1), 1-13

Ogolo, D. A. (2013). The Effect of Dividend Polioy Share Prices of Multinational and
Local Companies Listed at the Nairobi Securitieshange.Unpublished MBA
Project. University of Nairobi, Kenya

Oladele, K. O. (2013). The Determinants of Valueed@ion in the Nigerian Banking
Industry: Panel Evidenceénternational Journal of Business and Social Science,
4(3), 89 — 101

Olang, M. A., Akenga, G. M. & Mwangi, J. K. (2015ffect of Liquidity on the
Dividend Pay-out by Firms Listed at the Nairobi G#tes Exchange, Kenya.
Science Journal of Business and Management. 3(5), 196-208.

Olweny, T. (2012). Dividend Announcement and Firraldé: A Test of Semi Strong
Form of Efficiency at the Nairobi Stock Exchandeian Social Science, 8(1),
161-175.

Olweny, T., & Shipho, T. M. (2011). Effects of Ban§ Sectorial Factors on the

Profitability of Commercial Banks in Kenya.

49



Oswald, T. E. (2005). A Study on Dividend Policydavialue of the Firm: Managerial
Perspectives in MalaysidJnpublished Thesis. Universiti Teknologi MARA,
Malaysia

Oyinlola, O. M. & Ajeigbe, K. B. (2014). The Impact Dividend Policy on Stock Prices
of Quoted Firms in Nigeridnternational Journal of Economics, Commerce and
Management, 2(9), 1-17

Ozuomba C. N., Okaro S. C. & Okoye P. V.C. (20R)areholder’s Value and Firm’s
Dividend Policy: Evidence from Public CompaniesNigeria. Research Journal
of Management Sciences, 2(12), 26-28

Pandey, I. (2005Financial Management. New Delhi: Vikas Publishing House.

Parkinson, J. M. & Waweru, N. M. (2010). Paying idends by Kenyan Companies.
Savings and Development, 1, 35-51

Priya, K. & Nimalathasan, B. (2013). Dividend PgliRatios and Firm Performance: a
case study of Selected Hotels & Restaurants inL&nka. Global Journal of
Commerce and Management, 2(6), 16-22

Raji, I. (2012). Effects of Ownership Structure Oine Performance Of Listed
Companies On The Ghana Stock Exchangaepublished Project. Kwame
Nkrumah University Of Science And Technology, Ghana

Ross, S. A., Westerfield, R. W. & Jordan, B. D. X2 Fundamentals of Corporate
Finance (7" ed.). Irwin: Mc-Graw Hill.

Ross, S. S. (1977). The Determination of FinanSialicture: The Incentive Signalling

Approach Bell Journal of Economics, 8, 23-40.

50



Salih, A. A. (2010). The Effect of Dividend Poliggn Market Value: UK Empirical
Study, Durham theses, Durham University. Availalale Durham E-Theses

Online: http://etheses.dur.ac.uk/556/

Salman, A. K., & Yazdanfar, D. (2012). Profitabilin Swedish micro firms: A quantile
regression approach. International Business Rdsea(®), 94.

Savitri, M., & Martani, D. (2008). The Analysis Iragt of Stock Split on Stock Return
and Volume: The Case of Jarkata Stock Exchang@éthirinternational Business
Research Conference.

Sharma, S. (2011). Determinants of equity shamreeprnn IndiaJournal of Arts, Science
& Commerce, 2 (4), 1-10

Sudiyatno, B., Puspitasari, E. & Kartika, A. (2012)he Company's Policy, Firm
Performance, and Firm Value: An Empirical Reseaoch Indonesia Stock
ExchangeAmerican International Journal of Contemporary Research, 2 (12), 30
- 40

Taslim M. W. (2013). Effect of Enterprise Risk Mgement Implementation on Firm
Value of Companies Listed at Nairobi Securities largye International Journal
of Business & Law Research, 1(1), 65-76

Thafani, F. & Abdullah, M. (2014). Impact of Dividd Payout on Corporate
Profitability: Evident from Colombo Stock Exchang&dvances in Economics
and Business Management, 1(1), 27 — 33

Troachim, W. M. K. (2008)Research Methods: Knowledge Base. Mason OH.

51



Waithaka, S. M., Ngugi, J. K., Aiyabei, J. K., Igm J. K. & Kirago, P. (2012). Effects
of Dividend Policy on Share Prices: A Case of Congsin Nairobi Securities
ExchangePrime Journal of Business Administration and Management, 2(8), 642-
648

Waswa, C. W. (2014). Analysis of Determinants ofidénd Payout by Agricultural
Firms Listed on the Nairobi Security Exchandénpublished MSc Project.
Kenyatta University, Kenya

Waswa, C. W., Ndede, F. W .S. & Jagongo, A. O. £0Dividend Payout by
Agricultural Firms in Kenya: An Empirical Analysief Firms Listed on the
Nairobi Security Exchangénternational Journal of Business and Social Science,

5 (11), 63-74

Waweru, N. M. (2010). Do Dividends Matter? Some dévice from an Emerging
Market. SA Journal of Accounting Research, 24(1), 1-11

Zikmund, W. G., Babin, J., Carr. J. C. & Griffin,.NR011).Business Research Methods.

(9" Ed.). South-Western, Cengage Learning

52



APPENDICES

Appendix I: List of Companies Listed at the Nairobi Securities Exchange

1. A.Baumann CO Ltd

Athi River Mining

Atlas Development and Support

Services

B.O.C Kenya Ltd

Bamburi Cement Ltd

Barclays Bank Ltd

British American Tobacco Kenya

Ltd

8. British-American Investments
Company (Kenya) Ltd

9. Car and General (K) Ltd

10. Carbacid Investments Ltd

11.Centum Investment Co Ltd

12.CFC Stanbic Holdings Ltd

13.CIC Insurance Group Ltd

14.Crown Berger Ltd

15.Diamond Trust Bank Kenya Ltd

16.E.A.Cables Ltd

17.E.A.Portland Cement Ltd

18.Eaagads Ltd

19. East African Breweries Ltd

20.Equity Bank Ltd

21.Eveready East Africa Ltd

22.Express Ltd

23.Flame Tree Group Holdings Ltd

24.Home Afrika Ltd

25.Housing Finance Co Ltd

26.Hutchings Biemer Ltd

27.1&M Holdings Ltd

28. Jubilee Holdings Ltd

29.Kakuzi

30.Kapchorua Tea Co. Ltd

31.KenGen Ltd

32.KenolKobil Ltd

33.Kenya Airways Ltd

w N

No gk

Source: Nairobi Securities Exchange (2016)
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34.Kenya Commercial Bank Ltd

35.Kenya Orchards Ltd

36.Kenya Power & Lighting Co Ltd

37.Kenya Re-Insurance Corporation
Ltd

38. Kurwitu Ventures

39. Liberty Kenya Holdings Ltd

40.Limuru Tea Co. Ltd

41.Longhorn Kenya Ltd

42.Marshalls (E.A.) Ltd

43.Mumias Sugar Co. Ltd

44.Nairobi Securities Exchange Ltd

45.Nation Media Group

46.National Bank of Kenya Ltd

47.NIC Bank Ltd

48.Olympia Capital Holdings Itd

49.Pan Africa Insurance Holdings
Ltd

50.Rea Vipingo Plantations Ltd

51. Safaricom Ltd

52.Sameer Africa Ltd

53.Sasini Ltd

54.Scangroup Ltd

55. Standard Chartered Bank Ltd

56. Standard Group Ltd

57.Stanlib Fahari I-REIT

58.The Co-operative Bank of Kenya
Ltd

59.Total Kenya Ltd

60. TPS Eastern Africa (Serena) Ltd

61. Trans-Century Ltd

62. Uchumi Supermarket Ltd

63.Umeme Ltd

64.Unga Group Ltd

65. Williamson Tea Kenya Ltd



Appendix Il: Data

Firm
Year | Share price] Bookvalug¢  Total dividends Feidend Cash dividend| debtratio  Firm size
Firm 1 2015 86.25 5.00 301,391 301,391 301,391 047 1734
2014 82.50 5.00 297,794 297,794 297,794 0.565 4416.
2013 90.00 5.00 297,165 247,638 297,165 0.548 4716.
2012 44.50 5.00 198,110 198,110 198,110 0.556 2516.
2011 158.00 5.00 173,346 173,346 173,346 0.518 9215
Firm 2 2015 156.00 5.00 4,718 4,356 4,718 0.0d 7.8.2
2014 139.00 5.00 4,356 3,993 4,356 0.00 17.40
2013 210.00 5.00 3,267 2,178 3,267 0.026 17.34
2012 185.00 5.00 726 726 726 0.024 17.44
2011 125.00 5.00 3,086 2,094 3,086 0.042 17.40
Firm 3 2015 11.00 0.50 5,432 2,716 5,432 0.0¢ 12.94
2014 16.60 0.50 4,345 1,086 1,086 0.00 12.38
2013 17.60 0.50 3,802 2,716 3,802 0.00 12.24
2012 15.70 0.50 5,431 3,802 5,431 0.00] 12.18
2011 13.05 0.50 7,061 6,382 7,061 0.00] 12.08
Firm 4 2015 936.00 10.00 4,600,000 4,050,000 A08XID, 0.075 17.53
2014 900.00 10.00 3,900,000 3,550,000 3,900,000 .0830 17.35
2013 595.00 10.00 3,350,000 2,900,000 3,350,000 .0430 17.37
2012 493.00 10.00 2,900,000 2,700,000 2,900,000 .0480 17.23
2011 246.00 10.00 2,700,000 1,250,000 2,700,000 .0760 16.82
Firm 5 2015 113.00 5.00 101,532 58,576 101,532 0.0p 14.66
2014 125.00 5.00 101,532 42,596 101,532 0.0 614.
2013 125.00 5.00 59,553 50,766 59,553 0.0( 14.(
2012 99.50 5.00 110,319 39,051 110,319 0.0 14.
2011 100.00 5.00 93,772 39,051 93,772 0.0( 14.G
Firm 6 2015 14.30 10.00 581,500 108,637 581,500 080.0 18.17
2014 15.15 10.00 581,525 108,662 581,525 0.003 .1018
2013 6.00 10.00 472,863 189,145 472,863 0.002 8517.
2012 5.20 10.00 472,863 94,573 472,863 0.002 617.6
2011 5.20 10.00 283,718 13,860 283,718 0.003 917.
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Firm 7 2015 12.50 5.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.05] 15.2)7
2014 6.00 5.00 24,062 24,062 0.00 0.654 15.14
2013 5.15 5.00 26,736 26,736 0.00 0.524 15.21
2012 4.25 5.00 18,381 18,381 18,381 0.50p 15.22
2011 4.40 5.00 18,724 18,724 18,724 0.604 15.14
Firm 8 2015 125.00 5.00 178,397 76,456 178,397 0.0p 14.30
2014 149.00 5.00 101,941 101,941 101,941 0.00 6313.
2013 140.00 5.00 101,941 67,961 101,941 0.0 713.7
2012 125.00 5.00 101,941 101,941 101,941 0.00 7313.
2011 91.50 5.00 101,941 101,941 101,941 0.0 613.2
Firm 9 2015 38.53 0.50 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.134 18.10
2014 36.50 0.50 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.142 17.20
2013 19.75 0.50 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.222 16.76
2012 13.10 0.50 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.252 16.68
2011 13.05 0.50 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.342 16.38
Firm 10 | 2015 130.25 5.00 213,475 205,600 213,474 020. 19.16
2014 125.00 5.00 205,567 197,660 205,567 0.023 .0119
2013 89.00 5.00 376,000 249,000 376,000 0.023 0119.
2012 41.50 5.00 849,942 600,889 600,889 0.029 7818.
2011 40.00 5.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.028 18.88
Firm 11 | 2015 8.90 1.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.624 15.7p
2014 9.45 1.00 70,000 70,000 46,849 0.17y 16.98
2013 5.65 1.00 217,966 217,966 194,815 0.247 516.6
2012 3.53 1.00 196,165 196,165 196,165 0.299 616.4
2011 5.00 1.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.378 16.22
Firm 12 | 2015 28.00 1.00 3,911,453 3,911,453 3,%81,4 0.012 19.65
2014 28.06 1.00 2,444,658 2,444,658 2,444,658 150.0 19.47
2013 17.80 1.00 2,095,422 2,095,422 2,095,42p 180.0 19.26
2012 13.30 1.00 1,396,948 1,396,948 1,396,948 210.0 19.12
2011 9.60 1.00 1,396,948 1,396,948 1,396,948 50.02 18.94
Firm 13 | 2015 93.00 5.00 42,708,600 24,913,350 /600 0.926 15.33
2014 111.00 5.00 41,522,250 24,221,313 41,522,250 0.069 15.61
2013 75.00 5.00 29,659,000 17,301,08 29,659,000 0.064 15.46
2012 42.50 5.00 29,685,750 17,316,684 29,685,750 0.068 15.30
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2011 20.50 5.00 29,685,750 17,316,68 29,685,750 0.066 14.13
Firm 14 | 2015 123.50 4.00 605,275 378,297 605,275 0960. 19.42
2014 235.00 4.00 581,064 363,165 581,064 0.058 1719
2013 192.00 4.00 462,210 288,881 462,210 0.074 .9318
2012 115.00 4.00 418,190 261,369 418,190 0.091 .7218
2011 90.50 4.00 332,596 207,873 332,596 0.114 5018.
Firm 15 | 2015 31.00 1.25 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 12.04
2014 29.00 1.25 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 11.4y
2013 25.50 1.25 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 11.18
2012 34.00 1.25 20,098 20,098 0.00 0.00 11.96
2011 69.50 1.25 20,098 20,098 0.00 0.00 12.13
Firm 16 | 2015 16.50 0.50 253,125 151,875 101,250 30.4 15.75
2014 16.20 0.50 32,015 16,008 32,015 0.428 15.44
2013 16.75 0.50 151,875 75,938 151,875 0.490 2153
2012 11.70 0.50 101,250 50,625 101,250 0.323 715.2
2011 10.55 0.50 126,563 63,282 126,563 0.399 215.4
Firm 17 | 2015 304.50 2.00 4,349 4,349 4,349 0.526 .2918
2014 289.00 2.00 4,349 4,349 4,349 0.554 17.93
2013 320.00 2.00 4,375 3,182 4,375 0.430 17.899
2012 223.00 2.00 7,047 5,638 7,047 0.459 17.83
2011 195.00 2.00 5,711 4,569 5,711 0.104 17.2
Firm 18 | 2015 68.50 5.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.16 16.34
2014 80.00 5.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.165 16.02
2013 57.50 5.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.171 16.04
2012 60.00 5.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.256 15.96
2011 80.00 5.00 117,000 117,000 117,000 0.272 1416.
Firm 19 | 2015 45.00 0.50 7,547,350 7,547,35( 7,%407,3 0.098 19.65
2014 50.00 0.50 6,664,999 6,664,999 6,664,999 860.0 19.66
2013 30.75 0.50 16,246 16,246 16,246 0.00 19.44
2012 23.75 0.50 20,777 20,777 20,777 0.0d 19.31
2011 16.40 0.50 17,265 17,265 17,265 0.0d 19.10
Firm 20 | 2015 3.20 1.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.023 14.28
2014 3.65 1.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.416 14.01
2013 2.70 1.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.250 14.1y
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2012 2.00 1.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 2.248 14.18
2011 1.75 1.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 5.092 14.18
Firm 21 | 2015 5.20 5.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.241 12.18
2014 6.50 5.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.239 12.06
2013 3.90 5.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.131 12.8y
2012 3.50 5.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.200 12.3%
2011 3.90 5.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.435 13.02
Firm 22 | 2015 38.40 5.00 242,624 193,947 242,624 410.1 17.95
2014 45.50 5.00 231,070 184,711 231,070 0.2113 8617.
2013 31.25 5.00 231,070 183,360 231,070 0.255 6717.
2012 15.50 5.00 161,240 137,128 161,240 0.295 5317.
2011 12.40 5.00 161,298 161,298 161,298 0.380 2817.
Firm 23 | 2015 4.90 1.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.125 21.81
2014 4.90 1.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.112 20.92
2013 4.90 1.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.162 20.55
2012 4.90 1.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 1.213 18.54
2011 4.90 1.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 1.329 18.4%
Firm 24 | 2015 127.00 1.00 1,296,110 1,296,110 11295, 0.055 18.92
2014 123.00 1.00 1,008,086 1,008,086 1,008,086 0800. 18.56
2013 120.00 1.00 748,863 748,863 748,863 0.065 7718
2012 120.00 1.00 747,425 747,425 747,425 0.080 .7918
2011 120.00 1.00 527,213 527,213 527,213 0.1Q7 .5018
Firm 25 | 2015 387.00 5.00 494,133 463,250 494,133 00 0. 18.23
2014 450.00 5.00 449,212 421,136 449,212 0.018 .1318
2013 322.97 5.00 359,370 336,909 359,370 0.022 .9317
2012 172.85 5.00 245,025 210,021 245,025 0.027 .6717
2011 155.00 5.00 133,975 114,836 133,975 0.033 4517
Firm 26 | 2015 135.00 5.00 98,000 98,000 0.00 0.0 .275
2014 137.00 5.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 14.34
2013 125.00 5.00 73,500 73,500 73,500 0.04 14.14
2012 95.00 5.00 73,500 73,500 73,500 0.00 14.93
2011 69.50 5.00 73,500 73,500 73,500 0.00 14.68
Firm 27 | 2015 141.00 5.00 19,560 19,560 0.00 0.0 .6614
2014 137.00 5.00 19,560 19,560 0.00 0.00 13.99
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2013 145.00 5.00 20,755 20,755 20,755 0.0( 15.07
2012 121.00 5.00 19,970 19,970 19,970 0.041 15.1
2011 115.00 5.00 14,660 14,660 14,660 0.05p 14.
Firm 28 | 2015 52.50 1.00 6,050 6,050 3,025 0.038 9d19.
2014 57.00 1.00 6,050 6,050 3,025 0.024 20.01
2013 47.25 1.00 5,969 5,969 2,984 0.01 19.78
2012 29.75 1.00 5,644 5,644 5,644 0.02 19.72
2011 16.85 1.00 5,492 5,492 5,492 0.02¢ 19.62
Firm 29 | 2015 13.50 2.50 1,428,935 1,428,935 263,804 0.310 16.48
2014 10.90 2.50 879,344 879,344 395,705 0.342 6519.
2013 15.15 2.50 1,319,017 1,319,017 1,319,01f 290.4 16.62
2012 8.60 2.50 1,319,017 1,319,017 1,319,017y 40.42 16.59
2011 13.55 2.50 1,099,000 1,099,000 329,755 0.416 16.48
Firm 30 | 2015 9.50 0.05 367,940 128,779 367,940 40.54 16.67
2014 8.80 0.05 294,352 103,023 294,352 0.439 318.38
2013 9.45 0.05 147,176 51,512 147,176 0.54f7 18.5
2012 13.50 0.05 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.508 19.08
2011 9.95 0.05 7,441 2,604 7,441 0.411 19.22
Firm 31 | 2015 5.38 5.00 55,000 55,000 55,000 0.090 7.98
2014 10.50 5.00 55,000 55,000 55,000 0.16f 17.3
2013 9.46 5.00 55,000 55,000 55,000 0.59y 18.4
2012 2.99 5.00 55,000 55,000 55,000 0.508 18.4
2011 3.02 5.00 55,000 55,000 55,000 0.490 18.
Firm 32 | 2015 15.50 2.50 525,000 525,000 525,000 86.3 17.63
2014 17.20 2.50 489,964 489,964 489,964 0.379 2017.
2013 13.80 2.50 419,959 419,959 419,959 0.385 1317.
2012 10.85 2.50 280,000 280,000 280,000 0.397 9616.
2011 7.30 2.50 210,000 210,000 210,000 0.396 716.7
Firm 33 | 2015 13.92 1.50 1,271,035 1,271,035 0.00 36@@. 19.43
2014 13.35 1.50 585,440 195,147 207,508 0.319 9517.
2013 14.50 1.50 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.260 17.6
2012 15.20 1.50 425,184 425,184 425,184 0.207 6217.
2011 21.50 1.50 1,020,607 1,020,607 1,020,60¢ 050.2 17.60
Firm 34 | 2015 12.45 5.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.611 18.8
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2014 12.40 5.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.599 18.48
2013 12.50 5.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.505 18.41
2012 13.95 5.00 374,000 374,000 374,000 0.347 5018.
2011 32.25 5.00 693,000 693,000 693,000 0.323 2718.
Firm 35 | 2015 22.52 1.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00] 17.36
2014 30.00 1.00 515,270 515,270 515,270 0.497 3017.
2013 15.05 1.00 100,000 100,000 100,000 0.508 2617.
2012 6.70 1.00 206,108 206,108 206,108 0.468 317.1
2011 6.55 1.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.423 16.99
Firm 36 | 2015 635.50 20.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.04 11.66
2014 771.00 20.00 1,200 1,200 1,200 0.0Q 11.43
2013 500.00 20.00 9,000 9,000 9,000 0.04 11.55
2012 430.00 20.00 9,000 9,000 9,000 0.04 11.66
2011 335.00 20.00 9,000 9,000 9,000 0.04 11.54
Firm 37 | 2015 11.27 10.00 117,000 70,200 117,000 6.0 13.44
2014 9.05 10.00 117,000 117,000 29,250 0.0 14.15
2013 13.50 10.00 46,800 46,800 46,800 0.0( 13.85
2012 10.20 10.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.029 13.56
2011 10.00 10.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.041 13.91
Firm 38 | 2015 11.22 5.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00] 12.43
2014 10.00 5.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.369 12.31
2013 12.40 5.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.380 12.3p
2012 12.00 5.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.399 12.36
2011 10.00 5.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.465 12.48
Firm 39 | 2015 3.52 2.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.237 16.7)7
2014 2.85 2.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.244 16.39
2013 4.20 2.00 765,000 765,000 765,000 0.220 016.3
2012 6.10 2.00 765,000 765,000 765,000 0.090 616.5
2011 7.15 2.00 765,000 765,000 765,000 0.130 816.5
Firm 40 | 2015 26.75 5.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 18.81
2014 24.75 5.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.088 18.68
2013 28.75 5.00 28,629 28,629 28,629 0.11p 18.34
2012 17.25 5.00 21,728 21,728 21,728 0.24p 18.02
2011 20.25 5.00 10,515 10,515 10,515 0.26p 18.04
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Firm 41 | 2015 13.75 4.00 74,000 74,000 74,000 0.00 863
2014 12.50 4.00 73,958 73,958 73,958 0.17p 13.62
2013 11.50 4.00 49,000 49,000 49,000 0.26p 13.34
2012 10.00 4.00 24,500 24,500 24,500 0.34p 12.86
2011 9.00 4.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 12.78
Firm 42 | 2015 288.50 2.50 1,414 1,414 1,414 0.03p .3316
2014 263.00 2.50 1,414 1,414 1,414 0.006 16.41
2013 314.00 2.50 1,414 1,414 1,414 0.008 16.41
2012 263.00 2.50 1,178 1,178 1,178 0.010 16.33
2011 140.00 2.50 1,021 1,021 1,021 0.01y 16.24
Firm 43 | 2015 52.65 5.00 830,342 670,358 159,984 93.0 18.93
2014 57.00 5.00 639,946 639,946 639,946 0.154 8018.
2013 59.00 5.00 407,238 407,238 407,238 0.029 6118.
2012 38.25 5.00 100,675 100,675 100,675 0.026 5018.
2011 24.00 5.00 182,749 182,749 182,749 0.107 1818.
Firm 44 | 2015 4.45 5.00 5,224 5,224 12,035 0.051L 9213.
2014 5.00 5.00 25,462 15,462 1,560 0.074 13.12
2013 4.00 5.00 8,819 500 8,819 0.057 13.6p
2012 4.00 5.00 9,319 999 9,319 0.044 13.56
2011 5.00 5.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.074 13.41
Firm 45 | 2015 105.00 5.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.38% 17.12
2014 120.00 5.00 432,000 432,000 432,000 0.379 2917
2013 90.00 5.00 228,000 228,000 228,000 0.385 1317.
2012 40.25 5.00 192,000 192,000 192,000 0.397 9616.
2011 20.75 5.00 144,000 144,000 144,000 0.396 7716.
Firm 46 | 2015 27.50 5.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.001 14.97
2014 27.50 5.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.009 14.81
2013 27.50 5.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.021 14.76
2012 17.00 5.00 66,000 66,000 66,000 0.064 14.76
2011 14.75 5.00 48,000 48,000 48,000 0.12D 14.56
Firm 47 | 2015 15.25 0.05 25,641,874 25,641,874 B/ 0.067 18.87
2014 12.30 0.05 18,830,751 18,830,751 18,830,751 0.094 18.79
2013 6.00 0.05 12,400,000 12,400,00( 12,400,000 .1570 18.64
2012 3.20 0.05 8,800,000 8,800,000 8,800,000 70.1% 18.49
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2011 3.80 0.05 8,800,000 8,800,000 8,800,000 0.1 18.37
Firm 48 | 2015 5.75 5.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.144 15.14
2014 6.00 5.00 85,803 85,803 0.00 0.15 15.14
2013 5.15 5.00 85,803 85,803 85,803 0.156 15.21
2012 4.25 5.00 69,586 69,586 55,668 0.141 15.22
2011 4.40 5.00 55,668 55,668 55,668 0.144 15.14
Firm 49 | 2015 13.67 1.00 57,104 57,104 57,104 0.004 16.69
2014 14.05 1.00 315,009 315,009 315,009 0.0 314.8
2013 13.30 1.00 57,014 0.00 57,014 0.019 14.85
2012 10.95 1.00 57,014 57,014 57,014 0.00B 14.84
2011 12.05 1.00 114,028 114,028 114,028 0.020 8014.
Firm 50 | 2015 47.00 1.00 151,546 151,546 137,522 10.0 16.34
2014 45.75 1.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 14.88
2013 48.25 1.00 14,024 14,024 14,024 0.01p 14.85
2012 68.50 1.00 9,772 9,772 9,772 0.00 14.84
2011 41.50 1.00 199,352 199,352 199,352 0.020 8014.
Firm 51 | 2015 319.00 5.00 3,949,184 3,949,184 2656774, 0.00 19.27
2014 334.00 5.00 3,949,184 3,949,184 3,949,18% 00 0. 19.22
2013 304.00 5.00 4,650,813 4,650,813 4,650,818 00 0. 19.21
2012 235.00 5.00 4,032,494 4,032,494 4,032,494 00 0. 19.09
2011 160.00 5.00 3,157,848 3,157,848 3,157,84 00 0. 18.92
Firm 52 | 2015 30.38 5.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.25 15.29
2014 34.75 5.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.253 15.38
2013 26.00 5.00 37,107 37,107 0.00 0.25Y 15.39
2012 21.80 5.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.189 15.10
2011 25.00 5.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.230 14.9y
Firm 53 | 2015 25.60 5.00 440,680 440,680 440,680, 28).2 19.15
2014 24.00 5.00 375,932 375,932 375,932 0.226 9618.
2013 24.37 5.00 377,725 377,725 377,725 0.062 8618.
2012 13.80 5.00 125,893 125,893 0.00 0.12p 18.60
2011 14.75 5.00 313,599 313,599 0.00 0.168 18.48
Firm 54 | 2015 40.75 1.00 44,554 44,554 44,554 0.153 15.69
2014 36.00 1.00 245,935 245,935 245,935 0.142 6615.
2013 45.50 1.00 192,674 192,674 192,674 0.108 7315.
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2012 40.00 1.00 192,674 192,674 192,674 0.156 4915.
2011 55.00 1.00 192,674 192,674 192,674 0.162 5115.
Firm 55 | 2015 25.00 35.00 1,538,394 1,538,394 11538, 0.084 16.47
2014 19.30 35.00 994,385 994,385 805,834 0.080 .1416
2013 28.75 35.00 200,068 200,068 200,068 0.236 .2816
2012 23.50 35.00 149,859 149,859 149,859 0.244 4216
2011 27.25 35.00 160,498 160,498 160,498 0.221 .1916
Firm 56 | 2015 15.34 5.00 19,627 19,627 19,627 0.135 15.63
2014 12.75 5.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.350 16.49
2013 17.93 5.00 79,627 79,627 79,627 0.321L 16.47
2012 18.04 5.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.411 16.44
2011 11.40 5.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.565 16.19
Firm 57 | 2015 36.85 5.00 15 15 15 0.023 16.63
2014 39.75 5.00 56,780 56,780 56,780 0.02p 16.65
2013 34.00 5.00 56,780 56,780 56,780 0.02p 16.53
2012 69.50 5.00 56,780 56,780 56,780 0.00p 16.59
2011 36.00 5.00 56,780 56,780 56,780 0.00p 16.40
Firm 58 | 2015 13.50 0.50 49,204 27,425 49,204 0.357 14.15
2014 13.00 0.50 42,546 23,714 42,546 0.35¢ 14.01
2013 13.00 0.50 37,349 37,349 37,349 0.25[L 13.70
2012 10.00 0.50 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.281 13.54
2011 10.00 0.50 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.281 13.5¢4
Firm 59 | 2015 179.00 5.00 58,987 58,987 58,987 0.015 16.04
2014 179.00 5.00 61,294 61,294 61,294 0.02p 15.96
2013 290.00 5.00 68,533 68,533 68,533 0.116 15.90
2012 230.00 5.00 503,488 65,672 503,488 0.135 8015.
2011 185.00 5.00 68,533 68,533 68,533 0.16L 15.61
Firm 60 | 2015 1,500.00 100.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.0(¢ 728
2014 1,250.00 100.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.0Q 18.53
2013 0.00 100.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 18.4p
2012 0.00 100.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 15.1
2011 0.00 100.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 15.29

Source: Researcher
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