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Dividend is an enigma in corporate finance. There is no uniformity in findings, in the researches done on the topic. In
this research endeavour top 30 companies in terms of market capitalization from India's burgeoning Information
Technology sector is taken into account. Earnings per Share, Price to Earnings Ratio, Current Ratio, Life Cycle, and
Promoter Holding are found to be statistically significant factors which affect the Dividend Payout Ratio. This is an
important addition to the existing literature on Dividend Payment.
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istribution of profit to shareholders is termed as
dividend (Pandey, 2004). Profit earned by
companies can be retained by them for future
usage, or can be returned to shareholders as dividends. Each
business organization has their own unique circumstances to
take a very strategic decision with regards to the money
generated through profit, i.e. whether to keep or retain it or to
return it to the shareholders. Dividend Pay-out decisions are
one of the most critical decisions an enterprise takes, and a
number of conflicting theories have developed with respect
to this (Alkuwari, 2009).
Firms transfer cash directly to investors in the form of
Dividend. A higher dividend amount signals positive sign as
far as the valuation of equity is concerned. Apart from direct
cash dividends, existing literature is also of the opinion that
dividends in the form of bonus share as well as in the form of
stock split announcements impact stock prices positively
(Grinblatt, et al., 1984).
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The pertinent in this respect is to note that “The harder we
look at the dividend picture the more it seems like a puzzle,
with pieces that just do not fit together” (Black, 1976). There
are different theories on dividend payment, and they deal
with whether dividend payment increases or decreases the
valuation of the company. It is not difficult to identify the
variables which affect the dividend payment decisions,
however, what is difficult to determine is how these factors
interact among themselves (Ross, 2009).
Most of the existing researches have focussed on developed
Western Europe and the Northern American regions.
Whereas emerging economies as a whole attracted very
little attention in this respect (Musiega et al., 2013).
Models developed in the western world, may or may not be
applicable to emerging markets, due to their unique social as
well as corporate culture, regulations and nature of investors
(Musiega et al. 2013). Decisions to pay dividend and its
impact on valuation of shares, is also widely debated in the
literature of corporate finance, one set of arguments put
forth say that, dividend payment and increase in its amount,
increases the valuation of the firm, whereas another line of
argument says that, it decreases the valuation of the firm,
still there are other researchers who think, dividend payment
decisions have no impact on the valuation of the shares
(Anupam, 2012). Modigliani and Miller (1961) proposed
that dividend payment decisions are irrelevant from the
equity valuation perspective. However vast body of
literature have contrarian view on this. These studies found
that, dividend payment decisions are found to act as a signal
and influence asset valuation (Asquith and Mullins, 1983;
Brickley, 1983; Grinblatt, et al. 1984;Ross, 1977).
There is plethora of literature available in the domain of
behavioural finance that suggests investors often
misevaluate asset pricing due to issues like dividend desire,
dividend initiation etc.(Asquith and Mullins, 1983; Baker
and Wurgler,2007; Subrahmanyam, 2007). This leads to the
critical question of the motives behind a company’s
dividend payment decisions (Daniel et al. 2002; Denis and
Osobov, 2008).
The mode chosen to finance ventures – i.e. debt or equity –
acts as a determinant of value of the companies. Fama and
French (1999) were of the view that U.S. corporations
predominantly use long-term debt capital for expansion.

They rely on equity capital in the time of merger and
acquisition activities only.
Dividend payment decisions are signals to the investor
community regarding, the incumbent management’s
thinking on the future course of the firm. According to
Bishop et al. (2000), profits earned can be ploughed back
into the business or kept by the management for investment
for capital expenditure in future projects. In taking these
decisions, what is pertinent to consider is not only how much
money is needed for fresh capital expenditure, but also, what
effect the capital expenditure will have on the share price of
the company, thus affecting wealth of the shareholders of the
company. Also firms should not drastically change, their
dividend pay-out ratio, as it will impact the planned future
investments (Abdullahi, 2011).
The motive behind payment of dividend is a question of
intense interest in the academia as well as in the corporate
(Daniel et al., 2002; Denis and Osobov, 2008).
Information Technology Sector in India:
Information Technology sector in India is almost US $ 150
billion industry (NASSCOM, 2016). Out of this around US $
100 billion is export revenue. It employs around 3.7 million
employees, making it the largest sector in non government
employment generation in the country. These figures
underscore the importance of the sector to India’s economy.
Literature Review:
A number of studies in the developed as well as in emerging
equity markets have listed a number of determinants as far as
corporate valuation is concerned. Existing literature
supports the idea that, better quality investments (i.e.
investments with positive net present value) should have
positive effect on the valuation of the companies (Morgado
& Pindado, 2003). Myers (1977) was of the opinion that
investment through debt is not positive for the firms.
Krishman (1963) propagated a bird in the hand theory,
regarding dividend distribution. It states that investors are
risk averse by their very nature. Linter (1962), Gordon and
Shapiro (1956) got support for this theory, through their
research. The underlying logic for this behavior was that
returns from the equity market is uncertain, also there is
considerable information asymmetry in the system, as a
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result, investors will like dividend payment, as it transfers
money from the company to the investors.
Baker and Wrugler (2003, 2004) propagated catering theory
of dividend payment. According to this theory, companies
pay dividend, only when they perceive that there is a demand
for it, in the market. Thus the amount of dividend payment is
directly proportional to the quantum of premium
commanded by the firm’s equity in the market.
On the other hand ‘Agency Theory’, propagated by Jensen
(1986), argues that the dividend payment restricts the fund
available to managers, as far as investment in new projects is
concerned.
Al-Twaijry (2007) studied the determinants of dividend
payment decisions in the context of Malaysian capital
market. This research found that present dividend payments
are affected by the past and the future dividend payment
decisions. The study also found that dividends payment
decisions are affected by profitability of the firms.
The existing literature has explored the complex
relationship that exists between size of a firm and behaviour
of dividend payment exhibited by it. The one line of thinking
in existing research says that total asset size of the firm
influences dividend payment behaviour positively, as they
can access capital market for required fund for capital
expenditure, in an easier fashion compared to smaller firms
in terms of asset size. As a result they are less dependent on
internally generated funds, and these funds can be
distributed as dividend. There is plethora of literature in
support of this theory (Ahmed and Javid, 2009; Kuwari,
2009; Osobov, 2008; Hosami, 2007; Olantundun, 2000).
However, there is a contrarian view to this also, for example
Ahmed and Javed (2009) as well as Ramli (2010) found that
firm size has a negative relationship with the dividend
payment decisions. The logic behind this is that the bigger
firms tend to have higher reinvestment rate, and thus they
pay less dividend.
Profitability of the firms and their ability to pay dividend is
also widely discussed in the financial literature. However
there is no one view on how profitability affects dividend
payment decisions. For example, Amidu and Abor (2006)
was of the view that Profitability is inversely related to
Dividend Pay-out Ratio, signifying that firms rather invest in

their assets than paying dividend, out of money generated
through profit. Kania and Bacon (2005) had found results on
similar lines. Their research showed that, the Return on
Equity (ROE) of firms has positive correlation with Retained
Earnings. This signifies that, higher the ROE higher will be
Retained Earnings and lower will be the Dividend Pay-out
Ratio. On the other hand certain studies found that,
Profitability of companies has positive correlation with the
Dividend Pay-out Ratio, as companies with higher ROE, will
have higher Free Cash Flow, and hence can pay higher
Dividend. This line of thinking found support in the research
work of Aivazian et. al. (2003) as well as Li and Lie(2006).
Miller and Rock (1985) was of the view that, earnings acts as
one of the determinant of the firm value, however
information disseminated by this is asymmetric in nature.
Cambell and Shiller (1988) found a positive relationship
between the amount of earnings of a firm and the present
value of all future dividends. This relationship was further
proved by McCann and Oslon (1994). Benartzi et al. (1997)
found that dividends have informational value regarding past
and present earnings of an organization, based on minimal
time lag concept. Lamont (1998) used minimal time lag
concept to show that prior quarterly earnings successfully
predict returns in the near term. Fama and French (2001)
were of the view that, profitability is one of the determinants
of dividend payment decisions. They also found that huge
loss results in stoppage of dividend payment even for longstanding dividend paying companies. Koch and Sun (2004)
was of the opinion that there exists time lag between market
reaction and the change in quantum of dividend, this study
also established a relationship between earnings and
dividend payment decision of a company. Bali et al. (2008)
found strong correlation between earnings and quantity of
dividend payment by the companies.
According to Amidu and Abor (2006) there exist a negative
relationship between Dividend Pay-out Ratio and Risk
profile of the business. The existing literature has defined
Risk, in terms of Price to Earnings (PE) Ratio. The PE Ratio
signifies whether investors are expecting a higher or a lower
earnings growth (Fama and French, 1988; Puckett, 1964).
Higher PE Ratio signifies higher growth expectation,
whereas lower PE Ratio signifies, lower growth expectations
on the part of the investors.
The Debt to Equity (DE) Ratio or Financial Leverage also
plays its role as one of the determinants of dividend.
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According to the existing literature, firms with higher
Financial Leverage tend to have lower Dividend Pay-out
Ratio. This view found support among research work carried
out by Rozeff (1982) and Al-Malkawi (2007). One plausible
reason for this is that restrictions imposed by debt covenants,
ties the hand of firm management, as a result they cannot
extend the Financial Leverage Ratio beyond a point. A
contrarian view was propagated by Kania and Bacon (2005)
that the higher Leverage leads to higher Dividend Pay-out
Ratio, owing to extra fund being generated due to debt
capital.
Liquidity is also discussed as one of the determinants of
dividend payment, in the existing literature, firms with
higher liquidity are found to pay higher dividend. This view
was supported by research done by Kanwal and Kapoor
(2008), Ahmed and Javid (2009) etc.
Agency Problem in Business:
In modern business enterprises, two sets of agency problems
exist. The first set of agency problem refers to the possible
presence of conflict of interest between the managers and
the shareholders of a company. Another set of agency
problem refers to the conflict between the majority
shareholders (i.e. controlling shareholders) and minority
shareholders. In this context, corporate governance of firms
is important. Miller (1994) was of the view that, good
corporate governance practices balances the interests of
various stakeholders of the firms. According to Haniffa &
Hudaib (2006), Board Independence and Board Size both
influences market value of the firms. Presence of wellqualified persons as independent directors, in the board, is
one of the defining aspects of better corporate governance.
The independent directors should be able to bring with them,
the relevant expertise and the experience to guide the
incumbent management on the future direction to be taken
by the firm. Since the independent directors are expected to
be devoid of any conflict of interest their advice should
strengthen the management and benefit all sets of
shareholders, especially the non-promoter, as well as the
minority shareholders (Weisbach, 1988; Lee et al., 1990;
Warner et al.,1988). Existing literature is also of the opinion
that accounting quality of a firm is positively correlated to
the independent director’s representation in its board (Petra,
2007).

The relationship between the presence of independent
directors and Dividend Payment is also explored in few
studies. For example, La Porta et al. (2000) were of the view
that, a company with higher proportion of independent
directors pays lesser Dividends. An explanation of this
phenomenon can be found in the studies of Bathala & Rho
(1995) as well as Borokhovich et al. (2005), where the study
states that firms with not so good Corporate Governance
standards tend to pay higher Dividend to get favourable view
of the investors. However there are contrarian findings to this
in the existing literature. For example Schellenger et al.
(1989) and Belden et al.(2005) was of the view that Dividend
payment decision by firms, and the representation of
Independent Directors in the board are directly correlated.
Variables Used in the Research:
In this research endeavour, the objective is to check what
determines the Dividend Payment decisions of the listed
companies in NSE 100 index (which represents the biggest
listed companies in India). Financial firms are excluded from
the analysis.
Dependent Variable:
The dependent variable here is Dividend Pay-out Ratio
(DPR). DPR is defined as proportion of Net Profit, which is
paid as Dividend.
Dividend Pay-out Ratio (DPR) = Cash Dividend/Net Profit
*100
Independent Variables:
Independent variables of the research are discussed hereby
one by one:
Investment Opportunity: Market value of equity with
respect to its book value indicates performance measure of
the firm. This ratio indicates the premium (or discount) that
the market gives to the firm on its equity capital and, as a
result, reflects the market’s view of the firm on whether it is
being managed efficiently. High premiums suggest that
every additional rupee invested in the firm would yield
attractive returns for the investors; conversely, low premiums
indicate that the returns on additional investments are
unlikely to be attractive. So this ratio is a reflection of the
incentives for additional capital investments to grow the firm
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(Goranova et al., 2010).
Companies can do two things with the money generated
through profit. Either they can keep it or they can disburse it
to their shareholders. Companies which have option to
invest profitably to increase their expected return, retain
greater proportion of their profit for future investment
purposes and pay proportionately lesser dividends to their
shareholders (Myers and Majluf, 1984). Therefore, it can be
expected that an inverse relationship exist between,
opportunities to invest profitably and DPR. We have taken
Price to Book (P/B) Ratio of Equity as proxy for Investment
Opportunity. This is in accordance to Labhane and Mahakud
(2016).
Risk: According to Friend and Puckett (1964), higher Price
to Earnings (P/E) Ratio of a company shows investor’s
expectation of higher growth compared to a company with
lower P/E Ratio. Fama and French (1998) supported this
viewpoint. As a result P/E Ratio can be considered as a
proxy for Risk (Mehta, 2012). According to Amidu and
Abor (2006), an inverse relationship exists between Risk
and DPR.
Firm Size: Accordance to Labhane and Mahakud (2016),
larger firms generally has greater proportion of shareholding
by institutional investors. As they have easy access to capital,
they need to have higher DPR, to mitigate agency problem.
Also easy access to fund, reduce big firm’s dependence on
internal fund (Mehta, 2012). This point of view has
widespread support in the literature. For example Osobov
(2008), Hosami (2007), Eriotis (2005), Aivazian (2003), all
found support of this argument in their literature. As a result, it
is hypothesized that Firm Size will have positive relationship
with DPR. The natural log of Market Capitalization of the firm
is considered as proxy for Firm Size. This method is in
accordance with Kapoor et al. (2010).
Free Cash Flow per Share: Type 1 of the agency problem,
deals with the conflict of interest of the shareholders and the
managers. The Free Cash Flow amount is one of the
determinants of this conflict of interest. A higher proportion
of DPR reduced proportion retained of the Free Cash Flow,
as well as this conflict of interest. This view point found
support in the works of Easterbrook (1984), Rozeff (1982)
as well as Jensen and Meckling (1976). Cash Flow per

Share (CFPSH) = (Net Profit after Tax + Depreciation + Net
Working Capital) / Weighted Average Outstanding Common
Shares. This method is in accordance with Liu et al. (2007).
Profitability: Profitability of a firm and its relationship with
DPR is a complex one. There is no uniformity in the existing
literature, in this regard. Pecking order theory propagated
that a firm’s reliance on internal fund will be more than the
external fund. As a result, highly profitable firms will have
lower DPR, as they will deploy money gainfully in their
expansion (Amidu and Abor, 2006). This point of view found
support in the works of Kania and Bacon (2005), Fama &
French (2001), Lintner (1956). However, there is contrarian
view to it. Prominent among them, are the works of Aivazian
et al (2003), Li and Lie (2006) etc. Their view point is that the
large profit making firms with steady profitability can pay
higher dividend, as they generate the necessary cash-flow to
do so. Three variables are considered as proxy for
profitability in this study. They are:
Return on Equity (ROE) = Net Profit after Preference Share
Dividend/Number of Outstanding Equity Shares
Return on Assets (ROA) = Net Profit/Total Assets
Earnings per Share (EPS) = Net Profit/ Number of
Outstanding Equity Shares
This is in accordance with Mehta (2012).
The fourth variable is
Return on Net Worth (RONW) = Net Profit/ Networth
This is in accordance with Kapoor et al.(2010).
Liquidity: Liquidity of a firm may play a big role in its
dividend payment decision. In spite of making enough
profit, a firm may not have liquid cash to pay dividend. Less
liquidity will result in less generous DPR for the
shareholders (Kanwal and Kapur, 2008). Current Ratio is
considered as the proxy for Liquidity in this study, this in
accordance to Kania and Bacon (2005). Here
Current Ratio = (Current Assets/ Current Liabilities) Life
Cycle: Firms can either retain the profit generated by it or
distribute it as dividend. As a result older firms will have
more retained earnings than younger firms. The firm life
cycle theory of dividends was propagated by Mueller (1972).
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It is based on the notion that as a firm matures, its ability to
generate cash overtakes its ability to find profitable
investment opportunities. Eventually, the optimal choice is
for the firm to distribute its free cash flow to shareholders in
the form of dividends. According to this theory, firms go
through different stages in their lifecycle. Mature firms
generally do not have profitable new ventures to invest, so in
this stage, firms have higher DPR. Life Cycle is computed as
the ratio of retained earnings to total equity. This is in
accordance to Labhane and Mahakud (2016).
Corporate Governance: Corporate Governance is the
cornerstone, which ensures efficient functioning of the
companies. Board structure is considered as one of the
salient features of Corporate Governance. Here proportion
of independent directors is taken as a proxy of Corporate
Governance. The size effect of the firm is controlled this
way. This is in accordance with Al-Najjar and Belghitar
(2014).
Promoter Holding: Promoter Holding often plays a decisive
role in Dividend payment decisions, as receivers of
Dividend are in an advantageous position regarding taxation
(Sharma et al., 2010). Gugler (2003) was also of the view
that the percentage of Promoter Share Holding does play a
role in proportion of profit being paid as Dividend.
Hypotheses of the Research:
The null hypotheses of the research are depicted below:
H01- Investment Opportunity of the firm has no effect on the
DPR.
H02- Risk of the firm has no effect on the DPR.

H07- Profitability in terms RONW of the firm has no effect
on the DPR
H08- Profitability in terms EPS of the firm has no effect on
the DPR.
H09- Liquidity of the firm has no effect on the DPR.
H10- Life Cycle of the firm has no effect on the DPR.
H11- Corporate Governance of the firm has no effect on the
DPR.
H12- Promoter Holding of the firm has no effect on the DPR.
Data Used:
The source of the data for this research has been Ace
Analyser and Securities Exchange Board of India (SEBI)
databases. Top 30 Information Technology companies listed
in India, based on their Market Capitalization as on 31st.Dc,
2016 are considered for this study. The list of the companies
is given in the Annexure. The period of the study, which is
taken into account is five completed financial years period
starting from 31st March, 2012 to 31stMarch, 2016.
Fixed and Random Effect Model:
Our primary objective is identification of factors, which
influences the Dividend Payment Ratio, over a period of time
for the companies in Information Technology sector in India.
The nature of the data is panel data. Analyzing the data in the
panel form, instead of cross sectional form has their own
advantage. According to Hsiao (1986) analysis of data in the
panel form enables the model to incorporate factors which
are specific to time and firm.
We assumed dividend pay-out policy of a firm and the factors
affecting it have a linear relationship between them.

H03- Size of the firm has no effect on the DPR.
H04- Free Cash Flow of the firm has no effect on the DPR.
H05- Profitability in terms ROA of the firm has no effect on
the DPR.
H06- Profitability in terms ROE of the firm has no effect on
the DPR.

We used both Fixed Effect and Random Effect Model, and
tried to find out which Model to use through Hausman Test.
The result of Hausman Test indicates that, Random Effect
Model is an appropriate tool in this case.
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Table 1: Output of Random Effect Model
Random effects

u_i ~ Gaussian

Wald chi2(11) =

29.87

corr(u_i, X)

= 0 (assumed)

Prob > chi2 =

0.0017

DPR

Coef.

z

ROA

-.7155893

.7885374 -0.93 0.321

-2.575791 .887212

EPS

-.3101319

.1248677 -2.48 0.013

-.5548681 -.0653957

PE_RATIO

-.0535807

.017134 -4.31 0.001

-.0534429 -.0187185

DE_RATIO

-1.803133

1.830301 -0.99 0.325

-5.390456 1.78419

ROE

-.0024156

.076005 -0.03 0.975

-.1513826 .1465514

RONW

-2.703243

2.534321 -1.09 0.415

-5.670456 1.78419

Current_Ratio

-.4286213

.1620528 -2.64 0.008

-.7462389 -.1110037

PB_Ratio

-.0756164

.4449382 -0.17 0.881

-.9476792 .7964463

Proportion_Independent_Director -9.579559

14.817 -0.65 0.518

-38.62035 19.46123

Std. Err.

Ln_Market_Cap

.8735371

Life_Cycle
CFPSH

P>z [95%

Interval

0.306

-.7990981 2.546172

-13.625

8.219381 -1.66 0.097

-29.73469 2.484687

.0809803

.1484338 0.55

0.585

-.2099446 .3719052

Promoter_Holding

-11.675

6.315681 -1.45 0.076

-27.23569 2.144283

_cons

37.35998

sigma_u

4.2044835

sigma_e

15.593478

rho

.06777362 (fraction

Empirical output of the Random Effect Model clearly shows
that, five factors namely Profitability in terms of EPS, Risk
in terms of PE Ratio, Liquidity in terms of Current Ratio,
Promoter Holding and Life Cycle of the firm, are
statistically significant factors. Life Cycle and Promoter
Holding is significant at 10% level. All other factors are
significant at 5% level. All these five factors have negative
influence on DPR.
Conclusions:
Firms with higher PE Ratio are high growth firms, so it is
natural that these firms have lower DPR, as more proportion
of profit can be deployed in business expansion, this finding
is line with the expected outcome and existing literature.
Similarly higher EPS results in higher portion of the profit is
left in the hand of company management, to invest, even
after paying higher Dividend in absolute terms; also this
finding is in accordance with Pecking Order Theory. Higher
Current Ratio stands for higher Liquidity, DPR for these
companies are lower, as the money flow within the
organization for operation is higher. Similarly higher value

.853401 1.02

Conf.

12.4024 3.01

0.003

13.05173 61.66824

of variance due to u_i)

for Life Cycle as well as Promoter Holding results in lower
value for DPR. Both these findings are in contrary to the
expectations. This study should be an important addition to
the existing literature on Dividend Payment decisions,
especially in the context of the Information Technology
companies listed in the Indian capital market.
References:
Al-Najjar, B. and Y. Belghitar, (2014). “Do Corporate
Governance Mechanisms Affect Cash Dividends? An
Empirical Investigation of UK Firms.” International
Review of Applied Economics, Vol.28, No.4, pp.524538.
Al-Twaijry, A.A. (2007). “Dividend policy and Payout
Ratio: Evidence from the Kuala Lumpur Stock
Exchange.” The Journal of Risk Finance, Vol. 8, No. 4,
pp. 349-363.
Al-Kuwari, D. (2009). “Determinants of the Dividend
Payout Ratio of Companies Listed on Emerging Stock
Exchanges: The Case of the Gulf Cooperation Council

A Quarterly Journal

SCMS Journal of Indian Management, July - September 2017

61

(GCC) Countries. Global Economy & Finance
Journal,Vol. 2, No. 2, pp. 38-63.Al-Malkawi, H.
(2007). Determinants of Corporate Dividend Policy in
Jordan: An Application of the Tobit Model. Journal of
Economics and Administrative Sciences, Vol.23, No.2,
pp.44-70.
Amidu, M. and J. Abor, (2006). Determinants of Dividend
Payout Ratios in Ghana. Journal of Risk Finance, Vol
7, pp.136-145.
Asquith, P., and D. W. Mullins, (1983). “The Impact of
Initiating Dividend Payments on Shareholders'
Wealth.” Journal of Business, Vol. 56, No.1, pp.77-96.
Baker, H. K., and G.E. Powell, (1999). “How Corporate
Managers View Dividend Policy.” Quarterly Journal of
Business and Economics,Vol.38, pp.17-35.
Baker, M., and J. Wurgler, (2003). “Appearing and Disappearing Dividends: The Link to Catering Incentives.”
Journal of Financial Economics, Vol.73,No.2, pp. 271288.
Baker, M., and J. Wurgler, (2004). “A Catering Theory of
Dividends.” The Journal of Finance, Vol.59 , No.3,
pp.1125-1165.
Baker, M., and Wurgler, J. (2007). Investor Sentiment in the
Stock Market. Journal of Economic Perspectives,
Vol.21, No.2, pp.129-151.
Bathala, C. T., and R. P. Rao, (1995).The Determinants of
Board Composition: An Agency
Theory Perspective. Managerial and Decision Economics,
Vol.16, pp.59–69.
Bali, T.G., D. Ozgur, and H. Tehranian, (2008).Aggregate
Earnings,Firm-Level Earnings, And Expected Stock
Returns. Journal of Financial and Quantitative
Analysis, Vol. 43 No. 3, pp. 657-84.
Daniel, K., Hirshleifer, D., and Teoh, S. H. (2002). Investor
Psychology in Capital Markets: Evidence and Policy
Implications. Journal of Monetary Economics, Vol.49,
No.1, pp.139-209.
Denis, D. J., and I. Osobov, (2008). “Why Do Firms Pay
Dividends? International Evidence on the Determinants of Dividend Policy.” Journal of Financial
Economics, Vol.89,No.1, pp.62-82.
Fama, E.F. and K.R. French, (2001). “Disappearing
Dividends: Changing Firm Characteristics or Lower
Propensity To Pay? Journal of Financial Economics,
Vol. 60, pp. 3-44.

Farrelly, G. E., H. K., Baker and B. E. Richard (1986).
“Corporate Dividends: Views of the Policy Makers.”
Akron Business and Economic Review.Vol.17, No.4,
pp.62-73.
Friend, I. and M. Puckett, (1964). “Dividends and Stock
Prices.” The American Economic Review, Vol.54, No.
5, pp. 656-682.
Goranova, M., Dharwadkar, R. and Brandes, P.(2010).
Owners on Both Sides of the Deal: Mergers and
Acquisitions and Overlapping Institutional Ownership.
Strategic Management Journal, 31(10), pp.1114-35.
Grinblatt, M. S., Masulis, R. W., and Titman, S. (1984). “The
Valuation Effects of Stock Splits and Stock Dividends.”
Journal of Financial Economics,Vol.13, No.4, pp. 461490.
Gugler, K. (2003). “Corporate Governance, Dividend
Payout Policy, and the Interrelationship Between
Dividend, R&D and Capital Investment.” Journal of
Banking and Finance, Vol.27, pp.1197-1321.
Haniffa, R., and M. Hudaib, (2006). “Corporate Governance
Structure and Performance of Malaysian Listed
Companies.” Journal of Business Finance and
Accounting, Vol.33, No.7-8, pp.1034-1062.
Kania, S.L. and F.W. Bacon, (2005). “What factors motivate
the corporate dividend decision?” American Society of
Business and Behavioral Sciences E-Journal, Vol. 1,
No. 1,pp.97-107.
Kanwal, A. and S. Kapoor, (2008). “Determinants of
Dividend Payout Ratios-A Study of Indian Information
Technology Sector.” International Research Journal of
Finance and Economics, Vol. 15, pp.63-71.
Koch, A.S. and A.X. Sun, (2004). “Dividend changes and
persistence of past earnings changes.” The journal of
finance, Vol. 5, pp.2093-2116.
La Porta, R., F. A. Lopez-de-Silanes, A. Shleifer, and R. W.
Vishny. (2000). Agency Problems and Dividend
Policies around the World. Journal of Finance, Vol.55,
pp.1–33.
Miller, M. H. and F. Modigliani, (1961). “Dividend Policy,
Growth and the Valuation of Shares.” The Journal of
Business, Vol.34, No.4, pp.411-433.
Pandey, M.(2004) Financial Management . Vikas publishing
house PVT limited.
Ross, SA, RW Westerfield, and J.F. Jaffe, (2009). Corporate
Finance Fundamentals, Eighth. Edition, McGraw Hill.

A Quarterly Journal

SCMS Journal of Indian Management, July - September 2017

62

Annexure
List of Companies considered for the study:
1.

Tata Consultancy Services Ltd.

2.

Infosys Ltd.

3.

Wipro Ltd.

4.

HCL Technologies Ltd.

5.

Tech Mahindra Ltd.

6.

Oracle Financial Services Software Ltd.

7.

Mindtree Ltd.

8.

Mphasis Ltd.

9.

Hexaware Technologies Ltd.

10. Persistent Systems Ltd.
11. Tata Elxsi Ltd.
12. Cyient Ltd.
13. Zensar Technologies Ltd.
14. NIIT Technologies Ltd.
15. KPIT Technologies Ltd.
16. Intellect Design Arena Ltd.
17. 8K Miles Software Services Ltd.
18. Ramco Systems Ltd.
19. Polaris Consulting & Services Ltd.
20. Take Solutions Ltd.
21. Accelya Kale Solutions Ltd.
22. Luminaire Technologies Ltd.
23. Sonata Software Ltd.
24. Quick Heal Technologies Ltd.
25. Lycos Internet Ltd.
26. Geometric Ltd.
27. Onmobile Global Ltd.
28. Rolta India Ltd.
29. Cigniti Technologies Ltd.
30. Kellton Tech Solutions Ltd.
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