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PART A – INTRODUCTION 

Finance, the art and science of managing funds, affects the lives of every individual and every 

organisation. Traditional emphasis on types of securities, fund raising techniques, and 

institutional policies is being replaced by intensive study of the optimization of investment and 

financing decisions under conditions of uncertainty.  

Getting a business idea, making a product or designing a service, marketing the same and 

managing people are some of the important functions or activities of a business undertaking. A 

business may be successful in all these, yet could fail on account of improper financial 

management. Knowing how to fund the business enterprise, how to employ the funds mobilized 

effectively and productively, how to allocate resources among various opportunities, managing 

the day-to-day needs of the business etc., must not be experimented with.  

 

This course aims at equipping a potential manager the tools and techniques which help in making 

financial decisions of the business and thereby lead to achieving the goal of business – ‘wealth 

maximization’. 

 

Course Outcomes:  
 

Post completion of the course student should be able to: -  

CO 1 : Attain the comprehensive knowledge about the financial environment within which 

organizations must operate. 

CO 2 : Develop insights about basic concepts of time value of money, cost of capital and 

financial leverage and policies, capital budgeting. 

CO 3 : Identify and judge relevant cash flows for capital budgeting projects 

CO 4 : Understand working capital management which includes strategies and techniques 

used to manage cash, accounts receivable, inventory and payables. 

CO 5 : Apply of various strategies, tools and techniques of business finance in various 

financial decisions. 

CO 6 : Enable students with required knowledge and skill sets to apply business finance 

theories and concepts to practical problems. 

 

 

 



PROGRAM OUTCOMES 

PO1: Apply knowledge of management theories and practices to solve business problems. 

PO2: Foster Analytical and critical thinking abilities for data-based decision making 

PO3: Ability to develop Value based Leadership 

PO4: Ability to understand, analyze and communicate global, economic, societal, cultural, legal and 

ethical aspects of business 

PO5: Ability to lead themselves and others in the achievement of organizational goals, 

contributing effectively to a team environment 

PO6: Ability to identify business opportunities, frame innovative solutions and launch new 

business ventures or be an entrepreneur 

PO7: Ability to deal with contemporary issues using multi-disciplinary approach with the help of 

advanced Management and IT tools and techniques 

PO8: Ability to apply domain specific knowledge and skills to build competencies in their 

respective functional area 

PO9: Ability to engage in research and development work with cognitive flexibility to create 

new knowledge and be a lifelong learner 

PO10: Ability to understand social responsibility and contribute to the community for inclusive 

growth and sustainable development of society through ethical behavior 

PO11: Ability to function effectively as individuals and in teams through effective 

communication and Negotiation skills 

COs/POs PO1 PO2 PO3 PO4 PO5 PO6 PO7 PO8 PO9 P10 P11 

CO1 3 2 - 2 2 1 1 3 1 2 1 

CO2 3 3 - 1 2 1 2 3 2 2 3 



CO3 3 3 2 2 1 1 2 3 3 2 2 

CO4 3 3 - 2 2 - 2 3 3 2 2 

CO5 3 3 1 2 2 - 2 3 3 2 2 

CO6 2 2 3 2 2 1 3 3 3 2 2 

 

LEVEL         3-Substantial          2-Moderate           1-Slight               -  No Co-relation 

Key Concepts:  
 

MODULE 1: INTRODUCTION TO FINANCIAL MANAGEMENT           

Introduction to International Financial System, General areas of finance, importance of finance 

in non-finance areas, Functions of Financial Management, finance and corporate strategy, 

Financial Goals of a firm,  Emerging role of finance manager in India 

MODULE 2 TIME VALUE OF MONEY                         

Compounding, Continuous Compounding, Effective Rate of Interest, Discounting – Single Cash 

Flows & Series of Cash Flows, Annuity – Future Value and Present Value, Present Value of 

Growing Annuity, Perpetuity – Present Value, Growing Perpetuity – Present Value, Equated 

Annual Instalments. 

MODULE 3: INVESTMENT DECISIONS               

Capital Budgeting, process of Capital budgeting, use of capital budgeting techniques in practice, 

Methods of appraising proposals; Payback period, ARR, NPV, IRR, MIRR, Profitability Index 

(problems). Meaning of Capital Rationing 

MODULE 4: COST OF CAPITAL AND CAPITAL STRUCTURE   

Introduction of capital structure- optima capital structure, Factors influencing capital structure. 

NI Approach, NOI approach, and MM approach (Theory and simple problems only) Leverages - 

Financial Leverage – Operating Leverage and Combined Leverage. Cost of Capital- Meaning 

and Methods of computing cost of capital: Cost of Equity Capital, Cost of Preferred Capital, 

Cost of Debt, Weighted Average Cost of Capital (Theory and Problems).  

 

MODULE 5: WORKING CAPITAL MANAGEMENT             



Working capital, factors determining working capital, Sources of working capital, estimating 

working capital needs, Cash Management, Inventory Management (Only Theory), Receivables 

Management. 

MODULE 6: DIVIDEND DECISIONS              Dividend 

decisions and valuation of firms, Determinants of dividend policy, Dividend theories – relevance 

and irrelevance: Walter, Gordon and Modigliani-Miller Hypothesis (including problems), Bonus 

issues, stock split. 

MODULE WISE OUTCOMES 

Post completion of the course student should be able to: -  

MODULE- 1 

MO1: Take vital decisions of the organisation i.e investing, financing and dividend decisions. 

MO2: Understand and can perform all the functions of a finance manager of any organisation. 

 

MODULE- 2 

MO3: Calculate present value and future value of money and take appropriate investment 

decisions on the basis of same. 

MO4: Calculate rates of return and know their use in making financial decisions. 

MODULE- 3 

MO5: Identify various sources of finance for the enriching the capitals structure of any 

organisation. 

M06: Understand and calculate the minimum return required by every organisation on the capital 

employed. 

MO7: Analyze the impact of change in EBIT on EPS under different capital structures. 

MO8: Identify change in profits due to change in sales. 

MODULE – 4 

MO9: Apply different techniques of capital budgeting to evaluate the different projects 

MO10: Understand the different factors which affect our decision of capital investment. 

MO11: Analyze various techniques of project evaluation and evaluate the impact of income tax 

and working capital on capital budgeting decisions. 

MODULE – 5 

MO12: Estimate the day to day fund requirement of any organisation. 



MO13: Analyze the key strategies and techniques used to manage cash, receivables, inventory 

and payables. 

MODULE – 6 

MO14: Understand the relevance of paying dividend to shareholders 

MO15: Calculate what proportion of profits to be retained and how much to be paid to 

shareholders. 

 

Instructional / Pedagogical Methods/ Tools used 

 

 PPTs and Class room discussions.  

 Problems and Case Study Discussions.  

 Demonstrations using Excel.  

 Multimedia cases 

 Practical Exercises - Individual and Group.  

 Work shop from practitioners.  

 

Course Evaluation Plan:  
 

Each paper will carry 100 marks of which 30 marks for Internal Assessment and remaining 70 

marks for written examination to be held at the end of each semester. The details of the 

Evaluation Components are as follows: 

 

a. End Term  

 

Evaluation  
 

Marks  Weightage (%) Duration 

(Minutes) 

Open / Close 

Book 

End Term Exam 70 70% 180  Close Book 

 

b. Other Evaluation Components: 
  

             Details of Evaluation components other than end term 

S.NO Type of Assessment Marks Weightage Unit  of 

evaluation 

Time  

1. Attendance 05 5% Individual  



2. Preparatory  

 

10 

 

 

10% 

 

 

Individual  

 

3. Assignment- Financial 

Modelling 

10 5% Individual  

4. Quiz 05 5% Individual   

Text Books / Reference Books/ Articles to be referred: 

  

Text Books to be referred:  

1. Chandra, Prasanna, “Financial Management – Theory and Practice”, Tata McGraw- Hill 

Publishing Company Limited.  

2. Pandey I M, “Financial Management – Theory and Practice” Vikas Publications.  

3. Shashi K Gupta, Neeti Gupta, Financial Management, Kalyani Publishers.  

 

Reference Books  

 

a. Damodaran, Aswath, “Corporate Finance”, John Wiley & Sons Inc.  

b. Van Horne, James, “Financial Management and Policy”, Prentice Hall.  

c. Kishore, M. Ravi, “Financial Management – with Problems and Solutions”, Taxmann Allied 

Services (P) Ltd.  

d. Sharma, Dhiraj, “Working Capital Management – A conceptual Approach”, Himalaya 

Publishing House.  

e. Khan, M.Y., and Jain, P.K., “Financial Management – Text, Problems and Cases”, Tata 

McGraw-Hill Publishing Company Limited.  

 

Reference Material 

  

a. The time value of money: Calculating the Real Value of your Investment – Finance for 

Managers, Harvard Business School Press.  



b. Capital Structure Practices in India – Jain P K and Surendra S Yadav, “Financial Management 

Practices in India, Singapore and Thailand – A Comparison” Management & Accounting 

Research.  

c. A Note on Theory of Optimal Capital Structure, Harvard Business School.  

d. Cost of Capital Practices in India – Anand, Manoj, “Corporate Finance Practices in India: A 

Survey Vikalp.  

e. Capital Budgeting Practices in Indian Corporate Sector.  

f. Capital Budgeting Practices of the Fortune 1000: How Have Things Changed? Patricia A.Ryan 

and Glenn P Ryan, Journal of Business and Management .  

g. Are there differences in Capital Budgeting industries? An Empirical Study, Stanley Block, 

M.J. Neeley School of Business, Texas Christian University, Fort Worth, Texas, USA.  

h. How do CFOs make capital budgeting structure decisions? John Graham and Campbell, Duke 

University. 

  

Case Studies  

a. A Case on Bharath Heavy Electrical Limited (BHEL) – I M Pandey, Financial Management, 

page 16.  

b. A mini case on Time value of Money – Prasanna Chandra, Financial Management page 169.  

c. A mini case on PTR Restaurant – Prasanna Chandra, Financial Management page 460.  

d. A mini case on Divya Electronics – Prasanna Chandra, Financial Management page 520.  

e. A mini case on Omega Textiles – Prasanna Chandra, Financial Management page 389.  

f. A mini case on Aman Limited – Prasanna Chandra, Financial Management page 304.  

g. A mini case on Caltron Limited – Prasanna Chandra, Financial Management page 605.  

h. A mini case on Multi Tech Limited – Prasanna Chandra, Financial Management page 628.  

i. A mini case on Kapil Sugars Limited – Prasanna Chandra, Financial Management page 559.  

 

 

 

 



Websites:  

 www.bseindia.com  

 www.capital market.com  

 www.cmie.com  

 www.financeprofessor.com  

 www.moneycontrol.com  

 www.rbi.gov.in  

 www.sebi.gov.in  

 

 

Course Facilitator: 

  

 Pooja Takalkar, Teaching Assistant, RVIM, Bangalore. 

Email ID: poojat@rvei.edu.in 
 

mailto:poojat@rvei.edu.in


PART- B 

SESSION PLAN 

Session 

No. 
Coverage of Key Components 

Pedagogy / 

Activity 

Reading Material to 

the referred 

 

MODULE- 1 

INTRODUCTION TO FINANCIAL MANAGEMENT 

1 

Introduction to Financial Management. 

Introduction to International Financial  

Management. 

General Areas of Finance. 

 

Lecture 

 

PPT’s 

 

Classroom 

Discussion 

Chapter 1 of book 1 

 

Chapter 1 of book 2 

2 

Scope and functions of Financial 

Management. 

Significance of Financial Management 

Financial Goals of a firm 

Agency Problems 

Conflicts in profit versus wealth 

maximization 

 

Lecture 

 

PPT’s 

 

Classroom 

Discussion 

Chapter 1 of book 1 

 

Chapter 1 of book 2 

3 

Financial Decisions and Risk- Return trade 

off 

Functions and Role of Chief financial 

officer. 

Functions of chief financial officer 

Changing or emerging roles of financial 

officer. 

Case Study related to financial decision 

making. 

 

Lecture 

 

PPT’s 

 

Classroom 

Discussion 

 

Multimedia 

case 

Chapter 1 of book 1 

 

Chapter 1 of book 2 

 

 
https://www.youtube.co

m/watch?v=LIiX0Ab30

Gg 

4. 

Importance of Finance in Non- Finance 

areas, Functions of Financial Management 

Lecture 

 

PPT’s 

 

Classroom 

Discussion 

 

Multimedia 

case 

Chapter 1 of book 1 

 

Chapter 1 of book 2 

 

 

 

5. 

Functions of Financial Manager, Role of 

FM in Management of an Entity 

Lecture 

 

PPT’s 

 

Chapter 1 of book 1 

 

Chapter 1 of book 2 

 

https://www.youtube.com/watch?v=LIiX0Ab30Gg
https://www.youtube.com/watch?v=LIiX0Ab30Gg
https://www.youtube.com/watch?v=LIiX0Ab30Gg


Classroom 

Discussion 

 

Multimedia 

case 

 

6. 

Finance and corporate strategy Lecture 

 

PPT’s 

 

Classroom 

Discussion 

 

Multimedia 

case 

Chapter 1 of book 1 

 

Chapter 1 of book 2 

 

 

7. 

Financial Goals of a firm Lecture 

 

PPT’s 

 

Classroom 

Discussion 

 

Multimedia 

case 

Chapter 1 of book 1 

 

Chapter 1 of book 2 

 

 

8. 

Emerging role of finance manager in India Lecture 

 

PPT’s 

 

Classroom 

Discussion 

 

Multimedia 

case 

Chapter 1 of book 1 

 

Chapter 1 of book 2 

 

 

 

 

MODULE- 2 TIME VALUE OF MONEY 

 

9. Introduction to Time Value of Money. 

Calculating Future value of money. 

Simple interest. 

Lecture 

 

Practical 

Problems 

 

Classroom 

Discussion 

 

Chapter 2 of book 1 

 

Chapter 2 of book 2 

10. Compound interest 

Practical Problems related to future value. 

Lecture 

 

Practical 

Chapter 2 of book 1 

 

Chapter 2 of book 2 



Calculating present value of money. 

Compounding, Continuous Compounding, 

Numerical 

 

Problems 

 

Classroom 

Discussion 

 

11. Discounting – Single Cash Flows & Series 

of Cash Flows, 

Practical Problems related to present value 

Introduction about annuity 

Types of annuity 

Numerical of annuity  

Present and future value of annuity  

 

Lecture 

 

Practical 

Problems 

 

Classroom 

Discussion 

 

Chapter 2 of book 1 

 

Chapter 2 of book 2 

12. Introduction of perpetuity 

Growing annuity 

Present value of perpetuity (practical 

problems) 

Future value of perpetuity    

 

Lecture 

 

Practical 

Problems 

 

Classroom 

Discussion 

 

Chapter 2 of book 1 

 

Chapter 2 of book 2 

13. Present value of perpetuity (practical 

problems) 

Future value of perpetuity    

 

Lecture 

 

Practical 

Problems 

 

Classroom 

Discussion 

 

Chapter 2 of book 1 

 

Chapter 2 of book 2 

14. Present value of perpetuity (practical 

problems) 

Future value of perpetuity    

 

Lecture 

 

Practical 

Problems 

 

Classroom 

Discussion 

 

Chapter 2 of book 1 

 

Chapter 2 of book 2 

15. Effective Rate of Interest Lecture 

 

Practical 

Problems 

 

Classroom 

Discussion 

 

Chapter 2 of book 1 

 

Chapter 2 of book 2 

16. Introduction to Annual Instalments Lecture Chapter 2 of book 1 



Practical problems related to equated 

annual instalments. 

Revision of all formulas 

 

 

Practical 

Problems 

 

Classroom 

Discussion 

 

 

Chapter 2 of book 2 

MODULE-3 

INVESTMENT  DECISIONS 

17 Capital Budgeting, Process of Capital 

budgeting. 

 

Lecture 

 

PPT’s 

 

Classroom 

Discussion 

Chapter 15 of book 1 

Chapter 17 of Book 1  

Chapter 14 of Book 3  

PPT – Module 3  

 

18 Use of capital budgeting techniques in 

practice, Methods of appraising proposals  

Lecture 

 

PPT’s 

 

Classroom 

Discussion 

Chapter 15 of book 1 

Chapter 17 of Book 1  

Chapter 14 of Book 3  

PPT – Module 3  

 

19 Payback period, ARR- Practical Problems Lecture 

 

Practical 

problems 

 

Classroom 

Discussion 

Chapter 10 of book 1 

Chapter 14 of book 2 

20 Payback period, ARR- Practical Problems Lecture 

 

Practical 

problems 

 

Classroom 

Discussion 

Chapter 10 of book 1 

 

Chapter 14 of book 2 

21 Payback period, ARR- Practical Problems Lecture 

 

Practical 

problems 

 

Classroom 

Discussion 

Chapter 10 of book 1 

 

Chapter 14 of book 2 

22 NPV, IRR - Practical problems Lecture 

 

Chapter 10 of book 1 

 



Practical 

problems 

 

Classroom 

Discussion 

Chapter 14 of book 2 

23 NPV, IRR - Practical problems Lecture 

 

Practical 

problems 

 

Classroom 

Discussion 

Chapter 20 of book 2 

 

Ppt module 3 

24 NPV, IRR - Practical problems Lecture 

 

Practical 

problems 

 

Classroom 

Discussion 

Chapter 20 of book 2 

 

PPT module 3 

25 NPV, IRR - Practical problems Lecture 

 

Practical 

problems 

 

Classroom 

Discussion 

Chapter 13 of book 1 

Chapter 

 

Chapter 19 of Book 3  

 

 PPT – Module 3  

 

26 MIRR, Profitability Index (problems). Lecture 

 

Practical 

problems 

 

Classroom 

Discussion 

Chapter 13 of book 1 

Chapter 

 

Chapter 19 of Book 3  

 

 PPT – Module 3  

 

27 MIRR, Profitability Index (problems). Lecture 

 

Practical 

problems 

 

Classroom 

Discussion 

Chapter 13 of book 1 

Chapter 

 

Chapter 19 of Book 3  

 

 PPT – Module 3  

 

28 Meaning of Capital Rationing, 

Problems 

Lecture 

 

Practical 

problems 

 

Classroom 

Chapter 13 of book 1 

Chapter 

 

Chapter 19 of Book 3  

 

 PPT – Module 3  



Discussion  

 

MODULE-4 

COST OF CAPITAL AND CAPITAL STRUCTURE  

29 Introduction of capital structure- optimal 

capital structure  

Lecture 

 

Practical 

problems 

 

Classroom 

Discussion 

Chapter 11 of book 1 

 

Chapter 11 of book 2 

30 Factors influencing capital structure, NI 

Approach, NOI approach 

Lecture 

 

Practical 

problems 

 

Classroom 

Discussion 

Chapter 11 of book 1 

 

Chapter 11 of book 2 

31 NI Approach, NOI approach , MM 

approach (Theory and simple problems) 

Lecture 

 

Practical 

problems 

 

Classroom 

Discussion 

Chapter 11 of book 1 

 

Chapter 11 of book 2 

32 Leverages - Financial Leverage - 

Operating Leverage and Combined 

Leverage 

Lecture 

 

Practical 

problems 

 

Classroom 

Discussion 

Chapter 11 of book 1 

 

Chapter 11 of book 2 

33 Leverages - Financial Leverage - 

Operating Leverage and Combined 

Leverage 

Lecture 

 

Practical 

problems 

 

Classroom 

Discussion 

Chapter 11 of book 1 

 

Chapter 11 of book 2 

34 Leverages - Financial Leverage - 

Operating Leverage and Combined 

Leverage 

Lecture 

 

Practical 

problems 

 

Classroom 

Discussion 

Chapter 11 of book 1 

 

Chapter 11 of book 2 



35 Cost of Capital- Meaning and Methods of 

computing cost of capital: 

Lecture 

 

Practical 

problems 

 

Classroom 

Discussion 

Chapter 11 of book 1 

 

Chapter 11 of book 2 

36 Cost of Equity Capital  Lecture 

 

Practical 

problems 

 

Classroom 

Discussion 

Chapter 11 of book 1 

 

Chapter 11 of book 2 

37 Cost of Equity Capital Lecture 

 

Practical 

problems 

 

Classroom 

Discussion 

Chapter 11 of book 1 

 

Chapter 11 of book 2 

38 Cost of Preferred Capital Lecture 

 

Practical 

problems 

 

Classroom 

Discussion 

Chapter 11 of book 1 

 

Chapter 11 of book 2 

39 Cost of Preferred Capital Lecture 

 

Practical 

problems 

 

Classroom 

Discussion 

Chapter 11 of book 1 

 

Chapter 11 of book 2 

40 Cost of Debt  Lecture 

 

Practical 

problems 

 

Classroom 

Discussion 

Chapter 11 of book 1 

 

Chapter 11 of book 2 

41 Cost of Debt  Lecture 

 

Practical 

problems 

Chapter 11 of book 1 

 

Chapter 11 of book 2 



 

Classroom 

Discussion 

42 Weighted Average Cost of Capital 

(Theory and Problems).  

 

Lecture 

 

Practical 

problems 

 

Classroom 

Discussion 

Chapter 11 of book 1 

 

Chapter 11 of book 2 

43 Weighted Average Cost of Capital 

(Theory and Problems).  

 

Lecture 

 

Practical 

problems 

 

Classroom 

Discussion 

Chapter 11 of book 1 

 

Chapter 11 of book 2 

44 Weighted Average Cost of Capital 

(Theory and Problems).  

 

Lecture 

 

Practical 

problems 

 

Classroom 

Discussion 

Chapter 11 of book 1 

 

Chapter 11 of book 2 

MODULE- 5 

WORKING CAPITAL MANAGEMENT 

45 Introduction to Working capital 

management  

Need for Working capital management 

Consequences of excess / deficit Working 

capital 

Types of Working capital    

 

Lecture 

 

Practical 

problems 

 

Classroom 

Discussion 

Chapter 4 of book 1 

 

Chapter 23 of book 2 

46 Approaches to types of working capital 

management 

Factors influencing working capital 

management 

Operating cycle 

Numerical  

 

Lecture 

 

Practical 

problems 

 

Classroom 

Discussion 

Chapter 4 of book 1 

 

Chapter 23 of book 2 

47 Balance sheet/ traditional concept of 

working capital 

Effects of excessive working capital 

Impact of inflation on working capital 

 

Lecture 

 

Practical 

problems 

 

Classroom 

Chapter 4 of book 1 

 

Chapter 23 of book 2 



Discussion 

48 Estimation of working capital 

requirements 

Percentage of sales method 

Regression analysis method 

 

Lecture 

 

Practical 

problems 

 

Classroom 

Discussion 

Chapter 4 of book 1 

 

Chapter 23 of book 2 

49 Forecasting net current assets method 

Numerical related to forecasting method 

Tondon committee report 

Inventory management – objectives of 

inventory management 

Lecture 

 

Practical 

problems 

 

Classroom 

Discussion 

Chapter 4 of book 1 

 

Chapter 23 of book 2 

 

Chapter 8 of book 1 

 

Chapter 26 of book 2 

50 Introduction to cash management 

Optimum cash balance 

Cash management models 

Receivables –Costs of maintaining 

receivables  

Aging schedule 

Factoring  

 

 

Lecture 

 

Practical 

problems 

 

Classroom 

Discussion 

Chapter 5 of book 1 

 

Chapter 24 of book 2 

 

Chapter 7 of book 1 

 

Chapter 25 of book 2 

MODULE- 6 

DIVIDEND DECISIONS 

51 Concept of dividend 

Forms of dividend 

Dividend decisions and dividend policy 

Essentials of sound dividend policy 

 

Lecture 

 

PPT’s 

 

Classroom 

Discussion 

Chapter 16 of book 1 

 

Chapter 22 of book 2 

52 Factors affecting dividend decisions of 

firms 

Types of dividend policy 

Value of the firm 

 

Lecture 

 

Practical 

problems 

 

Classroom 

Discussion 

Chapter 16 of book 1 

 

Chapter 22 of book 2 

53 Walter model- introduction 

numerical 

Critical appraisal of Walter model 

 

Lecture 

 

Practical 

problems 

 

Chapter 16 of book 1 

 

Chapter 22 of book 2 



Classroom 

Discussion 

54 Walter model- introduction 

numerical 

Critical appraisal of Walter model 

 

Lecture 

 

Practical 

problems 

 

Classroom 

Discussion 

Chapter 16 of book 1 

 

Chapter 22 of book 2 

55 Walter model- introduction 

numerical 

Critical appraisal of Walter model 

 

Lecture 

 

Practical 

problems 

 

Classroom 

Discussion 

Chapter 16 of book 1 

 

Chapter 22 of book 2 

56 Gordon model- introduction 

Illustration 

Numerical 

 

Lecture 

 

Practical 

problems 

 

Classroom 

Discussion 

Chapter 16 of book 1 

 

Chapter 22 of book 2 

57 Gordon model- introduction 

Illustration 

Numerical 

 

Lecture 

 

Practical 

problems 

 

Classroom 

Discussion 

Chapter 16 of book 1 

 

Chapter 22 of book 2 

58 Gordon model- introduction 

Illustration 

Numerical 

 

Lecture 

 

Practical 

problems 

 

Classroom 

Discussion 

Chapter 16 of book 1 

 

Chapter 22 of book 2 

59 Case study 

Residual theory of dividend 

Implications of dividend policy for the 

firm 

 

Lecture 

 

PPT’s 

 

Classroom 

Discussion 

Chapter 16 of book 1 

 

Chapter 22 of book 2 

60 Revision 

Bonus Shares, Numerical example  

Stock Splits. Numerical example  

Lecture 

 

Practical 

Chapter 16 of book 1 

 

Chapter 22 of book 2 



 problems 

 

Classroom 

Discussion 
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CAPITAL BUDGETING PRACTICES IN INDIAN 
CORPORATE SECTOR

Source:
“Financial Management Practices in 

India, Singapore and Thailand – A 
Comparison”, by Jain P.K., and 
Surendra.S. Yadav, published in 

“Management & Accounting 
Research”, Vol 3, No. 4, April-June, 

pp 84-102
1Dr. V. Rajesh Kumar



The discounted cash flow techniques
are more popular now.
The corporate firms use multiple
criteria in their project selection
decisions. Vast majority of the
sample corporate use a combination
of traditional as well as DCF
techniques.

CAPITAL BUDGETING PRACTICES IN INDIAN 
CORPORATE SECTOR

2Dr. V. Rajesh Kumar



The IRR is the most frequently used
(85 per cent) capital budgeting
technique.
The NPV technique is also widely
used (65 per cent). The IRR method
is preferred over NPV Method.
The pay-back period is equally
popular method of project selection
(68 percent).

CAPITAL BUDGETING PRACTICES IN INDIAN 
CORPORATE SECTOR

3Dr. V. Rajesh Kumar



Large firms more frequently use NPV while
pay back period is more widely used by
small firms. Similarly, high growth firms
use IRR more frequently than small firms.
PI technique is used more by public sector
units than private sector firms.
Capital budgeting decisions are undertaken
at the top management level and are
planned in advance. The corporate follow
mostly top-down approach in this regard.

CAPITAL BUDGETING PRACTICES IN INDIAN 
CORPORATE SECTOR

4Dr. V. Rajesh Kumar



In risk analysis, most Indian corporate
use more than one technique out of
the available techniques viz.,
sensitivity analysis, scenario analysis,
risk adjusted discounted rate,
decision-tree analysis and Monte
Carlo Simulation.
The Sensitivity Analysis is used
overwhelmingly (91 per cent).

CAPITAL BUDGETING PRACTICES IN INDIAN 
CORPORATE SECTOR

5Dr. V. Rajesh Kumar



Sensitivity Analysis is used more
significantly by public sector units and
private sector firms having chartered
accounts as Chief Financial Officers.
The Scenario Analysis is used widely
(62 per cent) and it is used more
frequently by large firms than small
firms.

CAPITAL BUDGETING PRACTICES IN INDIAN 
CORPORATE SECTOR

6Dr. V. Rajesh Kumar



The risk adjusted discount rate is
used by around one-third of the
corportates.
The decision tree analysis as well as
Monte-Carlo Simulation to analyse
project risk is not popular among
corporate to any significant extent.
Sensitivity analysis is the most
popular approach for quantifying risk.

CAPITAL BUDGETING PRACTICES IN INDIAN 
CORPORATE SECTOR

7Dr. V. Rajesh Kumar
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Capital Budgeting Practices of the Fortune 1000:   
How Have Things Changed? 

 
ABSTRACT 

 
 Capital budgeting is one of the most important decisions that face the financial 
manager.  Prior studies spanning the past four decades show financial managers prefer 
methods such as internal rate of return or non-discounted payback models over net 
present value; the model academics consider superior.  This interesting anomaly has long 
been a puzzle to the academic community. A recent survey of the Fortune 1000 Chief 
Financial Officers finds net present value to be the most preferred tool over internal rate 
of return and all other capital budgeting tools. While most financial managers utilize 
multiple tools in the capital budgeting process, these results better reflect the alignment 
of the academic and business view.   
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Capital Budgeting Practices of the Fortune 1000:   

How Have Things Changed? 
 

 Corporate capital budgeting and cost of capital estimation are among the most 

important decisions made by the financial manager.  In this process, it is crucial that 

management use accurate methods that will result in the maximization of shareholder 

wealth.  Over time, managers have used various commonly taught capital budgeting 

models and cost of capital estimations procedures; however, the use of models has not 

always aligned with what is taught in collegiate finance.  This study re-examines the 

capital budgeting decision methods used by the Fortune 1000 companies.  We show 

management views net present value (NPV) as the most preferred capital budgeting tool.  

Both NPV and internal rate of return (IRR) are superior to other capital budgeting tools, a 

result that represents alignment between corporate America and academia.  

The paper proceeds as follows.  Section I provides a review of prior capital 

budgeting studies.  Section II discusses the sample selection and survey methodology.  

Section III presents the results and Section IV concludes. 

I.  Review of Prior Capital Budgeting Studies 

 Over the past four decades, financial research has recorded how business use 

capital management methods and how large corporations determine the cost of capital 

used in capital budgeting decisions.  Financial managers and academics have not been in 

full agreement as to the choice of the best capital budgeting method.  In Exhibit 1, Miller 

(1960), Schall, Sundam, and Geijsbeek (1978), and Pike (1996) report payback technique 

as the most preferred method, while Istvan (1961) reports a preference for accounting 

rate of return.  Early studies generally report discounted cash flow models to be the least 
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popular capital budgeting methods. This might be attributed to the lack of financial 

sophistication and limited use of computer technology in that era.  Mao (1970) and 

Schall, Sundam, and Geijsbeek (1978) specifically point to NPV as the least popular 

capital budgeting tool; a result in contrast to modern financial theory.  Klammer (1972) 

reports a preference for general discounted cash flow models, and subsequently, the 

overwhelming majority of published research indicate management prefer the use of 

internal rate of return (IRR) over all other capital budgeting methods. 1  Eight studies 

dating from 1970 to 1983 show profitability index, a ratio of present value and initial 

cost, to be the least most popular capital budgeting tool.  Recently, Jog and Srivastava 

(1995) and Pike (1996) indicate a decreased acceptance of accounting rate of return in 

Canada and the United Kingdom, respectively.2  Interestingly, throughout the literature, 

NPV has always trailed IRR in management preference.  Managers have argued the 

perception of a percentage return is more easily understood and comparable than an 

absolute dollar value increase in shareholder wealth.  Therefore, in the past, managers 

have chosen IRR over NPV.  Evans and Forbes (1993) argue management view IRR as a 

more cognitively efficient measure of comparison.  In a comparison of past studies, it is 

seen that managers are moving toward NPV as a method of choice, but never to the level 

of IRR. 

 Academics have long argued for the superiority of NPV over IRR for several 

reasons.  First, NPV presents the expected change in shareholder wealth given a set of 

                                                           
1 See Williams, 1970; Fremgen, 1973; Brigham, 1975; Petry, 1975; Petty, Scott, and Bird, 1975; Gitman 
and Forrester, 1977; Oblak and Helm, Jr., 1980; Hendricks, 1983;  Ross, 1986. 
 
2  In a recent multinational study of the Asia-Pacific, Kester (et.al) found internal rate of return and net 
present value the most popular capital budgeting tools for large companies in that region. 
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projected cash flows and a discount rate.  For mutually exclusive projects, there is some 

dispute over the appropriate method.  Second, when cash flows come in over a longer 

time period, NPV assumes the intermediate term cash flows are reinvested at the cost of 

capital.  Internal rate of return, on the other hand, assumes the intermediate term cash 

flows are reinvested at the IRR, which for any positive NPV project is higher than the 

cost of capital.3  Finally, NPV is not sensitive to multiple sign changes in cash flows.  It 

is a method that presents the expected dollar amount that shareholder wealth would 

increase or decrease upon the acceptance of a project.   

II. Sample Selection Process 

 The interpretation of survey data presents some limitations as discussed in 

Aggarwal (1980).  While the survey was mailed to the CFO, the responses were the 

opinion of one individual and thus may not fully reflect the firm’s position.  It is possible 

this person may not be the best to assess the capital budgeting process if he/she is far 

removed from capital management.  There is also potential concern about a non-response 

bias.  In an attempt to limit this limitation, two personalized mailings were sent six weeks 

apart.  While the survey technique is not without flaws, it has been generally accepted as 

a reasonable proxy given the time and personal constraints in large corporations. 

A two-page questionnaire was mailed to the Chief Financial Officers (CFO’s) of 

each of the Fortune 1000 companies.  In an attempt to increase the response rate, each 

letter was personalized and signed.  Furthermore, we mailed a copy of the results to 

interested respondents.  Each survey was coded to avoid duplication in a second mailing.   

                                                           
3 Brealey and Myers (1995) dispute this point and argue the reinvestment rate assumptions are not essential 
to evaluating a given project since reinvestment rates represent the return on another, separate project.   
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Ten surveys were returned as undeliverable and thirty-two firms indicated they 

did not respond to mail surveys.  Two hundred and five usable responses were received, 

for a response rate of 20.5%, which is comparable to similar surveys.4  One hundred 

twenty responses were received from the first mailing and eighty-five from the second 

mailing.  

III. Results 

 Although all the firms are large, the size of the annual capital budget did vary 

among the respondents.  The size of the capital budget is subdivided as follows: 

Size of Capital Budget Number Percentage
Less than $50 million   35   17.1% 
$50 - $99.9 million   42   20.5% 
$100 -  $499.9 million   78   38.0% 
$500 - $1 billion   22   10.7% 
Greater than $1 billion   28   13.7% 
 205 100.0% 

  
Next, the CFO’s were asked at what level a formal capital budgeting analysis was 

required.  As can be seen, 99.5% of the companies require a formal analysis; however, 

the minimum capital expenditure for the analysis varied substantially.  

Amount of Capital Expenditure Required 
for  
     Formal Capital Budgeting Analysis 

 
Number  

 
Percentage 

Less than $10,000  42 21.2% 
$10,000 - $99,999  54 27.3% 
$100,000 - $500,000  63 31.8% 
Greater than $500,000  38 19.2% 
Never    1   0.5% 
 198 100.0% 

  
A.  Use of Basic Capital Budgeting Methods 

                                                           
4 For example, Jog and Srivastava (1995) have a response rate of 22.9%; Trahan and Gitman (1995), 12%; 
Gitman and Maxwell (1985), 23.6%; and Poterba and Summers (1995), 26.3%. 
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Respondents were asked how frequently they used seven capital budgeting 

methods:  net present value, profitability index, internal rate of return, modified internal 

rate of return, payback, discounted payback, and accounting rate of return.  The 

responses were on a five point Likert scale with the following percentages attached to 

each alternative in an attempt to quantify the responses:  “always” (100%), “often” 

(approximately 75%), “sometimes” (approximately 50%), “rarely” (approximately 25%), 

and “never” (0%). 

<Insert Exhibit 2 about here.> 

In Exhibit 2, it is seen that NPV was always utilized by 49.8% of the respondents 

and frequently (always and often combined) used by 85.1% of the respondents.  Finally, 

when including the “sometimes” category, the cumulative use of NPV climbs to 96% of 

the firms.  Net present value gains the highest positive response in comparison to other 

basic capital budgeting techniques.  Internal rate of return was always used by 44.6% of 

the firms, and frequently (always and sometimes combined) used by 76.7% of the 

respondents.  Finally, when including the “sometimes” category, the usage rates increase 

to 92.1% of all respondents.   The results show that NPV and IRR are preferred over all 

other capital budgeting methods.  This is a notable alignment of theory and practice. 

The size of the capital budget is a significant factor in the choice of capital 

budgeting methodology.  Within NPV, the Pearson Chi-squared test of independence is 

significant at the 1% level; within IRR, it is significant at the 5% level.5  This indicates a 

positive relationship between the size of the capital budget and the use of NPV and IRR.  

                                                           
5  The Pearson Chi-squared test of independence is frequently used to test for differences in proportions 
between two or more groups.    The Chi-squared test is used to see of grouped data fit into declared groups.   
Rejection indicates the data do not fit into the group.  The statistical tests were performed in Excel.  
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Similar analyses were performed based on the size of the capital expenditure.  The results 

are qualitatively similar.   

The third model was the payback, a favorite of business in the 1960’s and used at 

least half of the time by 74.5% of the respondents.  Fourth in popularity was the 

discounted payback model, used at least half of the time by 56.7% of the companies.   

Finally, at least half time usage was reported for the last three models as follows:  

profitability index ranks fifth at 43.9%, followed by accounting rate of return at 33.3% 

and finally, modified internal rate of return (MIRR) at 21.9%.  Examination of within 

model proportions for profitability index, accounting rate of return, and modified internal 

rate of return reflect chi-squared significance at the 1% level, while the proportion 

distributions for payback are chi-squared significant at the 5% level.  The only model that 

is not chi-squared significant when subdivided by the size of the capital budget is 

discounted payback.  Payback and profitability index are more frequently used by firms 

with smaller capital budgets, while modified internal rate of return appears to be used 

more frequently by firms with capital budgets in the range of $100-$500 million.   

Modified internal rate of return is the least popular of all discounted and non-

discounted models.  Some argue MIRR is superior to IRR because it allows the manager 

to adjust the discount rate of intermediate term cash flows to better match a realistic 

return for the cash flows.  Samuel C. Weaver, Director of Financial Planning and 

Analysis of Hershey Foods, commented at the 1988 FMA meeting (Financial 

Management Panel Discussion; 1989),  

…modified internal rate of return… is a subject that is thinly 
written about. (In his discussion, he referred to modified IRR as 
terminal IRR) terminal internal rate of return will always give an 
answer that is consistent with net present value, as long as the 
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reinvestment rate is identical to the discount rate that would have 
been used for net present value.  … (MIRR) gives the right answer 
and in such a way that management can understand it as a rate of 
return. 
 

Given strong theoretical support and the inclusion of MIRR in popular financial 

spreadsheet packages, it may appear surprising that MIRR has garnered so little 

acceptance from the CFO’s in this study.  It is possible MIRR will gain acceptance in the 

delayed manner that NPV gained acceptance over a period of several decades.  If this is 

to be the case, we may see a surge in MIRR applications over the next decade as more 

financial managers work with this technique especially if the reinvestment rate argument 

is valid.6    

B.  Use of Advanced Capital Budgeting Methods 

 The same format was used to ask about the use of more specialized methods.  In 

Exhibit 3, it is shown that sensitivity analysis was the most popular tool, followed by 

scenario analysis.  Inflation adjusted cash flows were used by 46.6% of the responding 

firms on a regular basis.   

<Insert Exhibit 3 about here.> 

Stern Stewart’s Economic Value Added (EVA) and Market Value Added 

(MVA) models receive strong acceptance and use despite the relative youth of the 

methods.  Stern Stewart argues that EVA is the financial performance measure that 

comes closer than any other to capturing the economic profit of an enterprise.  They 

define EVA as the difference between a firm’s net operating after tax income and the cost 

                                                           
6 If, as posited by Brealey and Myers (1995), the assumption of reinvestment rates is not required, modified 
internal rate of return may not gain additional support. 
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of capital while MVA is a cumulative measure of wealth creation. EVA was used by over 

half of the respondents while MVA was used by approximately one third. 

Incremental IRRs were used by 47.3% of the respondents, while simulation 

models were used by 37.2%.  PERT/CPM charting and decision trees were each used by 

about 31% of the firms.  From this point, the more complex mathematical models, such 

as linear programming and option models, receive less corporate acceptance. 

C.  Management Determination of Appropriate Cost of Capital 

 Several studies examine the cost of capital for large firms [Gitman and Mercurio 

(1982), Jog and Srivastava (1995), and Oblak and Helm, Jr. (1980)] and other studies 

examine the approximate cost of capital facing large companies [Schall, Sundem, and 

Geijsbeek, Jr. (1978), and Gitman and Forrester (1977)].  Oblak and Helm, Jr. (1980) 

examine the cost of capital practices of multinationals and found weighted average cost 

of capital (WACC) was used by 54% of the respondents.  Other measures cited in their 

study include the cost of debt, past experience, expected growth rate, and CAPM.  Jog 

and Srivastava (1995) found WACC to be used by 47% of Canadian firms, but significant 

numbers of firms also use the other measures found in Oblak and Helm, Jr. (1980). 

In academia, it is argued that WACC is the superior base level for cost of capital 

determinations.  The following closed ended question was posed; “In general, which of 

the following does your company consider to be the best discount rate?”  The vast 

majority, 83.2% chose WACC, while 7.4% chose the cost of debt, 1.5% chose the cost of 

retained earnings, and 1.0% chose the cost of new equity.  A minority (5.4%) chose cost 

of equity for a project financed with equity and cost of debt for a project financed with 

debt and 1.5% indicated they had another measure for calculating the base discount rate.  
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The results indicate that WACC was the strong preference among the respondents, in 

alignment with academia. 

IV. Conclusion and Implications 

It appears the views of academics and senior financial managers of Fortune 1000 

companies on basic capital budgeting techniques are in stronger agreement than ever 

before.  Discounted capital budgeting methods are generally preferred over non-

discounted techniques.  While it is possible the survey results reflect the increased 

financial sophistication and availability of inexpensive computer technology, it was 

shown that net present value is the most frequently cited capital budgeting tool of choice, 

followed closely by IRR.  Additionally, firms with larger capital budgets tend to favor 

NPV and IRR. The vast majority of respondents agree that WACC is the best starting 

point to determine the appropriate discount rate.  Popular supplemental methods include 

sensitivity analysis, scenario analysis, inflation adjusted cash flows, economic value 

added, and incremental IRR.  It will be interesting to track the progression of MIRR over 

the next decade to see if this technique gains more acceptance, especially for those firms 

with large capital budgets. 
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Exhibit 1 
  Comparative Results of Prior Studies 

 
The first 11 results were compiled from Scott and Petty (1984).  DCF was used when specific discounted cash flow techniques were 
not enumerated.  The following abbreviations are used:  Payback: PB, Internal Rate of Return: IRR, Net Present Value: NPV, 
Profitability Index: PI, and Accounting Rate of Return: AROR. 
 
 

 
Authors 

 
Journal 

 
Year 

Published

 
Population 

 
Most Popular Capital 

Budgeting Tool 

 
Least Popular Capital 

Budgeting Tool 
Miller NAA Bulletin (now  

     Management  Accounting) 
1960 Fortune 500 and “Manual of Excellently  

     Managed Companies” 
PB DCF 

Istvan Bureau of Business  
     Research 

1961 Selected large companies AROR DCF 

Mao Journal of Finance 1970 Selected large and medium companies IRR NPV and PI 
Williams Managerial Planning 1970 Fortune 500 and selected small  

     companies 
IRR PI 

Klammer Journal of Business 1972 Compustat DCF PB 
Fremgen Management Accounting 1973 Dun and Bradstreet’s Reference Book IRR PI 
Brigham Financial Management 1975 Selected financial managers IRR PI 
Petry Business Horizons 1975 Fortune 500 and Fortune 50 retailing,  

     transportation and utilities 
IRR NPV 

Petty, Scott, Bird Engineering Economist 1975 Fortune 500 IRR PI 
Gitman and Forrester Financial Management 1977 Sample from Forbes IRR PI 
Schall, Sundam, and  
     Geijsbeek 

Journal of Finance 1978 Compustat PB NPV 

Oblak and Helm Financial Management 1980 Fortune 500 MNC’s in at least 12  
     countries 

IRR PI 

Hendricks Managerial Planning 1983 Some of Fortune 500 IRR PI 
Ross Financial Management 1986 12 large manufacturers IRR PB 
Jog and Srivastava Financial Planning and Education 1995 582 Canadian companies IRR AROR 
Pike Journal of Business Finance  

     and Accounting 
1996 Large UK companies PB AROR 
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Exhibit 2 
 Comparison of Basic Capital Budgeting Tools 

Response to the question: “Please classify how frequently your firm utilizes each of the following budgeting tools.  “Often” would generally mean that you use 
this tool about 75% of the time, “sometimes” would refer to about 50%, and “rarely” would mean about 25% of the time.”  The absolute percentages are in 
columns 3-7 and the cumulative percentages are in columns 8-10.  Results are based on 205 responses by size of capital budget.  All tools can be completed with 
basic Excel or other spreadsheet functions. 
   

 
Capital Budgeting Tool 

 (level of technical difficulty, 
L=Low, M=Medium, H=High)* 

 
Size of Capital Budget 

(in millions) 

 
Always 
(100%) 

 
Often 
(75%) 

 
Sometimes 

(50%) 

 
Rarely 
(25%) 

 
Never 
(0%) 

 
Always or 

Often 
(>=75%) 

Always, 
Often, or 

Sometimes 
(>=50%) 

 
Rarely or 

Never 
(<=25%) 

Net Present Value (NPV) *** (L) Less than $100                  32.9% 52.6% 13.2% 1.3% 0.0% 85.5% 98.7% 1.3% 
 $100 - $499.9 56.0% 25.3% 10.7% 5.3% 2.7% 81.3% 92.0% 8.0% 
 Greater than $500 67.3% 22.5% 8.2% 2.0% 0.0% 89.8% 98.0% 2.0% 
 Full Sample 49.8% 35.3% 10.9% 3.0% 1.0% 85.1% 96.0% 4.0% 
Internal Rate of Return (IRR) **(L) Less than $100 30.3% 43.4% 21.1% 3.9% 1.3% 73.7% 94.8% 5.2% 
 $100 - $499.9 49.3% 25.3% 12.0% 12.0% 1.4% 74.6% 86.6% 13.4% 
 Greater than $500 60.0% 24.0% 12.0% 2.0% 2.0% 84.0% 96.0% 4.0% 
 Full Sample 44.6% 32.2% 15.3% 6.4% 1.5% 76.7% 92.1% 7.9% 
Payback ** (L) Less than $100 26.0% 37.7% 20.8% 13.0% 2.5% 63.7% 84.5% 15.5% 
 $100 - $499.9 14.1% 33.8% 22.5% 12.7% 16.9% 47.9% 70.4% 29.6% 
 Greater than $500 17.0% 25.5% 23.4% 27.7% 6.4% 42.5% 65.9% 34.1% 
 Full Sample 19.4% 33.2% 21.9% 16.8% 8.7% 52.6% 74.5% 25.5% 
Discounted Payback (L) Less than $100 17.6% 28.3% 20.3% 20.3% 13.5% 45.9% 66.2% 33.8% 
 $100 - $499.9 11.3% 18.3% 23.9% 22.6% 23.9% 29.6% 53.5% 46.5% 
 Greater than $500 18.8% 18.8% 10.4% 20.8% 31.2% 37.6% 48.0% 52.0% 
 Full Sample 15.5% 22.2% 19.1% 21.1% 22.2% 37.6% 56.7% 43.3% 
Profitability Index* (L) Less than $100 2.8% 22.2% 25.0% 20.8% 29.2% 25.0% 50.0% 50.0% 
 $100 - $499.9 11.4% 14.3% 17.1% 18.6% 38.6% 25.7% 42.8% 57.2% 
 Greater than $500 2.3% 6.8% 27.3% 29.5% 34.1% 9.1% 36.4% 63.6% 
 Full Sample 5.9% 15.5% 22.5% 21.9% 34.2% 21.4% 43.9% 56.1% 
Accounting Rate of Return * (L) Less than $100 8.2% 5.5% 24.6% 9.6% 52.1% 13.7% 38.3% 61.7% 
 $100 - $499.9 1.4% 12.7% 11.3% 23.9% 50.7% 14.1% 25.4% 74.6% 
 Greater than $500 6.8% 11.4% 20.4% 15.9% 45.5% 18.2% 38.6% 61.4% 
 Full Sample 5.3% 9.5% 18.5% 16.4% 50.3% 14.7% 33.3% 66.7% 
Modified IRR * (M) Less than $100 0.0% 4.2% 14.1% 25.4% 56.3% 4.2% 18.3% 81.7% 
 $100 - $499.9 1.5% 13.2% 13.2% 28.0% 44.1% 14.7% 27.9% 72.1% 
 Greater than $500 7.0% 2.3% 9.3% 32.6% 48.8% 9.3% 18.6% 81.4% 
 Full Sample 2.2% 7.1% 12.6% 27.9% 50.3% 9.3% 21.9% 78.1% 

where *** is χ2 significant within the specific capital budgeting method at the .01 level, 
            ** is χ2 significant within the specific capital budgeting method at the .05 level, and 
 * is χ2 significant within the specific capital budgeting method at the .10 level. 
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Exhibit 3 
  Relative Usage of Various Supplementary Capital Budgeting Tools 

 
Response to the question: “Please classify how frequently your firm utilizes each of the following budgeting tools.  “Often” would generally mean 
that you use this tool about 75% of the time, “sometimes” would refer to about 50%, and “rarely” would mean about 25% of the time.”  The 
absolute percentages are in columns 2-6 and the cumulative percentages are in columns 7-9.  Results are based on 205 responses. 

Supplemental Capital Budgeting Tools* 
 (level of technical difficulty, L=Low, 

M=Medium, H=High) 

 
Always 
(100%) 

 
Often 
(75%) 

 
Sometimes 

(50%) 

 
Rarely 
(25%) 

 
Never 
(0%) 

Always or 
Often 

(>=75%) 

Always, Often, or 
Sometimes 
(>=50%) 

Rarely or 
Never 

(<=25%) 

Sensitivity Analysis (M) 20.5% 44.6% 20.0% 4.1% 10.8% 65.1% 85.1% 14.9% 
Scenario Analysis (M) 10.5% 31.1% 25.3% 12.1% 21.1% 41.6% 66.8% 33.2% 
Inflation Adjusted Cash Flows (M) 12.0% 19.4% 15.2% 25.1% 28.3% 31.4% 46.6% 53.4% 
Economic Value Added (EVA) (M) 12.0% 18.8% 23.0% 19.9% 26.2% 30.9% 53.9% 46.1% 
Incremental IRR (M) 8.5% 19.1% 19.7% 16.5% 50.3% 27.7% 47.3% 52.7% 
Simulation (H) 3.1% 16.2% 17.8% 27.2% 35.6% 19.4% 37.2% 62.8% 
Market Value Added (MVA) (M) 3.7% 11.2% 18.1% 26.6% 40.4% 14.9% 33.0% 67.0% 
PERT/CPM (M) 1.1% 7.1% 22.8% 26.1% 42.9% 8.2% 31.0% 69.0% 
Decision Tree (M) 1.1% 6.8% 23.2% 33.7% 35.3% 7.9% 31.1% 68.9% 
Complex mathematical models (H) 1.1% 6.5% 13.5% 22.2% 56.8% 7.6% 21.1% 78.9% 
Linear Programming (H) 0.0% 5.4% 11.4% 23.2% 60.0% 5.4% 16.8% 83.2% 
Option Pricing Model (H) 0.0% 5.3% 15.5% 26.7% 52.4% 5.3% 20.9% 79.1% 
Real Options (H) 0.5% 1.1% 9.7% 23.2% 65.4% 1.6% 11.4% 88.6% 

*All models can be constructed in Excel or similar spreadsheets with embedded macros for the more advanced models.  
 
Brief description of supplementary capital budgeting tools: 
• Sensitivity analysis allows for the change in one input variable at a time, such as sales or cost of capital, to see the change in NPV. 
• Scenario analysis allows for the change in more than one variable at a time, including probabilities of such changes, to see the change in NPV. 
• Inflation Adjusted Cash Flows adjusts expected future cash flows by an estimated inflation factor. 
• Economic Value Added (EVA) measures managerial effectiveness in a given year or period (net operating profit after taxes – after tax cost of 

capital required to support operations) 
• Incremental IRR is the IRR of the difference in cash flows of two comparison projects; commonly used in replacement decisions 
• Simulation is a method for calculating  the probability distribution of possible outcomes. 
• Market Value Added (MVA) is the market value of equity – equity capital supplied by shareholders. 
• PERT/CPM is the analysis and mapping of the most efficient financial decision. 
• Decision trees are graphical illustrations used to model a series of sequential outcomes, along with their associated probabilities. 
• Complex mathematical models a general term inclusive of various option pricing model techniques, complex real options, and firm specific 

proprietary models and methods. 
• Linear programming identifies a set of projects that maximizes NPV subject to constraints (such as maximum available resources) 
• Option pricing model include either binomial option pricing model or the Black-Scholes option pricing model, the latter used by firms such as 

Merck with high R&D expenditures and relatively few, albeit large positive NPV investments. 
• Real options include the opportunity for expansion, contraction, or abandonment of a capital project before the end of its life. 
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Ø Indian Corporates employ substantial amount of debt in their
capital structure in terms of the debt-equity ratio as well as
total debt to total assets ratio. Nonetheless, the foreign
controlled companies in India use less debt than the
domestic companies. The dependence of the Indian
companies on debt as a source of finance has over the years
declined particularly since mid-nineties.

Ø Indian companies – more short and medium term debt.
Ø Foreign companies – more long term loans.
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Ø Indian companies are exposed to very high degree of
operating and financial risk as reflected in the high degree of
operating and financial leverage and, consequently, are
subject to a high cost of financial distress which includes a
broad spectrum of problems ranging from relatively minor
liquidity shortages to extreme cases of bankruptcy. The
foreign controlled companies are exposed to lower overall
risk as well as financial risk.

Ø The debt service capacity of a sizeable corporates is
inadequate and unsatisfactory as measured by interest
coverage ratio and debt service coverage ratio.
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Ø Low profitable firms use different forms of debt than the highly
profitable firms.

Ø Retained earnings are the most favoured source of finance.
Ø Loan from financial institutions and private placement of debt are

the next most widely used source of finance. The large firms are
more likely to issue bonds in the market than the small corporates.

Ø The hybrid securities is the least popular source of finance
amongst corporate India. They are more used by public sector
units and low growth corporates.

Ø Equity capital as a source of funds is not preferred across the
board.
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ARE THERE DIFFERENCES IN CAPITAL BUDGETING
PROCEDURES BETWEEN INDUSTRIES?
AN EMPIRICAL STUDY

Stanley Block

M.J. Neeley School of Business, Texas Christian University,
Fort Worth, Texas, USA

This study breaks down the use of capital budgeting procedures between
industries. While it is easy to state that the use of capital budgeting analy-
sis has become more sophisticated over the decades, the question remains
as to whether different industries have followed the same pattern. Three
hundred two Fortune 1,000 companies responded to a survey organized
along industry lines. Chi-square independence of classification tests indi-
cated that a null hypothesis of no significant relationship between industry
classification and capital budgeting procedures could be rejected in a num-
ber of decision-making areas including goal setting, rates of return, and
portfolio considerations. Just as industry patterns affect financing deci-
sions (debt vs. equity), they also affect capital budgeting decisions, and
this study emphasizes that point.

INTRODUCTION

The changes in capital budgeting procedures over the decades have been
well documented in prior studies. The research of Canada and Miller [2],
Fremgen [4], Gitman and Forrester [5], Gurnani [6], Kim and Farragher
[8], Mao [10], Petty, Scott, and Bird [13], Procter and Canada [15], Schall,
Sundem, and Geijsbeck [16], Scott and Petty [17], and Stanley and Block
[19] all indicate that increasingly sophisticated capital budgeting proce-
dures have been put in practice.

However, a generalization that more sophisticated practices take place
across all industries is subject to investigation and challenge. This consider-
ation is important because an analyst within a given industry may be intent

Address correspondence to Stanley Block, M.J. Neeley School of Business, Texas Christian
University, Fort Worth, TX 76129. E-mail: s.block@tcu.edu
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on following industry norms but misled by general observations that relate
to the studies cited above. Just as there are different valuation procedures
or financing norms between industries, there may also be different capital
budgeting procedures.

INDUSTRY BREAKDOWN

Studies by Chan, Martin, and Kensinger [3] and McConnell and Muscarella
[11] provide a simple pattern of breakdown between industries. However, in
this study the author went beyond high versus low technology or industrial
versus public utility firms for a more comprehensive inclusion of firms that
are part of the Fortune 1,000 companies.

After a careful analysis of performance metrics, size variations, oper-
ational procedures, and management strategy, the author developed the
breakdown of industries as shown in Table 1. Subcategories for inclusion
within a given category are also included.

While not all the classifications are mutually exclusive, they clearly de-
lineate eight different types of commercial activity. The classifications were
also cross-checked against two-digit SIC codes for appropriate placement
of companies.

Table 1. Industrial classifications

Energy Technology
Oil & gas Aerospace
Energy service Computers
Petroleum refining Computer software
Pipelines Engineering

Semiconductors
Manufacturing Retail

Automobiles Household products
Chemicals Beverages
Electronics Food products
Metals Drugstores

Sporting goods
Finance Healthcare

Commercial banks Hospitals
Insurance companies Pharmaceuticals
Savings institutions Medical products
Brokerage firms

Utilities Transportation
Electric utilities Airlines
Gas utilities Railroads
Communications Freight delivery

Trucking
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Table 2. Year 2003 total revenue of survey participants (in billions)

Median ($) 1st Decile ($) 10th Decile ($)

Energy (19) 5.85 20.21 l.45
Technology (53) 3.97 10.43 1.82
Manufacturing (70) 6.15 9.72 1.73
Retail (68) 2.79 11.38 1.24
Finance (34) 4.35 9.67 1.35
Healthcare (27) 4.12 13.13 1.29
Utilities (19) 3.60 8.17 1.36
Transportation (12) 5.02 13.02 1.44

DATABASE

As previously mentioned, the Fortune 1,000 companies served as the ini-
tial database for the study. A three-page questionnaire was sent to the
top-ranking financial officers of the firms, and 302 usable responses were
returned. The choice of questions was based on a pilot study of financial
executives of top U.S. firms to insure clarity of meaning and importance of
the topic.

The financial characteristics of the responding companies are presented
in Tables 2, 3, 4, and 5. The values after the industry names indicate the
number of respondents in that category.

The data indicate that the largest firms can be found in manufacturing
and energy as measured by revenue and assets. The industries with the
largest commitment of fixed assets to total assets are utilities, manufac-
turing, energy, and transportation. The low value for technology (21.7%)
can be misleading because of a large presence of intangible assets. The
small values for retailing (19.8%) and finance (11.7%) are attributable to

Table 3. Year-end 2003 total assets of survey participants (in billions)

Median ($) 1st Decile ($) 10th Decile ($)

Energy (19) 4.49 14.37 1.50
Technology (53) 1.02 6.60 .97
Manufacturing (70) 6.62 13.06 1.00
Retail (68) 1.35 9.62 1.01
Finance (34) 4.04 8.67 1.35
Healthcare (27) 2.50 8.17 1.19
Utilities (19) 3.51 7.27 1.28
Transportation (12) 4.82 11.18 1.45



58 S. Block

Table 4. Year-end 2004 ratio of fixed assets to total assets of survey
participants

Median (%) 1st Decile (%) 10th Decile (%)

Energy (19) 67.56 77.62 50.42
Technology (53) 21.70 38.90 10.20
Manufacturing (70) 70.30 80.80 36.60
Retail (68) 19.80 35.70 5.20
Finance (34) 11.70 15.60 8.40
Healthcare (27) 30.10 44.20 13.80
Utilities (19) 74.00 90.10 40.40
Transportation (12) 60.10 75.10 38.30

the presence of leasing for retail stores and highly liquid investments for
financial institutions.

Finally, in terms of return on stockholders’ equity: energy, healthcare,
and technology are in the lead, with transportation in last place.

CORPORATE POLICY

In evaluating the capital budgeting procedures of the respondent firms,
there should be some examination of the corporate goals that affect their
decisions. At least two prior studies addressed the issue of what man-
agement considered its primary goal to be. In the Petty, Scott, and Bird
study [13] of Fortune 500 Companies in the 1970s, 37% of the respondents
stated their predominant goal was return on assets, 36% opted for growth in
earnings per share, 16% tried to maximize aggregate dollar earnings, and
only 11% choose to maximize stockholder wealth. The Stanley and Block
study [19] of the Fortune 1,000 companies in the 1980s found the top three

Table 5. Year-end 2003 ratio of net income to stockholders’ equity
of survey participants

Median (%) 1st Decile (%) 10th Decile (%)

Energy (19) 28.2 49.1 10.2
Technology (53) 21.7 38.8 − 1.7
Manufacturing (70) 11.2 24.1 3.8
Retail (68) 12.1 25.5 4.1
Finance (34) 17.8 17.8 31.2 5.5
Healthcare (27) 24.1 44.2 3.8
Utilities (19) 13.5 19.6 6.5
Transportation (12) 6.0 30.2 − 11.7
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choices of management were to maximize return on equity (29%), maxi-
mize growth in earnings per share (26%), and maximize stockholder wealth
(21%).

It is interesting that in the two cited studies only 11% and 21%, respec-
tively, chose maximization of stockholder wealth as the predominant goal
of financial management when virtually every textbook in finances (then
and now) lists it as the primary objective. In the current study taking place
in the 2003–2004 time period, the results are somewhat more encouraging.
Fifty-six percent chose stockholder wealth maximization as the primary
goal of the firm, 28% opted for growth in earnings per share, and 16%
selected return on stockholders’ equity.

However, the results were not consistent across industries as reported
in Table 6. Over 83 of the technology firms choose stockholder wealth
maximization as their primary goal. This is reflective of the continuing need
of many technology firms to raise equity capital due to investor resistance
to their debt issues as covered in Pinches [14]. The low emphasis on growth
in earnings per share (3.1%) is consistent with the fact that many firms in
the technology sector do not have positive earnings per share and rely on
other metrics such as EBITA or revenue to market capitalization to measure
their performance.

Healthcare is another industry that places a high premium on stockholder
wealth maximization, with 71.6% of the respondents listing it as their
primary goal. The discovery of a blockbuster drug by Merck or Pfizer may
have little impact on earnings per share or return on stockholders’ equity but
a major impact on the market value of the firm. One respondent provided
the comment that “quarterly earnings could be on the decline, but stock
value rapidly increasing if a major breakthrough for its eye care products
was on the horizon.”

Table 6. Primary goal of the firm as broken down by industry

Stockholder Growth in Return on
wealth earnings stockholders’

maximization (%) per share (%) equity (%)

Energy 57.6 24.3 18.1
Technology 83.2 3.1 13.7
Manufacturing 53.3 27.2 19.5
Retail 20.7 66.8 12.5
Finance 49.9 28.4 21.7
Healthcare 71.6 18.6 9.8
Utilities 24.2 16.5 59.3
Transportation 55.8 30.8 13.4
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On the other end of the spectrum, firms in the retailing industry chose
growth in earnings per share as their primary goal by a margin of 66.8%.
One might speculate that in some competitive retail sectors, growth in EPS
serves as a surrogate for capturing greater market share.

In the public utilities sector, return on stockholders’ equity is the primary
motivating factor (59.3%). In an industry that is still highly regulated at
the state level, firms are very sensitive to how much they are allowed (and
able) to earn on stockholders’ equity.

To further assess the importance of industry classification on goal setting
(as well as other variables), a series of chi-square tests are presented in
Appendix A. In Part 1, the null hypothesis that goal setting is independent
of industry classification can be rejected at a .05 level of significance. Thus
it appears that industry classification has a significant effect on the goals
that firms wish to follow.

SELECTION OF HURDLE RATE

The evidence of the increasing adoption of discounted cash flow techniques
by large corporations is abundant. For example, Klammer [9] shows use of
discounted cash flow among large corporations going from 16.7 to 33.7%
in the 1960s and expanding to 43% in 1970. Studies throughout the 1970s
and 1980s showed levels of discounted cash flow usage steadily increasing
to the 60–80% range among larger firms.

In the 1990s, the use of cash flow analysis has continued to increase
[15]. During the last four decades, less sophisticated methods such as the
payback period and accounting rate of return have practically disappeared
as the primary method of evaluation for large corporations and have either
been subverted to a secondary role or abandoned altogether.

Although discounted cash flow methods (based on NPV or IRR) are
almost universal, the same cannot be said for the discount rate. Two hundred
twenty-five respondents (74.5%) use weighted average cost of capital as
the cut-off point, but 77 (25.5%) use alternative metrics such as the desired
return on stockholders’ equity, the required growth in earnings per share,
or other metrics. The results are shown in Table 7.

The main exception to using the weighted average as the primary metric
is in the public utility industry, where the return on stockholders’ equity is
favored (52.6% versus 47.4%). Once again, the heavy regulatory emphasis
on allowable return to stockholders plays an important role. One respondent
indicated, “WACC was very important to engineers and financial analysts
doing day-to-day analysis, but top management placed a strong emphasis
on the required level of return on invested capital.”
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Table 7. The primary metric used as the required rate of return (hurdle rate)

Return on Required
Weighted avg. stockholders’ rate in

cost of capital (%) equity (%) EPS (%) Other (%)

Energy 94.7 5.32 — —
Technology 98.2 — 1.8 —
Manufacturing 78.9 11.6 9.5 —
Retail 68.7 6.7 23.1 1.5
Finance 70.6 19.6 6.9 2.9
Healthcare 75.4 12.8 8.1 3.7
Utilities 47.4 52.6 — —
Transportation 77.2 14.1 8.7 —

As shown in Part 2 of Appendix A, a null hypothesis of no relationship
between industry classification and the required rate of return metric can
be rejected at a .10 level of significance.

DIVISIONAL COST OF CAPITAL

Divisional cost of capital may be every bit as important as the overall
corporate required rate of return. As pointed out by Pinches [14], Van Horne
[20], Harris, O’Brien, and Wakeman [7], Block [1] and others, failure to
consider divisional cost of capital may lead to suboptimal decisions.

To the extent that divisions in a corporation have degrees of risk and
financial characteristics that are different from the parent corporation, using
the overall corporate hurdle rate leads to incorrect decisions and failure to
maximize stockholder wealth. The major consequence of using a single
cut-off criterion for all projects is an intrafirm misallocation of capital
since projects that are initiated by high-risk divisions are more likely to be
accepted because of their potentially higher return. A similar bias works
against lower-risk divisions in that they may lack capital because their
relatively low returns do not match up to the corporate cost of capital,
which is based on normal risk. In a typical risk-averse environment, these
lower-risk projects may be rejected in spite of the fact that on a risk-adjusted
basis they might be quite acceptable. Management may, in fact, have capital
budgeting procedures that work against its own objective.

In the current study, divisional cost of capital was used by 51.3% of
the respondents. The breakdown by industry is shown in Table 8. A chi-
square test of independence between industry classification and divisional
cost of capital (item 3 of Appendix A) indicates no statistical significance
between the two classification systems. Apparently the use of divisional
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Table 8. The use of divisional cost of capital as analyzed by industry

Use divisional Use corporate-
cost of capital (%) wide measure (%)

Energy 56.2 43.8
Technology 44.1 56.9
Manufacturing 60.2 39.8
Retail 39.9 60.0
Finance 55.7 44.3
Healthcare 56.2 43.8
Utilities 51.1 48.8
Transportation 47.2 52.7

cost of capital is more a function of the centralized versus decentralized
nature of the firm than the industry it is in.

RISK ADJUSTMENT

There are a number of approaches for adjusting for risk as indicated by
the research of Gitman and Forrester [5], Klammer [9], Petry [12], and
others. The most common is to adjust the discount rate for risk as shown
in a hypothetical example in Table 9. Low-risk projects are assigned the
minimum discount rate and high-risk projects the maximum rate.

Other firms might choose to use a consistent discount rate, such as the
weighted average cost of capital, but adjust or modify inflows for lack of
certainty as discussed in Pinches [14]. The adjustment tends to be most
severe for inflows far into the future. For some firms inflows after a certain
time period, such as 10 years, may be ignored altogether. This overall
approach is referred to as the certainty equivalent approach.

Finally, other firms consider risk to be a concept that cannot be appro-
priately quantified and simply use a subjective approach. After information
has been analyzed and the NPV and IRR computed, management makes a

Table 9. Examples of risk-adjusted discount rates related to risk

Type of Investment Discount Rate (%)

Low or no risk (equipment replacement) 6
Moderate risk (new equipment) 8
Normal risk (addition to normal products) 10
Risky (new product in related market) 12
High risk (completely new product) 16
Highest risk (new product in foreign market) 20
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Table 10. Risk-adjustment procedures as related to industry classification

Certainty
equivalent Subjective

Risk-adjusted approach decision
discount rate (%) (units of 1) making (%)

Energy 72.7 — 27.3
Technology 77.9 1.8 20.3
Manufacturing 69.9 1.4 28.7
Retail 65.7 — 34.3
Finance 80.1 2.9 17.0
Healthcare 82.1 3.7 14.2
Utilities 71.3 5.2 23.4
Transportation 81.5 — 18.5

subjective call about whether the firm should go forward with the project.
Under this third approach it is entirely possible that a project with a posi-
tive NPV may be delayed or rejected because management has an uneasy
feeling about the numbers. An industry-by-industry breakdown on the use
of the three approaches is presented in Table 10.

As reported in Part 4 of Appendix A, the chi-square test of independence
indicates there is no statistically significant relationship between industry
classification and risk-adjustment procedure.

THE PORTFOLIO EFFECT

A potential fault of top management is to look at project risk in isolation
without considering the portfolio effect. The later concept considers how
investments interact with each other. A high-risk oil-drilling project may
actually reduce the overall risk of the firm if the company is in an industry
that is highly dependent on energy (such as the airlines).

The portfolio effect consideration is particularly important for firms that
are involved in global businesses. As expressed by Shapiro [18], “To the
extent that foreign cash flows are not perfectly correlated with domestic
investments, the total risk (systematic and unsystematic) associated with
variation of cash flows appears to be reduced, not increased by foreign
investment.”

In light of the quote above and portfolio considerations in general, tying
the discount rate to project-specific risk can be misleading. For example,
the last line of Table 9 calls for a discount rate of 20% for a new product
in a foreign market. However, if the investment provides international or
product diversification, a lower discount rate than the cost of capital may
be justified.
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Table 11. The use of portfolio considerations in analyzing
individual investments

Applied (%) Not applied (%)

Energy 58.6 41.4
Technology 29.9 70.1
Manufacturing 72.7 27.3
Retail 15.4 84.6
Finance 22.8 71.2
Healthcare 50.2 49.8
Utilities 80.1 19.9
Transportation 59.8 40.2

In spite of its obvious importance to capital budgeting, the portfolio
effect is not universally applied as a decision making metric. Only 54.6% of
the respondents explicitly include the portfolio effect as a key parameter in
analyzing an individual decision. However, there is a great deal of variation
between industries, as indicated in Table 11.

Public utility and manufacturing firms are strong users of portfolio con-
siderations, while companies in the retail and finance sectors tend to ignore
them. It should be noted that utilities and manufacturing have the heaviest
commitment to fixed assets as a percentage of total assets as reported in
Table 4. Firms that are heavily involved in making “fixed asset related” cap-
ital budgeting decisions may be more sensitive to the effect one investment
decision has on other investments.

A null hypothesis of no relationship between industry classification and
use of portfolio considerations can be rejected at a level of significance of
.05 as shown in Part 5 of Appendix A. Clearly, certain industries are more
sensitive (or sophisticated) in their analysis of the correlation between
investments.

SUMMARY AND CONCLUSION

The general statement that more sophisticated capital budgeting meth-
ods have been adopted by large corporations leaves some questions
unanswered. If the analyst is doing a study within the context of a particular
industry, he must be aware of the norms for analysis within that industry.

In this study of eight major industrial classifications covering 302 For-
tune 1,000 companies, five key areas related to capital budgeting were
covered. In each case, a statistical test was employed to determine whether
there was a difference in methodology between industries.
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Chi-square independence of classification tests produced statistically
significant results between industries for goal setting, determining the re-
quired rate of return, and utilizing portfolio effect considerations.

For example, in goal-setting procedures, firms in the technology area
tended to emphasize stockholder wealth maximization. For some firms,
this may be consistent with the need to raise equity capital. However, firms
in retailing appeared to be more concerned with growth in earnings per
share, perhaps reflecting an emphasis on capturing market share from com-
petitors. Public utilities went in a different direction, emphasizing return
on stockholders’ equity as their primary focus, reflecting the regulatory
pressure they are under. As a result of these and other considerations, a
null hypothesis of no relationship between industry classification and goal
setting could be rejected at a .05 level of significance.

Similar industry-impacted decisions could also be statistically validated
for determining rates of return and utilizing portfolio theory. In the for-
mer case, regulatory considerations were present, and in the latter case,
industries with a heavy commitment to fixed assets tended to be more sen-
sitive to the interaction between investments and their effect on the entire
portfolio.

Overall, this study shows that, just as industry characteristics often affect
the financing patterns of firms (debt versus equity), they also affect the asset
deployment decisions. This study brings the left-hand side of the balance
sheet up to the level of the right-hand side in terms of industry analysis.
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Appendix A. Chi-square independence of classification tests

Alpha

Null Hypothesis χ2 D.F. .01 .05 .10 Conclusion

Goal setting 25.763 14 29.141 23.685 21.064 Reject the hypothesis at
is independent of .05 level of significance.
industry classification. Industry classification has

a significant relationship
to goal setting.

The metric for 30.397 21 38.932 32.671 29.615 Reject the hypothesis at
required rate of .10 level of significance.
return is independent Industry classification
of industry classification. has a significant relation-

ship to the metric for
required rate of return.

The use of divisional 9.233 7 18.475 14.067 12.017 Accept the hypothesis.
cost of capital is Industry classification
independent of industry has no significant
classification. relationship to the use of

divisional cost of capital.
Risk-adjustment 7.619 14 29.141 23.685 21.064 Accept the hypothesis.

procedure is independent Industry classification
of industry classification. has no significant relation-

ship to risk-adjustment
procedure.

Portfolio considerations 17.167 7 18.475 14.067 12.017 Reject the hypothesis at
vin analyzing investments .05 level of significance.

are independent of Industry classification has
industry classification. a significant relationship

to portfolio considerations
in analyzing investments.
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ü The most frequently used (67%) discount rate
to evaluate capital budgeting decision is based
on overall cost of capital (WACC).

üCAPM is the most popular method of
estimating cost of equity capital (54%)
followed by Gordon’s Dividend Model (52%).

üCAPM – Large Corporates.
üDividend Discount Model – Small Firms.
üGOI 10 year bonds are the most widely used

risk-free rate to compute cost of capital using
CAPM Approach.
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ü The industry average beta is the most popular measure
of systematic risk used by the corporates.

ü Large and highly profitable corporates – Self-calculated
beta.

ü Small and Low profitable concerns – Published sources
of beta.

ü The majority of corporates (2/3) considers the last 5-
year monthly share price data to estimate the equity
beta.

ü The average market risk premium is the most widely
used measure by the corporates.
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ü The most widely used method for estimating cost of debt
is the interest tax shield.

ü Most corporates revise cost of capital annually. Some
corporates revise it with every investment.

ü One-tenth of corporates do not attach any cost to equity
capital.

ü About one-fifth of the sample corporates consider
retained earnings as a cost-free source of finance. 75
per cent of the sample regard cost of retained earnings
either as equivalent to opportunity cost of using these
funds by the corporate / equity holders or equal to the
cost of equity capital.

COST OF CAPITAL PRACTICES IN 
INDIA

2/11/2015 4Dr. V. Rajesh Kumar
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HOW DO CFOS MAKE
CAPITAL BUDGETING
AND CAPITAL STRUCTURE
DECISIONS?

by John Graham and
Campbell Harvey,
Duke University*

e recently conducted a comprehensive survey that analyzed the
current practice of corporate finance, with particular focus on the
areas of capital budgeting and capital structure. The survey results
enabled us to identify aspects of corporate practice that are

*This paper is a compressed version of our paper that was first published as “The Theory and Practice of Corporate Finance:
Evidence from the Field” in the Journal of Financial Economics, Vol. 60 (2001), and which won the Jensen prize for the best
JFE paper in corporate finance in 2001. This research is partially sponsored by the Financial Executives International (FEI)
but the opinions expressed herein do not necessarily represent the views of FEI. We thank the FEI executives who responded
to the survey. Graham acknowledges financial support from the Alfred P. Sloan Research Foundation.

1. In the original JFE version of this paper, we show that our sample of respondents is representative of the overall
population of 4,400 firms, is fairly representative of Compustat firms, and is not adversely affected by nonresponse bias. The
next largest survey that we know of studies 298 large firms and is presented in J. Moore and A. Reichert, “An Analysis of the
Financial Management Techniques Currently Employed by Large U.S. Corporations,” Journal of Business Finance and
Accounting, Vol. 10 (1983), pp. 623-645.

consistent with finance theory, as well as aspects that are hard to reconcile with
what we teach in our business schools today. In presenting these results, we
hope that some practitioners will find it worthwhile to observe how other
companies operate and perhaps modify their own practices. It may also be useful
for finance academics to consider differences between theory and practice as
a reason to revisit the theory.

We solicited responses from approximately 4,440 companies and received
392 completed surveys, representing a wide variety of firms and industries.1 The
survey contained nearly 100 questions and explored both capital budgeting and
capital structure decisions in depth. The responses to these questions enabled
us to explore whether and how these corporate policies are interrelated. For
example, we investigated whether companies that made more aggressive use
of debt financing also tended to use more sophisticated capital budgeting
techniques, perhaps because of their greater need for discipline and precision
in the corporate investment process.

More generally, the design of our survey allowed for a richer under-
standing of corporate decision-making by analyzing the CFOs’ responses in
the context of various company characteristics, such as size, P/E ratio,
leverage, credit rating, dividend policy, and industry. We also looked for
systematic relationships between corporate financial choices and manage-
rial factors, such as the extent of top management’s stock ownership, and
the age, tenure, and education of the CEO. By testing whether the responses

W
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varied systematically with these characteristics,
we were able to shed light on the implications of
various corporate finance theories that focus on
variables such as a company’s size, risk, invest-
ment opportunities, and managerial incentives.

The results of our survey were reassuring in
some respects and surprising in others. With respect
to capital budgeting, most companies follow aca-
demic theory and use discounted cash flow (DCF)
and net present value (NPV) techniques to evaluate
new projects. But when it comes to making capital
structure decisions, corporations appear to pay less
attention to finance theory and rely instead on
practical, informal rules of thumb. According to our
survey, the main objective of CFOs in setting debt
policy was not to minimize the firm’s weighted
average cost of capital, but rather to preserve “finan-
cial flexibility”—a goal that tended to be associated
with maintaining a targeted credit rating. And con-
sistent with the emphasis on flexibility, most CFOs
also expressed considerable reluctance to issue
common equity unless their stock prices were at
“high” levels, mainly because of their concern about
dilution of EPS. (As we shall argue later, although
such reluctance to issue equity is likely to be
consistent with finance theory’s emphasis on the
costs associated with “information asymmetry,” the
extent of CFOs’ preoccupation with EPS effects
seems to contradict the theory.)

The survey also provided clear evidence that
firm size significantly affects the practice of corporate
finance. For example, large companies were much
more likely to use net present value techniques,
while small firms tended to rely on the payback
criterion. And, providing some encouragement to
proponents of academics’ trade-off model of capital
structure (discussed in more detail later), a majority
of large companies said they had “strict” or “some-
what strict” target debt ratios, whereas only a third
of small firms claimed to have such targets.

In the next section, we briefly discuss the design
of the survey and our sampling techniques (with
more details provided in the Appendix). Then we
review our findings, first on capital budgeting policy
and next on capital structure decisions.

SURVEY TECHNIQUES AND SAMPLE
CHARACTERISTICS

Perhaps the most important part of survey
research is designing a survey instrument that asks
clear and pertinent questions. We took several steps
to achieve this end. After spending months develop-
ing a draft survey, we circulated the draft to a group
of academics and practitioners and incorporated
their suggestions into a revised version. Then, after
getting the advice of marketing research experts on
both the survey’s design and execution, we made
changes to the format of the questions and to the
overall design in order to minimize biases induced
by the questionnaire and maximize the response
rate. The final survey was three pages long and took
approximately 15 minutes to complete.

We mailed the survey to the CFOs of all (1998)
Fortune 500 companies and also faxed surveys to
4,440 firms with officers who are members of the
Financial Executives Institute (313 of the Fortune 500
CFOs are also FEI members).2 The 392 returned
surveys represented a response rate of nearly 9%.
Given the length and scope of our survey, this
response rate compared favorably to the response
rate for other recent academic surveys.3 We received
responses from CFOs representing a wide variety of
companies, ranging from very small (26% of the
sample firms had sales of less than $100 million) to
very large (42% had sales of at least $1 billion). Forty
percent of the firms were manufacturers, and the
remaining firms were evenly spread across other
industries, including financial (15%), transportation
and energy (13%), retail and wholesale sales (11%), and
high-tech (9%). Sixty percent of the respondents had
price-earnings ratios of 15 or greater (a group we refer
to later as “growth firms” when we analyze the effect
of investment opportunities on corporate behavior).

The distribution of debt levels was fairly uni-
form. Approximately one-third of the sample com-
panies had debt-to-asset ratios (expressed in book
values) below 20%, another third had debt ratios
between 20% and 40%, and the remaining firms had
debt ratios greater than 40. We refer to companies
with debt ratios greater than 30% as “highly levered.”

2. FEI has approximately 14,000 members that hold policy-making positions
as CFOs, treasurers, and controllers at 8,000 companies throughout the U.S. and
Canada. Every quarter, Duke University and FEI poll these financial officers with
a one-page survey on important topical issues. See http://www.duke.edu/
~jgraham under “FEI Survey.” The usual response rate for the quarterly survey is
8-10%.

3. See, for example, E. Trahan and L. Gitman, “Bridging the Theory-Practice
Gap in Corporate Finance: A Survey of Chief Financial Officers,” Quarterly Review
of Economics and Finance, Vol. 35 (1995), pp. 73-87; the authors obtained a 12%
response rate in a survey mailed to 700 CFOs. The response rate also compared
favorably to the response rate for the quarterly FEI-Duke survey, which usually runs
around 8-10%.
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The creditworthiness of the sample also showed
broad variation. Twenty percent of the companies
had credit ratings of AA or AAA, 32% had an A rating,
and 27% were rated BBB. The remaining 21% had
speculative debt with ratings of BB or lower.

Though our survey respondents were CFOs, we
asked a number of questions about the characteristics
of the chief executive officers. We assumed that CEOs
are the ultimate decision-makers and that CFOs act as
agents for the CEOs. Nearly half of the CEOs for the
responding firms were between 50 and 59 years old.
Another 23% were over age 59, and 28% were between
the ages of 40 and 49. The survey revealed that
executives change jobs frequently. Nearly 40% of the
CEOs had been in their jobs less than four years, and
another 26% had been in their jobs between four and
nine years. We defined the 34% who had been in their
jobs more than nine years as having “long tenure.”
Forty-one percent of the CEOs had an undergraduate
degree as their highest level of education. Another 38%
had MBAs and 8% had non-MBA masters degrees; 13%
had gone beyond the masters level. Finally, the top
three executives owned at least 5% of the common
stock in 44% of the companies.

These CEO and firm characteristics allowed us
to examine whether managerial incentives or en-
trenchment affected the survey responses. We also
studied whether having an MBA affected the choices
made by corporate executives. All in all, the variation
in executive and company characteristics permitted
a rich description of the practice of corporate
finance, and allowed us to make a number of
inferences about the extent to which corporate
actions are consistent with academic theories. Our
survey differed from previous work in several ways.
The most obvious difference is that previous work
has almost exclusively focused on the largest firms.
Second, because our sample is larger than previous
surveys, we were able to control for many different
firm characteristics. As with all survey research,
however, it’s important to keep in mind that survey
results represent CFO beliefs or opinions. We have
no way of verifying that such beliefs account for (or
are even consistent with) their actions. What’s more,
in some cases, corporate executives might be influ-
enced by a theory without knowing it. In this sense,
as Keynes once wrote, “practical men...are usually
the slaves of some defunct economist.”

CAPITAL BUDGETING DECISIONS

It is a major tenet of modern finance theory that
the value of an asset (or an entire company) equals
the discounted present value of its expected future
cash flows. Hence, companies contemplating invest-
ments in capital projects should use the net present
value rule : that is, take the project if the NPV is
positive (or zero); reject if NPV is negative.

But if NPV has been the dominant method
taught in business schools, past surveys have sug-
gested that internal rate of return (IRR) was for long
the primary corporate criterion for evaluating invest-
ment projects. For example, a 1977 survey of 103
large companies reported that fewer than 10% of the
firms relied on NPV as their primary method, while
over 50% said they relied mainly on IRR.4 Although
the two measures are similar in several respects (and
will lead to the same “go-no go” decision if the same
hurdle rates are used), the critical difference is that
IRR is a ratio while NPV is a dollar measure of value
added. The main problem with using the former is
that, in some cases, managers intent on maximizing
IRR may actually reduce value by rejecting positive-
NPV projects.

Our survey went beyond NPV vs. IRR analysis
and asked whether companies used any or all of the
following evaluation techniques: adjusted present
value, payback period, discounted payback period,
profitability index, and accounting rate of return. We
inquired whether firms ignore discounting tech-
niques and simply use earnings multiples. (A price-
earnings multiple can be thought of as measuring the
number of years it takes for the investment to be paid
for by earnings, and so can be interpreted as a
version of the payback method.) We were also
interested in whether companies use other kinds of
analysis that are taught in many MBA programs,
including value at risk (VaR) and real options.

We asked CFOs to rate how frequently they
used different capital budgeting techniques on a
scale of 0 to 4 (with 0 meaning “never,” 1 “almost
never,” 2 “sometimes,” 3 “almost always,” and 4
“always”). We report the results (see Figure 1) by
summarizing the percentage of CFOs who said that
they always or almost always used a particular
evaluation technique (that is, the percentage who
answered either “3” or “4”).

4. L. Gitman and J. Forrester, Jr., “A Survey of Capital Budgeting Techniques
Used by Major U.S. Firms,” Financial Management, Vol. 6 (1977), pp. 66-71.
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As shown in Figure 1, most respondents cited
net present value and internal rate of return as their
most frequently used capital budgeting techniques;
74.9% of CFOs always or almost always used NPV
and 75.7% always or almost always used IRR. As
noted earlier, however, large companies were sig-
nificantly more likely to use NPV than were small
firms.5 Moreover, highly leveraged firms were sig-
nificantly more likely (across all size categories) to
use NPV and IRR than firms with low debt ratios—
a finding that is consistent with Michael Jensen’s
argument that debt financing exerts a discipline on
corporate investment decisions that is often lacking
in underleveraged companies with substantial “free
cash flow.”6 And as in the case of highly leveraged
companies, companies that pay dividends (which
tend to have higher leverage ratios than non-divi-
dend payers) were also significantly more likely to
use NPV and IRR than firms that do not pay
dividends, again regardless of firm size. At the same
time, the lesser use of NPV by non-dividend-paying
companies may reflect the fact that many are high-
growth firms whose investment opportunities tend

to be more difficult to quantify with NPV—in part
because the expected cash inflows from their invest-
ments are often not expected to materialize for years.

Highly levered firms were also more likely to use
sensitivity and simulation analysis, in part to assess
(and limit to acceptable levels) the probability of
financial distress. Utilities, too, perhaps because of
regulatory requirements, were also more likely to
use IRR and NPV and to perform sensitivity and
simulation analyses. We also found that companies
whose CEOs had MBAs were more likely to use NPV
than firms whose CEOs did not. Finally, public
companies were significantly more likely to use NPV
and IRR than were private corporations.

Other than NPV and IRR (and the hurdle rate),
the payback period was the most frequently used
capital budgeting technique (56.7% always or
almost always used it). This result is surprising in
the sense that financial textbooks have stressed
the shortcomings of the payback criterion for
decades: it ignores the time value of money and
the value of cash flows beyond the cutoff date,
and the cutoff is usually arbitrary. Small firms used

FIGURE 1     SURVEY EVIDENCE ON THE POPULARITY OF DIFFERENT CAPITAL BUDGETING METHODS*

*We report the percentage of CFOs who always or almost always use a particular technique. IRR represents Internal Rate of Return, NPV is Net Present Value, P/E is
the Price to Earnings ratio,VAR is Value At Risk, and APV is Adjusted Present Value. The survey is based on the responses of 392 CFOs, as are the rest of the figures
in this paper.

5. Here and throughout the paper, when we refer to results conditional on firm
or CEO characteristic, to save space and keep the text flowing, we do not present
percentages. Also, we only report these results when they are statistically
significant. Interested readers can consult the Journal of Financial Economics
version of the paper for details (cite information in first footnote).

6. “Free cash flow,” as defined by Jensen, is a company’s operating cash flow
in excess of the amount that can be profitably reinvested in the business. In Jensen’s
theory, mature companies with substantial free cash flow can often add significant
value for shareholders by increasing their leverage. The pressure to make periodic
interest and principal payments strengthens managers’ commitment to invest only
in positive-NPV projects. And the same effect can be achieved by increasing
dividends or buying back stock.

By testing whether the survey responses varied systematically with company
characteristics such as size, P/E ratio, leverage, credit rating, dividend policy, and

industry, we were able to shed light on the implications of various corporate finance
theories and provide a richer understanding of corporate financial decision-making.
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the payback period almost as frequently as they
used NPV or IRR. We also found that, among small
firms, older CEOs with long tenures and without
MBAs were more likely to use the payback crite-
rion. Few companies used the discounted pay-
back, a method that accounts for the time value of
money and thereby eliminates one of the payback
criterion’s deficiencies.

How do we explain the persistence of the
payback method? The simplicity of the method,
combined in some cases with top management’s lack
of familiarity with more sophisticated techniques,
undoubtedly plays some role in the popularity of the
payback criterion. But it’s also important to recog-
nize that the payback approach may provide useful
information, especially for severely capital-con-
strained firms. If an investment project does not pay
positive cash flows early on, the company may go
out of business before the expected future cash flows
materialize. And even if the firm survives, it may not
have the resources to pursue other promising invest-
ments during the next few years.7 Moreover, as a
number of finance scholars have pointed out, the
answers provided by crude rules of thumb such as
payback often resemble the solutions produced by
optimal decision rules that account for the option-
like features of many investments, particularly in
the evaluation of highly uncertain investments.
And, to the extent small firms have more unpre-
dictable projects than do large companies, this
could explain why small firms tend to favor ad hoc
decision rules.8

Reflecting companies’ preoccupation with re-
ported earnings (a theme we return to later), a
sizeable percentage of companies (38%) said they
always or almost always used the earnings multiple
approach (which, again, is essentially another vari-
ant of the payback method) for project evaluation.
But the other capital budgeting techniques were
used less frequently. For example, only about 20%
of the companies said they used accounting rate of
return; 14% always or almost always used value at
risk or some other form of simulation, 12% used a
profitability index, and 11% used adjusted present
value (APV).

Somewhat surprisingly, more than one-fourth
of the companies claimed to be using real options
(RO) evaluation techniques. This was surprising not
only because the RO methodology is fairly new, but
because quantitative applications of RO models tend
to become quite complicated (though the dominant
corporate use of real options probably remains as a
qualitative strategic planning tool rather than a
valuation technique).9 In comparison, it is also
surprising that only 11% of firms used APV since the
method is fairly easy to use while at the same time
flexible enough to handle a wide variety of project
evaluation situations.10

Cost of Capital

Closely related to the question of the valuation
method is the discount rate. Our results indicated
that the Capital Asset Pricing Model (CAPM) was by
far the most popular method of estimating the cost
of equity capital: 73.5% of respondents always or
almost always used it. The second and third most
popular methods were average stock returns and a
multi-factor CAPM, respectively. Few firms used a
dividend discount model to back out the cost of
equity. As we saw in the case of DCF and NPV
analysis, large companies were much more likely to
use the CAPM; small firms, by contrast, were more
inclined to use a cost of equity determined by “what
investors tell us they require.” Consistent with this
finding, public firms were more likely to use the
CAPM than were private firms, which makes sense
in light of the fact that “beta” is far more readily
calculated by analyzing comparable publicly traded
firms.

Finally, we asked more specific questions about
how the cost of equity models were used. A majority
(in fact, nearly 60%) of the companies said they
would use a single company-wide discount rate to
evaluate a new investment project, even though
different projects are likely to have different risk
characteristics. Nevertheless, 51% said they would
always or almost always use a risk-matched discount
rate (suggesting that some companies evaluate
projects with both company-wide and risk-matched

7. However, we find no direct evidence that companies are more likely to use
payback when they are capital-constrained or financially distressed, so this logic
does not appear to explain the widespread use of payback by our sample firms.

8. See, for example, R. McDonald, “Real Options and Rules of Thumb in Capital
Budgeting,” in Innovation, Infrastructure, and Strategic Options, edited by M.
Brennan and L. Trigeorgis (London: Oxford University Press, 1998).

9. In his article in Vol. 14, No. 2 (Summer 2001) of this journal, “Real Options:
State of the Practice,” Alex Triantis’s survey of some 35 companies that use real
options suggests that only about a third of them have reached the point where they
are attempting to use the models to achieve precise calculations of value.

10. For an account of the practical difficulties that arise in applying APV, see
the article by Laurence Booth in this issue.
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rates)—and larger companies were significantly
more likely to use a risk-matched discount rate
than small firms.11

CAPITAL STRUCTURE DECISIONS

There are two main theories of capital structure
choice. The trade-off theory says that companies
have optimal debt-equity ratios, which they deter-
mine by trading off the benefits of debt against its
costs. In the original form of the model, the chief
benefit of debt is the tax advantage of interest
deductibility.12 More recent versions of the model13

also attempt to incorporate Jensen’s “free cash
flow” argument, in which debt plays a potentially
valuable role in mature companies by curbing a
managerial tendency to overinvest. The primary
costs of debt financing are those associated with
financial distress, particularly in the form of corpo-
rate underinvestment and defections by customers
and suppliers.

According to the trade-off theory (at least in this
expanded form), large, mature companies with
stable cash flows and limited opportunities for
investment should have higher leverage ratios, both
to take advantage of the tax deductibility of debt and
because of their lower financial distress costs. At the
other end of the spectrum, smaller companies with
significant growth opportunities should make lim-
ited use of debt to preserve their continuing ability
to undertake positive-NPV projects. Indeed, high-
tech or start-up firms often have “negative leverage,”
or cash balances that exceed any debt outstanding.

The main contender to the trade-off theory,
which is known as the “pecking-order” theory,
suggests that actual corporate leverage ratios typi-
cally do not reflect capital structure targets, but
rather the widely observed corporate practice of
financing new investments with internal funds
when possible and issuing debt rather than equity
if external funds are required.14 In the pecking-
order model, an equity offering is typically re-
garded as a very expensive last resort. The theory is

based on the premise that managers avoid issuing
securities, particularly equity, when the company is
undervalued. And even if the company’s stock is
currently fairly valued, the market reaction to the
announcement of a new equity offering is expected
to cause the company’s stock price to fall below fair
value. What is the reason for the market’s negative
response? According to the pecking-order model,
management is reluctant to issue underpriced equity
(though often willing to issue fairly priced or over-
priced equity). Investors thus rationally interpret
most management decisions to raise equity as a sign
that the firm is overvalued—at least based on
management’s view of the future—and the stock
price falls. For those companies that are in fact
overvalued when the new equity issue is announced,
the drop in price (provided it is not too large) is more
of a correction in value than a real economic cost to
shareholders. But for those companies that are fairly
valued (or even undervalued) at the time of the
announcement, the negative market reaction and
resulting undervaluation will cause the existing
shareholders to experience a dilution of value (as
distinguished from the dilution of earnings per share
we discuss later) that we henceforth refer to as
“information costs.” As we also discuss later, such
negative market reactions and the associated infor-
mation costs are likely to be largest when the
“information gap” between management and inves-
tors is greatest—that is, in circumstances when
investors have the greatest uncertainty about either
the firm’s prospects and, perhaps even more impor-
tant, what management intends to do with the
capital.

Our survey findings, as summarized in Figure
2, may shed some light on which theory, the trade-
off model or the pecking order, plays a greater role
in corporate decision-making. As in the case of our
capital budgeting questions, we asked CFOs to
rank—again, on a scale of 0 (“completely irrel-
evant”) to 4 (“very important”)—a number of fac-
tors that might affect how they choose the appro-
priate amount of debt for their companies.

11. But very few companies of any size reported using different discount rates
to evaluate different cash flows within the same project, as some academics suggest
they should for cash flows such as depreciation. See, for example, R. Brealey and
S. Myers, Principles of Corporate Finance, 5th edition (New York: McGraw-Hill,
1996).

12. See, for example, F. Modigliani and M. Miller, “Corporate Income Taxes
and the Cost of Capital: A Correction,” American Economic Review, Vol. 53 (1963),
pp. 433-443, and M. Miller, “Debt and Taxes,” Journal of Finance, Vol. 32 (1977),
pp. 261-275.

13. See, for example, M. Barclay and C. Smith, “Another Look at the Capital
Structure Puzzle: Some New Evidence,” Journal of Applied Corporate Finance, Vol.
13 No. 1 (Spring 2000).

14. See S. Myers, “The Capital Structure Puzzle,” Journal of Finance, Vol. 39
(1984), pp. 575-592, and S. Myers and N. Majluf, “Corporate Financing and
Investment Decisions When Firms Have Information That Investors Do Not Have,”
Journal of Financial Economics, Vol. 13 (1984), pp. 187-224.

The survey provided clear evidence that firm size significantly affects the practice of
corporate finance—large companies were much more likely to use net present value

techniques and to have “strict” or “somewhat strict” target debt ratios.
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As shown in Figure 2, the corporate tax advan-
tage of debt was moderately important in capital
structure decisions, with almost 45% of the compa-
nies describing it as either “important” or “very
important.” As expected, the tax advantage was most
important for large, higher-leveraged, lower-risk,
manufacturing, regulated, and dividend-paying
firms—in short, companies that are likely to have
high marginal corporate tax rates and therefore
stronger tax incentives to use debt.

When we also asked CFOs whether firms issued
debt when foreign tax treatment is favorable relative
to the U.S., 52.3% said favorable foreign tax treat-

ment is important or very important (see Figure 3).
And the fact that large companies with significant
foreign exposures were more likely to identify
foreign tax treatment as an important factor suggests
that a certain level of sophistication (not to mention
the exposure itself) is a requirement for international
tax planning.

According to finance theory, the tax advantage of
debt relative to equity depends on investor tax rates as
well as effective corporate marginal tax rates. But we
found very little evidence that firms directly consider
investors’ taxes when deciding on debt policy; only
4.5% said personal taxes were important or very

FIGURE 2     SURVEY EVIDENCE ON SOME OF THE FACTORS THAT AFFECT THE DECISION TO ISSUE DEBT

FIGURE 3     SURVEY EVIDENCE ON SOME OF THE FACTORS THAT AFFECT THE DECISION TO ISSUE FOREIGN DEBT
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important in debt decisions, and only 5% said so for
equity decisions (see Figure 2). So, from what the
executives told us, they do not make capital structure
decisions based on the perceived tax preferences of a
“clientele” of investors who own the firm’s securities.
(But this finding does not seem all that surprising, since
such tax preferences cannot be observed directly; and
because such tax effects are effectively “embedded” in
the company’s stock prices and the interest rates on its
debt, CFOs may in fact be responding to such tax
preferences without knowing it.)

When we asked CFOs directly about whether
potential costs of financial distress affected their debt
decisions, only 21.4% indicated that distress costs
were important or very important (see Figure 2).
Nevertheless, the fact that almost 60% cited financial
flexibility and credit ratings as important or very
important suggests that avoiding distress is a major—
and in fact possibly the most important—consider-
ation in corporate debt policy. By maintaining
flexibility, most companies mean preserving unused
debt capacity. It’s also interesting to note that
although many companies say their excess debt
capacity is intended mainly to finance possible
future expansions and acquisitions, such firms also
seem intent on retaining much of that unused debt
capacity even after expanding.15 And, as suggested
earlier, such flexibility tends to be associated with
maintaining a target credit rating. Among utilities and
companies with investment-grade debt (a group that
accounted for just under half of our sample), credit
ratings were a very important determinant of debt
policy. And given that size is a major factor in
securing (at least) an investment-grade rating, we
were not surprised to find that credit ratings are also
especially important for large, Fortune 500 compa-
nies. Finally, a large number of CFOs (48%) said that
earnings volatility was an important consideration in
making debt decisions, which is consistent with the

trade-off theory’s prediction that companies use less
debt when the probability of bankruptcy is higher.

We also asked CFOs whether their companies
have an optimal or “target” debt-equity ratio. As shown
in Figure 4, only 19% of the firms said they did not have
a target debt ratio or target range. Another 37% said they
had “flexible” targets, and 44% had “strict” or “some-
what strict” targets or ranges. Although these overall
numbers provide mixed support for the argument that
companies trade off costs and benefits to derive an
optimal debt ratio, larger companies (55%) were
considerably more likely than small firms (36%) to have
at least somewhat strict target debt ratios. Moreover,
such targets were more common among investment-
grade (64%) than speculative companies (41%), and
among regulated (67%) than unregulated firms (43%).
And to the extent that large investment-grade compa-
nies represent the bulk of the U.S. economy, this
indicates fairly strong support for the trade-off theory.
Debt targets were also more important in companies
where the CEO was younger or newer, and when the
top three officers owned less than 5% of the firm.

Finally, providing some additional support for
the trade-off theory, of the 40% of CFOs who said
their companies would seriously consider issuing
equity, a slight majority (52%, as shown in Figure 5)
said their companies would do so to maintain a target
debt-equity ratio. Among the companies whose
CFOs said yes to this question were disproportionate
numbers of both highly leveraged companies and
firms with widely dispersed ownership.

Explaining Deviations from Target Debt Ratios

One apparent source of conflict between the
theory and practice of corporate capital structure
comes from academics’ insistence on calculating
leverage as a percentage of the market value of the
firm and not, as most companies and rating agencies

15. See J. Graham, “Estimating the Tax Benefits of Debt,” Journal of Applied
Corporate Finance, Vol. 14 (Spring 2001), pp. 42-54.

FIGURE 4     SURVEY EVIDENCE ON WHETHER FIRMS HAVE OPTIMAL OR TARGET DEBT-EQUITY RATIOS
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do, as a percentage of the book value of assets.16 As
most practitioners will tell you, because the market
values of debt and equity fluctuate daily, strict
adherence to market-based debt targets would re-
quire frequent rebalancings of outstanding debt and
equity—something we do not observe in practice.
Only 16% of CFOs described changes in their
company’s stock price, or in the general level of the
stock market, as important or very important to their
debt decisions (see Figure 2).

Of course, one major reason to avoid such
rebalancings are the transactions costs associated
with issuing securities. For example, if a company
faces high costs when issuing or retiring debt, it will
rebalance only when its debt ratio crosses an upper
or lower bound.17 We found moderate evidence that
firms consider transaction costs when making debt
issuance decisions (33.5%, as reported in Figure 2).
But, as one might expect, concern about transactions
costs was especially evident in the responses of
smaller-firm CFOs. Nevertheless, few CFOs said they
would delay issuing debt (10.2%) or retiring debt
(12.4%) just because of transactions costs.

Information Cost Explanations of Capital
Structure

We asked a number of other questions designed
to explore the extent to which the pecking-order
model is reflected in corporate decision-making. For

example, we asked if companies issued securities
when internal funds were not sufficient to fund their
activities, and, in a follow-up question, whether the
company would issue equity if debt, convertibles, or
other sources of financing were not available. We
also inquired whether executives considered equity
undervaluation when deciding which security to
use, and if financial flexibility were an important
factor in decisions to raise equity.

Having insufficient internal funds was a fairly
important influence on the decision to issue debt
(46.8%, as shown in Figure 2), which, although not
especially revealing, is generally consistent with the
pecking-order model. Smaller firms were more likely
than large companies to raise debt when faced with
insufficient internal funds—a finding also consistent
with the pecking-order theory (to the extent that
small firms confront a greater “information gap”
when attempting to raise equity). As reported in
Figure 5, about 30% of the CFOs said their firms
issued equity because recent profits were insuffi-
cient to fund activities, and about 15% raised
equity after exhausting their ability to issue debt
or convertibles.

The above findings are generally consistent
with equity functioning as a last resort for many
companies. But our survey also provided more direct
evidence that equity undervaluation and the fear of
dilution lie behind the corporate reluctance to issue
equity. Indeed, fully two thirds of the CFOs said they

16. F. Modigliani and M. Miller, “The Cost of Capital, Corporation Finance, and
the Theory of Investment,” American Economic Review, Vol. 48 (1958), pp. 261-297.

17. E. Fisher, R Heinkel, and J. Zechner, “Dynamic Capital Structure Choice:
Theory and Tests,” Journal of Finance, Vol. 44 (1989), pp. 19-40.

FIGURE 5     SURVEY EVIDENCE ON SOME OF THE FACTORS THAT AFFECT THE DECISION TO ISSUE COMMON STOCK
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were reluctant to issue common stock when they
thought that it was undervalued (with a rating of
66.9%, it was the second most important equity
issuance factor in Figure 5). What’s more, a separate
survey conducted one month after ours (in the spring
of 1999), when the Dow Jones 30 was approaching
a new record of 10,000, found that more than two-
thirds of FEI executives felt that their common equity
was undervalued by the market—while just 3% of
CFOs thought their stock was overvalued.18 Taken
together, these findings suggest that a large percent-
age of companies are hesitant to issue common
equity because they feel their stock is undervalued.

Rather than issue equity, moreover, many com-
panies choose instead to issue convertible debt,
which has become especially popular among growth
firms. Over half the CFOs (50.7%, as reported in
Figure 6) cited equity undervaluation as a major
reason to use convertibles.

But if the general reluctance to issue underval-
ued equity is consistent with the pecking-order
model, we found at most limited support for the
model when we tried to examine more precisely
how equity undervaluation affects financing deci-
sions. As mentioned earlier, the theory that underlies
the pecking-order model suggests that the “informa-
tion costs” that companies face when issuing (par-
ticularly) equity are expected to be largest for small,
high-growth companies. But the smaller companies
and non-dividend payers (a proxy for growth) in our
survey did not place special emphasis on stock
undervaluation as a factor in their financing deci-

sions, and large dividend-paying companies were in
fact more likely to say that their stock price was an
important consideration in specific decisions to issue
debt rather than equity.

What seems to emerge from our survey, then,
is that information disparities and signaling effects
do not play a major role in determining companies’
capital structure targets. But, as the pecking-order
story suggests, such information costs do appear to
influence the form and timing of specific financing
choices. As mentioned above (and discussed in
more detail below), the issuance of convertibles
seems motivated in part by the desire to avoid issuing
undervalued equity. Moreover, almost two thirds of
the CFOs (see Figure 5) cited recent stock price
performance as an important factor in decisions to
issue stock, with periods of stock price appreciation
providing “windows of opportunity.”19 And although
recent stock price performance was the third most
popular factor affecting equity issuance decisions for
the entire sample of companies, it was the factor
most frequently cited by speculative-grade and non-
dividend-paying firms—that is, precisely those com-
panies likely to encounter the highest information
costs when raising new securities.

Information Costs and Convertibles

Finance theorists have argued that the conver-
sion feature of convertible debt makes its value
relatively insensitive to information disparities (be-
tween management and investors) about the risk of

FIGURE 6     SURVEY EVIDENCE ON THE FACTORS THAT AFFECT THE DECISION TO ISSUE CONVERTIBLE DEBT

18. See J. Graham, “FEI survey” on http://www.duke.edu/~jgraham,
March 29, 1999.

19. See T. Loughran and J. Ritter, “The New Issues Puzzle,” Journal of Finance,
Vol. 50 (1995), pp. 23-52. D. Lucas and R. McDonald, in “Equity Issues and Stock
Price Dynamics,” Journal of Finance, Vol. 45 (1990), pp. 1019-1043, put an

information cost spin on the desire to issue equity after stock price increases: If a
firm’s stock price is undervalued due to information disparities between insiders
and investors, the firm delays issuing until after an informational release (of good
news) and the ensuing increase in stock price.

Most respondents cited net present value and internal rate of return as their most
frequently used capital budgeting techniques.  At the same time, the lesser use of NPV

by non-dividend-paying companies may reflect the fact that many are high-growth
firms whose investment opportunities tend to be more difficult to quantify with NPV.
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the firm.20 Our survey provided moderate support
for this argument, with 44% of the CFOs (see Figure
6) citing convertibles’ role in attracting investors
unsure about the riskiness of the issuer as important
or very important. And the fact that this response was
more likely to come from CFOs of smaller companies
with large managerial ownership—firms where out-
side investors were likely to be at the greatest
informational disadvantage—provided more sup-
porting evidence.

As noted earlier, convertibles are issued by
managers who think their stock is undervalued and
want to avoid the larger dilution of value associated
with equity issues.21 At the same time, the conversion
feature, by reducing the coupon rate the firm would
be forced to pay on straight debt, minimizes the
expected distress costs associated with a heavy debt
load. In this sense, convertible debt functions as
“delayed” common stock that can be seen as mini-
mizing the sum of distress costs (from issuing straight
debt) and dilution (from issuing undervalued eq-
uity). We found strong evidence consistent with this
argument that convertibles are “back-door equity.”
Among the one-in-five companies in our survey that
said they would seriously consider issuing convert-
ible debt, the most commonly cited factor (men-
tioned by 58%) was that convertibles were an
inexpensive way to issue delayed common stock.

Another recent explanation for the popularity of
convertibles among high-growth companies is their
ability to provide financial options that match the
firms’ real investment options. That is, for companies
contemplating the possibility (but not the certainty)
of major investments in the next few years, the
conversion and call features of convertibles effec-
tively give management the option to retire debt and
get an infusion of equity just when the company
needs it.22

Providing some support for this argument, 48%
of the convertible issuers in our sample said they
liked convertibles because of the ability they give
management to call and/or force conversion of the
bonds. In addition, 42% of CFOs indicated that they
used convertible debt because it was “less expen-
sive” than straight debt. And since finance professors

are fond of exposing the fallacy that underlies this
argument,23 it was somewhat comforting for us to
find that it was mainly companies run by executives
over 59 that were more likely to characterize convert-
ibles as “cheaper” than straight debt.

Timing Market Interest Rates

Although relatively few executives claimed to
time their security issues to take advantage of
expected changes in their credit ratings (about which
they might reasonably have private information), we
found clear indications that executives try to time the
market in other ways. For example, our survey
produced moderately strong evidence that execu-
tives (46.4%, as shown in Figure 2) attempted to time
interest rates by issuing debt when they felt that
market interest rates were particularly low. Market
timing was especially important for large companies,
implying that companies with large or sophisticated
treasury departments were more likely to time
interest rates. An alternative explanation, however,
is that large companies simply have more flexibility
in timing issues because of their larger cash reserves
and greater access to markets.

We also found evidence that firms issued short-
term debt in an effort to time market interest rates.
CFOs borrowed short-term when they felt that short
rates were low relative to long rates (36%, as shown
in Figure 7) or when they expected long-term rates
to decline (29%). Finally, we checked if companies
issued foreign debt when foreign interest rates were
lower than domestic rates, and 44% (Figure 3) of
CFOs said that relatively low foreign interest rates
were an important or very important factor in such
decisions.24

The Corporate Underinvestment Problem

Stewart Myers has argued that corporate invest-
ment decisions can be affected by the presence of
long-term debt in a firm’s capital structure. More
specifically, managers of highly leveraged compa-
nies have an incentive to “underinvest”—that is, to
pass up positive-NPV projects—if they perceive that

20. M. Brennan and E. Schwartz, “The Case for Convertibles,” Journal of
Applied Corporate Finance, Vol. 1 No. 2 (Summer 1988), pp. 55-64.

21. J. Stein, “Convertible Bonds As Backdoor Equity Financing,” Journal of
Financial Economics, Vol. 32 (1992), pp. 3-21.

22. See David Mayers, “Convertible Bonds: Matching Financial with Real
Options,” Journal of Applied Corporate Finance, Vol. 14 No. 1 (Spring 2001).

23. Such analysis effectively treats the equity option built into the convertible
as costless. In fact, the real economic cost of convertibles is higher than that of debt
but lower than the cost of common equity. For a nice exposition of this fallacy, see
Brennan and Schwartz (1988), cited earlier.

24. If covered interest rate parity holds, it is not clear to us why firms pursue
this strategy.
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the profits, rather than accruing to shareholders, will
be used to pay off existing debtholders. Such an
underinvestment problem is likely to be most trouble-
some for smaller growth firms (because they have
the projects that will need funding). And, for this
reason, such companies are expected to make
minimal use of debt (and to confine their limited use
to short-term rather than long-term debt).25

Although the percentage of companies re-
sponding that their debt policy was affected by such
underinvestment concerns was unremarkable (13%,
Figure 2), the fact that smaller, high-growth firms
with concentrated management ownership were far
more likely to cite underinvestment as an important
consideration is completely consistent with the
theory. We found little support for the idea that short-
term debt is used to address the underinvestment
problem, with only 9.5% (Figure 7) indicating that
underinvestment concerns are important or very
important to debt maturity decisions. Finally, there
was no difference between growth and non-growth
firms (a somewhat surprising result that may well be
attributed to high P/E ratios providing an unreliable
proxy for growth opportunities).

Conflicts between Managers and Stockholders

As mentioned earlier, Michael Jensen and oth-
ers have argued that when companies have ample
“free cash flow”—that is, cash flow in excess of what
is necessary to fund all their positive-NPV projects—

their managers can destroy value by wasting the cash
on corporate empire-building, consuming perks,
pursuing overpriced acquisitions, or just failing to
make necessary cutbacks to achieve effiency.26 And
according to Jensen’s “free cash flow” theory, both
higher dividends and high leverage have the poten-
tial to add value by forcing mature companies (that
is, companies with limited growth opportunities) to
pay out their excess cash.

Not surprisingly, we found very little evidence
that CFOs think of debt as disciplining managers in
this way (1.7%, Figure 2). But, as would be expected,
highly leveraged companies were much more likely
to cite this factor as a reason for issuing debt.
(Moreover, it’s also important to recognize that a
major “free cash flow” effect on corporate financing
choices is not likely to be detected by the direct
questions posed in a survey.)

The market for corporate control is another
source of managerial discipline. Managers who
are destroying corporate value may find them-
selves the target of a takeover contest. Capital
structure can be used to influence, or can be
influenced by, corporate control contests and
managerial share ownership.27 We found evi-
dence that companies would issue equity to dilute
the stock holdings of certain shareholders, with
50% of CFOs (see Figure 5) citing this motive as
important or very important. This tactic was espe-
cially popular among speculative-grade compa-
nies. But when we also asked if companies used

FIGURE 7     SURVEY EVIDENCE ON THE FACTORS THAT AFFECT THE DEBT MATURITY DECISIONS

25. S. Myers, “Determinants of Corporate Borrowing,” Journal of Financial
Economics, Vol. 5 (1977), pp. 147-175. Others argue that firms can hedge or
otherwise maintain financial flexibility to avoid these costs of underinvestment;
see, e.g., K. Froot, D. Scharfstein, and J. Stein, “Risk Management: Coordinating
Corporate Investment and Financing Policies,” Journal of Finance, Vol. 48 (1993),
pp. 1629-1658.

26. M. Jensen, “Agency Costs of Free Cash Flow, Corporate Finance, and
Takeovers,” American Economic Review, Vol. 76 (1986), pp. 323-339.

27. M. Harris and A. Raviv, “Corporate Control Contests and Capital Structure,”
Journal of Financial Economics, Vol. 20 (1988), pp. 55-86, and R. Stulz, “Managerial
Control of Voting Rights: Financing Policies and the Market for Corporate Control,”
Journal of Financial Economics, Vol. 20 (1988), pp. 25-54.

Our results indicated that the Capital Asset Pricing Model was by far the most
popular method of estimating the cost of equity capital. Still, a majority of the

companies said they would use a single company-wide discount rate to evaluate a
new investment project, even though different projects are likely to have

different risk characteristics.
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debt to reduce the likelihood that the firm would
become a takeover target, we found little support
(4.8%, Figure 2) for this hypothesis.

Product Market and Industry Factors

The extent of debt usage varies widely across
industries. One explanation for this pattern is impor-
tant differences in the product market environment
or nature of competition in various industries. For
example, customers might avoid purchasing a du-
rable goods company’s products if they think that the
firm will go out of business (and therefore not stand
behind its products), while continuing to buy perish-
ables from financially troubled firms. To the extent
this is so, durable goods companies are likely to use
less debt.28

We found little evidence that product market
factors broadly affected real world debt policy. Only
18.7% (Figure 2) of CFOs said that limiting debt to
reassure their companies’ customers or suppliers was
an important or very important factor. Even more
surprising, high-tech firms (which we assume pro-
duce durable and, indeed, unique products) were less
likely than other firms to limit debt for this reason
(such firms have other, presumably more important
reasons, such as preserving their ability to make
strategic investments). We did find that, in compari-
son to non-growth (lower P/E) firms, a higher per-
centage of growth firms claimed that customers might
not purchase their products if they were worried that
debt usage might cause the firm to go out of business.

To further investigate why debt ratios vary
across industries, we asked executives whether their
capital structure decisions were affected by the
financing policy of other firms in their industries.
Roughly one out of four CFOs said their companies’
debt levels and equity issuance decisions were
influenced by the behavior of their competitors (see
Figures 2 and 5). We found even less evidence that
companies used convertibles because other firms in
their industry did so (12.5%, as reported in Figure 6).
But if these responses provide fairly weak evidence
that companies study their competitors’ debt ratios
before making their own debt decisions, it’s impor-
tant to keep in mind the central role of credit ratings
in corporate debt decisions and the extent to which
industry debt ratios determine such ratings.

Risk Management

Companies can structure their debt in a way that
is designed to manage risk. For example, for compa-
nies with foreign revenues, foreign-denominated
debt can act as a natural hedge and so eliminate the
need to hedge with currency derivatives.29 Among
the 31% of respondents who seriously considered
issuing foreign debt, 86% (Figure 3) cited its value as
a natural hedge against foreign currency devalua-
tion. Not surprisingly, such natural hedges were said
to be particularly important for public companies
with large foreign exposures. The second most
important motive for using foreign debt was its role
in keeping the source close to the use of funds
(63.4%), a consideration that was especially impor-
tant for smaller, manufacturing firms.

The desire to manage interest rate risk helps
explain why companies match the maturity of assets and
liabilities. If asset and liability durations are not aligned,
interest rate fluctuations can affect the amount of funds
available for investment and day-to-day operations. So,
when we asked CFOs how they choose between short-
term and long-term debt, we were not surprised to find
that the most popular response (63.5%, as shown in
Figure 7) was “to match debt maturity with asset life.”
Also not surprising, maturity matching was most impor-
tant for small, private firms, which are likely to suffer the
greatest losses in value (as a percentage of firm value)
from interest rate risk.

Practical Cash Management Considerations

Although academics have not paid much atten-
tion to such issues, liquidity and cash management also
affect corporate financial decisions. For example, many
companies issue long-term debt to avoid having to
refinance in “bad times”; 49% of CFOs, as reported in
Figure 7, called this important or very important. One
interpretation of this response is that it represents more
evidence that management’s views on interest rates
play a major role in the timing of debt issues. Avoiding
bad times was especially important for highly levered
manufacturing firms, also suggesting that what may
look like attempts to time the market—a strategy that
academics tend to view as “speculative”—may actually
be viewed by corporate management as a form of
interest rate risk management. That is to say, by “locking

28. S. Titman, “The Effect of Capital Structure on a Firm’s Liquidation Decision,”
Journal of Financial Economics, Vol. 13 (1984), pp. 137-151.

29. C. Géczy, B. Minton, and C. Schrand, “Why Firms Use Currency
Derivatives,” Journal of Finance, Vol. 52 (1997), pp. 1323-1354.
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in” rates over a long horizon, managers effectively
ensure that their operations and strategic invest-
ments will not be disrupted by a spike in rates or
otherwise difficult market conditions.

Some responses that were handwritten on the
surveys indicated that other practical considerations
affected the maturity structure of borrowing. For
example, consistent with the maturity-matching prin-
ciple just described, four CFOs said that they tied
their scheduled principal repayments to their pro-
jected ability to repay. Another six companies said
they diversified the maturities of their debt to limit
the size of their refinancing activity in any given year.
Other firms borrowed for the length of time they
thought they would need funds, or borrowed short-
term until sufficient debt had accumulated to justify
borrowing long-term.

Common Stock and EPS Dilution

Finally, we investigated the extent to which
concern about earnings dilution influences deci-
sions to issue equity. Depending on a number of
variables such as the company’s current P/E ratio, the
size of the contemplated equity offering, and how
much (and quickly) the new equity is expected to
increase earnings, new stock offerings can be ex-
pected to reduce reported earnings per share, at least
over the next year or so. The academic view is that
this kind of earnings dilution should not affect the
value of the firm and hence should not deter
companies from issuing stock, provided two condi-
tions are met: (1) the company is fairly valued (based
on management’s view of current prospects) at the
time of the offering, and (2) management expects to
earn the minimum required return on the new equity
raised. But if the stock is undervalued (or is expected
to become undervalued because of negative market
reaction to announcement of the issue), then there
is a “real” (as opposed to just an “accounting”)
dilution of value. And management must weigh the
costs associated with such dilution against the costs
associated with either raising some other form of
capital or forgoing the new capital and its planned
uses.

Or, to make the same point a bit differently, the
academic view is that the EPS dilution recorded by
accountants can be quite different from the real
dilution of value from issuing undervalued stock.
And, to the extent these two kinds of dilution
diverge, managers should concern themselves mainly

(if not exclusively) with the dilution of value. That is,
a management that needs common equity to fund a
highly profitable project should not be deterred by
cosmetic accounting considerations.

But, of course, to the extent management is
convinced that the market prices stocks mainly by
applying a standard industry “multiple” to the
company’s reported EPS (or if managers’ bonuses
are tied to EPS), then accounting effects will certainly
weigh in their decision-making. And our survey
results provide little doubt that corporate executives
are concerned about the EPS effects of stock issuance.
For the 38% of companies in our sample that seriously
considered issuing common equity during the sample
period, earnings dilution was the most important
factor affecting their decisions (as shown in Figure 5,
69% of CFOs said EPS dilution was important or very
important). Concern about EPS dilution was particu-
larly evident among regulated companies, and among
larger and dividend-paying companies.

There seem to be two main ways of interpreting
this response. On the one hand, it suggests that
corporate managers focus too much attention on EPS
and too little on economic value. And the fact that
concern about EPS dilution was less important when
the CEO had an MBA lends support to this view. On
the other hand, it is possible that at least part of
management’s concern with EPS dilution is also a
concern about issuing undervalued equity, and that
it is often difficult to separate accounting from real
dilution.

CONCLUSION

The findings of our survey on the practice of
corporate finance are both reassuring and puzzling
for those of us who teach finance in business
schools. For example, it is encouraging that NPV is
much more widely used as a project evaluation
method than it was ten or 20 years ago. At the same
time, our analysis of capital structure yielded the
somewhat surprising result that “informal” criteria
such as financial flexibility and credit ratings were
the most important factors in setting debt policy—
and that avoiding EPS dilution was the biggest
reason for companies’ reluctance to issue equity.
Less surprising was our finding that the degree of
stock undervaluation was also important to equity
issuance—and we know from other surveys that
many if not most executives feel their stock is
undervalued.

The fact that almost 60% of CFOs cited financial flexibility and credit ratings as
important suggests that avoiding financial distress is a major—and in fact possibly

the most important—consideration in corporate debt policy.
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We found moderate evidence that companies
follow the trade-off theory of capital structure by
setting and attempting to adhere to target debt ratios.
But other results, such as the importance of equity
undervaluation and financial flexibility mentioned
above, were generally consistent with the pecking-
order view that companies issue equity only as a last
resort. However, the evidence in favor of both
theories does not hold up as well under closer
scrutiny. For example, although many companies
appear to follow a financing pecking order, our
survey produces little evidence that their financing
choices are related to the information disparities
emphasized by the model. We also find at best mixed
evidence that companies’ capital structure choices
are influenced by transactions costs, product market
concerns, or costs stemming from potential
underinvestment and free cash flow problems.

There were, however, some fundamental differ-
ences between large and small companies that sug-
gest that finance theory may be gaining ground faster

among larger companies. Our research suggests that
small firms are less sophisticated when it comes to
evaluating risky projects. Small firms are significantly less
likely to use the NPV criterion or the capital asset pricing
model and its variants. And the fact that the majority of
large companies (as compared to only a third of small
firms) professed to adhere to target debt ratios also
suggests the greater sophistication of the former (or that
the theory simply doesn’t “fit” small firms as well).

What does the future hold? On the one hand, we
are likely to see greater acceptance of some aspects
of the theory. But we are also likely to see further
modifications and refinements of the theory to reflect
what we observe about corporate practice. In par-
ticular, we are likely to see greater academic efforts
to reconcile apparent conflicts between the trade-off
and pecking-order theories, both of which appear
consistent with different aspects of corporate behav-
ior. And we will also probably see more work
devoted to explaining the differences in practice
between large and smaller companies.
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APPENDIX

Using the penultimate version of the survey,
we conducted tests at both the Financial Execu-
tives Institute (FEI) and Duke University. This
involved having graduating MBA students and
financial executives fill out the survey, note the
required time, and provide feedback. Our testers
took, on average, 17 minutes to complete the
survey. Based on this and other feedback, we
made final changes to the wording on some
questions. The final version of the survey con-
tained 15 questions, most with subparts, and was
three pages long. One section collected demo-
graphic information about the sample firms. The
survey instrument appears on the Internet at the
address http://www.duke.edu/~charvey/Re-
search/indexr.htm.

We used two mechanisms to deliver the
survey. We sent a mailing from Duke University
on February 10, 1999 to each CFO in the 1998
Fortune 500 list. Independently, we faxed 4,440
surveys to FEI member firms on February 16, 1999.
Three hundred thirteen of the Fortune 500 CFOs
belong to the FEI, so these firms received both a

fax and a mailed version. We requested that the
surveys be returned by February 23, 1999. To
encourage the executives to respond, we offered an
advanced copy of the results to interested parties.

We employed a team of ten Fuqua School of
Business MBA students to follow up on the
mailing to the Fortune 500 firms with a phone call
and possible faxing of a second copy of the
survey. On February 23, we refaxed the survey to
the 4,440 FEI corporations and remailed the
survey to the Fortune 500 firms, with a new due
date of February 26, 1999. This second stage was
planned in advance and designed to maximize the
response rate.

The executives returned their completed
surveys by fax to a third-party data vendor. Using
a third party ensures that the survey responses are
anonymous. We felt that anonymity was impor-
tant to obtain frank answers to some of the
questions. Although we do not know the identity
of the survey respondents, we obtained a number
of firm-specific characteristics, as discussed in the
article.

Our survey provided direct evidence that equity undervaluation and the fear of
earnings dilution lie behind the corporate reluctance to issue equity. CFOs consider

convertible debt as “delayed” common stock that can be seen as minimizing
financial distress costs and dilution.




















