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The objective of the present research is to investigate whether the investment strategies based
on: a) the systematic risk of a company, b) the dividend yield of a company, and c) the momentum
of a stock as it is measured by the price performance over the previous calendar year, can produce
above market returns. The sample consisted of all listed companies that operate within the leisure
industry on a European level from 2009 to 2019.

The results showed that investors in the leisure industry companies: a) are compensated for
assuming low systematic risk (low beta portfolios) against to high systematic risk (high beta port-
Jfolios), b) must choose portfolios consisting of stocks with high dividend yield stocks rather than
portfolios consisting of low dividend yield stocks, and c) are better off by choosing stocks that had
a positive momentum in the previous year than stocks that had a low price performance in the pre-
vious year.
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Xpucroc I'. Kammypic

THIAYCTPIS BIIIIOYUHKY TA IHBECTULIIMAHI CTPATETTI.
KEINC €BPOITENCBKIX KOMITAHIN

Mema upvoeo docaidxcenns noaseae 6 momy, wod docaioumu, 4u ineecmuyiini cmpameeii,
3ACHOBAHI HA: @) CUCTNEMAMUMHOMY PUUKY KOMNaHii, 06) ougioenOniii npudymrosocmi KomMnaHii,
i 8) imniyavci axuiii, Ak ye BUMIPIOEMBCA UIHOBOI0 edhekmueHicmio 3a nonepeonii KaieHOapHull
PIK, Modice npunecmu npubymok euuje punkogo2o. Bubipka ckaadaaacsa 3 ycix 3apeecmposanux na
Oipxci komnaniii, axi npauroroms y cghepi eionouunky na egponeiicokomy punky 3 2009 no 2019 pix.

Pesyrvmamu noxazaau, wo ingecmopu 6 Komnanii indycmpii 0036i1aa: a) ompumyrons
BUHA20PO0Y 3G NPUNYUWEHHS HU3bK020 CUCHEeMamu4H020 pusuKy (Husvki bema-nopmeeai) npomu
BUCOK020 CUCEeMAMUYHO20 PUUKY (8UCOKi Gema-nopmgbeai), 6) nosunni obupamu nopmeeai,
wo ckaadaromvcs 3 axuill 3 6UCOKOIN OusideHOHOl npubymkoeicmio. Hinc nopmgeni, wo
cKaadaromuvca 3 aKyiil 3 HU3bKUM OusioeHOHUM 00X000M, i ¢) Kpawe udupamu axuii, AKi maiu
no3umueHuil iMnyasc y nonepeoHboMy poui, Hidc aKuyii, AKi Maau HU3bKY UiHOBY ehekmueHicmo y
nonepeoHvomy pouji.

Karwwuosi caosa: epexkmugnicmv punky; iHdycmpis 0036i141; iHeecmuyilina cmpameeis;
npodykmuericms nopmaeosio.

Xpucroc I'. Kammypuc

WUHIYCTPUS OTABIXA U UHBECTUIIVIOHHBIE CTPATETU.
KENC EBPOIIEVICKUX KOMIIAHUM

Ileav 3moco uccaedosanuss cocmoum 6 mom, 4MoObl UCCAe006aMb, UHBECIMUUUOHHbIE
cmpameezuu, OCHOBAHHbIE HA: @) CUCMEMAMUYECKOM PUCKe KOMNnauuu; 0) OueudenHoHou
doxoonocmu KomnaHuu; U 6) UMRUYAbCE QKWUL, KAK 3Mo0 U3MEPAeMcs UeHOBOl
ahpexmuenocmoio 3a npedvlOywiuil KaieHOApHuLL 200, MOjcem NpUHeCmU NPubbLLL Gblule
potnounozo. Boiboprka cocmosaa u3 6écex 3apecucmpupoeannvix Ha Oupice KOMRAHUIL
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pabomarowgux 6 chepe omovixa na eeponeiickom potuke ¢ 2009 no 2019 200. Pezyasvmamot
HOKA3a4u, 4Mo UHEECMOPbl 6 KOMNAHUL UHOYCMPUU 00CY2d: @) NOAYHalom 603HApax3coenue 3a
npeonoaoicenue HU3K020 CUCMeMAmu4ecKo2o pucka (Huskue OGema-nopmgbeau) npomus
BBICOK020 CUCHEMAMUH4ecKo20 pucka (evicokue OGema-nopmepean); 6) 004xcHbl 6bLOUPaAmMb
nopmgeau, cocmosugue u3 aKuuil ¢ 6bICOKOU OUGUOCHOHOU 00X00HOCMbIO, 4em nopmgenu,
cocmostuue u3 aKyuil ¢ HU3KUM 0uBUOCHOHbIM 00X000M, U C) AyHuue 6blOUpams aKuyuu, Komopole
UMeAu NOAONHCUMENAbHBIL UMAYALC 8 npedvidyuiem 200y, Hem aKuuu, KOmopole UMeal HU3KYIO
uenogyro ¢hpexmuenocmo 6 npedvidywiem 200y. Karouesote caosa: 3¢hpexmuenocme poinxa;
uHdycmpust 00cy2a; UHEECMUUUOHHASL CINPAMe2ust; NPoU3600UMmMeAbHOCb NOpmgo.auo.

1. Introduction. Over the years, several investment strategies have been developed
that claim to produce above market returns by taking advantage of market inefficien-
cies in the pricing of stocks. Such strategies are based upon “market anomalies” a
term that typically refers to the rejection of an asset pricing model, such as the CAPM
(Linnainmaa and Roberts, 2018). According to Harvey et al. (2015) over 300 market
anomalies have been identified in the literature that can be classified within the fol-
lowing factor categories: a) financial, b) macro, ¢) microstructure, d) behavioral, and
e) accounting.

Reiganum (1981), Banz (1981) and Fama & French (1992, 1993) examined
whether the size of a firm influences the return its stock produces and showed that
small firms on average have higher returns than large firms.

Ibbotson (1986), DeBondt and Thaler (1987), Capaul et al. (1993), Fama &
French (1992, 1993), and Lakonishok et al. (1994) examined the returns of stocks
with low price to book value ratios against returns of stocks with high price to book
value ratios and showed that stocks with a low valuation earn on average higher
returns than growth stocks, i.e. stocks with a high valuation and high price-to book
ratios. However, other studies have found somewhat different results, such as Lee &
Song (2002), which concluded, “value stocks tend to outperform growth stocks
around recession periods”.

Basu (1977), Oppenheimer (1984), Chan et al. (1991), Fama & French (1996)
examined the relationship between price to earnings ratios (P/E) and stock returns,
using mainly data from the New York and American Stock Exchanges, and observed
that stocks with low P/E ratios have a propensity to outperform stocks with high P/E
ratios.

Keppler (1991) and Lakonishok et al. (1994) studied the relationship between
price to cash flow ratios and stock returns. Their findings showed that the investment
strategy that is based on the lowest price to cash flow ratio produces greater returns
than the one based on the highest cash flow to price ratio strategy.

Litzenberger & Ramaswamy (1982), Keim (1985), Levis (1989), Christie (1990),
and Morgan & Thomas (1998) examined the effect that dividend yield has on stock
price valuation and concluded that stocks with high dividend yields tend to outper-
form the market on average.

Jegadeesh and Titman (1993) examined the momentum of a stock and conclud-
ed that a strategy based on buying the stocks that performed well in the past (winners)
and selling the stocks that performed poorly in the past (losers) will generate above
market returns. On the other hand, De Bondt & Thaler (1985) concluded that over
the long-term losers outperform winners.
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Dissanaike and Lim (2010) focus on the performance of contrarian strategies, in
the UK equity market, based on one hand on sophisticated valuation models such as
the RIM and the Ohlson model and on the other on simpler ranking variables. They
find that although the sophisticated models beat most of the simpler strategies, they
are only slightly more profitable.

Lee et al. (2014) show that the Ohlson model can forecast future stock price
movements much more accurately in any predicted horizon. Hand et al. (2017) show
that the Ohlson (1995) model appears to best explain stock prices. Pinochi et al.
(2019) find that the RIM proves to be extremely effective in signalling overvalued
stocks and producing substantial long-short returns.

All the above studies used samples from the stock exchanges of US, UK and
other developed countries on an aggregate level. However, there are no studies that
focus on certain industries within an economy or studies that focus on a specific
industry on a European basis.

The objective of the present research is to investigate whether certain investment
strategies based on the most prominent market anomalies can produce above market
returns, using data from listed companies that operate within the leisure industry on
a European level. The leisure industry is a segment of business focused on tourism,
recreation, entertainment, and sports related products and services, with total rev-
enues on a global basis of almost $1.9 trillion.

Specifically, three different investment strategies will be evaluated; the first one
is based on the systematic risk of a company, the second is based on the dividend yield
of a company and the third one is based on the momentum of a stock as it is meas-
ured by its price performance over the previous calendar year. In testing the above
investment strategies, the “portfolio approach” will be used as it is described by
Damodaran (2012).

The remainder of the paper is constructed as follows. The second section pres-
ents the sample and data collection sources. The third section analyses the method-
ology employed for examining the objective of the research. The results from the
empirical procedure are presented and discussed in section 4. The last section pres-
ents an overview of the issues raised and draws some implications for future research.

2. Sample and Data Collection. The data set consists of listed companies from the
European leisure industry. Specifically, company data from the following countries
were collected: Finland, United Kingdom, Switzerland, Turkey, Hungary, Portugal,
Spain, Poland, Norway, Luxembourg, Italy, Netherlands, Ireland, Greece, Belgium,
Germany, Denmark, France, Czech Republic, Sweden, and Austria.

We start by collecting on firm-level basis accounting information as provided by
Worldscope as well as the monthly total returns information regarding common
stocks from Datastream that are available for each country, for the examined period
2009-2019.

Stocks presenting price returns less than 50% or above 300% that are reversed
within one month are excluded from our sample so as to identify suspicious returns,
(Ince and Porter, 2006). All the variables among company-level are winsorized at the
1% and 99% level aiming to mitigate the impact of extreme prices. Also, according to
Titman et al. (2013) the prerequisite for each country to be included in the sample is
to have at least 30 stocks in each sampling year to ensure that the number of compa-
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nies in the portfolio and cross-sectional regression testing is reasonable and can con-
tinue. Our last step for conducting a solid sample to examine was to restrict it to firm-
year observations without missing data in order to calculate the primary variables of
interest.

3. Methodology. To test whether certain investment strategies can produce excess
returns greater than others the “portfolio approach” will be used. In essence this
approach involves the allocation of the sample firms into model portfolios based on
the variable (beta, dividend yield, and price performance) characterizing each invest-
ment strategy and then tracking the performance of the model portfolios in the future.

Thus, the analysis of the data involved two distinct time periods: a) a pre alloca-
tion time period, which is 52 weeks prior to the construction of the model portfolios
and in which the variables of each investment strategy are calculated, and b) a data
analysis time period, which is 52 weeks after the pre allocation time period and in
which the performance of each model portfolio is calculated. Following the above
process resulted in the rebalancing of the model portfolios once a year and a total of
five times for the whole period of the research.

3.1. Beta Coefficient Investment Strategy. The first step of the analysis involved
the calculation of the weekly returns (iRs weekly) of each sample stock and the weekly
returns (Riweekly) of the Stoxx Europe 50, which served as a proxy of the market port-
folio, for each pre allocation time period.

iRS weekly = In [(iPs fwt+ iDs )/ iPsfwt -1] (D

Riweekly=1n (P1fwt / Pifwt-1) 2)
where,

iPs fwt = Price of stock i at the end of the week t

iPs fwt-1 = Price of stock i at the end of week t-1

iP 1wt = Price of Stoxx Europe 50 at the end of the week t

iP 1fwt-1 = Price of Stoxx Europe 50 at the end of week t-1

The beta coefficient (Bi) for each sample firm was then calculated, at the begin-
ning of each data analysis period, by regressing its weekly performance against the
weekly performance of the Stoxx Europe 50 using fifty-two weekly data from the pre-
allocation time period.

iRS weekly = o + Bi Ri weekly + &i (3)

The sample firms were then sorted, at the beginning of each data analysis peri-
od, in descending order according to their beta coefficient. The next step involved the
classification of the sample firms based on their beta coefficient into three portfolios
from lowest to highest beta coefficient classes, with each portfolio having one third of
the total market capitalization of the sample. The first portfolio consisted of stocks
with the highest beta coefficient and the third portfolio consisted of stocks with the
lowest beta coefficient.

The weighting factor of each stock (iws) was the ratio of the market capitalization
of the stock (iMCAPs) over the total market capitalization of the portfolio
(iTMCAPFPF) it was allocated.

iws = iIMCAPs / TMCAPPF 4)
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3.2. Dividend Yield Investment Strategy

The dividend yield (D/Yi) of each sample stock i was calculated, at the beginning
of each data analysis period, as the ratio of the dividend per share (iDs) over the clos-
ing price (iPs) of the stock on the ex-dividend date.

D/Yi=iDs /iPs ®)

At the beginning of each data analysis period the sample firms were sorted in
descending order according to their dividend yield. Next, they were classified into
three portfolios from highest to lowest dividend yield, with each portfolio having one
third of the total market capitalization of the sample. The first portfolio consisted of
stocks with the highest dividend yield and the third portfolio consisted of stocks with
the lowest dividend yield. The sample stocks were again weighted according to their
market capitalization relative to the total market capitalization of the portfolio they
were allocated.

3.3. Price Performance Investment Strategy

The price performance of each sample stock, at the beginning of each data
analysis period, was calculated as the annual total return (iRs annual) for each pre allo-
cation period.

iRs annual = In [(iPsy+ iDs) /iPsy-1] (6)
where,

iPsyt = Price of stock i at the end of the calendar year

iPsyt-1 = Price of stock i at the end of the previous calendar year

The sample firms were sorted, at the beginning of each data analysis period, in
descending order according to their last year total return. Then they were classified
into three portfolios from highest to lowest last year total return, with each portfolio
having one third of the total market capitalization of the sample. The first portfolio
consisted of stocks with the highest last year total return and the third portfolio con-
sisted of stocks with the lowest last year total return. The sample stocks were once
again weighted according to their market capitalization relative to the total market
capitalization of the portfolio they were allocated.

3.4. Portfolio Actual and Expected Returns

Having allocated the sample stocks into the model portfolios according to each
variable separately for all years of the research, the next step in the methodology
involved the calculation of the actual and expected returns of all portfolios on a quar-
terly basis. In doing so, the weighted quarterly return for each sample stock (iRs quarterly)
was first computed for each data analysis period as follows:

iRS quarterty = In [(iPsql + iDs )/ iPsgs | * iws (7)
where,
iPsql = Price of stock i at the end of the quarter
iPsqs = Price of stock i at the beginning of the quarter

The actual quarterly return of each model portfolio was calculated as the sum of
the weighted quarterly returns of the stocks consisting of the portfolio.
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RPFq = Z iR ®)
1=

The beta coefficient of each model portfolio (bpF) was calculated as the
weighted average beta coefficient (ibs) of the stocks of each portfolio.

bPFq = ; ibs 9)

The expected quarterly return (iERPFq) of each model portfolio was calculated
according to the Capital Asset Pricing Model, where the three month Euribor served
as the risk free rate of return (rf) and the Stoxx Europe 50 was used as proxy of the
market portfolio (rm):

iERPFq = 1t + bPFq (rm — 1t) (10)

The excess return of each portfolio was calculated as the difference between the
actual and the expected return. Finally, the t-test was used to evaluate the statistical
significance of the differences of the means of the excess returns of the portfolios.

4. Empirical Results

4.1. Beta Coefficient Investment Strategy

The results of the empirical research showed that the low beta portfolios outper-
formed the high beta portfolios on a quarterly basis (Table 1). Specifically, the low
beta portfolios had: a) greater quarterly excess returns than the high beta portfolios in
thirty two out of forty four cases, b) greater actual returns than the high beta portfo-
lios in thirty of forty four cases, and c) greater average expected returns than the high
beta portfolios in twenty six out of forty four cases. Furthermore, both low beta port-
folios produced returns above the expected ones in only ten cases out of forty four,
whereas high beta portfolios produced positive excess returns in only six cases out of
forty four. Finally, on an average quarterly basis the low beta portfolios had a higher
actual and excess return.

Turning to the yearly returns (Table 2) it must be noted that the low beta portfo-
lio produced a higher actual return than the high beta portfolio in over 65% of the
total cases, a higher expected return than the high beta portfolio in 45% of the total
cases, and a higher excess return than the high beta portfolio in over 80% of the total
cases. Furthermore, actual and excess average annual return are higher for the low
beta portfolio.

Both the quarterly and yearly results indicate that investors in the European
Leisure industry are compensated for assuming low systematic risk (low beta portfo-
lios) against high systematic risk (high beta portfolios), which is in contradiction to
the Capital Asset Pricing Model. The results were statistically significant in all years
except one.

4.2. Dividend Yield Investment Strategy

The findings of the present research showed that the dividend yield of the sam-
ple companies could be an important factor in the pricing of the stock. Specifically,
portfolios with high dividend yields outperformed those with low dividend yields, on
an excess return basis, in thirty out of forty-one quarters (Table 3). Furthermore, the

ACTUAL PROBLEMS OF ECONOMICS, # 11-12 (245-246), 2021



12 ®IHAHCH, BAHKIBCbKA CITPABA TA CTPAXYBAHHA

high dividend yield portfolios exhibited a larger actual return in twenty nine out of
twenty forty-one quarters. Finally, the excess return of the high dividend yield port-
folios was larger in 59.09% of the total cases.

The actual quarterly average return of the high dividend yield portfolios 1.65%
was greater than the actual quarterly average return of the low dividend yield portfo-
lios 0.67%. Finally, on a quarterly basis the high dividend portfolios performed better
than the low dividend portfolios, in terms of excess returns.

Turning to a yearly basis the results showed (Table 4) that the low dividend yield
portfolio underperformed the high dividend yield portfolio in terms of average yearly
actual, expected and excess returns in 80%, 86% and 54% of the cases respectively.
Furthermore, the average actual, expected and excess return of the high dividend
yield portfolios is higher than the ones of the low dividend portfolios.

4.3. Price Performance Investment Strategy. In the arca of past performance, the
results of the empirical research showed that investors in the European leisure indus-
try are better off by choosing stocks that had a high performance in the previous year
than stocks that had a low performance in the previous year. Specifically, the low price
performance portfolios underperformed the high price performance portfolios on a
quarterly basis (Table 5), since, the low price performance portfolios had: a) smaller
quarterly excess returns than the high price performance portfolios in 61.36% of the
total cases, b) smaller actual returns than the high price performance portfolios in
63.64% of the total cases. Furthermore, the average actual, expected and excess
returns of the high price performance portfolios was higher than the one of the low
absolute performance portfolios.

Turning to the yearly returns the results showed that the high price performance
portfolio had a better performance than the low price performance portfolio (Table 6)
in terms of actual, expected and excess. Furthermore, the high price performance
portfolio exhibited larger actual, expected and excess returns than the low absolute
performance portfolios in 71%, 74% and 74% respectively of the total cases.

5. Conclusions. The objective of the present research was to investigate whether
the investment strategies based on: a) the systematic risk of a company, b) the divi-
dend yield of a company, and c) the momentum of a stock as it is measured by the
price performance over the previous calendar year, can produce above the market
returns, using data from leisure sector of listed companies on a European level.

The results showed that firstly investors in the leisure sector are compensated for
assuming low systematic risk (low beta portfolios) against high systematic risk (high
beta portfolios), which is in contradiction to the Capital Asset Pricing Model.

Secondly, the dividend yield of a leisure company listed in the European Stock
Exchanges could be an important factor in the pricing of the stock. Portfolios con-
sisting of stocks with high dividend yield outperformed those with low dividend yield
both on quarterly and on a yearly basis.

Thirdly, investors in the leisure sector are better off by choosing stocks that had
a high performance in the previous year than stocks that had a low performance in the
previous year. However both the high and low past performance strategy produced
negative total returns for the period under investigation.
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Table 1. Beta Coefficient Strategy

Quarter Low Beta Portfolio High Beta Portfolio

Actual Expected Excess Actual Expected Excess
1st 2009 -0.76% -0.11% -0.65% -1.40% -1.19% -0.21%
2nd 2009 -2.37% -0.24% -2.13% -6.75% -1.33% -5.42%
3rd 2009 -3.75% -3.51% -0.24% -8.46% -5.26% -3.20%
4th 2009 7.24% 8.14% -0.90% 8.05% 9.26% -1.21%
1st 2010 -3.32% -1.66% -1.66% -6.55% -3.64% -2.91%
2nd 2010 0.40% 3.02% -2.62% -0.05% 2.70% -2.75%
3rd 2010 -7.33% -6.05% -1.28% -7.85% -5.48% -2.37%
4th 2010 -1.39% 0.61% -2.00% -4.17% -0.29% -3.88%
1st 2011 -5.25% -2.55% -2.70% -7.21% -5.58% -1.63%
2nd 2011 11.44% 6.88% 4.56% 10.22% 12.84% -2.62%
3rd 2011 3.27% 5.77% -2.50% 1.97% 4.62% -2.65%
4th 2011 2.36% 4.94% -2.58% 3.40% 6.48% -3.08%
1st 2012 1.56% 2.21% -0.65% -2.65% 2.27% -4.92%
2nd 2012 -0.75% 1.76% -2.51% -1.87% 1.27% -3.14%
3rd 2012 -1.12% 1.82% -2.94% -1.32% 1.32% -2.64%
4th 2012 6.56% 5.42% 1.14% 6.33% 8.35% -2.02%
1st 2013 0.68% 2.06% -1.38% 0.17% 1.79% -1.62%
2nd 2013 0.90% 0.70% 0.20% 2.57% 3.71% -1.14%
3rd 2013 3.89% 3.85% 0.04% 3.78% 5.51% -1.73%
4th 2013 2.33% 3.67% -1.34% 2.85% 4.72% -1.87%
1st 2014 0.88% 4.06% -3.18% 0.17% 1.79% -1.62%
2nd 2014 0.90% 4.81% -3.91% 2.57% 3.71% -1.14%
3rd 2014 3.89% 3.85% 0.04% 3.78% 5.51% -1.73%
4th 2014 2.33% 3.67% -1.34% 2.85% 4.72% -1.87%
1st 2015 9.56% 7.04% 2.52% 8.05% -5.26% 13.31%
2nd 2015 -2.37% 0.00% -2.13% -6.55% 9.26% -15.81%
3rd 2015 -3.75% -3.51% -0.24% -0.05% -3.64% 3.59%
4th 2015 7.24% 8.14% -0.90% -7.85% 2.70% -10.55%
1st 2016 -3.32% -1.66% -1.66% -4.17% -5.48% 1.31%
2nd 2016 0.40% 3.02% -2.62% -7.21% -0.29% -6.92%
3rd 2016 11.08% 6.08% 5.00% 10.22% -5.58% 15.80%
4th 2016 -1.39% 0.61% -2.00% 1.97% 12.84% -10.87%
1st 2017 -5.25% -4.24% -1.01% 3.40% 4.62% -1.22%
2nd 2017 11.44% 6.88% 4.56% -2.65% 6.48% -9.13%
3rd 2017 3.27% 5.77% -2.50% -1.87% 2.27% -4.14%
4th 2017 2.36% 4.94% -2.58% -1.32% 1.27% -2.59%
1st 2018 1.56% 2.21% -0.65% 6.33% 1.32% 5.01%
2nd 2018 -0.75% 1.76% -2.51% 0.17% 8.35% -8.18%
3rd 2018 -1.12% 1.82% -2.94% 2.57% 1.79% 0.78%
4th 2018 6.56% 2.17% 4.39% 3.78% 3.71% 0.07%
1st 2019 0.68% 2.06% -1.38% 2.85% 5.51% -2.66%
2nd 2019 0.90% 0.70% 0.20% 0.17% 4.72% -4.55%
3rd 2019 3.89% 3.85% 0.04% 2.57% 1.79% 0.78%
4th 2019 2.33% 0.50% 1.83% 3.78% 3.71% 0.07%
Average 1.37% 2.26% -0.89% 0.22% 2.40% -2.19

Bold numbers indicate statistically significant results at the 1% level.
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Table 2. Beta Coefficient Strategy

Year Low Beta Portfolio High Beta Portfolio
Actual Expected Excess Actual Expected Excess
1 0.36% 4.28% -3.92% -8.56% 1.48% -10.04%
2 -2.20% 2.73% -4.93% -13.71% -0.97% -12.74%
3 0.57% 5.99% -5.42% -7.01% 3.06% -10.07%
4 -3.01% 3.45% -6.46% -6.40% 2.84% -9.24%
5 -11.64% -4.08% -7.56% -18.62% -6.71% -11.91%
6 -13.57% -4.97% -8.60% -19.28% -8.65% -10.63%
7 -2.53% -1.11% -1.42% -9.01% 1.49% -10.50%
8 8.07% 10.71% -2.64% 0.81% 11.59% -10.78%
9 11.82% 15.04% -3.22% 8.38% 18.36% -9.98%
10 18.63% 19.80% -1.17% 12.94% 26.21% -13.27%
11 6.44% 14.68% -8.24% 0.85% 14.64% -13.79%
12 2.05% 10.73% -8.68% -2.44% 11.34% -13.78%
13 6.25% 11.21% -4.96% 0.49% 13.21% -12.72%
14 5.37% 11.06% -5.69% 3.31% 12.73% -9.42%
15 7.02% 10.00% -2.98% 7.75% 15.17% -7.42%
16 12.03% 12.03% 0.00% 12.85% 19.36% -6.51%
17 7.80% 10.28% -2.48% 9.37% 15.73% -6.36%
18 8.00% 12.28% -4.28% 9.37% 15.73% -6.36%
19 8.00% 16.39% -8.39% 9.37% 15.73% -6.36%
20 8.00% 16.39% -8.39% 9.37% 15.73% -6.36%
21 8.00% 16.39% -8.39% 9.37% 15.73% -6.36%
22 16.68% 19.37% -2.69% 17.45% 8.83% 8.62%
23 13.71% 14.37% -0.66% 8.63% 14.43% -5.80%
24 6.17% 7.11% -0.94% 4.90% 5.38% -0.48%
25 11.48% 11.63% -0.15% -5.40% 3.41% -8.81%
26 -1.21% 2.96% -4.17% -17.63% 3.07% -20.70%
27 1.55% 6.17% -4.62% -18.30% -6.54% -11.77%
28 16.28% 15.66% 0.63% -7.88% -8.60% 0.72%
29 7.38% 8.03% -0.65% 1.67% 1.44% 0.23%
30 5.27% 5.42% -0.15% 9.06% 11.44% -2.38%
31 15.91% 9.18% 6.73% 13.22% 18.11% -4.89%
32 7.87% 8.75% -0.88% 0.65% 25.86% -25.21%
33 11.14% 12.98% -1.84% -3.12% 14.19% -17.31%
34 17.47% 19.25% -1.78% -0.67% 10.79% -11.46%
35 4.80% 14.03% -9.23% 1.67% 12.56% -10.89%
36 -0.07% 9.98% -10.05% 5.63% 11.98% -6.35%
37 3.65% 7.36% -3.71% 10.25% 14.32% -4.07%
38 2.29% 7.11% -4.82% 6.29% 18.41% -12.12%
39 3.46% 5.95% -2.49% 5.81% 14.68% -8.87%
40 7.99% 7.88% 0.11% 5.33% 14.58% -9.25%
41 4.12% 6.21% -2.09% 5.69% 14.66% -8.97%
Average 5.89% 9.58% -3.69% 1.28% 10.17% -8.89%

Bold numbers indicate statistically significant results at the 1% level
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Table 3. Dividend Yield Strategy

Quarter High Dividend Yield Portfolio Low Dividend Yield Portfolio
Actual Expected Excess Actual Expected Excess
1st 2009 -2.36% -1.12% -1.24% -2.45% 0.76% -3.21%
2nd 2009 -4.60% -1.25% -3.35% -3.00% 0.63% -3.63%
3rd 2009 -8.49% -1.09% -7.40% -3.28% -2.09% -1.19%
4th 2009 9.38% 9.18% 0.20% 4.09% 7.23% -3.14%
1st 2010 -2.19% -1.79% -0.40% -3.66% -2.82% -0.84%
2nd 2010 0.49% 3.00% -2.51% -1.29% 2.83% -4.12%
3rd 2010 -7.23% -3.20% -4.03% -8.17% -4.47% -3.70%
4th 2010 -1.01% 0.56% -1.57% -1.90% 0.09% -1.99%
1st 2011 -4.72% -2.71% -2.01% -7.47% -5.24% -2.23%
2nd 2011 7.75% 13.09% -5.34% 12.92% 12.40% 0.52%
3rd 2011 2.66% 3.77% -1.11% 2.60% 4.52% -1.92%
4th 2011 5.90% 5.03% 0.87% 4.39% 6.31% -1.92%
1st 2012 1.16% 2.27% -1.11% 0.49% 2.24% -1.75%
2nd 2012 -1.63% 1.27% -2.90% -1.46% 1.49% -2.95%
3rd 2012 1.52% 1.33% 0.19% -0.61% 1.55% -2.16%
4th 2012 4.76% 8.30% -3.54% 5.34% 7.02% -1.68%
1st 2013 -0.16% 2.84% -3.00% 1.08% 2.05% -0.97%
2nd 2013 1.71% 3.58% -1.87% 0.53% 2.97% -2.44%
3rd 2013 3.59% 5.23% -1.64% 3.34% 3.90% -0.56%
4th 2013 3.53% 4.54% -1.01% 3.44% 3.70% -0.26%
1st 2014 0.88% 4.06% -3.18% 0.17% 1.79% -1.62%
2nd 2014 0.90% 4.81% -3.91% 2.57% 3.71% -1.14%
3rd 2014 3.89% 3.85% 0.04% 3.78% 5.51% -1.73%
4th 2014 2.93% 5.67% -2.74% 2.85% 4.72% -1.87%
1st 2015 9.56% 7.04% 2.52% 4.29% -1.94% 6.23%
2nd 2015 -4.30% -1.20% -3.10% -3.36% 7.28% -10.64%
3rd 2015 1.39% -0.99% 2.38% -1.19% -2.72% 1.53%
4th 2015 9.78% 9.23% 0.55% -7.77% 2.88% -10.65%
1st 2016 -2.00% -1.77% -0.24% -1.71% -4.45% 2.74%
2nd 2016 0.78% 3.00% -2.22% -7.18% 0.09% -7.27%
3rd 2016 11.08% 6.08% 5.00% 13.17% -5.27% 18.44%
4th 2016 -0.88% 0.51% -1.39% 2.73% 12.35% -9.62%
1st 2017 4.70% -4.24% 8.94% 4.40% 4.45% -0.04%
2nd 2017 7.64% 12.99% -5.35% 0.38% 6.21% -5.83%
3rd 2017 2.43% 3.65% -1.22% -1.69% 2.12% -3.81%
4th 2017 5.55% 4.88% 0.67% -0.96% 1.34% -2.30%
1st 2018 0.69% 2.10% -1.41% 4.87% 1.38% 3.50%
2nd 2018 -2.22% 7.07% -9.29% 0.49% 6.82% -6.33%
3rd 2018 0.81% 1.11% -0.30% -0.18% 1.83% -2.01%
4th 2018 3.93% 2.17% 1.76% 2.51% 2.72% -0.21%
1st 2019 -1.11% 2.57% -3.68% 2.49% 3.63% -1.14%
2nd 2019 0.64% 3.28% -2.64% -0.90% 3.40% -4.30%
3rd 2019 2.40% 4.91% -2.51% 1.38% 1.47% -0.09%
4th 2019 3.06% 4.50% -1.44% 3.31% 3.54% -0.23%
Average 1.65% 3.14% -1.49% 0.67% 2.45% -1.78%

Bold numbers indicate statistically significant results at the 1% level.
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Table 4. Dividend Yield Strategy

Year High Dividend Yield Portfolio Low Dividend Yield Portfolio
Actual Expected Excess Actual Expected Excess
1 -6.07% 5.72% -11.07% -4.64% 6.53% -11.17%
2 -5.90% 5.05% -10.95% -5.85% 2.95% -8.80%
3 -0.81% 9.30% -10.11% -4.14% 5.15% -9.29%
4 0.45% 7.19% -6.74% -9.03% 2.77% -11.80%
5 -9.94% -1.43% -8.51% -15.02% -4.37% -10.65%
6 -12.47% -2.35% -10.12% -18.83% -6.79% -12.04%
7 -5.21% 7.74% -12.95% -4.62% 2.78% -7.40%
8 4.68% 14.71% -10.03% 6.15% 11.77% -5.62%
9 11.59% 19.18% -7.59% 12.44% 17.99% -5.55%
10 17.47% 24.16% -6.69% 20.40% 25.47% -5.07%
11 8.09% 12.34% -4.25% 6.02% 14.56% -8.54%
12 6.95% 9.90% -2.95% 2.81% 11.59% -8.78%
13 5.81% 13.17% -7.36% 3.76% 12.30% -8.54%
14 4.49% 13.74% -7.25% 4.35% 12.11% -7.76%
15 7.83% 16.05% -8.22% 6.34% 13.59% -7.25%
16 9.90% 19.95% -10.05% 10.29% 15.94% -5.65%
17 8.67% 16.19% -7.52% 8.39% 12.62% -4.23%
18 9.71% 17.41% -7.70% 7.48% 12.36% -4.88%
19 8.90% 18.64% -9.74% 9.52% 13.10% -3.58%
20 9.20% 17.26% -8.06% 9.96% 14.71% -4.75%
21 8.60% 18.39% -9.79% 9.37% 15.73% -6.36%
22 17.28% 21.37% -4.09% 13.49% 12.00% 1.49%
23 12.08% 15.36% -3.28% 7.56% 15.57% -8.01%
24 9.58% 10.52% -0.94% 2.59% 7.34% -4.75%
25 16.43% 14.08% 2.35% -8.03% 5.50% -13.53%
26 4.87% 5.28% -0.41% -14.03% 3.00% -17.03%
27 9.95% 9.48% 0.47% -17.85% -4.20% -13.66%
28 19.64% 16.55% 3.10% -3.49% -6.74% 3.25%
29 8.98% 7.83% 1.16% 7.01% 2.73% 4.28%
30 15.68% 5.35% 10.33% 13.12% 11.62% 1.50%
31 22.54% 15.34% 7.20% 20.68% 17.74% 2.94%
32 13.89% 12.91% 0.99% 5.82% 25.12% -19.30%
33 20.32% 17.28% 3.05% 2.13% 14.11% -11.98%
34 16.31% 23.61% -7.30% 2.60% 11.04% -8.44%
35 6.45% 17.69% -11.24% 2.71% 11.65% -8.94%
36 4.83% 15.15% -10.32% 4.22% 11.36% -7.14%
37 3.21% 12.44% -9.23% 7.69% 12.74% -5.05%
38 1.41% 12.91% -11.50% 5.31% 14.99% -9.68%
39 4.27% 9.12% -4.85% 3.92% 11.57% -7.65%
40 5.86% 12.92% -7.06% 5.48% 11.21% -5.73%
41 4.99% 15.25% -10.26% 6.28% 12.03% -5.75%
Average 7.33% 12.99% -5.60% 2.98% 10.08% -7.09%

Bold numbers indicate statistically significant results at the 1% level.
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Table 5. Absolute Performance Strategy

High Absolute Performance Low Absolute Performance
Quarter . .
Portfolio Portfolio
Actual Expected Excess Actual Expected Excess
1st 2009 -0.97% -1.26% 0.29% -3.60% -0.26% -3.34%
2nd 2009 -2.97% -1.40% -1.57% -3.32% -0.39% -2.93%
3rd 2009 -7.84% -2.38% -5.46% -6.83% -3.75% -3.08%
4th 2009 9.02% 9.33% -0.31% 5.17% 8.29% -3.12%
1st 2010 -2.00% -3.57% 1.57% -3.18% -1.60% -1.58%
2nd 2010 -0.12% 2.71% -2.83% 0.48% 3.03% -2.55%
3rd 2010 -7.80% -5.39% -2.41% -7.20% -2.97% -4.23%
4th 2010 -0.01% -0.25% 0.24% -1.57% 0.64% -2.21%
1st 2011 -8.99% -6.11% -2.88% -3.66% -1.37% -2.29%
2nd 2011 18.37% 13.53% 4.84% 4.15% 7.34% -3.19%
3rd 2011 2.10% 4.77% -2.67% 2.42% 3.37% -0.95%
4th 2011 5.16% 6.74% -1.58% 1.97% 4.34% -2.37%
1st 2012 0.26% 2.23% -1.97% -0.77% 2.26% -3.03%
2nd 2012 -0.51% 1.58% -2.09% -0.84% 1.29% -2.13%
3rd 2012 -0.76% 1.63% -2.39% -0.96% 1.35% -2.31%
4th 2012 4.10% 8.51% -4.41% 5.97% 8.19% -2.22%
1st 2013 0.40% 2.05% -1.65% 0.06% 1.88% -1.82%
2nd 2013 0.07% 3.98% -3.91% 2.26% 3.46% -1.20%
3rd 2013 4.02% 3.91% 0.11% 3.62% 4.96% -1.34%
4th 2013 3.15% 3.71% -0.56% 3.11% 4.37% -1.26%
1st 2014 0.88% 4.06% -3.18% 0.17% 1.79% -1.62%
2nd 2014 0.90% 4.81% -3.91% 2.57% 3.71% -1.14%
3rd 2014 3.89% 3.85% 0.04% 3.78% 5.51% -1.73%
4th 2014 2.93% 5.67% -2.74% 2.85% 4.72% -1.87%
1st 2015 9.56% 7.04% 2.52% 5.37% -3.60% 8.97%
2nd 2015 -2.67% -1.35% -1.32% -2.88% 8.34% -11.22%
3rd 2015 1.39% -2.28% 3.67% 0.58% -1.50% 2.08%
4th 2015 9.42% 9.38% 0.04% -6.80% 3.08% -9.88%
1st 2016 -1.81% -3.55% 1.74% -1.38% -2.95% 1.57%
2nd 2016 0.17% 2.71% -2.54% -3.37% 0.64% -4.01%
3rd 2016 11.08% 6.08% 5.00% 4.40% -1.40% 5.80%
4th 2016 0.12% -0.30% 0.42% 2.55% 7.29% -4.74%
1st 2017 4.70% -4.24% 8.94% 1.98% 3.30% -1.32%
2nd 2017 18.26% 13.43% 4.83% -0.88% 4.24% -5.12%
3rd 2017 1.87% 4.65% -2.78% -1.07% 2.14% -3.21%
4th 2017 4.81% 6.59% -1.78% -1.31% 1.14% -2.45%
1st 2018 -0.21% 2.06% -2.27% 5.50% 1.18% 4.33%
2nd 2018 -1.10% 8.07% -9.17% -0.53% 7.99% -8.52%
3rd 2018 -1.47% 1.41% -2.88% 1.55% 1.66% -0.11%
4th 2018 3.27% 2.17% 1.10% 2.79% 3.21% -0.42%
1st 2019 -0.55% 1.78% -2.33% 2.16% 4.69% -2.53%
2nd 2019 -1.00% 3.68% -4.68% -0.90% 4.07% -4.97%
3rd 2019 2.83% 3.59% -0.76% 1.38% 1.47% -0.09%
4th 2019 2.68% 4.50% -1.82% 3.31% 3.54% -0.23%
Average 1.92% 2.91% -0.99% 0.43% 2.47% -2.04%

Bold numbers indicate statistically significant results at the 1% level.
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Table 6. Absolute Performance Strategy

High Absolute Performance Low Absolute Performance
Year Portfolio Portfolio
Actual Expected Excess Actual Expected Excess
1 -2.76% 4.29% -11.07% -8.58% 3.89% -12.47%
2 -3.79% 1.98% -5.77% -8.16% 2.55% -10.71%
3 -0.94% 6.09% -7.03% -4.36% 5.97% -10.33%
4 -0.90% 3.08% -3.98% -4.73% 6.75% -11.48%
5 -9.93% -6.50% -3.43% -11.47% -0.90% -10.57%
6 -16.92% -9.04% -7.88% -11.95% -0.67% -11.28%
7 1.57% 1.78% -0.21% -8.28% 3.64% -11.92%
8 11.47% 11.94% -0.47% 1.34% 9.98% -8.64%
9 16.64% 18.93% -2.29% 4.88% 13.68% -8.80%
10 25.89% 27.27% -1.38% 7.77% 17.31% -9.54%
11 7.01% 15.32% -8.31% 2.78% 11.26% -8.48%
12 4.15% 12.18% -8.03% -0.60% 9.24% -9.84%
13 3.09% 13.95% -10.86% 3.40% 13.09% -9.69%
14 3.23% 13.77% -7.25% 4.23% 12.71% -8.48%
15 3.81% 16.17% -12.36% 7.33% 14.88% -7.55%
16 8.59% 18.45% -9.86% 11.91% 18.49% -6.58%
17 7.64% 13.65% -6.01% 9.05% 14.67% -5.62%
18 8.12% 15.66% -7.54% 9.16% 14.58% -5.42%
19 8.95% 16.49% -7.54% 9.47% 14.83% -5.36%
20 8.82% 16.43% -7.61% 9.63% 15.38% -5.75%
21 8.60% 18.39% -9.79% 9.37% 15.73% -6.36%
22 17.28% 21.37% -4.09% 14.57% 10.34% 4.23%
23 13.71% 15.21% -1.50% 9.12% 14.97% -5.85%
24 11.21% 9.08% 2.13% 5.92% 7.96% -2.04%
25 17.70% 12.79% 4.91% -3.73% 6.32% -10.05%
26 6.33% 2.21% 4.13% -10.48% 6.98% -17.46%
27 9.17% 6.27% 2.91% -10.97% -0.73% -10.25%
28 18.86% 14.63% 4.24% -7.15% -0.62% -6.53%
29 9.56% 4.95% 4.62% 2.20% 3.59% -1.39%
30 16.07% 4.25% 11.82% 5.56% 9.83% -4.27%
31 34.16% 14.97% 19.19% 8.05% 13.43% -5.38%
32 24.95% 13.54% 11.42% 2.58% 16.96% -14.38%
33 29.64% 20.43% 9.22% -1.28% 10.81% -12.09%
34 24.73% 26.72% -1.99% 2.24% 8.69% -6.45%
35 5.37% 21.36% -15.99% 2.59% 12.44% -9.85%
36 2.03% 18.12% -16.09% 5.21% 11.96% -6.75%
37 0.49% 13.70% -13.21% 9.31% 14.03% -4.72%
38 0.15% 13.42% -13.27% 5.97% 17.54% -11.57%
39 0.25% 9.03% -8.78% 5.60% 13.62% -8.02%
40 4.55% 11.21% -6.66% 5.43% 13.43% -8.00%
41 3.96% 13.54% -9.58% 5.95% 13.76% -7.81%
Average 8.35% 12.12% -3.79% 2.17% 10.30% -8.13%

Bold numbers indicate statistically significant results at the 1% level.
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