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ABSTRACT
In the literature of financial management, dividend policy of the firms is considered as one of the important decision
area where a firm has to make a choice between what portion of earnings is to be retained by the firm and what
portion is to be paid off. Several questions related to dividend decisions remain perplexing because of diverse and
conflicting theories and empirical results.
The major objective of this study is to examine and compare the dividend payout trends (based on the DPS and DPR)
of the two leading industries i.e. Telecom and Steel Industry In India for a sample of 6 companies during the year
2007-08 to 2011-12. Secondary data from the published annual reports of the sample companies are used in the study.
The data’s are analyzed using statistical tools such as Trend analysis, Mean, Standard deviation and hypothesis was
tested using by Fisher’s ‘t’. The findings of the study reveal that the ratios (DPS and DPR) of Telecom Industry are
more consistent than that of Steel Industry .Size and EPS is found to have an influence on Dividend policy for
companies in Steel Industry but the same is not true for Telecom Industry. The study concludes that companies
belonging to the same industry have adopted different dividend policies among themselves.
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A COMPARATIVE ANALYSIS OF DIVIDEND PAYOUT TREND OF
INDIAN TELECOM & STEEL INDUSTRIES
INTRODUCTION
The objective of corporate management usually is the maximisation of the market value of
the enterprise i.e., its wealth. Shareholders‟ wealth is represented in the market price of the
company‟s common stock, which, in turn, is the function of the company‟s investment,
financing and dividend decision. The market value of common stock of a company is
influenced by its policy regarding allocation of net earnings into `plough back' and `payout'.
It makes dividend policy a core part of corporate finance. Dividend policy being one of the
most important financial policies and decision of financial management affects the financial
structure, the flow of funds, corporate liquidating and investors‟ attitudes. Therefore, while
shaping dividend payment/ dividend policy, a sensible management strikes a balance between
shareholder‟s expectation and firm‟s long-term interest. The main aspect of dividend policy is
to determine the amount of earning to be distributed the shareholder and the amount to be
retained in the firm.

Nobel economic laureates Miller and Modigliani empirically, in their 1961 studies, showed
that dividend policy should not matter to the value of the firm. However, this argument has
been challenged with an argument that if dividends are irrelevant, why companies still pay
dividends and why investors are aware of dividends as a part of return on stock. In the
presence of various factors like taxes, earning capability, solvency and transaction costs, the

payment of a dividend by the firm is regarded as something of a puzzle. Nonetheless, most
firms pay dividends.

Dividends can be paid for several reasons. In some cases, dividends are paid to satisfy
existing stockholders (Azhagaiah & Priya, 2008) (Ben Naceur, Goaied & Belanes, 2006). In
other cases, dividends may be paid as a signal that the company is successful. This may
influence the opinions of stock analysts or future investors in the company (Li & Zhao,
2008). John and Williams (JW) (1985) and Miller and Rock (1985) concluded that the level
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of dividends signals the level for a firm‟s cash flow, while Kale and Noe (1990) demonstrate
that the level of dividends signals the variance of the firm‟s cash flow. According to Dickens,
Casey & Newman, 2002, companies have attempted to use dividend payouts as a way to
favorably influence their stock price.

Dividend policy of a firm, thus affects both the long-term financing and the wealth of
shareholders. As a result, the firm‟s decision to pay dividends must be reached in such a
manner so as to equitably apportion the distributed profits and retained earnings. Since
dividend is a right of shareholders to participate in the profits and surplus of the company for
their investment in the share capital of the company, they should receive fair amount of the
profits. The company should, therefore, distribute a reasonable amount as dividends (which
should include a normal rate of interest plus a return for the risks assumed) to its members
and retain the rest for its growth and survival.

In the present study, an attempt has been made to examine and compare the corporate
dividend performance in selected companies of two Industries (Telecom & Steel) in India
with an objective to find out the difference the dividend payout trend & dividend behaviour
of these two industries during the year 2006-07 to 20011-12

LITERATURE REVIEW
Pecking order theory (Myers, 1996) assumes that dividend is sticky. Managers only increase
the dividend when they sure maintain the increasing dividend in the future. Thus, increasing
dividend is a good signal (Miller and Rock, 1985), and decreasing dividend is a bad signal.
Myers, 1984; Myers and Majluf, 1984 argues that firms prefer to use internal fund. If external
fund is needed, managers will choose debt financing rather than issue new equity.

Balancing theory (Brigham et al. 1999) attempts to predict the managerial behavior based on
business risk. In less business risk, the theory suggests the firm to use more debt, and use less
debt in high business risk. Kalay (1982) also argues that stockholder can pay out the proceeds
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of a new issue a senior debt as dividends (debt financed dividend), thereby increasing the risk
of the outstanding bonds.

Easterbrook (1984) states that dividend is beneficial to equity holders because they force
managers constantly to obtain new capital in competitive markets. The prediction of agency
theory is parallel with residual theory of dividend payment that dividend has positive effect
on financing decision.
Baker and Powell (1999) tested the following question: “Do the views of managers about
dividend issues differ among different industry groups?” They found out in their results that
the responses of the three groups of industries selected (utilities, manufacturing and
wholesale/retail trade) differ insignificantly. They suggested that a firm's industry type has
little influence on the views that managers have about theoretical and empirical issues
involving dividend policy.
I.M. Pandey and Ramesh Bhat, (1994) study the managers‟ perceptions of dividend decision
for a sample of 425 Indian companies for the period 1986-87 to 1990-91. . For this purpose,
they undertake a survey of managers‟ perceptions of dividend decision and find that
managers perceive current earnings as the most significant factor. They analyzed the dividend
payout behaviour of Indian firms and found that the Indian firms have lower target ratios and
higher adjustment factors. They also observed that monetary policies have a significant
influence on the dividend payout behaviour of Indian firms which cause about a 5-6 per cent
reduction in the payout ratios.
Lalitha Mani & Priya (2010) studied dividend behaviour of five Indian steel companies using
the statistical tools such as ANOVA, Trend Analysis, Coefficient Variation, Mean, and
Standard Deviation. The study revealed that Tata steel has highest earnings per share with
high dividend amount declaration. SAIL which has the impressive growth rate during the
study.

Baker, H. Kent; Powell, Gary E (2000) tested for 20 factors which are influencing the
dividends policy and found that level of current and expected future earnings, continuity of
past dividends, the concern about maintaining/increasing stock price, the change in dividends
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may provide a false signal and stability of cash flow, these five factors have a significant
effect on dividends policy. These findings match with previous studies completely.

Mishra and Narender (1996) analyze the dividend policies of 39 state-owned enterprises
(SoE) in India for the period 1984-85 to 1993-94. Their findings revealed that earnings per
share(EPS) is a major factor in determining the dividend payout of SoEs.

Glen et al. (1995) study the dividend policy of firms in emerging markets. They find that
firms in these markets have a target dividend payout rate, but less concerned with volatility in
dividends over time. They also find that shareholders and governments exert a great deal of
influence on dividend policy and observe that dividends have little signaling content in these
markets.

Pruitt and Gitman (1991) had done a survey 1,000 largest US firms in term of investment,
financing, and dividends decisions in their firms. The result showed that the important
determinants of dividends policy are the current and past profit level, the volatility of
earnings and the expected future earnings in term of the growth in earnings.

Baker, Veit and Powell (2001) study the factors that have a bearing on dividend policy
decisions of corporate firms traded on the Nasdaq. The study, based on a sample survey
(1999) response of 188 firms out of a total of 630 firms that paid dividends in each quarter of
calendar years 1996 and 1997, finds that the following four factors have a significant impact
on the dividend decision: pattern of past dividends, stability of earnings, and the level of
current and future expected earnings. The study also finds statistically significant differences
in the importance that managers attach to dividend policy in different industries such as
financial versus non-financial firms.

Mahapatra and Sahu (1993) find cash flow as a major determinant of dividend followed by
net earnings. Narasimhan and Asha (1997) observe that the uniform tax rate of 10 percent on
dividend as proposed by the Indian union budget 1997-98, alters the demand of investors in
favor of high payouts. Mohanty (1999) finds that firms, which issued bonus shares, have
either maintained the pre-bonus level or only decreased it marginally there by increasing the
payout to shareholders. Narasimhan and Vijayalakshmi (2002) analyze the influence of
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ownership structure on dividend payout and find no influence of insider ownership on
dividend behavior of firms.

Manickam & Naleson (2008) studied 10 major industries which have been selected on the
basic of convince sampling method for the period of 10 years during 1992-2001. They found
in the frequency distribution of dividend per share that maximum numbers of companies are
distributed in the medium category of chemical, cotton, textiles, electrical, metal and alloy,
paper, sugar and synthetic textiles industries.

Healy and Palepu (1988) tried to to analyze the signaling hypothesis, i.e. earnings
information conveyed by dividend initiations and omissions. Benartzi, Michaely, Thaler
(1997) analyzes the issue of whether dividend changes signal the future or the past. For a
sample of 7186 dividend announcements made by NYSE or AMEX firms during the period
1979-91, they find a lagged and contemporaneous relation between dividend changes and
earnings. Their analysis also shows that in the two years following dividend increases,
earnings changes are unrelated to the sign and magnitude of dividend changes.

Lee and Ryan (2002) analyze the dividend signaling-hypothesis and the issue of direction of
causality between earnings and dividends - whether earnings cause dividends or vice versa.
For a sample of 133 dividend initiations and 165 dividend omissions, they find that dividend
payment is influenced by recent performance of earnings, and free cash flows. They also find
evidence of positive (negative) earnings growth preceding dividend initiations (omissions).

Bernsterin (1998) expresses concern over the decline in payout over a period of time in the
US market. He observes that given the „concocted‟ earnings estimates provided by firms, the
low dividend payout induces reinvestment risk and earnings risk for the investors.

Fama and French (2001) analyze the issue of lower dividends paid by corporate firms over
the period 1973-1999 and the factors responsible for the decline. In particular they analyze
whether the lower dividends were the effect of changing firm characteristics or lower
propensity to pay on the part of firms. They observe that proportion of companies paying
dividend has dropped from a peak of 66.5 percent in 1978 to 20.8 percent in 1999. They
attribute this decline to the changing characteristics of firms: “The decline in the incidence of
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dividend payers is in part due to an increasing tilt of publicly traded firms toward the
characteristics – small size, low earnings, and high growth – of firms that typically have
never paid dividends”.

DeAngelo, DeAngelo and Skinner (1992) analyses the relationship between dividends and
losses and the information conveyed by dividend changes about the earnings performance.
They examine the dividend behaviour of 167 NYSE firms with at least one annual loss during
1980-95 and those of 440 firms with no losses during the same period, where all the firms
had a consistent track record of ten or more years of positive earnings and dividends. They
find that 50.9% of 167 firms with at least one loss during 1980-95 reduced dividends,
compared to 1% of 440 firms without losses. Their findings support signaling hypothesis in
that dividend changes improve the ability to predict future earnings performance.

Ramacharran (2001) analyzes the variation in dividend yield for 21 emerging markets
(including India) for the period 1992-99. His macroeconomic approach using country risk
data finds evidence for pecking order hypothesis – lower dividends are paid when higher
growth is expected. The study also finds that political risk factors have no significant impact
on dividend payments of firms in emerging markets.

METHODOLOGY
Research Objectives
The main objective of the study is to examine the dividend payout trends of Indian Telecom
and Steel Industry.
In addition to the main objective following objectives are sought to be achieved:
1) To analyse the dividend policy of the two industries on the basis of some ratios
2) To study the dividend payout trends of the companies in two industries
3) To examine the some of the factors that have impact on dividend policy
Research Methodology
The study has been carried out for a period of five years i.e. 2007-08 to 2011-12. For the
purpose of the study, secondary data has been collected from annual reports of sample
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companies. The reason for selecting this period is that all the companies in the sample has
been paying dividend during this period except one company.
Definition of variables and Ratios
Dividend per share (DPS) = Total dividend payment/Number of shares outstanding
The extent of payment of dividend to the shareholders is measured in the form of dividend
per share. The dividend per share gives the amount of cash flows from the company to the
owners.
Dividend payout ratio (DPR) = Dividend per share/Earnings per share
This ratio calculates the proportion of earnings distributed as dividend to the shareholders.
Hence this ratio reflects the dividend policy of the company.
Earnings per share (EPS) = (Profits after tax – Preference dividend)/Number of shares
outstanding
This ratio determines what the company is earning for each share. For many investors,
earnings are an important indicator of the financial performance of the company.
Current Ratio (CR) = Current Assets – Current Liabilities
This ratio tests the short term solvency of the company. It indicates the availability of current
assets in rupees for every rupee of current liabilities.
Capital Employed per share (CEPS) = (Net fixed assets + Net working capital)/Number
of shares outstanding
Capital employed represents the scale of operations of the business. The ratio Capital
employed per shares indicates amount of funds invested per share.
Tools and Techniques used for analysis
1) After collecting the necessary data, it has been tabulated as per requirements of the
analysis. The statistical tools have been applied to the data using SPSS software.
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2) Descriptive statistics has been used to make initial comparisons between the two
industries. This includes calculation of mean, standard deviation, Coefficient of
variation.

3) Ratio analysis has been done to compare the dividend payout policies of the selected
companies of the two industries. For the purpose of comparing dividend policy DPR
of the selected companies are used. To statistically examine whether there is
significant difference between the two industries Independent samples Fisher‟s “t”
statistic is used. The fisher‟s „t‟ statistic is calculated as follows:
t = (x1-x2)/S√1/n1+1/n2
Where:
S= (𝑛1s12 +n1s22)/(N1+n2-2)

4) To examine the influence of liquidity (represented by CR), profitability (represented
by EPS) and size of the business (represented by CEPS) on the dividend policy of the
selected companies, Karl Pearson‟s simple correlation analysis has been used. The
Karl Pearson‟s correlation coefficient is computed below:
rxy = (n ∑xiyi ) - ∑xi * ∑yi / {

𝑛. ∑xi 2 – (∑xi )2

*

𝑛. ∑yi 2 – (∑yi )2 }

The Popular „t‟ test has been used to judge whether the correlation coefficients are
significant or not. The „t‟ statistic is shown below:
t = r ÷ { (1 − 𝑟) 2 / (n-2) }
Where:
r = correlation coefficient ; n -2 = degrees of freedom

5) To examine the dividend payout trends of the selected companies, the following
regression model has been applied in the study:
y = 𝑎𝑥 3 + 𝑏𝑥 2 + cx + d
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RESULTS AND DISCUSSION
1. Dividend Policy of Telecom Companies & Steel Companies
Table 1: Selected Parameters related to Dividend Policy of Telecom Companies
Company Name Year
EPS
DPS
CR
CEPS
DPR
Mar-12
15.09
1
0.79
30.67
0.066
Mar-11
20.32
1
0.5
32.46
0.049
Bharti Airtel
Mar-10
24.82
1
0.8
35.37
0.040
Mar-09
40.79
2
0.74
29.31
0.049
Mar-08
32.9
0
0.67
50.99
0.000
Mar-12
0.76
0.25
0.88
9.19
0.329
Mar-11
-3.67
0.5
0.61
4.06
-0.136
Reliance
Mar-10
2.32
0.85
3.43
9.64
0.366
Communications
Mar-09
23.27
0.8
4.42
32.64
0.034
Mar-08
12.53
0.75
2.57
21.46
0.060
Mar-12
6.01
2
0.55
30.82
0.333
Mar-11
5.7
2
0.6
28.85
0.351
Tata
Mar-10
16.95
0
2.59
37.12
0.000
Communications
Mar-09
18.1
4.5
1.84
33.03
0.249
Mar-08
10.68
4.5
2.02
21.26
0.421
Mean 15.104
1.41
1.534 27.124
.1474
S.D 12.236
1.412
1.227 12.221
.1739
C.V 81.01% 100.14% 79.98% 45.06% 117.97%
Table 2: Selected Parameters related to Dividend Policy of Steel Companies
Company
Name
Year
EPS
DPS
CR
CEPS
DPR
Mar-12
22.58
1.6
0.7
31.86
0.071
Mar-11
22.09
1.5
0.78
29.45
0.068
Jindal Steel
Mar-10
15.89
1.25
1.39
21.39
0.079
& Power
Mar-09
99.32
5.5
1.49
21.22
0.055
Mar-08
80.32
4
2.04
18.27
0.050
Mar-12
68.95
12
0.69
80.8
0.174
Mar-11
71.58
12
1.15
83.53
0.168
Tata Steel
Mar-10
56.37
8
1.84
69.09
0.142
Company
Mar-09
69.7
16
1.2
84.52
0.230
Mar-08
63.85
16
4.71
75.58
0.251
Mar-12
-7.57
0
1.05
-5.07
0.000
Mar-11
-2.64
0
0.9
3.7
0.000
JSW Ispat
Steel
Mar-10
-5.63
0
0.8
-0.34
0.000
Company
Mar-09
0.28
0
1.07
5.51
0.000
Mar-08
-0.08
0
1.31
5.04
0.000
Mean
37.00
5.19
1.42
34.97
.086
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S.D
36.95
6.05
.99
33.82
.087
C.V 99.86% 116.57% 69.72% 96.71% 101.16%
Dividend Per Share (DPS)
From the Table 1 it is observed that the dividend per share of the Telecom Companies varied
between Rs.0.00 to Rs.2.00. Bharti Airtel and Tata Communications did not pay dividend for
the year 2007-08 and 2009-10 respectively. For all the other years dividend has been paid.
The average dividend paid by Telecomm Companies is 1.41 with S.D of 1.412 and C.V of
100.14%. On the hand the dividend per share of Steel Companies (Table 2) ranged between
Rs.0.00 to Rs.16.00 with JWS ispat not paying at all for selected period. The average
dividend paid by Steel Companies isRs. 5.19 with S.D of Rs.6.05 and C.V of 116.57%.
The analysis shows that Steel Companies have been paying higher dividends as the mean
dividend of steel companies is Rs. 5.19 and that of Telecomm Companies is Rs. 1.41 but with
greater variations as shown by higher C.V.
Dividend Payout Ratio (DPR)
According to Table 1, DPR of Telecom companies varies from -0.136 to 0.421 with an
average of 0.1474 during the study period. The S.D of the ratio is 0.1739 and C.V of
117.97%. As per Table 2, DPR of the Steel Companies varied between 0 to 0.251 with an
average of 0.086. The S.D of the ratio is 0.087 and C.V of 101.16%.
The analysis indicates that Telecom Companies have greater variation in DPR as compared to
steel Companies and Steel companies have been distributing lesser amount of their earnings
as dividends as shown by lower DPR.
Earning per Share (EPS)
In case of Telecom Companies EPS (Table-1) ranged between Rs. -3.67 to Rs. 40.79 with an
average of Rs.15.104. The S.D of EPS is Rs.12.236 and C.V is 81.01%. Table 2 reveals that
EPS of Steel Companies widely fluctuated between Rs.-7.57 to Rs99.32 with an average of
Rs.37.00. The S.D of EPS is Rs.36.95 and C.V is 99.86%.
EPS shows greater variations for the Steel Companies as compared to the Telecomm
Companies and also higher average.
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Current Ratio (CR)
From Table 1, it is observed that CR of Telecom Companies varied between 0.5 to 4.42. The
average CR of Telecom Companies is 1.534 with S.D and C.V of 1.227 and 79.98%
respectively. As per Table 2, the range of CR of Steel Companies is 0.7 to 4.71 with an
average of 1.42. The S.D of this ratio is 0.99 and C.V is 69.72%. The CR of Telecom
Companies shows more variation than the Steel Companies.
Capital Employed per share (CEPS)
Table 1 indicates that CEPS of Telecom Companies varies from Rs.4.06 to Rs. 50.99 with an
average of Rs.24.127. The S.D and C.V of CEPS is Rs. 12.221 and 45.06%. On the other
hand, Table 2 shows that CEPS of Steel Companies ranged between Rs. -5.07 to Rs.84.52
with an average of Rs.34.97.The S.D and C.V is 33.82 and 96.71%. The analysis shows that
Telecom Companies have more consistent CEPS as compared to the Steel Companies.
2. Factors influencing the dividend policy of the selected companies
Table 3: Karl Pearson’s Correlation Coefficient between DPS & Selected Parameters
Parameters
Correlation Coefficients of Correlation Coefficients of
Telecom Companies
Steel Companies
i
Correlation coefficient
-0.012
0.499i
between DPS and CR
Correlation coefficient
0.015i
0.751*
between DPS and EPS
Correlation coefficient
.007i
0.934*
between DPS and CEPS
*marked values indicate significant at 0.01 level,
i
marked values indicate insignificant

It can be observed from the Table 3 that Correlation Coefficient between DPS and CR of
Telecom Companies is -0.012 and that of Steel Companies is 0.499, which are found to be
insignificant. The Correlation Coefficient between DPS and EPS of Telecom Companies is
0.015 which is Insignificant but the Correlation Coefficient of Steel Companies is 0.751
which is significant at 1% level. Again the Correlation Coefficient between DPS and CEPS
of Steel Companies is 0.934 which is significant at 1% level. For the Telecom Companies the
Correlation Coefficient is .007 which is insignificant.
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3. Trend Analysis of DPR
Table 4: Trend Estimation of Telecom Companies
Company Name

Bharti Airtel

Reliance
Communications

Tata
Communications

Year
DPR
DPR(Trend) Surplus/Deficit
Mar-08
0
0.00129
-0.00129
Mar-09
0.05
0.04486
0.00514
Mar-10
0.04
0.04771
-0.00771
Mar-11
0.05
0.04486
0.00514
Mar-12
0.07
0.07129
-0.00129
Mar-08
0.06
0.01643
0.04357
Mar-09
0.03
0.20429
-0.17429
Mar-10
0.37
0.10857
0.26143
Mar-11
-0.14
0.03429
-0.17429
Mar-12
0.33
0.28643
0.04357
Mar-08
0.42
0.44357
-0.02357
Mar-09
0.25
0.15571
0.09429
Mar-10
0
0.14143
-0.14143
Mar-11
0.35
0.25571
0.09429
Mar-12
0.33
0.35357
-0.02357

Table 4: Trend Estimation of Telecom Companies
Company Name
Jindal Steel &
Power

Tata Steel
Company

JSW Ispat Steel
Company

Year
DPR
DPR(Trend) Surplus/Deficit
Mar-08
0.05
0.04886
0.00114
Mar-09
0.06
0.06457
-0.00457
Mar-10
0.08
0.07314
0.00686
Mar-11
0.07
0.07457
-0.00457
Mar-12
0.07
0.06886
0.00114
Mar-08
0.25
0.25486
-0.00486
Mar-09
0.23
0.21057
0.01943
Mar-10
0.14
0.16914
-0.02914
Mar-11
0.17
0.15057
0.01943
Mar-12
0.17
0.17486
-0.00486
Mar-08
0
*
*
Mar-09
0
*
*
Mar-10
0
*
*
Mar-11
0
*
*
Mar-12
0
*
*

* Regression can not be fitted on constant figures

70
www.ssijmar.in

The Tables 4 and 5 gives the trend of DPR for Telecom Companies and Steel Companies
respectively. From Table 4 it can be observed that one of the Company of Telecom Industry
i.e. Bharti Airtel is showing an increasing Trend of DPR. Rest two companies have
fluctuating DPR. Table 5 shows trend of DPR of Steel Companies during the selected period.
Jindal Steel Company shows an increasing trend while the second Company shows
decreasing trend. Moreover, the third company of the Steel Sector has not paid dividend for
the selected time period. Overall the data shows mixed trend of DPR for the selected
Companies of the two sectors.

4. Comparison of Average Dividend Payout ratio between Telecom Industry and Steel
Industry ( Fisher’s ‘t’ test)
Null Hypothesis H0: There is no significant difference between Dividend payout Ratios of the
Telecom Industry and Steel Industry
Alternate Hypothesis H1: There is significant difference between Dividend payout Ratios of the
Telecom Industry and Steel Industry

Table 6: Fisher’s ‘t’ test of DPR of Telecom & Steel Companies
Particulars
Average Dividend Payout Ratio
Degrees of Freedom
(15+15)-2=28
Level of Significance
5%
Critical Value of „t‟
0.16435
Calculated Value of „t‟
1.226
Result
H0 Rejected
Table 6 shows that the H0 is rejected as the calculated value of „t‟ statistic (1.226) is more
than the critical value of „t‟ (0.16435) at 5% level of significance, thereby indicating that
there is significant difference between average Dividend Payout Ratio of Telecom
Companies and Steel Companies.

CONCLUSION
1. Telecom Industry shows greater consistency in paying Dividends than the Companies
in Steel Industry but the Steel Companies have paid higher average dividends than
the Telecom Companies.
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2. Size of Company and EPS have greater influence on the Dividend policy of the Steel
Companies whereas for the Telecom Companies these factors have shown no
significant influence on the Dividend payout.
3. The fisher’s ‘t’ test have shown that both the industries have different dividend
payout policies during the study period.
On the whole it may be concluded that the dividend policy of Telecom Industry is more
consistent than that of Steel Industry. Additionally, it has been observed that companies
belonging to the same industry have adopted different dividend policies among themselves.

The present study is based upon the secondary data that is published annual reports of
selected India Telecom and Steel Companies. Further, this study suffers from the limitation
like small sample size and shorter study period. Inspite of these limitations, further studies
may be undertaken to confirm the findings by including more sample companies and longer
time period.
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