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Abstract

AN EMPIRICAL STUDY: SYSTEMATIC BIAS
INTRODUCED INTO THE RELATIONSHIP OF
CONCENTRATION AND RATES OF RETURN
BY THE AGE OF FIRMS, THE EXPENSING OF
RESEARCH AND DEVELOPMENT, AND BY RISK
(AS MEASURED BY THE BETA COEFFICIENT)

by

William L. Hennrich

Adviser: Professor Steven Lustgarten

It has generally been held that a positive association between
industry structure and profits implies certain inefficient conduct
on the part of firms in a industry. Empirical studies investi-
gating this hypothesis attempt to measure market structure - rate
of return relationships and thereby to infer market conduct.

Most, though not all, tests of the effect of market structure
on rates of return found at least some positive correlation between
the two variables; and, almost all authors claimed to have con-
firmed the existence of monopoly power for the industries they
sampled. This conclusion appears to be related, in part, to

the simplicity of the relationship they hypothesized.
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The theoretically most important variable explaining
return, risk, has not been examined closely. The most
fully developed theory of risk has evolved from financial
theory. The financial measure, Beta, will be introduced into
the market structure (concentration) - rate of return (profits)
relationship in this study.

Further, most previous studies using profit rates as
an estimator of performance relied upon reported accounting
profits. However, the bias resulting from the standard practice
of expensing research and development expenditures
distorts the firm's ''true' rate of return. As a result,
reported rates of return cannot be considered unbiased measures
of economic profitability, especially in structure-performance studies
with inter-industry comparisons. This study adjusts for the bias
introduced into accounting rates of return by the arbitrary
expensing of R & D.

Professor Yale Brozen has grouped the risk and the R & D
expense explanations of why accounting profit rates are not good
measures of performance with yet another variable - age. This
group of variables, he speculates, affects the concentration-profits
~relationship through introduction of ''systematic accounting bias'

into the measure of profits; furthermore, this bias may increase
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with concentration.

With respect to age, accounting convention reports assets
at historic costs and depreciates assets at rates based upon
historic costs. However, in periods of inflation, assets
cannot be replaced at historic acquisition costs. As a result,
firm balance sheets will generally understate the current value
of those assets; profit statements will overstate the returns
to the firm, and profit rates will be overstated. Firm age,
Brozen hypothesizes, may serve as a surrogate measure for
this bias; if so, a positive relation between age and profit
rates would be observed.

This study considers whether firms in industries with
high concentration ratios have higher risk, more bias caused
by expensing R & D, and are older than firms in industries
with low concentration.

The findings of this study strongly suggest that measures
of performance based upon accounting rates of return are
significantly biased due to the age of firms and as a result of
conventional accounting treatment of research and development.
These systematic measﬁrement errors appear to significantly
impact rates of return and inter-industry rate of return differentials.
Public policy seeking to alter the performance of industries must
account for these influences; if not, serious misallocations could

occur.




This study, however, also strongly suggests that risk,
as measured by the Beta coefficient, does not impact firm
rates of return. If so, public policy makers need not be con-
cerned with the influence of risk.

Perhaps the most interesting implication of this study
is the finding that high concentration alone does not imply high
rates of return. While an association between industry barriers
and rates of return is highly significant, none appears in the
concentration-rate of return relationship, On this basis, it
would seem appropriate for public policy makers to seek more
refined and more widely available measures of industry barriers.
Concentration ratios, as measured by the Census Bureau, just
do not enable the investigator to identify differences in rates

of return, at least at statistically significant levels.
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CHAPTER 1

INTRODUCTION

TWO PHILOSOPHIC VIEWPOINTS

Within the context of concentration, profitability, and public
policy there exists two basic philosophic theories: the Neoclassical
and the Schumpeterian. The Neoclassicists hold that a perfectly com-
petitive system generates the most optimal conditions under which
production can take place. Given the preconditions for perfect com-
petition (homogenous products, perfect knowledge, free entry and
exit, etc.), an industry has the potential to achieve a long-run position
of equilibrium. Supply and demand will be in egquilibrxium
wh en short-run marginal cost, long-run marginal cost, short-run
average cost, long-run average cost , marginal revenue and price
all converge. The very nature of the competitive system encourages
productive growth, for to increase profits the firm must eontinually
seek to become more efficient than its competitars. This never-ending
struggle to increase profits causes firms to innovate in hopes of out-
stripping their rivals; imitation, however, by equally progressive com-
petitors keeps any one firm from becoming a monopolist.

The Schumpeterians criticize the Neoclassical system. To them,

perfect competition is not only unfeasible, it is undesirable.




It is not sufficient to argue that because perfect
competition is impossible under industrial con-
ditions - or because it always has been impos-
sible - the large scale establishment or unit of
control must be accepted as a necessary evil
inseparable from the economic progress which
it is prevented from sabotaging by the forces
inherent in its productive apparatus. What we
have got to accept is that it has come to be the
most powerful engine of that progress and in
particular of the long-run expansion of total
output not only in spite of, but to a considerable
extent through, this strategy which looks so
restrictive when viewed in the individual case
from the individual point of time. In this re-
spect, perfect competition is not only impos-
sible but inferior, and has no title to being
set-up as a model of ideal efficiency.

Under the Schumpeterian interpretation, firms faced with atomistic
competition would be reluctant to innovate, fearing imitation by other
producers that would destroy their comparative advantage. The in-
security of the competitive world promotes disharmony, discourages
efficiency, and consequently retards growth. As an alternative,
Schumpeterians suggest that industrial concentration of the oligopo-
listic type is most conducive to economic progress.

Under perfect Neoclassical competition, economic concentration
is anathema because it negates the large number of sellers assumption.
Price may be higher and output lower in a concentrated ecenomic

sector than im a competitive one. The Schumpeterian would

lJ'oseph A. Schumpeter , Capitalism, Socialism, émd Democracy,
New York, N, Y,: Harper & Row, 1942, p. 106.




hold, though, that this is true only if the method and organization of
production are exactly the same in both cases. Actually, however,
there are superior methods available to the oligopolist, characterized
by economies of scale (and, thus, barriers to entry) not readily avail-
able to a host of competitors. These economies, plus the desire and
ability to carry on extensive research and development, make concen-
tration a better stimulant to growth than competition. Furthermore,
the process of creative destruction, which means the development

of new goods, new techniques of production, new markets, and new
forms of industrial organization, guarantees that monopolies will

not thrive in a Schumpeterian world. 2 Table 1 on the following page
presents a comparison of the assumptions and economic processes

inherent to the Neoclassical and Schumpeterian Models.

EFFICIENCY

Both viewpoints are consistent on one point-- efficiency.
Both suggest that it is desirable for firms to select the lowest cost
combination of input factors to produce any given level of output,
and, that it isalso desirable to produce the highest valued output

demanded by society.

23ames S. Cicarelli, Industrial Structure and Economic
Performance: American Manufacturing, 1947-1958, (unpublished
Ph. D. dissertation, University of Connecticut, 1968), pp. 1-19.




Table 1

A Comparison Between the Neoclassical and
Schumpeterian Models

Assumptions and Economic
Processes Under the
Neoclassical Model of
Atomistic Competition

Assumptions and Economic Processes
Under the Schumpeterian Model of
Oligopolistic Competition

)]

2)

3)

4)

5)

6)

7

8)

9)

Large numbers of sellers
and buyers.

U-shaped average cost
curve, economies of
scale exhausted at
relatively small size.

Decisions limited to
adjusting output to
market-determined
prices.

Supply of entrepreneurs is
readily available; the best
production technology and

product quality zre instan-
taneously matched.

Cost conditions are the
same and firms are of
similar size.

Entry into an industry and
exit from it are virtually
instantaneous.

Collusion is precluded by
the large numbers of
sellers.

Efficiency is stimulated
by the need to keep costs
below the industry price.

Profits quickly move to
equality by entry and
exit, by rebidding the
prices of variable fac-
tor inputs and revalua-
tion of fixed factors

of production.

1)

2)

3)

4)

5)

6)

7

8)

N

Small numbers of sellers and some-
times small numbers of buyers.

Relatively sharp decline of costs
until some point of minimum efficient
size (MES), then slowly declining costs.

Dimensions of decision-making are
numerous and of many gradations.
Decisions on technological leader-
ship, product quality, promotion
including selling organizations,
advertising, and price discounting,
relative cost efficiency, etc.

Time, organizational experience, and
organizational learning are involved in
the development of an effective economic
teamn so that advantages and disadvantages
between firms are not quickly equalized.

Cost functions are of different shapes
and firms are of different sizes.

Entry and exit are not easy or speedy
because of relatively large MES and the
time, costs and uncertainty of matching
the efficiency of existing firms.

Collusion is facilitated by small numbers
of firms, but made difficult by the nu-
merous elements of decision processes
in a dynamic environment. Gains less
costs from noncollusion generally
outweigh gains less costs from collusion.

Efficiency is stimulated because large
advantages or disadvantages arenot
readily matched.

Because of organizational learning, dif-
ferential efficiency and firm specific
experience and skills of workers, the
equality of the prices of factor inputs
may not take place and differences in
accounting profits may persist for
longer periods of time.

Source: J. Fred Weston, Pricing in the Pharmaceutical Industry, prepared
for Hoffmann-LaRoche, Inc., September 10, 1975, Table V-1.




The firm becomes the essential link between consumers and
productive resources. Its private goal is to make profits, but its
social function is to organize productive activity in the most efficient

(lowest-cost) way possible and to channel productive resources toward

industries where consumer demand is strongest. Profits become
the mainspring of the system. In seeking profits, the firm per-
forms a vital social function. And prices play a key role in allo-
cating resources to where consumers want them most.

It has been held through public policy in the United States, at
least, that the many in society and not individual producers should
receive the benefits of efficient production. Output prices should
allow the producer to cover all costs, including a profit sufficient
to compensate for risk, In the long run, however, the producer
should receive only this reasonable profit.4

Competitive, unconcentrated, markets would accomplish
this goal. The absence of competitive markets, though, is not

prima facie evidence of an inefficient market. Markets straying

3(}eorge L. Bach, Economics an Introduction to Analysis and
Policy, 8th edition, Englewood Cliffs, New Jersey: Prentice-Hall
Inc., 1974, p. 31.

4Timothy G. Sullivan, Market Power, Profitability and Financial
Leverage, (unpublished Ph.D. dissertation, Michigan State University,
1972), pp. 2-3.




from the competitive rule could be, just, to achieve efficiency.
Industries could become more concentrated (less atomistic) for
technological and efficiency reasons. The largest firms may be

the most efficient and as a result therein earn superior returns. 5

THE CONCENTRATION - PROFITS HYPOTHESIS

When many small firms comprise an industry, it is unlikely
that members in the industry can '"control' prices, quantities, the
nature of the product, etc. The structure and performance of the
industry is determined by the natural interaction of '"market forces. "
However, the existence of a small number of firms in an industry
could provide the environment for firms to group together (collude)
for their collective benefit.

Collusion could in turn result in improved performance;
that is, high profits in the industry. Thus, it has been generally
held that a positive association between industry structure and
profits implies certain inefficient conduct on the part of firms

in the industry.

5Harvey J. Goldschmid, H. Michael Mann, and J. Fred Weston
(eds. ), Industrial Concentration: The New Learning, Boston, Mass.:
Little, Brown and Company, 1974, p. 162.




The concentration - profits hypothesis grew out of this

reasoning. As Leonard Weiss points out:

The structure - profits relation was the first area
of industrial organization to be systematically
studied and has been by far the most thoroughly
plowed field since. Although oligopoly theories
could be constructed that would point in almost
any direction, most practitioners assumed that
successful (tacit or explicit) collusion would
approach joint maximization and that the ability
to collude increases with concentration., Indus-
tries so unconcentrated that collusion was im-
possible were expected to yield only opportunity
costs to all factors plus random deviations re-
flecting unanticipated changes in demand and/
or cost. Profit rates were expected to increase
with concentration as collusion became more
successful until they reached a maximum attain-
able with given demand, cost, and entry condi-
tions, again with short run profit differences
due to unanticipated changes in demand and/or
cost.

Posner writes on the same subject:

... price-fixing, whether tacit (call it
""oligopolistic interdependence' if you like)

or express, is facilitated by fewness of competing
firms. Other things being equal, the costs of
reaching agreement are lower with few parties

to the agreement. The likelihood of cheating -
the bane of cartels - is also reduced since it is
easier to identify a defector from a small group.

6Leona,rd W. Weiss, '"Quantitative Studies of Industrial
Organization'' in Yale Brozen (ed.), The Competitive Economy:

Selected Readings, Morristown, New Jersey: General Learning
Press, 1975, pp. 145-146,




To be sure, other factors - such as the elasticity
of demand for the industry's product and the speed
at which new entry can be effected - also bear

importantly on the feasibility and attractiveness of
collusion. These factors may in particular cases
dominate the effect of concentration. Still, it seems
plausible that if concentration were substantially
reduced, the costs of collusion would be higher and
its incidence therefore lower.

The hypothesis predicts differentials in the rates of return
between high and low concentrated industries. A market with low
concentration may still be oligopolistic but with such a low degree
of interdependency that sellers are unable to reach agreement on
a common price policy. In light of this, the concentration - profits
hypothesis does not predict differences in the profit performance
between oligopolistic and atomistic markets, but between oligopolies
of differing degrees of interdependency. And, a priori, it is not
possible to determine if the concentration - profits hypothesis is

to be conceived of as a discrete or a continuous relationship.

Empirical analysis has, on this point, produced conflicting results. 8

7Richard A. Posner, "Problems of a Policy of Deconcentration"
in Goldschmid, Mann, and Weston, op. cit., p. 393.

8Thomas D. Duchesneau, The Role of Firm Size in the Profit
Differential Between High and Low Concentrated Industries, (unpub-
lished Ph.D. dissertation, Boston College, 1969), pp. 10-11.




As a result of investigation in the area (as reported in
Chapter II), an abundance of studies have been published which
examine the relationship between industry structure and perfor-
mance. Almost all of the studies report a positive relationship
between concentration and profits, but generally with quite low
explanatory ability.

This state of knowledge has led to a plethora of public
policy alternatives. As Almarin Phillips reports:

The ostensibly demonstrated positive relation-
ship between profitability and concentration has
been the foundation for a number of policy
approaches. The Antitrust Division's merger
guidelines bear the imprint of regression
coefficients showing the positive relationship.
Senator Hart's proposal to deconcentrate
selected industries and to shift the burden

of proof when concentration or profits reach
particular levels are similarly based. And

the Federal Trade Commission has attempted —
unsuccessfully thus far — to obtain summary
judgments of violations of Section 7 based on
the effects of a merger on four-firm, eight-firm,
and twenty-firm concentration ratios alone. ?

9Almarin Phillips, '"Industrial Concentration and Public
Policy: A Middle Ground" in Goldschmid, Mann, and Weston,

op. cit., p. 386,
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CHAPTER II

EMPIRICAL STUDIES: KEY CONCEPTS AND A
SUMMARY OF PREVIQUS FINDINGS

Empirical studies attempting to evaluate market concentration
concepts essentially attempt to measure market structure, and,
through consideration of the relationship of market structure (power)
with performance (rates of return), infer market conduct. Most of
the major empirical studies investigating the concept report weak
relationships between performance and structure. 1 Before examin-
ing the findings of previous empirical studies, several key concepts

should first be presented.

CONCENTRATION RATIOS

Concentration ratios are a method of classifying market power.
These ratios are calculated by the Census Bureau from census statis-
tics gathered in years ending in 2 or 7. They indicate as an example
the percenté.'ge of output within various industries shipped by the largest
four or eight firms. The regular publication of these ratios makes

them widely utilized. Two other measures, the relative concentration

1p detailed survey of concentration — profits studies will be
found on pages 22-37.




and Herfindahl index, are of clear theoretical interest. 2 However,
they are not compiled on a comprehensive or regular basis.
Concentration ratios have, though, limitations:

1) They inherently contain the same economic
limitation as the 4-digit SIC code at which
they are compiled and published; that is,
they may not represent economic markets.

2) The output of multi-industry plants will be
classified into one market; therefore, dis-
tortion will be introduced into the measure,
especially by diversified firms.

3) Wide gaps in the sizes of the firms represented
by the first 4 or 8 in the industry has a different
meaning than if all are roughly similar in size.
(taken into consideration by the Herfindahl index).

4) Concentration ratios fail to reflect the dynamism

and mobility taking place in an industrg; that is,
market share shifts, entry, exit, etc.

Even so, concentration ratios probably represent the best com-
parative data for identifying market structure. Morris Adelman,
testifying before the Senate Hearings on Economic Concentration

commented:

2For a critical review of the various types of industry con-
centration measures, see E, M. Singer, Antitrust Economics,
Englewood Cliffs, New Jersey: Prentice Hall, Inc., 1968, Chapter 13.

3Betty Bock, Concentration, Oligopoly, and Profit: Concepts
vs. Data, New York: The Conference Board, 1972, pp. 15-17.

11
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Though a concentration ratio tells us little about a
given industry at a given time, groups of concen-
tration ratios, permitting comparison in time and
space, do give us some solid information and,
hence, the most important use of concentration is
in comparison: over time; or among countries, or
regions, or industries at the same time.

And, industry concentration, as measured by the ratios, has
been assumed to have causal effects upon performance; in a statement
before the Senate Select Committee on Small Business, Dr. Willard F.

Mueller, Director, Bureau of Economics of the FTC stated:

Economic theory suggests and industrial experience
indicates that the level of industry concentration is
a strategic conditioning influence on performance.
Although not alone in this role, it is usually isolated
as the single most important structural variable
since values of other structural variables often
move in tandem with it.

RATES OF RETURN

The competitive model states that profit rates, adjusted for

6

risk, tend toward equality across industries, Profit rates represent

4y, s. Congress, Senate, Committee on the Judiciary,
Economic Concentration, Hearings, before the Subcommittee on
Antitrust and Monopoly of the Committee on the Judiciary, Senate,
88th Congress, 2nd session, 1964, p. 231,

5u. s. , Congress, Senate, Select Committee on Small
Business: March 15, 1967, p. 473.

6George J. Stigler, Capital and Rates of Return in
Manufacturing Industries, Princeton, New Jersey: Princeton
University Press, 1963, p. 62.
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to the economist a measure of "'allocative efficiency.' By extension,
excess profit rates indicate "allocative inefficiency'" - that is, poor

market performance.

The measurement of allocative efficiency has been generally
assumed to be closeely approximated by the long-run rate of excess
profits on owners' equity. This rate, in turn, can be approximated

by the accounting rate of profits. 7
The Federal Trade Commission finds support with the

hypothesis that profits alone are a reasonable measure of economic

performance:

The prospect of profits, or fear of losses, trans-
lates the forces of supply and demand into operating
decisions of firms. As firms respond, competitive
forces adjust profit levels toward the cost of capital.
Departures for extended periods of time of industry
profit levels from the cost of capital refiect weak-
nesses and probable imperfections in the forces
bringing about their adjustment. Prolonged high

7 Duncan M. Bailey, Discrete and Cumulative Measures
of Concentration: Empirical Estimation of the Impact of Structure
on Performance: 1948-1966, (unpublished Ph. D. dissertation,
Virginia Polytechnic Institute, 1970), pp. 61-62; Joe S. Bain,
Industrial Organization, New York: John Wiley and Sons, Inc.
1968, pp. 386-412; Marshall Hall and Leonard Weiss, '"Firm
Size and Probability,! The Review of Economics and Statistics,
Vol. XLIX, (August, 1967), pp. 319-331; Thomas R. Stauffer,
""The Measurement of Corporate Rate of Return: A Generalized
Formulation, ' Bell Journal of Economics and Management
Science, (Autumn, 1971), pp. 466-467,
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profits usually indicate a lack of rigorous
competition among established firms and
impeded entry of new firms. The general
level of profits in an industry is thus a use-
ful index of overall performance and an
indicator of the vigor of competition. 8

BARRIERS TO ENTRY

Dominant firms, some argue, can also increase rates of
return through the effects of barriers to entry. Professor
Timothy Sullivan states:

Economic theory demonstrates that the condition

of entry into a given industry has strong influence
upon the maintenance of competitive conditions
within that industry, and some real world markets
appear easier to enter than others. The expectation
is that blockaded markets would have higher prices
than competitive markets, and that these higher
prices could lead to some combination of higher
profits and higher expenses, 9

It seems apparent that, to the extent entry barriers exist,
established firms will be insulated, somewhat, from the influence
of potential entrants into the industry. Firms through entry

barriers are allowed to earn excess profits without fear of

8 Federal Trade Commission, The Structure of Food
Manufacturing, Technical Study No. 8, National Commission
on Food Marketing, (Washington: Government Printing Office,
1966), p. 181,

9Timothy G. Sullivan, op. cit., p. 17.
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10

having new entrants bid that excess away. As a result, theory

predicts a differential in the earnings of industries ranked in
order of the difficulty of entry. Industries with very high barriers

should display on the average, higher profitability than industries

with lower entry barriers. 11

Professor Bain states concerning the influence of entry
conditions upon profit rates:

In regard to the appearance of the predicted
association of the condition of entry to profit
rates, it would be expected to be evident
most definitely for the largest or dominant
established firms in an industry which will
in general have the maximum aggregate
advantage over potential entrants, and are
most likely to be operating with minimal

or close to minimal average costs. The
profit rates of smaller firms, with in-
efficiently small plants or firm scales or
with smaller product differentiation advan-
tages over entrants, might be expected to
show a less certain or distinct relationship
to a condition of entry calculated primarily
with reference to the position of the dominant
firms. 12

10For a detailed discussion of the limit price thesis see
Bain, "A Note on Pricing in Monopoly and Oligopoly,'" American
Economic Review (1949), pp. 448-464.

11Thomas D. Duchesneau, op. cit., pp. 14-15.

1250e S. Bain, Barriers to New Competition: Their
Character and Consequence in Manufacturing Industries,
(Cambridge, Mass: Harvard University Press, 1962),
p. 191.
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Entry barriers are primarily supported by economies of scale,
product differentiation advantages, and absolute cost advantages. 13
By their nature, barriers cannot be measured directly; they can
only be estimated. As a result, the determination of the level of
barriers to entry is somewhat subjective. 14 Due to their signi-

ficant influence, however, many investigators have attempted to

identify the effects of barriers upon rates of return.

EMPIRICAL STUDIES

An extensive body of empirical knowledge about rates of
return and industry concentration has developed over the past
twenty-five years. 15 Some forty-six studies have been identified

16

by Professor Leonard Weiss.

13Duchesneau, Ibid., p. 15.

14Cla.ir Wilcox and William G. Shepherd, Public Policies
Toward Business, (Homewood, Illinois: Richard D, Irwin, Inc.,
1975), p. 44.

15J’oe S. Bain's article '""Relation of Profit Rate to Industry
Concentration ... " published in 1951 is generally credited as being
the first major empirical test of market structure and performance.

16Leona.rd W. Weiss, '""The Concentration — Profits Relationship
and Antitrust" in Goldschmid, Mann, and Weston, op. cit., pp. 204-220.
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His article probably presents the most comprehensive and
up-to-date review of the empirical investigations of the concentra-
tion - profits relationship yet published. With permission of the
publishers, Professor Weiss's '"Table 11" is reproduced on
pages 22-37. It lists the studies performed, the performance
(profit) measure, the structural (concentration) measure, the
other variables controlled for, the period covered, the results,
and their significance, using a 5 percent standard. The notes
following the table list the most likely sources of error and note
gome special features not brought out in the table.

As reported by Weiss, most, though not all, tests
of the effect of concentration on profits found at least some
positive correlation between the two variables. Further,
almost all authors claimed to have confirmed the existence of
monopoly power for the industries they sampled. This con-
clusion appears to be related, in part, to the simplicity of the
relationship they hypothesized; that is, that reported profit
rates of firms are affected only (or primarily) by industry
structure.

The theoretically most important variable explaining
return, risk, was not, however, specified in any of the studies

cited by Weisg, Studies have investigated the influence of risk
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and rates of return but generally not simultaneously with the in-

fluence of concentration. 10
Two recent studies did introduce measures of risk into

the concentration-rate of return relationship., Shepherd specified

the standard error of the trend line as a measure of risk. 11 Shepherd's

risk variable lacked significance. Risk as measured by the temporal

standard deviation of firm profit rates was also introduced into the

structure-performance relationship by John Vernon and Robert

Nourse. 12 After finding the coefficients of their measure with

signs' opposite to expectations, they summarily excluded that

variable from further analysis.

The most fully developed theory of risk has evolved from

financial theory. The financial measure, Beta, will be discussed

10Gordon R. Conrad and Irving H. Plotkin, "Risk/Return:
U.S. Industry Pattern,'" Harvard Business Review, (March-April
1968), pp. 90-99; Irving N. Fisher and George R. Hall, Risk and
the Aerospace Rate of Return, the Rand Corporation, Memorandum
RM-5440-PR (Santa Monica, 1967); Paul H. Cootner and Daniel M.
Holland, "Rate of Return and Business Risk,'" The Bell Journal of
Economics and Management Science, (August 1970), pp. 211-226;
J. M, Samules and D,J. Smyth, "Profits, Variability of Profits,
and Firm Size,' Economica, (May 1968).

11w, G, Shepherd, '"The Elements of Market Structure,"
The Review of Economics and Statistics, LIV (February 1972),
pp. 25-37.

1250hn M. Vernon and Robert E, M. Nourse, Profitability
and Market Structure: An Analysis of Major Manufacturers of
Non-Durable Consumer Products, Cambridge, Massachusetts:
Marketing Science Institute, April, 1972,
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in Chapter III. The analys;ls conducted in this study will reconsider
the concentration-profits hypothesis, allowing for assets of varying
degrees of risk, as measured by Beta.

Further, most previous studies using profit rates as an
estimator of performance relied upon reported accounting profits.
However, conventional accounting treatment of some expenditures
differs from an economic approach., For example, accountants
pursuing '‘conservatism'' have traditionally expensed some
expenditures which have long-lasting (not period) effects. Perhaps
the expenditure with the greatest potentially distorting bias, due to
period expensing, is research and development, as the life of
R & D is really as long as the life of the products obtained through
the efforts of R & D.

The major objection to capitalizing R & D has generally
been that at the time of the R & D expenditure management does
not know the future period benefited, if any. However, it is
apparent that in the aggregate R & D is undertaken to provide
the continued flow of products and services necessary to support
an on-going business. The effect of accounting ''conservatism, "

in this respect, is to understate the firm's '"capital" and current
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year profits and in R & D intensive industries overstate reported
"profit rates. nl3
The bias resulting from the arbitrary expensing of R & D

distorts the firm's rate of return. As a result, reported rates of
return cannot be considered unbiased measures of actual profita-
bility, especially in structure-performance studies with inter-
industry comparisons. In this respect, Professor J. S. Bain
pointed out:

The unadjusted accounting rate of profit,

as computed by theusual methods from

balance sheets and income statements is,

prima facie an absolutely unreliable

indicator of the prescence or absence

either of monopoly power or of excess
profits. 14

Corrected rates of return seem to be the more appropriate
measure of performance for public policy purposes. This study
will adjust for the bias introduced into accounting rates of return
by the arbitrary expensing of R & D; three alternative adjustment

methodologies are developed in Chapter III. The corrected rates

13Ezra Solomon and Jaime C. Laya, '"Measurement of
Company Profitability: Some Systematic Errors in the Accounting
Rate of Return, ' in Financial Research and Management Decisions,
A. A. Robicheck, ed., New York: Wiley & Sons, 1967.

143, S. Bain, "The Profit Rate as a Measure of Monopoly
Power,' Quarterly Journal of Economics, (February 1941), p. 279.




of return along with the reported rates will then be utilized to
reexamine the concentration-profits hypothesis and to test

three sets of hypotheses advanced in Chapter III.

21



Table 2

A Survey of Concentration-Profits Studies 2!

Effect of
Stody Profit Concentration Othar Variables Used Obeervation Universe Period Cancamtration Significance
Messure Measure on Profits
Batn a-T 4-digit None Average for 42 mapufacturing 1936-1940 Positive - profits Sigaificant
1953 E $-irm leading irms industries with hgher where
CR in an industry national markets, no 8-firm CRD 70
noncompeting
subproducts, and
profit data for 3 or
more firms
Bsin 2T 4-digit Estimated barriers Average for 20 usually 4-digit 1936-1940 Poasitive for both Sigaificant where
19%6 E $-firm to entry leading firms industries chosen and periods for each barriere to estry
{reworked CR for in an industry for ease of 1947-1951 level of barriers were substastial
in Wetss 1935 and estimating barriers to emtry or Mgh in
1971 1947 to entry 1936-1940
and where
they ware
bigh tn
1947-1951
Schwartzman vs . 4-digit Distinguished industries Weighted 61 4-digit 1954 Positive Margin Significant
1959 CM+PR 4-firm where imports or average for industries T% higher in except for
19%4 CRs eXports were all plants in similarly defined Canada i CRD50 industries
for U.S. importanat an industry tn U.S. and in Caneda and where sxperts
and 3-Arm Canada CR<S0 in U.S. were important
1948 CRe Only 2% if
for Canada CR<S0
both places
Levinsen o Percent of Noae Weighted All manufacturing Each Positive in Significant
1960 E 2-digfe average for except "Misc. year all years in 1949 and
and shipments all corporstions 1947-1958 after 1948 in all yoars
u-T where where primary after 1952
E 4-dight product was in
CR 330 a 2.digit
industry
(SEC-FTC)
Fuchs Ip1-T Weighted Output greeth, regional Welghted 38 IRS 'minor" 1953-19%4 Puelitive for Significant k¥
1961 A average market dummy. Used average for tndustries both CR and both variables,
of 4-diglt percent of value added all irmse muitiplant variahble both maltiplant
4-firm from multiplast firme as primary o an variable mere
CR» an slternative to CR. IRS “"mimor” Mghly correlsted
Interprets as barrier to industry

enatry variable but it's &
crude concentration
variable

{roughly 3-digit)

22
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Table 2

A Survey of Cancentration-Profits Studiss gCnuhuod)u

Effect of
Study Prefit Concentration Other Variables Used Observation Universe Period Concentration Significance
Measure Measure om Profits
Weina -7 Waighted Output growth Waighted All manufacturing 1947-1948 Negative Noasignificant
1963 E average of average for and
‘'corrected’ all firms 1949-1958 Positive Sigaificant
1954 4-firm primary to an
4-digit CRs FTC-SEC 2-digit
industry
Sherman u Waighted None Same as All manufacturing 1954 Positive Significant
1964 E average of Weiss
1954 8-irm
4-digit CRe
Stigler u-T 4-firm 4-digit Nooe Average of 17 4-dight 1953.1957 Positive highest ARl vigaificant
1964 E CR and leading firms industries where correlation for axcopt
q-T:1 Herfindahl whose primary Herfindah! indexes market value and p ES %3 4
A Index product was in could be H index, lowest for A
and market a 4.digit comstructed T+l and CR
value of industry A
stock = and CR
book equity
Mann o-T 8- flrm 4-digit Estimated barriers Average of 30 4-digit 19%0.1960 Poeitive and Sgnificant and
1966 E CR for to entry 1sading Rrme industrics where Poaitive for all Significant tn
(reworked 1958 classified whose primary barriers to entry barriers to emtry Walss rework
in Welss, as concentrated product was in could be estimated in Weins rework whare darriers
191N {CRB 70} ot a 4-digit to emtry
upconcentrated industry were kigh
Comanor u-T Weighted Average shipment eise of Average for All consumer goods 1954.1957 Positive by iteelf; Sigaificant
and E sverage ¢-digit plante with top 507 all firms IRS minor i positi Nensiguift
Wilson 4- and 8-firm of shipments .. industry with more than industriss and scunetimes whem plast
1967 CRs. & H hip ts, capital $500, 000 anaets megative when scale and
for Kaysen requirements of such primary to an plamt scale and capital require-
and Turner's plants, advertising -sales IRS mimor capital requirements ments veed
oligopely clawses ratio, sales growth, and induatry variables used
and for 8-flrm regional imdustry dummy
CR>70

¥



Table 2

A Survey of Concestration-Profits Studies (Continued) 2!

Effect of
Study Profit Concentration Other Variables Used Obeervation Univeree Period Concentration Significamce
Measure Measure oa Profits
Kilpatrick o Various indexes: Sales growth All Airme ALl IRS minor 1952.1954 Positive for Significamt for
1967 E 4- and 5-digit, primary to an industries except 1954-1957 all CRe all CRs best
4-, B, and IRS mimor those with N. S, K. fis for 4-flyrm
20-firm CRs industry ia their titles S-digh CRs
uncorrected and
corrected for
imports
Miller o-T
1967 E Weighted None All Grme 106 IRS minor 1959.1962 Paositive Siguificant
average of primary to an manvfacturing for Cl‘
1958 4-digit IRS minor industries Negative Siguificant
4-firm CR and induetry for CRg-CR,
CRp-CRy. Near ssro Nomsigaificsat
CR2p-CRg. and for CR2p-CRg
CRgg-CRzq and
CRSO ‘C‘ZO Neasigaificant
Collins VS-CM-PR 4-digit 4-firm Gross fixed sasets All plante All Census 4-digit 1958 Positive for Siguificamt
and vs CR snd sales, and an index of primary to industries and all and 4-dight industries
Preston for 4- weighted geographic dispersion 4.digit industry, FTC.SEC 2-digit 1956-1960
1968 digit aversge of for 4-digit industries. Al firms industries Positive for Stguificant for
industries 4 -digit 4-firm Assets - sales for 2- primary to 2-diglt industries all profit
and I, CR for 1958 digit industries s T-Aght mdeuns excopt
E industry 2-T
wl. O s
A S
O-T XN-T+,
E A
& -7
s
for 2-digit
industries

52



Table 2

A Survey of Concentration-Profits Studies {Contizmued) 21

Effect of
Stody Profit Concentration Other Variables Used Qbservation Untverse Period Conceatration Sigaificance
Meaoure Measure oo Profits
Kilpatrick LI-T+1 Weighted Sales growth All firma All IRS 1950, Positive in Significant in
1968 A average of primary to an manufacturing 1956, all years all years
4-firm 4-digit IRS minoz minor industries and using whole
CRs for 1954 industry and all except those with 1963 industries;
corrected for firms with more N.S.K. in their significant in
imports than $250, 000 titles 1956 and 1963
or $500, 000 bat ot in
assets primary 1950 when
to an IRS minor amall Arme
industry are excinded
Hall a-T,
and E Weighted Asuet size, industry A firm in All firms in the 1956-1962 Positive Significant
Welss -1 average of output growth for a year Fortune 500
1968 A corrected each of previous 5 years, Industrials where
4-irtn CRe leverage measured all data {2
by E/A available
Sherman u, Weighted None All firms All IRS 1955 Positive Significant
1968 E average of primary to an manufacturing and
-7, 4-digit 4- and IRS major “major” industries 1959
E 8-firm CRa industry troughly 2-digit)
and
U-T-.032E
S
Collins VS-CM-PR 4-digit 4-firm Same as Coilins and All plants All Censue 1958 Generslly Significamt for
and vs CRe for Preston, 19568 primary toa 4-digit industries and poeitive capsumer goode,
Preston 1958 and Ceneus 4-digit 1963 a0t for producer
1969 1963 industry goods; stromger
for four leading
frms thas for
other firms

9¢



Table 2

A Survey of Concentration-Profits Studies (Continued) 21

Effect of
Study Profit Concentration Other Variables Used Observation Universe Period Concentration Significance
Meagsure Mezsure o Profite
FTC u-T, Weighted Advertising - sales ratio. A firm AlL 125 firms 1949-1953 Positive for Significant
1969 E average of output growth, firm primary to food both CR and for both
T+ 5.digit 4-firm diversification, manufacturing in market share in
A CRs corrected firm size the 1950 FTC same squation
for local report on
markets: slso 1000 largest
5-digit market manufacturers
shares of a firm
Singer o-T 4-digit 4-firm None Same as 18 of Bain's Same as No differomce Noasignificant
1970 E employment CR Bain and 20 industries Bain and between weighted
(Welghted Mann and 24 of Mann averages; positive Nomsignificant
averages Mann's industries differeace for
for all unweighted
induetries aversges in
where 4-firm both etudies
CR above
and below
70}
Broxen a-T 4 -digit 4-firm None Average for Bain's sample of 1936-1540, Positive in Baim's sample
1970 E and 8-frm leading firms 42 industries and 1953-.19%7, all cases ma
CRe primary toa Stigler's sample of and significant in
4-digit industry 17 industries 1962-1966 1936-1940
{t = 1,06),
ncasigaificant in
1953-1957, amd
sigaificant in
1962-1966;
Sigler's sample
significant in
1953-1957 and
margimally so
in 1962-1966
{t=1.73)

L2
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A Survey of Concentration-Profits Studies (Costinued) 2

Effect of
Study Profit Concentration Other Variables Used Observation Universe Pariod Concentration Siguificamce
Measure Meagure on Profits
Esposito n-T Dummy with Ratio of imports to Weighted 77 IRS 1963-1965 Positive in Sigaificant for
and E value of 1 shipments, advertising-sales aversge for masufacturing all cases all goods
Eaposito if 4-digit 8-firm ratio, average plant all firme minor axcopt when
1971 CR>70 size for top 50%. of primary to an wndustries capital require-
shipments — industry IRS minor maents iucheded:
shipments, capital industry vignificane for
requirements of such praincer goods:
plants, sales growth, sonsigaificant for
regional market dummy cengumnaer goods
Imel U-T-.05E Weighted Relative firm size A firm 99 firms primary 1959-1967 Positive in Significamt for
and s average of (rnarket share . CR), to the food all cases refiaad Census
Helmberger 4-firm CR for advertisin, and tobacco products and
197 4-digit products, ratio, Rk industries 4- amd S-dight
4- and 5-digit and plant scale, growth products,
products depend- and diversification margisally
ing on which variables in unreported siguificamt for
is closerto s regressions) 4-digit
market, and for {t = 1. %) less
refined Cenpus significant when
products that plant scale
correspond varishls was
closely to incinded (mat
markets reported).
sive sdunys
wignificans
Brosen o-T 4-firm 4-aigit None Simple average All industrics 1939 No ditfarence Nonsigeific snt
1971A E CR (or 1935 for firms reported on by and
classified a0 primary to a the FTC where 1940

comcentrated if
CRPT0

4-digit tnduetry

CR was available

8¢



Table 2

A Survey of Concentration-Profits Studies {Comtinued) 2

Effect of
Swdy Profit Concentration Other Variables Used Observation Universe Period Concestration Significance
Measure Measure au Profits
Keasel Underwriting Number of lssue size, outstanding A tax-exampt 9420 tax-exempt 1959-1967 Both underwriting Declise in
17 cost and underwriting bondae of borrower, yield issue bond lesues cost and resals waderwriting
re-offering syndicates and change in yield on spread decline costs significant
less high bidding on new highest quality 20.year maonotonically through 8§
grade market issues of tax-exempts, maturity, with samber of widders for
yielde for tax-exempt call provisions. rating, bidders roughly in gemeral cbligation
tax- exempt bond s trend, general obligation, proportion to { /N bondis and 5 for
bonde revenue bond revemuo bonds;
distinction dectine in
re-offering yield
wigntficant
through 10
bidders for
ssmarsl obligation
bonds and &
bidders for
revesus bomds

Kelser Log (VS— 4-digit 4-firm Logs of gross book value All plante All Census 1958 CR positive but Both significant

1972 CM~PR} CR and log of of fixed nesets, of in & Cenaus 4-digit and log of marnber buk the sffect

and number of inventory, and of payroll, 4-digit manufacturing 1963 of Brms also of CR omly

Log (VS firms and an index of induetry industries positive positive for
CM-PR-~ firm specialization tadostries where
estimated CR 50

central

office

payroll)

Shepherd o-T Weighted Firm sales growth, log A firm All irms 1960.1969 All irma:

1972 E averages of of asset sixze, continuously on CR Positive Significant
corrected advertising- sales ratio, Fortune "500" MS Positive Sigmificant
4-firms CR, profit variability a2 that were {CR-M3)
firm's estimated not "excessively Positive wignificact
market shares diversified, * did {t = 1.56);

{MS), and of Bot have high Congumer MI‘} W5 and (CR-MS)
CR-MS military sales, and same {“ sigaificant
where the primary Producer goods: M3 significant
industry did not same emcept .
have a "'major {CR-MS) {(Cl-m
disequilibrium” about sero nonshpuificant
whare MS could
be estimated

62



Table 2

A Survey of Concentration-Profits Studies (Coatinued) 21

Effsct of
Study Profit Concentration Other Variables Used Observation Universe Period Concentration Sigaificance
Measure Measure oo Profits
Gale p-T Dummies for Sales size, leverage, A firm 106 manufacturing 1963.1967 CR has positive Sigaificant for
1972 E high, medium, industry shipmaents, firms where all affect if kigh CR
and low growth, firm sales data was available. MS 4% in industries;
weighted growth Excludes firms kighly d Noasigaificant
average of where smployment tndustries or if for medium
corrected 1966 data {for MS) MS 76% in CR industries
CRs, and includes foreign medinm CR
interactions operations industries
between themn
and weighted
average of
estimated MSe
Demsets o+l Apparently Asaet size All flrme in Apparently all 1963 Positive for firme Not reported
1973A A weighted & size clase IRS manufacturing with over but probably
average of in an IRS minor industries $50, 000, 000 assets, sigaificant for
4-Arm 4.digit minor (not reported) not for smaller firms with over
CRs for 1963 industry anes; difference $50, 000, 000
{not reported) between large and assets
small irms rises
with CR
Demsets st Same as Same as above Same as Same as 1963 Positive for firma Significarly
19738 A 31973A through above sbove and with over positive for
CRa used for 1969 $50, 000, 000 in 8rms with over
1969 may be 1963 and over $104Q, 000, 000
for a later year $35, 000, 000 fm both 1963
(not reported) in 1969 aad 1969;
not sigoificant
balow that
Rhoades VS-CM-PR 4-digit 4-firm Specialization ratios for AL plants All Cemsus 1963 Positive gaificam
1973 vs CR for 1963 firme primary to the primary toa 4.digit induetries
4.digit induatry and for Ceonsus 4-3igit where $-firm
firms not primary to the industry CR3 30 and
2}.digit {Enterprise where growth
Statistice) industry, could be
shipmente growth, gross computed

book value of fized
assets - shipmaents,
consumer good dummy,
and geographic
dispersion index

0€



Table 2

A Survey of Concentration-Profits Studies {Continued) 21

Effect of
Study Profit Concentration Other Variables Used Observation Universe Period Concentration Sigmificance
Measure Msasure on Profits
Ornstein Market 4-digit 4-firm Firm assete industry Average for 33 four-digit 1949-1950, Positive withoot cant
1973 value of CR value added (offered ae firme primary industries for 1954-1955, plant sizo and in 1950;
(similar to stock+ book a size variable but to the 4-digit which data and capital roquirements significant in
Ornstein value of actually a crude industry that are is avatlable 1959-1960 variables; 1955 and for
1972) aquity, concentration variable). publicly held, markst value
-7 Average plant size for have assets ta 1960;
E top 50% of shipments - of more than negative nonsignificant
industry shipments, $1, 000, 000, with them
capital requirements and have at
for such a plant, firm least 50% of
asset growth, indumtry sales in the
output growth, change 4-digit industry
in labor cost inot 1947-1960
defined), cupital-labor
ratios (not defined),
geographic dispersion
index, and a dummy
for consumer goods
Whittington Apparently. E+D None Waighted 21 British 1948-1954 Almost zero in Nomsigaificant
1971 . for firms with average for roughly and 1948-1954:
E+D more than £ 4 all firms in 2-digit 1954-1960 positive for Nonsignificant
{not defined million assets an industry or industries large firms in
in the con- - total E+D {for firme with 1954-1960
centration of all listed > £ 4 million
section — firms in the E+D
pp- 77-81 - industry
but this is
the profit
variable most
commoaly
uged else
where in his
book: see
pp. 16-17)
*D meana
long term
debt.

1€



Table 2

A Survey of Concentration-Profits Studies (Continued) 21

Effect of
Study Profit Concentration Other Variables Used Obgervation Univerae Period Concentration Significance
Measure Measure on Profits
Phillips VS-CM-PR 3-filrm CR Average plant employ - All plante All British Average Positive Significant
1972 vs for roughly ment size - industry primary to a manufacturing over the .
4-digit employment, advertising- British 4 -digit for which data three years
industries sales ratio, concen- industry is available 1948, 1951,
tration-advertising and 1954
interaction, number of
trade associations
attempting to {ix price,
effectiveness of price-
fixing agreements as
judged by buyers,
producer good dummy,
sales growth
Shirazi VS-CM-PR Weighted “Midpoint plant” sales All plants All British 1963 Positive Stgnificunt
1974 Vs average of or aversge sales of primary to a manufacturing m gimple
5-firm CR plants accounting for top British 3 digit where CR is regression but
in roughly SO%. of sales - industry avsilable for 80 nonsiguificant
4-digit industry sales, producer of sales and » mmitigle
induatries good dummy, sales where specialization regression

growth, capital-sales
ratio for leading firmae
in rvelevant 2 -digit
industry. foreign contral
of 10°. or more of
industry, imports as a

percentage of salea,
exports 46 a percentage
of sales

ratio 80 except
margarine where
most cutput under
contract to
Ministry of Food

(4%



Table 2

A Survey of Concentration-Profits Studies (Continued) 21

Effect of
Study Profit Concentration Other Variables Used Observation Universe Period Concentration Sigaificance
Maagure Meagure on Profits
Jomes, o-T 4-firm 3-digit Advertising - sales ratio, Apparently 30 3-digit 1965 Positive in Significant when
Laudadio, E CR, Herfindahl average shipments of average for industries where all canes scals and
and O+1-T index plants accounting for top firms assigned 50" or more of import variables
Percy A 80% of shipments as a to a 3-digit shipments were excinded ;
1373 percentage of industry industry consumer goods noasignificant
shipments, capital when either is in
requirements of such a
plant, 1965 shipments
— 1956 shipments,
dummy f{or regional
markets, dummies for
high 1961 impaorts
1> 30%) and
moderate 1961 imports
(15.29.9%), dummy
{for suto industry
McTetridge Average Herfindahl Net assets = value All plants All 43 3.digit 1965-1302 Positive for all Significant for
1973 VA-PR index, CRy added, percent growth in a 3.-digit industries whe re cancentTation all concentration
VA CRy. thase in value added 1961- industry all data availabdle, indexes indexes, stromgest
1965 .- indexes equared, 1969; regional market excludiag those usimg squared
1969 and 1/(number dummy; consumer goods with ‘Misc. " in Hirfindahl index:
of irms that dummy: share of 4 their titles sigaificant for
account for largest plants in conmpmaer goods
80 percent of industry shipments: bt mok
shipments) for advertising .. value for producer
3-digit added; effective goods whea
industries tariff rate digtimguished
[Non- All of the following except the last are taken from Uekusa 1973A. Some studiee slso used {I—T+I} /A and (I~ T}/S but these were not nponed;)
Komiya o-T 5.firm CR None Average for 46 Japanese 1958-1980 Positive Noasigaificant
1962 E for roughly S leading firme manufacturing,
4. to 5.digit primary to mining, and
industries an induetry service industries

%%



Table 2

A Survey of Concentration-Profits Studles {Continyed) 2!

Effect of
Study Profit Cancentration Other Variables Used Observation Universe Period Concentration Stgnificance
Measure Meagure on Profits
Nids o-T 1-, 3-, and None Average for 36 Japanese 1956-1960 Positive in Nomsignificant
1969 E 5-firm CR firms primary industries and both periods im 1956-1960;
for roughly to an industry 1961-1966 significant
4- to 5-digic in 1961-1966
industries
Matgushiro u-T1 3., 2-, and None Average for 35 to 37 1961-1965 Positive, critical Significant
1970 E 1-firm CR firme primary Japaness 3-firm CR at 50
for roughly to an industry manufacturing
4. 10 5-digit industries
industries
Mussshi o-T 3.flem CR ‘Rates of growth Average for 23 Japaness H 1956 -1965 Positive Nomsigaificant
1970 E for roughly in demand firms primary manufacturing,
4- to $-digit to an industry industries
industrics 35 Japanese 1961 -1965 Positive Significant
manufacturing
industries
Uekusa o-T 3.firm CR ‘Scale economies Average for 18 Japanese 1961-1965 Positive for Significant for
1970 E for roughly barriers, ‘capital firms primary industries and both samples both samples
4- to 5-digit requirements barriers, to an industry 16 Japanese
industries product differentiation consumer goods
barriers, and ‘rate of industries
growth in demand
{none of these were
defined further)
Musashi a-T 3-firm CR Rate of grewth Average for 23 Japansse 1950-1960 Positive for Noasigaificant
187y E for ¢- to 5.digit in demand Arms primary industries both samples for 1956-1960
industries to an industry 35 Japanese 1961-1968 sample;
industries siguificant
far 1961-1965
sample
Uekusa a-T 4-firm CR Asset size, coefficient A firm Not reported 1967-1969 Poaitive Sguificant
19738 E for roughly of variation of (H-T), in work sheets and
and 4- to S-digit sales growth, 1961.1970 Positive tn Namsigaificamt
., industries specislisation ratios, all cases for
E+D percentage of debt 2-T but
{rom szaibateu banks. E
total promotional cost siguificant
as a percent of tor B=IiX
sales (not just ads} £+D
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Bain
1951
Bain
1956
Schwartsman
1959
Levinson
1960
Fuchs
1961
Sato
1961
Minhas
1963
Stigler
1963

Weiss
1963
Sherman
1964
Stigler
1964
Mann
1966
Comanor and
Wilson
1967
Kilpatrick
1967
Miller
1967

Collins and
Preston
1968

Kilpatrick
1968

Comments on Studies in Table2 21

Accounting O and E, some diversified firms assigned to their primary 4-digit industries; possibly bissed sample.
Same as above plus subjective estimates of barriers to entry; 1947-1951 is a period when CR-profit relation is apt to be weak; biased sample.

National 4-digit CRs for many industries with regional markets or noncompeting subproducts; possibly biased sample; based on one year only: period when
CR -profit relation is apt to be weak; crucisl test depends on only a few industries.
Accounting I, E, and A; national CRs for many industries with regional markets or noncompeting subproducts.

Accounting I and A; some diversified firms assigned to their primary industries: incomplete barriers to entry variable; based on one year; period whena the
CR-profite relation is apt to be weak; poesibly bizsed sample.
Accounting profits: national 4.digit CRs for many industries with regional markets or noncompeting subproducts; profits before tax.

Accounting I and A: national 4-digit CRs for many industries with regional markets or noncompeting subproducts; profita before taxes.

Accounting I and A. some diversified firms assigned to their primary IRS minor tndustriea: many CRs for industries with noncompeting subproducts; con-
centration-profits relation apt to be weak in all periode except the last.
Note: no significant difference in anv period when corrections made for officers’ withdrawals, but see Kilpatrick 1968,

Accounting I and E: subjective corrections of CRes. firet period one when concentration.profits relation apt to be weak,

Accounting II and E; profits before taxes. many 4.digit industries where regional markets or noncompeting subproducts; based on one year.
Accounting 11, E, and A: probably some diversified firms assigned to their primary 4-digit industries. possibly biased sample.
Accounting I and E. sorne diversified firms aesigned to their primary 4-digit industries. biased sample. subjective estimates of barriers to entry.

Accounting Il and E. some diversified firms assigned to their primary IRS minor industries: national 4-digit CRs in many industries where loeal markets or
noncompeting subproducts .

Accounting profits and equity. profits before taxes. saome diversified firms aseigned to their primary IRS minor industries; many industries with regional
markets or noncompeting subproducts.

Accounting I, E, and A. some diversified firmae assigned to their primary IRS minor industries: national 4-digit CRs with many industries with regional
markets or noncompeting subproducts. i{CR; ~ CR,) for i >; constrained to beSCR)— or {100 — CRj. whichever is smaller. Since most inducstries have
CR4<50, this means that (CR; - CR,] is positively correlfted with CR..

No control for growth, advertising, or central office expense. national i-éiut CRe¢ for many industries with noncompeting subproducts; based on cne year;
price cost margin includes tax. control for gross fixed assets includes depreciated value and excludes inventory and financial assets; possibly spurious

¥S—-CM—PR.
correlation because VS is a common factor in CR and Vs

Accounting I and A: some diversified firms assigned to their primary IRS minor industries: CR-profit relation apt to be weak in 1950; based on single
Yeare.
Note: This was an attempt to deal with Stigler's (1963) method of .orrecting for officers’ withdrawals. Kilpatrick shows that Stigler's method involvas &
biss. By eliminating emall firms from the sample or by controlling for the small firm's share in total equity he shows that the CR-profits relation is
generally positive and also significant after 1950,

1%



Hall and
Weise
1968
Sherman
1968
Collins and
Preston
1369
FTC
1969
Singer
1970

Brozen
1270

Esposito and
Egposito

1971
Imel and
Helmberger

1971
Brozen

1971
Kessel

1971
Telser

1972

Shepherd
1972

Gale
1972

Dempgets
1973A

Comments on Studies in Table 2 21

Accounting II, E, and A; no control for capital -output ratios. subjective judgments in corrections of CRs; serious serial correlation problem so probably
exaggerates degrees of freedom.

Accounting O and E; national 4-digit CRs for many industries with regional markets or noncompeting subproducts; based on two single years. Similar to
Sherman 1964,
Same as Collins and Preston, 1968

Accounting II, E, and A; possibly biased sample (but food processing was almost as large a range of industry structures as all manufacturing, unlike other
2 -digit industries).

Accounting II and E; some diversified firms assigned to their primary industries: no control for growth or capital-output ratios; biased samplea in Bain and
Mann: probably further biased by arbitrary exclusion of 2 industries from Bain sample and 6 from Mann sample; reclassifies firms on the basis of
whether industry four-firm concentration ratio is greater or less than 70 though both Bain and Mann found that an eight-firm concentration ratio of 70
(roughly a four-firm ratio of 50) was most appropriate, uses unweighted averages of firms though he criticizes Bain and Mann for the same things;
uses weighted average of industries — since automobiles are unconcentrated by his standard and automobiles are big, the weighted average of uncon-
centrated industries is almoat as high as that of concentrated industries: does not report unweighted averages, though these support the CR-profits hypoth-
esis even with his reclassifications: his rework of Bain occurs in a period when the CR-profite relation is likely to be weak.

Accounting I and E, some diversified firma assigned to their primary industries — this problem is worse than it was in Bain and Stigler because diversifica-
tion is increasing rapidly: national 4-digit CRe for many industries with regional markets or noncompeting subproducts; no control for growth or capital-
output ratios: biased sample (from Bain and possibly biased sample (from Stigler). many {ndustry definiticns have changed drastically since the sarlier
studies.

Note: his main emphasis is on the decline in the difference in profit rates between firms in concentrated and unconcentrated markets. He also reworked
the Mann (1966) study, but made no comparison between CR and profits in that case.

Accounting I and E: some diversified firms assigned to their primary industries: national 4-digit CRe for many industries with regional markets or non-
competing subproducts: uses critical concentration ratio only, though many industries show an increasing effect of CR well above the chosen critical CRs;
possibly biased sample.

Accounting II and E. possibly biased sample (only food and tobacco firms): subjective judgment in defining 4. and 5.digit products and refined Census
products: weights and MS data from confidential interviews so the study csnnot be replicated.

Accounting I1 and E. some diversified firms assigned to their primary industries; national 4-digit CRs for many industries with regional markets or noncom-
peting subproducts: no control for growth or capital output ratio: based on two single years.

Alternative hypothesis on re-offer yields is that more syndicates mean a more thorough search for investors. Note that the dependent variable is price, not
profits.

National 4-digit CRs used for many industries with regional markets or noncompeting subproducts: no control for growth: based on one year; margin vari-
able is before tax: no control for advertising.

Note: he interprets the positive effect of number of firms to mean that high prices attract entry and protect suboptimal firms.

Accounting II and E; possibly bissed sample. subjective judgment in correcting concentration ratios. (CR —~ MS) does not accurately measure the effect of
concentration because MS is excluded: moreover, it is negatively correlated with MS. MS estimates probably inaccurate.

Accounting I and E; possibly biased sample. subjective judgment in correcting CRs (he used Shepherd's corrections): uses only two critical CRs though many
other studies seem to show CR is a continuocus variable: effect of CR without MS not reported: MS estimatos probably inaccurate.

Accounting I and A: profits before tax; some diversified firmge 2ssigned to their primary 4-digit industries: no control for growth or capital-output ratios;
spparently national 4.digit CRs for many industries with regional markets or noncompeting subproducts —~ if inetead he used a single CR for each IRS
minor industry the errors would be worse: based on one year only.

Note: the main point to this study was not to test the concentration-profite relationship as such, but to find the effect of cancentration on the difference
in profits between large and small firmas.

9¢



Demsets
1973B

Rhoades
1973

Ornatein
1973

Whittington
1971

Phiilips
1972

Shirazi
1974

Jones
Laudadio,
and Percy
1973
McFetridge
1973
Komiya
1962,
Niida
1969,
Matsushiro
1970,
Musaghi
1970,
Uekusa
1970, and
Musashi
1973
Uekusa
1973B

Comments on Studies in Table 2 21

Same problems as in Demsetz 1973A; also, 1969 ia a year when the concentration-profits relationship is apt to be weak.

Possibly biased sample; national 4-digit CRs for many industrics with regional markets or noncompeting subproducts; based on one year; no correction for
advertising or central office expense; margin is before tax; possible spurious correlation because VS is denominator of both CR and margin.
Note: The main purpose of this study was to find the effect of irm diversification. Diversification had a significant positive effect on margins.

Accounting equity in firet messure and accounting I and E in the second: some diversified firms assigned to their primary 4-digit industries; possibly biased
sample; national 4-digit CRs for industries with regional markets or noncompeting subproducts; both the ''size” variable and the plaat size variable
are highly correlated with CR so serious colinearity problem.

Accounting II and E: profits before tax; "concentration" is for a varying number of leading firms (varies from O to 39 firms depending on the industry);
it is really a measure of size, not cancentration; industries are much broader than economic markets; no control for growth or capital-output ratios; 1948-
1354 is a period when the concentration-profits relation is apt to be weal; £4, 000, 000 (about $10, 000,000) seems a low value for a "large Srm" cutoff.

Some of the 4-digit industries probably have noncompeting subproducts; covers a period when the CR-profits relation is apt to be weak; plaut scale variable
probably correlated with concentration: price-cost margin is before tax; no control for central office expense; no control for capital-output ratio.

Note: the main purpose of this study was to test the effect of collusion. He probably had better information on collusicn than we will ever see sgain. It
was based on trade association price-fixing practicea and buyers' evaluation of the effectiveness of price fixing at a time when pricing fixing was not {lle-
gal. Nevertheless, the collusion variables were not significant and concentration was.

Some of the 4-digit industries probably have noncompeting subproducts: based on one year only; no control for advertising or central office expense; possi-
ble spurious correlation becsuse price-cost margin, CR, and plant scale variable all have VS as denominator; plant scale variable highly correlated with
CR.

Accounting I, E and A; some diversified firms assigned to their primary 3-digit industries; 3-digit CRs, so many noncompeting subproducts; high colinearity
between CR and other independent variables (RZ = 0.682): single year: poasibly biased sample: high imports have a positive effect on profits suggesting a
simultaneous equation model where imports depend on profit rates.

Three-digit CRs, so many noncompeting subproducts: colinearity between Herfindahl index and plant scale variabdle (rz = 0, 45).

These were all taken from a summary report prepared by Uekusa in 1973, 1 have not seen the papers themseives so comments are less certain. All the
studies seem to use accounting 01 and E. The concentration statistics are {rom the Fair Trade Commission of Japan rather than a by-product of & census.
Uekusa says they are highly relisble. At least the industry definitions seem to correspond more closely to economic markets than the American Census
industries do. Many of the "industries” would be 5-digit in the United States. As a result, the problem of noncompeting subproducts is largely elimi-
nated, but the problem of diversified firms assigned to their primary industries is worsened. Uekusa says that 1956-1960 was a period of exceptionally
rapid growth in Japan. Whether this means that the concentration-profits relation would be weakened is uncertain. Komiya, Niida, and Matsushiro
apparently did not control for growth, and none appear to have controlled for any other variable except Uekusa, It isn't clear why the samples are so
small., The samples could be biased. The scale economy variable used in Uekusa (1970) is reported as close to that used by Comanor and Wilson. If so,
it is highly correlated with CR,

Accounting II and E: probably many diversified firms assigned to their primary 4- and 5-digit industries; ple unknown but ivably biased.

21 permission to quote granted. Goldschmid, Mann, and Weaton, Industrial Concentration: The New Learning, (Boston, Massachusetts: Little, Brown and Company, 1974).
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CHAPTER III

THE STUDY

RISK AND RETURN

Previous studies investigating the industry concentration -
rates of return relationship have generally failed to consider the
most important variable explaining return — a measure of risk
derived from theory. The most fully developed theory of risk
has evolved from corporate financial theory. The Capital Asset
Pricing Model (CAPM) provides a firm's volatility coefficient,
Beta, as a measure of a firm's risk. 1 The CAPM states that
the proper measure of risk on an individual investment asset
Z, is:

Risk of asset Z = By

Where,

Bz = Cov (Rz, Ryp)
Var (RM)

Bz may be considered a normalized measure of the asset's

covariance of rate of return with the rate of return on the market

lFor a detailed explanation of the Capital Asset Pricing
Model see: W, Sharpe, '"Capital Asset Prices: A Theory of
Market Equilibrium Under Conditions of Risk,' Journal of Finance,
(September, 1964); J. Mossin, '"Equilibrium in a Capital Asset
Market, ' Econometrica, (October, 1966); M, C, Jensen, ''Risgk,
the Pricing of Capital Assets, and the Evaluation of Investment
Portfolios, " Journal of Business, (April, 1969); E, F, Fama and
M. H, Miller, The Theory of Finance, (New York: Holt, Rhinehart,
Winston, 1972), pp. 276-320.




. 39

portfolio. In equilibrium, the expected rate of return on an asset
will be the linear function of the asset's risk measure expressed as:

E[Ry 1= Ry + aBy

Ry is defined as the rate of return on a risk free asset; '"3'" ig
a constant for all securities equal to the expected risk premium on
the market portfolio, [E (Ryv) - RF] .

An asset's actual return, of course, will fluctuate about its
expected return; the actual return is represented by:

Ry = E (Ry) + ez

ez is a random variable, typically with non-zero values. The
relationship, Rz = Ry + Bz[E (RMm) - RF]+ ey, presents the asso-
ciation between the actual rate of return on an asset and the rate of

return on the market portfolio. 2

The potential effect of the risk-rate of return association
upon the concentration-rate of return hypothesis was realized by
Yale Brozen. In 1969, he hypothesized that ''larger firms (and
more concentrated industries) may own riskier assets than equiva-
lent size collections of smaller firms .,. profits and concentration
may be associated because of the association of risk and concentra-

tion, concentration being the method for reducing the costs of risk. n3

23, Fred Weston and Jerome Baesel, '"Concentration, Risk
and Profit, ' unpublished study, 1975.

3Yale Brozen, "'Significance of Profit Data for Antitrust
Data,' The Antitrust Bulletin, (Spring 1969), p. 128,
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Measures of By, Beta, are developed in Appendix III
for the firms analyzed using monthly market returns over
the 1971-1974 study period. Monthly returns took the
following form:

Rt = Pt - Pt_l + Dt
Pi1

Where,
P = Market price at the end of period t
Pt¢.1 = Market price at the end of period t-1
Dt = Dividend paid in period t
Additionally, Beta will be introduced into the concentration-
profits relationship and tests of significance performed. Brozen's

hypothesis that more concentrated industries are risker will be

tested.

R & D ADJUSTMENT METHODOLOGIES

Two basic adjustments, with regards to R & D, have been
made to bring reported profits more closely to the economic (''true'’)
profits of the firms studied. One adjustment was to profits; another
was made to reflect an economic stock of R & D capital. To under-
stand the techniques utilized,4 the following concepts are presented;

let:

4The analysis structure presented here has been adapted
from that of L. Weiss, '"Advertising, Profits and Corporate Taxes, '
Review of Economics and Statistics, Vol. LI, (November 1969),
pp. 241-430. Another excellent treatment of this problem can be




P, = Reported profits in year t

Pi{= Adjusted profits in year t

E; = Reported equity at the end of year t
E;:k: Adjusted equity at the end of year t
Rt = R & D charge against income in period t

Ry = Adjusted R & D charge against income in period t

St = Stock of R & D (R & D capital) in period t

The relationship between the adjusted and reported return then is:
Pf: Py + [Rt - current depreciation changes on Sf]
and:

EZ‘= E¢ + accumulated research expenditure minus accu-
mulated depreciation on S{'.

ALTERNATIVE METHODOLOGIES

The pattern of depreciation and investment of R determines the
precise relation between the adjusted and reported returns. This will
depend upon the rate of growth of R and the economic life of R & D

capital. The rate of growth can be directly measured or approxi-

found in H. Bloch, Advertising, Competition and Market
Performance, (unpublished Ph. D, dissertation, The University
of Chicago, 1971). Bloch does not treat the deferral of tax liability
resulting from the accountant's period expensing policy as a net
benefit to the firm. Weiss does not agree; he assumes that as the
resulting deferred taxes for a continuing firm are never paid, taxes
arbitrarily imputed tend to further bias the profit measure. Weiss's
approach was adopted in this study.

41
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mated by a surrogate variable, the rate of growth of sales. 5 The
economic life of R & D capital is effectively limited by the patent
grant, 17 years. However, within that constraint economic life can
either be relatively long-lived or short-lived. Therefore, three cases
which encompass reasonable limits of economic life have been con-
sidered for this study; they are:

1) Base Methodology: A base case was first considered.

This case assumed that economic depreciation occurs

equally over time. Therefore, adjusted values were
calculated as follows.

R¢

16
(117 iX:O Ry ]

Pp=P, + (Ry- R )

s* =[:1/17 Ry 15+ 2/17 Ry_yg + ... + 15/17 Re_1 + 16/17 Rt ]

Ef = E, + S}

(Assumes all R & D occurs at beginning of period)

5B. Branch, Research and Development, Profits, and
Sales Growth, (unpublished Ph.D. dissgertation, The University
of Michigan, 1970). Branch, writing under F, M. Scherer,
found the level of R & D to be significantly associated with sales
growth,




2) Short-Lived Case: Of course, the shortest-lived
case would be equivalent to the current practice
of expensing all R & D as incurred. This is tan-
tamount to saying that R & D has no lasting eco-
nomic value. As long-lived assets (marketable
products with patents) are the product of R & D,
this is obviously a distorted economic case. However,
it may be reasonable to assume that the economic de-
preciation on R & D capital occurs more rapidly in
the near years than in the latter years. This case,
therefore, assumed economic depreciation to occur
at rates approximating the accounting sum-of-year's
digits method; or, over the 17-year economic life of
R & D, depreciation totaled 17/153 for the first year,
16/153 for the second, to 1/153 in the seventeenth
year. This results in an accelerated economic depre-
ciation of R & D capital almost 1.9 times that of the
base methodology in the first year. In this case,
adjusted values were calculated as follows.

Rf= [17/153 Ry + 16/153 Ry_y + ... +2/153 Re_15 +
1/153 R, 1]

Pf=P¢ + (R, - R{)

s§‘= [1/153 Rt-15 + 3/153 R¢-14 + ... + 120/153 Rg_] +
136/153 REJ

Ef = Et + Sp

(Assumes all R & D occurs at beginning of period)

3) Long-Lived Case: This case assumes economic
depreciation to occur at rates approximating
reverse sum-of-years digits method; or, over
a 17-year economic life, depreciation equals
1/153 during the first year, 2/153 during the
second, to 17/153 in the seventeenth year.

This results in an extended depreciation schedule
and serves to dimension the sensitivity of the
analysis. In this case, adjusted values were
calculated as follows.
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Rf = [1/153 Ry + 2/153 Ry_y + ... + 16/153 R._15 +
17/153 R¢_164
Pp = Py + R - RY)

St = [17/153 Ry_15 + 33/153 Ry_j4 + e+ +
150/153 Ry_j + 152/153 R ]

ES %

(Assumes all R & D occurs at beginning of period)

The alternative methodologies were selected to dimension
the economic life of R & D capital and are not intended to be pre-
cise interpretive tools. Adjusted values (R:‘, Pf, SEk s E:z, and
P*/E*) have been calculated for each of the firms in the study;

these are reported in Appendix II.

AGE
Yale Brozen has grouped the risk and R & D capital

explanations of why accounting profit rates are not good measures

of performance with yet another variable - age. This group of

variables, he speculates, affect the concentration-profits rela-

tionship through introduction of '"systematic accounting bias"

into the measure of profits; furthermore, this bias may increase

with concentration. 6 With respect to age, he hypothesizes:

6yale Brozen, ''Significance of Profit Data for Antitrust
Data, ' op. cit., p.125.
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Larger firms ... are morelikely to be older

firms than smaller firms ... larger firms

are found in more highly concentrated indus-

tries, the older average age of these firms

may result in a greater understatement by

accounting data of the true market value

of their assets than for the younger firms

composing less concentrated industries. 7

Accounting convention reports assets at historic costs

and depreciates assets at rates based upon historic costs.
However, in periods of inflation, assets cannot be replaced
at historic acquisition costs. As a result, firm balance
sheets will generally grossly understate the current value
of those assets, profit statements will overstate the returns
to the firm, and profit rates will be overstated. Firm age,
Brozen hypothesizes, may serve as a surrogate measure for

this bias; if so, a positive relation between age and profit

rates would be observed.

TESTABLE HYPOTHESES

This study will consider whether firms in industries with
high concentration ratios have higher risk, more bias caused
by expensing R & D, and are older than firms in industries
with low concentration. Specific null and alternative hypotheses

follow.

TIbid., pp. 125-126,
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Null Hypothesis (A): Firms in industries with high
concentration ratios {(or stated barriers to entry)
do not have relatively more bias in their reported
profit rates caused by the expensing of research
and development than firms in industries with
lower concentration ratios.

Null Hypothesis (B): Firms in industries with high
concentration ratios are of equal or less risk, as
measured by the Beta measure of risk, than firms
in industries with lower concentration ratios.

Null Hypothesis (C): Firms in industries with high
concentration ratios are equal in age or younger
than firms in industries with lower concentration
ratios.

Alternative Hypothesis (A): Firms in industries
with high concentration ratios (or stated barriers

to entry) have relatively more bias in their reported
profit rates caused by the expensing of research and
development than firms in industries with lower
concentration ratios.

Alternative Hypothesis (B): Firms in industries
with high concentration ratios have greater risk,
as measured by the Beta measure of risk, than
firms in industries with lower concentration
ratios.

Alternative Hypothesis (C): Firms in industries
with high concentration ratios are older in age
than firms in industries with lower concentration
ratios.

MULTIVARIATE ANALYSIS

As most researchers have realized, interindustry profit
variance is not explained by differences in industry concentration

alone, Industrial organization theory suggests a number of additional



determinants. In order to expand the analysis, some of these
variables will be included in a linear least squares multiple
regression model; their significance will then be tested.

Concentration should not produce higher than normal profits
over any extended time unless there are barriers to entry. Lacking
barriers, ''the exploitation of market power associated with higher
concentration should induce entry which will bid down the excess
profit as it erodes the concentration level. The higher the barriers
to entry, the higher the price-cost margin and profits associated
with entry forestalling behavior. " 8 As a result, a variable
dependent upon the height of barriers will be introduced into
the equations.

Additional influences possibly caused by accounting bias
related to R & D expensing policy and firm age, as previously
discussed, will likewise be introduced. Further, the Beta

measure of risk will be considered. Introductionofan R & D

47

intensity variable and consideration of a subcase including Shepherd's

"market' concentration variable will complete the determinants

examined.

8Glenn C. Gambles, Structural Determinants of Profit
Performance in U, S, Manufacturing, 1947-1967, (unpublished
Ph. D. dissertation, University of Maryland, 1970), p. 73.
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The variables examined by no means exhaust the list of
influencing factors. The primary thrust of this study, however,
is to test the three hypotheses advanced as well as their alterna-
tives. Examination of additional variables is related to their
significance, in the case of barriers, and to the availability of
data, in the case of R & D intensity, which was compiled in

order to examine the testable hypotheses.

VARIABLES CONSIDERED

Rate of Return (P/E) -- The rate of return measure used

in this analysis is profits as a percentage of average equity over

the period 1971-1974, the last complete business cycle - trough

to trough., These rates were computed as weighted averages derived
from source data reported to the Securities Exchange Commission in
annual 10-K reports. Source data is reported in Appendix IV. The
notation P*/E* will represent adjusted rates of return. Adjusted
financial data for the sixty-nine firms in the study are reported in
Appendix II. Reference is made to the discussion presented in
Chapter II on the appropriateness of profits as an indicator of

performance.

Age of Firm (X;) -- The age of firms in years was defined

as the age since incorporation. The date of incorporation was

determined through inspection of Moody's Industrial Manual.
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It should be noted that this may be a somewhat biased estimator
of the age of particular firms, When, for example, firms
represent combinations of several corporations the date of
incorporation of the surviving (generally much larger) corporation
was utilized. When the suxfi;ﬁng corporation represented a new
corporation and the predecessor firms were approximately
equal in size, the date of incorporation of the oldest firm was
utilized. Further bias may be introduced when predecessor firms
were unincorporated and the date of founding not clearly specified
or available. However, even with these deficiencie's it is felt
that this variable captures a significant portion of the period of growth
in assets of the firms in the sample. Table 3 on the following
page presents the ages of the firms in the study in descending
order.

Beta (X2) -- The Beta measure of risk was calculated
for each of the sample firms using monthly market returns over
the 1971-74 period, the period of the analysis. As a result,
forty-eight individual observations were utilized to determine
the Beta coefficient for each firm. Periodic returns calculated
in Appendix IIl were regressed against market returns using the
CAPM. The surrogate measure for the risk fr.:ae rate was 90-day
treasury bill rates; for the market return Standard and Poor's

stock averages were utilized,




Table 3
Age of Firms

Firm

SmithKline Corp.
Interco, Inc.
Proctor & Gamble
Pabst Brewing Company
Anheuser-Busch
Jones & Laughlin
Hiram Walker
Libby McNeil
Colgate-Palmolive
General Mills
Pillsbury

Goodrich

Reynolds Industries
Lilly (Eli) & Co.
Robins (A.H.) Co.
Brown Group Inc.
Eastman Kodak Co.
Exxon Corp.

Mobil 0Oil Corp.
PPG Industries
Phelps Dodge
Burroughs Corp.
Upjohn Co.

Searle (G.D.) & Co.
Alcoa

Standard Oil (Ind.)
American Brands
Mezrck & Co.
Uniroyal Inc.
Apaconda

Liehigh Portland Cement
Goodyear
American Smelting & Refining
Republic Steel
Firestone
American Can

Year Of
Founding

1830
1836
1837
1844
1852
1853
1858
1863
1864
1866
1869
1870
1875
1876
1878
1878
1880
1882
1882
1882
1885
1886
1886
1888

1888
1889

1890
1891
1892
1895
1897
1898
1899
1899
1900
1901

145
139
138
131
123
122
117
112
111
109
106
105
100
99
97
97
95
93
93
92
90
89
89
87

87
86

85
84
83
80
78
17
76
76
75
74

50




Table 3 (continued)
Age of F'irms

Year Of
Firm Founding
U.S. Gypsum 1901
U.S. Steel 1901
Texaco 1902
National Distillers 1902
Ford 1903
Owens -Illinois 1903
Bethlehem Steel 1904
Bell & Howell Co. 1907
Ideal Basic Industries 1908
International Business Machines 1911
Liggett & Meyers 1911
Control Data Corp. 1912
Continental Can 1913
Reynolds Metals 1914
Kennecott 1915
American Motors 1916
Del Monte Cowp. 1916
General Motors 1916
Libby-Owens-Ford 1916
American Bakeries Co. 1916
Celanese 1918
Lone Star Cement 1919
Philip Morris Inc.. 1919
Chrysler 1921
Falstaff Brewing Co. 1921
National Gypsum 1925
Stokely-Van Camp 1927
Anchor-Hocking 1928
Distillers Corp.-Seagram 1928
Polaroid Corp. 1937
Kaiser Aluminum 1940
General Portland Cement 1947

Digital Equipment Corp. 1957

5

74
74
73
73
72
72
71
68
67

64
64
63
62
61
60
59
59
59
59
59
57
56
56
54
54
50
48
47
47
38
35
28
18
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R & D Intensity (X3) -- The independent R & D intensity

variable was defined as the average rate of R & D expenditure

as a percentage of net sales. It was computed from the source

data presented in Appendix IV for the period 1971-1974. Alterna-

tive measures of innovation suggested by other investigators

include R & D employment, patents, and new product intro-

ductions. Statistics for these alternative measures were unavailable
to the author. All measures seek to identify, in effect, the level of
innovation. Schumpeter suggests that through the profitable exploi-
tation of market power firms advance technology through innovation. 10
Table 4 on the two pages following presents the R & D intensity of

the firms in the sample. Where a dash (-) is shown R & D expen-

ditures représent less than 1% of sales and were not reported to the

S.E.C. In those cases, a zero value was assigned and utilized

in the regressions.

Shepherd's '""Market! Concentration Variable (X4) --

W. G. Shepherd developed weighted average 4-firm concen-

tration ratios for a firm's primary markets. 11 This measure

9F. M. Scherer, Industrial Market Structure and Economic
Performance, Chicago: Rand McNally & Company, 1971, pp. 362-
364,

10Joseph A. Schumpeter, op. cit., p. 101.

11W. G. Shepherd, op. cit.
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R & D INTENSITY
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Firm

Alcoa

American Bakeries Co,
American Brands
American Can

American Motors
American Smelting & Refining
Anaconda
Anchor-Hocking
Anheuser-Busch

Bell & Howell Co,
Bethlehem Steel

Brown Group Inc.
Burroughs Corp.
Celanese

Chrysler
Colgate-Palmolive Co.
Continental Can

Control Data Corp.

Del Monte Corp.

Digital Equipment Corp.
Distillers Corp. - Seagram
Eastman Kodak Co.
Exxon Corp.

Falstaff Brewing Co.
Firestone

Ford

General Mills

General Motors

General Portland Cement
Goodrich

Goodyear

Hiram Walker

Ideal Basic Industries
Interco Inc.

International Businese Machines
Jones & Laughlin

Kaiser Aluminum

R & D as a % of Net Sales

Average

1971 1972 1973 1974 1971-74

2.12% 1.86% 1.62% 1.58% 1.75%
1.49 1.43 1.32 1.25 1.36
2.44 2.44 2.20 1.77 2,16
1.71 1.17 .95 .82 1,08
1.54 1.35 1.25 1.29 1.35
5.64 6.13 5.97 4.67 5.56
5,08 3.10 5.19 5.65 4.66
4,15 3.77 3.05 3.01 3.42
1.95 1.95 2.10 2.20 2.06
2.36 2.01 1.74 1,10 1.69
1.66 1.56 1.39 1.29 1.45
5.78 4,46 5.14 5.11 5.10
.88 .88 .78 .72 .81
11,38 10.71 9. 38 8. 68 9.62
6.32 6.18 6.15 5.97 6. 14
1.22 1.20 .91 . 80 .98
1.53 1.52 1. 44 1.38 1.46
4.13 4.10 4.80 4.15 4.31
1.30 1.32 1.19 1.08 1.20
3.55 3.50 3.47 4, 34 3.171
.21 .16 .19 .23 .20
2. 11 2.11 2.05 2.01 2.07
2.36 2.41 2.43 2.19 2.34
6.53 7.09 6.64 7.02 6.84
1.27 1,02 .76 .63 .87
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Firm

Kennecott Copper Corp
Lehigh Portland Cement
Libby-McNeil
Libby-Owens-Ford
Liggett & Meyers
Lilly (Eli) & Co.
Lone Star Industries
Merck & Co.

Mobil Oil Corp.
National Distillers
National Gypsum
Owens - Illinois
PPG Industries
Pabst Brewing Co.
Phelps Dodge
Philip Morris Inc.
Pillsbury

Polaroid Corp.
Proctor & Gamble
Republic Steel
Reynolds Industries
Reynolds Metals
Robins (A.H.) Co.
Searle (G.D.) Co.
SmithKline Corp.
Standard Oil (Ind.)
Stokely-Van Camp
Texaco

U.S. Gypsum

U.S. Steel
Uniroyal Inc.
Upjohn Co.

R & D as a % of Net Sales
Average
1971 1972 1973 1974 1971-74
1.03% . 94% . 80% .63% .82%

29 27 .32 39 .32
.56 .61 .52 .42 .53
9,33 9.06 8.56 8.39 8.78
.19 .19 .22 .64 .34
8.51 8.32 7.85 7.78 8.06
1. 38 1.47 1.17 .94 1.18
3.18 3.14 2.74 2.48 2.85
2. 62 2. 51 2.70 2.71 2.64
53 57 55 .51 .54
.82 .78 .75 . 66 .74
16. 35 23.31 18.00 10. 14 16.48
2,89 2.87 2.96 2.70 2.85
1.23 .96 .77 .69 .87
3.96 3.96 4,23 4,56 4,21
11.94 13.20 9.18 8.72 10.08
9.83 9.55 9.05 9.09 9.34
9.04 12.18 11.71 7.79 9,84
.66 .55 .43 .26 .41
.69 .69 66 .64 .66
2.98 2.95 2.64 2.52 2.75
10, 36 9.84 8.74 8.52 9.20
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theoretically would provide a better estimation of concentration's
possible role in the market structure-performance relationship.
Census classifications assign a firm to its primary market.
However, most firms operate in several economic markets. As
a result, Census statistics tend to underestimate firm concentra-
tion ratios. Shepherd's extensive analysis provides data for a
more precise measure of concentration. Shepherd' measure

was available for 54 of the 69 firms represented in this study.
Therefore, a subcase test set was established of these 54 firms

for which Shepherd's '"market" concentration variable was available.

Dummy Variable: Industry Concentration (Xg) --

A dummy variable was created to identify the level of

industry concentration and barriers., The variable took on the

value one when industry concentration was equal to or greater than
70, zero otherwise. Eight-firm concentration ratios were obtained

from the Census Bureau's Concentration Ratios in Manufacturing, 1972,

Dummy Variable: Barriers to Entry (Xg) --

Another dummy variable was established to identify the
height of industry barriers. H, M. Mann's barriers classifications

were utilized for this determination, 12 The barriers dummy took

125, M. Mann, ''Seller Concentration Barriers to Entry, and
Rates of Return in Thirty Industries, 1950-60,' The Review of
Economics & Statistics (August, 1966), Vol. 47, pp. 296-307.




the value one when Mann classified the industry as having
high barriers, zero otherwise.

Before proceeding to the results of the analysis, it
was felt desirable to present a summary table of all of the
variables utilized in the study. That is shown in Table 5
on the following two pages. Sample statistics for the

input variables are shown in Table 6,
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Table s
Summary: Values of Dependent and Independent Variables

Profits as a Percentage of Average Equity
With Adjustments N “ Shepbherd's
Without Base Long- Short- Beta Dummy Variables Measure of Average ""Market"

Firm Adiultmenl.“) Melhodolo“(z) Lived Case!?! Lived Cneu) Coefficient) Concentration Barriers &(5) R&D Lntan-igx(s) Concentration Vuhhle(."
Alcoa 8.0% 7.9% 7.9% 8.0% .61 1 [} 87 1.75% 85
American Bakeries 2.2 2.2 2.2 2.2 .51 0 0 59 Neg. 35
Americag Brands 13.4 13.4 13.4 13.4 .54 1 1 85 Neg. 60
American Can 9.3 8.5 8.3 8.7 .29 1 o 74 1.36 55
American Motors 8.6 7.4 7.0 8.0 .73 1 1 59 2.16 94
American Smelting & Refining 11.5 11.2 11.2 11.2 .88 1 0 76 1.08 85
Anaconda 5.6 5.6 5.6 5.6 1.25% 1 0 80 Neg. 70
Anchor-Hocking 11.6 10.9 10.7 11.0 .19 1 ] 47 1.35 80
Anheuser-Busch 15.2 15.2 15.2 15.2 1,26 1 0 123 Neg. 65
Bell & Howell Co. 10.1 9.6 9.7 9.5 1.20 1 1 68 5.56 N/A
Bethlehemn Steel 9.5 9.5 9.5 9.5 .59 1 (4 n Neg. 65
Brown Group Inc. 12.0 12,0 12.0 1z.0 .83 o ° 97 Neg. 45
Burroughs Corp. 12.9 13.5 13.5 1.5 1.08 1 )] 89 4,66 N/A
Celanese 10.8 10.8 111 10.4 .59 1 o 57 3.42 8s
Chrysler 6.2 7.5 7.7 7.3 .82 1 1 sS4 2,06 85
Colgate-Palmolive Co. 16.0 13.3 12.9 13.8 1. 16 1 0 1l 1.69 65
Continental Can 12.3 11.0 10.6 11.3 .52 1 0 62 1.45 45
Control Data Corp. 2.1 4.6 5.1 4.0 1.76 1 1 63 5.10 N/A
Del Monte Corp. 11. 4 10.8 10.7 11.0 .67 [} 0 59 .81 55
Digital Equipment Corp. 13.0 17.5 18,3 16. 8 1.31 1 1 18 9.62 N/A
Distillers Corp. - Seagram 9.1 9,1 9.1 9.1 1. 14 1 1 47 Neg. 55
Lastman Kodak Co. 20.2 17.2 16.8 17.8 .89 1 1 95 6.14 80
Exxon Corp. 17.0 15.3 4.8 15.9 .52 o o 93 .98 65
Falstaff Brewing Co. a1 a.1 a1 9.1 1.49 1 4 54 Neg. 65
Firestone 1.2 10.6 10. 4 10.7 .82 1 0 75 1,46 60
Ford 11.8 1.1 11.0 11.3 .78 1 1 72 4.31 85
Gereral Mills 15.6 14.7 14.3 15.1 1.09 0 o 109 .20 55
General Motors 16.1 13.5 12.9 14.1 .67 1 1 59 3.71 85
General Portland Cement 6.3 6.3 0.4 6.3 1.05 [ 0 28 .20 N/A
Goodrich 1.3 7.1 1.0 1.2 .60 1 Y 105 2.07 N/A
Goodyear 1.3 10.7 10.5 10. 8 .66 1 [ kad 2,34 50
Hiram Walker 131 13.1 13.1 13.1 .62 1 1 17 Neg. N/A
tdeal Basic Induetries 12.0 12.0 12.0 12.0 1.20 o 1} 67 Neg. 40
Interco Inc. 13.6 13.6 13.6 13.6 1.05 o o 139 Neg. N/A
lnternational Business Machines 18.6 17.2 17.1 17. 4 -9 1 1 64 6. 84 35
Jones & Laughlin 8.6 8.6 8.6 8.6 .80 1 0 122 Neg. 60
Kaiser Aluminum 7.3 6.7 6.7 6.8 .89 1 o 35 .87 70
Kennecott Copper Corp. 10.0 10.6 10.7 10.5 .63 1 o 60 .82 65
Leh:gh Portland Cement 7.2 7.2 7.2 2.2 1,07 o o 78 Neg. N/A
Libby-McNeil 36 36 3.6 3.7 1.13 o 0 12 .32 35
Libby-Owens -Ford 14.0 14.0 14.0 14.0 .88 1 1 59 Neg. 96
Liggett & Meyers 8.9 8.4 8.3 8.6 .82 1 1 64 .53 81
Lilly (Eli' x Co. 22.1 18.3 17.7 18.9 .73 o 1 99 8.78 90
Lone Star Industries 10. & 10.9 10.9 10.9 .76 o o 56 M 80
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Table 5 {continued
Summary: Values of Dependent and Independent Varisbles

Profits as a Percentage of Average Equity
With Adjustments Shepherd's
Without Base Long Short Beta Dummy Vu-'uble-“) Measure of Average "Market" 7
Firm Adjustments' I Methodo\ou'z’ Lived-Cue‘?‘) L‘wed-Cne'z) Coefficient!3)  Concentration Barriers A‘g‘s) R&«D [nlemigz‘e’ Concentration Variable( )
Merck & Co. 26.9% 20. 8% 20, 0% 21.7% .97 0 1 84 8.06% 90
Mobil Oil Corp. 14.2 13.4 13,2 13,6 .58 0 0 93 1.18 65
National Distillers 10.7 10.7 10.7 10.7 .69 1 1 73 Neg. N/A
National Gypsum 8.8 8.8 8.8 8.8 .58 1 0 50 Neg. N/A
Owens-Illinois 10.2 9.8 9.9 9.8 .95 1 4] 72 2.85 40
PPG Industries 11.2 8 9.5 10.1 .94 1 1 92 2,64 80
Pabst Brewing Co, 1.5 11.§ 1.5 11.5 .41 1 0 131 Neg. N/A
Phelps Dodge 12. 4 12.3 12.3 12.3 .88 1 0 90 .54 70
Philip Morris Inc. 19.6 19.6 19.6 19.6 .89 1 1 56 Neg. 5
Pillsbury 1.4 10. 4 10.2 10.7 .80 o o 106 .74 45
Polaroid Corp. 8.0 13.8 14.5 12.9 1.58 1 1 38 16.48 %0
Proctor & Gamble 17.9 15.3 14.8 16.0 T4 1 0 138 2.85 75
Republic Steel 7.0 7.0 7.0 7.0 .54 1 o % Neg. 60
Reynolds Industries 18.6 18.0 18.6 18.6 .65 1 1 100 Neg. 81
Reynolds Metals 5.7 5.5 5.6 5.5 1.01 1 0 61 .87 N/A
Robins 1A H,) Co. 20.5 18.2 18.4 15.0 1,34 0 1 97 4.21 N/A
Searle (G, D.} Co. 26.0 13,9 14.8 12.9 1.05 0 1 87 10,08 95
SmithKline Corp. 22.0 15.5 .7 16,5 .79 ] 1 145 9.34 90
Standard Qil (Ind. ) 14.0 1.5 10.9 12.2 .45 0 0 86 9.84 65
Stokely-Van Camp 7.3 .3 7.3 7.3 .56 ] ] 48 Neg. 40
Texaco 15.8 15.4 15.3 15.5 .63 0 0 73 41 65
U.S. Gypsum 9.5 9.5 9,5 Q.6 N1 1 ] 74 .66 n
U.S, Steel 8.6 8.0 8.6 8.6 .43 1 0 74 Neg. 65
Uniroyal Inc. 8.0 6.9 6.8 7.2 .69 1 0 83 2.75 N/A
Upiohn Co. 17.0 14.2 13.7 14.7 .97 1] 1 89 9.20 90
Notes
t1) Weighted average profits as a percentage of average equity for the period 1971-1974.
{2) Adjustments as per methodologies developed 1n text.
(3} Beta coefficient measure of risk.
(4) Dummy variable {or concentration 2ssigned value of one when 8-firm concentration ratio > 70; otherwise, assigned value of zero. Barriers dummy variable assigned value of one when stated
entry barriers where very high, zerc otherwise.
(5) Age of firm sirre incorporation.
(6) Average R & D expenditure as a percentageof net sales for the period 1971-1974, Neg. = Negligible: less than 1% of sales and not reparted to S. E, C. {Assigned value of zero in regressions).
t7) Source: W. G, Shepherd, "The Elements of Market Structure,” Review of Economics & Statistice, Volume 54, (Fall 1972), Supplementary printout of data used. The data represents a weighted average

of 4-firm concentration in the firm's primary markets estimated or approximated by Shepherd. Shepherd's measure was available for 54 of the 69 firms in the current study: when available, noted
as N/A.
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Table 6

Sample Statistivs for lnput VVariables
for Laeast Squarcs Estimations

Profit Rates

Shepherd's
Without Short- Lived Base Long-Lived R&D Average "'Market"”

Parameter Adjustment Methodology Methodology Methodology Beta Intensity Concentration Variable* Age
Maximum likelihood estimates
of population parameters
Arithmetic mean 12.02% 11,41 11,31 11,237 .85 2. 40% 69.0 78.9
Standard deviation 5.06 4,04 3,93 3.88 .29 3.35 16.7 26.2
Sample variance 25.57 16,32 15,58 15. 09 .08 11.26 279.1 689.0

*Statistica for 54 firms only.
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CHAPTER IV

EMPIRICAL RESULTS

Now that the model and variables have been specified, the
empirical analysis can be conducted. The study will be presented
in two parts. First the specific hypotheses advanced will be
tested using the statistical technique of analysis of variance.
Then, the linear least squares regression analysis will be

presented,

TEST OF HYPOTHESES (A)

Consider null hypothesis (A) and its alternative.

Null Hypothegis (A): Firms in industries with high
concentration ratios (or stated barriers to entry)
do not have relatively more bias in their reported
profit rates caused by the expensing of research
and development than firms in industries with
lower concentration ratios.

Alternative Hypothesis (A): Firms in industries
with high concentration ratios (or stated barriers

to entry) have relatively more bias in their reported
profit rates caused by the expensing of research
and development than firms in industries with lower
concentration ratios.

Table 7a presents a summary of average profit rate bias,
classified by concentration ratios, caused by expensing research

and development for the sixty-nine firms in the study. Separation
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Table 7a

Average Profit Rate Bias® Caused by Expensing Research and
Development for Sixty-Nine Firms Classified
by Industry Concentration®

8-Firm Alternative Methodologies
Concentration
Ratios Short-Lived Base Long-Lived
Greater than or
equal to 70 .13% . 18% .21%
N=47
Less than 70 1.63 1. 84 2.01
(X5= 0)
N=22
F-Ratios® 8.61 9.56 9.88
Conclusion Groups from Groups from Groups from
different different different
populations populations populations

3Unadjusted profit rate (P/E) less adjusted profit rate (P*/E%*).

PThe criterion for separation was the 1972 concentration ratio for the top eight firms as reported by the
Census Bureau, Annual Survey of Manufacturers, 1972, Concentration Ratios in Manufacturing (Washington, 1975).

€Critical value between groups at 5% level of significance is 3. 99.
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Table 7b

Average Profit Rate Bias® Caused by Expensing Research and Development
for Fifty-Four Firms Where Shepherd's Variable
Available Classified by Industry Concentration

8-Firm Alternative Methodologies
Concentration

Ratios Short-Lived Base Long-Lived

Greater than or
Equal to 70 . 29% «39% .47%
N=36

Less than 70

(Xg=0) 1.91 2.16 2.38

N=18

F-Ratios® 7.01 7.97 8.43

Conclusion Groups from Groups from Groups from
different different different
populations populations populations

a
Unadjusted profit rate (P/E) less adjusted profit rate (P*/E%),

The criterion for separation was the 1972 concentration ratio for the top eight firms as reported by the Census
Bureau, Annual Survey of Manufacturers, 1972, Concentration Ratios in Manufacturing (Washington, 1975).

c
Critical value between groups at 5% level of significance is 4,03,
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Table 7¢

Average Profit Rate Bias? Caused by Expensing Research and Development
for Fifty-Four Firms Where Shepherd's Variable Available Classified
by Shepherd's Concentration Ratios

Shepherd's. Alternative Methodologies
Concentration
Ratios Short-Lived , Base Long-Lived
Greater than or
equal to 70 1.29% 1.45% 1.57%
(X 2 70)
N=26
Less than 70
(X, <70) .40 .54 .66
=28
... b
F-Ratios 2.21 2.13 1.94
Conclusion Groups may be Groups may be Groups may be
from same from same from same
population population population

#Unadjusted profit rate (P/E) less adjusted profit rate (P*/E%*),

b~ ...
Critical value between groups at 5% level of significance is 4, 03.
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was made at the 70% level for the top eight firms in the industry.
Table 7b presents the same summary developed upon the sub-
sample of fifty-four firms where Shepherd's variable was available.

A third table, Table 7c, is also presented; this table is
similar to 7b. However, separation in 7c is on Shepherd's
concentration ratios which allows us an alternative to the
Census Bureau classifications,

The statistical technique of analysis of variance tested for
the significance between groups at the 5% level of significance.
Testing with separation based upon concentration ratios supports
the null hypothesis in all cases (Tables 7a, b, & c). In tables
7a and 7b, however, a hypothesis that firms in industries with
high concentration ratios have relatively less bias in their
reported profit rates would be supported.

Table 8a presents a summary of average profit rate bias,
classified by entry barriers, caused by expensing research and
development for the sixty-nine firms in the study. Separation
was made between very high entry barriers and substantial and
moderate-to-low., Table 8b presents the same summary developed
upon the subsample of fifty-four firms where Shepherd's variable

was available.
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Table 8a

Average Profit Rate Bias? Caused by Expensing Research and

Development for Sixty-Nine Firms Classified

by Barriers to Entry®

Alternative Methodologies

Entry Barriers Short-Lived Base Long-Lived

Very high

(Xe= 1) 1.05% 1.13% 1.20%

N=26

Substantial and

moderate-to-low .34 .45 .53

(Xe=0)

N=43

F-Ratios® 1.89 1.57 1.31

Conclusion Groups may be Groups may be Groups may be
from same from same from same
population population population

aUnadjusted profit rate (P/E) less adjusted profit rate (P*/E#%).

bThe criterion for separation was H. M. Mann, op. cit.

CCritical value between groups at 5% level of significance is 3.99.
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Table 8b

Average Profit Rate Bias® Caused by Expensing Research and Development

for Fifty-Four Firms Where Shepherd's Variable Available

Classified by Barriers to Entry?

Alternative Methodologies
Entry Barriers Short-Lived Base Long-Lived
Very High
(Xe= 1) 1.65% 1.84% 2.01%
N=19
Substantial and
moderate-to-low .38 .51 .61
(Xg= 0)
N=35
F-Ratios® 4.24 4.34 4,31
Conclusion Groups from Groups from Groups from
different different different
populations populations populations

2Unadjusted profit rate (P/E) less adjusted profit rate (P*/E%),

b
The criterion for separation was H. M. Mann, op. cit.

€Critical value between groups at 5% level of significance is 4. 03,
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Testing with separation based upon barriers to entry
supports the null hypothesis in Table 8a (full sample) and its
alternative in Table 8b (sub-sample). However, even in Table 8a
the profit rate bias tends to be higher in the very high barriers

group.

TEST OF HYPOTHESES (B)

Consider again null hypothesis (B) and its alternative.

Null Hypothesis (B): Firms in industries with high
concentration ratios are of equal or less risk, as
measured by the Beta measure of risk, than firms
in industries with lower concentration ratios.

Alternative Hypothesis (B): Firms in industries with
high concentration ratios have greater risk, as measured
by the Beta measure of risk, than firms in industries
with lower concentration ratios.

Tables 9a and b present a summary of average age, average
Beta coefficients, average R & D intensity, and average unadjusted
profit rates separated by 8-firm concentration ratios. Table 9a
is calculated based upon the full sample of sixty-nine firms;

Table 9b is calculated based upon the subsample of fifty-four
firms where Shepherd's '"market'' concentration variable was
available. A third table, Table 9c, was developed utilizing
Shepherd's '""market' concentration variable as the separation
criterion. These tables will be referred to totest hypotheses

B and C and additionally for several supplementary tests.




Table 9a

Average Age, Beta Coefficients, R & D Intensity, and Unadjusted

Profit Rates for Sixty-Nine Firms, 1971-1974,

Classified by 8- Firm Concentration Ratios?

8-Firm R&D
Concentration Average Average Beta Intensity Average Unadjusted
Ratios Age (X;)P Coefficient (X3) (X;) Profit Rates (P/E)
Greater than or 75.3 years .84 2.13% 11.07%
equal to 70
(X5= 1)
N=47
Less than 70
(X5= 0) 86.5 . 86 2.99 14.03
N=22
F-Ratios® 2.80 .034 . 967 5.39
Conclusion Groups may be Groups may be Groups may be Groups from
from same from same from same different
population population population populations

3The criterion for separation was the 1972 concentration ratio for the top eight firms as reported by the Census
Bureau, Annual Survey of Manufacturers, 1972, Concentration Ratios in Manufacturing (Washington, 1975).

bAverage age as of mid-year 1975,

[od sor
Critical value between groups at 5% level of significance is 3,99,
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Average Age, Beta Coefficients, R & D Intensity, Shepherd's '"Market'' Concentration,

Table 9%

and Unadjusted Profit Rates for Fifty- Four Firms Where Shepherd's Variable

Available Classified by 8-Firm Concentration Ratios?

Shepherd's
8-Firm Average R&D "Market"
Concentration Average Beta Coeffi- Intensity Concentration Average Unadjusted
Ratios Age (X))P cient (X2) (Xs3) Variable (X4) Profit Rates (P/E)
Greater than or
equal to 70 74.4 years .82 1.93% 70.4 11.59%
(Xs= 1)
N=36
Less than 70
(Xs5= 0) 86.8 .79 3.40 63.6 14.51
N=18
F-Ratios® 3.30 . 186 2.16 1.85 4.02
Conclusion Groups may be Groups may be Groups may be Groups may be Groups may be

from same
population

from same
population

from same
population

from same
population

from same
population

2The criterion for separation was the 1972 concentration ratio for the top eight firms as reported by the Census
Bureau, Annual Survey of Manufacturers, 1972, Concentration Ratios in Manufacturing (Washington, 1975).

b

Average age as of mid-year 1975,

CCritical value between groups at 5% level of significance is 4, 03.
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Table 9c¢

Average Age, Beta Coefficients, R & D Intensity and Unadjusted Profit Rates for

Fifty- Four Firms Where Shepherd’'s Variable Available

Classified by Shepherd's Concentration Ratios

Shepherd's R&D
Concentration Average Average Beta Intensity Average Unadjusted
Ratio's Age (X;)2 Coefficient (X,) (X3) Profit Rates (P/E)

Greater than or 76.6 years .85 3.71% 13.94%

equal to 70

(X422 70)

N=26

Less than 70

(X4 < 70) 80.3 .78 1.22 11.28

N=28

F-Ratios? .31 1.21 7.52 3.73

Conclusion Groups may be Groups may be Groups from Groups may be
from same from same different from same
population population populations population

a
Average age as of mid-year 1975.

| PR
Critical value between groups at 5% level of significance is 4.03.
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Again, the statistical technique of analysis of variance
tested for the significance between groups at the 5% level of
significance. In all groups the null hypothesis could not be
rejected. Risk, as measured by the Beta coefficient, appears
to be indifferent to separations of industry concentration at the

70% level. The balance of risk between groups is quite equal.

TEST OF HYPOTHESES (C)

Let us consider null hypothesis (C) and its alternative.

Null Hypothesis (C): Firms in industries with high
concentration ratios are equal in age or younger
than firms in industries with lower concentration
ratios.

Alternative Hypothesis (C): Firms in industries with
high concentration ratios are older in age than firms
in industries with lower concentration ratios.

Refer once more to Tables 9a, b, and c. The test on
average age supports the hypothesis, the null hypothesis, that
there is no difference in the populations. It can be noted, however,
that in all cases the average age of the higher concentrated group

was lower than for the lower concentrated group.

SUPPLEMENTARY TESTS

The above data presented the opportunity to explore other
related relationships; as a result several supplementary tests were

completed. Refer again to Tables 9a, b, and c. Similar tests upon
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the R & D intensity variable show no significant difference between
groups in Tables 9a and b; that is, when separation is based upon
Census Bureau classifications. However, when separation is
based upon Shepherd's concentration variable, the null hypothesis
must be rejected. Tests on average adjusted profit rates with
concentration again as the separation criterion reject the null
hypothesis in Table 9a but accept the null in Tables 9a and c.

This points out the sensitivity of the analysis to sample selection
and separation criterion.

The strong and significant profit rate bias introduced into the
market structure-performance relationship by barriers to entry
suggested other tests. Tests upon age, Beta; R & D intensity,
Shepherd's variable, and profit rates were conducted between groups
separated on the basis of barriers to entry. Table 10a presents the
results for the full sample of sixty-nine firms; Table 10b presents
the results for the subsample of fifty-four firms where Shepherd's
variable was available.

Based upon this criterion for separation no significant difference
between groups can be attributed to the age variable. The Beta
coefficient in the full sample is, however, significantly different,
being .96 in the very high group and .78 in the substantial and
moderate-to-low. This significant distinction, though, is not

apparent in the subsample of fifty-four firms,




Table 10a

Average Age, Beta Coefficients, R & D Intensity, And Unadjusted
Profit Rates for Sixty-Nine Firms, 1971-1974, Classified
By Barriers to Entry®

Average R&D

Average b Beta Intensity Average Unadjusted
Entry Barriers Age (X,) Coefficient (X5) (XE) Profit Rates (P/E)
Very high
(Xg= 1) 75.9 years .96 4.60% 14, 64%
N=26
Substantial and
moderate-to-low 80.7 .78 1.07 10.43
(X¢= 0)
N=43
F-Ratios® .52 6.21 23,38 13.06
Conclusion Groups may be from Groups from Groups from Groups from

same population different different different

populations populations populations

2The criterion for separation was H. M. Mann, op. cit.
b R
Average age as of mid-year 1975.

Critical value between groups at 5% level of significance is 3.99.
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Table 10b

Average Age, Beta Coefficients, R & D Intensity, Shepherd s '"Market"' Concentration, and Unadjusted

Profit Rates for Fifty-Four Firms Where Shepherd's Variable

Available Classified by Barriers to Entry®

Shepherd's
Average R&D "Market"
Average Beta Coeffi- Intensity Concentration Average Unadjusted

Entry Barriers Age (Xl)b cient (X3) (X3) Variable (X4) Profit Rates (P/E)
Very high
(Xg= 1) 76.2 years .88 4.75% 80.9 15.70%
N=19
Substantial and
moderate-to-low
{Xg= 0) 79.8 .78 1.15 61.2 10.86
N=35
F-Ratios® .27 2.10 16.72 22.37 13.25
Conclusion Groups may be Groups may be Groups from Groups from Groups from
p from same from same different different different

population population populations populations populations

2The criterion for separation was H, M, Mann, op. cit,

baverage age as of mid-year 1975.

CCritical value between groups at 5% level of significance is 4.03.
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R & D intensity in both sample sets differs significantly
between groups, being 4.60 - 4, 75% in the very high group and
1.07 - 1.15% in the substantial and moderate-to-low group.

Average unadjusted profit rates as well differ significantly
between groups in both sample sets. Profit rates are much higher
in the very high group (14.64 - 15.70%) when compared with the
substantial and moderate-to-low group (10.43 - 10, 86%).

The last supplementary test performed on Tables 10a and b
was related to Shepherd's "'market'" concentration variable. When
separated on the basis of entry barriers, this variable tests quite
significantly different between groups. The very high group averaged
83,5, the substantial and moderate-to-low group 61.2.

The last two supplementary tests performed related separations
of age and Beta to profit rates. Brozen has suggested that older firms
will undersgtate assets due to accounting conventions and thereby over-
state profit rates. Financial theory suggests that firms with higher
Betas will earn higher rates of return.

Tables 1la and b present average profit rates for each of the
sample sets separated by age with adjustment by the three alternative
methods for R & D. As before, Table "a'' relates to the full sample of
sixty-nine firms, Table '"b' to the subsample of fifty-four firms.

Tests of profit rates separated on the basis of age show in all
cages but one significant differences between groups. In all cases
the set of older firms has higher profit rates, ranging from 14.57 vs.

10.70% to 12.23 vs., 10.27%. In the subcase, long-lived adjustment




Table 1lla

Average Profit Rates for Sixty-Nine Firms, 1971-1974, Classified

by Age with Adjustment (Three Methodologies)

for R& D

Adjusted Average Profit Rates

Average Unadjusted Short-Lived Base Long-Lived

Age Profit Rates (P/E) Case Methodology Case
Greater than 75 years
X, > 75) 13.91% 12.61% 12.40% 12.23%
N=34
Less than or equal

to 75 years

(X1 <79 10,18 10.25 10.25 10.27
N=35
F-Ratios* 10,52 6.21 5.34 4,57
Conclusion Groups from different Groups from different

populations

populations

Groups from different
populations

Groups from different
populations

“Critical value between groups at 5% level of significance is 3.99.
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Table 11b

Average Profit Rates for Fifty-Four Firms Where Shepherd's

Variable Available Classified by Age with Adjustment

(Three Methodologies) for R & D

Adjusted Average Profit Rates

Average Unadjusted Short-Lived Base Long-Lived

Age Profit Rates (P/E) Case Methodology Case
Greater than
75 years 14.57% 12.93% 12. 68% 12. 47
(X1> 75)
N=26
Less than or equal
to 75 vears
(X] < 75) 10.70 10.61 10,56 10.53
N=28
F-Ratios 8. 58 4.90 4.28 3.74
Conclusion Groups from different Groups from different Groups from Groups may be from

populations

populations

different populations

same population

=

“Critical value between groups at 5% level of significance is 4.03.
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methodology, the groups may be from the same population. Even
here, however, profit rates are higher in the older group.

Tables 12a and b present average profit rates for each of the
sample sets separated by the Beta measure of risk with adjustment
by the three alternative methods for R & D. Using previously
adopted convention, Table "a'' relates to the full sample, Table '"b'" to
the subsample.

In all cases profit rates for the higher valued Beta group were
higher than those for the lower valued Beta group. This appears con-
sistent with financial theory. However, tests of significance failed to
identify differences between groups which could not be accounted for
by random error. As a result, a hypothesis that both the higher
yalued and lower valued Beta groups were from the same population

could not be rejected.

LEAST SQUARES MODEL

The primary technique used to analyze the effect of the
introduction of the age, Beta, and profit rate adjustments upon
the relationship between profit rates and concentration was least
squares regression analysis. Both linear and logarithmic functions
were tested using least squares analysis. Linear relationships in
all cases had higher explanatory capabilities and, as a result,
that general form was chosen. Cross-sectional analyses were

performed; the most complete multiple regression equation was:




Table 12a

Average Profit Rates for Sixty-Nine Firms, 1971-1974,

Classified by Beta Coefficients with Adjustment

(Three Methodologies) for R & D

Adjusted Average Profit Rates
' Short-Lived Base

Beta Average Unadjusted Long-Lived
Coefficients Profit Rates (P/E) Case Methodology Case

Greater than median

value
(X, > .80) 12.32% 11.73% 11.72% 11.72%
N=34
Less than median

value
(X, < . 80) 11.72 11.10 10.91 10.76
N=39
F-Ratios* .23 .41 .70 1.05
Conclusion Groups may be from Groups may be from

same population

same population

Groups may be from
same population

Groups may be from
same population

Critical value between groups at 5% level of significance is 3, 99.
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Table 12b

Average Profit Rates for Fifty-Four Firms Where Shepherd's

Variable Available Classified by Beta Coefficients with

Adjustment (Three Methodologies) for R & D

Adjusted Average Profit Rates

Beta Average Unadjusted Short-Lived ‘Base Long-Lived
Coefficients Profit Rates (P/E) Case Methodology Case
Greater than
median value
(X; > .80) 12.87% 11.95% 11.87% 11.82%
N=27
Less than
median value
(X, <.80) 12.26 11.51 11.29 11.10
N=27
F-Ratios* .18 .16 .30 .48
Conclusion Groups may be from Groups may be from Groups may be from Groups may be from

same population

same population

same population

same population

“Critical value between groups at 3% level of

significance is 4,03,

08
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P/E (P*/E%) = a + b1X] + b2X; + byX3 + bgXg + bgXg + bgXg
Where,
Dependent variables
P/E = Reported rates of return
P*/E* = Adjusted rates of return
(for the bias due to expensing

research and development)

Independent variables

X1 = Age of firm in years

X, = Beta, a relative measure of risk

X3 = Measure of R & D intensity

X4 = Shepherd's ""market' concentration variable
Xg = Dummy variable: Industry Concentration
X¢ = Dummy variable: Barriers to Entry

The expected relationship of each independent variable was
positive., Subcases of the general form were considered to evalu-
ate the significance of individual variables and of combinations of
variables.

A point of note should be made with regard to the model.
The model is not to be construed as a predictive model. A pre-
dictive model might be constructed with more time dimension in
the cross sections. Additionally, better and more complete

predictive constructs of the independent variables would be
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desirable. Therefore, the analysis of the statistical results

will be solely on the significance of the variables simply formulated,
not on the combined explanatory value (—liz) of the equations. RZ
could be raised by modifications of the model. As much of the
basic data compiled as possible was included in the model; however,
others might find it useful to build upon the data and extend the

model to build a predictive model or test other hypotheses.

SIMPLE CORRELATION COEFFICIENTS

Simple correlation coefficients between each of the variables
were calculated; the correlation matrices are shown in Tables 13a
and b. Examination of the coefficients indicate the most significant
variables (5% level) in relation to the alternative rate of return

measures are age, R & D intensity, and barriers in the full sample

of 69 firms. In the subsample of 54 firms for which Shepherd's
concentration measure was available, those variables as well as
Shepherd's concentration measure were significant. Beta and
the dummy concentration variable are generally not significantly
different from zero; it is, therefore, likely that little in the way
of explanatory power can be expected from these variables.

In addition to the correlations with profit rate some highly
significant correlations exist between the independent variables.
The correlation, for example, between R & D intensity and the

barriers dummy would be expected. Similarly the highly




Simple Correlation Matrix Full Sample of 69 Firms-

Excludes Shepherd's Concentration Measure

P/E
PI/E*,
P3/E}
PI/E}
X1

Xz

Xg

X

Rates of Return

Without
Adjustment (P/E)
1.000

. 920
.910
. 896
.374
- .008
419
- .273

. 404

Base Dummy Variables
Shor:-L:ved Methc:dol:gy Lon;-Li‘ved R & D Intensity Concentration Barriers

(PJ/ED) (P3/E3) (P/E} Age (X;) Beta (X3) (X3) (Xg) (Xg)
1.000

.997 1.000

.988 . 997 1. 000

.298 .270 .243 1.000

.052 . 084 . 114 - . 109 1. 000

. 386 . 399 .408 - .041 . 313 1. 000
- . 168 - .153 - .138 - .200 - .023 -.119 1.000

420 .433 . 444 - .088 .291 . 509 . 147 1.000
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Simple Correlation Matrix Subsample: 54 Firms for Which

Table 13b

Shepherd's Concentration Measure

Was Available

P/E
PY/EY
P}/E;
P3/E}
Xy

Xz

X3

X4

Xs

Xe

Rates of Return

Without
Adjustment (P/E)
1.000

914
. 909
. 839
. 405
. 061
475
.386
- .268

. 451

Base Shepherd's Dummy Variables
Short-Lived  Methodology Long-Lived R & D Intensity Concentration Concentration Barriers

p}/E} P3/E} P3/E} Age (X)) Beta (X,) (X3) Measure {X,) (Xs) (Xg)
1.0060

- 996 1. 000

. 987 .997 1. 000

.333 .303 .278 1.000

. 094 . 119 . 142 . 019 1. 000

. 405 411 . 415 .079 .239 1.000

. 344 . 349 . 353 - . 002 . 096 . 427 1,000
- . 156 - .140 - 126 - 244 . 060 - .200 .185 1,000

. 432 . 437 . 441 - .072 . 197 493 . 548 .110 1. 000
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significant correlation between concentration (Shepherd's measure)
and the barriers dummy and R & D intensity is expected. However,
the lack of significance between the concentration (Census)

dummy and barriers, R & D intensity, or Shepherd's concentration
measure was not expected. In subsequent regression equations

the multicollinearity present will create some interpretive
problems; however, most of the collinearity is not severe enough

to discredit the regression results.

REGRESSION ANALYSIS

Following the convention adopted previously, two complete
gsets of regression equations were run. The first set was performed
upon the full sample of sixty-nine firms and is found in Table 14a.
The second, performed upon the subsample of fifty-four firms
where Shepherd's variable was available, can be found in Table 14b.
The regression characteristics of the specific variables are des-

cribed below.

Xl’ Age of Firm -- The age of firm variable is the only variable

consistently significant across all profit rate methodologies and in
both sample sets. The robust nature of this variable suggests that
of all variables examined in this study, it has the most significant

influence upon profit rates.
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X,, Beta -- Beta was the only variable -vhich lacked significance
across all profit rate methodologies in both sample sets. In combina-
tion with other variables, Beta generally had signs opposite of that
expected. When considered independent of other variables, Beta

generally had the positive sign expected, but lacked significance.

X3, R & D Intensity -~ The R & D intensity variable was, when

regressed against profit rates, generally significant and carried
the sign expected. However, when profit rates are adjusted to
reflect the capital nature of research, this relationship weakens
through the alternative methodologies considered. This may
suggest that apparent positive relationships between R & D and
firm performance are tosome extent a product of accounting

convention.,

Xy Shepherd's '""Market'" Concentration Variable -- Shepherd's

variable carries the expected sign but generally lacks significance
when included in the more complete specifications. However,
Shepherd's variable is collinear to some extent with the barriers
dummy and somewhat less so with the R & D intensity variable.

As a result, one would not expect this variable to show particular
robustness in the most complete specification. When considered

on its own (equation set 13), Shepherd's variable shows a significantly

positive relationship with profit rates under all methodologies.




Table 14a

Linear Multiple Regression Equations Explaining

Profit Rates: Full Sample of 69 Firmas

(T-Statistic in Parentheses)

Y= a byX + bzXz  +  b3X3 + bsXs + bgXe
Dummy Variables
Egquation Profit Rate R&D Industry Barriers
Number Methodologies Constant Age Beta Intensity Concentration to Entry FZ_
1a Without adjustment 7.89 .07 -1.98 .68 -1.64 .323
{3.41) (1.08) (4.26) {1.47)
1b Short-lived 7.50 .05 - .60 .49 - .53 . 206
(2. 68) { .38) (3.53) { .55)
1c Base methodology T.36 .04 - .21 .48 - .42 . 196
{2, 46) { .13) {3.55) { .44)
1d Long-lived 7.22 .04 .16 .47 - .32 .188
{2.25) (.11 (3.54) (.34)
2a Without adjustment 5. 86 .08 -2.75 .48 3.35 +379
(4. 14} (1.55) (2. 84) (2. 85)
2b Short-lived 6.68 .05 -1.28 .30 2.90 . 295
(3.20) ( .85) (2.09) (2.90)
2¢c Base methodology 6. 66 .05 - .87 .30 2.85 .287
(2.94) { .59) (2. 09) (2.30}
2d Long-lived 6.62 .04 - .49 .29 2.81 .280
(2. 70) { . 34) (2.07) (2,89)
3a Without adjustment 6. 33 .07 127
(3.31)
3b Short-lived 7.80 .05 . Q75
(2.55)
3c Base methodology 8.11 .04 .059
(2.29)
3d Long-lived 8.40 .04 . 045
{2.05)
4a Without adjustment 12,13 - .14 . 015
{ .06)
4b Short-lived 10, 80 .72 .012
(.43)
4c Base methodology 10. 35 1.13 .008
(.69)
44 Long-lived 9.95 1.52 . 002
{.94)
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Table 14a !continued)

Linear Multiple Regression Equations Explaining
Profit Rates: Full Sample of 69 Firms
(T -Statistic in Parentheses)

Y= a + b1 Xy + baXp +  b3Xj; + bgXg + bgXg
Dummy Variables
Egquation Profit Rate R&D Industry Barriers
Number Methodologies Constant Age Beta Intensity Concentration to Entry ﬁz
S5a Without adjustment 10.50 .63 . 164
(3.78)
5b Short-lived 10.29 .47 .137
(3.43)
5¢ Base methodology 10,18 .47 . 146
(3.56)
5d Long-lived 10.10 .47 .154
(3. 66)
6a Without adjustment 14.03 -2.96 .061
> (2.32)
6b Short-lived 12,40 -1.46 .014
(1, 40)
bc Base methodology 12.19 -1.30 . 009
(1.27)
éd Long-lived 12,02 -1.15 . 005
(1.14)
Ta Without adjustment 10.43 4.21 .151
(3.61)
ki3 Short-lived 10. 09 3,51 . 165
(3.79)
Tc Base methodology 9.98 3.53 .176
(3.93)
7d Long-lived 9.89 3.56 .185
(4. 05)
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Table 146

Linear Multiple Regression Equations Explaining Profit Rates:
54 Firm Subcase Where Shepherd's Variable Available
(T -Statistic in Pareatheses)

Y= a by %) + byXz +  byX3 + beXy +  bgXg + bgXg,
Dummy Variables
Equation Profit Rate R&D Shepherd's "Market" Industry Barriers
Number Methodologies Constant Age Beta Intensity Concentration Variable Concentration to Entry R
8a Without adjustment 1.57 .07 - .67 .43 .09 -1.96 «379
(3.04) {.30) {2.25) (2.36) (1.49)
8b Short-lived 3.67 .08 .11 .29 .06 - .66 .228
(2.36) (.06) (1.78) (1.7 ( .59)
8c Baae methodology 3.78 .04 .47 .29 .06 - .58 .215
2.11) {.25) (1. 80} {1.75) { .52)
8d Long-lived 3.81 .04 .19 .28 .05 - .50 204
(1.90) (.43) (1. 80) (1.73) { .46)
Ya Without adjustment 2.53 .09 B> 51 -39 T03 EIY4d PR 23
(3.82) (.74) 2.07) {.90) 2.22)
9b Short-lived 4.7 .06 - .45 .21 .02 2.64 .290
{2.92) ( .25) {1.35} (. 65) 2.14)
9c Base methodology 4.84 .05 - .05 .21 .02 2.50 275
(2. 62) ( .03) (1.37) (. 68) {2.06)
9d Long-lived 4,85 .04 .30 .21 .02 2.41 263
{2.38) {.17) (1.36) (.70) {2.01)
10a Without adjustment 5.72 .09 . 148
{3.19}
10b Short-lived 7.41 .06 . 094
{2.54)
10c Base methodology .76 .05 .074
(2.29)
10d Long-lived 8.03 .04 . 059
(2. 08}
11a Without adjustment 11.58 1.21 . 018
( .44)
116 Short-lived 10,57 1.43 .010
(.68)
11c Base methodology 10.15 1.77 . 005
( .86}
114 Long-lived 9.78 2.06 .001
(1.04)
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Table 14b (continued)

Linear Multiple Regreasion Equations Explaining Profit Rates:
54 Firm Subcase Where Shepherd's Variable Available
T -Statistic in Parentheses

Y= a + b3X; + by X, + b3X3 + byXy +  bgXg + bgXg
Dummy Variables B2
Equation Profit Rate R&4D Shepherd's '"Market" Industry Barriers
Number Methodologies Constant Age Beta Intensity Concentration Variable Concentration to Entry
12a Without adjustment 10,87 .70 211
(3.89)
12b Short-lived 10,62 .46 .148
(3.19)
12¢ Base methodology 10, 49 .45 .153
{3.26)
124 Long-lived 10.38 .45 L156
(3.29)
13a Without adjustmment 7] .12 <132
(3.01)
13b Short-lived 6.35 .08 .101
(2. 64)
13c Base methodology 6.27 .08 .105
(2.69)
13d Long-lived 6.21 .08 .108
(2.72)
JETY “Without adjustment 1351 -2.92 . 054
{2.01)
14b Short-lived 12.60 -1.30 . 005
(1.14)
l4c Base methodology 12.34 -1.14 . 001
(1.02)
14d Long-lived 12.13 -1.00 .003
{.91)
152 “Without adjustment T0. 8% 4.84 .188
(3. 64)
15b Short-lived 10. 47 3.57 7
{3.45)
15¢ Base methodology 10.35 3,51 .175
(3.50)
15d Long-lived 10.24 3.46 . 179
(3. 54)
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Xg, Dummy Variable: Industry Concentration: This variable

does not carry the expected positive sign and is generally not signi-
ficant., By itself, it has less explanatory capability than any of the
other variables considered.

X¢, Dummy Variable: Barriers to Entry: The barriers dummy

carries the expected positive sign and is in all cases significant. By
itself, it has more explanatory capability than any of the other variables

considered.

The conclusions which emerge from the use of least squares
regression analysis to explain firm rates of return are: (a) Risk,
as measured by Beta, is not an important determinant of firm
profitability, (b) Industry concentration, as measured by the
Census Bureau, is not an important determinant of firm profita-
bility, (c) Concentration, as measured by Shepherd, may be an
important determinant of firm profitability, (d) Barriers appears
to be an important determinant of firm profitability, and (e) The

age of a firm is a primary determinant of accounting rates of return.




CHAPTER V

SUMMARY AND IMPLICATIONS

Public policy makers periodically (more frequently in recent

years) propose legislation with the purpose of restructuring industries

with high reported rates of return and high levels of industry concen-
tration., These proposals are frequently based upon a premise that
barriers or anticompetitive actions on the part of firms deter the
pursuit of competition in the economy. Considerable evidence indi-
cates, though, that differences in performance may result, in part,
from disequilibrium forces, specific public policies (patents, etc.),
risk, intangible capital, and other natural forces in the economy. 1
Public policy seeking to alter the performance of industries must
account for these other influences; if not, serious misallocations
could occur.

This study examined several influencing factors. Let's review

our findings:

SPECIFIC HYPOTHESES TESTED

Hypothesis (A) - Concentration: The empirical findings
of this study strongly support the null hypothesis; that is,

lsee, for example, Yale Brozen, '""Bain's Concentration and
Rates of Return Revisited,' Journal of Law and Economics, (October
1971), pp. 351-370.
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that firms in industries with high concentration ratios
do not have relatively more bias in their reported profit
rates caused by the expensing of research and develop-
ment than firms in industries with lower concentration
ratios.

Hypothesis (A) - Barriers: Testing with separation
based upon barriers to entry supports both the null

and alternative hypotheses depending upon the sample

set utilized. Very high barriers, though, are associated
with higher profit rates.

Hypothesis (B): Risk, as measured by the Beta
coefficient, appears to be indifferent to separations

of industry concentration. The evidence examined
strongly supports the null hypothesis; that is, that

firms in industries with high concentration ratios are

of equal or less risk, as measured by the Beta measure
of risk, than firms in industries with lower concentration
ratios.

Hypothesis (C): The analysis confirms the null
hypothesis; that is, that firms in industries with

high concentration ratios are equal in age or younger
than firms in industries with lower concentration ratios,

SUPPLEMENTARY TESTS-SEPARATION ON CONCENTRATION

1. R & D Intensity: No significant difference between
groups separated on the basis of Census Bureau
industry concentration designations was observed
for the R & D intensity variable. It was, though,
when separation was based upon Shepherd's measure.

2. Reported Profit Rates: No significant difference
between groups separated on the basis of industry
concentration was observed in reported rates of
return, with the exception of the full sample set
where profit rates were lower for the high concen-
tration set,

3. Shepherd's Concentration Measure: No significant
difference between groups was observed.
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SUPPLEMENTARY TESTS-SEPARATION ON BARRIERS

1. Age: No significant difference between groups
separated on the basis of barriers was observed
for the age variable,

2. Beta: A significant difference between groups
separated on the basis of barriers was observed
in the Beta coefficient in the full sample of sixty-nine
firms. In the subsample of fifty-four firms Beta
was not significantly different between groups.

3. R & D Intensity: A significant difference between
groups separated on the basis of barriers was
observed in the R & D intensity variable.

4, Reported Profit Rates: A significant difference
between groups separated on the basis of barriers
was observed in reported profit rates.

5. Shepherd's Concentration Measure: A significant
difference between groups separated on the basis
of barriers was observed in Shepherd's concentra-~
tion measure.

SUPPLEMENTARY TESTS-PROFIT RELATED

Brozen has suggested that older firms will understate
agsets due to accounting conventions and thereby overstate
profit rates, Financial theory suggests that firms with
higher Betas will earn higher rates of return. These last
two propositions were also tested,

1. Age: Tests of profit rates separated on the

basis of age strongly support the proposition
that older firms have higher reported profit
rates. The application of adjustment for

R & D capital reduced the difference between
groups but did not eliminate the difference,
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suggesting that other variables may additionally
affect this relationship.

2. Beta: Profit rates, even after adjustment for
R & D capital, remained higher in the higher
valued Beta group. However, the differences
between groups were not statistically significant.

MULTIVARIATE LEAST SQUARES ANALYSIS

The multivariate least squares analysis confirms the strong
consistently significant relationship between age and profit rates;
confirms the weak consistently insignificant relationship between
risk, as measured by Beta, and profit rates. Industry concen-
tration, as measured by the Census Bureau, is consistently
negatively associated with profit rates; Shepherd's measure,
however, is consistently positively associated with profit rates.
Barriers to entry are significantly and positively associated with

profit rates.

IMPLICATIONS FOR POLICY

The findings of this study strongly suggest that measures of
performance based upon rates of return are significantly biased
due to the age of firms and as a result of the conventional accounting
treatment of research and development. Age bias may also relate
to accounting convention as it could indicate understatement of

firm assets, This proposition should be explored further. Adjust-
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ments can be designed to remove these biases which will more

accurately measure rates of return.

Corrected rates of return seem to be the more appropriate
measure of performance for public policy purposes. Furthermore,
simple application of theése corrections appears to suggest movements
towards more equalized returns among firms. Therefore, more
attention should be given to obtaining better measurements of actual
relationships in firms and industries., Systematic measurement errors
appear to significantly impact rates of return and rate of return
differentials,

However, this study strongly suggests that risk, as measured
by the Beta coefficient, does not impact firm rates of return. If so,
public policy makers need not be concerned with the influence of risk.
It should be pointed out, though, that even though Beta is a theoreti-
cally strong measure of risk, it may not be the appropriate measure
of performance risk. Other investigators may wish to explore alterna-
tive measures of risk.

Perhaps the most surprising implication of this study is the
finding that high concentration alone does not imply high rates of
return. While an association between industry barriers and rates of
return is highly significant, none appears in the concentration-rate of
return relationship. On this basis, it would seem appropriate for

public policy makers to seek more refined and more widely available




measures of industry barriers. Concentration ratios, as measured
by the Census Bureau, do not enable the investigator to identify
differences in rates of return, at least at statistically significant

levels.

97




APPENDICES

98



99

APPENDIX I

DOMINANT FIRMS IN TWENTY-THREE INDUSTRIES

INDUSTRY (SIC) AND FIRM INDUSTRY (SIC) AND FIRM

Industries with very high barriers: Photographic Equipment & Supplies

Automobiles (3711)

General Motors
Ford

Chrysler
American Motors

Cigarettes (2111)

Reynolds Industries
American Brands
Liggett & Meyers
Philip Morris Inc.

Electronic Computing Equipment (3573)

International Business Machines
Burroughs Corp.

Control Data Corp.

Digital Equipment Corp.

Ethical Pharmaceuticals (2834)

Merck & Co.

Robins (A, H.) Co.
Upjohn Co.

Lilly (Eli) & Co.
Searle (G. D.) & Co.
SmithKline Corp.

Flat Glass (3211)

PPG Industries
Libby-Owens-Ford

Liquor (2085)

Distillers Corp. - Seagram
National Distillers
Hiram Walker

(3861)
FEasgtman Kodak Co.
Polaroid Corp.
Bell & Howell Co.

Industries with Substantial Barriers:

Aluminum (3334)
Alcoa
Reynolds Metals
Kaiser Aluminum

Petroleum Refining (2911)
Exxon Corp.
Texaco
Mobil Oil Corp.
Standard Oil (Ind.)

Steel (3312)
U. S. Steel
Bethlehem Steel
Republic Steel
Jones & Laughlin

Soap (2841)
Proctor & Gamble
Colgate-Palmolive Co.

Copper (3331)
Kennecott
Anaconda
Phelps Dodge
American Smelting & Refining

Cement (3241)
Ideal Basic Industries
Lone Star Industries
Lehigh Portland Cement
General Portland Cement
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INDUSTRY (SIC) AND FIRM INDUSTRIES (SIC) AND FIRM

Industries with Moderate-to-Low Barriers: Baking (2051)
American Bakeries Co.
Glass Containers (3221)
Owens -Illinois
Anchor-Hocking

Tires and Tubes (3011)
Goodyear
Firestone
Uniroyal Inc.
Goodrich

Shoes (3143)
Interco Inc.
Brown Group Inc.

Rayon (2825)
Celanese

Gypsum Products (3275)
U. S. Gypsum
National Gypsum

Canned Fruits and Vegetables (2033)
Del Monte Corp.
Libby-McNeil
Stokely-Van Camp

Flour (2041)
General Mills
Pillsbury

Metal Containers (3411)
American Can
Continental Can

Beer (2082)
Anheuser-Busch
Pabst Brewing Co.
Falstaff Brewing Co.
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APPENDIX II

ADJUSTED FINANCIAL DATA FOR THE DOMINANT
FIRMS IN TWENTY-THREE INDUSTRIES:
THREE METHODOLOGIES




ADJUSTED FINANCIAL DATA FOR THE DOMINANT

FIRMS IN TWENTY.-THREE INDUSTRIES: THREE METHODOLOGIES
($ in Millions)

Name of firm: ALCOA

Industry:  ALUMINUM

Base Methodology 1971 1972 1973 1974 1971-74
Adjusted R & D Charge (Rf) $_19.7 $__20.7 $  21.8 $ 23.5 $ 21.4
Adjusted Profits (P} _61.0 _109.0 111.0 _183.3 _116.1
R & D Capital (Sf 181,1 193.0 206,1 225.6 201.5
Adjusted Equity - ° 1449, 7 1532, 4 1615, 0 1772, 6 1548, 3
Adjusted Profity

as a Percentz -

Average Adju.

Equity (P*/E¥) 4,3 % 7.3 % 7.1 % 10.8 % 7.5 %
Long-Lived Case

Adjusted R & D Charge (R{) $_14.9 $_ 15.3 $_ 15.4 $ 13,3 $ 14,7
Adjusted Profits (P¥) 63,0 110.8 112.2 180.0 116, 5
R & D Capital (S§) 319.2 336.5 356, 0 385.7 349, 3
Adjusted Equity (E¥) 1587. 8 1675.9 1764.9 1932.7 1692, 8
Adjusted Profits

as a Percentage of

Average Adjusted

Equity (P*/E¥) 4,0 % 6.8 % 6.5 % 9.7 % 6.9 %
Short-Lived Case

Adjusted R & D Charge (R§) $  22.3 $ 23.7 25.3 $  27.7 s 24.8
Adjusted Profits (P} ) 66,9 115.1 117.4 187.5 121.7
R & D Capital (Sf) 129.3 138.2 147, 7 163.1 144, 6
Adjusted Equity (Ef) 1397.9 1477.6 1556, 6 1710.1 1493.0
Adjusted Profits

as a Percentage of

Average Adjusted

Equity (P¥/E¥) 4.8% 8.0 % 7.7 % 11.59 824

201



FIRMS IN TWENTY-THREE INDUSTRIES: THREE METHODOLOGIES

ADJUSTED FINANCIAL DATA FOR THE DOMINANT

Name of firm: AMERICAN BAKERIES CO.
Industry: BAKING

($ in Millions)

Base Methodology 1971 1972 1973 1974 1971-74
Adjusted R & D Charge (R{) $ .0 $ .0 $ .0 $ .0 $ .0
Adjusted Profits (P{) .2 .2 2.0 1.7 1.0
R & D Capital (Sf) .0 D .0 .0 .0
Adjusted Equity (Ef) 51.4 47,9 43.5 39.2 46.9
Adjusted Profits

as a Percentage of

Average Adjusted

Equity (P*/E¥) . 4% . 4% 4.4% 4, 1% 2.2%
Long-Lived Case

Adjusted R & D Charge (R§) $ .0 $ ) $ 0 $ 0 $ 0
Adjusted Profits (P¥) .2 .2 2.0 1.7 1.0
R & D Capital (S§§) .0 .0 .0 .0 .0
Adjusted Equity (Ef) 51. 4 47.9 43.5 39.2 46.9
Adjusted Profits

as a Percentage of

Average Adjusted

Equity {(P*/E¥) . 4% 4% 4, 4% 4,1% 2.2%
Short-Lived Case

Adjusted R & D Charge (Rf) $ .0 $ .0 $ .0 $ .0 $ .0
Adjusted Profits (P{ ) .2 .2 2.0 1,7 1.0
R & D Capital (Sf) 0 .0 .0 .0 — 0
Adjusted Equity (Ef) 51.4 47.9 43,5 39,2 46,9
Adjusted Profits

as a Percentage of

Average Adjusted

Equity {P*/E¥) . 4% 4o 4, 4% 4, 1% _2.2%
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ADJUSTED FINANCIAL DATA FOR THE DOMINANT

FIRMS IN TWENTY-THREE INDUSTRIES: THREE METHODOLOGIES
($ in Millions)

Name of firm: AMERICAN BRANDS

Industry: CIGARETTES

Base Methodology 1971 1972 1973 1974 1971-74
Adjusted R & D Charge (R{) $ ) $ .0 $ 0 $ 0 $ 0
Adjusted Profits (Pf) 119. 4 123.3 131, 3 136. 7 127.7
R & D Capital (§§) .0 .0 .0 .0 .0
Adjusted Equity (ED 904, 8 948, 7 994, 8 1059, 4 953, 5
Adjusted Profits

as a Percentage of

Average Adjusted

Equity (P*/E¥) _13,5% _13,3% __13.5% _13,3% 13, %%
Long-Lived Case

Adjusted R & D Charge (R{) $ .0 $ .0 $ .0 $ .0 $ .0
Adjusted Profits (P¥) 119.4 123.3 131, 3 136, 7 127.7
R & D Capital (S{ ) .0 .0 .0 .0 .0
Adjusted Equity (Ef) 904, 8 948, 7 994. 8 1059. 6 953.5
Adjusted Profits

as a Percentage of

Average Adjusted

Equity (P¥/E*) 13, 5% 13. 3% 13. 5% 13.3% 13, %,
Short-Lived Case

Adjusted R & D Charge (R§) $ ) $ .0 $ .0 $ .0 $ .0
Adjusted Profits (P ) 119, 4 123.3 131.3 136.7 127.7
R & D Capital (§§) .0 .0 .0 .0 .0
Adjusted Equity (Ef) 904. 8 948, 7 994. 8 1059.6 953.5
Adjusted Profits

as a Percentage of

Average Adjusted

Equity (P*/E*) 13,5% 13.5% 13,.5% __13.3% _13.4%
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ADJUSTED FINANCIAL DATA FOR THE DOMINANT

FIRMS IN TWENTY-THREE INDUSTRIES: THREE METHODOLOGIES
($ in Millions)

Name of firm: AMERICAN CAN
Industry: METAL. CONTAINERS

Base Methodology 1971 1972 1973 1974 197174
Ad-usted R & D Charge (R{) $_ 18,9 $__20,0 $_21.0 $__22.1 $ 20.5
Adjusted Profits (P{) 54.9 59.9 70.5 105.9 72.8

R & D Capital (5f) 175.90 183.8 191.7 202.9 188.4
Adjusted Equity (E{) 948.0 864. 1 896.5 957,2 913.1
Adjusted Profits

as a Percentage of

Average Adjusted

Equity {P¥/E¥) 5.8% 6.6 % 8.0 % 11, 4 % 8.0 %
Long-Lived Case

Adjusted R & D Charge (Rf) $ 10.6 $__11.5 $__15.0 $__15.4 $_13.1
Adiusted Profits (P§) 55,6 61.3 74.2 108, 1 74.8

R & D Capital (Sf ] 328,3 342,2 360,1 335.4
Adjusted Equity (E{) 1084.0 1008, 6 1047, 0 1114,4 10586.5
Adjusted Profits

as a Percentage of

Average Adjusted

Equity (PT/E™) 5,2% 5.9 % 7.2 % 10,0 % 7 1%
Short-Lived Case

Adjusted R & D Charge (R}) $ 21.5 $_ 22,6 $__ 23,6 $__ 25,0 $__23.2
Adjusted Profits (P§ ) 1.3 67.1 78.7 113,1 80.0
R & D Capital (S§) 124.1 130.2 135.5 143, 8 133.4
Adjusted Egquity (E{) 897.1 810.5 840. 3 898.1 859, 5
Adiusted Profits

as a Percentage of

Average Adjusted

Equity (P¥/E¥) 6,9 % 7.9 % 9.5 % 13.0% 9.3 %
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ADJUSTED FINANCIAL DATA FOR THE DOMINANT

FIRMS IN TWENTY-THREE INDUSTRIES: THREE METHODOLOGIES
($ in Millions)

Name of firm: AMERICAN MOTORS
Industry: AUTOMOBILES

Base Methodology 1971 1972 1973 1974 1971-74
Adiusted R & D Charge (R{) $  20.8 $ 22.1 $_23.8 $ 25.3 $__23.0
Adjusted Profits (P{) 10,3 22,8 52.0 32,7 29,5

R & D Capital (S§) 184. 6 196. 7 221.2 203. 4
Adiusted Equity (E¢) _398.6 _440.9 554,8 604.2 —471.4
Adjusted Profits

as a Percentage of

Average Adjusted

Equity (P*/E*) 2.7 % 5.4 % 10.4 % 5.6 %o 6,3 %
Long-Lived Case

Adjusted R & D Charge (RY) $_ 11.5 $__10.5 $__ 9.4 $_12.3 $_10.9
Adinsted Profits (Pf) 11.5 22.0 49,4 33,9 29,2
R & D Capital (S7 ) 341.8 365, 6 394 4 417. 4 379. 8
Adjusted Equity (E}) 555, 8 609, 6 738, 0 00,4 _6431.8
Adjusted Profits

as a Percentage of

Average Adjusted

Equity (P*/E¥) 2.1 % 3,8 % 7.3 %o 4.4 %o _4,5 %
Short-Lived Case

Adjusted R & D Charge (R{) $ 22.8 $ 24,3 $_ 26,1 $_27.4 $__25.2
Adiusted Profits (P§ ) 17.4 29,1 58, 1 41.7 36.6
R & D Capital (S§) 125 2 135,2 147,3 155,2 140.7
Adjusted Equity (Ef) 339,2 379, 4 490, 9 538, 2 409. 8
Adjusted Profits

z2s a Percentage of

Average Adjusted

Equity IPT/E) 5.3 % 8.1 % 13,3 % 8,1 % 2,9 %
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ADJUSTED FINANCIAL DATA FOR THE DOMINANT

FIRMS IN TWENTY-THREE INDUSTRIES: THREE METHODOLOGIES
($ in Millions)

Name of firm:_AMERICAN SMELTING & REFINING
Industry:  COPPER .

Base Methodology 1971 1972 1973 1974 1971-74
Adusted R & D Charge (R{) $__5,6 $ 6.0 $___6.4 $_ 6,8 $ 6,2
Adjusted Profits (P{) 48,9 -250.9 -115.4 128.0 -85.8
R & D Capital (S{) 58,8 62.3 —66.1 -170.3 64.4
Ad:usted Equity (E) 732.1 144, 9 840.1 932.8 287.1
Adjusted Profits

as a Percentage of

Average Adjusted

Eouity (P*/E¥) 6.7 % 6.9 % 14,6 % 14,4 % 10.9 %
Long-Lived Case

Adjusted R & D Charge (R{) $ 2.1 $_2.8 $___ 3.2 $__ 4,6 $_3,3
Adiusted Profits (P§) 47.4 50,6 115.1 _128.2 85.3

R & D Capital (S} ) 91. 7 98, 4 105. 4 111. 8 101.8
Adjusted Equity (E;i) 765, 0 781. 0 _879.4 974.3 823.1
Adjusted Profits

as a Percentage of

Average Adjusted

Equity (P¥/E¥) 6,2 %o 6.5 %o 13.9 % 13,8 % 1004 %
Short-Lived Case

Adiusted R & D Charge (Rf) $__ 7.1 $__ 1.6 $_ 8,1 $___8,6 $_17.8
Adjusted Profits lP? ) 49,7 53.0 117, 6 130, 3 87.7

R & D Capital (S{) 45.0 46,9 49,1 51.5 48.1
Adjusted Equity (Ef) 718, 3 729. 5 823,1 914, 0 171.7_
Adiusted Profits

as a Percentage of

Average Adjusted

Equity iP*/E™) 6.9 %o 7.3 % 15,1 % 15,0 % 11.4 %
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ADJUSTED FINANCIAL DATA FOR THE DOMINANT

FIRMS IN TWENTY-THREE INDUSTRIES: THREE METHODO!I.OGIES
($ in Millions)

Name of firm:  ANACONDA

Industry:  COPPER

Base Methodology 1971 1972 1973 1974 1971-74
Ad usted R & D Charge (R{) $ .0 $ .0 $ .0 $ .0 $ .0
Adiusted Profits (P{) 8,7 44,1 69.7 106, 8 57.3

R & D Capital (5¢) .0 .0 .0 .0 .0
Adyusted Equitv {Ef) 221, 0 971.4 1048, 0 1267.3 10171
Adjusted Profits

as a Percentage of

Average Ad:@usted

Equity (P*/E™) 9 % 4,9 % 6.9% 9.2 % 5.6 7
Iong-Lived Case

Adiusted R & D Charge (R{) $ 0 $__ .0 $ .0 $ .0 $__ .0
Ad'usted Profits | Pf) 8.7 44,1 69, 7 106. 8 57.3

R & D Capital iS5 ) L0 .0 ,0 .0 .0
Adiusted Equity 4E; ) 821.0 971.4 1048, 0 1257.3 1017.1
Adiusted Profits

as a Percentage of

Average Adjusted

Equity (P“/E¥) 9 %o 4.9 % 6.9 % 9.2 o 5.6 %o
Short-Lived Case

Ad;usted R & D Charge 'Ry) $ 0 $ 0 $ 0 $ .0 $ .0
Adiusted Profits (P{ ) 8.7 44,1 69,7 106, 8 57.3

R & D Capital (S 0 .0 .0 .0 .0
Adjusted Equity (Ef) 821.0 971.4 1048,0 1267.3 1017.1
Adiusted Profits

as a Percentage of

Average Adjusted

Equity «P /E™) 9 % 4.9 %o 6,9 % 9,2 %o [ - %o
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ADJUSTED FINANCIAL DATA FOR THE DOMINANT

FIRMS IN TWENTY-THREE INDUSTRIES: THREE METHODOLOGIES
($ in Millions)

Nume of firm: ANCHOR-HOCKING
Industry: 1 ASS CONTAINERS

Rasge Methodology 1971 1972 1973 1974 1971-74
Ad usted R & D Charge (R{) $_ 2.7 $_ 2.9 $ 3.1 $_ 3.3 $__ 3.0
Ad usted Profits iP:f) 20,3 21. 6 19,5 17.3 19. 7
R & D Capital 1§ 26,2 27.9 29.4 31.4 28.7
Adiusted Equity (Ef) 175, 9 192,2 202, 6 211, 6 189, 3

Adjusted Profits
as a Percentage of
Average Adiusted

Equity - P*/E™) 12,0 % 11,7 % 9,9 % 8,4 % _ 10,4 T
Long-Lived Case

Ad usted R & D Charge (R{) $ 1,7 $__1,8 $ 1,9 $__ 2,0 $_ 1,9
Ad-:sted Profits « P{) 20.1 . 21,6 19, 7 17.3 19, 7

R & D Capital (S; ) 45.0 47.8 50.5 53.8 49,3
Adjusted Equity (E, )} 194, 7 212.1 223,17 234, 0 209,2
Ad:usted Profits

as a Percentage of

Average Adiusted

Eguity tP"/E™) 10,7 % 10,6 % 9,0 % 7.6 %o 9.4 %
Short-Lived Case

Ad usted R & D Charge (R}) $ 3,2 $_ 3,4 $__ 3.6 $__ 3,9 $__3.5
Ad:usted Profits (P§ ) 20,9 22.5 20.6 18,3 20,6

R & D Capital :5]) 19,0 20,2 21,2 22.6 20, 8
Ad:usted Equity (Ef} 168, 7 184.5 194, 4 202, 8 181.6
Ad:iusted Profits

as « Percentage of

Averaze Adjusted

Eguity P /ET) 12,9 % 12,7 % 10,9 % 9,2 %o 1.3 %
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ADJUSTED FINANCIAL DATA FOR THE DOMINANT

FIRMS IN TWENTY-THREE INDUSTRIES: THREE METHODOLOGIES
($ in Millions)

Name of firm: ﬁmgsﬁgg-nsﬁgﬂ

Industry: BEER —

Bose Metbodology 1971 1972 1973 1974 1971-74
Ad‘usted R & D Charge (R}) . $___.0 $ .0 $___ .0 $____ .0 $_.0
Ad;usted Profits (P]) 71.6 ~26.4 65,6 — 64,0 —69.4
R & D Capital (S§) .0 .0 S R —_0 —0
Ad;usted Equity (E{) 4140 62,0 500.8 _537.8 4562

Adjusted Profits
as a Percentage of
Average Adjusted

Equity (P*/E?) 185 % 17.4 % 13.6 % 12.3 % 152 4
Lonz-Lived Case

Adjusted R & D Charge (R{) $ Q s .0 $ 0 $ .0 $ .0
Adiusted Profits (Pf) 716 26.4 65,6 64.0 : 69. 4

R & D Capital (S§) 0 .0 .0 .0 .0
Adjusted Equity (EF) _414.0 —462.0 500, 8 537.8 456.2
Ad usted Profits

as a Percentage of

Averase Adiusted

Equity {(P*/E™) 18,5 % 17.4 % 13.6 « 12.3 g 15.2 ¢
Short-Lived Case

Adjusted R & D Charge (R}) s 0 $ .0 $ .0 $ .0 $ .0
Adjusted Profits (P¥ ) 1.6 __T6.4 65.6 64.0 69. 4
R & D Capital (S§) 0 .0 .0 .0 -0
Adjusted Equity (Ef) 414.0 462.0 500. 8 537.8 456.3
Adjusted Profits

as a Percentage of

Average Adjusted

Equity (P*/EY) 18.5 ¢, 17.4 =, 13,6 s« 12.3 % 15.2 %

0Tl



ADJUSTED FINANCIAL DATA FOR THE DOMINANT

FIRMS IN TWENTY-THREE INDUSTRIES: THREE METHODOLOGIES
($ in Millions)

Name of firm:

Industry: PHOTOGRAPHIC EQ.

Base Methodology 191 1972 1973 1974 1971-74
Adjusted R & D Charge (R} $ 9.6 $ 10.8 $.12.0 $ 13,1 $ 11,4
Adjusted Profits (P:‘) 18. 4 22.4 25.3 19. 7 21,5

R & D Capital {S§) 102.17 114. 4 126, 0 134, 1 119, 3
Adjusted Equity (E{) 248.0 273.9 302,2 321,1 274, 6
Adjusted Profits

as a Percentage of

Average Adjusted

Equity (P*/E*) 1.7 % 86 % 8.8 % 6.3 % 1.8 %
Long-Lived Case

Adjusted R & D Charge (R}) $_2.4 $_ 2,6 $_2.9 $_ 3.3 2.8
Adjusted Profits (P}) 14. 9 17.8 20,7 17.2 17. 7

R & D Capital (S} ) 160.9 180, 7 201,5 219.4 190, 6
Adjusted Equity (Ef ) 306.2 340,2 377.7 406. 4 341, 6
Adjusted Profits

as a Percentage of

Average Adjusted

Equity (P*/E¥) 5.1 % 5,5 % 5.8 % 4.4 % 5.2 g
Short-Lived Case

Adjusted R & D Charge (R}) $_12,5 $_13.9 ¢ 15.3 16. 4 $_14.5
Adjusted Profits’(P{ ) 20,2 23,6 27.2 24,0 23.8

R & D Capital (S}) 76,2 84.7 93,1 97.9 88.0
Adjusted Equity (EP) 221, 5 244,2 269, 3 284.9 244: R
Adjusted Profits

as a Percentage of

Average Adjusted

Equity (P*/E*) 3.5 __% 10,1 % 10,5 % 8.7 % 92,71 %
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ADJUST'ED FINANCIAL DATA FOR THE DOMINANT

FIRMS IN TWIEM TY-THREE INDUSTRIES: THREE METHODOLOGIES
($ in Millions)

Name of firm: BETHLEHEM STEEL
indusiry: STEEL

i( Base Methodology 1971 1572 1973 1974 1971-74

! Adiusted R & D Charge (R{Y) $ .0 $_ .0 $ 0 $ .0 $ .0

| Adiusted Profits (P}) 139.2 134, 6 206.6 342.0 205.6

© R & D Capital (Sf) .0 .0 .0 .0 .0

; Aciusied Equity (Ef) 2055.8 2136.7 2242.3 2490, 2165.4

. Adjusted Profits

i as a Percentage of

{ Average Adjusted

| Fouity (PY/ET) 6.9 % 6.4 % 9.4 % 4.5 % 9.5 %

. Long-lived Case
Adjusted K & D Charge (R]) $ .0 $ .0 $ .0 $ .0 $ .0
Adlusted Proiits (P{) _139,2 _134.6 _206.6 __342.0 _205.6
R & D Capital () .0 .0 .0 .0 .0
Adiusted Equity (E[) 2055.8 2136.7 2242.3 _2490.1 2165.4
Adjusted Proiits
as a Porcentage of
Average Adjusted
Eguity (PY/EY) 6.2 %a _é_.‘i_% 9,4 % 14.5 % 9.5 %
Shor:-Lived Case
Adiested R & D Charge (RY) 3 .0 $____ .0 $ .0 $ .0 $ .0
Ad:usied Profits (P} ) 139.2 134.6 206. 6 342.0 205. 6
R @ .0 _ .0 .0 .0 .0
2055.8 2136. 2242, 3 2490. 1 2165. 4
Adiusted Profits
&5 & Percentuge of
Average Adiusted
Equity (PY/E¥) 6.9 %o 6.4 % 9.4 % 14.5 o, 9.5 %o

211



ADJUSTED FINANCIAL DATA FOR THE DOMINANT -

FIRMS IN TWENTY-THREE INDUSTRIES: THREE METHODOLOGIES
{($ in Millions)

Name of firm:_ BROWN GROUP INC,

industry: SHOES

Base Methodology 1971 1972 1973 1974 1971-74
Ad:usted R & D Charge {R{) $ .0 $ .0 $ .0 $____ .0 $___ .0
Ad:usted Profits (P 20.4 22.8 24.6 _17.7 21,4

R & D Capital (Sf) .0 .0 .0 .0 ___ .0
~d-usted Equity (Ef) 170.6 181.5 186. _192.7 _177.6
Adjusted Proiits

as a Percentage of

Average Adiusted

Eguity {P*/E¥) 12.7 o 13.0 %o 13.4 % 9.3 ) 12.0 %
Lonc-iived Case

Ad;usted R & D Charge (RY) $ 0 $__ .0 $ .0 $ 0 $ .0
Ad usred Proilts (P 20.4 _22.8 —24.6 —17.7 —21.4
R & D Capital (S} ) 0 _ 0 0 .0 .0
Adjusted Fauity (Ef) 170, 6 _.181,5 186.8 192.7 177.6
Adiusted Profits

zs a Percentage of

Averaze Adicsted

Fauity {PY/EY) 12,7 % _13,0 % 13.4 % 9.3 % 12.0 %
Short-Lived Case

Adiusted R & D Charge {Rf) $ .0 $__ .0 .0 .0 $ .0
Adiusted Profits (Py) 20.4 _.22.8 24.6 17.7 21.4
T & D Copital (S]) .0 ___ .0 .0 .0 .0
Aditsted Equity (Ef) 170.6 __181.5 186.8 192.7 177.6
Ad isted Profits T

=€ & FFercentzge of

Avercae Adiusted

Touity (BU/EY) 12,7 % _13.0 % 13.4 ¢ 9.3 o 12,0

elt



ADJUSTED FINANCIAL DATA FOR THE DOMINANT

FIRMS IN TWENTY-THREE INDUSTRIES: THREE METHODOLOGIES
($ in Millions)

Name of firm: BURROUGHS CQORP,
Industry: ELECTRONIC COMPUTING EQUIPMENT

Base Methodology 1971 1972 1973 1974 1971-74
Adjusted R & D Charge (R¥) $ 19.4 $_ 22,0 $_ 25,3 $_29,7 $ 24,1
Adjusted Profits (P{) 88, 7 102, 5 _136,9 17,8 125, 0
R & D Capital (5f) 206.7 235,5 275,8 331, 5 262.4
Adjusted Equity (E{) 871,1 995,2- 1262,5 1465,0 1061.3
Adjusted Profits

as a Percentage of

Average Adjusted

Equity (P*/E*) 10. 8 % 11.0 % 12.1 % 12. § % 1.8 %
Long-Lived Case

Adjusted R & D Charge (R}) $_ .. 7.5 $___9.4 $_. 917 $_10,1 $ 9.2
Adjusted Profits (Pf) 78.1 92.4 120.9 148.2 109. 9
R & D Capital (S ) _322.8 364.2 20,1 495.4 400, 6
Adjusted Equity (E{) 987.2 J123.9 1406,8 1628, 9 1192. 1
Adjusted Profits

as a Percentage of

Average Adjusted

Equity (P*/E*) 8.4 % 8.8 % 9.6 % %98 % 9,2 %
Short-Lived Case

Adjusted R & D Charge (RY) [ 25.1 $__28.6 $ s $_31.8
Adjusted Profits (P¥ ) 87.3 102, 4 133,3 123. 8 121.7
R & D Capital (S{) 158.0 —180.2 —212.3 257, 6 202, 0
Adjusted Equity (Ef) 822, 4 939,2 1199.0 1391.1 1004.9
Adjusted Profits

as a Percentage of -

Average Adjusted

Equity (P*/E?*) 11.3% 1L.6 % 12.5 % 12,6 % 12.1 %

P11



ADJUSTED FINANCIAL DATA FOR THE DOMINANT

FIRMS IN TWENTY-THREE INDUSTRIES: THREE METHODOLOGIES
($ in Millions)

Name of firm: CELANESE

Industry: RAYON

Base Methodology 1971 1972 1973 1974 1971-74
Adjusted R & D Charge (R}) $_ 19.8 $  22.6 $_ 25.2 $__28.3 $__24.0
Adjusted Profits (P§) 75.9 66. 6 87.4 113.5 85.8
R & D Capital (Sf) 237.5 267.2 291.0 320. 7 279.1
Adjusted Equity (Ef) 856, 4 896.6 991.0 1081.7 924.5
Adjusted Profits

as a Percentage of

Average Adjusted

Equity (P*/E*) 9.0 % 7.6 % 9.3 % 10.9 % 9.3 %
Long-Lived Case

Adjusted R & D Charge (R{) $ 5,4 $ 4.7 $ 5.7 $_ 5.7 $ 5.4
Adjusted Profits (P§) 62.3 53.6 78.0 101.0 73.7
R & D Capital (S§ ) 331.9 379.4 422.7 475,0 402, 3
Adjusted Equity (Ef) 950, 8 1008.8 1122.7 1236.0 1038.4
Adjusted Profits

as a Percentage of

Average Adjusted

Equity (P¥/E*) 6,7 % 5.5 % 7.3 % __8.6% _1.1%
Short-Lived Case

Adjusted R & D Charge (R) $__28.6 32.2 $__35,1 $__38.8 $__33.7
Adjusted Profits (P¥ ) 74,4 67.9 93.3 118.2 __88.4
R & D Capital (5f) 188, 6 208. 6 222.5 241.7 _215.4
Adjusted Equity (Ef) 807.5 838.0 922.5 1002.7 _865.6
Adjusted Profits

as a Percentage of

Average Adjusted

Equity (P*/E¥) 9,3 % 8.3 % _10.6 % _12.3% _10.2 %

S11



ADJUSTED FINANCIAL DATA FOR THE DOMINANT

FIRMS IN TWENTY-THREE INDUSTRIES: THREE METHODOLOGIES
($ in Millions)

Name of firm: _CHRYSLER
Industry: ‘":Wmulﬁ

Base Methodology ¥n 1972 1973 1974 1971-74
Adiusted R & D Charge (R}) $ 87.8 $.9%5.0 $_106,5 $116,6 $101,5
Adjusted Profits (P{) 119.2 210.1 -328,5 116.9 208,7
R & D Capital (S}) 8682 963.7 1104,2 1228,8 1041.2
Adjusted Equity (E{) AL 3452.7 383L.9 3889.3 3461.0
Adjusted Profits

as a Percentage of

Average Adjusted :

Equity (P*/E?) 3.9 % 82 % 2.0 % 3.0 % b0 %
Long-Lived Case

Adjusted R & D Charge (RY) $_62.7 $_52.2 $_69,6 $_42.3 $.58.0
Adiusted Profits (Pf) 1189 247.6 291, 6 74,1 183.1
R & D Capital (S ) 1425.2 15635 1740.9 1939.8 1667.4
Adjusted Equity (Eg) 3694.1 4052,5 £468.6 4600,3 4065.4
Adjusted Profits

as a Percentage of

Average Adjusted

Equity (P*/E®) 3.3 % bs % 6.8 % 1.6 % 45 %
Short-Lived Case

Adjusted R & D Charge (R}) $.106.2 $112.6 $_134.5 $_149.5 $122.0
Adjusted Profits (P{ ) -138.9 281.7 -325.4 129.8 218.9
R & D Capital (S{) £40.8 iz —B26.2 912.9 174.6
Adjusted Equity (Ef) 2909.7 02,7 358539 3578.4 3202.2
Adjusted Profits

as a Percentage of

Average Adjusted

Equity (P*/E*) 4.9 % 9.2 % -9.6 % 1.6 % 6.8 %

911



ADJUSTED FINANCIAL DATA FOR THE DOMINANT

FIRMS IN TWENTY-THREE INDUSTRIES: THREE METHODOLOGIES
($ in Millions)

Name of firm: COQLGATE-PALMOLIVE CO.

‘ Industry: SQAD
Base Methodology 1971 1972 1973 1974 1971-74
Adjusted R & D Charge (R{) $ I8 .3 $ 20,0 $ 21.8 $_22.8 $
Adjusted Profits (P{) 51,5 76,0 97,3 121, 9 86.6
R & D Capital (S{) 180.5 196, 8 _213.1 219.2 202,4
Adjusted Equity (E) 377 209.2 —830,0 918.2 $9%.2
Adjusted Profits
as a Percentage of
Average Adjusted
Equity (P*/E*) 9.9 % 12.2 % 12.6 % 13.9 % 12.4 %
Long-Lived Case
Adjusted R & D Charge (R{) $_ 6.1 $_6.9 $__12.0 $_ 12,6 $_ 9.6
Adjusted Profits (Pf) 48,4 1.1 95.0 125.3 84.9
R & D Capital (S} ) 303.8 333.3 -359.4 375.7 343.1
Adjusted Equity (E:) £61.0 8457 -976.3 1074.7 £32.3
Adjusted Profits
as a Percentage of
Average Adjusted
Equity (P*/E*) 2.6 % 9.4 % 10.4 % 12.2 % 10.2 %
Short-Lived Case
Adjusted R & D Charge (R}) $_22.1 $_24.1 $__26.1 $_ 26,9 $_24,8
Adjusted Profits (P ) 86, 4 80,0 102.4 132, 7 92,9
R & D Capital (S}) 130.4 142.7 154. 7 156, 7 146.1
Adjusted Equity (E{) 482.6 £85.1 1116 55,7 642.9
Adjusted Profits
as a Percentage of
Average Adjusted
Equity (P*/E*) 11.¢ % 140 % 14.4 % 16.3 % 14.4 %

LTT



ADJUSTED FINANCIAL DATA FOR THE DOMINANT

FIRMS IN TWENTY-THREE INDUSTRIES: THREE METHODOLOQGIES
($ in Millions)

Name of firm:_CQONT INENTATI. CAN

Industry:_ METAL CONTAINERS

Base Methodology 1971 1972 1973 1974 1971-74
Ad-usted R & D Charge (Rf) $_ 21.1 $ 22.5 $__23,6 $__25.0 $_23.1
Adjusted Profits (P]) 79.8 86.9 101.2 _127.2 _98.8
R & D Capital (S§) 195.0 206. 7 218.3 233.2 _213.3
Adjusted Equity (E{) 976.2 —902.1 _960,5 1047.7 957.0
Adjusted Profits —_—)
as a Percentage of

Average Ad:iusted

Equity (P*/E*) 8. 4% 9.3 % 10.9 % 12,7 % _10.3%
Long-Lived Case

Adjusted R & D Charge (R{) $__10.8 $__ 16,4 $_ 17.0 $__17.5 15.4
Adiusted Profits ( P§) 78,5 89.3 104, 0 128.5 100.1
R & D Capital (S§ ) 348, 5 366.3 384.5 406.9 376.6
Adijusted Equity(Ei) 1129. 7 1061, 7 1126, 7 1221.4 1116.5
Adjusted Profits

as a Percentage of

Average Adjusted

Equity (P¥/E¥) 7.1% 8.2 U 9.5 % 10.9 % 9.0 %
Short-Lived Case

Adiusted R & D Charge (R}) $__ 24,0 $__25.5 $_26.9 28.7 $__ 26,3
Ad:usted Profits (P? ) 85.4 94.0 109.2 134.3 105.7
R & D Capital (S}) 139.2 147.9 156.2 167.4 152.7
Adiusted Equity (Ef) 920.4 843.3 898.4 981.9 898.0
Ad;usted Profits

as a Percentage of

Average Adjusted

Equity (P7/E™) 9.5 % 10,77 12.5 % 14,3 % 11.8 %

811



ADJUSTED FINANCIAL DATA FOR THE DOMINANT

FIRMS IN TWENTY-THREE INDUSTRIES: THREE METHODOLOGIES
($ in Millions)

Name of firm: CONTROL DATA CORP,
Industry: ELECTRONIC COMPUTING EQUIPMENT

Base Methodology

1971 1972 1973 1974 1971-74
Adjusted R & D Charge (R{) $ 10,5 $ 12.2 $ 15.0 $ 18.3 $ 14.0
Adjusted Profits (P{) 21.7 17,4 33.8 50. 6 30.9
R & D Capital (S§) 135.8 153.2 186.2 223.1 174.6
Adjusted Equity (Ef) 825, 4 996.0 1081.0 1113.8 960, 6
Adjusted Profits
as a Percentage of
Average Adjusted
Equity (P*/E¥) 2.7 % 1.9 % _ 3.3 % _ 4.6 % 3.2 %
Long-Lived Case
Adjusted R & D Charge (R}) $ .0 $ .0 $ .0 $____.0 — 0
Adjusted Profits (P§) 10.0 8.4 16. 6 31.4 16.6
R & D Capital (S§ ) 178.0 207.6 255, 7 310.9 ©238.1
Adjusted Equity (Ef) 867. 6 1050. 4 1150.5 1201.6 1017.1
Adjusted Profits
as a Percentage of
Average Adjusted
Equity {(P¥/E¥) 1,2 % .9 % 1.5 % 2.7 % 1.6 %
Short-Lived Case
Adjusted R & D Charge (R¥) $__16.3 $_ 18.4 $__22.4 $__26,8 $__21.0
Adjusted Profits (P§ ) 18. 5 18.0 28,2 45,3 27.5
R & D Capital (5¢) 109, 4 120.7 146, 4 174.8 137.8
Adjusted Equity (Ef) 799, 0 963.5 1041.2 1065. 5 927.3
Adjusted Profits
as a Percentage of
Average Adjusted
Equity (P*/E¥) 2.4 % 2.0 % 2.8 % 4.3 % 3.0 %

611



ADJUSTED FINANCIAL DATA FOR THE DOMINANT

FIRMS IN TWENTY-THREE INDUSTRIES: THREE METHODOLOGIES

Nam e of firm: DEI MONTE CORP

Industry: Séﬂg EQHIE am MEQEI&BI FQS

($ in Millions)

Base Methodology 1971 1972 1973 1974 1971-74
Adiusted R & D Charge (R{) $ 3.8 $ 4.1 $ 4,5 $ 4,7 $ 4.3
Adjusted Profits (P}) 22,7 25,1 5 29,0
R & D Capital (Sf) 37.0 40.0 43.0 45,7 41.4
Adjusted Equity (Ef) 266, 3 279.7 291.4 _319.1 _280.17
Adjusted Profits

as a Percentage of

Average Adjusted

Equity (P*/E¥) 8. 8% 9,2% 9.6 % 13,3% 10.3%
Long-Lived Case

Adjusted R & D Charge (R{) $ 2.1 $__ 2.2 $ 2.5 $ 2.9 $_ 2.4
Adjusted Profits (P§) 22.4 24.1 27.3 40,6 28.8
R & D Capital (Sf ) 63,3 68.3 73.2 77.8 70.7
Adjusted Equity (Ef) 292.6 308. 321.6 351.2 309.0
Adjusted Profits

as a Percentage of

Average Adjusted

Equity (P¥*/E¥) 7.9% 8,2% 8.7% 12, 1% 9,3%
Short-Lived Case

Adjusted R & D Charge (R{) $ 4,5 $ 4.9 $ 5.3 $____5.6 $___ 5.1 1
Adjusted Profits (P} ) 23.7 26.2 28. 7 42.0 30.1
R & D Capital (Sf) 26.8 29.0 31.2 33.1 30.0
Adjusted Equity (Ef) 256, 1 268.7 279.6 306.5 269, 7
Adjusted Profits

as a Percentag=» of

Average Adjusted

Equity (P¥/E*) 3.5 % 10.0% 10, 5% 14.3% 11.2%

021



ADJUSTED FINANCIAL DATA FOR THE DOMINANT

FIRMS IN TWENTY-THREE INDUSTRIES: THREE METHODOLOGIES
($ in Millions)

Name of firm: DIGITAL EQUIPMENT CORP.
Industry: ELECTRONIC COMPUTING EQUIPMENT

Base Methodology 1971 1972 1973 1974 1971-74
Adjusted R & D Charge (Rf) $ 3.1 $ 4.3 $ 5.7 $ 7.9 $ 5.2
Adjusted Profits (P} 17.7 23.5 33.5 59.3 33.5

R & D Capital (S{) 44,6 60. 4 79.6 108.3 —73.2
Adjusted Equity (E}) 170.5 205.2 303.1 447.9 243,9
Adjusted Profits

as a Percentage of

Average Adjusted

Equity (P*/E*) 11.2 % 12,5 % 13,2% 15,8 % 13.7%
Long-Lived Case

Adjusted R & D Charge (R{) $ .0 $ 0 $ .0 $ .0 $ .0
Adjusted Profits (Pf) 10. 6 15.3 23,5 44,4 23.5
R & D Capital (5§ ) 52,4 72.5 97.4 134,0 89.1
Adjusted Equity (E¥) 178.3 217.3 320,9 473.6 257.1
Adjusted Profits

as a Percentage of

Average Adjusted

Equity (P*/E*) 6.4 % 71 % 8.7 % 11.2 9% 9.1 %
Short-Lived Case

Adjusted R & D Charge (R§) $ 5,3 $ 7.2 $ 9.5 $_12.9 $ 8.7
Adjusted Profits (P§ ) 13.4 - 19,0 28,4 51.1 28,0
R & D Capital (S¥) 38. 7 51. 6 67.0 90.7 62.0
Adjusted Equity (Ef) 164, 6 196.4 290.5 430.3 234.4
Adjusted Profits

as a Percentage of

Average Adjusted

Equity (P®/E¥) 8.7 % 10.5 % 11.7% _14.2 % _11.9%
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ADNSTED FINANCIAL DATA FOR THE DOMINANT

FIRMS IN TWENTY-THREE INDUSTRIES: THREE METHODOLOGIES
($ in Millions)

Nam e of firm: DISTILLERS GORP._SEAGRAM

Industry:__LLIOUIQR.

Base Methodology 19711 1972 1973 1974 1971-74
Adsusted R & D Charge (R{) $ .0 $ 0 $ 0 $ Q $ 0
Adjusted Profits (P§) 60,1 65,7 72,7 81,6 70,0
R & D Capital (S§) .0 .0 .0 <0 .0
Adjusted Equity (E{) 725.5 768, 6 812,2 866.7 _770.7
Adjusted Profits

as a Percentage of

Average Adjusted

Equity (P*/E¥) 8,5 % 8.8 % 9.2 % 9,7 % 9.1 %
Long-Lived Case

Adjusted R & D Charge (R{) $ .0 $ .0 $ .0 $ .0 $ .0
Adiusted Profits (P{) 60,1 65.7 72,7 81,6 70,0
R & D Capital (57 ) .0 .0 .0 — a0 — 0
Adjusted Equity (Ef ) 125. 65 768. 6 812,2 866, 7 _1770.7
Adjusted Profits

as a Percentage of

Average Adjusted

Equity (P¥/E¥) 8.5 % 8.8 % 9.2 % 9. 7 % 9.1 %
Short-Lived Case

Adjusted R & D Charge (R{) $ 0 $ .0 $ .0 $ .0 $ .0
Adjusted Profits (P? ) 60,1 65, 7 72.7 81,6 70.0
R & D Capital (S}) .0 .0 .0 .0 .0
Adjusted Equity (Ef) 725,58 768.6 812,2 866, 7 _770.7
Adjusted Profits

as a Percentage of

Average Adjusted

Equity (P¥/E*) 8.5 % 8.8 % 9.2 % 9.7 % 9,1 %

2?1



ADJUSTED FINANCIAL DATA FOR THE DOMINANT

FIRMS IN TWENTY-THREE INDUSTRIES: THREE METHODOLOGIES

Name of firm:_EASTMAN KODAK COQ,

($ in Millions)

_Industry: PHOTQGR A PHIC EQUIBMENT
Base Methodology 1971 1972 1973 1974 1971.74
Adiusted R & D Charge (R{) $ _99.4 $ 109.4 $121.2 $134.3 $ 116.1
Adjusted Profits (P{) 465, 4 601.3 _719.4 202,0 —622.0
R & D Capital (S{) 1031.2 A1136.9 1263.7 1403, 1 1208, 7
Adjusted Equity (Ef) 3460, 9 3892,1 4381.6 4830,6 3933.6
Adjusted Profits
as a Percentage of
Average Adjusted
Equity (P*/E¥) 14. 0 % 16.4 % 17.4 % 15.2 % _15.8 %
Long-Lived Case
Adjusted R & D Charge (R{) $ 45,1 $__48,1 $_ 50,4 $_52,4 $__ 490
Adjusted Profits (P{) 442, 8 571.3 679.7 £56.7_ 587.6
R & D Capital (S} ) 1645. 0 1812.0 2009, 6. 2230,9 1924,4
Adjusted Equity (E¥) 4074, 7 4567.2 5127.5 5658.4 4615.7
Adjusted Profits
as a Percentage of
Average Adjusted
Equity (P*/E¥) 11,3 % 13.2 % 14,0 9% 12,2 9 2.7 %
Short-Lived Case
Adjusted R & D Charge (R§) $_125.6 $_138.5 $_153,9 $.170,8 $_147,2
Adjusted Profits (P§ ) _484.6 €18.3 7133, 5 718,3 638, 7
R & D Capital (5§) 768. 1 844, 7 938. 8 1041, 7 898, 3
Adjusted Equity (Ef) 3197. 8 3599, 9 4056, 7 4469,2 3638.8
Adjusted Profits
as a Percentage of
Average Adjusted
Equity (P*/E¥) 15.8 % 18,2 % 19,2 % 16,9 % _17.6 %

-
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FIRMS IN TWENTY-THREE INDUSTRIES: THREE METHODOLOGIES

ADJUSTED FINANCIAL DATA FOR THE DOMINANT

Name of firm:__mgm_QQBE

($ in Millions)

Industry: EEJ;BQLEHM REEINING

Base Methodology 1971 1972 1973 1974 1971-74
Adiusted R & D Charge (R{) $209,6 $215.1 $ 218.6 $225.3 $217.1
Adjusted Profits (P§) 1537.2 1557.9 2462. 4 3212.3 2192, 4

R & D Capital (S{) 1708, 0 1758.1 1794.9 1929, 7 1797, 7
Adjusted Equity (E{) 13300.9 14027.6 15512, 6 17653, 6 14494, 4
Adjusted Profits

as a Percentage of

Average Adjusted

Equity (P*/E*) 11.9 % 11. 4 %o 16,7 % 19. 4 %% 15,1 %o
Long-Lived Case

Adjusted R & D Charge (R{) $3172.0 $195. 0 $_246.0 $213.0 $206,5
Adiusted Profits (P§) 1606.0 1633, 2 2571,2 3253.0 2265, 9

R & D Capital (S{ ) 3390.8 3461, 0 3470, 4 3617.5 3484.9
Adjusted Equity (E{) 14983, 7 15730, 5 17188, 1 19341, 4 16176..3
Adjusted Profits

as a Percentage of

Average Adjusted

Equity (P¥/E¥) 1.0 % 10,6 % 15,6 % 17.8 % 14.0 %
Short-Lived Case

Adjusted R & D Charge (R{) $213,1 $219.2 $_223.7 $.239.4 $223.9
Adjusted Profits (P{ ) 1627, 4 1645. 8 2559, 6 3266, 7 2274.9

R & D Capital (Sf) 1145, 3 1191, 3 1223.0 1343,6 1225.8
Adjusted Equity (Ef) 12738, 2 13460, 8 149407 17067.6 13925.8
Adjusted Profits

as a Percentage of

Average Adjusted

Faquity {P7/E*) 13.1 % 12,6 % 18,0 % 20.4 % 16,3 %

A



FIRMS IN TWENTY-THREE INDUSTRIES: THREE METHODOLOGIES

ADJUSTED FINANCIAL DATA FOR THE DOMINANT

Name of firm: FALSTAFF BREWING CO.

Industry: BEER

($ in Millions)

Basgse Methodology 1971 1972 1973 1974 1971-74
Adjusted R & D Charge (R¥) $ .0 $ .0 $ .0 $ .0 $ .0
Adjusted Profits (Pf) 1.4 6.1 5.8 3.9 4.3
R & D Capital (S§ .0 .0 .0 .0 .0
Adjusted Equity (E{) 53.7 47.6 41.8 37.9 47,1
Adjusted Profits

as a Percentage of

Average Adjusted

Equity (P*/E*) 2.6 % 12.1% 13.0% 9.8% 9.1%
Long-Lived Case

Adjusted R & D Charge (RY) $ .0 $ .0 $ .0 $ .0 $ .0
Adjusted Profits (P) 1.4 6.1 5.8 3,9 4.3
R & D Capital (S ) .0 .0 .0 .0 .0
Adjusted Equity (Ef) 53,7 47.6 41.8 37.9 47.1
Adjusted Profits

as a Percentage of

Average Adjusted

Equity (P*/E¥*) 2,6 % 12.1% 13, 0% 9.8% 9.1%
Short-Lived Case

Adjusted R & D Charge (R{) $ 0 $ .0 $ .0 $ .0 $ .0
Adjusted Profits (P¥) 1.4 6.1 5.8 3.9 4.3
R & D Capital (S§) 0 .0 .0 .0 ¢
Adjusted Equity (E¥) 53, 7 47,6 41,8 37.9 47.1
Adjusted Profits

as a Percentage of

Average Adjusted

Equity (P*/E¥) 2.6 % 12, 1% 13.0% 9,8% _9.1%

KA



ADJUSTED FINANCIAL DATA FOR THE DOMINANT

FIRMS IN TWENTY-THREE INDUSTRIES: THREE METHODOLOGIES
($ in Millions)

Nam e of firm: pIRESTONE

Industry: TIRES.AND TUBES

Base Methodology 1971 1972 1973 1974 197174
Adiusted R & D Charge (R{) $ 24.0 $ 25 4 $_ 271 $_29~_Q_ 5_26__4_
Ad;usted Profits (Pf) _120.8 143.9 —174.4 —165.3

R & D Capital (5¢) 225.4 241.0 259.3 _281.1 251.7
Adjusted Equity (Ef) 1405. 5 1492.9 1616.3 1734.5 15104
Adjusted Profits

as a Percentage of

Average Adjusted

Equity (P*/E*) 8.9 % 9.9 % 11.2% 9. 9% __10,0%
Long-Lived Case

Adjusted R & D Charge (Rf) $_17.1 $_17.1 $__17.7 _l16.2 $_17.0
Adiusted Profits (P¥) 122. 4 144, 7 174.1 162.4 150.9
R & D Capital (Sf ) 390.9 414.8 442.5 477.1 431.3
Adjusted Equity (E{) 1571.0 1666, 7 1779.5 1930.5 1_6_8&5_
Adjusted Profits

as a Percentage of

Average Adjusted

Equity (P*/E¥) 8,0% 8.9% 10. O, 8. ™, 9.0%
Short-Lived Case

Adjusted R & D Charge (R{) $_ 27.1 $ 29.6 $__ 31.8 $__34,5 $_ 30,9
Adjusted Profits (Pf ) 127.9 151.2 181.4 171.9 158.1

R & D Capital (S§) 162.2 173.6 187.2 203.5 181, 7
Adjusted Equity (Ef) 1342, 3 1425.5 1544.2 1656, 9 1442.6
Adjusted Profits

as a Percentage of

Average Adjusted

Equity (P¥/E¥) 9. 8% 10.9% 12,2% 10. 7% 11.0%

971



ADJUSTED FINANCIAL DATA FOR THE DOMINANT

FIRMS IN TWENTY-THREE INDUSTRIES: THREE METHODOLOGIES
($ in Millions)

Nam e of firm: FORD

Industry: AU ! S!Ms 2B| ! Els

Base Methodology 1971 1972 1973 1974 1971-74
Adiusted R & D Charge (R{) $_385.1 $_420.2 $_ 473.9 $ 517.6 $ 449.2
Adjusted Profits (P{) 809. 4 1081.6 1234,9 601.7 931.9
R & D Capital (Sf) 3847.6 4254. 4 4886. 0 5349.1 4584, 3
Adjusted Equity (E{) 9394, 8 10215. 7 11291.1 11590, 4 10301.9
Adjusted Profits

as a Percentage of

Average Adjusted

Equity (P*/E*) 8,.8% 11,070 11.5% 5.3% 9.0 %
Long-Lived Case

Adjusted R & D Charge (R{) $ 231.1 $_192.0 $_ 238.4 $_ 170.6 ¢ 208.0
Adiusted Profits (P§) . 176.9 969, 8 1030,5 449. 6 806. 7
R & D Capital (S§ ) 6315.7 6950, 7 7817.8 8627.9 7428.0
Adjusted Equity (E{) 11862.9 12912.0 14222.9 14869. 2 13025
Adjusted Profits

as a Percentage of

Average Adjusted

Equity (P*/E¥) 6,7% 1. 8% 7.6% 3.1% 6.2%
Short-Lived Case

Adjusted R & D Charge (Rf’) $ _470.3 $__519.4 $__ 595, 5 $__651.9 $__559. 3
Adjusted Profits (P§ ) 901.3 1140.1 1216.2 699.9 989, 3
R & D Capital (S) 2813.6 3121.2 3631.2 3960, 0 3381.5
Adjusted Equity (Ef) 8360, 8 9082.5 10036. 3 10201. 3 9154.2
Adiusted Profits

as a Percentage of

Average Adjusted

Eauity (P /E*) 11.0% 13. 19, 12, 7% __6.9% 10.8 %

L2t



ADJUSTED FINANCIAL DATA FOR THE DOMINANT

FIRMS IN TWENTY-THREE INDUSTRIES: THREE METHODOLOGIES
($ in Millions)

Name of firm: GENERAL MILILS

Industry: py QUR.

Base Methodology 1971 1972 1973 1974 1971-74
Adiusted R & D Charge (R¥) $ 8,2 $ 8.9 $ 9.6 $ 10.4 L3 9.3
Adjusted Profits (Pf) 47.2 56,6 70,5 80.9 63.8
R & D Capital (Sf) 74. 6 83.1 92,5 103,7 88.5
Adjusted Equity (Ef) 407, 3 448, 7 517.9 587.1 - 463,3
Adjusted Profits

as a Percentage of

Average Adjusted

Equity (P*/E¥) 12.1% 13. 2% 14, 6% 14,6 % 13.8%
Long-Lived Case

Adjusted R & D Charge (R{) $ 6,7 $_ 6.7 $ 6.9 $ 6,9 $ 6.8
Adjusted Profits (Pf) 47.4 55.7 69.2 78. 7 62,7
R & D Capital (S ) 133.2 143, 9 156. 0 170.7 151.0
Adjusted Equity (Ef) 465.9 5Q09.5 581, 4 654.1 524.6
Adjusted Profits

as a Percentage of

Average Adjusted

Equity (P*/E¥) 10,6 % 11.4 % 12,7 % 12.7 % lZ,O%
Short-Lived Case

Adjusted R & D Charge (R{) $ 9,2 $__ 10,2 $_11.3 $_12.7 $_10.9
Adjusted Profits (P§) 48. 7 57.5 71.5 81.7 64.8
R & D Capital (S{) 53.7 60.9 68,5 77.4 65.1
Adjusted Egquity (EF) 386.4 426.5 493,9 560. 8 440.8
Adjusted Profits

as a Percentage of

Average Adjusted

Equity P¥/E¥) 13.2% 14,2 % 15.5% 15.5 % 14 7%

8721



ADJUSTED FINANCIAL DATA FOR THE DOMINANT

FIRMS IN TWENTY-THREE INDUSTRIES: THREE METHODOLOGIES
($ in Millions)

Name of firm: GENERAL MOTORS

Industry: AUTOMOBILES

Base Methodology 1971 1972 1973 1974 1971-74
Ad-usted R & D Charge (R{) $_589.9 $__626,5 $_677.0 $ 734.6 $ 657.0
Adjusted Profits (P]) 2151.1 23904 26917 12803 2128.4
R & D Capital (Sf) _5569,5 6007, 3 6571.9 7207.0 6338.9
Adjusted Equity (E{) 16374. 7 17690. 2 19138.7 19737. 6 176443
Adjusted Profits

as a Percentage of

Average Adjusted

Equity (P*/E™) 13.7 % 14.0 % 14.6% 6. 6% 12, 1%
Long-Lived Case

Adjusted R & D Charge (R{) $_ 442.1 $_383.6 '$_390.4 $_338.3 $_388.6
Adiusted Profits (P§) 2165.6 2362,3 2601.1 1126, 0 2063.7
R & D Capital (S{ ) 9586, 4 10267.1 11118.3 12149. 6 10780. 4
Adjusted Equity (E{) 20391.6 . 21950.0 23685.1 24680.2 21951, 5
Adjusted Profits

as a Percentage of

Average Adjusted

Equity (P*/E¥) 11,0 % 11.2% 11.4% 4. % 9.4%
Short-Lived Case

Adjusted R & D Charge (R{) $__684.4 $_737.1 ¢_ 805.4 $__882.4 $_1777.3
Adjusted Profits (Pf ) 2291.6 2546,1 2816.9 1408.9 2265.9
R & D Capital (S}) 3985.,5 4312.7 4748.8 5236.0 4570. 8
Adjusted Equity (Ef) 14790, 7 15995, 6 17315.6 17766.6 15936, 2
Adjusted Profits

as a Percentage of

Average Adjusted

Equity {P"/E") 16,2 % 16.5% 16.9% 8, 0% 14,2%

621



ADJUSTED FINANCIAL DATA FOR THE DOMINANT

FIRMS IN TWENTY-THREE INDUSTRIES: THREE METHODOLOGIES
($ in Millions)

Name of firm: G ENERAT, PORTLAND CEMENT

Industry:_ CEMENT
e

Base Methodology 1971 1972 1973 1974 1971-74
Ad-usted R & D Charge {Rf) $ 1 $ .1 $ .2 $_ .2 $ .1
Adjusted Profits (P{) 10.5 11.3 6.1 . 1.4
R & DCapital(S?) 1.2 1.4 1.5 1.8 1.5
Adiusted Equity (Ef) 116. 8 123, 7 124. 4 A21.0 118.6
Adjusted Profits

as a Percentage of

Average Adjusted .

Equity (P¥/E¥) 9.8 % 9.4 %o 4,9 % 1,6 % 6.3 %
Long-Lived Case

Adjusted R & D Charge (R{) $ 1 $ .1 $ 1 $ .1 $ .1
Adiusted Profits (P§) 10.5 11.3 6.1 1.9 7.4

R & D Capital (S] ) 2.1 2.3 2,5 2.8 2.4
Adjusted Equity (Ef) 117. 7 124, 6 125.4 122, 0 119.5
Adjusted Profits

as a Percentage of

Average Adjusted

Equ:ity {P¥/E¥) 9, 7 %o 9.3 % 4.8 % 1,5 % 6.2 %
Short-Lived Case

Adjusted R & D Charge (R}) $ .2 $__.2 $ 22 $ 22 $__ .2
Adjusted Profits (Pf ) 10.5 11.3 6g1 1,9 T. 4

R & D Capital (S) .9 .0 1.2 1,3 1.1
Adjusted Equity (Ef) 116.5 123.3 _124,1 120.5 118,2
Adiusted Profits

as a Percentage of

Average Adjusted

Equity (P*/E¥) 9.8 % 9.4 % 4,9 % 1.6 % 63 %

0et



ADJUSTED FINANCIAL DATA FOR THE DOMINANT

FIRMS IN TWENTY-THREE INDUSTRIES: THREE METHODOLOGIES
($ in Millions)

Name of firm: ~OODRICH
Industry: TIRES AND TURES

Base Methodology 1971 1972 1973 1974 1971-74
Ad-usted R & D Charge {R{) $_19.3 $ 20.3 $ 21.4 $___§_§£ $ 20.9
Adusted Profits (P}) 33,3 55,0 _62.7 __60.7 __52.9
R & D Capital (S§) 173.1 184. 6 197. 3 _214.1 -192.3
Ad:usted Equity (E{) 754, 1 833.8 _881.0 _931.9 _827.8
Adjusted Profits

as a Percentage of

Average Adjusted

Equity (P*/E¥) 4,4 % 6,9 % 7.3 % 6.7 % __6.4%
Long-Lived Case

Ad:usted R & D Charge (R{) $ 15,9 $ 15.3 ¢ _15.5 $___14.7 $__15.4
Adiusted Profits (P§) 38.1 57.0 64,2 59.6 ___54.7
R & D Capital (S ) 312.8 329.3 347.9 _372.8 _340.7
Adjusted Equity (Ef) _893.8 - 978,5 1031.6 1090.6 _973.4
Adiusted Profits

as a Percentage of

Average Adjusted

Equity (P¥/E¥) 4,3 % 6.1 % 6.4 % 5,6 % 5,6 %
Short-Lived Case

Adjusted R & D Charge (R}) $__21.4 $_ 22.8 $_ 24,3 $__26.3 $__23.7
Ad;justed Profits (P{ ) 40.9 60.8 68.7 65,7 59.0
R & D Capital (S{) 121.8 130, 8 140, 6 153.9 136.8
Adjusted Equity (Ef) 702.8 780.0 824.3 871.7 173.6
Ad:iusted Profits

as a Percentage of

Average Adjusted .

EquitytP‘/E*) 5 &0/0 8.2 % 8.6 % 7.70/0 7'6 %

Tet



ADJUSTED FINANCIAL DATA FOR THE DOMINANT

FIRMS IN TWENTY-THREE INDUSTRIES: THREE METHODOLOGIES
($ in Millions)

Name of firm: GOONYEAR

Industry: _TIRES AND TUBES

1971-74

Base Methodology 1971 1972 1973 1974

Adrusted R & D Charge (R{) $ 49,6 $.53,5 $_58.3 $_63.1 £ 56,1
Adjusted Profits (Pf) 188, 6 216.5 213.5 184.5 200.8
R & D Capital (5§) 477, 7 522, 5 577, 7 629, 6 551, 9
Ad;usted Equity (Ef) 1933, 7 2114,3 2251,2 2376,3 2094.8
Adjusted Profits

as a Percentage of

Average Adjusted

Equity iP*/E¥) 10,1 % 10,7 % 9.8 % 8,0 % 9.6 %o
Long-Lived Case

Adjusted R & D Charge (Rf) $_32.4 $_32,1 $_ 33.6 $_32.3 $ 32.6
Adiusted Profits {P§) 187.0 209.9 202,.3 174, 3 193.4

R & D Capital (S¢ )J' 811.2 8177.4 957.3 1040, 0 921, 5
Adjusted Equity (E{) 2267, 2 2469.2 2630, 8 2786,7 2452.7
Adjusted Profits

as a Percentage of

Average Adjusted

Equtty (P¥/E¥) 8. 6 % 8.9 % 7.9 %o é 4 % 7.9 %
Short-Lived Case

Adjusted R & D Charge (R}) $_58.6 $_64,0 $_.70,7 $_177,0 $ 67,6
Ad;usted Profits (P ) 200, 7 226.5 221,5 197, 5 211.6

R & D Capital (S§) 347.1 381, 4 424,2 462.2 403, 7
Adjusted Equity (Ef) 1803,1 1973,2 2097.7 M 1952. 4
Adiusted Profits

as a Percentage of

Average Adjusted

Equity PEIET) 11. 6 %o 12. 0 %o 10.9 % 9.2 %o 10,8 %

(A



ADJUSTED FINANCIAL DATA FOR THE DOMINANT

FIRMS IN TWENTY-THREE INDUSTRIES: THREE METHODOLOGIES
($ in Millions)

Name of firm: HIRAM WALKER

Industry: LIQUOR

Base Methodology 1971 1972 1973 1974 1971-74
Adjusted R & D Charge (R{) $ .0 $ .0 $ .0 $ .0 $ .0
Adjusted Profits (P{) 51,1 56.4 63.4 66.2 59, 3
R & D Capital (S{) .0 .0 .0 .0 .0
Adjusted Equity (E}) 415.9 445,4 488.3 524,9 452, 0
Adjusted Profits

as a Percentage of

Average Adjusted

Equity (P*/E¥) 12. 7% 13. Y 13.6 % 13.1% 13.1%
Long-Lived Case

Adjusted R & D Charge (R{) $ Q $ .0 $ .0 $ .0 $ .0
Adjusted Profits (P{) 51,1 56. 4 63.4 66,2 59,3
R & D Capital (S} ) .0 .0 .0 L0 .0
Adjusted Equity (Ef) 415.9 445,4 488.3 524.9 452.0
Adjusted Profits

as a Percentage of

Average Adjusted

Equity (P¥*/E*) 12, 7% 13.1% 13.6% 13,1% _13.1%
Short-Lived Case

Adjusted R & D Charge (R{) $ .0 $ .0 $ .0 $____ .0 .0
Adjusted Profits (P§ ) 51.1 56,4 63.4 __66.2 _59.3
R & D Capital (Sf) 0 .0 .0 — 0 — -0
Adjusted Eguity (EF) 415.9 445, 9 488, 3 _524,9 _4__5_L.0_
Adjusted Profits

as a Percentage of

Average Adjusted

Equity (P®/E¥) _12,7% _13.1% _13.6% _13,1% _13.1%

€el



ADJUSTED FINANCIAL DATA FOR THE DOMINANT

FIRMS IN TWENTY-THREE INDUSTRIES: THREE METHODOLOGIES
($ in Millions)

Name of firm:_IDEAL BASIC INDUSTRIES
Industry: CEMENT

Base Methodology 1971 1972 1973 1974 1971-74
Ad-usted R & D Charge (R{) $ .0 $ L0 $ .0 $ .0 $ L0
Adjusted Profita (P{) 17,4 21,7 25,5 30,5 23,8

R & D Capital (Sf) .0 20 .0 .0 .0
Adjusted Equity (Ef) 188, 0 199,1 206, 0 218,3 198. 0
Adjusted Profits

as a Percentage of

Average Adjusted

Equity (P*¥/E™¥) 9.5 To 1.2 % 12.6 % 14,4 % 12.0Q %
Long-Lived Case

Adiusted R & D Charge (R{) $___ .0 $__ ,0 $_ L0 $ __,0 $__ .0
Adiusted Profits (P§) 17,4 21,7 25,5 _ 30,5 23,8 _
R & D Capital (S ) .0 .0 .0 —0 —
Adjusted Equity (Ef) 188, 0 199, 1 206, 0 218, 3 198.0
Adjusted Profits

as a Percentage of

Average Adjusted

Equity (P*/E¥) 9.5 %o 11. 2 %o 2. é % 14. 4 % 12.0 %
Short-Lived Case

Adiusted R & D Charge (R{) $ 0 $ .0 $ .0 $ .0 $ .0
Adjusted Profits (P§ ) 17. 4 21.7 25,5 30,5 23.8

R & D Capital (S¥) ) .0 .0 .0 —0
Adjusted Equity (E{) _188.0 199. 1 206, 0 218, 3 198.0
Ad:usted Profits :

as a2 Percentage of

Average Adjusted

Equitv i{P7/E™) 9.5 % 11.2 %o 12,6 % 14, 4 % J_Z‘Q__%

yel



ADJUSTED FINANCIAL DATA FOR THE DOMINANT

FIRMS IN TWENTY-THREE INDUSTRIES: THREE METHODOLOGIES
($ in Millions)

Name of firm: _INTERCOQO INC
Industry:  SHOES
——

Base Methodology 1971 1972 1973 1974 1971-74
Ad-usted R & D Charge (R{) $ 0 $ .0 $ .0 $ .0 $ .0
Adiusted Profits (P{) 31,5 37.17 __42.5 47,0 —-39.7
R & D Capital (5§ .0 .0 ___ .0 L _ 0
Adiusted Equity (E{) 264, 6 302.6 310.3 _359,4 -292.7
Adjusted Profits

as a Percentage of

Average Adjusted

Equity (P*/E*) 12.8% 13.3% 13.9% 14.0% _ 13.6%
Long-Lived Case

Adjusted R & D Charge (R{) $ 0 $ .0 .0 $___ .0 $____ .0
Adiusted Profits (Pf) 31.5 31.7 42.5 ———-—47' 0 —391
R & D Capital (5] ) 0 0 .0 .0 —_0
Adjusted Equity (E{) 264. 6 302, 6 310, 3 _359.4 292.7
Adjusted Profits

as a Percentage of

Average Adiusted

Equity (P¥/E*) —12.8% —13.3% —13.9% —14.0% —13.6%
Short-Lived Case

Adjusted R & D Charge (R§) $ Q $ , 0 .0 $ .0 $ .0
Adjusted Profits (P ) 31. 8 37.1 42.5 47,0 39.7
R & D Capital (S]) .0 .0 -0 —0 — 0
Adiusted Equity (Ef) 264. 6 302, 6 310, 3 359.4 292.7
Adjusted Profits

as a Percentage of

Average Adjusted

Equity (P¥/E*) 12.8% 13.3% 13.99% 14.0% 1. 6%

SET



ADJUSTED FINANCIAL DATA FOR THE DOMINANT

FIRMS IN TWENTY-THREE INDUSTRIES: THREE METHODOLOGIES
($ in Millions)

INTERNATIONAL
Name of firm: BUSINESS MACHINES
Industry: ELECTRONIC COMPUTING EQUIPMENT

Base Methodology 1971 1972 1973 1974 1971-74
Adjusted R & D Charge (Rf) $ 227, 3 $ 264.9 $_ 305.0 $ 353,4 $_287.6
Adjusted Profits (Pf) 1241, 6 1493,0 1796. 5 2116, 5 1661.9
R & D Capital (Sf) 2615,1 3026, 1 3451, 2 3987.6 3270.0
Adjusted Equity (Ef) 9257, 5 10592.0 12263.2 14097.9 10821.6
Adjusted Profits

as a Percentage of

Average Adjusted

Equity (P*/E¥) 14.2% 15.0% 15,7 % 16.1 % 15.4 %
Long-Lived Case

Adjusted R & D Charge (R}) $__37.5 $__48.9 $__ 66.7 $__178.1 $_ 57,8
Adjusted Profits (Pf) 1098.3 1304, 7 1610,2 1878.2 1472.9
R & D Capital (Sf ) 3827.3 4454.3 5117, 6 5929, 3 4832,1
Adjusted Equity (Ef) 10469, 7 12020. 2 13929, 6 16039, 6 12268, 8
Adjusted Profits

as a Percentage of

Average Adjusted

Equity (P¥/E¥) 11.1 % 11.6 % 12,4 % 12.5 % 12. 0%
Short-Lived Case

Adjusted R & D Charge (R{) $_315.8 $_365.7 $_417.3 $_ 482,3 $_395.3
Adjusted Profits (P§ ) 1243.0 1469, 4 1792.5 _2088.4 _1648.4
R & D Capital (S¥) 2018, 4 2328.7 2641.4 _3048.9 _2509.4
Adjusted Equity (Ef) 8660, 9 9894. 6 11453.4 13159,2 10114.7
Adjusted Profits

as a Percentage of

Average Adjusted

Equity (P*/E*} 15.2 % 15.8% _16.8% _17.0% _16.3 %

9¢1



ADJUSTED FINANCIAL DATA FOR THE DOMINANT

FIRMS IN TWENTY-THREE INDUSTRIES: THREE METHODOLOGIES
($ in Millions)

Name of firm:_JONES & LAUGHLIN

Industry:_ STEEIL,

Base Methodology 1971 1972 1973 1974 1971-74
Ad-usted R & D Charge (R{) $ .0 $__ .0 $ .0 $ .0 $ .0
Adjusted Profits (P{) 15. 4 39.3 50.2 141.5 61.6
R & D Capital (Sf) .0 .0 .0 .0 .0
Adyusted Equity {Ef) 677.8 700.6 727.9 842.1 715. 6

Adjusted Profits
as a Percentage of
Average Adjusted

Equity (P*/E™) 2.3 % 5.7 %o 7.0 % 18,0 % 8,6 %
Long-Lived Case

Adjusted R & D Charge (RY) $ L0 $__ .0 $ .0 $ .0 $___.0
Adinsted Profits (P§) 15, 4 39,3 50,2 141.5 61.6

R & D Capital (S} ) .0 .0 .0 .0 .0
Adjusted Equity lE.:t:' ) 677. 8 700, 6 727. 842.1 715. 6

Adiusted Profits
as a Percentage of
Average Adjusted

Equity (P*/E™) 2.3 %o 5.7 % 7.0 % 18,0 % 8.6 %
Short-Lived Case

Adjusted R & D Charge (R{) $ 0 $ Q $ 1} $_ .0 $___ .0
Adjusted Profits (P§ ) 15. 4 39,3 __50,2 _141,5 61,6
R & D Capital (S’{) 0 .0 S - —_—0
Adjusted Equity (Ef) 677. 8 700.6 127.9 842, 1 715.6
Adiusted Profits

as a Percentage of

Average Adjusted

Equity IP"/E¥) 2.3 % 57 % 7.0 % 18,0 % 8.6 %

Lel



FIRMS IN TWENTY-THREE INDUSTRIES: THREE METHODOLOGIES

ADJUSTED FINANCIAL DATA FOR THE DOMINANT

Name of firm: KAISER ALIIMINIIM

($ in Millions)

Industry:_ ALITMINUM

Base Methodology 1971 1972 1973 1974 1971-74
Ad:usted R & D Charge (R{) $ 8.3 $_8.,7 $__9,1 $__9.4 $_8,9
Adjusted Profits (P{) 29,2 15. 8 44.8 105,1 48. 7

R & D Capital (S§) 81,8 83,2 83,8 85,4 83.6
Adjusted Equity (Ef) 713,4 20,6 749.8 835.4 738.72_
Adjusted Profits

as a Percentage of

Average Adjusted

Equity (P*/E*) 4.1 %o 2.2 Fo 6.1 % 13,3 % 6.6 %
Long-Lived Case

Adjusted R & D Charge IR{) $_ 3.1 $__3.9 $__ 5.8 $___ 6.0 $_ 4.7
Adiusted Profits (P§) 28,6 17,1 47,5 107. 4 50.2

R & D Capital (S5 ) 138,2 144, 4 148.3 153.2 146.0
Adjusted Equity (E;) 769, 8 781.8 814, 3 903, 2 799.1
Adiusted Profits

as a Percentage of

Average Adjusted

Equity {P*/E¥) 3.7 %o 2.2 %o 6,0 % 12,5 % 6.3 %o
Short-Lived Case

Adiusted R & D Charge (Rf) $_10.0 $_10,2 $.10,3 $_10,5 $_10,3
Adjusted Profits (P§ ) 32.2 20.4 49/9 109, 8 53,1

R & D Capital (S}) 59.2 59.1 58,5 58,8 58, 9
Adjusted Equity (Ef) 690, 8 696, 5 24,5 808, 8 147
Adiusted Profits

as a Percentage of

Average Adjusted

Equity t{P7/E*) 4.7 % 2.9 To 7.0 % 14,3 % 7. 4 %

8¢1



ADJUSTED FINANCIAL DATA FOR THE DOMINANT

FIRMS IN TWENTY-THREE INDUSTRIES: THREE METHODOLOGIES
($ in Millions)

Name of firm: KENNECOTT COPPER CORP.

Industry: COPPER

Base Methodology 1971 1972 1973 1974 1971-74
Adiusted R & D Charge (R{) $ .6 $ 1.3 $_ 1.9 $ 2,5 $ 1.6
Adjusted Profits (P}) _92.5 92.4 164, 2 172. 1 130, 4
R & D Capital (Sf) 10,3 19.8 29,0 36.9 24,0
Adjusted Equity (E{) 1203,2 1223.6 1336.1 1478.9 1272.2
Adjusted Profits

as a Percentage of

Average Adjusted

Equity (P*/E*) 7.8 % 7.6 % 12,8 % 12.3 % 10,3 %
Long-Lived Case

Adjusted R & D Charge (R{) $ .0 $ .0 $ .0 $ .0 $ .0
Adiusted Profits (P§) 87.2 87.4 159.4 168. 6 125, 7

R & D Capital {S{ ) 10.9 21.7 32.8 43.3 27.2
Adjusted Equity (E{) 1203.8 1225.5 1339.9 1485.3 1274. 6
Adjusted Profits

as a Percentage of

Average Adjusted )

Equity (P¥/E®) 7.3 % 7.2 % 12.4 % 11.9 % 9.9 %
Short-Lived Case

Adjusted R & D Charge (Rf) $_ 1.2 $__ 2.3 $__ 3.4 $___4.4 $__2.8
Adjusted Profits (P§) 87.8 88.6 _161.2 _170,9 _127.1
R & D Capital (S}) 9,7 18.1 25. 8 31.9 21,4
Adjusted Equity (Ef) 1202. 6 1221.9 1332.9 1473.9 1270.2
Adjusted Profits

as a Percentage of

Average Adjusted

Equity IP¥/E¥) 7.4 % T7e3 % _ 12,6 % 12,2 % _ 10,0 %

6€T



ADJUSTED FINANCIAL DATA FOR THE DOMINANT

FIRMS IN TWENTY-THREE INDUSTRIES: THREE METHODOLOGIES

Name of firm: LEHIGH PORTI.AND CEMENT

($ in Millions)

Industry:  CEMENT

Base Methodology 1971 1972 1973 1974 197174
Adusted R & D Charge (Rf) $ .0 $ .0 $ .0 $ .0 $ .0
Adjusted Profits (P¥) 5,4 1.6 —-10.8 —Lb —1.9
R & D Capital (S§) .0 .0 .0 a0 — 0
Adjusted Equity (E{) 106, 1 113.3 _107.9 12,8 108.8
Adjusted Profits

as a Percentage of

Average Adjusted

Equity (P¥*/E¥*) 52 % 6,9 % 9,8 % 6,9 % 1.2 %
Long-Lived Case

Adjusted R & D Charge (R{) $_ .0 $_ .0 $_ .0 $__-.0 $___ .0
Adiusted Profits (Pf) 5.4 7.6 10,8 7.6 9
R & D Capital (S} ) 0 .0 .0 .0 . 20
Adjusted Equity (E{) 106. 1 113.3 107.9 112, 8 08,8
Adjusted Profits

as a Percentage of

Average Adjusted

Equity (P¥/E™) 5.2 % 6,9 %o 9.8 % 6.9 % 7.2 %
Short-Lived Case

Adjusted R & D Charge (R{) $ 0 $ .0 $ .0 $ .0 $ .0
Adjusted Profits (P§ ) _ 5.4 7.6 10, 8 7.6 7.9

R & D Capital (Sf) 0 .0 , 0 .0 .0
Adjusted Equity (Ef) 106, 1 113, 3 107 112.8 108. 8
Adiusted Profits

as a Percentage of

Average Adjusted

Equity (P*/E*) 5,2 % 6.9 % 9.8 % 6.9 % 7.2 %

0%l



Name of firm: LIBBY -McNEIL

ADJUSTED FINANCIAL DATA FOR THE DOMINANT

FIRMS IN TWENTY-THREE INDUSTRIES: THREE METHODOLOGIES

Industry: CANNED FRUITS AND VEGETABLES

($ in Millions)

Base Methodology 1971 1972 1973 1974 1971-74
Adjusted R & D Charge (R{) $ .9 $ .9 $_ 1,0 $ 1.0 $ .9
Adjusted Profits (Pf) 8 1.7 4.8 11. 0 4.6
R & D Capital (S§) 7.5 7.7 8.2 8.9 8.1
Adjusted Equity (E{) 131.4 128, 8 137.7 151,3 130.9
Adjusted Profits

as a Percentage of

Average Adjusted

Equity (P*/E¥) 7. % 1.3 % 3.6% 7.6% 3.5 %
Long-Llived Case

Adjusted R & D Charge (R}) $ 8 $ ) $ .9 $ .9 $ +9
Adjusted Profits (P{) 1.1 2.1 5.1 11.1 4.8
R & D Capital (S§ ) 14,6 14.8 15.3 16.2 15.2
Adjusted Equity (Ef) 138.5 135.9 144.8 158. 6 _138.0
Adjusted Profits

as a Percentage of

Average Adjusted

Equity (P*/E¥) 9 % 1.5 % 3.6 % 7.3 % 3.5 %
Short-Lived Case

Adjusted R & D Charge (R{) $ 9 $ 1.0 $ 1.0 $ 1.1 $ 1.0
Adjuste? Profits (Pf ) 1.2 2.1 5.1 _11.2 4.9
R & D Capital (S§) 5.2 5.3 5.7 — 6.4 — D6
Adjusted Equity (Ef) 129.1 126.4 135,2 _148.8 _128.5
Adjusted Profits

as a Percentage of

Average Adjusted

Equity (P¥/E¥) —1..0% _1.6 % _3.9% 19 % _3.8%

I¥1



ADJUSTED FINANCIAL DATA FOR THE DOMINANT

FIRMS IN TWENTY-THREE INDUSTRIES: THREE METHODOLOGIES
’ ($ in Millions)

Name of firm: LIBBY-OWENS-FORD

-
e ———————

Industry: FLAT GLASS

Rase Methodology 1971 1972 1973 1974 1971-74
Ad usted R & D Charge (R{) S .0 $__ .0 $___ .0 $__.0 $__ .0
Ad;usted Profits (P]) __49.5 52,6 —h2.2 31.7. —49.0
R & D Capital (S{) 0 — .0 —0 —0 — 0
Ad-usted Equity (E¢) —333.4 -352.4 370.3 3711.2 ~350.3
Adiusted Profits

as a Percentage of

Average Ad usted

Equity (P*/E™Y) 15.2 % 15.3 % 7.2 % B8B&6 % _14.0 %
long-lived Case

Ad-usted R & D Charge (R}) $ 0 $ .0 $ .0 $___.0 S .0
Ad isted Profits (P 49 5 52 4 £2 .2 31.7 —49.0
R & D Capital (S ) 0 .0 0 ' — a0
Adiusted Fquity (Ey ) 3334 _352.4 3703 31,2 -350.3
Ad usted Profits

as a Percentage of

Averayxe Adjusted

qu.xty'P’/E’b ls z % |§.3 % 17.2 % 816 % l‘. ﬂ %
Short-Lived Case

Adyusted R & D Charge (Ry) $ 0 $ 0 $ .0 s .0 $ .0
Ad;usted Profits (P§ ) 49.5 52.6 62.2 31.7 49,0
R & D Capital (S}) 0 -0 .0 .0 0
Adjusted Equity ( E{) 333, 4 _352.4 370,3 371,2 _350.3
Adiusted Profits

as 2 Percentage of

Average Ad:iusted

Fquity ‘P /E") 15,2 % 15.3 % 17.2 % Q.é % 14. 0 %

144!



ADJUSTED FINANCIAL DATA FOR THE DOMINANT

FIRMS IN TWENTY-THREE INDUSTRIES: THREE METHODOLOGIES
($ in Millions)

Name of firm: LIGGETT & MEYERS

Industry: CIGARETTES

Rase Methodology 1971 1972 1973 1974 1971-74
Ad usted R & D Charge (R}) $ 3,2 $ 3,3 $_ 3.3 $__ 3.3 $___ 3.3
Ad-usted Profits (P{) 36.4 30. 7 29.5 28,4 31,2
R & D Capital (§§) 26,7 28.0 28,5 _28,3 _ 27,9
Ad usted Equity (E{) _365.9 371,90 384, 3 391,0 —374.2
Adiusted Profits

as a Percentage of

Average Ad;usted

Equity (P*/E®) 10,2 % 8.3 % 7.7 % .3 % 8.3 %
Long-1ived Case

Ad;usted R & D Charge (R{) $ 3.1 $ 3.2 s 3,2 $_ 3.1 $ 3,2
Adiuisted Profits (P{) 37.5 31,7 30.9 30.1 32,5
R & D Capital (S{ ) 51.2 52.6 53.2 52,6
Adiusted Equity IE: ) 390. 4 401. 6 402: 0 416, 0 -399.2
Adiusted Profits

as a Percentage of

Average Adjusted

Equity (P*/E*) g8 % g 0% 7.6 % 7.3 % 8,2 %
Short-Lived Case

Adjusted R & D Charge (R{) $ 3.3 $ 3.5 $__ 3,5 $__ 3.5 s$ 3.5
Ad;usted Profite (Pf) 32.6 3.8 31,0 30.3 32,7
R & D Capital (S¢) 18. 4 19.6 19,8 19.5 19.3
Adjusted Equity (E{) 357.6 368, 6 375, 6 382,2 366, 1
Adiusted Profits

as a3 Percentage of

Avrrage Adjusted

Equity 1T "/E*) 10, 1% B8 % 8.3 % 8,0 % g.9 %

eV



ADJUSTED FINANCIAL DATA FOR THE DOMINANT

FIRMS IN TWENTY-THREE INDUSTRIES: THREE METHODOLOGIES
($ in Millions)

Name of firm: LILLY (ELI) & CO,
Industry: ETHICAL PHARMACEUTICALS

Base Methodology 1971 1972 1973 1974 1971-74
Adjusted R & D Charge (Rf) $_ 30.5 $ 34.4 $ 38.6 $ 43.3 $  36.7
Adjusted Profits (Pf) 115.3 147,1 178.7 204.8 161.5
R & D Capital (Sf) 325, 8 365, 7 410.4 460, 4 390.6
Adjusted Equity (Ef) 838.9 983, 9 1140, 6 1308,9 997.5
Adjusted Profits

as a Percentage of

Average Adjusted

Equity (P*/E¥) 14.6_ % 16.1% 16.8 % 16.7 % 16.2 %
Long-Lived Case R

Adjusted R & D Charge (R{) $__ 8.7 $_ 11.2 $__13.2 $_ 15,7 $_ 12,2
Adjusted Profits (P{) 100. 6 132.1 162,4 187.0 145.5
R & D Capital (S{ ) 510.3 573.4 643.5 721.1 612.1
Adjusted Equity (E}) 1023.4 1191, 6 1373.7 1569, 6 1206.7
Adjusted Profits

as a Percentage of

Average Adjusted

Equity (P¥/E*) 10,4 % 11,9 % 12.7 % 12.7 % 12.1%
Short-Lived Case

Adjusted R & D Charge (R{) $ 39,6 $__44.5 $___49.9 $__56.0 $__47.5
Adjusted Profits (P ) 116, 7 149.4 181.4 _207.9 _163.9
R & D Capital (S{) 245, 3 275.2 308. 6 _345.9 _293,7
Adjusted Equity (Ef) 758, 4 893.4 1038. 8 1194.4 _906.0
Adjusted Profits

as a Percentage of

Average Adjusted

Equity (P*/E¥) 16.3 % 18.1 % 18.8 % 18.6 % _18.1%

44



ADJUSTED FINANCIAL DATA FOR THE DOMINANT

FIRMS IN TWENTY-THREE INDUSTRIES: THREE METHODOLOGIES
($ in Millions)

Name of firm: LONE STAR INDUSTRIES
Industry: CEMENT

Base Methodology 1971 1972 1973 1974 1971-74
Adjusted R & D Charge (R{) $ .4 $ .5 $ .5 $ .8 $ .5
Adjusted Profits (Pf) 21.5 24.3 28.8 26.3 25,2
R & D Capital (Sf) 4.0 4.4 5.4 8.9 5.7
Adjusted Equity (EY) 224, 4 235, 5 251.2 266.5 236, 8

Adjusted Profits

as a Percentage of

Average Adjusted

Equity (P*/E*) 10, 0% 10,6 % 11.8% 10.2 % 10,7 %

Long-Lived Case

Adjusted R & D Charge (R{) $ .2 $ 3 $ .3 $ .3 $ .3
Adjusted Profits (Pf) 21.5 24.3 28.5 24. 7 24,7
R & D Capital (S{ ) 6,8 7.4 8.6 12.5 8.8
Adjusted Equity (Ef) 227,2 238.5 254.4 270.1 239, 8
Adjusted Profits

as a Percentage of

Average Adjusted

Equity (P¥/E¥) 9. 9% 10.4% 11, 5% 9.4 % 10. 3%
Short-Lived Case

Adjusted R & D Charge (Rf) $ .5 $ .5 $ 7 $___Ll.1 L S
Adjusted Profits (P{ ) 21,7 24.4 28.6 _25.1 _24.9
R & D Capital (S§) 2,9 3.3 4.1 7.2 4.4
Adjusted Equity (Ef) 223, 3 234.4 249.9 264.8 235.5
Adjusted Profits

as a Percentage of

Average Adjusted

Equity (P¥/E¥) 10,1 % 10,7 % _11.8% 9.7 % __10,6%

Sv1



ADJUSTED FINANCIAL DATA FOR THE DOMINANT

FIRMS IN TWENTY-THREE INDUSTRIES: THREE METHODOLOGIES
{($ in Millions)

Name of firm: MERCK & CO,
Industry: ETHICAL PHARMACEUTICALS

Base Methodology 1971 1972 1973 1974 1971-74
Adjusted R & D Charge (R{) $ 33,1 $ _37.3 $ 42.0 $_47.3 $__40.0
Adjusted Profits (P}) 146. 6 169.6 208, 3 239.7 191.1
R & D Capital (5§) 357. 8 400. 1 449.3 505.5 428.2
Adjusted Equity (Ef) 878. 5 1008.3 1158, 9 1328, 3 1026.4

Adjusted Profits
as a Percentage of
Average Adjusted

Equity (P*/E¥) 17.6 % 18,0 % _19.2% 19.3 % 18.6 %
Long-Lived Case

Adjusted R & D Charge (Rf) $ 8.5 $ 11,5 $ 13.1 $__17.0 $__12.5
Adjusted Profits (P{) 131, 6 153, 6 189.5 219.3 173.5
R & D Capital (S} ) 555, 0 623,2 _701.3 787.8 666. 8
Adjusted Equity (E{) 1075.7 1231,4 1410.9 1610, 6 1251.3

Adjusted Profits
as a Percentage of
Average Adjusted

Equity (P¥/E¥) 12.9 % 13.3% 14,39 14,.5% 13.9%
Short-Lived Case

Adjusted R & D Charge (R}) $  43.4 $  48.6 $ 54,6 $__ 61.4 $__52.0
Adjusted Profits (Pé‘ ) 149, 8 172.9 211.1 242,4 194.0
R & D Capital (S}) 270.1 301.2 337.8 379.9 322.3
Adjusted Equity (Ef) ‘ 790. 8 909, 4 1047, 4 1202. 7 926. 5

Adjusted Profits

as a Percentage of

Average Adjusted

Equity (P7/E¥) 19,9% 20.3 % 21.6% 12.59 20.9%

9¥1



ADJUSTED FINANCIAL DATA FOR THE DOMINANT

FIRMS IN TWENTY-THREE INDUSTRIES: THREE METHODOLOGIES
($ in Millions)

Name of firm: MOBIL OIL CORP,
Industry: PETROLEUM REFINING

Base Methodology 1971 1972 1973 1974 1971-74
Adjusted R & D Charge (Rf) $ 76. 7 $ 83.8 $ 89.8 $_98.0 $ 87.1
Adjusted Profits (P{) 566, 7 608. 6 879.5 1095,1 787.5
R & D Capital (S§) 756, 4 822, 6 880. 7 972.3 858. 0
Adjusted Equity (EY) 5588, 3 5968, 0 6595.5 7408. 7 6119, 9
Adjusted Profits

as a Percentage of

Average Adjusted

Equity (P*/E*) 10.5% 10.5 % 14,0 % 15,6 % 12.9 %
Long-Lived Case

Adjusted R & D Charge (R}) $___28.8 $___ 46,0 $_49.8 $__ 48.3 $_ 43.2
Adjusted Profits (Pf) 555, 8 598.1 875.2 1072.5 775.4
R & D Capital (S§ ) 1275,0 1379.0 1477.1 1618.5 1437. 4
Adjusted Equity (E} ) 6106,9 6524.4 7191.9 8054.9 6677.3
Adjusted Profits

as a Percentage of

Average Adjusted

Equity (P¥/E¥) — 9.4 % ~ 9.5 % _12.8% —14.1% 11.6%
Short-Lived Case

Adjusted R & D Charge (R}) $ 92.6 $ 100.7 $__107.8 $_118.9 $_105.0
Adjusted Profits (P{ ) 588. 9 626, 6 905. 4 _1109.2 _807,5
R & D Capital (S}) 548, 6 597.9 638, 0 __708.7 _623.3
Adjusted Equity (Ef) 5380.5 5743.3 6352.8 _7145.1 5894.1
Adjusted Profits

as a Percentage of

Average Adjusted

Equity (PT/E¥) 11.3% . 11,3% __15.0% - 16.4% _13.7%

Lyt



FIRMS IN TW:ir TY-THREE INDUSTRIES: THREE METHCDOLOGIES

ADJUS. D FINANCIAL DATA FOI T DOMINANT

{$ in Millions)

Basce Methedology

Ad usted R & D Charge {R{)
Adiusied Profits (Pé‘)

R & D Capital (3¢)

Adrusted Equity (E{)
Adjusted rofits

as o Perveoentage of

Average Adiasted

Poee s

Conity (PREY)

1972 1973

$___ .0 $ .0
_—235,0 46,3
.0 .0
_466.7 481,8

1671-74

$ .0

50.4

.0
_470.6

10,7 %

Lonalived Case

Adiusied Koo D Charge (RY)
Adacted Trofits (P

A3 D Coplial(S))
Adiustoed Eguity (":t )
Adiusied Prorvits

@s a Percentage of

s
SVET

Ty :

7.8 % 9.8 %

545.3

A7.5 %

.0

50.4

.0
0.6

9

10.7 %

Srort-Lived Case

Adiusted K & D Charge (RY)
Adiusted Profits (Pf)

X B D Capital {S)")

Adiusted Souity (Ef)
Aediasred Prolits

as & I reentage of

Terage Adjusted

.
Eeouity - /E)

$__ .0

0

—-432.8

89.7
.0
545.3

17.5 %

50.4
.0
470.6

10.7 %

81



ADJUSTED FINANCIAL DATA FOR THE DOMINANT

FIRMS IN TWENTY-THREE INDUSTRIES: THREE METHODOLOGIES
($ in Millions)

Name of firm:

Industry: GYPSUM PROQDUCTS

Base Methodology 1971 1972 1973 1974 1971-74
Adwusted R & D Charge (Rf) $ .0 $ .0 $ .0 $ .0 $ .0
Adjusted Profits (P{) 21.1 30.6 31.3 27.6 27.7
R & D Capital (S{) .0 .0 .0 .0 .0
Adjusted Equity (E{) 313.8 305.2 318. 7 331.4 314.7

Adjusted Profits
as a Percentage of
Average Adjusted

Equity (P*/E¥) 6. 8% 9,9% 10, 0% 8,5 % ____B.8%
Long-Lived Case

Adjusted R & D Charge (R{) $ .0 $ .0 $ . 0 $ .0 $ .0
Adiusted Profits (Pf) 21.1 30.6 31.3 27.6 27.7
R & D Capital (S{ ) .0 .0 .0 .0 .0
Adjusted Equity (E¥) 313.8 305, 2 318.7 331.4 3114, 7
Ad;usted Profits

as a Percentage of

Average Adjusted

Equity (P*/E*) 6.8% 9.9 % 10.0 % 8.5% 8.8 %
Short-Lived Case

Adjusted R & D Charge (R{) $ .0 $ .0 $ .0 $ .0 L
Adiusted Profits (PEk ) 21.1 30,6 31.3 217.6 27.7
R & D Capital (S]) .0 .0 .0 .0 .0
Adjusted Equity (E{) 313.8 305.2 318.7 331.4 314.7
Adjusted Profits

as a Percentage of

Average Adjusted

Equity ’PJ'/E*) 6:8 To 2.9% 10.0% 8.5% 8 8 Y

691



Name of firm: OWENS-ILLINOIS

ADJUSTED FINANCIAL DATA FOR THE DOMINANT

FIRMS IN TWENTY-THREE INDUSTRIES: THREE METHODOLOGIES
($ in Millions)

Industry: GI.LASS CONTAINERS

Base Methodology 1971 1972 1973 1974 1971-74
Adjusted R & D Charge (R{) $_ 23.0 $ 25.5 $ 27.8 $_ 30,2 $ 26.6
Adjusted Profits (P{) 72.6 78.0 86,4 95,1 83.0
R & D Capital (5§) 241.8 267, 6 290.5 312.7 278.2
Adjusted Equity (Ef) 893, 7 954, 6 1023.0 1102,6 959.9
Adjusted Profits

as a Percentage of

Average Adjusted

Equity (P*/E*) 8.4 % 8,4 % 8.7 % 8.9 % 8.6 %
Long-Lived Case

Adjusted R & D Charge (R{) $ 8.9 $__11.4 $__12.7 $ 11,7 $_11.2
Adjusted Profits (Pf) 64,2 70.5 81.1 89.6 76.4
R & D Capital (S{ ) 382, 7 422.6 460.7 501, 4 _441,9
Adjusted Equity (E{) 1034, 6 1109, 6 1193.2 _1291.3 1115.8
Adjusted Profits

as a Percentage of

Average Adjusted

Equity (P*/E¥) 6.4 % 6.6 % 7,0 % 1.2 % _ 6.8 %
Short-Lived Case

Adjusted R & D Charge (R{) $__ 29,4 $__ 32,6 $___35.4 $__ 38,1 $___33.9
Adjusted Profits (P{ ) 74.9 81.5 __92.9 _103,3 __ 88,2
R & D Capital (5}) _18L.6 200.4 _215,8 —230.1 207.0
Adjusted Equity (EY) 833, 5 887.4 _948.3 _1020.0 _892.3
Adjusted Profits

as a Percentage of

Average Adjusted

Equity (P*/E*) 9,3 % 9.5 % _10.1 % ~10.5 % 9.9 %

061



FIRMS IN TWENTY-THREE INDUSTRIES: THREE METHODOLOGIES

ADJUSTED FINANCIAL DATA FOR THE DOMINANT

Name of firm: PPG INDUSTRIES

Industry:  FLAT.GI.ASS

($ in Millions)

Base Methodology 1971 1972 1973 1974 197174
Ad-usted R & D Charge (R{) $_ 24,4 $__25.4 $_26,8 $_28.4 $__26,3
Adjusted Profits (P}) 67.4 87.7 -100. 4 03,5 —-89.8
R & D Capital (Sf) ‘ 224,5 234,2 248,2 267.0 -243,5
Adjusted Equity (Ei) _899.7 _965,4 1050, 8 1128,1 _978.17
Adjusted Profits

as a Percentage of

Average Adjusted

Equity (P*/E¥) 7.6 % 9.4 % 10,0 % 9.5 % 9,2 %
Long-Lived Case

Adjusted R & D Charge (R}) $_ 17.8 $_ 18,3 $__19,0 $_15.7 $_17.7
Adiusted Profits  P{) 725 92.2 103, 0 101, 9 92,4
R & D Capital (S ). 397.2 414, 0 435, 8 467, 3 _428.6
Adjusted Equity (E{ ) 1072, 4 1145,2 1238,4 1328.4 _1159.5
Adjusted Profits

as a Percentage of

Average Adjusted

Equity {P¥/E¥) 6.9 % 8.3 % 8,6 % 7.9 %o an %
Short-Lived Case

Adjusted R & D Charge /R{) $__ 277 $__28.8 $__ 30,6 $_32,8 $__30.0
Adjusted Profits (P§ ) 77.6 97. 7 109, 0 110, 8 98. 8
R & D Capital 15]) 159. 0 165.2 175.5 189, 8 172.4
Adjusted Equity (E{) 834.2 896. 4 978, 1 1050, 9 909.5
Ad usted Profits

as a4 Percentage of

Average Adjusted

Equity «P E") 9.5 % 11.3 % 11.6 % 10,9 % 10,9 %

I¢T



ADJUSTED FINANCIAL DATA FOR THE DOMINANT

FIRMS IN TWENTY-THREE INDUSTRIES: THREX METHODOLOGIES
($ ia Millions)

Name of firm: PABST BREWING CO.
Industry: BEER

Base Methodology 1971 1972 1973 1974 1971-74
Ad usted R & D Charge (R{) $ .0 $_ .0 $ .0 $ .0 $ .0
Adiusied Profits (Py) 25.3 __28.5 23.8 18,3 24.0

R & D Capital (8¢) .0 ____._9 .0 .0 .0
Ad:usted Zouity (Ef) 193.1 _213.1 226.1 223.9 208.0
Adjusted Profits

as a Percentage of

Average Adiusted

Equity (P*/E™) 13.7 % _14.0 % 10.8 o, 8.1 % 11.5 %
Lonz-Lived Jase

Adiusted R & D Charge (R{) $ .0 $ .0 $ .0 $ .0 $ .0
Adiusted Profits (PF) 25.3 __28.5 23.8 18.3 24.0
B & D Capital (S ) .0 _ .0 .0 .0 .0
Adjusted Hauity (E{) . 193.1 _213.1 226.1 223.9 208.0
Adjusted Profits

as a Percentage of

Averzie Adjusted

Equity {FP7/E™) 13.7 % _14.0 % 10.8 % 8.1 % 1L5 %
Short-Lived Case

Adiusted R & D Charge (R}) $ .0 $____ .0 $ .0 $ .0 $ .0
Adjusted Profits (P{) 25.3 28.5 23.8 18.3 24.0
R & D Capitai /S{) .0 .0 .0 .0 .0
Ad asted Equity (E) 193.1 _213.1 226.1 223.9 208.0
Adrusted Profits

as a Percentage of

Average Ad;usted

Equity :P"/E¥) 13.7 % _14.0 % 10.8 9 8.1 ¢ 11.5 ¢

2st



Name of firm:_ PHE].PS DONGE

ADJUSTED FINANCIAL DATA FOR THE DOMINANT

FIRMS IN TWENTY-THREE INDUSTRIES: THREE METHODOLOGIES

Industry:  CORPER

($ in Millions)

Base Methodology 1971 1972 1973 1974 1971-74
Ad-usted R & D Charge (R{) $_ 2.3 $_2.5 $__2.6 $__ 2.9 $._2.6
Adjusted Profits (Pf) 74.5 _83.2 111.3 13,7 ~95.7.
R & D Capital (S{) 21.9 23.8 —26.5 —28.8 _25.2
Adjusted Equity (EY) 732.1 273.1 B841.7 921.1 186.4
Adjusted Profits

as a Percentage of

Average Adjusted

Equity (P*/E¥) 10,6 % 11,1 Yo _13.8 % 22,9 % 12,2 %
Long-Lived Case

Adjusted R & D Charge (R{) $__1.9 $_ 2.2 $___1.5 $__ 1.4 $__1.8 .
Adiusted Profits (P§) 74 8 83,3 110.7 13,2 95,8
R & D Capital (S7) 37.3 39,5 __43,3 _47,1 41,8
Adjusted Equity (Ef) 741.5 788, 8 _858,5 9394 802.6
Adjusted Profits

as a Percentage of

Average Adjusted

Equity (P¥/E¥) 10.4 % 10.8 % 13,4 % 12,6 % 1.8 %
Short-Lived Case

Adjusted R & D Charge (R) $ 2.7 $__ 2.9 $ 3,2 $___ 3.5 $_ 3,1
Adjusted Profits (P§ ) 75.2 83.7 111.6 114, 3 96,2
R & D Capital (5§) 16,0 7.5 19,5 _21.2 18.5
Adjusted Equity (Ef) 726, 2 766, 8 834, 7 913,5 280.0
Adjusted Profits

as a Percentage of

Average Adjusted

Equity {P*/E*) 10.8 % 11.2 % 13,9 % 13,1 % 12.3 %

€st



ADJUSTED FINANCIAL DATA FOR THE DOMINANT

FIRMS IN TWENTY-THREE INDUSTRIES: THREE METHODOLOGIES
($ in Millions)

Name of firm: PHILIP MORRIS INC,

Industry: CIGARETTES

1974

Base Methodology 1971 1972 1973 1971-74
Ad'usted R & D Charge (R{) $ 0 $ .0 $___ .0 $___ .0 $____ 0
Adjusted Profits (P{) 101, 5 124, 5 _148,6 175,5 37,5
R & D Capital (Sf) .0 , 0 .0 0 ___ .0
Adjusted Equity (Ef) 5791 _695,5 _815,0 974, 7 ~200.8
Adjusted Profits

as a Percentage of

Average Adjusted

Equity (P*/E¥) 19.7 % 19,5 % 19.7 % 19,6 % _19,6 %
Long-Lived Case

Adjusted R & D Charge (R¥) $ 0 $___ .0 $____ .0 $___ .0 $____ .0
Adiusted Profits (P§) 101.5 124. 5 148. 6 175.5 _137.5
R & D Capital (S} ) L0 L0 .0 .0 — 0
Adjusted Equity (Et*) 579.1 6958, 5 815.0 974, 7 __700.8
Adiusted Profits

as a Percentage of

Average Adjusted

Equity (P*/E¥) 19, 7. % 19,5 % 19.7 % 19.6 % 19.6 %
Short-Lived Case

Adjusted R & D Charge (R{) $ 0 $ ) $ .0 $ .0 .0
Adjusted Profits (P§ ) 101.5 124, 5 148, 6 175.5 137. 5
R & D Capital (S}) .0 .0 .0 .0 .0
Adjusted Equity (Ef) 579.1 695, 5 815.0 974.1 700.8
Adjusted Profits

as a Percentage of

Average Adjusted

Equity {P*/E*) 19 7% 19.5 % 19,72 % 19.6 % 19.6 %

Pal



ADJUSTED FINANCIAL DATA FOR THE DOMINANT

FIRMS IN TWENTY-THREE INDUSTRIES: THREE METHODQLOGIES
($ in Millions)

Name of firm: PILILSBURY

Industry:_ 2I.OIIR

Base Methodology 1971 1972 1973 1974 1971-74
Adjusted K & D Charge (R{) $__ 3.7 $ 3.8 $ 4.0 $ 4.3 $ 4.0
Adjusted Profits (Pf) 13.2 17,4 21. 7 29.5 _ 20.4
R & D Capital (5§ 33,5 35,3 37.4 39.7 36.5
Adjusted Equity (Ef) 189.5 202,2 218, 8 241. _205.9
Adjusted Profits

as a Percentage of

Average Adjusted

Equity (P*/E¥) 7.0 % 8.9 % 10, 3% 12. 8% 9.9%
Long-Lived Case

Adjusted R & D Charge (R}) $ 2.8 $_ 2.7 $__ 2.7 $__2.9 $___2.8
Adjusted Profits (P§) 13,6 17.9 22,0 29,8 20.8
R & D Capital (§§) 59,6 62.5 65.9 69,6 64.4
Adjusted Equity (E{) 215, 6 229.4 247.3 271.2 233.3
Adjusted Profits

as a Percentage of

Average Adjusted

Equity (P*/E¥) 6.4 % 8,0 % 9.2 % 11,59 8.9 %
Short-Lived Case

Adjusted R & D Charge (R) $__ 4,1 s__ 4.3 $__4.6 $___ 4.9 $___4.5
Adjusted Profits (P§ ) 14.2 18.8 23.0 30,8 21.7
R & D Capital (S§) 23.9 25.1 26.6 28.3 26.0
Adjusted Equity (Ef) 179.9 192.0 208.0 229.9 195.7
Adjusted Profits

as a P’ercentage of

Average Adjusted

Equity (P*/E*) 8.0 % 10,1 % 11.5 % 14,1% 1.1 %

ST



ADJUSTED FINANCIAL DATA FOR THE DOMINANT

FIRMS IN TWENTY-THREE INDUSTRIES: THREE METHODOLOGIES
($ in Millions)

Name of firm:_PQI AROQOID CQORP

Industry ggg;gg gggg EQ!!!I_BMENT

Base Methodology 1971 1972 1973 1974 1971-74
Adwsted R & D Charge (Rf) $_17,2 $ 24,8 $ 32,0 $_36.4 $ 27.6
Adjusted Profits {P{) 96,7 97,4 99,3 49,4 85.7

R & D Capital (S§) 219, 7 325,3 416, 7 457, 1 354, 7

Ad usted Equity (E{) 763, 9 902.3 1035, 8 1094. 0 £§90.4
Adjusted Profits

as a Percentage of

Average Adjusted

Equity (P*/E¥) 13,9 % 11. 7 % 10,3 % 4,6 %o glé %
Long-Lived Case

Adjusted R & D Charge (R}) $ 1.5 $__ 1.7 $_2,1 $__ 3.0 $_2,1
Adiusted Profits (P§) 61,8 43,4 52.9 30.0 47.0

R & D Capital (S§ ) 291, 7 420, 4 541, 7 615.5 467.3
Adjusted Equity (E{) 835, 9 997, 4 1160.8 1252, 4 990, 3
Adjusted Profits

as a Percentage of

Average Adjusted

Equity (P¥/E¥) 8.1 % 4.7 % 4,9 % 2.5 % 472 %
Short-Lived Case

Adjusted R & D Charge (R{) $_ 26,3 $_38.9 $_49,9 $_54.8 s _42.5
Adjusted Profits (P§ ) 74, 7 62,7 77.7 56, 9 68.0

R & D Capital (S§) 180.5 272, 0 345.6 367.5 291.4
Adjusted Equity (Ef) 724,17 849. 0 964, 7 1004, 4 834, 6
Adiusted Profits

as a Percentage of

Average Adjusted

Equity iP*/E%) 11.3 % 8,0 % 8.6 % 5,8 % 8.1 %

961



ADJUSTED FINANCIAL DATA FOR THE DOMINANT

FIRMS IN TWENTY-THREE INDUSTRIES: THREE METHODOLOGIES
($ in Millions)

Name of firm:_ PRQCTQOR & GAMBLE

Industry:  SOAP

Base Methodology 1971 1972 1973 1974 1971-74
Adiusted R & D Charge (R{) $ 54,7 $ 59,0 $ 64,1 $ 69.9 $ 61,9
Adjusted Profits (Pf) 257, 0 298,1 329.0 349. 4 308, 4

R & D Capital (Sf) 531,2 573.1 624, 8 687, 7 604, 2
Adjusted Equity (Ef) 1931, 7 2140,1 2381, 7 2622,.5 2162.0
Adjusted Profits

as a Percentage of

Average Adjusted

Equity (P¥/E¥*) 13,9 % 14,6 % 14,6 % 14,0 % 14.3 %
Long-Lived Case

Adjusted R & D Charge (R{) $_28.0 $_30,1 $__ 33,5 $_37.5 $_32,3
Adjusted Profits (P¥) 2582.2 292, 0 319.5 336.2 300, 0

R & D Capital (Sf ) 902.5 973.3 1055,6 1150, 9 1020, 6
Adjusted Equity (E{) 2303.0 2540, 3 2812.5 3085.7 2563.6
Adjusted Profits

as a Percentage of

Average Adjusted

Equity (P¥/E¥) 11. 4 %o 121 %o 11. 9 To 11.4 %o 11. %
Short-Lived Case

Adjusted R & D Charge (R}) $_65,1 $_70,2 $__76.5 $_84.2 $_74.0
Adjusted Profits (P{) 271.5 312, 8 341.9 360.5 321.7

R & D Capital (S) 383,.6 414, 3 453, 6 502,2 438.4
Adjusted Equity (Ef) 1784. 1 1981, 3 2210.5 2437.0 2002, 3
Adjusted Profits

as a Percentage of

Average Adjusted

Equity (P*/E¥) 15.9 % 16,6 % 16,3 % 15,5 % 1.1 %

LST



ADJUSTED FINANCIAL DATA FOR THE DOMINANT

FIRMS IN TWEMTY-THREE INDUSTRIES: THREEZ METHOLOLOGIES
($ in Millions)

Name of firm: REPUBLIC STEEL
Industry: STEEL

Base Methodology 1971 1672 1973 ) 1674 ‘ 1971-74
Ad.usted R & D Charge (R{) $ .0 $_ .0 $ .0 $ .0 $ .0
Adjusted Profits {P?) 1.4 ___43. 1 86.7 170.7 75.5
R & D Capital (St) .0 -0 .0 .0 .0
Adjusted Equity (E{) 1018.0 1055.0 1107.0 1232.4 1079.1

Adjusted Profits

as a Percentage of

Average Adjusted

Eaquity (P*/E™) .1 % 4, g__% 8.0 % 14.6 % 7.0 %

Lon2-Lived Case

Adjusted R & D Charge (Rf) $ .0 .0 $ .0 $ .0 $ .0
Ac'usted Profits { PY) 1.4 43.1 86’ 7 _.1_7_0_' 7 ____.75' 5
R & D Capital (S} ) .0 .0 .0 .0 .0
sdiusted Feuity (EE'“) 1018.0 1055.0 1107.0 1232.4 1079.1
Adjneied Profits

as a Perceniage of

Average Adjusted

Eguity (P7/E7) .1 % 4.2 % 8.0 o 14.6 9 7.0 <
Short-Lived Case

Adjusted R & D Charge (R{) $____-_q $____:__0 $ .0 $ .0 $ .0
Adiusted Profits (Pf) 1.4 ___4_3:_1 88.7 170.7 75.5
R & D Capital (S?) 0 .0 .0 .0 .0
Adjusted Equity (Ef) 1018.0 _)055,0 1107.0 1232. 4 1079.1
Adjusted Prolits

as a Percentage of

Avcrage Adjusted

Equity (P¥/E¥) .1 % 4.2 % 8.0 % 14.6 ¢ 7.0 %

861



ADJUSTED FINANCIAL DATA FOR THE DOMINANT

FIRMS IN TWENTY-THREE INDUSTRIES: THREE METHODOLOGIES

Name of firm: REYNOLDS INDUSTRIES

Industry: CIGARETTES

($ in Millions)

Base Methodology 1971 1972 1973 1974 1971-74
Adjusted R & D Charge (R}) $ .0 $ .0 $ .0 $__ .0 $ .0
Adjusted Profits (Pf) 225,9 237.5 263.6 310. 7 259.4
R & D Capital (Sf) .0 .0 .0 .0 .0
Adjusted Equity (Ef) 1252, 8 1382, 4 1512.2 1696, 8 1394.9
Adjusted Profits

as a Percentage of

Average Adjusted

Equity (P*/E*) 18.7 % 18.0 % 18,2 % 19,4 % 18.6 %
Long-Lived Case

Adjusted R & D Charge (R}) $ 0 $ .0 $ .0 $ .0 $ .0
Adjusted Profits (P{) 225.9 237,5 263.6 310. 7 259.4
R & D Capital (S7 ) 0 .0 .0 .0 -0
Adjusted Equity (Ef) 1252.8 1382.4 1512,2 1696. 8 1394.9
Adjusted Profits

as a Percentage of

Average Adjusted

Equity (P¥/E¥) 18, 7. % 18.0 % 18.2 % 19,4 % 18.6%
Short-Lived Case

Adjusted R & D Charge (R{) $ .0 $ .0 $ .0 ___ .0 $__ .0
Adjusted Profits (P§ ) 225.9 237.5 263.6 _310.7 _259.4
R & D Capital (Sf) .0 .0 ___ .0 N ___ .0
Adjusted Equity (Ef) 1252.8 1382.4 1512.2 1696.8 1394.9
Adjusted Profits

as a Percentage of

Average Adjusted

Equity (P®/E™) 18.7% 18.0% __18.2% _19.4 % 18,6 %

661



FIRMS IN TWENTY-THREE INDUSTRIES: THREE METHODOLOGIES

ADJUSTED FINANCIAL DATA FOR THE DOMINANT

Name of firm:_REYNOI.DS METAIS

{$ in Millions)

Industry: QEQMJEEM

Base Methodology 1971 1972 1973 1974 1971-74
Ad-usted R & D Charge (R}) $_8.5 $_8.9 $___9.2 $_9.17. $_ 9.1
Adjusted Profits (P{) 8.5 1.4 —46.1 113, 2 42.3
R & D Capital (S}) 82,2 84,5 _86,5 _90.5 _85.9
Adjusted Equity (E{) asL3 760.1 795.9 889.1 791.3
Adjusted Profits

as a Percentage of

Average Adjusted

Equity (P*/E*) Ll % 2 % 5.9 % 13.4 % 5.3 %
Long-Lived Case

Adjusted R & D Charge (R¥) $_5.0 $_ 5.3 $__5.8 $__5.8 $_5.5
Adiusted Profits (P) 8.5 3.0 48.1 114.1 _43.4
R & D Capital (S7 ) 140.1 146,0 A51.4 159.3 149.2
Adjusted Eduity (E{) £839,2 821.6 860.8 957.9 852.8
Adiusted Profits

as a Percentage of

Average Adjusted

Equity (P*/E*) 1,0 % o4 % 57 % 12,5 % 5.1 %
Short-Lived Case

Adjusted R & D Charge (R}) $_10,1 $_10,4 s_10,6 s_11.1 $ 10,6
Adiusted Profits (P} ) 11,1 5.6 50, 6 116.9 46, 1

R & D Capital (S7) 59,5 60,3 _60.8 _63.4 61.0
Adjusted Equity (Ef) 758, 6 735.9 770, 2 862, 0 267.1
Adjusted Profits

as a Percentage of

Average Adjusted

Equity (P*/E*) 1.5 % Ny 4 % 6.7 % 14.3 % 6.0 %

091



Name of firm:

-ROBINS (A, H,) CO, ____
_Industry: ETHICAL PHARMACEUTICALS

ADJUSTED FINANCIAL DATA FOR THE DOMINANT

FIRMS IN TWENTY-THREE INDUSTRIES: THREE METHODOLOGIES

($ in Millions)

Base Methodology 1971 1972 1973 1974 1971-74
Ad'usted R & D Charge (R{) $ 2.3 $ 2,7 $ 3.2 $ 3.7 $ 3.0
Adjusted Profits (P}) 21,7 24.8 _27.8 30.0 _26.1

R & D Capital (S{) 29,0 32.9 37.7 43.6 35.8
Adjusted Equity (Ef) _122,6 _146,3 _175.2 201.3 _149.2
Adjusted Profits

as a Percentage of

Average Adjusted

Equity (P*/E*) 19.1% 18.5% 17.3% 15,9 % 17.5%
Long-Lived Case

Adjusted R & D Charge (R{) $ ) $ .0 $ 0 $ .0 3 .0
Ad:usted Profits (P}) 19.8 22,8 25.3 26.9 23.7

R & D Capital (S ) 39,2 45,8 53,8 63.4 50, 6
Adjusted Equity (E;) —132.8 _159.2 _191.3 _221.1 _162.5
Ad;usted Profits

as a Percentage of

Average Adjusted

Equity (P¥*/E*) 16,2 % 15,6 % 14.4 % 13.0% 14.6 ¢,
Short-Lived Case

Adiusted R & D Charge (R{) $___3.5 s___4.0 $__4.5 $___ 5.3 $___4.3
Adjusted Profits (P§ ) 21,6 24.9 27.7 29.6 25.9
P & D Capital (S}) 22,7 25.4 28.9 33.2 27.5
Adjusted Equity (Ef) 116.3 138.8 166, 4 190.9 141.7
Adjusted Profits

as a Percentage of

Average Adjusted

Equity (P*/E¥) 20.0 % 19.5% 18.1% 16.6 % 18.3 %

191



ADJUSTED FINANCIAL DATA FOR THE DOMINANT

FIRMS IN TWENTY-THREE INDUSTRIES: THREE METHODOLOGIES
($ in Millions)

Name of firm: SEARLE (G.D.) CO,

Industry: ETHICAL PHARMACEUTICALS

Base Methodology 19711 1972 1973 1974 1971-74
Adiusted R & D Charge (R}) $ 20,3 $__22,3 $_24,7 $ 27,7 $ 23,8
Adjusted Profits (P}) 39,5 __ 49,0 _69,5 86,2 _61.0
R & D Capital (S?) 274, 1 287. 7 _306,2 332,17 -300,2
Adjusted Equity (E{) —415,4 457, 6 575,2 73,2 494.2
Adjusted Profits

as a Percentage of

Average Adjusted

Equity (P*/E*) _9.9 % 12 % 13.5 % 138 % _12,3 %
Long-Lived Case

Adjusted R & D Charge (R} s 2.4 $___ 2.6 $__ 2.8 $__3.0 $___ 2,7
Adiusted Profits (Pf) 37,2 43. 3 61.3 _74.0 53,9
R & D Capital (ST) 31435 -3176.8 —417.3 468.5 401, 5
Adjusted Equity (E{ ). —484.8 —546.7 86,3 809.0 —_585.0
Adjusted Profits

as a Percentage of

Average Adjusted

Equity {(P*/E*) 8.1 % 8.4 % 9.9 % 9.9 % 9,2 %
Short-Lived Case

Adjusted R & D Charge (R}) $__132.7 $__34.4 $_36.8 $_40.0 s__“._g_
Adjusted Profits (P} ) 53,0 59,8 78.9 93.2 11.

R & D Capital (S{) —232.5 —234.0 —240,5 254.7 _240,4
Adjusted Equity (Ef) 373.8 —403.9 -509.5 595,2 440, 6
Adjusted Profits

as a Percentage of

Average Adjusted

Equity (P*/E*) 14. 5% 15.4 % 1.3 % 16,9 % 16.2 %

291



ADJUSTED FINANCIAL DATA FOR THE DOMINANT

FIRMS IN TWENTY-THREE INDUSTRIES: THREE METHODOLOGIES
($ in Millions)

Name of firm: SMITHKLINE GORP.
Industry:_ETHICAL PHARMACEUTICALS

Base Methodology 1971 1972 1973 1974 1971-74
Ad usted R & D Charge (R} $ 19,2 $_21.1 $_23.1 $ 25,3 $_ 22,2
Ad;usted Profits (P:\ 53.2 5872.9 _61.2 69,4 —h0. 8
R & D Capital 1S{) 196.3 -213.5 230, 6 2582.4 ~223.2
Adiusted Equity (Ef') 404, 7 —447.3 -483.7 533,9 —447.3
Adjusted Profits
as a Percentage of
Average Ad;usted
Equity (P*/E™) 13,7 % _13._6__% _1_3‘_3__% _1_3‘_6_% _x}_._i_%
Long-Lived Case
Ad;usted R & D Charge (R{) $ 5.0 $___ 1.0 $__ 9.4 $_10.7 $_ 8.0
Ad usted Profits:P?) 47.5 §2_5 - 57,7 63,7 —55.3
R & D Capital (S ) 321.0 _352.4 383.2 419.6 369.1
Adiusted Eguity 'E: ) _529.4 586.2 £36,3 q01.1 586.0
Ad:usted Profits
as a Percentage of
Average Adiusted

| Equity (P*/E®) 9.4 % 9.4 % 9.4 % 9.5 % %4 %
Short-Lived Case
Ad'usted R & D Charge (R{) $__23.9 $__26.1 $_28,2 $.30,9: $_21,3
Ad usted Profits (Pg’ ) £1.3 ﬁz. 5 __6_1.2 _l!’_;.l_ ___6.21_4.'.
R & D Capital 1S} 143.2 _155,5 _167,5 183.7 162, 5
Adjusted Equity (Ef) 381, 6 —389.3 _420.6 465.2 3891
Adiusted Profits
as a Percentage of
Average Adjusted
Equity 'P*/E*) 17. 0 %o 16.9 % lﬁ. 1 %o 16. T % __’_&L*

€91



ADJUSTED FINANCIAL DATA FOR THE DOMINANT

FIRMS IN TWENTY-THREE INDUSTRIES: THREE METHODOLQGIES

Name of firm: STANDARD QIL (IND, )
Industry: PETROLEUM REFINING

($ in Millions)

Base Methodology 1971 1972 1973 1974 1971-74
Adjusted R & D Charge (Rf) $ 325.4 $ 353.5 $_384,6 $__414.1 $_369,4
Adjusted Profits (Pf) 402, 4 533.0 699.7 1161.1 699.0
R & D Capital (S{) 3018.1 3322, 6 3685.0 4051.9 3519,4
Adjusted Equity (EY) 6575. 4 7121.5 7810.3 9177.0 7307.4
Adjusted Profits

as a Percentage of

Average Adjusted

Equity (P*/E¥) 6.3 % 7.8 % 9.4 % 13.7 % 9.6 %
Long-Lived Case

Adjusted R & D Charge (R{) $_179.0 $_219,0 $_280,0 $_220.0 ¢_224.5
Adjusted Profits (Pf) 434.8 488.6 656, 8 1084, 7 666,2
R & D Capital (8] ) 5352.0 5791.0 6258, 0 6819.0 6055. 0
Adjusted Equity (Ef) 8909. 3 9589.9 10383.3 11944.1 _97170.5
Adjusted Profits

as a Percentage of

Average Adjustec

Equity (P¥/E¥) 5.0 % 5.3 % 6,6 % 9.7 % 6.8 %
Short-Lived Case

Adjusted R & D Charge (R}) $_ 371.5 $_ 408,5 $_452.2 __496,2 $_432.1
Adjusted Profits (P§) 534.9 587.1 746.3 __112_.&._3 _T174.2
R & D Capital (S§) 2135, 1 2384, 6 2679.5 _2964.2 _2540.8
Adjusted Equity (Ef) 5692. 4 6183.5 6804. 8 _8089.3 _6292-_2
Adjusted Profits

as a Percentage of

Average Adjusted

Equity (P*/E¥) 9,6 % 9.9 % 11,5 % _Lﬁ_._é_% _12.2 %

P91



ADJUSTED FINANCIAL DATA FOR THE DOMINANT

FIRMS IN TWENTY-THREE INDUSTRIES: THREE METHODOLOGIES
($ in Millions)

Nam e of firm:

_STOKELY- VAN CAMP _
Industry:_CANNED FRUITS AND YEGETABLES

Base Methodology 1971 1972 1973 1974 197174
Ad-usted R & D Charge (R{) $ .0 $ .0 $_ .0 $___ .0 $ .0
Ad:usted Profits (P§) __ 6,6 1.2 8.2 — 9.6 1.9
R & D Capital (S§) .0 .0 .0 .0 -0
Ad;usted Equity (E{) -105.3 207, 7 11,2 ~117.2 —108.6
Adjusted Profits

as a Percentage of

Average Adjusted

Equity (P*/E*) 6.3% 6.8 % 7.5 % 8,4% _ 1.3%
Long-Lived Case

Adiusted R & D Charge (R}) $___.0 s___ -0 s___-0 $____.0 $ .0
Ad :isted Profits (P§) 6. 6 7.2 8.2 9.6 1.9
R & D Capital (S ) .0 .0 .0 .0 — 0
Adiusted Equity (E{) _105.3 1077 TV _unz _108,6
Ad:usted Profits

as a Percentage of

Average Adjusted

Equity (P*/E*) 6.3 % 6.8 % 7.5 % 8.4 % 7.3 %
Short-Lived Case

Ad-usted R & D Charge (R}) 3 .0 $ .0 $ .0 $ .0 $ .0
Adjusted Profits (P§ ) 6.6 7.2 8.2 9.6 7.9
R & D Capital 1S}) 0 .0 0 .0 20
Ad;usted Equity (Ef) 105. 3 107. 7 111.2 117.2 108.6
Ad-usted Profits

as a Percentage of

A erage Adjusted

Equity P*/E*) 6.3% 6.8 % .5% 8.4 % 7.3 %

591



Name of firm: _ TEXACO

FIRMS IN TWENTY-THREE INDUSTRIES: THREE METHODOLOGIES

ADJUSTED FINANCIAL DATA FOR THE DOMINANT

Industry: EEEBQ E!!h‘ Biiamng

($ in Millions)

Base Methodology 1971 1972 1973 1974 1971-74
Ad-usted R & D Charge (R{) $_29.5 $_31.5 $ 33,5 $_35.9 $.32,6_
Ad.usted Profits (P{) 914. 6 897.6 1300, 5 1598,5 1177,9

R & D Capital (S{) 290,6 307.1 322,6 346,7 316.8
adiusted Equity (E{) 7035.6_ 7482.9 9349,5 80455 7695.5
Adjusted Profits

as a Percentage of

Average Adiusted

Eq.ity {P*/E¥) 13,5 % 12,4 % 16.5 % __1_§:__!.__% 15,3 %
lLonz-Lived Case

Ad usted R & D Charge (R{) $_13.6 $_15.8 $__18,1 18,0 s_16.4
Ad-:sted Profits « P§) 911, 0 897.2 1301. 8 1595. 8 1176. 4

R & D Capital (Sf 487.17 519. 9 550, 8 592. 537.8
Adusted Equity (E{) 7232.7 7694.8 8543.1 919_5_.__2 7908. 4
Adrusted Profits

as a Percentage of

Average Adiusted

Ecuity iPY/E¥) 13.0 % 12.0 % 16,0 % 17.6 % 14,9 %
Short-Lived Case

Ad usted R & D Charge (R{) $_35.6 $_32.4 $__39.6 $_42.5 $_38.8
Ad :sted Profits (P} ) 922. 4. 908, 6 1313, 0 1608, 5 1188.1

R & D Capital iS§) 211.3 221, 7 231,2 248,6 228.2
Ar:iusted Equity f E{) 6956.3 1;26. [ 8223. 5 9251.4 7§ 10. 1
Ad-usted Profits

as a Per.entage of

Averaxe Ad;usted

Faq:itv P fE7) 13.7 %o Izl 7 %o 16, 8 % 18.4 % 186 *
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FIRMS IN TWENTY-THREE INDUSTRIES: THREE METHODOLOGIES

ADJUSTED FINANCIAL DATA FOR THE DOMINANT

Nume of firm:_{, S, GYPSUM
Industry: GYPSIIM PRODIICTS

($ in Millions)

Base Methodology 1971 1972 1973 1974 1971-74
Ad-usted R & D Charge xRi"’) $ 2.3 $ 2.5 $ 2.6 $ 2, 9 $__Z_-_é
Ad:usted Profits (P{) 39,6 50,2 52.3 32.7 43.7
R & D Capital (S{) 20.9 23.0 25.3 28.0 24.3
Ad-usted Equity (Ef) _450.1 _469,3 491. 4 _495.9 _470,1
Adjusted Profits
as a Percentage of
Average Ad:usted
Fa.itv {1 P* E™) 8.9 % 10,9 % 10.9 % 6.6 9 9,3 %
lLong-Lived Case
Ad .sted R & D Charge (Rf) $__ 1.8 $__ 1.8 $___1.7 $___ 1.8 $___ 1.8
Ad r:sted Profits  P§) 39, 7 50.0 52.0 32.2 43,5
R & D Capital (S§ ) 37.3 40.0 43.3 47.0 41.9
Adsted Eq ity tE: ) ﬁﬁﬁ. 5 486. 3 509. 4 514.9 487.3
Ad-usted Profits
as a Percentage of
Averaze Ad usted
Ec.ity . P/E 8, 6% 10, 5% 10.4 % 6.3% 8 9%
Short-Lived Case
Ad usted R & D Charge (Rf) s 2.6 $ 2.8 $__ 3,1 $ 3.4 $ 3.0
Ad-.sted Profits 1P§) 40,1 50. 6 52.7 33.1 44,1
R & D Capital 1S¢) 15,0 16. 6 18.5 20.6 17,7
Ad-:sted Eguity (Ef) 444.2 462, 9 —484,6 —488.5 —463.6
1 Ad usted Profits
i as a Dercentage of
N.erage Ad usted
Eoaty POE ) 9.1% 11.1% 11.1 % 6.8 % —9.5 %
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Name of firm: U, §, STEEL

FIRMS IN TWENTY-THREE INDUSTRIES: THREE METHODOLOGIES

ADJUSTED FINANCIAL DATA FOR THE DOMINANT

Industry: STEEL

($ in Millions)

Base Methodology 1971 1972 1973 1974 1971-74
Adjusted R & D Charge (R}) $ .0 $ .0 $ .0 $ .0 $ .0
Adjusted Profits (P{) 154, 5 157.0 325.8 634,9 318.1

R & D Capital (Sf) .0 . 0 .0 .0 .0
Adjusted Equity (Ef) 3507, 2 3577.5 3811.2 4454.2 3712, 0
Adjusted Profits

as a Percentage of

Average Adjusted

Equity (P*/E¥) 4.5 % 4.4 % 8.8 % 15.4 % 8.6 %
Long-Lived Case

Adjusted R & D Charge (R{) $ L0 $ .0 $ .0 $ 0 $ .0
Adiusted Profits (Pf) 154.5 157, 0 325.8 634.9 318,1

R & D Capital (5] ) .0 .0 .0 .0 .0
Adjusted Equity (E}) 3507.2 3577.5 3811.2 4454.2 3712.0
Adjusted Profits

as a Percentage of

Average Adjusted

Equity (PF/E™) 4,5 % 4.4 Y 8.8 % 15.4 % 8.6 %
Short-Lived Case

Adjusted R & D Charge (R}) $ .0 $ .0 $ .0 $ .0 $__ -0
Adjusted Profits (P§) 154.5 157.0 325.8 _634.9 _318.1
R & D Capital (S§) 0 0 .0 .0 .0
Adjusted Equity (Ef) 3507.2 3577.5 3811.2 4454.2 3712.0
Adjusted Profits

as‘a Percentage of

Average Adjusted

Equity (P*/E*) 4.5 % 4,4 7 8.8 % 15.4 % 8.6 %

891



Name of firm: UNIROYAL INC,

ADJUSTED FINANCIAL DATA FOR THE DOMINANT

FIRMS IN TWENTY-THREE INDUSTRIES: THREE METHODOLOGIES

Industry:_ TIRES AND TUBES

($ in Millions)

Base Methodology 1971 1972 1973 1974 1971-74
Adiusted R & D Charge (R{) $_ 34,7 $ 36,2 $ 37.8 $ 39,7 $ 37,1
Adjusted Profits (P§) 51.1 55.4 56.0 58.1 55,2
R & D Capital (S§) 313.4 330.3 347.5 365. 8 339.2
Adjusted Equity (E{) 870, 9 909,9 947.0 996.7 910.6
Adjusted Profits

as a Percentage of

Average Adjusted

Equity (P*/E¥) 6.0 % 6.2 % 6,0 % 6.0 % 6.1 %
Long-Lived Case

Adjusted R & D Charge (R{) $__ 28,0 $_ 27,2 $__26.4 $__ 26.3 $__27.0
Adjusted Profits (P§) 57,7 60. 8 60. 8 62,3 60.4
R & D Capital (S§ ) 562, 0 587.8 616, 4 648.1 603.6
Adjusted Equity (E; ) 1119, 5 1167.4 1215.9 1279, 0 1169.9
Adjusted Profits

as a Percentage of

Average Adjusted

Equity (P¥/E™) 5.3 %o 5.3 %o 5.1 % 5.0 % 5.2 %
Short-Lived Case

Adjusted R & D Charge (R{) $ 38, 7 $ 40.7 $__ 42.8 $_45.1 $__41.8
Adjusted Profits (P§ ) 63,2 67.9 69.4 72.0 68.1
Adjusted Equity (Ef) 779.3 813.6 845, 7 890.1 814.0
Adjusted Profits

as a Percentage of

Average Adjusted

Equity (P*/E¥) 8.3 % 8,5 % 8.4 % 8.3 % _8.4%

691



Name of firm: UPJOHN CO,

ADJUSTED FINANCIAL DATA FOR THE DOMINANT

FIRMS IN TWENTY-THREE INDUSTRIES: THREE METHODOLOGIES

Industry: ETHICAL PHARMACEUTICALS

($ in Millions)

Base Methodology 1971 1972 1973 1974 1971-74
Adiusted R & D Charge (Rf) $_ 23,0 $ 25.5 $_ 28,3 $_ 31,6 $_ 27,1
Adjusted Profits (P}) 51,4 59,4 83.3 87.9 70.5
R & D Capital (Sf) 236, 3 261,1 289.5 325.6 278.2
Adjusted Equity (E{) 530,9 578.0 649.8 730.7 592,77
Adjusted Profits

as a Percentage of

Average Adjusted

Equity (P*/E¥) 10,0 % 10,7 % 13.6 % 12.7 % 11.9%
Long-Lived Case

Adjusted R & D Charge (R{) $ 8,6 $___ 9.7 $__ 11,6 $__13.0 s 10.7
Adiusted Profits (Pf) 44.3 51.5 74.6 75.9 61.6
R & D Capital (S§ ) 383,1 423.7 468, 7 523, 4 449.7
Adjusted Equity (Ef ) 677, 7 740. 6 829, 0 928.5 756. 1
Adjusted Profits

as a Percentage of

Average Adjusted

Equity (P¥/E™) 6,8 % 7.3 % 9.5 % __§_._6_% __§_-L_%
Short-Lived Case

Adjusted R & D Charge (R{) $ 28.8 $ 31,8 $ 35.3 $__39.7 $__33.9
Adjusted Profits (P§) 54,8 63,1 87.0 89.7 __73.6
R & D Capital (Sf) 174.7 193,2 214.5 _206.2
Adjusted Equity (E{) 469. 3 510.1 574, 8 647.6 _524,2
Adjusted Profits

as a Percentage of

Average Adjusted

Equity (P*/E¥) 12.1% 12.9% 16.0 % 14.7% _14.0%

0L1
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APPENDIX III

BETA COEFFICIENTS

Period returns were regressed against market returns
using the Capital Asset Pricing Model to determine Beta. The
surrogate measure for the risk free rate was 90-day treasury
bill rates; for the market return, Standard and Poor's stock
averages were utilized.

The data sheets following present, in order, 90-day
Treasury Bill rates, Standard and Poor's '""500' stock averages,
and common stock data utilized in the study for the determination

of the Beta measure of risk.
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90-Day Treasury Bill Rateg*

1971: 1 4, 44% 1973: 1 5.41%
2 3.69 2 5.60
3 3.38 3 6.09
4 3.85 4 6.26
5 4.13 5 6. 36
6 4.74 6 7.19
7 5.39 7 8.01
8 4.93 8 8.67
9 4.69 9 8.29

10 4. 46 10 7.22
11 4.22 11 7.83
12 4,01 12 7.45

1972: 1 3.38% 1974: 1 7. 77%
2 3.20 2 7.12
3 3.73 3 7.96
4 3.71 4 8.33
5 3.69 5 8.23
6 3.91 6 7.90
7 3.98 7 7.55
8 4,02 8 8. 96
9 4. 66 9 8. 06

10 4.74 10 7.46
11 4,78 11 7.47
12 5.07 ﬂ 12 7.15

* Surrogate for risk free rate of return.



COMMON STOCK DATA FOR THE DETERMINATION

OF THE BETA MEASURE OF RISK

Name of firm: STANDARD & POORS ''500"

Industry: STOCK AVERAGE

-
N o N Wb O] D

1973,

—
—

-
N Wwh NN O O

1972, 12

1971, 12

- NWhR O~

1970, 12

REPORTED DATA

Source of data: Standard & Poors Corp.
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ADJUSTED DATA

ENDING CHANGES ENDING RATE
MARKET DIV, IN UNIT OF MARKET DIV, OF
PRICE PAID ACCOUNT PRICE PAID RETURN *
67.1 . 3025 -. 05599
71.7 . 3067 L 03324
668 ‘11 3082 . 09989
% :8 : =3I83L
2 . 3050 -, 074
~89.8 . 300 o 0%21“47'
9. .29 02705
2.5 .2975 2. 04725
97. 4 ,2967
3.4 296’ 2, 02501
96,1 .2925 01680
94, g L2925 Z. 027'2
02. %955 2, 06844
9.8 . . 04242
5.6 —2'721{ .
~103.8 L2733 01632
[05.8 L2683 .o‘%?b‘
~104.8 : = 01989
07.2 2692 2, 02566
0,3 L2667 . 0163
2. 4 2650 2, 01344
4,2 _"2'63%‘266 -, 03322
8.4 . . 00
1.5 2642 2315
o e iy
}??:_4 2583 “8‘?‘%‘3‘ )
1075 2 3181
] 592 2, 00501
108.0 —’_2'5%3' 00518
8.8 5282 =L
] 2567 *

-

™~
o
N
00

T 2550 . 04495
'95'2‘%'. "'Lgi%.z 7 :&%Z’%%ﬁ-
39].%2 .%gssg o3EsT

. 257 . 01558

—99.0 _.2583 ~00443

o4 WLt %
R

— T R ~ 04126

—-93.5 —a 2583 04060

—.90.1

Beta Coctfivrent

“r= Py Pt
. oY

1 + Dt = Rate of return inperiod t

T -Statistic

R-Bar Squared



Name of firm: _ALCOA
Industry: ALUMINUM

MONTHS

1974, 12
11
10

= NW RO RND

_NWR NN ®O

1970, 12

Beta Codificgent
*rz P, Pt -]+ Dt=Rate of return inperiod t

COMMON STOCK DATA FOR THE DETERMINATION
OF THE BETA MEASURE OF RISK
Price - ISL Manual
Dividen
Source of data;: Unit A's S & P/Moody's
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P

REPORTED DATA ADJUSTED DATA
ENDING CHANGES ENDING RATE
MARKET D1V, IN UNIT OF MARKET DIV, OF

PRICE PAID ACCQUNT PRICE PAID RETURN *

29. 87 43,50 -. 06
‘T?_YZ‘3.O .33% 46.68 L5025 -.04%

o 2= 0 ~ o I ;D
e — 88 o i
~47.37 = : —17130
TR 2! z%‘—‘ 5 TBOZE- 17713
_4 1 I 0 . B025 -,

4372%‘ —A3s- fiivs ~ 05585

47.0 i 70,50 — -. 02083

0 it:3/2 72,00 . 5025 . 00176
4800 337 split:3[: —UoTT8
__ZZ._L‘L . 07380

7.75 485 . I3076
—18.50 . 06803

73,50 — 01906
~22.12 483 . 100715
_ 66,00 —. 13305

§§ %? .48% ‘*’8388‘9
55,62 . 08273
51,37 _. 02392
50,12 -. 09070
55,12 . 45 . 04612
53,12 .U6T8Y
_56.62 .45 . 15595
-4 Z. 06840

53. 03636
55,00 .45 . 19892
46,25 -

54,12 . 45 .
54,00 . 08543
_49.25 5-):1:74
.._4%.;.2_2_ 45 ) 3Ty 4

43, ~UB7Z23
-40.12 .45 . 07784
44,00 .
~45.50 -~
54,25 .45 . %g;gé
—52.00 P LY ¥ v
—41-14 13 =R

2 28 -
~biln& i5 =
_65.75 ) — 14%

T 57.25

.61

1.8 044

T-Statistic R-Bar Squared °
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COMMOUN STOCK DATA FOR THE DITTERMINATION
OF THE BETA MEASURE OF RISK
) Price - ISL. Manual

Dividend
Name of firm: AMERICAN BAKERIES CO. Sourc e of data: Unit A's MOOdY'B/S & P
Industry: BAKING
REPORTED DATA ADJUSTED DATA
ENDING CHANGES ENDING RATE
MARKET DIV. IN UNIT OF MARKET DIV, OF
MONTHS PRICE PAID ACCOUNT PRICE PAID RETURN *
1974, 12 3.50 .05 . 01429
11 3. 50 -. 12500
10 4,00 -.20000
9 5. 0D . 05 .
8 4750 - 12195
7 5. 1a .-
6 5. 87 . 05 -. 18276
5 7.25 . —45000_
4 -'_2.1563_.
3 .05 -.08214
2 7..00 %-8-8'8—
1 6. 25 .
1973, 12 5.00 05 -..22308
11 01 gﬁ]
10 A, 372 --135859
9 7.37 08 00678
8 09259
7 b.75 05882
6 .37 05 00784
5 A,.37 -.10826
4 732 : -.16176
; —8.50 05 -.06301
1 _ § éé 2”8‘?[?5“
1972, 12 0. 00 05 Y ToET
ll £ O
10 12 . %!ZE%
: 9 0,00 .05 -W"
8 .12 - -
7 iy 25620
6 2. 12 .05 -, 02880
5 5.62 07759 _
4 3 0 'Y 0- 4-’5
3 3. .05 . 13814
: *ﬁ%: '3%
- .
1971, 12 __6.___5_ . 0D .
11 10, 7 -
o ILE e
4 12,75 05 -. 10957
-2:-8%_ - 10156
7 6. -. 20012
6 21.6 . U5 - J0I55
5 24 02116
4 23. 02162
Z K o )
' BUN o549
1970, 12 .

Beta Cocffic ient -51 T -Statistic 1.0 R-Bar Squared __° ool
*r = Py Pt -3+ Dt s Rate of return inperiod ¢t
Py
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COMMON STOCK DATA FOR THE DETERMINATION
OF THE BETA MEASURE OF RISK
Prices - ISIL. Manuals
Dividends S & P/Moody's
Name of firm: AMERICAN BRANDS Source of data:_Unit Arg %

Industry: CIGARETTES

REPORTED DATA ADJUSTED DATA
ENDING CHANGES ENDING RATE
MARKET DIV. IN UNIT OF MARKET DIV, OF
MONTHS PRICE PAID ACCOUNT PRICE PAID RETURN #
1974, 12 30.25 -, 00820
11 __jQ,ZQ . 64 -. 04552
10 32,62 . 13974
9 28. 62 .. 04583
30,00 . 64 iy
7 31,50 -. 10320
6 35,12 .
5 33,87 .64 -
4 35,25 -. 05686
3 37.37 -. 00333
2 325. 50 . 64 . 03782
1 36.75 . 13953
1973, 12 32,25 -. 01901
11 %%,%g . 595 -, 08614
10 . -.03300
9 37.87 . 11387
2 3536 ~222 S01266
6 T39.50 200637
5 39,25 £ 595 L 02167
4 39,00 -. 05167
; jLQ._ZZi 594 054
1 13, 75 “ -‘m%z'_
1972, 12 —iz, 12 -. 06128~
11 4,87 5712 08530
10 4(1), g 04037
9 40, -, 05294
8 442. 50 L5712 "'62"%6’ 9
7 4.37 - 05585
° -. 005
5 47,25 . 572 TUZBT%’
4 46, 50 . 06286
3 43,15 . -, 01685
2 44,50
1 43,12 572 0%%%?
1971, 12 — 41,87 “B1EI5
1 —41.25 ——aB5 07524
5 43,37 00857
8 43,75 58 ~Po1IT
7 44,25 2. 02747
6 4 5.59 i’-&mﬁgz
5 44,0 .05 “.
4 48.75 02278
; — 43,31 L XX
L e g
1970, 1¢ __ 45,12
Beta Codtfivient . 54 T.Statistic 2.6 R-Bar Squared . 111

“t= P Pp ]+ Dt= Rate of return inperwod t
5 -
v



COMMON STOCK DATA FOR THE DETERMINATION

Name of firm: _ AMERICAN CAN
METAL CONTAINERS

Industry:

MONTHS

1974, 12
11
10

Lol PO O R R - R e}

1972,

s g
MO O ™ NWBRWMO DO

[l RV R RV - N |

1971, 12
11

Lo BT R SRS o |

1970, 12

Beta Coctfivient
“r= Py Py o)+ Dt = Rate of return inperiod t

OF THE BETA MEASURE OF RISK

Py

REPORTED DATA

Price - ISL. Manual
Dividend

177

Source of data: Unit A's _S&P/Moody's

ADJUSTED DATA

ENDING CHANGES ENDING RATE
MARKET Div. IN UNIT OF MARKET DIV, OF
PRICE PAID ACCOUNT PRICE PAID RETURN *
~29.00 12077
25, 87 L02475
—25.25 55 —oznb
_%_3.._6.2._ =~ 03571
4,50 -. 03448
25,37 .55 =.03981
.
‘%‘;‘ %7' -, 00889
_28.12 __.h8 03333
2542 8358
_27.175 225 ..07810
_26.25 _. 04478
—28.87 55 =32387
_30.87 _. 05106
30,75 .55 :“%
—32.75 =3iie
31,175 25 01732
31, 22 55 01739
~31.62 ' — 00000
3162 07660
29,37 .55 01441
—29.50 ~. 04719
—31.62 . 00797
31,37 .55 03401
—30.87
29,87 -
_32.25 55 :.J:joﬁn%
g Sy
—g 87 . =511
2 P
—33:3 =4
33,25 .55 01654
33,25 =.05000
—35.00 . 02564
34,12 56 02667
-
“'3‘5"62'. 38,37 “m. 04658
_40.25 55 Z 323%%
ﬁ: Zg —= 200000
—39.75
2 T-Statistic _1, 5 R-Bar Squared __. 026
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COMMON STOCK DATA FOR THE DETERMINATION
OF THE BETA MEASURE OF RISK

Prices - ISL Manual

Name of firm: _ AMERICAN MOTORS Source of dats:_Dividends? S & P/Moody's
Industry:  AUTOMOBILES Unit A's 2
REPORTED DATA ADJUSTED DATA
ENDING CHANGES ENDI\‘;IG RATE
MARKET DIV, IN UNIT OF MARKET pIV. OF
MONTHS PRICE PAID ACCOUNT PRICE PAID RETURN #
1974, 12 3,25 -. 1612
1 3. 87 '._0'60'6'?
10 4, 12
9 5. 00
8 5. 37 . 10
7 5L56
6
5 6,
4 8. 00
3 .12
2 | ”
1 5
1973, 12 % %3
1 8. 87
" 8. 87
9 .
8 7"
1 :%—
6 . U0
5 Y4
4 8. 12
3 8. 87
2 .67
1 -'5‘ 12
1972, 12 “B.25
1 9. 25
10 3.0
9 —1413—
8 03T
6
5 Y
4
3 —
2 7:2?
| 8. 00
1971, 12 1.00
11 5, 87T
10 1.2
9 ]
8 43—
2
6 ‘5_
5 Y
4
3 L]
2 725
1 7.00
1970, 12 5,75
Beta Codifivient .73 T -Statistic __l:_@_____ R-Bar Squared ___:_0_2_8___

«r = P, Py ]+ Dt= Rate of return inperiod t
P
t



COMMON STOCK DATA FOR Tl DETERMINATION

OF THE BETA MEASURE OF RISK

Price - ISL Manual

179

Dividen
Name of firm: AMERICAN SMELTING & REFINING sSource of data: Uni ! !

Industry: COPPER

MONTHS

1974, 12
11
10

L VIR ST Y- SR Y. -]

1971, 12
13
10

=Wt O =) DD

1970, 12

Beta Codtfisgent
“r z Py ) Pt - ) r Dt = Rate of return inperiod t

Py

REPORTED DATA

ADJUSTED DATA

ENDING CHANGES ENDING RATE
MARKET DIV, IN UNIT OF MARKET Div, OF
PRICE PAID ACCOUNT PRICE PALID RETURN *
13,62 -. 15504
375 -, 02222
___%ﬁ_ -, 01460
7,12 , szszaz
] 375 B
;_l“gz‘o. 2 :
—~19.87 -2 04790
20, 87 -, 11170
23.50 375 504 AF;'M
_25.12 = 01471
—%3‘%8— 30 ~07500
. 049
_22.87 . 43"2
20, 00 30 =, 16289
_24.25 _10857
—21. 87 . 08696
20,12 30 =. 00970
(A
B ] L
9. 30 2. 07953
_;h.L_i?_ .00
~ A0 "'1104“20%&7
:LB.;___E"Z%_ 10241
2 .30 Z
E ¥ e
- .2 - [29
7.5 30 *mm%
19,37 -, 07738
21,00 30 -, 04804
22,37 32
19,75 -, 15054
23,25 12048
20. 75 30 0 sg%_
19,75 1
17,00 -, 062
812 30 15z87
21.75 1% - ”42
23,75 . = 0547
, L bl 475 ——azmé-_
—25.87 — 4175 -: 0‘7%‘-2—
. 0754
28,50 . 055556
~27.00
.88 T -Statistic _____z;?___ R-Bar Squared _ . 119
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COMMON STOCK DATA FOR THE DETERMINATION
OF THE BETA MEASURE OF RISK
Price - ISL

Dividend
Name of firm: ANACONDA Source of data: Unit A's g S & P/Moody's

industry: COPPER

REPORTED DATA ADJUSTED DATA
ENDING CHANGES ENDING . RATE
MARKET DIV. IN UNIT OF MARKET DIV, OF
MONTHS PRICE PA1D ACCOQUNT PRICE PAID RETURN *
1974, 12 _13.50 -.12195
11 5,37 . 30 -, 0203
10 16,00 45
9 ~14.50 T14706
8 7,00 . 30 =. 25989
‘ ’ 02994
5 4435 20 ?Z‘rsg?r‘ 942
4 -
3 22. 25 - 02250
2 28.00 20 .09515
1 2 5 -,0)4
1973, 12 26. 12 _. 12366
11 23. Zi . 125 ;._Lﬁ_m
10 28,00 24444
9 22.50 _.00559
8 ;2.%% 125 -, 00552
7 2, , 23973
6 25 .01389
5 . 00 . 125 -, 08805
4 9, 87 : -. 08092
3 z1.62 005
2 21.50 . 125 . 08805
1 ~19.87
1972, 12 19, 50 ?"8'3%%

i
:
:

(o]
(=
(e
E

-19.87
7 17,00 ?‘mj%.osss
5 J.g.%z 5
4 9. 87 "‘8%%1‘?’
3 _18.62 . 0197
: ST z
1971, 12 15,50 ._._QAQ;’&’[
11 —'-1-9-;-31
R S5l
9 -
;S LTSS
7 17.75 -
g -18.87 .25 ﬁ%&&
: 4200 — TV
2 RN : N LVL v
1970, 12 _21.00
Beta Coutficient 1,25 T-Statistic _3. 4 R-Bar Squared _. 179

“r < P_t Py | » Dt = Rate of return in period t
Py




COMMON STOCK DATA FOR THE DETERMINATION

OF THE BETA MEASURE OF RISK

Name of firm: _ANC - HOC
Industry: GLASS CONTAINERS

MONTHS

1974, 12

1972,

1971, 12

-0~ O

1970, 12

Beta Cocfficient
*r = Py Py -} + Dt = Rate of return inperiod t

Py

REPORTED DATA

Source of data:

Price - ISL Manual
Dividend
Unit A's S&P/Moody's

181

ADIUSTED DATA

ENDING CHANGES ENDING RATE
MARKET DIV, IN UNIT OF MARKET D1vV. OF

PRICE PAID ACCOUNT PRICE PAID RETURN #*

14, 00 -, 08197

15.25 27 . 09876

07619
515 - 01869

13,37 27 —.02981
13,25 -.10169

14,75 27 = 03097

15, 80 _._1_0_1&5—
- 05555

21 - 02029
] 06870
'_‘J . 50 . oo:sooé

4,50 27 .
17,25 LT
ﬁz..sn. 27 m: 3825
._1&82_ 427 - 18532
T23.50 ~.05618
_Z_g.._%g_ . 13171

25" 27 -+ 00404
e il
22 25 - e

28, 22 * -0 : t%
30,50 .25 _ 07519
31,62 I

32,25 — .25 "'83‘3‘8‘5

: .80 -

34, 3% - 1%
Atr ~Agead
v 5 — 48
o s
T34.25 ~ 02143
38,00 25 02422
_3.6‘_12— :-Lmlz——
39,00 — 02970
36,25 200000
36,25 09848

33,00

1 T-Statistic _ 2, 8 R-Bar Squared . 130




COMMON STOCK DATA FOR THE DETERMINATION

OF THE BETA MEASURE OF RISK

Neme of firm: _ANHEUSER-BUSCH

Industry:

MONTHS

1974, 12

-
W N0 O

1972,

19711, 12

oWk O~

1970, 12

BEER

REPORTED DATA

Price - ISL Manual
Dividend

182

Source of data: _Unit A's  S&P/Moody's

ADJUSTED DATA

Beta Coeffivient 1,26

“r=P, Py -

P

ENDING CHANGES ENDING RATE
MARKET DIV, IN UNIT OF MARKET Div, OF
PRICE PAID ACCOUNT PRICE PAID _I&STU RN *
. 12889
28.12 15 _f.rfz‘ﬂzsE 30 00982
—$8-56 —25r 22— 36
1 -, 22
34,25 N
36,37 72,75 L07778
33. 75 15 67.50 30 -.01022
:3125 - 22 _2'&‘515. 25)‘ - —% 0
31,75 15 30 472
HL2 —53-25 8385
2 15 3.75 30 "c2£9%
—33'—"%'9. * —;75. e =00637
3453 15 R 3 30 =3t
_41.50 —83.00 —.01]
jﬁ 15 8428 30 =39152
2 - £
16, 50 10412
—55% 15 1858 e =R
—_54.12 8.25 -, 02915
55,75 1.5% —. 05708
Mﬁg.]_a_ 16 B2 32 ~. 00570
25 -
__g%.%,;_ 28, 5 4%%?%'3
. T 14 ) 4"7'2‘. YA —020T%
2%:%% 14 34,0 28 0369
29,5 -, 01708
_65.87 13175 00573
14 131.00 —e8 06
56,75 ~113.50 e, YA
13.00 :X:gﬁ
—2es 14 01,25 A e fg
01.25 -
—56.50 s 13,00 :@g
- 11605
:?.8:2%. "10: 1m.zs A —“8'8%
~102.900
jﬁ% 125 95,25 L — 88
49 00 SPLIT:2/1 - 98, 00 .16
833 35 50340
_82.87 — 7805
—_76.87
T-Statistic 4.8 . 323

1 + Dt = Rate of return inperiod t

R-Bar Squared




MONTHS

1974, 12
11
10

- WU O] X0

1972,

1971, 12

Lo IRV NC B L Y. Y]

1970, 12

183

COMMON STOCK DATA FOR THE DETERMINATION
OF THE BETA MEASURE OF RISK

Price - Moody!

Beta Codtfivgent 1.20

8
Uni ! Moody's/S & P
Name of firm: BELL & HOWELL CO, Source of data: D?\lr'{.d‘:nsd } cody's/
Industry: _ PHOTOGRAPHIC EQUIPMENT
REPORTED DATA ADJUSTED DATA
ENDING CHANGES ENDING RATE
MARKET DIV, IN UNIT OF MARKET DIv. OF
PRICE PAID ACGCOUNT PRICE PAID RETURN #
10, 00 -2 06977
0.75 221 -.07705
~11.87 . 14458
10, % E > -. 14433
2 . -
_14.37 - Q8000
5,62 -. 13194
3, 00 .21 -.1007
L0125
0 -,075
21,62 .21 -, 05578
23.12 . 08824
Zi, 25 ~o
o LZI ~g £43
_32.00 -, 0985
35,50 . 15447
_30.75. a2l .02
30,12 L 24221
24,25 - OE_;__
26,37 2162 -
ﬁ. -f-d ;
~3B.00 _ 162 -.05 ‘gg
—234r "t
58, 505 174 -, 03595
_%1‘_}”. :a ! [
215 0519
3,00 5 0 5
-4 0 6
1.25 15 5
—68.00 . 1202
—33-3L 15 Rl
59,87 L 04357
57,37 3614
44,75 -.062
_sz. i§ I 15 1y 46
45,75 -, 06
49,00 L0103
S = Hehad—
43,25 , 05167
-4 15 3
35, .
32,62
T -Statistic ___3_;_2_____ R-Bar Squared . 168

=P Py

Py

1 * Dt = Rate of return inperiod t




Name of firm: BETHLEHEM STEEL

COMMON STOCK DATA FOR THE DETERMINATION
OF THE BETA MEASURE OF RISK

" Industry: _STEEL:

MONTHS

1974, 12
11
10

[ I SR -

Beta Couifivient
“r= Py Py -]+ Dt=Rate of return inperiod t

Py

REPORTED DATA

Price - ISL Manual

184

Dividend
Source of data: Unit A's oody!

ADJUSTED DATA

ENDING CHANGES ENDING RATE
MARKET D1V, IN UNIT OF MARKET DIV, OF

PRICE PAID ACCOUNT PRICE PAID RETURN %

24.87_ -, 06132
M 50 - : 5
_28.25 : 624
_21;1%: 750 . 07917
—30.00° L

30000 :

28.25 40 — 39g
‘Mn. 62 =, 08000
"3'4""7“33, 359 =90 01515
—33,.00 16814

28,25 40 -, 13509
_33.12 L 02713
26,00 35 T.045615
29,50 - ‘:3' 26
2937 . 03522
_28.37 .55 . 06147
—27.25 07733
2331 =0
—31. 62 "

25. 75 30 -
—_28.25 §?§?§§§
“28.12 30 'o;g%g
—27.62 =)

31. 12 . 30 - 59
3137 . kia
34,00 L 03422
32 87 30 —, 02868

32.25 11207

30 L YL Y]

24.75 <. 02463
25,37 I 05130
—22.00 25%%?5%
23,25 . 03333
23.87 ~20 — Y0405
21.62 = : 0581
2162 : —otek
22,87
59 T-Statistic __ 1. 8 R-Bar Squared __, 048
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COMMON STOCK DATA FOR THE DETERMINATION

OF THE BETA MEASURE OF RISK
Price - ISL Manual

Dividend
Name of firm: _ BROWN GROUP INC, Source of data: Unit A's S&P/Moody's
Industry: __SHOES
REPORTED DATA ADJUSTED DATA
ENDING CHANGES ENDING RATE
MARKET DIV. IN UNIT OF MARKET DIV, OF
MONTHS PRICE PAID ACCOUNT PRICE PAID RETURN *
1974, 12 14, 00 L 40 -. 09291
n 1587 ez
10 7 .
9 1 . 40 , 00602
D O ER ik
6 20,00 . 40 - :
5 Z
; 1.9 = 5384
3 _24.00 40 —OF
; 2440 L3
1973 1; 40 0
"1 —£)-22 * -
10 25.50 ' ~. 02857
9 %g. Zg .40 122
8 i . I
5 Z -
4 21.25 . poy
3 28,00 . 375 -, 00873
P =55
1972, 12 32.00 375 = 06835
1 _34,75, )
10 3450 35
g ~32.62 3175 5
7 ﬁ = b
‘; ..3.-3:5:% —a315 7
4 —3 : >
3 ~39.00 375 -
i 40, 00 . 05
1971, 12 ::%g_‘,_‘%&' 375 = é%%
11 32,26 —STRET
xg 35. 00 =
8 740,50 m— 5
7 _38.75 =».00958
6 39,12 375 01282
5 39.00 .02
4 00 =
3 40,75 .35 L 04717
2 39,25
1 38. 00 .
1970, 12 ' 33,175
Beta Coeffivient . 83 T-Statistic __3, 2 R-Bar Squared __, 167

*r = Py Pt -]+ Dt = Rate of return inperiod t
P,
t




Name of firm:

BURROQUGHS CORP, __ ____
Industry: ELECTRONIC COMPUTING EQUIPMENT

MONTHS

1974, 12
11
10

@® 0

1972,

1971, 12

L T EC N RPN )

1970, 1¢

Beta Codifivient
ep = _f_'l- Pt} + Dt = Rate of return inperiod t

COMMON STOCK DATA FOR THE DETERMINATION

OF THE BETA MEASURE OF RISK

Py

REPORTED DATA

Price - Moody
Unit A's § Moody/S & P
Source of data: Dividend

186

ADJUSTED DATA

ENDING CHANGES ENDING RATE
MARKET D1V, IN UNIT OF MARKET DIV, OF
PRICE PAID ACCOUNT PRICE PAID RETURN *
75.50 . 125 ] 25 -
82. 00 1'2‘9“09'4. 00 4822‘?'3'
85, 62 171.25 R . 21199
67, 00 125 b 25 . 18015
1.87 b 209028
90,00 ] 2. 09661
99, 62 125 199,25 25 -, 02445
102,25 204, 50 L 03023
99,25 — sphit: 271 198, 50 2,.02934
B
200, 00 “‘8‘%‘}5‘
195, 50 20617
208, 37 .20 =0 05‘3‘6?’
220,25 210102
245, 00 ., 0403
235,50 20 , 02814
e =3185%
226. 87 220 02575
07?4
236, 00 .16 . 04496
) a
é;.fh.QQ_ -:—ch, ':'
;_‘75""0"25)“ 15 0] %_;
215,00 k) £
222.00 002
221.50 .16 05177
210,75 .04 ,rg_
183,50 16 - 00185
:1.63.._8_7__ —alb -J%i
] 0222
167,75 8664
154,37 , 01064
136.00° = 1155
2N 4
134,00 -0 ":.L’is_
134.50 .15 , 00 2
134,25 .
117.00 z
-2 04059
135,50 13389
119.50 .15 11644
by L1 1T
109.25 .15
1,08 T-Statistic 4. 3 R-Bar Squared . 275
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COMMON STOCK DATA FOR THE DETERMINATION
OF THE BETA MEASURE OF RISK
Price - IS1L. Manual

Dividend
Name of firm: _ CELANESE Source of data: _Unit A's S&P/Moody's
industry:  RAYON
REPORTED DATA ADJUSTED DATA
ENDING CHANGES ENDING RATE
MARKET DIV. IN UNIT OF MARKET DIV, OF
MONTHS PRICE PAID ACCOUNT PRICE PAID RETURN *
1974, 12 25. 62 =01442
11 26,00 10 -. 05067
10
9 E@ % . BEH%
8 2 2. 19 -
i = 053%8
6 30,50 -. 00813
5 30,75 £ 50 =2 01186
4 02016
3 . 04202
2 29.75 . 50 -.03200
1973 1; —~-10132
"1 'léz L%J' 0 .50 ﬁ
10 -..01007
9 37,25
8 30.62 . 50 _"', ()7'7I 7; %
7 33212
6 32,12 :ﬂii%il
5 30,37 .50 -. 07836
‘; _33.50 s a : . 01471
—34.00 04615
2 232,50 .50 . 02222
1 33,75 C lﬁgﬁ'r_
1972, :i 40,50 — . 03 5‘11
_38.62 i . 1099
10 35,25 -, 1500
9 21,50 T 09041
8 _45.62 . 50 . 1047
7 41,75 -_0'59'1'2'
6 44, 37 -, 25263
5 59, 37 50 2, 04200
4 62,50 04603
3 59,75 -. 04400
2 —h2.50 50 207692
1 68.25 . -, 04545
b 50 8944
10 % * g« 5
9 —28.50 203120
8 7612 50 06794
7 _11.75 -, 030
6 _14.00 -, 00504
: -74.37 .50 03074
77.25 10160
3 10,12 L0665
2 _65.75_ 50 = 2
1 67.25 . ‘%_‘
1970, 12 _62.15
Beta Codtficem, 59 T-Statistic 1.9 R-Bar Squared - 054

“r = li Py oy Dt = Rate of return in period t
Py
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COMMON STOCK DATA FOR THE DETERMINATION
OF THE BETA MEASURE OF RISK

Prices - 1SL Manual

Name of ftrm: CHRYSLER Source of data: Dividends ZS & P/Moody's
Industry:_ AUTOMOBILES Units A's )
REPORTED DATA ADJUSTED DATA
ENDING CHANGES ENDING RATE
MARKET DIV, IN UNIT OF MARKET DIV. OF
MONTHS PRICE PAID ACCOUNT PRICE PAID RETURN *
1974, 12 1,25 - 07937
11 7. 87 . 35 -
10 10,12 - (1) g
9 .
8 }588 . 35 :._(1,_52_4_2
7 14 55 =
6 — "'UlGIS
5 362 .35 = 0087¢
4 ] -y 5
3 7,62 :_._‘i%_c_;j-z
2 _..9. 20 .35 X
1 . L 08800
1973, 12 _Z gé Z. }:3‘%(1)
11 .35 -~y b
10 23,00 18222
9 . 15979
8 gg: %% . 3D :—8;993
7 A )
6 24,12 -».11468
j 27,25 .35 — (l) g
3212 -2 U
3 33,87 -, 02518
2 34,75 _ —nlD -2 09385
1 _38.62 -, 05793
1972, 12 _41.00 04459
n 39,25 53
10 _3.2...5.0_ ———A—Z&.—-— s O )20
9 30, 37 -
8 31. 37 88688
7 ~31.62 25 .02
6 30 az YK
5 ‘?4. (5,5 25 .‘“g %é
3 33,75 0 E%
: :"Eg w15 . 05613
1971, 12 2862 Mﬂiﬂsa
11 2dad5 .15 2.03793
10 29,00 01310
9 28,62 = 9
o g B ~§3232
7 . 25 -, 04545
6 _27.50 . 04762
: 2B.87 .15 =D |
3 000
i % .1 -‘0 :17L
: . 04018
1970, 12 _28.00
Beta Coaifivient . 82 T-Statistic __ 2.3 R-Bar Squared . 087

L 2] EL Py ) qug = Rate of return inperiod t
= ,
t
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COMMON STOCK DATA FOR THE DETERMINATION
OF THE BETA MEASURE OF RISK

Price - ISL Manual

Dividend
Name of firm: COLGATE-PALMOLIVE CO. Source of data: Unit A's S & P/Moody's
Industry: SOAP
REPORTED DATA ADJUSTED DATA
ENDING CHANGES ENDING RATE
MARKET DIV. IN UNIT OF MARKET DIV, OF
MONTHS PRICE PAID ACCOUNT PRICE PAID RETURN *
1974, 12 24 12 72.375 -. 02525
1 24,75 74,25 -, 01000
10 25,00 .17 75,00 . 5100 . 40811
9 ~172.87 53,62 e _:._%7_5.“_2
8 é_s 12 2. 17845
7 Jé%: gz ~1481 70.775 ~T4343 =. 13310
6 27.37 4785
5 2612 78, 317 — ‘1‘3%%%6
4 —25.87 1481 ——e 17.62 —.4443 __._QAQ_Z.Z
3 25,00 - 02564
2 24.37 73,12 <. 03465
1 _25.25 1345 4035
1973, 12 24. 87 _3_4 Zz -, 08295
11 12 w37 T 11
10 %%: 62, L1345 91, 87 1035 =. 05355
3 32. 50 39'5. 50 -,
7 _34.75 = 1345 {04.25 4035 = 92338
6 :Zzg:g% 84, 00 =I02183
5 split: 371 5. 87 ~. 09823
; —~95.25 3785 : -. 00257
2 a3 75 00806
l " 3235 bl )
1972, 12 :m
-1 87,50 02941
10 85. 00 364 03944
9 82.12 _ - 2
7 8600 364 — Y6511
: 7412 . 02‘.3
4 —h2.75 364 = 4
) —b3.25 -
i 64, 62 1
1971, 12 58. 62 —T5089
n —-50.50 -, 04265
10 _ 52,175 .35 . 05072

46. 87 35

:

—47.21
47.R7 :%%Eg{_
46, 62 .35 e
1970, 1¢ __47.15
Beta Codtficient 1,16 T -Statistic 3.7 R-Bar Squared . 209

“p = _‘:l_ Py + Dt = Rate of return in perod t
P
t
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COMMON STOCK DATA FOR THE DETERMINATION
OF THE, BETA MEASURE OF RISK
Price - IS1L. Manual

. Dividend ,
Name of firm: CONTINENTAIL CAN Source of data: Unit A's S&P/Moody's
industry: METAL CONTAINERS
REPORTED DATA ADJUSTED DATA
ENDING CHANGES ENDING RATE
MARKET DIV. IN UNIT OF MARKET pIvV. oF
MONTHS PRICE PAID ACCOUNT PRICE PAID RETURN *
1974, 12 26, 20 . 10053
11 2%, 2 45 —--0-4-21-4
10 . . 07602
‘; —21.37 3 ;._Qﬂjsg
7 _12.%122' 2 * “‘Q%% 015630
6 :—A—th
5 %g, 2% + 40 —-%gl%g
4 25, 00 -, 029
v o 03000
1 . .92223
1973, 12 20,50 -
11 21.75 . 40 ;’?%
10 37
o het —08288
g 24.75 40 -.03732
6 26,37 P E L
2 27,00 40 -
3 4335 ' - 00457
2 26,15 40 N
: 2850 T3]
1972, 12 30, 37 . 03187
10 “3“2"‘50‘ A0 -
9 3337 ~B11 49
8 32,62 . 40 . 09627
H —30.12 03433
.._%.3...%%_ 030
5 . . 40 -.(l) H
4 32,62 L 06967
; 30,50 -. 07925
__3.8._12. ——a40 . )
1 30.00 - (1)%2 5
1971, 12 32,12 07531
:(l’ 29,87 . 40 L, 00917
> Sm T )
g 37.25 40
6 36,7 >
: j_&._&l —a40 =2 04107
3 513 - JE5RY-
2 40,50 .40 -
! —41.50 _,___‘&
1970, 12 __38,87
Beta Cocifivsent g2 T-Statistic __2, 0 R-Bar Squared _. 064

“r = Py . Pt - ] « Dt = Rate of return inperiod t
Py
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COMMON STOCK DATA FOR THE DETERMINATION
OF THE BETA MEASURE OF RISK
Price - Moody
Unit A's 2 Moody/S & P
Name of firm: CONTROL DATA CORP, Source of data: Dividend

Industry: ELECTRONIC COMPUTING EQUIPMENT

REPORTED DATA ADJUSTED DATA
ENDING CHANGES ENDING RATE
MARKET DIV. IN UNIT OF MARKET DIV, OF
MONTHS PRICE PAID ACCOUNT PRICE PAID RETURN *
1974, 12 10.62 -. 14141
11 2,37 -, 10000
10 3.75 03774
9 g gg -, 27891
8 -
: 383 02423
6 -
5 27250 0540k
4 0,37 -. 06897
3 332- 62 =12709
2 37437 . 07942
1 34,62 . 02974
1973, 12 %3 62 -2 03237
11 34,775 - gg
10 3. 50 -. 0 132-
9 + 00 . 29889
8 33, 87 - 090
7 37 -7_? . 06810
6 ..4.5 - "3]25 %
5 36, 00 .17
4 43.75 -, 048
3 46, 00 2, 0080
B .
i -. 08903
1972, :f 3‘%‘5’5"" .y %%g
10 66. 75 T
9 5 -
D A Tz
7 :
7 LZQ% ) -, 03425
5 ZJ 3 10659
4 4, 50 - . 08861
3 59, 25 T
2 59,50 3??
1 54 2
1971, 12 4"5‘%%“‘ :_._630
11 37.75 z
10 5 13369
9 %2"7%__ -.1991:
8 58. 37 + 1559
7 50, 50 :
6 6], 00 e
5 68,25 _:
. 78,12 22549
2 57,50 ~10870
1 58.87 ~
1970, 12 50,87 wlee-
Beta Covtfivsent 1,76 T-Statistic __ 4.4 R-Bar Squared . 284

“p = _pL Py ) » Dt = Rate of return inperiod t
P
v



Name of firm: D

Industrys

=]

1972, 12
11

10
9
8
7
6
5
4
3
2
1

1971, 12
11
10

Wk VO N®O

1970, 12

Beta Cocfficrent
*r =P, Pt -]+ Dt= Rate of return inperiod ¢

Py

COMMON STOCK DATA FOR THE DETERMINATION

OF THE BETA MEASURE OF RISK

192

rice - ISL Manual
Dividend
TE CORPORATION Source of data; Unit A's S&P/Moody's
VEG
REPORTED DATA ADJUSTED DATA
ENDING CHANGES ENDING RATE
MARKET D1V, IN UNIT OF MARKET DIV, OF
PRICE PALD ACCOUNT PRICE PAID RETURN *
20.75 . 03750{
- 4
. —a3250 B2
p— -2 04 1.. 99
. -, 01429
.50 230 -y ;
—r042
. 30 - 89y
. 08000
4
. 30 . g‘%jg%
06429
2. 18152
30 -. 00357
— =, 085
—t —
~a zgjlt
2750 :: 01
= 33388
—s 2150 - =,_§_
—. 2750 .
_._0___._2755 . 8‘%
=Y
—a 2750 -
—2750 03280
. 2750 =48R
-, 0331
e —a g : 15
— 1 v
—.2150
. 67 T-Statistic 2.3 R-Bar Squared _° 083



COMMON STOCK DATA FOR THE DETERMINATION

DIGITAL EQUIPMENT

OF THE BETA MEASURE OF RISK

Price - Mood
Ut ATs o Mdody/S & P

193

Name of firm: CORPORATION - Source of data: Dividend
Industry: ELECTRONIC COMPUTING EQUIPMENT
REPORTED DATA ADJUSTED DATA
ENDING CHANGES ENDING RATE
MARKET DIV, IN UNIT OF MARKET DLV, OF
MONTHS PRICE PAID ACCOUNT PRICE PAID RETURN #
1974, 12 50, 75 -
11 37 . 63%9?
10 ﬁ, 0 -2 11954
9 65, 87 2]
8 84. 00 - §§i
7 88,12 —'L?A 17
6 1, 50 '1_0_9122_.
5 % % £ 00223
4 2. 5 2 s!éz—’
: .Q%..QZ_ -...Q.&B.ﬁiﬁ:
1 uzii%“ tﬁ%ﬁ%ﬁ"
1973, 12 01, 87 ,_29_1%4
1 84, 6 -5 244 ;L'
s L e
8 89,12 2
: 34 18-
e i
4 _ic 2022
3 80, 37 -»119
z 91,25 -, 0653
1 97,62 064
1972, 12 91. 75 2033
11 88,75 £30592
10 B0 25 -2 1585
9 ~95.37 . 01194
g 94,25 + 160
5 91,37 20750
3 T -206336
2 -2039
2 94, 50 :- 082
1971 1; ’ " - 0
’ rl
7 00150
10 65. 87
9
8 0
8 ﬁﬁg _Jnszs_
6 77.50 -
; 8037 O i
4 JL.3T 22332
3 -
2 -
;e S
1970, 12 _57.25
Beta Codificaent 1.31 T -Statistic

*r=P;, P, | . Dt=Rate of return in period t
— P

3.5

R-Bar Squared __, 194




MONTHS
1974, 12
11

10

9

8

7

6

5

4

3

2

i

1973, 12
11

10

9

8

7

6

5

4

3

2

1

1972, 12
11

10

9

8

7

6

5

4

3

2

1

1971, 12
11

10

9

8

7

6

5

4

3

2

1

1970, 12

Bata Cocifivrent

*rz Pg Pt -]+ Dt = Rate of return inperiod t

L

DISTILLERS CORP, -

Name of firm: __SEAGRAMS
Industry: LIQUOR

COMMON STOCK DATA FOR THE DETERMINATION
OF THE BETA MEASURE OF RISK

T -JSL Manual
en
1

194

ic
1V
Source of data: {Jpit A's E S & E[Mgmjx'g

REPORTED DATA ADJUSTED DATA
ENDING CHANGES ENDING RATE
MARKET DIV. IN UNIT OF MARKET DIV, OF
PRICE PAID ACCOUNT PRICE PAID RETURN »
_32.12 64,25 .. 02652
"3‘3‘25';3, 00 —56.00 00257
2812 20 __gm"ga'.—zs —Z0 __Umt:-nm
3175 75,50 T -.02581
38, 15 20 ~7.50 A0 T“t,%g%
T44.50 905 ~02198
T45.50 20 —of. — 30 ‘_":o_'g_z%9 6
4 15 720 —B3.25 .40 — 12308 B
4775 ; — 079
4425 88. 5 I3
41.28 118 -%. 2 .35 - 1;’ ' g
Tags0 700 51987
37,75 175 75,50 35 )
2075 50 -
43,25 0 -
Ta7.00 2115 4.0 35 — 0541
.-—M glg -3 (5; 95
—43.50 175 700 35 :
—39.00 02— —“rg'—g—g 00522
g ive T R— X TB0.00 35 _"?}8;?
39737 TR - OR6TD
37.50 ___L___.!,S 5,00 35 00803
37.37 (D . 42
—34.62 — .25 — D4
" 3h.37 75 _’Eﬁiﬂ T35 9e715
33,00 _— Eplit:z/} 68,00 76512
B&. A7 =
59,12 )
58,50 .30 .0
——jihbz e ——————————————— 3 ke, ‘
52,00 — —. 04147
5425 .30 ~- 00818
55,00 R ~-00901
_&5.80 _____ O
7 v J— —53
52,87
1. 14 T-Statistic __ 4. 9 R-Bar Squared __. 328




195

COMMON STOCK DATA FOR THE DETERMINATION
OF THE BETA MEASURE OF RISK

Frtear al"g’ﬁflody/ S&P
Name of firm: EASTMAN KODAK CO, Source of data: Dijvyidend
Industry: TOGRAPHIC EQUIPMENT
REPORTED DATA ADJUSTED DATA
ENDING CHANGES ENDING RATE
MARKET DIV. IN UNIT OF MARKET DIV, OF
MONTHS PRICE PAID ACCOUNT PRICE PAID RETURN *
1974, 12 62,87 -, 02708
11 i:% .89 -:'2'3'55"
10 y - 13688
9 5. ' -
8 880' 2!25 ‘ 239 -a :(l)‘ 1 5
7 -, 140
6 . 87 -. 01889
. 1oz -, 03887
3 106, 12 202785
2 _‘._;»%.zg 132 _;_5‘50 0
1 09, el
1973, 12 . 31232
f 3% .t 12160
10 131.00 ,00576_
9 . 25 204
8 ‘*“3 ) 43 oy
7 139,00 20
6 -3 Py sc » ul-6.
5 P, lgu .27 -,_I ) ;
4 —— ; - VD
3 __‘4 ) . 01642
2 %“95 5 Wi -2 013
1 _140.8 - i.t 5
1972, 12 ==
. __‘[%g,; N
11 o 9 z 6] -2 8_
1: - 39. -‘Z ‘_!% >4
8 J28.2 26 0662
i 03770
: >4 ._-5'3’ 5% 06526
‘ s A — 33
3 7.62 07
z 9. ‘ vz A 26
1971 : -17" ‘5’ L 0
971, 12 97, 2
n 88, 87 .59 N ﬁ'ﬂ'
10 84 87 -4, 02302
9 -B6. 87 ,069 ;_
& —8L.25 —ib L 094
Z 75..50 - .
D O == B
. i
2 : 75 :
1 —34*758-— -
1970, 12 15,62
Beta Couificient o 89 T-Statistic _ 4. 2 R-Bar Squared . 264

*r= P, Py -] Dt s Rate of return inperiod t
P
t




Name of firm: EXXON CORP,

COMMON STOCK DATA FOR THE DETERMINATION

OF THE BETA MEASURE OF RISK
Price - ISL. Manual

Industry:_ PETROLEUM REFINING

REPORTED DATA

“IVWR OO

1973, 12

[l
-~

- - -
N=NWERNROANDPOORNEDNWARNRYDO O

1972,
1971,

11

10

9

8

7

6

5

4

3

2

1

1970, 12

ENDING
MARKET
PRICE

D1V,
PAID

CHANGES
IN UNIT OF
ACCOUNT

196

Dividend
Source of data: i ! ‘g

ADJUSTED DATA

ENDING
MARKET
PRICE

—1.55

—13.37

Beta Codificrent . 52

“p = P" Pg
Py

- 1 + Dt = Rate of return inperiod t

DLV,
PAID

RATE
OF
RETURN *

. 02988

. 14644
-, 0964

04
=0

£
—B1lel

6031
~. 02792
7

20 sgﬁi

T -Statistic

2.7

R-Bar Squared

.119



Name of firm: FALSTAFF BREWING CO,
BEER

Industry:

MONTHS

1974, 12
1
10

0NW RO DO

1973, 12
11
10

[ L I ST - SRR Y- . V-1

Beta Cocfficaent
*r= Py Pp -]+ Dts= Rate of return inperiod ¢

Py

REPORTED DATA

Source of data:

COMMON STOCK DATA FOR THE DETERMINATION

OF THE BETA MEASURE OF RISK

Price - ISL. Manual
Dividend

Unit A's S&P/Moody's

197

ADJUSTED DATA

ENDING CHANGES ENDING RATE
MARKET DIV, IN UNIT OF MARKET Div, OF
PRICE PAID ACCOUNT PRICE PAID RETURN %
1.25 -. 33333
+ 2] ~50000

2.12
212 —-00000
2o B 14

2 —
_._Zn.b.z_ - [~ g
- 4_&40
_‘J‘%‘# I 04167
3,00 L 41176

2.12 -

212 I{}‘@-}T
—3.25 —~00000
T3.25 . 00000
325 07143
3,50 Qg ‘2

- 4

. 05128

~e 7 3
5.5 ') 1)
—5‘.15—._ - e
56,75 ~. 05 ]
—t.12 —. 0339
j..jl_ -, 15714

.Zg ~. 09

c' -9 ga‘%
. —~Peiis
79,50 e 1

97
Shi o S
58T 07174

5. 75 j%
625 =

7..00 “Mf&

7..87

1.49

T-Statistic 3+ 2

R-Bar Squared _° 168




COMMON STOCK DATA FOR THE DETERMINATION

Name of firm: _ FIRESTONE

Industry: ___ TIRES & TUBES

MONTHS

1974, 12
11
10

: 1
1973, 12
11
10

=N WwkROYIDDO

Beta Coefficient

*r = Py

NWhBOIJDO

P

OF THE BETA MEASURE OF RISK

REPORTED DATA

ADJUSTED DATA

198

Price - ISL. Manual
Dividend

Source of data;_Unit A's S&P/Moody's

T-Statistic _2, 9

Py - ) + Dt = Rate of return inperiod ¢

ENDING CHANGES ENDING RATE
MARKET mv. IN UNIT OF MARKET DIV, OF
P!!CE PAID ACCOUNT PRICE PAID RETURN %
3, 37 .275 _26.75 . 550 ,01111
) 7 =t
LN 4025 =818
25 215 T28.50  _.580 _ 05636
3,75 T27.50 —. 08333
5, 00 —30.00 =a 11702
] . —34:88 8337
] .25 3 _50 00758
- :ﬁm ) —~§2ik
‘*@. . g: 25 _1% =30 . i
l‘1 -
it : - — =ik
—2L.50 3.00 036
4 188_ ‘.034
Ldy __‘.., .1
c."5 —a216 — w432 = 00B3]
21 2: 42,75 =
. . 210 —4Z, X432 -
—%3.00 ~ 46,00 -
ﬁ...ﬁz_ ' - ‘%.g_ . 00983
24,75 50 e -1 Lé‘?
—L22.87. -4 . 00549
22,19 2208 J&ﬁ 2410 . 02036
_z.:'...sn_llzﬁ 320 "0
121.3_2_ 208 —41.73% 118 (1T 1
—44 a1z ?—i-ﬁ‘ﬁ%
%_,__ L 208 51, 0 415 . 00816
51, C L0149
—gjj% 2V 60 -, 065
26,87 2208 416 N Q
it T semmm R -8
53, 87 ) = !
5. 87 .0
5 ;5} 4D ;‘:Q':u
. =, 069
Y YA F1o2d
—48,87 —0 . 00305
—49.12_ 850
48,37 ‘2‘8i i
47, 37

R-Bar Squared __, 140
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COMMON STOCK DATA FOR THE DETERMINATION
OF THE BETA MEASURE OF RISK

Prices - ISL. Manual

Namse of fivm; _J ORD Source of data: DiVidend'Z S & P/Moody's
Industry:  AUTOMOBILES Unit A's J
REPORTED DATA ADJUSTED DATA
ENDING CHANGES ENDING RATE
MARKET D1v. IN UNIT OF MARKET DIV, OF
MONTHS PRICE PAID ACCOUNT PRICE PAID RETURN #
1974, 12 33, 37 _._CLBQ.ZJ
11 30, 8 : 042604
10 Lo b EQ -y
9 ’ -, U1l0{4
8 . -
7 44,87 B0 -, 067
6 49, 00 - 314
5 5Y. 75 . 38
4 . 202137
" : p— 4480
2 02022
1 45, . 80 . (1)‘ 1%
1973, 12 40, 50 . 2
11 42,25 -, 19332
10 ji"z"w’ 80 —. 11190
9 .g: gg .
8 o =2
7 56,25 1. 00 _&‘ﬁ
: 755 84331
5 B7.25 -2 ]
4 1. 37 . (0 ~
3 ﬁ, 2L = 06033
2 . 00 . 1111
1 225 .10 -. 05
1972, 12 1 _6%_ U563
11 75, 3 ]
10 25 . 675 %&6
9 6. 62 01113
8 « 30 04255
7 . .o7> 2211
g L -, 043 LZ
4 71. 62 575 = ;
3 4. 00
2 2.2 7 —2
1 .00 L 65 s O
1971, 12 A + 0704
11 - YA -, 03
10 b5 -, 01403
9 . .0 0
8 3 4 . 9
7 A 'l 65 ' 3 4
6 bz, 50 * y
5 5 5 =.06844
4 D2, 15 .60 10124,
; _E.Q..Z.ﬁ__ . % 73_
1 T .50 ~ofol7
1970, 12 56,25
Beta Coctficsent o 78 T-Statistic ___ 3,1 R-Bar Squared _» 158

L3 fL Pt ] + Dt = Rate of return inperiod t
P,
t




COMMON STOCK DATA FOR THE DETERMINATION

Name of firm; _GENERAL MILLS
Industry: _ FLOUR

MONTHS

1974, 12
11
10

[ ST T N S - -]

WO

1970, 12

OF THE BETA MEASURE OF RISK

REPORTED DATA

Price - ISL. Manual
Dividend

Source of data: Unit A's S&P/Moody's

200

ADJUSTED DATA

Beta Covificient _1. 09

*r =Py Pt -} + Dt = Rate of return inperiod t

Py

ENDING CHANGES ENDING RATE
MARKET DIV. IN UNIT OF MARKET Dy, OF

PRICE PAID ACCOUNT PRICE PAID RETURN *
40.50 — J%é:g:i
B =385%

2 L"V —A—!‘ m

4 ;_(5)_ 27 “"%Hé‘

9.5 =T06353

) » z: . l_-___.
‘ -

58,50 “'88'«53
S = 4
75 =-10630

3,50 21 - ?QEE?

6 2. 12 -

57. 50 03564

—a&b 61
i §4E .15 - 83377
—60.75 R . 02966
_59.00 A - 0 ,2_5_?_
60,00 —— 0417
‘i_‘iﬁ: s ~

23: g% _._8%82%4
i TEm ~YE58%
_49,87 —— -.10538

55,75 . 00905
‘ﬁ“%iso. 2 —ald -4 ‘lg-&.gL
_49.87 o . ”32‘?‘
47,25 —i4 =5 U
45,50 — .
43,00 —rd 04193
—41.50 —_— Q

35,50 g

R . 01720

35, 75 ] _;{'L

2 2

35,50 .24 .y 82&
-5 b330
—34.50 .24 _ %96
e :

4
. . =T00042
32,75
T-Statistic _ 3. 6 R-Bar Squared . 204




COMMON STOCK DATA FOR THE DETERMINATION

Name of firm: _ GENERAL MOTORS

Industry:

OF THE BETA MEASURE OF RISK

MONTHS

1974, 12
11
10

WO DD

1970, 12

Beta Cocffivient
“r =P Py -]+ Dt= Rate of return inperiod t

Market Price - ISL Manual

Dividend
Source of data: i ' !
AUTOMOBILES
REPORTED DATA ADJUSTED DATA
ENDING CHANGES ENDING RATE
MARKET DIV. IN UNIT OF MARKET DIV. OF
PRICE PAID ACCOUNT PRICE PAID RETURN *
30.75 . 00820
1 -
= v 2 S —— =§el58
2
"5#5 L -
4 =,
48,62 .
50, 00 . 85 205662
4 ® 12 -o U 2 36
—f%‘-ﬁ' -.01
.‘. ry 9 85 el ] 0 '%
12195
ﬁ: -3 05
—48.75 ~2.35 -, 1807
27 -, 06903
g_ AL H4 0"
Pk . 85 -y 03
£
B ot
_1.20 -2 04
—11.37 -, 01211
—12.25 -.0170
73.50 . B5 -.03754
25 -, 04777
212 200
5 155 {3932
049
halt ¥ 0 1 9
:Z;%‘ﬁ 8% 06810
74,87 .y 4
87 —2.10 - 02986
80, ::84» 9
2%, LY Y
~19.12 —aB5 -2 01265
_81,00 £ 00621
850
—17.87 05
#ds B85 = gﬁ
03
79- -y o
3 == i
—82.00 02340
80,12 .85 -2 01400
—82.12 L 02019
80, 50

Pt

T -Statistic

3.4

R-Bar Squared

.185

201




Name of firm:

COMMON STOCK DATA FOR THE DETERMINATION

OF THE BETA MEASURE OF RISK

GENERAL PORTLAND

CEMENT

Source of data:

Industry:  CEMENT

MONTHS

1974, 12
11
10

-0 UT O A0

1973, 12

-
-

[
=_NWAANTIDOO

1972, 12

(=]
[

-
“NWwWhARNOCOIDOO

1971, 12
11

W e~

1970, 12

REPORTED DATA

Price - ISL, Manual
Dividend
Unit A's  S&P/Moody's

202

ADJUSTED DATA

ENDING CHANGES ENDING RATE
MARKET D1V, IN UNIT OF MARKET D1V, OF
PRICE PAID ACCOUNT PRICE PAID RETURN %
T 20 05217
S ~-00000
525 —Z20 Z%lgizzg
—R00 =131
92,25 -, 097
10.25 20 =207111
VWL : 04255
1L 75 02174
150 0 20 . 4
—10.87 20 17963
13.50 09091
—12.37 11 :5%
1050 20 09855
0.87 09375
—12.00 20 01667
00 .
375 oy
1 — i B9 L i)
3 e
- 2
2126 20 :
M— &-
2 ':ggﬁg
50 iy
2375 —.09953
26,137 20 . _QR75%
202 =0zl
Sl i
3100 -
T25.75 20 ~ 03
TZ7.00 335
T 28.25. T E Vi
30050 220 3
32.37 ﬁ:
3287 o
3300 20227
2075 =33kt
2850 20 -
3025 =f3jed
_2B.62

Beta Coctfivient

tr:pl Pl .

P

1 + Dt = Rate of return inperiod t

T-Statistic 3.0

R-Bar Squared __, 146




203

COMMON STOCK DATA FOR THE DETERMINATION
OF THE BETA MEASURE OF RISK
Price - ISL. Manual

Dividend
Name of firm: GOODRICH Source of data: _Unit A's S&P/Moody's
Industry: TIRES & TUBES
REPORTED DATA ADJUSTED DATA
ENDING CHANGES ENDING : RATE
MARKET DIV. IN UNIT OF MARKET DIV. OF
MONTHS PRICE PAID ACCOUNT PRICE PAID RETURN #
1974, 12 3.5 : 28 —-?-Y-Q%l-
1 :]t?. 39 -, 11465
10 19,62 09028
9 — 18,00 = 05882
8 19,12 28 =2=014761
7 20.37
6 19,50 1 28 :%—
4 23.25 25676
: _18.50 28 —A07314
1 17,50 1780 :“_&8%
1973, 12 16. 37 28 05746
TR % 7213
9 :z%ﬁfi _._L%i_i_g
8 20,75 . 25 )
7 —22.25 06587
: _20.87 225 -, 07143
3 25 _
1 -
1972, 12 28,25 . 25 ;_%
11 31,87 . 14865
10 27,15 =201
s — -0
6 _25' 821 . 02899
00
5 %5, 35 25 - 2
4 27,87 . “%;41
; __21._0.!2). — a5 j’
1 %8 §7 = g%”
1971, 12 28,37 =35 00000
o ~28.37 - 06198
9 31,75 35 f'mgsms
3 33,75 20000
—28.12 25 N 00442
6 28.25 -
5 29, 00 "%g 0
4
; s = LI
1 ~ 29,00 04505
1970, 12 _21L.15%.
Beta Coctficaent . 60 T-Statistic 1.7 R-Bar Squared _- 041

*r =P, Pt -]+ Dt= Rate of return inperiod t
Pt




Name of firm: GOODYEAR

COMMON STOCK DATA FOR THE DETERMINATION

OF THE BETA MEASURE OF RISK
Price - ISL Manual
Dividend

204

Source of data: Unit A's S & P/Moody's

Industry: _TIRES AND TUBES

MONTHS

1974, 12
11
10

-tnwak 0

Wk OO

1970, 12

Beta Codtficient

kr:Pt

Py

REPORTED DATA

ADJUSTED DATA

ENDING CHANGES ENDING RATE
MARKET DIV. IN UNIT OF MARKET DIV, OF
PRICE PAID ACCOUNT PRICE PAID }_\ETURN %
12,87 =202830
3,25 275 -203393
4,00 —.00000
4 2 0 —""Q“L
3,75 .25 . 06667
3 =. 00752
—fe.%2 725 . 02174
T16.50 —o133
5. 75 25 . 01493
"‘23. 25 == 0081}
52 -
3387 13082
22,25 .25 = 02174
—23,00 01657
22,62 ~ 1
26,00 33 ﬁ%&
25 :_:%_ =.03302
~36.5 00952
—2_% —all9 =2.07497
3L 0117
27,12 = 07265
o —— Biss
le DU :OJ' 5:'
—%—E ng 221 =148 03267
—aL-30 — 38888
PReX -
_31.87
37 L2175 3%
0,00 -107
33,62 =423l
_34,] g L2125 L1032
= =J5898
31,87 2175 = 008EE
_32.37 ~05714
-g-g—-gz-._._z_ PIVE 00823
~30.12 - 95]'15
_31.75
. 66 T-Statistic __2, 4 R-Bar Squared __. 096

P¢ - 1 + Dt = Rate of return inperiod t



COMMON STOCK DATA FOR THE DETERMINATION

Name of firm: _HIRAM WALKER
Industry: LIQUOR

MONTHS
1974, 12
11

10

9

8

-7

6

5

4

3

2

1

1973, 12
11

10

9

8

7

6

5

4

3

2

1

1972, 12
11

10

9

8

7

6

5

4

3

2

1

1971, 12
1

10

9

8

7

6

5

4

3

2

1

1970, 12

Beta Cod tfi tent
*p = P‘

Py

OF THE BETA MEASURE OF RISK

REPORTED DATA

Price - ISL Manual
Dividend

Source of data: Unit A's S & P/Moody's

205

ADJUSTED DATA

ENDING CHANGES ENDING RATE
MARKET D1V, IN UNIT OF MARKET Div, OF
PRICE PAID ACCOUNT PRICE PAID RETURN %
.35 . 00986
TR o186
36. 37 B0 —T02708
—36.00 - - 17879
—43.62 - -, 06434
_46,602 — 135 =2 %Eg%
.—M L
46,62 — -. 13256
_53,75 ——35 . 00185
—54,00 - —.04348
—jl.nli ot 02358
—532.00 _.35 _.00TEB
53,25 -. 06167
_56.75 . 04128
. 54,50 — .60 . 02037
52. 50 35 _. 03122
~Al.25 -, 00485
_51.50 . 02488
—80.25 —a30 -, 01606
_51.37 - ~. 00725
51. 78 -.'61_5_2_1'86
52. 7% .30 )
82.25 5 0
—49. 62 e
—48.37 .55 .
—48,25 e . 04324
—46.25 . 027178
45,00 30 -. 03360
46 87 ~ 07350
— 30 ﬁsm“
46.75 —. 00809
46, 37 — 1008y
—42.12 30 —. 10915
—38.25 —_— —. 00990
—37.817 —— . 03413
36,62 —aBB . 02552
--36.25 — -. 013061
37.12 . 30 * ‘_1%2
-, U5483
38.75 . 00324
— 30 o167
19. 62 —=:03353
41.00 L U5466
_..38,87 .30
. 62 T-Statistic 3.4 R-Bar Squared _» 184

Py - 3 + Dt = Rate of return inperiod t



Name of firm: IDEAL BASIC INDUSTRIES

Industry:

206

COMMON STOCK DATA FOR THE DETERMINATION

OF THE BETA MEASURE OF RISK
P¥ice - ISL. Manual

Dividen

Source of data: Unit A's S&P/Moody's

CEMENT

MONTHS

1974, 12
11
10

WOl DD

W R O DD

1972, 12

-
[

-
=N WwhENONDO O

1971, 12

-
-

[
"N WAUOCYJOOO

1970, 12

Beta Cocifivaent

trspl

Py

REPORTED DATA ADJUSTED DATA
ENDING CHANGES ENDING RATE
MARKET DIV. IN UNIT OF MARKET D1V, OF

PRICE PAID ACCOUNT PRICE PAID RETURN¥*

11.50 -. 04167
v v .

1150
13,75 .25
—14.25

15.25
15.75 25
19,12

19..78% 25
—19.37
A7.75
1812
1737 —.20
719,50

6.37 20
4,25
4. 37
]
—~13.00 20 —
—14.25
_13.87 175
15,37
15
0
12 175
17,12
17,25 s vi-N
18,758
1712
_17.00
16,25 1725
:t%:j‘;f —
16,50
15,37 15
_16.37
17,75
T 13
70 -
_18.00
B —
T - 9
—314,50

Pp - j » Dt = Rate of return in period t

T-Statistic _ 3,9 R-Bar Squared _. 234



207

COMMON STOCK DATA FOR THE DETERMINATION

OF THE BETA MEASURE OF gxsx
e - ISL, Manual

Dividend
Name of firm: _INTERCQO INC, Source of data:_Unit A's S&P/Moody's
Industry: _SHOES
REPORTED DATA ADJUSTED DATA
ENDING CHANGES ENDING RATE
MARKET DIV. IN UNIT OF MARKET DIV, OoF
MONTHS PRICE PAID ACCOUNT PRICE PAID RETURN #
1974, 12 19. 00 365 -.03175
10 —20.94. =21312
9 "ﬁ“%‘ . 365 :“8&%’5‘2
7 25.12 =..00985
6 25.37 365 01941
5 25,25 00000
4 25.25 -.1293
3 34 -017
2 29, 87 . 18905
1 25.12 203
1973, i;; 24,25 .34 -y 0492 b
221368
10 St 09524
; 39,37 34 05205
7 A.___""%g’ =048t
5 _37.50 -
4 _—ﬁ 0 pull . D%
3 _4 —a32 -. 070
2 [- N 37 -0
1 21,50 ?hﬂrﬁ‘iﬁ
1972, 12 5] '
i vt —— ~f523¢
10 44.12 -, 08549
9 48,25 ——L L 00642
2 T44.75 ﬁ&‘iﬁ
6 3775 31 :
4
3 "g“ . ﬁ .31
2 53,75
X 9. 75
1 —43.00 =00578
0 ~43.25 <2 04
—45.12 .30 05305
s 48, 00 03784
=5 008(
‘ —4o22 T ~§3584
5 45,12 -
< a0 = 883%8-
3 a0
: T =0413d
1 —44.50
1970, 12 10212
. 40,37
Beta Covificient 1, 05 T-Statistic __ 3. 7 R-Bar Squared _.212

“r =Py Pt -1+ Dt = Rate of return inperiod t
Py



208

COMMON STOCK DATA FOR THE DETERMINATION
OF THE BETA MEASURE OF RISK
Price - Moody
INTERNATIONAL BUSINESS Unit A's % Moody/S & P
Name of firm: MACHINES Source of data; Dividend

Industry: ELECTRONIC COMPUTING EQUIPMENT

REPORTED DATA ADJUSTED DATA
ENDING CHANGES ENDING RATE
MARKET DIV. IN UNIT OF MARKET DIV, OF
MONTHS PRICE PAID ACCOUNT PRICE PAID RETURN *
1974, 12 168. 00 210,00 . 8%%%
n ,.Z,}.%g_ 1,50 %1._._3&25 1,875 -2 07383
10 193,00 41.25 R +21384
9 159,00 SR - 3
8 1% 09 150 %%3:%3— 1. 875 -.‘H‘H%'
7 . F%""XS_ 3125 -2 05229
6 . 265,9375 .00118.
5 212.50 1,28 265, 625 1,60 -, 05927
4 227,25 84, 0625 - 03606
3 235,75 294, 6815 -2 00893
2 237. 87 7. 87 1.28 1.3437 1. 60 -, 02485
1 306, 5625 -, 00608
1973, 12 308, 4375 -, 06887
11 . 1,12 331,25 1,40 -, 05042
10 280,25 350, 3125 —
9 258,00 21%._5_0. — -
8 301.0 1,12 3 25 1. 40 -.039134
7 314, 50 38’5‘. 125 =200 z%z
6 317, 00 396. . 007
5 Ec‘ .35 1.40 split 5/4 393,4375 1.40 - 03
4 . -2 0
3 43),. 50 . 00000
2 43 lgc 1. 40 -, 00597
1 435,
1972, 12 402, 00 " ”23831 33
11 39], 00 I, 35 01777
10 385.5 -.05166
9 406. 5 -, 00490
8 408, 50 1.35
7 200,75 A LTAY
6 392, 0 9
; 367.75 .35 20 ”;34
3 . 0098
3 2, 25
) 25 e .03731
1 ﬁ%ﬁ:
1971, 12 3513&'0‘(50L 10147
11 305,50 1,30 02097
10 300. 50 0
9 303.75 -
7 291.25 -, 08123
6 317, 00 T -.03088
327.00 —1.30 -. 08232
4 357015
3 357.5 0624
2 336, 50 1.30 03779
1 325.5 02439
1970, 12 317,75
Beta Costfivgent 92 T-Statistic __ 4.5 R-Bar Squared __. 295

“r = Py }Pg 1 + Dt = Rate of return inperiwod t
P,
t




COMMON STOCK DATA FOR THE DETERMINATION

Name of firm: JONES & LAUGHLIN

OF THE BETA MEASURE OF RISK

Industry: STEEL

REPORTED DATA

Price - ISL Manual

209

Dividend
Source of data: {Jpit A's ,t S & E[Moodx'g

ADJUSTED DATA

ENDING CHANGES RATE
MARKET DIV. IN UNIT OF DIV, OoF
MONTHS PRICE PAID ACCOUNT PAID RETURN #
1974, 12 25.00 -(1)214»32(2)
11 28. 87 .
10 28.37 40 , 22447
: —24.20 — P51
7 19,50 30 12908
6 1762 -, 08442
5 T19.25 40 —. 00506
3 —S- 5750
3 holl 3
2 20, 00 , 00629
1 19,87 40 ., 07417
1973, 12 18. 87 . 13534
11 16. 62 40 ~. 10442
10 20. 37 . 086067
: 712 38728
6 18.75 = “56-28
5 T19.87 3375 ” :%gg
3 —2L.00 — 10525
2 19,00 . 00000
' e S — — 33452
1972, 12 =
1 20, 50 20588
s 787 28 =03
9 —17.87 e
8 —18.37 , 0 X
7 -17.87 25 . 098
‘5’ —16.50 T3 i
‘ —&3 . =7 g
2 T17.87 = 04037
! —18.62 25 , 17054
1971, 12 16.12  LDLE
u d%e 87 — 62
10 —13.00 25 -. 13115
9 15.25 -, 02400
8 15,62 . ;;g%
Z 13,37 25 —, 0
., 01 (U
¢ _.IA._ﬂl ¥ g.%
4 17.12 .25 L, 44792
3 12.00 667
z ~11.25
! —11.12 4t_’
1970, 12 9. 62
Beta Couificient o, 80 T-Statistic _ 1. 9 R-Bar Squlre;! . 049

“r=P Py -} +Dt= Rate of return inperiod t
Py




Name of flrm:

COMMON STOCK DATA FOR THE DETERMINATION
OF THE BETA MEASURE OF RISK

KAISER ALUMINUM

Industry: ALUMINUM

MONTHS

1974, 12
11
10
9

WO

1973, 12
13
10

-
o
3
]

=
M WHRWNOCONDOOENMNWEWNGCI®O

1971, 12
1
10

- NWe N0

1970, 12

Beta Cod tfiv gent
*r= P Pt - )+ Dt= Rate of return inperiod t

Py

REPORTED DATA

Source of data:

ADJUSTED DATA

Price - ISL Manual
Dividend
)

ENDING CHANGES ENDING RATE
MARKET DIV, IN UNIT OF MARKET D1V, OF
PRICE PAID ACCOUNT PRICE PAID RETURN %
12,62 -, 12174
14,37 .25 -. 11362
16,50 _L%
i15.25 =. 02300
5. 62 25 YR $1:L4

14..78 _—_,_z_l_ 062
—172.87 ___;.1.815 -y 4
2225 RS
22,75 875 .
—21.75 —C

z 5 sn 25 -- A ‘LO
24,00 N CEE4
1775 L 2078¢
15,12 L 04
34,50 —_125 -

15. 62 e 21“]3
::ugaa. 125 :::gﬁgg
—Lllli hatl 3
—20.25 20000
_1.6;.&1 __..ﬂi - N‘ 5
_zn._u—m*al 1z )
—18.87 s
_Aﬁhg% — 2125 - 4
—_ 23,37 1f%§i

2375 125
1850 EEEEEE%
20,12 13
20,50 — 125 j:jﬁﬁ}ﬁ
26,00 .
2750 . 0909}
Tap,.25 .
34,75 .25 .y 2
_— 35,75 *T% 60
_;3§I%§ —&a- =43
—_35,00

.89 T -Statistic 2.0 R-Bar Squared __, 061

210




211

COMMON STOCK DATA FOR THE DETERMINATION
QF THE BETA MEASURE OF RISK

Price - ISL, Manual

Dividend
Name of firm; KENNECOTT Source of data: Unjt A's ; S & P/Moody's

Industry: COPPER

REPORTED DATA ADJUSTED DATA
ENDING CHANGES ENDING RATE
MARKET DIV, IN UNIT OF MARKET DLv. OF
MONTHS PRICE PAID ACCOUNT PRICE PAID RETURN %
1974, 12 36,12 -. 04934
1n 38, 00 &5 — 19382
10 32,37 . 22170
9 26. 50 -. 01395
8 Zﬁ 87 .55 ~. 21357
7 35, 00 . U870
6 32 25 - o
5 33,75 .50 -
4 39,50 -, 00315
3 3 62 - 04805
2 .62 .50 . 02744
1 .00 . 0‘7837]!_'59
1973, 12 44.25 «
:(1) 36,62 250 -. 00336
~37.25 7
9 33. 62 ""&%‘7%
8 —31.50 250 —.1428%
1 —28.00 . 13131
6 24.75 —. 020562
5 24,25 235 — O
4 272.25 : het )
3 27.175% . 03738
2 —26.75 235 . 09495
1 24. 75 . 04 1
1972, 12 23. 7% -, 01554
1n 5 ., 05405
1o —24.12 —a D 5
9 —23.00 =, 05155
2 —20.62 — =09 ! Em”
6 22,87 01657
5 —22.50 ——a 2B -, 04211
: 23, 75 -. 12031
22.00 05263
2 SR 50 25 — 15162
O L ks
11 21,50 125 ~. J8901
" ~23.87 e (Y0
9 29,00 . 11787
.32.87 .50 , 06375
7 — 31.37 . 04563
g 12, R7 . 02593
-33.175 -. 06485
‘ wn  —al 98390
3 39 12 o
2 36,25 .50 <.
1 ——38.00 2. 03492
1970, 12 39,37
Beta Cocificient ___, 63 T-Statistic 1.7 R-Bar Squared __» 040

“r= Py Pt -]+ Dt = Rate of return inperiod t
Py



COMMON STOCK DATA FOR T DETERMINATION

OF THE BETA MEASURE OF RISK

212

Price - IS}, Manual

Name of firm: LEHIGH PORTLAND CEMENT

Dividend

Source of data:_Unijt A'a SRP/Moady's .

Industry:  CEMENT
REPORTED DATA ADJUSTED DATA
ENDING CHANGES ENDING RATE
MARKET DIV, IN UNIT OF MARKET DIV. OF
MONTHS PRICE PAID ACCOUNT PRICE PAID RETURN *
1974, 12 . 9.25 -.0%632
11 9,50 .20 ,% 301
10 9,12 - 027
9 10.25 -
8 -10.37 .20 -,2%%85
7 _14.75 . )9
6 14. 37 -
5 _16.75 .20 -.ogéoo
4 _1R.75. -,
3 ~19.75 -‘_Ql_%_ﬁl
i _l,m 20 . 07294
L 42
1973, ;z 19,00 0 —‘_(1)'%%'1'
1 tg 37 . , 00946
13 18,50 . 08029
2454
8 . 15 —LUZTEE
7 14. 2% . 07547
B e
4 16,00 .15 — 0857
3 14, 82 -
2 .15 -, 02 2
1 16.00 —'-8'5%%
1972, 12 N
1 ji:‘luz: 15 “ﬂgm.os 25
u; 16. 00 = 04478
8 16,87 15 - $
7 _17.37 -, 03472
6 18. 00 02857
5 .50 u15 -, 03946
4 .37 Z, 01342
3 ., 02 =. 01974
2 19, gQ_ .10 _
1971, 12 2.2 %
Y 328 10 3318
10 _’ =
9
_14.12
6 1400 :LQQQSA
3 17. 00 A - 08971
241429
3 _14.00
2 .10 —‘-QZ‘SQLI
1 Wi =1¥301-
1970, 12 14,25
1. 07 3.2 . 161

Beta Couctfivient
“r = Py MP; -1 + Dt = Rate of return inperiod t
P
t

T-Statistic

R-Bar Squared



213

COMMON STOCK DATA FOR THE DETERMINATION
OF THE BETA MEASURE OF RISK
Price - ISL Manual

Divide
Name of firm: LIBBY-McNEIL Source of data:_Unit A's S&P/Moodys
Industry: CANNED FRUITS & VEGETABLES
REPORTED DATA ADJUSTED DATA
ENDING CHANGES ENDING RATE
MARKET DIV. IN UNIT OF MARKET DIV, OF
MONTHS PRICE PAID ACCOUNT PRICE PAID RETURN *
1974, 12 3.75 -, 06250
T o “wv
10 .
9 g, 8 0 "'zmrmlr
8 5. 00 -, 090
7 g. 50 . 68(‘80‘
6 2 50 ~, 00000
5 .50 -, 15385
: 720 :.-mri—g
3 5, %Z -
2z 5, -, 04255
1 37 Z
1973, 12 ——i‘gg -‘L%?%gh

—
-

Uy
o o

10 6.50 . 0400
P g6
2 625 r
6 . :
5 4,50 .*9, 5‘3’8’8‘
: S =gt
. B 30588
1972, 12 2,22 -:06 7
10 —{3 =
10 . -, 04651
A e
8 . )
7 5,50 R
: 200 (P,
: —pdE- 51887
3 6.62 - '-%-9 E%
2 7.37 .
1 6.87 - 03509
1971, 12 7.12 109615
11 6. 50 -, 10345
12 ___;], 0205 -+ 09375
8 8,12 :AL
: LI VLY
6 8. Qg 53%%
5 1.0 =
4 T.15 . 08772
3 N
i ;, ‘%’ by (l).f .8—
1970, 12 ___6: 62 : =
Beta Cocificient 1.13 T -Statistic 2.5 R-Bar Squared _° 102

“r = Py Pt -]+ Dt=Rate of return inperiod t
P
t



Name of firm: LIBBY -OWENS-FORD

COMMON STOCK DATA FOR THE DETERMINATION

OF THE BETA MEASURE OF RISK

Industry: FLAT GLASS

MONTHS

1974, 12

1972, 12

1971, 12

LT SEC - )

1970, 1¢

Beta Cocificrent
“r= P Pt -]~ D¢= Rate of return inperiod t

Py

REPORTED DATA

ice - 1
ffend o5 M2nu2
1

214

Source of data: [Unit A's .} S & P/Moody's

ADJUSTED DATA

ENDING CHANGES ENDING RATE
MARKET D1V, IN UNIT OF MARKET Div, OF
PRICE PAID ACCOUNT PRICE PAID RETURN *
-. 05932
13, 87
14. 75 , 55 };%%%g%_
19. 37 03125
20.00 .55 -. 0B667
24 175 01020
.55 -, 06355
26,15 = I3710
55 01783
32,25 i . 30303
33,75 = 03571
*
_32.87 Y- ;;%%gg
:
32 42 -, 00382
a2 = 03846
37. 50 .
20 00 NS L 0044%
39_137 Z. 05120
—41.50 =. 03188
—43.00 05 .
o B
3R, 37 .
56 . 047152
37, 837 =, 05901
40,25 =, 06395
—43.00 85 -. 05838
—42.00 -,
44 25 50 . 07252
~A8.78 -, 00258
Ty =0 =08
—25-42 IR
48,75 .50 . 07065
—4A.00 -, 05155
—48.50 -, 0152%
—49.25 .90 06353
—A3.12 .
45,37 : .
—45.758 . 11585
—41.00
. 88 T-Statistic __3. 0 R.Bar Squared __, 150
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COMMON STOCK DATA FOR TiHE DETERMINATION
QF THE BETA MEASURE OF RISK

Brig:cfs - ISL. Manual
iden

1v ds
Name of firm: LIGGETT & MEYERS Source of data: Unit A's 5 S & P/Moody's
Industry: _CIGARETTES
REPORTED DATA ADJUSTED DATA
ENDING CHANGES ENDING RATE
MARKET pIV. IN UNIT OF MARKET DIV, OF
MONTHS PRICE PAID ACCOUNT PRICE PAID RETURN *
1974, 12 _25.25 -, 02885
11 , 625 . 00472
Bk = - B30t
6 21,87 -, 01 76%
5 ~28.37 625 - 0452
s 30037 <. 02016
3 —31.Q -, 00402
¢ —31.12 625 ___?_Gg_g%
1 32.25 .
1973, 12 29.25 -. 08594
10 —35.50 = 56634
) 35.75 014 3
—35.25 625 . 0301
¢ it —103%
6 -
2 _38.62 ——a 525 -0 ”4 6
4] . 82 - g U
3 44_0 . 11746
i 40,37 e 0%8e
1972, 12 3887 03115
11 40,12 625 —. 07947
10 37.175 . 05031
9 39, 75 —H10159
—44.25 625 . 07808
7 41, 62 -. 36812
6 65,87 -. 036506
5 68,37 625 . 00808
4 —h9.62 . 00000
3 09,62 13211
2 —h1.50 2625 . [5
1971 1; —57.25 . 02004
. 56,12 1
1n 49, 37 625 "'E:ga
10 48, 15 —*06250
; 4.7 625 0
. —52.12 02797
o U 9 0
L oEE = =105
3 57. 75 105
2 ~h2.25 ——.625 L 05
1 50,12 . 05805
1970, 1¢ __47.37
Beta Coutficient . 82 T-Statistic 2.9 R.Bar Squared . 132

*r = Py Pt )+ Dt = Rate of return inperiod t
P
t




COMMON STOCK DATA FOR THE DETERMINATION
OF THE BETA MEASURE OF RISK
Prices - ISL Manual

216

Dividend
Name of firm: LILLY (ELI) & CO. Source of data: Unit A's } S & P/Moody's
Industry: ETHICAL PHARMACEUTICALS
REPORTED DATA ADJUSTED DATA
ENDING CHANGES ENDING RATE
MARKET DIV. IN UNIT OF MARKET pIV. OF
MONTHS PRICE PAID ACCOUNT PRICE PAID RETURN *
1974, 12 68. 00 136. 00 -.02857
11 70, 00 .25 140,00 .50 -,02936
10 —12.31T 144,75
9 58, 37 116. 75 S =9
8 60.25 .25 20.50 . 50 -, 11355
7 68.25 136.50 -, 12640
6 18.12 — I 156,25 e .Q%s
5 75.25 L 235 50,50 .47 .0 %i
4 74, 37 148,75 —— 05496
3 70, 50 41,00 , 03297
2 68,25 235 136,50 I A =
1 71,50 143,00 -, 03541
1973, 12 74,12 148,25 _-.0.4-8%3.-
n — 1125 20662 R 154,50 . 413240 -, 05
“; —f2.22 160
8 j&gjﬁ 20662 152.00 T4z -
7 88, 50 [77. 00 . 05988
6 83, 50 167.00 -, 03468
5 -QASQ .1&2%8 73. uo ‘3:356 ‘8 Q
4 30, 37 1560.75 ST0626
3 __B85.75 Eé. Eg , 01937
2 .84 18928 ] . 37856 . 15499
1972 1; _'7(_39_"_220_ 46, ZUG .0 Eig
. E?. E , 0
:; 15.87 . 182 151, 3 . 364 -. 03725
—79.00 58.0 09343
9 iy Y A-% 44,50 -, 03331
: —14.75 182 :3 ??(5) ,364 004 %
: ZZ: 50 75,00 0290
182 — . 304 . 0410
: 4345 5173
3 0 ——- - 130,00 -, 00574
2 182 30, 75 . 364 , 09490
1971 1; 22. 81 9'7:’; 05275
’ 56,87 ——— . 05568
1 3. 87 75 spLiZ 44z 35 00093
10 108,00 -, 060
9 115,00 = 025
3 118. 00 .35 » 02
-, 04
6 jﬁ:ﬁ 01572
5 19,25 35 ~. 0 7
; 120. 50 -5 030
; 124.25 L0947
2 113,50 35 L01993
1 ez 12327
1970, 12 99,137
Beta Coutfivent .73 T-Statistic _ 2.9 R-Bar Squared __, 134

*r = Py Pt -] - Dt = Rate of return inperiod t
P
t




COMMON STOCK DATA FOR Tk DETERMINATION

OF THE BETA MEASURE OF RISK

Name of firm: LONE STAR INDUSTRIES

Industry:

CEMENT

1972,

—
N VWb NO J®O

1971,

- -
OO

N VoW BN a3

1970, 1

Beta Coctficpent

EE S LR A I D¢ = Rate of return in perod t

Py

REPORTED DATA

ENDING CHANGES
MARKET Div. IN UNIT OF
PRICE PAID ACCOUNT
9, 62
10.75 75
7.52
9. 00 75
12.50
1517 75
14,25
16,00
I7 50— 75
19.87
17,50
1875 25
23.62
ze.g5
N =25
15,25
15,12 25
15.00
— L] ——
7 25
19,
26.00 75
Z3.50
4
25 % .25
23?&?:
TS0 75
24.37
24,75
26, 37 38
25.12
2o 15
Y
%'3"‘8. 7 75
.87
25.25 25
27.00
23. 87 75
36. éa
28.50 =22
30.50
26,37
.76

T-statistic 1.

Sovurcve of data:

9

Price -
Dividend
Unit A's

IS1, Manual
S&P/Moody's

217

ADJUSTED DATA

ENDING RATE
MARKET DIv. OF
PRICE PAID RETURN *
-. 10465
. 14286
) 683 3 3

. 1366%

-. 10937
-, 08571
-. 10692~

5

i

06667

R-Bar Squared “._.056




Name of firm: MERCK & CO.

Indu ufry:

MONTHS

1974, 12

1973, 12

1972,

197}, 12

Ll BRI Y B PR B ]

1970, 12

COMMON STOCK DATA FOR THE DETERMINATION

OF THE BETA MEASURE OF RISK

ETHICAL PHARMACEUTICALS

REPORTED DATA

ric
Source of data: Units A'

3 ;K]ISL Manual
e

218

8 } S & P/Moody's

ADJUSTED DATA

Beta Coctfiorent . 97
sp = Pl pt

Py

ENDING CHANGES ENDING RATE
MARKET DiV. IN UNIT OF MARKET DIV, OF
PRICE PAID ACCOUNT PRICE PAID RETURN *
.35 132.75 .70 -. 02591
8. 50 37.00 . 03788
—he.00. 3508
- --.
0. 87 735 ﬁmza' i 70 2, 07932
18.50 T35 12951 70 =47 13484
719,00 T2ETS 0 - ‘vﬁ%
80,37 160, 75 . 00618
80. 87 735 61,75 70 03471
78. 50 57.00 00480
78,12 156.25 - <. 03251
80, 75 . 35 T61.50 70 -, 04588
85. 00 70.00 <. 01163
—86.00 172,00 —_— 05038
—81.87 163,775 . 00614
—81.37 295 162,75 59 TIIZ183
89.25 —222- ity . —2— —gn
88,25 [76. 50 —, 07712
95. 62 295 191,75 -1 :

94, 00 188.00 05170
8912 295 17825 59 qzm
= 164: 00 =
82, 00 L2175 . TS5 0064

LT A1) ;._go 2
84,50 169,00 3
215 split:2/1 Tb'g—SU' 55 —-—;ﬁ:
146,25 . 00688
145,25 04590
138,87 55 + 07
13000 —573%
124. 00 55 ‘—0'5'6'6'2
_umsz" 'o: ;12
112,25 .55 —525?9%:
107,12 —. 04258
1102.75 —00859
_101.87 755 To1514
-104,00 L 00241
103,75 03620
10012 T 04597
1) - -5
_99.00 . 55
T-Statistic __‘?_.__6______ . 296

1 + Dt = Rate of return inperiod t

R-Bar Squared
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COMMON STOCK DATA FOR EHE DETERMINATION
QOF THE BETA MEASURE OF RISE
Price - ISL Manual
Dividend

Name of firm: MOBIL OIL, CORP, . Source ol data: Unit A's i_b & PIMoodyg .
industry: _ PETROLEUM REFINING

REPORTED DATA ADJUSTED DATA
ENDING CHANGES ENDING RATE
MARKET DIV, IN UNIT OF MARKET DIV, OF
MONTHS PRICE PAID ACCOUNT PRICE PALD RETURN*
1974, 12 316,00 . 09091
11 33,00 <, 0%‘0?4
10 35. 87 . 80
g 33,00 -, 08333
7 J‘S‘“Q!Qa‘z; i T80 03551
6 40,12 -. 03313
5 41,50 -, 03207
4 42, 81 > 80 -, 04011
g _45,50 .02532
1 49,25 . 80 —:"_8%%21
1973, 12 53,00 11873
L 47,37 -, 18143
10 57. 87 .70 . 07024
9 %3, 00 0
8 59,00 -, 02075
7 _ﬁ%i . 70 -, 05320
6 5
5 64.25 .10 Tf%%%%ﬁ
4 _ 66,75 -.0
: bty
-, 1392
1 14,50 . 70 ,0%622
1972, 12 __’ZA._Q_Q_ 1)
1 —13.31 R
‘g MM 70 02303
8 6125 s 14118
Z —59.50 , é‘s‘%’?s
—56.25 X %%&10
5 —55.25 L 65 . %
4 —52.25 R
3 ——51.37 N -, 06378
f ﬂ .65 L 03063
1971, 12 M -:0 524
n 49,87 . (5;52'?
10 49,12 . 65 . 02365
Z MM -, 00765
Z 52,00 _ .65 —‘%ﬁ%ﬁ
585,175 02765
5 -—54.25 . -, 07060
; 2827 65 06833
3 55,25 :
2 __ 54,50 L 03810
1 52.50 60 . 07652
1970, 12 57.50
Heta Codtfie went .58 T-Statistic 2.3 R-llar Squared . 084

Ty Py s Dy Rate of return in period

Py




Name of firm: NATIONAL DISTILLERS

COMMON STOCK DATA FOR THE DETERMINATION

OF THE BETA MEASURE OF RISK

industry: LIQUOR

REPORTED DATA

Price - ISL Manual

220

Dividend
Suurce of data: UUnit Al 3L P vody!

ADJUSTED DATA

ENDING CHANGES ENDING RATE
MARKET D1V, IN UNIT OF MARKET DIv, OF
MONTHS PRICE PAID ACCOUNT PRICE PAID RETURN *
1974, 12 14.25 .01786
11 14. 00 . 30 . 00351
13 M}g,zs ‘“‘“w“]oa 32
0 12.75 25 - "L.“%‘oz 04
6 “1111‘3 362' 31091%7
5 15,00 38 00000
4 15.25 04274
3 _14.62 06364
2 13.75 225 .007%
13.87 .0
1973, 12 12,62 _O%ZT-. L
11 13.50 225 -.14Tr3
S 1500 '01 11
—16.00. 111
8 1350 225 03684
7 ~14.25 203636
: 13,758 -. 04348
225 Z.
; 14.75 -,Q%@
—15.00 0163
2 1525 53 va“n'z
1972, 12 }Z:zs —_— ::0510
i 1712 225 —TOTFg
9 _45._15]2 12 ‘—mm,
8 —19.87 —a @5 . 01132
Z 19,87 . 06000
_18.75 2
5 16,62 225 “‘3‘%&%’2
‘ 1706 —. 06250
: Mm,z,rg 775 —0ZBD
Iﬁ 5“ 2Q
1971, 12 15,87 Z?“ﬁz
11 1287 525 . 04407
10 14,75 =, 0247
8 1562 225 ~ 00157
¢ 16. 75 — -. 05224
; 1712 .225 *_J&zr%l
) ST Y — 01399
! —17.25 - - ““87%& 4%
1970, 1¢ _16.00
Beta Coctficient . 69 T-Statistic 3.2 . 166

“r > Py Py )+ Dt = Rate of return inperiod t

Py

R-DBar Squared
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COMMON STOCK DATA FOR THE DETERMINATION
OF THE BETA MEASUREF OF RISK
Price - ISL. Manual

Dividend
Name of firm: NATIONAL GYPSUM Source of data: Unit A's  S&P/Moody's
Industry: GYPSUM PRODUCTS
REPORTED DATA ADJUSTED DATA
ENDING CHANGES ENDING RATE
MARKET DIV. IN UNIT OF MARKET DIV. OF
MONTHS PRICE PAID ACCQUNT PRICE PALD RETURN

1974, 12 8. 62 .2625 - 0%@62
11 8 (¥ -, 06098
10 .

9 62 . 2625 ~
8 . - 04651
7 0. 75 -, 02273
6 1.0 2625 . 03118
5 . - 14579
4 13,62 . 01869
3 3, . Zﬁz& . Q]LQQ3
2 3 ngZ . 04902
1 2,75 B IL’%FB
1973, ;f ] }, 3% . 2625 -. 05000
10 13.50 -
9 L Y L2625 4519
13,00 ‘-‘.‘3"0%
7 13,127 - =01
¢ VR A 171 .90
4 15,00 -, 0153
3 [5.25 . 2625 -. 0304
: =. 03047
1 }g- 88 - i%gga
1972, 12 T7.00 _ 2525 <0668 g
11 SU . (5'7
10 1% . 03759
9 . o 2625 - 6§§33
g 8.75 . 04! [%{
6 8. 00 2625 0361
5 1762 —mm'z
4 19.25 S04 762
3 %'8_3'7_' L2025 —.D1Z258
2 8. 87 L YA YA
1 IB.50 —-05732
1971, 12 19, 62 L2625 . T0486
:(‘) %ﬁ..g_g_‘ -. 16279
: i Y — 3T
2
: nE
6 2 , 2625
5 22, 08 " — 03460
3 %z' 50 2625 3 %4
2 2435 ) 02513
1 24,87 - 01531
1470, 12 24.50 i
Beta Coctfivwent "5__8___ T-Statietic AZ' 5 _ R-Bar Squared <_.'__.__101

Py
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COMMON STOCK DATA FOR TIHF DETERMINATION
OF THE RETA MEASURE OF RISK
Price - IS1, Manual

Dividend
Namwe of firm: OWENS - ILLINOIS Sonree of data: Unit A's Sk 1’/ Moody's
Industry: GLASS CONTAINIRS
REPORTED DATA ADJUSTED DATA
ENDING CHANGES FNDING RATE
MARKET DIV, IN UNIT OF MARKET DIV, OF
MONTHS PRICE PAID ACCOUNT PRICE PALD RETU__Z_(_T‘L !
1974, 12 33.75 . 03846
11 32. 50 _'..-__081:1_2
10 35. 62 . 40 .21092
9 . -, 091
8 32.78 .40 —,895% 58
7 ;6, 5 .
6 38 ZE - szgg
5 39,62 .40 . 01651
4 ?2. . 02375
3 - .
2 12, og__ 37 069
1 32.1 . 49
1973, 12 30, 87 =.00803
11 31.12 -. 24545
10 41,25 Y . 095
9 38,00 07420
8 35, 37 . 37 . 07504
7 3.25 T, 14163
6 29, ég -, 10728
5 32. 02 - -
4 3E 3T . -
3 %_2‘_ 2 -,00345
2 L2 35 02724
1 Ta % _
1972, 12 %1 . %"
11 3. 00
10 11.25 . 35 =, UZ405%
9 12,62 ~547495
8 14,75 . 35 _ “"0'8'02'2
6 45, -
5 49.725 .35 04615
4 52. 00 04000
3 50.00 . 044739
2 787 . 3375 ~——UB3%3
1 44, 50 : . 04301
1971, 12 %5- 50 . 08772
1 42778 <, 07065
10 46,00 3375 =
9 52, 00 ~ 05
8 55,12 . 3375 -,
7 Sg. 75 —v3T178
6 4,50 . 12625
5 B 3375 ~.02
4 64.50 “‘G‘Gﬁi‘
3
2 2‘1‘15_% ) . 3375 :1:_8%
1970, 12 57. 00 :
Beta Coctficrent  ° 95 T -Statistic 3.5 R-Bar Squared " 190

“r- Py Py Des Rate of return in period t

Py
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COMMON STo K DAT S FOR D DFTERMINATION
OF TNE IR TA MEASTRE OF RISE
Price - IS1. Manual
Dividend

Mame of ;. PRG INDUSTRUES oo o dute: Uil Avs & S & 22/ Moodyls_
industry:  FLAT GLASS '

REPORTED DATA ADJUSTED DATA
ENDING ¢« HANGES FNDING RATE
MARKET DIV. IN UNIT OF MARKET DIV, OF

MONTHS PRICE PALD ACCOUNT _PRICE BALD RETURN -
1974, 12 _24.50 i _.11364
H 22,00 2425 e -. 01967
10 _22.87 - — 10909
9 20,62 _— e . -. 046024
8 21.62 .425 N _:,_%%%%
P — SO _L_G__?_m

24,25 =
2612 425 R . 00189

b
5
. S50 - T R 00952
3 26,25 .
2 26,25 425 o ) 00188
N 157%‘1
173, 12 23200 , T :‘%ng%

7 32,25 N L . 06512
t 5“ 25 S .
31,25  __.37> - :

1072, 12 47,00
11 47.00 L 375
-_38.12

7 45,12

b 45. 50 -

5 —*'8‘%%%1
; —47.00 . 365 _ -

3

2

49, R7
-, 03743
35 . %3'5
1 43, 00 =
141, 12 _44.25 .
1 38.50 . 35
10 4115 02339
" 40700 . .35 R oYLy
: 35.75 e e . 09579
_32.62 ———— S — _;‘% 1
» _35.15 e e _ -, 04348
4 37.37 T 4p T ___ T . Z
_‘ 35,12 _ ., 0643
33 QO . 35 . e e )
1 35,25 U e S o . y
170, 1 34,12 e
Pote € e o ent .4 1 -Statinti 3.0 S Al
LA N T D{ Rate of return in perind Rt T R Bar Squared . 1_4'-’ -

I
t
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COMMON STOCK DATA FOR THE DETERMINATION

OF THE BETA MEASURE OF RISK
PFice - ISL. Manual

Dividend
Unit A's S&P/Moody's

Name of firm: PABST BREWING CO., Sourve of data:
industry:  BEER

REPORTED DATA ADJUSTED DATA

ENDING CHANGES ENDING RATE
MARKET DIV. IN UNIT OF MARKET DIV, oF
MONTHS PRICE PALD ACCOUNT PRICE PAID RETURN #
1974, 12 17.00 . 00741
11 .25 2
10 .
9 e
8 .22 . -
7 . 05085
: ~JPey
5 : . 3
4 £ 22 - 70
3 -y ';_a
2 Z .22 -0 03
1 - 12500
1973, 12 gg: éc_ . 13661
11 . 8Y .22 -. 19319

47,25 .22 -
64. 8
lz} -

-
6

5 04,06/ .

4 ZQ. Zﬁ .

3

1 . .21 ~. 1170
12

11 85, 25 L3 .
lg Eﬁ' { <. 00876
: i3 05493
7 20 N
L ek = J%e49
; L 20 $481¢
2 . D065

3 . — o000
2 30 —

1471, 12 6. 12 — 10326
1 69. 00 . 05344
10 .20 -, 13695
. . . 10326
N — =
4 57 — .20 Iy e
) 55.12 . 02000
; 56,25 .20 _ — 58514

_53,50 e
)‘:‘70‘ 1 B 50‘1!'2 - Ml
Bt Cootfrtent L 4‘ T-Statistic .}f 1 R Biar Squared - 09?

L .A'I Py oy D Rafe of return inperiod

I“
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COMMON STOCK DATA FOR TIHE DETERMINATION
OF THE, BETA MEASURE OF RISK
Price -.I1SL Manual
Dividend
Name of firm: PHELPS DODGE sourie of data: Unit A'e X S & P/Moody's

industry: COPPER .

REPORTED DATA ADJUSTED DATA

ENDING CHANGES ENDING RATE
MARKET DIV. IN UNIT OF MARKET DiV. OF
MONTHS PRICE PAID ACCOUNT PRICE PAID RETURN *
1974, 12 29.25 . 00429
11 _29.12 .55 ,L00)69
10 29. 62 13397
g —26.12 T ~ad 2
Z . é- * _:.:_.._._-
5 3575 55 - 13054
4 41,75 T 04375
3 &!! !!Q - ‘Dzab
2 41,12 .55 ‘:'8‘0473
1 —41.87 -..10904
1973, 12 47, . 119
11 42,00 .55 -, 100
" R gl
8 —47. .55 03641
7 46,00 Q7
6 42 ﬁz QI!25
5 40,50 .55 - Qﬁlzuz
4 3,75 - 03581
3 745,37 —04913
2 g}. 25 . 525 _._10.413
1 2
1972, 12 T
= e
° 39,25 ?...QZS.SJ.
b 1> —523- 03030
5 37, 87 . 525 =-01380
s 2150 Ig.ﬁ%%
3 —42.25 . 04321
i 0,50 ,525 ~ 10878
“471, lZ hw
> 59' gg £ 325 P
10 30,00 =..20000
. 37,29 = 03B46
7 3 9551 —a525_ — 03333
5
‘ - —.-lﬂb&"
; _40,02 22 585 gﬁez
—M’ [ ——— ol
1470, 12 39,50 ~
Bota Contfivent e 88 T -Statistic “3: 0 . R-Bar Squared . 145

r ':x LA N TR Rate of return in period t

Py



COMMON STOCK DATA FOR Tk DETERMINATION

Name of firm: PHILIP MORRIS INC,

Industry: CIGARETTES

MONTHS

1974, 12
11
10
9

—rt Wb T

1973, 12
11
10
9

1972,

1471, 12

L SN

1470, 1

Bora o«

r i i

P

OF Tl RETA MEASURE_OF RISK

t

REPORTED DATA

1 Do Rale of return inperood

Source of data:

226

Bricfex—‘dlsSL Manual

1V 1

Unit A's €

S & P/Muody's

ADJUSTED DATA

ENDING CHANGES FNDING RATE
MARKET DIV. IN UNIT OF MARKET DIV, OF
PRICE PAID ACCOUNT PRICE PAID RETURN *
_48.00. 20 96,00 .40 , 05934
45. 50 - I. 86 T -, 01622
46,25 R I 32. 50 0 “:mfﬁﬁm)
_37.00 20 o [, 00 , -,
42,00 o o -&%f. 00 ‘1‘4‘9’3‘?
49. 37 98. -, 09404
54. 50 20 split:2/} 109,00 . 40 -.t{{:&gi’,
“97.12  T.01521
_98.62 .35 -.0 7353”5
107,50 -
110,75 —_— — -. 034806
114,75 .35 06451
108,12 —_ I _-,__8_5_4__2 6182
109.25 35 — — - o"67%'3
117,50 - S, -, 05622
122,25 . 324 ., 07052
114,50 ~.
_113‘%%_ 324 . 05801
118.25 324 Al 8 : ?g
. , 04
104,50 s
103.25 06772
110,75 51 , 06 98
~91.50 1473
79. 15 31 03303
—77.50 . 083
6050 - — 50418
60,25 - — 07839
_65.37 _ .30 —. 02704
67,50 —, 06509
63,37 00995
59,12 2 ‘*’?‘?%5'
—e e - —— “ . ]
wros s i —— 1534
- N e : 3
5325 R - ""Ul%ﬂ‘
82,37 T o O . 05808
_49.50 30 S,
e by gent . 8(2 T -Statistie . '_3, l R-Bar Squarn-d __.’_LS.Z._



COMMON STOCK DATA FOR Tilk DETERMINATION

Name of firm: PILLSBURY

Industry:

Wk 0N RO

1973, 12

11

1972, 12

1971, 12

Heta €

r

OF THE BETA MEASURE OF RISK
- PT

FLOUR

Py

L

vifioaent

!

ice - ISL. Manual

221

Dividend
__ Sourc e ol data: Unit A's W

REPORTED DATA ADJUSTED DATA
ENDING CHANGES FNDING RATE
MARKET DIV. IN UNIT OF MARKET DIV. OF

PRICE PAID ACCOUNT PRICE PAID RETURN *

36,00 _— — - 02857
ﬁ .35 o _ — %
34,78 o — -.02113
—40.00 41 A R = _0683h
43,37 —— S 06442
—40,75 & e — -.04118
e — — g
48.50 .

45,50 .41 11976
—41,00 212329
36,50 -.2295%

47. 37 41 05376

12 38 -

39,50 -,
R
__dz .38 -- 015 é—

—479, “-
48, . 38 __—u'mr"

352 565 , 0344
%.jgzgz L 38 g 'z%

46, [

44,25 :-%EP 9

40, 37 ¢ 30 . |

48,00 - 03950

50. 50 36 S OY98T
—g.%-&lgg 01190
—55. 50 > 15 L%ﬁé:j
—4tt7 -

44.75 3% 30283’?‘:
= o
- 4 2 ——— )

50, - OB0ZB ™

54,50 .36 -.0I153

55,50 . o 01602
"__g_%. ﬁ 36 o ) ) Eaigg
..52,12 T T - -

2.1 R i 01185

""80 T-Statiate %'8_ . R Bar Squared -_‘133

« Dt - Rate of return in perood t
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COMMON STOCK DATA FOK Tk DETERMINATION
OF 11iF, DE.TA MEASURE OF RISK

Price - Moody
Unit A's g Moody/S & P
Name of firm: POLAROQID CORP, Source of data: Dividend
Industry:
REPORTED DATA ADJUSTED DATA
ENDING CHANGES ENDING RATE
MARKET DIV, IN UNIT OF MARKET DIv. OF
MONTHS PRICE PAID ACCOUNT PRICE PAID RETURN *
1974, 12 18, 62 -, 11834
11 21,12 L 08 -+ 05229
‘g 22,31 - 49167
8 21, 87 19355
7 . -«21091
5 37.62 -2.35269
4 _.2.&._1 -_ =..10749
3 5 'é_ —. 18339
2 79. J":" L, 08 02795
! 82,12 - .17531
1973, :.:. 69. 87 =a 05254
10 : 92. ooE ] -72.3091] 3024
9 0,37 08 015392
8 6.75 — e 09584
7 29,12 . 05920
: ) . N [
LR = i
3 -
Z I —-‘1&———
1972, 12 26. 12 04021
:l 21,25 .08 -. 04839
0 127.50 S —_——— --14094
2 111. 75 _208 07195
120.50 01903
7 118.25 -
6 127, 50 .08 :"01255'99935
5 140,25
;, 139.37 00628
124.00 01328
2 122, SZ. .08 -2l393
. 1 100, 87 213343
1471, 12
i1 TR 38 ~a026s
91.14 — e N
s - 105,00 —08— . 04869
7
LR hi
K 107.87 _.08 06886
4 01,00 10383
I - - “jai-
170, §° _477,,-_9,,0_«_

Wt Confewnt 1,68 T-Statestue 3,2 R-Bar Squared _, 164
r - l.'l Py ) - D s Rate of return inperind t ) i T
P '
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COMMON STOCK DATA FOR THE DETERMINATION
OF THE. BETA MEASURE OF RISK
' Piricde -dlSL Manual
Name of firm: PROCTOR & GAMBLE Suurce of data: 8!)!% Kp’ S &
Industry: SOAP

REPORTED DATA ADJUSTED DATA

ENDING CHANGES ENDING RATE
MARKET DIV, IN UNIT OF MARKET DIV. OF
MONTHS PRICE PAID _ACCOUNT PRICE PAID RETURN *

1974, 12 81. 50 -,01511
1 82,175 -, 046

12 86.175 45 - . 19248

1312 Rt

9: %%? .45 —-553-53

93. 15 45

10 ~45

Al3. 12 .45
97.50 . 02133
59,62 39 -. 00975

97

108,75 .39 =, 0ZI17
1972,
- e
10 0 . 39 .
.0

21. 25 -39 -::“%33

—98.00
91. 50 315

667

——-%%%_

—80.00 375 . 02389
—5 —Btate
— — 358

— 0BU68

L0347

—_ UBBZ23

—01786
04533
—~ 06441
~p0476
~ 02278
1 89, 50 45 -,
1973, 12 92 Qﬂ -,153158
~ e u:s’;
~ 04621
— U508
-e Iz;zs
— 06657

—
N N W h O 0O

1971,

:

t
:

: -tw b o
|

1470,

Beta Codtfic ent .74 T -Statistic 3.6 R-Bar Squared ., 203
r - vl_‘,.l !'! 1 - Dt = Rate of return inperind t o

Py
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COMMON STOCX DATA FOR THE DETERMINATION

OF THE BETA MEASURE OF RISK
Price - ISL Manual

Dividend
Name of firm: C EEL ] Source ofdata: ___Unit A's  SkP/Moody's
Industry: _ STEEL
REPORTED DATA ADJUSTED DATA

ENDING CHANGES ENDING RATE

MARKET D1V, IN UNIT OF MARKET DIV, OF
MONTHS PRICE PAID ACCOUNT PRICE PAID RETURN %

¢
1974, 12 -
Y, 80 s

e

. 40 -.i

8
Z 2L, 3 4
5 %é: 3 . 30 -o U
‘ -
; —27 50 30 —
1 ! .‘Dg + 10417
B 2Tz 1,30 =
10 AT
9 . —‘%
8 —22.25 -
7 T23.37 —a30 =.03529
6 k' -&.J—‘-nmm
5 5 .30 —
; %‘éé _.J%
05508
2 :ﬁ:%%: 25
1972, x;. % ﬁ
:; ()
D B —= :
; :
s dhE — ks
: :ﬁ:& j%
3
: Zﬁj% 25 —o%iia
1971, 12 —
i1 :;J : 75 ,
9 L éi; :
L = e
. =il
- e . )
3 R - y
2 %g }% a0 = 02667
1470, 12 28,75 = 02174
”;'.lf‘ v.{'_".” ';‘:; "”;l . ﬁ%l_!e-nf return inprriod t Tostaete L8 R-Bar Squared _. 045

Pt
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COMMOUN STOCK DATA FOR Tk DETERMINATION
OF TIF, RETA MEASURE OF RISK

Bmf:nalls; 94 tnmoody'l
Name of fiem: REYNOLDS“_I_LNDUSTRIES Buurce of data: Unit A's )
Industry: __CIGARETTES

REPORTED DATA ADJUSTED DATA

ENDING CHANGES ENDING RATE
MARKET DIV. IN UNIT OF MARKET DIV, OF
MONTHS PRICE PAID ACCOUNT PRICE PAID RETURN *
1974, 12 52, 37 - me;;g
0 —g%e2l 12 SOTRT
9 “‘Z‘?“%%. 204046
4..%3 .67 jh) (3
7 .
6 42,50 -l %g'
5 45. 75 67 02165
4 42,50 -, 0340
3 - &
2 47, 62 N “854"91
1 00 . 2
1973, 12 ) 75 . [4] [ o
11 40. 715 Y I OR56T
10 4 J
) —5 3
’ 4 %—E N : )
5 —_.048 Lk
4 'ﬁ: L
3 .50 -
2 48, E —, 648 - 5
1 — 52,50 .
1972, 12 “al62 %
11 [
T v A — 5

: ji“.ji_% 624 “ooTEYT

7 65.37 -

[ 73, Q0 Sy

5 7 ™ |ﬁ24 “a

4 —= 13 , U4333

; 2 )

e 5 v - i — “05914
1971, 12 58. 00 . o

1 04,50 «60 0

10 754,50 1)

9 =

I PR 0

‘ —ghak2 0]

-, 049

2 Tﬁ:% .60 -. 054

3 8 _ 00 -

2 o1.37 50 L 07549

1 _51.62 07453
1470, 12 - 53 ﬁz
Bota Coctfie tent » 65 T -Statistic 2.4 R.Bar Squu'od . 092

"ee 'i "’t 1 Dt = Rate of return in period t

Py
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COMMOUN STOCK DATA FOR Ttk DETERMINATION
OF TiiF, RETA MEASURE OF RISK

Brigj —dlSL. Manual

’ ividen .
Name of firm: REYNOLDS METALS Swurce of data: Unit A's S & P/Moody's
Industry: ALUMINUM —

REPORTED DATA ADJUSTED DATA
ENDING CHANGES FNDING RATE
MARKET DIV, IN UNIT OF MARKET pIv, OF
MONT HS PRICE PAID ACCOUNT PRICE PALD RETURN =
1974, 12 14.37 -, 08000
1 15. 62 .50 o —, 00000
10 16.12 L 04032
9 15,50 25 -. 10000
8 17.50 -, 02778
; T ~. 01408
6 17,135 L 125 = 93378 03378
5 18.50 -,
4 24, 62 . 07065
3 23.00 .
2 —22.50 —aA25 _. 0342
1 21.87 .
1973, 12 19.12
:l 16. 50 ~10 .:-:_’t-
0 21.37 .
g —17.50 ,044;‘8
. ~i8
; 30 00
4 T g -: 4310
3 —14.50 2 1600
2 12,50 .10 -. 15
1 —14.87 -, 0703
1972, 12 16. 00 )
11 18. 00 10 N 2
10 15. 15 —0 4
9 15. 87 10 -s
8 —17.37 ey
7 14, 15 —ad
6 16. 50 10 =212053
5 18. 87 N
+ 2078 0]
3 0. 37 . - )
2 20,50 .15 38
1 .25 . [
1971, 12 = 87 : -8
11 5. 87 15 - Y9
10 16, 62 s Lg
9 —18. 75 N - 14
8 __.ZZA..QQ _4_1.5__. .:..l_! R
7 23.12 -.1314
6 26,62 —a215 -a 1
5 .31.62 —_— N %s
3 —Le2 0
04
2 28.00 215 -.06529
1 —30.25 L5
1470, 12 _ 26,62
Beta Codtfis eat 1.01 T-Statistic 2.5 R-Bar Squared _, 104

TP Py Dt = Rate of return in period t

P
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COMMON STOCK DATA FOR THE DETERMINATION
OF THF._BETA MEASURE OF RISK
Pric(f -d[SL Manual

Dividen
Name of firm: ROBINS (A.I.) CO, Source of data: “glvj; A'p i S & P/Moody's
Industry: ETHICAL PHARMACEUTICALS
REPORTED DATA ADJUSTED DATA
ENDING CHANGES ENDING RATE
MARKET DIV. IN UNIT OF MARKET Div, OF
MONTHS PRICE PAID ACCOUNT PRICE PAID RETURN *
1974, 12 24.50 -. 05769
13 13. %0 . 08 T 26,00 .16 02588
10 12,75 - - 25. 50 . 33725
9 9,12 8.25 -
8 10. 00 .06 ) - 56. 09 L 12 -. 26830
7 315 27,50 —_ -. 15385
6 16.25 32,50 . 07143
5 17..50 .06 35,00 .12 . 17548
4 21. 31 —qZ.T5 .
3 20. 50 41,00 -. 14583
2 _24.00 . Q6 T78.00 1z . 00250
1 24, 00 —8.00 . 26316
1973, 12 19.00 T38.00 <, 24000
11 25,00 055 560.00 L 11 -. 11310
10 28,25 56, 50 -. 1307
9 1250 ~— 55,00 - 044 5
31.12 . 055 62.25 .11 -ol "52
7 34,75 69,50 0
6 3225 83' 38 . gg:’ﬂ'f
5 32,00 . 05> split:2/1 . 11 07 4#
; —32.20 = 7]
, 04710
2 ~69.00 , 104 ;%
1 16,00
1972, 12 7537 —20359
11 2. 62 ., 104 . ObB48
10 66, 62 —OB3I33
9 A1. 50 —.05IZ8
8 —58.50 104 —_— .
7 55,25 -
: 56,00 . 104 N
: _.50,12 4 . 225710
1 41,00 <. DoBIB
1971, 12 44. 00 I & 743
1 ~32.37 .10 . 01382
10 38 00 <.
9 —38.25% L 015661
8 37, 62 10 . 09348
7 34,50 -~ 07383
6 A28 . 20648
5 .-30.87 . 10 -, 11500
4 .-—-35.00 3 . 1
3 -31.50 5
2 ~27.32 . 10
1 —2.6.15 -
1470, 1¢ — 26,00
Heta Coctfiv jent _1:44 T. ic 3.2
T .’i‘_ Py ) - Dt = Rate of return in period t Statuet R-Bar Squared 1'65" —

P



COMMON STCGOE DATY OB T1E DETERMINATION
OF 11 PR TAMEAST R’ GF RISH
Price - 1S, Manual

Name of firny: SI‘.‘ARL[ L(J I) ) &r (() .
tndustry: ETHICAL PHARMACEUTILALS“

REPORTED DATA

Dividend

ADJUSTED DATA

FNDING CHANGES FNDING RATE
MARKET DIV, IN UNIT OF MARKE'l Div, OF
MONTHS PRICE PALD ACCOUNT PRICE. PALD RETURN
1074, 12 13,75 e I 4 . - 133860
11 15, 87 L1115 o 47,62 ,_3_45 . 04852
10 15.25 - - 45.75 T i TBTAIZ
9 2, 87 o 38,62 - §373
8 3, 37 L 115 o 30,12~ . 345 .
5 1§35 —I15 o 'E‘T‘T? —.34% _L
4 22.75 8.25 -. 0
: 26.50 115 - 15?; "~345 = 103;(1;
1 2492 _ - 3T T ”‘6‘7'6'52
1973, 12 26,12 78,37 -, 1572
1 _31.00 115 93.0 . 345 -, 06068
10 33,12 99. 37 . 04331
9 3175 95.25 L.07173
a 29.62 115 — . T%'L%l' . 345 -. 18799
T W 5 (—
b 35, 62 ) split:3/1 .37 01064
5 105,75 —a 325 —,. 04437
4 10 — 05027
3 116. 87 . 04821
2 111. 50 325 2. 02866
1 115,12
1972; 12 102,50 “'ﬁ
11 94,15 —a 383 -,04925
10 100, 00 - 01961
Z _98.25_. 2325 ,ngn
7 100,00 _, QS;%%
6 95. 00 20326
5 _92.00 325 . 0612
4 87,00 2 4
23 85 82 -.03 J’I
—89. 87 —a325 L1
| 76.15 0
1971, 12 Z} ZE Py
1 _£7.00 —a 325 L 08589
12 62.00 -, 10145
" TV 325 :gﬁéig
: St i -
4 69.50 — g&
; .68.50 ~ 0599
, Lagr s 4408
1470, 12 52.37.
Heta o it gent l 05 T -Statistic __2-_1_ R-Bar Squared ___._156

rooiy Py Dt - Rate of return in period L

LY

234

irce of tdata: l!rp_g‘/\ 8 _? S k.' P)/M“Udy 8-

Sung



COMMON STOCK DATA FOR THE DETERMINATION

Name of firm: SMITHKLINE CORP. —

OF THF, BETA MEASIRE, OF RISK

industry: ETHICAL PHARMACEY IICAQ..

REPORTED DATA

Source of data: Unit A's

Briffopa g Manua!

? S & P/Moody's

235

ADJUSTED DATA

ENDING CHANGES ENDING RATE
MARKET DIV. IN UNIT OF MARKET DIV, ' OF
MONTHS PRICE PAID ACCOUNT PRICE PAID RETURN *
1974, 12 . 10452
1 a5 3 03713
10 46,25 . 35036
9 _34.25 -. 07432
8 _37.00 -1 -.21053
7 —47.50 ki X
: —12% 00990
5 .
; e AL
H —49.37 ~IDIEDZ
2 _48.50 50 -. 03210
! —50.62 ~ 01250
1973, 12 50. 00 T, 01823
11 49,25 50 ~,07870
10 54. 00 ., 04096
‘ ity =58
8 .50 <
: 6025 — ot
Y .
5 56,50 . 50
4 50, 87 g%g%?
23 49,75 . 00748
50,12 50 -, 06032
1 _53.87 = 0TT09
1972, 12 58, 37 00215
11 58.25 50 . 02174
10 57. 50 - 0336
9 59 50 .
8 61,90 .50 -. 01587
7 —63,00 . 07006
. —248. 87 — Y004
5 53,50 .50 - 00917
4 54,50 -, 03965
z _ 56,75 —s -, 03813
1 —57.75 ) e
1971, 12 —57.25 . T2500
1 _50Q.00 — .50 -. 05164
10 53,25 -, 06543
: 86,37 . 03917
—54.25 — 50 5288
? . 92.00 -, 01422
6 - 52.75 , 02670
N ..51.37 20 A 'ﬁg_
4 21,80 .
3 _.51.25 06178
f 54 62 50 ~. O0B99
1470, 1o 751,00 T — * Z
f30ta Cosfi e nt ___,79 T-Statistic .__Z_!_s._h

r ’_ig. bt 3+ Dt - Rate of return in period t

LA

R-Bar Squared _, 124




Name of firm:

PETROLEUM REFINING

industry:

MONTHS

COMMON STUCK DATA FOR THE DETERMINATION

OF THE BETA MEASURE OF RISK

1974, 12

1973,

1972,

1971,

1970, 1<

—muamoqmcg::—tv oo w S-w ==
W N NP OO= NN WE RS LD DN WO 10O e

REPORTED DATA

Source of data: _Unit A's

BEigr.adSs Mamsal

236

ADJUSTED DATA

ENDING CHANGES ENDING RATE
MARKET DIV. IN UNIT OF MARKET DIV, OF
PRICE PAID ACCOUNT PRICE PALID RETURN *
43, gg split:2/1 87, 00 ,02353
15, 00 N
o e
7 2
T7L.00° L BG _ = 13754
8322 00301
29 ] — 04891 DIRET
JZ...G 15 -2 06469
92. 15 -. 01982
94,602 02022
- . 80 -.09831
2 .
92.87 =.02749
95,50 .67
3550 83122
82. 00 67 01730
:nb%_ -. 03305
e S— ~fesl
. 04948
__fﬁ._g.],_ _ 2022 -, 06540
024 & —02714
8387 598 ~4
19, 62 07
73,87 zad
5 . 598 —=.10929
5, T .B98
L]
—63.25 —
67. 87 598
—o5-2% - Qhesy
__fﬂ.._Zﬁ_ : ()4
04,12 . 575 -. 01410
_bh5.62 -, 005608
6187  __.575 ~200
-5 e
59.78 —. 06090
%
—33
58,12 515
_52.62

Beta Coctficient 45
‘rr Py P

Py

1 + Dt » Rate of return inperiod t

T -Statistic

2.1

R-Bar Squared __, 065

$ 54 P/Moody's
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COMMON STOCK DATA FOR THE DETERMINATION
OF THE BETA MEASURE OF RISK
Price - ISL Manual

Dividend
Name of firm: STOKELY - VAN CAMP Source of data: Unit A's S&P/Moody's
Industry: CANNED FRUITS & VEGETABLES
REPORTED DATA ADJUSTED DATA
ENDING CHANGES ENDING RATE
MARKET DIV. IN UNIT OF MARKET DIV, oF
MONTHS PRICE PAID ACCOUNT PRICE PAID RETURN *
1974, 12 3,15 .275 _. 03889
11 _13.50 =.02703
10 _13.87 03738
9 13.37 YA 5 _.01111
‘ 3290 TIYo27
6 3. 62 25 . 11200
5 7 § gg -. 04580
4 1
3 —15.7 L 25 - 02529
z % —-0Q7031
l ] ’ R Zg i 55
1973, :z T13.25 25 -.03571
1 N
xg ] % 88 ?"(l)%%
2 __ﬁ .25 :._12.0.9_7_
Z 5.15 % 08621
: 355 * T 05224
3 17.75 .25 ~I 00000
1 _19.25 .07229
1972, 12 20,75 : 25 -, 04545
o Y 16556
9 [8.37 .25 v ?f‘%%%%‘]s“
8 _18.87 02721
7 18, 37 04255
6 17.62 25 . 02721
: _18 5301 05000
3 25~ 25 o aggc}g
z 9,12 -, 06707
1 20.50 10811
1971, 12 18.50 25 17187
n 16. 00 =. 04478
lg 8. Zg 25 - 10067
9. 50 ] st
2

554%- 25 S ELLT)

.25 ~ 11828

I.'h'tn Coctfiopent 56 T -Statiatic 1.9 R-Bar Squared , 054
r- Ll Pt ] - Dt = Rate of return inperiod t - ’

Py
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COMMON STOUCK DATA FOR THE DETERMINATION
OF THE. RETA MEASURE OF RISK
F'rice - ISL. Manual

Dividend
Name of firm: TEXACO Source of data: Unit A'Ss ; S & P/Moody's
industry: PETROLEUM REFINING
REPORTED DATA ADJUSTED DATA
ENDING CHANGES FNDING RATE
MARKET DIV, IN UNIT OF MARKET DIV, OF
MONTHS PRICE PAID ACCOUNT PRICF, PALD RETURN *
1974, 12 20. 87 -.02907
11 i e — -. 054
10 22.15 .60 : . =
9 2150 - ——— -2 0497
8 22 b2 50 e
7 258, _g_?
6 25.12 : . 8%4
5 25,15 , 50 ~. 04977
4 _27.62 =.01339
3 _ 28,00 -,00444
i __2-8-.-12-_ __‘M'
1973, 12 %2, gz . 4
11 . 37 -.16270
10 , 44 -y 4
A 013
8 T30, 00 s T 07084
7 32.75 -, 043
4 —"'9.22;“ * =5 2 23
3 3 7 02
2 38,00 Z‘L@E
B
1972, 12 R Y E
:(l) :8. 1415 )
9 1%:_6 : \J on
8 13 L, 415 232
7 8, gg 05385
6 - 4
5 %%. é% 415 - DR3%0
4 k' _25_
3 30,87 -
2 33,50 415 00220
1 —34.00 -.0109]1
1971, 12 34,37 3
11 .
10 3089 40 -0
9 32.12 )
_‘,’ 32,37 ., 40 06 3
—
6 35, 2% ¢
2 _3.5.._.6% L 40 . 89 :
LA =ik
1 34, 40 -
Betn Coaificient .63 T-Statiatic 2. 8 R-Bar Squared . 126_.

r- 'll {’g 1 Dt = Rate of return in period t

Py
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COMMUN ST0CK DATA FOICTUE DETERMINATION

OF Tk K TA MERSTRE .‘{kr'ﬁ\; . ISL Manual
Unit A's SkP/Moody's
. » 00
Name of fism: U, S, GYPSUM Surec e o dara; UPAE ATE SR B OO0y
industry: GYPSUM PRODUCTS

REPORTED DATA ADJUSTED DATA
CHANGES FNDING RATE
Elrilf)::g'r DIV, IN UNIT OF MARKET QIV. OF '
MONTHS PRICE PAID ACCOUNT PRICE PAID RETURN *
074, 12 14. 00 28. 00 . 00901
e I3.87 40 — 2775 T80 12031
10 m]ﬁ”“ - 32.._.0_0_ e v Jﬂili
9 14.75 R 29,50 -, 03279
8 15. 26 40 730,50 80 -
7 17.00 34,00 R - Qﬁgﬁ
; ’%‘5‘ 740 %:7. %2 B0 “‘8%
4 . -
: 19,62 - —_ _19A15—42 a2 —— —-—Q-&LBJ-E
2 Mﬁ 50 40 4100 80 -_.%%.51
1 . _
1973, 12 17. 3':/{_ ?Z ; - -
11 a . -
10 __“‘m' 48,50 “%‘gl%
: TZ‘TZ' — 'TFZB“ ) —wm
7 [} — ] ']
6 2212 o 44,25 R _.QZ%
5 40 4 08
: EAWiN 428 —8 =5
3 23.00 _46.0Q -. 06599
1 51 L -~ D
1972, 12 50 z
f 4629 ) 2 —E aﬁﬂ%
9 i -
8 .15 . 375 %‘ ; i
7 S -
; 18- :; —e15 E
4 A
3 30. 50 - g%% :% %
= — s TE g
1971, 12 N 271 N 04435
12 3431 — SPLIT:2/ 64.75 = 5
10 65,37 N
9
; 2f-52- 75 Ut
7 2
5 62,75 15 :
‘ Fywin -4
2 63.25 __.15_ :ﬁt
1970, 12 —_62 25 ]
Bota Covihigent 6»4 T-Statiatic ...2_:_._4 . R-Bar Squared - 092

LN L DtArul_i_a_t-é of return inperod t

P




Name of firm: U,S. STEEL

COMMON STOCK DATA FOR Tk DETERMINATION

OF THEI BETA MEASURE OF RISK

Industry: STEEL

REPORTED DATA

Suurce of data: Unit A's

b

rice - ISL, Manual

iviaen

_7}‘ S & P/Moody's

240

ADJUSTED DATA

ENDING CHANGES FNDING RATE
MARKET DIV. IN UNIT OF MARKET DIV. or
MONTHS PRICE PAID ACCOUNT, PRICE PAID RETURN *
1974, 12 38. 00 -.01935
1 38,75 .60 -.06%67&
10 42,25 _.04000
9 40. 62 -, 00915
8 41.00 60 _. 08R22
7 45, 62 .03399
6 44,12 ., 07295
5 41,12 .50 =.04035
4 43, 37 02059
3 42,90 -.02857
2 43, 75 .50 _.09598
1 40,37 —. 07309
1973, 12 _37.62 . 13585
11 33,12 _ .40 =, 07517
10 36,25 11538
9 32,50 _209705
_29.62 .40 _.04891
7 —28.62 .. 06148
: 30,50 -, 06870
a 32,75 740 ~ 00075
3 33,12
2 30, %5 .40 -, 03083
1 31,62 03689
1972, 12 30, 50 -
1 33,62 40 ,2151
10 28.00 03863
9 -
8 29,50 Mg@ﬂ
7 28,00 .40 -, 04538
o 29775 -. 01245
5 30,12 .40 -, 03858
4 ~3l.75 —, 05224
3 33,50 - 01515
2 —33.00 202724
1 32.12 240 .07521
1971, 12 _30.25
10 2712 40 -, 07089
9 29, 62 = 08140
8 32,25 , 40 16089
7 _2B. 12 - 14713
6 33,00 - 00377
5 233,12 _ 260 -. 02950
4 34,75 05303
3 ~-33.00 04762
2 _31.590 .60 02721
1 ~33.00 01149
1970, 1¢ 32,62
Beta Coctfivient .43 T-Staustic 1.6 R-Bar Squared ___, 032

“r o= I)_,. Py} » Dt = Rate of return inperiod t

Py




COMMON STOCK DATA FOR THE DETERMINATION

OF THE BETA MEASURE OF RISK

i }fer-ld[SL Manual

241

Name of firm: _UNIROYAL INC. Source of data: Unit A's S & P/Moody's
Industry: TIRES AND TUBES
REPORTED DATA ADJUSTED DATA
ENDING CHANGES ENDING RATE
MARKET DIV, IN UNIT OF MARKET DIV, OF
MONTHS PRICE PAID ACCOUNT PRICE PAID RETURN ¢
1974, 12 b 25 . 00000
11 6. 25 175 -,
10 7,00 .
9 6. 50 03704
8 _-6.-15—— _..._1_7.5_ bt ) hc
7 S -. 03175
6 7. 87 - ;%L;
5 ~B.25 I i )
4 R, 37 -, ' (
3 9.137 5 04 ﬁ
Z q 0_0 A 1 ¥ ]
1 ., 14286
1973, 12 787 .0}613
11 " 175 ) e
10 10,75 —, 09474
9 A1 87 , 0320
8 Al50. 375 e
? 12. 50 . 190
6 100580 -, 3003
5 11,78 175 = L
4 13,25 X 52
3 1312 -, J0Y43
z 13,25 175 _, 04107
1072, 12 j“‘ : =3 ;?
. -y VOL
TR v v l—e vi%
10 15.37 -e
9 ~16.37 -
8 ~17.00 o i %
7 ]b zs -9
: 16. 75 =
2 19.00 175 ﬁ FR
1 17..50 - %;2
1971, 12 :
:(l) 17.32 175 . 01818
9 21 27 -
8 2137 175 —. 06420
7 20.25 -,
6 22.25 , 04
3 21.25% , 175 - 0Z61%
22,00 4
; BT —Hi5
¢ 20,25 175 . 4
l ~21.37 ——— — . L1
1970, 12 21,62
Beta Covtfiirent . 69 T-Statistic _ 2.4 R.Bar Squared . 091

iy Py

)+ Dt = Rate of return in perind t

Py
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COMMON STOCK DATA FOR THE DETERMINATION
OF THE BETA MEASURE OF RISK
Price - ISL Manual

Dividend
Name of firm: UPJOHN CO. Source of data: Unit A's i S & ElMQOd}I'I

Industry: ETHICAL PHARMACEUTICALS

REPORTED DATA ) ADJUSTED DATA
ENDING CHANGES ENDING RATE
MARKET DIV, IN UNIT OF MARKET DIV, OF
MONTHS PRICE PAID ACCOUNT PRICE PAID RETURN *
1974, 12 50, 62 101.25 . 05744
11 7. 81 95,75 .--8-8%%%
10 __ﬁkz. 50 WX 91, 00 .48 -
9 46, 00 92. - %
8 —-£61.50 . -, 16892
1 14,00 .24 48, 0 .48 -. 00182
: —daoe 5050 “".?‘; 7
5 A
4 !g%: g% 24 L4¥4.;72% .48 .
3 30,50 -2 0
2 BEPAL 03128
1 22 26,00 % =, 10
1973, 12 7 43 Z
1 8 ;o — “‘!ﬁg
10 9 22 B1.25 . 44 -0
e 1 '
8 732 00 -
7 5078 <!
¢ 7950 ShZD ) %
. 433 .40
3 -135.25
2 ~121.00
1 122.00 ——ad0
1972, 12 T128.25
n -120.50
10 125,75 45
‘z ~123.00
: el
6
5 ‘__nﬁﬂ
: i
1971, 12 ‘_:uu:% — 40
n 64.25
10 6475 £0
9
8 _—__‘2_'2:%
7 20
6 ﬁ
5 .
; —57.12 .40
2 49 m
! — 47,80 .40
1970, 12 __ 48.37
Beta Coutfivsent .97 T-Statistic __3.1 R-Bar Squared __» 152

“r= P P -} - Dt=Rateof return inperiod t
P
t




APPENDIX IV

SOURCE DATA

The primary source of financial data for the firms in
the study was the annual 10-K report filed with the Securities
Exchange Commission. In a few cases where SEC files
were incomplete Moody's Industrial Manual was utilized as
a secondary data source. Financial source data sheets are

presented for each of the firms on the following pages.
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Name of firm:_ALCOQA

Industry:  ALUMINUM (3334)

Reported Data

Net Sales

R & D Charges (Ry)

Reported Profits
(Pe)

Reported Equity
(Ey)

Reported Data

Net Sales

R & D Charges (Ry)

Reported Profits
(Pt}

Reported Equity
{Et)

Reported Profits
as a Percentage of
Average Reportec
Equity (P/E)

1954

$.708,3
12.5E

61.9
486.3

1965

$ 1165.6
20.6

75.6

2.3

FINANCIAL DATA FOR THE DOMINANT FIRMS

IN TWENTY-THREE INDUSTRIES ($ in Millions)

1955 1956 1957 1958
$854,0 S 864.4 $aka e S 2531
14.9E 15, 3E 35.4F 13.3F
87.6 89.6 75.6 42.9
555, 1 621.1 670.5 687.1
1966 1967 1968 1969
$ 1373.0 $ 1360.8 $ 1352.8 $ 1545.2
24.3 24.0F 23.9E 27.3E
106, 1 197.4 _104,7 1224
984, 4 1051.2 11i8.0 1194.5

*Secondary data source {Moody's)

E= Estima te

Source of data;_SEC REPORT 10-K

1959 1960 1961 1962 19€3 1964*
$_as8 5 $ga1.2  $gsaa S 9382 $e32.1 $_0369
as.2E 2528 asaF _16.6F 11.2F —18.3E
_55.6 40,4 43.0 56,4 -3 70 ~ 608

733.0 759.2 774.9 811.8 835.0 867.5
1970 1971 1972 1973 1974
$ 1522.4 $ 1441,2 $ 1753.0 $ 2157.3 $ 2727.3
26.9 30.6 32.6 34.9 43.0
114.3 55,3 102,8 104.2 173.1
1249.0 1268.6 1339.4 1408. 9 1547.0
_4.4 " L9 = 1.6 = 11.7 %

vy



Name of firm: AMERICAN BAKERIFES CO.
Industry: BAKING (2051)

Reported Data

Net Sales

R & D Charges (Ry)

Reported Profits
(Pe)

Reported Equity
(Ep)

Reported Data

Net Sales

R & D Charges (Rg)

Reported Profite
(Py)

Reported Egquity
(Et)

Reported Profits
as a Percentage of
Average Reportec
Equity (P/E)

1965

$255.0

Neg. = Negligible: less than 1% of sales.

1955

$139,0
Neg,

1966

S 28L6

1956

$ 14,4
Neg.

1967

$297,7

FINANCIAL DATA FOR THE DOMINANT FIRMS
IN TWENTY-THREE INDUSTRIES ($ in Millions)

1957
$150.4

1968

$_310,5

1958
$_1s2.1

1969

Source of data: SEC REPORT 10-K

1959 1960 1961 1962 19¢3 1964
$_159.2 $_1e2.2 1575 $_152.3 $163.5  $23310
_Neg, _Neg. _Neg, _Neg. _Neg, Neg,

5. 4 4.4 3.8 1.8 1.9 A8
449 _45.4 454 433 42,8 51,4

1970 1971 1972 1973 1974
$ 3143 $_330,1 $ 331, 4 $_345,6 $_398,6
—Nag, —Nag. —Neg. Nag. Nag.

2.4 3 2 2,0 1.7

50,1 51,4 47,9 43,5 39,2

0.6 o, 0.4 9 4.4 9 41 o

1’5 44



Name of firm: AMERICAN BRANDS

Industry: CIGARFTTES (2111)

Reported Data
Net Sales
R & D Charges (Ry)
Reported Profits
(P}
Reported Equity
[} )

Reported Data

Net Sales

R & D Charges (Ry)

Reported Profits
(P

Reported Equity
{E¢)

Reported Profits
as a Percentage of
Average Reportec
Equity (P/E)

FINANCIAL DATA FOR THE DOMINANT FIRMS

IN TWENTY-THREE INDUSTRIES ($ in Millions)

Source of data: SEC REPORT 10-K

1954 1955 1956 1957 1958 1959 1960° 961° 1962" 19¢3° 1964”
$_1068.6 $_1090.8 $.1082,5 $_1008.1  $_1103.0 $_116).4 $ 12153 S 288 4 $ 1169 2 $192 3 $_1203.4
Neg. Neg. Neg, _Neg. _Nag. _Neg. _Neg. Nag. _Nag. Neg.. . —Neg.
45.2 51.7 52.0 57,1 58,8 63.2 62,5 68,7 68,6 68.8 _ 1.2
403.8 423.6 439.9 464.7 487.9 515,5 -S539.3 _268.4 _584.6 £15.5 _5643.9
1965 1966 1967 1968 1969 1970 1971 1972 1973 1974
¢ 1231.6 ¢ 1427.6 ¢ 1493.5 $ 1897.9 $ 2661.5 $ :074.5 $_2827.8 $ 2998,9 $_3096.3 $_3570. 4
Neg. Neg. Neg. Neg. Neg. Neg. Neg. Neg. Neg. Neg.
80.5 86.0 89,2 92.9 98.5 108.2 119.4 123.3 131.3 136.7
600.8 679.3 706.3 712.1 744.3 871.8 504.8 948.7 994.8 1059, 6
*Secondary data source (Moody's) 13.5_ % 13.3 % 13.5 % 13,3 %

Neg.= Negligible; less than 1% of sales.

9% ¢



Name of firm: AMERICAN CAN

Industry: METAL CONTAINERS (3411)

Reported Data

Net Sales

R & D Charges (Ry)

Reported Profits
(P}

Reported Equity
tE)

Reported Data

Net Sates

R & D Charges {Ry)

Reported Profits
(Pe)

Reported Equity
(Ep)

Reported Profits
as a Percentage of
Average Reported
Equity ‘P/E)

1954

$652,4

—9.12E
30, 4

332.5

1965

$ 1265.1

_18.8F
62,1

596. 4

Es Estimate

FINANCIAL DATA FOR THE DOMINANT FIRMS

IN TWENTY-THREE INDUSTRIES ($ in Millions)

1955 1950 1957 1958
$ 714.8 $ 7716 $ 1006.3 $ 1037.0
106 E aLsE 15.0%  15.4F
3%.0 34,8 45.4 46,4
337.1 356.0 484.7 493.7
$ 1369.7 $ 15218 § 1633.0 $_1723.7
20,48 22, 6% 24.3% 25.6F
1.6 76,1 77.6 64.6
630, 3 678.7 715.5 740.5

Source of data; SEC REPORT (10-K)

1959 1960 1961 1962 1963 1964
$ 1107.4 $ 1059.0 $ 1137.9 $ 1180,5 $ 1149.4 § 1225.8
_16.5F 15, 7% 16, 9F 17.5E 17. 1% 18.2°
40,9 35.4 46,4 48,7 44,1 46.9
501, 9 504,0 536, 7 351.6 550. 9 567, 1
1970 1971 1972 1973 1974
s 1838.1 ¢ 1897.0 § 2015.5 $ 2181.6 $ 2657.9
27.3 28,2 28, 8 28,9 33,3
65.9 50,1 55,3 6. 4 100,1
764, 7 773.0 $80. 3 704.8 754.3
65 % 7.6 % WA % 13.2. %

Ly



Name of firm: AMERICAN MOTORS
Industry: AUTOMOBILES (3717)

Reported Data

Net Sales

R & D Charges (Ry)

Reported Profits
(Pe)

Reported Equity
(Ey)

Reported Data

Net Sales

R & D Charges (Rp)

Reported Profits
{Py)

Reported Equity
(Ep)

Reported Profits
as a Percentage of
Average Reported
Equity :P/F)

1954

$ 416,8
1028

5§ V) -

163.0
1965

$.990,6

5.2

E> Estimate

FINANCIAL DATA FOR THE DOMINANT FIRMS

IN TWENTY-THREE INDUSTRIES ($ in Millions)

$_468, 8 $_429,1 $ 383,2  $502,8
1158 10, 5& 9,48 12.3%
.9 197 S5 261
144,0 124, 3 111,2 137.5
$_870, 4 $_778,0 $ 761,1  S131.4
213F 9.0 _186F  18.0F
15,7 70,5 3.3 49
2546 178, 8 1906 204.0

Source of data:_SEC REPORT {10-K)

1959 1960 1961 1962 1953 1964
$935, 7 $1139,5 $938,6 $1056, 4 $1132. 4 $1009. 5
22,9% 27,8F 22,9 25,8 27. 24,78
60,3 48,2 23,6 34,2 37.8 26.2
190, 8 223.3 225,7 249.5 273.1 278, 7
1970 1971 1972 1973 1974
$1089. 8 $1232,6 $1403.8 $1739. 0 $2000, 0
26,6" 30,1E 4.3 382 35.3
56,2 5,5 16.5 44.5 27.5
203.4 214.0 244,2 343.6 383.0
2.6 % 2.2 % 15.1 % b =

8% 2



Name of firm: AMERICAN SMELTING & REFINING

Industry: COPPER (3331}

Reported Data

Net Sales

R & D Charges (Rg)

Reported Profits
(Py)

Reported Equity
(EQ

Reported Data

Net Sales

R & D Charges {(Rp)

Reported Profits
(P}

Reported Equity
(E¢)

Reported Profits
as a Percentage of
Average Reported
Equity : P'E)

1954

—
el
w
n

FINANCIAL DATA FOR THE DOMINANT FIRMS

IN TWENTY-THREE INDUSTRIES ($ in Millions)

Source of data:SEC REPORT (10-K)

19506 1957 1358 1959 1960 1961 1962 1963 1964
$ 466.8 S 540.5 $ 592.9 ) $ 498.9 $ 417.1 $ 390,4 $_475.6_ $ 470.8 $ 488.5 544.5 $ 608,0
2.7 2,7 2.8 .2 4,6 3.3 2.7 2,8 2.6 3.8 2,9
21,5 33,5 39.8 25,0 17.3 13,0 23,7 21.4 27.7 29,3 41.9
295.4 310,2 327.5 332, 8 338. 4 358, 2 373.1 381.6 393.6 320.6 215, 3
1965 1966 1967 1968 1969 1970 1371 1972 1973 1974
$614.5 $ 653, 8 $ 511,2 $ 634.1 $ 771.0 $ 717.8 $ 656.8 $ 814,3 $ 1068, 4 1344, 1
3.5 6.7 8.1 9 ZE 11.2 13,1 11,2 9.5 10.2 1.0
52.5 69,2 56.8 73.2 99. 4 88. 8 46,0 49.1 113, 4 125, 8
358, 6 392,1 427.5 587, 1 640, 7 676, 6 673.3 682,6 774.0 862,5
6.8 7.2 @ 15,6 o 15,4 9,
E=zEstimate

6%2



Name of firm: ANACONDA

Industry: _COPPER (3331)

Reported Data

Net Sales

R & D Charges {R¢)

Reported Profits
(Py)

Reported Equity
(Ey)

Reported Data

Net Sales

R & D Charges (Ry)

Reported Profits
(P}

Reported Fquity
(Ee)

Reported Profits
as a Percentage of
Average Reported
Equity P/E)

FINANCIAL DATA FOR THE DOMINANT FIRMS

IN TWENTY-THREE INDUSTRIES ($ in Millions)

1954 1955 1956 1957 1958
$ 461.1 $ 630.7 $_749.4 $ 570,8 $523,1
. Neg. Neg. _Neg., _Neg, _Neg,
26,7 65,3 111, 5 44,0 33,9
72,6 201,0 _335.4 335,90 347, 6
1965 1366 1967 1968 1969
$_993,9 $_1234,6 $_1047.8 $_1051.0 $1410.6
Neg, Neg. Neg. Neg. Neg.
295 -132.4 _94.3 890 99.3
1102, 9 1180, 2 1075, 4 _114.8 1166, 2

Neg. = Negligible; less than 1% of sales,

Source of data: SEC REPORT (10-K)

1959 1960 1961 1962 1963
$632,7 $624.4 @ 624,23 $691.3 $802.5
5%2 46,1 42,1 48.8 45.4
5.7 935.1 9504 . 972.5 _ 10345

1970 1971 1972 1973 1274
$977.4 $946.5 = S10il.6 $1343,.1 $1672.7

Neg. Neg. Neg. Neg Nag
1188, 4 821. 0 971, 4 1048. 0 1267, 3
.9 _ % 4.9 % 6,9 % 9.2 %

1964

$895.0
Neg.

5.2

1062.3

0s?



Name of firm: ANCHOR-HOCKING

Industry: GLASS CONTAINERS (3221)

Reported Data

Net Sales

R & D Charges (Ry)

Reported Profits
(Pyp)

Reported Equity
(Ep)

Reported Data

Net Sales

R & D Charges (Rp)

Reported Profits
(Pt)

Reported Egquity
(E¢)

Reported Profits
as a Percentage of
Average Reported
Equity «P/E}

1954

$ 103,7

268

S.5

41.5

E= Estimatse

FINANCIAL DATA FOR THE DOMINANT FIRMS

IN TWENTY-THREE INDUSTRIES ($ in Millions)

1955 1956 1957 1958
$ 113,8 $ 120, 1 $ 125.1 $132.9
LT 1.8E .95 2,08
- S 6.2 Lo 2.5
44.8 48.1 51,7 55.1
1966 1967 1968 1969
$_188,7 $_199.0 $_227,6 $270,
2.9 31E 3,5E A.Zi
1.5 _10.8 A5 2,0
_82,9 89,6 104, 3 1215

Source of data: SEC REPORT (10-K)

1959 1960 1961 1962 1963 1364
Mg SMAEo el O MR SR
83 1.0 6.3 b6 .2 7.6
61,0 63,6 65,4 67.4 69,2 72.6
1970 1971 1972 1973 1974
$293,2 $312,4 _ $340,3 $367,1 $a1l,0
4,5 4, 8 4,6 4.6 5.3
19,0 19,2 20,7 18.7 16.3
137.1 149, 7 164, 3 173, 2 180, 2
134 % _1L2 % 1Ll % 32 %

167



Nanie of firm: ANHEUSER-BUSCH

Industry: BEER (2082)

Reported Data

Net Sales

R & D Charges (R;)

Reported Profits
(P}

Reported Equity
(Eg)

Reported Data

Net Sales

R & D Charges (Ry)

Reported Profits
(Py)

Reported Equity
(E¢)

Reported Profits
as a Percentage of
Average Reported
Equity P/E)

1954

FINANCIAL DATA FOR THE DOMINANT FIRMS

IN TWENTY-THREE INDUSTRIES ($ in Millions)

1955 1956 1957 1958
$ 2007 $ 2141 $_227.2 $_ 2571
Neg, Neg, _Neg, _Neg,
8.0 9.8 9.8 10, 8
115,2 119, 3 123.3 128.3
1966 1967 1968 1969
¢ 479.3 ¢ 554.9 § 652.7 3 666,6
Neg. Neg. Neg, Neg,
32,3 36,2 44.6 47.6
_220.5 _255.4 _285,3 _314,1

Neg. = Negligible; less than 1% of sales.

Source of data: SEC REPORT (10-K)

1959 1960 1961 1962 1963 1964
$_296.0 $_308.8 $_309,8 $_327,2 $_343.6 $ 376,2-

Neg, Neg, Neg, Neg. Nesg. Neg.
13.0 15.4 16,0 17. 0 15.6 19.6
135.9 145. 4 153, 4 163.6 170.9 182,6
1970 1971 1972 1973 1273

792.8 ¢ 902.5 g 971.5 s 1109.7 ¢ 1413.1
Neg. Neg. Neg. Neg. Neg.
62.5 71.6 76. 4 65,6 64,0

358,5 414.0 462, 0 500. 8 537.8

18.5 - 17,4 % 13,6 @ 12,3 o

29¢



Name of firm: BELL & HOWELL CO.

Industry: PHOTOGRAPHIC EQUIPMENT (3861)

Reported Data

Net Sales

R & D Charges (R;)

Reported Profits
{Pg}

Reported Equity
{Ep)

Reported Data

Net Sales

R & D Charges (Ry)

Reported Profits
(P}

Reported Equity
{Ep)

Reported Profits
as a Percentage of
Average Reported
Equity (P E)

FINANCIAL DATA FOR THE DOMINANT FIRMS

IN TWENTY-THREE INDUSTRIES ($ in Millions)

1954 1955 195¢ 1957 1958
$ 40,7 s 42,1 $ 45.6 $ 52.2 $59, 0
2.3% 248 2.6 2.9% 33F
L8 20 2l b 0
19,9 21,2 22,7 28,1 30.1
1965 1966 1967 13e8 1369
: 10, 5E sf_sg‘.oai’— 5—124%'_3932_ s%sé- s%z:_:_}:_
6.3 9.4 11,3 12,5 10.9
73.5 83,5 99. 8 113.5 125, 6
E= Estimate

Source of data: SEC REPORT {10-K)

1960 1961 1962 1963 1964
$114.1 $113,1 $147.7 $159.3 $17L.6
6, 4F 6.4 8.3% 9.0F 9. 7E
- 70 W 29 .4 41 5.9
52, 6 52,9 64,5 66.9 68. 4
1971 1572 1973 1974
$329,5 $365, 3 $397,2 $453.5
18.6 22,4 23,7 1.2
13,7 16,4 19.2 15,8
145.3 159.5 176.2 187, 0
9.8 o 10.8 & 11.4 = 8.5 o

12X 4



ame of firm: BETHLEHEM STEEL
wdustry: STEEL (3312}

:eported Data

iet Sales

1 & D Charges (Ry)

Reported Profits
(Py)

ieported Eguity
\E()

leported Data

Vet Sales

t & D Charges (Ry)

Jeported Profits
{Py)

eported Equity
(Eg)

leported Profits
s a Percentage of
\verage Reportec
Zquity (P/E)

1954
$1656.8

Neg.
132,88

1079.9

1965

$2579. 4

Neg.
150.0

1707.6

FINANCIAL DATA FOR THE DOMINANT FIRMS

IN TWENTY-THREE INDUSTRIES ($ in Millions)

1955 1956 1957 1958
$2096.6 $ 2326, 7 $2603,7  $.2005.9
Neg Neg. Neg. Neg,
_180.2 161.4 191.0 232,27
1186.1 1329.7 1586. 8 1626.6
1966 1967 1968 1969
$ 2669.4 $.2594.1 $ 2862,7 $2927.1
Neg. Neg Neg. Neg.
170.9 130. 4 160, 5 156,5
1795.5 1857.0 1883.8 1964. 4

*Secondary data source (Moody's)
Neg.= Negligible; less than 1% of sales.

Source of data: gpC REPORT 10-K

1959 1960 1961 1962 19¢3 1964
$_2055.7 $2178.1  $2033.9 $ 2072 1 $2095.8  $_2240 7
_Neg. _Neg. Neg.. Neg.— DNeg.. —Neg.
1172 212 d22.4 283 302.5— — 9

1642.3 1649.2 1656.8 1639.9 1667.6 1607. 3

1970 1971 1972 1973 1974
$.2935.4 $_2963.6 $3113.6 $ 4137.6 $5381,0

Neg. Neg. Neg. Neg. Neg.
90.1 139.2 _134,6 206,6 _342.0

1963.5 2055.8 2136, 7 2242.3 2490. 1

6.9 6.4 9.4 % 14.5 3,

144



Name of firm; BROWN GROUP INC,

Industry: SHOES (3141)

Reported Data

Net Sales

R & D Charges (R;)

Reported Profits
(P}

Reported Equity
(Ey)

Reported Data

Net Sales

R & D Charges (Ry)

Reported Profits
(Py)

Reported Equity
(Ep)

Reported Profits
a9 a Percentage of
Average Reportec
Equity (P/E)

FINANCIAL DATA FOR THE DOMINANT FIRMS

IN TWENTY-THREE INDUSTRIES ($ in Millions)

1954 1955 1956 1957 1958
$138.9 $159.5 $219.1 $236,9 $2139.9
Neg. Neg. Neg. Neg. Neg.
4.8 6.5 8.5 9.1 8.5
42.5 48.0 56.7 62.9 67.6

1965 1966 1967 1968 1969
$265.4 $300.6 $326.7 $375.2 $ 399.7
Nej. Neg. Neg. Neg Neg.
14.3 17.1 13.0 20.9 16. 4
101.6 111.5 122.5 135.7 143.9

Neg.= Negligible: less than 1% of sales.

Source of data:_ SEC REPORT 10-K

1959 1960 1961 1962 19¢€3 1964
$276.5 $295.8 _ $292.9 $323.6 $316.9 $_247.4
11.6 1].1 10.5 12.9 12.4 12.4
75.9 83.0 89,0 96.8 109. 4 97.7
1970 1971 1372 1973 1974

$ 429.5 $505.7 $567.1 §653.9 $719.5
Neg. Neg. Neg. Neg Neg
17.5 20.4 22.8 24.6 17.7
150.3 170.6 181.5 186.8 192.7
2.7 % _13a % 134 % 9.3 %

56¢



vame of firm: BURROUGHS CORP.

ndustry: ELECTRONIC COMPUTING EQUIP. (3573)

Reported Data

Net Sales

R & D Charges (Ryl

Reported Profits
{Py)

Reported Equity
tEyd

Reported Data

Net Sales

R & D Charges (R}

Reported Profite
(P}

Reported Eguity
(Ee)

Reported Profits
as a Percentage of
Average Reported
Equity P E)

FINANCIAL DATA FOR THE DOMINANT FIRMS

IN TWENTY-THREE INDUSTRIES ($ in Millions)

1954 1955 1950 1957 1958
¢ 169.1 ¢ 217.8 ¢ 271.8 $ 281,2 ¢ 292.6
5.9% 7. 5E 9. 4F 9,7 100F
9.1 12,1 14,2 10.1 6.4
65.3 94,0 102,2 106.7 121, 7
1965 1966 1967 19¢8 1369
$ 456.7 $_489.7 $_550.6 $ 650, 8 $_1751.8
15,8 18.8 22,2 26,1 37.1
17.5 31.0 34,8 43.3 55.2
163, 7 216.2 245, 4 287.5 416, 9
Ez Estimate

Source of data:

SEC REPORT (10-K)

1959 1960 1961 1962 1963 1964
$ 358.1 $ 387.5 $ 399.4 s 422.8 ¢ 389.1 $ 390.8
E E E E
_12.4% a4 _13.8F TNl dasT 135
7.1 9.2 10,5 9.5 8.5 10.2
122, 5 125, 7 129.6 133,5 151.8 153.9
1970 1971 1972 1973 1074
$ 884, 6 $ 9327 $ 1640,2 $ 1263,6 $ 1510.8
45,0 47.4 50.8 65,6 85.4
65.5 74.2 87.5 115.9 142.9
589,.5 664.4 759.7 986, 7 1133,5
ll. a lz. } ‘717 13. 3 % l;, ; ‘u

96¢



FINANCIAL DATA FOR THE DOMINANT FIRMS
IN TWENTY-THREE INDUSTRIES ($ in Millions)

“ame of firm: _CELANESE Source of data: SEC REPORT (10-K)

‘ndustry: RAYON (2825)

Reported Data 1954 1955 1350 1957 1058 1a59 1960 1961 1962 1963 1964
Net Sales $ 142.6 $_171.5 $_188,3 $_192.3 $_ 223,17 $_265.2 $_ 2641 $_284.0 $ 3171 $_356,3  $.700,8
R & D Charges (Ry) 5.3 5.4 4.7 5.7 5.7 5.5 6.1 6.7 6.9 10,0 13.0
Reported Profits

(Pe) 6.6 12 16, 9 9.5 16.7 26 19-9 20,6 27,5 32.6 54,9
Reported Equity

[3 X%} 100.3 108, 0 117.1 122, 6 128.7 140, 7 147.9 175. 4 189.5 247.0 477.8
Reported Data 1965 1966 1967 1908 1969 1970 1971 1972 1973 1274
Net Sales $ 862.3 $ 1019.9 ¢ 1110,0 § 1255,8 ¢ 1249.9 $ 1036,7 ¢ 1236.1 $ 1384,8 ¢ 1609.0 ¢ 1928.0
R & D Charges {Ry) 14.8 18. 9 38,8 41,8 48,6 53,4 51.3 52.2 49.0 58.0
Reported Profits

(Pp) 65.0 66.7 59,3 57.8 76.3 51.0 59.5 51,2 75,0 98,0
Reported Equity

(Ep 515, 7 643.9 667.8 553,3 602, 5 620,3 618.9 629. 4 700, G 761.0

Reported Profits

as a Percentage of

Average Reported

Eaquity -7 F) %6 =, 8.2 = 11.3 o, 13.4 o

Ls?



Name of firm: CHRYSLER

Industry: AUTOMOBILES (3717)

Reported Data

Net Sales

R & D Charges (Ry!

Reported Profite
{Py)

Reported Equity
tEg)

Reported Data

Net Sales

R &k D Charges (Rp)

Reported Profits
(Pp)

Reported Equity
(Eg)

Reported Profits
as a Percentage of
Average Reported
Fquity ‘P E}

FINANCIAL DATA FOR THE DOMINANT FIRMS

IN TWENTY-THREE INDUSTRIES ($ in Millions)

Source of data: SEC REPORT (10-K)

1954 1955 1950 1957 1958 14959 1360 1961 1962 1963 1964
$ 2071, 6 $ 3466.2 $ 2676.3 $ 3565,0 $ 2165.4 $_2643,0 $_3007,0 $_23127.3 $ 2;1%:6 $_3505,3 $_4287.3
40.4F S.7% s2,2% 69, 6% 42.3% 51,6% 58, 7E 4L 5E 6. 4 Tea s mdE
18,5 100, 1 20,0 119,95 33.8 5.4 32.2 11 65 .4 _16L.6 _213.8
586.5 652. 1 646, 2 732,3 691, 3 678, 7 704, 4 711.5 762. 9 920, 9 1122, 1
1965 1966 1967 1968 1969 1970 1971 1972 1973 1974
$ 5299, 9 $ 5649,5 s 6213.4 § 7445.3 5 7052.2 s 6999,7 $ 7999.3 9759, 1 s 11774.4 ¢ 1097L. 4
103.5% 110, 3F 121, 38 145. 3¢ 137.7E 136. 6 156, 1E 190.5 247.0 241.2
2334 _18%9.2 _200.4 290.7 88,8 —Lé6 _83.7 220, 5 _255,4 52,1
1582. 3 1701.3 1834.8 2066, 3 2100.9 2155, 6 2268.9 2489, 0 2727 .7 2660, 5
38 % _93 % —9.8 % 1.9 %
E= Estimate

86¢



vame of firm: COLGATE-PALMOLIVE CO.

ndustry: SOAP (;

Reported Data

Net Sales

R & D Charges (Ry)

Reported Profits
(Py)

Reported Equity
'Et)

Reparted Data

Net Sales

R & D Charges (Ry)

Reported Profits
{Pp)

Reported Fauity
{Ev)

Reported Profits
as a Percentage of
Average Reported
Equity F/E)

1954
$ 261.8

12,5

119.5
1965

$ 862,1

28,0

271. 4

E» Estimate

FINANCIAL DATA FOR THE DOMINANT FIRMS

IN TWENTY-THREE INDUSTRIES ($ in Millions)

1955 1956 1957 1958
$ 285.6 $ 291.0 $ 506.9 $ 534,0
6. 7F 6,9 1. ¥ 12, 6F
14,0 10, 5 19,9 21,2
126.7 129. 7 187.1 199. 95
1966 1967 1968 1969
$ 931, 6 $ 1025, 4 $ 1098, 1 $ 1141.6
_22.0E _24,2E _25,9E —26.9E
30,5 33,5 36,6 37.8
282, 4 294, 4 312. 6 323.3

Source of data: SEC REPORT (10-K)

1959 1960 1961 1962 1963 1964
$_582.0 $ 576,3.  $ 604.9 $_673.8 § 722.0  §_806,6
13,78 13,6E 14,35 15. 9% 17, 0% 19. 0%
25,3 21,2 22,3 22.9 23,8 25,9
2236 221, 8 229,7 240, 4 250, 9 264.1
1970 1971 1972 1973 1974
$_12]0,2 $_1309,6 $_1807.6 $ 2195.3 $_2615,4
28 4F 30. 9 36,4 38,1 28,9
40.3 4.9 67.5 88.8 118.7
37,8 357,2 512. 4 616.9 699.0
12.9 % 18.8 % 15.7 % 18.0 %

6672



Name of firm: CONTINENTAL CAN

Industry: METAL CONTAINERS (3411)

Reported Data

Net Sales

R & D Charges (Ry)

Reported Profits
(P}

Reported Equity
(Eq}

Reported Data

Net Sales

R & D Chargea (Ry)

Reported Profits
(P}

Reported Equity
(Ep)

Reported Profits
as a Percentage of
Average Reported
Fquity s P/E}

FINANCIAL DATA FOR THE DOMINANT FIRMS

IN TWENTY-THREE INDUSTRIES ($ in Millions)

1954 1955 1956 1957 1958
¢ 616.2 § 666,3 ¢ 1010,3 ¢ 1046.3 ¢ 1080.4
_10.0% 10.8F _16,4F 17,0F 17,5E
20,7 24,3 43,1 41,0 41, 4
95.6 233,3 374,6 3937 414, 6
1965 1966 1967 1948 1969
$ 1225.6 $ 1339.2 s 13976 $ 1507.9 ¢ 1780,0
19.9E 21.7E 22,6E 24,4F 28, 8E
59.2 70,9 78. 1 83,5 90. 1
522.5 566, 9 612, 1 655, 0 701, 7
E= Estimate

Source of data: SEC REPORT {0-K)

1959 .1960 1961 1962 1963 1964
¢ 1146.5 $ 1117, 0 $ 1153.3 ¢ 1182.9 1154.0 $ 1198.1
18, 6E 18,1E 18, 7E 19,2F 18, 7E 19, 4
40,0 27,8 36,1 41.0 40,1 48.9
450, 6 454, 4 465, 2 483.8 486.6 489, 7
1970 1971 1972 1973 1974
-_— —_— ——— —_— ——
s 2036.5 $ 20816 g 2192.7 § 2539,7 s 3087.4
33,0 34,5 34,2 35,2 39,9
91.9 12.9 80,8 95,2 119. 4
749, 3 781.2 695, 4 742, 2 814.5
~9.5 % 10,9 % 1}.2 %o 15, 3 =

09¢



Name of firm: CONTROL DATA CORP.
Industry: EL. ECTRQNIC COMPUTING EQUIPMENT (3573)

Reported Data 1954 1955 1956

Net Sales $ $ $

FINANCIAL DATA FOR THE DOMINANT FIRMS

IN TWENTY-THREE INDUSTRIES ($ in Millions)

1957

1958

R & D Charges (Ry) ‘-——;_——me PRIVATELY HELD

Reported Profits
(Py)

Reported Egquity
(Ep

- - -
Reported Data 1965 1966 1967

Net Sales $160.5 $167.6 $ 245.2

1968

$ 438.0

1969

570.8

R & D Charges (Ry) 13.9 12.9 15.3

20.1

29.5

Reported Profits
(Pp) 7.9 1.9 .8

45.5

15.8

Reported Equity
3% 98.3 97.6 110.0

582.5

657.9

Reported Profits
as a Percentage of
Average Reportec
Equity (P/E}

#Secondary data source {(Moody's)
E= Estimate

Source of data: SEC REPORT 10-K

1960* 1961 1962° 19¢3° 1964"
$9.7 $19.8 $41.0 $63,1 $_121.4
gE 1.7E 3.6F 5.sE 10.sE
.6 .8 1.5 3.1 6.1
4.3 9.8 23.3 29.5 59.6
1971 1972 1973 1974
$ 571.2 $ 663.17 $ 936.0 $ 1080.6
33.0 29.6 48.1 55,2
10.0 8.4 16.6 31.4
689.6 842.8 894.8 890.7
L5 % 1.1 w 1.9 @ 3.5 @

192



Name of firm: DEL MONTE CORP.

FINANCIAL DATA FOR THE DOMINANT FIRMS

IN TWENTY-THREE INDUSTRIES ($ in Millions)

Industry: CANNED FRUITS AND VEGETABLES (2033)

Reported Data

Net Sates

R & D Charges (Rp)

Reported Frofits
tPe)

Reported Equity
CEy)

Reported Data

Net Sates

R & D Charges (Ry)

Reported Profits
iPe)

Reported Equity
(Ep)

Reported Profits
as a Percentage of
Average Reported
Faquity P F)

1954 1355 1950 1957 1058

226.9 s 233,8 § 249.3 s 287.6 $325.5
E E E E E

2.0 70 ali 2al=_ -9 a9
6.7 8.9 11, 4 12,6 8.4
102, 6 108.6 " 116.6 124, 6 127,9
1965 12366 1967 1968 1964
430.1 s 479.0 $ 514.0 ¢ 597.9 ¢ 674.4
_a.8F_ 4.2 4.5 5,2F 5,9
19.5 23,5 27.3 27,1 22.2
193.2 206.0 215,3 211.1 216. 4

E=z Estimate

Source of data: SEC REPORT (10-K)

1359 1960 1961 1962 1963 1964
$346,3 $352.5 $358,2 $379.8 $385.8 $409,8
T E T .E —.E E E
3_oE 3.1F 3.1 3.3 3,4 3,6E
11.8 14,5 15. 7 17,2 15.9 18,0
134, 4 144, 8 154.3 164, 7 173.0 182.6
1970 1971 1972 1973 1974
¢ 681,5 $ 751.9 § 820.6 $ 946.5 §1042.6
6, oF 6,65 7.2 7.4 1.5
17. 8 21,3 23.6 26.0 39.1
217.7 229.3 239, 7 248.4 273. 4
BB % _10.1 % 10,7 % 150 %

297



Name of firm: DIGITAL EQUIPMENT CORP.

industry: ELECTRONIC COMPUTING EQUIPMENT (3573)

Reported Data

Net Sales

R & D Charges (R¢) q

Reported Profits
{Py)

Reported Equity
(Ey)

Reported Data

Net Sales

R & D Charges (Rp)

Reported Profits
tPr)

Reported Equity
(Ep)

Reported Profits
as a Percentage of
Average Reportec
Equity (P/E)

FINANCIAL DATA FOR THE DOMINANT FIRMS

IN TWENTY-THREE INDUSTRIES ($ in Millions)

Source of data: SEC REPORT 10-K

*Secondary Data source (Moody's)

1954 1955 1956 1957 1958 1959 1960 1961 1962 19¢3 1964
] $ $ $ $ s $ $ $ $ $
—FIRM PRIVATELY HELD j
L m———
1967 1968 1969 1970 1971 1972 1973 1974
$ $ 38.9 $57.3 $ 87.9 $ 135.4 $ 146.8 $ 187.6 § 265.5 s 421.9
2.6 4.0 6.4 9.4 13.3 16.7 20.} 24.9 36,6
2.0 4.5 6.9 9.3 14. 4 10. 6 15.3 23.5 “. 4
6.4 15.7 22.7 45.3 114.8 125.9 144.8 223.5 339.6
8.8 % 11.3 % 12.8 9, 15.8

£9¢



Name of firm: DISTILLERS CORP. - SEAGRAM

Industry: LIQUOR (2085)

Reported Data

Net Sales

R & D Charges (Ry)

Reported Profits
P}

Reported Equity
tEp)

Eeported Data

Net Sales

R & D Charges (Ry)

Reported Profits
P}

Reported Equity
(Eg)

Reported Profits
as a Percentage of
Average Reported
Equity (P/E}

FINANCIAL DATA FOR THE DOMINANT FIRMS

IN TWENTY-THREE INDUSTRIES ($ in Millions)

Source of data:_SEC REPORT (10-K)

1954 1955 1950 1957 1058 1059 1960 1961 1962 1963 1964
$_752.7 $_735,7 $_732.1 $_746,4 $704,5 $731, 4 $768,2 . $794,2 $820, 4 $864, 5 $897,1
Neg. Neg. Neg. Neg. Neg. Neg. Neg. Neg. Neg. Neg, Neg.
19,5 17,1 23,0 28,4 25,6 27,1 28,1 30,9 31,6 34,3 37,6
338, 5 354, 3 362, 5 376.6 386. 8 398, 7 411, 6 429.4 446, 8 464.9 490. 6
1965 1966 190 ° 1968 1969 1970 1971 1972 1973 1974
$ 1005, 1 $ 1104,4 s 1164.6 s 1255.4 $1342.6 5 1437,2 $ 1512, 2 §1585,2 £1688. 5 £1841,0
—Neg. —Neg. _Neg. _Neg. _Neg, Neg. Neg. Neg. Neg. Neg.
41,1 45.1 47.1 50. 6 53.3 56,7 60,1 65,7 72.7 81.6
517, 4 546.3 577.3 611.7 6463 685.9 7255 768, 6 812.2 866.7
8.8 = 8,8 % 9.2 = 9.7

Neg. = Negligible; less than 1% of sales.

92



Name of firm: EASTMAN KODAK CO.

Industry: PHOTOGRAPHIC EQUIPMENT (3861)

Reported Data

Net Sates

R & D Charges (Ry)

Reported Profits
(Py)

Reported Equity
{Ep

Reported Data

Net Sales

R & D Charges {Ry)

Reported Profits
=0

Reported Egquity
(Ep)

Reported Profits
as a Percentage of
Aserage Reported
Fquity - P E}

FINANCIAL DATA FOR THE DOMINANT FIRMS

IN TWENTY-THREE INDUSTRIES ($ in Millions)

1954 1955 1950 1957 1258
$ 633.5 5 714, 4 $ 761,17 $_798.3 $828.8
.0 oF 15, F 48,1F 50, 4E s52.4F
£9.8 _85.6 4.2 _98.1 989
453.2 495.9 541.2 587,2 631.1
1965 1960 1967 1908 1969
$_1813.4 $ 1741, 7 $ 2391,5 $ 2644,1 $2747.2
_114.6F _110,0F 151,1F 167, 0F 173. 6E
275.5 _318.2 _352.3 _375.4 4001
1262, 9 1194, 2 1644, 4 1836, 0 2035.6
E= Estimate

Source of data:

SEC REPORT (10-K)

1059 1960 1961 1962 1963 1964
$914.1 $944. 8 $989,2 $1056, 1 $1106.7 $1541. 7
57.7F 59,78 62,55 66.7E 69, 9E 97. 4~
124.7 1271 130.2 J40.3 144. 4 205,17
684.8 730, 6 773.5 818, 4 854.7 1132, 2
1970 1971 1972 1973 l‘??e_
$2784. 6 $2975, 9 $3477.8 $4035,5 $4583.6
175. 9% 188, 0 215, 1 248, 0 273, 1
403.7 41%.3 546,3 653,5 629.5
2226. 4 2429. 7 2755.2 3117, 9 3427, 5
180 % _2L1 % _ 22,3 % 19.2 %

9972



Name of firm: EXXON CORP,
Industry: PETROLEUM REFINING (2911)

Reported Data

Net Sales

R & D Charges (Rp)

Reported Profits
(Pt)

Reported Equity
(Ey)

Reported Data

Net Sales

R & D Charges (Ry)

Reported Profits
(Py)

Reported Equity
(Er)

Reported Profits
as a Percentage of
Average Reported
Equity (P E}

FINANCIAL DATA FOR THE DOMINANT FIRMS

IN TWENTY-THREE INDUSTRIES ($ in Millions)

1954 1955 1956 1957 1958
$_5661.4 $_6272.4 $_7126,9 $_17830,2 $_7543.6
Y-! . A1z 195 _246 213
584. 8 709.3 808. 5 805, 2 562,5
4313,7 4680, 2 5111.4 5755, 6 6457, 2
1965 1966 1967 1308 1969
$_12493.0 $_13270.7 $ 14409.4 $_15473.9 $_16433,1
234.0 234,0 206.0 195, 0 205,3
1035, 7 1090.9 1192.3 1276.7 1242,6
8683.5 8981.7 9453, 6 9855, 8 10092.6

Source of data:SEC REPORT (10-K)

1559 »1%0 1361 1962 1363 1964
$_8522,0 $_§695.8  5_9148.2 $.10326.9  $_11124.3 5_111764.1
197 _199 _1R3 209 204 _228

629. 8 688. 6 758, 1 840, 9 1019.5 1050, 6
6687, 7 6829, 2 7091, 8 7609.7 7949. 8 8358. 7
1970 1971 1972 1973 1974
$ 18143,3 $ 20361,7 S 22070.6 $ 28022,4 3 45020, 8
193, 4 249,1 265,2 255. 4 300, 1
1309.5 1516.6 1531,8 2443.3 3142, 2
10950, 6 11592.9 12269.5 13717.7 15723, 95
13,5 %  12.8 % 18.8 2.3 =%

99¢



FINANCIAL DATA FOR THE DOMINANT FIRMS
IN TWENTY-THREE INDUSTRIES ($ in Millions)

Name of firm: FALSTAFF BREWING CO, Source of data:_SEC REPORT 10-K
Industry: BEER (2082)
* * *

Reported Data 1954 1955 1956 1957 1958 1959 1960 1961 1962 19€¢3 1964
Net Sales $67.8 $77.0 $84.8 $97.1 $102.3 $ 111.6 $_115.9 $ 120.3 $ 124.6 $ 132.1 $ 139.5
R & D Charges (Ry) Neg. Neg. Neg. Neg. Neg. Neg. Neg. Neg. Neg. Neg. Neg.
Reported Profits

(Pe) 20 4.4 4.1 i 7O S 4.3 2.4 5.9 5.8 6,0 6.3 _ 1.0
Reported Equity

(Ey) 20.2 22.7 24.8 32.3 34.2 37.3 40.7 43.9 46.5 49.7 53.7
Reported Data 1965* 1966 1967 1968 1969 1970 1971 1972 1973 1974
Net Salee $ 151.0 $ 168.1 $ 161,6 ¢ 153, 8 $ 156. 4 ¢ 143.6 ¢ 141.4 ¢ 169.9 $ 173.7 s 188.4
R & D Charges (Ry) Neg. Neg. Neg. Neg. Neg. Neg. Neg. Neg. Neg. Neg.
Reported Profits

(Pe) 5.5 4.4 1.6 2.2 1.4 1.2 1.4 6.1 5.8 3.5
Reported Equity

(Ev) 57.9 58.6 54.5 51.8 51.6 52.8 53.7 47.6 41.8 37.9

Repoarted Profits
as a Percentage of
Average Reportec
Equity (P/E) 0
. 2.6 %  _12.1 % 1.0 % —28 %
Secondary data source (Moody's)
Neg.= Negligible: lese than 1% of sales.

L9?e



Name of firm:_ FIRESTONE

Industry: TIRES AND TUBES (3011)

Reported Data

Net Sales

R & D Charges (Ry)

Reported Profits
(Pe)

Reported Eguity
tE¢)

Reported Data

Net Sales

R & D Charges (Rg)

Reported Profits
(Pe)

Reported Equity
{Er)

Reported Profits
as a Percentage of
Average Reported
Equity P'E}

1954

E= Estimate

FINANCIAL DATA FOR THE DOMINANT FIRMS

IN TWENTY-THREE INDUSTRIES ($ in Millions)

1955 1956 1957 1958
$_1114.9 $_1115.2 $_1158.9  S106L6
171E 170 E 17.7F 16.2E
55.4 60.5 61,7 53,8
370, 5 409, 5 459.3 490, 9
1366 1967 198 1969
$_1814,6 $ 1875, 4 $ 2131. 4 $2278,9
_27.8E _28,7E _32.6E  _3¢9F
101 102, 3 127,0 116, 7
849, 2 915,3 1010.5 1064, 1

Source of data:

SEC REPORT (10-K)

1960 1961 1962 1963 1964
S12023  Susg $1212.3 $1382.0  S1448.8
18.5 18.1 _19.5° 21,1E z2,2E
65,0 63,6 £0.0 6.4 120
572,8 £10.% 643.3 6189 281
1971 1972 1973 1974
$2483,6_  $2691,0 $3154,9 $3674,9
38,0 41,0 45,4 50,8
113,5 135,8 164.9 154, 0
1180, 1 1251, 9 1357.0 1453.4
—9%9 % _1L2Z% 12,6 = 11.0 g,

89¢



Name of firm: FORD

Industry: AUTOMOBILES (3717)

Reported Data

Net Sales

R & D Charges (R;)

Reported Profits
{Pp)

Reported Equity
(Ey)

Reported Data

Net Sales

R & D Charges (Rp)

Reported Profits
(Pp)

Reported Fquity
tEe}

Reported Profits
as a Percentage of
Average Reported
Equity 'P'E)

1954
$062.3

_167.8F

227.8

$11536,8

476, 6

703.0

4490,8

E= Estimate

FINANCIAL DATA FOR THE DOMINANT FIRMS

IN TWENTY-THREE INDUSTRIES ($ in Millions)

1955 1956 1957 1958
$5594, 0 $4647. 0 $5771,3 $4130, 3
231, 1E 192, oF 238, 4F 120.6F
4370 236,6 282,8 957
1868, 2 1987, 5 2149.5 2141.6
1966 1367 19u8 1969
$12240,0 $10515, 7 $14075.1  $14755.6
505.6 434,4E 581, 4E 609,5E
621,0 84.1 626, 6 546.5
4782, 1 4589, 7 4946, 6 5222, 0

Source of data: SEC REPORT (10-K)

1359 1960 1961 1962 1963 1964
$5356. 9 $5237,9.  $6709.4 $8089. 6 $8742.5  $9670.8
E E r
221 4F 216.4F 2ma® 3342 36L1° 3995
4514 2.9 4096 480.7 488.5 5056
2614.8 2879.6 31277 3418, 4 3717.9 4011.0
1970 1971 1972 1973 1974
$ 14979, 9 s '16433.0 $20194. 4 $23015.1 $23620,.6
618.8 F 678.8 827.0 1105.5 980.7
515, 7 656, 7 870, 0 906. 5 360.9
5467, 9 5547, 2 5961.3 6405, 1 6241.3
19 % _151 % 14.7 5.7 =«

692



Name of firm: GENERAL MILLS

Industry: FLOUR (2041)

Reported Data

Net Sales

R & D Charges (Ry}

Reported Profits
1Py}

Reported Equity
VB

Reported Data

Net Sales

R & D Charges (Ry)

Reported Profits
{Pp)

Reported Equity
{Ep)

Reported Profite
as a Percentage of
Average Reported
Fauity £ E}

FINANCIAL DATA FOR THE DOMINANT FIRMS

IN TWENTY-THREE INDUSTRIES ($ in Millions)

Source of data: SEC REPORT (10-K)

1954 1955 1950 1957 1258 1959 1960 1961 1962 1963 1964
$ 487.6 5513.7 $ 516, 1 $ 527.7 $ 529.8 $ 546.0 $ 537,8  $ 575.5 3_546.4 $ 523.9 $ 541,3
« 4E 6. 7E 6. 7F 6. 9F 6. 9% 7.1F 7.0 7.5° 7.1 6. 85 7.1E
1i,2 12,4 14. 1 12,2 14,7 16.8 iL5 12.8 10.2 14.9 17.2
120.6 123.2 131, 5 136, 1 143, 1 1541 159.6 164.0 1635 169.1 1752
1965 1966 1967 19¢8 1969 1970 1971 1972 1973 1974
$ 5590 $ 524.7 $ 602,5 $ _668.9 5 885.2 s 10217 $ 1120.1 s 1316,3 s 1593.2 $ 2000, 1
7.3 _6,8 7. 9% 8. 7% .sE s.3% _l4.6 14 _l19.0 216
20,4 _ 23,3 28,5 31,3 36,3 40,6 43,9 52,2 65,6 75,1
144, 1 155, 1 193.0 216.6 286.2 303, 5 332,7 365, 6 425, 4 483.4
_13.8 % __15.0 % 16.6 16.5 =,
E= Estimate

oLz?



Name of firm: GENERAL MOTORS
Industry: AUTOMOBILES (3717)

Reported Data

Net Sales

R & D Charges (Ry)

Reported Profits
(P

Reported Equity
tEy)

Reported Data

Net Sales

R & D Charges (Ry)

Reported Profits
(Py)

Reported Fquity
(Et)

Reported Profits
as a2 Percentage of
Average Reported
Equity - P/E)

1954

$ 9823,5

_349.0%

806, 0

1965

¢ 20734.0
1366 F
2125, 6

8237, 3

Ez Estimate

FINANCIAL DATA FOR THE DOMINANT FIRMS

IN TWENTY-THREE INDUSTRIES ($ in Millions)

1955 1956 1957 1958

$12443.3 ¢ 10796,4 $ 10989.8 ¢ 9522.0

a20f _383,6F 390, 4 338,3F
1189.5 847. 4 843.6 633.6

_4255.1 _4581.6 _4905.] _5016,8
1966 1967 1968 1969

§ 20208.5 ¢ 20026,3 g 22755.4 ¢ 24295.1

_117.9E 711, SE 808, 4% 863.1F
1793, 4 1627.3 17319 1710, 7
8726. 1 9261.2 9756, 8 10227, 9

Source of data; SEC REPORT (10-K)

1959 1960 1961 1962 1963 1964
$ 11233.1 § 12736,0 § 113959 § 14640.2 ¢ 16494.8 3§ 16997.0
399, 1E 452, 5E 404, 8E 520.1E 586, 0F 603,8E
8731 959. 0 892.8 1459. 1 1591. 8 1734. 8
5371, 0 5814, 7 6025, 7 6651, 0 7121,0 7599. 0
1970 1971 1972 1973 1974
s 18752.4 § 28263,9 ¢ 30435.2 ¢ 35798.3 ¢ 31549.5
666, 2F 1004, 1 1064. 3 1241.6 1369.6
609, 1 1935, 7 2162,8 2398.1 950, 1
9853.8 10805, 2 11682, 9 12566, 8 12530, 6
18,7 g 19,2 g 19.8 o 1.6 o

1.2



Name of firm: GENERAL PORTLAND CEMENT

Industry: CEMENT (3241)

Reported Data

Net Sales

R & D Charges (Ry)

Reported Profits
(P}

Reported Equity
tEy)

Reported Data

Net Sales

R & D Charges (Ry)

Reported Profits
(P}

Reported Equity
(Et)

Reported Profits
as a Percentage of
Average Reported
Equity 1P/E)

E= Estimate

FINANCIAL DATA FOR THE DOMINANT FIRMS

IN TWENTY-THREE INDUSTRIES ($ in Millions)

1955 1956 1957 1358
$_38,9 $ 45,3 37,8 $46,9

|E E E E

" 1 1
8,2 9.5 7.0 9.0
36,2 41,0 43,2 49,7

1966 1967 1968 1969
$_70.8 $_73.9 82,5 $87.1

.1 JE 2E 2F
47 4.8 7.0 7.1
76,6 7.2 80,3 83.3

Source of data: SEC REPORT (10-K)

1959 1960 1961 1962 1963 1964
$67,2 $58.8 _  $57,8 $58.6 $60, 4 $61.5
1 1E \E aE JE B
12,1 10,0 8.5 7.9 7.9 6.9
70,7 4.4 76,4 77.8 78. 0 7.2
1970 1971 1972 1973 1974
$121.9 5 143,9 182, 4 $157.9 §173.5
2E .3E aF .3 .4
8.7 10, 4 1.2 6.0 1.8
96.5 115. 6 122.3 122.9 119.2
9.8 % _94 % 49 % 5 %

2L?



FINANCIAL DATA FOR THE DOMINANT FIRMS
IN TWENTY-THREE INDUSTRIES ($ in Millions)

Name of firm: GOODRICH

Source of data: SEC REPORT (10-K)

Industry: TIRES AND TUBES (3011)
Reported Data 1954 1935 1354 1957 1958 1959 1960 1961 1962 1963 1964
Net Sales $ 630.7 $_758.0 $_ 742 $__734.7 $697,3 $ 771, 6 $764.7_  $.752.8 $3812 QE S_Qu__i_ $ 872 ﬁ
R & D Charges (Ry) 13.3F 15.9% 15.3F 15.5F 14. 7% 16.3% 16,15 26,65 17,1 17,5 18. 4
Reported Profits

(Py) 38,8 46,7 43,1 39.4 35,5 37.6 30,0 310 26,3 2. 34,0
Reported Equity

(Ep) 299.8 _330.4 _355.6 ~3725.7 382.0 4108 4210 4360 4422 LA A 463.3
Reported Data 1365 1960 1207 1368 1969 1970 1971 1972 1973 1974
Net Sales $_980.1 $ 1039.1 S 1006,2 $ 1172.0  $1229.1 $ 1204.8 $ 1236.7 $ 1506.8 $.1661.1 $1966.2
R & D Charges (R¢) 20.F 2148 21.2E 24, 7E 25 QE 25, 4E 26, 1E 11.8 4.1 39,
Reported Profits

{Py) 40,7 48. 6 29.5 44,1 39.9 12.3 29,8 4%.90 56,1 52,0
Reported Equity

(Ep) 485. 8 516, 7 530, 0 579.5 593.6 586, 2 581, 0 649, 2 683, 7 717.8

Reported Profits

as a Percentage of

Average Reported

Equity ‘P/E} 5.1 % B0 % 8,4 % 1,4 =%

E= Estimate

g€Le



Name of firm: GOODYEAR

Industry: TIRES AND TUBES (3011)

Reported Data

Net Sales

R & D Charges (Ry)

Reported Profits
(P}

Reported Equity
(Ey)

Reported Data

Net Sales

R & D Charges (Rg)

Reported Profits
P}

Reported Equity
By

Reported Profits
as a Percentage of
Average Reported
Equuty P/ E)

1954

288.3

1965

s_2226.3

_s2.5%

109 2
899.9

Ex Estimate

FINANCIAL DATA FOR THE DOMINANT FIRMS

IN TWENTY-THREE INDUSTRIES ($ in Millions)

Source of data:_SEC REPORT (10-K)

1955 1950 1957 1358 1959 _1960 1961 1962 1363 1964
$ 1372,2 ¢ 1358.8 s 1421,9 $1367.6 $1579.3 $1550,9 ’ $1473,4 $1592,.5 $1731.1 § 2010, 6
E E 3
324 32,1 33,60 _32.3F 31.3% 36,68 _34.8%F _an6F 40.9%  _41.5%
59,7 62.5 64,8 65,7 76,0 71.0 76.2 71,1 81.1 100, 2
375.3 414,3 456, 0 510, 9 561.8 604.3 653, 7 695.1 745.9 830.6
1960 1967 1l 1969 1970 1971 1972 1973 1974
$ 2475,7 s 2637, 7 $ 2925,7 $ 3215.3 $3194.6 $ 3601, 6 ¢ 4071, 5 54675.3 55256.2
58 IE 62 3E 69 DE 15 SE 15 ‘E 85,0 98,3 113,5 115.0
_118.5 21 __148.3 158.2 129.2 110,2 193,2 184, 8 157.5
977.2 1060, 6 1162, 6 1266, 7 1341.5 1456, 0 1591, 8 1673.5 1746, 7
2.2 % _12.7.% 1.3 % _92 &

¥L2Z



Name of firm: HIRAM WALKER

Industry: LIQUOR (2085)

Reported Data 1954
Net Sales $ 339,33
R & D Charges {Rp) Neg.
Reported Profits

(Pp) 20.3
Reported Equity

(Ep) 169.7
Reported Data 1965
Net Sales $ 529.6

R & D Charges (Ry) Neg,
Reported Profits

(Pe) 4.6
Reported Eguity
(Ep) 277.6

Reported Profits
as a Percentage of
Average Reportec
Equity (P/E}

Neg.= Negligible; less than

FINANCIAL DATA FOR THE DOMINANT FIRMS

IN TWENTY-THREE INDUSTRIES ($ in Millions)

$ 341.3 $ 370.9 $ 396,2 $ 384,0
Neg. Neg. Neg. Neg.
19.3 21.1 22.5 21.8
177.2 186.6 195.8 203.1

1966 1967 1968 1969

$ 565.3 $ 590.3 $ 634.3 $ 690.4

_Neg, Neg, _Neg, _Neg.,
38.0 40.8 44.3 47.9
296.6 316.8 332. 4 366. 1

1% of sales.

Source of data: SEC REPORT 10-K

1959 1960 1961 1962 19¢3 1964
5 412,10 $_440,2 5. 4499 $.469.3 $ 478.8 $__498.2
Neg, Neg. Neg. Neg, Neg. Neg.
23.7 25.0 26.4 27.7 29.6 32.2
210.6 220.1 231.1 240.5 253.7 262.2
1970 1971 1972 1973 1974
$ 715.4 $ 713.6 $ 760.2 $ 839.3 $ 889.7
Neg, Neg. Neg. Neg. Neg.
48.7 51.1 56.4 63.4 66.2
392.1 415.9 445. 4 488. 3 524.9
12.2 11 % 13,6 % 131 %

GL?



Name of firm: IDEAL BASIC INDW TRIES

Industry: CEMENT (3241)

Reported Data
Net Sales
R & D Charges (R;)
Reported Profits
{ Pt}
Reported Equity
(Ey)

Reported Data

Net Sales

R & D Charges (R;)

Reported Profits
(P}

Reported Eaquity
(E¢)

Reported Profits
as a Percentage of
Average Reported
Eguity P/E)

FINANCIAL DATA FOR THE DOMINANT FIRMS

IN TWENTY-THREE INDUSTRIES ($ in Millions)

1954 1955 1956 1957 1258
$59.0 $ 70,0 $_77.1 $_78.3 $91.5
_Neg, _Neg, _Neg, _Neg., _Neg.
401 138 14,9 _14.5_ 17,3
59.9 67.2 79.9 89,9 101. 6
1965 1966 1967 1908 1369
$.139.0 $_136.1 $_154.0 $_150.3 $160, 4
—Neg. —Nag. —Deg. —Deg, —Dhieg. -
6.9 39 _15.6 10,6 91
140.3 _137.4 _183,.6 179.5 180.6

Neg. = Negligible; less than 1% of sales,

Source of data; SEC REPORT (10-K)

1359 1960 1961 1962 1963 1964
Si08.5 $ua.5 . S1211 S126.1 $126.4  Si2s.4
_Neg. _Neg. _Neg. —Neg. —Nag. _Neg.
20,5 1.7 16,7 16,0 15 2 143
119.7 117.2 124, 9 131. 9 137.8 142.1

1970 1971 1972 1973 1974
$155,6 $177,1 $202, 4 $224.7 $256.0
11,3 17. 4 21,7 25.5 30.5
179, 8 188. 0 199. 1 206.0 218.3

9.5 o 11,2 9, 12,6 = 14.4 =

9L?



ame of firm: INTERCQ INC
wdustry:  SHOES (3141}

leported Data

Vet Sales

3 & D Charges (Ryp)

eported Profits
{PrY

Reported Eaquity
(Ep)

Reported Data

Net Sales

R & D Charges (Rg)

Reported Profits
iPp)

Reported Egquity
{Ep)

Reported Profits
is a Percentage of
Average Reporteu
Equity (P/E}

1954
$.246.8
_Neg.

10,2
91
1905

$ 302,2
Nag.

0.9

Neg. = Negligible: less than 1% of sales.

FINANCIAL DATA FOR THE DOMINANT FIRMS

IN TWENTY-THREE INDUSTRIES ($ in Millions)

1355 1356 1957 1358
$ 2624 $_266,8 $_266.1 $_244.3
_Neg, _DNeg. -Neg. _Neg,
10,4 11,8 9,6 1.5
99, 4 103,2 102, 8 103,3
1966 1967 1968 1369
$_469.1 $_536.2 $_669.5 $_706.1
Neg. —Neg. —Neg. Neg.
146 186 5.1 £5.4
142, 5 164, 4 196.9 209.7

Source of data; SEC REPORT 10-K

1959 1960 1961 1962 1963 1964

$_283.3 $ 296.9_ $_294,6 $_303.6 $_295.9 $ 345.7
—Neg. —Neg. Neg. —Neg. _Neg, _Neg,
R 4

9,2 8.9 5.2 7.1 5.5 8.4

107,9 110. 8 109.8 111,3 111.2 119.7

1970 1971 1972 1973 1974
$_777.9 $_847, 4 $_981,1 $_1051,2 $ 1121,9

Neg, Neg. Neg, Neg. Neg.

27,6 31,5 37,7 42,5 47.0

227.3 264.6 302.6 310, 3 359, 4

2.8 % _13.3 % A% % 140 %

LL?



INTERNATIONAL
Name of firm: BUSINESS MACHINES

Industry: ELECTRONIC COMPUTING EQUIPMENT (3573}

FINANCIAL DATA FOR THE DOMINANT FIRMS

IN TWENTY-THREE INDUSTRIES ($ in Millions)

Reported Data 1954 1955 1956 1957 1958
Net Sales $461. 4 $563.5 $734,3 $1000.4 511718
R4 D Charges (Ry  30.7F 37.sE 48.9E 66.7E 78.1F
Reported Profits

(Pt} 46.5 55.9 68.8 89.3 126.2
Reported Egquity

(Ep) 243.3 282.8 331.7 622.5 720,2
Reported Data 1965" 1966 1967 1968 1969
Net Sales $ 3572.8 $ 4247.7 $ 5345.3 $ 6888.5 $ 7197.3
R & D Charges (Ry) 238. IE 283.0E 356.2 E 459. 0 E 479.6E
Reported Profits

(Pp) 476.9 526.1 651.5 871.5 933.9
Reported Eguity .

(En) 2578. 1 3322.6 3831.6 4569, ) 5277.0

Reported Profits
as a Percentage of
Average Reportec
Equity (P/E)

-
Secondary data source (Moody's)

E= Estimate

1959

1970

o

7504.0
500.0

1617.5

5947. 1

Source of data: SEC REPORT 10-K

* * *
1960 1961 1962 19¢3
$aa36.1  Sassan $1925. 2 $ 20596
95,78 _112.9F 128,3F J3n.2E
_168.2 207.2 241.4 290,5
972.8 . 1185.2 1380, 6 1591, 7
1971 1972 1973 1974
$ 8273.6 $ 9532. 6 $ 10993.2 $ 12675.3
540.5 675.9 730.0 889.8
1078. 8 1279.3 1575. 5 1837. 6
6642. 4 7565,9 8812.0 10110.3
1.1 % 18,0 % 19,2 % 194 %

1964"

$_3239.4
—215.8F

—431.2

—2254,1

8L7



Name of firm: JONES & LAUGHLIN

industry: STEEL (3312)

Reported Data

Net Sales

R & D Charges (Ry)

Reported Profits
(P}

Reported Equity
tEg)

Reported Data

Net Sales

R & D Charges (Ry)

Reported Profits
({Pg)

Reported Equity
tE)

Reported Profits
as a Percentage of
Average Reported
Equity - P F})

FINANCIAL DATA FOR THE DOMINANT FIRMS

IN TWENTY-THREE INDUSTRIES ($ in Millions)

1954 1955 1950 1257 1258
$_492,9 $ 696,5 $_742,6 $_837,6 $_654.1
Nag. DNeg. _Neg. Neg, _Neg,
25,0 50,1 45,1 45,5 23.2
_383.5 420, 7 451,2 512.6 515, 1
$ 992,7 $ _1010.0 $ 903.7 $ 1016, 0 $ 1056.1
Nag. Neg, Neg. _Neg. Neg.
53,3 65,1 35.8 27.6 22.1
648, 8 691.1 203,9 710.3 696, 7

Neg. = Negligible; less than 1% of sales.

Source of data: SEC REPORT (10-K)

1359 1960 1961 1962 1963 1964
$_ 765,71 $_778.8  $_1736.7 $_790,8 $_835.8 $_946,6
Neg. _Neg. Neg. Neg. _Neg. Neg.

29.5 33,2 32,1 25,2 4.4 60, 1

524, 7 537.5 549, 1 553, 1 576, 9 616.3

1970 1971 1972 1973 1974
$_994.8 $ 1074.0 $ 1189.4 $ 1534.4 $ 2216.6

Neg. Neg. Neg. Neg. eg.

15.5 15, 4 39.3 50, 2 141, 5

669. 8 677.8 700, 6 7279 8421

2.3 % 5.7 % 1,0 % 18.0 =

6L72



Name of firm:

Industry: ALUMINUM (3334)

Reported Data

Net Sales

R & D Charges (R;)

Reported Profits
{(Py)

Reported Equity
(Eg)

Reported Data

Net Sales

R & D Charges (Rp)

Reported Profits
(Pt

Reported Egquity
(Ep)

Reported Profits
as a Percentage of
Average Reportec
Equity (P/E}

1954

$_226,6
2.8

4.0
1087

1965

$_576.5
_usE

—37.2

—3720.3

E = Estimate

1955

$_268.1

1956

$_330.1

1967

FINANCIAL DATA FOR THE DOMINANT FIRMS

IN TWENTY-THREE INDUSTRIES {$ in Millions)

1957

$_39L.6

1968

1958

$ 4086

1969

1959

S 4355

1970

$ 8309

Source of data:_SEC REPORT 10-K

1960 1961 1962 19¢3 1964
'$_s06.6 %4240 $ 444.2 $4371 % _s5159
& OE £ 3E f 6E & sE 7 ﬁE
_22.8 24,0 a2 214 _ 28.6
_304.0 _31B.2 _329.8_ 3336 _352,4
1971 1972 1973 1374
$ 904 5 $ 990, 8 $ 1280.7 $ 1735, 5
Lal6 $37.4 _666,0 750, 0
43 % 24 % 68 = 14,7 %

08¢



Name of firm:

FINANCIAL DATA FOR THE DOMINANT FIRMS

IN TWENTY-THREE INDUSTRIES ($ in Millions}

RP.

Industry:_ CQPPER {3331)
Reported Data 1954 ° 1955° 1956” 1957 1958"
Net Sales $423.6 $548,3 $567,0 $468.0 $395.4
R & D Charges (Ry) Neg. Neg. Neg. Neg, Neg.. .
Reported Profits

(P 77.9 125.5 143.2 79.3 60, 1
Reported Equity

(Ep) 637.9 679.5 723.2 737.5 764.9
Reported Data 1965 * 1966 1967 1968 1969
Net Sales $666.2 $7139.7 $ 489.3 $ 724.5 $ 1050.0
R & D Charges (Ry) Neg. Neg. Neg. Neg. Neg.
Reported Profits

(P 102.0 125.4 77.0 111.2 165. 4
Reported Equity

(Ep) 834.9 920.0 977.4 1022.3 1108.2

Reported Profits
as a2 Percentage of
Average Reportec
Equity {P/E)

*
Secondary data source (Moody's)
Neg.= Negligible; less than 1% of sales

Source of data: SEC REPORT 10-K

»
1959* 1960" 1961 1962" 1963
$437.2 $496.5 $501.0 $507.4 $504.9
Neg.. Nag. Nag. Neg, Neg.
57.3 77.4 61.9 65,7 57.0
755.9 748. 8 748, 3 257.3 770.1
1970 1971 1972 1973 1974
$ 11331 $ 1053.4 $ 1145.3 $ 1395.1 $1664.2
Neg. 10.9 10.8 11.1 10.5
185.0 87.2 87.4 159. 4 168. 6
1172.8 1192.9 1203.8 1307.1 1442.0
2.4 % .3 % 12.7 % 12.3 %

1964
$_544.0

_66.1

18¢



FINANCIAL DATA FOR THE DOMINANT FIRMS
IN TWENTY-THREE INDUSTRIES ($ in Millions)

Name of firm: LEHIGH PORTLAND CEMENT

Source of data: SEC REPORT (10-K)

Industry: CEMENT (3241)
Reported Data 1954 1955 1956 1957 1358 1859 1960 1961 1962 1963 1964
Net Sales $ 59.7 $ 70.9 $ 75.8 $ 69.9 $75.8 $100, 6 $94, 6 $84.0 $85.5 $83.4 $82.2
R & D Charges (Ryp) deg Nag. Neg. Neg. Neg, Neg, Neg, Neg. Neg. Neg. Neg.
Reported Profite

(Pl 8.0 11.3 10, 7 8.9 8.8 12,1 8.8 4,6 6,0 4,2 6.1
Reported Eguity

TEQ 69.9 78.1 85.2 98.7 101,6 107. 4 110.8 111. 4 1131 112, 6 114.4
Reported Data 1265 1966 187 1968 1969 1970 1971 1972 1973 1974
Zeported Yata 222 222 ERAEN 2282 22970 AL 2211 2ice AL e
Net Sales $ 9.4 $ 104.9 $ 98.2 s 104.9 $124,5 $109,5 $119.5 s 125,2 $137.8 ¢ 140.9
R & D Charges (Ry) _Neg. Neg. Neg. Neg. Neg. Neg. Neg. Neg. Neg. Neg.
Reported Profits

Py 5.8 3.4 2.1 5.1 4.0 1.4 S.4 1.6 10.8 Z.§
Reported Equity

tEg) 113, 9 113, 5 113.0 115. 8 2.9 103,1 106, 1 113,3 107.9 112, 8

Reported Profits
as a Percentage of
A.erage Reported

Equity (P E) 5.2 = 6.9 = 9.8 a 6.9

Neg. = Negligible; less than 1% of sales.

28¢



Name of firm: LIBBY-McNEIL

Industry: CANNED FRUITS AND VEGETABLES (2033)

Reported Data

Net Sates

R & D Charges (Ry)

Reported Profits
(Py)

Reported Equity
(Ep)

Reported Data

Net Sales

R & D Charges (Ry)

Reported Profits
{Py)

Reported Equity
(Eyp)

Reported Profits
as a Percentage of
Average Reported
Equity - P/E}

1954
$215.4
E
6
4.2
59.7

1965

$ 300.7

2.5

98.4

E=zEstimate

FINANCIAL DATA FOR THE DOMINANT FIRMS

IN TWENTY-THREE INDUSTRIES ($ in Millions)

$ 261.9 $ 292.5 s 3027 $ 296.0
—5— — E E
8 Q.9 09 0.9

5.4 8.0 3,7 2,7
74. 8 79. 6 85.5 85.3

§ 317.6 $ 341,11 $ 344, 4 $ 345.6

9.9 1.0° LoF _ Lot
4.0 4,2 5.6 4,7
102, 3 105,8 116.9 101.1

Source of data: SEC REPORT (10-K)

1as9 ‘1960 1961 1962 1963 1964
$ 296.2 $ 294.7 270.0 $ 286.2 $ 276.3 $ 289.7
E E E 2 E E
0.9 0.9 0.8 0,8 Q.8 0,8
5,8 4,2 2.0 3.0 3.1 6.1
88,7 90,2 89,7 91, 0 93. 4 96,1
1370 1971 1972 1373 1974
$ 350,7 $ 375.8 407, 2 $ 434.5 S 464.7
L of 1.1 1.1 T.4 1.8
9.2 .7 1.6 4.6 10. 6
92,8 123,9 121.1 129.5 142. 4
e % 3 % I T ) _1.8 %

€82



FINANCIAL DATA FOR THE DOMINANT FIRMS
IN TWENTY-THREE INDUSTRIES ($ in Millions)

Name of firm: LIRBY-QWENS-FORD Source of data: SEC REPORT (10-K)
Industry: FLAT GLASS {3211}
Reported Data 1354 1955 1956 1957 1958 1959 1960 1961 1962 1963 1964
Net Sales $ 212.3 $ 281,5 $ 259.1 $ 237.2 $216.9 $306, 7 $294,1 $222,2 $232,1 $240. 0 $239.5
R & D Charges (Ry) Nag. Nag. Neg. Nag. Nag. _Neg. _Neg, _Neg. —Neg. —Neg. —Neg,
Reported Profits

(Py) 24,0 36,0 29,2 28,0 21. 4 53,7 43,8 34,8 37.8 39.3 34,1
Reported Equity

1 Egl 109, 7 129, 6 140, 4 1500 153, 1 180, 7 197, 0 203, 5 216, 8 2302 233, 7
Reported Data 1965 1966 1907 1948 1369 1970 1971 1972 1373 1974
Zeported Lat pal 2766 ERAKR 12v8 A 2200 ExdR Y 220e 20 i
Net Sales $_278,0 $_265,4 $_256.4 $_420,1 $448,3 $429,7 $530,9 $594, 4 $689.2 $655.3
R & D Charges (R¢) _Neg. Neg. Neg, Neg, Neg, Neg. Neg. Neg. Neg. Neg.
Reported Profits .

Py 38,5 35,2 32,8 43,6 40,1 22,6 49.5 52.6 62,2 3.7
Reported Egquity

(Et) 243,1 249, 4 253.9 313.2 313.3 318.8 333. 4 352, 4 370.3 371.2

Reported Profits
as a Percentage of
Average Reported

Egquity (P/E) 18.2 % 153 % 17,2 9, 8,6 4

Neg. = Negligible: less than 1% of sales.

¥82



Name of firm: LIGGETT & MEYERS

Industry: CIGARETTES (2111)

Reported Data

Net Sales

R & D Charges (Ry)

Reported Profits
(Py)

Reported Equity
(Ey)

Reported Data

Net Sales

R & D Charges (Rp)

Reported Profits
(P}

Reported Equity
(E¢)

Reported Profits
as a Percentage of
Average Reported
Equity P/E)

FINANCIAL DATA FOR THE DOMINANT FIRMS

IN TWENTY-THREE INDUSTRIES ($ in Millions)

1954 1955 1956 1957 1358
$ 548. 9 $ 547.0 $ 565,0 $ 570.4  $556.0
3,1 3.1F 3.2% 3,2E 3.1E
22.2 26.7 26,5 28.3 31,2
249.3 258.9 264.4 271.6 282.2
1965 1966 1967 1968 1369
$ 478,3 $ 577.5 s _575,2 $ 617,2  $658.8
a.2E 3.2F 3,4F 3, 7E
21,6 22,3 23,9 24. 1 24.9
3029 303.8 305.1 318, 1 3203
E= Estimate

1959

$554,9
3.1E

30.0

287.2

1970

§696.7
3.9E

32.0

325, 4

Source of data: SEC REPORT (10-K)

}960 1961 1962 1963 1964
$543,2 _ $516, 7 $500,0 $502, 7 $502.7
3.0E 2.9~ 2.8E 2.8E 2,8E
28,7 26,8 25,4 24,7 26.2
292.9 298, 9 302, 8 306, 4 3102
1971 1572 1973 1974
$753,1 $753,6 $725.7 $7157.6
4.2 4.6 3.8 3.2
35,9 30,0 29,2 28.5
339.2 3¢9.0 355, 8 362.7
108 % _R7T % 8.3 % 1.3 %

58¢



Name of firm:

LILLY (ELD & CO. =
Industry: ETHICAL PHARMACEUTICALS (2834)

Reported Data

Net Sales

R & D Charges (Ry)

Reported Profits
(Pt}

Reported Equity
LEy)

Reported Data

Net Sales

R & D Charges (Rg)

Reported Profits
(Pe)

Reported Equity
(Et)

Reported Profits
as a Percentage of
Average Reportec
Equity (P/E)

1954*

$122,3
E

7.5

11.3

124.3
1965

$316,6

41.8

225.6

FINANCIAL DATA FOR THE DOMINANT FIRMS

IN TWENTY-THREE INDUSTRIES ($ in Millions)

1955* 1956 1957 1958
S141.3 $181.5 $199,8 $.180,5
87F are an2 . 157
16.3 30.1 32.3 23.7
132.3 152.8 171.1 179.0
1966 1967 1968 1969
$ 366.7 $ 408. 4 $ 479.6 $ 537.2
33,5 40,7 47. 6 54.8
49.8 53.7 70.7 83.5
243.5 280.3 3135.4 396.3

*Secondary data source (Moody's)

E= Estimate

Source of data: SEC REPORT 10-K

1959 1960 1961 1962 19¢3 1964
$_187.0 $ 178,5 $.198,1 $213.3 $ 241.9 $ _264.1
18.3 19.7 20.2 22.2 25.5 27.9
23. 4 18.8 23.1 25.5 28.8 _31.7

181.3 183.8 186. 5 188. 9 194.0 204.7
1370 1971 1972 1973 1374
$_592.3 $_723.3 $ 819.7 $ 972.6 $ 1111.5
61.0 67.5 74.3 83.3 63.3
94. 4 96.1 126.3 155.5 178.8
455.4 513.1 618.2 730.2 848.5
1939 % 223 % 231 % 2.7 %

982



Name of firm: LONE STAR INDUSTRIES

industry: CE

Reported Data

Net Sales

R & D Charges (Ry)

Reported Profits
(Pyg)

Reported Equity
(Eyp)

Reported Data

Net Sales

R & D Charges (Ry)

Reported Profits
(Py)

Reported Equity
(Ep)

Reported Profits
a8 a Percentage of
Average Reported
Equity ‘P E}

FINANCIAL DATA FOR THE DOMINANT FIRMS

IN TWENTY-THREE INDUSTRIES ($ in Millions)

Source of data: SEC REPORT (10-K)

1954 1955 1956 1957 1958 1959 1960 1961 1962 1963 1964
$ 84,4 $ 91.5 $ 98.3 $ 952 $ 99,8 $_104,3 $_97,8 _ $ 98,9 $_126.6 $_126.8 $ 126.4
"’!'t” —L“r E E E E E E
0.2 0.2 0.3 0.3 0,3 0.3 0.3 _0.3 Q.3 —0.3 —_3
12. 6 14.8 16.2 15.7 16,0 17.1 11.8 13.0 14,8 14.5 14.4
79,6 86,5 95,3 119. 6 125, 2 125,0 118,7 123,2 139, 3 145,2 150, 0

1965 1966 1967 1368 1969 1970 1971 1972 1973 1974
$ 194.3 $ 198.5 s 187.9 s 192.0 s 250,2 s 264.7 s 374.8 s 463.4 3 682.7 § 651.7

0.5F 0 5% q cF g " o 7E .7 .7 .9 1.5 4.2

15.7 14.8 12,9 15.0 18.0 16.9 21,4 24.1 28.3 24.5

169. 8 174.7 161.6 167.2 189, 0 201.5 220. 4 231, 1 245.8 257.6

101 % _10.1% 119 % 2.7 %
E= Estimate

L87



iame of firm: MERCK & CO,

ndustry: ETHICAL PHARMACGCEUTICALS (2834)

eported Data 1954
Net Sales $ 145.5
R & D Charges (Ry) 2.3
Reported Profits

(Py) 12.6
Reported Equity

LEp) 136.1
Reported Data 1965
Net Sales $ 332.0

R & D Charges (Ry) 32.6
Reported Profits

(Py) 59.6
Reported Equity
(E¢) 251.9

Repoarted Profits
as a Percentage of
Average Reportec
Equity (P/E)

FINANCIAL DATA FOR THE DOMINANT FIRMS

IN TWENTY-THREE INDUSTRIES ($ in Millions)

1955 1956 1957 1958
$157.9 $172.4 186.9 $ 206.6
8.5 11.5 13.1 17.0
15.7 20.2 23.1 27.7

139.5 _138.0 148.2 161, 8
1966 1967 1968 1969

$ 418.4 $ 528.1 583, 1 $ 646.9
39.9 47.7 55.4 60. 3
75.9 89.3 92.9 100. 6
279.6 351,2 382.2 420.9

Source of data: SEC REPORT 10-K

1959 1960 1961 1962 19¢3 1964
$ 216.9 $218.1 $ 228.6 $ 240.5 § 264.6 ¢ 286.7
18.6 21.0 21.3 23.7 25.0 28.4
30.0 27.8 27.2 29,2 35.8 44.9
175.4 187.5 197.7 203.1 215.4 229.8
1970 1971 1972 1973 1974
§ 747.6 ¢ 828.5 § 958.3 § 1161.8 ¢ 1329.6
69,0 70.5 79.7 91.2 103.5
113.5 127.2 147.6 182.7 210.5
470.8 520.7 608.2 709.6 832.8
252 % 26,2 % 227 % 2.5 %

887



ame of firm: MOBIL _OIL CORP.

wustry: PETROUEUM REFINING (2911)

teported Data

vet Sales

R & D Charges (Ry)

Reported Profits
(P}

Reported Equity
(Ep)

Reported Data

Net Sales

R & D Charges (Rp)

Reported Profits
(Pe)

Reported Equity
(Et)

Reported Profits
1s a Percentage of
Average Reportec
Equity (P/E)

FINANCIAL DATA FOR THE DOMINANT FIRMS
IN TWENTY-THREE INDUSTRIES ($ in Millions)

1954 1955 1956 1957 1958
$1608.7 $1721.0 $2750.3 $2976. 1 $ 2885,7
26.9F 28, 8F 46,0F 49.8F 48.3F
183.8 207.4 249.5 220. 4 156.8
1725.1 1845.1 2074.2 2378,9 2445. 1
1965" 1966 1967 1968 1969
$.4907.5 $.5770.6 $ 6345.8 $698.9  $.7385.9
a2 F 96.5 100.2 110.6 116.6
320. 1 356. 1 385. 4 428.2 456.5
3483. 5 3661.0 3848.9 4071.8 4309.0

*Secondary data source (Moody's)

E= Estimate

Source of data: SEC REPORT 10-K

* *

1959" 1960 1961 1962 19¢3° 1964"
$.3092.9 $3178.1  Sa3321.2 $3933,3 $4352,1  $_4499.4
51 IE s3 ]E 55 5E 65 aE Fr 8!-: a5 2!-:
164.0 182.6 211.3 242.3 271.9 _294.2
2519, 8 2605,9 2709, 4 2964.0 3156.6 3324.7
1970 1971 1372 1973 1374
$ 8097.3 $ 9152.0 $ 10189.8 $ 12620.1 $ 20284.0
124.3 126.5 150.0 147.9 189.7
482.7 540.8 574.2 849.3 1047. 4
4540. 1 4831.9 5145. 4 5714.8 6436. 4

11.5 o9, 11.5 % 15.6 % 17,2 %

682



Name of firm: NATIONAL DISTILLERS
Industry: fIQIOR (2085)

Reported Data

Net Sales

R & D Charges (R¢)

Reported Profits
(Py)

Reported Equity
(Ey)

Reported Data

Net Sales

R & D Charges (Ry)

Reported Profite
(Pe)

Reported Equity
(Ey)

Reported Profits
as a Percentage of
Average Reportec
Equity (P/E)

FINANCIAL DATA FOR THE DOMINANT FIRMS
IN TWENTY-THREE INDUSTRIES ($ in Millions)

1954 1955 1956 1957 1958
$ 487.3 $ 500,2 $ 543, 1 $ 538,55 $ 524, 3
Neg. Neg. Neg. Neg. Neg.
4.0 155 2001 230 201
253.6 256.9 264.9 287.1 295. 4
1965 1966 1967 1968 1969
$829.0 $g898.1 $8972.0 $ 9576 $_ioslg
Neg.—.. Neg. _Neg. _Neg. _Neg.
313 407 423 313 64
388,3 4047 _423,8 432,1 451.4
Neg. = Negligible; less than

1% of sales.

Source of data: SEC REPORT 10-K._

1959 1960 1961 1962 19¢3 1964
$ 57%.6. $s80.2. S 248.1 $ 7251 $1266.9  $_810.9
Neg. Neg. Neg. Neg. Neg. Neg.
281 2L.4 231 4.2 22,8 ~ 2Ll

308.2 287.6 368.7 374.6 376.5 385.7
1970 1971 1972 1973 1974
$_1014.2 $1081.4 S_uis0.§ $_1245.8 $ 14301
Neg. Neg. ~Neg., Neg. Neg..
457.0 432.8 466, 7 481.8 545.3
_6.9 % _7.8 % 9.8 % 17.5 &

062



FINANCIAL DATA FOR THE DOMINANT FIRMS
IN TWENTY-THREE INDUSTRIES ($ in Millions)

Name of firm: NATIONAL, GYPSUM Source of data;: SEC REPORT 10-K

Industry: _ypgring PRODUCTS (3272)

Reported Data 1954 1955 1956 1957 1958 1959 1960 1961 1962 15¢3 1964
Net Sales $126.6 $ 148.2 $_151.9 $_j41.5 $163.2 $226. 3 $2272.2 _  %218.2 $230. 8 50,3 $_257,1
R & D Charges (R;) Nag. Neg. Neg, Neg. Neg. Nag. Neg. Neg. Neg. . Neg, _Neg.
Reported Profits

(Py) A2 A58 43 2.8 1.6 25.6 2.5 - V0 W 2Lé 2.5 22,0
Reported Equity

(Eg) 81,7 109,0 135.0 139, 8 153, 5 202, 7 234.6 243.3 251, 7 260, 8 269.3
Reported Data 1965 1966 1967 1968 1969 1970 1971 1972 1973 1974
Net Sales $ 259.0 $ 2530 $ 2540 $ 316,7 $343.8 $398, 4 $457,6 $519. 0 $554. 5 $584, 0
R & D Charges (Ry) Neg, Neg. Neg. Neg. Neg. Neg. Neg. Neg. Neg. Neg.
Reported Profits

(Pyy 17, 9 16,8 16,5 20,4 20,4 14.0 21.1 30.6 31,3 27.6
Reported Egquity

(Et) 273.1 275.5 272.1 291, 9 297, 8 310.4 313.8 305,2 318,7 331.4

Reported Profits

as a Percentage of

Average Reportec

Equity (P/E) 6.8 % 0 % 10,0

&
[
b
W

A

Neg. = Negligible: less than 1% of sales.

162



Name of firm: QWENS - JLLINQIS
Industry: GLASS CONTAINERS (3221)

Reported Data

Net Sales

R & D Charges (Ry)

Reported Profits
{Py}

Reported Equity
(Eg}

Reported Data

Net Sales

R & D Charges (R¢)

Reported Profits
(Pt}

Reported Equity
(Eg)

Reported Profits
as a2 Percentage of
Average Reportec
Equity (P/E)

1954

$336.7
9.1

2L3
158.4

1965

$825,8

1955

$170.3
B.9

2.1
172.¢
1966

$908.0

1956

$496.0

1967

$961.7

FINANCIAL DATA FOR THE DOMINANT FIRMS
IN TWENTY-THREE INDUSTRIES ($ in Millions)

1957 1958
$s10s  Ssns
12.2 11.2
341 322
1968 1969
$_1152.2 $_1294. 4

Source of data:_SEC REPORT 10-K

1959 1960 1961 1962 19¢3 1964
$s552.7 $se10.  Ssees $4627.8 $Sssar. %_seis
12,13 13.2 13.9 6.2 19.2 —21.5
40,8 P & V- B i ¥ S — 33.2— 295 — 622
BT 3246 LA39.2 350.4 3665 —379.9
1970 1971 1972 1973 1274
$.1402.4 $1507.6  $1636.3 $1857.0 $2116.4
444 48.0 51,3 50.8 52.4
£5.6 59,6 b4.6 J4.5 83.5
616.8 651.9 687,0 732.5 789.9
9.4 % 9.7 __% 10,5 % 11.0 %

262



ame of firm: PPG INDUSTRIES

wustry: FLAT GLASS (32 )

eported Data

let Sales

U & D Charges (Rp)

leported Profits
(Pe)

eported Equity
(E¢)

leported Data

let Sales

t & D Charges {Rp)

teported Profits
(Py)

teported Equity
{E¢}

teported Profits

» a Percentage of
werage Reported
lquity ‘P/E)

195¢
$ 4310

_1®
38.6
298,2

1965

$ 897.5
_21.sE

58,1

599. 9

E= Estimate

FINANCIAL DATA FOR THE DOMINANT FIRMS
IN TWENTY-THREE INDUSTRIES ($ in Millions)

Source of data: SEC Report (10-K)

1955 1956 1957 1258 13959 41960 1961 1962 1963 1964
s 582,0 $ 596,6 ¢ 620, 8 $ 513,6 $ 606,9 $ 628.0 $ 602,7 $ 656.7 $ 778.2 $ B27.6
17,88 . 18.3F 19.0F 1578 _18.68 19,28 _18.5% 20,18 23, 8E 25,3F
61, 4 55, 4 58, 0 32.1 44,1 47,6 34, 6 43,0 45,6 49.¢0
344.7 374, 6 407, 0 418.2 442,2 467.5 481.3 494, 0 536. 9 560, 9
1966 1967 1968 1969 1970 1971 1972 1973 1274
$ 954.0 $ 942.9 $ 1044.0 $ 1146,7 $ 1093.8 $ 1238,5 $ 1395.9 $ 1512,6 $ 1744, 0
29 zE 28 QE 32 QE 35 1E 33.5 32.5 35.1 40,8 417.2
49,5 _ 43,5 48,3 56,2 3L1 _63.2  _82,7 93,1 93,7
590, 1 607. 4 633.1 658, 7 653, 4 675.2 731.2 802, 6 861.1
9.5 % _1lL.8 % 12,1 % 11,3 &

€67



Name of firm: PABST BREWING CO.

Industry: BEER (2082)

FINANCIAL DATA FOR THE DOMINANT FIRMS

IN TWENTY-THREE INDUSTRIES ($ in Millions)

Source of data: SEC REPORT 10-K

Reported Data 1954 1956 * 1957* _XQSS' 1959 1960 1961 1962 1964
Net Sales $ 145.0 $.128.3 $ 112.1 $ 140.8 $_146.5 $ 150.0_ $ 175.5 $_181.4 $__227.6
R & D Charges (R;) Neg. Neg. Neg. Neg. Neg. Neg. Neg., Neg. Neg.
Reported Profits

(Py) 2.1 .8 2.9 2.6 1.2 2.1 5.1 6.4 _10.0
Reported Equity

(Ep) 72.7 68.6 65,3 £6.6 68.0 70.0 75.5 79.9 92.1
Reported Data 1965 1967 1968 1969 1970 1971 1972 1973
Net Sales $ 253.6 $ 320.5 355, 3 341.5 362.7 $ 416.7 $ 448.3 472.5
R & D Charges (Ry) Neg. _Neg. Neg. Neg. Neg. Neg. Neg. Neg.
Reported Profits

{Pe) 12. 4 18.2 20.4 18.1 23.3 25.3 28.5 23.8
Reported Egquity

(Ee) 100.4 125.7 141.3 158.3 175. 4 193.1 213.1 226.1
Reported Profits
a8 2 Percentage of
Average Reportec
Equity (P/E) *Secondary data source (Moody's) 13,7 % 140 % 10.8 *%

Neg.= Negligible; less than 1% of sales.

y672



FINANCIAL DATA FOR THE DOMINANT FIRMS
IN TWENTY-THREE INDUSTRIES ($ in Millions)

Name of firm: PHELPS DODGE
Industry: CQPPER (3331)

Source of data: SEC REPORT (10-K)

Reported Data 1954 1955 1950 1957 1958 1959 1960 1961 1962 1963 1964
Net Sales $277.1 $ 353, 4 $ _418.8 $ 287.1 $ 269.9 ¢ 285.6 $ 286.7 ¢ 312.3 ¢ 317.9 ¢ 327.2 §389.4
R & D Charges (Rg) LsE LeE 2.2E LsE L4E _1LsE _Ls® _Le® L 7% 1.78 2.0F
Reported Profits

(Pp) 41,2 2.3 87.0 44.1 36,5 33,5 36,0 38,1 38,7 38,9 55.1
Reported Equity

1E¢) 283,9 322.2 358. 4 372,1 378.2 381.2 386, 8 394.5 402, 8 411,2 434.9
Reported Data 1965 1966 1967 1968 1969 1970 197 1972 1973 1974
Net Sales $ 460,0 $ 554,0 $ 509.8 $ 550,4 $ 672,1 $ 775.3 $ 703,6 $ 765.8 $ 962.0 $ 1026,1
R & D Charges (Rg) 2 ’E _Z‘QE 2 IE 2 QE 3 sE 4, 1E 3.7 4,4 5.3 5.!
Reported Profits

(Pp) 66, 6 82,2 50,4 64,1 89,4 107, 8 73.8 82,2 109.9 112,5
Reported Equity

(Ep) 461.0 500.1 512. 4 538,2 588, 3 656, 2 710.2 749.3 815.2 892, 3

Reported Profits

as a Percentage of

Average Reported

Equity +P/E} 10,8 %% 1.3 % 14.0 7 13.2 %

Ez Estimate

962



Name of firm: PHILIP MORRIS INC.

Industry: CIGARETTES (2111)

Reported Data

Net Sales

R & D Charges (Ry)

Reported Profits
(P¢)

Reported Equity
(E¢)

Reported Data

Net Sales

R & D Charges (Ry)

Reported Profits
(Pt}

Reported Equity
(Ep)

Reported Profits
as a Percentage of
Average Reported
Equity «P/'E)

FINANCIAL DATA FOR THE DOMINANT FIRMS

IN TWENTY-THREE INDUSTRIES ($ in Millions)

Source of data:_SEC REPORT {10-K)

1954 1955 1956 1957 1058 1959 1960 1961 1962 1263 1964
$217,0 $_283,2 $_326,8 $_408.8 $440.8 $460,5 $506,4 _ $526,8 $548,2 $581.7 $638,3
Nag._ _Neg. _Neg. _Neg. Neg. _Neg. _Neg. —Neg. _NNeg, Neg, _Neg,
9.1 11,5 12, 8 15,8 17,1 1.5 21.0 21.5 21.9 22.1 22.6
146; 2 145, 0 148.0 158. 8 165. 1 1707 196.0 199.7 201.7 208, 7 217.8
1965 1966 1967 1968 1969 1970 1971 1972 1973 1974
$ 701, 5 $_767.5 $_899.3 $ 1013.2 S1142.4 $1509, 5 $1852,5 $2131.2 $2602.5 $3011.0
—Nag, . _Neg. _Neg., _Neg, Neg, Neg. Neg. Neg. Neg. Neg.
26,5 34,2 43,6 48,9 58,3 77.5 101, 8 124.5 148, 6 175.5
230, 7 245, 8 280,2 314.5 355, 8 452, 8 579.1 695.5 815, 0 974.7
11 % 195 % —19.7 % _19.6 %

Neg. = Negligible; less than 1% of sales.

962



Name of firm: PILLSBURY

FINANCIAL DATA FOR THE DOMINANT FIRMS
IN TWENTY-THREE INDUSTRIES ($ in Millions)

Industry: FLOUR (2041)

Reported Data

Net Sales

R & D Charges (Ry)

Reported Profits
(P

Reported Equity
(Eg)

Reported Data

Net Sales

R & D Charges iRy)

Reported Profits
(Pp)

Reported Equity
tEg)

Reported Profits
as a Percentage of
Average Reported
Equity .V E}

Source of data: SEC REPORT (10-K)

1054 1955 1956 1937 1958 16859 41960 1961 1962 1963 1964
$ 336,0 $ 341, 1 $ 3310 S 331. 4 $ 350,6 $ 359,7 $ 373,88  $_385.0 $_398,0_ $_407.7 $ 446, 4
S 3 : E E R 2y Ry e- aE i
2.7 2.87 21 2.7 2.9 _2.97 i 76 SN i 0 3.3 . T - Ny
4.9 5.3 4.4 4,0 5.6 7.9 6.5 7.9 1.7 7.8 9.0
62.8 65.7 67.3 68,3 71,0 81,3 84.4 90.2 94, 4 98, 7 100, 2
1965 1966 1967 19c8 1969 1970 1971 1972 1973 1974
$ 443.4 $ 470.0 $ 525.8 526, 3 569, 2 674.4 5 696.7 s 717.8 s 816,3 $ 1004,2
3.6 3, 8% 43" 4.3E ' 5, 5E 5.7 5.6 6.1 6.6
10. 4 11.7 12,1 13.0 14. 4 19,0 12,1 16,5 20,6 28,3
106, 7 114.2 122, 8 130, 3 139.1 153, 7 156, 0 166.9 181. 4 201.6
A& % _10.2 % —ilx % 148 %
E= Estimate

L672



Name of firm: POQLAROQID CORP,
Industry: PHOTOGRAPHIC EQUIPMENT (3861)

Reported Data

Net Sales

R & D Charges (R¢)

Reported Profits
(P}

Reported Equity
tEy)

Reported Data

Net Sales

R & D Charges (Rg)

Reported Profits
(Pt}

Reported Equity
(Ep)

Reported Profits
as a Percentage of
Average Reported
Equity P/E)

1954

822,17

Le
1.2

6.1

1965

12,4
29,90

125, 8

FINANCIAL DATA FOR THE DOMINANT FIRMS

IN TWENTY-THREE INDUSTRIES ($ in Millions)

1955 1950 1957 1058
$25.9 $33,8 $47.3 $64.6
1,5 1,7 2.1 3.0
2.4 3.6 5.4 7.3
8.2 1.0 15.8 34.3

1966 1967 1968 1969
$317.5 $368.6 $393,3 $ 449, 1
18,6 21,0 26,7 397
48.0 5.4 589 . 631
171,3 221,2 271, 0 423,9

Source of data: SEC REPORT (10-K)

1959 1960 1961 1962 1963
$88.1 $98.4 %1005 $102.5 $121.9
4.6 5.3 6.7 S5 2.0
10.7 8.8 8.2 100 iLz
442 52,7 405 0.7 801

1970 1971 1972 1973 1974
$420.0 $525,5  $559,3 $685.5 $757.3
38,0 859 1304 23,4 16.8

474.6 544, 2 577. 0 619, 1 636.9

12,0 % 7.6 = 8,7 % 4.5 %

1964

$137.3

862



Name of firm: PROCTOR & GAMBLE

industry: SOAT (2831

Reported Data

Net Sales

R & D Charges (Ry)

Reported Profits
(Pe)

Reported Equity
tEg)

Reported Data

Net Sales

R & D Charges (Ryp)

Reported Profits
(Py)

Reported Equity
{Ep)

Reported Profits
as a Percentage of
Average Reported
Equity : P/E)

FINANCIAL DATA FOR THE DOMINANT FIRMS

IN TWENTY-THREE INDUSTRIES ($ in Millions).

1954 1955 1950 1957 1358
$ 9111 5 965.8 $ 1038.3 $ 1156.4 5 _1295.2
26.4F 28, 0F 30.1F 33,55 37.5
52.3 57,5 59.3 67.8 73,2
355, 0 381.5 409, 1 462.1 526, 5
1965 1966 1367 19¢8 1969
$ 2058, 6 § 2243.2 § 24387 s 2542.6 5 2707.6
59.6° 64. 9% 70.6 73, 6F 78, 4F
133,2 149, 4 174,1 182, 6 187, 4
916.6 948. 6 1008, 2 1107. 0 1164, 4
E= Egtimate

Source of data: SEC REPORT (10-K)

1959 1960 1961 1362 1963 1964
1368, 5 $ 1441.5 $ 1541.9 $ 1619.4 $ 1654.5 $ 1913.}:7
39. 6% 41.7F 44,6~ 46.9F 479" 55,4
ol.7 98.1 106, 6 109, 4 115.8 130.8
567.6 619.6 677.7 731,1 783, 4 892.4
1970 1971 1972 1973 1274
2978.8 $ 3178.1 $ 3514.4 ¢ 3906,7 $ 4912.13
86, 2F 92.0 100, 9 115, 8 132.8
2119 237.6 276.3 302.1 316.7
1272.7 1400, 5 1567, 0 1756. 9 1934, 8

17.8 % 18.6_=, _18.2 =, 1.2 g,

6672



Name of firm: BEPIRIICSTEEL
Industry: QTEFL, (3112)

Reported Data

Net Sales

R & D Charges (Ry)

ﬁeported Profits
iPg)

Reported Equity
(Ep)

Reported Data

Net Sales
R & D Charges (R¢)

Reported Profits
(Pg)

Reported Eguity
(E¢)

Reported Profits
as a Percentage of
Average Reportec
Equity (P/E)

1954

$ 846.3
_Neg.

52.9
537.8

1965*

$ 1374.5
Neg.

77.3

8516

FINANCIAL DATA FOR THE DOMINANT FIRMS

IN TWENTY-THREE INDUSTRIES ($ in Millions)

1955 1956 1957 1958
$1188.6 $_1244.2 $1227.3 $.910.4
Neg. _Neg. DNag. —Neg.—
86.3 90. 4 85.0 61.9
606. 1 657.5 697.2 713.3
1966 1967 1968 1969
$ 1359.8 $ 1266.3 $ 1399.5 $_1500.3
Neg. Neg. Neg. Neg.
93,7 75.2 78.2 79. 1
3z.1 953.0 992,3 _1044.9

.
Secondary data source (Moody's)

Neg.= Negligible: less than 1% of sales.

Source of data: gpc REPQRT 10-K

* * *

1959 1960 1961 1962 1963 1964
$_1076.8 $_ 10539 %9459 $_1049 & $a11e2  S_1222.7
~dieg—— * —Deg.— Neg. Neg. DNeg. —Neg.
_53.9 52,8 57,0 40,0 55,5 2.3

722.0 728.3 739.2 740. 0 764.0 805. 3

1970 1971 1972 1973 1974
$ 1364.7 $_1384.8 $_1595.7 $_2068.6 $ 2741.4

Neg. Neg. Neg. Neg. Neg.

35.2 1.4 43.1 86.7 170.7
-1040,1 -1018.0 -1055.0 1107,0 1232, 4

L% 42 % A0 % Aah %

0o¢



Name of firm:

Industry: CIGARETTES (2111)

Reported Data

Net Sales

R & D Charges (Ry)

Reported Profits
(Pp)

Reported Equity
(Ep)

Reported Data

Net Sales

R & D Charges (Ry)

Reported Profits
(Pe)

Reported Egquity
(E¢)

Reported Profits
as a Percentage of
Average Reportec
Equity (P/E)

FINANCIAL DATA FOR THE DOMINANT FIRMS
IN TWENTY -THREE INDUSTRIES ($ in Millions)

1954 1955 1956 1957 1958
$814.3 $ 866, 4 $957.4 $.1053.3 S 1146.6
_Neg, Neg., _Neg. _Neg. _Neg.
44.8 53.3 61.9 64,2 78.3
352,8 375.2 40].8 429.1 439,2
1965 " 1966 1967 1968 1969
$_1693.1 $_1785.3 $ 1911.4 $_1962.5 $ 2252.17
Neg. Neg. Neg. Neg. Neg.
133.4 137.2 151.0 150.0 172.3
783.6 810.3 877.8 938.6 1078.7

‘Secondn-y data source (Moody's)
Neg. = Negligible; less than 1% of sales.

Source of data: SEC REPORT 10-K

1959 1960 1961 1962* 19¢3 1964 *
$_1286.9 $1418.1 %1538 $.1603,0 $1572.4 %_1613.8
Neg. . _Neg. _Neg.. _Neg. DNeg. —Neg.

90. 4 105.3 117.2 119.8 129. 1 _ 124.0

483,6 535,9 594.7 647.0 711, 6 755.0

1970 1971 1972 1573 1974
$ 2484.6 $_2546.0 $ 2957.6 $ 3294.9 $ 4500.9

Neg. Neg. Neg. Neg. Neg.

201.9 225.9 237.5 263.6 310.7

1167.9 1252. 8 1382. 4 1512.2 1696. 8

18,7 % 18,0 % 18.2 % 12,4 %

10¢€



Name of firm: REYNOLDS METALS

Industry: ALUMINUM (3334)

FINANCIAL DATA FOR THE DOMINANT FIRMS

IN TWENTY-THREE INDUSTRIES ($ in Millions}

Reported Data 1954 1955 1956 1957 1358
Net Sales $ 306.8 s 384,9 405, 2 446.6 $445.5
R & D Charges (Ry) 4. 0F 5,08 5,3F 5, 8E 5. 8F
Reported Profits

(Pe) 20,3 34,3 41,2 37,8 38,2
Reported Equity

(Ep 126.9 156.2 226.7 292.8 321.1
Reported Datq 1965 1966 1967 1968 1969
Net Sales $ 739.8 s 839.4 804.0 843.8 $1012.7
R & D Charges (R} 9 65 10, 9F 10, 5E 11, 0F 13,2
Reported Profits

(Pp) 52. 6 64,2 47. 4 29.6 55. 1
Reported Equity

[§ 3] 536, 4 581.0 613.5 623,1 658, 3

Reported Profits
as a Percentage of
Average Reported
Equity +P'E)

E= Estimate

Source of data: SEC REPORT (10-K}

1059 1960 1961 1962 1963 1964
489.3 438,7 418, !713 $_565,6 620, 1
i 6,45 ; 5 1E ; g,z; * 'SI.O 'J'.4h ' 8.1E
44,8 25,7 25,1 26,6 27,8 36,6
413.6 426.1 46,4 459, 8 474,9 496.6
1970 1971 1972 1973 L7
§1035,2 $1093.2  gl162,2 5 1449.8 £1993,2
13,7 13.5 11.2 11.2 13.7
4.1 5.9 .2 45,1 1111
689.6 699, 1 675.6 709, 4 798.6
0.8 _ % 8.0 % £.% % 14.7 %

20¢



Name of firm: ROBINS (A.H.) CO.

Industry: ETHICAL PHARMACEUTICALS (2834)

Reported Data

Net Sales

R & D Charges (Ry)

Reported Profits
(Pyl}

Reported Equity
tEy)

Reported Data

Net Sales

R & D Charges (Ry)

Reported Profits
{Pe)

Reported Equity
(Ey}

Reported Profita
as a Percentage of
Average Reportec
Equity (P/E)

FINANCIAL DATA FOR THE DOMINANT FiRMS

IN TWENTY-THREE INDUSTRIES ($ in Millions)

Source of data: SEC REPORT 10-K

y * *
1954 1955 1957 1058 1959 1960 1961 1962 1963 1564
s $ s $ $ $ $ $39.3 $51.4 $_58.5
44— FIRM PRIVATELY HELD P 1.8E 2.2 2.7E
4.6 5.5 _T.4
18.5 24.3 28.7
1965" 1966 1968 1969 1970 1971 1972 1973 1974
$65.8 $74.0 $115.4  $122.1 $.132.6 $151.4  $166.7 $189.2 $210.7
3.0 3.4 4.6 5.5 5.9 6.0 6.6 8. 9.6
9.5 10.4 13.7 15.0 15.7 19.8 22.8 25.3 26.9
34.4 40.5 58.0 68.5 79.2 93.6 113.4 137.5 157.7
2209 % 220 % 20,2 % dB.2 %

sSecondary data source (Moody's)

E: Estimate

14033



Name of firm: SEARLE {(G.D.) CO.

Industry: ETHICAL PHARMACEUTICALS (2834)

Reported Data

Net Sales

R & D Charges (Ry)

Reported Profits
{Pt)

Reported Equity
(Ep)

Reported Data

Net Sales

R & D Charges (Ry)

Reported Profits
(P}

Reported Egquity
(Ep)

Reported Profits
as a Percentage of
Average Reportec
Equity (P/E)

FINANCIAL DATA FOR THE DOMINANT FIRMS

IN TWENTY-THREE INDUSTRIES ($ in Millions)

1954 1955 1956 1957 1958
$ 24.3 $ 26,0 $ 28.2 $ 30.6 $ 32,7
2.2E 2.45 2.6E 2.8 _3.0F
5.8 - . .6 $.9 9
19, 4 22,0 24,4 27,0 30,1
1965 1966 1967 1968 1969
$89.0 $_113.5 $_132.7 $_14.7  $_163.9
82E 10,5 12,2 16,0 18.1
23,2 22,9 26,6 27, 4 28,5
70,4 85,2 93.5 98.1 102, 0
E = Estimate

Source of data:_ SEC REPORT 10-K

1959 1960 1961 1962 19¢3 1964
$ 34,5 $ 36.9 $ 44,8 $ 56.6 $ 71.4 $ 86.5
_a.2E 248 _4aF _5.2E _6.6F _B.OE

2.3 7.8 9.9 13,8 13.5 24.2
_32,1 34,2 384 44,5 53,5 64.4

1970 1971 1972 1973 191
$ 201.5 $ 226.9 $ 271.9 $_471.7 $ 621,3

212,5 27,1 35,9 43,3 54,2

3.9 36,0 41,9 59, 8 72.4

116, 7 141, 3 169.9 269.0 340.5

2.9 % _26.9 % 2.2 % 2.8 %

yo¢c



Name of firm: §

E_CORP,

Industry: ETHICAL PHARMACEUTICALS (2834)

Reported Data

Net Sales

R & D Charges (R}

Reported Profits
(Py)

Reported Eguity
(Ep)

Reported Data

Net Sales

R & D Charges (Ry)

Reported Profits
(Py)

Reported Equity
(Eo)

Reported Profits
as a Percentage of
Average Reported
Equity P/E)

1954

$67,2
3.5

9.4
29.1

1965

$243,7
23,8

133, 6

FINANCIAL DATA FOR THE DOMINANT FIRMS

IN TWENTY-THREE INDUSTRIES ($ in Millions}

1955 1950 1957 1958
$.94,1 $_107. 4 S 1155 S 124l
5, 0 7.0 9.4 10,7

15, 8 18,0 20,6 20,8 _
36.5 44.8 54, 7 62,9
1966 1967 1968 1969
$ 251, 4 $ 260,0 $ 283, 0 $_315.4
25,1 26,0 282 29,1
4L3 2.1 2.3 _a05
143.6 156, 6 169.9 175.7

Source of data: SEC REPORT (10-K)

1959 1960 1961 1962 193 1964
$_134.9 $_148.0 $_161.2 $_180.2 $ 202,33  S_218.2
12,1 13.7 14.3 17. 0 18.2 20,0
25,0 _24.4 2.1 30,5 34,0 38,7

70.5 78. 4 87.2 97. 9 109.9 124, 8
1970 1971 1972 1973 1374
S 347,0 $ 357,2 $ 402,3 $ 444.1 $ Si8,1
31.3 35,1 38,4 40,2 47.1
43,7 44.9 48.9 52, 8 58. 1
192.5 208, 4 233.8 253,1 281.5
22.4 @ 22.1 o 21.7 2.7 =&

s0¢



FINANCIAL DATA FOR THE DOMINANT FIRMS
IN TWENTY-THREE INDUSTRIES ($ in Millions)

Name of firm: STANDARD OIL (IND,) : Source of data: SEC REPORT 1¢-K
industry: PETROLEUM REFINING (2911) '
Reported Data 1954 1955 1956 1957 1958 1959° 1960 1961 1962 19¢3 1964
Net Sales $ 1660.3 $_1781.3 $ 1890.2 $ 2010.1 $_1863.9 $_1956.8 $ 2005.8 §_ 2032.6 $ 2626.7 $ 2709.3 $ 2822.1
R & D Charges (Ry)  _182.0 179,0 219,90 280, 9 220,0 252.0 236.0 220 275, 0 283.0 362.0
Reported Profits

{Py) 117.2 157.1 149. 4 151.5 117.8 139.6 144.8 153.8 162. 4 183.1 _ 194.9
Reported Equity

(Ep) 1574.2 1701.1 1900. 4 2012.3 2076.9 2162.0 2251.1 _2348.9 2453.5 2521.7 2604.9
Reported Data 1965 1966 1967 1968 1969 1970 1971 1972 1973 1974
Net Sales $ 3025.3 $ 3306.8 $ 3536.3 $ 3918.1 $ 4217.7 $ 4550.1 $ 4890.4 $_5400.7 $ 6379.4 $ 10024, 6
R & D Charges {Ry} 332.0 382.0 362.0 434,0 543.0 408.0 442.0 658.0 747.0 781.0
Reported Profits

(Py) 219.3 255.9 282.3 309.5 321.0 314.0 341.7 374.7 511.2 970.3
Reported Equity

(E¢) 2702.6 2820.3 2963.0 3074.2 3212.9 3366.0 3557. 3 3798.9 4125.3 5125.1

Reported Profits
as a Percentage of
Average Reportec

Equity (P/E} 9.9 % 10.2 % 12.9 % 21,0 %
*Secondsry data source (Moody's} )

90¢



Name of firm: STOKELY-VAN CAMP

FINANCIAL DATA FOR THE DOMINANT FIRMS

IN TWENTY-THREE INDUSTRIES ($ in Millions)

Industry: CANNED FRUIIS AND VEGETABLES (2033)
Reported Data 1054 1955 1950 1957 1958
Net Sales $ 121,7 $ 136.5 $ 159.5 $_159.2 $158, 4
R & D Charges (Ry) Neg. Neg., Neg. Neg. Neg.
Reported Profits

(Py) 3.0 3.8 4.5 3.2 2.8
Reported Equity

tEq) 42,0 44,2 51,3 52,5 53,7
Reported Data 1965 1966 1967 1368 1960
Net Sales $ 223.1 $ 225.7 $ 244.8 $ 251,4 $266.1
R & D Charges {Ry) Nag. Neg Neg _Neg Nag
Reported Profits

(P 5.5 6,9 8.3 7.3 5.5
Reported Equity

(E) 12.6 8.8 84,4 97,0 101, 6

Reported Profits
as a3 Percentage of
Average Reported
Equity «P/E)

Nog. = Negligible; less than 1% of sales.

Source of data: SEC REPORT (10-K)

1259 1960 1961 1962 1263 1964
$158.2 $161.9 $195,1 $197.0 $201.9 $205.1
Neg. Neg. Neg, Neg. Neg. Neg.
4,6 3.3 6,0 2,9 3,2 4.4
56,6 58, 6 65, 8 67.2 67.9 73.2
1970 1971 1972 1973 1374
$274.6 $280,9 $298,5 $316,7 $395.5
—Neg. —Neg. —Neg, ~DNeg, _Neg,
5.0 6.6 7.2 8.2 9.6
102.8 105,3 107.7 111,2 117, 2
6.3 % 6.8 % 1.5 % 8.4 =

LOg



Name of firm: TEXACO

Industry: pPETROLEUM REFINING 2911)

Reported Data 1934
Net Sales $1574.4
R & D Charges (R} 12.1E
Reported Profits

1P 2261
Reported Equity

(Ep) 1527.4
Reported Data 1985
Net Salea $ 3779, 4
R & D Charges (Rg) 29 ZE
Reported Profits

i 636,7
Reported Eaquity

(£ 4097.7
Reported Profits
as 2 Percentage of
Average Reported
Equity P/ E)

E= Estimate

FINANCIAL DATA FOR THE DOMINANT FIRMS

IN TWENTY-THREE INDUSTRIES ($ in Millions)

1955 1956 1957 1958
$ 1767, 3 $ 2046,3 $ 2344,2 $_2327.9
1365 15,88 281E 18.0F
262,7 302,3 3.3 310.2
1676, 7 1850, 0 2053. 4 2283,7
1760 1ue? 12:2 1969
$ 4427,3 $5121,4 $ 5459 8 $ 5867.9
_34.2E 39, 5F 42.1 45, 3E
709.9 754. 4 835.5 769, 8
4463.6 4946, 6 5418, 0 5896. 8

Source of data: SEC REPORT (10-K)

1959 1960 1961 1962 1963 1964
$ 2678.0 $ 2980.3  S_3042.3 $ 32721 $ 3415.7  $_3573.8
20, 7E 23, 0F 23,5E 25, 3E 26, 4E 27.6F
_3%4.3 _39LB 4301 _481.7 545 7 _527.4

2517, 8 2736, 7 2976, 7 3251, 6 3509,7 3810.7
1970 1971 jo72 1373 1274
$_6349.8 $ 7529,1 5 _8693,0 $ 11406.9 $ 232555
49,0 50,0 48,0 49, 0 60,0
822.0 903. 9 889.0 1292, 4 1586. 4
6279, 2 6745.0 7174, 9 7992, 3 9002. 8
13. 9 Wﬂ 12. 8 !': l i. Q q’n lg‘ T ’/’ﬂ

8O¢€



Name of firm: UNIROYAL INC.

Industry: TIRES AND TUBES {301)

Reported Data

Net Sales

R & D Charges (R;)

Reported Profits
(P}

Reported Equity
(Ep)

Reported Data

Net Sales

R & D Charges {Rg)

Reported Profits
(Pr)

Reported Equity
tE¢)

Reported Profits
as a Percentage of
Average Reported
Equity P:F)

FINANCIAL DATA FOR THE DOMINANT FIRMS

IN TWENTY-THREE INDUSTRIES ($ in Millions)

1954 1955 1956 1957 1958
$.781. 6 $ 925,5 $_901.3 semg S AIg
23.6F 28.0% 27.2F 26,4 263"
28.0 33,6 31.9 29,7 22,7
236.6 254, 3 271.2 289.1 294, 0
1965 1966 1967 193¢ 3 1969
$ 1225, 5 $ 1320,8 $ 1264,7 $ 1429.2 $ 1553,8
aro® 39.9E 38,25 4325 46.9
37,2 45,3 33,0 56.9 46, 6
398.2 427.7 439.0 493,7 523.7
E= Estimate

1959
$_976.8
35,6

312, 6

1970

$_1555,6
47.0

24.1

534,2

Source of data: SEC REPORT (10-K)

1960 1961 1962 1963 1964
$_966.8.  $_940.4  S_1006.8  $_980.2  $_1086,6
E E E
2225 _28.4% 30,45 29,68  _32,8%
30,7 27.1 25,7 22,1 30,1
326.1 337.5 347. 4 352, 1 364.5
1971 1972 1973 1274
$ 1677.7 $ 1798,9 $ 2082.7 ¢ 2300,5
50,0 53.0 55,0 58.0
43,1 46,7 47,1 48, 6
§57.5 579.6 599.5 630,9
1.9 % 8,2 % 8.0 o 7.9 @

60¢



Name of firm: U,S, GYPSUM

Industry: S (3272

Reported Data

Net Sales

R & D Charges (Ry)

Reported Profits
(Py)

Reported Equity
(Ey)

Reported Data

Net Sales

R & D Charges (Ry)

Reported Profits
(Py)

Reported Equity
{(Ep)

Reported Profits
as a Percentage of
Average Reparted
Equity (P/E)

FINANCIAL DATA FOR THE DOMINANT FIRMS
IN TWENTY-THREE INDUSTRIES ($ in Millions)

Source of data: SEC REPORT (10-K)

1964

$ 315.6

2, 2E

43.0

359, 6

1957 1058 1959 ,1960
$ 249.6 ¢ 265.8 $ 30L0 $ 273,5
B LT WL 2aF _Le®
38,8 _40.9 46,3 _38.4
245, 4 263, 0 289, 1 302, 8
1968 1969 1970 1971
$ 419,5 $ 464, 7 5_4';1,6 $ 554, 4
2 gE 3 zE 3 gE 3 EE
34,7 3146 21.4 38.8
418, 4 424, 7 423.5 429,.2
el %

(1) £



Name of firm: ;» S STEEL

Industry: STEEL {3112)

Reported Data

Net Sales

R & D Charges (Ry)

Reported Profits
(P)

Reported Equity
({Ey)

Reported Data

Net Sales

R & D Charges (Ry)

Reported Profits
(Pp)

Reported Equity
(Eg)

Reported Profite
as a Percentage of
Average Reportec
Equity (P/E)

1954°

$3241.3
Neg.

J95.4
2348.7
1965*

$4399.6

1955*

$4079.8

1966

$4355.4

1956*

$4]98.8

1967

$.4005.5

Secondary data source (Moody's)
Neg.= Negligible; less than 1% of sales.

FINANCIAL DATA FOR THE DOMINANT FIRMS
IN TWENTY-THREE INDUSTRIES ($ in Millions)

1957

$4378.3

1968

$.4536,7

1958*

$ 3438 6

1969

$ 47541

1959

$ 3643.0

1970

$4814. 4

3450, 1

Source of data: SEC REPORT 10-K

1960 1961 1962 19¢3 1964
$3s98 5 $3336.8 $3501.0 $3632. 2 S_a129.4
DNage— Nag..— DNag. Nege —Diag.
3042 dsa.2 163.7 2035 _236.8
33019 _3305.9 33091 33792 _2482.7
1371 1972 1973 1974
$ 4928.2 $.5401.8 $6951.9 $9186.4

Neg, Neg, Neg. Neg.

154.5 157.0 325.8 634.9

3507, 2 3577.5 3811.2 4454.2

45 % 4.4 % 8.8 % 15.4_%

T1¢



vYame of firm: 1IPIQHN CQ.
ndustry: _ETHICAL PHARMACEUTICALS (2834)

Reported Data

Net Sales

R & D Charges (Ry)

Reported Profits
(Pp)

Reported Equity
(Ep)

Reported Data

Net Sales

R & D Charges (Ry)

Reported Profits
(Py)

Reported Egquity
(Et)

Reported Profits
as a Percentage of
Average Reportec
Equity (P/E)

1954

$89.7
7.4

N

75.3
1965"*

$242.4

FINANCIAL DATA FOR THE DOMINANT FIRMS
IN TWENTY-THREE INDUSTRIES ($ in Millions)

1955 1356 1957 1958
$_102.5 $ 1116 $_28.1  Saes1
8.6 9.7 11.6 13,0
12.6 15.2 17. 4 20.0
o o S0.6 100 8 -3
1966 1967 1968 1969
$257.6 $273.9 $336.2  S3nl0
2.0 _ 30,2 339 Ano
36,3 30.1 14.4 37.4
2606 224.5 2515 264.4

.
Secondary data source (Moody’s)

Source of data: SEC REPORT 10-K

1959 1960 1961
$_ 1569 $ 1594 Y659
_18.2 6.0 8.0
23.2 22.8 22.8
125.5 138.3 148. 4
1970 1971 1972
$ 397,17 $.438. 4 $511.3
42. 1 45. 4 50, 3
Ky M 39,8 46.5
219.2 294.6 316.9
13,9 % _15,2 %

1962 19¢3 1964
$_323.2 $_ 1912 $__209.7
19.2 19.8 21.1
23,3 25.8 _29.6
-158.4 168,17 183.4
1973 1974

$ 647.5 $ 794.6
56.6 67.7
68.6 69.1
360.3 405. 1
20,3 % A8.1 %

21¢
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