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Abstract

Previous studies have shown that the mean monthly retum for January
is significantly different from returns during other months of the year.
More recently, several researchers have suggesied that the higher
January returns accrue disproportionately to small firms, especially
during the carly days of January. Concentrating on the S&P composite
index, which consists of large firm securities, the resuits of this study
show that, with few exceptions, the mean monthly returns for January
are the highest, while the variations per unit of return are the lowest as
compared to the returns in any other month of the year. Therefore, this
paper provides evidence that the so-called January effect is independent
of the small firm effect.

Introduction

Widely differing opinions on the degree of market efficiency continue to
make the efficient market hypothesis (EMH) one of the more controversial
issues in finance. An efficient market usually is defined as one where all known
and relevant information about a security is reflected accurately in its current
price. New information, as it becomes available, is impounded instantly into the
security's price. In markets where these characteristics prevail, it would be
impossible for an investor to earn consistently superior investment returns,

In the past, academic scholars almost universally have supported most of the
three forms of the EMH (see, for example, Boldt and Arbit, 1984; Leasc and
Lewellen, 1982), while professional money managers and institutional investors
always have expressed some doubt. More recently, though, several studies have
suggested that financial markets may not be as efficient as is believed by many
academicians (for example, see Jensen, 1978; Rosenberg, Reid, and Lanstein,
1985). These studies identify anomalies thal indicate that variables other than
risk were responsible for the returns on different stock investments over time. In
other words, some investments appear io generate abnormal returns. The better
known anomalies include the following:
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¢ The small firm effect (Banz, 1981; Brown, Kleidon, and Marsh,
1983; Keim, 1983; McDonald and Miller, 1989; Reinganum,
1981, 1983; and Stoll and Whaley, 1983);

« Low price-earnings ratios (Basu, 1977; Goodman and Peavy, 1985;
and Rendleman, Jones, and Latane, 1985);

» The weekend effect (Aggarwal and Rivoli, 1989; Flannery and
Protopapadakis, 1988; French, 1980; Gibbons and Hess, 1981,
Gultekin and Guliekin, 1983; Harris, 1986; Jaffe and Westerfield,
1985); and

» The January or the year-end effect (Brown, Keim, Kleidon, and
Marsh, 1983; Officer, 1975; Pettengill, 1985; Rogalski and Tinic,
1985; Rozeff and Kinney, 1976; and Smirlock and Starks, 1986).

This paper tests for the existence of the January effect in stock indexes
representing large firms. According to the January effect, in general, the mean
monthly return for January is significantly different from the mean monthly
returns during other months of the year. Recently, several researchers have
documented that the higher January returns accrue disproportionately to small
firms, especially during the early days of January (Keim, 1983; Reinganum,
1983). This paper contributes to the existing body of knowledge on the topic by
providing a comprehensive examination of the January effect for the Standard &
Poor's indexes representing large firms and by reviewing the consistency of
monthly returns across different time intervals. More specifically, in an attempt
to provide evidence suggesting that this scasonal anomaly is independent of the
small firm effect, returns on the S&P indexes (i.¢., the S&P composite, the
S&P industrials, the S&P wansportation, the S&P utilitics, and the S&P
fingncial index) are examined. Furthermore, the consistency of the January
pattern is examined over four different time periods (January 1930 through
December 1988, January 1930 through December 1949, January 1950 through
December 1969, and January 1970 through December 1988).

The results show that from January 1970 through December 1988, for all
the S&P component indexes in general, not only are January's mean returns the
highest among the mean returns during any other month of the year, but also the
coefficients of variation are the lowest among the coefficients of variation of
monthly returns during any other month of the year.

Relevant Previous Research

In examining the seasonality of investment returns, many researchers
recently have generated evidence indicating that average monthly returns are
statistically different. Specifically, this seasonality in investment returns, referred

to as the January effect or year-end effect, suggests that the average return in
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January is statistically higher than the average return in any other month of the
year. (See Brown, Keim, Kleidon, and Marsh, 1983; Gultekin and Gultekin,
1983; Keim, 1983; Peutengill, 1985; Reinganum, 1983; Rozeff and Kinney,
1976; and Tinic and West, 1984.)

Recently, however, this phenomenon has been tied to the small firm effect,
as several researchers have documented that the high January returns accrue
disproportionately to small firms, especially during the early days of January
(Keim, 1983; Reinganum,1983). Relying on daily returns during different
months of the year, these swdies report that, in comparison 1o larger firms,
small firms earn higher returns and that these higher returns are generated in the
first few days of January. Roll (1983) and Blume and Stambaugh (1983) estimate
that the magnitude of the small firm effect would be cut in half if annual, rather
than daily, rebalancing of portfolios were assumed. Therefore, in order to reduce
any possible bias introduced by daily rebalancing, monthly returns rather than
aggregaied daily returns for the maonth are used in this study.

On the other hand, Givoly and Ovadia (1983), using monthly return data,
found that, due to tax-induced sales, the prices of many stocks over the last 35
years were depressed temporarily in December and then recovered in January.
They concluded that this price recovery is a major contributor 1o the high returns
observed in January, This effect is present in all firms, but it is much more
pronounced in small firms. Investigating the January cffect in overseas markets,
Gulickin and Gultekin (1983) observed that, except for Australia, the higher
monthly returns in other countries occur at the tumn of their respective lax year.
Gultekin and Gultekin interpret the findings as support for a tax-loss-selling
hypothesis. They also suggest that the seasonality in these countries does not
appear 1o be a size-related anomaly. In contrast, Brown er al. (1983) observed
high returns in Australia during the months of January, July, August, and
December. Because Australia follows a July-June tax year, their evidence did not
support the tax-loss-selling hypothesis. Also, their findings suggest that,
compared to larger firms, the smallest firms generated higher average retums
across all months. Thus, the extent to which a January effect exists independent
of the size effect is controversial. In addition, Berges et al. (1984) report that for
Canada, before and after the capital gains tax was introduced, returms in fanuary
exceeded returns for other months of the year. Therefore, their findings also do
not support the tax-loss-selling-pressure hypothesis as the entire explanation for
the turn-of-the-year effect in stock retumns.

Although the previous research findings generally support the presence of
the January effect, particularly in small firms, none of the previously cited
studies provide a comprehensive examination of the January effect for large firms
or complete support for a tax-loss-selling hypothesis. Leaving the latter question
for future research, this paper investigates the existence of the January effect in
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large firm securities. The empirical evidence based on the monthly retumns for the
S&P composite and component indexes suggests that the monthly returns on the
large firm indexes are not the same for different months of the year. Specifically,
except for the S&P composite index during the period from January 1930
through December 1949, not only are Jannary mean monthly returns higher than
the mean returns during other months of the year, but January coefficients of
variation also are the lowest compared to the coefficients of variation for the
other months of the year.

Research Methodology

The use of daily data and the daily rebalancing of portfolios may contribute
10 the measurement of high January returns. In order to avoid this potential bias,
monthly data for the S&P indexes were obtained from Standard & Poor's
Security Price {ndex Record. For the S&P 500, the data were collected for the
period from Januvary 1930 through December 1988. Because of availability
problems, data for the four component indexes (S&P industrials, S&P
trangportation, S&P utilities, and S&P financial) were limited to the period from
January 1970 through December 1988.

The returns for each month and each index were calculated as follows:

(1) Rj= Py - Pi-1) / Pit-1

where:
Rj; = the return on a specific index in month t;
Pit = the value of a specific index in month t; and

Pit-1 = the value of a specific index in month t-1.

The annualized monthly mean return (x) (on the basis of 12 months),
standard deviation (G), and coefficient of variation {6/X) are calculated. This
information is generated for all of the S&P indexes.

The consistency of the mean returns (by the month of the year) over the
entire period and the subperiods (January 1930 through December 1988, January
1930 through December 1949, January 1950 through December 1969, ard
January 1970 through December 1988) is ascertained through the application of
the following regression equation:

12
(2) Rit= 21 Bi Dit + &it
1=
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where:

i = 1 through 12 for January (February, ... , December), respectively;

Bi = the mean monthly return for any month;

Djt = 1if the return in period t is for January (Eebruary, ... , December), 0
otherwise;

Eit = the residual term.

The significance level associated with B; will indicate whether the mean
monthly returns are statistically different from zero.

Results

The annualized mean monthly retums (x) for the S&P 500 composite index
and their standard deviations (o) and coefficients of variations (o/x) are reported
in Table 1. For the entire period, the month of January not only shows the
highest (and statistically significant) mean return (25.67 percent, p-value;
-0008), but also displays the smallest variation (coefficient of variation, 6/x, of
1.4640).

Furthermore, Duncan'’s test statistic is used to make multiple comparison of
monthly returns across different months of the year. The results in Table 2 show
that for the composite index over the entire period (except for the months of July
and August) January's mean monthly returns are the highest (at a 10 percent
significance level). Earlier studies (e.g., Brown et al., 1983: Officer, 1975; and
Tinic and West, 1984) have reported that, like January, the month of July also
displays anomalous stock returns. Thus, the current findings are consistent with
those of previous studies.

An examination of the mean monthly returns and the coefficients of
variation reveals that for the entire period tested, the highest return and the
lowest dispersion around the mean return occur during the month of January,
Thus, in terms of return and risk, January is the most attractive month of the
year. For a clearer interpretation, these results (the first column of Table 1), are
presented in Figure 1. Figure 1 shows the mean return and the area of *1
standard deviation (o) for every month. January has the highest mean return and
the lowest dispersion around its mean return. In other words, the month of
January displays the most attractive return pattern of all the other monthly
returns during the year. The only other month with similar desirable results
(significantly positive return and low coefficient of variation) is July (mean
return x 18.26 percent, p-value .0161). None of the other months reported
returns that were statistically distinguishable from zero.
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The results for the three subperiods reveal that the January performance
remains surprisingly consistent (Table 1). Except for the month of July during
the January 1930 through December 1949 period and the months of April and
November during the January 1950 through December 1969 period, the month of
January consistently shows the highest returns ang’ttie IHWeST VAITRIAn " Ra- il
of return. More specifically, investments during January ar¢ preferable to
investments during other months of the year if the investment's desirability is
measured in terms of mean returns and coefficients of variation.

Consequently, an examination of both risk and return characteristics
suggests that the month of January appears 10 be the most atiractive because that
month's mean returns are generally the highest and its coefficients of variation

ate asually dhe lowest during two of the three subperiods. Only during the
January 1950 through December 1969 subperiod are April's and November's
coefficients of variation lower than that of January. The mean returns by month
and their respective dispersion for each of the three subperiods are plotted in
Figures 2, 3 and 4.

Tinic and West (1984) report that January is the only month when
shareholders consistently have been paid for taking risk and when small firm
stocks have outperformed the market as a whole. In contrast, the findings of this
study suggest that indexes representing large firm securities also ecarn a
significantly positive return during January, and, in gencral, earn returmns
indistinguishable from zero during other months. Morcover, the evidence
generated here supports the contention that January returns, on average, not only
tend to be higher compared to returns in other months, but that the variation
around the return in January is less than the comparable variation in other
months, Although the month of July over certain subperiods also showed
attractive results (in terms of significant return and lower risk), J uly did not have
the same consistency as the month of January. The returns in January are also
more attractive than returns during the other months of the year, however, as the
variations per unit of return are the lowest in January. Thus, because the S&P
composite index consists of large firm securities, ceteris paribus, the evidence
suggests that the January effect exists independent of the size effect.

Because of greater sophistication on the part of today's investors in general
and because of the gradual tightening of market regulations over time, it might
be reasoned that financial markets are more efficient today than they were in the
past. Consequently, one might pay more attention to the results of the recent
subperiod (January 1970 through December 1988). Table 1 and Figure 4 again
reveal that January returns are not only statistically positive and significant (x:
27.08 percent; p-value: .0118), but their variations are also the lowest.

[n an attempt to examine the existence of a seasonal effect across different
industries, this study analyzed the mean annualized monthly returns (x), their
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standard deviations (o), and the coefficients of variations (o/x) along with
regression equation (2) for all $&P indexes. These results are presented in Table
3. The mean annualized returns for the S&P component indexes for the month of
January are all positive and statistically different from zero. For example, for the
S&P industrials, the mean January return is 26,43 percent with a p-value of
.0165. Comparable values for the S&P transportation index are 32.49 percent
and .0375; for the S&P utilities index they are 34.32 percent and .0010; and for
the S&P financial index they are 30.12 percent and 0431, respectively.

January returns are consistently unusual across industries. Similar to the
results for the composite index for the period from 1970 through 1988, for all
compenent indexes January has the highest return (in no other months are
returns significantly different at the .05 level} and the lowest variation per unit of
return. Also, except for the industrial index, Duncan'’s test statistics in Table 2
indicate that January's mean return is significantly greater than that of at least
one other month of the year for all component indexes. Thus, the results reported
in Table 3 confirm the existence of a January effect.

Conclusion

The findings of this research demonstrate the existence of a January effect for
the S&P 500 index over the period from January 1930 through December 1988,
With some exceptions, not only are the January returns the highest among the
monthly returns, but that month's variation per unit of return is also the iowest.
Because this anomaly also exists over the three subperiods examined in this
paper, one can conclude that this phenomenon is not a one time occurrence,
Furthermore, as virtually all firms on the S&P indexes are relatively large in
size, one can reason that the abnormal returns in January are independent of the
small firm effect.

Also, consistently for all the S&P component indexes (i.e., S&P
industrials, S&P transportation, S&P uiilities, and S&P financial) the January
mean monthly returns are the highest and have the lowest variations per unit of
return compared to any other month of the year, Therefore, the similarity in the
results for the S&P component indexes suggests that this seasonal anomaly
exists in all industries represented by the S&P indexes.

In conclusion, the evidence presenied in this paper swrongly suggests the
presence of the January effect in large firms. In addition, the high January returns
exist regardiess of ihe gme period or the industries examined.

20



References

1. Aggarwal, Reena, and Pietra Rivoli, “Seasonal and Dz_ly-of-thc-Week:
Effects in Four Emerging Stock Markets,” Financial Review, 23, no. 4
(November 1989), pp. 541-550.

2. Banz, Rolf W., “The Relationship Between Return and Market Value
of Common Stock,” Journal of Financial Economics, 9, no. 1 (1981), pp. 3-18.

3. Basu, Sanjay, “Investment Performance of Common Stocks in
Relation to Their Price-Earnings Ratios: A Test of the Efficient Market
Hypothesis,” Journal of Finance, 32, no. 3 (June 1977), pp. 663-682.

4, Berges, Angel, John J. McConnell, and Gary G. Schlarbaum, “The
Turn-of-the-Year in Canada,” Journal of Finance, 39, no. 1 (March 1984), pp.
185-192,

5. Blume, Marshall E., and Robert F. Stambaugh, “Biases in Computed
Returns: An Application to the Size Effect,” Journal of Financial Economics,
12, no. 3 (1983), pp. 387-404.

6. Boldt, Bob L., and Hal 1. Arbit, “Efficient Markets and the
Professicnal Investor,” Financial Analysts Journal, 40, no. 4 (July-August
1984), pp. 22-34.

7. Brown, Philip, Donald B. Keim, Allan W. Kleidon, and Terry A.
Marsh, “Stock Return Seasonalities and the Tax-Loss Sclling Hypothesis,”
Journal of Financial Economics, 12, no. 1 (June 1983), pp. 105-127.

3. Brown, Philip, Allan W. Kleidon, and Terry A. Marsh, “New
Evidence on the Nature of Size-Related Anomalies in Stock Prices,” Journal of
Financial Economics, 12, no. 1 (June 1983), pp. 33-55.

9. Flannery, Mark J., and Aris A. Protopapadakis, “From T-Bills to
Common Stocks: Investigating the Generality of Intra-Weck Return
Seasonality,” Journal of Finance, 53, no. 2 (June 1988), pp. 431-450.

10.  French, Kenneth K., “Stock Returns and the Weekend Effect,”
Journal of Financial Economics, 8, no. 1 (November 1980}, pp. 55-70.

11.  Gibbons, Michacl R., and Patrick Hess, “Day-of-the-Weck Effects
and Asset Retarns, Journal of Business, 54 (October 1981), pp. 579-596.

2. Givoly, Dan, and Arie Ovadia, “Year-End Tax-Induced Sales and
?Fﬁckslglarket Seasonality,” Journal of Finance, 38, no. 1 (March 1983), pp.
-185.

13.  Goodman, David A., and John W. Peavy, III, “T'he Risk Universal
Nature of the P/E Effect,” Journal of Portfolio Management, 11, no. 4 (Summer
1985}, pp. 14-16.

14. Gultekin, Mustafa N., and N. Bulent Gultekin, “Stock Market
Seasonality: International Evidence,” Journal of Financial Economics, 12, no. 4
(1983), pp. 469-482.

21



15.  Harris, Lawrence, “A Transaction Data Study of Weekly and
Intradaily Patterns in Stock Retumns,” Journal of Financial Economics, 16, no. 1
(May 1986), pp. 99-117.

16. Jaffe, Jeffery, and Randoiph Westerfield, “The Week-End Effect in
Common Stock Returns: The International Evidence,” Journal of Finance, 40,
no. 2 (June 1985), pp. 433454,

17. Jensen, Michael C., “Some Anomalous Evidence Regarding Market
Efficiency,” Journal of Financial Economics, 6, nos. 2/3 (June-September
1978), pp. 95-101.

18. Keim, Donald, “Size-Related Anomalies and Stock Return
Seasonality: Further Empirical Evidence,” Journal of Financial Economics, 12,
no. 1 (June 1983), pp. 13-32.

19.  Lease, Ronald, and Wilbur Lewellen, “Market Efficiency Across
Security Exchanges,” Journal of Economics and Business, 34 (January 1982),
pp. 101-109.

20. McDonald, Bill, and Robert E. Miller, “Additional Evidence on the
Nature of Size-Related Anomalies,” Journal of Economics and Business, 41, no.
1 (February 1989), pp. 61-68.

21.  Officer, R.R., “Seasonality in Australian Capital Markets: Market

Efficiency and Empirical Issues,” Journal of Financial Economics, 2, no. 1
(March 1975), pp. 29-52.

22.  Pettengill, Glen N., “Persistent Seasonal Return Patterns,” Financial
Review, 1 (November 1985), pp. 271-286.

23. Reinganum, Marc, “Abnormal Returns in Small Firm Portfolios,”
Financial Analysts Journal, 37 (March-April 1981), pp. 52-57.

24, , “The Anomalous Siock Market Behavior of Small Firms in
January: Empirical Tests for Tax-Loss Selling Effects,” Journal of Financial
Economics, 12, no. 1 (June 1983}, pp. 89-104.

25.  Rendleman, Richard, Charles D. Jones, and Henry A. Latane,
“Empirical Anomalies Based on Unexpected Eamings and the Importance of Risk
Adjustments,” Journal of Financial Economics, 10, no. 3 (November 1982), pp.
269-287.

26. Rogalski, Richard J., and Seha M. Tinic, “The January Size Effect:
Anomaly or Risk Mismeasurement?” working paper, Amos Tuck School of
Business Administration, Dartmouth College, October 1985,

27. Roll, Richard, “On Computing Mcan Returns and the Small Firm
Premium,” Journal of Financial Economics, 12, no. 3 (1983), pp. 371-386.

28. Rosenberg, Barr, Kenneth Reid, and Ronald Lansicin, “Persuasive
Evidence of Market Inefficiency,” Journal of Porifolio Management, 11, no. 3
(Spring 1985), pp. 2-17.

22



29.  Rozeff, Michael S., and William R. Kinney, “Capital Market
Scasonality: The Case of Stock Market Returns,” Journal of Financial
Economics, 3, no. 4 (October 1976}, pp. 379-402.

30.  Smirlock, Michael, and Laura Starks, “Day of the Week and Intraday
Effects in Stock Returns,” Journal of Financial Economics, 17, no. 1 (1986},
pp. 197-210.

31. Standard & Poor's Corporation, Standard & Poor’s Security Price
Index Record (various issues).

32.  Stoll, Hans, and Robert E. Whaley, “Transaction Costs and the
Small Firm Effect,” Journal of Financial Economics, 12, no. 1 (June 1983), pp.
57-80.

33.  Tinic, Seha M., and Richard R. West, “Risk and Return: January vs.

the Rest of the Year,” Journal of Financial Economics, 13, no. 4 (December
1984), pp. 561-574.

23



(WrIv'Le)  [1EP60]
9£0£°0 1800°0-

(8657°€) (¥81€°0]
§9%E°0 £901°0

{LTPS'ET-) (L8P 0)
LY G 8FE00-

(STr8'v) (S50l
TSIE0 1$90°0

(L168°7) 68L1°0]
1S1H0 SEPL0

(FrEC'D) (£192°0]
18150 1611°0

(Zzeg v (8110701
0ZHy 0 80£2°0

65)] (x)
A3 ‘TS UEIN
8861/Z1 - 0L61/1

€Lz e
£E0T°0

(L788°9)
LLSY'D

(LTS0v)
$19¢°0

(€L8p1)
YOI£°0

(€50E°p)
£987'0

(PL66°L)
611€0

9t98°1)
1S6£°0

(0)
'82q PIs

[zLTt ol
ZETI0

(96001

§£990°0-
(98970}
7680°0

(10100
L8OTO

(€600l
§890°0

(€£829°0]
06£0°0

106000/
61120

(0

UBd

6961/T1 - 0S61/1
xapuy onsoduio)) 51004 % pIepuels :2ouedsyiusig [EONSIMG PUE ‘SUONBIAX(] PIRpUBIS ‘SWINIY A[JIUON PoZIjEnuLY

(Toos'1)
Erego

(068t¢ D)
TEGL'O

{ror'61-)
BS60'I

(€68¢ L)
€960

{065 )
[I6E0

(LS8T'99-)
96t9°0

(12660}
088270

(o)

e ms

[€120°0
8TTY0

($9L 0]
1650°0

[18S2°0]
£960°0-

(LSL¥°0]
SOET 0

(€149°0]
5800

(€560
8600°0-
[9zz1°0l
£06Z2°0

(x)

BN

6v6e1/TT - 0£61/1

I 2Iqel

(161L'2) L1910°0]
§964°0 9781°0
(QELLLD) [€¥L9°0]
75960 81£0°0
(TSTT9ET) (L6660
PELLO £000°0
H9sT°En) [zZes 0]
€290 €L40°0
(¥R9¢°6) 286501
8ELED 66£0°0
9esHon) [£125°0]
0L0S0 S8H0°0
oror' D [8000°0]
86LE°0 L9ST0
fo)] 9]
‘AJ s URIN

8861/C1 - 0£61/1

A[ng

aung

Key

[udy

orEN

Areruqaq

Axenue

pouad

24



8T

(79681}
8LYY0

(99¢8°€7-)
79950

(1¥80°6£)
L9150

(6Z€5°%9)
89.5°0

(26T 6}
eSO

(0}
AN MS

[¢8ge°0l
600

[+128°0]
LETOO-

(#006°0]
100

(#0160
¥800°0

[9€85°0]
78500

63,

e

8861/Z1 - OL6I/T

(x/0) UONIELIEA JO SIUSOLFI0D AY) H1¢ sIsauared ur srequinN

0192 210 SWima1 A[yruow ueaw ay1 18y senigeqard o Suneospur sanpea-d are $10ovIq W SISqUINN

Ore

(LOST €
L9ZE°0

(TLel' 1)
LESED

(1690°6)
010

(LS8T8T)
99LE0

(6075°5)
669¢°0

)

‘AT ™S

{8z1z°01
S001°0

[1Z10°0]
9t0T0

[¥019°0]
9LED'O

{6788°0]
61100

(LSOv0]
0L90°0

()

eI

6961/21 - 0561/1

(€6L9'T)
S985°0

(+868°6-)
89050

(15££°6-)
SS16°0

(bE66'L)
ELYEO

(952T'9)
101#°1

(©)
AqMIS
6v61/T

4

(0970
68120

(¥6.LL 0]
ZIe00-

(z8+E0l]
91L1°0-

(1295701
0901°0-
(09120
$97Z°0
(x)
BN
I-0€61/1

80L

(E¥IT6t)
£78%°0

otrrn
8L8Y°0

(Syivsi-)
09€9°0

(£¥81°127)
L0T90

(8sz8'L)
50680

©)

Ao 'mS

{8968°01
8600°0-

{zz95°0!
6¢10°0
(128670
100
[£869°0]
£620°0-

(r811°0]
£811°0

{x)

BN

8861/TT - OE61/T

x9pu] 91150d10)) 1004 ¥ PIEPURIS :30UBdIIUBIS [EONSIEIS PUR ‘SUONBIAD( PIepUeIS ‘SuInioy AJRUOI pazienuuy
(panunuod) 1 Jjqe]

SUOHBAIASQO)

JQUINR]

IQUIDAON

G010

Iquadag

isndny

pousd

25



Table 2

Summary of Duncan's Test Statistics for Pairwise Comparisons of Returns

Period

1/1930 to
12/1988

1/1930 to
12/1949

1/1950 to
12/1969

1/1970 to
-12/1988

for the Standard & Poor's Indexes
January 1930-December 1988
Type of Months with Significantly Different Returns
S&P Index (90% level)
Composite January > February, March, April, May,
June, September, October,
November, and December
Composite July > March, April, September,
October, and December
Composite January > June;
April > June; and
November > June
Composite January > May
Industrial None
Transportation January > May
Utility January > February, March, April, May,
August, September, November
and December
October > May
Financial January > May
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