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Abstract

The main purpose of this study was to explore the differences and pros and cons
of a variety of enterprise evaluation method, there are many relevant literatures about
valuation. Ruback (2002)[10] in 2002 formally issued capital cash flow method, the
evidence shows, the capital cash flow method are much useful than other firm
valuation method. In Taiwan, relevant literatures are rare, and often focus on the case
of a single company analysis, and less to explore the differences between models and
the pros and cons, this study use the discounted cash flow method, free cash flow
method (FCF), capital cash flow method (CCF), Adjusted Present Value(APV),
economic value-added method (EVA) compare to the comparable multiple method in
the PE ratio method(PER), market value to book value ratio method(PBR), market

value to sales ratio(PSR)---etc. Then we use computers and peripheral company as

sample to estimate their reasonable price, then compare to the real market price uses
prediction error and Investment performance as a starting point, respectively, to
measure the relative merits of the model. In terms of prediction error, the result of
comparable multiple method is generally better than the discounted cash flow method,

but both methods also show that it" s possibly a good orientation to valuation firms

by their profit, and from the results found from the CCF method, though not the
smallest, but can be regarded as the most stable estimation model, exactly identical
with the views put forward by Ruback (2002)[10], this is a great discovery in our
research; from the view of investor, the results show that the profitability of the
discounted cash flow method is more stable, no big difference in the rate of return on
investment in each model, and the overall average rate of return are greater than the
comparable multiple method, it shows that, though, the prediction error of discounted
cash flow method is greater than the multiplier method, but the investment
performance is more stable, no significant differences due to the choice of different

models.

Key words : Free Cash Flow, FCF, Capital Cash Flow, CCF, Adjusted Present Value,

APV, Firm \aluation, Investment Strategy, Comparable Multiple
Approach, Comparable Multiple Method
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