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From figure 6.2 A the CI shifts from insignificant to significant at the
announcement day. The CAAR s significant and higher the day after the
announcement day. However, the p-value is weaker (higher) due to a larger
standard deviation in CAAR.

Figure 6.2 B shows a significant result the two days prior to the announcement day.
Even though the CI is close to the value of zero, it could imply that the event
announcement was anticipated or leaked. Not surprisingly, at the announcement
day, CAAR increases significantly and the CI suggests a strong level of significance
throughout the event window. Figure 6.2 A and B supports the findings presented
in table 6.1. The confidence interval figures for event window [-5,+5] and [-10,+10]

are listed in appendix D .

6.2 Unexpected dividend decreases

Figure 6.3 provides an overview over the market reactions on unexpected dividend
decreases. Similar to unexpected dividend increases, the CAAR drifts upward prior
to the announcement day. As shown in the figure, at the announcement day there is
a great decrease in CAAR. It follows a negative trend in CAAR the days after the
announcement, which could be explained by the post-announcement effect, that it
takes time for the market to absorb the event information.

Figure 6.3 — CAAR for unexpected dividend decrease, using Fama French three factor model.
According to figure 6.3, the market response to bad news is of a larger magnitude
than for good news. This is in line with the theory presented by Lintner (1956).
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Table 6.2 displays the test results for the unexpected decrease in dividend
announcements. There is a significant abnormal stock return for event windows [-
1,+1] and [-3,+3], with CAAR of -2,33% and -1,82%, respectively. The t-values of
-5,25 and -2,85 is significant at the 1% level. Therefore, the null hypothesis is
rejected, and unexpected dividend decrease announcements conveys negative
information to the market. The event windows daily AAR and CAAR- pattern is

presented in appendix C.

Fama-French three-factor model

CAAR % BW t-test Patell Z BMP Z

[-10,+10] -2,22 % -2,31 ** -1,69 ** -1,87 **
[-5,+5] -1,95 % -2,58 ** -1,91 ** -2,28 **
[-3,+3] -1,82 % -2,85 *** 1,69 ** -2,55 ***
[-1,+1] -2,33% -5,25 *** -2,86 *** 4,48 ***

Table 6.2 — Test statistics for negative dividend announcements. CAAR % is the cumulative average abnormal return

(N = 94). BW t-test is the Brown and Warner test statistic. Patell Z is the standardized residual test. BMP Z is a test that is
robust to event-induced variance increases of security returns, constructed by Boehemer, Musumeci and Poulsen (1991).

*, ** and *** constitutes the level of significance at 10%, 5% and 1%, respectively.

From figure 6.4 A and B the confidence intervals for unexpected dividend decreases
does contain value zero before announcement day on both event windows. On the

announcement day and the rest of the event window, the CI shows a significant

result at a 95% level of confidence.
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Figure 6.4 A and B — 95% confidence interval for unexpected dividend decrease, with event window [-1,+1] and [-3,+3].

Although the last CI value for [-3,+3] seems to approach zero, it is still significant
at both the 5% and 1% level, as suggested in table 6.2. In appendix D, the CI figures
for unexpected dividend decreases are listed for event windows [-5,+5] and [-
10,+10].
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These findings indicate a significant market reaction on the day of announcement
for unexpected increase- and decrease, which is consistent with the dividend

signaling hypothesis.

6.3 Adjusting for clustering

Stock returns tend to be positively correlated and ignoring such correlation leads to
an underestimation of the AR variance, which again leads to biased SE (SE). In
other words, clustering could affect the result such that a type I error is committed.
By clustering the sample with respect to each security, the SE is adjusted for
interference with clustering. Both tables 6.3 A and 6.3 B represents the regression
results without clustering (naive) and with clustering (robust), for unexpected

dividend increases and unexpected dividend decreases, respectively.

Fama-French three-factor model

Naive Robust
Coefficient SE t-stat SE t-stat
[-10,+10] 0,00833 0,00735 1,13 0,00756 1,10
[-5,+5] 0,01602 0,00578 2,77 *** 0,00606 2,63 **
[-3,+3] 0,01912 0,00494 3,87 *** 0,00514 3,72 ***
[-1,+1] 0,01428 0,00365 3,91 *** 0,00377 3,79 ***

Table 6.3 A —Standard error and test statistics for a regression without and with clustering for dividend increases.
T-statistics that are significant different from 0 at the 1%, 5% and 10% level, are marked with ***, ** and *, respectively.

Fama-French three-factor model

Naive Robust
Coefficient SE t-stat SE t-stat
[-10,+10] -0,02220 0,01177 -1,89 * 0,01202 -1,7 *
[-5,+5] -0,01953 0,00849 -2,30 ** 0,00886 -2,19 **
[-3,+3] -0,01816 0,00703  -2,58 ** 0,00716 -2,49 **
[-1,+#1] -0,02326 0,00513 -4,54 *** 0,00559 -4,16 ***

Table 6.3 B —Standard error and test statistics for a regression without and with clustering for dividend decreases.
T-statistics that are significant different from 0 at the 1%, 5% and 10% level, are marked with ***, ** and *, respectively.

Adjusting for clustering has a slightly increasing effect for the SE, as illustrated in
both tables 6.3 A and 6.3 B. However, with intra-cluster correlation (ICC) lying
between 0 and 0,14, the sample is relatively low affected by cross-correlation. By

27



GRA 19502

including clustering, the regressions test statistic decreases and becomes more
robust. Despite lower test-statistics, the level of significance from the naive— to
robust regression does not change in the event windows [-3,+3] and [-1,+1]. Thus,

the interpretation of the result remains unchanged.

6.4 Controlling for external factors

Table 6.4 shows the regression result from estimating equation (14) and adjusted
for clustering according to equation (13). Spare and Ciotti (1999) states that change
in dividend yield (CHG_YLD) can be viewed as a signal of management’s
confidence in generating future cash flows. Therefore, CHG_YLD should be
positively correlated to CAR. According to Kariuki, Muturi and Kiragu (2016) the
variable Tobin’s Q, is used as a proxy for firm value and reflects firm-perspective
regarding growth- and investments opportunities. Furthermore, they argue that a
high Tobin's Q signifies an overvaluation, which can trigger a negative market
reaction. High dividend yield (DIV_YLD) may imply an unsustainable level of
dividend payments. Hence, DIV_YLD could have a negative impact on CAR
(Spare, A. E., & Ciotti, P. 1999). Log of assets is the SIZE component. Intuitively,
if dividend payments are extracted from firm’s assets, this will be reflected in the
market reactions (Haw and Kim, 1991). Return on assets (ROA) can further be
interpreted as a measure of profitability. It is argued that changes in profitability
consequently reflect market reactions (Graham, J. R., Hughson, E., and Zender, J.
F. 1999).
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(1)

(2)

(3)

(4)

VARIABLES CAR FF3FM +-1 CARFF3FM +-1 CAR FF3FM +-3 CAR FF3FM +-3
CHG_YLD 0.0156*** 0.0146*** 0.0132** 0.0121**
(0.00374) (0.00449) (0.00539) (0.00609)
Tobin's Q -0.000719 -0.000497 -0.00291 -0.00223
(0.000911) (0.00140) (0.00103) (0.00190)
DIV_YLD -0.000908*** -0.00109*** -0.00196*** -0.00177***
(0.000120) (0.000355) (0.000149) (0.000481)
SIZE -0.0366 -0.0449* -0.0958** -0.0900**
(0.0327) (0.0259) (0.0327) (0.0352)
ROA 0.00179*** 0.00162*** 0.00307*** 0.00258***
(0.000287) (0.000474) (0.000666) (0.000643)
Constant -0.00336 -0.000205 0.00699 0.00771
(0.00475) (0.00548) (0.00527) (0.00743)
Observations 172 172 172 172
R-squared 0.157 0.144 0.177 0.145
F-stat 28.463 21.562 33.784 22.366
Number of company_id 51 - 51 -

Table 6.4 —Standard errors are in parentheses. Due to missing values in some variables, the initial sample of unexpected
dividend increase were reduced from 131 to 103 and the unexpected dividend decrease were reduced from 94 to 69, resulting
in total sample decrease from 225 to 172 observations. Coefficients that are significant different from 0 at the 1%, 5% and
10% level, are marked with ***, ** and *, respectively.

Looking at the regression adjusted for clustering (1), the results in table 6.4 shows
that the dividend variables CHG_YLD, DIV_YLD and ROA were highly
significant in the event window [-1,+1]. These results indicate that CHG_YLD,
DIV_YLD and ROA have an economically meaningful impact on CAR. The other
explanatory variables (Tobin's Q and SIZE) are not significant. However, the signs
of the coefficients support previous literature (Haw and Kim, 1991; Denis, Denis
and Sarin, 1994).

In event window [-3,+3], the regression fixed for clustering (3) provides similar
results, both DIV_YLD and ROA are significant at 1%, whereas CHG_YLD is
significant on a 5% level. Tobin's Q did not have any significant impact. In
contradiction to findings in event window [-1,+1], the SIZE variable explains

market variance with 95% level of confidence.

The R-squared suggests that 15,70% and 17,7% of the variance in, respectively
CARJ-1,+1] and CAR[-3,+3] can be explained by the variables. In addition, the F-
statistics was 28,463 and 33,784 with a corresponding p-value of 0,00. Meaning
that both regressions are jointly significant at a 99% level of confidence, implying
that the independent variables are fitted to explain the variance in the market
reactions (CAR).
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7.0 Conclusion

This study examines the dividend signaling hypothesis in the Norwegian stock
market, by investigating the stock market reactions to unexpected dividend
announcements for firms listed on the Oslo Stock Exchange (OSE). In addition, a
regression model is used to investigate if other variables could explain the market

reactions.

The unexpected dividend announcements were examined using an event study
methodology. The study sample consisted of 65 firms, with a total of 225
unexpected dividend announcements. More specifically, the announcements were
distributed by 131 unexpected dividend increases, and 94 unexpected dividend
decreases. To identify whether a dividend announcement was unexpected or not, a
measure of expected dividend was required. This was done using a model based on

analysts’ forecasts (IBES).

Using the Fama-French three-factor model for event window [-1,+1] and [-3,+3],
the results for both unexpected dividend increases— and decreases provides a
significant results before and after adjusting for clustering. Respectively, there is a
significant positive CAAR of 1.43% and 1.91% for dividend increases, and for
dividend decreases, the CAAR is -2,33% and -1,82%.

This study controls for external factors using a regression model with multiple
variables. The results show that the regression is capable to explain the market
reactions, especially the significant variables: change in dividend yield, dividend

yield and return on assets.

Conclusively, this study supports the dividend signaling hypothesis, and that a
positive relationship between the Norwegian stock market reactions and the
unexpected dividend announcements exists. However, the results from the
regression indicates that there are external factors contributing to the abnormal
market reactions. In order to generalize the findings of our study and get a more
prominent understanding of the mechanisms that drives the abnormal market

reactions, further investigation on the subject is needed.
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Appendix

Appendix A
Stata Codes

import excel "C:\Users\AAL\Desktop\Regresion.xlsx",

firstrow

ssc install outreg2

*Convert company id to numeric value*
egen company id = group (B)

xtset company id

*OLS regression with and without company fixed effects*

* Market Model*

xtreg CARMKTM1 CHG YLD TobinsQ DIV YLD SIZE ROA,
outreg2 wusing Regression tables.xlm ,replace
TobinsQ DIV YLD SIZE ROA) label excel

reg CARMKTM1 CHG_ YLD TobinsQ DIV _YLD SIZE ROA
outreg2 using Regression tables.xlm ,append
TobinsQ DIV YLD SIZE ROA) label excel

xtreg CARMKTM3 CHG YLD TobinsQ DIV _YLD SIZE ROA,
outreg2 using Regression tables.xlm ,append
TobinsQ DIV YLD SIZE ROA) label excel

reg CARMKTM3 CHG_ YLD TobinsQ DIV _YLD SIZE ROA
outreg2 using Regression tables.xlm ,append
TobinsQ DIV YLD SIZE ROA) label excel

*Fama-French three-factor Model*

xtreg CARFF3F1 CHG_YLD TobinsQ DIV _YLD SIZE ROA,
outreg2 using Regression tables.xlm ,append
TobinsQ DIV YLD SIZE ROA) label excel

reg CARFF3F1 CHG_ YLD TobinsQ DIV _YLD SIZE ROA
outreg2 using Regression tables.xlm ,append
TobinsQ DIV YLD SIZE ROA) label excel

xtreg CARFF3F3 CHG YLD TobinsQ DIV YLD SIZE ROA,
outreg2 using Regression tables.xlm ,append
TobinsQ DIV YLD SIZE ROA) label excel

reg CARFF3F3 CHG YLD TobinsQ DIV YLD SIZE ROA

outreg2 using Regression tables.xlm ,append
TobinsQ DIV _YLD SIZE ROA) label excel
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Appendix B
Graphs from Market Model

Figure 1 — CAAR for unexpected dividend increase, using the market model.

Figure 2 — CAAR for unexpected dividend decrease, using the market model.
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Tables from Market Model

Market model

CAAR %

[-10,+10] 0,65 %

[-5,+5] 1,47 %
[-3,+3] 1,83 %
[-1,+1] 1,53 %

BW t-test

0,81
2,36 **
3,92 ***
5,31 ***

Patell Z

0,59
2,42 ***
3,48 ***

2,30 **

BMP Z

0,74
2,46 ***
3,86 ***

4,43 *x*

Table 1 — Test statistics for positive dividend announcements. CAAR % is the cumulative average abnormal return (N=131).
BW t-test is the Brown and Warner test statistic. Patell Z is the standardized residual test. BMP Z is a test that is robust to
event-induced variance increases of security returns, constructed by Boehemer, Musumeci and Poulsen (1991).

*, ** and *** constitutes the level of significance at 10%, 5% and 1%, respectively.

Market model

CAAR %

[-10,410]  -2,56 %

[-5,+5] 2,28 %
[-3,+3] 2,04 %
[-1,+1] -2,49 %

BW t-test

-2,40 **

2,65 ***
2,93 **x*
-5,42 ***

Patell Z

-2,30 **
-2,84 ***
2,56 ***
-3,53 ***

BMP Z

-2,14 **
2,62 ***
2,86 ***
4,8 ***

Table 2 — Test statistics for negative dividend announcements. CAAR % is the cumulative average abnormal return (N=94).
BW t-test is the Brown and Warner test statistic. Patell Z is the standardized residual test. BMP Z is a test that is robust to
event-induced variance increases of security returns, constructed by Boehemer, Musumeci and Poulsen (1991).

*, ** and *** constitutes the level of significance at 10%, 5% and 1%, respectively.

Market model

Coefficient

[-10,+410] 0,006476
[-5,+5]  0,014169
[-3,+43] 0,018318
[-1,+1]  0,015291

Naive
SE t-stat
0,00710 0,91
0,00578 2,45 **
0,00476 3,85 ***
0,00347 4,47 ***

Robust
SE t-stat
0,00726 0,89
0,00613 2,31 **
0,00484 3,78 ***
0,00363 4,24 ***

Table 3 — Standard error and test statistics for a regression without and with clustering for dividend increases.
T-statistics that are significant different from 0 at the 1%, 5% and 10% level, are marked with *** ** and *, respectively.
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Market model

Naive Robust
Coefficient SE t-stat SE t-stat
[-10,+10] -0,02557 0,01153 -2,22 ** 0,01193  -2,11 **
[-5,+5] -0,02276 0,00860 -2,65 ** 0,00889  -2,42 **
[-3,+3] -0,02044 0,00705 -2,90 *** 0,00725 -2,82 ***
[-1,+1] -0,02494 0,00512 -4,87 *** 0,00547 -4,56 ***

Table 4 — Standard error and test statistics for a regression without and with clustering for dividend decreases.
T-statistics that are significant different from 0 at the 1%, 5% and 10% level, are marked with ***, ** and *, respectively

(1)

(2)

(3)

(4)

VARIABLES CAR MKTM +-1 CAR MKTM +-1 CAR MKTM +-3 CAR MKTM +-3
CHG_YLD 0.0159*** 0.0149*** 0.0137** 0.0125**
(0.00433) (0.00438) (0.00598) (0.00606)
Tobin's Q -0.000769 -0.000541 -0.00252 -0.00171
(0.00138) (0.00137) (0.00190) (0.00189)
DIV_YLD -0.00107***  -0.00125***  -0.00195***  -0.00172***
(0.000371)  (0.000346)  (0.000513)  (0.000479)
SIZE -0.0433* -0.0499* -0.0918** -0.0836**
(0.0260) (0.0253) (0.0359) (0.0350)
ROA 0.00190*** 0.00165*** 0.00303*** 0.00244***
(0.000477) (0.000462) (0.000658) (0.000640)
Constant -0.00254 0.000997 0.00544 0.00616
(0.00553) (0.00535) (0.00763) (0.00740)
Observations 172 172 172 172
R-squared 0.180 0.163 0.179 0.137
F-stat 35451 29.989 34.193 18.169
Number of sector_id 51 51

Table 5 —Standard errors are in parentheses. Due to missing values in some variables, the initial sample of unexpected
dividend increase were reduced from 131 to 103 and the unexpected dividend decrease were reduced from 94 to 69, resulting
in total sample decrease from 225 to 172 observations. Coefficients that are significant different from 0 at the 1%, 5% and
10% level, are marked with ***, ** and *, respectively.
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Appendix C
Daily AAR and CAAR- pattern from the Market Model
Unexpected dividend increase Unexpected dividend decrease
Event day 2ol - I Event day _ Badnews
AAR CAAR AAR CAAR
-10 -0,01% -0,01 % -10 0,24 % 0,24 %
9 -0,13% -0,14 % -9 -0,11% 0,13 %
-8 -0,10 % -0,24 % -8 0,29 % 0,42 %
-7 0,11 % 0,12 % -7 0,23 % 0,65 %
6 0,11 % 0,23 % -6 0,12 % 0,53 %
-5 0,09 % -0,33% -5 -0,20 % 0,32%
-4 0,21 % -0,12% -4 0,12 % 0,45 %
3 0,10 % -0,02 % -3 0,21 % 0,23%
-2 0,30 % 0,28 % -2 0,19 % 0,43 %
-1 0,19 % 0,48 % -1 0,23 % 0,66 %
0 1,32% 1,80 % 0 2,23 % -1,58 %
1 0,14 % 1,94 % 1 -0,54 % 2,12 %
2 -0,19% 1,75 % 2 0,34 % -1,78%
3 0,09 % 1,84 % 3 0,13 % -1,65 %
4 0,64 % 1,20 % 4 -0,05 % -1,70 %
5 0,11 % 1,31% 5 -0,10 % -1,80 %
6 -0,10 % 1,21 % 6 -0,40 % -2,20%
7 0,00 % 1,21 % 7 -0,18 % -2,38%
8 -0,29 % 0,92 % 8 -0,38 % -2,76 %
9 -0,17 % 0,75 % 9 0,20 % -2,56 %
10 -0,10 % 0,65 % 10 0,00 % -2,56 %
Table 6 — AAR and CAAR for good news [-10,+10] Table 10 — AAR and CAAR for bad news [-10,+10]
-5 -0, 0928 % -0, 0928 % -5 0, 2035 % -0, 2035 %
4 0,2120 % 0,1192 % -4 0,1213 % -0,0822 %
3 0,0987%  0,2179% -3 e I
-2 0,3007%  0,5186 % b sk BN S
-1 0,1922%  0,7108 % i A I

0 1,3198%  2,0306 % 0 -2,2330%  -2,1056 %
1 0,0171%  2,0477 % 1 -0,4885%  -2,5941 %
2 -0,1902%  1,8575% 2 03372%  -2,2569 %
3 0,0935%  1,9510% 3 0,303%  -2,1265 %
4 -0,6401%  1,3109 % “ e
5 0,1582%  1,4691% 2 LlEoEg L

Table 7 — AAR and CAAR for good news [-5,+5] Table 11 — AAR and CAAR for bad news [-5,+5]
Event da _— Event day
e AAR CAAR
-3 0,0987 % 0,0987 % -3 -0, 2122 % -0, 2122 %
-2 0,3007%  0,3994 % -2 0,1939%  -0,0183 %
1 0,1922 % 0,5916 % -1 0,2279 % 0,2096 %
9 9 0 -2,2330%  -2,0234 %
0 1,3198 % 1,9114 %
1 0,0171%  1,9285% 1 -0,4885%  -2,5119 %
2 -0,1902 % 1,7383 % 2 0,3372 % -2,1746 %
3 0,0935 % 1,8318 % 3 0,1303 % -2,0443 %
Table 8 — AAR and CAAR for good news [-3,+3] Table 12 — AAR and CAAR for bad news [-3,+3]
AAR CAAR
0, 1922 % 0 1922 % -1 0,2279%  0,2279%
0 1,3198 % 1,5120 % 0 -2,2330%  -2,0051 %
1 0,0171 % 1,5291 % 1 -0,4885%  -2,4936 %
Table 9 — AAR and CAAR for good news [-1,+1] Table 13 — AAR and CAAR for bad news [-1,+1]
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Daily AAR and CAAR- pattern from the Fama-French three-factor Model

Unexpected dividend increase Unexpected dividend decrease
Event da Good news Event da EELIENS
AAR CAAR AAR CAAR
-10 -0,02 % -0,02 % -10 0,22 % 0,22 %
-9 -0,08 % -0,09 % -9 -0,07 % 0,15 %
-8 -0,14 % -0,24 % -8 0,21 % 0,36 %
-7 0,11 % -0,13 % -7 0,23 % 0,59 %
-6 0,02 % -0,11 % -6 -0,11 % 0,48 %
-5 -0,13 % -0,24 % = -0,11 % 0,37 %
-4 0,23 % -0,01 % -4 0,21 % 0,58 %
-3 0,19 % 0,17 % -3 -0,18 % 0,40 %
-2 0,37 % 0,54 % -2 0,22 % 0,62 %
-1 0,15 % 0,70 % -1 0,33 % 0,96 %
0 1,25 % 1,95 % 0 -2,20 % -1,24 %
1 0,02 % 1,97 % 1 -0,46 % -1,70 %
2 -0,16 % 1,81 % 2 0,34 % -1,37 %
3 0,09 % 1,90 % 3 0,13 % -1,24 %
4 -0,65 % 1,25 % 4 -0,14 % -1,37 %
5 0,25 % 1,50 % 5 -0,10 % -1,47 %
6 -0,16 % 1,33 % 6 -0,55 % -2,02 %
7 _0’05 % 1,28 % 7 -0,14 % -2,16 %
8 0,21 % 1,07 % 8 -0,36 % -2,52 %
9 0,13 % 0,94 % 9 0,24 % -2,28%
10 0,11% 0,83 % 10 0,06 % -2,22 %
Table 14 — AAR and CAAR for good news [-10,+10] Table 18 — AAR and CAAR for bad news [-10,+10]
Event da Good news Event da Bad news
AAR CAAR AAR CAAR
-5 -0,13 % -0,13 % -5 -0,11 % -0,11%
-4 0,23 % 0,09 % -4 0,21 % 0,10 %
-3 0,19 % 0,28 % -3 -0,18 % -0,08 %
-2 0,37 % 0,65 % 2 0,22 % 0,14 %
-1 0,15 % 0,80 % il 0,33 % 0,48 %
0 1,25% 2,06 % 0 -2,20 % -1,72 %
1 0,02 % 2,08 % 1 -0,46 % -2,19%
2 -0,16 % 1,92 % 2 0,34 % -1,85 %
3 0,09 % 2,01 % 3 0,13 % -1,72 %
4 -0,65 % 1,36 % 4 -0,14 % -1,85 %
5 0,25 % 1,60 % 5 -0,10 % -1,95 %
Table 15 — AAR and CAAR for good news [-5,+5] Table 19 — AAR and CAAR for bad news [-5,+5]
-3 019% 019% =3 -018% -018%
-2 0,37 % 0,55 % =2 0,22 % 0,04 %
-1 0,15 % 0,71 % -1 0,33 % 0,37 %
0 1,25 % 1,96 % 0 -2,20% -1,82 %
1 0,02 % 1,98 % 1 -0,46 % -2,29 %
2 -0,16 % 1,82 % 2 0,34 % -1,95 %
3 0,09 % 1,91 % 3 0,13 % -1,82 %
Table 16 — AAR and CAAR for good news [-3,+3] Table 20 — AAR and CAAR for bad news [-3,+3]
015% 015% 033% 033%
o 1,25 % 1,41 % 0 -2,20 % -1,86 %
1 0,02% 1,43 % 1 Lo —cE
Table 17 — AAR and CAAR for good news [-1,+1] Table 21 — AAR and CAAR for bad news [-1,+1]
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Appendix D

CI Graphs for the Fama-French three-factor Model

Unexpected dividend increase

Canfidence Interval [-5,+5] Confidence Interval [-10,+10]
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Figure 3—95% CI for CAAR, event window [-5,+5] Figure 4 — 95% CI for CAAR, event window [-10,+10]
Unexpected dividend decrease
Confidence Interval [-5,45] Confidence Interval [-10,+10]
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Figure 5 —95% CI for CAAR, event window [-5,+5] Figure 6 — 95% CI for CAAR, event window [-10,+10]
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