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Table 11: ROA & ROE Values Prior- and Posterior to Winsorization

6.2.3 Heteroscedasticity

Homoscedasticity states that the variance of the unobserved error, conditional on
the independent variables is constant. Homoscedasticity fails, i.e.
heteroscedasticity occur, whenever the variance of the unobserved factors changes
across different segments of the population, where the segments are determined
by the different values of the independent variables (Wooldridge, 2016).
Furthermore, if heteroscedasticity occurs in our residuals, this could weaken the
validity of our tests, leading us to draw incorrect conclusions and inferences. To
deal with and mitigate the presence of heteroscedasticity we follow the former
approach applied for the non-normality issue, thus apply the natural logarithm to
the revenue-, CEO age- and CEO tenure- variables. Additionally, we incorporate
heteroscedasticity-robust standard errors into our models, which is in alignment
with our substantial sample size, allowing heteroscedasticity to appear
(Wooldridge, 2016).
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6.2.4 Multicollinearity

The phenomenon of multicollinearity occurs when the explanatory variables are
highly correlated with each other. We often distinguish between perfect- and near
multicollinearity, where perfect occurs when we have an exact relationship
between two or more variables, and near occurs when there is a non-negligible,
however not perfect relationship (Brooks, 2008). Furthermore, as a rule of thumb,
an absolute correlation coefficient of larger than 0.7 among two or more
explanatory variables indicate occurrence of multicollinearity (Molala, 2019).
Moreover, to depict the various correlations in a more sensible manner, we

present the correlation matrix in Table 12 below.

CEO Turnover ROA ROE Profit Dummy Revenue CEO Age Company Age CEO Tenure CEO Ownership
CEO Turnover 1,000
ROA -0,101 1,000
ROE -0,015 0,142 1,000
Profit Dummy -0,059 0,439 0,156 1,000
Revenue -0,024 0,253 0,129 0,260 1,000
CEO Age -0,212 -0,001 -0,061 -0,015 -0,139 1,000
Company Age -0,090 0,084 -0,100 0,138 0,292 0,132 1,000
CEO Tenure -0,034 0,114 -0,043 0,143 0,059 0,249 0,307 1,000
CEO Ownership 0,014 0,034 0,089 -0,044 -0,045 -0,027 -0,059 -0,015 1,000

Table 12: Correlation Matrix

Studying the various correlation coefficients, the largest coefficient equals 0.44
between ROA and the Profit Dummy. Hence, our correlation coefficients are

within a justifiable interval, thus no clear signs of multicollinearity issues.

6.2.5 Autocorrelation

The phenomenon of auto- or serial correlation occurs when the error terms of the
variables are correlated with one each other (Brooks, 2008). The appearance
usually shows when we work with longer time series. Thus, for the following
model where we work of data spanning 18 years, we find it relevant to assess. We
utilize the Wooldridge test, which can be implemented when testing for serial
correlation in panel-data models (Drukker, 2003). The null indicates no serial
correlation in our model. However, the test results show that we have presence of
autocorrelation in the error terms, thus we reject the aforementioned null,
presented in Appendix 13. Furthermore, to reduce this issue we utilize the
equivalent procedure as for the presence of heteroscedasticity, and apply robust

standard errors.
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6.2.6 Endogeneity

Endogeneity occurs when a variable that is excluded in our model, is related to a
variable we have included in our model (Pinzon, 2016). The main issue with
endogeneity is the prevention it has on making causal inference. Moreover, to
mitigate and prevent endogeneity, and the issue of double causality regarding
CEO turnover and company performance, we apply lagged values of the
independent variables, namely ROA, ROE and the Profit Dummy. We point out
that the application of our lagged variables do not certainly remove the
endogeneity. However, the article “Organizational Form, Ownership Structure,
and CEO Turnover: Evidence From The Property — Casualty Insurance Industry”
(Cheng, Cummins & Lin, 2015) among several, show that the endogeneity is
sufficiently mitigated if we use the aforementioned procedure. Furthermore, by
including relevant variables in our models, this will mitigate the endogeneity

problem.

6.2.7 Reqgression Models

In the following section we specify our regression models. In the application of
the model on our panel data we utilize Stata. This provides us with odds ratios and
standard errors for all the independent variables. Furthermore, we are provided
with the marginal effects on each independent variable. The specification of the
regression is inspired by previous studies researching similar topic (Ahmed &
Hellerslia, 2019; Enarsson & Magnusson, 2017).

6.2.7.1 Does Performance Affect CEO Turnovers?

In this regression model we want to use the independent variables as our

performance measures, with the inclusion of the control variables as additional
explanatory variables. Moreover, the expectation for this regression involves a

negative relationship between company performance and CEO turnover.

p(CEO turnover = 1) = ay + f1ROA + B,ROE + B3Profitp + B4Revenue +
BsCEOage + BsCompanyAge + B,CEOtenure + BgCEOownership (6.5)

, Where p = the probability of CEO turnover.

Shifting attention to the independent variables functioning as performance
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measures, our expectation is that g,, §, and S5 will be significant and negative.
Hence, we expect a negative relationship between performance and CEO
turnover. Moreover, we are provided with the odds ratio and the negative

relationship should be highlighted with odds ratios lower than one.

6.2.7.2 Changes in Performance Post CEO Turnover

In our last supplemental model we incorporate the change in ROA and ROE from
time t=0 to t=3, subject to the event of turnover. Hence, if there has been a CEO
turnover in t=0, we want to examine if the turnover impact the change in
accounting performance from when the CEO is appointed to the third year
posterior to the appointment. We use the span of three years to let the CEO
incorporate his philosophy and let him make his mark (Zhang, 2008). From the
former regression model the other deviation is the inclusion of the binary variable
Turnover_D, as an independent variable, corresponding to 1 in the case of a CEO
turnover in year t and O if else. Holding the rest of the regression model
unchanged, in terms of lagging both ROA and ROE with 1 year, we control for
and fix the performance prior to the change in CEO. In this way, we obtain the

real change in performance, by isolating the performance prior to the event.

AR0A= (24)) + TuTnOUeT'_Dt + )BZROAt—l + B3R0Et—l + ﬁ4_PTOfit_Dt_1 +
BsRevenue; + fsCEOage, + ;CompanyAge, + fgCEOtenure, +
BoCEOownership; (6.6)

Arog= ag + Turnover_D; + [, ROA;_1 + f3ROE;_{ + B4Profit_D,_, +
PsRevenue, + fsCEOage; + [;CompanyAge, + PgCEOtenure, +
BoCEOownership, (6.7)

As the aforementioned empirical studies find ambiguous results on the change in
accounting measures posterior to a CEO turnover, and furthermore the lack of
studies comprising the energy industry, we do not have clear expectations on how
the turnover will affect the performance. However, stemming from the previous
analysis corresponding to the stock price reactions, assuming rationality in the
marketplace, we would not expect the change in performance to be significantly

positive.
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6.2.8 Reqgression Analysis

In the following section we present the results and analyses from the stated

regression models.

6.2.8.1 Does Performance Affect CEO Turnover?

The results from the regression model 6.5 are presented in Table 13 below.
Moreover, we see that the odds ratios for the performance measures are below one
with corresponding negative marginal effects. Thus, our results indicate a negative
relationship between company performance and CEO turnover, i.e. a negative
ROA increases the probability of a CEO turnover to occur. However, both the
coefficients of ROE and the profit dummy are insignificant, with only ROA

statistically significant at the 10% level.

CEO Turnover Odds Ratio Marginal Effect Robust SE
ROA 0,516* -0,083 0,046
ROE 0,958 -0,005 0,010
Profit Dummy 0,864 -0,018 0,032
Revenue 0,990 -0,001 0,008
CEO Age 0,943%** -0,007 0,001
Company Age 0,783* -0,031 0,018
CEO Tenure 1,236 0,027 0,021
CEO Ownership 1,000 0,000 0,001
Constant 6,432* 0,007

Table 13: Regression Output For Accounting Measures |

Focusing on the economic interpretation of the corresponding marginal effects,
we put emphasis on ROA and ROE. We create two independent scenarios where
ROA and ROE individually decline from the 50"- to the 25" percentile, and
consequently report the effects. First, a decline in the ROA from the 50"- to the
25" percentile causes a 4% reduction in ROA. Consolidating the 4% reduction in
ROA with the corresponding marginal effect of the variable, the probability of a
CEO dismissal increases by 0.33%. Similarly, a reduction in ROE from the
sample median to the 25" percentile causes a 18% decrease in ROE. Furthermore,
this means that the probability of a CEO dismissal increases by 0.097%. The
economic interpretation aligns well with Jenter & Lewellen (2014) who infer that

the probability of being replaced escalates when firms perform below standard.
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Following up on the statistical interpretation of the results, a possible explanation
for the insignificant performance measures regarding ROE and the profit dummy
could be a result of our construction of the CEO ownership variable. Mentioned
earlier, we removed CEOs in controlling ownership positions. However, we
notice that the median of the CEO ownership constitutes a stake equivalent to
almost a third of the total ownership of the company. Thus, the average CEO still
have substantial influence through the large stake the CEO holds in the company.
Bearing this in mind it could be argued that the average company and the
corresponding board of directors will have more tolerance and patience regarding
the poor performance in a higher degree compared to firms where the CEO has

less ownership.

Furthermore, an explanation regarding the insignificant profit dummy could be
that a year of financial struggle in terms of negative profit is not sufficient to
dismiss the CEO. This align with companies focusing on a long-term horizon, and
especially where a large part of the energy industry is faced with a lot of

cyclicality and corresponding volatility.

Another reason for the insignificant result could be that a large fraction of our
CEO turnovers are non-disciplinary, where the CEO choose to leave voluntarily
and not being forced or dismissed. Our control variables should account
adequately for this, however, we have the variable CEO age and CEO tenure with
contradictory signs here. A counterargument to the non-disciplinary argument
relates to Bhagat et al. (2010), showing that CEOs with a higher stock ownership
have a lower probability of leaving, which is more representative for the majority

of the CEOs in our sample.
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6.2.8.2 Changes in Performance Post CEO Turnover

Following the regression models 6.6 & 6.7 on the change in accounting
performance, we notice from Table 14 below that the change in the performance
measures i.e. ROA and ROE are not affected significantly from the CEO turnover
variables. Touched upon in the previous section, the change in accounting
performance after a CEO turnover is rather ambiguous. We find evidence that the
CEO turnover event does not isolated improve nor deteriorate accounting

measured performance.

Aroa Coefficient Robust Standard Error Apok Coefficient  Robust Standard Error
Turnover -0,074 0,109 Turnover 0,086 0,627
ROA 0,17* 0,098 ROA -0,877" 0,505
ROE 0,000 0,003 ROE 0,097 0,063
Profit Dummy -0,016 0,150 Profit Dummy 0,486 0,340
Revenue 0,033 0,057 Revenue -0,131 0,085
CEO Age -0,009 0,009 CEO Age -0,011 0,019
Company Age 0,053 0,088 Company Age 0,210 0,303
CEO Tenure 0,009 0,217 CEO Tenure 0,058 0,049
CEO Ownership 0,004 0,003 CEO Ownership 0,003 0,006
Constant -0,349 0,720 Constant 1,300 1,519

Table 14: Regression Output For Accounting Measures |1

In section 6.2.8.1 we find that ROA affect the probability of a CEO turnover
occurring. However, reasoned from both the insignificant turnover coefficients
from the table above we find that CEO turnovers does not lead to improvement in
the accounting related performance measures in the time horizon of 3 years. If the
CEO turnover does not lead to performance improvement we could question the
lack of quality related to the turnover, which would fall back on the people
responsible for the turnover decisions. Our results above could indicate that the
former, average CEO is dismissed ahead of what would be an optimal and
efficient moment for the company. Moreover, lack of quality related to the event
of turnover could be a sign of inefficient decision making and thus monitoring by
the board. With the aim of setting these results in context with those from the first
part, we draw the following reasoning: We see from the last part that ROA
impacted the probability of a CEO turnover happening, however, there is no sign
of improvement in ROA posterior to the CEO turnover. We could infer that the
company does not obtain the results it aims at, and what we experience are
inefficient decisions by the people responsible for the event to take place. If the
investors are familiar with these results and the additional inefficient board
decisions, the average stock price reaction posterior to the CEO turnover could be

justifiable, as the CEO turnover does not create value for the accounting related
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performance measures.

6.2.9 Causality Remarks

We do find evidence which implies that one of our two accounting measures
affect the probability of the event of CEO turnover. Hence, we find that CEO
turnover happen because of firm performance amongst other variables. This
causality is not perfectly mechanical, however, our results show that poor
performance contributes to a higher probability of a CEO turnover event.
Studying the reverse causality, namely if firm performance change because of the
CEO turnover we have two ambiguous cases. One, firm performance in terms of
stock price reaction is impacted negatively. Second, change in accounting
measures does not lead to a positive improvement nor deterioration of firm

performance.

In terms of accounting measures and the study of causality, we find evidence that
performance affect CEO turnover, however, we also find justifiable evidence that
the CEO turnover does not impact the performance of the firm. We constructed
the regressions in a robust manner to isolate previous performance, keeping
performance prior to the turnover constant with the inclusion of lags and control
variables. However, in terms of stock prices we have evidence that the immediate
stock price reaction is negative studying the day of the CEO turnover and the day
after. We have not elaborated on the reverse relationship, namely how the
performance in terms of stock price affect the CEO turnover probability.
Moreover, studying the stock returns around the time of the CEO turnovers is
useful to address the aforementioned endogeneity concerns, as previous
performance of the company should already be reflected in the stock price before
the CEO turnover.

7. Conclusive Remarks

The objective of this master thesis is to investigate how CEO turnover affect
performance for energy companies. We provide the application of event studies
with respect to stock price reactions, and furthermore an assessment of the
accounting related performance measures both prior and posterior to CEO
turnover. With the former as our main part, we constructed seven hypotheses. The

first hypothesis looked at the stock price reactions in terms of abnormal returns
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for various event windows posterior to the CEO turnover. The next six hypotheses
examined how various CEO attributes would impact the abnormal returns.
Furthermore, to increase the robustness of our study, we winsorized the returns
and instead of using the energy index as our normal return measure we
incorporated the oil price. Moreover, the inferences and conclusions from the

findings were similar to the initial analyses with minor deviations.

For the first hypothesis, described throughout our thesis as the “average CEO
turnover impact”, we found that the immediate stock price reaction on the day of
the event and the day after is significantly negative. Incorporating the relationship
between CEO attributes and the abnormal returns we found both expected and
unexpected results. Firstly, for our main CEO attributes none of the turnovers
where the CEO incurred such attributes lead to a positive impact on the
performance through our stock price measurement. We therefore isolated and
distinguished the numerous effects by a comparison with the abnormal returns
resulting from the average CEO turnover. For some of our variables we found
mixed results, also stemming from a limited sample size from CEOs with these
traits. In the second hypothesis, the appointment of an insider had less negative
impact on the returns compared to the average turnover. Examining major
changes going from insider to outsider, companies suffer a momentous loss on the
date of the turnover which arguably is related to negative market reactions due to
uncertainty regarding short-term performance. In the third hypothesis, the hire of
an elderly CEO yielded mixed results, however, the rapid reaction after a day
resemble a more negative impact on the returns than both the average CEO and
the younger CEO. Moreover, we found that this was in alignment with previous
studies as elderly CEOs tended to be more risk averse, thus align the CEOs and
the company’s risk preferences in a more proper way. Furthermore, the former
results were quite similar to our findings of the appointment of a CEO who
constitutes longer CEO tenure, related to the fourth hypothesis. There are reasons
to infer that the more experienced CEOs reflect many of the elderly CEQOs, thus
incur a higher degree of risk aversion, which we saw that the stock market reacted
in a negative manner to. Additionally, inspecting major changes replacing an
experienced CEO with an unexperienced, results show that this change is inferior
compared to the average CEO turnover and the appointment of experienced

CEOs.
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In the fifth hypothesis, we saw that the announcement of a new male CEO did
affect the abnormal returns more negatively than the average, which supported the
ideas of the lack of gender diversity. When compared to the appointed female
CEOs this argument became stronger, where the corresponding abnormal returns
yield positive returns. However, our findings on the female CEOs resemble a
limited sample size and therefore cannot be of certainty. In the sixth hypothesis,
we find results corresponding with our initial expectation and previous empirics
when it comes to the appointment of a CEO with higher education. Hence,
appointing a higher educated CEO yields a less negative impact on the abnormal
returns compared with the average CEO turnover. For comparison we looked at
the results from a lower educated CEO, and we find this impact to be substantially
more negative than for the average CEO turnover. Studying major changes
appointing a lower educated CEO when the predecessor was highly educated, we
see that the results are inferior to both the average appointment of a less educated
CEO and the average CEO turnover. Finally, looking at the seventh hypothesis,
and the impact of a forced CEO turnover, the reaction is less negative than the
average turnover which aligns with the intuition of previous studies. On the
contrary, we find that a natural CEO turnover impacts the abnormal returns more

negatively than the average turnover.

In the second part of the thesis, we utilized accounting-based performance
measures. With this data available we could study both relationships and also the
reverse causality. First, we examined whether accounting measures such as ROA
and ROE impacted the CEO turnover. We found a negative relationship, meaning
that a higher ROA would reduce the probability of a CEO turnover to occur.
Second, we examined changes in performance posterior to a CEO turnover.
Looking at changes in ROA and ROE from the year of the turnover to three years
after, we found both turnover coefficients to be insignificant, showing signs of

inefficient decision making and monitoring from the boards.

We have studied CEO turnovers’ impact on performance through both the stock
price reaction and the accounting measures. Interestingly, we find different
results. Where the stock price reaction, measured through the abnormal returns is
negatively impacted, we find no support for performance improvement posterior

to a CEO turnover for the energy companies. These evidence could be explained
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in context. If investors hold the knowledge of inefficient decision making from
the boards, implied through former CEOs dismissals prior to ideal moment in

time, the negative stock price reaction could be justifiable.

7.1 Limitations & Further Research

Briefly touched upon in section 3.3 we elaborate with regards to certain data
limitations. The data sample which is collected from the CCGR database and
applied in chapter 6 holds some limitations regarding forced and voluntary
turnovers. As the CCGR database refrain from presenting the designated firm
names applicable for each company’s accounting-based performance, we are
prevented from examining whether a CEO turnover within the company is forced
or voluntary. Moreover, this could affect our results primarily when assessing
whether the accounting-based performance could impact CEO turnovers. Our
perspective is clearly permeated, meaning that companies will dismiss the CEO if
the performance are poor, rather than the CEO would voluntarily walk away from
his role. This is not necessarily the case, and optimally we would like to
distinguish between the two phenomena. However, the issue of forced and
voluntary turnovers were thoroughly studied in the primary analysis conducted in

chapter 5.

Furthermore, our sample size of CEO turnovers in Nordic energy companies are
somewhat limited at 112 turnovers. Clearly, we would prefer the sample size to be
larger, however, given the desire to mainly focus our research towards one
industry within a restricted geographical area, we accepted a relatively small
sample size. Additionally, the inclusion of delisted companies mitigates some of
the limitations associated with the sample size. Moreover, in chapter 6 we
disregard companies in which the CEO possess higher than 50% ownership stake
in a firm, which eradicate a major portion of the sample. However, this is a
necessary precaution given the low probability of a CEO turnover in a company
where the CEO possess higher than 50% ownership stake. A limitation related to
this benchmark is that the CEO could still possess an ownership stake of e.g. 45%
and remain the largest shareholder in the firm. Given the necessity of maintaining
an adequate sample size, we decided not to speculate whether the CEO remained

the largest shareholder and enforced this benchmark on the collected data.
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While analysing CEO attributes we included a discussion and analysis of reverse
attributes in addition to major organizational changes. As mentioned throughout
this discussion, these analyses are conducted on small sample sizes, which forced
us to be cautious with drawing any absolute concluding remarks. This portion of
the analysis is a mere contribution to our primary analysis, thus we do not find the
limitation to be severely affecting the thesis.

Previously touched upon, in the second part of the study we examined the CEO
turnover-performance relationship from both perspectives. However, in the first
part of the study, we only elaborate on CEO turnovers impact on the stock price
reactions, and not the reverse relationship. Even though our main part in this
chapter is the event study and the stated causality, we could have further
elaborated on the reverse relationship to look at the potential double causality this
could imply.

The reverse relationship between stock price reactions and CEO turnovers could
prove to be interesting inspecting further for future research. Moreover, in this
study our focus is one particular industry, but it would be interesting for further
research to either study a different industry across the Nordic countries, e.g.
finance, or include several industries which would be beneficial to investigate
how industrious exogenous shocks affects the relationship between CEO
turnovers and performance. Including exogenous shocks across industries would
be beneficial for further inspecting potential causality issues. Additionally, our
methodology is as previously mentioned easily applicable in other contexts or
settings, where future researchers could potentially examine this topic further in
other countries in Europe. This could possibly provide a larger sample size and
increase the credibility of the results. Lastly, the supplementary analyses we
provided in terms of major organizational changes revealed interesting results,
however the sample sizes were insufficient to draw explicit conclusions based
exclusively on these analyses. Thus, future research could further elaborate on this
segment, where they mainly conduct research based on these major changes

following a turnover and examine their influence on firm performance.

68



GRA 19703

References

Abelson, M. A., & Baysinger, B. D. (1984). Optimal and Dysfunctional Turnover:
Toward an Organizational Level Model. The Academy of Management Review,
9(2), 331-341.

Adams, R., Almeida, H., & Ferreira, D. (2005). Powerful CEOs and Their Impact
on Corporate Performance. The Review of Financial Studies, 18(4), 1403-1432.

Agrawal, A., Knoeber, C. R., & Tsoulouhas, T. (2006). Are outsiders handicapped
in CEO successions? Journal of Corporate Finance, 12(3), 619-644.

Ahmed, D., & Hellerslia, G. (2019). Firm Performance and CEO Turnover in
Private Family Firms: Evidence from Norway (Master thesis). Retrieved from:
https://biopen.bi.no/bi-
xmlui/bitstream/handle/11250/2621495/2287438.pdf?sequence=1&isAllowed=y

Ang, J., Lauterbach, B., & Vu, J. (2003). Efficient labor and capital markets:
Evidence from CEO appointments. Financial Management, 32(2), 27-52.

Basher, S. A., & Sadorsky, P. (2006). Qil price risk and emerging stock markets.
Global Finance Journal, 17(2), 224-251.

Beatty, R., & Zajac, E. (1987). CEO Change and Firm Performance in Large
Corporations: Succession Effects and Manager Effects. The Strategic
Management Journal, 8(4), 305-317.

Bhagat, S., Bolton, B., & Subramanian, A. 2010. CEO education, CEO turnover,
and firm performance. Working paper. Retrieved from:
https://ssrn.com/abstract=1670219

Bliss, R. T., & Potter, M. E. (2002). Mutual Fund Managers: Does Gender
Matter?. Journal of Business and Economic Studies, 8(1), 1-15.

Boone, C., Brabander, B. D., & Witteloostuijn, A. V. (1996). CEO locus of
control and small firm performance: An integrative framework and empirical test.
Journal of Management Studies, 33(5), 667-693.

Brooks, C. (2008). Introductory Econometrics for Finance. New York:
Cambridge University Press.

Brown, S., & Warner, J. (1980). Measuring Security Price Performance. Journal
of Financial Economics, 8, 205-258.

Burns, A. (1999). Collaborative action research for English language teachers.
Cambridge: Cambridge University Press.

Campbell, J. Y., Lo, A. W., & MacKinlay, A. C. (1997). The Econometrics of
Financial Markets. Princeton: Princeton University Press.

Chang, S., & Chen, S. (1989). Stock-Price Adjustment to Earnings and Dividend
69


https://biopen.bi.no/bi-xmlui/bitstream/handle/11250/2621495/2287438.pdf?sequence=1&isAllowed=y
https://biopen.bi.no/bi-xmlui/bitstream/handle/11250/2621495/2287438.pdf?sequence=1&isAllowed=y
https://ssrn.com/abstract=1670219

GRA 19703

Surprises. The Quarterly Review of Economics and Business: Journal of the
Midwest Economics Association, 29(1), 68-81.

Chen, G., & Hambrick, D. C. (2012). CEO Replacement in Turnaround
Situations: Executive (Mis)Fit and Its Performance Implications. Organization
Science, 23(1), 225-243.

Chen, G., Hambrick, D. C., & Pollock, T. G. (2008). Puttin’ on the Ritz: Pre-IPO
Enlistment of Prestigious Affiliates as Deadline-Induced Remediation. Academy
of Management Journal, 51(5), 954-975.

Chen, X., Cheng, Q., & Dai, Z. (2013). Family Ownership and CEO Turnovers.
Contemporary Accounting Research, 30 (3), 1166-1190.

Cheng, J., Cummins, J., & Lin, T. (2015). Organizational Form, Ownership
Structure, and CEO Turnover: Evidence From the Property — Casualty Insurance
Industry. The Journal of Risk and Insurance, 84(1).

Chung, K. H., Rogers, R. C., Lubatkin, M., & Owers, J. E. (1987). Do Insiders
Make Better CEOs than Outsiders? Academy of Management Perspectives, 1(4),
323-329.

Core, J. E., Holthausen, R. W., & Larcker, D. F. (1999). Corporate governance,
chief executive officer compensation, and firm performance. Journal of Financial
Economics, 51(3), 371-406.

Dahya, J., Lonie, A., & Power, D. (1998). Ownership Structure, Firm
Performance and Top Executive Change: An Analysis of UK Firms. The Journal
of Business Finance & Accounting, 25(9-10), 1089-1118.

Dalton, D. R., & Dalton, C. M. (2007). CEO succession: best practices in a
changing environment. Journal of Business Strategy, 28(2), 11-13.

Dalton, D.R., & Kesner, I. F. (1983). Inside/Outside Succession and
Organizational Size: The Pragmatics of Executive Replacement. Academy of
Management Journal, 26(4), 736-742.

Dasgupta, S., Laplante, B., & Mamingi, N. (1998). Capital Market Responses to
Environmental Performance in Developing Countries. Retrieved from:
https://www.researchgate.net/publication/228238553 Capital Market Responses
_to_Environmental_Performance_in_Developing_Countries

DeFond, M. L., & Park, C. W. (1999). The effect of competition on CEO
turnover. Journal of Accounting and Economics, 27(1), 35-56.

Denis, D., & Denis, D. (1995). Performance Changes Following Top Management
Dismissals. The Journal of Finance, 50(4), 1029-1057.

Dikolli, S. S., Mayew, W. J., & Nanda, D. (2014). CEO tenure and the
performance-turnover relation. Review of Account Studies, 19(1): 281-327.

70


https://www.researchgate.net/publication/228238553_Capital_Market_Responses_to_Environmental_Performance_in_Developing_Countries
https://www.researchgate.net/publication/228238553_Capital_Market_Responses_to_Environmental_Performance_in_Developing_Countries

GRA 19703

Drukker, D. (2003). Testing for serial correlation in linear panel-data models. The
Stata Journal, 3(2), 168-177.

Elsaid, E., Wang, X., & Davidson, W. N. (2011). Does experience matter? CEO
successions by former CEOs. Managerial Finance, 37(10), 915-939.

Enarsson, J., & Magnusson, M. (2017). The relationship between firm
performance and CEO turnover with CEO entrenchment as a moderator (Master
thesis). Retrieved from:
http://lup.lub.lu.se/luur/download?func=downloadFile&recordO1d=8919477&file
0O1d=8919482&fhclid=IwAR243L4ReqgE3jiRVuW3W67B53hyM26bFDU0AU7
IZK7COLYWWZR2gililOl

Fama, E. (1991). Efficient Capital Markets: Il. The Journal of Finance, 46(5),
1575-1617. Global Finance Journal, 17(2), 224-251.

Farrell, K. A., & Whidbee, D. A. (2003). Impact of firm performance expectations
on CEO turnover and replacement decisions. The Journal of Accounting and
Economics, 36(1-3), 165-196.

Finkelstein, S., & Hambrick, D. C. (1996). Strategic Leadership: Top Executives
and Their Effects on Organizations. St. Paul: West Publishing Company.

Finkelstein, S., Hambrick, D. C., & Cannella Jr, A. A. (2009). Strategic
Leadership: Theory and Research on Executives, Top Management Teams, and
Boards. Oxford and New York: Oxford University Press.

Furtado, E. P. H., & Rozeff, M. S. (1987). The Wealth Effects of Company
Initiated Management Changes. Journal of Financial Economics, 18, 147-160.

Gilson, S. C. (1989). Management Turnover and Financial Distress. Journal of
Financial Economics, 25(2), 241-262.

Gonzélez, M., Guzman, A., Pombo, C., & Trujillo, M. A. (2015). The Role of
Family Involvement on CEO Turnover: Evidence from Colombian Family Firms.
Corporate Governance: An International Review, 23(3), 266-284.

Gottesman, A. A., & Morey, M. R. (2006). Does a Better Education Make for
Better Managers? An Empirical Examination of CEO Educational Quality and
Firm Performance. Working Paper, New York NY: Pace University. Retrieved
from: http://ssrn.com/abstract =564443.

Greiner, L. E., & Bhambri, A. (1989). New CEO Intervention and Dynamics of
Deliberate Strategic Change. Strategic Management Journal, 10(1), 67-86.

Hall, P. (1992). On the Removal of Skewness by Transformation. Journal of
Royal Statistical Society, 54(1), 221-228.

Haveman, H. A. (1993). Ghosts of managers past. Managerial succession and
organizational mortality. Academy of Management Journal, 36(4), 864-881.

71


http://lup.lub.lu.se/luur/download?func=downloadFile&recordOId=8919477&fileOId=8919482&fbclid=IwAR243L4ReqgE3jiRVuW3W67B53hyM26bFDUoAU7iZk7C0LYWWZR2gi1il0I
http://lup.lub.lu.se/luur/download?func=downloadFile&recordOId=8919477&fileOId=8919482&fbclid=IwAR243L4ReqgE3jiRVuW3W67B53hyM26bFDUoAU7iZk7C0LYWWZR2gi1il0I
http://lup.lub.lu.se/luur/download?func=downloadFile&recordOId=8919477&fileOId=8919482&fbclid=IwAR243L4ReqgE3jiRVuW3W67B53hyM26bFDUoAU7iZk7C0LYWWZR2gi1il0I
http://ssrn.com/abstract%20=564443

GRA 19703

Hillmer, S., & Yu, P. (1979). The Market Speed of Adjustment to New
Information. Journal of Financial Economics, 7(4), 321-345.

Hunt, V., Prince, S., Dixon-Fyle, S., & Yee, L. (2018). Delivering through
Diversity. McKinsey & Company.

Huson, M. R, Parrino, R., & Starks, L. T. (2001). Internal Monitoring
Mechanisms and CEO Turnover: A Long-Term Perspective. The Journal of
Finance, 56(6), 2265-2298.

Jenter, D., & Kanaan, F. (2015). CEO Turnover and Relative Performance
Evaluation. The Journal of Finance, 70(5), 2155-2184.

Jenter, D., & Lewellen, K. (2014). Performance-induced CEO turnover. Working
paper, Stanford University, NBER and Tuck School at Dartmouth.

Jones, C. M., & Kaul, G. (1996). QOil and the Stock Markets. The Journal of
Finance, 51(2), 463-491.

Henriques, 1., & Sadorsky, P. (2008). Oil Prices and the Stock Prices of
Alternative Energy Companies. Energy Economics, 30(3), 998-1010.

Kanter, R. (2003). Leadership and the psychology of turnarounds. Harvard
Business Review, 81(6), 58-69.

Kecskes, A., & Womack, K. L. (2008). Adds and drops of coverage by equity
research analysts. Retrieved from:
https://papers.ssrn.com/sol3/papers.cfm?abstract_id=960501

Keown, A., & Pinkerton, J. (1981). Merger Announcements and Insider Trading
Activity: An Empirical Investigation. The Journal of Finance, 36(4), 855-8609.

King, T., Srivastav, A., & Williams, J. (2016). What’s in an education?
Implications of CEO education for bank performance. Journal of Corporate
Finance, 37, 287-308.

Kokic, P. N., & Bell, P. A. (1994). Optimal Winsorizing Cutoff for a Stratified
Finite Population Estimator. Journal of Official Statistics, 10(4), 419-435.

Kothari, S. P., & Warner, J. B. (2007). Econometrics of Event Studies. Handbook
of Empirical Corporate Finance, 1, 3-36.

Krishnan, G. V., & Parsons, L. M. (2007). Getting to the Bottom Line: An
Exploration of Gender and Earnings Quality. Journal of Business Ethics, 78, 65-
76.

Krivin, D., Patton, R., Rose, E., & Tabak, D. (2003). Determination of the

Appropriate Event Window Length in Individual Stock Event Studies. Retrieved
from: https://ssrn.com/abstract=466161

72


https://papers.ssrn.com/sol3/papers.cfm?abstract_id=960501
https://ssrn.com/abstract=466161

GRA 19703

Lambertides, N. (2009). Sudden CEO vacancy and the long-run economic
consequences. Managerial Finance, 35(7), 645-661.

Lazonick, W., & O’Sullivan, M. (2000). Maximizing shareholder value: a new
ideology for corporate governance. Economy and Society, 29(1), 13-35.

Li, F., Li, T., & Minor, D. (2016). CEO power, corporate social responsibility,
and firm value: a test of agency theory. International Journal of Managerial
Finance, 12(5), 611-628.

Mackey, A. (2008). The Effects of CEOs on Firm Performance. Strategic
Management Journal, 29(12), 1357 — 1367.

MacKinlay, A. C. (1997). Event Studies in Economics and Finance. Journal of
Economic Literature, 35(1), 13-39.

Malik, M. B. (2017). Weighted Inspection Sampling Methods Based on
Winsorization. The Quality Management Journal, 24(1), 37-46.

Mitchell, M., & Netter, J. (1994). The Role of Financial Economics in Securities
Fraud Cases: Applications at the Securities and Exchange Commission. Business
Lawyer, 49(2), 545-90.

Molala, R. (2019). MLmuse: Correlation and Collinearity — How they can make
or break a model. Retrieved from: https://blog.clairvoyantsoft.com/correlation-
and-collinearity-how-they-can-make-or-break-a-model-9135fbe6936a

Murphy, K. J., & Zimmerman, J. L. (1993). Financial performance surrounding
CEO turnover. Journal of Accounting and Economics, 16(1-3), 273-315.

Noble, H., & Smith, J. (2015). Issues of validity and reliability in qualitative
research. Evid Based Nurs, 18(2), 34-35.

Pan, Y., Wang, T.Y., & Weisbach, M.S. (2015). Learning About CEO Ability and
Stock Return Volatility. Review of Financial Studies, 28(6), 1623-1666.

Parrino, R. (1997). CEO turnover and outside succession: A cross-sectional
analysis. Journal of Financial Economics, 46(2), 165-197.

Pinzon, E. (2016). Dealing With and Understanding Endogeneity [PowerPoint-
Presentation]. Retrieved from:
https://www.stata.com/meeting/spain16/slides/pinzon-spain16.pdf

Puffer, S. M., & Weintrop, J. B. (1991). Corporate Performance and CEO
Turnover: The Role of Performance Expectations. Administrative Science
Quarterly, 36(1), 1-19.

Renneboog, L., & Zhao, Y. (2017). Director Networks, Turnover, and

Appointments. Working Paper. Retrieved from:
https://ssrn.com/abstract=3045221.

73


https://blog.clairvoyantsoft.com/correlation-and-collinearity-how-they-can-make-or-break-a-model-9135fbe6936a
https://blog.clairvoyantsoft.com/correlation-and-collinearity-how-they-can-make-or-break-a-model-9135fbe6936a
https://www.stata.com/meeting/spain16/slides/pinzon-spain16.pdf
https://ssrn.com/abstract=3045221

GRA 19703

Roulstone, D. (2003). Analyst Following and Market Liquidity. Contemporary
Accounting Research, 20(3), 552-578.

Rust, R. T., & Cooil, B. (1994). Reliability Measures for Qualitative Data: Theory
and Implications. Journal of Marketing Research, 31(1), 1-14.

Sadorsky, P. (1999). Qil Price Shocks and Stock Market Activity. Energy
Economics, 21, 449— 4609.

Saunders, M., Lewis, P., & Thornhill, A. (2009). Research Methods for Business
Students. New York: Pearson.

Schwert, W. (1981). Using Financial Data to Measure Effects of Regulation.
Journal of Law and Economics, 24(1), 121-158.

Serfling, M. A. (2014). CEO age and the riskiness of corporate policies. Journal
of Corporate Finance, 25, 251-273.

Shaw, J. D. (2015). Pay Dispersion, Sorting, and Organizational Performance.
Academy of Management Discoveries, 1(2), 165-179.

Shaw, J. D., Duffy, M. K., Johnson, J. L., & Lockhart, D. E. (2005). Turnover,
Social Capital Losses, and Performance. Academy of Management Journal, 48(4),
594-606.

Stewart, D. W., & Kamins, M. A. (1993). Secondary research: Information
sources and methods. Thousand Oaks, CA: Sage.

Thomas, A. (1988). Does Leadership Make a Difference to Organizational
Performance? Administrative Science Quarterly, 33(3), 388-400.

Wang, G., Holmes, R. M., Oh, I., & Zhu, W. (2016). Do CEOs Matter to Firm
Strategic Actions and Firm Performance? A Meta-Analytic Investigation Based
on Upper Echelons Theory. Personnel Psychology, 69(4), 775-862.

Warner, J. B., Watts, R. L., & Wruck, K. H. (1988). Stock Prices and Top
Management Changes. Journal of Financial Economics, 20, 461- 492.

Whelan, K. (2020). Rational Expectations and Asset Prices. In K. Whelan. (Eds.).
Advanced Macroeconomics Notes, (1-40). Dublin: University College Dublin.

Wooldridge, J. (2016). Introductory Econometrics — A Modern Approach.
Michigan: Cengage Learning.

Yim, S. (2013). The acquisitiveness of youth: CEO age and acquisition behavior.
Journal of Financial Economics, 108, 250-273.

Yunlu, D. G., & Murphy, D. D. (2012). R&D Intensity and Economic Recession:

Investigating the Moderating Role of CEO Characteristics. Journal of Leadership
& Organizational Studies, 19(3), 284-293.

74



GRA 19703

Zhang, Y. (2008). Information asymmetry and the dismissal of newly appointed
CEOs: An empirical investigation. Strategic Management Journal, 29(8), 859-
872.

Zhang, Y., & Wiersema, M. F. (2009). Stock market reaction to CEO
certification: The signaling role of CEO background. Strategic Management
Journal, 30, 693-710.

Zhu, D. H., & Shen, W. (2016). Why do some outside successions fare better than
others? The role of outside CEOs’ prior experience with board diversity. Strategic
Journal Management, 37(13), 2695-2708.

Zohrabi, M. (2013). Mixed Method Research: Instruments, Validity, Reliability
and Reporting Findings. Theory and Practice in Language Studies, 3(2), 254-262.

75



GRA 19703

Appendix
Appendix 1:

Summary Statistics, Hypothesis 1

AR CAR(-1,#1)| CAR(-5.45) | CAR(-10,+10)| CAR(-15,+15)| CAR{-20,+25)

Mean -1,03 % -1.93 % 0,99 % 1,15 % -3,08 % -3.16 %

Std Dev 6,01 % 8,07 Y% 2242 % 2834 % 32,68 % 37,03 %
Root N 10,58 10,58 10,58 10,58 10,58 10,58
T-Conventional -1.82 -2.53 0.47 0.43 =100 0,90
Kurtosis 7,22 10,50 34,41 12,12 1,55 8,51
Skewness -1.28 -2.24 4,34 2,27 -1.57 0,98
S 0,17 0,24 0,04 0,04 0,09 0,09
T-Skewed -1.98 -3.,05 0.57 0.48 -1.07 0,94

Appendix 2: Summary Statistics, Hypothesis 2-7

AAR dl(Insider) d(Age) (3(CEQ Tenure) d{Male) dS(Education) de(Forced)
AR -0,32 -0, 40 -0,33 .29 -0,93 -0,21
Mean 0,49 % =0, 71 %% =0, 90 %5 =119 % 0,95 % =094 %%
Std Dev 22 % 5,76 % 5,67 % 5,97 % 6,15 % 5,39 %
Root N . 06 748 0,08 10,39 9. 835 4.69
T-Conventional 0,75 -0,92 -0, 96 -2,07 -1,53 -0, 82
Kurtosis 2,01 2.4 1.49 7.45 7.41 2,00
Skewness 0,82 0,36 0,23 =1,31 =136 0,52
5 -0, 09 -0, 12 -0, 16 -0,20 -0, 16 -0, 17
T-Skewed .71 =[5 =, 98 =2, 28 =166 =0, 78
CAAR(-1.+1) il {Insider) d2{ Age) d3(CEQ Tenure) cd{Male) d5(Education) do(Forced)
CAR -1.21 -1,16 -0,94 -2,31 -1,66 -0,05
Mean =187 %% =2,08 %% =254 % =2, 14 % =171 % =0,24 %
Std Dev 8,98 % T.79 % 8,61 %% 8,04 % T.16 % 7,40 %
Root N 5. 06 .48 .08 10,39 9 83 4,69
T-Conventional -1, 68 -2,00 -1.79 -2,76 -2,35 -0, 15
Kurtosis 11,42 10,74 10, 5% 10,635 11,73 0,00
Skewness -2,72 -2,08 -2,41 -2,28 -2,2 -0, 06
5 -0.21 0,27 -0.30 0,27 -0.24 =003
T-Skewed 2,07 -2.44 -2,32 -3, 40 -2, 82 -0, 16
CAAR(-5.+5) dl{Insider) d2{Age) A3 CEQ Tenure) i Male) d5(Education) dé(Forced)
CAR 3.15 150 1,39 1,01 =1,27 0.53
Mean 4,84 %% 2,69 % 4,28 %% 0,93 % -1,31 % 2,40 %
Std Dev 26,70 % 27,26 % JLOT %o 22,33 % 14,06 % 23,00 %
Root N 5. 06 .48 .08 10,39 9 83 4,69
T-Conventional 1,46 0,74 0,82 0,43 -0,92 0,49
Kurtosis 27,51 31,24 23,07 34,29 2,75 1,03
Skewness 4,23 4,99 4,65 4,37 -0,24 -0,04
5 0. 158 0. 10 0,13 0,04 =0, 0% 0. 10
T-Skewed 1,96 0,98 1,12 0,53 0,93 0,49
CAAR(-10.110) dl{Insider) dZ{Age) (3(CEQ Tenure) d{Male) d5(Education) de{Forced)
CAR 2,61 1.74 0,37 1,26 0,98 1,59
Mean 4,02 % 311 % 101 %% L17 % -1,01 %% .21 %
Std Dev 26,60 % 36,72 % 32,95 %% 28,32 % 24,68 % 42,87 %
Root N 506 7.48 6,08 10.39 9.85 4.69
T=Conventional 1,22 10,63 .19 .43 =0, 40 0, 7%
Kurtosis 13,18 7,61 11,44 12,03 13,15 5,13
Skewness 2,80 2,10 2,37 2,28 1,78 157
5 0,15 0,08 0,03 0,04 -0,04 0,17
T-Skewed 1.45 0.72 0.26 .48 -0.36 0.92
CAAR(-15.+15) dl(Insider) d(Age) (3(CEQ Tenure) d{Male) dS(Education) de(Forced)
CAR 1,08 -2,05 -2, 89 -3,45 -5,47 -1,45
Mean 1,66 % =3,60 % =780 % =3,19 % =3,63 % =0,5% %
Std Dev 26,62 % 40,24 % 42,28 % 32,89 % 31,52 % 51,53 %
Root N 506 7.48 6,08 10.39 9.85 4.69
T=Conventional 0,50 =), 68 =112 =1.01 =176 =1, 60
Kurtosis 5,33 0,33 11,44 11,43 12,61 5,04
Skewness 1,05 =1,32 =1,69 =1,57 =238 =2,22
5 0,06 -0,0% 0,18 -0, 10 -0, 18 -0, 13
T-Skewed 0.54 -0.74 -1.29 -1.09 -2,06 -0.74
CAAR(-20.+15) dl(Insider) d(Age) (3(CEQ Tenure) d{Male) dS(Education) de(Forced)
CAR 1,21 -3,23 -2, 86 -3,79 -6, 68 -1,39
Mean 1,85 % -5,77 % -1.73 % -3,31 % -6, 89 % -6,33 %
Std Dev 32,36 % 44,45 % 47,35 % 36,76 % 3507 % STI2 %
Root N 8,06 748 0,08 10,39 9,85 4,69
T-Conventional 0.46 -0.97 -0.99 -0.99 -1.93 -0.51
Kurtosis 3.08 1,72 8,92 5,96 10,21 (%11
Skewness 0,53 -0,90 -1, 46 -1,04 -1,63 -1,77
5 .06 =0, 13 . 16 =0, 10 =020 =011
T-Skewed 0,458 -1,03 -1,11 -1,04 -2, 18 -0,61
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Appendix 3: Regression Output for Outsider CEOs

Event Window  [-0,+0] [-1,41] [-5,45] [-10,+10] [-15,415] [-20,+25]
CAAR -1,79 % -2,02 % 4,33 % -2,82 % 9,64 % -10,09 %
a 6,93 % 6,70 % 13,09 % 30,42 % 38,93 % 42,05 %

Significance level o FEfEE A - fEE /*

* p<0.1; ** p<0.05; *** p<0.01
Conventional t-stat / Skewness-adjusted t-stat

Appendix 4: Reqgression Output for Major Organizational Changes

Outsider CEOs

Event Window [-0,+0] [-1,+#1] [-5,+5] [-10,+10] [-15,+#15] [-20,+25]
CAAR 3,73 % -2,71% 4,50 % 6,43 % -7,10% -4,44 %

a 9,61% 9,02 % 16,44 % 20,17 % 30,00 % 31,67 %
Significance level e - . . a
* p<0.1; ** p<0.05; *** p<0.01

Conventional t-stat / Skewness-adjusted t-stat

Lower Tenure CEOs

Event Window [-0,40] [1,41] [-5,45] [-10,+10] [-15,415] [-20,:25]

CAAR -2,70 % -3,93 % 9,10 % -11,23 % -15,40 % 717 %

a 6,31 % 7,41 % 15,93 % 25,10 % 35,8 % 30,61 %
Significance level /** *rEE EEE /** /**

* p<0.1; ** p<0.05; *** p<0.01
Conventional t-stat / Skewness-adjusted t-stat

Lower Educated CEOs

Event Window [-0,+0] [-1,41] [-5,45] [-10,+10] [-15,415] [-20,425]

CAAR -1,51 % -2,77 % 5,44 % 5,94 % 0,99 % 7,25%

a 3,93% 5,65 % 9,58 % 13,53 % 18,54 % 28,22 %
Significance level . - /*

* p<0.1; ** p<0.05; *** p<0.01
Conventional t-stat / Skewness-adjusted t-stat

Appendix 5: Regression Output for Younger CEOs

Event Window __ [-0,40] 1,1 [-5,45] [-10,+10] [-15,+15) [-20,425)

CAAR -1,36 % 1,78 % 0,70 % 0,81 % -2,50 % 0,54 %

a 6,28 % 8,40 % 16,29 % 16,26 % 23,2% 27,90 %
Significance level /** /*

* p<0.1; ** p<0.05; *** p<0.01
Conventional t-stat / Skewness-adjusted t-stat
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Appendix 6: Reqgression Output for Lower Tenure CEOs

Event Window _ [-0,+0] [-1.+1] [-5.+5] [-10.+10] [-15.4+15] [-20,+25]
CAAR 1,10 % -1,63 % 0,63 % 1,22 % 20,75 % 0,90 %
6 6,20 % 7.83 % 15,77 % 26.01 % 26.8 % 30,84 %
Significance level * FEE - - - -
*p<0.1; #* p<0.05; *** p=0.01
Conventional t-stat / Skewness-adjusted -stat
Appendix 7: Regression Output for Female CEOs
Event Window _ [-0.+0] [-1+1] [-5:+5] [-10.+10] [-15.+15] [-20.+25]
CAAR 3,17 % 3.75 % 2.64 % 0.65 % 0,04 % 6.30 %
o 532 % 593 % 0,00 % 20,86 % 23,64 % 44,54 %
Significance level - - - -
* p<l.1; *¥ p<0.05; #%% p<0.01
Conventional i-stat / Skewness-adjusted - stat
Appendix 8: Regression Output for Lower Educated CEOs
Event Window _ [-0,+0] [-1.+1] [-5.+5] [-10.+10] [-15.+15] [-20.+25]
CAAR -1.55 % -3.35 % 15,88 % 15,11 % 13.45 % 20,98 %
[} 4,63 % 12,45 % 48,25 % 43,13 % 34,36 % 3938 %
Significance level - - * /¥ [H* HE AR
<l ]; #* p<0.05; #¥% p=0.01
Conventional ¢-stat / Skewness-adjusted 7-stat
Appendix 9: Regression Output for Natural Turnovers
Event Window  [-0,+0] [-1,41] [-5,45] [-10,+10] [-15,+#15] [-20,+25]
CAAR -1,06 % 2,34 % 0,65 % 0,33 % 2,22 % -2,38%
o 6,17 % 8,21% 22,39 % 23,59 % 26,49 % 30,35 %
Significance level /* e -

* p<0.1; ** p<0.05; *** p<0.01
Conventional t-stat / Skewness-adjusted t-stat

Appendix 10: Summary Statistics & Regression Output w/ Oil Index as Normal

Return Measure, Hypothesis 1

AR CAR(-1,+1) CAR(-5.+5) CAR(-10,+#10) CAR(-15,+15) CAR(-20,+25)

Mean -1.21 % 245 % 0,56 % 008 % 421 % 433 %

Std Dev 588 % 9,14 % 22,55% 31,83 % 36,28 % 40,74 %
Root N 10,58 10,58 10,58 10,58 10,58 10,58
T-Conventional -2,18 -2.84 0.26 0,03 -1.23 -1.12
Kurtosis 7.90 7.28 33,18 11,70 10,12 8,12
Skewness -1.60 -2.01 4,22 2,09 -1.20 0,69
5 4,21 4,27 0.02 0.00 -0,12 0,11
T-Skewed -2.45 -3.41 0.34 0.06 -1,30 -1,16
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Appendix 11: Summary Statistics & Regression Qutput w/ Oil Index as Normal

Return Measure, Hypothesis 2-7

AAR d1{Insider) d2{Age) A3(CEC Tenure) cH(Male) d5{ Education) dé{Forced)
AR 0,43 0,45 0,47 =1,51 =1, 10 0,37
Mean 0,67 % 0,79 %% 1,27 %% =1,3% % =113 %% =168 %
Std dev 4,85 % 5,47 % 3,55 % 5,84 % 6,08 % 5,52 %
Root N 5,06 7,48 6, 08 10,39 9. 85 4,69
T-Conventional -1,11 1,049 -1,3% -2,48 -1, 584 1,43
Kurtosis 1,63 1,63 1,81 8,31 814 2,22
Skewness 0,55 0,00 -0,24 1,69 -1,6% 0,61
5 -0, 14 -0, 15 0,23 -0,24 -0, 19 -0, 30
T-Skewed -1,07 1,049 -1,42 -2, 86 -2, 04 1,33
CAAR(-1,+1) dl{Insider) d2{Age) (3 (CECQ Tenure) tH(Male) d5{Education) de{Forced)
CAR -1,81 -1,53 1,30 2,91 -2,23 0,34
Mean -2, 78 % 2,72 % -3,351 % =2, 70 % =2,30 % -1,33 %%
Std dev 10,34 % 9,10 % 10,51 % 9,16 % 8,56 % 923 %
Root N 5,06 7.48 6,08 10,39 9 85 4,69
T-Conventional -2.17 -2.2 -2,03 -3,06 -2,64 -0,78
Kurtosis 6,99 7.47 3,49 7.32 7.44 0,71
Skewness -2,27 -2,11 -2,01 -2,03 -1,96 -0,68
8 -0,27 0,30 0,33 0,29 -0,27 0,17
T-Skewed 2,69 -2.7% -2.57 -3,74 -3.17 -0,81
CAAR(-3,+5) dl{Insider) d2{Age) 3 (CEC Tenure) ddiMale) d5({ Education) div Forced)
CAR 2,70 1,35 1,38 0,47 -1,70 0,49
Mean 415 % 2,41 % 3,72 % 0,44 % -1,75 % 2,21 %
Srd dev 26,88 % 27,50 %% 32,43 % 22,81 % 14,44 % 21,62 %
Root N 5,06 7.48 i, 08 10,39 9. 83 4. 69
T-Conventional 1,25 0, 6 0,70 0,20 -1,20 0,48
Kurtosis 26,57 29,71 23,35 2,98 1,89 1,55
Skewness 4,10 4,83 4,43 4,24 -0,38 -0,29
5 0,15 0,09 0,11 0,02 -0,12 0,10
T-Skewed 1,61 0, 86 0,94 0,27 -1,22 0,47
CAAR(-10,+10) d1{Insider) d2{Age) A3 (CEC Tenure) dd(Male) d5{ Education) dé{Foreed)
CAR 1,32 1,42 -0,01 0,00 2,19 1,50
Mean 2,04 % 2,54 % 0,04 %% 0,00 % =2,26 % 6,80 %
Std dev 30,04 %% 40,32 %% 34,37 % 32,25 % 29,22 % 51,43 %
Root N 5,06 7.48 6, 08 10,39 9,85 4,69
T-Conventional 0,55 0,47 -0,01 00, ) -0, 76 0,62
Kurtosis 8,97 7,99 9,94 11,52 14,05 5,02
Skewness 1,80 2,16 2,09 2,09 1,85 1,45
5 0,07 0, 00, ) 00, ) -0, 08 0,13
T-Skewed 0,601 0,54 0,05 0,03 -0, 70 0,67
CAAR(-15,115) d1{Insider) d2{Age) (A3(CECQ Tenure) i Male) d5{ Education) dé{Forced)
CAR 0,20 2,43 -3,42 4,81 -, 6% -1,20
Mean 0,30 % 4,34 % .25 %% -4.45 %% -6, B9 Y -5,43 %
Std dev 29,54 % 44 458 %% 44,36 %% 36,71 % 35,86 % 60, 18 %
Root N 8,0 7.48 i, 08 10,39 9,83 4,69
T-Conventional -0, 08 0,73 1,27 1,26 -1, 8% -, 42
Kurtosis 4,30 8,39 11,75 9,97 10,86 3,93
Skewness 0,57 -0,97 -1,82 -1,1% -1,70 -1,50
5 -0,01 0,10 -0,21 -0,12 -0,1% -0,0%
T-Skewed -0,07 -0,78 -1.4% -1.34 -2.14 -0, 46
CAAR(-20,425) dl{Insider) d2{Age) 3 (CEC Tenure) ddiMale) d5({Education) di Forced)
CAR -0,12 29 -3,21 -5, 16 -7,83 -1,1%
Mean 0,19 % -5,88 % -8,6% % -4.78 % -8,07 % -5,43 %
Std dev 35,00 % 49 21 % 49 38 %% 40,81 %% 67,34 %
Root N 5,06 7.48 6,08 10,39 9. 85 4. 69
T-Conventional -0,04 -0, 8% -1,07 -1,22 -2.01 -0,38
Kurtosis 2,10 7.32 9,54 5,38 9,63 514
Skewness 0,31 -0,5% -1,65 -0,71 -1,08 -1,08
5 -0,01 -0,12 -0, 18 -0,12 0,20 -0,08
T-Skewed -0,04 0,93 -1,22 -1.26 -2, 18 -0, 40
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Appendix 12: Summary Statistics & Reqgression Output, Winsorised Values

AR CAR(-1.+1) CAR(-5.15) CAR(-10,+10) CAR(-15.+15) CAR(-20.+15)
Mean 0,94 % -1.43 % 0,24 % 0,88 % =1,53 % =3,09 %
Std Dev 4,13 % 4,95 % 11,80 % 15,79 % 19,81 % 23,58 %
Root N 10,58 10,58 10,58 10,58 10,58 10,58
T=-Conventional 2,42 =3,05 0,22 =0, 59 =0, 82 =1,28
Kurtosis -0.36 -0.45 -0.08 0,38 -0, e 0,33
Skewness =0, 400 0,23 0,08 0,22 =0, 0% 0,12
L -0.23 -0.29 0,02 -0, 06 -0, 08 0,12
T=Skewed =2,50 =3,12 0,21 =0, 59 =0, 82 =1,29
AAR dl{Insider) d2(Age d3(CEQ Tenure) il Male) d5{Education) dbo(Forced)
AR -0.41 -0,50 -0,32 -1,16 -1.14 0,27
Mean 0,63 % =0, 89 % 0,87 %% ’ =117 % =1,24 %
Std dev 4.45 % 4,64 % 4,78 % 5,70 %% 4,34 %
Root N 8. 0 7.48 .08 9. 85 4.69
T-Conventional -1.14 -1.43 -1.10 -2.72 -2.02 -1.33
Kurtosis 018 -0, 16 -0,37 0,32 9,05 0,26
SKewness 0,31 0,11 -0,20 0,41 -2,12 0,40
S -0.14 .19 -0.18 .26 -0.21 .28
T=Skewed =1,12 =145 =1,12 =2, 83 =2,37 =140
CAAR(-1,+1) dl{Insider) dl{Age) J3(CED Tenure) tH{Male) d5({Education) do(Forced)
CAR -1,.29 1,93 -0.79 -1.89 -1.28 -0, 09
Mean -1,99 % -1,67 % 2,14 % -1.75 % -1,32 % 0,42 %
Std dev 8,77 % 4,82 % 5,24 % 3,20 % 4,49 % 6,32 %%
Root N 5. 06 7.48 6,08 10,39 9. 85 4.69
T-Conventional -1.83 -2 38 -2.48 -3.50 -2.89 -0.30
Kurtosis 12,33 0,83 0,33 0,18 =0, 66 0,93
SKewness -2,99 -0, 06 -0,91 0,53 -0,21 0,39
8 -0.23 .35 -0.41 .34 -0.29 R
T=Skewed =2, 34 =261 =2, 83 =3,72 =2,93 0,32
CAAR(-5,15) di{Insider) d2(Age) d3(CEQ Tenure) td{Male) 5 Education) di(Forced)
CAR 2,17 -0, 17 -0.27 -0, 40 113 0.76
Mean 3.34 % 0,30 % 0,73 % 0,37 % -1,16 % 348 %
Std dev 12,45 % 12,37 % 10,62 % 11,70 % 11,13 % 20,18 %%
Root N .06 7.48 6,08 10,39 9. 85 4.69
T-Conventional 2.16 -0 18 -0.42 .33 -1.03 .51
Kurtosis 0,635 0.45 =0,26 0,00 =0,12 0,24
Skewness 0,96 0,61 0,14 0,02 -0,01 0,57
8 L 27 .02 -0.07 .03 -0.10 0.17
T-Skewed 2,37 0,17 -0.43 0,33 -1.03 .85
CAAR(-10.+10) di{Insider) d2(Age) d3(CEQ Tenure) td{Male) d5({ Education) do(Forced)
CAR 1,16 104 -0.65 0,85 -1,79 128
Mean 178 % 1,56 % -1,76 % 0,78 % -1,84 % 3,82 %
Std dev 17,63 % 23,86 Y 15,26 % 16,07 %% 15,19 % 28,62 Yo
Root N .06 7.48 6,08 10,39 9. 85 4.69
T-Conventional .51 .58 -0.70 .51 -1.19 .95
Kurtosis 0,48 2,09 0,58 =0, 19 =0,49 1.41
Skewness 0,34 1,40 0,24 -0, 14 -0,30 1,25
8 0.10 .08 -0.12 .05 -0.12 0.20
T-Skewed .83 0.64 -0.69 -0.51 -1.21 1.08
CAAR(-15.+15) di{Insider) d2(Age) d3(CEQ Tenure) td{Male) d5({ Education) do(Forced)
CAR 0,61 0,98 -2,37 -2,70 -4.73 0,45
Mean 0.94 % =175 % 6,440 % 2,50 % -4 B8 % -2,18 %
Std dev 20,54 %% 23,59 % 18,01 %% 22,03 % 20,38 %% 30,84 Y
Root N .06 7.48 .08 10,39 9. 83 4.69
T-Conventional .37 .35 -2.16 -1 18§ -2.36 .33
Kurtosis 0,25 -0,02 -0.79 0,72 0,53 0,67
Skewness 0,09 0,46 -0,42 -0, 50 -1,03 0,56
s 0.05 0,07 -0.36 0. 11 -0.24 0,07
T-Skewed 0.37 -0.54 -2.28 -1.21 -2.57 -0.36
CAAR(-20,+15) di{Insider) d2(Age) d3(CEQ Tenure) tH{Male) d5( Education) do(Forced)
CAR 1.34 -2,63 -2,66 -3,81 -6,12 0,55
Mean 2,06 % -4.70 % 7,20 % -3,52 % -6,31 % -2,49 %
Std dev 2591 % 30,45 % 2591 % 25,62 % 2445 % 38,78 %
Root N 5,06 7,48 o, 08 10,39 9,85 4,69
T-Conventional 1. 64 -1.15 -1.69 -1.43 -2.54 -0.30
Kurtosis 0,39 0,24 -0.43 0,15 -0.37 2,02
Skewness 0,47 0,53 =0,43 0,23 =040 0,39
s 0.08 0,15 -0.28 -0.14 -0.26 RIALT
T-Skewed 1. 6y -1.11 -1.77 -1.45 -2.64 .32
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Appendix 13: Wooldridge Test

Wooldridge test for autocorrelation in panel data
HO@: no first-order autocorrelation
F( 1, 89) = 9.242
Prob > F 0.0031
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