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1. Abstract 
 
 

 

 

This thesis examines the short-term investor reactions to Chief Executive Officer (CEO) successions in the United 

States and Germany. The authors constructed a brand new data set, which contains 162 CEO successions of the 

largest companies listed on Frankfurt Stock Exchange (FWB) in Germany and New York Stock Exchange 

(NYSE) in the United States. The successions were gathered over a 15-year time period, between 2000 and 

2015. The reactions in the financial markets where captured through the application of MacKinlay’s (1997) event 

study methodology, and statistically tested for any cumulative average abnormal return (CAAR) through 35 

constructed hypotheses. In every CEO succession event, the authors collected a number of key independent variables, 

which in turn became the components of most of the created hypotheses. The independent variables comprised of 

gender, age, origin of the successor, tenure of the predecessor, company size and financial performance before the 

announcement. Furthermore, the most intriguing results were deeper analyzed in the reflection of the diverse 

corporate governance systems in the respective countries, as well as previous literature on CEO turnovers.  

 

The authors argued that substituting the CEO is the most influential mechanism the board of directors may apply 

in the pursuit of value creation. Thus, some kind of reaction in the financial market could be expected. The overall 

CAAR analysis indicated a positive market reaction to CEO turnovers, yet only statistically significant at a 90 

% confidence level. The authors also argued that the differences between corporate governance systems in the United 

States and Germany, could affect the expectations to the newly appointed CEO. The aggregated CAAR analysis 

of each market suggested minimal differences in investor reactions to a CEO succession. Furthermore, the authors 

identified four other interesting findings. First, investors react very positively to externally hired CEOs in both US 

and Germany. Second, investors react positively to CEO turnovers amongst American and German firms that 

suffered from Poor financial performance. Third, investors have strong confidence in young CEOs in German 

companies. Last, there are indications of differences in the reception of male and female CEOs in the US.  
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3. Introduction 
 

The structure in this thesis will seek to address the different levels of the research question stated 

below by considering what previous succession research has focused on, how prominent event 

studies have been executed, and through own data collection and analysis.  The research question 

goes as follows: 

 

 

The research question will in turn be elaborated in light of different corporate governance issues, 

as well as CEO turnover literature if appropriate. First, a proper introduction to this thesis is 

imminent.   

 

 

 

3.1 Opening Remarks 

 

In order to achieve success, corporations all over the world select an appropriate and obtainable 

Chief Executive Officer (in short: CEO) to administrate the business. Possessing a CEO role 

until natural retirement occurs rarely, because at some point the corporation will go bankrupt or 

the CEO is replaced. A CEO replacement can be motivated by various forces, which often 

remain undisclosed to the public. Through their elected board of directors, the firm’s 

shareholders may engage the process if they are dissatisfied with the performance of the CEO, or 

are in need of a scapegoat in a larger disappointing venture. While in other cases, it could be that 

the CEO itself drive the process along if he or she is offered a more lucrative position, desire 

more leisure, or due to medical reasons have to resign the position. What is evident in all cases is 

that investors and analysts in financial markets will monitor the situation carefully. This master 

thesis pursues the investigation of these investor reactions to particular CEO successions of 

firms listed on New York Stock Exchange (NYSE) and Frankfurt Stock Exchange (FWB) in the 

time period from 2000 to 2015.  

 

Is company market value influenced by Chief Executive Officers turnover across the largest companies in the 

US and Germany and, which factors are attributable to any potential change in valuation? 
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The study of CEO succession has roots in the foundations of organizational sociology, and the 

problem continues to interest contemporary researchers. Much of this sustained attention is most 

likely due to the lack of consistency in the findings of previous empirical research. In order to 

correctly observe the investor reactions, the authors of this thesis (herby also referred to as ‘the 

authors’) have adopted MacKinlay’s Event Study Methodology (1997), which will be thoroughly 

explained in the methodology. In short, the event study methodology extract share prices and 

then separates the actual stock return from what would be expected stock return if the CEO 

succession never occurred. The authors have collected an entirely new data set containing 162 

corporations that experienced a CEO succession during the previous 15 years. The financial 

reactions to these CEO successions will be the foundation for this thesis’ analysis and 

discussions, while simultaneously maintaining a focus on how the corporate governance systems 

affect these reactions.   

 

The differences in corporate governance systems between the US and Germany have received 

much attention in economic literature (Thomsen & Conyon, 2012). The US corporate 

governance system is generally characterized as a market based system, where capital markets are 

liquid and company ownership is relatively dispersed (Kaplan, 1997). CEOs are assumed to be 

monitored by the external market for corporate control and by boards of directors that are 

usually dominated by outsiders. The German governance system, in contrast, is characterized as a 

relationship oriented system. Ownership is concentrated and capital markets are relatively illiquid. 

CEOs are supposedly monitored by large corporate shareholders, banks and intercorporate 

relationships that are maintained over long periods. An external market for control is minor 

(Kaplan, 1997). These differences are generally associated with differences in CEO behavior and 

firm objectives, causing the CEO role to be somewhat contrasting.   

 

The centrality of the CEO and executive turnover is reflected in management literature and is 

often linked to strategic change. CEOs has been considered as the motivating force behind 

changes in the products or markets an organization competes in (Umukoro, 2009). Since 

successions imply operational change, it carries the likelihood that prevailing norms and 

expectations within the organization will be upset. The process of chief executive succession 

provides an opportunity for existing power relationships to be altered, for new strategic 

perspectives to be introduced, and for strategic change to take place. As a result, researchers have 

empirically confirmed a higher likelihood of replacing the CEO whenever firm performance is 

not satisfactory (Kesner & Sebora 1994). When chief executive successions occur, a new 
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individual, with new skills and perspectives, including new ideas on the range of markets in which 

a firm should compete, takes charge of an organization. Less is known, however, about stock 

market reactions to specific CEO characteristics in a turnover event. Very few, if any, have tried 

to compare market reactions in both the US and Germany and relate answers to corporate 

governance literature. Through the collected data and event study methodology, this thesis aims 

to answer the uncertainties regarding CEO characteristics, but also detect whether contextual 

factors succession literature highlight as important, influences the market reactions in a turnover 

event.  

 
 
 

3.2 Motivation 

 

The motivational elements for prosecuting this research are divided in three main sections of 

interest:  

 

1. The uniqueness of CEO successions.  

2. The event study methodology 

3. The interesting relationship between Germany and United States  

 

Primarily, an intriguing aspect of executing this research is due to how a CEO succession 

differentiates from successions at lower levels in a company. The CEO has a pervasive impact on 

the firm, making the symbolism of the turnover more forceful than turnovers at lower levels. 

Speculations often run high after a succession event, and it commonly trigger significant increase 

or decrease in stock price, as well as other dramatic changes, such as shift in strategic direction 

(Kesner & Sebora, 1994). Few, if any, have the same profound effect of a transition on the 

organizational environment. Substituting the CEO is the strongest instrument shareholders may 

apply in the quest for value creation. Additionally, the nature of the CEO position is described as 

idiosyncratic, unstructured and non-routinely (Garman & Tyler, 2004). There is simply nothing 

typical about the typical CEO. Additionally, observing the frequency of turnovers in an 

organization, CEO succession is relative rare compared to other positions. For reasons such as 

the infrequent turnovers, the nature of the job, the unique topic of CEO succession is what 

makes studying CEO transitions appealing. The authors find it particularly motivating to analyze 

if this uniqueness is represented in investor reactions in the financial markets.  
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The methodology section will elaborate on how event studies is the prevailing method for 

quantitatively proving investor reactions. The method assists researchers on the determination of 

whether there is an “abnormal” stock price effect associated with an unanticipated occurrence. 

From this assessment the researchers may infer the significance of the event more effectively 

than accounting-based measures. According to the efficient market theorem, stock prices 

immediately display the true value of the firm, as they are assumed to reflect the discounted 

present value of all future cash flow and relevant information when the information is released. 

In accounting-based measures, managers have the potential of manipulating figures as they may 

select between different accounting procedures. Therefore, event studies contribute to a more 

accurate reflection of how the market actually and immediately perceives the event. An important 

aspect of event study methodology is that it allows researchers to measure the effects of new 

information within a very short time period. Accounting based measures will apply financial 

statements and balance sheets typically published quarterly, and the effects will be accumulated 

and often hidden in the figures. Event studies also permits the authors to shorten the event 

windows to such an extent that one is able to remove effects from cofounding events, and thus, 

truly isolate the effect of interest. Moreover, the event study methodology is relatively easy to 

implement, as the only necessary data to extract are the names of the publicly traded firms, event 

dates and stock prices.  

 

The authors’ choice of selecting American and German corporations is not coincidental, as the 

two countries constitute two central economic powers in the world. Although both countries are 

described as mixed economies with some degree of state intervention, they are considered 

opposing exemplars of capitalism: the free market economy and the social market economy. 

Garten (1993) argue that the business systems of these two countries differ in various respects, 

such as the role of the government within the national economy, the attitude towards industrial 

and financial concentration, and the relations between industry and the banking sector. In turn, 

this has led both countries to advocate two contrasting attitudes toward their corporations, 

namely the shareholder and stakeholder orientations1. Consequently, shareholders in these two 

countries may have different expectations towards the CEO, thus possibly aspire different 

characteristics.   

 

 

 

                                                
1 Section 4.3.1 will elaborate on the different orientation.  
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3.3 Limitation 

 

The results and implications of this thesis should be reflected in light of its limitations. First of 

all, the analysis is a cross-country study of Germany and US, and is restricted to the largest 

companies listed on NYSE and FWB. The sample is further restricted to a 15-year period 

between 2000 and 2015. Consequently, the results cannot be generalized to other geographical 

areas or time periods, which invokes a need for further empirical studies and replications. Other 

markets may value characteristics and perceive the role of a CEO differently, but also have other 

contextual factors to consider.  

 

Board of directors are an endogenously determined institution that helps to ameliorate the agency 

problems2 that may plague any organization. Successively, outside directors are often considered 

independent and play the strongest monitoring role inside boards (Dimopoulos & Wagner, 2009), 

yet their incentives are not unilateral. Fama & Jensen (1983) emphasizes the fact that they have 

incentives to build reputations as monitoring experts, but also see the value of not making any 

trouble for the CEO. Holmstrom (1999) made a clear distinction: wanting to be seen as doing the 

right thing and doing the right thing are not always the same. Anyhow, the evaluation of board 

effectiveness is often discussed in corporate governance forums. Scholars (Hermalin & 

Weisbach, 1998; Kaplan & Minton, 2006) often argue that size and composition determines a 

board’s effectiveness. If firm performance is poor, empirical findings strongly suggest that 

outsider dominated- and small boards significantly increase the likelihood of CEO turnover. 

Impersonal relationship with the CEO and the fact that fewer votes are required in order to 

enforce a CEO departure increases the probability of this turnover. For the most part, board size 

matters because as boards become too large, agency problems increase within the board, and its 

quality of monitoring decline (Jensen 1993). From a shareholder point of view, smaller board 

composition might better advocate their interest, compared to larger boards with more inside 

directors. Including board structure or composition as an independent variable could therefore 

have been interesting, as the authors would have the possibility to examine if these opinions 

regarding board effectiveness were true. However, isolating board structures across US and 

Germany has several inconvenient factors. Firstly, the two corporate governance systems have 

very different board structures, primary agendas and ways to have effect, thus drawing similarities 

is impractical. All the German firms in this thesis’ sample are subject to codetermination rules, 

                                                
2 Section 4.3.3 discuss how the emergence of corporate governance is a reflection of agency problems, occurring from the separation between 
managers and owners.  
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according to which, 50 percent of supervisory board members have to be employee 

representatives. There is evidence that point to larger size of German boards with respect to US 

as a direct result of the introduction of mandatory employee board representation initiated in 

1976 (Dimopoulos & Wagner, 2009). But more importantly, because all of the sample companies 

in this thesis are so immense, board structures of the companies within US or Germany did not 

display considerable dissimilarities, leading the authors of this thesis to question the genuine 

importance of categorizing board size. Finally, companies may categorize directors as 

independent, even though they in reality are dependent (Romano, 2005), making the relationship 

between board of directors and the CEO problematic to analyze. 

 

Another aspect that limited the thesis was the discarding of "force of change" as an explanatory 

variable, even though it could potentially be decisive for investor reactions. The reason behind 

the exclusion was that the actual rationale for a dismissal is often undisclosed to the public, 

making the authors unable to isolate such useful information. In fact, the original data set 

included this variable, but the only incidents where the CEO were officially dismissed, where 

obvious public relation catastrophes. Thus, including the variable would most likely conceal 

several dismissals, contributing to a sample bias.  

 

A consequential limitation of the event study methodology is that although prices on average 

adjust quickly to firm-specific information, a common finding in these studies is that the 

dispersion of returns, measured across firms in the event time, increases around information 

events. Is this a rational result of uncertainty about new fundamental values? Or is it irrational 

but random over and under-reaction to information that washes out in average returns? Since 

event studies focus on the average adjustment of prices to information, they do not tell the 

researcher how much of the residual variance, generated by the deviations from average, is 

rational. 

 

The efficient market theorem implies that stock prices incorporate all relevant information that is 

newly revealed to investors will quickly, or instantaneously, incorporated into stock prices (Fama, 

1991). However, the length of time required for an individual investor to respond to event signals 

could be random and therefore, the implication is that markets could exhibit market inefficiencies 

because the prices do not fully reflect all available information. For instance, individual stock 
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prices could increase in series of steps as investors may respond in waves3. Sometimes the 

abnormal returns might be spread out over such a long period of time that one is unable to 

detect any significant stock price activity. Furthermore, cofounding effects may contaminate the 

event being examined. Because it is more difficult to control for cofounding effects when long 

event windows are applied, the authors sought to define event windows to be as short as 

possible, but also long enough to capture the significant effect of the event. Since many of the 

companies in the sample are large multinational corporations, it is possible that significant events 

occur frequently, and one could therefor not be absolute certain whether the construction of 

event windows absolutely, an only, embrace the significance of the event. Quite possibly, outliers4 

provide a signal of the existence of cofounding effects. Residuals need to be carefully monitored, 

since the methodology employed in event studies tend to be quite sensitive to outliers 

(McWilliams and Siegel, 1997), and it becomes crucial to assess whether outliers drive the results. 

If outliers are ignored, the inferences may be excessively skewed toward outliers leaving a 

majority of the observations in the sample underrepresented. The authors made substantial effort 

to detect whether the outliers where driven by alarming cofounding events, by searching for news 

surrounding the event date for the particular company. However, the researchers of this thesis 

cannot be confident that media covers all information newsworthy for investors, thus allowing 

other factors to influence stock price activity. Perhaps it is naïve to expect that share price activity 

are solely driven by investor reaction to the turnover in the event windows, given the substantial 

size, reputation and function of the sample companies. 

 

Moreover, the majority of event studies construct event windows that symmetrically surround the 

event, and this thesis is no exception. In such research designs it is not possible to assess whether 

the results in the event windows are direct explanations of effects prior or after the 

announcement. It could be that leakage of information was the primary explanation for the 

results, instead of slow reacting markets. Being able to assign a date to a particular result has the 

potential of being a precise starting point for analysis. However, the downside with construction 

of event windows to a particular day is that it has lower ability to detect the abnormalities in stock 

prices. It could be that speculations of a potential departure were present before the actual 

announcement, thus before the media considered the turnover to be newsworthy. Nonetheless, 

this thesis assumes that a CEO turnover was unanticipated by investors and traders obtain 

                                                
3 The Elliot Wave Principle is a form of technical analysis that trader use to analyze financial market cycles which posits that investor 
psychology moves between optimism and pessimism in natural sequence.   
4 In statistics, an outlier is an observation point that is distant from other observations. Read Grubbs (1969) for an understanding 
between an outlying observation and an ”outlier”.  
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information in the event period. Abnormal returns can then be assumed to be result of the stock 

market’s reaction to the new information.  

 

The final issue regarding limitations due to the research design concerns explanations of the 

abnormal returns by demonstrating that these returns are consistent with a given theory. 

McWilliams and Siegel, (1997) explains that the researcher should investigate the abnormal 

returns along several variables, such as gender or age (section 6), connecting the patterns of 

abnormal returns with an established theory. However, in many instances, theories are not always 

applicable, as norms and values could be superior in explaining the abnormal returns. When 

theories are referred to, this thesis chose to emphasize corporate governance issues. It could be 

that an in-depth explanation of behavioral finance theories equally explanatory of these results.   

 

Finally, analysis based on the exact identity of shareholders, number of shareholders-, the 

frequency-, and the size of trading are not possible, as the methodology only allow gathering of 

share prices when calculating the CAARs.  
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4. Literature Review 
 

The literature review is divided into three distinct research segments, as this thesis is intersected 

between management research, financial research and corporate governance research. This 

section is arranged as follows:     

 

1. CEO Succession 

2. Event Study 

3. Corporate Governance Systems 

 

 

 

4.1. CEO Succession 

 

Brady and Helmich (1984) argued that leadership transition is a traumatic event for any 

organization. It does not only affect the internal climate in the organization, but also its political 

and economic environment. Hambrick and Mason (1984) stressed that organizations are 

reflections of their top managers and their decision-making. Furthermore, Dalton and Kesner 

(1985) point out that the CEO is the agent who is ultimately responsible and accountable for 

action and reaction to an organization’s strategy, design, performance and environment. In fact, 

Vancil (1987) underlines that the title ‘CEO’ signify the individual who has the ultimate legal 

authority and responsibility. This is probably the reason why the CEO role has been described as 

the most powerful and influential in the effort of reaching a corporation’s goal (Brady and 

Helmich, 1984). 

 

Hiring and firing of top managers is one of the most important internal mechanisms of corporate 

control, and work as a critical determinant for firms’ adaptability to the rapid changes in the 

corporate environment (Manne, 1965; Alchian and Demsetz, 1972; Fama, 1980). Hence, it has 

been a topic of intense interest in both the popular press and academic journals. Empirical 

findings, however, have provided mixed result, and this section seek to present the main findings.  

 

Research on CEO succession is generally divided into three key phases. First, the emergence of 

the field that spun out during the 1950s and the 1960s, the second phase, covered during the 
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1970s, reflects a period of theory building, and finally the 1980s to the present, that is 

characterized by explosive growth on the subject (Kesner & Sebora, 1994).  

 

 

 

4.1.1 The Rise of CEO Succession Research 

 

Although there is some debate as to the origins of CEO succession as a research topic, few 

question the significant observations made by Oscar Grusky (1960, 1961), which consequently 

work as a natural departure for the literature review within the field. Grusky (1960) emphasized 

the field's lack of systematic investigation, consequently leading the first steps for CEO 

succession literature in a more scientifically demanding course of study. This meant identifying 

key variables in the succession equation, establishing a research model, and hypothesis testing. By 

doing so, Grusky sat the agenda for how researchers approached the topic for subsequent 

studies. What evolved was a series of studies applying different key variables, all of which try to 

explain CEO succession. The variables can primarily be grouped into four main sections: (1) 

successor origin; (2) the impact organizational size on succession frequency; (3) the relationship 

between succession frequency and subsequential firm performance, (4) succession contingencies.  

 

The topic of successor origin has historically drawn most attention in CEO succession research, and 

especially two studies have reached substantial devotion, as these were the first to consider origin 

as a critical variable. This is work done by Carlson (1961) and Grusky (1964). Carlson concluded 

that successors promoted from within organizations made fewer changes, were less compensated 

and achieved less internal status than those brought from outside, and therefore were associated 

with worsened performance. Grusky on the other hand, reached a different conclusion. Grusky 

studied transition in baseball team managers, thus used different explanatory variables. He stated 

that inside successors were associated with improved team performance, as they already have 

advantage of knowing the team. These two examples highlight a pattern throughout much of the 

research done in this field. By using unique data samples, variable selection and definitions, there 

is little comparability across studies, and mixed findings are commonplace (Kesner and Sebora, 

1994).  

 

The focus on organizational size and frequency rate of succession also gained a lot of interest in the early 

stage of executive succession research. The main findings, in the early 1960s, were that larger 
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organizations experienced more frequent successions than smaller firms (Kriesberg, 1962; Trow, 

1961), as they had larger management teams, but also because they were more bureaucratic in 

nature (Grusky, 1964). The latter reason was partly that succession was regarded as a mean for 

bureaucracies to adapt to their changing environment, thus chose to frequently displace the 

CEO.  

 

Furthermore, many of the aforementioned researchers argued that CEO successions must be 

explained through performance, and more specifically analyzed how performance would either 

improve or decrease as a consequence of successions. The so-called “three theories of 

succession” linked succession frequency and subsequential firm performance, and sought to generalize the 

consequence of successions. The first theory; called “common sense”, was introduced by Grusky 

(1963.) He suggests that performance will improve following succession because decision makers 

will choose expertise that intends to enhance firm performance, and new leaders (or CEOs) can 

presumably avoid some of the mistakes made by his or her predecessor (Reinganum, 1985). 

Grusky quickly refuted his first theory in favor of a second theory, “vicious cycle”. The second 

theory serves as a counterpart to the first theory in that successions work disruptive and 

interferes with inner organizational flow, thus lower organizational performance 5 . As 

performance deteriorates, the successor will be replaced by a new successor, thus starting a 

vicious cycle. Gamson and Scotch (1964) challenged Grusky’s (1963) conclusions, and became 

pioneers for what later is commonly addressed to as “ritual scapegoating” (Reinganum, 1985; 

Khanna and Poulsen, 1995). This theory proclaims that the replacement of a CEO is a symbolic 

action that sends a positive signal to those outside the organization, in spite of its actual 

insignificance 6 . These three theoretical perspectives were among the most important 

contributions of the 1960s (Rowe et al., 2005).     

 

In a further attempt to understand the relationship between succession and performance, 

researchers focused on two types of contingency variables in the early phase of CEO succession 

research. The first type involved individual characteristics of the successor such as leadership 

styles (Kotin & Sharaf, 1967), while the other focused on organizational characteristics such as 

firm structure (Guest 1962).  Both of these contingency-based studies laid the groundwork for 

                                                
5 Later, Eitzen and Yetman (1972) and Allen et al., (1979) underpinned that coach turnover rates (in baseball) and organizational 
effectiveness were negatively correlated. 
6 The insignificance of leaders will also be discussed in section 6.5 under the title ”Company Size”  
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understanding the importance, and separation of, both individual and organizational factors7 

(Kesner and Sebora, 1994).  

 

 

 

4.1.2 Theory Building Phase   

 

Similar to the prior phase, certain influential authors are worth mentioning in the second decade 

of executive CEO succession research. Helmich published 13 articles, whilst Pfeffer published six 

during the 1970s, and thereby took over the baton of executive succession research. Similar to 

the research executed during the 1960s, authors focused on (1) successor origin and (2) 

succession frequency. Additionally, attention was aimed to further explain (3) individual 

successor characteristics, but also (4) the relationship between the board of directors and CEO 

succession.  

 

Instead of defining the traditional role of successor origin, including outsiders as someone who is 

not already employed within the company, Birnbaum (1971) introduced the concept of industry 

or contextual familiarity. Successor who had been socialized in institutions with similar 

characteristics to the recruiting company, experienced, understandably enough, less post 

succession conflict and greater organizational stability. Pfeffer and Leblebici (1973) also found 

greater post succession performance if the insider came from the same industry.  

 

Helmich and Brown (1972) defined outsiders as individuals outside the predecessor’s executive 

constellation, explaining that the newly appointed executive could come from inside the 

organization. Helmich and Brown stated that this definition more accurately embraced the degree 

to which the successor shared the core values of the firm, and the degree to which he orshe was 

familiar with the social and political processes of the CEO’s office. Additionally, Helmich and 

Brown challenged the dependent variables, and found that insiders were associated with fewer 

personnel turnovers and less formal position changes, and found positive associations between 

successors coming from within and performance.  

 

                                                
7 As a consequence this thesis separates between CEO related factors (characteristics of the CEO) and contextual factors such as 
company size. Section 6 will elaborate.   
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Nevertheless, examining all the relevant literature in this period, the conclusions were quite 

mixed. Although using traditional measurements such as return on investment (ROI), sales 

growth and profits, researchers found positive association between insiders (Shetty and Perry, 

1976) and some found negative relationship using the exact same variables (Lewin and Wolf, 

1974). 

 

Succession frequency was also a subject for further investigation during the 1970s, and attention was 

on both the antecedents and consequence of succession frequency. The former included change 

in corporate structure (Helmich, 1978), leadership characteristics (Helmich; 1974; 1975), 

organizational size, age and type (Pfeffer and Salancik, 1977). As there is no general note to 

which succession occur on these listed variables, Pfeffer and Salancik (1977) pointed out that 

CEO selection and tenure were related to a need to respond to its environment. Organizational 

context and the external environment caught necessary attention, and was a subject to political 

processes within the organization.  

 

Exploring the consequences of CEO succession, research conducted in the 1970s was 

surprisingly consistent. Scholars uniformly argued that frequent successions work destructive to 

firm performance (Eitzen & Yetman, 1972; McEachern, 1975; Allen et al., 1979). However, 

during this decade, CEO succession research was also a subject for new perspectives, namely the 

board of directors, and a non-relating theme including leadership styles. The latter theme was 

perhaps the CEO characteristic that gained greatest interest to be studied in relation to successor 

characteristics. Helmich and Brown (1972) found that pre-succession performance influenced the 

criteria used to evaluate the successor. This conclusion suggested that successors with different 

leadership styles were selected according to what was seen as necessary characteristic, in order to 

respond to various conditions. This could for instance include task-oriented leaders or employee-

centered leaders, and could be understood as a continuation of work done by Kotin and Sharaf in 

the late 1960s. Succession and the board of directors was a new area of investigation that emerged 

during the 1970s. Basically two issues were of interest in the US: (1) the relationship between 

board characteristics and succession, and (2) the board’s involvement in the succession decision. 

Even though the issues correlates, the former field predominantly focused on board size 

(Helmich, 1976) and composition, such as insider versus outsider dominance (Helmich; 1975), 

while the latter area focused on directors’ fulfillment of their roles and responsibilities. 

Interestingly, in both cases researchers focused on directors serving at the request of the CEO, 
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also in executive succession matters. In reality, only board candidates approved by a CEO8 were 

elected, and once elected, directors owned their allegiance to that individual. As a consequence, 

directors were unlikely to call for the CEO’s dismissal, but also because it was the CEO who 

controlled the board’s agenda and served as a key source of information for outside directors. 

The unlikelihood to call for a CEO’s dismissal was especially true for inside directors, who 

reported to the CEO on a day-to-day basis.  

 

As a suitable encapsulation to the decade of theory building, Gephart (1978) identified five types 

of exit of the predecessor that sparked the interest of board-succession studies including 

retirement, voluntary resignation, firing, intra-organizational movement and death, all of which 

are used in succession research today.  

 

 

 

4.1.3 Explosive Growth 

 

Succession research in the 1980s and early 1990s revisited earlier topics such as origin, succession 

rate, successor characteristics and the succession-performance link, but were retested using more 

powerful and varied sample populations and more precise research methodologies. New topics 

like (1) succession planning (2) dimensions of succession processes was highlighted in a 

descriptive manner, but (3) market reaction to succession and firm performance were explored 

using technical event study methodology. In all, the number of succession research articles 

increased dramatically in this phase, yet mixed finding and lack of comparability were 

commonplace.  

 

The focus on succession planning represented an important extension to the succession literature, in 

that it seemed natural and logic to plan for this event as successions was an inevitable and 

dramatic event that shaped the future (Kesner and Sebora, 1994). Mahler (1980) was among the 

first to suggest the need to improve the succession planning. By taking into consideration pre-

succession career development (Gabarro, 1988) and match managers with strategies (Kesner, 

1989), one would experience a continuous transition.  

 

                                                
8  In corporations characterized by CEO duality 
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Related to the topic of planning, a number of researchers investigated the components of the 

succession process. Hashemi (1983), for instance, focused on defining the duration of a succession 

period, and found that a typical succession period could last for a year. Others focused on the 

process of minimizing disruption to the firm (Kelly, 1980; Gabarro, 1986). More specifically, 

these researchers emphasized the process involving a series of stages, in which the CEO took 

immediate command, and after approximately six months of steadily securing the CEO position, 

initiated in more drastic organizational changes. 

 

Ironically, while business leaders were espousing the need for firms to adept their strategies to 

rapidly changing environments, researchers considered the stability to be better, and was optimal 

when a succession produced a “seamless” continuity in leadership (Friedman, 1986). Lamb 

(1987), for instance, noted that positive succession outcomes were influenced by the power of 

the predecessor to control the process. 

 

Nevertheless, there are obviously numerous possible reasons why the results surrounding the 

succession-firm performance relationship were mixed during the 1980s. Kesner and Sebora 

(1994) argue that the result may vary simply because of how performance was measured, but also 

that critics expected performance only to be loosely connected to the successor, thus produced 

little impact on financial outcome. Furthermore, the same authors reiterate a general perception 

amongst researchers during the 1980s. If the theory of ritual scapegoating (Gamson and Scotch, 

1964) is accepted, that successions were used to signal change in the market, traditional 

accounting measures were unlikely to capture the post-succession financial movements. There 

was an obvious need for a measurement tool that was more sophisticated and refined. In 

response, most researchers (Coughlan and Schmidt, 1985; Warner et al., 1988; Weisbach 1988) 

turned to use of abnormal stock returns during the 1980s. In general, abnormal returns were 

more appropriate because it offered an unbiased estimate of investor expectations, and more 

precisely because it allowed the measurement of the reaction to specific organizational event. 

Using this unique procedure to analyze market reactions, researchers reexamined relationships 

that had been previously explored, hence a direct attempt to resolve some of the inconsistencies 

in the succession research area. Yet despite these admirable attempts, the results remained 

inconclusive. Beatty and Zajac (1987) reported a negative reaction by the market to a CEO 

succession, whilst Davidson et al., (1990) reported a positive reaction. 

 



 20 

Reinganum (1985) aptly stated that by using capital market data, the anticipated effect of long-run 

changes in corporate performance could be measured on a short-term window, by using event 

study methodology. The next section will elaborate on the event study literature, hence give a 

more in depth understanding on the evolution of the event study methodology and what 

researchers highlight as critical issues regarding its application.   

 

 

 

4.2 Event Study Literature  

 

Oxford Dictionaries (2015) defines an event as “a thing that happens or occurs, often of some degree of 

significance”. This thesis defines an event as “the exact date a new CEO is announced at a specific firm 9”. 

Measuring the economic effect of such an event is most effectively accomplished performing an 

event study (MacKinlay, 1997; Kothari and Warner, 2007). As later explained in the 

methodology, an event study measures the impact of the particular event on the value of the 

firm, more precisely, by observing security data in the financial market over time. But also 

identify factors that explain changes in firm value on the event date.   

 

Event studies have been executed since the 1930s, and the procedure has developed dramatically 

through time (MacKinlay, 1997). The first published event study is assumed to be executed by 

James Dolley (1933), who analyzed the effects of stock splits in the period 1921 to 1931. More 

specifically, he observed the nominal price change at the time of the split, and quite simply 

categorized the results by either price increase or price decrease.  Dolley (1933) had invented a 

brand new methodology for analyzing the effect of an event. Nevertheless, over the next decades 

researchers (Myers & Bakay, 1948; Barker, 1956; Ashley, 1962) would identify several weaknesses 

in his paper, as Dolley (1933) had neglected the natural stock market movements and the 

potential cofounding events in the event window.  

 

Ball & Brown (1968) and Fama et al. (1969) developed the most significant contributions to the 

field of event studies. They were the first to introduce the Market Model, a model that was 

profoundly inspired by Sharp’s (1964) newly introduced Capital Asset Pricing Model (CAPM), 

and it revolutionized the way to measure “normal” performance. The Market Model apply 

regression model and measure abnormal returns as residuals to the expected normal stock 

                                                
9 See methodology section 5.3 for formal definition  
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performance. Regression analysis appeared to be more accurate and became a dominant model in 

event studies (Sorokina et al., 2013). Also contributing prominently to the success of financial 

event studies was the paradigm-shifting revolution in corporate finance initiated in the classic 

papers of Modigliani and Miller (1958) and Miller and Modigliani (1961, 1963), which brought 

capital structure issues to the forefront of financial research. As a consequence scholars frequent 

use of event study in academic research because it allow researchers to directly test hypotheses 

related to firm value (Corrado, 2011). Ball & Brown (1968) investigated the impact of annual 

earnings announcement on stock prices. They found that income forecast errors, which are 

measured by the difference between announced and expected accounting earnings, have a 

sensitive impact on abnormal performance index around the annual report announcement date.  

 

Fama et al., (1969) also noted that stock prices adjust to new information. They studied the 

announcement of stock splits and stock returns, and found that stock prices seemed to quickly 

reflect all available information. Their findings are regarded pioneering within event study 

research, as it demonstrates the efficiency of the capital markets. However, Fama (1991) has later 

revived their methodology according to the evolution event study research has experienced. The 

application of daily security returns, rather than monthly, has become prevalent. This grants more 

precise measurement of abnormal returns and more informative studies of announcement 

effects. When the announcement of an event can be dated to a particular day, daily data allow 

precise measurement of the speed of the stock-price response, hence leaving clean evidence on 

market efficiency (Fama, 1991).  

 

The use of daily data is often categorized as short-horizon study, in which the event window is 

less than twelve months (Kothari and Warner, 2006). Event study literature typically separate 

between short-horizon studies and long-horizon studies10. Reviewing the latter in relation to 

CEO turnover, researchers have predominantly been investigating the initiating actions of newly 

appointed CEO- typically including asset write-downs11, changes in accounting methods and 

divestures of previous acquisitions in relation to stock performance (Strong and Meyer, 1987; 

Elliott and Shaw, 1988; Weisbach, 1995). Understandingly, it could be interesting to investigate 

the long-term effects of initiating actions led by the newly appointed CEO, both in accounting 

and financial terms. However, it is crucial to acknowledge the properties and limitations of the 

available approaches before selecting a methodology for long-horizon event study. Serious 

                                                
10 While the exact definition of “long horizon” is arbitrary, it generally applies to event windows of 1 year or more. Permanent effects are 
often studied with long-term event studies and not short-term market reactions.  
11 Reflects the confidence of management in the future performance of the firm 
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limitations have been highlighted (Kothari and Warner, 1997; Lyon et al., 1999) and underscoring 

earlier warnings (Brown and Warner, 1980) about lack of reliability. Importantly this is because 

long horizon tests have low power to statistically discriminate the mean abnormal return from 

zero12.  

 

In order to reveal limitations of properties in an event study, not only for long-horizon studies 

per se, a simulation procedure has become prevalent. After the pioneer work done by Brown and 

Warner (1980) various event study methodologies are simulated by repeated application of each 

methodology to samples that have been constructed by random selection of securities and 

random assignment of an ‘event-date’ to each security (Sorokina et al., 2013). With such random 

selection there should be no abnormal performance if it is measured correctly, hence, study the 

probability of rejecting the null hypothesis of no average abnormal performance when it is true. 

Blume (1971) was the first to address the statistical problems of abnormal return estimators. He 

found that estimators (1) are prone cross-sectional correlation in event time, (2) have different 

variances across firms, (3) are not independent across time for a given firm, and, (4) have greater 

variance during event time than in surrounding periods. Binder (1998) is particularly skeptical 

about event studies of regulation. The fact that events are often anticipated and the legislation 

period is prolonged increases the likelihood of rejecting the null hypothesis of no average 

abnormal return when it is true. Modern event studies attempt to minimize these problems by 

aggregating individual stocks into portfolios (Sorokina et al., 2013). Autocorrelation issues are 

generally mitigated by using a long overall period of study compared to the length of the event 

window(s) (MacKinlay, 1997). 

 

Binder (1998) provides a comprehensive review of event study methodology. He discusses five 

methods: mean-adjusted, market-adjusted, market model, one-factor normal return estimate (e.g., 

CAPM), and multifactor normal return estimate (e.g., APT). MacKinlay (1997) classifies CAPM 

and APT as economic models, whilst the remaining three is considered statistical models. 

Henderson and Glenn (1990) questioned the accuracy of mean-adjusted and market adjusted 

methods under certain conditions. For example if a clear trend is present in the market, the 

results are upward (or downward) biased. The two mentioned economic models are shown to 

perform approximately as well as the Market Model (Sorokina et al., 2013), however, as 

previously mentioned, the Market Model remains the most commonly used approach. In order to 

implement the Market Model a researcher must preset certain criteria. These include frequency of 

                                                
12 Type 2 error.  
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which returns are measured over the length of the estimation period and event window used to 

measure abnormal returns (MacKinlay, 1997). At present time, short-term event studies apply 

daily returns almost exclusively. Intraday day returns (Barclay and Litzenberger, 1988; Mucklow, 

2010), or even high-frequency event studies (Mitchell and Netter, 1989) where analysis is 

performed using 15, 30 and 60 minutes returns are also used, but are less common. In the 

determination of length regarding estimation period or event window, there seem to be no 

uniformity. Cox and Peterson (1994) applied a 100 days estimation period and (+4, +20) days in 

event window, whilst MacKinlay (1997) suggests 250 days estimation and (+1, -1) event window.  

 

The total count of published event studies remains uncertain (Corrado, 2011). To quantify the 

enormity of the event study literature, Kothari and Warner (2006) reports that in the time period 

between 1974 to 2000, five major finance journals published 565 articles containing event study 

results in which only 200 were of long-horizon. Furthermore, this count does not include 

accounting journals or other finance journals, thus the number is most likely highly 

underestimated. Kothari and Warner (2006) underline that even a brief perusal of event studies 

executed over the past 30 years reveals that the basic statistical format of event studies has not 

changed. It is still based on the table layout in the pioneer work done in Fama et al. (1969), which 

focused on measuring the sample securities’ mean and cumulative mean abnormal return around 

the time of the event.  

 

 

 

4.3 Corporate Governance and the Role of CEO 

 

Investigating the differences in investors’ response to CEO turnover across countries, as well as 

isolating event-related and CEO-related variables, makes it suitable to investigate the differences 

in expectations to a newly appointed CEO. Clearly, all CEOs are expected to be highly skilled 

professionals, however, there might be different valuations of individual characteristics within 

countries. The authors of this thesis predict that a crucial influencer of the CEO role, and to 

some extent, expectations toward him or her, is the corporate governance system that embraces 

their business operations. Therefore it is appropriate to examine both the corporate governance 

literature, but also the societal-contextual factors, including culture, politics and economy (Figure 

1) that constitute the origin of each system. The corporate governance system in both US and 

Germany are reflections of their economic structure. Their economic structure is largely shaped 
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by their political system, which is finally considered to be a subsystem of the most 

comprehensive national aggregation, namely culture.  

 

 

 

The following sections will elaborate on these main pillars and how their accumulation indirectly 

defines the expectations of a CEO. 

 

 

 

4.3.1 The Societal-Contextual Systems 

 

Culture has been conceptualized as a complex web of norms, values, assumptions, attitudes, and 

beliefs that are characteristic of a particular group and are reinforced and perpetuated through 

socialization, training, rewards and sanctions (Lytle et al., 1995). Thus, culture is natural starting 

point for a cross-border comparison. Among the most popular framework for studying 

international culture has been that of Geert Hofstede (1980), who also described culture as the 

“software of the mind” (Hofstede, 1991). Although it was originally four dimensions, the 

framework was edited and is now categorized into five dimension of culture (Hofstede and 

Bond, 1984), which include: 

 

1. Power Distance :  The extent to which less powerful members of a group or society 

accept and expect that power is distributed unequally.  

2. Indiv idual ism vs .  Col l e c t iv i sm : The degree to which group members expect that 

individuals orient their action for their own benefit rather than to the benefit of the 

collective.     

3. Mascul ini ty  vs .  Feminini ty :  The distribution of gender role stereotypical behavior. 

Culture 

Politics 

Economy 

Corporate 
Governance 

System 

The Role of 
the CEO 

Figure 1: The Main Pillars of Corporate Governance Systems 
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4. Uncertainty Avoidance : The degree to which members of a group are uncomfortable 

with and avoid change, ambiguity, and uncertainty. 

5. Long-term Orientat ion vs .  Short - t erm Orientat ion:  Finally, is the degree to which a 

group orients its action toward long-term results and the future rather than toward short-

term goals and immediate gratification.  

 

The United States and Germany were in Hofstede’s (1980) report primarily different along three 

cultural dimensions. The US was described to contain higher Power Distance and Individualism, 

lower Uncertainty Avoidance, and about equal Masculinity and Long Term Orientation. 

Kuchinke (1999) later confirmed that US employees scored higher in Individualism, but contrary 

to Hofstede, lower in Masculinity, and emerged as more focused on short term results than the 

German counterpart. Kuchinkes (1999) report is acknowledged to portray the appropriate 

perception of the main cultural difference across US and Germany amongst researchers. 

 
The political landscape is rather dissimilar as well. Even though both countries have democratic 

traditions, federal states and massive influence as allies in the political world, the Second World 

War defined much of the political scenery in both countries. Germany has remained primary 

socialistic, while the US, on the other hand, has generally opposed the socialistic ideology, and 

could be seen more liberalistic (in a European context), as their relationship with the 

communistic Soviet Union collapsed during the same war, resulted in the two giants being on 

opposite sides of Cold War. Consequently, the US practices capitalistic principles in greater 

extent than Germany, thus the US promote an economic system more liberalized of government 

intervention. Today, most scholars (Coffee, 2001; Franks, Mayer and Wagner, 2006) apply the 

differences in the legal traditions of Common Law and Civil Law (Dainow, 1966) while 

discussing the political differences in the light of governance systems. In general, the two legal 

traditions differ on their extent of rules and statutes, as Common Law is uncodified and Civil 

Law is codified (Thomsen and Conyon, 2012). Thus, in Common Law countries the legislative 

decisions are largely based on precedent, meaning the judicial decisions that have already been 

made in similar cases. As a result, judges have an enormous role in shaping American law. Civil 

Law countries, on the other hand, have wide-ranging, continuously updated legal codes that 

specify all matters capable of being brought before a court, the applicable procedure, and the 

appropriate punishment for each offense. These cultural and political differences between the US 

and Germany set the grounds for the divergence between their economic systems. 
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The American individualistic mentality described by Hofstede (1980) is obviously connected to 

the historical right winged approach in the political system. This liberalism is reinforced by the 

particularity of the common law legal system, where each legal case is argued to be different, and 

laws continually adapt to the environment. Further, the common law legal system has granted 

minority shareholders in the US a high level of protection, which La Porta et al., (1999) argues 

has led to a dispersed ownership structure in American firms. La Porta’s (1999) reasoning is that 

this protection guards minority shareholders from majority expropriation, and this increased the 

attractiveness of being a minority investor in the US, compared to other countries, such as 

Germany. Consequently, the US has a tremendous amount of investors in their corporations, 

which has produced vast, liquid financial markets. Because the financial markets are so liquid, the 

typical method of obtaining capital has been to issue shares in the stock market. Thus, the 

application of stock market has been the main characteristic of the economical system in the US.  

 

The codeterministic collective culture in combination with a solid socialistic political installation 

has created the foundation of the economical system in Germany. The social market economy in 

Germany stresses the importance of having all parties to the social contract work together, where 

the bureaucracy attempts to create an environment in which all parties serve a common purpose 

(Solsten, 1999). The strong worker unions has incrementally apprehended seats in the supervisory 

boards of German corporations, and consequently the largest owners have attained a desire for 

higher ownership concentration, in order to rebalance the power relationship between 

shareholders and stakeholders in the board rooms (IBP Inc, 2007). Simultaneously, the Civil law 

system and its lack of minority shareholder protection have enhanced this typical ownership 

structure (Thomsen and Conyon, 2012).  

 

Fundamental analysis of culture, politics and economy lay the three ground pillars for what in the field 

of comparative political economics commonly distinguish between two types of corporate 

governance systems (Kelly et al, 1997; McCahery et al. 2002), namely shareholder versus 

stakeholder systems. The shareholder view entails orientation towards the corporation as an 

economic entity whose purpose is to maximize shareholder value. The stakeholder view, on the 

other hand, contemplates the corporation as a social institution whose purpose is to further the 

interests of the corporation itself, typically considering the interests of multiple stakeholders. 

These stakeholders may include shareholders, employees, creditors, customers, and the society in 

which the corporation resides (Vitols, 2004). The former is typically identified as the Anglo-

American model of governance (Allen, 1992), and the latter orientation is found in Europe and 
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Germany (Jackson and Sorge, 2012). However, a major point of controversy is the extent to 

which stakeholder systems like Germany and shareholder systems in the US are facing pressures 

to change (Vitols, 2004). An example of an ongoing change in Germany is the influence of 

institutional investors, such as pension funds and mutual funds, which are particularly strong 

advocates of shareholder orientation, and have accounted for a steadily increasing proportion of 

share ownership (Kleinwort, 2007). In the US, the influence of corporate social responsibility 

(CSR) has become vivid, which on the other hand, could bee seen as advocates of stakeholder 

value (Thomsen & Conyon, 2012). Corporate governance structures are dynamic because of an 

ever-evolving worldwide competitive environment (Thomsen & Conyon, 2012). Therefore, it is 

not possible to generalize ownership characteristic, shareholder value or behavior within 

countries. Conclusively, the dynamics cause event studies across borders to be intriguing, because 

it advocates a snapshot of an evolving process. Developments of corporate government systems 

will be further elaborated in section 4.3.6, but first, an introduction to the field of corporate 

governance is appropriate.  

 

 

 

4.3.2 Defining Corporate Governance 

 

Schleifer & Vishhy (1997) suggests that corporate governance deals with the ways in which 

suppliers of finance to corporations assure themselves of getting a return on their investment. 

Thus, in its broadest sense, corporate governance is essentially concerning how to successfully 

manage a firm, which Charkham (1994) confirms by his broad definition “the way companies are 

run”. According to Shailer (2004), it more specifically involves the system of rules, practices and 

processes by which a company is directed and controlled. Still, the conceivably most commonly 

applied reference is Cadbury’s (1992) wide, yet accurate definition of corporate governance “the 

system by which companies are directed and controlled”. This may be because the definition is applicable 

to many fields of trade. Politicians and the media tend to focus on business ethics and corporate 

social responsibility (Donaldson and Fafaliou, 2003), while sociologists emphasizes networks and 

values (Burgess, 2013). Investors and financial analysts are more concerned with the relationship 

between the company and its shareholders, while lawyers focus on the company and security law 

(Thomsen and Conyon, 2012). Accounting scholars (Osisioma, 2013) primarily describes how 

companies are held accountable to outside stakeholders through written annual reports and 

statements. Similarly to most management literature (FRC, 2012), this thesis is concerned with 
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the board of directors’ decision regarding CEO appointment, and more specifically how the 

financial market reacts to announcements.  

 

 

 

4.3.3 The Emergence of Corporate Governance  

 

Originally, the goal of corporate governance is to maximize shareholder value for the owner, and 

traditionally the owner has been the acting CEO as well, inhabiting an owner-manager role 

(Thomsen and Conyon, 2012). However, at the moment the owner decides to hire top 

management in his company, there is a separation of ownership and control. In their famous 

publication The Modern Corporation and Private Property (1932), law professor Adolf Berle and 

economist Gardiner Means claimed that separation of ownership and control was a hallmark of 

large corporations in the United States, and declared “In the largest American corporations, a new 

condition has developed…There are no dominant owners, and control is maintained in large measure apart from 

ownership.” Their assessment had a profound and enduring influence on debates about governance 

of public companies, also for other companies not listed in the U.S. They suggested that the 

ownership structures had become more complex, and that it was, in fact, the management of 

firms who were in control. Even though most of the early corporate governance literature 

emerged in the US, the first known publication to discuss corporate governance issues, was 

Adam Smith (1776) who stated: “The directors of such companies, however, being the managers rather of 

other people’s money than their own, it cannot well be expected that they should watch over it with the same 

anxious vigilance with which the partners in a private copartnery frequently watch over their own”. This 

separation of ownership and control (Berle & Means, 1932) is the foundation of agency problems 

and agency costs, which include any problem and cost that arise whenever an agent acts on 

behalf of a principal. Whenever, the interests of the owner and the controlling manager are not 

perfectly aligned an agency problem type I occurs, and is frequently referred to as the basic 

governance problem (Thompson & Conyon, 2012). Monks & Minow (1995) underpinned this 

and stated that the two parties’ agendas may diverge significantly. As a response to this problem, 

the owners are in need of selecting the correct CEO and compensating that person appropriately. 

In the real world, however, it is more complicated than this basic governance problem. There are 

usually more than just a principle and an agent. The owners are not necessarily a uniform group, 

and in order to secure the CEO selection process, the owners must select a qualified set of 

people to execute this duty. These are named the board of directors, and they decide on CEO 
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related issues, monitoring, as well as the long-term strategic direction of the firm. These functions 

executed by the Board of Directors are various types of Corporate Governance mechanism 

established in order to minimize the agency problems and secure long-term profitability for the 

owners.  

 

 

 

4.3.4 Corporate Governance in the United States 

 

The corporate governance arrangements in the US are described as market-oriented and 

shareholder-centric. Initially, this is due to the fact that governance effectiveness is measure by 

the return on financial capital (Rubach & Sebora, 1998), and this section will elaborate on how it 

is designed and discuss the possible reasons behind it.  

 

As briefly mentioned, the political climate in the US is dominated by a right-winged mindset, 

where each individual determines their own fortune by two prevailing factors, their allocated 

amount of talent and work ethics. The origin of this mindset is derived from the first settlers in 

the US (Richter, 2013), and further increased by the cold war, where the Soviet Union were their 

head enemy for several decades, a conflict which led to a antagonism towards socialism. 

Theorists (World Economic Forum, 2013; Carpenter, 2012) agree that in order to promote 

economic progression there is a necessity to incentivize entrepreneurship. The American political 

system is strongly dictated by this philosophy, which is reflected through their previously 

mentioned score on Hofstede’s individualism pillar as well. This again, has obviously affected the 

domestic legislation, including the American corporate law (Thompson & Conyon, 2012; Harris 

& Stulz, 2003; Polinsky & Shavell, 2007).  

 

Common law countries, such as the US, apply one-tier boards, which mean they have adopted a 

unitary board structure, with only a single board of directors. Thompsen & Conyon (2012) states 

that this directly affects the role of the CEO, as he or she will be closely connected to the 

shareholders as the Chairman, and guarding his/her own actions as CEO. This creates an 

obvious conflict of interest and is, in fact, illegal in many countries (Jungman, 2006). Studies 

reveal that managers represent 25 % of the board of directors in the US, while in 80 % of the 

companies the chairman of the board is simultaneously the CEO (Thompson & Conyon, 2012). 

The CEOs of American listed firms are typically not the original founders, nor do they have 
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significant stakes in the company, as CEO stakes above 5 % is very rare (Thompson & Conyon, 

2012). However, CEOs are mostly professional managers hired by the board of directors to run 

the firm in the best interest of the shareholders (Thomson & Conyon, 2012). According to 

Jensen (1993) the role of the board of directors is to hire, fire and compensate the CEO, as they 

are the shareholders first line of defense against self-dealing. Designing compensation packages 

in the US is very complicated, because of the dispersed ownership in American firms. Aligning 

the interests of the CEO and shareholder without a large owner acting as a watchdog often lead 

to enormous salaries including stock options, a problem often referred to as collective action 

problem (Becht et al., 2003). These compensation packages are instruments applied in order to 

resolve the agency problems. Although researchers disagree on the reasoning behind the high 

salary levels in the US, most seem to agree that it is connected with the CEO duality, and the 

imbalanced power relationship between managers and shareholders (Frydman & Jenter, 2008).  

 

The board of directors consists of insiders and outsiders. Typically, the CEO and CFO are the 

only insiders, and the rest are considered outsiders, often referred to as independent directors. 

Because outside directors are independent from management, they are believed to be willing to 

stand up to the CEO when necessary to protect shareholder interest. Yet, the proclaimed 

objective of increasing the number of outsiders is often received with skepticism. Theoretically, it 

has longed been recognized that the effectiveness of outside directors is limited by their inferior 

information compared to corporate insiders (Jensen, 1993. Empirically, it is notoriously difficult 

to find reliable evidence that outside directors matter for financial performance, with most 

studies finding statistically insignificant correlations (Hermalin & Weisbach, 2003; Field & Keys, 

2003). Furthermore, their actual level of independence is frequently debated (Romano, 2005). 

Either way, independent board members form the overwhelming majority of American listed 

firms. In firms listed on NYSE, the board must, by law, consist of two-thirds independent 

directors, thus incorporating the idea that outside directors is important custodians of 

shareholder interest (Duchin et al., 2008). Needless-to-say, the way the board of directors are 

structured is remarkably influential in the role the CEO plays in a corporation.  

 

Furthermore, the common law offers strong protection of minority shareholders, which has led 

to a typical dispersed ownership in US corporations, dominated by institutions (La Porta, 1999). 

In fact, the institutional holdings in comparison to the market capitalization in 2007 were 57,8 % 

in the US, compared to 27,7 % in Germany (Aggarwal et al., 2011). Because of this, the financial 

markets are vast in the US, and in 2007, the market capitalization of US listed companies were 
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142 % of the US gross domestic product (GDP), compared to 85 % for the Euro Area 

(Thomsen & Conyon, 2012).  

 

Researchers agree that the American market for mergers and acquisitions (M&As) enacts 

significant limitations on CEOs, as firms that do not optimize shareholder value face the distinct 

likelihood of being taken over by a raider (Swarnodeep, 2012). In such cases, the management is 

often likely to be replaced, and this particular threat incentivizes management to act in the 

interest of the shareholders. US firms are more exposed to hostile takeovers than most countries 

in the World.  
 

 

 

4.3.5 Corporate Governance in Germany 

 

The traditional German system of corporate governance rests on three pillars: First, the system of 

industrial co-determination; second, the dominating role of the banks in company financing and 

supervisory boards, and third; the productionist, company-centered management system. In this 

section, they are described in turn. 

 

The objective of German corporations are clearly defined in German corporation law. Originally 

implemented in 1937, German corporation law defines the role of the board and the objective of 

the corporation in the following matter:  

 

“The managing board is, on its own responsibility, to manage the corporation for the good of the enterprise and its 

retinue, the common weal of the folk and realm demand” (Kuebler et al., 1986) 

 

To clarify, the company was to be managed for the good of the enterprise and its employees, the 

common wealth of its citizens and the state (Bradley et al., 1999). Moreover, the company can be 

dissolved by the state if it endangers public welfare (Fiss and Zajac, 2004). Corporate law in 

Germany makes it abundantly clear that shareholders are only one of the many stakeholders on 

whose behalf the managers must operate the firm (Bradley et al., 1999). Furthermore, the modern 

law on co-determination was founded in 1976, and makes the German system of corporate 

governance unique (Jürgens et al., 2000). The system exists under German corporate law that 

creates a dual board structure where the managing board and the supervisory board are separate 
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entities. More broadly, the co-determination system means that elected worker representatives 

have rights of information, consultation and rights of veto on certain issues above and beyond 

those which exist in a country like US where the one board of directors exists to represent the 

interests of shareholders (Rubach and Sebora, 1998). These rights of workers/employees are 

legally institutionalized on several levels:  

 

Large firms with more than 500 employees are required to have a two-tier board structure: a 

supervisory board that hires and fire the CEO and performs the strategic oversight role and a 

management board that performs an operational and day-to-day management oversight role 

(Jürgens et al., 2000).  Furthermore, the plant constitution law (1952) mandates representation of 

workers on the supervisory boards. Under that law, one-third of the supervisory board members 

are employee representatives. 

 

In firms with more than 2000 employees, half of the supervisory board must consist of 

employees of the firm; the other half consists of shareholders representatives (Jürgens et al., 

2000). The chairman of the supervisory board is typically from the shareholder side, and has a tie 

breaking voice (Roe, 1994). The management board consists almost entirely of the senior 

management of the company (Glouchevitch, 1992).  

 

The essence, and legal reasoning, behind the two-tier board structure is that no major strategic 

decision can be made without the cooperation of employees and their representatives (Thomsen 

and Conyon, 2012). Experts take very different stances on the merits and demerits of the system 

of co-determination. In its evaluation of the German system of corporate governance, the 

OECD report from 1995 endorses co-determination: There is little doubt that compared to the 

Anglo-American model of corporate governance, German employees have more influence on 

decision-making. However, influence flows in both directions, thereby potentially helping to 

foster more consensual relationship (OECD, 1995). On the other hand, in a much cited article by 

Jensen and Meckling (1979), they questioned the rationale of co-determination from a 

shareholder point of view by stating that since stockholders must be forced by law to accept co-

determination13, the legal requirements is the best evidence that they are adversely affected by it. 

However, recent researchers agree that the existence of co-determination per se has no definite 

                                                
13 There is evidence that the larger size of German boards with respect to US is a direct result of the introduction of mandatory employee 
board representation in 1976. Prior to the mandatory rule, in 1975, average supervisory board size was 7 members, increasing to 13,3 in 
1996 (Hopt, 1998).  
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implication for shareholders, mainly because the system can be implemented and operated in so 

many ways (Jürgens et al., 2000).  

 

Like employee representation on supervisory boards, the dominating role of the banks in 

company financing and supervisory boards are also important. The second pillar in German 

Corporate Governance system is the banks important role and the economic influence.   

 

The central position of banks as financial intermediaries is enhanced by the system of universal 

banking, represented in Germany. While, the Anglo-American banking system is highly 

segmented (Rubach and Sebora, 1998), the German banks, on the other hand, offer a full range 

of services to its clients, ranging from taking deposits and handling payment transfer to credit 

financing for industry and trade (Fiss and Zajac, 2004).  

 

Traditionally, only very large companies in Germany have had the use of international capital 

markets, making their capital market somewhat more isolated than the American counterpart 

(Gorn, 2008). An important aspect of the banking system in Germany is namely credit financing. 

As an example, the mid-size corporations, the so-called Mittelstand, have relied almost entirely on 

credit financing, tendencies partly due to the legal hurdles that have discouraged smaller 

companies from issuing stock (Dore 2000).  

 

As a result of this universal banking system and the reliance on credit financing, the German 

stock market has remained relative small in an international comparison (Jürgens et al., 2000), and 

researchers have characterized the stock market as underdeveloped (Black and Moersch, 1998). 

Researcher emphasizes bank involvement in governance matters in Germany, displaying that 

German banks directly or indirectly control a large portion of the equity because of proxy votes 

(Fohlin, 2005). Smaller share owners typically deposit their shares with banks, which prior to the 

general meeting are required to ask depositors about their desired concerning, but in cases where 

shareholders have explicitly authorized banks to vote on their behalf, but have not given specific 

instructions, are allowed to vote in accordance with their own proposal (Jürgens et al., 2000). 

 

The merger and acquisitions that have taken place have generally been friendly deals, as the 

representatives of different shareholders and managers meet regularly in the supervisory board of 

large corporations and thus have the interest of continued cooperation (Fiss and Zajac, 2004). 

The dense systems of interlaced relationship, in combination with the fact that German 
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companies often own shares of their competitors, constitute an insider system of control that has 

largely protected German managers from outside raiders and new investors (Kaplan, 1997). The 

extremely close relationships and interdependencies between board members of different 

companies are problematic: The members of the supervisory board have to control company 

management and to prevent the misuse of power. At the same time, they are part of an 

encompassing network which functions as a means of social integration and cohesion among the 

business elites and to which they owe the position they have (Jürgens et al., 2000). 

 

A direct link to Hofstede’s long-term value proposition is that German banks perceived 

shareholdings as a long- term investment under a system called “patient capital” (Vitols, 2004). 

An orientation that partly can be explained by the third pillar of the German system of corporate 

governance – the productionist, a company centered orientation of German senior management 

(Jürgen et al., 2000).  

 

A classic description of this productionist, engineering- oriented focus of the German managerial 

ideology is given by Lawrence (1980): "The idea that a firm is not a 'money- making machine' but a place 

where products get designed, made, and eventually sold, with profits ensuing, tends in Germany to restrict the allure 

of accountants and financial controllers and to dignify the makers and those associated with them." This 

orientation has been associated with a higher status and higher representation of engineers in the 

senior management ranks of German corporations, even in non-technical sectors (Eberwein and 

Tholen, 1993). It also has been associated with a greater emphasis on productionist objectives 

over financial objectives, making shareholder value maximization less of a focus of senior 

managers. It is therefore not surprising to find the managerial elite in Germany frequently voicing 

statements such as "Profit is good, but not everything"(Fiss and Zajac, 2004).  

 

 

 

4.3.6 Convergence Towards Unified Values 

 

The apparent divergence in institutions of governance, share ownership, capital markets, and 

culture across US and Germany has initially caused governance structures to vary (Rubach and 

Sebora, 1998). The original German corporate law (1937) mentioned earlier, evidences the reason 

why Germany has frequently been cited as the classical case of non-shareholder orientation, but 
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also whose productionist and long-term values have often been contrasted with the Anglo-Saxon 

Approach (Jürgen et al., 2000).  

 

Researchers in financial economics tend to treat corporate owners as a homogeneous group with 

a singular interest on maximizing shareholder value (Bagwell, 1991; 1992). As a result, ownership 

was typically considered an economic variable (Kang and Sørensen, 1999). The previous section 

explained how the American system of corporate structure traditionally emphasizes the role of a 

free market, relying on the market to exert control for corporate owners. It has also been noted 

how the American shareholders differ from the typical German corporate owners, which are 

banks, other firms, governments and families, which makes the cross-currents of interest 

particularly vivid (Vitols, 2002). Therefore, in Germany, the focus appears to be on the 

corporation as the engine of wealth creation, with the mutual self-interest of corporate employees 

and creditors providing control14 (Rubach and Sebora, 1998).  

 

Notwithstanding, the corporate governance systems change over time. Over the past decade or 

so, German banks have been tending to reduce their shareholdings in German companies and are 

no longer the major blockholders they once were (Thompsen and Conyon, 2012). During the 

1990s consensus seemed to emerge among academics and executives alike, that the Anglo-

American corporate governance model had won over the European systems that were 

converging towards US standards (Coffee, 1999). Examples included the increasing importance 

of stock market and institutional investors15, the increasing number of hostile takeovers, the 

spread of stock option-based managerial compensation and increases in leverage through share 

buy-backs and higher dividends (Thompsen and Conyon, 2012). By the mid 1990s, several major 

companies in Germany proclaimed shareholder value to be their central goal (Vitols, 1997). This 

new orientation was linked to top management personalities such as Schrempp, CEO of 

DaimlerChrystler, and von Pierer, CEO of Siemens, in order for shareholder value in Germany 

to stand for radical corporate change, which has been introduced by these celebrity chief 

executives. The CEOs initiated to included quarterly reporting, adoption of international 

accounting standards, the introduction of new management control systems with profitability 

goals specified by division or activities and increased emphasis on investor relations (IR) 

                                                
14 As a consequence, owner wealth maximization does not mean the same thing in these two systems. In the US corporate success is 
typically measured by returns on invested financial capital, whilst in Germany the system focuses more on returns on human capital.   
 
15 Largely, it is told that the convergence is driven by increasing competitive pressure in international markets (Rubach and Sebora, 
1998), where corporations adopting shareholder oriented governance structure will, among other things, enjoy capital at a lower cost 
(Hansmann and Kraakman, 2001) and adapt more rapidly to changing environments (Höpner, 2001) 
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activities. Hansmann and Kraakman (2001) suggested:  “The triumph of the shareholder-oriented model 

of corporation over its principal competitors is now assured”. Bradley et al., (1999) went far as to say that 

the Anglo – American governance system is “clearly emerging as the worlds standard”. 

 

However, contrary to general beliefs, both Thomsen (2003) and Fiss and Zajac (2004) argue for a 

mutual convergence towards a unified model of corporate governance structure. Ownership 

concentration in the US increased during the 1990s, due to growing managerial ownership and 

institutional investments (Meyer, 1998). Furthermore, management and control in the US have 

increasingly been separated by the appointment of non-executive directors (Monks and Minow, 

2001) and the stakeholder approach attracted increasing attention in US management research 

and practice during the 1990s (Jawahar and McLaughlin, 2001). Finally, financial deregulation has 

relaxed the separation of investment and commercial banking and has allowed banks to assume a 

more prominent role in the American economy (Thomsen, 2003). In all, this is a step in the 

direction of German governance. 

 

Scholars seem to agree that a Darwinian “survival of the fittest” is posed, and that governance 

structures are not static because of an ever-evolving international competitive environment. 

Therefore, it is not possible to generalize ownership characteristic, shareholder value or behavior 

within countries. Nevertheless, the well-anchored contextual factors that constrain purely 

economic forces cannot be underestimated, and consequently, the examination of investor 

reactions to CEO turnover in the US and Germany, also display resemblance in their orientation 

towards the CEO.  
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5. Methodology  
 

This methodology section will elaborate on the methods applied in this thesis, and is initially 

divided into four parts, with including subsections when appropriate.  

 

1. Introduction to Methodology 

2. The Data Collection Method and Sources of Data 

3. The Event Definition and Assumed Market Efficiency  

4. The Event Study Methodology 

 

 

 

5.1 Introduction to Methodology  

 

Economists are frequently requested to measure the effect of an economic event on the value of 

firms, such as effects of a merger, earnings announcements or CEO turnovers. On the surface 

this might seem like a challenging task, however, a measure of abnormal returns can conveniently 

be constructed by an event study. Using financial market data, an event study measures the 

impact of a specific event on the value of a firm (MacKinlay, 1997). The usefulness of such study 

derives from the fact that, given rationality in the market, the effects on an event will be reflected 

immediately in security prices, thus events study only need observations over a relative short time 

span. In contrast, productivity related measures may require months, or even years of 

observations (MacKinlay, 1997). The data collection necessary to measure CEO turnover effect 

on stock marked was extensive, and thorough precautions were needed in order to minimize the 

comprehensive workload.   

 

 

 

5.2 Data Collection 

 

The purpose of the data collection was to build an entirely new dataset by identifying the exact 

date of announcement of several CEO successions in the US and Germany. Furthermore, the 

authors registered the following variables for each CEO succession:   
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1. The Gender of the CEO 

2. The Age of the CEO 

3. The Tenure of the Predecessor 

4. The Origin of the CEO 

5. Size of the Company 

6. Pre-Announcement Financial Performance 

 

As there is no such list or existing dataset available, the authors were inclined to search through 

several sources in order to complete the data set. The data collection for this study is derived 

from four main sources, 

 

1. The specific companies’ press releases and annual reports 

2. Governmental filings (8k filings/SEC filings) 

3. News publications 

4. Financial databases (Bloomberg Terminal, DataStream and Thomson One Banker)  

 

In order to obtain reliable results and strong statistical power, there was a necessity for a large 

sample size, as well as the ability to accurately collect the relevant data. Although it was not the 

foremost motivational factor, deciding to compare results from US and Germany made the 

collection of date feasible, because of the high transparency of information, in contrast to 

companies listed on stock exchanges in fragile and underdeveloped countries.  

 

Due to difficulties obtaining all relevant information, the authors found it necessary to initially 

collect data from the 400 largest companies by market capitalization on NYSE and FWB, which 

made the original sample consist of 800 companies. Bloomberg’s financial database grants the 

opportunity to filter equities systematically by market capitalization on various stock exchanges. 

The final sample was predicted to be significantly smaller, and including 800 companies was only 

preferred in order to leave room for potential removal of undesirable companies. During the first 

screening process the companies were removed from the sample if: 

 

1. The company had not experienced a CEO succession in the last 15 years 

2. The company had only experienced a CEO succession before their Initial Public Offering 

(IPO) 
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3. It was problematic obtaining information regarding all relevant variables about the 

succession or CEO characteristics 

4.  The authors were unable to confidently translate German information 

5. Companies were subject to cofounding events16 

6. There was any overlapping event window17 amongst firms in the sample. 

 

Needless to say, the sample of 800 companies incrementally decreased as one or more of the six 

factors would occur, and as a result, the particular company would be rejected from the data set. 

The screening of companies led to a data collection of 83 companies listed on the New York 

Stock Exchange (NYSE) and 79 companies listed on Frankfurt Stock Exchange (FWB), 

summing to a total sample of 162 companies. As later explained, the authors identified the 250 

business days before the even window and gathered the stock price for each of these days, 

making just the preliminary number of data points for estimation more than 40 000, just 

including daily stock prices. 

  

Before presenting the event study methodology, a proper identification of the event and 

elaboration regarding market efficiency is necessary, also for the justification of using the desired 

event window sizes.   

 

 

 

5.3 The Event, Market Efficiency and the Event Windows 

 

In event studies, the accuracy of the analysis of the event is dependent on a proper identification 

and definition. In this thesis, the companies’ event is defined as, 

 

“The exact calendar date the company publically announces the appointment of a new Chief Executive Officer”.  

 

The date of announcement is the point in time were the market will start reacting to the newly 

appointed CEO, even though he or she often does not accede the position until a later point in 

time. At some occasions the announcement has occurred on a non-trading-day, in such cases this 
                                                
16 An example: On March 20th 2009 when the German company TAKKT AG announced Dr. Felix Zimmerman as their new CEO, 
TAKKT AG also announced a special dividend payment to the shareholders in the same press release, which obviously can distort the 
analysis of the event. 
 
17 Because of covariance across securities, no clustering in event window can persist 
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thesis has defined the event date as the first day of business after the announcement. A proper 

identification has historically allowed event study practitioners to measure market efficiency. The 

market efficiency research can be divided into three categories (Fama, 1991): 

 

1. Weak: future prices cannot be predicted by analyzing prices from the past 

2. Semi-strong: it is implied that share prices adjust to publicly available new information 

very rapidly and in an unbiased fashion, such that no excess returns can be earned by 

trading on that information 

3. Strong: share prices reflect all information, and no one can earn excess returns because 

prices reflect both public available information and inside information.  

 

Even though event study historically has been widely used to measure market efficiency, this 

thesis does not have this agenda nor want to put strong assumption that no investors have 

private information. Also, the efficient market hypothesis does not account for irrationality in 

investment activity because it assumes that the market price of a security reflects the impact of all 

relevant information as it is released. For this reasons the authors find it interesting to 

incorporate (+1, -1), (+2, -2) and (+3, -3) days symmetrically surrounding the event as it allows 

for both spillover effects, capturing possible rumors of information and behavior of irrational 

investors18. Additionally, these short event windows do not weaken the power of the test 

(Sorokina et al., 2013).  

 

As figure 2 illustrates, the 7-day 

event window consist of the 3 days 

before and after the event, including 

the event itself (Day 0). The 5-day 

event window consists of the 2 days 

before and after the event, including 

the event itself. The 3-day event 

window consists the day before and 

after the event, including the event 

itself. The 1-day event window 

consists only of the event itself. Figure 3 below illustrates the terminology applied with respect to 

the time perspective, 
                                                
18 Also, there may be instances where emotion and psychology influences their decision-making following the announcement that have 
potential of being explained with behavioral finance theory.   

Figure 2: Composition of the Various Event Window Sizes 
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Figure 3: Timeline of an Event Study 

 

• 𝜏 = 𝑟𝑒𝑝𝑟𝑒𝑠𝑒𝑛𝑡  𝑟𝑒𝑡𝑢𝑟𝑛𝑠  𝑖𝑛  𝑒𝑣𝑒𝑛𝑡  𝑡𝑖𝑚𝑒.  

• 𝜏 = 𝑇!  𝑡𝑜  𝜏 = 𝑇! = 𝐸𝑠𝑡𝑖𝑚𝑎𝑡𝑖𝑜𝑛  𝑝𝑒𝑟𝑖𝑜𝑑/𝑤𝑖𝑛𝑑𝑜𝑤 

• 𝐿! = 𝐿𝑒𝑛𝑔𝑡ℎ  𝑜𝑓  𝑒𝑠𝑡𝑖𝑚𝑎𝑡𝑖𝑜𝑛  𝑤𝑖𝑛𝑑𝑜𝑤 

• 𝜏 = 𝑇! + 1  𝑡𝑜  𝜏 = 𝑇! = 𝐸𝑣𝑒𝑛𝑡  𝑤𝑖𝑛𝑑𝑜𝑤 

• 𝐿! = 𝐿𝑒𝑛𝑔𝑡ℎ  𝑜𝑓  𝑒𝑣𝑒𝑛𝑡  𝑤𝑖𝑛𝑑𝑜𝑤 

 

The above-mentioned terminology will be applied throughout the following section, which will 

explain the event study methodology, and it will include an elaboration of the adoption of a 250-

business days estimation period. It is worth mentioning that the reasoning behind the Estimation 

period will be explained in section 5.4.3.  

 

 

 

5.4 Event Study Methodology 

 

This section will include a cursory introduction of the main aspects behind the methodology, 

delve into calculations of each element necessary to test CAAR for statistical significance.  

 

 

 

5.4.1 Main Aspects Behind the Methodology 

 

In order to analyze the effects of CEO turnovers with the desired accuracy, this thesis has aptly 

decided to adopt MacKinlay’s (1997) body of research methodology, as this methodology is 

widely recognized and accepted amongst event study practitioners. The foundation of 

MacKinlay’s (1997) framework is to calculate the difference between Actual Return and Expected 
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Return. Hence, identifying the stock return directly attached to the defined event. The objective 

is to isolate the effect of a specific event on the share price. The events take place at different 

points in calendar time. Let 𝜏 = 0 represent the time of the event. For each security 𝑖 in the 

sample, the actual return, 𝑅!", on the security for time period 𝜏 relative to the event is: 

 

 

𝑅!" = (𝛼! + 𝛽!𝑅!")+ 𝐴𝑅!"                            (𝟏) 

 

 

Where 𝛼! + 𝛽!𝑅!"   is the “normal”, or expected return given a particular model of expected 

returns, and 𝐴𝑅!" is the component of returns, which is abnormal or unexpected. Consequently, 

there is a need for a methodology to calculate the expected return in the period surrounding the 

event, named the event window. This describes the stock performance in a hypothetical situation 

where the event never took place. At the moment the expected return is properly estimated, one 

subtracts the expected return from the actual return within the event window. Thus, rearranging 

the formula above (1), the abnormal return resulted from the event is derived as follows:  

 

 

𝐴𝑅!" = 𝑅!" −   (𝛼! + 𝛽!𝑅!")                          (𝟐) 

 
 

By comparing the actual return to the estimated expected return, this thesis is able to identify 

whether the event had a positive or negative short-term effect on the stock price for the 

underlying firm. This is a more sophisticated approach than just observing the reaction in stock-

price, as other factors might influence a firm’s return. By calculating the abnormal return the true 

surprise-effect of the event announcement is detected.  

 

The following sections will elaborate on the calculations of actual return, expected return 

abnormal returns, as well as the student t-tests.   

 

 

 



 43 

5.4.2 Calculations of Actual Return 

 

The daily return on each security is calculated applying the percentage development in adjusted 

closing stock price between two days. If an investor bought stocks at the closing time yesterday, 

what would be the return at the end of the next day? 

  

 

𝐷𝑎𝑖𝑙𝑦  𝑅𝑒𝑡𝑢𝑟𝑛 =
𝑆𝑡𝑜𝑐𝑘  𝑃𝑟𝑖𝑐𝑒!"#$% − 𝑆𝑡𝑜𝑐𝑘  𝑃𝑟𝑖𝑐𝑒!"#$"%&'!

𝑆𝑡𝑜𝑐𝑘  𝑃𝑟𝑖𝑐𝑒!"#$"%&'!
 

 

 

The fact that the closing stock price is adjusted, means that stock splits and dividends are 

accounted for, and does not affect the daily return. The application of DataStream’s adjusted 

closing price grants the thesis to calculate the daily return on each security without risking that 

anticipated financial events affecting the estimation period (L1). 

 

 

 

5.4.3 Calculations of Expected Return 

 

The act of calculating the expected return is initiated by selecting an appropriate modeling 

technique. A variety of expected return models have been used in event studies, where both the 

bias and the measurement precision can differ. The three most commonly used models are: 

 

1. The Constant Mean Return 

2. The Market Model 

3. The Multi-Factors Model 

 

The following subsections will describe each of the models, and explain the reason behind 

selecting The Market Model for calculation of expected returns.   
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5.4.3.1 Constant Mean Return Model  

 

The constant mean return model, as the name implies, assumes that the mean return of a given 

security is constant through time. This is stated as follows, 

 

 

𝑅!" = 𝜇! + 𝜁!" 
 

𝐸 𝜁!" =   0  

𝑣𝑎𝑟 𝜁!" =   𝜎!"!  

 

𝑅!" is the period 𝜏 return on security 𝑖, and 𝜁!" is the time peiod 𝜏 disturbance term for security 𝑖 

with an expectation of zero and variance 𝜎!"! . The constant mean return model is practical due to 

its simplicity, and researchers find it often generates similar results as more complicated expected 

return models (Brown and Warner, 1980; 1985). However, this model untangles firm specific 

information from market wide information and therefore the authors consider this model to be 

somewhat naive (Corrado, 2011), thus it is not applied in this thesis.  

 

 

 

5.4.3.2 The Market  Model  

 

The market model assumes a stable linear relation between the market return and the security 

return, hence being the statistical counterpart to the theoretical CAPM model. The strength of 

the market model, relative to the constant mean return model, is that when removing the portion 

of the return that is related to variation in the market’s return, the variance of the abnormal 

return is reduced. In turn, the reduced variance of abnormal return increases the ability to detect 

event effects, and researchers agree that the model is more appropriate as the amount of noise is 

reduced (Rose & Søpstad, 2015), thus applied in this thesis to calculate expected returns.  

 

The market model relates the return of a given security to the return of the market portfolio. In 

this thesis the market portfolio is represented by the indices S&P 500 for the American firms and 

DAX for the German firms, on the New York Stock Exchange (NYSE) and Frankfurt Stock 

Exchange (FWB), respectively. The model’s linear specification is stated as follows: 
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𝑟!" = 𝛼! +   𝛽!𝑅!" + 𝜀!"                 (𝟑) 

 

 

𝐸(𝜀!" = 0)       

𝑣𝑎𝑟 𝜀!" =   𝜎!! 

 

𝑅! =   𝑅𝑒𝑡𝑢𝑟𝑛  𝑜𝑛  𝑡ℎ𝑒  𝑠𝑝𝑒𝑐𝑖𝑓𝑖𝑐  𝑐𝑜𝑚𝑝𝑎𝑛𝑦  

𝑅!" = 𝑅𝑒𝑡𝑢𝑟𝑛  𝑜𝑛  𝑡ℎ𝑒  𝑀𝑎𝑟𝑘𝑒𝑡  𝑃𝑜𝑟𝑡𝑓𝑜𝑙𝑖𝑜   𝐼𝑛𝑑𝑒𝑥  

𝛼! = 𝐴𝑙𝑝ℎ𝑎  𝑓𝑜𝑟  𝑡ℎ𝑒  𝑠𝑝𝑒𝑐𝑖𝑓𝑖𝑐  𝑐𝑜𝑚𝑝𝑎𝑛𝑦 

𝛽! = 𝐵𝑒𝑡𝑎  𝑓𝑜𝑟  𝑡ℎ𝑒  𝑠𝑝𝑒𝑐𝑖𝑓𝑖𝑐  𝑐𝑜𝑚𝑝𝑎𝑛𝑦 

𝜀!" = 𝑇ℎ𝑒  𝑧𝑒𝑟𝑜  𝑚𝑒𝑎𝑛  𝑑𝑖𝑠𝑡𝑢𝑟𝑏𝑎𝑛𝑐𝑒 

𝑡 = 𝑃𝑒𝑟𝑖𝑜𝑑  𝑖𝑛  𝑡𝑖𝑚𝑒  

 

To add the time dimension, it has to be assumed that asset returns are jointly multivariate normal 

as well as independently and identically distributed (i.i.d.). According to these assumptions, the 

equation   𝟑   would hold throughout each time interval. In order to correctly apply the market 

model and relate a company’s performance to the market portfolio’s performance, there is a need 

for determining the estimation period. The estimation period differ amongst practitioners, yet, as 

mentioned, this thesis has decided on 250 trading days prior to the event as an appropriate 

amount of time to establish the desired relationship. The 250 trading days are more or less 

corresponding to one calendar year, depending on public holidays. The choice of one calendar 

year of trading days is suggested by Brown and Warner (1985), as it includes enough observations 

to justify the procedure of using the residual variance from the estimation period as the residual 

variance estimate in the event window.  

 

The idea is that the relationship between the index and the individual security is calculated in 

terms of an intercept and slope, namely an Alpha (𝛼) and a Beta (𝛽), based on the figures 

gathered from the estimation window.  
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Figure 4: Timeline of an Event Study 

 

Subsequently, the parameters (𝛼) and (𝛽) are applied in order to estimate the abnormal return in 

the much shorter event window. More specifically, the expected returns on each day in the event 

window are calculated by using parameters in combination with the actual market return on day 

𝜏. In order to calculate the intercept and slope, the following formula is applied, 

 

 

𝛽! =
(𝑅!" − 𝜇!)(𝑅!" − 𝜇!)

!!
!!!!!!

(𝑅!" − 𝜇!)!
!!
!!!!!!

 

 

 

𝛼! = 𝜇! − 𝛽!𝜇! 

 

 

𝜇! = 𝑚𝑒𝑎𝑛  𝑟𝑒𝑡𝑢𝑟𝑛  𝑓𝑜𝑟  𝑠𝑒𝑐𝑢𝑟𝑖𝑡𝑦  𝑖 

𝜇! = 𝑚𝑒𝑎𝑛  𝑟𝑒𝑡𝑢𝑟𝑛  𝑓𝑜𝑟  𝑚𝑎𝑟𝑘𝑒𝑡  𝑝𝑜𝑟𝑡𝑓𝑜𝑙𝑖𝑜 

 

Where: 

𝜇! =   
1
𝐿!

𝑅!"

!!

!!!!!!!

 

 

And: 

𝜇! =
1
𝐿!

𝑅!"

!!

!!!!!!

 

 

𝑅!" and 𝑅!" are the return in event period 𝜏 for security 𝑖 and the market respectively.  
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5.4.3.3 Mult i -Factor  Model  

 

Another alternative is the multifactor model, where the practitioners further seek to reduce the 

variance of the abnormal return by explaining more of the variance in the normal return. This 

model is considered more sophisticated than the market model as it could incorporate industry 

indexes in addition to the market. Empirical results suggests that there are limited gains from 

using multifactor models, as the additional explanatory power is small (MacKinlay, 1997). The 

variance reduction will typically be greatest in cases where the sample firms have a common 

characteristic. However, as the companies in this thesis’ sample originates from different 

countries, different industries and have different market capitalization, a multi-factor model was 

not applicable.  

 

 

 

5.4.4 Calculations of Abnormal Return 

 

By definition, abnormal return is the residual, or deviation, from the predicted value obtained by 

the market model. In effect, all observations within the estimation window not situated on top of 

the market model linear specification will be abnormal returns. The residual of interest are those 

occurring within the specified event window, which is denoted abnormal return. In order to 

obtain abnormal return, the observed return at time τ in the event window is subtracted from the 

estimated return predicted by the market model. Remember (𝟐):  

 

 

𝐴𝑅!" = 𝑅!" − 𝛼! + 𝛽!𝑅!"   

 

 

• 𝐴𝑅 =   𝐴𝑏𝑛𝑜𝑟𝑚𝑎𝑙  𝑟𝑒𝑡𝑢𝑟𝑛  𝑓𝑜𝑟  𝑎  𝑠𝑖𝑛𝑔𝑙𝑒  𝑠𝑒𝑐𝑢𝑟𝑖𝑡𝑦  𝑎𝑡  𝑜𝑛𝑒  𝑝𝑜𝑖𝑛𝑡  𝑜𝑓  𝑡𝑖𝑚𝑒  𝑖𝑛  𝑡ℎ𝑒  𝑒𝑣𝑒𝑛𝑡  𝑤𝑖𝑛𝑑𝑜𝑤.  

• 𝐶𝐴𝑅 =   𝐶𝑢𝑚𝑢𝑙𝑎𝑡𝑖𝑣𝑒  𝑎𝑏𝑛𝑜𝑟𝑚𝑎𝑙  𝑟𝑒𝑡𝑢𝑟𝑛  𝑓𝑜𝑟  𝑎  𝑠𝑖𝑛𝑔𝑙𝑒  𝑠𝑒𝑐𝑢𝑟𝑖𝑡𝑦  𝑜𝑣𝑒𝑟  𝑡ℎ𝑒  𝑒𝑣𝑒𝑛𝑡  𝑤𝑖𝑑𝑜𝑤.  

• 𝐴𝐴𝑅 =

𝐴𝑣𝑔. 𝑎𝑏𝑛𝑜𝑟𝑚𝑎𝑙  𝑟𝑒𝑡𝑢𝑟𝑛  𝑓𝑜𝑟  𝑎𝑙𝑙  𝑠𝑒𝑐𝑢𝑟𝑖𝑡𝑖𝑒𝑠  𝑖𝑛  𝑎  𝑠𝑎𝑚𝑝𝑙𝑒  𝑎𝑡  𝑜𝑛𝑒  𝑝𝑜𝑖𝑛𝑡  𝑜𝑓  𝑡𝑖𝑚𝑒  𝑖𝑛  𝑡ℎ𝑒  𝑒𝑣𝑒𝑛𝑡  𝑤𝑖𝑑𝑜𝑤.  

• 𝐶𝐴𝐴𝑅 =   𝑐𝑢𝑚𝑢𝑙𝑎𝑡𝑖𝑣𝑒  𝑎𝑏𝑛𝑜𝑟𝑚𝑎𝑙  𝑟𝑒𝑡𝑢𝑟𝑛  𝑓𝑜𝑟  𝑎𝑙𝑙  𝑠𝑒𝑐𝑢𝑟𝑖𝑡𝑖𝑒𝑠  𝑖𝑛  𝑎  𝑠𝑎𝑚𝑝𝑙𝑒  𝑜𝑣𝑒𝑟  𝑡ℎ𝑒  𝑒𝑣𝑒𝑛𝑡  𝑤𝑖𝑛𝑑𝑜𝑤.  
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In order to conduct overall inference about CEO successions, observations of abnormal return 

must be aggregated over two dimensions, time and securities. This thesis will first consider 

aggregation through time for an individual security to later consider aggregation both across 

securities and through time. The following subsection will elaborate on the calculation of 

Abnormal Return.  

 

 

 

5.4.4.1 Abnormal Return for  a s ing l e  se cur i ty  (AR) 

 

The abnormal return (AR) is the difference between actual return and expected return for a single 

security at a single point in time. Thus, it includes no aggregation of securities or aggregation of 

time. As mentioned, this thesis has applied 4 event windows, in which the largest includes three 

days before and three days after the event. Hence, each security has computed 4 different 

Abnormal Returns, including the actual event day.  

 

 

 𝐴𝑅!" = 𝑅!" − 𝛼! + 𝛽!𝑅!"  

 

 

 

5.4.4.2 Cumulat ive  Abnormal Return (CAR) 

 

Computing the Cumulative Abnormal Return (CAR) for an individual security is accomplished 

by summing all abnormal returns in the event window from τ1 to τ2. Thus, the Abnormal Returns 

is aggregated though time, but not across securities. 

 

 

𝐶𝐴𝑅! 𝜏!, 𝜏! =    𝐴𝑅!"

!!

!!!!

 

 

 

The 1-day window of the actual event date will therefore be equal to the Abnormal Return 

calculated in the previous subsection. Moreover, the 3-day, 5-day and 7-day window is calculated 



 49 

through the appropriate summing of daily abnormal return for the individual company.  

 

 

 

5.4.4.3 Average  Abnormal Return (AAR) 

 

Analyses with one event observation are not likely to be useful, so it is necessary to aggregate the 

abnormal return observations across observations, namely a cross-sectional aggregation, of the 

event as well: 

 

 

𝐴𝐴𝑅! =
1
𝑁 𝐴𝑅!"

!

!!!

 

 

 

Aggregation of individual abnormal returns requires no clustering of observations. That is, that 

more than one firm experience an event in the same calendar time. This assumption allows 

calculating the variance of the aggregated sample cumulative abnormal returns without concern 

about any covariance across securities, because it will compute to zero.  

 

 

 

5.4.4.4 Cumulat ive  Average  Abnormal Return (CAAR) 

 

Using these estimates, the abnormal returns for any event period can be analyzed.  

For any interval in the event window, the AARs are simply summed together: 

 

 

𝐶𝐴𝐴𝑅 𝜏!, 𝜏! =    𝐴𝐴𝑅!

!!

!!!!
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5.4.5 Testing for Statistical Significance  

 

Statistical significance is fundamental in statistical hypothesis testing. In any experiment or 

observation that involves extracting a sample from a population, there is always a possibility that 

the observed effect would have occurred due to sampling error alone. But if the p-value19 is less 

than the significance level (e.g., p<0,5), then an investigator may conclude that the observed 

effect actually reflects the characteristic of the population rather than sampling error, by 95 % 

confidence. Testing for statistical significance can be executed by various methods.  

 

 

 

5.4.5.1 Student  T-tes t  

 

The default test statistic when using event studies is the student t-test20, which is based on student 

distribution (Rose & Søpstad, 2015). In statistics the student distribution result from estimating 

the mean of a normally distributed population, when the sample size is small and population 

standard deviation is unknown. The t-distribution is still symmetrical and bell shaped, like the 

normal distribution, but have heavier tails. However, as the number of observations increases, 

the student distribution approaches normality (Gujarati & Porter, 2009). 

  

The t-test examines the null hypothesis, of whether or not one specific observation is 

significantly different from another value of interest. The t-statistic, which will be tested against 

the pre-defined critical value, is computed by taking the estimate of interest divided by the 

estimated standard error.  The t-test of CAAR and AAR is calculated as follows: 

 

 

𝑡 =   
𝐶𝐴𝐴𝑅  (𝜏!, 𝜏!)

𝑣𝑎𝑟  (𝐶𝐴𝐴𝑅 𝜏!, 𝜏! )
 

 

𝑡 =
𝐴𝐴𝑅!

𝑣𝑎𝑟(𝐴𝐴𝑅!)
 

 
                                                
19 The p-value is the estimated probability of rejecting the null hypothesis (H0) when that null hypothesis is true.  
20’Student’ was the pseudonym of W.S. Gosset, who discovered this distribution in 1908. Whereas normal distribution describes a full 
population, t-distributions describe sample drawn from a full population.  
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There is an obvious need for calculating the Variance of CAAR and AAR in the application of 

the student t-test, and these calculations will be explained in the next section. 

 

 

 

5.4.5.2 Variance   

 

The student t-test is calculated by dividing the abnormal returns on the square root of the 

variance, therefore the authors are inclined to properly compute the variances. Originally, the 

sample variance is calculated by the following expression, 

  

 

𝑠!! =   
1

𝑛 − 1 (𝑌! − 𝑌)!
!

!!!

 

 

However, in event study methodology, the variance calculations are more complicated. The 

following subsections will elaborate on how this is executed for Abnormal Return, Cumulative 

Abnormal Return, Average Abnormal Return, and Cumulative Average Abnormal Return. 

 

 

 

5.4.5.2.1 Variance for  Abnormal Return (AR) 

 

The variance of AR in the event window consists of two parts. The first part is the variance of 

the error terms in the estimation window, obtained from the market model, and the second part 

is additional variance due to sampling error in αi and βi. The first part is of interest; as the 

estimation window is increased infinitely the additional variance term asymptotically approaches 

zero, hence the sampling error of the parameters will vanish. In all, this means that the residual 

variance for all ARs in the event window is assumed to be equal to the residual variance of the 

estimated market model from the estimation window.  

Formally, the residual variance can be expressed as follows: 
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𝜎!!
! =

1
𝐿! − 2

𝑅!" − 𝛼! + 𝛽!𝑅!"
!

!!

!!!!!!

=   𝜎!(𝐴𝑅!") 

 

This equation states that the residual variance is equal to the sum of squared residuals in the 

estimation window, divided by the length of the estimation window less two observations, which 

are lost when finding the mean returns for the two series.  

 

H0 will therefore be that the event does not impact the behavior of returns (mean or variance), so 

that the properties of the returns distribution can be used to make inferences for all periods in 

the event window. Under H0 the distribution of the sample abnormal return of a given 

observation in the event is: 

 

 

𝐴𝑅!" ∼ 𝑁(0,𝜎! 𝐴𝑅!" = 𝜎!"!  

 

 

 

5.4.5.2.2 Variance for  Cumulat ive  Abnormal Return (CAR) 

 

The variance of CAAR is computed by multiplying the estimated variance of an individual 

security by the total number of observations in the event window (L2):    

 

 

𝜎! 𝜏! , 𝜏! = 𝐿! ∗ 𝜎!"!  

 

 

 

5.4.5.2.3 Variance for  Average Abnormal Return (AAR) 

 

The variance for AAR is equal to the sum of all individual variances occurring the same time in 

the event window, divided by the square of the total number of events, N, in the sample. It is 

worth mentioning that ceteris paribus, the variance of AAR is decreasing as sample size becomes 

larger: 
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𝑣𝑎𝑟 𝐴𝐴𝑅! =   
1
𝑁! 𝜎!!

!
!

!!!

 

 

 

5.4.5.2.4 Variance for  Cumulat ive  Average Abnormal Return (CAAR) 

 

If the variance of AAR is calculated, the variance CAAR is easily calculated by multiplying the 

variance of AAR by the number of days in the selected Event Window (L2),  

 

 

𝑣𝑎𝑟  (𝐶𝐴𝐴𝑅 𝜏!, 𝜏! ) =    𝑉𝑎𝑟  (𝐴𝐴𝑅!) = 𝑣𝑎𝑟   𝐴𝐴𝑅! ∗ 𝐿!

!!

!!!!

 

 

 

This authors has decided on 4 different event windows, 7-day, 5-day, 3-day and 1-day. Thus, 

identifying the different CAAR variances is executed by multiplying the variance of AAR by 

either 1, 3, 5 or 7.  

 

 

 

5.4.5.3 Cri t i ca l  Values  and Conf idence  Leve l s  

 

The process of computing a t-test is concluded at the moment a t-value is calculated. Applying 

the student distribution the critical values of statistical significance depends on the particular 

sample size. For samples larger than 100, the 90 % confidence interval is exceeded at +- 1.282 

and labeled by *, the 95 % confidence level is surpassed at +- 1.645 and labeled by **, and the 99 

% confidence level is exceeded at +-2.364 and labeled by ***. In line with many researchers 

(Binder, 1998; Brown & Warner, 1985), this thesis has chosen to apply a 95 % confidence level 

before rejecting a null hypothesis. Rejecting the null hypothesis at a 95 % confidence level can be 

interpreted as a 5 % chance of rejecting the null hypothesis, which in fact is true. This 

hypothetical false rejection is called a type 1 error.   
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6. Variable Explanations and its Hypothesis Formulations 
 

The primary objective of this thesis is to analyze investor reactions in the event of CEO 

turnovers in the United States and Germany. Therefore, the first three hypotheses presented in 

section 7.2 will be constructed accordingly. However, based upon a thorough literature review 

the authors identified six independent variables that seemed interesting to analyze using event 

study methodology with respect to a CEO succession. The motivation behind selecting these 

independent variables will be explained, as well as the composed hypotheses in this section. First 

and foremost, they contain of: 

 

1. The Gender of the Successor 

2. The Age of the Successor 

3. The Tenure of the Predecessor 

4. The Origin of the Successor 

5. Size of the Company 

6. Pre-Announcement Performance 

 

In considering CEO candidates, Citrin (2012) states that board of directors and selection 

committees always raise one question: “How will the market react?” Because the market quickly 

incorporates new information into the value of a company’s stock, its reaction to the naming of a 

CEO should presumably be a meaningful barometer of that person’s future performance (2012). 

The authors has attempted to select and collect key variables which have been a subject for 

discussion amongst management researchers as well as for financial journals, and asked the same 

question: “how will the market react?” 

  

Furthermore, contextual factors such as size of company could play a significant role for the 

exercising power of the CEO. Thus, the authors have separated between CEO related factors (1-

4) and contextual/event related factors (5-6). In the following section the selected variables will 

be explained in detail, as well as the reason for why it initially has been chosen in this research 

design.   
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6.1 The Gender of the CEO 

 

The definition of the gender variable is obvious: “The state of being male-, or female CEO”. Even 

though the proportion of female to male CEOs has become less skewed over time, women 

holding CEO positions are still scarce. Between 2004 and 2013, a total of 118 women have 

entered or left the CEO office at the world’s largest 2,500 public companies (PWC, 2013). A 

study of Lee and Hayes (2007) indicate interesting results: investor reactions to the 

announcement of female CEOs are significantly more negative than those of their male 

counterparts. Even when controlling for human capital variables such as education and work 

experience, perceptual biases against women operate to their detriment (Stroh et al., 1992). The 

authors questions the reasoning behind these findings: Do investors believe women are less 

qualified for a CEO position than men? 

 

The literature on work-force diversity suggests that diversity is positively correlated with firm 

performance, since group diversity increase the pool of knowledge from which group decisions 

are made, as well as facilitates innovation and creativity (Williams & O’Reilly, 1998). Richard 

(2000) point to the fact that work-force diversity is a source of competitive advantage, an 

argument that is highly valid in this context, because men dominate most top executive groups. 

Perhaps this is why Catalyst (2004) finds that among fortune 500 firms with a high representation 

of women top executives, they have significantly higher returns on equity and total returns to 

shareholders in comparison with Fortune 500 companies with low representation. Appointing 

women CEOs may also reduce the likelihood of excessive risk-taking in strategic decisions since 

women are more likely to show bigger risk aversion in financial decisions than men (Jianakoplos 

and Bernasek, 1998).  

 

The positive attributes of appointing a female CEO, the study of Lee and Hayes (2007), as well as 

the fact that there are so few female CEOs worldwide, sparked an interest among the authors of 

this thesis to develop a hypothesis formulation according to gender. The gender variable was 

constructed as a dummy variable, either signifying male or not male, and the hypothesis is stated 

as follows:  

 

H0: There is no statistical significant Cumulative Average Abnormal Return in the event of a CEO succession 

announcement amongst firms who appointed a “…”  

HA: Reject the null hypothesis 
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The blank spacing (“…”) signifies either male or not male, leading to two hypothesis 

formulations according to gender, as there were no female appointments in Germany21. 

 

 

 

6.2 The Age of the Successor 

 

The definition of age of the CEO successor is also intuitive: “The number of years the newly appointed 

CEO has lived”. The debate if age matters in corporate decision-making was the motivation 

behind including age as an independent variable. More specifically, this thesis reflects upon how 

career concerns might affect the decision-making of younger CEOs compared to older CEOs. 

Xiaoyang Li et al. (2011) explains that career concerns matter because executives are expected to 

adjust their behavior according to how the labor market perceive their abilities, and hence their 

reputation and future prospects.  

 

Theorists frequently debate the subject of age, and are typically divided between two stances on 

the matter. The first position argues that career concerns may result in conservatism and 

underinvestment, as first pointed out by Holmstrom (1982). The younger CEO would lack merits 

and therefore face higher risks when making decisions, as the likelyhood to be perceived as 

incompetent if the decisions turn out unsuccessful. Consequently, the younger CEO may shy 

away from making bold investments. Other researchers (Scharfstein and Stein, 1990; Lamont, 

2002) agrees and supplement by suggesting that younger CEOs may avoid radical actions, and 

often resorts to “herd” behavior22 because of their career concerns.   

 

In the contrasting position, represented by Prendergast and Stole (1996), the younger CEO 

purposely adopts a more aggressive decision-making strategy, because of higher incentives to 

display abilities early in a career cycle. The young CEO may exaggerate their reactions to new 

information in order to signal a superior ability to interpret information about an investment 

opportunity and fearlessly act on it. Accordingly, a younger CEO wants to establish a reputation 

                                                
21 In descriptive statistic section 7.1.1 the thesis will elaborate on why the there is no cross-country hypothesis.   
22 Is the tendency for individuals to mimic the actions (rational or irrational) of a larger group. Individually, however, most people would 
not necessarily make the same choice. 
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for being talented, and thus is prone to engage in riskier actions. Due to their longer career 

horizons to reap benefits, younger CEOs have stronger incentives to boldly signal ability to the 

executive labor market (Xiaoyang Li et al., 2011). The older CEO, on the other hand, is more 

conservative in his response to new information. Prendergast and Stole (1996) explains that the 

reason why older CEOs shy away from undertaking new projects, is because such changes might 

reflect poorly on his past decisions, and consequently on his abilities. The latter position is 

considered a modern perception of the younger CEO, and has recently been supported 

empirically. Xiaoyang Li et al. (2011) observed that the older CEOs appeared to be consistent 

with what Bertrand and Mullainathan’s (2003) describes as the “quiet life”, where they tend to 

slow down investment activities. It is not certain whether it is because of the perception that 

championing on new endeavors may reflect poorly on past decisions, or if it is simply biologically 

rooted. However, researchers are confident that the high decision making activity stem from the 

claims that young people have higher energy levels (Roberts and Rosenberg, 2006), are more 

confident (Taylor, 1975), and are, in fact, more combative due to the presence of hormonal 

effects (Levi et al., 2010). Moreover, Horowitz (2012) argues that younger CEOs are 

characterized by higher levels of creativity, particularly within trades that are sensitive to emerging 

technologies, and further claims that they are superior at discovering innovative products (Ante 

and Lublin, 2012). 

 

For reasons as mentioned, it could be interesting to investigate how investors react to 

appointments of young and old CEOs. The authors identified the exact birth date of the CEO, 

and rounded total number of years to the nearest whole number. Further, management 

researchers (Xiaoyang Li et al., 2011) typically distinguish young from old CEOs at approximately 

the age of 50 years old. However, the authors argue that the separation between young and old 

should not be defined at a single age point, as there is an obvious range of age levels which are 

considered “average”. Thus, this thesis has defined CEOs that are 43 years or younger as 

“young”, while “old” CEOs are 59 years old or older. The Age variable is constructed as total 

number of years the successor had lived at the announcement date, and the hypothesis is stated 

as follows:  

 

H0: There is no statistical significant Cumulative Average Abnormal Return in the event of a CEO succession 

announcement amongst “…” listed firms who hired a CEO who was “…” years old at appointment 

HA: Reject the null hypothesis 
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The first blank spacing (“…”) either consist of “NYSE” (herby also referred to as American) or 

”FWB” (from hereon also referred to as German) firms23, while the second blank spacing consist 

of “less than 44” or “more than 58” years old. In all, six hypothesis formulations were 

constructed according to age as the authors also tested for significant values in both markets.  

 

 

 

6.3 The Tenure of the Predecessor 

 

Tenure is defined as a period for which an office is held. A predecessor is understood as a person 

who held a job or office before the current holder. The combined definition of the Tenure 

Variable is therefor: “Total number of years the departing CEO held his position”. 

 

Kesner and Sebora (1994) suggests that tenure of the predecessor could be intriguing to examine. 

Harvard Business Review (2013) highlights that long CEO tenure affects performance through 

two groups of stakeholders, employees and customers (Luo et al., 2013). Sipek (2014) states that 

shorter tenure at top might help companies stay agile in an ever-changing business environment. 

Brian Kropp24 (2014) states that it is unrealistic nowadays to expect a single person to possess the 

skill set necessary to be an effective leader for two decades (Sipek, 2014). It appears that 

organizations should strive for a certain balance when it comes to average CEO tenure. The 

longer a CEO serves, the more the firm-employee dynamic improves. But an extended term 

strengthen customer ties only for a time, after which the relationship weakens through lack of 

renewal of product quality and the company’s performance diminishes. While too frequent 

successions work disruptive to organizational continuity25 (Kesner and Sebora, 1994), overly long 

tenures have been found to lack ability to challenge status quo or lack of product renewal 

(Hambrick et al., 1993). More specifically, long tenures are inversely related to success in 

achieving fit between firm strategy, structure and environmental demands (Hambrick et al., 

1993). The conclusion is familiar: A CEO takes office, begins accumulating knowledge and 

experience, and is quickly launching initiatives to boost the bottom line. Fast-forward a decade, 

and the same CEO is risk-averse and slow to adapt to change, and the company’s performance is 

                                                
23 Firms in this sample were not controlled by foreign parent company.  
24 Managing Director at Corporate Executive Board (Advisory firm).  
25 This is a direct link to Gruskys theory; “vicious cycle”. See section 4.1.1 and 4.1.2 “Theory building phase”. When exploring 
consequences of succession, research conducted in the 1970s was actually consistent for a change: frequent successions work destructive to 
firm performance.   
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deteriorating. The pattern has been called ”seasons of a CEO’s tenure”, analogous to the seasons 

of the year (Luo et al., 2013).  

 

How can it be that a CEO turnover, from who have sat for an extended period, not always 

causes an upswing in stock prices? It is easy to imagine that a CEO who has been sitting for a 

long time also had some advantages as market familiarity and product knowledge. As mentioned 

in section 4.1.2, Birnbaum (1971) stressed the importance of industry or contextual familiarity. 

Perhaps the most extreme example in recent times was in the early weeks of 2011, when it 

became publicly known that Steve Jobs, former CEO and chairman of Apple Inc., was taking a 

sick leave. With this announcement followed a 8,4 % decrease in Apple’s stock price, devaluating 

the company by millions of dollars. Steve Jobs, who founded Apple Inc., had then been 

continuously sitting as CEO for 14 years. 

 

Consequently, the authors found it interesting to analyze investors’ reactions to predecessors that 

had been sitting for either a “long” period or a “short” period. Long tenures was defined as those 

that served for more than 10 years, whilst short tenure were defined as those that sat for less than 

3 years. There seem to be no agreement of a clear definition of long and short tenure. However, 

long tenures have been referred to as more than a decade (Luo et al., 2013), whilst short tenures 

were designated as a result of the distribution of the collected data. The authors identified the 

exact date the predecessor was appointed to the CEO position, not announced, and rounded the 

total number of years up to the nearest whole number. The tenure hypothesis formulations is 

stated as follows: 

 

H0: There is no statistical significant Cumulative Average Abnormal Return in the event of a CEO succession 

announcement amongst “…” firms which had the same CEO for “…” 

HA: Reject the null hypothesis 

 

The first blank spacing (“…”) either consists of “American” or ”German” firms, while the 

second blank spacing consists of “less than 3 years” or “more than 10 years”. In all, six 

hypothesis formulations were constructed according to tenure, as the authors also tested for any 

statistically significant CAAR values in both the two countries.  
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6.4 The Origin of the Successor 

 

Origin is understood as a person’s social background or ancestry. Successor is a person that 

succeeds another. Thus, the authors separated a CEO successor that is internally or externally 

hired. The definition of internal appointed CEO is therefor: “ A CEO successor that is already 

employed in the company of interest”, otherwise he or she is defined as external26. The definition of 

external CEO was not applied if he or she previously had worked at the company of interest, and 

were last appointed at a different company. 

 

Management researchers (Furtado and Rozeff, 1987; Warner et al., 1988) highlight the 

importance of separating between internal and external employment in the research design, 

because of the signaling effect it may entail. The aforementioned researchers have argued that 

external successors are more likely to be agent of change, in contrast to internal successors. 

Furthermore, externally hired CEOs are believed to bring new competencies and knowledge to 

the executive group (Shen and Cannella, 2002). CEO origin may determine corporate investment 

behavior, in that externally hiring often correlates with increased innovation performance (Huson 

et al., 2004). Internal successors, on the other hand, have the advantage of possessing firm-

specific knowledge and face a more supportive executive team (Favaro et al., 2010). Because of 

this rationale, literature highlight that external successors tend to be selected when organizations 

perform poorly and require strategic change, while internal successors typically tend to be 

selected when organizations desire continuity (Zajac, 1990).  

 

Schawbel (2012) states that external hiring often has been the preferred norm in CEO 

recruitment, as new competences and ideas were often highest priority. However, according to 

Adams (2012) this trend is changing, as internal recruitment is more cost effective. Schawbel 

(2012) agrees to this observation and claim that it is also less time consumptive. Furthermore, it is 

easier for internally hired CEOs to succeed, as they already have firm-specific connections and 

knowledge about how the work is executed. Finally, it has been said that internal hiring is good 

for employee morale, as long-serving employees may get frustrated when the CEO is hired 

externally, because they expect to be prioritized in the opening of new positions (Schawbel, 

2012).  

 

                                                
26 See section 4.1.2 “Theory building phase” for different interpretations of origin.   
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For these reasons the authors chose to incorporate origin as independent variables in the 

research design to see if any abnormal return were detected. The origin variable was constructed 

as a dummy variable, either signifying external-, or internal hiring, and the hypothesis is stated as 

follows: 

 

H0: There is no statistical significant Cumulative Average Abnormal Return in the event of a CEO succession 

announcement amongst “…” firms who hired their CEO “…” 

HA: Reject the null hypothesis 

 

Again, the first blank spacing (“…”) either consists of “NYSE” or ”FWB” firms. However, the 

second blank spacing contains “internally” or “externally”. In all, six hypothesis formulations 

were constructed according to origin, as the authors also tested for significant values across 

indices.  

 

 

 

6.5 Company Size 

 

The definition of the variable Company Size is determined by “the market capitalization27 at 

announcement date, listed in million US dollars”. Company size was included because of the constraints 

it may entail on the exercising power the CEO possess, and literature suggest that company size 

could have an impact on stock return that have announced a new CEO28 (Reinganum, 1985; 

Warner et al., 1988).  

 

Pfeffer (1977) was among the first to address that post succession CEO performance effects 

might not be observed, due to the fact that leadership effectiveness can be limited in large and 

complex organizations by social and environmental constraints. Pfeffer pointed to an example 

where a CEO in a large corporation may possess unilateral control over few resources. 

Recommendations may work they way up through large bureaucracy and then require the 

approval of a group of top executives rather than directly by the CEO. In fact, in a study 

conducted five years earlier of 167 major publicly owned corporations, Lieberson and O’Conner 

(1972) found that about 90 % of the total variation in sales and earnings could be attributed to 

                                                
27 Market capitalization is calculated as follows: price per share times number of shares outstanding 
28 Moreover, Trow (1961) was the first to identify that organizational size and succession frequency positively correlated. These two factors 
are widely discussed in succession literature during the 1960s. See section 4.1.1 for further reading.  
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year, industry and company effects (Reinganum, 1985). Leadership seemed to account for only 

about 6 % of the variation. Consequently, Lieberson and O’Conner (1972) argued that leadership 

influence is tempered by internal and external constraints placed on the leader.  

 

Both Lieberson and O’Connor (1972) and Pfeffer (1977) argue that company size positively 

correlates to the level of bureaucracy. Succession literature argues that the former causes the 

latter, although the authors of this thesis find the relationship more complex, as bureaucracy, 

amongst other things, is characterized by structure. Contrary to Lieberson and O’Connor (1972) 

and Pfeffer (1977) the authors also imagine that in large companies, processes and systems for 

coordination and control could be tuned to achieve rapid changes since those companies have 

experienced, through many years of existence, that adaption to the external environment is 

crucial. That being said, arguments posed by Lieberson and O’Connor (1972) and Pfeffer (1977) 

are still being cited in succession literature, hence invoked interest for the authors to analyze 

whether company size matters in a turnover event.  

 

Another interesting correlation is identified between company size and media attention. A CEO 

succession in a larger company might, to a greater extent than smaller firms, be covered in the 

media, creating greater exposure of the announcement. Therefore, it might be that more 

investors will react to the announcement. On the other side, as return is calculated relatively, 

smaller companies require fewer transactions in order to cause impact on the stock development.  

 

The authors separated the sample companies in Small, Medium and Large firms, where Small and 

Large firms were those of interest. However, it is worth noting that none of the companies in this 

sample are of any means small, as the sample consists of the largest firms by market capitalization 

on NYSE and FWB. In order to ensure a normal firm size distribution, “Small” firms listed on 

NYSE were those with market capitalization less than $ 20 billion, and those less than $ 400 

million listed on FWB. Moreover, Large firms on NYSE were those companies with more than $ 

100 billion in market capitalization, whilst it was those with more than $ 10 billion listed on 

FWB. The authors wanted to separate the two countries when building hypothesis because of the 

significant difference in average company size, thus the hypothesis formulation according to 

company size goes as follows:    
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H0: There is no statistical significant Cumulative Average Abnormal Return in the event of a CEO succession 

announcement amongst “…” firms with a market capitalization “…” at announcement 

HA: Reject the null hypothesis 

 

The first blank spacing (“…”) remain unchanged, however, the second spacing consist of either 

less than $ 400 million, less than $ 20 billion, more than $100 billion, or larger than $10 billion. In 

all, six hypotheses’ were tested according to company size.  

 

 

 

6.6 Pre-Announcement Financial Performance 

 

This thesis analyze firms’ financial performance in terms of its “capacity to generate sustainable 

profitability” (European Central Bank, 2010). A strong management team is the backbone of any 

successful company. This is not to say that employees are not important, but it is the 

management, and perhaps ultimately the CEO that makes the strategic decisions. The 

management of a publicly traded company with the CEO in charge is responsible for creating 

value for shareholders, and according to empirical evidence, poor stock performance leads to 

increase in top management turnover29 (Warner et al., 1988; Weisbach, 1988). However, the 

answers are not explicit as to how the share price reacts as a result of good or poor performing 

companies before the CEO turnover. This may be due to unequal definitions of good and poor 

performance. Even more ambiguous is to evaluate the CEO – the job is complex and many 

aspects of the job are intangible.  

 

Nevertheless, most investors agree that Return on Equity (herby referred to as ROE) is an 

impelling performance measurement due to its intuitive understanding. ROE is an internal 

performance measure of shareholder value, and is defined as: “The amount of net income returned as a 

percentage of shareholders equity (Peterson and Plenborg, 2011)”. ROE measures the profitability 

taking into account both operating and financial leverage, hence measures owners’ accounting 

return on their investment in a company. In its simplest form, ROE is calculated as follows: 

 

                                                
29 Read section 4.1.1 in literature review for in depth understanding of the enormous attention stock performance and turnover frequency 
has had in CEO succession literature.  



 64 

𝑅𝑂𝐸30 =   
𝑁𝑒𝑡  𝐼𝑛𝑐𝑜𝑚𝑒 − 𝑃𝑟𝑒𝑓𝑒𝑟𝑟𝑒𝑑  𝑆𝑡𝑜𝑐𝑘  𝐷𝑖𝑣𝑖𝑑𝑒𝑛𝑑𝑠
𝐴𝑣𝑒𝑟𝑎𝑔𝑒  𝐶𝑜𝑚𝑚𝑜𝑛  𝑆ℎ𝑎𝑟𝑒ℎ𝑜𝑙𝑑𝑒𝑟𝑠´𝐸𝑞𝑢𝑖𝑡𝑦  

 
 

The motivation for choosing ROE as a financial metric for evaluating financial performance is 

fourfold. ROE is by far the most popular measure of performance, since: (1) it proposes a direct 

assessment of the financial return of a shareholder’s investment; (2) it is easily available for 

analysts, only relying upon public information; and (3) it allows for comparison between different 

companies or different sectors of the economy (European Central Bank, 2010). Its applicability is 

what makes ROE long lived as a metric for evaluating financial performance. Finally, (4) ROE 

could be a fitting metric for supporting a shareholder value approach. Because of its direct 

assessment of shareholder return, the metric may also work contributory to the debate of 

shareholder/stakeholder convergence, when comparing investor reactions across US and 

Germany to the announcement of a CEO change. 

 

This thesis chose to categorize firm performance in three groups: Good, Poor or Average. The 

groups of interest were those firms that performed Good and Poor. Consequently, there was no 

construction of hypothesis of those firms that performed on Average. An important part of the 

categorization for a particular stock is to perform a peer group analysis, which means that the 

constituents of the peer group should be fairly similar to the company being researched, 

particularly in terms of their main business sectors and market capitalization. This allows the 

authors to spot anomalies in terms of performance. The authors chose to compare the company 

of interest to five of its closest peers, suggested by Bloomberg Terminal database31. With regards 

to the collection of financial figures, this thesis applied a company’s trailing twelve months 

(TTM) as a representation for its ROE performance. TTM represent a 12-month period, but not 

necessarily at fiscal year-end. Since quarterly reports rarely report how the company has done in 

the past 12 months, the authors found it necessary to extract TTM from Bloomberg. Thus, the 

authors chose the latest four quarters before the succession as an initial basis for ROE 

evaluation.  

 

It should be noted that ROE may obscure a lot of potential problems, as it can divert attention 

from business fundamentals (Peterson & Plenborg, 2011). Companies can resort to financial 

                                                
30 Indeed, analysts often state the above-mentioned formula as to return on common stockholders’ equity (ROCE), however, it is easily 
confused with “return on capital employed”, thus not applied as an acronym in this thesis. Furthermore, this calculation of ROE does not 
include preferred equity for firms that issue preferred stock to senior claimants.   
 
31 See Appendix 3 for peer group analysis 
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strategies to artificially maintain a high ROE, and hide deteriorating performance. Growing debt 

leverage and stock buybacks funded through accumulated cash can help to maintain a “healthy” 

ROE even though operational profitability is eroding. Characteristics such as low interest rates 

and mounting competitive pressure creates an incentive to engage in these financial strategies in 

order to keep investors happy. Excessive debt leverage becomes a significant burden in economic 

downturn as it creates more risk. However, if underlying profitability deteriorates, more debt, or 

stock buybacks, could be seen as necessary, because letting ROE decline is considered too 

painful to contemplate since the impact on stock performance can be immediate. The risk on the 

other hand is less immediate, so the temptation is understandable. Because of the potential risk 

of artificially high ROEs, the authors have seen it necessary to analyze the decomposed ROE 

according to the DuPont model.  The formula breaks ROE into three parts32, and can be stated 

as follows:  

 

 

𝑅𝑂𝐸 = 𝑃𝑟𝑜𝑓𝑖𝑡  𝑀𝑎𝑟𝑔𝑖𝑛 ∗ 𝐴𝑠𝑠𝑒𝑡  𝑇𝑢𝑟𝑛𝑜𝑣𝑒𝑟   ∗    𝐸𝑞𝑢𝑖𝑡𝑦  𝑀𝑢𝑙𝑡𝑖𝑝𝑙𝑖𝑒𝑟   

𝑅𝑂𝐸 =         
𝑁𝑒𝑡  𝑝𝑟𝑜𝑓𝑖𝑡
𝑆𝑎𝑙𝑒𝑠       ∗               

𝑆𝑎𝑙𝑒𝑠
𝐴𝑠𝑠𝑒𝑡𝑠                         ∗                           

𝐴𝑠𝑠𝑒𝑡𝑠
𝐸𝑞𝑢𝑖𝑡𝑦  

 

 

This analysis enables the analyst to understand the source of the superior (or inferior) return by 

comparison with companies in similar industries.  

 

• Net prof i t  margin:   How much profit the company generates from its revenues 

• Asset  turnover :  How effective the company apply its assets 

• Equity mult ip l i er :  How much the company is leveraged 

 

The DuPont model allows analyst to determine which of the three elements is dominant in any 

change of ROE. For instance, for high margin industries, such as high-end-fashion brands, it is 

critical that increased sales are derived without sacrificing margin, hence, may work as sign of 

competitive advantage. However, the asset turnover is not high contrary to retail operations 

selling groceries, where asset turnover may be studied extremely carefully for signs of under-, or 

over-performance. A high ROE could also signify that it is driven by high leverage, thus have the 

potential of reaching wrong conclusion about good performance. A lower debt-to-equity (D/E) 
                                                
32 There is also a five-step equation. The practicality of this breakdown is perhaps not as clear as the three-step equation, but can show 
that increases in leverage don’t always indicate an increase in ROE because interest expenses on more debt could mute the effect.  
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ratio indicates that a company is less dependent on borrowing for its operations. However, a high 

debt-to-equity (D/E) ratio is customary in some industries. The financial sector stands out when 

comparing D/E ratios because financial institutions typically borrow money to lend money. 

Other industries such as the industrial goods sector utilize high D/E ratio because it is highly 

capital intensive. Basically, a good practice is therefor to compare the company of interest to its 

peer group to spot whether it has an above-average metric ratio of interest, as each industry has 

different averages. The authors wanted to notice whether ROE was artificially high due to a high 

D/E ratio. Companies that initially seemed to be a Good performer, but had above average D/E 

ratio in their respective peer group, fell in the category average performer, thus not tested for 

according to financial performance. Otherwise, the company remained in the Good performing 

category until further research was conducted. If the company initially seemed like a Poor 

performer, but had a D/E ratio under average, they too fell in the category average performer; 

otherwise they remained in the category Poor.  

 

A horizontal analysis, also known as trend analysis, is a procedure in fundamental financial 

analysis in which one compares ROE over a certain period of time. Although a company’s ROE 

may temporarily be lower than its peers’, a positive trend may be strongly appreciated by 

investors. Furthermore, trend stability, characterized by low volatility, is considered more 

attractive than an unstable trend, evident by high volatility. 

 

The authors adopted a three-year period prior to the turnover in order to establish a solid ground 

for the trend analysis of each company. As each succession was characterized by distinct 

peculiarity, the authors applied considerable discretion when considered trends. Moreover, the 

trend analysis only supplemented to the evaluation of Good or Poor performer, thus worked as a 

secondary evaluation of the categorization. Good performing companies was classified as average 

if an unstable or negative trend was detected. On the contrary, a Poor performing company was 

classified as average if a stable positive trend was revealed. 

 

Conclusively, it is important to state that the trend analysis could be compared to peers, and how 

they performed in the same time period, to highlight the perceived performance. Industry trends 

could, in turn, be considered in light of how the overall economy performed. At some point 

along this evaluation process, the authors felt obliged to not precede the analysis, as it would be 

too overwhelming and not appropriate in this context. Thus, the authors chose to exclude trend 

analysis of the peers. As the sample consists of 162 companies, and each company need to be 
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compared against five peers, it would culminate in a trend analysis of 810 companies. Even so, 

the authors predict that the financial performance variable is comprehensive enough to accurately 

separate between the poor, average and well performing corporation in the collected data set.  

   

Bloomberg database lists both periodicals development and decomposes the ROE, so extraction 

of relevant numbers becomes a more pleasant process in contrast to manual calculations. The 

hypothesis formulation according to financial performance goes as follows: 

 

H0: There is no statistical significant Cumulative Average Abnormal Return in the event of a CEO succession 

announcement amongst “…” firms who had “…” financial performance  

HA: Reject the null hypothesis 

 

The first blank spacing separated firms extracted from NYSE or FWB, while the second blank 

spacing consist of “good” or “poor” financial performance. In all, six hypothesis formulations 

were constructed according to pre-announcement financial performance as the authors also 

tested for significant values across indices.  

 

As this thesis has chosen to separate between CEO related factors (1-4) and contextual/event 

related factors (5-6) the number of constructed hypotheses totaled to 35. All results are displayed 

in appendix 4.  
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7. Findings and Interpretations 
 

 

 

7.1 Descriptive Statistics  

 

In order to describe and provide the 

basic features of the collected data 

in this thesis, this section will 

present some descriptive statistics. 

As mentioned in the methodology, 

the data sample consists of 162 

firms divided between the New 

York Stock Exchange (NYSE) and 

Frankfurt Stock Exchange (FWB). Figure 5 above illustrates that there are 83 firms listed on 

NYSE and 79 firms listed on FWB, making the sample quite evenly distributed across the two 

indices. The variable explanation section elaborated on how the authors identified the gender, 

age, origin of the successor, tenure of the previous CEO, company size and company 

performance in each CEO succession event. The following subsections will expand details to the 

sample distribution with respect to each variable. 

 

 

 

7.1.1 Gender  

 

Gender equality is frequently 

discussed in numerous arenas, and 

top management organization is no 

exception. As mentioned, the lack of 

females in leader position is often 

attempted explained by various 

aspects, such as sociological path-

dependency, lack of networks and 

83	   79	  

NYSE	   FWB	  
Figure 5:  CEO Successions Distributed by Index 

92,6	  %	  

7,4	  %	  

Male	  

Female	  

Figure 6: CEO Successions Distributed by Gender 
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culture (Lee & Hayes, 2007). Sadly, the statistics are quite apparent, and the International Labor 

Organization (2015) suggests that, globally, 50 % of middle management positions are filled by 

women, yet only 5 % of CEO positions. The collected data sample confirms this unequal gender 

distribution in CEO positions. In the sample of 162 CEO successions, only 12 of the succeeding 

CEOs are females. This makes the total proportion of females only 7,4 % and the proportion of 

males 92,6 %. At the time of writing, women holding CEO positions at S&P 500 companies are 

computed to be 4,6 % (Catalyst, 2015). Thus, females CEO are actually overrepresented in this 

data collection. 

 

Furthermore, all of these 12 female CEOs were hired by American firms, as the authors failed to 

identify any female CEOs amongst the 400 largest firms on the Frankfurt stock exchange, which 

made the criteria for entering the 

sample. Regardless of having elected a 

female Chancellor of Germany in 

Angela Merkel, there are only one 

sitting female CEO out of the 400 

largest firms on FWB, hence, analyzing 

gender in the assessment of the cross-

national market reactions is not 

possible applying this data collection.  

 

 

Holst33 (2010) argues that the reason behind the lack of female CEOs in Germany derives from 

both structural and ideological barriers that are culturally rooted (Wippermann, 2010). Due to 

lack of experience with female leadership, and the fact that Germany scores high on Hofstede’s 

uncertainty avoidance dimension underpin a negative spiral as the Board of Directors may be 

reluctant to appoint female CEOs. Angela Merkel is an obvious exception, and contributes to veil 

the discriminating situation for women in top positions of German enterprises (Botsch, 2015). 

Holst elaborate that one important explanation for the uneven gender distribution of CEOs is 

that German families often distribute household chores in the traditional way, where women bear 

the main responsibility for the children and the household. Consequently, they typically reduce 

their professional work to part-time when they have children, or they might even leave the 

workforce entirely in order to prioritize the family. Additionally, women often choose female-

                                                
33 Elke Holst, the research director in the German economic institute (DIW). 

71	  
79	  
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Figure 7: CEO Successions Distributed by Gender and Index 
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dominated occupations that are less paid, and at a lower organizational level. Women choosing 

occupations untraditionally faces stereotypes of what is typical female and male characteristics.  

 

The low representation of women in CEO positions may reinforce the stereotype that women 

are less qualified for such positions than men. Angela Merkel, who somewhat ironically belongs 

to a conservative and male-dominated political party, seems to acknowledge the aforementioned 

stereotyping. In the spring of 2015 a new law emerged in Germany, enforcing all listed firms to 

include 30 % females on their Supervisory Boards. Similar legislative motions have only 

moderately increased the amount of female CEOs in countries such as Norway, Canada, and 

Finland, but it is a great step towards gender equality in Germany.  

 

 

 

7.1.2 Age at Announcement  

 

In the data collection, the 

average age of the succeeding 

CEOs was 50,57 years old at 

announcement. Though 

traditionally seen as an old-mans 

game, appointed CEOs are 

getting younger (Equilar, 2014). 

The data collection’s two 

youngest CEOs at appointment were both 38 years old; Ulf Schneider and Uwe Schroder-

Wildberg appointed by Fresenius SE and MLP AG respectively, both firms listed on FWB. The 

oldest CEO of the sample, on the other hand, is Seifi Ghasemi at Air Products & Chemicals, 

who were 69 years old on June 18th 2014. Figure 8 displays how the CEOs in American firms are 

slightly younger than in the German firms, as the average age at the NYSE listed firms were 

48,87, and 52,18 at the FWB firms.  

 

 

 

 

48,87	   52,18	  

NYSE	   FWB	  
Figure 8: Average Age of Appointed CEOs Across Indices 
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However, when categorizing 

young and old CEOs in both 

indices, the variation is peculiar. 

In the sample, there are over 

three times more young CEOs 

in Germany than in the US, and 

only half the amount of old 

CEOs.  

 

The reason why there are more 

young CEOs in Germany could be connected to the two-tier board system and how this affects 

the CEO role. One could argue that because the German CEO will have a Supervisory Board 

including a Chairman, the role is more protected against self-willed actions with potential poor 

outcomes, and that the Supervisory Board therefore function as a strategic safety net for the 

CEO. The literature review stated that in the US, 80 % of the CEOs where also the Chairman of 

the Board. Thus, the CEO role in the US may be categorized as more independent and alone 

standing, which may indicate that comprehensive experience is of higher priority. This is not to 

say that, younger CEOs are less qualified in either countries, but could suggest that because of 

the governance system, Germans facilitate in a higher degree than in the US, to hire younger 

CEOs. More specifically, in a two-tier system, the positive attribute of experience is more relaxed 

because of its co-determination system34, contrary to a one-tier system. In this way, one can more 

confidently appreciate the benefits of hiring younger CEOs, such as creativity, courage and like, 

within safe limits.     

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

                                                
34 See section 4.3.3.3 for in-depth understanding of the German Corporate Governance System 
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Figure 9: Distribution of Age Categories Across Indices 



 72 

 

7.1.3 Tenure of the Previous CEO 

 

In this data collection, the average 

tenure of the previous CEO is 8,03 

years. As displayed by the illustration 

to the right, the German and 

American CEOs have quite similar 

tenure, observing a slightly longer 

period for the firms listed on NYSE. 

Average CEO tenure on firms listed 

on NYSE is 8,2; whilst average tenure for a CEO in FWB-listed firms is 7,8 years. Gregory Case 

was appointed CEO of Aon Plc April 4th 2005, as he succeeded Patrick Ryan who had served 40 

years as CEO, which is the longest CEO tenure observed in the sample. With regards to 

appointed female CEOs, the longest observed tenure is found at Campbell Soup Company, when 

Denise Morrison succeeded Douglas R. Conant after 10 years of service. As for firms listed on 

FWB, the longest tenure observed was when STRATEC Biomedical Systems AG appointed 

Marcus Wolfinger and effectively replaced the founder Hermann Leistner after 31 years of 

serving as CEO. 

 

According to the Conference Board (2014), the average tenure of a departing S&P 500 company 

CEO has decreased in recent years, from roughly 10 years in 2000 to 8,1 in 2012 (Sipek, 2014), 

thus corresponds with findings in this research. The aforementioned report, states that the 

decline in average tenure could be caused by several factors. One may be that the pressure of 

serving as a CEO in a large company in an increasingly competitive global marketplace is so 

intense and therefore contributes to voluntarily shorter tenures. Another reason may be that the 

increased presence of private-equity firms has created new employment opportunities for the 

talented CEOs, but also increased involvement and independence amongst the board of 

directors. 

 

Nevertheless, earlier research (Kaplan and Minton, 2006; Wagner and Dimopolous, 2009) 

suggests that analyzing the largest corporations within markets may not be ideal in cross-country 

comparisons, as there exists more distinct differences amongst American and German firms, than 

those observed at FWB- and NYSE-listed firms. Consequently, the aforementioned researchers 

8,24	   7,81	  

NYSE	   FWB	  
Figure 10: Average Tenure of the Predecessor Across 
Indices 
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report an average CEO tenure of 5,7 to 6,4 years for US companies, but similar to findings in this 

thesis, they observed an average CEO tenure of 7,5 years in Germany.  

 
Even though the average tenure is 

quite similar in both indices, a 

brief examination of the data 

collection suggests that both the 

amount of short tenured and long 

tenured successions is larger in 

Germany, compared to the US. 

Thus, the sample’s variance of 

tenure is higher in Germany than 

in the US, even though the average is rather similar. A contributing factor to shorter tenure in 

Germany is their advancements in use of so called interim CEOs35 (Bruns, 2005). The demand 

for interim management was created in Eastern Germany to apply the skilled management 

necessary to re-structure the formerly state owned companies in the 1990s. The demand 

continued to grow as the certain industries struggled to deal with unification and recession. A 

prominent example was the appointment of Helmut Sihler as interim CEO of German Telecom 

AG in 2001.  

 

The reason for the larger amount of longer tenure in Germany could be many folded. One 

reason being that the market for external corporate control is minor. US companies may be more 

prone to takeovers, or have stronger incentives to signal change to the external market rapidly 

after a performance decline. The authors would like to supplement by mentioning that since the 

examined companies in this thesis are of substantial size, it would reduce the likelihood of being 

taken over by a raider. Regarding this thesis’ data collection, the instances where the CEO 

succession is driven by a takeover, the authors have decided to exclude the event, due to risk of 

cofounding effects. Finally, as the executive compensation in the US has been described as being 

highest in the world in absolute terms as well as relative to median salary (Hacker & Pierson, 

2010), it allows CEOs to retire before the average retirement age. Perhaps, as a CEO position 

requires extensive commitment, they feel obliged to slow down their circumstances of life, 

prioritize family and own health.     

 

                                                
35 Interim management is the temporary provision of management resources and skills. Interim management can be seen as a short-term 
assignment of a skilled executive manager to manage a period of transition, crisis or change within an organization. 

 Figure 11: Distribution of Tenure Categories Across Indices 
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Furthermore, literature (Finkelstein et al., 2009) highlights that the promotion and retirement 

policies in large firms are designed to ensure shorter tenure at top management positions where 

companies also faces larger executive group. Grusky’s (1961) interpretation was that larger firms 

are more institutionalized and can experience more frequent executive successions without great 

organizational disruption; hence they may be relatively likely to have mandatory retirement 

provisions to make room for other qualified executives to advance and a willingness to dismiss 

the CEO if performance falters.  To detect 

whether this thesis’ sample may be subjected 

to such policies, tenure were categorized in 

Small, Medium and Large firms (Figure 12). 

Interestingly, one should notice a gradual 

development of tenures. Perhaps this 

development could be explained by the 

existence of promotion and retirement 

policies. Another reasoning for the positive 

correlation between firm size and tenures is because CEOs in larger companies are usually 

appointed to their jobs at more advanced ages (Vancil, 1987; Finkelstein et al., 2009).  

 

 

 

7.1.3 Origin of Successor 

 

The sample includes 120 internally recruited and 42 externally recruited CEOs. Thus, 

approximately one-fourth of the CEOs are hired externally, yet the sample offers some variance 

across indices.  

 

The fact that approximately 26 % of 

the companies in this thesis’ hire their 

CEO externally does not indicate 

support of Schawbel’s (2012) rationale 

explained in section 6, that external 

hiring is a preferred norm, because 

bringing new ideas and competences 

into the company is of highest priority 

120	  

42	  

Internally	   Externally	  

Figure 13: CEO Successions Distributed by Origin 
of Successor 

8,33	  
8,14	  

7,34	  
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Figure 12: Tenure and Firm Size 
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when evaluating candidates. Adams (2012), on the other hand argue that internal hiring is more 

cost and time effective leading companies to select candidates from within. Examining this 

sample distribution supports the latter rationale. 

 

Furthermore, the sample includes large cross-country differences in the frequency of hiring 

internal and external CEOs. Figure 14 displays the origin of the successor across indices, and it 

suggests that only 9,6 % of the 

firms listed on NYSE hired their 

CEO externally, while the 

proportion of externally hired on 

FWB listed firms was 43 %. 

American listed firms seem to have 

much bigger aversion of hiring 

externally, than German listed 

firms.  

 

The reason for the noticeable 

difference in external appointments may be rooted in the contrasting corporate governance 

systems. Although often characterized as a relationship based governance system, Egon 

Zehnder36 (2015) highlight that the mandatory two-tier board structure in Germany imply a 

professionalism and a personal separation between top-level executives and the member of the 

supervisory board. In turn, such governance models tend to have greater openness to explore 

external options and use external advisors than one-tier boards (Zehnder, 2015). Also, it has been 

argued that it is more of an admission of failure retrieving candidates from outside in the US 

government system.  

 

Furthermore, the ownership structure of American firms has often generated Type I agency 

problems, which has resulted in enormous salaries and bonuses as a mean to align the interests of 

owners and managers. This has led to large compensation differences between internally and 

externally hired CEOs, as the need for interest alignment is more acute in the case where a CEO 

is hired externally in the US. Therefore it is assumed more expensive to hire a CEO externally in 

the US, than in Germany, which may also contribute to the explanation of the Origin 

distribution.  

                                                
36 A world leading executive search and talented management consultancy firm 

75	  

45	  

8	  

34	  

NYSE	   FWB	  

Internally	  

Externally	  

Figure 14: Origin of the Successor distributed by Index 
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7.1.5 Company Size 

 

As mentioned in section 6, the company 

size is defined by the market capitalization 

of the firms in US Dollars at the date they 

announce the succeeding CEO. The 

average company size of this thesis’ 

sample of 162 listed firms is $ 36,3 billion 

at announcement.  

 

 

The average company size is distinctively larger in the United States than in Germany. In the data 

sample, the average Company Size in the US is $62,8 billion and only $8,5 billion in Germany, 

which is displayed in Figure 15 above. Thus the authors decided to apply different market 

capitalizations across indices when 

characterizing whether a firm was Small, 

Medium or Large. The major differences 

in firms size is highly linked to the 

differences in corporate governance 

systems discussed in the literature review. 

The liquid financial markets in the 

American government system are highly driven by the minority shareholder protection offered by 

the common law legal system, and as an effect the listed companies in the US are massive 

compared to Germany. A consequence of the universal banking system and the reliance on credit 

financing in Germany, has led the German stock market to remain relatively small in comparison. 

 

 

The largest company in the 

data collection is General 

Electric, which had a market 

capitalization of $ 394 billion, 

when Jeremy Immelt was 

appointed new CEO on 

September 9th 2001. The 

	  62,856	  

	  8,521	  

NYSE	   FWB	  

Figure 15: Average Company Size (listed in billion $) at 
Appointment Across Indices 
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sample’s largest German company is Siemens AG, which had a market capitalization of $ 111 

billion at May 20th 2007, when Peter Loscher was announced the new CEO. The largest company 

led by a female is IBM, which appointed Ginni Rometty October 25th 2011, while they had a 

market capitalization of $ 212,5 billion.  

 

 

 

7.1.6 Financial Performance 

 

The number of Good performing firms 

across the two indices totaled to 41 

companies, whilst Poor performing 

companies amount to 52, and Average 

performing companies comprised of 69 

firms. Figure 18 illustrates the distribution 

of firms based on their financial 

performance previous to the announcement 

of a CEO. The companies are distributed in 

this manner as the requirements to be 

classified as Good or Poor was relatively excessive, thus the majority of companies fell in the 

category Average, even though, in many cases, such classification is not appropriate to the typical 

investor. The authors wanted to be confident that the company of interest actually performed 

above or below their peer group average.    

 

The distribution appears rather 

dissimilar across indices, as the 

financial performance seems to be 

better for firms listed on NYSE, 

than on FWB. In the US, 26 out of 

83 firms have performed Good, 

amounting to a one-third of the 

American sample. While in 

Germany, only 15 out of 79 firms 

performed Good, which aggregates 

26	  

15	  

37	  
32	  

20	  

32	  
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Average	  

Poor	  

Figure 19: Distribution of Financial Performance Across Indices 
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to approximately one-fifth of the German sample. As for the Poor performing companies, the 

American firms totaled to 20 out of 83, which is around one-fourth. Amongst the German firms, 

on the other hand, more than two-fifths were categorized as Poor performing before the CEO 

succession, as 32 out of 79 firms were considered accordingly. The immediate reaction is 

therefore that CEO successions are triggered by Poor performance to a much higher degree in 

Germany than in the US, which is rather surprising given their respective scores on Hofstede’s 

Long-Term Orientation dimension. This dimension describes Germany as orienting their action 

toward long-term results rather than short-term goals and gratification. Also interesting is the fact 

that Dimopoulos and Warner (2009) found that CEO turnovers seem to follow a remarkably 

similar pattern across US and Germany - that there is the same high likelihood of the CEO being 

laid off with lower performing firms.   

 

 

 

7.2 Interpretation of Findings and Results 

 

This section will present and discuss the most intriguing results of the CAAR analysis, which will 

assist in the answering of the research question introduced in the introduction. All of the 32 

hypotheses in section 6, as well as the three overall hypotheses, have been tested for statistically 

significant CAAR, applying the MacKinlay’s (1997) body of event study methodology explained 

in section 5. The results from all 35 hypotheses are displayed in Appendix 4.  

 

The preliminary analysis is a generic test to whether CEO turnover in the United States and 

Germany leads to any Cumulative Average Abnormal Return for companies in the very short-

run. This thesis has decided to adopt a confidence level of 95 % before rejecting a null 

hypothesis, and the overlying hypothesis is stated as follows: 

 

H0: There is no statistical significant Cumulative Average Abnormal Return in the event of a CEO succession 

announcement 

HA: Reject the null hypothesis 
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All Firms 7 day 5 day 3 day 1 day 
CAAR 0,185% 0,333% 0,487% -0,074% 
Sample Size (N) 162 162 162 162 
Variance 0,002% 0,001% 0,001% 0,000% 
Standard Deviation 0,440% 0,372% 0,288% 0,166% 
T-test 0,420 0,895 1,691* -0,448 

 

 

The event study reveals that CEO turnover positively influences company valuation among the 

162 CEO announcements in the 7-day, 5-day, and 3-day event windows. The Cumulative 

Average Abnormal Return (CAAR) identified in the 3-day event window is close to 0,5 % 

percentage point, and is statistically significant with 90 % confidence, computing a 10 % chance 

of falsely rejecting a true hypothesis. The exact date of announcement (1-day window) suggests a 

marginally negative Average Abnormal Return (AAR), but no statistically significant t-value. The 

AAR is very close to zero, and one observes a change in sign compared to the rest of the 

windows. The event windows symmetrically surround the event causing the rationale behind the 

results to be manifold. In general, the results indicate that the majority of investors adopt a 

positive attitude when a CEO succession is announced. This may be because the act of 

substituting a CEO is the board of directors’ strongest mechanism in the pursuit of value 

creation. Therefore, the authors would argue that a CAAR analysis across the entire data 

collection is expected to be positive.  However, even though investors are optimistic in the days 

around the event, they remain skeptical at the announcement date. This may be because there 

was no leakage of information prior to the announcement and a minor fright at the 

announcement date, where investors decide to sell in scare that the news will reduce the stock 

price. However, as the size of the event windows increases, the investors become more attracted, 

and the stock prices increases. This explanation does not support the efficient market hypothesis 

as this hypothesis assumes that the market price of a security reflects the impact of all relevant 

information as it is released. According to conventional financial theory, the world and its 

participants are, for the most part, rational “wealth maximizers” (Phung, 2015). However, there 

are many instances where emotion and psychology influences our decision, causing behavior that 

is unpredictable or irrational, including in investment decisions. As mentioned, CAAR results are 

unable to identify the exact and number of shareholders, as well as the size and frequency of 

trading, as the methodology only permit the extraction of share prices when collecting data for 

the CAAR calculations. Conclusively, due to the fact that this thesis has adopted a confidence 

level of 95 % before rejecting a null hypothesis, the authors cannot reject that there is zero 

statistical significant CAAR in the event of a CEO succession announcement. Thus, the results 
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do not qualify to suggest abnormality, as the share price activity is within the scope of what the 

marked model predicts.   

 

At first glance, it appears that investors consider CEO turnovers to not have any noteworthy 

effect on the value of a company. Even though all event windows suggest no statistically 

significant results, these findings are valuable and invoke just as much an analytical approach to 

its underlying reason as statistical significant results. Therefor, the authors find it appropriate to 

further segment by separating the two indices and additionally isolating variable effects. By doing 

so, the authors could more accurately conclude whether a CEO turnover have an impact on the 

value of a firm in Germany and in the US, under predefined criteria. More specifically, one could 

point to contributing factors investors consider of importance and work as a response to the 

allusion of an analytical approach to the results presented above.  

 

 

 

7.2.1 The Two Stock Markets 

 

This section will analyze the computed CAARs of firms listed on New York Stock Exchange 

(NYSE) and Frankfurt Stock Exchange (FWB), and conclusively compare the results computed 

from the respective markets.  

 

 

 

7.2.1.1 New York Stock Exchange (NYSE) 

 

The collected data includes 83 CEO successions in firms listed on the New York Stock 

Exchange, in the time period between July 2000 and December 2014. The hypothesis is stated as 

follows: 

 

H0: There is no statistical significant Cumulative Average Abnormal Return in the event of a CEO succession 

announcement amongst firms listed on the New York Stock Exchange 

HA: Reject the null hypothesis 
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All Firms (NYSE) 7 day 5 day 3 day 1 day 
CAAR 0,303% 0,219% 0,380% -0,132% 
Sample Size (N) 83 83 83 83 
Variance 0,003% 0,002% 0,001% 0,000% 
Standard Deviation 0,520% 0,440% 0,341% 0,197% 
T-test 0,582 0,498 1,116 -0,674 

 

 

Isolating the CAAR amongst the NYSE (also referred to as American) firms suggests quite 

similar results to those of the entire sample, as the 7-day, 5-day, and 3-day event windows present 

positive CAARs, yet the exact date of announcement computes a negative AAR. There is an 

overall positive attitude amongst investors when American firms announce a CEO turnover, 

except for the actual date of announcement.  

 

Due to the adoption of a confidence level of 95 % before rejecting a hypothesis, the authors 

cannot reject that there is zero statistical significant CAAR in the event of a CEO succession 

announcement amongst American firms. More explicitly, when testing only for significant effects 

among firms listed on NYSE the results seem to adhere to the overlying null hypothesis – that 

there is no statistically significant effect of a CEO succession on stock prices.   

 

 

 

7.2.1.2 Frankfurt  Stock Exchange (FWB) 

 

The collected data includes 79 CEO successions in firms listed on the Frankfurt Stock Exchange, 

in the time period between January 2001 and January 2015. Similarly to the previous hypothesis, 

the following is isolated by index. The hypothesis is stated as follows: 

 

H0: There is no statistical significant Cumulative Average Abnormal Return in the event of a CEO succession 

announcement amongst firms listed on the Frankfurt Stock Exchange 

HA: Reject the null hypothesis 
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All Firms (FWB) 7 day 5 day 3 day 1 day 
CAAR 0,061% 0,453% 0,600% -0,014% 
Sample Size (N) 79 79 79 79 
Variance 0,005% 0,004% 0,002% 0,001% 
Standard Deviation 0,719% 0,607% 0,471% 0,272% 
T-test 0,085 0,746 1,275 -0,050 

 

 

Isolating the CAAR amongst the FWB (also referred to as German) firms suggests quite similar 

results to those of the entire sample and those of the NYSE listed firms, as the 7-day, 5-day, and 

3-day event windows propose a positive CAAR, yet the exact date of announcement suggests a 

marginally negative AAR, but only 0,014 percentage points from zero. Similarly to the American 

firms there are no statistically significant values. However, the t-value in the 3-day window is 

computed to 1,275, which is only 0,017 short of the critical 90 % confidence value for a sample 

of 79 assuming a student distribution. Nevertheless, the thesis cannot reject that there is zero 

statistical significant CAAR in the event of a CEO succession announcement amongst German 

firms. 

 

 

 

7.2.1.3 Discuss ion o f  CAAR Across  Indices  

 

The preliminary analysis suggests that the CAARs are quite similar across the two countries. 

Thus, the initial reaction may suggest comparable shareholder values toward the CEO, a 

reflection  of values that perhaps stem from a convergence of the different corporate governance 

systems. However, the discussion of unified shareholder value orientation towards the CEO has, 

in this context, several inconvenient factors. At the forefront is possibly the need to apply 

monthly or yearly data, as the unified value orientation discussion is too comprehensive to be 

fully captured by very-short term investor reactions. The results presented by this thesis may be 

considered a snapshot of the different orientations towards the CEO, due the application of daily 

stock prices.  

 

An interesting aspect of the CEO role in both countries is their ability to independently induce 

corporate change in their organization. In Germany, the CEO seem to be more imposed to 

restricting factors as the position has to further the interests of multiple stakeholders, including 

shareholders, employees, creditors, customers, and the society in which the corporation resides. 
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The diversity of interest in the typical German supervisory board confirms how the CEO must 

maintain a particularly comprehensive goal perspective. This is not to say that the American 

CEO may neglect political precautions37, but their role could be seen as more liberated to initiate 

strategic changes, evident by typically being appointed both Chairman and CEO. As a 

consequence, it could also be argued that the American CEO is, for better or worse, more likely 

to be held accountable for persuading corporate alterations compared to the German CEO. 

Regardless of the systems being disparate, on an aggregated level, the potential differences in 

investor reactions across these countries does not seem to be visible. The results presented later 

in this thesis will demonstrate the necessity for isolation of specific event characteristics in order 

to highlight differences in investor reactions across the two corporate governance systems.  

 

On a general note, the reason why market reaction across countries could display resemblance 

could be that the modern investor is a global actor rather than a purely domestic one. An 

example is institutional investors whose purpose is to carry out investment activities on behalf of 

clients, managing large portfolios investing across geographical markets. Accordingly, similar 

reaction patterns could be displayed in different markets, and is not necessarily bound to one 

country.  

 

 

 

7.2.2 Gender 

 

Unfortunately, a cross-index gender comparison was not executable, as there was only one 

female CEO amongst the 400 largest firms listed on the FWB, and that particular company was 

not applicable to the data collection. The descriptive statistic section highlighted that the German 

society cling to the traditional perception of the woman being the designated responsible for the 

household and children. This perception often leads to the idea that those women do not possess 

the appropriate attributes for leader success. Job positions that over decades are dominated by 

one gender over another will be highly associated with that particular gender. Further, this 

association will often lead to preferences. Investors may therefore desire to see men in executive 

positions. Interestingly, one can also see similar tendencies in the American listed firms:	  

 

 
                                                
37 An example being Corporate Social Responsibility policies 
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Female 7 day 5 day 3 day 1 day 
CAAR -0,242% -0,215% 0,088% -0,261% 
Sample Size (N) 12 12 12 12 
Variance 0,010% 0,007% 0,004% 0,001% 
Standard Deviation 0,981% 0,829% 0,642% 0,371% 
T-test -0,247 -0,259 0,137 -0,703 

 

 

Companies that appointed a female CEO experienced a negative CAAR in the 7-day, 5-day, and 

1-day event windows, and a marginally positive CAAR in the 3-day event window. No results 

from any of the event windows are statistically significant, but there is a negative tendency. Yet, 

as the thesis has decided to adopt a confidence level of 95 % before rejecting a hypothesis, it 

cannot reject that there is zero statistical significant CAAR in the event of a CEO succession 

announcement amongst firms that appointed a female.  

 

To contrast, the appointment of a male CEO generates positive CAAR in the 7-day, 5-day, and 

3-day event windows, and a marginally negative AAR on the actual event day: 

 

 

Male 7 day 5 day 3 day 1 day 
CAAR 0,219% 0,377% 0,519% -0,060% 
Sample Size (N) 150 150 150 150 
Variance 0,002% 0,002% 0,001% 0,000% 
Standard Deviation 0,469% 0,396% 0,307% 0,177% 
T-test 0,467 0,951 1,691* -0,336 

 

 

The 3-day window suggests a positive CAAR of 0,5 percentage points, which is statistically 

significant at a 90 % confidence level. Overall, there is an apparent positive trend regarding the 

appointment of a male CEO. The result is not surprising given the proportion of males in the 

data collection, and the previously computed CAARs for the entire sample. Still, as this thesis has 

decided to adopt a confidence level of 95 % before rejecting a hypothesis, it cannot reject that 

there is zero statistical significant CAAR in the event of a CEO succession announcement 

amongst firms that appointed a male either.  
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The cross-gender CAAR analysis is rather interesting, as the data present indications of difference 

in the reception of male and female CEOs. As there is a positive tendency towards males, this 

thesis alludes that there is a tendency of skepticism towards female CEOs at appointment, as 

opposed to male CEOs. Accordingly, these findings vaguely support the findings of Lee and 

Hayes (2007) presented in section 6, that the announcement of female CEOs are more negative 

than those of their male counterparts.  

 

These findings are inquiring, as much research amongst Fortune 500 firms suggests that female 

CEOs perform satisfactory38 (Catalyst, 2004). In investing, the confirmation bias (Phung, 2015) 

suggest that an investor would be more likely to look for support to his or her original idea, for 

instance a male possessing the appropriate attributes for leader success, rather than seek out 

information that contradicts it. As a result, this bias can often result in faulty decision-making 

because one-sided information tends to skew an investor’s frame of reference, leaving them with 

an incomplete picture of the situation. Consequently, there is reason to assume that deep-rooted 

mindsets with regards to family roles and corporate culture do exist, and this may be the reason 

investors remain skeptical towards female CEOs. Sandberg (2010) states that much of the anxiety 

towards female leaders in the US is due to three main reasons, compared to males (1) females 

continually underestimate their own abilities, which may harm their leadership qualities in the 

hunt for the top executive positions, (2) females have a harder time convincing others that they 

are willing to sacrifice parts of their social life in order to perform in their professional life, and 

(3) there is a lower social and cultural expectancy for corporate success. These are obviously 

strong words, yet Sandberg’s (2010) statements could explain some of the reasoning behind the 

negative CAAR identified in this event study.  

 

 

 

7.2.3 Age 

 

The data collection includes 17 CEOs who were under the age of 44 at announcement date, 4 of 

which are listed on NYSE, and 13 listed on FWB. The preliminary age related results from both 

indices are listed as follows: 

 

 

                                                
38 See section 6.1 for more details 
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Young 7 day 5 day 3 day 1 day 
CAAR 2,369% 2,636% 2,159% 1,018% 
Sample Size (N) 17 17 17 17 
Variance 0,035% 0,025% 0,015% 0,005% 
Standard Deviation 1,881% 1,590% 1,231% 0,711% 
T-test 1,259 1,658* 1,754** 1,432* 

 

 

The CAAR analysis for young CEOs suggests a positive attitude from the investors, as the 

CAAR is positive in all four event windows. Furthermore, the 3-day windows are statistically 

significant at a 95 % confidence level, and both the 5-day and the AAR at announcement date are 

statistically significant by 90 % confidence. The results from the 3-day window grants permission 

to reject the null-hypothesis, and reject that there is zero statistical significant positive CAAR in 

the event of a CEO succession announcement amongst firms that hired a CEO who was less 

than 44 years old at appointment. Investors may perceive these CEOs to be exceptionally 

talented. Being hired for such a privileged position at young age could create increased 

expectations for future returns. 

 

Furthermore, the isolation of German firms hiring a young CEOs present rather astonishing 

results:  

 

 

Young (FWB) 7 day 5 day 3 day 1 day 
CAAR 4,345% 4,589% 3,559% 1,495% 
Sample Size (N) 13 13 13 13 
Variance 0,038% 0,027% 0,016% 0,005% 
Standard Deviation 1,938% 1,638% 1,269% 0,732% 
T-test 2,242** 2,802*** 2,805*** 2,041** 

 

 

The CAAR analysis for young CEOs in German companies indicates a very positive attitude 

from the investors, and the 5-day event window propose that German firms experienced a stock 

return 4,5 percentage point higher than expected. Similarly to the 5-day event window, the t-test 

in the 3-day event window is computed to ensure a 99 % confidence level. Both the 7-day and 1-

day event windows are positive with 95 % confidence. Thus, the authors are granted to reject the 



 87 

null hypothesis that there is no positive statistical significant negative CAAR in the event of a 

CEO succession announcement amongst German firms who hired a CEO who was less than 44 

years old at appointment.  

 

The CAAR analysis for young CEOs in American companies suggests apparent negative attitude 

towards newly appointed CEO under the age of 44 (Appendix 439). In the 7-day event window 

the actual return is 4 percentage points lower than the market model has predicted for the same 

period. Even though the tendency is clearly negative, the sample only consists of 4 observations. 

None of the event windows are statistically significant at any of the desired confidence levels, 

making the authors obliged to not put too much emphasis on these results as they may suffer 

from low statistical power. Even so, the strong contrast to the sample’s young German CEOs is 

intriguing.  

 

The data collection includes 18 CEOs who were over the age of 58 at announcement date, 12 of 

which are listed on NYSE, and 8 listed on FWB. However, the CAAR analysis of the elder CEO 

appointments suggests that investors react rather ambiguous, and consequently no obvious 

reaction pattern were detected (Appendix 440). The CAARs shifts their designated sign between 

negative and positive as the size of the event windows change, and thus, making an analytical 

statement about investor reaction rather problematic. 

 

Section 6 discussed how younger CEOs purposely adopt a more aggressive decision-making and 

investment strategy, because of higher incentives to display individual ability early in a career 

cycle. Accordingly, a younger CEO wants to establish a reputation for being talented, and is 

therefore more prone to willingly pursue riskier actions compared to older CEOs. The findings 

of Xiaoyang Li et al. (2011) support this rationale, and they supplement by stating that older 

CEOs are more conservative in their response to new information, and tend to decrease 

investment activity. Perhaps it is because younger CEOs have higher energy levels, are more 

confidant (Taylor, 1975) and creative (Horowitz, 2012), or simply because older CEOs has 

experienced from various economical periods. Be that as it may, the result derived from age in 

this thesis underpin that investors in German firms favor youth in corporate decision-making. 

Two event windows generate CAARs above 4 percentage points higher than the expected normal 

return and two event windows are statistically significantly higher than zero at a 99 % confidence 

level. The literature review in this thesis emphasized that the American and German corporate 
                                                
39 Table 7 in Appendix 4 
40 Table 9-11 in Appendix 4 
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governance systems differ. The fact that US firms have one-tier board and CEO duality in 80 % 

of firms, and that German firm have two-tier boards with an experienced supervisory board 

acting as a strategic safety net for the CEOs, make the age-related CAAR findings particularly 

interesting. The CEO role in an American firm appears much more independent and alone 

standing, and this may be the reason why investors remain skeptical to young CEOs in American 

firms. The CEO role in a German firm is more sheltered, as the supervisory board performs the 

strategic oversight role and the management board performs an operational and day-to-day 

management oversight role. Thus, there is reason to assume that experience derived from age is 

more appreciated in American firms contrary to German firms. Moreover, the ambition, risk 

willingness and drive of a young CEO is perhaps more appreciated in German firms, as the 

governance system will have more mechanisms and capacity to control the actions of a CEO.  

 

 

 

7.2.4 Tenure of the Previous CEO 

 

The data collection includes 15 CEO turnovers where the previous CEO had been serving less 

than 3 years, 5 of which are listed on NYSE, and 10 listed on FWB. The preliminary results of 

events involving short tenured CEOs across the two indices are listed as follows:  

 

 

Short Tenure 7 day 5 day 3 day 1 day 
CAAR -0,256% 0,558% 0,361% -0,413% 
Sample Size (N) 15 15 15 15 
Variance 0,024% 0,017% 0,010% 0,003% 
Standard Deviation 1,562% 1,320% 1,022% 0,590% 
T-test -0,164 0,423 0,353 -0,700 

 

 

The results of the CAAR analysis for companies appointing new CEOs at a time the currently 

sitting CEO has held the position less than 3 years yields unclear results. Both the 7-day and 1-

day window has negative CAARs, yet the 5-day and 3-day window has positive CAARs. It is 

obvious that isolating short tenure does not invoke a clear reaction pattern, and the authors 

cannot reject the null hypothesis that there is no statistical significant CAAR in the event of a 

CEO succession announcement amongst firms that had the same CEO for less than three years. 
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The CAAR observation of firms with short tenured CEOs listed on NYSE and FWB separately 

propose little differences, as both indices compute shifting signs in the different event window 

sizes. As displayed in appendix 441, the results from NYSE demonstrate that three out of four 

event windows compute positive CAARs, yet the AAR on the event day is negative. In Germany, 

however, two event windows calculate positive CAARs and the remaining two displays negative. 

Thus, the authors are unable to draw any conclusions of what investors might think of CEOs 

that had been sitting for less than 3 years. None of the results are statistically significant. 

 

Section 6 elaborated that organizations should strive for a certain balance regarding CEO tenure. 

While too frequent successions work disruptive to organizational continuity, overly long tenures 

have been found to lack ability to challenge status quo. To this point, one can only state that 

investors do not support the rationale that three-year tenure is too frequent or the correct 

number of years a CEO should hold office before substitution. This may be because the 

investors’ opinions may diverge proportionately, or that they simply do not consider tenure to 

have any noteworthy implication to company value.  

 

Next, the data collection also includes 39 CEO turnovers where the previous CEO had been 

serving more than 10 years, 16 of which are listed on NYSE, and 23 listed on FWB. The results 

are displayed as follows: 

 

 

Long Tenure  7 day 5 day 3 day 1 day 

CAAR 0,138% 0,284% 0,244% -0,101% 

Sample Size (N) 39 39 39 39 

Variance 0,007% 0,005% 0,003% 0,001% 

Standard Deviation 0,838% 0,708% 0,548% 0,317% 

T-test 0,165 0,401 0,445 -0,320 
 

 

The CAAR analysis of firms with long tenured CEOs listed across NYSE and FWB are equally 

ambiguous. Further, it is worth mentioning that firms with long tenure listed on NYSE compute 

CAARs close to zero in three out of four event windows and the 5-day window remain positive 

by almost 0,6 percentage points. The firms with long tenured CEOs listed on FWB have slightly 

                                                
41 Table 16 in appendix 4 
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positive CAARs in three out of four event windows, and a negative AAR on the event day. None 

of these are either statistically significant.  

 

Nevertheless, this thesis cannot support the phenomena of a “seasons of a CEO” also explained 

in section 6. According to this rationale, one would expect positive significant values when an old 

CEO steps down, as he or she is slow to adapt to change and perhaps unnecessary risk-averse. 

Nor do these results support the idea that investors consider CEOs that have been sitting for 

more than 10 years to have decisive positive influence to company value, even though an obvious 

perk of long tenure is substantial leadership experience. If this experience were highly 

appreciated, one would expect negative CAAR at the announcement of a CEO turnover.  

 

Based on these ambiguous findings, the authors suggest that tenure of the previous CEO does 

not seem to be a vital contributor to investor reactions in a CEO turnover.  

 

 

 

7.2.5 Origin of the Successor 

 

The data collection includes 120 CEO turnovers where the CEO was promoted internally, 75 of 

which are listed on NYSE, and 45 listed on FWB. The result are listed as follows: 

 

 
Internally Recruited 7 day 5 day 3 day 1 day 
CAAR -0,532% -0,512% 0,058% -0,148% 
Sample Size (N) 120 120 120 120 
Variance 0,002% 0,002% 0,001% 0,000% 
Standard Deviation 0,490% 0,414% 0,321% 0,185% 
T-test -1,084 -1,236 0,181 -0,799 

 

 

The CAAR analysis of CEOs recruited through an internal promotion displays that investors 

tend to react negatively to the news. The 7-, 5-, and 1-day window generates negative CAARs and 

the 3-day window is only marginally positive. There seems to be a general skepticism towards 

CEOs that are promoted internally. Nevertheless, the authors do not reject the null hypothesis 

that there is no statistical significant CAAR in the event of a CEO succession announcement 

amongst firms who promoted their CEO internally.  
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When only isolating American firms, the results presented in Appendix 442, show that investors 

react with ambiguity, and no reaction pattern where detected. However, the results from the 

German listed companies are perhaps more noteworthy:   

 

 
Internally Recruited (FWB) 7 day 5 day 3 day 1 day 
CAAR -1,414% -1,271% -0,141% -0,173% 
Sample Size (N) 45 45 45 45 
Variance 0,009% 0,006% 0,004% 0,001% 
Standard Deviation 0,926% 0,783% 0,606% 0,350% 
T-test -1,527* -1,624* -0,233 -0,495 

 
 
 
The CAAR analysis of CEOs recruited through an internal promotion in German companies 

demonstrate that investors tend to react more negatively to the news, than the American 

counterpart. The CAAR is negative in all four-event windows, and is statistically significant at a 

90 % confidence level in the 7-day and 5-day window. The 7-day window illustrate that the 

Actual Return is 1,4 percentage point lower than what the market model had predicted. Still, as 

the significance level is less than 95 %, the authors cannot reject the null hypothesis of no 

statistical significant Cumulative Average Abnormal Return in the event of a CEO succession 

announcement amongst German firms who hired their CEO internally. 

 

In all, it seems investors do not appreciate internal recruitment, even though management 

research highlight that these candidates already possess the advantage of firm specific knowledge. 

Perhaps the advantages of internal promotion is minimized by the nature of a succession. A 

CEO transition could be extended over a period of time, often leaving the whole process to be 

relatively smooth in term of knowledge transfer and new strategic implementation. A CEO 

succession requires training from the predecessor and the executive team, and choices that are 

being made in a transition period are usually in cooperation with the current executive team, 

which might eliminate the importance of firm specific knowledge, at least in the very short run. 

Indeed some investors compound the value of turnover information today to what it can 

generate in the longer run, however it might be difficult for investors to value knowledge and its 

value in the future. Perhaps it is more manageable to assess the value of a candidate coming from 

outside the firm?   

                                                
42 Table 19 in Appendix 4.  
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Next, this thesis isolated the turnover in which the CEOs that were externally recruited, and as 

presented in section 7.1 they totaled to 42 events. 8 are listed on NYSE, and 34 listed on FWB. 

The results are displayed as follows: 

 

 

Externally Recruited 7 day 5 day 3 day 1 day 
CAAR 2,545% 2,749% 1,714% 0,136% 
Sample Size (N) 42 42 42 42 
Variance 0,009% 0,007% 0,004% 0,001% 
Standard Deviation 0,960% 0,811% 0,628% 0,363% 
T-test 2,651*** 3,389*** 2,728*** 0,374 

 

 

The CAAR analysis suggests quite distinctly that the investors react very positively to externally 

hired CEOs, as all event windows compute positive CAARs. The 7-day, 5-day and 3-day window 

computes t-values that reach the significance level of 99 %. Thus, this thesis rejects the null 

hypothesis that there is no statistical significant CAAR in the event of a CEO succession 

announcement amongst firms who hired their CEO externally. The results in Appendix 443 

display that the investors seem equally positive towards externally hired CEOs in both countries. 

Again, there seem to be slowly reacting markets, as the result pattern is very evident, yet the 1-day 

window is only modestly positive. 

 

There are a number of possible reasons why stock prices rise more than predicted by the market 

model, in the event of externally hired CEO. The authors suggest two main explanations for 

positive investors reactions. Firstly, outside directors bring new and unique skills to the 

organizations, and secondly, signaling a change of strategic direction is more powerfully executed 

through an external hiring. The new executive is expected to bring unique skills, experience, and 

network and to the firm that, in conjunction with existing resources will create additional value 

through synergy. Of course, if this additional value accrues to the stockholders, then the firm is 

earning an economic rent because of the uniquely possessed resources. Alternatively, the 

company may have been following a suboptimal investment path, and the board of directors 

deems an outsider more likely to change the direction of the firm. Contrary to how an insider 

promotion, appointing an outsider may more effectively signal this positive change to the 

investment community. This signaling is efficient, as external appointments require more effort 
                                                
43 Table 22 and 23 in Appendix 4 
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and resources than internal hires in order to capture an optimal CEO. Corporations might be 

tempted to promote internally because it often augment employee morale and loyalty. However, 

it may seem that investors expects firms to be more rational than letting internal morale disrupt 

their recruitment method.  

 

 

 

7.2.6 Company Size 

 

This section will analyze if there is a pattern of reaction with respect to firm size and country in 

the data collection. Section 6 explained the necessity for categorizing firm sizes differently across 

the country, as the American firms on average had much higher market capitalization than the 

German firms. The data collection includes 43 CEO turnovers in firms categorized by the 

authors as Small, 23 of which are listed on NYSE, and 20 listed on FWB. The results are 

displayed as follows: 

 

 

Small Firms 7 day 5 day 3 day 1 day 
CAAR 1,578% 1,209% 0,993% -0,323% 
Sample Size (N) 43 43 43 43 
Variance 0,009% 0,007% 0,004% 0,001% 
Standard Deviation 0,967% 0,817% 0,633% 0,365% 
T-test 1,633* 1,480* 1,568* -0,885 

 

 

There is a positive CAAR tendency amongst smaller firms who substitute their CEO. The 7-day, 

5-day and 3-day event window all suggest positive CAARs at a 90 % confidence level. However, 

the 1-day AAR is negative, by 0,3 percentage points, making the results slightly more vague. This 

may suggest that the market is startled for a short time and then reacts positively. This thesis 

cannot reject the null hypothesis of zero statistical significant Cumulative Average Abnormal 

Return in the event of a CEO succession announcement amongst American firms with a market 

capitalization less than $ 20 billion, and German firms with a market capitalization less than $ 400 

million at announcement, as it has adopted a confidence level of 95 %.  
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When only isolating the American listed firms there is a general positive CAAR tendency 

amongst smaller American firms changing their CEO, however, no statistical significant results. 

The German listed firms on the other hand display more intriguing results:  

 

 

Small Firms (FWB) 7 day 5 day 3 day 1 day 
CAAR 2,674% 2,346% 1,614% -0,054% 
Sample Size (N) 20 20 20 20 
Variance 0,023% 0,016% 0,010% 0,003% 
Standard Deviation 1,515% 1,280% 0,992% 0,573% 
T-test 1,765** 1,832** 1,627* -0,094 

 

 

In the event of smaller German firms changing their CEO, there is a strong positive attitude 

from the market. With the exception of a marginally negative AAR on the event day, the three 

remaining event windows suggest strong positive CAARs where the 7-day and 5-day window are 

statistically significant at the 95 % confidence level. Thus, the thesis rejects the null hypothesis of 

no statistical significant Cumulative Average Abnormal Return in the event of a CEO succession 

announcement amongst German firms with a market capitalization less than $400 million at 

announcement.  

 

The reason why the results is different when isolating effects of a CEO turnover in small 

companies in the different countries is uncertain. On a general note, the German culture of 

cooperation highlights the importance of having all parties to the social contract work together, 

and workers play an active role in management. The bureaucracy attempts to create an 

environment in which all parties serve a common purpose. Therefore, it could be that the 

majority of investors consider leaders of smaller companies to better control and coordinate 

smaller firms contrary to larger firms with more complex bureaucracies, and that CEO transitions 

often is to the better. The glory of German industry is not the largest firms that are well known 

around the world, such as Daimler-Benz, Volkswagen or Siemens. It is the small-and medium- 

sized firms that constitute what the Germans call the Mittelstand that account for 98 percent of all 

German companies, and hire 80 percent of all employees (Solsten, 1995). Because many German 

companies are small or medium sized, they are known to be able to concentrate on a few 

production lines that compete effectively even if they are expensive. 
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Next, the data collection includes 32 CEO turnovers in firms categorized by the authors as large. 

17 of which are listed on NYSE, and 15 listed on FWB. The results is displayed as follows: 

 

 

Large Firms 7 day 5 day 3 day 1 day 
CAAR 0,787% 0,212% 0,145% 0,115% 
Sample Size (N) 32 32 32 32 
Variance 0,006% 0,004% 0,003% 0,001% 
Standard Deviation 0,779% 0,658% 0,510% 0,294% 
T-test 1,010 0,322 0,285 0,389 

 

 

The analysis of CEO succession amongst large firms suggests a positive tendency as all event 

windows display positive CAARs, and the 7-day window has the largest CAAR with close to 0,8 

percentage points. Nevertheless, none of the results are statistically significant, and the thesis 

cannot reject the null hypothesis of no statistical significant Cumulative Average Abnormal 

Return in the event of a CEO succession announcement amongst American firms with a market 

capitalization more than $ 100 billion, and German firms with a market capitalization more than 

$ 10 million at announcement. When separating the two indices the results remain unclear44.  

 

The findings presented in this section display traces of support the discoveries initially presented 

by Pfeffer in the late 1970s; that leadership effectiveness might be limited in large organizations. 

Indeed, previous empirical work in organizational sociology (Maguire, 2012) demonstrates that 

organizations of various sizes possess different structures and mechanisms for control and 

coordination, and that company size is salient for research on CEO succession. However, the 

authors of this thesis feel obliged to mention that possible constraints placed on a CEO, and the 

positions’ executive power or effectiveness, invoke deeper research. It may be overly superficial 

to only apply market capitalization as a quantification of bureaucracy, which again may limit the 

leadership effectiveness. There is, most likely, only an indirect link between the size of the firm 

measured by market capitalization and the level of control or bureaucracy constraints. That being 

said, it is fair to assume that a CEO in smaller firms has stronger influence on value creation, 

because the responsibility to create wealth through decision-making is assigned to fewer 

personnel. The higher frequency of CEO turnover in larger corporations may be another 

explanation. As mentioned in section 7.1.3, literature highlight that promotion and retirement 

policies in large firms are designed to ensure shorter tenure at top management positions where 
                                                
44 See appendix 4, Table 28 and 29 
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companies also faces larger executive groups. In the same line of thought, Grusky’s (1961) voiced 

that larger firms are more institutionalized and therefore experience more frequent executive 

successions because of minimal organizational disruption. As a consequence, if turnover become 

normalized, or perhaps even expected by investors, the variance in share price activity will 

decrease accordingly, an may result in non-statistical significant results.   

  

Another interesting aspect is how larger companies typically receive greater media coverage, as 

both their commercial activities and key personnel are of interest to the general public. However, 

the findings in this thesis do not support the suggested positive correlation between company 

size and the amount of the investor reactions. Investors are most likely too rational, vigilant and 

professional than to let media disrupt their investment activity.   

 

 

 

7.2.7 Financial Performance 

 

The data assembly contains 41 CEO successions in firms the authors argue have experienced 

good financial performance, 26 of which are listed on NYSE, and 15 listed on FWB. Even 

though the immediate expectation to a good performing company would be that investors react 

negative to CEO change, the results are quite ambiguous:  

 

 

Good Performance 7 day 5 day 3 day 1 day 
CAAR 0,640% 0,086% -0,043% -0,149% 
Sample Size (N) 41 41 41 41 
Variance 0,006% 0,004% 0,002% 0,001% 
Standard Deviation 0,757% 0,640% 0,496% 0,286% 
T-test 0,845 0,134 -0,086 -0,522 

 

 

The CAAR analysis of CEO turnovers amongst well performing firms suggest the financial 

market reacts indistinctly to the announcement of a new CEO. The 7-day window computes 

Actual Return that is 0,6 percentage points higher than expected through the market model. Still, 

the 5-day and 3-day window is very close to zero, and the 1-day AAR is again slightly negative. 

Nevertheless, none of the event windows compute statistical significance and the authors cannot 

reject the null hypothesis of zero statistical significant CAAR in the event of a CEO succession 
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announcement amongst firms who had good financial performance before the announcement. 

For Good performing firms that change their CEO in Germany and the US separately, the 

reactions are correspondingly ambiguous, and there is no observable reaction pattern across the 

two countries.  

 

As discussed in section 4.3.6 Germany has become one of the most prominent national examples 

of a stakeholder system with several interest groups in the firm. Whilst the US government 

systems are characterized by having a shareholder approach where the overriding goal for 

companies is to maximize the value of the firm, stakeholder systems are understood to be 

concerned with a broader mix of intentions, such as sales growth, financial liquidity and 

employment security. Employees, as a dominant stakeholder group, could, for instance, have 

great interest in sales growth, since sales growth implies an expanding firm and, thus, greater 

employment stability. Therefore, at the announcement of a new CEO, investor reactions to the 

predecessors’ performance might be better detected when including a broader mix of intensions 

or metrics, at least in the German context. In all, it is a difficult to evaluate the CEO, the job is 

complex and many aspects are intangible. Because of this comprehensive challenge of evaluating 

the CEO, the authors conjecture that a singular metric could not adequately portray the CEOs 

achievements. Thus, can potentially explain why the results of Good performing companies are 

ambiguous.  

 

In the event of a Poor performing company replacing their CEO, one could easily conceive that 

investors react positive to announcement of a new CEO, as the change often is acknowledged as 

an apparent signal of better times. The data gathering covers 52 CEO successions in firms the 

authors argue have suffered from Poor financial performance, 20 of which are listed on NYSE, 

and 32 listed on FWB. The results argue that the assumption correspond with the investors’ 

reactions:  

 

 

Poor Performance  7 day 5 day 3 day 1 day 
CAAR 0,976% 1,125% 1,150% 0,213% 
Sample Size (N) 52 52 52 52 
Variance 0,008% 0,006% 0,004% 0,001% 
Standard Deviation 0,905% 0,765% 0,592% 0,342% 
T-test 1,079 1,471* 1,942** 0,622 
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The CAAR analysis of CEO turnovers amongst Poor performing firms propose that investors 

react positively to the new CEO. All four event windows compute positive CAARs, and the 5-

day and 3-day window calculates an actual return that is 1,1 percentage points higher than the 

expected normal return, which is estimated at a 90 % and 95 % confidence level, respectively. 

This means that the authors are permitted to reject the null hypothesis of zero statistical 

significant CAAR in the event of a CEO succession announcement amongst firms that had 

experienced Poor financial performance. Hermalin and Weisbach (1998) propose a theoretical 

framework, which suggests that declining financial performance leads to reputational losses for 

the CEO, and raise the probability of being replaced by the board of directors. Evidently, the 

mechanism of replacing a Poor performing CEO is well received, and seems to trigger positive 

investor reactions in the financial markets.  

 

Quite interestingly, the results underpin Kaplan’s (1997) findings of no clear difference between 

the two government systems in response to poor performance. Kaplan’s previous work (1992; 

1994) argue that the close financial ties and relationship in Germany reduce agency costs and 

allow investors to monitor managers more effectively than in the US. There are lower costs 

affiliated with changing a poorly performing management team, because banks and large 

shareholders have the required power to execute changes effectively. Furthermore, because 

investors have better information and the ability to apply it, firm managers are better able to 

ignore short-term market pressures and make value-maximizing long-term investments; this is 

often considered a contrast to the US counterpart. Thus, a ROE evaluation, in this context, could 

underpin a short-term market pressure, expecting positive statistical significant values to change 

of Poor performing companies when isolating only NYSE listed firms. Porter (1992) may have 

been correct when he suggested that monitoring and information advantages has led the US 

corporate governance system to imitate aspects of the German system. On a general note, there 

is reason to assume that the similarities are inevitable product of successful market economies. 

As long as an economy is competitive, governance systems will be pushed by the market to 

become relatively efficient. For this reason, different systems will generate satisfactory outcomes.  

   

The results display evidence that a larger portion of shareholders choose to act consistently on 

the announcement of substituting a Poor performing CEO, compared to a Good performing. 

The authors propose five reasons why this might be the case: (1) There is less risk associated with 

holding or buying stocks when a poor performing CEO leaves office contrary to holding or 

buying stocks when a successful CEO resign, (2) Prospect theory (3) difficulty revealing good 
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performance (4) irrational shareholders, and last (5) a signal of strategic change is more welcomed 

in a circumstance with Poor performing companies. The reasons will be elaborated in turn. 

  

The decision shareholders face in a CEO turnover is to (1) maintain the investment, (2) purchase 

stocks or (3) sell the stocks they already possess. In the case where a Good performing CEO 

departs, investors might hope the economical success continues and decide buy or retain the 

stock, or choose to sell the stock in scare of a drop in stock price. Some investors may appreciate 

that the good performing company have remained dynamic through organizational change, and 

thus avoided what Nelson & Winter (1982) and Hannan & Freeman (1984) argues is the classical 

consequence of good performance over time; inability to develop organizationally. This inability 

or inertia, stem from a perception that previous success will continue in the future. On the other 

hand, in a scenario where a Poor performing CEO is replaced, investors could hold or buy shares 

in order to gain on the recovery of the firm, and not decides to sell. The bottom line is that the 

associated risk could be lower in a scenario where a Poor performing CEO is replaced, contrary 

to a scenario where a Good performing CEO departs. This risk preference might explain why 

investors act more consistently on the announcement of a Poor performing CEO leaving office.   

 

Prospect theory (Kahneman and Tversky, 1979) suggests that people do not encode equal levels 

of joy and pain to the same effect. More specifically, losses have more emotional impact than 

equivalent amount of gains. Therefore, the losses shareholders experience in the leadership of 

poor performing CEOs, could potentially result in additional attachment to the investment, 

creating an emotional obligation to gain on the recovery, through acts of buying additional shares 

or holding the investment. The latter act is also referred to as anchoring (Kahneman and Tversky, 

1979). Investors anchor the value of their investment to the value it once had, and instead of 

selling and realizing the loss, they take on greater risk, since they do not know how the successor 

will perform, by holding shares in optimism that the ROE will rise to a satisfactory level. 

Combining prospect theory and the fact that other investors often is tempted by the potential 

gains when a poor performing CEO exits, results in that investors on average act consistently to 

the news. 

  

The irrational nature of human beings may be another explanation. It could be that shareholders 

have higher aversion to hold the CEO responsible for Good performance than to distribute 

blame for Poor performance. The irrationality phenomena occur when the company 

performance is not satisfactory, making shareholders more likely to hold someone accountable 
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compared to a state where the company perform satisfactory. CEO is most often the person 

being held accountable, as he or she has the ultimate responsibility for the company, even though 

a company’s performance is influenced by a number of jointly sufficient causes. Additionally, if 

these causes are complex to understand for the average shareholder, they could seek simple 

explanations in circumstances that are complex, a phenomenon called causal oversimplification. 

Consequently, shareholders choose to act consistently positive on the announcement of 

substituted a Poor performing CEO, rather than consistently negative on the announcement of a 

Good performing CEO leaving office.  

 

Even though the authors attempted to filter out performance that could be attributed to 

contextual factors such as year and industry to reveal the true performance, investors also might 

have different opinions of what is actual good or poor performance, or what metrics should be 

attributed to reflect the CEOs performance. CEO compensation schemes reflect how complex 

measurements of a CEO performance actually are. It may be that ROE figures are too superficial 

when measuring good performance and that investors are more cautious to designate a CEO as a 

good performer rather than a poor. Thus, the likelihood of being able to capture what the 

average investor define as a good performer is smaller than being able to embrace a definition of 

what is poor.   

 

A final rationale entails a signal effect. A change of CEO signal strategic change and is often 

affiliated with something positive, as the board is reluctant to appoint an unqualified candidate. 

In circumstances where the company’s performance is not satisfactory, change of a CEO is more 

welcomed compared to when the company is performing well. Again, investors choose to act 

consistently positive on the announcement of shifting a Poor performing CEO rather than 

consistently negative on the announcement of a Good one leaving office. 
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8. Conclusion 
 

The objective of this thesis was to collect sufficient data in order to analyze investor reactions to 

CEO successions in the US and Germany. The original sample consisted of 800 companies, and 

was incrementally reduced to 162 CEO succession events. The authors collected pertinent 

independent variables of each succession, which in time, were tested for statistically significant 

deviations from zero cumulative average abnormal return (CAAR) applying MacKinlay’s (1997) 

body of event study methodology. Further, these findings were analyzed in the reflection of 

previous literature on CEO turnovers, and with respect to differences in corporate governance 

systems across Germany and the US. 

 

Across the entire data collection there was a tendency of positive CAARs throughout the event 

windows, yet only statistically significant at a 90 % confidence level. The CAAR analysis 

suggested minimal difference between American and German companies. Regarding the 

particular characteristics of each event, the authors have identified four interesting findings worth 

highlighting. First, the CAAR analysis suggests distinctly that investors react very positively to 

externally hired CEOs in both US and Germany, as the 7-day, 5-day and 3-day windows compute 

t-values that reach the significance level of 99 %. Second, the results derived from age suggest 

that investors have strong confidence in young CEOs in German companies. The 7-day and 5-

day event windows generate CAARs above 4 percentage points higher than the expected normal 

return, and the 5-day and 3-day event windows are statistically significantly higher than zero at a 

99 % confidence level. Third, CEO turnovers amongst firms that suffered from Poor financial 

performance in both the US and Germany propose that investors react positively to the newly 

appointed CEO. All four event windows compute positive CAARs, and the 5-day and 3-day 

window calculates an actual return that is 1,1 percentage points higher than the expected normal 

return, which in turn is estimated at a 90 % and 95 % confidence level, respectively. Last, the 

gender analysis presents indications of difference in the reception of male and female CEOs. 

Regarding appointed male CEOs, the 3-day window copmutes a positive CAAR of 0,5 

percentage points, which was statistically significant at a 90 % confidence level. On the other 

hand, companies that appointed a female CEO experienced a negative CAAR in the 7-day, 5-day, 

and 1-day event windows, although the results were not statistically significant. 

 

The research question asked if company value was affected by a CEO turnover, and if so, which 

factors were attributable to the potential change. The authors have continually argued that the act 
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of substituting a CEO is the board of directors’ strongest mechanism in the quest for value 

creation. The preliminary CAAR analysis suggests that a CEO turnover on an aggregated level 

may be an effective measure in order to create short-term company value, although only at a 90 

% confidence level. The CAAR analysis in each country identified strong similarities in investor 

reactions, which conceivably are affected by international competition, bilateral trade and the 

efficiency of the two market economies. These factors are underpinned by the proposed 

convergence between the corporate governance systems in the particular countries. The authors 

predicted that the CEO roles in the respective countries could possess different capacities to 

independently induce corporate change, due to the initial distinctions between the these systems. 

In Germany, the CEO could be more imposed by restricting factors, as the diverse interests of 

the multiple stakeholders are more influential on the position. Due to this diversity of interest, 

the CEO must maintain a particularly comprehensive goal perspective in order to satisfy all the 

participants at the supervisory board. The American CEO, on the other hand, could be seen as 

more liberated to initiate strategic alterations, evident by typically being simultaneously appointed 

Chairman of the board and CEO. As a consequence, the American CEO is arguably, for better 

or worse, more likely to be held accountable for inducing change. However, the authors argued 

that due to the one-tier board structure in the US, the CEO appears more independent and alone 

standing, which may be the reason why investors remain skeptical to young CEOs in American 

firms. The CEO role in a German firm is more sheltered, as the supervisory board fulfills the 

strategic supervisory role, and the management board executes a more operational role. Thus, it is 

reasonable to assume that experience derived from age is more appreciated in American firms 

contrary to German firms, which is also underpinned by findings in the CAAR analysis. The 

descriptive statistics of the collected data presented another interesting difference between the 

two countries, namely the amount of internal and external appointments. The amount of 

externally hired CEOs totaled to 34 in Germany, and only 8 in the US, which were discussed in 

the reflection of corporate governance literature. Agency theory argues that compensation levels 

are higher in external appointments as the need for interest alignment is more critical, than if the 

new CEO is promoted internally. Furthermore, the dispersed ownership in the US amplifies this 

need for alignment, due to the lack of a typical blockholder amongst the shareholders. Thus, 

appointing a CEO externally is relatively more expensive in the US, than in Germany. 

Furthermore, the relationship based governance system decrease the need for interest alignment, 

due to the complex network of employment. However, the investor reception of externally 

appointed CEOs was consistently remarkable in the US and Germany, as both financial markets 

reacted very positively.  
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No. Company Index Name of  
CEO 

Date of 
Announce

ment  
Gender Age Origin Tenure  Co. Size Fin.  

Perf. 

1 HALLIBURTON CO NYSE Lesar, D 25-07-2000 Male 47 Internally 5 18 756 Good 

2 EMERSON ELEC CO NYSE Farr, D 12-10-2000 Male 45 Internally 27 26 676 Average 

3 
GENERAL 
ELECTRIC NYSE Immelt, J 07-09-2001 Male 45 Internally 20 394 016 Good 

4 HONEYWELL INTL NYSE Cote, David M. 19-02-2002 Male 49 Externally 3 26 499 Poor 

5 CSX CORP NYSE Ward, Michael J.     01-01-2003 Male 52 Internally 25 6 018 Poor 

6 AMERICAN TOWER 
C NYSE Taiclet, James D. 10-10-2003 Male 43 Internally 3 2 333 Poor 

7 ECOLAB INC NYSE Baker, Douglas M. 01-03-2004 Male 45 Internally 9 7 158 Average 

8 ACE LTD NYSE Greenber, Evan G. 11-03-2004 Male 49 Internally 10 12 059 Average 

9 LOWE'S COS INC NYSE Niblock, Robert A. 05-04-2004 Male 41 Internally 8 43 476 Average 

10 DOW CHEMICAL CO NYSE Liveris, A 02-08-2004 Male 50 Internally 2 37 652 Good 

11 CORNING INC NYSE Weeks, W 26-01-2005 Male 45 Internally 3 15 355 Poor 

12 WALT DISNEY CO NYSE Iger, R 13-03-2005 Male 54 Internally 20 56 487 Average 

13 AON PLC NYSE Case, G 04-04-2005 Male 41 Externally 40 7 183 Average 

14 EXXON MOBIL 
CORP NYSE Tillerson, R 04-08-2005 Male 53 Internally 6 368 976 Good 

15 JPMORGAN CHASE NYSE Dimon, J 19-10-2005 Male 49 Internally 5 122 001 Poor 

16 NIKE INC -CL B NYSE Parker, M 23-01-2006 Male 51 Internally 1 16 155 Average 

17 GOLDMAN SACHS 
GP NYSE Blankfein, L 02-06-2006 Male 52 Internally 7 66 574 Good 

18 US BANCORP NYSE Davis, R 18-07-2006 Male 48 Internally 13 55 319 Good 

19 PEPSICO INC NYSE Nooyi, I 14-08-2006 Female 50 Internally 5 105 433 Average 

20 TJX COS INC NYSE Meyrowitz, Carol 
M. 07-09-2006 Female 52 Internally 1 12 069 Good 

21 PRAXAIR INC NYSE Angel, Stephen F. 06-10-2006 Male 51 Internally 6 18 744 Good 

23 AT&T INC NYSE Stephenson, 
Randall L. 27-04-2007 Male 47 Internally 17 241 274 Average 

24 WELLS FARGO & CO NYSE Stumpf, John G. 27-06-2007 Male 53 Internally 9 117 993 Average 

25 GENERAL MILLS IN NYSE Powell, Kendall J. 24-09-2007 Male 53 Internally 12 18 715 Poor 

26 VF CORP NYSE Wiseman, Eric C. 04-10-2007 Male 51 Internally 10 9 136 Average 

27 TIME WARNER INC NYSE Bewkes, Jeffrey L. 05-11-2007 Male 55 Internally 5 66 419 Poor 

28 PRUDENTL FINL NYSE Strangfeld, John R. 28-11-2007 Male 53 Internally 13 42 660 Average 

29 
COCA-COLA 

CO/THE NYSE Muhtar, Kent 06-12-2007 Male 55 Internally 3 145 753 Average 

30 ELI LILLY & CO NYSE Lechleiter, John C. 18-12-2007 Male 54 Internally 9 60 674 Poor 

31 DU PONT (EI) NYSE Kullman, Ellen J. 23-09-2008 Female 52 Internally 10 40 318 Average 

32 SYSCO CORP NYSE DeLaney, Bill 20-01-2009 Male 53 Internally 6 13 840 Good 

33 ESTEE LAUDER NYSE Fabrizio, Freda 26-03-2009 Male 51 Internally 5 3 084 Average 

34 XEROX CORP NYSE Burns, Ursula 22-05-2009 Female 50 Internally 8 5 863 Poor 

35 DEERE & CO NYSE Allen, Samuel R. 01-06-2009 Male 55 Internally 9 19 852 Good 

36 CIGNA CORP NYSE Cordani, David M. 24-06-2009 Male 43 Internally 10 6 468 Average 

37 MORGAN STANLEY NYSE Gorman, James 10-09-2009 Male 51 Internally 4 38 927 Poor 

39 CHEVRON CORP NYSE Watson, John S. 30-09-2009 Male 52 Internally 10 141 301 Average 

40 CATERPILLAR INC NYSE Oberhelman, 
Doug 22-10-2009 Male 56 Internally 5 36 579 Good 

	   Appendix 1 	  
	   	  



 115 

42 BANK OF AMERICA NYSE Moynihan, Brian 16-12-2009 Male 50 Internally 8 132 184 Average 

43 BRISTOL-MYER SQB NYSE Andreotti, 
Lamberto 02-03-2010 Male 59 Internally 3 42 374 Good 

44 MASTERCARD INC-
A NYSE Banga, Ajay 12-04-2010 Male 50 Internally 13 28 667 Good 

45 CVS HEALTH CORP NYSE Merlo, Larry J. 12-05-2010 Male 54 Internally 16 49 427 Poor 

46 SOUTHERN CO NYSE Fanning, Thomas 
A. 27-07-2010 Male 53 Internally 6 30 303 Average 

47 WILLIAMS COS INC NYSE Armstrong, Alan 12-10-2010 Male 48 Internally 8 11 465 Poor 

50 AETNA INC NYSE Bertolini, Mark T. 20-10-2010 Male 54 Internally 10 12 535 Average 

51 MERCK & CO NYSE Frazier, Kenneth 
C. 30-11-2010 Male 56 Internally 5 106 198 Average 

53 METLIFE INC NYSE Kandarin, Steven 
A. 21-03-2011 Male 59 Internally 5 47 049 Average 

55 HERSHEY CO/THE NYSE Bilbrey, John P. 17-05-2011 Male 54 Internally 10 9 411 Good 

56 CAMPBELL SOUP CO NYSE Morrison, Denise 23-06-2011 Female 57 Internally 10 10 628 Good 

58 VERIZON 
COMMUNIC NYSE Lowell, C. 

McAdam 22-07-2011 Male 57 Internally 9 103 995 Good 

60 BANK NY MELLON NYSE Hassell, Gerald L. 31-08-2011 Male 59 Internally 4 25 480 Average 

61 EOG RESOURCES NYSE Thomas, William 
R. 07-09-2011 Male 57 Internally 13 24 357 Poor 

62 
HEWLETT-
PACKARD NYSE Whitman, Meg 22-09-2011 Female 55 Externally 1 45 303 Poor 

63 IBM NYSE Rometty, Ginni 25-10-2011 Female 54 Internally 9 212 576 Good 

64 3M CO NYSE Thulin, Inge G. 08-02-2012 Male 58 Internally 6 61 099 Good 

65 JOHNSON&JOHNSO
N NYSE Gorsky, Alex. 21-02-2012 Male 51 Internally 10 178 540 Average 

67 UNION PAC CORP NYSE Koraleski, John J. 02-03-2012 Male 61 Internally 6 53 088 Average 

69 MCDONALDS CORP NYSE Thompson, Don 21-03-2012 Male 48 Internally 8 98 515 Good 

70 GENERAL 
DYNAMICS NYSE Novakovic, Phebe 06-06-2012 Female 54 Internally 3 22 942 Poor 

71 VMWARE INC-CL A NYSE Gelsinger, Pat 17-07-2012 Male 50 Externally 4 10 217 Average 

72 CITIGROUP INC NYSE Corbat, Michael 16-10-2012 Male 52 Internally 5 109 236 Average 

73 VISA INC-CLASS A NYSE Scharf, Charles W. 24-10-2012 Male 47 Externally 5 71 988 Poor 

74 LOCKHEED 
MARTIN NYSE Hewson, Marillyn 

A. 09-11-2012 Female 58 Internally 2 29 116 Good 

75 ILLINOIS TOOL WO NYSE Santi, Scott E. 18-11-2012 Male 51 Internally 7 27 599 Good 

76 PNC FINANCIAL SE NYSE Demchak, William 
S. 14-02-2013 Male 50 Internally 13 33 723 Average 

77 
BOSTON 

PROPERTIE NYSE Owen, Thomas D. 11-03-2013 Male 51 Externally 3 15 777 Average 

78 PROCTER & 
GAMBLE NYSE Lafley, Alan 

George 23-05-2013 Male 66 Internally 4 215 699 Average 

79 DUKE ENERGY 
CORP NYSE Good, Lynn 18-06-2013 Female 54 Internally 7 47 087 Average 

81 
TIME WARNER 

CABL NYSE Marcus, Robert D. 25-07-2013 Male 48 Internally 12 34 107 Good 

83 KROGER CO NYSE McMullen, Rodney 
W. 20-09-2013 Male 53 Internally 10 21 212 Good 

84 STRYKER CORP NYSE Lobo, Kevin A. 01-10-2013 Male 47 Internally 6 25 717 Poor 

85 WAL-MART STORES NYSE McMillion, 
Douglas Carl 25-11-2013 Male 47 Internally 4 260 920 Average 

86 GENERAL MOTORS 
C NYSE Barra, Mary 10-12-2013 Female 51 Internally 3 56 114 Average 

87 RAYTHEON CO NYSE Kennedy, Thomas 
A. 15-01-2014 Male 58 Internally 11 29 123 Poor 

88 VALERO ENERGY NYSE Gorder, Joe 03-03-2014 Male 56 Internally 9 25 747 Average 

90 
REYNOLDS 
AMERICA NYSE Cameron, Susan 16-04-2014 Female 55 Internally 3 29 476 Average 

92 YUM! BRANDS INC NYSE Creed, Greg 01-05-2014 Male 56 Internally 15 33 655 Good 

94 AMERICAN 
INTERNA NYSE Handcock, Peter 

D. 10-06-2014 Male 55 Internally 5 79 580 Average 

95 AIR PRODS & CHEM NYSE Ghasemi, Seifi 18-06-2014 Male 69 Externally 7 27 749 Poor 

96 TARGET CORP NYSE Cornell, Brian 31-07-2014 Male 55 Externally 6 37 762 Poor 

97 HOME DEPOT INC NYSE Menear, Craig 21-08-2014 Male 56 Internally 7 122 681 Good 

98 UNITED TECH 
CORP NYSE Hayes, Gregory J. 24-11-2014 Male 54 Internally 6 99 179 Average 

99 
LYONDELLBASELL-

A NYSE Bhavesh, Patel V. 18-12-2014 Male 48 Internally 5 39 683 Good 
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101 ADIDAS AG FWB Hainer, H 31-01-2001 Male 46 Internally 8 3 252 Average 

102 HORNBACH 
BAUMARK FWB Hornbach, S 24-10-2001 Male 43 Externally 3 320 Poor 

103 ALLIANZ SE-VINK FWB Diekmann, M 18-12-2002 Male 47 Internally 11 28 163 Poor 

104 FRESENIUS SE & C FWB Schneider, U 07-03-2003 Male 38 Internally 11 401 Poor 

105 MLP AG FWB Schroeder-
Wildberg, U 17-12-2003 Male 38 Internally 4 1 526 Average 

106 
HEIDELBERGCEME

NT FWB Scheifele, B 22-01-2005 Male 46 Internally 4 6 491 Poor 

107 DRAEGERWERK-
PREF FWB Draeger, S 23-02-2005 Male 42 Internally 8 371 Poor 

108 
BAYER MOTOREN 

WK FWB Reithofer, N 20-07-2006 Male 50 Internally 4 29 265 Average 

109 AUDI AG FWB Stadler, R 12-12-2006 Male 43 Internally 4 11 260 Good 

111 MERCK KGAA FWB Kley, K 21-02-2007 Male 55 Internally 3 95 217 Good 

113 K+S AG-REG FWB Steiner, N 14-03-2007 Male 53 Internally 16 4 202 Average 

114 SIEMENS AG-REG FWB Loscher, P 20-05-2007 Male 49 Externally 3 111 300 Poor 

115 COMMERZBANK FWB Blessing, M 06-11-2007 Male 44 Internally 7 26 488 Poor 

116 BAYWA AG-VINK. FWB Lutz, K 03-03-2008 Male 49 Externally 17 1 829 Poor 

117 WACKER CHEMIE 
AG FWB Staudigl, R 17-04-2008 Male 53 Internally 3 11 557 Good 

118 HUGO BOSS -ORD FWB Lahrs, C 15-05-2008 Male 45 Externally 3 1 721 Average 

119 EUWAX AG FWB Lammersdorf, C 10-07-2008 Male 58 Internally 5 375 Good 

120 AMADEUS FIRE AG FWB Haas, P 25-07-2008 Male 49 Internally 21 97 Average 

121 MVV ENERGIE AG FWB Mueller, G 23-10-2008 Male 45 Externally 5 2 633 Average 

122 DEUTZ AG FWB Leube, H 14-12-2008 Male 54 Externally 7 310 Average 

123 LPKF LASER & ELE FWB Bretthauer, I 12-01-2009 Male 53 Externally 14 26 Poor 

124 HANNOVER RUECK 
S FWB Wallin, U 23-01-2009 Male 54 Internally 13 3 216 Poor 

125 EVOTEC AG FWB Lanthaler, W 06-03-2009 Male 39 Externally 7 95 Poor 

126 FRAPORT AG FWB Schulte, S 20-03-2009 Male 48 Internally 16 2 970 Poor 

127 KLOECKNER & CO FWB Rühl, G 30-03-2009 Male 50 Internally 6 414 Good 

128 FREENET AG FWB Vilanek, C 07-04-2009 Male 41 Externally 2 833 Good 

129 SYMRISE AG FWB Bertram, H 04-06-2009 Male 50 Internally 4 1 813 Good 

130 BAYER AG-REG FWB Dekkers, M 15-09-2009 Male 51 Externally 7 42 148 Average 

131 SKY DEUTSCHLAND FWB Sullivan, B 02-12-2009 Male 47 Internally 1 1 818 Poor 

132 CARL ZEISS ME-BR FWB Monz, L 18-01-2010 Male 46 Internally 2 1 482 Average 

133 GERRESHEIMER AG FWB Roehrhoff, U 09-02-2010 Male 47 Internally 10 1 077 Poor 

134 THYSSENKRUPP AG FWB Hiesinger, H 04-05-2010 Male 49 Externally 11 15 929 Poor 

135 
PORSCHE AUTO-

PRF FWB Muller, M 06-07-2010 Male 57 Externally 1 3 854 Poor 

136 GRAMMER AG FWB Mueller, H 02-08-2010 Male 46 Internally 3 202 Average 

137 STRATEC BIOMEDIC FWB Wolfinger, M 09-12-2010 Male 42 Internally 31 459 Good 

138 GFK SE FWB Hartmann, M 08-02-2011 Male 45 Externally 13 1 905 Average 

139 SAF-HOLLAND SA FWB Borghardt, D 28-04-2011 Male 48 Internally 4 496 Average 

140 BASF SE FWB Bock, K 06-05-2011 Male 52 Internally 8 90 735 Good 

141 
SMA SOLAR 

TECHNO FWB Urbon, P 14-05-2011 Male 40 Internally 30 3 857 Good 

142 WACKER NEUSON 
SE FWB Olemotz , T 11-07-2011 Male 43 Externally 6 1 182 Poor 

144 RWE AG FWB Terium, P 09-08-2011 Male 47 Internally 5 21 567 Good 

145 OVB HOLDING AG FWB Rentmeister, M 02-09-2011 Male 46 Externally 3 295 Poor 

146 AURUBIS AG FWB Willbrandt, P 28-09-2011 Male 49 Internally 3 2 384 Average 

148 NORDEX SE FWB Zeschky, J 04-11-2011 Male 51 Externally 5 430 Average 

150 METRO AG FWB Koch, O 18-11-2011 Male 41 Internally 4 15 454 Average 

151 H&R AG FWB Hansen, N 12-12-2011 Male 46 Internally 4 646 Average 
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152 
DEUTSCHE 
POSTBAN FWB Strauss, F 19-03-2012 Male 42 Internally 3 8 377 Average 

154 ENBW ENERGIE 
BAD FWB Mastiaux, F 30-03-2012 Male 48 Externally 5 11 006 Poor 

155 INDUS HLDG AG FWB Abromeit, J 20-04-2012 Male 51 Internally 10 661 Poor 

156 XING AG FWB Vollmoeller, T 08-05-2012 Male 52 Externally 3 383 Poor 

158 RHEINMETALL AG FWB Papperger, A 14-05-2012 Male 49 Internally 13 1 897 Average 

159 
HEIDELBERG 

DRUCK FWB Linzbach, G 19-07-2012 Male 55 Externally 13 304 Poor 

161 AUGUSTA 
TECHNOLO FWB Hausmann, B 07-08-2012 Male 52 Internally 6 260 Average 

162 TOMORROW FOCUS FWB Bouten, A 10-09-2012 Male 53 Externally 7 251 Poor 

163 RHOEN-KLINIKUM FWB Siebert, M 07-11-2012 Male 52 Externally 7 2 564 Poor 

164 KONTRON AG FWB Schwirz, R 19-11-2012 Male 53 Externally 5 240 Poor 

166 DEUTSCHE 
TELEKOM FWB Höttges, T 20-12-2012 Male 50 Internally 16 49 416 Poor 

167 QSC AG FWB Hermann, J 22-01-2013 Male 48 Internally 16 395 Poor 

168 AIXTRON SE FWB Goetzeler, M 18-02-2013 Male 50 Externally 11 1 277 Poor 

169 MTU AERO 
ENGINES FWB Winkler, R 09-04-2013 Male 51 Internally 6 4 951 Average 

170 WMF AG-AKT FWB Feld, P 17-04-2013 Male 48 Externally 10 730 Average 

172 STRABAG AG FWB Birtel, T 29-04-2013 Male 58 Internally 7 1 084 Average 

173 SHW AG FWB Buchholz, T 23-05-2013 Male 56 Internally 1 211 Good 

174 LOGWIN AG FWB Wagner, A 03-07-2013 Male 51 Externally 14 184 Poor 

175 LEIFHEIT AG FWB Radke, T 26-09-2013 Male 52 Externally 1 203 Average 

176 SGL CARBON SE FWB Köhler, J 13-11-2013 Male 52 Internally 19 2 568 Poor 

177 RATIONAL AG FWB Stadelmann, P 20-11-2013 Male 47 Internally 14 3 579 Good 

178 NEMETSCHEK AG FWB Heider, P 18-12-2013 Male 40 Externally 1 474 Good 

180 LANXESS AG FWB Zachert, M 26-01-2014 Male 46 Externally 1 4 032 Poor 

181 DEUTSCHE LUFT-
RG FWB Spohr, C 07-02-2014 Male 47 Internally 3 8 122 Average 

182 VOSSLOH AG FWB Schabert, H 17-02-2014 Male 52 Externally 7 996 Poor 

183 BIOTEST AG FWB Ehmer, B 09-07-2014 Male 59 Externally 12 593 Average 

185 
OLDENBURG 

LANDES FWB Tessmann, P 29-09-2014 Male 54 Externally 3 477 Average 

186 DEUTSCHE BOERSE FWB Kengeter, C 27-10-2014 Male 47 Externally 8 10 258 Average 

188 OSRAM LICHT AG FWB Berlien, O 05-11-2014 Male 52 Externally 1 2 987 Average 

189 LEONI AG FWB Belle, D 04-12-2014 Male 58 Internally 12 1 553 Average 

190 SURTECO SE FWB Muller, H 18-12-2014 Male 61 Internally 13 354 Average 

191 IKB DEUT 
INDBANK FWB Wiedmann, M 05-01-2015 Male 49 Internally 7 532 Average 

192 WASHTEC AG FWB Zimmermann, V 30-01-2015 Male 51 Externally 2 209 Good 
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Company Sources (URLs) for the turnover announcements.  
(If parentheses is used, it indicates separation of two or more sources) 

1 HALLIBURTON CO http://www.prnewswire.com/news-releases/lesar-to-succeed-cheney-as-halliburton-chairman-and-ceo- 
72517037.html 

2 EMERSON ELEC CO http://www.bizjournals.com/stlouis/stories/2000/10/09/daily18.html?page=all 

3 GENERAL ELECTRIC (http://www.ge.com/about-us/leadership/profiles/john-f-welch-jr) 
(http://www.ge.com/about-us/leadership/jeff-immelt) 

4 HONEYWELL INTL http://www.forbes.com/2002/03/05/0305bigcap.html 

5 CSX CORP http://www.sec.gov/Archives/edgar/containers/fix042/277948/0000911703-03-000004.txt 

6 AMERICAN TOWER C http://www.sec.gov/Archives/edgar/data/1053507/000119312503060130/dex99a5b.htm 

7 ECOLAB INC http://investor.ecolab.com/releasedetail.cfm?releaseid=206134 

8 ACE LTD http://www.thefreelibrary.com/Evan+G.+Greenberg+Elected+Chief+Executive+Officer+of+ACE+ 
Limited.-a0114125699 

9 LOWE'S COS INC http://secfilings.nyse.com/filing.php?doc=1&attach=ON&ipage=2715965&rid=23 

10 DOW CHEMICAL CO (http://www.sec.gov/Archives/edgar/data/29915/000002991504000068/eightk.htm) 
(http://www.sec.gov/Archives/edgar/data/29915/000002991505000076/eightk.pdf) 

11 CORNING INC http://www.sec.gov/Archives/edgar/data/24741/000129993305000367/exhibit1.htm 

12 WALT DISNEY CO http://www.wsj.com/articles/SB111074318002378006 

13 AON PLC http://www.prnewswire.com/news-releases/aon-names-gregory-c-case-president-and-chief-executive- 
officer-54173367.html 

14 EXXON MOBIL CORP http://ir.exxonmobil.com/phoenix.zhtml?c=115024&p=irol-newsArticle_Print&ID=739810 

15 JPMORGAN CHASE http://www.sec.gov/Archives/edgar/data/19617/000001961705000547/wbhexh99.htm 

16 NIKE INC -CL B http://www.sec.gov/Archives/edgar/data/320187/000032018706000015/exhibit_99.txt 

17 GOLDMAN SACHS GP http://www.washingtonpost.com/wp-dyn/content/article/2006/06/02/AR2006060200876.html 

18 US BANCORP http://phx.corporate-ir.net/phoenix.zhtml?c=117565&p=irol-newsArticle_Print&ID=883337 

19 PEPSICO INC http://multivu.prnewswire.com/mnr/pepsi/25208/ 

20 TJX COS INC http://investor.tjx.com/phoenix.zhtml?c=118215&p=irol-newsArticle&ID=903202 

21 PRAXAIR INC http://www.praxair.com/news/2006/reilley-to-retire-from-praxair-angel-to-assume-leadership 

23 AT&T INC http://www.att.com/gen/press-room?pid=4800&cdvn=news&newsarticleid=23738 

24 WELLS FARGO & CO http://www.prnewswire.com/news-releases/stumpf-named-ceo-of-wells-fargo--company- 
kovacevich-remains-chairman-58352312.html 

25 GENERAL MILLS IN http://www.boston.com/business/articles/2007/09/24/general_mills_names_ken_powell_as_ceo/ 

26 VF CORP http://vfc.com/index.php/news/press-releases?nws_id=48E9C0EE-B5A8-2ECF-E040-0A0A580069C5 

27 TIME WARNER INC http://www.timewarner.com/newsroom/press-releases/2007/11/05/time-warner-names-jeffrey-l- 
bewkes-chief-executive-officer 

28 PRUDENTL FINL http://www.investor.prudential.com/phoenix.zhtml?c=129695&p=irol-newsArticle&ID=1082245&highlight= 

29 COCA-COLA CO/THE http://www.sec.gov/Archives/edgar/data/21344/000002134407000154/ko8k120607x99.htm 

30 ELI LILLY & CO http://www.fiercebiotech.com/press-releases/press-release-sidney-taurel-retire-lilly-ceo-john-lechleiter- 
named-successor 

31 DU PONT (EI) http://www.bloomberg.com/apps/news?pid=newsarchive&sid=awwOdg1hkDkM 

32 SYSCO CORP http://investors.sysco.com/press-releases/Press-Release-Details/2009/ 
Richard-J-Schnieders-Sysco-Chairman-and-Chief-Executive-Officer-Announces-Retirement/default.aspx 

33 ESTEE LAUDER http://www.qa.elcompanies.com/Pages/PressReleaseStory.aspx?ReleaseId=1458 

34 XEROX CORP http://www.itweb.co.za/index.php?option=com_content&view=article&id=22939 

35 DEERE & CO http://www.utsandiego.com/news/2009/jun/01/us-deere-ceo-060109/ 

36 CIGNA CORP http://newsroom.cigna.com/article_display.cfm?article_id=1066 

37 MORGAN STANLEY https://www.morganstanley.com/about-us-articles/ad3bec19-9e49-11de-b417-0db96b986471.html 

39 CHEVRON CORP http://www.chevron.com/chevron/pressreleases/article/09302009_JohnWatsonNamed 
ChairmanandCEOofChevronCorporation.news 

40 CATERPILLAR INC http://www.utsandiego.com/news/2009/oct/22/us-caterpillar-succession-plan-102209/ 

42 BANK OF AMERICA http://newsroom.bankofamerica.com/press-release/corporate-and-financial-news/ 
bank-america-board-directors-elects-brian-moynihan-ceo 

43 BRISTOL-MYER SQB http://news.bms.com/press-release/bristol-myers-squibb-names-lamberto-andreotti-ceo-effective- 
may-4-james-cornelius-reti 
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44 MASTERCARD INC-A http://www.mastercard.com/us/company/en/newsroom/ceo_transition_announcement.html 

45 CVS HEALTH CORP http://www.boston.com/business/articles/2010/05/12/cvs_caremark_taps_merlo_as_ceo_starting_in_2011/ 

46 SOUTHERN CO http://www.bizjournals.com/atlanta/stories/2010/07/26/daily22.html?page=all 

47 WILLIAMS COS INC https://www.questia.com/newspaper/1P2-25643976/the-journal-record-business-briefs-october-12-2010 

50 AETNA INC http://news.aetna.com/news-releases/aetna-chairman-ronald-a-williams-to-retire-president- 
mark-t-bertolini-to-become-ceo/ 

51 MERCK & CO http://www.nj.com/business/index.ssf/2010/11/merck_names_ken_frazier_as_its.html 

53 METLIFE INC http://www.sec.gov/Archives/edgar/data/1099219/000095012311027406/y90405e8vk.htm 

55 HERSHEY CO/THE http://uk.reuters.com/article/2011/05/18/idUS139822+18-May-2011+BW20110518 

56 CAMPBELL SOUP CO http://www.businesswire.com/news/home/20110623006369/en/ 
Campbell-Elects-Denise-Morrison-President-CEO#.VQLdk47F9Wg 

58 VERIZON COMMUNIC http://www.streetinsider.com/Hot+Mgmt+Changes/Lowell+McAdam+Named+As+New+ 
Verizon+%28VZ%29+CEO%3B+Seidenberg+to+Remain+Chairman/6653730.html 

60 BANK NY MELLON http://www.sec.gov/Archives/edgar/data/1390777/000119312511240158/dex991.htm 

61 EOG RESOURCES http://investor.shareholder.com/eogresources/releasedetail.cfm?ReleaseID=603904 

62 HEWLETT-PACKARD http://www.businesswire.com/news/home/20110922006720/en/HP-Names-Meg-Whitman- 
President-Chief-Executive#.VQGzY_nF8bw 

63 IBM https://www-03.ibm.com/press/us/en/pressrelease/35786.wss 

64 3M CO http://news.3m.com/es/press-release/company/inge-g-thulin-elected-3m-president-and-ceo- 
succeeds-sir-george-w-buckley 

65 JOHNSON&JOHNSON http://www.jnj.com/news/all/alex-gorsky-to-succeed-bill-weldon-as-ceo-of-johnson-and-johnson 

67 UNION PAC CORP http://www.sec.gov/Archives/edgar/data/100885/000119312512094382/d308717dex991.htm 

69 MCDONALDS CORP http://news.mcdonalds.com/press-releases/mcdonald-s-ceo-jim-skinner-to-retire-board-elects- 
nyse-mcd-0865392 

70 GENERAL DYNAMICS http://www.generaldynamics.com/news/press-releases/detail.cfm?customel_dataPageID_1811=17767 

71 VMWARE INC-CL A http://www.vmware.com/company/news/releases/vmw-exec-change-07-17-12 

72 CITIGROUP INC http://news.yahoo.com/vikram-pandit-steps-down-citigroup-ceo-123632317--finance.html 

73 VISA INC-CLASS A http://pressreleases.visa.com/phoenix.zhtml?c=215693&p=irol-newsarticlePR&ID=1749355 

74 LOCKHEED MARTIN http://www.lockheedmartin.com/us/news/press-releases/2012/november/110912-corp-leadership.html 

75 ILLINOIS TOOL WO http://www.prnewswire.com/news-releases/itw-chairman--ceo-david-b-speer-passes-away-e-scott-santi- 
elected-ceo-and-director-of-itw-robert-s-morrison-elected-non-executive-chairman-of-the-board-179858191.html 

76 PNC FINANCIAL SE http://www.prnewswire.com/news-releases/william-s-demchak-to-succeed-james-e-rohr- 
as-pnc-chief-executive-officer-191271651.html 

77 BOSTON PROPERTIE http://ir.bostonproperties.com/phoenix.zhtml?c=120176&p=irol-newsArticle_Print&ID=1794301 

78 PROCTER & GAMBLE http://news.pg.com/press-release/pg-corporate-announcements/ag-lafley-rejoins-procter- 
gamble-chairman-president-and-chi 

79 DUKE ENERGY CORP http://www.duke-energy.com/news/releases/2013061801.asp 

81 TIME WARNER CABL 
http://ir.timewarnercable.com/investor-relations/investor-news/financial-release-details/2013/ 
Glenn-A-Britt-to-Retire-from-Time-Warner-Cable-at-Years-End-Robert-D-Marcus-Elected- 
to-Succeed-Britt-as-Chairman-and-CEO/default.aspx 

83 KROGER CO http://www.tmcnet.com/usubmit/2013/09/20/7425745.htm 

84 STRYKER CORP http://www.mlive.com/business/west-michigan/index.ssf/2012/10/stryker_names_kevin_lobo_new_p.html 

85 WAL-MART STORES http://news.walmart.com/news-archive/2013/11/25/doug-mcmillon-elected-new-chief-executive-officer-of 
-wal-mart-stores-inc 

86 GENERAL MOTORS C http://media.gm.com/media/us/en/gm/news.detail.html/content/Pages/news/emergency_news 
/2013/1210-gm-execs.html 

87 RAYTHEON CO http://finance.boston.com/boston/news/read/26148053/raytheon_announces_william_h._ 
swanson_to_step_down_as_chief_executive_officer 

88 VALERO ENERGY http://www.valero.com/newsroom/pages/pr_20140303_0.aspx 

90 REYNOLDS AMERICA http://www.wsj.com/articles/SB10001424052702304810904579506094238208338 

92 YUM! BRANDS INC http://www.yum.com/company/inthenews/pressreleases/050114.asp 

94 AMERICAN INTERNA http://www.businesswire.com/news/home/20140610006636/en/AIG-Names-Peter-D. 
-Hancock-President-CEO#.VQf122RwtQY 

95 AIR PRODS & CHEM http://articles.mcall.com/2014-06-18/news/mc-air-products-hires-new-ceo-20140618_1_ 
trexlertown-industrial-gas-producer-air-products-david-manthey 

96 TARGET CORP http://pressroom.target.com/news/target-names-brian-cornell-as-new-chairman-of-the-board-and-ceo-to- 
lead-companys-transformation 

97 HOME DEPOT INC http://www.foxbusiness.com/business-leaders/2014/08/21/menear-to-succeed-blake-as-home-depot-ceo/ 

98 UNITED TECH CORP http://www.dailymail.co.uk/wires/ap/article-2847284/United-Technologies-CEO-retires-succeeded-CFO.html 

99 LYONDELLBASELL-A http://www.prnewswire.com/news-releases/lyondellbasell-names-bhavesh-v-bob-patel-as-new-ceo-300011804.html 

101 ADIDAS AG (http://www.adidas-group.com/en/investors/statutory-publications/ad-hoc-news/2001/ 
robert-louis-dreyfus-and-christian-tourres-retire-executive-boar/) 

102 HORNBACH BAUMARK (http://www.dgap.de/dgap/News/adhoc/hornbach-holding-english/?companyID=382&newsID=19347) 
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103 ALLIANZ SE-VINK http://news.bbc.co.uk/2/hi/business/2589061.stm 

104 FRESENIUS SE & C http://www.fresenius.com/239_1384.htm 

105 MLP AG 
(http://www.meldeschwellen.org/dgap/News/adhoc/uwe-schroederwildberg-appointed-new-chief-executive-officer/ 
?companyID=138&newsID=35990) 
(http://de.wikipedia.org/wiki/Bernhard_Term%C3%BChlen) 

106 HEIDELBERGCEMENT http://www.heidelbergcement.com/en/node/1888 

107 DRAEGERWERK-PREF (http://stimmrechtsmitteilung.net/dgap/News/corporate/draegerwerk-agstefan-draeger- 
appointed-executive-board-chairman-draegerwerkag/?newsID=49585) 

108 BAYER MOTOREN WK (http://www.mwerks.com/artman/publish/bmw_news/article_1087.shtml) 

109 AUDI AG http://www.autointell.com/News-2007/Jan-2007/Jan-1/Jan-04-07-p2.htm 

111 MERCK KGAA http://www.firstwordpharma.com/node/114351#axzz3U4lXsl1H 

113 K+S AG-REG (http://www.k-plus-s.com/en/pdf/2006/geschaeftsbericht.pdf)  
(http://www.k-plus-s.com/en/news/presseinformationen/2007/presse-070314.html) 

114 SIEMENS AG-REG http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Peter_L%C3%B6scher 

115 COMMERZBANK http://www.handelsblatt.com/unternehmen/management/locker-zum-erfolg-martin- 
blessing-wird-commerzbank-chef/2882620.html 

116 BAYWA AG-VINK. 
(http://www.dgap.de/link.php?von=20070101&typ=adhoc&anzahl=100&sprache=en&hp_lang=en&template 
=baywa&id=198747)  
(http://de.wikipedia.org/wiki/Wolfgang_Deml) 

117 WACKER CHEMIE AG http://www.wacker.com/cms/en/www_archive/www_2008/www_18/18_editorial_news/ 
18_news/news_aufsichtsrat.jsp 

118 HUGO BOSS -ORD (http://group.hugoboss.com/files/PM_Vorstand_15_Mai_2008_e.pdf) 
(http://www.nytimes.com/2009/03/05/style/05iht-rceo.1.20615075.html?_r=0) 

119 EUWAX AG 

(http://www.wallstreet-online.de/nachricht/2455812-dgap-news-gruppe-boerse-stuttgart- 
christoph-lammersdorf-vorsitzender-der-geschaeftsfuehrung)  
(http://www.handelsblatt.com/unternehmen/management/harald-schnabel-neuer-vorstandssprecher-euwax- 
vorstandschef-ruether-zurueckgetreten/2259316.html) 

120 AMADEUS FIRE AG (http://www.presseportal.de/pm/53883/1235319/wechsel-an-der-unternehmensspitze-der-amadeus-fire-ag) 

121 MVV ENERGIE AG 

(http://www.ots.at/presseaussendung/OTS_20080730_OTS0183/euro-adhoc-mvv-energie-ag- 
vorstandpersonalie-dr-rudolf-schulten-verlaesst-mvv-energie-ag-zum-jahresende-d)  
(http://www.ots.at/presseaussendung/OTE_20081023_OTE0012/euro-adhoc-mvv-energie- 
ag-board-of-directors-appointments-and-changes-dr-georg-mueller-appointed-as-ceo-of-mvv-energie-ag-e) 

122 DEUTZ AG 
(http://www.deutz.de/html/default/8a85818a167b73ea0116d7c097dd4ecb.en.html)  
(http://www.linde-mh.com/en/main_page/news/pressreleases/pressreleases_1_0.jsp)  
(http://www.zoominfo.com/p/Gordon-Riske/85536468) 

123 LPKF LASER & ELE 
(http://www.bloomberg.com/apps/news?pid=newsarchive&sid=akHfRcPEmqxs)  
(http://www.bloomberg.com/research/stocks/people/person.asp?personId=8746390&ticker= 
LPK:GR&previousCapId=183466&previousTitle=LPKF%20LASER%20%26%20ELECTRONICS) 

124 HANNOVER RUECK S http://www.faz.net/aktuell/beruf-chance/neue-koepfe/hannover-rueck-wallin-folgt-auf-zeller-1759718.html 

125 EVOTEC AG 

(http://www.evotec.com/uploads/cms_article/1521/Evotec_Appoints_Dr.pdf) 
(http://www.bloomberg.com/research/stocks/people/person.asp?personId=6313271&ticker=EVT:GR) 
(http://www.bloomberg.com/research/stocks/people/person.asp?personId=531409&ticker= 
QURE&previousCapId=235063288&previousTitle=GenSight%20Biologics%20SA) 

126 FRAPORT AG 
(http://www.prnewswire.com/news-releases/schulte-new-chairman-of-fraports-executive-board-61894072.html) 
(http://de.wikipedia.org/wiki/Wilhelm_Bender_(Manager) 
(http://de.wikipedia.org/wiki/Frapo) 

127 KLOECKNER & CO 

(http://www.kloeckner.com/en/media/press-releases-199.php) 
(http://www.kloeckner.com/en/media/press-releases-154.php)  
(http://www.grunenthal.com/grt-web/Grunenthal_Group/Company/Supervisory_Board/Dr._Thomas_Ludwig/ 
116300035.jsp) 

128 FREENET AG (http://www.freenet-group.de/press/christoph-vilanek-appointed-new-ceo-of-freenet-ag_1796598_4499406.html) 

129 SYMRISE AG http://www.symrise.com/newsroom/article/symrise-heinz-juergen-bertram-appointed-as-chief-executive-officer/ 

130 BAYER AG-REG 

(http://www.bizjournals.com/boston/blog/mass-high-tech/2009/09/thermo-fisher-ceo- 
dekkers-leaves-to-head.html?page=all) 
(http://www.plasticker.eu/news/shownews_en.php?nr=9014&nmin=&div=&special=&select=&sort= 
&begriff=ifo&nmax=&stag=&smon=&sjahr=&etag=&emon=&ejahr=&backto=/news/searchnews2_en.php) 

131 SKY DEUTSCHLAND (https://info.sky.de/inhalt/eng/medienzentrum_news_uk_02122009.jsp) 

132 CARL ZEISS ME-BR (http://www.businesswire.com/news/home/20100118005834/en/ 
Carl-Zeiss-Meditec-Continues-Successful-Growth-Strategy#.VQK9CPzF9Wg) 

133 GERRESHEIMER AG 

(http://www.gerresheimer.com/en/news-events/press-releases/corporate-news/press-announcements/article/ 
continuity-at-the-head-of-the-management-board-gerresheimer-ceo-dr-axel-herberg-hands-over-top-j.html)  
(http://plasticker.de/Kunststoff_News_11197_Gerresheimer_Uwe_Roehrhoff_ist_neuer_Vorstandsvorsitzender?div
=&firmid=11762&start=10&anzeige=32&begriff=Gerresheimer)  
(http://www.presseportal.de/pm/9072/1634482/uwe-roehrhoff-new-chief-executive-officer-of-gerresheimer-ag) 

134 THYSSENKRUPP AG http://www.bloomberg.com/news/articles/2010-05-04/thyssenkrupp-names-heinrich-hiesinger-of-siemens-to- 
succeed-schulz-as-ceo 

135 PORSCHE AUTO-PRF http://www.prnewswire.com/news-releases/matthias-mueller-new-chairman-of-the-porsche-ag-board-of- 
management-97847899.html 

136 GRAMMER AG 
(http://www.grammer.com/en/media/news/article/hartmut-mueller-ist-neuer-vorstandsvorsitzender- 
der-grammer-ag.html?no_cache=1&cHash=9bf27753de817289b64c3b1a3008e5fc) 
(http://www.bloomberg.com/research/stocks/people/person.asp?personId=33880566&ticker=GMM:GR) 

137 STRATEC BIOMEDIC (http://www.dgap.de/dgap/News/adhoc/stratec-appoints-new-ceo-effective-april/?newsID=652392)  
(http://www.bloomberg.com/research/stocks/people/person.asp?personId=8861270&ticker=SBMDY) 

138 GFK SE (http://www.4-traders.com/GFK-436125/news/GFK--Change-of-CEO-at-GfK-SE-13736107/) 

139 SAF-HOLLAND SA (http://corporate.safholland.com/en/investoren/investor-news/ad-hoc-releases.html) 
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140 BASF SE http://www.worldofchemicals.com/media/basf-se-appoints-new-chairman-dr-kurt-bock/609.html 

141 SMA SOLAR TECHNO http://www.sma.de/investor-relations/die-vollstaendige-nachricht/news/1354-pierre-pascal-urbon-to-take-over-as- 
sma-chief-executive-officer.html 

142 WACKER NEUSON SE 
(http://corporate.wackerneuson.com/ir/en-news-note.php?id=000115)  
(http://www.bloomberg.com/research/stocks/people/person.asp?personId=22312236&ticker= 
WAC:GR&previousCapId=618582&previousTitle=DEUTZ%2520AG) 

144 RWE AG http://www.publics.bg/en/news/5396/ 

145 OVB HOLDING AG (http://www.bloomberg.com/apps/news?pid=newsarchive&sid=ahS7bBKhucoA) 
(http://www.bloomberg.com/research/stocks/people/person.asp?personId=61435530&ticker=O4B:GR) 

146 AURUBIS AG (http://www.aurubis.com/en/public-relations/press-releases-news/peter-willbrandt-to-become- 
the-new-chief-executive-officer-of-aurubis/) (http://de.wikipedia.org/wiki/Bernd_Drouven) 

148 NORDEX SE 
(http://www.nordex-online.com/index.php?id=53&L=2&tx_ttnews%5Btt_news%5D=2215&tx_ 
ttnews%5BbackPid%5D=46&cHash=ef60c4459f) 
(http://de.wikipedia.org/wiki/Thomas_Richterich) 

150 METRO AG http://www.just-food.com/news/metro-group-cfo-koch-to-replace-cordes-in-hot-seat_id117427.aspx 

151 H&R AG (http://www.dgap.de/news/corporate/hr-reorganises-executive-management-board_498_697978.htm) 
(http://www.bloomberg.com/profiles/people/15809722-gert-wendroth) 

152 DEUTSCHE POSTBAN https://www.postbank.com/postbank/en/pr_press_releases_archive_2012_03_19.html 

154 ENBW ENERGIE BAD 
http://www.offshorewind.biz/2012/04/03/germany-dr-frank-mastiaux-named-ceo-enbw-energie-baden-
wurttemberg- 
ag-as-of-october/ 

155 INDUS HLDG AG http://www.indus.de/en/nc/pressservice/news/article/chairman-of-the-executive-board-helmut-ruwisch-retires- 
from-office.html 

156 XING AG (https://corporate.xing.com/no_cache/english/press/press-releases/details/article/press-releasebrthomas- 
vollmoeller-named-new-ch/572/cdf051e57b765975cab56cef564639bf/?tx_ttnews%5Bpointer%5D=8) 

158 RHEINMETALL AG (http://www.pressebox.de/presscorner/firma/rheinmetall-ag/meldung/boxid/508330/iframe/2713) 

159 HEIDELBERG DRUCK 

(http://www.rttnews.com/1926833/heidelberger-druckmaschinen-says-bernhard-schreier- 
to-resign-as-ceo-at-year-end.aspx)  
(http://www.bloomberg.com/research/stocks/people/person.asp?personId=9004855&ticker=SY1: 
GR&previousCapId=28606&previousTitle=FMC%2520Corp) 

161 AUGUSTA TECHNOLO (http://www.augusta-ag.de/incl/img/praes_engl/adhoc/2012/120807-Adhoc_Vernderung-im-Vorstand_eng.pdf)  
(http://www.bloomberg.com/research/stocks/people/person.asp?personId=22828334&ticker=ABE1:GR) 

162 TOMORROW FOCUS 

(http://www.tomorrow-focus.com/newsroom/media-releases/management-news-toon-bouten-appointed- 
new-ceo-at-tomorrow-focus-ag_aid_844.html) 
(http://www.reuters.com/finance/stocks/officerProfile?symbol=TFAG.DE&officerId=1771575) 
(http://www.bloomberg.com/research/stocks/private/person.asp?personId=22925628&privcapId= 
27941369&previousCapId=991048&previousTitle=Hubert%20Burda%20Media%20Holding%20GmbH%20) 

163 RHOEN-KLINIKUM 
(http://de.wikipedia.org/wiki/Wolfgang_Pf%C3%B6hler)  
(http://www.finanzen.net/nachricht/aktien/Rhoen-Klinikum-Martin-Siebert-ab-Jahresbeginn-2013-neuer- 
Vorstandsvorsitzender-2133229) 

164 KONTRON AG (http://www.kontron.com/about-kontron/news-events/detail/changed-leadership-at-kontron?type=341) 
(http://www.channelpartner.de/a/dgap-adhoc-changes-in-the-management-board-of-kontron-ag,2597095) 

166 DEUTSCHE TELEKOM (http://www.telekom.com/media/company/168944) (http://de.wikipedia.org/wiki/Timotheus_H%C3%B6ttges) 

167 QSC AG 
(http://www.qsc.de/en/qsc-ag/investor-relations/ir-releases/2013/release/news/qsc-ag-hermann-to- 
succeed-schlobohm-as-ceo.html) 
(http://www.reuters.com/finance/stocks/companyOfficers?symbol=QSCG.DE) 

168 AIXTRON SE (http://www.aixtron.com/nc/en/press/press-releases/detail/news/change-in-the-executive-board-of-aixtron-se/)  
(http://www.bloomberg.com/research/stocks/people/person.asp?personId=1779760&ticker=AIXA:GR) 

169 MTU AERO ENGINES http://www.dgap.de/dgap/News/adhoc/mtu-aero-engines-holding-reiner-winkler-become- 
chief-executive-officer-mtu-aero-engines/?companyID=890&newsID=751692 

170 WMF AG-AKT 
(http://www.wmf-group.com/nc/en/press/press-releases/peter-feld-becomes-new-wmf-ag-executive-board- 
chairman-starting-in-august.html)  
(http://www.bloomberg.com/research/stocks/people/person.asp?personId=6138927&ticker=WMF:GR) 

172 STRABAG AG 

(http://www.strabag.com/databases/internet/_public/content.nsf/web/SE-PRESSE.COM-ADHOCPRESSE- 
2013-Hans%20Peter%20Haselsteiner%20legt%20Vorstandsvorsitz%20mit%2014.6.2013%20zur%C3%BCck% 
20%E2%80%93%20Thomas%20Birtel%20neuer%20CEO%20der%20STRABAG%20SE) 
(http://www.strabag.com/databases/internet/_public/content.nsf/web/DE-STRABAG.COM-birtel.html) 

173 SHW AG (http://www.dgap.de/dgap/News/corporate/shw-thomas-buchholz-appointed-new-ceo-shw-ag/?newsID=757172) 

174 LOGWIN AG (http://www.logwin-logistics.com/news/press-releases/detail/realignment-of-the-management-board-of-delton- 
ag-and-of-the-board-of-directors-and-the-executive-committee-of-logwin-ag.html) 

175 LEIFHEIT AG (http://www.dgap.de/dgap/News/adhoc/leifheit-thomas-radke-neuer-
leifheitchef/?companyID=831&newsID=771503) 

176 SGL CARBON SE (http://www.sglnewsroom.com/en/reports/report-detail-page.9152.php )  
(http://www.bloomberg.com/research/stocks/people/person.asp?personId=389675&ticker=SGL:GR) 

177 RATIONAL AG 

(http://globenewswire.com/news-release/2013/11/20/591273/0/en/DGAP-Adhoc-Generation-shift-at- 
executive-board-of-RATIONAL-AG.html) 
(http://www.bloomberg.com/research/stocks/people/person.asp?personId=228084451&ticker=RAA: 
GR&previousCapId=5577768&previousTitle=RATIONAL%20AG) 

178 NEMETSCHEK AG (http://www.nemetschek.com/en/presse/press-releases/detail/nemetscheks-new-executive-board-team-complete/) 

180 LANXESS AG 
(http://de.wikipedia.org/wiki/Axel_C._Heitmann)  
(http://www.merckgroup.com/en/media/extNewsDetail.html?newsId=03B0CE1E759D3817C1257C6C006887E2& 
newsType=1) 

181 DEUTSCHE LUFT-RG http://www.afm.aero/news/item/1290-carsten-spohr-appoointed-new-ceo-of-lufthansa 

182 VOSSLOH AG 

(http://www.vossloh.com/en/press/press_releases/press_release_details_9665.html) 
(http://www.bloomberg.com/research/stocks/people/person.asp?personId=39763500&ticker=VOS: 
GR&previousCapId=879553&previousTitle=VOSSLOH%20AG) 
(http://www.bloomberg.com/research/stocks/people/person.asp?personId=8782473&ticker=VOS:GR) 

183 BIOTEST AG (http://www.biotest.de/ww/en/pub/investor_relations/news/newsdetails.cfm?newsID=1416078) 
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185 OLDENBURG LANDES (https://www.olb.de/dieolb/22572.php) 

186 DEUTSCHE BOERSE http://www.reuters.com/article/2014/10/27/deutsche-boerse-moves-ceo-idUSL5N0SM2XZ20141027 

188 OSRAM LICHT AG (http://www.osram.com/osram_com/press/press-releases/_business_financial_press/2014/ 
olaf-berlien-new-chief-executive-officer-of-osram/index.jsp) 

189 LEONI AG (http://www.reuters.com/article/2014/12/04/leoni-managementchanges-idUSFWN0TO02720141204) 

190 SURTECO SE 
(http://www.reuters.com/finance/stocks/SURG.DE/key-developments/article/3125911)  
(http://www.reuters.com/finance/stocks/companyOfficers?symbol=SURG.DE)  
(http://www.united-europe.eu/ueber-die-initiative/mitglied-werden/friedhelm-pafgen/?lang=de) 

191 IKB DEUT INDBANK http://www.dgap.de/dgap/News/corporate/ikb-deutsche-industriebank-michael-wiedmann-appointed- 
chairman-the-board-managing-directors-ikb/?companyID=226&newsID=834131 

192 WASHTEC AG http://www.dgap.de/dgap/News/adhoc/washtec-changes-the-executive-board/?companyID=19&newsID=839473 
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1 2 3 

HALLIBURTON CO EMERSON ELEC CO GENERAL ELECTRIC 
25-07-00 12-10-2000 07-09-2001 

Last reported Q2 
2000 

Last reported Q3 
2000 

Last reported Q2 
2001 

ROE 14,55 % ROE 22,57 % ROE 26,96 % 
Average ROE 1,45 % Average ROE 21,35 % Average ROE 8,99 % 
Schlumberger LTD 5,51 % Eaton Corp PLC 22,28 % Rolls-Royce Holdings PLC 7,09 % 
Baker Hughes Inc -0,05 % Parker-Hannifin Corp 19,41 % Schlumberger Ltd 7,33 % 
Weatherfood Int. -0,12 % ITT Corp 23,43 % Halliburton Co 14,39 % 
National Oilwell var. -0,74 % Roper Technologies Inc 20,43 % Baker Hughes Inc 7,75 % 
Superior Energy Ser. 2,67 % Nordson Corp 21,21 % National Oilwell Varco Inc 8,39 % 

 
4 5 6 

HONEYWELL INTL CSX CORP AMERICAN TOWER C 
19-02-2002 31-01-2003 10-10-03 

Last reported Y 2001 Last reported Y 2002 Last reported Q3 
2003 

ROE -1,05 % ROE 6,86 % ROE -18,79% 
Average ROE 13,39 % Average ROE 11,36 % Average ROE 6,36 % 
ITT Corp 21,39 % Union Pacific Corp 13,26 % Juniper Networks Inc 2,24 % 
L-3 Communication HoldingsInc 12,11 % Norfolk Southern Corp 7,31 % Cisco Systems Inc 12,62 % 
Precision Castparts Corp 14,91 % Canadian National Railway 12,70 % Harris Corp 5,57 % 
B/E Aerospace Inc 20,30 % Kansas City Southern 7,91 % Rovi Corp 6,38 % 
Safran SA -1,77 % Canadian Pacific Railway Ltd 15,60 % Motorola Solutions Inc 4,97 % 

 
7 8 9 

ECOLAB INC ACE LTD LOWE'S COS INC 
01-03-04 11-03-04 05-04-04 

 Last reported Y 2003  Last reported Y 2003  Last reported Q1 
2004 

ROE 23,16 % ROE 18,28 % ROE 19,92 % 
Average ROE 24,23 % Average ROE 15,81 % Average ROE 20,80 % 
Clorox Co/ The 38,20 % Chubb Corp/The 10,54 % Home Depot Inc/The 20,39 % 
Church & Dwight Co Inc 20,60 % Travelers Cos Inc/ The 19,20 % Tractor Supply Co 22,23 % 
Henkel AG & CO KGAA 
Vorzurg 

15,75 % American International Group 12,72 % Rona Inc 16,46 % 

Reckitt Benckiser PLC 36,75 % WR Berkley Corp 22,35 % Bed Bath & Beyond Inc 23,21 % 
Lion Corp 9,87 % Allstate Corp/The 14,24 % Williams-Sonoma Inc 21,71 % 

 
10 11 12 

DOW CHEMICAL CO CORNING INC WALT DISNEY CO 
02-08-04 26-01-05 14-03-05 

Last reported  Q2 
2004 

Last reported  Y 2004  Last reported Y 2004 

ROE 27,21 % ROE -47,42 % ROE 9,40 % 
Average ROE 13,99 % Average ROE 19,13 % Average ROE 6,80 % 
EI du Pont de Nemours & Co 9,37 % Amphenol Corp- CL 40,57 % Sinclair Broadcast Group 6,08 % 
Basf SE 9,36 % Ibiden Co Ltd 11,58 % Grupo Televisa Sab-Ser CPO 15,55 % 
PPG Industries Inc 20,47 % Hubbel Inc 17,44 % Viacom Inc 2,01 % 
FMC Corp 6,75 % General Cable Corp 19,07 % Time Warner Inc 5,75 % 
Akzo Nobel NV 23,98 % Entegris Inc 6,98 % Fuji Media Holdings Inc 4,59 % 
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13 14 15 

AON PLC EXXON MOBIL CORP JPMORGAN CHASE 
04-04-05 04-08-05 19-10-05 

Last reported  Q1 
2005 

 Last reported Q2 
2005 

 Last reported Q3 
2005 

ROE 11,70 % ROE 29,88 % ROE 7,06 % 
Average ROE 16,23 % Average ROE 25,01 % Average ROE 16,81 % 
Towers Watson & CO 21,80 % Chevron Corp 29,03 % Citigroup Inc 21,52 % 
Convergys Corp 8,84 % Hess Corp 17,29 % Bank of America Corp 16,83 % 
Amdocs Ltd 17,58 % Royal Dutch Shell  26,46 % Goldman Sachs Group Inc 20,98 % 
Teletech Holdings Inc 8,51 % Murphy Oil Corp 26,50 % Deutsche Bank AG 11,50 % 
Willis Group Holdings PLC 24,43 % BP  25,76 % Morgan Stanley 13,20 % 

 
16 17 18 

NIKE INC -CL B GOLDMAN SACHS GP US BANCORP 
23-01-06 02-06-06 18-07-06 

Last reported  Y 2005  Last reported Q1 
2006 

 Last reported Q2 
2006 

ROE 23,24 % ROE 24,61 % ROE 23,57 % 
Average ROE 21,43 % Average ROE 19,60 % Average ROE 17,06 % 
Adidas AG 18,11 % JPMorgan Chase & Co 8,71 % Citigroup Inc 22,01 % 
Puma SE 40,29 % Morgan Stanley 17,44 % Bank of America Corp 15,68 % 
Quicksilver Inc 16,22 % Bank of America Corp 14,99 % JPMorgan Chase & Co 10,96 % 
Asics Corp 12,41 % Citigroup Inc 22,19 % Capital One Financial Corp 16,78 % 
Under Armour Inc 20,14 % Lazard Ltd. 34,68 % Morgan Stanley 19,89 % 

 
19 20 21 

PEPSICO INC TJX COS INC PRAXAIR INC 
14-08-06 07-09-06 06-10-06 

Last reported  Q2 
2006 

Last reported  Q2 
2006 

Last reported  Q3 
2006 

ROE 29,25 % ROE 40,42 % ROE 22,30 % 
Average ROE 30,74 % Average ROE 25,59 % Average ROE 13,96 % 
Coca-Cola Co 30,41 % Ross Stores Inc 25,43 % Air products & Chemicals Inc 15,23 % 
Mondelez International Inc. 10,41 % Stein Mart inc 14,91 % Airgas Inc 14,82 % 
Monster Beverage Corp 62,41 % Gap Inc 18,83 % Cytec Industries Inc 9,76 % 
Kellogg Co 43,36 % Citi Trends Inc. 28,50 % Linde AG 11,54 % 
Snyder´s-Lance Inc 7,11 % Abercrombie & Fitch Co 40,28 % Dow Chemical Co 18,43 % 

 
22 23 24 

COLGATE-PALMOLIV AT&T INC WELLS FARGO & CO 
25-04-07 27-04-07 27-06-07 

Last reported  Q1 2007  Last reported Q1 
2007 

Last reported  Q1 
2007 

ROE 132,01% ROE 10,36 % ROE 20,08 % 
Average ROE 21,10 % Average ROE 14,70 % Average ROE 21,74 % 
P&G Co 15,26 % Verizon Communications Inc 12,96 % Bank of America Corp 16,35 % 
Hengan International Group Co. 
Ltd 

27,15 % CenturyLink Inc 12,10 % JPMorgan Chase & Co 14,29 % 

Unicharm Corp 9,64 % Frontier Communication Corp 31,31 % Citigroup Inc 17,78 % 
Kimberly-Clark Corp 27,88 % U.S. Cellular Corp 7,32 % Morgan Stanley 27,17 % 
McCormick & Co Inc 25,56 % Telephone & Data Systems Inc. 9,80 % Goldman Sachs Group 33,11 % 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 



 125 

25 26 27 

GENERAL MILLS IN VF CORP TIME WARNER INC 
24-09-07 04-10-07 05-11-07 

 Last reported Q2 
2007 

 Last reported Q3 
2007 

 Last reported Q3 
2007 

ROE 20,63 % ROE 16,51 % ROE 8,52 % 
Average ROE 39,73 % Average ROE 15,73 % Average ROE 14,69 % 
Kellogg Co 47,51 % Kate Spade & Co 6,64 % CBS corp 5,83 % 
Campbell Soup Co 49,28 % Columbia Sportswear Co 15,91 % Meredith Corp 21,81 % 
ConAgra Foods Inc 16,56 % Ralph Lauren Corp 17,44 % Grupo Televisa SAB 22,85 % 
Dean Foods Co 24,04 % PVH Corp 17,86 % Sinclair Broadcast Group Inc 7,99 % 
Hershey Co 61,28 % Under Armour Inc 20,79 % Walt Disney Co 14,98 % 

 
28 29 30 

PRUDENTL FINL COCA-COLA CO/THE ELI LILLY & CO 
28-11-07 06-12-2007 18-12-2007 

 Last reported Q3 
2007 

Last reported Q3 
2007 

Last reported Q3 
2007 

ROE 16,76 % ROE 28,91 % ROE 17,16 % 
Average ROE 15,88 % Average ROE 23,74 % Average ROE 29,65 % 
Principal Financial Group inc 14,89 % PepsiCo Inc 38,62 % Pfizer Inc 21,85 % 
Metlife Inc 22,29 % Monster Beverage Corp 44,30 % Bristol-Myers Squibb Co 18,64 % 
Aflac Inc 19,21 % Fomento Economico Mexica 

SAB 
13,20 % Merck & Co Inc 26,90 % 

Lincoln National Corp 12,36 % Yakult Honsha Co Ltd 7,13 % Johnson & Johnson 24,65 % 
Genworth Financial Inc 10,63 % Ito En Ltd 15,44 % Glaxosmithkline PLC 56,23 % 

 
31 32 33 

DU PONT (EI) SYSCO CORP ESTEE LAUDER 
23-09-2008 20-01-2009 26-03-2009 

Last reported Q2 2008 Last reported Y 2008 Last reported Y 2008 

ROE 28,80 % ROE 33,08 % ROE 33,22 % 
Average ROE 42,69 % Average ROE 16,45 % Average ROE 44,10 % 
PPG Industries Inc 17,84 % United Natural Foods Inc 10,69 % Procter & Gamble Co/The 17,83 % 
Sherwin-Williams Co/The 35,69 % Mitsubishi Corp 14,07 % Colgate-Palmolive Co 100,71% 
Monsanto Co 21,90 % Glaxosmithkline Consumer Ltd 27,95 % Energizer Holdings Inc 39,91 % 
AKZO Nobel NV 127,42% Metcash Ltd 16,32 % Kimberley-Clark Corp 37,14 % 
Valspar Corp/The 10,61 % Booker Group PLC 13,22 % Beiersdorf AG 24,92 % 

 
34 35 36 

XEROX CORP DEERE & CO CIGNA CORP 
22-05-2009 01-06-2009 24-06-2009 

Last reported Q1 
2009 

Last reported Q1 
2009 

Last reported Q1 
2009 

ROE 7,32 % ROE 22,46 % ROE 10,23 % 
Average ROE 33,56 % Average ROE -5,92 % Average ROE 13,56 % 
IBM Corp 58,17 % AGCO Corp 17,14 % Aetna Inc 15,24 % 
Accenture PLC 80,21 % Caterpillar Inc 32,66 % Anthem Inc 11,55 % 
Computer Sciences Corp 20,34 % Terex Corp -8,10 % Unitedhealth Group Inc 14,43 % 
Convergys Corp -7,63 % Kubota Corp 7,84 % Humana Inc 17,72 % 
TeleTech Holdings Inc 16,72 % Manitowoc Co -79,14% Coventry Health Care Inc 8,87 % 
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37 38 39 

MORGAN STANLEY THERMO FISHER CHEVRON CORP 
10-09-2009 15-09-2009 30-09-2009 

Last reported Q2 
2009 

Last reported Q2 
2009 

Last reported Q3 
2009 

ROE -7,93 % ROE 5,71 % ROE 13,86 % 
Average ROE -0,26 % Average ROE 22,03 % Average ROE -1,74 % 
Goldman Sachs Group Inc 5,94 % Agilent Tech Inc 6,17 % Exxon Mobile Corp 18,10 % 
JP Morgan Chase & Co 2,36 % Waters Corp 45,48 % Hess Corp 2,45 % 
Bank of America Corp 2,06 % PerkinElmer Inc 7,10 % Anadarko Petroleum Corp 2,18 % 
Citigroup Inc -20,97 % Bruker Corp 20,28 % Devon Energy Corp -49,90 % 

Toronto-Dominion Bank 9,31 % Mettler-Toledo INTL Inc 31,10 % Imperial Oil Ltd 18,47 % 

 
40 41 42 

CATERPILLAR INC STATE ST CORP BANK OF AMERICA 
22-10-2009 22-10-2009 16-12-2009 

Last reported Q3 
2009 

Last reported Q3 
2009 

Last reported Q3 
2009 

ROE 15,03 % ROE -18,69 % ROE 0,30 % 
Average ROE -11,68 % Average ROE 14,00 % Average ROE -1,15 % 
Terex Corp -32,85% Bank of New York Mellon Corp -6,92 % JP Morgan Chase & Co 4,19 % 
Joy Global Inc 50,25 % Northern Trust Corp 15,92 % Citigroup Inc -16,42% 
Cummins Inc 5,39 % Federated Investors Inc 45,09 % Wells Fargo & Co 6,69 % 
Manitowoc Company Inc -79,68% Invesco Ltd 3,72 % Morgan Stanley -10,38% 
Komatsu Ltd -1,52 % Franklin Resources Inc 12,20 % Goldman Sachs Group Inc/The 10,15 % 

 
43 44 45 

BRISTOL-MYER SQB MASTERCARD INC-A CVS HEALTH CORP 
02-03-2010 12-04-2010 12-05-2010 

Last reported Y 2009 Last reported Q1 
2010 

Last reported Q1 
2010 

ROE 78,36 % ROE 51,07 % ROE 10,50 % 
Average ROE 30,90 % Average ROE 17,76 % Average ROE 17,82 % 
Merck & Co Inc 33,15 % American Express Co 17,93 % Omnicare Inc 5,96 % 
Eli Lilly & Co 53,25 % VISA Inc 11,80 % Unitedhealth Group Inc 17,63 % 
Pfizer Inc 11,71 % Total System Services Inc 19,79 % Express Scripts Holding Co 35,31 % 
Johnson & Johnson 26,35 % Global Payments Inc 22,34 % Catamaran Corp 15,44 % 
Roche Holding AG 30,03 % Fiserv Inc 16,96 % Walgreen Boots Alliance Inc 14,78 % 

 
46 47 48 

SOUTHERN CO WILLIAMS COS INC OCCIDENTAL PETE 
27-07-2010 12-10-2010 14-10-2010 

Last reported Q2 
2010 

Last reported Q3 
2010 

Last reported Q3 
2010 

ROE 13,96 % ROE -14,34 % ROE 14,14 % 
Average ROE 10,64 % Average ROE 12,58 % Average ROE 16,14 % 
Entergy Corp 14,79 % Spectra Energy Corp 13,17 % Conocophillips 16,20 % 
American Electric Power Co Inc 8,86 % Energy Transfer Partners LP 5,96 % Marathon Oil Corp 9,76 % 
Nextera Energy Inc 14,39 % Dominion Resources Inc/VA 21,36 % Exxon Mobile Corp 21,61 % 
Duke Energy Corp 3,20 % ONEOK Inc 15,15 % Hess Corp 16,96 % 
TECO Energy Inc 11,96 % NiSource Inc 7,24 % Apache Corp 16,19 % 
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49 50 51 

ACCENTURE PLC-A AETNA INC MERCK & CO 
20-10-2010 20-10-2010 30-11-2010 

Last reported Q3 
2010 

Last reported Q3 
2010 

Last reported Q3 
2010 

ROE 62,24 % ROE 17,58 % ROE 20,09 % 
Average ROE 25,32 % Average ROE 17,11 % Average ROE 32,74 % 
Computer Sciences Corp 11,99 % Cigna Corp 20,88 % Pfizer Inc 7,98 % 
IBM Corp 70,83 % Unitedhealth Group Inc 18,70 % Bristol-Myers Squibb Co 69,82 % 
Cognizant Tech Solutions Corp 23,14 % Anthem Inc 21,51 % Eli Lilly & Co 43,15 % 
CACI INTL Inc 9,91 % Humana Inc 19,90 % Johnson & Johnson 25,26 % 
Genpact Ltd 10,74 % Health Net Inc 4,54 % Novartis AG 17,50 % 

 
52 53 54 

PFIZER INC METLIFE INC MEDTRONIC PLC 
05-12-2010 21-03-2011 11-05-2011 

Last reported Q3 
2010 

Last reported Y 2010 Last reported Q1 
2011 

ROE 7,98 % ROE 6,88 % ROE 20,24 % 
Average ROE 35,16 % Average ROE 10,23 % Average ROE 23,80 % 
Merck & Co Inc 20,09 % Prudential Financial Inc 11,09 % Johnson & Johnson 21,78 % 
Eli Lilly & Co 43,15 % Principal Financial Group 8,06 % Eli Lilly & Co 39,98 % 
Bristol-Myers Squibb Co 69,82 % Lincoln National Corp 6,86 % Celgene Corp 17,04 % 
Johnson & Johnson 25,26 % AFLAC Inc 24,07 % Biogen Inc 18,80 % 
Novartis AG 17,50 % Genworth Financial Inc 1,09 % Bristol-Myers Squibb Co 21,41 % 

 
55 56 57 

HERSHEY CO/THE CAMPBELL SOUP CO SEMPRA ENERGY 
17-05-2011 23-06-2011 27-06-2011 

Last reported Q1 
2011 

Last reported Q1 
2011 

Last reported Q1 
2011 

ROE 64,21 % ROE 75,36 % ROE 9,72 % 
Average ROE 16,42 % Average ROE 23,07 % Average ROE 10,84 % 
Mondelez INTL Inc 8,47 % General Milss Inc 30,56 % PG&E Corp 9,55 % 
Kellogg Co 50,34 % Kellogg Co 50,34 % CMS Energy Corp 13,49 % 
Tootsie Roll Inds 7,88 % Mondelez INTL Inc 8,47 % Duke Energy Corp 6,21 % 
J&J Snacks Foods Corp 12,89 % ConAgra Foods Inc 16,93 % American Electric Power Co/Inc 9,01 % 
Snyders-Lance Inc 2,53 % JM Smucker Co/The 9,03 % CenterPoint Energy Inc 15,93 % 

 
58 59 60 

VERIZON COMMUNIC SCHLUMBERGER LTD BANK NY MELLON 
22-07-2011 22-07-11 31-08-2011 

Last reported Q2 
2011 

Last reported Q2 
2011 

Last reported Q2 
2011 

ROE 16,15 % ROE 19,60 % ROE 8,28 % 
Average ROE 8,70 % Average ROE 8,72 % Average ROE 8,48 % 
AT&T Inc 18,82 % Weatherford INTL PL 0,54 % State Street Corp 9,00 % 
Centurylink Inc 5,01 % Halliburton Co 22,85 % Northern Trust Corp 9,02 % 
US Cellular Corp 4,46 % Baker Hughes Inc 9,22 % Schwab Corp 11,48 % 
T-Mobile US Inc 8,96 % National Oilwell Varco Inc 10,99 % Ameriprise Financial Inc 11,21 % 
Frontier Communications Corp 6,25 % Transocean Ltd 0,01 % E*TRADE Financial Corp 1,71 % 
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61 62 63 

EOG RESOURCES HEWLETT-PACKARD IBM 
07-09-2011 22-09-2011 25-10-2011 

Last reported Q2 
2011 

Last reported Q2 
2011 

Last reported Q3 
2011 

ROE 3,71 % ROE 21,71 % ROE 70,17 % 
Average ROE 14,67 % Average ROE 41,18 % Average ROE 24,52 % 
Apache Corp 17,58 % Apple Inc 41,99 % Hewlett-Packard Co 23,04 % 
Anadarko Petroleum Corp 3,99 % INTL Business Machines Corp 69,58 % Oracle Corp 24,75 % 
Noble Energy Inc 8,64 % Xerox Corp 8,28 % Microsoft Corp 44,16 % 
Occidental Petroleum Corp 17,49 % Accenture PLC 67,84 % CA Inc 15,79 % 
Exxon Mobile Corp 25,65 % Lenovo Group Ltd 18,22 % Symantec Corp 14,86 % 

 
64 65 66 

3M CO JOHNSON&JOHNSON ANADARKO PETROLE 
08-02-2012 21-02-2012 21-02-2012 

Last reported Y 2011 Last reported Y 2011 Last reported Y 2011 
ROE 27,56 % ROE 17,02 % ROE -13,66% 
Average ROE 12,58 % Average ROE 19,66 % Average ROE 15,21 % 
Illinois Tool Works 21,16 % Stryker Corp 18,11 % Conocophillips 18,59 % 
Sealed Air Corp 5,56 % Pfizer Inc 11,78 % Devon Energy Corp 23,13 % 
Meadwestvaco Corp 7,61 % Eli Lilly & Co 33,49 % Southwestern Energy Co 18,39 % 
Stanley Black & Decker Inc 9,62 % Merck & Co Inc 11,52 % Noble Energy Inc 6,42 % 
Snap-On Inc 18,93 % Bristol-Myers Squibb Co 23,42 % EOG Resources Inc 9,54 % 

 
67 68 69 

UNION PAC CORP NEXTERA ENERGY MCDONALDS CORP 
02-03-2012 16-03-2012 21-03-2012 

Last reported Y 2011 Last reported Y 2011 Last reported Y 2011 
ROE 18,12 % ROE 13,11 % ROE 37,92 % 
Average ROE 17,39 % Average ROE 8,76 % Average ROE 23,97 % 
CSX Corp 21,26 % Edison INTL -0,36 % Wendy's Co/The 0,47 % 
Kansas City Southern 12,68 % Wisconsin Energy Corp 13,55 % Jack in the Box Inc 17,40 % 
Norfolk Southern Corp 18,60 % Great Plains Energy Inc 8,89 % Chipotle Mexican Grill Inc 23,17 % 
Canadian NATL Railway Co 22,37 % Avista Corp 8,67 % Tim Horton's Inc 47,88 % 
Canadian Pacific Railway Ltd 12,03 % Southern Co/The 13,04 % Starbucks Corp 30,91 % 

 
70 71 72 

GENERAL DYNAMICS VMWARE INC-CL A CITIGROUP INC 
06-06-2012 17-07-2012 16-10-2012 

Last reported Q1 2012 Last reported Q2 
2012 

Last reported Q3 
2012 

ROE 17,83 % ROE 15,82 % ROE 3,93 % 
Average ROE 52,56 % Average ROE 21,05 % Average ROE 5,19 % 
Raython Company 21,15 % Citrix Systems Inc 12,91 % JP Morgan Chase & Co 9,84 % 
Northrop Grumman Corp 18,04 % Microsoft Corp 27,51 % Bank of America Corp 1,85 % 
Lockheed Martin Corp 104,14% Oracle Corp 23,92 % HSBC Holdings plc 7,70 % 
Boeing Co/The 97,44 % Symantec Corp 23,86 % Goldman Sachs Group Inc 8,04 % 
Orbital ATK Inc 22,04 % CA Inc 17,03 % Morgan Stanley -1,46 % 
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73 74 75 

VISA INC-CLASS A LOCKHEED MARTIN ILLINOIS TOOL WO 
24-10-2012 09-11-2012 18-11-2012 

Last reported Q3 
2012 

Last reported Q3 2012 Last reported Q3 
2012 

ROE 7,93 % ROE 106,18% ROE 23,23 % 
Average ROE 22,21 % Average ROE 27,50 % Average ROE 15,57 % 
Mastercard Inc 33,73 % Raython Company 20,31 % Eaton Corp plc 17,56 % 
Global Payments Inc 14,81 % Northrop Grumman Corp 17,41 % Honeywell INTL Inc 19,08 % 
American Express Co 26,51 % Boeing Co/The 63,67 % Visteon Corp 2,44 % 
Total System Services Inc 18,08 % General Dynamics Corp 17,22 % Johnson Controls Inc 10,82 % 
Fiserv Inc 17,94 % Orbital ATK Inc 18,91 % Du Pont (E.I) De Nemours 27,94 % 

 
76 77 78 

PNC FINANCIAL SE BOSTON PROPERTIE PROCTER & GAMBLE 
14-02-2013 11-03-2013 23-05-2013 

Last reported Y 2012 Last reported Y 2012 Last reported Q1 2013 

ROE 8,45 % ROE 5,81 % ROE 19,69 % 
Average ROE 5,33 % Average ROE 6,07 % Average ROE 38,08 % 
Bank of America Corp 1,28 % Mack-Cali Realty Corp 5,81 % Kimberley-Clark Corp 36,07 % 
JP Morgan Chaase & Co 10,72 % Vornado Realty Trust 9,62 % Colgate-Palmolive Co 115,16% 
Citigroup Inc 4,04 % SL Green Realty Corp 2,68 % Clorox Co/The 12,64 % 
Morgan Stanley -0,05 % Brookfield Office Properties 12,70 % Acon Products Inc -5,88 % 
Goldman Sachs Group Inc 10,66 % Brandywine Realty Trust -0,46 % Estee Lauder Cos Inc/The 32,41 % 

 
79 80 81 

DUKE ENERGY CORP JOHNSON CONTROLS TIME WARNER CABL 
18-06-2013 24-07-2013 25-07-2013 

Last reported Q1 
2013 

Last reported Q2 2013 Last reported Q2 
2013 

ROE 6,61 % ROE 8,96 % ROE 31,28 % 
Average ROE 7,57 % Average ROE 44,45 % Average ROE 6,88 % 
Edison INTL -0,04 % Lear Corp 47,72 % ComCast Corp 14,05 % 
Avista Corp 6,59 % Visteon Corp 13,50 % Sirius XM Holdings Inc 13,10 % 
Wisconsin Energy Corp 13,34 % Magna International Inc 16,83 % AT&T Inc 7,71 % 
Great Plains Energy Inc 7,45 % Borgwarner Inc 17,74 % Verizon Communications Inc 4,39 % 
Westar Energy Inc 10,50 % Tenneco Inc 126,44% Liberty Global PLC -4,84 % 

 
82 83 84 

HCA HOLDINGS INC KROGER CO STRYKER CORP 
29-07-2013 20-09-2013 01-10-2013 

Last reported Q2 
2013 

Last reported Q2 
2013 

Last reported Q3 
2013 

ROE 5,23 % ROE 35,50 % ROE 10,41 % 
Average ROE 7,13 % Average ROE 23,24 % Average ROE 15,28 % 
Tenet Healthcare Corp -4,84 % Safeway Inc 18,34 % Zimmer Holdings Inc 11,34 % 
Health Management Associates 
Inc 

9,92 % Whole Foods Market Inc 14,61 % Smith & Nephew 14,14 % 

Community Health Systems Inc 7,76 % Tesco PLC 15,46 % Nobel Biocare Holding AG 13,02 % 
Universal Health Services Inc 17,33 % Ahold NV 40,02 % Coviden PLC 17,17 % 
Lifepoint Health Inc 5,49 % Magnit PJSC 27,76 % Intuitive Surgic Inc 20,73 % 
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85 86 87 

WAL-MART STORES GENERAL MOTORS C RAYTHEON CO 
25-11-2013 10-12-2013 15-01-2014 

Last reported Q3 
2013 

Last reported Q3 
2013 

Last reported Y 2013 

ROE 24,09 % ROE 12,17 % ROE 20,94 % 
Average ROE 20,64 % Average ROE 16,10 % Average ROE 47,95 % 
Costco Wholesale Corp 17,58 % Ford Motor Co 29,07 % Lookheed Martin Corp 120,27% 
Target Corp 16,69 % Toyota Motor Corp 11,73 % General Dynamics Corp 18,21 % 
Family Dollar Stores 30,63 % Daimler AG 19,43 % Rockwell Collins Inc 43,93 % 
Dollar General Corp 19,73 % Nissan Motor Co Ltd 9,80 % Boeing Co/The 44,21 % 
PriceSmart Inc 18,55 % Volkswagen AG 10,48 % L-3 Communications Holdings 13,12 % 

 
88 89 90 

VALERO ENERGY DANAHER CORP REYNOLDS AMERICA 
03-03-2014 16-04-2014 16-04-2014 

Last reported Y 2013 Last reported Q1 
2014 

Last reported Q1 2014 

ROE 14,51 % ROE 12,11 % ROE 31,05 % 
Average ROE 12,32 % Average ROE 21,42 % Average ROE 45,69 % 
Tesoro Corp 9,63 % Rockwell Automation Inc 33,38 % Lorillard Inc 29,63 % 
Hollyfrontier Corp 12,21 % DENTSPLY INTL Inc 13,22 % Altria Group Inc 112,49% 
Marathon Petroleum Corp 18,68 % Donaldson Co Inc 24,68 % ITC Ltd 16,15 % 
Phillips 66 17,44 % Sirona Dental Systems Inc 13,77 % Vector Group Lrd 3,42 % 
Alon USA Energy Inc 3,63 % Align Tech Inc 22,06 % HM Smapoerna TBK PT 66,76 % 

 
91 92 93 

FORD MOTOR CO YUM! BRANDS INC UNITED PARCEL-B 
01-05-2014 01-05-2014 06-06-2014 

Last reported Q1 
2014 

Last reported Q1 
2014 

Last reported Q1 
2014 

ROE 29,57 % ROE 50,48 % ROE 82,65 % 
Average ROE 12,32 % Average ROE 19,56 % Average ROE 12,74 % 
General Motors Co 8,86 % McDonald's Corp 35,19 % Fedex Corp 10,66 % 
Toyota Motor Corp 13,70 % Wendy's Co/The 4,85 % Yamato Holdings Co Ltd 6,41 % 
Daimler AG 17,97 % Chipotle Mexican Grill Inc 22,77 % TNT Express NV -10,25% 
Nissan Motor Co Ltd 9,64 % Burger King Worldwide Inc 19,01 % Deutsche Post AG 22,16 % 
Volkswagen AG 11,43 % Jack in the Box Inc 15,96 % Hunt Transprt SVCS Inc 34,74 % 

 
94 95 96 

AMERICAN INTERNA AIR PRODS & CHEM TARGET CORP 
10-06-2014 18-06-2014 31-07-2014 

Last reported Q1 
2014 

Last reported Q1 
2014 

Last reported Q2 
2014 

ROE 8,35 % ROE 14,55 % ROE 11,25 % 
Average ROE 9,49 % Average ROE 30,77 % Average ROE 24,20 % 
Hartfort Financial SVCS GRP 4,54 % Dow Chemical Co/The 24,46 % Wal-Mart Stores Inc 21,22 % 
Chubb Corp 13,26 % Eastman Chemical Co 33,68 % Costco Wholesale Corp 17,75 % 
Travelers Cos Inc/The 14,91 % Celanese Corp 49,71 % Dollar General Corp 20,53 % 
Metlife Inc 5,69 % Westlake Chemical Corp 28,24 % Family Dollar Stores 22,17 % 
Berkshire Hathaway Inc 9,06 % BASF SE 17,74 % Dollar Tree Inc 39,34 % 
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97 98 99 

HOME DEPOT INC UNITED TECH CORP LYONDELLBASELL-A 
21-08-2014 24-11-2014 18-12-2014 

Last reported Q2 
2014 

Last reported Q3 2014 Last reported Q3 
2014 

ROE 43,01 % ROE 19,83 % ROE 41,95 % 
Average ROE 16,79 % Average ROE 39,97 % Average ROE 29,31 % 
Lowe's Cos Inc 20,25 % General Dynamic Corp 18,17 % Dow Chemical Co/The 17,54 % 
Rona Inc 3,36 % Lockheed Martin Corp 109,31% Westlake Chemical Corp 26,11 % 
Tractor Supply Company 28,46 % Boeing Co/The 44,44 % Celanese Corp 54,18 % 
Beacon Roofing Supply 7,53 % Precision Castparts Corp 16,86 % Huntsman Corp 19,83 % 
Lumber Liq. Holdings inc 24,37 % L-3 Communications Holdings 11,08 % Eastman Chemical Co 28,87 % 

 
101 102 103 

ADIDAS AG HORNBACH BAUMARK ALLIANZ SE-VINK 
31-01-01 24-10-01 18-12-02 

Last reported Y 2000 Last reported: Y 2001 Last reported: Q32002 
ROE 24,35 % ROE 9,07 % ROE -5,60 % 
Average ROE 27,78 % Average ROE 14,64 % Average ROE 5,91 % 
Next PLC 29,06 % Komeri Co Ltd 10,09 % AXA SA 3,95 % 
Asics Corp 23,70 % Samse SA 18,64 % Aviva PLC -5,25 % 
Columbia Sportswear 27,05 % Bricorama SA 16,25 % Aegon NV 10,31 % 
Quicksilver Inc 19,33 % Nice Holdings Inc 8,23 % Old Mutual PLC 7,97 % 
Sketchers U.S.A. Inc 39,77 % Travis Perkins PLC 19,97 % CNP Assurances 12,55 % 

 
104 105 106 

FRESENIUS SE & C MLP AG HEIDELBERGCEMENT 
07-03-03 17-12-03 22-01-05 

 Last reported Y 2002   Last reported  Q3 
2003 

Last reported  Y 2004  

ROE 7,96 % ROE 16,79 % ROE -3,60 % 
Average ROE 13,70 % Average ROE 13,64 % Average ROE 13,23 % 
UCB SA 22,79 % Nordnet AB 16,46 % Lafarge SA 13,01 % 
Meda AB 17,98 % Guardian Capital Group 3,42 % Holcim LTD 11,50 % 
H Lundbeck A/S 24,03 % Union Finansiere de France BQE 

SA 
21,44 % Vicat 16,09 % 

Recordati SpA 22,84 % Banca Intermobiliare 9,61 % Buzzi Unicem SPA 12,46 % 
Shhire PLC -19,16 

% 
Avanza Bank Holding AB 17,28 % Italcement SPA 13,09 % 

 
107 108 109 

DRAEGERWERK-PREF BAYER MOTOREN WK AUDI AG 
23-02-05 20-07-06 12-12-06 

 Last reported Y 2004   Last reported  Q2 
2006 

 Last reported  Q3 
2006 

ROE 11,19 % ROE 15,69 % ROE 20,09 % 
Average ROE 25,62 % Average ROE 13,72 % Average ROE 13,82 % 
Medtronic PLC 23,07 % Audi AG 13,75 % BMW AG 15,33 % 
Gerry Weber Intl AG 11,78 % Daimler AG 13,69 % Daimler AG 13,28 % 
Ahlers AG 22,47 % Volkswagen AG 7,76 % Volkswagen AG 6,64 % 
Adidas AG 21,67 % Toyota Motor Corp 15,05 % Toyota Motor Corp 15,26 % 
Geox SPA 49,13 % Nissan Motor Corp 18,36 % Nissan Motor Corp 18,59 % 
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110 111 112 

HENKEL AG -PFD MERCK KGAA JUNGHEINRICH-PFD 
18-12-06 21-02-07 22-02-07 

 Last reported    Last reported    Last reported   
ROE 15,34 % ROE 27,97 % ROE 14,45 % 
Average ROE 51,48 % Average ROE 14,22 % Average ROE 21,94 % 
Beiersdorf AG 44,70 % Biogen Inc 3,09 % Nacco industries Inc 14,19 % 
Colgate-Palmolive Co 104,93% Amgen Inc 14,97 % Konecranes OYJ 36,51 % 
Kimberly-Clark Corp 23,14 % Basf SE 18,33 % Palfinger AG 26,29 % 
Svenska Cellulosa AB  9,32 % Lanxess AG 14,91 % Cascade Corp 14,19 % 
Energizer Holdings Inc 75,31 % Solvay SA 19,80 % Anhui Heli Co Ltd 18,52 % 

 
113 114 115 

K+S AG-REG SIEMENS AG-REG COMMERZBANK 
14-03-07 20-05-07 06-11-07 

Last reported     Last reported    Last reported   
ROE 26,22 % ROE 12,17 % ROE 14,22 % 
Average ROE 29,48 % Average ROE 19,84 % Average ROE 23,74 % 
Yara International ASA 26,22 % General Electric Co 18,79 % Deutsche Bank AG 21,71 % 
Israel Chemicals Ltd 23,49 % ABB Ltd 31,14 % UBS AG 23,03 % 
Qinghai Salt Lake Industry 43,64 % Toshiba Corp 13,02 % Credit Suisse Group AG 28,45 % 
Uralkali PJSC 22,69 % Mitsubishi Electric Corp 12,30 % Royal Bank of Canada 24,96 % 
China Bluechemical Ltd 31,36 % Emerson Electric Co 23,95 % Banco Santander SA 20,54 % 

 
116 117 118 

BAYWA AG-VINK. WACKER CHEMIE AG HUGO BOSS -ORD 
03-03-08 17-04-08 15-05-08 

 Last reported    Last reported    Last reported   
ROE 6,56 % ROE 24,50 % ROE 25,71 % 
Average ROE 28,11 % Average ROE 8,02 % Average ROE 26,80 % 
ERG-SPA 13,39 % Lanxess AG 8,19 % Ralph Lauren Corp 17,77 % 
Motor Oil (Hellas) SA 42,51 % Clariant AG -1,86 % Gerry Weber Int. AG 21,55 % 
Saras SPA 23,47 % Arkema SA 7,78 % Hennes & Mauritz AB 43,64 % 
Neste Oil OYJ 25,58 % DSM NV 8,18 % Inditex SA (ZARA) 31,74 % 
Koc Holding AS 35,60 % Solvay SA 17,82 % PVH Corp 19,31 % 

 
119 120 121 

EUWAX AG AMADEUS FIRE AG MVV ENERGIE AG 
10-07-08 25-07-08 23-10-08 

 Last reported   Last reported     Last reported Q3 
2008 

ROE 24,72 % ROE 33,12 % ROE 17,41 % 
Average ROE 8,59 % Average ROE 30,98 % Average ROE 17,86 % 
Credit Suisse Group AG 2,25 % Proffice AB 26,44 % REN SA 10,77 % 
HSBC Holding PLC 12,87 % Synergie SA 22,36 % Enagas SA 18,79 % 
Daiwa Securities Group Inc 10,64 % Robert Walters PLC 38,01 % Terna SpA 20,26 % 
Societe Generale SA -1,63 % Groupe Crit 23,05 % Red Electrica Corp 21,32 % 
Banco Santander SA 18,80 % Cpl Resources PLC 45,03 % Snam SpA 18,16 % 
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122 123 124 

DEUTZ AG LPKF LASER & ELE HANNOVER RUECK S 
14-12-08 12-01-09 23-01-09 

Last reported  Q3 
2008 

 Last reported Y 2008  Last reported Y 2008 

ROE 12,82 % ROE 5,72 % ROE -4,11 % 
Average ROE 20,39 % Average ROE 14,57 % Average ROE 2,49 % 
Tognum AG 39,26 % Diskus Werke Frankfurt 4,24 % Muenchener Rueckver AG-Reg 6,79 % 
KMPO OAO 10,19 % DMG Mori Seiki AG-BR 22,84 % Scor SE 9,00 % 
Wartsila OYJ Abp 29,24 % Kontron AG 11,64 % Partnerre Ltd 0,32 % 
Kunming Yunnei Power Co Ltd 7,00 % Feintool Intl Holding-REG 10,13 % Everest RE Group Ltd -0,35 % 
Detroit Chile SA 16,26 % Starrag Group Holding AG 24,02 % Swiss RE AG -3,30 % 

 
125 126 127 

EVOTEC AG FRAPORT AG KLOECKNER & CO 
06-03-09 20-03-09 30-03-09 

Last reported  Y 2008  Last reported Y 2008  Last reported Y 2008 
ROE -48,87% ROE 7,64 % ROE 43,53 % 
Average ROE -0,48 % Average ROE 15,11 % Average ROE 9,20 % 
Vectura Group PLC -10,93% ADP 8,96 % Arrium Ltd 9,88 % 
Nicox SA -54,47 % Flughafen Wien AG 12,07 % Seah Besteel Corp 12,06 % 
Cosmo Pharmaceuticals SA 23,99 % Hamburger Hafen und Logistik 30,34 % Yamato Kogyo Co Ltd 19,97 % 
BTG PLC 17,17 % Beijing Capital Intl Airpo-H 0,74 % Daido Steel Co Ltd -4,60 % 
Thrombogenics NV 21,83 % Gemina SPA 23,42 % Tung Ho Steel Enterprise Cor 8,70 % 

 
128 129 130 

FREENET AG SYMRISE AG BAYER AG-REG 
07-04-09 04-06-09 15-09-09 

 Last reported Q1 
2009 

 Last reported Q1 
2009 

 Last reported Q2 
2009 

ROE 17,72 % ROE 13,02 % ROE 7,49 % 
Average ROE 7,79 % Average ROE 4,11 % Average ROE 8,04 % 
Deutsche Telekom AG -1,41 % AAK AB -5,74 % Basf AG 6,49 % 
Telekom Austria  -4,08 % Basf AG 11,38 % Dow Chemicals Co/ The -8,85 % 
Orange Polska  10,47 % Intl Flavors & fragrances Inc 36,18 % Sanofi 9,66 % 
Koninklijke NV 31,64 % Clariant AG -8,62 % Syngenta  17,96 % 
TDC DC 2,32 % Akzo Nobel NV -12,65% Novartis AG 14,93 % 

 
131 132 133 

SKY DEUTSCHLAND CARL ZEISS ME-BR GERRESHEIMER AG 
02.12.09 18.01.10 09.02.10 

Last reported  Q3 
2009 

Last reported  Y 2009 Last reported  Y 2009 

ROE -96,38% ROE 10,02 % ROE 1,31 % 
Average ROE -0,60 % Average ROE 15,26 % Average ROE 12,21 % 
Cabelvision Systems Corp -1,17 % Conmed Corp 2,17 % Vetropack Holding 14,08 % 
Dish Network Corp 8,50 % Varian Medical Systems Inc 27,28 % Huhtamaki OYJ 14,43 % 
Time Warner Cabel Inc -43,88% Cooper Cos Inc/The 6,80 % Viscofan SA 19,82 % 
DirectTV 26,07 % Fisher & Paykel Healthcare 31,12 % RPC Group PLC -4,39 % 
Comcast Corp 7,50 % Hogy Medical Co Ltd 8,95 % Vidrala SA 17,13 % 
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134 135 136 

THYSSENKRUPP AG PORSCHE AUTO-PRF GRAMMER AG 
04.05.10 06.07.10 02.08.10 

 Last reported Q1 
2010 

 Last reported Q2 
2010 

 Last reported Q2 
2010 

ROE -14,46% ROE -38,21% ROE 1,57 % 
Average ROE 2,11 % Average ROE 6,18 % Average ROE 0,54 % 
JFE Holding Inc 3,31 % Daimler AG 5,08 % Leoni AG -5,88 % 
Nippon Steel & Sumitomo Metal Corp -0,66 % BMW AG 6,90 % Continental AG -15,77% 
Kobe Steel Ltd 1,27 % VW AG 5,73 % Faurecia  6,51 % 
Daido Steel Co Ltd -8,98 % Fiat SpA -1,84 % Basf SE 16,45 % 
China Steel Corp 15,61 % Audi AG 15,03 % TS Tech Co Ltd 1,39 % 

 
137 138 139 

STRATEC BIOMEDIC GFK SE SAF-HOLLAND SA 
09.12.10 08.02.11 28.04.11 

Last reported  Q3 
2010 

 Last reported Y 2010  Last reported Q1 
2011 

ROE 22,40 % ROE 12,29 % ROE 9,03 % 
Average ROE 5,93 % Average ROE 12,97 % Average ROE 15,39 % 
Sartorius AG 7,38 % Nielsen NV 4,57 % Aeolus Tyre Co Ltd 9,04 % 
Qiagen NV 6,55 % Costar Group Inc 3,59 % Leoni AG 20,74 % 
Luminex Corp 10,35 % Fimalac  5,62 % Continental AG 12,45 % 
Affymetrix Inc -3,94 % Fidessa Group PLC 21,58 % Basf AG 28,77 % 
Illumina Inc 9,30 % Experian PLC 29,48 % Guizhou Tyre Co Ltd 5,94 % 

 
140 141 142 

BASF SE SMA SOLAR TECHNO WACKER NEUSON SE 
06.05.11 14.05.11 11.07.11 

 Last reported Q1 
2011 

 Last reported Q1 
2011 

 Last reported Q2 
2011 

ROE 28,77 % ROE 50,93 % ROE 6,06 % 
Average ROE 19,30 % Average ROE 10,69 % Average ROE 12,88 % 
Dow Chemical 12,02 % Advance Energy industries Inc 24,66 % Manitou BF SA 3,53 % 
Akzo Nobel NV 9,36 % Solarworld AG 10,34 % Ponsse Oy 13,71 % 
EI du Pont de Nemours & Co 36,29 % Nordex SE 4,93 % Lonking Holdings Ltd 37,53 % 
Clariant AG 15,05 % Sunpower Corp 10,76 % Fenner PLC 15,21 % 
Wacker Chemie AG 23,76 % Rec Silicon ASA 2,75 % Tadano Ltd -5,57 % 

 
143 144 145 

GELSENWASSER AG RWE AG OVB HOLDING AG 
15.07.11 09.08.11 02.09.11 

 Last reported Q2 
2011 

Last reported  Q2 
2011 

 Last reported Q2 
2011 

ROE 21,57 % ROE 21,46 % ROE 5,65 % 
Average ROE 19,28 % Average ROE 10,01 % Average ROE 14,32 % 
Fluxys Belgium 18,10 % Enel AG 12,11 % MLP AG 7,43 % 
Snam SPA 19,29 % GDF Suez 6,01 % BinckBank NV 8,02 % 
REN SA 12,43 % E.ON SE 6,48 % Ashmore Group PLC 45,42 % 
Enagas SA 19,97 % EDF 6,31 % Clearview Wealth Ltd 7,26 % 
Red Electrica Corp SA 26,62 % Endesa SA 19,12 % Banca Intermobiliare SpA 3,47 % 
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146 147 148 

AURUBIS AG KOENIG & BAUER NORDEX SE 
28.09.11 28.09.11 04.11.11 

 Last reported Q2 
2011 

 Last reported Q2 
2011 

 Last reported Q3 
2011 

ROE 29,06 % ROE 4,22 % ROE 3,16 % 
Average ROE 33,87 % Average ROE 2,81 % Average ROE 9,39 % 
KGHM-Polska Miedz SA 46,32 % Heidelberg D. AG -17,77% Vestas Wind System A/S 2,34 % 
Freeport-McMoRan Inc 44,68 % Krones AG 10,25 % Gamesa Corp Tec SA 3,37 % 
Boliden AB 22,85 % AGFA-Gevaert NV 5,85 % Huayi Electric Co Ltd 7,37 % 
Anglo American PLC 26,04 % Homag Group AG 3,63 % Xiangtan Electric Man. Co Ltd 8,10 % 
Rio Tinto PLC 29,47 % Washtec AG 12,11 % China Ming Wind Power Group 

Ltd 
25,79 % 

 
149 150 151 

BEIERSDORF AG METRO AG H&R AG 
06.11.11 18.11.11 12.12.11 

 Last reported Q3 
2011 

Last reported  Q3 
2011 

 Last reported Q3 
2011 

ROE 10,13 % ROE 15,62 % ROE 20,76 % 
Average ROE 17,66 % Average ROE 16,88 % Average ROE 16,38 % 
P&G CO/The 18,33 % Koninklijke Ahold NV 15,74 % BASF AG 29,77 % 
Svenska Cellulosa AB SCA 9,06 % Delhaize Group SE 11,31 % Daicel Corp  7,12 % 
Fuchs Petrlub SE 31,82 % Jeronimo Martinz 35,64 % Sumitomo Chemical Co Ltd 3,70 % 
Wacker Chemi AG 21,18 % X5 Retail Group NV 12,68 % Arkema SA 21,19 % 
Akzo Nobel NV 7,92 % Kesko OYJ 9,04 % Westlake Chemical Corp 20,11 % 

 
152 153 154 

DEUTSCHE POSTBAN DEUTSCHE BETEILI ENBW ENERGIE BAD 
19.03.12 28.03.12 30.03.12 

 Last reported Q4 
2011 

 Last reported Y 2011  Last reported Q4 
2011 

ROE 1,97 % ROE -6,49 % ROE -14,90% 
Average ROE 6,56 % Average ROE 5,71 % Average ROE 7,12 % 
Deutsche Bank AG 8,08 % Gimv NV 11,68 % RWE AG 11,92 % 
HSBC Holding PLC 10,78 % 3i Group 5,79 % E.ON SE -5,73 % 
BNP Paribas 8,98 % Atevia AG 1,17 % MVV Energie AG 7,75 % 
Credit Suisse AG 4,92 % Altamir 4,20 % PGE Polska GruopaSA 12,60 % 
Bank of America Corp 0,02 % IDI SCA 5,73 % Iberdrola SA 9,05 % 

 
155 156 157 

INDUS HLDG AG XING AG INFINEON TECH 
20.04.12 08.05.12 13.05.12 

Last reported  Q1 
2012 

 Last reported Q1 
2012 

 Last reported Q1 
2012 

ROE 14,38 % ROE -9,85 % ROE 31,49 % 
Average ROE 24,78 % Average ROE 21,06 % Average ROE -0,34 % 
Leoni AG 29,44 % Linkedin Corp 4,32 % STMicroelectronic NV 3,90 % 
Continental AG 20,42 % IAC/ Interactive corp 8,80 % Texas Instruments Inc 16,78 % 
Basf SE 22,98 % Yandex NV 31,49 % Toshiba Corp 8,12 % 
Pirelli & Co. SPA 22,82 % Yahoo Japan Corp 23,69 % Advanced Micro Devices Inc -46,67% 
Nokian Renkaat OYJ 28,25 % Tencent Holdings Ltd 36,98 % Maxim Integrated Products Inc 16,17 % 
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158 159 160 

RHEINMETALL AG HEIDELBERG DRUCK DAB BANK AG 
14.05.12 19.07.12 25.07.12 

Last reported  Q1 2012 Last reported  Q2 
2012 

 Last reported Q2 
2012 

ROE 13,71 % ROE -39,90 % ROE 10,16 % 
Average ROE 38,52 % Average ROE 2,32 % Average ROE -1,73 % 
Airbus Group NV 11,22 % Koenig & Bauer AG 4,04 % Deutsche Bank AG 5,51 % 
Finmeccanica SpA -42,24 % AGFA-Gevart -10,40 % Unicredit SPA -15,02 % 

Lockheed Martin Corp 104,14% GEA Group AG 15,32 % Credit Agricole SA -4,73 % 
Boing Co 97,44 % Krones AG 4,85 % Societe Generale 3,82 % 
Orbital ATK Inc 22,04 % Homag Group -2,19 % Credit Suisse Group 1,78 % 

 
161 162 163 

AUGUSTA TECHNOLO TOMORROW FOCUS RHOEN-KLINIKUM 
07.08.12 10.09.12 07.11.12 

 Last reported Q2 
2012 

Last reported Q2 
2012 

Last reported Q3 2012 

ROE 27,74 % ROE 11,56 % ROE 7,01 % 
Average ROE 22,63 % Average 20,53 % Average 40,71 % 
Isra Vision AG 10,05 % Reachlocal Inc -7,71 % Mouwasat AB 24,12 % 
ClickSoftware Technologies Ltd 14,79 % Yandex NV 25,30 % Chemed Corp 19,59 % 
ND Software Co Ltd 38,78 % Tencent Holdings 37,28 % Miraca Holdings 11,87 % 
K3 Business Technology Group 
PLC 

13,60 % Sohu.com Inc 10,80 % Team Health Holdings 135,84% 

Reckon Ltd 35,91 % AOL Inc 37,00 % Parexel INTL 12,12 % 

 
164 165 166 

KONTRON AG HOCHTIEF AG DEUTSCHE TELEKOM 
19.11.12 20.11.12 20.12.12 

Last reported Q3 
2012 

Last reported Q3 
2012 

Last reported Q3 
2012 

ROE -0,95 % ROE -0,52 % ROE -23,79% 
Average 4,96 % Average 8,36 % Average 14,72 % 
Austria Tech 5,16 % Bilfinger SE 15,04 % Telecom Italia SPA -6,65 % 
Maruwa Co. 4,44 % Skanska AB 17,13 % Koninklijke KPN 40,62 % 
Viasystems Group -12,79% Tutor Perini Corp -22,80% Belgacom SA 23,12 % 
Multi-Fineline 7,49 % NCC AB 21,90 % Swisscom VX 11,03 % 
Taiwan PCB Tech 20,48 % Peab AB 10,54 % Telenor ASA 5,47 % 

 
167 168 169 

QSC AG AIXTRON SE MTU AERO ENGINES 
22.01.13 18.02.13 09.04.13 

Last reported Q4 
2012 

Last reported Q4 
2012 

Last reported Q1 
2013 

ROE 9,80 % ROE -26,48 
% 

ROE 14,57 % 

Average 17,51 % Average -12,17 
% 

Average 16,96 % 

Deutsche Telekom AG 17,49 % ASML Holding NV 30,52 % Finmeccanica spa 0,63 % 
Swisscom AG 40,35 % ASM International NV 2,20 % Exelis Inc 29,92 % 
Telenor ASA 11,20 % Screen Holdings Co -15,80% Teledyne Tech 15,20 % 
Telekom Austria AG 12,22 % Ulvac Inc -79,81% Woodward Inc 14,03 % 
Orange Polska SA 6,27 % LAM Reseatch Corp 2,04 % Aselsan Elektronik Sanayi 25,04 % 
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170 171 172 

WMF AG-AKT PUMA SE STRABAG AG 
17.04.13 18.04.13 29.04.13 

Last reported S2 2012 Last reported Q1 
2013 

Last reported S2 2012 

ROE 13,24 % ROE 2,81 % ROE 16,65 % 
Average 13,56 % Average 11,68 % Average 0,26 % 
Test Rite International Co Ltd 7,62 % Adidas AG 9,86 % Hill & Smith Holdings plc 16,68 % 
Joyoung Co Ltd 17,01 % Nike Inc 22,70 % ASTM spa 30,00 % 
Portmeirion Group PLC 19,07 % Skechers USA Inc 2,28 % Tibet Tianli Co -3,91 % 
Zhejiang Supor Cookware Co 
Ltd 

16,17 % Asics Corp 11,25 % Fomento de Construct -56,70% 

Churchill China PLC 7,93 % Wolveringe World Wide 12,32 % Astaldi spa 15,25 % 

 
173 174 175 

SHW AG LOGWIN AG LEIFHEIT AG 
23.05.13 03.07.13 26.09.13 

Last reported Q1 
2013 

Last reported Q2 
2013 

Last reported Q2 
2013 

ROE 55,15 % ROE -16,90% ROE 9,91 % 
Average 7,31 % Average 3,23 % Average 7,79 % 
Continental AG 24,04 % UTI Worldwide Inc -14,35% Villeroy & Boch AG 14,10 % 
Leoni AG 14,71 % Pekaes SA -0,43 % Zhejiang Supor Cookware 18,48 % 
BASF SE 17,54 % Deutsche Post AG 20,10 % Fiskars OYJ  15,54 % 
Akebono Brake Industry Co 1,15 % Chimimport AD 6,70 % Zojirushii Corp 3,19 % 
Federal-Mogul Holdings Corp -20,90% VTG AG 4,12 % VAA Vista Alegre Atlantis -12,35% 

 
176 177 178 

SGL CARBON SE RATIONAL AG NEMETSCHEK AG 
13.11.13 20.11.13 18.12.13 

Last reported Q3 
2013 

Last reported Q3 
2013 

Last reported Q3 
2013 

ROE -19,80% ROE 40,30 % ROE 21,05 % 
Average 25,08 % Average 15,06 % Average 11,28 % 
Hexel Corp 17,18 % Electrolux AB 12,12 % Dassault Systemes 14,09 % 
Toray Industries Inc 8,08 % Krones AG 13,36 % Autodesk Inc 11,93 % 
Rockwood Holdings Inc 58,15 % Middleby Corp 20,24 % SAP SE 21,89 % 
Huntsman Corp 2,40 % Arkelik 14,10 % Adobe Systems Inc 6,74 % 
Du Pon de Nemours 39,59 % GEA Group 15,46 % Dealertrack Tech 1,73 % 

 
179 180 181 

KABEL DEUTSCHLAN LANXESS AG DEUTSCHE LUFT-RG 
20.12.13 26.01.14 07.02.14 

Last reported Q3 
2013 

Last reported Q4 
2013 

Last reported Q4 
2013 

*ROA 0,75 % ROE -7,56 % ROE 5,37 % 
Average 5,75 % Average 20,41 % Average -8,90 % 
Charter Communication -1,47 % BASF SE 18,55 % Air France-KLM -51,02% 
Dish Network Corp 3,95 % Arkema 7,31 % Thai Airways -19,16 

% 
Cablevision Systems 7,70 % Solvay SA 4,12 % China Eastern Airlines 10,19 % 
Time Warner Cable 3,95 % Dow Chemical 22,36 % Turk Hava Yollari AO 11,04 % 
DirectTV 14,61 % Celanese Corp-Series 49,72 % Intl Consolidated Airlines 4,46 % 
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182 183 184 

VOSSLOH AG BIOTEST AG SALZGITTER AG 
17.02.14 09.07.14 14.07.14 

Last reported Q4 
2013 

Last reported Q2 
2014 

Last reported Q2 
2014 

ROE 3,15 % ROE 7,26 % ROE -14,47% 
Average 18,41 % Average 4,09 % Average 7,21 % 
Wabtec Corp 20,25 % Evotec -16,65% JFE Holdings 5,73 % 
Kendrion NV 14,08 % Alk-Abello 8,32 % Tung Ho Steel 8,85 % 
Siemens AG 15,09 % Recordanti SPA 19,85 % Daido Steel Co 5,07 % 
Kuka AG 17,30 % Swedish Orphan Biovitrum -8,02 % Kobe Steel 12,21 % 
Vacon OYJ 25,33 % Laboratorios Farmaceuticos 16,97 % Yamato Kogyo Co 4,17 % 

 
185 186 187 

OLDENBURG LANDES DEUTSCHE BOERSE HOMAG GROUP AG 
29.09.14 27.10.14 27.10.14 

Last reported S1 2014 Last reported Q3 
2014 

Last reported Q3 
2014 

ROE 1,23 % ROE 22,06 % ROE 13,91 % 
Average -0,22 % Average 16,14 % Average 13,76 % 
Deutsche Bank 0,00 % Bolsas Y Mercadoes 38,55 % Wajax Corp 17,21 % 
Societe Generale 4,58 % Nasdaq OMX Group 7,69 % Gecoss Corp 13,45 % 
Credit Suisse Group 0,07 % Hong Kong Exchange & 

Clearing 
23,59 % Rocky Mountain Dealership 9,21 % 

Royal Bank of Scotland -12,51% CME Group Inc 4,66 % Hexindo Adiperkasa TBK 8,23 % 
UBS AG 6,75 % Intercontinental Exchange 6,20 % Toromont Industries 20,69 % 

 
188 189 190 

OSRAM LICHT AG LEONI AG SURTECO SE 
05.11.14 04.12.14 18.12.14 

Last reported Q3 
2014 

Last reported Q3 
2014 

Last reported Q3 
2014 

ROE 8,31 % ROE 14,29 % ROE 10,62 % 
Average 9,81 % Average 18,90 % Average 10,62 % 
Zumtobel Group AG 1,62 % Continental AG 22,30 % Ege Profil VE SA 15,22 % 
Guangzhou Hongli 9,64 % Visteon Corp 28,25 % Kartonsan 8,11 % 
Dialog Semiconductors 20,72 % Dana Holding Corp 23,58 % Iberpapel Gestion 2,26 % 
CREE Inc 3,58 % Omron Corp 13,63 % Metsa Board OYJ 11,14 % 
Infineon Tech 13,49 % Sumitomo Electric 6,73 % Alkim Alkali Kimya 16,39 % 

 
191 192     

IKB DEUT INDBANK WASHTEC AG     
05.01.15 30.01.15     

Last reported Y2014 Last reported Q4 
2014 

    

ROE 2,67 % ROE 14,23 %     
Average 5,50 % Average -0,27 %     
Bank of America 1,71 % Technotrans 9,81 %     
Citi Group INC 3,37 % Schott Moritex 5,28 %     
US Bancorp 14,91 % Koenig & Bauer 0,20 %     
JPMorgan Chase 9,75 % Heidelberger -18,82%     
SWS Group Inc -2,26 % Glaston OYJ 2,18 %     
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Significance Level   
P = 10 % * 
P = 5 % ** 
P = 1 % *** 

 
 Table 1:         
All Firms 7 day 5 day 3 day 1 day 

CAAR 0,185% 0,333% 0,487% -0,074% 
Sample Size (N) 162 162 162 162 
Variance 0,002% 0,001% 0,001% 0,000% 
Standard Deviation 0,440% 0,372% 0,288% 0,166% 

T-test 0,420 0,895 1,691* -0,448 
 
 Table 2:                      
All Firms (NYSE) 7 day 5 day 3 day 1 day   
CAAR 0,303% 0,219% 0,380% -0,132%   
Sample Size (N) 83 83 83 83   
Variance 0,003% 0,002% 0,001% 0,000%   
Standard Deviation 0,520% 0,440% 0,341% 0,197%   
T-test 0,582 0,498 1,116 -0,674   
 
 Table 3:         
All Firms (FWB) 7 day 5 day 3 day 1 day 

CAAR 0,061% 0,453% 0,600% -0,014% 
Sample Size (N) 79 79 79 79 
Variance 0,005% 0,004% 0,002% 0,001% 

Standard Deviation 0,719% 0,607% 0,471% 0,272% 

T-test 0,085 0,746 1,275 -0,050 
 
 Table 4:         
Male 7 day 5 day 3 day 1 day 

CAAR 0,219% 0,377% 0,519% -0,060% 
Sample Size (N) 150 150 150 150 
Variance 0,002% 0,002% 0,001% 0,000% 
Standard Deviation 0,469% 0,396% 0,307% 0,177% 

T-test 0,467 0,951 1,691* -0,336 
      

 
  

 Table 5:         
Female 7 day 5 day 3 day 1 day 

CAAR -0,242% -0,215% 0,088% -0,261% 
Sample Size (N) 12 12 12 12 
Variance 0,010% 0,007% 0,004% 0,001% 

Standard Deviation 0,981% 0,829% 0,642% 0,371% 

T-test -0,247 -0,259 0,137 -0,703 
 
 
 
 
 

	   Appendix 4 	  
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Table 6:         

Young 7 day 5 day 3 day 1 day 

CAAR 2,369% 2,636% 2,159% 1,018% 

Sample Size (N) 17 17 17 17 

Variance 0,035% 0,025% 0,015% 0,005% 

Standard Deviation 1,881% 1,590% 1,231% 0,711% 

T-test 1,259 1,658* 1,753** 1,4324* 

          

Table 7:         

Young (NYSE) 7 day 5 day 3 day 1 day 

CAAR -4,052% -3,712% -2,388% -0,532% 

Sample Size (N) 4 4 4 4 

Variance 0,242% 0,173% 0,104% 0,035% 

Standard Deviation 4,924% 4,161% 3,223% 1,861% 

T-test -0,823 -0,892 -0,741 -0,286 

	   	   	   	   	  Table 8:         

Young (FWB) 7 day 5 day 3 day 1 day 

CAAR 4,345% 4,589% 3,559% 1,495% 

Sample Size (N) 13 13 13 13 

Variance 0,038% 0,027% 0,016% 0,005% 

Standard Deviation 1,938% 1,638% 1,269% 0,732% 

T-test 2,242 2,802*** 2,805*** 2,0413** 
 
Table 9:         

Old 7 day 5 day 3 day 1 day 

CAAR -0,719% 0,063% 0,487% 0,175% 

Sample Size (N) 18 18 18 18 

Variance 0,023% 0,006% 0,003% 0,001% 

Standard Deviation 1,527% 0,745% 0,577% 0,333% 

T-test -0,471 0,084 0,844 0,526 

	   	   	   	   	  Table 10:         

Old (NYSE) 7 day 5 day 3 day 1 day 

CAAR -0,644% -0,227% 0,360% 0,081% 

Sample Size (N) 12 12 12 12 

Variance 0,006% 0,004% 0,003% 0,001% 

Standard Deviation 0,788% 0,666% 0,516% 0,298% 

T-test -0,818 -0,341 0,698 0,271 

	   	   	   	   	  Table 11:         

Old (FWB) 7 day 5 day 3 day 1 day 

CAAR -0,870% 0,641% 0,742% 0,364% 

Sample Size (N) 6 6 6 6 

Variance 0,875% 0,625% 0,375% 0,125% 

Standard Deviation 9,356% 7,907% 6,125% 3,536% 

T-test -0,093 0,081 0,121 0,103 
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Table 12:         

Long Tenure  7 day 5 day 3 day 1 day 

CAAR 0,138% 0,284% 0,244% -0,101% 

Sample Size (N) 39 39 39 39 

Variance 0,007% 0,005% 0,003% 0,001% 

Standard Deviation 0,838% 0,708% 0,548% 0,317% 

T-test 0,165 0,401 0,445 -0,320 

	   	   	   	   	  Table 13:         

Long Tenure (NYSE) 7 day 5 day 3 day 1 day 

CAAR -0,071% 0,577% 0,037% 0,092% 

Sample Size (N) 16 16 16 16 

Variance 0,008% 0,006% 0,004% 0,001% 

Standard Deviation 0,904% 0,764% 0,592% 0,342% 

T-test -0,078 0,755 0,063 0,271 

	   	   	   	   	  Table 14:          

Long Tenure (FWB) 7 day 5 day 3 day 1 day 

CAAR 0,283% 0,080% 0,388% -0,236% 

Sample Size (N) 23 23 23 23 

Variance 0,016% 0,012% 0,007% 0,002% 

Standard Deviation 1,273% 1,076% 0,834% 0,481% 

T-test 0,222 0,074 0,465 -0,490 
 
Table 15:          

Short Tenure 7 day 5 day 3 day 1 day 

CAAR -0,256% 0,558% 0,361% -0,413% 

Sample Size (N) 15 15 15 15 

Variance 0,024% 0,017% 0,010% 0,003% 

Standard Deviation 1,562% 1,320% 1,022% 0,590% 

T-test -0,164 0,423 0,353 -0,700 

	   	   	   	   	  Table 16:          

Short Tenure (NYSE) 7 day 5 day 3 day 1 day 

CAAR 1,211% 1,081% 0,830% -0,594% 

Sample Size (N) 5 5 5 5 

Variance 0,021% 0,015% 0,009% 0,003% 

Standard Deviation 1,452% 1,227% 0,950% 0,549% 

T-test 0,834 0,881 0,874 -1,083 

	   	   	   	   	  Table 17:          

Short Tenure (FWB) 7 day 5 day 3 day 1 day 

CAAR -0,989% 0,296% 0,126% -0,323% 

Sample Size (N) 10 10 10 10 

Variance 0,050% 0,035% 0,021% 0,007% 

Standard Deviation 2,227% 1,882% 1,458% 0,842% 

T-test -0,444 0,157 0,086 -0,383 
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Table 18:          

Internally Recruited 7 day 5 day 3 day 1 day 

CAAR -0,532% -0,512% 0,058% -0,148% 

Sample Size (N) 120 120 120 120 

Variance 0,002% 0,002% 0,001% 0,000% 

Standard Deviation 0,490% 0,414% 0,321% 0,185% 

T-test -1,084 -1,236 0,181 -0,799 

          

Table 19:          
Internally Recruited 
(NYSE) 7 day 5 day 3 day 1 day 

CAAR -0,003% -0,057% 0,178% -0,133% 

Sample Size (N) 75 75 75 75 

Variance 0,003% 0,002% 0,001% 0,000% 

Standard Deviation 0,554% 0,468% 0,363% 0,209% 

T-test -0,005 -0,122 0,490 -0,635 

	   	   	   	   	  Table 20:          
Internally Recruited 
(FWB) 7 day 5 day 3 day 1 day 

CAAR -1,414% -1,271% -0,141% -0,173% 

Sample Size (N) 45 45 45 45 

Variance 0,009% 0,006% 0,004% 0,001% 

Standard Deviation 0,926% 0,783% 0,606% 0,350% 

T-test -1,527* -1,624* -0,233 -0,495 
 
Table 21:          

Externally Recruited 7 day 5 day 3 day 1 day 

CAAR 2,545% 2,749% 1,714% 0,136% 

Sample Size (N) 42 42 42 42 

Variance 0,009% 0,007% 0,004% 0,001% 

Standard Deviation 0,960% 0,811% 0,628% 0,363% 

T-test 2,651*** 3,389*** 2,727*** 0,374 

          

Table 22:          
Externally Recruited 
(NYSE) 7 day 5 day 3 day 1 day 

CAAR 3,165% 2,808% 2,279% -0,127% 

Sample Size (N) 8 8 8 8 

Variance 0,021% 0,015% 0,009% 0,003% 

Standard Deviation 1,463% 1,236% 0,958% 0,553% 

T-test 2,163** 2,271** 2,379** -0,223 

	   	   	   	   	  Table 23:          
Externally Recruited 
(FWB) 7 day 5 day 3 day 1 day 

CAAR 2,013% 2,735% 1,581% 0,198% 

Sample Size (N) 34 34 34 34 

Variance 0,013% 0,009% 0,006% 0,002% 

Standard Deviation 1,135% 0,959% 0,743% 0,429% 

T-test 1,774* 2,853*** 2,128** 0,461 
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Table 24:          

Small Firms 7 day 5 day 3 day 1 day 

CAAR 1,578% 1,209% 0,993% -0,323% 

Sample Size (N) 43 43 43 43 

Variance 0,009% 0,007% 0,004% 0,001% 

Standard Deviation 0,967% 0,817% 0,633% 0,365% 

T-test 1,633* 1,450* 1,568* -0,884 

          

Table 25:          

Small Firms (NYSE) 7 day 5 day 3 day 1 day 

CAAR 0,626% 0,220% 0,452% -0,558% 

Sample Size (N) 23 23 23 23 

Variance 0,015% 0,011% 0,007% 0,002% 

Standard Deviation 1,237% 1,046% 0,810% 0,468% 

T-test 0,506 0,210 0,558 -1,192 

	   	   	   	   	  Table 26:          

Small Firms (FWB) 7 day 5 day 3 day 1 day 

CAAR 2,674% 2,346% 1,614% -0,054% 

Sample Size (N) 20 20 20 20 

Variance 0,023% 0,016% 0,010% 0,003% 

Standard Deviation 1,515% 1,280% 0,992% 0,573% 

T-test 1,765** 1,832** 1,627* -0,094 

 
Table 27:          

Large Firms 7 day 5 day 3 day 1 day 

CAAR 0,787% 0,212% 0,145% 0,115% 

Sample Size (N) 32 32 32 32 

Variance 0,006% 0,004% 0,003% 0,001% 

Standard Deviation 0,779% 0,658% 0,510% 0,294% 

T-test 1,010 0,322 0,285 0,389 

          

Table 28:          

Large Firms (NYSE) 7 day 5 day 3 day 1 day 

CAAR 0,513% 0,801% 0,548% -0,055% 

Sample Size (N) 17 17 17 17 

Variance 0,012% 0,008% 0,005% 0,002% 

Standard Deviation 1,079% 0,912% 0,707% 0,408% 

T-test 0,476 0,878 0,775 -0,134 

	   	   	   	   	  Table 29:          

Large Firms (FWB) 7 day 5 day 3 day 1 day 

CAAR 0,887% -0,455% -0,311% 0,306% 

Sample Size (N) 15 15 15 15 

Variance 0,013% 0,009% 0,005% 0,002% 

Standard Deviation 1,124% 0,950% 0,736% 0,425% 

T-test 0,789 -0,479 -0,422 0,721 
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Table 30:          

Good Performance 7 day 5 day 3 day 1 day 

CAAR 0,640% 0,086% -0,043% -0,149% 

Sample Size (N) 41 41 41 41 

Variance 0,006% 0,004% 0,002% 0,001% 

Standard Deviation 0,757% 0,640% 0,496% 0,286% 

T-test 0,845 0,134 -0,086 -0,522 

          

Table 31:          
Good Performance 
(NYSE) 7 day 5 day 3 day 1 day 

CAAR 0,886% 0,257% -0,070% 0,000% 

Sample Size (N) 26 26 26 26 

Variance 0,005% 0,004% 0,002% 0,001% 

Standard Deviation 0,738% 0,624% 0,483% 0,279% 

T-test 1,200 0,412 -0,144 0,001 

	   	   	   	   	  Table 32:          
Good Performance 
(FWB) 7 day 5 day 3 day 1 day 

CAAR 0,214% -0,211% 0,005% -0,409% 

Sample Size (N) 15 15 15 15 

Variance 0,026% 0,019% 0,011% 0,004% 

Standard Deviation 1,626% 1,374% 1,064% 0,614% 

T-test 0,131 -0,153 0,004 -0,665 
 
 Table 33:         
Poor Performance  7 day 5 day 3 day 1 day 

CAAR 0,976% 1,125% 1,150% 0,213% 

Sample Size (N) 52 52 52 52 

Variance 0,008% 0,006% 0,004% 0,001% 

Standard Deviation 0,905% 0,765% 0,592% 0,342% 

T-test 1,078 1,471* 1,942** 0,622 

          

Table 34:          
Poor Performance 
(NYSE) 7 day 5 day 3 day 1 day 

CAAR 1,021% 1,000% 0,981% -0,192% 

Sample Size (N) 20 20 20 20 

Variance 0,020% 0,014% 0,009% 0,003% 

Standard Deviation 1,413% 1,194% 0,925% 0,534% 

T-test 0,722 0,836 1,060 -0,359 

	   	   	   	   	  Table 35:          
Poor Performance 
(FWB) 7 day 5 day 3 day 1 day 

CAAR 0,948% 1,203% 1,257% 0,466% 

Sample Size (N) 32 32 32 32 

Variance 0,014% 0,010% 0,006% 0,002% 

Standard Deviation 1,175% 0,993% 0,770% 0,444% 

T-test 0,806 1,211 1,633* 1,048 
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