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Abstract 

This thesis analyzes short-term investor reactions to the announcements of Chief Executive Officer 

successions in the United States and Europe. For this, a unique sample of 241 CEO succession 

announcements made by firms listed in the Standard & Poor’s 500 and the Euro Stoxx 50 was 

manually constructed. These announcements cover the period between the years 2010 and 2020. 

Investor reactions are examined by an application of MacKinlay’s (1997) event study methodology. 

Abnormal returns are aggregated across several time windows and across all companies. The resulting 

cumulative average abnormal returns are tested for statistical significance with respect to 16 different 

hypotheses. These hypotheses are formulated for several individual variables and are based on 

existing research, which lacks a consensus on most of these variables. Every variable represents a 

contextual or successor-related characteristic that was collected for each announcement in the sample. 

These characteristics include the successor’s gender, age, and origin as well as the size of the 

recruiting company, its business sector, the tenure of the previous CEO, and the company’s stock 

performance over twelve months prior to the announcement. 

 

The overall findings suggest that investors react, on average, positively to the announcement of a 

CEO succession. Over the course of three days, beginning with the day of the announcement, 

cumulative average abnormal returns are 0.42% and statistically significant for the 95% confidence 

interval. Furthermore, the results provide four interesting insights. First, investors prefer male 

successors over female ones. Second, young successors have a strong positive influence on returns 

and are perceived very positively by investors. Third, investors appreciate successions after a longer 

tenure of the previous CEO. Last, while internal successors are observed in more cases, investors 

appear to be confident in CEOs that are recruited from the outside. 
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1. Introduction 

A company’s chief executive officer (CEO) arguably holds one of the company’s most powerful and 

prestigious positions, representing the firm to the outside and setting the direction and strategy for 

the inside (Brady & Helmich, 1984). Given the complexity and importance of this role, the CEO’s 

actions and decisions are constantly scrutinized by the board of directors (BoD), the press, and the 

company’s shareholders (Desai et al., 2016; Kaplan & Minton, 2012). These actions and decisions 

are linked to the company’s performance, since the CEO is ultimately responsible for the entire 

organization (Vancil, 1987). Hence, should firm performance deteriorate, the CEO may be replaced 

(Kesner & Sebora, 1994). However, replacements can also be the result of the CEO’s desire to join 

another firm or enter retirement. While leadership transitions are an event that every company must 

face, the choice of a suitable successor appears critical. Although the process of selecting a successor 

is commonly done quietly, news about potential successors is published in the press until, eventually, 

the chosen candidate is publicly announced by the company. Arguably, companies are concerned 

about how the market will react to the new CEO (Citrin, 2012). This reaction is the focus of this 

thesis. It examines how the respective company’s stock price changes in response to the 

announcement of who will be this company’s next CEO. In doing so, it aims at answering the research 

question: 

 

How is a company’s market value affected by the announcement of who will replace the incumbent 

CEO? 

 

To find an answer, this thesis analyzes a unique and manually constructed sample of 241 CEO 

succession announcements. These announcements cover the period between the years 2010 and 2020 

and were made by companies listed in the Euro Stoxx 50 (ES 50) and the Standard & Poor’s 500 

(S&P 500). By applying MacKinlay’s (1997) event study methodology, this thesis examines the 

abnormal stock returns created by the collected succession announcements. For this, expected returns 

for a given time window around the day of the succession announcement are obtained through a linear 

regression of historical stock returns against corresponding market returns. The difference between 

these expected returns and the actual returns observed for this time window constitutes the abnormal 

returns analyzed in this thesis. To identify moderating factors and analyze their effects on the investor 

reaction to succession announcements, several contextual and successor-related characteristics were 
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collected for each announcement. Among others, these include the new CEO’s gender and age, as 

well as the company’s size and business sector. 

 

The returns observed in the subsamples created for each of these characteristics are analyzed in 

univariate analyses before the joint effects of all characteristics are examined in a multivariate 

regression. For the entire sample, the succession announcements created, on average, positive returns 

over all event windows analyzed. Cumulative average abnormal returns over the event day and the 

subsequent two days are 0.42% and statistically significant for the 95% confidence interval. The 

results also suggest particularly positive returns for successors aged 48 or younger, which show 

returns of 1.12% on the day of the announcement with a significance for the 99% confidence level. 

The multivariate regression not only supports this observation on young successors, but also signals 

a negative effect on returns in cases of female successors being announced. In addition, large 

companies show positive and significant returns throughout most event windows, including the ones 

beginning several days prior to the announcement. 

 

This suggests that large companies enjoy more coverage by the press and underlines that investors 

act upon news about who will be the next CEO of a company. Yet, while CEOs such as Apple’s Steve 

Jobs, Amazon’s Jeff Bezos or General Electric’s Jack Welch enjoyed a popularity that is unmatched 

by many other leaders, this thesis’ motivation is to provide insight into the general reaction to 

leadership successions. While existing research tends to focus on a specific industry or type of 

company (Helmich & Brown, 1972; Pfeffer & Leblebici, 1973), the sample analyzed in this thesis 

was constructed without such a focus. This also explains the motivation in choosing the ES 50 and 

the S&P 500 as sources for the collection of the announcements. Both indices serve as representative 

collection of European and U.S. equities and include everything, from very well-known CEOs to 

leaders of smaller and relatively unknown companies as well as a variety of business sectors. 

 

This thesis is structured in seven parts. This first part introduces the research question and the 

motivation behind conducting this event study. The following section provides an overview of 

existing research on the CEO’s role and its importance, leadership successions and corporate 

governance. The different variables, representing the characteristics collected for each 

announcement, and the respective hypotheses are presented in the third section. The fourth section 

explains the methodology of event studies and its application in this thesis. The fifth section provides 
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insights into the sample by presenting descriptive statistics on the entire sample as well as the 

subsamples constructed with the different variables. Following this, the results of the analysis on the 

entire sample as well as for the univariate analyses of all subsamples are presented and discussed in 

the sixth section. This section is concluded by a presentation and discussion of the multivariate 

regression’s findings. The seventh and last section provides a conclusion on the findings. It denotes 

limitations of these and explains this thesis’ contributions to existing research as well as its 

implications for professionals. 
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2. Literature review 

The literature review is split into three different segments, as this thesis is placed at the intersection 

of leadership succession research and financial research. Hence, the first segment of this chapter 

examines the existing research on the role of the CEO. The second part summarizes previous research 

on CEO successions, before the chapter is concluded by a review of corporate governance and its 

influence on both the CEO’s role and CEO successions. 

2.1. The role of the CEO 

The post of a chief executive officer is the only position in a company without peers. It is considered 

the most powerful and most desired job in the business world, making its holder the organization’s 

main spokesperson (Allen & Critchlow, 2019; Reeves et al., 2020). However, the position of a CEO 

has evolved dramatically in recent years, both in terms of scope and complexity. Today, organizations 

are likely to have an international, if not global, focus. Their structure is usually not a simple pyramid 

anymore. Instead, disciplinary leadership and authority are often organized in a matrix that reflects a 

network of overlapping jurisdictions and relationships (Allen & Critchlow, 2019). 

 

Being at the helm of a company implies that a CEO possesses the discretion to make decisions for 

and set the direction of the entire organization (Hambrick & Finkelstein, 1987). In particular, the role 

of executive leaders is concerned with strategy formation and organizational performance 

(Finkelstein & Hambrick, 1990). Building on Simon’s (1951) definition of the right to select actions 

that may affect parts or the whole of an organization as authority, Aghion and Tirole (1997) 

distinguish between formal and real authority. Formal authority rests with a person or position 

because the authority was, explicitly or implicitly, allocated to this person or position by a contract. 

Real authority, on the other hand, rests with someone who possesses detailed knowledge on a matter 

and who transmits a recommendation to the person holding formal authority. To exemplify this 

distinction between formal and real authority, Aghion and Tirole (1997) refer to the structure of a 

country’s government, where a president controls only a small number of decisions made by this 

government. In most cases, the president will rely on the recommendations of the different ministries 

and their respective heads. This idea of delegation is easily transferrable to today’s business world. 

Top executives are often exposed to great complexity and a certain ambiguity in their tasks 

(Finkelstein & Hambrick, 1990).  
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They are confronted with a large set of matters on which they have limited knowledge, but that require 

their attention nonetheless (Aghion & Holden, 2011; Mintzberg, 1973). Executives must then decide 

which of these matters they consider more important than others and act accordingly (Weick, 1979). 

Their prioritization, however, depends on their interpretation of the situation, which is simplified and 

shaped by general rules upon which managers and executives frequently rely (Finkelstein & 

Hambrick, 1990; Ranson et al., 1980). 

 

The idea of CEOs attributing different levels of importance to varying matters at their own discretion 

underlines the influence this job equips its holder with. However, the freedom in choosing which 

issue they consider more important than others also suggests that another CEO may prioritize these 

issues differently, thereby potentially leading the organization in a different direction. Hambrick and 

Mason’s (1984) work on the upper-echelons theory suggests that strategic decisions and 

organizational performance are closely linked to a company’s top managers’ characteristics. The 

theory builds on the premise that an executive’s decision-making process is largely influenced by his 

or her view of the world. The combination of the previously explained discretion and authority the 

CEO is equipped with and the position’s influence on the entire organization may also contribute 

towards the focus of the media as well as shareholders on who is chosen to lead a company. 

 

The issues of discretion and authority bear the risk of the CEO making wrong decisions that are 

potentially harming the organization’s performance or threatening its existence. While mistakes can 

happen, CEOs may also willingly engage in such actions if it is for their own benefit, which describes 

the principal-agent problem (Holmström, 1979; Jensen & Meckling, 1976; Mirrlees, 1999). The 

principal-agent problem is part of the wider research area of incomplete contracts and describes the 

challenge for the owner of a firm, the principal, to properly monitor the actions of an employee of the 

firm, the agent (Aghion & Holden, 2011; Jensen & Meckling, 1976). In the case of publicly listed 

companies, which are of interest to this thesis, the CEO will only in very few cases, if ever, also be 

the principal of the firm. One could argue that a CEO who receives equity in the company or stock 

options as part of the compensation package becomes a principal, too. However, while such 

compensation components are a common part of many CEOs’ compensation packages, they can 

rather be considered an attempt to further align the agent’s and principals’ interests. Consequently, it 

is the shareholders who take on the role of the principal and who desire a high level of transparency 

on the CEO’s actions. The responsibility of monitoring the CEO is usually transferred to the board 
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of directors, which may, in addition, have an advisory role (Baldenius et al., 2014). Intuitively, a 

monitoring BoD will decrease the CEO’s discretion, thereby also decreasing his or her overall 

influence on the organization as a whole.1 However, tremendous focus is put on the person in office, 

although all stakeholders should be aware of the complexity and ambiguity of the CEO’s position, 

including potential constraints on his or her authority and discretion created by the board. 

 

While Dalton and Kesner (1985) viewed the CEO as the agent who is eventually to be held 

accountable for an organization’s strategy, design and performance, Vancil (1987) argued that the 

title of CEO signals who within an organization holds the overarching legal authority and 

responsibility. Lastly, Brady and Helmich (1984) described the role of the CEO as the most powerful 

and influential within an organization in the pursuit of achieving its goals. All these views further 

underline the importance attributed to the role of the CEO and the person holding it. Yet, the question 

remains whether the CEO can, in fact, be held accountable for an organization’s result, or if the 

importance attributed to the role is overstated. This also poses the question as to what the 

consequences should be if a CEO is considered unfit for the role and is not able to meet the 

shareholders’ and the BoD’s expectations. Wiersema (2002) noted that dismissals of incumbent 

CEOs and replacing them with new candidates is frequently observed. However, she also argued that 

firings and replacements rarely pay off for the firm. 

 

While Wiersema’s (2002) findings focus on the business world, another area that has served as 

research site for scholars examining leadership and leadership successions is professional team sports 

(Bloom, 1999; Giambatista, 2004; Katz, 2001; Pfeffer & Davis-Blake, 1986; Rowe et al., 2005). In 

particular, dismissals of head coaches in professional team sports have been a topic of active research 

(Audas et al., 1999, 2006; de Dios Tena & Forrest, 2007; Frick et al., 2010; Koning, 2003). Eitzen 

and Yetman (1972), for instance, discovered a curvilinear relationship between the performance of 

college basketball teams and their coaches’ tenures. The team’s success was greater with a longer 

tenure of its head coach until a certain point in time, which is, on average, 13 years. Although these 

observations are in line with Wiersema’s (2002) findings in a professional business context, both, 

businesses as well as professional team sports, turn to dismissals of their leaders if the results deviate 

too far from expectations. In fact, between the years of 1981 and 2003, the German Bundesliga, which 

 

1 Corporate governance, a major responsibility for the board of directors, is discussed in chapter 2.3. 
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consists of 18 professional soccer teams, experienced a total of 168 dismissals of head coaches, an 

average of 7.6 per season (Frick et al., 2010). Arguably, the size of the team a head coach has to 

manage is significantly smaller than the average publicly listed company, potentially equipping the 

position with more influence than the position of a CEO. Nevertheless, the expectations when making 

the decision to replace a head coach or a CEO are similar, namely, to improve performance and 

manage a turnaround, if necessary. 

2.2. CEO succession 

The decision on retaining or firing a CEO is the most influential decision a company, represented by 

its BoD, can make and is often considered a last resort to avoid further damages being inflicted on 

the business (Huson et al., 2001; Jenter & Lewellen, 2020). In addition, replacing the CEO is 

considered a crucial factor of a company’s ability to react to rapid changes in its environment (Fama, 

1980). Not only the popular press has been covering CEO successions, but also scholars have taken 

interest in this field (Kesner & Sebora, 1994). Existing research shows that companies have regularly 

decided to replace their CEO. Huson, Parrino and Starks (2001) observed a turnover rate of 11.2% 

for their sample of large public firms in the United States (U.S.) between 1971 and 1994. 

 

Other researchers argued that CEO turnovers have increased over time, describing a slightly higher 

turnover rate in the 1990s in relative comparison to the 1970s and 1980s (Khurana, 2002; Murphy & 

Zabojnik, 2007). In line with Huson, Parrino and Starks’ (2001) findings, Kaplan and Minton (2012) 

discovered a CEO turnover rate of 15.8% over the period from 1992 to 2007 on their sample of all 

Fortune 500 firms. They also argued that their findings support the notion of an increase in CEO 

turnover over time by splitting their sample into two periods. While they observed a total turnover of 

14.9% between 1992 and 1999, the period between 2000 and 2007 displayed a turnover of 16.8%. 

According to these findings, the average tenure for CEOs also decreased over these two periods, from 

slightly below 8 years to about 6 years, respectively. 

 

While these findings indicate an increasing turnover rate for CEOs in today’s business world, they 

contradict previously mentioned studies which suggest that CEO replacements should, in fact, rather 

be used as a last resort (Eitzen & Yetman, 1972; Wiersema, 2002). These mixed findings regarding 

CEO successions are further examined in the following sections, which aim at presenting the main 

results. Kesner and Sebora (1994) divided the research on CEO succession into three different phases. 
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First, the field of CEO successions emerged as an area for research during the 1950s and 1960s. The 

second phase is considered a phase of theory building and first empirical evidence during the decade 

following the first phase. Lastly, the third phase stretches from the 1980s to the present and is 

characterized by an explosive growth in research activity. This thesis applies the same distinction and 

examines those different phases. 

2.2.1. The emergence of CEO succession research 

The research activity on CEO succession during the 1950s was mainly limited to individual case 

studies, such as Dale’s (1957) analysis of Du Pont’s attempt at solving issues of successions. 

However, research in the field lacked a systematic approach. This changed dramatically during the 

1960s, when Grusky (1960) as well as Carlson (1961) established the fundamental approach to the 

topic of CEO succession for the following decades. Their work caused a series of studies to evolve, 

which examined different variables in the attempt of analyzing CEO successions and their 

consequences. These variables can be categorized into four areas: (i) successor origin, (ii) 

organizational size and its impact on succession frequency, (iii) succession frequency and subsequent 

firm performance, and (iv) succession contingencies. 

 

With respect to the origin of successors, Carlson (1961) and Grusky (1964) were among the first to 

consider the distinction between inside and outside2 successors as critical, thereby establishing a 

milestone for examining the connection between successions and their consequences. While both 

investigated the effects internal and external successors have on an organization, they came to 

opposing conclusions about inside successors. Analyzing the succession events for over 200 school 

superintendents, Carlson discovered that successors from the inside initiated fewer changes, received 

a smaller compensation package and achieved less status within the organization than external 

successors. Grusky, on the other hand, analyzed successions of team managers in baseball and 

concluded that successors from the inside were more often linked with a performance improvement 

compared to their predecessors than external successors. Although these studies are viewed as the 

groundwork in the research of CEO successions, they exemplify a pattern which can be observed 

throughout many studies in this field and which must be considered a limitation to any individual 

 

2 While there are more elaborate definitions of inside and outside successors, which are discussed in chapter 2.2.2., this 

thesis adopts the initial definition and considers an outside successor someone who was not employed by the company 

prior to the succession announcement. 
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study on this topic. With individual selection and definition of variables or construction of unique 

data samples, comparability across studies is limited and mixed, if not contradicting, findings are 

commonplace (Kesner & Sebora, 1994). 

 

The early works in the field also examined the relationship between the organization’s size and the 

rate of succession. The findings suggested three important insights. First, succession rates were found 

to correlate with the size of the firm, with large organizations experiencing successions more 

frequently than small firms (Grusky, 1961, 1964; Kriesberg, 1962; Trow, 1961). Second, the 

increased succession rates for large organizations were explained by their bureaucratic nature 

(Grusky, 1961). Large bureaucratic corporations may consider CEO successions as a means to adapt 

to changes in their environments, which explains the increased frequency in successions. Last, in an 

attempt to reanalyze previous studies, Gordon and Becker’s (1964) findings further underlined the 

issue of contradicting results observed in the research on the successor origin. They argued that, 

depending on the definition of company size, using varying metrics such as gross sales or market 

capitalization, the suggested relationship between size and succession frequency did not exist. 

 

The area of succession frequency and subsequent performance helped to establish the three theories 

of succession. The first of these theories, referred to as common sense, focuses on the idea that poor 

organizational performance is the cause of most successions and that exchanging the leader could 

have a positive effect on subsequent performance (Grusky, 1963). This suggests that companies are 

likely to select a successor whom they consider experienced enough and capable of improving its 

performance (Parrino, 1997; Reinganum, 1985). Secondly, the theory of the vicious circle claims the 

exact opposite and suggests that frequent successions have disruptive effects on an organization and 

are likely to result in a worsened performance (Grusky, 1960). When performance deteriorates, 

successors are replaced by new successors, starting off a vicious circle. Successions are considered 

disruptive because they may lead to new policies being introduced or affect formal and informal 

relationships among the organization’s employees. Gamson and Scotch (1964) contradicted the idea 

of the vicious circle and suggested an issue of causality in this theory. Instead of frequent successions 

leading to poor performance, the relationship in Grusky’s (1960) findings may be reverse and rather 

following the theory of common sense, i.e., poor performance leading to successions. They argued 

that successions may also be the result of organizations scapegoating their leaders and dismissing 

them may serve as an important signal to people outside of the organization, showing that change 
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was initiated. Their work builds the basis for the third theory of succession, known as ritual 

scapegoating. 

 

Early work on successions attempted to understand the relationship between successions and 

performance by examining succession contingencies. Contingency variables used by researchers 

were of two categories. On the one hand were individual attributes of the successor, such as leadership 

style or the previously addressed differentiation between insiders and outsiders (Carlson, 1961; 

Grusky, 1964; Kotin & Sharaf, 1967). On the other hand, organizational characteristics such as the 

organizational structure and its complexity as well as the performance of the predecessor were 

analyzed (Gouldner, 1954; Guest, 1962). 

2.2.2. Theory building and empirical evidence 

The second phase of research on CEO successions was shaped by a new group of researchers, of 

which Helmich and Pfeffer are noteworthy with 13 and 6 publications, respectively. Like the first 

phase, the second phase focused on two main areas: (i) successor origin and (ii) succession frequency. 

Yet, additional focal points for research activity were now found in the individual successors’ 

characteristics as well as the role of corporate boards (Kesner & Sebora, 1994). 

 

The prevailing definition of successor origin, introduced by Carlson (1961) and Grusky (1964), was 

now modified. While the initial question of origin was whether a successor was promoted to the post 

of CEO from within the firm or joined the company from the outside, Birnbaum (1971) introduced 

the concepts of industrial and contextual familiarity. His work examined successions in universities, 

where successors to the presidents were practically always outsiders. He argued that successors who 

were trained and socialized in institutions with similar attributes to the recruiting ones experienced 

less conflict after their recruitment and achieved greater organizational stability. This concept of 

familiarity was supported by Pfeffer and Leblebici (1973), who observed greater post-succession 

performance when the successor came from the same industry. 

 

Further adjusting the definition of insiders and outsiders as successors, Helmich and Brown (1972) 

suggested that a successor who was not part of the predecessor’s executive circle, but had still been 

an employee of the firm, could also be considered an outsider. The main argument behind this 

definition was that it would more accurately capture the extent to which a successor might share the 
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firm’s core values, as well as his or her familiarity with the political and social processes of the CEO’s 

post. 

 

In addition to amending the prevailing definitions of inside and outside successors, researchers used 

new dependent variables in their studies. The amount of organizational changes, for instance, 

measured as employee turnover or formal position changes, was found to be lower with inside 

successors in comparison to their external counterparts (Helmich, 1975a; Helmich & Brown, 1972). 

Group satisfaction, on the other hand, was suggested to be in an inverse relationship to successors 

coming from within the group (Daum, 1975). Other researchers continued to focus on more traditional 

performance measures, such as sales growth or return on investment. However, mirroring the issue 

of contradicting results using the same variables from the first phase of succession research, the 

results of these studies were mixed. While some publications argued for a positive relationship 

between inside successors and performance (Shetty & Peery, 1976), others suggested a negative 

relationship between the exact same variables (Lewin & Wolf, 1974). Yet, Helmich (1974) found no 

relationship at all. 

 

This second phase of succession research also focused on the succession frequency. Just like during 

the first phase, antecedents and consequences of succession frequency were of interest. Several 

variables, such as leadership characteristics (Helmich, 1974, 1975b), changes in the organizational 

structure (Helmich, 1978), organizational size and type (Helmich, 1975b; Pfeffer & Salancik, 1977), 

as well as in the organization’s environment (Pfeffer & Salancik, 1978) were examined. Particularly, 

an organization’s environment was considered to be in relation to the selection of a CEO and his or 

her tenure. According to Pfeffer and Salancik (1978), succession frequency was a consequence of an 

organization’s internal political processes. They argued that every succession was a firm’s attempt to 

realign the distribution of power and to adjust to changes in resource demands. Hence, each 

succession was the result of a firm’s reaction to changes in its environment. 

 

With respect to consequences of successions, researchers mainly focused on the relationship between 

succession frequency and post-succession performance (Allen et al., 1979; Eitzen & Yetman, 1972; 

McEachern, 1975). In contrast to most other focal points in succession research, these results were 

consistent, suggesting that frequent successions were unfavorable to subsequent performance. 
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While some research on the successor characteristics was conducted in the first phase, previously 

described as one of two categories of succession contingencies, studies during the 1970s put more 

emphasis on the individual attributes of the successors. In particular, leadership style was the 

prevailing characteristic examined by researchers. Helmich and Brown’s (1972) findings suggest that 

the evaluation and selection criteria for successors are influenced by pre-succession performance. 

Their results established the idea that, depending on the conditions an organization finds itself in, 

successors may be selected over other candidates depending on their differences in leadership styles. 

This notion followed earlier research that proposed a relationship between the selection of a suitable 

successor and his or her type of management (Kotin & Sharaf, 1967). Typically, leadership styles 

were divided by the leader’s orientation towards tasks or towards employees. However, Helmich 

(1975b) discovered a shift by leaders from one style to the other, which, on average, occurred two 

years after the succession. 

 

The idea of a necessary overlap between the successor’s characteristics and the recruiting company’s 

needs was also supported by other findings (Hall, 1976; Pfeffer & Salancik, 1977). Yet, this overlap 

of characteristics was not limited to the successor’s leadership style. Instead, Hall (1976) discovered 

that a CEO’s degree and type of education as well as his or her career path was linked to a certain 

type of organization. In fact, he argued that a succession would be most promising when it matched 

the organization’s needs with the successor’s background, rather than merely assessing his or her 

style of leadership. March and March (1977), on the other hand, offered a contrasting perspective on 

the notion of a necessary match between organizational characteristics and a successor’s background. 

They argued that, given the commonality of a general skillset the top position in an organization 

requires and the selection process by which people move up the career ladder, CEOs are often very 

similar to one another and hardly distinguishable from the pool of potential successors. In addition, 

they suggested that the criteria in which chief executives differ from one another are irrelevant to the 

selection of the leader in the first place. 

 

A new focal point for research that emerged during the 1970s is the relationship between succession 

and the board of directors. In particular, this relationship was examined on two different aspects: (i) 

the board’s characteristics, such as its size or composition (Helmich, 1974, 1975c, 1976), reflected 

by the number of internal versus external board members, and (ii) the board’s involvement in the 

decision on the succession. The second aspect is concerned with the board’s fulfillment of its 
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responsibilities, among which are the decision as to when a CEO succession is appropriate as well as 

the selection of a suitable successor (Kesner & Sebora, 1994). Mace (1971), for instance, questioned 

whether boards actually fulfill their responsibilities. His major criticism addressed the fact that 

directors often need the CEO’s approval before being elected to the board. According to Mace, this 

entails their allegiance to the CEO and decreases the likelihood of these directors calling for the 

CEO’s dismissal. Such hesitancy would be even stronger for board members from inside the 

company, who are supposed to monitor the CEO’s actions, while simultaneously reporting to him or 

her in the course of the firm’s daily business. To summarize, the BoD’s role in CEO succession was 

mainly considered a role of limited power and effectiveness (Kesner & Sebora, 1994). 

 

The final noteworthy contribution of this second phase of research on CEO succession is the 

publication by Gephart (1978). He identified five different types of CEO exits: (i) retirement, (ii) 

voluntary resignation, (iii) firing, (iv) intraorganizational movement, and (v) death. All of these are 

still used in CEO succession research today (Jenter et al., 2018; Jenter & Kanaan, 2015; Taylor, 

2010). 

2.2.3. Review and expansion 

The beginning of the third phase of succession research was shaped by reviews of publications of the 

previous decades. Gordon and Rosen (1981), for instance, argued that previous research had failed to 

capture the entire process of a succession. As a guide for further research on this topic, they suggested 

a distinction between pre-arrival and post-arrival factors. Pre-arrival factors consist of previously 

used variables such as successor attributes, but the authors also suggested additional factors, such as 

the organization’s history and experience with succession. Post-arrival factors were similar to the 

already existing focal points of post-succession performance and the successor’s actions once he or 

she is in office. In support of this lack of understanding succession as a process, Kohler and Strauss 

(1983) argued for a more thorough definition of terms. In fact, they considered the beginning and 

ending of a succession as unclear points, suggesting that future research should add time as a 

dimension to the succession process. Brady and Helmich (1984) concluded their thorough review of 

existing succession literature with a call for an expansion of the variables used and methodologies 

applied in the research on succession. Furthermore, they emphasized the importance of the 

predecessor’s involvement in the succession and suggested that a succession planning process may 

facilitate the actual succession significantly. 
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In addition to these three works, which summarized about two decades of research on this topic, the 

work on previous as well as new topics continued. Among the more recent topics of interest were the 

previously addressed ideas of matching successors with firms as well as succession planning. 

Furthermore, first research was conducted on the market reaction to successions. In general, this third 

phase experienced a significant increase in publications on succession research. Yet, the issues of 

inconsistent findings and incomparability across studies persisted. 

 

While providing little input for practitioners, many studies on the matching of successors to firms and 

their strategies made compelling theoretical arguments. The main findings in this area suggest that 

successions would be more efficient if there is a fit between the successor’s characteristics and the 

recruiting organization’s attributes and environment (Hambrick & Mason, 1984; Leontiades, 1982; 

Szilagyi & Schweiger, 1984; Wissema et al., 1980). Two additional studies with samples of 121 and 

58 managers, respectively, discovered that a match between manager and organization was linked to 

superior performance (Govindarajan, 1989; Gupta & Govindarajan, 1984). However, these studies 

do not show a systematic planning of such matches in the selection process of these managers. 

Echoing the issue of inconsistent results, Gupta (1986) also argued that, occasionally, a mismatching 

manager may in fact enhance firm performance throughout various phases of his or her career. 

 

The area of succession planning received great attention during this third phase. While Mahler (1983) 

emphasized the importance as well as the advantages of succession planning, a study of 1,484 

corporate presidents showed that less than 50% of respondents indicated that they were engaging in 

succession planning (Brady et al., 1982). In addition, the little efforts that were put into succession 

planning often resided with the incumbent CEO (Vancil, 1987). In an attempt to better understand 

the approaches to succession planning, Rhodes and Walker (1984) discovered that firms used 

differing approaches such as formal, informal, centralized or decentralized. Hall (1986), on the other 

hand, focused on different stages and the evolution of succession planning, such as a firm’s reaction 

to vacancies, planning for replacement and, eventually, succession planning. In addition, he 

emphasized the importance of learning and the development of current managers in preparation of a 

potential succession. This emphasis is supported by Gabarro (1988), who argued that succession plans 

need to consider the selection process, a candidate’s career development prior to the succession, and 

the management of the successor’s transition after the selection. While these studies can be 

considered an important extension to the succession research, their focus was often prescriptive and 
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little effort went into testing the implications of succession planning on post-succession performance 

(Kesner & Sebora, 1994). 

 

Similar to other aspects, research on post-succession performance yielded inconsistent results. A 

further growing interest on this aspect eventually led to the first studies on market reactions to 

successions. The previously discovered mixed findings may be explained by several reasons, such as 

differing measures of performance. In some cases, performance was defined in manners that were 

only loosely related to the successor’s actions (Kesner & Sebora, 1994). Particularly, when the 

succession was a consequence of the company’s attempt to signal actions to outsiders, as suggested 

by the scapegoating theory, traditional financial measures were unlikely to reflect this. Kesner and 

Sebora (1994) argued that, in response to these issues, researchers began using abnormal stock returns 

to measure firm performance. The idea behind this new approach to measure post-succession 

performance was twofold. First, it was an attempt to analytically reexamine the relationship between 

succession and post-succession performance. Second, abnormal returns were a completely new 

measure of performance and would serve as an unbiased proxy of the investors’ expectations towards 

the successor. However, the results were, yet again, inconclusive. While one study reported a 

generally negative market reaction to CEO successions, another study discovered the exact opposite 

(Beatty & Zajac, 1987; Davidson et al., 1990). In line with the latter, this thesis discovered significant 

positive market reactions for the total sample of succession events.3 Other researchers did not find 

any significant market reaction at all, which posed the question as to whether the CEO actually 

matters, after all (Reinganum, 1985; Weisbach, 1988).  

 

Following the categorization of driving forces for successions by Gephart (1978), some researchers 

attempted to examine the relationship between the different forces, excluding retirement, and post-

succession performances. CEO successions due to the incumbent’s death were found to yield negative 

market reactions (Worrell et al., 1986; Worrell & Davidson, 1987). Yet, another type of driving force 

produced positive market reactions: successions initiated by the board (Friedman & Singh, 1989; 

Furtado & Rozeff, 1987). This was particularly true in cases of poor pre-succession performance and 

for boards that were dominated by outside directors. Intuitively, CEO replacements that were initiated 

 

3 Chapter 6. presents the findings of this thesis’ event study on the entire sample as well as different subsamples 

constructed by using different variables. 
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by the board were considered as effective oversight and control by investors, implying that the 

directors were fulfilling their responsibilities (Kesner & Sebora, 1994). 

 

Building on the idea that the BoD can play a crucial role in succession events and that it significantly 

influences the role of the CEO, the next section reviews the existing literature on corporate 

governance, which is one of the major tasks corporate boards hold. 

2.3. Corporate governance 

While the two previous sections reviewed the role of the CEO as well as past studies on CEO 

successions, the following section aims at examining a factor that influences both of these concepts. 

Although corporate governance can be defined in various ways, the most common one was 

established by the Cadbury Committee (1992) and defines corporate governance as the mechanisms 

and systems used to run and control a company. One of the committee’s main recommendations was 

the separation of the roles of the CEO and the chairman of the board, which underlines the influence 

corporate governance, exerted by the BoD, can have on the role of the CEO within a firm. Another 

definition of corporate governance is concerned with the task to assure a corporation’s investors to 

receive a return on their investment (Shleifer & Vishny, 1997). In other words, corporate governance 

is considered to be a tool to protect investors from a firm’s wrongdoings. 

 

This definition directly links to the agency theory, which describes the situation in which the owner 

of a corporation hires a manager to run the business’ daily operations for him or her (Holmström, 

1979; Jensen & Meckling, 1976; Mirrlees, 1999). The idea of separating control and ownership dates 

back almost 100 years, when it was considered a landmark for corporations in the U.S. (Berle & 

Means, 1932). Yet, it is still relevant today. Only now, instead of a single owner giving up control of 

his or her company, it is a number of globally spread investors who put their trust in a company’s top 

management (Coffee, 2001). While the number of principals has increased, their requirements 

towards the agents remain unchanged. Yet, one issue the agency theory is concerned with is the 

previously explained principal-agent problem, which describes a potential conflict arising due to a 

divergence in both actors’ agendas (Monks & Minow, 2004). Given the principals’ and the agents’ 

interests are not perfectly aligned, an agency problem arises, which is commonly referred to as the 

basic governance problem. 
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To avoid such misalignment of interests, the owners, i.e., the investors, of a corporation need to 

carefully select the CEO and compensate him or her appropriately. Thereby, they can try to minimize 

the risk of encountering the basic governance problem ex ante. In addition, investors can monitor the 

CEO’s actions and decisions. However, there are several issues in monitoring a company’s 

management as an investor. For instance, there is the issue of asymmetric information between the 

CEO and the investors (Eisenhardt, 1989). While some decisions made by the CEO may appear 

questionable to investors, this might simply be due to the fact that they do not have all the information 

related to this decision. In addition, as previously addressed, the large number of investors and the 

entailed dispersed ownership of the company may further complicate a thorough monitoring of the 

CEO. Generally, investors may differ in several characteristics, such as being institutional or 

individual (Burkart et al., 1997). The different investors may also have varying expectations towards 

the CEO and may attempt to monitor his or her actions more thoroughly. Burkart et al. (1997) argued 

that tight control of managerial actions influences the CEO’s discretion, which may, eventually, 

deteriorate firm performance. Also, actively monitoring the CEO’s actions becomes more challenging 

with a growing number of companies an investor holds ownership fractures in. 

 

These issues in appropriately monitoring a CEO have made investors nominate a select group of 

individuals to the board of directors to take on the task of monitoring and governance. Hence, the 

BoD’s main task of corporate governance can be considered to act as a representative for the 

company’s investors. Intuitively, the goal is to minimize or, if possible, entirely avoid the agency 

problem and to ensure long-term profitability for the investors. However, it is important to note that 

there is not a singular system of corporate governance. Instead, research distinguishes between the 

market-based, also called Anglo-Saxon system, which is mainly observed in the United Kingdom 

and the U.S., and the control-based system, usually connected to continental Europe and Japan 

(Shleifer & Vishny, 1997; Thomsen, 2003). 

 

The market-based system of corporate governance is commonly exemplified with the United States. 

It is thought to be characterized by a dispersed stock ownership, a predominant role for institutional 

investors, large and highly liquid equity markets and high levels of legal protection for minority 

shareholders (La Porta et al., 1998; Shleifer & Vishny, 1997; Thomsen, 2003). Companies frequently 

follow a one-tier board structure under this system. In other words, the governing body of the 

company is comprised of a single board (Bradley et al., 1999). Companies have to decide whether to 
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allow the CEO to also be the chairman of the board, which is frequently the case (Jensen, 1993). 

Studies examined this concept of CEO duality and its potential effects on firm performance, and 

found that an independent leadership, i.e., firms who decided against CEO duality, outperformed 

firms who relied on CEO duality (Boyd, 1995; Rechner & Dalton, 1991).  

 

The control-based system, on the other hand, is the prevailing type of corporate governance in 

continental Europe. It is characterized by smaller and less liquid equity markets, lower protection of 

investors, and a great attention to the representation of the company’s employees on the boards (Blair 

& Roe, 1999; Thomsen, 2003). In addition, ownership is less dispersed. Instead, large blocks of shares 

are frequently held by institutional investors, founding families and, sometimes, the respective 

government (Barca & Becht, 2002). Also, the governing bodies are often split into two boards. The 

supervisory board takes on a controlling function, while the management board is responsible for the 

company’s operations (Barca & Becht, 2002). In some countries, this two-tier board structure is 

required by law, e.g. Germany, where it is mandatory for companies with more than 500 employees 

(Jürgens et al., 2000). 

 

The differences between both systems of corporate governance directly influence the role of the CEO. 

The differences in board structure and ownership concentration are of special interest. For instance, 

the one-tier board structure with CEO duality equips these CEOs with more discretion and influence 

on other board members (Rubach & Sebora, 1998). In addition, it puts them in a position to govern 

their own actions, thereby creating an obvious conflict of interest. In particular, since one of the major 

tasks of the board is to “[…] hire, fire and compensate the CEO, […]” (Jensen, 1993, p. 862), this 

scenario undermines the role of the board and increases the CEO’s power. 

 

In contrast to this, a two-tier board structure decreases any CEO’s discretion and influence on the 

board. As previously explained, the board also embodies a representative of the company’s investors, 

required to monitor the CEO and act as their first line of defense. Intuitively, the less influence the 

CEO has on this body, the more likely investors are to trust the board to fulfill its governing duties. 

 

The composition of corporate boards also plays a crucial role in determining the CEO’s power and 

potential decisions on firing the incumbent CEO and selecting a successor. In fact, boards often 

consist of a mix between internal and external, also called independent, directors, with the externals 
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outnumbering the internals. While there has been a trend towards further increasing the number of 

independent directors, research argues that their effectiveness is limited, given their inferior level of 

information compared to insiders (Duchin et al., 2010). This supports the idea of an ineffective 

monitoring and controlling of the CEO by the board due to information asymmetries (Berle & Means, 

1932; Fama & Jensen, 1983; Jensen, 1993). 

 

Any CEO’s discretion, power and influence will also be largely affected by the ownership 

concentration of the company he or she is leading. While a widely dispersed ownership leaves no 

single shareholder with sufficient voting rights to monitor, let alone influence, a CEO’s actions, the 

opposite is the case when there is high ownership concentration. Logically, the larger the stake held 

by a single investor, or a group of investors acting in concert, the more influential these investors 

become. While the original idea of the market-based system of corporate governance suggests little 

ownership concentration, research argues for at least modest concentration even for the largest 

American corporations (La Porta et al., 1999; Shleifer & Vishny, 1997). Given such a concentrated 

ownership structure, the CEO’s job is destined to become more challenging, since controlling 

shareholders can entrench themselves at the helm of a company and have the ability to not only 

monitor, but also designate top management (La Porta et al., 2002). 

 

In addition to increased monitoring efforts of the CEO’s actions, research on large shareholders in 

Germany suggests that they are connected with a higher turnover of directors (Franks & Mayer, 

2001). Of course, this does not directly affect the CEO’s job at first. However, this can be viewed as 

the shareholder’s first step in further expanding control over the company’s management, before 

eventually having enough votes in the board to replace the CEO. The importance of ownership 

concentration and its relation to the CEO is further underlined by findings on Japanese companies 

with large shareholders. Studies suggest a higher likelihood of replacing managers in response to poor 

performance at firms with large shareholders compared to companies without them (Kang & 

Shivdasani, 1995; Kaplan & Minton, 1994).  

 

After reviewing existing research on the CEO’s role, corporate governance and, most importantly, 

CEO succession, the next section elaborates on the different variables examined in this thesis’ event 

study. Based on selected parts of this review of the existing literature, the next section aims at 

explaining how the individual hypotheses for all relevant variables are formulated. 
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3. Variables and hypotheses 

The overarching objective of this thesis is to examine the market reaction to CEO succession 

announcements in Europe and in the United States by conducting an event study. For this, a unique 

data sample of all succession announcements of firms listed in the ES 50 and the S&P 500 between 

the years 2010 and 2020 was constructed and analyzed.4 Different characteristics of every 

announcement and every new CEO were collected and specific hypotheses for each of these 

characteristics are formulated in this section. In general, this thesis conducts an overall analysis as to 

whether these events led to any cumulative average abnormal returns (𝐶𝐴𝑅̅̅ ̅̅ ̅̅ ) in the short run.5 The 

null hypothesis of this thesis is shaped by several findings. First, it builds on the idea that the 

importance of the CEO’s role may be overstated. Second, Wiersema’s (2002) observation that CEO 

replacements rarely pay off for companies and, lastly, the growing importance of corporate 

governance, leading to more powerful corporate boards, yield the following: 

 

H0: There will be no statistically significant 𝐶𝐴𝑅̅̅ ̅̅ ̅̅  in the short run in the event of a CEO succession 

announcement. 

 

Building upon the different factors examined in previous research, this thesis examines the effects of 

a selection of variables with regards to CEO succession announcements. Citrin (2012) argued that, 

when evaluating potential succession candidates, companies are too concerned about how the market 

will react to a given candidate. Presumably, the short-term market reaction serves as a signal as to 

how this candidate will perform in the long run. In addition to this idea of a reaction caused by 

characteristics of the new CEO, this thesis examines contextual characteristics of each succession 

announcement.  

 

With respect to the new CEO, three characteristics were collected for each event and analyzed as 

moderating variables of the market reaction to CEO succession announcements: (i) the candidate’s 

gender, (ii) his or her age, and (iii) the candidate’s origin in terms of inside or outside the company. 

Apart from the general distinction between companies listed in Europe and the U.S., four contextual 

characteristics were collected: (i) the sector in which the company operates, (ii) the size of the 

 

4 The data sample and its characteristics are described in chapter 5. 
5 The measure of cumulative average abnormal return as well as other measures of the event study methodology are 

explained in chapter 4.2. 
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company, expressed in its number of employees, (iii) the tenure of the predecessor, and (iv) the 

company’s stock performance against the market over 12 months prior to the succession 

announcement. In the following sections, these variables are defined and the motivation behind 

choosing them is explained before hypotheses for each variable are formulated. 

3.1. Gender of the successor 

The gender variable distinguishes between men and women who are announced as the successor to 

the incumbent CEO by a company. Even though the representation of women in executive positions 

is still very low, it has significantly increased over time. While female CEOs in major U.S. 

corporations accounted for only 0.5% in 1994, their proportion increased to 1.5% in 2005 (Huang & 

Kisgen, 2013). In 2018, 4.9% of the incoming CEOs of the 2,500 largest companies in the world were 

women (Karlsson et al., 2019). Yet, considering that women accounted for about half of the employed 

workforce in the European Union as well as in the U.S. in 2019 and 2020, respectively, they are 

strongly underrepresented in executive positions (Coury et al., 2020; Eurostat, 2020). 

 

In general, research on workforce diversity and female executives is inconclusive. On the one hand, 

an analysis of CEO succession announcements between 1990 and 2000 discovered that investors 

react more negatively to the announcement of a female successor compared to a male one (Lee & 

Hayes James, 2007). On the other hand, these findings are conflicting with the general perception of 

female CEOs and their effects on firm performance. For instance, firms with female CEOs were found 

to display higher returns on assets than firms with male CEOs (Khan & Vieito, 2013). The 

relationship between female CEOs and firm performance is also suggested to further strengthen with 

an increasing share of female employees in the workforce (Flabbi et al., 2019). Lastly, female CEOs 

are linked with lower risk levels for the firm measured as the firm’s level of debt (Huang & Kisgen, 

2013; Khan & Vieito, 2013). For an investor, this last point is particularly interesting. Considering 

that the owners of equity are the residual claimants to a firm’s cash flows, the fact that female CEOs 

are observed to issue less debt than male CEOs should be welcomed by investors. 

 

Given the low representation of women in the sample of succession events, it is reasonable to consider 

male successors as the default in a succession event. Since the gender variable in this thesis can take 

two forms, two separate hypotheses are formulated and tested. Hence, the hypotheses for the gender 

of the successor to the incumbent CEO are formulated as: 
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 H1: The market reaction to a firm announcing a new CEO who is a woman will be positive, which 

will be reflected in a positive 𝐶𝐴𝑅̅̅ ̅̅ ̅̅ . 

 

H2: There will be no statistically significant 𝐶𝐴𝑅̅̅ ̅̅ ̅̅  in the short run in response to a succession 

announcement when the successor is a man. 

3.2. Age of the successor 

The age variable is defined as the number of years the new CEO has lived at the time of the first 

public announcement of his or her appointment, rounded to the nearest whole number. While existing 

research does not appear to consider the age of a successor as an interesting characteristic to examine, 

this thesis does. By analyzing this variable, it attempts to answer the question whether investors have 

different expectations towards the new CEO depending on his or her age. 

 

An issue that is particularly important when addressing the age of the CEO are career concerns. 

Young CEOs, for instance, are, intuitively, more likely to be influenced by these career concerns. 

Performance at their current jobs can largely influence the market’s assessment of their skills and, 

consequently, their reputation (Li et al., 2017). Therefore, career concerns may also be a constraint 

to the investment decisions young CEOs are required to render throughout their tenure (Holmström, 

1999). Yet, Li et al. (2017) suggested that career concerns are not restraining young CEOs in their 

investment decisions. Instead, they argued that young CEOs make bolder decisions than their older 

counterparts. Restructuring activities are, on average, of larger scale, while they also tend to utilize 

acquisitions as an entry strategy into new industries. Hence, their career concerns appear to cause an 

intrinsic motivation of leaving a positive impression of their skills within the overall executive labor 

market. 

 

Intuitively, the older a CEO, the lower is his or her level of career concerns, since the current role 

might be the last one before retirement. Older CEOs are also perceived to reduce firm risk by less 

risky investment policies. These investment policies may take the form of less expenditures on R&D, 

diversifying acquisitions and low levels of operating leverage (Serfling, 2014). However, this also 

poses the risk of missing out on risky but potentially attractive investment opportunities. 

Consequently, investors may react differently to the nomination of an old CEO, depending on their 

preference of risk in the companies they invest in.  
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Therefore, the age variable requires different hypotheses, which differ for the categories of young 

and old CEOs. Since there is no general definition of what constitutes as young or old, this thesis uses 

the observations in the data sample to define a young CEO as someone who is 48 years or younger. 

On the other hand, a CEO is considered old when he or she is 57 years or older. These classifications 

of age are based on the sample’s percentiles, which are presented in section 5.2.2., which provides 

insight into this subsample’s characteristics. There is no specific hypothesis formulated for successors 

who are in between these two age groups. Based on the notion that young CEOs are linked with 

bolder investment decisions, which imply a higher risk and, consequently, a higher potential return, 

while the opposite is suggested for old CEOs, the following hypotheses are formulated: 

 

H3: The market reaction to a firm nominating a young CEO will be positive, which will be reflected 

in a positive 𝐶𝐴𝑅̅̅ ̅̅ ̅̅ . 

 

H4: The market reaction to a firm nominating an old CEO will be negative, which will be reflected 

in a negative 𝐶𝐴𝑅̅̅ ̅̅ ̅̅ . 

3.3. Origin of the successor 

The variable of the successor’s origin is concerned with the question whether the newly appointed 

CEO is promoted from within the company or hired externally. Hence, an internal successor is 

defined as someone who has continuously been employed by the company prior to the succession 

announcement. 

 

This successor-related variable has been addressed by researchers since the very beginning of studies 

on CEO successions (Carlson, 1961; Grusky, 1964). While the initial distinction was the same as 

applied in this thesis, later publications further specified this variable by introducing the ideas of 

familiarity with the company as well as its industry (Birnbaum, 1971) and belonging to the incumbent 

CEO’s executive circle (Helmich & Brown, 1972). In addition, the relationship between the 

successor’s origin and post-succession performance was examined, however, with mixed conclusions 

(Furtado & Rozeff, 1987; Reinganum, 1985; Warner et al., 1988). 
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Yet, Furtado & Rozeff (1987) argued for a signaling effect the choice of an internal or an external 

successor can have on investors. Internal promotions, which occur more often than external 

nominations, should be considered as a confirmation of the firm’s current strategy and investment 

policies. They also observed a less favorable market reaction to external successors compared to their 

internal counterparts. This, they argued, can be explained by the investors’ disappointment in the 

firm’s unsuccessful strategy of developing their own talent, signaling weak human capital in the 

company. 

 

However, since appointing an outsider is more costly than promoting an insider, external successors 

will not be appointed unless an incremental improvement relative to the internal candidates can be 

expected (Dalton & Kesner, 1985). They are often selected in periods of poor firm performance and 

are expected to bring new knowledge and competencies to the firm, thereby increasing performance 

and facilitating innovation (Finkelstein & Hambrick, 1996; Huson et al., 2004; Shen & Cannella Jr., 

2002). Hence, external successors can also be viewed as agents of change, which leads to the 

following hypotheses: 

 

H5: The market reaction to a firm nominating an external successor as its new CEO will be positive, 

which will be reflected in a positive 𝐶𝐴𝑅̅̅ ̅̅ ̅̅ . 

 

H6: There will be no statistically significant 𝐶𝐴𝑅̅̅ ̅̅ ̅̅  in the short run in response to a succession 

announcement when the new CEO is promoted internally. 

3.4. Stock indices 

Since the sample consists of firms which were listed in two different indices, the ES 50 and the S&P 

500, this thesis examines potential differences in the market reactions to succession events between 

Europe and the United States. In view of the differences in the systems of corporate governance and 

their respective impacts on the CEO’s power and influence, market reactions are expected to differ. 

 

With the market-based system of corporate governance and a potential for CEO duality, the successor 

can be equipped with significantly more influence and discretion, which is suggested to negatively 

affect firm performance (Boyd, 1995; Jensen, 1993; Rechner & Dalton, 1991). The control-based 

type of corporate governance, on the other hand, implies less discretion for the CEO and strict 



 25 

controlling mechanisms enforced by the BoD (Barca & Becht, 2002). Consequently, this form of 

corporate governance, which is commonly observed in Europe, supports the idea of the CEO’s role 

being overstated.  

 

The stock index variable can take two forms, ES 50 and S&P 500, which are referred to as firms listed 

in Europe and the U.S., respectively. Therefore, this variable allows for two distinct hypotheses, 

which are formulated as: 

 

H7: The market reaction in response to a succession announcement by a firm listed in the U.S. will 

be negative, which will be reflected in a negative 𝐶𝐴𝑅̅̅ ̅̅ ̅̅ . 

 

H8: There will be no statistically significant 𝐶𝐴𝑅̅̅ ̅̅ ̅̅  in the short run in response to a succession 

announcement made by a firm listed in Europe. 

3.5. Sector of business activity 

Among the different characteristics collected for each succession event in the sample is the 

company’s respective business sector based on the Global Industry Classification Standard (GICS). 

This standard was developed by Morgan Stanley and Standard & Poor’s for use by the global financial 

community. The GICS includes eleven different sectors, all of which are represented by at least seven 

different succession events in the sample. Given that most stock analysts, who issue buy and sell 

recommendations on different companies, specialize on a specific industry, it is reasonable to assume 

sufficient coverage of the different GICS sectors (Boni & Womack, 2006). Consequently, it can also 

be assumed that investors received information on all events in the sample across the different sectors 

in due time. However, arguing for differing levels of influence and power for the CEO across sectors, 

which may cause varying market reactions depending on the specific sector, appears futile. Hence, 

the hypothesis for this variable is as generic as the null hypothesis introduced in the beginning of this 

chapter and is tested for each sector by filling the blank spacing with the different sectors applied in 

the GICS: 

 

H9: There will be no statistically significant 𝐶𝐴𝑅̅̅ ̅̅ ̅̅  in the short run in response to a succession 

announcement by firms operating in “…”. 
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3.6. Organizational size 

The variable of the organization’s size is defined as the number of employees the company has 

reported in its last annual report before the succession event. Different metrics of organizational size 

are argued to yield varying results with respect to succession frequency (Gordon & Becker, 1964; 

Reinganum, 1985). Yet, this variable is included to reflect potential constraints in the CEO’s 

influence on the company and the market’s perception of such constraints. 

 

Pfeffer and Salancik (1977) argued that large corporations, in particular, are more bureaucratic 

compared to their small counterparts. Consequently, positive effects on firm performance after a CEO 

succession are less likely to be observed, as leadership effectiveness may be limited by the 

organization’s complexity. In addition, the successor’s influence on a large workforce may be 

significantly lower compared to a smaller team. This follows the idea of previous research on 

leadership succession in analyzing such effects in professional team sports, where the group a 

manager has to lead is expected to be smaller than the workforce of large corporations (Frick et al., 

2010). Hence, using the number of employees is argued to be a better proxy for the organization’s 

size when analyzing the market’s reaction to a succession event than measures such as total sales or 

market capitalization. 

 

Similar to the variable of the successor’s age, the sample is separated into firms of small, medium, 

and large size. Small firms are defined as companies with 9,000 employees or less. On the other hand, 

large firms have 95,000 employees or more. As for the previously introduced definitions of young 

and old CEOs, these classifications of small and large companies are based on the sample’s 

percentiles. Section 5.2.5. presents these percentiles with respect to the organizational size. Given the 

perception of a successor having less influence on a large corporation compared to a smaller firm, the 

hypotheses for the variable of organizational size are formulated as: 

 

H10: There will be no statistically significant 𝐶𝐴𝑅̅̅ ̅̅ ̅̅  in the short run in response to a succession 

announcement made by a large company. 

 

H11: The market reaction in response to a succession announcement made by a small company will 

be positive, resulting in a positive CAR̅̅ ̅̅ ̅̅ . 
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3.7. Tenure of the predecessor 

A tenure is defined as the period a position or an office is held by a person. The predecessor is the 

CEO who is replaced by the successor nominated in the event of a leadership succession. 

Consequently, the predecessor’s tenure is defined as the total number of years the departing CEO was 

in office prior to the succession. 

 

One of the first analyses of the tenure variable found a curvilinear relationship between the tenure of 

college basketball coaches and their teams’ performances (Eitzen & Yetman, 1972). Teams displayed 

greater success with a longer tenure of their head coaches. However, performance deteriorated after 

an average tenure of 13 years. Building on these findings, Hambrick and Fukutomi (1991) 

distinguished between five different phases during the tenure of a CEO: (i) response to mandate, (ii) 

experimentation, (iii) selection of an enduring theme, (iv) convergence, and (v) dysfunction. 

Intuitively, a short tenure implies that not all phases are experienced by a given CEO or that some are 

skipped, leading to a replacement due to dysfunctionality early during the tenure. Consequently, a 

short tenure may be perceived positively by the market since the company appears to have identified 

this dysfunctionality and initiated appropriate actions in form of a CEO replacement. 

 

On the other hand, executives with a long tenure are expected to have persistent strategies as well as 

strategies that are in line with standards for the industry, leading to performances close to the industry 

average (Finkelstein & Hambrick, 1990). Since the upper-echelons theory (Hambrick & Mason, 

1984) suggests that top executives shape their entire organization as well as its strategy and outcomes, 

it can be argued that a long tenure makes it more challenging for the successor to influence this 

organization. The team may display a high commitment to the status quo, implying a certain 

reluctance towards change and innovation, which may, nevertheless, be necessary under the new 

CEO (Shen & Cannella Jr., 2002). Consequently, it may take time until the new CEO can achieve the 

desired results and potentially influence the firm’s performance in this scenario. 

 

Therefore, the variable of the predecessor’s tenure also requires two distinct hypotheses. Specific 

hypotheses are formulated for succession events with a long and a short tenure of the predecessor. 

For this, the sample is split into short, medium, and long tenures, with short tenures being defined as 

four years or less, while long tenures are defined as lasting 13 years or more. These definitions are 

based on the sample’s quartiles of the predecessor’s tenure, which section 5.2.6. presents.  
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H12: The market reaction in response to a succession announcement with a short tenure of the 

predecessor will be positive, leading to a positive 𝐶𝐴𝑅̅̅ ̅̅ ̅̅  in the short run. 

 

H13: The market reaction in response to a succession announcement with a long tenure of the 

predecessor will be negative, leading to a negative 𝐶𝐴𝑅̅̅ ̅̅ ̅̅  in the short run. 

3.8. Pre-succession firm performance 

There is extensive research on firms’ post-succession performances (Furtado & Rozeff, 1987; 

Gamson & Scotch, 1964; Grusky, 1963; Pfeffer & Leblebici, 1973; Reinganum, 1985). However, 

this thesis instead considers the performance prior to the succession as an interesting variable to 

examine. Building on the notion that the CEO is ultimately responsible for an organization’s strategy 

and performance (Dalton & Kesner, 1985), a poor performance is likely to result in a replacement of 

the CEO (Jenter & Lewellen, 2020). 

 

Firm performance can be expressed using several metrics, and research in the field of leadership 

succession generally applied traditional measures such as return on investment, return on equity, sales 

growth, or profits (Davidson et al., 1990; Kesner & Sebora, 1994). However, Bushman et al. (1996) 

argued that these accounting measures of performance merely reflect a CEO’s ability of managing a 

company’s assets in place. They lack a reflection of this CEO’s ability to plan strategically, identify 

growth opportunities, and develop new markets. Hence, stock-based performance measures are 

considered superior to accounting measures. 

 

Consequently, the variable of pre-succession firm performance is defined as the company’s stock 

performance against the market. It is calculated by subtracting the 1-year logarithmic returns of the 

market portfolio from the 1-year logarithmic returns of the company’s stock. Based on this 

calculation, the data sample is divided into firms with a negative and positive stock performance 

against the market. Following Davidson et al.’s (1990) logic, a negative performance is expected to 

cause a positive market reaction, since the succession is perceived as the rightful consequence in 

response to poor performance. On the other hand, a succession event following a positive 

performance may come as a surprise to investors, posing the question as to why the replacement is 

necessary at this time. 
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The distinction between two types of firm performances leads to two separate hypotheses. Following 

the idea that a below-market, i.e., negative, performance is more likely to result in a replacement of 

the CEO, the hypotheses are formulated as follows: 

 

H14: The market reaction in response to a succession announcement following a negative 1-year stock 

performance against the market will be positive, leading to a positive 𝐶𝐴𝑅̅̅ ̅̅ ̅̅  in the short run. 

 

H15: There will be no statistically significant 𝐶𝐴𝑅̅̅ ̅̅ ̅̅  in the short run in response to a succession 

announcement following a positive 1-year stock performance against the market. 

 

A total of 16 hypotheses are formulated and examined in this thesis. While the results for these are 

presented and discussed in the sixth chapter, the returns and test statistics for all subsamples based 

on the variables are shown in appendix C. This also includes the findings of subsamples for which no 

explicit hypothesis is formulated in this chapter, such as medium-sized companies or successors who 

neither qualify as young nor old. Following this introduction of the different variables and the 

respective hypotheses, the following section introduces the methodology of event studies and 

explains how it is applied in this thesis. 
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4. Methodology 

The following section elaborates on the methodology of this thesis. First, a brief introduction into the 

event study methodology summarizes the concept. Building up on this, a detailed explanation of how 

this thesis applies the methodology in order to examine the investor reaction to CEO succession 

announcements is provided. Lastly, this section is concluded by an explanation of the methods to test 

for statistical significance of the different measures. 

4.1. Event study methodology 

The aim of an event study is to determine the effect of an unexpected event on a company’s market 

value by examining the reaction of the company’s stock price (MacKinlay, 1997). It is important that 

this event comes as a surprise to investors, since they could, otherwise, have reacted to this event 

already (Sorescu et al., 2017). Financial theory suggests that a company’s stock price is the reflection 

of the investors’ expectations with respect to the discounted value of all future cash flows that are 

expected to accrue to the company (Rappaport, 1987). According to market efficiency, any stock 

price accurately reflects all publicly available information related to the company’s performance. 

Once new information becomes public, investors immediately adjust their expectations of the long-

term future cash flows and buy or sell the company’s stocks. The event study methodology builds on 

this assumption of a semi-strong market efficiency (Fama, 1991; Fama et al., 1969; McWilliams & 

Siegel, 1997).  

 

The idea is that, given market efficiency, perfect information and investor rationality (Fama, 1991), 

a relevant event should have an effect that is immediately reflected in the company’s stock prices and 

stock returns, respectively. This short-term insight underlines the advantage of event studies over 

common productivity and performance measures, which can take weeks or even months to reflect the 

effect of a given event on the company (MacKinlay, 1997). The effect of any relevant event that is 

subject to an event study is discovered by examining a stock’s abnormal returns, ARit, this event has 

caused. Abnormal returns are, therefore, the difference between the stock’s actual returns on the day 

of the event and the normal, i.e., expected, returns for a scenario in which the event had not taken 

place: 

 

 

 𝐴𝑅𝑖𝑡 = 𝑅𝑖𝑡 − 𝐸(𝑅𝑖𝑡) (1) 
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While this difference summarizes the idea behind an event study, there are several steps before and 

after the calculation of abnormal returns. The following section discusses these and explains their 

application in this thesis and its study of CEO succession announcements and the respective market 

reactions to these announcements. 

4.2. Conducting an event study 

As the first step of an event study, it is important to distinctly define the event that is of interest, so 

that its effect on the company’s stock price can be examined (MacKinlay, 1997; Sorescu et al., 2017). 

Once the event itself is defined, the exact date of when any information regarding the event became 

public needs to be discovered, so that the market reaction to a new piece of information can be 

analyzed (Fama et al., 1969). Since the aim of this thesis is to examine the market’s reaction to the 

announcement of a CEO succession, the event is defined as a company publicly announcing who will 

be succeeding its current CEO, while the event date is the calendar date of this announcement. In 

cases where the announcement occurred on a non-trading day, the next trading day after the 

announcement was used as the event day instead. 

 

The event’s effect is measured by comparing the company’s actual stock return, Rit, on the day of the 

event with the expected return, E(Rit), if the event had not taken place. To do so, it is necessary to 

obtain both, the company’s actual stock returns and estimates of the expected returns for the 

company’s stock on the event day. Actual returns are obtained by calculating daily logarithmic returns 

for all companies in the data sample. In addition, the same calculation is executed for the market 

portfolio. While the daily stock returns are the previously explained actual returns, the daily returns 

of the market portfolio are necessary for the following step, in which expected returns are calculated. 

 

 

 𝑙𝑛(𝑅𝑖𝑡) = 𝑙𝑛
(𝑝𝑖,𝑡)

(𝑝𝑖,𝑡−1)
 (2) 

 𝑙𝑛(𝑅𝑚𝑡) = 𝑙𝑛
(𝑝𝑚,𝑡)

(𝑝𝑚,𝑡−1)
 (3) 
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Rit represents the return of any stock i in the sample, while Rmt represents the returns of the ES 50 and 

the S&P 500, respectively, on day t.6 These returns are calculated based on the change in the price p 

of the security as well as the market portfolio between a given day and the day before throughout the 

estimation period. The stock prices of the individual securities are corrected for dividends and 

potential stock splits. 

 

On the other hand, expected returns can be calculated by using different models. In simulation studies 

as well as in practice, the market model has outperformed the constant mean return model (Brown & 

Warner, 1985; McWilliams & Siegel, 1997). The constant mean return model assumes that any 

security’s average return is constant through time, which is considered a very simplified assumption 

(Brown & Warner, 1985; MacKinlay, 1997). The market model, on the other hand, is a statistical 

model that relates a given stock’s i return to the return of the market portfolio in time t. In its 

application, daily stock returns, i.e., actual returns, are regressed against the returns of the market 

portfolio over an estimation period. Another model to calculate expected returns is the multifactor 

model, which is a more sophisticated model than the market model. Instead of relying solely on the 

market portfolio, it can also be extended to include indices for specific industries or portfolios of 

firms of similar sizes with respect to market capitalization (MacKinlay, 1997). These procedures are 

argued to allow for a more accurate calculation of expected returns. However, the additional value of 

employing the multifactor model over the market model is suggested to be limited (MacKinlay, 

1997).7 Consequently, the market model is the prevailing model in the application of event studies 

and their calculation of expected returns. Therefore, this thesis applies this model. 

 

Henderson (1990) argued that event studies need to choose how to place the estimation period, also 

called estimation window, L1, with respect to the event period, i.e., the day of the event plus a number 

of days surrounding the event. In general, the choice is between placing the estimation window 

before, during, after or around the event window, L2. MacKinlay (1997) suggested that the event 

period should be excluded from the estimation period in order to prevent the event from influencing 

the estimations of the expected returns. Following this logic, the estimation window for this thesis is 

placed prior to the event window, which is visualized in Figure 1. 

 

6 As explained in chapter 3, the data sample contains companies listed in both, the EuroStoxx 50 and the S&P 500. 

Consequently, the relevant market portfolio depends on the index in which the respective company examined is listed. 
7 See MacKinlay (1997) for a thorough explanation of the constant mean return model as well as the multifactor model. 
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In addition, the duration of the estimation window is a relevant factor that needs to be defined. While 

the size of the estimation window varies among practitioners, there is consensus on the fact that only 

trading days should be included in this window (Campbell et al., 1997; Furtado & Rozeff, 1987; 

Worrell et al., 1986; Zhang & Wiersema, 2009). Brown and Warner (1985) suggested an estimation 

window of 250 trading days, which approximately corresponds to a full calendar year. Such a long 

duration has two advantages: (i) it covers a full fiscal year for every company in the sample, thereby 

incorporating effects of seasonality and corporate reports, and (ii) it yields enough observations to 

justify using the residual variance obtained from the estimation period in the event period. In order 

to consider potential changes in the entire market and to obtain even more observations, this thesis 

uses an estimation window of 500 trading days, thereby covering approximately two calendar years. 

 

Since the market model assumes a linear relationship between the returns of the market portfolio and 

the return of security i, the expected return for any security i on day t can be expressed as: 

 

 

Here, 𝜀𝑖𝑡 represents the zero mean disturbance term, whereas 𝛼𝑖 and 𝛽𝑖 are the ordinary least squares 

parameter estimates obtained from the regression of Rit against Rmt over the estimation period. While 

𝛼𝑖 is the y-intercept for security i, 𝛽𝑖 is an estimate of the slope of this security’s characteristic line. 

Subsequently, these parameters are applied to calculate the expected returns for all securities in the 

sample over the much shorter event window. 

 

Based on this calculation of expected returns, (1) can be restated as: 

 

 

 𝐸(𝑅𝑖𝑡) = 𝛼𝑖 + 𝛽𝑖𝑅𝑚𝑡 +  𝜀𝑖𝑡  (4) 

 where  

 𝐸(𝜀𝑖𝑡) = 0 and 𝑉𝑎𝑟(𝜀𝑖𝑡) =  𝜎𝜀𝑖
2   

 𝐴𝑅𝑖𝑡 = 𝑅𝑖𝑡 − 𝐸(𝑅𝑖𝑡) = 𝑅𝑖𝑡 − (𝛼�̂� + 𝛽
𝑖

̂ 𝑅𝑚𝑡) (5) 

T0 T1 T2 

Estimation window, L1 

t 

Event window, L2 

Figure 1 – Timeline of the event study 
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This abnormal return represents the unexpected change in the stock price, i.e., the deviation from the 

expected return obtained by the application of the market model. The abnormal return is then 

explained by the event that took place in time t, in this case the announcement of a CEO succession. 

Since this event study is conducted across a sample of multiple firms for which the succession 

occurred on varying calendar dates, it is necessary to aggregate the observed effects. It is possible to 

aggregate the effects of all events on two dimensions: (i) across firms contained in the sample and 

(ii) across time (MacKinlay, 1997). 

 

Aggregation across firms represents the average effect of the succession announcements for every 

single firm on the event day and is achieved by calculating the average of the abnormal returns across 

all announcements: 

 

 

Here, N is the number of announcements in the sample being studied and 𝐴𝑅̅̅ ̅̅
𝑡 is the average abnormal 

return for the event day t. 

 

In addition to the first form of aggregation, it is also possible to aggregate the effect of the 

announcements over time for each individual security i. For this, the time window is enlarged. Instead 

of focusing on the event day exclusively, several days before and after the event are included. The 

reason for this is to account for two issues that may change the timing of the actual market reaction: 

(i) information leakages in the form of speculations about a potential successor in the public press, 

and (ii) dissemination effects, describing a situation in which a new piece of information only 

gradually becomes available to the broad public (Brown & Warner, 1985; McWilliams & Siegel, 

1997).  

  

 𝐴𝑅𝑡 =  
1

𝑁
∑ 𝐴𝑅𝑖𝑡

𝑁

𝑖=1

 (6) 
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Table 1 – Overview of event windows 

Event window (number of days) Days before event Days after event 

13 6 6 

11 5 5 

9 4 4 

7 3 3 

7 0 6 

5 2 2 

3 2 - 

3 1 1 

3 - 2 

1 - - 

 

Assuming leakage and dissemination effects for t1 days prior and t2 days after the announcement, it 

is appropriate to aggregate the abnormal returns over the respective event period [-t1,t2]. This is done 

by summing all abnormal returns for all days included in a given event window, so that an overall 

conclusion for the effect of the succession announcement can be drawn: 

 

 

In order to effectively capture potential leakage and dissemination effects, this thesis not only 

examines the market reaction to the succession announcement on the event day. Instead, as shown in 

table 1, ten different event windows are formed to analyze the market reaction to the succession 

announcement on an aggregate level. All event windows surround and include the event day itself. 

 

Eventually, aggregation is conducted across both dimensions simultaneously. This is achieved by 

forming the cumulative abnormal returns for each security and event window, before calculating the 

average across all securities for each window: 

 

 𝐶𝐴𝑅𝑖[−𝑡1,𝑡2] = ∑ 𝐴𝑅𝑖𝑡

𝑡2

𝑖=−𝑡1

 (7) 

 𝐶𝐴𝑅̅̅ ̅̅ ̅̅
[−𝑡1,𝑡2] =

1

𝑁
∑ 𝐶𝐴𝑅𝑖[−𝑡1,𝑡2]

𝑁

𝑖=1

 (8) 
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As in (6), N represents the number of succession announcements in the sample being studied. Since 

these cumulative average abnormal returns reflect aggregation on both dimensions, this thesis applies 

this measure in examining the market reaction to CEO succession announcements. 

 

After the calculation of abnormal returns and their aggregation across time and securities, it is 

necessary to test their statistical significance. The following section explains the methods to test the 

previously explained measures for their individual significance. 

4.3. Testing for statistical significance 

While the calculation of the different measures, i.e., abnormal returns, average abnormal returns, 

cumulative abnormal returns, and cumulative average abnormal returns, is easily achieved, their 

individual absolute values do not give insight into their statistical significance. Even the measures 

incorporating aggregation across time or securities are on an out-of-sample basis and, therefore, do 

not allow conclusions on the overall distribution of returns to shareholders. 

 

Hence, this thesis applies the method of a t-test to derive test statistics that are then compared with 

critical values which correspond to the 10%, 5%, 2%, and 1% tail regions of the distribution of 

returns. This implies tests for four different confidence intervals. However, a given hypothesis will 

only be rejected with test statistics meeting a confidence interval of 95% or higher, which is in line 

with other studies (Binder, 1998; Brown & Warner, 1985; Kothari & Warner, 2007). Nevertheless, 

all test statistics exceeding the critical value for any of these confidence intervals are labeled with 

superscript letters a, b, c, and d. Beginning with a for the 90% confidence interval, over b for 95% and 

c for 98%, respectively, to d for the 99% confidence interval. Since this thesis applies the measure of 

cumulative average abnormal returns to examine the market reaction to the succession 

announcements, the calculation of the test statistics is done by dividing the estimate of this measure 

by its standard error: 

 

 

 

 
𝑡 =

𝐶𝐴𝑅[−𝑡1,𝑡2]

√𝑉𝑎𝑟(𝐶𝐴𝑅̅̅ ̅̅ ̅̅
[−𝑡1,𝑡2])

 
(9) 
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Yet, it is also possible to calculate the test statistic for the other previously discussed measures. While 

the calculations of the different measures have been explained, the test statistic can only be calculated 

with the respective variance of the measure. Since the calculations of each measure’s variance differ 

from one another, they are briefly explained before this section is concluded by an explanation on 

how to calculate the variance of the cumulative average abnormal returns, 𝐶𝐴𝑅𝑠. 

 

For abnormal returns, which are the fundamental measure of an effect on the returns to shareholders 

by an event on the event day, t, the variance consists of two parts. The first part is the variance of the 

error term in the estimation period, σεi
2 , from (4). The second part is the additional variance due to 

sampling errors in the parameters of the market model, 𝛼𝑖 and 𝛽𝑖. However, the second part is not of 

interest given the estimation window, L1, is large enough (MacKinlay, 1997). This condition is met 

in this thesis with an estimation window of 500 trading days.  

 

Consequently, only the first part is of interest. This means that the residual variance of all abnormal 

returns in the event window is expected to be equal to the sum of squared residual errors, i.e., the 

variance of the market model applied in the estimation window, which is expressed as: 

 

 

Average abnormal returns incorporate the first form of aggregation, i.e., across firms in the sample. 

Here, the variance is the sum of the variances of the error terms occurring for all securities at the same 

time in the event window divided by the squared number of observations, N. Intuitively, the variance 

for this measure decreases, everything else equal, with an increasing sample size: 

 

 

  

 �̂�𝜀𝑖
2 =

1

𝐿1 − 2
 ∑ (𝑅𝑖𝑡 − �̂�𝑖 − �̂�𝑖𝑅𝑚𝑡)

2

𝑇1

𝑡=𝑇0+1

 (10) 

 𝑉𝑎𝑟(𝐴𝑅̅̅ ̅̅
𝑡) =

1

𝑁2 ∑ 𝜎𝜀𝑖
2

𝑁

𝑖=1

  (11) 



 38 

The other form of aggregation is done by calculating cumulative abnormal returns, which is the sum 

of abnormal returns for all days included in an event window. This measure’s variance can differ 

depending on the size of the event window and is, therefore, obtained individually by the product of 

the respective company’s variance in abnormal returns and the number of days in the event window. 

The first part of the product can also be expressed as the event window, L2: 

 

 

Lastly, the variance for the cumulative average abnormal returns is the fundamental component for 

obtaining the relevant test statistics in this thesis’ examination of the investor reactions to CEO 

successions. The variance is, again, calculated for each event window. This is done by dividing the 

sum of the variances of all cumulative abnormal returns across all companies in the sample for each 

event window by the squared number of observations in the sample: 

 

 

While these measures and their statistical significance are calculated to test the different hypotheses 

introduced in the second chapter of this thesis, this approach only examines the effects of each 

individual variable. However, the characteristics of a CEO succession announcement may have a 

joint effect on the market, i.e., stock price reaction to this event. Therefore, a multivariate regression 

is conducted with each succession event’s cumulative abnormal returns as the dependent variable for 

each event window and the succession characteristics as independent variables. 

  

 𝜎𝑖[−𝑡1,𝑡2]
2 = (𝑡2 − 𝑡1 + 1)𝜎𝜀𝑖

2   (12) 

 𝑉𝑎𝑟(𝐶𝐴𝑅̅̅ ̅̅ ̅̅
[−𝑡1,𝑡2]) =

1

𝑁2 ∑ 𝜎𝑖[−𝑡1,𝑡2]
2

𝑁

𝑖=1

 (13) 
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A binary variable is used to distinguish between male and female successors, which assumes the 

value 1 in case of the latter. A continuous variable indicates the successor’s age. Based on the 

assumption that the relationship between the cumulative abnormal returns and the new CEO’s age is 

curvilinear, the square of the successor’s age is employed as an independent variable as well. Another 

binary variable represents the successor’s origin, assuming the value 1 for external successors. The 

tenure of the predecessor is captured by a continuous variable. The company’s size is expressed by 

the natural logarithm of the workforce employed by the company. The stock performance against the 

market portfolio is represented by a binary variable, which is 1 in case of a positive performance. As 

a last variable, the error term for the company is included in the equation with an expected value of 

zero. The idea is to estimate a constant parameter, 𝛽0, as well as the parameters for each variable to 

analyze the different characteristics’ influences on 𝐶𝐴𝑅𝑠 across the event windows. Section 6.9. 

presents and discusses the results of these parameter estimates. 

 

After this introduction into the event study methodology and an elaboration on its application in this 

thesis, the following section describes the construction of the sample and provides descriptive 

statistics on its characteristics. 

  

 𝐶𝐴𝑅𝑖𝑡 = 𝛽0,𝑡 + 𝛽1,𝑡𝐺𝐸𝑁𝑖 + 𝛽2,𝑡𝐴𝐺𝐸𝑖 + 𝛽3,𝑡𝐴𝐺𝐸𝑖
2 + 𝛽4,𝑡𝑂𝑅𝐼𝑖 + 𝛽5,𝑡𝑇𝐸𝑁𝑖 + 𝛽6,𝑡𝑆𝐼𝑍𝑖 + 𝛽7,𝑡𝑃𝐸𝑅𝑖 + 𝜀𝑖𝑡 (14) 

 where   

 𝐶𝐴𝑅𝑖𝑡 = Cumulative abnormal return for company i in event window t  

 𝐺𝐸𝑁𝑖  = Gender of the successor announced by firm i  

 𝐴𝐺𝐸𝑖 = Age of the successor of firm i  

 𝐴𝐺𝐸𝑖
2 = Squared age of the successor of firm i  

 𝑂𝑅𝐼𝑖 = Successor’s origin of firm i  

 𝑇𝐸𝑁𝑖  = Tenure of the predecessor of firm i  

 𝑆𝐼𝑍𝑖 = Natural logarithm of the workforce of firm i  

 𝑃𝐸𝑅𝑖  = Pre-succession stock performance of firm i against the market portfolio  

 𝛽0,…,7 = Coefficients to be estimated  

 𝜀𝑖𝑡 = Error term for security i in event window t  
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5. Data and sample characteristics 

This chapter aims at providing insights into the sample. For this, the following section explains how 

the initial sample of succession events was constructed and describes how the final sample was 

identified by the consideration of confounding events. The subsequent sections present the sample’s 

characteristics with respect to the different variables collected for each succession event by providing 

descriptive statistics on the entire sample and all subsamples. 

5.1. Data collection 

CEO succession announcements for firms listed in the Euro Stoxx 50 and the Standard & Poor’s 500 

between the years 2010 and 2020 constitute the sample analyzed in this thesis. Both indices are 

weighted for market-capitalization and are widely regarded as the best representation of European 

and American equities (Deutsche Börse Group, 2021; S&P Global, 2021). The ES 50 contains 50 

blue-chip stocks from eight countries of the Eurozone: Belgium, Finland, France, Germany, Ireland, 

Italy, the Netherlands, and Spain (Deutsche Börse Group, 2021). The S&P 500, on the other hand, 

consists of 500 large companies listed on different stock exchanges in the U.S. and accounts for about 

80% of the country’s available market capitalization (S&P Global, 2021). During the period from 

2010 until 2020, 70 companies were listed in the ES 50, while the S&P 500 contained 705 different 

companies. Based on their representative status for the two regions, this thesis considers both indices 

as the most relevant compilation of large corporations and investors and collected succession 

announcements for firms listed in both indices. 

  

In a first step, the constituents of both indices for each year were identified. Following this, the tenure 

of the current CEO of each company was examined to discover whether the company had experienced 

a leadership succession during the 11-year period analyzed in this thesis. Based on this, an initial 

sample of 563 succession announcements was manually collected from the database Factiva. This 

database contains articles of leading global news agencies such as Financial Times, Wall Street 

Journal, Reuters, and Dow Jones. The different agencies’ articles were used to identify the exact date 

of every succession announcement. As explained in section 4.2., the next trading day was considered 

as the event day if the actual announcement occurred on a non-trading day. In addition, the previously 

introduced contextual and successor-related variables were manually obtained by an analysis of 

multiple articles for each succession event. However, not all variables were available, since, for 

instance, some companies did not disclose the successor’s age. 
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Table 2 – Distribution of succession announcements between 2010 and 2020 

Year 

# Events 

S&P 500 Euro Stoxx 50 

2010 8 1 

2011 18 4 

2012 15 1 

2013 25 2 

2014 20 4 

2015 18 1 

2016 26 7 

2017 23 1 

2018 20 7 

2019 22 3 

2020 13 2 

# Events per index 208 33 

# Total events 241 

 

While this issue of lacking information resulted in the exclusion of several succession events from 

the sample, an additional factor that influenced the final sample size was the control for confounding 

events, which is considered a crucial element in event studies (McWilliams & Siegel, 1997). 

Confounding events can take a variety of forms, such as the declaration of dividends, stock splits, 

issuance of earnings warnings, or earnings announcements that deviate from analysts’ earnings 

estimates (Himme, 2019; McWilliams & Siegel, 1997). Given that the event window includes such 

confounding events, the isolated effect of the succession announcement on the market cannot be 

derived. Confounding events were identified by an analysis of the previously mentioned news 

agencies’ articles about the respective company up to twenty days prior to and following the event. 

In most cases, the succession announcement was made during the annual stockholders meeting, so 

that it was accompanied by the presentation of financial results. Due to these instances, other 

confounding events and the lack of relevant information, the final sample was constructed and 

consists of 241 succession announcements, which are presented in appendix A. The number of events 

per year and index are summarized in table 2. 
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In a last step, daily closing stock prices of the individual securities and the respective market 

portfolios were obtained from Compustat Capital IQ. Based on this, the actual as well as expected 

returns for every company’s stock were calculated.8 

 

After this section’s elaboration on the construction of the sample, the following section presents the 

sample’s characteristics. Descriptive statistics of the different subsamples created for each of the 

variables are presented and the observations are discussed with respect to the existing literature 

presented in chapter 2. 

5.2. Descriptive statistics 

The purpose of the following descriptive statistics is to provide insights into the sample and the 

different subsamples for each variable analyzed. As shown in table 2, the complete sample consists 

of 241 succession announcements. They represent the introduction of new CEOs by firms listed in 

the S&P 500 and the ES 50 between the years 2010 and 2020. Of these 241 succession 

announcements, 208 were observed for companies from the U.S., while 33 successions were 

discovered for companies listed in Europe, implying a relatively small sample for the ES 50. 

Descriptive statistics for the quantitative variables, i.e., the successor’s age, the organization’s size, 

it’s pre-succession stock performance against the market, and the predecessor’s tenure are shown in 

table 3.  

 

Table 3 – Descriptive statistics on succession announcements for select variables 

Variable 25th percentile Median 75th percentile Mean Standard deviation 

Age 49 53 56 52.7 5.3 

Tenure 5 8 12 9.5 7.0 

Size 11,000 27,400 91,737 74,312 167,123 

Performance -18.58% -6.25% 7.83% -6.44% 25.28% 

 

  

 

8 See chapter 4.2. for a detailed explanation of this calculation. 
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For the purpose of formulating hypotheses and testing these, the quantitative variables are split into 

percentiles, which are presented in the following sections. The distribution of the sample with respect 

to the previously mentioned quantitative as well as the qualitative variables, such as the successor’s 

gender, his or her origin, and the organization’s sector of business activity, are also presented 

hereafter. In addition, the split between observations for firms listed in Europe and in the U.S. is 

shown for each variable. 

5.2.1. Gender 

Gender equality is a frequently discussed topic, today potentially more than ever before. The issue of 

a gap in salaries between men and women has also been of interest to research (Blau & Kahn, 2000). 

In addition, women are highly underrepresented in executive management positions while making up 

about half of the employed workforce (Coury et al., 2020; Eurostat, 2020). In fact, the proportion of 

women decreases with every step upwards on the career path in the U.S., where 47% of entry level 

positions are filled by women, while only 21% of C-suite positions are held by female employees 

(Coury et al., 2020). This underrepresentation is mirrored in the sample, where only 21 successors 

announced by listed companies in the 11-year period analyzed were women, implying that 8.7% of 

incoming CEOs were female. Yet, this is not only more than Karlsson et al.’s (2019) 4.9% observed 

in 2018, but also supports the notion of an increasing proportion of female CEOs over time (Huang 

& Kisgen, 2013). The distribution of male and female successors for Europe and the U.S. is shown 

in figure 2. 

 

 

189

31
19

2

USA Europe
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Figure 2 – Male and female CEO successors the U.S. and Europe from 2010-2020 
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However, such underrepresentation is particularly surprising when considering existing research’s 

suggestion of a positive relationship between female CEOs and firm performance (Khan & Vieito, 

2013). In addition, findings on decreased levels of firm risk imply a positive effect of women at the 

helm of companies (Huang & Kisgen, 2013; Khan & Vieito, 2013). Hence, instead of a slowly 

increasing representation of women in top executive positions, one would expect a stronger push 

towards more female leaders by investors, given that they agree with these findings. Yet, male 

successors clearly outnumber their female counterparts in the sample. This poses the question whether 

there are enough qualified female candidates for the CEO’s post or whether men are simply preferred 

by investors and other decision makers. While this thesis does not examine any qualitative aspects of 

the different successors included in the sample, this could be of interest for further research, especially 

in light of the ongoing debate about gender equality. 

5.2.2. Age 

When considering a candidate’s suitability for the role as the CEO of a company, his or her age is 

frequently considered to be a proxy for experience. Yet, this reflects on the past, while the candidate’s 

future performance should be what companies care about. Therefore, this thesis relies on the concept 

of career concerns when analyzing the successor’s age. Young CEOs are expected to be more 

concerned about their future careers than older CEOs who are relatively closer to retirement. 

Consequently, young CEOs are linked with bolder decisions than their older counterparts, potentially 

resulting in an increased firm performance, in order to signal quality and showcase their abilities for 

future positions within other firms (Li et al., 2017). 

 

Table 4 – Split of successor’s age in percentiles 

Percentile S&P 500 Euro Stoxx 50 Sample 

25th 49 50 49 

50th 53 51.5 53 

75th 56 55 56 
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On average, the successors in the sample were approximately 53 years old when they were announced 

as the company’s new CEO. To distinguish between young and old CEOs, the sample is split into 

three percentiles based on every successor’s age, as shown in table 4. Based on this split, young CEOs 

are defined as being 48 years old or younger, while old CEOs were at least 57 years old at the time 

of the succession announcement. Both thresholds are slightly below and above the value of the 25th 

and 75th percentile, respectively. 

 

 

While the distribution among old and young CEOs is at par, as visualized in figure 3, it is worth 

mentioning two outliers. Being announced as CSX’s next CEO at the age of 72 years, Hunter Harrison 

is the oldest successor in the sample, while Kimco’s new leader, Conor Flynn, was 34 years old at 

the time of the announcement, making him the sample’s youngest successor. Unfortunately, Mr. 

Harrison passed away nine months after his nomination, which also underlines an additional risk a 

company takes on when selecting a CEO who is well above this thesis’ definition of an old successor 

– the CEO’s death (Worrell et al., 1986; Worrell & Davidson, 1987). 

  

48

5

44

4

USA Europe

Old Young

Figure 3 – CEO successors’ distribution by age across the U.S. and Europe 
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5.2.3. Origin 

The sample includes 182 new CEOs who were promoted internally, while 59 successors were selected 

from outside the company. This tendency of preferring internal successors over external candidates 

is consistent across both indices, as shown in figure 4. These observations are in line with several 

findings. Following Dalton and Kesner’s (1985) logic, the appointment of an external successor is 

expected to be more costly than the promotion of an internal candidate. Thus, they argued that 

external candidates will only be selected over the internal alternative when there is a high likelihood 

for the external solution to result in a stronger improvement of firm performance after the succession. 

 

 

In addition, the prevalence of internal successors may be explained by Birnbaum’s (1971) suggestion 

that companies tend to prefer an internal candidate due to his or her familiarity not only with the 

industry, but also with the company itself. The benefit of an internal successor’s acquaintance and 

familiarity with the company’s processes and structures can outweigh the benefits of obtaining new 

knowledge and perspectives through an external hire (Lee & Hayes James, 2007; Shen & Cannella 

Jr., 2002). The choice of an internal candidate is also viewed as a signal to confirm a company’s 

current strategy. Instead of looking for an external solution, the company shows trust in its own 

human capital and assures investors of the firm’s outlook for the future (Furtado & Rozeff, 1987).  

 

The overwhelming selection of internal candidates over external successors may also be the result of 

a company’s adoption of succession planning. This allows the company to choose potential 

155
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Figure 4 – Number of internal and external successors to the incumbent CEO 
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successors in the early stages of the incumbent CEO’s tenure and to train and groom these based on 

the company’s needs (Brady et al., 1982; Hall, 1986; Mahler & Graines, 1983). 

5.2.4. Business sectors 

As explained in the second chapter, a major issue in the existing literature on leadership succession 

is the limited comparability across studies. While the issue of differing definitions of the variables 

examined in various studies may be a potential explanation for this (Kesner & Sebora, 1994), it is 

also important to highlight differences in the samples analyzed and their respective characteristics. 

 

Especially the first two phases of research activities on leadership successions show a narrow focus 

on a single type of organization or specific industry. While Carlson’s (1961) sample consists of 200 

school superintendents, Grusky’s (1963, 1964) focus was on successions in professional baseball 

teams. Helmich and Brown (1972) analyzed successions in over 200 chemical companies, while 

Pfeffer and Leblebici (1973) examined manufacturing companies, before Pfeffer and Salancik (1977) 

analyzed a sample of 57 hospitals. Only once event studies were conducted in this research field 

during the third phase, the scope of the different samples increased. However, these works frequently 

relied on the same source to construct their samples. While examining different dependent variables, 

Warner, Watts and Wruck (1988), Reinganum (1985), Beatty and Zajac (1987) as well as Furtado 

and Rozeff (1987) all retrieved their samples of succession events exclusively from the Wall Street 

Journal. 

 

This thesis aims at providing a more general analysis of the market reaction to CEO succession 

announcements. Therefore, the different stock indices are chosen as the sources for constructing this 

data sample. The shortcoming of merely focusing on a single news outlet such as the Wall Street 

Journal is that it may not cover leadership successions at firms of all sizes. Intuitively, the larger a 

company, the more coverage it will enjoy in the public press. By using the two stock indices, this 

thesis also ensures a coverage of various business sectors, which were collected for all companies 

with succession announcements. The distribution of successions across the eleven different GICS 

sectors is shown in table 5.  
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Table 5 – Succession events across GICS sectors 

Sector S&P 500 Euro Stoxx 50 Total 

Communication Services 4 3 7 

Consumer Discretionary 31 6 37 

Consumer Staples 20 2 22 

Energy 15 2 17 

Financials 18 10 28 

Health Care 23 3 26 

Industrials 37 2 39 

Information Technology 26 – 26 

Materials 14 2 16 

Real Estate 9 1 10 

Utilities 11 2 13 

 

The different GICS sectors are, however, broadly defined and can include multiple industries. For 

instance, consumer discretionary, which accounts for about 15% of all succession events, consists of 

large car manufacturers such as BMW, Daimler, and Volkswagen. In addition, it contains companies 

such as Marriott, McDonald’s, and Nike. Consequently, the sample includes a variety of companies 

from several industries, making it more representative than many samples examined in existing 

research. 

 

5.2.5. Company size 

The organization’s size is a variable that was analyzed with respect to succession events across 

various studies (Grusky, 1964; Kriesberg, 1962; Trow, 1961). While these applied different metrics 

to measure an organization’s size, such as its gross sales (Gordon & Becker, 1964) or market 

capitalization (Reinganum, 1985), this thesis defines size as the number of employees. Including this 

measure accounts for potential limitations in the new CEO’s influence on the organization as a whole. 

As shown in table 6, this quantitative measure is split into three percentiles to define what constitutes 

as a small and a large company. 
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Table 6 – Distribution of organizational sizes in number of employees across both indices 

Percentile S&P 500 Euro Stoxx 50 Sample 

25th 9,975 92,664 11,000 

50th 24,000 102,594 27,400 

75th 60,100 145,845 91,737 

 

While the ES 50 consists of 50 European stocks, the S&P 500 includes 500 different companies listed 

in the United States. Given the focus on blue-chip stocks, the companies listed in Europe have, on 

average, a larger workforce than the companies listed in the U.S. included in the sample. However, 

the distribution underlines the argument of CEOs having more influence in smaller and potentially 

less bureaucratic firms than their counterparts in large, complex, and bureaucratic corporations 

(Pfeffer & Salancik, 1977). Arguably, Thomas Herzog, CEO of HCP, which is the sample’s smallest 

company, has more influence on the company’s 190 employees than Herbert Diess, CEO of 

Volkswagen, has on his more than 655,000 employees. 

 

Based on this distribution of organizational sizes, a small company is defined as one with 9,000 

employees or less, while large companies had reported 95,000 or more employees in their last annual 

reports prior to the succession announcement. These thresholds for small and large companies are 

slightly below and above the values for the 25th and 75th percentile, respectively. The distribution of 

small and large companies based on this definition for the U.S. and Europe is shown in figure 5. 
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Figure 5 – Small and large companies included in the sample 
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5.2.6. Predecessors’ tenures 

In contrast to an organization’s size, the tenure of the predecessor is an unambiguous measure. The 

time the previous CEO has been in office is argued to affect an organization’s characteristics. 

Intuitively, a longer tenure entails stronger shaping effects of the CEO on the organization than short 

tenures (Hambrick & Mason, 1984; Shen & Cannella Jr., 2002). While Kaplan and Minton (2012) 

observed a trend towards shorter tenures for CEOs, with an average of slightly less than seven years, 

this sample’s average tenure is longer and lasts about 9.5 years. As table 7 shows, this variable is also 

split into percentiles, so that long as well as short tenures are defined based on the sample’s 

characteristics. 

 

Table 7 – Distribution of predecessors' tenures in years 

Percentile S&P 500 Euro Stoxx 50 Sample 

25th 5 4 5 

50th 8 7 8 

75th 12 13 12 

 

While the average tenure is slightly shorter for companies listed in Europe, it is noteworthy that the 

75th percentile is reached with a tenure of 13 years. There are predecessors with an even longer tenure, 

such as Ralph Lauren, who held the reins of the company he founded and named after himself for 48 

years before passing them on to Stefan Larsson in 2015. Nevertheless, more than 10% of all new 

CEOs followed a predecessor who had been in office for 12 to 14 years. Potentially, Eitzen and 

Yetman’s (1972) observation of performance deteriorations in college basketball teams with an 

average tenure of 13 years by their coaches is not limited to the area of sports, but can also be observed 

in a business context. 

 

Based on the percentiles of predecessors’ tenures, long tenures are defined as 13 years or longer, 

while short tenures imply the predecessor being in office for four years or less. Again, the definitions 

for short and long tenures are selected just below and above the thresholds for the 25th and 75th 

percentile, respectively. These definitions entail an even split between long and short tenures for 

companies listed in the S&P 500 and the ES 50, as visualized in figure 6. 
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5.2.7. Pre-succession stock performance 

The intuition behind analyzing a company’s stock performance against the market for twelve months 

prior to the succession announcement is its consideration as an antecedent for succession events. 

While pre-succession performance was frequently estimated by traditional accounting measures 

(Davidson et al., 1990; Kesner & Sebora, 1994), this thesis follows the argument that such measures 

are an insufficient reflection of the CEO’s capabilities (Bushman et al., 1996). Instead, the stock 

market is considered as an objective estimation of managerial efficiency (Manne, 1965). 

 

As argued in chapter 2, a negative performance is more likely to result in a replacement of the 

incumbent CEO (Jenter & Lewellen, 2020). This assumption is supported by the observations in the 

sample. The average stock performance over twelve months prior to the succession announcement is 

-3.3% for companies listed in Europe, while it is -6.9% for companies listed in the United States. 

Consequently, the entire sample’s average stock performance versus the market is also negative, 

amounting to -6.44%, as previously shown in table 3. However, 102 successions occurred following 

a positive stock performance, with some of these companies’ stocks clearly outperforming the market. 

For instance, Duke Energy’s CEO Bill Johnson was removed from his post and replaced by Lynn 

Good following a year during which the company’s stock outperformed the S&P 500 by 88.7%. 

 

49

9

47

9

USA Europe

Long Short

Figure 6 – Distribution of short and long predecessor tenures for the U.S. and Europe 
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As visualized in figure 7, successions at firms listed in Europe followed an even split between positive 

and negative stock performances. The tendency for companies listed in the U.S. is clearly in favor of 

successions following negative stock performances, with 123 of all 208 companies replacing their 

CEO after their stock performed worse than the market over the year before the announcement. 

 

After this section’s presentation of the sample’s characteristics with respect to the different variables, 

the following chapter presents the results of this thesis’ event study. The calculated 𝐶𝐴𝑅𝑠 for the 

different event windows are complemented by a presentation of their test statistics as well as a 

discussion and interpretation of these results. 

  

85

17

123

16

USA Europe

Above market Below market

Figure 7 – Distribution of stock performances above and below the market 
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6. Presentation and discussion of results 

This chapter aims at presenting and discussing this thesis’ findings. For this, the following sections 

present the 𝐶𝐴𝑅𝑠 calculated for each variable across the previously defined event windows, as well 

as for the entire sample. The test statistics for these cumulative average abnormal returns are also 

presented. These were used to test the individual hypotheses for every variable formulated in the third 

chapter. The findings are discussed in order to address the research question introduced in the first 

chapter. The section is then concluded by the presentation and discussion of the findings obtained by 

the multivariate regression. 

 

The overarching goal of this thesis is to provide an analysis of the market reaction in response to CEO 

succession announcements by companies listed in the S&P 500 and ES 50. To do so, the 𝐶𝐴𝑅𝑠 for 

ten different event windows were calculated and tested on their statistical significance. With respect 

to the entire sample, the null hypothesis was formulated as: 

 

H0: There will be no statistically significant 𝐶𝐴𝑅̅̅ ̅̅ ̅̅  in the short run in the event of a CEO succession 

announcement. 

 

This null hypothesis is rejected, since the event study reveals that, on average, CEO succession 

announcements positively affected the market value of the 241 companies included in the sample. 

Yet, the sample displays a bias, since only 33 of the 241 announcements occurred at firms listed in 

the ES 50. As summarized in table 8, the succession announcements led to positive returns for 

investors across all event windows examined. For the entire sample, the returns for the 11-day 

window, [-5;5], are close to 0.8% and significant for the 95% confidence interval. 

 

Intuitively, the larger an event window, the larger the potential sum of abnormal returns. However, 

the smaller event windows as well as the event day itself also display positive, yet smaller 𝐶𝐴𝑅𝑠. 

Interestingly, the event window following the succession announcement, [0;2], displays returns about 

twice as high as the other two event windows of the same size, [-1;1] and [-2;0]. The returns are also 

about four times as high as the returns produced on the event window. This supports the idea of 

dissemination effects, meaning that it takes time until a large enough group of investors is aware of 

the new piece of information, i.e., the succession announcement. 
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Table 8 – Returns and test statistics for all succession events 

All events [-6;6] [-5;5] [-4;4] [-3;3] [-2;2] [-1;1] [0] [-2;0] [0;2] [0;6] 

N 241 241 241 241 241 241 241 241 241 241 

CAR̅̅ ̅̅ ̅̅  0.72% 0.77% 0.62% 0.51% 0.53% 0.25% 0.10% 0.21% 0.42% 0.46% 

Std. dev. 0.40% 0.36% 0.33% 0.29% 0.25% 0.19% 0.11% 0.19% 0.19% 0.29% 

T-statistic 1.815a 2.109b 1.897a 1.773a 2.179b 1.320 0.915 1.121 2.220b 1.589 

 

Apparently, there is a timely delay of investors’ reactions to the announcements, leading to a 

dispersion of returns from the event day across the subsequent two days. This observation also 

supports the efficient market hypothesis, which serves as an underlying assumption for the event 

study methodology (Fama, 1991; Fama et al., 1969; McWilliams & Siegel, 1997). The event window 

[0;2] signals that the reaction appears to happen after the new piece of information is released, which 

is the intuition behind market efficiency. This is further supported by the observation of the event 

window [0;6], which displays only marginally higher returns than the window [0;2] and lacks 

statistical significance. Hence, this suggests that the reaction not only occurs after the release of such 

news, but this new piece of information also appears to be incorporated immediately. 

 

In general, the results for the entire sample indicate that, on average, investors perceive the 

replacement of a CEO as a positive event. This positive attitude may be explained by the fact that 

most successions in the sample followed a year of stock performance inferior to the market portfolio, 

so that exchanging the CEO is expected to result in an increase in firm performance (Grusky, 1963). 

The positive returns observed in this event study are in line with Davidson et al.’s (1990) findings of 

a positive market reaction to CEO replacements. In contrast to previous studies, which found no 

significant market reaction to leadership replacements on the respective samples (Reinganum, 1985; 

Weisbach, 1988), this thesis’ results suggest a significant positive market reaction to the 

announcements of such replacements. 

 

After this presentation and discussion of the event study’s results on the entire sample, the following 

sections present and elaborate on the results of the analyses of the different subsamples. The 

hypotheses introduced in chapter 3, formulated with respect to the different variables and resulting 

subsamples, are then confirmed or rejected in these sections. 
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6.1. Male and female successors 

The analysis of the market’s reaction based on the successor’s gender yields various insights. The 

hypothesis on a positive reaction towards female successors, H1, is only partially supported and can, 

therefore, not be confirmed. Most event windows display positive 𝐶𝐴𝑅𝑠, with the highest observed 

in the event window [-2;0] at 0.39%. However, there is no statistical significance for any of the 

relevant confidence levels applied in this thesis, as summarized in table 9. In contrast to the high level 

of returns for the entire sample in the latest event window, [0;2], the returns for the same window are 

practically negligible, yet marginally negative at -0.03%, for female successors. 

 

Table 9 – Returns and test statistics for female successors 

Women [-6;6] [-5;5] [-4;4] [-3;3] [-2;2] [-1;1] [0] [-2;0] [0;2] [0;6] 

N 21 21 21 21 21 21 21 21 21 21 

CAR̅̅ ̅̅ ̅̅  -0.36% 0.05% 0.29% 0.09% 0.17% 0.16% 0.19% 0.39% -0.03% -0.23% 

Std. dev. 1.32% 1.21% 1.10% 0.97% 0.82% 0.63% 0.37% 0.63% 0.63% 0.97% 

T-statistic -0.272 0.041 0.264 0.095 0.205 0.250 0.515 0.609 -0.046 -0.240 

 

The positive returns observed in most of the event windows support the notion of investors adopting 

a positive attitude towards female leaders. This may be explained by the previously discussed findings 

of a decrease in firm risk and an increase in firm performance when a company’s CEO is a woman 

(Huang & Kisgen, 2013; Khan & Vieito, 2013). However, the lack of statistical power limits the 

meaningfulness of these observations. In addition, it is important to highlight the relatively small 

sample size in comparison to the sample of male successors, which is consistent with the continuing 

underrepresentation of women in executive positions (Coury et al., 2020; Eurostat, 2020; Karlsson et 

al., 2019). 

 

With respect to their male counterparts, the market reacts, on average, positive to the announcement 

of the successor. Positive 𝐶𝐴𝑅𝑠 are observable across all event windows and are significant at the 

95% confidence level for four different event windows. As presented in table 10, the latest event 

window, [0;2], displays the highest test statistic and is just short of the critical value for the 98% 

confidence level. However, since male successors account for more than 90% of the entire sample, 

these results are also very close to the results for the entire sample presented in the previous section.  
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Table 10 – Returns and test statistics for male successors 

Men [-6;6] [-5;5] [-4;4] [-3;3] [-2;2] [-1;1] [0] [-2;0] [0;2] [0;6] 

N 220 220 220 220 220 220 220 220 220 220 

CAR̅̅ ̅̅ ̅̅  0.82% 0.84% 0.66% 0.55% 0.57% 0.26% 0.09% 0.20% 0.46% 0.53% 

Std. dev. 0.41% 0.38% 0.34% 0.30% 0.26% 0.20% 0.11% 0.20% 0.20% 0.30% 

T-statistic 1.979b 2.191b 1.903a 1.824a 2.215b 1.304 0.800 0.987 2.334b 1.733a 

 

Nevertheless, the results lead to a rejection of the hypothesis on male successors, H2, since they show 

not only positive, but also significant returns in response to these successions. It appears that investors 

still consider male CEOs as the default and, on average, perceive these leadership transitions as a 

positive signal by the respective company. In fact, only for the event day, [0], the observed 𝐶𝐴𝑅 is 

twice as high for female successors compared to their male counterparts. Yet, this event window is 

lacking statistical significance in both subsamples. Overall, the results suggest that, on average, male 

successors are perceived more positively by investors than their female counterparts. 

6.2. Young and old successors 

While a successor’s age frequently serves as an indication of his or her experience, this thesis is 

interested in the investors’ expectations towards future performance of the firm. Thus, the concept of 

a CEO’s career concerns is argued to shape the market reaction. Young successors are expected to 

have stronger career concerns, causing them to make bolder decisions than old CEOs (Li et al., 2017). 

Based on the assumption that such decisions lead to strong firm performances and create favorable 

returns for investors, the hypothesis on young successors, H3, suggests a positive market reaction to 

such a succession announcement. As presented in table 11, the results are in line with Davidson et 

al.’s (1990) observation of a positive reaction towards young successors and lead to a confirmation 

of this hypothesis. 
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Table 11 – Returns and test statistics for young successors 

Young [-6;6] [-5;5] [-4;4] [-3;3] [-2;2] [-1;1] [0] [-2;0] [0;2] [0;6] 

N 48 48 48 48 48 48 48 48 48 48 

CAR̅̅ ̅̅ ̅̅  1.61% 1.46% 1.59% 1.34% 1.07% 0.48% 1.12% 1.64% 0.55% 0.50% 

Std. dev. 0.83% 0.76% 0.69% 0.61% 0.51% 0.40% 0.23% 0.40% 0.40% 0.61% 

T-statistic 1.941a 1.911a 2.304b 2.192b 2.078b 1.193 4.852d 4.106d 1.378 0.826 

  

Not only are 𝐶𝐴𝑅𝑠 positive across all event windows, but also statistically significant for most of 

them. The event day itself, [0], and the window [-2;0] show high returns of 1.12% and 1.64%, 

respectively, while being significant for the 99% confidence level. The generally positive reaction of 

investors towards a young CEO, therefore, contradicts the idea that career concerns may pose as a 

constraint to the CEO’s investment decisions (Holmström, 1999). Instead, young successors create 

higher positive returns than their old counterparts, as displayed in table 12. 

 

Table 12 – Returns and test statistics for old successors 

Old [-6;6] [-5;5] [-4;4] [-3;3] [-2;2] [-1;1] [0] [-2;0] [0;2] [0;6] 

N 53 53 53 53 53 53 53 53 53 53 

CAR̅̅ ̅̅ ̅̅  1.18% 1.73% 1.10% 0.98% 1.15% 0.46% 0.61% 0.74% 1.01% 0.84% 

Std. dev. 0.88% 0.81% 0.73% 0.64% 0.54% 0.42% 0.24% 0.42% 0.42% 0.64% 

T-statistic 1.340 2.144b 1.502 1.521 2.116b 1.092 2.488c 1.762a 2.405c 1.299 

  

While young successors show higher returns for almost all event windows, the market still reacts 

positively to the announcement of old successors. Although the applied definitions of young and old 

CEOs differ, the results are in line with Weisbach’s (1988) observations of positive effects of a CEO 

replacement, given that the CEO is not of the usual retirement age. The event windows [-5;5] and 

[0;2] stand out with 𝐶𝐴𝑅𝑠 of 1.73% and 1.01%, respectively. Again, the latter supports the 

assumption of market efficiency and is significant for the 98% confidence level, as is the result for 

the event day, [0], only. Therefore, the hypothesis on old successors, H4, suggesting a negative 

investor reaction, is rejected. One reason for this could be that investors appreciate a decrease in 

firms’ risk levels attributed to older CEOs (Serfling, 2014). Alternatively, they may also value the 

old successor’s experience and, therefore, consider such appointments as a good choice by the 

respective company.  
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6.3. Internal and external successors 

In contrast to other, more elaborate definitions of external and internal successors (Birnbaum, 1971; 

Helmich & Brown, 1972), this thesis applies the basic distinction between these types of successors 

established by Carlson (1961) and Grusky (1964). Hence, an internal successor is considered 

someone who has been employed by the company prior to the announcement and continuously until 

the event day. Building on the observation that internal successors replace the incumbent CEO more 

frequently than external ones (Furtado & Rozeff, 1987), this thesis expects a positive market reaction 

in cases where the successor is an external one. This is argued with the expectation towards external 

hires to increase firm performance, which is the result of two factors: (i) the increased cost related to 

external successors, and (ii) the successor’s valuable knowledge he or she brings to the company.  

 

Table 13 – Returns and test statistics for externally hired successors 

Externals [-6;6] [-5;5] [-4;4] [-3;3] [-2;2] [-1;1] [0] [-2;0] [0;2] [0;6] 

N 59 59 59 59 59 59 59 59 59 59 

CAR̅̅ ̅̅ ̅̅  0.65% 1.11% 0.73% 0.47% 0.73% 0.08% 0.63% 0.59% 0.77% 0.49% 

Std. dev. 0.78% 0.71% 0.65% 0.57% 0.48% 0.37% 0.22% 0.37% 0.37% 0.57% 

T-statistic 0.839 1.558 1.131 0.822 1.514 0.209 2.947d 1.582 2.075b 0.868 

 

This assumption is supported by the findings presented in table 13, which shows that 𝐶𝐴𝑅𝑠 across all 

event windows are positive. The event day shows positive returns of 0.63%, which are significant for 

the 99% confidence level. In line with the results for the entire sample, the event window [0;2] 

displays even higher returns of 0.77%, which are significant for the 95% confidence level, also 

supporting the notion of market efficiency. As shown in table 14, the returns on the event day are not 

only smaller for internal successors, but they are even negative. This is in line with the assumption 

that investors may form strong expectations towards externally hired CEOs and perceive their 

nominations positively. Consequently, the hypothesis formulated on such successors, H5, is 

confirmed. These findings on external successors are, however, in contrast to Worell and Davidson’s 

(1987) findings. They observed significant cumulative abnormal returns when the successor came 

from inside the firm, while no significance was found for external successors. 
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Table 14 – Returns and test statistics for internally promoted successors 

Internals [-6;6] [-5;5] [-4;4] [-3;3] [-2;2] [-1;1] [0] [-2;0] [0;2] [0;6] 

N 182 182 182 182 182 182 182 182 182 182 

CAR̅̅ ̅̅ ̅̅  0.74% 0.66% 0.59% 0.53% 0.47% 0.31% -0.07% 0.09% 0.31% 0.45% 

Std. dev. 0.46% 0.42% 0.38% 0.34% 0.28% 0.22% 0.13% 0.22% 0.22% 0.34% 

T-statistic 1.610 1.551 1.544 1.571 1.655 1.391 -0.572 0.412 1.394 1.336 

 

Although every event window apart from the event day displays positive returns when the successor 

was promoted internally, none of these findings are statistically significant for the relevant confidence 

intervals. The test statistics for two event windows, [-6;6] and [-2;2], are close to the critical values 

of the 90% confidence level, yet still insufficient to reject the hypothesis on internal successors. 

Hence, H6 is confirmed.  

 

In addition, the observations do not support the previously introduced idea that internal successors 

can be viewed as a confirmation of the company’s general strategy (Furtado & Rozeff, 1987). In fact, 

firm performance prior to the announcement is slightly worse if the successor is an internal one. On 

average, the companies’ stock performances against the market are -6.5% in these cases, while they 

are -6.3% for the companies who hired an external successor. However, one would expect the pre-

succession performance to be better in cases of internal hires if they should be considered a 

confirmation of the current strategy. Since returns for most event windows are higher in cases of 

external hires, Furtado and Rozeff’s (1987) idea of investors’ disappointments regarding the 

company’s talent development is also contradicted by these findings. 

6.4. Stock indices 

The fact that the sample contains succession announcements of companies listed in the S&P 500 and 

the ES 50 allows an analysis of the investor reaction to such announcements in the U.S. and Europe. 

The results for companies listed in the S&P 500 lead to a rejection of the hypothesis H7, which 

suggests a negative market reaction in response to succession announcements by these firms. In fact, 

table 15 shows positive 𝐶𝐴𝑅𝑠 across all event windows. Again, the event window [0;2] displays 

higher returns than the other two event windows of the same size, [-2;0] and [-1;1], with 0.46% 

compared to 0.25% and 0.28%, respectively. In addition, the returns for the event window [0;2] are 

significant for the 95% confidence level. 
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Table 15 – Returns and test statistics for firms listed in the S&P 500 

S&P 500 [-6;6] [-5;5] [-4;4] [-3;3] [-2;2] [-1;1] [0] [-2;0] [0;2] [0;6] 

N 208 208 208 208 208 208 208 208 208 208 

CAR̅̅ ̅̅ ̅̅  0.81% 0.86% 0.68% 0.57% 0.61% 0.28% 0.10% 0.25% 0.46% 0.53% 

Std. dev. 0.43% 0.39% 0.36% 0.31% 0.27% 0.21% 0.12% 0.21% 0.21% 0.31% 

T-statistic 1.886a 2.190b 1.920a 1.829a 2.315b 1.375 0.864 1.226 2.261b 1.692a 

 

It is important to underline that the results for firms listed in the S&P 500 are very close to the results 

of the entire sample, as previously presented. This is expected, since these firms account for 86% of 

the entire sample. However, these findings contradict the suggestion that a higher level of CEO 

discretion is expected to result in a deteriorated firm performance (Boyd, 1995; Jensen, 1993; Rechner 

& Dalton, 1991). Given the market-based system of corporate governance, which is prevalent in the 

U.S., CEOs are under less scrutiny than their European counterparts find themselves under in the 

control-based corporate governance. 

 

In fact, the results of firms listed in Europe support the hypothesis H8 and suggest that the importance 

attributed to the CEO’s role is overstated. Returns across the event windows are relatively small and 

show no statistical significance for any of the relevant confidence intervals, as summarized in table 

16. While the event day shows a return of 0.09%, the event windows [-2;2], [-1;1], and [-2;0] contain 

practically negligible 𝐶𝐴𝑅𝑠 of 0.03%, 0.05% and -0.03%, respectively. However, given the small 

size of this subsample, its representativeness is limited. Nonetheless, the small returns and lack of 

statistical significance lead to a confirmation of the hypothesis on firms listed in Europe, H8, which 

suggests no significant market reaction to succession announcements made by these firms. 

 

Table 16 – Returns and test statistics for companies listed in the Euro Stoxx 50 

ES 50 [-6;6] [-5;5] [-4;4] [-3;3] [-2;2] [-1;1] [0] [-2;0] [0;2] [0;6] 

N 33 33 33 33 33 33 33 33 33 33 

CAR̅̅ ̅̅ ̅̅  0.15% 0.17% 0.25% 0.14% 0.03% 0.05% 0.09% -0.03% 0.15% 0.02% 

Std. dev. 1.03% 0.95% 0.86% 0.76% 0.64% 0.50% 0.29% 0.50% 0.50% 0.76% 

T-statistic 0.150 0.177 0.292 0.180 0.047 0.101 0.301 -0.066 0.301 0.023 
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6.5. Business sectors 

One of the contextual variables collected for each succession announcement is the company’s 

respective sector according to the definition provided by the GICS. While the hypothesis for this 

variable, H9, suggests no significant market reaction to announcements for a specific sector, the 

results presented in table 17 and table 18 indicate otherwise. The sectors Financials and Health Care 

stand out with respect to not only statistical significance, but also to the size of the returns for selected 

event windows. Returns and test statistics for all other business sectors are presented in appendix C. 

 

Table 17 – Returns and test statistics for financial companies 

Financials [-6;6] [-5;5] [-4;4] [-3;3] [-2;2] [-1;1] [0] [-2;0] [0;2] [0;6] 

N 28 28 28 28 28 28 28 28 28 28 

CAR̅̅ ̅̅ ̅̅  -0.96% -0.68% -0.56% -0.57% -0.80% -0.31% 2.09% 1.58% -0.28% -0.35% 

Std. dev. 0.99% 0.91% 0.82% 0.73% 0.61% 0.48% 0.27% 0.48% 0.48% 0.73% 

T-statistic -0.971 -0.745 -0.683 -0.789 -1.298 -0.651 7.625d 3.315d -0.588 -0.481 

 

While most event windows for Financials display negative returns, the event day [0] and the window 

[-2;0] display positive returns of 2.09% and 1.58%, respectively. In addition, both are significant for 

the 99% confidence level. Especially the increase in the size of the returns during these two event 

windows implies a conscious reaction by investors towards potential news at first and, eventually, 

the succession announcement itself. A similar pattern can be observed for the sector of Health Care. 

 

Table 18 – Returns and test statistics for health care companies 

Health Care [-6;6] [-5;5] [-4;4] [-3;3] [-2;2] [-1;1] [0] [-2;0] [0;2] [0;6] 

N 26 26 26 26 26 26 26 26 26 26 

CAR̅̅ ̅̅ ̅̅  0.30% 0.03% 0.02% 0.22% 0.67% 0.71% -1.34% -1.85% 1.18% 0.88% 

Std. dev. 1.27% 1.17% 1.06% 0.93% 0.79% 0.61% 0.35% 0.61% 0.61% 0.93% 

T-statistic 0.238 0.025 0.017 0.234 0.845 1.152 -3.792d -3.030d 1.931a 0.939 
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Although the results for most of the other sectors are not significant at the 95% confidence level, the 

test statistics for Financials and Health Care suggest a significant market reaction, leading to a 

rejection of the respective hypothesis, H9. Since these findings are limited to these two sectors, 

however, the question remains as to why there are no significant reactions for the other sectors. While 

the assumption of sufficient coverage of all sectors can be questioned, the subsamples for some 

sectors are also of limited size. For instance, the entire sample only contains seven succession 

announcements for companies in the sector Communication Services.  

 

In addition, different sectors contain firms of different sizes. While companies in the sector Real 

Estate had an average of 6,900 employees, companies in the sector Financials employed an average 

of 64,200 people. This may entail differing levels of coverage by analysts and the press, giving 

investors more insight into large companies and, consequently, selected sectors. Yet, this would 

contradict the assumption of the CEO’s role being overstated, which particularly makes sense for 

large corporations compared to small companies. In general, this may also explain the focus put on 

specific industries by previous studies (Helmich & Brown, 1972; Pfeffer & Leblebici, 1973; Pfeffer 

& Salancik, 1977). 

6.6. Large and small companies 

The analyses of the market reactions to succession announcements by large and small companies 

show significant results for the large ones only. In fact, the hypothesis on large companies and an 

expected negative market reaction, H10, is rejected. In addition, the results on small companies, 

presented in table 19, support the hypothesis on a positive reaction, but returns are relatively small 

and lack statistical significance. Consequently, H11 is also rejected. 

 

Table 19 – Returns and test statistics for small companies 

Small [-6;6] [-5;5] [-4;4] [-3;3] [-2;2] [-1;1] [0] [-2;0] [0;2] [0;6] 

N 46 46 46 46 46 46 46 46 46 46 

CAR̅̅ ̅̅ ̅̅  0.83% 0.67% 0.40% 0.24% 0.33% 0.09% 0.16% 0.50% -0.01% 0.65% 

Std. dev. 0.96% 0.88% 0.80% 0.71% 0.60% 0.46% 0.27% 0.46% 0.46% 0.71% 

T-statistic 0.861 0.757 0.505 0.346 0.550 0.196 0.593 1.076 -0.024 0.919 
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As presented in table 20, returns for large companies are not only high, but also significant for the 

99% confidence level for almost all event windows. The event day itself displays negligible returns 

of 0.01% and no statistical significance, while the event windows [-1;1] and [-2;0] show returns of 

0.64% and 0.41%, respectively. However, none of their test statistics are sufficient for the 95% 

confidence level. 

 
Table 20 – Returns and test statistics for large companies 

Large [-6;6] [-5;5] [-4;4] [-3;3] [-2;2] [-1;1] [0] [-2;0] [0;2] [0;6] 

N 57 57 57 57 57 57 57 57 57 57 

CAR̅̅ ̅̅ ̅̅  2.69% 2.56% 2.02% 1.83% 1.36% 0.64% 0.01% 0.41% 0.96% 1.32% 

Std. dev. 0.72% 0.66% 0.60% 0.53% 0.45% 0.35% 0.20% 0.35% 0.35% 0.53% 

T-statistic 3.741d 3.860d 3.376d 3.464d 3.047d 1.857a 0.050 1.199 2.765d 2.496c 

 

Yet, in contrast to small firms, returns are larger across all event windows, except for the windows 

[0] and [-2;0]. While the hypothesis suggests negative returns for large companies, mainly due to 

their increased level of bureaucracy (Pfeffer & Salancik, 1977), these results indicate the exact 

opposite. In contrast to Reinganum’s (1985) observations, these findings suggest that investors do 

not appear to be concerned about the company’s bureaucratic structures decreasing the new CEO’s 

influence on the company. Another issue with large companies is the idea that a large workforce also 

implies limitations of a successor’s influence on the entire organization, which is why the variable of 

organizational size was defined by the number of employees in the first place.  

 

However, the organizational size caused a different investor reaction than expected. A potential 

reason for this may be the previously addressed concept of coverage by the public press and stock 

analysts. While the assumption for sufficient coverage across business sectors may be valid, it is 

questionable, at best, for companies of different sizes. Intuitively, the larger a company, the more 

news agencies will cover events related to it. Consequently, more investors are aware of the 

succession announcement and, in addition, of news prior to this announcement. This also explains 

the high returns and test statistics for the event windows beginning several days prior to the event 

day. Not only the succession announcement will be reported by more news agencies if the company 

is large. Instead, it is also likely that news about potential succession candidates is reported and 

reaches a larger number of investors.  
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6.7. Predecessors’ tenures 

The results with respect to short and long tenures of the predecessor lead to rejections of both 

hypotheses, H12 and H13. Short tenures are expected to yield a positive market reaction, since investors 

would perceive the replacement of a CEO who was in office for a short time as a proactive and 

positive action by the firm. During any of the earlier phases of a leadership tenure (Hambrick & 

Fukutomi, 1991), the company realizes a CEO’s lack of skills or a personal misfit and replaces him 

or her. Yet, as indicated by the results presented in table 21, the market reaction is the exact opposite. 

 

Table 21 – Returns and test statistics for short predecessor tenures 

Short [-6;6] [-5;5] [-4;4] [-3;3] [-2;2] [-1;1] [0] [-2;0] [0;2] [0;6] 

N 56 56 56 56 56 56 56 56 56 56 

CAR̅̅ ̅̅ ̅̅  0.67% 0.59% 0.70% 0.65% 0.55% 0.15% -1.12% -1.08% 0.51% 0.46% 

Std. dev. 0.75% 0.69% 0.62% 0.55% 0.46% 0.36% 0.21% 0.36% 0.36% 0.55% 

T-statistic 0.900 0.860 1.130 1.192 1.186 0.428 -5.397d -3.005d 1.420 0.840 

 

In fact, returns on the event day as well as for the event window [-2;0] are negative, with -1.12% and 

-1.08%, respectively, and significant for the 99% confidence level. Not only are these the only event 

windows of statistical significance, but also the only ones with negative 𝐶𝐴𝑅𝑠. Instead of a positive 

reaction to an early replacement of a CEO, these findings suggest that investors support the 

observation of an increased performance with a longer tenure (Eitzen & Yetman, 1972). 

Consequently, investors appear to be disappointed by the replacement and seem to mistrust the 

company’s choice of a suitable successor. In contrast to the negative reaction for successions 

following a short tenure, investors perceive the replacement of a CEO who held the position for a 

longer time positively, as shown in table 22. 

 

Interestingly, the exact same event windows display a strong investor reaction with positive returns 

of 1.78% for the event day and 2.18% for the window [-2;0]. These results are significant for the 99% 

confidence interval. However, the returns also contradict the expected market reaction. Building on 

the upper-echelons theory (Hambrick & Mason, 1984), a long time in office is argued to allow a CEO 

to shape the organization more than possible during a short tenure. Consequently, the successor is 

argued to face more challenges in influencing the entire organization, as it may be reluctant to changes 

brought on by the new CEO (Shen & Cannella Jr., 2002). Yet, this positive reaction towards 
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companies replacing their CEO after a long tenure supports the idea that such companies’ 

performances converge with industry standards (Finkelstein & Hambrick, 1990). Hence, investors 

appear to welcome the change in leadership and perceive the succession as a positive initiative by the 

company, implying that it will move on with someone new and potentially outperform its peers. On 

the other hand, the fact that the previous CEO could stay in office for so many years leads to the 

assumption that the successor may do so, too. Again, this implies that investors prefer longer tenures, 

potentially in line with Eitzen and Yetman’s (1972) findings. 

 

Table 22 – Returns and test statistics for long predecessor tenures 

Long [-6;6] [-5;5] [-4;4] [-3;3] [-2;2] [-1;1] [0] [-2;0] [0;2] [0;6] 

N 58 58 58 58 58 58 58 58 58 58 

CAR̅̅ ̅̅ ̅̅  0.71% 0.73% 0.64% 0.74% 0.80% 0.51% 1.78% 2.18% 0.41% 0.34% 

Std. dev. 0.86% 0.79% 0.71% 0.63% 0.53% 0.41% 0.24% 0.41% 0.41% 0.63% 

T-statistic 0.830 0.922 0.896 1.175 1.512 1.233 7.517d 5.304d 0.988 0.544 

 

6.8. Pre-succession stock performance 

In line with the belief that organizational performance can be attributed to the leader (Brady & 

Helmich, 1984; Dalton & Kesner, 1985; Davidson et al., 1990; Vancil, 1987), this thesis analyzes the 

effect of a company’s pre-succession performance on the market reaction to the succession event. 

More specifically, firm performance is defined as the company’s stock performance against the 

market over twelve months prior to the succession announcement. The sample is split between stocks 

which performed better or worse than the market. Successions following a negative performance are 

argued to cause a positive market reaction, as the market would expect the new CEO to lead a 

turnaround and achieve a subsequent increase in stock performance (Dalton & Kesner, 1985). As 

presented in table 23, the results support this notion of a positive reaction, but with insufficient 

significance. 
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Table 23 – Returns and test statistics for firms with stock performance below the market 

Negative [-6;6] [-5;5] [-4;4] [-3;3] [-2;2] [-1;1] [0] [-2;0] [0;2] [0;6] 

N 139 139 139 139 139 139 139 139 139 139 

CAR̅̅ ̅̅ ̅̅  0.33% 0.25% 0.31% 0.21% 0.25% 0.18% 0.18% 0.09% 0.34% 0.32% 

Std. dev. 0.54% 0.49% 0.45% 0.39% 0.33% 0.26% 0.15% 0.26% 0.26% 0.39% 

T-statistic 0.611 0.496 0.684 0.523 0.758 0.709 1.192 0.361 1.305 0.808 

 

With returns of 0.18% on the event day and 0.34% for the window following the event day, [0;2], the 

generally positive perception of such replacements is underlined. Both event windows also display 

the highest test statistics, but are not sufficient for the 90% confidence level, let alone the 95% 

interval. In contrast to Davidson et al.’s (1990) suggestion, the results do not support the assumption 

of a positive market reaction towards succession events following a firm’s poor pre-succession 

performance. Therefore, the hypothesis H14 is rejected. In addition, the hypothesis on firms with an 

above-market stock performance, H15, is rejected as well. The initial assumption of no significant 

reaction towards succession announcements by such companies is refuted by the results presented in 

table 24. 

 

Table 24 – Returns and test statistics for firms with stock performance above the market 

Positive [-6;6] [-5;5] [-4;4] [-3;3] [-2;2] [-1;1] [0] [-2;0] [0;2] [0;6] 

N 102 102 102 102 102 102 102 102 102 102 

CAR̅̅ ̅̅ ̅̅  1.25% 1.48% 1.06% 0.93% 0.92% 0.34% 0.00% 0.38% 0.54% 0.66% 

Std. dev. 0.58% 0.53% 0.48% 0.43% 0.36% 0.28% 0.16% 0.28% 0.28% 0.43% 

T-statistic 2.148b 2.765d 2.189b 2.192b 2.549c 1.229 -0.029 1.348 1.925a 1.537 

 

In fact, the large event windows [-6;6], [-5;5], and [-4;4] display returns from 1.25% over 1.48% to 

1.06%, respectively. In addition, all of these are significant, with the largest returns reaching the 99% 

confidence level, while the others are significant at the 95% confidence level. However, the event 

day displays marginally negative returns, as shown by the very small, yet negative, test statistic. 

Investors appear to be surprised by the succession announcement and, hence, neither tend to buy more 

stocks, nor to sell some of their current holdings of the company. 
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6.9. Multivariate regression 

Following the discussion of the results obtained by univariate analyses, this section elaborates on the 

results of the multivariate regression. In this multivariate setting, the results are in line with the 

previously discussed findings for the individual variables, yet they lack statistical significance. In an 

attempt to increase the number of significant coefficients across the event windows, a 90% 

winsorization was conducted. For this, returns above the 95th and below the 5th percentile, 

respectively, were assigned the value of these percentiles to decrease the effect of outliers on the 

results. However, the outcome did not yield the expected increase in significance levels for the 

different coefficients. Hence, the original, i.e., unmanipulated estimates for every variable’s 

coefficient across all event windows are presented in table 25. Given a coefficient’s test statistic 

exceeds a critical value for any of the confidence intervals, the respective coefficient is marked 

following the same logic applied in the previous sections. 

 

Table 25 – Coefficient estimates obtained by the multivariate regression 

Variable -6;6 -5;5 -4;4 -3;3 -2;2 -1;1 0 -2;0 0;2 0;6 

Y-intercept 0.2985 0.2720 0.2085 0.2326 0.0593 0.1260 0.1503 0.1518 0.0578 0.0748 

Gender -0.0103 -0.0073 -0.0027 -0.0039 -0.0037 -0.0007 0.0030 0.0050 -0.0058 -0.0076 

Age -0.0126 -0.0122 -0.0090 -0.0099 -0.0030 -0.0053 -0.0051 -0.0046 -0.0035 -0.0038 

Age2 0.0001 0.0001 0.0001 0.0001 0.0000 0.0001 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 

Origin 0.0020 0.0063 0.0039 0.0007 0.0041 -0.0019 0.0077 0.0070 0.0047 0.0014 

Predecessor  0.0016 0.0013 0.0011 0.0009 0.0007 0.0005a 0.0012a 0.0017c 0.0002 0.0006 

Size 0.0032 0.0039 0.0030 0.0027 0.0017 0.0011 -0.0025 -0.0033 0.0026 0.0019 

Performance 0.0055 0.0088 0.0045 0.0048 0.0051 0.0005 -0.0027 0.0015 0.0009 0.0021 

R2 1.89% 2.07% 1.86% 2.11% 1.91% 2.16% 2.02% 3.33% 2.12% 1.01% 

 

The positive y-intercepts across all event windows suggest that, on average, a succession 

announcement creates positive 𝐶𝐴𝑅𝑠. Yet, the size of these returns is then affected by the different 

variables analyzed in the regression. Across most of the event windows, the gender variable 

negatively affects returns. Given that it is defined as a binary variable, its effect is only relevant if the 

value for the variable is 1, which is the case for female successors. Consequently, the negative sign 

of the coefficient suggests that returns for female successors are lower than for male successors across 
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most event windows. This is in line with the results obtained by the univariate analysis of this variable, 

which displays higher positive returns for male successors than for their female counterparts. 

 

Similarly, the coefficient for the successor’s age is negative across all event windows. Since this is a 

continuous variable that assumes the value of the new CEO’s age, it follows that a larger value for 

the age has a stronger, yet negative, impact on returns. In other words, the older the successor, the 

lower the returns. Again, this reflects the observations of the univariate analysis of the successor’s 

age, which show that returns are significantly higher if the new CEO is young compared to an old 

successor. This is particularly true for the event windows [0] and [-2;0]. On the event day, returns are 

nearly twice as high for young successors compared to old ones, while for the latter window they are 

more than twice as large as the returns observed for old successors. On the other hand, the square of 

the successor’s age shows a marginally positive coefficient. Although the estimated coefficients are 

very small, the effects of this variable on the returns in the regression are not negligible, since it is a 

continuous variable as well, only of larger size. 

 

The successor’s origin is in line with the previously discussed results as well. While the default is 

defined as an internal successor, this binary variable only affects the returns if the new CEO is hired 

externally. In these cases, the effect is positive across most event windows, suggesting higher returns 

for these successors over internal ones. The last remaining binary variable, the stock performance 

against the market prior to the succession announcement, also displays a positive coefficient for most 

event windows. The results in the univariate setting show that companies with an above-market stock 

performance are linked with higher 𝐶𝐴𝑅𝑠 than the ones with a below-market performance. Although 

this contrasts with the expectation of more positive returns in cases of negative performances, it is 

supported by the multivariate regression. Since a negative performance is defined as the default, this 

coefficient only affects the returns if the value of this variable is 1, which is the case for positive 

performances. Hence, this variable’s effect is positive across all event windows, except the event day 

itself. 
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The variables of the company’s size and the predecessor’s tenure are also supporting the results of 

the univariate analyses of these variables. Returns are positively influenced by an increasing firm size 

across all but two event windows, while only one event window displays a negative coefficient 

estimate for the variable of the predecessor’s tenure. This latter observation is also contrary to 

expectations. As already argued, the longer the tenure of a CEO, the harder it may be for the successor 

to influence the organization. Nevertheless, the multivariate regression is in line with the univariate’s 

results, which show higher returns for successions with a longer tenure by the predecessor. 

 

The findings of the multivariate regression can also be used to formulate the ideal succession event. 

In other words, they provide insight into how the different characteristics with respect to the successor 

and the context of the succession can result in the highest returns. Based on the signs of the different 

coefficients across all event windows, it is possible to conclude that the optimal successor should, on 

average, be a young and externally hired man. In addition, the size of the company as well as the 

predecessor’s time in office positively affect returns. The results for the variable of the company’s 

stock performance lead to a surprising conclusion. In fact, this variable also positively affects returns. 

Consequently, the ideal succession replaces a CEO who has been in office at a large firm for a long 

time and follows a year of a strong stock performance against the market.   
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7. Conclusion 

CEO succession announcements are associated with an increase or a decrease in a firm’s market value 

in the short run. This thesis finds, on average, positive and statistically significant 𝐶𝐴𝑅𝑠 in response 

to 241 CEO replacements at companies listed in the S&P 500 and the Euro Stoxx 50 between the 

years 2010 and 2020. Different contextual as well as successor-related characteristics result in varying 

stock price reactions. Young successors, for instance, appear to be highly appreciated by investors. 

Returns for such succession announcements are almost twice as high on the event day, with 1.12% 

for young successors compared to 0.61% for their old counterparts. On the other hand, successors 

hired externally show higher positive returns for investors across most event windows than successors 

promoted internally. In fact, the market reaction on the event day is slightly negative, -0.07%, for 

internal successors. Similarly, successions in specific sectors such as Health Care result in a decrease 

in firm value. Yet, the positive returns for the entire sample outweigh negative market reactions in 

such subsamples. These findings are consistent across univariate analyses of each variable as well as 

a multivariate analysis of the joint effects of all variables on the returns. Hence, with respect to the 

research question, this thesis suggests a positive change in a company’s market valuation following 

the announcement of who will replace its CEO. As shown by the findings, the, on average, positive 

returns are moderated by different characteristics related to the company and the new CEO. 

 

This thesis provides valuable implications for professionals. On the one hand, it suggests that 

companies can, on average, expect a positive market reaction towards announcements of a new CEO. 

This positive reaction is reflected by short-term gains in the companies’ stock prices. Hence, this 

implies that companies should, indeed, consider how the market will react to the appointment of a 

new CEO when assessing potential successors. On the other hand, investors can also incorporate these 

findings into their trading strategies. Monitoring a selected group of companies and analyzing average 

tenures of previous CEOs as well as the current leader’s time in office allows an estimation of the 

next succession announcement’s timing. Depending on whether news about potential successors 

becomes available, investors can then form expectations towards the market reaction and act 

accordingly. 

 

In addition to its implications for the professional business world, the findings also contribute towards 

existing research on leadership successions. Since the sample is a unique collection of succession 

announcements, this thesis’ contributions are manifold. First, it provides insight into the effects of 
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succession announcements on stock prices without focusing on a specific industry or a single source 

for such announcements. This is in contrast to previous event studies, which analyzed market 

reactions for a specific organizational type or industry, or which relied on a single source to construct 

the respective samples. Second, it supports the idea of how important the role of the CEO and, 

consequently, the selection of a suitable successor are. This is supported by the fact that observed 

returns across the entire sample and several subsamples are not only positive and negative, but, more 

importantly, significant for the 90%, 95%, 98%, and 99% confidence levels. Last, its findings also 

support the hypothesis of market efficiency by observing significant returns in the event windows [0] 

and [0;2]. These windows optimally capture the market reaction following the announcement and 

disregard potential leakage effects prior to the event day. Returns in these two event windows 

represent the basic scenario of market efficiency, which describes information about a company being 

released and investors, perceiving this new information positively or negatively, deciding to buy or 

sell the company’s stocks. 

 

Naturally, these results, its implications for professionals and its contributions to research need to be 

viewed in light of its limitations. These limitations also open avenues for further research. While the 

findings may apply to those firms included in the sample, this sample is biased towards firms listed 

in the S&P 500. Although it does not focus on a specific business sector or a selected type of company, 

it consists of significantly more firms listed in the S&P 500 than in the ES 50, respectively. While 

the S&P 500 includes companies of varying sizes, the ES 50 is not only significantly smaller than its 

American counterpart, but also focuses on European blue-chip stocks. These are, on average, large 

corporations. Consequently, it may be worthwhile to conduct a study that analyzes a larger selection 

of European companies on the one hand, and a broader variety of large and small companies on the 

other hand. This would allow to examine whether such firms follow a similar pattern of returns linked 

to leadership successions. In addition, this thesis applies a rigorous approach in eliminating 

succession announcements from the sample when there were confounding events. Thus, the final 

sample consists of only 241 announcements over a time span of eleven years, which is a potential 

reason for the lack of significant results in the multivariate regression model. Naturally, constructing 

a larger sample over a longer time horizon may lead to more significant results without needing to 

compromise the rigorous handling of confounding events. Such results would then provide more 

reliable insights for companies and traders in their attempts of utilizing these findings in their pursuit 

of selecting the ideal succession candidates or developing trading strategies. 
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Appendices 

Appendix A – Succession events and individual characteristics 

# Company Index 
Date of 

announcement 
New CEO Gender Age Origin 

Tenure 

predecessor 

in years 

Size 

(# of 

employees) 

Stock 

Performance 

vs. market 

Sector 

1 BASF ES50 31.05.10 Kurt Bock m 51 I 8 104,779 27.1% Materials 

2 Inditex ES50 10.01.11 Pablo Isla m 46 I 31 100,138 29.9% Consumer Discretionary 

3 BNP Paribas ES50 11.05.11 Jean-Laurent Bonnafé m 49 I 10 198,400 4.0% Financials 

4 RWE ES50 11.08.11 Peter Terium m 47 I 4 72,068 -52.0% Energy 

5 Intesa Sanpaolo ES50 24.11.11 Enrico Cucchiani m 61 E 5 100,118 -36.7% Financials 

6 
Deutsche 

Telekom 
ES50 20.12.12 Timotheus Höttges m 50 I 7 232,000 -17.3% Communication Services 

7 
Unibail-

Rodamco 
ES50 30.01.13 Christophe Cuvillier m 50 I 8 1,496 5.6% Real Estate 

8 Intesa Sanpaolo ES50 30.09.13 Carlo Messina m 51 I 2 96,170 8.9% Financials 

9 Enel ES50 14.04.14 Francesco Starace m 58 I 9 68,961 24.2% Utilities 

10 Repsol ES50 02.05.14 Josu Jon Imaz San Miguel m 51 I 10 26,141 -6.5% Energy 
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11 Danone ES50 02.09.14 Emmanuel Faber m 50 I 18 99,927 -19.1% Consumer Staples 

12 
Banco 

Santander 
ES50 10.09.14 Ana Patricia Botín w 53 I 28 185,405 17.5% Financials 

13 Sanofi ES50 19.02.15 Olivier Brandicourt m 59 E 6 115,631 6.7% Health Care 

14 Engie ES50 14.01.16 Isabelle Kocher w 49 I 7 154,950 -16.0% Utilities 

15 Adidas ES50 18.01.16 Kasper Rorsted m 53 E 15 42,541 53.8% Consumer Discretionary 

16 
Assicurazioni 

Generali 
ES50 10.03.16 Philippe Donnet m 55 I 3 73,727 -12.4% Financials 

17 AXA ES50 21.03.16 Thomas Buberl m 42 I 16 98,279 10.7% Financials 

18 Telefónica ES50 29.03.16 José María Álvarez-Pallete m 52 I 16 129,890 -8.9% Communication Services 

19 Fresenius ES50 27.06.16 Stephan Sturm m 52 I 13 222,305 32.0% Health Care 

20 Unicredit ES50 30.06.16 Jean Pierre Mustier m 55 E 6 130,931 -88.0% Financials 

21 BASF ES50 21.12.17 Martin Brudermüller m 56 I 7 115,490 -2.3% Materials 

22 Ahold Delhaize ES50 05.04.18 Frans Muller m 56 I 2 223,000 1.3% Consumer Discretionary 

23 Deutsche Bank ES50 09.04.18 Christian Sewing m 47 I 3 91,737 -27.8% Financials 

24 Volkswagen ES50 12.04.18 Herbert Diess m 59 I 3 655,722 23.4% Consumer Discretionary 
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25 BBVA ES50 26.09.18 Carlos Torres Vila m 52 I 18 125,627 -25.1% Financials 

26 Daimler ES50 26.09.18 Ola Källenius m 49 I 13 298,683 -15.8% Consumer Discretionary 

27 Airbus ES50 08.10.18 Guillaume Faury m 50 I 12 133,671 35.7% Industrials 

28 Unilever ES50 29.11.18 Alan Jope m 54 I 10 149,867 12.9% Consumer Staples 

29 Sanofi ES50 07.06.19 Paul Hudson m 51 E 4 100,409 18.5% Health Care 

30 BMW ES50 18.07.19 Oliver Zipse m 55 I 4 133,778 -19.9% Consumer Discretionary 

31 Safran ES50 04.11.19 Olivier Andriès m 57 I 4 95,443 10.9% Industrials 

32 Nokia ES50 02.03.20 Pekka Lundmark m 56 E 6 98,000 -43.0% Communication Services 

33 ING Group ES50 19.06.20 Steven van Rijswijk m 50 I 7 53,431 -41.3% Financials 

34 
Janus Capital 

Group 
S&P500 07.01.10 Richard Weil m 46 I 5 1,465 23.2% Financials 

35 Mastercard S&P500 12.04.10 Ajay Banga m 50 I 13 5,600 9.4% Information Technology 

36 
Republic 

Services 
S&P500 28.06.10 Donald W. Slager m 48 I 12 30,000 7.9% Industrials 

37 Biogen S&P500 30.06.10 George A. Scangos m 62 E 10 4,750 -8.7% Health Care 

38 
Williams 

Companies 
S&P500 12.10.10 Alan S. Armstrong m 48 I 9 5,022 -7.7% Energy 
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39 Aetna S&P500 20.10.10 Mark T. Bertolini m 54 I 4 33,700 12.6% Health Care 

40 
Ball 

Corporation 
S&P500 08.11.10 John A. Haynes m 44 I 9 14,500 14.9% Materials 

41 Pfizer S&P500 06.12.10 Ian Read m 57 I 4 110,600 -16.8% Health Care 

42 SCANA S&P500 07.01.11 Kevin B. Marsh m 55 I 5 5,877 -1.0% Utilities 

43 Hospira S&P500 08.03.11 F. Michael Ball m 55 E 7 18,400 -14.6% Health Care 

44 Covidien S&P500 16.03.11 José E. Almeida m 48 I 3 41,300 -9.0% Health Care 

45 MetLife S&P500 21.03.11 Steven Kandarian m 59 I 5 67,000 -5.1% Financials 

46 Quanta Services S&P500 25.03.11 Jim F. O'Neil III m 52 I 13 17,500 4.5% Industrials 

47 Medtronic S&P500 12.05.11 Omar Ishrak m 55 E 3 45,000 -18.6% Health Care 

48 Hershey S&P500 16.06.11 John P. Bilbrey m 54 I 4 13,800 -1.8% Consumer Staples 

49 Newell Brands S&P500 24.06.11 Michael Polk m 50 E 5 19,900 -14.0% Consumer Discretionary 

50 
Range 

Resources 
S&P500 27.06.11 Jeffrey L. Ventura m 53 I 19 756 3.9% Energy 

51 Sempra Energy S&P500 27.06.11 Debra L. Reed w 55 I 5 17,483 -10.2% Utilities 

52 Pall S&P500 08.08.11 Lawrence D. Kingsley m 48 E 17 10,900 11.7% Industrials 
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53 Apple S&P500 24.08.11 Tim Cook m 50 I 14 60,400 32.3% Information Technology 

54 
Bank of New 

York Mellon 
S&P500 31.08.11 Gerald L. Hassell m 59 I 4 48,700 -31.9% Financials 

55 AES S&P500 06.09.11 Andrés Gluski m 53 I 9 27,000 -9.7% Utilities 

56 
Boston 

Scientific 
S&P500 14.09.11 Michael F. Mahoney m 46 E 2 24,000 11.4% Health Care 

57 IBM S&P500 26.10.11 Virginia M. Rometty w 54 I 9 466,385 19.1% Information Technology 

58 Mattel S&P500 21.11.11 Bryan Stockton m 58 I 11 28,000 7.3% Consumer Staples 

59 Marriott S&P500 14.12.11 Arne Sorenson m 52 I 40 120,000 -37.9% Consumer Discretionary 

60 
Micron 

Technology 
S&P500 06.02.12 Mark Durcan m 50 I 18 27,400 -39.4% Information Technology 

61 3M S&P500 08.02.12 Inge Thulin m 58 I 6 84,198 -5.8% Industrials 

62 CME Group S&P500 12.03.12 Phupinder Gill m 51 I 8 2,600 -12.4% Financials 

63 McDonald's S&P500 22.03.12 Don Thompson m 48 I 8 440,000 18.4% Consumer Discretionary 

64 CBRE Group S&P500 08.05.12 Robert Sulentic m 55 I 7 37,000 -41.8% Real Estate 

65 
General 

Dynamics 
S&P500 06.06.12 Phebe Novakovic w 54 I 3 92,200 -51.0% Industrials 

66 Sealed Air S&P500 28.08.12 Jerome A. Peribere m 58 I 12 25,000 -48.5% Materials 
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67 Entergy S&P500 05.09.12 Leo Denault m 52 I 13 15,000 -10.3% Utilities 

68 BorgWarner S&P500 15.11.12 James R. Verrier m 49 I 10 19,100 -14.9% Consumer Discretionary 

69 Nucor S&P500 16.11.12 John J. Ferriola m 60 I 12 22,200 -7.9% Materials 

70 ITW S&P500 19.11.12 Ernest Scott Santi m 51 I 7 60,000 15.7% Industrials 

71 Iron Mountain S&P500 03.12.12 William L. Meaney m 52 E 1 17,500 6.1% Real Estate 

72 Newmont S&P500 03.12.12 Gary Goldberg m 53 I 5 16,400 -48.8% Materials 

73 
CA 

Technologies 
S&P500 12.12.12 Michael P. Gregoire m 46 I 3 5,900 -8.2% Information Technology 

74 Ryder System S&P500 17.12.12 Robert E. Sanchez m 47 I 12 27,700 -18.9% Industrials 

75 Petsmart S&P500 22.01.13 David K. Lenhardt m 43 I 4 53,000 13.0% Consumer Discretionary 

76 Wellpoint S&P500 13.02.13 Joseph R. Swedish m 61 E 5 48,200 -15.7% Health Care 

77 Legg Mason S&P500 13.02.13 Joseph Sullivan m 55 I 5 2,975 -10.9% Financials 

78 
PNC Financial 

Services 
S&P500 14.02.13 William S. Demchak m 49 I 13 54,433 -6.3% Financials 

79 Joy Global S&P500 14.03.13 Ted Doheny m 50 I 7 16,600 -35.0% Materials 

80 FLIR Systems S&P500 26.04.13 Andrew C. Teich m 52 I 13 2,839 -8.2% Information Technology 
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81 Analog Devices S&P500 06.05.13 Vincent Roche m 53 I 16 9,100 3.6% Information Technology 

82 
Eastman 

Chemical 
S&P500 15.05.13 Mark J. Costa m 46 I 4 14,000 20.0% Materials 

83 
Chesapeake 

Energy 
S&P500 20.05.13 Robert D. Lawler m 46 E 20 10,800 9.7% Energy 

84 Marathon Oil S&P500 13.06.13 Lee Tillman m 51 E 11 3,359 12.6% Energy 

85 Duke Energy S&P500 18.06.13 Lynn Good w 54 I 7 27,948 88.7% Utilities 

86 
McGraw Hill 

Financial 
S&P500 11.07.13 Douglas L. Peterson m 54 I 15 16,400 2.9% Financials 

87 
United States 

Steel 
S&P500 16.08.13 Mario Longhi m 59 I 9 26,000 -33.8% Materials 

88 
Helmerich & 

Payne 
S&P500 21.08.13 John Lindsay m 52 I 25 10,333 13.3% Energy 

89 
Dun & 

Bradstreet 
S&P500 10.09.13 Robert Carrigan m 47 E 3 4,600 6.6% Industrials 

90 
Forest 

Laboratories 
S&P500 10.09.13 Brent Saunders m 43 E 35 5,800 6.7% Health Care 

91 CF Industries S&P500 16.09.13 W. Anthony Will m 48 I 10 2,900 -24.4% Materials 

92 Electronic Arts S&P500 17.09.13 Andrew Wilson m 39 I 6 9,300 52.3% Communication Services 

93 
Consolidated 

Edison 
S&P500 19.09.13 John McAvoy m 53 I 8 14,638 -21.5% Utilities 

94 HCP S&P500 02.10.13 Lauralee E. Martin w 62 E 10 154 -23.6% Real Estate 
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95 
Juniper 

Networks 
S&P500 13.11.13 Shaygan Kheradpir m 52 E 5 9,483 -10.3% Information Technology 

96 Walmart S&P500 25.11.13 Doug McMillon m 47 I 4 2,200,000 -11.4% Consumer Staples 

97 General Motors S&P500 10.12.13 Mary Barra w 51 I 3 219,000 23.6% Consumer Discretionary 

98 Qualcomm S&P500 13.12.13 Steven Mollenkopf m 44 I 8 31,000 -6.9% Information Technology 

99 Expeditors S&P500 19.12.13 Jeffrey S. Musser m 47 I 25 14,000 -16.1% Industrials 

100 Masco S&P500 08.01.14 Keith Allman m 51 I 7 32,000 4.2% Industrials 

101 Microsoft S&P500 04.02.14 Satya Nadella m 46 I 14 128,000 13.6% Information Technology 

102 Valero Energy S&P500 03.03.14 Joseph W. Gorder m 56 I 9 10,065 -16.5% Energy 

103 Xylem S&P500 03.03.14 Patrick K. Decker m 49 E 3 12,500 9.4% Industrials 

104 
Health Care 

REIT 
S&P500 14.04.14 Thomas J. DeRosa m 56 I 18 438 -33.1% Real Estate 

105 Noble Energy S&P500 15.04.14 David Stover m 56 I 14 2,730 -57.0% Energy 

106 Ross Stores S&P500 07.05.14 Barbara Rentler w 56 I 18 71,400 -11.1% Consumer Discretionary 

107 Ensco S&P500 09.05.14 Carl Trowell m 45 E 8 8,500 -32.3% Energy 

108 IFF S&P500 28.05.14 Andreas Fibig m 52 E 4 6,200 4.8% Materials 
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109 UPS S&P500 06.06.14 David Abney m 58 I 6 435,000 0.9% Industrials 

110 
Hartford 

Financial 
S&P500 09.06.14 Christopher J. Swift m 53 I 5 17,500 1.5% Financials 

111 
Air Products & 

Chemicals 
S&P500 18.06.14 Seifi Ghasemi m 69 E 7 21,200 11.7% Materials 

112 
Total System 

Services 
S&P500 23.06.14 M. Troy Woods m 63 I 10 9,900 5.7% Information Technology 

113 Tiffany S&P500 21.07.14 Frederic Cumenal m 54 I 15 12,000 7.6% Consumer Discretionary 

114 Assurant S&P500 16.09.14 Alan B. Colberg m 53 I 9 17,600 2.5% Financials 

115 D. R. Horton S&P500 30.09.14 David V. Auld m 57 I 16 5,621 -8.8% Consumer Discretionary 

116 FIS S&P500 21.10.14 Gary Norcross m 49 I 5 40,000 3.9% Information Technology 

117 Fastenal S&P500 07.11.14 Leland J. Hein m 53 I 12 18,417 -19.3% Industrials 

118 
Juniper 

Networks 
S&P500 10.11.14 Rami Rahim m 43 I 1 8,806 -2.6% Information Technology 

119 FirstEnergy S&P500 16.12.14 Charles E. Jones Jr. m 59 I 10 15,557 7.7% Utilities 

120 
Bristol-Myers 

Squibb 
S&P500 20.01.15 Giovanni Caforio m 50 I 5 25,000 -5.2% Health Care 

121 
Darden 

Restaurants 
S&P500 23.02.15 Eugene Lee, Jr. m 53 I 11 148,892 9.1% Consumer Discretionary 

122 Kimco Realty S&P500 25.02.15 Conor Flynn m 34 I 5 546 4.4% Real estate 



 91 

123 

Norfolk 

Southern 

Railway 

S&P500 02.03.15 James A. Squires m 53 I 9 30,000 3.7% Industrials 

124 Mattel S&P500 06.04.15 Christopher Sinclair m 64 I 3 31,000 -59.1% Consumer Staples 

125 Cisco Systems S&P500 05.05.15 Chuck Robbins m 49 I 20 70,000 11.9% Information Technology 

126 
T. Rowe Price 

Group 
S&P500 06.05.15 William J. Stromberg m 55 I 9 5,999 -10.9% Financials 

127 
Cameron 

International 
S&P500 11.05.15 R. Scott Rowe m 43 I 7 23,000 -34.9% Energy 

128 NetApp S&P500 01.06.15 George Kurian m 48 I 6 12,810 -18.1% Information Technology 

129 
21st Century 

Fox 
S&P500 16.06.15 James Murdoch m 42 I 2 20,500 -12.9% Communication Services 

130 Eaton S&P500 16.06.15 Craig Arnold m 55 I 16 95,000 -15.4% Industrials 

131 Boeing S&P500 23.06.15 Dennis Muilenburg m 51 I 10 160,000 3.9% Industrials 

132 
Travelers 

Companies 
S&P500 04.08.15 Alan D. Schnitzer m 49 I 11 30,900 7.9% Financials 

133 Express Scripts S&P500 09.09.15 Tim Wentworth m 55 I 11 25,900 40.8% Health Care 

134 
St. Jude 

Medical 
S&P500 09.09.15 Michael T. Rousseau m 59 I 11 16,000 10.6% Health Care 

135 Ralph Lauren S&P500 29.09.15 Stefan Larsson m 41 E 48 25,000 -44.1% Consumer Discretionary 
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136 TJX Companies S&P500 07.10.15 Ernier Herrman m 54 I 9 198,000 10.9% Consumer Discretionary 

137 Owens-Illinois S&P500 20.10.15 Andres A. Lopez m 53 I 9 27,000 10.2% Materials 

138 
Southwestern 

Energy 
S&P500 06.01.16 William J. Way m 56 I 7 1,469 -127.8% Energy 

139 Citrix Systems S&P500 20.01.16 Kirill Tatarinov m 51 E 15 9,600 18.5% Information Technology 

140 
Avery 

Dennison 
S&P500 25.02.16 Mitchell R. Butier m 44 I 10 25,000 28.7% Materials 

141 Illumina S&P500 07.03.16 Francis deSouza m 45 I 17 5,500 -14.4% Health Care 

142 
J. M. Smucker 

Company 
S&P500 07.03.16 Mark T. Smucker m 46 I 5 6,910 15.1% Consumer Staples 

143 Quanta Services S&P500 14.03.16 Earl Austin m 46 I 5 28,100 -19.6% Industrials 

144 
Advance Auto 

Parts 
S&P500 01.04.16 Thomas Greco m 57 E 0.5 73,000 9.1% Consumer Discretionary 

145 
Rockwell 

Automation 
S&P500 19.04.16 Blake D. Moret m 53 I 12 22,000 2.5% Industrials 

146 Genuine Parts S&P500 25.04.16 Paul Donahue m 59 I 11 40,000 7.3% Consumer Discretionary 

147 
FMC 

Technologies 
S&P500 09.05.16 Douglas J. Pferdehirt m 52 I 5 44,000 -38.8% Energy 

148 Progressive S&P500 12.05.16 Tricia Griffith w 51 I 15 31,721 23.9% Financials 

149 
Skyworks 

Solutions 
S&P500 12.05.16 Liam K. Griffin m 49 I 16 7,300 -48.2% Information Technology 
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150 Hanesbrands S&P500 13.06.16 Gerald W. Evans m 57 I 10 67,800 -22.2% Consumer Discretionary 

151 Honeywell S&P500 28.06.16 Darius Adamczyk m 50 I 14 131,000 12.7% Industrials 

152 W. W. Grainger S&P500 08.08.16 Donald Macpherson m 49 I 8 25,600 -8.8% Industrials 

153 Hormel Foods S&P500 06.09.16 James P. Snee m 49 I 10 21,100 -57.0% Consumer Staples 

154 
Extra Space 

Storage 
S&P500 12.09.16 Joseph D. Margolis m 55 I 7 3,287 -2.0% Real Estate 

155 
TE 

Connectivity 
S&P500 29.09.16 Terrence Curtin m 48 I 11 75,000 -5.5% Information Technology 

156 VF Corporation S&P500 05.10.16 Steven E. Rendle m 57 I 9 69,000 -33.5% Consumer Discretionary 

157 Nasdaq S&P500 14.11.16 Adena Friedman w 47 I 13 4,734 16.2% Financials 

158 PG&E S&P500 14.11.16 Geisha J. Williams w 55 I 5 24,000 6.1% Utilities 

159 Starbucks S&P500 01.12.16 Kevin Johnson m 56 I 8 254,000 -1.2% Consumer Discretionary 

160 Coca Cola S&P500 09.12.16 James Quincey m 51 I 9 100,300 4.5% Consumer Staples 

161 ExxonMobil S&P500 14.12.16 Darren Woods m 51 I 10 71,100 4.2% Energy 

162 Priceline S&P500 15.12.16 Glenn D. Fogel m 54 I 0.75 18,500 5.0% Consumer Discretionary 

163 Hershey S&P500 21.12.16 Michele G. Buck w 55 I 5 17,980 3.6% Consumer Staples 
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164 HCP S&P500 04.01.17 Thomas M. Herzog m 54 I 3 190 -34.5% Real Estate 

165 Mattel S&P500 17.01.17 Margaret Georgiadis w 52 E 2 28,000 -1.4% Consumer Staples 

166 Flowserve S&P500 08.02.17 R. Scott Rowe m 45 E 8 17,000 0.8% Industrials 

167 CSX S&P500 06.03.17 Hunter Harrison m 72 E 14 24,000 50.8% Industrials 

168 
Alexion 

Pharmaceuticals 
S&P500 27.03.17 Ludwig Hantson m 54 E 0.33 2,525 -28.7% Health Care 

169 
Micron 

Technology 
S&P500 26.04.17 Sanjay Mehrotra m 57 E 5 34,100 76.8% Information Technology 

170 General Mills S&P500 03.05.17 Jeffrey Harmening m 50 I 10 38,000 -25.2% Consumer Staples 

171 AIG S&P500 15.05.17 Brian Duperreault m 70 E 2 49,800 -7.3% Financials 

172 Halliburton S&P500 17.05.17 Jeff Miller m 53 I 17 55,000 -1.4% Energy 

173 FLIR Systems S&P500 23.05.17 James J. Cannon m 46 E 4 3,542 4.6% Information Technology 

174 Whirlpool S&P500 20.06.17 Marc Bitzer m 52 I 13 92,000 -5.8% Consumer Discretionary 

175 Tiffany S&P500 13.07.17 Alessandro Bogliolo m 52 E 3 13,100 29.7% Consumer Discretionary 

176 Mondelez S&P500 02.08.17 Dirk Van de Put m 57 E 11 83,000 -10.8% Consumer Staples 

177 
UnitedHealth 

Group 
S&P500 16.08.17 David S. Wichmann m 54 I 10 260,000 18.8% Health Care 



 95 

178 
Johnson 

Controls 
S&P500 21.08.17 George R. Oliver m 56 I 3 209,000 -32.2% Industrials 

179 Dollar Tree S&P500 18.09.17 Gary Philbin m 60 I 13 175,000 -10.6% Consumer Discretionary 

180 Kohl's S&P500 26.09.17 Michelle Gass w 49 I 9 138,000 -7.1% Consumer Discretionary 

181 Kellogg S&P500 28.09.17 Steven Cahillane m 52 E 6 33,000 -35.7% Consumer Staples 

182 IHS Markit S&P500 23.10.17 Lance Uggla m 55 I 17 13,000 -2.0% Industrials 

183 
Patterson 

Companies 
S&P500 24.10.17 Mark Walchirk m 51 E 12 7,500 -25.3% Health Care 

184 Anthem S&P500 06.11.17 Gail Boudraux w 57 E 4 56,000 33.8% Health Care 

185 M&T Bank S&P500 20.12.17 Rene F. Jones m 53 I 34 16,794 -7.5% Financials 

186 CSX S&P500 22.12.17 James Foote m 63 I 1 24,000 23.3% Industrials 

187 Cerner S&P500 10.01.18 Brent Shafer m 60 E 38 29,200 15.4% Health Care 

188 Public Storage S&P500 20.02.18 Joseph D. Russell Jr. m 58 I 16 5,600 -33.7% Real Estate 

189 3M S&P500 05.03.18 Michael F. Roman m 58 I 6 93,526 6.5% Industrials 

190 Dover S&P500 20.03.18 Richard J. Tobin m 54 E 9 24,000 13.8% Industrials 

191 Equifax S&P500 28.03.18 Mark Begor m 59 E 12 11,000 -23.6% Industrials 



 96 

192 

Affiliated 

Managers 

Group 

S&P500 29.05.18 Nathaniel Dalton m 51 I 13 4,450 -12.1% Financials 

193 Brown-Forman S&P500 29.05.18 Lawson E. Whiting m 49 I 15 4,800 -3.0% Consumer Staples 

194 BorgWarner S&P500 07.06.18 Frédéric Lissalde m 50 I 4 29,000 0.8% Consumer Discretionary 

195 Verizon S&P500 08.06.18 Hans Vestberg m 52 I 7 144,500 -7.3% Communication Services 

196 A.O. Smith S&P500 11.07.18 Kevin J. Wheeler m 57 I 5 16,300 -9.6% Industrials 

197 PepsiCo S&P500 06.08.18 Ramon Laguarta m 54 I 12 267,000 -13.5% Consumer Staples 

198 
Equity 

Residential 
S&P500 04.09.18 Mark J. Parrell m 52 I 12 2,700 -17.2% Real Estate 

199 

Broadridge 

Financial 

Solutions 

S&P500 12.09.18 Tim Gokey m 57 I 11 10,000 40.3% Information Technology 

200 Chevron S&P500 27.09.18 Michael Wirth m 56 I 8 45,047 -10.0% Energy 

201 
Constellation 

Brands 
S&P500 17.10.18 Bill Newlands m 59 I 11 9,600 -1.4% Consumer Staples 

202 
Nielsen 

Holdings 
S&P500 20.11.18 David Kenny m 57 E 4 46,000 -39.6% Industrials 

203 Lam Research S&P500 06.12.18 Timothy Archer m 51 I 6 10,900 -26.3% Information Technology 

204 QEP Resources S&P500 06.12.18 Timothy J. Cutt m 58 E 9 465 -21.6% Energy 
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205 Gilead Sciences S&P500 10.12.18 Daniel O'Day m 54 E 3 11,000 -11.0% Health Care 

206 Campbell Soup S&P500 20.12.18 Mark Clouse m 50 E 7 23,000 -17.4% Consumer Staples 

207 
Colgate-

Palmolive 
S&P500 11.02.19 Noel Wallace m 53 I 11 34,300 -8.4% Consumer Staples 

208 Celanese S&P500 08.04.19 Lori J. Ryerkerk w 56 E 7 7,714 -9.6% Materials 

209 Best Buy S&P500 15.04.19 Corie Barry w 44 I 6 125,000 -9.9% Consumer Discretionary 

210 PACCAR S&P500 18.04.19 Preston Feight m 51 I 5 27,000 -5.5% Industrials 

211 Kraft Heinz S&P500 22.04.19 Miguel Patricio m 52 E 4 37,000 -64.0% Consumer Staples 

212 Davita S&P500 29.04.19 Javier J. Rodriguez m 48 I 20 65,000 -22.0% Health Care 

213 LabCorp S&P500 05.06.19 Adam Schechter m 55 I 13 61,000 -11.8% Health Care 

214 
Alliance Data 

Systems 
S&P500 07.06.19 Melisa Miller w 60 I 10 8,500 -47.4% Industrials 

215 Accenture S&P500 11.07.19 Julie Sweet m 51 I 0.5 492,000 7.8% Information Technology 

216 Tapestry S&P500 04.09.19 Jide Zeitlin m 55 I 5 21,000 -86.4% Consumer Discretionary 

217 
Becton 

Dickinson 
S&P500 26.09.19 Thomas Polen m 46 I 8 70,093 -6.3% Health Care 

218 Wells Fargo S&P500 27.09.19 Charles Scharf m 54 E 3 260,000 -4.3% Financials 
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219 Nike S&P500 22.10.19 John Donahoe m 59 E 13 76,700 16.1% Consumer Discretionary 

220 Under Armour S&P500 22.10.19 Patrik Frisk m 56 I 23 16,400 3.9% Consumer Discretionary 

221 McDonald's S&P500 04.11.19 Chris Kempczinski m 51 I 4 205,000 -7.9% Consumer Discretionary 

222 
Robert Half 

International 
S&P500 06.11.19 M. Keith Waddell m 62 I 33 16,000 -20.2% Industrials 

223 
Abbott 

Laboratories 
S&P500 13.11.19 Robert Ford m 46 I 20 107,000 4.9% Health Care 

224 
Alliance Data 

Systems 
S&P500 18.11.19 Ralph Andretta m 58 E 0.5 8,500 -77.5% Industrials 

225 
Franklin 

Templeton 
S&P500 21.11.19 Jennifer M. Johnson w 55 I 15 9,600 -35.1% Financials 

226 Alphabet  S&P500 03.12.19 Sundar Pichai m 47 I 4 118,899 4.6% Information Technology 

227 
Tractor Supply 

Company 
S&P500 05.12.19 Hal Lawton m 45 E 7 32,000 -9.9% Consumer Discretionary 

228 United Airlines S&P500 05.12.19 J. Scott Kirby m 52 I 4 96,000 -17.5% Industrials 

229 IBM S&P500 30.01.20 Arvind Krishna m 57 I 8 380,000 -17.5% Information Technology 

230 Walt Disney S&P500 25.02.20 Robert Chapek m 59 I 15 203,000 1.1% Communication Services 

231 Coty S&P500 28.02.20 Pierre Denis m 55 E 1 18,260 -23.5% Consumer Staples 

232 Western Digital S&P500 05.03.20 David Goeckeler m 58 E 7 63,800 6.7% Information Technology 
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233 UPS S&P500 12.03.20 Carol B. Tomé w 63 E 6 495,000 -11.8% Industrials 

234 
Lockheed 

Martin 
S&P500 16.03.20 Jim Taiclet m 59 E 7 114,000 14.1% Industrials 

235 eBay S&P500 13.04.20 Jamie Iannone m 47 E 4 13,300 0.5% Consumer Discretionary 

236 Albemarle S&P500 20.04.20 J. Kent Masters m 61 I 9 6,000 -21.1% Materials 

237 Altria Group S&P500 20.04.20 William F. Gifford m 49 I 2 7,300 -30.0% Consumer Staples 

238 Hanesbrands S&P500 09.06.20 Stephen B. Bratspies m 52 E 4 63,000 -32.9% Consumer Discretionary 

239 
Consolidated 

Edison 
S&P500 17.09.20 Timothy Cawley m 55 I 7 14,900 -31.5% Utilities 

240 CMS Energy S&P500 18.11.20 Garrick Rochow m 46 I 4 7,500 -14.1% Utilities 

241 Evergy S&P500 08.12.20 David A. Campbell m 52 E 2 5,000 -26.9% Utilities 
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Appendix B – Sources for each succession announcement 

# Company Source (URL) for the succession announcement 

1 BASF https://www.wsj.com/articles/SB10001424052748704366504575278333584331318  

2 Inditex https://www.reuters.com/article/inditex/update-3-inditexs-ortega-to-step-down-as-chairman-idUSLDE7090UV20110110  

3 BNP Paribas 
https://china.bnpparibas.com/en/2011/05/11/michel-pebereau-announces-that-bnp-paribas-board-of-directors-will-be-asked-to-approve-the-

appointment-of-baudouin-prot-as-chairman-and-jean-laurent-bonnafe-as-chief-executive-officer-on-1st-december/ 

4 RWE 
https://www.group.rwe/en/investor-relations/news-and-ad-hoc-announcements/ad-hoc-announcements/archiv-ad-hoc-releases/2011/RWE-AG-

Ad-hoc-disclosure-according-to-Art-17-MAR-Peter-Terium-to-become-Deputy-Chairman-of-the-Ex  

5 Intesa Sanpaolo https://www.bloomberg.com/news/articles/2011-11-24/intesa-management-board-said-to-review-cucchiani-appointment-as-new-ceo 

6 Deutsche Telekom https://www.wsj.com/articles/SB10001424127887324461604578191462031942592  

7 Unibail-Rodamco 

https://cdn.urw.com/-/media/Corporate~o~Sites/Unibail-Rodamco-Corporate/Files/Homepage/INVESTORS/Press-

Releases/Others/2013/EN/20130130-Guillaume-POITRINAL-succeeded-by-Christophe-CUVILLIER-as-CEO-of-

UR_EN.ashx?revision=d6325421-0faf-422f-83a8-3f1d5cd56566  

8 Intesa Sanpaolo https://www.wsj.com/articles/SB10001424052702304373104579105722944191810  

9 Enel 
https://www.reuters.com/article/us-italy-statefirms-names/italy-proposes-descalzi-as-new-eni-ceo-in-broad-state-firm-shake-up-

idUSBREA3D1J020140414 

10 Repsol https://www.ft.com/content/bd777f18-d091-11e3-9a81-00144feabdc0 

11 Danone https://www.wsj.com/articles/danones-deputy-ceo-faber-to-become-chief-executive-1409677620 

https://www.wsj.com/articles/SB10001424052748704366504575278333584331318
https://www.reuters.com/article/inditex/update-3-inditexs-ortega-to-step-down-as-chairman-idUSLDE7090UV20110110
https://china.bnpparibas.com/en/2011/05/11/michel-pebereau-announces-that-bnp-paribas-board-of-directors-will-be-asked-to-approve-the-appointment-of-baudouin-prot-as-chairman-and-jean-laurent-bonnafe-as-chief-executive-officer-on-1st-december/
https://china.bnpparibas.com/en/2011/05/11/michel-pebereau-announces-that-bnp-paribas-board-of-directors-will-be-asked-to-approve-the-appointment-of-baudouin-prot-as-chairman-and-jean-laurent-bonnafe-as-chief-executive-officer-on-1st-december/
https://www.group.rwe/en/investor-relations/news-and-ad-hoc-announcements/ad-hoc-announcements/archiv-ad-hoc-releases/2011/RWE-AG-Ad-hoc-disclosure-according-to-Art-17-MAR-Peter-Terium-to-become-Deputy-Chairman-of-the-Ex
https://www.group.rwe/en/investor-relations/news-and-ad-hoc-announcements/ad-hoc-announcements/archiv-ad-hoc-releases/2011/RWE-AG-Ad-hoc-disclosure-according-to-Art-17-MAR-Peter-Terium-to-become-Deputy-Chairman-of-the-Ex
https://www.bloomberg.com/news/articles/2011-11-24/intesa-management-board-said-to-review-cucchiani-appointment-as-new-ceo
https://www.wsj.com/articles/SB10001424127887324461604578191462031942592
https://cdn.urw.com/-/media/Corporate~o~Sites/Unibail-Rodamco-Corporate/Files/Homepage/INVESTORS/Press-Releases/Others/2013/EN/20130130-Guillaume-POITRINAL-succeeded-by-Christophe-CUVILLIER-as-CEO-of-UR_EN.ashx?revision=d6325421-0faf-422f-83a8-3f1d5cd56566
https://cdn.urw.com/-/media/Corporate~o~Sites/Unibail-Rodamco-Corporate/Files/Homepage/INVESTORS/Press-Releases/Others/2013/EN/20130130-Guillaume-POITRINAL-succeeded-by-Christophe-CUVILLIER-as-CEO-of-UR_EN.ashx?revision=d6325421-0faf-422f-83a8-3f1d5cd56566
https://cdn.urw.com/-/media/Corporate~o~Sites/Unibail-Rodamco-Corporate/Files/Homepage/INVESTORS/Press-Releases/Others/2013/EN/20130130-Guillaume-POITRINAL-succeeded-by-Christophe-CUVILLIER-as-CEO-of-UR_EN.ashx?revision=d6325421-0faf-422f-83a8-3f1d5cd56566
https://www.wsj.com/articles/SB10001424052702304373104579105722944191810
https://www.reuters.com/article/us-italy-statefirms-names/italy-proposes-descalzi-as-new-eni-ceo-in-broad-state-firm-shake-up-idUSBREA3D1J020140414
https://www.reuters.com/article/us-italy-statefirms-names/italy-proposes-descalzi-as-new-eni-ceo-in-broad-state-firm-shake-up-idUSBREA3D1J020140414
https://www.ft.com/content/bd777f18-d091-11e3-9a81-00144feabdc0
https://www.wsj.com/articles/danones-deputy-ceo-faber-to-become-chief-executive-1409677620
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12 Banco Santander https://www.ft.com/content/af247a5e-3902-11e4-9cce-00144feabdc0  

13 Sanofi https://www.ft.com/content/beebfdce-b880-11e4-b6a5-00144feab7de  

14 Engie https://www.wsj.com/articles/isabelle-kocher-to-head-engie-1452763955 

15 Adidas 
https://www.adidas-group.com/en/investors/statutory-publications/ad-hoc-news/2016/ad-hoc-kasper-rorsted-succeed-herbert-hainer-ceo-adidas-

ag/ 

16 Assicurazioni Generali https://www.ft.com/content/f6915df0-e6e2-11e5-bc31-138df2ae9ee6 

17 AXA https://de.reuters.com/article/axa-managementchanges/axa-ceo-castries-to-leave-group-on-sept-1-idUKFWN16Q0J9  

18 Telefónica https://www.ft.com/content/6467fbaa-f5a6-11e5-803c-d27c7117d132  

19 Fresenius https://www.fresenius.com/media/FSE_IN_CEO_en.pdf 

20 Unicredit https://www.ft.com/content/aed4fb12-3eac-11e6-8716-a4a71e8140b0  

21 BASF https://www.ft.com/content/9de3361a-e659-11e7-97e2-916d4fbac0da 

22 Ahold Delhaize http://hugin.info/130711/R/2181962/842522.pdf  

23 Deutsche Bank https://finance.yahoo.com/news/christian-sewing-become-ceo-deutsche-073720600.html 

24 Volkswagen https://www.ft.com/content/9a0b092c-3e48-11e8-b7e0-52972418fec4  

25 BBVA https://de.reuters.com/article/bbva-chairman/bbva-appoints-carlos-torres-as-new-executive-chairman-idUSL8N1WC4MT 

https://www.ft.com/content/af247a5e-3902-11e4-9cce-00144feabdc0
https://www.ft.com/content/beebfdce-b880-11e4-b6a5-00144feab7de
https://www.wsj.com/articles/isabelle-kocher-to-head-engie-1452763955
https://www.adidas-group.com/en/investors/statutory-publications/ad-hoc-news/2016/ad-hoc-kasper-rorsted-succeed-herbert-hainer-ceo-adidas-ag/
https://www.adidas-group.com/en/investors/statutory-publications/ad-hoc-news/2016/ad-hoc-kasper-rorsted-succeed-herbert-hainer-ceo-adidas-ag/
https://www.ft.com/content/f6915df0-e6e2-11e5-bc31-138df2ae9ee6
https://de.reuters.com/article/axa-managementchanges/axa-ceo-castries-to-leave-group-on-sept-1-idUKFWN16Q0J9
https://www.ft.com/content/6467fbaa-f5a6-11e5-803c-d27c7117d132
https://www.fresenius.com/media/FSE_IN_CEO_en.pdf
https://www.ft.com/content/aed4fb12-3eac-11e6-8716-a4a71e8140b0
https://www.ft.com/content/9de3361a-e659-11e7-97e2-916d4fbac0da
http://hugin.info/130711/R/2181962/842522.pdf
https://finance.yahoo.com/news/christian-sewing-become-ceo-deutsche-073720600.html
https://www.ft.com/content/9a0b092c-3e48-11e8-b7e0-52972418fec4
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26 Daimler https://www.cnbc.com/2018/09/26/daimler-names-kaellenius-as-ceo-from-2019-zetsche-proposed-as-chairman.html#close 

27 Airbus https://www.dgap.de/dgap/News/adhoc/airbus-board-directors-selects-guillaume-faury-future-chief-executive-officer/?newsID=1100003  

28 Unilever https://www.ft.com/content/4fd75572-f3a6-11e8-9623-d7f9881e729f 

29 Sanofi https://de.reuters.com/article/sanofi-ceo-appointment-idCNFWN23D0LJ  

30 BMW 
https://www.press.bmwgroup.com/global/article/detail/T0298910EN/oliver-zipse-appointed-new-chairman-of-the-board-of-management-of-

bmw-ag?language=en 

31 Safran https://www.safran-group.com/media/safrans-board-directors-selects-olivier-andries-future-chief-executive-officer-20191104  

32 Nokia 
https://www.nokia.com/about-us/news/releases/2020/03/02/pekka-lundmark-appointed-president-and-ceo-of-nokia-rajeev-suri-to-step-down-

after-more-than-a-decade-as-president-and-ceo-of-nokia-and-nokia-siemens-networks/ 

33 ING Group https://www.ing.com/Newsroom/News/Press-releases/Steven-van-Rijswijk-to-succeed-Ralph-Hamers-as-CEO-of-ING.htm  

34 Janus Capital Group https://www.wsj.com/articles/SB10001424052748704130904574644012349378366  

35 Mastercard https://www.wsj.com/articles/SB10001424052702303828304575179592224194802  

36 Republic Services 
https://media.republicservices.com/2010-06-28-Republic-Services-Names-Don-Slager-to-Succeed-Jim-OConnor-as-CEO-OConnor-to-Retire-in-

January-2011 

37 Biogen https://www.wsj.com/articles/SB10001424052748703426004575339270422438804  

38 Williams Companies https://www.sec.gov/Archives/edgar/data/107263/000095012310092902/c60716e8vk.htm  

39 Aetna https://www.fiercehealthcare.com/healthcare/aetna-chairman-ronald-a-williams-to-retire-president-mark-t-bertolini-to-become-ceo 

https://www.cnbc.com/2018/09/26/daimler-names-kaellenius-as-ceo-from-2019-zetsche-proposed-as-chairman.html#close
https://www.dgap.de/dgap/News/adhoc/airbus-board-directors-selects-guillaume-faury-future-chief-executive-officer/?newsID=1100003
https://www.ft.com/content/4fd75572-f3a6-11e8-9623-d7f9881e729f
https://de.reuters.com/article/sanofi-ceo-appointment-idCNFWN23D0LJ
https://www.press.bmwgroup.com/global/article/detail/T0298910EN/oliver-zipse-appointed-new-chairman-of-the-board-of-management-of-bmw-ag?language=en
https://www.press.bmwgroup.com/global/article/detail/T0298910EN/oliver-zipse-appointed-new-chairman-of-the-board-of-management-of-bmw-ag?language=en
https://www.safran-group.com/media/safrans-board-directors-selects-olivier-andries-future-chief-executive-officer-20191104
https://www.nokia.com/about-us/news/releases/2020/03/02/pekka-lundmark-appointed-president-and-ceo-of-nokia-rajeev-suri-to-step-down-after-more-than-a-decade-as-president-and-ceo-of-nokia-and-nokia-siemens-networks/
https://www.nokia.com/about-us/news/releases/2020/03/02/pekka-lundmark-appointed-president-and-ceo-of-nokia-rajeev-suri-to-step-down-after-more-than-a-decade-as-president-and-ceo-of-nokia-and-nokia-siemens-networks/
https://www.ing.com/Newsroom/News/Press-releases/Steven-van-Rijswijk-to-succeed-Ralph-Hamers-as-CEO-of-ING.htm
https://www.wsj.com/articles/SB10001424052748704130904574644012349378366
https://www.wsj.com/articles/SB10001424052702303828304575179592224194802
https://media.republicservices.com/2010-06-28-Republic-Services-Names-Don-Slager-to-Succeed-Jim-OConnor-as-CEO-OConnor-to-Retire-in-January-2011
https://media.republicservices.com/2010-06-28-Republic-Services-Names-Don-Slager-to-Succeed-Jim-OConnor-as-CEO-OConnor-to-Retire-in-January-2011
https://www.wsj.com/articles/SB10001424052748703426004575339270422438804
https://www.sec.gov/Archives/edgar/data/107263/000095012310092902/c60716e8vk.htm
https://www.fiercehealthcare.com/healthcare/aetna-chairman-ronald-a-williams-to-retire-president-mark-t-bertolini-to-become-ceo
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40 Ball Corporation 
https://www.prnewswire.com/news-releases/john-a-hayes-to-become-ceo-of-ball-corporation-r-david-hoover-to-remain-chairman-of-the-board-

106897808.html 

41 Pfizer https://www.wsj.com/articles/SB10001424052748703814404576002103822074460  

42 SCANA https://www.sec.gov/Archives/edgar/data/754737/000075473711000002/form8-k.htm  

43 Hospira https://www.wsj.com/articles/SB10001424052748703883504576187040965501876  

44 Covidien https://www.reuters.com/article/covidien-ceo/update-2-covidien-names-almeida-ceo-meelia-to-retire-idINN1610144320110316  

45 MetLife https://www.metlife.com/about-us/newsroom/2011/march/metlife-board-names-steven-a--kandarian-to-succeed-c--robert-hen/  

46 Quanta Services 
https://www.prnewswire.com/news-releases/john-r-colson-to-assume-role-as-executive-chairman-in-may-2011-james-f-oneil-iii-to-become-ceo-

118620319.html 

47 Medtronic 
https://www.businesswire.com/news/home/20110511005988/en/Medtronic-Board-of-Directors-Announces-Appointment-of-Omar-Ishrak-as-

Chairman-and-CEO  

48 Hershey https://www.wsj.com/articles/SB10001424052702304186404576388131653449312  

49 Newell Brands https://www.wsj.com/articles/SB10001424052702304569504576404081730966912  

50 Range Resources https://ir.rangeresources.com/news-releases/news-release-details/range-announces-ceo-transition-plan/ 

51 Sempra Energy https://www.sempra.com/newsroom/press-releases/debra-l-reed-named-chief-executive-officer-sempra-energy  

52 Pall 
https://www.businesswire.com/news/home/20110808006821/en/Pall-Corporation-Names-Lawrence-D.-Kingsley-President-and-Chief-Executive-

Officer 

53 Apple https://www.reuters.com/article/us-apple/steve-jobs-resigns-from-apple-cook-becomes-ceo-idUSTRE77N82K20110824 

https://www.prnewswire.com/news-releases/john-a-hayes-to-become-ceo-of-ball-corporation-r-david-hoover-to-remain-chairman-of-the-board-106897808.html
https://www.prnewswire.com/news-releases/john-a-hayes-to-become-ceo-of-ball-corporation-r-david-hoover-to-remain-chairman-of-the-board-106897808.html
https://www.wsj.com/articles/SB10001424052748703814404576002103822074460
https://www.sec.gov/Archives/edgar/data/754737/000075473711000002/form8-k.htm
https://www.wsj.com/articles/SB10001424052748703883504576187040965501876
https://www.reuters.com/article/covidien-ceo/update-2-covidien-names-almeida-ceo-meelia-to-retire-idINN1610144320110316
https://www.metlife.com/about-us/newsroom/2011/march/metlife-board-names-steven-a--kandarian-to-succeed-c--robert-hen/
https://www.prnewswire.com/news-releases/john-r-colson-to-assume-role-as-executive-chairman-in-may-2011-james-f-oneil-iii-to-become-ceo-118620319.html
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https://www.businesswire.com/news/home/20110511005988/en/Medtronic-Board-of-Directors-Announces-Appointment-of-Omar-Ishrak-as-Chairman-and-CEO
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https://www.wsj.com/articles/SB10001424052702304186404576388131653449312
https://www.wsj.com/articles/SB10001424052702304569504576404081730966912
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54 Bank of New York Mellon https://www.reuters.com/article/us-bnymellon-idUSTRE7801JU20110901  

55 AES https://www.businesswire.com/news/home/20110906005756/en/AES-Announces-CEO-Transition 

56 Boston Scientific https://www.bizjournals.com/boston/news/2011/09/14/boston-scientific-names-ceo-successor.html 

57 IBM https://www.wsj.com/articles/SB10001424052970204777904576653512671012304  

58 Mattel https://labusinessjournal.com/news/2011/nov/21/mattel-ceo-robert-eckert-retire/  

59 Marriott https://www.wsj.com/articles/SB10001424052970203430404577097083490921006  

60 Micron Technology https://investors.micron.com/news-releases/news-release-details/micron-technology-appoints-mark-durcan-chief-executive-officer 

61 3M https://www.reuters.com/article/3m-ceo/update-3-thulin-gets-3m-helm-street-eyes-business-as-usual-idUSL2E8D86LJ20120208  

62 CME Group https://www.reuters.com/article/us-cme-ceo-idUSBRE82B1AE20120312  

63 McDonald's https://www.wsj.com/articles/SB10001424052702303812904577297912922262348  

64 CBRE Group https://www.sec.gov/Archives/edgar/data/1138118/000119312512220487/d349561dex991.htm  

65 General Dynamics https://www.reuters.com/article/us-generaldynamics-ceo-idUSBRE85601X20120607  

66 Sealed Air https://ir.sealedair.com/news-releases/news-release-details/sealed-air-announces-ceo-retirement-2013-and-succession-plan/ 

67 Entergy https://www.prnewswire.com/news-releases/entergy-implements-leadership-succession-plan-168666176.html 

https://www.reuters.com/article/us-bnymellon-idUSTRE7801JU20110901
https://www.businesswire.com/news/home/20110906005756/en/AES-Announces-CEO-Transition
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https://www.prnewswire.com/news-releases/entergy-implements-leadership-succession-plan-168666176.html
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68 BorgWarner https://europe.autonews.com/article/20121115/ANE/311159749/borgwarner-picks-verrier-to-succeed-manganello-as-ceo 

69 Nucor https://www.wsj.com/articles/SB10001424127887323551004578125392098449704 

70 ITW https://www.wsj.com/articles/SB10001424127887323852904578127361435605362 

71 Iron Mountain 
https://www.businesswire.com/news/home/20121203005605/en/Iron-Mountain-Appoints-William-Meaney-President-and-Chief-Executive-

Officer 

72 Newmont https://www.wsj.com/articles/SB10001424127887324355904578157214276978032  

73 CA Technologies https://www.businesswire.com/news/home/20121212006379/en/CA-Technologies-Names-Michael-P.-Gregoire-Chief-Executive-Officer  

74 Ryder System https://www.businesswire.com/news/home/20121217005221/en/Ryder-Announces-CEO-Succession-Plan 

75 Petsmart https://www.businesswire.com/news/home/20130122005529/en/PetSmart-Announces-Planned-Management-Succession 

76 Wellpoint https://www.wsj.com/articles/SB10001424127887324880504578300432881680410  

77 Legg Mason https://www.wsj.com/articles/SB10001424127887324880504578300590759677164  

78 PNC Financial Services https://www.bizjournals.com/pittsburgh/news/2013/02/14/rohr-to-retire-as-ceo-demchak-to-take.html  

79 Joy Global http://archive.jsonline.com/business/michael-sutherlin-to-retire-as-joy-global-president-ceo-succeeded-by-ted-doheny-oe95iob-198033561.html/ 

80 FLIR Systems https://www.sec.gov/Archives/edgar/data/354908/000035490813000016/form8-kitem502ceo.htm  

81 Analog Devices https://www.businesswire.com/news/home/20130506005833/en/Analog-Devices-Appoints-Vincent-Roche-CEO 

https://europe.autonews.com/article/20121115/ANE/311159749/borgwarner-picks-verrier-to-succeed-manganello-as-ceo
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https://www.sec.gov/Archives/edgar/data/354908/000035490813000016/form8-kitem502ceo.htm
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82 Eastman Chemical https://www.acnnewswire.com/press-release/english/13135/eastman-board-appoints-mark-costa-ceo-effective-january-1,-2014  

83 Chesapeake Energy https://www.reuters.com/article/businessNews/idCABRE94J03R20130520?edition-redirect=ca 

84 Marathon Oil 
https://www.reuters.com/article/marathonoil-executive/update-2-marathon-oil-taps-exxon-mobil-executive-as-next-ceo-

idUSL2N0EP0Q520130613  

85 Duke Energy https://www.wsj.com/articles/SB10001424127887323566804578553153359431238  

86 McGraw Hill Financial https://www.wsj.com/articles/SB10001424127887323740804578599460562643522 

87 United States Steel https://www.neweurope.eu/article/us-steel-names-mario-longhi-new-ceo-and-surma-retire-david-burritt-named-cfo/  

88 Helmerich & Payne 
https://www.globenewswire.com/news-release/2013/08/21/568354/10045696/en/helmerich-payne-inc-announces-future-ceo-succession-hans-

helmerich-to-remain-chairman-and-john-lindsay-to-become-ceo-effective-march-5-2014.html  

89 Dun & Bradstreet https://www.businesswire.com/news/home/20130910005506/en/DB-Selects-Robert-Carrigan-as-Its-New-President-CEO-and-Director 

90 Forest Laboratories https://www.wsj.com/articles/SB10001424127887324094704579067071648885370  

91 CF Industries https://www.wsj.com/articles/SB10001424127887323981304579079011635235646  

92 Electronic Arts https://www.reuters.com/article/electronicarts-ceo/update-2-eas-fast-rising-sports-games-chief-wilson-named-as-ceo-idUSL2N0HD22820130918  

93 Consolidated Edison https://www.utilityproducts.com/transmission-distribution/article/16007701/con-edison-names-john-mcavoy-ceo 

94 HCP https://www.sec.gov/Archives/edgar/data/765880/000110465913073780/a13-21760_18k.htm 

95 Juniper Networks https://www.reuters.com/article/us-juniper-ceo/juniper-appoints-barclays-executive-shaygan-kheradpir-ceo-idUSBRE9AC14Z20131113 

https://www.acnnewswire.com/press-release/english/13135/eastman-board-appoints-mark-costa-ceo-effective-january-1,-2014
https://www.reuters.com/article/businessNews/idCABRE94J03R20130520?edition-redirect=ca
https://www.reuters.com/article/marathonoil-executive/update-2-marathon-oil-taps-exxon-mobil-executive-as-next-ceo-idUSL2N0EP0Q520130613
https://www.reuters.com/article/marathonoil-executive/update-2-marathon-oil-taps-exxon-mobil-executive-as-next-ceo-idUSL2N0EP0Q520130613
https://www.wsj.com/articles/SB10001424127887323566804578553153359431238
https://www.wsj.com/articles/SB10001424127887323740804578599460562643522
https://www.neweurope.eu/article/us-steel-names-mario-longhi-new-ceo-and-surma-retire-david-burritt-named-cfo/
https://www.globenewswire.com/news-release/2013/08/21/568354/10045696/en/helmerich-payne-inc-announces-future-ceo-succession-hans-helmerich-to-remain-chairman-and-john-lindsay-to-become-ceo-effective-march-5-2014.html
https://www.globenewswire.com/news-release/2013/08/21/568354/10045696/en/helmerich-payne-inc-announces-future-ceo-succession-hans-helmerich-to-remain-chairman-and-john-lindsay-to-become-ceo-effective-march-5-2014.html
https://www.businesswire.com/news/home/20130910005506/en/DB-Selects-Robert-Carrigan-as-Its-New-President-CEO-and-Director
https://www.wsj.com/articles/SB10001424127887324094704579067071648885370
https://www.wsj.com/articles/SB10001424127887323981304579079011635235646
https://www.reuters.com/article/electronicarts-ceo/update-2-eas-fast-rising-sports-games-chief-wilson-named-as-ceo-idUSL2N0HD22820130918
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https://www.reuters.com/article/us-juniper-ceo/juniper-appoints-barclays-executive-shaygan-kheradpir-ceo-idUSBRE9AC14Z20131113
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96 Walmart https://www.wsj.com/articles/SB10001424052702304465604579219751575704322  

97 General Motors https://www.wsj.com/articles/general-motors-names-mary-barra-as-ceo-1386684743 

98 Qualcomm https://www.wsj.com/articles/SB10001424052702303932504579255892213935068  

99 Expeditors https://www.businesswire.com/news/home/20131219006629/en/Jeffrey-S.-Musser-Elected-as-Expeditors-New-Chief-Executive-Officer  

100 Masco https://www.crainsdetroit.com/article/20140108/NEWS/140109877/keith-allman-to-replace-timothy-wadhams-as-masco-corp-ceo 

101 Microsoft https://www.wsj.com/articles/SB10001424052702304450904579364693178656198  

102 Valero Energy https://www.reuters.com/article/valero-ceo/update-1-valero-energy-ceo-bill-klesse-to-retire-in-may-idUSL1N0M017320140303  

103 Xylem https://www.xylem.com/en-rw/about-xylem/newsroom/press-releases/xylem-names-patrick-k.-decker-president-and-chief-executive-officer/  

104 Health Care REIT https://www.businesswire.com/news/home/20140414005651/en/Health-Care-REIT-Appoints-Thomas-J.-DeRosa-Chief-Executive-Officer  

105 Noble Energy https://www.bizjournals.com/houston/news/2014/04/15/noble-energy-ceo-to-step-down.html  

106 Ross Stores https://investors.rossstores.com/news-releases/news-release-details/ross-stores-announces-senior-management-succession 

107 Ensco https://www.wsj.com/articles/SB10001424052702304655304579552072842082950  

108 IFF https://www.foodingredientsfirst.com/news/iff-announces-ceo-succession-plan.html 

109 UPS https://www.wsj.com/articles/ups-names-operating-chief-abney-as-ceo-1402054165 

https://www.wsj.com/articles/SB10001424052702304465604579219751575704322
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https://www.wsj.com/articles/SB10001424052702303932504579255892213935068
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110 Hartford Financial https://www.sec.gov/Archives/edgar/data/874766/000129993314000904/htm_49967.htm  

111 Air Products & Chemicals https://www.wsj.com/articles/air-products-names-rockwood-executive-as-chairman-ceo-1403088073 

112 Total System Services https://www.bizjournals.com/atlanta/news/2014/06/23/tsys-ceo-tomlinson-retiring.html  

113 Tiffany https://www.businessoffashion.com/articles/news-analysis/tiffany-ceo-kowalski-retire-president-cumenal-take  

114 Assurant https://www.assurant.com/newsroom-detail/NewsReleases/2014/September/Assurant-Names-Alan-B-Colberg-as-New-President-and-CEO  

115 D. R. Horton https://www.wsj.com/articles/d-r-horton-names-operating-chief-as-new-ceo-1412110840 

116 FIS 
https://www.businesswire.com/news/home/20141021005335/en/Gary-Norcross-to-Be-Appointed-as-FIS-Chief-Executive-Officer-Effective-

January-1-2015-Frank-Martire-to-Be-Appointed-as-Executive-Chairman  

117 Fastenal https://s23.q4cdn.com/591718779/files/doc_news/archive/b628fbef-0f0c-48df-88dc-b41fa59cb85e.pdf  

118 Juniper Networks https://www.sec.gov/Archives/edgar/data/1043604/000129993314001728/htm_50794.htm  

119 FirstEnergy 
https://www.prnewswire.com/news-releases/anthony-j-alexander-elected-executive-chairman-of-firstenergy-corp-charles-e-jones-elected-

president-and-chief-executive-officer-300010736.html  

120 Bristol-Myers Squibb https://www.reuters.com/article/idUSKBN0KT2J420150120?edition-redirect=ca  

121 Darden Restaurants https://www.wsj.com/articles/darden-restaurants-names-gene-lee-ceo-1424698627 

122 Kimco Realty https://www.sec.gov/Archives/edgar/data/879101/000139843215000063/i12690.htm  

123 Norfolk Southern Railway http://www.nscorp.com/content/nscorp/en/news/norfolk-southernnamesjimsquireschiefexecutiveofficer.html  

https://www.sec.gov/Archives/edgar/data/874766/000129993314000904/htm_49967.htm
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124 Mattel https://www.wsj.com/articles/mattel-to-make-christopher-sinclair-permanent-ceo-1428000588 

125 Cisco Systems https://www.wsj.com/articles/cisco-systems-names-chambers-replacement-1430743073 

126 T. Rowe Price Group https://www.prnewswire.com/news-releases/t-rowe-price-ceo-and-president-james-ac-kennedy-to-retire-in-2016-300078557.html 

127 Cameron International https://fintel.io/doc/sec-cam-cameron-international-ex991-2015-may-11-18444-404  

128 NetApp https://www.crn.com/news/storage/300076991/netapp-ousts-georgens-names-kurian-new-ceo.htm 

129 21st Century Fox https://www.nytimes.com/2015/06/17/business/media/21st-century-fox-announces-new-murdoch-roles.html  

130 Eaton https://www.reuters.com/article/eaton-ceo/eaton-taps-industrial-head-to-replace-longtime-ceo-cutler-idUSL1N0Z212P20150616  

131 Boeing https://www.reuters.com/article/us-boeing-ceo/boeing-names-muilenburg-ceo-succeeding-mcnerney-idUSKBN0P32F620150623  

132 Travelers Companies https://www.foxbusiness.com/features/travelers-ceo-fishman-stepping-down-will-be-succeeded-by-schnitzer 

133 Express Scripts https://www.chicagotribune.com/sns-bc-us--express-scripts-ceo-20150909-story.html  

134 St. Jude Medical https://www.businesswire.com/news/home/20150909006036/en/St.-Jude-Medical-Announces-Leadership-Transition-Plan 

135 Ralph Lauren https://www.wsj.com/articles/ralph-lauren-steps-aside-as-ceo-will-remain-design-chief-1443557902  

136 TJX Companies 
https://www.businesswire.com/news/home/20151007005800/en/The-TJX-Companies-Inc.-Announces-CEO-Succession-Plan-Ernie-Herrman-to-

Be-Named-CEO-Carol-Meyrowitz-to-Become-Executive-Chairman  

137 Owens-Illinois https://www.wsj.com/articles/bottle-maker-owens-illinois-names-new-ceo-1445377046 

https://www.wsj.com/articles/mattel-to-make-christopher-sinclair-permanent-ceo-1428000588
https://www.wsj.com/articles/cisco-systems-names-chambers-replacement-1430743073
https://www.prnewswire.com/news-releases/t-rowe-price-ceo-and-president-james-ac-kennedy-to-retire-in-2016-300078557.html
https://fintel.io/doc/sec-cam-cameron-international-ex991-2015-may-11-18444-404
https://www.crn.com/news/storage/300076991/netapp-ousts-georgens-names-kurian-new-ceo.htm
https://www.nytimes.com/2015/06/17/business/media/21st-century-fox-announces-new-murdoch-roles.html
https://www.reuters.com/article/eaton-ceo/eaton-taps-industrial-head-to-replace-longtime-ceo-cutler-idUSL1N0Z212P20150616
https://www.reuters.com/article/us-boeing-ceo/boeing-names-muilenburg-ceo-succeeding-mcnerney-idUSKBN0P32F620150623
https://www.foxbusiness.com/features/travelers-ceo-fishman-stepping-down-will-be-succeeded-by-schnitzer
https://www.chicagotribune.com/sns-bc-us--express-scripts-ceo-20150909-story.html
https://www.businesswire.com/news/home/20150909006036/en/St.-Jude-Medical-Announces-Leadership-Transition-Plan
https://www.wsj.com/articles/ralph-lauren-steps-aside-as-ceo-will-remain-design-chief-1443557902
https://www.businesswire.com/news/home/20151007005800/en/The-TJX-Companies-Inc.-Announces-CEO-Succession-Plan-Ernie-Herrman-to-Be-Named-CEO-Carol-Meyrowitz-to-Become-Executive-Chairman
https://www.businesswire.com/news/home/20151007005800/en/The-TJX-Companies-Inc.-Announces-CEO-Succession-Plan-Ernie-Herrman-to-Be-Named-CEO-Carol-Meyrowitz-to-Become-Executive-Chairman
https://www.wsj.com/articles/bottle-maker-owens-illinois-names-new-ceo-1445377046
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138 Southwestern Energy https://www.prnewswire.com/news-releases/southwestern-energy-company-names-bill-way-chief-executive-officer-300200180.html 

139 Citrix Systems https://www.businesswire.com/news/home/20160120006417/en/Citrix-Appoints-Kirill-Tatarinov-as-President-and-CEO  

140 Avery Dennison 
https://www.businesswire.com/news/home/20160225006798/en/Avery-Dennison-Names-Mitchell-R.-Butier-President-and-Chief-Executive-

Officer 

141 Illumina https://www.forbes.com/sites/matthewherper/2016/03/07/after-17-years-as-a-dna-sequencing-pioneer-illumina-ceo-jay-flatley-steps-do/ 

142 J. M. Smucker Company https://www.sec.gov/Archives/edgar/data/91419/000119312516495224/d155128d8k.htm  

143 Quanta Services 
https://www.prnewswire.com/news-releases/quanta-services-announces-ceo-transition-chief-operating-officer-earl-duke-austin-named-chief-

executive-officer-300235603.html  

144 Advance Auto Parts https://www.businesswire.com/news/home/20160404005746/en/Advance-Auto-Parts-Names-Thomas-Greco-CEO  

145 Rockwell Automation https://www.businesswire.com/news/home/20160419005578/en/  

146 Genuine Parts http://genuineparts.investorroom.com/2016-04-25-Genuine-Parts-Company-Announces-New-Chief-Executive-Officer 

147 FMC Technologies https://investors.technipfmc.com/news-releases/news-release-details/fmc-technologies-board-appoints-douglas-j-pferdehirt-next-ceo/ 

148 Progressive https://finance.yahoo.com/news/progressive-announces-ceo-transition-203005925.html  

149 Skyworks Solutions https://www.bizjournals.com/boston/blog/techflash/2016/05/woburn-based-chip-maker-skyworks-picks-a-new-ceo.html 

150 Hanesbrands https://www.sec.gov/Archives/edgar/data/1359841/000135984116000378/hbi-20160613x8k.htm  

151 Honeywell https://www.reuters.com/article/idUKASC08VJ1 

https://www.prnewswire.com/news-releases/southwestern-energy-company-names-bill-way-chief-executive-officer-300200180.html
https://www.businesswire.com/news/home/20160120006417/en/Citrix-Appoints-Kirill-Tatarinov-as-President-and-CEO
https://www.businesswire.com/news/home/20160225006798/en/Avery-Dennison-Names-Mitchell-R.-Butier-President-and-Chief-Executive-Officer
https://www.businesswire.com/news/home/20160225006798/en/Avery-Dennison-Names-Mitchell-R.-Butier-President-and-Chief-Executive-Officer
https://www.forbes.com/sites/matthewherper/2016/03/07/after-17-years-as-a-dna-sequencing-pioneer-illumina-ceo-jay-flatley-steps-do/
https://www.sec.gov/Archives/edgar/data/91419/000119312516495224/d155128d8k.htm
https://www.prnewswire.com/news-releases/quanta-services-announces-ceo-transition-chief-operating-officer-earl-duke-austin-named-chief-executive-officer-300235603.html
https://www.prnewswire.com/news-releases/quanta-services-announces-ceo-transition-chief-operating-officer-earl-duke-austin-named-chief-executive-officer-300235603.html
https://www.businesswire.com/news/home/20160404005746/en/Advance-Auto-Parts-Names-Thomas-Greco-CEO
https://www.businesswire.com/news/home/20160419005578/en/
http://genuineparts.investorroom.com/2016-04-25-Genuine-Parts-Company-Announces-New-Chief-Executive-Officer
https://investors.technipfmc.com/news-releases/news-release-details/fmc-technologies-board-appoints-douglas-j-pferdehirt-next-ceo/
https://finance.yahoo.com/news/progressive-announces-ceo-transition-203005925.html
https://www.bizjournals.com/boston/blog/techflash/2016/05/woburn-based-chip-maker-skyworks-picks-a-new-ceo.html
https://www.sec.gov/Archives/edgar/data/1359841/000135984116000378/hbi-20160613x8k.htm
https://www.reuters.com/article/idUKASC08VJ1
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152 W. W. Grainger https://www.sec.gov/Archives/edgar/data/277135/000110465916137921/a16-15974_18k.htm 

153 Hormel Foods https://www.businesswire.com/news/home/20160906006528/en/  

154 Extra Space Storage https://www.sec.gov/Archives/edgar/data/1289490/000119312516707028/d244024d8k.htm  

155 TE Connectivity https://www.sec.gov/Archives/edgar/data/1385157/000110465916148016/a16-19260_18k.htm 

156 VF Corporation https://www.wsj.com/articles/north-face-owner-vf-corp-ceo-to-leave-helm-1475676257 

157 Nasdaq https://www.wsj.com/articles/friedman-to-become-nasdaqs-ceo-first-woman-to-lead-major-u-s-exchange-1479170673  

158 PG&E https://www.power-grid.com/executive-insight/pg-e-corp-names-williams-as-new-ceo/#gref 

159 Starbucks 
https://www.businesswire.com/news/home/20161201006372/en/Starbucks-Announces-New-Leadership-Structure-to-Drive-Next-Wave-of-

Global-Growth  

160 Coca Cola https://www.reuters.com/article/us-coca-cola-moves-ceo-idUSKBN13Y1O3 

161 ExxonMobil https://www.wsj.com/articles/exxon-mobil-taps-darren-woods-to-replace-rex-tillerson-as-ceo-1481746854 

162 Priceline https://ir.bookingholdings.com/static-files/92decc75-cb60-4c0f-8f13-a733db4bf7ff  

163 Hershey https://www.reuters.com/article/us-hershey-moves-ceo-idUSKBN14A2AZ 

164 HCP 
https://ir.healthpeak.com/2017-01-03-HCP-Announces-Elections-of-Tom-Herzog-as-CEO-and-as-a-Member-of-the-Board-and-Justin-Hutchens-

as-President 

165 Mattel https://www.wsj.com/articles/mattel-names-google-executive-margaret-georgiadis-as-ceo-1484661479 

https://www.sec.gov/Archives/edgar/data/277135/000110465916137921/a16-15974_18k.htm
https://www.businesswire.com/news/home/20160906006528/en/
https://www.sec.gov/Archives/edgar/data/1289490/000119312516707028/d244024d8k.htm
https://www.sec.gov/Archives/edgar/data/1385157/000110465916148016/a16-19260_18k.htm
https://www.wsj.com/articles/north-face-owner-vf-corp-ceo-to-leave-helm-1475676257
https://www.wsj.com/articles/friedman-to-become-nasdaqs-ceo-first-woman-to-lead-major-u-s-exchange-1479170673
https://www.power-grid.com/executive-insight/pg-e-corp-names-williams-as-new-ceo/#gref
https://www.businesswire.com/news/home/20161201006372/en/Starbucks-Announces-New-Leadership-Structure-to-Drive-Next-Wave-of-Global-Growth
https://www.businesswire.com/news/home/20161201006372/en/Starbucks-Announces-New-Leadership-Structure-to-Drive-Next-Wave-of-Global-Growth
https://www.reuters.com/article/us-coca-cola-moves-ceo-idUSKBN13Y1O3
https://www.wsj.com/articles/exxon-mobil-taps-darren-woods-to-replace-rex-tillerson-as-ceo-1481746854
https://ir.bookingholdings.com/static-files/92decc75-cb60-4c0f-8f13-a733db4bf7ff
https://www.reuters.com/article/us-hershey-moves-ceo-idUSKBN14A2AZ
https://ir.healthpeak.com/2017-01-03-HCP-Announces-Elections-of-Tom-Herzog-as-CEO-and-as-a-Member-of-the-Board-and-Justin-Hutchens-as-President
https://ir.healthpeak.com/2017-01-03-HCP-Announces-Elections-of-Tom-Herzog-as-CEO-and-as-a-Member-of-the-Board-and-Justin-Hutchens-as-President
https://www.wsj.com/articles/mattel-names-google-executive-margaret-georgiadis-as-ceo-1484661479
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166 Flowserve https://www.flowserve.com/en/more/about-company/news/flowserve-appoints-r-scott-rowe-as-president-chief-executive-officer 

167 CSX https://www.wsj.com/articles/csx-agrees-to-hire-hunter-harrison-as-ceo-1488829040 

168 Alexion Pharmaceuticals https://www.wsj.com/articles/alexion-names-new-ceo-following-internal-sales-practice-probe-1490636870 

169 Micron Technology https://www.sec.gov/Archives/edgar/data/723125/000072312517000053/a20178-kmehrotraceo.htm 

170 General Mills 
https://investors.generalmills.com/press-releases/press-release-details/2017/Jeff-Harmening-Named-Chief-Executive-Officer-of-General-

Mills/default.aspx 

171 AIG https://www.wsj.com/articles/aig-names-brian-duperreault-as-ceo-1494847979 

172 Halliburton https://ir.halliburton.com/node/13101/pdf  

173 FLIR Systems https://www.flir.com/news-center/corporate-news/flir-announces-appointment-of-new-ceo/ 

174 Whirlpool https://www.whirlpoolcorp.com/whirlpool-corporations-jeff-fettig-to-step-down-as-ceo-remains-chairman-of-the-board/  

175 Tiffany https://www.sec.gov/Archives/edgar/data/98246/000009824617000189/a8k7122017.htm  

176 Mondelez https://www.wsj.com/articles/mondelez-names-mccain-foods-chief-as-new-ceo-1501674778 

177 UnitedHealth Group https://www.sec.gov/Archives/edgar/data/731766/000073176617000032/a8-k2017newofficerandbylaws.htm  

178 Johnson Controls https://investors.johnsoncontrols.com/news-and-events/press-releases/johnson-controls-international-plc/2017/08-21-2017-140337793 

179 Dollar Tree https://www.dollartreeinfo.com/news-releases/news-release-details/dollar-tree-announces-planned-leadership-succession 

https://www.flowserve.com/en/more/about-company/news/flowserve-appoints-r-scott-rowe-as-president-chief-executive-officer
https://www.wsj.com/articles/csx-agrees-to-hire-hunter-harrison-as-ceo-1488829040
https://www.wsj.com/articles/alexion-names-new-ceo-following-internal-sales-practice-probe-1490636870
https://www.sec.gov/Archives/edgar/data/723125/000072312517000053/a20178-kmehrotraceo.htm
https://investors.generalmills.com/press-releases/press-release-details/2017/Jeff-Harmening-Named-Chief-Executive-Officer-of-General-Mills/default.aspx
https://investors.generalmills.com/press-releases/press-release-details/2017/Jeff-Harmening-Named-Chief-Executive-Officer-of-General-Mills/default.aspx
https://www.wsj.com/articles/aig-names-brian-duperreault-as-ceo-1494847979
https://ir.halliburton.com/node/13101/pdf
https://www.flir.com/news-center/corporate-news/flir-announces-appointment-of-new-ceo/
https://www.whirlpoolcorp.com/whirlpool-corporations-jeff-fettig-to-step-down-as-ceo-remains-chairman-of-the-board/
https://www.sec.gov/Archives/edgar/data/98246/000009824617000189/a8k7122017.htm
https://www.wsj.com/articles/mondelez-names-mccain-foods-chief-as-new-ceo-1501674778
https://www.sec.gov/Archives/edgar/data/731766/000073176617000032/a8-k2017newofficerandbylaws.htm
https://investors.johnsoncontrols.com/news-and-events/press-releases/johnson-controls-international-plc/2017/08-21-2017-140337793
https://www.dollartreeinfo.com/news-releases/news-release-details/dollar-tree-announces-planned-leadership-succession
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180 Kohl's https://www.sec.gov/Archives/edgar/data/885639/000089271217000713/kss8k.htm 

181 Kellogg https://www.prnewswire.com/news-releases/steven-a-cahillane-named-kellogg-company-ceo-as-john-a-bryant-retires-300527487.html 

182 IHS Markit https://www.spglobal.com/marketintelligence/en/news-insights/trending/ojru1sqlj2g5giqk6eefda2 

183 Patterson Companies https://www.businesswire.com/news/home/20171024005869/en/Patterson-Companies-Names-Mark-Walchirk-President-and-CEO  

184 Anthem https://www.wsj.com/articles/anthem-confirms-joseph-swedish-to-step-down-as-ceo-1509968851 

185 M&T Bank https://newsroom.mtb.com/2017-12-20-M-T-Bank-Corporation-Names-Rene-Jones-Chairman-and-CEO  

186 CSX https://www.sec.gov/Archives/edgar/data/277948/000119312517377739/d474940d8k.htm  

187 Cerner https://www.bizjournals.com/kansascity/news/2018/01/10/cerner-ceo-chairman-brent-shafer.html  

188 Public Storage https://www.sec.gov/Archives/edgar/data/1393311/000119312518050794/d533849d8k.htm  

189 3M https://www.businesswire.com/news/home/20180305006217/en/  

190 Dover https://investors.dovercorporation.com/news-releases/news-release-details/dover-corporation-dover-appoints-richard-j-tobin-president-and 

191 Equifax https://www.wsj.com/articles/equifax-taps-former-ge-executive-begor-as-ceo-1522242000 

192 Affiliated Managers Group 
https://www.globenewswire.com/news-release/2018/05/29/1513166/0/en/AMG-Announces-that-Nathaniel-Dalton-Succeeds-Sean-M-Healey-as-

CEO.html 

193 Brown-Forman https://www.businesswire.com/news/home/20180529006191/en/Brown-Forman-Announces-Leadership-Succession-Plan 

https://www.sec.gov/Archives/edgar/data/885639/000089271217000713/kss8k.htm
https://www.prnewswire.com/news-releases/steven-a-cahillane-named-kellogg-company-ceo-as-john-a-bryant-retires-300527487.html
https://www.businesswire.com/news/home/20171024005869/en/Patterson-Companies-Names-Mark-Walchirk-President-and-CEO
https://www.wsj.com/articles/anthem-confirms-joseph-swedish-to-step-down-as-ceo-1509968851
https://newsroom.mtb.com/2017-12-20-M-T-Bank-Corporation-Names-Rene-Jones-Chairman-and-CEO
https://www.sec.gov/Archives/edgar/data/277948/000119312517377739/d474940d8k.htm
https://www.bizjournals.com/kansascity/news/2018/01/10/cerner-ceo-chairman-brent-shafer.html
https://www.sec.gov/Archives/edgar/data/1393311/000119312518050794/d533849d8k.htm
https://www.businesswire.com/news/home/20180305006217/en/
https://investors.dovercorporation.com/news-releases/news-release-details/dover-corporation-dover-appoints-richard-j-tobin-president-and
https://www.wsj.com/articles/equifax-taps-former-ge-executive-begor-as-ceo-1522242000
https://www.globenewswire.com/news-release/2018/05/29/1513166/0/en/AMG-Announces-that-Nathaniel-Dalton-Succeeds-Sean-M-Healey-as-CEO.html
https://www.globenewswire.com/news-release/2018/05/29/1513166/0/en/AMG-Announces-that-Nathaniel-Dalton-Succeeds-Sean-M-Healey-as-CEO.html
https://www.businesswire.com/news/home/20180529006191/en/Brown-Forman-Announces-Leadership-Succession-Plan
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194 BorgWarner https://www.borgwarner.com/newsroom/press-releases/2018/06/07/borgwarner-appoints-frederic-lissalde-chief-executive-officer 

195 Verizon https://www.ft.com/content/530fe4c4-6b0d-11e8-b6eb-4acfcfb08c11  

196 A.O. Smith https://investor.aosmith.com/news-releases/news-release-details/o-smith-announces-rajendra-become-executive-chairman-wheeler 

197 PepsiCo https://cn.reuters.com/article/us-pepsico-ceo/pepsico-veteran-ramon-laguarta-to-replace-indra-nooyi-as-ceo-idUSKBN1KR16H  

198 Equity Residential 
https://www.businesswire.com/news/home/20180904005455/en/Equity-Residential-Announces-Year-End-Retirement-of-CEO-David-J.-

Neithercut 

199 Broadridge Financial Solutions 
https://www.prnewswire.com/news-releases/broadridge-announces-tim-gokey-will-be-next-ceo-rich-daly-to-become-executive-chairman-

300710850.html 

200 Chevron https://www.wsj.com/articles/chevron-names-michael-wirth-chairman-ceo-1506607884 

201 Constellation Brands https://www.wsj.com/articles/constellation-ceo-rob-sands-to-step-down-from-corona-brewer-1539807998  

202 Nielsen Holdings https://ir.nielsen.com/investor-relations/shareholder-information/press-releases/Press-Release-Details/2018/David-Kenny-Named-Nielsen-CEO/ 

203 Lam Research https://investor.lamresearch.com/news-releases/news-release-details/lam-research-corporation-announces-martin-anstice-resigns-chief 

204 QEP Resources https://www.sec.gov/Archives/edgar/data/1108827/000119312518343671/d668414d8k.htm  

205 Gilead Sciences https://www.reuters.com/article/us-gilead-sciences-ceo-idUSKBN1O906G 

206 Campbell Soup https://www.wsj.com/articles/campbell-names-mark-clouse-new-ceo-11545347977 

207 Colgate-Palmolive https://www.ft.com/content/2ed540e2-2e47-11e9-8744-e7016697f225 

https://www.borgwarner.com/newsroom/press-releases/2018/06/07/borgwarner-appoints-frederic-lissalde-chief-executive-officer
https://www.ft.com/content/530fe4c4-6b0d-11e8-b6eb-4acfcfb08c11
https://investor.aosmith.com/news-releases/news-release-details/o-smith-announces-rajendra-become-executive-chairman-wheeler
https://cn.reuters.com/article/us-pepsico-ceo/pepsico-veteran-ramon-laguarta-to-replace-indra-nooyi-as-ceo-idUSKBN1KR16H
https://www.businesswire.com/news/home/20180904005455/en/Equity-Residential-Announces-Year-End-Retirement-of-CEO-David-J.-Neithercut
https://www.businesswire.com/news/home/20180904005455/en/Equity-Residential-Announces-Year-End-Retirement-of-CEO-David-J.-Neithercut
https://www.prnewswire.com/news-releases/broadridge-announces-tim-gokey-will-be-next-ceo-rich-daly-to-become-executive-chairman-300710850.html
https://www.prnewswire.com/news-releases/broadridge-announces-tim-gokey-will-be-next-ceo-rich-daly-to-become-executive-chairman-300710850.html
https://www.wsj.com/articles/chevron-names-michael-wirth-chairman-ceo-1506607884
https://www.wsj.com/articles/constellation-ceo-rob-sands-to-step-down-from-corona-brewer-1539807998
https://ir.nielsen.com/investor-relations/shareholder-information/press-releases/Press-Release-Details/2018/David-Kenny-Named-Nielsen-CEO/
https://investor.lamresearch.com/news-releases/news-release-details/lam-research-corporation-announces-martin-anstice-resigns-chief
https://www.sec.gov/Archives/edgar/data/1108827/000119312518343671/d668414d8k.htm
https://www.reuters.com/article/us-gilead-sciences-ceo-idUSKBN1O906G
https://www.wsj.com/articles/campbell-names-mark-clouse-new-ceo-11545347977
https://www.ft.com/content/2ed540e2-2e47-11e9-8744-e7016697f225
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208 Celanese https://www.celanese.com/news-media/2019/April/April-8-CEO-Announcement.aspx 

209 Best Buy https://www.reuters.com/article/legal-us-best-buy-ceo-idUSKCN1RR2A0 

210 PACCAR https://www.bloomberg.com/press-releases/2019-04-18/paccar-names-preston-feight-as-chief-executive-officer 

211 Kraft Heinz https://www.sec.gov/Archives/edgar/data/1637459/000163745919000029/form8-kitem502.htm  

212 Davita https://www.sec.gov/Archives/edgar/data/927066/000119312519123788/d726706d8k.htm  

213 LabCorp https://www.labcorp.com/labcorp-announces-new-leadership-roles 

214 Alliance Data Systems https://www.dallasnews.com/business/2019/06/07/alliance-data-systems-names-new-ceo-moves-corporate-hq-out-of-plano/  

215 Accenture https://newsroom.accenture.com/news/julie-sweet-assumes-ceo-role-at-accenture-david-rowland-becomes-executive-chairman.htm 

216 Tapestry https://finance.yahoo.com/news/1-tapestry-ceo-victor-luis-111719319.html 

217 Becton Dickinson https://www.prnewswire.com/news-releases/bd-announces-leadership-succession-plan-300925704.html 

218 Wells Fargo https://www.wsj.com/articles/wells-fargo-names-charles-scharf-president-ceo-11569583001 

219 Nike https://www.wsj.com/articles/nike-says-ceo-mark-parker-to-step-aside-as-ceo-11571775828 

220 Under Armour https://www.wsj.com/articles/under-armour-founder-kevin-plank-steps-aside-as-ceo-11571744657 

221 McDonald's https://www.reuters.com/article/us-mcdonald-s-corp-ceo-idUSKBN1XD0KI 

https://www.celanese.com/news-media/2019/April/April-8-CEO-Announcement.aspx
https://www.reuters.com/article/legal-us-best-buy-ceo-idUSKCN1RR2A0
https://www.bloomberg.com/press-releases/2019-04-18/paccar-names-preston-feight-as-chief-executive-officer
https://www.sec.gov/Archives/edgar/data/1637459/000163745919000029/form8-kitem502.htm
https://www.sec.gov/Archives/edgar/data/927066/000119312519123788/d726706d8k.htm
https://www.labcorp.com/labcorp-announces-new-leadership-roles
https://www.dallasnews.com/business/2019/06/07/alliance-data-systems-names-new-ceo-moves-corporate-hq-out-of-plano/
https://finance.yahoo.com/news/1-tapestry-ceo-victor-luis-111719319.html
https://www.prnewswire.com/news-releases/bd-announces-leadership-succession-plan-300925704.html
https://www.wsj.com/articles/wells-fargo-names-charles-scharf-president-ceo-11569583001
https://www.wsj.com/articles/nike-says-ceo-mark-parker-to-step-aside-as-ceo-11571775828
https://www.wsj.com/articles/under-armour-founder-kevin-plank-steps-aside-as-ceo-11571744657
https://www.reuters.com/article/us-mcdonald-s-corp-ceo-idUSKBN1XD0KI
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222 Robert Half International 
https://www.prnewswire.com/news-releases/robert-half-ceo-harold-m-messmer-jr-to-assume-executive-chairman-role-m-keith-waddell-named-

ceo-300953327.html 

223 Abbott Laboratories https://www.wsj.com/articles/longtime-abbott-labs-ceo-miles-white-to-step-down-in-march-11573663103  

224 Alliance Data Systems https://www.dallasnews.com/business/2019/11/18/ceo-who-moved-alliance-datas-hq-from-plano-is-out-after-five-months/ 

225 Franklin Templeton https://www.ft.com/content/682f9efe-0c6e-11ea-bb52-34c8d9dc6d84  

226 Alphabet  https://www.reuters.com/article/us-alphabet-google/google-co-founders-step-aside-as-pichai-takes-helm-of-parent-alphabet-idUSKBN1Y72MR 

227 Tractor Supply Company 
https://www.globenewswire.com/news-release/2019/12/05/1956723/0/en/Tractor-Supply-Company-Announces-CEO-Succession-Plan-Names-

Hal-Lawton-President-and-Chief-Executive-Officer-Effective-January-13-2020.html  

228 United Airlines https://www.ft.com/content/d91166ea-1761-11ea-8d73-6303645ac406  

229 IBM https://newsroom.ibm.com/2020-01-30-Arvind-Krishna-Elected-IBM-Chief-Executive-Officer  

230 Walt Disney https://www.wsj.com/articles/disney-names-new-ceo-to-succeed-iger-11582665764  

231 Coty https://www.ft.com/content/d31a97f2-59fb-11ea-a528-dd0f971febbc  

232 Western Digital 
https://www.westerndigital.com/company/newsroom/press-releases/2020/2020-03-05-western-digital-announces-appointment-of-david-

goeckeler-as-ceo 

233 UPS https://www.wsj.com/articles/ups-names-carol-tome-chief-executive-11584015226 

234 Lockheed Martin https://news.lockheedmartin.com/2020-03-16-Lockheed-Martin-Elects-James-D-Taiclet-as-President-and-CEO  

235 eBay https://www.bizjournals.com/sanjose/news/2020/04/13/jamie-iannone-ebay-ceo.html 

https://www.prnewswire.com/news-releases/robert-half-ceo-harold-m-messmer-jr-to-assume-executive-chairman-role-m-keith-waddell-named-ceo-300953327.html
https://www.prnewswire.com/news-releases/robert-half-ceo-harold-m-messmer-jr-to-assume-executive-chairman-role-m-keith-waddell-named-ceo-300953327.html
https://www.wsj.com/articles/longtime-abbott-labs-ceo-miles-white-to-step-down-in-march-11573663103
https://www.dallasnews.com/business/2019/11/18/ceo-who-moved-alliance-datas-hq-from-plano-is-out-after-five-months/
https://www.ft.com/content/682f9efe-0c6e-11ea-bb52-34c8d9dc6d84
https://www.reuters.com/article/us-alphabet-google/google-co-founders-step-aside-as-pichai-takes-helm-of-parent-alphabet-idUSKBN1Y72MR
https://www.globenewswire.com/news-release/2019/12/05/1956723/0/en/Tractor-Supply-Company-Announces-CEO-Succession-Plan-Names-Hal-Lawton-President-and-Chief-Executive-Officer-Effective-January-13-2020.html
https://www.globenewswire.com/news-release/2019/12/05/1956723/0/en/Tractor-Supply-Company-Announces-CEO-Succession-Plan-Names-Hal-Lawton-President-and-Chief-Executive-Officer-Effective-January-13-2020.html
https://www.ft.com/content/d91166ea-1761-11ea-8d73-6303645ac406
https://newsroom.ibm.com/2020-01-30-Arvind-Krishna-Elected-IBM-Chief-Executive-Officer
https://www.wsj.com/articles/disney-names-new-ceo-to-succeed-iger-11582665764
https://www.ft.com/content/d31a97f2-59fb-11ea-a528-dd0f971febbc
https://www.westerndigital.com/company/newsroom/press-releases/2020/2020-03-05-western-digital-announces-appointment-of-david-goeckeler-as-ceo
https://www.westerndigital.com/company/newsroom/press-releases/2020/2020-03-05-western-digital-announces-appointment-of-david-goeckeler-as-ceo
https://www.wsj.com/articles/ups-names-carol-tome-chief-executive-11584015226
https://news.lockheedmartin.com/2020-03-16-Lockheed-Martin-Elects-James-D-Taiclet-as-President-and-CEO
https://www.bizjournals.com/sanjose/news/2020/04/13/jamie-iannone-ebay-ceo.html
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236 Albemarle https://investors.albemarle.com/node/22071/pdf  

237 Altria Group 
https://www.reuters.com/article/us-altria-ceo/altria-ceo-howard-willard-steps-down-finance-head-to-succeed-idUKKBN21Z1UD?edition-

redirect=uk  

238 Hanesbrands 
https://www.businesswire.com/news/home/20200609005381/en/HanesBrands-Board-of-Directors-Appoints-Stephen-B.-Bratspies-as-Chief-

Executive-Officer-Effective-Aug.-3-2020  

239 Consolidated Edison https://www.nasdaq.com/press-release/con-edison-names-timothy-cawley-chief-executive-officer-con-edison-of-new-york-names 

240 CMS Energy 
https://www.prnewswire.com/news-releases/cms-energy-announces-patti-poppe-stepping-down-as-ceo-garrick-rochow-named-president-ceo-

301175668.html 

241 Evergy 
https://www.businesswire.com/news/home/20201208005612/en/Evergy-Appoints-David-A.-Campbell-as-President-Chief-Executive-Officer-

and-Board-Member 

https://investors.albemarle.com/node/22071/pdf
https://www.reuters.com/article/us-altria-ceo/altria-ceo-howard-willard-steps-down-finance-head-to-succeed-idUKKBN21Z1UD?edition-redirect=uk
https://www.reuters.com/article/us-altria-ceo/altria-ceo-howard-willard-steps-down-finance-head-to-succeed-idUKKBN21Z1UD?edition-redirect=uk
https://www.businesswire.com/news/home/20200609005381/en/HanesBrands-Board-of-Directors-Appoints-Stephen-B.-Bratspies-as-Chief-Executive-Officer-Effective-Aug.-3-2020
https://www.businesswire.com/news/home/20200609005381/en/HanesBrands-Board-of-Directors-Appoints-Stephen-B.-Bratspies-as-Chief-Executive-Officer-Effective-Aug.-3-2020
https://www.nasdaq.com/press-release/con-edison-names-timothy-cawley-chief-executive-officer-con-edison-of-new-york-names
https://www.prnewswire.com/news-releases/cms-energy-announces-patti-poppe-stepping-down-as-ceo-garrick-rochow-named-president-ceo-301175668.html
https://www.prnewswire.com/news-releases/cms-energy-announces-patti-poppe-stepping-down-as-ceo-garrick-rochow-named-president-ceo-301175668.html
https://www.businesswire.com/news/home/20201208005612/en/Evergy-Appoints-David-A.-Campbell-as-President-Chief-Executive-Officer-and-Board-Member
https://www.businesswire.com/news/home/20201208005612/en/Evergy-Appoints-David-A.-Campbell-as-President-Chief-Executive-Officer-and-Board-Member


 118 

Appendix C – Returns and test statistics for the entire sample and all subsamples 

Confidence intervals 

90% a 

95% b 

98% c 

99% d 

 

All events [-6;6] [-5;5] [-4;4] [-3;3] [-2;2] [-1;1] [0] [-2;0] [0;2] [0;6] 

N 241 241 241 241 241 241 241 241 241 241 

CAR̅̅ ̅̅ ̅̅  0.72% 0.77% 0.62% 0.51% 0.53% 0.25% 0.10% 0.21% 0.42% 0.46% 

Std. dev. 0.40% 0.36% 0.33% 0.29% 0.25% 0.19% 0.11% 0.19% 0.19% 0.29% 

T-statistic 1.815a 2.109b 1.897a 1.773a 2.179b 1.320 0.915 1.121 2.220b 1.589 

 

S&P 500 [-6;6] [-5;5] [-4;4] [-3;3] [-2;2] [-1;1] [0] [-2;0] [0;2] [0;6] 

N 208 208 208 208 208 208 208 208 208 208 

CAR̅̅ ̅̅ ̅̅  0.81% 0.86% 0.68% 0.57% 0.61% 0.28% 0.10% 0.25% 0.46% 0.53% 

Std. dev. 0.43% 0.39% 0.36% 0.31% 0.27% 0.21% 0.12% 0.21% 0.21% 0.31% 

T-statistic 1.886a 2.190b 1.920a 1.829a 2.315b 1.375 0.864 1.226 2.261b 1.692a 

 

ES 50 [-6;6] [-5;5] [-4;4] [-3;3] [-2;2] [-1;1] [0] [-2;0] [0;2] [0;6] 

N 33 33 33 33 33 33 33 33 33 33 

CAR̅̅ ̅̅ ̅̅  0.15% 0.17% 0.25% 0.14% 0.03% 0.05% 0.09% -0.03% 0.15% 0.02% 

Std. dev. 1.03% 0.95% 0.86% 0.76% 0.64% 0.50% 0.29% 0.50% 0.50% 0.76% 

T-statistic 0.150 0.177 0.292 0.180 0.047 0.101 0.301 -0.066 0.301 0.023 
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Men [-6;6] [-5;5] [-4;4] [-3;3] [-2;2] [-1;1] [0] [-2;0] [0;2] [0;6] 

N 220 220 220 220 220 220 220 220 220 220 

CAR̅̅ ̅̅ ̅̅  0.82% 0.84% 0.66% 0.55% 0.57% 0.26% 0.09% 0.20% 0.46% 0.53% 

Std. dev. 0.41% 0.38% 0.34% 0.30% 0.26% 0.20% 0.11% 0.20% 0.20% 0.30% 

T-statistic 1.979b 2.191b 1.903a 1.824a 2.215b 1.304 0.800 0.987 2.334b 1.733a 

 

Women [-6;6] [-5;5] [-4;4] [-3;3] [-2;2] [-1;1] [0] [-2;0] [0;2] [0;6] 

N 21 21 21 21 21 21 21 21 21 21 

CAR̅̅ ̅̅ ̅̅  -0.36% 0.05% 0.29% 0.09% 0.17% 0.16% 0.19% 0.39% -0.03% -0.23% 

Std. dev. 1.32% 1.21% 1.10% 0.97% 0.82% 0.63% 0.37% 0.63% 0.63% 0.97% 

T-statistic -0.272 0.041 0.264 0.095 0.205 0.250 0.515 0.609 -0.046 -0.240 

 

Age old [-6;6] [-5;5] [-4;4] [-3;3] [-2;2] [-1;1] [0] [-2;0] [0;2] [0;6] 

N 53 53 53 53 53 53 53 53 53 53 

CAR̅̅ ̅̅ ̅̅  1.18% 1.73% 1.10% 0.98% 1.15% 0.46% 0.61% 0.74% 1.01% 0.84% 

Std. dev. 0.88% 0.81% 0.73% 0.64% 0.54% 0.42% 0.24% 0.42% 0.42% 0.64% 

T-statistic 1.340 2.144b 1.502 1.521 2.116b 1.092 2.488c 1.762a 2.405c 1.299 

 

Age 

medium 
[-6;6] [-5;5] [-4;4] [-3;3] [-2;2] [-1;1] [0] [-2;0] [0;2] [0;6] 

N 140 140 140 140 140 140 140 140 140 140 

CAR̅̅ ̅̅ ̅̅  0.24% 0.17% 0.11% 0.06% 0.12% 0.09% -0.44% -0.48% 0.15% 0.30% 

Std. dev. 0.52% 0.48% 0.43% 0.38% 0.32% 0.25% 0.14% 0.25% 0.25% 0.38% 

T-statistic 0.456 0.345 0.263 0.149 0.363 0.377 -3.037d -1.899a 0.614 0.795 

 

Age 

young 
[-6;6] [-5;5] [-4;4] [-3;3] [-2;2] [-1;1] [0] [-2;0] [0;2] [0;6] 

N 48 48 48 48 48 48 48 48 48 48 

CAR̅̅ ̅̅ ̅̅  1.61% 1.46% 1.59% 1.34% 1.07% 0.48% 1.12% 1.64% 0.55% 0.50% 

Std. dev. 0.83% 0.76% 0.69% 0.61% 0.51% 0.40% 0.23% 0.40% 0.40% 0.61% 

T-statistic 1.941a 1.911a 2.304b 2.192b 2.078b 1.193 4.852d 4.106d 1.378 0.826 
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Internals [-6;6] [-5;5] [-4;4] [-3;3] [-2;2] [-1;1] [0] [-2;0] [0;2] [0;6] 

N 182 182 182 182 182 182 182 182 182 182 

CAR̅̅ ̅̅ ̅̅  0.74% 0.66% 0.59% 0.53% 0.47% 0.31% -0.07% 0.09% 0.31% 0.45% 

Std. dev. 0.46% 0.42% 0.38% 0.34% 0.28% 0.22% 0.13% 0.22% 0.22% 0.34% 

T-statistic 1.610 1.551 1.544 1.571 1.655 1.391 -0.572 0.412 1.394 1.336 

 

Externals [-6;6] [-5;5] [-4;4] [-3;3] [-2;2] [-1;1] [0] [-2;0] [0;2] [0;6] 

N 59 59 59 59 59 59 59 59 59 59 

CAR̅̅ ̅̅ ̅̅  0.65% 1.11% 0.73% 0.47% 0.73% 0.08% 0.63% 0.59% 0.77% 0.49% 

Std. dev. 0.78% 0.71% 0.65% 0.57% 0.48% 0.37% 0.22% 0.37% 0.37% 0.57% 

T-statistic 0.839 1.558 1.131 0.822 1.514 0.209 2.947d 1.582 2.075b 0.868 

 

Size large [-6;6] [-5;5] [-4;4] [-3;3] [-2;2] [-1;1] [0] [-2;0] [0;2] [0;6] 

N 57 57 57 57 57 57 57 57 57 57 

CAR̅̅ ̅̅ ̅̅  2.69% 2.56% 2.02% 1.83% 1.36% 0.64% 0.01% 0.41% 0.96% 1.32% 

Std. dev. 0.72% 0.66% 0.60% 0.53% 0.45% 0.35% 0.20% 0.35% 0.35% 0.53% 

T-statistic 3.741d 3.860d 3.376d 3.464d 3.047d 1.857a 0.050 1.199 2.765d 2.496c 

 

Size 

medium 
[-6;6] [-5;5] [-4;4] [-3;3] [-2;2] [-1;1] [0] [-2;0] [0;2] [0;6] 

N 138 138 138 138 138 138 138 138 138 138 

CAR̅̅ ̅̅ ̅̅  -0.13% 0.06% 0.12% 0.06% 0.26% 0.14% 0.12% 0.04% 0.35% 0.04% 

Std. dev. 0.53% 0.49% 0.44% 0.39% 0.33% 0.26% 0.15% 0.26% 0.26% 0.39% 

T-statistic -0.252 0.124 0.271 0.156 0.791 0.555 0.799 0.137 1.345 0.113 

 

Size small [-6;6] [-5;5] [-4;4] [-3;3] [-2;2] [-1;1] [0] [-2;0] [0;2] [0;6] 

N 46 46 46 46 46 46 46 46 46 46 

CAR̅̅ ̅̅ ̅̅  0.83% 0.67% 0.40% 0.24% 0.33% 0.09% 0.16% 0.50% -0.01% 0.65% 

Std. dev. 0.96% 0.88% 0.80% 0.71% 0.60% 0.46% 0.27% 0.46% 0.46% 0.71% 

T-statistic 0.861 0.757 0.505 0.346 0.550 0.196 0.593 1.076 -0.024 0.919 
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Tenure 

long 
[-6;6] [-5;5] [-4;4] [-3;3] [-2;2] [-1;1] [0] [-2;0] [0;2] [0;6] 

N 58 58 58 58 58 58 58 58 58 58 

CAR̅̅ ̅̅ ̅̅  0.71% 0.73% 0.64% 0.74% 0.80% 0.51% 1.78% 2.18% 0.41% 0.34% 

Std. dev. 0.86% 0.79% 0.71% 0.63% 0.53% 0.41% 0.24% 0.41% 0.41% 0.63% 

T-statistic 0.830 0.922 0.896 1.175 1.512 1.233 7.517d 5.304d 0.988 0.544 

 

Tenure 

medium 
[-6;6] [-5;5] [-4;4] [-3;3] [-2;2] [-1;1] [0] [-2;0] [0;2] [0;6] 

N 127 127 127 127 127 127 127 127 127 127 

CAR̅̅ ̅̅ ̅̅  0.74% 0.86% 0.58% 0.35% 0.41% 0.18% -0.13% -0.12% 0.39% 0.52% 

Std. dev. 0.55% 0.51% 0.46% 0.40% 0.34% 0.26% 0.15% 0.26% 0.26% 0.40% 

T-statistic 1.349 1.709a 1.277 0.871 1.190 0.669 -0.867 -0.443 1.478 1.279 

 

Tenure 

short 
[-6;6] [-5;5] [-4;4] [-3;3] [-2;2] [-1;1] [0] [-2;0] [0;2] [0;6] 

N 56 56 56 56 56 56 56 56 56 56 

CAR̅̅ ̅̅ ̅̅  0.67% 0.59% 0.70% 0.65% 0.55% 0.15% -1.12% -1.08% 0.51% 0.46% 

Std. dev. 0.75% 0.69% 0.62% 0.55% 0.46% 0.36% 0.21% 0.36% 0.36% 0.55% 

T-statistic 0.900 0.860 1.130 1.192 1.186 0.428 -5.397d -3.005d 1.420 0.840 

 

Positive [-6;6] [-5;5] [-4;4] [-3;3] [-2;2] [-1;1] [0] [-2;0] [0;2] [0;6] 

N 102 102 102 102 102 102 102 102 102 102 

CAR̅̅ ̅̅ ̅̅  1.25% 1.48% 1.06% 0.93% 0.92% 0.34% 0.00% 0.38% 0.54% 0.66% 

Std. dev. 0.58% 0.53% 0.48% 0.43% 0.36% 0.28% 0.16% 0.28% 0.28% 0.43% 

T-statistic 2.148b 2.765d 2.189b 2.192b 2.549c 1.229 -0.029 1.348 1.925a 1.537 

 

Negative [-6;6] [-5;5] [-4;4] [-3;3] [-2;2] [-1;1] [0] [-2;0] [0;2] [0;6] 

N 139 139 139 139 139 139 139 139 139 139 

CAR̅̅ ̅̅ ̅̅  0.33% 0.25% 0.31% 0.21% 0.25% 0.18% 0.18% 0.09% 0.34% 0.32% 

Std. dev. 0.54% 0.49% 0.45% 0.39% 0.33% 0.26% 0.15% 0.26% 0.26% 0.39% 

T-statistic 0.611 0.496 0.684 0.523 0.758 0.709 1.192 0.361 1.305 0.808 
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Comm. 

Services 
[-6;6] [-5;5] [-4;4] [-3;3] [-2;2] [-1;1] [0] [-2;0] [0;2] [0;6] 

N 7 7 7 7 7 7 7 7 7 7 

CAR̅̅ ̅̅ ̅̅  2.14% 2.64% 2.19% 2.36% 1.95% 1.04% 0.43% 1.07% 1.31% 0.76% 

Std. dev. 1.91% 1.76% 1.59% 1.40% 1.19% 0.92% 0.53% 0.92% 0.92% 1.40% 

T-statistic 1.121 1.500 1.377 1.683 1.642 1.136 0.812 1.160 1.429 0.543 

 

Cons. 

Disc. 
[-6;6] [-5;5] [-4;4] [-3;3] [-2;2] [-1;1] [0] [-2;0] [0;2] [0;6] 

N 37 37 37 37 37 37 37 37 37 37 

CAR̅̅ ̅̅ ̅̅  1.55% 1.35% 1.51% 1.25% 0.87% 0.28% 0.20% 0.90% 0.17% 0.58% 

Std. dev. 1.13% 1.04% 0.94% 0.83% 0.70% 0.54% 0.31% 0.54% 0.54% 0.83% 

T-statistic 1.379 1.308 1.611 1.512 1.251 0.522 0.646 1.673 0.316 0.701 

 

Cons. 

Staples 
[-6;6] [-5;5] [-4;4] [-3;3] [-2;2] [-1;1] [0] [-2;0] [0;2] [0;6] 

N 22 22 22 22 22 22 22 22 22 22 

CAR̅̅ ̅̅ ̅̅  3.51% 2.99% 2.57% 2.26% 1.56% 0.82% -0.61% -0.01% 0.96% 1.96% 

Std. dev. 1.27% 1.17% 1.06% 0.93% 0.79% 0.61% 0.35% 0.61% 0.61% 0.93% 

T-statistic 2.763c 2.566c 2.436b 2.426b 1.979a 1.347 -1.746a -0.024 1.571 2.109b 

 

Energy [-6;6] [-5;5] [-4;4] [-3;3] [-2;2] [-1;1] [0] [-2;0] [0;2] [0;6] 

N 17 17 17 17 17 17 17 17 17 17 

CAR̅̅ ̅̅ ̅̅  1.68% 1.35% 1.39% 1.11% 0.87% 0.72% 0.28% 0.82% 0.33% 0.69% 

Std. dev. 1.74% 1.60% 1.45% 1.27% 1.08% 0.83% 0.48% 0.83% 0.83% 1.27% 

T-statistic 0.966 0.848 0.962 0.873 0.803 0.867 0.578 0.981 0.390 0.538 

 

Financials [-6;6] [-5;5] [-4;4] [-3;3] [-2;2] [-1;1] [0] [-2;0] [0;2] [0;6] 

N 28 28 28 28 28 28 28 28 28 28 

CAR̅̅ ̅̅ ̅̅  -0.96% -0.68% -0.56% -0.57% -0.80% -0.31% 2.09% 1.58% -0.28% -0.35% 

Std. dev. 0.99% 0.91% 0.82% 0.73% 0.61% 0.48% 0.27% 0.48% 0.48% 0.73% 

T-statistic -0.971 -0.745 -0.683 -0.789 -1.298 -0.651 7.625d 3.315d -0.588 -0.481 
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Health 

Care 
[-6;6] [-5;5] [-4;4] [-3;3] [-2;2] [-1;1] [0] [-2;0] [0;2] [0;6] 

N 26 26 26 26 26 26 26 26 26 26 

CAR̅̅ ̅̅ ̅̅  0.30% 0.03% 0.02% 0.22% 0.67% 0.71% -1.34% -1.85% 1.18% 0.88% 

Std. dev. 1.27% 1.17% 1.06% 0.93% 0.79% 0.61% 0.35% 0.61% 0.61% 0.93% 

T-statistic 0.238 0.025 0.017 0.234 0.845 1.152 -3.792d -3.030d 1.931a 0.939 

 

Industr. [-6;6] [-5;5] [-4;4] [-3;3] [-2;2] [-1;1] [0] [-2;0] [0;2] [0;6] 

N 39 39 39 39 39 39 39 39 39 39 

CAR̅̅ ̅̅ ̅̅  0.43% 0.74% 0.61% 0.39% 0.70% -0.08% -0.74% -0.67% 0.63% 0.20% 

Std. dev. 0.95% 0.87% 0.79% 0.70% 0.59% 0.46% 0.26% 0.46% 0.46% 0.70% 

T-statistic 0.456 0.845 0.772 0.559 1.190 -0.182 -2.821d -1.462 1.370 0.290 

 

Info. 

Tech. 
[-6;6] [-5;5] [-4;4] [-3;3] [-2;2] [-1;1] [0] [-2;0] [0;2] [0;6] 

N 26 26 26 26 26 26 26 26 26 26 

CAR̅̅ ̅̅ ̅̅  0.08% 0.92% 0.27% -0.10% 0.85% 0.49% 0.29% 0.43% 0.70% 0.72% 

Std. dev. 1.10% 1.01% 0.91% 0.80% 0.68% 0.53% 0.30% 0.53% 0.53% 0.80% 

T-statistic 0.072 0.913 0.295 -0.129 1.252 0.933 0.941 0.826 1.333 0.890 

 

Materials [-6;6] [-5;5] [-4;4] [-3;3] [-2;2] [-1;1] [0] [-2;0] [0;2] [0;6] 

N 16 16 16 16 16 16 16 16 16 16 

CAR̅̅ ̅̅ ̅̅  0.63% 0.63% 0.48% 0.80% 0.48% 0.13% 0.84% 1.20% 0.12% -0.05% 

Std. dev. 1.69% 1.55% 1.40% 1.24% 1.05% 0.81% 0.47% 0.81% 0.81% 1.24% 

T-statistic 0.372 0.404 0.343 0.651 0.458 0.163 1.794a 1.485 0.142 -0.043 

 

Real 

estate 
[-6;6] [-5;5] [-4;4] [-3;3] [-2;2] [-1;1] [0] [-2;0] [0;2] [0;6] 

N 10 10 10 10 10 10 10 10 10 10 

CAR̅̅ ̅̅ ̅̅  -1.89% -1.51% -1.33% -1.18% -0.80% -0.43% 0.08% -0.52% -0.19% -0.79% 

Std. dev. 1.42% 1.30% 1.18% 1.04% 0.88% 0.68% 0.39% 0.68% 0.68% 1.04% 

T-statistic -1.333 -1.156 -1.130 -1.136 -0.909 -0.629 0.216 -0.771 -0.278 -0.760 
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Utilities [-6;6] [-5;5] [-4;4] [-3;3] [-2;2] [-1;1] [0] [-2;0] [0;2] [0;6] 

N 13 13 13 13 13 13 13 13 13 13 

CAR̅̅ ̅̅ ̅̅  0.29% -0.16% -0.83% -0.81% -0.80% -0.36% 0.46% 0.13% -0.46% -0.10% 

Std. dev. 1.79% 1.64% 1.49% 1.31% 1.11% 0.86% 0.50% 0.86% 0.86% 1.31% 

T-statistic 0.163 -0.098 -0.562 -0.620 -0.718 -0.419 0.935 0.146 -0.533 -0.076 
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