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ABSTRACT

This article explores the financial market reaction to the
announcement of the appointment of a female member in a
company's decision-making body and analyses to what extent a
country's culture may explain this reaction. To this end, we use
Hofstede's six cultural variables, an event study methodology over
the period 2002 to 2019 (post-Sarbanes Oxley and pre-Covid19
crisis period) and multivariate regressions. Our results indicate that
markets react differently depending on the gender and the
appointment position. We also show that markets reaction to
female appointments is different depending on the country of
origin of companies thus stressing the impact of the culture.
Moreover, several cultural dimensions influence these different
reactions, as for example "masculinity", "individualism" and

"indulgence".



I/ Introduction

Diversity in corporate decision-making bodies is a highly topical issue and a political
priority in many countries. For example, Norway was the first country to adopt a quota law to
establish a minimum of 40% representation of each gender on the boards of public limited
companies. This trend was followed by other countries, including France in 2017 (Deloitte,
2021). According to Fama and Jensen (1983), thoughts and measures on good corporate

governance concern the board of directors and its driving role in the value creation process.

These boards are over-represented by men, with little or no women presence. For example,
according to Catalyst (2013), in 2013, female board members accounted for only 15.9% of the
Financial Post 500. This under-representation of women in these decision-making bodies is
often associated with an invisible but insurmountable barrier, the 'glass ceiling', which prevents
them from reaching a certain level in the corporate hierarchy. Even if the presence of women
on boards is increasing lately, it is still far from reaching parity. For example, on the boards of
large listed companies in the European Union in 2016, only 23.3% were women (Bloomberg
2016). If we combine the proportion of CFOs with the statistics for CEOs, women represent
only about 10% of the workforce in US companies (Ho and al., 2015). Depending on the
country, these proportions are not uniform, for example, women hold 20% of the seats in the
US compared to 3% in Japan in 2015 (Bloomberg, 2016). Kirsch, (2018) shows that
institutional and social factors may disadvantage women's access to boards. Culture may also

play a role.

Numerous studies have emerged to highlight the impact of gender on stock market performance
when a woman is appointed to the top of a company. For example, Lee and James, (2007)
document negative reactions when a woman is appointed to the management of listed
companies in the US. In contrast, Campbell and Minguez-Vera, (2010) who study the short and
long term effects of appointing women to boards of directors on the market values of companies
in Spain, conclude that in the short term the market reacts positively to these appointments and
in the long term it has a positive and significant effect on the value of the company. Other
studies, also point to these same results, including Adams and al., (2011) for Australia and Kang

and al., (2010) for Singapore. A consensus has therefore not been reached.



In this paper, we investigate the role of culture in stock markets reactions when a woman , rather
than a man, is appointed to lead a company. To test this relationship empirically, we use an
event study methodology to detect possible significant differences between the male and female
samples across countries. Subsequently, we use the multivariate regression method to
understand which cultural dimensions influence these different reactions. To quantify culture,
we rely on the work of Hofstede, namely the six cultural variables that he introduced. Our
sample consists of 17,878 appointments, of which 2,348 are for female appointments in 45

countries over the period 08/01/2002 - 12/31/2019.

This paper contributes to the literature by showing the impact of culture on stock market
reactions when a woman is appointed to the management of a listed company. Furthermore, the
inclusion of the more recent two Hofstede cultural variables (Long term vs. short-term
orientation and Indulgence vs. restraint) is an additional contribution. By using data from 45
countries, we are not constrained like most previous studies to a sample illustrating the
phenomenon in only one country. Moreover, it shed light on our understanding of the absence

of consensus on the different stock market reactions.

In line with our hypotheses, we find different reactions in different countries. Indeed, our event
study allows us to show that, depending on the country, markets may overreact positively to
one of the two genders. For example, in Malaysia, markets overreact significantly and positively
to the nomination of men on different windows, in contrast to Mexico where markets value
women’s appointments. Secondly, our multivariate regression allowed us to highlight that
culture is a determinant of these different reactions. In particular, markets tend to overreact
positively to the appointment of men in countries with a high score in terms of 'Masculinity'.
while in countries with a high score in the 'Individualism' variable, the nomination of women

penalizes the concerned companies.

We have also tried to highlight the influence of the position of appointment: Director,
Chairman, and CEO. Indeed, our results show that the position also plays a role in the reactions
of the stock markets. For example, the markets overreact positively to men appointed as
Directors in UK companies. This contrasts with Australia, where the markets value the
appointment of women as Directors. Finally, our estimations also show that certain cultural

dimensions influence these reactions depending on the position of appointment. For example,



markets value the appointment of men as Directors in countries with high Masculinity and

Indulgence scores. All these results are robust.

Our paper is organized as follows. Section 2 reviews the existing literature on the subject.
Section three outlines the hypotheses of our study, while section four describes the sample data
and the methods used. Section 5 presents the results while section 6 synthesizes several

robustness tests. Finally, section 7 concludes.

I1/ Literature review

The low representation of women in corporate decision-making bodies (Ferrary, 2017)
contradicts the numerous empirical studies that show that women leaders add value to the firm.
For example, Krishnan and Parsons (2008) observe that companies with more female
executives have higher profitability. In companies with female managers, Faccio and al. (2016)
also observe lower leverage, less volatile profits, and higher survival chances. This positive
association between corporate performance and gender diversity in senior management has also
been analyzed within boards of directors. The presence of women may be associated with better
board communication, due to a more collaborative, participative, and consensual management
and leadership style than men. Adams and Ferreira (2009) show that board diversity, measured
as the fraction of women directors on the board, is an effective control mechanism and, in
particular, reduces problems of board attendance. More specifically, the higher the fraction of
women on the board, the better the attendance behavior of male directors. The authors also find
that the more diverse the board, the more sensitive the turnover rate of the chairman and CEO
is to stock performance. Similarly, Schwartz-Ziv (2017) shows that a board with at least three
directors of each gender is 79% more active at board meetings than boards without such gender
diversity. Srinidhi and al. (2011) examine diversity through the participation of women on the
board, which indicates on the one hand the presence of one or more female directors on the
board (binary variables) and on the other hand the extent of female representation on the board,
measured by the percentage of female directors. The authors show that the participation of
women on the board contributes to improving the quality of governance and decreasing
earnings management. More generally, Hoogendoorn and al. (2013) conclude that teams with
gender parity perform better in terms of sales and profits than male-dominated teams. In this

vein, Adams and Ferreira (2009) conclude that the presence of women on the board of directors



has a significant and positive impact on the performance of companies listed on the S&P! 500,

S&P MidCaps, and S&P SmallCap.

Some studies have explored these issues from an international perspective. By adopting a
comparative approach across countries, the literature underlines the importance of the
institutional environment? and culture in understanding the issues around women' presence.
Post and Byron (2015) conduct a meta-analysis and show that firms with greater female gender
representation on boards tend to have higher accounting returns and notably show that the link
between female board membership and market performance is positive for countries where
parity is higher. More recently, Belaounia, Tao, and Zhao (2020) analyse gender on boards in
a multi-country context. Their results show that in countries with a higher gender equality
indicator, the presence of women improves board performance, especially in risk management
and market performance. In contrast, in nations with low gender equality, female directors do
not appear to have an impact on board performance. Further on the influence of the institutional
environment, Lubatkin and al. (2005) show that beliefs embedded through basic socialization
processes (school, religion, etc.) shape a nation's institutions and conclude that a nation's
corporate governance practices can only work in a specific context. Furthermore, according to
DiMaggio and Powell (1983), the legal foundation upon which a corporation rests is
characterized by a set of binding rules as well as values and beliefs that the members of a
corporation share which in turn shape the behaviors at the work place. Therefore, since values
and beliefs are at the roots of culture, a society's cultural values can strongly influence how
organizational structures are set up. North (1990) and Williamson (2000) argue that culture
embodies the system of values and beliefs that shape formal and informal institutions.
Williamson's model of social analysis is structured in levels that constrain each other from top
to bottom. At the first level, informal institutions such as customs, traditions, norms, and
religion change very slowly, over centuries or even millennia. Regarding the second level, the
so-called 'institutional environment', some countries have introduced quota laws to force
companies to have a certain proportion of directors of each gender, intending to help increasing
gender equality (Schwartz-Ziv, 2017). Women quota legislation has a considerable impact on
the composition of boards of directors and thus on the strategic direction of listed companies

(Terjesen, Aguilera, and Lorenz, 2015). For example, Wang and Kelan (2013) report that the

! Standard & Poor’s
2 The institutional environment is understood here in the sense of Williamson and includes the formal rules
linked to property rights, laws, constitutions, etc. (Williamson, 2000)



quota law in Norway has had a positive impact on the number of female board chairs and female
CEOs. Ferrari and al. (2018) document a positive effect of the gender quota law on stock market
returns in board elections for companies listed on the Milan Stock Exchange. In Norway, Matsa
and Miller (2013) study the impact of gender quotas on corporate decisions and find that firms
affected by the law reduce their workforce less than others, resulting in lower short-term profits
due to higher labor costs. Governance institutions mainly constitute the third level of
Williamson's model. La Porta and al. (1998) support the idea that legal systems, especially
Common law and Civil law systems?, are important for corporate governance. Companies must
adapt to the limitations of the systems in which they operate. They also show that corporate
governance is intrinsically linked to the development of financial markets. Cultural differences
between nations influence both the form and functioning of organizations (Landsberger, 1970;
Hamilton and Biggart, 1988; Hofstede, 1991; Scott, 1992). Carrasco and al. (2015) examine
whether the proportion of women on boards is culturally induced and conclude that cultural,

legal, and institutional aspects come into play in the representation of women on boards.

Hofstede, who defines culture as "the collective programming of the human mind that
distinguishes the members of one human group from those of another. Culture in this sense is
a system of collectively held values" (Hofstede, 1991) identifies 4 cultural dimensions*.
Hierarchical distance, described as "the extent to which the members of a society accept that
power in institutions and organizations is distributed unequally" (Hofstede, 1984; p. 83) is the
first of these cultural dimensions. Thus, in societies with high power distance, individuals
accept a hierarchical order in which each person has a defined place without asking for
justifications. On the contrary, in societies with low power distance, individuals will ask for
justifications for power inequalities (Hofstede, 1984). Uncertainty avoidance is the second
cultural dimension, defined as "the degree to which the members of a society feel uncomfortable
with uncertainty and ambiguity". (Hofstede, 1984; p. 83). A society with a high score in this
dimension will therefore have a low tolerance of uncertainty and will be oriented towards rules,

laws, etc. to reduce this uncertainty. On the contrary, societies with a low score in this

3 The first system is based on case law, the judge is the legislator and has regulatory power. It is mainly used in
Anglo-Saxon countries, such as the United Kingdom, the United States, Canada, and the Commonwealth
countries. The second legal system is derived from Roman law; it developed in France, Germany, and the
Scandinavian countries and then spread in the 19th century via colonization (Tetley, 2000). This system is
predominant on the European continent.

4 "Culture's Consequences: International Differences in Work-Related Values" (1980) and "Cultural dimensions
in management and planning" (1984) based on responses from employees of IBM and its subsidiaries in 50
countries.



dimension will be more oriented towards change. Previous studies show that greater uncertainty
avoidance leads to less risk-taking and innovation due to the low likelihood that such a society
is willing to overcome organizational inertia and hierarchy violation (Kwok and Tadesse, 2006;
Mihet, 2013; Shane, 1993). Another cultural variable introduced by Hofstede is individualism
versus collectivism. "Individualism stands for a preference for a loosely knit social framework
in society wherein individuals are supposed to take care of themselves and their immediate
families only" (Hofstede, 1984; p. 83). In contrast, "Collectivism, stands for a preference for a
tightly knit social framework in which individuals can expect their relatives, clan, or other in-
group to look after them in exchange for unquestioning loyalty (Hofstede, 1984; p. 83). More
individualistic societies value individual characteristics such as autonomy, the ability to set
personal goals, among others, while more collectivistic societies value adherence to group
norms for example (Carrasco and al., 2015). Hofstede's fourth dimension is the degree of

13

masculinity of a country defined as “...a preference in society for achievement, heroism,
assertiveness, and material success. Its opposite, Femininity, stands for a preference for
relationships, modesty, caring for the weak, and the quality of life" (Hofstede, 1984; p. 83).
According to the study of IBM employees, it turns out that women' values differ less from
company to company than men' (Hofstede, 2011). Male societies are more oriented towards
competition and material success, while female societies have more modest and caring values
(Hofstede, 2011). Two additional variables were introduced by Hofstede in 2010: long-term
orientation, as requested by Asian countries, and indulgence versus restraint. Regarding short-
term vs. long-term orientation, it refers to the temporal perception of important events. For
example, in the short term, important events in one's life are considered to occur in the past or
the present moment, as opposed to the long-term orientation which tells us that important events
occur in the future (Hofstede, 2011). Finally, indulgence vs. restraint refers to the fact that an
indulgent society allows people to satisfy human desires related to enjoying life and having fun

(Hofstede, 2011). Restraint is defined as a society that regulates the satisfaction of individuals'

needs (Hofstede, 2011).

To investigate how a nation, depending on its cultural characteristics, may react to the presence
of women in positions of responsibility in the socio-economic world, we can use the financial
market's reaction to the announcement of such appointments. Indeed, studies on the reaction of
the financial markets following announcements of various kinds made by companies explore
the influence of behavioral, institutional, legal, or cultural factors specific to each country and

analyze their impact on companies' decisions. Warner, Watts, and Wruck (1988) show that the



higher the probability of a change in board leadership, the lower the stock performance. Adams
and al. (2011) find a positive market overreaction to the addition of a female board member
around the dates of such announcements on the Australian market. Specifically, they find that
announcements of female board appointments lead to stronger market reactions than for men
in companies that have introduced measures to improve working conditions for women. In the
same vein, Adams and al. (2010) highlight that the voluntary appointment of women can create
value for the company and that the market reacts 2.1% more than for men. Based on all these
considerations, cultural differences between nations play an important role in the place that
women occupy/should occupy in society, and more specifically in corporate governance bodies.
Moreover, these same cultural differences can also explain the reaction of financial markets to

the appointment of women to senior positions in companies.

Thus, our study focuses on the presence of women on the boards of listed companies, and more
specifically on the perception of the financial markets regarding this presence. The theories and
arguments presented above lead us to investigate the role the culture plays in this context. We
analyze how the culture of a country influences the reactions/perceptions of the financial
markets when a woman is appointed to the board of a listed company. The use of Hofstede's
cultural dimensions as explanatory variables, especially the more recent ones, is an important

contribution of our work.

11/ Hypothesis

Women's representation in corporate decision-making bodies is intrinsically linked to
cultural context (Licht and al., 2005; Chizema and al., 2015). To better understand how cultural
factors influence the level of women's representation in firms, we use the six cultural
dimensions introduced by Hofstede and analyze their impact in terms of market response.
Bullough and al. (2012) document a negative relationship between the power distance variable
and women’s political leadership presence. This means that nations with women involved in
the political sphere favor the rise of diverse individuals occupying higher positions, regardless
of gender (Bullough and al., 2012). Thus, women in these countries are more likely to be present
in influential political positions due to the low distance from power. Also, Carrasco and al.
(2015) find that the proportion of women on boards is higher if the power distance is low. Thus,

we hypothesize the following:



la) The lower a country's power distance, the more likely the stock market will react positively

to the announcement of the appointment of a woman to corporate decision-making bodies.

1b) Countries with high power distance will either not react or react negatively to the

announcement of the appointment of a woman to corporate decision-making bodies.

Regarding uncertainty avoidance in its risk-taking dimension, previous studies show that
women are more risk-averse than men (Croson and Gneezy, 2009; Apesteguia and al., 2012).
In contrast, this finding is not shared by Adams and Funk (2012), who, using a Schwartz Portrait
Value Questionnaire (PVQ), find that women on boards are more risk-loving than their male
counterparts. In terms of the impact of uncertainty avoidance and women' presence on boards,
Carrasco and al. (2015) do not find significant results. The lack of consensus emerging from

past studies leads us to formulate the following hypothesis:

2) The uncertainty avoidance variable will positively or negatively influence stock market

perceptions and reactions.

Taking into account the societal approach, individualism vs. collectivism is important for our
study. Indeed, practices related to collectivism seem to be negatively related to women’s
presence in political leadership, while individualism seems to be positively related (Bullough
et coll., 2012). Individualistic societies view people as autonomous and independent, so that
individual goals are valued over collective goals. Women may be perceived as more legitimate

by the market in individualistic societies. We, therefore, make the following hypotheses:

3a) Stock markets belonging to countries with high individualism ratings will value women’

appointment to corporate decision-making bodies.

3b) Stock markets belonging to countries with a low rating in terms of individualism will not
value women’ appointment to corporate decision-making bodies and will not react or will react

negatively.

As for the fourth dimension relating to the degree of masculinity, institutional theory suggests
that societies will or will not put in place structures, laws that aim to facilitate the presence of
women in corporate decision-making bodies. Carrasco, and al. (2015) find that the proportion

of women on boards is higher if masculinity is low. The inverse relationship between the degree



of masculinity and the presence of women is true for societies with a low score on this

dimension, such as Norway. We, therefore, make the following assumptions:

4a) The lower a country's masculinity, the more likely the stock market will react positively to

the announcement of the appointment of a woman to corporate decision-making bodies.

4b) Countries with a high degree of masculinity will either not react or will react negatively to

the announcement of the appointment of a woman to corporate decision-making bodies.

To our knowledge, the fifth variable "long term vs. short term" has never been used in a study
that links the impact of appointing women to the top of companies and the reactions of stock
markets. Yet, a long-term orientation could be beneficial for the company via an increase in its
value and operational performance materializing through innovative strategies and via its
relationships with stakeholders (Flammer and Bansal, 2017). Moreover, a company that focuses
on short-term results is exposed to the risk that senior managers may decide to manipulate the
company accounts due to the pressure to achieve immediate results (Tonnello, 2006). On the
investor side, short-term goals are more volatile due to fluctuations in the economic, political,
and social environment (Tonnello, 2006). Therefore, this variable may be of interest to our

study. Thus, we formulate the following hypotheses:

5a) The market in countries with a higher long-term orientation will react positively to the

announcement of the appointment of a woman to corporate decision-making bodies.

5b) The market in countries with a lower long-term orientation will not react or react negatively

to the announcement of the appointment of a woman to corporate decision-making bodies.

Finally, to our knowledge, indulgence versus restraint has also never been used in a study
comparable to ours, albeit its potential interest. According to Sun and al. (2018), this dimension
has an impact on the influence of a company's social performance on its financial performance.
They use a sample of 3,753 firms across 43 countries and find that social performance has a
weaker impact on firms’ financial performance in the most indulgent countries. Therefore, this
variable may play a role in explaining the financial market's perception of announcements of
appointments to decision-making positions in companies. Thus, we formulate the following

hypotheses:

10



6a) The market will react positively to the announcement of the appointment of a woman to

corporate decision-making bodies for countries with low indulgence.

6b) The market will not react or react negatively to the announcement of the appointment of a

woman to corporate decision-making bodies for countries with higher indulgence.

IV/ Data and Methods
1. Event study.

Our analysis uses the event study technique (Fama and al., 1969). To construct our
sample, we start by identifying the events linked to an appointment to a decision-making
position (director, CEO, Chairman).

The data collection was done using the "Factiva" database. First, we use different combinations
of the keywords "board"; "appoint*"; "CEQ"; "chief executive officer"; "director*";
"chairman"; "elect*"; "announce*"; "names". We also select articles that appear on the
following topics: "Management change"; "Press releases"; "Senior management"; "Factiva
filters"; "Management"; "Company and industry information"; "Board of directors". Secondly,
we decided to eliminate announcements where certain words were present; for example:
"resign"; "retire*"; ... This decision was taken so that the announcement only reflects the
appointment of a person and not another event. Finally, in line with previous literature, we
eliminate companies from specific sectors: financial companies (Sudeck and Latridis, 2014),
insurance companies, real estate companies, electrical, gas, and sanitary services (Farrel and
Hersch, 2005). After excluding duplicate ads, our sample consists of 87,711 observations. Each
data item represents an announcement made by a company on a given date. They are then read
one by one to detect those that deal with the appointment of a person as a director, CEO, or
chairman. We remove announcements where multiple events are present (contaminated)
(Schmid and Dauth, 2014; Campbell and Minguez-Vera, 2010; Nthoesane and Kruger, 2014;
and others) and we remove those where multiple directors are appointed at the same time
(Singhvi, Raghunandan & Mishra, 2013; etc.).We are thus left with 42,772 announcements.
The following information is then retained: the date of the announcement, the first and last
name of the person named, the company, and the position. To keep only the listed companies
in our sample, we used the "Refinitiv workspace" database. First, we retrieve the code of each
company from the database. We use the PermlID site (belonging to Refinitv) and search the
companies one by one to obtain these codes. To retrieve our financial data (stock prices), we

use the "Datastream" database. Also, to retrieve our control variables (Table 7) we use
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"Refinitiv Workspace". Our final sample consists of 17,878 announcements of listed
companies.

Table 1 shows the distribution of these announcements by year.

Insert table 1

As in Lee and James (2007), the appointment announcements of female and male directors are
selected to compare and highlight the market reaction according to the gender of the director.

Here the male sample serves as a control (Table 2).

Insert table 2

Although men are over-represented in these decision-making bodies, the proportion of women
appointed increases between 2002 and 2015 (from 3.85% to 16.32%) and then remains constant
for the following three years before reaching 22.03% of women appointed in 2019. This is
consistent with the mechanisms put in place to promote the presence of women in corporate
decision-making bodies. For example, Wang and Kelan (2013) report that the quota law in

Norway has had a positive impact on the number of female board chairs and female CEOs.

Furthermore, we select all changes in the board of directors; we do not limit ourselves to one
category of directors (CEO, outside or inside directors) to identify the possible impact of the
importance of the position held (Table 3). Indeed, the job title can have a significant influence
on the market reaction. For example, Warner, Watts, and Wruck (1988) conclude that the higher
the probability of a management change, the lower the stock performance. Also, Nthoseane and
Kruger (2014), highlight the fact that the Johannesburg Stock Exchange reacts negatively to

CEO appointment announcements.

Insert table 3

We notice that director and CEO appointments dominate the sample (55.41% and 30.27%

respectively). As for the gender distribution, women are much less often appointed to the

positions of CEO and Chairman than to the position of Director (6% versus 20%).

12



Given the nature of our study, country-related statistics are necessary. We need to compare
stock market reactions when a woman is nominated with stock market reactions when a man is
nominated (Lee and James, 2007); as such, we decide to remove countries where there are no

female nominees. This reduces our sample to 45 countries (Table 4).

Insert table 4

We identify a majority of announcements from companies domiciled in the USA, Canada, and
Australia. We can perhaps explain this by the fact that our search on the Factiva database was
conducted exclusively in English. On our total sample, female nominations represent only

13.03%.

The issue of women's representation is at the heart of the literature on diversity and corporate
governance. Regulatory measures in the 2000s, such as the Sarbanes Oxley Act (2001) in the
United States, the New Economic Regulation Act (2001), and the Financial Security Act (2003)
in France, reflect the desire to strengthen corporate governance practices. More specifically, the
Sarbanes Oxley Act (SOX) enacted on 30 July 2002 to set new standards for American public
companies was introduced following commercial and accounting scandals such as those of
Enron and Tyco International among others. It aims to restore investor confidence in companies
by improving corporate governance through the introduction of accounting standards (Defond
and al., 2004). It includes, for example, the addition of an accounting oversight board for public
companies, independence standards for external auditors to limit conflicts of interest, increased
requirements in terms of financial information, and the addition of criminal sanctions for the
manipulation, destruction, or modification of financial records (Act, Sarbanes-Oxley, 2002).
We will take this law as a starting point for our study, as did Singhvi and al. (2013), Defond
and al. (2004), and Cai and al. (2009). Our analysis will therefore focus on the period from 2002
to 2019, the post-Sarbanes-Oxley and pre-Covid-19.

We use the market model (Farrel and Hersch, 2005; Adams, Gray, and Nowland, 2010; 2011)
to study market reactions to a director's addition to the board. We estimate the model over the
period between 150 and 20 days before the announcement, in line with the literature using the
event study method. For example, Lee and James (2007) use a window of - 240 days to -20
days, while Schmid and Dauth (2014) use a window of -100 days to -50 days:

13



The observed returns (Rit) are described as follows:

Rit = ai +bl XRmt + Eit

Rumt= market performance for day t.

€it= error term

i= company

t=day

Abnormal returns are then computed as follows:

ARy =Ry — (@; + by X Rypy)

The average abnormal returns can then be calculated:

N
1
i=1

N = Sample size

and cumulative abnormal returns:
T2

CARl(T]., TZ) = z ARit
t=T1
Finally, the cumulative average abnormal returns are obtained as:
L
CAAR(T1,T2) = Nz CAR;(T1,T2)

=1

T1 and T2 stand for the beginning and the end of the event period.

Finally, to analyze the significance of abnormal returns, we use two statistical tests, a parametric

and a non-parametric one, as in Cambell and Minguez Vera (2010).

- The first is the Standardized Cross-Sectional Test of Boehmer, Musumeci, and Poulsen

(1991). We use this test rather than the classic T-test following previous studies (e.g.
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Cambell and Minguez Vera, 2010) because this test has the particularity of considering
the volatility induced by the events.
It is defined as follows:
SCAR
SSCAR

VN

SCAR denotes the average normalized cumulative abnormal returns for the N firms.
N
— 1
SCAR = Nz SCAR;
i=1

CAR;
SCAR;

SCAR; =

SCAR i is the standard deviation corrected for forecast errors of Mikkelson and Partch (1988)

- The second is a non-parametric test (Corrado 1989). Many researchers have used it for
event studies (e.g. Cambell and Minguez Vera,2010).

To perform this test, we need to sort and transform the series of abnormal returns into
their respective ranks, both for the estimation period and for the event window. The rank

statistic is calculated as follows:

1o -
T Gy — )
s(k)

s(k): Estimated standard deviation of the average rank of the abnormal portfolio return over the estimation and

event windows.

s(k) =

1 —1v
t, +t, Z(ﬁz(k” k)
t=1 =1

Then, to test the significance of the difference between the male and female samples in different

countries, two tests are used:
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The first is a parametric test, the T-test. It is defined as follows:

CAR(T1,T2)
s(CAR)

s(CAR) = Standard deviation of CAR

N
1
s2(CAR) = — Y ((CAR;(T1,T2) — CAAR,(T1,T2;))?
NZ
i=1

In addition to the t-test, we use a non-parametric test, the Wilcoxon Rank-Sum test. This test is
often described as a non-parametric alternative to the t-test. It is recommended for comparing

two independent samples (Wilcoxon, 1947).

For robustness, an alternative model for estimating abnormal returns is used, namely the Fama-

French 3-factor model defined as follows:

E(r) — 17 = pi(E() — 17) + g:E(SMB) + h;E(HML)
E(ri): expected return on a financial asset
rr: risk-free interest rate
m: market return
SMB: size (market capitalization) risk factor; small-cap returns minus large-cap returns.

HML: value/growth factor measured by the ratio of book value to market capitalization; returns on high-VC/VM

stocks minus returns on low-VC/VM stocks

2. Multivariate analysis.

In this section, we use a multivariate regression model to explore the potential
relationship between the cumulative average abnormal returns (CAAR) and the 6 cultural

dimensions defined by Hofstede. The model will be estimated by using OLS.

The general model for our multivariate analysis is the following:
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CAR = By + piMASC + B,POWER + [B3IND + [,AVOID + [sTERM + [¢INDULG
+ Ycontrol;; + o; + & + &

ai = random effects by company size
&t = random effects per year

€it = €Iror term

We decide to run this regression with the control variables only, then incorporate the variables
of interest one by one in 6 different models, before incorporating all these variables in the

eighth model.

We decided to introduce random effects because according to Konchitchki and O'Leary (2011),

event studies can potentially capture substantial industry and firm size effects.
The different variables we use are presented below.

Our main variables of interest are those related to the 6 cultural dimensions. We also indicate

several former studies that include these variables in their estimations.

Variables Authors

Masculinity (MASC) Carrasco, and al. (2015)
Chizema, Kamuriwo, and Shonozawa (2015)
Li and Harrison (2008)

Power distance (POWER) Cabeza-Garcia, Del Brio, Rueda (2019)
Carascon, and al. (2015)
Li and Harrison (2008)

Individualism vs. collectivism (IND) Carrasco and al. (2015)
Li and Harrison (2008)

Uncertainty avoidance (AVOID) Carrasco and coll. (2015)
Li and Harrison (2008)

Court-term orientation vs long-term (TERM)

Indulgence vs. Restraint (INDULG)
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All these variables were exported from the Hofstede Insights website: www.hofstede-

insights.com

We also include several control variables as follows:

- Variables related to the characteristics of the appointed administrator:

Gender of the appointed | Adams, Gray and | Dichotomous variable: it takes the

director Nowland (2010 ; 2011) | value of 1 if the administrator is a
woman and 0 otherwise.

Function New the function of director is equal to 1,

that of "Chairman" is 2 and finally
"CEO"1is 3

These variables come from the "Factiva" database.

- Company-related variables:

According to Adams, Gray, and Nowland (2010), the assessment of women on boards is related

to the characteristics of the firm and the hiring board, hence the interest in controlling for firm-

related characteristics.

Variables

Authors

Observations

At least one woman on

Adams and Ferreira

Dummy variable that takes the value of

women on the Board of

the Board of Directors | (2009) 1 if at least one woman is present on the
board and 0 otherwise.
The proportion of | Ding and Charoenwong | Schwartz-Ziv (2017) confirms the

(2010)

presence of a critical mass, showing that

independent directors

Directors Greene and al. (2020) a board with at least three directors of
Belaounia, Thao and | each gender is 79% more active at board
Zhao (2020) meetings than boards without this
gender diversity.
The proportion of | Ding and Charoenwong | A dominant number of outside directors

(2010)

is a good way to ensure board
independence (Hermalin and Weisbach,

1998; Laux, 2008), and this

independence is valued by the market.
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Company size
(logarithm  of total
assets)

Cambell and Minguez-

Vera (2010)
Ismail and  Manaf
(2016)

Kang and Ding (2010)

Gender diversity on boards has a much

greater positive impact on firm
performance in high-performing firms
compared to low-performing firms

(Conyon and He, 2017).

Board size (number of | Adams and Ferreira
directors) (2009)
Greene and al. (2020)
Belaounia, Thao and
Zhao (2020)
Board size (Ln (number | New
of directors))
Market  capitalization | Belaounia, Thao and
(In) Zhao (2020)
Book-to-market ratio Adams, Gray, and | Defined as the ratio of common
Nowland (2011) shareholders' equity to  market
capitalization

Age of the company

Cambell and Minguez-

(number of years since | Vera (2010)

the company was | Low, Roberts, and

founded) Whiting (2015)
Yermack (1996

Age of the company | Loy and Rupertus

(Ln) (2020)

According to Strem and al. (2014),
younger companies prefer to add more

women to company boards.
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Liquidity of the listing
market (In (Volume))

New

-Macroeconomic environnement related variables

Variables Auteurs Observations

Ln (GDP per capita) Belaounia Thao and | Bullough and al. (2012) find a positive
Zhao (2020) relationship between GDP per capita
Cabeza-Garcia, Del Brio, | and the number of women in political
Rueda (2019) leadership positions.
Bullough and al. (2012)

GDP per capita growth | Belaounia Thao and | Economic growth is linked to the
Zhao (2020) establishment of gender-equal policies

(Annesley and Gains, 2013).
Education (percentage | Ismail and Manaf (2016) | Education is an important aspect for

Saridakis, Marlow, and

of female students | Bullough and al. (2012) | women to access leadership positions

enrolled in all | Cabeza-Garcia, Del Brio, | (Bullough and al., 2012).

secondary  education | Rueda (2019)

programs in a given

school year)

Unemployment rate Belaounia, Thao, and | Unemployment increases the self-
Zhao (2020) employment rate only for men. This

employment rate is measured by the

corruption and rule of

law

Storey (2014) ratio of the "Labour Force Survey" to
the total labor force (Saridakis and al.,
2014).
Indicateur de corruption | Belaounia, Thao and | This indicator shows society's
(WGI): controle de | Zhao (2020) awareness of justice and equity

(Belaounia, Thao, and Zhao, 2020)
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Legal system Cabeza-Garcia, Del Brio, | Dummy variable which takes the value
Rueda (2019) of 1 if the legal origin is common law

and 0 otherwise.

Law (degree of law and | Cabeza-Garcia, Del Brio, | Takes the value of 1 for the most
code of good | Rueda (2019) demanding countries (apply a quota
governance) law establishing a percentage of
women directors)

Takes the value of 0 for the other cases

(countries without a quota law)

These variables are available in the World Bank database: https://data.worldbank.org

Table 5 shows the characteristics of the variables presented above.
Insert table 5
Table 6 shows the correlations between the different variables, significant at the 5% threshold.

Insert table 6

V/ Results

1. Results of the event study °.

a. Samples Country / Gender
We conducted an event study to determine whether stock markets overreact to

announcements of female rather than male appointments, and if so, in what direction.

To retrieve the company data, we used Datastream. For the market data, we took the main
market on which the company is listed. When the information was not available, we used
Datastream's national indices. Table 7 is a summary of the results showing significance at least

at 10% in both tests.

Insert table 7

5 These values are given as examples. These positive and negative abnormal returns may be present over several
event windows (see Table 11).
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Only the overall sample was tested with a t-test and the Wilcoxon rank test. For the country

samples, we used the Standardized Cross-Sectional test and the Corrado test.

The overall male sample sees significant positive abnormal returns on the day of the
announcement, the day after the announcement and on the (-1; 0), (-1; 1), (0; 5), (-5; 0) and (-

5; 5) windows for values ranging from 0.14% to 0.65% significant at the 1% risk level.

On the other hand, the results for the female sample are more contrasted. Indeed, we notice
positive and significant abnormal returns on the day before the announcement and on the (-1;

0) and (-1; 1) windows, while on the window (0; 10), the returns are negative (-0.53%).

Then, when we take the samples by country and by gender, we observe several differences
between them. We can, for example, observe positive abnormal returns when a man is
nominated for Malaysia (+0.47% one day before the announcement), Australia (+0.44% on the
day of the announcement), Switzerland (+0.56% over the window (-1; 1)) or Singapore
(+0.51% over the window (0; 5)). On the other hand, some markets overreacted negatively to
the announcement of the appointment of a man, such as Brazil (-2.51% on the window (-5; 0)),
Russia (-0.45% on the window (-5; 0)), Saudi Arabia (-1.24% on the window (0; 10)) and
Sweden (-1.21% on the window (0; 10)). Finally, some countries show contrasting reactions
depending on the event window as for Germany, where we notice positive reactions on the

window (0; 10) (+0.93%) but negative reactions on the day of the announcement (-0.04%).

Regarding the appointment of women, we identify positive reactions in Canada (+1.09% on the
day before the announcement), the UK (+0.73% on the (-1; 1) window), France (+3.75% on the
(-10 ; 10)), Nigeria (+10.57% on the window (-10; 10)), South Africa (+0.32% on the day of
the announcement), Israel (+4.76% on the window (-5; 5)) or India (+1.46% on the window (0;
10)). Conversely, Sweden (-1.20% on the day before the announcement), Pakistan (-1.02% on
the day before the announcement), Malaysia (-5.21% on the window (-10; 10), Thailand (-
7.55% on the window (0; 5)) and Luxembourg (-1.49% on the window (-5; 0)) show negative
results.

All these results are significant at least at the 10% level with a parametric and non-parametric

test.
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b. Differences between the male and female samples by country

We now turn to the results concerning the difference between market reactions to male

and female appointments by country.

Insert table 8

Table 8 shows a summary of the results of the differences and the two tests applied across
countries. In this paragraph, we focus only on countries where the difference between men and
women is significant.

For the sake of simplicity, when we name a country, it corresponds to the origin of the company

(e.g., Australia refers to Australian companies).

Overall, the markets in our samples show a more positive reaction for women than for men one
day before the announcement (+0.148%), over the (0; 5) window (+0.52%) and over the (0; 10)
window (+0.533%) (significant at the 5% risk level (non-parametric test), at the 5% risk level
(parametric test) and the 10% risk level (non-parametric test), respectively). The opposite
conclusion is reached on the day of the announcement and one day after the announcement
when the markets overreact for men (+0.198% and +0.178% respectively) at the 10% risk level
(parametric and non-parametric tests). The same result holds for the (0; 5) and (0; 10) windows,

i.e. 0.52% and 0.61%, at the 5% and 10% risk levels (parametric test).

Markets value the appointment of men over women in many countries, and the result is
significant with parametric and non-parametric tests. We can take for example Belgium, one
day before the announcement (+1.56%) or Malaysia on the (-10 ; 10), (-1 ; 0), (-1 ; 1), (-5; 0)
and (-5 ; 5) windows and amounts ranging from +1.51% to +5.53%. However, other markets
value the nomination of a female. It is the case of Luxembourg one day before the
announcement (+2.91%) and on the window (-5; 0) (+11.08%) or of Mexico, on the window

(0; 10) (+4.50%).
Other results are significant with only a parametric test. For example, in Australia (+2.86% in

the (-10; 10) window), Singapore (+3.74% in the (0; 5) window), and the United Kingdom

(+2.48% in the (-10; 10) window), where the markets value the appointment of men. The
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opposite conclusion is that the female gender is valued in Greece (+2.49% one day before the

announcement) and South Africa (+2.28% on the window (0; 10)).

Finally, some results are only significant with a non-parametric test. This is the case for the
United States (+1.13% over the (-10; 10) window), China (+1.55% over the (-5; 5) window) or
Russia (+3.19% the day after the announcement) where the markets value men appointments.
On the contrary, for Spain (+1.32% on the (-1; 0) window), Sweden (+2.53% on the (-5; 0)
window), India (+2.70% on the (0; 10) window) or Canada (+1.01% one day before the

announcement), women nomination is valued.

We have therefore identified different stock market reactions depending on the origin of the
companies and the event windows. These results indicate that the markets value women or men

appointments more or less according to these criteria and thus, some specific characteristics.

c. Samples Country / Gender / Function

Having studied the impact of gender on stock market reactions in the different countries

in our sample, we now examine the impact of the position of appointment.

To do so, the sample was reduced to countries with at least 8 nominees in the three different

positions: Director, Chairman, and CEO. This leaves us with 12 countries (see Table 3).

Insert table 9

Table 9 is a summary of the samples showing positive or negative significance by gender and
function. For the position of "Director", the markets overreact positively when a man is
appointed in German companies (+0.57% on the day before the announcement), Canada
(+0.83% on the (-1; 0) window), Australia (+0.31% on the day of the announcement) and Hong
Kong (+0.59% on the day of the announcement). However, a negative overreaction appears for
India (-0.33% the day after the announcement). Regarding the appointment of women, we
notice that the markets show positive overreactions for companies from Australia (+0.57% on
the day before the announcement), Canada (+0.48% on the day before the announcement), the

United Kingdom (0.82% on the (-1; 1) window) and India (+0.97% on the (0; 10) window).
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The contrary is observed for companies in the United States (-1.71% on the (-10; 10) window)
and Hong Kong (-2.82% on the (0; 5) window).

Only companies from China (+0.64% on the day before the announcement), Hong Kong
(+2.13% on the (0; 5) window) and Germany (+1.54% on the (0; 5) window benefit from
positive overreactions from the markets for the appointment of a man as Chairman. This is in
contrast to Singapore (-3.13% on the (-1; 0) window) and India (-1.32% on the (0; 10) window).
As for the appointment of women to this position, we find companies from India (+2.70% on
the day after the announcement), Hong Kong (+3.01% on the day after the announcement), and
Poland (+28.11% on the day after the announcement) showing positive abnormal returns. This
is in contrast to Poland (-22.39% on the day before the announcement) and the US (-0.59% on

the day before the announcement).

Finally, markets value the appointment of men as CEOs in companies in the US (+0.44% on
the (-1; 1) window) and Australia (+1.60% on the (0; 5) window) as opposed to those from
Hong Kong (-0.84% on the (-1; 0) window). As for women nominations, they are valued by the
market in Italy (+0.90% on the day after the announcement) and Australia (+2.02% on the day

of the announcement). We do not find any negative results when a woman is appointed CEO.

d. Differences between the male and female samples by country and function

To comment on our results, we look at the full sample and then provide a quick summary
of the different countries. Table 10 shows the significant differences between the male and

female samples according to country and the function of the person appointed.

Insert table 10

First, we look at the function of "Director". Overall, men appointments to this position are
valued by the markets on the day of the announcement, the day after the announcement, and
over the (-10; 10), (-1; 1), (0; 5), (0; 10) and (-5; 5) windows for values ranging from +0.26%
to +1.24% significant at the 5% and 10% risk levels (parametric test). The opposite conclusion
is reached on the day before the announcement, where the appointment of a woman engenders
a +0.012% market overreaction at the 1% confidence level (non-parametric test). Moreover, we

find higher overreactions for the appointment of men rather than women in China (0.20% one
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day before the announcement), Germany (+3.85% on the (0; 5) window), Hong Kong (+3.05%
on the (0; 5) window), and the United States (+0.85% on the (0; 10) window). This trend is
strictly opposite in the UK (-0.39% on the day of the announcement), Canada (-0.34% on the
day before the announcement), and Poland (-3.80% over the (-1; 1) window). Australia, on the
other hand, shows results valuing women nominations on the day before the announcement
(+0.37%), while men appointments are valued on the day of the announcement (+0.65%) and

over the (-10; 10) window (+2.95%).

Then, for the "Chairman" function, overall, men nominations are again valued on the day before
the announcement (+0.71%) at the 10% confidence level (parametric and non-parametric tests).
On the other hand, one day after the announcement, the markets overreact positively toward
women nominations by 0.61% at the 10% risk level (non-parametric test). We notice more
positive reactions when a man is appointed rather than a woman in companies originating in
the United States (+0.65% on the day before the announcement), India (+2.17% on the day
before the announcement), Italy (+0.16% on the day after the announcement), Poland (+5.48%
on the (-10; 10) window), Singapore (+4.87% on the (0; 5) window), and the United Kingdom
(+3.41% on the (-5; 0) window). The opposite is true for companies from France (+2.91% on
the day of the announcement), Australia (+6.34% on the day of the announcement), Hong Kong
(+2.19% on the day of the announcement), and Poland (+1.77% on the day of the

announcement), where the appointment of women is valued.

Finally, for the CEO position, we do not obtain significant results for the overall sample, unlike
in the UK, where men appointed as CEOs are valued over women by 6.65% over the (-10; 10)
window. Female nomination is valued by the market in Hong Kong (+1.58% on the day of the
announcement), China (+2.77% on the (-1; 1) window), and Germany (+6.21% on the (-1; 1)
window). The case of Singapore shows that men nominations are valued on the day of the
announcement and on the (-1; 0), (-1; 1), and (0; 10) windows for values ranging from 1.97%

to 12.41%, while women appointments are valued on the (-5; 5) window (+9.29%).

All the above results are significant with at least one of the two tests and at least at a 10%

confidence level.
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Hence, we show that depending on the country and the function of the nominee, markets react
in different ways. This shows that depending on the origin of the companies and the function

of the appointee, the markets do not value gender in the same way.

Let us now analyze the influence of culture on these different reactions. To do so, we conducted
a multivariate regression to highlight which cultural factor(s) may be at the origin of these

overreactions.

2. Results of the multivariate analysis
a. By Country and Gender

First, we apply our regression to the abnormal returns over the (0; 10) event window.
In order to proceed, we had to delete all the announcements where we could not get all the
control data. Indeed, for some companies, the data was missing in Datastream. This left us with
a sample of 4,414 announcements, of which 943 were for female appointments. Table 11 shows

the descriptive statistics of these remaining data.

Insert table 11
Insert table 12

The multivariate analysis (Table 12) shows that the cultural variable "individualism" has a
negative influence on the CAR (0; 10) when a woman is appointed to the management of a
company. In other words, the higher a country's score on the cultural variable "individualism",
the more the markets will react negatively to the announcement of a female appointment on the
(0; 10) window (at the 1% risk level). On the other hand, this cultural variable has no impact
on the CAR when a man is appointed. This seems to be at odds with previous literature since
according to Bullough and al. (2012), practices related to individualism are positively
associated with the presence of women in political leadership. Furthermore, associating the
legitimacy theory, women are perceived as more legitimate by the market in individualistic
societies. Another argument is made by Carrasco and al. (2015), who indicate that a high value
in this dimension may reflect a commitment to individual human rights and thus include gender
equality through personal merit. They also indicate that “individualism” manifests itself as a

desire to pursue one's preferences regardless of stereotypes, conventions, etc. Therefore, our
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hypothesis 3a is rejected. When we include all cultural variables (model 8), we find the same

results.

Regarding masculinity (model 4), we can see that Masculinity plays a role in market reactions
when a man is appointed. Indeed, the higher a country's Masculinity score, the more likely the
markets will react positively when a man is appointed to the top of a company (at the 10% risk
level). On the other hand, this variable does not seem to influence the market reaction when a
woman is appointed. This seems to be consistent with our hypotheses, since according to
Hofstede (2000), in a “masculine” society, men are expected to be assertive, focusing on
material success, while women are expected to be modest, close to their emotions, preoccupied
with the quality of life, personal relationships, and solidarity. Moreover, gender roles are more
clearly differentiated in male societies than in female societies (Hofstede, 1980). This argument
refers to what Sealy and al. (2009a) call gender stereotypes. These stereotypes lead to consistent
gender biases in the assessment of competence and merit in favor of men. Hypothesis 4b is

therefore confirmed.

The last cultural variable to show significance is "Indulgence". Indeed, this variable has a
negative effect on the CAR (0; 10). In other words, the higher a country's score on the
"Indulgence" variable, the more stock markets will tend to react negatively when a woman is
appointed to the management of a listed company (at the 1% risk level). On the other hand, this
variable does not show any impact on the market reaction when a man is appointed.

This result seems consistent in the sense that board diversity is an effective control mechanism
(Adams and Ferreira, 2009) and relates to the definition of “restraint” which indicates stronger
regulation and in particular restrained human desires and pleasures, in contrast to indulgence,
which values the satisfaction of individuals' needs and desires. A country with a low score in
“indulgence” will therefore have greater moral discipline. A more lenient society will therefore
tend to penalize a company that appoints a woman to its decision-making body. Our hypothesis

6b is thus confirmed.

For the other models, where we included the cultural variables "Power distance", "Uncertainty
Avoidance" and "Long Term Orientation" one by one, we find no significance, which implies
that these variables do not seem to have an impact on stock market reactions when a man or a
woman is appointed. Similarly, in model 8, the inclusion of the six cultural variables does not

seem to affect the CAR, due to a lack of significance. This confirms hypotheses 1b, 4b, and 6b.
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Finally, for the institutional control variables, we find that the legal system plays a role in
explaining cumulative abnormal returns on (0; 10) window. Indeed, the coefficient is negative,
which means that the markets react negatively to male appointments in firms from common law
countries (at the 5% threshold) for models 2, 4, and 7. In contrast, this coefficient is positive
when a woman is appointed in model 3. These results support the findings of Cabeza-Garcia
and al. (2019), since according to them, the presence of women on boards is higher in common
law countries. The female gender, therefore, seems to be valued. Finally, the fact that a quota
law is present is associated with a positive coefficient when a woman is appointed (model 5).
This seems to be consistent in the sense that countries with a quota law want women to have a
minimum representation in the management of companies and therefore women nominations

are positively valued.

b. By Country / Gender / Function

In a second step, we conduct a multivariate analysis by adding the function variable to
the different sub-samples.
We thus have 6 groups: Men appointed as Director, Chairman, and CEO, and women as
Director, Chairman, and CEO.
We first look at the function "Director". Table 13 allows us to understand which variables can
explain the cumulative abnormal returns over the window (0; 10) for those appointed as

directors.

Insert table 13

Concerning our cultural variables, the variable "individualism" plays a role in explaining the
CAR (0; 10). Indeed, we detect a negative coefficient for models 3 and 8 when a man is
nominated. This implies that the higher a country's score on the individualism variable, the
more the markets will tend to react negatively when a man is appointed as a director for
companies originating from these countries at the 5% risk level. The same conclusion is reached
when a woman is appointed (model 7) at the 10% risk level. This is consistent with the fact that
the board of directors, consisting of several individuals, is the body that makes major decisions

about the company (Krechovska and Prochazkova, 2014). Individualistic societies, therefore,
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seem to penalize appointments to this position regardless of gender. The variable "Indulgence"
seems to have the same impact on the CAR (0; 10) when a man is appointed. On the other hand,
we do not detect any significance for the appointment of women. In other words, the higher a
country's score on the "Indulgence" variable, the more markets tend to react negatively when a
man is appointed as a director for companies from these countries at the 5% risk level. Again,
we argue that such a result is consistent, since a board of directors is the decision-making and
controlling body of a company, so indulgence, in the sense of satisfying desires and enjoying
life, does not really have a place in such an assembly. We also find for model 8, a negative and
significant coefficient for the variable "Power distance". This implies that the higher a country's
score on this variable, the more companies from that country will see the markets react
negatively when a man is appointed to the position of "Director". This is consistent, since in an
organization with high power distance, the quality of decisions may be lower due to a lack of
input from lower-level employees and poor communication and information sharing (Ghosh,
2011). Finally, we note a positive and significant coefficient for the variable "Uncertainty
Avoidance" for the Male sample. In other words, companies from countries with a high score
on this variable will see the markets react positively to the appointment of a man as Director.
This result is consistent with the arguments that employees from high-scoring countries are less
supportive of risk-taking by individual decision-makers (Hofstede, 1984). Also, in these same
countries, decision-makers tend to make extensive use of quantitative data to reduce uncertainty

(Schneider, 1989).

The other cultural variables", "Masculinity”, and "Long Term Orientation" do not seem to

affect the response of financial markets to such nominations.

Insert table 14

We now focus on the "Chairman" function. Table 14 shows the results of the analysis for this
function. Concerning our variables of interest, we find that model 7 displays a significant
negative coefficient for women. In other words, financial markets react negatively to companies
from countries with a high score on the "Indulgence" variable. This seems consistent since the
chairman has an important position on the board. We can therefore use the same explanation as

for the previous item, indulgence does not really have a place in this decision-making body.

Insert table 15
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Finally, for the third and last function (Table 15), we observe that the variables "Masculinity",
"Uncertainty Avoidance" and "Long Term Orientation" show positive coefficients when a man
is appointed as CEO. In other words, financial markets react more positively in countries with
a high score in the variables "Masculinity", "Uncertainty Avoidance" or "Long Term
Orientation" when a woman or a man is appointed as CEO. Such an output seems to be
consistent with the “Masculinity” because this position is the highest in the company and
therefore requires the ability to lead. However, gender stereotypes indicate that men are
supposed to be assertive and focus on material success. Also, they have values such as
performance or success (Hofstede, 2000). In addition, Uncertainty Avoidance is consistent with
the CEO function, since according to Hofstede and Bond (1986), countries with a high score in
the latter have a large number of rules, laws, norms, etc. Therefore, in these societies, people
tend to believe that uncertainty about the future is best managed if everyone follows the
guidelines. A leader must therefore impose rules and control to reduce the level of uncertainty.
Finally, the variable "Long Term Orientation" is also consistent with the CEO's role since the
literature shows that companies with a short-term vision may abandon projects with a positive
net present value to satisfy short-term objectives (Holmstrom, 1999). However, the CEO must

ensure the company's sustainability and therefore favor a long-term vision.

VI1/ Robustness

1. Results of the Event study
a. Differences between male and female samples by country.

To check the robustness of the results from the event study, we use a different model in

the computation of abnormal returns, namely the Fama French 3 Factors model.
We show the differences in stock market reactions to male and female appointments across
countries with the Fama French 3 Factors model. The results shown in bold are the results that

are similar in the two estimates (see Table 7).

Insert table 16
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Unfortunately, we were unable to obtain data for this model for 10 countries in our sample:
Bangladesh, Vietnam, Bermuda, Israel, Jersey, Kenya, Luxembourg, Hong Kong, and Russia.

Our sample now consists of only 35 countries.

For the overall sample, we find the same results. Indeed, on the day of the announcement and
one day after the announcement, the markets overreact to the nomination of men (+0.21%) at
the 10% risk level (parametric test). The observation is the same for the (0; 5) and (0; 10)
windows, at 0.54 and 0.67% at the 5 and 10% confidence levels (parametric test). It should be
noted that the values are similar for all these conclusions. Individually, we find Malaysia,
Belgium, Pakistan, the United States, Switzerland, and Singapore where the markets react more
positively to the appointment of men than women. We note the opposite results for Southern

Europe, Canada, Sweden, and Mexico.

These results are robust to similar event windows. albeit some minor differences, such as when

a woman is appointed in companies from Greece, Luxembourg, or India.

b. Differences between male and female samples by country and function

We now turn to the robustness analysis with country and function segmentation. As
before, we have used the Fama and French 3 factors model for the estimation of abnormal

returns. The results shown in bold are the ones similar in two estimates (see Table 8).

Insert table 17

First, we look at the Director function. Overall, the results are robust. Indeed, we find the same
results for the overall sample on the day before the announcement where women appointments
are valued at +0.0011% at the 1% risk level (non-parametric test). As for men, these
nominations are valued on the day of the announcement, the day after the announcement and
over the (-10; 10), (-1; 1), (0; 5), (0; 10) and (-5; 5) windows with values ranging from 0.24%
to 1.47% at the 5 and 10% risk levels (parametric test). The conclusions are also the same when
we do the country-by-country analysis. Indeed, the markets value the appointment of women
in companies from Canada, Poland, and Australia on the day before the announcement. Men

appointments are valued for companies in Australia, Germany, and the US.
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Secondly, the role of “Chairman” also shows robust results. As in the previous estimations, men
nominations are valued the day before the announcement at 0.80% for the overall sample at the
5% risk level (non-parametric test). The country-by-country analysis shows that a positive
market overreaction is present when a man is appointed rather than a woman in the United
States, India (on the day before the announcement), Poland (on the (-10; 10) window),
Singapore, and the United Kingdom. The opposite conclusion is reached for companies in
Australia, India (the day after the announcement), Poland (the day after the announcement),

France, and China.

Finally, the analysis of the CEO function also shows robust results. The overall sample shows
no significant results. In contrast, markets value men appointed as CEOs in UK companies for
the (0; 10) window. Markets overreact toward women nominations in companies from China
and Germany.

We have reported here only those results that are robust to the same event windows and

significant at least at the 10% confidence level with at least one of the two tests.

2. Multivariate analysis

For the robustness check concerning the multivariate analysis, we use the event
windows (-10; 10) and (-1; 1). This choice is necessary to check the stability of our results

independently of the length of the chosen event window.

Insert table 18
Insert table 19

Table 19 summarises the results of the multivariate analysis on the (-10; 10) window and Table
20 concerns the (-1; 1) window. Let us first look at the (-10; 10) window. Our results are robust
to the findings of models 3 and 4. Markets tend to react negatively when a woman is appointed
for companies that originate from countries with a high score in the cultural variable
"individualism". As for the “masculinity” variable, markets will tend to react positively when
a man is appointed for companies from countries with a high score in the latter. We note,
however, other significant results. Indeed, model 6 shows that the variable "Long term
orientation" plays a role concerning men. The higher a country's score on this variable, the more

likely the markets will react positively when a man is appointed to the top management. This
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is consistent with the literature, as research has shown that some managers make short-term
investments to meet or exceed short-term goals (e.g. Holmstrom, 1999), even though other
long-term projects are more valuable. Managers with a short-term view, therefore, turn down
attractive investment opportunities, reflecting a decline in the value of the company (Flammer
and Bansal, 2016). In the same vein, Graham and al. (2005) show that if the company, by
adopting projects with a positive net present value, could not achieve its quarterly profit targets,
then 78% of the managers surveyed would be prepared to abandon them. The results are also
robust to model 7 where the variable "Indulgence" has a negative coefficient when a woman is
appointed. In contrast to the results in the (0; 10) window, model 8 displays significance for 2
cultural variables. The higher a country's score on the "individualism" variable, the more the
markets tend to react negatively when a woman is appointed to the management of a company
(at the 5% risk level). This rejects hypothesis 3a. The "Uncertainty avoidance" variable plays a
role that runs counter to the previous one. That is to say, the higher a country's score on the
uncertainty avoidance variable, the more positive the markets will react (at the 5% risk level)
(models 5 and 8). We can justify this result using the same arguments as in section V/2.b) (p30).
Indeed, to reduce uncertainty, decision-makers will rely heavily on quantitative data because

“truth and reality" are determined by what is tangibly measurable (Schneider, 1989).

Let us move on to the short window (-1; 1). We notice once again that our results are robust to
the cultural variable "masculinity" at the 5% threshold. Contrary to the two previous windows,
our results are not significant for the variable "individualism". Like the window (-10; 10), the
variable "Long-term Orientation" plays a positive role when a man is named for the CAR in
this window, this is also the case when a woman is appointed (modele 8).We use the same
arguments as with the previous window as a justification. Finally, a new result appears in model

8, where "Uncertainty Avoidance" shows a positive coefficient when a man is named.

Insert table 20

We performed a final robustness test on this multivariate analysis. Since announcements in US
companies represent a large part of our sample, we decided to remove them (table 20). Our
results indicate, once again, that the variable "Individualism" impacts the CAR (0; 10)
negatively when a woman (model 3) or a man (model 8) is named. The same is true for the

variable "Indulgence".
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We may therefore argue that the majority of our results are robust based on the various tests

applied.

VI1I/ Conclusion.

Our study looks at the influence of culture on the reactions of stock markets when a

woman is appointed to the top management of a listed company.

Our event study allowed us to highlight the fact that financial markets react differently
depending on the country of origin of firms in which men and women are appointed. For
example, markets react positively for UK companies when a woman is nominated while the
opposite is observed for companies in Malaysia.

Also, we wanted to know whether the differences in reactions between the male and female
samples could be significant across countries. It turns out that the country of origin of the
companies matters. We can mention Luxembourg, where the markets will overreact positively
to the appointment of women, while in the case of companies from Thailand, the markets
overreact positively for men on the window.

Next, we created sub-samples by incorporating the “function” of the appointee. Again, it turns
out that function plays a role in the reaction of stock markets. For example, men appointed in
German companies as “Director” will see the markets reacting positively while the opposite is
observed for Hong Kong companies that appoint men as CEOs.

Again, we wanted to know if the differences in market reactions were significant across
countries and the position of the person appointed. Our study shows that this is indeed the case.
For example, we find a positive significant difference for women appointed as Chairman,
whereas for the position of Director, the opposite is true.

Our second part deals with the influence of national culture on these different reactions. We
therefore conducted a multivariate analysis to show which cultural variables are likely to
influence stock market reactions. It turns out that stock markets react more positively to male
nominees when the company comes from a country with a high Masculinity score. We find that
the opposite is true for companies appointing women when they are in countries with a high

Individualism score. These results are robust on different event windows.
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Finally, we conducted the same multivariate analysis incorporating the function of the
appointee. Our results show that function plays a role in explaining the reactions. Indeed, when
a man is appointed as a director, the markets react more negatively to companies from countries
with a high score in the variables "Masculinity" and "Indulgence". These same variables

influence market reactions when a woman is appointed as Chairman.

This study, therefore, makes a unique contribution to the literature by identifying national
culture as a determinant in stock market reactions to the announcement of a woman's
appointment to the top management of a listed company. The position of appointment also

impacts these reactions across cultures.
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Table 1 : Distribution of the number of announcements per year.

Year # announcements Percentage
2002 26 0,15%
2003 169 0,95%
2004 283 1,58%
2005 301 1,68%
2006 437 2,44%
2007 546 3,05%
2008 840 4,70%
2009 730 4,08%
2010 841 4,70%
2011 733 4,10%
2012 783 4,38%
2013 940 5,26%
2014 1214 6,79%
2015 1842 10,30%
2016 2586 14,46%
2017 2442 13,66%
2018 1530 8,56%
2019 1635 9,15%
Total 17878 100,00%
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Table 2: Distribution of announcements by year and by gender

Yoar Women Men Total % Women % Men
appointments | appointments nominated nominated
2002 1 25 26 3,85% 96,15%
2003 12 157 169 7.10% 92,90%
2004 13 270 283 4,59% 95,41%
2005 22 279 301 7.31% 92,69%
2006 42 395 437 9.,61% 90,39%
2007 31 515 546 5,68% 94,32%
2008 51 789 840 6,07% 93,93%
2009 61 669 730 8,36% 91,64%
2010 61 780 841 7.25% 92,75%
2011 66 667 733 9,00% 91,00%
2012 47 736 783 6,00% 94,00%
2013 84 856 940 8.94% 91,06%
2014 149 1065 1214 12,27% 87,73%
2015 302 1540 1842 16,40% 83,60%
2016 396 2190 2586 15,31% 84,69%
2017 378 2064 2442 15,48% 84,52%
2018 270 1260 1530 17,65% 82,35%
2019 362 1273 1635 22,14% 77.86%
Total 2348 15530 17878 13,13% 86,87%
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Table 3: Function by country and gender

Director Director Chairman | Chairman CEO Men CEO
Men Women Men Women Women
United States of America 2608 877 501 49 1599 110
Canada 2156 364 322 15 832 38
United Kingdom 490 173 242 9 355 29
Australia 645 118 270 7 446 29
Hong Kong 233 59 147 11 154 12
China 142 18 193 12 117 9
India 150 29 127 2 364 8
France 29 9 45 2 100 12
Germany 69 8 58 2 120 8
Singapore 52 6 30 5 46 4
Italy 11 3 27 2 43 7
Poland 9 2 51 6 67 4 Total
Total 6594 1666 2013 122 4243 270 14908
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Table 4: Distribution of appointment announcements by country and gender (after deleting
countries where no women are appointed).

Country Total men Total women Total % Men % Women 7a whole
¥ appointed appointed sample
Australia 1374 154 1528 89.92% 10,08% 8.55%
Bangladesh 4 2 6 66,67% 33,33% 0,03%
Belgium 39 9 48 81,25% 18,75% 027%
Bermuda 27 10 37 72,97% 27,03% 021%
Brazil 27 2 29 93,10% 6,90% 0,16%
Canada 3333 418 3751 88,86% 11,14% 20,98%
China 473 39 512 92,38% 7,62% 2,86%
Denmark 51 6 57 89.47% 10,53% 032%
Egypt 28 2 30 93,33% 6,67% 0,17%
Finland 126 12 138 91,30% 8,70% 0,77%
France 177 24 201 88,06% 11,94% 1,12%
Germany 247 18 265 93.21% 6,79% 1.48%
Greece 27 2 29 93,10% 6,90% 0,16%
Hong Kong 542 82 624 86,86% 13,14% 3,49%
India 645 39 684 94,30% 5,70% 3,83%
Ireland; Republic of 136 19 155 87.74% 12,26% 0,87%
Israel 69 8 77 89.61% 10,39% 0,43%
Italy 83 13 96 86,46% 13,54% 0,54%
Japan 150 4 154 97,40% 2,60% 0,86%
Jersey 21 5 26 80,77% 19.23% 0,15%
Kenya 17 3 20 85,00% 15,00% 0,11%
Korea; Republic (S. Korea) 79 2 81 97,53% 2,47% 0,45%
Luxembourg 24 4 28 85,71% 14,29% 0,16%
Malaysia 294 17 311 94,53% 5.47% 1,74%
Mexico 18 3 21 85,71% 14,29% 0,12%
Netherlands 74 3 77 96,10% 3,.90% 0,43%
New Zealand 109 20 129 84,50% 15,50% 0,72%
Nigeria 15 7 22 68,18% 31,82% 0,12%
Norway 109 7 116 93.97% 6,03% 0,65%
Pakistan 50 5 55 90.91% 9,09% 031%
Philippines 24 5 29 82,76% 17,24% 0,16%
Poland 128 12 140 91,43% 8,57% 0,78%
Qatar 24 3 27 88,89% 11,11% 0,15%
Russia 107 8 115 93,04% 6,96% 0,64%
Saudi Arabia 90 2 92 97.83% 2,17% 051%
Singapore 131 15 146 89.73% 10,27% 0,82%
South Africa 242 58 300 80,67% 19.33% 1,68%
Spain 54 5 59 91,53% 8.47% 0,33%
Sweden 210 22 232 90,52% 9.48% 1,30%
Switzerland 118 7 125 94,40% 5.60% 0,70%
Taiwan 77 8 85 90,59% 9.41% 0,48%
Thailand 92 9 101 91,09% 8.91% 0,56%
United Kingdom 1098 211 1309 83,88% 16,12% 732%
United States of America 4756 1042 5798 82,03% 17.97% 32,43%
Vietnam 11 2 13 84.62% 15,38% 0,07%
Total 15530 2348 17878 86,87% 13,13% 100,00%
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Table 5: Descriptive statistics of the different variables

Variable Obs Mean Std. dev. Min Max
Board characteristics
Boardsize 6.904 9,879 3,107 1,000 30,000
Lnboardsize 6.904 2,241 0,322 0,000 3,401
% Indepent Director 7.045 0,654 0,242 0,000 1,000
% Board Gender (women) 7.117 0,148 0,119 0,000 1,000
Women presence ? 17.878 0,900 0,300 0,000 1,000
CEOboard 6.841 0,882 0,322 0,000 1,000
CEOchairman duality 7.112 0,398 0,490 0,000 1,000
Dummy (Gender of the nominee) 17.878 0,131 0,338 0,000 1,000
Firm characteristics
Age (year) 16.744 24147 23,589 0,011 120,008
Ln (Year) 16.744 2,756 1,002 -4514 4,788
Ln (Market Capitalization) 14.993 8,890 1,372 1,398 13,444
Ln (total asset) 17.232 8,754 1,497 2,083 14314
Book to market ratio 14.568 -1,174 260,968 | -30403,370 | 5872,039
Country characteristics
Power distance 17.878 45,524 16,051 0,000 100,000
Individualism 17.878 74,552 22,897 0,000 91,000
Masculinity 17.878 56,962 11,763 0,000 95,000
Uncertainty Avoidance 17.878 47253 13,425 0,000 100,000
Long Term Orientation 17.878 38,721 18,133 0,000 100,000
Indulgence 17.878 59,614 17,748 0,000 97,000
GDP per capita growth 17.878 1,608 2,130 -8,513 23,999
Ln (GDP per capita) 17.767 4554 0,382 2,738 5,092
Unemployement rate 17.878 5,910 3,551 0,000 32310
Population growth 17.878 0,933 0,501 -1,854 9,232
Rule of law 17.878 1,425 0,648 -1,181 2,130
Control of corruption 17.878 1,380 0,740 -1,275 2,470
Legal system 17.878 1,846 0,381 0,000 3,000
Quotas law ? 17.872 0,233 0,425 0,000 1,000
Education (%) 5.006 0,487 0,013 0,430 0,534
Market characteristics
Ln (Volume Market) 4414 20.35378 1,896 7,742 26,982
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Table 6: Correlation matrix between the different variables (significant at the 5% threshold)

Board Ln(board %Independent %Board  Women CEO CEOchairman
size size) director gender  presence ? board ? duality ?
Boardsize 1.0000
Ln(boardsize) 9.9734% 1.0000
“Yelndependent Director | _p 98774 -0.8376% 1.0000
% Board Gender (women) 9.1277% ©0.1453% ©.2104% 1.0000
Women presence 7 9.2364% 0.2735% 0.2154% 0.6831% 1.0000
CEO board ? 9.0336% 0.0783% 0.1156% -0.0737% 0.0470% 1.0000
CEO chairman duality ? 9.1355+% 0.1547% 0.1659%« 0.0004 0.0422% 0.2064« 1.0000
Dummy (gender of the nominee) | _p.@634% -0.0517+ ©.1257+« ©.0188 0.0062 0.0783« ©.0687=
Age (year) 9.2249% 0.2344% 0.0434%« 0.1469% 0.1075% 0.0380%« 0.0733x
Ln (Age) 0.2273% 0.2403% 0.0429% ©.1305% 0.1162% 0.0437« 0.0946%
Ln (Market Capitalization) 9.5076% 0.5173% -0.0660% ©.0908% 0.0976% -0.0151  ©.1376x%
Ln (total asset) 0.5709% 0.5756% -0.1006% ©.0815% 0.1004% -0.0112 ©.1076%
Book to marketratio | -9.8250 -0.0273 -0.0423% -0.0502% -0.0314% 0.0171 -0.0283%
Power distance 0.1834% 0.1770% -0.3639% -0.1738* -0.1410% 0.0485% ©.0327%
Individualism | -9.1696% -0.1477+ ©.4632« ©.1477% 0.1596+ 0.1420« ©.1169x
Masculinity 9.0398% 0.0425% -0.0197 -0.0978% -0.0103 0.3561% ©.1053x
Uncertainty Avoidance 0.1497% 0.1063% -0.1020%« 0.0411% -0.0152 -0.1630x 0.0797x
Long Term Oriantation 0.1956% 0.1663% -0.4768% -0.0786% -0.1041% -0.2034% -0.1351%
Indulgence | -0.2131% -0.1849% ©.4383% ©0.1742% 0.1714% 0.1214% ©.0257
GDP per capita growth 9.0325% 0.0355% -0.0923% -0.0956% -0.0617+ 0.0313% ©.0202
Ln (GDP per capita) | -9.1867+ -0.1759% ©.3313%« 0.1047% 0.0868% -0.0198 ©.0890%
Unemployement rate 9.1459% 0.1512% -08.0555% 0.1099% 0.1000% 0.0553% -0.0588%
Population growth | -8.1055% -08.1140% -0.0461« -0.0091 -0.0433% -0.0280« -0.2156x
Ruleoflaw | -9.1859% -0.1780% ©.3268+« ©.1196% 0.1107% -0.0663% ©.0015
Control of corruption | -9.1975% -0.2010% ©.2225% ©.1209% 0.0814% -08.1361% -0.1115%
Legal system | -p.1687+ -0.1226% ©.3602% ©.0097 ©0.0989% ©.4547% ©.0578%
Quotas law? 9.1215% ©0.1027% -8.020@0 ©0.0437% 0.6001 -0.1230% -0.0343%
Education (%) 0.1229% 0.1682% ©.1156% ©.1337% 0.1483*% 0.0358%« ©.0719x%
Ln (Volume Market) | _p.0370* -0.0018 ©.2109+« ©.0263 0.0881% 0.2884% 0.2017=
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Ln(Market

Dummy  Apge o . Lnf(total Bookto Power
(gender..) (Yegar) Ln (Age) Capltal‘lzatlon as(set) market ratio  distance
Dummy (gender of the nominee) 1.0000
Age(year) | _g p1ge  1.0000
Ln(Age)| _p.p146 0.8624x 1.0000
Ln (Market Capitalization) | _g pg39+ ©.2323x 0.2441x 1.0000
- Ln(total asset) | _g.@778% ©.2386% ©.2440% 0.8830% 1.0000
Book to marketratio | _g, 9414+ -2.0335% -0.0308% -0.1957% -0.0017 1.0000
Power distance | _g,1152« -0.0200 ©.0508+ 0.4036% 0.4130% ©.0128 1.0000
Individualism | @,1276+« ©.8524% 0.0054 -0.3705+ -0.3885% -0.0275 -0.7118%
Masculinity |  9.0367+« ©.0616x ©.08329+ -0.0264 -0.0180 -0.0130 -0.0389x
Uncertainty Avoidance | _-g.9348+ -0.0130 ©.0051 0.0352% 0.0734% ©.0273 ©.1038x
Long Term Oriantation | -9.1247« ©.0155 ©.8060 0.2363% 0.2860« ©.0070 ©.4390%
Indulgence 0.1105% ©0.0402% ©0.0014 -0.4034% -0.4150% -0.0094 -0.6614%
GDP per capita growth | -9,9254 -0.0571% -0.0457% 0.21708% 0.1735% -0.0449% ©.3204x%
Ln (GDP per capita) | 9,1035% -0.0963% -8.1261% -0.4451% -0.4410+ -0.0104 -0.6801%
Unemployement rate | _g,9258 ©.1189% ©.1251% 0.0170 ©0.0414% ©.0361% -0.0402%
Population growth | -9.0454% -0.0307= -0.0174 -0.0380+ -0.0297+ 0.0632« 0.1011x
Rule of law 0.0758+ -0.0414x -0.0779% -0.4307% -0.4212% -0.0120 -0.7100%
Control of corruption | g, 9507« -8.0478% -0.0916% -0.4384% -0.4136% ©.0087 -0.6984%
Legal system |  g.1209+« ©.0416% ©.0331% -0.1884% -0.2233% -0.0088 -0.2270%
Quotas law? 0.0043 -0.0677% -0.0702% 0.0483% 0.0709% ©.0209 ©.1289%
Education (%) 0.0492% ©.1123= 0.0918% 0.0269 0.0112 -0.0717% -0.1362%
Ln (Volume Market)| g pg65« ©0.0435% 0.0185 -0.0853+ -0.0807+ -0.0120 -0.2400x
Individualis Masculini Uncertainty Long Term Indulger GDPper  Ln (GDP per
m ty Avoidance Orientation ce capitagrowth  capita)
Individualism 1.0000
Masculinity ©.3097« 1.0000
Uncertainty Avoidance 0.0951% ©.0230 1.0000
Long Term Oriantation | -9.5735% -0.0029 ©0.0545% 1.0000
Indulgence 0.8350+ ©.2001x -0.0202 -0.5224*% 1.0000
GDP per capitagrowth | -9.2955%« ©.0434x -9.2219% 0.1974% -0.3022% 1.0000
Ln (GDP per capita) 0.5674%« ©0.0232 ©0.0233 -0.3384% 0.5356% -0.3116%« 1.0000
Unemployementrate |  _g 9972 ©.0231 ©.1855% -0.0674% 0.1470% -8.2763% -0.2559%
Population growth | -p,9782% -0.0241 -0.0312% -0.1936% 0.0601% -0.1131% -0.1960%
Rule of law 0.6118+ ©.0085 -0.0847+ -0.2722% 0.5910% -0.2944% 0.8600%
Control of corruption | g,4844% -0.0633% -0.1054% -0.1363% 0.5236% -0.2853%« 0.7993=
Legal system|  g,5035« ©.4395% -0.4289+ -0.5792% 0.4565% -0.0435%x 0.0930x
Quotas law? |  _9.1473« -90.3091x 0.2392% 0.2232% -0.2062+« 0.0404x -0.2117x
Education (%)|  g.p15¢ -0.1192« -9.1081% -0.0128 0.1612% -0.1306% -0.0050
Ln (Volume Market)|  9.3248+« ©.2775% -0.1478% -0.2731% 0.2698% -0.1165% ©.4215%
Population . Control of  Legal Ln (Volume
U::)::]:::ze g'; owth Ruleoflaw corption  system QUOMS law rvg arket)
Unemployement rate 1.0000
Population growth 0.1988+ 1.0000
Rule of law | -9.2853% -0.0657« 1.0000
Control of corruption |  _9.2381« ©.0293x ©.9510% 1.0000
Legal system 0.0168 ©0.2166% ©.2446% 0.1284% 1.0000
Quotas law? | -9.0248 ©.0935% -0.0384% 0.0090 -0.1514% 1.0000
Education (%) 0.3843% -0.2612%« -0.0618* -0.0817* 0.0169 -0.0498+« 1.0000
Ln (Volume Market) | _9.0860« -0.2649« ©.2436% 0.1384% 0.2532% -0.3624« 0.0283
Ln (Volume
Market)
Ln (Volume Market) 1.0000
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Table 7: Summary of samples showing positive or negative significant returns with
parametric and non-parametric tests.

AR -1 ARO
+ Value - Value + Value - Value
Bermuda H 1,44% Pakistan F -1,02% Australia H 0,44% Germany H -0,04%
Canada F 1,09% Sweden F -1,20% Croatia H 0,59%
Halaysia H 0,47% South Africa F 0,32%
UK F 0,53%
AR 1 CARR-10; 10
ar Value - Value + Value - Value
Australia F 0,17% France F 3,75% Bermuda F -3,61%
Switzerland H 0,25% Nigeria F 10,57% Brazil H -6,80%
Malaysia F -5.21%
Saudi ArabiaH| -1,75%
Sweden H -2,05%
CAAR-1:;0 CAAR-1:1
+ Value - Value + Value - Value
CanadaF 1,43% Korea H -0,14% Germany H 0,47% Malaysia F -2,90%
Malaysia H 0,61% UK F 0,73% Korea H -0,81%
UK F 0,61% Switzerland H 0,56%
Australia H 0,53%
Luxembourg F 3.20%
CAARO;S CAARO; 10
+ Value - Value + Value - Value
Australia H 0,74% China H -0,97% Germany H 0,93% India H -1,24%
Germany H 1,14% Thailand F -7.55% India F 1,46% |Saudi ArabiaH| -1,24%
Singapore H 0,51% Thailand F -8.52%
Sweden H -1,21%
CAAR-5;0 CAAR-5;5
h Value - Value + Value - Value
Australia H ‘1,30% Bermuda F -2,79% Australia H 1,61% Bermuda F -3,65%
Canada F 1,39% Brazil H -2,51% Bermuda H 5,.81% Malaysia F -5,29%
Malaysia F 0.86% |Luxembourg F| -1,49% Israel F 4.76% Thailand F -9.84%
Russia H -0,45% Singapore H 1,13%
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Table 8: Summary of countries showing significant differences between men (H) and women

(F) with a parametric and/or non-parametric test (Market Model

)6,7.

AR-1 (2 tests) AR-1 (parametric) AR-1 (non parametric)
H Differences F Differences H Differences F Differences H Differences F Differences
| Belgium 1,56% [Luxembourg) 2.91% Japan 1,73% Greece 2,49% Malaysia 1,51% [Full Sample| 0,15%
Pakistan 1,05% Australia 0,24%
Canada 1,01%
ARO (2 tests) ARO (parametric) ARO (non parametric)
H Differences F Differences H Differences F Differences H Differences F Differences
Full Sample]  0,20% Singapore |  1,04%
ARI (2 tests) ARI (parametric) ARI (non parametric)

H Differences F Differences H Differences F Differences H Differences F Differences

Full Sample| 0,18% Russia 3,19% Australia 0,19%
CAAR -10;10 (2 tests) CAAR -10 ;10 (parametric) CAAR -10 ;10 (non parametric)

H Differences F Differences H Differences F Differences H Differences F Differences
Malaysia 5,53% Nigeria 8,89% Australia 2,86% Greece 22,62% USA 1,13% Canada 1,18%
Thailand 9.89% Sweden 6,49% UK 2,48% Luxembourg| 12,23%

CAAR -1 ;0 (2 tests) CAAR -1 ; 0 (parametric) CAAR -1 ; 0 (non parametric)

H Differences F Differences H Differences F Differences H Differences F Differences
Malaysia 2,45% Philippines 3,81% |Luxembourg| 2,57%
Singapore 2,12% Spain 1,32%

CAAR -1 ;1 (2 tests) CAAR -1 ; 1 (parametric) CAAR -1 ; 1 (non parametric)

H Differences F Differences H Differences F Differences H Differences F Differences

Malaysia 3,14%
Singapore 3.38%
CAARO0 ;5 (2 tests) CAAR 0 ; 5 (parametric) CAAR 0; 5 (non parametric)

H Differences F Differences H Differences F Differences H Differences F Differences
Banglades! 7.52% Full Samp} 0,52% Bermuda 3,59% France 2,00%
Philippines 3,78% Singapore 3,74% China 1,28%

Thailand 8,57%
CAAR 0 10 (2 tests) CAAR 0 ; 10 (parametric) CAARO0 ;10 (nony ic)

H Differences F Differences H Differences F Differences H Differences F Differences
Bangladesh | 10,77% Mexico 4,50% |Full Sample| 0,61% |South Africa] 228% Bermuda 3,11% India 2,70%

Thailand 9,52% Russia 10,09% USA 0,80%
UK 1,75%
CAAR -5 ;0 (2 tests) CAAR -5 ; 0 (parametric) CAAR -5 ; 0 (non parametric)

H Differences F Differences H Differences F Differences H Differences F Differences
Bermuda 4,70% [Luxembourg| 11,07% Australia 1,.53% Switzerland|  3.45% Sweden 2,53%
Malaysia 4.87% Thailand 3,16%

CAAR -5 ;5 (2 tests) CAAR -5 ; 5 (parametric) CAAR -5 ; 5 (non parametric)

H Differences F Differences H Differences F Differences H Differences F Differences
Bermuda 9,46% China 1,55% Canada 0,35%
Malaysia 5,.56% Philippines | 8,11%  |Luxembourg| 12,94%

Switzerland| 6,37% Russia 2,84%
Thailand 10,37%

® H: Men and F: Women. When the country mentioned is in column H, it means that the market overreacts more
positively to male appointments. If the country mentioned is in column F, it means that the market overreacts

more positively to female appointments.
7" Bolded countries mean that the results are robust (see Table 20).
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Table 9.1: Significantly positive or negative samples by gender for the appointment to the
position of 'Director’.

AR -1 ARO
+ Value - Value + Value - Value
Australial F|  0,57% Canadal H 0,69%
Germanyl H|  0,71% UKIF 0,53%
Canadal F 0,48% Australial H 031%
Hong Kongl H 0,59%
AR 1 CARR-10; 10
+ Value - Value + Value - Value
Australial F| 0,26% Indial H USAIF -1,71%
CAAR-1;0 CAAR-1;1
+ Value - Value + Value - Value
Canadal H 0,83% Canadal H 1,48%
UKIF 0,64% UKIF 0,82%
Canadal F 0,95% Australial H 0,82%
CAARVO:S CAARO; 10
+ Value - Value + Value - Value
Germanyl H 1,58% Hong Kongl F -2,82% Indial F 0,97%
Australial H| 0,81%
Indial F 0,64%
CAAR-5;0 CAAR 55§
+ Value - Value + Value - Value
Canadal H 0,98% Canadal H 1,24%

Table 9.2: Significantly positive or negative samples by gender for the appointment to the

position of 'Chairman'.

AR -1 AR O
+ Value - Value + Value - Value
China2 H 0,64% Poland2 F -22.39%%
USA2F -0,59%
AR 1 CARR-10; 10
+ Value - Value + Value - Value
India2 F 2,70% Hong Kong2 F 8.42%
Hong Kong2 F 3,01%
Poland2 F 28,11%
CAAR-1:0 CAAR-1;1
+ Value - Value + Value - Value
SingaporeZ H -3,13% llong Kongz F 4.33%
CAARO:S CAARO; 10
+ Value - Value + Value - Value
Hong Kong2 H 2,13% India2 H -1,32%
Germany2 H 1,54%
CAAR-5:0 CAAR-5;5
+ Value - Value + Value - Value
China2 H 2.20%
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Table 9.3: Significantly positive or negative samples by gender for CEO appointment

AR -1 ARO
+ Value - Value + Value - Value
Hong Kon53 H -0,64% | Australia3 F 2,02%
AR 1 CARR-10; 10
+ Value - Value + Value - Value
Italy3 F 0,009
CAAR-1:0 CAAR-1:1
+ Value - Value + Value - Value
Hong Kong3 H| -121% USA3 H 044% |HongKong3 H| -121%
CAARO:S CAARO: 10
+ Value - Value + Value - Value
USA3 H 0,56%
Australia3 H 1,60%
Australia3 F 2,60%
CAAR-5:0 CAAR-5;:5S
+ Value - Value + Value - Value
Australia3 H 2,93% Australia3 H 3,57%
USA3 H 0,94%
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Table 10: Summary table of samples showing a positive and significant (parametric and/or
non-parametric test) over-reaction of gender to the positions of "director", "president" and

"CEO",
AR-1 Director AR-1 Chairman AR-1 CEO
H Differences F Differences H Differences F Differences H Differences F Differences
China 2,05% |Full Sample] 0,01% |Full Sample] 071%
Australia 0.37% USA 0,65%
Canada | 034% India 2,17%
ARO Director ARO Chairman ARO CEO
H Differences F Differences H Differences F Differences H Differences F Differences
Full Sampl 0.26% UK 0.39% France 291% Singap 1,97% | Hong Kong 1,58%
Australia 0,65%
ARI Director ARI Chairman ARI1 CEO
H Differences F Differences H Differences F Differences H Differences F Differences
Full Samp 030% Italy 1,60% | Full Sample| 0,61%
Australia 6,34%
Hong Kong |  2,19%
India 2,87%
Poland 1,77%
CAAR -10 ; 10 Director CAAR -10 ;10 Chairman CAAR -10 ;10 CEO
H Differences F Differences H Differences F Differences H Differences F Differences
Full Sampl 1,24% Poland 5,48% France 16,75% UK 6,65%
Australia 2,95% Hong Kong|  5.48%
CAAR -1 ; 0 Director CAAR -1 ; 0 Chairman CAAR -1 ;0CEO
H Differences F Differences H Differences F Differences H Differences F Differences
France 1,92% Singapore 4,59% | Hong Kong 1,99%
CAAR -1 ; 1 Director CAAR -1 ; 1 Chairman CAAR-1:;1CEO
H Differences F Differences H Differences F Differences H Differences F Differences
Full Sample| 0,54% Poland 3,80% Australia 6,50% Singapore 4,10% China 2,77%
France 3,22% Germany 6,21%
Hong Kong| 2.95%
CAAR 0; 5 Director CAAR 0 ; 5 Chairman CAAR0;5CEO
H Differences F Differences H Differences F Differences H Differences F Differences
Full Sample| 0,66% Poland 8.91% Singapore 4.87% China 7.47%
Germany 3,85% France 6,90%
Hong Kong| 3,05%
CAAR 0 ; 10 Director CAAR 0 ; 10 Chairman CAAR 0 ; 10 CEO
H Differences F Differences H Differences F Differences H Differences F Differences
Full Sample| 0.85% Poland 7.47% China 10,39% Singap 12,41%
USA 0,85% France 14,06% UK 4.17%
Hong Kong 3.44%
India 8,21%
CAAR -5 ; 0 Director CAAR -5 ; 0 Chairman CAAR -5 ;0 CEO
H Differences F Differences H Differences F Differences H Differences F Differences
UK 3,41% China 6,11%
Singapore 6,93%
CAAR -5 ; 5 Director CAAR -5 ; 5 Chairman CAAR -5 ;5 CEO
H Differences F Differences H Differences F Differences H Differences F Differences
Full Sample| 0,83% Canada 0,14% Singapore 7.52% China 5,84%
Poland 10,77% UK 6,66% Singapore 9.29%

8 Bolded countries mean that the results are robust (see Table 21).
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companies with missing data)

TotalMen| Total
% whole
Country appointe | women Total % Men |% Women sample
d appointed P

United States of America 1475 519 1994 42,49% 55,04% 45,17%
United Kingdom 362 103 465 10,43% 10,92% 10,53%
Australia 287 67 354 8,27% 7,10% 8,02%
Japan 31 1 32 0,89% 0,11% 0,72%
Spain 14 2 16 0,40% 0,21% 0,36%
Germany 68 6 74 1,96% 0,64% 1,68%
South Africa 140 37 177 4,03% 3,92% 4,01%
Greece 3 0 3 0,09% 0,00% 0,07%
France 68 9 77 1,96% 0,95% 1,74%
Hong Kong 84 13 97 2,42% 1,38% 2,20%
China 98 4 102 2,82% 0,42% 2,31%
Canada 270 104 374 7,78% 11,03% 8,47%
Netherlands 24 1 25 0,69% 0,11% 0,57%
Finland 41 5 46 1,18% 0,53% 1,04%
Switzerland 58 5 63 1,67% 0,53% 1,43%
Ireland; Republic of 52 10 62 1,50% 1,06% 1,40%
New Zealand 37 13 50 1,07% 1,38% 1,13%
Luxembourg 15 3 18 0,43% 0,32% 0,41%
Sweden 35 4 39 1,01% 0,42% 0,88%
India 149 14 163 4,29% 1,48% 3,69%
Singapore 35 2 37 1,01% 0,21% 0,84%
Saudi Arabia 24 0 24 0,69% 0,00% 0,54%
Norway 22 1 23 0,63% 0,11% 0,52%
Denmark 13 4 17 0,37% 0,42% 0,39%
Thailand 15 1 16 0,43% 0,11% 0,36%
Bermuda 12 8 20 0,35% 0,85% 0,45%
Egypt 1 0 1 0,03% 0,00% 0,02%
Belgium 9 1 10 0,26% 0,11% 0,23%
Poland 2 0 2 0,06% 0,00% 0,05%
Italy 4 0 4 0,12% 0,00% 0,09%
Philippines 5 1 6 0,14% 0,11% 0,14%
Israel 4 2 6 0,12% 0,21% 0,14%
Nigeria 0 1 1 0,00% 0,11% 0,02%
Mexico 4 1 5 0,12% 0,11% 0,11%
Qatar 10 0 10 0,29% 0,00% 0,23%
Malaysia 0 1 1 0,00% 0,11% 0,02%

Total 3471 943 4414 100,00% 100,00% 100,00%

Table 11: Distribution of appointment announcements by country and gender (after removing
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Table 12: Summary of the 8 models of the multivariate analysis for the (0; 10) window
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Table 13: Summary of the 8 models of the multivariate analysis for the (0; 10) window for the

Director function
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Summary of the 8 models of the multivariate analysis for the window (0; 10) for the

Table 14

Chairman function
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Summary of the 8 models of the multivariate analysis for the window (0; 10) for the
“CEO” function

Table 15
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Table 16: Summary of countries showing significant differences between men and women
appointments with a parametric and/or non-parametric test (Fama French 3 Factors Model)

(Robustness)
AR-1 (2 tests) AR-1 (parametric) AR-1 (non parametric)

H Differences F Differences H Differences F Differences H Differences F Differences
Belgium 1,40% Canada 1,00% China 1,40% Malaysia 1,53% Australia 0,21%
Pakistan 1,54%

ARO (2 tests) ARO (p ic) ARO (non parametric)
H Differences F Differences H Differences Differences H Differences F Differences
Full Sample|  021% Philippines | 3.23% Spain 122%
Taiwan 0,92%
ARI (2 tests) ARI (; ) ARI (non parametric)
H Differences F Differences H Differences Differences H Differences F Differences
Full Sample 0.21% Australia 0,24%
Canada 0,86%
CAAR -10 ;10 (2 tests) CAAR -10 :10 (parametric) CAAR -10 ;10 (non parametric)

H Differences F Differences H Differences F Differences H Differences F Differences

Malaysia 6,54% Sweden 6,45% | Full Sample| 1,07% Philippines | 41,09% Egypt 7,12%
USA 1,41% Canada 1,00% South Africa] 1,68%
CAAR -1 ;0 (2 tests) CAAR -1 ; 0 (parametric) CAAR -1 ; 0 (non parametric)

H Differences F Differences H Differences F Differences H Differences F Differences

Malaysia 2,53% Pakistan 2,19% Spain 1,69%
Philippines 7.55%
CAAR -1 ;1 (2 tests) CAAR -1 ; 1 (parametric) CAAR -1 ; 1 (non parametric)

H Differences F Differences H Differences F Differences H Differences F Differences
Malaysia 3,26% Philippines 8,15% Pakistan 2,24% Australia 0,23%

Singap 2.40% Spain 1,85%
CAAR 0 ;5 (2 tests) CAAR 0; 5 (parametric) CAAR 0; 5 (non parametric)
H Differences F Differences H Differences F Differences H Differences F Differences
Taiwan 5,26% Full Sample|  0,54% Taiwan 5,26% Philippines | 10,05%
USA 0,57%
CAAR0; 10 (2 tests) CAAR 0 ; 10 (parametric) CAAR 0 ; 10 (non parametric)
H Differences F Differences H Differences F Differences H Differences F Differences
USA 0,89% Mexico 6,46% Full Sample 0,68% Egypt 3,23%
Thailand 7,79%
CAAR -5 ;0 (2 tests) CAAR -5 ; 0 (parametric) CAAR -5 ; 0 (non parametric)

H Differences F Differences H Differences F Differences H Differences F Differences

Malaysia 5,15% Philippines 16,63% Sweden 2,52%
Switzerland | 2,96%
CAAR -5 ;5 (2 tests) CAAR -5 ; 5 (parametric) CAAR -5 ; 5 (non parametric)

H Differences F Differences H Differences F Differences H Differences F Differences

Malaysia 6,02% Full Sample|  0,70% Philippines | 23,45%
Switzerland | 5,92% Thailand 7,14%
USA 0,93%
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Table 17: Summary table of samples showing positive gender overreaction to the position of
Director, Chairman and CEO (Fama French 3 Factors model) (Robustness)

AR-1 Director AR-1 Chairman AR-1 CEO
H Differences F Differences H Differences F Differences H Differences F Differences
Full Sample| 0,0011% | Full Sample|  0,80%
Australia | 039% India 2,03%
Canada | 031% USA 0,58%
ARO Director ARO Chairman ARO0 CEO
H Differences E Differences H Differences F Differences H Differences F Differences
Full Sample 0,24% UK 0,41%
Australia 0,57%
ARI Director ARI Chairman ARI1 CEO
H Differences F Differences H Differences F Differences H Differences F Differences
Full Sample 0,33% Australia 6,79%
China 1,95% India 2,51%
Poland 1,36%
CAAR -10 ; 10 Director CAAR -10 ;10 Chairman CAAR -10:10 CEO
H Differences F Differences H Differences F Differences H Differences F Differences
Full Sample 1.47% Poland 8,22% India 14,81% France 19,12% Singap 11,90%
Australia 23,84% Poland 7.39%
USA 1,20%
CAAR -1 ; 0 Director CAAR -1 ; 0 Chairman CAAR -1 ;0CEO
H Differences F Differences H Differences F Differences H Differences F Differences
China 3,57%
CAAR -1 ; 1 Director CAAR -1 ; 1 Chairman CAAR -1;1CEO
H Differences F Differences H Differences F Differences H Differences F Differences
Full Sample 0,57% Poland 4.20% China 2,70%
USA 0,44% Germany 6,59%
CAAR 0; 5 Director CAAR 0 ; 5 Chairman CAAR0;5CEO
H Differences F Differences H Differences F Differences H Differences F Differences
Full Sample 0,64% Poland 9.87% Singapore 4,09% China 7.34%
Germany 3,83% France 9.09%
USA 0,68%
CAAR 0; 10 Director CAAR 0 ; 10 Chairman CAAR0;10CEO
H Differences F Differences H Differences F Differences H Differences F Differences
Full Sample 0.81% Poland 8,94% Germany 11,90% China 9.,35% UK 3.60%
USA 0,90% France 12,82%
CAAR -5 ; 0 Director CAAR -5 ; 0 Chairman CAAR -5 ;0 CEO
H Differences F Differences H Differences F Differences H Differences F Differences
Full Sample 0,59% UK 3,87% China 6,58%
Singapore 13,06%
CAAR -5 ; 5 Director CAAR -5 ; 5 Chairman CAAR -5 ;5 CEO
H Differences F Differences H Differences F Differences H Differences F Differences
Full Sample 1,00% Poland 12,02% Italy 4,58% France 9,18% China 6,83%
USA 1,07% UK 7,08% Singapore 19,86%
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Table 18: Summary of the 8 models of the multivariate analysis for the (-10; 10) window

(robustness)
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Table 19: Summary of the 8 models of the multivariate analysis for the (-1; 1) window

(robustness)
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Table 20: Summary of the 8 models of the multivariate analysis for the (0; 10) window

without the USA sample (robustness)
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