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Executive summary
To come to an overall conclusion whether bonus contracts of CEO’s of Dutch stock listed companies (AEX) are wrongly designed, we analyzed five hypotheses. These five hypotheses together will lead to an conclusion of the final hypothesis (hypothesis six) and the main research question of this thesis:
· Hypothesis 6;

Bonus contracts are wrongly designed and will lead to perverted behavior.
· Main research question;
“How have the CEO’s of Dutch stock market listed companies (AEX) been compensated since the code Tabaksblat came into force (so from the year of review 2004). And are the right performances measures (variables) used for rewarding a CEO?”

We will now give a short summary of the outcome of these five hypothesis from this thesis. The first hypothesis stated that bonuses are almost entirely paid on the basis of corporate performance measures and not on individual performance of the CEO. A study by Bushman, Indjejikian and Smith (1996) found evidence that almost two-third, of the investigated firms in the United Stated, report no weight on the CEO’s individual performance. Bonuses from annual incentive plans are determined almost entirely on the basis of corporate performance measures. In our findings we also concluded that almost the entire bonus is paid on corporate performance measures. So, we found no evidence that hypothesis one should be rejected.

The second hypothesis stated that the focus/ objectives of Dutch stock market listed companies (AEX) have really changed from the short to the long term. In the literature review we saw that since the credit crisis a switch seems to have taken place from the Anglo-Saxon model to the Rijnland model. This switch signifies that the focus of companies is changing form the short run to the long run. This change is not only the result of the credit crisis, but this could have been the final push. A study of Kachelmeier, Reicher and Williamson (2007) said that the performance measures of the reward system for CEO’s must run parallel with the long run objectives of the company. In the empirical part of this thesis we found evidence that the focus has actually changed from the short run to the long run. The ratio between short run rewards and long run rewards has decreased from 4,07 to 2,19. Therefore the second hypothesis of this thesis should not be rejected.

The third hypothesis stated that the credit crisis has no significant influence on the high amount of bonuses that are paid to CEO´s of Dutch stock market listed companies (AEX). We saw that there is a lot of criticism about the excessive bonuses for CEO’s. Therefore this subject was an important point on the G20 in Pittsburgh (2009). In the empirical part of this thesis we can see that the credit crisis has actually influenced the paid bonuses to CEO’s. We see that the mean of the total paid bonuses has decreased after the credit crisis with 35% (from 2007 till 2009). This mean is as big as 75% of the total paid bonuses in 2004. The standard distribution also decreases in the last two years (2008 and 2009), which signifies a decrease of the spread of the paid bonuses. There are only a few outliers that paid excessive bonuses in this year’s (KPN, Shell and Wolters Kluwer in 2008 and Unilever and Wolters Kluwer in 2009). Therefore this hypothesis should be rejected.

For the fourth hypothesis we tried to find a correlation between the variables firm performance and CEO compensation. The fifth hypothesis stated that this correlation exist. In the literature review we saw that a study of Brian Hall and Jeff Lieberman (1998) found evidence that the recent rise in CEO compensation correlates with the firm performance of companies in the United States. So, the CEO’s are getting paid more nowadays, but these rewards increased with the same percentages as the companies have grown over the last years. We found only for a few AEX companies a correlation between these two variables. Two companies show a very strong positive correlation. AEGON with a Pearson correlation of 0,853 which is significant (p=0,015) and ING with a Pearson correlation of 0,895 which is significant (p=0,008). We also found one company that has a reasonable positive correlation, KPN with a Pearson correlation of 0,593 which is not significant (p=0,108). The other 19 Dutch stock listed companies (AEX) show no or a negative correlation between the two variables. So, overall we did not find evidence that supports this hypothesis and therefore this hypothesis should be rejected.

For the fifth hypothesis we tried to find a correlation between the variables growth of CEO compensation and the growth of firm size. The fifth hypothesis stated that this correlation exist. A recent study of Straathof, Groot and Möhlmann (2010) of the ‘Centraal Plan Bureau’ (CPB) found evidence that there is not a perfect correlation between these two variables of Dutch stock market listed companies. The increase of the rewards is even higher than the growth in firm size. Gabaix and Landier (2006) nevertheless found evidence that there is a correlation between the growth of CEO compensation and the growth in firm size (for companies in the United States). If we look at our own findings we find only a significant relationship between the two variables for two companies, AEGON and TOMTOM respectively with a significant of p=0,017 and p=0,02. AEGON has a beta of 0,466 and TOMTOM of 0,561, which means that if the firm size growths with 1%, CEO compensation growth respectively with 0,29% ((10^0,466)/10=0,2924) and 0,36% ((10^0,561)/10). So, overall we did not find evidence that supports this hypothesis and therefore this hypothesis should be rejected.
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1
Introduction

‘Managers show unethical behavior and the majority of the public opinion thinks simply negative concerning to top managers’, this is the outcome of a recent research that had been carried out by the British newspaper Financial Times. Less than 5% thinks that managers can be trusted, most of the inquired people thinks that managers are only trying to enrich themselves at the cost of others. Approximately 80% of the 6,500 questioned citizens of America and West-Europe think that the rewards for managers are too high and that better active measures must be taken to reduce the net reward strongly
.

Before we continue with the discussion about the rewards for managers (in the rest of this thesis only Chief Executive Officers/ CEO’s are mentioned), we first take a quick look at incentive plans. Incentive plans are used in most organizations. They can be helpful in reaching organizational strategic goals. Organizations use different performance measures for their incentive plans. Performance measurement is the process in which an organization establishes the parameters for reaching the desired results. When talking about rewards for CEO’s, we can split these rewards in a fixed part and a variable part. The fixed part consists of a basic salary. And the variable part, existing off for example stocks, options, bonuses etc., those can be calculated on short run performance measures or long run performance measures. Nowadays, one of the more popular forms of incentive plans are the bonuses (the variable part of the reward of CEO’s). Bonuses came into existence to reward employees for good work.
In 1776, the prominent economist Adam Smith wrote a book in which he stated that a free market would produce the most for a society as a whole. The invisible hand (this term is often used by economists to describe the self-regulating nature of the marketplace) of this free market would ensure the existence of harmony and balance. This system was referred to as the Anglo-Saxon model. There is no government interference and short run measurements, like maximize profits, have the overhand. The financial crisis of autumn 2008 meant a large blow for the Anglo-Saxon model
.
Since this credit crisis a switch seems to have taken place to even more long run objectives for companies. More government interference is supposed to be needed (the Rijnland model, or the Dutch variant of it Het Poldermodel). The company Mercer stated that it is too early to say that the Anglo-Saxon model has disappeared entirely
. But the focus of companies in Europe is really changing from the short run to the long run, this is not only because of the credit crisis
. The rewarding for CEO’s should therefore also be more focused on long run performance measures instead of short run performance measures. The continuity (long run objective) of a company is much more an issue than, for example, the profit in the near future. The performance measures of the reward systems for CEO’s must be in line with the long run objectives of the company. This is supported by a study of Kachelmeier, Reicher and Williamson (2007).

Over the last years, more and more discussion raised about the high amount of paid bonuses to CEO’s in relationship with the performance of the company (so the relation between performance and rewarding of CEO’s). The public opinion concerning rewards for CEO’s is very critical. The public became irritated with the fact that when CEO’s obviously failed their job, they still got paid a bonus or a high severance payment when their position had become really intolerable
. Examples of this are Jean Paul Voltron (Fortis) and Anders Moberg (Ahold)
. The public complains that they cannot see a relationship between the high rewards for CEO’s and the performance of these CEO’s. They do not understand how it is possible that these CEO’s are still paid so much even when there is an economic crisis going on. It is not clear which performance measures (variables) stipulate the compensation of a CEO. This lead too high irritation and criticism along the majority population in our society. Because of all the criticism and ambiguity the government introduced a new law and a new corporate governance code which are described below. These new rules should give more inside in the rewards of CEO’s.

The law which was meant to create a greater transparency in the rewarding and stock possession of executives and board members entered into force not before September of 2002 (“WOB”). This law has been translated by the “Raad voor de Jaarverslaggeving” (RJ). The statute of the RJ is also based on IAS 19, which prescribes that the appendix of the annual report must provide more information. Next to these demands, the RJ also stated that the appendix of the annual report needs to contain an overview of the individual data of the Dutch stock market listed companies.
In 2004, the situation changed again, a new corporate governance code has entered into force (on December 30 2004), code Tabaksblat. This code was actualized by the Committee Frijns. This new corporate governance code should address the flaws in the pay-setting process. Research by C.M. van Praag (2005) shows that the new Code gives several complementary demands for the annual reporting concerning the reward system of the executives starting the year of review of 2004. Because of this demands, the total value of the stock possession of executives (by year, exercise price and maturity) has to be included in the annual report next to the cashed options per executive, including the way in which the stocks have been valued.
Given that the data of rewards for CEO are only since 2002 available (before 2002 firms weren’t mandatory to publish this in their annual report), it’s only possible to measure since then. So, unfortunately trend analysis aren’t possible to make.

Because of the extend amount of available information, that need to be published by the companies of stock market listed firms in the Netherlands (AEX), people should get a better understanding about the rewards of CEO’s (when studying the annual reports). Looking at a study of Jensen and Murphy (1990), we see that their conclusion was that it is not important how much CEO’s get paid, but how CEO’s are paid is important. So, now it is important to find out which variables are the key drivers of the high payments to CEO’s.

Are the payments more focused on the short or long run? Is there a relationship between payment to CEO’s and the performance of the firm? Does the volatility of the stock price influence the rewards of CEO’s? Does their own performance influence the reward? Does the growth in firm size influence CEO compensation? Etc.

Al these question will eventually lead to the answer whether bonus contracts are wrongly designed and will lead to perverted behavior (this perspective is supported by Bebchuk and Fried (2005)) or that well designed bonus contracts are available (this perspective is supported by Core and Guay (2005)).
1.1
Research goal

The aim of this master thesis is to find out how the CEO’s of Dutch stock market listed companies (AEX) are compensated for their job, if the right performance measures are used (so that the CEO deserves the reward he gets) or that maybe improvements should be made to reward the CEO’s.

1.2 
Problem statement

The research question for this paper, which is based on the idea for this thesis described in the introduction paragraph, will be:
“How have the CEO’s of Dutch stock market listed companies (AEX) been compensated since the code Tabaksblat came into force (so from the year of review 2004). And are the right performances measures (variables) used for rewarding a CEO?”

1.2.1. Sub questions
Based on this problem statement some sub questions come up that also need to be answered. These sub questions are divided in theoretical and empirical sub questions. For the theoretical part the sub questions are:
· How can a company monitor, motivate, stimulate and evaluate their CEO?
· What is the foundation of a bonus an where do bonuses come from?
· Under what kind of circumstances are individual bonuses to senior managers/ CEO’s effective for a firm?
· What are the effects and results for maximums of bonuses to reward senior managers/ CEO’s?
· What is the relationship between the Code Tabaksblat and WOB and the issue of CEO compensation, and What is the influence of this code and WOB?
· Is there an agency problem within executive compensation?
· Do bonus contracts lead to perverted behavior by CEO’s?
· Does compensation arrangements provide for weaker incentives to increase shareholder value?

· Are the concerns, from critics of executive pay, exaggerated by the popular tendency to focus on their annual income of CEO’s?
Some other sub questions are mentioned to see if the rise in CEO compensation is a result of other factors than the perspective that bonus contracts are wrongly designed. So, whether these answers support the second perspective.

Gabaix and Landier (2006) found that the recent rise in CEO pay is correlated with the growth in firm size in the U.S. That’s why we ask ourselves;
· Is there a correlation between the growth of CEO compensation and the growth of firm size in the Netherlands?
Brian Hall and Jeff Lieberman (1998) found a strong relationship between firm performance and CEO compensation in the U.S. That’s why our second sub questions in this part is;
· Is there a relationship between firm performance and CEO compensation in the Netherlands?
For the empirical part six hypotheses are formulated. The hypotheses are stated in chapter 4. In the chapter of the statistical analysis (chapter six) these hypotheses are tested.
1.3
Purpose and Limitations
The aim of this master thesis is to find out how the CEO’s of Dutch stock market listed companies (AEX) are compensated for their job, if the right performance measures are used or that maybe improvements should be made to reward the CEO’s.

In the literature, there are still a lot of different views on this subject. There is no clear outcome about how contracts to CEO’s should be set perfectly. Also the latest discussion about a maximum for bonuses within the financial branch shows us that there is not a final outcome. On the 24th and 25th of September this subject was on the agenda of the G20 in Pittsburgh.
The purpose of this master thesis is to research how stock market listed Dutch companies evaluate and measure the performance of their CEO’s to reward them. We look whether if Dutch companies use the same variables to evaluate their CEO or if they uses different kind of variables and why. Maybe it will seems better for some companies to use some other variables in the future. Another purpose is to see whether bonuses are a good stimulation and motivation for senior managers/ CEO’s and if there effective, when paid, for the firm. “Can bonuses be effective?” is an important parameter in the incentive plan. Limitations for this master thesis are set, so it will not be too broad.
The focus will lie on the (non)financial performance measures of the bonuses for CEO’s. Another boundary that is set is only look at stock market listed companies in the Netherlands (AEX).
1.4
Methodology

The research question will be answered by studying the literature and after testing the hypotheses that are mentioned below. For the theoretical background the textbook of this seminar, AMAC, and scientific journals and some internet sites are used. There are a lot of papers/ articles published about CEO compensation. With the study of this literature and true empirical research (with a statistical analysis), an accurate answer will be given to the research question and the hypotheses. The sub question will be answered in the same way, so also by a literature study and with the data from the empirical study.
1.4.1
Research Hypothesis

After the literature review the theory will be connected to the research questions. Based on this connection several hypotheses will be drawn. These hypotheses will be tested based on empirical study. In this empirical study an investigation will be done through stock market listed companies in the Netherlands (AEX).

In this thesis we use the papers of Bebchuk and Fried (2005) and Core and Guay (2005) as a reference point (they support the different two perspectives in this thesis); the papers of these authors have contradictory conclusions about the subject of bonus contracts for CEO’s.
In the empirical part, there also have to be looked whether well designed bonus contracts are available (the second perspective supported by Core and Guay). If the high rewards for CEO’s is not the consequence of other variables, their bonus contracts can be wrongly designed. Within the second perspective there are other theories for CEO overpayment. Gabaix and Landier (2006) found that the recent rise in CEO pay is correlated with the growth in firm size in the U.S and Brian Hall and Jeff Lieberman (1998) found a strong relationship between firm performance and CEO compensation in the U.S.
1.5
Structure

First of all this thesis will consist of a literature review. The papers of Bebchuk and Fried (2005) and Core and Guay (2005) will be taken as a reference point. The way these authors look at bonus contracts leads to two different perspectives namely; bonus contracts are wrongly designed and will lead to perverted behavior of CEO’s and the contradictory perspective is that well designed bonus contracts are available.
After the literature review the theory will be connected to the research questions. Based on this connection several hypotheses will be drawn. These hypotheses will be tested based on an experiment that will be conducted.
When the data is collected, it will be analyzed in SPSS. Based on the results of this analysis there will be a conclusion about the hypotheses. The hypotheses will be accepted or rejected. This will lead to a discussion. There will also be recommendations for further research.

The content of the chapters will be as follows.
In the second chapter, an introduction is given about incentive plans. In this chapter the relative sub question is; 

· How can a company monitor, motivate, stimulate and evaluate their CEO?
In the third chapter an explanation is given about the code-Tabaksblat and the relationship to the subject of CEO compensation (these subject with relationship to the first perspective). The relative sub questions are;

· What is the relationship between the Code Tabaksblat and WOB and the issue of CEO compensation.
· What is the influence of this code and WOB?

In the fourth chapter bonuses are discussed and how they are used within incentive plans. The choice for the focus on bonuses is made because they form the biggest (variable) part of the rewards to CEO’s.
· What is the foundation of a bonus for CEO’s and where does bonuses come from?
· What is the influence of the credit crisis on the rewarding of CEO’s?
· Are the concerns from critics of executive pay exaggerated by the popular tendency to focus on their annual income of CEO’s?

· Is there an agency problem within executive compensation?

· Do bonus contracts lead to perverted behavior by CEO’s?

· Do compensation arrangements provide for weaker incentives to increase shareholder value?
In chapter five the methodology is given for the statistical analysis that will be done in chapter six. This includes what, how and why we will do this investigation.

In chapter six an empirical study will be done towards the rewarding contracts for CEO’s of stock market listed companies in the Netherlands (AEX). The different variables (data) for which the companies reward their CEO’s will be collect and compared with each other. An statistical analysis with SPSS will be made. The hypotheses that will be tested are stated in this chapter and based on the results of this analysis a conclusion about the hypotheses will be drawn. The hypotheses will be accepted or rejected.
In chapter (chapter seven) the conclusion of this master thesis is formulated and an answer to the main research question will be given;
“How have the CEO’s of Dutch stock market listed companies (AEX) been compensated since the code Tabaksblat came into force (so from the year of review 2004). And are the right performances measures (variables) used for rewarding a CEO?”

2
Incentive plans

In this chapter we start with describing different kinds of incentive plans companies use for rewarding their employees (§2.1). Performance measures are set within these different incentive plans. After describing performance measurement (§2.2) we take a look at two different models, the Rijnland model and the Anglo-Saxon model. These models are based on different characteristics which can influence the way performance measures can be set, long versus short term (§2.3). The related sub question to this chapter is; “How can a company monitor, motivate, stimulate and evaluate its CEO?”

2.1
Different kind of incentive plans

An incentive plan uses different kinds of performance measures to motivate the CEO. Recent studies of Banker, Potter and Srinivasan (2000) report an increasing use of non-financial concepts such as product quality, customer satisfaction and market share in performance measurement and compensation/ incentive plans. The primary reason for companies to use more non-financial measures is to help the CEO to maintain his long term focus (on the performance of the company). Financial measures are focusing more on the short term performance of a company.
There are different kinds of incentive plans that companies use
:

· Performance based incentive plans,

· Merchandise incentive plans,

· Contest incentive plans,

· Customer incentive plans,

· Team building incentive plans.

2.1.1
Performance based incentive plans

Performance based incentive plans are used in a company to reward a CEO for his performance (pay for performance), but according to Bebchuk and Fried (2005) this relationship is not realistic. In the performance based incentive plan the right parameters should be set for measuring the performance. This is very important because the results of studies from Hall and Liebman (1998) and Jensen and Murphy (1990) show evidence that the reward of the CEO is not or hardly sensitive to a change in value of the company. A performance based incentive plan has to look at the objective of the company first. Does the company want to increase its profit, increase its sales, increase its market share, acquire new customers, increase its productivity et cetera. Banker, Lee and Potter (1996) have examined the impact of a performance based compensation plan at a company that operates numerous retail outlets. They found evidence that the implementation of a performance based incentive plan is associated with increases in sales that persist and increase over time. This supports the basic agency-theoretic assumption that output increases when agents are rewarded for performance.

Agency problem

An agency problem, or principal-agent problem, can arise when there is a conflict of interest between an agent and a principal. A conflict of interest arises when the principal and agent have different goals or objectives. Such a conflict of interest may therefore arise between stockholders (the principal) and top executives/ CEO’s (the agent). The agent must act on behalf of the principal. The problem arises when the agent does not act on behalf of the principal and uses for example its authority or power for its own benefit instead.

2.1.2
Merchandise incentive plans

Merchandise reward programs offer high impact incentives because of the long lasting value as well as the budget flexibility they offer
. If we look at a survey of Wayne B. Hodges, he found that people are more satisfied with merchandise rewards then cash rewards because they remember the reason they were given it for. They have memories of receiving and using it and hope to earn similar awards in the future. Hodges said that with cash rewards people cannot remember why they got it
. This is not what we are looking for in this thesis, because these incentive plans are better used at lower company levels, where merchandise rewards can be used to replace small cash rewards. In this thesis we look at incentive plans at the top level and high rewards for CEO’s.

2.1.3
Contest incentive plans

Contest incentive plans can help to obtain the company’s objectives. The advantage of a contest incentive program is that it is the best way to involve different departments in solving a common problem
. If we look at a study of Nalebuff and Stiglitz (1983) we can see that they found evidence that competition works best when all the participants are similar. A difficulty with the implementation of penalties is that the losers are usually not just unlucky, but they are often not up to the task. For them to compete, they would have to work harder than the average employee. Worse, the presence of a sure loser destroys everyone's incentives to work hard. When the different relative abilities are known, handicapping (i.e., as in golf tournaments) can restore the competitive environment that arises in a ‘fair’ contest. So, this is not the right incentive plan that should be used to reward a CEO, because it is best used for groups and works the best when participants are similar.

2.1.4
Customer incentive plans

A recent study conducted by Maritz Research indicated that out of 1,205 adults polled, 49% participate in some form of customer-reward program. 80% Indicated they do more business with companies because of reward programs. Another customer incentive program is based on loyalty. A well executed customer loyalty program can deliver a substantial array of strategic benefits. It can increase purchase frequency, or build a history of the customer’s purchasing habits to serve them better. It can also establish a promotional campaign to drive marketing campaigns or support brand building initiatives by linking highly perceived and complementary lifestyle rewards to a brand
. So, it’s not strange according to the findings of Ittner, Larcker and Rajan (1997) that many firms now use non-financial measures such as product quality, customer satisfaction and market share to evaluate and reward managerial performance.

2.1.5
Team building incentive plans

As seen incentive programs could improve communication and build positive attitudes of employees who are assigned to do the same tasks. Such programs always will improve productivity, which will lead to higher profits
. But these team building incentive plans are only used within the company (at lower levels) and not for rewarding the CEO of a company.

In the next paragraph we take a look at performance measurement, to see what kind of measures can be used within incentive plans.
2.2
Performance measurement

As mentioned in the introduction, performance measurement is the process in which an organization establishes the parameters for reaching the desired result. The main objective of organizations who want to make profit is maximizing the shareholders value or maximize the companies value (short term). To achieve these objectives CEO’s must work in a proper way. Control of the performance of the CEO’s is very important. The company will reward the CEO when he/ she increases the company’s value. The problem is that individual contribution for value creation for the company is rarely possible. A company has to come up with different parameters for monitoring and evaluating the performances of its individuals.
Performance measures are used to monitor, motivate and evaluate the CEO’s of companies. According to Merchant and Van der Stede (2007) these performance measures can be classified in three broad categories:
· Market measures, those measures that reflect the changes in prices or shareholder returns.

· Accounting-based measures, which can be defined in either residual terms (such as, net income after taxes, operating profit, residual income, or economic value added) or ratio terms (such as, return on investment, return on equity, or return on net assets).

· A combination of measures.

The first two measures are called summary measures. Combination of measures means that they can involve the use of both summary measures, or the use of one of the summary measures plus some disaggregated financial measures (e.g. revenues, expenses) and/ or non-financial measures (e.g. market share, sales growth, inventory turnover, customer satisfaction)
.

The company will set out their measures in their incentive plan(s), which are described in the previous paragraph.

The following paragraph of this chapter is about the Anglo-Saxon model and the Rijnland model. These models focus on different terms (short or long term). This is important because performance measures that are set within the incentive plan can be measures for short or long term performances. In chapter four we come back to what kind of performance measures should be used.

2.3
From the Anglo-Saxon model to the Rijnland model

In this paragraph we will describe the different models and the influence they can have on the incentive plans or the performance measures that are used within these incentive plans. In chapter four we come back to the relationship with respect to the rewards of CEO’s.

2.3.1
The Anglo-Saxon model

In 1776, the prominent economist Adam Smith wrote a book in which he stated that a free market would produce the most results for a society as a whole. The invisible hand (this term is often used by economists to describe the self-regulating nature of the marketplace) of this free market would ensure the existence of harmony and balance. This system was referred to as the Anglo-Saxon model. There is no government interference and short-run measurements, like maximize profits, have the overhand. The financial crisis of autumn 2008 meant a large blow for the Anglo-Saxon model
.
Major characteristics of the Anglo-Saxon culture
:

· Minimal governance interference (the invisible hand);

· Individual success (“The American Dream”);

· U.S.A. orientated;

· Short term profit (shareholders value, may the best men win, etc.);

· Coordination by rules;

· Money, power and heroism.

The Anglo-Saxon model is based on market forces. The company’s boards main responsibility is to look after the financial interests of the shareholders. Therefore the company must maximize its profits. The model originated in The United States and The United Kingdom, that is why it’s called the Anglo-Saxon model. In these countries there was no division between the executive and supervisory directors (one-tier board). This does not mean that a company that does have a separation between executive and supervisory directors could not embrace the Anglo-Saxon model. These type of companies can also have maximizing profit as the most important interest
.

2.3.2
The Rijnland model (Poldermodel)

The founder of the Rijnland model is the former manager of the French CPA Michel Albert. He distinguished two forms: capitalism on the basis of individualism (with the USA as icon) and capitalism based on solidarity (for which Germany, Scandinavia and the Netherlands are the best examples)
.
A big difference with the Anglo-Saxon model is that the Rijnland model focuses on the interest of all the stakeholders (shareholders, employees, customers, society and nature), while the Anglo-Saxon model is basically only looking after the interest of their shareholders (as mentioned above).

Major characteristics of the Rijnland culture are
:

· Focused on the long run, continuity and trust (satisfied customers, employees, shareholders etc.);

· Asia oriented;

· Coordination through shared value;

· Netherlands innovation country (social-economy area, technology area);

· Social consensus between employers, employees and moneylenders;

· Collective power.

The Rijnland model is more focused on long run (and the middle long run). The major characteristic of the company is in this model the continuity instead of maximization of profits like in the Anglo-Saxon model. The model reflects the ideals of the redevelopment years of the Bonds Republic of Germany after the second World War (1945-1965). The capital of the Bonds Republic was Bonn in Rijnland, that is why it is called the Rijnland model. In this model consensus and cooperation between top-managers and employees is central. On macro level the model also stands for cooperation between government, employers and employees, which must provide a stable and steadily growing economy together. The Dutch variant of this model is “Het Poldermodel”
.

2.4
Conclusion

This last paragraph will provide the conclusion of chapter two, and an answer will be given to the sub question that was related to this chapter. The sub question was stated as follows; “How can a company monitor, motivate, stimulate and evaluate its CEO?”

In this chapter we saw that companies make incentive plans in which parameters are set for rewarding their CEO. Rewards are paid when the CEO is able to meet the performance measures that are set. We saw that there are different types of incentive plans. For the rewarding system of CEO's of Dutch stock listed companies (AEX), performance based incentive plans are used. But for obtaining good results through these incentive plans they have to be properly implemented. Another important point is that the measures have to be in line with the objectives of the company. Different measures should be implemented for monitoring and evaluating the performances of its CEO’s. If the CEO reaches the parameters that are set in the incentive plan he will be rewarded. So, reaching the parameters that are set is important for the CEO, because that way he can enrich himself. So, the performance measures are used to monitor, motivate, stimulate and evaluate the CEO.

In the next chapter we discuss some of the new rules and regulations; the new corporate governance code (Code Tabaksblat) and the new law ‘Wet Openbaarmaking Bezoldiging Bestuurders en Commissarissen’. The new rules and regulations are introduced to create a greater transparency in the rewarding and stock possession of executives and board members. After chapter three we will look at the rewards of CEO’s of Dutch stock listed companies AEX and their contracts. But first we have to take a look at the changed rules and regulations, which will influence the rewarding and contracts of these CEO’s.

3
Code Tabaksblat and WOB

The third chapter is divided into several paragraphs which contain the background (§3.1) and the content (§3.2) of the Code Tabaksblat and the new law ‘Wet Openbaarmaking Bezoldiging Bestuurders en Commissarissen’ (WOB), which is meant to create a greater transparency in the rewarding and stock possession of executives and board members. §3.3 will describe the relationship of the WOB and the Code Tabaksblat with the subject of CEO compensation. The related sub questions that will be answered in this chapter (§3.4) are; “What is the relationship between the Code Tabaksblat and WOB and the issue of CEO compensation?”, and “What is the influence of this code and WOB?”

3.1
Background

At the start of the millennium there had been a number of major corporate and accounting scandals worldwide including those affecting Enron (2001), Tyco International (2002), Peregrine Systems (2002), Adelphia (2002), Qwest (2002), and WorldCom (2002)
. These scandals resulted in a decrease of public and governmental trust in accounting and reporting practices. The American answer to the, for the most part, accounting corporate scandals was fast and harsh. In response to these matters the Sarbanes-Oxley act
 was introduced on the 30th of July of 2002. The act was named after Senator Paul Sarbanes and Representative Michael G. Oxley and contains some controversial measures. It is said to be the most important change in America for the capital market since 1930. According to Avgouleas (2005) the Act increases the personal responsibility for the auditing firms. Some people seem to think that the Sarbanes-Oxley act (Sox or Sarbox) is so harsh it would do more wrong than good for the market. Sox also applies to foreign companies listed on the American Stock Exchange.

The Code Tabaksblat is the Dutch version of Sox. A committee under the leadership of Morris Tabaksblat (Committee Tabaksblat) was asked to develop a code of conduct for stock market listed companies and their shareholders. The 40 recommendations of the first Dutch corporate governance committee (Committee Peters), as contained in the “Corporate Governance in the Netherlands; the Forty Recommendations” report (1997), became the point of departure for the activities of the Committee Tabaksblat. The new Dutch corporate governance code was published on December 9 2003 by the Committee Tabaksblat, and on December 30 2004 the Code took effect. In December 2008 the Code has been actualized by the Committee Frijns. The revised Code has taken effect on January 1 2009
.

The Code Tabaksblat applies to all companies whose registered offices are in the Netherlands and that have shares (or depositary receipts for shares) admitted to listing on a stock exchange, or more specifically to trading on a regulated market or a comparable system. It also applies to all large companies whose registered offices are in the Netherlands (balance sheet value > € 500 million) and whose shares or depositary receipts for shares have been admitted to trading on a multilateral trading facility or a comparable system (referred to below as listed companies)
. The Code does not apply to an investment company that is not a manager within the meaning of Section 1:1 of the Financial Supervision Act (Wet op het financieel toezicht / Wft). For the purposes of the Code holders of depositary receipts issued with the cooperation of the company are treated as shareholders
.

3.2
Content

This paragraph describes the content of the code Tabaksblat and the content of the law ‘Openbaarmaking Bezoldiging Bestuurders en Commissarissen’ (WOB).

3.2.1
Content of the code Tabaksblat

The document of the Code Tabaksblat includes the Code itself, as well as a preamble and explanation of and notes to certain terms used in the code. The legislator designed the Dutch corporate governance code as a code of conduct to which listed companies should refer in their annual report. In their annual report it should be indicated to what extent they have complied with the principles and best practice provisions of the Code Tabaksblat
.

The code Tabaksblat is divided in 5 chapters:

I. Compliance with and enforcement of the code;

II. The management board;

III. The Supervisor Board;

IV. The shareholders and the general meeting of shareholders;

V. The audit of the financial reporting and the position of the internal audit function and the external auditor

All the different chapters are provided with principles and best practice provisions. Every principle has its own subchapter with relevant best practice provisions.
The Code is based on the structure in which a separate supervisory board exists alongside the management board. This is called a ‘two-tier’- board structure. The Code is also applicable for the so cold ‘one-tier’- board structure (the composition and functioning of a management board comprising both of members having responsibility for the day-to-day running of the company (executive directors) and members without such responsibility (non-executive directors) shall be such that proper and independent supervision by the latter category of members is assured). The ‘one-tier’- board structure requires some specific provisions, these are also mentioned in the Code (chapter III.8, of the Dutch corporate governance code)
.
The Code concludes with a detailed justification of the work of the Committee Frijns. In this part the changes of the code of July 1 2003 are included as well, and this is now known as the corporate governance code of 2008 (this is the revised code of the code Tabaksblat).

3.2.2
Content of WOB

The law ‘Wet Openbaarmaking Bezoldiging Bestuurders en Commissarissen’ (WOB) was meant to create a greater transparency in the rewarding and stock possession of executives and board members. The law took effect not before September of 2002 (WOB). This law has been translated by the “Raad voor de Jaarverslaggeving” (RJ). The statute of the RJ is also based on International Accounting Standards (IAS) 19, which prescribes that the appendix of the annual report must provide additional information. This information must contain:
· The already assigned rights;

· The practiced and expired rights through a financial year.

The RJ tried to create rules concerning the real appreciation of shares but this did not work out because there could not be made an agreement on the calculation methodology.

Next to these demands, the RJ also stated that the appendix of the annual report needs to contain an overview of the individual data of the Dutch stock market listed companies, C.M. van Praag (2005). In the rules of RJ 240.111 it is recorded that the subjects that are listed below must be reported to require a correct and reliable insight in the company, Duffhues, P. R. Kabir en G.M.H. Mertens (2003).
· Cash reward (including directors emoluments and pension liabilities);

· Existing option arrangements;

· Assigned options;

· Information about share-based bonus agreement;

· Practiced and expired rights through the year;

· The amount of loans and guarantees provided by the company for financing the option plan.

The Law has a visible effect on the annual report of stock market listed companies from the year of return 2002. From a sample taken at random of different annual reports from AEX listed companies (ABN Amro, Akzo Nobel, DSM en KPN) and Midkap foundations (Aalberts, Crucell, Fugro, Hagemeyer, Nutreco, VOPAK) it is clear that from 2002 sufficient data/ information is available for the calculation of the value of option parcels by a single manager, C.M. van Praag (2005).

3.4
Conclusion

This paragraph contains the conclusion of chapter 3, about Code Tabaksblat and the new law ‘Wet Openbaarmaking Bezoldiging Bestuurders en Commissarissen’ (WOB). The relative sub questions that will be answered are; “What is the relationship between the Code Tabaksblat and WOB and the issue of CEO compensation?” and “What is the influence of this code and the WOB?”

At the start of this millennium a number of major corporate and accounting scandals resulted in a decrease of public and governmental trust in accounting and reporting practices. In response to this the Sarbanes-Oxley act was introduced, this new corporate governance code is meant to provide stricter rules and regulations. The Dutch variant of this code is Code Tabaksblat. Since Code Tabaksblat (2004), Dutch stock market listed companies (AEX) are forced to report more about the rewarding of their CEO in their annual report. The other change in the rules and regulations in the Netherlands was the WOB. This new law was meant to create more transparency in the rewarding and stock possession of executives and board members. This law took effect not before September of 2002.

After the introduction of the code Tabaksblat, the rewarding system of CEO’s has changed. A study of Hewitt Associates B.V. (Hewitt) and the Rijksuniversiteit Groningen (RuG) (2006) found that the circumstances which within a Dutch CEO operates have changed a lot over the last years. The code Tabaksblat has had a major impact on these changes, but the Law ‘Openbaarmaking Bezoldiging Bestuurders en Commissarissen’ (WOB, September 2002) and IFRS 2 also played an important role.

Because the rewarding system of CEO’s for Dutch stock market listed companies (AEX) has undergone quite some changes with the new corporate governance code and the law ‘Openbaarmaking Bezoldiging Bestuurders en Commissarissen’, we take a look at the rewarding of CEO’s in the next chapter. In this next chapter we also discuss two contradictory perspectives with regard to the bonus contracts of CEO’s. The first perspective states that bonus contracts are wrongly designed and will lead to perverted behavior and the second perspective is of the opinion that well designed bonus contracts are available.

4
Bonuses

In this chapter bonuses and how they are used within incentive plans will be discussed. The choice for the focus on bonuses is made because they form the biggest (variable) part of the rewards of CEO’s and because there is a lot of public criticism on this part of the rewards of CEO’s. Bonuses can be paid in different ways such as cash, stock, or options. This chapter also looks at the theory from chapter two and three in relationship with CEO compensation. At the end of this chapter we will discuss the bonus contracts of CEO’s and look if there are well designed contacts available. Also some hypotheses will be formulated for research during the empirical part of the thesis.

The sub questions that will be answered in this chapter are; “What is the foundation of a bonus for CEO’s and where do bonuses come from?”, “What is the influence of the credit crisis on the rewarding of CEO’s?”, “Are the concerns from critics of executive pay exaggerated by the popular tendency to focus on the annual income of CEO’s?”, “Is there an agency problem within executive compensation?”, “Do bonus contracts lead to perverted behavior of CEO’s?” and “Do compensation arrangements provide for weaker incentives to increase shareholder value?”

4.1
Incentive plans

In chapter two we looked at different types of incentive plans that can be used in a company. But it is also possible that a company has several different incentive plans within the company. For example different incentive plans for different employees can be used, because every employee is unique. In this thesis we look at the performance based incentive plan(s). Another important issue for the incentive plan is that it can only work to help motivate CEO’s, if it is properly implemented. In §2.2.1 we saw that if performance based incentive plans are used, the company first has to look at the objective of the company. Does the company want to increase its profit, increase its sales, increase its market share, acquire new customers, increase its productivity etc. So, if the company wants to increase its profit you can think of profit sharing: a CEO is getting a percentage of the company’s profit. For profit sharing there can be advantages and disadvantages
. The advantages and disadvantages are listed below:

Advantages:

· It brings the purposes/ goals of the CEO closer to the purposes/ goals of the company;

· It helps CEO’s to keep their focus on profitability;

· It enhances commitment to organizational goals.

Disadvantages:

· The focus lies only on the goal of profitability;

· If the CEO is in his last year he/ she will push expenses to the future and try to get all the revenues to the present (earnings management; this can be within the accepted rules and principles of accounting, otherwise it is fraud. The continuity of the company can be in danger);

· It does not take in to consideration the performance during the year;

· It echoes the base salary.

Profit sharing is a way to reward the CEO for increasing the profit of the company. But because different companies have different objectives and will use different types of performance measures within their performance based incentive plans, we first have to investigate what kind of performance measures Dutch stock market listed companies (AEX) use within their performance based incentive plans to reward their CEO’s. But because of the difficulty of collecting the different kind of performance measures the companies use, we take a look at the bonuses that are paid to the CEO. The choice for the focus on bonuses is made because they form the biggest (variable) part of the rewards to CEO’s and because there is a lot of public criticism on this part of the rewards to CEO’s. Bonuses can be paid in different ways, such as cash, stock, or options. In the following paragraph we start with the background of bonuses.
4.2
Background of bonuses

This paragraph discusses the history of bonuses and how they are implemented within incentive plans. Bonuses are a part of the performance based incentive plan. A bonus can be based on accounting and stock-price-based measures or by measures for individual performance evaluation. This may involve discretion and subjectivity as well as non-financial and financial performance criteria, Bushman, Indjejikian and Smith (1996). Nowadays, bonuses that are paid to CEO’s are a hot topic for discussion.

Bonuses come from the Latin word “bonus” which means good. So you can say that, bonuses are meant as a reward for good work. The bonus-system is an American-invention, for the first time used in the nineties (of the last century). The company that first used the bonus-system is the Disney company. The CEO of this company who was granted the first bonus was Michael Eisner
. This set a trend for large bonuses to CEO’s of big companies. In most companies the CEO’s get their bonuses in stock-(options). This last year there are more examples of CEO’s who renounce their bonus, because of the credit crisis.

Examples of big bonuses for CEO’s:

· 1997, Michael Eisner of Walt Disney, base salary of 800.000 dollar, bonus of 507 million dollar (in stocks)
.
· 2002, Kenneth Lay of Enron, bonus of 10,6 million dollar. Jeffrey Skilling also of Enron, of 7,5 million dollar
.
· 2007, Anders Moberg of Ahold, base salary of 750.000 euro, bonus 2,6 million euro and a severance pay of 3,4 million euro
.
· 2008, Ad Scheepbouwer of KPN, base salary 1 million euro, bonus 4,3 million euro (1,3 million in cash and 3 million in stocks)
.
· 2009, Jeffrey Immelt of General Electric, base salary 3.3 million dollar, performance based bonus of 12 million dollar (he took distance from his bonus)
.

As stated above, bonuses are a big part of the income of CEO’s. An important question can be whether the CEO’s deserve this kind of large bonuses.

A bonus for CEO’s is based on individual performance measures and on the performance of the company (corporate performance measures). A study by R.M. Bushman, Indjejikian and Smith (1996) found evidence that suggested that the weight placed on CEO’s individual performances varies considerably across companies, ranging from 0 to 100%. Approximately two-third of the sample firms report no weight on the CEO’s individual performance. Bushman, et. al (1996) report that in these cases, bonuses from annual incentive plans are determined almost entirely on the basis of corporate performance measures. A company can choose which different performances are stated in the incentive plan(s) of the company and for the CEO’s. The outcome and results of this performance measures leads to the fact whether a bonus will/ or must be paid by the company as a reward for their CEO.

H1: Bonuses are almost entirely paid on the basis of corporate performance measures and not on individual performances of the CEO.

Over the last years, more and more discussion has been raised about the high amount of paid bonuses to CEO’s in relationship to the performance of the company (so, the relation between performance and rewarding of CEO’s). The public opinion concerning rewards for CEO’s has become very sceptical. The public became irritated with the fact that when CEO’s obviously failed their job, they still got paid a bonus, or a high severance payment when their position had become really intolerable
. Examples of this are Jean Paul Voltron (Fortis) and Anders Moberg (Ahold)
. The public complains that they cannot see a relationship between the high rewards for CEO’s and the performance of these CEO’s and their companies. The public does not understand how it is possible that these CEO’s are still paid so much even when there is an economic crisis going on. It is not clear which performance measures (variables) stipulate the compensation of a CEO. This leads to high irritation and criticism among the majority of the population in our society. Because of all the criticism and ambiguity the government introduced a new law and a new corporate governance code, which are discussed in chapter three. These new rules should give more inside in the rewards of CEO’s. In paragraph 4.4 we come back to the relationship of CEO compensation and these new rules of regulation. But first we take a look at the influence of the credit crisis on the rewarding of CEO’s of Dutch stock listed companies (AEX).

4.3
Credit crisis

In chapter two we already looked at the theory of the Rijnland model and the Anglo-Saxon model, but now we take a look at which model should be used nowadays for rewarding the CEO’s of Dutch stock listed companies (AEX). Since the recent credit crisis a switch seems to have taken place to even more long run objectives for companies. More government interference is supposed to be needed (the Rijnland model). It is too early to say that the Anglo-Saxon model has disappeared entirely
. But the focus of companies in Europe is really changing from the short run to the long run, this is not only because of the credit crisis
. The rewarding of CEO’s should therefore also be more focused on long run performance measures instead of short run performance measures.
H2: The focus/ objectives of Dutch stock market listed companies (AEX) have really changed from short to the long term. So, CEO’s are more often paid for the long run.

The continuity (long run objective) of a company is a much more important issue than, for example, the profit in the near future. The performance measures of the reward systems for CEO’s must run parallel with the long run objectives of the company. This is also supported by a study of Kachelmeier, Reicher and Williamson (2007).
On the 24th and 25th of September 2009 excessive bonuses for CEO’s were an important point on the agenda of the G20 in Pittsburgh. This meeting reached an opening for tackling the top bonuses. Bonuses cannot pass through more than one year, are not guaranteed and no longer paid if the performance of the firm is bad. The bonuses can also be re-claimed by the commissioners if the bonus is unjustly assigned. There is however no maximum to the bonus that can be paid
. This is the main outcome of the G20. The last shareholders meeting of Shell (16th of February 2010) had as result that the salary of CEO’s are frozen till 2011 and that bonuses will not be paid if the objectives are not accomplished
. We can ask ourselves if all these changes have to do with the credit crisis of 2008?

H3: The credit crisis has no significant influence on the high amount of bonuses that are paid to CEO’s of Dutch stock market listed companies (AEX).

4.4
Tabaksblat and WOB

In chapter three the changed corporate governance code and the new law are described. In this paragraph we take a better look at the relationship between the rewarding of CEO’s and the changed corporate governance code and the new law.
After the introduction of the code Tabaksblat, the rewarding system of CEO’s has changed. A study of Hewitt Associates B.V. (Hewitt) and the Rijksuniversiteit Groningen (RuG) (2006) found that the circumstances within which a Dutch CEO operates has changed a lot over the last years. The code Tabaksblat had a major impact on these changes, but the Law ‘Openbaarmaking Bezoldiging Bestuurders en Commissarissen’ (WOB, September 2002) and IFRS 2 also played an important role. The code Tabaksblat and the Law ‘Openbaarmaking Bezoldiging Bestuurders en Commissarissen’ had substantial consequences for the structure of reward components. This had a positive effect on the increasing transparency of the rewarding system of CEO’s. The structure and construction of the rewarding system made the most radical changes. Due to the introduction of the code Tabaksblat the way of reporting changed, and the number of pages of the remuneration report has strongly increased in the previous years
.

Another important rule that derived from the new corporate governance code that has had a big influence on the rewarding system of the CEO is the principle of chapter II.2 (Remuneration of the Dutch corporate governance code 2008); The amount and structure of the remuneration which the management board members receive from the company for their work shall be such that qualified and expert managers can be recruited and retained. If the remuneration consists of a fixed and a variable part, the variable part shall be linked to previously-determined, measurable and influenceable targets, which must be achieved partly in the short term and partly in the long term. The variable part of the remuneration is designed to strengthen the board members' commitment to the company and its objectives.

The remuneration structure, including severance pay, is meant to promote the interests of the company on the medium and long term. It does not encourage management board members to act in their own interests and neglect the interests of the company. It also does not ‘reward’ failing board members upon termination of their employment. The level and structure of remuneration shall be determined in the light of the results, the share price, performance and other developments relevant to the company.

The shares held by a management board member in the company on whose board he sits are supposed to be long-term investments. The amount of compensation which a management board member is allowed to receive on termination of his employment cannot exceed the amount of a one year’s salary, unless this would be manifestly unreasonable in the circumstances
.

Looking at these changes, now it seems better to focus on the structure of the salaries of CEO’s than to focus on the amount of their payments. If the rules that have been set by the Code Tabaksblat and the WOB are followed by the company to pay their CEO, and the amounts are still not acceptable, we need to talk about adjustments. Like Jensen and Murphy (1990) said, “It is not important how much CEO’s get paid, but how CEO’s are paid.”

One of the reasons that CEO’s get paid so much, is that the job they have is very risky. They are always in the spotlights and when a company for which they had set a strategy is not doing well, they will be held accountable, even if they have been in the position of CEO for a very short period. This can be very bad for their reputation. This can mean that the CEO can just be CEO once in a lifetime, so this has to be compensated. For a long time it was typical in the Dutch situation that the companies paid their CEO a lot of money, but also gave their CEO a high severance pay. This is of course not fair; if you pay somebody a high salary for the risk of the job, they have to run that risk
. It cannot happen both at the same time.

Morris Tabaksblat also said that there is nothing wrong with the high payments to CEO's. The risk at the top-level of a company is high and the market determines what their services are worth. High payments must be facing good results. Excessive payments come into existence especially when stock market prices excessively increase, for example after a takeover. The solution can be very simple according to Tabaksblat: “For example you could set a maximum, after approval of the incentive plan. If the candidate does not accept this, you'd better find somebody else. This person has not got any interest in the company but only in himself”
.
4.5
Bonus contracts

In the first paragraphs of this chapter we saw how bonuses are implemented in incentive plans and in chapter three and paragraph 4.4 the rules and regulation with regard to the rewarding system of a CEO and how he/ she should meet these obligations is described.
With regard to the way bonus contract are designed, there are two contradictory perspectives. In this chapter these two different perspectives are described. The first perspective (§4.5.1) states that well designed bonus contracts are available (this perspective is supported by Core and Guay (2005)). 

The contradictory perspective (§4.5.2) is that bonus contracts are wrongly designed and will lead to perverted behavior (this perspective is supported by Bebchuk and Fried (2005)).

4.5.1
Well designed contracts are available

The first perspective is that well designed bonus contracts are available. This perspective is supported by Core and Guay (2005). They looked at the critics of U.S. executive pay which conclude that executive pay practices are fundamentally flawed and systemic reform is needed. The four major concerns of these critics are: 1) executive pay is too high; 2) CEO contracts do not provide strong enough incentives to increase value (that is, there is too little pay for performance); 3) options and other equity based pay provides ‘windfalls’, large payoffs that reflect good luck more than performance; and 4) CEO’s have too much freedom to unwind their incentives.
The conclusion of Core and Guay (2005) was that most, if not all, of these concerns are exaggerated by the popular tendency to focus on their annual income of CEO’s while ignoring their existing holdings of company equity
.
In the Netherlands, critics have had the same complaints about the high rewards for CEO’s. Business economist of the Erasmus University Abe de Jong (2008) claimed that this is not fair. The risk of the job and the fact that it is a once in a lifetime job automatically lead to high payments
. De Jong also mentioned that, although the excessive paid bonuses for CEO’s in the past are inexcusable we have to focus more on the structure of the rewards for CEO’s. This matches the conclusion of a study of Jensen and Murphy (1990). They stated that is not important how much a CEO gets paid but how he/ she is paid.

Different studies show us that there can be other reasons for the rise in CEO payments. The results of a study between the relationship of firm performance and CEO compensation of Brian Hall and Jeff Lieberman (1998) show us that there is a strong relationship between these two variables. This means that the rewards of the CEO’s are increasing when the company makes more profit, but this also works the other way around. The CEO is according to Hall and Lieberman rewarded for the performance of the firm.
H4: There is a relationship between firm performance and CEO compensation for Dutch stock market listed companies (AEX).

If we look at a study of Gabaix and Landier (2006), they came to the conclusion that the recent rise in CEO payment correlates with the growth in firm size. The size of large companies explains many of the patterns in CEO payment, in the time series, across industries and across countries
. So, according to Gabaix and Landier CEO’s are getting paid more nowadays, but these rewards increased with the same percentages as the companies have grown over the last years.
Looking at a recent study of Bas Straathof, Stefan Groot en Jan Möhlmann (2010) of the ‘Centraal Plan Bureau’ (CPB), we can see that since the last years of the previous century, rewards of CEO’s increased more than average. The rewards of CEO’s of non stock market listed companies are getting higher because of the growth in firm size. This is in complete agreement with a study of Gabaix and Landier (2006). But according to the study of Straathof, Groot and Möhlmann (2010) there is not a perfect correlation between the rewards of CEO’s of Dutch stock market listed companies and the growth in firm size. In the case of Dutch stock market listed companies the increase of the rewards is even higher than the growth in firm size. The reward is only for a part explainable because of the growth in firm size. Only 50% of the growth of the reward for a CEO of a Dutch stock market listed company is explainable by inflation and the growth in firm size. For the other 50%, no explanation has been found in conformity with the market. This suggests that the market of CEO’s for Dutch stock market listed companies is functioning worse than that of Dutch companies that are not stock market listed.

H5: There is a correlation between the growth of CEO compensation and the growth of firm size of Dutch stock market listed companies (AEX).

4.5.2
Bonus contracts are wrongly designed

The second perspective is that bonus contracts are wrongly designed and that these contracts will lead to perverted behavior. This perspective is supported by Bebchuk and Fried (2005). They see executive compensation as an agency problem. To address the flaws in the pay setting process, they say that we need to change the governance arrangements that produce these distortions
. Since the code Tabaksblat (by the Committee Tabaksblat on December 9 2003) the governance arrangements, especially for the reward system of CEO’s, has quite changed (chapter three)
. On the 30th of December 2004 the Code has taken effect. In December 2008 the Code has been actualized by the Committee Frijns. The revised Code has taken effect on January 1 2009
. This new corporate governance code should protect against distortions. Bebchuk and Fried (2005) also said that existing pay arrangements have been producing two types of incentive problems. First, compensation arrangements have provided weaker incentives to increase shareholder value. Second, prevailing practices not only fail to provide cost-effective incentives to increase value, but also create perverse incentives.

4.5.2.1
Agency problem

Bebchuk an Fried (2003) found good theoretical and empirical evidence to conclude that managerial power substantially affects the design of executive compensation in companies with separation of ownership and control. Executive compensation can thus clearly be analyzed not only as an instrument for addressing the agency problem arising from separation of ownership and control, but also as part of the agency problem itself. The extent to which managerial influence can move compensation arrangements away from optimal contracting outcomes depends on the extent to which market participants, especially institutional investors, recognize the problems
. The Code Tabaksblat (chapter three) should address these flaws in the pay-setting process. This changed corporate arrangement can be the answer, after the empirical study we will see if this is actually the case.

4.5.2.2
Two types of incentive problems

According to Bebchuck and Fried (2005) existing pay arrangements have been producing two types of incentive problems. The first type of incentive problem is that prevailing practices not only fail to provide cost-effective incentives to increase value, but also create perverse incentives. We will describe this with an example out of their paper, “Pay without performance: Overview of the Issues”.
Managers' freedom to unload company options and stock can lead them to act in ways that can reduce shareholders value. Executives who expect to unload shares have incentives to report misleading results, suppress bad news, and choose projects and strategies that are less transparent to the market. The efficiency costs of such distortions may well exceed - possibly by a large margin - whatever liquidity or risk-bearing benefits executives obtain from being able to unload their options and shares at will. Similarly, because existing pay practices often reward managers for increasing firm size, they provide executives with incentives to pursue expansion through acquisitions or other means, even when that strategy is value-reducing.

The second type of incentive problem according to Bebchuck and Fried (2005) is that compensation arrangements have provided weaker incentives to increase shareholder value. Both the non-equity as the equity components of managerial compensation have been more severely disconnected from managers contribution to company performance than appearances might suggest. Making payment more sensitive to performance could therefore have substantial benefits for shareholders.

H6: Bonus contracts are wrongly designed and will lead to perverted behavior.

4.7
Conclusion

In the last paragraph of this chapter the conclusion of chapter four is provided, and an answer will be given to the related sub questions of this chapter. The stated sub questions were; “What is the foundation of a bonus for CEO’s and where do bonuses come from?”, “What is the influence of the credit crisis on the rewarding of CEO’s?”, “Are the concerns from critics of executive pay exaggerated by the popular tendency to focus on the annual income of CEO’s?”, “Is there an agency problem within executive compensation?”, “Do bonus contracts lead to perverted behavior of CEO’s?” and “Do compensation arrangements provide for weaker incentives to increase shareholder value?”

Looking at the first sub question we saw that the bonus-system is an American-invention, for the first time used in the nineties (of the last century). To reward CEO’s with bonuses it is very important that companies implement the correct performance measures within incentive plans in the right way, in order for the objectives of the company and the CEO to run parallel.
The second sub question is analyzed with two different models, the Rijnland model (long run) and the Anglo-Saxon model (short run). The conclusion that we can draw is that the focus of company is changed from the short run to the long run. After the statistical part of this thesis we will support or reject this.

The third sub question is related to the first perspective on bonus contracts; well designed bonus contracts are available. This perspective is supported by Core and Guay (2005).
If we look at the different studies of Brian Hall and Jeff Lieberman (1998) and Gabaix and Landier (2006), we can conclude that this is indeed the case. We don’t know yet whether these well-designed contracts also exist in the Netherlands. But if we find these same results for Dutch stock market listed companies (AEX), this can also be a reason for the high payments of CEO’s. Then the second perspective can be right, which leads to the answer that well designed bonus contracts are available.

The last three sub questions are related to the second perspective; bonus contracts are wrongly designed and that contracts will lead to perverted behavior. This perspective is supported by Bebchuk and Fried (2005).
We saw that an agency problem can arise, but the new made corporate governance arrangement “Code Tabaksblat” needs to address the flaws in the pay-setting process. After the empirical research whe can draw the conclusion about whether this has happened or not.
The fifth sub questions looks at whether bonus contracts can lead to perverted behavior. We saw that there is a possibility that this can happen, but we don’t know yet if this is the case in the Dutch situation. But we believe that if there is/ was a possibility to act in this way, there are a lot of people who will take advantage of it, even if it is/ was against the rules and regulation.
And the last sub question is that compensation arrangements have provided weaker incentives to increase shareholder value. As an answer to this question we can say that this depends for a big part on how the performance measures in incentive plans are set within a company. In chapter 2 we already saw that there are a lot of different ways for choosing the different performance measures, so this will be different for every company. There has to be a good mix with long-term, short-term, individual, corporate etc. performance measures. Like Jensen and Murphy (1990) said, “It is not important how much CEO’s get paid, but how CEO’s are paid.” We do believe that if there is a possibility for a CEO to enrich himself instead of increase shareholders value, this may happen. We will come back to this in our conclusion after the empirical research.

After the empirical research a real conclusion can be drawn about the formulated hypotheses and which perspective is applicable to the Dutch situation.

5
Methodology

In this chapter of the thesis we will discuss the set up for the research that will be done in chapter six. We will explain in this phase how we are going to investigate the research question. This includes what, how and why we will do this investigation. The main research question will be answered by studying the literature (which is done in the previous chapters) and after that we will test the hypotheses that are formulated in the previous chapters.
The main research question is:
“How have the CEO’s of Dutch stock market listed companies (AEX) been compensated since the code Tabaksblat came into force (so from the year of review 2004). And are the right performances measures (variables) used for rewarding a CEO?”

In chapter four, six hypotheses have been stated. In chapter two incentive plans are outlined and chapter three is dedicated to the rules and regulation for Dutch stock market listed companies (AEX). These new rules and regulation are the new corporate governance code ‘code Tabaksblat’, and the new law ‘Wet Openbaarmaking Bezoldiging Bestuurders en Commissarissen’ (WOB). When capturing the data for the statistical part (and for answering the hypotheses) we can see whether the Dutch stock market listed companies are reporting according to code Tabaksblat and the WOB.

The hypotheses that are formulated in chapter four of this thesis are listed below.
H1: Bonuses are almost entirely paid on the basis of corporate performance measures and not on individual performances of the CEO.

H2: The focus/ objectives of Dutch stock market listed companies (AEX) are really changed from short to the long term. So, CEO’s are more paid for the long run.

H3: The credit crisis has no significant influence on the high amount of bonuses that are paid to CEO’s of Dutch stock market listed companies (AEX).

H4: There is a relationship between firm performance and CEO compensation for Dutch stock market listed companies (AEX).

H5: There is a correlation between the growth of CEO compensation and the growth of firm size of Dutch stock market listed companies (AEX).

H6: Bonus contracts are wrongly designed and will lead to perverted behavior.
5.1
Research strategy

Statistical analysis often involves an attempt to generalize from the data. Statistics is a science, the science of information. Information may be qualitative or quantitative. A quantitative variable can be described by a number for which arithmetic operations such as averaging make sense. A qualitative (or categorical) variable simply records a quality. If a number is used for distinguishing members of different categories of a qualitative variable, the number assignment is arbitrary
. We will describe for each hypothesis if the data/ information that will be captured is qualitative or quantitative. This depends on what we want to achieve with that hypothesis.
The next step to take is the choice of how the data will be collected. There are a lot of different data collecting methods. Verschuren and Doorewaard (2007) distinguish the following methods
:

· Survey;
· Experiment;
· Case study;
· Time series (not mentioned by Verschuren and Doorewaard (2007));
· Interview;
· Observation;
· Desk research;
The choice for a kind of data collecting method will also be mentioned by each seperate hypothesis. There are a few points that are very important when choosing the method, this is for example the availability, reliability and validity of the data/ information. We collect our data/ information from the databases Company.info and Worldscope (Thomson One Banker) of the Erasmus University Rotterdam. For collecting the data we use the annual reports of the AEX companies (which are available through the database Company.info), because since Code Tabaksblat (2004) Dutch stock market listed companies (AEX) are forced to report more detailed information in their annual report about the rewarding of their CEO. The last way to collect the data is to make use of the relevant websites of the companies.
The sample for this research consists of 22 of the 25 Dutch stock market listed companies (AEX); AEGON, Ahold, AKZO Nobel, ArcelorMittal, ASML, BAM, Boskalis Westminster, Corio, DSM, Fugro, Heineken, ING, KPN, Philips, Randstad, Shell, SBM Offshore, TNT, TOMTOM, Unilever, Wereldhave and Wolters Kluwer. This sample will be used for all the hypotheses.
The three Dutch stock market listed companies (AEX) that are not included in this research are Air France-KLM, Unibail-Rodamco and Reed Elsevier. For Air France and Unibail-Rodamco not all the individual annual reports where available. Another reason is that not all the data of these companies that we need was available in the databases of the Erasmus University Rotterdam. For Reed Elsevier not all the data could be collected, therefore it was not possible to calculate the value of the received shares and options the CEO received for different stock exchanges (London and Amsterdam). The absent of some data could have a big influence on the analysis and that is why we excluded these companies from the research.
For the other 22 Dutch stock market listed companies (AEX) almost all the information was available (with some exceptions). So, the analysis is based on approximately 90% of the Dutch stock market listed companies (AEX). In the statistical analysis we will give a declaration if a firm is excluded for a particular hypothesis.
5.1.1
Corporate versus individual performance measures (hypothesis 1)

In this paragraph we will discuss what, how and why we want to investigate regarding to the first hypothesis. The composition of the next paragraphs are the same.

What…..

Hypothesis 1:

Bonuses are almost entirely paid on the basis of corporate performance measures and not on individual performances of the CEO.
How…..

Investigation of this hypothesis is based on a study of R.M. Bushman, Raffi J. Indejejikian and Abbie Smith (1996). In the literature review we talked already about their findings. A company has to meet some criteria for the research of the hypothesis. An important criteria is that a company should have at least one year of information about the weight placed on CEO’s individual performance in determining annual bonuses during the six-year period
. The method that is used for the research of this thesis is a desk research and the data we will capture is of a quantitative character.
Why…..

We want to investigate this hypothesis because we think that it is very important that employees, whether they work at the bottom or at the top of the company, are evaluated for a part on their own performances and cannot only rely on corporate performance measures. In the past only traditional accounting and stock price performance measures where available within incentive plans for rewarding the CEO. But now we know that this is old fashioned and it will be better also take individual performance into account.
5.1.2
From short to long term (hypothesis 2)
What…..

Hypothesis 2:

The focus/ objectives of Dutch stock market listed companies (AEX) are really changed from short to the long term. So, CEO’s are more paid for the long run.

How…..
To look whether the focus of the companies is really changed from short to the long run we look at how the Dutch stock market listed companies (AEX) reward their CEO’s. The stock market listed companies that are observed are mentioned in paragraph 5.1.1. We compare the short run rewards (fixed salary and the annual cash bonus) with the long run rewards (received shares and options portfolio) over time (2004 to 2009). The data we will capture for this investigation is quantitative data. The method that we use is desk research, because we capture data which is published by others.
For analyzing this data we first will compute the arithmetic mean of the fixed salary and the annual cash bonus and the mean of the received shares and options of the Dutch stock listed companies (AEX).
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According to Van Praag (2005) in orderto calculate the value of the options the following data needs to be available; the number of outstanding options, the exercise price of the option, maturity, volatility, yield to maturity, interest yield and dividend yield. After collecting these data we can use the Black and Scholes model for calculations of the option
.

C  =  S N(d1)  -  X e-rT N(d2)

	Where:

C = price of the call option

S = price of the underlying stock

X = risk-free interest rate

T = current time until expiration

N() = area under the normal curve
d1  =  [ ln(S/X) + (r + σ2/2) T ] / σ T1/2
d2  =  d1 - σ T1/2



After measuring the arithmetic means for the short and long run rewards, we will compare the results with each other. We will look whether the ratio between short and long run rewards is actually changed to more long run rewards.
Why…..

We would like to investigate this because from the literature review we found evidence from different studies, like a study of Kachelmeier, Reicher and Williamson (2007), that the focus of companies is really changed from the short to the long run. We think that it is important that the focus/ objectives of the CEO’s are changed in the same way. With this hypothesis we want to check whether that is in fact the case.
5.1.3
Bonuses and credit crisis (hypothesis 3)
What…..

Hypothesis 3:

The credit crisis has no significant influence on the high amount of bonuses that are paid to CEO’s of Dutch stock market listed companies (AEX).
How…..

To look whether the credit crisis had any influence on the paid bonuses to CEO’s, we will compare the paid cash bonuses from 2004 till 2009 with each other. The method that we will use is cold time series, because we will compare a single variable consistently over time. But because we capture the data published by others you can also describe the used method as a desk research.
For analyzing these data we will measure the arithmetic mean and standard deviation and compare the results with a normal distribution of total bonus the CEO’s of the Dutch stock listed companies (AEX) receive together in the different years. The total bonus consist of the annual cash bonus, received shares and options. We will use SPSS for measuring these statistics.

Why…..

We would like to investigate the influence of the credit crisis, because we think it is important that because of the crisis it is socially unacceptable to reward CEO’s with high bonuses, especially when the company is not performing well. The crisis has had such a huge worldwide effect that one would expect that it may have influenced the bonuses. The next hypothesis will show us whether there is a relationship between pay and performance.
5.1.4
Firm performance and CEO compensation (hypothesis 4)

What…..

Hypothesis 4:

There is a relationship between firm performance and CEO compensation for Dutch stock market listed companies (AEX).
How…..
As check for the firm performance we use the shareholder return. From the view of a shareholder his return contains the return on the exchange rate development and the received return, or total shareholders return (TSR). Dividend is not included in this research. Van Praag (2005) described that this shareholder return is mainly used in the United Stated as performance measure. Because we looked at the studies of Hall and Lieberman (1998) and van Praag (2005) we will use this same performance measures. For CEO compensation we will look at the cash reward (fixed salary and the annual cash bonus) and the value of the received shares and options. The method of data collection is the same as for hypothesis 2 (desk research). And the data we need is also for this hypothesis of quantitative character.
Because rewards to CEO’s are (in almost all cases) not based on the performance in the same year as they receive their rewards, we do need to make an adjustment. So, we compare the performance of the companies (TSR) from 2003 with the CEO compensation of 2004 and the performance of the company (TSR) from 2004 with the CEO compensation of 2005 etc.

In this hypothesis we want to analyze whether there is a correlation between these two variables, so we use SPSS for measuring this correlation.

Why…..

We want to see whether there is a relationship between these two variables, because there has been a lot of critic about the high rewards of CEO compensation. We think that this can be one of the good and logical reasons for the high rewards of CEO compensation, if there is actually a relationship between these variables.
5.1.5
Firm size and CEO compensation (hypothesis 5)
What…..

Hypothesis 5:

There is a correlation between the growth of CEO compensation and the growth of firm size of Dutch stock market listed companies (AEX).
How…..

For the calculation of firm size of the Dutch stock market listed companies (AEX) we use the exchange value of the stocks of the stock market listed company and multiply this with the common shares outstanding of that company. The common shares outstanding of a company is the difference between the issued shares and the treasury shares. For CEO compensation we will look at the cash reward (salary and the annual cash bonus) and the value of the received shares and options. This is the same as for hypothesis four. The method of data collection is the same as for hypothesis 2, desk research (because we capture data which is published by others). And the data we need is again of quantitative character.
Because in this case we talk of growth, we first need to measure the percentage of growth each year. 
(total reward CEO year (t) – total reward CEO year (t-1))

(total reward CEO year (t-1))

Total reward CEO = salary, annual cash bonus, received shares and options.

(firm size year (t) – firm size year (t-1))
(firm size year (t-1))

Firm size = exchange value of the stocks.
For this hypothesis we will also use SPSS to analyze whether there is a positive or negative correlation between these two variables. But we cannot make a statistical analysis of percentage change data because this data is not normally distributed. We now have to transform this data, we will do this with a logarithmic transformation. The use of logarithmic ratio scores appear to be a good alternative to traditional change data because they are not as asymmetrical as percentage change data and they tend to be normally distributed more often than percentage change data
.
For analyzing the percentage change data we need to transform these changes in logarithms. We will do this as follows (which x is the percentage change).
(x(t) – x(t-1)) / x(t-1) is approximately equal to log(1+(x(t) – x(t-1)) / x(t-1)).

If we simplify the last formula we see that this is equal to log(x(t)) – log (x(t-1)).
The last change of the data we have to make is as follows. Because we cannot take the logarithm of a negative figure (for example if in a year the CEO reward decreased with 10%) we need to adjust this figures by adding +1 to every percentage (so, if there is a decrease of 10% the final value will be 0,90 (1+10/100).

Why…..

The reason for investigation is the same as for hypothesis four. We want to see whether there is a relationship between these two variables, because there has been a lot of critic about the high rewards of CEO compensation. We think that this can be one of the good and logical reasons for the high rewards of CEO compensation, if there is actually a relationship between these variables.
5.1.6
Bonus contracts (hypothesis 6)
What…..

Hypothesis 6:

Bonus contracts are wrongly designed and will lead to perverted behavior.
How…..

This hypothesis is not tested separately. A conclusion is drawn with the research results of the other hypotheses. The literature review shows us that there can be other reasons for the rise in CEO compensation and these other reasons are tested above. So, we have to look at the different results before we can draw our conclusion about this hypothesis.
Why…..

We take a look at the bonus contracts with the results of the other hypotheses because we cannot take a look in the actual bonus contracts of the CEO’s of the 22 investigated Dutch stock market listed companies (AEX). We use some other statements which we think are important to give our opinion about the bonus contracts of the CEO’s. And so we can draw an overall (about the bonus contracts of the different CEO’s of the stock market listed companies) conclusion and maybe come up with some assumptions for the second part of the main research question;
“Are the right performances measures (variables) used for rewarding a CEO of a Dutch stock market listed company (AEX)?”

6
Data Analysis

In this chapter we will test the hypotheses that are mentioned in the previous chapter. The tables of the dataset that are collected are presented in appendix 1. Every hypothesis is analyzed independently and in the last chapter an overall conclusion will be given.

6.1
Hypothesis 1

The first hypothesis that will be analyzed is about corporate versus individual performance measures. If we look at the dataset we only know whether the company uses individual performance measures and for which percentage the cash bonus is related to individual performance of the CEO of the Dutch stock listed company (AEX). In order to make an analysis, we give each percentage a number, so we can see if the percentage for individual performance are actual increase. If 10% of the cash bonus is related to individual performance we relate that to the number 1, 20%=2, 30%=3 etc. (? = we do not know anything about the percentage). To analyze this data we take a look at table 1 and figure 1 till 6 (the figures that are produced with SPSS Statistics version 17.0 are presented in appendix 2).

Table 1 Individual performance that is related to the received annual bonus
	
	2004
	2005
	2006
	2007
	2008
	2009

	Total ?
	5
	3
	3
	5
	4
	4

	Total 0
	10
	11
	10
	8
	8
	10

	Total 1
	1
	0
	0
	1
	2
	1

	Total 2
	1
	1
	1
	1
	3
	1

	Total 3
	4
	6
	7
	6
	4
	5

	Total 4
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0

	Total 5
	1
	1
	1
	1
	1
	1

	mean
	1,18
	1,32
	1,47
	1,53
	1,39
	1,28


(0=0%, 1=10%, 2=20%, 3=30%, 4=40%, 5=50%, ?=we do not know the %)

When we look at table 1 there is no overall statistic outcome that annual bonuses are more related to individual performance in 2009 than in 2004. If we look at the hypothesis (“Bonuses are almost entirely paid on the basis of corporate performance measures and not on individual performances of the CEO”), there is no evidence that this hypothesis should be rejected, because almost the entire bonus is paid on corporate performance. Only for Boskalis Westminster we see in the six figures that the bonus is for 50% related to individual performance and for 50% related to corporate performance. For all the other Dutch stock market listed companies (AEX) the CEO’s annual bonuses are for the biggest part paid on corporate performances and not on individual performances (for the whole period between 2004 and 2009).
6.2
Hypothesis 2

The second hypothesis we will analyze is about the change of focus/ objectives of Dutch stock market listed companies (AEX) form short to long term.
H2) The focus/ objectives of Dutch stock market listed companies (AEX) are really changed from short to the long term. So, CEO’s are more paid for the long run.

Like mentioned in the previous chapter, we will analyze this hypothesis through looking at how the Dutch stock market listed companies (AEX) reward their CEO’s. We compare the fixed salary and cash bonus (short term rewards) with the received shares and options (long term rewards).
Table 2 Short run rewards (fixed salary and annual cash bonus)

	
	2004
	2005
	2006
	2007
	2008
	2009

	Total
	32132
	40065
	44073
	51210
	45198
	36184

	Mean
	1461
	1821
	2003
	2328
	2054
	1645


(x€1000)

If we look at the arithmetic means of the short run rewards between 2004 and 2009, we see that there is an increase of short run rewards from 2004 till 2007 and from 2007 till 2009 a decrease of short run rewards has take place.

Table 3 Long run rewards (received shares and options)
	
	2004
	2005
	2006
	2007
	2008
	2009

	Total
	7890
	7384
	9032
	19703
	19917
	16503

	Mean
	359
	336
	411
	896
	905
	750


(x€1000)

Like mentioned in the previous chapter the options are calculated with the Black and Scholes formula. If we now look at the arithmetic means of the long run rewards between 2004 and 2009, the most remarkable increase is from 2006 till 2007. In 2007 the long run rewards has grown with more than 100%.

Table 4 Ratio between short versus long rewards
	
	2004
	2005
	2006
	2007
	2008
	2009

	 Ratio
	4,07
	5,43
	4,88
	2,60
	2,27
	2,19


(x€1000)

Now we will compare the short and long run rewards through looking at the ratios between 2004 and 2009 (ratio = short run / long run). We now clearly see that the CEO’s of the Dutch stock market listed companies (AEX) are more and more rewarded for long run performances. In the six year period, the ratio between short run rewards and long run rewards has decreased from 4,07 to 2,19. This means that the focus/ objectives of Dutch stock market listed companies (AEX) has actually changed from short to the long run.
6.3
Hypothesis 3

The third hypothesis we will test in this chapter is whether the credit crisis has significant influence on the high amount of bonuses that are paid to CEO’s of Dutch stock market listed companies (AEX).
First we take a look at the arithmetic means of the total paid bonus to the CEO’s and compare these with each other.

Table 5 Total bonus (annual cash bonus, received shares and options)
	
	2004
	2005
	2006
	2007
	2008
	2009

	Total
	24600
	30823
	35755
	52920
	46781
	34636

	Mean
	1118
	1401
	1625
	2405
	2126
	1574


(x€1000)

We have to mention that in 2004 Corio has only paid €2000,- as annual cash bonus. We now a look at the influence of that amount on the arithmetic mean in 2004. If we divide the total bonus (minus 2) by 21, instead of 22, we find a mean of 1171, instead of 1118. This difference is so little that it does not matter if this figure is included. For 2009 an equivalent adjustment has to be calculated. In 2009 ING is in the hands of the government and because of the credit crisis no bonus are paid. In this case we also have to look what the influence on the arithmetic mean in 2009 is. So, here we also divide the total bonus by 21, instead of 22. We now find a mean 1649, instead of 1574. But because for this hypothesis we talk about the influence of the credit crisis and the bonus is not paid because of the credit crisis we have to include this bonus (of zero) in our calculation.
For analyzing the data we used some figures and other tables that are produced with SPSS Statistics version 17.0. These figures and other tables are presented in appendix 3.

If we look only at the arithmetic means of the different years we see that the total bonuses that are paid to reward the CEO’s of Dutch stock listed companies increased every year before the credit crisis (from 2004 till 2007) and that since then the total paid bonuses decreased (2008 and 2009). But if we look at the outcome from SPSS (appendix 3) and compare the total mean of 2004 till 2007 with the total mean of 2008 and 2009 we see an increase of the total paid bonus. We think that the mean of the total bonus from 2004 till 2007 is influenced for an important part of the high increase of the paid bonuses during these years (115%). After the credit crisis the mean of the total paid bonuses decreased with 35%. This decrease is as big as 75% of the mean of the total paid bonus in 2004. If we look at the figures presented in appendix three we see that the mean of the total paid bonus is as high because of a few companies that reward their CEO enormous. Every year you can see that there are more companies at the left-side from the mean that at the right-side.
If we look at the standard distribution we come to the same conclusion as when we looking at the mean. Until 2007 this parameter is increasing every year and after 2007 the standard distribution decreases in 2008 and 2009. This means that the spread of the paid bonus decreases over the year. The biggest influence of this is that in this last two year only a few enormous bonuses are paid (KPN, Shell and Wolters Kluwer in 2008 and Unilever and Wolters Kluwer in 2009). Wolters Kluwer paid in both years high bonuses, but also for Wolters Kluwer you can see a decrease in this year’s after the credit crisis (5% from 2007 to 2008 and 10% from 2008 to 2009).

6.4
Hypothesis 4

For the fourth hypothesis we analyze if there is a relationship between firm performance and CEO compensation for Dutch stock market listed companies (AEX). To measure firm performance we used Total Shareholder Return (TSR). TSR consist of exchange rate development and received return. Exchange rate development is calculated as follow:

· Share price end of period minus share price begin of period.
For received return we used the received divided per share. The total CEO compensation consist of fixed salary, annual cash bonus, received shares and options.
Table 6 Total Shareholder Return (exchange rate development and received return)
	
	2003
	2004
	2005
	2006
	2007
	2008

	Total
	44,25
	102,09
	168,15
	97,32
	46,19
	-332,17

	Mean
	2,11
	4,86
	7,64
	4,42
	2,10
	-15,10


(€)

Table 7 Total CEO compensation (fixed salary, annual cash bonus, received shares and options)
	
	2004
	2005
	2006
	2007
	2008
	2009

	  Total
	39772
	47449
	53105
	70913
	65115
	52687

	  Mean
	1894
	2157
	2414
	3223
	2960
	2395


 (x€1000)

We have to mention that TOMTOM is not included in the calculation of TSR for 2003 and 2004 and for CEO compensation in 2004, because TOMTOM was introduced at the AEX in 2005. For analyzing we produced some tables with SPSS Statistics version 17.0 and they are presented in appendix 4.
If we look at the correlation between these two variables we see a very different outcome for every single company. We see only two companies with a very strong correlation, AEGON has a Pearson correlation of 0,853 (significant, p=0,015) and ING has a Pearson correlation of 0,895 (significant, p=0,008). We also see one company with a reasonable correlation, KPN Pearson has a correlation of 0,593 (not significant, p=0,108).
We also see three companies who show a negative correlation between the two variables, ASML has a Pearson correlation of -0,657 (not significant, p=0,078), BAM has a Pearson correlation of 

-0,781 (significant, p=0,033) and FUGRO has a Pearson correlation of -0,775 (significant, p=0,035). The other sixteen companies show no correlation between CEO compensation and TSR.

We now take a look at the influence of a change of one variable on the other. We only mention the companies that show a significant correlation, AEGON, BAM, FUGRO and ING. We look at the change of CEO compensation if TSR changes with one unit. CEO compensation of AEGON and ING increases in this case with respectively € 329.819,- and € 217.049,- and CEO compensation of BAM and FUGRO decreases in this case with respectively € 4.877,- and € 4.106,-.
6.5
Hypothesis 5

The fifth hypothesis states that there is a correlation between the growth of CEO compensation and the growth of firm size of Dutch stock market listed companies (AEX). The total CEO compensation is measured in the same way as for hypothesis four (fixed salary, annual cash bonus, received shares and options). For the calculation of firm size we used the exchange value of the stocks and multiply this with the common shares outstanding of the company.

Table 8 Firm size (exchange value stocks * common shares outstanding of the company)
	
	2004
	2005
	2006
	2007
	2008
	2009

	  Total
	259128
	407310
	503035
	543847
	288794
	387613

	  Mean
	12339
	18514
	22865
	24720
	13127
	19381


 (x€1.000.000)

We have to mention that TOMTOM is not included in the calculation of 2004, for the same reason before (not yet introduced at the AEX). For 2009 there are two companies missing for the calculation of the firm size, namely AEGON and Boskalis Westminster. The reason therefore is that there was no data available about the number of common shares outstanding at the end of the year.
Table 9 Total CEO compensation (fixed salary, annual cash bonus, received shares and options)
	
	2004
	2005
	2006
	2007
	2008
	2009

	  Total
	39772
	47449
	53105
	70913
	65115
	52687

	  Mean
	1894
	2157
	2414
	3223
	2960
	2395


 (x€1000)
Because for this hypothesis we talk about growth, we first need to measure the percentage of growth of every company each year. Now we have to transform the data in logarithms. One of the reasons why we had to transform percentage change in logarithms is that percentage change is not normally distributed. For analyzing we produced some tables with SPSS Statistics version 17.0 and they are presented in appendix 5.
First, we look at the growth in general sense. We compare the growth of the arithmetic means of CEO with the arithmetic means of the growth of firm size in a year. This is a very rough way of comparing.
Table 10 Growth of Total Firm size (exchange value stocks * common shares outstanding of the company)
	
	2005
	2006
	2007
	2008
	2009

	  growth
	50,04
	23,50
	8,11
	-46,90
	47,64


 (%)

Table 11 Growth of Total CEO compensation (fixed salary, annual cash bonus, received shares and options)

	
	2005
	2006
	2007
	2008
	2009

	  growth
	13,88
	11,92
	33,53
	-8,18
	-19,09


 (%)
We see that from 2005 till 2007 the total mean of both variables are positive, which means the Dutch stock listed companies has paid together more to their CEO’s than the year before and the total firm size of the Dutch stock listed companies growths in these years. In 2008 the total mean of both variables shows a decrease, so the Dutch stock listed companies has paid together less to their CEO’s than the year before and the total firm size of the Dutch stock listed companies is smaller than the year before. In 2009 the total mean of the firm size growths with all most the same percentage as the decrease in 2008. But the companies had paid almost 20% less to their CEO’s than in 2008.
For analyzing the output form SPSS we produced some tables with SPSS Statistics version 17.0 and which are presented in appendix 5. We only found a significant relationship between the two transformed variables for two companies, AEGON (p=0,017) and TOMTOM (p=0,02). AEGON has a beta of 0,466 and TOMTOM of 0,561, which means that if the firm size growths with 1% CEO compensation growth respectively with 0,29% ((10^0,466)/10=0,2924) and 0,36% ((10^0,561)/10). Although, it is remarkable that for these companies only for four different years data were available.
If we look at the different graphics of the correlation between these two variables, in appendix 6 we can see more relationship than that we found with the output from appendix 5, but every graphic shows one or two outliers.
6.6
Hypothesis 6

For the last hypothesis there is no individual dataset. A conclusion is drawn with the research results of the other hypotheses. If we look at the outcome of the other five hypotheses we can see some contradictional conclusions. The sixth hypothesis stated that bonus contracts are wrongly designed and will lead to perverted behavior.
Looking at the first hypothesis we see that bonus contracts are almost entirely paid on corporate performance measures. In chapter five (methodology) we mentioned that we think that it is very important that employees, whether they work at the bottom or at the top of the company, are evaluated for a part on their own performances and cannot only rely on corporate performance measures. The outcome is not in the same line as our opinion, so we think that this can be a point for improvement.

The second hypothesis stated that the focus/ objectives of Dutch stock market listed companies (AEX) are really changed from short to the long term. We found evidence that the focus of these companies are actually changed to more long run. We think that it is positive improvement that the focus/ objectives of the CEO’s are changed in this way.
The third hypothesis stated that the credit crisis has influence on the high amount of bonuses that are paid to CEO’s of Dutch stock market listed companies (AEX). If we look at the outcome we see that the rewards to CEO’s have generally declined after the credit crisis. The bonus contract are really influenced by the credit crisis, we think that this is a positive relationship.

The fourth hypothesis stated that there is a correlation between CEO compensation and firm performance of Dutch stock market listed companies (AEX). We did not found overall evidence that supports this hypothesis. Only three companies show a positive correlation between these two variables. Maybe if another method for measuring firm performance of Dutch stock listed companies was used, other result where found.
The fifth hypothesis stated that there is a correlation between the growth of CEO compensation and the growth of firm size of Dutch stock market listed companies (AEX). Only two companies shows a positive correlation between these two variables. We think that that we have to little data of each company (only five years) and the economic situation changed dramatically that a correlation is too hard to find over these years.
If we look now at all the different results we cannot conclude that all bonus contracts are wrongly designed, because there are some companies who show a correlation for the variables in hypotheses four en five. Not all bonus contracts are wrongly designed. The credit crisis showed its influence on CEO rewarding and the focus is really changing to the long term.
7
Conclusions and discussion

In the final chapter of this thesis we will draw conclusions based on the results found in analyzing the literature compared with the collected data. These conclusions will lead to a discussion about our findings. In this discussion limitations and suggestions for further research will be discussed.
7.1
Conclusion

The aim of this thesis is to find out how the CEO’s of Dutch stock market listed companies (AEX) are compensated for their job, whether the right performance measures are used or that maybe improvements should be made to reward the CEO’s.

For the research of this thesis six hypotheses are formulated, the first five hypotheses will lead to an answer of the final hypothesis. In this final hypothesis the papers of Bebchuk and Fried (2005) and Core and Guay (2005) are used as a reference point (they support the different two perspectives in this thesis). The papers of these authors have contradictory conclusions about the subject of bonus contracts for CEO’s. With the outcome of this research we will come to our conclusion of the main research question and hypothesis six.

7.1.1.
Answer to the main research question

Based on the results from the analysis and the conclusions of the five hypotheses, the main question of this research can be answered. Hypothesis six is actually related to the main research question. So, these are answered together. Although not all the hypotheses were accepted there are still enough findings to answer the main question. The main research question of this paper was:

“How have the CEO’s of Dutch stock market listed companies (AEX) been compensated since the code Tabaksblat came into force (so from the year of review 2004). And are the right performances measures (variables) used for rewarding a CEO?”

The final hypothesis is grounded on the results of the hypotheses 1, 2, 3, 4 and 5 (chapter six). This hypothesis is also based on two papers that have contradictory conclusions about the subject of bonus contracts for CEO’s. The paper of Bebchuk and Fried (2005) concludes that bonus contracts are wrongly designed and will lead to perverted behavior, while the paper of Core and Guay (2005) found evidence that well designed bonus contracts are available. Looking at the outcome of the different hypotheses we cannot conclude that all the bonus contracts for CEO’s of Dutch stock listed companies (AEX) are wrongly designed. If we look at the literature we see that CEO’s must be more rewarded for the long run and the outcome of the second hypothesis supports this. Another important point is that the credit crisis has actually influenced the rewards of CEO’s, which is a positive relationship. At last we see in hypotheses four and five that for some companies there is evidence for a relationship between CEO compensation and firm performance and between growth of CEO compensation and growth in firm size, but we cannot deny that this is only the case for a few companies.
If we look at the first hypothesis we see that the CEO’s are only for a very small part rewarded for individual performance which is according to the theory not a good thing. Looking again at the outcome of hypotheses four and five we found no overall relationship between the variables. So, these outcome actually tells us that bonus contracts are wrongly designed.

7.2
Discussion

After the conclusion is drawn from the connection of the literature with the results that were found by analyzing the collected data, there will be some limitations of this research and some suggestions for further research. 

7.2.1
Limitation
Because there were implications in this research, the outcome of the conclusion may be influenced.

We will now mention the limitations of this thesis:
· The thesis is based on 22 Dutch stock market listed companies (three companies were out of the sample, the reason herefor is mentioned before in chapter five). This is not a very big sample, outliers can have a big influence on the achieved results.
· We compared results of hypotheses four and five with studies of Brian Hall and Jeff Lieberman (1998) and Gabaix and Landier (2006). These studies used much more companies in their database and collected data over a much longer period. In this thesis this was not possible because only since the Code Tabaksblat (2004) was introduced, Dutch stock market listed companies (AEX) were forced to report more about the rewarding of their CEO in their annual report. That is maybe one of the reasons why we did not found any correlation (if you have one or even two outliers you cannot find a good correlation).
7.2.2.
Suggestions for further research

Because for this research, only the years under review of 2004 till 2009 were available and as result a small dataset was used for the different hypotheses. This research can be practiced again in a few years, so the dataset can be extended. With a larger dataset it is better to see whether there is (not) a correlation between some variables. Another suggestion is to include more companies, this research is only addressed to Dutch stock listed companies (AEX). Maybe all the Dutch stock listed companies can be taken into account or some big Dutch companies that are not stock listed or even the biggest fifty companies in Europe. When comparing the Dutch stock listed companies (AEX) with the United States, the Dutch stock listed companies are only regarded to a small market. So, the suggestion is to extend the dataset in the length or in the breadth.
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Appendices

Appendix 1

Data collection for hypothesis 1.
	Excel-sheet 1 Weight placed on CEO's individual performance in determining annual bonuses during six year period

	AEX
	
	
	2004
	2005
	2006
	2007
	2008
	2009

	AEGON
	
	
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0

	Ahold
	 
	 
	3
	3
	3
	?
	?
	?

	Air France-KLM
	
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 

	AKZO Nobel
	 
	3
	3
	3
	3
	3
	3

	ArcelorMittal
	
	?
	?
	?
	?
	?
	?

	ASML
	 
	 
	0
	0
	0
	?
	?
	?

	BAM
	
	
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0

	Boskalis Westminster
	5
	5
	5
	5
	5
	5

	Corio
	
	
	?
	3
	3
	3
	3
	3

	DSM
	 
	 
	?
	?
	?
	?
	1
	1

	Fugro
	
	
	3
	3
	3
	3
	3
	3

	Heineken
	 
	?
	?
	?
	?
	?
	?

	ING
	
	
	3
	3
	3
	3
	2
	0

	KPN
	 
	 
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0

	Philips
	
	
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0

	Randstad
	 
	 
	1
	2
	2
	2
	2
	2

	Reed Elsevier
	
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 

	Shell
	 
	 
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0

	SBM Offshore
	
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0

	TNT
	 
	 
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0

	TOMTOM
	
	
	?
	0
	0
	1
	1
	0

	Unibail-Rodamco
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 

	Unilever
	
	
	2
	3
	3
	3
	2
	3

	Wereldhave
	 
	0
	0
	3
	3
	3
	3

	Wolters Kluwer
	
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0


(10% individual (IP) and 90% corporate performance (CP) = 1, 20% IP and 80% CP = 2 etc., ?= No Information Available)
Data collection for hypotheses 2, 3, 4 and 5.
Excel-sheet 2 Fixed Salary of CEO

	AEX
	
	
	2004
	2005
	2006
	2007
	2008
	2009

	AEGON
	
	
	804
	803
	796
	731
	892
	950

	Ahold
	 
	 
	1500
	1500
	1500
	835
	945
	945

	Air France-KLM
	
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 

	AKZO Nobel
	 
	645
	665
	685
	706
	760
	760

	ArcelorMittal
	
	610
	632
	525
	1359
	1359
	1041

	ASML
	 
	 
	150
	630
	660
	710
	735
	735

	BAM
	
	
	400
	425
	513
	555
	587
	610

	Boskalis Westminster
	407
	425
	397
	465
	489
	560

	Corio
	
	
	613
	498
	537
	541
	513
	361

	DSM
	 
	 
	600
	612
	660
	676
	766
	766

	Fugro
	
	
	492
	542
	542
	542
	564
	564

	Heineken
	 
	358
	472
	680
	750
	750
	750

	ING
	
	
	1250
	1289
	1289
	1289
	1353
	1354

	KPN
	 
	 
	1003
	1001
	1005
	1005
	1006
	1006

	Philips
	
	
	1020
	1020
	1043
	1088
	1100
	1100

	Randstad
	 
	408
	530
	690
	758
	796
	796

	Reed Elsevier
	
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	1215

	Shell
	 
	 
	1282
	1525
	1625
	1775
	1925
	1267

	SBM Offshore
	
	416
	485
	516
	512
	319
	583

	TNT
	 
	 
	900
	900
	900
	900
	918
	918

	TOMTOM
	
	128
	186
	194
	194
	194
	194

	Unibail-Rodamco
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 

	Unilever
	
	
	1365
	1336
	1426
	1426
	1296
	1033

	Wereldhave
	 
	300
	330
	336
	339
	345
	786

	Wolters Kluwer
	
	772
	820
	831
	838
	721
	973


 (Currency: Euro (x1000))
Excel-sheet 3 Annual Cash bonus of CEO

	AEX
	
	
	2004
	2005
	2006
	2007
	2008
	2009

	AEGON
	
	
	2104
	3268
	4336
	4547
	3161
	622

	Ahold
	 
	 
	1994
	1581
	1811
	1370
	1488
	1103

	Air France-KLM
	
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 

	AKZO Nobel
	 
	916
	1151
	1445
	1598
	1270
	927

	ArcelorMittal
	
	653
	750
	563
	1481
	1561
	1476

	ASML
	 
	 
	151
	458
	462
	515
	609
	740

	BAM
	
	
	415
	301
	347
	693
	343
	140

	Boskalis Westminster
	256
	1538
	1843
	849
	1437
	816

	Corio
	
	
	2
	202
	202
	200
	576
	217

	DSM
	 
	 
	326
	490
	431
	539
	792
	366

	Fugro
	
	
	927
	681
	719
	727
	728
	884

	Heineken
	 
	462
	2070
	784
	1520
	959
	1504

	ING
	
	
	1333
	2205
	2988
	2875
	971
	0

	KPN
	 
	 
	1002
	1000
	1442
	3477
	1304
	600

	Philips
	
	
	868
	1307
	1801
	1814
	1130
	805

	Randstad
	 
	 
	764
	578
	707
	865
	723
	237

	Reed Elsevier
	
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	2126

	Shell
	 
	 
	1368
	1959
	2069
	2918
	3775
	1880

	SBM Offshore
	
	267
	383
	600
	942
	737
	850

	TNT
	 
	 
	952
	749
	924
	1017
	930
	765

	TOMTOM
	
	
	122
	282
	394
	498
	180
	147

	Unibail-Rodamco
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 

	Unilever
	
	
	367
	1208
	1301
	2522
	2272
	2091

	Wereldhave
	 
	95
	180
	201
	162
	206
	504

	Wolters Kluwer
	
	1365
	1097
	1353
	2087
	1712
	1459


(Currency: Euro (x1000))
Excel-sheet 4 Received Shares of CEO

	AEX
	
	
	2004
	2005
	2006
	2007
	2008
	2009

	AEGON
	
	
	188
	0
	0
	252
	52
	27

	Ahold
	 
	 
	0
	287
	437
	610
	1355
	1246

	Air France-KLM
	
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 

	AKZO Nobel
	 
	358
	1292
	0
	435
	486
	678

	ArcelorMittal
	
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0

	ASML
	 
	 
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0

	BAM
	
	
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0

	Boskalis Westminster
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0

	Corio
	
	
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0

	DSM
	 
	 
	0
	291
	383
	168
	298
	211

	Fugro
	
	
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0

	Heineken
	 
	534
	46
	93
	207
	249
	303

	ING
	
	
	661
	1160
	1734
	1521
	0
	0

	KPN
	 
	 
	0
	0
	0
	3152
	2988
	1569

	Philips
	
	
	312
	420
	457
	613
	645
	475

	Randstad
	 
	 
	233
	333
	135
	1061
	972
	974

	Reed Elsevier
	
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	138216

	Shell
	 
	 
	170
	150
	517
	110
	1384
	965

	SBM Offshore
	
	0
	181
	198
	1084
	478
	411

	TNT
	 
	 
	406
	263
	354
	438
	485
	466

	TOMTOM
	
	
	0
	0
	0
	443
	104
	221

	Unibail-Rodamco
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 

	Unilever
	
	PLC
	841
	198
	213
	63
	1015
	1021

	
	
	NV
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0
	987

	Wereldhave
	 
	0
	0
	22
	0
	83
	49

	Wolters Kluwer
	
	0
	0
	0
	3275
	3395
	3123


(Currency: Euro (x1000))

Excel-sheet 5 Received Options of CEO

	AEX
	
	
	2004
	2005
	2006
	2007
	2008
	2009

	AEGON
	
	
	0
	0
	0
	173
	63
	0

	Ahold
	 
	 
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0

	Air France-KLM
	
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 

	AKZO Nobel
	 
	183
	171
	197
	200
	162
	99

	ArcelorMittal
	
	193
	220
	1136
	2118
	2639
	815

	ASML
	 
	 
	0
	0
	329
	596
	539
	282

	BAM
	
	
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0

	Boskalis Westminster
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0

	Corio
	
	
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0

	DSM
	 
	 
	429
	348
	459
	212
	357
	234

	Fugro
	
	
	556
	1070
	1183
	1608
	669
	1093

	Heineken
	 
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0

	ING
	
	
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0

	KPN
	 
	 
	859
	401
	258
	281
	0
	0

	Philips
	
	
	454
	337
	469
	467
	492
	424

	Randstad
	 
	 
	136
	217
	285
	0
	0
	0

	Reed Elsevier
	
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 

	Shell
	 
	 
	1378
	0
	0
	390
	0
	0

	SBM Offshore
	
	 
	0
	173
	176
	870
	 

	TNT
	 
	 
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0

	TOMTOM
	
	
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0
	832

	Unibail-Rodamco
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 

	Unilever
	
	
	0
	0
	0
	50
	139
	 

	Wereldhave
	 
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0

	Wolters Kluwer
	
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0


(Currency: Euro (x1000))

Data collection for hypothesis 4.

Excel-sheet 6 Exchange rate development ((share price end of period - share price begin of period)
	AEX
	
	
	2003
	2004
	2005
	2006
	2007
	2008

	AEGON
	
	
	-0,53
	-1,70
	3,72
	0,69
	-2,35
	-7,57

	Ahold
	 
	 
	-6,06
	-0,34
	0,63
	1,73
	1,47
	-0,74

	Air France-KLM
	
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 

	AKZO Nobel
	 
	0,37
	0,78
	7,77
	7,06
	8,58
	-25,35

	ArcelorMittal
	
	5,05
	20,11
	-4,83
	9,59
	21,05
	-36,02

	ASML
	 
	 
	7,76
	-3,91
	5,09
	1,94
	2,82
	-8,91

	BAM
	
	
	7,62
	15,51
	33,92
	-56,21
	1,41
	-9,69

	Boskalis Westminster
	0,55
	1,33
	10,45
	6,25
	16,66
	-25,06

	Corio
	
	
	5,90
	12,40
	2,80
	16,00
	-6,50
	-22,51

	DSM
	 
	 
	-2,18
	4,30
	10,69
	2,93
	-5,10
	-14,01

	Fugro
	
	
	-0,58
	5,15
	11,78
	9,07
	16,60
	-32,32

	Heineken
	 
	-5,61
	0,38
	2,25
	9,25
	8,19
	-22,32

	ING
	
	
	1,80
	2,90
	5,41
	3,29
	-5,25
	-14,91

	KPN
	 
	 
	-0,08
	0,87
	1,48
	2,30
	1,67
	-2,06

	Philips
	
	
	6,45
	-3,64
	6,74
	2,32
	0,95
	-15,69

	Randstad
	 
	 
	10,68
	9,72
	7,74
	15,71
	-25,38
	-12,47

	Reed Elsevier
	
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 

	Shell
	 
	 
	-0,08
	0,28
	4,61
	0,94
	2,03
	-10,00

	SBM Offshore
	
	-1,83
	0,94
	5,38
	8,99
	-4,45
	-12,25

	TNT
	 
	 
	3,04
	1,38
	6,26
	6,03
	-4,22
	-14,14

	TOMTOM
	
	
	x
	x
	23,97
	3,08
	15,52
	-38,27

	Unibail-Rodamco
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 

	Unilever
	
	
	-2,23
	-0,84
	2,84
	1,42
	4,45
	-7,81

	Wereldhave
	 
	5,85
	20,65
	-0,35
	21,25
	-26,18
	-11,72

	Wolters Kluwer
	
	-4,2
	2,37
	2,31
	4,71
	0,69
	-8,94


(Currency: Euro)
Excel-sheet 7 Received Return (dividend per share)

	AEX
	
	
	2003
	2004
	2005
	2006
	2007
	2008

	AEGON
	
	
	0,40
	0,42
	0,45
	0,55
	0,62
	0,30

	Ahold
	 
	 
	0,00
	0,00
	0,00
	0,16
	0,18
	0,23

	Air France-KLM
	
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 

	AKZO Nobel
	 
	1,20
	1,20
	1,50
	1,20
	1,80
	1,80

	ArcelorMittal
	
	0,00
	0,00
	1,48
	0,69
	1,04
	0,58

	ASML
	 
	 
	0,00
	0,00
	0,00
	0,00
	0,25
	0,20

	BAM
	
	
	0,06
	0,06
	0,08
	0,14
	0,90
	0,50

	Boskalis Westminster
	0,12
	0,08
	0,12
	0,23
	1,19
	1,19

	Corio
	
	
	2,32
	2,39
	2,45
	2,53
	2,60
	2,64

	DSM
	 
	 
	0,44
	0,44
	1,00
	1,00
	1,20
	1,20

	Fugro
	
	
	0,12
	0,12
	0,60
	0,83
	1,25
	1,50

	Heineken
	 
	0,26
	0,40
	0,40
	0,60
	0,70
	0,62

	ING
	
	
	0,57
	0,63
	0,70
	0,78
	0,87
	0,44

	KPN
	 
	 
	0,25
	0,35
	0,45
	0,50
	0,54
	0,60

	Philips
	
	
	0,36
	0,40
	0,44
	0,60
	0,70
	0,70

	Randstad
	 
	 
	0,25
	0,66
	0,84
	1,25
	1,25
	0,00

	Reed Elsevier
	
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 

	Shell
	 
	 
	0,44
	0,45
	0,92
	1,00
	1,02
	1,13

	SBM Offshore
	
	0,10
	0,08
	0,15
	0,36
	0,57
	0,55

	TNT
	 
	 
	0,46
	0,54
	0,60
	0,69
	0,81
	0,32

	TOMTOM
	
	
	x
	x
	0,00
	0,00
	0,00
	0,00

	Unibail-Rodamco
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 

	Unilever
	
	
	0,19
	0,21
	0,22
	0,70
	0,75
	0,77

	Wereldhave
	 
	4,45
	4,50
	4,55
	4,60
	4,65
	4,65

	Wolters Kluwer
	
	0,55
	0,55
	0,55
	0,58
	0,64
	0,65


(Currency: Euro)
Data collection for hypothesis 5.

Excel-sheet 8 Exchange value shares (close 12/31)
	AEX
	
	
	2004
	2005
	2006
	2007
	2008
	2009

	AEGON
	
	
	10,03
	13,75
	14,44
	12,09
	4,53
	4,54

	Ahold
	 
	 
	9,26
	8,83
	9,47
	8,03
	6,31
	5,68

	Air France-KLM
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	AKZO Nobel
	 
	31,38
	39,15
	46,21
	54,79
	29,44
	46,40

	ArcelorMittal
	
	16,60
	21,63
	27,88
	53,02
	17,00
	32,18

	ASML
	 
	 
	14,95
	21,39
	23,84
	21,66
	12,75
	24,00

	BAM
	
	
	1,48
	2,84
	14,69
	16,10
	6,41
	7,25

	Boskalis Westminster
	2,77
	6,25
	8,33
	41,66
	16,60
	27,05

	Corio
	
	
	43,10
	45,90
	61,90
	55,40
	32,89
	47,69

	DSM
	 
	 
	11,91
	34,50
	37,43
	32,33
	18,33
	34,46

	Fugro
	
	
	3,84
	27,13
	36,20
	52,80
	20,49
	40,26

	Heineken
	 
	24,53
	26,78
	36,03
	44,22
	21,90
	33,27

	ING
	
	
	13,13
	17,28
	19,81
	15,77
	4,32
	6,90

	KPN
	 
	 
	6,99
	8,47
	10,77
	12,44
	10,38
	11,84

	Philips
	
	
	19,51
	26,25
	28,57
	29,52
	13,83
	20,68

	Randstad
	 
	28,95
	36,69
	52,40
	27,02
	14,55
	34,90

	Reed Elsevier
	
	13,38
	15,75
	17,24
	18,21
	8,42
	8,60

	Shell
	 
	 
	10,59
	25,78
	26,72
	28,75
	18,75
	21,10

	SBM Offshore
	
	2,76
	2,76
	24,60
	20,40
	8,83
	13,78

	TNT
	 
	 
	19,02
	25,13
	31,01
	26,89
	13,10
	21,50

	TOMTOM
	
	x
	19,81
	22,35
	35,18
	3,55
	6,25

	Unibail-Rodamco
	 
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Unilever
	
	
	5,48
	6,43
	20,70
	25,15
	17,34
	22,75

	Wereldhave
	 
	80,00
	79,65
	100,90
	74,72
	63,00
	66,70

	Wolters Kluwer
	
	14,77
	17,08
	21,79
	22,48
	13,54
	15,30


(Currency: Euro)
Excel-sheet 9 Number of common shares outstanding
	AEX
	
	
	2004
	2005
	2006
	2007
	2008
	2009

	AEGON
	
	
	1527
	1576
	1582
	1500
	1515
	x

	Ahold
	 
	 
	1557
	1558
	1559
	1172
	1177
	1181

	Air France-KLM
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	AKZO Nobel
	 
	286
	286
	287
	262
	232
	232

	ArcelorMittal
	
	643
	704
	1385
	1422
	1366
	1510

	ASML
	 
	 
	430
	431
	424
	436
	432
	434

	BAM
	
	
	92
	122
	124
	130
	135
	135

	Boskalis Westminster
	85
	86
	86
	86
	86
	x

	Corio
	
	
	66
	66
	66
	66
	66
	76

	DSM
	 
	 
	192
	191
	185
	167
	162
	163

	Fugro
	
	
	61
	68
	69
	70
	75
	78

	Heineken
	 
	490
	490
	490
	489
	489
	489

	ING
	
	
	2833
	2821
	2802
	2734
	2639
	3785

	KPN
	 
	 
	2306
	2129
	1911
	1831
	1699
	1613

	Philips
	
	
	1282
	1201
	1107
	1065
	923
	927

	Randstad
	 
	115
	116
	116
	117
	170
	170

	Reed Elsevier
	
	7
	
	
	
	
	

	Shell
	 
	 
	6854
	6525
	6299
	6210
	6122
	6157

	SBM Offshore
	
	138
	142
	145
	147
	150
	164

	TNT
	 
	 
	479
	458
	402
	380
	368
	370

	TOMTOM
	
	121
	130
	137
	147
	149
	222

	Unibail-Rodamco
	 
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Unilever
	
	
	2890
	2913
	2890
	2853
	2789
	2804

	Wereldhave
	 
	21
	21
	21
	21
	21
	21

	Wolters Kluwer
	
	294
	302
	306
	281
	286
	292


(Scaling factor: Millions)
Appendix 2

Figure 1 Individual performance that is related to the received annual bonus
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(0=0%, 1=10%, 2=20%, 3=30%, 4=40%, 5=50%, INA behind companies name means Information Not Available)

Figure 2 Individual performance that is related to the received annual bonus
[image: image3.png]Individual performance 2005

® Individual performance

LT m N A O

J2MN[Y SI19YOM
aneyplRIom
sanapuN
INOLWOL
AINL

aloysjo ngs
l1eus
pespuey
sdijiyd

Nd)

ONI

(¥NI) uasaulaH
o18n4

(YN Wsa
010D

siessog

v

TNSY
|eNIAo[RIY
124ON 020V
ployy
NO93Y





(0=0%, 1=10%, 2=20%, 3=30%, 4=40%, 5=50%, INA behind companies name means Information Not Available)

Figure 3 Individual performance that is related to the received annual bonus
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Figure 4 Individual performance that is related to the received annual bonus
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Figure 5 Individual performance that is related to the received annual bonus
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Figure 6 Individual performance that is related to the received annual bonus
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Appendix 3

	Case Processing Summarya

	
	Cases

	
	Included
	Excluded
	Total

	
	N
	Percent
	N
	Percent
	N
	Percent

	BONUS_2004  * NUMBER_AEX
	22
	88,0%
	3
	12,0%
	25
	100,0%

	BONUS_2005  * NUMBER_AEX
	22
	88,0%
	3
	12,0%
	25
	100,0%

	BONUS_2006  * NUMBER_AEX
	22
	88,0%
	3
	12,0%
	25
	100,0%

	BONUS_2007  * NUMBER_AEX
	22
	88,0%
	3
	12,0%
	25
	100,0%

	BONUS_2008  * NUMBER_AEX
	22
	88,0%
	3
	12,0%
	25
	100,0%

	BONUS_2009  * NUMBER_AEX
	22
	88,0%
	3
	12,0%
	25
	100,0%

	a. Limited to first 100 cases.

	One-Sample Statistics

	
	N
	Mean
	Std. Deviation
	Std. Error Mean

	BONUS_2004
	22
	1118,1364
	808,87107
	172,45189

	BONUS_2005
	22
	1401,0455
	930,57404
	198,39905

	BONUS_2006
	22
	1625,2727
	1175,15110
	250,54306

	BONUS_2007
	22
	2405,4091
	1765,56705
	376,42016

	BONUS_2008
	22
	2126,4545
	1516,67847
	323,35694

	BONUS_2009
	22
	1574,3636
	1174,72848
	250,45295


Figure 7 and 8 Total bonus compared with normal distribution

[image: image8.emf][image: image9.emf]
Figure 9 and 10 Total bonus compared with normal distribution

[image: image10.emf][image: image11.emf]
Figure 11 and 12 Total bonus compared with normal distribution

[image: image12.emf][image: image13.emf]
	One-Sample Statistics

	
	N
	Mean
	Std. Deviation
	Std. Error Mean

	BONUS_20042007
	25
	1441,1200
	1103,23000
	220,64600

	BONUS_20082009
	25
	1628,4000
	1335,33735
	267,06747


Figure 13 and 14 Total bonus compared with normal distribution
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Appendix 4

	Correlations

	
	
	COMP_AEGON
	TSR_AEGON

	Pearson Correlation
	COMP_AEGON
	1,000
	,853

	
	TSR_AEGON
	,853
	1,000

	Sig. (1-tailed)
	COMP_AEGON
	.
	,015

	
	TSR_AEGON
	,015
	.

	N
	COMP_AEGON
	6
	6

	
	TSR_AEGON
	6
	6


	Model Summary

	Model
	R
	R Square
	Adjusted R Square
	Std. Error of the Estimate
	Change Statistics

	
	
	
	
	
	R Square Change
	F Change
	df1
	df2
	Sig. F Change

	1
	,853a
	,728
	,661
	855,999
	,728
	10,728
	1
	4
	,031

	a. Predictors: (Constant), TSR_AEGON


	ANOVAb

	Model
	Sum of Squares
	df
	Mean Square
	F
	Sig.

	1
	Regression
	7860568,937
	1
	7860568,937
	10,728
	,031a

	
	Residual
	2930936,397
	4
	732734,099
	
	

	
	Total
	1,079E7
	5
	
	
	

	a. Predictors: (Constant), TSR_AEGON

	b. Dependent Variable: COMP_AEGON

	Coefficientsa
Model

Unstandardized Coefficients

Standardized Coefficients

t

Sig.

Correlations

B

Std. Error

Beta

Zero-order

Partial

Part

1

(Constant)

4236,516

359,394

11,788

,000

TSR_
AEGON

329,819

100,698

,853

3,275

,031

,853

,853

,853

a. Dependent Variable: COMP_AEGON




	Correlations

	
	
	COMP_AHOLD
	TSR_AHOLD

	Pearson Correlation
	COMP_AHOLD
	1,000
	-,146

	
	TSR_AHOLD
	-,146
	1,000

	Sig. (1-tailed)
	COMP_AHOLD
	.
	,391

	
	TSR_AHOLD
	,391
	.

	N
	COMP_AHOLD
	6
	6

	
	TSR_AHOLD
	6
	6


	Model Summary

	Model
	R
	R Square
	Adjusted R Square
	Std. Error of the Estimate
	Change Statistics

	
	
	
	
	
	R Square Change
	F Change
	df1
	df2
	Sig. F Change

	1
	,146a
	,021
	-,223
	393,562
	,021
	,087
	1
	4
	,783

	a. Predictors: (Constant), TSR_AHOLD


	ANOVAb

	Model
	Sum of Squares
	df
	Mean Square
	F
	Sig.

	1
	Regression
	13498,015
	1
	13498,015
	,087
	,783a

	
	Residual
	619562,818
	4
	154890,705
	
	

	
	Total
	633060,833
	5
	
	
	

	a. Predictors: (Constant), TSR_AHOLD

	b. Dependent Variable: COMP_AHOLD


	Coefficientsa

	Model
	Unstandardized Coefficients
	Standardized Coefficients
	t
	Sig.
	Correlations

	
	B
	Std. Error
	Beta
	
	
	Zero-order
	Partial
	Part

	1
	(Constant)
	3411,071
	162,295
	
	21,018
	,000
	
	
	

	
	TSR_
AHOLD
	-17,787
	60,252
	-,146
	-,295
	,783
	-,146
	-,146
	-,146

	a. Dependent Variable: COMP_AHOLD


	Correlations

	
	
	COMP_AKZO
	TSR_AKZO

	Pearson Correlation
	COMP_AKZO
	1,000
	,098

	
	TSR_AKZO
	,098
	1,000

	Sig. (1-tailed)
	COMP_AKZO
	.
	,427

	
	TSR_AKZO
	,427
	.

	N
	COMP_AKZO
	6
	6

	
	TSR_AKZO
	6
	6


	Model Summary

	Model
	R
	R Square
	Adjusted R Square
	Std. Error of the Estimate
	Change Statistics

	
	
	
	
	
	R Square Change
	F Change
	df1
	df2
	Sig. F Change

	1
	,098a
	,010
	-,238
	512,712
	,010
	,039
	1
	4
	,854

	a. Predictors: (Constant), TSR_AKZO


	ANOVAb

	Model
	Sum of Squares
	df
	Mean Square
	F
	Sig.

	1
	Regression
	10133,466
	1
	10133,466
	,039
	,854a

	
	Residual
	1051494,034
	4
	262873,508
	
	

	
	Total
	1061627,500
	5
	
	
	

	a. Predictors: (Constant), TSR_AKZO

	b. Dependent Variable: COMP_AKZO


	Coefficientsa

	Model
	Unstandardized Coefficients
	Standardized Coefficients
	t
	Sig.
	Correlations

	
	B
	Std. Error
	Beta
	
	
	Zero-order
	Partial
	Part

	1
	(Constant)
	2534,844
	210,653
	
	12,033
	,000
	
	
	

	
	TSR_
AKZO
	3,532
	17,988
	,098
	,196
	,854
	,098
	,098
	,098

	a. Dependent Variable: COMP_AKZO


	Correlations

	
	
	COMP_ARCMIT
	TSR_ARCMIT

	Pearson Correlation
	COMP_ARCMIT
	1,000
	-,077

	
	TSR_ARCMIT
	-,077
	1,000

	Sig. (1-tailed)
	COMP_ARCMIT
	.
	,443

	
	TSR_ARCMIT
	,443
	.

	N
	COMP_ARCMIT
	6
	6

	
	TSR_ARCMIT
	6
	6


	Model Summary

	Model
	R
	R Square
	Adjusted R Square
	Std. Error of the Estimate
	Change Statistics

	
	
	
	
	
	R Square Change
	F Change
	df1
	df2
	Sig. F Change

	1
	,077a
	,006
	-,243
	1681,142
	,006
	,024
	1
	4
	,885

	a. Predictors: (Constant), TSR_ARCMIT


	ANOVAb

	Model
	Sum of Squares
	df
	Mean Square
	F
	Sig.

	1
	Regression
	67071,290
	1
	67071,290
	,024
	,885a

	
	Residual
	1,130E7
	4
	2826238,511
	
	

	
	Total
	1,137E7
	5
	
	
	

	a. Predictors: (Constant), TSR_ARCMIT

	b. Dependent Variable: COMP_ARCMIT


	Coefficientsa

	Model
	Unstandardized Coefficients
	Standardized Coefficients
	t
	Sig.
	Correlations

	
	B
	Std. Error
	Beta
	
	
	Zero-order
	Partial
	Part

	1
	(Constant)
	2623,454
	695,263
	
	3,773
	,020
	
	
	

	
	TSR_
ARCMIT
	-5,481
	35,582
	-,077
	-,154
	,885
	-,077
	-,077
	-,077

	a. Dependent Variable: COMP_ARCMIT


	Correlations

	
	
	COMP_ASML
	TSR_ASML

	Pearson Correlation
	COMP_ASML
	1,000
	-,657

	
	TSR_ASML
	-,657
	1,000

	Sig. (1-tailed)
	COMP_ASML
	.
	,078

	
	TSR_ASML
	,078
	.

	N
	COMP_ASML
	6
	6

	
	TSR_ASML
	6
	6


	Model Summary

	Model
	R
	R Square
	Adjusted R Square
	Std. Error of the Estimate
	Change Statistics

	
	
	
	
	
	R Square Change
	F Change
	df1
	df2
	Sig. F Change

	1
	,657a
	,431
	,289
	348,554
	,431
	3,033
	1
	4
	,157

	a. Predictors: (Constant), TSR_ASML


	ANOVAb

	Model
	Sum of Squares
	df
	Mean Square
	F
	Sig.

	1
	Regression
	368518,367
	1
	368518,367
	3,033
	,157a

	
	Residual
	485959,133
	4
	121489,783
	
	

	
	Total
	854477,500
	5
	
	
	

	a. Predictors: (Constant), TSR_ASML

	b. Dependent Variable: COMP_ASML


	Coefficientsa

	Model
	Unstandardized Coefficients
	Standardized Coefficients
	t
	Sig.
	Correlations

	
	B
	Std. Error
	Beta
	
	
	Zero-order
	Partial
	Part

	1
	(Constant)
	1131,385
	144,037
	
	7,855
	,001
	
	
	

	
	TSR_
ASML
	-44,525
	25,565
	-,657
	-1,742
	,157
	-,657
	-,657
	-,657

	a. Dependent Variable: COMP_ASML


	Correlations

	
	
	COMP_BAM
	TSR_BAM

	Pearson Correlation
	COMP_BAM
	1,000
	-,781

	
	TSR_BAM
	-,781
	1,000

	Sig. (1-tailed)
	COMP_BAM
	.
	,033

	
	TSR_BAM
	,033
	.

	N
	COMP_BAM
	6
	6

	
	TSR_BAM
	6
	6


	Model Summary

	Model
	R
	R Square
	Adjusted R Square
	Std. Error of the Estimate
	Change Statistics

	
	
	
	
	
	R Square Change
	F Change
	df1
	df2
	Sig. F Change

	1
	,781a
	,610
	,512
	133,506
	,610
	6,254
	1
	4
	,067

	a. Predictors: (Constant), TSR_BAM

	ANOVAb

	Model
	Sum of Squares
	df
	Mean Square
	F
	Sig.

	1
	Regression
	111469,520
	1
	111469,520
	6,254
	,067a

	
	Residual
	71295,314
	4
	17823,828
	
	

	
	Total
	182764,833
	5
	
	
	

	a. Predictors: (Constant), TSR_BAM

	b. Dependent Variable: COMP_BAM


	Coefficientsa

	Model
	Unstandardized Coefficients
	Standardized Coefficients
	t
	Sig.
	Correlations

	
	B
	Std. Error
	Beta
	
	
	Zero-order
	Partial
	Part

	1
	(Constant)
	883,533
	54,535
	
	16,201
	,000
	
	
	

	
	TSR_BAM
	-4,877
	1,950
	-,781
	-2,501
	,067
	-,781
	-,781
	-,781

	a. Dependent Variable: COMP_BAM


	Correlations

	
	
	COMP_BOSWES
	TSR_BOSWES

	Pearson Correlation
	COMP_BOSWES
	1,000
	,396

	
	TSR_BOSWES
	,396
	1,000

	Sig. (1-tailed)
	COMP_BOSWES
	.
	,219

	
	TSR_BOSWES
	,219
	.

	N
	COMP_BOSWES
	6
	6

	
	TSR_BOSWES
	6
	6


	Model Summary

	Model
	R
	R Square
	Adjusted R Square
	Std. Error of the Estimate
	Change Statistics

	
	
	
	
	
	R Square Change
	F Change
	df1
	df2
	Sig. F Change

	1
	,396a
	,156
	-,054
	590,829
	,156
	,742
	1
	4
	,438

	a. Predictors: (Constant), TSR_BOSWES

	ANOVAb

	Model
	Sum of Squares
	df
	Mean Square
	F
	Sig.

	1
	Regression
	258949,029
	1
	258949,029
	,742
	,438a

	
	Residual
	1396316,304
	4
	349079,076
	
	

	
	Total
	1655265,333
	5
	
	
	

	a. Predictors: (Constant), TSR_BOSWES

	b. Dependent Variable: COMP_BOSWES


	Coefficientsa

	Model
	Unstandardized Coefficients
	Standardized Coefficients
	t
	Sig.
	Correlations

	
	B
	Std. Error
	Beta
	
	
	Zero-order
	Partial
	Part

	1
	(Constant)
	1545,449
	244,582
	
	6,319
	,003
	
	
	

	
	TSR_
BOSWES
	15,965
	18,537
	,396
	,861
	,438
	,396
	,396
	,396

	a. Dependent Variable: COMP_BOSWES


	Correlations

	
	
	COMP_CORIO
	TSR_CORIO

	Pearson Correlation
	COMP_CORIO
	1,000
	,013

	
	TSR_CORIO
	,013
	1,000

	Sig. (1-tailed)
	COMP_CORIO
	.
	,490

	
	TSR_CORIO
	,490
	.

	N
	COMP_CORIO
	6
	6

	
	TSR_CORIO
	6
	6


	Model Summary

	Model
	R
	R Square
	Adjusted R Square
	Std. Error of the Estimate
	Change Statistics

	
	
	
	
	
	R Square Change
	F Change
	df1
	df2
	Sig. F Change

	1
	,013a
	,000
	-,250
	203,201
	,000
	,001
	1
	4
	,980

	a. Predictors: (Constant), TSR_CORIO

	ANOVAb

	Model
	Sum of Squares
	df
	Mean Square
	F
	Sig.

	1
	Regression
	28,699
	1
	28,699
	,001
	,980a

	
	Residual
	165162,635
	4
	41290,659
	
	

	
	Total
	165191,333
	5
	
	
	

	a. Predictors: (Constant), TSR_CORIO

	b. Dependent Variable: COMP_CORIO


	Coefficientsa

	Model
	Unstandardized Coefficients
	Standardized Coefficients
	t
	Sig.
	Correlations

	
	B
	Std. Error
	Beta
	
	
	Zero-order
	Partial
	Part

	1
	(Constant)
	743,010
	86,618
	
	8,578
	,001
	
	
	

	
	TSR_
CORIO
	,171
	6,495
	,013
	,026
	,980
	,013
	,013
	,013

	a. Dependent Variable: COMP_CORIO


	Correlations

	
	
	COMP_DSM
	TSR_DSM

	Pearson Correlation
	COMP_DSM
	1,000
	,044

	
	TSR_DSM
	,044
	1,000

	Sig. (1-tailed)
	COMP_DSM
	.
	,467

	
	TSR_DSM
	,467
	.

	N
	COMP_DSM
	6
	6

	
	TSR_DSM
	6
	6


	Model Summary

	Model
	R
	R Square
	Adjusted R Square
	Std. Error of the Estimate
	Change Statistics

	
	
	
	
	
	R Square Change
	F Change
	df1
	df2
	Sig. F Change

	1
	,044a
	,002
	-,248
	331,935
	,002
	,008
	1
	4
	,934

	a. Predictors: (Constant), TSR_DSM

	ANOVAb

	Model
	Sum of Squares
	df
	Mean Square
	F
	Sig.

	1
	Regression
	847,654
	1
	847,654
	,008
	,934a

	
	Residual
	440723,179
	4
	110180,795
	
	

	
	Total
	441570,833
	5
	
	
	

	a. Predictors: (Constant), TSR_DSM

	b. Dependent Variable: COMP_DSM


	Coefficientsa

	Model
	Unstandardized Coefficients
	Standardized Coefficients
	t
	Sig.
	Correlations

	
	B
	Std. Error
	Beta
	
	
	Zero-order
	Partial
	Part

	1
	(Constant)
	1395,342
	135,627
	
	10,288
	,001
	
	
	

	
	TSR_DSM
	1,542
	17,585
	,044
	,088
	,934
	,044
	,044
	,044

	a. Dependent Variable: COMP_DSM


	Correlations

	
	
	COMP_FUGRO
	TSR_FUGRO

	Pearson Correlation
	COMP_FUGRO
	1,000
	-,775

	
	TSR_FUGRO
	-,775
	1,000

	Sig. (1-tailed)
	COMP_FUGRO
	.
	,035

	
	TSR_FUGRO
	,035
	.

	N
	COMP_FUGRO
	6
	6

	
	TSR_FUGRO
	6
	6


	Model Summary

	Model
	R
	R Square
	Adjusted R Square
	Std. Error of the Estimate
	Change Statistics

	
	
	
	
	
	R Square Change
	F Change
	df1
	df2
	Sig. F Change

	1
	,775a
	,601
	,502
	65,040
	,601
	6,035
	1
	4
	,070

	a. Predictors: (Constant), TSR_FUGRO

	ANOVAb

	Model
	Sum of Squares
	df
	Mean Square
	F
	Sig.

	1
	Regression
	25528,350
	1
	25528,350
	6,035
	,070a

	
	Residual
	16920,984
	4
	4230,246
	
	

	
	Total
	42449,333
	5
	
	
	

	a. Predictors: (Constant), TSR_FUGRO

	b. Dependent Variable: COMP_FUGRO


	Coefficientsa

	Model
	Unstandardized Coefficients
	Standardized Coefficients
	t
	Sig.
	Correlations

	
	B
	Std. Error
	Beta
	
	
	Zero-order
	Partial
	Part

	1
	(Constant)
	1328,328
	26,842
	
	49,486
	,000
	
	
	

	
	TSR_
FUGRO
	-4,106
	1,671
	-,775
	-2,457
	,070
	-,775
	-,775
	-,775

	a. Dependent Variable: COMP_FUGRO


	Correlations

	
	
	COMP_HEIN
	TSR_HEIN

	Pearson Correlation
	COMP_HEIN
	1,000
	-,147

	
	TSR_HEIN
	-,147
	1,000

	Sig. (1-tailed)
	COMP_HEIN
	.
	,391

	
	TSR_HEIN
	,391
	.

	N
	COMP_HEIN
	6
	6

	
	TSR_HEIN
	6
	6


	Model Summary

	Model
	R
	R Square
	Adjusted R Square
	Std. Error of the Estimate
	Change Statistics

	
	
	
	
	
	R Square Change
	F Change
	df1
	df2
	Sig. F Change

	1
	,147a
	,022
	-,223
	597,332
	,022
	,088
	1
	4
	,781

	a. Predictors: (Constant), TSR_HEIN

	ANOVAb

	Model
	Sum of Squares
	df
	Mean Square
	F
	Sig.

	1
	Regression
	31447,496
	1
	31447,496
	,088
	,781a

	
	Residual
	1427223,337
	4
	356805,834
	
	

	
	Total
	1458670,833
	5
	
	
	

	a. Predictors: (Constant), TSR_HEIN

	b. Dependent Variable: COMP_HEIN


	Coefficientsa

	Model
	Unstandardized Coefficients
	Standardized Coefficients
	t
	Sig.
	Correlations

	
	B
	Std. Error
	Beta
	
	
	Zero-order
	Partial
	Part

	1
	(Constant)
	2076,299
	244,571
	
	8,490
	,001
	
	
	

	
	TSR_
HEIN
	-6,804
	22,920
	-,147
	-,297
	,781
	-,147
	-,147
	-,147

	a. Dependent Variable: COMP_HEIN


	Correlations

	
	
	COMP_ING
	TSR_ING

	Pearson Correlation
	COMP_ING
	1,000
	,895

	
	TSR_ING
	,895
	1,000

	Sig. (1-tailed)
	COMP_ING
	.
	,008

	
	TSR_ING
	,008
	.

	N
	COMP_ING
	6
	6

	
	TSR_ING
	6
	6


	Model Summary

	Model
	R
	R Square
	Adjusted R Square
	Std. Error of the Estimate
	Change Statistics

	
	
	
	
	
	R Square Change
	F Change
	df1
	df2
	Sig. F Change

	1
	,895a
	,801
	,751
	936,247
	,801
	16,084
	1
	4
	,016

	a. Predictors: (Constant), TSR_ING

	ANOVAb

	Model
	Sum of Squares
	df
	Mean Square
	F
	Sig.

	1
	Regression
	1,410E7
	1
	1,410E7
	16,084
	,016a

	
	Residual
	3506234,642
	4
	876558,661
	
	

	
	Total
	1,760E7
	5
	
	
	

	a. Predictors: (Constant), TSR_ING

	b. Dependent Variable: COMP_ING


	Coefficientsa

	Model
	Unstandardized Coefficients
	Standardized Coefficients
	t
	Sig.
	Correlations

	
	B
	Std. Error
	Beta
	
	
	Zero-order
	Partial
	Part

	1
	(Constant)
	3978,871
	383,037
	
	10,388
	,000
	
	
	

	
	TSR_ING
	217,049
	54,121
	,895
	4,010
	,016
	,895
	,895
	,895

	a. Dependent Variable: COMP_ING


	Correlations

	
	
	COMP_KPN
	TSR_KPN

	Pearson Correlation
	COMP_KPN
	1,000
	,593

	
	TSR_KPN
	,593
	1,000

	Sig. (1-tailed)
	COMP_KPN
	.
	,108

	
	TSR_KPN
	,108
	.

	N
	COMP_KPN
	6
	6

	
	TSR_KPN
	6
	6


	Model Summary

	Model
	R
	R Square
	Adjusted R Square
	Std. Error of the Estimate
	Change Statistics

	
	
	
	
	
	R Square Change
	F Change
	df1
	df2
	Sig. F Change

	1
	,593a
	,351
	,189
	1939,254
	,351
	2,166
	1
	4
	,215

	a. Predictors: (Constant), TSR_KPN

	ANOVAb

	Model
	Sum of Squares
	df
	Mean Square
	F
	Sig.

	1
	Regression
	8146154,188
	1
	8146154,188
	2,166
	,215a

	
	Residual
	1,504E7
	4
	3760707,453
	
	

	
	Total
	2,319E7
	5
	
	
	

	a. Predictors: (Constant), TSR_KPN

	b. Dependent Variable: COMP_KPN


	Coefficientsa

	Model
	Unstandardized Coefficients
	Standardized Coefficients
	t
	Sig.
	Correlations

	
	B
	Std. Error
	Beta
	
	
	Zero-order
	Partial
	Part

	1
	(Constant)
	3125,590
	1014,823
	
	3,080
	,037
	
	
	

	
	TSR_KPN
	816,079
	554,486
	,593
	1,472
	,215
	,593
	,593
	,593

	a. Dependent Variable: COMP_KPN


	Correlations

	
	
	COMP_PHILIPS
	TSR_PHILIPS

	Pearson Correlation
	COMP_PHILIPS
	1,000
	,153

	
	TSR_PHILIPS
	,153
	1,000

	Sig. (1-tailed)
	COMP_PHILIPS
	.
	,386

	
	TSR_PHILIPS
	,386
	.

	N
	COMP_PHILIPS
	6
	6

	
	TSR_PHILIPS
	6
	6


	Model Summary

	Model
	R
	R Square
	Adjusted R Square
	Std. Error of the Estimate
	Change Statistics

	
	
	
	
	
	R Square Change
	F Change
	df1
	df2
	Sig. F Change

	1
	,153a
	,023
	-,221
	681,958
	,023
	,096
	1
	4
	,773

	a. Predictors: (Constant), TSR_PHILIPS

	ANOVAb

	Model
	Sum of Squares
	df
	Mean Square
	F
	Sig.

	1
	Regression
	44504,017
	1
	44504,017
	,096
	,773a

	
	Residual
	1860267,316
	4
	465066,829
	
	

	
	Total
	1904771,333
	5
	
	
	

	a. Predictors: (Constant), TSR_PHILIPS

	b. Dependent Variable: COMP_PHILIPS


	Coefficientsa

	Model
	Unstandardized Coefficients
	Standardized Coefficients
	t
	Sig.
	Correlations

	
	B
	Std. Error
	Beta
	
	
	Zero-order
	Partial
	Part

	1
	(Constant)
	3066,041
	278,416
	
	11,012
	,000
	
	
	

	
	TSR_
PHILIPS
	11,368
	36,750
	,153
	,309
	,773
	,153
	,153
	,153

	a. Dependent Variable: COMP_PHILIPS


	Correlations

	
	
	COMP_RAND
	TSR_RAND

	Pearson Correlation
	COMP_RAND
	1,000
	-,293

	
	TSR_RAND
	-,293
	1,000

	Sig. (1-tailed)
	COMP_RAND
	.
	,286

	
	TSR_RAND
	,286
	.

	N
	COMP_RAND
	6
	6

	
	TSR_RAND
	6
	6


	Model Summary

	Model
	R
	R Square
	Adjusted R Square
	Std. Error of the Estimate
	Change Statistics

	
	
	
	
	
	R Square Change
	F Change
	df1
	df2
	Sig. F Change

	1
	,293a
	,086
	-,142
	492,963
	,086
	,377
	1
	4
	,573

	a. Predictors: (Constant), TSR_RAND

	ANOVAb

	Model
	Sum of Squares
	df
	Mean Square
	F
	Sig.

	1
	Regression
	91537,532
	1
	91537,532
	,377
	,573a

	
	Residual
	972048,468
	4
	243012,117
	
	

	
	Total
	1063586,000
	5
	
	
	

	a. Predictors: (Constant), TSR_RAND

	b. Dependent Variable: COMP_RAND


	Coefficientsa

	Model
	Unstandardized Coefficients
	Standardized Coefficients
	t
	Sig.
	Correlations

	
	B
	Std. Error
	Beta
	
	
	Zero-order
	Partial
	Part

	1
	(Constant)
	2047,869
	202,704
	
	10,103
	,001
	
	
	

	
	TSR_RAND
	-8,338
	13,585
	-,293
	-,614
	,573
	-,293
	-,293
	-,293

	a. Dependent Variable: COMP_RAND


	Correlations

	
	
	COMP_SHELL
	TSR_SHELL

	Pearson Correlation
	COMP_SHELL
	1,000
	,268

	
	TSR_SHELL
	,268
	1,000

	Sig. (1-tailed)
	COMP_SHELL
	.
	,304

	
	TSR_SHELL
	,304
	.

	N
	COMP_SHELL
	6
	6

	
	TSR_SHELL
	6
	6


	Model Summary

	Model
	R
	R Square
	Adjusted R Square
	Std. Error of the Estimate
	Change Statistics

	
	
	
	
	
	R Square Change
	F Change
	df1
	df2
	Sig. F Change

	1
	,268a
	,072
	-,160
	1594,679
	,072
	,311
	1
	4
	,607

	a. Predictors: (Constant), TSR_SHELL

	ANOVAb

	Model
	Sum of Squares
	df
	Mean Square
	F
	Sig.

	1
	Regression
	789873,972
	1
	789873,972
	,311
	,607a

	
	Residual
	1,017E7
	4
	2542999,715
	
	

	
	Total
	1,096E7
	5
	
	
	

	a. Predictors: (Constant), TSR_SHELL

	b. Dependent Variable: COMP_SHELL


	Coefficientsa

	Model
	Unstandardized Coefficients
	Standardized Coefficients
	t
	Sig.
	Correlations

	
	B
	Std. Error
	Beta
	
	
	Zero-order
	Partial
	Part

	1
	(Constant)
	4472,048
	654,362
	
	6,834
	,002
	
	
	

	
	TSR_
SHELL
	80,551
	144,532
	,268
	,557
	,607
	,268
	,268
	,268

	a. Dependent Variable: COMP_SHELL


	Correlations

	
	
	COMP_SBM
	TSR_SBM

	Pearson Correlation
	COMP_SBM
	1,000
	,207

	
	TSR_SBM
	,207
	1,000

	Sig. (1-tailed)
	COMP_SBM
	.
	,347

	
	TSR_SBM
	,347
	.

	N
	COMP_SBM
	6
	6

	
	TSR_SBM
	6
	6


	Model Summary

	Model
	R
	R Square
	Adjusted R Square
	Std. Error of the Estimate
	Change Statistics

	
	
	
	
	
	R Square Change
	F Change
	df1
	df2
	Sig. F Change

	1
	,207a
	,043
	-,196
	1118,295
	,043
	,179
	1
	4
	,694

	a. Predictors: (Constant), TSR_SBM

	ANOVAb

	Model
	Sum of Squares
	df
	Mean Square
	F
	Sig.

	1
	Regression
	224454,676
	1
	224454,676
	,179
	,694a

	
	Residual
	5002332,158
	4
	1250583,039
	
	

	
	Total
	5226786,833
	5
	
	
	

	a. Predictors: (Constant), TSR_SBM

	b. Dependent Variable: COMP_SBM


	Coefficientsa

	Model
	Unstandardized Coefficients
	Standardized Coefficients
	t
	Sig.
	Correlations

	
	B
	Std. Error
	Beta
	
	
	Zero-order
	Partial
	Part

	1
	(Constant)
	2080,946
	456,822
	
	4,555
	,010
	
	
	

	
	TSR_SBM
	28,646
	67,616
	,207
	,424
	,694
	,207
	,207
	,207

	a. Dependent Variable: COMP_SBM


	Correlations

	
	
	COMP_TNT
	TSR_TNT

	Pearson Correlation
	COMP_TNT
	1,000
	,125

	
	TSR_TNT
	,125
	1,000

	Sig. (1-tailed)
	COMP_TNT
	.
	,407

	
	TSR_TNT
	,407
	.

	N
	COMP_TNT
	6
	6

	
	TSR_TNT
	6
	6


	Model Summary

	Model
	R
	R Square
	Adjusted R Square
	Std. Error of the Estimate
	Change Statistics

	
	
	
	
	
	R Square Change
	F Change
	df1
	df2
	Sig. F Change

	1
	,125a
	,016
	-,231
	179,600
	,016
	,063
	1
	4
	,814

	a. Predictors: (Constant), TSR_TNT

	ANOVAb

	Model
	Sum of Squares
	df
	Mean Square
	F
	Sig.

	1
	Regression
	2044,490
	1
	2044,490
	,063
	,814a

	
	Residual
	129025,010
	4
	32256,252
	
	

	
	Total
	131069,500
	5
	
	
	

	a. Predictors: (Constant), TSR_TNT

	b. Dependent Variable: COMP_TNT


	Coefficientsa

	Model
	Unstandardized Coefficients
	Standardized Coefficients
	t
	Sig.
	Correlations

	
	B
	Std. Error
	Beta
	
	
	Zero-order
	Partial
	Part

	1
	(Constant)
	2196,743
	73,383
	
	29,935
	,000
	
	
	

	
	TSR_TNT
	2,567
	10,196
	,125
	,252
	,814
	,125
	,125
	,125

	a. Dependent Variable: COMP_TNT


	Correlations

	
	
	COMP_TOM2
	TSR_TOM2

	Pearson Correlation
	COMP_TOM2
	1,000
	,022

	
	TSR_TOM2
	,022
	1,000

	Sig. (1-tailed)
	COMP_TOM2
	.
	,489

	
	TSR_TOM2
	,489
	.

	N
	COMP_TOM2
	4
	4

	
	TSR_TOM2
	4
	4


	Model Summary

	Model
	R
	R Square
	Adjusted R Square
	Std. Error of the Estimate
	Change Statistics

	
	
	
	
	
	R Square Change
	F Change
	df1
	df2
	Sig. F Change

	1
	,022a
	,000
	-,499
	367,630
	,000
	,001
	1
	2
	,978

	a. Predictors: (Constant), TSR_TOM2

	ANOVAb

	Model
	Sum of Squares
	df
	Mean Square
	F
	Sig.

	1
	Regression
	135,128
	1
	135,128
	,001
	,978a

	
	Residual
	270303,622
	2
	135151,811
	
	

	
	Total
	270438,750
	3
	
	
	

	a. Predictors: (Constant), TSR_TOM2

	b. Dependent Variable: COMP_TOM2


	Coefficientsa

	Model
	Unstandardized Coefficients
	Standardized Coefficients
	t
	Sig.
	Correlations

	
	B
	Std. Error
	Beta
	
	
	Zero-order
	Partial
	Part

	1
	(Constant)
	690,989
	184,001
	
	3,755
	,064
	
	
	

	
	TSR_
TOM2
	,243
	7,691
	,022
	,032
	,978
	,022
	,022
	,022

	a. Dependent Variable: COMP_TOM2


	Correlations

	
	
	COMP_UNI
	TSR_UNI

	Pearson Correlation
	COMP_UNI
	1,000
	-,143

	
	TSR_UNI
	-,143
	1,000

	Sig. (1-tailed)
	COMP_UNI
	.
	,393

	
	TSR_UNI
	,393
	.

	N
	COMP_UNI
	6
	6

	
	TSR_UNI
	6
	6


	Model Summary

	Model
	R
	R Square
	Adjusted R Square
	Std. Error of the Estimate
	Change Statistics

	
	
	
	
	
	R Square Change
	F Change
	df1
	df2
	Sig. F Change

	1
	,143a
	,021
	-,224
	1211,145
	,021
	,084
	1
	4
	,786

	a. Predictors: (Constant), TSR_UNI

	ANOVAb

	Model
	Sum of Squares
	df
	Mean Square
	F
	Sig.

	1
	Regression
	123279,295
	1
	123279,295
	,084
	,786a

	
	Residual
	5867492,705
	4
	1466873,176
	
	

	
	Total
	5990772,000
	5
	
	
	

	a. Predictors: (Constant), TSR_UNI

	b. Dependent Variable: COMP_UNI


	Coefficientsa

	Model
	Unstandardized Coefficients
	Standardized Coefficients
	t
	Sig.
	Correlations

	
	B
	Std. Error
	Beta
	
	
	Zero-order
	Partial
	Part

	1
	(Constant)
	3699,024
	494,643
	
	7,478
	,002
	
	
	

	
	TSR_UNI
	-36,034
	124,298
	-,143
	-,290
	,786
	-,143
	-,143
	-,143

	a. Dependent Variable: COMP_UNI


	Correlations

	
	
	COMP_WERHA
	TSR_WERHA

	Pearson Correlation
	COMP_WERHA
	1,000
	-,477

	
	TSR_WERHA
	-,477
	1,000

	Sig. (1-tailed)
	COMP_WERHA
	.
	,170

	
	TSR_WERHA
	,170
	.

	N
	COMP_WERHA
	6
	6

	
	TSR_WERHA
	6
	6


	Model Summary

	Model
	R
	R Square
	Adjusted R Square
	Std. Error of the Estimate
	Change Statistics

	
	
	
	
	
	R Square Change
	F Change
	df1
	df2
	Sig. F Change

	1
	,477a
	,227
	,034
	337,583
	,227
	1,176
	1
	4
	,339

	a. Predictors: (Constant), TSR_WERHA

	ANOVAb

	Model
	Sum of Squares
	df
	Mean Square
	F
	Sig.

	1
	Regression
	133994,910
	1
	133994,910
	1,176
	,339a

	
	Residual
	455848,424
	4
	113962,106
	
	

	
	Total
	589843,333
	5
	
	
	

	a. Predictors: (Constant), TSR_WERHA

	b. Dependent Variable: COMP_WERHA


	Coefficientsa

	Model
	Unstandardized Coefficients
	Standardized Coefficients
	t
	Sig.
	Correlations

	
	B
	Std. Error
	Beta
	
	
	Zero-order
	Partial
	Part

	1
	(Constant)
	710,757
	146,672
	
	4,846
	,008
	
	
	

	
	TSR_
WERHA
	-8,849
	8,161
	-,477
	-1,084
	,339
	-,477
	-,477
	-,477

	a. Dependent Variable: COMP_WERHA


	Correlations

	
	
	COMP_WOLKL
	TSR_WOLKL

	Pearson Correlation
	COMP_WOLKL
	1,000
	-,062

	
	TSR_WOLKL
	-,062
	1,000

	Sig. (1-tailed)
	COMP_WOLKL
	.
	,454

	
	TSR_WOLKL
	,454
	.

	N
	COMP_WOLKL
	6
	6

	
	TSR_WOLKL
	6
	6


	Model Summary

	Model
	R
	R Square
	Adjusted R Square
	Std. Error of the Estimate
	Change Statistics

	
	
	
	
	
	R Square Change
	F Change
	df1
	df2
	Sig. F Change

	1
	,062a
	,004
	-,245
	2324,601
	,004
	,015
	1
	4
	,907

	a. Predictors: (Constant), TSR_WOLKL

	ANOVAb

	Model
	Sum of Squares
	df
	Mean Square
	F
	Sig.

	1
	Regression
	83527,456
	1
	83527,456
	,015
	,907a

	
	Residual
	2,162E7
	4
	5403771,636
	
	

	
	Total
	2,170E7
	5
	
	
	

	a. Predictors: (Constant), TSR_WOLKL

	b. Dependent Variable: COMP_WOLKL


	Coefficientsa

	Model
	Unstandardized Coefficients
	Standardized Coefficients
	t
	Sig.
	Correlations

	
	B
	Std. Error
	Beta
	
	
	Zero-order
	Partial
	Part

	1
	(Constant)
	3971,955
	949,145
	
	4,185
	,014
	
	
	

	
	TSR_
WOLKL
	-25,498
	205,091
	-,062
	-,124
	,907
	-,062
	-,062
	-,062

	a. Dependent Variable: COMP_WOLKL


Appendix 5
	Tests of Between-Subjects Effects

	Dependent Variable:logGRCEO_AEGON

	Source
	Type III Sum of Squares
	df
	Mean Square
	F
	Sig.
	Partial Eta Squared

	Corrected Model
	,039a
	1
	,039
	55,878
	,017
	,965

	Intercept
	,018
	1
	,018
	25,886
	,037
	,928

	logGRFS_AEGON
	,039
	1
	,039
	55,878
	,017
	,965

	Error
	,001
	2
	,001
	
	
	

	Total
	,045
	4
	
	
	
	

	Corrected Total
	,041
	3
	
	
	
	

	a. R Squared = ,965 (Adjusted R Squared = ,948)

	Parameter Estimates

	Dependent Variable:logGRCEO_AEGON

	Parameter
	B
	Std. Error
	t
	Sig.
	95% Confidence Interval
	Partial Eta Squared

	
	
	
	
	
	Lower Bound
	Upper Bound
	

	Intercept
	,073
	,014
	5,088
	,037
	,011
	,135
	,928

	logGRFS_AEGON
	,466
	,062
	7,475
	,017
	,198
	,734
	,965

	Tests of Between-Subjects Effects

	Dependent Variable:logGRCEO_AHOLD

	Source
	Type III Sum of Squares
	df
	Mean Square
	F
	Sig.
	Partial Eta Squared

	Corrected Model
	,006a
	1
	,006
	,591
	,498
	,165

	Intercept
	,002
	1
	,002
	,173
	,706
	,054

	logGRFS_AHOLD
	,006
	1
	,006
	,591
	,498
	,165

	Error
	,032
	3
	,011
	
	
	

	Total
	,038
	5
	
	
	
	

	Corrected Total
	,038
	4
	
	
	
	

	a. R Squared = ,165 (Adjusted R Squared = -,114)

	Parameter Estimates

	Dependent Variable:logGRCEO_AHOLD

	Parameter
	B
	Std. Error
	t
	Sig.
	95% Confidence Interval
	Partial Eta Squared

	
	
	
	
	
	Lower Bound
	Upper Bound
	

	Intercept
	,025
	,061
	,416
	,706
	-,168
	,218
	,054

	logGRFS_AHOLD
	,456
	,594
	,769
	,498
	-1,433
	2,345
	,165


	Tests of Between-Subjects Effects

	Dependent Variable:logGRCEO_AKZO

	Source
	Type III Sum of Squares
	df
	Mean Square
	F
	Sig.
	Partial Eta Squared

	Corrected Model
	,002a
	1
	,002
	,068
	,811
	,022

	Intercept
	,001
	1
	,001
	,032
	,870
	,010

	logGRFS_AKZO
	,002
	1
	,002
	,068
	,811
	,022

	Error
	,070
	3
	,023
	
	
	

	Total
	,073
	5
	
	
	
	

	Corrected Total
	,072
	4
	
	
	
	

	a. R Squared = ,022 (Adjusted R Squared = -,304)

	Parameter Estimates

	Dependent Variable:logGRCEO_AKZO

	Parameter
	B
	Std. Error
	t
	Sig.
	95% Confidence Interval
	Partial Eta Squared

	
	
	
	
	
	Lower Bound
	Upper Bound
	

	Intercept
	,012
	,069
	,178
	,870
	-,206
	,231
	,010

	logGRFS_AKZO
	,100
	,384
	,261
	,811
	-1,121
	1,321
	,022


	Tests of Between-Subjects Effects

	Dependent Variable:logGRCEO_ARCMIT

	Source
	Type III Sum of Squares
	df
	Mean Square
	F
	Sig.
	Partial Eta Squared

	Corrected Model
	,001a
	1
	,001
	,014
	,912
	,005

	Intercept
	,019
	1
	,019
	,344
	,599
	,103

	logGRFS_ARCMIT
	,001
	1
	,001
	,014
	,912
	,005

	Error
	,168
	3
	,056
	
	
	

	Total
	,195
	5
	
	
	
	

	Corrected Total
	,169
	4
	
	
	
	

	a. R Squared = ,005 (Adjusted R Squared = -,327)

	Parameter Estimates

	Dependent Variable:logGRCEO_ARCMIT

	Parameter
	B
	Std. Error
	t
	Sig.
	95% Confidence Interval
	Partial Eta Squared

	
	
	
	
	
	Lower Bound
	Upper Bound
	

	Intercept
	,067
	,114
	,586
	,599
	-,296
	,430
	,103

	logGRFS_ARCMIT
	,038
	,320
	,120
	,912
	-,979
	1,056
	,005


	Tests of Between-Subjects Effects

	Dependent Variable:logGRCEO_ASML

	Source
	Type III Sum of Squares
	df
	Mean Square
	F
	Sig.
	Partial Eta Squared

	Corrected Model
	,014a
	1
	,014
	,203
	,683
	,063

	Intercept
	,093
	1
	,093
	1,355
	,329
	,311

	logGRFS_ASML
	,014
	1
	,014
	,203
	,683
	,063

	Error
	,206
	3
	,069
	
	
	

	Total
	,337
	5
	
	
	
	

	Corrected Total
	,220
	4
	
	
	
	

	a. R Squared = ,063 (Adjusted R Squared = -,249)

	Parameter Estimates

	Dependent Variable:logGRCEO_ASML

	Parameter
	B
	Std. Error
	t
	Sig.
	95% Confidence Interval
	Partial Eta Squared

	
	
	
	
	
	Lower Bound
	Upper Bound
	

	Intercept
	,140
	,121
	1,164
	,329
	-,243
	,524
	,311

	logGRFS_ASML
	,306
	,678
	,451
	,683
	-1,853
	2,465
	,063

	Tests of Between-Subjects Effects

	Dependent Variable:logGRCEO_BAM

	Source
	Type III Sum of Squares
	df
	Mean Square
	F
	Sig.
	Partial Eta Squared

	Corrected Model
	,012a
	1
	,012
	,797
	,438
	,210

	Intercept
	,004
	1
	,004
	,243
	,656
	,075

	logGRFS_BAM
	,012
	1
	,012
	,797
	,438
	,210

	Error
	,047
	3
	,016
	
	
	

	Total
	,059
	5
	
	
	
	

	Corrected Total
	,059
	4
	
	
	
	

	a. R Squared = ,210 (Adjusted R Squared = -,053)

	Parameter Estimates

	Dependent Variable:logGRCEO_BAM

	Parameter
	B
	Std. Error
	t
	Sig.
	95% Confidence Interval
	Partial Eta Squared

	
	
	
	
	
	Lower Bound
	Upper Bound
	

	Intercept
	-,030
	,061
	-,493
	,656
	-,225
	,165
	,075

	logGRFS_BAM
	,134
	,150
	,893
	,438
	-,343
	,611
	,210


	Tests of Between-Subjects Effects

	Dependent Variable:logGRCEO_BOSWES

	Source
	Type III Sum of Squares
	df
	Mean Square
	F
	Sig.
	Partial Eta Squared

	Corrected Model
	,032a
	1
	,032
	,285
	,647
	,125

	Intercept
	,082
	1
	,082
	,739
	,481
	,270

	logGRFS_BOSWES
	,032
	1
	,032
	,285
	,647
	,125

	Error
	,222
	2
	,111
	
	
	

	Total
	,307
	4
	
	
	
	

	Corrected Total
	,253
	3
	
	
	
	

	a. R Squared = ,125 (Adjusted R Squared = -,313)

	Parameter Estimates

	Dependent Variable:logGRCEO_BOSWES

	Parameter
	B
	Std. Error
	t
	Sig.
	95% Confidence Interval
	Partial Eta Squared

	
	
	
	
	
	Lower Bound
	Upper Bound
	

	Intercept
	,159
	,185
	,860
	,481
	-,638
	,957
	,270

	logGRFS_BOSWES
	-,222
	,416
	-,534
	,647
	-2,013
	1,569
	,125

	Tests of Between-Subjects Effects

	Dependent Variable:logGRCEO_CORIO

	Source
	Type III Sum of Squares
	df
	Mean Square
	F
	Sig.
	Partial Eta Squared

	Corrected Model
	,075a
	1
	,075
	6,863
	,079
	,696

	Intercept
	,001
	1
	,001
	,058
	,825
	,019

	logGRFS_CORIO
	,075
	1
	,075
	6,863
	,079
	,696

	Error
	,033
	3
	,011
	
	
	

	Total
	,107
	5
	
	
	
	

	Corrected Total
	,107
	4
	
	
	
	

	a. R Squared = ,696 (Adjusted R Squared = ,594)

	Parameter Estimates

	Dependent Variable:logGRCEO_CORIO

	Parameter
	B
	Std. Error
	t
	Sig.
	95% Confidence Interval
	Partial Eta Squared

	
	
	
	
	
	Lower Bound
	Upper Bound
	

	Intercept
	,011
	,047
	,241
	,825
	-,138
	,161
	,019

	logGRFS_CORIO
	-,793
	,303
	-2,620
	,079
	-1,756
	,170
	,696


	Tests of Between-Subjects Effects

	Dependent Variable:logGRCEO_DSM

	Source
	Type III Sum of Squares
	df
	Mean Square
	F
	Sig.
	Partial Eta Squared

	Corrected Model
	,002a
	1
	,002
	,076
	,801
	,025

	Intercept
	,002
	1
	,002
	,078
	,798
	,025

	logGRFS_DSM
	,002
	1
	,002
	,076
	,801
	,025

	Error
	,060
	3
	,020
	
	
	

	Total
	,063
	5
	
	
	
	

	Corrected Total
	,062
	4
	
	
	
	

	a. R Squared = ,025 (Adjusted R Squared = -,301)

	Parameter Estimates

	Dependent Variable:logGRCEO_DSM

	Parameter
	B
	Std. Error
	t
	Sig.
	95% Confidence Interval
	Partial Eta Squared

	
	
	
	
	
	Lower Bound
	Upper Bound
	

	Intercept
	,018
	,066
	,279
	,798
	-,192
	,229
	,025

	logGRFS_DSM
	-,067
	,245
	-,275
	,801
	-,846
	,711
	,025


	Tests of Between-Subjects Effects

	Dependent Variable:logGRCEO_FUGRO

	Source
	Type III Sum of Squares
	df
	Mean Square
	F
	Sig.
	Partial Eta Squared

	Corrected Model
	,026a
	1
	,026
	3,495
	,158
	,538

	Intercept
	,001
	1
	,001
	,163
	,713
	,052

	logGRFS_FUGRO
	,026
	1
	,026
	3,495
	,158
	,538

	Error
	,022
	3
	,007
	
	
	

	Total
	,050
	5
	
	
	
	

	Corrected Total
	,048
	4
	
	
	
	

	a. R Squared = ,538 (Adjusted R Squared = ,384)

	Parameter Estimates

	Dependent Variable:logGRCEO_FUGRO

	Parameter
	B
	Std. Error
	t
	Sig.
	95% Confidence Interval
	Partial Eta Squared

	
	
	
	
	
	Lower Bound
	Upper Bound
	

	Intercept
	-,018
	,044
	-,404
	,713
	-,157
	,122
	,052

	logGRFS_FUGRO
	,176
	,094
	1,869
	,158
	-,123
	,474
	,538


	Tests of Between-Subjects Effects

	Dependent Variable:logGRCEO_HEIN

	Source
	Type III Sum of Squares
	df
	Mean Square
	F
	Sig.
	Partial Eta Squared

	Corrected Model
	,014a
	1
	,014
	,252
	,650
	,078

	Intercept
	,011
	1
	,011
	,200
	,685
	,063

	logGRFS_HEIN
	,014
	1
	,014
	,252
	,650
	,078

	Error
	,163
	3
	,054
	
	
	

	Total
	,192
	5
	
	
	
	

	Corrected Total
	,177
	4
	
	
	
	

	a. R Squared = ,078 (Adjusted R Squared = -,230)

	Parameter Estimates

	Dependent Variable:logGRCEO_HEIN

	Parameter
	B
	Std. Error
	t
	Sig.
	95% Confidence Interval
	Partial Eta Squared

	
	
	
	
	
	Lower Bound
	Upper Bound
	

	Intercept
	,047
	,106
	,447
	,685
	-,289
	,383
	,063

	logGRFS_HEIN
	,304
	,606
	,502
	,650
	-1,623
	2,231
	,078


	Tests of Between-Subjects Effects

	Dependent Variable:logGRCEO_ING

	Source
	Type III Sum of Squares
	df
	Mean Square
	F
	Sig.
	Partial Eta Squared

	Corrected Model
	,050a
	1
	,050
	,904
	,412
	,231

	Intercept
	,022
	1
	,022
	,394
	,575
	,116

	logGRFS_ING
	,050
	1
	,050
	,904
	,412
	,231

	Error
	,165
	3
	,055
	
	
	

	Total
	,244
	5
	
	
	
	

	Corrected Total
	,215
	4
	
	
	
	

	a. R Squared = ,231 (Adjusted R Squared = -,025)

	Parameter Estimates

	Dependent Variable:logGRCEO_ING

	Parameter
	B
	Std. Error
	t
	Sig.
	95% Confidence Interval
	Partial Eta Squared

	
	
	
	
	
	Lower Bound
	Upper Bound
	

	Intercept
	-,066
	,105
	-,627
	,575
	-,402
	,269
	,116

	logGRFS_ING
	,319
	,336
	,951
	,412
	-,750
	1,389
	,231


	Tests of Between-Subjects Effects

	Dependent Variable:logGRCEO_KPN

	Source
	Type III Sum of Squares
	df
	Mean Square
	F
	Sig.
	Partial Eta Squared

	Corrected Model
	,143a
	1
	,143
	6,042
	,091
	,668

	Intercept
	,063
	1
	,063
	2,656
	,202
	,470

	logGRFS_KPN
	,143
	1
	,143
	6,042
	,091
	,668

	Error
	,071
	3
	,024
	
	
	

	Total
	,244
	5
	
	
	
	

	Corrected Total
	,215
	4
	
	
	
	

	a. R Squared = ,668 (Adjusted R Squared = ,558)

	Parameter Estimates

	Dependent Variable:logGRCEO_KPN

	Parameter
	B
	Std. Error
	t
	Sig.
	95% Confidence Interval
	Partial Eta Squared

	
	
	
	
	
	Lower Bound
	Upper Bound
	

	Intercept
	-,115
	,071
	-1,630
	,202
	-,340
	,110
	,470

	logGRFS_KPN
	2,677
	1,089
	2,458
	,091
	-,789
	6,142
	,668


	Tests of Between-Subjects Effects

	Dependent Variable:logGRCEO_PHILIPS

	Source
	Type III Sum of Squares
	df
	Mean Square
	F
	Sig.
	Partial Eta Squared

	Corrected Model
	,002a
	1
	,002
	,340
	,601
	,102

	Intercept
	,000
	1
	,000
	,037
	,859
	,012

	logGRFS_PHILIPS
	,002
	1
	,002
	,340
	,601
	,102

	Error
	,021
	3
	,007
	
	
	

	Total
	,024
	5
	
	
	
	

	Corrected Total
	,024
	4
	
	
	
	

	a. R Squared = ,102 (Adjusted R Squared = -,198)

	Parameter Estimates

	Dependent Variable:logGRCEO_PHILIPS

	Parameter
	B
	Std. Error
	t
	Sig.
	95% Confidence Interval
	Partial Eta Squared

	
	
	
	
	
	Lower Bound
	Upper Bound
	

	Intercept
	,007
	,038
	,193
	,859
	-,114
	,129
	,012

	logGRFS_PHILIPS
	,113
	,193
	,583
	,601
	-,502
	,728
	,102


	Tests of Between-Subjects Effects

	Dependent Variable:logGRCEO_RAND

	Source
	Type III Sum of Squares
	df
	Mean Square
	F
	Sig.
	Partial Eta Squared

	Corrected Model
	,023a
	1
	,023
	4,283
	,130
	,588

	Intercept
	,007
	1
	,007
	1,277
	,341
	,299

	logGRFS_RAND
	,023
	1
	,023
	4,283
	,130
	,588

	Error
	,016
	3
	,005
	
	
	

	Total
	,041
	5
	
	
	
	

	Corrected Total
	,039
	4
	
	
	
	

	a. R Squared = ,588 (Adjusted R Squared = ,451)

	Parameter Estimates

	Dependent Variable:logGRCEO_RAND

	Parameter
	B
	Std. Error
	t
	Sig.
	95% Confidence Interval
	Partial Eta Squared

	
	
	
	
	
	Lower Bound
	Upper Bound
	

	Intercept
	,038
	,033
	1,130
	,341
	-,068
	,144
	,299

	logGRFS_RAND
	-,295
	,143
	-2,070
	,130
	-,749
	,159
	,588


	Tests of Between-Subjects Effects

	Dependent Variable:logGRCEO_SHELL

	Source
	Type III Sum of Squares
	df
	Mean Square
	F
	Sig.
	Partial Eta Squared

	Corrected Model
	,021a
	1
	,021
	,932
	,406
	,237

	Intercept
	,001
	1
	,001
	,056
	,828
	,018

	logGRFS_SHELL
	,021
	1
	,021
	,932
	,406
	,237

	Error
	,069
	3
	,023
	
	
	

	Total
	,090
	5
	
	
	
	

	Corrected Total
	,090
	4
	
	
	
	

	a. R Squared = ,237 (Adjusted R Squared = -,017)

	Parameter Estimates

	Dependent Variable:logGRCEO_SHELL

	Parameter
	B
	Std. Error
	t
	Sig.
	95% Confidence Interval
	Partial Eta Squared

	
	
	
	
	
	Lower Bound
	Upper Bound
	

	Intercept
	,017
	,070
	,237
	,828
	-,207
	,241
	,018

	logGRFS_SHELL
	-,365
	,378
	-,965
	,406
	-1,567
	,838
	,237


	Tests of Between-Subjects Effects

	Dependent Variable:logGRCEO_SBM

	Source
	Type III Sum of Squares
	df
	Mean Square
	F
	Sig.
	Partial Eta Squared

	Corrected Model
	,003a
	1
	,003
	,086
	,789
	,028

	Intercept
	,027
	1
	,027
	,795
	,438
	,209

	logGRFS_SBM
	,003
	1
	,003
	,086
	,789
	,028

	Error
	,102
	3
	,034
	
	
	

	Total
	,142
	5
	
	
	
	

	Corrected Total
	,105
	4
	
	
	
	

	a. R Squared = ,028 (Adjusted R Squared = -,296)

	Parameter Estimates

	Dependent Variable:logGRCEO_SBM

	Parameter
	B
	Std. Error
	t
	Sig.
	95% Confidence Interval
	Partial Eta Squared

	
	
	
	
	
	Lower Bound
	Upper Bound
	

	Intercept
	,078
	,087
	,891
	,438
	-,200
	,356
	,209

	logGRFS_SBM
	,054
	,185
	,293
	,789
	-,536
	,644
	,028


	Tests of Between-Subjects Effects

	Dependent Variable:logGRCEO_TNT

	Source
	Type III Sum of Squares
	df
	Mean Square
	F
	Sig.
	Partial Eta Squared

	Corrected Model
	,001a
	1
	,001
	,416
	,565
	,122

	Intercept
	,000
	1
	,000
	,044
	,846
	,015

	logGRFS_TNT
	,001
	1
	,001
	,416
	,565
	,122

	Error
	,009
	3
	,003
	
	
	

	Total
	,011
	5
	
	
	
	

	Corrected Total
	,011
	4
	
	
	
	

	a. R Squared = ,122 (Adjusted R Squared = -,171)

	Parameter Estimates

	Dependent Variable:logGRCEO_TNT

	Parameter
	B
	Std. Error
	t
	Sig.
	95% Confidence Interval
	Partial Eta Squared

	
	
	
	
	
	Lower Bound
	Upper Bound
	

	Intercept
	-,005
	,025
	-,211
	,846
	-,085
	,075
	,015

	logGRFS_TNT
	-,087
	,135
	-,645
	,565
	-,518
	,344
	,122


	Tests of Between-Subjects Effects

	Dependent Variable:logGRCEO_TOM2

	Source
	Type III Sum of Squares
	df
	Mean Square
	F
	Sig.
	Partial Eta Squared

	Corrected Model
	,376a
	1
	,376
	47,413
	,020
	,960

	Intercept
	,096
	1
	,096
	12,092
	,074
	,858

	logGRFS_TOM2
	,376
	1
	,376
	47,413
	,020
	,960

	Error
	,016
	2
	,008
	
	
	

	Total
	,448
	4
	
	
	
	

	Corrected Total
	,392
	3
	
	
	
	

	a. R Squared = ,960 (Adjusted R Squared = ,939)

	Parameter Estimates

	Dependent Variable:logGRCEO_TOM2

	Parameter
	B
	Std. Error
	t
	Sig.
	95% Confidence Interval
	Partial Eta Squared

	
	
	
	
	
	Lower Bound
	Upper Bound
	

	Intercept
	,156
	,045
	3,477
	,074
	-,037
	,349
	,858

	logGRFS_TOM2
	,561
	,081
	6,886
	,020
	,210
	,911
	,960


	Tests of Between-Subjects Effects

	Dependent Variable:logGRCEO_UNI

	Source
	Type III Sum of Squares
	df
	Mean Square
	F
	Sig.
	Partial Eta Squared

	Corrected Model
	,001a
	1
	,001
	,345
	,598
	,103

	Intercept
	,017
	1
	,017
	6,490
	,084
	,684

	logGRFS_UNI
	,001
	1
	,001
	,345
	,598
	,103

	Error
	,008
	3
	,003
	
	
	

	Total
	,027
	5
	
	
	
	

	Corrected Total
	,009
	4
	
	
	
	

	a. R Squared = ,103 (Adjusted R Squared = -,196)

	Parameter Estimates

	Dependent Variable:logGRCEO_UNI

	Parameter
	B
	Std. Error
	t
	Sig.
	95% Confidence Interval
	Partial Eta Squared

	
	
	
	
	
	Lower Bound
	Upper Bound
	

	Intercept
	,068
	,027
	2,548
	,084
	-,017
	,152
	,684

	logGRFS_UNI
	-,063
	,107
	-,587
	,598
	-,401
	,276
	,103


	Tests of Between-Subjects Effects

	Dependent Variable:logGRCEO_WERHA

	Source
	Type III Sum of Squares
	df
	Mean Square
	F
	Sig.
	Partial Eta Squared

	Corrected Model
	,013a
	1
	,013
	,646
	,480
	,177

	Intercept
	,064
	1
	,064
	3,082
	,177
	,507

	logGRFS_WERHA
	,013
	1
	,013
	,646
	,480
	,177

	Error
	,062
	3
	,021
	
	
	

	Total
	,132
	5
	
	
	
	

	Corrected Total
	,076
	4
	
	
	
	

	a. R Squared = ,177 (Adjusted R Squared = -,097)

	Parameter Estimates

	Dependent Variable:logGRCEO_WERHA

	Parameter
	B
	Std. Error
	t
	Sig.
	95% Confidence Interval
	Partial Eta Squared

	
	
	
	
	
	Lower Bound
	Upper Bound
	

	Intercept
	,115
	,065
	1,756
	,177
	-,093
	,323
	,507

	logGRFS_WERHA
	,634
	,789
	,804
	,480
	-1,877
	3,146
	,177


	Tests of Between-Subjects Effects

	Dependent Variable:logGRCEO_WOLKL

	Source
	Type III Sum of Squares
	df
	Mean Square
	F
	Sig.
	Partial Eta Squared

	Corrected Model
	,000a
	1
	,000
	,005
	,950
	,002

	Intercept
	,035
	1
	,035
	,585
	,500
	,163

	logGRFS_WOLKL
	,000
	1
	,000
	,005
	,950
	,002

	Error
	,177
	3
	,059
	
	
	

	Total
	,212
	5
	
	
	
	

	Corrected Total
	,177
	4
	
	
	
	

	a. R Squared = ,002 (Adjusted R Squared = -,331)

	Parameter Estimates

	Dependent Variable:logGRCEO_WOLKL

	Parameter
	B
	Std. Error
	t
	Sig.
	95% Confidence Interval
	Partial Eta Squared

	
	
	
	
	
	Lower Bound
	Upper Bound
	

	Intercept
	,083
	,109
	,765
	,500
	-,263
	,429
	,163

	logGRFS_WOLKL
	-,064
	,935
	-,068
	,950
	-3,041
	2,913
	,002
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