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Abstract

This study investigates the executive remuneration packages and the ownership structures for a

sample of Swedish companies which are listed on the Stockholm Stock Exchange. The main

question is whether the strength of the CEO is influenced by firm performance given the

information of group management as well as institutional ownership structure. Financial crisis

of 2008 leads to divide the sample period into pre-crisis and post-crisis periods.  I find a

significant and a positive relationship between CEO strength and company performance for the

whole sample period, while during the pre-crisis and the post-crisis intervals, firm performance

and executive power had a positive and insignificant relationship. I also find a significant and

a positive relation between executive total payments and CEO query on the popular finance

Swedish press for all three considered time periods. The findings do not support the claim that

compensation to CEOs are related to the age of the executives. Companies with a high

institutional ownership are associated with a better compensation to the CEO, however they

decline the CEO power.

Keywords: CEO remuneration, financial crisis, firm performance, CEO reputation, executive

strength
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1. Introduction

For many years, media, policymakers as well as scholars turn over their minds to the Chief

Executive Officers’ (CEOs) remuneration levels (Conyon, 2006). For realizing remuneration

distribution and consequently for attaining a correct picture of remuneration arrangements, the

distribution of compensation among executive teams has received a significant attention from

financial economists (Bebchuk et al., 2006). Therefore, many academic literature compare

CEOs remuneration to the group management compensation (Bebchuk et al., 2010). Recently,

the academic literature about the CEOs’ strength has increased considerably (Luo, 2015) in

order to obtain an accurate perception of CEOs’ compensation arrangements (Bebchuk et al.,

2006). This study contributes to our understanding of remuneration by investigating the

possible influence of firm performance on CEOs’ power by the means of analyzing ownership

structure of the corporation.

Executive compensation has received an overwhelming attention in public (Tien et al., 2013).

In 2004, the Business Week revealed a 15% growth rate in CEO compensation in the main US

companies while this number is only 2.9% for workers (Lavelle, 2005).  In 2010, Forbes

magazine discussed about the reason which makes CEO pay higher (Weinberg, 2010).  The

Swedish daily newspaper Dagens Nyheter, noted about a large increase of Swedish executives’

compensation (Flores, 2013). Stengård (2012) demonstrated the Nordic banks’ CEOs and their

total payments in Swedish online magazine Aftonbladet.

Media focus to this issue leads to create a significant feature in the corporate governance, in

which, executive pay should be connected to the corporate performance which seems this is a

corporate governance concerned (Tien et al., 2013).  Moreover, the lining up of executive pay

with companies’ performance were broadly considered in other studies (Harris and Bromiley,

2007; Tien et al., 2013). Although some academic researches about CEOs’ compensation
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appraised that executive remuneration should be correlated to the company’s performance

(Holmström, 1979; Grossman and Hart, 1983; Jensen and Murphy, 1990; Bebchuk and Jackson,

2005), many prior studies have reported weak or no relation between CEO pay and corporate’s

performance (Tosi et al., 2000; Aduda, 2011).  It can be argued that the executives’

remuneration level influenced by CEOs’ performance or underperformance in the firm valued

due to the weak corporate governance i.e., dispersed ownership structure (Abrahamson and De

Ridder, 2010).

Moreover, due to the strong criticism about high paychecks of the CEOs when the performance

of majority companies decreased, the public and media attention were not only focused on the

CEOs remuneration level, but also the timing of compensation related to the corporate

performance was considered (Vemala et al., 2014). After financial crisis in 2008, executives’

compensation packages have received extensive attentions both in academic literature and

public community (Gregg et al., 2012; Vemala et al., 2014).

Firms’ executive remuneration design becomes more important especially in the relationship

between CEOs pay and company performances, in consideration of corporates’ compensation

committees put an extensive effort for constructing CEOs remuneration that can inspire a better

firm performance and paying attention for linking remuneration packages to the corporate

performance (Larcker et al., 2014). Therefore, CEOs’ paychecks should be considerably

influenced by the firm performance, however the prior literature showed that CEOs

remuneration may be affected by other factors (see, for example, Tosi et al., 2000; Sigler, 2011;

Dai, 2014; Hassen et al., 2015).

1.1 Previous Studies

Executive compensation contracts are perhaps one of the most studied subjects in the corporate

governance (Shleifer and Vishny, 1997; Tien et al., 2013). A considerable part of the literature
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focusing on CEO remuneration has been explained within five different variables: firms’

performance, firm size, CEO age, tenure as well as ownership structure (see, for example, Core

et al., 1999; Sigler, 2011; Herdan and Szczepańska, 2012; Nulla, 2013).

The literature document a positive relation between CEO pay and other factors like: companies’

performance (Doucouliagos et al., 2007; Sigler, 2011), corporate size (Herdan and

Szczepańska, 2012; Dai, 2014) and tenure (Finkelstein and Hambrick, 1989; Sigler, 2011).

Many studies indicated the negative relationship of executive remuneration with firm

performance (Tosi et al., 2000; Aduda, 2011) and tenure (Cella et al., 2014).  Finkelstein and

Hambrick (1989) showed a U-shape relationship between executive pay and CEO age, which

means that the CEO remuneration increases to a certain age and then it starts to drop afterward.

Several studies have been performed in order to investigate the relationship between CEO

compensation and ownership structure (Hassen et al., 2015). Haid and Yurtoglu (2006) pointed

out that managers are able to extract higher remuneration as a result of lack of control by

ownership. According to the article by Conyon and He (2011), for the corporate with

concentrated ownership structure, executive compensation as well as CEO incentive become

lower. Oxelheim and Randøy (2008) found a negative correlation between the executive

remuneration and CEO ownership.

A large body of studies are an endeavor to exploring about the power of the CEOs and their

impact on CEO pay. According to Burns et al. (2013) strength of the CEO defined as the total

pay to the CEO divided by the total compensation to the group management.  Bebchuk et al.

(2010) concluded that there is a positive correlation between the CEOs power and their

compensation, whereas, Lou (2015) represented, executive strength does not necessarily

display higher level of CEO total pay.
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In particular, many studies show the higher remuneration differentials between CEOs and group

management influence the firm performance. Tien et al. (2013) supported the researches by

Adams et al. (2005) as well as Daily and Johnson (1997) through finding a positive relationship

between CEO strength and corporate performance. Even though several studies support the

existence of the correlation between pay gap and firm performance, there is a debate regarding

this relation. Monetary difference between the CEO total compensation and the average

remuneration of the group management defined as a CEO pay gap (Gnyawali et al., 2008).

Although Carpenter and Sanders (2002) showed a negative relation between CEO

compensation gap and corporate performance, many studies found a positive relationship

between these two factors (Henderson and Fredrickson, 2001; Lee et al., 2008; Kale et al.,

2009).

Increasing the CEOs’ paychecks level is one of the basic consecution of the public assessment

of executives’ reputation (Staw and Epstein, 2000). Many studies found a positive relationship

between highly reputed CEOs and their total level of pay (Milburn, 2003; Lee, 2007; Graffin et

al., 2008).

The positive reputation of the firms’ CEOs operates as a noticeable evidence to the group

management, the business society and also the public in general that the corporation is skillfully

managed and consequently caused the CEO deserves a higher level of remuneration (Wade et

al., 2006). Since celebrity CEOs add conceivably mixture of pride, prestige as well as power

into the corporation, the executives with higher query in the media may considerably influence

the remuneration gap between CEO and group executive managers (Graffin et al., 2008). As

Malmendier and Tate (2009) indicated, reputed CEOs may deliberately or strategically

implement differing distribution of compensations among group management, this may have a

positive or even negative influence on both firm and individual performances.
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As reported by some studies, executive compensation is dependent not only on the above

mentioned factors but also would be affected by different variables such as, laws, regulations

and national policies of each country (Khan et al., 2005; Bryan et al., 2006; Dai, 2014).

Realizing the relative factors which can affect CEO compensation is a superior significance in

order to establish an efficient and equitable compensation system (Dai, 2014). Therefore, a

further study about the executive compensation from the different countries and various

elements in different types of corporation seems essential.

      1.2 Purpose

How often the firms’ executives exposed by the media and how this concern affecting the

CEOs’ compensation are the significant subjects for examination. According to Milbourn

(2003), executives’ reputation can affect the CEOs total compensation. Group management

compensation level can also be influenced by the reputation of the CEOs (Sanchez-Marin and

Samuel Baixauli-Soler, 2014). Consequently, except investigating the relationship between

CEO compensation level and CEO reputation, examining the relation between corporate group

management remuneration package and CEOs reputation can be considered as one of the main

purpose of this study.

Likewise, in this study, the CEO and the group management compensation in Sweden will be

examined. It compares the CEO remuneration with the compensation of the group management

of the firm as a measure of the CEO’s strength. Doucouliagos et al. (2007) hinted about the

strength of the CEO and a correlation between the CEOs’ power and their corporate

performances in their research.

CEO pay gap can be mentioned as the other related measure for comparing the compensation

of the CEOs and group management (Kale et al., 2009). Previous researches showed that the

pay gap is arranged by the board of directors in order to provide inducement to firm’s group
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management  for  better  efforts  (Lazear  and  Rosen,  1981).  Together  with  this,  timing  of

remuneration level to the CEOs becomes important in academic literatures (Dong, 2009;

Vamela et al., 2014). Therefore, investigating the relationship between firm performance and

CEOs total payments, group management compensation, CEOs pay gap and CEOs strength in

different time intervals can be mentioned as the other purpose of this study.

      1.3 Problem and Hypotheses

Can CEO with a higher query in media receive a better remuneration? Lee (2007) argued about

the symbolic positive relationship between well-known CEOs and the firm performances. The

author indicated that stakeholders expect a higher firm performance from the well-known CEO

rather than the less famous one, consequently, well-known CEO requires a better compensation.

Considering the fact that famous people and the media are inevitably connected, press records

can demonstrate that how many times a CEO has been exposed by the media (Milburn, 2003;

Perryman, 2008).  Therefore, the higher queries for the CEO name in the media can be

interpreted as whether the CEO is well-known or not (Milburn, 2003). Thus, the first hypothesis

will be formulated as: H1: a CEO with higher query will receive a better compensation.

Is the strength of the CEO influenced by the firm performance? Executives can manage their

corporations in order to increase corporate future chances (Tien et al., 2013). According to

Perryman (2008) the executives whose firms have a higher performance expect a higher

compensation compared to executives with lower performance. Therefore many literature have

tried to find a relationship between company performance as well as CEO remuneration (see,

for example, Jensen and Murphy, 1990; Tosi et al., 2000; Bebchuk and Jackson, 2005; Aduda,

2011; Fallatah, 2015). According to Bebchuk and Fried (2006), CEO power has an important

role in constructing the executives’ compensation package. Therefore, it can be summed up that

a higher CEO power will increase the executive compensation (Lippert and Porter, 1997; Tien
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et al., 2013). According to Wu et al. (2011), the companies with powerful CEOs will show a

higher performance. Hence, this leads to my second hypothesis: H2: The strength of the CEO

is positively correlated to corporation performance.

2. Data and Sample

This study investigates the CEOs and group management compensation from 2003 to 2014 in

a sample of Swedish companies listed on the Stockholm Stock Exchange (SSE) and represents

85% of the total market capitalization of Nasdaq Stockholm in the end of 2014. Publicly traded

corporations are commonly sorted into three different groups: small cap, mid cap and large cap

(PwC, 2015).  Market capitalization is determined as a total number of outstanding shares

multiplied by the share price.

The initial sample consists of 75 Swedish companies that have been listed on the Stockholm

Stock  Exchange  at  2014.  The  firms  which  did  not  reveal  the  information  about  CEOs

remuneration or group management compensation, even for one year of the sample period, had

been deleted and this decreased the number of firms to 57. Since for this paper, the companies

were sorted into quartiles, one company was eliminated from the sample in order to have 56

companies for providing the possibility of splitting the corporation into quartiles.

As long as CEO strength is a major concern in this study, in order to measure the strength of

the CEO, total compensation of both CEOs and group management is needed. The data of the

CEOs and the group management remuneration are hand-collected data from annual reports of

the selected firms from the library of Uppsala University. According to Swedish corporate law

(ÅRL, 5 Kap, 20 §) all listed companies should reveal the information about the remuneration

to the top managers including the CEO in their annual reports. The disclosure of remuneration

has been developed over time. All the compensation data are expressed in 2014 purchasing
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power, which means that data have been adjusted for inflation by using Consumer Price Index

(CPI) obtained from Statistiska Centralbyrån (SCB).

In order to obtain the number of times which the CEOs have been exposed by the media, the

CEOs names were searched on the Swedish financial press.  Dagens Industri considered as a

reference press in order to find the query number of the selected firm’s executive, and query

numbers are comprised both from the webpage and a hard copy of this press.

Euroclear Sweden monitors the ownership structure for all public corporations in Sweden,

hence the data about the ownership structure for sample companies are obtained from Euroclear

Sweden. The data on stock holdings are recorded at the end of each year and these are

categorized into three different groups as, Swedish (domestic) individual holdings, Swedish

(domestic) institutional holdings and foreign institutional holdings.

3. Methodology

For categorizing the data about remuneration to the CEOs and group management, CEO pay

gap and CEO strength divided into quartiles according to the market capitalization. This study

sorted the market capitalization of the sample firms for each year according to a descending

trend, then the quartile category for a firm has been chosen by finding the maximum existence

of the company in a specific quartile.

Ordinary Least Squares (OLS) regression models are used for different purposes; one of the

main purpose is hypothesis testing as well as finding out the effect of an independent variables

on dependent variable (Kabay, 2016).

This paper examines the executives’ compensation where total remuneration to the CEO, group

management compensation, power of the CEO and CEO pay gap are considered as the

dependent variables. Corporate size, firm performance, growth opportunities, CEO age and
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CEO query are considered as the independent variables while domestic institutional holdings,

foreign institutional holdings and Herfindahl index are considered as the control variables.

CEO Pay Slice (CPS), is the total compensation of CEO divided by the group of management

compensation (including the CEO) (Burns et al., 2013). According to Bebchuk et al. (2011)

CEO pay slice is significant since it prepares an estimate of the relative meaning that the CEOs

remuneration have in comparison to the group management based on power. Therefore,

following Tarkovska (2014), this study used CPS for measuring the strength of the CEOs.

Executive pay gap is defined as the Swedish kronor difference between the total pay to the CEO

and the average pay of the executive managers in the group management (Gnyawali et al.,

2008).

In order to realize the effect of the firm size, the logarithm of total assets (TA) used as an

independent variable (Wald, 1999; Dalbor et al., 2004). Return on Assets (ROA) is the other

independent variable which is used in order to measure the firm performance (Nulla, 2013).

ROA shows how much company is effective related to its total assets, the more profitable use

of corporate’s assets the higher ROA will be (Kumbirai and Webb, 2010). Firm performance is

defined as net income over average total assets (Abrahamson and De Ridder, 2010). Market-

to-Book  value  ratio  (M/B)  is  used  conductive  to  find  out  the  effect  of  the  investment

opportunities or growth since this ratio shows the growth in earnings (Penman, 1996). This

ratio, M/B, defined as the market capitalization divided by the book value of equity (Core et

al., 1999). Likewise, Conyon and He (2008) hinted that this variable related to the executive

remuneration.

Logarithm of CEO-age, Age, as well as logarithm of CEO-query, Query, is the other two

independent variables which are used in this paper. This study applies media exposure as a

proxy for executives query (Milbourn, 2003; Lee, 2007). Since the CEOs who are more

reputable, should find their names in their business press more often times than less reputable
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CEOs (Milbourn, 2003). CEO-query obtained from the Swedish press, Dagens Industri, for

each CEO in different years. This means that for each CEO, the query is mentioned for a

different year of sample period.

To contribute comprehension into the influence on remuneration from stockholders, two

relevant variables to ownership structure will include as the control variables. The first variable

is domestic and foreign institutional holdings, INSTD and INSTF, while Herfindahl index, can

be mentioned as the second variable. Domestic and foreign institutional holdings is a fraction

which is defined as the shares held by domestic and foreign ownership divided by the total

outstanding shares respectively. Herfindahl index is used in a favor of measuring the

concentration of ownership (Hassen et  al.,  2015) and it  is  defined as the total  squares of the

fractions of all owners in each company (Fazlzadeh et al., 2011). All the continuous variables

have been winsorized at 1% and 99% respectively in order to mitigate the impact of outliers.

In order to find the statistical significance between total compensation of the CEOs and

independent variables following two regression models will be used:

Log (CEO total compensation)=α+β1(log TA)+β2(ROA)+β3(M/B)+β4 (log Age)+β5 (log Query)
                                                                                                                                                  (1)

Log (CEO total compensation)=α+β1(log TA)+ β2 (ROA)+ β3 (M/B)+ β4(log Age)+β5(log
Query)+ β6 (INSTD)+ β7 (INSTF)+ β8 (Herfindahl),                                                                    (2)

When α shows the intercept while βi (i=1 to 8) represents estimated coefficient of logarithm of

total assets (log TA), return on assets (ROA), market-to-book value (M/B), logarithm of CEO

age (Age), logarithm of CEO query (Query) and control variables such as: domestic institutional

holdings (INSTD), foreign institutional holdings (INSTF) and Herfindahl index (Herfindahl)

respectively. The key perception of regression coefficients is to imagine them as the slope

(Kabay, 2016). It can be derived that regression coefficients demonstrate the mean change of

one variable while other variables in the model are constant. All coefficients indicates for

changing of independent variable for one unit of change in log (CEO total compensation) as a
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dependent variable in the above mentioned regression models.  The relationship between

dependent variable, group management total compensation, and independent variables will be

answered by changing logarithm of CEO total compensation to logarithm of group management

total compensation in equations (1) and (2).

Following Vemala et al., (2014) for a better fitness in our model, the natural logarithm of total

compensation to the CEO as well as group management were used.

Since CEO pay gap is the other dependent variable in this study, the two regression models, (1)

and (2), are utilized in order to find the correlation between CEO remuneration gap and the

noted independent variables.

The second hypothesis will be answered by exchanging the dependent variables in the above

mentioned regression models to the CEO strength.

To study the effect of financial crisis in 2008, the sample period will be divided into pre-crisis

and post-crisis periods (Dong, 2009; Vamela et al., 2014). Remuneration data of the selected

firms was obtained by the years from 2003 and 2014. While the data during 2003-2007 is

considered as the pre-crisis data and 2009-2014 illustrates the post-crisis data. Due to the lack

of data for the firm performance and growth opportunity, the regressions model will be applied

for the time period 2003-2011. Consequently, the data between the years 2003-2007 and 2009-

2011 will be considered as the pre and post-crisis times. Although the pre and post-crisis period

are not equal, this paper follows the methodology by Dong (2009) who also investigated the

effect of financial crisis on CEOs pay by using two un-equal samples for the intervals of pre

and post-crisis. It is noteworthy to mention that all regression models will be applied for three

different time periods.
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4. Empirical Results

4.1 Descriptive Statistics

Table 1, shows the descriptive statistics for my sample firms over the period 2003 to 2014. All

figures for compensation are expressed in 2014 purchasing power.  During the sample period,

the average (median) of annual remuneration for the Swedish CEOs is million SEK 13.5 (11.9)

and 40.1 (30.7) for the group management. Considering, in post-crisis time, total payments to

the Swedish CEOs and the group management have increased by 22% and 24% respectively. It

may be concluded that the firm performance, ROA, did not influence on CEOs and group

management paychecks during the post-crisis interval. Since, the data about the firm

performance1 showed after the financial crisis, the mean of ROA decreased in 15%.

Comparing the maximum and the minimum numbers for the total compensation for the CEOs

and the group management indicates that the remuneration dispersion between group

management is larger than executives and the large standard deviation for the group

management could show this. It is noteworthy to mention that the descriptive statistics

information for the group management in Table 1 are addressed for the total executive managers

while the CEO is just an individual person.

Notably, the total remuneration to the CEO in Sweden is lower than the number which is

reported by Vemala et al. (2014) for CEO compensation in the United States. The average total

pay for Swedish CEOs is $ 3,093,474 while this number is $8,628,021 for the period of 2004

to 2012 in US. However, over the time period 1999 to 2008 the mean for the executive salary

was $ 1,058,000 in Sweden (Abrahamson and De Ridder, 2010) while this number was $

507,000 in the U.S (Gao et al., 2010). Surprisingly, although the average of remuneration

packages for the CEOs in Sweden was higher than U.S, this number declined in Sweden and

1  Due  to  the  lack  of  data  on  firm  performance,  ROA  is  between  the  years  of  2003  to  2011,  therefore  the
descriptive statistics for ROA is not mentioned in Table 1.
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became lower than the CEOs payment receives in the United States. However, this cannot be

generalized due to the fact that the results were obtained from different findings because of

applying different sample firms and time periods.

CEO pay gap is the other variable which is mentioned in Table 1. Blank et al., (2016) defined

CEO compensation gap as the monetary difference between chief executive officer and the

company’s three highest paid executive managers. In this study, this factor shows the SEK

difference between CEO total pay and the average of executive managers’ remuneration. The

average and the median for the CEO remuneration gap during 2003-2014 are million SEK 8.7

and 7.3 successively. Although the standard deviation is quite smaller than CEO total

remuneration and group management total compensation, the difference between maximum and

minimum number is not sparing. During the time 2009-2014, post-crisis, the CEO

compensation gap increased 27% while CEO strength decreased 1.06%.

This table also shows the average age of the executives for our sample firms. The average age

is 51years while the oldest and the youngest CEOs are 66 and 36 years respectively. The average

query number for the CEOs on ‘‘Dagens Industri’’ magazine is 20 while the maximum and the

minimum query number for CEOs are 174 and nil. The CEO query numbers are widely spread

and the standard deviation of CEO query is quite a large number since the standard deviation

shows how much the data points spreading out from the mean.

4.2 Remuneration to CEOs and Group Management

Table 2 shows the information about the executives as well as the group management total

remuneration into two different panels. Panel A sorted by years and Panel B categorized by

market capitalization into quartiles where quartile one (Q1) shows the lowest and quartile four

(Q4) represents the highest value. Each quartile in Panel B comprises 14 companies during the

years 2003 to 2014, and the number of observations for each quartile is 168.
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Although, according to the Panel A of the Table 2 shows that, total compensation for both CEOs

and group management has increased over time. Year 2008 and 2011 can be outlined as the

exceptions of this trend. According to the research by Vemala et al. (2014) CEO compensation

has declined considerably following the financial crisis. Consequently, a decrease in the total

pay for the CEOs and the group management in 2008 could partially be explained by financial

crisis.

Comparing the average and the median of the CEO total remuneration over the years shown in

2014, reveals that the average (million SEK 16.9) and the median (million SEK 16.3) are closer

to each other than the other years. This can be clarified as the compensation data for the CEOs

are almost symmetrical and skewed slightly in year 2014 (Kabay, 2016).

Annual standard deviation is an acceptable statistical measure in order to find the year-to-year

variability for the data sets. Executives’ total pay data in 2004 are less dispersed in compare

with the data set in 2013, while group management total remuneration data are less scattered in

2008.

The significance difference between maximum and minimum number for the total remuneration

to the executive managers could be explained as which this number only shows the total amount

of payment for the group management without considering the number of executive managers

in the group. For instance,  the maximum amount for the total  pay to the group management

belongs to the Telefonaktiebolaget LM Ericsson for 14 executive managers while the lowest

total pay is owned by the Fingerprint Cards AB with only three executive managers.

Panel B of Table 2 shows data about total compensation to both executives and group

management, and categorized by the market capitalization. Comparing the maximum and the

minimum number of total remuneration to group executive managers can easily define that

Telefonaktiebolaget LM Ericsson is in the category of quartile four which contains the firms
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with highest value while Fingerprint Cards AB belongs to the quartile one which consists of the

corporations with the smallest value.

The average total pay for the CEOs as well as the group management increase from the lowest

value quartile to the highest value quartile. By drawing histogram for each quartile it can be

simply seen how much the data are skewed, even though the respective numbers of average and

the median in each quartile also could clarify this asymmetry without any need of a histogram.

The mean and the median of the CEO compensation at quartile IV are closer to each other in

compare with the other quartiles and since the median is smaller than the mean, it can be

interpreted that the histogram is close to symmetric and skewed to the right.

Figure 1 presents a time series of the average level of compensation package to the CEO for the

sample firms over the sample period. Although Figure 1 shows an upward trend of the total

payments over the sample period, CEO remuneration has been declined two times in the

intervals of 2007-2008 (-6.33%) and 2010-2011 (-0.13%).

4.3 CEOs Pay Gap and Executives Strength

Table 3, shows the descriptive statistics for CEO remuneration gap along with the power of the

CEOs in two different panels. Both panels are categorized as same as Table 2 which means that

Panel A is sorted by years and Panel B is classified by market value into quartiles.

The executive compensation gap for each year affirms the monetary difference between the

CEO and each individual executive manager which it has almost an ascending trend.  However,

this trend cannot be seen during the years 2006, 2007 and 2008 where the CEO compensation

gaps are 8.7, 8.4 and 8.0 million SEK accordingly. Surprisingly, although the executive

remuneration has been declined during the times 2010-2011, CEO pay gap has an annually

growth of 1.62%.
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Considering the CEO power is specified as a fraction of CEO total remuneration to the group

management total pay, high CEO power demonstrates that the CEO compensation is larger than

the group management compensation compared with the low CEO strength. In other words, in

the fraction when the numerator is considerably larger than denominator then the result will be

higher than the fraction with a lower numerator. For example the CEO power for the Meda

Aktiebolag is 0.67 (27.2/40.4) while the lowest CEO strength is for the Svenska Handelsbanken

AB and the CEO power is 0.10 which is a division of 11.8 over 112.6.

Power of the CEO over each year does not have a special trend. Standard deviation in the year

2005 is 0.094 which is the lowest among the standard deviation of the other years. This clarifies

that the data are less dispersed around the central value (mean).

According to Panel B of Table 3, the average CEO remuneration gap is continuously increased

for the quartiles with the highest value in comparison with the low value quartiles. This means

that the average executive compensation gap in quartile II is bigger than the CEO remuneration

gap in quartile I and in quartile IV this number is larger than the other quartiles. The average

and the median in quartile four are closer to each other compared with the other quartiles.

Executive compensation gap in the quartile with the lowest value, quartile one, has the lowest

standard deviation and the mean and the median in that quartile are also close to each other.

The average CEO strength for the corporations with the highest market capitalization is the

lowest among other firms. This means that in quartile IV the remuneration to the total group

management is larger than the other quartiles. CEO strength is a dependent variable which is

defined as a division of CEO total remuneration over group management total compensation,

hereof, the wide difference between these two variables as well as large denominator, group

management total  pay, makes this fraction smaller and Panel B of the Table 2 confirms this

point.



17

Figure 2 indicates a time series of the average level of power to the CEOs for the sample firms

of this study during the specific sample period. This figure shows that in the year 2004, the

strength of the executives is the lowest while in 2006 the power of the CEO is the highest in

comparison with other years.

4.4 Different Industries

Table 4 shows the information about the CEOs and the group executive managers’ total

compensation, CEOs pay gap and CEO pay slice for different branches of the selected firms.

Finance and industry sector with 19 and 16 firms respectively are the largest sectors of the

sample firms. Although the total remuneration to the executives and group management in

finance sector are smaller than industry, the power of the CEO in finance sector is larger. This

shows that the total compensation which the CEOs receive in finance sector in compare with

group  management  is  higher  than  the  CEOs  in  industry  sector.  Considering  the  number  of

observations in other sectors are not sufficiently large, comparing them cannot get to the

accurate results.

4.5 Univariate Analysis

Table 5 shows the outcome of univariate analysis while a paired t-test for means is used for

determining if the mean difference between the firms with highest value and lowest value are

statistically significance for the four control variables. The results suggested that for all four

control variables such as, CEO remuneration, group management compensation, CEO pay gap

and CEO strength, the mean differences are statistically significant (p-value=0.001). Therefore,

univariate analysis confirms that the mean difference between the firms with the highest value,

Q4, and the lowest value, Q1, are significantly different. All control variables have a higher

mean in quartile IV in compare with quartile I, however the only exception is CEOs strength

when the mean is a smaller value in quartile IV.  Hence, larger firms are associated with a higher

CEO remuneration.
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        4.6 Analysis of Correlation

Table 6 shows the correlation coefficients for executives’ payments and control variables.

Generally, CEO compensation package has a positive relationship with firm size, CEO query

and age. It is rational to expect that the executives in larger firms will receive a higher

compensation.  As  reported  by  Table  6,  the  older  and  the  well-known  CEOs  have  a  higher

payments. Bouvier (2010) hinted about the positive relation between CEO age and the total pay

and the author explained that the older CEO reflects a higher experience and this will lead to

decrease the risk of declining their compensation. The data supports the view of Lee (2007) that

the celebrity CEOs will receive a higher compensation.

CEO age has a negative correlation with executives’ query. Therefore, it certainly cannot say

that the older CEOs are more well-known than the younger ones. The negative correlation

between power of executives with query shows that there is no guarantee for the famous CEOs

to have an increased power.

4.7 Multivariate Analysis

Table 7 shows the results of correlation between independent variables and the total pay to the

CEO by applying two different regressions models, model (1) and (2), for the three time

intervals, using total remuneration to the CEO as the dependent variable. This study applied the

similar methodology as Vemala et al. (2014) did. As reported in Table 7, there is a statistically

significant positive relationship between firm performance (ROA) and CEOs remuneration

package during pre-crisis period. The executives’ payments increased after financial crisis by

22%, while firm performance declined 15% in the same period, and because of lack of

statistically significant relation between CEOs remuneration and firm performance during post-

crisis time, it can be concluded that the compensation will increase irrespective to the firm

future values. Hence, this information can help us to understand the continual criticism by
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public union about improvement of the executives’ payments regardless to their company

performance  (Vemala  et  al.,  2014).  Comparing  post  and  pre  crisis  intervals,  reveals  the

importance of timing for investigating the CEOs incentive contracts (Gregg et al., 2012). It may

be argued that CEOs pay level are influenced by other factors. According to regression model

(1) of the Table 7, for the sample period 2003 to 2011, the estimated coefficient on ROA is

positive but not with a high statistically significant (0.0048 and 10%). This outcome is similar

to the study in UK done by Ozkan (2007), who found a positive but a weak correlation between

CEO remuneration and firm performance.

There is a positive and significant correlation between CEOs query and total compensation to

the executives for all three periods which are revealed in Table 7. Thus, the first hypothesis can

be accepted and it can be explained that the CEO who exposed more by the media will receive

a better remuneration as indicated by positive coefficients (0.1914 and 0.1755, 1%) for the

sample period of 2003-2011. According to Lee (2007), the CEOs with a higher reputation will

receive more payment as well. This study affirms the claim that the basic outcome of public

evaluation about the CEOs reputation is significant increase in their total remuneration (Staw

and Epstein, 2000).

Regression  model  (1),  Columns  1,  3  and  5,  of  this  table  also  shows  that  for  all  three  time

durations, there is no statistical evidence to prove that the market valuation (M/B) is

significantly related to CEO compensation package. However, larger firms, which are reported

by  assets,  prepared  a  higher  level  of  remuneration  to  their  CEOs.  This  result  confirms  the

findings of Dai (2014), who found positive correlation between CEOs pay and corporate size.

Second regression models after adding the control variables, domestic and foreign institutional

holdings and Herfindahl, address that for pre-crisis time and the whole sample period the sign

of the coefficients for all independent variables are positive except Herfindahl index. The results
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of  this  study  are  in  contrast  with  the  results  of  Khan  et  al.  (2005),  who  found  a  positive

correlation between ownership dispersion and CEOs compensation level. This issue clarifies a

significant and a negative effect on concentration of ownership which is measured by

Herfindahl index and CEO pay. Therefore, it can be concluded that in all the years studied,

2003-2011, the underperformance overpriced is due to the weak and dispersed ownership

structure (Abrahamson and De Ridder, 2010). In contrast, regression model (2), Column 4, for

post- crisis time shows a positive, although not significant, correlation between Herfindahl

index and CEOs pay level. This outcome can be corresponded to the research of Hassen et al.

(2015). Positive sign, not significant, for Herfindahl during post financial crisis shows a positive

impact on concentration of ownership and CEOs remuneration.

Table 8 shows the results of relation between total compensation to the group management and

the noted independent variables. Therefore, this study regresses the total remuneration to the

group management on the same set of independent variables as in equation (1) and (2),

following the methodology of Sigler (2011) and Dong (2013) by using logarithm of total

remuneration to the group management as the dependent variable. The results in Table 8

indicate that, even though there is no statistical correlation between group management total

compensation and company performance, there is a negative relationship between these two

factors for the post-crisis as well as the whole sample period. Comparing the results of Table 7

and 8 support the findings by Aggarwal and Samwick (2003), who found that pay-performance

sensitivity is higher for the CEOs rather than the group management.

Table 8 presents a positive and significant correlation between CEOs query and total

compensation to the group management. Therefore, this result confirms the claim of the study

by Sanchez-Marin and Samuel Baixauli-Soler (2014) who found that CEOs reputation has a

significantly positive effect on group executive managers’ total payments. It can be interpreted

that celebrity CEOs have a positive impact on their group management compensation packages.
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Confirming the argument done by Malmendier and Tate (2009), famous CEOs have a higher

capability to influence the board decision making process on payment decisions. Therefore, it

can be explained that reputed CEOs will distribute better compensation to the group

management.

As reported in Table 8, Column 6, group management total remuneration has a negative and

significant association with ownership concentration. The outcome of this study is in opposition

with Baixauli-Soler and Sanchez-Marin (2011), who found a positive correlation between

ownership concentration and group management compensation level in Spanish listed firms.

Columns 2, 4 and 6 of this table indicate that regardless the financial crisis companies with high

domestic and foreign institutional holdings are associated with better compensation to the group

management. Werner et al. (2005) also found a positive relation between institutional

ownership and group management remuneration packages.

Table  9  shows  the  results  of  testing  the  CEO  pay  gap.  A  significant  feature  of  CEO

remuneration is the CEO pay gap, which is the monetary difference between a CEO’s total pay

and the average remuneration of the group management (Henderson and Fredrickson, 2001;

Gnyawali et al., 2008). Following Blank et al. (2016) methodology, this study applies CEO pay

gap as a dependent variable for two regression models, (1) and (2), in three time periods. Table

9 indicates positive, but not statistically significant, relationships between CEO compensation

gap and corporate performance for the all three time intervals. This result is in line with Lee et

al. (2008) and Kale et al. (2009) who also found a positive relationship between CEOs pay gap

and company performance. However, Correa and Lel (2014) found a negative relation between

firm  performance  and  CEO  gap  in  their  study  of  39  countries.  Henderson  and  Fredrickson

(2001) mentioned that smaller pay gap between CEOs and group management leads to a higher

cooperation and consequently a better firm performance. Therefore, Lel (2014) supported

Henderson and Fredrickson (2001) expectations by finding negative relation between CEOs
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pay gap and company performance, which means a larger CEOs pay gap leads to a lower

corporate performance.

By statistically significant and positive relationship between CEOs query and executives

remuneration gap, in Table 9, it can be finalized that the CEOs who are more famous in their

industry will lead to a larger monetary difference between CEO and an individual executive in

the group management supported by the positive and significant coefficients (1.6 and 1.5

million, 1%). The positive coefficient of 1.5 million indicates that for each additional query

number, it can be expected that the CEO pay gap increases by an average of million SEK 1.5.

Therefore, following the line of argument for Graffin et al. (2008), although group management

who work with celebrity CEOs will receive a better remuneration, reputed executives preserve

this reward by increasing the pay gap between CEOs and group management (Malmendier and

Tate, 2009). Thus, this result accepts the claim by Graffin et al. (2008) that the celebrity CEOs

add a mixture of prestige and power into their companies, and consequently the CEOs with a

higher query in the media can significantly affect the remuneration gap between CEO and group

managers.

Although, CEO pay gap and growth opportunity, approximated by M/B, has a positive and

statistically significant correlation during the pre-crisis time, for the post-crisis time there is no

statistically significant relationship between these two factors. Therefore, it can be interpreted

that before the financial crisis at 2008, the CEOs whose firms have higher growth opportunities,

the remuneration gap would be increased. However, according to Columns 3 and 4 of Table 9,

these results cannot be observed for the post-crisis period. The results follow what Carpenter

and Sanders (2004) said, which for the whole sample period, CEO pay gap has a positive and

statistically significant relation with investment opportunities.  Hence, firms with high

investment opportunities (market-to-book value ratio) lead to a significantly higher CEO

remuneration gap.
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Regarding the second hypothesis in this study, Table 10 reports the appraised coefficients when

CEO strength used as a dependent variable, following Abrahamson and De Ridder (2010)

research methodology. For both pre and post crisis times, the executives power did not have a

statistically significant influenced by the firm performance. However, for the sample period of

2003 to 2011, the results show a positive and significant correlation between power of the

executives and company performance. This result confirms the claim of Wu et al. (2011), who

indicated that the CEOs in the firm with higher performance have more power than the CEOs

in lower firm performance. The statistically significant effect for these two variables increased

when control variables which are related to the ownership structure were added. Therefore, the

second hypothesis of this study can be accepted due to the positive and significant relation

between CEO strength and corporate performance.

Table 10 shows that, during the time of pre-crisis, 2003-2007, Column 2, CEOs power and

executive reputation had weak and negative relationships. Surprisingly, although a higher query

for the CEOs leads to an increasing CEOs total payment as well as CEOs pay gap, the strength

of the CEOs have a negative and significant relation with CEOs reputation for the post-crisis

time. For the whole sample interval, 2003-2011, higher query will lead to decrease the power

of the firms’ executive, supported by the negative and significant coefficients (-0.0176 and -

0.0175, 1%) in both regression models. It can be interpreted that CEOs’ reputational effects

may motivate directors in order to act in the interest of the corporation and this indicates that

the celebrity CEOs own a better decision control (Malmendier and Tate, 2009). Therefore, this

decision authority leads to increase a better remuneration to the group management compared

to the CEO himself and consequently, this provokes to a lower strength in compare with the

less reputed CEOs (Lee, 2007).

Regression results for three time intervals show that there is no statistically significant relation

between strength of CEO and firm size. This outcome is in line with arguments that suggest



24

larger firms in an industry pay better to their CEOs but not raising their strength (Baker and

Hall, 2004).

Supporting the research by Abrahamson and de Ridder (2010), regression model (2) shows that

foreign institutional holdings has a negative and statistically significant influence on CEOs

strength.

In general, these results report that there is no statistically significant correlation between CEOs

age and total compensation to the CEOs, group management pay and CEOs pay gap however,

executive strength has a weak and positive relation with the director’s age for the whole sample

period in regression model (1), Column 5.

When the control variables included in all different equations of Ordinary Least Square (OLS)

regression models, in all four regression tables, adjusted R square increases considerably.

5. Conclusion

This study compares the total remuneration to the CEOs with the group executive managers in

order to achieve a better picture of remuneration packages. Accordingly, realizing CEO Pay

Slice (CEO strength) is very necessary in order to achieve a complete comprehension of

remuneration design (Bebchuk et al., 2006).

This paper examines the reputation as well as the strength of the CEO for the sample of Swedish

firms, over the years 2003 to 2014. Considering, financial crisis at 2008 leads to divide samples

into three time intervals which are pre-crisis, post-crisis and the whole sample period.

This paper tries to identify the relationship between the CEOs who are highly exposed by the

media and their total payment. The executives who are highly exposed by the public media will

become more well-known (Perryman, 2008) and may create an impression by the public that

the firm with a famous CEO will have a better performance, as a consequence, reputed CEOs
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demand higher remuneration (Lee, 2007). The results reported that the executive compensation

will increase as the CEO query in the public media rises regardless of the financial crisis. The

relationship between executive total pay and query is not affected by the financial crisis, since

the results indicate a positive and statistically significant correlation for all three different time

durations.

I also find a positive and significant relationship between CEO strength and corporate

performance in the overall period of sample. It could be interpreted that the higher performance

of the firm (ROA), will lead to increase the power of the firms’ executives supported by the

positive and significant coefficient. The relationship between executive strength and firm

performance during the pre and post intervals of financial crisis is positive but not statistically

significant. Therefore, for the sample period of this study, firm performance does not have an

impact on the strength of the CEOs for the time before and after the crisis at 2008.

After all, for all three time intervals, the firms with high domestic and overseas institutional

holdings are related with the higher remuneration packages to the CEOs as well as CEO

compensation gap while both Swedish and non-Swedish institutional holdings reduced the

strength of the executives. The result of my study shows that both institutional ownerships have

higher coefficients for group management compensation in compare with the coefficients of the

related institutional ownership in CEOs total compensation, thereby the fraction of CEOs

strength would be declined. It should be noted that the estimated coefficients are much lower

for foreign institutional holdings in compare with domestic institutional ownership, while for

the total remuneration to CEOs and group management, the estimated coefficients for foreign

institutional holdings are higher than domestic institutional ownership.

Considering this study was carried out with 56 largest Swedish firms for a specific time period,

it is hard to generalize the results, since the result would be distinctive with different firms
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within divergent time periods. However, it can be quoted that the sample is a representative

sample, given that the companies of this study represents 85% of total market capitalization in

the end of 2014. Therefore, the findings of this study could be a useful directive for future

studies. The evaluations of this paper present that the executives receive various compensation

due to the impact of different variables such as, reputation, firm size, company performance

and etc. Therefore for the future studies, investigation about a new independent variable which

is related to the executives and not the company like nationality of the CEOs can be suggested

since the results of this paper show that the executive’s influential elements have a higher

impact on total remuneration than firm’s factors. Moreover, for future research, investigating

about the total remuneration of domestic and foreign CEOs should be explored.
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Figure 1. Structure of CEOs Remuneration

The figure indicates the average level of total compensation to the CEOs (in SEK) for a sample
of 56 large Swedish companies which are listed on the Stockholm Stock Exchange (SSE) for
the period of 2003 to 2014. All remuneration data collected from the annual reports of each
firm. The data are reported in 2014 purchasing power.

Figure 2. Strength of Chief Executive Officers

The figure expresses the mean level of the CEO strength for 56 largest Swedish firms over the
years 2003-2014. Strength is defined as a fraction of CEO total remuneration to group
management total compensation (including the CEO) and shown as a percentage.

Year

SEK
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Table 1. Descriptive Statistics

The sample contains of the 56 largest Swedish companies, classified by market capitalization
at the end of December at each year, listed on the Stockholm Stock Exchange (SSE) for the
sample period 2003-2014. The sample period 2003-2007 and 2009-2014 considered as pre-
crisis and post-crisis intervals respectively. All remuneration data are hand-collected from the
firms’ annual reports. Compensation package consists of salary plus bonus and reported for
both CEOs and group management. CEO pay gap defined as monetary difference between CEO
and average compensation of the group management. Strength defined by the total
compensation of CEO divided by the group management compensation (including CEO). CEO
age  is  defined  as  age  of  the  CEO  for  year  t.  CEO  query  is  the  query  number  on  ‘‘Dagens
Industri’’ magazine for the CEO for year t. All continuous variables have been truncated at the
1st and 99th percentile respectively in order to reduce the impact of outliers. All total pay data
are justified for inflation and reported according to 2014 purchasing power.

      Variables                                    Mean                  Median                  Max.                 Min                   Std.Dev
CEOs Total Pay (SEK)
2003-2014                                   13,456,000           11,940,000         43,442,000         1,800,000             8,494,000
2003-2007                                   12,067,000           10,240,000         43,442,000         1,800,000             8,207,000
2009-2014                                   14,767,000           13,408,000         43,442,000         1,800,000             8,732,000

Group Management Pay (SEK)
2003-2014                                   40,100,000           30,710,000         159,167,000         2,467,000           31,000,000
2003-2007                                   35,580,000           26,370,000         159,167,000         2,467,000           29,430,000
2009-2014                                   44,190,000           34,750,000         159,167,000         2,467,000           32,470,000

CEO Pay Gap (SEK)
2003-2014                                   8,742,000              7,263,000          36,278,000             81,000             6,702,000
2003-2007                                   7,661,000              5,994,000          36,278,000             81,000             6,320,000
2009-2014                                   9,763,000              8,522,000          36,278,000             81,000             7,038,000

CEO Strength
2003-2014                                     0.282                      0.267                0.672                   0.105                  0.104
2003-2007                                     0.284                      0.267                0.672                   0.105                  0.107
2009-2014                                     0.281                      0.266                0.672                   0.105                  0.102

CEO Age                                         51                            51                       66                        36                      6
CEO Query                                      20                           12                       174                        0                      24
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Table 2 CEO and Group Management Total Compensation

This table prepares information on executives and group management total compensation (in
SEK). The sample consists of the 56 largest firms in Sweden, categorized by market
capitalization, listed on the Stockholm Stock Exchange (SSE) in Sweden over the sample period
of 2003-2014. All data about compensation are hand-collected data from annual reports of the
selected firms in a specific time period. Total compensation consists of salary and bonus. Panel
A shows descriptive statistics sorted by years. Group management total remuneration are
reported in parenthesis. Panel B represents descriptive statistics categorized by market
capitalization into quartiles where quartile 1 (4) are the firms with the lowest (highest) value.

Panel A: Sorted by Years
CEO and Group Management Total Remuneration

Years Mean Median Max Min Std.Dev N

2003
10,519,000

(30,936,000)
8,598,000

(22,076,000)
43,442,000

(118,782,000)
1,800,000

(2,467,000)
8,286,000

(27,152,000) 56

2004
11,000,000

(34,828,000)
9,498,000

(26,164,000)
35,838,000

(123,151,000)
1,800,000

(2,467,000)
7,078,000

(29,024,000) 56

2005
12,087,000

(35,084,000)
10,800,000

(26,400,000)
43,442,000

(159,167,000)
1,800,000

(2,600,000)
8,110,000

(31,000,000) 56

2006
13,343,000

(36,912,000)
12,335,000

(27,260,000)
43,442,000

(159,167,000)
2,107,000

(2,649,000)
9,217,000

(29,755,000) 56

2007
13,388,000

(39,159,000)
12,454,000

(29,895,000)
30,927,000

(159,167,000)
2,184,000

(2,669,000)
8,072,000

(30,427,000) 56

2008
12,540,000

(37,962,000)
11,335,000

(31,046,000)
30,756,000

(122,210,000)
2,094,000

(2,585,000)
7,280,000

(27,150,000) 56

2009
13,031,000

(39,637,000)
11,500,000

(30,391,000)
39,542,000

(112,000,000)
2,754,000

(2,467,000)
8,308,000

(27,778,000) 56

2010
14,167,000

(43,954,000)
13,876,000

(33,292,000)
39,305,000

(128,792,000)
2,067,000

(3,338,000)
7,957,000

(32,594,000) 56

2011

14,148,000
(42,662,000)

13,500,000
(29,534,000)

38,798,000
(122,406,000)

1,913,000
(4,861,000)

7,598,000
(32,455,000) 56

2012

14,676,000
(43,952,000)

13,022,000
(33,835,000)

40,550,000
(137,400,000)

1,995,000
(5,486,000)

8,790,000
(32,776,000) 56

2013
15,710,000

(45,059,000)
14,193,000

(36,903,000)
43,442,000

(157,987,000)
1,995,000

(5,686,000)
9,850,000

(33,277,000) 56

2014
16,867,000

(49,889,000)
16,310,000

(39,754,000)
41,094,000

(159,167,000)
1,800,000

(2,467,000)
9,525,000

(35,988,000) 56
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Panel B: Categorized by Market Capitalization
Q1(Lowest) Q2 Q3 Q4(Highest)

CEO Total

Compensation

(SEK)

Mean 6,457,000 11,044,000 16,544,000 19,780,000

Median 5,704,000 9,074,000 14,878,000 19,072,000

Max 20,533,000 43,442,000 43,442,000 43,442,000

Min 1,800,000 2,853,000 1,800,000 5,874,000

Std.Dev 3,656,000 6,922,000 8,985,000 6,551,000

Group

Management

Total

Compensation

(SEK)

Mean 16,673,000 29,185,000 41,312,000 73,173,000

Median 15,128,000 24,520,000 36,855,000 67,353,000

Max 59,469.000 114,322,000 124,561,000 159,167,000

Min 2,467,000 4,486,000 2,477,000 26,420,000

Std.Dev 10,758,000 18,685,000 25,380,000 31,483,000

N 168 168 168 168
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Table 3. CEO Pay Gap and CEO Strength

This  table  shows information  on  CEO pay  gap  (in  SEK)  and  strength  of  CEOs.  The  sample
contains of the 56 largest firms, categorized by market capitalization, listed on the Stockholm
Stock Exchange (SSE) in Sweden over the sample period of 2003-2014. CEO pay gap defined
as monetary difference between CEO and average compensation of the group management.
Strength defined by the total compensation of CEO divided by the group management
compensation (including CEO). Panel A shows descriptive statistics sorted by years the figures
about CEO strength are reported inside parenthesis.  Panel B categorized by market
capitalization into quartiles where quartile 1 (4) are the firms with the lowest (highest) value.

Panel A: Sorted by Years
CEO Pay Gap and CEO Strength

Years Mean Median Max. Min. Std.Dev N

2003
6,794,000

(0.291)
5,158,000

(0.273)
36,278,000

(0.672)
310,000
(0.105)

6,976,000
(0.123) 56

2004
6,876,000

(0.274)
5,690,000

(0.275)
27,628,000

(0.560)
320,000
(0.107)

5,371,000
(0.099) 56

2005
7,582,000

(0.281)
6,293,000

(0.267)
32,285,000

(0.565)
81,000
(0.131)

6,037,000
(0.094) 56

2006
8,670,000

(0.292)
6,883,000

(0.263)
32,860,000

(0.649)
506,000
(0.143)

7,168,000
(0.112) 56

2007
8,381,000

(0.284)
7,331,000

(0.266)
22,316,000

(0.599)
81,000
(0.109)

5,853,000
(0.106) 56

2008
8,014,000

(0.275)
7,263,000

(0.272)
23,734,000

(0.594)
104,000
(0.105)

5,554,000
(0.099) 56

2009
8,280,000

(0.274)
7,059,000

(0.262)
34,773,000

(0.570)
261,000
(0.105)

6,897,000
(0.101) 56

2010
9,170,000

(0.277)
8,480,000

(0.270)
31,400,000

(0.672)
517,000
(0.111)

6,420,000
(0.105) 56

2011
9,320.000

(0.289)
8,630,000

(0.281)
31,130,000

(0.672)
81,000
(0.111)

6,022,000
(0.105) 56

2012
9,760,000

(0.278)
8,135,000

(0.260)
34,130,000

(0.672)
166,000
(0.132)

6,990,000
(0.104) 56

2013
10,600,000

(0.285)
8,930,000

(0.265)
36,280,000

(0.671)
81,000
(0.125)

8,070,000
(0.103) 56

2014 11,450,000
(0.284)

11,260,000
(0.259)

36,300,000
(0.594)

650,000
(0.105)

7,500,000
(0.096) 56
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Panel B: Categorized by Market Capitalization
Q1(Lowest) Q2 Q3 Q4(Highest)

CEO Pay Gap

(SEK)

Mean 3,970,000 7,195,100 11,210,000 12,590,000

Median 3,240,000 5,290,000 9,370,000 12,066,000

Max 17,640,000 36,277,000 36,277,000 34,770,000

Min 81,000 830,000 81,000 2,150,000

Std.Dev 3,168,000 5,775,000 7,550,00 5,813,000

CEO Strength

Mean 0.302 0.291 0.306 0.229

Median 0.283 0.280 0.284 0.213

Max 0.528 0.672 0.672 0.575

Min 0.115 0.105 0.124 0.105

Std.Dev 0.085 0.119 0.106 0.081

N 168 168 168 168
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Table 4. Different Industries

This table shows information on CEOs and group management total remuneration as well as
CEO pay gap and CEO strength for various branches.  The total industries contains of the 56
largest firms, categorized by market capitalization, listed on the Stockholm Stock Exchange
(SSE) in Sweden over the sample period of 2003-2014. All data about compensation are hand-
collected data from annual reports of the firms in a specific time period. Total compensation
consists of salary and bonus. All total pay data are justified for inflation and reported according
to 2014 purchasing power. CEO pay gap defined as monetary difference between CEO and
average compensation of the group management. Strength defined by the total compensation
of CEO divided by the group management compensation (including CEO).

Mean Median Max. Min. Std.Dev. N

Panel A:                                                               Consumer Goods
CEO Total Pay (SEK) 15,600.000 14,100,000 29,400,000 5,400,000 5,900,000 48

Group Management
Total Pay (SEK)

65,800,000 63,500,000 157,990,000 16,700,000 36,900,000 48

CEO Pay Gap (SEK) 9,500,000 8,800,000 19,500,000 1,700,000 4,000,000 48

CEO Strength 0.214 0.216 0.378 0.116 0.064 48

Panel B: Consumer Service
CEO Total Pay (SEK) 14,600,000 14,570,000 39,540,000 1,800,000 8,990,000 48

Group Management
Total Pay (SEK)

43,700,000 48,600,000 114,320,000 3,150,000 28,100,000 48

CEO Pay Gap (SEK) 10,040,000 10,000,000 34,770,000 81,000 8,440,000 48

CEO Strength 0.282 0.304 0.575 0.105 0.119 48

Panel C: Finance
CEO Total Pay (SEK) 10,160,000 7,610,000 34,200,000 1,800,000 6,880,000 228

Group Management
Total Pay (SEK)

31,900,000 20,420,000 121,330,000 2,500,000 29,000,000 228

CEO Pay Gap (SEK) 5,900,000 4,640,000 29,100,000 81,000 4,500,000 228

CEO Strength 0.282 0.267 0.626 0.105 0.099 228

Panel D:                                                                    Health Care
CEO Total Pay (SEK) 17,550,000 12,760,000 43,440,000 5,400,000 11,400,000 48

Group Management
Total Pay (SEK)

26,900,000 26,700,000 55,200,000 9,500,000 10,600,000 48

CEO Pay Gap (SEK) 13,330,000 9,740,000 26,300,000 1,900,000 10,000,000 48

CEO Strength 0.382 0.336 0.672 0.149 0.163 48
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Mean Median Max. Min. Std.Dev. N

Panel E: Industry
CEO Total Pay (SEK) 15,410,000 15,000,000 43,440,000 1,820,000 9,220,000 192

Group Management
Total Pay (SEK)

47,600,000 49,900,000 150,170,000 2,470,000 31,770,000 192

CEO Pay Gap (SEK) 10,110,000 9,300,000 36,300,000 228,000 7,160,000 192

CEO Strength 0.267 0.251 0.672 0.107 0.092 192

Panel F:                                                                        Materials
CEO Total Pay (SEK) 10,570,000 10,100,000 22,100,000 6,100,000 3,440,000 48

Group Management
Total Pay (SEK)

25,440,000 23,430,000 50,600,000 11,170,000 9,100,000 48

CEO Pay Gap (SEK) 7,370,000 6,650,000 19,100,000 3,240,000 3,320,000 48

CEO Strength 0.301 0.298 0.503 0.181 0.069 48

Panel G: Oil and Gas

CEO Total Pay (SEK) 9,350,000 8,130,000 15,100,000 4,500,000 4,110,000 12

Group Management
Total Pay (SEK)

20,700,000 20,170,000 47,840,000 8,200,000 9,900,000 12

CEO Pay Gap (SEK) 4,540,000 4,100,000 7,600,000 2,440,000 1,700,000 12

CEO Strength 0.313 0.292 0.401 0.218 0.055 12

Panel H: Technology
CEO Total Pay (SEK) 15,220,000 10,100,000 36,570,000 2,780,000 10,830,000 24

Group Management
Total Pay (SEK)

56,540,000 38,820,000 159,170,000 8,410,000 49,460,000 24

CEO Pay Gap (SEK) 10,420,000 7,470,000 29,880,000 1,100,000 8,100,000 24

CEO Strength 0.252 0.2958 0.384 0.138 0.076 24

Panel I: Telecom
CEO Total Pay (SEK) 20,400,000 19,650,000 31,730,000 15,000,000 3,700,000 24

Group Management
Total Pay (SEK)

48,390,000 43,540,000 78,100,000 29,540,000 14,100,000 24

CEO Pay Gap (SEK) 14,780,000 14,170,000 26,680,000 9,110,000 3,700,000 24

CEO Strength 0.305 0.314 0.465 0.223 0.059 24
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Table 5. Univariate Analysis of Total Compensation to the CEOs and Group
Management, CEO Pay Gap and Strength

This table examine the relation between remuneration to both CEOs and group management,
CEOs pay gap and strength based on market capitalization. Firms sorted into quartile over the
sample period 2003-2014 and report mean levels as the control variables. Paired t-test for means
is applied to examine whether the means are significantly different between highest value and
smallest value quartiles (high-low). p-value reported within parentheses. All remuneration data
are hand-collected from the firms’ annual reports. Compensation package consists of salary
plus bonus and reported for both CEOs and Group Management. CEO pay gap defined as
monetary difference between CEO and an individual person in group management. Strength
defined by the total compensation of CEO divided by the group management compensation.

(1) (2) (3)
Q1(Lowest)

N=168
Q 4(Highest)

N=168
High-Low Mean Difference

(p value)

Total Compensation to
CEOs 6,457,216 19,780,410 13,323,194

(<0.001)

Compensation to  Group
management 16,673,494 73,172,950 56,499,456

(<0.001)

CEO Pay Gap 3,971,636 12,589,995 8,618,359
(<0.001)

CEO strength 0.3017 0.2288 (0.0729)
(<0.001)
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Table 6. Correlation Coefficients Matrix for CEOs Remuneration and Control Variables

This table shows correlation coefficients between different variables. Appraised correlation
coefficient matrix is based on the 56 largest firms, sorted by market capitalization at the end of
each calendar year, listed on the Stockholm Stock Exchange (SSE) in Sweden over the sample
period 2003-2014.

CEO total
Pay

CEO
Strength

CEO Pay Gap CEO-age CEO-Query Firm Size

CEO total Pay 1

CEO Strength 0.148 1

CEO Pay Gap 0.961 0.292 1

CEO-Age 0.653 0.097 0.050 1

CEO-Query 0.320 -0.175 0.271 -0.082 1

Firm Size 0.357 -0.081 0.262 0.122 0.341 1
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Table 7. Ordinary Least Square (OLS) Regression for CEO Total Compensation

This table reports results of OLS regressions for the logarithm of total pay to the CEOs.

Log (CEO total compensation)=α+β1(log TA)+β2(ROA)+β3(M/B)+ β4 (log Age)+β5 (log
Query)

Log (CEO total compensation)= α+β1(log TA)+ β2 (ROA)+ β3 (M/B)+ β4(log Age)+β5 (log
Query)+ β6(INSTD)+ β7(INSTF)+ β8(Herfindahl)

The sample  consists  of  504  observations  for  the  56  largest  firms  listed  on  the  SSE over  the
sample period of 2003 to 2011. The sample period 2003-2007 and 2009-2011 considered as
pre-crisis and post-crisis respectively. Total compensation is a salary plus bonus for the
executive in year t. Firm size is the logarithm of firm assets for year t. Firm performance, ROA,
is income before adding extraordinary items over the average total assets for year t. Growth
opportunity, M/B, is the market value of equity over the book value of equity at the end of year
t-1.Log  (CEO-age)  is  the  logarithm  of  age  for  the  CEO  for  year  t.  Log  (CEO-query)  is  the
logarithm of query on ‘‘Dagens Industri’’ magazine for the CEO for year t. Ownership fraction
defined as shares held by each ownership group divided by the total outstanding shares
respectively. The statistical significance at the 1, 5 and 10 percent levels express by ***, **,
and * respectively. t-statistics are computed and reported within parentheses.

Log (Total compensation to the CEO)
2003-2007 2009-2011 2003-2011

                                              N= 280                                    N=168                                          N=504
(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6)

Intercept 12.7871*** 11.3408*** 14.1880*** 11.8337*** 13.4248*** 11.4027***

(9.84) (9.72) (8.66) (8.28) (14.04) (13.40)

Log(Assets)
0.1183*** 0.0796*** 0.0880** 0.0607** 0.1008*** 0.0658**

(4.34) (3.34) (2.53) (1.98) (5.07) (3.79)

ROA
0.0124** 0.0090** 0.0018 0.0031 0.0048* 0.0027

(2.65) (2.23) (0.33) (0.67) (1.69) (1.13)

M/B
0.0107 0.0164** 0.0100 0.0097 0.0096 0.0130**

(1.13) (1.99) (1.18) (1.34) (1.51) (2.39)

Log(CEO-
Age)

0.1815 0.2965 0.0207 0.2273 0.1159 0.3252
(0.56) (1.04) (0.51) (0.65) (0.49) (1.57)

Log(CEO-
Query)

0.1837 *** 0.1645 *** 0.1755*** 0.1657*** 0.1914*** 0.1755***

(4.84) (5.06) (3.95) (4.23) (7.13) (7.49)

Domestic
Institutional

Holdings

2.0641*** 2.2795*** 2.1680***

(8.05) (6.85) (11.39)

Foreign
Institutional

Holdings

2.1613*** 2.4974*** 2.2820***

(8.98) (7.43) (12.20)

Herfindahl
-0.3723* 0.0226 -0.1595***

(-1.78) (0.10) (-1.07)

R2 adjusted 0.213 0.431 0.168 0.402 0.201 0.419
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Table 8. Ordinary Least Square (OLS) Regression for Group Management total
Compensation

This table reports results of OLS regressions for the logarithm of total pay to the group
management.
Log (group management compensation)=α+β1(log TA)+β2(ROA)+β3(M/B)+ β4 (log Age)+β5
(log Query)

Log (group management compensation)= α+ β1(log TA)+ β2 (ROA)+ β3 (M/B)+ β4(log Age)
+ β5 (log Query)+ β6(INSTD)+ β7(INSTF)+ β8(Herfindahl)

The sample  consists  of  504  observations  for  the  56  largest  firms  listed  on  the  SSE over  the
sample period of 2003 to 2011. The sample period 2003-2007 and 2009-2011represents pre-
crisis and post-crisis respectively. Total compensation is a salary plus bonus for the group
management in year t. Firm size is the logarithm of firm assets for year t. Firm performance,
ROA, is income before adding extraordinary items over the average total assets for year t.
Growth opportunity, M/B, is the market value of equity over the book value of equity at the end
of year t-1. Log (CEO-age) is the logarithm of age for the CEO for year t. Log (CEO-query) is
the logarithm of query on ‘‘Dagens Industri’’ magazine for the CEO for year t. Ownership
fraction defined as shares held by each ownership group divided by the total outstanding shares
respectively. The statistical significance at the 1, 5 and 10 percent levels express by ***, **,
and * respectively. t-statistics are computed and reported within parentheses.

Log (Total compensation to the Group Management)
2003-2007 2009-2011 2003-2011

                                         N= 280                                     N=168                                        N=504
(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6)

Intercept 13.3661*** 11.3907*** 16.6731*** 13.8466*** 15.0212*** 12.5392***

(8.43) (8.08) (8.36) (7.98) (13.08) (12.46)

Log(Assets)
0.1411*** 0.0917*** 0.0525 0.0113 0.1015*** 0.0562**

(4.25) (3.18) (1.24) (0.30) (4.25) (2.73)

ROA
0.0075 0.0034 -0.0062 -0.0052 -0.0006 -0.0032
(1.31) (0.69) (-0.95) (-0.94) (-0.17) (-1.12)

M/B
0.0112 0.0161 0.0167 0.0161* 0.0158** 0.0185***

(0.97) (1.62) (1.62) (1.85) (3.08) (2.86)

Log(CEO-
Age)

0.1653 0.3469 -0.2901 0.0028 -0.0892 0.1787
(0.42) (1.01) (-0.58) (0.01) (-0.31) (0.73)

Log(CEO-
Query)

0.2314*** 0.2130*** 0.3355*** 0.3220*** 0.2856*** 0.2675***

(4.99) (5.39) (6.19) (6.77) (8.86) (9.65)

Domestic
Institutional
Holdings

2.4796*** 2.5615*** 2.5202***

(8.00) (6.34) (11.19)

Foreign
Institutional
Holdings

2.8568*** 3.1836*** 2.9721***

(9.82) (7.80) (13.43)

Herfindahl
-0.2519 0.0446 -0.1081***

(-0.99) (0.15) (-0.61)

R2 adjusted 0.204 0.436 0.250 0.464 0.230 0. 456
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Table 9. Ordinary Least Square (OLS) Regression for CEO Pay Gap

This table reports results of OLS regressions for the CEO pay gap.
CEO pay gap= α +β1 (log TA)+ β2 (ROA)+ β3 (M/B)+ β4 (log Age) + β5 (log Query)

CEO pay gap=α+ β1 (log TA)+ β2 (ROA)+ β3 (M/B)+ β4 (log Age) + β5 (log Query)+
β6(INSTD)+ β7(INSTF)+ β8(Herfindahl)

The sample  consists  of  504  observations  for  the  56  largest  firms  listed  on  the  SSE over  the
sample period of 2003 to 2011. The sample period 2003-2007 and 2009-2011 considered as
pre-crisis and post-crisis respectively. CEO remuneration gap defined as a monetary difference
between CEO and the mean value of group management compensation at year t. Firm size is
the logarithm of firm assets for year t. Firm performance, ROA, is income before adding
extraordinary items over the average total assets for year t. M/B, growth opportunity, is the
market value of equity over the book value of equity at the end of year t-1. Log (CEO-age) is
the  logarithm of  age  for  the  CEO for  year  t.  Log (CEO-query)  is  the  logarithm of  query  on
‘‘Dagens Industri’’ magazine for the CEO for year t. Ownership fraction defined as shares held
by each ownership group divided by the total outstanding shares respectively. The statistical
significance at the 1, 5 and 10 percent levels express by ***, **, and * respectively. t-statistics
are computed and reported within parentheses.

CEO Pay Gap
2003-2007 2009-2011 2003-2011

                                               N=280                                     N=168                                        N=504
(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6)

Intercept
(Million)

-9.7 -17.6 -9.1 -25.1 -10.9 -23.0***

(-0.85) (-1.53) (-0.54) (-1.52) (-1.25) (-2.67)

Log(Assets)
566,046** 359,116 750,822** 557,540 620,209*** 411,392**

(2.36) (1.53) (2.09) (1.57) (3.41) (2.33)

ROA
61,972 43,845 19,377 25,450 31,309 18,966
(1.50) (1.10) (0.35) (0.48) (1.21) (0.77)

M/B
202,248** 231,184*** 115,960 111,756 143,029** 161,284***

(2.44) (2.84) (1.33) (1.35) (2.47) (2.91)

Log(CEO-
Age)

(Million)

0.730 1.4 0.423 1.9 1.1 2.4
(0.26) (0.50) (0.10) (0.47) (0.50) (1.15)

Log(CEO-
Query)

(Million)

1.6*** 1.5*** 1.3*** 1.2*** 1.4*** 1.4***

(4.82) (4.71) (2.73) (2.76) (5.91) (5.79)

Domestic
Institutional

Holdings
(Million)

10.8*** 14.9*** 12.3***

(4.30) (3.88) (6.39)

Foreign
Institutional

Holdings
(Million)

11.4*** 16.1*** 13.2***

(4.84) (4.17) (6.96)

Herfindahl
(Million)

-1.6 1.5 -0.272
(-0.81) (0.54) (-0.18)

R2 adjusted 0.155 0.232 0.093 0.181 0.136 0.223
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Table 10. Ordinary Least Square (OLS) Regression for Strength of the CEO

This table reports results of OLS regressions for the CEO strength.
CEO Strength=α+β1 (log TA)+β2(ROA)+β3(M/B)+β4(log Age)+β5(log Query)

CEO  Strength  =  α+  β1(log TA)+ β2 (ROA)+ β3 (M/B) +β4 (log  Age)  +  β5 (log Query) +
β6(INSTD)+ β7(INSTF)+ β8(Herfindahl)

The sample  consists  of  504  observations  for  the  56  largest  firms  listed  on  the  SSE over  the
sample period of 2003 to 2011. The sample period 2003-2007 and 2009-2011 considered as
pre-crisis and post-crisis intervals respectively. Strength of the CEO is the total pay to the CEO
divided by the total compensation to the group management (including CEO) in year t. Firm
size is the logarithm of firm assets for year t. Firm performance, ROA, is income before adding
extraordinary items over the average total assets for year t. M/B, growth opportunity, is the
market value of equity over the book value of equity at the end of year t-1. Log (CEO-age) is
the  logarithm of  age  for  the  CEO for  year  t.  Log (CEO-query)  is  the  logarithm of  query  on
‘‘Dagens Industri’’ magazine for the CEO for year t. Ownership fraction defined as shares held
by each ownership group divided by the total outstanding shares respectively. The statistical
significance at the 1, 5 and 10 percent levels express by ***, **, and * respectively. t-statistics
are computed and reported within parentheses.

Strength of the CEO
2003-2007 2009-2011 2003-2011

                                              N=280                                     N=168                                       N=504
(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6)

Intercept 0.2341 0.3241 -0.0807 0.0027 0.0742 0.1502
(1.12) (1.48) (-0.30) (0.01) (0.49) (0.95)

Log(Assets)
-0.0035 -0.0017 0.0060 0.0085 -0.0004 0.0014
(-0.80) (-0.39) (1.02) (1.42) (-0.13) (0.43)

ROA
0.0009 0.0010 0.0014 0.0015 0.0008* 0.0009**

(1.17) (1.27) (1.57) (1.64) (1.84) (2.08)

M/B
-0.0004 -0.0000 -0.0012 -0.0011 -0.0012 -0.0010
(-0.27) (-0.05) (-0.84) (-0.80) (-1.21) (-0.98)

Log(CEO-
Age)

0.0324 0.0212 0.0822 0.0658 0.0643* 0.0536
(0.63) (0.40) (1.21) (0.96) (1.69) (1.39)

Log(CEO-
Query)

-0.0099 -0.0101* -0.0292*** -0.0288*** -0.0176*** -0.0175***

(-1.63) (-1.65) (-3.96) (-3.76) (-4.11) (-4.03)

Domestic
Institutional

Holdings

-0.0588 -0.0446 -0.0478
(-1.23) (-0.69) (-1.04)

Foreign
Institutional

Holdings

-0.1299*** -0.1215* -0.1208***

(-2.89) (-1.85) (-3.48)

Herfindahl
-0.0295 -0.0089 -0.0165
(-0.75) (-0.19) (-0.59)

R2 adjusted 0.009 0.030 0.089 0.094 0.042 0.062



41

References

Abrahamson, M. and De Ridder, A., 2010. Executive Compensation Contracts and Ownership
Structure. In Conference Paper for 12th Annual SNEE (Swedish Network for European
Economic Research) Conference 18-21 May, 2010 Mölle, Sweden.

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

Aduda, J. (2011). ‘‘The relationship between executive compensation and firm performance in
the Kenyan banking sector’’, Journal of Accounting and Taxation, 3(6), 130-139.

Aggarwal, R. K. and Samwick A. A.  (2003) ‘‘Performance incentives within firms: The effect
of managerial responsibility’’, Journal of Finance, 58, 1613-1649.

Baixauli-Soler, J.S. and Sanchez-Marin, G. (2011). ‘‘Organizational governance and TMT pay
level adjustment’’, Journal of Business Research, 64, 862-870.

Baker,  G.  P.  and  Hall,  B.J.  (2004).  ‘‘CEO  Incentives  and  Firm  Size’’, Journal of Labor
Economics, 22 (4), 767-798.

Bebchuk, L. and Fried, J. M. (2003). ‘‘Executive Compensation as an Agency Problem’’,
Journal of Economic Perspectives, 17(3), 71-92.

Bebchuk, L. A., and Fried, J. M. (2006). ‘‘Pay without performance: Overview of the issues’’,
Academy of Management Perspectives, 20(1), 5–24.

Bebchuk,  L.A.,  Cremers,  M.  and  Peyer,  U.  (2006).  ‘‘Pay  distribution  in  the  top  executive
team’’, Harvard Law and Economics Discussion Paper, 574.

Bebchuk, L. and Jackson, R. (2005). ‘‘Executive Pensions’’, Journal of Corporate Law, 30,
823-855.

Blank,  B.,  Hadley,  B.  and  Rivolta,  M.L.  (2016).  ‘‘Does  Competition  for  the  CEO  Position
Influence Compensation?’’, Working paper.

Bouvier, A. (2010). ‘‘The Effect of Age upon CEO Compensation: A Cross-Industry Study’’,
Claremont McKenna College
Retrieved from http://scholarship.claremont.edu/cmc_theses/11 on 2016-04-21

Bryan,  S.,  Nash,  R.  and  Patel,  A.  (2006).  ‘‘The  Structure  of  Executive  Compensation:
International Evidence from 1996-2004’’, Available at SSRN 891207

Burns, N., Minnick, K. and Starks, L. (2013) , ‘‘CEO tournaments: A cross-country analysis of
causes, cultural influences and consequences’’, Available at SSRN 2261788.

Larcker,  D.F.,  Ormazabal,  G.,  Tayan,  B.  and  Taylor,  D.J.,  2014.  Follow  the  Money:
Compensation, Risk, and the Financial Crisis. Rock Center for Corporate Governance at
Stanford University Closer Look Series: Topics, Issues and Controversies in Corporate
Governance No. CGRP-43, pp.14-34.



42

Carpenter,  M.  A.  and  Sanders,  W.  G.  (2002),  “Top  management  team  compensation:  The
missing link between CEO pay and firm performance?”, Strategic Management Journal, 23,
367-375.

Carpenter, M. A. and Sanders, W. G. (2004). ‘‘The effects of top management team pay and
firm internationalization on MNC performance’’, Journal of Management, 30(4), 509-528.

Cella, C., Ellul, A., and Gupta, N. (2014). ‘‘Learning Through a Smokescreen: Earnings
Management and CEO Compensation over Tenure ’’, Available at SSRN 2544262,
Retrieved from: http://papers.ssrn.com/sol3/papers.cfm?abstract_id=2544262## on 2016-02-
21.

Conyon, M. (2006). ‘‘Executives Compensation and Incentives’’, Academy of Management
Perspectives. 20, 25-44.

Conyon, M.J. and He, L. (2008) ‘‘Executive Compensation and CEO Equity Incentives in
China’s Listed Firms’’. ESSEC Business School.

Conyon, M. and He, L. (2011). ‘‘Executive compensation and Corporate Governance in
China’’, Journal of Corporate Finance, 17(4), 1158-1175.

Core,  J.E.,  Holthausen,  R.  W.  and  Larcker,  D.F.  (1999).  ‘‘Corporate  Governance,  chief
executive officer compensation, and firms’ performance’’, Journal of Financial Economics, 51,
371-406.

Correa, R., Lel, U. (2014), “Say on Pay Laws, Executive Compensation, Pay Slice, and Firm
Value around the World.” FRB International Finance Discussion Paper, (1084).

Dai, Y. (2014). ‘‘Research on Influencing Factors of Executive Compensation in China’s
Monopoly Industries’’, Open Journal of Business and Management, 2, 210-218.

Daily, C. and Johnson, J. (1997), ‘‘Sources of CEO Power and Firm Financial Performance: A
Longitudinal Assessment’’, Journal of Management, 23(2), 97-117.

Dalbor, M.C., Kim, A. and Upneja, A. (2004). ‘‘An Initial Investigation of Firm Size and Debt
Use by Small Restaurant Firms’’, Journal of Hospitality Financial Management, 12(1), 41-48.

Dong, G.N. (2009). ‘‘Excessive Bank CEO Pay and Financial Crisis: Evidence from Structural
Estimation’’, Wall Street Journal.

Doucouliagos, H., Haman, J. and Askary, S. (2007). ‘‘Directors compensation and performance
in Australian banking’, Corporate Governance: an International Review, 15(6), 1363– 1383.

Fallatah, Y. A. (2015) ‘‘CEO Compensation, Firm Performance and Corporate Governance:
An Empirical Investigation of Saudi Arabian Companies.’’ MAGNT Research Report, 3(6), 43-
71.

Fazlzadeh, A., Tahbaz Hendi, A. and Mhboubi, K. (2011). ‘‘The Examination of the Effect of
Ownership Structure on Firm Performance in Listed Firms of Tehran Stock Exchange Based
on the Type of the Industry’’, International Journal of Business and Management, 6(3), 249-
266.



43

Finkelstein S. and Hambrick, D. (1989), ‘‘Chief executive Compensation: A Study of the
intersection of markets and political processes’’, Strategic Management Journal, 10(2), 121-
134.

Flores, J. (2013). ‘‘Svenska vd:ars löner ökar stort’’, Dagens Nyheter, 11 December, News
Press [Online]. Retrieved from: http://www.dn.se/ekonomi/svenska-vdars-loner-okar-
stort/ On:  2016-02-19.

Gao, H., Lemmon, M., and Li, K. (2010). ‘‘A Comparison of CEO Pay in Public and Private
US Firms’’. Unpublished working paper, University of British Columbia.

Gnyawali,  D.R.,  Offstein,  E.H.,  and Lau, R.S. (2008),  ‘‘The Impact of the CEO Pay Gap on
Firm Competitive Behavior’’, Group & Organization Management, 33(4), 453-484.

Graffin, S.D., Wade, J.B., Porac, J.F. and McNamee, R.C. (2008), “The impact of CEO status
diffusion on the economic outcomes of other senior managers”, Organization Science, 19(3),
457-474.

Gregg, P., Jewell, S., and Tonks, I. (2012). ‘‘Executive Pay and Performance: Did Bankers’
Bonuses Cause the Crisis?’’, International Review of Finance, 89-122.

Grossman,  S.J.  and  Hart,  O.D.  (1983).  ‘‘An  analysis  of  the  principal-agent  problem’’,
Econometrica, 51(1), 7-45.

Haid, A. and Yurtoglu, B.B (2006). ‘‘Ownership structure and executive compensation in
Germany’’. Available at SSRN 948926.

Hassen, R. B., Ouakdi, J. and Omri, A. (2015).  ‘‘Executive Compensation and Ownership
Structure’’, The Journal of Applied Business Research, 31(2), 593-609.

Henderson, A. and Fredrickson, J. (2001), “The management team coordination needs and the
CEO pay gap: A competitive test of economic and behavioral views.” The Academy of
Management Journal, 44, 1996-117.

Herdan, A. and Szczepańska, K. (2012). ‘‘Directors remuneration and companies’ performance
the comparison of listed companies in Poland and UK’’, Foundations of Management, 3(2),
41–54.

Holmström, B. (1979).  ‘‘Moral hazard and observability’’, The Bell Journal of Economics,
10(1), 74-91.

Jensen, M.C. and Murphy, K.J (1990). ‘‘Performance pay and top-management incentives’’,
Journal of Political Economy, 98(2), 225-264.

Jeppson, T.C., Smith, W.W. and Stone, R.S. (2009). ‘‘CEO Compensation And Firm
Performance: Is There Any Relationship?’’, Journal of Business & Economics Research, 7(11),
81-94.

Kabay, M. E. (2016). Statistics in Business, Finance, Management and Information
Technology: A Layered Introduction with EXCEL. Norwich University: M. E. Kabay.



44

Kale, J., Reis, E. and Venkateswaran, A. (2009). ‘‘Rank-order tournaments and incentive
alignment: The effect on firm performance’’, Journal of Finance. 64, 1479-1512.

Khan,  R.,  Dharwadkar,  R.  and  Brandes,  P.  (2005).  ‘‘Institutional  Ownership  and  CEO
Compensation: a Longitudinal Examination’’, Journal of Business Research, 58 (8), 1078-
1088.

Kumbirai, M. and Webb,R. (2010). ‘‘A financial Ratio Analysis of Commercial Bank
Performance in South Africa’’, African Review of Economics and Finance, 2(1), 30-53.

Lavelle, L. (2005). A payday for performance. Business Week, 3929, 78.

Lazear, E. and Rosen, S. (1981). ‘‘Rank-order tournaments as optimum labor contracts’’,
Journal of Political Economy, 89, 841-864.

Lee, S. (2007). CEO Reputation: Who Benefits – the Firm and the CEO. Ph.D. thesis, University
of Southern California.

Lee,  K.,  Lev,  B.,  Yeo,  H.  H.  and  Yeo,  G.  (2008),  “Executive  pay  dispersion,  corporate
governance, and firm performance.” Review of Quantitative Finance and Accounting, 30, 315-
338.

Lippert,  R.  L.,  and  Porter,  G.  (1997).  ‘‘Understanding  CEO  pay:  A  test  of  two  pay-to-
performance sensitivity measures with alternative measures of alignment and influence’’,
Journal of Business Research, 40(2), 127–138.

Lou, Y. (2015). ‘‘CEO power, ownership structure and pay performance in Chinese banking’’,
Journal of Economics and Business, 82, 3-16.

Malmendier, U. and Tate, G. (2009), “Superstar CEOs”, Quarterly Journal of Economics, 124
(4), 1593-1638.

Milbourn, T.T. (2003). ‘‘CEO reputation and stock-based compensation’’, Journal of Financial
Economics, 68, 233–262.

Nulla, Y. (2013). ‘‘CEO Age and Top Executive Officer Compensation: An Empirical Study
on Canadian Companies’’, International Journal of Scientific & Engineering Research, 4(2),
1-7.

Nulla, Y. (2013). ‘‘The Effect of Return on Assets (ROA) on CEO Compensation System in
TSX/S&P and NYSE Indexes Companies’’, International Journal of Scientific & Engineering
Research, 4(2), 1-4.

Oxelheim, L. and Randøy, T. (2008). ‘‘European Corporate Governance Guidelines and CEO
Pay-The Case of Norway and Sweden’’, Markets and Compensations for Executives in Europe,
edited by L. Oxelheim and C. Wihlborg, Bingley, 183-199.

Ozkan, N. (2011). ‘‘CEO Compensation and Firm Performance: An Empirical Investigation
of UK Panel Data’’, European Financial Management, 17(2), 260-285.



45

Ozkan, N. (2007). ‘‘Corporate governance mechanisms influence CEO compensation? An
empirical. investigation of UK companies’’, Journal of Multinational Financial Management,
17(5), 349–364.

Penman, S.H. (1996). ‘‘The Articulation of Price-Earnings Ratios and Market-to-Book Ratios
and the Evaluation of Growth’’, Journal of Accounting Research, 34(2), 235-259.

Perryman, A., (2008). Linking Celebrity to Firm Performance: a Multi-Level Analysis. Ph.D.
thesis, Florida State University.

PwC (2015), Global Top 100 Companies by Market Capitalization, Retrieved from
http://www.pwc.co.uk/ on 2016-04-22.

Sanchez-Marin,  G.  and  Samuel  Baixauli-Soler,  J.  (2014).  ‘‘CEO  reputation  and  top
management team compensation: The moderating role of corporate governance’’, Management
Decision, 52(3), 540-558.

SFS 1995:1554. Årsredovisningslagen. Stockholm: Justitiedepartementet.

Sigler,  K.  J.  (2011).  ‘‘CEO  Compensation  and  Company  Performance’’, Business and
Economics Journal, 31, 1-8.

Shleifer,  A.  and  Vishny,  R.  W.  (1997).  “A  Survey  of  Corporate  Governance.” Journal of
Finance, 52(2), 737-84.

Staw, B.M. and Epstein, L.D. (2000). ‘‘What bandwagons bring: effects of popular
management techniques on corporate performance, reputation, and CEO pay’’, Administrative
Science Quarterly, 45, 523-556.

Stengård, M. (2012). ‘‘Miljonregn över bankcheferna’’. Aftonbladet, 19 March. News Press
[Online]. Retrieved from: http://www.aftonbladet.se/nyheter/article14545069.ab On: 2016-02-
19.

Tarkovska, V. (2014). ‘‘CEO Pay Slice and Firm Value: Evidence from UK Panel Data’’
Working paper, published by Dublin Institute of Technology 2014.

Tien,C. Chen, C. and Chuang, C. (2013). ‘‘A  study  of  CEO  power,  pay  structure,  and  firm
performance’’, Journal of Management & Organization, 19(4), 424-453.

Tosi,  H.L.,  Werner,  S.,  Katz,  J.P.  and  Gomez-Mejia  L.R.  (2000).  ‘‘How  Much  Does
Performance Matter? A Meta-Analysis of CEO Pay Studies’’, Journal of Management, 26(2),
301-339.

Vemala, P., Nguyen, L., Nguyen, D., and Kommasani, A. (2014). ‘‘CEO Compensation: Does
Financial Crisis Matter?’’, International Business Research, 7(4), 125-131.

Wade, J.B., Porac, J.F., Pollock, T.G. and Graffin, S.D. (2006). ‘‘The burden of celebrity: The
impact of CEO certification contests on CEO pay and performance’’, Academy of Management
Journal, 49, 643–660.



46

Wald, J. (1999). ‘‘How Firm Characteristics Effect Capital Structure: An International
Comparison’’, Journal of Financial Research, 22, 161-187.

Weinberg, N. (2010). ‘‘No more lapdogs’’. Forbes, 10 May, 185(8), 34–36.

Werner, S., Tosi, H. and Gomez-Mejia, L.R. (2005). ‘‘Organizational governance and
employee pay: How ownership structure affects the firm's compensation strategy’’, Strategic
Management Journal, 26, 377-384.

Wu, S., Quan, X., and Liang, X. (2011). "CEO power, disclosure quality and the variability of
firm performance: Evidence from China", Nankai Business Review International, 2(1), 79 – 97.


