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Table 2 Summary Statistics of Firm Characteristics Partitioned by Diversified and Focused
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Table 3 CEO Turnover Type Portioned by Focused and Diversified Firms
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Table 5 Marginal Effect Analysis
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Diversification, Firm Performance and CEO Turnover

OUYANG Rui
Department of Finance, Jinan University, Guangzhou 510632, China

Abstract ; The forced turnover of CEO at right time is an important part of the internal governance mechanism. The sensitivity to
firm performance of CEO turmover will be influenced by many factors. Based on the sample consisting of 702 listed company both
on the Shenzhen and Shanghai stock exchange from 2002 to 2007, analyze the effects of diversification on the sensitivity to the
firm performance and performance improvement of CEO turnover. The relationship between diversification and CEO turnover is
analyzed with Logistic regression, Marginal effects analysis and Random effects analysis of panel data. The results of empirical
test show that diversification lower the sensitivity to performance of CEO turnover, the probability of turnover is unrelated to per-
formance proxy by ROA for diversification firms, the intension to change the CEQ is weaker even when performance of the firm is
declining; the restructure following the turnover is weaker in diversification firms than focused firms and the improvement of per-
formance is also not distinctive.

Keywords : diversification ; performance ; CEQ turnover ; sensitivity ; performance improvement
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