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Abstract  
Background: Following the financial crisis in 2008, a debate concerning excessive 

compensation of CEOs in retail banks arose. Previous studies have examined the association 

between CEO compensation and different factors namely, firm performance, board 

characteristics and firm size. Although the literature regarding the impact of the financial crisis 

and government intervention on CEO compensation is still to be empirically explored.  

 

Purpose: To examine if the determinants of CEO compensation in retail banks have changed 

following the 2008 financial crisis and to determine if government intervention of retail bank  

have influenced the CEO compensation. 

 

Method:  To achieve the purpose, the thesis takes on a deductive, quantitative research 

approach through the use of a multiple linear regression model. The multiple regression 

implements previously established determinants of executive compensation (Randoy & 

Nielsen, 2002). The regressions use accounting- and non-financial data that is collected from 

annual reports published by a sample of eight retail banks listed on the Stockholm- and London 

Stock Exchange over 16 years between 2002-2017. 

 

Conclusion: The thesis finds that the financial crisis had little impact on the determinants of 

the CEO compensation. Although, the thesis is able to conclude that the government 

intervention of the retail banks in Sweden and United Kingdom follow the expectations stated 

beforehand, since the result show that the compensation of the CEO is reduced in those banks 

affected by government intervention.   
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1 Introduction  
______________________________________________________________________ 

The purpose of the first chapter is to provide the reader with an introduction to the 

subject of CEO compensation and the reason for undertaking the current thesis. The 

chapter also provide the reader with the research questions and the purpose.  

______________________________________________________________________ 

1.1 Background 

Executive compensation has ignited a public debate during the last two decades and 

received a lot of attention from the media outlets. In the last year alone, articles with 

headlines such as “Lloyds faces shareholder revolt as CEO’s pay is 95 times that of 

average worker” (Guardian, 2018) and “UK bank CEOs paid 120 times as much as 

average employee” (Reuters, 2019) have been published showing the relevancy of 

investigating the topic of executive compensation in the retail banking sector. According 

to Frydman & Saks (2010) the compensation issued to executives in the most frequently 

traded corporations in the US has grown substantially since the 1970s. However, the 

growth of executive compensation has not been proportional to the growth of the 

companies' profits or size, if growth had been proportional, the level of compensation 

would have only reached half the amounts seen when the study was conducted (Bebchuk 

& Grinstein, 2005). 

 

In Sweden, the debate concerning excessive executive compensation has been focused on 

the CEOs of the leading retail banks. As of 2018, the four largest banks in Sweden based 

on total revenue are Nordea, Handelsbanken, Skandinaviska Enskilda Banken (SEB) and 

Swedbank (Finansinspektionen, 2018). After the 2008 financial crisis, the claims and 

criticism of excessive compensation of CEOs have intensified. In 2009, two of the four 

major banks in Sweden received loans and capital financed by the Swedish national debt 

office, the recipients were Nordea and Swedbank, during the year, SEK 220 billion was 

issued to Swedbank in fixed-rate loans (Elmér, Guibourg, Kjellberg & Nessén, 2012). 

One of the most criticized matters during the peak of the financial crisis was that, despite 

that Swedbank was facing financial hardship, the CEO, Michael Wolf received SEK 8 

million in compensation for the fiscal year of 2009 (Swedbank, 2009) and as it has been 

implied, that the SEK 220 billion was financed by capital originally derived from the 
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Swedish taxpayers (Barr & Pierrou, 2015), the general public of Sweden has become 

more involved in the debate.  

 

Just as in Sweden, the UK banking sector was struggling financially during the financial 

crisis. As a response, the government of the UK chose another approach for intervening 

than the Swedish. The UK government decided to nationalize Lloyds TSB and RBS since 

they were the banks most affected by the crisis. On May 19th, 2009, House of Commons 

published a report, in which Stephen Hester, the recently appointed CEO of RBS 

announced that no bonuses would be paid on board level during the year of 2009 because 

the bank made a loss of GBP 24 billion. However, the RBS CEO announced that some 

bonuses would continue to be paid out to senior staff, but with a reduction “greater than 

at any bank” he knew of (House of Commons, 2009). Despite the statement from Hester 

of restricted bonus payments and the nationalization of the bank, the following year 

(2010) Hester was paid a bonus of over GBP 2 million in addition to his fixed salary of 

GBP 1,2 million (RBS, 2011). 

 

1.2 Problem and research question 

Studies have examined the relationship between CEO compensation and firm 

performance (Brick, Palmon & Wald, 2006; Randoy & Nielsen, 2002), as well as the 

impact of the financial crisis on CEO compensation (Jaafar & James, 2014; Vemala, 

Nguyen, Nguyen & Kommasani, 2014), the majority of such studies, have been 

performed across different industries. The existing literature has not so far examined 

whether the financial crisis has affected the determinants of CEO compensation and the 

existing literature also fall short of investigating the consequences of government aid on 

the determinants of CEO compensation following the financial crisis in the retail banking 

sector. Despite the debates concerning excessive compensation of CEOs’ and the lack of 

understanding of the factors that could legitimize the increased compensation.  

 

Motivated by this lack of understanding left by previous research, the thesis examines 

whether the financial crisis has contributed to a change in determinants of executive 

compensation within the banking sector alone. By adding the intervention of governments 

as an additional factor, the thesis contributes to a field of research that is yet to be 
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addressed, whether the government intervention has had an additional impact on the 

determinants of CEO compensation.  

 

Therefore, the thesis poses two research questions: 

- Are there any differences in the determinants of compensation of retail bank 

CEOs in Sweden and the UK, between the period prior to the financial crisis 

and the period following the financial crisis?  

 

- Did the government intervention have an influence on the compensation of retail 

bank CEOs in Sweden and the UK following the financial crisis?  

 

1.3 Purpose of the study.  

The purpose of the thesis is to investigate whether the determinants of executive 

compensation has changed following the financial crisis, and to determine if government 

intervention of retail banks have influenced the CEO compensation. The purpose is 

fulfilled by answering the research questions as formulated in the previous section (1.2). 

 

The main contribution of the thesis is to provide empirical evidence of the influence of 

government intervention in Swedish and UK banks on the determinants of CEO 

compensation. The additional knowledge will help to resolve the debate around alleged 

excessive CEO compensation within the banking sector.  

 

The structure of the thesis is comprised as follows; the 2nd chapter presents the reader 

with a literature review of previous studies on the field. Followed by the 3rd chapter in 

which the theoretical framework is presented. The 4th chapter introduces the research 

method used in the thesis as well as the descriptive statistics. The 5th chapter presents the 

reader with the empirical results, and the 6th chapter is comprised of an analysis of the 

empirical result from the previous chapter. The last two chapters (7th and 8th) includes a 

discussion and conclusion of the results in chapter five and six.  
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2 Literature Review  
______________________________________________________________________ 

This chapter begin with an explanation of the components of CEO compensation. It 

continues with providing the reader with information on relevant studies previously 

performed on the topic of determinants of CEO compensation. 

______________________________________________________________________ 

2.1 Corporate Governance  

Corporate governance is the practice through which shareholders and investors are able 

to ensure that they will be able to gain financially from their investments. Corporate 

governance consists of a large set of procedures, one of such procedures being that the 

shareholders assign the final responsibility of the firm to another individuals, the 

managers (Shleifer and Vishny, 1997). By assigning the managers with the final 

responsibility of the firm, a separation of ownership and control emerges, and the 

shareholders risk being deprived on valuable information. One solution proposed to 

reduce the gap between the owners and the managers, and to prevent the managers acting 

in self-interest is to provide the managers with sufficient financial incentives (executive 

compensation) (Fama & Jensen, 1983).   

 

2.1.1 Components of executive compensation.  

The composition of executive compensation is structured based on three main 

components; salary, bonuses, and long-term incentives. Although each of the three 

components may include different elements such as; fixed cash compensation also 

referred to as base salary, cash bonuses, pension, stock options, and fringe benefits. The 

fixed cash compensation, also referred to as salary, is aimed at providing reimbursement 

for the effort and time spent by the executive during the year active within the firm (Lee, 

2002).  

 

In addition to the base salary, firms may incentives their executives with compensation 

containing components targeted at short-term or long-term performance in terms of 

bonuses. Previous research considers short-term and long-term incentives an alternative 

for aligning the risk-taking of executives with the interest of the firm and its shareholders 
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(Swanepol & Magdalena Smit, 2016). Jensen & Meckling (1976) argued that such 

incentives offered to the executives should be equity-based such as through stocks or 

stock options. The reason being that executives would be more likely to adopt adequate 

risk-taking in the decision-making process since they would be more exposed to the risk 

of failure compared to if they were purely incentivized with cash-based compensation.  

 

The level of variable compensation also referred to as bonus offered to the executives is 

affected primarily by two factors according to Bender (2007), first of all, it may be 

calculated as a proportion of the base salary. An example would be that the total bonus 

offered to the executives may reach a maximum of 75% of the base salary. Secondly, 

Bender (2007) suggest that the bonus offered to executives may be determined based on 

the amount of completion of pre-determined annual targets. The authors argue that such 

target may encompass both financial and non-financial accomplishments, i.e., annual 

expected sales or profit margins. The assumptions established by the author suggest that, 

if the executives of the firm fail to meet the expected targets for the year, the variable 

component of the total compensation may be left out.  

 

Bender (2007) also introduce that, as a compliment to the two most significant 

components of executive compensation, Cash- and equity-based compensation, the firm’s 

compensation policy may also include other benefits. Such benefits are often referred to 

as fringe benefits and include benefits such as; housing, accommodation and healthcare 

solutions.  

 

2.2 Previous studies on Executive Compensation 

The subject of executive compensation is a field researched thoroughly by scholars during 

the last decades and the available literature from previous studies is expansive (Murphy 

1999, Jensen & Murphy, 1990, Jensen & Meckling, 1976). The majority of the studies 

are focused on the relationship between executive compensation and firm performance 

(Randoy & Nielsen, 2002; Bebchuk & Grinstein, 2005). 

 

Brick et al., (2006) made a comprehensive effort to establish the determinants of CEO 

compensation over ten years between 1992 until 2001, using a sample that varies between 
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1163 and 1441 firms, operating on a global scale. The authors used a wide array of 

variables, representing three different characteristics of the firms, namely; Firm 

characteristics, CEO characteristics, and Governance characteristics. The empirical 

results showed a strong, statistically significant association between the compensation 

issued to the CEO and the compensation issued to the other directors of the firm. The 

authors consider a possible explanation for the association between the CEO- and 

directors’ compensation, being a case of inefficient monitoring of the board. The authors 

refer to the scenario as a case of cronyism or “mutual back scratching”, meaning that, due 

to the personal relationship between the COE and directors are more likely to look beyond 

factors such as firm performance when determining the CEO compensation.  

 

A limited number of studies (Jaafar & James, 2014; Vemala et al., 2014) have investigated 

the impact of the financial crisis on the compensation issued to executives. Jaafar & James 

(2014) investigated the change in executive compensation following the financial crisis 

by examining both listed Malaysian firms and Malaysian family firms that were not listed. 

The authors found that both listed- and family firms reduced the proportion of other 

benefits issued to executives in the years following the crisis. It was concluded that the 

reason being that firms no longer could justify providing executives with perks such as; 

flying private jets to business meetings or staying in luxurious hotel rooms during 

business trips. Although Jaafar & James (2014) found that the financial crisis had a small 

impact on the overall compensation of executives.  

 

Vemala et al., (2014) investigated the implication of the financial crisis on CEO 

compensation in the U.S and used a sample of active Fortune 500 firms over the period 

2004 until 2012. The authors hypothesized, that the financial crisis would have a positive 

association with the total compensation issued to the CEO, that there is a positive 

association between firm performance and CEO compensation both before and after the 

financial crisis and that board size is positively associated with the CEO compensation, 

both before and after the crisis. The authors used a regression analysis to establish the 

determinants of the compensation issued to CEO and test the hypotheses. The empirical 

results from the study show that their first hypothesis was correct and that the financial 

crisis did not negatively affect the total compensation issued to CEO. In regards to the 
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association between firm performance and CEO compensation, the authors could 

conclude that firm performance is a determinant of CEO compensation before and after 

the financial crisis. Looking at the results, the authors were able to reject the hypothesis 

on the association between board size and CEO compensation. The findings contradict 

most other studies on board characteristics influence on CEO compensation (Core, 

Holthausen & Larcker, 1999; Sapp, 2008). The findings of Vemala et al., (2014) suggest 

that the financial crisis had little impact on the determinants of the compensation issued 

to the CEO in U.S firms.  

 

2.2.1 Executive Compensation and Firm Performance  

The main body of the research on executive compensation has been focused on the 

relationship between firm performance and the compensation offered to executives.  

 

One of the earliest articles published in this field is that of Jensen & Murphy (1990). The 

authors analyzed the relationship between the firm’s financial performance, composed of 

factors such as operating profit and the stock price, and executive compensation. The 

authors found evidence supporting the hypothesis that there is a positive relationship 

between the financial performance of the firm and the compensation offered to the CEO. 

The same result was further established by Murphy (1999), in the study the author refers 

to the relationship between CEO compensation and firm performance as “pay-

performance sensitivity”. By using a sample of 177 publicly traded companies in the US, 

the author was able to conclude that the pay-performance sensitivity differs between 

different industries and depend on the size of the company.  

 

However, the positive association between firm performance and executive compensation 

has been contradicted in a study by Randoy & Nielsen (2002), The study was performed 

on publicly traded companies in Norway and Sweden during the years of 1996 until 1997, 

and the authors found no significant evidence for a relationship between the firms 

accounting performance and executive compensation, neither between firm stock 

performance and the compensation issued to executives when the two variables were 

tested separately. Although, when measuring the performance of the firm by using a 

combination of market-, and accounting-based variable (change in market-to-book ratio), 
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the authors were able to find a statistically significant, although the weak relationship 

with between the change in the variable change in market-to-book ratio and executive 

compensation. The authors failed to consider the long-term compensation issued to the 

executives, such as: stock options and bonuses.  

 

Bebchuk & Grinstein (2005) found further evidence of the lack of relationship between 

firm performance and executive compensation based on an empirical investigation during 

the years of 1993 until 2003. The authors investigated large public American companies 

in different sectors found in the index S&P 1500, the companies composed more than 

80% of the total U.S market capitalization value. Based on the determined coefficients of 

executive compensation from the regression run in the year of 1993, the authors 

forecasted the compensation of executives ten years later in 2003. The estimated value of 

executive compensation in 2003 was $2,1 million, however when comparing the observed 

mean compensation in 2003, the compensation issued amounted to $4,9 million. Based 

on the empirical investigation, the authors concluded that executive compensation had a 

disproportionate increase compared to increased firm size or performance of the firm. 

Although, due to the lack of available data on pensions plan, the authors chose to exclude 

all pension contributions when determining the total compensation. As a result, the 

findings from the study by Bebchuk & Grinstein (2005) may not be generalizable in those 

cases when pension contribution make up a large proportion of the CEO’s compensation 

package. 

  

2.2.2 Executive Compensation and Board Characteristics 

In addition to the previous research on the topic of firm performance as a driver of CEO 

compensation, researchers have also made efforts to determine the effect of board 

characteristics such as; gender equality (Owen & Temesvary, 2018; Benkraiem, 

Hamrouni, Lakhal & Toumi, 2017) and board size (Sapp, 2008; Ozkan, 2007; Coakley & 

Iliopoulou, 2006; Cahan, Chua & Nyamori, 2005; Core et al., 1999) 

 

In recent years the research has taken a turn and widened the perspective of the 

characteristics of the board into a new strand of research. Research has begun looking at 

the aspect of gender equality of the board and the impact on CEO compensation.  
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Benkraiem et al., (2017) found evidence that suggests that board equality does not 

decrease the CEO compensation. The authors investigated a sample of 107 companies 

listed on the Paris Stock exchange over a five-year period (2008-2012), the companies 

contained within the sample were active in numerous industries such as; finance, 

insurance, real estate and manufacturing. The authors considered the diversity of the 

board using three separate variables; the proportion of female board members, the 

proportion of female independent directors and finally using a dummy variable for female 

CEO. The authors hypothesized that the gender diversity of the board would have a 

negative influence on CEO compensation, although the result was authors saw that an 

increased number of female board members have a positive influence on the components 

(salary, bonus, etc.) making up the total CEO compensation, however the authors also 

found that an increased number of independent female directors negatively influenced the 

CEO compensation.  

 

In a study undertaken by Owen & Temesvary (2018), the authors further established the 

findings by Benkraiem et al., (2017). The authors found that higher gender equality of the 

board led to an increase in the base pay (also referred to as salary) issued to the CEO’s in 

a sample of 87 banks operating in the United States between 1999 and 2015. However, 

using the Blau index created by Peter Blau (1977) to determine the gender equality or 

gender inequality of the board, the authors also found that bonuses issued to CEOs were 

significantly reduced in those banks with more gender-diverse boards during the financial 

crisis. The authors argue that reason being that those boards with higher gender diversity 

were more likely to discipline the CEO’s during the financial crisis, due to very low firm 

performance (Owen & Temesvary, 2018).  

 

Several studies have investigated the association between the size of the board of directors 

is positively and CEO compensation. The majority of findings suggest that there is a 

positive association between board size and compensation issued to the CEO (Sapp, 2008; 

Ozkan, 2007; Coakley & Iliopoulou, 2006; Cahan et al., 2005; Core et al., 1999).  
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Core et al., (1999) investigated if the quality of governance is associated with CEO 

compensation, the authors investigated 205 publicly traded firms in the U.S across 

industries over three years. One proxy variable used for determining the quality of the 

firm governance is board size, the variable, board size is measured in the number of 

members of the board of directors. The authors hypothesized that the governance of the 

firm would be reflected on the CEO compensation as well as the performance of the firm. 

The empirical evidence confirmed that the size of the board is positively associated with 

CEO compensation, the authors were able to conclude that an increase of one board 

member results in an increase of CEO compensation of $30,601. The findings are further 

established by Randoy & Nielsen (2002) who also found a significant positive 

relationship between the size of the board and the executive compensation in the 

investigation of Swedish and Norwegian firms.  

 

Beyond the scope of the relationship between board size and executive compensation, 

Lipton and Lorsch (1992) investigated the role of the board of directors through a 

perspective of corporate governance, the authors found that a board composed of more 

than ten members, are less likely to function correctly and therefore loses its monitoring 

function.  The authors argue that large boards are less likely to function properly because 

the opinions of individual board members are lost in the crowd. 

 

2.2.3 Executive Compensation and Ownership Structure 

Several studies have investigated the association between the ownership structure of the 

firm and the compensation issued to executives (Borisova, Salas & Zagorchev, 2018; 

Ozkan, 2007; Hartzell & Starks, 2003) and the majority of said studies come to the same 

conclusion.  

 

Both Ozkan, (2007) and Hartzell and Starks, (2003) found that a ownership structure 

composed of institutional investors have a negative impact on the CEO compensation. 

The authors conclude that the negative association between institutional investors and 

CEO compensation is due to their active role as owners in the governance. Hartzell and 

Starks (2003) also established that the presence of institutional investors positively affect 
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the “pay-for-performance sensitivity”, the findings suggest that when firms have high 

concentration of institutional investors, the CEO is more likely to be compensated based 

on the performance of the firm. The authors also conclude that institutional investors also 

affect the compensation structure of the executives, although the compensation structure 

appears to differ depending on the preference of the investors.  

Another strand of research less explored by researchers involve government ownership 

and its impact on CEO compensation. Borisova et al., (2018) conclude that government 

ownership has similar impact as institutional ownership on the compensation issued to 

executives. The findings presented by the authors show that firms, once owned by the 

government have lower CEO compensation than those firms that have never been 

nationalized.  

 

2.3 The financial crisis in the banking sector  

2.3.1 The financial crisis in Sweden.  

In Sweden, the 2008 financial crisis emerged following the bankruptcy of Lehman 

Brothers in the U.S (Arestis, Sobreiria & Orerio, 2011). As the crisis intensified, the four 

largest banks in Sweden namely; Nordea, Handelsbanken, SEB and Swedbank, started 

suffering from financial difficulties.  To provide financial stability to the Swedish 

economy and the Swedish banks, the Swedish National Debt Office (Debt office) took 

action by reducing the repo rate by 4.5% over a period of 6 months. In addition, the Debt 

Office also established a state guarantee program, in which the Debt Office provided 

Swedbank with three separate U.S dollar-loans with one-year maturity, the loans issued 

to the banks amounted to SEK 296.5 billion (Elmér et al., 2012).  

 

Besides the financial guarantee program, the debt office also established a capital 

contribution program. The program enabled Swedish banks suffering from financial 

difficulties to apply for capital contribution through additional share capital financed by 

the Debt Office (Riksgälden, 2010). The maximum amount of capital contributed by the 

Debt Office was determined at SEK 50 billion, and the contribution could not exceed an 

increase of the bank’s capital ratio by more than 2 percent (Barr & Pierrou, 2015).  
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Nordea & SEB were the only Swedish bank who applied for the program and ended up 

signing the agreement. The agreement contained restrictions in terms of the compensation 

issued to executives. In the case of Nordea, the bank agreed to restrict the compensation 

issued to five of their leading executives. The agreement between Nordea and the debt 

office meant that Nordea had to stop the increase in salaries and bonuses, the restrictions 

were effective during the years of 2009 until 2012 (Riksgälden, 2017). In September of 

2013, the Swedish National Debt Office divested their final shares in Nordea (Barr & 

Pierrou, 2015).  

 

SEB decided not to utilize the program presented by the Swedish national debt office and 

chose to seek investments elsewhere, The agreement between the Debt office and SEB 

lasted between May 6th until 31st October (SEB, 2010). 

 

Handelsbanken did not apply for either the guarantee program, or the capital contribution 

program instead they were able to maintain stable finances by decreasing the trading of 

bonds in the US, as well as performing divestments, namely by selling their shares in the 

pension and insurance company SPP. The divestment resulted in a capital gain of SEK 

4,1 billion and as a result Handelsbanken were able to strengthen their liquidity reserves 

(Handelsbanken, 2010).  

 

2.3.2 The financial crisis in the UK  

The financial crisis became visible in the UK in September 2007 when the Bank of 

England granted an emergency financial support package for Northern Rock, and shortly 

after that nationalized the bank (Hindmoor & McConnell, 2014). At this time, Lloyd TSB, 

Halifax Bank of Scotland (HBOS), Royal Bank of Scotland (RBS), HSBC and Barclays 

were the biggest banks in UK based on market share (House of Commons, 2010) and in 

the end of 2008 two of these banks, Lloyds TSB and RBS, were forced to the same fate 

as North Rock, nationalization (Hindmoor & McConnell, 2014).  

 

At the beginning of the decade the banking industry in the UK had been through a 

transformation of deregulations, resulting in banks increased their loans to exceed the 

deposits, making them dependent on the money market and securitizations. The UK banks 
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were buying securities US mortgage-backed, making them rely on the US housing 

market. The assets listed on the UK banks' balance sheet started to lose value, partly due 

to falling housing prices, therefore the banks were forced to begin selling their assets to 

meet the requirements for capital set up by regulators in the United Kingdom. Although 

this resulted in a vicious circle, the value of the assets reported by the banks decreased 

even further, and the banks were forced to sell even more assets to keep up with the 

requirements (Hindmoor & McConnell, 2014).  

 

Northern Rock had an aggressive strategy to capture market shares by providing loans to 

borrowers with questionable ability to repay them. The main financing for Northern Rock 

came from wholesale markets, mainly securitizations by selling mortgages to other 

financial institutes, such as Lehman Brothers. In between the securitization, Northern 

Rock took short-term loans from other banks to finance their operation. The strategy did 

work, since Northern Rock had high growth rates on the UK market. However, they began 

facing difficulties, when the large subprime lenders in the US declared bankruptcy. 

Northern Rock also faced an interest-matching problem, the bank borrowed money at 

higher interest rates, that kept rising, faster than the interest at which they were lending 

out to their customers, resulting in a decrease in their profit (Buckley, 2011). 

 

Due to the fear of excessive exposure to losses on high-risk US subprime mortgages, the 

UK banks stopped lending money to other banks in August of 2007. That led to a liquidity 

problem for Northern Rock who realized that their own capital reserves could not keep 

them floating (Hindmoor & McConnell, 2014). On September 10th, 2007 it was decided 

that Northern Rock needed financial support facilitated by the Bank of England. Five 

months later, on February 17th, 2008, it was announced that Northern Rock was going to 

be nationalized, meaning the Government became the only shareholder of the bank 

(Buckley, 2011). 

 

In September 2008 the UK government revealed that the next bank that was heading for 

a financial collapse was HBOS. However, the bank was considered too big and important 

for the UK financial system to be allowed to file for bankruptcy. Therefore, HBOS would 

have to be taken over by another bank or become nationalized to save the financial system 

in the UK. Near the end of September 2008, HBOS was acquired by Lloyds TSB, Lloyds 
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TSB acquired all the outstanding shares in HBOS (Buckley, 2011). Although, despite 

Lloyds TSB acquiring HBOS, the situation for the UK banks was still deemed to be highly 

unstable. In October 2008 the UK Treasury decided to supply RBS, HBOS and Lloyds 

TSB with financial aid amounting to GBP 37 billion to avoid a collapse of the UK banking 

sector. Despite the financial contribution from the UK Treasury, Lloyds TSB and RBS 

were still not able to stabilize their businesses financially, and a few weeks after the 

financial aid was issued by the UK Treasury, Lloyds TSB and RBS was nationalized by 

the UK government (Hindmoor & McConnell, 2014).  
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3 Theoretical Framework  
______________________________________________________________________ 

This chapter presents the reader with information on the theoretical framework applied 

in the thesis, namely information on Agency Theory and Managerial Power Theory.   

______________________________________________________________________ 

3.1 Agency theory 

The agency theory begins with introducing the agency relationship, which can also be 

referred to as the principal-agent model. It is explained as the contract in which one or 

more persons, the principal, hires another person, the agent, to act in their interest (Jensen 

& Meckling, 1976). Agency theory tries to explain the problem that may arises in those 

situations when the interest of principal and agent does not align.  

  

Agency theory builds on the assumption that the principal and the agent have different 

interests, since they are both considered being rational and utility maximizers (Jensen & 

Meckling, 1976), the difference in interest give rise to the “agent-principal problem”. To 

prevent the differences in interest, incentives are provided for the agent interest to 

approach the principals’ interest (Hill & Jones, 1992).  

  

Agency theory and the principal-agent model can easily be applied on firms, in which the 

shareholder is referred to as the principal and the managers are referred to as the agent 

(Hill & Jones, 1992). In the firm a problem of separation of ownership and control exist, 

a problem of shareholders possesses little control over the management decisions (Fama 

& Jensen, 1983). The issue of ownership and control result in information asymmetry, 

meaning that the manager has access to more information than the shareholders since the 

manager works within the firm at a daily basis (Baiman, 1990; Saam, 2007).  

 

The shareholders can appoint a board with a monitoring function. Although, according to 

Jensen (1993) the information asymmetry complicates the work and effectiveness of the 

board. With the manager (CEO) being the one working on a daily basis the CEO receives 

information first and is the one deciding what information to forward to the board, and 
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further, to the shareholders. The information asymmetry gives the managers (CEOs’) the 

possibility to work in their own interests.  

Benkraiem et al., (2017) and García-Meca, García-Sánchez and Martínez-Ferrero, (2015) 

argues that female presentation on the board of directors is beneficial in dealing with the 

principal-agent problem, as it increases the diversity of the board. By doing so it can 

reduce the conflicts arising between the agents and the principals. 

3.2 Managerial Power Theory  

Managerial Power Theory is an extension of Agency theory. According to Lambert, 

Larcker & Weigelt (1993), the word power, is defined as the manager’s ability to impact 

the board of directors or compensation committees' decisions regarding compensation. 

Advocates of the theory claim that top managers, such as the CEO, has the power to 

influence their own compensation package (Schneider, 2013).  

 

The general idea is that executive compensation is set under arm’s-length contracting, 

meaning the pay is set by the board, directed by shareholder interest at arm’s-length from 

the executive. Although, this requires the board members to seek to maximize shareholder 

value. However, managerial power theory argues that economic incentives, as well as 

psychological and social forces, have driven directors to endorse pay-package that favors 

executives (Schneider, 2013).  

 

The difference in shareholders and directors interest is also established by Bebchuk & 

Fried (2005), who states several factors that could explain why board members endorse 

excessive pay packages, three of them are presented next.  

 

First of all, the CEO is often a board member, inducing power and personal relation to 

the additional member of the board. For the board members, the position involves 

prestige, an extension of their contact network and other benefits the directors are not 

willing to lose. To oppose the CEO, with large influence on the nomination of new 

directors, could reduce the directors chance of being re-elected to the board and hence 

lose the benefits. Due to the CEOs’ involvement in the nomination of the director and the 

fact that the CEO is a board colleague, the directors operate in a sense of loyalty towards 

the CEO, which may result in directors approving a pay-package favorable to the CEO.  
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Secondly, the economic incentives for the directors can be motivation, not to oppose the 

CEO. The CEO may, due to his or her position in the board, have the power to reward 

individual directors. By being supportive of the CEO, the possibility of receiving such 

rewards and incentives increases. Findings by Brick et al., (2006) goes in line with this. 

Findings show a positive relation between board compensation and CEO compensation. 

 

Thirdly, excessive compensation is also connected to a phenomenon called “ratcheting”. 

which is referred to boards paying their top executives, especially the CEO, more than 

industry average. Resulting in that the compensation issued to the CEO continues to 

increase year after year (Bebchuk & Fried, 2005) 
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4 Methodology and hypothesis. 
______________________________________________________________________ 

This chapter first provide a description of the selected sample and the process for 

collecting the data. It continues by explaining the research approach and the method 

for analyzing the empirical results.  

______________________________________________________________________ 

4.1 Data Collection & Sample  

The thesis considers retail banks in both Sweden and the United Kingdom over a period 

of 16 years, which extends between 2002 until 2017.  

 

The sample includes four banks operating in Sweden and four banks operating in the UK. 

The four Swedish banks are ranked by the Swedish FSA’s as the largest banks operating 

in Sweden based on market shares (Finansinspektionen, 2018). The banks are listed on 

the Large Cap segment of the Stockholm Stock Exchange (Nasdaq OMX Stockholm), the 

criteria for Large Cap listed companies is that they have a market capitalization value 

exceeding one billion euros.  

 

The following four banks operating in the UK, are ranked by the UK parliament as the 

largest banks operating in the UK based on market shares as of 2007 (House of Commons, 

2010). All of the four banks selected from the United Kingdom are listed on the London 

stock exchange. Appendix A presents a detailed description of the specific banks found 

in the sample.   

 

The thesis collects data from the database Thompson Reuters Eikon Datastream, supplied 

by Jönköping University. The collection includes the following balance sheet items; total 

assets, total debt, total equity. Information on Market Capitalization value (MVC) is also 

collected using the database.  

 

Besides, the thesis manually collects accounting data from annual reports published by 

the banks due to the lack of available databases that provide information on income 

statement items and board specific information. The manual collection of data includes; 
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total income, profit before impairment, operating profit before taxation and earnings-per-

share (EPS). The annual reports are available on the individual banks’ website.  

 

The thesis also manually collects data on CEO compensation including; fixed annual 

compensation, variable cash compensation, other benefits and pension contributions. The 

thesis defines CEO compensation, as the total cash amount issued to the CEO during each 

consecutive fiscal year. Therefore, the thesis chose not to collect any data on equity-based 

compensation such as; stock options and other equity-based incentives, as well as 

severance pay packages that may be included in the compensation policy for the CEO. 

The reason being that there exist a wide range of compensation policies used by the banks 

for equity-based compensation and severance pay packages. The compensation policies 

may differ extensively amongst the banks and by excluding severance pay and stock 

options, the thesis can more easily provide a comparable view of the individual CEO 

compensation, allowing for a more reliable conclusion.  

 

Some of the information used in the thesis encompasses non-numeric information. As a 

result, the thesis also utilizes the method of content analysis in the collection of board 

characteristics. By using content analysis, the thesis can determine and gather information 

including; total number of members on the Board of Directors (BoD) and number of 

female board members on the BoD.  

 

4.1.1 Currency Conversion  

Since the companies contained within the sample operate in both Sweden and the United 

Kingdom, the annual reports from which the data is gathered are declared in primarily 

two different currencies. Being, either Swedish Krona (SEK) or Great British Pounds 

(GBP). Although, some of the annual reports published by the companies contained 

within the sample also declare their information in other currencies, such as: Euro and US 

Dollar. Therefore, to enable consistent comparability between all the companies, the 

thesis uses the average yearly exchange rate when converting all foreign currencies to 

SEK, the annual exchange rate is retrieved from Sverige’s Riksbank website. The thesis 

chose to limit the study to only consider information in SEK to improve the 
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comprehensiveness of the results and since the study is undertaken in Sweden. Appendix 

A present specific information on the exchange rates throughout 2002-2017.    

 

4.2 General Research Method  

The empirical study is divided into two sections, the first section is limited to the eight 

years prior to the financial crisis (2002-2009) and the second part is limited to the eight 

years following the financial crisis (2010-2017). The separation allows for making an 

empirical analysis of the period prior to the financial crisis and that period following the 

financial crisis.  

 

The thesis uses already established determinants of CEO compensation to answer the 

question of whether the determinants in Swedish and UK banks have changed following 

the financial crisis. The thesis uses a multiple regression analysis to investigate the 

determinants of the CEO compensation. The same process has been used by Randoy & 

Nielsen, (2002) and Brick et al., (2006) which enables a comparison with previous 

research in the field.  

 

In addition, the thesis uses both agency theory and managerial power theory in the 

analysis, since previous studies have established that the CEO compensation cannot be 

fully explained using financial variables.  

 

4.3 Analysis Method  

The thesis starts with examine the determinants of the CEO compensation in the period 

before after and after the financial crisis, to do so, the thesis conduct a multiple regression.  

During this step, the thesis makes no distinction between the banks in terms of 

government intervention. The first part of the examination is aimed at testing the first 

three hypotheses, H1a-H1c. 

 

The thesis then investigates if there is a difference between the determinants for the banks 

that received help and for those banks who did not receive help in the aftermaths of the 

financial crisis. The thesis separates the dataset, between those banks that received 
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government help and those banks that did not receive government help. The reason for 

the separation is to enable the comparison between the two groups of banks and to 

determine the influence of the determinants of CEO compensation. The second part of 

the investigation is aimed at testing the hypotheses H1d and H1e. The thesis provides a 

visual interpretation of the analysis method below in figure 1. 

 

Figure 1 Analysis method 

. 

 

4.4 Formulation of Hypotheses  

The thesis states five hypotheses to answer the research questions stated in section 1.2, 

the hypotheses are stated in their alternative form.  

 

The thesis expects to find that government aid is negatively associated with the CEO 

compensation, since previous studies (Ozkan, 2007; Hartzell & Starks, 2003) have shown 

that actively engaged institutional investors are more likely to engage in the governance 

of the firm, one of such aspect of the governance of the firm is executive compensation.  

 

H1a: There is a change in the determinants of CEO compensation following the 

financial crisis.    

 

2. Government 
intervention

1. Time period

Sample Sample
n=128 

Pre-financial crisis
n=64

Help
n=32

No-Help
n=32

Post-financial crisis
n=64 

Help
n=32

No-help
n=32
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The thesis expects to find a positive relationship between firm performance and CEO 

compensation in the period after the financial crisis, as well as the debate of CEO 

excessive compensation which was highlighted after the financial crisis.  

 

H1b: There is a positive relationship between firm performance and executive 

compensation in the retail banks after the financial crisis.  

 

The thesis predicts to find similar results as Owen & Temesvary (2018), that higher 

gender equality of the board has a negative effect on the CEO compensation following 

the financial crisis. The thesis expects that the diversity of the board of directors has 

increased after the financial crisis, the board gender equality is a proxy variable for the 

diversity of the board. 

 

H1c: There is a negative relationship between board gender equality and CEO 

compensation after the financial crisis.   

 

Since there are no previous studies on the implications of government intervention on 

CEO compensation in retail banks, the thesis is not able to beforehand predict if the 

findings will align with other findings. Although, the thesis considers government 

intervention as an increase in presence of institutional investors, therefore the thesis 

predicts that the government intervention has a negative relation with the CEO 

compensation.     

 

H1d: Government intervention is negatively associated with CEO compensation. 

 

The final hypothesis stated by the thesis is supposed to test if the presence of institutional 

investors has led to an increase in the monitoring function of the board, the thesis expect 

to find that firm performance is statistically significant for determining the CEO 

compensation in those banks that did receive government help in the period after the 

financial crisis. The expectations result in the final alternative hypothesis stated as 

follows:  
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H1e: Government intervention leads to a stronger association between firm 

performance and CEO compensation after the financial crisis.  

 

4.4.1 Definition of variables  

 

The thesis presents a description of the independent variables in Table 1 below. The table 

also shows whether the variable is expected to have a positive or a negative correlation 

with the dependent variable total compensation. The thesis assigns the dependent 

variable, as well as each of the independent variables with a specific code to clearly define 

the variables in the models.  

 

The thesis chose to include the natural logarithm (ln) as well as the absolute value for the 

variables that describes information in terms of items found on the income statement and 

balance sheet, (i.e total income is presented both as lnTI as well as TCthousands). The 

method of transforming large numeric variables using logarithms, has been used 

previously in a similar study by Brick et al., (2006). The thesis uses the natural logarithm, 

since the dataset is skewed in the sense that it includes banks of various sizes in terms of; 

total income, total assets and total debt etc. Therefore, the thesis uses the natural logarithm 

to bring the data closer to normal distribution.  
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Table 1 Variable Description 

 
Dependent 

Variable  
 

Explanation 

lnTC (t ,I) 
  The natural logarithm of CEO total cash compensation year t, 

firm i   

Independent 

Variable 

Expected 

correlation 
 

lnTI (t, I) + The natural logarithm of total income of year t, firm i   

TDTA (t, I) - 

Debt ratio between Total Debt year t, firm i and Total Assets 

year t, firm i.    

OPM (t, I) + 

Financial performance ratio between operating profit and total 

income  

ROE (t, I) + Financial performance ratio of return on equity, year t, firm i  

MvTa (t, I) + 

Ratio of Market Capitalization Value to Total Asset, year t, 

firm i  

BS (t, I) + Number of members of board of directors, year t, firm i 

FBM_PCT (t, I) - 

Ratio of female board members on board of directors year t, 

firm i 

Pre/Post  

Dummy variable {0,1} used as indicator for pre-financial 

crisis{0},  post-financial crisis {1} 

GI  Indicator variable {0,1}, either no-help {0} or help {1}.  

 

 

The dependent variable Total Compensation (TC) encompasses the total compensation 

package issued to the CEO during the year (t), TC include salary, variable compensation, 

other benefits, and pension contributions.  

 

The variable Total income (TI) has previously been used for determining the 

compensation of executives in empirical studies by Randoy & Nielsen (2002) and 

Bebchuk & Grinstein (2005). However, instead of using the absolute value for Total 

income, the thesis uses natural logarithm lnTI. The reason is that, the absolute value of 
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total income differs extensively between the banks and the individual bank-year 

observations, by having outliers of such kind it is hard to compare across the individual 

observations.  The thesis expects to find that the variable lnTI is positively correlated with 

the total compensation issued to the CEO in the banks found in the sample.  

 

Return-on-equity (ROE) has previously been used by Randoy & Nielsen (2002) as one of 

the variables for establishing the relationship between firm performance and CEO 

compensation. In the previous study, ROE was established to be positively associated 

with CEO compensation, and the thesis therefore expect to see that ROE is one of the 

possible determinants of CEO compensation in the retail banks. The thesis also 

incorporates the variable Market-value-to-total-assets (MvTa) as a combined market-

based and accounting-based financial performance measurement, similar to the findings 

of Randoy & Nielsen (2002), the thesis expects that MvTA to be positively associated 

with the dependent variable. The thesis incorporates the variable Operating-Profit-

Margin (OPM) as an additional measure of the financial performance of the banks. The 

thesis expects that the variable OPM will be positively correlated with the dependent 

variable.   

 

The thesis uses the variable FBM_PCT as a proxy variable to determine the gender 

equality of the board of directors, based on the results from the previous study by Owen 

& Temesvary (2018). The thesis expects to find a negative correlation between increased 

gender equality and the compensation of the CEO.  

 

Lastly, the thesis differentiate the banks that were affected by the government intervention 

and those banks not affected by government intervention using the indication variable 

that may either take the number 0 (No-help) or 1 (Help). 

 

4.5 Regression Model 

4.5.1 Model 1  

The thesis uses the method of stacking two separate regression, to test the difference in 

determinants of CEO compensation before and after the financial crisis. The first model 

considers all the banks in the sample, the first regression is conducted on the period before 
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the financial crisis and the second regression is conducted on the period after the financial 

crisis.  

 

𝑇𝐶 = 	𝑝𝑟𝑒 ∗ )𝛼 + 𝛽- ∗ lnTI(3,5) + 𝛽7 ∗ TDTA(3,5) + 𝛽: ∗ ROE(3,5) + 𝛽> ∗ MvTA(3,5) + 𝛽A

∗ BS(3,5) + 𝛽D ∗ 𝐹𝐵𝑀_𝑃𝐶𝑇(3,5)	J 

+𝑝𝑜𝑠𝑡 ∗ [𝛼 + 𝛽- ∗ lnTI(3,5) + 𝛽7 ∗ TDTA(3,5) + 𝛽: ∗ ROE(3,5) + 𝛽> ∗ MvTA(3,5) + 𝛽A

∗ BS(3,5) + 𝛽D ∗ FBM_PCT(3,5)] 

4.5.2 Model 2 & 3  

The second and third regression model uses the same method of stacking two regressions 

to determine the association between the financial crisis and CEO compensation, as well 

as the association between the government intervention and CEO compensation.  

 

The thesis makes a separation between the banks who received help (government 

intervention) and those banks who did not receive help (not affected by government 

intervention), the separation is made for both the period prior to the financial crisis and 

the period after the financial crisis to enable a comparison of whether the government 

intervention had an impact on the determinants of the CEO compensation. The thesis 

presents the second and third regression models separately below for comprehension 

purposes.  

 

Regression model 2  
𝑇𝐶 = 𝑝𝑟𝑒 ∗ 𝑛𝑜 − ℎ𝑒𝑙𝑝 ∗ )𝛼 + 𝛽- ∗ lnTI(3,5) + 𝛽7 ∗ TDTA(3,5) + 𝛽: ∗
ROE(3,5) + 𝛽> ∗ MvTA(3,5) + 𝛽A ∗ BS(3,5) + 𝛽D ∗ FBM_PCT(3,5)J  
 
+𝑝𝑜𝑠𝑡 ∗ 𝑛𝑜 − ℎ𝑒𝑙𝑝 ∗ [𝛼 + 𝛽- ∗ lnTI(3,5)	 + 𝛽7 ∗ TDTA(3,5) + 𝛽: ∗
ROE(3,5) + 𝛽> ∗ MvTA(3,5) + 𝛽A ∗ BS(3,5) + 𝛽D ∗ FBM_PCT(3,5)	]  

  
Regression model 3 

𝑇𝐶 = 	𝑝𝑟𝑒 ∗ ℎ𝑒𝑙𝑝 ∗ )𝛼 + 𝛽- ∗ lnTI(3,5) + 𝛽7 ∗ TDTA(3,5) + 𝛽: ∗ ROE(3,5) + 𝛽> ∗
MvTA(3,5) + 𝛽A ∗ BS(3,5) + 𝛽D ∗ FBM_PCT(3,5)J  
 
+𝑝𝑜𝑠𝑡 ∗ ℎ𝑒𝑙𝑝 ∗ [𝛼 + 𝛽- ∗ lnTI(3,5)	 + 𝛽7 ∗ TDTA(3,5) + 𝛽: ∗ ROE(3,5) + 𝛽> ∗
MvTA(3,5) + 𝛽A ∗ BS(3,5) + 𝛽D ∗ FBM_PCT(3,5)	]   
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5 Empirical results 
______________________________________________________________________ 

In this chapter, the thesis presents the reader with the results from the empirical 

investigation. The section starts with brief descriptive statistics, thereafter the thesis 

presents the result from the multiple regressions.  

______________________________________________________________________ 

5.1 Descriptive statistics  

The section for descriptive statistics is arranged in two separate sections, the first section 

(5.1.1) display the statistics for all banks in the sample. In the next section (5.1.2) the 

descriptive statistics is displayed when separating the sample into the banks that did not 

receive help and those banks who did receive help. The descriptive statistics make a 

separation of the period before the financial crisis and the period after the financial crisis 

through dividing the tables into Panel A and Panel B. The pre-period is displayed in Panel 

A and the post-period in Panel B.  

 

The descriptive statistics are presented with the dependent variable, total compensation, 

at the top of each table and followed by the financial variables and the ratios. At the 

bottom of the tables the variables for board characteristics is presented. The median is 

included in the descriptive statistics since the data include a large proportion of outliers. 

Since the separate panels in Table 3 and Table 4 only consider 32 bank-year observations, 

the thesis considers the median compensation being a more reliable interpretation of the 

CEO compensation. 

 

The thesis chooses to include additional variables in the tables presenting the descriptive 

statistics (Table 2 – 4), the additional variables are comprised of the absolute values 

derived from the variables and ratios used in the regression. An example is that the thesis 

in addition to the dependent variable lnTC, also include the variable TCthousands. TCthousands 

present the absolute value of the total compensation issued to the CEO in the SEK 

thousands. By incorporating the additional variables, the thesis is able to improve the 

comprehensiveness of the descriptive statistics.   
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5.1.1 Descriptive Statistics  

Table 2 Descriptive statistic (Entire Sample) 

  

Panel A: Pre-financial crisis (2002-2009)  Panel B: Post-financial crisis (2010-2017)  

Variables  Mean Median Std. Deviation Mean Median Std. Deviation 

lnTC 16,822 16,634 0,567 16,887 16,690 0,511 

TCthousands 23899,460 16761,484 14988,659 25138,022 17723,582 16858,673 

lnTI 25,348 25,227 1,137 25,539 25,486 1,045 

TIthousands 179889241,917 90581320,250 173835385,681 200809093,175 119599142,400 181573368,194 

ROE 0,188 0,209 0,149 0,093 0,114 0,078 

TEthousands 257388588,595 138666870,415 249015660,039 471870281,965 370813148,163 406247614,709 

TDTA 0,959 0,959 0,012 0,947 0,947 0,010 

TDthousands 6270512440,318 3497756521,595 6288653799,568 8090129694,261 6837183138,082 5789490477,310 

TAthousands 6527901028,913 3648766577,792 6498394303,960 8561999976,226 7245659487,859 6170014297,612 

MvTa 0,068 0,071 0,033 0,059 0,062 0,024 

FSthousands 385221809,260 252039066,769 384657178,383 435163784,910 336437195,826 374203077,344 

OPM_PCT 0,294 0,322 0,283 0,255 0,284 0,251 

BS 15,063 14,000 3,091 13,594 13,000 2,810 

FBM_PCT 0,215 0,207 0,143 0,308 0,279 0,112 

 n=64   n=64   

 

The descriptive statistics for the entire sample are presented above (Table 2), with the 

pre-period in Panel A and the post-period in Panel B. The descriptive statistics above is 

comprised of a total of 128 bank-year observations between the years of 2002 until 2017. 

Panel A constitute half of the observations (64 bank-years) between 2002 until 2009 and 

Panel B constitute the other half (64 bank-years) between the years of 2010 until 2017.   

 

The total CEO compensation expressed in SEK thousands, differ extensively within the 

periods, the median compensation during the pre-financial crisis period is SEK 

(thousands) 16 762, while the mean compensation reach SEK thousands 23 900 which 

suggest that there is a negative skewness of the data. A negative skewness suggests that 

there are a few observations, that are significantly higher than the median value. The same 

scenario is seen in the period after the financial crisis, during which the median value of 

compensation reach SEK (thousands) 17 724, the mean compensation is higher at SEK 

(thousands) 25 138. The statistics show that the compensation of CEOs has increased 

overall following the financial crisis.  
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The thesis uses the variable lnTI as a simplified measure of firm performance, the 

descriptive statistics in Table 2 show that the median value of lnTI has increased by 

approximately 32% from SEK (thousands) 90 581 320 to SEK (thousands) 119 599 142. 

Although, the statistics show that there are substantial differences in the total income 

between the various bank and bank-years since the standard deviation amount to SEK 

(thousands) 173 835 386 in the years 2002 until 2009 and SEK (thousands) 181 573 368 

in the years 2010 until 2017. The second variable associated with the performance of 

banks, ROE, show significant differences between the two periods, the banks appear to 

provide higher returns to their shareholders since the median value of ROE reach 20,9%, 

in the following period the ROE decrease to 11,4%. 

 

Total assets (TA) and total debt (TD) are both significantly higher in the post-financial 

crisis period, the median value of TA (thousands) almost double from SEK (thousands) 3 

648 766 578 to SEK (thousands) 7 245 659 488. A similar increase is seen for TD, in the 

pre-financial crisis period the median value of TD reach SEK (thousands) 3 497 756 522 

and after the financial crisis the same variable reach SEK (thousands) 6 837 183 138. 

Looking at the variable TDTA, the ratio between total debt and total assets appear to 

decrease in the period following the financial crisis, the median TDTA decrease from 

95,9% to 94,7%, meaning that the banks carry less debt in relation to total assets after the 

financial crisis.  

 

Table 2 also shows that the number of members on the board of directs has decreased by 

one member following the financial crisis, in the meanwhile, the percentage of female 

board members is slightly higher in the post-financial crisis. The board of directors 

consists of an average of 21% female members in the pre-financial crisis period and 28% 

in the period after.  
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5.1.2 Descriptive Statistics Government Intervention 

Table 3 Descriptive Statistics (No Government Intervention) 

  

Panel A: Pre-financial crisis (2002-2009) Panel B: Post-financial crisis (2010-2017) 

       

lnTC 16,895 16,782 0,580 17,004 16,718 0,608 

TCthousands 25657,645 19435,282 15440,782 29712,667 18217,240 21619,208 

lnTI 25,315 25,167 1,261 25,552 25,370 1,205 

TIthousands 193016841,925 103985590,300 195942461,669 229901764,547 139276404,800 214781801,628 

TDTA 0,960 0,963 0,014 0,948 0,949 0,012 

TDthousands 6810949793,454 3925885169,035 6332166079,213 9163454087,304 7270251966,855 7089275725,837 

TAthousands 7091094922,215 4073953897,395 6549460995,301 9716305608,100 7687767333,045 7573635289,175 

ROE 0,196 0,201 0,068 0,112 0,117 0,049 

TEthousands 280145128,761 150971198,793 275288338,371 552851520,796 337553248,678 520228024,037 

MvTa 0,069 0,064 0,037 0,060 0,066 0,023 

FSthousands 466725995,449 147979317,672 488507538,445 519383783,111 239447850,000 497192338,148 

OPM_PCT 0,340 0,322 0,136 0,309 0,284 0,162 

BS 15,781 14,000 3,535 14,906 15,000 3,315 

FBM_PCT 0,179 0,160 0,089 0,304 0,290 0,115 

 n=32   n=32   

Table 4 Descriptive Statistics (Government Intervention)  

  

Panel A: Pre-financial crisis (2002-2009) Panel B: Post-financial crisis (2010-2017) 

Variables  Mean Median Std. Deviation Mean Median Std. Deviation 

lnTC 16,749 16,571 0,554 16,771 16,674 0,366 

TCthousands 22141,275 15721,980 14552,226 20563,377 17433,802 8185,527 

lnTI 25,381 25,227 1,018 25,526 25,486 0,875 

TIthousands 166761641,909 90581320,250 150542506,863 171716421,803 119599142,400 138284828,659 

TDTA 0,958 0,956 0,009 0,947 0,946 0,007 

TDthousands 5730075087,182 3497756521,595 6298470652,812 7016805301,218 6837183138,082 3934644481,927 

TAthousands 5964707135,611 3648766577,792 6501554372,568 7407694344,351 7245659487,859 4153965627,593 

ROE 0,180 0,225 0,200 0,074 0,106 0,097 

TEthousands 234632048,429 138666870,415 221732004,708 390889043,134 370813148,163 226322366,950 

MvTa 0,067 0,074 0,029 0,058 0,058 0,026 

FSthousands 303717623,070 282947086,762 219866263,417 350943786,710 361964853,789 150761619,375 

OPM_PCT 0,248 0,323 0,374 0,202 0,245 0,309 

BS 14,344 15,000 2,418 12,281 12,000 1,224 

FBM_PCT 0,251 0,214 0,175 0,308 0,250 1,263 

 n=32   n=32   
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The variable lnTC show that there are differences in the compensation between the 

various banks before and after the financial crisis. In the case of the first group of banks, 

that did not receive help from the government after the financial crisis (Table 3), the 

variable lnTC decrease from a median of 16,782 to 16,718. The opposite pattern is seen 

in Table 4, in which the variable lnTC increase from 16,571 before the financial crisis, 

lnTC reach 16,674 between 2010 until 2017.  

 

The thesis uses the variable lnTI as a simplified measure of financial performance, as 

mentioned in the previous section. The thesis compares the absolute value of total income 

(TI) between the two sets of banks. Looking at the descriptive statistics it is clear that both 

sets of banks have increased the total income following the financial crisis. The increase 

for the banks that did not receive government help amount to SEK (thousands) 

35 290 815, in the meanwhile, the banks that did receive government help increased the 

total income by SEK (thousands) 29 017 822.  

 

The thesis uses the variable lnTI as a simplified measure of financial performance, as 

mentioned in the previous section. The thesis compares the absolute value of total income 

(TI) between the two sets of banks. Looking at the descriptive statistics it is clear that both 

sets of banks have increased the total income following the financial crisis. The increase 

for the banks that did not receive government help amount to SEK (thousands) 

35 290 815, in the meanwhile, the banks that did receive government help increased the 

total income by SEK (thousands) 29 017 822. Looking at the second firm performance 

variable, ROE, the descriptive statistics show that both sets of banks in Table 3 and Table 

4 decrease their return to investors following the financial crisis. The highest decrease in 

ROE is seen in the banks that received help following the crisis, the variable ROE before 

the financial crisis reach 22,5% and in the years following (2010-2017) the variable reach 

only 10,6%. For the banks that did not receive help, the statistics show a smaller decrease, 

in the pre-financial crisis period the variable ROE reach 20,1% and following the financial 

crisis the variable ROE reaches 11,7%.  

 

Table 3 and table 4 above also show that there is a difference in size of the banks found 

in the two separate groups, the banks that did not receive help following the financial 

crisis carry higher amounts of total assets in the period before the financial crisis, the 
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median SEK (thousands) 7 091 094 922, as well as during the period after the financial 

crisis, SEK (thousands) 7 687 767 333. The statistics also show that the banks that did 

not receive help following the financial crisis have a marginally higher debt ratio (TDTA), 

between 2002 and 2009 the median debt ratio reach 96% and 94,6% between 2010 and 

2017. The ratio-variable TDTA reach 95,6% pre-crisis and 94,6% post-crisis for the banks 

that did not receive help. The statistics show that there is no difference in the banks that 

received help and those who did not, both groups of banks carry less debt in relation to 

total assets after the financial crisis.  

 

The descriptive statistics show that the variables describing the characteristics of the 

board differ between the two sets of banks and it also changes following the financial 

crisis. For the banks that did not receive help, the variables BS and FMB_PCT, both 

increases following the financial crisis. The statistics for the banks that did receive help 

does not show the same pattern, while the variable BS decreases to 12 members from 15 

members, the variable FBM_PCT increase from 21,4% to 25%.  

 

5.2 Pearson Correlation  

The thesis performs a Pearson correlation test to examine the correlation between the 

independent variables and to detect if there is a risk of multicollinearity. If signs of 

multicollinearity are detected, the thesis can remove the variable from the regression and 

by doing so, reducing the risk of that the output from the regression is misleading.  

 

The Pearson Correlation test presented in Appendix B, shows that the variable OPM is 

highly correlated with ROE and therefore thesis chooses to exclude the variable OPM. 

Although, since both variables, OPM and ROE, include operating profit the thesis expect 

that the regression won’t be affected negatively.   

5.3 Multiple Regression 

The thesis tests the independent variables for significance at a level of 5 percent. The 

results of the regressions are presented in the following subsections.   
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5.3.1 Regression Model 1  

At first, regression model 1 aims to establish the determinants of CEO compensation in 

retail banks before the financial crisis. It then aims to establish if any change in the 

determinants of CEO compensation can be confirmed statistically in the period after the 

financial crisis. The first regression model considers the entire sample of 128 bank-year 

observations, 64 bank-year observations for the pre-financial crisis period in Panel A, and 

64 bank-year observations for the post-financial crisis period in Panel B. 

   

Table 5 Regression (Entire Sample)  

  
Panel A: Pre-financial crisis 

(2002-2009) 

Panel B: Post-financial crisis 

(2010-2017) 

Model          

Unstandardized 

Coefficients 

t 

p-

value 

Unstandardized 

Coefficients 

t 

p-

value B 

Std. 

Error B 

Std. 

Error 

1 (Constant) 10,087 6,237 1,617 0,111 15,704 6,531 2,404 0,019 

lnTI 0,346 0,061 5,687 0,000* 0,296 0,066 4,511 0,000* 

TDTA -1,706 5,936 -0,287 0,775 -7,423 5,809 -1,278 0,206 

ROE 0,683 0,365 1,874 0,066 0,877 0,729 1,203 0,234 

MvTa -0,095 2,274 -0,042 0,967 4,596 2,567 1,791 0,079 

BS -0,021 0,021 -0,995 0,324 0,049 0,016 3,093 0,003* 

FBM_PCT -1,009 0,462 -2,185 0,033* -1,169 0,508 -2,302 0,025* 

 n=64     n=64    

a. Dependent Variable: lnTC  

b. * Significant at the 0,05 level 

The variable lnTI follows the thesis’s expectations of positive association with the 

dependent variable, at b=0,346 in the period prior to the financial crisis and b=0,296 in 

the period following the crisis. The variable is significant at a level of 5 percent, in both 

the pre-period (p=0,000) and post-period (p=0,000). The results suggest that there is a 

positive association between lnTI and lnTC, since the thesis interpret the association using 

the natural logarithm of total income, for each unit-increase in lnTI, the total 

compensation will increase 1,41 (e0,346) before the financial crisis and 1,34 (e0,296) units 

after the crisis. 
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By contrast, the variable TDTA is not statistically significant at a level of 5 percent in 

either the period prior to the financial crisis (p=0,775>0,05) or in the period after the 

financial crisis (p=0,206>0,05). The result show that the debt ratio of the banks found in 

the sample does not have an impact on the CEO compensation.  

 

The association between ROE and lnTC does not follow the expectation of the thesis of a 

positive association in either of the two time periods. The variable BS is not statistically 

significant when tested at the 5 percent level, this goes for both the period prior to the 

financial crisis (p=0,066>0,05) as wells as for the period after the financial crisis 

(p=0,234>0,05).  

 

The variables MvTa and BS does not follow the thesis expectations of positive association 

in the period prior to the financial crisis, and the variables are not statistically significant 

in explaining the dependent variable (lnTC) when tested at 5 percent level (p=0,967>0,05, 

p=0,324>0,05). Although, the expectations for BS stands true in the period following the 

crisis at b=0,049, and the variable BS is significant at a level of 5 percent tested 

(p=0,003<0,05)  

 

The final variable FBM_PCT follows the thesis expectations with negative association. 

In both the period prior to the financial crisis (b=-0,095), as well as after the financial 

crisis (b=-1,169). The variable is significant in both periods when tested at a level of 5 

percent, (p= 0,033<0,05; p=0,025<0,05). This suggest that a board with a higher 

proportion of female board members will issue lower amount of compensation to the 

CEO, if all other factors than those board with lower proportion of female board members.  

5.3.2 Regression Model 2 & 3 

Regression model 2 and 3, aims to compare the difference in determinants between those 

banks that did not receive help following the financial crisis and those banks that did 

receive help following the financial crisis.  

 

The thesis presents the results from the regressions, by first testing the banks that did not 

receive help, followed by testing those banks that did receive help following the financial 
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crisis. Similar to the previous section, the second and third regression model start with 

establishing the determinants of CEO compensation in the period before the financial 

crisis, it then continues with the period after the financial crisis. The regressions in Table 

6 and Table 7 consist of 64 bank-year observations each, Panel A consist of 32 bank-year 

observations from the pre-financial crisis period, Panel B consist of 32 bank-year 

observations from the post-financial crisis period.  

Table 6 Regression (No Government Intervention)  

 

  
Panel A: Pre-financial crisis 

(2002-2009) 

Panel B: Post-financial crisis 

(2010-2017) 

Model 

Unstandardized 

Coefficients 

t 

p-

value 

Unstandardized 

Coefficients 

t 

p-

value B 

Std. 

Error B 

Std. 

Error 

2 (Constant) 9,988 14,705 0,679 0,503 31,067 10,681 2,909 0,008 

  lnTI 0,400 0,118 3,394 0,002* 0,272 0,103 2,636 0,014* 

  TDTA -1,847 14,443 -0,128 0,899 -22,706 9,076 -2,502 0,019* 

  ROE 0,085 1,555 0,055 0,957 3,244 1,536 2,112 0,045* 

  MvTa 1,315 5,554 0,237 0,815 -0,384 3,921 -0,098 0,923 

  BS -0,072 0,038 -1,893 0,070 0,033 0,021 1,559 0,132 

  FBM_PCT -2,254 1,209 -1,865 0,074 -1,064 0,651 -1,634 0,115 

 n= 32     n=32    

a. Dependent Variable: lnTC  

b. * Significant at the 0,05 level  

 

For the banks not receiving help, the variable lnTI is significant when tested at a level of 

5 percent for both the period before the financial crisis (p=0,002<0,05) and the period 

after the financial crisis (p=0,014<0,05). The variable lnTI follow the expectations of 

positive association as predicted beforehand by the thesis at b=0,400 for the pre-period 

and b=0,272 for the post-period. Interpreting the b-coefficients, in the period before the 

financial crisis, for each unit increase in lnTI, the total compensation increase by SEK 

1,492 (e0,400), and in the period after the financial crisis, the association is slightly weaker 

since for each unit increase in lnTI, the total compensation increase by SEK 1,313 (e0,272). 
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The variable TDTA is not statistically significant when tested at a level of 5 percent in the 

pre-period (p=0,899), although the variable TDTA is significant when tested at a level of 

5 percent in the post-period (p=0,019<0,05). In the period after the financial crisis, the 

variable TDTA follow the thesis expectations of negative association at b=-22,706. The 

findings suggest that TDTA has a strong negative association with the CEO compensation 

after the financial crisis, meaning that those firms with high proportion of debt will 

decrease the total compensation issued to the CEO.   

 

Similarly, to TDTA the variable ROE is not statistically significant when tested at a 5 

percent level before the financial crisis (p=0,957>0,05). In the period after the financial 

crisis, the variable ROE is statistically significant at a 5 percent level (p=0,045<0,05). 

The variable ROE follows the expectations in the period after the financial crisis, the 

expectation of the thesis is that ROE has positive association with total CEO 

compensation.  

 

The variable MvTa is not statistically significant at a level of 5 percent in either the pre-

financial crisis period (p=0,815>0,05) or the period after the financial crisis (p=0,923).   

 

Neither of the variables covering board characteristics, BS and FBM_PCT are statistically 

significant when tested at a level of 5 percent in the period prior to the financial crisis or 

the period after the financial crisis.  
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Table 7 Regression (Government Intervention) 

 

  
Panel A: Pre-financial crisis 

(2002-2009) 

Panel B: Post-financial crisis 

(2010-2017) 

Model 

Unstandardized 

Coefficients 

t 

p-

value 

Unstandardized 

Coefficients 

t 

p-

value B 

Std. 

Error B 

Std. 

Error 

2a (Constant) 4,189 9,010 0,465 0,646 1,316 7,809 0,169 0,867 

  lnTI 0,512 0,133 3,855 0,000* 0,337 0,093 3,614 0,001* 

  TDTA -1,233 7,607 -0,162 0,873 7,785 7,429 1,048 0,305 

  ROE 0,094 0,530 0,177 0,861 0,682 0,887 0,769 0,449 

  MvTa 0,184 3,116 0,059 0,953 5,242 3,110 1,686 0,104 

  BS 0,039 0,045 0,857 0,399 -0,040 0,040 -1,007 0,324 

  FBM_PCT 0,622 0,957 0,649 0,522 -1,285 0,786 -1,634 0,115 

 n=32     n=32    

a. Dependent Variable: lnTC,  

b. * Significant at the 0,05 level 

 

Similar to the two previous multiple regressions, the thesis finds that the variable lnTI 

follows the expectations of positive correlation, at b-value 0,512 in the period prior to the 

financial crisis, as well as b-value 0,337 in the period following the financial crisis. For 

both periods, the variable is statistically significant in explaining the dependent variable 

when tested at a level of 5 percent (p=0,000<0,05; p=0,001<0,05). The results show that 

the for each unit increase of total income in the period before the financial crisis the total 

compensation increases by SEK 1,669, and as seen in the previous regression, the 

association is slightly weaker in the period after the financial crisis. During the period 

after the financial crisis, for each unit increase of total income, the total compensation 

issued to the CEO increases by SEK 1,400.  

 

The variable TDTA is not statistically significant when tested at a level of 5 percent in 

either the period before or the period after the financial crisis (p=0,873>0,05, 

p=0,305>0,05), the result is that the debt-ratio of the banks does not affect the 
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compensation issued to the COE in either the pre-financial crisis period, not the post-

financial crisis period.  

 

Neither one of the variables ROE and MvTa are statistically significant in the period 

before the financial crisis when tested at a 5 percent level (p=0,861, p=0,953). The same 

case goes for the post-financial crisis (p=0,449, p=0,104), as a result, the variables are not 

statistically significant at a level of 5 percent.  

 

The two variables representing board characteristics, BS (p=0,399) and FBM_PCT 

(p=0,522) are not statistically significant in explaining the total compensation issued to 

the CEO, when tested at a 5 percent level in the pre-financial crisis period. In the period 

following the financial crisis, the variables BS (p=0,324) and FBM_PCT (p=0,115) are 

still not statistically significant in explaining the dependent variable when tested at a level 

of 5 percent.  
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6 Analysis  
______________________________________________________________________ 

In this chapter the thesis presents the analysis of the empirical findings from the previous 

chapter (5), the thesis performs the analysis by considering the findings from previous 

research on the topic of determining CEO compensation. The thesis also implements the 

theories presented in chapter 3.  

______________________________________________________________________ 

6.1 Discussion 

If the thesis rejects the null hypothesis and consequently accepts the alternative 

hypothesis the thesis marks the hypothesis using the sign ✓ in Table 8 below.  

Table 8 Hypotheses Testing 

Hypotheses  Accept H1   

H1a 
There is a change in determinants of CEO compensation following 

the financial crisis.    
✓ 

H1b 
There is a positive relationship between firm performance and CEO 

compensation in the retail banks after the financial crisis. 
 

H1c 
There is a negative relationship between board gender equality and 

CEO compensation after the financial crisis.   
✓ 

H1d 
Government intervention is negatively associated with CEO 

compensation. 
✓ 

H1e 
Government intervention leads to a stronger association between 

firm performance and CEO compensation after the financial crisis.  
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6.1.1 Analysis model 1  

The thesis formulates three hypotheses (H0a-H0c) to establish and test the determinants 

of CEO compensation of all the banks in the sample, before and after the financial crisis.  

 

The H0a hypothesis is formulated to test if the financial crisis has contributed to a change 

in the determinants of CEO compensation in retail banks in the years following the crisis. 

The thesis can reject the H0a and thus accept the alternative hypothesis, since the 

empirical results in section 5.3.1, shows that there is a change in the determinants 

following the financial crisis. The findings from the period before the financial crisis 

show that two variables are statistically significant for determining CEO compensation, 

namely, lnTI and FBM_PCT. This suggests that CEO compensation is only affected by 

the total income of the retail banks and the proportion of female members on the board 

of directors. 

 

In comparison, looking at the results from after the financial crisis, the compensation 

issued to the CEO is determined by three variables, similar to the period before the 

financial crisis, the variables lnTI and FBM_PCT are statistically significant. Although, 

during the post-financial crisis period, one additional variable is statistically significant 

for determining the CEO compensation, the variable in question is BS. This suggests that 

during the period after the financial crisis, board characteristics have a more significant 

influence on the compensation, compared with the period prior to the financial crisis. The 

findings are in line with previous research by Vemala et al., (2014), since the financial 

crisis appears to have had little impact on the determinants of CEO compensation.  

 

As mentioned, the empirical results show that the variable lnTI is statistically significant, 

the findings, therefore, suggest that the total income of the banks will affect the 

compensation issued to the CEO. The findings also show that total income is positively 

correlated with the total compensation offered to the CEO in both the period before-, and 

after-, the financial crisis. The findings are in line with Brick et al., (2006), who also 

found that the total sale of the company is positively associated with CEO compensation.  

 

However, the same results are not established when looking at the variable for financial 

performance ROE. The findings show that ROE is not statistically significant in neither 
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the pre-financial crisis period nor the period following the financial crisis. The finding 

contradicts the previous findings by Jensen and Murphy (1990). The contradicting 

findings show that there is a lack of consensus within the field of establishing the 

determinants of CEO compensation, since the finding is in line with the findings by 

Randoy and Nielsen (2002). The results show that there is no statistically significant 

positive correlation between the variables ROE and lnTC, the findings suggest that even 

if the banks report negative return on the equity, the compensation of CEO is not expected 

to decrease. The opposite applies if the banks show stronger financial performance, with 

a higher return on equity, the CEOs are not expected to receive higher total compensation.  

 

Considering the empirical results, the thesis fails to reject the H0b hypothesis, since the 

results show that ROE is not statistically significant in determining the CEO 

compensation in the period after the financial crisis.  

 

The third hypothesis, H0c, is created by the thesis to test if the proportion of female board 

members is negatively associated with the CEO compensation after the financial crisis. 

  

The thesis is able to reject the H0c hypothesis since the empirical results show that the 

variable FBM_PCT is negatively associated with lnTC at a level of significance of 5 

percent in both the pre-financial crisis period and the period following the financial crisis. 

The finding aligns with the hypothesis by Benkraiem et al., (2017), since the authors 

expected to find that increased board gender equality would be associated with decreased 

CEO compensation. Although the study by Benkraiem et al., (2017) was not able to find 

a significant negative association between board equality and CEO compensation when 

investigating listed French companies across industries. The findings of the thesis, 

suggest the compensation issued to the CEO decrease as the proportion of female board 

members increase. The Agency theory also supports the negative association between the 

variable FBM_PCT and the CEO compensation as it may be explained through the 

increased diversity of the board (Benkraiem et al., 2017).  

 

The thesis also finds that the variable BS has a significant positive correlation with CEO 

compensation in the period following the financial crisis. The findings align with the 

elementary research by Core et al., 1999, as well those by Sapp, (2008); Ozkan, (2007); 
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Coakley & Iliopoulou, (2006) and Cahan et al., (2005) since the empirical findings of the 

thesis show that banks with larger board structures will issue higher compensation to 

CEO, compared to banks with board structure composed of fewer members. Considering 

the size of the board as a determinant of CEO compensation is also explained by 

Managerial Power Theory (Lambert et al., 1993), since the theory suggest that the 

directors work in loyalty towards the CEO and further has a personal relation to the CEO 

(Bebchuk & Fried, 2005). Due to the loyalty, the directors may be inclined to offer higher 

compensation to the CEO, without the board considering other factors such as the 

accomplishment of the CEO or firm performance.  

 

The findings of that the size of the board has a positive association with the compensation 

of the CEO in the retail banks also align with the findings by Lipton and Lorsch (1992). 

Since it appears as if the boards reduce its ability to efficiently monitor the banks’ 

undertakings as the number of members on the board of directors increase.   

6.1.2 Analysis model 2 & 3  

The thesis further tests the influence of government intervention on the determinants of 

CEO compensation following the financial crisis by formulating two separate hypotheses 

(H0d-H0e). The hypotheses are tested by analyzing the empirical results from the second 

and third regression performed by the thesis.  

 

Hypothesis H0d is created to determine if the government intervention negatively affect 

the total compensation issued to the CEO in retail banks.  

 

The results from the descriptive statistics in Table 3 (section 5.1.2), shows an increase of 

SEK 4 million in the mean compensation issued to the CEOs in the banks that did not 

receive help following the financial crisis. The results in Table 4 (section 5.1.2) show that 

the mean compensation issued to the CEOs of the banks that did receive help is decreased 

by SEK 1,5 million following the financial crisis. In the comparison between the two sets 

of banks, the results show that the intervention of government did, in fact, reduce the 

compensation offered to the CEOs. Therefore, the thesis can reject the H0d hypothesis, 

the rejection of the hypothesis is aligned with the initial expectations of the thesis. The 

finding of reduced CEO compensation following the government intervention is in line 
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with the findings by Borisova et al., (2018), Ozkan, (2007) and Hartzell and Starks, 

(2003), since the findings of said studies show that actively engaged institutional 

investors, such as the government, have a negative effect on the CEO compensation. The 

reason being that such type of investors is less likely to accept excessive compensation. 

The findings by the thesis and other studies on the field (Ozkan, 2007; Hartzell & Starks 

, 2003), is further supported by the Agency theory (Jensen & Mekling, 1976) since the 

information asymmetry between agent and principal is expected to be decreased after the 

government becoming actively engaged in the governance of the company.  

  

The last hypothesis, H0e is formulated by the thesis to test whether the government 

intervention has led to a stronger association between firm performance and CEO 

compensation.  

 

The empirical results in Table 6 (section 5.3.2) show that lnTI and ROE are statistically 

significant at a level of 5 percent for the banks that did not receive help following the 

financial crisis. The variable ROE shows a strong positive association with lnTC at 

b=3,244. When comparing the two time periods for the banks that did not receive help, 

the results show that the variable ROE appears to be of higher importance when 

determining the compensation of the CEO after the financial crisis. In the period before 

the financial crisis, the variable ROE is not statistically significant when tested at a level 

of 5 percent. Seeing that the results show that the total income of the banks is positively 

correlated with CEO compensation during both time periods, is aligned with the findings 

of Brick et al., (2006). It also provides some further explanation to why the CEOs of the 

large-sized retail banks such as HSBC and Barclays are offered compensation packages 

worth upwards to SEK 30 million, considering that the large-sized banks are seen to report 

total revenue often 15 times larger than the banks of lesser size according to the 

descriptive statistics.  

 

The thesis tests the H0e hypothesis by comparing the determinants associated with firm 

performance between the two sets of banks for the period following the financial crisis. 

The results in Table 7 (section 5.3.3) contradict the initial expectations of the thesis, since 

the thesis expects to see that government intervention results in that firm performance has 

a higher correlation with CEO compensation following the financial crisis. Since the 
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empirical results show that the variable ROE is not statistically significant when tested at 

a level of 5 percent in either the pre- or, post-financial crisis period. The finding does not 

align with previous studies (Borisova et al., 2018 & Hartzell & Starks, 2003) or the 

agency theory and with existing knowledge in mind, it would be expected to see that CEO 

compensation show stronger association with performance measures, such as: return-on-

equity. The thesis does however find that the variable lnTI is statistically significant in 

both time periods, suggesting that the total income of the banks can be used as a 

determinant of the CEO compensation. Although, the variable only shows a weak positive 

correlation with the total compensation issued to the CEO, at b=0,512 in the period before 

the financial crisis and b=0,337 in the period after.  

 

Considering the empirical findings and the previous research, the thesis fails to reject the 

H0e, considering that the findings from the empirical investigation reveal the outcome in 

Table 7 is on the contrary of the initial expectation of the thesis. The finding of a weak 

correlation between firm performance and CEO compensation following the financial 

crisis, contradicts the agency theory, since the information gap between agent and 

principal is expected to decrease following the government intervention in line with the 

findings by Ozkan (2007). However, looking at the managerial power theory (Lambert et 

al., 1993) the weak correlation between firm performance and CEO compensation, could 

be explained by the fact that directors may ignore economic factors such as firm 

performance when setting CEO pay package and instead base their decision on personal 

preferences. The findings may also be explained looking at the study by Schneider (2013) 

since the authors conclude that the CEO have the power to influence the compensation 

issued to themselves.  
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7 Conclusion 
______________________________________________________________________ 

The chapter begins with a discussion on the empirical findings (chapter 5) and succeeding 

analysis (chapter 6) and ends with closing thoughts of said findings.  

______________________________________________________________________ 

The thesis examines whether there is a difference in the determinants of CEO 

compensation in listed retail banks found in Sweden and the UK before and after the 

financial crisis. Previous literature has established that the drivers of CEO compensation 

differ between industries and countries, Jensen and Murphy (1990) establish that firm 

performance is a significant determinants of CEO compensation in firms listed in the U.S. 

Whilst, Randoy and Nielsen (2002) find no relationship between firm performance and 

CEO compensation when investigating firms operating in Norway and Sweden. Bebchuk 

& Grinstein, 2005 also find that the compensation of CEO has had disproportionate 

increase, further suggesting that there is a lack of firm- and performance related 

determinants.  

 

The thesis also examines if the intervention of governments in the retail banks in Sweden 

and the UK, has had a significant impact on the determinants following the financial 

crisis. The thesis fails to find extensive literature applicable to the subject of the impact 

of government intervention on the determinants of CEO compensation in the banking 

sector.  

 

The thesis uses a sample consisting of eight listed retail banks on Stockholm- and London 

stock exchange at the 31st of December 2017, the sample is examined over 16 years. As 

a result, the investigation span over 128 bank-year observation. The thesis uses the bank-

year observations to perform three multiple regression analysis to establish if the 

determinants change following the financial crisis and if the government intervention of 

the retail banks had an impact on the determinants. 

 

The thesis expects to find that there are differences in the determinants of CEO 

compensation before and after the financial crisis, more specifically, the thesis expect to 

find that the banks are more likely to base the compensation of CEOs on factors related 
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to firm performance in the period after the financial crisis. From the first analysis (section 

6.1.1), the thesis is able to establish that there are differences in the determinants of CEO 

compensation between the periods before and after the financial crisis. The thesis finds 

that the retail banks found in the sample appear to be more likely to base the CEO 

compensation on performance-based measures during the years prior to the financial 

crisis.  The findings are the opposite of the expectations made by the thesis beforehand 

and the findings from previous studies on institutional shareholders and their influence 

on the governance of the firm. 

 

Looking at the empirical results and the succeeding analysis, the thesis can conclude that 

the government intervention of the banks appears to have contributed to a decrease in the 

total compensation issued to the CEOs of the retail banks. The decrease of compensation 

in absolute terms was expected by the thesis, when considering the previous findings on 

the subject of the implications of the financial crisis on CEO compensation as well as the 

consequences of having the government as one of the shareholders of the banks following 

the financial crisis. 

 

Although, the thesis expected to find that the government intervention would lead to CEO 

compensation being based on firm performance rather than other factors in the period 

after the financial crisis. Although, when analyzing the results from the two separate 

regressions (section 6.1.2) and when making the distinction between those banks that did 

not receive help and those that did receive help, the results are not in line with the 

expectations made beforehand. The thesis finds that the total income is the only 

statistically significant variable for explaining the compensation issued to CEOs in the 

banks that received help before and after the financial crisis. On the contrary, the thesis 

does however find that firm performance is a determinant of the compensation issued to 

CEO in those banks that did not receive help following the crisis.  

 

Summarizing the empirical findings of the thesis, it appears as if the financial crisis had 

little impact on the determinants of the compensation issued to the CEOs of the retail 

banks found in Sweden and the United Kingdom. Despite the consequences of the 

financial crisis, it appears as if the banks do not put stronger emphasize on the 

performance of the bank when setting the remuneration packages of the CEO.  Although, 
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when considering the government intervention of said retail banks it appears as if the 

intervention has contributed to a more visible change in the compensation of CEOs. The 

thesis is able to conclude that the compensation was reduced to the CEOs of the retail 

banks that received help following the financial crisis, whilst the compensation issued to 

the CEOs of the banks that did not receive help after the financial crisis appears to have 

kept increasing. 

 

Lastly, the thesis recognizes that the matter of establishing the determinants of CEO 

compensation, regardless of industry, is a complex subject that involve a multitude of 

circumstances for instance: economics, demographics and other firm-specific 

characteristics. Therefore, the thesis acknowledges that there might be omitted variables 

outside the scope of the investigation of the thesis and that similar research in another 

industry might be able to come to another conclusion.   
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8 Discussion  
______________________________________________________________________ 

The final chapter presents the reader with the contributions provided by the thesis on the 

topic of determinants of CEO compensation. The thesis also acknowledge the limitations 

of the study and the final section provide the reader with suggestions for future research. 

______________________________________________________________________ 

8.1 Contribution  

Previous studies have yet not examined the determinants of CEO compensation on retail 

banks listed on the Stockholm- and London Stock exchange as a result, by looking at the 

results from the empirical investigation. The thesis is able to contribute to the dialogue 

on finding the determinants of CEO compensation with empirical evidence from the retail 

banking sector. The thesis also contributes with empirical evidence to an uncharted field 

of research, namely the implications of government intervention on the determinants of 

CEO compensation in the retail banking sector.  

 

8.2 Social and Ethical implications  

The financial crisis erupted in 2008 and affected people around the world. In the debate 

that arose following the crisis, the retail banking sector has been accused for being the 

primary contributor to the financial crisis. One aspect highlighted in the debate revolve 

around the compensation of the CEOs, especially in the retail banking sector. The findings 

of the thesis show that there appears to be a culture of compensating the CEOs beyond 

what can be explained by the performance or the size of the banks. It appears as if, despite 

the financial crisis there still exist cases of cronyism within the higher tiers of the retail 

banks. Therefore, the findings from the thesis signal that regulators should act, to 

minimize the ability for CEO and board members to act in their own interest. By changing 

the regulations, the interest of the managers and shareholders are more likely to be 

aligned.  

 

The thesis considers the gender diversity of the board of directors and the findings show 

that the higher proportion of female members on the board of directors negatively 
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influence the compensation issued to the CEO. Although, decision-makers should not 

base decisions solely on the impact of gender equality, since the nature of equality-

variables loses its explanatory value as it reaches an equilibrium of total equality. If the 

decision makers do not consider the drawback of equality-based variables, there is a 

significant risk that decisions are being made that can have a negative social impact. 

 

8.3 Limitations 

The first limitation detected by the thesis has to do with the size of the sample, since there 

is only a limited amount retail banks of similar size when looking at balance sheet items 

and market capitalization value. An additional problem arises, since the thesis compares 

two sets of retail banks in Sweden and the UK in terms of those banks that received 

government help and those banks that did not receive government help. The consequence 

of the separation is that there are only four retail banks relevant to include in the sample 

over banks that received help following the financial crisis. Further, when comparing the 

periods before and after the financial crisis, the subsamples become even smaller and 

contain fewer observations, due to the limited number of observations the thesis is not 

able to utilize all of the variables in the regression.  

 

Another drawback of the thesis is in relation to the methodology since the thesis only 

considers two time periods, before-, and after-, the financial crisis. As a result, the thesis 

fails to consider if there are differences in the determinants of CEO compensation during 

the period for the financial crisis. By incorporating an additional time period, the outcome 

of the thesis could have been different. However, due to differences in the time period 

during which the banks received government help such addition is not considered feasible 

due to time constraints. If future research is able to, with certainty determine such period, 

future studies would be able to further contribute with insight on the effect of government 

intervention on CEO compensation.  

 

The thesis does not consider CEO characteristics, such as; education, previous 

experience, and knowledge. The data on CEO characteristics could not be collected using 

any available database (Datastream) and a manual collection was not possible for this 

type of data due to time constraints. 
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8.4 Suggestions for future research  

The thesis ends with some suggestions for future research when considering the 

limitations of the research methodology, and the results from the empirical investigation 

performed by the thesis.  

 

First of all, the thesis suggests that future research should expand the investigation not 

only to consider the compensation issued to CEOs in the banking sector, but also include 

other executive-titles in close proximity to the CEO, such as; Chief Financial Officer 

(CFO) and Chief Operating Officer (COO). By expanding the investigation to include a 

wider range of executives, future researchers will be able to further contribute to the field 

of determinants of executive compensation, especially in the banking sector. The thesis 

also suggests that future research should be focused on further investigating the 

relationship between gender equality of board of directs and executive compensation in 

the banking industry, since the current understanding is still low due to insufficient studies 

within the banking sector. The thesis suggests that future research should be performed 

in the context of the European Union as well as to other industries such as; healthcare and 

other financial institutions. Since the thesis only examines the impact of government 

intervention on the determinants of CEO compensation in Sweden and the United 

Kingdom.  
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10 Appendices  

10.1 Appendix A Methodology  

 

 

Table A1 Sample Specification 

 

Table A2 Currency conversion 

  SEK/EUR SEK/GBP SEK/USD 

Period Average Average Average 

2002 9,13 13,19 8,09 

2004 9,13 13,46 7,35 

2005 9,28 13,58 7,48 

2006 9,25 13,58 7,38 

2007 9,25 13,53 6,76 

2008 9,61 12,09 6,58 

2009 10,62 11,93 7,65 

2010 9,54 11,13 7,20 

2011 9,03 10,41 6,50 

2012 8,71 10,73 6,78 

2013 8,65 10,19 6,51 

2014 9,10 11,29 6,86 

2015 9,36 12,90 8,44 

2016 9,47 11,57 8,56 

Sample   

Sweden United Kingdom 

Nordea Barclays 

Handelsbanken Lloyds TSB 

Skandinaviska Enskilda Banken (SEB) Royal Bank of Scotland (RBS) 

Swedbank The Hongkong and Shanghai Banking 

Corporation (HSBC) 
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2017 9,63 10,99 8,54 
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10.2 Appendix B Pearson Correlation test 

 

Table B1 Pre, Entire Sample 

Correlations 
  lnTC lnTI TDTA ROE MvTa OPM_PCT BS FBM_PCT 

lnTC Pearson 

Correlation 

1 ,807** -0,080 0,086 0,149 -0,201 ,498** -,699** 

Sig. (2-tailed)   0,000 0,529 0,500 0,241 0,112 0,000 0,000 

N 64 64 64 64 64 64 64 64 

lnTI 
 

 

 
 

Pearson 
Correlation 

,807** 1 -0,141 -0,066 0,125 -,363** ,612** -,745** 

Sig. (2-tailed) 0,000   0,266 0,605 0,323 0,003 0,000 0,000 

N 64 64 64 64 64 64 64 64 
TDTA Pearson 

Correlation 

-0,080 -0,141 1 -0,005 -,703** -0,157 -,400** -0,021 

Sig. (2-tailed) 0,529 0,266   0,970 0,000 0,214 0,001 0,866 

N 64 64 64 64 64 64 64 64 
ROE Pearson 

Correlation 

0,086 -0,066 -0,005 1 ,428** ,847** 0,240 0,072 

Sig. (2-tailed) 0,500 0,605 0,970   0,000 0,000 0,056 0,571 
N 64 64 64 64 64 64 64 64 

MvTa Pearson 

Correlation 

0,149 0,125 -,703** ,428** 1 ,348** ,480** -0,076 

Sig. (2-tailed) 0,241 0,323 0,000 0,000   0,005 0,000 0,550 

N 64 64 64 64 64 64 64 64 

OPM_PCT Pearson 
Correlation 

-0,201 -,363** -0,157 ,847** ,348** 1 0,118 ,281* 

Sig. (2-tailed) 0,112 0,003 0,214 0,000 0,005   0,353 0,024 

N 64 64 64 64 64 64 64 64 
BS Pearson 

Correlation 

,498** ,612** -,400** 0,240 ,480** 0,118 1 -,513** 

Sig. (2-tailed) 0,000 0,000 0,001 0,056 0,000 0,353   0,000 
N 64 64 64 64 64 64 64 64 

FBM_PCT Pearson 

Correlation 

-,699** -,745** -0,021 0,072 -0,076 ,281* -,513** 1 

Sig. (2-tailed) 0,000 0,000 0,866 0,571 0,550 0,024 0,000   

N 64 64 64 64 64 64 64 64 

**. Correlation is significant at the 0.01 level (2-tailed). 

*. Correlation is significant at the 0.05 level (2-tailed). 
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Table B2 Post, Entire Sample 

Correlations 
  lnTC lnTI TDTA ROE MvTa OPM_PCT BS FBM_PCT 

lnTC Pearson 

Correlation 

1 ,775** -,462** -0,231 -0,080 -,294* ,667** -,449** 

Sig. (2-tailed)   0,000 0,000 0,067 0,530 0,018 0,000 0,000 

N 64 64 64 64 64 64 64 64 

lnTI Pearson 

Correlation 

,775** 1 -,317* -,596** -,456** -,664** ,500** -,664** 

Sig. (2-tailed) 0,000   0,011 0,000 0,000 0,000 0,000 0,000 

N 64 64 64 64 64 64 64 64 

TDTA Pearson 

Correlation 

-,462** -,317* 1 0,143 -,412** 0,126 -,436** -,247* 

Sig. (2-tailed) 0,000 0,011   0,261 0,001 0,320 0,000 0,049 

N 64 64 64 64 64 64 64 64 

ROE Pearson 

Correlation 

-0,231 -,596** 0,143 1 ,631** ,972** -0,003 ,477** 

Sig. (2-tailed) 0,067 0,000 0,261   0,000 0,000 0,978 0,000 

N 64 64 64 64 64 64 64 64 

MvTa Pearson 

Correlation 

-0,080 -,456** -,412** ,631** 1 ,671** -0,008 ,651** 

Sig. (2-tailed) 0,530 0,000 0,001 0,000   0,000 0,952 0,000 

N 64 64 64 64 64 64 64 64 

OPM_PCT Pearson 

Correlation 

-,294* -,664** 0,126 ,972** ,671** 1 -0,078 ,567** 

Sig. (2-tailed) 0,018 0,000 0,320 0,000 0,000   0,539 0,000 

N 64 64 64 64 64 64 64 64 

BS Pearson 

Correlation 

,667** ,500** -,436** -0,003 -0,008 -0,078 1 -0,129 

Sig. (2-tailed) 0,000 0,000 0,000 0,978 0,952 0,539   0,309 

N 64 64 64 64 64 64 64 64 

FBM_PCT Pearson 

Correlation 

-,449** -,664** -,247* ,477** ,651** ,567** -0,129 1 

Sig. (2-tailed) 0,000 0,000 0,049 0,000 0,000 0,000 0,309   

N 64 64 64 64 64 64 64 64 

**. Correlation is significant at the 0.01 level (2-tailed). 

 

Table B3 Pre, No-help 

Correlations 
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  lnTC lnTI TDTA ROE MvTa OPM_PCT BS FBM_PCT 

lnTC Pearson 

Correlation 

1 ,825** -0,149 0,212 0,215 -,563** ,561** -,817** 

Sig. (2-tailed)   0,000 0,417 0,244 0,238 0,001 0,001 0,000 

N 32 32 32 32 32 32 32 32 

lnTI Pearson 

Correlation 

,825** 1 -0,258 0,036 0,255 -,611** ,826** -,831** 

Sig. (2-tailed) 0,000   0,154 0,846 0,160 0,000 0,000 0,000 

N 32 32 32 32 32 32 32 32 

TDTA Pearson 
Correlation 

-0,149 -0,258 1 0,264 -,881** -0,012 -,553** 0,153 

Sig. (2-tailed) 0,417 0,154   0,144 0,000 0,949 0,001 0,404 

N 32 32 32 32 32 32 32 32 
ROE Pearson 

Correlation 

0,212 0,036 0,264 1 0,135 ,506** -0,188 -0,254 

Sig. (2-tailed) 0,244 0,846 0,144   0,461 0,003 0,302 0,160 
N 32 32 32 32 32 32 32 32 

MvTa Pearson 

Correlation 

0,215 0,255 -,881** 0,135 1 0,201 ,496** -0,253 

Sig. (2-tailed) 0,238 0,160 0,000 0,461   0,270 0,004 0,162 

N 32 32 32 32 32 32 32 32 

OPM_PCT Pearson 
Correlation 

-,563** -,611** -0,012 ,506** 0,201 1 -,519** ,527** 

Sig. (2-tailed) 0,001 0,000 0,949 0,003 0,270   0,002 0,002 

N 32 32 32 32 32 32 32 32 
BS Pearson 

Correlation 

,561** ,826** -,553** -0,188 ,496** -,519** 1 -,638** 

Sig. (2-tailed) 0,001 0,000 0,001 0,302 0,004 0,002   0,000 

N 32 32 32 32 32 32 32 32 
FBM_PCT Pearson 

Correlation 

-,817** -,831** 0,153 -0,254 -0,253 ,527** -,638** 1 

Sig. (2-tailed) 0,000 0,000 0,404 0,160 0,162 0,002 0,000   
N 32 32 32 32 32 32 32 32 

**. Correlation is significant at the 0.01 level (2-tailed). 

*. Correlation is significant at the 0.05 level (2-tailed). 
 

Table B4 Post, No-help 

Correlations 
  lnTC lnTI TDTA ROE MvTa OPM_PCT BS FBM_PCT 

lnTC Pearson 
Correlation 

1 ,815** -,737** -,392* 0,051 -,507** ,763** -0,343 

Sig. (2-tailed)   0,000 0,000 0,026 0,780 0,003 0,000 0,055 
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N 32 32 32 32 32 32 32 32 

lnTI Pearson 

Correlation 

,815** 1 -,504** -,725** -0,347 -,854** ,656** -,562** 

Sig. (2-tailed) 0,000   0,003 0,000 0,052 0,000 0,000 0,001 

N 32 32 32 32 32 32 32 32 

TDTA Pearson 

Correlation 

-,737** -,504** 1 0,253 -,487** 0,191 -,691** -0,203 

Sig. (2-tailed) 0,000 0,003   0,162 0,005 0,296 0,000 0,266 

N 32 32 32 32 32 32 32 32 

ROE Pearson 

Correlation 

-,392* -,725** 0,253 1 ,521** ,932** -,385* ,352* 

Sig. (2-tailed) 0,026 0,000 0,162   0,002 0,000 0,030 0,048 

N 32 32 32 32 32 32 32 32 

MvTa Pearson 

Correlation 

0,051 -0,347 -,487** ,521** 1 ,641** 0,051 ,568** 

Sig. (2-tailed) 0,780 0,052 0,005 0,002   0,000 0,782 0,001 

N 32 32 32 32 32 32 32 32 

OPM_PCT Pearson 
Correlation 

-,507** -,854** 0,191 ,932** ,641** 1 -,500** ,543** 

Sig. (2-tailed) 0,003 0,000 0,296 0,000 0,000   0,004 0,001 

N 32 32 32 32 32 32 32 32 

BS Pearson 

Correlation 

,763** ,656** -,691** -,385* 0,051 -,500** 1 -0,081 

Sig. (2-tailed) 0,000 0,000 0,000 0,030 0,782 0,004   0,660 

N 32 32 32 32 32 32 32 32 

FBM_PCT Pearson 
Correlation 

-0,343 -,562** -0,203 ,352* ,568** ,543** -0,081 1 

Sig. (2-tailed) 0,055 0,001 0,266 0,048 0,001 0,001 0,660   

N 32 32 32 32 32 32 32 32 

**. Correlation is significant at the 0.01 level (2-tailed). 

*. Correlation is significant at the 0.05 level (2-tailed). 
 

Table B5 Pre, Help 

Correlations 
  lnTC lnTI TDTA ROE MvTa OPM_PCT BS FBM_PCT 

lnTC Pearson 

Correlation 

1 ,816** -0,001 0,046 0,056 -0,135 ,384* -,694** 

Sig. (2-

tailed) 

  0,000 0,997 0,801 0,761 0,461 0,030 0,000 

N 32 32 32 32 32 32 32 32 
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lnTI Pearson 

Correlation 

,816** 1 0,084 -0,123 -0,075 -0,341 0,302 -,868** 

Sig. (2-
tailed) 

0,000   0,647 0,501 0,683 0,056 0,093 0,000 

N 32 32 32 32 32 32 32 32 

TDTA Pearson 

Correlation 

-0,001 0,084 1 -0,156 -,377* -0,330 -0,155 -0,126 

Sig. (2-

tailed) 

0,997 0,647   0,395 0,033 0,065 0,397 0,492 

N 32 32 32 32 32 32 32 32 
ROE Pearson 

Correlation 

0,046 -0,123 -0,156 1 ,671** ,894** ,533** 0,149 

Sig. (2-
tailed) 

0,801 0,501 0,395   0,000 0,000 0,002 0,414 

N 32 32 32 32 32 32 32 32 

MvTa Pearson 
Correlation 

0,056 -0,075 -,377* ,671** 1 ,505** ,472** 0,036 

Sig. (2-

tailed) 

0,761 0,683 0,033 0,000   0,003 0,006 0,844 

N 32 32 32 32 32 32 32 32 

OPM_PCT Pearson 

Correlation 

-0,135 -0,341 -0,330 ,894** ,505** 1 ,432* 0,308 

Sig. (2-

tailed) 

0,461 0,056 0,065 0,000 0,003   0,014 0,087 

N 32 32 32 32 32 32 32 32 
BS Pearson 

Correlation 

,384* 0,302 -0,155 ,533** ,472** ,432* 1 -,483** 

Sig. (2-

tailed) 

0,030 0,093 0,397 0,002 0,006 0,014   0,005 

N 32 32 32 32 32 32 32 32 

FBM_PCT Pearson 

Correlation 

-,694** -,868** -0,126 0,149 0,036 0,308 -,483** 1 

Sig. (2-

tailed) 

0,000 0,000 0,492 0,414 0,844 0,087 0,005   

N 32 32 32 32 32 32 32 32 
**. Correlation is significant at the 0.01 level (2-tailed). 

*. Correlation is significant at the 0.05 level (2-tailed). 
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Table B6 Post, Help 

Correlations 

  lnTC lnTI TDTA ROE MvTa OPM_PCT BS FBM_PCT 

lnTC Pearson 
Correlation 

1 ,752** 0,226 -0,330 -0,302 -,350* 0,209 -,679** 

Sig. (2-

tailed) 

  0,000 0,214 0,065 0,093 0,050 0,251 0,000 

N 32 32 32 32 32 32 32 32 

lnTI Pearson 

Correlation 

,752** 1 0,112 -,674** -,615** -,695** 0,308 -,826** 

Sig. (2-
tailed) 

0,000   0,542 0,000 0,000 0,000 0,087 0,000 

N 32 32 32 32 32 32 32 32 

TDTA Pearson 
Correlation 

0,226 0,112 1 0,083 -,357* 0,097 0,230 -0,341 

Sig. (2-

tailed) 

0,214 0,542   0,653 0,045 0,599 0,206 0,056 

N 32 32 32 32 32 32 32 32 

ROE Pearson 

Correlation 

-0,330 -,674** 0,083 1 ,732** ,981** 0,080 ,625** 

Sig. (2-
tailed) 

0,065 0,000 0,653   0,000 0,000 0,665 0,000 

N 32 32 32 32 32 32 32 32 

MvTa Pearson 

Correlation 

-0,302 -,615** -,357* ,732** 1 ,730** -0,202 ,733** 

Sig. (2-

tailed) 

0,093 0,000 0,045 0,000   0,000 0,268 0,000 

N 32 32 32 32 32 32 32 32 

OPM_PCT Pearson 
Correlation 

-,350* -,695** 0,097 ,981** ,730** 1 0,032 ,662** 

Sig. (2-

tailed) 

0,050 0,000 0,599 0,000 0,000   0,860 0,000 

N 32 32 32 32 32 32 32 32 

BS Pearson 

Correlation 

0,209 0,308 0,230 0,080 -0,202 0,032 1 -0,309 

Sig. (2-
tailed) 

0,251 0,087 0,206 0,665 0,268 0,860   0,085 

N 32 32 32 32 32 32 32 32 

FBM_PCT Pearson 
Correlation 

-,679** -,826** -0,341 ,625** ,733** ,662** -0,309 1 
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Sig. (2-

tailed) 

0,000 0,000 0,056 0,000 0,000 0,000 0,085   

N 32 32 32 32 32 32 32 32 

**. Correlation is significant at the 0.01 level (2-tailed). *. Correlation is significant at the 0.05 level (2-tailed). 
 

    

 


