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Does the informational role of the Annual General Meting depend on a country’s legal tradition?

Abstract:

The annual general meeting (AGM) constitutes thstritoportant corporate event. Nevertheless, its aslan
efficient instrument for corporate governance hasently come under increasing scrutiny, and nunerou
proposals for reform have emerged as a result. ptinpose of this paper is to assess the releasaloé-v
relevant information during the AGM by analysing iimpact on returns, returns volatility, and tradin
volumes in a sample of common- and civil-law coiastrIn one of the most influential articles in fiedd of
corporate governance, La Porta et al. (1998) exauittia relationship between legal systems and sbigerh
protection. Given the importance of a country’saletgadition regarding not only shareholders’ rightit also
the role they play in the company, we cannot assamre prior basis that results obtained in coustnewhich
the legal tradition is based on the common lavwe ke U.S. and the U.K., can be directly extrapalab
countries with different legal traditions. Our réstemphasise the role of national idiosyncratiarelateristics
among the civil-law countries analysed asiftbw a very close relationship to the AGMin common-law
countries.
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1. Introduction

In this paper, we focus our attention on a mainhaaetsm that, at least in theory, should guarantee
good corporate governance: the annual general mge€AAGM). During the AGM, corporate executives
address both shareholders and the financial marketen a legal standpoint, the AGM constitutes danma
corporate governance instrument that enables shldesls to limit the possibility of expropriation by
managers. Certain decisions can only be approvetleaBGM, for example, the election of the board of
directors, and important managerial announcemestglly concerning managers’ views about the coryipan
prospects, are often made there. Stratling (20@8nek the following main functions of the AGM: (fi9
inform shareholders about the company'’s finan@allts and major business decisions that have inede;

(2) to obtain shareholders’ approval of the dedisithat do not rely on the managerial discretiothefboard;
and (3) to provide a forum for discussion betweemagers and shareholders on the past performartbe of
company and its future actions and prospects. Tivhese functions involve the transmission of ralgv
information from managers to shareholders. Evenenpoecisely, Olibe (2002), analysing U.K.-baseth§r
listed in the U.S. market, points out three impatrtaasons that the AGM is likely to provide infation to

the market: First, investors’ participation suggest that these annual meetings provide informabeyond
preliminary earnings announcements and annual t®@ord accounts. Second, if the U.K. company law
mandates the AGM, it is because data not availabpeevious financial reports are released durirgAGM.
Third, managers often provide more qualitative fomd/ard-looking information during the AGM.

There are four lines of research that address tBbl ACatasus 2007, p. 169): (1) studies that examine
the informational content of the AGM; (2) the réat of the AGM to corporate governance issues, Viéng
practices and participation at the event; (3) aaitihistorical analysis of specific events thatwoed at an
AGM; and (4) sociological theories to consider timmetings between investors and managers. While
conclusions regarding the second line of reseagcik to find the AGM to be an ineffective monitoring
management tool for minority shareholders, andefloee dispensable (Stratling 2003), we cannot pgefo
abolish these meetings based only on this apprddwre is, at least one value-relevant functiothefAGM
that deserves to be analysed in depth: the infoomalt content of the AGM and the international eliéinces
across countries. Our research analyses the AGMtaiformational content in countries with diféet legal
traditions, extending the existing literature tfadiows the first line of research.

We found only a few articles addressing the infdfomacontents of the AGM; with only one exception,
all focused on companies listed in common-law stoekkets. Firth (1981) conducted research withrapsa
of 120 companies listed on the U.K. stock markétgisveekly data. He fails to report abnormal stpdke or
trading volume behaviour around AGM dates, theeefmncluding that these meetings do not seem tdadeo
higher levels of information. Nevertheless, sinae uses weekly data, he cannot properly determiee th
response of the market, which normally lasts fonsalays, and it is also difficult to compare hisutts with
subsequent research. Some years later, Brickle835§1€arried out his research with a random samplE6
firms listed with the Center for Research in SeguHrices for the period 197882 to analyse statkrn
behaviour around the event. Using daily data, hdsfipositive and statistically significant abnormetiurns
around shareholder meetings, suggesting that AGfen ccontain important managerial announcements.
Brickley explains this result based on the risk aeuirn trade-off around predictable events dewsdopy
Kalay and Loewestein (1985).

Ten years later, Rippington and Taffler (1995)adgte information content of four types of corpera
relevant events, one of them being the AGM. Themanmcludes 337 U.K. companies listed on the Lando
Stock Exchange. They find only a small price reacto AGMs, thus concluding that AGMs seem to cgnve
little relevant information to the market.

Finally, Olibe (2002) addresses the effects of AGMsabsolute and squared returns, as well as gradin
values, with a sample of 227 firms registered i@ thK. whose shares are traded on the New YorkkStoc
Exchange (NYSE) and the American Stock Exchange EX)M His results show significant price changes for
both absolute and squared returns, as well as atahdrading volumes. Nevertheless, he only perfotines
parametrid-test, and the significance of trading volumesdsmbust in terms of the way volumes are defined.
He also warns about the lack of generalisationofdsults to other stock markets.

Summarising the above-listed studies, Rippingtosh @affler (1995), analysing the change in returns,
and Olibe (2002), focusing on the change in vatgtifind a weak reaction of stock prices to AGMsthe
U.K., while Brickley (1985) shows evidence of abmai returns around AGMs in the U.S. (he does riat ta
into account trading volumes or volatility). Firth981) reports no evidence of abnormal returnsgugieekly
data. Regarding trading volumes, only Firth (198aJ Olibe (2002) address the issue, with contradict
results. As can be seen, the studies developednmmon-law countries have followed different apptezto
assess the informational content of the event.

On the other hand, the first investigation of thsue in a civil-law country is found in the work of



Garcia-Blandon et al. (2011, 2012), who use daiyadand two different methodologies to assess the
informational content of the AGM in Spain. Both imedologies show that AGMs have no significant gffec
on returns, volatility, or trading volumes, indicaf that no relevant information is released to fihancial
market during these meetings.

To assess the informational content of the AGMammon- and civil-law countries, we empirically
test whether there are differences in the AGM’santmn returns, returns volatility, and tradinguroks in a
sample of common- and civil-law countries. Abnormpate changes (Beaver 1968) and trading volumés (K
and Verrecchia 1991) are investors’ responses doladiure information; thus, we expect abnormal pric
changes and trading volumes whenever the AGM @#gsihew information to the financial markét&e have
found that common-law countries share a quite simdr level of information disclosure during the AGM,
while national idiosyncratic characteristics amongthe civil-law countries would explains its despair
reactions.

This paper contributes to the extant research t@rnational corporate governance in two different
ways: First, we update and contrast the resultaddn Brickley (1985), Rippington and Taffler (199%and
Olibe (2002) for companies belonging to the Dowelmdustrial Average (DJIA) and the Financial Téme
Stock Exchange (FTSE) All-Share Index. We havestigated the behaviour of returns, returns votgfilnd
trading volumes for both samples around AGM datscond, we address the release of value-relevant
information during AGMs for the first time in Framc Germany, and Japan, all of which are civil-law
countries. Since La Porta et al. (1998) pointedtbatimportance of a country’s legal tradition arporate
governance issues, we cannot assume on a pria thasiresults obtained in countries whose legalition is
based on the common law, like the U.K. and the \&&h be directly extrapolated to other countries.

The remainder of the paper is as follows: In thet section, we present our theoretical framework to
explain the influence of the country’s legal traatiton the information relevance of AGMs. In sesti®, we
discuss our methodology and dataset. Finally, tesuid conclusions are presented and discussedtinrss 4
and 5, respectively.

2. The role of a country’s legal tradition

While the traditional classification of financiahd corporate governance systems is based on the
institutions’ financing firms, La Porta et al. (ZW(p. 19) state, ‘[...] bank- versus market-centeesgris not
an especially useful way to distinguish financigtems’. In a previous, and perhaps the most nedech
paper on corporate governance (Richart et al. 2014)Porta et al. (1998) propose an alternativehto
traditional classification based on the legal arigf the countries, the so-called law and finanaiatpof view.
The authors analyse 49 mainly developed countridsctassify them into two main categories — comrzon-
and civil-law countries — concluding that the fornage more effective at protecting outside investban the
latter. Subsequent research has shown that theeimdé of the legal origin is a valid explanation fioancial
and accounting differences across countries. Asxample, Ball et al. (2000) report that economgsés are
more likely to be recognised in the company finahstatements in common-law than in civil-law coigg.
La Porta et al. (2003) show that countries wittrenEh legal origin tend to have relatively weakiligy rules
as well as weak information disclosure requirements

La Porta et al. (1998) not only classify countris® common-law and civil-law groups but also
establish three different civil-law subgroups: Gamtivil law, Scandinavian civil law, and Frenchiklaw.
They conclude that common-law countries are mofect¥e at protecting outside investors than diaik
countries, but that French-civil-law countries hélve weakest levels of protection and law enforaamehile
German and Scandinavian countries fall in betwdenfact, the fundamental basis of their argument is
precisely that the differences in investor protattdetermine how the firm is financed and its owhay
structure. They also note that ownership conceaatras negatively related to the level of invespootection.
While, for example, the three largest shareholderscentrate on average 20% of the ownership ofipubl
companies in the U.S. and 19% in the U.K., civltleountries such as France (34%), Italy (58%), &pdin
(51%) show much higher levels of ownership conegitn. There are several types of ownership
concentration, too: Whereas in Germany, banks déka control of corporations through equity hotgirand
proxy voting mechanisms, family control can be fdim many developed countries, including Italy Spain,
firms and state-owned companies control large camsawhereas individuals and families control et
sized firms (Leech and Manjén 2002). Japan canele@ s having a special case of ownership, somewhat
close to that of Germany. It is known lasretsy a system consisting of a network of corporatiaite cross-
holdings around a major bank. Generally speakingnenship concentration reduces agency problems, but
managers and majority stockholders tend to expatgriminority stockholders’ wealth (the so-called
“principal-principal” problem). We understand thhe AGM can be used not only to control managers to
expropriate shareholders’ wealth but also to cdéritnothe principal-principal problem.



The study of Venkataraman et al. (2008) on inpiaiblic offerings shows that audit quality is higlier
common-law than in civil-law countries, becausdrarger demand for high-quality audit reports existthe
former. Finally, DeFond et al. (2007), after analgs the information content of annual earnings
announcements in 26 countries, conclude that tmgeat is higher in common-law than in civil-lawurries.
From this evidence we, therefore, conclude that dbality of audit reports and the content of eagsin
announcements are lower in civil-law than in comr®m countries, as a result of a lower demand tality
information in the former. Similarly, Ball and Shikumar (2008) show that the quality of firms’ firnéal
reports depends on the existing demand for quaiprts.

Therefore, the demand for quality information ig mependent of a country’s legal tradition. We
understand that the incremental information prodidering the AGM directly depends on the informatio
available before the meeting. In that sense, theerimformation that is available, the lower theommhational
impact of the meeting. The main source of inforowatfor stockholders prior to the AGM is the notick
convocation. The notice of convocation of the AGMrather similar across countries in our sample. A
standard notice sets the date, time, and locatiogrevthe AGM will be held and the agenda of thetinge
The items in the agenda are also similar acrosstdes, mainly consisting of the examination angdrapal of
the unconsolidated and consolidated financial statés and audit reports, shareholder compensation,
appointment or re-appointment of directors and camsption plans, and re-election of the auditorspragm
other issues. In addition, we can also find spedibard ofdirectors’ proposals that require shareholder
approval.

Additional information is usually attached to thatine of convocation and the agenda, and it isthxac
here that the main differences among countrieseai®r example, whereas the documents that must
accompany the notice of an AGM of any listed comypanthe U.S. are extremely detailed (in both pagosat
Web access formats), the documentation requireBramce, Germany, or Spain is relatively sparse.. U.S
companies must send before the AGM proxy mateaiatsthe annual report (regulation 14A of the 1984) A
The same happens in the U.K., where the noticeehieeting must be accompanied by a copy of thaadnn
accounts of the company, the director’s reporttengosition of the company for the year, and thditars
report on the accounts (Companies Act, 2006).

On the other hand, civil-law countries, with theegtion of Japan, provide information to sharehde
by allowing them to examine the documents in themany’s registered office or to request that thexgany
send them. In conclusion, we cannot find the sameuat of information disclosure before the AGM bet
same ease of access to it in civil-law countries.the specific case of Japanese firms, they send a
comprehensive dataset of information containingdhte and length of meetings, the number of questio
asked and the number of shareholders presentisthigilable for most publicly traded firms. Japarcloser
to the common-law-country level of information desure prior to the AGM than that of a civil-lawwtry.
This is very much related to preventisgkaiya corporate extortionists who disrupt meetings kackmail
management; this is done by holding short sharehsldneetings (no more than 30 minutes) where the
managers try to control any embarrassing situatioaisthe shareholders may create with their golestio the
board. At the same time, the government encouraljesmpanies to hold their AGMs the same day artiea
same time to spread tisekaiyamanpower over numerous meetings (see table 3heke circumstances, it is
hard to assume that the managers of Japanese ffalemse any value-relevant information during these
meetings.

As said before, when information is released tontlagket, investors’ reaction can be seen in baitepr
and trading volume changes. Market price changpsesent overall market expectations (Beaver 1968),
whereas trading volume reflects traders’ idiosytichareference to hold, sell, or buy the sharea fifm (Kim
and Verrecchia 1991). Furthermore, high tradingie@s around a company event would be associatéd wit
the release of new information (Kyle 1985). Accagly, and following the Brown and Warner (1985) (BW
methodology, the null hypotheses have been posited:

Hypothesis 1: In a civil- or common-law countrypait returns on the day of the AGM will not diffelom
those on ordinary days.

Hypothesis 2: In a civil- or common-law country Jafiity stock returns on the day of the AGM wilbndiffer
from those on ordinary days.

Hypothesis 3: In a civil- or common-law countryetholume of shares traded on the day of the AGN vait
differ from that on ordinary days.

While the AGM agenda is almost the same for all ¢bantries belonging to our sample, we would
expect the incremental informational content of &M to be different in common-law and civil-law
countries. In common-law countries, we could exgkat, given the amount of information attachedh®
notice of convocation, the shareholder meetingaksviess additional value-relevant information tiraivil-



law countries, where shareholders have accesstoall amount of information before the meetinghwitie
exception of Japan, whesdkaiyaprevention makes it difficult to transmit any ned@t information to the
financial market.

3. Methodology

In subsections 3.1 and 3.2, we present the samglgaaset used in our research and the methodology
we propose to address the informational contett@AGM.

3.1 Sample and dataset

To accomplish our goal, we examine abnormal staadep and trading volumes around the AGM in
France, Germany, Japan, Spain, the U.K., and tBe, ffom January 2005 to June 2010. Table 1 shbes t
stock index, number of companies, and events, couatry basis. We select all companies belonginggaith
country index with the exception of the FTSE Allgsé Index. In that case, the 30 largest companyes b
market capitalisation in December 2010 form the [danto make the sample size and firm capitalisation
characteristics comparable among countries. Tabiepa@rts the average summary statistics of findrazia
institutional variables corresponding to the anatiyperiod by country.

Daily trading data were obtained from the Thomsewters 3000 Xtra database, and information about
the AGM dates was hand-collected from each counstock market regulatory organism, as a first aggin.
When the date of the AGM was missing in our primsoyrce, it was obtained from the company’s congora
website.

[Insert table 1]
[Insert table 2]

32 Methodology

We have followed the BW (1985) event study methodplto assess the information content of the
AGM in countries with different legal traditions.

We have tested the aggregate market's averageiaedct the information released by testing the
change in price through two different measuresoaial returns (ARs) and the absolute value of atmabr
returns (AAAR). Additionally, we have tested thersaf all individual investors’ trades around AGMtels by
analysing the change of trading volumes. The thnekcators of the market reaction to the release of
information have been tested individually for eaokintry in our sample.

We compute ARs as the difference between actuahanaal returns, while normal returns are defined
as the expected return without conditioning onebent.

The return of securityover period is defined as

Re-E(Ri[X) + AR [1]

where Ry, E(Rt|xf)it' and AR, are the actual, normal, and abnormal returns,edsgly. X; is the

conditioning information set for the normal retunodel. We compute expected or normal returns ufiag
market model; thus, we assume that normal retugivisn by a linear relationship between the staatiam
and the market return:

E(RJX), =a*bR, 2]

_ .| Countrylndex, j
=In
R ( (3]

Countrylndex,_,
aand b estimated parameters

We estimate the security normal returns througheaepent period of 151 days from day -170 to day -
20, with day 0 being the AGM day.



Given the nature of the event, it is meaningfuhttress the behaviour of prices and trading volumes
before and after the AGM. Under insider trading,skeuld observe a market reaction before the AGMIlew
it could be also possible that the market reacth widelay to the information released during tl@MA To
capture these possible effects, we have not lindtedresearch to the day of the event but haveetamined
an 11-day event window [-5, +5].

After estimating daily average abnormal returns @A for each firm, the AAR for each country’s
whole sample on day(AAR)) is calculated:

1 N
AAR == AR,
NS [4]

Thet-statistic for AAR at any day in the event periedjiven by

t-satisic= AR
S 5)

where Sp is the standard deviation of the AR over the prenré period.

The cumulative average abnormal return (CAAR) isated by adding the average daily AR for
different time intervalsg, b), within the event window [-5, +5]:

b
CAAR=) AAR
t=a [6]

For each country sample, a large number of eveat® been studied. Unless all the companies
experience the same positive or negative reactidchg AGM, positive and negative ARs would canaadte
other out, which would imply that we would not Hdeato detect changes in prices. To avoid this lerabwe
also examine the stock price volatility around A@&M, measured as the AAAR, and then proceed in anma
similar to how we handled ARs. The only differen@gses in how ARs are computed: when ARs are
computed as absolute values, they cannot be diresttd to perform a parametric test because thie nul
hypothesis, that a sum of absolute values is zeitiohe rejected. Therefore, we correct absolutames by the
mean value of the pre-event period.

Following Menendez (2005), we define abnormal tngdiolumes for stockon dayt as

_ \
AV, = Lf f J : 7]
Vit DV Xt
t=-94 t t=30 ') 150

WhereVit is the traded volume in euros of stotion dayt.
As we did with returns, once abnormal daily volunhese been computed for each firm, the average
abnormal trading volume (AAV) on daf; is calculated as

N
AAV. =%ZAVV1 [8]
i=1

Thet-statistic for AAV is given by

AAV,

t

t—statistic=
[9]



The cumulative average abnormal volume (CAAV) idaoted by adding average daily abnormal
volumes across different time intervads £), within the event window [-5, +5]:

b
CAAV =) AAV,
t=a [10]
The three null hypotheses are tested through batlanpetric and non-parametric tests. For the
parametric test, BW methodology is followed. Aduitally, we have performed Corrado’s (1989) non-

parametric rank test. To implement the rank tes,finst transform each firm’'s AR in rank&) over the
combined period, including the estimation and tené window T;).

K, =rank(AR,) [11]
AR, > AR, = K; >K [12]

The test compares the ranks in the event perioddoh firm, with the expected average rank under th
null hypothesis of no ARs. The test statistic for hull hypothesis is:

1¢ —
NZ(KiO_Ki)
R= i:1S(R) [13]
where
o1& 1 _ 2
S(K)= ?ZWZ(KH-KO [14]
t=1 i=1

In BW (1985), the authors conducted simulated ewnties and concluded that estimates from
ordinary least squares with a market index testétl parametric statistical tests were well spedifigith
random samples. Ahern (2009) conducted simulatainsvent studies with samples grouped by size,rprio
returns, and book-to-market and earning-to-prit@saconcluding that standard event study metippdduce
statistical biases in grouped samples. Moreovepdiets out that ‘the power of theest to detect abnormal
performance is lower than the non-parametric tasts displays considerable bias’ (Ahern 2009, p.) 480
our research, although both tests are performadgesive are analysing a grouped sample with a likedg
effect on the results, we give more credit to #sutts reported by the non-parametric test.

Time independency is a key factor in event studies. well known that event studies are predispose
to cross-sectional correlation among ARs when tleneday is the same for all the firms in the samphis
situation is defined as clustering, and it causmsogs over-rejection of the null hypothesis (Koland
Pynnonen 2010). Table 3 shows the distribution @MAdates from 2005 to 2010 in Japan. As an example,
80% of the AGMs took place in only four days in 208nd 2010. Therefore, since time independency is
clearly rejected in Japan, thest would be misspecified. As suggested by Kaad Pynnonen (2010) for
situations involving clustering, Corrado and Zivigey1992) non-parametric test has been appliedhén t
specific case of Japan.

[Insert table 3]

We have tested the robustness of our results bstreanting AR and AV final panels applying both tineerage
and the median. Only a very small nhumber of sigatice values change by applying the median, anddie
not affect any main result that could change ourctesions. The results shown in the next sectienbased
on average values.

4. Results

Results are presented in six tables, one per cguotlowing the same structure. Each table isdfd
into three panels showing AAR (panel 1), AAAR (plaRge and AAV (panel 3) results and significancedks
for both thet-statistic and Corrado test.

The bottom of each table shows cumulative resoltddur distinct periods. Thus, accumulated results
are presented considering the day of the evenelisas/ previous days in the window [-5, 0], one defore |-



1, 0], one day after [0, 1], and the post-event{B), accumulated effect. The first period analyseehsures
whether there is leakage of information prior te &GM, the last determines the delayed reactiamie, and
the second and the third, very common in the liteea reflect a very short-term anticipated or geth
reaction to the AGM.

Results are by group, taking into account the a@esitlegal traditions, as seen in section 2.

4.1 Stock prices and trading volumes around the AGM in common-law countries
Tables 4 and 5 summarise the results for the LhK.\&S. samples, respectively.

[Insert table 4]
[Insert table 5]

For the shareholders’ meeting date, the paramatricnon-parametric tests show no evidence of price
changes in both measures for the U.K. and U.S. leanfipr the event window days. Thus, the AGM doeafs n
affect returns or returns volatility, and the twdlrmypotheses cannot be rejected in our commonslalset of
countries. The same result applies to changes icepibefore the AGM, characterised by no significan
abnormal results. The main conclusion regarding AR$ AAARs is that market expectations do not ckang
because of shareholders’ meetings; thus, the AGkKEL dwmt seem to provide relevant information to the
financial market in these two common-law countriBisese findings are in line with Firth's (1981) ukts and
do not directly contradict Rippington and Taffle(995) and Olibe’s (2002) main conclusions for th&.
that shareholders’ meetings convey little informatio the market. On the other hand, our resultigtis
contradict the findings of Brickley (1985), whosenk was the only research supporting a clear efiéthe
AGM on stock prices in the U.S. Although we are paning our results with previous research, we havee
cautious since the companies examined in the mfesecited were operating in a totally differedibrmation
environment, thus limiting the comparability of ués.

For the multi-day tests, CAAR is statistically diggant for the sub-periods [-5, 0] and [-1, 0] fire
U.S. sample, indicating a negative market reagtioar to the AGM. Cumulative average absolute vadfie
abnormal return (CAAAR) [-1, 0] is also significafar the U.K. sample with the Corrado test indiogtan
increase in volatility. Given that we cannot fingignificant CAAR for the same sub-period, the @age in
volatility indicates that the U.K. market finds tlewent informative but does not interpret the infation
equally. It is worth mentioning that CAAR for [-@] in the U.K. is also negative, although not sfigaint.

These results indicate that although there is n@ggregate market reaction on a day-by-day béss,
AGM provided some information to the market in tHeS. and the U.K., since the period [-1, 0] shows a
significant change in prices.

For the day-by-day analysis, panel 3 provides enddeof significant above-average trading activity o
AGM days for both the U.K. and U.S. samples, whizkans that the third null hypothesis has to becteje
Moreover, we observe significantly abnormal tradimjumes ort = -1 andt = -5 for the U.K. and oh= -3
andt =-4 for the U.S., which can be understood as mticipated response to the AGM. When trading
response is accumulated across days, the evidérigher trading volumes is sustained in each effdur
sub-periods studied. It is worth noting that abrartnading volumes, on a day-by-day basis, are ydwa
positive within the event window. In these two coamylaw countries, our analysis suggests that ilovest
review their beliefs after the AGM.

Accordingly, they take actions resulting in abnoranad statistically significant trading volumes.thre
specific case of the U.S., the negative sign in ®Ailxdicates that they agree about selling theickstp
whereas in the U.K., CAAAR indicates that they @t agree about selling or buying.

4.2 Stock prices and trading volumes around the AGM in civil-law countries

As shown in section 2, a close relation exists betwinvestor protection and information quality;
hence, we show the results for Germany, Japanc€&ramd Spain in pairs.

First, we discuss the price and volume responseltsefor Germany and Japan, both countries
belonging to the German-civil-law subgroup. Negsults are provided for France and Spain, as thnj to
the French-civil-law subgroup.

4.2.1 Germany and Japan

Following our results in table 6 (panels 1 andvi®, reject null hypotheses 1 and 2 of price changes
around the AGM in the German stock market. Thegmtheses are rejected through both parametric and n
parametric tests. Our results show not only pasitimd significant price changes on the day of teAbut
also a serious correction the day after, with aificant increase in volatility and a negative ARta= +1. The



return reaction lasts for several days and theirdalt CAAR [0, +5] is negative and statisticallgsificant,
suggesting a financial market overreaction to tifermation released during the AGM and a subsequent
correction after the meeting. The behaviour of CAAAlso indicates a significant increase in retwaiatility
during the periods [0, +1] and [0, +5].

Panels 1 and 2 in table 7 present AAR and AAAR adoAGM dates in Japan. As can be seen, the
Corrado test does not support a significant reaatiostock prices to the AGM,; thus, the two nulpbtheses
concerning price changes cannot be rejected forJépanese stock market. The AGM does not seem to
convey, on average, any value-relevant informatithe financial market. Table 7 also reports digantly
lower levels of volatility after the AGM, thus suming the lack of relevant information releasesirmiy
shareholder meetings. It is worth noting that tesult is reported for each day within the evenmdeiwv. The
lack of any informational effect in the Japanesekeilasts for several days, as detected by CAAgRwing
significant and lower-than-average levels of vditgti This result is consistent witbokaiyapreventions taken
by corporate managers in Japan.

It is interesting to compare our results for Gergnand Japan. Although both countries belong to the
same group in La Porta et al.’s (1998) classifttaicheme, our results regarding AAR and AAAR Far two
countries have very little in common. The fact that report an average market reaction to the AGM in
Germany but not in Japan emphasises the relevanoestdutional issues in addition to a countryagél
tradition.

[Insert table 6]
[Insert table 7]

Trading volumes around AGM dates in Germany an@idape reported in panel 3 of tables 6 and 7. As
was the case with stock prices, trading volumesrafdAGM dates show quite different behaviours i tiho
countries. Shareholder meetings do not seem to &ayeffect on stock trading volumes in Japan, wtike
results show systematic, although not significkower-than-average trading activity for each daghimi the
event window. Consequently, null hypothesis 3 imtathat trading volumes will not be affected bg thGM,
cannot be rejected for Japan. Although a day-byatelysis does not detect any significant changeatfing
volumes, CAAV is significant and lower than averdgethree sub-periods analysed: before, around after
the AGM day.

Conversely, results for the German market showelangd statistically significant trading volumes for
six out of seven days within sub-period [-5, +1hefefore, null hypothesis 3 concerning trading s is
rejected for Germany.

We conclude that investors seem to adjust theestment portfolio decisions before, during, anéraft
the AGM in Germany. We can also say that the AGMgoot fulfil their expectations because before and
during the meeting we obtain positive ARs, which eorrected with a very strong negative reactiagerahe
meeting. Our results indicate that relevant infdiamg as expected, is transmitted to the finanoalrket
during the AGM in Germany. The increase in lawoecément to protect investors in Germany, where its
managers face a wide scope of criminal sanctiorsimum fines, and prison terms, compared with other
civil-law and even common-law countries, may expkipart of it (Djankow et al. 2008).

4.2.2 France and Spain

Changes in stock prices in France and Spain arertegb in tables 8 and 9 (panels 1 and 2),
respectively. Neither AAR nor AAAR on AGM datessgatistically significant in either of the two matk.
Thus, neither of the two null hypotheses regarginige changes can be rejected for France or Spihmough
both countries show the same results regardingdlyeof the AGM, this is not the case for the daysiad the
AGM. On the one hand, in the French sample, we a@afimd any price anticipation of the meeting, wdees in
the Spanish sample, we detect positive and statsti significant ARs ont = -3 andt = -1, and negative
significant abnormal volatility om= -3. On the other hand, a delayed reaction afksprices to the AGM is
reported in France, where negative and statisyicadjnificant ARs are observed om +2,t = +4, andt = +5,
with above-average volatility oh=+2 andt = +5. Such behaviour is not observed in the Spaniarket,
where stock prices do not show any particular bielhawon days after the AGM. The analysis of cumuéat
ARs reinforces our previous conclusion.

[Insert table 8]
[Insert table 9]

The analysis of trading volumes in France confiabsve-average trading activity on the day of the

AGM and the day after. Thestatistic and the Corrado test provide similaultss These results are extendible
to dayst = +4 andt = +5, indicating that the increase in trading voés induced by the AGM lasts for several
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days. Therefore, the null hypothesis that statastthding volumes are not affected by the AGMejgcted in
the French case. Regarding the Spanish market;stla¢istic and the Corrado test lead to contradjatesults.
Based on théstatistic, trading volume on the day of the AGMsitive and statistically significant, although
this result is not supported by the Corrado test.dfscussed in the methodology section, the Cortasb
performs better than thestatistic when a sample is not randomly seledteads, we finally conclude that the
AGM in Spain does not affect trading volumes. Tkane we cannot reject the third null hypothesiSpain.
These results are in line with previous investiyadi (Garcia-Blandon et al. 2012) that find no abrair
trading activity in Spain during the AGM. Abnorm@hding volume is detected on days +2 andt = +5,
confirmed by thet-statistic and the Corrado test, as a late readtiothe information released during the
meeting.

We conclude that no relevant information is giventhe overall market during the AGM in Spain,
supporting the lack of information content of te@rporate event. We can point out a plausible ewgilan
based on ownership structure in Spain. As it istequioncentrated, it makes it easier for managers to
communicate with the most important shareholdegsjihg out the event from any relevant content.

Table 10 reports a summary of three indicatorhiefharket reaction to the information releasedrduri
the AGM. As can be appreciated, the U.K. and tH&. 9how identical reactions, while the civil-lawuodries
exhibit very different behaviours. In fact, theditial market in France shows a reaction identicahat of
the U.K. and the U.S., and it is not comparableny other country within the civil-law group. Spand
Japan show no reaction to the AGM, but the mosingrcase is that of Germany, whose reaction is not
comparable to any of the countries analysed.

[Insert table 10]
5. Conclusions

The main goal of this paper has been to analys¢hehéhe informational content of the AGM depends
on a country’s legal tradition. Following our resylthis question has a partial positive answere To
common-law countries in our sample, the U.S. ard WK., show very similar reactions to the AGM for
returns, returns volatility, and trading volumegtins and volatility do not seem to be affectedieyAGM,
thus indicating that no relevant information foretloverall market is released during these meetings.
Nevertheless, we observe a significant increasthénnumber of shares traded before and on AGM dates
therefore suggesting that these meetings are ralevant for individual investors. The lack of réan of
stock prices to the AGM contradicts most of thedewice available for the two countries, showing aenate
effect of the AGM on stock prices. In our opinidine dilution of the AGM effects in recent timedige to the
fact that both the quantity and the quality of ithfermation publicly available are much higher thiaay were
several decades ago. Therefore, the marginal irftbormal content of the AGM is not on average refi\far
the market.

Contrary to our expectations, we have found thatcamenot generalise the AGM as an informative
event in civil-law countries as we do for the Uad the U.K. Our results emphasise the role ofonati
idiosyncratic characteristics beyond legal traditan the information transmitted during the AGM hiiit the
civil-law group of countries. The effects of the MGon the behaviour of stocks importantly differ
countries, being particularly distinctive in Gerrgarnwhich is the only civil-law country where our
expectations are fulfilled. German stocks are attarissed by a dramatic change in stock prices aidme
traded on the day of the AGM, suggesting that @ai¢wnformation is transmitted for the overall matrland
for individual investors. In the French market, @xpectations are fulfilled only partially becaube AGM
only transmits relevant information for individuadvestors. As information available before the AG$/
sparse, we shall assume that the information trateshduring the meeting is already known, somehioyv,
the overall market, or is irrelevant. On the othand, we do not observe any reaction in Japan gathS
Although the lack of reaction was expected in themier, where the AGM is clearly a dispensable woh
source of information, the latter results are qusiteprising. In Japan, the information availabléobe the
meeting is extensive and detailed, and thus we rstated that the lack of information during the nregets
not the ideal situation but is less harmful to stees. However, Spain shows a very low level obinfation
disclosure before and during the meeting, whiclicetes this is not a source of relevant informatierom our
point of view, this is the worst possible situatianith no information transmitted during the megtin
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Table 1 This table presents the stock indexes, eumibcompanies, and events per country in our Eamp

Country Stock Index Number of Number of events
companies

France CAC40 40 234
Germany DAX30 30 180
Japan Nikkei 30 176
Spain IBEX35 35 198

U.K. FTSE All-Share 30 180

u.S. DJIA 30 180

Total 195 1,148
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Table 2 This table reports the average summarigtitatfor the six years period analysed, unlesgfowth in

revenues.

Market capitalization, Revenues and EBITDA are exped in millions of US dollars
Growth in revenues is estimated as the geometiigaiage of the past three years historical gromth i

revenues.

ROE=Return on Equity. Estimated by dividing the Netome by the book value of Equity.
ROC=Return on Capital. Estimated by dividing Affexx Operating Income by the book value of previous

year invested capital.

Institutional holding=Percentage of outstandingrebdeing held by mutual funds, pension funds arstd.

Minimum Median Mean Maximum  Stand.dev.
France
Market Capitalization 5,279.05 28,280.00 39,083.90 204,632.50 34,289.39
Revenues 698.97 24,511.70 39,180.34 224,035.50 38,356.96
EBITDA 130.48 3,951.35 6,128.91 46,900.00 7,369.72
Growth in revenues (2009-2010) -0.13 0.03 0.03 0.24 0.07
ROE -0.47 0.13 0.12 0.49 0.12
ROC -0.11 0.12 0.14 0.97 0.12
Institutional holding (2009-2010) 0.04 0.35 0.35 0.67 0.14
Germany
Market Capitalization 6,027.60 24,075.41 36,442.18 156,449.40 28,317.79
Revenues 1,955.51 33,821.49 48,685.08 207,490.36 44,699.72
EBITDA -191.60 3,643.60 6,011.02 28,266.60 6,150.25
Growth in revenues (2009-2010) -0.12 0.03 0.03 0.21 0.07
ROE -1.76 0.12 0.12 0.42 0.18
ROC -0.18 0.10 0.14 1.12 0.16
Institutional holding (2009-2010) 0.07 0.36 0.37 0.65 0.13
Japan
Market Capitalization 15,868.80 33,226.11 45,428.56 240,099.20 34,301.28
Revenues 2,711.10 36,566.47 47,292.54 207,484.80 37,982.60
EBITDA 226.70 5,709.88  7,498.64 33,576.80 6,686.56
Growth in revenues (2009-2010) -0.15 -0.04 -0.03 0.16 0.06
ROE -0.45 0.10 0.09 0.43 0.10
ROC -0.08 0.07 0.10 0.50 0.10
Institutional holding (2009-2010) 0.08 0.23 0.26 0.67 0.12
Spain
Market Capitalization 220.00 8,360.83 21,008.89 160,930.10 30,009.31
Revenues 30.70 5,285.67 12,964.67 83,325.60 17,916.08
EBITDA -275.60 1,005.59 2,852.37 32,098.90 5,239.50
Growth in revenues (2009-2010) -0.17 0.05 0.08 1.30 0.21
ROE -0.17 0.18 0.20 0.66 0.12
ROC -0.17 0.08 0.11 0.68 0.12
Institutional holding (2009-2010) 0.01 0.25 0.26 0.92 0.19
U.S.
Market Capitalization 7,515.00110,952.00 124,215.72 511,719.20 88,637.21
Revenues 18,439.00 51,210.00 85,570.64 425,071.00 90,874.17
EBITDA 359.00 11,505.10 22,220.49 111,115.00 22,710.74
Growth in revenues -0.44 0.08 0.07 0.69 0.14
ROE -0.08 0.20 0.23 1.20 0.15
ROC -0.05 0.17 0.24 1.91 0.26
Institutional holding (2009-2010) 0.13 0.65 0.65 0.86 0.11
U.K.
Market Capitalization 6,341.19 48,794.52 65,949.39 224,674.40 55,441.83
Revenues 2,962.60 30,906.10 49,111.63 524,657.44 79,643.86
EBITDA -2,640.10 5,991.72 10,355.17 71,645.94 12,572.37
Growth in revenues (2009-2010) -0.53 0.09 0.08 0.67 0.17
ROE -0.44 0.25 0.30 1.00 0.25
ROC -0.70 0.17 0.21 1.02 0.22
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Institutional holding (2009-2010) | 0.03

0.38

0.37

0.63

0.14

Source: Bloomberg, Capital IQ and Value Line
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Table 3 This table shows the AGM distribution date3apan from 2005 to 2010 to illustrate how tH&M\

celebration dates are coincident around tHe&@ 28' of June.
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Table 4 This table summarizes daily average abnamharns, absolute value abnormal returns, anadiabal
trading volumes around annual general meeting dateake U.K. It also shows cumulative results at th
bottom. Superscript *** and ** indicate significa@@t 1% and 5% levels, respectively.

Panel 1 Panel 2 Panel 3
Day AAR t-stat Corrado | AAAR t-stat Corrado AAV t-stat Corrado
-5 -0.0008 -0.4533 -0.7523 0.0010 0.8461 0.4191 0.1815 2.3463 * 1.9818 *
-4 0.0011 0.6174 0.4594 | -0.0011 -0.8825 -0.9564 0.1252 1.6184 1.3257
-3 -0.0010 -0.5827 -1.0851 -0.0007 -0.5445 0.1284 0.0957 1.2374 1.3635
-2 0.0011 0.6156 0.6872 -0.0002 -0.1249 0.3718 0.1028 1.3292 1.3034
-1 -0.0003  -0.1736 -0.6800 0.0009 0.7080 1.5411 0.1992 2.5746 * 2.5513 *
0 -0.0014  -0.7716 -1.7760 0.0014 1.1174 1.6628 0.3241 4.1887 * 2.7470 *
1 0.0001 0.0365 -0.1555 -0.0010 -0.8050 -0.6928 0.1475 1.9069 1.5881
2 0.0006 0.3539 0.4594 0.0006  0.4958 0.2433 0.0726  0.9381 0.7985
3 -0.0001  -0.0322 -0.5136 -0.0005 -0.4209 0.1893 0.0353  0.4566 0.1268
4 -0.0006  -0.3313 -0.2098 -0.0008 -0.6123 -0.7097 0.0692 0.8945 0.9720
5 0.0011 0.6087 0.1302 0.0004 0.2934 0.7030 0.0662 0.8561 0.4026
[-5,0] | -0.0013 -0.3055 -1.2847 0.0014  0.4570 0.6788 1.0286 5.4275 **  4.6020 **
[[1,0] | -0.0017 -0.6684 -1.7366 0.0023  1.2907 2.2655 *| 0.5233 4.7824 **  3.7464 **
[0,2] | -0.0013 -0.5198 -1.3658 0.0004 0.2209 0.6859 0.4716 4.3103 **  3.0654 **
[0,5] | -0.0002 -0.0556 -0.8432 0.0001  0.0279 0.5698 0.7150 3.7726 **  2.7087 **
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Table 5 This table summarizes daily average abrlamharns, absolute value abnormal returns, anaiabal

trading volumes around annual general meeting datedhe U.S. It also shows cumulative results & th
bottom. Superscript *** and ** indicate significa@@t 1% and 5% levels, respectively.

Panel 1 Panel 2 Panel 3

Day AAR t-stat Corrado AAAR t-stat Corrado| AAV t-stat Corrado

-5 -0.0028 -2.5928 **  -1.5718 0.0014  1.5384 0.4240 | 0.1069 1.7432 1.1813

-4 0.0005 0.4482 0.6045 0.0005 0.5373 0.8023 | 0.1407 2.2929 * 2.0373 *

-3 -0.0002 -0.1798 -0.4250 0.0004 0.4561 1.0647 | 0.1531 2.4962 * 2.2648 *

-2 -0.0010 -0.8971 -1.5132 -0.0006 -0.6203 -0.0397 | 0.0611  0.9957 0.7682

-1 -0.0001  -0.1209 -1.1395 0.0005  0.5552 -0.0915 | 0.0695 1.1322 0.9837

0 -0.0013 -1.2234 -1.8833 0.0001  0.0803 0.5796 | 0.1127 1.8368 1.9794 *

1 0.0011  1.0609 0.5899 -0.0006 -0.6308 -0.0092 | 0.0726  1.1838 1.5664

2 0.0018 1.6634 1.8576 -0.0009 -0.9489 -0.7077 | 0.1067 1.7388 1.4586

3 0.0015 1.3733 0.8390 -0.0007 -0.7440 -1.0403 | 0.0517 0.8423 0.8540

4 -0.0006 -0.5432 -0.9270 -0.0009 -1.0271 -1.0250 | 0.0094 0.1533 0.3153

5 0.0016  1.4933 1.3666 0.0001  0.0697 -0.5796 | 0.0283 0.4611 0.3392
[-5,0] | -0.0049 -1.8640 -2.4202 *| 0.0024  1.0398 1.1184 | 0.6439 4.2854 ** 3.7619 **
[-1,0] | -0.0014 -0.9506 -2.1374 *| 0.0006  0.4494 0.3451 | 0.1821 2.0994 * 2.0953 *
[0,1] | -0.0002 -0.1149 -0.9145 -0.0005 -0.3892 0.4034 | 0.1853 2.1359 * 2.5072 *
[0,5] 0.0041 1.5613 0.7524 -0.0030 -1.3067 -1.1358 | 0.3813 2.5377 * 2.6589 **
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Table 6 This table summarizes daily average abrlamharns, absolute value abnormal returns, anaabal

trading volumes around annual general meeting dat&Sermany. It also shows cumulative results &t th
bottom. Superscript *** and ** indicate significa@@t 1% and 5% levels, respectively.

Panel 1 Panel 2 Panel 3

Day AAR t-stat Corrado AAAR t-stat Corrado | AAV t-stat Corrado
-5 -0.0005 -0.3503 -0.2976 0.0008 0.5878 0.7326 0.1637 2.6705 ** 2.1687 *
-4 0.0007 0.4646 0.4118 0.0001 0.0721 0.4901 0.1904 3.1075 ** 2.3007 *

-3 0.0031 2.2010 * 2.0319 * 0.0000 -0.0290 0.0053 0.0657 1.0714 1.1341
-2 0.0007 0.4795 0.6853 0.0031 2.2704 * 1.0620 0.2144  3.4981 ** 2.1211 *
-1 0.0003 0.1953 0.4929 -0.0006 -0.4239 -0.1133 0.5782  9.4345 ** 4.1102 **
0 0.0048 3.4389 *  2.3325 * 0.0034 2.5163 * 2.1529 * | 1.1950 19.4978 ** 4.4522 **
1 -0.0224 -15.9983 **  -6.7660 ** | 0.0162 11.9618 ** 5.9660 ** | 0.4048 6.6049 ** 3.7985 **

2 -0.0013 -0.9423 -0.9228 -0.0010 -0.7351 -0.0949 0.0701 1.1432 0.9632

3 0.0000 0.0161 -0.1052 -0.0010 -0.7735 -0.9961 0.0872 1.4224 1.0627

4 -0.0015 -1.0933 -1.3376 -0.0008 -0.6096 -0.1766 0.1135 1.8521 1.5497

5 -0.0019 -1.3507 -0.8476 -0.0008 -0.5654 -0.8301 0.0560 0.9140 0.7813
-5,0 0.0090 2.6247 *  2.3094 * 0.0068 2.0387 * 1.7675 2.4074 16.0359 ** 6.6492 **
-1,0 0.0051 2.5698 * 1.9979 * 0.0028 1.4796 0.9734 1.7732 20.4582 ** 6.0545 **
0,1 | -0.0176 -8.8808 ** -3.1350 ** | 0.0196 10.2375 ** 5.7409 ** | 1.5998 18.4574 ** 5.8341 **
0,5 | -0.0223 -6.5032 ** -3.1217 ** | 0.0159 4.8151 ** 2.4582 ** | 1.9265 12.8331 ** 5.1470 **
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Table 7 This table summarizes daily average abnamharns, absolute value abnormal returns, andiabal
trading volumes around annual general meeting dat&span. It also shows cumulative results abtbteom.
Superscript *** and ** indicate significance at 186d 5% levels, respectively.

Panel 1 Panel 2 Panel 3
Day AAR Corrado AAAR Corrado AAV  Corrado
-5 -0.0008 -0.5323 | -0.0026 -1.5337 -0.1134 -1.0372
-4 -0.0011 -0.8295 | -0.0025 -1.2487 -0.1049 -1.2943
-3 -0.0014 -1.2028 | -0.0032 -1.8544 -0.1796 -1.9055
-2 -0.0006 -0.3353 | -0.0026 -1.5919 -0.1513 -1.5837
-1 0.0000 0.1106 | -0.0020 -1.0350 -0.1240 -1.2826
0 0.0003 0.3007 | -0.0031 -1.7156 -0.1441 -1.5441
1 -0.0008 -0.5910 | -0.0038 -2.1094 * | -0.1105 -1.0269
2 -0.0016 -1.5208 | -0.0031 -1.7981 -0.1455 -1.6087
3 0.0003 0.3353 | -0.0038 -2.2594 * | -0.1721 -1.8349
4 0.0000 -0.1313 | -0.0022 -1.1325 -0.1531 -1.5984
5 0.0011  1.2443 | -0.0035 -2.2575* | -0.1532 -1.5117
-5,0 -0.0034 -1.0160 | -0.0159 -3.6658 ** | -0.8174 -3.5303 **
-1,0 0.0004 0.2908 | -0.0050 -1.9450 -0.2681 -1.9987 *
0,1 -0.0005 -0.2053 | -0.0068 -2.7047 ** | -0.2546 -1.8180
0,5 -0.0006 -0.1482 | -0.0195 -4.6020 ** | -0.8786 -3.7252 **
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Table 8 This table summarizes daily average abnawhans, absolute value abnormal returns, andabal

trading volumes around annual general meeting dateésance. It also shows cumulative results abibigom.

Superscript *** and ** indicate significance at 186d 5% levels, respectively.

Panel 1 Panel 2 Panel 3
Day AAR t-stat Corrado AAAR t-stat Corrado AAV t-stat Corrado
-5 0.0022 1.4668 0.6694 0.0003 0.3069 -0.1812 0.0968 1.7142 1.4190
-4 -0.0007 -0.4645 -1.3877 0.0012 1.0608 0.1032 0.0813 1.4393 0.1558
-3 -0.0003 -0.2062 0.2340 -0.0007 -0.6058 -0.4531 0.0298 0.5284 -0.1390
-2 0.0023 1.5452 0.8816 -0.0006 -0.5580 -0.7224 0.0718 1.2726 0.4458
-1 -0.0009 -0.6001 -0.0980 -0.0012 -1.0931 -1.1578 0.1594 2.8229 ** 1.9176
0 0.0008 0.5100 0.2694 0.0013 1.1819 1.2912 0.3108 5.5058 ** 3.6745 **
1 0.0010 0.6718 0.5633 0.0001 0.0559 0.2492 0.2179 3.8600 ** 2.6582 **
2 -0.0036 -2.4393 * -2.0299 * 0.0030 2.7680 ** 2.2577 * 0.1166 2.0662 * 1.4262
3 -0.0009 -0.5926 -0.6068 -0.0007 -0.6545 -0.2341 0.2422 4.2902 ** 1.5221
4 -0.0046 -3.1112 **  -3.0367 ** | 0.0012 1.0966 0.7123 0.1477 2.6169 ** 2.2579 **
5 -0.0052 -3.4851 **  -3.5074 ** | 0.0028 2.5540 * 2.5069 * 0.1681 2.9774 ** 2.5312 **
[-[5,0] | 0.0033 0.9190 0.2322 0.0003 0.1195 -0.4573 0.7499 5.4228 ** 3.0511 **
[-1,0] | -0.0001 -0.0637 0.1212 0.0001 0.0628 0.0943 0.4702 5.8893 ** 3.9542 **
[0,1] 0.0017 0.8357 0.5888 0.0014 0.8753 1.0892 0.5287 6.6227 ** 4.4779 **
[0,5] | -0.0125 -3.4482 **  -3.4081 ** | 0.0077 2.8586 ** 2.7693 ** | 1.2034 8.7025 ** 5.7441 **
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Table 9 This table summarizes daily average abriawehans, absolute value abnormal returns, andrabal
trading volumes around annual general meeting dat8pain. It also shows cumulative results atiibgom.
Superscript *** and ** indicate significance at 186d 5% levels, respectively.

Panel 1 Panel 2 Panel 3

Day AAR t-stat Corrado AAAR t-stat Corrado | AAV t-stat Corrado

-5 0.0018 1.4494 1.7558 -0.0009 -1.0336 -0.8670 0.0776 1.3671 1.1533

-4 0.0005 0.4397 0.3192 0.0001 0.1551 0.9227 0.1621 2.8571 * 1.5918

-3 0.0018 1.4723 2.0783 * -0.0022 -2.4923 * -2.3433 *| 0.0501 0.8822 0.6482

-2 -0.0001 -0.0898 0.6551 0.0003 0.3449 0.3954 0.0577 1.0172 0.7411

-1 0.0019 1.5415 2.7301 ** 0.0002 0.2507 0.2197 0.1102 1.9416 1.5441

0 0.0004 0.3088 0.3558 0.0008 0.8529 0.9227 0.1257 2.2148 * 1.3154

1 0.0006 0.4460 0.0964 -0.0005 -0.5784 -0.7821 0.0716 1.2617 0.3527

2 0.0005 0.4034 0.1663 0.0006 0.6457 0.4042 0.1681 2.9624 ** 2.1613 *

3 -0.0016 -1.3105 -1.6693 0.0001 0.1565 0.4569 0.1026 1.8079 1.6133

4 0.0007 0.5897 0.3226 0.0002 0.6606 0.9315 0.0891 1.5703 1.3368

5 -0.0008 -0.6408 -0.0499 0.0008 0.5157 0.1845 0.1179 2.0781 * 2.3186 *
[-5,0] 0.0064 2.0910 * 3.2229 ** | -0.0017 -0.7848 -0.3061 0.5832 4.1968 ** 2.8553 **
[-1,0] 0.0023 1.0955 2.1821 * 0.0010 0.7804 0.8078 0.2358 2.9391 ** 2.0220 *
[0,1] 0.0009 0.4469 0.3198 0.0002 0.1941 0.0994 0.1972 2.4583 * 1.1795
[0,5] | -0.0003 -0.0695 -0.3177 0.0020 0.9198 0.8646 0.6749 4.8562 ** 3.7143 **
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Table 10 Price and trading volume response theofithe AGM.

AGM day U.K. U.S. Germany Japan France Spain

Returns No respons No respon + No| Noresponse, No respons
response

Returns volatility No respons No respon + No| No response| No respong
response

Trading Volume + + + No + No response
response
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