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Numerous studies examine CEO turnover but rarely in the context of business cycles.

We demonstrate that the role of the set of turnover decision parameters could change according to industry conditions. Specifically, idiosyncratic returns are more conducive to forced CEO turnover probabilities during recessions than during booms, whereas the opposite is true for industry returns. We provide evidence supporting that idiosyncratic returns are more correlated with managerial ability and stock prices are more informative during recessions. Our findings shed light on how CEOs are assessed by company boards when making turnover decisions.

Introduction

A company's performance relative to that of its peer firms, known as relative performance evaluation (RPE), is widely used by boards of directors to motivate CEOs. Numerous studies have found that executive compensation is sensitive to both industry and market performance (e.g., [START_REF] Albuquerque | Peer firms in relative performance evaluation[END_REF][START_REF] Aggarwal | Executive Compensation, Strategic Competition, and Relative Performance Evaluation: Theory and Evidence[END_REF][START_REF] Janakiraman | An Empirical Investigation of the Relative Performance Evaluation Hypothesis[END_REF][START_REF] Antle | An Empirical Investigation of the Relative Performance Evaluation of Corporate Executives[END_REF]. [START_REF] Garvey | Asymmetric benchmarking in compensation: Executives are rewarded for good luck but not penalized for bad[END_REF] find that the sensitivity of CEO compensation to industry performance is asymmetric; that is, CEO compensation is lower when luck is bad than when luck is good. However, they do not explore the reasons for sectoral asymmetry. [START_REF] Gopalan | Strategic Flexibility and the Optimality of Pay for Sector Performance[END_REF] argue that so-called industry performance is not entirely out of a CEO's control. In their model, CEOs have some discretion over the industry shocks their firms face through their choice of firm strategy. Specifically, they document that CEO compensation is more sensitive to industry performance when industry conditions are good than when they are bad. They also predict that asymmetric sensitivities exist in CEO replacement decisions, given that forced CEO replacements can be viewed as an extreme form of a compensation structure.

In this study, we extend this line of RPE research from the context of CEO compensation to the context of CEO turnover. We test whether RPE's asymmetric sensitivity during industry recessions and booms exists in CEO turnovers, as predicted by [START_REF] Gopalan | Strategic Flexibility and the Optimality of Pay for Sector Performance[END_REF]. Specifically, we hypothesize that the probability of CEO forced turnover is more strongly associated with idiosyncratic stock returns during recessions than during booms. Our conjecture builds on [START_REF] Dessein | Managerial Style and Attention[END_REF] cognitive theory of the variation in manager fixed effects on operations across industry conditions. In their model, firm behavior is largely driven by how manager attention is allocated among tasks, which varies depending on a firm's environment. In uncertain and complex environments, when information opacity is high, a manager attends to a particular task and primarily implements strategies related to that task. Such focused and different allocations of attention hence amplify initial, small differences in managerial expertise into dramatically different subsequent firm behaviors, causing firmspecific performance to be strongly associated with managerial expertise. In contrast, in less complex environments, endogenous allocation of attention mitigates manager fixed effects.

Applying Dessein and Santos's theory to the context of CEO turnovers, we view recessions as more complex environments than booms; thus, firm actions in recessions would capture and reflect more managerial talents. A manager's attention to important but individual tasks amplifies their input, making it easier for boards to identify manager specific effort and thus act on it, as long as the market is informationally efficient. This should be even more the case if the market is more efficient in recessions [START_REF] Bostanci | Price Informativeness and Business Cycle Misallocation[END_REF][START_REF] Loh | Is Sell-Side Research More Valuable in Bad Times[END_REF].

Therefore, we expect that idiosyncratic stock returns will play a more important role in determining CEO forced turnovers during recessions than during booms.

Using a large sample of CEO turnovers from 1993 to 2019, we first confirm that CEO turnovers are driven both by peer industry and firm-specific performance, consistent with prior studies [START_REF] Jenter | CEO Turnover and Relative Performance Evaluation[END_REF][START_REF] Kaplan | How Has CEO Turnover Changed?[END_REF]. We then demonstrate that the likelihood of forced CEO turnover is driven more by idiosyncratic stock returns, irrespective of how they are measured, during recessions than during booms, whereas the opposite is true for industry returns. Consistent with [START_REF] Dessein | Managerial Style and Attention[END_REF] theory, we interpret this as corporate boards viewing idiosyncratic stock returns as more informative about CEO competency during recessions, and hence they rely more heavily on them in determining CEO terminations. In contrast, corporate boards view idiosyncratic returns as less informative of CEO competency during booms; hence, idiosyncratic returns are incrementally less informative for turnover decisions during booms.

The validity of our interpretation critically depends on whether a firm's idiosyncratic stock returns indeed reflect its managerial quality more in recessions than in booms. The direct evidence comes from our test showing that [START_REF] Demerjian | Quantifying Managerial Ability: A New Measure and Validity Tests[END_REF] managerial quality score is more associated with idiosyncratic returns during recessions. Further, and consistent with prior evidence on market efficiency across economic cycles [START_REF] Bostanci | Price Informativeness and Business Cycle Misallocation[END_REF][START_REF] Loh | Is Sell-Side Research More Valuable in Bad Times[END_REF], we also document increases in stock price informativeness in recessions relative to that in booms. Specifically, we find that price synchronicity is approximately 30% smaller during recessions than during booms, while value relevance of accounting numbers is 30% larger. Together, these tests help identify our proposed mechanism, documenting that manager specific attributes are more revealing in complex environments such as recessions, particularly when markets are more informationally efficient.

Our study adds to the line of research exploring the use of RPE in CEO motivation. The incentive literature documents that CEO pay is strongly and positively related to a firm's sector performance, which is outside a CEO's control [START_REF] Aggarwal | Executive Compensation, Strategic Competition, and Relative Performance Evaluation: Theory and Evidence[END_REF][START_REF] Janakiraman | An Empirical Investigation of the Relative Performance Evaluation Hypothesis[END_REF][START_REF] Antle | An Empirical Investigation of the Relative Performance Evaluation of Corporate Executives[END_REF]. Researchers also examine whether RPE use varies by firm or CEO characteristics. However, it is not clear whether and how asymmetric sensitivities exist along with business cycles in terms of motivating CEOs. [START_REF] Gopalan | Strategic Flexibility and the Optimality of Pay for Sector Performance[END_REF] show that CEO compensation is more sensitive to industry performance when industry conditions are good than when they are bad. We extend their research on RPE usage from the context of CEO compensation to the context of CEO turnover. We demonstrate that asymmetric sensitivities of individual and relative performance measures across business cycles also exist in CEO replacement decisions. We further show that such asymmetric sensitivities are supported by the price informativeness of performance measures inherent in industry conditions. The role of price informativeness in CEO retention decisions echoes [START_REF] Kang | Stock Trading, Information Production, and Executive Incentives[END_REF], who argue that the extent to which CEO pay is based on stock prices is determined by the informativeness of a firm's stock returns relative to its industry peer returns.

Our study also joins the research on CEO turnover. [START_REF] Jenter | CEO Turnover and Relative Performance Evaluation[END_REF] and [START_REF] Kaplan | How Has CEO Turnover Changed?[END_REF] document that CEOs could be dismissed not only for poor firm-specific performance but also for poor industry performance. However, there is no consensus regarding this explanation or whether such decisions are optimal. We demonstrate that the role of the set of turnover decision parameters could change according to industry conditions. Specifically, during industry recessions, when information about a CEO's abilities and efforts is more apparent, idiosyncratic stock returns play a determining role in turnover events. Conversely, during industrial booms, when stock prices are more synchronous with industry peer returns and less incrementally informative about CEO abilities and efforts, the impact of idiosyncratic returns on CEO turnovers decreases. 1 In our study, the asymmetric sensitivities of firm and industry performance across industry conditions are determined by the price informativeness of the performance measures. This differs from [START_REF] Eisfeldt | CEO Turnover in a Competitive Assignment Framework[END_REF], who examine the change in managerial skill sets under different industrial conditions. Our study also differs from [START_REF] Jenter | CEO Turnover and Relative Performance Evaluation[END_REF], as they view turnover decisions based on industry peer performance as not rational. Our study, therefore, sheds light on why and how company boards make CEO turnover decisions based on both industrial and own-firm performance.

Existing studies have examined the role of price informativeness in various contexts, including compensation construction [START_REF] Kang | Stock Trading, Information Production, and Executive Incentives[END_REF], mergers and acquisitions [START_REF] Edmans | The Real Effects of Financial Markets: The Impact of Prices on Takeovers[END_REF][START_REF] Luo | Do Insiders Learn from Outsiders? Evidence from Mergers and Acquisitions[END_REF], corporate investment [START_REF] Bakke | Which Firms Follow the Market? An Analysis of Corporate Investment Decisions[END_REF][START_REF] Chen | Price Informativeness and Investment Sensitivity to Stock Price[END_REF], and initial public offerings [START_REF] Michaely | The Pricing of Initial Public Offerings: Tests of Adverse Selection and Signaling Theories[END_REF][START_REF] Jegadeesh | An Empirical Investigation of IPO Returns and Subsequent Equity Offerings[END_REF]. Our study adds to these by documenting the important role of price informativeness in a board's CEO retention decisions.

The remainder of this paper is organized as follows. Section 2 reviews the related literature and develops the hypotheses. Section 3 describes the data and research design. Section 4 presents the study's main findings, and Section 5 summarizes and concludes the paper.

Literature Review and Hypotheses Development

Numerous studies show that RPE is widely used by boards of directors to incentivize CEOs.

In the context of constructing CEO compensation, researchers have examined RPE from various firm or CEO characteristics [START_REF] Albuquerque | Peer firms in relative performance evaluation[END_REF][START_REF] Aggarwal | Executive Compensation, Strategic Competition, and Relative Performance Evaluation: Theory and Evidence[END_REF][START_REF] Janakiraman | An Empirical Investigation of the Relative Performance Evaluation Hypothesis[END_REF][START_REF] Antle | An Empirical Investigation of the Relative Performance Evaluation of Corporate Executives[END_REF]. Recently, [START_REF] Gopalan | Strategic Flexibility and the Optimality of Pay for Sector Performance[END_REF] model CEOs as having some discretion over the industry shocks their firms face through their choice of firm strategy. They find that CEO compensation is more sensitive to industry performance when industry conditions are good than when they are bad.

In addition, they predict that asymmetric sensitivities across industry conditions will also exist in CEO replacement decisions, given that forced CEO replacements can be viewed as an extreme form of compensation structure.

The idea that RPE is used in CEO replacement decisions is not new. Indeed, previous studies have long documented that both industry and firm-specific performance play a role in CEO turnover decisions, where underperforming CEOs are likely to be fired by their boards (e.g., [START_REF] Kini | The Nature of Discipline by Corporate Takeovers[END_REF][START_REF] Denis | Ownership Structure and Top Executive Turnover[END_REF][START_REF] Warner | Stock Prices and Top Executive Management Changes[END_REF]. These studies typically adopt a weak form firm-specific performance measure in their examination. [START_REF] Jenter | CEO Turnover and Relative Performance Evaluation[END_REF] and [START_REF] Kaplan | How Has CEO Turnover Changed?[END_REF] adopt a strong form firm-specific performance measure to examine CEO turnovers. They observe that firms that fire their CEOs not only have poor firm performance, but also have poor industry and market performance, even though industry performance is filtered from firm performance. [START_REF] Jenter | CEO Turnover and Relative Performance Evaluation[END_REF] conjecture that market structure and/or unobservable factors impinging on business cycles could explain why boards do not filter peer performance for CEO retention decisions. They doubt that boards mistakenly credit and blame CEOs for performance that is beyond their control.

We extend [START_REF] Gopalan | Strategic Flexibility and the Optimality of Pay for Sector Performance[END_REF] study of RPE from the context of CEO compensation construction to the context of CEO replacement decisions. Specifically, we explore the pattern of CEO turnover conditional on the industry's boom-and-bust cycles. We postulate that even though peer and firm performance both enter into the company board's decision regarding CEO turnover, their relative importance in CEO turnover decisions could vary due to their relative informativeness about the CEO's talent and efforts, which may vary according to industry conditions.

The informativeness of idiosyncratic stock returns across industry conditions

In management science, [START_REF] Mohrman | Dealing with Rough Times: A Capabilities Development Approach to Surviving and Thriving[END_REF] argue that boom periods lead to lax management practices that must be tightened during recession periods. Therefore, to achieve equivalent performance, managers must exhibit stronger abilities and put in more effort during downturns than they do during favorable times. 2 In other words, capable management is more important during recession periods than during boom periods. This view is also shared in management studies (e.g., [START_REF] Bamiatzi | Revisiting the Firm, Industry, and Country Effects on Profitability Under Recessionary and Expansion Periods: A Multilevel Analysis[END_REF][START_REF] Garcia-Sanchez | What doesn't kill you makes you stronger: the evolution of competition and entry-order advantages in economically turbulent contexts[END_REF][START_REF] Chakrabarti | Diversification and performance: evidence from East Asian firms[END_REF], which argue that during a recession, industry effects are not to be blamed for firm performance; instead, it is the result of firms' strategic choices, which are made by managers. Using a large sample of 15,008 firms across 20 countries for [START_REF] Luo | Do Insiders Learn from Outsiders? Evidence from Mergers and Acquisitions[END_REF]-2011[START_REF] Bamiatzi | Revisiting the Firm, Industry, and Country Effects on Profitability Under Recessionary and Expansion Periods: A Multilevel Analysis[END_REF] demonstrate that during periods of economic hardship, the roles of the industry and country are reduced, while the firm's own resources and management capabilities become more pertinent for firm performance.

The referenced management studies admit manager fixed effects in corporate operations and suggest that such effects are more pronounced in times of economic hardship. Therefore, firm-specific performance is tied more closely to managerial ability and effort during recession periods than it is during boom periods. One concern is that managerial ability is largely endogenous, and boards of directors decide whether to hire managers with expertise in certain areas, thereby leading to the manager-firm (mis)match problem discussed by [START_REF] Eisfeldt | CEO Turnover in a Competitive Assignment Framework[END_REF].

To address this issue, [START_REF] Dessein | Managerial Style and Attention[END_REF] develop a cognitive theory of manager fixed effects on corporate operations. In their model, firm behavior (e.g., strategic choice) is largely driven by how managerial attention is allocated among tasks, while the latter is affected 2 According to [START_REF] Mohrman | Dealing with Rough Times: A Capabilities Development Approach to Surviving and Thriving[END_REF], management practice in recession periods could be tightened across five perspectives: (1) rapidly putting in place design elements that foster behaviors to align costs with the new business realities, (2) rapidly adjusting to customer requirements, (3) engaging the organization in identifying and capturing new opportunities, (4) flexibly leveraging knowledge and resources across the organization to achieve more with shrinking resources, and (5) innovating. by a firm's environment. In uncertain and complex environments, as information opacity is high, manager attention will be biased in decision-making-managers will not devote their scarce attention evenly among tasks. Rather, they will devote their attention to a task in which they have more expertise. Such biased allocations of attention exacerbate manager fixed effects, and small differences in managerial expertise may result in very different firm behaviors, causing firm-specific performance to be highly associated with managerial expertise. In contrast, in less complex and more certain environments, information opacity is low, and managers' biased attention allocation is reduced. Since managers can allocate their attention evenly among tasks, two firms led by managers with different initial expertise may behave similarly in response to identical events. As a result, in less complex and more certain environments, manager fixed effects on operations are mitigated by the endogenous allocation of attention. Thus, initial differences in expertise between two managers are much less predictive of firm behavior, causing firm-specific performance to be lightly associated with manager expertise. Moreover, if managers' decisions are very similar and the magnitude of firm-specific performance is too trivial, neither firm performance nor firm-specific performance may reveal managers' real expertise.

In [START_REF] Dessein | Managerial Style and Attention[END_REF] model, manager fixed effects on operations are driven by allocation of manager attention, which is associated with environment, but not by the managerfirm mismatch problem discussed by [START_REF] Eisfeldt | CEO Turnover in a Competitive Assignment Framework[END_REF]. According to their theory, manager fixed effects exist pervasively in uncertain environments (e.g., industry shocks), regardless of manager-firm matching. Even when managers are endogenously chosen by unbiased boards from a large pool of potential candidates, because managers are not identical in their expertise, the initial differences in expertise are amplified by their biased allocation of attention, which is driven by uncertain environments and results in larger manager fixed effects on operations during industrial recessions than during booms. Therefore, consistent with management studies [START_REF] Bamiatzi | Revisiting the Firm, Industry, and Country Effects on Profitability Under Recessionary and Expansion Periods: A Multilevel Analysis[END_REF][START_REF] Garcia-Sanchez | What doesn't kill you makes you stronger: the evolution of competition and entry-order advantages in economically turbulent contexts[END_REF][START_REF] Mohrman | Dealing with Rough Times: A Capabilities Development Approach to Surviving and Thriving[END_REF][START_REF] Chakrabarti | Diversification and performance: evidence from East Asian firms[END_REF], [START_REF] Dessein | Managerial Style and Attention[END_REF] also suggest that firm-specific performance is more reflective of managerial ability and effort during recession periods than during boom periods. Despite this, in Dessein and Santos's (2021) model, differences in management expertise are a fact such that even though CEOs exert no more effort during recessions, idiosyncratic stock returns are still more revealing of CEO capabilities/expertise during recessions than during booms. In other words, in their model, differences in management expertise will naturally be amplified by industry recessions, thereby leading to differences in idiosyncratic stock returns during recessions. This contrasts with management research, which typically assumes that CEOs are more capable and exert more effort to achieve equivalent performance during recessions than during booms. Empirically, it is difficult to distinguish between these two situations, but both lead to higher informativeness of stock prices during recessions than during booms.

Idiosyncratic stock returns are also informationally more efficient during recessions than during booms. [START_REF] Bostanci | Price Informativeness and Business Cycle Misallocation[END_REF] study how stock price informativeness changes with business cycles. Their model shows that during a recession, a financial shock that increases liquidity needs would increase the resources spent on information production.

Empirically, [START_REF] Loh | Is Sell-Side Research More Valuable in Bad Times[END_REF] find that in bad times, earnings forecast errors per unit of uncertainty fall and analyst reports are more frequent and longer. The authors interpret that as indicating analysts work harder and investors rely more on them in bad times. In contrast, [START_REF] Chintrakarn | Did Firms Manage Earnings more Aggressively during the Financial Crisis[END_REF] study several major financial crises and find that firms managed earnings less aggressively during a crisis. These all suggest that stock price informativeness is higher during recessions than during booms.

The importance of performance measures in CEO turnovers by industry conditions

In contracting theory, [START_REF] Banker | Sensitivity, Precision, and Linear Aggregation of Signals for Performance Evaluation[END_REF] and [START_REF] Holmstrom | Multi-task Principal-agent Analyses: Incentive Contracts, Asset Ownership and Job Design[END_REF] use agency models with multiple performance measures to argue that an optimal contract should place more weight on performance measures that are more precise and sensitive to the agent's efforts. Applying these arguments to CEO turnover decisions, [START_REF] Engel | CEO Turnover and Properties of Accounting Information[END_REF] propose that, in CEO turnover events, boards would prefer using performance measures that are more informative about a CEO's efforts and abilities. Empirically, they find that accounting-based measures receive greater weight during turnover decisions when accountingbased information is more precise and sensitive. Additionally, when accounting-based information is more sensitive to a CEO's abilities, market-based performance measures have less influence on turnover decisions.

Hence, if idiosyncratic stock returns are indeed more reflective of managerial ability in recession periods than in boom periods, as we postulate above, then boards are expected to rely more on idiosyncratic stock returns when making CEO turnover decisions; thus, turnoveridiosyncratic performance sensitivity will be strengthened during recession periods. However, in industrial booms, as idiosyncratic stock returns are less reflective of CEO competencies, turnover-idiosyncratic performance sensitivity will be weakened. Instead, the role of industry returns will become important in turnover events.

According to [START_REF] Gopalan | Strategic Flexibility and the Optimality of Pay for Sector Performance[END_REF], industry returns can provide important information for board decision-making. In their incentive model, sector performance reflects a CEO's strategic corporate operations decisions. A firm's exposure to sector movements is largely under its CEO's control, although the industry or market forces are not. Therefore, boards of directors might want to incentivize CEOs based on their sector performance in cases where the shareholders expect CEOs to optimally direct the firms' exposure to the industry (which refers to "strategy").

Applying their theory to CEO turnover events, during boom periods, boards of directors would naturally expect their firms to be exposed to sector movements and incentivize CEOs to do so through their turnover decisions.3 CEOs who do not conform with a board's expectations to expose their firm to sector movements during booms are likely to be fired; the greater the industrial boom, the more likely it is that a CEO will be dismissed. Therefore, during booms, industry performance plays a greater role in CEO turnover decisions, and turnover-industry performance sensitivity is strengthened. In contrast, during industry recessions, boards of directors certainly hope that their CEOs will lead the company away from industry changes and seek opportunities outside the industry through corporate actions such as mergers and acquisitions and spin-offs. If so, during recessions, a company's stock returns will be less correlated with industry performance and more reflective of the CEO's efforts and abilities.

Therefore, industry performance plays a smaller role in CEO turnover decisions and the sensitivity of turnover to industry performance is reduced.

CEO retention decisions may also be affected by the supply and demand of similar talent in the labor market. Since CEOs are more likely to be fired in recessions than in booms [START_REF] Eisfeldt | CEO Turnover in a Competitive Assignment Framework[END_REF][START_REF] Kini | The Nature of Discipline by Corporate Takeovers[END_REF], the supply of managers in the market will naturally increase during industry downturns. Studies document that there is a top-down movement of managers within the labor market pyramid [START_REF] Hartzell | What's in it for me? CEOs whose firms are acquired[END_REF][START_REF] Agrawal | Executive careers and compensation surrounding takeover bids[END_REF]. Many managers ousted from large, public firms subsequently join medium firms (both public and private). Some of them are even employed as CEOs by these firms, thereby having a spillover effect on management turnovers in medium firms. The managers ousted from medium firms then move down, enlarging the manager candidate pool, and exacerbating management turnovers in small firms.

Importantly, top-down manager movements do not necessarily conflict with the managerfirm mismatching problem even when manager movements happen in the same industry.

Managers in large firms are typically believed to have better abilities than those in medium and small firms. Therefore, serious manager-firm mismatching in a large firm can be largely reduced if the manager moves down to a medium or small firm. Consequently, since the pool of CEO candidates becomes larger overall during recessions, the likelihood of finding a better CEO than the incumbent increases. In contrast, during booms, the pool of CEO candidates shrinks, and thus the chance of getting a better one is slim. This leads to CEO turnover being more sensitive to idiosyncratic performance during recessions than during booms.

Taken together, we derive the following hypotheses regarding the relative importance of performance measures in CEO turnovers, conditional upon the industry's boom-and-bust cycles:

Hypothesis 1 (H1): The probability of CEO forced turnovers depends more on idiosyncratic stock returns during recessions than during booms.

Hypothesis 2 (H2):

The probability of CEO forced turnovers depends more on industry returns during booms than during recessions.

Research Design

Sample selection CEO turnovers are initially identified by checking the CEO name change in Standard &

Poor's ExecuComp dataset. Details about turnover are explored using the Factiva news database. Following previous studies [START_REF] Campbell | CEO Optimism and Forced Turnover[END_REF]Huson, Parrino, and Starks, 2001;[START_REF] Parrino | CEO Turnover and Outside Succession: A Cross-sectional Analysis[END_REF], CEO departures are classified as forced if all of the following conditions are met: (1) the departing CEO is under the age of 60 when he/she leaves the firm, (2) the departing CEO does not leave the firm because of death, and (3) the departing CEO does not serve on the board of the firm after leaving the CEO position. All the other turnovers are classified as voluntary. Data on accounting and stock market information are obtained from Compustat and the Center for Research on Security Prices, respectively. The data on CEO and director characteristics are mainly collected from ExecuComp and BoardEx.

Data on institutional shareholders are collected from the Securities Exchange Commission's Form 13F filings. Data on managerial ability are obtained from [START_REF] Demerjian | Quantifying Managerial Ability: A New Measure and Validity Tests[END_REF]. 4 For needed data not in our databases they are collected manually from the proxy statements and the 10-K forms on EDGAR. We initially obtain 4,115 voluntary and 1,412 forced CEO departure events. Our test model requires firm performance for the two years preceding the CEO's departure. As a result, short-tenure CEOs with tenure of less than three years were removed. Specifically, 440 (10.7%) voluntary and 176 (12.5%) forced CEO departure events were removed. Finally, we obtain 3,675 voluntary and 1,236 forced CEO turnovers from a total sample of 44,582 CEO-firm-year observations during 1993-2019. The percentages of voluntary and forced CEO turnovers in our sample are consistent with those reported in prior studies.5 

Measures for stock price informativeness

The validity of our hypotheses depends on whether idiosyncratic stock returns reflect managerial efforts more in recessions than in booms. To this end, we evaluate the informativeness of stock performance across industry conditions from two perspectives. First, the synchronicity of a firm's stock return with the industry peers and the overall market. Second, the value relevance of a firm's accounting numbers.

The synchronicity of stock returns

The stock performance plays a significant role in evaluating a CEO's quality. A firm's stock return can be thought of as comprising of both the industry return-related component, and the idiosyncratic return component. Logically, the idiosyncratic component, rather than the industry-related component, best reveals a CEO's ability and efforts. A firm's stock return is more informative for the board of directors to evaluate the CEO's efforts if it captures a larger portion of the idiosyncratic component instead of the industry-related component; that is, when it is less synchronous with the industry peers. The stock return synchronicity, can therefore, reflect the informativeness of the stock price.

The stock return synchronicity can be measured with the 𝑅 2 value of the regression of a firm's stock return on the industry and/or market return. A lower 𝑅 2 implies that a firm's stock return is less synchronous with the overall market; that is, the variation in the stock price is mostly idiosyncratic. Since the idiosyncratic return volatility reflects the idiosyncratic component's event intensity, the 𝑅 2 value obtained in this way is also widely used to measure price informativenessa lower 𝑅 2 means a firm's stock price is more informative [START_REF] Kim | IFRS Reporting, Firm-specific Information Flows, and Institutional Environments: International Evidence[END_REF][START_REF] Gul | Ownership Concentration, Foreign Shareholding, Audit Quality, and Stock Price Synchronicity: Evidence From China[END_REF][START_REF] Jin | 𝑅 2 Around the World: New Theory and New Tests[END_REF][START_REF] Morck | The Information Content of Stock Markets: Why Do Emerging Markets Have Synchronous Stock Price Movements[END_REF]Roll, 1988, among others). [START_REF] Durnev | Does Greater Firm-specific Return Variation Mean More or Less Informed Stock Pricing[END_REF] believe that the elevated idiosyncratic return event intensity, that is, a lower 𝑅 2 , reflects a more informed and efficient stock pricing. [START_REF] Hutton | Opaque Financial Reports, 𝑅 2 , and Crash Risk[END_REF] document a negative relationship between the idiosyncratic variation and accrual management, which vanished with the passage of the Sarbanes-Oxley Act (2002) that limited earnings manipulation.

Therefore, following these studies, we use the stock return synchronicity to measure the informativeness of a firm's stock price and get the adjusted R-squared, RSQ_Ind, from the following model:6 

𝑅𝐸𝑇 𝑖,𝑡 = 𝛼 0 + 𝛼 1 * 𝐼𝑅𝐸𝑇 𝑖,𝑡 + 𝛼 2 * 𝑀𝑅𝐸𝑇 𝑖,𝑡 + 𝜕 𝑖,𝑡 (1) 
where 𝑅𝐸𝑇 𝑖,𝑡 is the daily raw stock return for firm i in the year t, 𝐼𝑅𝐸𝑇 𝐼,𝑡 is the median daily raw stock return of the firm i's industry peers in the year t, 𝑀𝑅𝐸𝑇 𝐼,𝑡 is the daily value-weighted market return in the year t. We perform regressions using Model (1) for each firm-year with all firms in the CRSP database.

A higher value of RSQ_Ind obtained from Model (1) indicates that the industry and market returns have a larger explanatory power for a firm's stock performance. If idiosyncratic stock returns are indeed more reflective of managerial ability in recession periods than in boom periods, we expect that the value of RSQ_Ind will be larger during the boom period compared to the recession period.

Value relevance of accounting numbers

A company's accounting performance is widely used to evaluate managerial capacity and plays a prominent role in incentivizing CEOs [START_REF] Angelis | Performance Terms in CEO Compensation Contracts[END_REF][START_REF] Dechow | Accounting Earnings and Cash Flows as Measures of Firm Performance: The Role of Accounting Accruals[END_REF][START_REF] Healy | Does corporate performance improve after mergers[END_REF]. 7 Compared with stock return, accounting performance is less likely to be affected by market-based factors (e.g., momentum) but reflects more about a CEO's efforts. [START_REF] Lev | The Boundaries of Financial Reporting and How to Extend Them[END_REF] and [START_REF] Francis | Have Financial Statements Lost Their Relevance[END_REF] document a decline in the value relevance of the accounting numbers over the past decades. In contrast, [START_REF] Fung | Price Divergence from Fundamental Value and the Value Relevance of Accounting Information[END_REF] show that the value relevance of accounting information does not decline over time; instead, driven by noise trading, the stock price shows a greater deviation from fundamental value. 8 If a firm's stock price is less synchronous with the overall market, it becomes more reflective of its fundamentals, and the accounting numbers are more value relevant. Therefore, the value relevance of the accounting numbers could be a relevant indicator of the informativeness of the stock price.

To examine the value relevance of accounting numbers, we regress the firms' stock returns on their accounting earnings with the following model: 9

𝑅𝐸𝑇𝑈𝑅𝑁 𝑖,𝑡 = 𝛽 0 + 𝛽 1 * 𝐸𝐴𝑅𝑁 𝑖,𝑡 + 𝛽 2 * ∆𝐸𝐴𝑅𝑁 𝑖,𝑡 + 𝛾 𝑖,𝑡 (2) 
where 𝑅𝐸𝑇𝑈𝑅𝑁 𝑖,𝑡 is firm i's annual raw stock returns in the fiscal year t and 𝐸𝐴𝑅𝑁 𝑖,𝑡 (∆𝐸𝐴𝑅𝑁 𝑖,𝑡 ) is the firm i's earnings (change in earnings) before extraordinary items in year t scaled by its market value at the end of year t-1. We estimate Model (2) for the most recent ten-year period for each sample firm-year, provided that the data for at least eight of those ten years are available.

The R-squared obtained from Model (2) has been widely used to measure the value relevance of a firm's earnings (e.g., [START_REF] Francis | Cost of Equity and Earnings Attributes[END_REF][START_REF] Bushman | Financial Accounting Information, Organizational Complexity and Corporate Governance System[END_REF][START_REF] Francis | Have Financial Statements Lost Their Relevance[END_REF][START_REF] Lev | The Boundaries of Financial Reporting and How to Extend Them[END_REF][START_REF] Collins | Changes in the Value-relevance of Earnings and Book Values over the Past Forty Years[END_REF]. A larger R-squared typically implies that the earnings are more value-relevant and useful in decision making. It also indicates that a firm's accounting 7 Angelis and Grinstein (2015) document that 79% of the estimated value of performance-based awards relies on accounting performance measures, whereas only 13% relies on stock performance measures.

8 [START_REF] Devenow | Rational Herding in Financial Economics[END_REF] and [START_REF] Kindleberger | Manias, Panics, and Crashes: A History of Financial Crises[END_REF] document that noise trading can cause a high market-wide stock volatility. According to DeLong, Shleifer, Summers, and Waldmann's (1990) model, noise trading is synchronous, and drives the whole market to unrealistic heights or depths. 9 Our results are qualitatively the same if we regress stock price on earnings plus book value; that is, 𝑃 𝑖,𝑡 = 𝜌 0 + 𝜌 1 * 𝐸 𝑖,𝑡 + 𝜌 2 * 𝐵𝑉 𝑖,𝑡 + 𝜑 𝑖,𝑡 , where 𝑃 𝑖,𝑡 is the share price of firm i at end of year t, 𝐸 𝑖,𝑡 is the earnings per share of firm i in year t, and 𝐵𝑉 𝑖,𝑡 is the book value of equity per share of firm i at end of year t.

performance has a larger explanatory power for its stock performance; thus, indicating that the stock returns are less synchronous with the overall markets and more representative of a CEO's ability and efforts.

Apart from the R-squared, accounting studies also use Model (2)'s estimated earnings coefficient to measure the value relevance of a firm's accounting numbers. A large value of coefficient suggests the earnings are more relevant and useful for shareholders. Therefore, following these studies, we use the value of the adjusted R-squared, RSQ_Earn, and the earnings response coefficient, ERC, from Model (2) to measure the informativeness of a firm's stock price. Following [START_REF] Lev | The Boundaries of Financial Reporting and How to Extend Them[END_REF], ERC is calculated as the sum of the estimated regression coefficients of 𝐸𝐴𝑅𝑁 𝑖,𝑡 and ∆𝐸𝐴𝑅𝑁 𝑖,𝑡 , that is, 𝛽 1 + 𝛽 2 .

A larger value of RSQ_Earn or ERC indicates that the accounting numbers are more value relevant, and thus the firms' stock returns are more informative about the CEOs' abilities.

Therefore, if idiosyncratic stock returns are indeed more reflective of managerial ability in recession periods than in boom periods, we expect both RSQ_Earn and ERC to be larger during recessions than in booms.

Regression model

We test the relationship between CEO turnover events and performance measures using the following logit model:10 

𝑇𝑢𝑟𝑛𝑜𝑣𝑒𝑟 𝑖,𝑡 = 𝛼 0 + 𝛼 1 𝐸𝑥𝑅𝐸𝑇 𝑖,𝑡-1 + 𝛼 2 𝐼𝑛𝑑𝑅𝐸𝑇 𝑖,𝑡-1 + 𝛼 3 𝐸𝑥𝑅𝑂𝐴 𝑖,𝑡-1 +𝛼 4 𝐼𝑛𝑑𝑅𝑂𝐴 𝑖,𝑡-1 + 𝛼 5 𝐸𝑥𝑅𝐸𝑇1 𝑖,𝑡-1 + 𝛼 6 𝐼𝑛𝑑𝑅𝐸𝑇1 𝑖,𝑡-1 +𝛼 7 𝐸𝑥𝑅𝑂𝐴1 𝑖,𝑡-1 + 𝛼 8 𝐼𝑛𝑑𝑅𝑂𝐴1 𝑖,𝑡-1 + 𝛼 9 𝐼𝑛𝑑𝐶𝑜𝑛𝑑 𝑖,𝑡-1 + 𝛼 10 𝛴𝐶𝑜𝑛𝑡𝑟𝑜𝑙 𝑉𝑎𝑟𝑖𝑎𝑏𝑙𝑒 𝑖,𝑡-1 + 𝜖 𝑖,𝑡-1 (3)
In Model (3), the dependent variable Turnover is a dummy variable, and we run two separate regressions. One is for Turnover to take the value of 1 for voluntary turnovers and 0 for no turnovers. The other regression is for Turnover to take the value of 1 for forced turnovers and 0 for no turnovers. ExRET represents a firm's annual stock return adjusted for the industrymedian stock return, using three-digit SIC industry definitions. 11 ExROA represents a firm's accounting return on assets (ROA) in a fiscal year adjusted with industry-median ROA, where ROA is defined as the ratio of net income to total assets. IndRET represents the industry-median stock returns in a fiscal year. IndROA represents industry-median ROA for a fiscal year.

ExRET1, ExROA1, IndRET1 and IndROA1 are lagged measures of the corresponding variables in the preceding year. IndCond is a dummy variable for a firm's industrial condition. Following [START_REF] Eisfeldt | CEO Turnover in a Competitive Assignment Framework[END_REF], we define an industry to be in a boom (recession) stage for an observation year if the average industry ROA in the preceding three years is above (below) the corresponding average industry ROA in the preceding ten years.

The Control Variables include firm, CEO, board, and governance characteristics. For firm characteristics, FirmSize is the logarithm of total assets. Leverage is the measure for firm risks, defined as the book value of liability divided by the book value of total assets. We expect that the riskier the company is, the higher will be the probability of turnover.

For board characteristics, BoardSize is defined as the number of directors on the board.

DirectorRatio is the proportion of independent directors on the board. Directorship is the average number of boards that directors have served on. DirectorShare is the average percentage of a firm's shares held by directors. DirectorTenure is the average number of years that directors have served in the position. GenderRatio is the proportion of male directors on the board. These board characteristics are the typical control variables used in studies of top management turnover (e.g., [START_REF] Kini | The Nature of Discipline by Corporate Takeovers[END_REF][START_REF] Denis | Ownership Structure and Top Executive Turnover[END_REF][START_REF] Warner | Stock Prices and Top Executive Management Changes[END_REF]. Research has found that boards do better at replacing underperforming managers if they are smaller, have a higher proportion of independent or female directors on the board, have directors who hold more shares in the company, and have shorter director tenure.

For CEO characteristics, Founder is defined as a dummy variable that equals one if a CEO is a founder of the current firm, and zero otherwise. Typically, it is hard for the board to fire a founder CEO. CEO_Tenure is the number of years the CEO has served in the position.

CEO_Age is the CEO's age in the fiscal year. CEO_Share is the percentage of a firm's shares 11 Throughout this study, to arrive at the idiosyncratic stock return, we adjust a firm's raw stock return with industry median return and categorize the firms using three-digit SIC industry definitions. Our results are qualitatively the same if we adjust a firm's raw stock return with value-weighted industry return or if the categorization is performed using the Fama-French 48-industry classification scheme.

held by the CEO. CEO_Power is a categorical variable for a CEO's power in a firm. Following [START_REF] Adams | Powerful CEOs and Their Impact on Corporate Performance[END_REF] and [START_REF] Morse | Are Incentive Contracts Rigged by Powerful CEOs[END_REF], we measure the CEOs' power through the number of titles they possess. Specifically, CEO_Power equals one if the CEO does not have any position on the board, two if the CEO holds the position of the Chairman of the board, and three if the CEO holds both the positions of the Chairman of the board and President. A CEO, therefore, is more powerful if she has more titles in the firm.

Naturally, it is difficult to replace a CEO if she is powerful and/or has a long tenure in the firm.

Finally, we control large institutional shareholders in the regression. Specifically, Blockholder represents the number of institutional shareholders holding more than 5% of shares. It is traditionally believed that institutional shareholders play a positive role in corporate governance.

The main test variables in Model (3) are ExRET, ExROA, IndRET and IndROA. The estimated coefficients for these variables represent the relative importance of idiosyncratic and industry peer performance used by the board of directors regarding CEO turnover decisions.

We use no-turnover events as the reference group and separately estimate the logit regression for voluntary and forced turnovers. We use the STATA programming of seemingly unrelated regressions (SUR) to test if the coefficients of performance measures are statistically different between recessions and booms. [START_REF] Jenter | CEO Turnover and Relative Performance Evaluation[END_REF] suspect that more powerful CEOs can better defend themselves against "unfair" dismissals during bad times, thereby weakening the effect of industry peer performance on forced turnovers. However, they could not find supportive evidence while measuring CEO's power with factors such as the CEO's founder status, the percentage of the CEOs with large equity stakes, and the board's independence. Therefore, when analyzing CEO turnovers using Model (3), we specifically interact CEO power with performance indicators to test the impact of CEO power on turnover decisions and whether the impact is different during boom and recession periods. [START_REF] Finkelstein | Power in Top Management Teams: Dimensions, Measurement, and Validation[END_REF] identifies four sources of power: ownership power, expert power, structural power, and prestige power. Our definition of CEO power follows [START_REF] Adams | Powerful CEOs and Their Impact on Corporate Performance[END_REF] and [START_REF] Morse | Are Incentive Contracts Rigged by Powerful CEOs[END_REF], includes only one dimension, and is different from the definition of [START_REF] Jenter | CEO Turnover and Relative Performance Evaluation[END_REF]. Therefore, it would not be surprising if our results do not hold for other dimensions of CEO power investigated by [START_REF] Jenter | CEO Turnover and Relative Performance Evaluation[END_REF]. Likewise, we also interact blockholder with performance measures to check the impact of large institutional shareholders on CEO turnover decisions. [START_REF] Denis | Ownership Structure and Top Executive Turnover[END_REF] document that the presence of an outside blockholder can significantly increase the likelihood of CEO turnover.

The validity of our hypotheses depends on whether idiosyncratic stock returns reflect managerial efforts more in recessions than in booms. We test the relationship between idiosyncratic stock returns and managerial ability using the following model:

𝐸𝑥𝑅𝐸𝑇 𝑖,𝑡 = 𝛽 0 + 𝛽 1 𝐴𝑏𝑖𝑙𝑖𝑡𝑦 𝑖,𝑡 + 𝛽 2 Σ𝐶𝑜𝑛𝑡𝑟𝑜𝑙 𝑉𝑎𝑟𝑖𝑎𝑏𝑙𝑒 𝑖,𝑡 + µ 𝑖,𝑡 (4) 
In Model (4), ExRET represents a firm's industry-adjusted annual stock return, which is defined as before. 𝐴𝑏𝑖𝑙𝑖𝑡𝑦 represents two measures of the management ability score developed by [START_REF] Demerjian | Quantifying Managerial Ability: A New Measure and Validity Tests[END_REF]: AbilityScore and AbilityScore_Rank. AbilityScore is a continuous measure of the management ability score, while AbilityScore_Rank is the decile rank of AbilityScore by industry and year to avoid outliers.12 Control variables in Model (4) include firm, board, and governance characteristics, which are the same as Model (3). Note that CEO characteristics such as age, education, compensation, and shareholding are not included in Model (4), considering that they could be highly associated with or even significant components of managerial ability. 13The estimated coefficient 𝛽 1 represents the relationship between idiosyncratic stock returns and managerial abilities. We run Model (4) separately on two sub-samples: IndCond = 0 (boom periods) and IndCond = 1 (recession periods).

Results

Summary statistics (Insert Table 1 here)

We begin our analyses with the descriptive statistics of the sample's turnover events. Table 1 reports the summary statistics for CEO turnover events in the sample. Regardless of the turnover type, most of the outgoing CEOs are replaced by internally promoted successors.

Moreover, compared to forced turnovers, a CEO with a voluntary turnover is more likely to be succeeded by a company insider. These results are generally consistent with the evidence documented in the prior literature. 14The CEO turnovers vary according to the industry conditions. Compared with an industrial boom, CEOs are more likely to be fired and less likely to leave voluntarily during an industrial recession, consistent with [START_REF] Eisfeldt | CEO Turnover in a Competitive Assignment Framework[END_REF].

(Insert Table 2 here) Table 2 presents the descriptive statistics of the firm and the CEO characteristics based on the turnover type. To avoid outliers, we delete the top and bottom 1% of the observations from each of the four main performance measures; idiosyncratic stock returns (ExRET), idiosyncratic accounting returns (ExROA), industry stock returns (IndRET), and industry accounting returns (IndROA).

In Panel A, the no-turnover group experiences a significantly higher idiosyncratic stock return (mean ExRET = 0.026) in the year before a CEO turnover compared to the groups containing voluntary (ExRET = -0.041) and forced CEO turnovers (ExRET = -0.087). This pattern also extends to the industry stock return IndRET, confirming [START_REF] Jenter | CEO Turnover and Relative Performance Evaluation[END_REF] finding that CEO turnovers occur more frequently in firms with poor industry performance.

The events of forced CEO turnovers (mean IndCond = 0.645) are more likely to occur during industry recessions than voluntary CEO turnovers (IndCond = 0.525), once again confirming [START_REF] Eisfeldt | CEO Turnover in a Competitive Assignment Framework[END_REF] proposition that an industry shock increases the possibility of a CEO-firm mismatch and drives CEO dismissals.

Forced turnover group has the lowest percentage of independent directors on the board (mean DirectorRatio = 0.69) and directors have the shortest working period in the position (mean DirectorTenure = 7.84), compared to no turnover and voluntary turnover groups.

Nonetheless, there are more institutional shareholders (mean Blockholder = 2.32) in the forced turnover group.

Finally, compared to the counterparts in the no turnover and voluntary turnover groups, the CEOs in the forced turnover group are less capable (mean AbilityScore= -0.002 , AbilityScore_Rank= 0.552), relatively younger (mean CEO_Age = 52.9) and have a shorter period in the position (mean CEO_Tenure = 5.68). They are also less powerful (mean CEO_Power = 1.66), less likely to be a founder of the firm (mean Founder = 0.067) and hold the lowest percentage of shares (mean CEO_Share = 0.656).

Panel B reports the descriptive statistics of the performance measures by industry conditions. In the year before CEO turnovers, industry stock return IndRET and accounting return IndROA are both significantly larger (at the 1% level) during booms than in recessions.

Apparently, firms overall perform better during an industrial boom compared to a recession.

As for idiosyncratic returns ExRET and ExROA, they are not statistically different between recessions and booms. In keeping with this, measures of managerial ability, AbilityScore and AbilityScore_Rank, are also not statistically different between recessions and booms.

Panel C reports the descriptive statistics of the three measures of price informativeness across industry condition; stock return synchronicity (RSQ_Ind), the value relevance of accounting earnings (RSQ_Earn), and the earnings response coefficient (ERC). The median value of RSQ_Ind, the first measure of price informativeness, drops from 0.308 during booms to 0.233 (z-value = 16.5) during recessions. Obviously, RSQ_Ind is significantly larger (by 30%) during industrial booms than during recessions. In contrast, RSQ_Earn, the second measure of informativeness, shows the opposite trend; its median value during booms is 0.131, which is significantly smaller (by 30%) than the median value of 0.168 during recessions (zvalue = -4.58). The evidence indicates that when a firm's stock return is more synchronous with its industry peers, it does not contain enough accounting information during prosperous industrial conditions, compared to periods of downturn.15 ERC, the third measure of informativeness, is significantly smaller (at the 1% level) during industrial booms than in recessions, once again implying that a firm's stock returns are more reflective of its fundamentals when the whole industry is in a downturn. Overall, the evidence confirms that stock price informativeness is higher during recessions than in booms.

Regression analysis

Relationship between idiosyncratic stock returns and managerial ability

As discussed earlier, for the hypothesized associations in H1 and H2 to be optimal in CEO turnover decisions, managerial efforts should vary between booms and recessions. Therefore, we first test the relationship between idiosyncratic stock returns and managerial ability using Model (4). The regression results are reported in Table 3. Specifications (1) and ( 2) are the results for industrial booms, and Specifications (3) and ( 4) are the results for industrial recessions.

(Insert Table 3 here) In Specification (1), when the industry is in booms, AbilityScore is positively related to idiosyncratic stock return (ExRET) with an estimated coefficient of 0.023. However, this relationship is statistically insignificant, with a t-value of 1.31. In comparison, when the industry is in recessions, AbilityScore is significantly positively related to ExRET with an estimated coefficient of 0.062 and a t-value of 1.93, as reported in Specification (3). The magnitude of estimated coefficient of AbilityScore is significantly larger in Specification (3) than that in Specification (1), with a p-value of 0.086, reported at the bottom of the table. This evidence indicates that idiosyncratic stock return is more reflective of managerial ability in recession periods than in boom periods.

As for the ranks of ability score AbilityScore_Rank, our second measure of managerial ability, while it is significantly positively related to ExRET with an estimated coefficient of 0.013 and a t-value of 1.69 during booms in Specification (2), their relationship is even stronger with an estimated coefficient of 0.036 and a t-value of 2.68 during recessions in Specification (4). The difference of the estimated coefficients between them is statistically significant with a p-value of 0.045.

Overall, the results show that idiosyncratic stock returns are more revealing about managerial ability and efforts during industrial recessions than in booms. Confirming this, we next examine how the idiosyncratic and industry performance measures affect CEO turnover decisions under different industry conditions.

Relationship between CEO turnovers and performance measures

We first test the relationship between CEO turnovers and performance measures using Model (3). Table 4 reports the regression results.

(Insert Table 4 here)

In the voluntary turnovers subsample, the results for specification (1) show that only the idiosyncratic stock return ExRET is significantly associated with turnover decision (coefficient = -0.007, t-value = -2.65). Regarding the forced CEO turnovers, the results for specification (4) reveal that the likelihood of a CEO being fired is significantly and negatively related to both the idiosyncratic stock return ExRET with an estimated coefficient of -0.043 (t-value = -13.04) and the industry peer stock return IndRET with an estimated coefficient of -0.016 (tvalue = -2.07). The fact that the coefficient of ExRET has a larger magnitude than IndRET suggests that CEO turnover events are more sensitive to idiosyncratic stock return than to the industry peer return, consistent with the finding of [START_REF] Jenter | CEO Turnover and Relative Performance Evaluation[END_REF]. In terms of the accounting performance, both the firm-specific and the industry peer ROA measures are also negatively related (at the 5% level) to the forced CEO turnovers with the coefficient for the former (coefficient = -0.025) being double that of the latter (coefficient = -0.013).

For specification (5), we test the impact of the CEO's power on the boards' CEO turnover decisions. The estimated coefficient for CEO_Power is negative (-0.019) and significant (tvalue = -4.29), indicating that powerful CEOs are less likely to be fired. Moreover, the interaction of CEO_Power with ExRET is significantly positive with an estimated coefficient of 0.016 and a t-value of 2.39. CEO_Power also positively interacts with IndRET, with an estimated coefficient of 0.013 and a t-value of 1.79. Apparently, the importance of performance measures to the considerations of forced turnover is moderated by the powerful CEOs.

For specification (6), we test the impact of the institutional shareholders on the CEO turnover events. The variable Blockholder is significantly positive (coefficient = 0.005, t-value = 2.68), indicating that the firms with more institutional shareholders are more likely to fire underperforming CEOs. In addition, the interactions of Blockholder with both ExRET and IndRET are significantly negative, suggesting that the importance of performance measures in forced turnover decisions is strengthened by the existence of institutional shareholders.

Overall, the evidence is consistent with [START_REF] Eisfeldt | CEO Turnover in a Competitive Assignment Framework[END_REF] and [START_REF] Jenter | CEO Turnover and Relative Performance Evaluation[END_REF] findings, showing that forced CEO turnovers are more sensitive to stock returns than to accounting returns, and idiosyncratic performance than to industry performance.

Regressing CEO turnovers on performance measures by industry conditions

Next, we further test the relationship between CEO turnover and performance measures by partitioning the sample based on industry condition. We conduct separate logit regressions for industrial booms and recessions. Table 5 reports the regression results.

(Insert Table 5 here) In Table 5, Panel A presents the results for industrial booms. The result on the relative magnitude of the estimated coefficients of ExRET and IndRET particularly stands out. For all the specifications in Panel A, the magnitude of the estimated coefficient of IndRET is larger than that of ExRET. This finding holds true regardless of whether the incumbent CEO leaves the firm voluntarily or is fired. Note that for all the tests by [START_REF] Jenter | CEO Turnover and Relative Performance Evaluation[END_REF], the magnitude of the coefficient of industry return is less than that of the idiosyncratic return. Our evidence shows that for CEO turnover events during an industrial boom, the importance of industry performance increases, while that of idiosyncratic performance reduces. For example, for specification (4), the coefficient of ExRET is -0.036 (t-value = -8.12), while that of IndRET is -0.074 (t-value = -3.55), indicating that the risk of being fired for a CEO rises by 0.36 percent if the idiosyncratic return decreases from, say 30 percent to 20 percent, whereas such risk rises by 0.74 percent if the industry return decreases ten percent (Note that for the whole sample, the total forced frequency is only 2.3 percent for industry booms, as reported in Table 1.). Apparently, a CEO's turnover is more sensitive to the change of industry return. The board has greater reliance on the industry performance rather than the idiosyncratic performance while making CEO turnover decisions during an industrial boom.

Powerful CEOs continue to exert their influence on the board's decision to change the top manager. For both specifications (2) and ( 5), CEO_Power is significantly negative, indicating that more powerful CEOs are less likely to depart from their positions compared to their less powerful counterparts. Moreover, when the industry performance becomes more important in the CEO turnover decisions, the interaction of CEO_Power with IndRET is significantly positive for both specifications, suggesting that the sensitivity of CEO turnover to industry performance is weakened by powerful CEOs. 16 Large shareholders have a positive and significant role in forcing an incumbent CEO's turnover, as indicated by specification (6). The negative and significant coefficients for the interactions of Blockholder with ExRET and IndRET provide further evidence that the sensitivity of a forced CEO turnover to the performance measures is stronger for firms with large shareholders. 16 Using the same measure of CEO power, [START_REF] Morse | Are Incentive Contracts Rigged by Powerful CEOs[END_REF] document that powerful CEOs can induce the boards to shift the weight of the performance measures towards better performing measures in compensation design, thereby rigging their pay incentives to support their interests.

In Panel B, there is a different picture for industrial recessions. Across all the specifications for the forced turnovers subsample, the magnitude of the coefficient of IndRET is less than that of ExRET. Apparently, CEO turnovers are more sensitive to idiosyncratic stock return than to industry peer return during industrial recessions. For example, for specification (10), the coefficient of ExRET is -0.071 (t-value = -10.33), while that of IndRET is -0.028 (t-value = -2.42), indicating that the risk of being fired for a CEO rises by 0.71 percent if the idiosyncratic return experiences a ten-percent decline, whereas such risk rises by only 0.28 percent if the industry return decreases ten percent (Note that the total forced frequency is 3.1 percent for industry recessions, as reported in Table 1.). Apparently, idiosyncratic performance plays a determinant role in the CEO turnover decisions when the whole industry is under a recession.

Interestingly, during industrial recessions, when idiosyncratic stock return becomes important in CEO turnover events, its effect is additionally moderated by powerful CEOs, as evidenced by the positive coefficient in the interaction between CEO_Power and ExRET for specification (11). In contrast, the effect is intensified by large shareholders, showing a negative coefficient in the interaction between Blockholder and ExRET for specification (12).

We test the difference of the estimated coefficients for performance measures between industrial booms and recessions. The results are reported at the bottom of Panel B. For the forced CEO turnover subsample, the absolute value of the coefficient of ExRET in Panel B is significantly larger than that in Panel A. In contrast, the absolute value of the coefficient of IndRET in Panel B is significantly smaller than that in Panel A. The differences are all statistically significant at the 5% level or higher, once again confirming the determinant role of the idiosyncratic performance in CEO turnover decisions during an industrial downturn, and the importance of the industry peer performance during an industrial boom. Therefore, H1 and H2 are confirmed.

Robustness checks with alternative performance measures

To ensure that our main results are not sensitive to the return metrics used, we conduct robustness tests by adopting [START_REF] Jenter | CEO Turnover and Relative Performance Evaluation[END_REF] approach to construct alternative performance measures for idiosyncratic and industry peer stock returns. Specifically, the industry and idiosyncratic stock returns are calculated as the predicted (RET_Peer) and the residual (RET_Idiosyn) values, respectively, from the following model:

𝑅 𝑖,𝑡-1 = 𝑎 0 + 𝑎 1 * 𝑅 𝑝𝑒𝑒𝑟 𝑔𝑟𝑜𝑢𝑝,𝑡-1 + 𝑣 𝑖,𝑡-1 (5) 
where 𝑅 𝑖,𝑡-1 is firm i's stock return in year t-1 and 𝑅 𝑝𝑒𝑒𝑟 𝑔𝑟𝑜𝑢𝑝,𝑡-1 is industry-median return in year t-1.

We rerun the regression Model (3) with alternative performance measures obtained from Model (5). The regression results for the forced CEO turnover events are reported in Table 6.

(Insert Table 6 here)

During industrial booms (IndCond = 0), both idiosyncratic and industry stock returns are significantly and negatively related to forced CEO turnovers. In fact, the magnitude of the coefficient of RET_Peer (-0.056) is even larger than that of RET_Idiosyn (-0.041), suggesting that industry return has a larger role in influencing forced turnover decisions during the boom periods.

During industry recessions (IndCond =1), idiosyncratic stock return RET_Idiosyn is significantly and negatively related to the forced CEO turnover with an estimated coefficient of -0.063 and a t-value of -10.33. Nonetheless, the estimated coefficient for industry peer return RET_Peer is -0.009 and is not statistically significant (t-value= -0.90). The evidence demonstrates that idiosyncratic stock return plays a more important role in CEO turnover decisions during recession periods.

We compare the estimated coefficients for the performance measures between industrial booms and recessions. The results are reported at the bottom of Table 6. The absolute value of the coefficient of RET_Idiosyn is significantly larger for industrial recessions compared with booms, with a p-value of 0.044, which is consistent with H1. In contrast, the absolute value of the coefficient for RET_Peer is significantly larger in the boom period than in the recession period, with a p-value of 0.004, which confirms H2. Thus, our main results are robust against the use of alternative performance measures as the test variables.

Conclusion

We examine the change in the relationships between CEO turnover events and performance measures according to the industry's boom-and-bust cycles. We find that a firm's idiosyncratic return is more related to CEO turnover probability, especially the forced turnover probability, during recessions than during booms, whereas the opposite is true for industry returns. To rationalize such findings, we infer that a firm's idiosyncratic stock return is more reflective of its CEO's ability and effort during industrial recessions than during booms. Indeed, not only do we find that stocks are more price-informative during recessions, as measured by price synchronicity and value relevance, but also that idiosyncratic returns are more reflective of the CEO's abilities and efforts.

We conclude that CEO turnover decisions are made rationally by boards based on the informativeness of performance measures, and that boards place more emphasis on the performance measure that is more reflective of the CEO's abilities and efforts when making turnover decisions.

Table 1 Summary statistics for CEO turnovers

CEO turnover events include 3,675 voluntary and 1,236 forced turnovers in a total sample of 44,582 CEO-firm-year observations during 1993-2019. CEO turnovers are classified as from inside the company, outside the company but inside the industry, or from outside the industry. IndCond is a dummy variable that equals one for an observation year if the average industry ROA in the preceding three years is below the corresponding average industry ROA in the preceding ten years, and zero otherwise, where firms are categorized using three-digit SIC industry definitions. *, **, and ***, respectively indicate the significance at the 10%, 5%, and 1% levels, for the t-test. This table presents the descriptive statistics for 3,675 voluntary and 1,236 forced turnovers in a total sample of 44,582 CEO-firm-year observations during 1993-2019. In Panel A, the sample firm-year observations are divided into three groups based on turnover events: no turnover (N), voluntary turnovers (V), and forced turnovers (F). In Panel B, the sample firm-year observations are divided into two groups based on industry conditions: industrial boom and industrial recession. Panel C presents the descriptive statistics of price informativeness measures by partitioning the sample according to industry conditions. The industry condition, IndCond, is a dummy variable that equals one for an observation year if the average industry ROA in the preceding three years is below the average industry ROA in the preceding ten years, and zero otherwise, where firms are categorized using three-digit SIC industry definitions. 

Table 3 Regression of idiosyncratic stock return on managerial ability

This table presents the regression results of idiosyncratic stock return (ExRET) on managerial ability (AbilityScore and AbilityScore_Rank) for a total sample of 44,582 CEO-firm-year observations during 1993-2019, including 3,675 voluntary and 1,236 forced CEO turnovers. IndCond is a dummy variable that equals one for an observation year if the average industry ROA in the preceding three years is below the corresponding average industry ROA in the preceding ten years, and zero otherwise, where firms are categorized using three-digit SIC industry definitions. The definitions of other variables are reported in Appendix A. The t-values are presented in the parentheses. *, **, and ***, respectively indicate the significance at the 10%, 5%, and 1% levels (two-tailed), based on the standard errors corrected for heteroscedasticity and autocorrelations. 

IndCond = 0 (boom) IndCond = 1 (recession) (1) (2) (3) ( 

Table 2 Descriptive statistics of CEO-firm-year sample
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  The definitions of other variables are reported in Appendix A. *, **, and ***, respectively indicate the significance at the 10%, 5%, and 1% levels, for the t-test and the two-tailed Wilcoxon test.

	Blockholder	2.09	2	2.14	2	2.32	2	-1.97*	-1.45	-2.84***	-1.87*
	Founder	0.129	0	0.151	0	0.067	0	-2.05**	-1.99**	5.26***	4.15***
	AbilityScore	0.011	-0.023	0.016	-0.018	-0.002	-0.030	-0.65	-0.88	2.21**	1.98**
	AbilityScore_Rank	0.571	0.600	0.559	0.500	0.552	0.500	0.67	1.25	0.81	1.58
	CEO_Tenure	6.67	5	9.98	8	5.68	4	-12.66***	-15.17***	2.32**	1.47
	CEO_Age	53.9	55	61.1	62	52.9	53	-28.12***	-26.28***	3.41***	4.06***
	CEO_Share	1.268	0.029	1.527	0.116	0.656	0	-2.36**	-3.29***	4.93***	3.86***
	CEO_Power	1.79	2	1.71	2	1.66	2	3.69***	2.06**	7.56***	6.62***
	Panel A: Sample firm-year observations by turnover events						
		No turnover	Voluntary turnovers	Forced turnovers	N -V		N -F
	Variables	Mean	Median	Mean	Median	Mean	Median	t-statistic	z-statistic	t-statistic	z-statistic
	ExRET	0.026	0.013	-0.041	-0.033	-0.087	-0.086	6.27***	4.98***	12.41***	12.35***
	IndRET	0.136	0.128	0.117	0.114	0.112	0.111	2.98***	3.15***	3.81***	3.85***
	ExROA	0.058	0.027	0.052	0.024	0.025	0.005	1.83*	1.58	7.83***	6.25***
	IndROA	0.012	0.014	0.014	0.013	0.010	0.012	-1.71*	0.63	1.79*	1.86*
	ExRET1	-0.001	0.007	0.006	-0.003	-0.057	-0.045	-0.58	0.95	5.39***	6.22***
	IndRET1	0.141	0.137	0.115	0.127	0.114	0.119	3.91***	2.33**	3.94***	2.86***
	ExROA1	0.059	0.028	0.054	0.027	0.023	0.014	1.68	0.14	8.96***	2.99***
	IndROA1	0.013	0.015	0.015	0.015	0.011	0.013	-1.49	0.03	1.81*	1.83*
	IndCond	0.606	1	0.525	1	0.645	1	9.37***	9.54***	-2.77***	-2.69***
	Leverage	0.556	0.558	0.580	0.580	0.558	0.556	-3.16***	-3.08***	-0.39	0.18
	FirmSize	7.536	7.447	7.952	7.819	7.632	7.480	-6.71***	-6.53***	-1.99**	-1.41
	BoardSize	10.15	10	10.34	10	10.14	10	-1.32	-2.05**	0.13	0.35
	DirectorRatio	0.72	0.75	0.73	0.75	0.69	0.71	-2.47**	-1.50	5.16***	4.65***
	Directorship	6.09	5.82	6.06	5.88	6.20	6.00	0.16	-0.07	-1.33	-1.33
	DirectorShare	0.112	0	0.109	0	0.103	0	0.57	0.58	0.98	1.30
	DirectorTenure	8.59	8.11	8.44	8.15	7.84	7.42	0.89	-0.71	5.90***	5.60***
	GenderRatio	0.87	0.89	0.88	0.89	0.87	0.89	-0.84	-0.69	1.08	0.57

Table 2 (cont.)
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	Panel B: Sample firm-year observations by industry conditions		
		IndCond = 0 (boom)	IndCond = 1 (recession)	Boom vs. Recession
	Variables	Mean	Median	Mean	Median	t-statistic	z-statistic
	ExRET	0.015	-0.001	0.018	0.009	-0.86	-1.26
	IndRET	0.144	0.141	0.116	0.113	9.22***	10.26***
	ExROA	0.056	0.026	0.055	0.024	1.32	1.65
	IndROA	0.020	0.024	0.006	0.004	10.07***	11.15***
	ExRET1	-0.003	-0.004	-0.004	0.009	0.33	-1.32
	IndRET1	0.146	0.135	0.133	0.123	4.58***	4.13***
	ExROA1	0.058	0.028	0.056	0.027	1.46	0.56
	IndROA1	0.021	0.025	0.007	0.005	10.87***	11.02***
	Leverage	0.568	0.566	0.549	0.554	6.15***	5.54***
	FirmSize	7.654	7.557	7.489	7.391	6.95***	6.85***
	BoardSize	10.39	10	9.98	9	7.14***	6.28***
	DirectorRatio	0.74	0.75	0.70	0.73	18.36***	15.95***
	Directorship	6.30	6	5.92	5.71	8.60***	8.23***
	DirectorShare	0.082	0	0.134	0	-10.94***	-10.42***
	DirectorTenure	8.55	8.12	8.53	8.02	0.32	1.11
	GenderRatio	0.87	0.88	0.89	0.89	-9.16***	-9.24***
	Blockholder	2.25	2	2.07	2	8.77***	7.85***
	Founder	0.132	0	0.126	0	0.99	1.25
	AbilityScore	0.010	-0.022	0.010	-0.024	0.10	0.40
	AbilityScore_Rank	0.563	0.600	0.576	0.600	-1.50	-0.54
	CEO_Tenure	6.80	5	6.85	5	-0.95	-1.66
	CEO_Age	54.7	56	54.0	55	4.89***	5.61***
	CEO_Share	1.271	0.087	1.256	0	3.82***	10.93***
	CEO_Power	1.76	2	1.79	2	-2.82***	-3.51***
	Panel C: Informativeness of stock price by industry conditions		
		IndCond = 0 (boom)	IndCond = 1 (recession)	Boom vs. Recession
	Variables	Mean	Median	Mean	Median	t-statistic	z-statistic
	RSQ_Ind	0.311	0.308	0.261	0.233	16.70***	16.50***
	RSQ_Earn	0.178	0.131	0.208	0.168	-5.11***	-4.58***
	ERC	4.313	2.759	4.744	2.916	-4.03***	-3.19***

Table 4 Regression of CEO turnovers on performance and governance characteristics

 4 This table presents the regression results of CEO turnovers on performance measures and governance characteristics for a total sample of 44,582 CEO-firm-year observations during 1993-2019, including 3,675 voluntary and 1,236 forced CEO turnovers. The analysis includes all the firm-year observations, regardless of whether a CEO turnover is observed. The reference group represents the group with no turnover observations. The variable definitions are reported in Appendix A. The t-values are presented in the parentheses. *, **, and ***, respectively indicate the significance at the 10%, 5%, and 1% levels (two-tailed), based on the standard errors corrected for heteroscedasticity and autocorrelations.

		Voluntary			Forced	
	(1)	(2)	(3)	(4)	(5)	(6)

Table 5 (cont.)
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	Panel B: IndCond = 1 (recession)						
			Voluntary			Forced	
		(7)	(8)	(9)	(10)	(11)	(12)
	Intercept	-0.349***	-0.332***	-0.380***	-0.190***	-0.133***	-0.207***
		(-12.91)	(-10.54)	(-12.27)	(-5.19)	(-3.13)	(-5.00)
	ExRET	-0.010***	-0.014	-0.004	-0.071***	-0.097***	-0.049***
		(-2.67)	(-1.17)	(-0.62)	(-10.33)	(-5.95)	(-4.48)
	IndRET	-0.002	0.010	0.008	-0.028**	-0.051*	-0.025***
		(-0.26)	(0.48)	(0.69)	(-2.42)	(-1.84)	(-3.31)
	ExROA	-0.01	0.031	0.001	-0.012	-0.010	0.019
		(-0.77)	(1.00)	(0.06)	(-0.68)	(-0.23)	(0.72)
	IndROA	-0.005	0.007	-0.005	-0.006	-0.011	0.002
		(-0.80)	(0.44)	(-0.51)	(-0.78)	(-0.51)	(0.14)
	ExRET1	-0.0002	-0.002	0.001	-0.015***	-0.021***	-0.015***
		(-0.09)	(-0.45)	(0.17)	(-4.06)	(-4.19)	(-3.67)
	IndRET1	-0.007	-0.012	-0.004	0.006	-0.004	-0.003
		(-1.05)	(-1.53)	(-0.63)	(0.64)	(-0.43)	(-0.29)
	ExROA1	0.016	0.013	0.021	-0.027	-0.040*	-0.023
		(1.23)	(0.81)	(1.49)	(-1.50)	(-1.94)	(-1.25)
	IndROA1	0.006	0.007	0.006	0.004	0.002	0.005
		(0.96)	(0.97)	(0.95)	(0.44)	(0.25)	(0.62)
	Leverage	-0.003	-0.007	-0.003	-0.0002	-0.002	-0.001
		(-0.44)	(-0.70)	(-0.36)	(-0.02)	(-0.16)	(-0.11)
	FirmSize	0.003***	0.001	0.003***	0.003**	-0.003	0.004**
		(2.78)	(1.10)	(2.86)	(2.03)	(-1.54)	(2.36)
	BoardSize	-0.0003	-0.0003	-0.0003	0.0003	0.0003	0.0003
		(-0.27)	(-0.32)	(-0.28)	(0.21)	(0.18)	(0.20)
	DirectorRatio	-0.007	-0.008	-0.008	0.124**	0.123**	0.124**
		(-0.30)	(-0.34)	(-0.32)	(1.98)	(1.97)	(1.98)
	Directorship	0.0003	0.0003	0.0003	-0.003**	-0.003**	-0.003*
		(0.24)	(0.29)	(0.26)	(-2.02)	(-2.03)	(-1.96)
	DirectorShare	0.019*	0.019*	0.019*	0.019	0.019	0.018
		(1.93)	(1.96)	(1.91)	(1.48)	(1.48)	(1.43)
	DirectorTenure	-0.003***	-0.003***	-0.003***	-0.005***	-0.005***	-0.005***
		(-4.20)	(-4.18)	(-4.16)	(-4.62)	(-4.60)	(-4.54)
	GenderRatio	-0.062*	-0.063*	-0.063*	-0.036	-0.035	-0.034
		(-1.91)	(-1.92)	(-1.91)	(-0.82)	(-0.81)	(-0.78)

Table 6 Regression of forced CEO turnovers on alternative performance measures by industry conditions

 6 This table presents the regression results of 1,236 forced CEO turnovers on idiosyncratic and industry peer performances by partitioning the sample according to industry conditions for a total sample of 44,582 CEO-firm-year observations during 1993-2019. The analysis includes all firmyear observations regardless of whether a CEO turnover is observed. The reference group is the group with no turnover observations. RET_Peer and RET_Idiosyn are the predicted and the residual values, respectively, from the regression model 𝑅 𝑖,𝑡-1 = 𝑎 0 + 𝑎 1 * 𝑅 𝑝𝑒𝑒𝑟 𝑔𝑟𝑜𝑢𝑝,𝑡-1 + 𝑣 𝑖,𝑡-1 , where 𝑅 𝑖,𝑡-1 is firm i's stock return in year t-1 and 𝑅 𝑝𝑒𝑒𝑟 𝑔𝑟𝑜𝑢𝑝,𝑡-1 is industry-median return in year t-1. RET_Peer1 and RET_Idiosyn1 are the corresponding lagged measures of RET_Peer and RET_Idiosyn in the preceding year. The industry condition, IndCond, is a dummy variable that equals one for an observation year if the average industry ROA in the preceding three years is below the average industry ROA in the preceding ten years, and zero otherwise, where firms are categorized using three-digit SIC industry definitions. The definitions of other variables are reported in Appendix A. The estimated coefficients for performance measures RET_Peer and RET_Idiosyn between industry booms and recessions are compared with p-values presented at the bottom of the table. The t-values are presented in the parenthesis. *, **, and ***, respectively indicate the significance at the 10%, 5%, and 1% levels (two-tailed), based on the standard errors corrected for heteroscedasticity and autocorrelations.

		Total sample	IndCond = 0 (boom) IndCond = 1 (recession)
	Intercept	-0.131***	-0.107**	-0.106*
		(-3.40)	(-2.03)	(-1.88)
	RET_Idiosyn	-0.043***	-0.041***	-0.063***
		(-12.99)	(-7.89)	(-10.33)
	RET_Peer	-0.016**	-0.056***	-0.009
		(-2.12)	(-2.98)	(-0.90)
	ExROA	-0.027**	-0.034	-0.018
		(-2.09)	(-1.56)	(-1.09)
	IndROA	-0.015**	-0.023**	-0.009
		(-2.44)	(-2.05)	(-1.22)
	RET_Idiosyn1	-0.015***	-0.015***	-0.015***
		(-5.22)	(-3.03)	(-4.05)
	RET_Peer1	0.007	0.013	0.009
		(1.14)	(1.04)	(1.13)
	ExROA1	-0.015	-0.011	-0.032*
		(-1.09)	(-0.46)	(-1.84)
	IndROA1	0.002	-0.019	0.001
		(0.37)	(-1.32)	(0.13)
	Leverage	0.015*	0.031**	0.005
		(1.75)	(2.36)	(0.42)
	FirmSize	0.0003	-0.003**	0.003*
		(0.26)	(-2.12)	(1.95)
	BoardSize	0.0009	0.002	0.0003
		(0.93)	(1.19)	(0.21)
	DirectorRatio	0.097	0.045	0.124*
		(1.07)	(1.19)	(1.92)
	Directorship	-0.001	0.0002	-0.003**
		(-1.34)	(0.14)	(-2.02)

At the extreme, if a firm's stock price is completely synchronous with the industry and overall market, then no firm-specific information is needed for the board to consider CEO performance. Under such circumstance, boards do not need firm-specific returns but can rely solely on industry returns when making CEO turnover decisions.

The rationale becomes clearer when CEO turnovers are taken only as an extreme incentive consideration.[START_REF] Eisfeldt | Capital reallocation and liquidity[END_REF] document a strong comovement of manager turnover and compensation over the business cycle.[START_REF] Kaplan | How Has CEO Turnover Changed?[END_REF] reveal that a period in which CEO pay substantially increases coincides with a period in which CEO turnover substantially increases.

We sincerely thank[START_REF] Demerjian | Quantifying Managerial Ability: A New Measure and Validity Tests[END_REF] for sharing their data on management ability scores from 1980 to 2020.

For instance, Jenter and Kanaan (2015) obtain 2,490 voluntary and 875 forced CEO turnovers from 31,185 observations during 1993-2009.

Our results are qualitatively the same if we drop market return from Model (1).

Here, we define firm-specific and industry returns using[START_REF] Eisfeldt | CEO Turnover in a Competitive Assignment Framework[END_REF] approach. We also construct both performance measures using[START_REF] Jenter | CEO Turnover and Relative Performance Evaluation[END_REF] approach; see Section 4.2.4 for additional studies.

Please refer to[START_REF] Demerjian | Quantifying Managerial Ability: A New Measure and Validity Tests[END_REF] for detailed construction of the scores.

For instance, a better education could improve a manager's capability, thereby resulting in higher compensation.

For a sample during 1993[START_REF] Luo | Do Insiders Learn from Outsiders? Evidence from Mergers and Acquisitions[END_REF][START_REF] Cremers | Does the Market for CEO Talent Explain Controversial CEO Pay Practices[END_REF] find that 71% of new CEOs come from internal promotions.

[START_REF] Boudoukh | Which News Moves Stock Prices? A Textual Analysis[END_REF] document that stock return synchronicity is related with the release of news. Their median estimated 𝑅 2 down from 28% on "no news days" to

16% on "news days". The stock return synchronicity is also lower when firms have a higher quality of financial disclosure[START_REF] Kim | IFRS Reporting, Firm-specific Information Flows, and Institutional Environments: International Evidence[END_REF][START_REF] Lau | Information Environment and Equity Risk Premium Volatility Around the World[END_REF].

We gratefully acknowledge the helpful comments from two anonymous referees. We also thank conference participants at the 2018 Accounting and Finance Association of Australia and New Zealand (AFAANZ) Lin Li gratefully acknowledges the research supports from the Hong Kong Polytechnic University Grant No. G-YN73, Shenzhen University Grant No. 860-000002110719 and WeBank Corp. Wilson Tong gratefully acknowledges the research support from the Hong Kong Government Research Grant Council Grant No. 597413.

Table 5 Regression of CEO turnovers on performance and governance characteristics by industry conditions

This table presents the regression results of CEO turnovers on performance measures and governance characteristics by partitioning the sample according to industry conditions for a total sample of 44,582 CEO-firm-year observations during 1993-2019, including 3,675 voluntary and 1,236 forced CEO turnovers. The analysis includes all firm-year observations regardless of whether a CEO turnover is observed. The reference category is no turnover observations. Panel A presents the regression results for industry booms and Panel B presents the regression results for industry recessions. The estimated coefficients for performance measures ExRET and IndRET between industry booms and recessions are compared with p-values presented at the bottom of Panel B. The industry condition, IndCond, is a dummy variable that equals one for an observation year if the average industry ROA in the preceding three years is below the average industry ROA in the preceding ten years, and zero otherwise, where firms are categorized using three-digit SIC industry definitions. The definitions of other variables are reported in Appendix A. The t-values are presented in the parenthesis. *, **, and ***, respectively indicate the significance at the 10%, 5%, and 1% levels (two-tailed), based on the standard errors corrected for heteroscedasticity and autocorrelations. 

ExRET1

The lagged measure of ExRET in the preceding year.

IndRET

The three-digit SIC industry median annual stock return.

IndRET1

The lagged measure of IndRET in the preceding year. ExROA A firm's accounting ROA, adjusted with three-digit SIC industry median ROA, where ROA is obtained as the ratio of net income to total assets.

ExROA1

The lagged measure of ExROA in the preceding year.

IndROA

The three-digit SIC industry median accounting ROA, where ROA is obtained as the ratio of net income to total assets.

IndROA1

The lagged measure of IndROA in the preceding year.

IndCond

A dummy variable that equals one for an observation year if the average industry ROA in the preceding three years is below the corresponding average industry ROA in the preceding ten years, and zero otherwise, where firms are categorized using three-digit SIC industry definitions.

AbilityScore

The management ability score developed in [START_REF] Demerjian | Quantifying Managerial Ability: A New Measure and Validity Tests[END_REF].

AbilityScore_Rank

Decile ranks of AbilityScore by industry and year.

Leverage

The book value of liability to the book value of total assets.

FirmSize

The logarithm of total assets.

BoardSize

The number of directors on the board.

DirectorRatio

The proportion of independent directors on the board.

Directorship

The average number of boards that directors have served on.

DirectorShare

The average percentage of a firm's shares held by directors.

DirectorTenure

The average number of years that directors have served in the position.

GenderRatio

The proportion of male directors on the board.

Blockholder

The number of institutional shareholders holding more than 5% of the firm's shares.

Founder

A dummy variable that equals one if a CEO is a founder of the current firm, and zero otherwise.

CEO_Tenure

The number of years the CEO has served in the position.

CEO_Age

The CEO's age in the fiscal year.

CEO_Share

The percentage of a firm's shares held by the CEO.

CEO_Power

Equals one if a CEO does not hold any board position, two if the CEO is also the Chairman of the board, and three if the CEO is both the Chairman of the board and the President.

RET_Peer

The industry return obtained as the predicted value from the regression model 𝑅 𝑖,𝑡-1 = 𝑎 0 + 𝑎 1 * 𝑅 𝑝𝑒𝑒𝑟 𝑔𝑟𝑜𝑢𝑝,𝑡-1 + 𝑣 𝑖,𝑡-1 , where 𝑅 𝑖,𝑡-1 is firm i's stock return in year t-1 and 𝑅 𝑝𝑒𝑒𝑟 𝑔𝑟𝑜𝑢𝑝,𝑡-1 is industry-median return in year t-1. Firms are categorized using three-digit SIC industry definitions.

RET_Peer1

The lagged measure of RET_Peer in the preceding year. RET_Idiosyn A firm's idiosyncratic stock return obtained as the residual from the regression model 𝑅 𝑖,𝑡-1 = 𝑎 0 + 𝑎 1 * 𝑅 𝑝𝑒𝑒𝑟 𝑔𝑟𝑜𝑢𝑝,𝑡-1 + 𝑣 𝑖,𝑡-1 , where 𝑅 𝑖,𝑡-1 is firm i's stock return in year t-1 and 𝑅 𝑝𝑒𝑒𝑟 𝑔𝑟𝑜𝑢𝑝,𝑡-1 is industrymedian return in year t-1. Firms are categorized using three-digit SIC industry definitions.

RET_Idiosyn1

The lagged measure of RET_Idiosyn in the preceding year.

RSQ_Ind

The adjusted R-squared obtained from the model 𝑅𝐸𝑇 𝑖,𝑡 = 𝛼 0 + 𝛼 1 * 𝐼𝑅𝐸𝑇 𝑖,𝑡 + 𝛼 2 * 𝑀𝑅𝐸𝑇 + 𝜕 𝑖,𝑡 for each firm-year observation, where 𝑅𝐸𝑇 𝑖,𝑡 is the daily raw stock return for firm i in year t; 𝐼𝑅𝐸𝑇 𝐼,𝑡 is the median daily raw stock return of firm i's industry peers in year t; 𝑀𝑅𝐸𝑇 𝑖,𝑡 is the daily value-weighted market return in year t. Firms are categorized using three-digit SIC industry definitions.

RSQ_Earn

The adjusted R-squared obtained from the model 𝑅𝐸𝑇𝑈𝑅𝑁 𝑖,𝑡 = 𝛽 0 + 𝛽 1 * 𝐸𝐴𝑅𝑁 𝑖,𝑡 + 𝛽 2 * ∆𝐸𝐴𝑅𝑁 𝑖,𝑡 + 𝛾 𝑖,𝑡 over the preceding ten years for each firm-year observation, where 𝐸𝐴𝑅𝑁 𝑖,𝑡 and ∆𝐸𝐴𝑅𝑁 𝑖,𝑡 are the level and change of annual earnings of firm i in year t. Both 𝐸𝐴𝑅𝑁 𝑖,𝑡 and ∆𝐸𝐴𝑅𝑁 𝑖,𝑡 are scaled by the market value of equity at the beginning of year t.

ERC

The combined slope coefficients for "earnings response coefficient", obtained as the sum of the estimated regression coefficients of 𝐸𝐴𝑅𝑁 𝑖,𝑡 and ∆𝐸𝐴𝑅𝑁 𝑖,𝑡 , that is, 𝛽 1 + 𝛽 2 .