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Reminder from last time

• I suggest that you write notes for yourself that cover the following:
— What is/are the economic question(s) the paper is trying to answer? 

What is the paper’s “unique selling point” (USP), i.e. how does it 
move the literature forward?

— What is the empirical approach? Potential endogeneity issues & how 
does the paper address them?

— Data used & main results? Economic interpretation?
— What do you like about the paper?
— What could be improved / wasn’t clear to you?

Try to link in particular to things we discussed in the lectures. Also think 
about the way results are communicated (tables/figures/writing). 
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Economic question and the paper’s USP

• “Do CEOs matter?” – if the CEO is absent, how does that 
affect firm performance?

• USP: data that links CEO absences that are likely exogenous 
(due to hospital stays) to firm performance
— detailed info on medical conditions helps refine analysis
— more common than CEO deaths studied in other papers

• Can control for firm X CEO fixed effects, rather than just firm 
FE or CEO FE
— Why does it matter? 
Other studies not able to rule out “firm demand” effects as drivers 
(see pp. 1880; 1891/92) 
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Empirical approach and potential 
endogeneity issues
• Basic analysis very straightforward – descriptive statistics, 

figures and simple two-way fixed effects regressions
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(Median analysis often useful to show that 
differences not driven by outliers) 

Question: is this table the most 
effective way to communicate?



Empirical approach and potential 
endogeneity issues
• Graphical illustration of main effect:
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Thoughts on figures & matching?



Empirical approach and potential 
endogeneity issues
• Main regression table: Table IV
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Questions: 
• What do we learn from each column (1)-(6)?
• What “firm controls” are used? Are they sufficient?
• What role do the fixed effects play? Are there too few / too many perhaps?
• How are the standard errors clustered & why?
• How could this table be improved?



Empirical approach and potential 
endogeneity issues
• What are the potential endogeneity issues associated with 

the previous results & how do authors address them?

1. Maybe CEOs go to hospital because of firm’s performance (e.g. 
stress related)? Or “time their stay” to low-performance times
– show that future hospital stays not related to performance
– use diagnoses that are clearly not stress related / serious enough 

that a CEO would not want to delay

2. Length of hospital stay endogenous to how valuable the CEO’s 
presence at work is
– instrument for length of stay based on average length of stay by all 

patients
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Instrumental variable analysis

• Relevance condition?
• Exclusion restriction?
• Any comments on way results are presented & discussed?

8



Heterogeneity analysis

• Often, we try to learn about the “channels” behind an effect by 
testing how its strength varies across subsamples
— CEO characteristics
— Firm characteristics
— Industry characteristics

• Ways to do this:
— separately estimate regressions across subsamples – here
— use interaction terms

– in both cases, researcher “pre-selects” cuts of interest
— state-of-the-art: use machine learning to “let the data speak” (see 

e.g. Athey and Imbens, Annual Review of Economics 2019; 
Bryan, Karlan and Osman, AER 2024 for recent application)
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Heterogeneity analysis

• Subsample analysis is easy to interpret but we don’t know whether 
differences across groups are statistically significant

• Also, at least for CEO characteristics, could be that N Days is distributed 
differently and that the different coefficients reflect nonlinearities
— alternative: N Days fixed effects & interaction term (N Days X subsample)
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What I liked / what could be improved

• Writing is overall very good and clear. Especially introduction: 
every paragraph has a clear purpose & gets right to the point

• Setting is very clean – and yet authors manage to create 
some “tension” regarding potential endogeneity issues
— “building a strawman” (and then showing it doesn’t explain 

results) is often a helpful strategy
• Results are quite rich (heterogeneity, turnover, etc.)
• Paper also has balanced discussion on external validity

• Room for improvement: tables/figures (no “killer chart”)
• Less important: discussion of IV estimates & execution of 

heterogeneity analysis 
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Paper reading for next week

• If you have not seen diff-in-diff before, I recommend reading Section 7.6 of 
Verbeek or Section 4 of Roberts-Whited before reading this paper
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