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Abstract 
Firm characteristics influence systematic risk and, according to life cycle theory, these 

characteristics change over the life cycle following a predetermined pattern. Therefore, 

changes in systematic risk are expected following a predicted pattern. Given the different 

nature of companies and the different abilities of managers in various industries and 

different stages of the life cycle, it can be assumed that systematic risk in different 

industries and the ability to manage to affect this relationship. Therefore, the purpose of 

this paper is to investigate the systematic risk behavior over the life cycle and the 

moderating role of management ability. So, the systematic risk of 124 companies listed 

on the Stock Exchange during the years 2011-2017 and during different stages of the life 

cycle using three models of Anthony and Ramesh (1992), Dickinson (2010) and Saravia 

et al. (2016) and methodology Data were analyzed by simple regression and T-Student. 

The results show that corporate life cycle risk behaves differently in some industries such 

as basic steel and sugar and food industries except sugar. The management ability as a 

moderator relationship over the whole company rather than industry-level is effective in 

this relationship. 
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1. Introduction 

The study of systematic risk factors (market equity beta) is one of the most important 

accounting and financial companies (Hong And Sarkar,2007; Schlueter and Silver, 2014). 

Market participants widely use market equity beta for various purposes (Graham and 

Harvey, 2001; Groenewold And Fraser, 2000). According to portfolio theory, the relevant 

risk is systematic, and investors can reduce non-systematic risk through diversification. 

However, this risk is affected by several factors. To date, several determinants and 

influences on systematic risk have been identified in the relevant literature, including the 

effect of operational and financial risk (Gahlon And Gentry, 1982; Hamada, 1972), the 

effect of intrinsic business risk (Chung, 1989; Griffin and Dugan, 2003) and the effect of 

default and developmental authority (Hong and Sarkar, 2007). 

 Based on these studies, it can be stated that beta is a function of company 

characteristics such as asset structure, capital structure, and other characteristics. It is 

reasonable to expect the beta to conform to a specific pattern throughout the life cycle. 

According to company life cycle theory, the structure of corporate change is following a 

predictable pattern. It should also be noted that companies in the industry have a different 

predictable pattern, so it can be argued that each company, in each industry and during 

each stage of the life cycle of that industry can have different systematic risk and that 

changes over a pattern over the life cycle of the company. The management ability and 

characteristics in response to the company's acceptable level of risk in the capital market 

have always been discussed, especially after the financial crisis in the global financial 

markets. The US financial crisis between 2007-20078, the recent Greek debt crisis of 

2013-2010, and the financial crisis in the Iranian capital market changed attention to 

management and provided research area about management capabilities and provided his 

characteristics in dealing with company risks. A capable manager is a person who also 

shows his ability in terms of risk response very well. Also, to achieve the highest return 

during the company's life cycle, managers should have different functions and abilities 

during the life cycle stages. Risk has been studied in different studies, but no distinction 

is made between systematic and non-systematic risk. Also, in most studies that examine 

risk and life cycle, different industries are not considered. While in different industries, 

products with different technologies and competitiveness have different life cycles and 

risks. Due to the importance of systematic risk and lack of attention to the pattern of 

change during the life cycle in Iranian research, as well as different functions of managers 

in the life cycle and different industries, so in this research, we intend to examine the 

pattern of systematic risk change and the performance of managers in each industry 

during the life cycle of the company. In other words, this study seeks to answer the 

following questions 

1- How to change systematic risks during the life cycle of companies 

2- How to change systematic risks during the life cycle of different companies in one 

industry 

3- The effect of different life cycle models on the above relationships 

4- The moderating effect of management ability on how systematic risks change during 

the life cycle of companies in one industry 

 

2. Literature Review  
In the following, first, a brief explanation about systematic risk and the life cycle of 

the company and its models is given. Finally, the literature related to systematic risk 

during the life cycle of the company is reviewed. 

 

2.1. Systematic risk 

In financial knowledge and economics, the risk is divided into two categories: 
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systematic and non-systematic risk. Systematic risk is defined risk as a result of general 

market factors, and at the same time, affects the total price of securities in the financial 

market. One of the effective factors that create this type of risk is economical, political, 

and social developments such as exchange rate changes, business cycles, monetary and 

fiscal policies. Systematic or unavoidable risk is not specific to one or more companies. 

Still, it is related to the whole market, and among the factors affecting it can be macro 

government policies, exchange rate changes, inflation, business cycles, etc. According to 

the new stock portfolio theory, unsystematic risk can be eliminated, but the systemic risk 

remains. The beta index is an indicator for measuring systemic risk. However in studies 

such as Hill and Stone (1980); Mandelker And Rhee(1984); Mensah (1992); And Scotter 

and Sears (2014) have stated that this risk is also affected by the structure and 

characteristics of companies (operational, financial and inherent business risk). 

Companies' characteristics change during the life cycle, so we can expect that risk is 

related to the life cycle. First, a brief definition of the life cycle is presented, and then the 

relationship between these two variables is discussed.  

 

2.2. Life cycle 

One of the topics that have entered the various areas related to the company in the last 

decade is the life cycle of the company. According to company life cycle theory, 

companies' financial and other economic characteristics change over time according to a 

clear and predetermined pattern. This pattern was identified by leading economists such 

as Schumpeter (1943). The economist believes that a company starts at the beginning of 

its activity as an entrepreneur (in terms of innovation) and eventually ends like a company 

with bureaucratic management. To describe the life cycle, financial and non-financial 

characteristics related to the company are used, separating and classifying each stage from 

another stage in the company's life cycle stages. The following are four stages of a 

company's life cycle that are common in economic literature. 

 Startup stage: In this stage, the young company is small, and its owner is in the 

founders' hands (Stepanyan, 2012). Such companies have other characteristics such 

as high product innovation, informal organizational structure (Moores & Yuen, 

2001), low assets, low cash flows from operating activities, and profitability (Karami, 

and Amrani,2010). 

 Growth phase: In this step, the company's size is more expanded than the previous 

phase, and revenues increase. Most financial resources are invested in productive 

assets, and the company is flexible in terms of liquidity. In such companies, the 

investment return is higher than the weighted average cost of capital (Karami and 

Amrani,2010). 

 Maturity stage: The sales of companies in this stage are stable and financial 

resources are provided from within, and the assets are more than the growth stage. 

Due to sufficient liquidity, financing is done from within, and return on investment 

is equal to or greater than the rate of capital supply (Morse and Eun, 2001; Stepanyan, 

2012). 

 Declining stage(renewal/rebirth): In this stage, growth opportunities are very 

small, profitability, liquidity, and fulfillment of obligations are declining, and the 

company is in a very competitive environment, and due to low liquidity, financing 

from external sources is common, and return on investment is lower than the rate of 

financing (Morse and Eun, 2001; Stepanyan, 2012). 

 

 

2.2.1. Models for determining the life cycle stages of the company 

In studies such as Anthony and Ramesh (1992); Thanatawee (2011); Deangelo et al. 
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(2006); Dickinson (2010); Chen et al. (2012); Ramalingegowda et al. (2013) were used 

financial variables such as age, sales growth, capital expenditures, size, growth and 

investment opportunities, financial leverage, profit-sharing rate, cash flow pattern and 

capital structure for steps classification of the life cycle. The following are two common 

methods used in Iranian research to determine the company's life stages and a new method 

proposed in 2016. 

 

2.2.1.1.  Anthony and Ramesh Method (1992) 

Anthony and Ramesh (1992) use a criterion that combines the three criteria of financial 

statements "sales growth," "capital expenditures" and "dividend ratio" and "age" and 

divides the life cycle stages of companies into three stages of growth, maturity, and 

decline that are shown in the table below 

 
Table 1. Anthony and Ramesh (1992) life cycle model 

Life Cycle Stages Sales Growth Capital Expenditures Dividend Ratio Age 

growth high high low Low(young) 

Maturity  average average high Average(mature) 

decline low low low High(old) 

 

In this model, the company's age is used as an indicator of the life cycle, so that it is 

based on the assumption that the company goes through the stages of its life cycle 

uniformly. Companies can still enter the life cycle stages sequentially by using different 

product innovation methods, entering new markets, or making structural changes. It can 

be claimed that the life cycle is different from the age of the company. This method also 

assumes that the distribution of other classified variables is also uniform, and optional 

breakpoints should be considered to determine the life cycle. (Azad Amir et al., 2014). 

 

2.2.1.2. Dickinson Cash Flow Patterns Method 

In 2010, Dickinson grouped the company's life cycle stages using cash flow categories 

( including operating activities, investment, and financing), as shown in Table 2. In this 

method, companies are separated into life cycle stages independently and do not have 

Anthony and Ramesh's (1992) method. 

 
Table 2. Cash flow-based life cycle model - Azad Amir et al. (2014) 

Cash 

flows 
startup Growth Maturity Maturity Saturation Saturation Declining Declining 

The net 

cash flow 

of 

operating 

activities 

- + + - + + - - 

The net 

cash flow 

of 

investment 

activities 

- - - - + + + + 

The net 

cash flow 

of 

financing 

activities 

+ + - - + - + - 

 

2.2.1.3. Saravia et al. (2016) Life cycle model  

In 2016, Saravia and colleagues introduced a new model for the life cycle. They claim 
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that using a firm age variable can reduce the potential impact of omitted variables on 

economic results. Although these variables can be a good proxy for effective components 

during the company's life cycle, it isn't easy to quantify them. According to the company's 

age, they have expressed a new proxy for the life cycle components. They stated that the 

age variable is a suitable proxy for the life cycle and stated that the LN(FIRMAGE) is good 

for the early stages of the life cycle; 1/FIRMAGE is a good proxy development stage of 

the life cycle, and FIRMAGE2 can show the entry into decline. 

 

2.2.2. Systematic risk throughout the life cycle of the company 

Müller (1972, 2003) argued in his company life cycle theory that younger firms have 

better opportunities to grow and expand than mature firms. Companies usually start their 

life cycle with financial features such as negative free cash flow and constantly need 

external financing. In addition, younger companies are more likely to go bankrupt but are 

more likely to grow. Mature companies are characterized by a positive free cash flow that 

distributes their profits to their shareholders. Mature firms are more stable, diverse, with 

lower risk and uncertainty, indicating features such as less volatility in cash flows from 

operations and sales. As a result, according to this theory, mature firms are stronger than 

systematic shocks, and therefore their beta should be relatively low. In other studies such 

as Garcia et al. (2016), Saravia (2014); And Cervia and Cervia-Matos (2016) have shown 

that according to life cycle theory, the characteristics of younger companies are different 

from those of mature companies. Therefore, it is expected that young companies' beta 

will be different from that of mature companies. The beta of younger companies will have 

more beta due to the volatile growth and will gradually decrease. In other words, the beta 

is not stable. Beta instability over time means that retrospective market risk measures are 

not a good predictor of future risk. Identifying the effective relationship between 

accounting variables and market risk can lead to improved forecasting models for 

estimating future market risk. Financial models of risk (e.g., CAPM) do not consider the 

operational components and environmental conditions affecting risk (Alaghi, 2011). 

However, companies in different industries have different structures and characteristics, 

so it is expected that companies in different industries have different life cycles and 

systematic risk in different industries, and in each one of the stages of the industrial life 

cycle is to take different values. Therefore, the research hypothesis is expanded as 

follows. 

Hypothesis 1: The beta level of market equity varies over the life cycle of each 

industry. 

 

2.3. Managerial ability 

Companies go through three stages of growth, maturity, and decline in their life cycle. 

In the growth phase, despite the growth of sales and the achievement of unexpected 

profits, they bear a high commercial risk due to the ambiguity in the market's long-term 

reaction to products. The company's ability to generate cash flow and access to financial 

resources is required to invest in new products' research and development. At this stage, 

managers play an important role in achieving the company's goals by recognizing 

profitable investment opportunities and optimal resource allocation. In the next stage and 

entering the company into maturity, business risk is reduced. With the stabilization of the 

company's position in the market, sales stability, and cash inflows, the company's need 

for external financing is reduced. At this stage, the company has the appropriate 

investments during the growth period and responds to market needs. Technological 

changes and deviations from the previous year's performance are low (Nasim and 

Penman, 2001). At this stage, management's ability to achieve the goals by investing in 

projects with reasonable returns is so important. Their managers' motivations lead to 



 
 

Iranian 

Journal of 

Accounting, 

Auditing & 

Finance 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

6 

increased managerial ability, and managers with higher profit incentives will lead to 

greater returns for companies. (Tsui, 2018) .In the decline phase, the company faces 

declining sales and increased business risk, obsolescence of technology, and the 

companies' inability to provide New products. At this stage, if managers can maintain the 

efficiency of the company's processes and invest in profitable projects, the company will 

have to leave the industry and end operations. It should be noted that the ability of 

management has changed over time. In some stages of the life cycle, managers learn to 

increase efficiency and learning, achieve optimal ways to perform activities, and enter 

other stages by reducing general knowledge to destruction (Agarwal and Gort, 2002). By 

using their skills and abilities and being aware of the company's life cycle, management 

can reduce operational and financial risks. According to previous research (Mendelker 

and Rahi, 1984; Scotter & Severs, 2014), reducing these risks affects systematic risk. 

Paying attention to the life cycle makes it possible to control environmental stimuli related 

to the company's life stages that cause companies' same strategic reactions and separate 

management ability from these specific environmental factors ( Hambrick and Mason, 

1984). Life cycle stages describe stimuli from the external environment (such as the 

commodity market) and stimuli from the internal environment (such as the company's 

life) and include a set of features that affect The company’s specific strategies (Jawaher 

and McLaughlin, 2001). Therefore, it is expected that the ability to manage the 

moderating effect on the relationship between risk and life cycle, so the research 

hypotheses are: 

Research Hypothesis 2: Management performance moderates the relationship 

between systematic risk and life cycle. 

 

3. Research Methodology 
3.1. Statistical population 

This research population is all stock exchange companies that are more than 5 years 

old, and their 60-month returns are available during the years 2011-2018. Banks, financial 

services and insurance companies, and intermediaries and financial companies whose 

fiscal year was not March 20 have been eliminated. According to the above cases, the 

number of companies surveyed is 864 company -year. After collecting the data, it was 

analyzed using Excel and Eviews software. 

 

3.2. Research method 

The present study method is inductive and post-event (using past information), and its 

statistical method cross-sectional. To analyze the data, first, the companies are located in 

6 industries. They are classified into emergence, growth, maturity, and decline stages 

using differentiating variables and finally using T-STUDENT statistical methods and 

Simple regression tests the research hypothesis. In order to determine the life cycle stages, 

the three methods of Anthony and Ramesh (1992), Dickinson (2010), and Cervia et al. 

(2016) have been used. Cervia et al. (2016) model to investigate beta change over the life 

cycle is: 

𝛽𝑖𝑡 = 𝛼0 + 𝛼1𝑓𝑖𝑟𝑚𝑎𝑔𝑒𝑖𝑡 + 𝛼2𝑔𝑟𝑜𝑤𝑡ℎ𝑖𝑡 + 𝛼3𝑏𝑢𝑠𝑖𝑛𝑒𝑠𝑠𝑟𝑖𝑠𝑘𝑖𝑡

+ 𝛼4𝑓𝑖𝑛𝑎𝑛𝑐𝑖𝑎𝑙𝑙𝑒𝑣𝑒𝑟𝑎𝑔𝑒𝑖𝑡 + 𝛼5𝑜𝑝𝑒𝑟𝑎𝑡𝑖𝑛𝑔𝑟𝑖𝑠𝑘𝑖𝑡 + 𝛼6𝑓𝑖𝑟𝑚𝑠𝑖𝑧𝑒𝑖𝑡

+ 𝛼7𝑔𝑟𝑜𝑤𝑡ℎ𝑜𝑝𝑡𝑖𝑜𝑛𝑠𝑖𝑡 + ∑ 𝜃𝑡𝑇𝑖𝑚𝑒𝑖𝑡

𝜏−1

𝑡=1

+ 𝜀1𝑖𝑡 

Where: 

𝛽𝑖𝑡  is the equity beta (systematic risk) derived from the market model. The first 

independent variable 𝑓𝑖𝑟𝑚𝑎𝑔𝑒𝑖𝑡 shows the age of the company i at time t. According to 

the literature review, it is predicted that systematic risk decreases over the life cycle. The 
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second independent is the growth variable equal to the percentage change in the company 

i from -1 t to t. Gahlen and Gentry (1982), decomposition of the beta model, believe that 

an increase in income reduces systematic risk, so systematic risk is expected to have a 

negative relationship with growth. The next variable 𝑏𝑢𝑠𝑖𝑛𝑒𝑠𝑠𝑟𝑖𝑠𝑘𝑖𝑡  represents the 

inherent business risk of firm i at time t and is obtained by obtaining the standard deviation 

of the percentage change in annual net sales during the 5 years prior to year t. According 

to the research literature, systematic risk increases (decreases) as business risk increases 

(decreases) (Chung, 1989; Scotter & Severs, 2014). The fourth explanatory variable 

shows the financial leverage of company i at time t. It is obtained by dividing the book 

value of the debt by the total market value of the equity and the debt's book value. Like 

the Hamada (1972) research in which researchers identified a positive relationship 

between the two variables, a positive relationship is expected in this article as well. The 

next variable of this research.” 𝑜𝑝𝑒𝑟𝑎𝑡𝑖𝑛𝑔𝑟𝑖𝑠𝑘𝑖𝑡” is the operational risk of a company i 

at time t, which is obtained through the standard deviation of the percentage of changes 

in operational cash 5 years before time t. The firm's operational risk increases operational 

cash flow volatility, leading to a higher market equity beta (systematic risk) (Chung, 

1989; Schelloter & Sears, 2014). The sixth determinant of systematic risk in the model is 

the company's size, which is obtained through the natural logarithm of the company's 

sales. Larger companies have less systematic risk. The last independent variable is the 

growth options of the company i in year t. Hong and Sarkar (2007) showed that market 

equity beta is a function of increasing growth options, and therefore in this study, we 

consider a positive relationship between these two variables. Given that Q-Investment 

Theory states that investment opportunities with Q-Tobin increase (Jovanovic and 

Russeau, 2002) in this study, Q-Tobin is an indicator for measuring authority (options). 

Also, in order to control the effects of macroeconomics, which is the same for all 

companies, the time variable has been used. 

 

4. Results of the research 
4.1. Descriptive statistics 

The table below shows the number of companies in each industry and the life cycle 

stages. As can be seen, the largest number of companies during the year 2011-2018 is 

related to the automotive industry (32 companies) and non-metallic minerals industry (21 

companies). Also, the pharmaceutical industry had the lowest number of companies (12 

companies). 

 
Table 3. Descriptive statistics 

 Industry N 

0 Other 11 

1 automotive industry 32 

2 Chemical 17 

3 Medicinal 12 

4 Metals 13 

5 Sugar And Food Except for Sugar Industry 18 

6 Non-Metallic Mineral 21 

 Total 124 
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The table below shows the average of each variable in each industry. The youngest 

companies are related to the automotive industry and non-metallic minerals (35 and 35.4 

years). Therefore, it is expected that these industries' systematic risk will be higher than 

in other industries. Industries with larger companies are also expected to have less 

systematic risk because larger companies can deal with company risks rather than smaller 

companies. According to Table 4, the automotive industry is larger (6.24). The highest 

average operational risk is related to the automotive industry, and the non-metallic 

mineral industry has the lowest operational risk. 

 

4.2. Inferential statistics 

4.2.1. Hypothesis test No. (1) 

In order to investigate the differences between systematic risk over the life cycle of 

each industry, three methods of Anthony and Ramesh (1992), Dickinson (2010), and 

Sarvia et al. (2016) have been used. According to Anthony and Ramesh (1992), there is 

no significant difference in various industries at different stages of the systematic risk life 

cycle.  

In Dickinson's (2010) method, industry, the risk decreases during maturity (T-Value-

2.467) in the metals industry, and there is a significant difference with the growth period 

in terms of systematic risk.  

In the” sugar and food except for the sugar industry “industry, the risk increases during 

the Saturation period, and the difference with the maturity period is significant (T-Value 

= 17.812). According to the study of Grenold and Froster (2000) and Kim (1993), which 

stated that 5 years is a reasonable period for systematic risk estimation, the 5-year beta 

index was also used as a systematic risk index. The results show that in Anthony and 

Ramesh (1992) method in the non-metallic mineral industry, the systematic risk during 

the growth period is higher than maturity (T-Value = 1.935). According to Dickinson's 

(2010) method in the chemical industry, systematic risk during growth is greater than 

maturity (T-Value = 2.511). Sadati Meidani and Gharazi (2016) also showed in their research 

that the maturity and growth stage has a significant relationship with company risk, and 

other states do not have a significant relationship with company risk. However, they 

ignored the different industries (Tables 5 and 6). Sarvia et al.'s (2016) method show no 

significant difference between systematic risk in all other industries except the metals 

industry. In the metals industry, systematic risk is higher in younger companies (P-Value 

= 0.0245). After entering the growth stage, their risk gradually decreases (P-Value = 

0.0155) and in the maturity stage(P-Value = 0.0358) and even in the decline stage of this 

industry(P-Value = 0.0489), the risk of companies in such industries reaches a minimum. 

The reduction of risk in the period of decline, which is contrary to the results of Saravia 

et al. (2016), is because a major part of the metals market is global markets; In other 

words, companies supplying metals are usually very strong exporters, and this has caused 

the state of global markets to affect the business situation of these companies. According 

to the statistics and analysis provided, it seems that an increase in prices will accompany 

the price of metals in 2018. This indicates that companies supplying base metals whose 

products are sold in foreign markets will have a reasonable increase in profitability. 

Therefore, it can be said that their systematic risk decreases even in the period of decline 

(Table 7) 

 

4.2.2. Hypothesis test No. (2)  

In this hypothesis, we want to identify the impact of managerial ability on the 

company's life cycle stages' systematic risk relationship. Entering the mediator variable 

did not affect the overall results observed before. This means that the effect of other 

variables on risk is more than the managerial ability. However, it can not be said that the 
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ability to manage does not affect this relationship, and other variables should be 

considered. However, when examined separately in the industry (the model was fitted at 

the level of all companies), it was shown that managerial ability as a moderating 

relationship in the early stages of a company's life is very important and has a reducing 

effect on the relationship. 

 

5. Conclusions and Suggestions 
This study examines the systematic risk over the company's life cycle and the role of 

the moderating variable of managerial ability. Past research has shown that systematic 

risk is a function of firm characteristics such as asset structure, capital structure, and other 

characteristics. Therefore it can be argued that beta changes over the life cycle of the firm. 

Due to the different nature of industries, this study has been conducted at the industry 

level and per three methods of determining the life cycle. The results showed that in 

Anthony and Ramesh's (1992) method and Dickinson's (2010), except for the sugar and 

food except for the sugar industry, the risk increases during the saturation. The difference 

with maturity is significant. (T-Value = 17.812), in other industries, different betas in the 

life cycle did not differ significantly. Sarvia et al.'s (2016) method used a different method 

than the previous two methods. There is no significant difference between systematic risk 

in all other industries except the metals industry. In domestic and foreign studies, 

systematic risk has not been presented separately for industries. However, in the field 

research, Sadati Meidani and Gharazi (2016) showed a significant relationship between 

company risk in the stage of maturity and growth. Finally, it was shown that the 

managerial ability as a moderating relationship is very important in the early stages of the 

company's life and has a reducing effect on the relationship while in other stages, this 

effect is increasing. But it does not affect the results when considered in different 

industries. This may be due to low companies in each industry and the lack of 

consideration of other variables such as risk management. Mashayekhi and Haji Azimi 

(2016) showed that a positive and significant relationship between managers' ability and 

company performance is observed only in the growth and maturity stages. This research 

is useful for professional activists and researchers. Corporate executives, investors, and 

other stakeholders often use beta estimates of market equity when making decisions to 

calculate the cost of capital for a particular project or valuation models calculated to buy 

another company. Researchers use it in event studies to measure abnormal returns and to 

test asset pricing models. In each of these cases, determining beta and instantaneous 

behavior is useful in order to modify the systematic risk assessment. 
 



 
 

The 

systematic 

risk 

behavior in 

the life cycle 

stages of 

companies 

and the 

moderating 

effect of 

managerial 

ability 
 
 
 

11 



 
 

Iranian 

Journal of 

Accounting, 

Auditing & 

Finance 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

12 



 
 

The 

systematic 

risk 

behavior in 

the life cycle 

stages of 

companies 

and the 

moderating 

effect of 

managerial 

ability 
 
 
 

13 



 
 

Iranian 

Journal of 

Accounting, 

Auditing & 

Finance 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

14 



 
 

The 

systematic 

risk 

behavior in 

the life cycle 

stages of 

companies 

and the 

moderating 

effect of 

managerial 

ability 
 
 
 

15 

 



 
 

Iranian 

Journal of 

Accounting, 

Auditing & 

Finance 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

16 

References  
Agarwal, R. and Gort, M. (2002). Firm and product life cycles and firm 

survival. American Economic Review, 92(2), 184-190. 

https://www.jstor.org/stable/3083399 

Alaghi, K. (2011). Financial leverage and systematic risk. African Journal of Business 

Management, 5(15), 6648-6650. Doi: 10.5897/AJBM11.335 

Andreou, P.C. Ehrlich, D. and Christodoulos, L. (2013). Managerial Ability and Firm 

Performance: Evidence from the Global Financial Crisis. Available online: 

http://www.efmaefm.org 

Anthony, J.H. and Ramesh, K. (1992). Association between accounting performance 

measures and stock prices: A test of the life cycle hypothesis. Journal of Accounting 

and Economics, 15(2-3), 203-227. https://doi.org/10.1016/0165-4101(92)90018-W 
Azad Amir, M.H. Ghaderi, Gh. and Soltanpour, W. (2014). Determining the Life Cycle Using Cash Flow 

Patterns resulted from  Cash Flow Statement. The First National Conference on Management and 

Accounting in the New World of Business. Economics and Culture.1-11. (In Persian) 

Brown, G. and Kapadia, N. (2007). Firm-specific risk and equity market 

development. Journal of Financial Economics, 84(2), 358-388. 

https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jfineco.2006.03.003 
Chen, Y.R. Cheng, C.S. and Huang, Y.L. (2012). Value of cash holdings: The impact of cash from 

operating, investment and financing activities. 

https://papers.ssrn.com/sol3/papers.cfm?abstract_id=1985476 

Chung, K.H. (1989). The impact of the demand volatility and leverages on the systematic risk of common 

stocks. Journal of Business Finance & Accounting, 16(3), 343-360. Doi: 10.1111/j.1468-

5957.1989.tb00023.x 

DeAngelo, H. DeAngelo, L. and Stulz, R.M. (2006). Dividend policy and the 

earned/contributed capital mix: a test of the life-cycle theory. Journal of Financial 

Economics, 81(2), 227-254. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jfineco.2005.07.005 

Ferreira, M.A. and Laux, P.A. (2007). Corporate governance, idiosyncratic risk, and 

information flow. The Journal of Finance, 62(2), 951-989. 

https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1540-6261.2007.01228.x 

Fink, J. Fink, K. and He, H. (2010). Idiosyncratic volatility measures and expected return. 

Available at SSRN: https://papers.ssrn.com/sol3/papers.cfm?abstract_id=1692315 

Gahlon, J.M. and Gentry, J.A. (1982). On the relationship between systematic risk and 

the degrees of operating and financial leverage. Financial Management,11(2) ,15-

23. https://doi.org/10.2307/3665021  

Garcia, C. Saravia, J.A. and Yepes, D.A. (2016). The weighted average cost of capital 

over the life-cycle of the firm: is the overinvestment problem of mature firms 

intensified by a higher WACC?. Available at 

SSRN: https://ssrn.com/abstract=2695102 or http://dx.doi.org/10.2139/ssrn.26951

02 

Goyal, A. and Santa‐Clara, P. (2003). Idiosyncratic risk matters!. The Journal of 

Finance, 58(3), 975-1007. https://www.jstor.org/stable/3094569 

Graham, J.R. and Harvey, C.R. (2001). The theory and practice of corporate finance: 

Evidence from the field. Journal of financial economics, 60(2-3), 187-243. 

https://doi.org/10.1016/S0304-405X(01)00044-7 

Griffin, H.F. and Dugan, M.T. (2003). Systematic risk and revenue volatility. Journal of Financial 

Research, 26(2), 179-189. https://doi.org/10.1111/1475-6803.00053 

Groenewald, N. and Fraser, P. (2000). Forecasting Beta: How Well Does the ‘Five‐Year 

Rule of Thumb’Do?. Journal of Business Finance & Accounting, 27(7‐8), 953-982. 

https://doi.org/10.1111/1468-5957.00341 

Hamada, R.S. (1972). The effect of the firm's capital structure on the systematic risk of 

common stocks. The Journal of Finance, 27(2), 435-452. 

http://www.efmaefm.org/
https://doi.org/10.1016/0165-4101(92)90018-W
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jfineco.2006.03.003
https://papers.ssrn.com/sol3/papers.cfm?abstract_id=1985476
https://www.researchgate.net/deref/http%3A%2F%2Fdx.doi.org%2F10.1111%2Fj.1468-5957.1989.tb00023.x?_sg%5B0%5D=CfoK9Ka2yQWicBaxSoMYCa2hZHyGgdg3fAWP8tyJvB0zFfL2RtwL6f1XHI0I7-U6qu-1zaVMhVPLGY4CNYkBvckbUg.j-1g0zk3NbPZ4HT6ikxRMPFml6dyFyPCJAU60Zk_3L9ipxpHu_fFgUXzCiPe-dbAkrhFkt30JQmEsSXXCtojfg
https://www.researchgate.net/deref/http%3A%2F%2Fdx.doi.org%2F10.1111%2Fj.1468-5957.1989.tb00023.x?_sg%5B0%5D=CfoK9Ka2yQWicBaxSoMYCa2hZHyGgdg3fAWP8tyJvB0zFfL2RtwL6f1XHI0I7-U6qu-1zaVMhVPLGY4CNYkBvckbUg.j-1g0zk3NbPZ4HT6ikxRMPFml6dyFyPCJAU60Zk_3L9ipxpHu_fFgUXzCiPe-dbAkrhFkt30JQmEsSXXCtojfg
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jfineco.2005.07.005
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1540-6261.2007.01228.x
https://doi.org/10.2307/3665021
https://ssrn.com/abstract=2695102
https://dx.doi.org/10.2139/ssrn.2695102
https://dx.doi.org/10.2139/ssrn.2695102
https://doi.org/10.1016/S0304-405X(01)00044-7
https://doi.org/10.1111/1475-6803.00053
https://doi.org/10.1111/1468-5957.00341


 
 

The 

systematic 

risk 

behavior in 

the life cycle 

stages of 

companies 

and the 

moderating 

effect of 

managerial 

ability 
 
 
 

17 

https://doi.org/10.2307/2978486  

Hambrick, D.C. and Mason, P.A. (1984). Upper echelons: The organization as a reflection of its 

top managers. Academy of management review, 9(2), 193-206. 
https://doi.org/10.2307/258434  

Hill, N.C. and Stone, B.K. (1980). Accounting betas, systematic operating risk, and financial leverage: A 

risk-composition approach to the determinants of systematic risk. Journal of Financial and 

Quantitative Analysis, 15(3), 595-637. https://doi.org/10.2307/2330401  

Hong, G. and Sarkar, S. (2007). Equity systematic risk (beta) and its 

determinants. Contemporary Accounting Research, 24(2), 423-466. 

https://doi.org/10.1506/8187-56KM-6511-Q532 

Jawahar, I.M. and McLaughlin, G.L. (2001). Toward a descriptive stakeholder theory: 

An organizational life cycle approach. Academy of management review, 26(3), 397-

414. https://doi.org/10.2307/259184  
Jovanovic, B. and Rousseau, P.L. (2002). The Q-Theory of Mergers. The American Economic Review .92(2), 

198-204. https://www.aeaweb.org/articles?id=10.1257/000282802320189249 

Karami, Gh.R. and Amrani, H. (2010). The effect of corporate life cycle on the relevance 

of risk and performance criteria. Financial accounting research, 2(3), 49-63. (In 

Persian). 
Kim, D. (1993). The extent of nonstationarity of beta. Review of Quantitative Finance and Accounting, 3(2), 

241-254. https://link.springer.com/article/10.1007/BF02407008 

Mandelker, G.N. and Rhee, S.G. (1984). The impact of the degrees of operating and 

financial leverage on systematic risk of common stock. Journal of financial and 

quantitative analysis, 19(1), 45-57. https://doi.org/10.2307/2331000  

Mensah, Y.M. (1992). Adjusted accounting beta, operating leverage and financial 

leverage as determinants of market beta: a synthesis and empirical 

evaluation. Review of Quantitative Finance and Accounting, 2(2), 187-203. 

https://link.springer.com/article/10.1007/BF00243802 

Moores, K. and Yuen, S. (2001). Management accounting systems and organizational configuration: a life-cycle 

perspective. Accounting, Organizations and Society, 26(4-5), 351-389. 
https://doi.org/10.1016/S0361-3682(00)00040-4 

Mueller, D.C. (1972). A life cycle theory of the firm. The Journal of Industrial 

Economics, 20(3),199-219. https://doi.org/10.2307/2098055  

Mueller, D.C. (2003). The corporation: investment, mergers, and growth. Routledge. 

Ramalingegowda, S. Wang, C.S. and Yu, Y. (2013). The role of financial reporting 

quality in mitigating the constraining effect of dividend policy on investment 

decisions. The accounting review, 88(3), 1007-1039. 

https://papers.ssrn.com/sol3/papers.cfm?abstract_id=2195739 
Sadati Meidani, Z. and Gharazi, H. (2016). The Moderating Effect of Investment 

Tendency on the Relationship between Life Cycle and Corporate Risk, First 

National Conference of Modern Iranian and World Research in Management. 

Economics and Accounting and Humanities, Shiraz, Shooshtar University of 

Applied Sciences, https://www.civilica.com/Paper-MEAHBTM40-EAHBTM043-

11.html. (In Persian) 

Saravia, J.A. (2014). The lifecycle of the firm, corporate governance and investment 

performance. Documentos de trabajo Economía y Finanzas 11(2-1), 212-226. 

https://papers.ssrn.com/sol3/papers.cfm?abstract_id=2390124 
Saravia, J.A. and Saravia-Matus, S. (2016). Corporate Governance and Transaction Cost Economics: A 

Study of the Equity Governance Structure. The Corporate Board: Role, Duties & Composition, 

12(1) 33-44. Doi: 10.22495/cbv12i1art4 

Saravia, J.A. Garcia, C. and Almonacid, P.M. (2016). The Determinants of Systematic Risk: A Firm Life-

cycle Perspective. Available at 

https://doi.org/10.2307/2978486
https://doi.org/10.2307/258434
https://doi.org/10.2307/2330401
https://doi.org/10.1506/8187-56KM-6511-Q532
https://doi.org/10.2307/259184
https://doi.org/10.2307/2331000
https://doi.org/10.1016/S0361-3682(00)00040-4
https://doi.org/10.2307/2098055
https://www.researchgate.net/deref/http%3A%2F%2Fdx.doi.org%2F10.22495%2Fcbv12i1art4?_sg%5B0%5D=JcUdDutgQjd6bVoFVSPS0HnrMZqY7vXPA7n7olo4DT3BKALC5_1Wma0TzNndEtQnApxZkpZ-BKc4kyvlWFklu4MhNg.rAqs1fnm4sLe7qozNYhDiwVGMKDC4u0hpfiMk1_sk1jjje331x7PThR1_iO81mDeKowZrSaB_Dtkv1hRpCz47A


 
 

Iranian 

Journal of 

Accounting, 

Auditing & 

Finance 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

18 

SSRN: https://ssrn.com/abstract=2905762 or http://dx.doi.org/10.2139/ssrn.290576

2 

Schlueter, T. and Sievers, S. (2014). Determinants of market beta: the impacts of firm-

specific accounting figures and market conditions. Review of Quantitative Finance 

and Accounting, 42(3), 535-570. https://link.springer.com/article/10.1007/s11156-

013-0352-1 

Schumpeter, J.A. (1943). Capitalism, Socialism and Democracy. London: George Allen & Unwin 

Ltd. 

Stepanyan, G.G. (2012). Revisiting firm life cycle theory for new directions in finance. 

IÉSEG School of Management (LEM-CNRS) Socle de la Grande Arche. Available 

at 

SSRN: https://ssrn.com/abstract=2126479 or http://dx.doi.org/10.2139/ssrn.21264

79 

Thanatawee, Y. (2011). Life-cycle theory and free cash flow hypothesis: Evidence from 

dividend policy in Thailand. International Journal of Financial Research, 2(2), 52-

60. https://papers.ssrn.com/sol3/papers.cfm?abstract_id=1872686 

Tsui, D. (2018). Value-risk tradeoffs and managerial incentives. Available at SSRN: 

https://ssrn.com/abstract=2685369 
 

https://ssrn.com/abstract=2905762
https://dx.doi.org/10.2139/ssrn.2905762
https://dx.doi.org/10.2139/ssrn.2905762
https://ssrn.com/abstract=2126479
https://dx.doi.org/10.2139/ssrn.2126479
https://dx.doi.org/10.2139/ssrn.2126479
https://papers.ssrn.com/sol3/papers.cfm?abstract_id=1872686

