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Abstract: Purpose: This study's primary objective was to demonstrate a link between managerial 

traits and their significant impact on the financial performance of NIFTY 50-listed firms. These traits 

were age, gender, educational background, total time spent working. These criteria were seen as 

independent of the investigation. Design/ Method/ Approach: The data were collected from the 

official company websites, where the financial reports of the company have been published for the 

common people's access, and the traits of the management in terms of age, gender, and educational 

qualification have been covered from the Nifty 50 company’s websites. Findings: Regression 

analysis in terms of the multiple linear regression method has been applied to highlight the different 

managerial traits, i.e., gender as a trait of management personnel, that have a significant impact on 

the financial performance of the Nifty 50 companies, i.e., ROE and ROA. Originality/ Value: This 

study provided meaningful insights in terms of the different human traits that are prevailing in the 

management officials, which have a significant impact on the management decisions on the various 

parameters and have a significant impact on the financial performance of the companies in the Nifty 

50. 

Keywords: financial performance; managerial traits; nifty 50 companies; tenure of managers; age of 

managers; gender of managers 

 

1. Introduction 

The top management staff focus on individual tasks and team goals and provide strategic 

guidance for achieving the organization's overarching goal, while the company's managers are 

responsible for giving the go-ahead for these initiatives and making decisions that are crucial to the 

company's vision and direction (Auden, W.C., et.al., 2006). In a company's daily planning, 

innovation, cost-cutting, and strategic direction, managers act as a filtering mechanism or mirror 

image, influencing how employees view and interpret facts in accordance with their own cognitive 

habits and beliefs (Habersang, S., et.al., 2019). Researchers generally agreed that a manager's skills 

and aptitude have some bearing on a company's success, but there are still several schools of thought 

that offer little evidenced as to which management skills are most important for a company's 

performance (Berlew, D. E., & Hall, D. T., 1966). This raised the question of whether a manager's 

character attributes are crucial to a company's success in the cutthroat business environment of today. 

Although the subject of this study is not entirely novel, there are a few aspects that set it apart from 

other studies (Waddock, S., & McIntosh, M., 2009). 
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The relationship between the agent and the principle is explained by agency theory. Top 

managers are viewed as agents rather than principals as compared to shareholders. Since the agent 

is said to be self-interested, the manager's aims and interests may differ from those of the owners 

(Bendickson, J., et.al., 2016). It is predicated on the fundamental notion that, in the absence of an 

effective governance structure to protect the interests of the owners, agents would act selfishly and 

use their better knowledge of the company or of marketing to their own benefit (Isaac Mostovicz, E., 

et.al., 2011). The theory's proponents assert that losses occur when agents fail to act or respond in a 

way that would be advantageous to the shareholders (Jensen, M. C., 2005). 

Despite this, the interests of the owners would only be optimally served if the managers did not 

simultaneously hold the positions of chairman and chief executive officer or if, as a result of a 

carefully thought-out incentive structure, the managers' interests were congruent with those of the 

shareholders (Denis, D. J., & Denis, D. K., 1994). Managers are viewed as genuine, collectivist, and 

accountable for the organization's resources under the stewardship paradigm (Caldwell, C., et.al., 

2008). 

2. Materials and Methods 

2.1. Age of Managers and its Impact on Organization’s Performance 

The literature has extensively covered the importance of the manager's age in relation to the 

firm's success. Researchers claimed that senior managers lack the mental and physical agility of their 

younger counterparts and are less risk-averse (Herrmann, P., & Datta, D. K., 2005). This is in line with 

the assertion made by MacCrimmon and Wehrung in 1990 that an executive's risk aversion will 

increase with age. Typically, they choose steady income over lucrative but risky business ventures. 

Senior managers are also less inclined to accept new changes since they struggle to come up with 

novel ideas (Maitlis, S., & Sonenshein, S., 2010). For the purpose of determining how ageing impacts 

a company's financial success, several academic research have been carried out. The success of a firm 

is favourably connected with a manager's age, tenure, ownership, financial education, and 

professional experience. They also found that managers who have held onto their positions for a long 

time, are older, and have a high degree of ownership perform better (Maitlis, S., & Sonenshein, S., 

2010). 

2.2. Gender of Managers and its Impact on Organization’s Performance 

Gender diversity is an issue that is discussed more frequently today in both political discourse 

and literary works. Nations have started to set quotas requiring a certain percentage of women to be 

selected for the board of directors. They argue that women should be given the chance to work in 

managerial roles in the company (Einarsdottir, U. D., et.al., 2018). There is a link between gender 

diversity and business performance. Women usually employ a range of decision-making techniques 

when it comes to investing, which tends to strengthen the board's oversight duties (Rao, K., & Tilt, 

C., 2016). However, despite being aware of potential investment opportunities, males tend to trade 

excessively and invest more confidently than women (Odean, T., 1999). 

2.3. Tenure of Managers and its Impact on Organization’s Performance 

Academics' perspectives on how managerial tenure impacts business performance vary. While 

some of them claim there is no relationship between management tenure and company success, 

others claim there is a direct link between executive duration and business performance (He, L. 2008). 

Managers who have been with a company for a longer amount of time are better equipped to 

comprehend its effective strategy (Adams, R., et.al., 2009), since they have access to more information, 

power, and experience. This could enable people to exercise better control in challenging 

circumstances. The success of the business will therefore rise with long-term managers. It has been 

noted a favourable relationship between managers' tenure and environmental performance (Kanter, 

R. M., 2017). 
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2.4. Review on Organization’s Financial Performance 

The value of the company's cash may vary depending on its size. As the company gets more 

prosperous and successful, it expands in size (Acs, Z. J., et.al., 1997). Large firms frequently have 

more consistent cash flows. Although it is generally accepted that large corporations are "too big to 

fail," the argument that this may not always be the case (Grullon, G., et.al., 2018). Economies of scale, 

or the money made by lowering manufacturing costs per unit as output levels rise, benefit large 

businesses. Companies are sized using the natural logarithm (Ln) of their total assets (Asongu, S. A., 

& Odhiambo, N. M. 2019). 

2.5. Problem Identification of the Study 

The key reason of this research was to determine if the managers' age, gender, educational 

background, tenure in the firm, and tenure as managers explain the cross-sectional predictability of 

anticipated returns on performance, this study employed the parameters for performance indicators, 

i.e., return on assets (ROA) and return on equity (ROE) (Kulich, C., et.al. 2011). The researcher has 

adopted the methodology and testing methods of prior research, such as those by Fama and French 

(1992), making revisions where appropriate in order to compare our results with those of other 

studies on this issue and to be consistent with the underlying theory of portfolio models. 

2.6. Hypothesis and Objectives of the Research 

A hypothesis is a claim that is made to test a theory or presupposition. It is a clear, verifiable 

prediction of the findings from the study as determined by the researchers (Hawkesworth, M., 2015). 

The two variables that are frequently suggested to be associated with a hypothesis are the 

independent variable and the dependent variable. The following is a list of the hypotheses that were 

taken into account for this investigation: 

H01: There is no significant impact of managers Traits on the overall performance of NIFTY 50 

listed companies with reference to Return on Assets (ROA) parameters. 

H02: There is no significant impact of managers Traits on the overall performance of NIFTY 50 

listed companies with reference to Return on Equity (ROE) parameters. 

The measures for assessing the financial performance of these NIFTY 50 listed enterprises are 

return on assets (ROA) and return on equity (ROE) for the few (five) financial years commencing in 

2017–18 and ending in 2021–2022, from the NIFTY 50 Index. The goal is to examine how the 

characteristics of the managers affect the performance of NIFTY 50 listed firms while taking into 

account the following elements: Return on equity as well as return on assets: 

2.7. Sampling Plan of the Research 

Table 1. Sampling Plan of the Research. 

Sampling Technique Snowball Sampling 

Elements of Sample 

Independent Variables: Traits of Managers: Age, Gender, Experience as a 

Managers and Total Experience as a Managers. 

Dependent Variables: Return on Assets (ROA) and Return on Equity 

(ROE) 

Sampling Size 

Independent Variable: All (27) NIFTY 50 Companies listed Companies 

Managers Traits. 

Dependent Variable: Financial Excellence of NIFTY 50 listed companies 

for last five years i.e., 2017 – 2018 to 2021 – 2022. 

Target Population 

Independent Variable: All the company Managers data in terms of their 

traits. 

Dependent Variable: All Financial Performance Parameters of NIFTY 50 

listed companies for the last five years, i.e., 2017–2018 to 2021–2022. 
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2.8. Limitations of the Research 

The study has been limited to the four primary characteristics of the managers of NIFTY 50 listed 

businesses, namely age, gender, tenure in the company, and tenure as a manager (Manna, A., et.al., 

2016). The financial performance of NIFTY 50 companies listed with the limited parameters that were 

taken into account, i.e., return on assets (ROA) and return on equity (ROE), has been considered the 

control signal to check the impact of independent variables that have been taken into account under 

this study (Tandon, K., et.al., 2016). To determine the influence of managerial traits, i.e., age, gender, 

and tenure in the company, on the Nifty 50’s selected companies' overall financial performance, the 

outcomes of the study were only examined for a small subset of managerial traits. As a result, the 

outcomes may vary if researchers apply this research to different indexed firms throughout the globe. 

In addition, the analysis was only carried out from the 2017–2018 fiscal year to the 2022–2023 fiscal 

year. As a result, if researchers do more research to investigate how manager traits affect the total 

financial success of NIFTY 50 listed businesses, the outcomes may vary. 

3. Results 

Table 2. Correlation and Regression Result for Impact of Managers Traits on Financial Performance 

(ROA) of NIFTY 50 Listed Companies. 

 
Note: Result (**) significant impact of particular managerial traits of managers from the Nifty 50 

companies on their financial performance in terms of ROA (Return on Assets). 

H01: There is no significant impact of managers Traits on the overall performance of NIFTY 50 

listed companies with reference to Return on Assets (ROA) parameters 

H11: There is significant impact of managers Traits on the overall performance of NIFTY 50 listed 

companies with reference to Return on Assets (ROA) parameters. 

Regression line in the context of Impact of Managerial traits on the financial performance (ROA) 

of the Nifty 50 companies. 

Yi = α + β1X1 + β2X2 + β3X3 + β4X4 + ϵi 

Y (ROA) = α + β1(Gender of managers) + β2 (Total Tenure in Company by managers) + β3 

(Tenure as a managers) + β4 (Age of managers) + ϵi 

Y (ROA) = -3.780 - 0.331 (Gender of managers) + 0.160 (Total Tenure in Company by managers) 

+ 0. 335 (Tenure as a managers) + 0.014 (Age of managers) + ϵi  

Y (ROA) = -3.780 + + 0.160 (Total Tenure in Company by managers) + 0. 335 (Tenure as a 

managers) + 0.014 (Age of managers) + ϵi  (1) 

Table 3. Correlation and Regression Result for Impact of Managers Traits on Financial Performance 

(ROE) of NIFTY 50 Listed Companies. 

 

ROA with 

Demographic 

Profile  

Pearson  

Correlation 

Sig.  

(P) 
Correlation 

Value 

( R ) 

Adjusted 

R  

Square 

Sig Value 

(Model 

Summary) 

Sig Value 

(ANOVA) 

D/W 

Value 

Coefficient 

Value 

Significant 

Impact 

Age 0.382 0.025* 
Positive 

Correlation 

0.510 0.640 0.000** 0.001** 1.898 

0.001** 
No Sig. 

Impact 

Gender  0.253 0.601 No Correlation  0.165 Sig. Impact 

Total Tenure 0.658 0.000* 
Positive 

Correlation 
0.000** Sig. Impact 

Tenure as a 

Manager 
0.554 0.13 

Positive 

Correlation 
0.000** Sig. Impact 
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Note: Result (**) significant impact of particular managerial traits of managers from the Nifty 50 

companies on their financial performance in terms of ROE (Return on Equity). 

H02: There is no significant impact of managers Traits on the overall performance of NIFTY 50 

listed companies with reference to Return on Equity (ROE) parameters 

H12: There is significant impact of managers Traits on the overall performance of NIFTY 50 listed 

companies with reference to Return on Equity (ROE) parameters. 

Regression line in the context of Impact of Managerial traits on the financial performance (ROE) 

of the Nifty 50 companies. 

Y (ROE) = 0.502 + 0.781 (Gender of Managers) + 0.234 (Total Tenure in Company by Managers) 

+ 0. 348 (Tenure as a Managers) + 0.440 (Age of Managers) + ϵi  

Y (ROE) = 0.502 + 0.234 (Total Tenure in Company by Managers) + 0. 348 (Tenure as a Managers) 

+ 0.440 (Age of Managers) + ϵi ……………………………..…… (2) 

4. Discussion 

The Result that has been derived out of this in terms of the Return on Assets and Return on 

Equity are having their different values and way of explaining power in terms of the impact of 

different managerial traits of the managers with reference to Nifty 50 companies. The detailed 

discussion of the result has been mentioned below: 

4.1. Return on Assets 

From the above table for the regression model regarding the impact of traits of manager for the 

NIFTY 50 listed companies on their financial performance with consideration of the return on assets 

(ROA) parameter, it has been noted that there is a significant correlation between the return on assets 

as a financial result parameter of the NIFTY 50 listed firms along with the traits of managers, i.e., total 

tenure as a manager in the company and the age of managers in it, as seen by the Pearson correlation 

value (Manna, A., et.al., 2016). For the regression model, the R-value is 0.510, which indicates the 

51.0% impact of exogeneous variables, i.e., traits of managers, on the financial performance of the 

company, and the adjusted R square is 0.640, which represents 64.8% of the impact for the same. The 

sig value for the Model Summary table is 0.000, which indicated the model fit to run the regression 

analysis, and the P value for the ANOVA table is 0.001, which represents the significant impact of 

manager traits on the Return on Assets (ROA) parameter of the firm (Ahmed Sheikh, N., et.al., 2013). 

The coefficient P values for the total tenure of managers as employees, tenure as managers in 

companies, and age of managers in companies are 0.001, 0.000, and 0.000, respectively, which 

significantly affected the financial performance (ROA) of the NIFTY 50 listed companies, while on 

the other hand, the gender of the managers has a coefficient table P value of 0.165, which is above the 

significant level of 0.05. Hence, the researcher needs to accept the null hypothesis, and hence, it has 

been proven that there is no significant impact of the gender of managers on the financial 

performance of the NIFTY 50 listed companies (Pareek, R., et.al., 2023). The value of Durbin Watson 

 
 

 
 

                                                      

ROA with 

Demographic 

Profile  

Pearson  

Correlation 

Sig.  

(P) 
Correlation 

Value 

( R ) 

Adjusted 

R  

Square 

Sig Value 

(Model 

Summary) 

Sig Value 

(ANOVA) 

D/W 

Value 

Coefficient 

Value 

Significant 

Impact 

Age 0.382 0.025* 
Positive 

Correlation 

0.510 0.640 0.000** 0.001** 1.898 

0.001** 
No Sig. 

Impact 

Gender  0.253 0.601 No Correlation  0.165 Sig. Impact 

Total Tenure 0.658 0.000* 
Positive 

Correlation 
0.000** Sig. Impact 

Tenure as a 

Manager 
0.554 0.13 

Positive 

Correlation 
0.000** Sig. Impact 

 

Preprints.org (www.preprints.org)  |  NOT PEER-REVIEWED  |  Posted: 14 August 2024                   doi:10.20944/preprints202408.1090.v1

https://doi.org/10.20944/preprints202408.1090.v1


 6 

 

is 1.898, which is nearest to 2, which indicated that the data is free from autocorrelation among the 

series of data that the researcher has taken (Akter, J., 2014).  

4.2. Return on Equity 

From the above table for the regression model regarding the impact of traits of managers for the 

NIFTY 50 listed companies for their financial performance with consideration of the return on equity 

(ROE) parameter, it has been noted that there is a significant correlation between the return on equity 

as a financial result parameter of the NIFTY 50 listed firms along with the traits of managers, i.e., total 

tenure in the company, total tenure as a manager in the company, and age of managers, as seen by 

the Pearson correlation value (Buvanendra, S., et.al., 2017). For the regression model, the R value is 

0.866, which indicates the 86.6% impact of exogeneous variables (Traits of Managers) on the financial 

performance of the company, and the adjusted R square is 0.754, which represents 75.4% of the impact 

for the same. The sig value for the Model Summary table is 0.000, which defined the model fit to run 

the regression analysis, and the P value for the ANOVA table is 0.000, which represents the significant 

impact of manager traits on the Return on Equity (ROE) parameter of the firm (Mahmoud Abu‐

Tapanjeh, A. 2006). The coefficient P values for the total tenure of managers as employees, tenure as 

managers in companies, and age of managers in companies are 0.000, 0.014, and 0.003, respectively, 

which are significantly affecting the financial performance (ROE) of the NIFTY 50 listed companies 

(Chahal, H., & Sharma, A. K. 2020). On the other hand, the gender of managers has a coefficient P 

value of 0.114, which is above the significant level of 0.05, hence, the researcher needs to accept the 

null hypothesis, and hence, it has been proven that there is no significant impact of the gender of 

managers on the financial performance (ROE) of the NIFTY 50 listed companies (Goel, P., 2018). The 

value of Durbin Watson is 2.132, which is nearest to 2, which indicated that the data is free from 

autocorrelation among the series of data that the researcher has taken in it for the return on equity 

measurement as a part of the performance indicators of the Nifty 50 companies managers traits 

(Akter, J.,2014). 

5. Conclusions 

In this study, the basic focus was on proving the impact of the traits of managers of NIFTY 50 

listed companies on financial revenues and ultimately the performance of the firm. It has been noted 

that there is a significant impact on other parameters, such as the age of managers, the total tenure of 

managers in the company, and the total tenure of managers in the company, which has been reflected 

in the performance of these companies in terms of the return on assets (ROA) and return on equity 

(ROE). Gender as a trait of managers has no significant impact on the performance of these firms. 

There are certain other parameters that have a direct or indirect impact on the performance of the 

firm that remain constant in this particular study when taking the impact of the Nifty 50 manager 

traits into consideration. The in-depth discussion in terms of the impact of the different characteristics 

that have been covered under this particular study has been mentioned below: 

5.1. Regression Line for the Impact of Managerial Traits on the Return on Assets (ROA) 

Y (ROA) = -3.780 + + 0.160 (Total Tenure in Company by managers) + 0. 335 (Tenure as a 

managers) + 0.014 (Age of managers) + 𝜖𝑖 ………………………… (1) 

It has been concluded that, when all independent variables, i.e., selected Nifty 50 total tenure in 

the company by managers, tenure as a manager, and age of managers, are zero, the intercept reflects 

the baseline ROA. It has shown the anticipated return on assets (ROA) in the absence of management 

qualities. According to the Coefficient for Total Tenure in Firms by Managers, if all other factors 

remain the same, there will be a 0.160 unit rise in ROA for every unit increase in the total tenure of 

managers in the firm (Livnat, J., et.al., 2021). It suggested that managers who have worked for the 

Nifty 50 firms for a longer period of time often have a favorable impact on ROA. It has been observed 

that, in the context of the Coefficient for Tenure as a Manager, all other things being equal, the ROA 

is predicted to grow by 0.335 units for every unit increase in the tenure as a manager (Tandon, K., 
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et.al., 2016). It implied that managers who have held their positions for extended periods often have 

a favorable influence on the ROA. Keeping other factors equal, it has been observed in the context of 

the Coefficient for Tenure as a Manager that the ROA is predicted to rise by 0.014 units for each year 

that managers get older. It found that, maybe as a result of their cumulative experience and 

knowledge, senior managers often have a somewhat favorable impact on the ROA of the organization 

(Daellenbach, U. S., et.al., 1999). 

5.2. Regression Line for the Impact of Managerial Traits on the Return on Equity (ROE) 

Y (ROE) = 0.502 + 0.234 (Total Tenure in Company by Managers) + 0. 348 (Tenure as a Managers) 

+ 0.440 (Age of Managers) + 𝜖𝑖 ……………………………..…… (2) 

This was the baseline ROE when all independent variables i.e. selected Nifty 50 managers' age, 

tenure as managers, and total tenure in the company were zero. It has shown that the anticipated 

return on equity (ROE) in the absence of management qualities. According to this coefficient, if all 

other factors remain equal, the ROE should rise by 0.234 units for every unit increase in managers' 

overall duration in the organization. It suggested that managers who have worked for the firm longer 

on average have a tendency to make a favorable contribution to ROE (Zollo, M., & Singh, H., 2004). 

In the case of the coefficient of tenure as a manager, the ROE is expected to increase by 0.348 units, 

all else being equal. It was implied that managers with longer tenure often have a favorable effect on 

the ROE of the organization (Tanikawa, T., & Jung, Y., 2016). It has been noted that, while all other 

factors remain constant, the ROE is predicted to rise by 0.440 units in the case of the coefficient for 

age of managers. It was determined that, presumably as a result of their cumulative experience, 

knowledge, and ability to make decisions, senior managers often have a favorable impact on the ROE 

of the organization (Karahanna, E., & Preston, D. S., 2013). Thus, it has been observed that this implied 

that businesses might gain from having a broad mix of managers from various age groups as well as 

from keeping experienced managers with longer tenures, both inside the organization and in 

management roles (Wiersema, M. F., & Bantel, K. A., 1992). 
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