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Table 3: Robustness check with alternative estimation window (−200, −10)



set up dedicated CVC programs to invest in early‑stage ventures, ac

signals its long‑term commitment to external venturing as part of its broader strategic agen

CVC‑related disclosures and investment announcements using event‑study or return‑based 

approaches, and report that at least some types of CVC news can be value‑relevant

and fragmented, with a predominant focus on individual CVC investments or on firms’ general 

program is perceived by investors as a value‑relevant event. On the one hand, a CVC launch could 



signal strategic foresight, a commitment to innovation, and access to high‑growth ventures, which 

announcements generate significant short‑run abnormal stock returns for the announcing firm? To 

address this question, the study conducts a short‑horizon event 

direct attention in the event‑study literature.

Second, the study provides a systematic, multi‑regional short‑horizon event study of CVC program 

–

U.S.‑centric evidence on CVC‑related capital market reactions. Expected returns are estimated 

using a standard market‑model framework in line with established event‑study methodology 

Third, the thesis seeks to add to the broader discussion on when and how CVC‑related disclosures 

become value‑relevant to investors. In contrast to studies that document positive announcement 



a class of CVC events that is strategically important but relatively information‑sparse at the time 

questions for future research about the conditions under which CVC‑re



opportunities beyond the firm’s current 



of the bubble. Since the mid‑2000s, and particularly in the 2010s, CVC has experienced a renewed 



embedding within the firm’s evolving strategic portfolio.

the corporate parent’s core business. In such settings, CVC effectively extends internal R&D by 

that venturing activities create value primarily by expanding and recombining firms’ knowledge 



emphasizes that these effects are highly context‑dependent and not universally positive 



prospects, but that investors’ interpretations may vary depending on how credible and well aligned 

a given CVC initiative appears within the firm’s broader strategic and organizational configuration.

Fund managers’ compensation is strongly 

accountability structures, as they must respond both to top management’s strategic expectations 



market segments. From the corporate’s perspective, CVC investments therefore serve not only as 

This real‑options view represents one influential way of conceptualizing CVC 

. If a venture’s 

about the corporate parent’s strategic orientation, it

coherent the announced CVC initiative appears within the firm’s broader strategic 

Building on this, a broader event‑study literature suggests that capital markets do, in principle, 

respond to information about firms’ innovation and cooperative strategies. Studies of joint ventures 



a large‑sample analysis of 119 strategic alliances finds that announcements of technologically 

value alliance arrangements that promise technological and knowledge‑based advantages.

growth‑oriented and financially constrained. In the biopharmaceutical conte

reactions to failures, underscoring the stock market’s sensitivity to signals about the success or 

information about firms’ innovation activities and cooperative arrangements, particularly when 

nd future cash‑flow implications

with these innovation‑ and alliance‑type events: they involve the creation of collaborative 

the firm’s long‑term innovation trajectory. At the same time, the inherent tensions 

This combination of evidence on market reactions to innovation‑ and alliance‑type 

other hand, provides a natural motivation for the present study’s empirical exam



The event study method is grounded in the semi‑strong form of the efficient market hypothesis. In 

a semi‑strong efficient market, all publicly available information is reflected in security prices, so 

. In this sense, short‑horizon event 

studies can be interpreted as empirical tests of semi‑strong market efficiency with respect to 

relatively simple normal‑return models, such as the market model or a constant‑mean‑return model, 

produce well‑specified test statistics in many typical application

arising from overlapping events, event‑induced variance, heteroskedasticity, and cross‑sectional 

dependence, and by reviewing parametric and non‑parametric test procedures that address these 

A small but growing empirical literature applies event‑study or return‑based methods to 

CVC‑related announcements and disclosures. Sinha (2018) examines stock market reactions to 

those that are disclosed, they find significantly positive abnormal returns of roughly 2 % on an



asymmetries. Their findings imply that CVC announcements can be value‑relevant when they are 

(2017) use an event‑study design combined with regression analysis and find that CVC information 

(2021) analyze CVC‑related disclosures and financial reporting practices and show that CVC 

ed in firms’ external reporting, which contributes to 

These CVC‑focused studies can be interpreted against the backdrop of a broader event‑study 

literature that demonstrates how capital markets react to other innovation‑ and alliance‑related 

markets often price information about firms’ innovation activities and cooperative arrangements, 

and future cash‑flow 

At the same time, the existing CVC event‑study evidence primarily focuses on individual 

investment announcements and on CVC‑related information disclosure, where investors receive 

, or the firm’s reporting 



the announcement of a CVC program launch typically communicates a high‑level strategic intent 

their value implications are correspondingly harder to assess ex ante. To the best of the author’s 

has conducted a systematic, multi‑regional short‑horizon event study 
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 ܴ௠௧
ܴ௜௧ − ௙ܴ௧



ܴ௠௧ − ௙ܴ௧ܴ௠௧ − ௙ܴ௧ ௧݇ܯ–  − ௧ܨܴ  ܴ௠௧ − ௙ܴ௧ = ௧݇ܯ ௧, whereas for non‑US stocks ܴ௠௧ܨܴ −  − ௙ܴ௧
subtracting the risk‑free rate from the respective regional index return. These variables form the 

To align each firm’s return series with the corresponding announcement date in event time

of trading days before or after the CVC announcement (e.g. −1 for the previous day, 0 for the event 

window (− 1), a central window (−

wider window (−

event estimation window, ranging from −250 to −10 



announcement (e.g. −1 for the previous day, 0 for the event day, +1 for the following

window (− 1), a central window (− 3), and a wider window (− 5). The (−

narrower (−

effect. Conversely, the wider (−

−250 to −10 trading days relative to the announcement date. The duration of this 



ܴ௜௧ −  ௙ܴ௧ = ܽ௜ + ௜(ܴ௠௧ߚ − ௙ܴ௧) + ௜௧ܴ௜௧ߝ ݅ ݐ ௙ܴ௧ the risk‑free rate, and ܴ௠௧
widely used in short‑horizon event studies

risk‑free rate and then estimate the regression separately for each event ID in the pre‑event 

estimation window, obtaining event‑specific estimates ௜ߙ̂ ௜ߚ̂

௜௧ܴ)ܧ̂ −  ௙ܴ௧) = ݅ߙ̂  + ௠௧ܴ)݅ߚ̂  − ௙ܴ௧)

௜௧ܴܣ = (ܴ௜௧ − ௙ܴ௧) − ݅ߙ̂] + ௠௧ܴ)݅ߚ̂  − ௙ܴ௧)]
which follows the standard event‑study definition of abnormal performance (MacKinlay, 1997).



For each of the event windows (− 1), (− 3), and (−

,௜(߬1ܴܣܥ ߬2) =  ∑ ௜௧ఛ2ܴܣ
௧=ఛ1߬1 ߬2

well‑specified test statistics in many typical applications with daily data and often performs at least 

as well as simpler constant‑mean alte

As a robustness check, I complement the market model with a mean‑adjusted model in which the 

discussed in the event‑study literature as a simple alternative to the ܴ̅௜ ݅
(−250,−10) interval and define abnormal returns in the event windows as ௜௧ܴܣ = ܴ௜௧ −ܴ̅௜ Cumulative abnormal returns for the mean‑adjusted specification are calculated by summing 

these abnormal returns over the same event windows (−1,+1), (−3,+3), and (−5,+5), which allows 

a direct comparison of the results across the two normal‑return models.

differs from zero. For each combination of return model (market versus mean‑adjusted) and event 

window, I conduct one‑sample t‑tests of the null hypothesis Η0: ॱ[ܴܣܥ௜(߬1, ߬2)] = 0
two‑sided alternative Η1: ॱ[ܴܣܥ௜(߬1, ߬2)] ≠ 0, following standard practice in short‑horizon event 

studies (MacKinlay, 1997). In addition, I apply the Wilcoxon signed‑rank test as a non‑parametric 

the normality assumption. The use of both parametric and non‑parametric tests is in line with 

recommendations in the event‑study literature, which highlight that non‑normality and 



cross‑sectional heterogeneity can affect the size and power of conventional t‑tests

market model and the mean‑adjusted specification.

−1,+1), (−3,+3), and (−5,+5) in the market model and the mean



(−1, +1) − −

(−3, +3) − −

(−5, +5) − −

(−1, +1) − −

(−3, +3) − −

(−5, +5) − −



adjusted model over the estimation window (−250, −10). Statistical 

which plots the average abnormal return (AAR) for each trading day from t = −10 to t = +10, 

Abnormal returns are estimated using the market model with a (−250, −10) estimation window. Full sample, N = 61.



The point estimates range in a narrow band from approximately −0.27% to −0.63%, which 

reaction. In accordance with the market model, the central window (−3, +3) demonstrates the most 

significant negative effect, exhibiting a mean CAR of −0.602% (t = −1.404, p = 0.165). The 

narrower window, ranging from −1 to +1, yielded a comparatively modest effect size of −0.465% 

(t = −1.246, p = 0.218). Conversely, the wider window, ranging from −5 to +5, exhibited an even 

more negligible effect size of −0.266% (t = −0.473, p = 0.638). This pattern indicates a marginal 

trajectory from t = −5 to t = +5. The CAAR hovers close to zero throughout the pre



The figure plots the cumulative sum of daily AARs from t = −10 to t = +10 relative to the announcement date (t = 0, dashed li

to −0.583% for (− 1), −0.627% for (− 3), and −0.567% for (−

From a methodological perspective, the narrow window (−

incorporated into prices within a few trading days, and the (−



sample. Across all three event windows (− 1), (− 3), and (−

Quantitative disparities between the two models are negligible. For instance, within the (−

window, the mean CARs are −0.602% under the market model and −0.627% under the mean

(−1, +1) − −

(−3, +3) − −

(−5, +5) − −

(−1, +1) − −

(−3, +3) − −

(−5, +5) − −



(−1, +1)

(−3, +3) − −

(−5, +5) − −

are reported for the (−1, +1), (−3, +3), and (−5,





(−1, +1) − −

(−3, +3) − −

(−5, +5) −
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(−1, +1) − −

(−3, +3) − −

(−5, +5) − −



(−1, +1) − −

(−3, +3) − −

(−5, +5) − −

baseline. In the −1, +1 window, the winsorized mean CAR is −0.37 percent with a t

−1.33 and a p value of 0.190. In the −3, +3 window, the mean CAR is −0.58 percent with t = −1.64 

and p = 0.106. In the −5, +5 window, the mean CAR is −0.22 percent with t = −0.46 and p = 0.651. 

The −3, +3 window yields the largest (in absolute value) winsorized mean CAR of −0.58 percent 



range of roughly −0.27 to −0.63 percent, implying economically modest effects relative to typical 

firms’ shares in the 



CARs remain small, predominantly negative, and statistically insignificant. The winsorized −3, +3 



accompany announcements with more detailed disclosures about the program’s strategic focus, 





threshold estimate in the winsorized −3, +3 





to shape firms’ long



–

–

–

–

–

–

–



–

–

–

–

–

–



–

–

–

–

–



–

–

–

–


