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Abstract 

The thesis analyzes the effect of the Coronavirus stimulus packages, implemented from 

the beginning of March until the end of May 2020, on stock prices in Germany, Italy, and 

the U.S. The thesis also analyzes if the effect differs depending on the size of the firms 

and the industry they are in. The methodology of an event study is applied where 

abnormal stock returns measure the impact of the packages on stock prices. The results 

indicate that the stimulus packages announced by the German government had a negative 

effect on the German stock market. In contrast, the packages announced by the European 

Union did not appear to have a clear effect. The stimulus packages implemented in Italy 

and the U.S. appear to have a statistically significant impact on the stock market in each 

country. Still, there is not a clear pattern across the packages. Some announcements 

appear to have a negative effect, other appear to have a positive effect while some 

announcements do not appear to have any effect. The announcement effect differs 

depending on the size of the firms and the industry they are in. Again, there is not a clear 

overall pattern across the packages. In Germany, there appears to be a statistical 

difference between mid-cap firms and large-cap firms around the announcements of the 

first stimulus packages. As in the case of Italy and the U.S., there appears to be a statistical 

difference between all three sizes at various points in time. Furthermore, in the U.S., 

small-cap firms appear to be the most affected in the majority of the weeks, while the 

large-cap firms appear to be least affected. The results could be explained by the fact that 

the packages are often aimed at small and medium-sized firms.  

Keywords: Coronavirus, Stimulus packages, Monetary policy, Fiscal policy, Stock 

market, Event study. 
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1. Introduction 
Governments around the world are fighting the economic consequences of the 

Coronavirus disease (COVID-19, hereafter the Coronavirus) by implementing stimulus 

packages. With social distancing, quarantines, and countries closing their borders, the 

economic impact could be the worst in almost a century (Martin, 2020). The stock market 

is no exemption, reacting to the pandemic with some of its worst days in history (Baker 

et al., 2020; Ramelli & Wagner, 2020). The stimulus packages aim to boost the economy, 

maintain financial stability as well as to support households and firms by keeping people 

employed and retaining their income. Also, the packages are often aimed at small and 

medium-sized firms (Federal Ministry of Finance, 2020; Ministero dell’Economia e delle 

Finanze, 2020a; The White House, 2020a). Based on their primary objectives to keep 

people employed and help firms survive the pandemic, the packages are not primarily 

aimed at shareholders. As the shareholders are the owners and the risk-takers of the firms, 

the thesis analyzes if shareholders were affected by the stimulus packages implemented 

in Germany, Italy, and the U.S. from the beginning of March until the end of May 2020, 

measured by stock performance. The research question is what impact the announcements 

of stimulus packages have on stock performance. Additionally, the thesis analyzes if the 

effect differs depending on the size of the firms and the industry they are in. 

Germany, Italy, and the U.S. are selected as their economies differed before the 

Coronavirus. Consequently, the stimulus packages implemented in each country vary. 

Germany has, by far, the most fiscal space, measured by debt/GDP, where a lower ratio 

indicates more fiscal space. The U.S. is the only country out of the three that could lower 

its interest rates without going below zero, has the highest GDP growth, as well as the 

highest inflation rate. The unemployment rate in Italy is more than three times higher than 

in Germany.1 How the countries have responded to the pandemic also varies. Italy was 

the first European country to be struck by the Coronavirus (Governo Italiano, 2020a). The 

severity of the outbreak has been explained by the country’s old population and how 

generations of people tend to live together (Giugliano, 2020). Germany appeared to be 

better prepared, stocking up on tests before the first case was identified. Unlike Italy, 

many tests were performed statistically, also testing people with no or few symptoms and 

putting them in isolation, which slows down the spread of the Coronavirus (Bennhold, 

2020). As for the U.S., the President has been widely criticized for not taking the 

 
1 Key macroeconomic indicators for the countries are presented in Appendix A. 
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pandemic seriously from the beginning, repeatedly claiming that officials have it under 

control, that the Coronavirus will go away, as well as ignoring advice from specialists. 

At the same time, cases and deaths have been rising (Lipton et al., 2020; McCarthy, 2020; 

Watson, 2020).2 

The impact of the stimulus packages on stock performance may differ between monetary 

and fiscal policy. Theoretically, the expected effect of expansionary monetary policy on 

stock prices can be explained with present value calculations. In a perfect market, the 

price of a stock is the sum of the firm’s expected future cash flows, discounted.3 As a 

result, the price of a stock is affected by changed expectations about the firm’s future cash 

flows, changes in the discount rate, or both. Changes in interest rates can have both cash 

flow effects and discount rate effects. A common argument is that when interest rates 

change, expectations about the economic outlook are affected. Hence, economic activity 

is influenced. As a result, expectations about the firm’s expected future cash flows are 

altered (Waud, 1970). As for the discount rate, interest rate cut results in a lower required 

rate of return. In turn, the present value of the firm’s expected cash flows increases, which 

raises the stock price (Chen, Mohan, & Steiner, 1999). Changes in interest rates can also 

affect stock prices through changes in investment decisions (Hussain, 2011). Theory 

suggests, assuming there are only bonds and stocks available, that with lower interest 

rates, investors move their funds from bonds to stocks for higher returns. Hence, a greater 

demand for stocks leads to higher stock prices (Chatziantoniou, Duffy, & Filis, 2013). 

The theoretical and empirical reasoning for the impact of fiscal policy on stock 

performance is less clear (Agnello & Sousa, 2013; Ardagna, 2009). In theory, the 

expected effect can be positive, negative, or there can even be no effect, depending on 

whether it is explained by the Keynesian theory, the classical theory, or the Ricardian 

theory (Chatziantoniou et al., 2013). Lastly, assuming that markets are to some degree 

efficient, one could expect that stock markets reflect the stimulus packages in their prices, 

depending on whether investors consider the information positive or negative. That 

 
2 The general Coronavirus development for the countries is presented in Appendix A. 
3 Assuming that markets are perfect is a strong assumption. Studies have shown that the fundamental value 

of a stock, i.e. the discounted expected future cash flows, can deviate from its market price, as investors are 

not fully rational. In other words, the value of an asset is affected by the investors’ own beliefs and 

sentiments resulting in a fundamental value that can deviate from the stock’s market price (DeJong & 

Whiteman, 1992; Konté, 2010). 
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depends upon whether investors use the information on the packages rationally (Fama, 

1970).4 

Two hypotheses are presented in this thesis based on the literature. One is that the 

announcements of stimulus packages in one country leads to abnormal stock returns, 

either positive or negative, for firms within that country. The other is that the 

announcement effect of stimulus packages differs depending on the size of the firms and 

the industry they are in. The methodology of an event study is applied to analyze the 

impact of the stimulus packages on stock returns. Subsample analysis is performed to 

measure the size effect and the industry effect. To perform the analysis, data related to 

the stimulus packages implemented in Germany, Italy, and the U.S. is collected as well 

as the closing prices for firms within the CDAX Composite Index (Germany), the FTSE 

Italian All-Share Index (Italy) and the S&P Composite 1500 Index (the U.S.). The daily 

Fama/French global factors are retrieved to calculate the expected returns of the stocks. 

Sub-indexes capture the size-effect of the firms, and the standard industrial classification 

code (SIC) captures the firms’ characteristics. 

The results indicate that the stimulus packages announced by the German government 

had a negative effect on the German stock market. In contrast, the packages announced 

by the European Union do not appear to have a clear effect. The stimulus packages 

implemented in Italy and the U.S. appear to have a statistically significant impact on the 

stock market in each country. Still, there is not a clear pattern across all the packages. 

Some announcements appear to have a negative effect, other appear to have a positive 

effect while some announcements do not appear to have any effect. The announcement 

effect differs depending on the size of the firms and the industry they are in. Again, there 

is not a clear overall pattern across the packages. In Germany, there appears to be a 

statistical difference between mid-cap firms and large-cap firms around the 

announcements of the first stimulus packages. As in the case of Italy and the U.S., there 

appears to be a statistical difference between all three sizes at various points in time. 

Furthermore, in the U.S., small-cap firms appear to be the most affected in the majority 

of the weeks, while the large-cap firms appear to be least affected. The results could be 

explained by the fact that the packages are often aimed at small and medium-sized firms.  

A possible explanation of the difference between Germany, on the one hand, and Italy 

 
4 According to the efficient market hypothesis, security prices are traded at their fair value and fully reflect 

all relevant information that is available. Prices will immediately impound new information. Such market 

is referred to as efficient, with three levels of market efficiency, depending on the information available 

(Fama, 1970).  
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and the U.S. on the other hand, could be that their economic situation before the pandemic 

differed respectively, as well as how the countries handled the outbreak of the 

Coronavirus. Because of the short time period implemented in this thesis, further research 

needs to be conducted to analyze the long-term impact of the packages. 

The findings of the thesis indicate to some degree the impact of stimulus packages on 

stock prices and thus have implications for investors. An essential tool for investment and 

risk management decision making is knowing how the stock markets will potentially 

respond to stimulus packages during a crisis. Moreover, the results have implications for 

economic policymakers to assess the impact of the packages on shareholders, where the 

packages are not primarily aimed at shareholders, as previously discussed. 

This thesis contributes to the fast-growing number of papers analyzing how the 

Coronavirus has impacted the stock markets. It provides a newly dated analysis of 

abnormal returns for listed firms in Germany, Italy, and the U.S. during the Coronavirus 

pandemic. The thesis compares and explains possible differences in stock market 

reactions to some of the most significant stimulus packages implemented in history 

(Ministero dell’Economia e delle Finanze, 2020b; The White House, 2020b). While 

numerous studies have analyzed the effect of monetary policy on stock return, especially 

in the U.S., less attention has been given to the impact of fiscal policy on stock 

performance. This thesis also contributes to the limited literature on the effect of monetary 

policy on European stock markets, the effect of fiscal policy on stock markets, and how 

these two policies interact when stimulus packages are implemented during the worst 

crisis in a century (Afonso & Sousa, 2011; Chatziantoniou et al., 2013; Martin, 2020). 

The thesis is structured as follows. Section 2 provides a literature review. Section 3 

explains the dataset used in the analysis and how it is collected. Section 4 covers the 

methodology applied in the thesis. Section 5 presents and discusses the results. Section 6 

concludes and provides recommendations for further research. 
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2. Literature review 

2.1 Policy interventions and stock prices 
Many studies analyze the effect of monetary policy on stock returns, yet fewer studies 

appear to have been conducted on the impact of fiscal policy on stock markets. Even 

fewer seem to have studied how stock markets react when the two policies interact. 

Below, the effect of the policies is covered separately before reviewing how the two 

policies interact. 

2.1.1 The effect of monetary policy on stock prices 

One strand of literature analyzes the effect of changes in interest rates on stock prices. As 

the outlook for the economic environment changes, central banks usually react by 

lowering or raising interest rates (Board of Governors of the Federal Reserve System, 

2016). Theoretically, when interest rates are lowered, it becomes less attractive to save 

money. It also encourages spending since borrowing is less expensive at lower rates. The 

demand for goods and services increases and, in turn, increases the firm’s expected 

earnings (Mankiw & Taylor, 2017, p. 689). Moreover, it becomes less expensive for firms 

to borrow, which raises expectations about the firm’s expected future cash flows. As for 

the discount rate to discount the firm’s cash flows, it decreases with lower interest rates. 

Hence, lower interest rates lead to a higher stock price, either through the cash flow, 

discount rate, or both, when using the discounted cash flow model (Chen et al., 1999).  

Studies by Waud (1970), Ioannidis and Kontonikas (2008), and Assefa, Esqueda, and 

Mollick (2017) support the negative relationship between interest rates and stock price as 

they interpret their results in the context of present value calculations. Pearce and Roley 

(1985), Jensen and Johnson (1995), Thorbecke (1997), Rigobon and Sack (2004), 

Bjørnland and Leitemo (2009), and Chatziantoniou et al. (2013) have also shown the 

negative relationship between interest rates and stock prices in the U.S. Furthermore, 

Kontonikas and Kostakis (2013) show that changes in interest rates had a greater effect 

on small-cap firms and “past losers” compared to large-cap firms and “past winners” in 

the U.S. Moreover, Laopodis (2010) indicates that the effect of interest rates changes was 

greater during bear markets compared to bull markets in the U.S. On the contrary, 

Landier, and Thesmar (2020) show in a recent study that the interest rate cut, used as a 

tool to mitigate the negative effect of the Coronavirus, did not lower the discount rate 

since it was offset by an increase in the equity premium. Hence, expectations about firms’ 

future cash flows did not increase with lower interest rates. The negative effect of the 
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Coronavirus lowered expectations of firms’ earnings forecasts, leading to lower stock 

prices (Landier & Thesmar, 2020). Thus, the negative effect of the Coronavirus appears 

to be stronger than the expected effects of lower interest rates in some cases. 

While Kholodilin, Montagnoli, Napolitano, and Siliverstovs (2009) and Hussain (2011) 

found a negative relationship between unexpected changes in the European Central 

Bank’s (hereafter ECB) interest rates and European stock prices, Fiordelisi, Galloppo, 

and Ricci (2014) show that the effect is only statistically significant in case of interest 

rates increase and when interest rates remained unchanged. When interest rates were 

lowered, it did not influence stock markets. 

It has also been shown that countries respond differently to monetary policy, depending 

on the openness of the economy. Li, İşcan, and Xu (2010) compare the effect of domestic 

restrictive monetary policy on stock markets between Canada (an open and a small 

economy) and the U.S. (a large and relatively close economy). They find that the U.S. 

stock market had a somewhat more significant but prolonged negative response. 

Meanwhile, the Canadian stock market had a small and rapid negative response. 

Another strand of literature analyzes if the results differ depending on whether the interest 

rate decision was anticipated or not. Waud (1970) found that interest rate cut was often 

expected as the U.S. stock prices accounted for the interest rate changes before the 

announcement. Ehrmann and Fratzscher’s (2004) results further indicate that the impact 

on the U.S. stock market was stronger when the interest rate change was unexpected, 

when there was a directional change and when stock market volatility was stronger. Chen 

et al. (1999) and Chuliá, Martens, and Dijk (2010) also show that expected changes in 

interest rates did not influence the U.S. stock market in general. That is consistent with 

Bredin, Hyde, Nitzsche, and O’Reilly’s (2009) findings, that unexpected changes in 

interest rates in Germany did not have a significant effect on the German stock market, 

nor the U.K. stock market. In both countries, however, the interest rate decisions taken in 

the U.K. had a negative effect on the stock markets. Chatziantoniou et al. (2013) also 

show that interest rate changes did not affect the German stock market, whereas the 

money supply did. 

The third strand of literature compares the effect of an interest rate decision on stock 

markets during the 2008 financial crisis and outside the crisis. Kontonikas, MacDonald, 

and Saggu (2013) show that outside the 2008 financial crisis time period, unexpected 

interest rate cut had a positive effect on the U.S. stock market while during the crisis, the 
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stock market did not rise. That is consistent with Haitsma, Unalmis, and de Haan’s (2016) 

findings, which show that interest rate decisions had a negative effect on EURO STOXX 

50 index before the 2008 financial crisis but were not statistically significant during the 

crisis. Furthermore, Wang and Mayes (2012) show that before the crisis, the effect of 

changes in interest rates was negative, but during the crisis, the effect became positive in 

the eurozone market. On the contrary, Collingro and Frenkel (2019) indicate that the 

relationship between interest rates and the European stock markets became more robust 

during the 2008 financial crisis. No significant effect was found before the financial crisis. 

The fourth strand of literature analyzes the effect of non-standard monetary policy on 

stock markets. When interest rates are already close to zero, central banks may implement 

non-standard monetary policy, such as asset purchase programs or quantitative easing, to 

respond to changes in the economic environment. Theoretically, the aim with the asset 

purchases is to lower long-term interest rates by buying long-term government bonds or 

other types of assets (Eggertsson & Woodford, 2003). According to Tarhan (1995), the 

Federal Reserve’s open market operations do not affect the U.S. stock market. In contrast, 

Rogers, Scotti, and Wright (2014) show that non-standard monetary policy shocks have 

a positive effect on stock markets in the U.S., U.K., and the eurozone. Studying the ECB’s 

asset purchase programs, Fratzscher, Lo Duca, and Straub (2016) indicate a positive 

effect on stock prices in the euro area, which is consistent with Haitsma et al. (2016) 

results for the EURO STOXX 50 index. 

2.1.2 The effect of fiscal policy on stock prices 

In theory, the impact of fiscal policy on stock performance can be positive, negative, or 

there can even be no effect, depending on whether it is explained by the Keynesian theory, 

the classical theory, or the Ricardian theory. The Keynesian theory states that 

expansionary fiscal policy can increase demand in the economy through the multiplier 

effects. Increased demand for goods and services in the economy increases expectations 

of firms’ expected earnings, resulting in higher stock prices, as previously mentioned 

(Murphy, 2015). On the contrary, the classical theory argues that the less private-sector 

borrowing crowds out the impact of government borrowing due to increased interest rates. 

With less private sector activity, stock prices decrease. The Ricardian theory argues that 

expansionary fiscal policy does not affect economic activity, whereas households will 

save money since they expect taxes to be increased to pay for the increased government 

debt. Hence, it will not influence the stock market (Chatziantoniou et al., 2013). 
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Analyzing how fiscal policies affect stock returns, Murphy's (2015) findings show that 

government spending should raise expectations of future earnings, i.e., expected future 

cash flows, and hence, lead to increased stock prices. On the contrary, Ardagna (2009) 

shows that stock prices respond to a restrictive fiscal policy with an increase and with a 

decrease in periods of expansionary fiscal policy when studying OECD countries from 

1960 to 2002. Moreover, the effects are dependent on the initial fiscal space of the 

countries in cases of restrictive fiscal policy. The negative relationship between fiscal 

shocks and stock prices is consistent with Afonso and Sousa’s (2011) results. They also 

conclude that Germany and the U.S. were less affected by fiscal shocks, but the effect on 

Italian stocks was persistent. On the contrary, Chatziantoniou et al. (2013) show that fiscal 

policy does not influence the German stock market. 

2.1.3 The interaction between monetary and fiscal policy 

It is essential to consider the interaction between the two policies when explaining the 

development of stock markets. Chatziantoniou et al. (2013) show that in the U.S and the 

U.K., expansionary fiscal policy shocks, as well as an interest rate increase, appear to 

have negative effects on stock prices. Qureshi, Khan, Rehman, Qureshi, and Ghafoor 

(2019) show that, when considering the interaction between monetary and fiscal policy, 

a negative effect on stock prices can be seen in the U.S., France, Ireland, Luxembourg, 

and Australia. 

Following the 2008 financial crisis, a study by Burdekin and Weidenmier (2015) analyzes 

the announcement effect of the Chinese stimulus package on Chinese firms listed on the 

Shanghai, Hong Kong, and New York markets. Burdekin and Weidenmier divide each 

market into sectors. In Shanghai, the results show that three out of thirteen sectors 

responded with abnormal returns on the announcement day of the stimulus package. 

Some changes in performance were seen before the announcement date, indicating 

investors’ anticipation for future government actions. The authors believe that the 

following three sectors; building materials, heavy construction, and real estate investment 

and services, brought investors’ attention since the aim of the stimulus package was to 

boost infrastructure, suggesting that investors did not expect outsized gains from the other 

sectors. When measuring the effect for a 60-day window and a longer-term sample period 

from 2007-2011, the effect did not carry through. In Hong Kong, two out of thirteen 

sectors, building materials and heavy construction, show short-lived abnormal returns on 

the announcement day. The abnormal returns were gone within a couple of days. The 
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authors suggest that the reason for the Hong Kong stock market’s limited reactions to the 

Chinese stimulus package might reflect either investor’s pessimism or expectations, or 

even a combination of both. When analyzing a 60-day window, the consumer goods and 

telecommunication sector show positive effects, whereas the technology sector shows a 

negative impact. For the 2007-2011 sample period, the consumer goods sector and the 

basic material sector appeared to have positive results, indicating that these two sectors 

benefitted from the stimulus package announcement. Chinese firms trading on the New 

York stock market did not generate any abnormal short-term returns. For the 60-day 

window, the telecommunication sector shows a negative effect. In contrast, the 2007-

2011 sample period did not show any effect, thus indicating that U.S. investors trading in 

Chinese firms did not respond to the stimulus package announcement (Burdekin & 

Weidenmier, 2015). 

Finally, Burdekin and Weidenmier (2015) perform an industry-level analysis 

concentrating on three industries that the stimulus packages were aimed at; the 

automobile industry, the steel industry, and the textile industry. Moreover, these 

industries also received additional stimulus packages at the beginning of 2009. The results 

show positive and significant effects for all three sectors in Shanghai, resulting from the 

announcement of the first package in November 2008. The positive impact continued 

over a 60-day window. No significant effects were captured from later packages 

announcements at the beginning of 2009. 

2.2 The effect of the Coronavirus on stock markets 
Studies analyzing the effect of the Coronavirus on stock markets are growing. Wang and 

Enilov (2020) show a negative relationship between the number of Coronavirus cases and 

stock market performance in Canada, France, Germany, Italy, and the U.S. from February 

to April 2020. Furthermore, Al-Awadhi, Alsaifi, Al-Awadhi, and Alhammadi (2020) find 

a negative relationship between daily stock returns and daily increases in deaths due to 

the Coronavirus in China within the same time period. That is consistent with Ali, Alam, 

and Rizvi’s (2020) findings that analyze the stock market in China, the U.S., the U.K., 

Italy, Spain, France, Germany, Switzerland, and South Korea. Furthermore, their findings 

show that the European stock market was more sensitive to the Coronavirus than the other 

countries studied. Moreover, studying 64 countries from January to April 2020, Ashraf’s 

(2020) results indicate that stock markets had a greater (negative) response to the daily 

increase of Coronavirus cases compared to the daily rise in deaths due to the Coronavirus. 
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Zhang, Hu, and Ji (2020) show that there is a connection between increased stock market 

risk, measured as a standard deviation, and the Coronavirus outbreak. They also analyze 

the correlation between the countries’ returns. They compare the relationship between the 

markets before and after WHO defined the Coronavirus as a pandemic. Before the 

announcement, the European markets showed a strong correlation and continued to do so 

after the announcement, while the four Asian markets became more correlated compared 

to before. A growing correlation in stock performance during the Coronavirus period 

compared to a time period before the Coronavirus has also been shown by 

Akhtaruzzaman, Boubaker, and Sensoy (2020). Studying China and the G7 countries, the 

significance was more considerable for financial firms, as their results implied a stronger 

correlation amongst financial firms than non-financial firms. 

The impact of the policy interventions aiming to dampen the negative effect of the 

Coronavirus on 51 stock markets has been examined by Shanaev, Shuraeva, and Ghimire 

(2020). They also analyze the fundamental and sentiment effects of the Coronavirus on 

stock markets. The fundamental impact is measured by the growth rate of infections and 

infection peaks. Policy interventions are split into national lockdown, regional lockdown, 

monetary stimulus, and fiscal stimulus. The sentiment effect is captured by the volume 

of the Google search engine for Coronavirus related topics. The results show that 

announcements of policy interventions were the most significant driver. The monetary 

stimulus had the strongest effect on stock markets, varying from -12.8% to -13%. The 

impact of fiscal stimulus was from -3.2% to -3.7%. The effect of national lockdown on 

stock markets was ranging from -8.6% to -9.1%. The sentiment effect was considerable, 

or negative, by -5.3% to -7.9%, whereas the fundamental effect was small, or no lower 

than -1.6%. The markets reacted to the interventions at least five days before the 

announcements. While the sentiment effect indicates irrational panic on the stock market, 

the impact of fundamental factors and policy interventions on stock markets is rational 

and efficient. Gerding, Martin, and Nagler (2020) further argue that fiscal space is a 

crucial tool to dampen the negative effect of the Coronavirus on the economy and show 

that stock markets had a stronger reaction in countries with less fiscal space, measured as 

debt/GDP. 
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3. Data and stimulus packages 

3.1 Data 
Data related to the stimulus packages implemented in Germany, Italy, and the U.S. from 

the beginning of March until the end of May 2020 is hand-collected from official 

governments’ and central banks’ websites (press releases).5 The data is double-checked 

to the summary provided by the International Monetary Fund (IMF) for the Coronavirus 

stimulus packages.6 General Coronavirus development is also hand-collected from news 

sources, such as Reuters, CNN, and the New York Times, as well as the Italian 

government’s database. 

To calculate the stock returns, daily closing prices from February 21, 2019, to May 29, 

2020, is retrieved from Thomson Reuters Eikon for the firms within the following 

indexes; The CDAX Composite Index (Germany), the FTSE Italian All-Share Index 

(Italy) and the S&P Composite 1500 Index (the U.S.). As the closing prices for the firms 

within the CDAX Composite Index and the FTSE Italian All-Share Index are in euros, 

and the Fama/French factors are based on U.S. dollars, the euros are converted to U.S. 

dollars. The midpoint between the bid and the ask price is retrieved from Thomson 

Reuters Eikon. A total of 28 firms are excluded from the dataset. Prices of stocks that 

were not available for the full sample period because they were listed after February 21, 

2019, are excluded, as well as firms with multiple share class structures listed more than 

once, such as class A and class B. Either the stock with no voting rights or class B shares 

are removed from the dataset.7 Consequently, the dataset for Germany contains 405 firms 

out of 411 firms within the CDAX Composite Index. The dataset for Italy contains 216 

firms out of 220 firms within the FTSE Italian All-Share Index. Lastly, the dataset for the 

U.S. includes 1488 firms out of 1506 firms within the S&P Composite 1500 Index. The 

daily Fama/French global factors were also retrieved to calculate the expected returns of 

the stocks.8 

 
5 Main sources are from the following websites. For Germany: Bundesministerium der Finanzen (e. Federal 

Ministry of Finance) and Die Bundesregierung (e. The Federal Government). For Italy: Ministero 

dell’Economia e delle Finanze (MEF) (e. the Ministry of Economy and Finance). For the E.U.: The 

European Central Bank and the European Council. For the U.S.: Board of Governors of the Federal Reserve 

System and the Congress.  
6 See the website: https://www.imf.org/en/Topics/imf-and-covid19/Policy-Responses-to-COVID-19 
7 The payment firm Wirecard is also removed from the CDAX Composite Index because of its recent 

accounting scandal leading to insolvency (O’Donnell, 2020). 
8 See Fama/French Developed 3 Factors [Daily] on the website 

http://mba.tuck.dartmouth.edu/pages/faculty/ken.french/data_library.html 
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The sub-indexes within the CDAX Composite Index, the FTSE Italian All-Share Index, 

and the S&P Composite 1500 Index capture the size-effect. In Germany, the CDAX 

Composite Index includes all stocks within the SDAX, MDAX, and the DAX, as well as 

other firms that are not listed within the three indexes. The SDAX represents small-cap 

firms, the MDAX represents mid-cap firms, and the DAX represents large-cap firms. 

Constituents that are within the CDAX Composite Index, but not within the sub-indexes, 

are excluded from the size-effect analysis, a total of 262 firms. In Italy, the FTSE Italian 

All-Share Index includes all stock within the FTSE Italia Small Cap Index, representing 

small-cap firms, the FTSE Italia Mid Cap Index, representing mid-cap firms, and the 

FTSE MIB Index, representing large-cap firms. Within the S&P 1500 index in the U.S., 

the S&P 600 represents small-cap firms, the S&P 400 represents mid-cap firms, and the 

S&P 500 represents large-cap firms. The classification by sub-indexes, as well as the 

number of firms within each sub-index, is presented in Table 1 below. 

The respective firm characteristics are gathered by the standard industrial classification 

code (SIC) and sorted by up to eight industry groups; 1) Construction, 2) Finance, 

Insurance, and Real Estate, 3) Manufacturing, 4) Mining, 5) Retail Trade, 6) Services, 7) 

Transportation, Communications, Electric, Gas, and Sanity Services and 8) Wholesale 

Trade.9 The firms within the CDAX Composite Index are sorted into seven industry 

groups, the firms within the FTSE Italian All-Share Index are sorted into four industry 

groups, and the firms within the S&P 1500 Composite Index are sorted into eight industry 

groups. The analysis only takes to industries that have more than ten firms to draw from 

significant conclusions. As a result, 27 firms were excluded from the full sample when 

analyzing the effect from the industries. Also, four firms were excluded from the full 

sample for the industry analysis when the SIC code was not available for the firm. The 

classification by industries, along with the number of firms within each industry, is shown 

in Table 1 below. 

 
9 See the website: https://www.osha.gov/pls/imis/sic_manual.html 
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Table 1: Classification by sub-indexes and industry groups. N denotes the number of observations. 

3.2 Coronavirus stimulus packages 
An overview of the stimulus packages implemented in Germany, Italy, and the U.S., is 

covered below. In Germany and Italy, the stimulus packages consist of both fiscal policy 

measures implemented by the government and the European Union (hereafter the E.U.), 

and monetary policy decisions, taken by the ECB. In the U.S., the fiscal measures are 

implemented by the government, and monetary policy decisions taken by the Federal 

Reserve. Table 2 provides a summary of all the stimulus announcement for the three 

countries. 

3.2.1 Germany 

The first action taken by the German government was on March 10, introducing a short-

time work allowance to save jobs, firms, and maintain competitiveness (The Federal 

Government, 2020). Three days later, it was announced that the government would 

implement a package worth billions of dollars. Expanding the short-time work allowance, 

the government would also provide liquidity support and delay tax payments (Die 

Bundesregierung, 2020a). On March 15, further news was provided on the package, 

adding an unlimited loan program for firms. The package, called Social Protection 

Package, was adopted on March 23, worth 156 billion euros, and financed entirely with 

debt. As touched upon above, it aimed to provide support for small firms and self-

employed, increase capital for unemployment benefits, increase funding for actions to 

prevent the Coronavirus from spreading as well as to expand the governments’ provision 

(Federal Ministry of Finance, 2020). 

Indexes Sub-indexes Industry groups
CDAX Composite Index SDAX (N=61) Construction (N=15)

(N=405) MDAX (N=54) Finance, Insurance, and Real Estate (N=57)
DAX (N=28) Manufacturing (N=173)

Retail Trade (N=25)
Services (N=85)

Transportation, Communications, Electric, Gas, and Sanitary Services (N=32)
Wholesale Trade (N=12)

FTSE Italian All-Share Index FTSE Italia Small Cap (N=119) Finance, Insurance, and Real Estate (N=46)
(N=217)  FTSE Italia Mid Cap (N=58) Manufacturing (N=91)

FTSE MIB (N=39) Services (N=29)
Transportation, Communications, Electric, Gas, and Sanitary Services (N=28)

S&P Composite 1500 Index S&P 600 (N=596) Construction (N=26)
(N=1488) S&P 400 (N=398) Finance, Insurance, and Real Estate (N=340)

S&P 500 (N=494) Manufacturing (N=571)
Mining (N=52)

Retail Trade (N=104)
Services (N=219)

Transportation, Communications, Electric, Gas, and Sanity Services (N=131)
Wholesale Trade (N=42)
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On March 27, the Economic Stabilization Fund was announced, worth 600 billion euros. 

Thereof, 100 billion euros had already been committed to the government-owned 

development bank’s (KfW) special program, implemented on March 23 (Die 

Bundesregierung, 2020b). The program aimed at firms of all sizes, which faced 

difficulties due to the Coronavirus, providing loans bearing lower interest rates that were 

fully guaranteed by the government (KfW, 2020). 

The government further announced it was setting up a protective shield for credit insurers 

for 30 billion euros on April 16. The aim is to maintain supply chains by ensuring supplier 

loans (Bundesministerium der Finanzen, 2020a). The short-time work allowance was also 

increased on April 23 (Bundesministerium der Finanzen, 2020b). 

On May 15, the decision to implement the second Social Protection Package was 

announced, further increasing benefits for short-time work allowance as well as 

unemployment benefits (Die Bundesregierung, 2020c). The package was not launched 

until after the time period covered in this analysis. 

3.2.2 Italy 

Cura Italia was the first package implemented by the Italian government. The decision to 

issue a 6.3 billion euro package was first announced on March 5 (Ministero 

dell’Economia e delle Finanze, 2020c). The second announcement of the Cura Italia 

package was made on March 11, stating that the size of the package would increase by 

10 billion euros (Ministero dell’Economia e delle Finanze, 2020d). The package was 

published on March 17, after being passed on March 16, and was worth 25 billion euros. 

The package aimed to strengthen the health care system, protect jobs and income by 

providing liquidity support for households and firms, and delay tax obligations for small 

and medium-sized firms as well as firms within sectors affected by the Coronavirus 

(Ministero dell’Economia e delle Finanze, 2020a). 

The second action, Liquidity Decree, was announced on April 6. Over 400 billion euros 

were guaranteed by the Italian government resulting in a credit mobilization of more than 

750 billion euros. The aim was to help the labor market to recover as well as to protect 

the Italian industrial framework (Ministero dell’Economia e delle Finanze, 2020e). 

The Relaunch Decree was first announced on April 24. The size of the package was 

estimated to be 60 billion euros in 2020 and 2021, financed with new debt. Furthermore, 

it was also announced that the VAT and excise duties would not increase in the coming 

years (Ministero dell’Economia e delle Finanze, 2020b). The package was launched on 
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May 14, with the aim to relaunch the economy, delegating over 130 billion euros to ensure 

liquidity and employment (Ministero dell’Economia e delle Finanze, 2020f, 2020g).  

3.2.3 The E.U. 

The ECB responded to the Coronavirus crisis with its monetary policy decision on March 

12. The bank conducted additional, temporary longer-term refinancing operations 

(LTROs) until June 2020, intending to provide urgent liquidity support to the eurozone 

financial system. From then on, until June 2021, the third TLTRO10 program would offer 

a term that is up to 0.50% lower than the average deposit facility rate. Temporary and 

additional asset purchase of 120 billion euros until year-end 2020 was also announced, as 

part of the existing Asset Purchase Program (APP). ECB’s key interest rates remained 

unchanged at 0% (European Central Bank, 2020a). 

On March 16, the European Commission made two proposals to support the economy 

due to the Coronavirus. The first proposal, Coronavirus Response Investment Initiative 

(CRII), was worth 37 billion euros and aimed to support member states’ health care 

systems, small and medium-sized firms, and the labor market. The second proposal was 

to make 28 billion euros of structural funds available to meet the expenditures mentioned 

above. Both proposals were accepted on March 18 (European Council, 2020a). Another 

monetary policy decision was made by the ECB on March 18, announcing a new and 

temporary asset purchase program, the Pandemic Emergency Purchase Program (PEPP), 

for 750 billion euros (European Central Bank, 2020b). 

The discussion regarding the need for further actions continued on March 31, stating that 

a proposal for a recovery plan would be presented within two weeks (European Council, 

2020b). Shortly after, on April 6, it was announced that a strong package was on the way 

(European Council, 2020c). Two days later, the proposal of the Coronavirus Response 

Investment Initiative Plus (CRII+) was announced. It aimed to raise the amount available 

from structural funds to respond quickly to the crisis. Up to 100% financing to member 

states from the EU budget was also announced as a temporary measure (European 

Council, 2020d). Both the CRII+ and the 100% financing were both adopted on April 22 

(European Council, 2020e, 2020f). 

 
10 The targeted longer-term refinancing operations (TLTROs) contribute long-term funding to banks at an 

attractive rate. They maintain favorable borrowing rates for banks and encourage bank lending in the 

economy (European Central Bank, n.d.). 
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On April 9, the Eurogroup agreed on a package split into three safety nets, worth 540 

billion euros (European Council, 2020g). The European Investment Bank initially 

proposed one of the safety nets on March 24, aimed at small and medium-sized firms 

facing challenges due to the Coronavirus. The goal was to provide 25 billion euro 

government guarantees, consisting of up to 200 billion euros, to support firms suffering 

from the Coronavirus (European Council, 2020h). Another safety net was first proposed 

by the Commission on April 2, aimed at employees and providing up to 100 billion euros 

in loans to countries that needed help to help save jobs and firms (SURE) (European 

Commission, Directorate-General for Economic and Financial Affairs, 2020). The third 

safety net was for countries, proposing a Pandemic Crisis Support worth close to 240 

billion euros or 2% of the member states’ GDP. The Commission had previously 

announced on March 24 that further actions would be made, worth about 2% of member’s 

GDP (European Council, 2020h). The European Council agreed on the safety nets 

package, previously presented by the Eurogroup, on April 23 (European Council, 2020i). 

Furthermore, on April 14, the Council of the EU announced that changes were being 

made to the EU budget for the year 2020 to finance the actions taken to fight the effect 

from the Coronavirus (European Council, 2020j). On April 30, the third monetary policy 

decision was made by the ECB. The bank announced changes to terms and conditions on 

the third TLTRO program, such as lowering the interest rates below 0% depending on the 

lending performance. Pandemic emergency longer-term refinancing operations 

(PELTROs) were also conducted, a series of seven tender procedures with -0.25% interest 

rate. Again, the aim was to provide liquidity support to the eurozone financial system. It 

was also announced that purchases had been made under the Pandemic Emergency 

Purchase Program (PEPP), a program that was previously announced on March 19. 

ECB’s interest rates remained unchanged at 0% (European Central Bank, 2020c). 

The European Commission presented a proposal for a package on May 27, called the 

Next Generation EU, estimated to be worth 750 billion euros and financed fully with debt 

(European Commission, 2020). The main goal of the package was to support member 

states to recover from the crisis with grants and loans to stimulate the economy and 

private investment, as well as to draw lessons from the pandemic (European Commission, 

n.d.). The package was a part of a recovery plan for Europe, formerly discussed on April 

21 and April 23. The package was not agreed upon until after the time period covered in 

this analysis (European Council, 2020k). 
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3.2.4 The U.S. 

The first action taken in the U.S. was an 0.5% interest rate cut to 1-1.25% on March 3 

(Board of Governors of the Federal Reserve System, 2020a). Three days later, the first 

stimulus package was signed into law, the Coronavirus Preparedness and Response 

Supplemental Appropriations Act. The 8.3 billion dollars were provided to develop 

vaccines, in grants for state and local health organizations, and in loans for small firms 

affected by the Coronavirus (Coronavirus Preparedness and Response Supplemental 

Appropriations Act, 2020). 

On March 12, the Federal Reserve announced a 1.5 trillion dollar increase in the 

repurchase agreement operations aiming to smooth the U.S. Treasury market functioning 

(Federal Reserve Bank of New York, 2020a). Four days later, additional 500 billion 

dollars were added (Federal Reserve Bank of New York, 2020b). The President of the 

U.S. defined the Coronavirus outbreak in the U.S. as a national emergency on March 13. 

As a result, 50 billion dollars were made available in federal aid (Holland, Mason, & 

Brice, 2020). Interest rates were lowered again on March 15, by 1%, to 0-0.25%. The 

Federal Reserve further announced it would purchase at least 500 billion dollars of 

Treasury securities and 200 billion dollars of agency securities to support the function of 

the markets (Board of Governors of the Federal Reserve System, 2020b). 

To provide credit flow to support households and firms, the Federal Reserve announced 

the Commercial Paper Funding Facility (CPFF) and the Primary Dealer Credit Facility 

(PDCF) on March 17 (Board of Governors of the Federal Reserve System, 2020c, 2020d). 

The day after, further support was provided with the Money Market Mutual Fund 

Liquidity Facility (MMLF) (Board of Governors of the Federal Reserve System, 2020e). 

The second package implemented by the U.S. government was the Families First 

Coronavirus Response Act, announced on March 18. The package provided payments for 

sick leave, tax credits, free Coronavirus testing, additional food assistance as well as 

increased unemployment benefits (Families First Coronavirus Response Act, 2020). The 

size of the package was 192 billion dollars (Congressional Budget Office, 2020a). 

The Federal Reserve introduced several actions on March 23. The purchases of Treasury 

and agency securities announced on March 15, would equal the amounts that were needed 

to support a functional market. Several facilities were established to support credit to 

households, firms, and large employers, the Primary Market Corporate Credit Facility 

(PMCCF), the Secondary Market Corporate Credit Facility (SMCCF), and the Term 
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Asset-Backed Securities Loan Facility (TALF). Lastly, interest rates were kept 

unchanged at 0-0.25% (Board of Governors of the Federal Reserve System, 2020f).  

Late, on March 2511, the historical 2.3 trillion dollars Coronavirus Aid, Relief, and 

Economic Security Act (the CARES Act) was passed, after four days of negotiations 

(Foran, Raju, & Barrett, 2020; Harney, 2020). The package was signed into law on March 

27. The aim of the package was first, to help employees to keep their jobs and to be paid 

with the Paycheck Protection Program (PPP) that provides federally guaranteed loans 

(CARES Act, 2020). Secondly, to help support households by expanding unemployment 

benefits with a cash payment and thirdly, to stabilize the economy and assist the sectors 

most affected by the Coronavirus by providing funding for loans and loan guarantees. 

Lastly, to support the health care system amongst others (Congressional Budget Office, 

2020b). 

On April 9, the Federal Reserve announced a Municipal Liquidity Facility (hereafter 

MLF) that was later expanded on April 27. The MLF would provide up to 500 billion 

dollars in loans to states and municipalities to help deal with the impact of the 

Coronavirus. Further, the MLF would purchase up to 500 billion dollars of notes issued 

by the U.S. states, counties, and cities (Board of Governors of the Federal Reserve 

System, 2020g). The Federal Reserve also announced on April 9, the Paycheck Protection 

Program Liquidity Facility (PPPLF) that supplied liquidity to the Paycheck Protection 

Program (PPP) by lending to financial institutions (Board of Governors of the Federal 

Reserve System, 2020h). Lastly, the Federal Reserve kept the interest rates unchanged at 

0-0.25% on April 29 (Board of Governors of the Federal Reserve System, 2020i). 

Table 2 below provides a summary of the stimulus announcements in Germany, Italy, the 

E.U., and the U.S, from the beginning of March until the end of May 2020. 

 

 
11 It is assumed that the U.S. stock market was closed so the announcement day is March 26. 



 
 

 

 

Table 2: Summary of stimulus announcements in Germany, Italy, the E.U., and the U.S. Week 1 is from February 24-28, 2020; week 2 is from March 2-6, 2020, until 
week 14, which is from May 25-29, 2020. Further details are presented in Table 3. 

Week Policy Stimulus 
announcement Size Policy Stimulus 

announcement Size Policy Stimulus 
announcement Size Policy Stimulus 

announcement Size

1

2 Fiscal 
policy

Announcement 1: 
Cura Italia

Monetary 
policy Interest rate decision -0.50%

Fiscal 
policy

Coronavirus 
Preparedness and 

Response 
Supplemental 

Appropriations Act.

8.3 billion 
dollars

3 Fiscal 
policy

Announcement 1 and 
2: Social protection 

package I

Fiscal 
policy

Announcement 2: 
Cura Italia

Monetary 
policy LTROs Monetary 

policy
Repurchase 
Agreement

1.5 trillion 
dollars

TLTRO III -0.25% to      
-0.5%

Fiscal 
policy

The President 
declares a national 

emergency

Asset purchase 
program (APP)

120 billion 
euros

Interest rate 
decision 0%

4 Fiscal 
policy

Announcement 3: 
Social protection 

package I

Fiscal 
policy

Announcement 3: 
Cura Italia

25 billion 
euros

Fiscal 
policy

Announcement 1 
and 2: CRII

37 billion 
euros

Monetary 
policy

Repurchase 
Agreement

500 billion 
dollars

Fiscal 
policy

Make structure 
funds available

28 billion 
euros

Monetary 
policy Interest rate decision -1.0%

Monetary 
policy

Asset purchase 
program (PEPP)

750 billion 
euros

Asset Purchase 
Program

At least 700 
billion 
dollars

Monetary 
policy

CPFF, PDCF, 
MMLF

Fiscal 
policy

The Families First 
Coronavirus 

Response Act.

192 billion 
dollars

Germany Italy The E.U. The U.S.
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Table 2, continued: Summary of stimulus announcements in Germany, Italy, the E.U., and the U.S. Week 1 is from February 24-28, 2020; week 2 is from March 2-6, 
2020, until week 14, which is from May 25-29, 2020. Further details are presented in Table 3. 

Week Policy Stimulus 
announcement Size Policy Stimulus 

announcement Size Policy Stimulus 
announcement Size Policy Stimulus 

announcement Size

5
Fiscal 

policy

Announcement 4: 

Social protection 

package I

156 

billion 

euros

Fiscal 

policy

Announcement 1: 

Three safety nets

Monetary 

policy
Interest rate decision 0%

Fiscal 

policy

Announcement 1 and 

2: Economic 

Stabilization Fund

600 

billion 

euros

PMCCF, SMCCF, 

TAFL

Fiscal 

policy
The CARES Act.

2.3 trillion 

dollars

6
Fiscal 

policy

Announcement 1: 

CRII+

Fiscal 

policy

Announcement 2: 

Three safety nets

7
Fiscal 

policy
Liquidity Decree

Over 400 

billion 

euros 

Fiscal 

policy

Announcement 2 

and 3: CRII+

540 billion 

euros

Monetary 

policy
MLF

500 billion 

dollars

Fiscal 

policy

Announcement 3: 

Three safety nets

8
Fiscal 

policy
Protective shield

30 billion 

euros

Fiscal 

policy

Changes in EU 

budget

9
Fiscal 

policy

Short-time work 

allowance increased

Fiscal 

policy

Announcement 1: 

Relaunch Decree

60 billion 

euros

Fiscal 

policy

Announcement 4: 

CRII+

Fiscal 

policy

Announcement 4: 

Three safety nets

Fiscal 

policy

Announcement 1 

and 2: Next 

Generation EU

Germany Italy The E.U. The U.S.
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Table 2, continued: Summary of stimulus announcements in Germany, Italy, the E.U., and the U.S. Week 1 is from February 24-28, 2020; week 2 is from March 2-6, 
2020, until week 14, which is from May 25-29, 2020. Further details are presented in Table 3. 

 

 

 

Week Policy Stimulus 
announcement Size Policy Stimulus 

announcement Size Policy Stimulus 
announcement Size Policy Stimulus 

announcement Size

10 Monetary 
policy TLTRO III -0.25% to      

-0.50%
Monetary 

policy Interest rate decision 0%

PELTROs -0.25% Monetary 
policy MLF expanded

Interest rate 
decision 0%

11

12 Fiscal 
policy

Announcement 1: 
Social protection 

package II

Fiscal 
policy

Announcement 2: 
Relaunch Decree

13

14 Ficsal 
policy

Announcement 3: 
Next Generation 

EU

750 billion 
euros

Germany Italy The E.U. The U.S.



 
 

 

4. Methodology 
To analyze if a stock market was affected by announcements of stimulus packages 

implemented in that same country, the methodology of an event study is applied. Event 

studies measure the effect of an event on a firm’s value by using financial market data. 

Assuming that markets are, to some degree, efficient, the impact of an event is reflected 

in the stock price, if the event contains value relevant information (MacKinlay, 1997). 

Event studies have been widely used. One advantage of this approach is to control for 

other events that might affect the stock price with a narrow event window (Bredin et al., 

2009). The methodology illustrated in MacKinlay (1997) is used as a guide in this thesis. 

The event of interest is the announcements of stimulus packages in Germany, Italy, and 

the U.S. In Germany, there are nine announcements, in Italy, they are six, in the E.U., 

they are 18, and in the U.S., they are 13. Total of 46 announcements in 14 weeks. If an 

announcement is made when markets are closed, the event date is the next business day. 

The event window, the observation period where the stock performance is analyzed, is 

traditionally a predetermined time period before and after the event date. By extending 

the time period, it can capture whether the event is anticipated and how long it takes the 

market to respond to the effect of the event (MacKinlay, 1997). Considering the number 

of announcements in a short timeframe, where the announcements are relatively close to 

one another in time, the length of each event window is kept fixed to one calendar week. 

Most of the event windows contain more than one event, whereas there are no events in 

three event windows. As a result, 14 event windows are defined from February 24 to May 

29, 2020, for each country in the dataset.12 The dates for each event window are listed in 

Table 3. 

The possible impact of the packages on stock markets is measured by calculating daily 

abnormal stock returns (AR) for each event window for each firm. The abnormal stock 

return (!"!") is the actual return of stock (#!") less the expected (normal) return of a stock 

$[#!"] of stock i, at day t, or: 

!"!" =	#!" − $[#!"]     [1] 

 

 
12 The time period ends on May 29, 2020, which is the last date provided at that time, on the Fama/French 
global factors. 
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The actual return of a stock is calculated using daily closing prices for each stock. The 

expected return is the return expected without the event taking place and is calculated 

over an estimation period using formula [2] presented below. The estimation period is 

usually set before the event window, and the two periods do usually not overlap, so the 

event itself will not affect the expected return. The timing is important since the method 

assumes that the impact of an event is reflected in the abnormal returns (MacKinlay, 

1997). In this thesis, each estimation period is one year and starts one business day before 

the defined event window. A new estimation period is set for each event window and is 

moved forward by one week, along with each event window. The timing of the event 

windows, estimation periods, and the event dates are further listed in the table below. 

  
Table 3: Definition of estimation period, event window, and event dates 

All three indexes in the dataset, the CDAX Composite Index, FTSE Italian All-Share 

Index, and the S&P Composite 1500 Index, started declining after reaching their highest 

point on February 19, 2020. As a result, it is assumed that the market did begin to respond 

to the effect of the Coronavirus as of February 20, 2020. The first estimation period is 

from February 22, 2019, to February 21, 2020, to avoid the effect of the Coronavirus on 

the stock market. For simplicity, the event window is kept from Monday to Friday. The 

number of variables in the estimation periods, or the number of trading days, is 261 for 

all indexes. 

Week Start End Start End
1 2-24-2020 2-28-2020 2-22-2019 2-21-2020
2 3-2-2020 3-6-2020 3-1-2019 2-28-2020
3 3-9-2020 3-13-2020 3-8-2019 3-6-2020
4 3-16-2020 3-20-2020 3-15-2019 3-13-2020
5 3-23-2020 3-27-2020 3-22-2019 3-20-2020
6 3-30-2020 4-3-2020 3-29-2019 3-27-2020
7 4-6-2020 4-10-2020 4-5-2019 4-3-2020
8 4-13-2020 4-17-2020 4-12-2019 4-10-2020
9 4-20-2020 4-24-2020 4-19-2019 4-17-2020
10 4-27-2020 5-1-2020 4-26-2019 4-24-2020
11 5-4-2020 5-8-2020 5-3-2019 5-1-2020
12 11-05-2020 5-15-2020 5-10-2019 5-8-2020
13 5-18-2020 5-22-2020 5-17-2019 5-15-2020
14 5-25-2020 5-29-2020 5-24-2019 5-22-2020

Estimation periodEvent window
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Daily expected returns are calculated for each stock on each day over each event window 

as follows: 

     $[#!"] = 	 ##" + +! + ,$! ∗ .#%" − ##"/ + ,&! ∗ 012" + ,'! ∗ 314"         [2] 

where ##" is the risk-free rate at day t. The alpha (+!), a constant, and the three betas, 

,$! , ,&!, and ,'! are the coefficients for the Fama/French three-factors for each stock i, at 

day t, resulting from the regression analysis from the estimation period. The first factor 

is the market risk premium (#%" − ##"), the second is the historical performance of small-

cap firms less the performance of large-cap firms or Small Minus Big (012), and the 

third factor is the past performance of high book-to-market value firms less the 

performance of low book-to-market value firms or High Minus Low (314). While the 

Fama/French three-factor model is applied to calculate the alpha and the betas using 

equation [3], MacKinlay (1997) provides information on other models that can also be 

applied. 

              #!" − ##" = +! + ,$! ∗ .#%" − ##"/ + ,&! ∗ 012" + ,'! ∗ 314" +	6!          [3] 

A new regression analysis is performed for each estimation period to capture the change 

in the alpha and the betas during the Coronavirus pandemic. In other words, a new alpha 

and new betas are calculated from each estimation period, to be able to calculate the 

expected returns for each event window. Consequently, new expected returns are also 

calculated for each event window, using the updated alpha and the betas. When the daily 

expected returns have been calculated over each event window, they are subtracted from 

the actual daily return as described with formula [1], whose outcome is the daily abnormal 

return (AR).  

To be able to conclude the abnormal returns, they are cumulated over each event window. 

First, the cumulative abnormal stock returns (CAR) are calculated for each stock i, for 

the last day in each event window, by adding together the daily abnormal returns (AR) 

over each event window. Then, the average cumulative abnormal stock returns (CAR) 

are calculated for that last day in each event window. One sample t-test is also performed 

for the last day in each event window to test if cumulative abnormal stock returns (CAR) 

are statistically significant from zero. A two-sample t-test is performed for the sub-

indexes for the last day in each event window to test if the cumulative abnormal stock 

returns (CAR) are statistically different between the size of the firms.  
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5. Results and discussion 
The results are reported with two tables for each country. They present the cumulative 

abnormal stock returns (hereafter CAR) for the last day in each event window. The results 

are interpreted on a weekly basis because the announcements are relatively close to one 

another in time. 

The first table presents the full sample, the sub-indexes, and whether there is a difference 

between the sub-indexes. The second table presents the results for the full sample along 

with the industries. The statistical significance of the results at the 1%, 5%, and the 10% 

level, noted with ***, **, and * respectively, are also provided based on a two-tailed 

test.13 The results are interpreted based on the stimulus packages announcements, 

summarized in Table 2. 

The daily abnormal stock returns (AR) for each country are presented in Appendix B. 

5.1 Germany 

5.1.1 Full sample 

The results for the full sample are presented in Table 4 below. The CARs reveal a negative 

and statistically significant effect at the end of weeks 3 and 4 when Germanys’ first 

stimulus package, Social Protection Package I, was announced. In the same weeks, two 

monetary policy decisions were announced by the ECB as well as two stimulus proposals 

by the E.U. At the same time, there is a vast increase in confirmed Coronavirus cases. 

The next stimulus actions announced by the German government in weeks 8 and 9 also 

reveal negative and significant CARs. At that time, the government announced a 

protective shield to maintain supply chains, as well as the short-time work allowance was 

increased. The E.U. also adopted and announced further stimulus packages at the same 

time. At that point, there were still new cases of Coronavirus being confirmed, and deaths 

related to the Coronavirus continued to increase. Still, the increase was significantly 

slower than in previous weeks. The CAR at the end of week 11 is again negative and 

statistically significant. Although there was no event in that week, the ECB announced 

its monetary policy decision in the prior week, as well as the German government 

announced a stimulus package in the following week. 

 
13 In some cases, the CARs are relatively large but still not statistically significant. That can be explained 
by “penny stocks” which prices are less than one dollar. 
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The weekly announcements made by the E.U. from week 3 until week 10 do not show a 

clear effect, whereas the CARs are not statistically significant at the end of week 5, 6, and 

7 when stimulus packages were announced and adopted.  

 
Table 4: End of week cumulative abnormal stock returns (CAR) in Germany, in percentages. Full 

sample, sub-indexes, and the difference between sub-indexes. The SDAX represents small-cap firms, 
the MDAX represents mid-cap firms, and the DAX represent large-cap firms. Notes: ***, **, * 

display statistical significance at the 1%, 5% and the 10% level, respectively. N denotes the number 
of observations. 

The results suggest that shareholders view the stimulus packages announced by the 

German government as negative information. It also appears that the effect of the stimulus 

announcements made by the E.U. on the stock market is not as clear. The stock market 

responds to announcements of the packages containing only information regarding the 

packages, even though they had not been fully announced, which is consistent with 

Ardagna (2009). The negative impact of the stimulus packages on stock prices is 

consistent with Shanaev et al. (2020), who also study the Coronavirus stimulus packages 

for a shorter time period. They further show that monetary policy decisions had a greater 

negative impact on stock markets. However, the effect of monetary policy decisions could 

not be concluded in this thesis. Qureshi et al. (2019), Afonso and Sousa (2011), and 

Ardagna (2009) also find that stock markets had a negative response to expansionary 

fiscal policy when studying previous time periods. On the contrary, Chatziantoniou et al. 

(2013) show that fiscal policy does not affect the German stock market, while they did 

have a negative effect in the U.S. and the U.K. 

Week Full sample SDAX MDAX DAX SDAX vs MDAX SDAX vs DAX MDAX vs DAX

N=405 N=61 N=54 N=28
1 -1.59 -0.17 1.82* 1.34
2 -0.85 0.05 0.49 0.36
3 -4.36** 0.83 0.70 -6.82*** **
4 -4.85*** -0.83 3.10* 1.35
5 7.94 1.42 -2.16** 2.04* **
6 2.57 3.01*** 4.52*** 0.39 **
7 -2.12 -0.69 -1.55* -0.99
8 -6.21* 1.11 -0.33 -0.52
9 -3.41** -1.91* -2.44*** -2.43***

10 -0.25 1.75* 2.27*** 3.54***
11 -4.98** -0.56 -6.79 -1.76
12 -2.97 -2.43*** -0.52 -0.59 *
13 0.64 5.10*** 3.43*** 4.41***
14 -0.19 -0.50 0.57 -1.04

CAR Statistical test

Germany
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However, at the same time as the stimulus packages were introduced, the general 

Coronavirus development was negative, as stated before. In the first few weeks, total 

confirmed cases and total deaths were increasing rapidly, as well as regional lockdowns 

were being imposed. Over the weeks, new cases and deaths started to decline. The 

possibility that the negative development of the Coronavirus had a negative and 

statistically significant effect cannot be ruled out. Recent studies analyzing the impact of 

the Coronavirus on stock markets have found a negative relationship between the number 

of confirmed cases and deaths and stock performance (Al-Awadhi et al., 2020; Ali et al., 

2020; Wang & Enilov, 2020). It has also been shown that lockdowns have a negative 

effect on stock prices (Shanaev et al., 2020). 

5.1.2 Size-effect 

The results are presented in Table 4. Constituents that are within the CDAX but are not 

within the sub-indexes were excluded from the subsample analysis, as explained before, 

a total of 262 firms.  

When the German government announced the first stimulus package in week 3, as well 

as the ECB announced its monetary policy decision, the DAX is the only sub-index 

revealing a negative and statistically significant CAR. The results further show that there 

is a statistical difference between the MDAX and the DAX. Another announcement was 

made on the same package in week 4, the ECB announced a monetary policy decision, 

and the European Commission made two stimulus proposals that were accepted. This 

time, the CAR for the MDAX is positive and statistically significant. At the end of week 

5, the CARs for the MDAX and the DAX both move in the opposite direction. The CAR 

for the DAX is positive and statistically significant, while the CAR for the MDAX is 

negative and statistically significant. The results also show a statistically significant 

difference between the two indexes. During that week, the German government adopted 

two stimulus packages, and the E.U. announced a stimulus package. At the end of week 

6, when the E.U. made announcements for stimulus packages, the CARs for both the 

SDAX and the MDAX are positive and statistically significant. Again, there is a statistical 

difference between the MDAX and the DAX. All three sub-indexes show negative and 

statistically significant CARs at the end of week 9 and positive and statistically significant 

CARs at the end of week 10. In weeks 9 and 10 the government increased the short-time 

work allowance, and the E.U. also adopted and announced further stimulus packages. In 

week 12 the CAR for the SDAX is negative and statistically significant when the decision 
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for the second Social Protection Package was announced, further increasing benefits for 

short-time work allowance as well as unemployment benefits. The SDAX is also 

statistically different from the DAX. Finally, all sub-indexes show positive and 

statistically significant CARs at the end of week 13 when there was no event.  

On the one hand, the results indicate that the stimulus packages impacted firms of all 

three sizes. On the other hand, there appears to be a statistical difference between mid-

cap firms and large-cap firms, around the announcements of the first stimulus packages. 

Whether one size was affected more overall compared to the others, cannot be concluded 

from the results. 

5.1.3 Industry analysis 

The results, presented in Table 5 below, show that the CARs for all industries but the 

construction industry and the transportation, communications, electric, gas, and sanitary 

services industry are statistically significant at some point. During the announcements of 

Germanys’ first stimulus package in weeks 3 and 4, the finance, insurance, and real estate 

industry, as well as the manufacturing industry, reveal negative and statistically 

significant CARs. When the package was adopted in week 5, the retail trade industry and 

the services industry show a positive and statistically significant effect. However, the 

actions do not appear to have a statistically significant impact on the full sample. The 

next stimulus actions announced by the German government took place in weeks 8 and 

9. None of the industries show a statistically and significant CAR in week 8, but the 

manufacturing industry appears to capture the effect in week 9. In week 11, when there 

was no event, the services industry is negative and statistically significant. 

A clear industry-effect from the stimulus packages cannot be concluded. The packages 

aimed at firms affected by the Coronavirus. Still, the results do not indicate that firms 

within a specific industry had a greater benefit from the packages compared to the other 

industries, as shown in Burdekin and Weidenmier’s (2015) study. 
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Table 5: End of week cumulative abnormal stock returns (CAR) in Germany, in percentages. Full 
sample and industries. Notes: ***, **, * display statistical significance at the 1%, 5% and the 10% 

level, respectively. N denotes the number of observations. 

5.2 Italy 

5.2.1 Full sample 

The results for the full sample, presented in Table 6 below, show that the CARs are 

statistically significant for 13 out of 14 weeks but do not reveal a clear positive or negative 

effect. The Italian government made announcements regarding stimulus packages in 

weeks 2, 3, and 12, and the packages were adopted in weeks 4, 7, and 9. The CARs are 

both negative and positive. The ECB announced monetary policy decisions in weeks 3, 

4, and 10. Fiscal policy announcements in the E.U. were made in weeks 5, 6, 7, 8, 9, and 

14, and they were adopted in weeks 4, 7, and 9. Again, the CARs are both negative and 

positive as well as there is one CAR that is not statistically significant. Weeks 1, 11, and 

13 did not contain any events but still show statistically significant CARs. 

As a result, the stimulus packages appear to have a statistically significant impact on the 

stock prices, but there is not a clear pattern across all the packages. Some announcements 

appear to have a negative effect, other appear to have a positive effect while some 

announcements do not appear to have any effect. While the negative effect from stimulus 

actions has been shown by Ardagna (2009), Afonso and Sousa (2011), Chatziantoniou et 

al. (2013), and Qureshi (2019), the opposite effect has been shown by Rogers et al. (2014), 

Murphy (2015), Burdekin and Weidenmier (2015), Fratzscher et al. (2016), and Haitsma 

et al. (2016). Furthermore, Tarhan (1995) has shown that stimulus actions do not affect 

the stock market, and Chatziantoniou et al. (2013) have also shown that fiscal policy does 

not influence the German stock market. With Italy being the first European country to be 

Week Full sample Construction
Finance, 

Insurance, and 
Real Estate

Manufacturing Retail Trade Services

Transportation, 
Communications, 
Electric, Gas, and 
Sanitary Services

Wholesale 
Trade

N=405 N=15 N=57 N=173 N=25 N=85 N=32 N=12
1 -1.59 2.32 -5.51*** -1.33 -2.37 -4.95*** 10.26 0.32
2 -0.85 34.85 -11.61 0.24 1.44 1.97** -15.01 1.75
3 -4.36** -34.61 -12.36** -1.09 -4.78 -0.41 -4.10 -3.43
4 -4.85*** -21.12 -12.83 -3.03* -7.85 -1.15 -4.16 -0.30
5 7.94 -21.24 -3.07 20.45 9.20** 4.53** -16.57 4.69
6 2.57 -27.46 -6.69 9.21*** 4.75 4.61*** -8.01 0.37
7 -2.12 3.78 -2.57 -1.55 1.05 -0.83 -14.03 -0.53
8 -6.21* -27.43 -21.87 -2.08 4.42 1.45 -23.02 0.92
9 -3.41** -17.64 -5.40 -2.88* 4.53 -1.34 -9.99 0.18

10 -0.25 -5.24 0.29 -0.71 -1.47 1.86 -2.63 1.98
11 -4.98** -3.81 -1.64 -2.80 -1.59 -9.33* -17.33 2.98
12 -2.97 -16.98 -10.05 -0.59 -1.67 0.20 -8.09 -0.41
13 0.64 -1.65 -2.80 0.99 13.97* 1.20 -7.76 3.97**
14 -0.19 -9.12 -0.66 0.67 1.88 2.05* -7.21 0.32

Germany
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hit hard by the Coronavirus, the negative effect from the cases confirmed and deaths, as 

well as the sentiment effect could be considerable, as shown by Shanaev et al. (2020). 

 
Table 6: End of week cumulative abnormal stock returns (CAR) in Italy, in percentages. Full 

sample, sub-indexes, and the difference between sub-indexes. The FTSE Italia Small Cap represents 
the small-cap firm. The FTSE Italia Mid Cap represents mid-cap firms. The FTSE MIB represents 
large-cap firms. Notes: ***, **, * display statistical significance at the 1%, 5% and the 10% level, 

respectively. N denotes the number of observations. 

5.2.2 Size-effect 

The results are presented in Table 6. As for the full sample, the CARs for the sub-indexes 

do not reveal a positive or negative effect from the packages. The results further show 

that while the CARs move in the same direction, there is a considerable difference 

between sub-indexes. 

The Italian government announced its first stimulus package in weeks 2 and 3, the ECB 

made its first monetary policy decision after the Coronavirus, and a national lockdown 

was imposed. The results show a statistical difference between the FTSE Italia Small Cap 

and the FTSE MIB indexes, as well as a difference between FTSE Italia Mid Cap and the 

FTSE MIB indexes. In week 5 a proposal was made by the European Investment Bank, 

which aimed at small and medium-sized firms facing challenges due to the Coronavirus. 

The results show a statistical difference between the FTSE Italia Small Cap versus the 

FTSE Italia Mid Cap and the FTSE MIB indexes. When changes in the E.U. budget were 

announced in week 8, the CARs for the FTSE Italia Small Cap versus the FTSE Italia 

Mid Cap and the FTSE MIB indexes again show a statistical difference. At the end of 

week 10 there is a statistical difference between the FTSE Italia Small Cap and the FTSE 

Week Full sample FTSE Italia 
Small Cap

FTSE Italia 
Mid Cap

FTSE 
MIB

FTSE Italia Small 
Cap vs. FTSE Italia 

Mid Cap

FTSE Italia Small 
Cap vs. FTSE MIB

 FTSE Italia Mid 
Cap vs. FTSE MIB

N=216 N=119 N=58 N=39

1 1.27*** 0.76 1.79*** 2.07
2 -7.97*** -8.98*** -7.80*** -5.15*** *** **
3 -5.77*** -4.94*** -5.18*** -9.18*** ** *
4 8.93*** 8.88*** 9.42*** 8.34***
5 1.67** 3.24*** -0.46 0.06 ** *
6 2.01*** 2.85*** 1.31 0.46
7 -2.05*** -1.47* -2.93*** -2.52**
8 -0.07 1.22* -0.98 -2.66*** ** ***
9 0.84* 0.65 1.53* 0.41

10 2.10*** 1.38** 2.04*** 4.37*** *** ***
11 -4.85*** -4.57*** -5.68*** -4.47***
12 0.75* 0.68 0.36 1.55**
13 -1.99*** -1.72*** -2.66*** -1.83**
14 4.00*** 3.47*** 6.40*** 2.06*** *** ***

CAR Statistical test

Italy
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MIB indexes as well as a difference between the FTSE Italia Mid Cap and the FTSE MIB 

indexes. During that week, a monetary policy decision was made. The European 

Commission presented a proposal for a package in week 14, when the FTSE Italia Mid 

Cap was statistically different from both the FTSE Small Cap and the FTSE MIB indexes. 

Hence, on the one hand, the results indicate that there appears to be a statistical difference 

between firms of all three sizes at some point. On the other hand, the effect of the 

packages does not show a clear pattern. As a result, the overall size-effect from the 

packages cannot be concluded, such as whether one size was affected more than the other. 

5.2.3 Industry analysis 

The results, presented in Table 7 below, show that all industries reveal statistically 

significant CARs. The industries most often move in the same direction, but which 

industry drives the effect of the full sample is quite different between weeks. In weeks 2 

and 3, all industries are negative and statistically significant when the Italian government 

announced its first stimulus packages, the ECB made its first monetary policy decision 

post the Coronavirus, and a national lockdown was imposed. At the same time, there is a 

large increase in the confirmed Coronavirus cases. In week 4, all industries change 

directions with positive and statistically significant CARs when the Italian government 

published the first stimulus package. Furthermore, a monetary policy decision was made 

by the ECB and, the European Commission made two stimulus proposals that were 

accepted. At that point, the number of infections continued to increase as well as deaths 

related to the Coronavirus. Week 11 contained no events, but all industries were negative 

and statistically significant. In the prior week, the ECB announced a monetary policy 

decision. In week 14, when the E.U. announced an upcoming package, all industries were 

positive and statistically significant. 

As in the case of Germany, it appears that the stimulus packages had an impact on all 

industries at some point, but the effect does not show a clear pattern across all the 

industries. Whether the packages had overall a more significant impact on one industry 

compared to the others, cannot be concluded. 
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Table 7: End of week cumulative abnormal stock returns (CAR) in Italy, in percentages. Full sample 

and industries. Notes: ***, **, * display statistical significance at the 1%, 5% and the 10% level, 
respectively. N denotes the number of observations. 

5.3 The U.S. 

5.3.1 Full sample 

The results for the full sample, presented in Table 8 below, show statistically significant 

CARs for 13 out of 14 weeks but do not reveal a clear trend. The U.S. government 

announced stimulus packages in weeks 2, 4, and 5. The CARs are either negative or not 

statistically significant. The Federal Reserve announced monetary policy decisions in 

weeks 2, 3, 4, 5, 7, and 10. The CARs are both positive and negative, and one is not 

statistically significant. There were no events in weeks 8 and 9, but the CARs are still 

statistically significant. 

At the end of week 2 the CAR is negative. During that week, the U.S. government 

announced the first stimulus package. In the same week, the first monetary policy 

decision was made after the first case of Coronavirus was identified in the U.S, which 

resulted in an interest rate cut of 0.50%. In the third week, the President of the U.S. 

declared a national emergency, making 50 billion dollars available in federal aid, as well 

as a repurchase agreement was announced by the Federal Reserve, revealing a positive 

CAR at the end of week 3. During the same week, there was a vast increase in confirmed 

cases of the Coronavirus, compared to the previous week. Week 4 included numerous 

events, both during the week and in the weeks before and after. Still, the CAR was not 

statistically significant. In the following week, the U.S. government announced the 

historical stimulus package, the CARES Act, and the Federal Reserve announced a 

monetary policy decision. The CAR at the end of the week is negative. In week 7, the 

Week Full sample
Finance, Insurance, and 

Real Estate Manufacturing Services
Transportation, 

Communications, Electric, 
Gas, and Sanitary Services

N=216 N=46 N=91 N=29 N=28
1 1.27*** 1.33 2.98*** 0.75 -2.08*
2 -7.97*** -9.71*** -7.72*** -8.32*** -4.58***
3 -5.77*** -4.61*** -2.54** -6.58** -14.53***
4 8.93*** 5.35*** 9.62*** 9.80** 8.77***
5 1.67** 1.86 0.15 6.01** 3.01
6 2.01*** 0.85 0.47 3.59* 5.41**
7 -2.05*** -1.78** -1.11 -1.59 -6.53***
8 -0.07 -1.69** 0.63 2.53* -3.60***
9 0.84* -0.32 1.10* 3.33** -0.38

10 2.10*** 4.09*** 2.10*** -1.28 3.13***
11 -4.85*** -4.17*** -5.03*** -3.69*** -5.16***
12 0.75* 2.49*** 0.07 0.10 0.56
13 -1.99*** -2.97*** -1.55*** -1.69 -1.32
14 4.00*** 4.61*** 3.81*** 4.63*** 3.94***

Italy
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Federal Reserve announced a Municipal Liquidity Facility (MLF), which provided loans 

to states and municipalities. The CAR at the end of the week is positive. The last event 

was in week 10, a monetary policy decision expanding the MLF, reveals a positive and 

statistically significant CAR. 

As in the case of Italy, the stimulus packages appear to have a statistically significant 

impact on the stock prices, but there is not a clear pattern across the packages, whether 

the effect is positive or negative. The U.S. was the only country out of the three that could 

lower its interest rates without going below zero. Studies have shown that the effect of 

interest rate decision can vary depending on whether there is a crisis or not. On the one 

hand, Collingro and Frenkel (2019) show a more substantial effect during the 2008 

financial crisis. On the other hand, Kontonikas et al. (2013) and Haitsma et al. (2016) 

show that even though an interest rate decision affected the stock market before the 2008 

financial crisis, it did not affect the stock market during the crisis. The effect from open 

market operations has also been analyzed where Rogers et al. (2014), Fratzscher et al. 

(2016), and Haitsma et al. (2016) show a positive effect, while Tarhan (1995) shows that 

open market operations do not affect stock prices. 

 

Table 8: End of week cumulative abnormal stock returns (CAR) in the U.S., in percentages. Full 
sample, sub-indexes, and the difference between sub-indexes. The S&P400 represents mid-cap firms. 
The S&P 500 represents large-caps firms. The S&P 600 represents small-cap firms. Notes: ***, **, 

* display statistical significance at the 1%, 5% and the 10% level, respectively. N denotes the 
number of observations. 

 

Week Full sample S&P 600 S&P 400 S&P 500 S&P 600 vs 
S&P 400

S&P 600 vs 
S&P 500

S&P 400 vs 
S&P 500

N=1488 N=596 N=398 N=494
1 1.88*** 4.20*** 1.19*** -0.36 *** *** ***
2 -0.81*** -1.29*** -0.32 -0.63** ** *
3 3.27*** 5.43*** 3.23*** 0.7 ** ***
4 -0.69 2.22*** -2.03*** -3.11*** *** ***
5 -1.24*** -3.34*** -1.10** 1.19*** ** *** ***
6 -2.25*** -2.65*** -2.12*** -1.88***
7 5.22*** 6.00*** 5.33*** 4.19*** *** **
8 -1.11*** -0.90** -1.62*** -0.94***
9 1.50*** 2.02*** 1.43*** 0.92*** *

10 1.93*** 3.56*** 1.80*** 0.07 *** *** ***
11 2.29*** 2.46*** 3.28*** 1.28*** * *** ***
12 -1.22*** -1.62*** -1.42*** -0.56*** *** **
13 3.39*** 4.37*** 3.81*** 1.88*** *** ***
14 -2.32*** -3.47*** -2.59*** -0.73*** *** *** ***

CAR Statistical test

The U.S.
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5.3.2 Size-effect 

The results, also presented in Table 8, show that the CARs for all three indexes are 

statistically significant and move more or less in the same direction.  

When the U.S. government announced the first stimulus package, as well as interest rates 

were cut by 0.50% in week 2, only the CARs for the S&P 600 and S&P 500 are negative 

and statistically significant. In week 3, only the CARs for the S&P 600 and S&P 400 are 

positive and statistically significant. During that week, the President of the U.S. declared 

a national emergency, making 50 billion dollars available in federal aid, and the Federal 

Reserve also announced a repurchase agreement. There is no event in week 6, but still, 

all the sub-indexes are negative and statistically significant. In the prior week, the U.S. 

government announced the historical stimulus package, the CARES Act. The Federal 

Reserve also announced a monetary policy decision. At the end of week 7, when the 

Federal Reserve announced a Municipal Liquidity Facility (MLF), which provides loans 

to states and municipalities, all the sub-indexes are positive and statistically significant. 

There are no events in weeks 8 and 9, when all sub-indexes are negative and statistically 

significant before turning positive and statistically significant. A monetary policy 

decision expanding the MLF, was made in week 10 when only the CARs for the S&P 

600 and S&P 400 are positive and statistically significant. Week 11 to 14 do not contain 

any events, while the sub-indexes either show positive or negative statistically significant 

CARs. 

The results indicate that there is a considerable difference between all three sub-indexes. 

Furthermore, small-cap firms, represented by the S&P 600 index, appear to be the most 

affected in majority of the weeks, while the large-cap firms, represented by the S&P 500, 

appear to be least affected. That could be explained by the fact that the packages are often 

aimed at small and medium-sized firms, and therefore, it may have brought special 

attention to investors. 

5.3.3 Industry analysis 

The results, presented in Table 9 below, show that all industries reveal statistically 

significant CARs at some point. Which industry drives the effect of the full sample is 

quite different between weeks, but the mining industry is largely positively influenced 

during most of the weeks. The rest of the industries are not consistent. In the first weeks, 

the industries do not move in the same direction, but from week 7 there is some 

resemblance between the industries. All industries, except mining and wholesale trade, 
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reveal positive and statistically significant CARs in week 7, when the Federal Reserve 

announced a monetary policy decision. All industries are positively affected in week 10, 

except the transportation, communications, electric, gas, and sanity services industry, 

which is negative, when the previous monetary policy decision (MLF) from week 7 was 

expanded. Most of the industries move in the same direction in weeks 11, 13 and, 14, 

when there are no events.  

As a result, it appears that the stimulus packages had an impact on all industries, but the 

effect does not show a clear pattern across all the industries, as in the case of Germany 

and Italy. 

 

Table 9: End of week cumulative abnormal stock returns (CAR) in the U.S., in percentages. Full 
sample and industries. Notes: ***, **, * display statistical significance at the 1%, 5% and the 10% 

level, respectively. N denotes the number of observations. 

 

 

Week Full sample Construction

Finance, 
Insurance, 
and Real 

Estate

Manufacturing Mining Retail Trade Services

Transportation, 
Communications, 
Electric, Gas, and 

Sanity Services

Wholesale Trade

N=1488 N=26 N=340 N=571 N=52 N=104 N=219 N=131 N=42
1 1.88*** -5.90*** -1.94*** 5.25*** 8.29*** 0.12 2.33*** -4.27*** 3.97***
2 -0.81*** 0.40 0.32 -0.07 -10.24*** -1.99** -3.12*** 1.23* -0.45
3 3.27*** -7.90** 0.81 5.95*** 28.17** -2.75** 0.96 -0.99 3.37*
4 -0.69 -8.64** -5.38*** 1.13** 14.64*** -4.80** -1.37 0.76 4.67
5 -1.24*** 4.11** 0.04 -1.66*** -13.37*** -0.59 -1.08 1.04 -3.37
6 -2.25*** -4.86** -6.76*** -0.19 15.12*** -6.34*** -2.87*** -2.88*** 1.14
7 5.22*** 6.21*** 7.79*** 3.42*** 1.41 12.89*** 4.52*** 4.49*** 1.22
8 -1.11*** -5.91*** -4.80*** -0.83*** 15.15*** 3.20*** -1.75*** -1.53** 0.37
9 1.50*** -0.14 -0.96** 1.67*** 23.82*** -0.22 1.42*** -0.07 1.64**

10 1.93*** 4.55*** 2.47*** 1.42*** 8.90*** 3.91*** 1.54*** -1.50*** 1.66**
11 2.29*** 2.86** 0.47 3.05*** 11.14*** 2.76*** 1.74*** 0.59 2.37**
12 -1.22*** -0.57 -3.25*** -1.01*** 4.42*** 1.48** -1.62*** -1.27*** 0.39
13 3.39*** 8.22*** 3.98*** 2.95*** 7.26*** 2.02*** 2.70*** 3.60*** 3.50***
14 -2.32*** -4.01*** -2.24*** -2.25*** -9.16*** -2.52*** -2.40*** -0.10 -0.62

The U.S.



 
 

 

6. Conclusion and recommendations 
The thesis analyzes the impact the announcements of stimulus packages have on stock 

performance. Additionally, the thesis analyzes how the effect differs between the size of 

the firms and the industries. The methodology of an event study is applied, analyzing 

cumulative abnormal stock returns (CAR) in Germany, Italy, and the U.S. 

The results indicate that the stimulus packages announced by the German government 

had a negative effect on the German stock market. In contrast, the packages announced 

by the European Union did not appear to have a clear effect. The stimulus packages 

implemented in Italy and the U.S. appear to have a statistically significant impact on their 

stock markets. Still, there is not a clear pattern across all the packages. Some 

announcements appear to have a negative effect, other appear to have a positive effect 

while some announcements do not appear to have any effect. As a result, some support is 

found for the first hypothesis, that the announcements of stimulus packages in one country 

leads to abnormal stock returns for firms within that country. Some support is also found 

for the second hypothesis, whereas the announcement effect of stimulus packages differs 

depending on the size of the firms and the industry they are in. Again, there is not a clear 

overall pattern across the packages. In Germany, there appears to be a statistical 

difference between mid-cap firms and large-cap firms around the announcements of the 

first stimulus packages. As in the case of Italy and the U.S., there appears to be a statistical 

difference between all three sizes at various points in time. Furthermore, in the U.S., 

small-cap firms appear to be the most affected in the majority of the weeks, while the 

large-cap firms appear to be least affected. Hence, the results could be explained by the 

fact that the packages are often aimed at small and medium-sized firms. The different 

outcome for Germany compared to Italy, and the U.S. could be explained by the fact that, 

of the three countries, Germany had the most fiscal space and appears to have had the 

most control of the outbreak. As a result, the sentiment effect from the outbreak of the 

Coronavirus in Italy and the U.S. could make it harder to isolate the impact of the 

packages in the event windows. 

Even though general Coronavirus developments were taken into consideration, i.e., the 

number of cases confirmed, deaths, and lockdowns, the methodology does not allow to 

fully disentangle the stimulus packages from the Coronavirus development. As a result, 

the analysis does not identify which part of the abnormal returns is due to the 

announcement of the stimulus packages and which part is due to the development of the 



 37 

Coronavirus. Either the effect from the stimulus packages might become stronger, or they 

could be offset by the Coronavirus development. Further events were not collected. 

A new estimation period is set for each event window to capture the change in the alpha 

and the betas during the Coronavirus pandemic, as described in Chapter 4. As a result, 

the effect of the stimulus packages might, to some extent, be captured by the alpha and 

the betas, along with the abnormal returns. Also, the length of the estimation period is 

dependent upon the researcher, usually ranging from 30 to 250 days (Aktas, de Bodt, & 

Cousin, 2007). Further research could be conducted, shortening the estimation period as 

well as applying more than one model for the regression analysis, and analyze the impact 

on the results. 

While literature most often suggests that there is a negative relationship between 

monetary policy and stock markets, the effect of fiscal policy on stock markets and how 

these two interact is not clear. The theory also suggests, according to the efficient market 

hypothesis, that stock markets will reflect the stimulus packages into their prices, 

assuming the announcements contain value relevant information. At the same time as the 

stimulus packages were being implemented, the markets might also be responding to the 

negative effect of the Coronavirus, as previously discussed and shown in a recent study 

by Landier and Thesmar (2020), explaining that the interest rate cut was offset by the 

negative effect of the Coronavirus. The fundamental value of stocks might also be 

deviating from its market price as sentiments may take over the fundamentals, as investors 

feared the impact of the Coronavirus (Shanaev et al., 2020). Investors might not be using 

the information on the stimulus packages rationally. 

The results give investors and other stakeholders, as well as economic policymakers, 

some insight into how the stock markets in Germany, Italy, and the U.S. responded to the 

Coronavirus stimulus packages. The thesis, however, only covers a short time period due 

to a lack of data and thus only analyzes the announcement effect of the packages. Further 

research is required to analyze the long-term effect of the packages on stock markets. A 

long-term analysis could be conducted by expanding the time period and adding stimulus 

packages that have later been implemented. Integrating more countries to the analysis 

would also be interesting, especially countries that differ in some ways, as is implemented 

in this thesis. 

  



 38 

List of references 
Afonso, A., & Sousa, R. M. (2011). What are the effects of fiscal policy on asset 

markets? Economic Modelling, 28(4), 1871-1890. 

https://doi.org/10.1016/j.econmod.2011.03.018 

Agnello, L., & Sousa, R. M. (2013). Fiscal policy and asset prices. Bulletin of Economic 

Research, 65(2), 154-177. https://doi.org/10.1111/j.0307-3378.2011.00420.x 

Akhtaruzzaman, M., Boubaker, S., & Sensoy, A. (2020). Financial contagion during 

COVID-19 crisis (in press). Finance Research Letters, 101604. 

https://doi.org/10.1016/j.frl.2020.101604 

Aktas, N., de Bodt, E., & Cousin, J.-G. (2007). Event studies with a contaminated 

estimation period. Journal of Corporate Finance, 13(1), 129-145. 

https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jcorpfin.2006.09.001 

Al-Awadhi, A. M., Alsaifi, K., Al-Awadhi, A., & Alhammadi, S. (2020). Death and 

contagious infectious diseases: Impact of the COVID-19 virus on stock market 

returns. Journal of Behavioral and Experimental Finance, 27, 100326. 

https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jbef.2020.100326 

Ali, M., Alam, N., & Rizvi, S. A. R. (2020). Coronavirus (COVID-19) – An epidemic 

or pandemic for financial markets. Journal of Behavioral and Experimental 

Finance, 27, 100341. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jbef.2020.100341 

Ardagna, S. (2009). Financial markets’ behaviour around episodes of large changes in 

the fiscal stance. European Economic Review, 53(1), 37-55. 

https://doi.org/10.1016/j.euroecorev.2008.07.003 

Ashraf, B. N. (2020). Stock markets’ reaction to COVID-19: Cases or fatalities? 

Research in International Business and Finance, 54, 101249. 

https://doi.org/10.1016/j.ribaf.2020.101249 

Assefa, T. A., Esqueda, O. A., & Mollick, A. V. (2017). Stock returns and interest rates 

around the World: A panel data approach. Journal of Economics and Business, 

89, 20-35. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jeconbus.2016.10.001 

Baker, S. R., Bloom, N., Davis, S. J., Kost, K. J., Sammon, M. C., & Viratyosin, T. 

(2020). The unprecedented stock market impact of COVID-19 (NBER Working 



 39 

Paper No. 26945). National Bureau of Economic Research. 

https://doi.org/10.3386/w26945 

Bennhold, K. (2020, May 6). A German exception? Why the country’s coronavirus 

death rate is low. The New York Times. Retrieved August 2, 2020, from: 

https://www.nytimes.com/2020/04/04/world/europe/germany-coronavirus-

death-rate.html 

Bjørnland, H. C., & Leitemo, K. (2009). Identifying the interdependence between US 

monetary policy and the stock market. Journal of Monetary Economics, 56(2), 

275-282. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jmoneco.2008.12.001 

Board of Governors of the Federal Reserve System. (2016). The Federal Reserve 

system: Purposes and functions. Board of Governors of the Federal Reserve 

System (U.S.). https://doi.org/10.17016/0199-9729.10 

Board of Governors of the Federal Reserve System. (2020a, March 3). Transcript of 

Chair Powell’s press conference, March 3, 2020. Retrieved July 2, 2020, from: 

https://www.federalreserve.gov/mediacenter/files/FOMCpresconf20200303.pdf 

Board of Governors of the Federal Reserve System. (2020b, March 15). Transcript of 

Chair Powell’s press conference call, March 15, 2020. Retrieved July 2, 2020, 

from: 

https://www.federalreserve.gov/mediacenter/files/FOMCpresconf20200315.pdf 

Board of Governors of the Federal Reserve System. (2020c, March 17). Federal 

Reserve Board announces establishment of a Commercial Paper Funding 

Facility (CPFF) to support the flow of credit to households and businesses. 

Retrieved July 2, 2020, from: 

https://www.federalreserve.gov/newsevents/pressreleases/monetary20200317a.h

tm 

Board of Governors of the Federal Reserve System. (2020d, March 17). Federal 

Reserve Board announces establishment of a Primary Dealer Credit Facility 

(PDCF) to support the credit needs of households and businesses. Retrieved July 

2, 2020, from: 

https://www.federalreserve.gov/newsevents/pressreleases/monetary20200317b.h

tm 



 40 

Board of Governors of the Federal Reserve System. (2020e, March 18). Federal 

Reserve Board broadens program of support for the flow of credit to households 

and businesses by establishing a Money Market Mutual Fund Liquidity Facility 

(MMLF). Retrieved July 2, 2020, from: 

https://www.federalreserve.gov/newsevents/pressreleases/monetary20200318a.h

tm 

Board of Governors of the Federal Reserve System. (2020f, March 23). Federal Reserve 

announces extensive new measures to support the economy. Retrieved July 2, 

2020, from: 

https://www.federalreserve.gov/newsevents/pressreleases/monetary20200323b.h

tm 

Board of Governors of the Federal Reserve System. (2020g, April 27). Federal Reserve 

Board announces an expansion of the scope and duration of the Municipal 

Liquidity Facility. Retrieved July 4, 2020, from: 

https://www.federalreserve.gov/newsevents/pressreleases/monetary20200427a.h

tm 

Board of Governors of the Federal Reserve System. (2020h, April 9). Federal Reserve 

takes additional actions to provide up to $2.3 trillion in loans to support the 

economy. Retrieved July 4, 2020, from: 

https://www.federalreserve.gov/newsevents/pressreleases/monetary20200409a.h

tm 

Board of Governors of the Federal Reserve System. (2020i, April 29). Federal Reserve 

press release. Retrieved July 4, 2020, from: 

https://www.federalreserve.gov/monetarypolicy/files/monetary20200429a1.pdf 

Bredin, D., Hyde, S., Nitzsche, D., & O’Reilly, G. (2009). European monetary policy 

surprises: The aggregate and sectoral stock market response. International 

Journal of Finance & Economics, 14(2), 156–171. 

https://doi.org/10.1002/ijfe.341 

Bundesministerium der Finanzen. (2020a, April 16). Bundesregierung sichert 

Warenverkehr ab. Retrieved May 20, 2020, from: 

https://www.bundesfinanzministerium.de/Content/DE/Pressemitteilungen/Finan

zpolitik/2020/04/2020-04-16-GPM-Warenverkehr.html 



 41 

Bundesministerium der Finanzen. (2020b, April 23). Kurzarbeitergeld in der 

Coronakrise. Retrieved May 20, 2020, from: 

https://www.bundesfinanzministerium.de/Content/DE/Standardartikel/Themen/S

chlaglichter/Corona-Schutzschild/2020-03-19-Beschaeftigung-fuer-alle.html 

Burdekin, R. C. K., & Weidenmier, M. D. (2015). Assessing the impact of the Chinese 

stimulus package at home and abroad: A damp squib? China Economic Review, 

33, 137-162. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.chieco.2015.01.011 

CARES Act. (2020) H.R. 748, 116th Cong.  

Carrel, P. (2020, March 15). Germany to introduce border controls as coronavirus cases 

jump. Reuters. Retrieved August 2, 2020, from 

https://www.reuters.com/article/us-health-coronavirus-germany-

idUSKBN21212W 

Chatziantoniou, I., Duffy, D., & Filis, G. (2013). Stock market response to monetary 

and fiscal policy shocks: Multi-country evidence. Economic Modelling, 30, 754-

769. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.econmod.2012.10.005 

Chen, C. R., Mohan, N. J., & Steiner, T. L. (1999). Discount rate changes, stock market 

returns, volatility, and trading volume: Evidence from intraday data and 

implications for market efficiency. Journal of Banking & Finance, 23(6), 897-

924. https://doi.org/10.1016/S0378-4266(98)00118-6 

Chuliá, H., Martens, M., & Dijk, D. van. (2010). Asymmetric effects of federal funds 

target rate changes on S&P100 stock returns, volatilities and correlations. 

Journal of Banking & Finance, 34(4), 834–839. 

https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jbankfin.2009.09.012 

Collingro, F., & Frenkel, M. (2019). On the financial market impact of euro area 

monetary policy: A comparative study before and after the global financial 

crisis. Global Finance Journal, 100480. 

https://doi.org/10.1016/j.gfj.2019.100480 

Congressional Budget Office. (2020a, April 2). H.R. 6201, Families First Coronavirus 

Response Act. Retrieved July 4, 2020, from: 

https://www.cbo.gov/publication/56316 

Congressional Budget Office. (2020b, April 27). Re: Preliminary estimate of the effects 

of H.R. 748, the CARES Act, public law 116-136, revised, with corrections to 



 42 

the revenue effect of the employee retention credit and to the modification of a 

limitation on losses for taxpayers other than corporations. Retrieved July 4, 

2020, from: https://www.cbo.gov/system/files/2020-04/hr748.pdf 

Coronavirus Preparedness and Response Supplemental Appropriations Act. (2020) H.R. 

6074, 116th Congress. 

DeJong, D. N., & Whiteman, C. H. (1992). More unsettling evidence on the perfect 

markets hypothesis. Economic Review - Federal Reserve Bank of Atlanta, 77(6). 

Retrieved from 

https://search.proquest.com/docview/200335115/fulltext/D3F9935B8E8461AP

Q/1?accountid=27513 

Die Bundesregierung. (2020a, March 13). Bundesregierung startet hilfsmaßnahmen 

wegen Coronavirus – Kulturstaatsministerin Grütters: „Kultur- und 

Kreativwirtschaft müssen massiv unterstützt werden“. Retrieved May 20, 2020, 

from: https://www.bundesregierung.de/breg-

de/themen/coronavirus/bundesregierung-startet-hilfsmassnahmen-wegen-

coronavirus-kulturstaatsministerin-gruetters-kultur-und-kreativwirtschaft-

muessen-massiv-unterstuetzt-werden--1730406 

Die Bundesregierung. (2020b, March 27). Rettungsschirm für unternehmen. Retrieved 

May 20, 2020, from: https://www.bundesregierung.de/breg-

de/themen/coronavirus/wirtschaftsstabilisierung-1733458 

Die Bundesregierung. (2020c, May 15). Weitere hilfen für arbeitnehmer. Retrieved May 

20, 2020, from: https://www.bundesregierung.de/breg-de/aktuelles/sozialschutz-

paket-2-1746396 

Eggertsson, G. B., & Woodford, M. (2003). The zero bound on interest rates and 

optimal monetary policy. Brookings Papers on Economic Activity, 2003(1), 139-

211. JSTOR. Retrieved from JSTOR. 

Ehrmann, M., & Fratzscher, M. (2004). Taking stock: Monetary policy transmission to 

equity markets. Journal of Money, Credit and Banking, 36(4), 719-737. 

https://doi.org/10.1353/mcb.2004.0063 

European Central Bank. (2020a, March 12). Monetary policy decisions. Retrieved July 

20, 2020, from: 



 43 

https://www.ecb.europa.eu/press/pr/date/2020/html/ecb.mp200312~8d3aec3ff2.

en.html 

European Central Bank. (2020b, March 18). ECB announces €750 billion Pandemic 

Emergency Purchase Programme (PEPP). Retrieved July 20, 2020, from: 

https://www.ecb.europa.eu/press/pr/date/2020/html/ecb.pr200318_1~3949d6f26

6.en.html 

European Central Bank. (2020c, April 30). Monetary policy decisions. Retrieved July 

20, 2020, from: 

https://www.ecb.europa.eu/press/pr/date/2020/html/ecb.mp200430~1eaa128265.

en.html 

European Central Bank. (n.d.). TLTROs. Retrieved July 20, 2020, from: 

https://www.ecb.europa.eu/mopo/implement/omo/tltro/html/index.en.html 

European Commission. (2020, May 27). Europe’s moment: Repair and prepare for the 

next generation. Retrieved August 16, 2020, from: 

https://ec.europa.eu/commission/presscorner/detail/en/ip_20_940 

European Commission. (n.d.). The pillars of next generation EU. Retrieved July 20, 

2020, from: https://ec.europa.eu/info/live-work-travel-eu/health/coronavirus-

response/recovery-plan-europe/pillars-next-generation-eu_en 

European Commission, Directorate-General for Economic and Financial Affairs. (2020, 

April 2). Proposal for a Council regulation on the establishment of a European 

instrument for temporary support to mitigate unemployment risks in an 

emergency (SURE) following the COVID-19 outbreak, COM/2020/139 final. 

Retrieved from: https://eur-lex.europa.eu/legal-

content/EN/TXT/?uri=COM%3A2020%3A139%3AFIN 

European Council. (2020a, March 16). Statement on COVID-19 economic policy 

response. Retrieved July 20, 2020, from: 

http://www.consilium.europa.eu/en/press/press-releases/2020/03/16/statement-

on-covid-19-economic-policy-response/ 

European Council. (2020b, March 31). Press release following the videoconference 

between President Charles Michel and Presidents von der Leyen, Lagarde and 

Centeno. Retrieved July 20, 2020, from: 

http://www.consilium.europa.eu/en/press/press-releases/2020/03/31/press-



 44 

release-following-the-videoconference-between-president-charles-michel-and-

presidents-von-der-leyen-lagarde-and-centeno/ 

European Council. (2020c, April 6). Press release following the video conference of 6 

April between Presidents Michel, von der Leyen, Lagarde and Centeno. 

Retrieved July 20, 2020, from: http://www.consilium.europa.eu/en/press/press-

releases/2020/04/06/press-release-following-the-videoconference-of-6-april-

between-presidents-michel-von-der-leyen-lagarde-and-centeno/ 

European Council. (2020d, April 8). COVID-19: Council gives go-ahead to further use 

of cohesion resources. Retrieved July 20, 2020, from: 

http://www.consilium.europa.eu/en/press/press-releases/2020/04/08/covid-19-

council-gives-go-ahead-to-further-use-of-cohesion-resources/ 

European Council. (2020e, April 22). COVID-19: More flexibility for deploying EU 

budget money. Retrieved July 20, 2020, from: 

http://www.consilium.europa.eu/en/press/press-releases/2020/04/22/covid-19-

more-flexibility-for-deploying-eu-budget-money/ 

European Council. (2020f, April 22). COVID-19: Council adopts measures to help the 

most deprived EU citizens. Retrieved July 20, 2020, from: 

http://www.consilium.europa.eu/en/press/press-releases/2020/04/22/covid-19-

council-adopts-measures-to-help-the-most-deprived-eu-citizens/ 

European Council. (2020g, April 9). Remarks by Mário Centeno following the 

Eurogroup videoconference of 9 April 2020. Retrieved July 20, 2020, from: 

http://www.consilium.europa.eu/en/press/press-releases/2020/04/09/remarks-by-

mario-centeno-following-the-eurogroup-videoconference-of-9-april-2020/ 

European Council. (2020h, March 24). Remarks by Mário Centeno following the 

Eurogroup videoconference of 24 March 2020. Retrieved July 20, 2020, from: 

http://www.consilium.europa.eu/en/press/press-releases/2020/03/24/remarks-by-

mario-centeno-following-the-eurogroup-meeting-of-24-march-2020/ 

European Council. (2020i, April 23). Conclusions of the President of the European 

Council following the video conference of the members of the European 

Council, 23 April 2020. Retrieved July 20, 2020, from: 

http://www.consilium.europa.eu/en/press/press-



 45 

releases/2020/04/23/conclusions-by-president-charles-michel-following-the-

video-conference-with-members-of-the-european-council-on-23-april-2020/ 

European Council. (2020j, April 14). Tackling COVID-19: Council adopts amended EU 

budget for 2020. Retrieved July 20, 2020, from: 

http://www.consilium.europa.eu/en/press/press-releases/2020/04/14/tackling-

covid-19-council-adopts-amended-eu-budget-for-2020/ 

European Council. (2020k, July 28). A recovery plan for Europe. Retrieved August 5, 

2020, from: https://www.consilium.europa.eu/en/policies/eu-recovery-plan/ 

Fama, E. F. (1970). Efficient capital markets: A review of theory and empirical work. 

The Journal of Finance, 25(2), 383–417. 

Families First Coronavirus Response Act. (2020). H.R. 6201, 116th Cong. 

Federal Ministry of Finance. (2020, March 23). Federal government takes large-scale 

measures to tackle crisis fallout. Retrieved July 4, 2020, from: 

https://www.bundesfinanzministerium.de/Content/EN/Pressemitteilungen/2020/

2020-03-23-supplementary-budget.html 

Federal Reserve Bank of New York. (2020a, March 12). Statement regarding treasury 

reserve management purchases and repurchase operations. Retrieved July 4, 

2020, from: 

https://www.newyorkfed.org/markets/opolicy/operating_policy_200312a 

Federal Reserve Bank of New York. (2020b, March 16). Statement regarding 

repurchase operations. Retrieved July 4, 2020, from: 

https://www.newyorkfed.org/markets/opolicy/operating_policy_200316 

Fiordelisi, F., Galloppo, G., & Ricci, O. (2014). The effect of monetary policy 

interventions on interbank markets, equity indices and G-SIFIs during financial 

crisis. Journal of Financial Stability, 11, 49-61. 

https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jfs.2013.12.002 

Foran, C., Raju, M., & Barrett, T. (2020, March 24). After four days of marathon 

negotiating, still no stimulus deal in the Senate. CNN. Retrieved July 4, 2020, 

from https://www.cnn.com/2020/03/23/politics/coronavirus-economic-stimulus-

senate/index.html 



 46 

Fratzscher, M., Lo Duca, M., & Straub, R. (2016). ECB unconventional monetary 

policy: Market impact and international spillovers. IMF Economic Review, 

64(1), 36–74. https://doi.org/10.1057/imfer.2016.5 

Gerding, F., Martin, T., & Nagler, F. (2020). The value of fiscal capacity in the face of a 

rare disaster (preprint). https://doi.org/10.2139/ssrn.3572839 

Giugliano, F. (2020, March 23). The lessons from Italy’s Covid-19 mistakes. 

Bloomberg. Retrieved August 2, 2020, from 

https://www.bloomberg.com/opinion/articles/2020-03-23/italy-s-covid-19-trial-

and-error-and-lessons-for-france-and-u-k 

Governo Italiano. (2020a, March 11). Dichiarazioni del Presidente Conte. Retrieved 

July 9, 2020, from: http://www.governo.it/it/articolo/conferenza-stampa-del-

presidente-conte/14294 

Governo Italiano. (2020b, March 9). Il Presidente Conte firma il dpcm 9 marzo 2020. 

Retrieved August 7, 2020, from: http://www.governo.it/it/articolo/firmato-il-

dpcm-9-marzo-2020/14276 

Governo Italiano. (2020c, March 16). Conferenza stampa del Presidente Conte. 

Retrieved August 7, 2020, from: http://www.governo.it/it/articolo/conferenza-

stampa-del-presidente-conte/14613 

Governo Italiano. (2020d, March 21). Dichiarazioni del Presidente Conte. Retrieved 

August 7, 2020, from: http://www.governo.it/it/articolo/dichiarazioni-del-

presidente-conte/14361 

Governo Italiano. (2020e, April 1). Conferenza stampa del Presidente Conte. Retrieved 

August 7, 2020, from: http://www.governo.it/it/articolo/conferenza-stampa-del-

presidente-conte/14400 

Governo Italiano. (2020f, April 10). Conferenza stampa del Presidente Conte. Retrieved 

August 7, 2020, from: http://www.governo.it/it/articolo/conferenza-stampa-del-

presidente-conte/14450 

Governo Italiano. (2020g, April 26). Conferenza stampa del Presidente Conte. 

Retrieved August 28, 2020, from: http://www.governo.it/it/articolo/conferenza-

stampa-del-presidente-conte/14518 



 47 

Haitsma, R., Unalmis, D., & de Haan, J. (2016). The impact of the ECB’s conventional 

and unconventional monetary policies on stock markets. Journal of 

Macroeconomics, 48, 101-116. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jmacro.2016.02.004 

Harney, J. (2020, March 25). Here’s what’s in the $2 trillion virus stimulus package. 

Bloomberg. Retrieved July 4, 2020, from 

https://www.bloomberg.com/news/articles/2020-03-25/what-s-in-congress-2-

trillion-coronavirus-stimulus-package 

Holland, S., Beech, E., Brice, M., & Alper, A. (2020, March 12). Trump suspends all 

travel from Europe to the United States to fight coronavirus. Reuters. Retrieved 

August 2, 2020, from https://www.reuters.com/article/health-coronavirus-usa-

trump-idUSW1N2AJ02J 

Holland, S., Mason, J., & Brice, M. (2020, March 13). Trump declares coronavirus 

national emergency, says he will most likely be tested. Reuters. Retrieved July 

4, 2020, from https://www.reuters.com/article/us-health-coronavirus-usa-

emergency-idUSKBN2102G3 

Hussain, S. M. (2011). Simultaneous monetary policy announcements and international 

stock markets response: An intraday analysis. Journal of Banking & Finance, 

35(3), 752–764. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jbankfin.2010.09.002 

International Monetary Fund. (2020a). Fiscal monitor: Policies to support people 

during the COVID-19 pandemic. Washington: International Monetary Fund 

(IMF). Retrieved July 15, 2020, from 

https://www.imf.org/en/Publications/FM/Issues/2020/04/06/fiscal-monitor-april-

2020 

International Monetary Fund. (2020b). World economic outlook update, June 2020. 

Washington: International Monetary Fund (IMF). Retrieved July 15, 2020, from 

https://www.imf.org/en/Publications/WEO/Issues/2020/06/24/WEOUpdateJune

2020 

Ioannidis, C., & Kontonikas, A. (2008). The impact of monetary policy on stock prices. 

Journal of Policy Modeling, 30(1), 33-53. 

https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jpolmod.2007.06.015 



 48 

Jensen, G. R., & Johnson, R. R. (1995). Discount rate changes and security returns in 

the U.S., 1962–1991. Journal of Banking & Finance, 19(1), 79-95. 

https://doi.org/10.1016/0378-4266(94)00048-8 

KfW (2020, August 12). Altmaier: “Additional KfW special programme 2020 for the 

economy starts today.” Retrieved May 20, 2020, from 

https://www.kfw.de/KfW-Group/Newsroom/Latest-News/Pressemitteilungen-

Details_601280.html 

Kholodilin, K., Montagnoli, A., Napolitano, O., & Siliverstovs, B. (2009). Assessing 

the impact of the ECB’s monetary policy on the stock markets: A sectoral view. 

Economics Letters, 105(3), 211-213. 

https://doi.org/10.1016/j.econlet.2009.08.006 

Konté, M. A. (2010). Behavioral finance and efficient markets: Is the joint hypothesis 

really the problem? IUP Journal of Behavioral Finance; Hyderabad, 7(1/2), 19-

29. 

Kontonikas, A., & Kostakis, A. (2013). On monetary policy and stock market 

anomalies. Journal of Business Finance & Accounting, 40(7/8), 1009–1042. 

https://doi.org/10.1111/jbfa.12028 

Kontonikas, A., MacDonald, R., & Saggu, A. (2013). Stock market reaction to fed 

funds rate surprises: State dependence and the financial crisis. Journal of 

Banking & Finance, 37(11), 4025-4037. 

https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jbankfin.2013.06.010 

Landier, A., & Thesmar, D. (2020). Earnings expectations in the COVID Crisis. HEC 

Paris Research Paper No. FIN-2020-1377. https://doi.org/10.2139/ssrn.3587394 

Laopodis, N. T. (2010). Dynamic linkages between monetary policy and the stock 

market. Review of Quantitative Finance and Accounting, 35(3), 271-293. 

https://doi.org/10.1007/s11156-009-0154-7 

Lee, A. (2020, April 7). Stay-at-home orders: Which states are implementing them. 

CNN. Retrieved August 20, 2020, from 

https://edition.cnn.com/2020/03/23/us/coronavirus-which-states-stay-at-home-

order-trnd/index.html 

Lee, J. C., Mervosh, S., Avila, Y., Harvey, B., & Matthews, A. L. (2020, June 18). See 

how all 50 states are reopening (and closing again). The New York Times. 



 49 

Retrieved August 20, 2020, from 

https://www.nytimes.com/interactive/2020/us/states-reopen-map-

coronavirus.html 

Li, Y. D., İşcan, T. B., & Xu, K. (2010). The impact of monetary policy shocks on stock 

prices: Evidence from Canada and the United States. Journal of International 

Money and Finance, 29(5), 876-896. 

https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jimonfin.2010.03.008 

Lipton, E., Sanger, D. E., Haberman, M., Shear, M. D., Mazzetti, M., & Barnes, J. E. 

(2020, April 11). He could have seen what was coming: Behind Trump’s failure 

on the virus. The New York Times. Retrieved May 15, 2020, from 

https://www.nytimes.com/2020/04/11/us/politics/coronavirus-trump-

response.html 

MacKinlay, A. C. (1997). Event studies in economics and finance. Journal of Economic 

Literature, 35(1), 13-39. 

Mankiw, N. G., & Taylor, M. P. (2017). Economics (4th ed.). Andover, Hampshire: 

Cengage Learning. 

Martin, E. (2020, April 14). IMF sees great lockdown recession as worst since 

depression. Bloomberg. Retrieved May 2, 2020, from 

https://www.bloomberg.com/news/articles/2020-04-14/imf-says-great-

lockdown-recession-likely-worst-since-depression 

McCarthy, T. (2020, April 14). “It will disappear”: The disinformation Trump spread 

about the coronavirus – timeline. The Guardian. Retrieved August 15, 2020, 

from https://www.theguardian.com/us-news/2020/apr/14/trump-coronavirus-

alerts-disinformation-timeline 

Ministero dell’Economia e delle Finanze. (2020a, March 17). Proteggere la salute, 

sostenere l’economia e salvaguardare il lavoro. Retrieved July 9, 2020, from 

http://www.mef.gov.it/inevidenza/Proteggere-la-salute-sostenere-leconomia-e-

salvaguardare-il-lavoro/ 

Ministero dell’Economia e delle Finanze. (2020b, April 24). Approvato il DEF 2020, 

ripartire dopo l’emergenza. Retrieved July 9, 2020, from 

http://www.mef.gov.it/inevidenza/Approvato-il-DEF-2020-ripartire-dopo-

lemergenza/ 



 50 

Ministero dell’Economia e delle Finanze. (2020c, March 5). Covid-19, lettera di 

Gualtieri a Dombrovskis e Gentiloni. Retrieved July 9, 2020, from 

http://www.mef.gov.it/inevidenza/Covid-19-lettera-di-Gualtieri-a-Dombrovskis-

e-Gentiloni/ 

Ministero dell’Economia e delle Finanze. (2020d, March 11). Covid-19, la lettera di 

Gualtieri alla UE sull’integrazione della relazione al Parlamento. Retrieved July 

9, 2020, from http://www.mef.gov.it/inevidenza/Covid-19-la-lettera-di-

Gualtieri-alla-Ue-sullintegrazione-della-relazione-al-Parlamento/ 

Ministero dell’Economia e delle Finanze. (2020e, April 6). Gualtieri: “Un bazooka di 

liquidità.” Retrieved July 9, 2020, from 

http://www.mef.gov.it/inevidenza/Gualtieri-Un-bazooka-di-liquidita/ 

Ministero dell’Economia e delle Finanze. (2020f, May 14). Decreto Rilancio, 155 

miliardi di euro per la fase due dell’economia. Retrieved July 9, 2020, from 

http://www.mef.gov.it/inevidenza/Decreto-Rilancio-155-miliardi-di-euro-per-la-

Fase-due-dellEconomia/ 

Ministero dell’Economia e delle Finanze. (2020g, May 14). Decreto Rilancio, le misure 

per rimettere in moto il paese. Retrieved July 9, 2020, from 

http://www.mef.gov.it/focus/Decreto-Rilancio-le-misure-per-rimettere-in-moto-

il-Paese/ 

Murphy, D. P. (2015). How can government spending stimulate consumption? Review 

of Economic Dynamics, 18(3), 551-574. 

https://doi.org/10.1016/j.red.2014.09.006 

Nasr, J. (2020, April 30). Germany eases lockdown but Merkel warns of new outbreak 

risk. Reuters. Retrieved August 20, 2020, from 

https://www.reuters.com/article/us-health-coronavirus-merkel-

idUSKBN22C2WO 

O’Donnell, J. (2020, July 2). Who’s to blame for Wirecard? Germany passes the buck. 

Reuters. Retrieved August 16, 2020, from https://www.reuters.com/article/us-

wirecard-accounts-responsibility-idUSKBN24320O 

Pearce, D. K., & Roley, V. V. (1985). Stock prices and economic news. Journal of 

Business, 58(1), 49-67. https://doi.org/10.1086/296282 



 51 

Qureshi, F., Khan, H. H., Rehman, l. u., Qureshi, S., & Ghafoor, A. (2019). The effect 

of monetary and fiscal policy on bond mutual funds and stock market: An 

international comparison. Emerging Markets Finance & Trade, 55(13), 3112-

3130. https://doi.org/10.1080/1540496X.2018.1535432 

Ramelli, S., & Wagner, A. F. (2020). Feverish stock price reactions to Covid-19 (CEPR 

discussion paper no. DP14511) (SSRN Scholarly Paper No. ID 3560319). 

Rochester, NY: Social Science Research Network. Retrieved from 

https://papers.ssrn.com/abstract=3560319 

Rigobon, R., & Sack, B. (2004). The impact of monetary policy on asset prices. Journal 

of Monetary Economics, 51(8), 1553-1575. 

https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jmoneco.2004.02.004 

Rogers, J. H., Scotti, C., & Wright, J. H. (2014). Evaluating asset-market effects of 

unconventional monetary policy: A multi-country review. Economic Policy, 

29(80), 749-799. https://doi.org/10.1111/1468-0327.12042 

Shanaev, S., Shuraeva, A., & Ghimire, B. (2020). The financial pandemic: COVID-19 

and policy interventions on rational and irrational markets (preprint) (SSRN 

Scholarly Paper No. ID 3589557). Rochester, NY: Social Science Research 

Network. https://doi.org/10.2139/ssrn.3589557 

Tarhan, V. (1995). Does the federal reserve affect asset prices? Journal of Economic 

Dynamics and Control, 19(5), 1199-1222. https://doi.org/10.1016/0165-

1889(94)00824-2 

The Federal Government. (2020, March 10). Easier access to short-time work 

allowance. Retrieved July 4, 2020, from https://www.bundesregierung.de/breg-

en/news/kabinett-kurzarbeitergeld-1729898 

The White House. (2020a, March 23). President Donald J. Trump is committed to 

supporting small businesses impacted by the Coronavirus. Retrieved July 4, 

2020, from https://www.whitehouse.gov/briefings-statements/president-donald-

j-trump-committed-supporting-small-businesses-impacted-coronavirus/ 

The White House. (2020b, April 7). Remarks by President Trump at America CARES: 

Small Business Relief Update Meeting. Retrieved July 4, 2020, from 

https://www.whitehouse.gov/briefings-statements/remarks-president-trump-

america-cares-small-business-relief-update-meeting/ 



 52 

The World Bank Group. (2020, August 15). Understanding the Coronavirus (COVID-

19) pandemic through data. Retrieved August 7, 2020, from 

http://datatopics.worldbank.org/universal-health-coverage/coronavirus/ 

The World Bank Group. (n.d.-a). Inflation, consumer prices (annual %) – Italy, 

Germany, United States. Retrieved May 14, 2020, from 

https://data.worldbank.org/indicator/FP.CPI.TOTL.ZG?locations=IT-DE-US 

The World Bank Group. (n.d.-b). Unemployment, total (% of total labor force) 

(modeled ILO estimate) – Italy, Germany, United States. Retrieved May 14, 

2020, from 

https://data.worldbank.org/indicator/SL.UEM.TOTL.ZS?locations=IT-DE-US 

Thomasson, E. (2020, April 25). “I want my life back”: Germans protest against 

lockdown. Reuters. Retrieved August 20, 2020, from 

https://www.reuters.com/article/us-health-coronavirus-germany-protests-

idUSKCN2270RD 

Thomson Reuters Eikon. (n.d.). Retrieved from 

https://emea1.apps.cp.thomsonreuters.com/web/Apps/Homepage/ 

Thorbecke, W. (1997). On stock market returns and monetary policy. The Journal of 

Finance, 52(2), 635-654. https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1540-6261.1997.tb04816.x 

Wang, S., & Mayes, D. G. (2012). Monetary policy announcements and stock reactions: 

An international comparison. The North American Journal of Economics and 

Finance, 23(2), 145-164. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.najef.2012.02.002 

Wang, W., & Enilov, M. (2020). The global impact of COVID-19 on financial markets 

(preprint) (SSRN Scholarly Paper No. ID 3588021). Rochester, NY: Social 

Science Research Network. https://doi.org/10.2139/ssrn.3588021 

Watson, K. (2020, March 4). A timeline of what Trump has said on coronavirus. CBS 

News. Retrieved August 15, 2020, from 

https://www.cbsnews.com/news/timeline-president-donald-trump-changing-

statements-on-coronavirus/ 

Waud, R. N. (1970). Public interpretation of Federal Reserve discount rate changes: 

Evidence on the “announcement effect.” Econometrica, 38(2), 231-250. JSTOR. 

https://doi.org/10.2307/1913006 



 53 

Zhang, D., Hu, M., & Ji, Q. (2020). Financial markets under the global pandemic of 

COVID-19. Finance Research Letters, 101528. 

https://doi.org/10.1016/j.frl.2020.101528 

 
  



 54 

Appendix A  

 
Table A-1: Key macroeconomic indicators (end of year 2019). Sources: aInternational Monetary 

Fund (2020a), bInternational Monetary Fund (2020b), cThe World Bank Group (n.d.-a), dThe World 
Bank Group (n.d.-b), eThomson Reuters Eikon (n.d.) 

  

 

 

Table A-2: Development of cases confirmed, deaths, and restrictions in Germany, Italy, and the U.S. 
Source: aThe World Bank Group (2020), b(Carrel, 2020; Nasr, 2020; Thomasson, 2020), c(Governo 

Italiano, 2020a, 2020c, 2020d, 2020e, 2020f, 2020g), d(Holland, Beech, Brice, & Alper, 2020; A. 
Lee, 2020; J. C. Lee, Mervosh, Avila, Harvey, & Matthews, 2020). 

 

Germany Italy The U.S.

Debt/GDPa 59.8% 134.8% 109.0%

GDP growthb 0.6% 0.3% 2.3%

Inflationc 1.4% 0.6% 1.8%

Unemployment rated 3.0% 9.9% 3.7%

Central bank interest ratese 0.0% 0.0% 1.5-1.75%

Week

Cases 
confirmed 
(per 1,000 
people)a

Deaths (per 
1,000 

people)a

Lockdowns / 
Stay-at-
home 

ordersb

Cases 
confirmed 
(per 1,000 
people)a

Deaths (per 
1,000 

people)a

Lockdowns / 
Stay-at-home 

ordersc

Cases 
confirmed 
(per 1,000 
people)a

Deaths (per 
1,000 

people)a

Lockdowns / 
Stay-at-home 

ordersd

1 0 0 0.01 0 0 0
2 0.01 0 0.08 0 0 0
3 0.04 0 0.29 0.02 National 

lockdown: 
Effective from 
March 10 until 

April 3.

0.01 0 All travel from 
Europe to the the 
U.S. is suspended 

for 30 days

4 0.24 0 Border 
controls + 

Lockdowns 
(regional)

0.78 0.07 0.06 0 Lockdowns 
(regional)

5 0.61 0 1.43 0.15 Lockdown 
extended

0.31 0.01 Lockdowns 
(regional)

6 1.1 0.02 1.98 0.24 Lockdown 
extended until 

April 13.

0.85 0.03 Lockdowns 
(regional)

7 1.47 0.03 2.44 0.31 Lockdown 
extended until 

May 3 with less 
restrictions.

1.52 0.07 Lockdowns 
(regional)

8 1.71 0.05 2.85 0.38 2.15 0.12
9 1.87 0.07 Lockdowns 

relaxed
3.19 0.43 Social distancing 

from May 4 for 2 
weeks.

2.78 0.17 Lockdowns 
(regional) relaxed

10 1.98 0.08 3.43 0.47 3.39 0.21 Lockdowns 
(regional) relaxed

11 2.06 0.09 3.59 0.5 3.94 0.25 Lockdowns 
(regional) relaxed

12 2.11 0 3.71 0.52 4.44 0.28 Lockdowns 
(regional) relaxed

13 2.17 0.1 3.78 0.54 People can move 
within the region 

without any 
limitation.

4.92 0.3 Lockdowns 
(regional) relaxed

14 2.21 0.1 3.84 0.55 5.37 0.32 Lockdowns 
(regional) relaxed

Germany Italy The U.S.



 
 

 

Appendix B  

 

Table B-1: Daily abnormal stock returns (AR) for Germany, in percentages. Full sample, sub-indexes, and events. N denotes the number of observations. 

Week Full 
sample SDAX MDAX DAX Events

N=405 N=61 N=54 N=28
1 -1.14 -2.42 -1.41 -0.74

0.76 1.24 1.21 0.87
-0.56 0.43 0.90 0.44
1.26 1.22 1.77 2.25
-1.90 -0.65 -0.66 -1.48

2 -1.62 -0.09 -0.93 -0.90
1.64 2.40 2.52 1.07
-2.96 -1.95 -1.43 -0.02
2.13 -0.73 0.43 -0.22
-0.04 0.43 -0.10 0.44

3 -1.06 1.92 1.45 -0.06
-1.91 -0.49 -0.76 -1.16 Announcement 1: Social protection package I
1.37 0.58 0.85 -0.19
-0.88 -1.42 0.44 -0.91 Monetary policy decision
-1.88 0.24 -1.29 -4.50 Announcement 2: Social protection package I

4 0.75 1.91 1.48 0.99 Announcement 3: Social protection package I / Announcement 1: CRII
-4.49 -4.46 -3.64 -1.57
-0.85 0.02 -0.10 -1.68 Announcement 2: CRII / Monetary policy decision
-2.25 0.28 0.39 2.19
1.98 1.41 4.97 1.41

5 -0.43 0.55 0.14 3.05 Announcement 4: Social protection package I / Announcement I: Economic Stabilization Fund
1.26 2.57 0.69 1.10 Announcement 1: Three safety nets
2.27 1.60 1.39 1.32
-1.51 -2.15 -2.31 -2.01
6.36 -1.15 -2.06 -1.42 Announcement 2: Economic Stabilation fund

6 -0.92 0.26 0.21 -1.11
-0.57 0.29 1.04 0.11 Announcement 1: CRII+
1.05 1.76 1.48 0.33
0.81 0.19 0.53 -0.22 Announcement 2: Three safety nets
2.19 0.51 1.26 1.29

7 -0.98 0.94 -0.18 0.49 Announcement 2: CRII+
1.10 0.90 1.05 1.17
-3.15 -2.57 -2.66 -2.71 Announcement 3: CRII+
1.64 0.49 0.61 0.38 Announcement 3: Three safety nets
-0.73 -0.44 -0.38 -0.32

Germany
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Table B-1, continued: Daily abnormal stock returns (AR) for Germany, in percentages. Full sample, sub-indexes, and events. N denotes the number of 
observations. 

Week Full 
sample SDAX MDAX DAX Events

N=405 N=61 N=54 N=28
8 -0.74 0.84 0.76 0.95

-1.59 1.38 0.27 -0.19 Changes in EU budget
-1.41 -1.49 -0.67 -1.29
-2.58 -0.19 -1.18 -0.77 Credit insurance
0.11 0.56 0.49 0.78

9 -0.31 0.86 0.45 0.60
-0.37 0.17 -0.43 -1.11 Announcement 1: Next Generation EU
-0.32 -0.84 -0.04 0.14 Announcement 4: CRII+
-1.36 -1.24 -1.05 -1.22 Short-time work allowance / Announcement 4: Three safety nets / Announcement 2: Next Generation EU
-1.05 -0.87 -1.35 -0.85

10 -0.29 -0.90 -0.50 0.22
-0.69 0.29 -0.33 0.12
-0.06 0.54 0.68 0.84
-0.49 -0.58 0.09 -0.25 Monetary policy decision
1.29 2.41 2.33 2.61

11 -2.34 -1.94 -3.29 -0.93
-0.19 0.69 -0.46 -0.48
-1.33 2.62 -0.68 -0.31
0.00 -0.41 -1.45 2.77
-1.12 -1.53 -0.90 -2.81

12 -0.45 0.45 -0.46 -0.42
-0.53 0.28 1.41 1.44
-1.08 -0.97 -0.83 -1.34
0.79 -0.93 -0.52 0.15
-1.69 -1.26 -0.11 -0.43 Announcement 1: Social protection package II

13 0.27 1.98 1.89 2.75
1.09 1.11 0.89 0.21
-0.70 0.06 -0.34 -0.31
-1.36 -0.23 -0.92 -0.97
1.34 2.19 1.90 2.73

14 0.40 0.95 1.88 1.51
0.24 -1.16 -2.06 -1.28
1.45 0.42 1.13 -0.22 Announcement 3: Next Generation EU
-1.25 -1.07 -0.83 -1.84
-1.04 0.36 0.45 0.78

Germany
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Table B-2: Daily abnormal stock returns (AR) for Germany, in percentages. Full sample, industries, and events. N denotes the number of observations. 

Week Full 
sample Construction

Finance, 
Insurance, 
and Real 

Estate

Manufacturing Retail 
Trade Services

Transportation, 
Communications, 
Electric, Gas, and 
Sanitary Services

Wholesale 
Trade Events

N=405 N=15 N=57 N=173 N=25 N=85 N=32 N=12
1 -1.14 4.19 -0.32 -1.73 -1.36 -2.87 2.25 -0.18

0.76 5.27 -1.50 0.16 0.34 1.35 3.97 1.22
-0.56 -10.30 -1.33 0.26 0.28 0.05 -1.54 -0.28
1.26 8.79 0.25 1.12 0.30 -0.38 6.07 0.96
-1.90 -5.63 -2.61 -1.14 -1.93 -3.11 -0.49 -1.41

2 -1.62 -14.96 -2.72 -0.10 -1.66 0.29 -7.83 -0.70
1.64 9.57 -2.33 1.54 3.59 2.41 2.20 1.79
-2.96 -22.15 -2.24 -1.47 0.20 -1.45 -10.84 -0.53
2.13 65.15 -2.38 -0.55 -0.01 1.18 -0.05 0.52
-0.04 -2.75 -1.95 0.81 -0.67 -0.47 1.51 0.67

3 -1.06 1.86 -9.12 0.95 -3.22 -0.04 -0.31 -1.13
-1.91 -12.17 -2.48 -1.25 -0.18 0.21 -6.63 -1.48 Announcement 1: Social protection package I
1.37 1.13 2.28 0.82 0.02 0.69 5.48 0.69
-0.88 1.94 -5.65 -0.92 -0.36 -0.79 6.18 -0.56 Monetary policy decision
-1.88 -27.38 2.61 -0.69 -1.04 -0.48 -8.82 -0.95 Announcement 2: Social protection package I

4 0.75 4.58 0.57 0.78 -0.08 -0.98 4.55 -1.13 Announcement 3: Social protection package I / Announcement 1: CRII
-4.49 -18.10 -6.73 -2.63 -3.52 -4.15 -7.11 -2.19
-0.85 2.67 -7.18 0.23 -4.13 1.58 -3.54 2.54 Announcement 2: CRII / Monetary policy decision
-2.25 -10.69 -1.71 -3.39 5.02 -2.45 0.61 -0.20
1.98 0.42 2.23 1.98 -5.14 4.86 1.32 0.67

5 -0.43 -6.92 -3.03 1.06 -0.56 -0.77 -1.93 2.56 Announcement 4: Social protection package I / Announcement I: Economic Stabilization Fund
1.26 -6.51 1.75 1.46 3.53 3.26 -3.50 0.48 Announcement 1: Three safety nets
2.27 1.18 2.39 2.11 3.98 3.65 -1.29 1.87
-1.51 -8.88 -2.37 -0.50 4.11 -1.58 -6.47 -1.14
6.36 -0.11 -1.80 16.32 -1.86 -0.03 -3.38 0.92 Announcement 2: Economic Stabilation fund

6 -0.92 -16.26 -5.37 1.62 2.48 0.09 -5.61 -0.85
-0.57 -2.52 -1.35 0.24 -0.05 -1.03 -1.91 1.00 Announcement 1: CRII+
1.05 2.30 -0.61 1.75 1.37 0.88 0.38 0.92
0.81 -5.57 -0.74 2.70 -3.33 0.99 -0.71 0.13 Announcement 2: Three safety nets
2.19 -5.40 1.38 2.89 4.28 3.68 -0.16 -0.83

7 -0.98 -7.78 -0.01 -0.86 1.63 0.62 -7.10 1.22 Announcement 2: CRII+
1.10 -0.04 1.45 1.79 -2.62 1.01 1.23 -1.39
-3.15 -5.75 -3.76 -3.49 -1.90 -1.64 -5.23 -0.89 Announcement 3: CRII+
1.64 19.94 0.45 1.71 4.48 -0.46 -1.45 0.78 Announcement 3: Three safety nets
-0.73 -2.59 -0.70 -0.70 -0.54 -0.36 -1.48 -0.26

Germany
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Table B-2, continued: Daily abnormal stock returns (AR) for Germany, in percentages. Full sample, industries, and events. N denotes the number of 
observations. 

 

Week Full 
sample Construction

Finance, 
Insurance, 
and Real 

Estate

Manufacturing Retail 
Trade Services

Transportation, 
Communications, 
Electric, Gas, and 
Sanitary Services

Wholesale 
Trade Events

N=405 N=15 N=57 N=173 N=25 N=85 N=32 N=12
8 -0.74 -5.20 -2.92 0.20 0.09 0.20 -3.56 0.56

-1.59 -8.93 -9.37 0.76 1.09 1.38 -8.24 0.88 Changes in EU budget
-1.41 -8.77 -3.86 -1.06 1.68 0.65 -3.91 0.39
-2.58 -1.31 -5.90 -1.71 -2.61 -1.07 -6.86 -1.44 Credit insurance
0.11 -3.22 0.18 -0.27 4.18 0.30 -0.45 0.53

9 -0.31 -6.27 -1.89 0.47 -0.06 0.57 -2.30 0.74
-0.37 -1.40 -0.66 -1.36 5.61 0.11 0.30 0.40 Announcement 1: Next Generation EU
-0.32 -5.94 -1.63 1.20 -4.67 0.27 -2.80 0.18 Announcement 4: CRII+
-1.36 0.35 -0.46 -2.41 2.68 -1.14 -2.06 -0.81 Short-time work allowance / Announcement 4: Three safety nets / Announcement 2: Next Generation EU
-1.05 -4.38 -0.75 -0.79 0.97 -1.16 -3.12 -0.33

10 -0.29 6.29 -0.59 -1.01 -3.01 0.85 -0.29 -0.23
-0.69 -4.40 -0.02 -1.56 3.34 -0.68 0.55 0.75
-0.06 -0.25 1.36 0.08 -2.80 -0.05 -1.04 -0.24
-0.49 -5.58 -1.40 0.19 -0.14 0.18 -2.60 0.09 Monetary policy decision
1.29 -1.31 0.94 1.58 1.14 1.56 0.76 1.61

11 -2.34 -2.53 -3.55 -2.20 -2.50 -2.05 -2.58 0.59
-0.19 -0.42 4.43 0.23 -0.85 -2.52 -4.08 -0.16
-1.33 -0.32 -2.67 -0.68 3.48 -1.68 -6.82 1.35
0.00 0.69 1.47 0.99 -2.30 -2.31 -1.30 1.30
-1.12 -1.22 -1.32 -1.14 0.58 -0.77 -2.55 -0.09

12 -0.45 -5.48 -3.16 0.70 2.73 0.36 -4.02 -0.53
-0.53 -3.11 -1.20 -0.44 -2.17 0.07 0.27 -0.63
-1.08 -5.74 -2.95 -0.86 1.17 -0.06 -2.08 0.71
0.79 -2.11 0.43 1.70 1.62 -0.40 0.72 0.40
-1.69 -0.55 -3.17 -1.69 -5.02 0.24 -2.97 -0.36 Announcement 1: Social protection package II

13 0.27 -2.17 0.91 -0.03 4.54 -0.34 -0.19 0.79
1.09 7.66 -0.36 1.16 8.73 0.03 -3.15 1.57
-0.70 -2.18 -1.17 -0.84 -3.01 0.49 -0.32 0.38
-1.36 -2.90 -1.55 -1.64 0.06 -0.52 -2.66 -0.35
1.34 -2.05 -0.63 2.34 3.65 1.55 -1.44 1.58

14 0.40 -3.45 -0.26 0.65 -0.17 1.47 -0.74 0.95
0.24 -1.89 1.41 0.47 0.30 0.07 -0.93 -1.10
1.45 -1.47 3.69 1.13 1.41 1.13 1.78 1.25 Announcement 3: Next Generation EU
-1.25 1.98 -2.58 -1.33 0.60 -0.28 -3.87 -1.20
-1.04 -4.29 -2.92 -0.25 -0.27 -0.35 -3.44 0.43

Germany
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Table B-3: Daily abnormal stock returns (AR) for Italy, in percentages. Full sample, sub-indexes, and events. N denotes the number of observations. 

Week Full sample FTSE Italia 
Small Cap

FTSE Italia 
Mid Cap FTSE MIB Events

N=216 N=119 N=58 N=39
1 -3.86 -4.44 -3.86 -2.10

2.80 3.36 2.44 1.65
1.71 1.33 2.47 1.75
1.37 1.19 1.20 2.16
-0.75 -0.68 -0.46 -1.39

2 -3.72 -2.97 -4.60 -4.69
1.92 1.73 1.79 2.68
-3.50 -3.29 -3.72 -3.84
-0.74 -1.54 -0.42 1.25 Announcement 1: Cura Italia
-1.93 -2.91 -0.84 -0.55

3 -2.84 -4.28 -0.45 -2.03
-3.94 -2.34 -5.06 -7.12
2.73 2.43 2.40 4.12 Announcement 2: Cura Italia
-5.50 -4.70 -6.05 -7.13 Monetary policy decision
3.78 3.95 3.99 2.97

4 3.90 3.51 3.93 5.03 Announcement 1: CRII
-2.83 -1.97 -3.72 -4.11 Announcement 3: Cura Italia
5.39 5.53 5.16 5.31 Announcement 2: CRII / Monetary policy decision
-1.06 -1.58 -0.55 -0.27
3.53 3.40 4.59 2.38

5 2.59 3.37 1.78 1.43
-0.14 0.08 -0.98 0.46 Announcement 1: Three safety nets
-0.94 -0.45 -2.15 -0.65
-0.09 -0.08 0.58 -1.14
0.25 0.32 0.31 -0.03

6 -1.81 -1.47 -2.45 -1.91
1.35 0.91 2.36 1.16 Announcement 1: CRII+
1.69 2.00 1.60 0.91
0.55 0.53 0.58 0.59 Announcement 2: Three safety nets
0.23 0.89 -0.77 -0.30

7 -1.79 -1.55 -2.47 -1.48 Liquidity Decree / Announcement 2: CRII+
0.92 0.91 0.64 1.39
-0.64 -0.39 -0.12 -2.16 Announcement 3: CRII+
-0.36 -0.23 -0.79 -0.10 Announcement 3: Three safety nets
-0.19 -0.20 -0.19 -0.18

Italy
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Table B-3, continued: Daily abnormal stock returns (AR) for Italy, in percentages. Full sample, sub-indexes, and events. N denotes the number of observations. 

Week Full sample FTSE Italia 
Small Cap

FTSE Italia 
Mid Cap FTSE MIB Events

N=216 N=119 N=58 N=39
8 0.77 0.79 0.64 0.92

0.63 1.53 -0.24 -0.81 Changes in EU budget
-1.04 -0.49 -1.34 -2.27
0.02 0.15 -0.37 0.19
-0.45 -0.75 0.33 -0.69

9 1.52 1.30 1.85 1.70
-0.01 0.05 0.56 -1.05 Announcement 1: Next Generation EU
-0.03 0.07 -0.52 0.40 Announcement 4: CRII+
-0.26 -0.54 0.10 0.03 Announcement 4: Three safety nets / Announcement 2: Next Generation EU
-0.38 -0.24 -0.45 -0.67 Announcement 1: Relaunch Decree

10 -0.16 -0.58 0.02 0.87
0.13 -0.09 0.41 0.41
-0.55 -0.60 -0.90 0.12
0.69 0.81 0.55 0.53 Monetary policy decision
1.99 1.86 1.96 2.44

11 -1.47 -0.50 -2.32 -3.18
-0.80 -1.16 -0.90 0.41
-0.53 -0.32 -0.71 -0.90
-1.44 -1.84 -1.37 -0.34
-0.60 -0.76 -0.38 -0.46

12 0.32 0.33 0.16 0.53
1.42 1.39 0.69 2.61
0.26 0.13 0.64 0.06
-1.11 -0.96 -1.13 -1.54 Announcement 2: Relaunch Decree
-0.14 -0.21 0.00 -0.11

13 0.37 0.04 0.79 0.71
-1.71 -1.04 -2.37 -2.75
-1.07 -1.22 -1.41 -0.13
-0.09 0.12 -0.06 -0.77
0.51 0.37 0.39 1.10

14 1.33 1.17 1.60 1.40
0.29 0.06 1.21 -0.37
-0.63 -0.15 -0.71 -1.98 Announcement 3: Next Generation EU
2.94 2.56 3.41 3.42
0.06 -0.19 0.89 -0.41

Italy
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Table B-4: Daily abnormal stock returns (AR) for Italy, in percentages. Full sample, industries, and events. N denotes the number of observations. 

Week Full sample Finance, Insurance, 
and Real Estate Manufacturing Services

Transportation, 
Communications, 
Electric, Gas, and 
Sanitary Services

Events

N=216 N=46 N=91 N=29 N=28
1 -3.86 -3.45 -3.57 -4.61 -3.37

2.80 2.70 3.22 2.61 1.69
1.71 1.71 2.04 1.51 1.21
1.37 1.32 1.52 1.38 0.98
-0.75 -0.96 -0.23 -0.14 -2.60

2 -3.72 -4.70 -3.58 -3.28 -3.42
1.92 1.20 2.50 1.58 2.29
-3.50 -3.85 -4.09 -3.69 -1.16
-0.74 -1.17 -0.84 -0.76 0.14 Announcement 1: Cura Italia
-1.93 -1.20 -1.72 -2.17 -2.43

3 -2.84 -2.16 -1.68 -3.78 -5.09
-3.94 -4.92 -3.25 -3.07 -5.95
2.73 4.08 2.49 2.02 1.49 Announcement 2: Cura Italia
-5.50 -4.85 -4.00 -6.81 -9.25 Monetary policy decision
3.78 3.24 3.90 5.06 4.27

4 3.90 3.73 4.12 4.00 3.59 Announcement 1: CRII
-2.83 -4.34 -2.77 -0.67 -2.52 Announcement 3: Cura Italia
5.39 5.07 5.67 3.78 6.12 Announcement 2: CRII / Monetary policy decision
-1.06 -1.66 -1.13 -1.59 -0.56
3.53 2.55 3.72 4.29 2.14

5 2.59 3.16 2.05 3.72 1.22
-0.14 -0.85 0.11 -0.29 0.01 Announcement 1: Three safety nets
-0.94 -0.66 -1.48 1.57 -1.17
-0.09 0.77 -0.57 -0.59 1.13
0.25 -0.56 0.04 1.60 1.83

6 -1.81 -3.26 -1.85 -1.48 -0.38
1.35 0.99 1.08 1.08 1.69 Announcement 1: CRII+
1.69 1.95 1.61 2.46 0.73
0.55 0.56 -0.04 0.93 2.15 Announcement 2: Three safety nets
0.23 0.61 -0.34 0.60 1.23

7 -1.79 -1.82 -1.19 -1.59 -3.23 Liquidity Decree / Announcement 2: CRII+
0.92 1.31 0.96 0.77 -0.17
-0.64 -0.44 -0.59 0.96 -2.73 Announcement 3: CRII+
-0.36 -0.60 -0.14 -1.45 -0.29 Announcement 3: Three safety nets
-0.19 -0.23 -0.16 -0.27 -0.11

Italy
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Table B-4, continued: Daily abnormal stock returns (AR) for Italy, in percentages. Full sample, industries, and events. N denotes the number of observations. 

Week Full sample Finance, Insurance, 
and Real Estate Manufacturing Services

Transportation, 
Communications, 
Electric, Gas, and 
Sanitary Services

Events

N=216 N=46 N=91 N=29 N=28
8 0.77 1.09 0.78 0.77 0.21

0.63 0.45 1.13 0.40 -0.75 Changes in EU budget
-1.04 -1.76 -1.12 -0.25 -1.45
0.02 0.07 -0.15 1.72 -1.25
-0.45 -1.54 0.00 -0.12 -0.37

9 1.52 0.99 1.50 2.33 1.64
-0.01 -0.59 0.12 0.86 -0.43 Announcement 1: Next Generation EU
-0.03 -0.06 -0.11 0.44 -0.83 Announcement 4: CRII+
-0.26 0.02 -0.44 0.65 -0.52 Announcement 4: Three safety nets / Announcement 2: Next Generation EU
-0.38 -0.68 0.04 -0.94 -0.24 Announcement 1: Relaunch Decree

10 -0.16 0.32 -0.43 -0.27 -0.49
0.13 0.96 0.09 -1.32 0.80
-0.55 -0.23 -0.37 -1.61 -0.22
0.69 0.91 0.78 0.02 1.23 Monetary policy decision
1.99 2.13 2.02 1.90 1.81

11 -1.47 -1.33 -1.86 -0.09 -2.25
-0.80 -0.93 -0.42 -1.13 -0.96
-0.53 0.06 -0.72 -0.77 -1.04
-1.44 -1.19 -1.48 -1.14 -1.49
-0.60 -0.79 -0.55 -0.57 0.59

12 0.32 1.91 -0.17 -0.25 -0.49
1.42 1.31 1.48 0.99 1.83
0.26 0.46 0.04 0.67 0.37
-1.11 -1.27 -1.11 -1.02 -1.12 Announcement 2: Relaunch Decree
-0.14 0.08 -0.17 -0.28 -0.02

13 0.37 -0.05 0.69 0.22 0.10
-1.71 -2.32 -1.62 -0.88 -1.31
-1.07 -0.82 -1.06 -1.66 -0.61
-0.09 -0.84 -0.16 0.49 0.74
0.51 1.05 0.60 0.13 -0.24

14 1.33 0.97 1.15 2.34 1.88
0.29 0.46 0.49 -0.67 0.58
-0.63 -0.89 -0.57 -0.31 -0.77 Announcement 3: Next Generation EU
2.94 2.97 3.47 2.59 1.86
0.06 1.10 -0.74 0.69 0.40

Italy
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Table B-5: Daily abnormal stock returns (AR) for the U.S., in percentages. Full sample, sub-indexes, and events. N denotes the number of observations. 

Week Full 
sample S&P 600 S&P 400 S&P 500 Events

N=1488 N=596 N=398 N=494
1 0.81 1.12 0.90 0.36

0.00 0.44 -0.10 -0.46
-0.61 -0.37 -0.98 -0.61
0.63 1.08 0.82 -0.07
1.06 1.93 0.55 0.41

2 -0.44 -1.15 -0.31 0.31
-0.47 -0.49 -0.40 -0.52 Monetary policy decision
0.20 0.15 0.06 0.36
-1.01 -1.02 -1.01 -1.01
0.92 1.20 1.34 0.24 Coronavirus Preparedness and Response Supplemental Appropriations

3 0.35 0.76 0.57 -0.30
0.92 0.42 0.98 1.47
-1.89 -1.73 -2.54 -1.57
1.87 2.37 2.37 0.85 Monetary policy decision
2.02 3.61 1.84 0.25

4 -1.84 -1.70 -2.37 -1.58 Monetary policy decision
0.12 0.66 -0.68 0.11 Monetary policy decision
-3.67 -4.24 -5.00 -1.92 The Families First Coronavirus Response Act. / Monetary policy decision
5.76 8.70 6.80 1.36
-1.05 -1.20 -0.79 -1.09

5 2.13 3.88 1.44 0.59 Monetary policy decision
-1.38 -3.26 -0.75 0.37
-1.62 -3.26 -0.85 -0.26
0.41 0.96 -0.42 0.42 The CARES Act.
-0.78 -1.67 -0.51 0.08

6 -0.42 -0.60 -0.05 -0.50
0.41 1.29 0.18 -0.48
-1.13 -1.99 -0.74 -0.42
-0.38 -0.04 -0.72 -0.51
-0.73 -1.31 -0.80 0.03

7 1.33 1.60 1.29 1.05
-0.20 -0.85 0.23 0.24
2.49 2.65 2.65 2.16
1.84 2.96 1.44 0.82 Monetary policy decision
-0.24 -0.37 -0.27 -0.07

USA
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Table B-5, continued: Daily abnormal stock returns (AR) for the U.S., in percentages. Full sample, sub-indexes, and events. N denotes the number of 
observations. 

Week Full 
sample S&P 600 S&P 400 S&P 500 Events

N=1488 N=596 N=398 N=494
8 -1.14 -0.77 -1.62 -1.20

-0.07 -0.10 -0.07 -0.03
-0.07 0.07 -0.06 -0.24
-0.26 -0.44 -0.08 -0.20
0.44 0.34 0.22 0.73

9 -0.26 -0.36 -0.12 -0.25
1.40 1.91 1.28 0.88
-0.77 -0.94 -0.93 -0.42
0.65 1.15 0.51 0.18
0.46 0.26 0.69 0.53

10 1.11 1.28 1.62 0.48 Monetary policy decision
1.12 1.50 0.84 0.89
1.33 2.71 1.00 -0.08 Monetary policy decision
-0.89 -1.01 -1.01 -0.65
-0.74 -0.93 -0.66 -0.57

11 0.98 0.87 1.21 0.94
-0.56 -0.90 -0.22 -0.43
0.08 0.10 0.36 -0.18
0.66 0.74 0.78 0.46
1.13 1.66 1.15 0.48

12 -0.33 -0.44 -0.24 -0.28
-1.31 -1.45 -1.75 -0.78
-0.75 -1.06 -0.80 -0.34
0.82 0.53 1.16 0.91
0.36 0.79 0.22 -0.06

13 1.93 2.50 2.04 1.13
-1.01 -1.50 -0.80 -0.60
0.54 1.02 0.42 0.07
1.06 1.15 1.42 0.66
0.88 1.20 0.73 0.62

14 -0.59 -0.72 -0.64 -0.40
0.03 -0.26 0.11 0.32
0.06 0.27 -0.22 0.04
-2.12 -2.85 -2.14 -1.22
0.29 0.09 0.30 0.54

USA



 65 

 

Table B-6: Daily abnormal stock returns (AR) for the U.S., in percentages. Full sample, industries, and events. N denotes the number of observations 

Week Full 
sample Construction

Finance, 
Insurance, 
and Real 

Estate

Manufacturing Mining Retail 
Trade Services

Transportation, 
Communications, 
Electric, Gas, and 

Sanity Services

Wholesale 
Trade Events

N=1488 N=26 N=340 N=571 N=52 N=104 N=219 N=131 N=42
1 0.81 0.53 0.67 1.24 -0.55 -0.04 1.00 0.05 1.33

0.00 -2.65 -0.49 0.56 1.57 -0.05 -0.18 -1.03 0.01
-0.61 -3.93 -0.52 -0.09 -1.12 -1.84 -0.56 -1.44 -0.30
0.63 1.76 -0.51 1.55 0.42 0.51 1.02 -1.26 0.96
1.06 -1.60 -1.09 1.99 7.97 1.54 1.05 -0.59 1.96

2 -0.44 -0.01 1.34 -0.96 -2.86 -1.35 -1.49 0.74 -0.91
-0.47 0.73 -0.75 -0.10 -0.06 -0.69 -1.18 -0.53 -0.15 Monetary policy decision
0.20 1.70 0.50 0.04 -1.53 0.07 -0.12 1.20 -0.11
-1.01 -1.20 -1.18 -0.62 -0.46 -2.16 -1.10 -1.69 -0.27
0.92 -0.82 0.42 1.57 -5.33 2.14 0.77 1.50 0.97 Coronavirus Preparedness and Response Supplemental Appropriations

3 0.35 -3.06 -1.41 2.07 -9.66 3.46 0.23 -0.56 1.94
0.92 0.82 1.64 0.66 5.41 -0.37 0.16 0.80 0.38
-1.89 -3.51 -2.92 -1.02 -4.00 -4.06 -1.07 -1.86 -0.51
1.87 -3.83 0.26 3.54 13.63 -0.24 0.83 -1.27 1.64 Monetary policy decision
2.02 1.68 3.24 0.70 22.79 -1.55 0.81 1.91 -0.08

4 -1.84 -8.63 -4.32 -0.17 4.21 -6.16 -2.09 -0.67 0.08 Monetary policy decision
0.12 -5.43 1.09 0.96 -7.41 -4.32 -1.69 4.35 0.85 Monetary policy decision
-3.67 -4.79 -6.14 -2.62 2.19 -3.96 -4.19 -3.23 -2.56 The Families First Coronavirus Response Act. / Monetary policy decision
5.76 8.65 5.60 4.08 13.00 12.09 6.89 1.93 6.50
-1.05 1.55 -1.62 -1.13 2.65 -2.46 -0.29 -1.62 -0.20

5 2.13 1.65 -0.04 2.33 8.51 3.77 3.12 1.45 2.59 Monetary policy decision
-1.38 3.92 -2.71 -1.63 -6.80 3.21 -1.11 0.16 -1.39
-1.62 3.62 -0.71 -1.94 -6.78 -1.86 -1.54 -1.04 -2.70
0.41 -1.63 2.49 0.63 -7.61 -2.38 -0.11 0.40 1.01 The CARES Act.
-0.78 -3.44 1.01 -1.05 -0.69 -3.33 -1.43 0.06 -2.88

6 -0.42 -1.59 -1.47 0.54 -3.60 -2.82 0.19 -0.24 2.38
0.41 -0.43 -0.37 0.56 6.73 -0.23 0.44 -0.52 1.50
-1.13 -1.81 -1.51 -0.75 1.27 -1.76 -1.51 -1.67 -0.36
-0.38 -1.75 -1.59 0.24 6.13 -2.41 -0.87 0.17 -0.88
-0.73 0.72 -1.81 -0.77 4.58 0.88 -1.12 -0.62 -1.50

7 1.33 4.85 0.56 1.41 -4.29 5.65 1.61 0.68 1.48
-0.20 -2.25 0.79 -0.81 -1.52 1.49 -0.10 0.05 -1.92
2.49 4.20 2.49 2.14 6.19 3.83 2.30 1.85 1.11
1.84 0.04 4.23 0.88 1.46 2.33 0.87 2.02 0.89 Monetary policy decision
-0.24 -0.63 -0.28 -0.21 -0.43 -0.41 -0.16 -0.12 -0.34

USA
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Table B-6, continued: Daily abnormal stock returns (AR) for the U.S., in percentages. Full sample, industries, and events. N denotes the number of 
observations. 

Week Full 
sample Construction

Finance, 
Insurance, 
and Real 

Estate

Manufacturing Mining Retail 
Trade Services

Transportation, 
Communications, 
Electric, Gas, and 

Sanity Services

Wholesale 
Trade Events

N=1488 N=26 N=340 N=571 N=52 N=104 N=219 N=131 N=42
8 -1.14 -4.77 -2.38 -0.92 6.45 -0.45 -1.31 -2.00 -0.25

-0.07 -0.73 -1.09 -0.02 3.93 1.43 -0.53 0.29 -0.27
-0.07 -0.94 -0.56 -0.22 3.89 0.36 -0.14 0.18 0.08
-0.26 -0.59 -1.51 0.19 0.23 1.24 -0.68 0.07 0.55
0.44 1.12 0.75 0.13 0.64 0.62 0.90 -0.06 0.27

9 -0.26 -3.42 -0.56 -0.10 3.78 -1.06 0.11 -1.01 -0.44
1.40 2.90 1.71 0.88 5.98 1.50 0.93 1.81 0.42
-0.77 -1.33 -1.87 -0.54 3.14 -0.64 -0.50 -1.13 -0.37
0.65 -0.71 -0.53 0.98 10.65 -1.44 0.71 0.05 0.82
0.46 2.42 0.29 0.44 0.28 1.42 0.17 0.21 1.20

10 1.11 0.86 1.62 1.07 -5.06 2.70 1.58 0.22 1.75 Monetary policy decision
1.12 4.51 1.65 0.92 0.70 1.62 0.25 1.33 0.64
1.33 0.72 1.17 1.19 7.67 1.06 1.54 -0.40 1.11 Monetary policy decision
-0.89 -1.93 -1.10 -1.12 8.94 -1.22 -1.25 -1.81 -1.52
-0.74 0.39 -0.86 -0.64 -3.35 -0.24 -0.59 -0.83 -0.31

11 0.98 1.85 0.69 0.79 6.86 1.41 0.53 0.59 0.79
-0.56 0.58 -1.31 -0.02 -1.05 -2.13 0.09 -0.70 -0.90
0.08 0.00 -0.63 0.59 1.19 1.33 0.05 -1.31 -0.93
0.66 -0.23 1.06 0.31 2.31 0.14 0.66 0.70 1.58
1.13 0.66 0.67 1.38 1.83 2.01 0.42 1.33 1.84

12 -0.33 -1.19 -1.51 0.12 3.13 0.20 -0.76 -0.38 0.19
-1.31 -2.37 -2.19 -1.26 3.38 -1.49 -1.29 -0.77 -1.54
-0.75 -0.19 -0.93 -0.61 -1.76 -0.89 -1.17 -0.20 0.48
0.82 1.76 1.77 0.46 -2.84 1.86 1.03 0.22 0.42
0.36 1.42 -0.39 0.28 2.51 1.80 0.56 -0.14 0.84

13 1.93 3.87 2.62 1.60 4.08 0.28 1.44 2.26 2.74
-1.01 0.36 -1.71 -0.83 -1.99 -0.76 -0.44 -0.97 -1.36
0.54 -1.20 1.14 0.61 1.99 -1.73 0.48 0.29 0.86
1.06 2.62 1.30 0.64 1.83 3.41 0.50 0.85 0.59
0.88 2.57 0.63 0.94 1.35 0.81 0.72 1.17 0.67

14 -0.59 -1.32 -0.51 -0.57 0.24 -0.92 -0.79 -0.42 -0.69
0.03 -0.72 0.64 0.07 -3.76 -0.72 -0.06 0.59 0.41
0.06 1.54 0.14 0.09 -6.87 1.70 0.52 0.00 0.52
-2.12 -4.29 -2.16 -2.26 -0.88 -2.76 -2.08 -1.04 -2.22
0.29 0.79 -0.35 0.43 2.11 0.17 0.01 0.77 1.36

USA


