Supplementary Materials
Supplementary Material S1. Coding Protocol
Coding Protocol for Blockchain Announcements
Inclusion Criteria (announcement classified as blockchain investment)
· Explicit statement of investment, adoption, development, or implementation of blockchain technology.
· Announcement linked to a specific product, service, operation, or partnership.
· Firm allocates resources (financial, technological, or strategic) toward blockchain initiatives.
· Provided specific details about the initiative’s scope, strategy, or application.
· Were publicly disclosed and date-stamped to allow for event study design.
· Referred to a firm traded on a U.S. stock exchange.
Exclusion Criteria (announcement not coded as blockchain investment)
· General references to blockchain or distributed ledger without evidence of adoption or resource commitment.
· Purely speculative commentary, market forecasts, or industry trends without firm action.
· Announcements about other IT activities (e.g., ERP upgrades, cloud adoption) with no blockchain component.
Screening and Review Process
· The first author conducted an initial screening of announcements from Factiva using the keywords “blockchain” and “distributed ledger.”
· Announcements that clearly met the inclusion/exclusion criteria were coded directly.
· Ambiguous or borderline cases (e.g., announcements mentioning blockchain alongside other IT activities) were flagged and independently reviewed by the co-authors.
· Final coding decisions were reached through consensus discussion among all authors.
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Supplementary Material S2. Prior Event Studies

Table S1. Selected prior event studies of IT and blockchain investments announcements.
	Reference
	Investment 
	Key variables tested
	Results

	IT event studies

	Dos Santos et al. (1993) 
	IT Investment 

	· Innovation – innovative vs noninnovative
· Firm’s Industry – financial vs manufacturing
	· No abnormal returns for the whole sample. Positive return for Innovative IT investment.

	Chatterjee et al. (, 2001)
	Newly created CIO creation
	· Time: early vs late recruitment
· CIO for IT transformation vs non transformation
· CIO hire for external vs. internal
	Positive returns for the creation of CIO especially for firms within IT-driven transformation.


	Dehning et al. (2003)
	Transformational IT investment
	· Industry IT Strategic role: automate vs informate vs transform
· IT investment strategic role: leads vs lags
	· Positive impact for transformative IT investment and with membership in industries with transform IT strategic roles.

	Khallaf and Skantz (Khallaf and Skantz, 2007) 
	CIO recruitment
	· Early vs late recruitment in industry
· CIO characteristics: new vs existing position 
· CIO’s year of experience in IT
· CIO’s IT-leadership reputation
· CIO’s education: graduate vs. nongraduate degree
	· More positive for CIOs who have experience and education.

	Teo et al. (2016)
	Business analytics (BA)
	· Overbought and oversold stocks
· Market-leading vs nonleading BA vendor
· Advanced vs basic BA
· Function-specific vs enterprise-wide BA
	· Positive for the whole sample especially for overbought stocks and market-leading vendor. 

	Lui et al. (2021)
	Artificial intelligent
	· Weak vs strong IT capability
· Low vs high credit ratings
· Nonmanufacturing vs manufacturing industries
	· Negative impact for the whole sample, especially for non-manufacturing firms, and firms with low credit ratings or weak IT capabilities.

	Blockchain event studies

	Cahill et al. (2020)
	Blockchain investment
	· Smaller firms, U.S. firms, announcements released during late 2017 and early 2018, and speculative announcement.
	· Positive return especially for smaller firms, U.S. firms, announcements released during late 2017 and early 2018, and speculative announcement.

	Cheng et al. (2019)
	Blockchain investment
	· Speculative firms vs existing firms
	· Initially positive especially for speculative firms.

	Klöckner et al. (2022)
	Blockchain investment
	· Use cases, projects, firms, industry, and country factors
	· Positive returns when involving an external information technology service provider. Less favorable for blockchain used to share sensitive data or trace physical objects.
· More innovative firms do not obtain a greater return.

	Jeong and Lim (2023)
	Blockchain investment
	· Transformative strategic vs Automate IT vs informate IT use cases
· Leading vendors vs nonleading vendors
	Positive returns were associated with transformative strategic use cases and adoptions by leading vendors.


	Bai et al. (2024).
	Blockchain investment
	· Blockchain capabilities, applications, operational characteristics, technology providers
	Blockchain-capable firms experience smaller stock declines. Production applications mitigate negative impacts, financial applications do not, and blockchain operational characteristics significantly shape stock return outcomes.

	Rogalski and Schiereck (2025)
	Blockchain investment
	· Status, applications, country factors
	Stock market reactions are more positive when blockchain projects are completed, aligned with core business processes, announced by U.S. firms, or released during periods of blockchain and cryptocurrency hype.






Supplementary Material S3. Sample Announcements
Table S2. Sample blockchain investment Announcements
	Firm
	Date
	Headline

	American Express
	Nov 16 2017
	“American Express today announced the introduction of blockchain-enabled, business-to-business cross-border payments.”

	Walmart
	Sep 24 2018
	“Walmart picks blockchain to track food safety with veggie suppliers”

	Petroteq
	Mar 13 2018
	“Petroteq announces Capabilities of Blockchain Based Oil & Gas Supply Chain Management Platform”



Supplementary Material S4. Event Study Results
Abnormal returns associated with blockchain-related announcements are presented in Table A3. We measure ARs for various event windows. The findings present that the most significant effect occurs on day [0]. No significant results for the day preceding the event [−1], indicating an absence of prior information leakage. Our results are consistent with other blockchain studies that found blockchain adoption added value to firms (Kim and Shin, 2019, Hasan et al., 2020). 

Table S3. Impact of blockchain investment announcement on market value 
	Event windows
	[−1]
	[0]
	[1]
	[−1, 0]
	[0, 1]
	[−1, 1]

	Mean AR
	  −0.01%
	1.37%
	−0.65%
	1.36%
	0.71%
	0.71%

	Test stat
	−0.25
	2.13
	−0.61
	1.33
	1.07
	0.73

	Z test p-value
	0.40
	0.02**
	0.27
	0.09*
	0.14
	0.23

	Median AR
	0.04%
	0.17%
	−0.10%
	0.05%
	0.05%
	0.12%

	Percent positive AR
	54.05%
	59.46%
	43.24%
	51.35%
	54.95%
	54.95%

	Sign test
	0.69
	1.81
	−1.55
	0.13
	0.88
	0.88

	Signed test p-value
	0.24
	0.03**
	0.06*
	0.45
	0.19
	0.19

	Corrado test
	0.48
	1.84
	−0.87
	1.64
	0.68
	0.84

	Corrado's rank test p-Value
	0.32
	0.03**
	0.19
	0.05*
	0.25
	0.20



* p < 0.10; ** p < 0.05; *** p < 0.01.


Supplementary Material S5. Robustness Tests

Table S4. Robustness test using alternative firm size measure and financial leverage (re-estimation of full model)
	
	Model 8

	CEO external directorships
	0.002
	(1.924)*

	Intercept
	−0.746
	(−0.125)

	Firm size
	−0.009
	(−2.106)**

	Firm reputation
	0.009
	(1.648)

	IT capability
	0.005
	(1.079)

	Financial leverage
	0.014
	(1.003)

	Industry type
	0.003
	(0.541)

	Industry clockspeed
	0.005
	(0.755)

	Initial investment announcement
	0.004
	(0.885)

	Year of announcement
	0.000
	(0.131)

	Project status
	0.000
	(0.052)

	CEO age
	−0.001
	(−3.331)***

	CEO gender
	−0.012
	(−1.474)

	CEO duality
	0.005
	(0.918)

	CEO tenure
	0.000
	(1.244)

	Adoption strategy
	0.018
	(2.001)*

	Application type
	0.006
	(0.690)

	CEO external directorships x adoption strategy
	0.001
	(1.858)*

	CEO external directorships x Application type
	0.001
	(1.798)*

	Model of F value
	
	2.040***
***

	R square 
	
	0.390

	Adjusted R square
	
	0.199


t−statistics in parentheses.
* p < 0.10; ** p < 0.05; *** p < 0.01.



Fama-French three-factor model robustness check
To assess the robustness of our event-study results to alternative asset pricing specifications, we re-estimate abnormal returns using the Fama–French three-factor model (Fama and French, 1993), which extends the CAPM by accounting for firm size and value effects. The model is specified as:
,
where is the return on firm i on day t, is the risk-free rate, is the market return, captures the size factor, and captures the value factor. Abnormal returns are computed as the estimated residuals from this model.
The results using Fama–French–adjusted abnormal returns are reported in Table S5 and remain qualitatively consistent with the baseline CAPM-based findings (see Table S3).

Table S5. Re-estimation of impact of blockchain investment announcement on market value using Fama–French three-factor model
	Event windows
	[−1]
	[0]
	[1]
	[−1, 0]
	[0, 1]
	[−1, 1]

	Mean AR
	−0.05%
	1.40%
	−0.66%
	1.35%
	0.74%
	0.69%

	Test stat
	−0.52
	2.10
	−0.47
	1.12
	1.15
	0.64

	Z test p-value
	0.30
	0.02**
	0.32
	0.13
	0.13
	0.26

	Median AR
	0.03%
	0.17%
	−0.09%
	0.09%
	0.07%
	0.12%

	Percent positive AR
	51.35%  
	57.66%  
	43.24%
	52.65%  
	53.15%  
	55.15%  

	Sign test
	0.53
	1.86
	−1.18
	0.04
	0.91
	0.91

	Signed test p-value
	0.30
	0.03**
	0.12
	0.48
	0.18
	0.18

	Corrado test
	0.23
	1.83
	−0.68
	1.46
	0.81
	0.80

	Corrado's rank test p-Value
	0.41
	0.03**
	0.25
	0.07*
	0.21
	0.21



* p < 0.10; ** p < 0.05; *** p < 0.01.



Table S6. Robustness test using alternative event window [−1, 0] (re-estimation of full model)
	
	Model 8

	CEO external directorships
	0.002
	(1.782)*

	Intercept
	−2.486
	(−0.400)

	Firm size
	−0.010
	(−3.018)**

	Firm reputation
	0.005
	(1.012)

	IT capability
	0.003
	(0.726)

	Industry type
	−0.009
	(−1.284)

	Industry clockspeed
	0.005
	(0.755)

	Initial investment announcement
	0.001
	(0.213)

	Year of announcement
	0.001
	(0.410)

	Project status
	0.000
	(0.052)

	CEO age
	−0.000
	(−0.768)

	CEO gender
	−0.003
	(−0.311)

	CEO duality
	−0.001
	(−0.260)

	CEO tenure
	−0.000
	(−0.947)

	Adoption strategy
	0.001
	(0.071)

	Application type
	0.002
	(0.299)

	CEO external directorships x adoption strategy
	0.001
	(1.758)*

	CEO external directorships x Application type
	0.001
	(1.723)*

	Model of F value
	
	1.743*
***

	R square 
	
	0.287

	Adjusted R square
	
	0.122


t−statistics in parentheses.
* p < 0.10; ** p < 0.05; *** p < 0.01.


Table S7. Robustness test using Log(1 + Count of CEO External Directorships) (Alternative Operationalization)
	
	Model 6
	Model 7
	Model 8

	CEO external directorships
	0.031

	(3.305)***

	0.028

	(2.398)**
	0.023
	(1.818)*

	Intercept
	1.709
	(0.340)
	2.383
	(0.452)
	2.697
	(0.506)

	Firm size
	−0.011
	(−4.295)***
	−0.011
	(−4.125)***
	−0.011
	(−4.031)***

	Firm reputation
	0.009
	(1.974)**
	0.009
	(1.962)*
	0.009
	(1.972)*

	IT capability
	0.002
	(0.617)
	0.003
	(0.656)
	0.002
	(0.599)

	Industry type
	0.001
	(0.233)
	0.001
	(0.213)
	0.002
	(0.407)

	Industry clockspeed
	0.005
	(1.760)*
	0.004
	(1.757)*
	0.003
	(1.730)*

	Initial investment announcement 
	0.003
	(0.801)
	0.003
	(0.837)
	0.003
	(0.770)

	Year of announcement 
	−0.001
	(−0.328)
	−0.001
	(−0.440)
	−0.001
	(−0.493)

	Project status
	0.000
	(0.052)
	0.001
	(0.368)
	0.001
	(0.217)

	CEO age
	−0.001
	(−2.401)**
	−0.001
	(−2.228)**
	−0.001
	(−2.287)**

	CEO gender
	−0.009
	(−1.237)
	−0.008
	(−1.085)
	−0.009
	(−1.162)

	CEO duality
	0.000
	(0.110)
	0.000
	(0.006)
	−0.000
	(−0.003)

	CEO tenure
	−0.00005
	(−0.233)
	−0.000
	(−0.216)
	−0.000
	(−0.180)

	Adoption strategy
	0.007
	(1.872)*
	0.000
	(0.028)
	0.001
	(0.037)

	Application type
	−0.002
	(−0.491)
	0.002
	(0.459)
	0.010
	(0.691)

	CEO external directorships x adoption strategy
	
	
	0.008
	(1.845)*

	0.010

	(1.753)*

	CEO external directorships x Application type
	
	
	
	
	0.010
	(1.757)*

	Model of F value
	
	4.771***
***
	
	4.383***
	
	4.064***

	R square 
	
	0.521
	
	0.523
	
	0.526

	Adjusted R square
	
	0.412
	
	0.404
	
	0.396



“CEO ext. directorships”  denotes “CEO external directorships”.
t−statistics in parentheses.
* p < 0.10; ** p < 0.05; *** p < 0.01.
95% confidence intervals (computed from coefficient and t-statistic estimates) for 
· CEO external directorships: Model 6 [0.013, 0.049], Model 7 [0.005, 0.051], Model 8 [−0.002, 0.048].
· Interaction terms (As expected, confidence intervals for the interaction terms slightly overlap zero, consistent with their marginal significance levels (p < 0.10):
· CEO external directorships × Adoption strategy: Model 7 [−0.001, 0.017], Model 8 [−0.001, 0.021].
· CEO external directorships × Application type: Model 8 [−0.001, 0.021].



Table S8. Subsample Analysis: first blockchain announcement per firm (non-Independence Robustness Check) (re-estimation of full model)
	
	Model 8

	CEO external directorships
	0.002

	(1.785)*

	Intercept
	6.942
	(0.755)

	Firm size
	−0.014
	(−3.432)***

	Firm reputation
	0.015
	(2.054)**

	IT capability
	−0.002
	(−0.256) 

	Industry type
	0.001
	(0.136)

	Industry clockspeed
	0.005
	(0.755)

	Year of announcement
	−0.003

	            (−0.745)

	Project status
	0.000
	(0.052)

	CEO age
	−0.001
	(−1.728)*

	CEO gender
	−0.008
	(−0.662)

	CEO duality
	−0.001
	(−0.181)

	CEO tenure
	−0.000
	(−0.052)

	Adoption strategy
	0.002
	(0.165)

	Application type
	0.002
	(0.131)

	CEO external directorships x adoption strategy
	0.001
	(1.785)*

	CEO external directorships x Application type
	0.001
	(1.795)*

	Model of F value
	
	2.579**
***

	R square 
	
	0.571

	Adjusted R square
	
	0.349


t−statistics in parentheses.
* p < 0.10; ** p < 0.05; *** p < 0.01.



Table S9. Robustness test excluding dominant industries (SIC 60; 25% of sample) (re-estimation of full model)
	
	Model 8

	CEO external directorships
	0.001
	(1.779)*

	Intercept
	1.340
	(0.181)

	Firm size
	−0.013
	(−3.358)***

	Firm reputation
	0.011
	(1.740)*

	IT capability
	0.003
	(0.468)

	Industry type
	−0.001
	(−0.136)

	Industry clockspeed
	0.005
	(0.755)

	Initial investment announcement
	0.004
	(0.677)

	Year of announcement
	−0.001
	(−0.169)

	Project status
	0.000
	(0.052)

	CEO age
	−0.001
	(−1.855)*

	CEO gender
	−0.004
	(−0.500)

	CEO duality
	−0.004
	(−0.563)

	CEO tenure
	−0.000
	(−0.421)

	Adoption strategy
	0.001
	(0.051)

	Application type
	0.004
	(0.390)

	CEO external directorships x adoption strategy
	0.001
	(1.758)*

	CEO external directorships x Application type
	0.001
	(1.723)*

	Model of F value
	
	2.967***
***

	R square 
	
	0.539

	Adjusted R square
	
	0.358


t−statistics in parentheses.
* p < 0.10; ** p < 0.05; *** p < 0.01.


Table S10. Subgroup regression and Chow Testsa (Confirmatory Robustness for H2 and H3)
	Variables
	Strategy
	
	
	Application
	

	
	Model 1
	Model 2
	
	
	Model 3
	Model 4
	

	
	Individual
	Collaboration
	
	
	Nonfinancial
	Financial
	

	Subgroup size
	      64
	            47
	
	
	      62
	      49
	

	CEO external directorships
	0.001
	0.002**
	
	
	0.000
	0.002**
	

	Intercept
	5.095
	5.892
	
	
	5.167
	5.837
	

	Firm size
	−0.012*
	−0.014*
	
	
	−0.012***
	−0.014***
	

	Firm reputation
	0.010*
	0.013*
	
	
	0.009*
	0.012*
	

	IT capability
	0.003
	−0.001
	
	
	−0.002
	0.001
	

	Industry type
	−0.007
	−0.001
	
	
	−0.006*
	−0.000
	

	Industry clockspeed
	0.004*
	0.007*
	
	
	0.003*
	0.006*
	

	Initial investment announcement
	0.002
	−0.001
	
	
	−0.002*
	0.001
	

	Year of announcement
	−0.002
	−0.003
	
	
	−0.003*
	−0.003
	

	Project status
	0.006
	0.005
	
	
	−0.002
	−0.003
	

	CEO age
	−0.000
	−0.001*
	
	
	0.000
	−0.001*
	

	CEO gender
	−0.009
	−0.009
	
	
	−0.008
	−0.009
	

	CEO duality
	−0.000
	−0.000
	
	
	−0.001
	−0.001
	

	CEO tenure
	−0.000
	−0.000
	
	
	−0.000
	−0.000
	

	Adoption strategy
	
	
	
	
	0.007*
	0.006
	

	Application type
	0.001
	−0.003
	
	
	
	
	

	Model of F value
	3.259***

	3.415***
***
	
	
	3.120***
	3.314***
	

	R square 
	0.449
	0.414
	
	
	0.438
	0.407
	

	Adjusted R square
	0.311
	0.293
	
	
	0.298
	0.284
	


a Chow tests applied to validate the subgroup findings can be defined as: [image: A black text on a white background

Description automatically generated]
where SSE represents the sum of squared errors, N denotes the sample size, K refers to the number of estimated coefficients, and 1 and 2 indicate subgroups. 
* p < 0.10; ** p < 0.05; *** p < 0.01.

For H2, the subgroup analysis indicates that CEO external directorships are positively related to AR values under collaboration strategy (Model 2: β = 0.002, p < 0.05), but not under individual strategy (Model 1). The Chow test (F = 4.010, p < 0.01) confirms a statistically significant difference between groups.
For H3, the result shows that CEO external directorships have a positive and significant effect on financial applications (Model 6: β = 0.002, p < 0.05), but not on nonfinancial applications. The Chow test (F = 2.578, p < 0.10) confirms the differential effect.
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