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ABSTRACT

The listing of a company through a Special Purpose Acquisition
Company (SPAC) can offer several benefits compared to the tra-
ditional IPO process. However, there is no evidence on whether
macroeconomic factors affect the choice between SPACs and IPOs.
To fill this gap, we study a global sample of 7,953 observations
over 18 years, finding that the share of SPACs is negatively cor-
related with long-term interest rates. We also found that market
sentiment has a strong positive impact on the share of SPACs,
while market performance and market development do not have
a significant effect. During the pandemic, listing with a SPAC
was more likely, as companies prioritised speed and took advan-
tage of market opportunities, particularly in the Technology and
Healthcare sectors.
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1 Introduction

Special Purpose Acquisition Companies (SPACs) are established to raise capital
through an IPO with the sole aim of acquiring a private company and making
it listed. They are an exit opportunity that is an alternative to the standard
IPO process and the M&A route. An IPO is an effective way for companies
to raise significant capital and increase brand awareness, but it is expensive
and time-consuming. SPACs offer a faster and less risky route to the public
markets (Klausner et al., 2022). M&A, on the other hand, provides immediate
liquidity and can be strategically advantageous (Chemmanur et al., 2023).

In this context, SPACs are an interesting phenomenon since they offer a
faster and less risky route to the public markets (Klausner et al., 2022), and
represent a loss of power for controlling shareholders following a successful
business combination, as in a conventional M&A transaction, whereas IPOs
may be more compatible with the entrenchment of the existing management
team. In particular, Chemmanur et al. (2023) find that firms with strong
market power, greater control advantages and less information asymmetry are
more inclined to pursue an IPO rather than a direct acquisition.

Previous literature investigated the determinants of the choice between
IPO and M&A, identifying a relevant role of the company’s stage of growth,
market conditions and objectives (Brau et al., 2003; Suzuki et al., 2024). Along
these lines, this paper aims to investigate the macroeconomic determinants
that lead to a preference for a SPAC over an IPO. Indeed, although SPACs
have been on the market for years, their popularity has been subject to several
ups and downs during the last two decades. The latest widespread adoption
happened in 2020 and 2021 (Passador, 2022) and a downsize of the phenomenon
followed in 2022 (Coben and Fischer, 2023). The literature calls for research
on the boom in SPACs, highlighting that an explanation of the drivers of
the recent ups and downs is still missing (Huang et al., 2023). Increasing
our understanding of these mechanics can improve the design of policies and
regulations concerning SPACs listings.

Previous research identifies three waves of SPACs: the first one, from 2003 to
2008; the second, from 2009 to 2019; and the third, which covers the pandemic
period (2020 and 2021). The first-generation SPAC wave (2003–2008) has been
the subject of some studies (Jenkinson and Sousa, 2011; Datar et al., 2012;
Cumming et al., 2014; Kolb and Tykvová, 2016). These analyses suggested
that SPACs destroyed value and focused on identifying the drivers that led
firms to prefer this listing method. More specifically, Jenkinson and Sousa
(2011) show that market prices of SPAC shares provide valuable information,
if compared to the trust value per share, and that simple trading strategies
can generate significant profits for investors. Their evidence suggests that
despite the market accurately signalling that certain takeovers would be value-
destroying, more than half of the business combinations of the SPACs were still
approved by shareholders. Therefore, founders have a strong incentive to buy
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shares just before the decision date, especially if they can identify shareholders
who oppose the business combination and mislead investors into believing in
the benefits of the deal; furthermore, some investors may be unable to attend
the meeting or may choose not to vote their proxies. Among relevant firm-level
determinants, ownership structure and the absence of growth opportunities
played a pivotal role (Datar et al., 2012; Cumming et al., 2014; Kolb and
Tykvová, 2016). For example, Cumming et al. (2014) show that the presence of
active investors like private equity and hedge funds leads to a lower probability
of concluding a successful business combination. Kolb and Tykvová (2016),
instead, find that the companies that decide to be listed using a SPAC have
lower growth opportunities (measured by the market-to-book asset ratio).

In addition, market conditions could influence the probability of success-
fully concluding the business combination. Indeed, Cumming et al. (2014)
demonstrate that during market downturns, shareholders are more likely to
reject the business combination and choose liquidity instead. This may be due
to reduced overall market liquidity during downturns, which lead investors to
choose safer and liquid options.

The second wave of SPACs (2009–2019) came with significant regulatory
changes, as NASDAQ and NYSE allowed SPACs listings on their financial
markets (D’Alvia, 2020). Regulatory improvements, which included more
transparent listing standards and increased requirements, led to a renewed
interest in SPACs after the financial crisis. The ability to list on major
exchanges gave SPACs greater legitimacy, access to a broader investor base
and increased liquidity, making them more attractive to sponsors and investors.

A series of empirical studies has examined the rise of the third wave of
SPACs, which is characterised by a higher number of listings of SPACs during
the COVID-19 pandemic (2020–2021). During this period, the market seems
to reward SPACs that are quick in identifying their targets (Kiesel et al., 2022)
and, in the short-term, those that show a sustainability orientation in their
business proposals (Dimic et al., 2024). Gahng et al. (2023) study the key
participants in the SPACs: investors, sponsors and companies. While investors
and sponsors gain significantly high returns in the SPAC period, de-SPAC
investors have typically seen poor returns.

Limited research has been conducted on the macroeconomic factors de-
termining the issuance of Special Purpose Acquisition Companies (SPACs).
Blomkvist and Vulanovic (2020), focusing on the first and the second wave,
find that the SPAC share on the total IPOs is negatively related to the market
volatility and the Variance Risk Premium. They attribute this result to the
reluctance of risk-averse investors to invest in uncertain securities. Further-
more, recent evidence by Bui and Hwang (2024), focused on the last wave of
SPACs in the United States, revealed a positive correlation between market
sentiment and SPAC share of the total IPO issuance. This suggests that the
uncertainty associated with SPACs becomes less significant during favourable
business conditions.



552 Elena Scali et al.

We expand this literature by comprehensively examining a global sample of
7,953 country-quarter-sectors observations over 18 years and investigating the
impact of macroeconomic factors - including market return and market senti-
ment, volatility, interest rates, and market development - on the share of SPACs
over the total number of listings. With the aim to provide a better comparison
between SPAC and IPO, we have also required the occurrence of the merger
for the inclusion of the SPACs in our sample, differently from the previous
literature which considered all SPACs independently of their merger status.

We contribute to the literature in several ways. First, we examine the
impact of market sentiment on the different types of investment (e.g., Arif
and Lee, 2014; Bui and Hwang, 2024; Song et al., 2024), finding a positive
impact on the share of SPACs. Second, we contribute to the growing body
of research on SPAC waves (Blomkvist and Vulanovic, 2020; Bui and Hwang,
2024) with insights into the unprecedented rise of SPACs during the pandemic,
a period of economic uncertainty. Indeed, SPACs could be used by companies
to raise capital quickly and with greater price certainty, while investors saw
SPACs as a viable investment option. Finally, the third contribution is to
provide, to the best of our knowledge, the first global study on macroeconomic
factors driving SPACs issuance, providing insights applicable across different
economies and regulatory environments. Our findings remain consistent across
various robustness checks, considering: all SPACs with a pending business
combination; the impact of venture capital and private equity; short-term
interest rates rather than long-term interest rates; and, finally, a sample that
does not include the United States.

The remainder of the paper is structured as follows: Section 2 provides a
brief literature review of the micro and macro factors influencing the choice
between IPO and SPAC. Section 3 describes the data and methodology used.
Section 4 presents the results of our research, and Section 5 presents a robust-
ness check. Section 6 summarises the results.

2 The Impact of Macroeconomic Factors on the Listing of SPACs and
IPOs

Several elements may influence the decision to list on stock markets, either
through a traditional IPO or through acquisition by a SPAC. Summarising
the existing literature, the following groups of factors can impact the share
of SPACs over the total number of listings: interest rates, market valuation,
market development, and uncertainty.

Interest Rates:
The primary motivation behind any listing process is to raise new capital.
Funds are required to finance growth without being subject to the constraints
of debt capital (Röell, 1996). Therefore, the first consideration for any firm
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evaluating the possibility of listing is the current cost of debt. Indeed, as
shown by Angelini and Foglia (2018), the number of IPOs increases when the
cost of debt is high because firms prefer to go public rather than cope with a
high cost of debt. A similar issue exists for SPACs. Lewellen (2009) notes that
SPACs tend to get into debt to acquire the target firm. For this reason, SPACs
are more frequent in an environment where the cost of debt is lower (Kolb and
Tykvová, 2016). Consequently, when investigating the choice between IPOs
and SPACs, we might expect that an increase in interest rates reduces the
choice of SPACs over traditional IPOs.

Market Valuation and Sentiment:
Enterprises often take advantage of “windows of opportunity” (Ritter, 1991),
driven by increased investment prospects and investor optimism. Indeed, a
large body of literature suggests that corporate managers conduct IPOs at
certain times to take advantage of overoptimistic investor sentiment (e.g., Lee
et al., 1991; Lowry, 2003). Similarly to IPOs, SPACs approvals have been
found sensitive to market conditions (Cumming et al., 2014). Accordingly,
the stock market’s rate of return and factors that measure market valuation
and sentiment, such as the price-to-earnings ratio, market-to-book, Investor
Sentiment Index, and Consumer Confidence Index, could be positively related
to the share of SPACs. To the best of our knowledge, only Blomkvist and
Vulanovic (2020) investigate the relationship between the average daily excess
return on the CRSP index and the share of SPACs over IPOs, and they find
that it negatively impacts the SPACs share over IPOs and the SPAC volume,
contrary to expectations. The Investor Sentiment Index proposed by Baker
and Wurgler (2006) has been studied by Bai et al. (2021), using a sample of
US SPACs and IPOs from 2003 to 2020. They found a positive relationship
between Investor Sentiment and the share of SPACs over the total number of
listings. Bui and Hwang (2024), using a sample of US SPACs and IPOs from
2003 to 2021, also found that the market sentiment proxied by the Investor
Sentiment Index and Consumer Confidence Index positively correlates with
the SPAC share. The positive correlation between the share of SPACs over the
total number of listings and market sentiment can also be related to the aim
to speed up the listing process to benefit from favourable market prospects
through SPACs (Kovalev, 2021; Gahng et al., 2023; Gahng et al., 2023).

Market Development:
Market development and the quality of regulations are expected to be correlated
with the decision to list through a SPAC or an IPO. More developed financial
markets and institutions, associated with sound policies, can smooth the
process of the creation of SPACs and increase investor protection. A review of
the history and the regulation of SPACs in the US and the European context
(D’Alvia, 2020) suggests indeed that the absence of harmonised regulations
between exchange and national laws can create tensions that limit the growth
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of SPACs, compared to the well-established regulation of traditional IPOs.
Without tailored rules, the SPACs structure creates a misalignment of interests
between the sponsor and the investors at the time of the business combination
(Klausner et al., 2022). As a result, sponsors have a strong incentive to accept
almost any type of merger transaction, especially when they do not face
reputational threats (Del Giudice and Signori, 2024). With more disclosure
and better due diligence, SPACs can be a viable alternative to traditional
IPOs. For this reason, we believe that more developed and better-regulated
countries, providing higher investor protection, are associated with an increase
in the number of SPACs that successfully complete their business combination.

Uncertainty:
Several indicators related to market uncertainty have been investigated by
previous studies. Volatility could play a role in influencing the choice between
SPACs and IPOs, because the simplicity of the SPAC process might be
appreciated when market uncertainty is high: the trust account structure
provides a degree of protection against market volatility by preserving capital
until an acquisition is made; the presence of the redemption option allows
investors to get their stake back if no deal is concluded, (Gahng et al., 2023)
and, at the time of acquisition, target companies can directly negotiate the
acquisition price with sponsors without the influence of external elements.
Conversely, previous literature found a negative relationship between IPOs
and market uncertainty (Schill, 2004; Angelini and Foglia, 2018). In particular,
Schill (2004) finds that during times of increased market volatility, companies
tend to avoid issuing new equity, arguing that equity offerings are much more
sensitive to price volatility than debt offerings.

From an empirical perspective, however, results are contrasting. Blomkvist
and Vulanovic (2020) observe that the SPAC share over total listings is
negatively influenced by market volatility and Variance Risk Premium (VRP)
and ascribe their results to investors’ risk aversion. On the contrary, recent
evidence by Bai et al. (2021) and Bui and Hwang (2024) find no statistically
significant correlation between the SPAC share and, respectively, the level of
volatility and the VRP. On the contrary, Kolb and Tykvová (2016) find that
the probability of choosing a SPAC increases in a highly volatile environment
because SPACs already have the necessary capital at the time of acquisition
and because they allow to convert investors’ shares into cash through the
redemption rights. We argue that uncertain environments are particularly
fertile for SPACs compared to IPOs, leading us to expect a positive relationship
between volatility and SPAC share.

All these arguments could also interact with the specific characteristics
of the COVID-19 outbreak. Previous studies hint and demonstrate that the
pandemic might be associated with potential structural changes in firms’
financial policies (Goodell, 2020; Pagano and Zechner, 2022). For incumbent
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firms, during a time of crisis, it is imperative to prioritise speed over precision
(Furstenthal et al., 2021). Furthermore, some small and young companies
not yet qualified to participate in a traditional IPO process could miss some
market opportunities (Erickson et al., 2021), in particular within sectors like
the Healthcare and Technology that have had a strong boost following the
pandemic. Considering also that IPOs during the pandemic experienced greater
underpricing linked to market uncertainty (Baig and Chen, 2022), while on
the other side, SPACs provide pricing certainty. We can expect during the
COVID-19 pandemic a greater likelihood of listing a SPAC than conducting
an IPO.

3 Data and Methodology

We start from all SPACs and IPOs listed between January 1st, 2004 and
December 31st, 2021, resulting in a sample of 1,641 SPACs and 25,179 IPOs.
The data are gathered from the EIKON-Refinitiv platform. We included in
this initial sample only SPACs and IPOs that have been successfully listed;
regarding SPACs, we have considered not only the listing event, but we have
conditioned the inclusion in the sample to the occurrence of the business
combination (the so-called “de-SPAC transaction”). This approach allows us
to do a more pertinent comparison of the two phenomena, ensuring that only
SPACs that have successfully completed their intended purpose - merging with
an operating company - are included, making them comparable to IPOs, which
represent companies that have gone public. Conditioning sample inclusion
on the occurrence of the merger allows us to extend the previous literature.
Indeed, the previous papers considered all SPACs regardless of the status of
the business combination. As a result, we have eliminated 729 SPACs that
have not concluded their business combination, remaining with a sample of
912 SPACs. Then, since SPACs cannot acquire companies in all countries –
often due to regulatory restrictions – we have excluded countries that did not
have at least one target of the business combination.1 We decided to focus
on the country of the target company, instead of the country of listing of the

1We have considered 55 countries, which we report: Argentina, Australia, Austria,
Bahamas, Barbados, Belgium, Brazil, British Virgin Islands, Canada, Cayman Islands, China,
Colombia, Costa Rica, Cyprus, Finland, France, Germany, Guernsey, Hong Kong, Iceland,
India, Indonesia, Ireland, Isle of Man, Israel, Italy, Japan, Jersey, Jordan, Kazakhstan,
Kuwait, Luxembourg, Malaysia, Mauritius, Mexico, Morocco, Netherlands, Norway, Peru,
Seychelles, Singapore, South Africa, South Korea, Spain, Sweden, Switzerland, Syria, Taiwan,
Tanzania, Turkey, Uganda, United Arab Emirates, United Kingdom, United States and
Vietnam. Since some countries have few observations (less than 30 in total), we decided
to group them together and take the country most represented, in this case Austria, as
a reference. This subgroup consists of: Argentina, Austria, Bahamas, Barbados, British
Virgin Islands, Colombia, Costa Rica, Cyprus, Iceland, Kazakhstan, Kuwait, Mauritius,
Peru, Seychelles, Syria, Tanzania and Uganda.



556 Elena Scali et al.

SPAC, so we could consider potential jurisdictional characteristics, in line
with previous findings showing the relevance of unobserved characteristics on
SPACs performance (Groh et al., 2022).

Finally, we model the dependent variable, the SPAC share, taking inspi-
ration from Blomkvist and Vulanovic (2020), Bai et al. (2021) and Bui and
Hwang (2024), as the number of SPACs divided by the number of SPACs plus
the number of traditional IPOs, in each sector,2 each quarter and each nation.
Our final sample is composed of 7,953 observations over 18 years.

We investigate the effect of several variables, as highlighted in the previous
section, to account for different market characteristics, including interest rates,
market valuation and sentiment, market development, uncertainty and the
pandemic period.

Interest Rates:
We use the long-term interest rate (InterestRate) as a key variable to capture
the cost of debt in each country. This is represented by the yield on the 10-year
Treasury Note of each country.

Market Valuation and Sentiment:
Regarding the market valuation we use three different variables that are the
market return, the price-earnings ratio and the market-to-book. The market
return variable (MarketReturn) represents the overall return of the stock
market in each country over a 3-month period. The Price-Earnings Ratio
(PriceEarnings) is calculated by dividing a stock’s current price by its earnings
per share. This ratio helps determine whether stocks in a given country and
sector are relatively over- or under-valued based on their earnings. The Market-
to-Book Ratio (MarketToBook) compares a company’s current stock price
with its book value per share. The book value represents the net asset value
of a company, while the market price reflects how investors value the company.
This ratio helps to indicate whether stocks in a given country and sector are
relatively over- or under-valued based on balance sheet fundamentals.

Regarding the market sentiment, instead, we use the Investor Sentiment
Index and the Consumer Confidence Index. The Investor Sentiment Index
(Sentiment) is based on the framework developed by Baker and Wurgler (2006).
The Consumer Confidence Index (Confidence) is an indicator that measures how
optimistic or pessimistic consumers are about the overall economic situation.
It is usually derived from national surveys in which consumers are asked
about their views on the current and future state of the economy. As each
country conducts its own version of this index, there may be differences in
the way the survey is conducted and the way the index is measured, so we

2We used the TRBC sectoral classification of Refinitiv, that considers: Basic Materials,
Consumer Cyclicals, Consumer Non-Cyclicals, Energy, Financials, Healthcare, Industrials,
Real Estate, Technology and Utilities.
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have standardised the index (calculating a z-score) to ensure consistency and
comparability across countries.

Market Development:
We use two variables to assess both the quality of regulation and the level of
market development in different countries. The Regulatory Quality variable
(RuleQuality) is one of six indicators measuring government effectiveness, based
on the Worldwide Governance Indicators (WGI) developed by Kaufmann et al.
(2011). These variable captures perceptions of the government’s ability to
design and enforce policies and regulations that are conducive to private sector
development. Regulatory quality is measured on a scale from −2.5 to 2.5, with
higher values indicating more effective regulatory frameworks. The market
development variable (HighvsLow) is a dummy variable used to differentiate
between countries according to the size of their capital markets. Specifically, it
takes the value of 1 if the market capitalisation of domestic listed companies
(expressed as a percentage of GDP) in a given country is above the average
for all countries in that year. If a country’s market capitalisation falls below
this average, the variable is equal to 0. This measure helps to distinguish
between countries with more developed financial markets (those with higher
market capitalisation) and those with less developed markets, allowing a clear
comparison of market maturity across countries and over time.

Uncertainty:
We use two variables to capture uncertainty in our analysis: market volatility
(Volatility) and the variance risk premium (VRP). Market volatility represents
the level of expected stock market fluctuations over a 3-month period. The
volatility indices are constructed by using stock market option prices to estimate
the expected variability of market returns. In addition to market volatility, we
also consider the variance risk premium. According to Zhou (2018), the VRP
is “defined as the difference between risk-neutral expectations and objective
expectations of realised variance”. In simpler terms, it reflects the gap between
the risk perceived by the market (risk-neutral expectations) and the actual
risk that materialises (objective expectations). Both variables quantify market
uncertainty, but from slightly different perspectives. The volatility index
focuses on the level of expected stock price fluctuations, while the VRP
captures the additional premium that investors demand to bear uncertainty.
Together, they provide a comprehensive picture of market risk and help us
understand the dynamics of uncertainty.

Pandemic Period:
We created a dummy variable (DummyCovid) that takes the value 1 if the
listing process takes place during the pandemic period (from 1st January 2020
to the 31st Decembre 2021); 0 if the listing process takes place before this date.
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Table 1 provide definitions and sources of each variable.
All the variables are lagged by one quarter3 (Bui and Hwang, 2024) and are

winsorized at 2% and 98% threshold. Finally, we have also used the one-quarter
lag of our dependent variable to account for potential predictive power. In
particular, a period with a high number of SPACs is more likely to be followed
by a period with a high number of SPACs, and vice versa.

We estimate the following two equations. Equation 1 is estimated for the
first three Models, while Equation 2 is used for model four.

SPACsharei,t = β1 ∗ Long − Term I.R.i,t + β2 ∗MarketReturni,t

+ β3 ∗MarketToBooki,t + β4 ∗ Confidencei,t
+ β5 ∗HighvsLowi,t + β6 ∗Volatilityi,t + β7 ∗VRPt

+ β8 ∗DummyCovidt + β9 ∗ SPACsharei,t−1+εi,t (1)
SPACsharei,t = β1 ∗ Long − Term I.R.i,t + β2 ∗MarketReturni,t

+ β3 ∗MarketToBooki,t + β4 ∗ Sentimenti,t

+ β5 ∗ RuleQualityi,t + β6 ∗Volatilityi,t + β7 ∗VRPt

+ β8 ∗ SPACsharei,t−1 + εi,t (2)

Given the positive correlation (higher than 0.5) between the DummyCovid
and the Investor Sentiment Index, we implement these variables in different
regression models. We check for multicollinearity calculating the variance
inflation factors. The values do not exceed a value of 3.20, well below the
threshold of 10, suggesting that multicollinearity is not a problem in our
estimates. In all specifications, we have included country and sector fixed
effects but not time-fixed effects, because they would be collinear with the
independent variable DummyCovid. Table 2 presents the summary statistics
of our dataset, while Table 3 includes the Correlation Matrix.

Figure 1 highlights the number of SPACs compared to the number of IPOs
in our sample and Figure 2 shows the percentage of SPACs out of the total
number of listings. As can be seen, the number of both SPACs and IPOs
increased significantly during the pandemic, while the proportion between
the two listing processes shows a relevant growth in the use of SPACs versus
previous periods. Figure 3 shows that the predominant sectors during the
pandemic period were Technology and Healthcare, representing 30% and 19%
of the company combinations respectively. In addition, the number of SPACs
that completed mergers in these sectors during the pandemic period was even
higher than the sum of the previous years. This sectoral difference confirms
what Passador (2022) reported about the dominance of the technology and
healthcare sector in the US context.

3We do not lag the variable DummyCovid while the RuleQuality and HighvsLow are
lagged by one year because they are annual variables.
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Table 2: Descriptive statistics post-winsorization. This table presents summary statistics
of the variables used in this research. We provide number of observations, mean, standard
deviation, minimum and maximum values of each variable. For a complete description of
each variable, please see Table 3.

Variable Obs Mean Std. Dev. Min Max

SPACshare 4737 0.035 0.147 0.000 0.995
Long-term I.R. 4690 0.034 0.023 −0.001 0.112
Short-term I.R. 4634 0.023 0.244 −0.006 0.112
MarketReturn 4736 0.032 0.083 −0.187 0.231
PriceEarnings 4654 0.208 0.123 0.053 0.725
MarketToBook 4639 2.737 1.923 0.599 10.84
Confidence 4708 0.100 0.925 −1.853 1.766
Sentiment 4737 −0.098 0.363 −0.850 0.963
RuleQuality 4737 1.067 0.791 −0.471 2.154
HighvsLow 4737 0.693 0.461 0.000 1.000
Volatility 4707 0.037 0.328 −0.434 1.373
VRP 4737 0.135 0.169 −0.190 0.722
DummyCovid 4737 0.127 0.333 0.000 1.000
VC 3866 0.095 0.122 0.000 0.580
PE 4260 0.157 0.249 0.000 1.351

Figure 1: Number of SPACs that completed the business combination vs IPOs.
Source: Refinitiv; author elaboration of data.
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Figure 2: Percentage of global SPACs that have completed the business combination out of
the total number of listings.
Source: Refinitiv; author elaboration of data.

Figure 3: Comparison of SPAC acquisition sectors in the pandemic period with previous
years.
Source: Refinitiv; author elaboration of data.
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4 Results

Table 4 shows the results of the panel regressions. All models show a negative
and statistically significant coefficient of the relationship between the share
of SPACs and the long-term interest rate. Considering the first column, we
can see that an increase of 1% in the interest rate reduces the SPAC share by
1.314%. This confirms our expectation that when the cost of debt increases,
SPACs are less likely to be listed, and companies prefer to access capital
markets through an IPO rather than take on debt through a SPAC.

Regarding market valuation (Market returns, price-earnings ratio and the
market-to-book value), coefficients are never statistically significant, high-
lighting that the market return does not affect the frequency of listings of
SPACs vs. IPOs. Our results do not confirm the negative results of Blomkvist
and Vulanovic (2020), that however are statistically significant only in the
specifications including the VIX index. This result is therefore not robust
to different specifications and on a global sample covering a longer time
period.

Market sentiment measures are included in Model 3 and 4. The Consumer
Confidence Index in Model 3 has a positive coefficient that is highly statistically
significant. A one standard deviation increase in the Consumer Confidence
Index increases the share of SPACs by 1.39%. Our results confirm those of
Bui and Hwang (2024) that found that a higher market sentiment is positively
associated with the share of SPACs on a sample of US SPACs. In Model
4, including the Investor Sentiment, we have decided not to include the
DummyCovid because investors’ sentiment was higher during the pandemic,
as evidenced by the positive and high correlation between the two variables.
Following Bui and Hwang (2024), we have also separated the Investor Sentiment
from the Consumer Confidence Index. The Investor Sentiment has a positive
and highly statistically significant coefficient, confirming the findings of Bai
et al. (2021) and Bui and Hwang (2024) based on a US sample. In particular,
a one standard deviation increase in the Investor Sentiment leads to a 0.44%
increase in the share of SPACs.

Looking at market development variables, the quality of regulation shows
a positive but weakly significant correlation with the share of SPACs. As
expected, countries with stronger regulatory frameworks are associated with a
higher number of SPACs successfully completing their mergers. On the other
hand, the coefficients on market development (HighvsLow) are not statistically
significant. This implies that larger markets, in terms of market capitalisation,
do not automatically translate into higher success rates for SPACs.

Considering the uncertainty, we have explored the volatility and the Vari-
ance Risk Premium (VRP). The first three models show that the volatility is
weakly correlated to the choice between SPACs and IPOs. Our results therefore
partially support those of Kolb and Tykvová (2016) and Papathanasiou et al.
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Table 4: Results of the panel regressions in the main analysis. The dependent variable is
the share of SPACs in the total number of IPOs and is calculated on a quarterly basis. It
considers only the SPACs that have completed the business combination. We investigate
the effect of several variables to account for different market characteristics, including long-
term interest rates, market valuation and sentiment (market return, price-to-earnings ratio,
market-to-book, Investor Sentiment and Consumer Confidence Index), market development
(rule quality and high-vs-low), uncertainty (volatility and Variance Risk Premium) and the
DummyCovid. Finally, we have also used the one-quarter lag of our dependent. All variables
are used considering a quarterly lag, except for DummyCovid, RuleQuality and HighvsLow
which are annual variables. RuleQuality and HighvsLow are considered with one year lag.

Variables (1) (2) (3) (4)

Long-term I.R. −1.314∗∗∗ −1.414∗∗∗ −1.547∗∗∗ −1.743∗∗∗

(0.239) (0.256) (0.259) (0.260)
MarketReturn −0.012 −0.021 −0.035 −0.021

(0.030) (0.031) (0.032) (0.031)
PriceEarnings −0.005

(0.023)
MarketToBook 0.004 0.002 0.004

(0.003) (0.002) (0.003)
Confidence 0.015∗∗∗

(0.004)
Sentiment 0.012∗∗

(0.006)
RuleQuality 0.040∗ 0.044∗

(0.023) (0.023)
HighvsLow 0.002 0.003

(0.011) (0.011)
Volatility 0.013∗ 0.012∗ 0.013∗ 0.017∗∗

(0.007) (0.007) (0.007) (0.007)
VRP 0.032∗ 0.037∗

(0.019) (0.019)
DummyCovid 0.047∗∗∗ 0.045∗∗∗ 0.031∗∗∗

(0.011) (0.011) (0.010)
SPACsharet−1 0.141∗∗∗ 0.141∗∗∗ 0.135∗∗∗ 0.149∗∗∗

(0.042) (0.041) (0.040) (0.043)

Country FE Yes Yes Yes Yes
Sector FE Yes Yes Yes Yes
Obs. 4588 4572 4543 4572

Notes: Robust standard errors are in parentheses. The VIF coefficients of the variables do not
exceed 3.20, which is materially below the threshold of 10. ∗∗∗, ∗∗, and ∗ indicate statistical
significance at the 1%, 5%, and 10% level.

(2022) - demonstrating that SPACs are less susceptible to turbulent market
conditions. In addition, also the Variance Risk Premium is positive but weakly
statistically significant.

The dummy representing the pandemic period is positive and statistically
significant in all the models, confirming our expectations. Considering the
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first column, being in the pandemic period increases the share of SPACs,
on average, by 4.7%. Companies seem to prioritise speed in an uncertain
environment, since listing through SPAC usually takes less time than a tra-
ditional IPO. Moreover, Erickson et al. (2021) highlight that, during 2019,
raising capital for businesses through IPOs has become more complex, lead-
ing IPO candidate companies to postpone listing. As a result, companies
have sought alternative sources of financing, like SPACs. Finally, through
SPACs companies benefit from negotiating directly with sponsors, avoiding the
need for costly roadshows that can influence the listing price, while investors
gain certainty through the right to redeem. This combination of benefits –
valuation certainty for companies and reduced risk for investors - has been
highlighted a key driver in the increasing popularity of SPACs (Gahng et al.,
2023; Passador, 2023), that seem particularly valuable during the Covid-19
pandemic.

Another reason for the increase in the percentage of SPACs could be
explained by the fact that the need for businesses to raise capital (Pagano
and Zechner, 2022) and investor enthusiasm has generated interest in SPAC
sponsors. Indeed, Klausner et al. (2022) define this period as a SPAC bubble
because the share prices surpass their normal prices (of $10), reaching their
peak at $11.50. According to them, what differentiates this period from the
previous one are the lower redemptions, fewer warrants, larger PIPEs4 and
more high-quality sponsors. It is interesting to note that the only other period
where the proportion of SPACs to IPOs was so high (in the United States)
was during the global financial crisis. The high volatility in the Credit Suisse
report explains the relationship between the two periods and the number of
SPACs (Cruz et al., 2020).

Finally, we highlight that the coefficient of the volatility has a higher
statistical significance in the last model. A one standard deviation increase in
the volatility change increases the share of SPACs by 0.56%. This could be
explained by the fact that this specification does not include the DummyCovid,
that in the other regressions captures the higher market volatility during the
pandemic, partially contrasting the significance of the volatility coefficient.

5 Robustness Check

We try to consolidate our results by implementing a set of robustness checks.
First, we replicate all our regressions using a dataset that includes both the
SPACs that have completed their acquisition and the SPACs that have a
pending business combination. In this case, after 24 months, the SPAC has

4PIPE stands for Private Investments in Public Equity, and it involves private investors
to purchase shares of listed companies. They are often used by companies undergoing a
SPAC merger to secure additional funding (Klausner et al., 2022).
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announced the target but has not yet completed the merger (allowing us to
consider 124 additional SPACs). This approach helps to mitigate the potential
selection bias, thereby validating the robustness of our results. The results
confirm our initial hypothesis.

Second, venture capital (VC) and private equity (PE) can have a crucial
role in filling the financing gap for innovative companies (Block et al., 2018;
Cumming et al., 2023), and it might be assumed that the level of VC and PE
investments in a certain country have a significant effect over the choice of a
certain listing strategy. Recent evidence is provided by Hansen (2025), who
investigates the influence of venture capital and private equity on the choice of
companies to go public through a traditional IPO or a SPAC, using a sample
of 795 companies listed during 2020 and 2021. His findings reveal that IPO
companies were more likely to receive financial support from PE investors,
while the effect of venture capital is often not statistically significant. We
examine whether such a significant effect is observed at the country level, taking
into account the impact of both venture capital and private equity activity.
In particular, the impact of venture capital (private equity) is calculated as
the ratio of the total amount of capital invested by VC (PE) divided by the
number of companies that have received the capital at the country level.5 In
Table 5, we find that these two control variables are not statistically significant.
Finally, we notice that when we add these control variables, the coefficient
of the Investor Sentiment Index loses its statistical significance. This could
be due to the fact that both PE and VC markets are influenced by investor
sentiment, according to Kleinert and Hildebrand (2024), which find that hot
venture capital markets are characterised by optimistic market sentiment. As
a result, in periods of positive sentiment, investors are more likely to allocate
funds to PE and valuations tend to rise (Achleitner et al., 2014).

Third, in Table 6 we replicate all our regressions using the short-term
interest rate instead of the long-term interest rate. The results are consistent,
the only difference is that RuleQuality assumes a higher statistical significance
(increasing from 10% to 1%).

At last, in Table 7 we replicate the entire model without including the
United States. This allows us to differ from the previous studies by Blomkvist
and Vulanovic (2020) and Bui and Hwang (2024), which only consider SPACs
and IPOs listed in the US. Also in this case, the results are consistent with
the main analysis.

5Both the variable related to the impact of VC and PE are considered with a lag of one
year and alternatively with a lag of two years. The results do not differ.



Going Public During a Pandemic: SPACs vs IPOs 571

T
ab

le
5:

R
es

ul
ts

of
th

e
pa

ne
l
re

gr
es

si
on

s
in

th
e

ro
bu

st
ne

ss
ch

ec
k

an
al

ys
is

:
va

ri
an

t
w

it
h

th
e

ve
nt

ur
e

ca
pi

ta
l
an

d
th

e
pr

iv
at

e
eq

ui
ty

.
T

he
de

pe
nd

en
t

va
ri

ab
le

is
th

e
sh

ar
e

of
SP

A
C

s
in

th
e

to
ta

l
nu

m
be

r
of

IP
O

s
an

d
is

ca
lc

ul
at

ed
on

a
qu

ar
te

rl
y

ba
si

s.
It

co
ns

id
er

s
on

ly
th

e
SP

A
C

s
th

at
ha

ve
co

m
pl

et
ed

th
e

bu
si

ne
ss

co
m

bi
na

ti
on

.
W

e
in

ve
st

ig
at

e
th

e
eff

ec
t

of
se

ve
ra

l
va

ri
ab

le
s

to
ac

co
un

t
fo

r
di

ffe
re

nt
m

ar
ke

t
ch

ar
ac

te
ri

st
ic

s.
In

th
is

ca
se

,
w

e
co

ns
id

er
th

e
sh

or
t-

te
rm

in
te

re
st

ra
te

s
in

st
ea

d
of

th
e

lo
ng

-t
er

m
in

te
re

st
ra

te
s.

T
he

ot
he

r
va

ri
ab

le
s

ar
e

th
e

sa
m

e
of

th
e

m
ai

n
an

al
ys

is
an

d
th

at
ar

e
th

e
m

ar
ke

t
va

lu
at

io
n

an
d

se
nt

im
en

t
(m

ar
ke

t
re

tu
rn

,
pr

ic
e-

to
-e

ar
ni

ng
s

ra
ti

o,
m

ar
ke

t-
to

-b
oo

k,
In

ve
st

or
Se

nt
im

en
t

an
d

C
on

su
m

er
C

on
fid

en
ce

In
de

x)
,
m

ar
ke

t
de

ve
lo

pm
en

t
(r

ul
e

qu
al

it
y

an
d

hi
gh

-v
s-

lo
w

),
un

ce
rt

ai
nt

y
(v

ol
at

ili
ty

an
d

V
ar

ia
nc

e
R

is
k

P
re

m
iu

m
)

an
d

th
e

D
um

m
yC

ov
id

.
W

e
al

so
ad

d
th

e
im

pa
ct

of
ve

nt
ur

e
ca

pi
ta

l
an

d
th

e
im

pa
ct

of
pr

iv
at

e
eq

ui
ty

.
F
in

al
ly

,
w

e
ha

ve
al

so
us

ed
th

e
on

e-
qu

ar
te

r
la

g
of

ou
r

de
pe

nd
en

t.
A

ll
va

ri
ab

le
s

ar
e

us
ed

co
ns

id
er

in
g

a
qu

ar
te

rl
y

la
g,

ex
ce

pt
fo

r
D

um
m

yC
ov

id
,
R

ul
eQ

ua
lit

y
an

d
H

ig
hv

sL
ow

,
w

hi
ch

ar
e

an
nu

al
va

ri
ab

le
s,

an
d

th
e

V
C

an
d

th
e

P
E

.
R

ul
eQ

ua
lit

y,
H

ig
hv

sL
ow

,
V

C
an

d
P

E
ar

e
co

ns
id

er
ed

w
it

h
on

e
ye

ar
la

g.

V
ar

ia
b
le

s
(1

)
(2

)
(3

)
(4

)
(5

)
(6

)
(7

)
(8

)

L
on

g-
te

rm
I.
R

.
−
1
.3
1
6
∗∗

∗
−
1
.3
5
2
∗∗

∗
−

1.
52

2∗
∗∗

−
1
.7
2
3
∗∗

∗
−
1
.2
6
7
∗∗

∗
−
1
.3
1
7
∗∗

∗
−
1
.4
5
7
∗∗

∗
−
1
.7
1
7
∗∗

∗

(0
.2

58
)

(0
.2

74
)

(0
.2

86
)

(0
.2

73
)

(0
.2

36
)

(0
.2

50
)

(0
.2

57
)

(0
.2

60
)

M
ar

ke
tR

et
ur

n
0.

00
0

−
0
.0
1
1

−
0.

02
4

−
0.

00
6

−
0.

00
3

−
0
.0
1
2

−
0
.0
2
5

−
0.

00
9

(0
.0

35
)

(0
.0

36
)

(0
.0

37
)

(0
.0

36
)

(0
.0

33
)

(0
.0

34
)

(0
.0

34
)

(0
.0

33
)

P
ri

ce
E

ar
ni

ng
s

−
0
.0
1
5

−
0
.0
0
8

(0
.0

28
)

(0
.0

26
)

M
ar

ke
tT

oB
oo

k
0.

00
6∗

0.
00

4
0.

00
6∗

0.
00

5∗
0.

00
3

0.
00

5∗

(0
.0

03
)

(0
.0

03
)

(0
.0

03
)

(0
.0

03
)

(0
.0

02
)

(0
.0

03
)

C
on

fid
en

ce
0.

01
6∗

∗∗
0.

01
6∗

∗∗

(0
.0

04
)

(0
.0

04
)

Se
nt

im
en

t
0.

00
8

0.
01

0∗

(0
.0

06
)

(0
.0

06
)



572 Elena Scali et al.

T
ab

le
5:

C
on

ti
nu

ed
.

V
ar

ia
b
le

s
(1

)
(2

)
(3

)
(4

)
(5

)
(6

)
(7

)
(8

)

R
ul

eQ
ua

lit
y

0.
03

6
0.

03
6

0.
03

3
0.

03
5

(0
.0

24
)

(0
.0

24
)

(0
.0

23
)

(0
.0

23
)

H
ig

hv
sL

ow
−

0.
00

5
−

0.
00

2
−

0.
00

4
−

0.
00

3
(0

.0
12

)
(0

.0
12

)
(0

.0
11

)
(0

.0
11

)
V
ol

at
ili

ty
0.

01
7∗

∗
0.

01
7∗

∗
0.

01
6∗

0.
02

1∗
∗

0.
01

7∗
∗

0.
01

6∗
∗

0.
01

6∗
∗

0.
02

0∗
∗

(0
.0

08
)

(0
.0

08
)

(0
.0

08
)

(0
.0

08
)

(0
.0

08
)

(0
.0

08
)

(0
.0

08
)

(0
.0

08
)

V
R

P
0.

02
4

0.
03

0
0.

02
8

0.
03

3
(0

.0
22

)
(0

.0
21

)
(0

.0
21

)
(0

.0
20

)
D

um
m

yC
ov

id
0.

04
7∗

∗∗
0.

04
3∗

∗∗
0.

03
1∗

∗∗
0.

04
8∗

∗∗
0.

04
5∗

∗∗
0.

03
3∗

∗∗

(0
.0

12
)

(0
.0

11
)

(0
.0

11
)

(0
.0

11
)

(0
.0

11
)

(0
.0

11
)

V
C

0.
02

1
0.

02
4

0.
01

1
0.

03
6

(0
.0

23
)

(0
.0

22
)

(0
.0

22
)

(0
.0

23
)

P
E

0.
00

2
0.

00
4

0.
00

5
0.

00
6

(0
.0

10
)

(0
.0

10
)

(0
.0

10
)

(0
.0

10
)

SP
A

C
sh

ar
e t

−
1

0.
15

0∗
∗∗

0.
14

8∗
∗∗

0.
14

1∗
∗∗

0.
15

7∗
∗∗

0.
15

4∗
∗∗

0.
15

2∗
∗∗

0.
14

4∗
∗∗

0.
16

1∗
∗∗

(0
.0

45
)

(0
.0

45
)

(0
.0

43
)

(0
.0

46
)

(0
.0

45
)

(0
.0

44
)

(0
.0

43
)

(0
.0

46
)

C
ou

nt
ry

F
E

Y
es

Y
es

Y
es

Y
es

Y
es

Y
es

Y
es

Y
es

Se
ct

or
F
E

Y
es

Y
es

Y
es

Y
es

Y
es

Y
es

Y
es

Y
es

O
bs

.
37

74
37

61
37

32
37

61
41

52
41

40
41

11
41

40

N
ot

es
:

R
ob

u
st

st
an

d
ar

d
er

ro
rs

ar
e

in
p
ar

en
th

es
es

.
T

h
e

V
IF

co
effi

ci
en

ts
of

th
e

va
ri

ab
le

s
d
o

n
ot

ex
ce

ed
3.

47
,

w
h
ic

h
is

m
at

er
ia

ll
y

b
el

ow
th

e
th

re
sh

ol
d

of
10

.
∗
∗
∗
,
∗
∗
,
an

d
∗

in
di

ca
te

st
at

is
ti

ca
l
si

gn
ifi

ca
nc

e
at

th
e

1%
,
5%

,
an

d
10

%
le

ve
l.



Going Public During a Pandemic: SPACs vs IPOs 573

Table 6: Results of the panel regressions in the robustness check analysis: variant with
short-term. The dependent variable is the share of SPACs in the total number of IPOs and
is calculated on a quarterly basis. It considers only the SPACs that have completed the
business combination. We investigate the effect of several variables to account for different
market characteristics. In this case, we consider the short-term interest rates instead of the
long-term interest rates. The other variables are the same of the main analysis and that are
the market valuation and sentiment (market return, price-to-earnings ratio, market-to-book,
Investor Sentiment and Consumer Confidence Index), market development (rule quality and
high-vs-low), uncertainty (volatility and Variance Risk Premium) and the DummyCovid.
Finally, we have also used the one-quarter lag of our dependent. All variables are used
considering a quarterly lag, except for DummyCovid, RuleQuality and HighvsLow which
are annual variables. RuleQuality and HighvsLow are considered with one year lag.

Variables (1) (2) (3) (4)

Short-term I.R. −0.289∗ −0.363∗∗ −0.566∗∗∗ −0.652∗∗∗
(0.157) (0.181) (0.173) (0.002)

MarketReturn −0.019 −0.031 −0.042 −0.029
(0.031) (0.032) (0.032) (0.031)

PriceEarnings 0.004
(0.025)

MarketToBook 0.004∗ 0.003 0.005∗
(0.003) (0.002) (0.003)

Confidence 0.015∗∗∗
(0.004)

Sentiment 0.018∗∗∗
(0.007)

RuleQuality 0.072∗∗∗ 0.083∗∗∗
(0.025) (0.025)

HighvsLow −0.003 −0.001
(0.012) (0.012)

Volatility 0.011 0.011 0.011 0.017∗∗
(0.007) (0.007) (0.008) (0.008)

VRP 0.026 0.046∗∗
(0.019) (0.019)

DummyCovid 0.063∗∗∗ 0.062∗∗∗ 0.049∗∗∗
(0.012) (0.012) (0.011)

SPACsharet−1 0.149∗∗∗ 0.150∗∗∗ 0.145∗∗∗ 0.164∗∗∗
(0.043) (0.042) (0.040) (0.045)

Country FE Yes Yes Yes Yes
Sector FE Yes Yes Yes Yes
Obs. 4534 4517 4488 4517
Notes: Robust standard errors are in parentheses. The VIF coefficients of the variables do not
exceed 2.76, which is materially below the threshold of 10. ∗∗∗, ∗∗, and ∗ indicate statistical
significance at the 1%, 5%, and 10% level.
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Table 7: Results of the panel regressions in the robustness check analysis: variant without
the United States in the sample. The dependent variable is the share of SPACs in the total
number of IPOs and is calculated on a quarterly basis. It considers only the SPACs that
have completed the business combination. We investigate the effect of several variables
to account for different market characteristics, including long-term interest rates, market
valuation and sentiment (market return, price-to-earnings ratio, market-to-book, Investor
Sentiment and Consumer Confidence Index), market development (rule quality and high-vs-
low), uncertainty (volatility and Variance Risk Premium) and the DummyCovid. Finally,
we have also used the one-quarter lag of our dependent. All variables are used considering
a quarterly lag, except for DummyCovid, RuleQuality and HighvsLow which are annual
variables. RuleQuality and HighvsLow are considered with one year lag.

Variables (1) (2) (3) (4)

Long-term I.R. −1.153∗∗∗ −1.322∗∗∗ −1.389∗∗∗ −1.356∗∗∗
(0.257) (0.287) (0.286) (0.259)

MarketReturn −0.033 −0.039 −0.052∗ −0.047
(0.029) (0.030) (0.031) (0.030)

PriceEarnings 0.014
(0.021)

MarketToBook 0.001 0.001 0.001
(0.002) (0.002) (0.002)

Confidence 0.009∗∗∗
(0.003)

Sentiment 0.012∗∗
(0.006)

RuleQuality 0.048∗ 0.055∗∗
(0.025) (0.026)

HighvsLow −0.001 0.000
(0.012) (0.012)

Volatility 0.005 0.006 0.008 0.010
(0.007) (0.008) (0.007) (0.008)

VRP 0.042∗∗ 0.046∗∗∗
(0.018) (0.018)

DummyCovid 0.030∗∗∗ 0.029∗∗∗ 0.016∗
(0.010) (0.010) (0.009)

SPACsharet−1 0.084∗∗ 0.085∗∗ 0.083∗∗ 0.086∗∗∗
(0.042) (0.043) (0.042) (0.043)

Country FE Yes Yes Yes Yes
Sector FE Yes Yes Yes Yes
Obs. 4076 4060 4045 4060
Notes: Robust standard errors are in parentheses. The VIF coefficients of the variables do not
exceed 3.03, which is materially below the threshold of 10. ∗∗∗, ∗∗, and ∗ indicate statistical
significance at the 1%, 5%, and 10% level.
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6 Conclusions

The recent wave of SPACs listing has once again focused public attention on
these instruments. SPACs are an alternative to the traditional IPO process
and provide several advantages for the parties involved. Previous studies
investigated the characteristics of companies that have decided to go public
through SPACs or IPOs. However, SPAC’s tendency to happen in waves and
their structural characteristics offer fertile ground for new research on the
impact of macroeconomic factors on the choice of listing through a SPAC vs
going for a traditional IPO.

Among the few papers that investigated whether macroeconomic factors
impact SPAC’s share over total listings, Blomkvist and Vulanovic (2020)
analysed the first and the second wave of SPACs, focusing on those listed in
the US. They find that the SPAC share is negatively correlated with volatility
and the Variance Risk Premium. The first paper to focus on the most recent
SPAC wave is Bui and Hwang (2024), that investigate a sample of US SPACs
listed between 2003 and 2021, finding a positive relationship between market
sentiment and SPAC activity. Nevertheless, their results were limited by a
single country focus and by considering all the SPACs independently of their
business combination status.

We extend this literature, including some elements representative of the
economic environment when choosing between IPOs and SPACs, and, at the
same time, we have used a global sample of SPACs. We have also considered
the business combination status of the SPACs.

We demonstrate a negative correlation between the SPAC share and the
value of the long-term interest rate, consistent with the fact that when the
cost of debt is lower, there is a higher probability to conclude the business
combination successfully. We also find that the market return, the price-
earnings ratio and the market-to-book do not influence the share of SPACs.
The market sentiment, instead, represented by the Investor Sentiment and the
Consumer Confidence Index, shows a positive correlation with the SPAC share,
confirming the findings of Bai et al. (2021) and Bui and Hwang (2024). During
periods of elevated market sentiment, investors are more inclined to invest in
speculative instruments like SPACs. Although we would expect that more
developed marked (HighvsLow) and better regulated environment positively
influence the share of SPACs, we do not find strong empirical evidence in
support of our hypothesis. In particular, while the development of the markets
is not statistically significant, the regulation quality is positive and partially
significant in our main analysis (at 10%).

Regarding the volatility, our findings are weakly consistent with Kolb and
Tykvová (2016) and Papathanasiou et al. (2022), which shows that SPACs are
less vulnerable to market turbulence. Nevertheless, this result has a higher
statistical significance only in the specification without the DummyCovid. As
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one might expect, these results reflect the increased volatility in the pandemic
period that captures the effect of this variable. At the same time, the Variance
Risk Premium also shows a positive coefficient that is weakly statistically
significant.

Finally, we find that the coefficient of the Dummy Covid is positive and
statistically significant. The growing popularity of SPACs during the pandemic
period suggests that companies have decided to use different financing modes
that enable them to raise capital more quickly and with less uncertainty on the
price of acquisition, and investors have seen SPACs as an investment alternative.

Our results hold to several robustness checks: adding all SPACs with a
pending business combination, adding the impact of the venture capital and
the private equity, considering the short-term interest rates instead of the
long-term interest rates, and considering a sample without the United States.
The results of the various specifications are confirmed.

Our study is not without some limitations. Most importantly, results
should be interpreted as correlational rather than causal. Although we imple-
ment methodologies to reduce and control for simultaneity and heterogeneity,
including panel fixed effects analysis, we cannot rule out the possibility of
endogeneity issues, included omitted variables that might be influencing our
result. Furthermore, we acknowledge and investigate the role of VC and PE
investments in determining the propensity to list through a SPAC rather than
through an IPO. Our results suggest that the intensity of VC and PE invest-
ments is not a significant driver of such listing decisions. However, previous
literature explored the heterogeneity existing in these capital providers, includ-
ing previous work experience and educational background (e.g., Fuchs et al.,
2022; Hansen, 2025). Although we cannot control for these characteristics
in our analysis due to data availability, it is reasonable to expect that such
heterogeneity might impact companies’ listing choices. At this regard, future
studies based on individual firm data should look at indicators related to VC
and PE educational subjects and the quality of the institution where the VC
and PE team studied, investigating whether they are significant determinant
of the decision to list through a SPAC or an IPO.

In summary, our research shows that macroeconomic conditions, in partic-
ular interest rates and market sentiment, play a crucial role in influencing the
preference for SPACs over traditional IPOs. The pandemic has accelerated this
shift, demonstrating that SPACs offer a compelling alternative for companies
seeking quick access to public capital.
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