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ABSTRACT 

 
A collection of specialized pre- and post-investment practices help venture capital firms mitigate 
the tremendous information and agency problems associated with investment in early-stage 
startups. However, existing research sheds little light on if, and how, these practices change 
when investing across borders, and the implications for investment performance. We draw on 
agency theory and institutional theory to develop hypotheses about how cross-border investment 
will alter investment practice and performance and the role a local partner plays in that process, 
testing our hypotheses on a sample of over 140,000 rounds of U.S. venture capital investment 
over a 30-year period. Results show little change in U.S. venture capital firm practice when 
investing across borders and, in particular, no evidence of a local partner’s influence on deal 
sourcing, structuring, or monitoring. While our results do support previous studies showing that 
distant investments outperform those close to home, we also find that the addition of a local 
partner in cross-border deals is negatively associated with investment performance. 
 
Keywords: Venture capital; entrepreneurial finance; internationalization; cross-border 
investment 
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In the late 1990s I would look at a deal if it was between 34th Street and Canal Street and between 1st and 10th 
Avenue…today, the Union Square Ventures portfolio has startups from Paris, London, and Berlin. 

 – Fred Wilson, Union Square Ventures (2008) 
 
A central and enduring question in entrepreneurial finance is how investors overcome the 

tremendous information problems associated with capitalizing young, high potential firms 

(Myers and Majluf, 1984; Wernerfelt and Karnani, 1987). An extensive conceptual and empirical 

literature demonstrates the crucial role of venture capital practice in making these investments 

possible (Gorman and Sahlman, 1989; Gompers, 1995; Amit, Brander, and Zott, 1998; Sanders 

and Boivie, 2004; Fitza, Matusik, and Mosakowski, 2009). The cost of most of these practices 

are sensitive to the distance between the investor and the startup (Gompers and Lerner, 2004; 

Chen, Gompers, Kovner, and Lerner, 2010), which helps to explain why venture capital firms are 

concentrated in very few locations and the majority of the startups that receive venture backing 

operate in those same locations1. However, over the past three decades—and especially in recent 

years—this traditionally local business has gone increasingly global. 2  A large and active 

literature considers the conditions that enable countries to attract cross-border flows of venture 

capital (Lee and Zarha, 2010; Alhoor, Moore, and Payne, 2008; Wang and Wang, 2012; Guler 

and Guillén, 2010a; Iriyama, Li, and Madhavan, 2010), the mechanisms that influence a venture 

capital firm’s choice to internationalize (Guler and Guillén, 2010b; Li, Vertinsky, and Li, 2014), 

and the outcomes of cross-border investment from the perspective of both the entrepreneurial 

firm (Humphrey-Jenner and Suchard, 2013a, 2013b; Devigne, Vanacker, Manigart, and 

Paeleman, 2013) and the venture investor (Dai, Jo, and Kassicieh, 2012; Bertoni and Groh, 2014; 

                                                        
1 Approximately 1,000 active firms and 8,000 professionals work at U.S. venture capital firms (in 2014) with more 
than 60 percent of those firms operating in California and New England. More than half of the offices of active 
venture capital firms listed in Pratt's Guide to Private Equity and Venture Capital Sources are located in three 
metropolitan areas: San Francisco, Boston, and New York. 
2 We would be remiss if we did not note that outside of the United States, early stage investors have been engaging 
in cross-border investment for over three decades (Aizenman and Kendall, 2008). The difference today is the scale 
of participation, led by the recent internationalization of U.S. venture capital firms. Early-stage cross-border 
investment by U.S. venture capital firms has increased from less than ten percent of total venture capital spending to 
over thirty percent in 2013 (NVCA, 2014). 
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Jaasekelainen and Maula, 2014). Yet, as pointed out by Wright, Lockett, and Pruthi (2002) and 

Bruton and Lau (2008), existing studies shed little light on if and how the practice of early-stage 

investment—the crucial “technology” that enables the financing of high-impact firms—changes 

due to the cross-border context. For example: Are cross-border deals structured the same as local 

deals? Do home-country institutions, which have been shown to sculpt the flow of funds to 

countries, alter the timing and structure of funds to targets? Does co-investing alongside a local 

partner make deal sourcing or monitoring less expensive and more effective? Studies employing 

samples of U.S. domestic investments find that distant investments outperform those made close 

to home (e.g., Chen et al., 2010). Yet, the practices associated with this performance variance 

have not yet been identified. There is much more about the globalization of venture capital 

investment to be understood. 

This paper takes a fresh look at the question of if and how venture capital firms adapt 

investment practice to compensate for the increased uncertainty and agency problems associated 

with investing internationally. We draw on a sample of more than 140,000 rounds of U.S. 

venture capital financing between 1980 and 2010 to contrast the characteristics of domestic and 

cross-border investments, developing hypotheses about how cross-border investment will alter 

investment practice and performance with and without the presence of a local syndicate partner 

in the deal. We also explore the performance implications of cross-border investment, 

contrasting investments executed with a local partner, and without. Our results reveal several 

surprising findings that run counter to conventional wisdom, and contain implications of interest 

to both entrepreneurship and strategy scholars. 

For example, in contrast to previous work examining venture capital firm practice in 

employing samples drawn from within Europe or emerging markets, we find little change in U.S. 

venture capital firm practice when investing across borders, nor do we find evidence that the 

addition of a local partner to the investment syndicate aids deal structuring or post-investment 
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monitoring. In fact, we find that, in contrast to conventional wisdom, local investors show up 

“late to the party,” and are not associated with either deal sourcing or post-investment 

monitoring. Finally, while our results do support previous work showing that distant investments 

outperform those close to home, we discover something new and unexpected: In the case of 

cross-border investment, the addition of a local partner is negatively associated with investment 

performance. While a local partner positively influences the outcome of distant investments in a 

domestic (specifically, U.S.) context (Chen et al., 2010; Sorenson and Stuart, 2001), in the case 

of U.S. cross-border investment, we find that the presence of a local partner is a liability rather 

than a benefit. 

THE PRACTICE OF VENTURE CAPITAL INVESTMENT      

In entrepreneurial finance, the differences between the various actors that fund young firms (e.g., 

angel investors, venture capitalists, commercial banks, and so on) are represented in the 

organizational structures and investment practices employed to manage risk and, where 

appropriate, add value to portfolio companies. Venture investors are specialized financial 

intermediaries that have evolved a set of practices optimized to invest in high-risk ventures that 

other financial intermediaries are unable to support (Gompers and Lerner, 2004; Black and 

Gilson, 1998; Winton and Yerramilli, 2008).3   

Venture capitalists employ a set of specialized practices to minimize ex post contracting 

problems. For example, venture capitalists screen and conduct extensive due diligence on 

potential investments, and structure their investments in ways that reduce downside risk (for 

example, by forming an investment syndicate). After investment, venture capital firms minimize 

                                                        
3 A number of detailed treatments of the venture capital cycle are available (Wright, 1998, Gompers and Lerner, 
2004, and De Clercq et al., 2006 are examples). These reviews provide detailed insight into important aspects of 
venture capital investment including contracting between the venture capital firm and the limited partners who 
capitalize it (Gompers and Lerner, 1999); the determinants of fund-raising success (Gompers, 1998; Jeng and Wells, 
2000; Black and Gilson, 1998), the cyclical nature of venture capital investment (Sahlman, 1990; Gompers, 2008). 
In contrast to these broad treatments of venture capital practice, our study focuses narrowly on investment 
practice—deal origination and screening, due diligence, deal structuring, monitoring, and exit performance. 
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agency problems and misaligned incentives by keeping the entrepreneurial firm on a tight leash, 

using a combination of staged financing, board seats, and high-powered incentive contracts that 

tie the fortunes of the entrepreneurial team to the near-term performance of the firm. 

Entrepreneurs are willing to work with venture capital investors—and even pay a premium to 

give up substantial control of their company to work with the most successful ones (Hsu, 

2004)—due to their reputation for adding value through providing business advice, access to a 

wide ranging network of contacts, introductions to alliance partners, and handling the logistics 

associated with an initial public offering or a sale of the company, if appropriate (Wang, 

Wuebker, Han, and Ensley, 2012). 

Increased distance influences venture capital practice       

A substantial literature in financial economics and strategic management draws from agency 

theory and transactions cost logic to suggest that investment practice in entrepreneurial finance 

will change as the level of investment risk changes (Myers and Majluf, 1984; Denis, 2004). In 

the main, prior research finds that venture capital practice (i.e., deal sourcing, structuring, and 

post-investment monitoring) become increasingly rigorous as the level of risk rises (Lerner, 

1994; Gompers, 1995; LiPuma and Park, 2013). 

Distance has been theorized to increase the risk in entrepreneurial finance using either 

debt (Knyazeva and Knyazeva, 2012) or equity (Bergemann and Hege, 1998; Kanniainen and 

Keuschnigg, 2004); a wealth of empirical evidence supports this prediction in the venture capital 

context (e.g., Gompers, 1995; Sorenson and Stuart, 2001; Brander, Amit, and Antweiler, 2002; 

Chen, et al., 2010; Hochberg, Ljungqvist, and Lu, 2010; and Tian, 2011). It is argued that 

distance increases investment risk by increasing the level of asymmetric information between the 

investor and the target, while simultaneously increasing the cost of post-investment monitoring 

(Sapienza, Manigart, and Vermier, 1996; Dai et al., 2012). Sourcing and screening become more 

costly and complicated, as venture capital investors often require frequent in-person contact with 
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entrepreneurs throughout the investment process.4 Distance also restricts the ability of venture 

capital investors to closely monitor entrepreneurs (Lerner, 1995). The broad consensus in the 

venture capital literature is that distance influences almost every aspect of venture capital 

practice.  

Investing across borders influences venture capital practice      

While the largest and most influential literature on venture capital investment is grounded in 

finance and strategy (Cornelius and Persson, 2006), a related and complimentary literature in 

entrepreneurship focuses on venture capital practice conducted across borders. The majority of 

this literature explores cross-border investment practice with venture capital firms outside of the 

United States (Manigart, 1994), in large measure because the international aspects of venture 

capital investment “have historically not been an important research topic for U.S. scholars” 

(Kenney, Haemmig, and Goe, 2007). 5 Compared to the activities of U.S. firms, Asian and 

European venture capital organizations internationalized early6 (Ooghe, Manigart, and Fassin, 

1991) and a distinct but related literature in entrepreneurship emerged to address research 

questions raised by these patterns of investment (Jeng and Wells, 2000; Mayer, Schoors, and 

Yafeh, 2004).  

Venture capital scholarship in finance and strategy typically employs agency and 

transaction cost logic for theory development and draws from samples of U.S. firms from 

financial databases. In contrast, cross-border venture capital research in entrepreneurship evokes 

institutional theory as its dominant theoretical perspective (Arthurs and Busenitz, 2003; Bruton, 

                                                        
4 From submitting the business plan to getting funding, venture capitalists require between three to eight face-to-face 
meetings with entrepreneurs (Cumming and Dai, 2010). 
5 Cross-border venture capital investment by U.S. venture capital firms represented a vanishingly small amount of 
overall investment—approaching zero—through the end of the 20th century and into the 21st, and cross-border 
investments were confined to ad hoc exploratory forays (Aizenman and Kendall, 2008). 
6 Aizenman and Kendall (2008) note that in the case of both venture capital and private equity investments outside 
of the U.S., cross-border participation has been, and remains, commonplace. The European Venture Capital 
Association estimates that around 30 percent of the amount invested by European venture capital firms in 2012 was 
transacted outside of the home country (EVCA, 2013). In the case of venture capital firms in the United Kingdom, 
that percentage increases to almost 50 percent (EVCA, 2013; Manigart et al. 2006). 
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Fried and Manigart, 2005; Bruton and Ahlstrom, 2003; Zacharakis, McMullen, and Shepherd, 

2007) with substantial attention paid to emerging markets and Europe. Early work drew on 

surveys and in-depth interviews with investors and entrepreneurs for its analysis. For example, 

Wright et al. (2002) find evidence of variation in monitoring practices between domestic and 

foreign investors in India; and Sapienza et al. (1996) find changes in venture capitalist 

governance and post-investment value-add across several European countries.  

More recent work has focused on specifying the linkages between country-level 

institutions and investment practices (Ahlstrom and Bruton, 2006; Li and Zahra, 2012; 

Meuleman and Wright, 2011), and performance, by using emerging economies as context 

(Bruton, et al., 2010; Devigne et al., 2013; Li and Vertinsky, 2014). Taken broadly, findings in 

this literature reinforce the importance of both distance and country-related influences on 

investment risk and return (Suchman, 1995; Bruton, et al., 2005).  

The role of a local syndicate partner in cross-border investment     

In recent years, a collection of work in has taken cues from studies exploring networks of 

syndicate partnerships in U.S. venture capital (e.g. Sorenson and Stuart, 2001, 2008; Hochberg et 

al. 2007) to theorize about, and empirically examine, how a local partner might alter the risk-

return profile of cross-border investments. Several studies draw on theory in finance and 

international business (Mäkelä and Maula, 2008; Meuleman and Wright, 2011; Chemmanur, 

Hull, and Krishnan, 2010; Tykvová and Schertler, 2011; Jääskeläinen and Maula, 2014) to 

theorize and test for the importance of a local syndicate partner for cross-border investments. 

One explanation for this effect, drawn from findings in the international business literature, is 

that the knowledge required for operation in a foreign environment is different from the home 

country context (Kogut and Zander, 1993; Anand and Delios, 2002), necessitating some form of 

alliance with a local partner upon entry to a foreign market. In addition to using local venture 

capitalists to gain local knowledge, as Bruton, et al. (2005) suggest, syndicating with local 
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partners in particularly competitive markets may be necessary to enter those markets (Hochberg, 

et al., 2010). Across the venture capital cycle, it is argued that a local partner adds value as an 

information broker, who identifies the most promising companies earlier than a distant investor 

could, and to participate as a syndicate partner, who can be relied on for monitoring and other 

value-added activity. Taken broadly, there is theoretical rationale and empirical support for the 

conjecture that venture capital firms investing overseas will employ a local partner, and that the 

local partner’s involvement will influence both practice (Sapienza et al., 1996; Tykvová and 

Schertler, 2011; Meuleman and Wright, 2011) and performance (Chemmanur, Hull, and 

Krishnan, 2010; Devigne et al., 2013). 

HYPOTHESIS DEVELOPMENT          

The venture capital literature—regardless of its provenance or theoretical perspective—has 

converged on a set of findings concerning distance and country-related risk and its impact on 

venture capital practice, as well as the influence of a local partner on practice and performance. 

We extend those findings by employing the underpinning theoretical rationale to consider if and 

how the investment practice of U.S. venture capital firms might alter their investment practices 

when investing across borders, and the role that local partners might play in that process.  

Sourcing 

A straightforward solution for mitigating distance-related risk in early-stage investment is to 

invest in entrepreneurial firms that are older and/or in later stages of development. For early-

stage firms to grow to maturity, infusions of human capital, in the form of venture capitalist 

attention and additional human resources, along with financial capital, are often required. In later 

stages of investment, less time, attention, and capital are needed, as much of the risk associated 

with the technology or with the viability of the business model has been resolved (Gifford, 1997; 

Gompers, 1995; Jääskeläinen, Maula, and Seppä, 2006). Information problems between investors 

and entrepreneurs are most pronounced in young firms at earlier stages of development 
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(Bergemann and Hege, 1998; Kanniainen and Keuschnigg, 2004), and are reduced with maturity. 

This suggests that cross-border investments will tend to be in more mature and/or less 

technologically risky companies when compared to domestic investments. 

Hypothesis 1a: Cross-border investments will tend to be made in older firms and/or later stages 
of development when compared to domestic investments. 
  

To secure consistent deal flow, venture capital firms may need to establish visibility, 

credibility within, and information about, the local market. After startups have been found, local 

support may be needed to provide value above and beyond capital, for example, sourcing 

managerial talent, finding alliance partners, or brokering relationships with potential customers. 

This line of reasoning leads to the prevailing perspective in the venture capital literature that the 

most cost-effective way to enter a distant market is to gain the cooperation of an incumbent, if 

one exists. Partnership with local investors might then allow the offshore firm to identify 

promising investment opportunities in younger firms and in those that are at earlier stages of 

development.  

In a study of U.S. venture capital firms, Hochberg, et al. (2010) report that there is less 

entry in venture capital markets in which incumbents are more tightly networked with each 

other, as evidenced by their patterns of syndication, concluding that these networks create 

barriers to entry for new entrants. These findings have encouraged scholars focused specifically 

on cross-border venture capital to theorize that that the presence of a local investor helps to 

mitigate the risks associated with investing internationally by providing local knowledge and 

facilitating market entry: 

Hypothesis 1b: Cross-border investments that include a local venture capital firm will be 
positively associated with investment in younger firms and firms at earlier stages of development 
compared to cross-border investments that do not include a local partner. 
 
Structuring 

Another common way to mitigate risk in venture capital investment occurs during deal 
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structuring, through the creation of investor syndicates (Admati and Pfleiderer, 1994; Bygrave, 

1987; Lerner, 1994; Sorenson and Stuart, 2001). Investing alongside other firms reduces the 

exposure of each investor to the risk of project failure. Since each venture has a low probability 

of delivering significant financial returns, venture capital investors diversify across portfolios of 

multiple investments. Syndication allows investors to commit a smaller amount to each venture 

without diminishing the total amount invested in the venture, and thereby reduces each firm’s 

exposure to risk (Brander, Amit, and Antweiler, 2002).  

Building on insights from previous empirical work in a U.S. setting (Lerner, 1994; 

Sorenson and Stuart, 2001; Hochberg et al., 2010), scholars have suggested that the potentially 

greater risk in cross-border venture capital will lead to changes in syndicate composition. From 

this perspective, internationalizing venture capital firms select a local partner to (1) absorb risk 

associated with operating in a new institutional environment (Meuleman and Wright, 2011), (2) 

facilitate entry in competitive markets (Mäkelä and Maula, 2008), and (3) reduce the information 

problems across the venture capital cycle (Sapienza et al., 1996; Chemmanur, Hull, and 

Krishnan, 2010; Tykova & Schertler, 2011). Therefore, we hypothesize that syndicates in cross-

border deals will most often include a local partner: 

Hypothesis 2a: Cross-border venture capital investments will be characterized by syndicates that 
include a local partner.  
 

As we have detailed above, previous studies considering venture capital syndicate 

partnerships argue for local information advantages and the importance of local partners to enter 

a market and to successfully invest in that market. While the empirical work exploring these 

conjectures have slightly different theoretical rationales and differ in empirical treatments (for 

example, case interviews, European venture deals, or developed-developing world investment), 

the overarching conclusion is that venture capital investors will alter deal structuring practice 

when venturing across borders, seeking to partner with a local investor.  
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If syndication with a local venture capital firm reduces the cost of deal sourcing and post 

investment monitoring, and improves performance, as theorized, one can ask: Is the participation 

of the local venture capital firm a compliment to the syndicate, i.e., making the syndicate larger, 

all things equal, or a substitute, i.e., making the syndicate the same size or smaller, all things 

equal? A deterrent to increasing the size of any investment syndicate is the reduction in returns 

due to the requirement to disburse gain across participating investors (Brander, Amit, and 

Antweiler, 2002). We argue that a combination of potential high returns due to the increased 

hurdle rate required of distant investments, the need to induce the collaboration of a local 

partner, and the value that the local partner provides in terms of sourcing, learning, and post-

investment monitoring all point to an increased likelihood that syndicate composition will alter 

(i.e., the inclusion of a local partner), but syndicate size will remain stable:    

Hypothesis 2b: Cross-border investment syndicates that include local partners will be the same 
size as domestic syndicates. 
 
Monitoring 

After having made an initial investment, venture capital firms continue to mitigate risk though 

post-investment monitoring and oversight. Providing capital to an entrepreneurial firm in 

tranches over time—known as staging—may be the most potent monitoring and risk reduction 

practice employed by venture capital investors. Staged financing facilitates periodic re-

evaluation of the entrepreneurial firm by reducing the amount of capital provided at each 

financing round, and consequently reducing the amount of time between financing rounds. As 

noted by Gompers (1995), this keeps the entrepreneur on a “tight leash” and reduces potential 

losses. In a random sample of 794 U.S. venture capital firms, Gompers (1995) demonstrates the 

effectiveness of staging as a monitoring mechanism: Firms that do not perform well are cut off 

from subsequent financing. Chemmanur et al. (2010) draw from data about cross-border venture 

capital investment in emerging economies, finding that staging appears to substantially offset the 
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increased monitoring costs associated with investment in emerging markets. Building on these 

insights, we propose that the amount of capital provided by an investment syndicate per round in 

cross-border deals will be lower when compared to domestic deals. We also expect that the time 

between financing rounds will be shorter for cross-border investments: 

Hypothesis 3a: Cross-border deals are characterized by (a) smaller amounts of capital per 
round, and (b) shorter time between rounds when compared to domestic deals. 
 
 However, the advantages of a local syndicate partner ought to reduce the need for post-

investment monitoring. Local partnerships, providing an increased flow of local knowledge, 

might also help the investment syndicate adapt better to changing institutional and competitive 

conditions, and to shape the flow of needed resources to altered circumstances (Chemmanur et 

al., 2010; Balcarcel, Hertzel, and Lindsey, 2010). As a result, we anticipate that local partnership 

will loosen the financial leash such that we observe increased funding per round and an increase 

in the period between rounds. 

Hypothesis 3b: The presence of local investors in a cross-border investment syndicate round is 
associated with (a) larger amounts of capital per round, and (b) increased time between rounds 
as compared to cross-border deals that lack a local partner. 
 
Investment performance           

We now consider the exit performance of cross-border investments. Studies have 

examined the role that networks play in shaping venture returns (Hochberg et al., 2007), the 

influence VCs have in shaping those returns (Barry et al., 1990; Gompers et al., 2006), and the 

characteristics of the entrepreneurial firms that are successfully backed by VC investment.  

While a wealth of theoretical, empirical, and descriptive work demonstrates that venture 

capital investment “ought to be”—and in practice often is—a local business, it is not clear at all 

that local investment and performance go hand in hand—despite the intuitive advantages of 

geographic proximity. If venture capital investment is primarily a local business, then the 

competition for local investment opportunities among geographically clustered venture capital 
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firms might give firms incentive to alter investment practice by accepting lower returns or taking 

on relatively greater risk (Chen et al., 2010; Cumming and Dai, 2010). In addition, network 

advantages in venture capital investment accrue to those centrally located (Hochberg, et al. 2007; 

Sorenson and Stuart, 2001), and syndicate networks are both cooperative and competitive, 

spurring investment in other regions (Hochberg, et al. 2010). The paradoxical implication is that 

returns from distant investments, which have a higher hurdle rate, might then be stronger when 

compared to local investments.  

It is this line of reasoning that leads Chen et al. (2010) to test this conjecture using a 

sample U.S. domestic investments over the period 1975 to 2005, finding that distant investments 

outperformed investments made close to home 7 . Accordingly, we hypothesize that 

internationalizing venture capital firms will require a higher hurdle rate for distant investments in 

order to overcome the increased cost and risk associated with sourcing, adding value to, and 

monitoring a distant portfolio firm, and so should experience relatively greater returns: 

Hypothesis 4a: A venture capital firm’s cross-border investments are more likely to have a 
successful outcome when compared to their domestic investments. 
 

The curious and perhaps surprising implication of this line of reasoning is that if an 

offshore investment is indeed sufficiently attractive to justify foreign investment, then it may not 

require intensive monitoring or governance. Competition among both local and offshore venture 

capital firms for attractive investment opportunities might also give offshore investors incentive 

to “sweeten the deal” by providing more investee-friendly terms, alter board representation, 

and/or alter the amount and timing of capital infusion. It follows that offshore investors may 

have incentives to eschew local partners in the case of the most attractive cross-border 

investment opportunities, adding them only when these opportunities are difficult to evaluate, 

when added risk justifies more intense supervision, or, perhaps, only at later stages of investment 
                                                        
7 In further tests, the authors documented that the observed difference in performance was equally attributable to 
early and late-stage investments, which reduces the probability that superior performance was the product of venture 
capital firms “cherry picking” distant investments. 
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if the deal matures slower than expected. The somewhat surprising implication is that we might 

then expect venture capital firms to use the identical deal structure for attractive investments, 

regardless of location, and only altering post-investment practice when undertaking less optimal 

investments. We anticipate that returns for offshore venture capital investments that involve a 

local partner will perform worse than offshore investments that do not involve a local syndicate 

partner: 

Hypothesis 5b: A venture capital firm’s cross-border deals that include a local partner will 
perform worse than cross-border deals that do not involve a local partner. 
 
SAMPLE AND METHODOLOGY                                                                                                             

The data for our study are mainly drawn from the VentureXpert database, which provides 

detailed information on venture capital investment, including the dates of financing rounds, the 

amount invested, and details on the investing firm and the target company. VentureXpert is the 

only investment database endorsed by both the National Venture Capital Association (NVCA) 

and the European Venture Capital Association (EVCA), and has been used extensively in 

venture capital research. There are two well-known shortcomings in VentureXpert data that 

impact any firm or deal-level analysis of venture capital firm monitoring and performance 

(Kaplan, Sensoy, and Stromberg, 2002). The first is that exit data on investments are incomplete; 

the second is that the database does not include information positively identifying which member 

of the investment syndicate joined the board of the target firm on the date of investment. To 

obtain exit performance data, we drew on two SDC databases: SDC Global New Issues and SDC 

Mergers and Acquisitions. We also use Pratt’s Guide to Venture Capital Investment, Capital IQ, 

and VC Experts to obtain additional information about office locations for the firms in our 

sample.   

 Our sample excludes data for financing rounds allocated to buyouts, bridge loans, and 

acquisitions, as well as corporate venture capital investments. Previous studies examining 



 15 

corporate venturing find that the motives for investment differ from that of traditional venture 

capital investors, who are often investing for strategic reasons that are only partially related to 

investment returns, and that corporate venture capital organizations often have a different 

organizational form and incentive structures. These differences are likely to influence patterns of 

investment, approaches to monitoring and governance, and, ultimately, performance (Gompers 

and Lerner, 1998; Hellmann, 2002). 

For the purposes of this study, we restrict our analysis to venture investments made 

between 1980 and 2010, and to investments made in the United States and Europe. Investments 

prior to 1980 have been excluded due to data quality concerns (Kaplan et al., 2002). Investments 

after 2010 have been excluded to provide an appropriate sampling window for the estimation of 

exit performance. We focus our analysis to the United States and Europe for three reasons. First, 

deal-level data for investments in these developed nations is relatively complete and performance 

data is both available and verifiable, allowing for reliable analysis. Deal-level data about 

investments in lesser-developed economies is less complete—many fields are missing —and 

performance data is less reliable (often unobtainable). Second, variance in levels of economic 

development could introduce a potential confound in our research design since venture 

investment in developed and developing nations is likely to have different motivations. For 

example, venture investment in the developed world is financially motivated. In the developing 

world, the data on syndicate relationships is less reliable as venture capital investments in the 

developing world are often subsidized by government entities or international institutions. Third, 

there is evidence that other forms of distance, including technological and cultural distance, may 

influence venture capital practice. We contain our analysis to the United States and to the 

European Union—regions that are relatively homogeneous with respect to information 

technology, transportation, quality of legal and other regulatory institutions, and quality of their 
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capital markets—to enhance the quality of our tests of hypotheses concerning investment 

practice and, most importantly, venture performance.  

Our sample includes 70,020 entrepreneurial firms that received a total of 139,892 rounds 

of financing during the sample period 1980 to 2010. Nearly half of these entrepreneurial firms 

(34,674) are located in the United States, leaving 35,346 ventures located in the rest of the world, 

underscoring the international representation in our sample. Over a 30-year period, a total of 

13,297 different venture capital firms undertook rounds of investment. The sample is balanced 

between venture capital firms with home offices in the United States (7,146) and home offices 

outside the United States (6,151).  

We test our core hypotheses using negative binomial and probit regression analyses, a 

form of logistic regression that effectively transforms the model so that the fitted values are 

bounded within the range of probabilities. In our probit models, we follow Hoetker (2007) and 

use a maximum likelihood estimation method (MLS) to explore the value and statistical 

significance of the marginal effect of explanatory variables. We use fixed effects to account for 

repeated investment in a given target firm by the same venture capital firm, thereby accounting 

for firm-level effects. Lastly, and as suggested by Wiersema and Bowen (2009), we estimate the 

practical significance of our probit results by calculating the marginal impact of a unit change xki 

on the probability that yi equals 1 (given by βk F(zi), where βk is the parameter attached to xki).  

We use five dependent variables and eleven independent variables in our probit and 

negative binomial regression models. Our main dependent variable, Cross-Border Deal, is a 

dummy variable that identifies whether the deal is a cross-border deal (1) or a domestic deal (0). 

A deal is classified as cross-border if the national affiliation of any member of the investment 

syndicate differs from the national affiliation of the target firm. In domestic deals, the national 

affiliation of the target firm and all syndicate members is identical. Local Investor is a dummy 

variable (1/0) that indicates whether the home nation of the syndicate member is the same as the 
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national affiliation of the target firm. We code Age of the target firm at first investment in years. 

We follow Gompers (1995) and code rounds described as “early” or “seed” in as Early Stage 

investment.  

Syndicate Size is the total number of partners involved in each round of investment. 

Syndicate size is used as the dependent variable in our probit regressions and as an independent 

variable in tests concerning deal structuring. Prior International Investment is measured as the 

average number of international investments that had been undertaken by syndicate members 

prior to the date of investment in the target firm. We control for international investment 

experience because those who know more about offshore markets may source or structure cross-

border deals differently than those with less international experience. 

We use Time between rounds (in days) and round Amount (in thousands of constant 

USD) to examine characteristics of investment staging. We also use dummy variables that detail 

whether or not the target firm successfully exited through IPO or merger and acquisition (M&A) 

and use these as dependent variables in our final set of tests on investment performance.  

We use a series of dummy variables to control for year, industry, and country effects. Our 

sample includes data from investments in 69 industries and 16 nations over a 30-year period. We 

test the robustness of our results for cross-border investment by running regressions over time in 

three to five year windows, and rolling the same windows across the period between 1980 and 

2010.  

We also test the robustness of our claims concerning cross-border risk by replacing our 

country dummy variable with Country Risk Premium and with Political Risk in our models. We 

follow Damodaran (2006) and use a sovereign’s long-term equity risk premium as our proxy for 

Country Risk Premium, a measure that we derive using Moody’s sovereign rating, estimates of 

the sovereign’s default spread, and estimates of the relative market volatility for each country. 

We measure Political Risk using the Political Risk Index which is available from Political Risk 
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Services, a commercial information services firm (www.prsgroup.com). The Political Risk Index 

consists of 12 components measuring various dimensions of the political and business 

environment facing firms operating in a country. The data is updated monthly and reported in 

their International Political Risk Guide. We use data from December reports for 1984 (first year 

available) to 2009. Since information is not available for all time periods, our samples are left-

censored. Our sample for Country Risk Premium includes 46,211 observations. Our sample for 

Political Risk includes 108,406 observations. 

RESULTS             

Table 1 presents descriptive statistics and correlations for our sample.  

[INSERT TABLE I ABOUT HERE] 

We observe that nearly 12 percent of the deals in our sample were cross-border 

investments, and almost half (42 percent) of those cross-border investments were composed of 

syndicates that did not include a home-country investor. The age of the target firm receiving 

venture financing is just over five years and approximately 10 percent of all investment rounds 

were in firms at early stages of development. The median syndicate size in our sample is two, 

and members of the investment syndicate have made, on average, one or two cross-border 

investments prior to investing in the focal firm. Investment experience varied widely, from 0 to 

125. 8 The average round amount was $370,000 and the median interval between rounds is 

roughly three months (99 days). Sixteen percent of venture-backed companies in our sample 

exited through an IPO, while fourteen percent merged or were acquired, statistics which are 

consistent with previous research on exit performance with samples of venture-backed firms 

(recent examples include Chen et al., 2010; Chemmanur et. al., 2010; Dai et al., 2012; Bertoni 

and Groh, 2014). 

                                                        
8 While the latter statistic seems high, it is attributable to biotech investment, which is distinctive due to the high 
levels of risk and high number of relatively small rounds of investment that characterizes investment in this industry 
(Deeds et al., 2006). 
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Inspection of the correlations in Table I reveals no anomalies. Apart from a high 

correlation between cross-border investment and local investor (.53), no other correlation 

exceeded 0.22, suggesting that the threat of multicollinearity in our sample is low. The 

correlation between cross-border investment and country risk premium is positive (0.09; p≤ 

.001), lending credence to our assumption that cross-border investment is financially riskier than 

domestic investment. The eponymous Hausman test (Hausman, 1978) confirms the use of robust 

standard errors adequately compensated for threats related to serial correlation. 

Hypothesis Tests            

Regression results for all hypotheses are presented in Table II. The corresponding marginal 

effects for the related probit regressions are reported in Table III.  

[INSERT TABLE II ABOUT HERE] 

[INSERT TABLE III ABOUT HERE] 

 Our first set of hypotheses is concerned with deal selection and sourcing (Table II, 

Models 1–4). We find that cross-border investments are indeed made in older firms (0.01; p ≤. 

001), which are less likely to be in early stages of development (-0.22; p ≤ .001). Conducting t-

tests of means reveals that the average age of the cross-border target firm at first investment was 

8.5 years as compared to 4.65 for domestic firms. Also, 10.7 percent of domestic deals were in 

early stage companies, as compared to 7.5 percent of cross border deals.9 Table II, Model 2 

indicates that syndicates that include a local partner tend to invest in younger (-0.00; p ≤ .001) 

and earlier stage (0.42; p ≤ .001) companies. However, the practical significance of these 

findings, as revealed by the marginal effects analysis (Table III, Model 2) is quite low: 

Investments involving local investors do not materially differ in age from those that do not (0.00; 

p ≤ .001), and the involvement of a local investor increases the probability of earlier stage 

                                                        
9 Other tests (not reported) show that 71 percent of cross-border deals were in late stage investments as compared to 
58 percent of domestic deals. 
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investment by only 2.5 percent (p ≤ .001). We conclude H1a is supported, all things being equal: 

cross-border investments are in older, later-stage firms. But, in contrast to both theory and 

previous studies informing our hypothesis development, we do not find significant evidence for 

the supporting role of a local partner as H1b predicted. 

We now turn to our second set of deal selection and sourcing hypotheses, this time 

turning our attention to syndicate size. Consistent with received wisdom about cross-border risk 

and syndicate size, the negative binomial regression results for H2a (Table II, Models 3 and 4) 

indicate that cross-border investment syndicates are larger than domestic syndicates (0.17; p ≤ 

.001). Interestingly, but contrary to our predictions in H2b, syndicate size rises when local 

partners are included (0.19; p ≤ .001). Specifically, the average size of a cross-border syndicate 

that includes a local investor is 2.2, as compared to 1.5 for cross-border syndicates that exclude 

local investors. Together, these results hint that diversification of risk may be more critical to 

investors than the provision of improved (and less costly) supervision by a local partner. 

The results for the hypotheses related to monitoring practice (Table II, Models 5 and 6) 

reveal that cross-border and domestic investment rounds do not differ in amount and the interval 

between rounds is longer for cross-border investments (0.00; p ≤ .001). Performing a t-test of 

means between domestic and international deals in our sample reveals that the average interval 

between cross-border rounds is 421 days compared to 365 days for domestic rounds of 

investment. The involvement of a local partner has no influence on the round amount. We 

therefore reject both hypotheses 3a and 3b. Collectively, our empirical analysis for H1 through 

H3 show that a local partner has only a marginal influence on stage of investment, but not on any 

other dimension of deal sourcing, structuring, or monitoring. 

 Finally, and perhaps most provocatively, the data indicate that cross-border investments 

(with targets outside the United States) are significantly more likely to achieve a positive 

outcome when compared to domestic (U.S.-domiciled) investments. Specifically, cross-border 



 21 

investments are more likely to exit via IPO (0.16; p ≤ .001) or M&A (0.14; p ≤ .001) than 

domestic investments. These findings are material: Table III  (Models 5 and 6) show that the 

average cross-border investment is about 3.1 percent more likely to exit via IPO and 3.2 percent 

more likely to exit via M&A than a domestic investment. Curiously, the participation of a local 

investor in the cross-border deal does not influence the probability of IPO and is negatively 

related to exit via M&A  (-0.17; p ≤ .001). In fact, the involvement of the local investor reduces 

the probability of exit via M&A by 2.2 percent—a material difference.  

Robustness Tests            

Since the data used in this study includes venture capital investments executed between 1980 and 

2010, it stands to reason that ebbs and flows in rates of venture capital investment over this 30 

year period—a period marked by one boom (1996) and three financial crises (1987, 2001, 

2008)—may influence our observed performance relationships. It is also possible that market 

participants learned and investment practice changed during this time span. Accordingly, we 

tested all our models using three- to five-year windows, and split the data into recognized 

investment phases. In unreported results, we find little practical difference in relationships across 

these periods. The number of observations in each five-year window confirms the growth of 

cross-border investment over time, but reveals no evidence of changing cross-border investment 

practice over the period. Effect sizes are relatively consistent in magnitude and direction when 

compared to the full sample. The data also indicate that the relationship between cross-border 

investment and IPO is stable and significant, but that the relationship between cross-border 

investment and M&A is sensitive to the time period chosen. 

We also test the sensitivity of our results to country-specific risk by substituting Country 

Risk Premium and Political Risk for our country dummy variables. Although the sample is 

truncated (results are only available for the period 1996 to 2010), the effects in our unreported 

results do not materially differ from those reported in Tables II and III with respect to direction 
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or significance. We conclude our results are robust with respect to time period and country 

specification.10  

DISCUSSION 

In this paper, we examined the influence of geographic and relational proximity on cross-border 

venture capital investment. Our results are strong and surprising. Our empirical findings indicate 

that deal sourcing and deal structure change as our hypotheses suggest: Cross-border investments 

do tend to be in older, later-stage companies and syndicates do tend to be larger. However, and 

contrary to received wisdom about the effect of cross-border risk on staging, monitoring, and 

governance, investment rounds are about the same size and the time between rounds is longer, 

not shorter. Finally, and as hypothesized, cross-border investment is positively related to 

performance. Specifically, investments have a materially increased probability of exit via IPO. 

 Interestingly, concerning the widely theorized role of a local partner in deal sourcing, 

structuring, and monitoring found no support. We contrasted cross-border investments that 

involved a local partner with those that did not, and found no difference with respect to target 

investment firm age or risk, and only a small marginal difference for stage of investment. 

Specifically, it appears that syndicates that include local partners are about 2.5 percent more 

likely to invest in earlier stage companies than cross-border syndicates that do not involve a local 

partner. Cross-border syndicates that include local partners are larger than those that do not, but 

these partners do not appear to influence round size or timing.  

Also, local partners do not appear to not help—and perhaps even harm—investment 

performance. Syndicates involving local partners are no more likely to exit via IPO than those 

that do not; but those that involve local partners were less likely to exit via M&A than cross-

border deals that do not involve a local partner in at least one recent five-year period.  

                                                        
10 Results for five-year windows and country risk are not reported due to non-significance, and available upon 
request. Aaaargh here you state it. Okay, then kill my blabla above. But we have those, right? 
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On the whole, we find little evidence to suggest that local partners play a positive role in 

cross-border investment practice. The data are consistent with the view that VCs primarily 

manage risk through deal selection and syndication practice, but do not use staging as an 

important tool for risk management. The role of the local partner in the syndicate appears to be 

largely functional. That is, they appear to add or complement the resources and services provided 

by the syndicates (e.g., larger rounds, larger board size) as opposed to serving as a substitute 

source of resources and services.  

 Several findings are surprising. For example, deal staging has long been viewed as one of 

the most powerful and effective monitoring tools available to investors (Gompers, 1995; 

Sahlman, 1990). Yet, we find no evidence of this tool being employed by cross-border investors. 

The core implicit assumption of the proximity hypothesis is that local VCs are able to add value 

to the portfolio firm, thereby enhancing the probability of success. Domestic investments should 

then outperform cross-border investments. None of our results support this conclusion. Thus, and 

contrary to conjecture from earlier research, we find no evidence to suggest that partnering with 

a local investor yields any material benefit to syndicate members. 

 So what should we make of these results? In the main, we believe the data support the 

conclusion that VCs generate positive returns through deal sourcing and through management of 

risk, not through value-added activities like monitoring. Changes to syndicate size also point to a 

concern for the management of risk, as opposed to efforts to improve the operating performance 

of portfolio firms. The fact that the participation of the local investor did not alter investment 

practice as hypothesized is also intriguing, since it is not only at odds with received wisdom 

about the value of local information but also raises important questions about the ability of local 

investors to leverage network benefits.  

The paper has several weaknesses. The first, and most vexing to us, is that we lack any 

measure of the centrality of the local partner within the local network. Network theory 
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recognizes that benefits are more readily available to those firms that are centrally located and 

have high status, which is usually measured as a function of fund size or number of prior 

investments. Thus, being unable to identify the lead partner to create stronger network measures 

is a severe handicap in our analysis. Because we treated all local members alike, it is possible 

that our study simply failed to capture the detail needed to test the theory. That we were able to 

control for a dimension of experience, as indicated by the average number of prior international 

investments by individual syndicate members, does, however, somewhat ameliorate this concern. 

 Another limitation of the study is that the effects of distance and the cross-border context 

may differ. The finance literature establishes a direct relationship between geographic distance 

and financial risk. While finer-grained measures, and the inclusion of distances between 

investing partners and the target firm, would empirically ameliorate these concerns, the strong 

positive correlation between cross-border investment and country-financial risk is reassuring and 

lends support to our claim that cross-border risk and financial risk have similar effects. Evidence 

that our results are robust with respect to specification (i.e., country, country risk premium, and 

political risk) also lends credence to our findings.  

While it is clear that the existing study has important limitations, the fact remains that our 

panel study encompasses a 30-year period and bases its measure on a very large sample of 

120,000+ transactions that occurred over this period. Our estimates of effect sizes are therefore 

highly reliable, and the risks of Type I and Type II error are empirically nil. The lack of support 

for some hypotheses then poses a strong challenge to the received wisdom that, in many cases, 

predicted the opposite outcome.  

These results create a conundrum for existing theory and research. The local 

business/network hypothesis asserts that VCs differentiate on the basis of their ability to add 

value to portfolio firms. If true, we would expect them to use the same playbook abroad. 

Evidence that returns are generated through deal selection and risk management, and not via 
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value-added activities, then raises important questions about the generalizability of the theory on 

the whole, and about the merits of the value-added proposition in particular. These results, along 

with Chen et al. (2010) and Chemmaneur, Hull, and Krishan. (2010), provide mounting evidence 

that the conventional wisdom about VC investment merits further scrutiny. The need for more 

research, using finer-grained data in large samples, is clear, as is the need for more fitting theory 

about the VC investment phenomena.   
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Table I. Descriptive Statistics and Correlations 

           
  

Mean S.D. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 
1 Cross-border round 0.12 0.32 1.00 

          2 Local investor 0.93 0.25 -0.53 1.00 
         3 Target age at 1st investment (years) 5.11 12.16 0.10 -0.05 1.00 

        4 Early stage 0.10 0.30 -0.03 0.03 -0.11 1.00 
       5 Country risk premium 0.0068 0.0042 0.09 -0.08 0.03 0.04 1.00 

      6 Syndicate size 2.38 2.24 -0.07 0.10 -0.10 -0.04 -0.06 1.00 
     7 Prior international investment 1.47 4.11 0.22 0.01 0.01 0.02 0.01 -0.11 1.00 

    8 Round amount 369.52 266.73 -0.05 0.02 -0.05 0.11 0.00 -0.12 -0.01 1.00 
   9 Time between rounds (days) 288.45 605.01 0.00 0.04 0.03 -0.11 -0.03 0.03 0.03 -0.03 1.00 

  10 IPO 0.16 0.36 -0.05 0.02 0.02 -0.02 0.01 0.07 -0.01 0.03 0.11 1.00 
 11 M&A 0.14 0.34 -0.13 0.08 -0.05 -0.01 -0.04 0.09 -0.06 -0.01 0.02 -0.06 1.00 

 
N = 139,892. Pairwise correlations greater than .01 are significant at p ≤ 0.05 or higher 
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Table II. Hypothesis Tests                   

 
Selection and Structuring Monitoring Performance 

 

Cross-
border 

investment 

Cross-
border 

investment 
Syndicate 

size 
Syndicate 

size 

Cross-
border 

investment IPO M&A IPO M&A 

 
(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) (7) (8) (9) 

Cross border round — — 
    

0.172*** 0.104*** — 0.164*** 0.141*** 0.169*** 0.371*** 

 
— — [0.008] [0.007] — [0.021] [0.035] [0.048] [0.065] 

Local investor -2.361*** -2.383*** 0.377*** -0.176*** -2.325*** — — -0.04 0.320*** 

 
[0.025] [0.028] [0.011] [0.010] [0.027] — — [0.040] [0.044] 

Target age at 1st investment (years) 0.006*** 0.010*** -0.004*** -0.001*** 0.006*** 0.010*** 0 0.010*** 0 

 
[0.000] [0.002] [0.000] [0.000] [0.000] [0.000] [0.000] [0.000] [0.000] 

Early stage -0.220*** -0.590*** -0.185*** -0.015** -0.219*** -0.357*** -0.046*** 
-

0.356*** 
-

0.046*** 

 
[0.025] [0.067] [0.007] [0.006] — [0.017] [0.016] [0.017] [0.016] 

Country risk premium — — — — — — — — — 

 
— — — — [0.025] — — — — 

Syndicate size 0.103*** 0.103*** — — 0.103*** 0.004* 0.024*** 0.004* 0.023*** 

 
[0.003] [0.003] — — [0.003] [0.002] [0.002] [0.002] [0.002] 

Prior international investment 0.031*** 0.031*** -0.045*** -0.021*** 0.031*** 0.002** -0.006*** 0.002*** 
-

0.006*** 

 
[0.001] [0.001] [0.001] [0.001] [0.001] [0.001] [0.001] [0.001] [0.001] 

Round amount -0.000*** -0.000*** -0.001*** -0.000*** 0 -0.000*** -0.000*** 
-

0.000*** 
-

0.000*** 

 
[0.000] [0.000] [0.000] [0.000] [0.000] [0.000] [0.000] [0.000] [0.000] 

Time between rounds (days) 0.000*** 0.000*** 0.000*** 0.000*** 0.000*** 0.000*** 0.000*** 0.000*** 0.000*** 

 
[0.000] [0.000] [0.000] [0.000] [0.000] [0.000] [0.000] [0.000] [0.000] 

Local * Target age at 1st investment — -0.004** — — — — — — — 

 
— [0.002] — — — — — — — 

Local * Early stage — 0.424*** — — — — — — — 

 
— [0.072] — — — — — — — 

Local * Country risk premium — — — — — — — — — 
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— — — — — — — — — 

Local * Syndicate size — — — 0.189*** — — — — — 

 
— — — [0.001] — — — — — 

Local * Round amount — — — — 0 — — — — 

 
— — — — [0.000] — — — — 

Local * Time between rounds (days) — — — — -0.000*** — — — — 

 
— — — — [0.000] — — — — 

Local * Cross border investment — — — — — — — -0.04 -0.167** 

 
— — — — — — — [0.051] [0.072] 

Country controls Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes 
Industry controls Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes 
Year controls Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes 
Constant 1.378*** 1.400*** 37.881*** 3.575*** 1.318*** -0.415*** -0.415*** -0.379** -7.292 

 
[0.307] [0.309] [0.654] [0.590] [0.312] [0.142] [0.142] [0.148] [156.129] 

Observations 139,892 139,892 139,892 139,892 139,892 139,892 139,892 139,892 139,892 
Standard errors in brackets 

         *** p < 0.01, ** p < 0.05, * p < 0.1 
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Table III. Marginal Effects 
        

 
Selection and Structuring Monitoring Performance 

 

Cross-border 
investment 

Cross-border 
investment 

Cross-border 
investment 

Cross-border 
investment IPO M&A IPO M&A 

 
(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) (7) (8) 

Cross border round — — — — 0.031*** 0.023*** 0.032*** 0.067*** 

 
— — — — [0.004] [0.006] [0.010] [0.014] 

Local investor -0.518*** -0.527*** -0.915*** -0.505*** — — -0.007 0.039*** 

 
[0.009] [0.010] [0.014] [0.010] — — [0.007] [0.004] 

Target age at 1st investment (years) 0.000*** 0.000*** 0 0.000*** 0.002*** 0 0.002*** 0 

 
[0.000] [0.000] [0.001] [0.000] [0.000] [0.000] [0.000] [0.000] 

Early stage -0.008*** -0.015*** -0.04 -0.007*** -0.051*** -0.007*** -0.051*** -0.007*** 

 
[0.001] [0.001] [0.044] [0.001] [0.002] [0.002] [0.002] [0.002] 

Syndicate size 0.004*** 0.004*** 0.038* 0.004*** 0.001* 0.004*** 0.001* 0.004*** 

 
[0.000] [0.000] [0.020] [0.000] [0.000] [0.000] [0.000] [0.000] 

Prior international investment 0.001*** 0.001*** 0.006* 0.001*** 0.000** -0.001*** 0.000*** -0.001*** 

 
[0.000] [0.000] [0.003] [0.000] [0.000] [0.000] [0.000] [0.000] 

Round amount 0.000*** 0.000*** 0.000* 0.000*** 0.000*** 0.000*** 0.000*** 0.000*** 

 
[0.000] [0.000] [0.000] [0.000] [0.000] [0.000] [0.000] [0.000] 

Time between rounds (days) -0.000*** -0.000*** 0 0 -0.000*** -0.000*** -0.000*** -0.000*** 

 
[0.000] [0.000] [0.000] [0.000] [0.000] [0.000] [0.000] [0.000] 

Observations 139,892 139,892 46,211 139,892 139,892 139,892 139,892 139,892 
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