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Abstract

This thesis examines the effect of mergers and acquisitions (M&ASs) on corporate performance, on
a sample of 37 M&As in Eurozone between 2009 and 2013. The analysis is founded on
comparisons of the corporate performance of merged firms versus a sample of non- merged firms
between the pre- and post- acquisition period, using the quasi- experimental “Difference-in-
Differences” methodology. | employ two earnings based and two cash flow based performance
indicators, to examine how sensitive the estimated differential effect is to the type of performance
metric and deflator. Moreover, i combine Difference-in-Differences with Propensity Score
Matching, to control for the risk of selecting an unrepresentative sample of non- merged firms. |
provide evidence that M&As improve the corporate performance of the combined firms and
directly benefit the shareholders. Profitability measures, (a) return on equity and (b) return on
assets, are found to increase significantly for merged firms relative to their non- merged industry
counterparts in the post- acquisition period. Operating cash flow metrics, (c) operating cash flow
return and (d) operating cash flow to total assets, also show that M&As have a positive differential
effect on corporate performance, although weak. Further exploration of the increased efficiency of
the combined companies in the post- acquisition period, shows that the improvements are due to
increased accrual earnings rather than enhanced asset productivity. However, the market value of
the combined entities increases significantly in the post- acquisition period, indicating that markets

view M&As as value- adding transactions.

Keywords: M&As, corporate performance, Difference-in-Differences, Propensity Score
Matching, Kernel matching
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Extensive Summary (in Greek)

2y napovoa epyacio, ovorvetar Eva detypa 37 EEayopav kat Zvyywvedoemv (avoapEpovton
o¢ E&X amd €dm kot émerta) mov oAokAnpmOnkay v tepiodo 2009- 2013 omnv Evpwldvn. KHplo
EPELVNTIKO epdTNUO Etvan edv o1 E&X Bedtiovouy g amddoomn Tmv etalpelmv, kot e&etaletal o

OpovG amdO00NG KEPOMV KOl AELITOVPYIKADV TAUOKADV PODV.
H épevva dopeiton o t€00ep1g PacikKég evOTNTEG:

1. Avagopd mponyovuevng PBiproypapiog pe kopro gpevvntikd epotnua Tic EEayopég kot
Xuyyovedoelg

2. Tleprypoen TOV EUTMEPIKOD GYESIAGLOV TNG £PELVAG, TNG OAOIKAGTIOG ETAOYNG TOL OelyOTOC
KO TOV SEIKTAOV AmOd00TG TOL EMAEY O KOV
AVAALON TOV EUTEIPIKOV OTOTEAEGUATOV

4. Xu{Nmon GYETIKA UE TO OMOTEAEGUOTO TNG EPEVVOS KOL AVOPOPE GTOVG TEPLOPIGLOVG TG

[y

. llponyovpevn Biphoypagio

2y 0ebvn Pphoypagic vapyet vag TepAoTIOq apPBOG HEAETAOV e KUPLO £PELVNTIKO
epOTNUA To KivnTpa TV E&Z, TOV avTIKTUTO TOVE GTOV OVTAY®VIGHO KOl TIG EMOPAGELS TOVS GTNV
ATOOOTIKOTNTO TV CLYYWOVELUEVOV ETAPEI®V. [0t TOV AdY0 avTo, Yivetan Tapdbeon maloudTepwV
EPELVAOV TTOV AVOPEPOVTAL GTO, TOPATAV®D EPEVVNTIKA EPOTLOATO LLE 1O10UTEPT EUPAUCT] OE EPEVVEC
7oV £6TIALOVV TNV ATOSOTIKOTNTA TV gTanpeldv. Aloonueinto PePaimg, etvar To yeyovog 6t
oebvng Piproypapia dev Exet kataAnEel o€ o OOV ATOYT Y10 TIG EMOPAGELS TV E&Y otnv
eTOUPIKY] 0rdo0oT. Ta EUTEPIKE AMOTEAEGLOTO TOV EPELVAV TOIKIAOVY AVOAOY®SG TOVG OeikTE]

amdO0GNG KOl TOL EPEVVNTIKA GYELN TOL EMAEYOVTOL.
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2. Epgovntiko oy£oto

INo v extipnon g enidpoaong tov E&X oty stapikr] amddoon, epopuoletar m
yevdomelpapatiky uebodoroyio. Difference-in-Differences (ovagépetar wg DID ond €dd kot
énerta). H wotookevn evdg owovopetpukov povtédov DID amortel v vmoapén (o) &vog
«ygyovotoc-Oepaneiag», N avabeon Tov omoiov dev efaptdrar amd Tov gpgvuvnty, (PB) evog
delypatog mov déyxeton v «Bepameio» v ypovikn otiyun 0 (Baocwd deiypa) kor (y) evog
detypotog mov katd v eetalopevn mepiodo dev Exet deybel v «Bepameion» (detypo eAEYYOV).
2y mapovoa Epevva g «Oepameio» opiletan 1 odokAnpwon pog E&E evtdg e Evpoldvng
katd v epiodo 2009- 13, wg Pacikd detypo opiletar To SElyplo TOV ATOKTOOMY ETALPEIDV KoL
T0 OelypLol EAEYYOL amOTEAEITOL OO ETALPEIEG TTOV dPAGTNPLOTOLOVVTOL GTOV 1510 KAAJO Kol £TOC LIE
T1G eTOUPEies TOL Pactkov detypatog. To cuvolkd delypa amotedeiton amd 37 AmOKTOCES ETAUPELES

kot 179 granpeieg eréyyov.

H emoyn ¢ pebodoroyiog DID £ywve yuoo toug axdiAovBovg dvo Adyovs. Ilpmrtov,
amopOVOVEL TNV emidpacn Tov E&X oty gtoipikn anddoon HEc® TG cVYKPLONG TG 0mAd0oNG
TOV OTOKTMCAOV ETOUPELDY EVOVTL TNG ATOO0CNS TOV OelYUATOG EAEYYOV KOTA TIC TEPLOOOVG TPV
Kot HETA TV e€ayopd. Agvtepov, 1 cOYKpLon UETOED TV VO JEIYUAT®V omoKAgiel and v
avVOADOT  OWKOVOUIKOUG 1 KAadkoVOg mapdyovieg mov emmpedlovv v kepdopopio Kot
CLUTEPLPOPE TV ETALPEIDV, Kol dgv oyetilovtan pe v defayoyn E&Z. Qotdc0, o1 exTiuntég
tov povtédov DID gvoéyeton va givar pepoinmrikoi, AOy® Tov OTL 1) €MAOYN TOL delyHATOG
eléyyov Ogev glval Tuyaia (selection bias). [a vo S106QAMGTO Y00 TV EVPOCTIC TOV EKTIUNTOV,
ovvovalo 1t pebodoroyio. Difference-in-Differences pe tv uebodoroyio. Propensity score
matching (avapépetor wg PSM omo kot énerta). H spappoyn tov PSM emtpénet tny avtiotoiynon
TOV GLUYYOVELUEVOV ETOIPEIDV UE ETOUPEIES EAEYYOVL avTioTOlXOL pEYEBOLG Kot KEPOOPOpPiag.
Enopévag n odykpion yiveton peta&h mopOUotmv TOpE®V Kol Hropodv va amodoBodv akpifr|

otiodn ocounepdopota otic E&X.

Emumpocbétmg, n vmapyovoa BifAtoypagia dev €xel kotaAngel o pi opdQVN Gmoym
oxeTkd pe TG PéATIoTEC peTpkéc amoddoons. [To cuykekpiuéva, HEAETEG TOVL YPNCLULOTOLOVV
deiktec amdooomng Kepd®V delyvouv 0Tt o1 E&YE petdvouv onuovtikd v etaipikn anddoon. Ta

avtifeta akpPadg amotedéspota eLPaviCovy HEAETEG TOV YPNGIULOTOLOVV LETPIKEG PACIGUEVES GE
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Aertovpykég Tapakéc poéc. I'a va umopéow Aowmdv va a&loloynow mtoco gvaichnta eivor Ta

OMOTEAECLOTOL GTOV TOUTO TOV OEIKTN amddoonc, papuolm dvo deikteg amd Kabe kotnyopia.

3. Epneipika Amoteréopata

Ta amoteAéopata amd 10 povtédo maAwvopounong DID deiyvouv 6t ot E&X dev €xovv
ONUOVTIKN S0pOPIKN EMIOPACT] GTIV ATOSOTIKOTNTO TOV CUYYMOVEVUEVOV ETOUPELDY EVOVTL TOV
delypotog ehéyyov. Qotdco, OtOv 1 GUYKPLoN YiveTow HETOED ETAPEW®V HE TOPOUOLL
YOPAKTNPLOTIKA (Katd TV mepiodo mpv v e€ayopd), ot E&X gppaviCovtat va £xovv pia Ogtikn
SLPOPIKT) EMLOPAGT] TNV ETAPIKT ATOO0GT] TV CLYYMVEVUEVOV ETUPELDY EVAVTL TV OLOAOY®OV
TouG. E1dkotepa, ot deikteg amddoons KepODV amodidovV oNUAVTIKES BEATIOCELS TNG ETOPIKNG
amodoong ot E&X, evd ot dgiktec amdO00NC AEITOVPYIKOV TOUOKAOV POMV L0 OOVVOLUN

BeAtioon.

4. Zolntnon TOV aToTELECPHATOV

210 tehevtaio pépog g Epevvag eEetdleTon mepeTaipw N cLUPoAr Tov E&X oty wkavotnTog
TOV ETOLPELDV VO, YPTCLOTOLOVY TO EVEPYNTIKO KO TAL KEPAAOLO TOV UETOYWV Y10 VO TAPAYOLV
képon. H avénon mov mapoatnpeiton 6ToUg deiKTEG AMOI00NG KEPIDV MG amoTéAesa TV E&X,
Ogv TPOEPYETAL OO LEIMOT TOV AEITOLPYIKOV ££00V N PEATIOON TG TOPAYOYIKOTNTAS TOL
EVEPYNTIKOV. AVTIOETMOG TPOEPYETAL OO CNUAVTIKN aENON TV OE00VAELUEVDV GTNV TTEPT000
petd v e€ayopd. Qot1060, N €VA0YT aia TV [dlwV KEPUAAI®V TOV GLYYOVEVUEVOV ETOIPELOV
EVOVTL TOV ETALPEIDOV EAEYYOV, QVEAVETOL CIUAVTIKA GTNV TEPT000 PETA TNV amdKkTnon. Eropuévag,
Aoppdvovtag vdyv OTL Ot ayopég £Ivail TOVAGYIGTOV MLUL- IOYLPNG ATOTELECUATIKOTNTAS, Ot E&X
Bewpovvtar cuvaAlayég Tov TpocsBétovy alia oty cuVOVACHEVN EMLYEIPNON, LE OTOTEAEG LA VOL

ENMPEAOVVTOL Ol LETOYOL TNG.
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1. Introduction

The main research question of this thesis is whether M&As improve corporate performance.
Prior literature has thoroughly examined M&As and their effect on firm performance (e.g. Healy
et al., 1992; Powell and Stark, 2005; Sharma and How, 2002; Ghosh, 2001; Yeh and Hoshino,
2002). The first two studies provide evidence that M&As significantly improve corporate
performance, Sharma and Ho (2002) and Ghosh (2001) find weak improvements, and Yeh and
Hoshino (2002) find that corporate performance significantly deteriorates following an M&A. This
is just a handful of studies that examine M&As but their empirical results point in one direction:
existing literature has not reached a unanimous and precise view on the effect of M&As on
corporate efficiency. Surprisingly, while there is abundance of research studies analyzing M&As,
the vast majority focuses on US and UK takeovers during the fourth and fifth wave (period 1965-
69 and 1993-2000 respectively). The limited number of studies analyzing takeovers in Continental
Europe also focus on those completed prior to the 2000s (see Martynova et al., 2002; Gugler et al.,
2001).

To address the research question, | select a sample of 37 M&As completed in Eurozone
between 2009 and 2013 (referred to as merged firms hereafter) and employ a Difference-in-
Differences research design (referred to as DID hereafter). The firm performance is monitored
from three years prior (pre- acquisition period), to three years after (post- acquisition period) the
completion of M&As. The control group (referred to as non- merged firms hereafter) consists of
179 listed firms in Eurozone countries. Care is taken so that the comparison firms have not
conducted M&As during the six- year period of analysis, and come from the same industry and

year as the respective merged firms.

The selected research design provides a relaxed framework for analysis for the following
reasons. First, the comparisons between merged and non- merged firms, isolate the differential
effect of M&As on corporate performance. Second, it allows to account for economy- wide or
industry- specific factors that impact firms and are irrelevant to the M&A event. Within this frame,
the recession of 2008 had adverse effects on firms’ prospects and investing behavior (Doukakis et
al., 2016). Hence, this research design controls for the decline in profitability during the crisis
period of 2008-13.
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However, Bertrand and Zitouna (2005) state that the DID methodology will not produce
accurate conclusions if the comparison group differs significantly from the treatment group, during
the pre- acquisition period. To mitigate the bias on the coefficients of the model, deriving from the
fact that the selected non- merged firms are not representative of the merged firms, | combine
Difference-in-Differences with Kernel Matching. Propensity score matching (referred to as PSM
hereafter) is used to assign one (many) control firm(s) to each treated firm, based on a vector of
pre- acquisition characteristics. This integrating procedure gives me confidence that the
Difference-in-Differences coefficient is robust and proper causal inference on the effect of M&As

on corporate performance is produced.

Moreover, the accounting method used to recognize the business combination in the
consolidated financial statements, has troubled researchers. Under Pooling of Interest method, the
assets and liabilities are recognized in their book values. Under acquisition method, the M&A is
viewed prospectively as a «purchase» and the assets and liabilities are recorded in their fair value.
Any difference between the price paid and the fair value of net assets is recognized in the balance
sheet as goodwill (Healy et al, 2013). Existing studies, to a large extent, employ operating
performance metrics to negate the effect of the accounting method on the consolidated financial
statements (e.g. Healy et al. (1992) use operating cash flows deflated by the sum of market value
of equity and total liabilities; Ghosh (2001) and Powell and Stark (2005) use net sales to deflate
their operating cash flows). However, in March 31, 2004, the International Accounting Standards
Board (IASB) issued IFRS 3 «Business Combinations». This standard requires publicly listed
European companies to recognize their M&As using the purchase method. Hence, the uniformity
of the consolidated financial statements, provided by IFRS, allows me to use not only cash flow
based indicators, but also profitability indicators. It also gives me the opportunity to test the
sensitivity of the coefficients to the type of the performance metric. Prior empirical studies find
that the estimated effect of M&As on firm performance is sensitive to the performance metrics
employed (Sharma and Ho, 2002; Powell and Stark, 2001). On that account, this research employs
both earnings based performance indicators, (a) Return on Equity and (b) Return on Assets, and
operating cash flow based performance indicators, (c) Operating Cash Flow Return and (d)

Operating Cash Flow to Total Assets.
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My findings support the notion that M&As improve the corporate performance of the
combined firm. Merged firms perform significantly higher than their non- merged industry
counterparts in the pre- acquisition period. In the post- acquisition period, the corporate
performance of non- merged firms deteriorates significantly, but M&As are found to mitigate this
decline for merged firms. Regarding the sensitivity to the performance indicator, the differential
effect of M&As is found positive and significant for earnings performance metrics but weak for
operating cash flow metrics. Yet, the improvement in corporate performance of merged firms
derives from increased accrual earnings and not from enhanced asset productivity. Nevertheless,
the market value of merged versus non- merged firms increases significantly in the post-

acquisition period, indicating that capital markets view M&As as value- creating transactions.

Overall, this thesis contributes as follows. First, this study focuses on a recent dataset and
provides an update to the existing literature that has examined US and UK mergers (written in the
beginning of/prior to the 21% century). Second, accrual and operating cash flow performance
indicators are used to investigate whether the estimated effect of M&As on firm performance is
sensitive to the selected performance metric. Third, in contrast with prior studies that use industry
median values as benchmarks, | select industry counterparts that have not engaged in M&As.
Finally, systematic differences between merged and non- merged firms can lead to inaccurate
conclusions. Therefore, to enhance the robustness of the coefficients, | employ Propensity Score
Matching.

The remaining paper is organized as follows. Section 2 describes prior literature. Section 3
presents the hypothesis of the study and describes the methodology and the performance indicators
employed, while Section 4 describes the sample selection process. Sections 5 provides descriptive
statistics on key variables, while Section 6 and 7 present the empirical results. Finally, Section 8

discusses the limitations of the empirical study and Section 9 provides the conclusions.

2. Existing literature

M&As initiated in the US when heavy industry firms sought to increase their market share,
leading to the first wave of horizontal merges. Later, in 1920s, there was a shift in the strategic
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goals of corporations. The effort to strengthen the value chain resulted in vertical mergers.
Afterwards, in 1960s, the huge economic prosperity gave firms the opportunity to invest in
unrelated industries. Two decades later, a series of hostile takeovers occurred, and during 1990s
the pursuit of multinational presence drove enterprises to huge cross- border mergers. The sixth
wave, at the beginning of the 21% century, was mainly driven by globalization. The complexity
and multidimensionality of M&As has attracted a plethora of researchers that investigate their
causes, impact on competition and consumer welfare and ultimately whether they are efficient or

not. This section briefly discusses the prior literature on M&As.

2.1 Theories explaining M&A activity

A number of scholars have debated on the causes of M&A activity. One of the first studies
providing a review of M&A theories, is that of Trautwein (1990). The writer divides these theories
into three groups based on the available empirical evidence and their degree of plausibility.
Valuation, empire- building and process theories are backed up by empirical evidence and are
considered the most reasonable among the seven theories. Monopoly and efficiency gains theories
are less plausible, and raider and disturbance theories are the least plausible. Because of the vast
number of available empirical evidence, Valuation, Empire- building and Efficiency gains theory

are further discussed.

e Valuation theory

Valuation theory asserts that managers make high- quality investments because they have
detected under- valued firms or are better informed than the market. One of the first studies arguing
that bidding firms’ management is in possession of private information regarding the target firm
is that of Holderness and Sheehan (1985). The writers examine the investing intentions of six

prominent investors® and find that they consistently target undervalued firms.

By default, this theory questions the efficiency of stock markets and therefore some stocks
deviate from the fundamental values of market efficiency. Shleifer and Vishny (2003) doubt that
capital markets are efficient and provide a model of M&As that falls into the behavioral school of

! The six “corporate riders” are: Carl Icahn, Victor Posner, Irwin Jacobs, Charles Bluhdorn, Carl Lindner and David
Murdock
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thought. The writers argue that firms willing to make stock- based acquisitions have an incentive
to increase their stock value. Furthermore, they provide evidence that bidding firms in stock
acquisitions during the 1960s, 1980s and 1990s (third, fourth and fifth wave of mergers
respectively), were overvalued by the market, compared to their targets. In particular, according
to the authors, “targets in cash acquisitions are undervalued in absolute terms, but targets in stock
acquisitions are undervalued relative to the bidders” (Shleifer and Vishny, 2003, p 23). The
fundamental reason that overvalued bidding firms acquire under- valued targets is to arbitrage their

negative abnormal returns.

Furthermore, Tobler (2006) examines 1108 tender offers in the 1990s and finds that both
acquiring and target firms diverge from fundamental values of market efficiency in the pre-
acquisition period. In accordance with Shleifer and Vishny (2003), the author finds that bidding
firms show positive excess returns in the pre- acquisition period, whereas target firms are
undervalued by the market. Lastly, the findings suggest that the abnormal returns of bidding firms

far exceed the returns earned by their industry peers and targets.

e Empire- building theory

Under empire- building theory, managers engage in M&A deals to increase their wealth or (and)
ego. This theory is in line with the agency theory, introduced by Jensen and Meckling (1976),
which suggests that the separation of control and ownership leads to conflicts of interest. Amihud
and Lev (1981) examine 309 conglomerate mergers carried out by large industrial US firms during
1961-70. The authors claim that managers face employment- related risks (e.g. the risk of failing
to achieve business goals or the risk of bankruptcy), and one way to reduce these risks is to
diversify through conglomerate mergers. The empirical findings suggest that when managers exert
control on their firms, they tend to engage in more conglomerate mergers relative to firms

controlled by stakeholders.

In addition, the behavioral school of thought suggests that managers, consumed by
overconfidence, chase non- value adding transactions with subsequent repercussions to the wealth
of the firm’s stockholders. Krishnamurti et al. (2016) investigate the relationship between empire
building and social corporate responsibility (CSR). The authors find that CEO overconfidence and
narcissism trigger empire building activities, whereas adherence to Corporate Social

Responsibility reduces takeover activity. They also provide evidence that CEOs of firms with
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enhanced CSR rarely engage in M&As, and were they to engage in M&As, the transaction would

increase the wealth of shareholders.

Empire building theory is also enhanced by the study of Grinstein and Hribar (2004). The
writers employ a sample of 327 US M&As during 1993-99 to examine differences in CEOs
compensation between the pre- and post- acquisition period. The reported results show that CEOs
compensation is positively correlated to the size of the deal and the control they exert on the Board
of Directors. Moreover, they find that in manager- controlled firms, the deals maximize the
compensation of managers (agents) at the expense of shareholders’ (principals) wealth. In UK,
Girma et al. (2006) analyze 472 acquisitions during 1981-96 and report that CEOs compensation
increases around 5- 7% in the post- acquisition period due to increases in firm sales and size. But,
in hostile M&As that result in divestments, the increase in CEOs remuneration is nullified in the
following years. They also find that when M&As do not generate shareholder gains, CEOs
remuneration is negatively impacted. Therefore, compared to Grinstein and Hribar (2003), this
finding suggests that the Board of Directors exercises control over the top management and
protects the shareholder interests.

e Process theory

Process theory indicates that information limitations and wrongly processed information
result in irrational and biased investing decisions. Duhaime and Schwenk (1985) describe several
misconceptions management may make when evaluating acquisition targets. Firstly, after
evaluating a range of potential targets, managers may insist on a particular target- firm that they
eventually acquire, although its actual performance is far below expectations. Secondly, top
executives may have illusions and believe that any problem arising in connection with the takeover
can be easily controlled or fixed. Last and most importantly, management may simplify the
decision making process. Finally, Rolls (1986) strengthens the process theory with the introduction
of hubris theory. The writer argues that the management of the bidding firm may make a biased
estimation of the target firm's value because they are consumed by overconfidence. Hubris results
in the overestimation of the potential benefits that will accrue from the acquisition. Consequently,
even though competitive advantages will never crystallize, management accepts the bid, huge

amounts of takeover premiums are paid and shareholders lose value.
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In contrast to Trautwein (1990), Motis (2007) separates the M&A motives into two broad
categories, manager gains and shareholder gains. The former category, refers to increases in the
wealth of managers with adverse effects on the fair value of the firm and the wealth of stakeholders.
In this group of motives, empire- build and process theories, which were discussed above, have a
prominent role. On the other hand, shareholder gains category consists of motives that increase the
profitability and market value of the combined firm, thus benefiting the shareholders of the firm
(e.g. efficiency gains, synergy gains, and strengthened market position). Shareholder gain motives

will be discussed in the next section (Section 2.2- The effects of M&AS).

Although scholars have developed many theories on the causes of M&As, these studies look
on merger incentives with a one- dimensional and corporate- internal perspective. On the other
hand, practice has shown that M&As are the result of many incentives that co- exist
simultaneously. That being the case, Brouthers et al. (1998) divides merger incentives in three
groups: economic, personal and strategic motives. Firms may engage in M&A activities to improve
their performance through cost reductions, economies of scale and increases in profitability
(economic motive). Additionally, management may have egotistical reasons to engage in M&As,
such as increased pay due to increases in size, sales and profitability, or increased reputation
(personal motive). Finally, corporations can engage in M&As to obtain competitive advantages,
market power or global presence (strategic motive). By inquiring firm managers about the motives
of M&A activity, the authors found that the causes of merger activities are a combination of these
three groups and the leading motives are the pursuit of market power and sales increases.

2.2 The effects of M&ASs

There are two streams of literature that analyze the effect of M&As on firm performance:
Stock market studies and Operating performance studies. The former category is based on the
efficient market hypothesis (EMH) and seeks to determine if M&As are value- adding transactions.
In an efficient market, a merger and acquisition announcement will change the stock price to reflect
the expected future cash flows arising from the transaction. The second stream of literature
employs accounting data to explore whether economic gains are incorporated in the combined

firm.
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As for stock market studies, a common notion is that the target firm stockholders gain
abnormal returns over the short- run, whereas the returns for the stockholders of the acquiring firm
are almost zero. Capron and Pistre (2002) examine the cumulative abnormal returns (referred to
as CAR hereafter) of the acquiring firm around the announcement day, in a sample of 101
horizontal mergers. Their event window expands from 20 days before the merger announcement
to the day after the announcement. The authors provide evidence that the acquirer is expected to
earn positive CAR when he transfers resources to the target or there is joint transfer of resources.
On the other hand, when only the target firm transfers resources to the acquirer, then the synergistic
gains of the M&A are absorbed by the stockholders of the target. Asquith (1983) examines the
market reaction on M&As, over the entire merging process. He separates the merging process in
two distinct events, the announcement date and the completion (abandonment) date. Firstly, in the
pre- announcement period target firms show a negative cumulative excess return (CER) of -14.1%
and bidders show a positive CER of 14.3%. Secondly, during the announcement period both target
and bidding firms show positive two- day CER of 6.2% and only 0.2% respectively. Thirdly, in
the period that expands between the announcement and merger date, target firms have a +8% CER
and bidding firms are found to have negative but insignificant CER of -0.46%. Finally, during the
completion period the acquiring firms present a significant daily abnormal return of 0.2%. Asquith
(1983) provides evidence that the probability of a successful merger affects the stock price of the
target firm, but the effect is insignificant for stockholders of the bidding firm. The findings indicate
that target firms are in possession of resources that are transferred to the acquiring firms and for
that reason the synergistic gains are absorbed in their stock price. Moreover, Bradley et al. (1988)
investigate a sample of 236 tender offers and find that on the announcement date, the abnormal
returns of the single- bidder and multi- bidder target firms reached 15% and 14% respectively.
Their sample of 236 acquiring firms presents positive but not statistically different from zero CAR
of 0. 79% for the 10 days surrounding the announcement date. However, when the authors split
this sample to single- and multi- bidder acquirers, the former portfolio shows a significant CAR
of 2. 8%. Furthermore, Ma et al. (2009) examined the abnormal returns of 1477 bidding firms
between 2000 and 2005, in ten Asian markets. In contrast to US studies, they use two- day, three-
day and five- day windows surrounding the announcement date and find that bidding firms show
significant positive CAR of 0.96%, 1.28% and 1.70% respectively.
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The second stream of literature argues that capital market studies lack the ability “to determine
whether takeovers create real economic gains and to identify their sources” (Healy et al., 1992, p
1). The analysis is founded on regressions of the post- acquisition industry- adjusted corporate
performance of the combined firm, to the pre- acquisition industry- adjusted performance of the
acquirer. In the US, Healy et al. (1992) investigate 50 mega- mergers during 1979-83. The writers
provide evidence that M&As bring about an improvement in corporate performance of 2.8% per
annum for the combined firm relative to industry median values. The empirical evidence suggest
that M&As create efficiency gains that are mainly attributed to increased asset productivity.
Similarly, Linn and Switzer (2001) examine a samples of 413 US combinations and find significant
improvements of 1.81% in their industry- adjusted operating performance metric. In UK, Powell
and Stark (2005) examine how the estimated impact of M&As on firm performance changes when
different indicators of operating performance and different estimation models are employed. The
reported results indicate that even though corporate performance increases in the post- takeover
period, this improvement is higher when an accrual performance metric and the regression model
of Healy et al. (1992) are employed. In Malaysia, Rahman and Limmack (2004) examine the
corporate performance of mergers with private target firms. The performance measurement chosen
by the writers is similar to the one proposed by Healy et al. (1992), but they adjust for working
capital changes. In accordance with Healy et al. (1992), they find that in the post- acquisition

period enhanced asset productivity results in operating cash flow return improvements.

On the contrary, Ghosh (2001) argues that regressions of the post- acquisition industry-
adjusted performance, to the pre- acquisition industry- adjusted performance produce inaccurate
results. According to the writer, acquiring firms perform markedly higher that their industry peers
during the pre- acquisition period. When the model of Healy et al. (1992) is employed, the author
finds significant improvements of 2.4% per annum in the operating cash flows of the combined
firm. However, when acquiring firms are matched with industry counterparts of similar size and
performance in the pre- acquisition period, he discovers insignificant improvements in operating
cash flow performance. Sharma and Ho (2002) also argue that the empirical findings of prior
literature is prone to bias because the accounting method used to recognize the business
combination affect the employed operating metrics. For that reason, they use four accrual and four
operating cash flow performance metrics. Their empirical evidence suggest that M&As do not
improve the corporate performance of the combined firm. Kruse et al. (2002) examine 46 Japanese
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mergers between 1969 and 1992 and select industry counterparts of similar size as a control group.
In accordance with Ghosh (2001), they provide evidence that the effect of M&As on the corporate

performance is positive but weak.

Finally, several studies associate M&As with declines in the post- acquisition corporate
performance. In particular, Yeh and Hoshino (2002) select four accrual performance indicators
and total-factor-productivity to investigate a sample of 86 Japanese M&As. They find that the
productivity of merged firms versus industry medians declines significantly in the post- acquisition
period. Furthermore, in terms of profitability and corporate growth, the merged firms continue to
perform higher than industry medians in the post- acquisition period, but the effect of M&As is
significantly negative. Martynova et al. (2006) also employ accrual performance indicators to
examine European mergers prior to 2000s. The reported results show that M & As are not able to
generate efficiencies for the combined entities. On the contrary, their effect is negative, although

insignificant.

2.3 Do the characteristics of M&As affect corporate performance?

Several studies also examine how the financing method, deal atmosphere and type of M&A
impact the performance of the merged firm. Andrade et al. (2001) find that for mergers that were
conducted fully or partially with stock offers, acquiring firms show negative abnormal returns of
-1.5% during the three- days window around the announcement date. The abnormal return reaches
-6.3% when a longer- window (20 days prior to the announcement until the close) is examined.
Moreover, target firms that were offered stock showed 7% less abnormal return compared to cash
offered target firms. Linn and Switzer (2001) also support this conclusion as they find that cash
acquisitions have significantly higher change in corporate performance. However, empirical
evidence suggests that the method of payments has an insignificant impact on the post- acquisition
corporate performance (Powell and Stark, 2005; Sharma and How, 2002; Martynova et al., 2006).
Moreover, Martynova et al. (2006) find that in the post- acquisition period hostile mergers have
lower firm performance relative to the friendly mergers, while Powell and Stark (2005) find
insignificant differences between hostile and friendly mergers. Kruse et al. (2002) in their analysis
of Japanese mergers, conclude that mergers between diversified enterprises result in higher

corporate performance. Yeh and Hoshino (2002), conclude that intra- Keiretsu mergers had a
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negative impact on corporate performance, whereas the corporate performance of independent
mergers remained stable. Finally, Bertrand and Zitouna (2005) use a different approach to examine
French horizontal mergers. The writers implement a difference-in-differences model and match
the control group to the treatment group on a set of pre- acquisition period characteristics. They
discover that mergers have a positive differential effect on the productivity of target versus control
firms. This increase is also higher for cross- border M&As relative to domestic M&As. However,

the profitability does not increase significantly.

2.4 Modern studies examining the effects of M&As

More recent studies focus on product price fluctuations in the post- acquisition period to
investigate M&As. In the Oil & Gas industry, Choinard and Perloff (2002) employ a reduced form
model? to examine how gasoline wholesale and retail prices react to mergers. The authors conclude
that retail (27 merger cases) and wholesale (8 merger cases) mergers can have an effect on retail
and wholesale gasoline prices. Nine retail mergers (and three wholesale mergers) are found to have
a significant effect on retail (wholesale) gasoline prices respectively. In the same sector, Taylor
and Hosken (2004) use a Difference-in-Differences research design and focus their analysis on a
joint venture, that of Marathon and Ashland corporations. They examine whether the joint venture
led to changes in retail and wholesale gasoline prices in Louisville. The writers select three
comparison markets to control for economic factors that affect gasoline prices and are not related
to the joint venture: Chicago (main control market), Houston and Northern Virginia/\Washington
D.C. In contrast to Choinard and Perloff (2002), their reported results show that the differential
effect of the joint venture on the retail prices of gasoline in Louisville versus the control States is
insignificant. However, wholesale prices increased substantially for Louisville gasoline market
versus comparison States in the post- joint venture period and continued to rise until the end of the
period examined. Taylor and Hosken (2004) argue that this increase is attributable to an overall
increase in demand for reformulated gasoline. Furthermore, Jimenez and Perdiguero (2012)
examine whether the acquisition of Shell by DISA led to higher market equilibrium gasoline prices

in Spain. The selected research design is similar to that of Taylor and Hosken (2004) and find that

2 In reduced form models the left side of the equation includes endogenous variables whereas the right side includes
exogenous variables. In M&As, these models are employed to regress the product price (or the natural logarithm of
price) with factors that affect prices exogenously, e.g. cost- shifters, demand- shifters and seasonality.

Page 19 of 55



the differential effect of the merger on retail gasoline prices of Spain against the control markets
is weak. Although, it is argued that the high market concentration of the particular market may
have caused monopolistic prices and therefore the DID methodology cannot capture the
differential effect of the merger. McCabe (2002) also employs a Difference-in-Differences
regression model to examine seven mergers of biomedical journal publishers that occurred in two
distinct periods during 1990s, 1990-91 and 1997-98. The empirical evidence provided suggest that
mergers between 1990 and 1991 had a positive differential effect of 5 to 10% on prices relative to
control journal prices. Similarly mergers between 1997 and 1998 resulted in price increases of 2
to 6 % relative to control journal prices. Ashenfelter and Hosken (2008) examine five horizontal
US mergers in the consumer products industry. They select private label products as comparison
group and find that in the post- acquisition period, four out of the five mergers increased their
prices between 3% and 7%. Although the estimated differential effect is small, consumer products
industry is heavily traded, so the wealth transfers from consumers to firms can be enormous.
Similar results are also found in the Airline industry, by Kim and Singal (1993). The authors
conclude that airline M&As during 1985-88 resulted in increased market power which
subsequently led to increased fare prices. During the full merger period, the merged firms increased
their prices by 9.44%, whereas only in the announcement period prices increased by 5.54%. The
respective industry counterparts show price increases of 12.17% and 5.06% during the full and

announcement period respectively.

3. Research Design
In this section, the hypothesis development process, and the methodology and performance

metrics employed to estimate the effect of M&As on firm performance are presented.

3.1 Hypothesis Development
Up to now, existing literature has not reached on a consensual view on the effect of M&As on
corporate performance. The empirical evidence vary from a strong negative to a strong positive

effect. Even after controlling for significant size and performance differences between the
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acquiring firms and their industry counterparts in the pre- acquisition period, the empirical
evidence remain mixed (e.g. Ghosh, 2001, finds an insignificant positive effect; Powell and Stark,
2005, find a significant positive effect; Martynova et al., 2006, find an insignificant negative
effect). As there is no solid ground on which I can base my expectations for the empirical results,
| follow the broad notion that M&As do not lead to efficiency gains, or otherwise the effect is

positive but weak. Hence, | form the following hypothesis:

Hypothesis 1: M&As, ceteris paribus, do not have a differential effect on the corporate

performance of merged firms versus industry counterparts.

3.2 Methodology

The hypothesis developed in Section 3.1- Hypothesis Development is tested with a
Difference-in-Differences methodology. DID regression analysis is used in observational studies
to show how an event (e.g. IFRS adoption, M&As) has changed a variable (e.g. ROA, investing
decision, price level) for a group exposed to the event against an unexposed control group.
Consequently, DID models require: (a) a treatment, the assignment of which cannot be controlled
by the researcher, (b) a treatment group and (c) a control group. In this thesis, | classify as treatment
the completion of an M&A (denoted as year 0). In addition, the treatment group is a sample of
firms, operating in Eurozone, that have completed M&As between 2009 and 2013, and the control
group are firms that come from the same year and industry with the acquiring firms and during the

period examined have not engaged in M&As.

Simple comparisons of the corporate performance of merged firms between pre- and post-
acquisition period will certainly influence the coefficients of the model. Significant economy- wide
or industry- related factors must be taken into account, or else the researcher will reach on
inaccurate conclusions. For that reason, prior studies employ control firms (e.g. see Sharma and
Ho, 2002; Kruse et al., 2002) or adjust the performance indicators for industry median/ mean
values (e.g. see Healy et al., 1992; Powell and Stark, 2005; Martynova et al., 2006).
Correspondingly, the recession of 2008 had adverse effects on firm prospects and investing
behavior. However, | select the DID research design because: (1) it omits the negative impact of

the financial crisis on firms’ profitability, and (2) isolates the effect of M&As on firm performance,
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as it compares the profitability of merged firms and the industry counterparts between the pre- and

post- acquisition period.

The differential effect of a treatment (referred to as the DID parameter/ estimator) is calculated

as follows:

A= E([Yitg| P=1,T=1]- E[Yitg [P=0,T=1])- (E[Yirg |P=1,T=0]-E[Yi.¢| P=0,T=0])

Where,

the terms T= 1 and T= 0 designate the treatment and control observations respectively, terms P=
0 and P= 1 designate the pre- and post- treatment periods respectively, i is the observation
indicator, t denotes the year indicator, g denotes the group indicator and Y is the outcome of

interest.

This study employs pooled cross- sectional data and the effect of M&As on corporate
performance is estimated with a regression model of the following form:

Yi=bo + by * POSTi + by * TREAT,; + bs * TREAT; * POST, + ¢
Where,

TREAT is a categorical variable that equals 1 for merged firms, and O otherwise. POST is a
temporal binary variable that equals 1 for the three years after the completion of an M&As, and 0
otherwise. The product of temporal and categorical variables is the Difference-in-Differences
dummy variable and takes the value 1 for merged firms in the post- acquisition period, and 0
otherwise. Thus, there are four interpretations of the coefficients of the model:

(1) bo: the average outcome for non- merged firms in the pre- acquisition period
(2) bo+b: the average outcome for acquiring firms in the pre- acquisition period
(3) bo+by: the average outcome for non- merged firms in the post- acquisition period

(4) bo+bi+by+bs: the average outcome for merged firms in the post- acquisition period
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The differential effect of M&As on the corporate performance of merged versus non- merged
firms is the coefficient of DID dummy variable (D3). Table 1 presents the two-by-two matrix

analysis of the effect of M&As on corporate performance of merged versus non- merged firms:

Table 1

Two-by-two analysis of the DID Estimator

Outcome of Interest Yst Baseline period (POST=0) Follow-up period (POST=1) DID
+ +by+by+ +
Treated Firms (TREAT= 1) bo + b2 bo + b1 + b2 + bs b1 + b3
+
Control Firms (TREAT= 0) bo bo + b1 by
b bz + bs b3

Difference (T-C)

However, the estimated DID coefficient is prone to bias for two reason. First, the reliability
and efficiency of the DID parameter highly depends on whether common trends assumption holds
(referred to as CTA hereafter). CTA implies that in the absence of the treatment, the two groups
(merged firms and industry counterparts) would have the same trend over time in the relevant
variables. Any event that generates changes in the trend of one group, must also cause changes in
the trend of the other. Subsequently, when the treatment group is exposed to the treatment, any
systematic difference in its trend is regarded as the causal effect of the treatment. Second, the
extent to which the DID coefficient is estimated impartially, is directly related to the robustness
and relevance of the control group. The selected non- merged firms may differ markedly from the

merged firms in firm specific factors (selection bias).

Ideally, I would want to compare a sample of firms that have engaged in M&As against the
same sample in an alternative universe where they have not conducted any M&As. According to
Rosenbaum and Rubin (1983, p 41), «estimating the causal effects of treatments is a missing data
problem» because analysts can only observe either the treatment or the no- treatment status in one

observation. To address this limitation, | combine DID regression analysis with Propensity Score
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Matching (referred to as PSM hereafter). Rosenbaum and Rubin (1983) define propensity score as
the conditional probability of an observation receiving the treatment based on a vector of pre-
treatment period observable characteristics. In the same notion, | use PSM to obtain the predicted
probability of a non- merged firm completing an M&A in year 0. Matching can then be viewed as
choosing from a bucket of non- merged firms only the ones that are strictly alike to the merged
firms. Thus, PSM mitigates (but does not eliminate) the selection bias due to the fact that the
selection process is not random (Arnold and Javorcik, 2009). This predicted probability is

estimated with a probit (or logit) model of the following form:

Pr (TREAT s t=1) = © (X)

Where,

TREAT is the categorical variable taking the value 1 for observations exposed to the treatment,
and 0 otherwise. @ (X) is a vector of baseline period observable characteristics that may affect the

likelihood of being treated in the future.

Becker and Ichino (2002) argue that the reduction of confounding factors bias is hugely
dependent on the quality of the covariates selected for the logit algorithm. Existing literature has
proposed several covariates to estimate the propensity score, e.g. Weichselbaumer (2008) use the
logarithm of total assets, the lag of Return on Assets, the percentage of equity owned by the biggest
stakeholder and leverage; Bertrand and Zitouna (2005) use the lags of profit margin, market share
of the firm, the average wage per employee and total factor productivity; Arnold and Javorcik
(2009) use a list of covariates including the lag of total factor productivity, average wage per
employee and age of the firm on year 0. Furthermore, Lyon et al. (1999) argue that combined firms
should be compared with benchmarks of similar size and performance over the pre- acquisition

period. Therefore, the probit model used in this paper has the following form:

Pr (TREATi s 1) = ® (IND, YEAR, BTM, LOG.TA, MARGIN)

Where,
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(1) IND: is a set of dummy variables that indicate the industry of firm i

(2) YEAR: is a set of dummy variables that indicate the year in which acquiring firm i completed
its M&A.

(3) BTM: Book value of equity (Datastream Worldscope: WC03501) / Market value of equity
(Datastream Worldscope :WC08002)

(4) LOG.TA: Natural logarithm of total Assets (Datastream Worldscope: WC02999)

(5) MARGIN: Net income (Datastream Worldscope: WCO01651) / Net sales (Datastream
Worldscope: WC01001)

The obtained predicted probability is then used to match merged firms with their industry
counterparts. The two factors that must be taken into account for choosing between the matching
methods? are the efficiency and bias of the coefficients. According to Garrido et al. (2014), one-
to-one matching has the benefit of the least biased estimates, but the potential decrease in the
number of observations may impact the coefficient. On the other hand, one-to-many matching
results in a bigger sample than one-to-one matching, but it is likely that the coefficients will be
biased. Ultimately, | choose Kernel matching (one-to-many matching) mainly due to the fact that
the sample of merged and non- merged firms is small (37 and 179 firms respectively). Kernel
matching, match every acquiring firm with a number of industry counterparts with weights that
are inversely related to their predicted probability of engaging in M&A. This weight is calculated

as follows:

K(Pj — Pi)

o 7
wUD = R = P
Jj=1 h

Where,

K is the kernel function, Pj is the propensity score for the control observation, P is the propensity
score for the treated observation and h is the bandwidth parameter of the kernel function.

% The five commonly used matching techniques are: Nearest- Neighbor matching, Radius or Caliper matching,
Kernel matching, Stratification or Interval matching, and Weighting
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3.3 Performance Indicators

Existing literature has not reached a consensual view on the performance indicator (s) that
correctly capture the effect of M&As on corporate performance. For instance, Yeh and Hoshino
(2002) employ total-factor-productivity and four accounting metrics (ROE, SALES GROWTH
and ROA), Weichselbaumer (2008) employs Return on Assets, Martynova et al. (2006) use four
EBITDA- based metrics, and several other studies employ operating cash flow returns (Linn and
Switzer, 2001; Ghosh, 2001; Rahman and Limmack, 2004; Powell and Stark, 2005; Healy et al.,
1992). Although both accrual and operating cash flow performance indicators have been
occasionally used, the latter category is preferred mainly because earnings are prone to
manipulation from management. Healy et al. (1992, p 5) argue that their operating cash flow return,
defined as “sales, minus cost of goods sold and administrative expenses, plus depreciation and
goodwill expenses deflated by the market value of assets” is superior as it controls for accounting

practices, business combination accounting and the financing method.

Nonetheless, Powell and Stark (2005) and Sharma and Ho (2002) examine how sensitive
the empirical results are on the performance metric and deflator choice. Both papers argue that the
operating cash flows suggested by Healy et al. (1992) are nothing more than pre- depreciation
profits and adjustments for changes in working capital are required. Furthermore, according to
Sharma and Ho (2002, page 156): «studies showing losses employ earnings based measures while
studies showing gains use cash flow based performance measures». That being the case, this thesis

employs both earnings and cash flow performance metrics.

With regards to the operating cash flow metrics, | employ Net Operating Cash Flows (Datastream

Worldscope: WC04860) and construct the following two operating cash flow metrics:

Operating Cash Flows

(1) Operating Cash Flow Return (OCFR hereafter): OCFR = :
Book Value of Equity

Operating Cash Flows

(2) Operating Cash Flow to Total Assets (OCFT hereafter): OCFT = Total Assets

Where OCFR (OCFT), respectively, illustrates the ability of an enterprise to utilize the

shareholders’ capital (total assets) to generate operating cash flows.

Page 26 of 55



As for the earnings performance metrics | employ:

Net Income

(3) Return on Assets (ROA hereafter): ROA = ——
Total Assets

Net Income

(4) Return on Equity (ROE hereafter): ROE = -
Book Value of Equity

Where ROA captures how efficient a company is in employing its assets to create profits and ROE

translates into the capability of the firm to use the invested stockholders’ money to create profits.

The four performance measures are calculated for every firm in the control and treatment group
for the three years before (referred to as year -3, -2, -1 respectively) and the three years after the
acquisition (referred to as year +1, +2, +3 respectively). Year 0, which denotes the year of

acquisition, is omitted from the analysis.

4. Sample

This thesis analyzes M&A deals that were completed during 2009-13 in Eurozone. I choose
mergers in Eurozone because the prevailing literature mainly focuses on US and UK mergers.
Only a small amount of studies examine European M&As (see Martynova et al, 2006; Gugler et
al., 2001). Furthermore, European listed firms use IFRS for financial reporting purposes during
the period of interest (2006-16), thus providing a more relaxed framework for the analysis.
Information on the M&As was collected from Thomson Reuters Eikon Database. The total number
of completed M&As during the period examined is 54.523. From this total, | select those that meet
the following criteria: the acquiring firm has bought more than 50% of the target firm, no parent-
subsidiary M&As are included, both the acquirer and target firms are publicly listed in Countries

that are member states of Eurozone, neither of the firms operate in the financial sector*, and the

4 Financial sector firms are excluded because their financial statements structure is significantly different.
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form of the transaction is either acquisition or merger®. The criteria of the selection process reduced
the sample to 64 acquiring firms. Subsequently, WorldScope- Datastream database was used to
obtain information on the financial data required to calculate the performance indicators of the
study. Firms included in the final sample must have DataStream Ticker code, available financial
data in years t- 1, t, t+ 1, positive book value of equity, the financial statements are presented in
euro, and apply IFRS (International Financial Reporting Standards) for the preparation of their
financial statements. The above requirements reduced the sample to 39 acquiring firms. Table 2
presents the sample selection process and Table 3 provides the distribution of M&As in the five-

year period examined.

With regard to the control group, the selected firms must come from the same industry and
year with the acquiring firms. Information on the comparison firms is also collected from Thomson
Reuters Eikon Database. The control firms must have not engaged in M&As between years -3 to
+3, where year 0 indicates the year in which the respective merged firm completed its M&A.
Nonetheless, it is rare to find comparison firms that come from the same industry, year and country
with the acquiring firms and during the period of interest to have not engaged in M&As. Therefore,
for merged firms that have no «direct» industry counterparts (namely from the same country), the
comparison firms were selected from other countries in Eurozone with similar economic
conditions. Finally, the chosen firms must meet the same criteria with the merged firms, i.e., to
operate in the same industry, apply IFRS for the preparation of their financial statements and
present them in euro, have available financial data for years t- 1, t, t+ 1 and positive book value of
equity. Eventually, two acquiring firms were not included in the treatment sample because no
industry peers were found in Eurozone. Thus, the total sample consists of 216 firms, separated into
37 merged and 179 non- merged firms. The number of M&As under examination is consistent
with samples examined in prior literature [e.g. Healy et al. (1992) number of firms= 50; Sharma
and Ho (2002) number of firms= 36; Kruse et al. (2002) number of firms= 46]. Table 4 presents

the merged and non- merged firms by industry.

577 firms where dropped from the sample because the form of the transaction was exchange offer or buyback.
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5. Univariate Analysis

The analysis begins with sample descriptive statistics®. When accrual performance indicators
are tested (Table 5), the total sample (216 firms) exhibit significant declines in corporate
performance in the post- acquisition period (POST= 1) relative to the pre- acquisition period
(POST= 0). The mean value of ROE and ROA has reduced significantly (ROE: mean value of
0.053 relative to mean value of 0.036; ROA: mean value of 0.027 relative to mean value of 0.0194;
difference in means significant at the 1% level), but the univariate analysis provides evidence that
M&As mitigate this decline for acquiring firms. For the acquiring firms (TREAT= 1), both accrual
metrics have insignificant differences in means between the pre- and post- acquisition period
(Table 6), whereas the differences in means are significant at the 5% level for the comparison firms
(TREAT=0).

Regarding operating cash flow performance indicators (Table 5), the change in performance
between pre- and post- acquisition period is insignificant (OCFR: mean value of 0.1305 relative
to mean value of 0.13; OCFT: mean value of 0.592 relative to mean value of 0.597; insignificant
differences in means). The descriptive statistics presented in Table 6, support the notion that
M&As have a negative, although weak, effect on the operating cash flow performance of acquiring
firms. In particular, the performance of non- merged firms improves in the post- acquisition period
(the difference in means is insignificant for both OCFR and OCFT), whereas the performance of

acquiring firms deteriorates (again the difference in means is insignificant).

Furthermore, by comparing the two groups in the pre- acquisition period | provide evidence
(Table 7) that acquiring firms are bigger in size, earn more per euro of sales, have significantly
higher market value relative to book value, and grow faster than their control competitors (the
difference in means between acquiring and comparison firms in the pre- acquisition period is
significant at the 1% level for every variable). These results are similar to the findings of
Weichselbaumer (2008), and are consistent with Lyon et al. (1999) and Ghosh (2001) who argue
that acquiring firms differ markedly from their industry peers in terms of size and corporate

performance.

6 To avoid inaccurate interpretation of the descriptive statistics due to huge outliers, the variables have been
winsorized with STATA command winsor2 at the left 3% and right 97% of the distribution.
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In addition, Table 8 presents the mean yearly performance of merged and non- merged firms
in the pre- and post- acquisition period. Table 9 presents the graphs of average yearly corporate
performance per performance metric for each group. Visual inspection of the graphs reveals that
the two groups have similar corporate performance changes over time during the pre-acquisition

period.

6. Multivariate Analysis

The empirical results from the simple DID regression model are presented first, followed by
the results of the probit model and the weighted DID regression model.

6.1 Simple Difference-in-Differences regression analysis

Table 10 presents the results from the simple Diff-in-Diff regression and Table 11 presents
the two-by-two matrix analysis of the coefficients. The results for the accrual performance
indicators are discusses first, followed by the operating cash flow performance metrics.

Panels A and B in Table 11 refer to the earnings performance metrics. The empirical findings
of the simple Difference-in-Differences regression suggest that there is a significant difference in
firm performance between acquiring and control firms in the pre- acquisition period. More
specifically, I find significant coefficients a1 (= 0.066, significant at the 1 % level) and B1 (1=
0.0219, significant at the 1% level) for metrics ROE and ROA respectively, indicating that
acquiring firms perform higher than their industry counterparts in the three years prior to the
acquisition. The coefficients oo (a2= -0.017, 5% level of significance) and B2 (B2= -0.0077, 5%
level of significance) on temporal binary POST are found negative, suggestive of a decline in the
corporate performance of non- merged firms during the post- acquisition period. The sum of
coefficients o2 + a3z (= -0.013, insignificant) for ROE, and B2 + Bz (= -0.007, insignificant)) for
ROA, imply that the time effect is weak for merged firms. Moreover, during the post- acquisition
period, merged firms continue to perform significantly higher than their non- merged industry
peers for both ROE (o1 + 03 =0.07, 1% level of significance) and ROA (B1 + Bz =0.0226, 1% level
of significant). Finally, the positive DID estimators a3 (= 0.003, insignificant) and B3 (= 0.0006,
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insignificant) denote that the differential effect of M&As on the profitability of merged versus

non- merged firms is weak.

The analysis of the operating cash flow performance indicators is presented on Panels C and
D of Table 11. I find a significant difference in the operating cash flow performance of acquiring
versus non- merged firms during the pre- acquisition period (OCFR: y1= 0.072, 1% level of
significance; OCFT: 6:= 0.018, 1% level of significance). This difference remains apparent in the
post- acquisition period, but only with OCFR (OCFR: y1 + y3= 0.0323, 5% level of significance;
OCFT: &1 + d3= 0.0027, insignificant). Moreover, non- merged firms slightly improve their
performance in the post- acquisition period (coefficients y> and &2 are positive but insignificant),
but the sum of coefficients y2 + y3 (= -0.0296, insignificant) and &, + 33 (= -0.0106, insignificant)
prove the exact opposite for merged firms. The significant negative DID coefficient y3 (= -0.04,
10 % level of significance) on OCFR implies that M&As have a negative differential effect on the
operating performance of merged versus non- merged firms. Finally, the DID coefficient &3 on

OCFS is insignificant.

6.2 Predicting M&As

Nonetheless, the findings from the simple DID model can be misleading due to possible
systematic differences between the two groups that were not taken into account. These differences
may introduce bias in the coefficients of the model, thereby affecting the interpretation of the
causal effect of M&As on the corporate performance of acquiring firms. Using propensity score
matching will help to clarify whether M&As improve the corporate performance of the combined
firm. To do so, | estimate the predicted probability of industry counterparts engaging in M&As,
on the basis of observable pre- acquisition period characteristics. The results from the probit model
(Table 127) indicate what has already been discusses in Section 5- Univariate analysis, i.e.
acquiring firms compared to their industry peers, have significantly lower book-to-market value,
earn more per euro of sales and are bigger in size. The predicted probability that non- merged

companies will complete M&As, obtained from the probit model, will be used to match them with

7| exclude from the table 23 sector dummy variables and 4 dummy variables indicating the year the M&As were
completed.
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the acquiring firms. I use Kernel matching (one-to-many matching) and restrict the matching to

firms operating in the same industry and year.

To assess the effectiveness of propensity score matching, the balancing hypothesis is tested.
Rosenbaum and Rubin (1983) argue that an essential part of propensity matching is the balancing
of covariates in the pre- treatment period. Without balancing, the matching of treated and control
observations is inaccurate and the comparison is biased. The balancing hypothesis requires that
the difference in the mean of every covariate between the treatment and the comparison group
during the baseline period, is insignificant. Only when the balancing hypothesis is confirmed can
the researcher be assured that the matching procedure is effective. Prior to Kernel matching, the
difference in means, for every covariate, is significant at the 1% level (Table 7). But, | do not find
statistically significant differences in the mean of the natural logarithm of total assets, book-to-
market ratio and profit margin after Kernel matching. Table 13 presents the results from the
balancing test of the covariates. For instance, variable LOG.TA that indicates the size of each firm
has an average of 12.465 (12.473) for acquiring firms (non- merged firms) respectively.
Furthermore, visual inspection of the kernel densities before (Table 14, Panel A) and after Kernel
matching (Table 14 Panel B) verifies that the two groups have balanced distributions on the
covariates. Finally, care is taken so that the common support assumption® holds, and observations
violating it are excluded from the matching process. Table 15 presents the overlapping between

merged and non- merged firms.

6.3 Weighted Difference-in-Differences regression analysis

After Kernel matching, the number of observations is reduced by 38.5%, 38.2%, 37.8% and
37% for performance indicator ROE, RNOA, OCFR and OCFT respectively. Table 16 provides
the results from the weighted Difference-in-Differences regression model, and Table 17 analyse
in a two-by-two matrix the coefficients. Panels A and B in Table 17 refer to earnings performance
metrics. Specifically, I find that acquiring and non- merged firms perform similarly in terms of
ROE (a1= 0.017, insignificant) and ROA (B1= 0.004, insignificant) during the pre- acquisition
period. The time effect is significantly negative for non- merged firms (ROE: a>=-0.058, 1% level

8 Matching acquiring and non- merged firms on common support ensures that only observations with similar
propensity scores are paired. Observations with significantly different propensity scores are dropped.
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of significance; ROA: B2=-0.019, 1% level of significance), but weak for acquiring firms (ROE:
az + az= -0.000, insignificant; ROA: B2 + B3= -0.001, insignificant). Furthermore, merged firms
perform significantly higher than their respective non- merged pairs from years +1 to +3. This is
noticeable from the significant sum of coefficients a1 + a3 (= 0.0747, 1% level of significance) and
B1 + B3 (= 0.021, 1% level of significance) for accrual performance indicators ROE and ROA
respectively. This difference in firm performance during the post- acquisition period is attributed
to M&As. The significant DID estimators az (= 0.0577, 1% level of significance, ROE) and B3 (=
0.0175, 5% level of significance, ROA) indicate that M&As have a strong differential effect on

the profitability of merged versus non- merged firms.

With regards to operating cash flow performance indicators, by interpreting the empirical
evidence in Table 17 (Panels C and D), | find a significant difference in the corporate performance
of merged versus non- merged firms during the post- acquisition period (OCFR: y1 + y3= 0.048,
1% level of significance; OCFT: 41 + d3= 0.0157, 1% level of significance). | also notice that this
difference in performance is apparent and during the pre- acquisition period (OCFR: y1= 0.035,
5% level of significance; OCFT: 6:= 0.0122, 10% level of significance). The time effect caused
the performance of non- merged firms to deteriorate, which is proven by coefficients y> (= -0.041,
1% level of significance) and 62 (= -0.014, 5% level of significance) for metric OCFR and OCFT
respectively. Moreover, the sum of coefficients y2 + y3 (= -0.0283, 10% level of significance) for
OCFR and 9, + 63 (= -0.0107, 10% level of significance) for OCFS suggest that the time effect is
also negative for acquiring firms. Finally, for OCFR and OCFT, | find insignificant DID
parameters ys (= 0.0129, insignificant) and &3 (= 0.0034, insignificant) respectively. Therefore,
with respect to operating cash flow performance indicators, the differential effect of M&As on the
corporate performance of combined firms relative to their non- merged pairs is positive but weak.
Thus, the evidence obtained from the weighted Difference-in-Differences regression analysis are

enough to reject Hypothesis H;.

7. Additional Analysis

The empirical evidence provided from operating cash flow metrics are consistent with prior
studies that account for differences in size and performance between acquiring firms and their
benchmarks (e.g. Ghosh, 2001; Martynova et al., 2006; Kruse et al., 2002). On the other hand, the
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results from earnings metrics contradict with prior studies (e.g. Sharma and Ho, 2002, find
insignificant increases; Yeh and Hoshino, 2002, find significant decreases; Martynova et al., 2006,
find insignificant decreases). Therefore, to verify that the corporate performance improvements
derive from efficiency gains accrued from the M&As, | investigate the earnings quality, asset

productivity (A.TURN®), as well as the operating efficiency (OP.EFF°) of the 216 sample firms.

Analysis of total accruals (E.QUAL!Y) (Panel A, Table 18) shows that acquiring and non-
merged firms have on average the same level of earnings quality in the pre- acquisition period
(insignificant &1 coefficient). Non- merged firms increase their earnings quality in the post-
acquisition period (g2 coefficient is significant at 1% level), but the sum of coefficients ¢ + &3 (=
-0.003, insignificant) proves the opposite for merged firms. The positive DID coefficient €3 (=
0.0378, 1% level of significance) means that merged firms relative to their industry counterparts,
increase their accrual earnings from years +1 to +3. This finding suggests that the acquiring firms’
management might be flexible in influencing earnings. Therefore, | further examine discretionary
accruals (referred to as DACC hereafter). | estimate DACC as the error term of the Jones model*2
(see Jones, 1991). Table 19 presents the results from the analysis of DACC. The average change
in DACC of merged firms between the pre- and post- acquisition period is small (Table 19, Panel
B) and the effect of M&As is also weak (ks insignificant, Table 19, Panel A). Overall, the increase
in accrual earnings during the post- acquisition period does not derive from increased accruals that

are in the discretion of management.

Furthermore, analysis of asset productivity and operating efficiency generate similar results.
Regarding A.TURN (Panel B, Table 18), there is a significant difference in the asset productivity
of merged versus non- merged firms during the post- acquisition period ({1 + (3: 0.2999, 1% level

of significance). This difference is apparent and during the pre- acquisition period ({1: 0.2356, 1%

9| define asset productivity as follows: A. TURN = Net Revenue (Datastream Worldscope: WC01001) / Total
Assets (Datastream Worldscope: WC02999)

101 define operating efficiency as follows: OP.EFF = Operating Expenses (Datastream Worldscope: WC01249) /
Total Assets (Datastream Worldscope: WC02999)

11 To test earnings quality | employ total accruals scaled by the lag of total assets: Earnings quality = (Net Income -
Operating Cash Flows) / lag of Total Assets => [(Datastream Worldscope: WC01651) — (Datastream Worldscope:
WC04860)] / lag of (Datastream Worldscope: WC02999)

12'] obtain DACC from the Jones model: E.QUALit=ao + a1 * 1/lagLOG.TA + a2 * (Asales-AReceiv) /
lagLOG.TA + as* GPPE / lagLOG.TA + €

Where: Asales= A (Datastream Worldscope: WC01001), AReceiv= A (Datastream Worldscope:

WC02051), GPPE= (Datastream Worldscope: WC02301)
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level of significance). However, the time effect has not caused significant declines in the asset
productivity of non- merged firms ({2: -0.07, insignificant) and merged firms ({> + (3: -0.008,
insignificant). Finally, the insignificant DID parameter on A.TURN ((3: 0.063, insignificant)
denotes that M&As have no differential effect on the asset productivity of the combined firms

versus matched industry counterparts.

As for OP.EFF (Panel C, Table 18), I find that the acquiring firms versus industry counterparts
are less efficient in operating their assets during the pre- acquisition period, (n1: 0.2018, 5% level
of significance), and this difference remains apparent in the post- acquisition period (n1 + na:
0.1595, 1% level of significance). The time effect is insignificant for both groups as the coefficient
on POST variable and the sum of coefficients on POST and DID variables are insignificant. Lastly,
the coefficient n3 (= -0.042, insignificant) implies that the differential effect of M&As on the

operating efficiency of merged versus non- merged firms is positive but weak.

The empirical evidence collected so far suggest that M&As do not produce efficiency gains
for the combined firms. The source of corporate performance improvements is the increased
accrual earnings in the post- acquisition period. For that reason, i take the analysis one step further
and examine the change in market value of equity of the merged versus non- merged firms from
years -3 to +3. The metric employed is the natural logarithm of market value of equity, referred to
as SIZE hereafter (Panel D, Table 18). The difference in SIZE of merged versus non- merged firms
is significant for both the pre- (61: 0.378, 1% level of significance) and post- acquisition period (01
+ 03: 0.8339, 1% level of significance). The market value of non- merged firms declines in the
post-acquisition period (02: -0.177, insignificant), but the opposite applies to the merged firms (0
+ 03: 0.2781, 10% level of significance). Lastly, the significant DID estimator 63 (= 0.455, 5%
level of significance) suggests that the M&A resulted in market value increases for the combined
firms. Therefore, taking into consideration that markets are at least semi- efficient, | provide

evidence that M&As create shareholder gains (the broader definition given by Mottis, 2007).

8. Limitations and Future Research

The study however faces several limitations that must be taken into consideration before

interpreting the empirical evidence. Firstly, in order to assess the differential effect of M&As on
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the corporate performance of the combined entity, it is essential to construct a robust control group.
Yet, it is unlikely to find control firms that come from the same country and year with their
respective merged firms. Therefore, the non- merged firms employed in the study are selected not
only from the country that the merged firms operate in, but also from other Eurozone countries.
Thus, it is probable that differences in economic, political and regulatory environments between
the countries were not taken into account when constructing the Diff-in-Diff model. Secondly,
firms’ growth opportunities and profitability have declined during the crisis period of 2008-10.
However, | have not controlled for the fact that the duration of the adverse effects of the recession
is different among the companies selected for the analysis. Thirdly, Kernel matching vastly
reduced the sample size and as a consequence the efficiency of the coefficients has been impacted.
Fourthly, the number of covariates employed to match the merged and non- merged firms was
limited. Adding more covariates would increase the probability of successful matching but would
also result in further reductions in the sample size. Finally, the selected performance metrics may
not be able to capture the realized economic gains deriving from M&As. As Brouthers et al. (1998)
argue, studies examining M&As use metrics that focus only on the profitability aspects of the

transaction.

9. Summary

Prior studies provide mixed evidence on whether corporate performance improves following
an M&A. The results vary on the performance metrics and methodology employed. This thesis,
sought to investigate the differential effect of M&As on firm performance using the quasi-
experimental methodology Difference-in-Differences combined with Propensity Score Matching.
Firm performance is measured in terms of two accrual and two operating cash flow metrics. The
sample consists of 216 firms, separated into a sample of 37 merging firms and a sample of 179
industry counterparts. The empirical study finds that merged versus non- merged firms exhibit
significant differences in corporate performance. For merged firms, the completion of M&As
improved the corporate performance from the pre- to the post- acquisition period. This differential
effect is strong under accrual performance indicators but weak under operating cash flow
performance indicators. Additional analysis provides evidence that profitability improvements do

not derive from efficiency gains, but from increased accrual earnings in the post- acquisition
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period. The market value of the combined firm increases significantly in the post- acquisition

period, implying that M&As increase the wealth of the stakeholders.
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Appendices

Table 2
Sample Selection Process
Number of Firms
All M&As completed in Eurozone during the period 2009-13 54.523
Dropped because the Acquirer is private company 49.516
Dropped because the Acquirer is not public 3.716
Dropped because less than 50% is acquired 978
Dropped because either the acquirer or the target operate in the 141
Financial Sector
Dropped because the form of transaction was other than merger or 77
acquisition
Usable Sample 64
Dropped because Balance Sheet currency is other than EURO 19
Dropped because of insufficient data in consecutive years t-1, t, t+1 6
Dropped because no comparison firms are available in Eurozone 2
Final sample of merging firms 37
Final Sample:
Merging firms 37
Selected non-merging industry peers 179
Total sample size 216
Table 3
Distribution of Mergers and Acquisitions by year
Year No. M&As Percentage
2009 9 24.32%
2010 4 10.81%
2011 12 32.43%
2012 7 18.92%
2013 5 13.52%
Total 37 100.00%
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Table 4

Distribution of Treated and Control firms by industry

A/A Industries Merging Firms per Industry Control Firms per Industry
1 Advertising & Marketing 1 2
2 Airlines 1 3
3 Biotechnology 2 4
4 Building/Construction 2 5
5 Chemicals 3 15
6 Computers & Peripherals 2 5
7 Consumer Publishing 2 8
8 Deep Sea Freight 1 6
9 Diversified Chemicals 1 3
10 Electronics 1 4
11 Food & Beverage Retailing 2 9
12 Food and Beverage 1 9
13 Food Processing 1 20
14 Healthcare Equipment 1 3
15 Internet Software 1 3
16 Iron. Steel Mills & Foundries 1 5
17 IT Consulting & Services 2 10
18 Oil & Gas 2 3
19 Other Energy & Power 3 8
20 Pharmaceuticals 1 5
21 Software 2 32
22 Textiles & Apparel 1 5
23 Toys and Children Products 1 4
24 Transportation & Infrastructure 2 8

Total Firms 37 179

Table 5

Descriptive Statistics of key variables in the pre- and post- acquisition period

Total Sample Descriptive Statistics by Period

POST=0 POST=1

[pre- acquisition period] [post- acquisition period]
Variable Mean Mean t- test of difference in means
ROE .05344 .0367 (2.386)**
ROA .0270 .0194 (2.23)**
OCFR .1305 133 (-0.33)
OCFT .0592 .0597 (-0.131)
MARGIN 0321 .0209 (2.428)**
LOG.TA 11.460 11.592 (-1.3270
BTM 9813 1.1179 (-3.295)***

***Significant at the 1% level of significance. **Significant at the 5% level of significance.*Significant at the 10% level of
significance.
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Table 6

Descriptive Statistics on key variables for merged and non- merged firms by period

Descriptive statistics on key variables for merged (= 1) and non-merged firms (= 0) by period

Variable

POST=0

[pre- acquisition period]

Mean

POST=1

[post- acquisition period]

Mean

t- test of difference in means

Variables for observations that completed mergers in year 0 (TREAT= 1)

ROE .10831 .0946 (0.935)
ROA .0452 .0381 (0.994)
OCFR .1897 .1600 (1.405)
OCFT 0726 0630 (1.27)
MARGIN .0569 .0495 0.764
LOG.TA 13.421 13.772 (-1.90)*
BTM 642 721 (-1.428)
SALES.G .0828 .0650 (0.838)
Variables for observations that have not engaged in M&As (TREAT= 0)

ROE .04198 .0245 (2.25)**
ROA 0232 .0155 (2.030)**
OCFR 1170 277 (-0.99)
OCFT .0561 .0589 (-0.66)
MARGIN .0269 .0148 (2.331)**
LOG.TA 11.051 11.137 (-0.905)
BTM 1.0540 1.202 (-3.11)***
SALES.G .0499 .0243 (2.54)**

***Significant at the 1% level of significance. **Significant at the 5% level of significance.*Significant at the 10% level of

significance.
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Table 7

Descriptive statistics of variables for merged (=1) and non-merged (=0) firms in the pre- acquisition period

Descriptive statistics by group in the pre-acquisition period

TREAT=1

[merged firms]

TREAT=0

[non- merged firms]

Variable Mean Mean t- test of difference
in means
MARGIN .0569 .02694 (-3.48)***
LOG.TA 13.42 11.05 (-14.9)***
BTM .6421 1.054 (5.77)***
SALES.G .0828 .0499 (-1.76)*

***Significant at the 1% level of significance. **Significant at the 5% level of

significance.*Significant at the 10% level of significance.

Table 8

Mean yearly performance for merged (= 1) and non- merged (= 0) firms for pre- and post- acquisition period

Average yearly firm performance for merged and non- merged firms for the pre- and post- acquisition periods

TREAT=1 TREAT=0
[merged firms] [non- merged firms]
Year relative to the ROE ROA OCFR OCFT ROE ROA OCFR OCFT
acquisition

-3 .1092 .04324 .189 .0730 .0561 .0299 1162 .0570

-2 112 .0453 201 .0741 .0438 .0234 123 .0594

-1 .1033 .0470 1792 .0709 .0260 .0164 112 .0520

Mean for pre- .1083 .0452 1897 .0726 .0420 .0232 1170 .0561
acquisition period

+1 .0995 .0390 .1500 .0618 .0194 .0148 1383 .0626

+2 .0884 .0346 .1687 .0674 .0302 0172 1282 .0597

+3 .0961 .04067 1613 .0598 .0241 .01447 1161 .0542

Mean for post- .0946 .0381 .1600 .0630 .0246 .0155 1275 .05888

acquisition period
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Table 9

Mean corporate performance of merged and non- merged firms during the pre- and post-
acquisition period (years -3 to -1, and years +1 to +3 respectively)
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Note: the dashed lines refer to the control group (non- merged firms), whereas the solid lines refer
to the treatment group (merged firms).
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Table 10

The effect of M&As on Return on Equity (ROE), Return on Assets (ROA), Operating Cash Flow

return (OCFR), Operating Cash Flow to Total Assets (OCFT) of merged versus non- merged

firms:

ROEt= a0 + 01 * TREAT+ a2 * POSTi+ a3 * TREAT * POST: + &t

ROA:=Po + B1* TREAT+ B2* POSTt+ B3 * TREAT: * POST + &t

OCFRt=v0 +y1* TREAT{+ v2* POSTt+ y3* TREAT{ * POST + &

OCFT=00 + 01* TREAT{+ 82 * POST+ 83* TREAT * POST + &

constant TREAT POST DID R? F- statistic No. Obs

ROE .0419 .066 -.0174 .0037 0.0465 25.67*** 1,280
(.005)*** (.0114)*** (.0077)*** (.0164)

ROA .0232 .0219 -.0077 .0006 0.0227 12.33*** 1,280
(.0028)*** (.0056)*** (.0038)** (.0080)

OCFR .1170 .0726 .0106 -.040 0.0173 7.13%* 1,187
(.0078)*** (.0175)*** (.0108) (.0236)*

OCFT .0527 .0183 .005 -.0156 0.0049 2.20 1,187
(.0035)*** (.007)** (.0049) (.0100)

(1) ***Significant at the 1% level of significance. **Significant at the 5% level of
significance.*Significant at the 10% level of significance.

(2) Standard errors in parentheses.
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Table 11

Analysis of the effect of M&As on Return on Equity (ROE), Return on Assets (ROA), Operating Cash Flow return
(OCFR), Operating Cash Flow to Total Assets (OCFT) of merged versus non- merged firms:

Panel A: Two-by-two table analysis of merged versus non- merged firms by period (ROE)

POST=0 POST=1
Pre- Acquisition Period ~ Post- Acquisition Period
(a) (b) (b)-(a)
TREAT=1 Merged Firms (i) .1083*** .0946*** -.0136
oo + o1 oo+ ort+ a2t as o2+ o3
TREAT=0  Non- Merged Firms (i) .0419** .0245%** -.0174**
0o oo + a2 o2
(i)-(ii)  .0663*** .0700%** .003
053 o1+ o3 o3
Panel B: Two-by-two table analysis of merged versus non- merged firms by period (ROA)
POST=0 POST=1
Pre- Acquisition Period  Post- Acquisition Period
(C) (b) (b)-(a)
TREAT=1 Merged Firms (i) .0452*** .0381*** -.0071
Bo + B Bo+ P1+ P2+ Ps B2+ B3
TREAT=0  Non- Merged Firms (i) .0232%** .0155** -.0077**
Bo Bo + B2 B2
(i)-(ii)  .0219**= .0226%** .00067
B1 B1+ B3 B3
Panel C: Two-by-two table analysis of merged versus non- merged firms by period (OCFR)
POST=0 POST=1
Pre- Acquisition Period  Post- Acquisition Period
(C) (b) (b)-(a)
TREAT=1 Merged Firms (i) .1897*** .1600*** -.0296
Yo+ vy1 Yot yi+vy2+y3 Y2+ v3
TREAT=0  Non- Merged Firms (i) A170*** A277x** .0106
Yo Yo+ 7vy2 Y2
()-(i)) .0726%** .0323** -.040*
Y1 Y1+ vy3 v3
Panel D: Two-by-two table analysis of merged versus non- merged firms by period (OCFT)
POST=0 POST=1
Pre- Acquisition Period ~ Post- Acquisition Period
(@) (b) (b)-(a)
TREAT=1 Merged Firms (i) 071%** .0605*** -.0106
So + 1 S0+ 01+ 52+ 33 82 + 03
TREAT=0  Non- Merged Firms (i) .0527*** .0578*** .005
8o do + &2 52
(i)-(ii) .0183**=* .0027 -.0156
o1 01+ 33 03

1) ***Significant at the 1% level of significance. **Significant at the 5% level of significance.*Significant at the 10% level of

significance.

(2) Standard errors in parentheses.
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Table 12

Probit model: Obtaining the predicted probability of non-merged firms engaging in M&As
based on a set of pre- acquisition period characteristics.

Pr (TREATi s, 1=1) = ® (IND, YEAR, BTM, LOG.TA, MARGIN)

CONST. BTM LOG.TA MARGIN PseudoR?> LR Chi* No.Obs

Coeff. -6.68 -.497 4353 .4055 0.4800 576.60 1,220
Std. (.780)*** (.118)*** (.0685)*** .8763
Error

***Significant at the 1% level of significance. **Significant at the 5% level of significance.*Significant
at the 10% level of significance.

Table 13

Baseline period balancing test of the covariates employed in the probit model

Covariate Mean differences after Propensity matching

Treated Control Mean Difference
BTM 0.642 0.664 -0.022
(0.68)
LN(TA) 12.465 12.473 -0.008
(0.13)
MARGIN 0.057 0.060 -0.003
(0.53)

(1) ***Significant at the 1% level of significance. **Significant at the 5% level of significance.*Significant at
the 10% level of significance.
(2) t-tests in parentheses.
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Table 14

Kernel Densities of the covariates

Panel A: Kernel Densities of key variables before Kernel matching

® (a) PmﬁthMargin - (c) Book-to-Market - (d) Log of Total Assets

Panel B- Kernel Densities of key variables after Kernel matching

= (a) Profit Margil:l o (d) Log of Total Assets o (c) Book-to-Market

o

1.5

Note: the dashed lines refer to the control group (hon- merged firms), whereas the solid lines refer to the treatment
group (merged firms).
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Table 15

Overlapping of control and treated sample firms - Common support assumption

T

o 2

4
Propensity Score

T

.6

I untreated: Off support
I Treated: On support

I untreated: On support
[ Treated: Off support

Table 16

The effect of M&As on Return on Equity (ROE), Return on Assets (ROA), Operating Cash Flow Return (OCFR)
and Operating Cash Flow to Total Assets (OCFT) of merged versus non- merged firms after Kernel Matching:

ROEt =ao+ a1* TREAT:+ a2* POSTi+ az* TREAT: * POST: + &t

ROA: = o+ B1* TREAT:+ B2* POSTi+ a* TREAT: * POST: + &

OCFR: - y0+71* TREAT+y2* POST¢+v3* TREAT: * POST: + &

OCFTt=00+01* TREATt+ 62* POSTt+ 83* TREAT: * POST: + &

constant TREAT POST DID R? F- statistic No. Obs
ROE .0818 .017 -.0585*** 0577** 0.0634 17.68*** 787
(.0082)*** 0116 (.0118)*** (.0165)**
ROA .0381 .004 -.01908 .0175 0.0253 6.81*** 791
(.0038)*** (.005) (.0055)*** .0079**
OCFR .145 .035 -.0412 .0129 0.0290 7.31%** 738
(.0115)*** (.0163)** (.016)** 0232
OCFT .0569 .0122 -.0141 .003 0.0215 5.46*** 748
(.0048)*** (.0068)* (.0065)** .0095

(1) ***Significant at the 1% level of significance. **Significant at the 5% level of significance.*Significant at the 10% level of

significance.
(2) Standard errors in parentheses
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Table 17

Analysis of the effect of M&As on Return on Equity (ROE), Return on Assets (ROA), Operating Cash Flow Return

(OCFR) and Operating Cash Flow to Total Assets (OCFT) of merged versus non- merged firms after Kernel

Matching:

Panel A: Two-by-two table analysis of merged versus non- merged firms by period (ROE)

POST=0 POST=1
Pre- Acquisition Period  Post- Acquisition Period
(a) (b) (b)-(a)
TREAT=1 Merged Firms (i) .0988*** .0980*** -.0008
oo + o1 oo+ out+ o2t o3 o2 + a3
TREAT=0  Non- Merged Firms (i) .0818*** .0233*** -.058***
00 oo + a2 o2
(i)-(ii) .0169 7475 0577%**
[e53 o1+ 03 03
Panel B: Two-by-two table analysis of merged versus non- merged firms by period (ROA)
POST=0 POST=1
Pre- Acquisition Period  Post- Acquisition Period
@) (b) (b)-(a)
TREAT=1 Merged Firms 0] .0422%** .0407*** -.0015
Bo + B Bo+ 1+ P2 + B3 B2 + B3
TREAT=0  Non- Merged Firms (i) .0381*** .0190*** -.019***
Bo Bo + B2 B2
(i)-(ii) .004 0217%** .0175%*
B1 B1+ B3 B3
Panel C: Two-by-two table analysis of merged versus non- merged firms by period (OCFR)
POST=0 POST=1
Pre- Acquisition Period  Post- Acquisition Period
(@) (b) (b)-(a)
TREAT=1 Merged Firms (i) .1803*** .1520*** -.0283*
Yo+ vy1 Yot+tyi+vy2+y3 Y2 +v3
TREAT=0  Non- Merged Firms (i) 1453*** .1040*** -.041***
Yo Yo+ vy2 v2
(i)-(i)) .035** .048%** 0129
Y1 Y1+ y3 V3
Panel D: Two-by-two table analysis of merged versus non- merged firms by period (OCFT)
POST=0 POST=1
Pre- Acquisition Period  Post- Acquisition Period
(a) (b) (b)-(a)
TREAT=1 Merged Firms 0] .06929 *** .0586*** -.0107*
do + 1 do+ 01+ 2+ 33 d2 + 33
TREAT=0  Non- Merged Firms (i) .05699*** .0429*** -.014**
o So + &2 &2
()-Gii) .0122* .0157%** .0034
o1 o1 + 03 03

***Significant at the 1% level of significance. **Significant at the 5% level of significance.*Significant at the 10% level of

significance.
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Table 18

Analysis of earnings quality (E.QUAL), asset turnover (A.TURN), operating efficiency (O.EFF) and market value
movement (SIZE) of merged (=1) versus non- merged (=0) firms between pre-acquisition and post-acquisition
period, after Kernel matching:

E.QUALi=g0+ & * TREAT:+ & * POST: + g3 * TREAT: * POST: + &

ATURN: =+ & * TREAT:+ & * POST:i + {3 * TREAT: * POST: + &

O.EFF: =mo+m * TREAT:+ 12 * POST: + 13 * TREAT: * POST: + &

SIZE:

=00+ 01* TREAT:+ 02, * POST: + 03 * TREAT: * POST: + &

Panel A: Two-by-two table analysis of merged versus non- merged firms by period (E.QUAL)

POST=0 POST=1
Pre- Acquisition Period  Post- Acquisition Period
@) (b) (b)-(2)
TREAT=1 Merged Firms (i) .1103*** .1069*** -.0034
gter cotert+tertes e te3
TREAT=0  Non- Merged Firms (i) .0994*** .05829*** -.041%**
€0 €t e €2
()-(ii)  .01088 .04866*** .0378***
€1 €1+ €3 €3
Panel B: Two-by-two table analysis of merged versus non- merged firms by period (A.TURN)
POST=0 POST=1
Pre- Acquisition Period  Post- Acquisition Period
() (b) (b)-(2)
TREAT=1 Merged Firms 0] .9426%** .9344 %% -.00826
Lo+l Qo+ it O+ 83 O+
TREAT=0  Non- Merged Firms (i) T07*** .6353*** -.0717
Co Gt G
(i)-(ir)  .2356*** .299%** .0634
€] G+ 83 &
Panel C: Two-by-two table analysis of merged versus non- merged firms by period (O.EFF)
POST=0 POST=1
Pre- Acquisition Period ~ Post- Acquisition Period
(a) (b) (b)-(2)
TREAT=1 Merged Firms (1) .7908*** .7988*** .008
Mo+ M Mot mit+m2+ms N2+ M3
TREAT=0  Non- Merged Firms (i) .5890%*** .6393*** .0502
no no+n2 n2
(i)-(ii)  .2018** .1595*** -.0422
N1 N1+ ns3 3
Panel D: Two-by-two table analysis of merged versus non- merged firms by period (SIZE)
POST=0 POST=1
Pre- Acquisition Period  Post- Acquisition Period
(a) (b) (b)-(2)
TREAT=1 Merged Firms 0] 13.092*** 13.37*** .2781*
Bo + 01 Bo + 01+ 602+ 03 62 + 03
TREAT=0  Non- Merged Firms (i) 12.71%** 12.53*** -177
0o 0o + 02 02
-y  .378** .8339%** 455%*
01 01 + 03 03

***Significant at the 1% level of significance. **Significant at the 5% level of significance.*Significant at the 10% level of significance.
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Table 19

Panel A: The effect of M&As on discretionary accruals (DACC) of merged versus non- merged firms after Kernel

Matching:
DACCi=ko+ k1 * TREATt+ k2 * POSTt + k3 * TREAT: * POST+ + &t
constant TREAT POST DID R? F-statistic No. Obs
DACC .0087 .0004 -.0154 .0278 0.0067 1.52 800
(1.14)*** (0.02) (-1.78)* (1.03 )

Panel B: Descriptive Statistics of DACC (Discretionary Accruals) in the pre- and post-acquisition period by group

Average DACC of merged (= 1) and non-merged firms (= 0) by pre- and post- acquisition period

POST=0 POST=1
[pre- acquisition period] [post- acquisition period]
Variable Mean Mean t- test of difference in means

Variables for observations that completed mergers in year 0 (TREAT= 1)
DACC .0091349 .0215561 -.0124212

(-0.4364)
Variables for observations that have not engaged in M&As (TREAT= 0)
DACC .0087347 -.00672 .0154614

(1.74%)

Panel C: Average DACC (Discretionary Accruals) of merging (= 1) and non-merging (= 0) firms by period

Descriptive statistics by group in the pre- acquisition period

TREAT=1 TREAT=0
[merged firms] [non-merged firms]

Variable Mean Mean t- test of difference in means
Variables for observations in the pre- acquisition period (POST=0)

DACC .0091349 .0087347 -.0004002

(-0.0238)

Variables for observations in the post- acquisition period (POST= 1)

DACC .0215561 -.0067267 -.0282828

(-1.9837%*%)

(1) ***Significant at the 1% level of significance. **Significant at the 5% level of significance.*Significant at the 10% level of significance.
(2) t- test in the parentheses
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