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ABSTRACT

The vast majority of cross-border mergers involve private firms outside of the United
States. We analyze a sample of 56,978 cross-border mergers between 1990 and 2007.
We find that geography, the quality of accounting disclosure, and bilateral trade
increase the likelihood of mergers between two countries. Valuation appears to play
a role in motivating mergers: firms in countries whose stock market has increased
in value, whose currency has recently appreciated, and that have a relatively high
market-to-book value tend to be purchasers, while firms from weaker-performing
economies tend to be targets.

THE VOLUME OF CROSS-BORDER acquisitions has been growing worldwide, from
23% of total merger volume in 1998 to 45% in 2007. Conceptually, cross-border
mergers occur for the same reasons as domestic ones: two firms will merge
when their combination increases value (or utility) from the perception of
the acquiring firm’s managers. However, national borders add an extra ele-
ment to the calculus of domestic mergers because they are associated with
an additional set of frictions that can impede or facilitate mergers. For exam-
ple, cultural or geographic differences can increase the costs of combining two
firms. Governance-related differences across countries can motivate a merger
if the combined firm has better protection for target-firm shareholders because
of higher governance standards in the country of the acquiring firm. Perhaps
more importantly, imperfect integration of capital markets across countries can
lead to a merger in which a higher-valued acquirer purchases a relatively inex-
pensive target following changes in exchange rates or stock market valuations
in local currency.

In this paper, we evaluate the extent to which these international factors
influence the decision of firms to merge. Using a sample of 56,978 cross-border
mergers occurring between 1990 and 2007, we estimate the factors that affect
the likelihood that firms from any pair of countries merge in a particular year.
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The analysis focuses on factors that potentially affect cross-border mergers but
are not present to the same extent in domestic mergers, such as cultural differ-
ences, geographic differences, country-level governance differences, and inter-
national tax effects. Of particular interest are differences in valuation, which
can vary substantially over time for any pair of countries through fluctuations
in exchange rates, stock market movements, and macroeconomic changes.

Our sample reflects the universe of cross-border mergers, the majority of
which involve private firms from outside the United States. In our sample, 80%
of completed cross-border deals between 1990 and 2007 targeted a non-U.S.
firm, and 75% of the acquirers are from outside the United States. Furthermore,
the vast majority of cross-border mergers involve private firms as either bidder
or target: 96% of the deals involve a private target, 26% involve a private
acquirer, and 97% have either a private acquirer or target.

We first document the manner in which international factors affect the cross-
sectional pattern of mergers. Geography clearly matters; holding other things
constant, the shorter the distance between two countries, the more likely we
are to observe acquisitions between the two countries. In addition, mergers
are likely to occur between firms of countries that trade more commonly with
one another, since they are more likely to have synergies and also a common
cultural background. Purchasers are usually, but not always, from developed
countries and they tend to purchase firms in countries with lower accounting
standards. These findings are consistent with governance arguments, because
development and accounting standards are likely to be correlated with better
corporate governance. Finally, taxes appear to affect cross-border merger deci-
sions, since acquirers are more likely to be from countries with higher corporate
income tax rates than the countries in which targets are located.

We next examine the idea that firms’ values change because of both firm-
specific and country-specific factors, and these valuation changes are a poten-
tial source of mergers. To do so, we first use country-level measures of valuation,
since the vast majority of mergers involve at least one private firm, for which
firm-specific measures are unavailable. We compare changes in the exchange
rate between the acquirer and target countries’ currencies prior to the merger,
changes in the two countries’ stock market valuations, as well as differences the
two countries’ market-to-book ratios. In univariate comparisons of premerger
performance between bidders and targets, acquirers outperform targets by all
measures. The exchange rate of the acquirer tends to appreciate relative to that
of the target by 1.12%, 2.13%, and 3.43% in the 12, 24, and 36 months before
the deal, respectively. Similarly, the country-level stock return of the acquirer
in local currency is 0.3% higher during the 12 months, 0.92% higher during the
24 months, and 2.12% higher during the 36 months before the deal occurs. Not
surprisingly, given this pattern of stock price movements, the market-to-book
ratio of acquirers’ countries is 9.93% higher at the time of the deal.

When we restrict the sample to public acquirers and targets to compare
firm-level returns, we again find that acquirers outperform targets prior to
the acquisitions. The difference in firm-level stock returns in local currency
is 10.38%, 19.34%, and 23.36% for the 12, 24, and 36 months prior to the
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acquisition, respectively. In addition, the average market-to-book ratio is higher
for acquirers than for targets, mirroring prior findings for domestic mergers
(see Rhodes-Kropf, Robinson, and Viswanathan (2005)).

In a third set of tests, we estimate multivariate models predicting the number
of cross-border deals for particular pairs of countries. Our results suggest that
differences in exchange rate returns as well as country-level stock returns in lo-
cal currency predict the volume of mergers between particular country pairs. In
addition, differences in country-level market-to-book ratios affect cross-border
merger volume as well. We also examine factors that affect the relation between
the intensity of cross-border mergers and valuation differences. One possibil-
ity is that these mergers represent a pure financial arbitrage, in which case
the incremental effect of valuation on merger likelihoods should be approxi-
mately the same regardless of the countries involved. Alternatively, changes
in valuation could lead to mergers by incrementally changing the calculus of
a merger decision for a potential pairing of firms that makes sense for other
reasons.

Our results suggest that there is a strong pattern in the country pairs that
are affected by valuation, and that in each case changes in valuation have
the largest impact on country pairs for which mergers are more likely for other
reasons. Consequently, our results are consistent with the view that changes in
valuation affect mergers by making otherwise economically sensible mergers
more attractive. Hence cross-border mergers should not be thought of as a
pure financial arbitrage. For example, we find that currency movements are
important factors affecting mergers, especially when firms are in countries that
are geographically close to each other or when the acquiring firm’s country is
wealthier than that of the target firm. We also find that the relation between
differences in country-level stock market performance and mergers is strongest
when the acquiring country is wealthier than the target, consistent with the
view that firms in wealthier countries purchase foreign firms following a decline
in the poorer country’s stock market.

There are two potential (not mutually exclusive) explanations for the pre-
acquisition stock return differences between acquirer and targets. First, re-
turns can affect the relative wealth of the two countries, leading firms in the
wealthier countries to purchase firms in the poorer countries. This pattern
could occur either because the increase in wealth lowers the potential acquirer’s
cost of capital (Froot and Stein (1991)), or because imperfect integration of cap-
ital markets means that firms in the poorer country are inexpensive relative to
other potential investments for the acquiring firm. Alternatively, as suggested
by Shleifer and Vishny (2003), either overpricing of the acquiring firm or un-
derpricing of the target firm could lead to a potentially profitable investment
for the acquiring firm. Baker, Foley, and Wurgler (2009) suggest a test to dis-
tinguish between the two explanations based on the implication that, following
acquisitions due to mispricing, valuations will tend to revert to their true val-
ues. We perform a similar test to that in Baker, Foley, and Wurgler (2009) and
find that the wealth explanation better explains the relation between valuation
differences and cross-border mergers than the mispricing explanation.
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Finally, we examine at the deal level whether valuation differences affect
the likelihood of cross-border mergers. We find that differences in firm-level
stock returns (in a common currency) are associated with a higher likelihood
of cross-border deals compared to domestic deals. We further decompose val-
uation differences between acquiring and target firms into three components:
the differences in returns of the two countries’ currencies, the differences in
local stock market or industry indices, and the differences in firm-level excess
returns relative to the market or industry indices. All three of these factors lead
to a higher likelihood of a particular merger being cross-border than domes-
tic, although statistical significance varies depending on the specification used.
These firm-level results confirm our country-level results, and are consistent
with the view that valuation is an important factor that determines merger
likelihoods.

The remainder of the paper proceeds as follows. Section I discusses previous
literature on cross-country mergers, including relevant papers on foreign direct
investment (FDI). Section II describes the data, while Section III presents the
results. Section IV concludes.

I. Cross-Border Mergers and Acquisitions

Despite the fact that a large proportion of worldwide merger activity involves
firms from different countries, the voluminous literature on mergers focuses
primarily on domestic deals between publicly traded firms in the United States.
While this literature is also relevant to understanding international mergers,
it does not address a number of factors related to country-based differences
between firms, such as cultural or geographic variables or factors associated
with the economy of the firm’s home country. In addition, public U.S. firms are
unrepresentative of mergers more generally, since the majority of worldwide
mergers involve non-U.S. firms, many of which are private.!

A. Factors that Potentially Affect the Likelihood of Cross-Border Mergers

National boundaries are likely to be associated with many frictions that
determine firm boundaries. In general, mergers occur when the managers of
an acquiring firm perceive that the value of the combined firm is greater than
the sum of the values of the separate firms.? This change in value can occur
for a number of reasons. For instance, contracting costs can be lower within
than across firms, creating production efficiencies in combining firms. Mergers
can also create market power since it is legal for post-merger combined firms

1 One recent study using a much more representative sample of mergers than is typical in merger
studies is Netter, Stegemoller, and Wintoki (2011), whose primary focus, unlike ours, is on domestic
mergers. These authors present evidence suggesting that filters that researchers commonly use in
obtaining mergers and acquisitions data lead to samples containing a small subset of the entire
mergers universe, usually oversampling larger transactions by publicly held companies.

2 See Jensen and Ruback (1983), Jarrell, Brickley, and Netter (1988), and Andrade, Mitchell,
and Stafford (2001) for surveys of the enormous literature on mergers.
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to charge profit-maximizing prices but not for the premerger separate firms to
collude to do so collectively. Mergers can further lower the combined tax liability
of the two firms if they allow one firm to use tax shields that another firm
possesses but cannot use. Finally, agency considerations can lead managers
to make value-decreasing acquisitions that nonetheless increase managers’
individual utilities. All of these factors are relevant both domestically and
internationally.

National borders are also associated with factors that are likely to affect the
costs and benefits of a merger. First, countries have their own cultural iden-
tities. People in different countries often speak different languages, have dif-
ferent religions, and sometimes have longstanding feuds, all of which increase
the contracting costs associated with combining two firms across borders (see
Ahern, Daminelli, and Fracassi (2012)). Second, similar to the “gravity” liter-
ature in international trade, physical distance can increase the costs of com-
bining two firms (see Rose (2000)). Both cultural differences and geographic
distance should therefore decrease the likelihood that, holding other factors
constant, two firms in different countries choose to merge. Third, corporate
governance considerations can also affect cross-border mergers. If merging can
increase the legal protection of minority shareholders in target firms by provid-
ing them some of the rights of acquiring firms’ shareholders, then value can be
created through the acquisition. In general, corporate governance arguments
predict that firms in countries that promote governance through better legal or
accounting standards will tend to acquire firms in countries with lower-quality
governance.? The level of market development is another factor that could af-
fect cross-border mergers. In particular, developed-market acquirers are likely
to benefit more from weaker contracting environments in emerging markets.*

Another potentially important factor in international mergers is valuation.
Given that markets in different countries are not perfectly integrated, valua-
tion differences across markets can motivate cross-border mergers. Suppose,
for example, that a firm’s currency rises for some exogenous reason unrelated
to the firm’s profitability. This firm would find potential targets in other coun-
tries relatively inexpensive, leading some potential acquisitions to be profitable
that would not have been profitable under the old exchange rates. We therefore
expect to observe more firms from this country to engage in acquisitions, since
they will be paying for these acquisitions in an inflated currency.’

The logic by which valuation differences can lead to cross-border acquisitions
depends on whether participants believe these movements to be temporary or
permanent. If the valuation differences are temporary, then cross-border acqui-
sitions effectively arbitrage these differences, leading to expected profits for the

3 Rossi and Volpin (2004), Bris and Cabolis (2008), and Bris, Brisley, and Cabolis (2008) provide
support for this argument using samples of publicly traded firms.

4 See Chari, Ouimet, and Tesar (2009) for more discussion and evidence on this point.

5 A recent example of this phenomenon occurred when the Japanese yen appreciated relative to
other major currencies in the summer of 2010, leading Japanese firms to increase their number of
cross-border acquisitions substantially (see The Economist, August 5, 2010 or The New York Times,
September 15, 2010, p. B1).
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acquirers. Shleifer and Vishny (2003) develop a behavioral model in which firm
values deviate from their fundamentals. Managers of an overvalued acquirer
consequently have incentives to issue shares at inflated prices to buy assets of
an undervalued or at least a less overvalued target. This transaction transfers
value to the shareholders of the acquiring firm by arbitraging the price differ-
ence between the firms’ stock prices. The key component of this model is that the
source of the valuation difference is private information owned by managers.5
While it is implausible that one particular firm’s managers have superior in-
formation about the valuation of the overall market or any particular currency,
Baker, Foley, and Wurgler (2009) argue that cross-border acquisitions could
similarly occur because of mispricing of securities from fluctuations in local
investors’ risk aversion or from irrational expectations about a market’s value
(each accompanied by limited arbitrage), implying that managers of the tar-
get company would be willing to accept payment in a temporarily depreciated
currency or overvalued stock.

If the valuation differences are permanent, the attractiveness of acquisitions,
especially those that involve targets with cash flows in local currency, would be
unaffected by the valuation movements. However, there are a number of chan-
nels through which even permanent valuation differences can affect merger
propensities. As Kindleberger (1969) originally observes, cross-border acqui-
sitions can occur because, under foreign control, either expected earnings are
higher or the cost of capital is lower. For example, if domestic firms produce
goods for sale overseas or compete in their domestic market with overseas com-
petitors, then domestic firms’ profits potentially increase following permanent
currency depreciations, making these firms attractive to potential foreign ac-
quirers. Alternatively, when a foreign firm’s value increases relative to that of
a domestic one, for example, through unhedged exchange rate changes or stock
market fluctuations, its cost of capital declines relative to that of a domestic
firm because of a reduction in the magnitude of the information problems it
faces in raising capital (see Froot and Stein (1991)). This argument implies
that permanent changes in valuation can lead to cross-border mergers because
the value changes lead to a lower cost of capital under foreign control, allow-
ing potential foreign acquirers to bid more aggressively for domestic assets
than domestic rival bidders. Because this explanation for a relation between
currency movements and cross-border mergers is based on asymmetric infor-
mation, it is likely to be particularly relevant in the case of private targets, for
which asymmetric information tends to be high relative to otherwise similar
public targets. Overall, we expect to observe cross-border mergers following
changes in the relative valuation in two countries, regardless of whether they
occur through currency or stock price movements, and regardless of whether
they are temporary or permanent.

6 A similar argument in which a firm’s managers have better information about rational stock
movements than other market participants has been proposed by Rhodes-Kropf and Viswanathan
(2004). Using a sample of U.S. domestic mergers, Rhodes-Kropf, Robinson, and Viswanathan (2005)
provide empirical support for this argument.
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B. FDI

A parallel literature to that on cross-border mergers concerns FDI. FDI in-
cludes cross-border mergers plus other investments in a particular country
(including “green field” investments), as well as retained earnings by foreign
subsidiaries and loans from parent companies to their foreign subsidiaries. An
alternative to using data on specific acquisitions would be to use data on FDI,
which includes mergers. Indeed, in related work, Klein and Rosengren (1994),
Dewenter (1995), and Klein, Peek, and Rosengren (2002) use FDI inflows and
outflows from the United States to examine whether FDI increases following
exchange rate movements.

In this paper, we focus our empirical work on mergers and acquisitions rather
than all FDI due to data quality. FDI contains components other than invest-
ment such as inter-company loans and retained earnings. In addition, the
nonmerger component of FDI is measured differently across countries, mak-
ing cross-country comparisons problematic. To compile data on FDI, a number
of countries use “administrative” data from exchange-control or investment-
control authorities’ approvals of investment. However, there are often sub-
stantial time lags between approval and actual investment, and sometimes
an approved investment never actually occurs. In addition, countries differ in
their definition of foreign investment capital or income. For example, some use
an all-inclusive measure of earnings while others exclude realized or unreal-
ized capital gains or losses as well as exchange rate gains or losses. Finally, the
geographic breakdowns of inward and outward FDI flows are not comprehen-
sive. A number of countries do not report a detailed breakdown of FDI flows,
limiting the extent to which one can measure bilateral FDI flows.”

Krugman (2000) introduces the notion of “Fire-Sale FDI,” which captures
the extent to which, during a financial crisis, firms from crisis countries are
sold to firms from more developed economies at prices lower than fundamental
values. Aguiar and Gopinath (2005), Acharya, Shin, and Yorulmazer (2010),
and Alquist, Mukherjee, and Tesar (2010) examine FDI in the context of the
1997-1998 East Asian Financial Crisis and document large foreign purchases
of East Asian firms during this crisis. Makaew (2010) argues that purchasing
relatively cheap assets from countries not performing well is not typical of most
cross-border mergers, with most cross-border mergers occurring when both the
acquirer and the target are in booming economies. Our paper considers the
issue more generally by looking at the extent to which currency and market
movements affect the magnitude of cross-border merger activity.®

7The discussions on FDI measurement issues are based on the 2001 International Monetary
Fund (IMF) report “Foreign Direct Investment Statistics” and the IMF Balance of Payments Man-
ual, 5t edition.

8 Other related work on cross-border mergers and acquisitions includes Ferreira, Massa, and
Matos (2009), who find that foreign institutional ownership is positively associated with the in-
tensity of cross-border mergers and acquisitions activity worldwide. This relation could occur for a
number of reasons, including foreign ownership facilitating the transfer, foreign ownership being
correlated with more professionally managed companies, or foreign owners being more likely to
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I1. Data

Our merger sample is taken from Security Data Corporation’s (SDC) Mergers
and Corporate Transactions database and includes deals announced between
1990 and 2007 and completed by the end of 2007. We exclude LBOs, spin-
offs, recapitalizations, self-tender offers, exchange offers, repurchases, partial
equity stake purchases, acquisitions of remaining interest, and privatizations,
as well as deals in which the target or the acquirer is a government agency
or in the financial or utilities industry. We further omit deals from countries
with incomplete stock market data between 1990 and 2007.° After excluding
these deals, we end up with a sample of 187,841 mergers covering 48 countries
with a total transaction value of $7.54 trillion, 56,978 of which are cross-border
mergers with a total transaction value of $2.21 trillion.

We collect a number of data items from SDC, including the announcement
and completion dates, the target’s name, public status, primary industry mea-
sured by the four-digit Standard Industrial Classification code, country of domi-
cile, as well as the acquirer’s name, ultimate parents, public status, primary
industry, and country of domicile. We collect the deal value in dollar terms
when available, the fraction of the target firms owned by the acquirer after the
acquisition, as well as other deal characteristics such as the method of payment
made by the acquirer.

We acquire monthly firm-level, industry-level, and country-level stock re-
turns both in local currency and in U.S. dollars from Datastream. We also ob-
tain the national exchange rates from WM/Reuters through Datastream, whose
quotes are from 4:00 P.M. Greenwich Mean Time. We then calculate nominal
exchange rate returns by taking the first difference of the monthly natural
logarithm of the national exchange rates. To calculate real stock market re-
turns and real exchange rate returns, we obtain from Datastream the monthly
consumer price index (CPI) for each country in each month and convert all
nominal returns to the 1990 price level.' When calculating real exchange rate
returns for the Economic and Monetary Union (EMU) countries, we use the
euro and the corresponding CPI for EMU countries after 1999. This approach
implies that all EMU countries have the same exchange rate movements in
our database after 1999.

We obtain ratings on the quality of accounting disclosure from the 1990 an-
nual report of the Center for International Financial Analysis and Research
as well as a newly assembled anti-self dealing index from Djankov, La Porta,
Lopez-de-Silanes, and Shleifer (DLLS, 2008). Our culture variables, language

sell to foreign buyers than local owners. Finally, Coeurdacier, DeSantis, and Aviat (2009) use a
database on bilateral cross-border mergers and acquisitions at the sector level (in manufacturing
and services) over the period 1985 to 2004, and find that institutional and financial developments,
especially the European Integration process, promote cross-border mergers and acquisitions.

9 This filter on dropping deals from countries without stock market returns excludes 4,061 deals
worth cumulatively $145 billion, or 2% of the original sample count.

10 For Australia and New Zealand, we only have quarterly prices. When extrapolating to monthly
prices, we assume that prices are as of the end of the month/quarter.
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(English, Spanish, or Others) and religion (Protestant, Catholic, Muslim, Bud-
dhist, or Others), are from Stulz and Williamson (2003). We obtain the latitude
and longitude of capital cities of each country from mapsofworld.com and calcu-
late the great circle distance between a country pair.'! Data on the average cor-
porate income tax rates are from the Organisation for Economic Co-operation
and Development (OECD). We obtain annual GDP (in U.S. dollars) normalized
by population and the annual real growth rate of GDP from the World Develop-
ment Indicator. To control for the volume of business between a country pair, we
include bilateral trade flows, calculated as the maximum of bilateral imports
and exports between the two countries. Bilateral imports (exports) is calculated
as the value of imports (exports) by the target country from (to) the acquirer
country as a percentage of total imports (exports) by the target country, all
of which are from the United Nations Commodity Trade Statistics database
(see Ferreira, Massa, and Matos (2009)). Following Bekaert, Harvey, and
Lundblad (2005) and Bekaert et al. (2007), we construct an index of the quality
of a country’s institutions based on the sum of the International Country Risk
Guide (ICRG) political risk subcomponents: Corruption, Law and Order, and
Bureaucratic Quality. We also use the investment profile subcategory in the
ICRG political risk ratings as a measure of the state of a country’s investment
environment.

For the public firms in our mergers sample, we obtain accounting and owner-
ship information from Worldscope/Datastream. In particular, we use firm size
(book value of total assets), book leverage (long-term debt divided by total as-
sets), cash ratio (cash holdings divided by total assets), the 2-year geometric
average of sales growth, and return on equity as well as the market-to-book
ratio. To calculate country-level market-to-book ratios, we follow Fama and
French (1998) and sum the market value of equity for all public firms in a
country. We then divide this figure by the sum of all public firms’ book values.
Details on the definitions of these variables can be found in the Appendix.

III. Results
A. Stylized Facts about Cross-Border Mergers

Mergers involving acquirers and targets from different countries are sub-
stantial, both in terms of absolute numbers, and as a fraction of worldwide
mergers activity. Figure 1 plots the number (Panel A) and dollar value (Panel B)
of cross-border deals over our sample period. Both panels show similar patterns.
The volume of cross-border mergers increases throughout the 1990s, declines
after the stock market crash of 2000, and then increases again from 2002 until
2007. As a fraction of the total value of worldwide mergers, cross-border merg-
ers typically amount to between 20% and 40%. The fraction of cross-border
deals follows the overall level of the stock market: it drops in the early 1990s,

11 The standard formula to calculate Great Circle Distance is: 3963.0 * arcos [sin(latl) * sin(lat2)
+ cos (latl) * cos (l1at2) * cos (lon2 — lon1)], where lon and lat are the longitudes and latitudes of
the capital cities of the acquirer and the target country locations, respectively.
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Figure 1. Total value of cross-border mergers and acquisitions. This figure plots the num-
ber (ratio) (Panel A) and the value (ratio) (Panel B) of cross-border deals with deal value larger
than $1 million between 1990 and 2007. Bars represent numbers or values in a given year while
solid lines represent the fraction of cross-border acquisitions relative to the total number or deal
value of all acquisitions in a given year, including domestic ones. All values are in 1990 dollars.

increases in the later 1990s to a peak in 2000, and then increases with the
stock market again between 2004 and 2007.

Table I characterizes the pattern of cross-country acquisitions during our
sample period. The columns represent the countries of the acquiring companies
while the rows represent those of the target companies. The diagonal entries
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of the matrix are thus the number of domestic mergers for a particular country
while the off-diagonal entries are the number of deals involving firms from a
particular country pair. The totals reported in the bottom row and the right
column exclude domestic mergers and hence represent the number of cross-
border mergers to and from a particular country. The country with the largest
number of acquisitions is the United States: U.S. firms were acquirers in 15,034
cross-border mergers and were targets in 11,886 cross-border mergers. These
numbers are substantial but do not represent the majority of the 56,978 cross-
border mergers.

A casual glance at Table I indicates that geography clearly matters. For
every country, domestic mergers outnumber deals with any other country. Of
the cross-border mergers, there is a large tendency to purchase companies in
nearby countries. For example, of the 226 cross-border acquisitions by New
Zealand companies, about two thirds (145) were of Australian companies. Sim-
ilarly, the main target of Hong Kong—based companies was China (214 of the
633 cross-border acquisitions of Hong Kong companies), and, aside from the
United States, the vast majority of German cross-border acquisitions were
from other European companies.

B. Cross-Sectional Determinants of Cross-Border Mergers

To analyze the cross-sectional patterns among acquirers and targets more
formally, we use a multivariate regression framework. Our goal is to measure
the factors affecting the propensity of firms from one country to acquire firms
from another country. Our dependent variable measures the proportion of cross-
border mergers for a particular country pair over the entire sample period. For
each ordered country pair, the fraction is determined by a numerator equal to
the number of cross-border acquisitions of firms in a target country by firms
in an acquirer country, normalized by the sum of the number of domestic
acquisitions in the target country and the numerator, so that the fraction is
bounded above by one. Including domestic deals in the denominator allows us
to implicitly control for factors that can influence the volume of both domestic
deals and cross-border deals.!?

We estimate equations explaining the above variable as a function of coun-
try characteristics. Since each observation is a “country pair” and we have 37
countries, the total number of potential observations is 1,332 (37 x 36).13 How-
ever, we impose the requirement that a country pair have at least one deal
during the sample period, which reduces the total number of observations to
1,036.1* We next break down the full sample into four subsamples based on

12 This approach follows Rossi and Volpin (2004) and Ferreira, Massa, and Matos (2009). Note
that the pairs are ordered, so that, for example, there would be a U.S.—Canada observation as well
as a Canada-U.S. dummy variable.

13 The number of countries decreases to 37 when we eliminate countries with incomplete data
on GDP or bilateral trade.

14We also estimate our equations without this requirement, and with stricter requirements
that each country-pair must have at least 5 or 10 cross-border deals during the sample period. The
results from these alternative specifications are similar to those presented here.
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whether the target and acquirer are private or publicly traded. We include the
average 12-month stock return difference of the country indices measured in
local currency over the sample period for each country pair (Average Market
R12), as well as the average real exchange rate return difference between the
two countries’ currencies over the sample period (Average Currency R12) be-
cause changes in relative valuation likely lead to acquisitions. We also include
average difference in market-to-book ratio at the country level over our sample
period (Average MTB). Further, because regulatory and legal differences be-
tween countries potentially affect cross-border acquisitions (Rossi and Volpin
(2004)), we include as independent variables the difference in the index on
the quality of their disclosure of accounting information (Disclosure Quality)
as well as the difference in a newly assembled anti-self dealing index (Legal)
taken from DLLS (2008). To capture the regional effect discussed above, we
also include great circle distance between the capital cities of two countries
(Geographic Proximity).

Since a common culture potentially makes mergers more likely, we addition-
ally include a dummy variable set equal to one if the target and acquirer share
a primary religion (Same Religion), and a second dummy variable set equal to
one if they share a primary language (Same Language). Moreover, because of
the possibility that international tax differences could motivate cross-border
mergers, we also include the average difference in corporate income tax rates
between acquirer and target countries in 1990 (Income Tax).

To control for the volume of business between the two countries, we use a
measure of bilateral trade flows, namely, the maximum of bilateral imports
and exports, between the two countries (Max (Import, Export)). The value of
bilateral imports is calculated as the value of imports by the target firm’s
country from the acquirer firm’s country as a fraction of total imports by the
target firm’s country, and the value of bilateral exports is defined similarly.
To control for changes in macroeconomic conditions over our sample period,
we also include the difference between the countries’ log of GDP in 1990 U.S.
dollars normalized by population, as well as the average annual real growth
rate of GDP from 1990 to 2007. Finally, each regression includes acquirer-
country fixed effects.!®

Table IT contains estimates of this equation. Columns 1 to 6 include all deals,
and Columns 7 to 10 restrict the sample to four subsamples based on whether
the target and the acquirer are private or public firms. A number of patterns
characterizing the identity of acquirers and targets emerge. First, there is a
currency effect; firms from countries whose currencies appreciated over the
sample period are more likely to be purchasers of firms whose currency de-
preciated. This effect holds in all subsamples except when a private firm is

15To control for the possible effect of country-specific histories and relationships on merger
decisions, we also estimate specifications using a variable constructed by Guiso, Sapienza, and
Zingales (2009) that measures the average level of trust that citizens from each country have toward
citizens of the country pair (see also Ahearn, Daminelli, and Fracassi (2012)). The results including
this variable are similar to those reported below and are included in the Internet Appendix (which
can be found at http:/www.afajof.org/supplements.asp).



The Journal of Finance®

1058

€€0 810 LGS0 970 090 290 970 9¢'0 970 970 e
188 €68 €68 €68 €68 61€ 9€0T €68 €30T 9€0T SuoneAIdsqQ
(66°¢) (€9°2) (€€'8) (8€'%) (05°9) (69°9) (98°L) (86'9) (96'9) (96°9)

w6700 «+910°0 #x6L0°0 #6600 #860°0 #8600 #6700 #1600 #7600 w7600 juelsuo))
(92°0) (€9°0—) (LL0) (96°0—) ¥0°0) (89°0) (28'1-) (65°0—) (98'T-) (68°1-)
T00°0 200°0— 2000 T00°0— 0000 2000 +£00°0— T00°0— +€00°0— +£00°0— “lpymoxn 3an)
9¢°1-) (T¢'0-) (22'1-) (9€°0) (02°1-) (8€°€) (S¥°2) (€1°2) (65°T) (6S°T)
L00°0— 200°0— G00'0— T00°0 €00°0— #9800 +900°0 «¥00°0 ¥00°0 700°0 f(enden xod gqo Soy)
(68'2) (902 (€92 (62°¢) (92°¢) (09°¢) (82°¢) (82°%) (9€%) (8€%)
#+88G°0 «+9ET°0 V930 #:91C 0 w4 LGG0 w#:LGE0  +:9LC0 #9080 ] #:V9E°0 (3rodxy ‘yroduiy) Xep
(92°3)
+100°0 ~/(xe], swoouy)
(I1°¢) @71 919 (9€°¢) (€8%) @19
#9000 T00°0 #xL00°0 #:600°0 #:700°0 #x900°0 Krurxoad dryqdersoan)
(88°0) (88°T) (6%°0) (86°0—) (@1°0) (€8°1T—)
L00°0 «¥10°0 €00°0 €00°0— 000°0 +800°0— uotdey dweg
(60°T) F0T) 0€'T) (G0°T) (L0'T) (6’1
€00 ¥10°0 L300 600°0 G100 G10°0 adenduer] sweg
(€€3-) (250 Iy1-) (ET'T-) (32'5-) (8T°0—)
«+9LV 0~ L90°0 86T°0— 160°0— #8610~ G100~ (redory)
09°¢) (60°0) FT°L) (I8 (90°9) (60°9)
#0800 000°0 «:860°0 +¥00°0 #+610°0 «:910°0 /(&yrend amsopsi()
(96'%)
#9600 HGLIN Y031ERIN) 05eteny

#S1-) (22°0) (29°0) IL1-) (69°1-) (0€°3—)
2060~ 200 060°0 +660°0— <8010~ «+09T°0— (314 1e31RIN) 28eI0AY
(6%2) ¥eD 0L¥) (BL8) (90°9) F1°9)

«+99C°0 G500 #:¥9C 0 #:160°0 #9910 #8910 g1y Louermy) oSereny

0T 6 8 L 9 g i4 € 14 T

JTeamboy ot[qng  Jeamboy 9jeally  Jeamboy or[qng  Ieamboy ojeArig
-je81e], o1[qng -je81e], o1[qng -108I8], 9JRALL] -10818], 99eALLJ Jeamboy [[y-1081e], [V

‘A[oAT)00dsol ‘[OAd] 90T PUR ‘%G ‘9T o) 38 90UROYIUSIS

[BO11STIB)S 9J0ULP ,, PUB ‘., .., S[OQUAS 9], 'Sesoyjuaied UI oI8 SO1)STJB)S-7 PAJIS.LI0D-A}IOIISBPOYSOI)O "SUOISSAIIAI [[B Ul POPN[OUI 818 $109]J0 POXy
A13unod reamboy ‘suonIuyep o[qeLIRA 93 10J XIpuaddy 9y} 0} I9J0Y ‘[9AS] AIIUNO0D oY) 01 pajedordse uay) pue pajosles ate sarred oty Jo snje)s orqnd
JO SUOTJRUIqUIOD STIOLIBA YIIYM UI ‘S[eap Jo sojduresqns autwexs (] YSnoayj /, SUWN[0)) ‘STesp I9PI0oq-ssod Jo o[dures aIrjus oY) SUIWexs 9 Y3noryl
1 suwno)) "(x) £ £13unod pue 1 £13uNod UGEMIO( STEOP I9PI0(-SSOID JO IOqUINU 9Y3 Pue (1Y) 7 £13unod joS1e) Ul S[Bap JIISOWOP JO IOqUINU 93 JO Wns £q
poreds (£ # 1 010ym) [ £13Unod wody st oamboe oY) pue 7 A13unod wouy st jodre) oyj yorym ur () 1,007 PUe 06T U99MId( S[EIP JOPI0Q-SSOID JO JoquInU
18301 9} ST 9[qeLIeA Juapuadap oy, ‘sired AIjunod suorIsmboe pue SI9SI9U I9PI0(-SSOID JO SUOISSILIDI [RUOII9S-SS0ID JO SojewIr)so sjuasaxd a[qe) sTy ],

suonIsmboy pue SI9SISA IOPIOG-SSOI)) JO SPUBUTULIIII(] Y} JO SISA[EUY [EUOI}IIS-SSO.I))
II °198L



Determinants of Cross-Border Mergers and Acquisitions 1059

acquiring a public firm, in which case the coefficient is positive but not signifi-
cant. The coefficient on the average stock market return difference is negative
and significant but this effect seems to be driven only by private target-private
acquirer pairs. However, the average country-level market-to-book ratio has
a significantly positive coefficient. Second, consistent with Rossi and Volpin
(2004), a higher quality accounting disclosure system increases the likelihood
that firms from the given country will be purchasers of firms from another
country. This effect appears to be driven by deals with public acquirers, which
are most affected by disclosure requirements (see Columns 7 to 10).1® Third,
the regional effect discussed above is evident; holding other things constant, a
shorter distance between two countries decreases the likelihood of the acquisi-
tions between firms in these countries.!” Finally, larger differences in corporate
income tax rates attract foreign investment. There is no evidence that sharing a
common language or religion has any impact on merger propensities once other
factors are taken into account. (See Ahern, Daminelli, and Fracassi (2010) for
more analysis of this issue.)

C. Differences in Valuation Using Country-Level Panel Data: Univariate
Evidence

To understand the role of valuation differences in motivating cross-border
mergers, we present data on measures of acquirer and target firms’ valuations.
As measures of valuation, we focus on differences in real exchange rate returns,
differences in real stock returns in local currency, and differences in market-to-
book ratios prior to the acquisition. Because only a small minority of the deals
in our sample contains both acquirers and targets that are publicly traded, we
present these measures both at the country and at the firm levels.

We first calculate these return differences for the entire sample of cross-
border mergers.'® For both the recent change in valuation (local stock market
returns and exchange rate return) and the level of valuation (market-to-book
ratio), acquirers are more highly valued than targets. The exchange rate of
acquiring companies appreciates relative to that of target companies, by 1.12%
in the year prior to the acquisition, by 2.13% in the 2-year period prior to
the acquisition and by 3.43% in the 3-year period prior to the acquisition. In
addition, the average local stock market returns are higher for acquiring firm
countries than target firm countries, by 0.3% in the year prior to the merger,

16 A potential concern with the quality of accounting disclosure effect is that it might be an
“emerging markets” effect in that disclosure quality could proxy for the level of economic devel-
opment. To address this possibility, we examine whether the accounting disclosure effect exists
within subsamples of developed and emerging country targets (see the Internet Appendix). The
results suggest that disclosure quality matters in each subsample, though with a larger magnitude
when the target is from an emerging market.

17 This result parallels those from a growing literature on the effect of geography in domestic
acquisitions. For example, Kedia, Panchapagesan, and Uysal (2008) find that, in domestic ac-
quisitions, acquirers experience higher returns when they are geographically closer to targets,
potentially due to better information sharing between firms that are closer to one another.

18 We present detailed statistics on the valuation differences between targets and acquirers in
the Internet Appendix.
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by 0.92% in the 2-year period prior to the merger, and by 2.12% in the 3-year
period prior to the merger. Finally, the market-to-book ratio averages almost
10% higher for acquiring countries than for target countries. All of these results
are consistent with the view that firms acquire other firms when the acquiring
firm is valued highly relative to the target firm.

For the subsample of mergers for which the acquirers and targets are each
publicly traded and hence have firm-level stock returns, acquirers substan-
tially outperform targets prior to the acquisitions. The differences are much
larger than the country-level differences, about 10% in the year prior to the
acquisition, 19% in the 2-year period prior to the acquisition, and 23% in the
3-year period prior to the acquisition. This relation is again consistent with
the valuation arguments and is similar to what others find for domestic ac-
quisitions (see Rhodes-Kropf, Robinson, and Viswanathan (2005), Dong et al.
(2006), and Harford (2005)).

This pattern can be clearly seen in Panel A of Figure 2. Prior to the month
of the acquisition, differences in both the local currency stock returns and
exchange rate returns are positive, meaning that the stock market of the ac-
quirer’s country outperformed that of the target country, and the acquirer’s
currency appreciated relative to the target’s during the 3 years prior to the ac-
quisition. Subsequent to the acquisition, however, the stock return difference
disappears, implying that the target country’s stock market outperforms the
acquirer’s during the 3 years subsequent to the acquisition. Nonetheless, the
acquirer’s currency continues to appreciate, leaving the common-currency re-
turns in the two countries’ stock markets approximately the same following the
acquisitions. The post-acquisition appreciation of the acquirer’s currency rela-
tive to the target’s probably reflects the composition of acquirers and targets;
acquirers are more likely than targets to be from developed economies, and
over the sample period developed economies’ currencies tended to appreciate
relative to those of developing countries. This pattern emphasizes the impor-
tance of controlling for country-pair effects econometrically when estimating
the determinants of cross-border merger propensities (as we do below).

We also break down the sample by whether the acquirer and target are from
developing or developed countries, using the World Bank definition of “high
income” economies. The pre-acquisition local return differences are positive
for each category, although they are substantially larger when a developed ac-
quirer buys a developing target (12.79% difference in pre-acquisition returns)
than when a developing acquirer buys a developed target (9.54% difference).
However, the currency movements prior to the deal go in opposite directions
for these two categories. When a developing acquirer buys a developed target
the acquirer’s currency actually depreciates prior to the acquisition (—23.32%
pre-acquisition exchange rate difference). On the other hand, when a devel-
oped acquirer buys a developing target, it generally follows a period of strong
relative appreciation (34.22% difference). This pattern, which can be seen in
Panel B of Figure 2, likely reflects a general appreciation of currencies in de-
veloped countries relative to developing countries over our sample period and
emphasizes the importance of controlling for these effects econometrically.
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Panel A.1. World Sample (Obs. 51,488)
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Figure 2. Cumulative geometric differences in the real stock return in local currency
and real exchange rate return between the target and the acquirer. The horizontal axis
denotes the months relative to the acquisition month (month 0). Panel A.1 depicts the world
sample; Panel A.2 depicts the world sample with public firms only. Panel B uses world subsamples;
Panel B.1 uses acquirers and targets from developing countries, Panel B.2 uses the sample of
developing targets and developed acquirers, Panel B.3 uses the sample of developed targets and
developing acquirers, and Panel B.4 uses the sample of acquirers and targets from developed
countries.

D. Differences in Valuation Using Country-Level Panel Data: Multivariate
Evidence

To evaluate the hypothesis that relative valuation can affect merger propen-
sities formally, we rely on a multivariate framework that controls for other
potentially relevant factors. It is not obvious, however, what the most natu-
ral approach is to address this question. One possibility is to use deal-level
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Panel B.1. Developing Targets, Developing Acquirers (Obs. 311)
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Figure 2. Continued

data on the acquirer’s and target’s market valuations. This approach has the
advantage of using the most accurate measure of firm values in the compari-
son. However, it has the disadvantage of only being usable for the subsample
of public acquirers and public targets. As discussed above, the vast majority of
cross-border acquisitions have either private acquirers or targets (or both), so
using deal-level data necessitates discarding the vast majority of the sample.
An alternative approach relies on country-level data. This approach has the dis-
advantage of ignoring firm-level information (where available) but has the ad-
vantage of being able to use the entire sample of deals. In addition, a number of
hypotheses of interest, in particular those concerning currency movements and
country-level stock market movements, are testable using country-level data.
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Panel B.3. Developed Targets, Developing Acquirers (Obs. 1,056)
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Figure 2. Continued

Since each approach has both advantages and disadvantages, we use both. We
first estimate equations using the entire sample of deals using country-level
data on market indices, valuation levels, and exchange rates. We then estimate
equations with deal-level data on the smaller sample of deals involving public
acquirers and targets.

We estimate a specification in which the dependent variable is the number
of deals between an ordered country pair, normalized by the sum of the total
number of domestic deals in the target country and the number of cross-border
deals between these countries in a given year. Our sample consists of coun-
try pairs with one observation per year for each pair, for a total of 14,200
observations. To control for the cross-sectional factors discussed above as well
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as long-term trends in currency movements that affect merger propensities
(Table II), we include country-pair fixed effects. This specification allows us to
exploit time-series variation in relative valuations while controlling for cross-
country differences.

We report these estimates in Table III. The currency and stock return dif-
ferences are measured over the 12 months prior to the year in question, so
that (Currency R12);_; is the difference in the past 12-month real exchange
rate return between the acquirer country (indexed by j) and the target coun-
try (indexed by i), (Market R12);_; is the difference in the past 12-month real
stock market return in the local currency between acquirer and target coun-
tries, and (Market MTB);_; is the difference in the country-level value-weighted
market-to-book ratios between acquirer and target countries.'® All equations
also include the volume of bilateral trade between the two countries, defined
as the maximum of imports and exports, the difference in the ICRG measures
of institution quality and investment profiles, the difference in log GDP, the
difference in GDP growth rate between the two countries, as well as year and
country-pair dummies. In all equations, standard errors are calculated correct-
ing for clustering of observations at the country-pair level.

Columns 1 and 2 present estimates including all deals while Columns 3 to
10 report estimates for subsamples based on whether deals involve a private
or public acquirer and target.2’ The coefficients on currency return differences
are positive and statistically significantly different from zero in each equation,
except those estimated on the public target—private acquirer subsample. Sim-
ilarly, the stock return differences have a positive and statistically significant
coefficient in all equations except for those estimated on public targets. Fi-
nally, the coefficients on the market-to-book differences are also positive and
statistically significantly different from zero in all equations except the one
estimated on the public target—public acquirer subsample. These positive co-
efficients on the valuation differences imply that, when valuations are higher
in one country than another, the expected number of acquisitions by the first
country’s firms of the second country’s firms increases. The larger effect for
private targets than for public targets is consistent with the Froot and Stein
(1991) arguments, since asymmetric information about the target’s true value
is likely to be higher when the target is private.

D.1. For Which Country Pairs Is the Valuation Effect Larger?

Given the relation between valuation differences and merger likelihoods, an
important issue is the extent to which this pattern varies across country pairs.

19 We estimate these equations on U.S. and non-U.S. subsamples. The results are similar to
those reported in Table III and are included in the Internet Appendix.

20 In each equation, we restrict the sample to those country pairs with at least one merger for
the sample used to estimate that equation at some point during the sample period. We estimate
these equations using samples including only those country pairs with at least 10 mergers over
the entire sample. The results are similar to those reported in Table III and are included in the
Internet Appendix.
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If these mergers represent a pure financial arbitrage, the incremental valua-
tion effect should be approximately the same regardless of countries involved.
Alternatively, changes in valuation could incrementally change the desirability
of a merger for a potential pair of firms that have other reasons to merge. In
this case, we expect changes in valuation to have the largest impact for country
pairs in which we observe substantial numbers of mergers.

To consider these explanations for the relation between valuation and merger
activity, we reestimate the equations from Table III for subsamples of country
pairs that are more or less likely to be associated with mergers. In particular,
we consider whether the relation between valuation differences and merger
likelihoods is stronger in country pairs where acquiring countries are wealthier
than the targets and the countries are relatively close to each other. We also
consider whether capital account openness affects the importance of valuation
in merger decisions, since shareholders cannot invest in the target country
directly when capital account constraints exist.

We present these estimates in Table IV. The estimates reported in Columns 1
to 2 indicate that both the stock and currency return differences have a larger
impact on country pairs in which the acquiring country is wealthier than the
target country. In addition, the estimates in Columns 3 to 4 of Table IV indi-
cate that the currency effect is larger for country pairs for which the distance
between them is closer than the sample median. Finally, the results reported
in Columns 5 to 6 of Table IV imply that the effect of the valuation differences
in country-level stock returns is strongest when the target country’s capital ac-
count openness and hence financial liberalization is low. These results suggest
that there is a strong pattern in the country pairs that are affected by valuation,
and that, in each case, changes in valuation have the largest impact on country
pairs for which mergers are more likely for other reasons. Consequently, the
results are consistent with the view that changes in valuation affect mergers
by making otherwise economically sensible mergers more attractive, and hence
they should not be thought of as a pure financial arbitrage.

D.2. How Large Is the Valuation Effect on Merger Propensities?

The estimated coefficients reported in Column 1 of Table IIT imply that a
one-standard-deviation increase in the real exchange rate change for a given
country pair (17%) is associated with a 12% increase in the expected number
of cross-border acquisitions of firms in countries with a relatively depreciated
currency.?! Similarly, a one-standard-deviation increase in the country-level
stock return difference for a given country pair (27%) is expected to lead to a
6.4% increase in the number of acquisitions by the better-performing country’s

21 The average ratio of cross-border merger to domestic mergers for a given country pair in
a given year is 0.0461. Given the coefficient of the country-level 12-month real exchange rate
return difference between the target country and the acquirer country from Column 1 of Table IIT
(0.032), the percentage change in the ratio for an average country pair for a one-standard-deviation
increase in exchange rate returns equals (0.032%17%)/0.0461 = 12%.
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Table IV
Panel Analysis of the Effect of Valuation Differences on Cross-Border
Mergers and Acquisitions: Interactions with Economic Development,
Distance, and Capital Account Openness

This table presents estimates of panel regressions of cross-border mergers and acquisitions. The
dependent variable is the number of cross-border deals in year ¢ (X;j;) in which the target is from
country i and the acquirer is from country j (where i # j) scaled by sum of the number of domestic
deals in target country i (Xj;;) and the number of the cross-border deals involving target country
i and acquirer j (X;;). Columns 1 and 2 present the interaction of valuation differences with the
relative wealth of acquiring versus target country. The indicator variable equals one if the GDP
of the acquirer country is larger than the GDP of the target country. Columns 3 and 4 present
the interaction of valuation results with the geographic distance between target and acquiring
country. The indicator variable takes on a value of one if the distance between the capitals of
the target and acquirer countries is below the median (4,272 miles). Columns 5 and 6 present
the interaction of valuation differences with the target country’s capital account openness (Quinn
(1997)). The indicator variable is one if the capital account openness measure (Quinn (1997)) is
below the median (0.68). Refer to the Appendix for variable definitions. Country pair and year fixed
effects are included in all regressions. Standard errors are corrected for clustering of observations
at the country-pair level and associated ¢-statistics are in parentheses. The symbols ***, ** and *
denote statistical significance at the 1%, 5%, and 10% level, respectively.

GDP (acquirer) > GDP Below-Median Capital
(target) Below-Median Distance Account Openness
1 2 3 4 5 6
(Currency R12);_; 0.002 0.018* 0.017***
(0.41) (1.85) (3.08)
(Market R12);_; 0.003 0.013*** 0.003
(1.32) (3.03) (1.18)
(Market MTB);_; —0.000 0.004*** 0.002***
(-0.01) (3.05) (2.75)
(Currency R12);_; x 0.052*** 0.037* 0.026
Indicator (3.24) (1.76) (1.48)
(Market R12);_; x 0.014** —0.005 0.018***
Indicator (2.51) (-0.81) (2.60)

(Market MTB);_; x 0.008*+* 0.001 0.004**
Indicator (4.25) (0.31) (1.99)
Max (Import, Export) 0.178* 0.154* 0.184** 0.160** 0.179** 0.159**

(2.48) (2.39) (2.57) (2.48) (2.51) (2.45)
(log GDP per capita);_; 0.042+* 0.021* 0.042** 0.021** 0.042+** 0.021*
(3.50) (1.95) (3.50) (1.96) (3.45) (1.95)
(GDP Growth);_; 0.003 0.056* —0.001 0.059* 0.000 0.059*
(0.09) (1.83) (—0.03) (1.87) (0.01) (1.90)
(Quality of Institution);_; —0.001 —0.001 —0.001 —0.001 —0.001 —0.001
(-1.02) (—1.18) (=1.00) (—1.20) (=0.97) (—1.16)
(Investment Profile);_; —0.000 —0.000 —0.000 —0.000 —0.000 —0.001
(—0.24) (—0.60) (-0.12) (-0.61) (=0.27) (—0.66)
Constant 0.076*+* 0.034*** 0.076*** 0.034*** 0.076*** 0.035**
(7.69) (6.38) (7.67) (6.35) (7.69) (6.43)
Observations 14,857 14,715 14,857 14,715 14,857 14,715
R? 0.497 0.512 0.496 0.512 0.497 0.512

firms of the worse performing country’s firms.?? Finally, the estimates imply
that a one-standard-deviation increase in the market-to-book difference for a

22 The average ratio of cross-border mergers to domestic mergers for a given country pair in a
given year is 0.0461. Given the coefficient of the country-level 12-month real stock return difference
in Column 1 of Table III (0.011), the percentage change in the ratio for a one-standard-deviation
increase in stock return differences equals (0.011%27%)/0.0461 = 6.4%.
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given country pair (0.72) is associated with a 6.4% increase in the expected
volume of cross-border mergers.

However, the quantitative importance of the impact of valuation on merger
propensities implied from the estimates presented in Table III varies sub-
stantially depending on the characteristics of the country pair. For a pair of
countries in which the acquiring country is wealthier than the target country
and the countries are located closer to the median distance to one another,
a one-standard-deviation increase in the exchange rate (17%) leads to a 36%
increase in the expected ratio of cross-border mergers to domestic mergers be-
tween the two countries. In contrast, for a country pair in which the acquirer
country is poorer than the target country and the countries are located rela-
tively far away, the effect is much smaller. A one-standard-deviation increase
in the exchange rate (17%) leads to only a 5.9% increase in the expected ratio
of cross-border mergers to domestic mergers between the two countries. These
calculations indicate that, while valuation differences can be important drivers
of mergers in situations where there are other reasons for firms to merge, they
are not as important in situations in which a valuation difference is the only
reason for the merger.

Another way to evaluate the importance of valuation on merger propensi-
ties is to reestimate the equations in Table III for the subsample of country
pairs for which there are large currency movements in the sample. If cur-
rency movements do indeed drive cross-border mergers, we should observe
these types of mergers predominately among country pairs in which there
are substantial currency movements. To examine this idea, we reestimate Ta-
ble III on subsamples of country pairs based on the average exchange rate
movement between these countries. The Internet Appendix presents these re-
sults, first using the subsample for which the exchange rate return differ-
ential is in the top three quartiles of the sample, followed by the top two
quartiles, the top quartile, the top 90 percentile, and finally the top 95
percentile.?? The coefficient on exchange rate returns increases substantially
from 0.03 for those country pairs whose exchange rate differential is in the
top three quartiles to 0.593 for those country pairs in the top 95 percentile.
For the country pairs whose exchange rate differential is in the top 90 per-
centile, the estimates imply that a one-standard-deviation increase in the
exchange rate (16%) leads to a 64% increase in the expected ratio of cross-
border mergers to domestic mergers between the two countries. These results
strongly suggest that the magnitude of the currency effect varies substan-
tially across country pairs and is economically important for country pairs in
which mergers tend to occur even in the absence of currency motives, and
also for those pairs of countries that tend to experience the largest currency
movements.

23 An Internet Appendix for this article is available online in the “Supplements and Datasets”
section at http://www.afajof.org/supplements.asp.
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E. Differences in Valuation Using Country-Level Panel Data: Alternative
Specifications

To perform the analyses presented above, we had to make a number of choices
about the sample and specification. Table V contains estimates of equations
similar to those reported in Tables III and IV to examine the robustness of the
results to alternative specifications.

The sample used to estimate the equations in Tables III includes only those
deals that lead to majority (larger than 50%) ownership by the acquiring firm.
An important issue is the extent to which the results hold in cases in which an
acquirer purchases a large minority stake (5% to 49%), and whether the results
for majority (560% to 99%) acquisitions are different from the results for 100%
acquisitions. In Columns 1, 2, and 3 of Table V, we provide estimates of the
equation reported in Table III for deals that lead to minority-block ownership
(5% to 49%), for majority acquisitions (50% to 99%), and for 100% acquisitions.
The coefficient on the currency return difference between the acquirer and tar-
get countries is positive in all three columns and is statistically significant at
the 1% level, while the coefficient on the country-level stock return difference is
statistically significant in Columns 2 and 3. These results suggest that the val-
uation effect appears to be robust regardless of the fraction of stock purchased
by the acquirer.

In Column 4 of Table V, we reestimate our equation using the value instead of
the number of mergers in a particular country pair to construct our dependent
variable. Using this specification, the coefficient on currency returns as well as
that on stock market returns are small and insignificantly different from zero.
This finding suggests that the valuation effects are more important for smaller
firms that do not have a large impact on value-weighted dependent variables.
In addition, there are a substantial number of observations for which the value
of the deal is missing (59% of the entire sample; 70% of private targets have
missing deal values on SDC). These missing values are likely to be associated
with smaller, private firms. To explore why the value-weighted results are
different from the equally weighted results, we reestimate our tests for the
subsample of mergers without deal value information (Column 5) and for the
subsample of mergers with deal value information (Column 6). The coefficient
on the country-level stock return difference is highly significant for the mergers
with missing deal values in SDC but it loses significance when we focus on
the mergers with information on deal values. The coefficient on the currency
return difference is statistically significant in both subsamples but larger in
magnitude for the mergers with missing deal values. These results suggest
that the valuation effect is most important among deals with missing values,
which are more likely to be smaller. This pattern potentially explains why the
valuation effect is present in the equally weighted specification but not the
value-weighted one.

The remaining columns of Table V document the extent to which our cur-
rency and stock market valuation effects hold under a number of alternative
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specifications. Column 7 includes deals that were proposed but ultimately not
completed in the calculation of the dependent variable. Column 8 excludes
country pairs for which the currencies of the target and acquirer are pegged, so
that, for example, mergers between EU countries after the adoption of the euro
in January 1999 are excluded. Column 9 estimates a “gravity” model similar
to Rose (2000). In this specification, the distance between countries is entered
as an independent variable, which prevents this specification from including
country-pair fixed effects. Finally, the last two columns of Table V include ex-
change rate volatility (Column 10) and the difference in deposit rates between
the acquirer and the target countries (Column 11). In each of these specifica-
tions, the coefficients on currency movements and stock market movements
are positive and statistically significantly different from zero, suggesting that
the relation between valuation and merger propensities is robust to alternative
specifications.

F. Interpreting the Relation between Valuation and Merger Propensities

In Section II, we discuss some possible explanations for the relation be-
tween valuation and merger propensities. Increases in relative valuation,
either through stock price increases or currency appreciation, could reflect
real increases in wealth, enhancing firms’ abilities to finance acquisitions
(e.g., Froot and Stein (1991)). Alternatively, the changes in relative valu-
ation could reflect errors in valuation, in which case firms should ratio-
nally take advantage of this misvaluation to purchase relatively cheap as-
sets, that is, firms in another country that are not as overvalued (Shleifer
and Vishny (2003)). The overvaluation argument applies mainly to public
acquirers who can either issue equity or make stock acquisitions to take
advantage of the high valuation, but, as Baker, Foley, and Wurgler (2009)
argue, it could potentially apply to private acquirers as well if the over-
valued equity market lowers the cost of capital in a country for private
firms.

A prediction of the incorrect relative valuation argument is that, subsequent
to acquisitions by relatively overvalued firms, there should be a price reversal
and acquirers should underperform relative to targets. In particular, the over-
valuation argument implies that, if an acquirer purchases a target to arbitrage
differences in the price levels across countries, these differences should narrow
subsequent to the acquisition. To evaluate this possibility, we reestimate our
equation from Table III, including future return differences. The results are
presented in Column 1 of Table VI for all mergers and in Columns 3, 5, 7, and
9 for the subsamples based on whether the acquirer and the target are public
or private firms. The results are somewhat ambiguous, but indicate that the
difference in currency returns tends to persist following the acquisition. This
pattern is inconsistent with the notion that overvaluation explains the impact
of valuation on merger decisions. It is possible, however, that the future returns
tests are not particularly powerful since they only make use of the component
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of overvaluation that can be explained by future returns over a prespecified
interval.

To test this hypothesis formally, we follow an approach introduced by Baker,
Foley, and Wurgler (2009). These authors argue that the market-to-book ratio
can be broken into two components: the component due to real expected wealth
and the component due to the market’s over- or underreaction to news. To es-
timate the magnitude of each component, Baker, Foley, and Wurgler (2009)
estimate equations in which the market-to-book ratio is a function of future
stock returns. To the extent that the market-to-book ratio reflects overvalu-
ation at the time of acquisitions, periods of high acquisition activity should
be followed by periods of poor returns. The “fitted” component of market-to-
book should represent that component arising from overvaluation while the
“residual” component should come from real wealth effects.

In the first-stage equation, in which country-level market-to-book ratios are
regressed on future returns, the coefficients on future returns are negative. This
finding is consistent with the literature that finds a negative relation between
country-level market-to-book ratios and future stock returns in a given country.
However, when we break down differences in market-to-book between countries
into their “fitted” and “residual” components (see Columns 2, 4, 6, 8, and 10
of Table VI), for most specifications only the residual is positively related to
the ratio of cross-border mergers, as predicted by the wealth effect hypothesis.
Only in the sample of acquisitions of private firms by private acquirers, for
which stock market misvaluation is least likely to affect acquisitions, is the
difference of the fitted values statistically significant. This finding suggests
that the impact of valuation on acquisition properties occurs because of the
wealth effect described by Froot and Stein (1991) rather than the mispricing
effect discussed by Shleifer and Vishny (2003).

G. Differences in Valuation Using Deal-Level Panel Data

We have documented that valuation appears to play an important role in
determining which firms are likely to merge. Acquirers tend to be valued rela-
tively highly compared to targets, using prior returns or market-to-book ratios
as measures of valuation. The difference in valuation between acquirers and
targets appears to occur due to both stock market and currency effects. Yet the
results presented so far use country-level data. Consequently, they do not con-
trol for firm-level factors that potentially affect the decision to merge, including
the firm’s own valuation.

To control for firm-level factors, we consider the subsample of firms for which
we have public data on both acquirers and targets. Unfortunately, this sub-
sample is both relatively small and unrepresentative of the overall sample
of mergers and acquisitions, because firms in this subsample are much more
likely to be from developed rather than developing countries. Of the 56,978
cross-border mergers in our sample, only 1,178 have both public acquirers and
targets, and also have data available on firm-level variables that we use to con-
trol for other factors that potentially affect mergers. Of these 1,178 mergers,
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877 have acquirers from developed countries and 780 have targets from devel-
oped countries. While these mergers are interesting in their own right, they
are nonetheless not typical of most cross-border mergers

To estimate the factors that affect the likelihood of a merger, one would ideally
like to consider every possible pair of firms that could conceivably merge and
estimate the likelihood that any two of them actually do merge. Unfortunately,
this approach is not feasible as the number of possible combinations would be
extremely large relative to the number of actual mergers. Instead, we adopt
two alternative approaches, each of which allows us to draw inferences about
the factors leading one firm to buy another.

G.1. Cross-Border versus Domestic Mergers

We first consider the sample of all mergers of publicly traded firms (including
domestic mergers), and estimate the characteristics of the firms involved with
the merger that lead a particular merger to be either cross-border or domestic.
We estimate logit models that predict whether an observed merger is domestic
or cross-border as a function of deal characteristics. Intuitively, this approach
presumes that domestic mergers can provide a benchmark for understanding
the nature of cross-border mergers.

We present the marginal effects of these logit models in Table VII. The first
two columns include the difference in acquirer and target firm-level returns
converted to U.S. dollars (Firm USR12);_;) as an explanatory variable. Both
coefficients are positive and the coefficient is statistically different from zero in
the second column, which controls for whether the two firms are in a related
industry as well as the size of the target and acquirer. The positive coefficient
indicates that cross-border acquisitions tend to have larger return differences
between acquirers and targets.?*

In Columns 3 and 4 we break up the return differences into three com-
ponents, namely, the difference in returns of the two countries’ currencies
((Currency R12);_;), the difference in local stock market indices ((Market
R12);_;), and the difference in firm-level excess returns relative to the mar-
ket (Firm USR12 - Currency R12 — Market R12); ;). The coefficients on
all three variables are positive but often statistically insignificantly differ-
ent from zero. Since market indices in different countries contain different
compositions of firms, we next decompose the return differences into the dif-
ference in industry returns ((Industry R12);_;), as well as the difference in
returns between the two countries’ currencies ((Currency R12);_;) and the dif-
ference in firm-level excess returns relative to the industry (Firm USRI12 -
Currency R12 - Industry R12); ;). We find that the coefficient on the in-
dustry return is positive and statistically significant, suggesting that, in

24 All regressions include country-specific dummy variables and standard errors are corrected
for clustering of observations at the country level.

25 For the domestic deals, the differences in the local market returns and the currency returns
equal zero by construction.
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Table VII
Deal-Level Analysis: Cross-Border versus Domestic Mergers and
Acquisitions

This table presents marginal effects for a logit model. The dependent variable equals one for
cross-border deals and zero for domestic deals. The sample includes deals in which both the target
and the acquirer are public. Columns 1 and 2 use the difference in the previous year’s firm-level
stock returns in U.S. dollars (Firm USR12) between the acquirer (j) and the target (). Columns 3
and 4 decompose the difference in firm-level stock returns in U.S. dollars into three components:
market returns in local currency (Market R12);_;, currency returns (Currency R12);_;, and firm
residual stock returns in local currency (Firm USR12-Market R12-Currency R12);_;. Columns 5
and 6 decompose the difference in firm-level stock returns in U.S. dollars into three components:
industry returns in local currency (Industry R12);_;, currency returns (Currency R12);_;, and firm
residual stock returns in local currency (Firm USR12-Industry R12-Currency R12);_;. Refer to the
Appendix for variable definitions. Country and year fixed effects are included in all regressions.
Standard errors are corrected for clustering of observations at the country level and associated
t-statistics are in parentheses. The symbols **, ** and * denote statistical significance at the 1%,
5%, and 10% level, respectively.

Firm Returns

Decompose Firm
Returns to Market and
Currency Valuation

Decompose Firm
Returns to Industry and
Currency Valuation

1 2 3 4 5 6
(Firm USR12);_; 0.012 0.030**
(1.05) (2.80)
(Market R12);_; 0.321** 0.188
(2.21) (1.22)
(Firm USR12 — Market 0.010 0.028***
R12 — Currency R12);_;
(0.88) (2.60)
(Currency R12);_; 0.395** 0.449 0.396** 0.349
(2.28) (1.46) (2.63) (1.27)
(Industry R12);_; 0.116%* 0.106**
(3.38) (3.52)
(Firm USR12 — Industry 0.003 0.016
R12 — Currency R12),_;
(0.26) (1.19)
Log Firm Size (Target) —0.011 —0.009 -0.010
(—1.25) (-1.12) (—1.01)
Log Firm Size (Acquirer) 0.056** 0.055%* 0.055***
(4.69) (4.58) (4.31)
Related Industry —0.009 -0.011 -0.010
(—0.35) (—0.45) (—0.36)
Observations 2,332 1,530 2,331 1,529 2,267 1,479
R? 0.339 0.379 0.343 0.381 0.350 0.395

cross-border acquisitions, acquirers are from industries that outperform those
of targets.

G.2. Identity of the Target and the Acquirer

Another approach to evaluating the reasons for cross-border mergers is to
consider the differences in the characteristics of targets and acquirers. If the
underlying reason for the merger is to take advantage of valuation differences,
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then one ought to be able to predict which firms will be acquirers or targets
using measures of valuation. Consequently, we consider the sample consisting
of all firms involved in a public-to-public cross-border merger and estimate
equations predicting whether a particular firm is a target or acquirer. Because
the dependent variable is dichotomous, we estimate the equations by a logit
model and present the marginal effects in the Internet Appendix. We estimate
these equations for both domestic and cross-border mergers. As in Table VII,
we first break up the firm return differences into three components, namely,
the difference in returns between the two countries’ currencies, the difference
in local stock market indices, and the difference in firm-level excess returns
relative to the market. We then decompose firm-level stock returns into the
difference in industry-level index return in local currency, the difference in
currency returns, and the residual. All regressions include country dummies
and standard errors are corrected for clustering of observations at the country
level.

The results indicate that, for both domestic and cross-border mergers, ac-
quirers outperform targets prior to the acquisition. This finding is consistent
with the prior literature on domestic mergers suggesting that acquirers typi-
cally have higher valuations than targets. We next break down each return for
the cross-border sample into three components, reflecting the local stock mar-
ket index (in local currency), the currency return (relative to U.S. dollars), and
the firm-specific residual in local currency. The results indicate that only the
firm-specific component of returns is related to whether a firm is an acquirer or
a target, not the local stock market return or the currency return. When we use
the industry index in local currency to decompose firm-level returns, we find
that, in the cross-border sample, acquirers are more likely from industries that
outperform those of targets. We also find that there is no significant difference
in currency returns between the target countries and the acquirer countries.

These results are consistent with what we find at the country level us-
ing only public firms and are also similar to the deal-level regressions in
Table VII using the domestic/cross-border specification. The difference between
the public firm subsample and the overall sample consisting mostly of private
firms is consistent with the relative wealth story suggested by Froot and Stein
(1991). The underlying cause of frictions in the Froot and Stein model is asym-
metric information, which is likely to be higher in private firms than in public
firms. Consequently, if this channel leads to wealth effects in mergers, then it
should be stronger in mergers involving private firms than in mergers of public
firms, consistent with the findings reported in the Internet Appendix.

IV. Conclusion

About one third of worldwide mergers combine firms from two different
countries. As the world’s economies become increasingly integrated, cross-
border mergers are likely to become even more important in the future. Yet
in the voluminous academic literature on mergers, the vast majority of re-
search studies domestic deals. Moreover, what little work has been done on
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cross-border mergers focuses on public and/or U.S.-based firms. However, most
cross-border mergers do not involve U.S. firms and do involve privately held
firms. In our sample 0f 56,978 cross-border mergers that occurred between 1990
and 2007, 97% involved a private firm as either acquirer or target, while 53%
did not involve a U.S. firm. Understanding the patterns and motivations for
cross-border mergers is consequently an important and understudied research
topic.

Our results indicate that geography matters; the odds of acquiring a firm in
a nearby country are substantially higher than the odds of acquiring a firm
in a country far away. In addition, higher economic development and better
accounting quality are both associated with the likelihood of being an acquirer
rather than a target.

A major factor determining the pattern of cross-border mergers is currency
movements. Over the entire sample period, countries whose currencies have
appreciated are more likely to have acquiring firms while countries whose
currencies have depreciated are more likely to have target firms. Controlling
for these overall time trends econometrically, short-term movements between
two countries’ currencies increase the likelihood that firms in the country with
the appreciating currency purchase firms in the country with the depreciating
currency.

In addition, the relative stock market performance between two countries
affects the propensity of firms in these countries to merge. Our estimates indi-
cate that the greater the difference in stock market performance between the
two countries, the more likely that firms in the superior-performing country
purchase firms in the worse-performing country.

The effects of currency movements and stock market performance on merger
propensities are likely to be indicative of a more general valuation effect,
whereby more highly valued firms tend to purchase lower-valued firms. This
effect has been documented for domestic acquisitions of U.S. firms in a num-
ber of studies, and has been generally attributed to misvaluation arguments
(Shleifer and Vishny (2003), Rhodes-Kropf and Viswanathan (2004)). Yet, in an
international context, there is an additional reason why higher-valued firms
would purchase lower-valued firms: firms from wealthier countries will have
a tendency to purchase firms from poorer countries because of a wealth effect
due to a lower cost of capital (Froot and Stein (1991)). We evaluate both the
mispricing and wealth explanations econometrically and find support for the
wealth explanation rather than the mispricing explanation.

With the increasing integration of the world’s economies, it is likely that more
mergers will involve firms from different countries. We provide a preliminary
analysis of the patterns and reasons for cross-border mergers. These mergers
undoubtedly occur for the same synergistic reasons as domestic mergers. How-
ever, country-level factors, such as currency appreciation and macroeconomic
performance, appear to be making these mergers significantly more attractive
for the acquiring firms. The extent to which each type of factor affects the
likelihood of firms purchasing one another is an important topic for future
research.



The Journal of Finance®

1078

(ponunuo))

(WY 9pNYI3UO[-0PNIITR]-P[I0M/SII[IN/W0d" PlIomJosd et mma//:d1y
:921n0Q) ‘A[oA130adsal ‘suor)edo] (Xyns . gz,,) A13unod j93.1e) sy} pue
(Xygns T, A13unod 1eamboe oY) Jo SOpNIje] pur SopnIISuo] o} oIe 0] PUe U0} dIdYM ‘[(JUO0] — ZUO]) S0D .. (ZID])S0D
« (110])S00 + (g0 U1s 4, ([10])UIS] S022.4D ,, ()°'E9GE ‘B[NULIOJ pIepue)s o) A[dde usy) ap\ AI13unod yoes jo sen [ejides
Jo apn31Suo] pue 9pnjIYe] UTRIGO A\ [ PUR 7 SALIJUNOI JO STejIded YY) Us9M)O( dOURISTP S Jeald 9Y) JO oATIRSoU oY,
((£00g) UOSWERI[[IA\ PUR Z[N}S :92IN0S) "OWES dY) a1 (SIOYIQ
10 “9STYppNY ‘WSO O1[0y)R)) ‘pur)sejoid) uoisijed Arewrid sioamboe pue je31e) J1 T syenbe ejqeLrea Awwng
(3[00q39€,] P[IOAN :92IN0S)
‘owres oY) a1e (s19y)( 10 ‘ysruedg ‘ysipsuy) esensue] Arewtid siaamboe pue je81e] J1 T sjenbe s[qeLrea fwwn(g
((8002)STIA
:904N0Q) ‘s1apisur 9er0diod £q uorjeridoidxe jsurese siop[oyaLeYSs AJLIOUTW JO UO0T}0030.1d eS8 JO aInsBaw
poseq-£oAns & ‘Xopu] Sulfea( J[9S-1IUY ) UI S[IDTWOP JO SALIJUNO0D (1) 19318 pue (/) 1o1mboe usem)aq 90USILIIP O],
((866T ‘L66T) ‘T 70 BLIOJER T :90IN0S) "UOTJRULIOJUT SUTJUNOIIR
JO 2Inso[dsTp 11973 o sprodal [enuue )GeT Jo A317enb o) 9.l 0] Yoaeesey] pueR SISARUY [BIDURUIL] [BUOT)RUISIU]
10J 197UL)) 9y} Aq POIBSII XOPUI Y[} UI S[IOTWIOP JO SOLIIUNOI (1) }9518) pue (/) 1e1mboe UeamIaq 90UsI8IJIp oY,
(wrearjseje(J :92IN0g)
‘£3Mbe }00q-0}-103I8W PaYSoM-oN[BA UL S[IDTWIOP JO SOLIJUNOD (2) 10318} pue (/) Io1mboe usam)aq odUIOHIP O],
(wreajseje(] :92IN0g)
*SUINGOI Y00)S [eal 9)B[NI[ED 0) AIJUN0D YIed UI (D) Xopur 9oLId Iownsuod (00g o3 SUISn Sa0Tpur 99y} djePop pur
(JY :9poo wreaI)see(]) £13Unod Yore I0J AOUSLIND [BIO] UI S8ITPUI WInjed pejySom-en[eA [810} UIejqo ap ‘(2) £1junod
108.1e) pue (/) £13unod 1a1rmboe 1) Jo WINJOI J93ILU Y00)S BT [BO0] [ENUUR Y[} USIM)I( 9IUDIDJJIP (9SeIoAR) O[],
(ureajseje(J :92IN0g) ‘(SIBIOP 'S’ N
Ur) SuInjal 9jel 93UBYIXe [Bad 9)8[NO[BI 0] AIJUN0D YoBd UI ([J)) Xopul 8011d JoWNsU0d JB[[OP JUBISUOD )00F oY)
Sursn pejepep UAY) oIe SEITPUT 9SAY, “TR[[OP ‘S'[) Y} J10J sajonb a1y 393 03 sajonb LousrInd 9s91[) }I0AU0D A[[ENUBT
pue Sur[Ielg punod ‘3'[] 9Y3 10J S01el 93UBYDXS [BUOIIBRU UTRIO A\ (WL, UBSIA] YOIMUSDIY)) W) UOPUOT ‘W'd
00:% U0 paseq aIe s930nb SIAMAY/N M "STOMIY/INA WOIJ sojet 2SUBYDIXo [BUOIJRU dSN dp\ ‘(1) £1)unod jodre) pue
(f) Aryunoo qoxmboe oY) Jo WINJI 9)RI 93UBYIXS IB[[OP "S"[] [BI9IR[I] [BI [BNUUR S} UooM)a( 9OUDISJJIP (95eteAr) ay ],
(9SeqeIRp SUOIOBSURI],
ajerodio)) pue s19SIN DS :99IN0Q) *(/1Y) [ £1)UNnoo pue 7 £IJUN0D WOIM)I( S[BOP IOPI0Q-SSOID JO JeY) pue
(117) 1 A13UN0D 189818] UT S[BOP J1ISOUWIOP JO JoqUINU 9Y) JO Wns oY} Aq pa[eds ({ # 1 810ym) [ £13Unod woJj s1 Joamboe
|} pue 7 A13Unod woJj st 39318 9Y) YoIym Ul (/1X) L,00% PUB 0G6T Ue9M]aq S[BSP I9P.I0(-SSOID JO JoquNU [810} 9],
(eseqerep
suoroesuel], 9jeI0dio)) pue SIoSISIN D(IS :00IN0g) (1Y) [A13unod pue 1 A13Unod Ueamj)aq S[eop I9p.Iog-SSoId
Jo 1e1} pue (721x) 7 A13UN0D J9818) UL S[BOP J1ISOWOP JO IoqUINU 9} Jo wns oY) Aq pa[eas (['# 1 e1eym) [ £13unod
woJJ ST Jaamboe oY) pue 7 A13UN0d WOJJ ST 1951.) 9y} YITYM Ul (2(2Y) 7 T80 UL STRIP I9PIO(-SSOId JO JoquInU [B10} oY,

Ayrurxoag orqdersosn)
uoI3I[ey sweg

ogenguer] eweg

l(resey)

={(£y1reny) 2ansoSI(T)

N GLIN O3 IN)

g1y 103TRI)

=gy Louarmy)

sared £13UN0d YR I9PI0Q-SSOLD)

sated A11UNo0d YRIA I9PIOQ-SSOIO [BNUUY

uorpdrseq

a[qerIep

S9[QBLIBA [0A9T-£IIUNOY) 1Y [OUBJ

*9Yep JUSWAdUNOUUE [edp 9} 03 JoLid pus-1eak oy} ur
PoINSeaw aIe SW)I [9AJ[-[BI(] Kousnbalj [enuue oY) Je POINSBIUI oJe SWI)I BJEP [9A]-A1juno) “1aded o} Ul pasn S9[(BLIBA [[€ SOQLIISSP d[qe} STY],

so[qerIeA jo uondLiosa( xipuaddy



1079

itions

12512

Determinants of Cross-Border Mergers and Acqu

(ponunuo))

(eseqejep suonoesuel], ayerodio) pue sieSN DS
:901n0gQ) ‘sjuaied ajeWT)[N S I9ITNDOR B[} JO 1R} WOIJ JUSISJJIP ST UOTIRU S 30518} 9Y) JT [P I9PI0Q-SSOID € ST [edp Y
(9seqerep suoroesuel], 9jerodio) pue
SI98IOIN DS :29IN0g) "SUISSTWUOU ST TOHS S JT 10 21[qnd,, ST snye)s orjond s91 J1 uray o1jqnd e st (1oamboy) jaSre],
(9seqeyep suoroesuel], 9jerodio)) pue s3I DAS
:921IN0Q) *sA1ISTIRIS I0qeT Jo neaang oY) Aq paysiqnd (N)-I]JD) Xepul #ouid Iewmsuod a5eIoAR £110 S () oY) Suisn
SIB[[OP JUB)SUOD OO 03 Pajsnlpe ‘sasuadxe pue so9) Surpnpoxe ‘Termboe o) £q pred UOTIBIIPISUOD JO ONTRA [€IO],

[B9p 19PI0Q-SS0I))

(10amboe) 193] o1[qNJ

uorjoesuULRI) JO oN[eA

So[qeLIBA [0AdTT-Ted( g [oued

(s10ye01pU] Juewdolesd(] Jueqg

PIIOA\ :92IN0Q) "9jeT Jsa1ajul 31s0dop oY} UT S[IOTWIOP JO SOLIIUNOD (7) Jo81€) pue (/) 191mbdoe UoaMIa( 9IUDIDJJIP Y,
(urearjse)e(] :90IN0Q) A[SNONUIIUOD SYJUOW ZT I0J TOQ'() UBY) SSO ST SUINJAI 9)RI

93uByOXe [BUIWIOU [BIS7R[I( 9Y) JO oN[eA 9IN[0SqR 93 JI 91kl a3ueyoxs padsad e Suraey se payisse[d st .ared A13unod y
(wrearjseje(] :920n0Q) ‘7 1eak Jurpedad sieak G ayj ur

971 93URYOXd [RUTWIOU [BISJR[I] 8]} JO WILIBS0] [BINJBU ATYIUOW 9} JO 9OUSISJJIP-1SIY YY) JO UOTJRIASD PIBPUR)S Y],
*(3[SLI MO[ AI9A) IN0J 0} (SLI Y31y AI0A) 010Z
WOJJ 8[BdS B U0 Patods s1 juauodwodqns yoey ‘sjgoxd jo uorjerryedad (1I1) pue sAe[ep juawided (1) (AJT[IqRIA J0BIIUOD
10 uorperidoadxe Jo YSI (1) :sjuauodWodqNs 991} JO JUSWSSISSE §,00TAI0G YSTY [BII[0J A poUTULIo)ep ST pur

)UOUIISOAUT PIEMUIT PIEMO) 9PNITIIR SJUSTUIIA0S 9Y[} JO SINSBOW B ST 9] Juauodwrodqns (JHWDI) ISTY (8210 HYDT
‘T 919®8L (S003) PBIqPUN'T
pue ‘KeAtef] ‘pIeeyeq Ul punoj oq ued sjusuodwodqns 9saY) o s[reje( AJend dijeiongaing pue ‘1opi0 pue

merT ‘uonydnaro)) :syusuodwrooqns (JHYDI) (ST [eoNnI0d (HDYDI) OPIND YSTY AI1jUno)) [BUOTJRUINUT 9} JO WNS dY,
(eseqeiep
apeI) £}IPowIod N[(] :99IN0S) "UOTTUYOP WISAS PIZIUOULIB] 9} U0 paseq ‘A1junod ja81e) o) £q (s310dxa)
syrodwit (107 Jo e3ejuedied e se A13unod reamboe oy} (07) WOy A13Unod je31e) oY) Aq (s10dxe) sprodwr Jo enfea

oY} se paje[naed st (10dxe) Jrodur [erere(ig “ired £13unod v usemjeq 110dxe pue jrodwl [ele)e[1q JO WNWIXLW Y],
(sx0yeorpuy juowdo[aAd(] Juey PLIOA :92INn0S) 'JdD

9([} JO 91BI YIMO0L3 [Bal [BNUUE 9] Ul 9[IDTWIOP JO SOLIIUNOD (1) j93ae) puek (/) Ie1mboe usomieq eduaIolIp (e5eleAr) oy ],
(s103ea1pu] Juewdo[eaa( Jurg PLIOA :92an0g) ‘uorpendod oY) Aq pepIAIp (SIB[[OP ‘S'(]

ur) JO renuue jo wyjrreSo] oY) UT S[IOTWOP JO SOLIIUNOI (7) jo8Ie) pue (/) I91mboe Ueam)aq 90UISJIP (95eIoAR) o],

(@dao
190IN0G) 'S9JRI XB) SUI0OUT 8)I0d.I00 UT S[IOTWIOP JO SILIYUNO0D (1) JoS1e) pue (/) 1aImboe Usem)aq adUaISJIp aSeloAr o],

~f(ayea 3so103UY)
a7ey aSueyoxy padSed

A1[13e[0A AdUeLIN)

~{(a[go1q yuouysoAuy)

={(uorynymysuy jo £3rEny)

(3r0dxy ‘prodwiy) Xey

gamord dam)
—feydes xod g0 Soy)

={(xe], woouy)

uorpdLIsoq

a[qeLIBA

panuuoy) 1y [pued




The Journal of Finance®

1080

(edoosprIop) :921n08) (T0SZ0DM/T00Z0DAN) SIOSSE Jo anfea j00(q 0} s}9Sse pImbi] pue ysed jo o1pey
(odoospraop) :90an0S) ((TOOTODM) YIMO0IS sofes pajsnlpe-uorjegurl [J)) AIJUNod [BI0] JBOA-0M],
(edoosplIop) :201n08) (666Z0DM/ISEE0DA) SIOSSE JO aNeA J00(q 03 1qoP WLI8}-3UO] JO O13eY]
(9d0dspLIOA :921008S) *(9LEB0DM) 00T + (39 WIAL-SUOT JO UOILIO] TUSLING 79 1G]
ULIQT-}I0YS S aeax 3ser + [ejide)) [B10],) S I89X JUSLIN)) PUE SIBSX }SBr] JO 93eIoAY / ((93BY XB],
— 1) 5 (peziTejrde)) 1seqejul-1o(] U0 osuadXy 1S0I99U])) + SPUSPIAL(] PALIDJOI] 9.10Jo( dW0oUu] 19N))
(ed0osplIop) :22In08) “(0EGLOOM) SIBIOP "S'(] 000 FUBISUOD JO SUOI[[TWI UT S}9SSB [B}0) JO aN[eA Joog
(TWI3Y Xopul/yous.j uas/Ajnoej/sesed/mpo ynowrep-yony equi//:dyg
KITSIBDATU() [INOWIR(] JB 9)ISqam
SoUa.L] YJoUUay] I0SS9J0IJ PUR WRSIISBIR(] :90dN0G) AIJUNO0D Yore JO SOLI}SNPUI (DU -BUIR,]
8% J10J SUINJSI JoXIBW Y003S [Bad [BJ0] [BNUUER PaISIom-aN[eA 9)B[NI[BI 9\ "UINJaI jo3.Ieu
3001S [BaI [BO0] [ENUUR 9} UI soLpsnput Arewtid (7) 1081} pue (/) 1osmboe U0om1aq 9OULISJIP O],
(ureajsele(J :92In0g)
"SUINJAL J[D03S [BDL 9JB[NI[ED 03 $'S'() UL (IJD) Xopur 99t1d Jownsuod )0 oY} SUIsn $edIpur osot}
9)BJOP PUR (JY :9P0d WeaI}seie(]) SWLIy o1[qnd [[ 10J SIB[[Op "S’[] UI S92IPUI UINJSI [B10} UTBICO A\
‘SIR[[Op "S’[] UI SWINJSI Jo3IBW Y00]S [Ba [BNUUR UI (1) j931e) pue (/) 1o1mboe usemiaq 8duaIojjIp o],
(eseQER)ERp SUOIIBSURI],
91e10d10)) pPUR SIOSIOIN DS :99IN0S) “UMBIPYIIM ST [ROP oY) JI T s[enbe o[qerrea Awwnq
(eseqeyep suonesuei], 9jetodio)) pue sI93ISIN DS :92IN0S)
‘(3909s) yseo ur pred ST onfeA [Bap 8} JO 9,()G URY) SI0W JT [ROP (JI03S) [[SBI B SB POYISSBIO ST [BOP YV
(eseQER)ERp SUOIIBSURI],
91eI0dI0)) puR SISSIOIN DS :09In08) (%00T ‘%66 PUB %(G UeOMIaq) % 6T PUR %G Usomlaq
ST UIpUB)SINO SOIBYS JO I9qUINU [810) Y] Aq POpPIAIp Ioamboe o) Aq paumo A[snorasad sereys
Aue snid uorjorsURI} 9y} UT PaImbor seIeYS UOWWOD JO IoquINU a3} JI T s[enbe a[qerrea Awrwmnq
(3700q30B J P[IOA\ :90aIn0Q) ‘(edoiny ‘BISY ‘BOLIOWY ‘BOLIJY) JUSUIIU0D PoUPSp A[PBOI] oWes
9]} UI PaBIO] 8.JB SIOTWIOP JO SOLIJUNOD ULIY (2) 1081e) pue (/) 1e1mboe o) J1 T senbe o[qeLeA Awrwmq
(eseqerep
suororsueL], 99eI0dIo)) pue sISIBN DS :90dN08) (ZDISV) Ioamboe Jo jer yim sde[Ieo
(ZOISL) Wiy jo81e) oY) JO SSOUISN( JO 9UI[ AUR JI SIoIIMNbOR SB SOLIISNPUL 9UWIBS 91} Ul 818 SULIY }9318],

syosse/YSe)
UIMOIS so[es
S}0sSE/)qep ULI9)-3U0T

S19SSE U0 WINjoy

(8o1) syesse [e10],

*~(g1g Ansnpuy)

~ligrgsn wary)
s[ea( parred

s[ee( (Y0038) UseD

(%00T ‘%66—0S) SOXEIS %6T—G

U039y oUWeS

Axsnpurt paje[ey

uorpdLIdsa(g

o[qeLIeA

panu1guoy) g [eueg




Determinants of Cross-Border Mergers and Acquisitions 1081

REFERENCES

Acharya, Viral, Hyun Song Shin, and Tanju Yorulmazer, 2010, Fire-sale FDI, Working paper, New
York University.

Aguiar, Mark, and Gita Gopinath, 2005, Fire-sale FDI and liquidity crises, Review of Economics
and Statistics 87, 439-542.

Ahern, Kenneth, Daniele Daminelli, and Cesare Fracassi, 2012, Lost in translation? The effect of
cultural values on mergers around the world, Journal of Financial Economics, forthcoming.

Alquist, Ron, Rahul Mukherjee, and Linda Tesar, 2010, Fire sale FDI or business-as-usual, Working
paper, University of Michigan.

Andrade, Gregor, Mark Mitchell, and Erik Stafford, 2001, New evidence and perspectives on
mergers, Journal of Economic Perspectives 15, 103-120.

Baker, Malcolm, C. Fritz Foley, and Jeffrey Wurgler, 2009, Multinationals as abitrageurs: The
effect of stock market valuations on foreign direct investment, Review of Financial Studies 22,
337-369.

Bekaert, Geert, Campbell Harvey, and Christian Lundblad, 2005, Does financial liberalization
spur economic growth? Journal of Financial Economics 77, 3-55.

Bekaert, Geert, Campbell Harvey, Christian Lundblad, and Stephan Siegel, 2007, Growth oppor-
tunities and market integration, Journal of Finance 62, 1081-1138.

Bris, Arturo, Neil Brisley, and Christos Cabolis, 2008, Adopting better corporate governance:
Evidence from cross-border mergers, Journal of Corporate Finance 14, 224-240.

Bris, Arturo, and Christos Cabolis, 2008, The value of investor protection: Evidence from cross-
border mergers, Review of Financial Studies 21, 605-648.

Chari, Anusha, Paige Ouimet, and Linda Tesar, 2009, The value of control in emerging markets,
Review of Financial Studies 23, 1741-1770.

Coeurdacier, Nicolas, Roberto A. DeSantis, and Antonin Aviat, 2009, Cross-border mergers and
acquisitions and European integration, Economic Policy 24, 55-106.

Dewenter, Kathryn L., 1995, Do exchange rate changes drive foreign direct investment? Journal
of Business 68, 405-433.

Djankov, Simeon, Rafael La Porta, Florencio Lopez-de-Silanes, and Andrei Shleifer, 2008, The law
and economics of self-dealing, Journal of Financial Economics 88, 430—465.

Dong, Ming, David Hirshleifer, Scott Richardson, and Siew Hong Teoh, 2006, Does investor mis-
valuation drive the takeover market? Journal of Finance 61, 725-762.

Fama, Eugene, and Kenneth R. French, 1998, Value versus growth: The international evidence,
Journal of Finance 53, 1975-1999.

Ferreira, Miguel A., Massimo Massa, and Pedro Matos, 2009, Shareholders at the gate? Institu-
tional investors and cross-border mergers and acquisitions, Review of Financial Studies 23,
601-644.

Froot, Kenneth A., and Jeremy C. Stein, 1991, Exchange rates and foreign direct investment: An
imperfect capital markets approach, Quarterly Journal of Economics 106, 1191-1217.

Guiso, Luigi, Paola Sapienza, and Luigi Zingales, 2009. Cultural biases in economic exchange,
Quarterly Journal of Economics 124, 1095-1131.

Harford, Jarrad, 2005, What drives merger waves? Journal of Financial Economics 77, 529-560.

Jarrell, Gregg A., James A. Brickley, and Jeffry M. Netter, 1988, The market for corporate control:
The empirical evidence since 1980, Journal of Economic Perspectives 2, 49-68.

Jensen, Michael, and Richard S. Ruback, 1983, The market for corporate control: The scientific
evidence, Journal of Financial Economics 11, 5-50.

Kedia, Simi, Venkatesh Panchapagesan, and Vahap Uysal, 2008, Geography and acquirer returns,
Journal of Financial Intermediation 17, 256-275.

Kindleberger, Charles P., 1969, American Business Abroad (Yale University Press, New Haven).
Klein, Michael W., Joe Peek, and Eric S. Rosengren, 2002, Troubled banks, impaired foreign direct
investment: The role of relative access to credit, American Economic Review 92, 664—682.
Klein, Michael W., and Eric S. Rosengren, 1994, The real exchange rate and foreign direct invest-
ment in the United States: Relative wealth vs. relative wage effects, Journal of International

Economics 36, 373-390.


http://dx.doi.org/10.1162/0034653054638319
http://dx.doi.org/10.1162/0034653054638319
http://dx.doi.org/10.1257/jep.15.2.103
http://dx.doi.org/10.1093/rfs/hhn027
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.jfineco.2004.05.007
http://dx.doi.org/10.1111/j.1540-6261.2007.01231.x
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.jcorpfin.2008.03.005
http://dx.doi.org/10.1093/rfs/hhm089
http://dx.doi.org/10.1093/rfs/hhp090
http://dx.doi.org/10.1111/j.1468-0327.2009.00218.x
http://dx.doi.org/10.1086/296670
http://dx.doi.org/10.1086/296670
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.jfineco.2007.02.007
http://dx.doi.org/10.1111/j.1540-6261.2006.00853.x
http://dx.doi.org/10.1111/0022-1082.00080
http://dx.doi.org/10.1093/rfs/hhp070
http://dx.doi.org/10.2307/2937961
http://dx.doi.org/10.1162/qjec.2009.124.3.1095
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.jfineco.2004.05.004
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/0304-405X(83)90004-1
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.jfi.2007.12.001
http://dx.doi.org/10.1257/00028280260136309
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/0022-1996(94)90009-4
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/0022-1996(94)90009-4

1082 The Journal of Finance®

Krugman, Paul, 2000, Fire sale FDI, in Sebastian Edwards, ed. Capital Flows and the Emerging
Economies: Theory, Evidence, and Controversies (NBER Books Cambridge, MA).

La Porta, Rafael, Florencio Lopez-de-Silanes, Andrei Shleifer, and Robert W. Vishny, 1997, Legal
determinants of external finance, Journal of Finance 52, 1131-1150.

La Porta, Rafael, Florencio Lopez-de-Silanes, Andrei Shleifer, and Robert W. Vishny, 1998, Law
and finance, Journal of Political Economy 106, 1113-1155.

Makaew, Tanakorn, 2010, The dynamics of international mergers and acquisitions, Working paper,
University of Maryland.

Netter, Jeffry M, Mike Stegemoller, and M. Babajide Wintoki, 2011, Implications of data screens
on merger and acquisition analysis: A large sample study of mergers and acquisitions from
1992-2009, Review of Financial Studies, 24, 2316-2357.

Quinn, Dennis P.; 1997, The correlates of change in international financial regulation, American
Political Science Review 91, 531-551.

Rhodes-Kropf, Matthew, David T. Robinson, and S. Viswanathan, 2005, Valuation waves and
merger activity: The empirical evidence, Journal of Financial Economics 77, 561-603.

Rhodes-Kropf, Matthew, and S. Viswanathan, 2004, Market valuation and merger waves, Journal
of Finance 59, 2685-2718.

Rose, Andrew K., 2000, One money, one market: Estimating the effect of common currencies on
trade, Economic Policy 30, 7-45.

Rossi, Stefano, and Paolo F. Volpin, 2004, Cross-country determinants of mergers and acquisitions,
Journal of Financial Economics 74, 277-304.

Shleifer, Andrei, and Robert W. Vishny, 2003, Stock market driven acquisitions, Journal of Finan-
cial Economics 70, 295-311.

Stulz, René M., and Rohan Williamson, 2003, Culture, openness, and finance, Journal of Financial
Economics 70, 313—349.


http://dx.doi.org/10.1086/250042
http://dx.doi.org/10.2307/2952073
http://dx.doi.org/10.2307/2952073
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.jfineco.2004.06.015
http://dx.doi.org/10.1111/j.1540-6261.2004.00713.x
http://dx.doi.org/10.1111/j.1540-6261.2004.00713.x
http://dx.doi.org/10.1111/1468-0327.00056
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.jfineco.2003.10.001
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/S0304-405X(03)00211-3
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/S0304-405X(03)00211-3
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/S0304-405X(03)00173-9
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/S0304-405X(03)00173-9

