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M&As AND THE GLOBAL STRATEGIES OF TNCs

Jonn CANTWELL
Grazia D. SANTANGELO

Mosr of the motivations for M& As that feature in the global strategies of transnational
corporations (TNCs) are a means of reshaping competitive advantages within their re-
spective industries. They have some effect on the TNCs of all or most industries and so
to that extent they are not necessarily sector-specific. However, it may be that some of
the motives which we outline affect some industries more than others, and in that sense
they can be expected to be associated with agreater intensity of M& Asin certain sectors
than others. We identify the likelihood of M& As across industries, and discuss how the
general factors that have promoted the recent M& A wave have had a bigger impact on
the global strategies of TNCs in the industries in which the propensity to engage in
M& As has been the highest. The regional dimension is also considered.

I. INTRODUCTION

HE late 1990s witnessed a major mergers and acquisitions (M&A) wave in
terms of both the value of deals and the number of cross-border M&As. The
clear upward trend in the value of deals is illustrated in Figure 1, which

shows that the stable values recorded in the first half of the 1990s increase sharply
from 1995 onwards.

The magnitude of this phenomenon has raised questions related to why cross-
border M&As occur and whether there is any sector-specificity involved in the
phenomenon. Although M& As appear to occur to different extents across sectors,
we argue that the boom of M&Asisagenera phenomenon generated by new glo-
bal conditions. The factors generating such conditions areidentified in the flourish-
ing of regulatory changes at global and consequently at regional and national levels
and in the fast pace of technological change which has enhanced business and mar-
ket opportunities, technological interrelatedness, and communications and cross-
border restructuring. It is, therefore, held that M& As can be understood as a corpo-
rate strategy in order to better cope with these new global conditions. In thiscontext,
the role played by M&As in the U.S., European, Asian, and Latin American sce-
nario is considered. Clearly, as each sector has its own specificities, it may well be
that some sectors are affected more than others in the adoption of this corporate



M&As AND THE GLOBAL STRATEGIES OF TNCs 401

Fig. 1. Vaueof Cross-Border M&As, 1987-99
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Source: UNCTAD (2000a), cross-border M&A database
(based on data from Thomson Financial Securities Data
Company).

approach. For these reasons, we examine in which industries the propensity to en-
gage M&As has been the highest.

In devel oping this argument, the paper is structured as follows. In the next two
sections we review the wider theoretical literature on why M&As occur aswell as
empirical studies that aim to assess which major advantages firms seek to acquire
through M&As, and what their impact is on their performance. In Section IV, the
global trends leading to global corporate restructuring across industries are dis-
cussed. SectionV examines the sectoral dimension by focusing on six main indus-
tries: motor vehicles, telecommunications, computing, pharmaceuticals, oil, and
banking. In this context, we examine how the general factors that have promoted
the recent M&A wave have had a bigger impact on the global strategies of
transnational corporations (TNCs) in these particular industries in which the pro-
pensity to engage in M& As has been the highest. In Section VI, the principal re-
gional contexts are considered given that M& As have been motivated in part as a
corporate asset-seeking strategy, designed to “buy into” the creative potential of
certain productive activitiesin particular location(s). In thiscontext, the U.S., Euro-
pean, Asian, and Latin American scenarios are discussed. Section VI draws some
conclusions.
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Before going into the details of the discussion, some preliminary clarifications
are needed. M&As are defined as the purchase of the mgjority of a company’s
capital by another company, although this may involve deals to transfer some sub-
sidiary or division of alarger corporate group and not just a change in the owner-
ship of the group as awhole. M&As have been classified into horizontal, vertical,
and conglomerate. Horizontal M&As refer to a situation in which the merger or
acquisition takes place between firms operating in the sameindustry. Verticall M& As
involve firms operating at different stages of a sequential production process. Con-
glomerate M& As occur between firms which are not related to each other in terms
of industrial output.

1. THE THEORETICAL REASONS FOR M&As

Thelatest M& A wave has stimulated the flourishing of awidetheoretical literature.
Thisliterature has focused on the breadth of motivations for undertaking M& As as
well as on the disadvantages they can generate. As far as the latter is concerned,
despite the popularity in the use of M&As, the main disadvantages generated by
M& As have been identified by the literature:

(1) overpaying for the target company, as a result of bidding wars (winner’s
curse);

(2) overestimation of the ability to (i) manage larger organizations, (ii) deal
with unfamiliar markets and technologies, (iii) integrate efficiently by exploiting
synergies,

(3) misjudging competition policy restrictions.

Although these issues are of importance, in the present section we discuss the
breadth of motivations for undertaking M& As, and refer to these drawbacksin the
next section, in which the empirical literature is considered. In the present section,
we draw upon three strands of research, originating from the fields of industrial
organi zation, strategic management and international business, and finance.

A. Competitive Considerations

Under the label of competitive considerations we can group arange of motives,
mainly derived from the industrial organization literature, which explains M&As
as ameans of enhancing corporate competitiveness.

1. Increasing market or political power

The desire of firmsto achieve or strengthen positions of monopoly power seems
to have been a major factor promoting horizontal mergers in the past, certainly in
the earlier merger waves of the twentieth century. Although companies may not
establish a complete dominance, they still may transform market structure by re-
straining competition.
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2. Defensive reactions

Firmshave also adopted M& Asin order to prevent being taken over by others, to
prevent the target from being taken over by others or to prevent other merged enti-
tiesin the industry from becoming too strong.

3. Economies of scope or synergies

Economies of scope arise in situations in which common inputs can be used
more efficiently when different product lines are combined, thus when the total
cost of producing two different goodsjointly islower than that of producing each of
the goods separately. Likewise, synergies exist when related competence can be
combined to facilitate new innovations and create new lines of value-adding activi-
ties (Teece 1986). R& D-intensive activities are the most prone to economies of
scope and synergies as combining formerly separate capabilities might create new
knowledge more efficiently, and open up unforeseen (or only imperfectly foreseen)
opportunities. Therefore, firms owning different but complementary capabilities
may benefit from mergers by enjoying economies of scope.

4. Reduction of transaction and information costs

In vertical mergers, costs may be reduced by replacing market transactions be-
tween firms with more integrated planning and detailed coordination within firms
(Goldman and Gorton 2000). The merger alows the firms involved to have access
to better information at lower costs as aresult of the greater capacity to monitor the
exchange of information within afirm than when exchanges occur between differ-
ent firms.

B. Responsesto a Changing Environment

Mergers and acquisitions have been also interpreted as responses to a changing
environment. Regulation and access to new markets or technologies are the most
typical instigating factors. The latter has been the motive most discussed in the
strategic management and international business literature.

1. Regulation

Regulatory reasons may push firmsto merge athough no wider economic gainis
involved in the merger, merely atransfer of resources between activities. In these
situations, M&As alow for tax saving (asin the case in which aloss-making firm
merges with a profitable one) as well as for reallocation of profits across markets
(asinthe caseinwhich afirm wantsto diversify into an unregulated market, where
it shifts profits from the regulated market).

2. Accessto markets or technologies
Inthiscase, M&Asare understood as ameansfor external growth of thefirm (as
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opposed to internal growth through reinvested earnings). A firm that aims to in-
creaseits scope of operation in new markets/technol ogies faces two options: set up
ex novo greenfield production or R&D (internal growth through reinvestment in a
new line of activity) or merging with afirm which may provide quicker access to
the new markets and technol ogies desired (Chatterji 1996).

C. Inefficient Capital Markets

The financial economics literature has interpreted M& As as vehicles to correct
inefficient capital markets in accordance with a series of motives analyzed below.

1. Removal of inefficient management

Hostile takeovers (as opposed to mergers) aim to remove inefficient manage-
ment. In this context, M& Asmay promote better management in companies suffer-
ing from talent or motivational deficiencies.

2. Corporate hedging

Conglomerate mergers may also be dictated by corporate hedging motives. A
merger between companies whose profiles of earnings over time are not correlated
may enhance coinsurance and reduce diversification risks. Therefore, a firm may
thereby smooth its earningsin order to avoid bankruptcy and to save corporate tax.

3. Internal capital markets

Mergers and acquisitions allow the creation of internal capital markets that re-
duce financial costs by facilitating the sharing of information among divisions
(Williamson 1970). The presence of an internal (as opposite to an external) capital
market allows the cross-subsidizing of divisions within the same firm without in-
curring the problems of asymmetric information that firms would experience when
trying to access external funding.

4. Managerial ego

A further motive identified by the financial economics literature concerns the
desire of managers to control larger firms, which allows them to enjoy power and
leads them to favor a policy of acquisition.

I11. THE EMPIRICAL LITERATURE ON THE EFFECTS OF M&As

The popularity of the use of M& As has a so stimulated the empirical literature that
aims to measure the benefits of M& Asto the firmsinvolved. The advantages stem-
ming from M&As have been evaluated in terms of the ability to exploit scale and
scope economies, gain market control, economize transaction costs, diversify risks,
and provide accessto existing know-how. Nonethel ess, empirical evidenceonM&As
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has also suggested that M& As might fail because of over-optimistic expectations
of benefits and underestimation of post-integration difficulties (e.g., alack of mar-
ket or technology relatedness, business culture clashes, etc.).

The two main approaches to tackle thisissue empirically are stock price studies
and strategic management studies. These are in turn discussed below.

A. Stock Price Studies and Company Performance Studies

Most of the empirical literature on merger outcomesis based on stock price stud-
ies, typical of the financial literature. These studies rely on widely available infor-
mation on stock prices and apply event study methodology (i.e., to single out the
effect of the announcement of M& As on stock price performance by focusing on
abnormal returns). A major drawback of this approach lies in the fact that stock
price movements rely on the anticipation of investors as to the benefits and costs of
M& Asrather than on actual value creation.

Conversely, studies of corporate performance are less common because of the
difficulty in collecting data and constructing valid proxies for performance. An
additional problem lies in the difficulty of controlling other determinants when
singling out the effect of M& As on firm performance.

Despitetheselimitations, theissues considered by these approaches are pre-merger
profitability (who takes over whom?), post-merger performance (the effects of take-
overs), and who benefits most (the acquirer or the target company?). What follows
each of these issuesis how considered.

1. Pre-merger profitability (who takes over whom?)

This stream of research focuses on the study of ex ante corporate performancein
order to identify potential acquirers and targets. Mueller (1980) in his summary of
the results on company performance studies concludes that there is a negative cor-
relation between performance and the probability of being taken over, although the
difference in performance is small and often nonsignificant. The acquirer is typi-
cally large, and has higher growth and higher debt levels. Therefore, the weaker the
performance of a company, the more likely it is to become a target. Stock price
studies reach the same conclusions. This might suggest that the market for corpo-
rate control is functioning properly with more efficient companiestaking over less
efficient ones.

2. Post-merger performance

The empirical studieslooking at post-merger profitability have mainly used data
on stock market returns to assess acquisition performance. In doing so, they focus
on market expectations of future cash flow growth in order to capture anticipated
outcomes. Nonetheless, these empirical investigations (belonging to the finance
literature) have often produced quite diverse results on the conglomerate post-merger
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performance. The main problem is due to the type of dataemployed (stock market
values) as increases in shareholder value after consolidation may be too limited to
confirm efficiency gains. Other empirical studies investigate post-merger perfor-
mance by examining profit data by line of business (e.g., Ravenscraft and Scherer
1987). However, typically no improvement is detected on average after acquisition.
Finally, the phenomenon has been further explored by using accounting data, but
no convergent results have been attained. Thelack of convergencein theresults has
been attributed to alack of consistency in methodology, time frame, merger type,
country, and sample size used. In this respect, a step forward has been taken by
Mueller (1980), who examines acquisition performance in seven countries during
the same period and using the same indicators. Nonetheless, Mueller’s effort has
not established a consistent pattern either. No consistent improvement or deteriora-
tion in the profitability of merging firms in the first three to five years following a
merger could be detected.

3. Who benefits most?

Empirical research has al so attempted to disentangl e the performance of acquirer
and target companies in order to partition the gains from M&As. This issue has
been mainly analyzed in the corporate finance literature, using event studies. The
evidence gathered from thisliterature consistently favorsacquired firmsasthe gains
of the acquirer are often found to be nonsignificant (Agrawal et a. 1992; Hayward
and Hambrick 1997). Thisimpliesthat acquiring firms often pay large amounts for
target firms gaining little or nothing from the announcement of an acquisition. Two
main issues arise in this context. First of all, it has been investigated whether the
difference in behaviors between the average target and the average acquirer share-
holder allows bidding firms to sustain their bids. The results show that there is a
great variation in the acquirers performance following acquisitions, which sug-
gests that this variation may be more important than the average (mean) perfor-
mance, and appeal to a more risk-taking category of shareholders. Second, as part
of the investigation of the partitioning of benefits between atarget and an acquirer,
questions related to anti-takeover provisions have arisen. In thisrespect, it has been
shown that management tactics to prevent takeovers reduce the probability of a
takeover, but raise the acquisition price if the takeover goes through. Therefore, if
these tacticsfavor shareholders of target firms, they damage shareholders of acquir-
ing firms.

B. Srategic Management Studies

Unlike the previous studies discussed above, empirical research from the strate-
gic management field has explored the issue of inter-company relatedness and value
creation in greater depth. This stream of empirical studies raises the question of
how M& As should be internally managed to realize efficiency gains by effectively
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transferring and combining technology, which isunderstood in abroad sense asthe
combination of tacit and public components. Recently, the issue of relatednessin
M& As has also become fashionable in the finance literature, which has attempted
to overcome the limitations of analysesthat disregard how valueis created through
acquisition.

1. Pre-acquisition strategy

Empirical investigations focusing on pre-acquisition strategies have emphasized
the importance of assessing ex ante the target’s capabilities and their fit with the
acquirer (Seth 1990). The creation of synergies and two-way sharing of resources
are not always the outcome of every M& A. Although thisline of research has been
pioneered by strategic management scholars, the most recent corporate finance work
has al so attempted to consider the relatedness of merged entities and val ue creation
by studying the efficiency of internal capital markets. The results obtained seem to
converge on the prediction that unrelated mergers tend to destroy value by making
corporate resource allocation |ess efficient.

Against the general theoretical prediction that related M&As are expected to
create more value, empirical studies have reached mixed results. It has been found
that the market reacts positively to announcements of diversifying acquisitions.
Similarly, it has been emphasized that the size of the corporate headquarters is
positively associated with the relatedness of diversification. The reason is that re-
lated diversification requires close coordination between divisions to facilitate ap-
propriate resource transfers, and therefore needs a large headquarter organization
in order to generate value from acquisition.

In this context, two dimensions of rel atedness have been expl ored: technol ogical
relatedness and geographical relatedness. Each of them is briefly discussed bel ow.

2. Technological relatedness

Two companies are defined as technologically related if they own capabilitiesin
similar or related technologies. This does not imply that the two companiesthat are
related are “the same” asthey would still be differentiated in terms of their learning
paths and of the operational nature of their problem-solving methods. In order to
understand this, we need to go back to the concept of technology adopted here.
Following Nelson and Winter (1982), technology consists of a tacit and codified
elements. Theformer concerns corporate capabilities, derived from aninternal learn-
ing process, and embodied in the organizational routines of specific group teams.
The latter concerns potentialy public and tradable knowledge. Firms interact in
their learning or problem-solving processes. Thisallowsfirmsto exchange or transmit
potentially public knowledge as well as to share learning experiences of the build-
ing of firm-specific capabilities. This latter coordination of learning activities is
more complex as it requires firms to own capabilities in related fields so that they
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can absorb each other’s expertise in fields within the shared areas. Hitt, Hoskisson
and Kim (1997) confirm thisviewpoint by showing that international diversification
ispositively related to R& D-intensity. Nonethel ess, Cantwell and Santangel o (2001)
provide empirical evidence that a distinction has to be made between close and
loose relatedness. In that distinction, the former allows for cooperation, while the
latter encourages competition due to the coincidence of the marketsin which firms
operate. Moreover, Hagedoorn and Duysters (2000) show that M& As are indepen-
dent modes of governance in the sense that previously cooperating firms do not
tend to become integrated. Conversely, unrelated companies are more likely to fail
in attempts at integration because of the difficulty of interacting on common ground.

In this context, M& As have been classified according to their degree of related-
ness in order to assess which synergies can be created through M&As and their
successes. It has been argued that conglomerate mergers create the potential for
financia synergies, while related M& As generate the additional potential for op-
erational synergies (e.g., economies of scale and scope). The empirical evidenceis
far from converging on thisissue. Hitt et al. (1991) have found that acquisition has
negative effects on R&D-intensity and patent-intensity, while Hagedoorn and
Duysters (2000) demonstrate that M& As can contribute to improving the techno-
logical performance of companiesin high-tech environments.

3. Geographical relatedness

A second dimension considered concerns the extent of geographical relatedness
between merging groups as a result of the growth of cross-border M&As. This
phenomenon has raised the question of whether cross-border M& As create more
scope for synergies and so may be more profitable than national M&As. In this
respect, M&As have been interpreted as an alternative foreign direct investment
(FDI) strategy to greenfield ventures when entering new markets. The point that
has been madeisthat complementary capabilitiesare morelikely to be found among
international patterns on the grounds of the heterogeneous environments in which
they operate. Cantwell and Mudambi (2001) provide the empirical evidence that
acquisition as a mode of entry lowers R&D in subsidiaries without competence-
creating mandates, but does not do so in mandated creative subsidiaries. This sug-
gests that M& As are a means of supporting international asset-seeking strategies,
which are associated with geographical restructuring and redistribution of compe-
tence-creating effortsin anewly integrated global internal corporate network. None-
theless, it has also been pointed out that cultural differences are likely to be wider
between international partners, which may exacerbate the difficulties of post-ac-
quisition coordination. As emphasized by the latest World Investment Report
(UNCTAD 20004), from the host country perspective it does make a difference
whether foreign-owned firms have adopted greenfield FDI or M& As as their mode
of entry. The factors that discriminate between the two are the domestic level of



M&As AND THE GLOBAL STRATEGIES OF TNCs 409

economic development, FDI policy, the ingtitutional framework and the specific
circumstances of the investment.

4. Post-acquisition strategy

Empirical studieson post-acquisition strategies have been mainly concerned with
integration issues. This stream of the literature converges in recognizing resource
transfer, redeployment, resource-sharing, and resource-creation as core aspects of
post-M&A integration, as the factors that regulate the ability of M& Asto capture
al potentia synergies. In thisline of argument, Capron (1999) identifies resource
redeployment as a primary source of value creation in M&As due to its impact on
efficiency and capability enhancement. Learning on both sides through extensive
face-to-face interaction is part of the process by which the merging units absorb
each other’s technology. Therefore, similarity facilitates the integration of the ac-
quired and acquiring knowledge in both technical and organizational terms. Com-
mon skills, languages, and cognitive structure ease communication and learning.
Bresham, Kirkinshaw, and Nobel (1999) highlight that the immediate post-acquisi-
tion period is characterized by one-way transfer of knowledge from the acquirer to
the acquired, but over time this gives way to high quality reciprocal knowledge
transfer. Zollo and Leshchinskii (1999) find that high levels of integration of the
target within the acquirer’s organization improve long-term performance. Further-
more, it has been shown that firms can learn to acquire knowledge by developing a
corporate ability to articulate and codify their experience over time (Zollo and Singh
1999). However, while an expert integrator is likely to select better targets, exper-
tise in the prior phase does not necessarily trandlate into effective integration prac-
tices (Zollo 1999). In this sense, Zollo (1996) sees integration as an evolutionary
processin which the variety-generating mechanism consists of the stream of activi-
tieswhich precedes the acquisitive events; the sel ection mechanism can beidentified
with the decision about the level of integration and the degree of replacement of
existing resources; the replication mechanism consists of the process by which the
selected routines and resources are transferred across the boundaries of the organi-
zation; and the retention mechanism isthe process by which an organization routin-
izes a new practice or experience.

IV. GLOBAL TRENDS LEADING TO GLOBAL CORPORATE
RESTRUCTURING ACROSS INDUSTRIES

Mergers and acquisitions are here understood as a general global trend associated
with global corporate restructuring across industries. Most of the motivations for
M& Asdiscussed above feature the global strategies of TNCs as ameans of reshap-
ing competitive advantages within their respective industries. They have some ef-
fect on the TNCs of all or most industries and so to that extent they are not really
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sector-specific (even though in each case the corporate restructuring tends to occur
essentially within aparticular industry, and partly in responseto the M&Asof com-
petitors in the same industry). However, it may be that some of the motives identi-
fied affect some industries more than others, and in that sense they can be expected
to be associated with a greater intensity of M&Asin certain sectors than others.

Given the merger wave since 1995, international M&As may be regarded as a
new cross-border strategy that aims to increase corporate global competitiveness
by pursuing related diversification and by integrating affiliates into a global net-
work. In this perspective, the success of M& As depends upon the ability of firms
both to assess ex ante the strategic relatedness between the assets of the partner
companies, and to integrate ex post with the target company. In the former case, the
difficulty comes in judging in advance the extent of the relatedness between the
tacit knowledge of the merging companies, and hence the likely extent of synergies
from the merger; in the latter case, the ability to codify relevant knowledge eases
the process of integration between potentially related activities across which fresh
exchanges of knowledge can add new value (Zollo 1997; Zollo and Leshchinskii
1999; Zollo and Singh 1999).

The background trends that have encouraged M& As but which differ inintensity
across sectors can be considered under the headings of regulatory changes and
technologica changes (encompassing new business and mar kets, technological in-
terrelatedness, and new communications and competition). Each of these trends
can be linked to the theoretical motives discussed in Section I1.

A. Regulatory Changes

As far as regulatory changes are concerned, they can be related to the motiva-
tions for M&As highlighted by the industrial organization literature and related
market and political power aswell asdefensivereactions. Intheformer case, M&As
may be stimulated by regulatory changes promoting areallocation of market power
(e.g., if thetarget company owns a substantial market share). In this sense, deregu-
lation may imply atransfer of ownership of a position that confers market power,
the extent of which depends upon theregul atory regimethat followsany privatization
process. Conversely, the desire for a linkage with political power is significant in
other contexts dueto historical circumstances such astherole of the state and other
national institutions (e.g., in Central and Eastern Europe). In the case of defensive
reactions, regulatory changes may promote M& A strategies as adefensive response
in the sense that any restructuring of the market calls forth an unfolding of inter-
company reactions as all magjor players attempt to ensure that they are represented.
Equally, M&A strategies may flourish asaresult of regulatory changes that impose
a new regime which creates changes in location advantages as discussed by the
international business literature. Finally, this trend towards deregulation has espe-
cially affected the financial markets, and so it can also be easily linked to the moti-
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vations for M&A strategies derived from the financial economics literature and
discussed in Section |1.

Under the label of regulatory changes, liberalization and privatization are the
most important factorsthat have affected M& As. The Uruguay Round and the sub-
sequent GATS (the General Agreement on Trade and Services) negotiations have
opened a new global phase in the service sector by promoting the liberalization of
international capital movements and investments. Telecommunications and bank-
ing are the service sectors most involved in this major international change. Regu-
latory reforms in these sectors are playing an important role in the dramatic in-
crease in M&Asin both devel oping and developed countries. These industries are
starting to open themselves to foreign investors, which are now being alowed full
or majority ownership.

Similarly, the privatization of former state-owned enterprisesalso stimulated cross-
border M& Asby increasing the number of target compani es and opening up econo-
mies to increased competition. The significant increase in inward M&AS in the
Latin American, and Central and Eastern European countries is illustrative of the
effects of privatization of state enterprisesin telecommunications, energy, and other
sectors. The case of Brazil is the most emblematic when looking at the growth of
inward M&Asinthelate 1990s dueto the privatization of public enterprises. In that
country, inward M&As value partly due to the privatization of public enterprises
grew from U.S.$5 billionsin 1996 to U.S.$25 billionsin 1998 (Kang and Johansson
2000). Regulatory changes have also occurred in the ail industry, in which alarge
presence of private capitals and foreign investors has now been allowed.

B. The Rapid Pace of Technological Changes

As explained already, recent technological changes have created new business
and markets as well asincreased technological interrelatedness, and new commu-
nications and cross-border restructuring.

1. New business and markets

The pace of technological changes have generated new business and markets by
creating new products and changing the ways in which markets can be served, and
it has led to the restructuring of established business combinations owing to in-
creasing R&D costs. In the current uncertain technological environment, M&As
are adopted to seek out new opportunities to exploit established competences, and
as arisk-spreading tactic, partly to cope with rising R& D costs. Similarly, compa-
nies experiencing difficultiesin developing in-house R& D due to time or cost con-
straints may opt for M&As as a means of acquiring technological and human re-
sources. The M& Asthat have been taking placein the pharmaceutical industry, for
instance, are aclear strategy to cope with the increasingly steep R& D costs needed
to develop new drugs. Thus, in this context cross-border M& As provide a potential
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strategic means to obtain access to new (related) business and new markets. Simi-
larly, the new business and market opportunities generated by technological ad-
vance may push firms towards M&As for reasons linked to the managerial ego
argument (investigated by thefinancial economicsliterature) in order to keep abreast
of current fashions.

2. Technological interrelatedness

Thetrend towards greater technological interrelatedness can be traced back theo-
retically to the motivesfor synergies, or economies of scope and complementarities.
The increasing role of superadditivity (the whole is greater than the sum of the
parts) associated with new technological combinations as a result of establishing
innovative new connections between formerly unrelated assets, when discussed in
theinternational businessliterature, isunderstood to encourage asset-seeking strat-
egiesthrough cross-border M& As, which bring together locationally differentiated
skillsand expertise. Similarly, higher technological interrel atednessrequiresahigher
intensity of transactionsthan before. In turn, the higher level and intensity of trans-
actions has increased the transaction costs of arm'’s-length exchange even more
than those within firms, therefore promoting a shift from external to internal trans-
action costs by means of M&As.

According to the OLI (ownership, location, and internalization) paradigm, afirm
needs to have a firm-specific ownership advantage (embodied in its competencies)
in foreign markets in order to pursue successful FDI. This competitive advantage
usually arises from knowledge production and skills aswell asfrom effective man-
agement capabilities. Therefore, it relatesto the firm’sintangible assets and its abil -
ity to absorb and utilize existing knowledge. Given the fast pace of technological
changes, the growing technological interrelatedness, and the consegquent techno-
logical complexity, firms need to diversify by absorbing and integrating related
technologiesin order to remain internationally competitive. Therefore, technologi-
cal interrelatedness has transformed the potential availability of new synergies. In
this sense, technological interrelatedness is a motive of increasing significance in
promoting M& As since closeness, not sameness, leads to more potential knowl-
edge spillovers and gains from restructuring. In this sense, the technological inter-
relatedness trend can be linked to the argument of reduction of transaction and
information costs put forward by the industrial organization and international busi-
ness literature in order to explain M&As.

3. New communications and cross-border restructuring

The trend of new communications and cross-border restructuring can be theo-
retically traced back to the arguments from the industrial organization literature
related to synergies and transaction costs. In fact, new communications and cross-
border restructuring generate new opportunities for trading and exchanging across
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bordersaswell asfor integrating operations across national boundaries. Moreover,
thistrend can be also linked to the international business motives, as the regulatory
environment has facilitated a new scope for e-business, and as management strate-
gies for international technology access have involved the restructuring of cross-
border intra-firm networks. Such business restructuring has been further encour-
aged by the impact of information and communications technology (ICT) on, e.g.,
real-time control of production processes, on-line procurement and shifts in the
nature of the supply chain, etc. In particular, within the realm of international busi-
ness motivations for M&As, new communications and cross-border restructuring
stimulate M& As as ameans of accessing those types of technol ogiesthat are useful
for the meta functions (i.e., communications and integration) in which ICT playsa
role. Finally, corporate M&As can be seen as a response to new communications
and cross-border restructuring trends from the perspective of being a meansto re-
duce inefficiency by rationalizing activities as emphasized by the financial eco-
nomics literature.

The drastic decline in communications and transportations costs has also been
identified as a major factor behind the latest M& A wave. The sustained reduction
of these costs has favored the international expansion of firms seeking to exploit
and consolidate competitive advantages. Thissituation istheresult of the ICT revo-
Iution, which has enabled companiesto grow by maintaining efficiency and flexibility
in their management. This factor has mainly impacted on service sectors such as
banking, although it has also influenced manufacturing sectors. However, the high
costs associated with this evolving scenario have forced firmsto look for coopera-
tionin global marketsin order to fund research and devel opment. Thefinal aimisto
keep pace with the implications of technological changes for each industry in the
area of communications and computing, so as to maintain and increase corporate
competitiveness across borders. In this context, faster information transfer and de-
livery facilitate post-merger integration processes aswell as amplifying opportuni-
tiesto learn about profitable targets.

Thesetrendscall for global restructuring for the purpose of more effective cross-
border integration. Cantwell and Santangelo (2000) show that a change occurred
between the late 1970s and the mid-1990s in terms of the balance between
diversification and rationalization in large companies. Large corporate groups at-
tempted to reach an “ optimum” balance between the extent of diversity and integra-
tion of their intangible assets, by pursuing a more related type of diversification.
This pattern appeared to be a general one asit was observed across most industries
(with the exception of the mechanical group). In the science-based industries (i.e.,
chemicalsand pharmaceutical's, electrical equipment and office equipment, and coal
and petroleum products) and in motor vehicles, it seems that, whilst many smaller
firmshave diversified, “giant” firms have on average rationalized the extent of their
technological dispersion.
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The overall move towards diversification of “smaller” and hence initially less
diversified large firms might be explained as a strategy to tackle technological “fu-
sion” between formerly unrelated technologies, and for the process of creating new
technological combinations|CT has served both as an agent and acatalyst. Techno-
logical fusion facilitated by ICT has created new opportunities for diversification
for firmsthat wererdatively little diversified before, while at the same time encour-
aging agreater focus of effort in the largest firms. In and around those sectors those
firms have become most closdly interrel ated to one another and to their core strengths.
As argued by Kodama (1992), technological fusion is a necessary condition for
technological diversification, sinceit enables companiesto establish new and close
technological complementarities between different fields of innovation. In thispro-
cess, ICT is likely to play a particular role in establishing new areas of inter-
connectedness in the current paradigm. Information and communi cations technol -
ogy can beviewed asa“ carrier branch” (Freeman and Perez 1988) or “transmission
belt” and a core connector for innovation between formerly separate economic ac-
tivities, in the way in which the capital goods sector was in the mechanization
paradigm of the past (Rosenberg 1976).

V. THE SECTORAL DIMENSION

The general factors promoting the recent M& A wave, which were discussed in the
previous section, have had a bigger impact on the global strategies of TNCsin the
industriesin which the propensity to engage in M& As has therefore been the high-
est: namely, motor vehicles, electronics (distinguished in telecommunications and
computing), pharmaceuticals, oil, and banking. The significance of M& Asin these
industries is further confirmed by Table I, which reports the top four cross-border

TABLE |
Topr Four Cross-Borper M&As IN 1998

Ded Vaue

Acquiring Company Acquired Company (U.S$ Billion)

British Petroleum (U.K.) Amoco (U.S) 61
Oil Oil
Daimler-Benz (Germany) Chrysler (U.S) 39
Motor-vehicles Motor-vehicles
Zeneca Group Plc (U.K.) Astra (Sweden) 3
Pharmaceuticals Pharmaceuticals
Fortis (Netherlands) General de Banque (Belgium) 14
Banking Banking

Source: KPMG Corporate Finance, 1999.
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M&Asin 1998. As aresult of M& As a significant industry-wide restructuring of
activities has taken place, and in the restructuring process those industries in par-
ticular have been reshaped.

However, unlike the 1980s M&A wave (in which the acquisitions took place
mainly across or between different fields of business and industry), the latest cross-
border M&As concern investments in the same or related industries (Kang and
Johansson 2000). This might reflect the aim of TNCsto retain global competitive-
ness as conditions in their own industry have shifted, as well as their desire to
reduce competition in the global market. Table | also confirms the cross-border
intra-industry character of the recent M& A wave.

Turning to the cross-industry distribution of M&As, Tablell showsthat oil, phar-
maceuticals, banks, and motor vehicles are among the sectors whose M&A deals
have accounted for the highest values.

In terms of number of deals, those sectors (with the exception of banking, which
isexcluded from manufacturing) plus el ectric equipment and office equipment come
out very high asillustrated in Figure 2. These dataare drawn from the M& As data-
base devel oped at the Instituto de Economia of the Universidade Federal do Rio do
Janeiro (UFRJ) from Thomson Financial Securities Data. The sample includesthe
largest U.S. corporate groups which have engaged in M&A deals between 1990
and 1999.

In what follows, a sectoral analysisis carried out in order to discuss the motives
behind M& Asin each of the selected sectors (i.e., motor vehicles, telecommunica-
tions, computing, pharmaceuticals, oil, and banking). The reasons for focusing on
these fields are twofold. First of all, in those sectors recent important mergers have
taken place asreported in Table | for 1998 (to which the 1999 acquisition of AirTouch
CommunicationsInc. (U.S.) by Vodafone Group PLC (U.K.) amounting for almost

TABLE I
Top TeN INDUSTRIES FOR CROSS-SECTOR M& As
Deal Value
Industry (U.S$ Billion)
Extraction of mineral and natural gas 76.2
Manufacture of motor vehicles and parts thereof 50.9
Banking and finance 50.9
Postal services and telecommunications 50.4
Manufacture of paper products; printing and publishing 41.0
Production and distribution of electricity, gas, and other forms of energy 40.3
Business services 38.2
Insurance, except for compulsory social security 37.9
Chemical and pharmaceuticals industry 26.2
Retail distribution 18.0

Source: KPMG Corporate Finance, 1999.
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Fig. 2. Tota Number of Deas (Buying and Selling) of the Largest Firms in the United
States, and the Average Number of Deals per Large Firm, by Industry, 1990-99
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Source: M&A database developed by the Instituto de Economia of the
Universidade Federal do Rio do Janeiro (UFRJ) from Thomson Financial
Securities Data.

U.S.$70billion can be added). This providesfurther evidence of consolidation within
industries rather than across sectors. Second, strong national political interests are
traditionally involved in the sectorsin many countries, as shown by the fact that the
five selected sectors have been the object of political intervention in the past and of
regulatory reforms in the 1990s.

A. Motor vehicles

The factors behind the great wave of M&As in the motor vehicle sector can be
identified asfollows: increasing innovation costs which have pushed automakersto
look for new business and markets and restructuring of their operations; rapid tech-
nological development augmenting technological interrelatedness; new communi-
cations and cross-border restructuring; and regulatory changes. M& Asin the motor
vehicle industry were also necessitated by excess installed production capacity,
which required rationalization and associated efficiency gains. Thisimpliesthat all
theoretical motives discussed in Section || seem to contribute, to adifferent extent,
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TABLE Il

ToraL NuMBER oF (BUYING AND SELLING) DEALS OF LARGEST AMERICAN
Mortor VEeHicLE CompaniEs, 1990-99

Firms Number of (Buying and Selling) Deals
Goodrich B F Company, The Inc. 67
Genera Motors Corporation 51
Dana Corporation 34
Ford Motor Company Inc. 31
Eaton Corporation 30
Borg-Warner Automotive Inc. 17
Goodyear Tire & Rubber Company, The Inc. 10
Cummins Engine Company, Inc. 4

Source: M& As database developed by the Instituto de Economiaof the Universidade Federal
do Rio do Janeiro (UFRJ) from Thomson Financial Securities Data.

Fig. 3. Motor Vehicles and Parts Manufacturing: Cross-Border M& As, 1991-98
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to an explanation of M& Asin this sector. Between 1990 and 1999, the largest U.S.
motor vehicle companies were the most activein M&As asillustrated in Table 1.

Asshown in Figure 3, in terms of the value of deals, the industry’s peak year of
the M& A wave was 1998, when most of the deals arose from cross-border M& As.
The most important of these deals was the one concluded between Daimler-Benz
and Chrydler, followed by a series of other M& As: Volkswagen took over Rolls
Royce, Ford took over Volvo's car division, and Nissan concluded an alliance with
Renauilt.

Although the motor vehicle market is notably rather concentrated, asillustrated
in Figure 4 and Figure 5, the new M& A wave can be seen as occurring in a some-
how new global environment, characterized by market liberalization and by new
countries entering the industry. This has raised the need for spatial reorganization
in order to access new markets and to sustain a decrease in costs.
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Fig. 4. Degree of Concentration of the Ten Largest TNCs, 1996
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Fig. 5. Degree of Concentration of the Ten Largest TNCs, 1999
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Source: Authors’ calculation on UNCTAD data.

Other factors should be taken into account besides the industry structure. As
anticipated above, new communicationsand cross-border restructuring have changed
the ways of doing business as the transaction and information costs of customers
areremoved or, at least, reduced. Similarly, technological changes have added new
pressures to competitiveness in the light of the cost and risks involved in devel op-
ing the next generation of cars. Regulatory changes have also played their role in
thisindustry as a consequence, for instance, of the removal of selective distribution
arrangements or restrictions. In addition, the Asian crisis has ameliorated the grow-
ing problem of excess capacity.

B. Electronics

Electronics can be further divided into telecommunications and computing as
discussed below.

1. Telecommunications

The high propensity to conclude M& Asin the sector may be linked to regul atory
reforms, which push firms to compete in new markets and technol ogies by seeking
new partners across borders. In this context, the privatization of telecommunica-
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TABLE IV

ToraL NUMBER oF (BUYING AND SELLING) DEALS OF LARGEST AMERICAN
CommunicaTions Companies, 199099

Firms Number of (Buying and Selling) Deals
Whirlpool Corporation 3
National Semiconductor Corporation 8
Schlumberger Limited Inc. 13
Harris Corporation 14
Johnson Controls Inc. 15
ITT Industries, Inc. 22
TRW Inc. 27
Motorola, Inc. 36
Texas Instruments Incorporated 36
Intel Corporation 37
GTE Corporation 39
Tyco International (US), Inc. 45
Emerson Electric Co. Inc. 57
Genera Electric Company Inc. 89

Source: Same asfor Tablelll.

tions services has played amajor rolein boosting M & A s within the sector as many
countries have opened up to private ownership. These regulatory changes have im-
pacted on the industry structure, whose concentration has been diluted, increas-
ingly moving from segmented monopoliesto open competition (Kang and Johansson
2000). Nonetheless, the role of technological changes in this sector should not be
underestimated since cross-border M& As in telecommunications are growing un-
der the pressure of increasing communications and cross-border restructuring.

As shown in Table IV, the largest U.S. communications companies have been
heavily involved in M&As. Infact, if alarge number of M& Ashave occurred in the
United Statesamong regional companies, aconsistent number of cross-border M& As
are trans-Atlantic. The reason may be identified in the (mainly) European interest
in U.S. technology in order to enhance global competitiveness. The five acquisi-
tions in the United States by France Alcatel, the three acquisitions in the United
States by General Electric Co. (U.K.), Royal Philips Electronics (the Netherlands),
and Ericsson (Sweden) can be framed within this context. Therefore, in terms of
theoretical motives, the M& A wave in telecommunications can be seen as a defen-
sive reaction and a means to enhance market and political power. Similarly, it can
be also interpreted as a strategy to exploit synergies, reduce transaction costs, and
access new markets or technology, and as ameans of removing inefficient manage-
ment.

2. Computing
Thetrends underlining the M& A wave in this sector can be linked to technol ogi-
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TABLE V

ToTaL NuMBER oF (BUYING AND SELLING) DEALS OF LARGEST AMERICAN
CompuTER CommanIEs, 1990-99

Firms Number of (Buying and Selling) Deals
Pitney Bowes Inc. 8
EMC Corporation 13
Xerox Corporation 15
Hewlett-Packard Company Inc. 31
Litton Industries, Inc. 33
Honeywell International Inc. 59
International Business Machines Corporation 60

Source: Sameasfor Tablelll.

cal changes. With the fast pace of technological development, new and complex
kinds of technology have been generated, opening up new business and market
opportunities. Similarly, an increasing technological interrelatednessin and around
computerization allows firms to exploit synergies, although this has also meant a
rise in innovation costs as aresult of the greater breadth of competence that firms
need to manage. Due to the notable technological expertise of U.S. computer com-
panies, the M&A wave in the sector has heavily involved U.S. firms. In fact, as
shown in TableV, the largest U.S. computing companies have played arole as both
buyers and sellers. If U.S. companies were targeted by potential buyers interested
in their technological competency, they also attempted to look for interrelated ex-
pertise that could enhance their technological and market performance. Thus, the
adoption of M&As in computing can be theoretically explained in terms of the
arguments highlighted by theindustrial organization and international businesslit-
erature aswell as some of the arguments of financial economics.

C. Pharmaceuticals

Technological factors have impacted on the growing M& A strategy in the phar-
maceutical industry. In this industry, internationalization and consolidation have
taken placethrough M& A s adopted asameans of achieving cost savingsand speed-
ing up innovation in response to the fast pace of technological changesin this sec-
tor. Therefore, pharmaceutical companies have undertaken M& Asin order to accu-
mulate resources for financing research and devel opment of new drugs. Moreover,
the 1990s slowdown in industry growth (in comparison with the 1970s and 1980s)
has favored the adoption of acquisition strategies. In fact, the currently leading
companieswill lose some key areas of patent protection in the next few years, thus
coming under pressure from the perspective of potential new entrantsinto the mar-
ket. The threat to their competitive position pushes pharmaceutical companies to
improve research, marketing, and distribution. In this sense, cross-border unions
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TABLE VI

ToraL NuMBER oF (BUYING AND SELLING) DEALS OF LARGEST AMERICAN
PrarMACEUTICAL CompPaNIES, 199099

Firms Number of (Buying and Selling) Deals
International Flavors & Fragrances Inc. 1
American Home Products Corporation 4
Mallinckrodt Inc. 6
Schering-Plough Corporation 7
Abbott Laboratories Inc. 10
Warner-Lambert Company Inc. 10
Clorox Company, The Inc. 11
Colgate-Palmolive Company Inc. 11
Lilly, Eli and Company (Inc.) 11
Bristol-Myers Squibb Company Inc. 16
Merck & Co, Inc. 17
Pfizer Inc. 19
Procter & Gamble Company, The Inc. 37
Pharmacia Corp 50
Johnson & Johnson Inc. 55

Source: Same asfor Tablelll.

may provide ameans of expanding the corporate asset base and reserves of techno-
logical strength. The largest U.S. pharmaceutical companies have massively used
this strategy, as shown in Table VI. Similarly, the fusion between SmithKline
Beecham and Glaxo Welcome can be framed within this context.

Thisimpliesthat the search for new business and marketstriggered by new tech-
nological opportunities might be seen as the underlying trend explaining M&Asin
the sector. In turn, thistrend can be theoretically traced back to particular motives
for M&As emphasized by industrial organization specialists (i.e., market power
and defensive reactions), international business researchers (i.e., access to markets
or technologies), and the financial economics literature (i.e., managerial ego) as
discussed in Section I1.

D. ail

The recent M& A wave can be understood as a further restructuring phase in the
oil industry. If the 1970s witnessed an epoch of nationalism, in which foreign con-
cessions were taken over and the OPEC cartel regulated oil supply, the 1980s saw
an age of hostiletakeovers, asillustrated, for instance, by the acquisition of Texaco
by Getty Qil. Conversdly, thetrend in 1990s has been characterized by alarge pres-
ence of private capital and foreign investors and consequently a great number of
cross-border mega-mergers, with the public sector still playing a significant role.

Asillustrated in Table |, in 1998 the oil industry accounted for the largest value
M&A (i.e., the deal between British Petroleum and Amoco). This has furthermore
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TABLE VII
LArcEST OiL ComPaNIES, BY REVENUES, 1998
(U.S.$hillion)
Exxon + Mobil 175
Royal Dutch/Shell 126
BP Amoco + Arco 929
Total + Petrofina 45
EIf Aquitaine 44
ENI 43
Texaco 42
Cheveron 41
Conaco 40
Marathon 39
Nippon Mitsubishi 38
Repsol 37

Source: Economist, May 13, 1999.
Note: Excluding state-run firms.

TABLE VIII

TotaL NumBER oF (BuYING AND SELLING) DEALS OF LARGEST AMERICAN
OiLs Companies, 1990-99

Firms Number of (Buying and Selling) Deals
Cabot Corporation 3
Phillips Petroleum Company Inc. 14
Chevron Corporation 25
Ashland Inc. 26
Texaco Inc. 29
Exxon Mobil Corporation 51
DuPont, E. I. De Nemours and Company Inc. 55

Source: Same asfor Tablelll.

transformed the industry structure, which is characterized by a growing firm size.
Table VI shows the biggest companiesin the industry in question. As can be seen
from the table, the first four companies are the results of cross-border mega-merg-
ers.

Asreported in Table V11, the U.S. largest oil companies have been particularly
activein M&As.

One of the main factors behind the 1990s industry restructuring through M&As
can be identified as the technological advancement, which has increased competi-
tive pressure. By improving extraction techniques, technological changes have kept
up supply and augmented the pressures on prices. In addition, the regulatory re-
form, which took place in petroleum-rich countries, has also impacted on the oil
industry. In those countries, the opening up to foreign companies in the extraction
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of national resources has created astimulusfor M& As. However, the oil market has
also been affected by the Asian crisis, as the Asian region used to be a source of
demand for oil. Asfar as this event is concerned, M& As have been regarded as a
strategy to exploit synergies, access new sources and reduce overheads. The alter-
native strategy to M&As (adopted so far by small and medium-sized companies)
has been to focus on a specia geographical or technical niche.

A final factor explaining M&As in the oil industry features the need for econo-
mies of scalein the production and distribution of oil. In fact, cross-border mergers
have helped to spread political and financial risks as well as to access newer and
cheaper oil fields outside Europe and North America. In this sector, regulatory
changes as well as the need for new business and markets, and the cross-border
restructuring stimulated by technological advance (together with associated theo-
retical motives) seemto play arole, to adifferent extent, in explaining M& A strat-

egies.
E. Banking

Like in motor vehicles and pharmaceuticals, in the banking sector M& As have
provoked a greater industrial concentration. Deutsche Bank—Bankers Trust New
York Corporation, HSBC Holdings—Republic New York Corporation, and HSBC
Holdings-Safra Republic Holdings are just three of the cross-border M& As ac-
counting for more than U.S.$1 billion each (UNCTAD 20004). Deregulation and
liberalization are among the factors accounting for the structural changes taking
place in the banking industry through M&As strategies. The GATS negotiations
together with the elimination of the borders between banking and securitiesin the
United States, the financial liberalization in Japan and the deregulation in the EU
have al contributed to a cross-border merger strategy for the sake of competition.
Similarly, the development of ICT and, consequently, of e-commerce has also cre-
ated new profit opportunities across borders, which, however, pose the problem of
coping with fast and uncertain technological changes. In both cases (i.e., deregula-
tion and liberalization of financial marketsaswell asincreasing profit opportunities
linked to technological changes), M& As have provided ameansfor expl oiting geo-
graphical and sectoral synergies in order to compete globally. Due to the major
underlying trends affecting this sector (i.e., regulatory changes, and new communi-
cations and cross-border restructuring), the theoretical motives which appear most
valid for explaining M&As in this case are market power and defensive reactions,
synergies and reduction of transaction costs as well as the theoretical arguments
suggested by the financial literature.
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VI. REGIONAL FRAMEWORKS

Mergers and acquisitions can also be understood as an element in global strategies
in the particular context of the shift towards increasingly internationally integrated
or networked TNCs, in which regard asset-seeking types of M&As are especially
relevant. Inthiscontext, regional scenarios asframeworks providing additional spe-
cific explanations to the M& As phenomenon gain particular attention. Therefore,
M& As are analyzed in the U.S., European, Latin American, and Asian context.

A. TheU.S Scenario

Asreported by UNCTAD (20004), the United Statesisthe single most important
target country. Thisis clearly illustrated in Figure 6, in which the United Statesis
the leader among the top ten developed countries in terms of cross-border M&A
sales. The acquirers have been mainly European companies, which have targeted
U.S. companies under the pressure of an increasing globalization of their industry
and have been attracted by the rapid growth of the U.S. economy. Among the Euro-

Fig. 6. Developed Countries: Cross-Border M& A Sales, Top Ten Countries,
1998 and 1999
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peans, U.K. companies have been the most active, most likely as a result of the
structure of the U.K. corporate sector, grounded asit isto agreater extent on liber-
alization and laissez-faire than in the continental EU members. This pattern clearly
emerges when considering thetop ten largest devel oped countriesin terms of cross-
border M&A purchases as revealed in Figure 7, where the United Kingdom ranks
first. Moreover, as discussed below, a discrete portion of U.S. corporate sales has
been absorbed by Mexican companies, which adopted an acquisition strategy in
order to expand in the region by riding on the NAFTA integration effect. Mexican
companies have been using M& As as an additional tactic (besides or in support of
export integration within NAFTA) to gain a portion of the U.S. market.

B. The European Scenario

Intermsof M&As, the European scenario is somehow different and more varied.
As reported in Table X, the European markets have experienced a magjor M&As
boom, although there are factors acting in favor as well as against this new corpo-
rate strategy.

Fig. 7. Developed Countries: Cross-Border M& A Purchases, Top Ten Countries,

1998 and 1999
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TABLE X
EurorEAN M& A Topr TeEN DeaLs (BETWEEN JANUARY 1 AnD June 19, 2000)
. Value of Dedl
Target Acquirer (U.S.$ Million)
Smith Kline Beecham (U.K.) Glaxo Welcome (U.K.) 78,384.5
Orange (Mannesmann) (U.K.) France Telecom (France) 45,967.1
Allied Zurich (U.K.) Zurich Allied (Switzerland) 19,399.1
Seat Pagine Gialle (Italy) Tin. it (Italy) 18,694.3
Norwich Union (U.K.) CGU (UK)) 11,658.3
Credit Commerciale de France (France) HSBC Holdings (U.K.) 11,223.0
Mannesmann Atecs (Germany) Investor Group (Germany) 9,394.1
TellaAB (Sweden) Investors (Unknown) 8,897.0
AOL Europe, AOL Australia (Germany) AmericaOnline (U.S.) 8,250.0
Dordtsche Petroleum (Netherlands) Investor Group (Netherlands) 8,125.0

Source: Thomson Financial Securities Data.

First of al, the introduction of the single currency has stimulated cross-border
M& As among European companies, which are attempting to gain a pan-European
presence in order to compete in other European countries as well as globally. A
second factor driving European corporate strategy towards M& Asistheliberaliza-
tion of telecommunications and services, which has created major opportunitiesin
the member countries, as well as the privatization process, which has taken place
most recently in Central and Eastern Europe. In these areas, cross-border M&As
(mainly related to privatization and infrastructure) rose substantially in 1999 as
clearly illustrated in Figure 8. Here, the involvement of Western European (rather
than U.S.) companies has been massive particularly in technology-related sectors,
notably banking and telecommunications.

However, besides these factors encouraging and stimulating mergers and acqui-
sitions, there are other counteracting factors such as the effect of EU competition
policy. In fact, the European Commission has tended to discourage cross-border
mergersin order to maintain competitive markets so as (it would argue) to encour-
age industrial efficiency, optimal allocation of resources, technical progress, and
the flexibility to adjust to a changing environment. Within this context, the merger
regulation which came into force in September 1990, represents an attempt to pro-
vide a system of controlling mergers. The aim is to eliminate agreements, which
restrict competition and abuse of dominant positions; to liberalize monopolistic
economic sectors (e.g., telecommunications); and to monitor state aid in order to
avoid a State grant designed to keep aloss-making firm in the market, despite alack
of recovery prospects. Nonetheless, the recent change in the EU policy concerning
M& As should also be taken into account. From June 2000, a takeover directive by
the EU has been in force which protects minority shareholders and encourages
cross-border mergers. With this directive, the EU competition policy moves to-
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Fig. 8. Central and Eastern Europe: A Cross-Border M& A Sale, Top Ten

Countries, 1998 and 1999
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TABLE X
U.K. M&A Topr TeN DeaLs (BETWEEN JANUARY 1 AND JUNE 19, 2000)
. Value of Deal
Target Acquirer (U.S$ Million)
Smith Kline Beecham (U.K.) Glaxo Welcome (U.K.) 78,384.5
Orange (Mannesmann) (U.K.) France Telecom (France) 45,967.1
Allied Zurich (U.K.) Zurich Allied (Switzerland) 19,399.1
Norwich Union (U.K.) CGU (UK)) 11,658.3
Compass Group (U.K.) Grancia Group (U.K.) 8,069.6
Robert Fleming Holdings (U.K.) Chase Manhattan Corp, NY 7,697.6
MEPC (U.K.) Leconport Estates (multinational) 5,233.2
Burmah Castrol (U.K.) BP Amoco (U.K.) 5,104.4
Pearson Television CLT-UFA (Cle Luxembourg) (Lux.) 4,249.1
Flextech Telewest Communications (U.K.) 3,705.5

Source: Thomson Financial Securities Data.
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wards a more U.K.-oriented approach to M&As. In fact, the United Kingdom is
more relaxed about foreign purchases of U.K. companies, as shown by the liberal
British attitude towards this matter. This is not by chance as confirmed by the fact
that, among developed countries, the United Kingdom ranks second after the United
States in terms of M& A sales and first in terms of M&A purchases, as reported in
Figures 7 and 8. Moreover, in 1999 the United Kingdom was the world’'s most
acquisitive country for cross-border business, as shownin Table X.

Corporate financiers increasingly regarded pan-European consolidation as the
biggest single source of business.

C. TheAsan Scenario

Asfar asM& As are concerned, the Asian scenario has been rather quiet, mainly
as aresult of the debt crisis which affected these countries. In fact, the financial
crisisimpacted upon the traditional structure of ownership. Many Asian firms have
huge debts, and may have in effect defaulted on loans. Potential buyers want them
to clear the decks, asking banks to forgive the debt or trade it for equity as part of
the deal. Potential two-way negotiations (i.e., between the acquired and the target)
become three-way negotiations, as they involve the banks owning the financial as-
sets of the target company. Therefore, the new ownership structure created by the
financial crisishas acted asaconstraint on M& A deals. Thissituation allowed little
scope for M&As, unless they were formally orchestrated by a major bank. The
situation has relaxed lately with some regulatory reforms of M&Astaking placein
the Republic of Korea and Japan among other countries. As far as Japan is con-
cerned, the Ministry of Economy, Trade and Industry (METI) has started introduc-
ing legislation that will make it easier for companies to spin off subsidiaries.

Besides changes in the regulatory framework, the main factor explaining the
recent growth of cross-border M& As can be identified as the changes in business
culture and corporate structure (UNCTAD 2000a). As far as the former is con-
cerned, Japanese business culture understood business as a collection of human
resources, thus refusing to sell or buy human beings. In addition, abusiness used to
be considered as afamily. Therefore, loyalty to management and lifetime employ-
ment were important implicationsin this conception. The changesin corporate cul-
ture are reflected in the reconsideration of keiretsu relationships as they make it
difficult for foreign and domestic firms to conclude M&As as a result of cross-
holdings of shares (i.e., shares held by keiretsu firms in one another).

D. Thelatin American Scenario

Asshownin Table XI, Latin America has been abooming areafor M& As since
the mid-1990s with the exception of 1997 and despite a negligible decline between
1998 and 1999. The growth in the volume of M&As in the region has aso been
remarkable in comparison with the worldwide trend (see Table XII).
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LATIN AMERICA ANNOUNCED M& As VoLUME

(U.S.$ million)
1996 354735
1997 7,959.0
1998 85,352.1
1999 73,4359
2000 90,252.9

Source: Thomson Financial Securities Data.

WoRLDWIDE vs. LATIN AMERICA M& AsVoLUME GROWTH
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(%)

1998 1999
Latin America 280 250
Worldwide 450 460

Source: Thomson Financial Securities Data.

Fig. 9. Latin America Announced M&As Volume, 1996-2000
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TABLE XIlII
THeE Top TEN TNCs IN LATIN AMERICA RANKED BY FOREIGN AsseTs, 1998
(Assets and salesin U.S.$ hiliion)
Foreign Foreign Foreign

Corporation Economy Industry Asseis Sales Employees
Petrdleos deVenezuela  Venezuela Petroleum 79 110 6,026
Cemex SA. Mexico Construction 5.6 2.3 9,745
Petrobras Brazil Petroleum 3.7 13 417
YPF SA. Argentina Petroleum 33 0.9 1,754
VaedeRio Dolce Brazil Transportation 19 3.0 7,076
EnersisSA. Chile Electrical 17 04 9,342
Pérez Companc SA. Argentina Petroleum 11 0.2 836
Genre SA Chile Electrical 11 0.2 217
CervejariaBrahma Brazil Foods N.A. N.A. N.A.
GrumaS.A. Mexico Foods and

beverages 0.7 0.8 7,736

Source: UNCTAD (2000b).

However, some interesting differences exist between the Latin American countries.
Asiillustrated in Figure 9, Brazil and Argentina have recorded the highest M&A
volume between 1996 and 2000. Mexico, Chile, and Venezuelafollow in thisorder.

Among these countries, Argentina and Brazil were the largest sellers. In both
countries, privatization can be identified as the main factor driving this pattern. In
thisrespect, the privatization of Telebrasin Brazil (1998) andYacimentos Petroliferos
Fiscales (Y PF) in Argentina (1999) are emblematic. The 1998 decline of the overall
volume of M& A announcements can be read as a consequence of the dowdown in
privatization. Within this framework, it is not by chance that the sectors involved
concerned telecommunications, commercia banking, and oil, which have been tra-
ditionally state-owned sectors. In Argentinaand Brazil, M& As have been used asa
mode of entry into these countries by North American and European companies
(particularly Spanish). Spanish Telefonica, for instance, spent the most of any
acquirer in Argentinain order to buy Telefonica of Argentina and Cointel, and the
largest Spanish company Repsol made a U.S.$13.2 billion investment in YPF
(UNCTAD 2000b). Similarly the Spanish giant BSCH acquired Banco Rio de Plata
Thus, the magjor M&As wave occurring in the United States and Europe has in-
volved Latin American companies as potential targets. Inthissense, the Latin Ameri-
can countries were affected by the spillovers of the changes taking place in the
United States and Europe.

Nonetheless, if the lion’s share of inward FDI by means of M& As can be attrib-
uted to European companies, outward FDI originating in thisregion has been mainly
intra-regional.! The Mercosur countries as a group (Argentina, Brazil, Paraguay,

1 IntraMercosur FDI concern mainly Argentina, Brazil, and Chile, while Uruguay and Paraguay
have attracted less investments in general (Bonelli 2001).
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and Uruguay, with Boliviaand Chile as associated partners) and particularly Brazil
hold the largest share of regional FDI despite the economic stagnation and instabil -
ity due to the currency devaluation in early 1999. Moreover, asillustrated in Table
XII1, the ten largest Latin American TNCs operate in the sectors in which the pro-
pensity to engage M& As has been the highest worldwide.

Inthe northern part of theregion, NAFTA exercisesastronginfluenceon M&As,
particularly in the case of Mexican firms. In fact, in Mexico M& As have been used
to expand corporate operations abroad particularly in the neighboring NAFTA coun-
tries. In 1999, Mexico recorded the largest external cross-border activity, account-
ing for eighteen transactionsthat invol ved target companies outside the Latin Ameri-
can region.

Therefore, Mexico has attempted to amplify the NAFTA integration process by
strengthening the link with the United States. Similarly, Mexican companies have
been targeted by European and Asian TNCs in order to benefit from the NAFTA
rules of origin, thus asameansto access awider market than Mexico by participat-
ing in the integration effect.

VII. CONCLUSIONS

The late 1990s M& A wave has been understood here as amajor corporate restruc-
turing strategy dueto some general trends. First of all, we argued that liberalization
in the financial sectors (e.g., telecommunications services and banking) has pro-
vided new market opportunities by means of M&As. Second, the fast pace of tech-
nological changes has acted asamajor influence for different reasons. Infact, it has
encouraged technologically related types of M&As as a means of coping with an
increaseininnovative complexity and interrelatedness. Similarly, it has pushed firms
to look for new business and markets in order to cope with cost increases. Thisis
the central consideration in the case of the e ectronics and the pharmaceutical sec-
tors. The development of new communications and cross-border restructuring has
facilitated faster communications allowing for international expansion of firms seek-
ing to exploit and consolidate competitive advantages by means of M&As. These
general trends have affected some industries more than others because of sectoral
specificities. Motor vehicles, telecommunications, computing, pharmaceuticals, oil,
and banking arethe sectorsparticul arly affected by thesetrendsand so unsurprisingly
they account for a high portion of the value and the number of M&A deals.

The analysis conducted at a regional level has also revealed that, despite the
global significance of theM& A phenomenon, some specific regional patternsemerge
also, one being the desirability of U.S. targets asaresult of the rapid growth of the
U.S. economy and of the local availability of corporate technological competency.
In Europe the introduction of the single currency and the liberalization of services
within the EU and the privatization in Central and Eastern Europe have provided a
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great stimulus to M& As. Conversely, the EU competition policy has tended to act
as a constraint, as the European Commission claims the right to investigate any
merger involving afirm with a significant presence in the EU markets for the sake
of competition. Asia has become involved in the M&As wave only recently as a
result of the debt crisis and a rooted business culture skeptical of the rationale be-
hind M& As. Latin American countries have been themost involvedin M&Asmainly
asaresult of the privatization of public enterprises. However, unlike M& Aswithin
the region, M&As instigated from outside the region do not seem to have been
much associated with Mercosur integration, as Latin American firms were targeted
by either U.S. or European companiesinterested in exploiting other aspects of local
liberalization and other new opportunities. Conversely, Mexican companies have
adopted M& As to enhance their integration in the NAFTA areaand particularly in
the U.S. market.

Mergers and acquisitions, understood as a global strategy of TNCs, have im-
pacted differently on national economies when considering developed and devel-
oping countries. Within national borders, M& As can be used for the sake of domes-
tic development and growth. In the case of developing countries, the conclusion of
M& As may allow national governments to pursue devel opment policy. In fact, the
location of the new corporate entities (which are supposedly stronger than the merg-
ing partners) can be auseful tool for the takeoff of the national economy. Asfar as
developed countries are concerned, M& As can be used to reduce or eliminate eco-
nomic unbalances within national borders by encouraging the location of some
affiliates of the new corporate entities in depressed regions, thus stimulating na-
tional growth.
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