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Can cross-border M&A improve micro performance?
Empirical analysis based on firm heterogeneity

and characteristics of host countries

DING Yibing' LIU Ziwei’
(1. Center for China Public Sector Economy Research Jilin University Changchun 130012  China;
2. School of Economics Jilin University Changchun 130012 China)

Abstract: Using PSM-DID method and the micro data of the firmdevel from 2009 to 2016 the paper examines the
impact of cross-border M&A on productivity and financial performance in the firm. The results show that M&A improves the
productivity but fails to improve the financial performance significantly and continuously. We also examine the differences in
the impacts of M&A from two aspects of the firm heterogeneity and the characteristics of host country. It is found that M&A
shows a significant promotion effect on the productivity of large and medium-sized firms non-state-owned and state-owned
firms and manufacturing firms but it only improves the financial performance of state-owned enterprises. When the economic
development level of the host country is higher the attitude towards FDI is more friendly and the institution level is higher than
the home country the effect of M&A will be larger. Finally we pay special attention to the endogenous problems of M&A by
using dynamic system GMM method to verify the previous conclusions. This paper provides a micro level empirical test for
evaluating the performance of cross-border M&A.

Key words: cross-broader M&A; TFP; financial performance; firm heterogeneity; characteristics of host countries;

PSM-DID; dynamic system GMM



