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Introduction

In today's economy,  business dimension seems to be a key factor for a company success.

Being relatively larger than competitors allows companies not only to survive in the market

but also to increase their business and market position, paving the way to higher profits, value

creation, and, usually,   shareholders' wealth (Dorsey,  2008).  It  is common knowledge that

companies can increase their value dimension implementing internal or external processes.

Managers  can  exploit  existent  internal  resources  to  employ  more  staff  or  improve  the

equipment, for example, in order to rise output and sales. In so doing companies have full

control over the planned process, they can protect their internal know-how and they can avoid

to  address  huge  resources  to  the  implementation  of  integration  processes.  Although  this

usually  leads  to  positive  economic  results  due  to  a  gradual  raise  in  incomes,  managers

generally face some drawbacks: inability to cover the growing operating costs associated with

the  higher  product  capacity  and  difficulties  in  handling  the  organizational  development.

Internal expansion, for instance, may require additional assets such as knowledge, skills and

capabilities.  Managers  must  hire  skillful  employee  able  to  cope  with  the  company

development needs and competent in the implementation of new procedures; in the mean time

they are strongly recommended to fit organization's culture. This is not always an easy task to

achieve. By contrast, external growth does not rely on the expansion of existing operations,

since  it  is  based  on  the  exploitation  of  market  opportunities  such  as  joint  ventures  or

takeovers. It  is certainly an easier way to achieve dimensional growth, and it is extremely

functional in high time-pressure market conditions. Many streams of work have more and

more  investigated  the  benefits  and  the  limitations  of  this  expansion  path,  focusing  more

recently on the importance of the initial identification and definition of the transaction, as well

as on the post-deal organizational implications. 

The purpose of this thesis is to describe part of such external growth operations, describing

the reasons spurring managers to use acquisitions as a tool for dimensional expansion. The

interest regarding this topic has been also fostered by the increasing number of acquisitions

that have involved Italian companies in the last few years. It is thought that the reasons for

these operations can not be identified only by referring to the particular economic situation

that has been characterizing Italian economy from 2008 onwards, in the wake of the American

and  global  financial  crisis.  I  think  that  tracing  back  the  reasons  just  to  opportunistic
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behaviours  is  something extremely simplistic  that  is  not  sufficient  to  explain  why Italian

economy represents the third worldwide destination of acquisitions (2011 OECD report). The

aim therefore  is  to  investigate  more  deeply the  reasons  underlying  this  phenomenon,  by

analysing the economic performances of Italian companies. To do this, this thesis has been

structured as follows.

The first chapter is an introduction to the concept of acquisition and it emphase the distinction

between it and merger (which are usually both referred as M&A or takeovers); in addition to

that a brief examination of the most common types of processes is presented. Secondly, in

order to set the phenomenon from a quantitative point of view a description of M&A market

evolution is discloses. This seemingly contradicts what was said earlier about the difference

between  the  two  phenomena,  but  large  part  of  research  studies  consider  mergers  and

acquisitions together and it would be very difficult to isolate the effects of one from those of

the other. Once made this clarification, and coming back to the structure of the thesis, US

market has been taken as a reference point for M&A activity, given its pioneer role in the

global economy. In order to have a complete overview of the evolution of the phenomenon,

global, European and Italian trends are then also described.

Consequently,  I  tried  to  frame  the  M&A issue  in  the  light  of  international  and  national

theoretical  contributions.  The major strands that have investigated the reasons for and the

effects of these operations has been presented, as well as the various approaches followed in

describing such phenomenon. In particular the focus has been on the theories of synergy,

managerial motives and market for corporate control.

As for Italian literature, the sources are very scarce in this regard. Reference was made to

three main works provided by Guelpa (1992), Benfratello (2001) and Bellucci (2010). Each of

these studies have examined the M&A activity throughout the analysis of some economic

indicators,  usually  related  to  three  aspect  of  a  company  performance:  profitability  and

efficiency, growth outlooks and financial structure. Such analysis cover the period 1983-2007.

Results are used to verify the transposition of the mentioned theories to the Italian context.

Aware of the difficulty in this regard, and especially conscious of the fact that generally the

effects  are  the  result  of  a  combination  of  causes,  I  am concerned  to  emphasize  that  the

intention was to highlight which of the proposed theories can better explain the acquisition

processes  of  Italian  companies.  The  reasons  of  the  recent  wave  of  acquisition  involving

domestic companies,  therefore,  relies on these researches.  Using the same methodological

4



approach, a sample of a hundred of Italian companies acquired in the year 2011 was studied.

This research is based on the analysis of 14 performance indicators, computed on the value of

21 balance sheet items, deducted from Bureau van Djik's Orbis database. 

In particular, two analysis have been implemented: an ex-ante analysis through which it was

possible to provide an explanation over the reasons (if any) that pushed Italian and foreign

firms to acquire domestic companies. Conversely, an ex post analysis allowed to understand

which were the effects (if any) of such transactions. In this regard, four hypotheses that can be

traced to the following questions have been tested:

• do acquired companies' performances improve after the acquisition?;

• are there any differences between the performances recorded by companies acquired 

by foreign and Italian bidder firms?;

• are there any differences between the performances recorded by companies acquired 

by Anglo-Saxon and non-Anglo-Saxon firms?  

• are there any differences between the performances recorded by companies involved 

in vertical or horizontal acquisitions with respect to those involved in conglomerate 

ones?
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Chapter 1.  M&A: phenomenon's definition and evolution

1.1. Definitions

The terms 'merger' and 'acquisition' are often used as synonyms to indicate two extraordinary

corporate transactions useful to achieve a specific purpose. Broadly speaking, M&A 

“occur when two or more organizations join together all or part of their operations”1. 

They are often referred to as takeovers. This is a general term that identifies a transaction in

which one company buys another.  Indeed, the net result of these operations seems to be the

same: two or more companies with a previously separated ownership, combine their resources

and operate as a single one to achieve some specific purposes. Actually the two terms not only

have different meanings, but they also imply different 

“strategic, financial, tax and even cultural impact”2

on companies.

The terms 'merger' means a transaction by which two (or more) companies, often similar in

size, agree to enter into an agreement and run a business as a single new company, renouncing

to  their  own  separated  ownership.  Such  a  transaction  entails  a  total  integration  of  the

companies involved, which forsake their legal and economical identity and start to operate as

a single organization by cooperating in setting up the management of the new entity.  

Usually mergers can be conducted by: 

 absorption: 

it is typical of those transactions in which a company absorbs the other(s): it keeps on

existing while the other legally ceases to exist; 

 creation of a new company:

companies involved agree to lose their identity and create a new one in which they

1      Sherman A.J. (2010)
2 Ibidem
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operate.  If the transaction is not financed by cash, in both processes an exchange of

companies' stock usually occurs. In particular, as concern the first case, the acquired

partner  receives  capital  shares of  the  acquiring  company.  On  the  other  hand  the

proportion of share of the new companies owned by each partner is determined before

the effects of the transaction take place.

Mergers can also be distinguished as follow:

 horizontal merger: 

occurring between two (or  more) companies  operating and competing in the same

industry.  In  2002,  for  example,  Hewlett-Packard  and  Compaq  Computer,  both

operating in the IT sector merged; 

 vertical merger: 

occurring between two (or more) companies operating in the same industry's supply

chain,  usually in the form of supplier-company or company-customer. In 2000, for

instance, America Online and Time Warner closed a $160bn deal in the mass media

industry; 

 conglomerate merge: 

occurring between two (or more) companies operating in totally different industries.

Two forms can be identified: pure conglomerate merge – companies have no common

business area – and mixed conglomerate merge – companies aim at market-extension

or product-extension. Recently (2005) P&G, a multinational consumer goods company

reinforced  its  weak  position  in  the  men's  personal  care  industry by merging  with

Gillette;

 market-extension merger: 

occurring between two (or  more)  companies  selling the  same product  in  different

markets;

 product-extension merger: 

occurring  between  two  (or  more)  companies  selling  similar  product  in  the  same

market.

By contrast, the term 'acquisition' means a transaction occurring between no more than two
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companies, in which one is the buyer and the other the acquired. The bidder company (bidder)

acquires the ownership of a particular asset, a line of business or a whole target company

(target)  through  cash  payment,  stock  or  debt.  Many studies  point  out  the  importance  of

activity similarity – the so called “relatedness” -  in acquisition deals. The results of such

studies are shown hereinafter in the paper.

Before showing the most common acquisition procedures, an explanation over the different

kinds of  deals is required. Commonly, an acquisition can be friendly, unfriendly, reverse or

backflip. A friendly acquisition occurs when the bidder firstly informs the target's board of

director  about  an  upcoming  bid.  Target  management,  therefore,  has  the  opportunity  to

evaluate the bid and choose to agree or to refuse. By contrast, an unfriendly acquisition takes

place when the bidder circumvents target's management, addressing its shareholders directly.

In so doing, the former can get the ownership of the latter by purchasing shareholders' equity

(usually attracted by a share premium price). When a private company wants to turn into a

public  one, it  might  promotes its  Initial  Public Offering on a security exchange or it  can

acquires  an  existent  public  company,  avoiding  some  of  the  expenses  related  to  the  just-

mentioned method. Finally, an acquiring company might decide to turn into a subsidiary of

the acquired firm; this generally happens as a result of a strategical or marketing decisions.

As concern the procedures, it is possible to identify the following most adopted transactions: 

 tout-court acquisition: 

transaction through which the ownership of a company's equity, that ensure its control,

is transferred from the target company to the bidder one. Usually the transaction takes

place outside the stock market and the payment is in cash; 

 leveraged buyout (LBO): 

it occurs when the transaction is financed by debt. The bidder company reduces its

financial  commitment  by borrowing the amount  of  money needed;  the consequent

cash flows provided by the target company are then used to repay the debt. In order to

not affect the financial situation of the companies involved, usually a new company is

created (NewCo) before the acquisition comes into being and the debt is transferred to

it. It then merges with the target company. If a leveraged buyout is accomplished by
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internal company's managers, the transaction is called  management buyout  (MBO),

while if the managers belong to other companies, it is called management buyin; 

 tender offer (corresponding to the Italian OPA): 

a  proposal  to  buy the  whole  shareholders'  equity,  or  part  of  it,  which  the  bidder

company promotes to the target publicly traded company. In so doing the former can

reach  the  counterpart  directly,  bypassing  the  open  market  and,  very  often,  the

incumbent  management  (hostile  tender  offer);  the  latter  usually  benefits  from

receiving an higher price (price premium) than the current stock's market value. Price

premium usually range  from 15% to  20%.  Most  tender  offers  eventually  become

mergers when all the minority stockholders agree to the deal. Local regulation and

competent authorities regulate the tender offer process3.  

1.2. Evolution of M&A market

The  process  of  external  growth  through  mergers  and  acquisitions  has  become  a  typical

phenomenon of the last few decades. Actually, it started at the end of 20th century and have

characterized the North-American and British economy before being gradually implemented

in the rest of the world. European companies, in fact, began to carry out takeovers by the end

of World War II, while Asian companies has been involved since the 1980s (Martynova &

Renneboog  (2008)).  Nevertheless  US  companies  played  a  primary  role  in  M&A global

market,  except  for  a  6-year-period  at  the  beginning of  this  century,  when the  volume of

European transactions was higher with respect to the American one. Figure 1 demonstrates it

by examining the number of European, Asian and US operations since 1985. Before this year

the relevance of non-American transactions was quite low.

3 Tender offers in US are regulated by Williams Act of 1968, codified in Section 13(d) and Section 14(d) of the Securities 
Exchange Act of 1934.  As concern Italian regulation, OPA are regulated by Testo Unico della Finanza (art. 102-122) and
by Consob regulation. They both regulate the whole process with a focus on disclosure requirements.
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Fig.1. Volume of US, European, Asian M&A in 1985-2004

Source: Martynova M., Renneboog L. (2008)

In order to  give a general overview of M&A evolution, it  is useful  to focus on American

market.  This  mainly  for  two  reasons.  First,  non-American  markets  provides  limited

information since, as already said, they worked from the second half of 20th century. Second,

US market is frequently the leading market of global economy.

Figure 2 describes the volume of US deals from 1897 to present. At first sight, some basic

considerations can be drawn. The number of transactions was steadily under one thousand per

year (just few exceptions) until the mid-60s. From 1965 an increasing trend occurred, and in

the late '60s the number of deals was five times higher than ten years before. The period from

1970 to 2000 was characterized by contrasting trends, with deals fluctuating between 2.000

and 6.000 per year, before the explosion that took place in the following phase. The volume of

transactions in the period 2000-2014 were, in fact, on average 9.000 per year.

As  concern  the  value  of  these  deals,  it  more  or  less  followed  the  volume trend.  By the

beginning of the 1950s the value of such transactions has increased sharply, achieving more

than $100m for the first time in 1984 (Gaughan, 1999) and reaching the peak of $1.902bn in

2000 (KPMG, 2014).  
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Fig.2.: US M&A activity in 1897-2013

Source: Gaughan (1999)

On closer inspection, however,  it  is possible to notice one of the main features of M&A,

firstly described by Gaughan (1999): they came in waves. It is not fully understood why they

cyclically  reoccur,  but  examining  them separately it  is  possible  to  identify  that  they  are

strongly affected by national regulation and they always end during an economic downturn. In

particular  Gaughan  identifies  five  waves:  1897-1904,  1916-1929.  1965-1969,  1981-

1989,1992-2000. In addition to these, a further wave is commonly recognized for the period

2003-2008.

1.2.1. First wave: 1897 – 1904

The first M&A wave took place in 1897 after a period of deep worldwide recession. In 1973,

after a long period of economic growth,  the crash of Vienna Stock Exchange and the collapse

of  American  bank  Jay  Cook  &  Company  lead  to  a  severe  decrease  in  stockholders'

confidence.  As a result of that  a huge economic crisis hit European and North American

markets.  Agricultural  and  industrial  productions  shrank  (-33%  in  United  States)  and

unemployment rose (+14% in 1876). 

In order to cope with the crisis, companies started to combine their resources. They not only
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aimed to enforce their market position, but their purpose was also the creation of a monopoly.

As Singler (1950) pointed out, the first wave of M&A can be described as the “merge for

monopoly era”.   Horizontal takeovers were encouraged by the lack of an appropriate anti-

trust regulation4 and by the the support of market exchange and financial institutions. By the

end of the wave, 78.3% of the total amount of deal was represented by horizontal M&A.

Sheet 1: first wave M&A volume Fig.3: US M&A first wave (volume)

YEAR NUMBER 
OF DEALS

1897 69

1898 309

1899 1208

1900 340

1901 423

1902 379

1903 142

1904 79

Source: Gaughan (1999) 

According to the National Bureau of Economic Research, the industries mainly involved (they

represents  about  65%  of  total  economy)  were:  transportation  equipment,  machinery,

petroleum  products  and  bituminous,  metal  products,  primary  metals,  food  products  and

chemicals. 

The pace of takeovers slacked at the beginning of the 20th century as a result of an upcoming

economic slowdown. The majority of mergers and acquisitions failed in achieving the hoped

results.

1.2.2. Second wave: 1916 – 1929

The second wave of takeovers occurred in the period 1916-1929 as a result of the World War

I.  In  order  to  support  US army needs,  national  government  fostered  the  development  of

cooperatives to improve national productivity during the conflict. At the end of the war, this

4 Actually an anti-trust law (Sherman Act) was passed in 1890 by American Congress. It was quite unused until president 
Theodore Roosevelt use it to prevent monopolies and cartels.
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industrial policy was not abandoned and the consequent economic boom helped incumbent

companies  in  maintaining  their  market  power.  On  the  other  hand,  in  1914  the  anti-trust

regulation became stricter since the Clayton Act was passed. It reinforced the Sherman Act by

stating that:

“No person engaged in commerce or  in  any activity affecting

commerce shall acquire, directly or indirectly, the whole or any

part of the stock or other share capital and no person subject to

the jurisdiction of the Federal Trade Commission shall acquire

the whole or any part of the assets of another person engaged

also in commerce or in any activity affecting commerce, where in

any line of commerce or in any activity affecting commerce in

any section of the country, the effect of such acquisition may be

substantially  to  lessen  competition,  or  to  tend  to  create  a

monopoly”

Clayton Antitrust Act, 1914, section 7

As a result of that, the “merge for oligopoly” (Stingler, 1950) began and at the same time

horizontal takeovers were replaced by vertical ones. The increase of M&A transactions was

also supported by two key factors: the crucial role of contemporary investment banks and the

existence of advanced transportation infrastructures allowing the development of oligopolies

mainly in the primary metal, food, petroleum, transportation equipment and chemical sectors

(Gaughan, 1999).

The second wave of M&A declined after the stock market crash in 1929. 

1.2.3. Third wave: 1965-1969

In the 1940s and 1950s M&A deals occurred between large bidders and small targets mainly

because of fiscal reasons. Neither technological innovations nor infrastructure development

helped companies to conduct takeovers as they did in the period before the financial crisis. 

From the  beginning  of  the  1960s  an  upturn  trend  characterized  US  economy as  well  as

Western ones and a similar pattern marked takeovers activity. 
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      Sheet 2: third wave M&A volume   Fig.4: US M&A third wave (volume)

YEAR NUMBER
OF DEALS

TREND

1965 2.125 +7,32%

1966 2.377 +11,85%

1967 2.975 +25,16%

1968 4.462 +49,98%

1969 6.107 +36,87%

Source: Gaughan (1999)

Since the Clayton Act aimed at preventing those concentrations that could have lessened the

competition within a specific industry, and Celler-Kefavver Act (1950) limited horizontal and

vertical  takeovers,  firms  started  to  merge  and  acquire  companies  operating  in  different

economic  sectors.  The  period  1965-1969  is  considered  the  'conglomerate  merge'  period.

According  to  the  Federal  Trade  Commission,  80% of  M&A transactions  occurred  in  the

decade  1965-1975,  involved  companies  of  different  industries.  Managers  belief  that

diversification could reduce firms' risks was a further driving factor for takeovers activity,

while the support of investment bank was not so relevant as it was earlier. The end of the

'conglomeration period' was a logical consequence of the poor performances of such merged

companies were able to achieve. 

1.2.4. Fourth wave: 1981-1989

A downturn  trend  in  M&A activity  characterized  the  1970s.  The  transactions  steadily

decreased from 5.152 in 1970 to 2.128 in 1979; one year later they drop to 1.889 before

raising in the following six years. 

The fourth wave took place between 1981 and 1989 and it can be distinguished from the

previous waves for two main features. First, US companies used to exploit external growth

processes in order to quickly develop their business and, more and more often, to achieve
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short-term economic results. As a consequence of that, both bidder and target shareholders

were more sensitive to short term profits and they were not interested in their management's

transaction  evaluation.  Thus,  hostile  takeovers  became  the  most  common  mean  used  to

achieve dimensional growth. Second, it was common that target companies were on average

much more bigger in size that previous acquired companies; the forth wave, in fact, is known

also  as  the  period  of  megamergers.  Figure  5  describes  the  volume and the  value  of  US

operations: 

Fig.5: US M&A fourth wave

Data source: Gaughan (1999)

An overall  deregulation  in  some  industries,  the  relinquishment  of  diversification  and  the

return to specialization and a higher use of financing debts were key elements allowing the

raise of takeovers in sectors such as oil and gas, pharmaceuticals, banking and airlines that

lasted until the end of the decade. Anti-takeover laws, the reform of financial institution and

the upcoming Gulf War led to the end of the fourth wave.

1.2.5. Fifth wave: 1992 – 2000 

The main aim of managers in the last decade of 20th century was to avoid to commit the same

mistakes they made during the fourth wave. First of all, they took a long-run and strategic

perspective, thus avoiding to pursue short-term purposes and deals. It is not a coincidence that
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hostile takeovers accounted for just 4% of the total US M&A. Second, they preferred to resort

to equity financed operations rather than increase their company's debt exposure. 

The fifth wave of M&A is definitely considered the first international one. The volume of

European (United Kingdom, Germany and France above all), Asian (no longer only Japan)

and Central  and South American deals rose dramatically by the  end of the century.  As a

consequence of that, cross-border transactions started to have a more and more significant

role and pushed the total value of transactions to rise once again reaching its high at the end of

the period ($1.902bn). 

The  sectors  mainly  involved  in  this  surge  have  been  the  banking,  financial,

telecommunication and broadcasting ones. This is particularly due to the deregulation of these

industries and to the remarkable technological boom of the period. The aggregate number of

deals with respect to the US total increased by 458% in less than ten years. 

1.2.6. Sixth and seventh wave: they are or are they?

It  is common opinion to identify a sixth wave of M&A in addition to those described by

Gaughan. The period 2003 – 2008 was characterized by a strong globalisation of markets that

is addressed as the main cause, in a takeovers perspective, of an extraordinary shareholders'

activism,  an  aggressive  role  of  private  equity  funds  as  well  as  an  increase  of  leveraged

buyouts. This led to an overall raise of volume and value of US takeovers, as described in the

Figure 6: 

Fig.6: US M&A sixth wave

Data source: KPMG
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The five waves examined by Gaughan are mainly related, as said at the beginning of the

paragraph, to US market but,  by the 1990s, the phenomenon has become more and more

global.  A recent  KPMG  report  (2004)  examines  the  emerging  role  of  BRICs  in  global

economy and focus  on  the  role  of  South  Africa  as  African  leading  country for  a  future

development of the whole continent. If Africa will be heavily involved in global economy, the

opportunity for a further increase in takeovers is no longer unrealistic.

1.2.7. Evolution of world trend

In  order  to  provide  a  more  exhaustive  overview of   global  M&A phenomenon,  it  seems

appropriate to provide some data related to world M&A trends. In so doing, we will focus on

the period 2000 - 2013, as most of our interest. This period will also be taken as a reference

point for the study on Italian activity, which will be shown later. It is well to remember from

now on that, not wanting to stray too far from the objective of this thesis, the focus will be

especially on  the  period  2009-2013,  which  will  be  the  subject  of  further  analysis  in  the

following chapters.

The information about the M&A global market are shown in figure 7:

Fig.7: World M&A market

Data source: KPMG
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As the chart points out, in the period considered the volume of transactions has undergone a

slight change at the beginning of the century, reaching a low at 20.093 operations. After a

steady growth that culminated in 2007, it remained almost unchanged around 28.500-29.000

deals. 2007 represents also the most important year in terms of  M&A operations' value. If

value trend has previously followed the volumes' one, reaching in that year the amount of $

3.834bn, from 2008 onwards, thanks to the sharp slowdown in the world economy, the scope

of transactions decreased up to the minimum ($ 1.729bn) . Considering the period 2009-2013,

a  bell-shaped trend  can  be  identified:  2011 was a  very active  year  for  both  transactions'

number and amount of capital involved.

1.2.8. M&A activity: focus on Italian economy

As  said  earlier,  the  information  concerning  the  operations  of  mergers  and  acquisitions

involving Italian companies in the '70s and '80s are really scarce. The reasons must be sought

partly in a general lack of preparation in facing a new phenomenon that, in the wake of US

economic events, began to spread in our country. However, they should be charged to the total

absence of a regulatory authority properly established to handle M&A activity. 

Even as concern the activity in the '90s, quantitative information are not so many. Although

the antitrust authority was active in this period, I found very difficult to identify any source

from which drawing the necessary elements for a descriptive analysis of the phenomenon.

What we can assume from the data of Martynova & Renneboog (2008) is that the Italian

phenomenon  has  followed  trends  that  have  occurred  in  Europe.  From 1993 to  1999 the

number and the value of operations has grown steadily, reaching a peak at the very end of the

decade  (respectively  691  and  Euros144bn).  However,  this  expansion  might  rely  on  the

common continental economic policy inaugurated in those years and the consequent opening

up to international operations.
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Fig.8: Italian M&A market

Data source: KPMG

Quite different is the situation as regard following years. From 2000 onwards, the information

concerning the operations of Italian mergers and acquisitions not only have been recorded, but

were increasingly drawn from specific institutions to offer more and more accurate and timely

information about the phenomenon. This is an indication, however, of the growing importance

of such activities in the Italian economy from the beginning of the new century. Therefore, in

the remainder of the chapter  we will  try to seize the extent  of  this  activity in the Italian

context; this obviously entails that a brief comparison with  respect to the global phenomenon

is due. Actually the real comparison will be done at the European level. This is because a

comparison Italy-World seems to be quite risky. Too many would be the variables involved

and the differences in economic issues that affect cyclically those countries driving the global

economy. Let's think about the role of the BRICs. A comparison between Italian and such

World economy, dominated by countries with extremely positive economic rates, can be quite

insignificant. However, just some superficial considerations about that are then made, before

analyzing in more detail the role of Italy (and thus the national M&A activity) within the

European  context.  The  focus,  as  anticipated,  will  be  on  the  period  2000-2013,  and  in

particular the second part of it. This because this period will be analyzed as already said in the

next chapter, indeed representing the time frame of the empirical analysis we are going to
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present.

Before moving on to the comparisons, therefore, it seems appropriate to provide some data

concerning Italian operations of M&A, both in terms of volumes and values. The following

tables provide such information. 

Sheet 3: Volume and value of Italian M&A activity

YEAR VOLUME TREND
over -1 year

YEAR VALUE TREND
over -1 year

2000 780 -- 2000 129 –

2001 605 -22.44% 2001 57 -55.81%

2002 453 -25.12% 2002 48 -15.79%

2003 417 -7.95% 2003 96 +100.00%

2004 417 0.00% 2004 29 -69.79%

2005 457 9.59% 2005 120 +313.79%

2006 467 2.19% 2006 100 -16.67%

2007 459 -1.71% 2007 148 +48.00%

2008 495 7.84% 2008 56 -62.16%

2009 197 -60.20% 2009 34 -39.29%

2010 279 41.62% 2010 20 -41.18%

2011 329 17.92% 2011 28 +40.00%

2012 340 3.34% 2012 26 -7.14%

2013 381 12.06% 2013 31 +19.23%

Source: KPMG

As can be seen from Fig.9, the number of operations of mergers and acquisitions involving

Italian companies since 2000 has suffered two severe downturns. 
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Fig.9: Italian M&A market

Data source: KPMG

The first decline was recorded in the period from 2000 to 2002, during which the number of

operations was almost halved; the second from 2008 to 2009, a time when it was more than

halved, from nearly 500 to less than 200.

This trend was reflected in part by the value of such bargaining. From 2000 to 2007, they had

very fluctuating short-term trends; the net result was anyway positive. Since 2007, the trend

has  definitely  changed,  a  rapid  fall  of  the  aggregate  value  of  transactions  preceded  the

aforementioned decline in the number of operations in 2008.

By comparing Italian activity with the global one, a similarity in the trend of capital invested

in such transactions can be identified. They both suffered a decrease around 2003-2004; a

progressive recovery in the following three years was recorded before the activity shrank

again. By contrast, huge differences in the amount of operations characterize the period 2009-

2013. A consistently positive trend following a big fall in the number of operations in Italy

collided against a generally steady trend for the number of worldwide operations.

In order to demonstrate that a comparison between Italy and Europe is far more significant

than the last one; it can be seen from the graphs below (Fig.10) that national and continental

activities are, in fact, quite similar.
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Fig.10: Italian and European M&A activities comparison (volume)

Data source: KPMG

From this graph it can be noticed that the trend regarding the number of transaction completed

in Italy and in Europe is almost identical concerning the period prior to 2008; by contrast,

some differences can be identified for the period 2009-2013. In Italy the number of M&A

deals hit a low in 2009 (197 transactions) before starting a slight constant increase, while in

the  Continent  a  modest  increase  in  2009-2010  was  followed  by  a  period  of  activity

contraction in the three following years. The fact Europe did not suffered so much in 2009 is

due to the positive performances characterizing Eastern continental countries, which balanced

most of the losses made by Western continental ones. The Italian trend is therefore in that

period in line with this last, and opposed to the general European one.

As  for  the  monetary size  of  bargains,  it  might  be  said  that  Italian  data  are  in  line  with

European  ones.  The  U-shaped  continental  trend  in  the  period  2000-2007  is  basically

reproduced (even if in a more discontinuous manner) from the Italian. Similarly, in both cases

one may notice a sharp drop until 2009-2010, and a following slight continuous recovery.
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Fig.11: Italian and European M&A activities comparison (value)

Data source: KPMG

The relationship Italy-Europe is emphasized  by the information included in the next  two

charts,  which describe  the prominence of  recent  national  deals  on the the  total  European

amount.

Fig.12: European M&A activity by country (volume)

  2011                     2012                 2013

Source: KPMG

Figure 12 points out the relevance of national activity in Europe; Italy is one of the main

country affecting it.  In particular, the charts figure out how Italy stably occupies the sixth

position, with a number of transactions equal to 4% of the total. More or less all positions has
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been unchanged in the past three years, with the United Kingdom having about one-fifth of

total transactions, followed by Russia,  France and Germany  (about 15%) each and Spain

(about 6-7%) .

Fig.13: European M&A activity by country (value)

 2011            2012                            2013

Source: KPMG

As regard the value of M&A activity,  Italy reaches the fifth position just in the last year,

thanks to the reduction of Spanish size of transactions. The main European country is, even

this  time,  the  United Kingdom. It  is  then followed by France  (in  decline),  Germany and

Russia (rising). 

At the end of this comparison, charts show that, although Italian trend in the last three years

is positive both in terms of volume and value,  the incidence at  European level  is  mixed:

positive trend as concern the number of transactions, a negative one as concern their value. 

Coming back to  the standalone  analysis of  domestic  data,  it  seems appropriate  to  deeply

examine the nature of the deal mentioned so far, as well as to give further information related

to the impact on the main economic Italian industries. In particular, an analysis based on the

classification of the type of transaction involving Italian companies is presented below. The

following two charts figure out the proportion of Italy-on-Italy transactions, the percentage of

Italian acquisition abroad and the percentage of foreign acquisition in Italy in terms of volume

and value.
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Fig.14: Italian M&A activity value by type of transaction

Source: KPMG

As concern the number of transactions, an easy in-depth analysis on Figure 14 points out that

the average of deals involving Italian companies as target of foreign firms was 18.97% in the

period 2000-2008, reaching the 27.34% in the period 2009-2013.  The incidence of “target-

transactions” definitely increased after the financial crisis broke out. 

This  trend  is  even  more  clear  if  considering  the  value  of  such  transactions.  Foreign

investments on Italian companies represented 21.02% in 2000-2008, while in the following

period the  incidence  almost  doubled,  getting 41.6%.  This  proves  again  that  the effect  of

"being target" is undoubtedly grew after 2008.
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Fig.15: Italian M&A activity volume by type of transaction

Source: KPMG

The fact that Italian companies are admittedly become a 'target' in the last few years is further

highlighted  by a  chart  provided  by  the  OECD (2011).  As  it  is  clear,  Italy  is  the  third

worldwide M&A destination country in 2011, in cohabitation with China-Hong Kong and

France. By contrast, the same OECD report does not admits Italy as one of the main sources

of M&A international activity. The US (21%), UK (11%), France (10%), China-Hong Kong

(7%) and Japan (7%) are, in fact, more active than it.

Fig.16: top 5 destinations of international M&A in 2011

Source: OECD (2011)
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Another evidence can be deducted from the charts above. Foreign companies are definitively

more active than Italian one in cross-border activities.  If, as said, the percentage of foreign

investments in Italy have been rising on average, by contrast, the activity of Italian companies

on  foreign  markets  have  been  shrinking.  The  average  percentage  of  deals  undertaken

respectively  in  2000-2008  and  2009-1013,  in  fact,  has  fallen  from  19.49% to  18.8%  in

number and from 22.9%  to 16.74% in volume. The difference in trend is pointed out in the

next sheet.

Sheet 4: Cross-border deals: different trends

Data Source: KPMG 

In this regard, a brief investigation on the sectors of the Italian economy more affected by

M&A in the period 2010-2013 seems to be needed. Unfortunately, the intention was to cover

the  period  after  2008,  but  data  for  the  year  2009  have  not  been  found.  However,  the

phenomenon is studied both in terms of number of operations and as concern the amount of

capital involved. 

Fig.17: Italian M&A activity by targets sector (volume)

    2010   2011 2012 2013

Source: KPMG

In terms of volume, Consumer and Industrial Markets sectors are the most affected by M&A;
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when considered together, they range from 52% to 66% of the total amount of activity. The

other  four  sectors,  amount  to  approximately  10%.  These  proportions  remain  almost

unchanged during the period considered.

Fig. 18: Italian M&A activity by targets sector (value)

2010 2011  2012 2013

Source: KPMG

The situation is different for the values. The Consumer Markets was the sector more intensely

involved in M&A activity in the first two years, and then halve its presence. The Industrial

Markets sector was affected massively only in alternate years. What is pointed out is the large

increase of the energy sector and the financial one in the last two years considered.

For  completeness,  it  is  appropriate  to  end  the  chapter  by providing an  industry analysis,

similar to the previous one, but concerning Italian bidder companies.

Fig.19: Italian M&A activity by targets sector (volume)

2010   2011  2012 2013

Source: KPMG
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Consumer and Industrial Markets are confirmed as the sectors most affected by the M&A also

on bidders' perspective. In addition, good performance are recorder by Financial Services and

Private Equity service sectors. The same dynamics are found more or less in the analysis of

the values of the transactions that see Italian companies in the role of bidder.

Fig.20: Italian M&A activity by targets sector (value)

2010   2011  2012 2013

Source: KPMG
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Chapter 2.  M&A literature

2.1. Focus on international literature

It  is by no means easy to sort literature into fixed sections or classify a subject into rigid

categories.  Researches and analysis  are  highly interconnected  and the  boundaries  of  such

classifications are undoubtedly very blurred. The assumptions of a theory can be considered

as  limitations  by  other  studies,  theoretical  statements  can  be  supported  or  criticized  by

empirical evidence and the final conclusions of a paper can represent the starting point for

further investigations and discussions.  Although I am completely aware of this challenge, I

am going to present in the next paragraphs a sort of list of the main approaches followed by

literature in describing merger and acquisition issue. First of all, three common branches of

research investigating the reasons underlying M&A are presented in the first part. Then some

different approaches and schools of thought are briefly described. 

2.1.1. Synergies, managerial motives and market for corporate control

Among the first studies that have examined the dimensional growth of a company through

merger and acquisitions, Stingler's one (1950) is one of the most relevant. He considered the

American horizontal takeovers of the early 1900s, and focused on the reason why they took

place.  His  stated  that  companies  used  to  agree  to  such  deals  just  to  create  an  industry

monopoly in the market and he presented a model explaining the profitability of mergers for

monopoly. By engaging in a M&A, such companies can increase their market power, increase

price (or shorten supply) and rise entry barriers. Stingler also noticed that US M&A:

 “began on a large scale in the eighties,  they reach a

minor  peak  at  the  beginning  of  the  nineties  and  they

attained their pinnacle at the end of the century”.

In the early 1900s anti-trust  laws started to prevent such concentrations. In  1904, in fact,

American regulation changed and the 'merger for monopoly era' ceased. From that moment

incumbent firms did not try to further improve their market position, and they were replaced
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by the so called “firms of the second class”. Thus, a shift from merger to monopoly to merger

for oligopoly occurred. Evidences in agriculture, cements, petroleum and glass sectors, for

example,  were consistent with it.  As said,  this theory goes back to the beginning of 20th

century, and it no longer seems to fit forthcoming takeovers.

Many studies have later examined M&A motivations; many authors are used to identify three

main branches of research: 

 synergy: 

in  1955  Ansoff  introduced  the  concept  of  synergy  by  considering  the  Return  on

Investment  of  a  firm.  He  notice  that  integrated  companies  can  achieve  better

performances than  the sum of those they can achieve independently.  This because

companies can benefit  from some synergy effects (sales,  operating and investment

synergies)  that  allows  them  to  create  value  and  maximize  their  profits,  as  the

traditional neoclassical theory assumes. In particular Ansoff argues that sales synergies

occur  when  companies  involved  in  a  M&A can  share  the  same  administration,

warehousing,  marketing  operations  and  distribution  channels.  Operating  synergies

refer to the higher exploitation of labour and production factors,  while  investment

synergies are basically associated with the common adoption of machinery. Generally

speaking, this can be described as resource optimization. More recently, Schweiger

and  Lippert  (2005)  identify  four  categories  of  synergy:  “cost  reduction,  revenue

enhancement,  increased market  power,  and intangibles”.  As  concern the first  one,

both fixed and variable costs can be reduced respectively through economies of scale,

elimination  of  personnel,  optimization  of  sales  and  by  improving  productivity.

Revenues can be raised by exploiting new distribution channel to achieve new markets

(companies offering complementary goods find it easier). The third synergy mentioned

concern market consolidation, that allows a company to sell its product at an higher

price or to increase its bargain power over suppliers. Finally, intangibles synergy are

usually those not included in the previous groups; they are usually difficult to identify.

Despite the theoretical statements, empirical evidences based on different samples and

methodologies have come to contrasting conclusions over the effect of synergies on

companies' performances. Some authors state that the results are strongly affected by
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the type of the deal (domestic vs cross-border) or by the period considered; someone

else  has  rejected the synergy hypothesis.  Dewey (1961),  for  example,  reported on

horizontal mergers by saying: 

“they have virtually nothing to do with either the creation of market power

or the realization of scale economies. They are merely a civilized alternative

to bankruptcy or the voluntary liquidation that transfers assets from falling

to rising firms”;

 managerial motives: 

it derives from the agency theory, which aims to describe the conflicts arising from the

separation of ownership and control within a company. In particular, conflicts between

a subject, which is supposed to act in another's best interest, and the counterpart often

occur. Smith in its Wealth of Nations firstly discerned the potential gap of commitment

between managers and private owners in managing a company, and many years later

Berle  and  Means  (1933)  wondered  why managers  should  have  to  pursue  owner's

interest  instead  of  their  own.  External  expansion,  in  fact,  may  be  conducted  by

managers willing to satisfy their interests, ignoring to serve the company shareholders'

ones. They can be encouraged in doing it by potential benefits such as special cash

bonuses,  prestige,  golden parachutes.  Hartzell,  Ofek and Yermack (2004) highlight

that: 

“self-interest executives bargain not only over the price to be paid to target

shareholders,  but  also  over  such  items  as  who  will  occupy  the  chief

executive officer position in the merged company, who will sit on the board

of directors, the location of the headquarters, whether the company name

will change, and especially compensation”. 

By studying a large sample of US firms conducting successful takeovers at the end of

the 1990s, they also find out that if target managers hold their position after the deal,

their gains reach 10-16 times the pre-merger annual compensation. The importance of

complementary factors  such those just  mentioned is  underlined  one more  time by

Sorkin (2002), who points out that many acquiring firms have “been stopped at the

door until a compensation arrangement (for target management) was signed, sealed

and delivered”.
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Stein (2003) tries to sum up the most common self-centered behaviours: 

 empire-building and over-investment:

managers may be more concerned in running large firms than profitable ones.

As a result of that  huge investments, often financed by debts, are likely to be

made to enlarge company size;

 empire-preservation, entrenchment and diversification:

managers  may  pursue  diversification,  as  it  reduces  the  risks  to  go  out  of

business, or invest in activities requiring their specific skills and competences;

 reputational and career concerns: 

each action may be taken to improve managers own prestige and reputation.

Again  Hartzell,  Ofek  and  Yermack  (2004)  point  out  that  50%  of  target

considered CEOs have been integrated in the bidder management, sometimes

with important roles within the top management;

 short-termism:

managers may have an excessive focus on short-term results at the expense of

long-term  interests.  This  may  lead  to  decreasing  investments  and  value

creation, as well as it may affect company's credibility;

 herding:

managers  can  blindly rely on  decisions  taken  by  early predecessors  or  by

similar companies' management; this may result in sub-optimal decisions due

to systematic errors affecting the decision-making process;

 the quiet life:

when important decisions have to be taken managers can suffer from inertia. If

so, they may postpone the decision as they do not want current situation to

change;

 hubris and overconfidence:

Roll (1986) firstly introduced the role of extremely optimistic assessments, the

so called “hubris”, as a reason for takeovers. He argued that although

“potential bids are abandoned whenever the acquiring firm's valuation

of the target turns up with a figure below the current market price […]

hubris  is  necessary  to  explain why managers do not abandon these
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bids also since reflection would suggest  that  such bids are likely to

represent positive errors in valuation”. In conclusion he says “if there

are no aggregate gains in takeover, the phenomenon depends on the

overbearing presumption of bidders that their valuations are correct”. 

Even if Roll's aim is not to highlight the egotism of managers' decisions -

he assets their intentions may be positive, but they fail in reflecting them

in their actions -, his study has been further developed by other authors in

order  to  explain  why  potential  negative  agreements  are  conducted  by

managers. Malmendier and Tate (2005) provide empirical support to Roll's

research, pointing out that managers are likely to invest on the basis of an

overestimation of the effect of their corporate decisions. They used two

approaches to  define overconfident  CEOs;  the first  was based  on their

personal portfolio transactions within the company, the second relied on

outsiders perception.

 market for corporate control:  

according to this approach, introduced by Mannae in 1965, capital market plays an

important role both in facilitating companies takeovers and in overcoming the agency

problems. As concern the first aspect, market price is supposed to be the benchmark of

companies performances. This assumption can be criticized by arguing that market

prices  are  affected  by several  factors,  sometimes  external  to  companies'  operating

activities. But it can not be criticized the fact that if a company is well performing and

it  is  well  managed, its  market  price is  more likely to be high, and, by contrast,  if

performances and management capabilities appear to be weak, market price is more

likely to be low (Guelpa, 1992). In such circumstances, companies are very attractive

in the open market,  especially for competitors which are quite sure to undertake a

profitable deal. They may reduce their expenses in acquiring such firms, being aware

of the potential gains they can achieve by replacing the management. Thus, the market

is an effective tool assuring companies' value maximization.

As concern the second aspect, capital market is considered a solution for the agency

problems as  managers'  professional  position strongly depends on market price.  As

described above, if market price is low, managers fear to be replaced and they start to
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run   the  company  more  efficiently.  As  a  result  of  that  they  pursue  shareholders

interests since if they deviate from their main aim, company shares are likely to fall

and the company is likely to become a target for potential acquisitions. The threat of

takeover,  as  well  as  unsuccessful  ones  (Keasy,  1997),  forces  under-performing

managers  to  pursue  profit  and  value  maximization  to  maintain  their  position.  In

addition, Mikkelson and Partch (1997) argue that also takeovers general  frequency

represents an incentive for the management, since when it accelerates in the market,

managers are more concerned to be replaced. 

By contrast  some scholars  do not  agree with this  conclusion and move two main

critics:

◦ the basic hypothesis is not valid or, at least, contrived:

managers'  performances are not the only factor influencing market  share price.

Many other elements not related to them can affect company's value. Besides, even

accepting this hypothesis, asymmetrical information between market and managers

does not allow a complete and truthful evaluation of their worth;

◦ managers often destroy value:

empirical researches, that will be better discussed later in the paper,  prove that

takeovers  market  returns  are  often  negative.  As  a  recent  OECD (2004)  report

points  out,  the  potential  positive  effects  of  the  market  for  corporate  control

approach are limited  by some factors such as thumbing rides and anti-takeover

measures.  The  first  one  concerns  with  the  speculative  tendency  of  some

shareholders'  who make  the  acquisition  more  expensive  by  holding  their  own

shares until their price increases. The second one is related to those actions (such

as poison pill) taken by managers to prevent unwanted takeovers.

According to the these different interpretations, the features of bidder and target companies in

an acquisition deal can be summed up as in sheet 5:
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Sheet 5: M&A theoretical expected values

EXPECTED VALUES

PRE-ACQUISITION POST-ACQUISITION

MODEL BIDDER TARGET BIDDER TARGET

SYNERGIES -- -- Higher profits Higher profits

MANAGERIAL 
MOTIVES

Higher growth -- No
modifications

--

MARKET FOR 
CORPORATE 
CONTROL

-- Lower profits -- Normal profit

Adaptation of Guelpa F. (1992)

2.1.2. M&A: different approaches 

Among the main schools of thought investigating takeovers, Haspleslagh and Jemison (1992)

identify:

 strategic management school:

it is possible to distinguish two streams of work. The first one focuses on the strategic

drivers of takeovers. They usually concern synergies (economies of scale, scope or

complementarity),  the  pace  of  expansion,  competitiveness,  market  position,  tax

benefits, portfolio and risk diversification. Bower (2002) added other motivations such

as: geographic expansion, product lines extension, R&D capabilities acquisitions and

learning  processes.  The second one  describes  the  relationships  between successful

takeovers and strategic evaluation of the deal. The focus is no longer on the motives

underlying an M&A but rather on the ability to evaluate internal resources, to identify

market opportunities and to catch, combine and exploit  them. Thus, resources and

competences are core elements  in many strategical  theories,  such as  those derived

from Resource Based Theory (RBT), that identify the source of competitive advantage

among internal  assets  –  financial,  material,  human,  technological,  reputational  and

organizational (Grant 1991) -, the evaluation of which allows a better analysis of the

strategic opportunities leading to companies dimensional growth. Grant (1996),  for

example, argue that competitive advantage rely on intangible assets such as abilities,
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knowledge and competences.  He fosters the importance of human capital  since the

success  of  a  deal  has  to  be  ascribed  to  a  previous  correct  evaluation  of  internal

conditions and external opportunities, and to the ability to match them in the best way.

Many  streams  of  research  have  investigated  these  topics  (Resource  Based  View,

Resource  Advantage  Theory,  Knowledge  Based  Theory  etc),  but  the  aim  of  this

paragraph is not to present a complete review of them. What the authors would like to

highlight is the different perspective chosen by such researches and the implication on

merger and acquisitions. One of the main conclusions strategic studies have drawn

concerns,  in fact,  the relationships between successful  acquisitions and the already

mentioned “relatedness”. It is demonstrated by empirical evidences (Ravenscraft and

Scherer (1987))  that takeovers involving similar companies (companies operating in

the  same  industry  or  the  resource  of  which  are  related)  are  more  likely  to  be

successful. This does not mean that not-closely-related companies can not merge or

can not conduct positive acquisitions. But this kind of deals are more likely to fail.

Barney (1988) agrees with this approach, although he identifies other factors (non-

imitable synergies and other exogenous factors such us luck) at the basis of the success

of  M&A involving  similar companies.  Milgrom and  Roberts  (1995),  by  contrast,

suggest that high benefits can derive from both similar and complementary products,

knowledge  or  processes,  although  the  probabilities  of  positive  deals  are  slightly

different. 

 organizational theory:

this approach focuses primarily on the impact of takeovers on organization and human

resources.  Any  takeover  implies  a  combination  of  two  previously  autonomous

organizations,  each  of  them  characterized  by  its  own  features:  relationships,

communication tools and information systems, procedures, routines and culture. More

and more often integrating these organizational aspects during the post-takeover phase

is the main challenge companies have to cope with, and the key factors leading to

success. This is even more clear (and challenging) in cross-border takeovers, where

cultural values,  principles, language, habits and regulations are very dissimilar and

difficult  to combine.  Many studies have examined takeover along this perspective,

highlighting the role of leadership, communication and managerial decisions.
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 capital market school:

this  approach has  been  extensively investigated  in  literature and  it  offers  an  huge

amount  of  empirical  evidences.  It  is  based  on  two basic  assumptions:  market  are

strongly-efficient and changes in companies' market price reflect companies' ability to

create value. Although many authors disagree with these hypothesis, especially the

second (Healy, Palepu 1992), the explanations provided by such studies are broadly

accepted. Usually they are conducted over a sample of firms (both intra-industry and

cross-industry), the share price of which are examined over a period surrounding the

announcement date. Many conclusions have been taken. Jensen and Ruback (1983)

and Jarrell, Bricklely and Netter (1988), summarizing a large amount of these studies,

assert  that  target  shares  value  increases  on  average  by  20-30%,  whereas  bidder

shareholders' earnings are limited to 0-4%. So, in the end they conclude that corporate

takeovers generates positive results, as target firms can take benefits and bidder ones

do not lose. Further studies support these results: Jarrel and Poulsen (1989) point out

the target takeover premium over the period 1960-1980 was between 19% and 35%. In

the same period Jarrell, Brickley and Netter (1998) studied the effect on bidding firms,

recording a decreasing trend in cumulative abnormal returns from 4.4% in 1960 to

-1% in 1980. Additional researches find about 50% of bidding firms suffered share

price losses in the period close to the announcement.  More recently, Martynova and

Renneboog (2006) consider a sample of 2,419 takeovers deal occurred in 28 European

countries  in  1993-2001.  They  come  to  many  interesting  conclusions.  Bidder

companies can benefit from a 0.53% increase, while target companies shares rise by

9.13% on average. Going into details , they find target companies shareholders start

trading their share two months before the event day, gaining in this period more than

20%. The gains are then mitigated by steady losses. By contrast, acquiring companies

shares  can  reach  a  0.5% raise,  but  they perform negatively in  the  following two

months (-3%). This gap is consistent with earlier studies. 
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Fig.21: Target and bidder cumulative abnormal returns around the M&A announcement (0)

Source: Martynova and Renneboog (2006)

These considerations are related to positive and successful takeovers; obviously the

impacts of unsuccessful acquisition attempts are even worse (Bradley, Desai and Kim

(1983)). Martynova and Renneborg (2006) also point out the effect of different means

of payment  on the share  price of  both the bidder and target  companies;  they find

considerably higher abnormal returns for cash transactions (12% and 10%) than all-

equity ones (7%). Other authors stress the point that different type of M&A have a

different  impact  on companies  returns.   In  particular,  some researches  argues that

tender offer acquisitions lead to a higher wealth-creation than common acquisitions,

while  others  point  out  the  contrasting  effects  of  successful  tender  offer  and  non-

succesful  one  (in  this  case  lower  gains  and  no  further  bids  in  the  year  after  the

withdrawal).  Bradley, Desay and Kim (1983) examine 183 successful tender offer in

the period from 20 days before and 5 day after the agreement has completed. They

find  positive  average  gains  both  for  acquired  (+$28.1m)  and  acquiring  (+$5.8)

companies. The same authors in 1987 suggest that “a successful tender offer increases

the combined value of the target and acquiring firms by an average of 7.4%”. 

Besides, Singh and Montgomery (1987) focus on acquisitions between 40 related and

37 unrelated firms. They consider related acquisitions those involving firms operating

in similar markets, exploiting similar distribution channels, using similar technologies

and exploiting similar scientific researchers. They considered the cumulative abnormal

returns in two periods of time: before 5 to 25 days after the announcement and from

25 to 100 days after period of times. Their findings are shown below:
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Sheet 6: CARs around deal announcement

PERIOD (days)

TARGET (-5;+25) (+25;100)

Related acquisitions +35.9% +6,5%

Unrelated acquisitions +21.9% +1,6%

PERIOD (days)

BIDDER (-5;+25) (+25;100)

Related acquisitions -0,6% +1,82%

Unrelated acquisitions -1,9% +0,68%
Source: Singht & Montgomery (1987)

It seems quite clear the effects on target firms market performances are higher in the

case  of  related  deals,  while  as  concern  acquiring  firms  there  are  not  significant

differences. 

Even if this is just part of the whole literature concerning capital markets, it is clear

that  the  results  end  up  with  contrasting  findings.  In  general,  the  overall  benefits

following an acquisition, measured in terms of value generation, seem to be positive

for the target company, while it is not possible to state the same for the bidder one.

Anyway, the net result is positive.

 economic performance:

it  examines  accounting-based  measures  to  evaluate  the  net  result  of  takeovers.

Currently,  there is not a 'generally accepted measure' able to capture the effects on

companies performance.  Authors  choose different basic indicators  according to the

information available in financial statements, or in relation to what they would like to

focus  on  (efficiency,  profitability,  liquidity  etc.)  as  well  as  the  lapse  of  time

considered. Usually such studies present a long-term perspective, but many of them

evaluate  short-term performances,  often  because  of   the  lack  of  data  for  a  longer

period of time. 

Carton  and  Hofer  (2006)  identify  and  describe  critically  four  main  groups  of

accounting measures: 
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◦ profitability measures:

they are heavily used to  assess the current  value of  a  company,  even  if  some

researchers move some critics, related to two main issues:

▪ alternative accounting methods may be employed;

▪ international  and  US  regulation  allow  accountants  to  adopt  different

accounting  methods  for  similar  transactions  (for  instance:  LIFO  vs.  FIFO,

accelerated vs. straight-line depreciation etc.) under the condition that,  once

adopted, they must remain the same;

▪ intangible evaluation;

▪ goodwill  and  intellectual  property,  for  instance,  are  hard  to  identify  and

evaluate.

Thus, they argue that it is difficult to accept that these measures may represent clearly

the current value of a company. Furthermore, comparisons can be affected by different

methods used.

Examples of profitability measures are: return on assets, return on equity, return on

sales, net income, return on investment.

◦ growth measures:

generally  accepted  performance  indicators  such  as:  sales  or  revenues  growth,

employees  growth,  R&D  expenditure  growth,  payroll  expenses  growth,  profit

growth.  They  give  relevant  information  concerning  companies'  performance

outlooks.

◦ leverage, liquidity and cash flow:

they describe the financial  structure of  a  company and are  useful  to  assert  its

ability  to  cope  with  debts.  In  particular  leverage  measures  deals  with  the

proportion  of  debt  (vs.  equity)  a  company uses  to  finance  its  assets;  liquidity

measures concern with the promptness a company faces its financial obligations;

cash flow indicates primarily the ability of a company to pay its suppliers.

Examples of leverage, liquidity and cash flow measures are: debt-to-equity ratio,

cash flow return on equity or on assets.
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◦ efficiency measures:

they examine how well a company is able to exploit its material, financial and

human resources.  They include indicators such as added value or net profit per

employee, sales per  employee or sale per  square foot.  Many authors use these

measures as main indicators of companies' performance while other argues they

are not sufficient in assessing it.

Although Paulter (2001) state that studies comparing performances before and after an

acquisition do not provide sharp evidences as concern the achieved results, in the next

paragraph relevant Italian researches are described and findings are then discussed.

2.3 Focus on Italian literature 

M&A Italian  literature  is  definitively less  developed  than  the  American  one  since  M&A

phenomenon has attracted the interest of Italian researchers just in the last two decades. The

fact that Europe, and therefore Italy, joined M&A almost one century later they began to be

used by American companies as a growing tool, would be enough to justify the small number

of studies carried out over the Old World economy. Until '70s external growth process in Italy

were extremely limited and involved mainly horizontal and vertical acquisitions; only from

the '80s the wave of acquisitions that  had characterized the global economy affected also

domestic businesses. As a consequence of that, until 1983 neither governmental nor private

institutions were designated to control M&A; this implies that no deals were recorded in any

registry and no sources of information were available for any researchers.  In  1990 Italian

government established the first authority in charge with the regulation of M&A: the Italian

Competition Authority (also known as Autorità per la Tutela della Concorrenza). This three-

member authority is an independent body that has been fostering market competition avoiding

the creation or the development of market dominant positions throughout agreements such as

joint ventures or takeovers. Although this authority has been collecting many information in a

general  database  regarding  the  features  of  companies  involved  and  the  purposes  of  such

agreements, Guelpa (1992) asserts that most of the quantitative information useful to conduct

researches during the 80's and 90's over the effect of M&A on Italian companies were in any
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case unavailable. In order to fill this gap, he himself set up a worthy database unifying two

unrelated archives dated back in the '80s: the Nomisma S.p.a. archives and and the accounting

book created by Centrale dei Bilanci S.r.l. The former is a consultancy firm established in

1981 in order  to  carry out analysis on Italian real  economy,  whereas  the latter  is  a 1983

founded company set up by Banca d'Italia in collaboration with several other Italian banks in

order to foster the development of financial analysis of Italian companies. 

The creation of such database is just the starting point of Guelpa's efforts in understanding the

dynamics  underlying  the  process  of  acquisition  of  Italian  firms.  His  research  can  be

considered as a pillar of M&A Italian literature and it is going to be described in the next

paragraph.

2.3.1. Italian acquisition in the 80's: the research of Fabrizio Guelpa

As  just  said  in  the  previous  paragraph,  the  works  of  Guelpa  concerning  M&A can  be

considered the reference point for the whole Italian forthcoming M&A literature. His work

“Crescita  esterna  e  performance  competitive” examines  the  reasons  and  the  effects  of

acquisitions involving Italian companies during the 80's. The prominence of Guelpa's work is

represented by the fact his analysis evaluates Italian acquisitions both from the bidder and

from the target company perspective. Thus, a first distinction between the determinants and

the effects over Italian acquisition has to be noticed. Before explaining his empirical research,

Guelpa highlights the importance of theoretical aspects of the subject. He in fact discloses a

general outlook of the international literature (both from the financial economics perspective

and the industrial organization one), focusing on most of the theories already described in this

paper.  Synergies, managerial motives and market for corporate control are indicated as the

most explanatory works regarding M&A. 

After  this  theoretical  introduction and before  describing his  research,  he points  out  some

factors that caused the lack of previous studies regarding Italian economy. According to him,

these reasons can be ascribed mainly to the weak ambition of Italian companies, since they

were not used to implement external growth processes in order to expand their business. This

point of view is quite clear. Italian economy was dominated by small and medium enterprises,

often in the form of family-run businesses, which were often reluctant to any process resulting

in an erosion, even if hypothetical, of private ownership. The hesitancy in agreeing any M&A
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process appears fully coherent with the conclusions taken by the author. 

The main purpose of Guelpa was to investigate and explain the dynamics involving the Italian

phenomenon  of  M&A,  supporting  theoretical  assessments  with  empirical  evidences.  As

shown, the creation of a detailed database was the first task of the study since it represented

the starting point of the following empirical analysis. Before going into details, it is useful to

report  one  preliminary  consideration  that  Guelpa  made  at  the  beginning  of  his  study.

Considering the small amount of information included in the Nomisma's database, he noticed

that most of the acquisitions in the 80's involved firms belonging to the same industry. Thus,

horizontal  and  vertical  acquisitions  outlined  the  general  purpose  of  contemporary  firms:

expand their dimension in order to increase their market power. As a consequence of this

rough analysis,  it  appear reasonable to consider the synergy motive as the main driver of

Italian acquisitions. Revealing in advance another consideration of the author, this statement

appears to be supported by the fact that most of the acquisition in which Italian companies

played an active role were run by small and medium enterprises. As a result of that, it is quite

easy to identify their aim to increase their dimension and market position, in order to decrease

entry barriers and better compete in the Italian market.  On the other  hand, this statement

appears to be quite contrived since it is not supported by further evidences. In order to test this

hypothesis and to come to a more convincing conclusion, Guelpa conducted a census over

2.250 acquisitions occurred in the period 1983-1989 involving companies not belonging to the

same group, which not merged together, and operating mainly in specific economic industry

such as: chemical, engineering, food, textile and electronic. It's possible to anticipate that the

results of the study are not consistent with the above mentioned hypothesis.

Before showing the methodology followed and before describing in details the findings, it is

worthwhile  to  report  another  inference  the  author  deducted  from the  analysis  of  the  just

created database. Guelpa, in fact, noticed that the amount of foreign acquisitions on Italian

companies were  twice the number of correspondent  acquisition involving Italian firms as

bidders companies. He, in fact, asserted that foreign acquisitions of Italian companies had to

be ascribed mainly to two motivations:

 abroad,  where  the  domestic  market  structure  did  not  allow  further  acquisitions,

international transactions were the only way to pursue external growth;

 by  contrast,  Italian  economy  was  not  saturated  and  Italian  firms  had  therefore

considerable scope for domestic acquisitions and preferred to look at the domestic
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market instead of the European (or global) one.

Although the strong presence of foreign-Italy acquisitions has been characterizing the whole

Italian M&A phenomenon (as shown later, they currently represent on average 25% of the

total number of transactions), it is clear that the reasons underlying this trend are completely

changed over the time. Economic contexts are very different. Domestic businesses are now

suffering a huge drop in internal demand as well as they are facing poor market outlooks (the

main confidence indicators are not so encouraging), even if they have higher opportunities of

internationalization. As a shallow analysis may point out,  acquisitions by foreign companies

might  represent  an appropriate  solution for  the improvement  of  the financial  structure of

domestic  companies,  even  reflecting  an  opportunity  to  broaden  the  end  market.  The

importance therefore of acquisitions abroad-Italy remains unchanged. What seems to have

changed are the motivations.

Coming back to the research, after having created a reliable database, Guelpa chose a sample

of 152 Italian buying companies and 117 Italian acquired companies, the balance sheet of

which  were  available  for  the  whole  period  1983-1989.  Actually the  period  considered  is

limited to just five years: 1983-1987. This mainly because, in order to achieve the purposes of

the  research  and  therefore  in  order  to  study the  effects  of  such  transactions,  information

regarding two years after the acquisitions were required. The samples consists in firms that

neither  merged  after  having  agreed  to  the  acquisition  process  nor  belonged  to  the  same

consolidated  group.  A control  group  consisting  in  two  matched  firms  for  each  company

examined has been then considered. Thus, the control group includes almost 500 companies

that were similar in size and type of activity to the companies included in the original sample.

As  said  before,  the  main  data  sources  have  been  the  Nomisma  and  Centrale  dei  bilanci

databases; in addition to these, further information included in “Le principali società italiane”

paper provided by Mediobanca has been exploited to correct  the lack of data in about 20

cases. 

The research was based on a double comparison; Guelpa in fact examined the features of such

companies before and after the acquisition process, comparing them to the performances of

the corresponding matched firms.  On the one hand, the pre-acquisition analysis allows to

understand  if  some  particular  characteristics  represent  the  motivation  fostering  the

transactions.  For example,  Guelpa  noticed  that  Italian bidder  companies  were on average

bigger than the “typical” companies operating in the same industry.  This might entail that
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dimensional size could be a driving force for conducting a deal.  On the other hand, the post-

acquisition  analysis  provides  clues  on  the  validity  of  such  operations:  do  company's

performances improve (or get worse) in the short- and medium-term after the acquisition? 

In  order  to  answer  these  questions,  Guelpa  considers  21  economic  variables  in  order  to

compute a set of ten performance indicators for each company, which could be distinguished

in four main groups:

 profitability indicators:

ROE, ROI, ROS;

 efficiency indicators:

added value per employee, gross capital assets/turnover, 

 financial indicators:

financial charge/turnover, net assets/financial debts, leverage

 growth indicators:

turnover growth, assets growth.

Both pre- and post-acquisition analysis are characterized by parametric and non-parametric

statistical  tests.  It  is  common knowledge that  parametric  tests  are  reliable  in  the  case  of

normally distributed samples, whereas non-parametric tests fits sample which are not drawn

from a Gaussian distribution. As such, a preliminary Kolmogorov-Smirnov test was executed

in  order  to  evaluate  the  type  of  distribution  of  available  data.  Although these  tests  gave

positive results, Guelpa decided to examine the sample both through the parametric t-test and

the non-parametric Wilcoxon test. 

2.3.1.1 Results

In this paragraph  I am going to sum up the results of Guelpa research first as concern the pre-

acquisition analysis and then regarding the ex-post analysis. Clearly the results concern Italian

bidder companies as well as Italian target companies, which are both studied through the four

categories of economic indicators previously mentioned. At the end of the paragraph,  the

results are then interpreted according to the main theories regarding M&A.
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2.3.1.2. Ex-ante  analysis

As concern Italian bidder companies, empirical tests highlight that in the two years before the

acquisition they do not differ significantly in terms of profitability from similar companies

included in the control group. Although the Return on Equity was slightly higher  in the year

before the deal, it is possible to assert that no differences between the two samples can be

observed.  As  concern  Italian  target  companies,  the  test  highlights  a  lower  profitability

(especially ROS and  ROI) with respect to the control  group, even if the intensity of this

difference is not, again, so significant.  To this regard Guelpa points out that the stand-alone

evaluation of these indicators is not enough to explain the motives of M&A. What may matter

is the trend of such indicators. If a negative trend in the pre-acquisition period occurs, this

may indicate a more and more inefficient management. External managers may become aware

of it  and a “market for  corporate control  acquisition” could be justified.  Actually,  further

investigation  allowed  to  reject  this  hypothesis,  since  it  is  demonstrated  that  profitability

indicators increased mildly in the two years considered.

Once  verified  that  no  particular  profitability  reasons  spurred  companies  to  agree  to

acquisitions, the driving force can be seek in some kind of inefficiency in operating processes.

To this regard, Italian bidder companies do not appear to be significantly different from the

control group, while, as concern the Italian target firms, the conclusion cannot be the same.

With the same level of capital, in fact, acquired firms have lower labour efficiency. This may

partly explain the slight negative differences in profitability. According to Guelpa, here again

the intensity of such difference does not provide evidences to consider the lack of efficiency a

crucial driver for acquisitions. Thus they may rely on the remaining performance indicators

already mentioned.

As concern financial structure, neither the leverage ratios nor the financial charge indicators

of considered firms seem to be significantly different from the corresponding control group,

both as regard bidder companies (which actually show a more solid structure) and the target

ones. Even financial performances therefore do not entail the decision to agree on terms.

Finally,  as  regard to the growth indicators  and with regard to the target  companies,  tests

results are positive.  They are,  in fact,  noticeable by the control  group for achieving wide

growth rates, higher than average. On the other hand, for bidder companies, they do not have

specific features. 
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The results are summed up in the following sheet:

Sheet 7: Guelpa's analysis on target & bidder performances before acquisitions

COMPARISON WITH CONTROL GROUP

INDICATORS  TARGET (n=117) BIDDER (n=152)

PROFITABILITY No differences
(ROS, ROI slightly lower)

 No differences
(ROE slightly higher)

EFFICIENCY No differences
(lower labour efficiency)

No differences

FINANCIAL No differences No differences
(slightly higher)

GROWTH Statistically higher No differences

In  conclusion,  the results highlight  the relevant  characteristics  concerning growth rates  of

target  companies.  We can therefore say that  the decision of an acquisition is likely to be

driven  by  the  growth  outlook  they  show.  Thus,  Guelpa  concludes  that  findings  may be

consistent  with  the  synergy  theory.  Actually  the  decision  seem  to  be  partly  explained

according to the market for corporate control theory; very weak inefficiencies can in fact be

identified. To this end, the author excludes this hypothesis, since the trend of performances in

approaching the acquisition should be negative.  Evidences show the contrary.  As concern

managerial  motivations,  the  high  growth  rate  may  indicate  managers  are  looking  for

companies able to reach some positive results in the short-term. No conclusions can now be

taken. Further investigations are thus required.

Before studying the effects on the post-acquisition performances, Guelpa focuses on the role

of dimensional size in the decision making process. The crucial question is the following:  are

troubled small and medium firms a better and more appealing target  for acquisitions than

large companies (as restructuring costs are usually lower)? The answer can not be positive.

Test results just show slightly better growth rate and return on equity, that is not enough to

assert that dimensional size is a crucial acquisitions driver. 

2.3.1.3. Ex-post analysis

The  second  objective  of  Guelpa  is  to  understand  the  impact  of  acquisitions  on  the

performance  of  businesses  involved,  whether  buyer  or  acquired.  This  means  to  assess
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whether,  as  a  result  of  an  acquisition,  an  overall  improvement  of  business  performances

occurs. The results are presented below first regarding bidder companies and then to target

ones.

As concern Italian bidder companies, the acquisition did not affect the profitability and the

efficiency in the short and medium terms. Statistical tests are in fact negative. By contrast,

financial and growth indicators show relevant changes. From a financial point of view, there

is a deterioration of debts impact as well as an increase of the financial charge prominence

over  the  financial  structure.  The  small  positive  gap  characterizing  pre-acquisition

performances is eliminated. Similarly with respect to the growth trend, it is decreasing. In the

three years period following the acquisition, growth rates are definitively lower than before;

the  second year  in  particular  is  the worst  in  terms of  performances.  Guelpa  ascribes  the

reasons of such negative results to the failing integration between the firms, thus referring to

the  organizational  theories.  Problems  arising  during  the  post-acquisition  integration  of

companies' operations appear in fact to be crucial. 

Further evidences are provided by more detailed analysis which consider companies' size and

the type of acquisition as key elements for deeper evaluations. On the one hand, as concern

conglomerate  acquisitions,  the  deterioration  of  performances  is  even  more  evident.

Profitability indicators decrease sharply. On the other one,  it is clear that large firms do not

benefit from the acquisition, while small and medium companies are negatively affected by

them.  This is also in line with further study. Distinguishing firms that have positive growth

rates, with those the rates of which are not positive, it can be noticed that the first group lose

its  peculiarities,  while  the  latter  is  not  affected  (neither  positively nor  negatively)  by the

acquisition process.

In the end Guelpa asserts that acquisitions do not affect positively the performance of Italian

bidder companies during the 80's. 

Tests provide opposite results concerning target companies; their performances improve after

the acquisition. In particular the indicator benefiting more from the change of ownership is

labor productivity, that helps ROI and ROS to bridge the previous negative differential (the

ROI even reaches positive values). The return on equity improves too, partly because of the

improvement  of  leverage  ratio  and  to  the  weakening  of  financial  expenses  prominence,

especially in the first year after the acquisition. The growth rate, however, remains unchanged.
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Sheet 8: Guelpa's analysis on target & bidder performances after acquisitions 

POST-ACQUISITION EFFECTS

INDICATORS  TARGET (n=117) BIDDER (n=152)

PROFITABILITY Positive effects No effects

EFFICIENCY Positive effects No effects

FINANCIAL Positive effects Negative effects

GROWTH No effects Negative effects

As  regard  companies  involved  in  conglomerate  acquisitions,  their  performances  are

significantly  below  those  recorded  by  companies  affected  by  vertical  and  horizontal

acquisitions. Finally, firms' dimensional size are not so relevant.

2.3.1.4. Conclusions

In  order  to  avoid  to  present  just  a  descriptive  analysis  of  the  phenomenon  of  Italian

acquisition, just providing numerical and statistical data,  Guelpa tries to comment the results

according to  the three main theories several times mentioned in this paper.

As seen, the market for corporate control theory, basically argues that companies with poor

stock market returns for shareholders are considered inefficient and therefore are attractive for

business buyers. If the validity of the stock market return-business performance relationship is

confirmed, negative results would be encountered also in the performance indicators studied,

and in particular in the profitability and efficiency ones. Statistical tests should therefore show

a significant improvement in the performance, which should not be definitely above average

in  the  period  before  the  acquisition.  Conversely,  if  there  were  inefficiencies  in  the  pre-

acquisition period that are not filled later, the reasons for this trend would be found in the

inability  of  the  new management  to  be  better  than  the  last  and  replaced  one.  Empirical

evidence,  however,  do not  support  this  hypothesis,  as   ROE of target  firms is  not  below

average before the acquisition and  ROI and ROS are not so low to justify a takeover in this

perspective. Although in theory, there are improvements in performances after the acquisition

took  place,  Guelpa  concludes  that  since  there  is  no  basis  to  frame  these  preliminary

acquisitions in 'market for corporate' perspective, it makes little sense to see if the change in

ownership has had positive impacts. 

Considering the synergy theory, the focus is mainly on the performance after the acquisition
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process, which should improve both for acquired and buyer companies. Broadly speaking, no

negative  effects  characterize  ex-post  performances  (except  for  some  aspects  of  bidder

companies).  It  is  not  moreover  excluded  that  the  intensity  of  such  improvements  could

increase in the long-run. The empirical evidence thus appears not to be inconsistent with this

theory.

Finally considering the theory of managerial motives, the results are mixed. Obviously the

focus is more than anything else on buyer companies and in particular on the targets' growth

factors rather than on profitability or others elements. While it is true that growth rates before

the  acquisition  are  not  negative,  it  is  equally  true  that  the  trend  is  negative  after  the

acquisition.  This  might be,  as  already said,  enough to refuse this hypothesis.  But  Guelpa

ascribed it to the difficulties in integrating two different organization in just one entity. Thus,

in this perspective empirical data seems to be not inconsistent with this hypothesis too.

2.3.2. Italian acquisitions in the '90s: the research of Luigi Benfratello

The research carried out by Benfratello can be considered as another cornerstone of Italian

M&A literature. Aware of the scarce references available in national economic studies, and in

particular  regarding  the  Industrial  Economics  field,  Benfratello  aims  to  examine  the

acquisition  processes  characterizing Italian  companies  in  the  first  half  of  the  '90s.  While

Guelpa studied the phenomenon both from the perspective of buyer and acquired companies,

here the focus in just on Italian target  companies.  Basically the paper  "Determinants and

effects of mergers and acquisitions: an analysis on antitrust Authorities databases" resumes in

its structure the previous work of Guelpa. In the initial part, it is in fact presented an overview

of  the  international  literature  in  the  field  of  M&A;  the  theories  that  identify the  reasons

underlying processes of acquisitions in the research of synergies (and therefore mainly on

economies of scale or scope), in the role of the market as a corrective tool of companies'

inefficiencies  and  in  managers'  behaviors,  are  thus  examined.  Subsequently  the  author

describes the methodology used, the tests performed and the results obtained.

Unlike  Guelpa,  Benfratello  exploited  already  existing  databases  in  order  to  collect  the

required data. The work of the Antitrust Authorities was relevant for the purpose of the study,

as it was possible to draw on information about the number and type of transactions that had

been notified in the period considered. Further information has been obtained as needed from
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other  sources  such  as:  “Le principali  società  italiane” database  provided  by Mediobanca,

Mediocredito centrale's and Aida's databases and the annual report “R&S”. 

The  sample  consists  in  224  Italian  companies  the  accounting  documents  of  which  were

available  for  at  least  two consecutive  years  in  the  period  1989-1997.  Actually  the  study

describes the performances of those companies which completed an acquisition in the period

1991-1994. The performance data of every company has been compared with those of two

corresponding  control  firms.  The control  group  has  been  identified  on  the  basis  of  three

variables: dimensional size, turnover and type of activity. 

For each of the firms studied, nine performance indicators has been computed. In particular

the indicators are described in the following sheet:

Sheet 9: Benfratello's performances indicators

GROUP PERFORMANCE INDICATORS

PROFITABILITY ROE

ROS 

ROI

FINANCIAL STRUCTURE LEVERAGE 

FINANCIAL CHARGE/ TURNOVER

GROWTH INVESTED  CAPITAL GROWTH

TURNOVER GROWTH

CAPITAL INTENSITY NET FIXED ASSETS PER EMPLOYEE

ADDED VALUE PER EMPLOYEE

Even Benfratello implements a dual analysis: an analysis of companies' features in the period

preceding the acquisition and another once the deal was completed. In the first case a period

of three years has been considered, while in the second case the period was extended to four

years. Thus like in Guelpa research, the determinants and effects of Italian acquisitions are

studied in the short and medium terms. In order to test these hypotheses even Benfratello uses

both parametric and non-parametric tests, subjecting samples also to Kolmogorov-Smirnov

analysis. Once the results of the t-test were computed and the assumption of normality of the

distributions  was  frequently  rejected,  Benfratello  proceeded  with  the  calculation  of  the

Wilcoxon test.
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2.3.2.1. Ex-ante analysis

As concern the profitability of Italian target companies, they differ from the corresponding

control group. Their indicators (ROE, ROS and ROI) are lower than the average and this

feature  becomes  more  and  more  evident  in  the  acquisition  approaching.  Moreover,  these

companies are more indebted with respect to matched firms and pay more interests during the

whole period considered. 

All the indicators, which previous considerations referred to, are characterized by a gradual

increase of statistical significance,  both as regards parametric and non-parametric tests.

From a growth point of view, the results are mixed. During the third and the second year

before the acquisition, the invested capital growth is positive while the turnover growth is

negative. One year later, both the indicators are negative. Finally, as regard the forth group of

performance ratios, the amount of capital invested per employee is steadily higher than the

one characterizing the control group. Moreover, most of the companies studied record a lower

added value per employee even if a little part of them presents results much higher than the

control group.

Sheet 10: Benfratello's analysis on target performances before the acquisition

INDICATORS COMPARISON WITH CONTROL GROUP

 TARGET 

PROFITABILITY Statistically lower

FINANCIAL Statistically lower

GROWTH Mixed results

CAPITAL
INTENSITY

Mixed results

2.3.2.2. Ex-post analysis

In  evaluating  the  impact  of  acquisitions  on  Italian  companies,  Benfratello  identifies  two

different  groups  of  target  firms.  A first  group consisting of  118 companies,  the financial

statements  of  which are available  for  the period  of  two years  after  the acquisition and a

second group consisting of  86  companies  which  can  be  analyzed  in  a  three-years-period

following the acquisition.

Concerning  the  first  group,  the  resulting  effects  are  on  the  whole  negative.  Profitability
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indicators do not increase, the return on equity and the return on investments even decrease.

Part of growth indicators are positive; acquired companies improve their ability to gain money

as the rise in turnover points out. But this positive performance is balanced by a decreasing

financial structure.  

Sheet 11: Benfratello's analysis on target performances two years after the acquisition

INDICATORS POST-ACQUISITION EFFECTS (two years)

 TARGET 

PROFITABILITY Negative effects

FINANCIAL Negative effects

GROWTH Mixed effects

CAPITAL
INTENSITY

No significant effects

As regard the second group, the situation is even worse.  Three years after  the acquisition

target  companies suffer a negative impact mainly in terms of profitability and growth. No

positive results affect other variables, except for the impact of financial charge over turnover,

which show a statistically significant positive improvement.

Sheet 12: Benfratello's analysis on target performances three years after the acquisition

INDICATORS POST-ACQUISITION EFFECTS (three years)

 TARGET 

PROFITABILITY Negative effects, not statistically significant

FINANCIAL Mixed effects
Statistically significant positive effects on financial charge/turnover

GROWTH Negative effects, not statistically significant

CAPITAL
INTENSITY

Mixed effects, not statistically significant

The results of Benfratello's study therefore highlight that in the short term acquisitions do not

bring benefits  to  the companies  acquired.  People might  think that  a  longer timescale can

afford to take advantage of any potential positive effects that had not manifested their effects

in the short  term. While conscious of little significance of the survey,  due to a  very low
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sample size, Benfratello analyzes the performance of 45 companies for which reports were

available four years after the acquisition. The results are not encouraging, as there are no signs

of positive effects in the medium term. The companies appear, by contrast, more indebted and

with lower rates of capital invested variation.

Sheet 13: Benfratello's analysis on target performances four years after the acquisition

INDICATORS POST-ACQUISITION EFFECTS (four years)

 TARGET 

PROFITABILITY Negative effects
Statistically significant for ROE

FINANCIAL Mixed effect
Statistically significant negative effects for leverage

GROWTH Mixed effect
Statistically significant negative effects for invested capital growth

CAPITAL
INTENSITY

Mixed effects, not statistically significant

In order to disclose a more consistent analysis, Benfratello further investigates the companies

included in the original  sample.  In  particular,  considering the type of bidder company, he

carries out the same tests used so far on the performance of three groups of companies: firms

acquired  by  multinational  companies,  firms  acquired  through  privatization  processes  and

firms acquired through leveraged or management buyout processes. 

As  regards  the  analysis  pre-acquisition  of  the  three  groups,  the  empirical  evidence  are

collected in the table below:

Sheet 14: Benfratello's ex-ante analysis on target performances by type of bidder

INDICATORS COMPARISON WITH CONTROL GROUP

TARGET ACQUIRED BY:

TARGETS ACQUIRED
BY MULTINATIONAL
COMPANIES (n=12)

PUBLIC TARGETS
ACQUIRED BY PRIVATE

COMPANIES (n=15)

 TARGETS ACQUIRED
THROUGH LBO/MBO

(n=8)

PROFITABILITY No differences ROE significantly lower No differences

FINANCIAL No differences Financial charge/turnover
significantly higher 

No differences

GROWTH Significantly lower No differences No differences

CAPITAL
INTENSITY

No differences No differences Added value per employee
significantly higher
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As shown, the acquisition of a multinational company does not affect, in general, companies

that  differ  significantly from the control  sample before the acquisition, except for  growth

indicators. They have mild problems of profitability but a good financial structure. This is in

line  with  the  theory,  for  which  multinational  companies  are  used  to  acquire  healthy

companies, with the aim of improving the performance of their own and of the latter.

As  regards privatization,  the  theory points out  that  these  companies  are not  usually very

healthy, and they can benefit from the acquisition more than others. This statement is also

supported  by  empirical  evidences  conducted  in  other  European  countries5.  Actually  the

performances of Benfratello's sample are not so weak; by contrast, they improve as far as the

acquisition is  coming.   This could be  interpreted figuring out  the attempt  of  government

institutions to implement a rapid internal reorganization (resulting in an overall performance

improvement) in order to earn money from the highest sales.

Finally, as regards the leveraged and management buyouts, they are in general similar to the

corresponding control group.

Sheet 15: Benfratello's ex-post analysis on target performances by type of bidder

INDICATORS POST-ACQUISITION EFFECTS 

TARGET ACQUIRED BY:

TARGETS ACQUIRED
BY MULTINATIONAL

COMPANIES

PUBLIC TARGETS
ACQUIRED BY PRIVATE

COMPANIES

 TARGETS ACQUIRED
THROUGH LBO/MBO 

PROFITABILITY Negative effects Positive effects, not significant –

FINANCIAL Mixed effects Negative effects --

GROWTH Negative effects No effects --

CAPITAL
INTENSITY

Mixed effects Positive effects, not significant --

The analysis of the effects of acquisition on such groups of companies, points out again an

overall negative impact, as shown above. The empirical evidences  clashes with theoretical

predictions just mentioned. This is more evident with regard to privatization processes. The

predicted improvement of firms' general performances due to the change of ownership do not

reach the expectations. The slight improvements has not to be ascribed, as said, to the ability

of  buyer companies  in better  managing the firm, but rather to the attempt of selling the

company to an higher price. So the reason has to be seek in the reorganization operated by the

5 Meggison (1999), cit. Benfratello
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management of  public companies in the years just before the acquisition. As concern the third

group of companies, the extremely limited sample size does not allow to make some relevant

conclusions.

In the end, Benfratello basically states that  there are not significant reasons to ascribe the

decision to  agree  to  an  acquisition  to  the  search  for  synergies  or  to  managerial  motives.

Among the most widely accepted theories, that of the market for corporate control seems to

be the most suitable to explain the M&A activity in the Italian context. This statement appears

to be supported on the one hand by the presence of inefficiencies during the period before the

acquisition, but on the other hand it is disproved by the lack of positive effects occurring in

the post transaction phase. Benfratello remind, thus justifying his thesis, that the time horizon

is too short to catch some positive effects. They are likely to occur in the long term, thus

giving substance to its suggested thesis. 

2.3.3. Italian acquisitions in the early 2000: the research of Marco Bellucci

The work of  Bellucci (2010) can be considered an extension of the research carried out by

Guelpa  and  Benfratello.  He  analyzes  the  “process  of  ownership  reallocation”  in  the

manufacturing sectors in 16 European countries.  Although the research differs slightly from

the previous in terms of amount of data and economic contexts analyzed,  such research is

absolutely to be counted in this literature review because it represents the logical prosecution

of the efforts of the two authors mentioned, especially as regard Guelpa research. In particular

it seems to be a complementary study to Benfratello work, since Bellucci focuses only on the

acquisition of Italian (as part of an European analysis) bidder companies. He analyzes the

operations of 496 companies located in Europe (Austria, Belgium, Denmark, Finland, France,

Germany, Greece, Ireland, Italy, Norway, the Netherlands, Portugal, United Kingdom, Spain

and Sweden) which conducted a merger or acquisition deal in the period 2006-2007 and for

which financial statements were available for the two years preceding the operation, and the

next  three.  For obvious reasons,  we report  here  the  information concerning  only Italian

companies.

Bellucci  evaluates  the  performance  of  these  companies  on  the  basis  of  11  performance

indicators, grouped into four categories: profitability indicators, financial structure indicators,

productivity indicators and intangible assets indicators. Each of them was also calculated for a
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control group of companies, the data of which were used to normalize the information of the

main  sample.  The  calculation  of  these  ratios  allowed  to  carry  out  an  analysis  of  the

characteristics  of  a  pre-acquisition  situation  and  the  evaluation  of  the  performance

improvements (or deterioration) that took place in the phase following the conclusion of the

transaction.

In a nutshell, as regard the ex-ante analysis,  Italian bidder companies are weaker in terms of

profitability and financial structure compared to matched firms; by contrast, they appear to

have good productivity performance. Intangibles assets indicators do not differ on average

from the others.

As  for  the  conditions  subsequent  the  operations,  Italian  companies  show  increased

profitability,  which  reaches  its  maximum  two  years  after  the  acquisition.  The  financial

structure,  further  weakened  by recourse  to  external  capital  as  a  source  for  financing  the

operation, remains weak the year following the acquisition and does not improve satisfactorily

in subsequent years. Productivity is still good, although below the average, and with regard to

intangible assets, they have positive results only for the first year following the acquisition.

Sheet 16: Bellucci's analysis on Italian bidder companies

INDICATORS PRE-ACQUISITION
SITUATION 

POST-ACQUISITION EFFECTS 

PROFITABILITY low increases

FINANCIAL STRUCTURE weak still weak

PRODUCTIVITY positive still positive

INTANGIBLE ASSETS on average positive effects  just 1 years after the deal

In brief, according to this research, motivation such as synergies and managerial motives do 

not appear inconsistent with empirical evidences, while as concern market for corporate 

control, any consideration is restrictive as no information regarding target companies are 

available.

59



2.3.4. Final considerations

Once shown the theoretical and empirical  Italians works concerning M&A, it is  useful  to

compare the outcomes in order to understand if a particular theory has to be preferred to the

other in the explanation of Italian M&A phenomenon. We are going to compare first  the

studies of Guelpa and Benfratello as they both refer to Italian target  companies. Then the

research of Guelpa is compared to the Bellucci's one as concern Italian bidder companies. 

Efforts will therefore made in interpreting the results found in accordance with the economic

theories of synergies, managerial motives or market for corporate control. I do not want to

reduce the determinants and effects underlying the operations of M&A only to these theories,

because I am aware of the limitations of this path. As said at the beginning of the paper, trying

to give an explanation on the basis of closed categories is always difficult. The reasons that

reside in these operations may, in fact, overlap or they may be complementary. The goal then

is to check which of the most accepted theories can better explain Italian M&A activity.

The study of Guelpa and Benfratello achieve different results. According to the first, Italian

target companies do not differ from the control group in the phase preceding the acquisition,

except for growth outlook. Furthermore, after the acquisition they are affected by a positive

impact, since most of the performance indicators improve. Theories that might better fit this

situation are those based on synergies motivations and those based on specific interests of

(bidder) managers. By contrast, Benfratello asserts that the most reliable thesis is the one

consistent with market for corporate control. This because in the analysis of the companies

before the acquisition, some inefficiencies can be identified, and they foster the agreement.

The validity of market for corporate control thesis is also supported by a further analysis from

Bianco and Casavola (1999) on a panel of Italian firms acquired over the '90s (in particular in

the period 1992-1997). In the attempt to grasp a relationship between the characteristics of the

trend recorded in the three years prior to the acquisition of Italian companies, and the chances

of effective acquisition, they noticed that "takeovers are more frequent if the company is less

profitable, more credit constrained and uses less capacity” that is they are characterized by

some kind of inefficiency.  A weak form of market for corporate control  hypothesized by

Guelpa is here considered. We take the opportunity to once again emphasize that the market

for  corporate  control  has  as  an  object  of  research  companies  for  which  it  is  possible  to

estimate the abnormal returns recorded in the stock market. This theory therefore is based on
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returns from the market and not on performance indicators. However, it  is not illogical to

think that positive trends of the returns of the market might reflect positive trends of corporate

performances. This is not said to be true, even though it supposed to be by many authors

(including Guelpa). The existence of a different form of this theory, which takes in account

these aspects, seems therefore acceptable.

A further evidence of this approach accuracy is provided by the same Benfratello, in a study

of a panel of 34 Italian companies, operating in the pasta industry, affected by acquisitions in

the period 1981-1997. Although this research is not conducted on the same basis of previous

studies, the assumptions and results to which author comes are very relevant and supportive.

Benfratello aims to verify the degree of inefficiency of the mentioned group of Italian target

companies.  In  particular,  he suggests that  the performance indicators are not able to fully

grasp the inefficiencies that occur in the performance of a company. He calls this deficiency

with the name "X-inefficiency", admitting its existence at various levels of the company, and

identifying the reasons for  this existence  in a  strong competitive pressure and in internal

management low skills.  The acquisitions process would then be considered as a  mean by

which this  "x-inefficiency"  is  reduced,  if  not  eliminated.  Using the  data  provided  by the

Centrale dei Bilanci and "Le principali società italiane" (Mediobanca Investment Bank) and

especially through a specific mathematical and statistical model, Benfratello discloses that

acquired companies benefit in the long term (more precisely in a period of six years after the

completion of  'acquisition)  of  an increase  in  technical  efficiency.  This  result  can here  be

interpreted in the light of the already mentioned form of market for corporate control. The

inefficiency that Italian companies being acquired present in some stage of their lives, makes

them attractive in the eyes of buyers, which are capable of improving their performances (we

presume correct to think that increasing technical efficiency entails an improvement of the

efficiency indicators and therefore of the performances).

As  concern  the  comparison  between the  works  of  Guelpa  and  Bellucci,  it  is  difficult  to

indicate which theory can better explain M&A phenomenon as empirical evidences suggest

different results.

Basically, as concern Guelpa study, Italian firms do not show any peculiarity if compared with

other similar companies in the phase before the acquisition. Once the deal is completed, they

are affected by negative effects. This can be explained in the light of managerial theories,

since  market  for  corporate  and  synergy  motivations  do  not  appear  suitable.  By contrast,
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Bellucci outlines the fact Italian bidder firms suffer from negative economic performance in

the  period  before  the  acquisition,  while  its  impact  on  companies  situation  is  positive.

Empirical  evidences  thus  support  the  hypothesis  of  synergy  motivation  underlying  the

acquisition and appear to be not inconsistent with 'managerial' motivations. No consideration

has to be done in the merit of market for corporate control thesis, as information regarding

target companies would provide consistent suggestions to make some conclusions.

In conclusion, the results of empirical research described do not provide us with information

useful  for  an  unambiguous  interpretation  of  Italian  M&A phenomenon.  They  are  often

conflicting,  even  if responding to  questions and methodologies  very similar.  Having then

sought to eliminate all economic factors, it is difficult to attribute entirely to the different

general economic causes of these differences. To further clarify this matter in the next few

chapters an analysis over a sample of a hundred of Italian companies involved in acquisitions

in the year 2011 is presented.

In the end, two things must be noted. Considering bidders perspective, the empirical evidence

supports the argument that the decision to acquire meets managerial motivations or at most

synergistic  reasons.  Firms  not  too  different  from  other  companies  (or  sometimes  facing

important  troubles)  acquire  companies  usually  healthy and  characterized  by good growth

prospects. It therefore seems reasonable to say that in any case there is an intention to achieve

positive economic results. The difference, however, lies in the effects. If the bidder in the '80s

recorded  negative  post-acquisition  performance,  more  recently  they  get  a  positive

performance. This denotes probably more attention in the definition of the deal, in the choice

of the target and in the management of the integration process. So there seems to be a slight

shift from short / very short-term goals to long-term purposes. Clearly the economic contexts

are  very  different.  The  competition  is  very  high,  the  knowledge  and  capital  intensive

economy, the higher dynamism and pace of changes that characterize today's economy could

justify  a  higher  research  for  synergies  and  greater  accountability  of  managers  toward

investors. 

As concern target companies, which better represent the object of our interest, interpretations

seem  to  be  much  more  complex,  since  common  elements  characterizing  the  evidenced

presented are difficult to be pointed out. In this regard, the analysis described in the next

chapters will seek therefore to provide some useful element to draw some conclusions.
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Chapter 3. Empirical analysis

In  the  previous  chapters,  I  tried  to  describe  the  phenomenon  of  M&A through  both  a

qualitative  and  quantitative  analysis  and  by  examining  the  main  theories  and  empirical

evidences that, at an international and national level, have sought to investigate more deeply

the reasons and the effects concerning acquisitions. In the following sections an empirical

study conducted on a sample of Italian companies recently acquired is presented. What I aim

at is represented by the attempt to check which of the most accepted theories can be used to

better  explain  the  recent  wave  of  acquisitions  involving  Italian  domestic  economy.  I  am

aware, of course, that these phenomena usually can not be traced back to just one or a few

reasons;  however,  it  seemed  necessary  to  adopt  this  approach  to  achieve  some  relevant

conclusions. Moreover, I hope,  without sounding to be overconfident, that this research could

be  a  logical  continuation  of  the  studies  presented  in  the  preceding  paragraphs,  thus

contributing to the growth of the hitherto scarce references regarding Italian acquisitions. At

the same time, this analysis provides an opportunity to check further hypothesis that seemed

to be interesting to test.

3.1. Hypothesis

The recent wave of acquisitions that have involved Italian companies in the last few years, has

attracted  the  attention  of  both  public  opinion  and  scholars.  On the  one  hand in  fact,  the

acquisition of companies such as Barilla,  Benelli,  Bulgari,  Carapelli,  Gancia,  Gucci,  Loro

Piana, Parmalat, Pernigotti,  Plasmon, Santa Rosa, Sasso, Star (just to mention few of them)

triggered a series of reactions and considerations on the poor economic conditions prevailing

in  Italy,  and  has  also  increased  the  general  concerns  about  the  loss  of  the  leading  edge

excellence embodying the so-called  'Made in Italy'. Italy is so now, in the perception of all, a

country for sale, largely robbed of its prestigious firms, the only ones that until a few years

ago represented the collective lifeline for the whole economy, given their history, their value,

their good economic performances. All these acquisitions have been interpreted as a sign of a

significant decline of Italian economy and they have been usually referred to the inability of a

country to defend and retain their excellence. Moreover, a wave of criticism was directed, as

seen,  in  the  first  place  to  the  national  government,  and  secondly  to  the  same  Italian
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companies, guilty of having left the country just because of a selfish purpose of avoiding the

erosion of their profits, thus researching, especially abroad, skillful partners able to assure

them higher earnings. Beyond these superficial considerations, these operations have attracted

the interest of scholars, who, on the other hand, by adopting a more objective point of view,

tried  to  understand  the  reasons  and  to  study the  effects  of  such  phenomenon,  both  at  a

business and at a country level. Aware of the difficulties that such investigations involve, I

paid attention to these objectives.  As seen,  I  tried to  primarily understand what were the

reasons  that  underlie  the  overall  M&A  phenomenon  through  the  study  of  literature

(international and national). On the basis of what was found, I made a series of hypothesis

that I aim to verify in the following sections of this thesis. My hope is that the results arising

from  the  verification  of  these  hypotheses  will  provide  additional  elements  for  a  better

understanding of the phenomenon. The mentioned hypothesis are the following:

 Hypothesis  1:  Italian  target  companies'  performances  do  not  improve  after  the

acquisition.

The main hypothesis, perhaps a little trivial, concerns precisely the comparison between the

economic performances of acquired Italian companies  before and after an acquisition deal.

The international  literature is  usual  to distinguish between the performances'  trend of  the

acquired businesses and those of the purchasing companies; furthermore, large part of these

studies is used to test this on the basis of the companies' market cumulative abnormal returns

value.  As  seen  in  the  previous  chapter,  the  results  are  not  unique,  although they can  be

summed up as follow: acquired businesses benefit from these operations (at least in the short

term), while buyer companies do not record losses (which is a fairly nice way to say they do

not record any kind of benefits). This approach, albeit fascinating, will not be followed for

two  reasons  in  particular.  The  first  lies  in  my  determination  to  limit  the  study  to  only

economic performance's indicators included in companies' financial statements. It is common

knowledge that the values of the shares are influenced by a very large number of factors,

which do not always reflect the current internal performance of firms, but rather they mirror

some particular  expectations of  the market  or  represent  the implications of  some kind of

macroeconomic trends. Maintaining the focus on the performance variables appear therefore

to be a logical pace; it is also coherent with previous studies already presented. The second
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reason has a more practical nature; only companies for which it  was possible to trace the

values of such cumulative abnormal returns, in fact, could be included in the sample. 

Once explained that,  it  is  worth noting that,  in order  to answer the question and test  the

hypothesis, the already described Italian researches can not be totally considered as reference

points. This is because they failed to reach unanimous results; as seen in fact, Guelpa found

relevant performance improvements after the acquisition, while Benfratello and Bellucci came

to a general different conclusion. While the opportunities arising from acquisition processes

are many (among which we can mention the possibility of economies of scale and scope,

market  expansion or  product  extension opportunities,  ability to  quickly and  economically

appropriate  not  owned  knowledge,  procedures  and  skills,  opportunities  to  eliminate

inefficiencies through better resource reallocation or reorganization of internal processes) and

this could entail that the hypothesis of improved performance could be easily confirmed, the

latest research show that such improvements do not occur. Therefore, it is possible to prefer to

accept these assumptions and to support the hypothesis of performance non-improvement. In

this perspective, theories explaining the acquisitions by seeking synergies or considering the

market  as  the  main  tool  for  the  elimination  of  performance  inefficiencies  would  not  be

supported, at least with regard to target companies in the short term (without this clarification,

such statements could be rightly criticized for not considering the effects in a longer time

horizon). Moreover, having considered a large panel of firms seems to be enough to preclude

that  failure  in  eliminating  inefficiencies  has  to  be  ascribed  to  the  inability  of  the  new

management to be better than the last. This can occur in some cases, but if the hypothesis of a

market for corporate control were true, it should not be the norm. The managerial motivation,

therefore, could be supported by empirical evidence; but before coming to conclusions, an ex-

ante analysis  has  to  be  carried  out.  If  the  results  of  such analysis  would reflect  positive

performance, empirical evidences could be totally consistent with theoretical assessments.

 Hypothesis 2: Italian companies acquired by foreign firms perform better than those

acquired by domestic ones. 

I would like to test this hypothesis in order to examine the ability of Italian companies to cope

with acquisition processes. In this perspective, some preliminary considerations are required.

Usually  foreign  firms  acquire  medium-large  sized  Italian  companies;  by  contrast,  Italian
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bidder  firms  acquire  predominantly  domestic  small-medium  sized  firms.  At  first  glance,

comparing these two types of  transactions would seem inappropriate.  This is  because the

acquisition  of  a  small  company  could  apparently  lead  to  an  easier  management  of  the

integration process. Conversely,  acquiring a large company could cause people to think of

greater efforts in doing it. As a result of that, it seems not wrong to believe that Italian bidder

companies, especially in the short term, can achieve better results in managing target firms.

On the other hand, it may be true that, given the higher degree of risk involving such cross-

border  transactions,  foreign  companies  spend  more  resources  in  the  evaluation  and   the

definition of the acquisition process as a whole; this may therefore facilitate the consequent

process  of  integration.  However,  the  more  and  more  increasing  number  of  cross-border

transactions involving Italian companies as target, could be considered as an evidence of the

beneficial  effects  occurring  to  both  companies.  The  number  of  such  deals  (i.e.  foreign

companies investing in the Italian market) recorded a +43.5% trend in the period 2003-2013.

As regard a shorter term, in the 2009-2013 period such number increased by 178.95% (from

38 to 106), corresponding to an increase of 80.25% in value (from 7,378 to 13,99 billion

euros). Thus, the scope of the foreign investments in Italy appears to have become more and

more relevant in the last few years. This is further highlighted by the evidence of the OECD

report described in figure 16 (pg. 27); according to the European institution, Italy is the third

destination (with China-Hong Kong and France) worldwide for M&A activity in 2011. Such

increasing trends over the years, could represent a clue regarding the positive results of such

operations.

So far, however, the hypothesis relies just on conjectures. It is worthy to present the results of

some empirical study concerning this issue. A Bocconi University's analysis (2005) based on a

survey of 92 Italian companies in the period 1996 to 1999, states that in 64% of cases the

performance of  the acquired businesses  have  worsened  after  2  years  from the agreement

signature.  This  percentage  reaches  85%  in  the  case  of  companies  with  above-average

performance in the period prior to the transaction. This would give credence to a hypothesis in

opposition to  that  suggested.  Actually,  a  more  recent  study provided  by prometeia1,  and

conducted on 484 Italian companies acquired by foreign firms, shows that, from the '90s until

nowadays, the turnover of  has increased on average by 2.8%, the employment rate by 2% and

the  productivity  by  1.4%.  Given  these  statistics,  that  extends  the  research  previously

mentioned, it does not appear inconsistent to think that companies acquired by foreign firms
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perform better than those acquired by domestic companies.

 Hypothesis 3: Italian target firms acquired by Anglo-Saxon companies perform better

than those acquired by non Anglo-Saxon ones. 

This hypothesis might actually fall in hypothesis n.2, or, at least, it might be considered as a

logical consequence of that. It is common knowledge that many streams of works have been

investigating over the different types of corporate governance and their effects on companies.

Although there are studies that do not contemplate the existence of a corporate governance

system which is much better than others (for instance, Shleifer and Vishny (1997), argue that

each  system  -  Anglo-Saxon,  French,  German  or  Japanese  -  has  its  own  strengths  and

weaknesses),  it  is useful  to report  a recent study by Mueller (2006),  who referred to and

comments on the results of a research conducted by Porta et al. (1997-1998). The latter points

out that Anglo-Saxon system of governance allows achieving better results, both in terms of

performance and in terms of relationship between ownership and management. By studying a

panel of  almost 20,000 worldwide companies between 1985-2000, he figures  out that  the

dividends  and  the  return  on  investments  of  Anglo-Saxons  firms  are  higher  than  the

corresponding  values  registered  by  companies  managed  through  a  French-,  Germanic-,

Scandinavian-,  or Asian-origin governance. Moreover,  the same Mueller shows how these

data suggest that the Anglo-Saxon governance (as know, characterized by a very high degree

of property dispersion) lead to a higher protection of shareholders; managers' opportunistic

behavior are less likely to be noticed with respect to the so-called “civil law systems” already

mentioned. 

It is also true that the type of companies that are taken over by the Anglo-Saxons firms has to

be considered. There is no reliable data about it, but looking at our panel, however, it can be

said that the majority of businesses acquired by Anglo-Saxon firms are large and they are

probably more  receptive  to  such  change  in  governance.  Reasoning  by contradiction,  and

recalling the main feature of Anglo-Saxon enterprises, namely the great dispersed ownership

which generally allows a lower level of debt exposure, it may be believe that this type of

governance going to crash with the structure of medium-small size Italian companies, which

are more closed and reluctant to scattering corporate.  It  is also true that in the aggregate,

benefits from acquisitions of large firms can overcome the difficulties encountered in smaller
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transactions. It does not seem wrong to assume that Italian companies taken over by Anglo-

Saxons can record performance superior to those of target companies acquired by non-Anglo-

Saxons ones.  This  is  also in  part  supported  by a recent  article  published by IlSole24Ore

(2014), which shows that if it is true that 60% of the investment comes from Western Europe,

the  best  performance comes  from American  buyers  (17%),  Japan (4%),  Russia  (2%) and

China (2%).

In  light  of  the  above,  and  remembering  that  almost  a  half  of  the  foreign  cross-border

transaction  in  2011  were  completed  by  American,  British  (Anglo-Saxons)  and  France

companies6, the aim of this thesis is also to test if Italian target companies acquired by Anglo-

Saxons firms effectively record better performance than other Italian purchased companies.  

 Hypothesis 4: the degree of “relatedness” positively influence acquired companies'

performances. 

Many scholars refer to the researches of Palepu (1986) and Matsusaka (1993) to prove M&A

operations are not driven by strategical or managerial motivations, but rather to the case, or

better,  to  the  opportunities  arising  each  time  within  a  particular  economic  environment.

Geographical proximity, for example, is identified by many, or at least it was in the 90s, as a

key element for engaging an acquisition. This means that a deal would be completed only for

the fact of having a very closed-located company that could offer useful assets. In the absence

of such proximity, such companies would not probably undertake any deal. Certainly, the fact

that geographical proximity can be an element that facilitates these transactions is valid, since

it would make the transaction as a whole more manageable. It is equally true, however, that

the operations of concentrations can not be based only, or mainly, on this type of factors. The

growing  number  of  cross-border  operations  (operations  that  –  easily  -  are  not  based  on

geographical  proximity  by  definition)  could  be  a  consistent  prove  of  that.  Therefore,

acquisition processes could be driven by the will to expand the final market and to sell the

product in economies geographically far away from the company market range. Furthermore,

sometimes the acquisition of local companies is the only way to enter a foreign market; local

partnerships (acquisitions, mergers,  joint  venture or other) are very often legally required.

Rather than geographical proximity, many scholars pointed out the relevance of other kinds of

6 KPMG (2011)
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proximity,  the  so  called  “relatedness”.  This  term has  been  interpreted  in  different  ways.

Rumelt (1974), for example, identified the it with the similarity of final markets, distribution

channels, exploited technologies and scientific research. In so doing, he denies the relevance

of geographical  factors on the basis of a deal  decisions.  Moreover,  Salter and Weinhold's

(1979) asserted that relatedness refer to the similarity in “key success factors” of companies

involved, which are crucial element for achieving positive shared results. That is, the more

these companies are similar as concern their respective strengths, the more the acquisition

process will be successful for both. The reason lies in the easier process of exchanging new

functional skills between firms; they are in fact more able to catch them and to integrate them

in their operations. On the other hand, Another explanation of such term is related to cultural

factors.  A recent stream of research say that  the occurrence and success of an acquisition

depends on the cultural relatedness. If acquiring and acquired companies managements (and

organizations) are characterized by 'cultural proximity', a better definition of the deal and a

better  integration  of  post-transaction  processes  are  more  achievable.  By  contrast,  some

researchers  -  Chakrabarti,  Gupta-Mukherjee  and  Jayaraman  (2009)  -  came  to  different

conclusions. By studying 800 cross-border transactions in the period 1991-2004, they found

that “cross-border acquisitions perform better in the long run if the acquirer and the target

come from countries that are culturally more disparate”. This is because it allow to increase

some kind of know-how not originally owned. However, it is clear that companies should be

able to recognize these opportunities and integrate them into existing operational processes,

thus avoiding the so-called, and widespread, "cultural clash". The focus is once again moved

on management's capability in correctly evaluating the pre-acquisition phase (choice of target)

and the post- transaction one.

Despite  these  interpretations,  in  this  paper  we  will  make  a  simplification,  assuming that

'relatedness' refers to the similarity of economic sectors in which bargaining firms run their

businesses. Thus, the greater the degree of similarity of industries in which both target and

bidder companies operate, the greater the likelihood that such transactions happen and that

result  in  successful  deals.  In  this  perspective,  Cefis  and  Rigamonti  (2013),  reporting  the

findings of a study of Chaiterjee (2009), argue that the mentioned relatedness influence the

performance of the acquired firms because "related managers" are “more likely to know each

other  and  to  exchange  information".  This  may be  part  of  a  broader  stream  of  research

dedicated to the “absorptive capacity”:  the ability of companies to recognize the value of
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information or knowledge and to exploit them to improve the integration of information, the

combination of the operations and the overall business processes. On the other hand, many

scholar deny the relevance of the mentioned relatedness (does not matter the type), by arguing

that it is "a necessary but not sufficient requirement for superior performance" (Barney 1988).

Actually empirical evidences provided by Singh and Montgomery (1987) and Barney himself

(1988) pointed out that target companies benefit more from this kind kind operations than

bidder firms. Therefore Barney's statement refers to the latter rather than  to the former. This

is further proved by Martynova and Renneboog7.  They point  out that,  generally speaking,

better results “mainly arise when the merging firms operate in the same or related industry”8.

They  suggest  that  the  benefits  coming  from synergies  in  conglomerate  acquisitions  are

reduced  by  “rent-seeking  behavior  by  divisional  mangers,  bargaining  problems  and

bureaucracy  rigidity”4.   However,  as  far  this  thesis  is  concerned  (i.e.  effect  on  target

companies) such studies provide some relevant clues useful to forecast the positive impact of

acquisition processes on Italian firms acquired by companies operating in the same economic

sector. This hypothesis can be considered as an extension of Rumelt's though. Operating in the

same industry might involve basically an easier integration of operations since it is supposed

that  such  companies  have  a  greater  knowledge  of  the  internal  sector  dynamics  such  as

production, know-how, technology, logistic, R&D and so forth. I want to point out that the

efforts and the time spent in post-acquisition processes are not eliminated, but just decreased.

It is an easy statement, but he thinks that a brief explanation is needed. Firms considered are

not  obviously  identical,  therefore  they  do  not  adopt  the  same  operating  processes;  an

exchange of information is certainly needed but the process of discussion and learning could

be more limited. Clearly, this is most likely to happen as regard horizontal acquisitions than

vertical ones. This assumption can be extended also with respect to other factors, such as

distribution channels or final market for example. They might be well-known by companies

engaging a  transactions.  Some critics  could  be  moved by considering cross-border  deals.

Usually companies do not have the same information regarding different markets. The same

critics  could  be  moved  thinking  about  organizational  or  cultural  issues.  The  process  of

integration  could  not  be  so  easy.   But  the  same  can  be  said  with  respect  to  unrelated

acquisitions.  So  these  critics  do  not  appear  to  heavily  affect  the  fundamentals  of  the

hypothesis. 

7 Baker K., R. Anderson (2010).
8 Ibidem
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3.2. Methodology

3.2.1. Sample structure

In  order  to  test  the  mentioned  hypothesis,  a  sample  consisting  of  a  hundred  of  Italian

companies acquired in 2011 has been created. Such companies has been chosen among those

included in a list transmitted to the Italian authority “Autorità Garante della Concorrenza e del

Mercato  (AGCM)”.  Actually,  that  list  originally included  554 transactions,  which  can  be

grouped  into  three  different  categories:  firms'  mergers  and  acquisitions,  line  of  business'

acquisitions and plant or machinery's acquisitions. The amount of such transactions is shown

in sheet 17:

Sheet 17: acquisitions in 2011 (AGCM list)

TYPE NUMBER % ON TOTAL

Firms' merger and acquisitions 283 51.08%

Line of business' acquisitions 232 41.88%

Plant/machinery's acquisitions 39 7.04%

 

The difference between the number of firms' mergers and acquisitions above presented and

the one shown on page 21, deducted from a KPMG report, is most likely due to the fact that

some transactions notified to the Italian regulator in several cases consist in more than one

operation, conducted by the same company. In this sense, a deeper investigation confirms that

the two volumes are actually very similar.

Regarding the  choice  of  the  sample,  it  is  necessary to  make two clarifications.  The first

concerns with the decision to exclude the last two groups pointed out in sheet 17 from the

field  of  research.  This  because  it  would  have  been  hard  to  identify  the  impact  of  such

acquisitions on companies' performance indicators. The direct  effects of the acquisition of

assets or lines of business, in fact, are not separately recorded in the balance sheet since they

are  recorded  together  with  the  other  operations.  It  is  not  therefore  possible  to  make  a

distinction between them; thus, it is not possible the assess the impact of such operations on

singular basis.

The second point concerns the first group mentioned in the same sheet: firms' mergers and

acquisitions. Mergers deals have been distinguished from acquisition transactions. Clearly,

this allows to better achieve the aim of the thesis. In additions to that, conducting an ex-post
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analysis on the basis of merger processes would not be possible, since the acquired companies

would  lose  their  legal  identities  and  therefore  the  correspondent  balance  sheet  would  no

longer be available once the deal is completed.

As a result  of that,  among the remaining operations, those involving a hundred of Italian

companies not belonging to the same group, not subject to a merger deal in the years after

2011 and the financial statements of which were available for the period 2009-2013 have been

chosen.  The  decision  regarding  the  term  analyzed  rely  on  the  attempt  to  study  the

phenomenon of acquisitions in two specific periods. The first corresponds to two years before

the acquisition (i.e. the years 2009-2010), and the second is represented by the two years after

it (i.e. 2012-2013). Although the original intention was to study the most recent acquisitions,

taking as a reference point the year 2012 or 2013 would clearly not have allowed to conduct

an ex post analysis of the effects of these transactions on the performance of the companies

considered.  In  this  case,  time  horizon  would  be  extremely  short,  and  it  would  not  be

appropriate to make some relevant conclusion. By contrast, considering the transactions that

took place in 2011 allows us to analyze the short-term effects that such operations produce. I

am thus aware of the of narrowness of the conclusions that are going to be taken; it is likely

that  the effects  of  these transactions,  which involve the entire companies'  production and

organizational structures, can unfold in the medium to long term. Several times in fact, in the

course of treatment and in the conclusions will be remembered that the observations made

could, at worst, be denied by an analysis based on a longer period.

In this regard it  is important to remember, moreover, that considering the 2009-2013 term

allows us to assess the phenomenon of M&A in a particular moment of the world and Italian

economy: the period following the financial crisis. Having considered a longer timescale, and

have therefore  taken  as  the  reference  year  a  year  prior  to  2011,  it  would have  meant  to

consider the pre-acquisition performance in a radically changing economic environment. The

data for the years 2007 or 2008, as seen from the information on global, European and Italian

trends described previously, would be less significant for the purposes of research.

However, in an attempt to exclude such economic factors from the analysis, and following the

methodology adopted by previous works, for each of the companies considered a 'control-

company' has been identified as similar as possible. After creating the sample of a hundred

companies, therefore,  it  was built a second, equally large, sample representing the control

benchmark. The selection of these companies relies on the simultaneous existence of four
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factors: two qualitative variables and two dimensional-quantitative variables. As regards the

qualitative factors, the legal form and the economic sector were considered. In the first case it

seems necessary to compare two companies on the basis of their legal form. In so doing, even

a first quantitative distinction was made, given the Italian civic Code rules. In the second case,

control firms were chosen among those operating in the same economic sector. This choice

was made, as far as possible, on the basis of the classification ATECO 20079. It's common

knowledge the economic activities are classified on the basis of a letter (which identifies the

macro-category of economic activity) and a 6-digit code, each number of which identifies a

subset of the economic sector concerned. As demonstrated in the table below, in 78% of cases

the resemblance is total. Only in 3 cases it was not possible to obtain a satisfactory degree of

similarity (3 digits). In order to solve the problem, a little research on the actual business

activity of such companies was made; among the  the major competitors of these companies

the one that most resembled, in terms of the other variables considered, were chosen.

Sheet 18: sample companies' classification by ATECO 2007 digits

CLASSIFICATION N. OF COMPANIES

6 digit 78

5 digit 84

4 digit 90

3 digit 97

The  same  procedure  was  followed  for  the  reclassification  of  companies  belonging  to  a

holding. This  because it was preferred to refer to the real sector where these companies have

performed during 2011. Although the cases are very limited (3), this statement appears dutiful.

However, the macro economic area was respected in all cases.

In  Appendix  1  the  economic  sectors  of  the  companies  examined,  and  the  corresponding

control  companies, are shown. From this table, it  can be seen, companies belong to these

areas:

9 in force since 1 January 2008, it is the Italian translation of the Nomenclature of Economic Activities (NACE v.2) 
created by Eurostat through Commission n. 1893/2006 regulation, adapted to the characteristics ISTAT.  Nace v.2 
classification is derived from ISIC Rev. 4, created in the UN to ensure international consistency.
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Sheet 19: sample companies' classification by ATECO 2007 economic sectors

N. COMPANIES ECONOMIC SECTOR

28 ATTIVITÀ MANIFATTURIERE

10 FORNITURA DI ENERGIA ELETTRICA,
GAS, VAPORE E ARIA CONDIZIONATA

12 COSTRUZIONI

17 COMMERCIO  ALL'INGROSSO  E  AL
DETTAGLIO;  RIPARAZIONE  DI
AUTOVEICOLI E MOTOCICLI

9 TRASPORTO E MAGAZZINAGGIO

9 SERVIZI  DI  INFORMAZIONE  E
COMUNICAZIONE

5 ATTIVITÀ  PROFESSIONALI,
SCIENTIFICHE E TECNICHE

10 ALTRO

It can be noticed that the manufacturing sector is the most represented one. This seems to be

consistent with the Italian economy as a whole. For obvious reasons, within the sample were

not considered banks or financial companies. 

Not having fully understood the logic of classification by size of companies followed by the

database from which data were taken (this will be discussed later), to avoid any mistakes,

companies have been grouped together according to their size, measured by the number of

employee and the amount of turnover. These data were calculated for the year 2011, the year

in which the acquisition process took place. Thus, companies which were dimensionally (and

qualitatively) similar in 2011 were taken into account.

Having built a control sample allows then to verify if the companies, which were about to be

acquired,  were  characterized  before  the  deal  by some particular  features  that  made them

different  from  other  companies  operating  in  related  sectors.  Similarly  it  is  possible  to

determine whether, as a result of the change of governance, the improvement (or worsening)

of economic performance is due to some kind of economic trend, or if, these changes are due

solely to the transaction. In this sense, it is anticipated in part as will be discussed later on the

methodology of the tests which were carried on the owned data.

Before  proceeding,  however,  it  seems  necessary  to  describe  what  were  the  other

classifications made on examined companies. To respond to hypotheses two and three, in fact,

each target company has been ranked on the basis of the nationality of the bidder. As can be
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seen from the next chart (fig. 22), 53% of the companies studied were acquired by domestic

firms.

Fig. 22: sample companies' classification by bidder firm origin

As regard the acquiring foreign companies, which represent 47% of the sample, 29.79% of

them have an Anglo-Saxon origin, 14.89% are Asian while the remaining 55.2% is made up

of European companies (obviously excluding UK). 

Sheet 20: sample bidder companies' country origins

BIDDER COMPANIES' ORIGIN NUMBER

AUSTRIA 1

BERMUDA 1

BRAZIL 1

FRANCE 10

GERMANY 4

INDIA 1

ICELAND 1

ITALY 53

JAPAN 2

KOREA 2

LUXEMBOURG 5

RUSSIA 1

SPAIN 2

SWITZERLAND 3

THAILAND 1

UK 2

USA 10
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In  order  to  answer  forth  hypothesis,  it  was  necessary to  classify businesses  (both  target

companies,  and  their  correspondent  bidders)  according  to  their  economic  sector.  This

classification  has  not  been  made,  as  previously  done  for  the  construction  of  the  control

sample, on the basis of the ATECO 2007 classification. This because we have tried to avoid

the dissemination of data and concentrate economic activity in only ten categories. For this, it

was preferred to refer to the Industry Classification Benchmark. The activities were classified

as follows:

Sheet 21: sample companies' industry classification by ICB

INDUSTRY NUMBER OF COMPANIES RELATEDNESS

TARGETS BIDDERS

OIL AND GAS 2 -- --

BASIC MATERIALS 1 1 1

INDUSTRIALS 33 19 15

CONSUMER GOODS 12 8 5

HEALTH CARE 1 1 --

CONSUMER SERVICES 24 15 11

TELECOMMUNICATION 4 4 4

UTILITIES 12 6 5

FINANCIALS 8 44 5

TECHNOLOGY 3 2 2

100 100 48

As can be noticed,  Industrials, Utilities and Consumer services sectors are the most targeted

ones as concern the sample. On the other hand, by considering 'Bidders' column, the most

active sector is the financial one, followed by Industrial and Consumer services. Although the

data presented in chapter 1 are based on a different classification, it can be observed that the

predominance  of  Industrial  and  Consumer  services  sectors  is  here  confirmed.  Slight

differences can be notice about the financial sector. In this regard it is worth remembering

again, however, that all the operation involving banking and insurance sector were excluded

from the  sample.  This  is  because  the  comparison  between  these  industries  is  still  risky;

performance analysis also should have been relied on different indicators.

Once the sectors involved in M&A had been identified and once the specific weight of each

sector in the total sample had been calculated, the number of transactions taking place within

the same sector (the so-called related transactions) was computed. As can be seen from the
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last  column of the sheet  21,  they represent  48% of total  deals.  The comparison between

related and unrelated operations seems to be balanced; on the other hand I am aware of the

limited amount of observations with respect to the two groups thus created.

For each company studied, and for each control company, economic performances have been

analyzed on the basis of the data included in Orbis database provided by Bureau Van Dijk.

The indexes, whose composition will be shown and commented in the next section, are based

exclusively on raw data contained in the balance sheets. If these were not available and ratios

can not be calculated, processed data included in the database were used, when available. For

this reason, to ensure consistency in the definition of performance indicators,  most of the

ratios was built on the basis of the structure defined in the database.

3.2.2. Performance indicators' structure and definition

As mentioned in the previous paragraph, the Italian companies acquired in 2011 and those

belonging the the control sample were studied along a set of performance indicators derived

from the accounting records. These indicators can be grouped into three main categories. First

eight profitability and efficiency ratios were computed; they specifically refer to both global

managing and operational one. It is believed that these ratios are necessary for the evaluation

of the ability of enterprises to create profit and for the estimation of the degree of efficiency

characterizing this process. The following indicators were thus computed: return on equity

(ROE), return on assets (ROA), return on capital employed (ROCE), return on sales (ROS),

earnings before interest and taxes (EBIT) over total assets, earnings before interest, taxes,

depreciation  and  amortization  (EBITDA)  margin,  gross  profit  margin,  net  profit  margin.

Second, in order to understand the economic outlooks of the companies studied, three ratios

of growth referring respectively to total assets, net profit and operating revenues were built.

Although it  would  have  been  interesting  evaluate  growth  also  examining the  increase  or

decrease of number of employees (as Benfratello did), data were available for less than a half

of the sample. So the evaluation would have relied on just few values and it would have made

the analysis quite insignificant. However, it is believed that the type of indexes considered can

be  very  useful  in  the  analysis  of  the  economic  conditions  of  the  companies  before  the

acquisition. This is because they may provide important information regarding any particular

features that have attracted the attention of bidder companies. Similarly these indicators are
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useful in an ex-post analysis, since it is possible to understand how the change in governance

has influenced these growth outlook. In conclusion, two indicators describing the financial

structure of companies studied has been created. It is believed that the effects on the financial

structure of a company are as important as the already mentioned profitability and growth

ratios.  The table below shows the indicators used in the analysis.

Sheet 22: performance indicators by type

PERFORMANCE INDICATORS
PROFITABILITY AND

EFFICIENCY
GROWTH FINANCIAL

STRUCTURE
ROE TOTAL ASSETS 

GROWTH
DEBT/EQUITY RATIO

ROA NET PROFIT GROWTH LEVERAGE
ROCE OPERATING REVENUES

GROWTH
ROS
EBIT/TOTAL ASSETS
EBITDA MARGIN
GROSS PROFIT MARGIN
NET PROFIT MARGIN

Clearly the higher the value of the indicators included in the first  category, the better the

business management. Conversely, the higher the ratios describing the financial structure, the

greater the use of debt and therefore the weaker overall financial stability of a company. 

Having thus briefly listed the indicators chosen, their description will be presented in the next

paragraph. Before doing it, however, some brief preliminary considerations are necessary. 

In calculating these thirteen indicators, actually the values of further eight balance sheet items

have been used: EBIT, EBITDA, total assets, profit (losses) before taxes, net profit, gross

profit, operating revenues and total shareholders' funds. These budget items are not described

in the following paragraphs, but they are mentioned in the sheets used to interpret all the tests

performed in order to validate the hypothesis. This for two main reasons: first, I  wanted to

avoid burdening the research by presenting a very large number of indexes that could have led

to the loss of focus concerning the empirical evidence. On the other hand, the presentation of

these values was supposed to be necessary for a better understanding of the results and greater

clarity. Moreover, if required, the values of profit (losses) were considered before the taxation

(except  for  profit  margin  growth  indicator).  This  because  I  wanted  to  avoid  any  sort  of

distortion. Taxation factor does not affect  in the same way each company;  it  may in fact

depend on  the  size  of  the  company,  on  the  geographical  location  or  on  any specific  tax
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treatment  operated  by the  national  government.  Clarified  that,  performance indicators  are

singularly presented and described below.

As concern profitability indicators, it is possible to make a distinction on the basis of their

structure  in  the  sense  that  those  indicators  referring  to  the  global  management  might  be

distinguished from those reflecting the operational procedures. ROE, ROA and ROCE ratios,

for  example,  are  used  to  assess  the  profitability  in  the  overall  managing  of  a  company.

Conversely,  some  of  the  remaining  ratios  allow  instead  to  focus  the  analysis  on  the

management of those operations that represents the core business of a firm. However,  the

following description will be more focused on this issue.

Return on equity is considered one of the most important profitability index. It measures how

much profits a company is able to produce for every unit of shareholders' funds. It is defined

as the ratio between profit (losses) and total shareholders' equity:

ROE =
P /L before tax

total shareholders ' funds

Return on assets is a measure of the ability of a company to earn profits for every unit of

owned assets.  It  is  computed as the ratio between profit  (losses) and the total  amount of

assets.

ROA =
P /L before tax

total assets

Return on capital  employed is a profitability indicator very similar to the previous one. It

represents the ability of a company in generating profits for each unit of  capital employed.

The denominator is defined as the difference between total assets and current liabilities. The

same results can be obtained by adding non-current liabilities to total shareholders' funds.

This is, in fact, the definition given by the database Orbis, which data has been gathered from.

As concern the numerator, it consists in the sum between P/L before taxes and financial profit

and losses:
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ROCE =
P / Lbefore tax+interests

total shareholders ' funds+noncurrent liabilities

Another  indicators  that  allows  investors  to  gather  information  as  regard  the  general

management of a company is the net profit margin. It points out how much profit (losses) a

company is able to produce per each unit of sale:

NET PROFIT MARGIN = 
P /L before tax

sales

Among the indicators useful to evaluate the operational management, ROS is one of the most

relevant. It represents the ability of a company in generating profit for each unit of sales. Such

indicators  is  not  affected  by financial  or  extraordinary operations.  It  is  defined  as  EBIT

divided by total revenues: 

ROS =
earnings before interests, taxes

totalrevenues

A further indicator helpful in evaluating the profitability of operational management is the

ratio between EBIT and total assets. It is similar to return on assets; the main difference lies in

the  different  aspect  of  the  management  such  indexes  can  estimate.  It,  in  fact,  provides

information to the investors as regard the profitability of the core operations of a company.

The same purpose is achievable by considering the EBITDA margin indicator, even if the

variables  considered are different.  This ratio,  in  fact,  consists  of  earnings not affected by

interests, taxes, depreciation and amortization (the last two allows the distinction from ROS)

divided by the amount of revenues. This allow to describe how much earnings a company can

achieve per each Euro of revenues: 

EBITDA MARGIN = 
earnings before interests , taxes , depreciation, amortization

total revenues

Gross profit margin is an indicator of operating efficiency. It highlights the company's ability

to cover the costs of production with sales revenues. A higher value of the index may mean

greater skills in breaking costs or a greater ability to increase the marginal mark up. Also in
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this case, it was decided to use the definition provided by Orbis database.

GROSS PROFIT MARGIN = 
gross profit

total revenues

*gross profit = revenues from sales and services – raw material costs + addition to fixed assets + changed in inventories

In order to evaluate the impact of a change of ownership on companies' growth perspective, I

have  chosen  to  present  three  main  indicators.  They  refer  to  total  assets,  net  profit  and

operating revenues. Such indicators are structured as follow:

TOTAL ASSETS GROWTH = 
total assets (t )− total assets (t −1 )

total assets (t −1 )

PROFIT GROWTH =
profit after taxes (t ) − profit after taxes ( t − 1 )

profit after taxes ( t −1 )

OPERATING REVENUES =
operatingrevenues∗ (t ) − operatingrevenues∗ (t −1 )

operatingrevenues∗ (t − 1 )

*revenues from sales and services + other operating revenues

The index concerning the growth of revenues is very important to understand what are the real

prospects of a  company.  Having a positive ratio is  representative of the dynamism of the

company within the market. If the trend is positive then, this could mean that:

• the sector in which a company operates is a sector with a broad perspective;

• final market is not saturated;

• a company has a competitive advantage over its competitors;

• a company is able to broaden the end market.

As can be observed,  whatever the reason underlying the increase in  sales,  it  can make a

company very appealing for the investors. On the other hand, it is not difficult to imagine how

much they can be concerned about profit growth.

As for the rate of growth of total assets, however, the issue becomes a bit more complex given

the several elements that make up this budget item. By operating some simplifications, and by
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considering the impact that the individual elements have over the composition of the total

value of assets, it is possible to suppose that an increase could represent higher investments in

the short or long term, or a increase in intangible assets (very important if we consider the

amount of patents and copyrights owned by companies operating in high technological level

industries, for example). Clearly other factors (cash, receivables, inventory, etc.) may be the

cause of the change in the index, but it is assumed, as mentioned, that the impact of these

items is generally mild. These factors may affect the decision of investors, as they can lead to

suppose a projection towards long-term projects. Clearly this index should be considered in

conjunction with other performance indicators.

In the end, in order to evaluate the effect on the financial structure, two financial indicators

have been computed: a leverage ratio and a debt-to-equity one. They are defined as follow:

LEVERAGE = 
total liabilities

total shareholders ' funds

DEBT TO EQUITY =
total assets− total shareholders ' funds

total shareholders ' funds

Indeed the last two indicators are very similar. I calculated, following the example of other

scholars (and in the attempt of make the analysis consistent with Orbis information), firstly an

index of leverage that arises in relation to the total debt with shareholders' funds. Secondly, he

wanted  to  focus  on  the  weight  of  debts,  excluding  from  the  numerator  the  impact  of

shareholders' funds. These values will therefore differ by 1.  However,  they both indicated

whether  a  company finances  its  assets mainly through equities  or  debts.  Specifically,  the

higher the value of these indexes, the higher will be the use of debt. Clearly, the variation of

this  index  between  the  periods  before  and  after  the  acquisition  will  represent  new

management's decisions. The new governance would, for example, try to reorganize firm's

financial structure (if not solid), or it would increase the debt with the hope to cover the new

costs with subsequent earnings. The interpretation of this index gives important information

regarding the financial stability of acquired companies.
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These ratios were calculated for the years 2009, 2010, 2012, and 2013. The data for 2011, the

year  in  which  acquisitions  occurred,  were  not  considered.  It  was  subsequently  made  an

average  of  the  values  inherent  to  2009  and  2010;  in  this  way it  was  possible  to  obtain

indicators regarding the phase prior to the acquisition. Similarly, to obtain information related

to the post-deal phase, the average of the values 2012 and 2013 was computed. In the table

below has been represented the coverage of the observations related to each index described

above and in relation to the periods mentioned.

It can be seen that 85.79% of observation regarding the sample of Italian target companies is

available, while this percentage is closer to 90% (89.48%) in the case of the control sample.

Only in some cases the percentage is lowered to below 80%; it actually happens only with

regard to the data for the year 2013. This is because at the time of collection of the data, not

all the balance sheets of studied companies were available.

The following sheets provide some descriptive statistics  data regarding both samples. Mean,

median, standard error are thus provided in order to enrich the analysis and provide some

preliminary information about analyzed companies.
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Sheet 23: performance indicators' availability (sample group and control group)

SAMPLE GROUP PERFORMANCE INDICATORS

PERIOD PROFITABILITY AND EFFICIENCY GROWTH FINANCIAL

ROE ROA ROS ROCE EBIT/TOTAL
ASSETS

EBITDA
MARGIN

NET PROFIT
MARGIN

GROSS PROFIT
MARGIN

TOTAL ASSETS
GROWTH

NET PROFIT
GROWTH

OPERATING
REVENUES GROWTH

DEBT/
EQUITY

LEVERAGE

2009 86% 91% 83% 84% 91% 80% 79% 80% 81% 76% 76% 86% 86%

2010 86% 99% 88% 84% 99% 85% 82% 85% 90% 91% 84% 86% 86%

PRE-ACQUISITION 86% 95% 85.5% 84% 95% 82.5% 80.5% 82.5% 85.5% 83.5% 80% 86% 86%

2012 91% 93% 90% 89% 93% 88% 87% 89% 93% 93% 88% 91% 91%

2013 76% 80% 76% 75% 80% 76% 76% 75% 77% 76% 73% 76% 76%

POST-ACQUISITION 83.5% 86.5% 83% 82% 86.5% 82% 81.5% 82% 85% 84.5% 80.5% 83.5% 83.5%

TOTAL 84.75% 90.75% 84.25% 83% 90.75% 82.25% 81% 82.25% 85.25% 84% 80.25% 84.75% 84.75%

CONTROL 
GROUP PERFORMANCE INDICATORS

PROFITABILITY AND EFFICIENCY GROWTH FINANCIAL

ROE ROA ROS ROCE EBIT/TOTAL
ASSETS

EBITDA
MARGIN

NET PROFIT
MARGIN

GROSS PROFIT
MARGIN

TOTAL ASSETS
GROWTH

NET PROFIT
GROWTH

OPERATING
REVENUES GROWTH

DEBT/
EQUITY

LEVERAGE

2009 90% 92% 88% 90% 92% 84% 83% 88% 86% 84% 81% 90% 90%

2010 94% 97% 91% 92% 97% 88% 91% 90% 91% 88% 85% 94% 94%

PRE-ACQUISITION 92% 94.5% 89.5% 91% 94.5% 86% 87% 89% 88.5% 86% 83.5% 92% 92%

2012 96% 97% 95% 95% 97% 92% 97% 93% 97% 93% 95% 96% 96%

2013 76% 80% 77% 74% 80% 77% 78% 76% 78% 76% 76% 76% 76%

POST-ACQUISITION 86% 88.5% 86% 84.5% 88.5% 83.5% 87.5% 84.5% 87.5% 84.5% 85.5% 86% 86%

TOTAL 89% 91.5% 87.75% 87.75% 91.5% 84.75% 87.25% 86.75% 88% 85.25% 84.5% 89% 89%
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Sheet 24: descriptive statistics

85

SAMPLE
2009-2010 2012-2013

Ratio n Mean Median St. Dev. n Mean Median St. Dev.
ROE 172 0.0546512 0.086382246 0.7464 167 -0.0895808 0.048232097 6.5455
ROA 190 0.0048421 0.013201078 0.1784 173 0.131214 0.011388013 0.2164
ROS 171 -41.65158 0.041922585 79.889 166 -438.3209 0.030274403 5614.37
ROCE 168 4.032976 0.203663687 27.928 164 0.377561 0.140179542 2.873
TOTAL ASSETS 191 2.56E+008 3.85E+007 7.98E+008 174 2.43E+008 5.10E+007 7.00E+008
TOTAL ASSETS GROWTH 171 8.79076 0.015314538 79.598 170 0.1626471 -0.00503883 0.9723
P/L BEFORE TAX 191 387549.9 249012 8.40E+007 172 4726989 240681.5 4.02E+007
EBIT 190 8908271 335506.5 5.51E+007 173 7856392 512870 3.70E+007
EBIT/TOTAL ASSETS 190 0.0079474 0.019062862 0.1755 173 0.0347399 0.020704914 0.1951
EBITDA 181 1.71E+007 2.03E+006 6.99E+007 170 1.77E+007 1952863 5.40E+007
EBITDA MARGIN 165 0.1678394 0.106424258 1.3811 164 0.2965034 0.120272337 2.1375
NET PROFIT 191 -2007703 328 7.23E+007 173 1590718 122198 2.45E+007
NET PROFIT GROWTH 167 0.3461677 -0.035479119 25.513 169 0.2684615 -0.196314436 7.377
NET PROFIT MARGIN 161 -1.56676 0.003726077 10.554 163 -0.2119022 0.010823216 1.52
GROSS PROFIT 185 6.15E+007 1.48E+007 2.09E+008 167 7.07E+007 1.34E+007 2.74E+008
GROSS PROFIT MARGIN 165 1.254242 0.648090552 6.078 164 1.286524 0.670853957 8.7575
OPERATING REVENUES 190 1.10E+008 2.10E+007 4.32E+008 171 1.40E+008 2.62E+007 6.07E+008
OPERATING REVENUES GROWTH 160 5.988062 0.015196905 72.57 161 4.722919 0.017437386 49.458
DEBT/EQUITY 172 13.04198 2.794751494 60.542 167 9.909521 2.999991287 30.865
LEVERAGE 172 14.22599 3.820904057 60.555 167 11.00737 4.032450115 30.859
EQUITY 186 1.20E+008 9.11E+005 6.25E+008 172 9.32E+007 1.86E+006 4.92E+008

CONTROL GROUP
2009-2010 2012-2013

Ratio n Mean Median St. Dev. n Mean Median St. Dev.
ROE 186 -0.2619892 0.110186347 5.146 174 0.0973563 0.103452072 1.093
ROA 191 0.064555 0.024346127 0.1839 179 0.1415084 0.027194902 0.619
ROS 181 -277.7866 0.055904657 3731.608 174 -0.2598276 0.04513922 3.844
ROCE 184 0.5322826 0.099483204 2.275 171 0.4877778 0.100412107 2.381
TOTAL ASSETS 191 7.20E+007 2.13E+007 1.20E+008 179 8.45E+007 2.83E+007 1.55E+008
TOTAL ASSETS GROWTH 179 44.33168 0.026164526 552.627 177 0.020678 0.00472791 0.246
P/L BEFORE TAX 191 2861676 504828 6.95E+006 176 1813437 422599 9.06E+006
EBIT 191 3233914 710673 6.71E+006 179 2086681 524301 9.10E+006
EBIT/TOTAL ASSETS 191 0.0518848 0.031884959 0.1658 179 0.0807263 0.035159268 0.3372
EBITDA 176 6681546 2.00E+006 1.03E+007 169 5683075 1666481 1.28E+007
EBITDA MARGIN 174 -0.1525252 0.097298744 3.868 169 0.1366206 0.083856106 0.215
NET PROFIT 191 1668550 157961 5.09E+006 179 558685.2 148338 9.03E+006
NET PROFIT GROWTH 176 0.3128977 -0.116570857 3.017 177 2.405311 -0.111862517 58.52
NET PROFIT MARGIN 174 -0.1053468 0.017863002 1.04 171 0.0502329 0.022476165 0.3702
GROSS PROFIT 191 2.82E+007 8.77E+006 4.77E+007 177 3.07E+007 1.17E+007 4.49E+007
GROSS PROFIT MARGIN 180 0.5683333 0.552536675 0.4053 171 0.6236257 0.545846642 0.7596
OPERATING REVENUES 192 5.73E+007 2.17E+007 8.91E+007 179 6.30E+007 2.23E+007 8.69E+007
OPERATING REVENUES GROWTH 169 1.692308 0.017188158 14.124 173 0.2334104 0.005 1.5213
DEBT/EQUITY 186 40.10237 3.128170949 226.168 174 13.62506 2.434499779 51.905
LEVERAGE 186 41.14892 4.173094421 226.1616 174 14.56 3.380025895 51.917
EQUITY 191 2.09E+007 5.77E+006 4.91E+007 176 2.47E+007 6.19E+006 5.93E+007



3.2.3. Tests methodology

As anticipated  throughout  this  chapters,  the  aim of this  thesis  is  twofold.  The first  is  to

understand, in light of the most accepted theories, the reasons and the effects of acquisitions

that  have  involved  Italian  companies  in  2011;  the  second  one  is  to  test  the  hypotheses

described in chapter 3.  For this reason,  as said,  thirteen performance indicators,  basically

referred  to  two main  periods,  were  analyzed.  The comparison between these  two sets  of

values is thus at the basis of the tests implemented. 

In the attempt of achieving the first purpose, the performance of firms' before the acquisition

were  compared  to  the  performance  of  the  correspondent  control  companies  that  do  not

undertake any deal. This was done in order to detect the presence of certain features, which

may have been the reason of a company decisions to move the acquisition. Any peculiarities

may therefore be interpreted in the light of the most accepted theories, namely the search for

synergies, managerial reasons or some form of market for corporate control. Similarly an ex-

post comparison of the same set of data was performed in an attempt to verify if any changes

in performance are directly attributable to the change in governance or, conversely, if they

were caused by general trends in the economic sector. 

In order to achieve the second purpose, a comparison  between the data for the period prior to

the acquisition and the period after it only with regard to the acquired companies, was then

implemented.   This  allows  to  check  whether  the  performance  is  actually  improved  or

worsened due to the change of governance. This approach was followed to verify each of the

hypotheses presented.

Following the examples of Guelpa and Benfratello, these comparisons were made on the basis

of two types of statistical tests: a two-sample parametric test and a two-sample non-parametric

one. Respectively, a t-test and a Wilcoxon test, both two-tailed and characterized by a 95%

confidence interval. Actually these tests are also calculated with a 90% and 85% confidence

intervals, since this helped me in interpreting tests results by given three different degrees of

significance.  The implementation of  the Wilcoxon test  is  due to the fact  t-test  assumes a

normal  distribution of  the  sample.  To  verify that  each  set  of  data  has  been  preliminarily

subjected  to  the  Kolmogorov-Smirnov,  which  allows  to  precisely test  the  normality  of  a

distribution. The negative results of such test foster me to lead the mentioned non-parametric

Wilcoxon test. 
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In the next chapter we will present the results of these tests and will try to give them an

interpretation.
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Chapter 4. Tests results

4.1. Ex-ante analysis

The analysis of business conditions in the phase prior the acquisition shows that Italian target

companies are typically more healthy and well managed than the correspondent control group

ROE is in fact significantly greater than ROE characterizing the control sample. In addition to

that, most of the profitability ratios are higher, although not always significantly. 

From an operating management point of view, the acquired businesses appear to be more

efficient with respect to the control ones. The gross profit is in fact significantly higher. This

may be due to a greater ability to sell the goods at a higher price than the average (and thus

having a higher mark-up) or to a more efficient production process, which lowers operating

costs.  This,  coupled  with  the  fact  that  revenues  are  statistically  better  than  those  of  not

acquired firms, may be the cause of an increased of operating performance, represented also

by an increase (although not significant) in the value of ROS, and by a general better trend of

the values of indicators such as EBIT and EBITDA. Even marginal returns calculated on sales

and  revenues  (net  profit  margin  and  EBITDA margin)  are  greater,  although  not  always

significantly. But what should be noted is the impact of the charges. Although not included in

the analysis carried out, it can be assumed that the difference between the values of EBIT and

EBITDA with the value of the NET PROFIT (significantly smaller) is due precisely to the

factors such as taxes and interests, depreciation and amortization.

The increase in sales revenues could affect positively the value of the total assets, which is

significantly greater for the companies acquired. Clearly cash and account receivables have

usually a small impact in the total amount of this item. It is clear that investments (short term

or long term) play a dominant role. These variables may be financed by equity or by the use

of third-party capital. Given the lower debt exposure, and the higher value of shareholders'

funds,  it  does  not  seem inappropriate  to  conclude  that:  Italian  target  companies  have  in

general more assets, corresponding (as concern total liabilities) to more equity and less debt

exposure with respect to other similar companies not involved in any acquisition process.

The lower debt exposure could entail lower debt towards suppliers and/or a lesser impact of

interest expense compared to the control sample. Considering this fact together with the value

of profits and equity (both worst than control sample's ones) and given the structure of ROCE

(pg. 80), it may be supposed that non-current liabilities and interest incomes affect heavily
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such value.  To this regard, as evidenced by the data, there should be high values of interest

incomes (such as those related to short term investments such as bonds for instance) or high

values of non-current liabilities. However, ROE and ROCE show therefore a better overall

management  of  the  acquired  companies  in  the  pre-acquisition  phase.  By  contrast,  ROA

indicator shows a significantly relevant worse performance. Given the structure (profit before

taxes/total  assets),  the  higher  value  of  the  denominator  would  cause  a  highly significant

decrease of the ratio so calculated.

As concern growth performances, acquired businesses did not show any significant difference

compared to the control group.

In conclusion, therefore,  it  can be argued that  this analysis  did not  notice any significant

differences that may reflect managerial inefficiencies. It can be assumed, therefore, that the

reasons underlying the acquisition are to be found in the positive ability in managing firms

and not in a bad management. Thus, the hypothesis according to which an acquisition is based

mainly on the identification of opportunities for performance improvement (as required by

market  for  corporate  control  theory)  does  not  seem  to  be  verified  by  empirical  data  in

possession. By contrast, the hypothesis of acquisitions as a means to achieve synergies does

not  appears  inconsistent,  as  well  as  an  acquisition  undertaken  for  managerial  reasons.

Acquiring an healthy company would theoretically improve performance.  But  the lack of

strong growth prospects, combined with the lack of an ex-post analysis, however, does not

allow to consider these assumptions as valid as the previous mentioned one (synergies).
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Sheet 25: ex-ante performances' tests

* low significance       
** medium significance

*** high significance      

4.2. Ex-post analysis

By comparing Italian target companies and those included in the control group in the two

years  after  the  acquisition,  it  can  be  noticed  that  the  former  still  have  an  operating

management better than that characterizing the latter ones. This is evidenced by the positive

and statistically significant difference between the values of gross profit that pushes the EBIT

and  EBITDA to  reach  better  performances.  This  is  then  supported  by  a  sales  positive

performance that continues to be better for target companies: the operating revenues are in

fact statistically higher. The trend in profits is consistent with what has been just point out, as

acquired firms can achieve higher earnings with respect to their control firms.

This  gives  us  a  first  basic  indication;  it  can  be  assumed  in  fact  that  the  operational

management does not suffer a negative effects of an acquisition process, since both pre- and
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PRE-ACQUISITION
T-TEST WILCOXON TEST

Ratio n Sample Control Diff. Statistic P-value Statistic P-value

ROE 358 0.0546512 -0.2619892 0.3166404 0.7991 0.2124 -2.023 0.0431***

ROA 381 0.0048421 0.064555 -0.0597129 -3.2158 0.0014*** -2.765 0.0057***

ROS 352 -41.65158 -277.7866 236.1351 0.7984 0.2126 -1.368 0.1713

ROCE 352 4.032976 0.5322826 3.500694 1.6943 0.0455*** 2.616 0.0089***

TOTAL ASSETS 382 2.56E+008 7.20E+007 1.84E+008 3.1547 0.0009*** 2.408 0.016***

TOTAL ASSETS GROWTH 350 8.79076 44.33168 -35.54092 -0.8327 0.2028 -0.959 0.3376

P/L BEFORE TAX 382 387549.9 2861676 -2474126 -0.4058 0.3426 -2.5 0.0124***

EBIT 381 8908271 3233914 5674356 1.412 0.0794** -1.738 0.0822**

EBIT/TOTAL ASSETS 381 0.0079474 0.0518848 -0.0439374 -2.5117 0.0062*** -2.631 0.0085***

EBITDA 357 1.71E+007 6.68E+006 1.04E+007 1.9545 0.0257 -0.062 0.9509

EBITDA MARGIN 339 0.1678394 -0.1525252 0.3203646 1.0047 0.1579 -0.19 0.8496

NET PROFIT 382 -2007703 1668550 -3676253 -0.7015 0.2417 -3.561 0.0004***

NET PROFIT GROWTH 343 0.3461677 0.3128977 0.0332699 0.0172 0.4932 0.165 0.8693

NET PROFIT MARGIN 335 -1.56676 -0.1053468 -1.461413 -1.8171 0.0351*** -2.453 0.0142***

GROSS PROFIT 376 6.15E+007 2.82E+007 3.33E+007 2.1451 0.0326*** 1.458 0.1449*

GROSS PROFIT MARGIN 345 1.254242 0.5683333 0.6859091 1.5104 0.0659** 1.595 0.1108*

OPERATING REVENUES 382 1.10E+008 5.73E+007 5.24E+007 1.6455 0.0503** 0.552 0.5806

OPERATING REVENUES GROWTH 329 5.988062 1.692308 4.295755 0.7546 0.2255 -0.61 0.5422

DEBT/EQUITY 358 13.0418 40.10237 -27.06039 -1.5195 0.0648** 0.636 0.5249

LEVERAGE 358 14.22599 41.14891 -26.92294 -1,5118 0.0657** 0.677 0.4986

EQUITY 377 1.20E+008 2.09E+007 9.92E+007 2.1873 0.0147*** -3.374 0.007***



post-transaction performances are better than those recorded by the control sample. It is true

that both groups may have suffered the same trend, that the analysis proposed here does not

highlight.  To  confirm  these  hypotheses  is  therefore  necessary to  refer  to  the  comparison

between pre- and post-acquisition performances concerning just the sample of Italian target

companies.

The  increase  in  profits  might  suggest  the  positive  performance  also  for  the  overall

management, since ROE is calculated as the ratio of profits before tax and equity. The data

actually say that the global management is lower than that of the control sample. This does

not necessarily mean that the overall management of the companies acquired has decreased.

This can be in fact just one of the scenarios that caused this change. Both groups may have

improved the overall management, with companies not acquired that have improved the most.

To understand that, it is necessary, again, refer to the analysis on the single sample of acquired

companies.

With regard to the financial structure, significant differences between the two groups of firms

can not be noticed. This can be caused by an increase in debt exposure of acquired companies

or a decrease of such value concerning the control group. On the one hand, the significant

increase of the total assets may be justified with a very marked increase in investments (in

addition to the increase in sales revenue, the impact of which, as said previously is supposed

to be lower), which were financed with a strong reliance on external capital. The increase in

account payables does not seem to be a crucial cause of the increase in debt exposure, since,

as said several times, the impact on total liabilities is usually limited. This scenario, however,

can not be a priori excluded. Any difficulties in collecting receivables could be reflected in

difficulty in paying providers. On the other hand, it can not be neglected, however, that the

disappearance of differences in leverage may be ascribed to the drop of fundings granted to

companies included in the control group. This seems to be a reliable motivation, given that

funding  to  Italian  companies  have  declined  to  69.08  billion  (-7.67%)  from 900.2  billion

(2011) to 831.1 billion (2014)10.

10 Data provided by Unimpresa.
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Sheet 26: ex-post performances' tests

* low significance       
** medium significance

*** high significance      

4.3. Test result: hypothesis 1

In order to answer some questions arose in the previous paragraph, as well as to provide some

evidence useful to verify the hypothesis proposed in paragraph 4.1, it is necessary to examine

whether there have been changes in the performance indicators once the acquisition process is

completed. The focus will be primarily on the Italian acquired companies even if, in order to

make a better comparison, this analysis has been clearly repeated over the control group of

firms. Any differences will be here pointed out.

Among the few statistically relevant data, the value of operating revenues can be isolated.

They increase significantly in the post acquisition phase. This could be caused by an increase

of gross profit (even if it does not grow at a significant level), and could justify the increase in

profit before taxes and in net profit (even if, again, they increase slightly). It could be then
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POST-ACQUISITION
T-TEST WILCOXON TEST

Ratio n Sample Control Diff. Statistic P-value Statistic P-value

ROE 341 -0.0895808 0.0973563 -0.1869372 -0.3714 0.3553 -3.049 0.0023***

ROA 352 0.0131214 0.1415084 -0.128387 -2.5767 0.0052*** -3.643 0.0003***

ROS 340 -438.3209 -0.2598276 -438.0611 -1.0293 0.152* -0.753 0.4513

ROCE 335 0.377561 0.4877778 -0.1102168 -0.383 0.351 1.38 0.1676

TOTAL ASSETS 353 2.43È+08 8.45E+007 1.59E+008 2.9596 0.0016*** 3.099 0.0019***

TOTAL ASSETS GROWTH 347 0.1626471 0.020678 0.1419691 1.8809 0.0304*** -0.012 0.9902

P/L BEFORE TAX 348 4726989 1813437 2913522 0.9382 0.1744 -1.982 0.0474

EBIT 352 7856392 2086681 5769711 2.0241 0.0219*** -0.742 0.4579

EBIT/TOTAL ASSETS 352 0.0347399 0.0807263 -0.0459864 -1.5588 0.06* -2.623 0.0087***

EBITDA 339 1.77E+007 5683075 1.20E+007 2.8069 0.0026*** 0.741 0.4587

EBITDA MARGIN 333 0.2965034 0.1366206 0.1598827 0.9673 0.167 0.91 0.3627

NET PROFIT 352 1590718 558685.2 1032033 0.5281 0.2989 -1.319 0.1871

NET PROFIT GROWTH 346 0.2684615 2.405311 -2.136849 -0.4711 0.3189 -1.03 0.303

NET PROFIT MARGIN 334 -0.2119022 0.0502329 -0.2621351 -2.187 0.0147*** -1.78 0.0751**

GROSS PROFIT 344 7.07E+007 3.07E+007 3.99E+007 1.9095 0.0285*** 1.41 0.1586

GROSS PROFIT MARGIN 335 1.286524 0.6236257 0.6628987 0.986 0.1624 1.333 0.1824

OPERATING REVENUES 350 1.40E+008 6.30E+007 7.71E+007 1.6822 0.0467*** 0.956 0.3391

OPERATING REVENUES GROWTH 334 4.712919 0.2334104 4.489509 1.1935 0.1168* 1.555 0.12*

DEBT/EQUITY 341 9.909521 13.62506 -3.715536 -0.7993 0.2123 0.98 0.327

LEVERAGE 341 11.00737 14.56 -3.552635 -0.7641 0.2227 1.241 0.2147***

EQUITY 348 9.32E+007 2.47E+007 6.85E+007 1.8358 0.0336*** 3.448 0.0006***



believe that these data support the strategic and synergistic motivations behind an acquisitive

process. Companies involved may actually have benefited from lower costs (cost synergies),

opportunity to raise sales or prices (revenues synergies) thank to higher market power  or

expansion  of  the  final  markets  in  which  they can  sell  their  final  products  (geographical

synergies).  Given  these  positive  results,  people  might  think  that  the  overall  operating

management could have benefited from such a change of ownership. Actually,  this is not

confirmed by data evidences. The main profitability indicators do not undergo any relevant

changes, except for the net profit margin (parametric test). This, however, varies not so much

as a consequence of the ability of the management but the motivation has to be traced back to

a general economical trend; such increase, in fact, can be identified even in the control sample

performance. So, in order to answer the question raised in the previous paragraph, concerning

the supposed improvement in operating performance11, it may be said that it remains quite

steady. Replacing managers were able to maintain operating management at least at the same

level it was before the acquisition. Actually, if looking at economic trend (negative), managers

abilities have to be fostered, since acquired firms have performed better than the average.

Moreover,  it  is  necessary to  point  out  how many profitability  indicators  have  positively

deviated from the respective values calculated on the control group. EBIT, EBITDA, profit

before taxes and net profit that characterize the latter, in fact, suffer a significant contractions.

The lack of  improvement  in acquired companies  performance implies,  therefore,  a totally

different meaning, since it reflects the ability of the new management to cope with a general

downturn.  In order to answer the second question arose in the previous paragraph, regarding

ROE trend, data do not suggest anything relevant. The reason why the overall management

calculated through ROE is better for Italian target firms in the pre-acquisition phase and worst

in the post-acquisition one, may be due to a mixed effect; slight worsening of the overall

management of the latter, and better management of control sample businesses. Given the

non-significance of the data, however, any conclusion seems motiveless.

As regard  the financial  structure,  there  are  not  significant  modifications,  even  if  a  slight

reduction  of  financial  exposure  is  recorded.  By  contrast,  the  same  trend  characterizing

companies belonging to the control group have a greater degree of significance. This could

mean that matched companies pay their debts or reduce the opening of new lines of credits.

Some considerations must be made. First,  if  the reason underlying the higher decrease of

financial leverage of matched companies was mainly due to the repayment of debts, this does

11 They are higher than control group's ones both before and after the acquisition.
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not mean that the management of the acquired companies are less concerned about that. The

reason may lie in the different intensity of such operations. Since target companies were less

indebted before the acquisition, the effect on leverage ratios could be lower than the control

sample's one. This explanation seem to be quite weak. Aware of this, it should be remembered

what already said about the difficulties in applying for a loan, given the stricter conditions

required by financial institutions.

The decrease of total assets growth could be consistent with this. Total assets grow, although

at a slower pace. The reasons may be many, for example: if debts are paid off, this means that

there is an outflow of resources, reduction of cash or receivables (the collection of receivables

is used to pay debts) that dampen the effect generated by higher sales. But it is not illogical to

think that motivation might be another.  Investments in short  and long term could be very

limited. This would be the reasons that would support even the idea of an acquisition for

synergistic reasons. It would no longer be necessary to buy more assets, since they can be got

hold  through  the  acquisition  process.  Many  assumptions  could  still  be  made,  definitely

looking at the type of debts, the diversification of the total assets or the weight of the financial

charges etc. On the basis of the data held, I have tried tried to give a logical interpretation of

trends that  have characterized the performances of those Italian companies involved in an

acquisitions.

For the mentioned reason,  it  is  possible to answer hypothesis n.  one, according to which

acquired Italian companies do not perform better after the acquisition. This statement is not

supported by evidences. The acquisition process has, by contrast, a positive impact on general

performances. Actually it would be right to say they the transaction avoid to suffer a general

economic downturn.
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Sheet 27: hypothesis 1 tests results

 * low significance
  ** medium significance
*** high significance
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SAMPLE GROUP CONTROL GROUP
T-TEST WILCOXON TEST T-TEST WILCOXON TEST

Ratio n 2009-2010 2012-2013 Diff. Statistic P-value Statistic P-value n 2009-2010 2012-2013 Diff. Statistic P-value Statistic P-value

ROE 339 0.0546512 -0.0895808 -0.144232 -0.2871 0.3871 -1.318 0.1875 360 -0.2619892 0.0973563 0.3593456 0.9021 0.1838 -0.299 0.7649

ROA 363 0.0048421 0.131214 0.0082793 0.339 0.3451 -0.695 0.4871 370 0.064555 0.1415084 0.0769534 1.6406 0.0509** 0.500 0.6174

ROS 337 -41.65158 -438.3209 -396.6693 -0.9079 0.1823 0.497 0.6194 355 -277.7866 -0.2598276 277.5268 0.981 0.1636 -0.498 0.6184

ROCE 332 4.032976 0.377561 -3.655415 -1.6675 0.0482*** -1.649 0.0992** 355 0.5322826 0.4877778 -0.0445048 -0.18 0.4286 -0.333 0.7392

TOTAL ASSETS 365 2.56E+008 2.43E+008 1.30E+007 -0.1652 0.4344 1.273 0.2029 370 7.20E+007 8.45E+007 1.26E+007 0.8757 0.1909 0.856 0.3918

TOTAL ASSETS GROWTH 341 8.79076 0.1626471 -8.628113 -1.4132 0.0793** -1.312 0.1896 356 44.33168 0.020678 -44.311 -1.0667 0.1434 -2.343 0.0192***

P/L BEFORE TAX 363 387549.9 4726989 4339439 0.617 0.2688 -0.366 0.7146 367 2861676 1813437 -1048239 -1.2493 0.1062* -0.484 0.6287

EBIT 363 8908271 7856392 -1051879 -0.2113 0.4164 -0.254 0.7992 370 3233914 2086681 -1147234 -1.3859 0.0833** -0.947 0.3437

EBIT/TOTAL ASSETS 363 0.0079474 0.0347399 0.0267925 1.3771 0.0847** -0.105 0.9161 370 0.0518848 0.0807263 0.0288414 1.0538 0.1463 0.202 0.8401

EBITDA 351 1.71E+007 1.77E+007 1.74E+007 0.086 0.4658 -0.091 0.9279 345 6681546 5683075 -998470.8 -0.7997 0.2122 -0.792 0.4286

EBITDA MARGIN 329 0.1678394 0.2965034 575493.6 0.6488 0.2585 0.973 0.3308 343 -0.1525252 0.1366206 0.2891458 0.9701 0.1663 -0.613 0.5397

NET PROFIT 364 -2007703 1590718 3598421 0.6234 0.2667 1.008 0.3135 370 1668550 558685.2 -1109865 -1.4675 0.0716** -0.308 0.7582

NET PROFIT GROWTH 336 0.3461677 0.2684615 -0.0777061 -0.038 0.4848 -1.173 0.2407 353 0.3128977 2.405311 2.092413 0.4737 0.318 -0.195 0.8457

NET PROFIT MARGIN 324 -1.56676 -0.2119022 1.354857 1.6219 0.1058* 0.831 0.406 345 -0.1053468 0.0502329 0.1555797 1.8432 0.0331** 0.545 0.5858

GROSS PROFIT 352 6.15E+007 7.07E+007 9.16E+006 0.3542 0.3617 0.89 0.3733 368 2.82E+007 3.07E+007 2529897 0.5225 0.3008 1.241 0.2145

GROSS PROFIT MARGIN 329 1.254242 1.286524 0.032282 0.0389 0.4845 -0.016 0.987 351 0.5683333 0.6236257 0.0552924 0.8566 0.1961 0.153 0.8787

OPERATING REVENUES 361 1.10E+008 1.40E+008 3.04E+007 0.5528 0.2904 1.555 0.1199** 371 5.73E+007 6.30E+007 5727656 0.6261 0.2658 1.275 0.2025

OPERATING REVENUES GROWTH 321 5.988062 4.722919 -1.265143 -0.1826 0.4276 0.672 0.5017 342 1.692308 0.2334104 -1.458897 -1.3506 0.1777 1.469 0.1419*

DEBT/EQUITY 339 13.04198 9.909521 -3.132456 -0.5975 0.2753 -0.314 0.7537 360 40.10237 13.62506 -26.47731 -1.5074 0.0633** -0.79 0.4295
LEVERAGE 339 14.22599 11.00737 -3.218623 -0.6138 0.2699 -0.335 0.7374 360 41.14892 14.56 -26.58892 -1.5138 0.0655** -1.04 0.2982
EQUITY 358 1.20E+008 9.32E+007 -2.70E+007 -0.451 0.3261 1.041 0.2978 367 2.09E+007 2.47E+007 3738854 0.6597 0.2549 1.076 0.2821



4.4. Test result: hypothesis 2

As regard the comparison between target companies considered on the basis of bidder firm

nationality,  there are no significant difference with regard to the effects of the acquisition

between Italian firms acquired by domestic or foreign companies. The performance indicators

follow more or less all the same trends as regards the profitability. What strikes the eye is the

significant decrease in ROCE (once again, return on capital employed seems to be affected by

the variation of interests expenses or non-current liabilities), which occurs in both cases, and

the less significant decrease in total assets growth. Among the few voices that follow the

opposite  trend,  operating  revenues  have  to  be  undoubtedly  pointed  out.  They  grow

significantly for companies acquired by foreign firms. This is easily explained by the more

opportunities provided by the enlargement of the final market in which company can sell their

products. Clearly the acquisitive process may have also led to an improvement of the features

of the final product, thanks to the appropriation of specific knowledge and know-how, which

may have boosted sales even in markets already served before.  The increase in revenues,

combined  with  a  gross  profit  that  remains  almost  constant  (a  slight  but  not  significant

improvement), seem to have driven revenue growth. This trend is highlighted in the sample of

target companies acquired by domestic firms. Other modifications concern net profit margin,

which varies in both samples; such changes shall not have so great importance since they are

representative of a general economic trend.

From a financial point of view, little information is available. While, on the one hand (Italian

bidders)  there  is  a  non-significant  increase  in  debts,  on the  other  hand  we have  a  slight

contraction. Given the other data, it seems reasonable to attribute this difference to the just

mentioned  difficulty in borrowing capital from third parties.

In conclusion, therefore, it seems that companies acquired by foreign investors perform better

because they are basically acquiring the push to increase sales. The new governance, however,

is unable to significantly increase profitability, rather than trying to make the company more

solid. It has not to be forgotten that the time horizon considered is a short-term one. Potential

effects on the key performance indicators of global and operational profitability may result in

broader periods.

The results obtained are more trustworthy if people think about the difficulties related to the

integration  entailing  cross-border  acquisitions.  These  difficulties  do  not  appear  to  be  an
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obstacle for business performance, and the credit for this should be attributed to the ability of

the new management. As anticipated in the course of the argument, cross-border acquisitions

may involve greater risks for bidder companies. As a result of that, more careful analysis and

definition of the acquisitive process may be carried out at the outset. Thus, the positive and

successful outcomes of such transactions may be ascribed to these preliminary evaluation.

The  apparent  easier  organizational  integration  and  operating  process  combination

characterizing domestic transactions are not confirmed by the data in our possession. The

research  therefore  provides  empirical  evidence  to  support  hypothesis  suggesting  that

companies acquired by foreign firms perform better than those involving domestic companies

as bidders.
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Sheet 28: hypothesis 2 tests results

    * low significance
  ** medium significance   
*** high significance
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SAMPLE GROUP
ITALIAN BIDDER FOREIGN BIDDER

T-TEST WILCOXON TEST T-TEST WILCOXON TEST
n 2009-2010 2012-2013 Diff. Statistic P-value Statistic P-value n 2009-2010 2012-2013 Diff. Statistic P-value Statistic P-value

Ratio
ROE 185 0.002043 -0.088913 -0.90956 -0.4635 0.3218 0.001 0.9989 154 0.1165823 -0.0904 -0.2069823 -0.1908 0.4245 -1.92 0.0549**
ROA 198 0.0035294 0.159375 0.0124081 0.5323 0.2975 -0.135 0.8923 165 0.0063636 0.0096104 0.0032468 0.0895 0.4644 -1.003 0.316
ROS 184 -1.608696 -786.1651 -784.5564 -0.9978 0.1598 0.233 0.816 153 -8.83E+001 -5.87E+000 8.24E+001 0.4598 0.3232 0.415 0.6785
ROCE 180 7.27E+000 5.91E-001 -6.67E+000 -1.6606 0.0493*** -1.577 0.1149* 152 0.3907595 0.1113699 -0.2793896 -1.4474 0.0749** -0.854 0.3932
TOTAL ASSETS 198 1.24E+008 1.26E+007 1683640 0.0485 0.4807 0.881 0.3783 167 4.08E+008 3.88E+008 -2.00E+007 -0.1208 0.452 0.994 0.32
TOTAL ASSETS GROWTH 188 2.346559 0.2783158 -2.068243 -1.0008 0.1591 0.555 0.5788 153 16.47423 0.0161333 -16.4581 -1.2313 0.1101 -2.348 0.189
P/L BEFORE TAX 198 -777282.3 944459.1 1721741 0.8724 0.192 -0.288 0.7735 165 1.53E+007 1.28E+007 -2518437 -0.234 0.4077 -0.039 0.9687
EBIT 198 3415440 3926077 510636.7 0.323 0.3735 -0.318 0.7508 165 1722526 9504922 7782395 0.5069 0.3064 -0.248 0.8038
EBIT/TOTAL ASSETS 198 0.0198039 0.0304167 0.0106127 0.5056 0.3068 0.011 0.9911 165 -0.0057955 0.0401299 0.0459253 1.3228 0.0939 -0.229 0.8188
EBITDA 194 7919666 9185213 1265547 0.4962 0.3102 0.416 0.6777 157 2.82E+007 2.84E+007 245375 0.0169 0.4933 -0.45 0.6528
EBITDA/REVENUES 181 0.1110754 0.3377642 0.2266887 0.696 0.2437 0.726 0.4676 148 0.2359562 0.2450687 0.0091125 0.0477 0.481 0.405 0.6857
NET PROFIT 198 -2292946 859605.6 3152552 1.7979 0.0369*** 1.035 0.3008 166 -1680794 2502235 4183029 0.3335 0.3696 0.361 0.7181
NET PROFIT GROWTH 184 -0.1070787 0.3649473 0.472026 0.1708 0.4323 -1.044 0.2964 152 0.8633334 0.1445946 -0.7187388 -0.235 0.4072 -0.752 0.452
NET PROFIT MARGIN 174 -1.58907 -0.3447727 1.244297 1.0907 0.1385* 1.266 0.1957 150 -1.541177 -0.0560008 1.485177 1.203 0.1155* -0.16 0.873
GROSS PROFIT 191 3.46E+007 3.59E+007 1302516 0.1472 0.4416 0.886 0.3759 161 9.25E+007 1.13E+008 2.08E+007 0.3771 0.3533 0.436 0.6631
GROSS PROFIT MARGIN 182 1.544889 1.851196 0.3063067 0.2092 0.4173 -0.477 0.6333 147 0.9054667 0.565 -0.3404667 -0.8189 0.2071 0.345 0.7301
OPERATING REVENUES 195 4.72E+007 5.36E+007 6439336 0.5755 0.2828 1.295 0.1952 166 1.81E+008 2.46E+008 6.51E+007 0.5515 0.291 0.973 0.1304*
OPERATING REVENUES GROWTH 176 0.2795402 8.248764 7.969224 1.1182 0.1325* 0.675 0.4998 145 12.79137 0.3645833 -12.42679 -0.9813 0.1641 0.184 0.8541
DEBT/EQUITY 185 7.406774 9.79587 2.389095 0.7833 0.2172 -1.166 0.2437 154 11.04893 10.04893 -9.626889 -0.8801 0.1901 0.692 0.4888
LEVERAGE 185 8.736344 10.97348 2.237134 0.7309 0.2329 -1.129 0.2591 154 20.68848 11.04893 -9.639547 -0.8812 0.1898 0.656 0.5118
EQUITY 192 9100768 5002387 -4098381 -0.8129 0.2087 0.462 0.6438 166 2.41E+008 2.02E+008 -3.92E+007 -0.3084 0.3791 1.255 0.2096



4.5. Test result: hypothesis 3

The comparison of the performance of Italian companies acquired by Anglo-Saxon companies

with those registered by companies  acquired by non-Anglo-Saxon firms does not provide

many information.  This  is  probably due  to  the limited  sample  size,  which then makes it

difficult  to  extend  the  results  to  the  total  sample  of  companies  acquired  in  2011.  The

conclusions which are thus taken here, should therefore be strengthened by further analysis.

What  appears  to  be  relevant,  concerns  the  ability  of  Anglo-Saxon management  to  better

control  the  target  firm.  This  statement  is  not  supported  by  a  significant  increase  in

performance indicators of the latter, but rather by a significant worsening of ROE indicator of

businesses acquired by non-Anglo-Saxon companies. We can therefore say that the Anglo-

Saxon  governance  manages  to  avoid  this  negative  trend  (except  for  the  ROCE  which

decreases significantly in both cases) and this is basically proved by the fact that, unlike the

businesses of the second group, the first  fail to maintain profit levels they had before the

acquisition.  EBIT, EBITDA, profit before tax and net profit not undergo negative changes

(indeed  they  all  increase  although  not  significantly);  on  the  contrary,  target  companies

acquired by non- Anglo-Saxon suffer negative effects. So this may suggest that the reason for

the  good  performance  of  companies  acquired  by  foreign  firms  can  be  sought  in  good

management of those businesses acquired by Anglo-Saxons firms. Another difference can be

identified by looking at EBITDA margin that, for companies acquired by Anglo-Saxon firms,

is subject, according to the parametric test,  to a significant improvement. This may be  due,

however, to a greater positive impact EBITDA than that concerning revenues. To this regard,

revenues growth rate is the only positive growth indicator. This could be indicative of the fact

that one of the reasons that have led Anglo-Saxon companies to the acquisition of Italian

companies imply managerial  reasons.  It  should be stressed that  these reasons concern the

bidder  side,  and  not  the  target  side  (probably in  this  case  Italian  firms  are  attracted  by

synergies  opportunities).  Little  indebted  companies,  with  discrete  growth  prospects  and

income performance could be the ideal target for companies seeking short-term gains. The

Anglo-Saxon firms in fact, are strongly characterized by the dispersion of ownership and the

destiny of managers very often rely on the prompt satisfaction of shareholders. This seems to

be confirmed by the situation after  the  acquisition;  firms  are  equally skilled in  operating

activities, more financially exposed and with lower growth outlooks.
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In  conclusion,  the  hypothesis  no.  three  is  confirmed,  although with  reservations.  As  said

earlier,  it  would  be  desirable  that  this  test  was  supported  by  a  greater  sample  size.

Furthermore, the recorded performances do not allow to say that companies taken over by an

Anglo-Saxon governance benefits from the acquisitive process. It would be more appropriate

to say that they do not record negative effects. But, here again, time horizon is crucial to make

some conclusions. The fact that in the short these companies are able to hold quite the same

income  level  they  had  before  the  acquisition,  could  be  a  starting  point  for  future

improvements.  Growth  prospects  do  not  support  such  predictions,  but  the  higher  debt

(unusual for the Anglo-Saxon governance) might suggest different future scenarios.
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Sheet 29: hypothesis 3 test results

    * low significance
  ** medium significance
*** high significance
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SAMPLE GROUP
ANGLOSAXON BIDDER NON-ANGLOSAXON BIDDER

T-TEST WILCOXON TEST T-TEST WILCOXON TEST
n 2009-2010 2012-2013 diff statistic P-value statistic P-value n 2009-2010 2012-2013 diff statistic P-value statistic P-value

Ratio
ROE 43 0.3208333 3.092632 2.771798 0.9256 0.18 -0.612 0.5408 296 0.0114865 -0.4981081 -0.5095946 -1.3524 0.0887 -1.16 0.2461
ROA 45 3.20E-002 9.95E-002 6.75E-002 0.7178 0.2384 -0.561 0.575 318 7.27E-004 1.83E-003 1.10E-003 0.0562 0.4776 -0.518 0.6043
ROS 41 -0.1465217 0.1544444 0.3009662 1.3143 0.1964 0.118 0.9058 296 -48.10169 -491.649 -443.5473 -0.8917 0.1866 0.502 0.6156
ROCE 41 0.2079167 -0.1605882 -0.3685049 -1.4007 0.0846** -0.953 0.3406 291 4.670486 0.4397959 -4.23069 -1.6937 0.0457*** -1.574 0.1155*
TOTAL ASSETS 46 5.58E+008 4.47E+008 -1.11E+008 -0.2404 0.4056 -0.066 0.947 319 2.09E+008 2.17E+008 8083280 0.1313 0.4478 1.338 0.1811
TOTAL ASSETS GROWTH 40 48.36809 0.0457895 -48.3223 -0.9516 0.1737 -0.786 0.4318 301 3.249933 0.177351 -3.072582 -1.8453 0.033 -1.093 0.2743
P/L BEFORE TAX 46 -3.75E+007 3933577 4.15E+007 1.0447 0.1509 -0.731 0.4646 317 6363488 4831385 -1532102 -0.2723 0.3928 -0.227 0.8105
EBIT 45 2215299 1.21E+007 9855986 0.7987 0.2144 -0.343 0.7319 318 9922357 7305425 -2616932 -0.4833 0.3146 -0.256 0.7982
EBIT/TOTAL ASSETS 45 0.0492 0.108 0.0588 0.6325 0.2652 -0.666 0.5051 318 0.001697 0.0251634 0.0234664 1.308 0.0959** 0.183 0.8545
EBITDA 45 6319852 2.15E+007 1.52E+007 1.24 0.1108* -0.434 0.6643 306 1.88E+007 1.72E+007 -1659029 -0.2222 0.4122 0.012 0.9907
EBITDA/REVENUES 41 0.0282457 0.2835158 0.2552701 1.4955 0.0714** -0.184 0.8541 288 0.1904497 0.2981046 0.1076549 0.4777 0.3166 1.112 0.266
NET PROFIT 46 -3.61E+007 -8072244 2.81E+007 0.8234 0.2074 -0.687 0.4921 318 3371937 2853850 -518086.8 -0.1185 0.4529 1.29 0.1972
NET PROFIT GROWTH 40 7.469524 -1.152105 -8.621629 -0.7873 0.218 -1.734 0.083** 296 -0.6784247 0.4484 1.126825 0.626 0.2659 -0.754 0.4509
NET PROFIT MARGIN 45 -4.5448 -0.4045 4.1403 1.0051 0.1602 -1.394 0.1632 279 -1.019326 -0.1849655 -0.5916787 1.1694 0.1216* 1.457 0.1452*
GROSS PROFIT 46 2.48E+007 3.29E+007 8116998 0.6901 0.2469 0.044 0.9646 306 6.75E+007 7.58E+007 8294036 0.2798 0.3899 0.877 0.3805
GROSS PROFIT MARGIN 41 0.5878261 0.5933333 0.0055072 0.0527 0.4791 -0.158 0.8746 288 1.362183 1.371986 0.0098021 0.0103 0.4959 0.038 0.9701
OPERATING REVENUES 46 5.11E+007 5.96E+007 8518874 0.5235 0.3016 0.399 0.6898 315 1.19E+008 1.51E+008 3.18E+007 0.5052 0.3069 1.538 0.124*
OPERATING REVENUES GROWTH 40 0.2769565 0.3888235 0.111867 0.1884 0.4258 0.233 0.816 281 6.946861 5.234583 -1.712278 -0.2163 0.4145 0.591 0.5543
DEBT/EQUITY 43 8.168333 8.224737 0.0564034 0.0118 0.4953 1.433 0.1491* 296 13.8323 10.12581 -3.706486 -0.6213 0.2674 -0.857 0.3914
LEVERAGE 43 9.21 9.224737 0.0147368 0.0031 0.4988 1.37 0.1708 296 15.03939 11.23622 -3.803175 -0.6374 0.2622 -0.847 0.3971
EQUITY 46 4.02E+008 2.64E+008 -1.38E+008 -0.3738 0.3552 -0.266 0.7903 312 7.44E+007 7.07E+007 -3638602 -0.0863 0.4656 1.365 0.1721



4.6. Test result: hypothesis 4

As  supposed  in  hypothesis  no.  four,  the  performance  of  companies  acquired  by  firms

operating  in  the  same  industry  are  higher  than  those  achieved  by  firms  running  their

businesses in different sectors.  Actually,  it  can be notices that,  after  the acquisition, ROE

related to the first group is significantly worse, and most of the other profitability indicators

are lower. As regards ROE, the decrease seems to be due to the simultaneous drop of profits

before  tax  and  equity.  Profits  that  seem  to  be  affected  by  the  impact  of  non-operating

management.  While  operating  revenues  increase  and  gross  profit  rises  slightly  (probably

thanks to economies of scale), on the other hand, in fact, the net profit drops significantly.

All growth indicators worsen; this is  emphasized by the one describing total assets trend.

However, it seems logical to think that total assets, although rising, do not grow as previously

occurred because of synergy effects arising from acquisition. The more similar companies, the

more similar their processes and the more similar the resources used. 

From a financial point of view, no differences can be identified, even though, conversely from

companies acquired by firms operating in different sectors,  in absolute terms  there is a slight

improvement for 'related' companies. 

As concern 'unrelated businesses', they suffer from a decrease in ROE too, but it seems to be

very limited. Contrasting trends characterize other profitability indexes. Data show, however,

an  important  increase  of  net  profits,  even  though  in  absolute  value  they  continue  to  be

negative.  Two  out  of  three  growth  indicators  rise,  one  of  those  in  particular:  operating

revenues raise significantly. Finally, the financial structure does not seem to be affected by

any benefits or adverse impact due to the acquisition process. 

In conclusion, the effects of acquisitions are not very clear. What appears, however, is that

companies involved in horizontal or vertical transactions do not benefit from the expected

effects.  However,  they  appear  to  suffer  more  than  companies  involved  in  conglomerate

processes. Although higher sales and alleged economies of scale are reached, they are not

followed by a greater overall performance increase. In this case, it appears inappropriate refer

to the choice of a particular short-term horizon to justify the unsuccessful  effects of such

acquisitions. It is logical to believe that integration process are longer for businesses running

in different industries, because they have to exchange a higher amount of information in order

to make stable both their procedures and organization. By contrast, it  can not be excluded,
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however, that the failure to achieve the expected performances lies in a greater difficulty in

changing internally procedures, which developed over time, run in and automated. Another

relatedness  is  here referred  to;  it  completed different  from that  presented so far.  Cultural

relatedness can play, in fact, a crucial role in the success (failure) of an acquisition. I do not

want to necessarily make a reference to cross-border transactions (that sometimes could imply

hugely marked cultural difference between two organizations); rather, he would like to refer to

the set of habits and operations deeply rooted in an organization that, as such, are sometimes

very difficult  to change. Enriching this analysis with a focus on this topic would be very

interesting  and  challenging.  This  research,  unfortunately,  does  not  have  the  necessary

elements to make some considerations on that. Surely this could be one of many ideas that I

hope to give to future discussions.

Coming back to the aim of this thesis, the hypothesis no. four is definitively not confirmed by

the results of the study; Barney's statement (saying that relatedness is not sufficient to increase

performance) is to be supported.
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Sheet 30: hypothesis 4 tests results

    * low significance
  ** medium significance
*** high significance
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SAMPLE GROUP
RELATED FIRMS UNRELATED FIRMS

T-TEST WILCOXON TEST T-TEST WILCOXON TEST
n 2009-2010 2012-2013 diff statistic P-value statistic P-value n 2009-2010 2012-2013 diff statistic P-value statistic P-value

Ratio
ROE 161 -0.0142353 -0.1777632 -0.1635279 -0.7068 0.2404 -0.433 0.6647 178 0.121954 -0.0159341 -0.1378881 -0.1473 0.4416 -1.483 0.1381*
ROA 171 -3.55E-003 1.74E-002 2.10E-002 1.0326 0.1516 -0.075 0.9406 192 0.0128866 0.0095789 -0.0033077 -0.0948 0.4623 -0.991 0.3218
ROS 160 -0.1117442 0.0414865 0.1532307 1.7829 0.0765 -0.39 0.6963 177 -83.68011 -790.9167 -707.2366 -0.8494 0.1984 0.891 0.3727
ROCE 160 7.550952 0.6097368 -6.941215 -1.5327 0.0637 -0.567 0.5705 172 0.515 0.1770455 -0.3379546 -1.9512 0.0527** -1.909 0.0563**
TOTAL ASSETS 172 2.77E+008 2.40E+008 -3.69E+007 -0.2887 0.3866 0.312 0.7551 193 2.37E+008 2.46E+008 9234486 0.0951 0.4622 1.42 0.1555
TOTAL ASSETS GROWTH 160 12.08412 0.3592 -11.72492 -0.9237 0.1785 0.915 0.3602 181 5.535698 0.0074737 -5.528224 -2.01 0.0230*** -2.76 0.0058***
P/L BEFORE TAX 171 -1.13E+007 -1481802 9770226 0.9362 0.1752 -0.425 0.6709 192 1.14E+007 9878965 -1554307 -0.1654 0.4344 -0.265 0.791
EBIT 171 15229326 544198.6 -985127.7 -0.4959 0.3103 -0.943 0.3458 192 1.60E+007 1.39E+007 -2122842 -0.2319 0.4084 0.258 0.7961
EBIT/TOTAL ASSETS 171 0.0082796 0.0252564 0.169768 0.9292 0.1771 -0.444 0.6568 192 0.0076289 0.0425263 0.0348975 1.0555 0.1462* 0.152 0.879
EBITDA 169 9943278 8599223 -1344055 -0.4041 0.3433 -1.649 0.0991** 182 2.53E+007 2.43E+007 -1036829 -0.0832 0.4669 -1.134 0.2567
EBITDA/REVENUES 159 0.0083875 0.1352177 0.1268303 1.7133 0.0433 -0.57 0.5688 170 0.3372571 0.429116 0.0918589 0.2431 0.4041 1.733 0.0832**
NET PROFIT 171 -1.23E+007 -967593.5 1.13E+007 1.2028 0.1154 1.628 0.1035* 193 7723893 3691227 -4032667 -0.5818 0.2807 -0.235 0.8145
NET PROFIT GROWTH 157 -2.545783 -0.745946 1.799837 1.0609 0.1452 -0.012 0.9902 179 3.20369 1.058632 -2.145059 -0.608 0.272 -1.652 0.0986**
NET PROFIT MARGIN 164 -2.450208 -0.0223692 2.427839 1.5273 0.0643 1.089 0.2761 160 -0.5017808 -0.3774713 0.1243096 0.2679 0.3945 -0.034 0.9726
GROSS PROFIT 168 4.81E+007 5.11E+007 2977909 0.2168 0.4143 0.207 0.8359 184 7.48E+007 8.70E+007 1.23E+007 0.2563 0.399 1.292 0.1963
GROSS PROFIT MARGIN 159 0.7175294 0.647973 -0.0695564 -1.3262 0.0933 -1.126 0.2601 170 1.18245 1.811556 -0.0129445 -0.008 0.4968 1.156 0.2478
OPERATING REVENUES 171 7.11E+007 7.79E+007 6783199 0.4214 0.337 0.425 0.6709 190 1.47E+008 1.92E+008 4.56E+007 0.4418 0.3296 1.918 0.0552**
OPERATING REVENUES GROWTH 153 0.4479762 9.601739 9.153763 1.1193 0.1324 0.921 0.3573 168 12.11132 1.063804 -11.04751 -1.0032 0.1586 0.416 0.6774
DEBT/EQUITY 161 8.868941 12.57895 3.710006 1.0145 0.1559 -0.313 0.7541 178 17.11908 7.68011 -9.43897 -1.0013 0.159 0.211 0.8329
LEVERAGE 161 10.24035 13.57895 3.338594 0.9102 0.182 -0.503 0.6151 178 18.12 8.85967 -9.260329 -0.9823 0.1637 0.282 0.7777
EQUITY 169 1.40E+008 9.17E+007 -4.85E+007 -0.4788 0.3164 -0.703 0.4819 189 1.01E+008 9.45E+007 -6520301 -0.095 0.4622 1.987 0.047***
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Conclusions

The  purpose  of  this  thesis  has  been  to  investigate  the  determinants  and  the  effects  of

acquisitions involving Italian companies in the role of target. In order to provide a significant

analysis, the performance of a sample of a hundred of domestic companies acquired in 2011

has been analyzed and compared with the performances of a control group of firms, which

were  not subjected to similar transactions in the same year. The comparison was made on the

basis  of  thirteen  economic  indicators,  representative  of  three  main aspects  of  a  company

performance:  profitability  and  efficiency,  growth  outlooks  and  financial  structure.  Eight

further indicators has been used for the computation of such ratios, and they have been also

useful  in  understanding  which  factor  mostly  affected  the  change  in  performance.  Such

indicators were calculated for two periods: a period preceding the acquisition (2009-2010)

and a period following it (2012-2013). In the implementation of this research it was decided

to follow the path shown by previous studies.  The same methodology (identification of a

panel  and  a  control  sample,  comparison  of  their  performances  through  parametric  and

nonparametric tests, reconciliation of results to the most accepted theoretical contributions)

was in fact  followed.  Previous researches are very scarce in this regard, and they can be

mainly represented by two works: the research provided by Guelpa and the study carried out

by  Benfratello,  which  both  examined  the  acquisition  process  through  the  Italian  targets'

perspective. However, it was also decided to describe the process by presenting the opposite

point of view, the one concerning bidder companies. This was due to the close relationship

that  the  two  perspectives  have  and  to  the  intention  to  provide  a  more  exhaustive  work

allowing a greater understanding of the issue. I have then taken the opportunity to test some

further hypothesis using the information included in the database thus created. 

To be honest, I hoped that the above mentioned works, which represent, as people may have

understood,  the  reference  points  of  the  whole  thesis,  could reach  at  least  similar  results.

Clearly, the consideration of different periods combined with the different economic dynamics

that characterized them, have strongly affected the divergence in final results. Basically, the

analysis provided by Guelpa points out that Italian target companies do not differ from the

control group in the phase preceding the acquisition, except for better growth outlooks. Such

transactions  have  an  overall  positive  impact  on  Italian  companies,  since  most  of  the

performance  indicators  improve  after  the  acquisition.  Guelpa  argues,  therefore,  that  the
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reasons that can better explain these processes, from a target firm's point of view, are mainly

to be ascribed to the research for synergies. He then completes his analysis by presenting the

results of a study conducted on bidder companies. Results confirm the role of research for

synergies as the most likely reason driving acquisitions. At the same time, managerial reasons

do not appear inconsistent with this analysis.

By contrast, Benfratello comes to very different conclusions. He notes that Italian companies

subjected to acquisitions are very inefficient and generally more indebted in the phase before

the deal. He therefore suggests immediately that the theory of the market for corporate control

may be the most suitable to explain these transactions. By contrast, the ex-post performance

analysis  does not  seem to support  this approach.  Benfratello justifies the lack of  positive

effects  by  pointing  out  the  limited  time  horizon  that  was  considered;  according  to  him,

positive effects are likely to occur in the long run.

Thus, it  can be noticed that,  the findings of  the two studies are conflicting.  The analysis

proposed in this thesis,  therefore,  would like to represent a further contribution towards a

deeper understanding of Italian acquisition phenomenon. Tests point out that Italian target

companies  are typically more  healthy and  well  managed than the  correspondent  matched

firms. ROE is in fact significantly greater than the one characterizing the control group in the

phase  before  the  acquisition.  As  a  consequence  of  that,  the  presence  of  managerial

inefficiencies  (fostered  by market  for  corporate  theories)  could  be  denied.  So,  it  can  be

assumed that the reasons underlying acquisitions have to be found in managers' abilities in

leading firms and not in a lack of their competences. To this regard, the hypothesis according

to which an acquisition is mainly based on the identification of opportunities for performance

improvement does not seem to be verified even by empirical data. By contrast, the hypothesis

of acquisitions as a means to achieve synergies does not appears inconsistent, as well as an

acquisition undertaken for managerial reasons (from bidders' side). However,  what makes it

possible to take a step further is the post-acquisition performance analysis. The most relevant

data, which moreover reoccurs in other hypotheses tested, is represented by a general trend of

increasing revenues.  This could be driven by a better  operating management (gross profit

indicators usually improve) and could foster higher earnings. Costs, revenues or geographical

synergies therefore seem to provide reliable motivations for these processes. It does not seem

too risky to argue that Italian companies are nowadays seeking for synergies mainly for two

reasons:  to  increase  their  presence  in  the  domestic  market,  in  order  to  face  the  growing
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competition and in order to catch as more revenues as possible in a particular economic period

characterized by the drop of internal demand and, on the other side, to reach easy and quick

tools to expand their final market at an international level. Thus, economies of scale and scope

seem to be the main drivers of acquisitions as concern target firms' side. It appears reasonable

to  think  that  even  bidder  companies  may  be  interested  in  achieving  these  benefits

(strengthening  power  market,  raising  entry  barriers,  avoiding  competitor  enhancement),

especially in the case of Italy-on-Italy transactions. Considering cross-border deals, it is useful

to relate something that was not said yet. Leveraging the words of ICE12 Vice President Carlo

Calenda,  "foreign companies  buy Italian  businesses  because they understand that  there  is

great  potential  for  growth  that  derives  from  Italian  specific  production  and  know-how

features".  Such merits,  especially if  related to the "Made in Italy",  clearly plays a  crucial

appealing role. In additions to that, the acquisition of specific knowledge seems to further

increase synergies theories' reliability. In conclusion, results seems to give these information. I

reserve the right to recall in conclusion of the thesis that the synergistic effects are not the

only reason driving change in governance, but appear to be the most relevant. 

Coming  back  to  the  topic  of  foreign  acquisitions,  this  thesis  could  provide  additional

suggestions about it. I,  in fact, aimed at understanding which type of transaction allows to

achieve higher benefits: those made by Italian bidder companies or those involving foreign

bidder firms. Data point out that companies acquired by foreign investors perform better. It is

possible to briefly justify that by referring to the revenues and geographical synergies already

mentioned. The new governance, however,  is  unable to significantly increase profitability,

rather than trying to make the company more solid. However, this is not a negligible result,

since the performances of companies acquired by Italian firms generally worsen. It has not to

be forgotten, again, that the time horizon considered is a short-term one. Potential effects on

the key performance indicators of global and operating profitability may result  in broader

periods. In order to deeply examine this issue, I wondered whether, within such cross-border

transactions, acquisitions conducted by Anglo-Saxon companies lead to greater benefits. Data

show that the Anglo-Saxon governance is able to avoid the negative trend characterizing other

companies, as most profitability indicators (such as EBIT, EBITDA, profit before tax and net

profit) not undergo negative changes as they do in companies acquired by non- Anglo-Saxon

firms. 

12 Italian Trade Promotion Agency (Istituto Nazionale per il Commercio estero) 
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Finally, I wanted to test whether the performance of companies acquired by firms operating in

the same industry are higher than those achieved by firms running their businesses in different

sectors. In conclusion, the effects of acquisitions are not very clear. What appears, however, is

that companies involved in horizontal or vertical transactions do not benefit from the expected

effects.  However,  they  appear  to  suffer  more  than  companies  involved  in  conglomerate

processes. Although higher sales and alleged economies of scale are reached, they are not

followed by a greater overall performance increase. It can not be excluded, however, that the

failure to achieve the expected performances lies in a greater difficulty in changing internally

procedures, which developed over time, run in and automated. Another relatedness is here

referred to; it completed different from the one so far presented. Cultural relatedness can play,

in fact, a crucial role in the success (failure) of an acquisition. I do not want to necessarily

make a reference to cross-border transactions (that sometimes could imply hugely marked

cultural difference between two organizations); rather, I would like to refer to the set of habits

and operations deeply rooted in an organization that, as such, are sometimes very difficult to

change.  Enriching this  analysis  with a  focus on this  topic would be  very interesting and

challenging. This research, unfortunately, does not have the necessary elements to make some

considerations about that. Surely, this could be one among several ideas that I hope to provide

for future discussions.
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Appendix

Firm by firm Ateco 2007 classification of companies included in the panel.

SAMPLE GROUP CONTROL GROUP

ATECO 2007 CODE

ATTIVITÀ MANIFATTURIERE

Lavorazione e conservazione di 
carne e produzione di prodotti a base 
di carne

101000 101300 Produzione di prodotti a base di 
carne (inclusa la carne di volatili)

Produzione di prodotti a base di 
carne (inclusa la carne di volatili)

101300 101300 Produzione di prodotti a base di 
carne (inclusa la carne di volatili)

Trattamento igienico del latte 105110 105110 Trattamento igienico del latte

Produzione di vini da tavola e 
v.q.p.r.d.

110210 110210 Produzione di vini da tavola e 
v.q.p.r.d.

Produzione di vino spumante e altri 
vini speciali

110220 110220 Produzione di vino spumante e altri 
vini speciali

Industria delle bibite analcoliche, 
delle acque minerali e di altre acque 
in bottiglia

110700 110700 Industria delle bibite analcoliche, 
delle acque minerali e di altre acque 
in bottiglia

Confezione in serie di abbigliamento 
esterno

141310 141000 Confezione di articoli di 
abbigliamento (escluso 
abbigliamento in pelliccia)

Fabbricazione di altri articoli da 
viaggio, borse e simili, pelletteria e 
selleria

151209 151209 Fabbricazione di altri articoli da 
viaggio, borse e simili, pelletteria e 
selleria

Preparazione o miscelazione di 
derivati del petrolio (esclusa la 
petrolchimica)

192020 192020 Preparazione o miscelazione di 
derivati del petrolio (esclusa la 
petrolchimica)

Fabbricazione di gas industriali 201100 201000 Fabbricazione di prodotti chimici di 
base, di fertilizzanti e composti 
azotati, di materie plastiche e 
gomma sintetica in forme primarie

Fabbricazione di prodotti chimici nca 205900 205940 Fabbricazione di prodotti chimici 
vari per uso industriale (inclusi i 
preparati antidetonanti e antigelo)

Fabbricazione di medicinali ed altri 
preparati farmaceutici

212009 212009 Fabbricazione di medicinali ed altri 
preparati farmaceuti

Fabbricazione di porte, finestre e loro
telai, imposte e cancelli metallici

251210 251210 Fabbricazione di porte, finestre e 
loro telai, imposte e cancelli 
metallici

Fabbricazione di porte, finestre e loro
telai, imposte e cancelli metallici

251210 251100 Fabbricazione di strutture metalliche
e parti assemblate di strutture

Lavori di meccanica generale 256200 256200 Lavori di meccanica generale
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Lavori di meccanica generale 262000 262000 Lavori di meccanica generale

Fabbricazione di apparecchiature per 
le telecomunicazioni

263000 263010 Fabbricazione di apparecchi 
trasmittenti radiotelevisivi (incluse 
le telecamere)

Fabbricazione di motori, generatori e
trasformatori elettrici

271100 271100 Fabbricazione di motori, generatori 
e trasformatori elettrici

Fabbricazione di altre 
apparecchiature per illuminazione

274009 274000 Fabbricazione di apparecchiature 
per illuminazione

Fabbricazione di altre pompe e 
compressori

281300 281300 Fabbricazione di altre pompe e 
compressori

Fabbricazione di ascensori, 
montacarichi e scale mobili

282201 282000 Fabbricazione di altre macchine di 
impiego generale

Fabbricazione di macchine 
automatiche per la dosatura, la 
confezione e per l'imballaggio 
(incluse parti e accessori)

282930 282930 Fabbricazione di macchine 
automatiche per la dosatura, la 
confezione e per l'imballaggio 
(incluse parti e accessori)

Costruzione di navi e imbarcazioni 301000 301100 Cantieri navali per costruzioni 
metalliche e non metalliche

Costruzione di imbarcazioni da 
diporto e sportive

301200 301200 Costruzione di imbarcazioni da 
diporto e sportive

FORNITURA DI ENERGIA
ELETTRICA, GAS, VAPORE E

ARIA CONDIZIONATA

Produzione di energia elettrica 351000 351300 Distribuzione di energia elettrica

Produzione di energia elettrica 351000 351100 Produzione di energia elettrica

Commercio di gas distribuito 
mediante condotte

352300 352300 Commercio di gas distribuito 
mediante condotte

FORNITURA DI ACQUA; RETI
FOGNARIE, ATTIVITÀ DI
GESTIONE DEI RIFIUTI E

RISANAMENTO

Trattamento e smaltimento di altri 
rifiuti non pericolosi

382109 382109 Trattamento e smaltimento di altri 
rifiuti non pericolosi

Sviluppo di progetti immobiliari 
senza costruzione

411000 411000 Sviluppo di progetti immobiliari 
senza costruzione

Costruzione di edifici residenziali e 
non residenziali

412000 412000 Costruzione di edifici residenziali e 
non residenziali

Installazione di impianti elettrici in 
edifici o in altre opere di costruzione 
(inclusa manutenzione e riparazione)

432101 432101 Installazione di impianti elettrici in 
edifici o in altre opere di costruzione
(inclusa manutenzione e 
riparazione)

Installazione di impianti di 
irrigazione per giardini (inclusa 
manutenzione e riparazione)

432205 432205 Installazione di impianti di 
irrigazione per giardini (inclusa 
manutenzione e riparazione)

Installazione, riparazione e 
manutenzione di ascensori e scale 
mobili

432901 432901 Installazione, riparazione e 
manutenzione di ascensori e scale 
mobili
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COSTRUZIONI

Installazione, riparazione e 
manutenzione di ascensori e scale 
mobili

432901 432901 Installazione, riparazione e 
manutenzione di ascensori e scale 
mobili

Altri lavori specializzati di 
costruzione

439000 439000 Altri lavori specializzati di 
costruzione

COMMERCIO ALL'INGROSSO
E AL DETTAGLIO;
RIPARAZIONE DI

AUTOVEICOLI E MOTOCICLI

Commercio all'ingrosso e al dettaglio
di autovetture e di autoveicoli leggeri

451101 451101 Commercio all'ingrosso e al 
dettaglio di autovetture e di 
autoveicoli leggeri

Commercio all'ingrosso e al dettaglio
di altri autoveicoli

451901 451901 Commercio all'ingrosso e al 
dettaglio di altri autoveicoli

Manutenzione e riparazione di 
autoveicoli

452000 452010 Riparazioni meccaniche di 
autoveicoli

Commercio all'ingrosso non 
specializzato di altri prodotti 
alimentari, bevande e tabacco

463920 463920 Commercio all'ingrosso non 
specializzato di altri prodotti 
alimentari, bevande e tabacco

Commercio all'ingrosso di camicie, 
biancheria intima, maglieria e simili

464230 464210 Commercio all'ingrosso di 
abbigliamento e accessori

Commercio all'ingrosso di profumi e 
cosmetici

464500 464500 Commercio all'ingrosso di profumi e
cosmetici

Commercio all'ingrosso di prodotti 
farmaceutici

464600 464600 Commercio all'ingrosso di prodotti 
farmaceutici

Commercio all'ingrosso di articoli in 
pelle; articoli da viaggio in qualsiasi 
materiale

464950 464990 Commercio all'ingrosso di vari 
prodotti di consumo non alimentare 
nca

Commercio all'ingrosso di altre 
macchine ed attrezzature per 
l'industria, il commercio e la 
navigazione nca

466000 283090 Fabbricazione di altre macchine per 
l'agricoltura, la silvicoltura e la 
zootecnia

Commercio all'ingrosso di altre 
macchine ed attrezzature per 
l'industria, il commercio e la 
navigazione nca

466999 466999 Commercio all'ingrosso di altre 
macchine ed attrezzature per 
l'industria, il commercio e la 
navigazione nca

Commercio all'ingrosso di materiali 
da costruzione (inclusi gli apparecchi
igienico-sanitari)

467320 467322 Commercio all'ingrosso di altri 
materiali per rivestimenti (inclusi gli
apparecchi igienico-sanitari)

Grandi magazzini 471910 471910 Grandi magazzini

Commercio al dettaglio di mobili per
la casa

475910 475910 Commercio al dettaglio di mobili 
per la casa

Commercio al dettaglio di articoli di 
abbigliamento in esercizi 
specializzati

477100 477100 Commercio al dettaglio di articoli di
abbigliamento in esercizi 
specializzati

Commercio al dettaglio di calzature e
articoli in pelle in esercizi 
specializzati

477200 477210 Commercio al dettaglio di calzature 
e accessori
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Commercio al dettaglio di orologi, 
articoli di gioielleria e argenteria

477700 477700 Commercio al dettaglio di orologi, 
articoli di gioielleria e argenteria

TRASPORTO E
MAGAZZINAGGIO

Trasporto di merci su strada 494100 494100 Trasporto di merci su strada

Trasporto marittimo e per vie d'acqua 500000 500000 Trasporto marittimo e per vie 
d'acqua

Gestione di infrastrutture ferroviarie 522110 522110 Gestione di infrastrutture ferroviarie

Gestione di strade, ponti, gallerie 522120 522120 Gestione di strade, ponti, gallerie

Attività dei servizi connessi al 
trasporto aereo

522300 522300 Attività dei servizi connessi al 
trasporto aereo

Intermediari dei trasporti 522921 522921 Intermediari dei trasporti

Altre attività postali e di corriere 
senza obbligo di servizio universale

532000 532000 Altre attività postali e di corriere 
senza obbligo di servizio universale

ATTIVITÀ DEI SERVIZI DI
ALLOGGIO E DI
RISTORAZIONE

Alberghi e strutture simili 551000 551000 Alberghi e strutture simili

Alberghi e strutture simili 551000 551000 Alberghi e strutture simili

SERVIZI DI INFORMAZIONE E
COMUNICAZIONE

Edizione di riviste e periodici 581400 581400 Edizione di riviste e periodici

Telecomunicazioni 610000 611000 Telecomunicazioni

Telecomunicazioni 610000 610000 Telecomunicazioni

Telecomunicazioni fisse 611000 610000 Telecomunicazioni

Produzione di software non connesso
all'edizione

620100 620100 Produzione di software non 
connesso all'edizione

Consulenza nel settore delle 
tecnologie dell'informatica

620200 620200 Consulenza nel settore delle 
tecnologie dell'informatica

Elaborazione dati 631110 631110 Elaborazione dati

Elaborazione dati 631110 631119 Altre elaborazioni elettroniche di 
dati

ATTIVITÀ FINANZIARIE E
ASSICURATIVE

Attività di servizi finanziari (escluse 
le assicurazioni e i fondi pensione)

640000 640000 Attività di servizi finanziari (escluse
le assicurazioni e i fondi pensione)

Attività delle società di 
partecipazione (holding)

642000 642000 Attività delle società di 
partecipazione (holding)

ATTIVITA' IMMOBILIARI
Locazione immobiliare di beni propri
o in leasing (affitto)

682001 682001 Locazione immobiliare di beni 
propri o in leasing (affitto)

ATTIVITÀ PROFESSIONALI,
SCIENTIFICHE E TECNICHE

Attività delle holding impegnate 
nelle attività gestionali (holding 
operative)

701000 701000 Attività delle holding impegnate 
nelle attività gestionali (holding 
operative)

Attività di consulenza gestionale 702000 702209 Altre attività di consulenza 
imprenditoriale e altra consulenza 
amministrativo-gestionale e 
pianificazione aziendale
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Attività degli studi d'ingegneria ed 
altri studi tecnici

711200 711200 Attività degli studi d'ingegneria ed 
altri studi tecnici

Ricerche di mercato e sondaggi di 
opinione

732000 282500 Fabbricazione di attrezzature di uso 
non domestico per la refrigerazione 
e la ventilazione; fabbricazione di 
condizionatori domestici fissi

NOLEGGIO, AGENZIE DI
VIAGGIO, SERVIZI DI

SUPPORTO ALLE IMPRESE

Attività delle agenzie di viaggio e dei
tour operator

791000 791000 Attività delle agenzie di viaggio e 
dei tour operator

Agenzie di informazioni commerciali 829120 829120 Agenzie di informazioni 
commerciali
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