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Synopsis

1 Introduction

The market for corporate control is massive. In recent years, the annual merger and acquisition (M&A)

volume has surpassed 3.5 trillion USD1, thereby being on par with Germany’s GDP. Furthermore, thousands

of firms participate in the market for corporate control. As a matter of fact, about 50,000 transactions have

been announced annually in recent years1. While these firms engage in M&A activities for various reasons

(Rabier, 2017), they all have one thing in common: They seek to conduct M&As successfully. However,

extant research shows that many transactions are not necessarily successful (e.g., Datta et al., 1992; Jensen

and Ruback, 1983; King et al., 2004).

Scholars have been investigating the matter of M&As and, in particular, the M&A success for more than

40 years (e.g., Datta et al., 1992; Ferreira et al., 2014; Haleblian et al., 2009; Jensen and Ruback, 1983;

King et al., 2004; Mulherin et al., 2017). Nevertheless, much is yet to be understood about the drivers of

firm’s M&A success (e.g., Golubov et al., 2015; Gordon et al., 2019; Haleblian et al., 2009). Therefore,

this cumulative dissertation first takes a bird’s eye perspective on the body of extant M&A literature, and

second, builds on recent findings to further investigate the phenomenon of M&A success by looking into

the black box of firms’ M&A activities.

This synopsis constitutes the dissertation’s preface and is structured as follows. The next section outlines

the dissertation’s overall content and structure (section 2). In section 3, I provide an overview of the related

literature, by which this dissertation is motivated. Thereafter, in section 4, I formulate the dissertation’s

research questions, present the utilized methodologies, summarize its key findings, and demonstrate its

contribution to the extant literature. Section 5 highlights paths for future research based on this dissertation’s

insights. Finally, section 6 informs regarding the publication status of the dissertation’s papers and provides

each paper’s title page for one’s initial reading.

2 Dissertation’s overall content and structure

The dissertation at hand is cumulative and comprises three academic papers with equal contribution to the

complete works. Figure 1 outlines the dissertation’s overall content and structure. Generally speaking,

1According to the M&A statistics of the Institute for Mergers, Acquisitions and Alliances. Please refer to https://imaa-institute.
org/mergers-and-acquisitions-statistics/ (accessed Oct. 30, 2020).
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papers I through III are individual research contributions to the M&A literature that are somewhat inter-

connected. Paper I provides an overview of the M&A literature. Paper II details this overview with regard

to M&A success and M&A process organization. Paper III further extends this perspective by considering

M&A success and M&A advisors.

Figure 1. Dissertation’s overall content and structure

Paper I

Topics

1–29

30 topics of the M&A literature Topic 30: M&A success

Process 

orga-

nization

M&A 

advisors
...

Paper IIIPaper II

30

Notes. This schema depicts the dissertation’s overall content and structure. Please note that the presented relationship is simplified
for illustrative purposes. In fact, papers II and III consider M&A success from topic 30 as the dependent variable, and estimate
the impact of various independent variables from other topics, such as M&A advisors on M&A success. Please also note that the
actual label of topic 30 in paper I is “influences on [M&A] performance”—here, the label is renamed for a simplified presentation.

More specifically, paper I considers the leading M&A literature published during the last three decades, and

investigates whether one of the latest topic modeling methods, namely structural topic modeling (STM), can

provide a new insightful perspective to the body of extant research. Thus, paper I presents a novel form of a

literature review. Among others, one key finding of paper I is that the M&A literature can be appropriately

structured into 30 topics2. While paper I remains on a bird’s eye perspective, papers II and III consider the

identified topic 30 “M&A success” in detail, as each paper analyzes a specific pillar of M&A success3. On

the one hand, paper II attempts to answer the question how is M&A success associated with firm internal

M&A process organization? On the other hand, paper III analyzes the question what are the effects of

strategy consultants, financial, and legal M&A advisors on M&A success?

Papers II and III are not only sharing the same dependent variable, namely M&A success but their analyses

are also based on the same survey data. In addition, both papers are connected via the independent variable

concerning the standardization of M&A processes. In paper II, M&A process standardization is found to

be significantly positively affecting M&A success. In paper III, this finding is leveraged, and M&A process

standardizations is utilized as a mediator variable. While both papers answer distinct research questions

(see above), paper III can be considered an extension of paper II that incorporates external M&A advisors
2Please note that the topic numbers themselves are arbitrary, thereby not implying a ranking.
3Please note that the presented relationship is simplified for illustrative purposes. In fact, papers II and III consider M&A
success from topic 30 as the dependent variable, and estimate the impact of various independent variables from other topics,
such as M&A advisors on M&A success. Please also note that the actual label of topic 30 in paper I is “influences on [M&A]
performance”—here, the label is renamed for a simplified presentation.
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into parts of the M&A process perspective. Given the relationship of papers II and III, one might wonder

whether the findings of paper III also feed back onto the findings of paper II. However, this potential

feedback effect alters the findings of paper II by less than one percent on average.

3 Related literature and motivation

Despite their common embedding into the field of M&As, papers I through III relate to different literature

strands that motivate each paper. With regard to paper I, I recognize that the continuous incline of M&A

activity and of M&A transaction volumes1 cause much academic attention. Being eager to understand the

many different facets of M&As, scholars have been creating an extensive body of M&A related papers

(Mulherin et al., 2017). While literature reviews try to summarize and structure the extensive research (e.g.,

Ferreira et al., 2014; Haleblian et al., 2009; Mulherin et al., 2017), they face a natural limitation, which stems

from the fact that manual reading cannot cope with the ever growing body of M&A texts. In other words, the

extant research increasingly exceeds human processing capabilities, and may make human approaches less

reliable compared to automated approaches (Roberts et al., 2014). As an alternative approach, one might

turn to automated data-driven methods to deal with the vast text data, thereby summarizing and structuring

it (Grimmer and Stewart, 2013). Roberts et al. (2016a) support this idea by arguing that these methods

allow for new perspectives that were not possible a decade ago. However, is a literature review through this

new perspective also insightful concerning the already well-covered but complex field of M&A research

(Haleblian et al., 2009; Larsson and Finkelstein, 1999)? Following this line of thought in paper I, I am—to

the best of my knowledge—the first to apply a recently developed automated approach, namely STM (Lucas

et al., 2017; Roberts et al., 2016b; Roberts et al., 2019) to take a new view at the body of M&A research.

Turning to paper II, we4 recognize that the questionwhatmatters in regard tomaking an acquisition successful

(i.e., topic 30—pillars to M&A success) has been investigated for 40 years without a final conclusion (e.g.,

Datta et al., 1992; Jensen and Ruback, 1983; King et al., 2004). Recently, Golubov et al. (2015) picked up

this long standing puzzle and found that firm internal factors account for a large proportion of a firm’s M&A

success. However, Golubov et al. (2015) do not concretize which internal firm factors affect M&A success

but speculate, for example, that differences in M&A processes might cause the observed M&A success

heterogeneity. At this point, one might wonder why the M&A process perspective does not yet speak to

this matter, although it is has been developed in the mid-1980’s, and although it already emphasized the

4Please note that throughout this synopsis I use the term “we” to indicate that papers II and III are co-authored with Soenke Sievers.
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importance of the entire M&A process for the M&A outcome (Haspeslagh and Jemison, 1991; Jemison and

Sitkin, 1986). The cause for this research gap is that the process oriented M&A research has not focused

on the whole M&A process but has mostly concentrated on the post-M&A integration and its impact on

M&A success (e.g., Gomes et al., 2013; Graebner et al., 2017; Steigenberger, 2017; Very, 2011). Thus,

the interconnection of the M&A process as a whole and its effects on M&A success have been disregarded

thus far (Bauer and Matzler, 2014). This observation is supported by Haleblian et al. (2009), who argue that

the impact of organizational antecedents, such as M&A processes on M&A success are not yet sufficiently

explored. Therefore, we revive Jemison and Sitkin’s (1986) M&A process perspective, and consider firms’

entire M&A processes in detail to investigate the processes’ impact on firms’ M&A success.

In paper III, we consider two further literature strands—M&A advisors and M&A functions—to shed more

light onto the M&A success puzzle. While we focus on M&A advisors in this paper, both strands are

intertwined, and M&A functions should not be disregarded in this context. The extant M&A research

uniformly agrees that M&As are complex tasks for firms (e.g., Haspeslagh and Jemison, 1991; Jemison

and Sitkin, 1986; Larsson and Finkelstein, 1999). Consequently, a sophisticated skill set is required to

perform M&As successfully. Recognizing this challenge, firms either employ external M&A advisors (e.g.,

Golubov et al., 2012; Gordon et al., 2019; Jemison and Sitkin, 1986; Very and Schweiger, 2001), or build up

internal capabilities via an M&A function (e.g., Menz and Barnbeck, 2017; Trichterborn et al., 2016)—both

options are nonmutually exclusive but might complement each other. With regard to M&A advisors, one

might expect that these proven experts benefit a firm’s M&A success. While this is generally true in the

theory on expert performance (e.g., Anderson et al., 1997; Chi and Glaser, 1988; Day and Lord, 1992;

Ericsson and Lehmann, 1996; Ericsson and Charness, 1994; Reeves and Weisberg, 1994; Voss and Post,

1988), the extant M&A research is ambiguous concerning the impact of M&A advisors on M&A success.

Thus far, scholars have found that M&A advisors have a negative impact (e.g., Hayward, 2003; Hunter

and Jagtiani, 2003; Louis, 2005), no significant impact (e.g., Loyeung, 2018; Servaes and Zenner, 1996),

and a positive impact (e.g., Bao and Edmans, 2011; Bowers and Miller, 1990; Golubov et al., 2012; Kim

et al., 2011; McDonald et al., 2008; Raghavendra Rau, 2000) on M&A success. Furthermore, research on

M&A advisors is relatively scarce, mostly limited to financial advisors, and does not explore in detail how

the advisors affect M&A success (Gordon et al., 2019). With regard to the internal M&A function, Aktas

et al. (2020) and Trichterborn et al. (2016) recently demonstrated that an M&A function positively impacts

M&A success. This finding is in line with similar observations in the context of alliance functions (Kale

et al., 2002) and corporate development functions (Menz and Barnbeck, 2017). Furthermore, the extant

research emphasizes the importance of the domain specific function’s organizational setup, as its various

9



Synopsis

setups may differently affect domain specific (e.g., M&A) success (Kale et al., 2002; Menz and Barnbeck,

2017; Trichterborn et al., 2016). Given that Golubov et al. (2012) also find interdependencies between

M&A advisors and the M&A function, we account for the potential effects of the M&A function on both

M&A success and M&A advisors by introducing a comprehensive framework in our model that controls for

the existence and the various organizational setups of the M&A function.

4 Research questions, methodologies, findings, and contributions

4.1 Paper I

In paper I, I view the extant M&A literature through STM to understand whether this is an insightful

perspective that provides helpful and/or new evidence for the complex field of M&A research (Haleblian

et al., 2009; Larsson and Finkelstein, 1999). In particular, this paper is focused around two guiding research

questions. First, I investigate whether STM can generate insights of the M&A literature that may help novice

M&A scholars (i.e., scholars who are unfamiliar with the body of M&A research) to get an organized and

guided start with it. Second, I explore whether STM can shed light on the fragmentation of the extant M&A

research, thereby outlining potentials for future research.

Besides the focus on the M&A literature, this study’s methodology—STM—takes a center stage. To date,

STM is the latest so-called topicmodeling approach, and, technically speaking, it is an automated data-driven

unsupervised probabilistic generative model (Lucas et al., 2017; Roberts et al., 2016b; Roberts et al., 2019).

In other words, STM is an autonomous algorithm that runs without any further user input once initiated, and

that leverages statistical methods to generate results from given data without being limited to it. Ignoring

the technical details and putting it simple, STM investigates a given set of documents to find the latent (i.e.,

unobservable) topics therein. Compared to other methods, such as latent Dirichlet allocation (LDA) (Blei

et al., 2003), STM is most advanced because it generates a topic model that accounts for topic correlation,

and that incorporates the underlying documents’ metadata (e.g., publication years) into its estimations (Blei

et al., 2003; Blei and Lafferty, 2007; Lucas et al., 2017; Roberts et al., 2016b; Roberts et al., 2019). To

answer the above stated research questions, I apply STM to a sample of 961 relevant M&A articles that

were gathered from 22 peer-reviewed leading journals in the fields of accounting, economics, finance, and

management, and that were published from 1988 until 2018.
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Regarding the first research question—helpful insights for novice scholars—I find that the leading M&A

literature can be well described by 30 topics. This novel topic structure allows for a better organized initial

access to the complex body of M&A research, which is not available thus far. Furthermore, I compile a

tabular overview of the 25most important research articles per topic. This overviewmay help novice scholars

to quickly identify relevant M&A articles for their interests and guide their reading. Finally, I demonstrate

the shifts inM&A research interest over time, thereby helping (novice) scholars to understandM&A research

dynamics better. Overall, these findings extend Ferreira et al.’s (2014) insightful bibliometric M&A study

in terms of scope, methodological sophistication, and detail (e.g., regarding the identified research topics).

In sum, my findings significantly contribute to the much-needed hands-on information that novice M&A

scholars seek to get started in the complex environment of M&A research.

Considering the second research question—shedding light on the M&A research fragmentation—I arrive at

two observations for the research domains of accounting, economics, finance, and management. First, M&A

research is partially well connected across the aforementioned domains. Second, however, domain specific

topics exist (e.g., banking topics in finance), and, in particular, the domains of finance and management

should be better interconnected by future M&A research. Turning to the fragmentation of the identified

topics overall (i.e., without considering the underlying domains), I find that the 30 M&A topics are at least

in parts fragmented, and future research should seek to better interlink the extant M&A literature. Here,

I contribute to the existing M&A literature in two ways. On the one hand, my findings renew Haleblian

et al.’s (2009) observation that the leading M&A literature is still fragmented today. On the other hand, the

presented evidence guides future research in terms of which topics require further interconnection to reduce

the M&A research fragmentation.

4.2 Paper II

In paper II, we take a look into the black box of acquirers’ M&A process activities, thereby exploring three

research questions. First, we investigate the impact of acquirers’ M&A process standardization (STD) onto

their M&A success. Second, we estimate the effects of the M&A process intensity (i.e., duration (DUR)

and attention (ATT)) on M&A success. Finally, we study the impact of functional involvement on M&A

success. The latter analysis comprises four functions of the acquiring firm—the top management (ITM),

the headquarters (HQ) functions (IHF), the business unit (BU) management (IBM), and the BU functions

(IBF).

11
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As suggested by the M&A process perspective (Haspeslagh and Jemison, 1991; Jemison and Sitkin, 1986),

we consider the entire M&A process from deal preparation to target integration. Specifically, we build on

a very detailed M&A process (see Calipha et al. (2010) for an overview) that comprises a total of 15 M&A

subprocesses, such as target search, negotiation, and operational integration. While these subprocesses

allow for more precise analyses, they also add significant complexity to our estimations. In an attempt to

conquer the complexity without sacrificing any details, we choose to follow a two-step approach. First,

we investigate each of the above-mentioned research questions on an aggregated (i.e., index) level. Thus,

we combine all 15 subprocesses of the entire M&A process per research question into an index-variable

to generate overall findings per research question, which in turn are better communicable and easier to

interpret. Consequently, we estimate seven indices, namely the STD-index, the DUR-index, the ATT-index,

the ITM-index, the IHF-index, the IBM-index, and the IBF-index. We follow this approach because it

has been successfully applied in similarly complex research settings (e.g., Bebchuk et al., 2009; Gompers

et al., 2003). In the second step, we disaggregate each index into its respective subprocesses to identify each

index’s driver variables. All aforementioned estimates are performed via generalized linear models (GLMs),

and are based on a unique data set of 126 firms, which was gathered through our 2020 global M&A survey.

This survey was designed and conducted following established best practices (e.g., Bodnar et al., 2019;

Capron et al., 1998; Gompers et al., 2016; Graham and Harvey, 2001; Jagannathan et al., 2016; Zollo and

Singh, 2004). For instance, we extensively and successfully assessed our sample for representativeness by

comparing it to commonly used archival databases, such as Securities Data Company (SDC) Platinum.

With regard to the research questions, we find thatM&Aprocess standardization,M&Aprocess duration, and

M&A process attention positively impact M&A success by 5.4%, 3.4%, and 17.4%, respectively. Similarly,

the involvement of the top management and the BU management affect M&A success positively by 21.2%

and 13.3%, respectively. To our surprise, the HQ functions’ involvement and the BU functions’ involvement

reduce M&A success by -7.6% and -3.6% (not significant), respectively. All previously reported numbers

are significant marginal effects on the index level, which should be merely interpreted as associative but not

as causal. While the disaggregation of each index variable provides multifaceted interesting insights, one

may refer to the comprehensive discussions and interpretations in paper II thereof.

Overall, this study’s contributions are threefold. First, we contribute to the management literature by

leveraging the M&A process perspective (Jemison and Sitkin, 1986) to uncover in how far standardization,

intensity, and involvement along the entire M&A process are associated with M&A success. Second, we

add to the finance research, as we concretize Golubov et al.’s (2015) presumption that differences in M&A
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processes account for the heterogeneity among firms’ M&A success. Finally, we provide an extensive and

handy guide to M&A practitioners that may help their decisions concerning how (not) to organize their

M&A processes.

4.3 Paper III

In paper III, we take yet another look inside the black box of acquirers’ M&A activities. Here, we focus

our research question on the direct and the indirect effects of M&A advisors on acquirers’ M&A success.

The attribute “indirect” indicates that the effects are mostly mediated by M&A process standardization.

With regard to M&A advisors, we are especially interested in how far the effects on M&A success differ

depending on, first, how frequentlyM&A advisors are employed, and, second, whichM&A advisor types are

employed. Considering the advisor employment frequency, we contemplate the four cases that advisors are

never, sometimes, only for complex acquisitions, or always employed by an acquirer. Regarding the M&A

advisor types, we distinguish four groups of M&A advisors—financial advisors, legal/tax/audit advisors,

strategy consultant advisors, and any of the aforementioned advisors.

In this paper, we rely on the same unique survey data as in paper II. While the underlying sample firms

are broadly the same in both papers5, the analyzed variables are different, except for the controls and the

demographics. Furthermore, we utilize a different methodology. In fact, the direct and the indirect effects

for all outlined characteristics of the M&A advisors (i.e., frequency and type) and of the M&A functions

(i.e., organizational setup) are estimated by generalized structural equation modeling (GSEM). GSEM

combines structural equation modeling (SEM) and GLMs (Rabe-Hesketh et al., 2004). Thus far, GSEM is a

relatively new and seldom used methodology that allows us to simultaneously estimate the entire model, and

that allows us to follow current best practices otherwise not realizable, such as accounting for nonnormal

distributed variables and standardizing coefficients (e.g., Iacobucci, 2012; Jose, 2013; MacKinnon, 2008;

Preacher and Hayes, 2004; Preacher and Hayes, 2008; Shook et al., 2004; Zhao et al., 2010).

To better digest the paper’s results, we summarize the significant direct and the significant indirect effects,

thereby generating respective total effects for the various M&A advisors. Considering only the total effects

of the M&A advisors onM&A success, we find the following. First, M&A advisor reduce the M&A success

by -5.3% to -0.7% if employed for complex acquisitions only. Second, M&A advisors increaseM&A success

by 0.4% to 3.7%, when hired sometimes and for every acquisition. In these cases, M&A advisors provide

5The sample firms in papers II and III are the same except for nine firms that had to be eliminated in paper III due to missing but
necessary data.
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the greatest benefits if always employed instead of just sometimes. Finally, strategy consultants prove to

be most beneficial, and increase M&A success by up to 3.7%, thereby outperforming financial advisors by

approximately one percentage point. All previously reported numbers are marginal effects, which should be

merely interpreted as associative but not as causal. For the details on all indirect and direct effects as well

as all investigated cases concerning the M&A advisors, one may refer to the comprehensive discussions in

paper III.

Overall, this paper contributes to the extant M&A literature in two ways. First, we generally extend the

to date relatively scarce M&A advisor literature (Gordon et al., 2019). Here, we are the first to combine

various M&A advisors in one model, thereby being able to compare their effects on M&A success against

each other. Also, we are the first to explicitly study the impact of strategy consultants as M&A advisors.

Second, our integrated research model is the first to consider M&A advisors alongside the M&A function

and its various organizational setups, thereby controlling for potential cross-effects on M&A success.

5 Future research

This dissertation offers various points of contact for future research. Indeed, each paper sparks ideas that

could be extended by other scholars. On the one hand, paper I may guide future research to reduce the

fragmentation of the M&A literature by better interconnecting outlined M&A topics. On the other hand,

paper I may be considered an experiment that is the first to apply a relatively newmethod to create innovative

literature reviews in the context of the economical sciences. Consequently, I hope that this study can function

as a blueprint for future research.

While paper II steps on new territory regarding several details of the M&A process perspective, we must

acknowledge that the underlying theory is not yet well developed, and further empirical findings are hardly

existent. Thus, future research may develop more M&A process related theories, and empirically compare

those to our findings.

Paper III confirms at least two gaps in the M&A literature that could be addressed by future research.

First, strategy consultant advisors are not yet—to the best of our knowledge and according to Gordon

et al. (2019)—studied in the M&A literature, although we find them to be important for M&As. Second,

while we observe that M&A advisors have a significant indirect effect on M&A success via M&A process

standardization, other potential indirect effects are yet to be investigated.

14



Synopsis

Apart from these points of contact for future research, papers I through III may be extended regarding their

respective underlying samples and methodologies to address their current limitations, and to further improve

their results. Please find the detailed discussions on paths for future research in each paper.

6 Publication status

Please note that the papers I through III are currently being revised for (re-)submission to leading academic

journals. To date, the papers are each already published within the SSRN working paper series6. Please

note that the dissertation’s versions of the papers I through III might not reflect the latest revisions in the

future. Thus, references should be made to the up-to-date online versions only.

Please find the title pages of papers I through III on the following pages. The complete papers follow

thereafter in accordance with the table of contents. Please note that the pages of this dissertation are marked

with a running head in the top right corner (here Synopsis) to allow for an easier navigation across the

complete works.

6Please note that the online versions and the dissertation’s versions of the papers I through III differ in detail since the online versions
comply with journal specific style requirements, whereas the dissertation’s versions are equalized to an uniform appearance within
this merged “exam version”.
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M&A literature viewed through structural topic modeling:
An insightful perspective?

Alexander Schmitz𝑎

This Version: Doctoral Exam
(for references, please cite up-to-date online version only)

Abstract

Literature overviews help to summarize and structure extant knowledge. As the body of academic texts

increasingly exceeds human processing capabilities, one might turn to automated data-driven methods for

help. As a potential blueprint example for high-level literature overviews in the economic sciences, this study

investigates whether one of the latest topic modeling methods, namely structural topic modeling (STM),

can provide an insightful perspective to the merger and acquisition (M&A) literature. First, I ask whether

STM provides insights into the M&A literature that may help scholars who are unfamiliar with the overall

body of M&A research. Second, I explore whether this new perspective can shed light on the degree of

M&A literature fragmentation, thereby guiding future research. Considering 961 M&A papers published

in leading journals from 1988 to 2018, I find that this sample of the M&A literature can be appropriately

structured into 30 topics, which may help scholars to gain a better organized access to the extant M&A

research. Furthermore, I provide a tabular overview of the 25 most important papers per topic, which may

guide scholars’ initial reading. In addition, I demonstrate the evolution of M&A research interest over time.

Regarding the literature fragmentation, I find that some topics are well connected across topic clusters, and

across research fields. However, significant fragmentation for several topics is uncovered, and gaps for more

integrative future research are identified. In conclusion, STM allows for a new perspective on the M&A

literature that can be considered insightful for both novice and seasoned scholars.

Keywords: Mergers, Acquisitions, Literature overview, Structural topic modeling
JEL Classification: G34
Acknowledgments: I thank Soenke Sievers for his valuable feedback. Moreover, I am grateful to two anonymous reviewers
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Acquisitions via topic modeling from 1935 until 2018”. Earlier versions of this paper were available in the SSRN working papers
series; References should be made to the up-to-date online versions only. All errors are my own.
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What matters for organizing M&As successfully?

Alexander Schmitz𝑎, Soenke Sievers𝑎

This Version: Doctoral Exam
(for references, please cite up-to-date online version only)

Abstract

How is merger and acquisition (M&A) success associated with firm internal M&A process organization?

The literature thus far acknowledges that unobservable internal firm characteristics are at least as important

as observable firm- and deal-specific characteristics in regard to explaining M&A success. Thus, this paper

directly asks M&A experts around the globe to shed more light on this important issue. We investigate

three indices, capturing the degree of M&A 1) process standardization, 2) process duration, and 3) process

attention. Next, we analyze the process participation among four organizational layers, i.e., the functional

involvement of the a) top management team, b) headquarters, c) business unit management, and d) business

unit functions. We predict and find that all three indices are positively associated with M&A success, while

process standardization and attention to deal strategy are of particular importance. Turning to the four

organizational layers, a textured analysis shows that, for instance, target valuation should be performed by

the headquarters functions but not by the topmanagement team or the business unit. Overall, our findings are

important to better understand unexplored M&A success drivers and provide directions for future research.

Finally, our results might help practitioners adjust their M&A process organization to further improve their

M&A success.
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Abstract

This paper empirically evaluates the effects of various merger and acquisition (M&A) advisors on perceived

M&A success by using survey data from M&A experts around the globe. The dataset includes three

different M&A advisor types including legal/tax/audit advisors, financial advisors, and, most importantly,

strategy consultants. In addition, we are able to employ a comprehensive control framework that considers

the functional setup of the M&A organization of firms, e.g., whether M&A activities are organized at the

headquarters or at the business unit level. Our main results show that, ceteris paribus, strategy consultants

increase M&A success by up to 3.7%, thereby exceeding benefits from other M&A advisors, such as

financial advisors by more than one percentage point. Finally, M&A success is improved the most if M&A

advisors are hired regularly. The effects from the M&A advisors are partially mediated by the M&A process

standardization channel.
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