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I. Introduction

Empirical research on mergers seemed to have made a significant progress
as a result of the use of residual analyses employing the stock market data.
Despite this advance, it appears that economists are not entirely confident on
the general motivation behind conglomerate mergers.

An ex post difficulty with the residual analysis as it has been used thus far
—and a major reason why confidence is lacking—arises because acquiring firms
are in general five to ten times larger than acquired firms® and thus the effect
of an acquisition to the former firms’ stock prices cannot be significantly (in
absolute magnitude) large. Most residual analyses have found that the abnormal
returns to the acquired firms (measured by the market model or the CAPM
residuals around the time of merger) are around 20 percent of their equity

values. But the gain or loss to the acquiring firms tends to be insignificant,

* Asscciate Professor of Management, College of Business Administration, Chung-Ang University.

(1) The earliest application of the residual analysis to the study of mergers is by Halpern(1973).
See also the studies cited in note 3 below for other examples of the residual analysis.

(2} Halpern reports that in his sample the larger firms in individual mergers are about ten times
larger than the smaller firms in terms of equity value. See also Table 1 below for our own
evidence.
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both absolutely and statistically, and even varies from positive to negative
across studies.® This poses a problem to the students of mergers because the
different hypotheses on conglomerate mergers are all consistent with the gains
to the acquired firms and therefore the critical test is whether the acquiring
firm gains or loses. The average residual for the acquiring firms is too small
to allow confident judgements. Different estimation models and periods, differ-
ent samples, and the presence of “outlier firms” with large (positive or nega-
tive) residuals can easily affect the sign of the average residual and its stati-
stical significance. Thus, examining simply the average magnitude of the resi-
duals as in past studies may not be sufficient to resolve the merger questions
and could be complemented by alternative tests.

In this paper, we propose such an alternative procedure to provide further
empirical evidence on conglomerate merger hypotheses. The procedure does not
rely on the average magnitude of residuals and is less sensitive to the presence
of outliers or to chance events that are not related to the merger but none-
theless affect empirical estimates of residuals. Instead of examining the average
residuals, the procedure analyzes the correlation of the residuals for the
acquiring and acquired firms in each merger to test the different merger
hypotheses which have different implications with respect to the correlation.
The merger hypotheses include the replacement of inefficient management, the
managerialism (or size maximization), and the synergy (managerial and/or
financial) hypotheses. In addition, unlike most existing studies which do not
differentiate between the types of mergers, the sample used in this study
includes only conglomerate mergers and further separates them into “product

extension” and “pure conglomerate” mergers. The results suggest that the

’3) Asquith (1979) finds positive abnormal returns before and on the month of merger announ-
cement, whereas Malatesta (1982) reports negative residuals for the five months ending in the
date of merger approval by the board/management. The results of Dodd and Ruback (1977
indicate positive residuals on the month of tender offer announcement but Dodd (1980) has
negative residuals on the day of merger proposal announcement. Malatesta suggests that differ-
ent methods of estimating residuals could be responsible for (at least a part of) the discre-
pancy in average magnitudes of residuals.

Halpern (1982) provides a detailed survey of the literature.
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principal motivation behind mergers is the realization of synergy effects. We

first discuss the implications of the hypotheses, describe the methodology, and

present the test results.

II. Implications of Conglomerate Merger Hypotheses

1. Managerialism

This hypothesis, as advanced by Reid (1968) and Mueller (1969), states
that conglomerate mergers occur primarily because managers pursue the goal
of maximizing firm size in order to get higher pay, prestige, etc. The under-
lying theoretical assumption is the separation of ownership and control in the
modern corporations. This hypothesis may be interpreted as suggesting that the
acquiring firms suffer from the existence of agency costs and the resulting
inability of owners to discipline their managers. It further implies that neither
the internal and external managerial labor markets nor the markets for cor-
porate control are working efficiently under the hypothesis.

Since conglomerate mergers on average do not generate gains according to
this hypothesis, a large “premium payment” to the acquired firm should result
in a negative value change for the acquiring firm. Hence the market returns
to the acquiring firm at the time of merger announcement will be negatively
correlated with the returns to the acquired firm, if this “pay more, lose more”
proposition is valid.

It is sometimes argued that even a size-maximizing firm will not pass up
profitable merger opportunities and that a managerial firm may engage in a
value-creating merger but overpay so that the acquiring firm’s shareholders
lose. Although these certainly are valid arguments, they do not pose problems
for the purpose of the present and existing studies using residual analyses
since the concern is with the effect of an average (as opposed to a particular)
merger, that is, with whether the mergers on average create value. If they

do, the correlation will not be negative and the purely managerial motive as
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a general explanation of conglomerate mergers cannot be accepted.
2. Replacement of Inefficient Management

For theoretical and empirical purposes, we distinguish two variants of this
hypothesis, In its strong and pure form, the hypothesis argues that a merger
(conglomerate or not) occurs simply to replace the acquired firm’s inefficient
management. It appears that this has been the dominant interpretation in the
literature for mergers and corporate control (e.g., Mandelker (1974)). In its
weak form, it may be argued that the acquiring firm seeks to complement the
ﬁanagement of the acquired firm so as to improve the managerial performance
of the latter. This argument is implicit, for example, in Bradley (1980). The
weak form argument can be treated as a kind of managerial synergy hypothesis,
and is included in the discussion of that hypothesis below. The original pro-
ponent of this hypothesis is Manne (1965, 1967), although the distinction is
not made between the two versions.

Underlying the (strong form) hypothesis is the assumption that, at least for
the acquired firms, agency costs and/or information costs are large enough to
make their owners unable to replace the present management. Thus it becomes
necessary to invoke the the mechanism of outside takeovers or mergers for the
purpose of replacing the inefficient management. This hypothesis does not
presume or require greater efficiency of the acquiring firm management relative
to an “average” management.

An implication of this hypothesis is that, under the assumption of competitive
merger markets, the net gains to individual acquiring firms will on average
be zero because they acquire firms to replace their inefficient managers and this
function can be performed by other potential acquirers with necessary resources.
All gains will simply accrue to the shareholders of the acquired firm because
of competition in the market for corporate control. Thus in this case, the
correlation between the acquiring and acquired firm’s gains (abnormal returns)

will approximate zero. It should be noted that competition in the merger market
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does not require a large number of potential acquirers. As implied by Fama
and Laffer (1972), the existence of a single potential competitor can effect

the competitive outcome.

3. Synergy

The synergy hypothesis holds that mergers create efficiencies or economies
which cannot be achieved without the combination of the constituent firms. In
the case of managerial synergies, a party to the merger (typically the acquiring
firm) have underutilized managerial resources either in the area of generic
management functions such as planning and control or in specific management
functions related to the characteristics of R&D, production and marketing in
particular industries. The firm utilizes the excess capacity in managerial reso-
urces by acquiring a firm that is inefficiently managed due to shortages in such
resources in certain managerial functions. The acquiring firm cannot simply
release its excess resources to the market if managerial capabilities are the
output of teams organized in and specialized to the firm. Thus, “indivisibilities”
are seen to be the underlying theoretical rationale. This managerial synergy
hypothesis is implicit in Rubin (1973) and possibly in Manne (1965) and
Weston and Mansinghka (1971).

Financial synergy refers to any of the economies in financing that may be-
come available as a result of the merger: namely, (1) utilization of internal
cash flows (Weston (1970) and Williamson (1970)), (2) increase in debt
capacity (Lewellen (1971), Galai and Masulis (1976), Stapleton (1982)), and
(3) economies of scale in floatation (Levy and Sarnat (1970)). First, one of
the firms may have excess internal funds that can be transferred to the other
firm having excess demand for investment funds. The internal transfer of funds
avoids transaction costs of financing in the market and may have tax advantages
if capital gains tax rates are lower than dividend income tax rates. Second,
mergers increase the capacity to raise debt as the risk to lenders is lowered

and the increased use of debt brings the advantage of tax deductibility of
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interest payments. Third, there are fixed costs in floating securities and mer-
gers will realize economies of scale in financing.®

The two synergy hypotheses are different in theoretical bases but are not
mutually exclusive (i.e., they can coexist in a single merger). Further, in terms
of our purposes, their predictions on the correlation of merger gains are same.
If conglomerate mergers are synergistic, there will be a sharing of the merger
gains between the two partners. This proposition on the sharing of gains will
be confirmed if the gains to the acquiring firms are significantly positively
correlated with the gains to the acquired firms. The present test, however, is
not designed to determine which synergy effects are more important in conglo-

merate mergers. ‘>

III. Methodology and the Data

The returns to mergers are measured in this study by the abnormal stock
market returns to the stockholders around the time of merger announcement.
The normal return on the common stock of firm ;j in period ¢ is obtained here
by estimating the market model®

Tu=0;+ i m €t o
where rj, is the return to the common stock of firm j in ¢, r, is the return
on the market portfolio in ¢, «; and g, are regression coefficients and ¢, is the
random error. The model is estimated against the return data for a period
sufficiently removed from the merger event date. With the parameters estimated,

the abnormal return (or the residual) for period ¢, e;, is obtained as

(4> One might further argue that some mergers occur to take advantage of opportunities to save
income taxes by acquiring firms with accumulated tax losses. It is questionable, however,
that the majority of conglomerate mergers occur due to this onetime tdx effect.

(5) Positive correlation may also result from mergers enhancing collusion in a single product
market. Since the sample employed in the present study includes only conglomerate mergers,
the collusion motive can presumably be disregarded. Some have argued that even conglomerate
mergers give rise to collusion through mutual competitive forbearance by diversified firms. But
this argument has not received strong theoretical support. See, e.g., Weston (1981), p.57.

’6) See Fama (1976, pp.63-132) for a theoretical exposition of this model.
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The returns data are taken from the Center for Research in Security Prices
(CRSP) monthly returns tape. Thus ¢ denotes months in the present study.
Using the unweighted version of the market index (r,,), the market model is
estimated for the 60 month period [ —84, —25], with the calendar month of
the “merger event” designated as month 0 (#=0). The merger event month in
the study is defined as the month in which information on the merger first
became publicly available, typically called the merger announcement month. @

The return from a merger, denoted RET1, is measured here as the residuals
accumulated over the four month period [-3, 0],

RETlrl.jae,, 3)
Some comments on this particular choice of the accumulation period is in
order. First, the residuals are accumulated only up to month 0 because the
completion dates of the merger vary widely from less than a month to more
than a year with an average of 5 months for the sample employed in this
study and because the longer the accumulation period the more noise the
measure will include. Thus we ignore the portion of returns that are not
reflected in the stock prices by the end of the announcement month and are
attributed to the uncertainty about whether the merger will actually be con-
summated. This will not cause any problem to the present test if the returns
that are unaccounted for are proportional to the measured returns or at least
if they do not systematically bias the measurement. Second, it is well known
that information on forthcoming mergers is frequently leaked to the market well
before their public announcement. Thus month —3 is chosen as the heginning
month of the measurement period to incorporate this information leakage.®

Information on the possibilities of some mergers may be leaked even before

(7) The merger announcement date is obtained from the Wall Street Journal Index. To identify
this date, the Journal Index has been checked over the two-year period prior to the merger
completion month as given in the FTC report.

(8) The average abnormal return to the acquired firms typically turns positive two to three months
prior to the announcement. See, for example, Malatesta (1982). This is also the case for the
sample employed in the present study.
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month —3. Again there is no reason to suspect that this fact will systematically
bias the results.

Letting RET1 represent the acquired firm’s abnormal return and BRET!
(defined the same as RET]) the acquiring firm’s abnormal return, tests of the
implications discussed above can be conducted by regressing BRET1 on RET}
and examining the sign of the coefficient for RET1. Thus the first test involves
estimating the coefficient for RET1 in the equation

BRET1=f(RET1) 40

. Another variable which will sharpen the results is the size of the acquired
’ﬁrm relative to that of the acquiring. This will control for the effect of
acquiring different relative size firms on the acquiring firms’ returns from
merger. The sign of the coefficient of this variable as predicted by the three
merger hypotheses is the same as that of RET1. The managerialism hypothesis
implies a negative coefficient because the acquiring firm loses more by acquiring
a larger firm, given that the the percentage return to the acquired firm is also
included in the equation. On the other hand, the synergy hypothesis may
predict a positive sign if it can be assumed that synergy effects are proportional
to the relative size of the acquired firm, other things being equal. This will
be the case, for example, if large acquisitions are in general associated with
more underexploited (managerial or financial) resources. Again the replacement
of inefficient management hypothesis implies that the coefficient will not be
different from zero.

We measure the relative size variable (SIZE) by dividing the market equity
value of the acquired firm (VAL) by that value of the acquiring firm (BVAL).
The market values are measured at the end of month —4. Thus the second
testing equation is

BRET1=f(RET1, SIZE) (3

Equations (4) and (5) relate the percentage abnormal returns of the two

firms. An alternative is that we directly relate the dollar returns to the

merging firms. Thus the third equation that will be estimated has the (appro-
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ximate) dollar values of the abnormal returns on both sides of the equation:
BRET1xBVAL={(RET1xVAL) 6
It has been recognized that the ez post returns to stocks are significantly
related to the industry returns in addition to the overall market returns.
Introducing this industry factor into the market model, we have
Ti=a;+ Birm it -+t (75
where r, is the industry index, i.e., the average return on the stocks of the
other firms in the industry of firm j. r;, is measured from the CRSP data using
the three-digit industry code. '® Estimated residuals (a,)from (7) are accumula-
ted for the four months to obtain an alternative measure of the abnormal

returns:

RETz:t_i_;zj, (&
The three equations (4), (5), and (6) can alternatively be estimated using
RET2 and BRET?2 instead of RET] and BRET]I.

The merger sample used here is based on the Federal Trade Commission
large merger series. The “other” category in the series is taken as pure con-
glomerate mergers (PCM), which the FTC defines as mergers between firms
in completely unrelated operating areas. The product extension merger (PEM)
category is also used as a second sample. The PEMs are mergers between
firms in operationally related but not directly competing business areas.‘!V
Having two samples can be advantageous because the merger hypotheses may
be more relevant for one of the conglomerate merger categories than the other.
For example, the managerialism or the replacement of inefficient management
hypothesis might be more manifest in the PCM sample, while the synergy
effect might be so in the PCM sample; such a result could be obtained if ma-

nagerial synergy is important but financial synergy is not and if managerial

(9) See Fertuck (1973). A model similar to the two factor model (7) was also used by Langetieg
(1978).

(10) The industry codes are from the CRSP tape. Since the codes for many firms have been chan-
ged over time, the one that is effective for the model estimation period is used.

(11) See the FTC report for more detailed definitions.
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synergy is facilitated in mergers between operationally related firms.

The sample period covers 1958 through 1977. Only those mergers in which
both firms were listed on the New York Stock Exchange are included in the
sample because only these are available from the CRSP tape. Mergers are also
excluded if the acquired firm’s asset size is less than ten percent of the
acquiring firm’s. This eliminates small acquisitions whose effects on the
acquiring firm’s values will generally be small and difficult to measure. If the
acquiring firm is engaged in more than one merger included in the FTC series
during a 12—month period, these mergers are not included. " Finally, for the
PEM sample, mergers in which both the acquiring and the acquired firms

reside in the same three digit industries are dropped from the sample to
eliminate any common industry effects on the residuals. This was dcne even
though we also use the two factor model having the industry index as a factor.
There are no such eliminations for the PCM sample since the merger partners
in these mergers rarely belong even to the same two digit industries. In the
case of the two factor model, the number of mergers in each sample is decrea-
sed drastically because industry indices are not constructed if there are fewer
than two nonmerging firms in the three digit industries of merging firms’.

The summary statistics of the variables are given in Table 1. The acquiring
firms are on average about five times larger than the acquired firms in terms of
the market value of equity. The acquiring and especially the acquired firms in
PCMs appear to be larger on average than their counterparts in PEMs
although, judging from the standard deviations of the equity values, this will
hardly be statistically significant. Also it may seem that the average profitability
of mergers to acquiring firms is greater for PEMs than for the PCMs, as the
mean residual is positive for the former whereas it is slightly negative for the

latter. Again, the residuals are not statistically significant as in most studies

712) This condition tends to eliminate firms that are engaged in multiple-acquisitions. Schipper and
Thompson (1983) take these firms as the sample for an alternative test and find that their
acquisitions represent value-maximizing activity. This result is consistent with that reported
below.
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and, for reasons discussed in the introduction of the present study, these
average residuals alone are not sufficient to allow convincing conclusions in

one way or another.

IV. Results

The results of estimating the three equations (4), (5), and (6) for both
the PCM and PEM samples are given in Table 2. When RETI and BRET]
(as opposed to RET2 and BRET2) are used, the results are similar for both

types of mergers and give clearer indications with respect to the merger

Table 1—Summary Statistics of Variables

. PCM (Pure Conglomerate) PEM (Product Extension)
Veriable n Mean 323 n Mean S;%
Acquired firms
RET1 49 22.9 29.2 68 23.9 24.5
VAL 49 132.0 218.6 68 92.4 98.6
RET1x VAL 49 19.8 55.2 68 13.1 14.8
SIZE 49 0.41 0.56 68 0.38 0.32
RET2 25 20.5 26.8 29 18.0 16.6
VAL 25 124.8 140. 2 29 91.6 717
RET2x VAL 25 14.9 30.0 29 13.5 14.1
SIZE 25 0.48 0.59 29 0.41 0.34
Aequiring firms
BRET1 49 —0.6 16.2 68 3.1 16.0
BVAL 49 710.5 1,461.1 68 530.4 689.7
BRET1xBVAL 49 —9.9 68. 8 68 6.1 52.9
BRET2 25 —1.1 9.8 29 2.8 14.6
BVAL 25 502.4 533.6 29 485.3 556. 4
BRET2xBVAL 25 —3.9 23.6 29 4.36 47.8

*Variable definitions are as follows:

RET1=cumulative residuals for the four months ending in the announcement month (%);

VAL =market value of common equity in month —4 with the announcement month as month ¢

($ million);

SIZE =VAL/BVAL; and

RET2=same as RET1 except that the two factor model is used.

The acquiring firm variables are similarly defined and the product variables (e.g., RET1xVAL)
are in million dollars.
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Table 2—Estimates of Regression Coefficients*

Dependent RET1** -~ RETIxVAL** 2
variabls Conmst.  "RETY) SIZE RET2xVAL) R n

1. Pure Conglomerate Mergers

BRET1 —4.14 0. 16 0.08 49
(1.99)
BRET1 —9.34 0.23 8.46 0.22 49
. (2.62) (2.58)
BRET!1xBVAL —24.61 0.74 0. 14 49
Q.77
BRET?2 —4.70 0.17 0.23 25
(2.60)
BRET?2 —5.76 0.19 1.59 0.24 25
(2.53) (0.50)
BRET2xBVAL —6.30 0.16 0.03 25
(0.87)
2. Product Extension Mergers
BRETI —0. 49 0.15 0.08 68
(1.80)
BRETI —9.06 0.21 13.78 0.21 68
(2.39) (2. 80)
BRET1xBVAL —9.72 1.21 0.09 68
.15
BRET2 -3.15 0.33 0.12 29
(1.75)
BRET?2 -7.98 0.3 10. 15 0.19 29
(1.95) (1.29)
BRET2xBVAL —6.81 0.83 0.07 29
(1. 26)

* t-values are in parentheses.

** If the dependent variable is BRET1 then RET] is used and if it is BRET2 then RET2 is used.
hypotheses. The abnormal returns for the acquiring firms are positively corre-
lated with those for the acquired firms and this is significant in all equations
at least at the 10 percent level. This is consistent with the synergy interpre-
tation of conglomerate mergers but not with the managerialism or the repla-

cement of inefficient management hypotheses. The introduction of the relative

size variable reinforces this result; acquisitions of larger firms do not cause the
acquiring firm to lose more but, on the contrary, are associated with larger
abnormal returns to acquiring firms. Using the dollar return measures rathe:
than the percentage return variables gives consistent results.

A close examination of the magnitudes of the coefficients for the return vari-
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ables, RET1 and RET1x VAL, yields an interesting point. The coefficients for
RET1x VAL are close to and statistically not different {rom unity. This may
well suggest that the gains to merger are divided evenly between the acquiring
and acquired firms, after the acquiring firms incur the “costs of merger” (as
given by the intercepts 24.6 million dollars in PCMs and 9. 72 million dollars
in PEMs). This phenomenon is also suggested by the coefficients of RET],
once we recall that the size of the acquiring firms is about five times larger
than the acquired firms.

Thus the results using RET1 and BRET] strongly indicate that synergy
effects are the underlying motivation behind conglomerate mergers. When we
use RET2 and BRET2, the results are not as strong. But in this case we
should be cautioned that the sample size is only about one half the size that
is available when we use abnormal returns measured from the one factor
model. The RET2 wvariable is still significantly positively correlated with
BRET2. However, the relative sizé variables and the dollar measures of
abnormal returns are not statistically significant although they are close to
significance in the PEM sample. Still these results are not consistent with the
managerialism hypothesis and the question is which of the synergy and the

inept management replacement hypotheses is more relevant.

V. Summary and Conclusion

We have employed a new method to test for the three major conglomerate
merger hypotheses—the managerialism, replacement of inept management, and
synergy. Although the method uses residuals calculated from the market
model, it is different from the techniques used in past studies which rely on
the magnitudes of average residuals for the acquiring and acquired firm groups.
Instead, the method focuses on the correlation of the residuals for the merger
partners in individual mergers. Given that the tests based on average residuals

often yield ambiguous implications, the correlation test complements the pre-
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vious. An advantage of the present test is that it utilizes information on in-
dividual mergers that is lost once the merger partners are separated into the
groups of acquiring and acquired firms.

Under the assumption that the merger market is competitive, the correlation
test of conglomerate merger hypotheses favors the synergy interpretation of
mergers over the pure managerialism and the replacement of inefficient mana-
gement hypotheses. If the assumption of competition is not valid, then the
inept management hypothesis cannot be rejected by the evidence presented
here alone and the possibility remains that it may explain conglomerate mer-
gers, presumably together with the synergy hypothesis. However, there is no
a priori reason to suggest that the merger market may be non-competitive.

The results are consistent with the findings of Conn and Nielsen (1977)
who calculated stock price changes for merging firms over time intervals around
merger announcement and also merger consummation (without adjusting for
general price movements in the market). They found that in 50 to 60 percent
of the mergers in their sample, depending on the measurement period, both
the acquiring and acquired firms experienced positive price changes; in the
rest of the mergers both firms lost or one firm gained while the other lost.

The results reported here do not necessarily imply that only the synergy
rationales are operating, but that they are the more important cause of con-
glomerate mergers. It would still be important to pursue in what types of
mergers a particular hypothesis is more relevant than the others. For example,
are tender offers caused more frequently by the motivation to replace inefhi-
cient management? Also, the acceptance of the synergy hypothesis will only
call for further studies. An important inquiry will be what factors cause the
synergy effects. The literature has suggested several possible sources as disucssed
above. One way of delineating the empirical importance of these sources will
be to explain the abnormal returns with variables measuring the managerial,

financial and other characteristics of merger partners.
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& BrkE BAM A (conglomerate mergers)ol %@ BRES A2 F B olge B
AMES ol §8 FEHH (residual analysis)2] 4w & HHE F
st

BUfrehs Sl BPREC] Bk % JEEWH abnormal return)s] gy Arlwig 37
Fozd AU et B e BRI Ran dnd Kb, ol Figel 4
o BNk Wi E R acquiring frm) o EIEHAES) FERKBRTS HRMES S50
oA FHEYE nd B WRT 9% wando & o ke Akl 2% ¥
EEEEe] = FBME Aste 47 MR RaE GRS @AY £ odsons A
AT o,

wg A AT B M REWS AURS Bk EZARY W o
AFE BAMY APTE WROE Sl HEMAELY EMTS sy

1L R&AHe BR

SRAME AL B EEELH Managerialism) 2hw. 39 BRE BAAC] A=
P EES SIsE s e BEDE Aol ohivl, = AT il S
Ao WEHEC [l e LFMMY BAAE BRSE oA TR F
Aok 2dEz ERASE it KA, T A0S HED ostd BE ZaEge T
RBA%S) Hi%k, F HES FHE onavh o 3% Makd FEMKES A AW
BIRE 744 2ol ok

Seo® BFEAGHS BIEERES B M ¥ o olF By A% Hik
o szt BEel A o) W RABLNS] EEMS TFKE o)AV mE 2 bk
S doh et MEeREe] EEEe] $eheh o & okl A RIS MFHR (synergy
effect) {3te] £ 5] olok & Zol 22 ol7] A MiBAH EHE Atol ko] oz
Age T4 v Aos AADT. aliel of T4 E el FRMl S EET
S JEREARH M) Hikelohe ROl A WU ERS) NS ol A kg A
eleh. ol A& LRALFE N of Wighel A FROR Astel Al MEL BE Al
AL HEAA 458 Aol moleh wanE o BRel “2d We%d
ERkEN AMERE Fol v,
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lstez MFHR BRA R abil BREIE T LR ol glolt wmE
R EIE BECl A0FE Bohod MlHYTHE Aolth ol MR &3 ME LY MR
HES WP MRAREE rolATh Bk BAMA] o)A T MBS Feoh Al
HBE MO¥ED HeE 208 ndsdeld RENKAMAE Eo EMEGH det
7ol o

28 B

o Bi7ol A THBHIE (market model) st o] @Ho) Feflie) WAIRME v & ZHT-(two-
factor) 29& FIFIste} 78 FERMALES AHAKNAA ZEAM Rt % &
GERIBO R ATk BUNS HEMIS ANAKNS AEsel 24EANAN GOEA R
et

AUFIA EE EERKENS MIBEE A A HkoE HEdn A e BUaR
FERKED BROLR FEBKENY AHAE BETS BAE 99 OBl BRA
SERBERREED FED ) BRCEHEE 98 LES My Bntd #EL
oo WEE BEAEES M RO BELRY KB AL 33 BA 9@
Aole ApHERSC WISHE T MO P Glen)t WABEKS 1A A—soh A
£ FEREES SEREME 5 RERKESD #Rd REMS 3¢ HRE 99 £ B
B AL AHER

of Fiksl GEAV AL XEMBLAZAR THE AL Aoz REAHE T4
She 6870 9] e FAA B (product extension merger) 7} HERA 4t (pure conglomerate
merger)o] 23 @ 4 Gl 4949 Hfr (other)’ AP ol FojAch.

BAKE 59 BHZE A7teKk@ CRSP slolzg A

3.8 R

HBEEE A8ee HET FERKEST AL O DBEES HEBLRS AN
o ES RBIBES dedel o A& Aol 1094 Bkl A BEH HEHS ZEch
| Ase MFAE BRCl FAUC. MG SRR BRE Emde o o A9e o
% sl ehaeh AUAIGE SEO R WES AT 2 AHE A e, <l o
Folze AL WAk AUFESE Mot RELES At £25e WHY kY
Avtele’ s AESE A% 2R olokE Zloldh

SRR Aot TIRTHNE ST A% 2 MR I FEES Gele 98
W glont 2MMoEE 9o Eish.
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