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MERGERS, DIVERSIFICATION AND FINANCIAL
INTERMEDIATION

Flavio Toxvaerd�

October 2010.

Abstract. This work presents an equilibrium model of diversi�cation
through merger formation. Due to moral hazard problems, poorly capitalized
�rms are credit rationed and may seek to alleviate the incentive problem (and
thereby raise external funds) by either merging, employing a monitor or a combi-
nation of the two. Within this setting, the e¤ects on merger activity of di¤erent
kinds of capital tightening are studied. In particular, credit crunches, collateral
squeezes and savings squeezes are analyzed. The main results are that diversify-
ing merger activity increases during times of economic expansion and is positively
related to aggregate economic activity, business incorporations and easing of ac-
cess to credit (both interest and non-interest terms of credit). Furthermore, the
model o¤ers a rationale for diversi�cation that is immune to the diversi�cation
neutrality result and furthermore, explains why diversi�ed companies trade at a
discount relative to their non-diversi�ed counterparts.
Keywords: Mergers, merger waves, diversi�cation, diversi�cation discount,

�nancial intermediation, capital tightening.
JEL Classi�cation: L16, G34.

1. Introduction
Corporate diversi�cation through merger has a long history, both as a fact of life and
as a subject of analysis by �nancial economists. Received wisdom is less than favorable
in judging the bene�ts of diversi�cation, for broadly two reasons. The �rst may be
termed the diversi�cation neutrality result and poses that any diversi�cation possi-
bilities that corporations might have, will, in a perfect capital market, already have
been exhausted through shareholders�individual portfolio choices. The second is the
so-called diversi�cation discount, i.e. the �nding that diversi�ed corporations have,
during some periods, traded at a discount relative to their non-diversi�ed counter-
parts. Together, these two �ndings have prompted scholars to conclude that corporate
diversi�cation is at best a neutral, but more likely, a value destroying strategy.1

Despite these concerns, corporate diversi�cation continues to be strong, a �nding
that should prompt further study into the causes and consequences of diversi�cation.
The current paper seeks to �ll this gap in the theory by showing how diversi�cation may
be useful despite the diversi�cation neutrality result and that corporate diversi�cation
may be optimal and yet consistent with diversi�ed �rms trading at a discount relative
to non-diversi�ed �rms. Furthermore, by embedding the analysis of diversi�cation in
an equilibrium framework, it is also possible to address two further issues. First, it is

�Faculty of Economics, University of Cambridge and CEPR. Address for correspondence: Faculty
of Economics, University of Cambridge, Austin Robinson Building, Sidgwick Avenue, Cambridge
CB3 9DD, United Kingdom. Phone: +44 (0) 1223 335259; Fax: +44 (0) 1223 335475; Email:
fmot2@cam.ac.uk; Web: http://people.pwf.cam.ac.uk/fmot2/.

1A leading corporate �nance textbook even goes as far as characterizing diversi�cation as one of
three main �Dubious Reasons for Mergers�(see Brealy and Myers, 2003, p. 934).
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2 Diversification Through Merger

possible to characterize �rms that choose to diversify. Second, it is possible to derive
the extent of diversi�cation in the economy. As a consequence of this last �nding,
it can be determined under which conditions conglomerate merger activity should be
prevalent and thereby address the timing of mergers and merger waves.
The current work thus contributes to two hitherto separate literatures, namely that

on corporate diversi�cation and the diversi�cation discount and to that on merger
waves. Accordingly, the following two subsections will brie�y outline existing work on
those two literatures and place the current work within them.

1.1. The Diversi�cation Debate. The central question of the diversi�cation de-
bate is why corporations are active in seemingly disparate lines of business.2 At face
value, diversi�cation can be explained by the fact that when pooling income streams
that are less than perfectly positively correlated, the resulting income stream is less
volatile than were the constituent income streams. Such a reduction of riskiness could
potentially be bene�cial to shareholders. This view of corporate diversi�cation is chal-
lenged by numerous scholars, such as Levy and Sarnat (1970) and others. Their basic
insight is that any reduction in risk that a �rm may achieve through diversi�cation can
be replicated by the individual shareholders through an appropriately chosen portfo-
lio. Shareholders may even achieve such diversi�cation at a lower cost than the �rm
can. Loosely speaking, what is being criticized by this literature is diversi�cation
as an activity that is pursued because it directly bene�ts shareholders by reducing
their exposure to risk, or in other words, a pure risk-reduction motive for corporate
diversi�cation.
Beginning with Lewellen (1970), numerous authors consider another rationale for

diversi�cation. These include Higgins (1970), Lintner (1971), Rubinstein (1973), Mel-
nik and Pollatschek (1973), Higgins and Schall (1975) and Lee (1977). According
to this strand of literature, the view of diversi�cation as a means to decrease share-
holders�exposure to risk is unnecessarily narrow in that corporate diversi�cation and
the resulting decrease in riskiness can increase the combined entity�s debt capacity. I
will term this the debt capacity motive for diversi�cation.3 With an increase in debt
capacity, the shareholders may bene�t indirectly. The main problem with the debt
capacity motive is that it su¤ers from some of the same drawbacks as that of the pure
risk-reduction motive. Speci�cally, this strand of literature has ignored the fact that
in perfectly functioning capital markets, �rms�access to credit (and hence their debt
capacity) should be constrained only by the value of their projects. In other words, un-
der the same conditions where the diversi�cation neutrality result has bite, increasing
debt capacity through diversi�cation should not be a concern in the �rst place.4

2A conglomerate merger is best viewed as a combination of two separate legal entities into one
single entity, further characterized by the fact that the two �rms are not active in the same industry,
broadly de�ned, or vertically related by being active in the same supply chain. It should be noted
that there are immense di¢ culties in empirically distinguishing pure conglomerate (or diversifying)
mergers from vertical mergers (see e.g. Goudie and Meeks, 1982, who provide a description of �rms
engaged in diversifying mergers). Discrimination between the two kinds of mergers must be based
on a case by case review which is prohibitive for large data sets. For a review of descriptive work on
diversifying �rms, see also Montgomery (1994) and references therein.

3Actually, Levy and Sarnat (1970) themselves concede that a debt capacity motive may exist.
4Fluck and Lynch (1999), Amihud and Lev (1981) and Hermalin and Katz (2000) consider other

motives for corporate diversi�cation than the ones mentioned above. Cerasi and Daltung (2002)
study similar issues to the ones considered in this paper, but their focus is di¤erent, concentrating on
overload costs to diversi�cation and their relation to delegation.
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Another apparent problem with diversi�cation is the �nding that diversi�ed �rms
trade at a discount relative to their non-diversi�ed counterparts. A number of authors
describe the existence of such a diversi�cation discount, e.g. Lang and Stulz (1994),
Berger and Ofek (1995, 1996), Servaes (1996), Lins and Servaes (1999) and Laeven
and Levine (2004). One problem with interpreting the existence of a diversi�cation
discount is one of causality. If indeed diversi�ed �rms trade at a discount, is that
prima facie evidence that diversi�cation per se destroys value? In fact, the causality
could be reversed if one �nds that what makes �rms trade at a discount is also what
makes them diversify. In a nutshell, what must be recognized is that �rms choose to
diversify, i.e. the diversi�cation decision itself is endogenous.
A number of recent contributions make exactly this point. Lamont and Polk (2001),

Graham et al. (2002), Maksimovic and Phillips (2002), Campa and Kedia (2002),
Kruse et al. (2002), Villalonga (2004a, 2004b), Yang (2005), Akbulut and Matsusaka
(2005) and Pal and Bohl (2005) all revisit the value of diversi�ed �rms while explicitly
taking into account the endogeneity of the diversi�cation decision. Their results sug-
gest that when properly acknowledging this endogeneity, the diversi�cation discount
may disappear altogether or even turn into a premium. Similarly, their work also sug-
gests that there is a strong element of self-selection to the group of diversi�ed �rms.
In particular, such �rms tend to do poorly prior to diversi�cation, are more heavily
leveraged and are generally more liquidity constrained. To the best of my knowledge,
Cabral (2003) and Inderst and Müller (2003) are the only theoretical contributions
that explicitly considers the endogeneity of the diversi�cation decision. Other related
literature includes Cerasi and Daltung (2002), Faure-Grimaud and Inderst (2005) and
Cestone and Fumagalli (2005) who consider di¤erent tradeo¤s involved in corporate
diversi�cation. As these studies all take the business group as the unit of analysis and
do not embed it in an industry or economy wide setting, these are complementary to
the current work.

1.2. Aggregate Merger Activity. One of the most salient features of M&A ac-
tivity is that it displays a marked wave pattern which roughly follows the business
cycle. Speci�cally, merger activity has been found to be positively related to industrial
output (Nelson, 1959, Gort, 1969, Mitchell and Mulherin, 1996), business incorpora-
tions (Nelson, 1959) and to decreases in interest rates (Melicher et al. 1983, Golbe and
White, 1988, Weston et al. 1990). Weston et al. (1990) and Harford (2004) show that
merger activity is positively related to easing of �nancing constraints (i.e. easing of
non-interest rate terms of credit), mirroring results of Kashyap et al. (1994) and Lown
et al. (2000) in their studies of aggregate activity and credit constraints. Last, Shleifer
and Vishny (1992) argue that increases in collateral values may prompt increases in
merger activity.5

The literature has, until recently, been characterized by a lack of theoretical ex-
planations for these phenomena.6 Financial theory has mostly taken a single �rm as
the object of analysis without embedding the merger formation decision in an equilib-
rium environment. The industrial organization literature has in turn focused almost
exclusively on merger formation within explicit oligopoly models, which have turned
out to be somewhat unsuitable for the analysis of merger waves and their possible

5For a review of the early empirical literature, see Weston et al. (1990).
6Brealy and Myers (2003) consider merger waves to be one of the major unresolved puzzles of

�nance theory.
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dependence on �nancial variables.
In view of this lack of theory, recent developments have been encouraging. A num-

ber of theories have been proposed, each focusing on di¤erent aspects of M&A activity.
Jovanovic and Rousseau (2004) focus on mergers as responses to reorganization pos-
sibilities brought about by changes in technology. Rhodes-Kropf and Viswanathan
(2004) show how over valuation may lead to increases in merger activity. These theo-
ries are non-strategic in the sense that no merger is, per se, prompted by other mergers
in the industry or the economy. Toxvaerd (2008) considers a model in the alternative
category, focusing on strategic aspects of the merger decision and on how such strategic
considerations can prompt �rms to decide to merge at the same time.
The current paper adds to the �rst (non-strategic) strand of literature by identifying

another channel through which aggregate variables can prompt increases in M&A
activity. In the economy under consideration, poorly capitalized �rms rely on �nancial
intermediaries in order to raise funds for projects. By merging with unrelated �rms,
a �rm may also boost its debt capacity. In turn, this means that the equilibrium
extent of merger activity is a function of the amount of funds available from �nancial
intermediaries. In equilibrium, when intermediary capital is plentiful, more �rms will
become active in the economy, many of them becoming so by forming conglomerates.

1.3. Overview and Results. The present model extends the work by Holmström
and Tirole (1997). They consider the e¤ects of capital tightening on an economy in
which cash-poor �rms rely on �nancial intermediation to �nance their projects. I enrich
their model by allowing �rms either to seek the assistance of a �nancial intermediary,
to engage in a diversifying merger, or (if they so desire) any combination of the two.
Assuming that projects of a merged �rm are independent, I draw on a diversi�cation
result found in Diamond (1984), Laux (2001) and Tirole (2005) and show that by
diversifying, a �rm may relax incentive constrains and thus facilitate funding.
In a nutshell, the aim of the analysis is to consider how shifts in aggregate demand

and supply of capital a¤ect funding possibilities for cash-poor �rms and in turn how
the �rms�incentives to engage in diversifying mergers are a¤ected by such changes in
funding possibilities.
Two distinct scenarios are considered. In the �rst, the supply of uninformed capital

is in�nitely elastic and the return on this capital is thus exogenously given. In this
scenario, equilibrium is completely characterized by equilibrium in the market for
intermediary capital. I �nd that an increase in the amount of capital held by the
intermediary sector (i.e. the opposite of a credit crunch) decreases intermediaries�
rate of return. In turn, this increases economic activity in the real sector of the
economy. This increase is brought about by an increase in the amount of diversi�ed
�rms. In the second scenario, the supply of uninformed capital is modeled by means of
a standard, increasing supply function and equilibrium must obtain in both markets
for capital, informed and uninformed. The two kinds of capital are found to be gross
substitutes which introduces the possibility of multiple equilibria. I �nd that in any
stable equilibrium, credit crunches, savings squeezes and collateral squeezes increase
both intermediaries� returns and interest rates. This means that when credit and
savings are plenty, or when collateral values increase, rates of return and interest rates
decrease. In consequence, economic activity increases, as does the extent of merger
activity. The comparative statics predictions of the model are therefore robust across
scenarios. Furthermore, the predictions are consistent with empirical �ndings.
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Last, because the �rms that choose to diversify are those with lowest net worth,
namely those �rms that also rely on costly �nancial intermediation, the average value
of diversi�ed �rms is found to be lower than that of richer non-diversi�ed ones that
access the �nancial markets directly.
Section 2 contains a presentation of the basic Holmström and Tirole model and the

derivation of a number of intermediate results needed for the analysis in subsequent
sections. Building on the results contained in Section 2, in Section 3 I discuss the
parameterization of the model and derive expressions for and properties of the aggre-
gate demand functions for informed and uninformed capital respectively. In Section
4, equilibria of the model are characterized under two alternative scenarios, that of
in�nitely elastic supply of uninformed capital and that of elastic supply. This section
also presents comparative statics results and discusses their relation to stylized facts of
merger activity. In Section 5, the equilibrium value of �rms is discussed and contrasted
with the literature on the diversi�cation discount. Last, Section 6 o¤ers a discussion
and concluding remarks.

2. The Model

The economy under consideration is populated by three separate classes of risk neutral
agents. There is a continuum of �rms making up the real sector of the economy. These
�rms can each undertake a project requiring up front investment I > 0. Each �rm
is characterized by its initial holding of assets K � 0. The amount of assets K can
be thought of either as cash or as the monetary value of collateral. Assume that the
assets are uniformly distributed along an interval [0; L] of �rms, where L < I. If a
project is undertaken, the outcome depends on the unobservable e¤ort exerted by the
entrepreneur managing it. Speci�cally, the entrepreneur can choose high, intermediate
or low e¤ort, leading to a probability of success pH if e¤ort is high and pL if e¤ort is
intermediate or low, where pL < pH . Why switching between intermediate and low
e¤ort does not change the probability of success will become apparent below, where
the role of intermediaries is discussed. For convenience, de�ne �p � pH � pL. In
case of success, the investment returns R > 0, while a failed project returns zero. To
introduce moral hazard into the �rm�s problem, assume that the entrepreneur enjoys
private bene�t S > 0 from exerting low e¤ort, s < S with s > 0 from exerting
intermediate e¤ort and zero from exerting high e¤ort. The private bene�t can be
thought of as an opportunity cost of working on the project. Alternatively, the choice
of the agent can be thought of as the choice between three di¤erent projects, a good
project G, an intermediate project s and a bad project S. The table below summarizes
the three versions of the project in terms of private bene�t z and success probability
p:

G S s
p pH pL pL
z 0 S s

It should be noted immediately that the �rm will always choose an S project over
an s project, since it yields higher private bene�t without lowering the probability of
success.
Since a �rm�s assets are such that K < I, it needs to raise an amount I � K >

0 externally in order to realize the project. Assuming that the choice of e¤ort is
unobservable to outsiders, there is a moral hazard problem which must be taken into
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account when deriving the optimal contract vis-a-vis outside investors. Since moral
hazard is trivial when the agent is risk neutral, a limited liability constraint is imposed
such that the agent must have a non-negative return even in case of failure.

Turning to the �nancial sector, a continuum of uninformed investors invest in
projects in return for adequate compensation. The market for uninformed capital is
assumed to be competitive. Furthermore, these investors can only observe the outcome
of the project, not the agent�s e¤ort. As regards the aggregate supply of uninformed
capital, two scenarios will be considered. In the �rst, there is an in�nite amount
supplied at rate . In the second, uninformed capital is supplied according to an
upward-sloping supply function S().
Last, there are informed investors (or monitors). The informed investors can be

thought of as �nancial intermediaries such as venture capitalists or large banks.7 These
investors can, at a personal and unveri�able cost, inspect a �rm�s project and reduce
the private bene�t from shirking. Speci�cally, the monitor can, at cost c > 0, rule out
the S project, e¤ectively reducing the monitored �rm�s options to the G and s projects.
Since monitoring activity is unobservable, the informed investors�monitoring activity
is subject to moral hazard, a fact which is re�ected in the monitors�incentive scheme.
Only monitors have access to the monitoring technology and are assumed to operate
in a competitive market. It should be noted at this stage that the the monitors may,
if they so wish, invest in the market for uninformed capital on the same terms as the
uninformed investors.

The market for intermediation deserves some further discussion. First note that
since monitoring activity is subject to moral hazard, the problem of providing incen-
tives to monitor is very much like that of providing the �rm with incentives to behave
diligently. In the same way that �rms may relax �nancing constraints by diversifying,
a �nancial intermediary may diversify through its choice of projects to monitor. This
is exactly the case considered by Diamond (1984), where he shows that if there are
no overload costs to monitoring projects, the intermediary can diversify away all risk
by monitoring an unbounded number of �rms. This would have the e¤ect that the
intermediary could get away with monitoring �rms without having itself a �nancial
stake in the monitored �rms. Since an integral part of the current analysis is to de-
termine the e¤ects of aggregate capital held by the intermediary sector on aggregate
merger activity, it is assumed for simplicity, like in Holmström and Tirole (1997), that
projects monitored by an intermediary are perfectly correlated. This means that the
amount of monitoring activity is bounded by the intermediary sector�s asset holdings.

Denote by KF and KM the aggregate amounts of �rm capital and monitoring
capital respectively. For later use, note that the aggregate amount of �rm capital is
given by

KF =

Z L

0

KdU(K) = L22�1

In the full version of the model, �rms are allowed to either (i) stay independent
and seek direct �nance, (ii) stay independent and seek indirect �nance, (iii) merge and
seek direct �nance, (iv) merge and seek indirect �nance of both projects and (v) merge
and seek indirect �nance of only one of the projects.

7See Diamond (1984) and Holmström and Tirole (1997) for a thorough discussion of di¤erent
interpretations of intermediaries�role in monitoring �rms.
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In the following subsections, the optimal �nancial contracting arrangements be-
tween �rms and outside investors will be characterized and the related capital require-
ments for each type of �nancing will be determined. Once the capital requirements
of each �rm, as a function of its net worth, has been determined, the aggregate de-
mands for informed and uninformed capital can be derived. These will in turn be used
to describe equilibrium patterns of merger activity and to derive comparative statics
results.
For a more detailed exposition of the basic building blocks of the model, i.e. the

results contained in sections 2.1, 2.2 and 2.3, see Tirole (2005) or the relevant sections
of Holmström and Tirole (1997), Diamond (1984) and Laux (2001).

2.1. Direct Finance. First, consider the �nancial contracting problem faced by
a single �rm seeking to raise funds directly on the market for uninformed capital. As
noted above, the �rm will never choose an s project if his project choice is unobservable.
The relevant options for the �rm are thus given by the following table:

G S
p pH pL
z 0 S

I will start by considering the entrepreneur�s incentives when writing the optimal
debt contract.8 Letting RF and RU denote the �rm�s and the (uninformed) investor�s
return in case of success, a sharing rule is given by

RF +RU = R

Assuming that it is indeed optimal to induce the agent to exert high e¤ort (choosing
probability pH), the incentive compatibility constraint is pHRF � pLRF + S, or

RF �
S

�p

De�ne pledgeable income as the maximum amount that can be pledged to investors
while maintaining the right incentives for the agent. This amount is given by

pH

�
R� S

�p

�
Letting  be the rate of return on the market for uninformed capital, it follows imme-
diately that the �rm obtains �nance if and only if

pH

�
R� S

�p

�
�  (I �K)

8With a slight abuse of notation, RF , RM and RU will denote the rewards to the �rm, the monitor
and the uninformed investors respectively, across scenarios. Although the magnitude of these rewards
will vary across the sections of the paper, this notation is only employed in intermediate calculations
and should cause no confusion in context.
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where pHRU =  (I �K) is the minimum return to uninformed investors. De�ne the
following threshold for net worth:

A() � I � pH


�
R� S

�p

�
For K < A(), the �rm cannot raise external �nance directly on the market for
uninformed capital, while it can for K � A(). Last, note that A() is an increasing
function of .
Summing up, the existence of a moral hazard problem e¤ectively divides the �rms

into two distinct groups. Poorly capitalized �rms cannot rely on direct funding from
uninformed investors since the return that these must be credibly promised to be able
to break even is not compatible with the �rms�incentives to exert high e¤ort.

2.2. Indirect Finance. Next, the potential scope for intermediated �nancing of
a single �rm is considered. In order to do so, I revert to the setup with three versions
of the project as given in the table below:

G S s
p pH pL pL
z 0 S s

I assume that a monitor or �nancial intermediary can rule out the S project at
personal (and unveri�able) cost c > 0. To induce the monitor to monitor, he must be
provided with the right incentives. Letting RM denote the return to the monitor in
case of success, the relevant incentive compatibility constraint is given by

RM � c

�p

which is akin to the incentive constraint of the agent. Given that the monitor monitors,
the agent�s incentive constraint is

RF �
s

�p

and the sharing rule is the following three-way split:

RF +RU +RM = R

Monitoring is useful because it reduces the agent�s opportunity cost of choosing the G
project, not because the private bene�t changes from S to s+ c.
Since

pHRM � c =
pHc

�p
� c = pLc

�p
> 0

the monitor earns a strictly positive rent from monitoring. But the monitor�s incen-
tives are provided solely by the expectation of receiving RM in case of success and
consequently, the �rm can regulate the investor�s return by requiring him to make
some contribution IM(�) towards the funding of the project. De�ning the return on
monitoring capital by

� =
pHRM
IM(�)
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it follows from the monitor�s incentive constraint that

IM(�) �
pHc

��p

Since  is the rate of return on the market for uninformed capital, the minimum
acceptable return on monitoring capital is implicitly given by

pHc

�p
� c = IM(�)

or, rewriting, by
� = 

pH
pL
> 

In turn, this implies that the monitor must contribute at least

IM(�) �
pLc

�p

towards the funding of the project.9 Last, since monitoring capital is expensive (� >
), it is easy to see that an entrepreneur will avoid monitoring whenever possible and
in case monitoring is essential, he will use the minimum possible amount of monitoring
capital.
Assuming that the monitor is induced to monitor (and thus reduces the agent�s

private bene�t to s) and substituting for the incentive constraints, yields pledgeable
income

pH

�
R� s+ c

�p

�
Since the expected return to uninformed investors must be at least pHRU =  (I �K � IM(�)),
their individual rationality constraint is

pH

�
R� s+ c

�p

�
�  (I �K � IM(�))

Thus the cut-o¤ level of net worth above which the �rm can obtain funding with the
aid of an intermediary is

B(; �) � I � IM(�)�
pH


�
R� s+ c

�p

�
Again, for K � B(; �) the �rm can obtain �nance with the assistance of a monitor,
while for K < B(; �), it cannot. Last, B(; �) is increasing in both arguments.
Note that as long as s+ c � S, employing a monitor actually decreases the �rm�s

debt capacity but that the decrease in pledgeable income is compensated by the mon-
itor�s contribution towards the project.
Summing up, employing a monitor allows some poorly capitalized �rms without

access to direct �nance the opportunity to fund their projects with a mixture of un-
informed capital and informed (monitoring) capital. Under the parameterization out-
lined below, no �rm would, if given the choice, opt for informed capital, as monitoring

9With such a contribution, a monitor�s net gain from monitoring is given by pHRM�c�IM (�) =
0.
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comes at an increased price vis-à-vis uninformed capital.

2.3. Diversi�cation by Merger and Direct Finance. Next, I consider the
�nancial contracting problem faced by a merged (diversi�ed) �rm. In order to do so,
I now revert to the version of the model with only the G and the S projects available
(again, the s project is a strictly dominated choice) and consider two �rms with assets
K 0 and K 00 respectively. For simplicity, I de�ne K = (K 0 +K 00)=2, so the �rms have
an average net worth K each and consider a merger between two such �rms. It now
has two projects requiring a total of 2I and net worth 2K. I assume that the two
projects managed by the merged unit are independent.10 To ensure high e¤ort on
both projects, it must be worthwhile for the manager to give up 2S (which he would
enjoy by shirking on both projects). The relevant quantities are summarized in the
following table, where p is now the probability of success on both projects and z is the
corresponding private bene�t from di¤erent project choices:

G;G G; S S; S
p p2H pHpL p2L
z 0 S 2S

In all generality, the returns to the �rm from two, one and no successful projects
must be speci�ed. As will now be shown, there is no loss of generality in restricting
attention to contracts which specify a positive return to the �rm only in case both
projects are successful. In particular, the following result holds:

Lemma 1. The optimal debt contract pays the entrepreneur RF if there is success on
both projects and zero otherwise.

Proof. The optimal contract that induces the agent to choose (G;G) is sought.
Three di¤erent possibilities must be considered: The agent chooses (G;G), he chooses
(S;G) or (G;S), or he chooses (S; S). Let Ri denote reward if there is success on
i = 0; 1; 2 projects. First observe that R0 = 0 is trivially optimal (otherwise it would
be more expensive to give incentives to choose G projects). This reduces the set of
incentive compatibility constraints to the following inequalities:

p2HR2 + 2pH(1� pH)R1 � pHpLR2 + (pH + pL � 2pHpL)R1 + S (1)

p2HR2 + 2pH(1� pH)R1 � p2LR2 + 2pL(1� pL)R1 + 2S (2)

The �rst inequality (1), ensures that (G;G) dominates (G;S) or (S;G). The second,
(2), ensures that (G;G) dominates (S; S).
Next, I consider a contract fR2; R1; 0g that satis�es the two incentive constraints.

It must be shown that there exists a contract fRF ; 0; 0g that also satis�es the incentive
constraints and that

p2HRF = p
2
HR2 + 2pH(1� pH)R1 (3)

which just states that the agent is indi¤erent between these two contracts. Given
values of R2 and R1, one can always �nd some RF such that (3) is satis�ed. Next,

10It will not be speci�ed how the two owners of a merged �rm divide the return to their investments.
It can either be assumed that they divide it according to a sharing rule determined by their relative
contributions, or that one of the managers buys out the other from the outset. What is important is
that after the merger they act as if they were one.
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consider changes �R2 > 0 and �R1 < 0 that leave right-hand side of (3) una¤ected.
These are given by the relationship

pH�R2 = �2(1� pH)�R1

It is useful to rewrite the constraints (1) and (2) as

pHR2 + (1� 2pH)R1 � S

�p
(4)

(pH + pL)R2 + 2(1� pH � pL)R1 � 2S

�p
(5)

Next, I consider the e¤ects that the changes �R2 > 0 and �R1 < 0 have on the
left-hand sides of (4) and (5). The change in the left-hand side of (4) is given by:

pH�R2 + (1� 2pH)�R1 = �2(1� pH)�R1 + (1� 2pH)�R1
= ��R1 > 0

In other words, if the constraint was satis�ed before the changes, then it is also satis�ed
after the changes. Repeating this with the left-hand side of (5), the change is given by

(pH + pL)�R2 + 2(1� pH � pL)�R1 = (pH + pL)

�
�2(1� pH)�R1

pH

�
+ 2(1� pH � pL)�R1

= �
�
2pL
pH

�
�R1 > 0

Thus, if the constraint was satis�ed before the changes then it is also satis�ed after the
changes. To summarize, I replaced the contract fR2; R1; R0g with another contract
fRF ; 0; 0g where RF > 0. The agent is indi¤erent between these two contracts and
the new one satis�es all the relevant constraints if the �rst one does. This completes
the proof

Thus it is not restrictive to consider contracts where the agent is paid only when
there is success on both projects. The constraint ensuring that the agent prefers to
work on both projects than to shirk on both projects implies the constraint that the
agent prefers to work on both projects than to work on only one project. To see this,
rewrite the two conditions (1)-(2) as

RF

�
pH + pL
2

�
� S

�p

RFpH � S

�p

Since pH > pL, the second constraint is satis�ed if the �rst one is. The relevant
incentive compatibility constraint is thus

RF �
2S

(pH + pL)�p
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The expected payo¤ to the agent is then

p2HRF =

�
pH

pH + pL

�
2pHS

�p
=
2pH(1� d)S

�p

where
d � pL

pH + pL
2]0; 1=2[

is a measure of the e¤ectiveness of diversi�cation.
Since uninformed investors must earn at least pHRU =  (2I � 2K), the two

projects get jointly funded only if

2pH

�
R� (1� d)S

�p

�
�  (2I � 2K)

Again, this de�nes a threshold of average net worth per project:

C() � I � pH


�
R� (1� d)S

�p

�
For K < C(), the merged �rm cannot obtain direct funding, while it can for K �
C(). Last, C() is an increasing function of .
Note that in contrast to the case in which monitoring is employed, diversi�cation

by merger actually boosts the �rms�joint debt capacity. This is because the merger
makes it cheaper to induce high e¤ort and thereby reduces the �rms�incompressible
share of the merged company. Furthermore, this expansion in debt capacity comes at
no additional cost in terms of rents left to outside investors.

2.4. Diversi�cation by Merger and Indirect Finance. Now the model is ex-
tended in a straightforward way, by allowing �rms to merge and to employ monitors on
either or both of a merged �rm�s projects. The table below shows the probabilities of
success p on both projects and private bene�ts z from di¤erent project combinations.
For example, if the agent chooses (G; s), the probability of success of both projects is
p = pHpL and the agent earns bene�t z = s from the project which he shirks on.

G;G G; S G; s S; S S; s s; s
p p2H pHpL pHpL p2L p2L p2L
z 0 S s 2S S + s 2s

As in the previous sections, conditions on net worth for the merged unit that ensure
direct or indirect �nance will now be derived. While there are now more combinations
to consider, the analysis is only slightly complicated by this. It is useful to recall
that when a merged �rm approaches the market for uninformed capital, the optimal
contract pays it RF if there is success on both projects and zero otherwise. I now
consider a merged �rm with average per project net worth K.11 As noted above, the
monitor can (if provided the incentives to do so) identify and rule out S projects at
personal cost c > 0 per project. Thus, it costs him c to rule out the (S; S) project
combination and 2c to rule out the (S; s) or (s; S) project combinations. When writing
the optimal contract with monitoring, the following results are useful:

11As before, K = (K 0 +K 00)=2 where K 0 and K 00 are the merging �rms�respective net worth.
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Lemma 2. (i) The optimal debt contract with monitoring on both projects (complete
monitoring) pays the agent and the monitor RF and RM respectively in case of success
of both projects and zero otherwise. (ii) The optimal debt contract with monitoring
on only one project (partial monitoring) pays the agent RF in case of success of both
projects and zero otherwise, while the monitor earns RM in case of success on the
monitored project.

Proof. (i) Given that the monitor is provided incentives to monitor both projects,
the agent is facing the same problem as a merged �rm in the absence of monitoring pos-
sibilities, with s substituted for S. Next, consider the monitor�s incentives to monitor.
When writing the optimal contract for the monitor, the following three possibilities
must be compared: monitor both projects, monitor just one project or monitor no
projects. It is immediately clear that the problem of providing the right incentives for
the monitor to monitor is essentially the same as the problem of providing incentives
to the entrepreneur to choose two good projects. The result follows immediately.
(ii) In the absence of monitoring possibilities, the merged �rm had to compare

the following three options: (GG), (G;S) or (S;G) and (S; S). Now consider the
following setup: A monitor is assigned to monitor a single project, say project 1.12

When writing the contract with partial monitoring, the following four alternatives are
available: the agent works on both, the agent shirks on both, the agent works on the
monitored project and shirks on the non-monitored project and last, he shirks on the
monitored project and works on the non-monitored project. It is immediately clear
that if the agent were to shirk on a single project, he would always choose to shirk
on the non-monitored project. This leaves three relevant alternatives: work on both
(yielding zero private bene�t), shirk on both (yielding private bene�t S + s) or work
on the monitored and shirk on the non-monitored project (yielding private bene�t
S). But note that the problem is then essentially the same as that under complete
monitoring, except that the value of shirking is reduced only for one instead of two
projects (namely the monitored one). The result follows immediately
While the basic structure of the optimal debt contract is the same under complete

and partial monitoring, the di¤erences in the incentive compatibility constraints in�u-
ence the rents to the di¤erent parties. In particular, the required contribution from
the monitor will change in a way that will be shown shortly.

Complete Monitoring. As was the case in a merger without the possibility of
monitoring, the constraint ensuring that working on both projects dominates shirk-
ing on both projects implies the constraint that working on both projects dominates
working on only one project. The optimal contract for the monitor under complete
monitoring is thus of the form fRM ; 0; 0g with the reward in case of two successes
given by

RM =
2c

(pH + pL)�p

12Note that it is indeed optimal to assign the monitor to a speci�c project under partial monitoring.
This is because if the monitor can freely choose which project to monitor and keep his choice secret,
he would be rewarded in case of success on any of the two projects. This would involve rewarding
him in states of the world where he has chosen project 1, say, has shirked, but there was success on
project 2. He would thus be rewarded for an outcome which he has no in�uence on.
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Letting RU denote the reward to the uninformed lenders in case of success, a sharing
rule is given by

RF +RU +RM = R

The expected return to the monitor is

p2HRM � 2c = p2H
�

2c

(pH + pL)�p

�
� 2c = 2cpLd

�p
> 0

As in the case with monitoring of a single project, the monitor receives a positive
expected rent from monitoring. Let IM(�) denote the monitor�s investment in the
�rm (per project). Assuming that the market for monitoring capital is competitive,
the monitor must break even when signing the contract. He is thus required to invest
at least

IM(�) �
pH(1� d)c
��p

in the �rm. As the outside opportunity to monitoring is to invest in the market for
uninformed capital, it follows from familiar steps that

IM(�) �
dpLc

�p

Also, a little algebra shows that

� = 
p2H
p2L
> 

so the �rm will use the minimum possible amount of informed capital. Note that the
return on monitoring capital with merger and complete monitoring p2H=p

2
L is larger

than pH=pL, which was the return on monitoring capital in the absence of merger
possibilities.

Since the monitor is induced to monitor both projects, the agent�s opportunity cost
of choosing (G;G) is 2s < 2S. In turn, this implies that the pledgeable income is given
by

2pHR� p2HRF � p2HRM = 2pH

�
R� (1� d)(s+ c)

�p

�
Since the uninformed investors must obtain at least pHRU = 2 (I �K � IM(�)), their
individual rationality constraint is

pH

�
R� (1� d)(s+ c)

�p

�
�  (I �K � IM(�))

Consequently, the cut-o¤ level for a merged �rm to obtain �nance with monitoring is
given by

D(; �) � I � IM(�)�
pH


�
R� (1� d)(s+ c)

�p

�
Note that this amount is required per project. For K < D(; �), a merged �rm with
complete monitoring cannot obtain �nancing while it can for K � D(; �). Last,
D(; �) is increasing in both arguments.
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Partial Monitoring. The relevant incentive compatibility constraints ensuring
that the �rm chooses two good projects are now given by

RF � S

pH�p

RF � S + s

(pH + pL)�p

The �rst constraint ensures that working on both projects dominates working on only
the s project (and thus shirking on the S project), while the second constraint ensures
that working on both projects dominates shirking on both. Unlike the case of com-
plete monitoring, it is not generally true under partial monitoring that if one of the
constraints is satis�ed, then so is the other constraint. A little algebra shows that the
�rst constraint implies the second constraint when

pH
pL
<
S

s
� �

where � is a measure of the e¤ectiveness of monitoring in reducing moral hazard in
the �rm�s choice of e¤ort.

The two cases will be analyzed separately. In both cases, the monitor�s incentive
compatibility constraint is given by

RM � c

�p

as was the case under monitoring of a single �rm without the possibility of merger.
Consequently, in order to regulate the monitor�s rents, he is required to make a con-
tribution towards the funding of the �rm amounting to

IM(�) �
pHc

��p
=
pLc

�p

Since the contract for the monitor under merger and partial monitoring is essentially
identical to that under monitoring in the absence of merger, it follows that the required
return on the monitor�s contribution is given by

� = 
pH
pL
> 

Note that this is lower than the required return on monitoring capital under complete
monitoring.

Case I. First, I consider the case where � 2 [1; pH=pL]. In this case, the relevant
incentive compatibility constraint for the agent is given by

RF �
S + s

(pH + pL)�p
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The merged �rm�s pledgeable income is given by

2pHR� p2HRF � pHRM = 2pH

�
R� (1� d)(S + s) + c

2�p

�
Again letting K = (K 0 + K 00)=2 denote the merged �rm�s average per project net
worth, the �rm is funded only if

2pH

�
R� (1� d)(S + s) + c

2�p

�
�  (2I � 2K � IM(�))

where pHRU =  (2I � 2K � IM(�)) is the minimum acceptable return to uninformed
investors. Rearranging, the sought threshold on average net worth per project becomes

E(; �) � I � IM(�)
2

� pH


�
R� (1� d)(S + s) + c

2�p

�
For K < E(; �), a merged �rm with partial monitoring cannot obtain �nancing while
it can for K � E(; �). Last, E(; �) is increasing in both arguments.

Case II. Next, I consider the case where � 2 [pH=pL;1]. In this case, the
relevant incentive compatibility constraint for the agent is given by

RF �
S

pH�p

Pledgeable income is then given by

2pHR� p2HRF � pHRM = 2pH

�
R� S + c

2�p

�
and funding is secured if

2pH

�
R� S + c

2�p

�
�  (2I � 2K � IM(�))

where again pHRU =  (2I � 2K � IM(�)) is the minimum acceptable return to unin-
formed investors. From this, the relevant threshold on average per project net worth
is given by

F (; �) � I � IM(�)
2

� pH


�
R� S + c

2�p

�
For K < F (; �), a merged �rm with partial monitoring cannot obtain �nancing while
it can for K � F (; �). Last, F (; �) is increasing in both arguments.

3. Aggregate Demand
To sum up the analysis so far, �rms are allowed to either (i) stay independent and
seek direct �nance, (ii) stay independent and seek indirect �nance, (iii) merge and seek
direct �nance, (iv) merge and seek indirect �nance of both projects and (v) merge and
seek indirect �nance of only one of the projects. Each type of �nancing has speci�c
requirements on the �rms�net worth. For ease of reference, the di¤erent thresholds
are represented in the following list:
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A() : no merger, no monitoring
B(; �) : no merger, monitoring
C() : merger, no monitoring
D(; �) : merger, complete monitoring
E(; �) : merger, partial monitoring (case I)
F (; �) : merger, partial monitoring (case II)

In order to determine the aggregate demand for uninformed and monitoring capital,
the ranking of the di¤erent thresholds must be established. Unfortunately, only a few
of these rankings are unambiguous. Most depend on the parameter values. As shall
be seen below, only one range of parameter values is relevant for the current analysis.

First, the cuto¤s on net worth are ranked as follows, as functions of the monitoring
cost:

Lemma 3. The rankings of the cuto¤s for capital are given by

A() � B(; �) for c � k4
A() � C() for all c

A() � D(; �) for c � k5
A() � E(; �) for c � k6
A() � F (; �) for c � kAF

B(; �) � C() for c � k1
B(; �) � D(; �) for all c

B(; �) � E(; �) for c � k0
B(; �) � F (; �) for c � kBF
C() � D(; �) for c � k3
C() � E(; �) for c � k3
C() � F (; �) for c � kCF

D(; �) � E(; �) for c � k3
D(; �) � F (; �) for c � kDF
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where

k0 =
pH ((1� d)S � (1 + d) s)

�p

k1 =
pH ((1� d)S � s)

�p
k2 = S � s

k3 =
pH (1� d) (S � s)

�p

k4 =
pH(S � s)
�p

k5 =
pH (1� d) (S � s) + pL(1� d)S

�p

k6 =
pH (1� d) (S � s) + 2pL(1� d)S

�p

kAF =
pHS

�p

kBF =
pH(S � 2s)

�p

kCF =
(1� 2d)pHS

�p

kDF =
(1� d)(pH + pL)S � 2(1� d)pHs

�p

Proof. The rankings follow from lengthy but straightforward algebra
In turn, the ranking of cost cuto¤s depends on the magnitude of the parameter �.

Each case will be analyzed in turn.

3.1. Case I. First consider the case where � 2 [1; pH=pL]. In this case, the rele-
vant threshold for partial monitoring is E(; �) and the only relevant cuto¤s for the
monitoring cost is the sequence ki, i = 0; :::; 6. Straightforward algebra shows that in
Case I, the ranking is given as follows:

k6 � k5 � k4 � k3 � k2 � k1 � k0

First, note that for c > k4, A() � B(; �) and thus monitoring is too costly to
be socially useful. This is because for monitoring costs in this range, �rms would not
demand any informed capital even if the rate of return for monitors was so low that
it just allowed them to break even. Thus the condition c � k4 is imposed. Next, note
that if c < k2, the �rms�pledgeable income (and thus their ability to raise uninformed
capital) would be boosted by employing a monitor. In turn, this means that monitors
would be able to monitor �rms without having to inject any of their own funds into
the monitored projects. Since the amount of informed capital is one of the important
quantities with respect to which comparative statics will be performed, this possibility
is excluded.13 It is therefore assumed that c � k2. This leaves the interval [k2; k4]. But
13For completeness, it should be noted that the equivalent conditions when comparing merger with

complete monitoring to merger without monitoring and merger with partial monitoring to merger
without monitoring, are that c > S�s and that c > (1�d)(S�s), respectively. The former condition
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for c � k3, C() � E(; �), which means that it takes lower per project net worth to
obtain funding as stand-alone projects than with partial monitoring of a merged �rm.
This means that there would be no demand for partial monitoring from merged �rms,
since monitoring reduces pledgeable income. This leaves the interval [k2; k3]. But for
c � k3, it is the case that E(; �) � D(; �), which means that it takes lower per
project net worth to obtain funding for a merged �rm with partial monitoring than it
does with complete monitoring, in turn implying that no merged �rms would demand
complete monitoring. In conclusion, Case I is ruled out since for � 2 [1; pH=pL], not
all markets can be simultaneously active.

3.2. Case II. Next, turn to case II, where � 2 [pH=pL;1]. In this case, the
relevant threshold for partial monitoring is F (; �). In contrast to case I where most
of the critical thresholds coincide, case II breaks down to four further subcases.
Case II.a: � 2 [pH=pL; (pH + pL)=pL]. In this subcase, the cuto¤s for monitoring

cost c are ranked as follows:

k6 > kAF > k5 > k4 > kDF > k3 > kCF > k2 > k1 > kBF > k0

The same arguments as those for case I above reduces the relevant range to c 2
[k2; k3].14 But note that for c � kCF it is the case that F (; �) � C() which means
that it is easier for a merged �rm to get funded without monitoring than with partial
monitoring. Thus, there would be no demand for partial monitoring from merged
�rms. This leaves the interval c 2 [k2; kCF ] as the only viable parameter range for this
case.
Case II.b: � 2 [(pH + pL)=pL; (pH + 2pL)=pL]. In this subcase, the cuto¤s for

monitoring cost c are ranked as follows:

k6 > kAF > k5 > k4 > kDF > k3 > kBF > k1 > k2 > kCF > k0

The same arguments as those in cases I and II.a rule this case out since for this range
of � it is the case that kCF � k2.
Case II.c: � 2 [(pH + 2pL)=pL; (2pH + pL)=pL]. In this case, the cuto¤s are ranked

as follows:

k6 > kAF > k5 > k4 > kDF > kBF > k3 > k1 > k2 > k0 > kCF

The same arguments as those in cases I and II.a rule this case out since for this range
of � it is the case that kCF � k2.
Case II.d: � 2 [(2pH + pL)=pL;1]. In this case, the cuto¤s are ranked as follows:

k6 > kAF > k5 > k4 > kDF > kBF > k3 > k1 > k0 > k2 > kCF

The same arguments as those in cases I and II.a rule this case out since for this range
of � it is the case that kCF � k2.

coincides with the condition c > k2 while the latter is implied by it.
14For completeness, it should be noted that the condition on c that ensures that pledgeable income

under partial monitoring in Case II is not larger than pledgeable income under merger with no
monitoring is that c � (1 � 2d)S. But this is automatically satis�ed in the parameter range under
consideration, since then k2 > (1� 2d)S.
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3.3. Parameterization. In conclusion, there is only one set of parameter ranges
under which all markets are simultaneously active, namely that given by case II.a. In
what follows, the following assumptions will made:

A1 � 2
h
pH
pL
; pH+pL

pL

i

A2 c 2
h
S � s; pHS

pH+pL

i
A3 �p (pHR� I) � pH(1� d)(s+ c)� dpLc

A4 �p(pHR + L� I) � pHS

A5 �

�
�
pH
pL

�2
A6 pHR� I > 0 > pLR� I + S

A7 c < minfc(; �); c(; �)g, where

c(; �) �
�

�

� � 2

�
(2p2H + pHpL � p2L)S � 2p2Hs

2p2H + pHpL + p
2
L

c(; �) �
�

�

� � 2

�
(2p2H + pHpL � p2L)S � 2p2Hs� 2I (p2H � p2L)

2p2H + pHpL + p
2
L

Assumptions A1-A2 correspond to the parameter range of case II.a discussed above.
Assumptions A3-A4 ensure that no �rm can obtain �nancing without supplying own
funds and that the richest �rm can obtain funding without monitoring.15 Assumption
A5 ensures that the minimum return on monitoring capital makes informed investors
willing to provide complete monitoring of merged �rms. Assumption 6 ensures that a
project is only viable if high e¤ort is exerted. Last, assumption A7 implies that the
two kinds of capital are gross substitutes.16

Under assumptions A1-A4, the ranking of the thresholds on net worth are given
by

I > L � A() � B(; �) � C() � F (; �) � D(; �) � 0

Now the aggregate demands can be established. The demand for monitoring capital
is given by

DM(; �) = [F (; �)�D(; �)]
pH(1� d)c
��p

+ [C()� F (; �)] pHc
��p

(6)

15Assumptions A3 and A4 are simply the inequalities D(; �) � 0 and L � A(), respectively.
16For completeness, it should be noted that c(; �) > c(; �) for � > 2 and c(; �) < c(; �) for

� < 2.
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Next, the demand for uninformed capital is given by

DU(; �) =

Z L

C()

(I � �K)dK +

Z C()

F (;�)

�
I � �K � pHc

��p

�
dK (7)

+

Z F (;�)

D(;�)

�
I � �K � pH(1� d)c

��p

�
dK

= I (L�D(; �))� �L
2

2
� pHc

��p
[C()� dF (; �)� (1� d)D(; �)]

In this demand function, each �rm�s assets K have been scaled by a factor � � 1
so the e¤ects of an increase in collateral can be studied. Last, note that �rms with
K 2 [B(; �); A()] could choose to remain independent and raise funds with the aid
of an intermediary. Since intermediation is costly and no cost to mergers has been
assumed, it is natural to suppose that these �rms will indeed choose to diversity.17

The slopes of the demand equations are as follows:

@
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Under assumptions A1-A2, (8) is positive while (10) is negative. Under assumption
A7, (9) is negative while (11) is positive.
To sum up, the chosen parameterization of the model ensures that all markets for

monitoring are active. Furthermore, it ensures that the demand functions for capital
are downward sloping in own price and increasing in the price of the other type of
capital. This is consistent with the �nding of Kashyap et al. (1993) that commercial
papers and bank loans are imperfect substitutes. At the �rm level, diversi�cation and

17Note that �rms are assumed to only merge within groups. Thus, a rich �rm who can access the
capital markets directly will not be allowed to merge with a poor �rm. I consider this setting to
ensure that there will be positive demand for �nancial intermediation. Furthermore, such settings in
which cash-rich �rms fund poor �rms has been considered elsewhere in the literature, e.g. by Fluck
and Lynch (1999). Several other lines of reasoning can be put forth to yield this type of �rm behavior.
First, a manager may be reluctant to engage in a merger unless it is necessary to obtain funding,
since it entails an increased probability of losing one�s job. Second, there are costs of diversi�cation
and mergers in general that are not explicitly modeled here, which could make mergers undesirable.
Some of these are mentioned in the discussion.
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monitoring are clearly imperfect substitutes, as they both allow �rms to access the
capital markets under conditions that preclude these �rms from doing so as stand-
alone units. Even so, very poor �rms are forced to resort to both diversi�cation and
monitoring.

4. Equilibrium and Comparative Statics

As in Holmström and Tirole (1997), two scenarios will be analyzed, each di¤ering in its
assumption about the market for uninformed capital. In the �rst, it is assumed that
there is an in�nite supply at rate  while in the second, uninformed capital is supplied
according to an upward-sloping supply function S(). The following de�nitions and
results shall prove useful in what follows:

Lemma 4. Let A(; �) � L�D(; �), P(; �) � C()�F (; �), C(; �) � F (; �)�
D(; �), M(; �) � A() � D(; �) be the sets of �rms who are active, partially
monitored, completely monitored and merged respectively. Then, it follows from direct
inspection of the derivatives that

@A(; �)
@�

< 0;
@P(; �)
@�

< 0;
@C(; �)
@�

< 0;
@M(; �)

@�
< 0 (12)

Furthermore, under assumptions A1-A4,

@A(; �)
@

< 0;
@P(; �)
@

> 0;
@C(; �)
@

< 0;
@M(; �)

@
< 0 (13)

4.1. In�nitely Elastic Supply. In this scenario, equilibrium is described entirely
by equilibrium in the market for monitoring capital, which is described by the equation

eM(; �) � DM(; �)�KM = 0 (14)

Under the maintained assumptions, demand for monitoring capital is downward-sloping.
Since lim�!0DM(; �) = 1 and lim�!1DM(; �) = 0, continuity and monotonicity
imply both the existence and uniqueness of equilibrium in the market for informed
capital.
From (14), it is immediately clear that an increase in the amount of monitoring

capital decreases the equilibrium rate of return �. In turn, inequalities (12) imply the
following:

Proposition 5. In a credit crunch, (i) the rate of return on informed capital � in-
creases, (ii) the set of merged �rms decreases, (iii) the set of �rms with partial moni-
toring decreases, (iv) the set of �rms with complete monitoring decreases and (v) the
set of all active �rms decreases.

As the proposition shows, a credit crunch decreases the set of active �rms by
squeezing poorly capitalized �rms out of the market, mirroring the result in Holmström
and Tirole (1997). This decrease of active �rms is brought about in part by a decrease
in the set of merged �rms, both partially and completely monitored ones.
Next, consider the e¤ects of a change in the exogenous interest rate . Because (8)

is positive, the following can be established:
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Proposition 6. With an increase in the rate of return , (i) the rate of return on
informed capital � increases, (ii) the set of merged �rms decreases, (iii) the set of
�rms with partial monitoring decreases, (iv) the set of �rms with complete monitoring
decreases and (v) the set of all active �rms decreases.

Thus the e¤ects of an increase in the exogenous interest rate, qualitatively mirror
those of a credit crunch.
These observations accord well with the stylized facts that merger activity is to be

expected to increase in times of economic expansion. During good times, interest rates
decrease as do the non-interest hurdles to raising �nance. In turn, this allows poorly
capitalized �rms raise funds for projects and thereby become economically active. The
model thus predicts that in prosperous times of falling interest rates and eased access
to funding, both industrial output, business incorporations and merger activity should
rise, in accordance with the empirical regularities reviewed in the introduction.

4.2. Elastic Supply. When the supply of uninformed capital is not in�nitely elas-
tic, an equilibrium condition for the market for uninformed capital must be added.
Equilibrium in the market for uninformed capital is described by the equation

eU(; �) � DU(; �)� S() = 0 (15)

Equilibrium in the two markets obtains when (14) and (15) are satis�ed.
Next, the two equilibrium conditions will be studied in (; �)-space. By the implicit

function theorem and the signs of (8)-(11), the slopes of the equilibrium conditions are
given by

d�
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In other words, uninformed and informed capital are gross substitutes. Since both
equilibrium conditions (14) and (15) are upward-sloping in (; �)-space, there are
potentially multiple equilibria. This means that comparative statics predictions may
be reversed when moving from one equilibrium to another. Before considering the
comparative statics of the model, I will next discuss these issues further.

Existence, Uniqueness and Stability of Equilibrium. Equilibrium unique-
ness cannot be expected in the current model. A su¢ cient condition for a unique stable
equilibrium to exist will be given below. For there to be at most one equilibrium, it
must be shown that there is at most one pair (; �) such that (14)-(15) hold. This is
the case if one of the functions is everywhere steeper than the other in (; �)-space.
The condition for uniqueness to obtain and a necessary condition for that equilibrium
to be stable is that

d�

d

����
eM (;�)=0

<
d�

d

����
eU (;�)=0
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This condition is equivalent to

S 0() >
@
@
DU(; �) @@�DM(; �)�

@
@
DM(; �) @@�DU(; �)

@
@�
DM(; �)

(18)

The right-hand side of inequality (18) is however of unknown sign and thus uniqueness
cannot be ensured. Therefore, the analysis will henceforth be restricted to the (possibly
non-singleton) set of stable equilibria, i.e. those intersections of (14)-(15) where (15)
intersects (14) from below in (; �)-space.
Next, de�ne the relative price � � �= and let  = 1 be the numeraire. The

aggregate excess demand function is then given by

e(�) � DU(1; �) +DM(1; �)� S(1)�KM

In order to ensure existence of a stable equilibrium satisfying condition A5, the fol-
lowing su¢ cient condition is imposed:

A8 lim�!(pH=pL)2 [DU(1; �) +DM(1; �)] > KM + S(1) > lim�!1DU(1; �)

The second inequality ensures that an equilibrium set of prices (; �) exists and the
�rst inequality ensures that this equilibrium set of prices makes the monitors willing
to provide complete monitoring of merged �rms.18

Comparative Statics. Next, I will determine how the equilibrium conditions
shift in response to changes in collateral, savings and aggregate monitoring capital.
In a credit crunch, the aggregate amount of monitoring capital KM decreases. This

in e¤ect increases the required rate of return on informed capital �, thus shifting the
function (14) leftward in (; �)-space. In any stable equilibrium, this shift increases
both  and �.
In a savings squeeze, the supply function S() shifts rightward for any given value

of �. In consequence, equilibrium on the market for uninformed capital is now at
a higher rate of return . This means that the function (15) in (; �)-space shifts
rightward. In any stable equilibrium, this shift increases both  and �.
In a collateral squeeze, the �rm�s asset holdings are eroded. This corresponds to a

decrease in � in the current setting.19 Such a decrease in collateral shifts the demand
function (7) rightward in (; �)-space, thereby increasing the return on uninformed
capital  for any given level of �. This has the e¤ect of shifting the function (15)
rightward. There is no e¤ect of changes in � on the demand for informed capital (6).
In any stable equilibrium, this shift increases both  and �.
Since the two rates of return  and � move in the same direction in equilibrium

as the equilibrium conditions (14)-(15) shift, it is possible to characterize the e¤ects
of such shifts on the magnitudes of the di¤erent sets of �rms under consideration. In
equilibrium,  and � must simultaneously satisfy (14) and (15). It then follows from
the implicit function theorem that � can be viewed as a function of . The next step
is to determine the overall e¤ect on the di¤erent sets of agents of changes in , taking

18Although lim�!0DM (1; �) = 1 and lim�!1DM (1; �) = 0, the fact that DU (; �) increases
in � makes condition A8 necessary for equilibrium existence. For completeness, it should also be
mentioned that the interval de�ned by the inequalities in assumption A8 has positive measure.
19Note that the decrease in assets is proportional to each �rm�s initial assets.
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into account both the direct e¤ect through  and the indirect e¤ect through �. Since
 and � move together, the overall e¤ect can be determined whenever these two e¤ects
are of the same sign. From inequities (12)-(13), the following can be established:

Proposition 7. In any stable equilibrium, a credit crunch, a savings squeeze or a
collateral squeeze (i) increases the rate of return on uninformed capital  and the rate
of return on informed capital �, (ii) decreases the set of merged �rms, (iii) decreases
the set of �rms with complete monitoring and (iv) decreases the set of all active �rms.
The e¤ects on the set of �rms with partial monitoring are ambiguous.

This proposition shows that, with the exception of the set of partially monitored
�rms, the comparative statics results obtained under the assumption of in�nitely elastic
supply of uninformed capital are robust to the extension to a setting with endogenous
supply of uninformed capital. In particular, it establishes that business incorporations,
industrial output and merger activity should all be expected to rise under conditions
of low interest rates and easy access to �nance. In contrast to the setting with in�-
nitely elastic supply of uninformed capital, this version of the model also allows for
a study of the e¤ects of collateral values on merger activity. As noted by Shleifer
and Vishny (1992), the fact that collateral values are procyclical may suggest a link
between collateral values and aggregate activity. Such a link is present in the current
model, as increases in the value of collateral lets more �rms at the lower end of the
capital distribution become economically active, �rms who must merge in order to
raise external funds.
One interesting possibility of the current model is that the composition of external

�nance, i.e. the relative magnitudes of informed and uninformed capital, may change
in predictable directions as economic conditions change. Kashyap et al. (1993) have
studied such changes in the composition of external �nancing for a sample of �rms
(not necessarily diversi�ed �rms) and found that tightening of monetary policy indeed
has important e¤ects. They �nd that when monetary policy tightens, issuance of
commercial paper rises at the expense of bank loans. This suggests that the two types
of �nancing are imperfect substitutes as is the case in the present model. In future
work, it would be interesting to conduct a study of diversi�ed �rms in the spirit of
Kashyap et al. (1993) and to relate the �ndings with the predictions of the present
theory.
A couple of thoughts on the nature of mergers considered in the current work are

in order. Prima facie, the developed theory is one of pure conglomerate mergers, as
the projects which make up a merged entity are assumed independent. Note though,
that independence is not necessary for diversi�cation purposes. Speci�cally, if projects
are less than perfectly correlated, some diversi�cation possibilities will be present (see
Diamond, 1984). In practice, not even the earnings of �rms that are horizontally
related are perfectly correlated. E.g., horizontally related �rms that cover di¤erent
geographical markets, who employ di¤erent input suppliers or who make use of di¤erent
technologies do not have identical cash �ows. This means that in practice, most if not
all mergers will reduce the combined entity�s exposure to risk, regardless of the nature
of the merger (be it horizontal, vertical or purely conglomerate).

5. Diversification and the Value of Firms
In this section, the value of �rms undertaking diversifying mergers will be analyzed
and the �ndings related to the diversi�cation debate outlined in the introduction.
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Let the net value of a �rm, as a function of initial asset holdings K, be de�ned as
V (K) = E [RF ] � K, where expectations are determined according to the relevant
probabilities of success computed in the di¤erent subsections above. A little algebra
shows that this value is given as follows:

V (K) =

8>><>>:
0 for K 2 [0; D(; �)]
pHR� I � c for K 2 [D(; �); F (; �)]
pHR� I � c=2 for K 2 [F (; �); C()]
pHR� I for K 2 [C(); L]

The average value of diversi�ed �rms is thus given by

V D(K) =
[F (; �)�D(; �)] (pHR� I � c)

A()�D(; �)

+
[C()� F (; �)] (pHR� I � c=2)

A()�D(; �)

+
[A()� C()] (pHR� I)

A()�D(; �)

In turn, the average value of independent (non-diversi�ed) �rms is given by

V I(K) = pHR� I

Clearly, the average value of diversi�ed �rms is lower than that of non-diversi�ed �rms,
i.e. V D(K) < V I(K). But note that this �discount�of diversi�ed �rms is not in fact
an e¤ect of the diversi�cation per se, but rather a re�ection of the fact that those �rms
who choose to diversify tend to be low value �rms.

In assessing the value of diversi�cation, an appropriate benchmark must be chosen.
If a diversi�ed �rm is compared to a non-diversi�ed �rm, the diversi�cation may seem
to reduce value. But non-diversi�ed �rms are not the appropriate benchmark in the
current setup. Rather, one must ask the question of what the value of a diversi�ed
�rm would be in the absence of diversi�cation. In the present model, the appropriate
benchmark is �rms with assets in the interval [0; D(; �)], namely the �rms that cannot
obtain funding under any circumstances. Compared to this benchmark, diversi�cation
is clearly value enhancing, since V D(K) > 0 and not getting funding is the alternative
to not diversifying.

How does this �nding relate to the diversi�cation debate? In the current setting,
the decision to diversify through mergers is endogenous, which means that I can char-
acterize the �rms that will choose such diversi�cation in equilibrium. These are exactly
the �rms that must rely on costly �nancial intermediation which decreases �rm value.
The considered environment is rich enough to be able to di¤erentiate between �rms
along more than one dimension, which enables me to drive a wedge between the di-
versi�cation and the existence of a diversi�cation discount (although of course, there
is no wedge between the decision to diversify and the discount in the value of diver-
si�ed �rms). Existing literature cannot make such distinctions, as the only feature
that di¤erentiates between diversifying and non-diversifying �rms in existing models
is diversi�cation itself.
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6. Discussion
The present paper considered an equilibrium model in which cash-poor �rms are

credit rationed due to moral hazard problems. Two ways of alleviating the incentive
problem were considered, namely diversifying mergers (which boost debt capacity) and
the employment of a �nancial intermediary (which is costly but reduces the incentive
problem). It was shown that in equilibrium, the poorest �rms will opt for a combina-
tion of mergers and intermediation. This has several implications. First, diversifying
�rms are on average worth less than their non-diversifying counterparts. Second, when
the cost of �nancial intermediation is low, as should be expected at the height of the
business cycle, more �rms become active and many of these will be diversi�ed �rms.
Thus this model predicts that diversifying merger activity should be procyclical, a
time series feature of M&A activity previously established in the empirical literature.
Furthermore, the analysis showed that high merger activity should coincide with high
economic activity, with a large number of business incorporation and with easy and
cheap access to credit. Again, empirical �ndings are consistent with such predictions.
While diversi�cation was emphasized in the current work as the main motivating

force behind mergers, there is no denying that other reasons for mergers may be
present, such as synergies, economies of scale, replacement of ine¢ cient management
etc. What this work shows is that even if one abstracts away these other (perfectly
legitimate) motives for mergers, diversi�cation alone does seem to explain empirically
robust stylized facts of merger activity.
In the present work, there are bene�ts from diversi�cation, but no associated costs.

In practice, there may be negative e¤ects of diversi�cation as emphasized by Cerasi
and Daltung (2002), Inderst and Müller (2003), Faure-Grimaud and Inderst (2005)
and Cestone and Fumagalli (2005). These range from overload (or coordination) costs
stemming from limited managerial attention to incentive problems. Such e¤ects may
curb the extent of �rms�diversi�cation activity and go some way towards rationalizing
why �rms would avoid diversi�cation unless pressed to do so in order to obtain external
funding.
Finally, it is appropriate to contrast the results of the present analysis with those

of Holmström and Tirole (1997). While the modeling approach and the structure of
the analysis closely mirrors theirs, it should be emphasized that the focus of this paper
is quite di¤erent. In particular, the main issue in the present analysis is squarely that
of the incentives for diversi�cation through mergers and how those incentives respond
to changes in aggregate �nancial variables. As such, this analysis is complementary
to theirs. Furthermore, it should be emphasized that while some of the comparative
statics results in the present setup correspond to those in Holmström and Tirole (1997),
they do not follow from their analysis. This is because the added possibility of mergers
changes the aggregate demand functions for informed and uninformed capital and thus
the equilibrium conditions are di¤erent. To the extent that some of the comparative
statics results are similar, the present analysis shows that the results in Holmström
and Tirole (1997) are robust to this variation in their modeling approach.
Last, while several papers, such as Diamond (1984) and Laux (2001) have shown

that there are bene�ts to diversi�cation in the presence of moral hazard, this paper
determines the equilibrium extent of such diversi�cation. It thereby allows comparative
statics analysis to be performed. In short, the main novelty of the present work
is that it brings together di¤erent literatures to derive new insights on the issue of
diversi�cation through mergers and how the extent of such merger activity changes as



28 Diversification Through Merger

aggregate �nancial variables change.



29

References
[1] Akbulut, M. E. and J. G. Matsusaka (2005): The Waning of Corporate

Diversi�cation, mimeo.

[2] Amihud, Y. and B. Lev (1981): Risk Reduction as a Managerial Motive for
Conglomerate Mergers, Bell Journal of Economics, 12(2), 605-617.

[3] Berger, P. G. and E. Ofek (1995): Diversi�cation�s E¤ect on Firm Value,
Journal of Financial Economics, 37(1), 39-65.

[4] Berger, P. G. and E. Ofek (1996): Bustup Takeovers of Value Destroying
Diversi�ed Firms, Journal of Finance, 51(4), 1175-1200.

[5] Brealy, R. A. and S. C. Myers (2003): Principles of Corporate Finance, 7th
edition, McGraw-Hill.

[6] Cabral, L. M. B. (2003): Corporate Reputation and the Diversi�cation Dis-
count, mimeo.

[7] Campa, J. M. and S. Kedia (2002): Explaining the Diversi�cation Discount,
Journal of Finance, 67(4), 1731-1762.

[8] Cerasi, V. and S. Daltung (2002): Diversi�cation and Delegation in Firms,
FMG Discussion Papers no. dp403.

[9] Cestone, G. and C. Fumagalli (2005): The Strategic Impact of Resource
Flexibility in Business Groups, Rand Journal of Economics, 36(1), 193-214.

[10] Diamond, D. W. (1984): Financial Intermediation and Delegated Monitoring,
Review of Economic Studies, 51(3), 393-414.

[11] Faure-Grimaud, A. and R. Inderst (2005): Conglomerate Entrenchment
under Optimal Financial Contracting, American Economic Review, 95(3), 850-
861.

[12] Fluck, Z. and A. W. Lynch (1999): Why Do Firms Merge and Then Divest?
A Theory of Financial Synergy, Journal of Business, 72(3), 319- 346.

[13] Golbe, D. L. and L. J. White (1988): A Time-Series Analysis of Mergers and
Acquisitions in the U.S. Economy, in Corporate Takeovers: Causes and Conse-
quences, A. J. Auerbach (ed.), University of Chicago Press/NBER.

[14] Gort, M. (1969): An Economic Disturbance Theory of Mergers, Quarterly Jour-
nal of Economics, 83(4), 624-642.

[15] Goudie, A. W. and G. Meeks (1982): Diversi�cation by Merger, Economica,
New Series, 49(196), 447-459.

[16] Graham, J. R., M. L. Lemmon and J. G. Wolf (2002): Does Corporate
Diversi�cation Destroy Value? Journal of Finance, 57(2), 695 - 720.

[17] Harford, J. (2004): What drives merger waves?, Journal of Financial Eco-
nomics, forthcoming.



30 Diversification Through Merger

[18] Hermalin, B. E. and M. Katz (2000): Corporate Diversi�cation and Agency,
Research Program in Finance Working Papers no. RFP 291.

[19] Higgins, R. C. (1970): A Pure Financial Rationale for the Conglomerate Merger:
Discussion, Journal of Finance, 26(2), 543-545.

[20] Higgins, R. C. and L. D. Schall (1975): Corporate Bankruptcy and Con-
glomerate Merger, Journal of Finance, 30(1), 93-113.

[21] Holmstrom, B. and J. Tirole (1997): Financial Intermediation, Loanable
Funds, and the Real Sector, Quarterly Journal of Economics, 112(3), 663-691.

[22] Inderst, R. and H. M. Muller (2003): Internal versus External Financing:
An Optimal Contracting Approach, Journal of Finance, 58(3), 1033-1062.

[23] Jovanovic, B. and P. L. Rousseau (2004): Mergers as Reallocation, mimeo.

[24] Kashyap, A. K., O. A. Lamont and J. C. Stein (1994): Credit Conditions
and the Cyclical Behavior of Inventories, Quarterly Journal of Economics, 109(3),
565-592.

[25] Kashyap, A. K., J. C. Stein and D. W. Wilcox (1993): Monetary Policy
and Credit Conditions: Evidence from the Composition of External Finance,
American Economic Review, 83(1), 78-98.

[26] Kruse, T. A., H. Y. Park, K. Park and K. Suzuki (2002): The Value
of Corporate Diversi�cation: Evidence from Post-Merger Performance in Japan,
AFA 2003 Washington, DC Meetings, http://ssrn.com/abstract=344560.

[27] Laeven, L. and R. Levine (2004): Is There a Diversi�cation Discount in
Financial Conglomerates?, mimeo.

[28] Lamont, O. A. and C. Polk (2001): The Diversi�cation Discount: Cash Flows
Versus Returns, Journal of Finance, 56(5), 1693-1721.

[29] Lang, H. P. and R. M. Stulz (1994): Tobin�s q, Corporate Diversi�cation,
and Firm Performance, Journal of Political Economy, 102(6), 1248-1280.

[30] Laux, C. (2001): Limited-Liability and Incentive Contracting with Multiple
Projects, Rand Journal of Economics, 32(3), 514-526.

[31] Lee, L. W. (1977): Co-Insurance and Conglomerate Merger, Journal of Finance,
32(5), 1527-1537.

[32] Levy, H. and M. Sarnat (1970): Diversi�cation, Portfolio Analysis and the
Uneasy Case for Conglomerate Mergers, Journal of Finance, 25(4), 795-802.

[33] Lewellen, W. G. (1970): A Pure Financial Rationale for the Conglomerate
Merger, Journal of Finance, 26(2), 521-537.

[34] Lins, K. and H. Servaes (1999): International Evidence of the Value of Cor-
porate Diversi�cation, Journal of Finance, 54(6), 2215-2239.



31

[35] Lintner, J. (1971): Expectations, Mergers and Equilibrium in Purely Compet-
itive Securities, American Economic Review, 61(2), 101-111.

[36] Lown, C. S., D. P. Morgan and S. Rohatgi (2000): Listening to Loan
O¢ cers: The Impact of Commercial Credit Standards on Lending and Output,
FRBNY Economic Policy Review, July, 1-16.

[37] Maksimovic, V. and G. Phillips (2002): Do Conglomerate Firms Allocate
Resources Ine¢ ciently Across Industries? Theory and Evidence, Journal of Fi-
nance, 57(2), 721-767.

[38] Melicher, R. W., J. Ledolter and L. J. DAntonio (1983): A Time Series
Analysis of Aggregate Merger Activity, Review of Economics and Statistics, 65(3),
423-430.

[39] Melnik, A. and M. A. Pollatschek (1973): Debt Capacity, Diversi�cation
and Conglomerate Mergers, Journal of Finance, 28(5), 1263-1273.

[40] Mitchell, M. L. and J. H. Mulherin (1996): The Impact of Industry Shocks
on Takeover and Restructuring Activity, Journal of Financial Economics, 41,
193-229.

[41] Montgomery, C. A. (1994): Corporate Diversi�cation, Journal of Economic
Perspectives, 8(3), 163-178.

[42] Nelson, R. (1959): Merger Movements in American Industry 1895-1956, Prince-
ton University Press.

[43] Pal, R. and M. T. Bohl (2005): Discount or Premium? New Evidence on
Corporate Diversi�cation of UK Firms, mimeo.

[44] Rhodes-Kropf, M. and S. Viswanathan (2004): Market Valuation and
Merger Waves, Journal of Finance, 59(6), 2685-2718.

[45] Rubinstein, M. (1973): A Mean-Variance Synthesis of Corporate Financial The-
ory, Journal of Finance, 28(1), 167-181.

[46] Servaes, H. (1996): The Value of Diversi�cation During the Conglomerate
Merger Wave, Journal of Finance, 51(4), 1201-1225.

[47] Shleifer, A. and R. W. Vishny (1992): Liquidation Values and Debt Capac-
ity: A Market Equilibrium Approach, Journal of Finance, 47(4), 1343-1366.

[48] Tirole, J. (2005): The Theory of Corporate Finance, Princeton University
Press.

[49] Toxvaerd, F. (2008): Strategic Merger Waves: A Theory of Musical Chairs,
Journal of Economic Theory, 129(1), 252-272 .

[50] Villalonga, B. (2004a): Does Diversi�cation Cause the �Diversi�cation Dis-
count�?, Financial Management, 33(2), 5-27.



32 Diversification Through Merger

[51] Villalonga, B. (2004b): Diversi�cation Discount or Premium? New Evidence
from the Business Information Tracking Series, Journal of Finance, 59(2), 475�
502.

[52] Weston, J. F., K. S. Chung and S. E. Hoag (1990): Mergers, Restructuring
and Corporate Control, Prentice Hall, Inc., Englewood Cli¤s, New Jersey.

[53] Yang, L. (2005): What Has Motivated Diversi�cation: Evidence from Corporate
Governance, mimeo.


	DP8105prelims
	MERGERS, DIVERSIFICATION AND FINANCIAL INTERMEDIATION

	MERGERS

