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Post-Acquisitions Structures in Cross-Border M&As: An Innovation-Based Perspective
Introduction
It is shown that cross-border M&A deals have risen sharply from 3,442 deals in 1990 to
9,696 deals in 2014 (UNCTAD, 2015). In spite of this substantial growth and the popularity
of cross-border mergers and acquisitions (M&As), it is reported that the ratio of M&As
demonstrating successful performance is disappointing.
Only around four out of ten M&A events produce successful outcomes, and the rest fail
to achieve their original purposes (Child et al., 1999). Such high risks associated with M&As
have drawn scholarly attention to post-acquisition structure where an acquiring firm decides
to structurally integrate an acquired firm (i.e., structural integration) or separate it (i.e.,
structural separation) (Grimpe, 2007; Zollo & Singh, 2004). This is an important strategic
decision because depending on the choice of post-acquisition structure, the way an acquiring
and acquired firm execute tasks differs, and therefore the drivers of M&A success will differ
(Cording et al., 2008). However, our understanding of how structural integration and
separation affect the performance outcomes associated with M&As is limited.
At the heart of the post-acquisition process in which an acquiring and acquired firm
engage in post-acquisition conduct lies the choice of ‘structural integration’ and ‘structural
separation’ (Cording et al., 2008, Puranam et al., 2006), which is determined by the extent to
which the operational activities across the functional units of an acquiring and acquired firm
are integrated and separated (Zaheer et al., 2013). Identifying structural integration and
structural separation of an acquired firm as decisive for M&A success, the literature largely
investigates the direct path from structural integration and structural separation to M&A
outcomes within the efficiency-based perspective and the process perspective (Grimpe, 2007;
Zollo & Singh, 2004). However, without considering post-acquisition conduct, our
understanding of M&A outcomes arising from structural integration and structural separation
is limited. That is, their effects on M&A outcomes can be better understood by mediating
mechanisms that explain post-acquisition conduct. Drawing on March’s (1990) exploitation
and exploration paradigm, this study examines exploitation and exploration innovation as
mediators that represent post-acquisition conduct. In seeking to improve the understanding of
the role of post-acquisition structure in achieving M&A success, this study builds innovationbased mediating models in which the relationships between structural integration, structural
separation, M&A performance, and new product development (NPD) performance are
mediated by exploitation and exploration innovation.
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Research Questions and Hypotheses
This study aims to shed light on how structural integration and structural separation affect
M&A and NPD performance through exploitation and exploration innovation. To this end,
we focus on the following research question: How does post-acquisition structure affect
M&A outcomes from an innovation-based perspective?
Based on existing literature on the logics behind the requirements of organisational
structure for exploitation and exploration innovation (Burgelman, 2002; Jansen et al., 2006),
this study argues that structural integration and separation require exploitation and
exploration innovation in cross-border M&As to translate structuring decisions into
successful performance outcomes. This argument about the indirect effects of exploitation
and exploration innovation within cross-border M&As is built on hypotheses that exploitation
innovation mediates the effect of structural integration on M&A performance (H1a) and NPD
performance (H1b) and exploration innovation mediates the effect of structural separation on
M&A performance (H2a) and NPD performance (H2b).

Methodology
This study used a survey method for data collection and observed cross-border M&A events
completed between UK acquiring firms and non-UK acquired firms between January 2012
and July 2015 with a 100% full equity stake. An initial listing of 1,022 acquiring firms
identified from the database Thomson One Banker was reduced to a workable sample of 593
sampling firms on the criteria of firm location, firm status, and data accessibility.
The preliminary version of the survey was pilot tested by seven academics and
amended according to their feedback in April and May 2015. Then, the survey was
transformed into an online version and distributed to the senior-level managers of the 593
sampling firms from June to December in 2015. Out of 593 firms, 143 responses were
collected, representing a response rate of 24.1%.
Sourcing and adapting well-established and validated scales from prior literature, this
study measured the following constructs: (1) structural integration and structural separation
(Zaheer et al., 2013); (2) exploitation and exploration innovation (Jansen et al., 2006); (3)
M&A performance (Reus & Lamont, 2009; Schoenberg, 2004) and NPD performance
(Atuahene-Gima et al., 2005). All of the measurement items of the constructs were used on
seven-point Likert scales.
Along with the assessment of the data set regarding its reliability and validity by factor
analysis, Cronbach’s alpha, and Harman’s single factor test, we used Andrew Hayes’
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PROCESS macro to examine the indirect effect size of mediating models by kappa-squared
(K²) and their significance by the Sobel test (Z). The PROCESS macro tested the mediating
effects of (1) exploitation innovation on the relationships between structural integration on
M&A and NPD performance (H1a and H1b) and (2) exploration innovation on the
relationships between structural separation and M&A and NPD performance (H2a and H2b).

Results
Table 1 shows the results of the mediation mechanisms of exploitation and exploration
innovation. Examination of specific indirect effects reveals that exploration innovation
insignificantly mediates the effects of structural separation on M&A and NPD performance.
Despite no mediation effect of exploration innovation detected, there is the partially
significant mediating effect of exploitation innovation on the relationships between structural
integration and M&A performance (K² = .10, CI [.03, .20]), p ≤ .05) and between structural
integration and NPD performance (K² = .08, CI [.02, .17]), p ≤ .05). Therefore, Hypotheses
1a and 1b are only supported, but Hypotheses 2a and 2b are not supported.

Table 1. Mediation Results of Exploitation and Exploration Innovation
Effects
(K²)

Kappa-Squared for Indirect Effects

Boot Lower,
Upper

Sobelª
(Z)

Structural Integration on M&A Performance via
.10
.03, .20
Partial*
Exploitation Innovation
Structural Separation on M&A Performance via
.01
.00, .06
None
Exploration Innovation
Structural Integration on NPD Performance via
.08
.02, .17
Partial*
Exploitation Innovation
Structural Separation on NPD Performance via
.02
.00, .08
None
Exploration Innovation
Note. N = 143, ᵃBased on 2,000 bootstrap resamples using the Sobel test, * p ≤ .05
Discussion
This study addresses an issue of how the choice of post-acquisition structure affects postacquisition innovation and subsequently M&A outcomes and finds that exploitation
innovation mediates the relationships between structural integration and M&A performance
(H1a) and NPD performance (H1b).
In line with the process perspective and the efficiency perspective on structural
integration as a determinant of M&A and NPD performance (Grimpe, 2007; Zollo & Singh,
2004), this study shows that structural integration improves M&A and NPD performance.
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Building on previous calls about a need to construct a mediating variable to translate into
performance outcomes from post-acquisition structure (Cording et al., 2008), this study
identifies indirect effects arising from exploitation innovation that mediates superior
performance. In addition, and in response to long-standing calls about a need to structure
operations in a way that improves efficiency and maximises leveraging existing resources and
capabilities to realise exploitation innovation (Burgelman, 2002; Jansen et al., 2006), this
study shows that structural integration is appropriate post-acquisition structure for
exploitation innovation (Puranam et al., 2006). That is, structural integration plays the single
most essential role in realising exploitation innovation and gaining superior M&A and NPD
performance. Exploitation innovation is the mediatory cause of M&A and NPD performance.
Therefore, this study contributes to existing knowledge on the role of structural integration in
gaining M&A success from an innovation-based perspective and the role of exploitation
innovation as a mediator in the relationships between structural integration and M&A and
NPD performance.
In contrast to our expectation, the hypotheses regarding structural separation (H2a and
H2b) are found to be insignificant. These findings fail to support a widely accepted view of
structural separation as a way that increases its diminished relative standing (Hambrick &
Cannella, 1993) and preserves its innovation capabilities (Puranam et al., 2006). Thus, the
research findings of structural separation are inconsistent with previous literature showing
that structural separation is a predictor of superior M&A performance (Very et al., 1997),
NPD performance (Atuahene-Gima, 2003), and exploration innovation (Burgelman, 2002).
These results inconsistent with previous results can be interpreted building on the
characteristics of our sample data, which were limited to relatively young cross-border
M&As, and the theoretical logics behind organisational routines (Hoang & Rothaemel, 2010;
Lavie & Rosenkopf, 2006).

Conclusion
Insisting on post-acquisition structure as a strategic tool for guiding an acquiring and
acquired firm to appropriate post-acquisition conduct and then firm performance (Cording et
al., 2008), this study built mediating mechanisms of the relationships between postacquisition structure and M&A outcomes. Employing exploitation and exploration innovation
as the key to unlocking M&A outcomes, this study developed and tested innovation-based
mediating mechanisms in which structural integration and structural separation affected
M&A and NPD performance through exploitation and exploration innovation. This study
5

found that exploitation innovation positively mediated the relationships between structural
integration and M&A and NPD performance. Therefore, structural integration was a prerequisite for successful cross-border M&As. Exploitation innovation was the key driver of
successful M&A and NPD performance. On the other hand, there was no evidence of
autonomy as a determinant of M&A and NPD performance.
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