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a b s t r a c t 

A growing body of research in economics focuses on whether cultural differences in social 

norms affect economic outcomes. Here we examine how differences in the strength of so- 

cial norms—or tightness-looseness (TL)—across countries can explain the financial perfor- 

mance of cross-border acquisitions (CBAs). We hypothesize that differences in TL hamper 

CBA performance, and further propose that the direction and absolute level of TL, industry 

relatedness, and membership in high-tech industries moderate the TL-CBA performance re- 

lationship in important ways. Using data for 4,717 CBAs in 30 countries between 1989 and 

2013, we find that a one standard deviation increase in TL difference is associated with an 

average decrease in acquirer’s return on assets equivalent to 245 million US dollars in its 

net income. We further find that this effect is particularly pronounced when the acquirer 

is tighter than the target, at greater levels of tightness, and in high-tech industries. The- 

oretical and practical implications of the strength of social norms for CBAs as well as the 

broader field of economics are discussed. 

© 2022 Elsevier B.V. All rights reserved. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

1. Introduction 

Globalization, the rapid diffusion of economic, political, and cultural practices across national borders, has a long past, 

with trade flourishing among people of different cultures as early as the 2nd century BC along the Silk Road that stretched

from Rome to China ( Elisseeff, 20 0 0 ). While globalization is not a new phenomenon, it has increased in unprecedented

proportions in recent decades ( Bu et al., 2016 ; Steger, 2009 ), affording many new opportunities for multinational enterprises

to expand and triggering an exponential growth of global cross-border acquisitions (CBAs) ( Erel et al., 2012 ; Haleblian et al.,

2009 ). CBAs are appealing to firms for several reasons, such as the possibility to gain access to foreign markets and unique

resources (e.g., Bogan and Just, 2009 ; Makino et al., 2002 ; Miettinen and Stenbacka, 2018 ), yet they also pose significant

challenges to the merging firms. Here we focus on how cultural differences in social norms as a critical determinant of

economic success in CBAs. 

Social norms refer to the informal rules that govern behavior in groups and societies ( Bicchieri, 2006 , 2016 ; Bicchieri and

Dimant, 2019 ; Kruptka and Croson, 2016 ), and they have received extensive scholarly attention in scientific disciplines such 
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as anthropology ( Geertz, 1973 ), economics ( Nunn, 2021 ), philosophy ( Bicchieri et al., 2018 ), psychology ( Sherif, 1936 ), and

sociology ( Parsons, 1951 ), among others. A key insight is that social norms have helped cooperation and coordination to

evolve, allowing human groups to flourish across the millennia ( De et al., 2018 ; Henrich et al., 2004 ; Turchin, 2016 ). Yet

while norms enabled us to become a remarkably cooperative species, norms can vary dramatically across cultures, causing 

conflict during intercultural interactions ( Brett, 2014 ). To date, however, there have been few studies that have examined

how cultural differences in social norms affect economic outcomes during large-scale interactions between countries, most 

notably, during cross-border acquisitions (CBAs), which was the purpose of this research. 

A fundamental difference in social norms is how strictly groups adhere to them, also referred to as cultural tightness- 

looseness (TL) ( Gelfand et al., 2006 , 2011 , 2021 ). Tight groups have strongly defined norms and little tolerance for deviance

from them while loose groups have weakly defined norms and a high tolerance for deviance ( Gelfand et al., 2011 ). As

discussed below, differences in TL are not random: tightness tends to evolve in contexts where there is high ecological 

threat and social norms are critical for coordination. Neither tight nor loose is inherently better ( Gelfand et al., 2021 ). Tight

groups have a lot of order and discipline, while loose groups have a lot of creativity and openness. Yet, we expect that when

organizations attempt to merge from societies have large differences in TL, their economic performance will suffer. We also 

theorize on precisely when TL will exert the most negative impact on CBA performance, including how the direction of TL

differences, the level of TL of the acquirer and target countries, industry relatedness between acquiring and target firms, and 

the merging firms’ membership in high-tech industries are critical moderators of the TL-CBA performance relationship. We 

test the hypotheses based on an extensive dataset that comprises 4717 CBAs in 30 countries between 1989 and 2013 and

we find that differences in TL significantly affect the performance of CBAs and that this effect is moderated by the direction

of TL differences, the level of tightness, and membership in high-tech industry. 

Our study seeks to make a number of theoretical contributions. First, a growing body of research in economics has sought

to test whether cultural differences affect economic outcomes, including corruption (Fisman and Miguel 2009), foreign trade 

( Guisoet al., 2009 ), economic development ( Algan and Cahuc, 2010 ), and innovation ( Gorodnichenko and Roland, 2011 , 2017 )

(see Nunn, 2021 , for a review). We extend this work to examine how cultural differences in norm strength can affect eco-

nomic outcomes in intercultural contexts such as CBAs. By connecting social norms with M&A performance, our study also 

expands research in the field of international management, which has tended to ignore the role of social norms in CBAs

( Leung and Morris, 2015 ). This work also builds upon research in psychology and organizational behavior that has focused

on managerial phenomena such as CEO discretion ( Crossland and Hambrick, 2011 ), negotiations ( Brett, 2014 ), and leadership

styles ( Aktas et al., 2016 ; Jackson et al., 2020 ), but has yet to connect TL to economic outcomes in CBAs. In addition, draw-

ing on Gelfand et al. (2013) , we also move beyond just main effects of cultural differences for economic outcomes through

the inclusion of a culture by context perspective, which seeks to identify precisely when cultural differences in TL are most

pronounced in cross-border M&A performance. By focusing on cultural and context, rather than merely cultural main ef- 

fects, our work can help organizations understand the contexts in which cultural differences will be most impactful, which 

is important for both theory and for practice. 

2. Theory and hypotheses 

2.1. Cultural tightness-looseness 

Herodotus, who is generally considered the “father of history,” was one of the first to document tight-loose differences 

in his classic text, the Histories, where he differentiated the strictness of Egyptians from the permissiveness of the Persians .

Centuries later, Pelto (1968) documented differences in the strength of norms across non-industrial societies, observing that 

the Hutterites, Hanno, and Lubara had strong norms, while the Kung Bushmen, Cubeo, and Skolt Lapps had weaker norms. 

Building upon this early work, Gelfand et al. (2011) showed that modern nations differ on TL. In a study of 33 countries, they

found that Japan, Singapore, Turkey, and Austria tend to have strong norms and little tolerance for deviance from norms, 

while Brazil, the U.S., Spain, and New Zealand, have weaker norms and a high tolerance for deviance from norms. These

differences were related to the degree to which cultures have had high degrees of threat, such as natural disasters, famines,

and invasions ( Gelfand et al., 2011 ), as having strict norms and punishments helps groups to coordinate to survive in times

of crisis. When there is less threat, groups can generally afford to be more permissive ( Roos et al., 2015 ). 

Previous research has also found that differences in TL are reflected in differences in organizational practices, leadership, 

and people ( Gelfand et al., 2006 ; Gerhart, 2009 ; Lee and Kramer, 2016 ). Organizations in tight cultures tend to emphasize

rules and predictability that foster control and stability, while organizations in loose cultures tend to emphasize flexibility 

and experimentation that encourage innovation ( Gelfand et al., 2006 ). As a result, organizations in tight cultures tend to

have stronger and more intensive training practices that convey organizational standards and have more well-developed 

performance-monitoring systems ( Gelfand et al., 2006 ). In contrast, organizations in loose cultures have weaker training 

practices and performance-monitoring systems that occur less frequently and are more lenient toward employees that vio- 

late organizational standards ( Rabl et al., 2014 ). 

Leadership also varies across tight and loose societies. For example, whereas individuals in tight cultures pre- 

fer autonomous/independent leaders, people in loose cultures favor charismatic leaders who challenge the status quo 

( Atkas et al. 2016 ). Further, individuals and employees treat norm violations of their leaders differently. While leaders who

violate norms are tolerated in loose cultures, they are seen more negatively in tight ones ( Stamkou et al., 2019 ). CEO dis-
2 
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cretion, i.e. the latitude of managerial action, also differs systematically between tight and loose cultures ( Crossland and 

Hambrick, 2011 ). While CEOs in tight cultures have less managerial discretion, much more strategic leeway is available to 

CEOs in loose cultures ( Crossland and Hambrick, 2011 ). 

Finally, TL also affects the psychological attributes of its firms’ individual members. Compared to individuals in loose 

cultures, individuals in tight cultures generally have higher felt accountability ( Frink and Klimoski, 1998 )—they expect greater 

monitoring, evaluation, and punishment for deviance from accepted standards. Accordingly, they develop a particular suite 

of characteristics that are adapted to high levels of normative stringency. In particular, individuals in tighter cultures have 

higher levels of prevention focus, impulse-control, self-monitoring, and need for structure as compared to individuals in 

looser cultures ( Gelfand et al., 2011 ; Harrington and Gelfand, 2014 ). 

Given these differences across tight and loose cultures, this naturally raises the question: What happens when organiza- 

tions from societies that differ in TL merge? 

2.2. Impact of cultural tightness-looseness differences on cross-border acquisition performance 

Increased globalization over the past decades has provided many new opportunities for multinational enterprises (MNEs) 

to expand and has triggered an exponential growth of global cross-border acquisitions (CBAs) ( Erel et al., 2012 ; Li et al.,

2021 ). Yet CBAs often end in failure with devastating economic consequences for the stakeholders involved ( Child et al.,

2001 ; Seth et al., 2002 ). Prior work consistently shows that the combined firm’s ability to interact smoothly, blend oper-

ations, and establish and agree on common goals, processes, and structures of two previously autonomous firms crucially 

influences the performance and success of acquisitions (e.g., Birkinshaw et al., 20 0 0 ; Buono and Bowditch, 2003 ; Li et al.,

2020 ). While many factors affect the ability of firms to cooperate with each other and blend their operations in the context

of CBAs, national culture can play a significant role, as it determines the behaviors, practices, and routines of its organiza-

tional members, predicting inferior performance when firms operate in culturally distant locations that results from conflict 

and discord due to unfamiliarity with the foreign culture ( Cartwright and Cooper, 1996 ; Datta and Puia, 1995 ; Li et al., 2017 ;

Miller and Parkhe, 2002 ; Stahl and Voigt, 2008 ; Yoshino, 1976 ). 

Here we focus on whether cultural variation in the strength of social norms is a critical determinant of success in CBAs.

While there has been no research to date on how differences in TL affect economic performance in CBAs, it stands to reason

that when firms from nations that differ in TL merge during CBAs, there is potential for conflict and inefficiency due to

considerable differences in the people, practices, and leaders that comprise tight and loose organizations. Differences in 

organizational practices across tight and loose cultures can prove problematic in CBAs as they vary fundamentally on their 

emphasis on control and stability versus flexibility and experimentation. Firm leaders also differ in their approach of how 

to properly manage organizations, with leaders from tight cultures wanting to exert more top down control and leaders 

from loose cultures being more comfortable with shared leadership. Similarly, people’s expectations toward the other firms’ 

employees, i.e. their degree of felt accountability and associated levels of prevention versus promotion focus as well as 

emphasis on self-regulation, self-monitoring, and structure, are theorized to differ between the merging firms, generating 

increased friction due to different expectations of how to handle everyday situations ( Shenkar et al., 2008 ). 

In sum, compared to firms that merge from nations that are similar in TL, firms that merge from nations that differ in

TL may encounter difficulty merging into one firm, given that they have different people, practices, and leaders that are 

associated with deeply engrained ecological and historical pressures ( Gelfand et al., 2011 ). Conflicts and lack of cooperation

prohibit the creation of synergies across different business units and functional areas, such as R&D and marketing, and result 

in lower CBA performance ( Buono and Bowditch, 2003 ; Chua, 2013 ). In contrast, firms from cultures that are similar in TL

may be better able to blend their operations successfully because they share the same worldviews regarding the importance 

of rules versus flexibility across multiple levels of their firms ( Gelfand et al., 2006 ). This allows acquiring firms to increase

profitability/performance ( Birkinshaw et al., 20 0 0 ). Hence, all else being equal, firms that merge from nations that are similar

in TL will achieve superior CBA performance compared to CBAs involving firms from cultures that greatly differ in TL. We

propose: 

Hypothesis 1 : Cross-country differences in cultural tightness-looseness (TL) negatively affect cross-border acquisition (CBA) 

post-deal economic performance. 

2.3. A culture by context perspective of tightness-looseness and cross-border acquisitions 

Research on culture and organizational phenomena generally examines the main effect of culture, yet this approach 

presents an overly simplified view of cultural differences that are inherently affected by situational contingencies ( Gelfand 

et al., 2017b ). Thus, in addition to the main effect of TL discussed above, we take a culture by context perspective ( Gelfand

et al., 2013 ), which seeks to understand the conditions under which differences in culture are most pronounced. This is

particularly relevant for TL, as different TL levels facilitate effectiveness in different circumstances ( Gelfand et al., 2021 ).

Since the processes that underlie CBA performance are deeply embedded in cultural and industry contexts ( Shenkar, 2001 ;

Tung and Verbeke, 2010 ), we examine a set of critical contingencies that can affect the relation between TL differences

and CBA performance. First, prior work finds that cultural differences do not exert a symmetric influence on international 

business outcomes ( Huang et al., 2017 ; Shenkar, 2001 ). Accordingly, we examine how a number of cultural contingencies ,
3 
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including the directionality of TL and level of tightness, moderate TL–CBA outcomes. Second, CBAs are embedded in differ- 

ent industry characteristics which can, in turn, amplify or attenuate cultural differences. We thus examine how a number 

of industry contingencies , including industry relatedness and whether CBAs are from a high-tech versus low-tech industry, 

moderate TL-CBA outcomes ( Fig. 1 ). Each are discussed in turn below. 

2.4. Cultural contingencies 

2.4.1. Directional effect of cultural tightness-looseness differences 

We expect that the strength of TL differences’ impact on CBA performance depends on the direction of TL, i.e., whether

the acquirer nation is tighter than the target nation (or vice versa), because M&As are an inherently asymmetric transaction 

unlike strategic alliances or 50–50 equity joint ventures ( Gong et al., 2001 ; Shenkar et al., 2008 ). In the context of M&As,

the acquirer obtains ownership and control of the target and assumes a leader role while the target becomes a follower

( Shen et al., 2014 ). When the acquirer nation is tighter than the target nation, the acquirer will be much less comfort-

able with the cultural unfamiliarity between the two companies and insist on implementing strict processes and practices. 

However, the target, used to greater flexibility and tolerance, has different expectations about the need to adhere to strict 

rules. Consequently, the acquirer will likely perceive the target as unpredictable and insubordinate while the target will view 

the acquirer as over-controlling and exploiting its superior position to enforce unnecessary strict rules, causing negative ten- 

sions. By contrast, when the acquirer nation is looser than the target nation, the acquirer will less strongly adhere to societal

norms while the target will be very careful to not to depart from them. Misunderstandings may still occur, as targets prefer

precise instructions from the acquirer while the acquirer is not used to formulating them. However, misunderstandings are 

likely to be less frequent/severe, as the target appear overly obedient while the acquirer will be viewed as more benevolent.

Hence, we hypothesize: 

Hypothesis 2 : The negative relation between TL differences and CBA post-deal economic performance is stronger when the 

acquirer nation is tighter than the target nation. 

2.4.2. Acquirer and target nations’ level of tightness 

The level of TL is also theorized to play a role in determining the importance of TL differences in affecting CBA per-

formance. In particular, firms from tight nations may be less comfortable with increased cultural dissimilarity, i.e. greater 

TL differences, com pared to those from loose nations. We expect TL differences to cause greater discord and inefficiency 

in tighter nations than in looser ones, because acquirers from tight nations will likely insist on implementing their own 

practices in the target firm, while targets from tight nations will be less accepting of changes and deviations from their

own society’s norms ( Shin et al., 2017 ). This constellation can cause conflict and inefficiency between the merging firms and

their organizational members and amplify the negative impact of TL differences. By contrast, acquirers from loose nations 
4 
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tend to be more open to deviating behaviors and may allow the target to keep its own practices, while targets from loose

nations may be more willing to try alternative and creative ways to conduct business ( Shin et al., 2017 ). This may mitigate

the negative impact of TL differences. Thus, TL differences are expected to cause greater conflict, inefficiencies, and have a 

more severe effect on CBA post-deal performance in tighter nations than in looser ones. As a result, we expect the level of

TL to affect the magnitude of TL differences’ impact. We propose: 

Hypothesis 3 : The negative relation between TL differences and CBA post-deal economic performance is stronger at higher 

tightness levels than at lower tightness levels. 

2.5. Industry contingencies 

2.5.1. Industry relatedness between acquirer and target firms 

We expect the relation between TL differences and CBA performance to be further moderated by the industry relatedness 

between the acquiring and target firms, as industry characteristics can amplify or attenuate cultural differences. For example, 

industry relatedness affects the ability and desire of acquirers to intervene with the processes, practices, and routines of the 

target firms ( Harrison et al., 1991 ; Homburg and Bucerius, 2005 ). Related acquisitions involve acquirers and targets in similar

industries ( Fan and Lang, 20 0 0 ; Maquieira et al., 1998 ) and can improve cost efficiencies, decrease agency costs, and reduce

synergies ( Hoberg and Phillips, 2010 ). However, acquirers from similar industries are also more likely to interfere with the

target firms’ activities, as the former have an understanding of the operations of the latter ( Conyon et al., 2002 ; Huang et al.,

2017 ; Krishnan et al., 2007 ). As a result, in CBAs in related industries, acquirers may be more likely try to enforce their own

cultural norms and practices in the acquired targets and, in so doing, increase friction between cross-border acquirer and 

target firms ( Shenkar et al., 2008 ). This can lead to greater conflicts, inefficiency, and, ultimately, inferior post-deal CBA

performance. By contrast, unrelated acquisitions involve firms from different industries. Motivations for unrelated M&As 

include financial synergies, governance efficiency, and coinsurance ( Mulherin et al., 2017 ; Seth, 1990 ). As unrelated firms

share fewer overlapping assets, expertise, and technologies ( Datta et al., 2010 ), acquirers are less knowledgeable of their 

targets and less able to interfere with their cultural operations, thereby mitigating the negative impact of TL differences. 

Therefore, we predict: 

Hypothesis 4 : The negative relation between TL differences and CBA post-deal economic performance is stronger for deals 

in related than in unrelated industries. 

2.5.2. Cross-Border acquisitions in high-tech versus low-tech industries 

High-tech industries inherently differ from low-tech industries in two main ways that may affect the relation between 

TL differences and CBA performance. First, human capital is more important in high-tech than in low-tech industries, as it 

helps firms develop new knowledge and skills that allow them to compete with better and novel technological solutions 

( Colombo and Grilli, 2010 ; Eisenhardt and Martin, 20 0 0 ). Second, organizational members need to interact more frequently

and intensely to coordinate and generate responses to environmental changes in high-tech industries ( Aggarwal et al., 2020 ;

Unger et al., 2011 ), as high-tech industries are characterized by dynamic and uncertain environments ( Khandwalla, 1976 ;

Utterback, 1996 ). Consequently, the negative impact of TL differences will be particularly salient in high-tech industries, as 

differences in constraint versus latitude of the organizational members become increasingly evident through frequent and 

intense interactions that can lead to conflict and inefficiency ( Shenkar et al., 2008 ). By contrast, in low-tech industries, the

merging firms do not need to interact as intensely, as they work with more basic and established technologies that require

less coordination ( Sáenz et al., 2009 ). Firm members do not need to interact as frequently, because significant environmental

changes occur less often ( Unger et al., 2011 ). Thus, differences in TL will less likely hamper interaction in low-tech than

high-tech industries, as interaction occurs less often/intensely in the former than in the latter. 

Hypothesis 5 : The negative relation between TL differences and CBA post-deal economic performance is stronger for high- 

tech firms. 

3. Methods 

3.1. Data 

To test the hypotheses, we extracted a CBA sample from the SDC Platinum database. We identified 4717 CBAs from 28

acquirer countries and 30 target countries between January 1, 1989 and December 31, 2013 that met the following criteria 

( Cai et al., 2011 ; Fu et al., 2013 ): 

(1) The acquisition is completed. 

(2) The acquiring firm owns less than 50 percent of the target firm’s shares before the announcement and 100 percent 

of the target’s shares afterwards. 

(3) The transaction value equals or exceeds 10 million US dollars. 

(4) Datastream provides annual financial statement data for the acquirer. 

(5) We are able to obtain TL data for the acquirer country and target country. 

We removed all observations that did not meet any of the above criteria or for whom we were not able to find data for

the dependent, independent, or control variables. 
5 
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3.2. Dependent variable 

3.2.1. CBA post-deal economic performance 

In line with prior work, we use ROA change to measure the long-term impact of CBAs (e.g., Ellis et al., 2011 ; Zollo and

Singh 2004 ). ROA is frequently used to assess the success of strategic actions ( Van Dyck et al., 2005 ) and is less sensitive

to estimation bias due to changes in leverage of bargaining power ( Krishnan et al., 1997 ). We calculate ROA change as

the difference in the acquiring firm’s ROA three years after the acquisition in relation to one year before the acquisition

( Ellis et al., 2011 ). 

3.3. Independent variable 

3.3.1. Cultural tightness-looseness (TL) differences 

Tightness-looseness differences were calculated through the absolute difference between the acquirer nation’s tightness 

score and the target nation’s tightness score. We obtain tightness scores from Gelfand et al. (2011) . Data were obtained

from 6823 participants in 33 nations, including students and adults, with country sample sizes ranging from 111 to 312 

participants. The researchers used a six-item Likert scale to assess the degree to which social norms are clear, pervasive, 

and reliably imposed in a society. Sample items include “There are many social norms that people are supposed to abide by

in this country”, “People agree upon what behaviors are appropriate versus inappropriate in most situations in this country”, 

and “People in this country almost always comply with social norms.” A higher score indicates a tighter culture. Pakistan 

(12.3), Malaysia (11.8), India (11.0), and Singapore (10.4) have the highest scores while Ukraine (1.6), Estonia (2.6), Hungary 

(2.9), and Israel (3.1) have the lowest scores. 

The TL measures show high within-nation agreement (r within-group = 0.85), high between-nation variability (intraclass 

correlation (ICC) = 0.13), and high reliability of the TL scale means (ICC = 0.97). The scale also has high convergent validity

with expert ratings, unobtrusive measures, and survey data from representative samples, and is distinct from other cultural 

dimensions including those from Hofstede (2001) , GLOBE ( House et al., 2004 ), Schwartz (1994) , and the World Values Survey

( Inglehart, 2004 ), among others (see Gelfand et al., (2011) for a full discussion). We matched the 33 societies’ TL scores

to the merging firms’ home countries in our sample. We dropped home countries from our dataset for whom Gelfand

et al. (2011) do not provide TL scores, and treated them as missing data. In all, we were able to match 30 of our sample’s

home countries with the 33 TL scores provided. 

3.4. Moderators 

3.4.1. Directional effect 

We construct a dummy variable that takes the value 1 if the acquirer nation is tighter than the target nation and 0 if the

acquirer nation is looser than the target nation. 

3.4.2. Level of tightness 

We calculate the acquirer and target nations’ level of tightness through the average of the two nations’ tightness scores. 

That is, level of tightness = (tightness of acquirer nation + tightness of target nation)/2. 

3.4.3. Industry relatedness 

We construct a dummy that compares the two-digit SIC (Standard Industry Classification) codes of acquirer and target in 

line with prior work ( Louis and Sun, 2010 ). The dummy takes the value 1 if the firms’ two-digit SIC codes are equal and 0

if they are different. We gather two-digit SIC codes from SDC Platinum. 

3.4.4. High-tech industry 

We created a binary variable that equals 1 if a deal is between two firms in high-tech industries as defined by

Loughran and Ritter (2004) and 0 otherwise ( Masulis et al., 2007 ). High-tech industries are those in the computer hard-

ware, communications equipment, electronics, navigation equipment, measuring and controlling devices, medical instru- 

ments, telephone equipment, communications services, and software. 

3.5. Control variables 

To provide a conservative test of our hypotheses, we include a number of theoretically-derived control variables to ac- 

count for other factors that can affect CBA outcomes and to ensure that any effects due to TL are found above and beyond

them. First, we account for other cultural dimensions by including the distances of the individual cultural values of power 

distance, uncertainty avoidance, individualism , and masculinity between the acquirer and target nations, since differences in 

cultural values between merging firms may lead to misunderstanding and inefficiency ( Huang et al., 2017 ; Siegel et al.,

2013 ). This enables us to examine whether TL differences predict CBA performance above and beyond differences in other 

cultural values. We obtain data from Hofstede (2001) , and as a conceptual replication, we also examine the Kogut and

Singh’s (1988) composite cultural distance index ( Shaheer and Li, 2020 ), and we obtained very similar results. 
6 
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Second, we control for the geographic and linguistic distance between target and acquirer nations, as distance can increase 

information asymmetry and travel/coordination costs ( Li et al., 2017 ). Relatedly, we include two dummy variables that indi-

cate whether acquirer and target nation share a common language and have colonial ties , since shared language and colonial

ties can facilitate communication ( Chakrabarti et al., 2009 ; Henisz 2000 ; Schwens et al., 2011 ). We collected language/colony

data from CIA’s World Factbook. We also add acquirer and target nation’s language diversity , respectively, since firms from 

diverse countries tend to be more able to deal with complexities ( Dow et al., 2016 ). 

Third, we control for a number of economic and political factors that can affect CBA performance, including the GDP 

per capita difference and political constraint difference between the two nations, because firms from countries with different 

economic and political systems may not be aware of customer demands and government constraints. We collected GDP per 

capita data from the World Bank’s World Development Indicators (WDI) and political constraints from Henisz (20 0 0) . 

Finally, we control for a number of deal characteristics that can affect CBA performance. We enter the percentage acquired ,

as it captures the control the acquirer obtains of the target ( Aybar and Ficici, 2009 ; Connelly et al., 2010 ), and acquirer’s

sales , which is a measure of the size of the firm and its available resources ( Bu and Wagner, 2016 ; Masulis et al., 2007 ). We

obtained the variables from SDC Platinum and Datastream, respectively. We also enter the acquirer’s domestic ( /international ) 

acquisition experience measured as the total number of domestic (/international) takeovers the acquirer completed during the 

five years before the focal acquisition, as firms can learn from prior experiences ( Li et al., 2017 ). Moreover, we control for the

transaction value , since larger transactions are often more complex and difficult to manage, and two dummies for hostility 

of the deal and whether the payment was made in cash ( cash payment ), because acquirers may face greater resistance from

the target firm in hostile deals and have different risks expectations for cash deals, respectively ( Cuypers et al., 2017 ). Year

fixed effects and industry fixed effects are included to control for year- and industry-specific effects ( Li et al., 2017 ). 

3.5. Empirical model 

We employ clustered (within each nation-dyad) OLS regression with robust standard errors and industry and year fixed 

effects ( Chakrabarti et al., 2009 ; Li et al., 2017 ). We use robust standard errors in order to obtain unbiased standard errors

of OLS coefficients under heteroscedasticity. We also experimented with alternative clusters, e.g., by using clusters within 

each acquirer nation, and we obtained similar results. Moreover, we account for selection issues through a two-stage model 

that we discuss in the robustness tests, as firms may account for the potentially detrimental impact of TL differences and in

their entry mode decision. 

4. Results 

Table 1 reports the descriptive statistics and correlation matrix, respectively. VIFs are less than 5.0 for all variables. The 

correlation matrix and VIF scores suggest low levels of multicollinearity. 

Table 2 reports the regression results. Model 1 includes only the control variables. We hypothesize that cross-country 

differences in TL negatively affect CBA post-deal performance and add the TL variable to the controls in Model 2. We find

that differences in TL have a negative and significant influence on acquirer’s ROA at the 0.011 p-level. Acquirers will see their

ROA (three years after the acquisition) decrease by 0.8 percentage points on average (equivalent to 245 million US dollars 

in net income, if assets remained constant, for the average firm’s revenue of 8.9 billion US dollars) for a one standard devi-

ation increase in TL differences, everything else being equal. Thus, Hypothesis 1 was supported. Notably, the explained vari- 

ance is 0.13 and falls within the range reported by other studies that use the same/a similar dependent variable. Zollo and

Singh (2004) report adjusted R-squares between 0.06 and 0.16 while Ellis et al. (2011) report values between 0.08 and

0.30 based on data collected through surveys for more homogeneous samples that are restricted to single countries/specific 

industries, among other differences. 

The remaining models 3 through 7 test our moderating hypotheses. We first examine culture-level moderators. We pro- 

pose in Hypothesis 2 that directionality negatively moderates the TL-performance relationship, such that the negative re- 

lationship between TL differences and CBA post-deal performance is stronger when the acquirer nation is tighter than the 

target nation, and we test this in Model 3. The results suggest that the interaction’s coefficient for directionality is nega-

tive and significant at the 0.023 p-level. Thus, when the acquirer nation is tighter than the target nation, a one standard

deviation increase of TL differences is associated with an additional 1.2 percentage points decrease in ROA (equivalent to 

378 million US dollars in acquirer’s net income, if assets remained constant) than when the target nation is tighter than the

acquirer’s. 

We also predicted that the tightness level negatively moderates the relationship between TL differences and CBA per- 

formance and test it in Model 4. The results show that the interaction term’s coefficient for tightness level is negative and

significant at the 0.026 p-level. For a one standard deviation increase in the nations’ tightness level, a one standard deviation

increase in TL differences leads to an additional 0.5 percentage points drop in ROA or 154 million US dollar in net income

(given constant asset levels) following CBAs. 

Next, we examined industry-level hypotheses. Hypothesis 4, namely that industry relatedness moderates the negative 

relationship between TL differences and CBA post-deal performance. Model 5 shows that the interaction term’s coefficient 

for industry relatedness is insignificant, and thus Hypothesis 4 is not supported. It is possible that industry relatedness 

did not moderate the TL-CBA performance relationship, because there is still a lot of variation within industries, making 
7 
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Table 1 

Correlation matrix for cross-border acquisitions (CBAs), 1989–2013. 

Mean St. Dev. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 

1 ROA change −5.04 13.23 1 

2 Cultural tightness-looseness (CTL) differences 1.94 1.29 −0.053 1 

3 Directional effect 0.54 0.5 −0.039 0.093 1 

4 Level of tightness 6.04 1.08 −0.008 0.286 0.029 1 

5 Industry relatedness 0.53 0.5 −0.004 0.007 0.025 −0.028 1 

6 High-tech industry 0.1 0.31 0.044 0.011 −0.013 −0.022 0.146 1 

7 Power distance distance 14.04 12.92 −0.027 0.217 0.011 0.242 0.048 0.022 1 

8 Uncertainty avoidance distance 22.21 15.82 0.042 −0.021 0.054 0.252 −0.001 0.009 0.492 1 

9 Individualism distance 18.29 18.54 0.007 0.389 −0.01 0.287 0.038 0.009 0.606 0.504 1 

10 Masculinity distance 14.7 15.56 0.008 0.34 0.05 −0.005 0.005 −0.021 0.141 0.241 0.206 1 

11 Geographic distance 8.42 1.08 0.006 0.231 0.015 −0.121 0.01 0.056 −0.106 −0.213 0.136 −0.278 1 

12 GDP per capita difference 10,250.15 10,237.61 −0.059 0.366 −0.019 0.221 0.05 0.04 0.395 −0.005 0.444 −0.016 0.22 

13 Common language 0.44 0.5 −0.044 0.017 0.039 −0.115 −0.012 0.046 −0.3 −0.523 −0.44 −0.525 0.332 

14 Colonial ties 0.38 0.49 −0.013 −0.1 0.037 −0.048 −0.029 0.043 −0.261 −0.266 −0.457 −0.371 0.275 

15 Acquirer country’s language diversity 0.28 0.19 −0.047 0.207 −0.217 0.096 0.06 0.073 0.295 −0.052 0.15 0.029 −0.022 

16 Target country’s language diversity 0.3 0.18 −0.029 0.155 0.12 0.156 −0.008 0.042 0.194 0.091 0.12 0.182 −0.053 

17 Percentage acquired 99.05 5.9 −0.01 −0.027 −0.003 −0.022 −0.009 0.015 −0.066 −0.05 −0.075 −0.005 −0.008 

18 Acquirer’s sales 8.86 22 0.015 0.03 0.019 0.021 −0.057 −0.048 0.004 0.026 0.065 0.082 −0.029 

19 Acquirer’s domestic M&A experience 1.3 2.4 −0.022 −0.051 −0.071 −0.095 −0.063 0.095 −0.107 −0.091 −0.108 −0.121 0.092 

20 Acquirer’s international M&A experience 0.99 1.73 −0.023 −0.016 0.025 0.015 −0.036 0.023 −0.009 0.027 −0.027 −0.018 −0.072 

21 Acquirer’s host-country M&A experience 0.47 1.17 −0.029 −0.059 0.139 −0.078 −0.041 0.055 −0.155 −0.144 −0.188 −0.126 0.071 

22 Deal value 431.23 2079.21 −0.015 −0.001 0.02 −0.026 0.056 −0.02 −0.019 0.01 −0.005 0.03 −0.03 

23 Hostility of deal 0 0.06 −0.003 −0.022 0.01 −0.013 −0.004 −0.02 −0.021 −0.02 −0.016 −0.036 0.011 

24 Cash payment 0.45 0.5 −0.056 −0.02 0.059 0.029 0.006 0.086 −0.064 −0.009 −0.067 −0.071 0.032 

12 13 14 15 16 17 18 19 20 21 22 23 

12 GDP per capita difference 1 

13 Common language −0.025 1 

14 Colonial ties −0.177 0.567 1 

15 Acquirer country’s language diversity 0.317 0.019 −0.15 1 

16 Target country’s language diversity 0.132 −0.064 −0.155 −0.069 1 

17 Percentage acquired −0.047 0.053 0.029 0.024 0.031 1 

18 Acquirer’s sales 0.054 −0.127 −0.082 −0.037 0.023 −0.022 1 

19 Acquirer’s domestic M&A experience −0.019 0.161 0.123 −0.038 −0.007 0.019 0.004 1 

20 Acquirer’s international M&A experience 0.009 −0.041 −0.02 −0.048 0.057 0.02 0.102 0.203 1 

21 Acquirer’s host-country M&A experience −0.082 0.21 0.227 −0.129 0.048 0.043 −0.022 0.13 0.2076 1 

22 Deal value −0.02 −0.024 0 −0.001 −0.014 −0.006 0.219 −0.033 0.003 0 1 

23 Hostility of deal −0.015 0.022 0.014 −0.003 −0.038 −0.006 −0.002 −0.006 −0.027 −0.005 0.023 1 

24 Cash payment −0.012 0.089 0.141 −0.037 0.009 −0.009 −0.019 0.054 0.039 0.096 −0.009 0.028 

Notes : 4717 observations (CBAs). Correlations ≥ 0.029 or ≤ −0.029 are significant at the 0.05 level. 

Notes: 4717 observations (CBAs). 
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Table 2 

Regression results for acquirers’ change in ROA, 1989–2013. 

Variable Model 1 Model 2 Model 3 Model 4 Model 5 Model 6 Model 7 

Cultural tightness-looseness (CTL) differences (H1) −0.772 ∗ −0.071 −0.538 † −0.706 † −0.523 † 0.33 

−0.302 −0.392 −0.289 −0.368 −0.289 −0.415 

CTL differences X directional effect (H2) −1.191 ∗ −1.232 ∗

−0.522 −0.482 

CTL differences X level of tightness (H3) −0.487 ∗ −0.420 ∗

−0.218 −0.194 

CTL differences X industry relatedness (H4) −0.12 0.14 

−0.394 −0.373 

CTL differences X high-tech industry (H5) −2.953 ∗∗∗ −2.992 ∗∗∗

−0.771 −0.745 

Directional effect −1.104 ∗ −0.989 ∗ −0.971 ∗ −0.966 ∗ −0.991 ∗ −0.992 ∗ −0.951 ∗

−0.487 −0.482 −0.444 −0.465 −0.481 −0.477 −0.424 

Level of tightness −0.049 0.162 0.185 0.263 0.165 0.215 0.323 

−0.296 −0.264 −0.257 −0.258 −0.264 −0.26 −0.252 

Industry relatedness 0.35 0.317 0.265 0.332 0.315 0.333 0.296 

’(0.500) −0.505 −0.511 −0.501 −0.501 −0.494 −0.499 

High-tech industry 1.728 1.745 † 1.715 1.705 1.749 † 1.895 † 1.828 † 

−1.051 −1.059 −1.068 −1.056 −1.06 −0.969 −0.97 

Power distancedistance −0.251 −0.266 −0.271 −0.116 −0.269 −0.262 −0.135 

−0.276 −0.281 −0.273 −0.261 −0.281 −0.274 −0.251 

Uncertainty avoidance distance 0.595 ∗ 0.455 † 0.484 † 0.367 0.454 † 0.413 0.368 

−0.269 −0.257 −0.264 −0.251 −0.256 −0.252 −0.256 

Individualism distance −0.009 0.262 0.245 0.277 0.26 0.354 0.353 

−0.313 −0.335 −0.33 −0.329 −0.336 −0.324 −0.315 

Masculinity distance −0.047 0.344 0.331 0.298 0.344 0.365 0.312 

−0.259 −0.317 −0.307 −0.307 −0.317 −0.311 −0.293 

Geographic distance 0.245 0.404 0.426 0.613 ∗ 0.403 0.393 0.597 ∗

−0.264 −0.269 −0.271 −0.271 −0.268 −0.264 −0.275 

GDP per capita difference −0.968 ∗∗ −0.881 ∗∗ −0.939 ∗∗ −0.881 ∗∗ −0.874 ∗∗ −0.877 ∗∗ −0.945 ∗∗

−0.326 −0.323 −0.314 −0.318 −0.324 −0.317 −0.303 

Common language −0.743 −0.285 −0.3 −0.187 −0.285 −0.11 −0.038 

−0.763 −0.759 −0.736 −0.725 −0.759 −0.745 −0.692 

Colonial ties −0.074 0.009 −0.128 −0.216 0.009 −0.091 −0.427 

−0.735 −0.75 −0.676 −0.682 −0.748 −0.724 −0.611 

Political hazard difference −0.175 −0.113 −0.11 −0.16 −0.112 −0.139 −0.038 

−0.288 −0.287 −0.296 −0.278 −0.287 −0.279 −0.692 

Acquirer country’s language diversity −3.829 ∗ −3.483 ∗ −3.03 ∗ −2.988 ∗ −3.473 ∗ −3.522 ∗ −2.639 ∗

−1.64 −1.508 −1.324 −1.385 −1.505 −1.47 −1.206 

Target country’s language diversity −1.077 −1.087 −1.788 −0.796 −1.082 −0.978 −1.455 

−1.567 −1.571 −1.597 −1.539 −1.569 −1.564 −1.533 

Percentage acquired 0.023 0.013 −3.030 ∗ −2.988 ∗ −3.473 ∗ −3.522 ∗ 0.052 

−0.144 −0.142 −1.324 −1.385 −1.505 −1.47 −0.143 

Acquirer’s sales −0.15 −1.087 −0.193 −0.158 −0.158 −0.155 −0.19 

−0.187 −1.571 −0.179 −0.185 −0.185 −0.186 −0.179 

Acquirer’s domestic M&A experience 0.023 −0.178 −0.198 −0.184 −0.179 −0.167 −0.191 

−0.144 −0.254 −0.25 −0.256 −0.254 −0.255 −0.253 

Acquirer’s international M&A experience −0.304 −0.281 −0.307 −0.299 −0.281 −0.298 −0.34 

−0.253 −0.255 −0.253 −0.254 −0.255 −0.247 −0.246 

Acquirer’s host-country M&A experience −0.069 −0.079 −0.052 −0.067 −0.079 −0.086 −0.049 

−0.15 −0.154 −0.143 −0.147 −0.154 −0.151 −0.133 

Deal value −0.411 ∗∗ −0.394 ∗ −0.397 ∗∗ −0.399 ∗∗ −0.394 ∗ −0.372 ∗ −0.378 ∗

−0.15 −0.155 −0.151 −0.153 −0.155 −0.156 −0.149 

Hostility of deal 1.439 1.346 1.191 1.363 1.351 1.381 1.23 

−1.666 −1.673 −1.694 −1.655 −1.674 −1.668 −1.683 

Cash payment −1.670 ∗∗ −1.666 ∗∗ −1.639 ∗∗ −1.674 ∗∗ −1.667 ∗∗ −1.678 ∗∗ −1.656 ∗∗

−0.57 −0.57 −0.572 −0.569 −0.571 −0.566 −0.567 

Industry fixed effects Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes 

Year fixed effects Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes 

Observations 4717 4717 4717 4717 4717 4717 4717 

Country-dyads 318 318 318 318 318 318 318 

R-squared 12.72% 12.85% 12.99% 12.93% 12.85% 13.23% 13.44% 

Std. errors in parentheses. † p < 0.1; ∗p < 0.05; ∗∗p < 0.01; ∗∗∗p < 0.001. 
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Fig. 2. Moderating effect of directionality on the relationship between TL differences and CBA performance. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

industry relatedness less strong of a moderator. Finally, Hypothesis 5 predicted that the negative impact of TL differences 

on CBA post-deal performance would be amplified in high-tech industries. Model 6 shows that the coefficient for high-tech 

industry is negative and significant at the 0.001 p-level. A one standard deviation increase in TL differences is associated 

with an additional ROA decrease of 3.0 percentage point, equivalent to over 900 million US dollars in net income (if assets

remained the same), for CBAs in high-tech compared to CBAs in low-tech industries. Model 7 reports the full model. The

interaction terms remain significant. 

Figs. 2–4 show the marginal effects plots with 95% confidence intervals ( Meyer et al., 2017 ) for the moderators of direc-

tionality, tightness level, and high-tech industry. Fig. 2 shows that the negative effect of TL difference on CBA performance is

significant when the acquirer nation is tighter than the target nation and insignificant when the target nation is tighter than

the acquirer nation. Fig. 3 reveals that TL difference exerts a significant and negative influence for medium-low and higher 

average tightness levels, but does not exert a significant influence on CBA performance for low average tightness levels. 

Fig. 4 documents that TL difference significantly affects performance in high-tech industries, but not as much in low-tech 

industries. Figs. 2 and 4 show two data points, since both moderators are binary variables, while Fig. 3 shows the data for

a continuous variable. 

4.1. Robustness tests 

We perform several tests to examine the robustness of our findings. First, we test the validity of our dependent variable.

Given that most targets in our sample were private firms and/or typically consolidated into the acquirers (from an account- 
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Fig. 3. Moderating effect of the level of tightness-looseness on the relationship between TL differences and CBA performance. 

Fig. 4. Moderating effect of high-tech industry on the relationship between TL differences and CBA performance. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

ing standpoint), we do not have access to the target’s accounting data and, thus, are unable to account for its pre-/post-deal

ROA and assets and how they may affect the combined firms’ post-deal ROA. To ensure the robustness of our measure, we

collect data for the 385 targets for which accounting data are available and construct a measure that captures the asset-

weighted average of ROA for both firms a year prior to the focal deal ( Rabier, 2017 ; Zollo and Singh, 2004 ). The correlation

between the weighted measure and the original is 0.87, suggesting that the two approaches generate very similar measures. 

We also restrict our sample to those acquirers whose assets have not changed drastically over the period that our dependent

variable (ROA change) was measured. As any change in ROA might be the result of a change in the numerator, the denomi-
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nator, or both, restricting our sample to those CBAs, whose acquiring firms have not experienced drastic changes in assets, 

may help ensure that the changes in ROA we observe are indeed an outcome of better overall firm performance following

cross-border M&As. The results are robust. 

Second, we account for sample selection issues through a two-stage model. Thus, we estimated a Heckman two-stage 

model to account for sample selection with respect to CBA versus IJVs ( Li and Reuer, 2021 ). For the first-stage, we use

retrospective industry growth as the exclusion criterion, since an industry’s previous growth should affect the availability of 

suitable acquisition targets, but not necessarily the performance and value creation of IJVs. In particular, we use the World 

Bank’s retrospective 5-year growth rate, which consists of the growth rate of the industry in the partner country over the

five years prior to entry, in line with prior work ( Wolfolds and Siegel, 2019 ). Third, we also include alternative measures for

industry relatedness such as an aggregate relatedness measure assigning the values 1.0, 0.5, 0.33, and 0.25 for matching 4-, 

3-, 2-, and 1-digit SIC codes, respectively ( Schildt et al., 2012 ). Correlation between this measure and the original relatedness

measure is r = 0.82. Furthermore, we logged some of the skewed variables (including GDP per capita difference, revenue, 

experience, and deal value). The findings are consistent with the original results. 

5. Discussion 

Social norms have received growing attention in the field of economics, philosophy, psychology, and sociology (e.g., 

Bicchieri, 2019 ; Bicchieri et al., 2021 ; Bicchieri and Dimant, 2019 ; Kontogiannis et al., 2019 ). Here we focus on the role

of social norms on CBA performance, and in particular, how the strength of social norms, or tightness-looseness, affects 

CBAs. We theorize and find that cross-country differences in TL significantly affect acquirer’s ROA. We further incorporate a 

culture by context perspective ( Gelfand et al., 2013 ) to identify the specific contexts that amplify the effects of TL differences

on CBA, and show that directionality of TL, the absolute level of tightness, and membership in high-tech industries amplify 

the negative relationship between TL differences and CBA post-deal performance. 

5.1. Theoretical implications 

Our paper has several theoretical implications. First, it adds to the growing focus on cultural norms in economics (e.g., 

Bicchieri et al., 2020a , 2020b ; Krammer 2019 ; Wang et al., 2019 ), by illustrating the importance of TL in affecting financial

performance in international M&As. Cross-country differences in TL between the target and acquirer nations negatively affect 

changes in ROA, such that a one standard deviation increase in TL difference results in an average decrease of acquirer’s

ROA by 0.8 percentage points, equivalent to a drop of 245 million US dollars in net income, if assets remained constant.

TL may also have implications for a wide range of other CBA phenomena. For instance, TL may affect foreign entry mode

decisions ( Meyer et al., 2009 ; Zhao et al., 2021 ), the selection of international joint ventures partners and their subsequent

success ( Nippa and Reuer, 2019 ), the process of cross-border knowledge transfer ( Bresman et al., 1999 ), and the differential

effectiveness of global versus local strategies in multinationals ( Bartlett and Ghoshal, 1989 ). 

Furthermore, we advance a culture by context perspective to identify the specific factors that amplify the negative impact 

of TL on CBA performance based on the concrete underlying mechanisms ( Gelfand et al., 2017b ). In so doing, we expand

research ( Gelfand et al., 2013 ; Lee et al., 2008 ; Miller and Parkhe, 2002 ) to focus on both main and moderating effects of

culture. We show, for example, that the impact of TL differences on CBAs depends on country level and industry factors.

In particular, the negative impact of TL on CBAs was amplified based on the relative tightness between the acquirer’s and

the target’s culture, the level of tightness of the merging firms’ cultures, and the industries in which the firms were em-

bedded. We note that neither tight nor loose cultures are inherently better for CBAs, but that it rather depends on different

circumstances and several important contingencies. Therefore, our findings help expand research beyond the simple cultural 

difference-performance premise and introduce several boundary conditions that warrant further investigation. 

5.2. Practical implications 

This study has practical implications. While managers may view societal culture as a distal factor that is less relevant

to their organizations, it can, in fact, have a significant influence on their bottom lines, and M&A performance in particu-

lar. Thus, managers as well as policymakers should learn about different cultures, and in particular, the strength of their 

norms. In doing so, they can rely on cultural interpreters and boundary spanners to diagnose differences in TL and help

firms identify ways to manage TL differences prior to merging. For example, they can try to identify and negotiate areas

of compromise, i.e. determine which domains should be tight versus loose. In doing so, they can strive to have tight-loose 

ambidexterity in the merged firm ( De, 2018 ). Such changes, to be sure, are not easy. Tight cultures may resist change, as

they may threaten feelings of control and order. Likewise, loose cultures may resist change, as they may threaten feelings of

autonomy. Future research should investigate how to best manage differences in TL in CBAs. 

5.3. Limitations and avenues for future research 

Our work also has limitations that invite interesting avenues for future research. First, as with many studies on cross- 

national variation on CBAs ( Ellis et al., 2011 ; Huang et al., 2017 ), we are not able to document the mechanisms that affect
12 
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CBA post-deal performance. Future studies can use case studies, interviews, and surveys to identify more fine-grained con- 

flict and coordination processes that occur during M&As and help shed light on TL’s role in the M&A process, such as the

pre-deal premium negotiation phase ( Li and Haleblian, 2021 ). Second, while our data can show that differences in societal

TL generally affect CBAs, there can be within-country variation on TL within and across different industries. While we did 

control for industry—and firm-level factors that can be associated with organizational culture—we couldn’t directly measure 

TL at the organizational level. Future work can collect TL scores on organizations to provide a more detailed account of

the joint effects of societal and organizational variation in TL in CBAs ( Stallkamp et al., 2018 ). In addition, the majority of

observations that we had data on stem from North America and Europe. This limits the generalizability of our findings to

specific regions. Thus, we encourage scholars to explore firms from outside these regions. 

Future research should also continue to examine how both values and norms affect CBA outcomes. In this study, we 

find that Hofstede’s cultural values dimensions do not significantly relate to CBA long-term performance. It is possible that 

cultural values may be predictive of CBA outcomes at different stages of the M&A process. For example, cultural values may

be more critical in the earlier choices of management styles and strategies, whereas TL may be more central to post-merger

integration and, thus, the long-term performance of CBAs. We hope that future research will explore this topic. 

More broadly, our work opens up new directions for the role of TL in economics and related fields. For example, exper-

imental research on social norms in economics often ignores their strength. That is, research often provides mean levels of 

other players’ contributions without the variance that exists around the mean. In a recent study, Dimant et al. (2021) ma-

nipulated both means and variances and found that loose norms (those with high variance) produced more variable cooper- 

ative contributions than tight norms (those with low variance). TL also has implications for field research on norm nudging 

( Bicchieri and Dimant, 2019 ; Bicchieri et al., 2020a ). Tight cultures generally have more inertia than loose ones ( De et al.,

2017 ), and accordingly, it may take a larger tipping point in a population for nudges to take effect. Once a new norm

takes off, however, it may rapidly spread through tight cultures (see De et al., 2018 ). TL may also be relevant to the phe-

nomenon of pluralistic ignorance, wherein people misestimate the beliefs of others in the population ( Bursztyn et al., 2020 ).

To the extent that people rely more on social norms than personal values to guide behavior in tight cultures ( Elster and

Gelfand, 2021 )—thus making one’s true opinions less accessible—this may make pluralistic ignorance more common in tight 

than loose cultures, with important implications for theory and policy. 

6. Conclusion 

Globalization has flourished for thousands of years as early as the 2nd century BC along the Silk Road ( Elisseeff, 20 0 0 ),

bringing together different cultural groups. Here we document how cultural differences in the strength of social norms in 

modern nations negatively affect the economic performance of CBAs, and such differences are particularly pronounced based 

on the directionality of TL, the level of tightness, and the type of industry. As the world continues to globalize, social norms

need to be negotiated during CBAs to help achieve high economic performance. 

We thank Eugen Dimant and three anonymous reviewers for their helpful suggestions. We also thank the Social Sciences 

and Humanities Research Council of Canada for its generous financial support. 

References 

Aggarwal, V.A. , Hsu, D.H. , Wu, A. , 2020. Organizing knowledge production teams within firms for innovation. Strategy Sci. 5, 1–16 . 

Aktas, M. , Gelfand, M.J. , Hanges, P. , 2016. Cultural tightness-looseness and perceptions of effective leadership. J. Cross Cult. Psychol. 47, 294–309 . 
Algan, Y. , Cahuc, P. , 2010. Inherited trust and growth. Am. Econ. Rev. 100, 2060–2092 . 

Aybar, B. , Ficici, A. , 2009. Cross-border acquisitions and firm value: an analysis of emerging-market multinationals. J. Int. Bus. Stud. 40, 1317–1338 . 
Bartlett, C.A. , Ghoshal, S. , 1989. Managing Across Borders. Harvard Business School Press, Boston . 

Bicchieri C., Dimant E., Gächter S. 2020a. Observability, social proximity, and the erosion of norm compliance. CESifo Working Paper. 
Bicchieri C., Dimant E., Sonderegger S. 2020b. It’s not a lie if you believe the norm does not apply: conditional norm-following with strategic beliefs. CESifo

Working Paper. 

Bicchieri, C. , Dimant, E. , Xiao, E , 2021. The effects of norm information on the efficacy of punishment. J. Econ. Behav. Organ. 188, 209–235 . 
Bicchieri, C. , Dimant, E. , 2019. Nudging with care: the risks and benefits of social information. Public Choice 1–22 . 

Bicchieri, C., Muldoon, R., Sontuoso, A., 2018. Social Norms, Winter 2018 Edition The Stanford Encyclopedia of Philosophy https://plato.stanford.edu/archives/ 
win2018/entries/social-norms/ . 

Bicchieri, C. , 2006. The Grammar of Society: The Nature and Dynamics of Social Norms. Cambridge University Press . 
Bicchieri, C. , 2016. Norms in the Wild: How to Diagnose, Measure, and Change Social Norms. Oxford University Press . 

Birkinshaw, J. , Bresman, H. , Hakanson, L. , 20 0 0. Managing the post-acquisition integration process: how the human integration and task integration pro-

cesses interact to foster value creation. J. Manag. Stud. 37, 395–425 . 
Bogan, V. , Just, D. , 2009. What drives merger decision making behavior? Don’t seek, don’t find, and don’t change your mind. J. Econ. Behav. Organ. 72 (3),

930–943 . 
Bresman, H. , Birkinshaw, J. , Nobel, R. , 1999. Knowledge transfer in international acquisitions. J. Int. Bus. Stud. 30, 439–462 . 

Brett, J. , 2014. Negotiating Globally: How to Negotiate Deals, Resolve Disputes, and Make Decisions Across Cultural Boundaries. Jossey-Bass Business &
Management . 

Bu, M. , Lin, C.T. , Zhang, B. , 2016. Globalization and climate change: new empirical panel data evidence. J. Econ. Surv. 30, 577–595 . 

Bu, M. , Wagner, M. , 2016. Racing to the bottom and racing to the top: the crucial role of firm characteristics in foreign direct investment choices. J. Int. Bus.
Stud. 47, 1032–1057 . 

Buono, A.F. , Bowditch, J.L. , 2003. The Human Side of Mergers and Acquisitions: Managing Collisions Between People, Cultures, and Organizations. Beard
Books, Washington, D.C. . 

Bursztyn, L. , González, A.L. , Yanagizawa-Drott, D. , 2020. Misperceived social norms: women working outside the home in saudi arabia. Am. Econ. Rev. 110,
2997–3029 . 
13 

http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0167-2681(22)00010-5/sbref0001
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0167-2681(22)00010-5/sbref0001
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0167-2681(22)00010-5/sbref0001
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0167-2681(22)00010-5/sbref0001
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0167-2681(22)00010-5/sbref0003
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0167-2681(22)00010-5/sbref0003
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0167-2681(22)00010-5/sbref0003
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0167-2681(22)00010-5/sbref0003
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0167-2681(22)00010-5/sbref0005
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0167-2681(22)00010-5/sbref0005
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0167-2681(22)00010-5/sbref0005
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0167-2681(22)00010-5/sbref0007
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0167-2681(22)00010-5/sbref0007
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0167-2681(22)00010-5/sbref0007
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0167-2681(22)00010-5/sbref0008
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0167-2681(22)00010-5/sbref0008
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0167-2681(22)00010-5/sbref0008
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0167-2681(22)00010-5/sbref0011
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0167-2681(22)00010-5/sbref0011
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0167-2681(22)00010-5/sbref0011
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0167-2681(22)00010-5/sbref0011
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0167-2681(22)00010-5/sbref0012
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0167-2681(22)00010-5/sbref0012
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0167-2681(22)00010-5/sbref0012
https://plato.stanford.edu/archives/win2018/entries/social-norms/
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0167-2681(22)00010-5/sbref0014
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0167-2681(22)00010-5/sbref0014
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0167-2681(22)00010-5/sbref0015
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0167-2681(22)00010-5/sbref0015
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0167-2681(22)00010-5/sbref0016
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0167-2681(22)00010-5/sbref0016
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0167-2681(22)00010-5/sbref0016
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0167-2681(22)00010-5/sbref0016
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0167-2681(22)00010-5/sbref0017
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0167-2681(22)00010-5/sbref0017
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0167-2681(22)00010-5/sbref0017
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0167-2681(22)00010-5/sbref0018
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0167-2681(22)00010-5/sbref0018
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0167-2681(22)00010-5/sbref0018
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0167-2681(22)00010-5/sbref0018
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0167-2681(22)00010-5/sbref0019
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0167-2681(22)00010-5/sbref0019
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0167-2681(22)00010-5/sbref0021
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0167-2681(22)00010-5/sbref0021
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0167-2681(22)00010-5/sbref0021
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0167-2681(22)00010-5/sbref0021
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0167-2681(22)00010-5/sbref0022
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0167-2681(22)00010-5/sbref0022
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0167-2681(22)00010-5/sbref0022
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0167-2681(22)00010-5/sbref0023
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0167-2681(22)00010-5/sbref0023
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0167-2681(22)00010-5/sbref0023
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0167-2681(22)00010-5/sbref0024
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0167-2681(22)00010-5/sbref0024
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0167-2681(22)00010-5/sbref0024
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0167-2681(22)00010-5/sbref0024


C. Li and M.J. Gelfand Journal of Economic Behavior and Organization 195 (2022) 1–15 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Cai, J. , Song, M.H. , Walkling, R.A. , 2011. Anticipation, acquisitions, and bidder returns: industry shocks and the transfer of information across rivals. Rev.
Financ. Stud. 24, 2242–2285 . 

Cartwright, S. , Cooper, C.L. , 1996. Managing Mergers and Acquisitions. Utterworth-Heinemann, Oxford, UK . 
Chakrabarti, R. , Gupta-Mukherjee, S. , Jayaraman, N. , 2009. Mars-Venus marriages: culture and cross-border M&A. J. Int. Bus. Stud. 40, 216–236 . 

Child, J. , Faulkner, D. , Pitkethly, R. , 2001. The Management of International Acquisitions. Oxford University Press, New York . 
Chua, R.Y. , 2013. The costs of ambient cultural disharmony: indirect intercultural conflicts in social environment undermine creativity. Acad. Manag. J. 56,

1545–1577 . 

Colombo, M.G. , Grilli, L. , 2010. On growth drivers of high-tech start-ups: exploring the role of founders’ human capital and venture capital. J. Bus. Ventur.
25, 610–626 . 

Connelly, B.L. , Hoskisson, R.E. , Tihanyi, L. , Certo, S.T. , 2010. Ownership as a form of corporate governance. J. Manage. Stud. 47, 1561–1589 . 
Conyon, M.J. , Girma, S. , Thompson, S. , Wright, P.W , 2002. The impact of mergers and acquisitions on company employment in the United Kingdom. Eur.

Econ. Rev. 46, 31–49 . 
Crossland, C. , Hambrick, D.C. , 2011. Differences in managerial discretion across countries: how nation-level institutions affect the degree to which CEOs

matter. Strateg. Manag. J. 32, 797–819 . 
Cuypers, I.R. , Cuypers, Y. , Martin, X , 2017. When the target may know better: effects of experience and information asymmetries on value from mergers

and acquisitions. Strateg. Manag. J. 38, 609–625 . 

Datta, D.K. , Guthrie, J.P. , Basuil, D. , Pandey, A. , 2010. Causes and effects of employee downsizing: a review and synthesis. J. Manag. 36, 281–348 . 
Datta, D.K. , Puia, G. , 1995. Cross-border acquisitions: an examination of the influence of relatedness and cultural fit on shareholder value creation in U.S.

acquiring firms. Manag. Int. Rev. 35, 337–359 . 
De, S. , Nau, D.S. , Gelfand, M.J. , 2017. Understanding norm change: an evolutionary game-theoretic approach. In: Proceedings of the 16th Conference on

Autonomous Agents and MultiAgent Systems, pp. 1433–1441 . 
De, S. , Nau, D.S. , Pan, X. , Gelfand, M.J. , 2018. Tipping points for norm change in human cultures. In: Proceedings of the International Conference on Social

Computing, Behavioral-Cultural Modeling and Prediction and Behavior Representation in Modeling and Simulation. Springer, Cham, pp. 61–69 . 

Dimant E., Gelfand M., Hochleitner A., Sonderegger S. 2021. Strategic behavior with tight and loose norms. Working paper. 
Dow, D. , Cuypers, I.R. , Ertug, G. , 2016. The effects of within-country linguistic and religious diversity on foreign acquisitions. J. Int. Bus. Stud. 47, 319–346 . 

Eisenhardt, K.M. , Martin, J.A. , 20 0 0. Dynamic capabilities: what are they? Strategic Manag. J. 21, 1105–1121 . 
Elisseeff, V. , 20 0 0. The Silk Roads: Highways of Culture and Commerce. Berghahn Books . 

Ellis, K.M. , Reus, T.H. , Lamont, B.T. , Ranft, A.L , 2011. Transfer effects in large acquisitions: how size-specific experience matters. Acad. Manag. J. 54,
1261–1276 . 

Elster, A. , Gelfand, M.J. , 2021. When guiding principles do not guide: the moderating effects of cultural tightness on value-behavior links. J. Personal. 89,

325–337 . 
Erel, I. , Liao, R.C. , Weisbach, M.S. , 2012. Determinants of cross-border mergers and acquisitions. J. Financ. 67, 1045–1082 . 

Fan, J.P. , Lang, L.H , 20 0 0. The measurement of relatedness: an application to corporate diversification. J. Bus. 73, 629–660 . 
Frink, D.D. , Klimoski, R.J. , 1998. Toward a theory of accountability in organizations and human resource management. Res. Personal. Hum. Resour. Manag.

17, 1–51 . 
Fu, F. , Lin, L. , Officer, M.S , 2013. Acquisitions driven by stock overvaluation: are they good deals? J. Financ. Econ. 109, 24–39 . 

Geertz, C. , 1973. The Interpretation of Cultures. Basic Books, New York . 

Gelfand, M.J. , Aycan, Z. , Erez, M. , Leung, K , 2017b. Cross-cultural industrial organizational psychology and organizational behavior: a hundred-year journey.
J. Appl. Psychol. 102, 514–529 . 

Gelfand, M.J. , Brett, J. , Gunia, B.C. , Imai, L. , Huang, T.J. , Hsu, B.F. , 2013. Toward a culture-by-context perspective on negotiation: negotiating teams in the
United States and Taiwan. J. Appl. Psychol. 98, 504–513 . 

Gelfand, M.J. , Jackson, J.C. , Pan, X. , Nau, D. , Pieper, D. , Denison, E. , Dagher, M. , Van Lange, P.A. , Chiu, C.Y. , Wang, M. , 2021. The relationship between cultural
tightness-looseness and COVID-19 cases and deaths: a global analysis. Lancet Planet. Health 5, e135–e144 . 

Gelfand, M.J. , Nishii, L.H. , Raver, J.L. , 2006. On the nature and importance of cultural tightness-looseness. J. Appl. Psychol. 91, 1225–1244 . 

Gelfand, M.J. , Raver, J.L. , Nishii, L. , Leslie, L.M. , Lun, J. , Lim, B.C. , Duan, L. , Almaliach, A. , Ang, S. , Arnadottir, J. , Aycan, Z. , 2011. Differences between tight and
loose cultures: a 33-nation study. Science 332, 1100–1104 . 

Gerhart, B. , 2009. How much does national culture constrain organizational culture? Manag. Organ. Rev. 5, 241–259 . 
Gong, Y. , Shenkar, O. , Luo, Y. , Nyaw, M.K. , 2001. Role conflict and ambiguity of CEOs in international joint ventures: a transaction cost perspective. J. Appl.

Psychol. 86, 764–773 . 
Gorodnichenko, Y. , Roland, G. , 2011. Which dimensions of culture matter for long-run growth? Am. Econ. Rev. 101, 4 92–4 98 . 

Gorodnichenko, Y. , Roland, G. , 2017. Culture, institutions, and the wealth of nations. Rev. Econ. Stat. 99, 402–416 . 

Guiso, L. , Sapienza, P. , Zingales, L. , 2009. Cultural biases in economic exchange? Q. J. Econ. 124, 1095–1131 . 
Haleblian, J. , Devers, C.E. , McNamara, G. , Carpenter, M.A. , Davison, R.B. , 2009. Taking stock of what we know about mergers and acquisitions: a review and

research agenda. J. Manag. 35, 469–502 . 
Harrington, J.R. , Gelfand, M.J. , 2014. Tightness-looseness across the 50 United States. Proc. Natl. Acad. Sci. 111, 7990–7995 . 

Harrison, J.S. , Hitt, M.A. , Hoskisson, R.E. , Ireland, R.D. , 1991. Synergies and post-acquisition performance: differences versus similarities in resource alloca-
tions. J. Manag. 17, 173–190 . 

Henisz, W.J. , 20 0 0. The institutional environment for economic growth. Econ. Polit. 12, 1–31 . 
Henrich, J.P. , Boyd, R. , Bowles, S. , Fehr, E. , Camerer, C. , Gintis, H. , 2004. Foundations of Human Sociality: Economic Experiments and Ethnographic Evidence

from Fifteen Small-Scale Societies. Oxford University Press . 

Hoberg, G. , Phillips, G. , 2010. Product market synergies and competition in mergers and acquisitions: a text-based analysis. Rev. Financ. Stud. 23, 3773–3811 .
Hofstede, G. , 2001. Culture’s consequences: Comparing values, behaviors, institutions, and Organizations Across Nations, 2nd ed. Sage Publ, Thousand Oaks,

CA . 
Homburg, C. , Bucerius, M. , 2005. A marketing perspective on mergers and acquisitions: how marketing integration affects postmerger performance. J. Mark.

69, 95–113 . 
House, R.J. , Hanges, P.J. , Javidan, M. , Dorfman, P. , Gupta, V , 2004. Culture, leadership, and organizations: The GLOBE Study of 62 Societies. Sage Publications,

Thousand Oaks, CA . 

Huang, Z. , Zhu, H. , Brass, D.J. , 2017. Cross-border acquisitions and the asymmetric effect of power distance value difference on long-term post-acquisition
performance. Strateg. Manag. J. 38, 972–991 . 

Inglehart, R. , 2004. Human Beliefs and Values. University of Michigan Press, Ann Arbor . 
Jackson, J.C. , Gelfand, M.J. , Ember, C.R. , 2020. A global analysis of cultural tightness in non-industrial societies. Proc. R. Soc. B 287, 1–9 . 

Khandwalla, P.N. , 1976. The techno-economic ecology of corporate strategy. J. Manag. Stud. 13, 62–75 . 
Kogut, B. , Singh, H. , 1988. The effect of national culture on the choice of entry mode. J. Int. Bus. Stud. 19, 411–432 . 

Kontogiannis, N. , Litina, A. , Varvarigos, D. , 2019. Occupation-induced status, social norms, and economic growth. J. Econ. Behav. Organ. 163, 348–360 . 

Krammer, S.M. , 2019. Greasing the wheels of change: bribery, institutions, and new product introductions in Emerging Markets. J. Manag. 45, 1889–1926 . 
Krishnan, H.A. , Hitt, M.A. , Park, D. , 2007. Acquisition premiums, subsequent workforce reductions and post-acquisition performance. J. Manag. Stud. 44,

709–732 . 
Krishnan, H.A. , Miller, A. , Judge, W.Q. , 1997. Diversification and top management team complementarity: is performance improved by merging similar or

dissimilar teams? Strateg. Manag. J. 18, 361–374 . 
14 

http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0167-2681(22)00010-5/sbref0025
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0167-2681(22)00010-5/sbref0025
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0167-2681(22)00010-5/sbref0025
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0167-2681(22)00010-5/sbref0025
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0167-2681(22)00010-5/sbref0026
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0167-2681(22)00010-5/sbref0026
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0167-2681(22)00010-5/sbref0026
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0167-2681(22)00010-5/sbref0027
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0167-2681(22)00010-5/sbref0027
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0167-2681(22)00010-5/sbref0027
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0167-2681(22)00010-5/sbref0027
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0167-2681(22)00010-5/sbref0029
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0167-2681(22)00010-5/sbref0029
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0167-2681(22)00010-5/sbref0029
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0167-2681(22)00010-5/sbref0029
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0167-2681(22)00010-5/sbref0031
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0167-2681(22)00010-5/sbref0031
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0167-2681(22)00010-5/sbref0032
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0167-2681(22)00010-5/sbref0032
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0167-2681(22)00010-5/sbref0032
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0167-2681(22)00010-5/sbref0033
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0167-2681(22)00010-5/sbref0033
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0167-2681(22)00010-5/sbref0033
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0167-2681(22)00010-5/sbref0033
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0167-2681(22)00010-5/sbref0033
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0167-2681(22)00010-5/sbref0034
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0167-2681(22)00010-5/sbref0034
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0167-2681(22)00010-5/sbref0034
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0167-2681(22)00010-5/sbref0034
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0167-2681(22)00010-5/sbref0034
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0167-2681(22)00010-5/sbref0035
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0167-2681(22)00010-5/sbref0035
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0167-2681(22)00010-5/sbref0035
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0167-2681(22)00010-5/sbref0036
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0167-2681(22)00010-5/sbref0036
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0167-2681(22)00010-5/sbref0036
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0167-2681(22)00010-5/sbref0036
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0167-2681(22)00010-5/sbref0037
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0167-2681(22)00010-5/sbref0037
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0167-2681(22)00010-5/sbref0037
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0167-2681(22)00010-5/sbref0037
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0167-2681(22)00010-5/sbref0037
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0167-2681(22)00010-5/sbref0038
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0167-2681(22)00010-5/sbref0038
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0167-2681(22)00010-5/sbref0038
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0167-2681(22)00010-5/sbref0039
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0167-2681(22)00010-5/sbref0039
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0167-2681(22)00010-5/sbref0039
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0167-2681(22)00010-5/sbref0039
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0167-2681(22)00010-5/sbref0040
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0167-2681(22)00010-5/sbref0040
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0167-2681(22)00010-5/sbref0040
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0167-2681(22)00010-5/sbref0040
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0167-2681(22)00010-5/sbref0040
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0167-2681(22)00010-5/sbref0043
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0167-2681(22)00010-5/sbref0043
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0167-2681(22)00010-5/sbref0043
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0167-2681(22)00010-5/sbref0043
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0167-2681(22)00010-5/sbref0045
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0167-2681(22)00010-5/sbref0045
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0167-2681(22)00010-5/sbref0045
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0167-2681(22)00010-5/sbref0046
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0167-2681(22)00010-5/sbref0046
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0167-2681(22)00010-5/sbref0047
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0167-2681(22)00010-5/sbref0047
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0167-2681(22)00010-5/sbref0047
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0167-2681(22)00010-5/sbref0047
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0167-2681(22)00010-5/sbref0047
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0167-2681(22)00010-5/sbref0048
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0167-2681(22)00010-5/sbref0048
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0167-2681(22)00010-5/sbref0048
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0167-2681(22)00010-5/sbref0049
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0167-2681(22)00010-5/sbref0049
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0167-2681(22)00010-5/sbref0049
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0167-2681(22)00010-5/sbref0049
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0167-2681(22)00010-5/sbref0051
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0167-2681(22)00010-5/sbref0051
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0167-2681(22)00010-5/sbref0051
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0167-2681(22)00010-5/sbref0053
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0167-2681(22)00010-5/sbref0053
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0167-2681(22)00010-5/sbref0053
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0167-2681(22)00010-5/sbref0054
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0167-2681(22)00010-5/sbref0054
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0167-2681(22)00010-5/sbref0054
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0167-2681(22)00010-5/sbref0054
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0167-2681(22)00010-5/sbref0055
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0167-2681(22)00010-5/sbref0055
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0167-2681(22)00010-5/sbref0057
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0167-2681(22)00010-5/sbref0057
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0167-2681(22)00010-5/sbref0057
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0167-2681(22)00010-5/sbref0057
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0167-2681(22)00010-5/sbref0057
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0167-2681(22)00010-5/sbref0058
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0167-2681(22)00010-5/sbref0058
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0167-2681(22)00010-5/sbref0058
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0167-2681(22)00010-5/sbref0058
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0167-2681(22)00010-5/sbref0058
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0167-2681(22)00010-5/sbref0058
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0167-2681(22)00010-5/sbref0058
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0167-2681(22)00010-5/sbref0062
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0167-2681(22)00010-5/sbref0062
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0167-2681(22)00010-5/sbref0062
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0167-2681(22)00010-5/sbref0062
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0167-2681(22)00010-5/sbref0062
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0167-2681(22)00010-5/sbref0062
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0167-2681(22)00010-5/sbref0062
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0167-2681(22)00010-5/sbref0062
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0167-2681(22)00010-5/sbref0062
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0167-2681(22)00010-5/sbref0062
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0167-2681(22)00010-5/sbref0062
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0167-2681(22)00010-5/sbref0063
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0167-2681(22)00010-5/sbref0063
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0167-2681(22)00010-5/sbref0063
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0167-2681(22)00010-5/sbref0063
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0167-2681(22)00010-5/sbref0064
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0167-2681(22)00010-5/sbref0064
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0167-2681(22)00010-5/sbref0064
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0167-2681(22)00010-5/sbref0064
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0167-2681(22)00010-5/sbref0064
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0167-2681(22)00010-5/sbref0064
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0167-2681(22)00010-5/sbref0064
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0167-2681(22)00010-5/sbref0064
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0167-2681(22)00010-5/sbref0064
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0167-2681(22)00010-5/sbref0064
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0167-2681(22)00010-5/sbref0064
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0167-2681(22)00010-5/sbref0064
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0167-2681(22)00010-5/sbref0065
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0167-2681(22)00010-5/sbref0065
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0167-2681(22)00010-5/sbref0066
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0167-2681(22)00010-5/sbref0066
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0167-2681(22)00010-5/sbref0066
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0167-2681(22)00010-5/sbref0066
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0167-2681(22)00010-5/sbref0066
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0167-2681(22)00010-5/sbref0067
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0167-2681(22)00010-5/sbref0067
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0167-2681(22)00010-5/sbref0067
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0167-2681(22)00010-5/sbref0068
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0167-2681(22)00010-5/sbref0068
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0167-2681(22)00010-5/sbref0068
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0167-2681(22)00010-5/sbref0069
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0167-2681(22)00010-5/sbref0069
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0167-2681(22)00010-5/sbref0069
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0167-2681(22)00010-5/sbref0069
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0167-2681(22)00010-5/sbref0070
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0167-2681(22)00010-5/sbref0070
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0167-2681(22)00010-5/sbref0070
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0167-2681(22)00010-5/sbref0070
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0167-2681(22)00010-5/sbref0070
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0167-2681(22)00010-5/sbref0070
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0167-2681(22)00010-5/sbref0074
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0167-2681(22)00010-5/sbref0074
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0167-2681(22)00010-5/sbref0074
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0167-2681(22)00010-5/sbref0075
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0167-2681(22)00010-5/sbref0075
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0167-2681(22)00010-5/sbref0075
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0167-2681(22)00010-5/sbref0075
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0167-2681(22)00010-5/sbref0075
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0167-2681(22)00010-5/sbref0076
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0167-2681(22)00010-5/sbref0076
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0167-2681(22)00010-5/sbref0077
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0167-2681(22)00010-5/sbref0077
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0167-2681(22)00010-5/sbref0077
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0167-2681(22)00010-5/sbref0077
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0167-2681(22)00010-5/sbref0077
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0167-2681(22)00010-5/sbref0077
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0167-2681(22)00010-5/sbref0077
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0167-2681(22)00010-5/sbref0078
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0167-2681(22)00010-5/sbref0078
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0167-2681(22)00010-5/sbref0078
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0167-2681(22)00010-5/sbref0079
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0167-2681(22)00010-5/sbref0079
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0167-2681(22)00010-5/sbref0080
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0167-2681(22)00010-5/sbref0080
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0167-2681(22)00010-5/sbref0080
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0167-2681(22)00010-5/sbref0081
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0167-2681(22)00010-5/sbref0081
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0167-2681(22)00010-5/sbref0081
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0167-2681(22)00010-5/sbref0081
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0167-2681(22)00010-5/sbref0081
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0167-2681(22)00010-5/sbref0081
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0167-2681(22)00010-5/sbref0082
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0167-2681(22)00010-5/sbref0082
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0167-2681(22)00010-5/sbref0082
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0167-2681(22)00010-5/sbref0082
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0167-2681(22)00010-5/sbref0083
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0167-2681(22)00010-5/sbref0083
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0167-2681(22)00010-5/sbref0084
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0167-2681(22)00010-5/sbref0084
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0167-2681(22)00010-5/sbref0084
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0167-2681(22)00010-5/sbref0084
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0167-2681(22)00010-5/sbref0088
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0167-2681(22)00010-5/sbref0088
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0167-2681(22)00010-5/sbref0089
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0167-2681(22)00010-5/sbref0089
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0167-2681(22)00010-5/sbref0089
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0167-2681(22)00010-5/sbref0090
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0167-2681(22)00010-5/sbref0090
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0167-2681(22)00010-5/sbref0090
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0167-2681(22)00010-5/sbref0090
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0167-2681(22)00010-5/sbref0091
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0167-2681(22)00010-5/sbref0091
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0167-2681(22)00010-5/sbref0092
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0167-2681(22)00010-5/sbref0092
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0167-2681(22)00010-5/sbref0092
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0167-2681(22)00010-5/sbref0092
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0167-2681(22)00010-5/sbref0093
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0167-2681(22)00010-5/sbref0093
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0167-2681(22)00010-5/sbref0093
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0167-2681(22)00010-5/sbref0093


C. Li and M.J. Gelfand Journal of Economic Behavior and Organization 195 (2022) 1–15 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Krupka, E.L. , Croson, R.T. , 2016. The differential impact of social norms cues on charitable contributions. J. Econ. Behav. Organ. 128, 149–158 . 
Lee, S.H. , Shenkar, O. , Li, J.T. , 2008. Cultural distance, investment flow, and control in cross-border cooperation. Strateg. Manag. J. 29, 1117–1125 . 

Lee, Y. , Kramer, A. , 2016. The role of purposeful diversity and inclusion strategy (PDIS) and cultural tightness/looseness in the relationship between national
culture and organizational culture. Hum. Resour. Manag. Rev. 26, 198–208 . 

Leung, K. , Morris, M.W. , 2015. Values, schemas, and norms in the culture-behavior nexus: a situated dynamics framework. J. Int. Bus. Stud. 46, 1028–1050 . 
Li, C. , Arikan, I. , Shenkar, O. , Arikan, A. , 2020. The impact of country-dyadic military conflicts on market reaction to cross-border acquisitions. J. Int. Bus.

Stud. 51, 299–325 . 

Li, C. , Brodbeck, F.C. , Shenkar, O. , Ponzi, L.J. , Fisch, J. , 2017. Embracing the foreign: cultural attractiveness and international strategy. Strateg. Manag. J. 38,
950–971 . 

Li, C., Haleblian, J, 2021. The influence of nation-level institutions on acquisition premiums: a cross-country comparative study. J. Manag. doi: 10.1177/
01492063211010219 . 

Li, C., Reuer, J.J, 2021. The impact of corruption on market reactions to international strategic alliances. J. Int. Bus. Stud. doi: 10.1057/s41267- 021- 00404-7 . 
Li, C. , Shenkar, O. , Newburry, W.E. , Tang, Y. , 2021. How country reputation differentials influence market reaction to international acquisitions. J. Manag.

Stud. 58, 1609–1639 . 
Loughran, T. , Ritter, J. , 2004. Why has IPO underpricing changed over time? Financ. Manag. 33, 5–37 . 

Louis, H. , Sun, A , 2010. Investor inattention and the market reaction to merger announcements. Manag. Sci. 56, 1781–1793 . 

Makino, S. , Lau, C.M. , Yeh, R.S. , 2002. Asset-exploitation versus asset-seeking: implications for location choice of foreign direct investment from newly
industrialized economies. J. Int. Bus. Stud. 33, 403–421 . 

Maquieira, C.P. , Megginson, W.L. , Nail, L. , 1998. Wealth creation versus wealth redistributions in pure stock-for-stock mergers. J. Financ. Econ. 48, 3–33 . 
Masulis, R.W. , Wang, C. , Xie, F , 2007. Corporate governance and acquirer returns. J. Financ. 62, 1851–1889 . 

Meyer, K.E. , Estrin, S. , Bhaumik, S.K. , Peng, M.W. , 2009. Institutions, resources, and entry strategies in emerging economies. Strateg. Manag. J. 30, 61–80 . 
Meyer, K.E. , van Witteloostuijn, A. , Beugelsdijk, S. , 2017. What’s in a p? Reassessing best practices for conducting and reporting hypothesis-testing research.

J. Int. Bus. Stud. 48, 535–551 . 

Miettinen, T. , Stenbacka, R. , 2018. Strategic short-termism: implications for the management and acquisition of customer relationships. J. Econ. Behav. Organ.
153, 200–222 . 

Miller, S.R. , Parkhe, A. , 2002. Is there a liability of foreignness in global banking? An empirical test of banks’ X-efficiency. Strateg. Manag. J. 23, 55–75 . 
Mulherin, J.H. , Netter, J.M. , Poulsen, A.B. , 2017. The Evidence on Mergers and acquisitions: A historical and Modern Report. The Handbook of the Economics

of Corporate Governance, North Holland . 
Nippa, M. , Reuer, J.J. , 2019. On the future of international joint venture research. J. Int. Bus. Stud. 50, 555–597 . 

Nunn, N. , 2021. On the causes and consequences of cross-cultural differences: an economic perspective. In: Gelfand, M., Chiu, C.Y., Hong, Y.Y. (Eds.), Advances

in Culture and Psychology. Oxford University Press, New York . 
Parsons, T. , 1951. The Social System. Routledge, New York . 

Pelto, P.J. , 1968. The differences between “tight” and “loose” societies. Society 5, 37–40 . 
Rabier, M.R. , 2017. Value is in the eye of the beholder: the relative valuation roles of earnings and book value in merger pricing. Acc. Rev. 93, 335–362 . 

Rabl, T. , Jayasinghe, M. , Gerhart, B. , Kühlmann, T.M. , 2014. A meta-analysis of country differences in the high-performance work system-business perfor-
mance relationship: the roles of national culture and managerial discretion. J. Appl. Psychol. 99, 1011–1041 . 

Roos, P. , Gelfand, M.J. , Nau, D. , Lun, J. , 2015. Societal threat and cultural variation in the strength of social norms: an evolutionary basis. Organ. Behav. Hum.

Decis. Process. 129, 14–23 . 
Sáenz, J. , Aramburu, N. , Rivera, O , 2009. Knowledge sharing and innovation performance: a comparison between high-tech and low-tech companies. J.

Intellect. Cap. 10, 22–36 . 
Schildt, H. , Keil, T. , Maula, M , 2012. The temporal effects of relative and firm-level absorptive capacity on interorganizational learning. Strateg. Manag. J. 3,

1154–1173 . 
Schwartz, S.H. , 1994. Are there universal aspects in the structure and contents of human values? J. Soc. Issues 50, 19–46 . 

Schwens, C. , Eiche, J. , Kabst, R , 2011. The moderating impact of informal institutional distance and formal institutional risk on SME entry mode choice. J.

Manag. Stud. 48, 330–351 . 
Seth, A. , Song, K.P. , Pettit, R.R , 2002. Value creation and destruction in cross-border acquisitions: an empirical analysis of foreign acquisitions of US firms.

Strateg. Manag. J. 23, 921–940 . 
Seth, A. , 1990. Sources of value creation in acquisitions: an empirical investigation. Strateg. Manag. J. 11, 431–446 . 

Shaheer, N.A. , Li, S. , 2020. The CAGE around cyberspace? How digital innovations internationalize in a virtual world. J. Bus. Ventur. 35, 2–19 . 
Shen, R. , Tang, Y. , Chen, G. , 2014. When the role fits: how firm status differentials affect corporate takeovers. Strateg. Manag. J. 35, 2012–2030 . 

Shenkar, O. , Luo, Y. , Yeheskel, O. , 2008. From “distance” to “friction”: substituting metaphors and redirecting intercultural research. Acad. Manag. Rev. 33,

905–923 . 
Shenkar, O. , 2001. Cultural distance revisited: towards a more rigorous conceptualization and measurement of cultural differences. J. Int. Bus. Stud. 32,

519–535 . 
Sherif, M. , 1936. The Psychology of Social Norms. Harper, Oxford, England . 

Shin, D. , Hasse, V. , Schotter, A. , 2017. Multinational enterprises within cultural space and place: integrating cultural distance and cultural tightness-loose-
ness. Acad. Manag. J. 60, 904–921 . 

Siegel, J.I. , Licht, A.N. , Schwartz, S.H. , 2013. Egalitarianism, cultural distance, and foreign direct investment: a new approach. Organ. Sci. 24, 1174–1194 . 
Stahl, G.K. , Voigt, A. , 2008. Do cultural differences matter in mergers and acquisitions? A tentative model and examination. Organ. Sci. 19, 160–176 . 

Stallkamp, M. , Pinkham, B.C. , Schotter, A.P. , Buchel, O. , 2018. Core or periphery? The effects of country-of-origin agglomerations on the within-country

expansion of MNEs. J. Int. Bus. Stud. 49, 942–966 . 
Stamkou, E. , Kleef, G.A. , Homan, A.C. , Gelfand, M.J. , van de Vijver, F.J. , van Egmond, M.C. , Boer, D. , Phiri, N. , Ayub, N. , Kinias, Z. , Cantarero, K , 2019. Cultural

collectivism and tightness moderate responses to norm violators: effects on power perception, moral emotions, and leader support. Personal. Soc. 
Psychol. Bull. 45, 947–964 . 

Steger, M.B. , 2009. Globalisation and social imaginaries: the changing ideological landscape of the twenty-first century. J. Crit. Glob. Stud. 1, 9–30 . 
Tung, R.L. , Verbeke, A. , 2010. Beyond Hofstede and GLOBE: improving the quality of cross-cultural research. J. Int. Bus. Stud. 41, 1259–1274 . 

Turchin, P. , 2016. Ultrasociety: How 10,0 0 0 Years of War Made Humans the Greatest Cooperators on Earth. Beresta Books, Chaplin, CT . 

Unger, J.M. , Rauch, A. , Frese, M. , Rosenbusch, N. , 2011. Human capital and entrepreneurial success: a meta-analytical review. J. Bus. Ventur. 26, 341–358 . 
Utterback J.M. 1996. Mastering the dynamics of innovation: how companies can seize opportunities in the face of technological change. Long Range Plann

6: 908–909. 
Van Dyck, C. , Frese, M. , Baer, M. , Sonnentag, S. , 2005. Organizational error management culture and its impact on performance: a two-study replication. J.

Appl. Psychol. 90, 1228–1240 . 
Wang, H. , Tian, L. , Li, Y. , 2019. A tale of two cultures: social networks and competitive advantage. Asia Pac. J. Manag. 36, 321–347 . 

Wolfolds, S.E. , Siegel, J. , 2019. Misaccounting for endogeneity: the peril of relying on the Heckman two-step method without a valid instrument. Strateg.

Manag. J. 40, 432–462 . 
Yoshino, M.Y. , 1976. Japan’s Multinational Enterprises. Harvard University Press, Cambridge . 

Zhao, Y. , Parente, R. , Fainshmidt, S. , Carnovale, S , 2021. MNE host-country alliance network position and post-entry establishment mode choice. J. Int. Bus.
Stud. 52, 1350–1364 . 

Zollo, M. , Singh, H. , 2004. Deliberate learning in corporate acquisitions: post-acquisition strategies and integration capability in US bank mergers. Strateg.
Manag. J. 25, 1233–1256 . 
15 

http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0167-2681(22)00010-5/sbref0094
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0167-2681(22)00010-5/sbref0094
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0167-2681(22)00010-5/sbref0094
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0167-2681(22)00010-5/sbref0095
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0167-2681(22)00010-5/sbref0095
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0167-2681(22)00010-5/sbref0095
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0167-2681(22)00010-5/sbref0095
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0167-2681(22)00010-5/sbref0096
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0167-2681(22)00010-5/sbref0096
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0167-2681(22)00010-5/sbref0096
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0167-2681(22)00010-5/sbref0097
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0167-2681(22)00010-5/sbref0097
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0167-2681(22)00010-5/sbref0097
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0167-2681(22)00010-5/sbref0098
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0167-2681(22)00010-5/sbref0098
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0167-2681(22)00010-5/sbref0098
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0167-2681(22)00010-5/sbref0098
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0167-2681(22)00010-5/sbref0098
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0167-2681(22)00010-5/sbref0099
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0167-2681(22)00010-5/sbref0099
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0167-2681(22)00010-5/sbref0099
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0167-2681(22)00010-5/sbref0099
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0167-2681(22)00010-5/sbref0099
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0167-2681(22)00010-5/sbref0099
https://doi.org/10.1177/01492063211010219
https://doi.org/10.1057/s41267-021-00404-7
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0167-2681(22)00010-5/sbref0102
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0167-2681(22)00010-5/sbref0102
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0167-2681(22)00010-5/sbref0102
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0167-2681(22)00010-5/sbref0102
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0167-2681(22)00010-5/sbref0102
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0167-2681(22)00010-5/sbref0103
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0167-2681(22)00010-5/sbref0103
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0167-2681(22)00010-5/sbref0103
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0167-2681(22)00010-5/sbref0104
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0167-2681(22)00010-5/sbref0104
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0167-2681(22)00010-5/sbref0104
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0167-2681(22)00010-5/sbref0105
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0167-2681(22)00010-5/sbref0105
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0167-2681(22)00010-5/sbref0105
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0167-2681(22)00010-5/sbref0105
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0167-2681(22)00010-5/sbref0106
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0167-2681(22)00010-5/sbref0106
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0167-2681(22)00010-5/sbref0106
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0167-2681(22)00010-5/sbref0106
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0167-2681(22)00010-5/sbref0108
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0167-2681(22)00010-5/sbref0108
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0167-2681(22)00010-5/sbref0108
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0167-2681(22)00010-5/sbref0108
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0167-2681(22)00010-5/sbref0109
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0167-2681(22)00010-5/sbref0109
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0167-2681(22)00010-5/sbref0109
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0167-2681(22)00010-5/sbref0109
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0167-2681(22)00010-5/sbref0109
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0167-2681(22)00010-5/sbref0110
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0167-2681(22)00010-5/sbref0110
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0167-2681(22)00010-5/sbref0110
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0167-2681(22)00010-5/sbref0110
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0167-2681(22)00010-5/sbref0111
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0167-2681(22)00010-5/sbref0111
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0167-2681(22)00010-5/sbref0111
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0167-2681(22)00010-5/sbref0112
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0167-2681(22)00010-5/sbref0112
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0167-2681(22)00010-5/sbref0112
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0167-2681(22)00010-5/sbref0114
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0167-2681(22)00010-5/sbref0114
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0167-2681(22)00010-5/sbref0114
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0167-2681(22)00010-5/sbref0114
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0167-2681(22)00010-5/sbref0116
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0167-2681(22)00010-5/sbref0116
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0167-2681(22)00010-5/sbref0116
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0167-2681(22)00010-5/sbref0117
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0167-2681(22)00010-5/sbref0117
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0167-2681(22)00010-5/sbref0118
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0167-2681(22)00010-5/sbref0118
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0167-2681(22)00010-5/sbref0119
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0167-2681(22)00010-5/sbref0119
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0167-2681(22)00010-5/sbref0120
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0167-2681(22)00010-5/sbref0120
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0167-2681(22)00010-5/sbref0121
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0167-2681(22)00010-5/sbref0121
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0167-2681(22)00010-5/sbref0121
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0167-2681(22)00010-5/sbref0121
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0167-2681(22)00010-5/sbref0121
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0167-2681(22)00010-5/sbref0122
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0167-2681(22)00010-5/sbref0122
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0167-2681(22)00010-5/sbref0122
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0167-2681(22)00010-5/sbref0122
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0167-2681(22)00010-5/sbref0122
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0167-2681(22)00010-5/sbref0124
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0167-2681(22)00010-5/sbref0124
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0167-2681(22)00010-5/sbref0124
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0167-2681(22)00010-5/sbref0124
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0167-2681(22)00010-5/sbref0126
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0167-2681(22)00010-5/sbref0126
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0167-2681(22)00010-5/sbref0126
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0167-2681(22)00010-5/sbref0126
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0167-2681(22)00010-5/sbref0127
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0167-2681(22)00010-5/sbref0127
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0167-2681(22)00010-5/sbref0128
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0167-2681(22)00010-5/sbref0128
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0167-2681(22)00010-5/sbref0128
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0167-2681(22)00010-5/sbref0128
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0167-2681(22)00010-5/sbref0129
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0167-2681(22)00010-5/sbref0129
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0167-2681(22)00010-5/sbref0129
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0167-2681(22)00010-5/sbref0129
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0167-2681(22)00010-5/sbref0130
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0167-2681(22)00010-5/sbref0130
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0167-2681(22)00010-5/sbref0131
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0167-2681(22)00010-5/sbref0131
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0167-2681(22)00010-5/sbref0131
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0167-2681(22)00010-5/sbref0132
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0167-2681(22)00010-5/sbref0132
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0167-2681(22)00010-5/sbref0132
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0167-2681(22)00010-5/sbref0132
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0167-2681(22)00010-5/sbref0133
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0167-2681(22)00010-5/sbref0133
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0167-2681(22)00010-5/sbref0133
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0167-2681(22)00010-5/sbref0133
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0167-2681(22)00010-5/sbref0134
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0167-2681(22)00010-5/sbref0134
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0167-2681(22)00010-5/sbref0136
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0167-2681(22)00010-5/sbref0136
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0167-2681(22)00010-5/sbref0137
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0167-2681(22)00010-5/sbref0137
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0167-2681(22)00010-5/sbref0137
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0167-2681(22)00010-5/sbref0137
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0167-2681(22)00010-5/sbref0138
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0167-2681(22)00010-5/sbref0138
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0167-2681(22)00010-5/sbref0138
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0167-2681(22)00010-5/sbref0138
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0167-2681(22)00010-5/sbref0139
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0167-2681(22)00010-5/sbref0139
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0167-2681(22)00010-5/sbref0139
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0167-2681(22)00010-5/sbref0140
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0167-2681(22)00010-5/sbref0140
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0167-2681(22)00010-5/sbref0140
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0167-2681(22)00010-5/sbref0140
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0167-2681(22)00010-5/sbref0140
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0167-2681(22)00010-5/sbref0141
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0167-2681(22)00010-5/sbref0141
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0167-2681(22)00010-5/sbref0141
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0167-2681(22)00010-5/sbref0141
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0167-2681(22)00010-5/sbref0141
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0167-2681(22)00010-5/sbref0141
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0167-2681(22)00010-5/sbref0141
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0167-2681(22)00010-5/sbref0141
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0167-2681(22)00010-5/sbref0141
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0167-2681(22)00010-5/sbref0141
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0167-2681(22)00010-5/sbref0141
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0167-2681(22)00010-5/sbref0141
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0167-2681(22)00010-5/sbref0142
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0167-2681(22)00010-5/sbref0142
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0167-2681(22)00010-5/sbref0147
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0167-2681(22)00010-5/sbref0147
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0167-2681(22)00010-5/sbref0147
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0167-2681(22)00010-5/sbref0148
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0167-2681(22)00010-5/sbref0148
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0167-2681(22)00010-5/sbref0149
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0167-2681(22)00010-5/sbref0149
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0167-2681(22)00010-5/sbref0149
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0167-2681(22)00010-5/sbref0149
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0167-2681(22)00010-5/sbref0149
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0167-2681(22)00010-5/sbref0151
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0167-2681(22)00010-5/sbref0151
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0167-2681(22)00010-5/sbref0151
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0167-2681(22)00010-5/sbref0151
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0167-2681(22)00010-5/sbref0151
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0167-2681(22)00010-5/sbref0152
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0167-2681(22)00010-5/sbref0152
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0167-2681(22)00010-5/sbref0152
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0167-2681(22)00010-5/sbref0152
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0167-2681(22)00010-5/sbref0153
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0167-2681(22)00010-5/sbref0153
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0167-2681(22)00010-5/sbref0153
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0167-2681(22)00010-5/sbref0154
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0167-2681(22)00010-5/sbref0154
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0167-2681(22)00010-5/sbref0157
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0167-2681(22)00010-5/sbref0157
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0167-2681(22)00010-5/sbref0157
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0167-2681(22)00010-5/sbref0157
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0167-2681(22)00010-5/sbref0157
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0167-2681(22)00010-5/sbref0158
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0167-2681(22)00010-5/sbref0158
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0167-2681(22)00010-5/sbref0158

	The influence of cultural tightness-looseness on cross-border acquisition performance
	1 Introduction
	2 Theory and hypotheses
	2.1 Cultural tightness-looseness
	2.2 Impact of cultural tightness-looseness differences on cross-border acquisition performance
	2.3 A culture by context perspective of tightness-looseness and cross-border acquisitions
	2.4 Cultural contingencies
	2.4.1 Directional effect of cultural tightness-looseness differences
	2.4.2 Acquirer and target nations’ level of tightness

	2.5 Industry contingencies
	2.5.1 Industry relatedness between acquirer and target firms
	2.5.2 Cross-Border acquisitions in high-tech versus low-tech industries


	3 Methods
	3.1 Data
	3.2 Dependent variable
	3.2.1 CBA post-deal economic performance

	3.3 Independent variable
	3.3.1 Cultural tightness-looseness (TL) differences

	3.4 Moderators
	3.4.1 Directional effect
	3.4.2 Level of tightness
	3.4.3 Industry relatedness
	3.4.4 High-tech industry

	3.5 Control variables
	3.5 Empirical model

	4 Results
	4.1 Robustness tests

	5 Discussion
	5.1 Theoretical implications
	5.2 Practical implications
	5.3 Limitations and avenues for future research

	6 Conclusion
	References


