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ABSTRACT

The corporate sector in India has withessed a substantial growth
of Mergers and Acquisitions (M&As) during the 1990s, facilitated by
the policy-shift under Structural Adjustment Program. During the first
wave (i.e., 1990-95), the Indian corporate houses seem to have been
bracing up to face foreign competition while the second wave (i.e.,
1995-2000) experienced alarge presence of multinational firms. M&As
also determined, to a large extent, the nature of foreign investment in
the country during thisperiod. A large share of these M& Aswere between
firms belonging to the same business groups with a view to increase
their respective controlling blocs in order to guard against a Takeover.
However, the study could not find any evidence of efficiency-related
factorsinfluencing M& As. Itisrather growth of thefirmin termsof their
asset-size and market share that have been noticed. Thereareindications
that one of the main motives could have been financial, that is, toincrease
the equity size, which can be further used to borrow resources for
modernization. It isindeed a matter of grave concern that with the end
of licensing policies, not even areliable list of MNEsin India could be
located from a publicly available source, not to speak of reliable
information about their operationsin the country. The behaviour pattern
of Acquiring firms aerts us to the importance of working towards a
desirable and workable competition policy and an appropriate corporate
governance regime for the country. Thisis to be done keeping in view
the need to develop productive capacities and generate employment
within the country, providing for adequate ‘ promotional measures and
safeguards to the small and medium entrepreneurs.

Keywords: Mergersand Acquistions, Competition policy, Corporate
governance.

JEL Classification: D43, G34, L5



Introduction

Mergers and Acquisitions (M& As) have been a prominent trend
in the advanced capitalist countries since the late nineteenth century.
But only in recent times has it become a regular phenomenon in
‘developing’ countries. Thestriking feature of the present wave of M& As
at the global level isthat it includes many cross-border (CB) deals and
is propelled by a different set of forces. The total number of M&As
worldwide increased almost three-fold during 1990 to 1999. The total
value of M& Asworldwide hasincreased morethan five-fold during the
corresponding period. Cross-Border M& As represented 30 per cent in
deal-value and 28 per cent in number of M&A transactions worldwide
between 1990-99. During 1999, out of the total 6079 CB M&A deals
theworld over, nearly half of thetotal valuewas accounted for by theUS
and UK together (UNCTAD 2000). Thevalueof CB M&Asinrelationto
total FDI inflowsglobally rosefrom 49 per cent in 1996 to 58 per centin
1997 and further increased to as much as 83 per cent in 1999 (UNCTAD
2000: 14).

CB M&As accounted for over 60 per cent of total FDI inflowsto
the five crisis-hit countries (i.e, Indonesia, Malaysia, Philippines,
Republic of Koreaand Thailand) in 1998 and over 80 per cent in 1999,
compared to less than 20 per cent before the crisis (Zhan & Ozawa
2001: 16). However the total values of CB M&As in the five crisis-hit
countries asawhole during 1998-99 ($11 billion) was lower than that in
Argentina (about $30 billion) and lower (about $40 billion) than that in
Brazil. By contrast, in the case of China, most of the FDI before China's
entry into WTO, had come in the form of joint ventures. US and UK



companies were the magjor purchasers in East Asia during the financial
crisis, replacing firms from Japan and Germany that had been the top
two purchasersbeforethecrisis. Industriesthat received the largest share
of M&Asinthefivecrisis-affected countrieswerefinancial and business
services (Zhan & Ozawa 2001). The global environment that emerged
from the new policy regime, i.e. privatisation, liberalisation in trade,
finance and investment, aswell as technological changes have created a
situation that facilitates CB Mergers (UNCTAD 2000).

TheIndian evidence suggests that the new economic environment
of the nineties has facilitated M& As. Mergers of firms belonging to the
same business groups operating in similar product-lines appeared to
dominate the Merger-wave in India. The participation of foreign-
controlled firmsinthe M& As process hasincreased significantly during
the second half of the nineties. According to Saha (2001), around 37.7
per cent of the total Foreign Direct Investment (FDI) made by
multinational corporations (MNCs) during 1991-1998 was financed
through cross-border M&As activity, either through Acquisition of
substantial equity stakes in existing ventures or through buy-out of real
assets through asset-sales.

An attempt has been made in the present paper to understand the
motives and implications of the Merger-wave in the second half of the
nineties. The analysis has been conducted in a comparative perspective
by classifying the Acquiring firms into two categories in terms of
ownership, namely, Indian owned and foreign owned. The paper is
divided into seven sections: i) Theories on motives and implications of
M&As, ii) Trendsof M&As: Indian Experienceiii) Policy-shift regarding
M& As during the 1990s, iv) Sample, data and methodology, v) Impact
of M& Ason the performance of Acquiring firms, vi) Source of financing
and some plausibleissuesfor corporate governanceand vii) Conclusion.



Section |: Theorieson Motivesand Implicationsof M& As

The theories on M& As extend over the vast terrains of industrial
organisation, financial economic and international business studies.
Thusit has been pointed out that thetrends of M& As can betheoretically
traced back to particular motives for M& As emphasized by industrial
organization theories (i.e., market power and defensive reactions), the
financial economic literature (i.e., managerial ego) and international
businessresearch (i.e., accessto markets or technologies) (Cantwell and
Santangelo 2002). We may classify these theories into four categories,
namely, i) as efficiency enhancing measures, ii) as concentration and
monopoly-enhancing, iii) driven by macro-economic changes and iv)
driven by financial motives.

i) Mergersasefficiency enhancing measures: Mergerscan lead to
increased efficiencies. Such efficiencies and cost savings can flow from
economies of scale and scope possible in the larger post-Merger
operations, greater control over key inputs, product rationalisation,
combining marketing, advertisement and distribution, or from cutting
down overlapping Research and Development (Ansoff and Weston
1962). International M&As may be regarded as a hew cross-border
strategy that aims at increasing corporate global competitiveness by
pursuing related diversification and by integrating affiliatesinto aglobal
network (Cantwell & Santangelo 2002). Schemalensee (1987) argued
that the cost-reducing effect of a particular proposed Merger might
probably outweigh its collusion-enhancing effects. SanjayaLall rightly
guestions whether the positive economic effects that cross-border
Acquisitions can have outweigh the concerns they arouse (Lall, 2002).

ii) Mergers as enhancing concentration and monopoly: The
immediate effect of a Merger isto increase the degree of concentration
as it reduces the number of firms. Another effect of Mergers on



competition is on the generation of barriers to entry. Artificial barriers
can beraised or strengthened, if the Merger resultsin astrengthening of
product differentiation through legal rightsin designs, patents and know-
how. Williamson (1968) argued that a small efficiency gain would
generally be offset by alarge increase in market power, which creates a
situation that sets prices above the competitive levels. Further, the
motives behind transnational or cross-border Acquisitions differ from
those, which drive purely domestic Acquisitions. An Acquiring firm
might decideto goinfor international Merger in order to take advantage
of cheap raw materials and labour, to capture profits from exchange
rates, or to invest its surplus cash (Weston et al. 1996). The entry and
subsequent activitiesof Multinational firms affect the structure of markets
for goods and services in host countries in severa different ways.
Numerous studies for individual ‘developing’ countries as well as
‘developed’ economies indicate a positive association between TNC
activities and the concentration of producers in host country industries
(UNCTAD 1997: 137).

Some qualifications and exceptions have also been pointed out
about this trend. ‘Greenfield investment’ in new production facilities
adds to the number of firms engaged in the production of a good or
serviceand it might reduce or at least, leave unchanged the concentration
of producersin anindustry. In contrast, “ FDI-entry through a Merger or
Acquisition would increase the concentration of producersif a Merger
or Take-over results in increased sales for the newly created foreign
affiliates; or leave it unchanged, if its size is the same as that of the
incumbent firm acquired” (UNCTAD 1997: 141). The actual impact of
an Acquisition on competition depends upon the marketing strategies
of TNCs, as well as on industry and country-specific circumstances
(Dunning 1993). The risk that CB M&As may reduce competition
tends to be greater in those industries in which shrinking demand and



excess capacity areimportant motivationsfor M& Asand in countriesin
which competition policy does not exist or where itsimplementation is
weak (Zhan & Ozawa 2001: 61). In sum, M&As as concentration
enhancing and building oligopolistic market power is a rather familiar
view in studies on Mergers internationally.

iii) Mergers as driven by macro-economic changes. M&As are
undertaken to compensate for instabilities such as wide fluctuationsin
demand and product mix, excess capacitiesrelated to slow sales growth
and declining profit margins and technological shocks (Post 1994;
Weston et al. 1996). Firms may pursue M&As for the sole reason of
growing in size as size more than profitability or relative efficiency is
considered to be the effective barrier against Takeovers (Singh 1975;
1992). It is also argued that the development of an active market for
corporate control may encourage managers to ‘empire build’, not only
to increase their monopoly power but also to progressively shield
themselves from Takeover by becoming larger (Singh 2003). What is
referred to herein is the defensive tactics of firms in a ‘developing’
country likeIndia. Whilethere are firm-specific motivesfor undertaking
CB M&As, there are also economic forces that have acted to encourage
the CB M& As, such as the economic integration of the European Union
(EV) and NAFTA represented by the creation of acommon market (Caves
1991;UNCTAD 1997). Macro-economic changes become the context
or provide opportunitiesfor M& As. Mergers may also be resorted to as
defensive measures in response to major policy-shifts.

iv) Mergersasdriven by financial motives: Firmsadopt M&Asas
a route to growth whenever aternative investment opportunities for
financing corporate expansion in specific environments are less
attractive. Availability of capital to finance Acquisitionsand innovations
in financial markets such as junk-bonds can also be among the reasons
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for cross-border Mergers (Sudersanam 1995). Thevaluation differences
of the share prices or economic disturbances lead to Acquisitions of
firmsthat are low-valued from the viewpoint of outsiders (Gort 1969).
Lower interest rates also lead to more Acquisitions, as Acquiring firms
rely heavily on borrowed funds (Melicher et a 1983). It is aso argued
that the under-valuation of the dollar vis-a-vis pound and yen in the
early eighties had resulted in some very substantial Acquisitions of
assetsin the United States by British and Japanese firms (Dunning 1993).
The currency devaluations in the crisis-affected countries as well as
falling property prices reduced the foreign-currency costs of acquiring
fixed assetsin those countries and it has provided a golden opportunity
for TNCsto enter their local markets (Zhan & Ozawa, 2001). Our own
earlier study (Beena 2001) clearly pointed out how financial motives
had a crucial role in M&As during the first half of the decade of
liberalisation. The study argued that among the motivesfor Mergers, in
many cases, could have been the desireto improvethefinancial position
of the firm through a viable capital structure and the desire of firms to
exploit the opportunity provided by the initial post-liberalization
buoyancy in the Indian stock market. It should not be surprising if in
latest phase of contemporary finance capitalism, financial motives are
also the major determinants of M&As in our country. Paul Sweezy
(1994[1999]: 249) had spoken of the enormous growth of a “financial
superstructure” atop the real productive base of the world economy
[over the last three decades]. However, the linkages between a huge
financial superstructure of the global capitalist economy and the
financial motives of M&Asin Indiais not so apparent and would need
further exploration.

Our classification of thefour categories of theorisationson M&As
throw light on one or the other aspect of the phenomenon. Each of them
istrueinitsown right. However, it is context-specific studies that could
substantiate the validity of each of these arguments.
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Section |1: Trendsof M& As: Indian Experience

It is evident that a substantial growth of M&As in the Indian
corporate sector has been witnessed during the 1990s. For instance, the
total number of M& As has sharply increased to 1034 during 1990-2000
from the level of 268 during 1980-1990 (see Table 1). It is also evident
that this trend is sharper in the latter half of the 1990s. A large share of
M& As were witnessed in the manufacturing sector throughout this
period.

Table 1: Trendsof M& Asduring 1990 to 2000

Year Non-Mfg Mfg Total
1990-95 116 175 291(20)
1995-00 233 510 743(236)
1990-00 349 685 1034(256)

Source: Monthly Review of the Indian Economy, CMIE and Department of
Company Affairs, R&S division, New Delhi. Figures in brackets
represent the number of MNE related deals. Mfg: Manufacturing; Non-
Mfg: Non-Manufacturing

While the Indian corporate houses seem to have been bracing up
to face foreign competition during the first phase (1990-95), the second
phase (1995-2000) witnessed a large presence of multinational firms.
MNCshaveactively participated inthe M& A process during the second
half of the nineties with a view to gain market entry or to strengthen
their presence. For instance, it is observed that 32 per cent of M&As
during 1995-2000 were MNE-related deals.

The policy-shift that facilitated M& As has had implications for
various industry groups. Our study observed that firms in beverages,



12

spirits and vinegar, financial and other services, chemicals, drugs and
pharmaceuticals, electrical machinery and electronics sectors have had
relatively higher involvement in M& Asactivity. A large share of M&As
during second half of the nineties were group-Mergers, i.e., between
firms belonging to the same business group (Agarwal 2003). This may
go to indicate that the same pattern of strengthening the controlling
bloc as witnessed during the first half of the decade (Beena 2001) is
found repeated during the second half aswell. Theincreasing interest of
MNEs in financial services, advertising, travel agencies and other
business services is notable. Consumer goods industries such as food
and beverages, household appliances, pharmaceuticals and personal
care products, automobiles and the like have had a high concentration
of MNE-related deals. The deals relating to MNEs have been
predominantly horizontal rather than vertical in nature.r Two-fifths of
them involved buying out the local partnersin joint ventures set up in
Indiaor raising the stake of MNEs (Kumar 2000 and Saha2001). Before
embarking on the motives of the firmsthat have gone in for M&As, let
us place the issue in the context of the shift in industrial policies that
have made M& As possible in the first place.

Section | 11: Policy-shift regardingM & Asduring the 1990s

Let usnow briefly trace the dismantling of the protectiveindustrial
policy regimesincetheinitiation of liberalisation. In 1991, therestrictive
provisions of the Monopolies and Restrictive Trade Practices (MRTP)
Act relating to licensing for expansion of enterprises, Amalgamations
and Takeovers of business enterprises, and Acquisition of foreign
technology and foreign investment were removed. Thiswas done in the
belief that such restrictions hampered the expansion, diversification
and upgradation of technology required for international
competitiveness, which had become imperative with the opening up of
the economy. The FERA was substantially altered in early 1993 with
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the intention of reversing the earlier policy of restricting foreign
investment to onein which the State took on an activerolein promoting
it. All restrictions on FERA companiesin the matter of borrowing funds
or raising depositsin India as well as taking over or holding stakes in
Indian companieswere removed. Indian companiesand Indian nationals
were alowed to start joint ventures abroad and accept directorshipsin
overseas compani es—something hitherto prohibited. A number of reform
initiativesinthefinancial sector accompanied these changes. New capital
issues have been completely deregulated. Private mutual funds and
Foreign Ingtitutional Investors have been alowed to enter the capital
market (Company News & Notes 1993). While deleting regulatory
provisions under the MRTP Act, the government set up the Securities
and Exchange Board of India (SEBI) under the SEBI Act, 1992 which
was responsiblefor framing guidelines and rulesregarding many aspects
of corporate behaviour. Thus Securities and Exchange Board of India
(SEBI) came out with a Regulation namely, Substantial Acquisition of
Shares and Takeovers in 1994 (for further details, see Beena 2000).
These regulations, however were further revised in 1997(Govt. of India
1999). It isnow clear that the Structural Adjustment Programme and the
new industrial regime being adopted by the Government of Indiaallows
business houses to undertake, without restriction, any programme of
expansion either by entering into a new market or through expansion in
an existing market. Thusthe policy framework in Indiaduring the nineties
has not been regulating M&A deals from an anti-trust or competition
policy perspective as in the EU and in the US. EU policy concerning
M&As which came into force in September 1990, has tended to
discourage cross-border Mergers in order to maintain competitive
markets. However, the new policy by EU initiated in June 2000 protects
minority shareholders and encourages cross-border Mergers. The legal
framework in UK is more flexible about foreign purchases of UK
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companies (Cantwell & Santangelo 2002). With the dismantling of the
protective regime in India, we seem to be still groping for a new
competition policy regime. How far this purpose would be served through
Competition Bill 2001 is a matter to be investigated.

Section | V: Sample, Dataand M ethodol ogy

We have constructed our own list of Mergers and Acquisitions by
compiling information available from different sources. The list of
Amalgamations/Mergers was collected from the Division of Research
and Statistics of the Department of Company Affairs and the list on
Takeovers was collected from the Monthly Review of Indian Economy
published by Economic Intelligence Service, Centre for Monitoring
Indian Economy (CMIE) and also cross-checked with the list provided
by SEBI. However, our sample consistsof only 115 actual M& Aswhich
accounts for 22 per cent of the total number of M&As that occurred in
the Indian manufacturing sector during 1995-2000.

Table2: Sampleof Acquiring Firmsinvolved in M & AsProcessduring

1995-2000
(Assetsin Rs. Crores)
Yexr Domestic owned Foreign owned  Totd Acquiring
Acquiringfirms Acquiringfirms firms

TAsst  Number TAsset Number T Asset Number
1995-96 12770 6 3432.16 7 16202.69 13
1996-97 6771.82 15 5445.10 7 12216.92 22
1997-98 9342.03 16 856.81 4 10198.84 20
1998-99 127217 13 1225.69 4 128442.69 17
1999-00 41267.39 34 4463.42 9 45730.81 43
Total 197362.2 84 1542318 31 212798 115

Source: PROWESS Data Base, CMIE, Bombay. T Asset = Total Asset
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It consisted of 84 domestically owned Acquiring firms and 31
foreign-owned Acquiring firmsinvolved in M& Asin the manufacturing
sector during this period. Our sample includes only those MNE-related
Acquiring firms that were already operating in India as foreign
subsidiaries. It is indeed a matter of concern that no information was
available regarding other foreign-owned Acquiring firms like those
buying out joint-ventures already existing or new entrants through CB
M&As.?2 The choice of our sample was subject to the availability of
adequate information relating to the period of analysis from the
PROWESS database. For our analysis, we have grouped thetotal M& As
that occurred during 1995-2000 into two groups, domestic M&As and
CB M&As, and checked whether there is any significant difference in
their performance between pre and post Merger phases. Whether thereis
any significant difference in their performance as compared to the
average performance of theindustry asawhol e has al so been examined.
Here we have considered product-groups in which there has been
incidence of at least one Merger or Acquisition during 1995 to 2000.
Further we have looked into whether there has been any significant
difference in performance between the two aforementioned groups.
Although we have considered average performance of a period of 5
years before Merger for all firmsin our sample, we had to reduce the
number of years for the post-Merger performance depending on how
many years have elapsed after the Merger before the bench-mark year,
2002. The performance has been measured in terms of Price-cost margin,
Rate of return, Shareholders' profit, Dividend per equity and Debt-equity
ratio, Export intensity, R&D intensity and Capacity utilisation. The
study has also tested the significance of their mean difference between
pre and post merger phase by using t-statistics.

SectionV: Impact of M & Ason the performance of Acquiring firms

Thus we observe that the profitability ratio in terms of Rate of
return (PBT/TCE)?, Price-cost margin (PAT/Net Sales) and Shareholders
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profit (i.e.,, PAT/NW)* of al Acquiring firms declined during the post
M& As period as compared to the period before M& As (see Table 3).
However, their performance in terms of above-mentioned profitability
ratios for the period 1990-2000 has been relatively better as compared
tothe overall manufacturing average (see Appendix 1). Further wenotice
that the foreign-owned Acquiring firms performed relatively better as
compared to Indian-owned Acquiring firms (see Appendix 1). From the
pre and post Merger performance analysis, it is noticed that the return
on shareholders' equity (Dividend/Equity) has increased after Merger
(see Table 3). Further, we have noticed that the same ratio for al firms
involved in M&As has been quite high for the period 1990-00 as
compared to the overall manufacturing average (Appendix 1). And this
ratio is relatively high for foreign-owned Acquiring firms as compared
to their Indian counterparts (see Appendix 1).

Table3: Performanceof Acquiring FirmsDuring post-Merger Period

Performance Total Acquiring Domestic Foreign-owned
Indicators firms Acquiring firms | Acquiring firms
Rate of return ! (-ve) L (-ve) ! (-ve)
Price-cost margin I (+ve) L (+ve) I (+ve)
Shareholders' profit | (-ve) L (-ve) I (-ve)
Dividend per equity 1 (+ve) T (+ve) 1 (+ve)
Debt-equity ratio 1 (-ve) 1 (-ve) 1 (-ve)
R&D intensity ! (-ve) L (-ve) 1 (+ve)
Export intensity L(-ve) L (-ve) 1 (+ve)
Capacity utilisation | (-ve) L (-ve) | (-ve)
Product market share 1 (-ve) 1t (-ve) I (+ve)

Source: Appendices 1,2 & 3.
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The Debt-equity ratio of all Acquiring firms has increased after
M& As (see Table 3). Thisratio for all Acquiring firmsisrelatively high
as compared to the industry as a whole and it is even higher for the
domestically owned firms as compared to the foreign-owned firms (see
Appendix 1). From arelatively high level of gearing ratio of all firms
involved in M&As as compared to their industry averages, we could
argue that these firmswere using external sources of financein terms of
borrowings for modernisation or further expansion (see Appendix 1).

We have further looked into the economic performance of these
Acquiring firms in terms of R&D intensity, Export intensity, Capacity
utilisation and Product market share. Thishasbeen donein acomparative
framework by grouping all M&As into two categories again, namely,
domestic M& Asand foreign-owned M & Asand examining whether there
are any differences in behaviour between these two groups during the
Pre-Merger and Post-Merger phases. Thus our analysis of Research and
Development (R& D) intensity (i.e., theratio of R& D expenditure/Gross
sales) showed the following trends. The R&D intensity of majority of
the Acquiring firms has declined after Merger. R&D intensity of all
Acquiring firms, both domestic and foreign was relatively higher, as
compared to the manufacturing as a whole during 1990-2000. R&D
intensity of domestic Acquiring firmswas significantly higher than that
of foreign owned Acquiring firms during 1990-2000 (see Appendix 2)°.

Similarly from our analysis on Export intensity (Export/Gross
sales), it is noticed that the average ratio for all Acquiring firms has
decreased after Merger although it is not statistically significant. The
Export intensity of all Acquiring firms during 1990-00 has been much
higher than the manufacturing average (see Appendix 2). And thisratio
was slightly higher for the domestically owned Acquiring firms as
compared to the foreign-owned Acquiring firms.® Further, our study
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shows that the Capacity utilisation ratio (Net Sales/Total Assets) has
declined during the post-Acquisition period and this ratio is relatively
low for al Acquiring firms as compared to manufacturing average (see
Appendix 2).

From our analysis on the changes in the Product market share
during the period 1995 to 2000, we observed that the market share of
the majority of the Acquiring firms, especially Indian owned Acquiring
firms has been on the increase (see Appendix 3). Mgority of these
Acquiring firms was found to be among the top-five players in their
respective industries’. Another interesting observation is that the
Herfindal Index concentration ratio of those industries where we find
higher incidence of M&As, has increased during this period. These
industries are Automobile ancillaries, Cement, Spun Yarn, Drugs &
Pharmaceuticals, Tea and Synthetic Detergents (see Appendix 3).

Let us now sum up Section V, particularly with reference to Table
3: The profitability indicators especially the Rate of return is showing a
statistically significant downward trend during the post-merger period?.
But the shareholders were paid off better returns as dividends, probably,
to win the shareholders' confidence in the post-Merger phase and this
trend is statistically proved significant. The declining trend in Debt-
equity ratio although it is not statistically significant shows that the
capital structure could not become viable during the post-Merger phase.
Thismay point towards the plausible tactic of thefirmsusing Merger as
the occasion for enhancing equity-size in order to mobilise capital
through borrowings to further their modernising activities (see Beena
2001). In contrast to the recent evidence from the financial crises-hit
countries (Zhan & Ozawa 2001), the post-Merger performancein terms
of R&D intensity and Export intensity in India showed an insignificant
downward trend®. Agarwal (2003) argued that firms with the
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‘expansionary motive’ of using excess capacities resort to the tactic of
Mergers. However, our evidence points to the contrary, as Capacity
utilisation during the post-Merger phase showsastatistically significant
downward trend. Lastly, it is rather commonplace to point out that
increasing concentration enables firms concerned to set mark-up prices
above competitive levels. However, our recent evidence in the case of
Indiashowsamixed trend: Price-cost margin has not gone up significantly
during the post-Merger period although Product market share has gone
up with mgjority of the firmsthat have gonein for Mergers. This paper
could not deal with aspects such as the impact of M&As on capital
formation, employment, manageria and marketing skills, and quality
of services. These are also issuesthat need careful scrutiny especially in
the case of CB M&As. Before concluding, a couple of observations
may be made concerning the source of financing of these Acquiring
firms.

Section VI: Sourceof financing and some plausibleissuesfor
cor por ate gover nance

Our earlier analysis (Beena 2000) of the major sources of funds of
the sample of 34 firmsinvolved in Mergers during the first phase (1990-
95), shows that 71 per cent of the total assets of the Acquiring firms
during the period 1989-90 to 1994-95 was mobilised from external
sources. Capital market accounted for 33 per cent of the total funds
acquired and current liabilities for another 21.8 per cent. Only about 16
per cent of the total funds were mobilised through borrowings.

However, firmsthat wereinvolved in Mergers during second phase
(1995-00) have changed their corporate financing strategies as evident
from Table 4. For instance, Acquiring firms were depending more on
external financing during 1995. Among these, the capital market
accounted for 34 per cent and borrowing accounted for 22 per cent. But
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Table4: Sourceof Financing (in percentage)

Acquiring Firms Corporate Sector
1995 2002 1995 2002
[. Internal 27.56 55.39 28 17
a. Retained Profit 18.01 17.32 15.7 -28.3
b. Depreciation 9.55 38.07 12.4 45.3
II. External 72.44 44.61 72 24
a. Capital market 33.68 -0.74 15.6 10
Share Premium 29.93 -1.40 9.2 15.6
b. Borrowings 21.85 5.24 318 -2.3
c. Current liablilities| 16.89 40.10 24.6 16.4
Total 100 100 100 100

Source: Same as Table 2 and Corporate Sector, CMIE, June 2003

there is a change in corporate financing during 2002. Acquiring firms
mobilised relatively larger shares of resourcesfrom theinternal sources.
Depreciation accounted for the major share (38 per cent) of internal
financing during 2002 whereas it was only 9.55 per cent during 1995.
As for external sources of financing with acquiring firms, Current
liahilities accounted for the major share ranging to 40 per cent in 2002,
up from 17 per cent in 1995. By contrast, in the corporate sector as
whole Current liabilities fell from 25 per cent in 1995 to 16 per cent in
2002. Resource mabilisation from the capital markets by Acquiring
firms suffered adrastic fall from 34 per cent in 1995 to nearly minus 1
per cent in 2002. The decline in resource mobilisation from the capital
market in the corporate sector asawholefrom 16 per cent in 1995 to 10
per cent in 2002 was not so marked a decline as compared to the case of
Acquiring firms.
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This new trend of internal financing of Acquiring firms conforms
to the so-called ‘ pecking order’ theory of financing corporate growth (as
experiencedinthe‘ developed’ and ‘emerging’ economies). Thisindicates
that firms resort to financing their investments from internal sourcesin
order to maintain family ownership and control of corporations (Singh
2003). But what issurprising isthat high level s of depreciation accounts
for the mgjor share of internal sources of finance during the second half
of the nineties. For instance, the share of depreciation in total sources of
finance in the Indian corporate sector was 52.5 per cent in 1976-77 and
decreased to 20.12 per cent in 1990-91 and then to 12.4 per cent in
1995-96 (Rajagopalan 1989; Dennis 1996). Since then this share has
been increasing continuoudly reaching 45.3 per cent during 2002 (Table 4).

Does such high levels of depreciation actually reflect a higher
rate of obsolescence of plant and machinery during liberalisation? If it
were not the case, the matter would need attention from the angle of
corporate governance. Moreover, despite showing a declining trend in
profitability (as on Table 4), the dividend pay-out per equity has been
found increasing and would, once again, merit attention from acorporate
governanceangle. During thefirst half of the 1990s, the post-liberalisation
buoyancy inthe Indian stock market generated financesfor theAcquiring
firms (Beena 2001). However, during the second half of the decade,
mobilisation of resources from the stock market showed a disturbingly
negative/declining trend for the Acquiring firms and the corporate sector
asawhole (Table 4). Once again, it calls for attention from the angle of
regulation.

Section VI1: Conclusion

The evidence suggests that the new economic environment of the
nineties has facilitated M& As between companies under domestic or
foreign ownership. Thefirmsunder the same business groups dominated
the Merger-wave. The absence of anti-trust regulation in India in the
1990s has helped Foreign or Indian firms to expand its Product market
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sharethrough M& As. It could also be argued that one of the main motives
was to increase the equity size, which could be further used to borrow
resourcesfor modernisation. Our exploration of the significance of Export
intensity and R&D intensity, however, showed mixed trends and no
substantial conclusions could be drawn therefrom. The study could not
find any significant evidence of efficiency-related factors as primarily
influencing M& As that occurred in the Indian corporate sector during
second half of the nineties and this observation is quite consistent with
our earlier findings related to the Merger-wave in the first half of the
nineties'. It israther growth of the firmsin terms of asset-size, market
share and the strengthening of the controlling bloc as adefensive measure
to ward off Takeovers that have been noticed. It is indeed a matter of
grave concern that with the end of licensing policies, not even areliable
list of MNEsin India could be located from apublicly available source,
not to speak of reliableinformation about their operationsin the country.
The behaviour pattern of Acquiring firms alerts us to the importance of
working towards a desirable and workable Competition policy and
Corporate governance regime for the country. An appropriate
Competition policy needs to be designed so as to address the possible
anti-trust implications of overseas Mergers for India, aswell asto deal
with M& Asamong Indian enterprises. This needsto be done keepingin
view the need to devel op productive capacities and generate employment
within the country, providing for adequate ‘ promotional measures’ and
safeguards to small and medium entrepreneurs.

P. L. Beena is Research Associate at the Centre for
Development Sudies, Trivandrum. Her researchinterests
include Industrial Economics, International Trade and
Applied Micro Economics.

E-mail contact: beena@cds.ac.in
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Vertical Mergers/Acquistionsareresorted to, in order to achieve backward
integration through control over sourcesof supply or forward integration
towards market outlets. Horizontal Mergers/Acquistions involve
combination of firmshbelonging to similar product-line, thereby achieving

economiesof scale.

Thelist provided by RBI consisted of 3,909 firmsthrough whichforeign
investment inflow worth Rs. 479.75 billion has come into the country
during 1990 to 2000. A recent survey carried out under astudy conducted
by LBS-NCAER on ‘Entry strategiesof MNEsin Indiaduring 1990s’, in
which thisauthor was a so part of theteam, made an attempt to identify the
addresses of the above-mentioned firms, based on the CD availablefrom
the Department of Company Affairs, Gol. Only 2,500 firms' addresses
were available therein. On contacted, 1,000 addresses could not find the
addressees concerned and returned the mails posted. Of the rest of the
1,500 firms, only 190 responded to the survey out of which only 22
companieswereinvolvedin M& Asduring 1990s, although thisresearcher
herself had identified 100 companiesfrom among those 1500involvedin
M&As.

PBT/TCEisProfit Before Tax to the Total Capital Employed.
PAT/NW is Profit after Tax to the Net Worth.

Thisisnot all that surprising aswe have also observed asimilar trend in
the recent study based on 160 MNC affiliates that entered India during
1990s. The study found that most of the firms investing in India have
small R& D budgets, relative to their turnover and most of them do not
provide significant training to the employees in their Indian affiliates
(Bhaumik, Beena, Bhandari and Gokarn 2002).

Infact, it has been argued by others that MNES have less incentive to

export if profitability in the domestic market ishigh when they have high
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10

market-share and the domestic market isnot yet mature (Patibandla1995;
Kumar & Siddharthan 1994).

The evidence based on the crisis-hit countries showed that TNCs had
acquired local firms that were competing with them in the same market
prior to the Acquisition (Zhan & Ozawa2001).

Itisso evident that the profitability of 64 per cent of theacquired firmsin
crisis-hit countries rose after Acquisition. Further it is observed that the
profitability improved in those acquired firmsin Asiaand Latin America
where Japanese executives replaced the old management in morethan one
half of the cases (Zhan & Ozawa 2001).

36 per cent of theacquired firmsin crisis-hit countries showed anincrease
in exports after the Acquisition while 8 per cent of the acquired firms
showed adeclining trend in their exportsafter Acquisition (Zhan & Ozawa
2001).

The study could not find any evidence of improvement of profitability
during the post-Merger period as compared to the pre-Merger period and
similar findings were arrived at by other studies as well (see Agarwal
2003).

Acronyms/Abbreviations

CB M&As: Cross-Border Mergers and Acquisitions
EU: European Union

FERA: Foreign Exchange Regulation Act

M&As:. Mergers and Acquisitions

MNCs: Multinational Corporations

MNEs: Multinational Enterprises

MRTP: Monopolies and Restrictive Trade Practices
NAFTA: North American Free TradeArea

SEBI: Securities and Exchange Board of India
TNCs:. Transnational Corporations
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Appendix 1: Financial Behaviour of Acquiring Firms (Ratio in

per centage)
Financid Types of Pre- Post- Difference| Avg
Ratios M&As merger merger | inmeans | during
(tvalue) | 1990-00
Rateof Return | DOM M&As| 14 10 5.94 13
MNE M&As | 16 13 213 15
Totd 15 11 5.96 14 (9.2)
Price Cost DOM M&As| .30 -6.9 3.05 -14
Margin MNE M&As| 2.6 22 0.63* 2.8
Totdl 13 -2.3 317 0.7(1.7)
Shareholder’'s | DOM M&As| 15 10 1.09* 19
profit MNE M&As | 12 10 1.46* 10
Totdl 13 1.0 1.46* 14(5.2)
Dividendper | DOM M&As| 25 32 -1.92¢ | 25
Equity MNE M&As | 30 45 -2.23 33
Totd 27 39 -2.97 29(15)
GearingRatio | DOM M&As| .86 1.69 -1.15% | 2.87
MNE M&As | .29 1.46 -1.08* | 1.13
Totd .58 1.58 -1.64* | 2(1.36)

Source: PROWESS database, CMIE, Bombay. Figuresin bracket repre-
sent for the manufacturing sector and the * indicates statisti-

cally not significant.
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Appendix 2: Economic Behaviour of Acquiring Firms (Ratio in

per centage)
Indicators Type of Pre- Post- | Difference | Avg
M&As merger merger | in Means | during
(t-Value) |1990-00
Capacity DOM M&As 95 88 284 94
Utilisation MNE M&As 92 88 0.005* 95
Tota 93 88 2.37 95(113)
Export DOM M&As 19 15 0.52* 16
Intensity MNE M&As 12 16 .04* 15
Tota 16 15 0.53* 16(9.5)
R&D Intensity | DOM M&As 15 05 0.90* 10
MNE M&As 0.3 05 -0.53* 04
Totd 12 0.8 0.86* 0.9(0.5)

Souce: SameasAppendix 1. Figuresin bracket represent for the manufacturing

sector and * indicates statistically not significant.



Appendix 3: Distribution of Acquiring Firmsin Termsof their Market Structure

Firms Ownership  Product Groups Ranking of MS MS HIC

2001 1995 2001 1995 2001
1 10 Aceticacid 5 3.71 4.62 0.143 0.171
2 10 Aluminium chloride 3 13.95 11.33 0.466 0.254
3 10 Aluminiumfoils 3 24.39 17.28 0.28 0.175
4 10 Aluminium products 3 27.79 11.29 0.209 0.114
5 FO Refrigerators 1 20.82 31.87 0.29 0.176
6 FO Automobileancillaries ,brake assemble 1 66.96 78.28 0.45 0.63
7 FO Automobileancillaries,shock absorbers 2 38.18 29.03 0.301 0.23
8 10 Automobiletubes 9 2.50 3.35 0.112 0.138
9 10 Automobiletyres 9 124 1.56 0.114 0.133
10 FO Cement 1 14.65 12.47 0.044 0.056
11 10 Cement 5 2.79 6.15 0.044 0.056
12 10 Cement 4 4,62 6.82 0.044 0.056
13 10 Computer software 1 21.29 15.70 0.067 0.054
14 FO Spurn Yarn 5 0.79 0.74 0.001 0.002
15 10 Spurn Yarn 2 0.51 117 0.001 0.002
16 10 Diversified ,viscose stablefibre 1 77.63 91.67 0.628 0.847
17 10 Drugs & pharmaceuticals 3 120 312 0.009 0.014
18 FO Drugs & pharmaceuticals 5 3.20 3.00 0.009 0.014
19 10 Drugs& pharmaceuticals 6 0.32 2.84 0.009 0.014
20 10 Drugs & pharmaceuticals 15 0.70 1.36 0.009 0.014



Firms Ownership  Product Groups Ranking of MS MS HIC

2001 1995 2001 1995 2001
21 10 Drugs & pharmaceuticals 1 5.01 6.03 0.009 0.014
22 10 Drugs & pharmaceuticals 9 0.84 175 0.009 0.014
23 10 Finished steel 6 1.99 312 0.142 0.107
24 10 Finished steel 8 2.26 2.39 0.142 0.107
25 10 Finished steel 7 0.00 2.83 0.142 0.107
26 10 Benzene 1 28.49 41.88 0.047 0.277
27 10 BOPP 4 12.23 5.15 0.143 0.194
28 10 Cdcium carbide 1 0.00 11.70 0.059 0.019
29 FO Capacitor 8 1.48 1.32 0.04 0.02
30 10 Caustic soda 4 2.38 6.11 0.055 0.062
31 10 Caustic soda 2 7.60 8.61 0.055 0.062
32 10 Chlorineincl liquid chlorine 4 1.52 6.18 0.074 0.091
33 10 Fabrics 1 054 0.69
34 FO Environment control equipment 4 6.79 3.79 0.032 0.048
35 10 Ethyleneglycol 1 30.64 56.40 0.192 0.422
36 FO Glycerine 2 38.65 29.21 0.253 0.232
37 FO Light commercial vehicles 7 2.46 0.02 0.42 0.42
38 10 Linear akyl benzene 2 32.82 34.87 0.34 0.348
39 10 Liquid chlorine 4 152 6.18 0.074 0.091
40 10 Medical equipment 6 0.33 0.49 0.004 0.007
41 10 Mixed complex fertiliser 7 3.46 5.07 0.125 0.122

ce



Firms Ownership Product Groups Ranking of MS MS HIC

2001 1995 2001 1995 2001
42 FO Mopeds 5 0.13 0.00 0.284 0.292
43 FO Opthalmic glassand contact lenses 9 4,95 0.16 0.057 0.067
44 FO Passenger cars 5 5.61 5.77 0.502 0.285
45 10 Pesticides 14 1.46 222 0.043 0.031
46 10 Phosphaticfertilisers 5 3.09 6.43 0.045 0.072
47 10 Poly vinyl chloride 1 36.00 34.61 0.169 0.195
48 10 Poly vinyl chloride 5 7.03 4,98 0.169 0.195
49 10 Polyster filement yarn 1 29.16 27.20 0.115 0.108
50 10 Polyster staplefibre 1 42.37 53.99 0.21 0.358
51 10 Primary aluminium 5 0.29 0.52 0.243 0.297
52 FO Process control equipment 4 4.33 3.46 0.079 0.087
53 FO Refractories 2 10.66 13.64 0.044 0.056
54 10 Sanitarywaresfittings 8 3.98 3.79 0.044 0.056
55 FO Soaps 1 20.70 19.50 0.046 0.042
56 FO Synthetic detergents 4 2.26 3.69 0.165 0.194
57 10 Soda ash 2 25.14 25.09 0.271 0.235
58 FO Sodium tri-poly-phosphate 1 55.83 0.00 0.49 0.47
59 FO Sodium tri-poly-phosphate 2 43.07 44.92 0.497 0.476
60 10 Stable bleaching powder 6 0.00 6.29 0.242 0.197
61 10 Stable bleaching powder 1 22.83 26.08 0.242 0.197



Firms Ownership  Product Groups Ranking of MS MS HIC
2001 1995 2001 1995 2001
62 FO Steam and hydroturbines 9 011 0.17 0.56 0.234
63 FO Switching apparatus 5 9.79 6.52 0.078 0.047
64 FO Switching apparatus 2 7.87 8.95 0.078 0.047
65 FO Synthetic detergents and scourers 1 34.24 36.93 0.165 0.194
66 FO Tea 1 0.03 24.27 0.047 0.081
67 10 Tea 13 197 1.40 0.047 0.081
68 10 Tea 12 212 150 0.047 0.081
69 10 Tea 20 133 0.76 0.047 0.081
70 10 Tea 2 7.91 11.27 0.047 0.081
71 10 Toughened and laminated glass 10 147 0.55 0.026 0.019
FO Transformers 4 5.83 5.66 0.093 0.075
73 FO Transmission equipment 9 1.10 0.73 0.094 0.053
74 FO Transmission tower 1 4157 41.74 0.279 0.259
75 10 Transmission tower 5 5.95 512 0.279 0.259
76 10 Urea 11 3.10 293 0.08 0.1
77 FO Washing machines 3 13.09 10.83 0.316 0.299
78 10 Xylenes 1 154 76.91 0.016 0.591

|O=Indian Owned; FO=Foreign Owned; MS= Market Share; HIC=Herfindal Index Concentration.
Source: Industry Market Size and Shares, CMIE, August, 2002.



35

CENTRE FOR DEVELOPMENT STUDIES

LIST OF WORKING PAPERS
[New Serieg]

The Working Paper Series was initiated in 1971. A new series was
started in 1996 from WP. 270 onwards. Working papers beginning from
279 can be downloaded from the Centre's website (www.cds.edu)

W.P. 354

W.P. 353

W.P. 352

W.P. 351

W.P. 350

W.P. 349

W.P. 348

W.P. 347

W.P. 346

W.P. 344

W.P. 343

K.P. KANNAN AND R. MOHAN India's Twelfth Finance

Commission: A View from Kerala, December 2003.
K.N.HARILAL AND PL.BEENA TheWTO Agreement on
Rules of Origin Implications for South Asia, December 2003.
K. PUSHPANGADAN Drinking Water and Well-being In
India: Data Envelopment Analysis, October 2003.
INDRANI CHAKRABORTY Liberalization of Capital
Inflows and the Real Exchange Rate in India : A VAR
Analysis, September 2003.

M.KABIR Beyond Philanthropy: The Rockefeller
Foundation’'s Public Health Intervention in Thiruvithamkoor,
1929-1939, September 2003.

JOHN KURIEN The Blessing of the Commons : Small-Scale
Fisheries, Community Property Rights, and Coastal Natural
Assets, August 2003.

MRIDUL EAPEN, Rural Industrialisation in Kerala: Re-
Examining the Issue of Rural Growth Linkages, July 2003.
RAKHE PB, Estimation of Tax Leakage and its Impact
on Fiscal Health in Kerala, July 2003.
VIJAYAMOHANAN PILLAI N, A contribution to Peak load
pricing theory and Application. April 2003.

V.K. RAMACHANDRAN, MADHURA SWAMINATHAN,
VIKAS RAWAL Barriers to Expansion of Mass Literacy and
Primary Schooling in West Bengal: Study Based on Primary
Data from Selected Villages. April 2003.

PRADEEP KUMAR PANDA Rights-Based Strategiesin the
Prevention of Domestic Violence, March 2003.

K. PUSHPANGADAN Remittances, Consumption and
Economic growth in Kerala: 1980-2000, March 2003.



. 342

. 341

. 339

. 338

. 337

. 336

. 335

. 334

. 333

. 332

. 331

. 330

D NARAYANA Why is the Credit-deposit Ratio Low in
Kerala? January 2003.

MRIDUL EAPEN, PRAVEENA KODOTH Family Sructure,
Wbmen's Education andWork: Re-examining the High Satus
of Women in Kerala. November 2002.

J. DEVIKA, Domesticating Malayalees: Family Planning,
the Nation and Home-Centered Anxieties in Mid- 20"
Century Keralam. October, 2002.

M PARAMESWARAN, Economic Reforms and Technical
Efficiency: Firm Level Evidence from Selected Industriesin
India. October, 2002.

PRAVEENA KODOTH, Framing Custom, Directing
Practices: Authority, Property and Matriliny under Colonial
Law in Nineteenth Century Malabar, October 2002.

K.NAVANEETHAM, Age Structural Transition and
Economic Growth: Evidence From South and Southeast Asia,
August 2002.

PULAPRE BALAKRISHNAN, K. PUSHPANGADAN,
M. SURESH BABU, Trade Liberalisation, Market Power
and Scale Efficiency in Indian Industry, August 2002.

J. DEVIKA, Family Planning as ‘Liberation’: The
Ambiguities of ‘Emancipation from Biology’ in Keralam
July 2002.

E. ABDUL AZEEZ, Economic Reforms and Industrial
Performance an Analysis of Capacity Utilisation in Indian

Manufacturing, June 2002.

K. PUSHPANGADAN Social Returns from Drinking Water,
Sanitation and Hygiene Education: A Case Study of Two
Coastal Villages in Kerala, May 2002.

K. P. KANNAN, TheWelfare Fund Model of Social Security
for Informal Sector Workers: The Kerala Experience.
April 2002.

SURESH BABU, Economic Reforms and Entry Barriers in
Indian Manufacturing. April 2002.

ACHIN CHAKRABORTY, The Rhetoric of Disagreement
in Reform Debates April 2002.



. 329

. 328

. 327

. 326

. 325

. 324

. 323

. 322

. 321

. 320

. 319

. 318

37

J. DEVIKA, Imagining Women's Social Space in Early
Modern Keralam. April 2002.

K. P. KANNAN, K. S. HARI, Kerala's Gulf Connection
Emigration, Remittances and their Macroeconomic Impact
1972-2000. March 2002.

K. RAVI RAMAN, Bondage in Freedom, Colonial
Plantations in Southern India c. 1797-1947. March 2002.

K.C.ZACHARIAH, B.A.PRAKASH, S. IRUDAYA RAJAN,
Gulf Migration Study : Employment, Wages and Working
Conditions of Kerala Emigrants in the United Arab Emirates.
March 2002.

N. VIJAYAMOHANAN PILLAI, Reliability and Rationing
cost in a Power System. March 2002.

K. P. KANNAN, N. VIJAYAMOHANAN PILLAI, The
Aetiology of the Inefficiency Syndrome in the Indian Power
Sector Main Issues and Conclusions of a Study. March 2002.

V. K. RAMACHANDRAN, MADHURA SWAMINATHAN,
VIKAS RAWAL, How have Hired Workers Fared? A Case
Study of Women Workers from an Indian Village, 1977 to
1999. December 2001.

K. C. ZACHARIAH, The Syrian Christians of Kerala:
Demographic and Socioeconomic Transition in the Twentieth
Century, November 2001.

VEERAMANI C. Analysing Trade Flows and Industrial
Structure of India: The Question of Data Harmonisation,
November 2001.

N. VIJAYAMOHANAN PILLAI, K. P. KANNAN, Time and

Cost Over-runs of the Power Projects in Kerala, November
2001.

K. C. ZACHARIAH, P. R. GOPINATHAN NAIR,
S. IRUDAYA- RAJAN Return Emigrants in Kerala:
Rehabilitation Problems and Development Potential. October
2001

JOHN KURIEN, ANTONYTO PAUL Social Security Nets
for Marine Fisheries-The growth and Changing Composition
of Social Security Programmes in the Fisheries Sector of
Kerala Sate, India. September 2001.



38

. 317

. 316

. 315

. 314

. 313

. 312

. 311

. 310

. 309

. 308

. 307

. 306

. 305

. 304

. 303

. 302

K. J. JOSEPH, K. N.HARILAL India's|T Export Boom:
Challenges Ahead. July 2001.

K. P. KANNAN, N. VIJAYAMOHANAN PILLAI The
Political Economy of Public Utilities: A Sudy of the Indian
Power Sector, June 2001.

ACHIN CHAKRABORTY The Concept and Measurement
of Group Inequality, May 2001.

U.SMISHRA,MALA RAMANATHAN Delivery Compli-cations
and Determinants of Caesarean Section Ratesin India- An Analysis
of National Family Health Surveys, 1992-93, March 2001.

VEERAMANI. C India's Intra-Industry Trade Under Economic
Liberalization: Trends and Country Specific Factors, March 2001

N. VIJAYAMOHANAN PILLAI Electricity Demand Analysis
and Forecasting —The Tradition is Questioned, February 2001

INDRANI CHAKRABORTY Economic Reforms, Capital Inflows
and Macro Economic Impact in India, January 2001

K.K.SUBRAHMANIAN. E.ABDUL AZEEZ, Industrial Growth
In Kerala: Trends And Explanations November 2000

V.SANTHAKUMAR,ACHIN CHAKRABORTY, Environmental
Valuation and its Implications on the Costs and Benefits of a
Hydroelectric Projectin Kerala, India, November 2000.

K. P. KANNAN, N . VIJAYAMOHANAN PILLAI, Plight of the
Power Sector in India : SEBs and their Saga of Inefficiency
November 2000.

K. NAVANEETHAM, A. DHARMALINGAM, Utilization of
Maternal Health Care Servicesin South India, October 2000.

S. IRUDAYA RAJAN, Home Away FromHome: A Survey of Oldage
Homes and inmates in Kerala, August 2000.

K.N.HARILAL, K.J. JOSEPH, Sagnation and Revival of Kerala
Economy: An Open Economy Per spective, August 2000.

K. P. KANNAN, Food Security in a Regional Perspective; A View
from 'Food Deficit' Kerala, July 2000.

K.C.ZACHARIAH, E.T. MATHEW, S IRUDAYA RAJAN,
Socio-Economic and Demographic Consequenes of Migration in
Kerala, May 2000.

K. PUSHPANGADAN, G. MURUGAN, Gender Bias in a
Marginalised Community: A Sudy of Fisherfolk in Coastal Kerala,
May 2000.



. 301

. 300

. 299

. 298

. 297

. 296

. 295

. 294

. 293

. 292

. 291

. 290

. 289

. 288

. 287

. 286

. 285

39

P. L. BEENA An Analysis of Mergers in the Private Corporate
Sector in India, March, 2000.

D. NARAYANA Banking Sector Reforms and the Emerging
Inequalitiesin Commercial Credit Deploymentin India, March, 2000.
JOHN KURIEN Factoring Social and Cultural Dimensions into

Food and Livelihood Security Issuesof Marine Fisheries; A Case
Sudy of Kerala State, India, February, 2000.

D. NARAYANA, K. K. HARI KURUP, Decentralisation of the
Health Care Sector in Kerala : Some Issues, January, 2000.

K.C. ZACHARIAH, E. T. MATHEW, S. IRUDAYA RAJAN
Impact of Migration on Kerala's Economy and Society, July, 1999.
PK.MICHAEL THARAKAN, K.NAVANEETHAM Population
Projection and Policy Implicationsfor Education: A Discussion with
Reference to Kerala, July, 1999.

N. SHANTA, J. DENNIS RAJA KUMAR Corporate Satistics:
The Missing Numbers, May, 1999.

K. P. KANNAN Poverty Alleviation as Advancing Basic Human
Capabilities: Kerala's Achievements Compared, May, 1999.
MRIDUL EAPEN Economic DiversificationInKerala: A Spatial
Analysis, April, 1999.

PRADEEP KUMAR PANDA Poverty and young Women's Em-
ployment: Linkagesin Kerala, February, 1999.

P. K. MICHAEL THARAKAN Coffee, Tea or Pepper? Factors
Affecting Choice of Crops by Agro-Entrepreneursin Nineteenth Cen-
tury South-West India, November 1998

CHRISTOPHE Z. GUILMOTO, S. IRUDAYA RAJAN Regional
Heterogeneity and Fertility Behaviour inIndia, November 1998.

JOHN KURIEN Small ScaleFisheriesinthe Context of Globalisation,
October 1998.

S. SUDHA, S. IRUDAYA RAJAN Intensifying Masculinity of Sex
RatiosinIndia: New Evidence 1981-1991, May 1998.

K. PUSHPANGADAN, G. MURUGAN Pricing with Changing
Welfare Criterion: An Application of Ramsey- Wlson Model to Ur-
ban Water Supply, March 1998.

ACHIN CHAKRABORTY The Irrelevance of Methodology and
the Art of the Possible : Reading Sen and Hirschman, February 1998.

V. SANTHAKUMAR Inefficiency and Institutional Issues in the
Provision of Merit Goods, February 1998.



40

W.P. 284

W.P. 283

W.p. 282

W.P. 281

W.P. 280

W.P. 279

W. P. 278

W. P. 277

W. P. 276

W.P. 275

W.P. 274

W.P. 273

W.P. 272

W.P. 271

W.P. 270

K. P. KANNAN Palitical Economy of Labour and Development in
Kerala, January 1998.

INDRANI CHAKRABORTY Living Sandard and Economic
Growth: A fresh Look at the Relationship Through the Non- Paramet-
ric Approach, October 1997.

S. IRUDAYA RAJAN, K. C. ZACHARIAH Long Term Implica-
tions of Low Fertility in Kerala, October 1997.

SUNIL MANI Government Interventionin Industrial R& D, Some
Lessons fromthe International Experience for India, August 1997.

PRADEEP KUMAR PANDA Female Headship, Poverty and
Child Welfare : A Sudy of Rural Orissa, India, August 1997.

U.S. MISRA, MALA RAMANATHAN, S. IRUDAYA RAJAN
Induced Abortion Potential Among Indian Women, August 1997.

PRADEEP KUMAR PANDA The Effects of Safe Drinking Water
and Sanitation on Diarrhoeal Diseases Among Children in Rural
Orissa, May 1997.

PRADEEP KUMAR PANDA Living Arrangements of the Elderly
in Rural Orissa, May 1997.

V. SANTHAKUMAR Institutional Lock-in in Natural Resource
Management: The Case of Water Resourcesin Kerala, April 1997.

G. OMKARNATH Capabilities and the process of Development
March 1997

K.PUSHPANGADAN, G. MURUGAN User Financing & Collec-
tiveaction: Relevance sustainable Rural water supplyinIndia. March
1997.

ROBERT E. EVENSON, K.J. JOSEPH Foreign Technology
Licensingin Indian Industry : An econometric analysis of the choice
of partners, terms of contract and the effect on licensees' perform-
ance March 1997

SUNIL MANI Divestment and Public Sector Enterprise Reforms,
Indian Experience Since 1991 February 1997

SRIJIT MISHRA Production and Grain Drain in two inland
Regions of Orissa December 1996

ACHIN CHAKRABORTY On the Possibility of a Weighting
Systemfor Functionings December 1996



41

Books PuBLIsSHED BY THE CDS

Plight of the Power Sector in India: | nefficiency, Reform and
Palitical Economy

K.P. Kannan and N. Vijayamohanan Pillai

CDS, 2002, Rs. 400/$40

Kerala's Gulf Connection: CDS Studieson I nternational L abour
Migration from Kerala Statein India

K.C. Zachariah, K. P. Kannan, S. Irudaya Rajan (eds)

CDS, 2002, pp 232, Hardcover, Rs. 250/$25

Performanceof Industrial Clusters: A Compar ative Study of Pump
Manufacturing Cluster in Coimbatore (Tamil Nadu) & Rubber
Footwear Cluster in Kottayam (Kerala)

P. Mohanan Pillai

CDS, 2001, pp 158, Paperback, Rs. 175/$18

Poverty, Unemployment and Development Policy : A Case Study of
Selected | ssuesWith ReferencetoKerala

United Nations, 2000 (reprint), pp 235

(available for sale in India only), Rs. 275

Land Relationsand Agrarian Development in India: A Comparative
Historical Study of Regional Variations
Sakti Padhi

CDS,1999. pp 335, Hardcover, Rs. 425/$48

Agrarian Transition Under Colonialism: Study of A Semi Arid
Region of Andhra, C.1860-1900
GN Rao

CDS,1999. pp 133, Paperback, Rs. 170/ $19

Property Rights, Resource M anagement & Gover nance: Crafting
An Institutional Framework for Global MarineFisheries
John Kurien

CDS & SIFFS, 1998. pp 56, Paperback, Rs. 50/ $10



42

Health, Inequality and Welfare Economics
AmartyaSen
CDS. 1996. pp 26, Paperback, Rs. 70/ $ 10

Industrialisation in Kerala: Statusof Current Resear ch and Future
Issues
P Mohanan Pillai & N Shanta

CDS. 1997. pp 74, Paperback, Rs. 110/ $ 12

CDS M.Phil Theses(1990/91-1993/94): A Review Vol.ll
T T Sreekumar

CDS. 1996. pp 99, Paperback, Rs. 120/$ 14

TrendsIn Agricultural Wagesin Kerala 1960-1990
A A Baby

CDS. 1996. pp 83, Paperback, Rs. 105/ $ 12

CDS M .Phil Theses (1975/76-1989/90): A Review Vol.1
GNRao

CDS. 1996. pp 162, Paperback, Rs. 155/ $ 18

Growth of Educationin Andhra-A Long Run View
C Upendranath

CDS. 1994. pp 158, Paperback, Rs. 135/ $ 15

Growth of Market Townsin Andhra: A Study of the Rayalseema
Region C 1900-C.1945
Namerta

CDS. 1994. pp 186, Paperback, Rs.125/ $ 14

Floods and Flood Control Palicies: an AnalysisWith Referenceto
the Mahanadi Deltain Orissa

Sadhana Satapathy

CDS. 1993 pp 98, Paperback, Rs. 110/$ 12

Growth of Firmsin Indian Manufacturing Industry

N Shanta
CDS. 1994. pp 228, Hardcover, Rs. 250/ $ 28

Demographic Transition in Kerala in the 1980s
K C Zachariah, SIrudayaRajan, P S Sarma, K Navaneetham,
P S Gopinathan Nair & U SMishra,

CDS. 1999 (2™ Edition) pp 305, Paperback, Rs.250/ $ 28



43

Impact of External Transferson the Regional Economy of Kerala
P R Gopinathan Nair & P Mohanan Pillai
CDS 1994. pp 36, Paperback, Rs.30/ $ 10

Urban Processin Kerala 1900-1981
T T Sreekumar
CDS. 1993. pp 86, Paperback, Rs.100/ $ 11

Peasant Economy and The Sugar Cooper ative: A Study Of The
AskaRegionin Orissa

K eshabananda Das

CDS. 1993. pp 146, Paperback, Rs.140/ $ 16

Industrial Concentration and Economic Behaviour: Case Study of
Indian Tyrelndustry

Sunil Mani

CDS. 1993. pp 311, Hardcover, Rs. 300/ $ 34

LimitsTo Kerala M odel of Development: An Analysis of Fiscal
Crigis and ItsImplications.

K K George

CDS. 1999 (2™ edition) pp 128, Paperback, Rs. 160/ $ 18

Indian Industrialization: Structureand Policy I ssues. (No Stock)
Arun Ghosh, K K Subrahmanian, Mridul Eapen & Haseeb A Drabu
(EDs).

OUP. 1992. pp 364, Hardcover, Rs.350/ $ 40

Rural Household Savings and I nvestment: A Study of Some
Selected Villages

P G K Panikar, PMohanan Pillai & T K Sundari

CDS. 1992. pp 144, Paperback, Rs. 50/ $ 10

I nternational Environment, Multinational Corporationsand Drug
Policy

P G K Panikar, PMohanan Pillai & T K Sundari

CDS. 1992. pp 77, Paperback, Rs.40/ $ 10

Trendsin Private Corpor ate Savings
N Shanta

CDS. 1991. pp 90, Paperback, Rs. 25/ $ 10



44

Coconut Development in Kerala: Ex-post Evaluation
D Narayana, K N Nair, P Sivanandan, N Shanta and
GNRao

CDS. 1991. pp 139, Paperback, Rs.40/ $ 10

Casteand TheAgrarian Structure
T K Sundari
Oxford & IBH. 1991. pp 175, Paperback, Rs.125/ $ 14

Livestock Economy of Kerala
PSGeorgeand K N Nair
CDS. 1990. pp 189, Hardcover, Rs. 95/ $ 10

ThePepper Economy of I ndia (No Stock)
P S George, K N Nair and K Pushpangadan
Oxford & IBH. 1989. pp 88, Paperback, Rs. 65/ $ 10

TheMotor Vehiclelndustry in India

(Growth within a Regulatory Environment)

D Narayana

Oxford & IBH. 1989. pp 99, Paperback, Rs. 75/ $ 10

Ecology or Economicsin Cardamom Development
(No Stock)

K N Nair, D Narayanaand P Sivanandan

Oxford & IBH. 1989. pp 99, Paperback, Rs. 75/ $ 10

Land Transfersand Family Partitioning
D Rajasekhar
Oxford and IBH. 1988. pp 90, Hardcover, Rs. 66/ $ 10

Essays in Federal Financial Relations
| SGulati and K K George
Oxford and IBH. 1988. pp 172, Hardcover, Rs. 82/ $ 10

Bovine Economy in India
A Vaidyanathan
Oxford & IBH. 1988. pp 209, Hardcover, Rs. 96/ $ 11

Health Statusof Kerala
P G K Panikar and C R Soman
CDS. 1984. pp 159, Hardcover , Rs.100/ $11 & Paperback, Rs. 75/ $ 10



