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Abstract: The Resource-based View (RBV) and Industrial Organization (IO) theory have 
successfully clarified the competitive advantage for a single firm based on resources and 
market aspects but less so for knowing the competitive advantage for dual entities or 
companies. Therefore, this article attempts to investigate how a competitive advantage 
emerges in post-M&A. It illustrates that both theories together should contemplate the 
"synergistic competitive advantage" as a measurement of M&A performance, which explains 
the competitive advantage by the acquisition synergies, e.g., joint sales, expertise, revenue, 
and cost. The modern thought will widen the joint appeal of RBV and IO theory considering 
the SCP model because the synergy (i.e., a combined effect of two entities) should be a 
competitive, and competitive advantage should be synergistic for acquisition success. Future 
researchers are entreated to test the synergistic competitive advantage in post-M&A, evading 
the traditional competitive advantage. Decisively the implications and directions of future 
research would be illuminated. 
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1. Introduction 

The company's central concern is to comprise economic efficiency. Thus, the resource-based 

view (RBV) reflects the firm's resources [1-3], while industrial organization (IO) theory 

imitates the firm's market aspects [4-6] for a competitive advantage. However, there are 

massive debates regarding their related significances [7-9]. Nevertheless, Byeongyong Paul 

and Weiss [10], Parnell, Lester [11] argued that Structure-Conduct-Performance (SCP) model 

manages a chronological continuation of RBV and IO theory to clarify how both firm-and-

market level structures impact the strategy and performance systematically. 

Subsequently, many scholars accentuated the above theories in M&A studies, like Buckley, 

Elia [12], Deng [13], and Jit Singh Mann and Kohli [14]. The principal reasons are that the 

acquisition strategy and performance are subject to firm-and-market level structures [1, 15, 

16]. Henceforth, this study contemplates RBV and IO theory considering the SCP paradigm to 

identify competitive advantage in post-M&As [17, 18]. Foss and Knudsen [19] claimed that the 

IO theory attempts to get a quick competitive gain, while RBV originates a competitive 

advantage slowly.  On the other hand, Spanos and Lioukas [20] revealed that both economic 

doctrines anticipate a sustainable competitive advantage in the distinct layer of analysis (i.e., 

industry versus corporate). 

Huang and Sylvie [21], Sea-Jin and Singh [22] found that corporate performance immensely 

depends on the firm's resources about 50 percent, while industry effects account for 20 

percent, although that differs regarding business units and firm size. Parnell [8], Short, 

Ketchen [23] exposed that industry aspects influence the economic output by 17 to 20 percent. 

The above findings indicate that RBV and IO theory explains only 70 percent of a firm's 

performance. Besides, both theories have been unable to clarify the remaining 30 percent of 

corporate performance origination. Furthermore, RBV and IO doctrines clarify the 

competitive advantage for an individual firm without a combined effect of two entities in post-

M&A like firms' post-married outcomes [24].  

Furthermore, acquisition performance is subject to a synergy realization since the acquisitions 

belong to various synergies. Chatterjee [25] simplified the synergies into three forms: collusive 

synergy (i.e., market power enhancement), operational synergy (i.e., the production and 

administrative efficiencies), and financial synergy (i.e., the overhead cost reduction).  

However, a synergy should be competitive to succeed in a post-M&A [12, 13, 26]. The reasons 

are that RBV leads the firm's internal achievements, while the IO theory reveals the firm's 

market positioning [3, 5, 9]. Neither RBV nor IO theory can exclusively and functionally claim 

a competitive advantage in the context of acquisition [7, 17, 20]. Therefore, this article aims to 

scrutinize "how a competitive advantage emerges in post-M&As."  It is essential to answer 
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the subsequent inquiry that will assist the acquiring corporates in achieving a competitive 

advantage in post-acquisition. 

In doing so, this article contributes and advances RBV and IO doctrines as well as M&A 

literature in two ways. First, it places the RBV and IO theory into the firm's internal and 

external structures considering the SCP model. Then, it deals with both structures that 

systematically complement each other to get an effective strategy and performance.  Second, 

this article explores that RBV and IO theory together should reflect a synergistic competitive 

advantage (SCA) instead of a traditional competitive advantage in assessing dual entities or 

companies. That said, SCA impacts the market and financial performance in a complete post-

M&A performance appraisal [3, 5, 9]. Also, both theories coexist and explain the firm's actual 

growth, behavior, competitiveness, market power, strategizing, and economizing together [17, 

20, 27]. 

The article systematizes the manuscript as follows: First, it briefly reviews the concurrent 

progress, limitation, and assessment of RBV and IO theory from the perspective of the SCP 

paradigm. It then illustrates the complementarities and variances between them. The 

following section draws a brief explanation about the synergistic competitive advantage (SCA) 

in post-M&As. The manuscript uses SCA instead of a sustainable synergistic competitive 

advantage (SSCA) to make the text clearer. Therefore, the last section summarizes the new 

concept, SCA, for industrial economics, strategic management, and international business. 

 
 
 

2. The RBV and IO theory in post-M&As 

Structure-Conduct-Performance (SCP) model is a traditional doctrine of RBV and IO theory 

in microeconomics [7, 28, 29]. It was first developed by Harvard economist Mason [30], 

examining the USA firms' pricing and production policies. He supposed that market share is 

the principal factor for a corporate's policymaking in the oligopoly and monopoly market. Also, 

he identified that there is a relation between price and various aspects. On the contrary, 

economist Bain explained that "market structure" consists of product diversification, entry 

barriers in the market, the number of suppliers and buyers, the extent of diversification, and 

vertical integration. Accordingly, the "conduct" indicates a firm's strategic activities such as 

investment plans, legal policies, pricing, product mix, and R&D. On the other hand, economic 

and financial prosperity designate the "performance" like product quality, equity, technical 

progress, price, profit margin, profitability, and production efficiency [17, 31, 32].  
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The basic idea of an SCP framework is the corporate's one-way relationship as Structure-

Conduct-Performance in the monopoly, oligopoly, monopolistic and perfect competition [33, 

34], although it has been criticized as a faulty and imperfect idea [35, 36]. However, it indicates 

that a firm's strategy is homogenous, which does not impact the industry structure because 

only the industry structure impacts a corporate strategy and economic success [31, 37]. For 

example,  Setiawan Setiawan, Emvalomatis [33] found that technical efficiency, industrial 

concentration, price rigidity impact the price-cost margin.  In such a way, many researchers 

authenticated the SCP model during the 1970s [17, 38, 39]. Nevertheless, Hawawini, 

Subramanian [7], Matyjas [17]  demonstrated the condemnations of the SCP model since 

corporates' heterogenous strategies can also impact the industry structure. Even though the 

SCP paradigm did not consider the efficiency standard, e.g., a capable corporate can imply the 

low cost in a new market entrance to gain market share and escalate the market 

competitiveness [10, 35]. 

Due to balancing the corporate characteristics and competitive intensity, economists 

segmented the SCP model into two branches of knowledge in the 1970s: strategic management 

and industrial organization economics [7, 17, 31]. Strategic management indicates the 

corporate's internal structure (i.e., a firm's resources) while industrial organization (IO) 

economics contemplates the outer structure (i.e., market factors).  

Besides, SCP has been liberal than before, that corporate strategy can also impact the industry 

structure [7, 10, 17]. Subsequently, the structure of the SCP model has newly been clustered as 

the structure of a company and an industry that impacts corporate strategy and financial 

outcomes [10, 33]. In this way, strategic management and IO economics have been distinct 

disciplines [9, 17].  Nonetheless, Porter [29] observed that strategic management has a positive 

while IO economics negatively associate with the entry barrier. Also, he acknowledged that 

due to market structure, the firm's aspects have an insignificant association with a corporate 

strategy. Subsequently, IO economics has been defined as an IO theory from the industry 

perspective after introducing Porter's five forces. 

Consequently, IO theory and RBV expose the foundation of competitiveness [18, 20, 31].  IB 

researchers likewise accentuate the strategic management following the principles of RBV, 

while industrial economists pursue the IO theory [9, 18]. The RBV contributes the business 

strategy and performance variances in the intra-industry deal while the IO theory backs the 

positioning of origin.  Consequently, the industry and firm-level factors stimulate overall 

corporate strategy and performance [7, 20, 40]. The principal reason is that RBV and IO theory 

construct the two sides of a firm's competitiveness [18, 39]. 
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2.1 The development of RBV  
 

The resource-based view (RBV) was primarily advanced in the 1980s. The wide-ranging 

expansion was during the 1990s [3, 9, 41]. Thus, it was known as the resource-based view 

throughout the review of resource-based theory by Jay B. Barney in 1991 [2]. At the initial 

stage, Wernerfelt [41] recognized that a firm's resources and product are the sources of 

performance. Also, he anticipated that various resources could improve a firm's growth 

compared to a product because a firm is a composite of various resources. Moreover, the 

resource itself creates rent from better uses, enhances competitive gain, generates value, and 

originates innovative strategy [3, 18]. RBV's Ricardian metaphor explains the heterogeneity 

and immobility of competitive rent-producing resources, profit-maximizing entities, and 

capabilities [9, 42]. Since then, many scholars have conducted remarkable assistance into 

RBV, for example, Barney, Ketchen [2], Peteraf and Barney [1], and Wernerfelt [43]. In the 

management literature, the development of RBV is persuasive because it is the most applied 

theory in the firm's business strategy. It explains why each company performs differently in 

the same industry [2, 44, 45]. The application of RBV also inflates to the interrelated areas 

such as dynamic capability, knowledge-based view, and strategic leadership literature [18, 46]. 

RBV exactly looks for a company's internal strength through VRINO resources (i.e., valuable, 

rare, inimitable, non-substitutable, and organizational capability) [2, 3, 44]. 

 

It assigns the two fundamentals: a firm implements unique and immobile strategic resources 

that are heterogeneous and controllable. Besides, a heterogeneity (i.e., the firm's capability) 

competes for a superior market position or sustains the breakeven position in the same 

industry [3, 13, 47]. Generally, resources are classified as tangible and intangible resources 

[14, 28, 48]. In an extended manner, Leonidou, Katsikeas [40] identified three types of 

resources: tangible, intangible, and personnel-oriented assets, while Vu, Shi [49] classified the 

resources in three categories as tangible, intangible, and intangible and brand resources. 

Nonetheless, the resource can traditionally be tangible and elusive resources [40, 49, 50]. 

Tangible resource indicates the physical existence of any resources, e.g., machinery, building, 

commodities, and land [51-53]. On the flip side, elusive resource indicates the non-physical 

existence, which is one of two categories: intangible and strategic resources, although both 

types of resources are immaterial (i.e., inaccessible), hard to exchange, and non-separable 

owner [51, 54].  

 

Usually, customers and stakeholders create intangible resources such as corporate reputation, 

brand power, brand equity, and acquisition experience [12, 55, 56]. On the other hand, a 

company itself generates strategic resources, e.g., market and brand orientation, corporate 
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culture, transfer and integration knowledge, best practices, and the brand management 

system [50, 57, 58]. However, Deng [13] considered the strategic resources such as proprietary 

technologies, knowledge, brand name, capability, R&D,  tacit knowledge, buyer-supplier 

relationship, and reputation, avoiding the classification of intangible and strategic resources.  

The reality is that strategic and intangible resources are not the same. For example, the value 

of an intangible resource is exogenous [7, 27, 59] and belongs to three characteristics: a direct 

relationship with an individual, located among the people and transferable among the 

individuals [55] while the strategic resource is endogenous as a dynamic capability [50, 58, 

60].  

 

However, all the resource categories boost the company's effectiveness and competencies. The 

firm's abilities primarily represent the performance as a rent variance carrying the same 

benefits for stakeholders based on minimum cost [3, 18, 20]. DeSarbo, Benedetto [61] affirmed 

that a firm's strategic resource associates to the performance positively, while Luo, Sivakumar 

[50] confirmed that tangible resources are influential compared to intangible and strategic 

ones. However, RBV supports strategic alliances, market entries, general knowledge, and 

multinational management [62, 63]. It has been reached out from strategic management to 

various extents, e.g., entrepreneurship, economics, human resource management, marketing, 

and international business. Furthermore, it clarifies resource diversification, global strategies, 

and subsidiary capability and seeks how market-based resources and abilities generate or 

sustain the value of stakeholders in international business [2, 63-65]. 

 

For instance, Buckley, Elia [12] professed that tangible assets positively affect the acquired 

target compared to elusive resources. Camisón and Villar [66] empirically claimed that a firm's 

abilities could not impact international growth without any competitive approaches. In 

contrast, Hsiang Ming, Ching Chi [67] established that an intangible resource like brand 

rearrangement stimulates customer loyalty, purchasing demand, and intention in the post-

acquisition. In that way, researchers hypothetically and experimentally confirm the existence 

of tangible and elusive resources (i.e., intangible and strategic assets) in international business 

literature. Subsequently, RBV has been a scientific and realistic theory in corporate strategy 

[2, 9, 27]. However, it is not out of criticism because of its rigid boundaries. 

The criticisms and assessments of RBV 
 

RBV has several weaknesses concerning infiniteness, uniqueness, silences, managerial 

explanations, and boundaries. The main criticisms are relating to competitive advantage, 

value, and resources [9, 68]. For instance, RBV replicates the company's inner resources for 

internal performance with exceptional resource management [40, 69, 70]. Also, a firm can 
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contemplate the degree of resource uniqueness inside a firm, but it cannot generalize the 

uniqueness for an absolute competitive advantage [71-73]. Miller [74] also suggests that 

competitive advantage should not be flexible at the primary stage, which generally originates 

from effectiveness and efficiency, such as value enhancement and cost reduction. Nonetheless, 

the competitive advantage is an ambiguous thought [75, 76] because it seems like a 

supplement of TCE (Transaction Cost Economics) [9, 28, 77]. 

 

Table 1: The critical assessments of RBV 

Categories Limitations Assessments 
Definition The definition of a resource is not flawless because 

RBV reflects the resource definition in a 
comprehensive manner. It does not explicitly 
recognize how the resources can contribute to a 
competitive advantage in the various conditions and 
which resource qualifies the firm to achieve a 
superior competitive advantage. 

RBV should characterize the resources 
and develop new definitions of various 
resources. 

Management RBV has no adequate managerial implications like 
any theories which have incomplete managerial 
inferences.  

It has some constraints in business 
management. 

Infiniteness The various levels (e.g., strategy, component, 
organization, and capability) of RBV are not 
qualitatively the same as an applied theory.  

RBV requires single and double-loop 
learning for a firm's efficiency, 
innovation, and resource exploitation. 
It needs to relate the various levels to 
achieve a competitive advantage. 

Uniqueness  RBV does not generalize uniqueness. It works for 
small and startup firms in predictable environments. 

Resource uniqueness should be 
generalized. 
 

Competitive 
Advantage  

It is not generalized yet since it considers only the 
firm's internal structure instead of an external one. 
Besides, RBV is not entirely static due to dynamic 
capabilities though it clarifies the foundation of 
competitive advantage. 

RBV should consider the firm's external 
structure to generalize its competitive 
advantage.  

Value 
creation  

RBV does not entirely clarify the firm's value in the 
target market due to market aspects. 

RBV should contemplate the IO theory 
considering the SCP paradigm to 
generate different types of value. 

Theory of a 
firm 

RBV does not adequately explain why a company 
exists. 
 

It needs further development like a 
theory of competitiveness and leaves 
the clarifications of a firm's presence to 
TCE. 

VRINO 
resources 

The VRINO resource is not essential and enough for 
competitiveness. Moreover, RBV does not adequately 
reflect the synergy (i.e., combined effect) within the 
firm for a source of performance during the 
combination, bundle, and integration of resources. 

RBV works like a single firm instead of 
a dual entity. Therefore, it should 
consider synergy in any integration like 
M&As to find the joint effect of 
combined resources. 

The value of 
the resource 

RBV does not precisely clarify the value of resources 
because the definition of value is still conceptual and 
unspecified. 

RBV needs a more creative and 
subjective idea of value. 

Superior 
Resource 

The better resource does not always offer reasonable 
returns. 
 

Additional investigation is obligatory to 
recognize the excellent resource. 

Efficiency  In the context of efficiency, RBV does not reflect 
market power. 

Efficiency needs to connect the market 
power considering the IO theory. 

Financial 
performance 

The related financial outcomes from unique 
resources are still controversial.  

The RBV entails a further study into 
rent theory and competitive advantage. 

Superior 
Performance  

Superior profitability and performance keep on a 
challenge with the various outcomes. 

RBV needs more inquiry on how to get 
superior performance.  

Source: [9, 19, 27, 48, 55, 80-82]. 
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Likewise, there are no adequate VRINO resources support by the current reviews [48, 78]. It 

indicates some other theories or mechanisms behind the RBV [27]. Even if RBV has been the 

most applied theory in business management literature by three decades, there are numerous 

criticisms on the definition, managerial implications, infiniteness, uniqueness, sustainable 

competitive advantage, value creation, a theory of a firm, VRINO resources, the value of a 

resource, superior resource, efficiency, superior and financial performance [9, 19, 27].  It has 

not been generalized yet to explain a competitive advantage in strategic management [9, 79], 

for instance, which resource can be excellent if there are various resources and how that 

excellent resource transmits an efficient strategy and value formation. Hence, many scholars 

predicted that RBV and IO theory might have balance each other to have real-world support 

for the firm's economic success in international business [15, 27, 48].  

 

2.2 The development of IO theory 

 
The industry is a substantial investigation unit due to the origin of a firm's performance [7, 15, 

83]. Thus, economists developed the Industrial Organization (IO) theory in the 1980s and 

endeavored further in the 1990s to understand the firm's behavior in an oligopoly market [4-

6]. Nevertheless, there are several markets, such as a monopoly, monopolistic, duopoly, 

perfect competition, and competition [34-36]. IO theory defines the market action with 

regards to microeconomics and transactions between the buyers and sellers. It impacts the 

fiscal agents (i.e., third parties who handle the financial acts, e.g., bank) through co-

arrangement between the external environment and firm strategy [40, 84]. It creates an 

association between industry structure, corporate strategy, and economic success [17, 35, 36].  

 

Porter [5] scrutinized the competitors and industries in the competitive strategy book to 

understand how the market structure impacts a corporate's possible performance. He also 

anticipated that firms should implement a competitive strategy that costumes the market 

setting. Besides, a firm is not the basis of performance since competitors make adjacent 

substitutes in the competitive market. Primarily IO theory clarifies the industry characteristics 

to implement a firm's strategy for a competitive advantage. Second, in the product market, the 

competitive gain relies upon an external structure. Third, a firm's resources will be static, 

which does not impact the strategy and performance [5, 40, 85]. Sea-Jin and Singh [22] 

confirmed that the influence of market structure relies upon some conditions, e.g., industry 

accumulation, business units, and a firm's size. The study's primary purpose was to test the 

game theory since each company plays various strategic games with its competitors. 

 



9 
 

Game theory is less used in industry research since it is challenging to test that in an oligopoly 

model. However, contestability theory reflects the firm's action as the threat of entry, avoiding 

the competitors. In this way, the IO theory is more common in the SCP paradigm in 

consideration of competition and perfect contestability [11, 27, 36]. IO principles evaluate the 

rivalry in the same industry and suggest that a firm's external structure is the origin of 

competitive advantage [5, 7, 31]. The firm's competitive position creates market power as a 

competitive advantage (i.e., monopolistic rent) [20, 34, 36, 86]. 

 

IO theory contemplates the competitive dynamics when the industry-related studies use 

vertical integration values and transaction costs [17]. The market action likewise can nurture 

financial abilities [35, 86]. It acts on the monopolistic rivalry regarding the number and size 

of firms' entry conditions and distributions in the market [84, 87]. In the competitive market, 

the IO theory can be defensive or offensive. It tends to be defensive when corporate aims to 

protect the threats. On the flip side, it inclines to be offensive when a firm's goal is 

monopolistic, attaining the market power [4, 20, 86]. It is also stated that supplier power could 

control the buyers' power, the threat of substitutes, the threat of new entrants, and the industry 

competition escalating the firm's competitiveness in microeconomics [5, 8, 31]. IO theory also 

entitles the company's success in the specific market [11] because the firm's size, policies, 

market regulations, and power of competitors impact the firm's profitability as a  market 

structure [7, 17, 36].  

On the contrary, a strategic response, as opposed to a market structure, inclines the firm's 

economic success [39, 88]. The price war is also a basis of market efficiency; for example, the 

market price might go beyond the borderline of production cost [35]. Young [36] 

recommended inspecting additional aspects, such as advertising, investment, and R&D. 

Besides, competition and efficiency generate market power and govern the market structure 

[10, 35]. O'Cass and Ngo [15] revealed that competitive strength also impacts the firm's 

strategy and success. Besides, a firm's resources are subject to competitive intensity.  

In the cross-border setting, it is proposed that IO theory ought to contemplate the nation's 

attributes (i.e., government policies, firm's structure, supporting industries, rivalry, chance 

events, demand, and factor conditions) that impact competitiveness [16, 31, 89]. Generally, 

regulations, taxes, subsidies, entry barriers, incentives, macroeconomic strategies can be 

considered government policies [17], while factor conditions belong to education, technology,  

and economy in the cross-border setting. Furthermore, the specific industry is an essential 

part of an economy [16, 89]. However, Alashban, Hayes [88] named the environmental factors 

considering the economy, education, religion, culture, language, and technology, but Stone 

and Ranchhod [90] anticipated a nation's physical characteristics as a factor condition.  
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In the competitive strategy, Alwuhaibi [91] highlighted culture, religion, history, and language. 

Moreover, the similarities and variances of national cultures can also influence the competitive 

strategy because the incongruence of two cultures creates two kinds of costs as incongruent 

values and objectives.  Therefore, a competitive strategy should consider the distinct social 

values to achieve maximum economic success [88, 92]. In microeconomics, IO theory suggests 

that market structure and competition create a competitive advantage since the industry is an 

origin of performance. It also belongs to national characteristics in the cross-border setting. 

Nonetheless, it is not out of criticisms.  

2.3 The criticisms and assessments of IO theory 

IO theory contemplates the market-level structure in an attractive industry considering the 

threats and competition instead of a firm's internal structure [4-6]. The fundamental notion 

of the IO doctrine is that a firm's competitive advantage differs from the external structure, 

although a company's internal structure impacts the competitive gain [20, 23]. IO theory does 

not include a firms' inter-industry trade since the resource is static and does not impact the 

strategy. The reality is that a firm's competitiveness relies upon various heterogeneous 

resources to attain market power [7, 20, 36]. Also, continuous learning develops 

competitiveness; for instance, in the 1990s, the learning, resource- and knowledge-based 

views develop the notion of competitiveness [93].  

IO theory specifically recommends the ideal industry to enhance profit. However, the general 

industries are not isolated, and most of them converge and overlap with the numerous 

resources; for instance, Japanese companies focus on cost-efficiency in the success of various 

operational management [89, 93]. Regarding the firm's efficiency, the market structure is a 

weak idea since IO theory originates only on one side of competitiveness [18, 39].  

The above substantial assessments identify that the IO theory does not clarify a company's 

entire fiscal achievement [11, 15, 18]. Therefore, it ought to contemplate a new definition and 

concept. The principal reason is that the IO doctrine reflects the set of activities undervaluing 

the organizational resources. It should be together with other theories to shed light on an 

entire firm's performance [17, 20]. Though RBV and IO theory have several differences, both 

also have similarities and complementarities for a competitive advantage in the national and 

cross-national phenomena [16, 31, 88]. 
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Table 2: The critical assessments of IO theory 
 

Categories Limitations Assessments 
Definition The definition of industry is not convincing. Industrial 

organization (IO) theory contemplates just a few 
manners. There is no explicit acknowledgment of how 
a corporation can achieve a wide-ranging competitive 
advantage in various market settings. Also, it does not 
assuredly establish the external factors of a firm. 

IO theory should classify the 
various industries and sectors 
from several lookouts. 

Management  No theories have countless managerial applications. 
Correspondingly, it has no satisfactory contribution 
yet. 

It still has various weaknesses in 
open applications. 

Organizational 
resources  

Since resources are active and dynamic, those cannot 
be motionless. 

IO theory does not explain how 
resources can be motionless. 

Intra-Industry  
 

It does not contemplate the firm's businesses in the 
same industry. However, a firm's inner strength 
enhances market power. 

The firm's intra-industry trade can 
inflate market control and 
competitive gain. 

Specific 
Industry  

The idea of a specific industry is not realistic since 
many industries overlap and converge. 

Nowadays, inter-industry trade is 
widespread since many industries 
are mutually dependent. 

Cooperation  IO theory does not reflect cooperation. It must reflect the cooperation and 
competition both. 

Attractive 
industry  

A corporation does not always enter an attractive 
industry. 
 

The market is not steady. 
 

Homogeneities  IO doctrine claims that resources should be 
homogeneous, although those are heterogeneous. 

IO theory should revise the idea of 
the resource. 

Environmental 
context  

IO theory does not reflect the national attributes as 
micro and macro-environmental distance between the 
two countries in-depth, impacting the company's 
competitive advantage in the transnational 
circumstances. 

It should consider the micro and 
macro environmental distances in 
the cross-border settings more 
precisely. 

Competitive 
advantage 

IO theory recognizes the bundle of actions rather than 
a set of resources to achieve a competitive advantage 

It should contemplate the bundle 
of resources to find a competitive 
advantage 

Performance  IO doctrine does not illustrate efficient performance 
since it considers only one side of competitiveness 
considering market structure instead of internal 
structure (i.e., firm's resources). 

It should complement the RBV to 
find an entire firm's performance. 
 

 
Note: RBV = Resource-based View, IO = Industrial Organization 
 
Source: [11, 16, 18, 20, 31, 36, 83, 93]. 

 

2.4 The complementarities and variances of RBV and IO theory 

The RBV and IO theory complement and contrast each other explaining a company's action, 

the origin of performance, and performance variances [15, 20, 40]. For instance, RBV 

describes the firm's performance outcome, while the IO theory clarifies the firm's market 

performance [21, 34, 86]. Both theories are interconnected and do not compete for each other 

as RBV looks for a set of firm's resources while the IO theory specifies the bunch of industrial 

activities in microeconomics to clarify a competitive advantage [8, 20, 89].  
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Some thematic similarities, e.g., RBV, concentrate on long-term competitiveness while the IO 

theory looks for a short-term one [19]. Some complementarities belong to the company's 

average return, company versus industry, and sustainable competitive advantage [17, 18, 20]. 

RBV generally imitates the Ricardian rents from superior resources to fulfill the customers' 

needs [1], while the IO doctrine regards the market power and monopoly type rents [4, 20, 

36]. RVB is the firm's inside-out [18], while the IO theory is the outside-in [20, 36, 65]. The 

primary objective of the IO principle is to protect the threats in the existing market generating 

market power based on price premium or the changes in price and output  [21, 36, 86].  

On the other hand, RBV creates brand power based on market share, corporate reputation, 

patents, experiences, price setting, business strategy, information, corporate and product 

brand power [2, 34, 46]. Following the SWOT analysis, RBV identifies the firm's internal 

strengths and weaknesses while IO designates the firm's external opportunities and threats [3, 

18, 94]. A composite model of the company and industry-level structures is persuasive and 

essential for a wide-ranging sustainable competitive advantage because RBV and IO theory 

build both sides of a coin [15, 18, 20].  

 

2.5 Synergistic Competitive Advantage in post-M&As 

The notion of synergy was first introduced in the management literature [95]. Afterward, it 

has been extended into several study fields such as human resource management, economics, 

accounting, and corporate finance to clarify the generated value by the post-M&As [96-98]. 

Usually, the synergy is a net additional and incremental value created from the companies' 

merger [99, 100]. It is often used to assess the post-M&A performance since it is a synonym of 

acquisition value [96, 101] and success [25, 95, 102]. On the other hand, the synergy is a 

resource-sharing micro-phenomenon [103, 104] and strategic return in post-deal activities 

[97, 100, 105]. It is an intended financial or non-financial outcome through sharing, 

combining, integrating, and consolidating firms' resources and market aspects between the 

two entities [104-106]. Ficery, Herd [99]  argued that synergy gain is not monetized since it is 

described as an intangible benefit such as new market access, skills, and culture. However, a 

value of synergy can be transmitted into financial valuation, while other researchers claimed 

that synergy could generate monetary value by deploying various resources and capabilities 

[25, 100, 107]. 

The sources of synergy can be production, distribution, R&D, knowledge, management, 

marketing, finance,  skill transfer, and technology [102, 106]. Other sources include cross-

selling, new market access, vertical economics, purchasing, market power, equipment, 

customers, raw materials, information, organizational capabilities, and process [97, 103]. On 
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the other hand, marketing elements can also be the synergy sources, e.g., marketing, staffing, 

promotion, advertising, customer service, distributors, warehousing, brand position, and sales 

personnel [102].  

There are different types of synergies such as operating synergy (i.e., revenue, cost, and 

investment-based), financial synergy [105], technology synergy, marketing synergy [108], 

economic synergy [104], sales synergy (customers), management synergy (management 

skills),  operating synergy (raw materials), and investment synergy (production equipment) 

[103]. However, the immediate return from enhancing revenue and competitiveness can also 

be the synergy types rather than enhancing a capacity [106].  

A review of synergy studies over 30 years identifies the synergy approaches in three categories, 

such as cost/revenue, management, and mix of both. The study found that Anglo-Saxon 

studies indicate the cost-saving and revenue growth synergies considering a cost/revenue 

approach. In contrast, European studies direct the operational synergy (i.e., increases 

operating income), financial synergy (i.e., decreases financial cost), and tax synergy (i.e., 

produces tax benefits) considering the management approach [96]. However, a mix of both 

approaches designates the synergy convergence. For example, the operating synergy of the 

European approach indicates the same as the cost/revenue synergy of Anglo-Saxon. 

On the other hand, a financial synergy, which is a set of European approaches, is separately 

analyzed by Anglo-Saxon studies. Finally, the European approach's tax synergy is considered 

a financial synergy in the Anglo-Saxon inquiries [96, 99].  However, according to acquisition 

types, there are collusive synergy (Horizontal acquisitions), operational synergy (related or 

vertical acquisitions), and financial synergy (unrelated or conglomerate or acquisition) [25, 

96]. Nevertheless, synergy gains cannot always be achieved. It materializes when an acquiring 

firm does not know how to integrate, utilize, facilitate, and coordinate the various businesses 

and resources, consequently exceeding the expenses and decreasing synergy profit [99, 100, 

102]. For instance, Coke had partial victory using its brand image and name in apparel selling, 

Honda had limited success in the engine business sharing the expertise, and the financial 

organizations compressed the service costs but could not achieve the cross-selling and cost 

synergies in the resource sharing [103]. 

However, synergy always arises in post-M&As, when the profitability (i.e., effectiveness and 

efficiencies) of a joint entity is higher than the generated profit of an individual entity, for 

example, 2+2=5 [99, 101, 106]. It means that a potential realized synergy should enhance the 

market competitiveness in the specific industry [109]. Gruca, Nath [103] also claimed that the 

synergy (generated from shared resources) should be a source of competitive advantage 

because only the sharing resources are not enough for synergy gain because the acquirer 
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should generate a unique and superior resource through integration [103, 109]. For example, 

Bertrand and Betschinger [106] found that acquiring firms do less performance than non-

acquiring ones in cross-border M&A. On the other hand, Stonehouse and Snowdon [93] 

claimed that a strategy related to integrating and sharing resources is not generic because it 

should be unique for sustainability. Barney [3] and Barney, Ketchen [2] suggested that a new 

and potential innovative resource from integration and shared resources should be 

competitive according to RBV doctrines. On the flip side, IO theory indicates that synergy 

should be either cost-effective, differentiated, or both for market competitiveness  [110].  

Chatterjee [25] projected that an acquisition value belongs to resource scarceness, possible 

opportunities, and problem implementation, but the basis of competitive advantage belongs 

to economies of scope [6], which drives the economies of scale [101, 104]. Moreover, it shows 

that synergy and competitive advantage are not separate [101, 103, 111] since those are firmly 

embedded [102, 106, 109]. Generally, a competitive advantage is a firm's strategy to create a 

superior value based on VRINO resources, cost-effectiveness, and differentiation of goods and 

services [2, 3, 110]. Moreover, the principle of competitive advantage indicates the strategic 

value for a single firm [31, 112].  In contrast, an acquisition synergy indicates an added and 

incremental value by the two entities or firms [96, 97].  That said, if any single company or 

entity creates a competitive advantage by own, that is not synergy [99] because synergy 

originates from resource sharing and integration between the entities [96, 106, 111].   

 

Synergistic Competitive Advantage (SCA) in the M&A performance 

 

SCA is the realistic measurement in the post-M&A performance because it indicates a 

competitive advantage for two entities or companies, avoiding the traditional competitive 

advantage for a single firm. Bertrand and Betschinger [109] mentioned that a firm acquires a 

target to exploit a new competitive gain because a low level of competitiveness cannot expect 

acquisition success. At the same time, Weber and Dholakia [102] claimed that potential 

integration benefits might enhance the entire competitive position because marketing 

consolidation is the core business of both partners. It is also argued that the combined entities 

should make a competitive position through revenue and cost benefits [111]. However, it 

depends on the ability to protect the competitors [109] because synergy always exists in post-

M&A if competitors do not prevent the benefits [102] of real integration, e.g., General Electric, 

P&G, Cisco, and HP [100, 103, 106]. Also, Weber and Dholakia [102] claimed that the purpose 

of consolidation is to be a market leader [102], which relates to M&A performance instead of 

the acquirer's firm performance [111].  
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The SCA term is essential for an acquisition valuation because the acquisitions are hopeless 

due to deal-conducting emotions [99], overpayment, high integration cost, price premium 

[100, 103], inappropriate valuation, [96], lack of attention, underestimation, and 

overestimation of synergy realization [95, 100]. For example,  an extra cost makes a burden 

for managers to recoup even though seventy percent of acquirers fail to recover the premium 

payment due to integration challenges [100]. In addition, Brock [106] indicated that cultural 

diversity, geographical distance, various sources of authority, linguistic differences create the 

barriers of SCA gain in cross-border M&As. However, SCA could easily be attained while some 

synergies are difficult to identify, locate, and set the price on [99].  

SCA  can be the standard valuation for post-M&As because there are three benefits: synergy 

benefit, global advantage, and market power [109]. In addition, the high level of integration, 

similarities, and complementarities of various operations between the joint entities can 

achieve SCA [96, 97, 106]. On the other hand, an acquirer can achieve SCA through five 

dimensions:  the sufficient values of synergy, various steps of the M&A process, possible 

reasons for synergy inflation, explanation of synergy pitfalls, and the outcome of poor synergy 

management [95]. In a sense, SCA gain indicates the quality of management on the customers' 

voice, integration expenditures, acquisition payment [100, 103], administration, legal, 

cultural, and economic environments [109]. Now, the question comes out regarding an SCA 

measurement in the post-M&As [96, 113]. 

SCA measurement in the post-M&A performance 

In post-M&A valuation, SCA has been explored to a limited extent [95, 96] due to the dynamic 

process [112]. Still, there is no such standard model for evaluating SCA [96, 113, 114]. 

Moreover, acquisition performance is a multifaceted and multidisciplinary construct with a 

lack of measurement, antecedent factors, and applicability in the acquisition process, leading 

to discrepancies [111, 113, 115]. That said, 31 percent of 419 studies from 1963 to 2009 focused 

on acquisition performance [113].  

Generally, synergy assessment, measurement, and methodological issues are the main focus 

[95, 96] because synergy estimations are not trustworthy yet [116], and it considers a long-

term valuation avoiding the short-term one [111]. In line with this, SCA has been a critical issue 

in post-M&A value creation [97]. There are various stages for expected cash flows [116]. For 

instance, strategic factors such as time frame (i.e., speed of integration), type of synergy, and 

size of synergy can influence the SCA achievement. However, the time frame can also influence 

the synergy types and sizes depending on context and external pressures [96]. Homburg and 

Bucerius [117] found that the speed of integration is highly beneficial with internal relatedness 

between the entities rather than an external one. It is also argued that operating synergy 
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should be sub-categorized to achieve an SCA benefit. It depends on executives' value chain 

structure and background as strategic managers accentuate the knowledge, culture, and 

strategic SCA. In contrast, financial and accounting-related experts highlight the investment 

SCA and discount rate that had been categorized as external constraints, cash flows, and 

measurement systems in acquisition performance [96].   

Since SCA relates to the acquisition motives [95, 114, 118], it can be measured in various ways 

such as subjective measure (e.g., valuation of synergy realization and integration process), 

objective measure (accounting and financial measures), short-term (few days based on post or 

before the announcement), long-term (consideration maximum five years' time period after 

the deal), organizational (development of the competitive situation and firms performance), 

transactional and process level (premium payment, execution quality in the post-acquisition) 

[111].  However, Das and Kapil [115] classified the valuation of acquisition in four categories: 

financial market-related measure, accounting measure, a mix of both, and subjective and 

objective. 

The SCA can be classified into two methods, subjective and objective [119, 120]. Consideration 

of both methods, the acquisition performance measurements (i.e., short-and-long-term) can 

be financial and HR-related (HCROI, RPP, ROA, EPS), stock market return (e.g., CAPM, 

CAR), survey-based (managerial rating), accounting-based and profitability [98, 121, 122]. 

However, the objective measure considers the short-and-long-term based on the stock market 

and operating performance data. For instance, event windows (1-5, 6-21, 22-180 days, 181 days 

– 3 years, and more than three years) reflect the abnormal return through ROE (return on 

equity), ROS (return on sales), and ROA (return on assets) [101, 105, 123]. In the review of 88 

articles from 1970 to 2006, Zollo and Meier [111]  found that there are event studies based on 

short-term (41 percent) and long-term (19 percent), accounting (28 percent) and subjective 

measures (14 percent) along with integration performance variances (9 percent). However, 

Das and Kapil [115]  noted that subjective measure is weaker than the objective one due to 

different biases, which are generally found in the survey-based study or conceptual modeling. 

On the contrary, there is a significant correlation between subjective and objective measures 

[111, 121, 124]. Besides, subjective measure explains the extra precision rather than an 

objective one because an assessment of acquisition and process performance is complex when 

the objective measure is considered based on archivable stock and accounting data [111].  

In the same way, Ambrosini, Bowman [120] noted that subjective measure overcomes the 

difficulties of objective measure in the acquisition performance. For example, stock market 

measurement (abnormal return) depends on the public limited company, although the private 

limited companies conduct the acquisitions, and it provides information to the capital 
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investors avoiding the acquirer's strategic implementation. Likewise, the accounting standard 

differs across the nations during the assessment of cross-border M&A, and the consolidated 

accounts complicate the valuation of unit performance. Larsson and Finkelstein [97] also 

claimed significant errors in the accounting-based measures in economics and event studies 

(stock return) in finance.  

On the other hand,  accounting and stock market measures consider short-term (around the 

deal announcement) and one-dimensional measurement ignoring the complex integration 

process [121, 123, 125] and value-creation stages (reconfiguring, leveraging, integration and 

learning) [120]. Even though the interpretation of those measurements is still uncertain [121] 

and short-term event studies have no impact on any metrics of acquisition performance [111]. 

Therefore, subjective measure (managerial rating) of SCA can be the definite substitute and 

representative of objective measure to evaluate the acquisition performance exactly [120, 121]. 

The solution might also be to adopt the subjective and objective performance metrics both 

[122]. Bauer and Matzler [121]  proposed that it is better to apply at least one objective and 

one subjective measure, although both can be assessed in the managerial rating. Regarding 

the time frame, short - and long-term measurement depends on strategic objective because 

short-term measurement (e.g., event study) is not valid if the acquirer's objective is long-term 

that belongs to entire acquisition performance and multiple events [115]. For example, Zollo 

and Meier [111] found that short- and long-term both direct the acquisition performance.  

Usually, the SCA depends on effectiveness (appropriate input or output anywhere, such as the 

strategic goal of sales growth) and efficiency (input and output relationship, ratio, or 

comparison). The reason is that economies of scope (i.e., total cost reduced due to the 

combined production of products) and economies of scale (i.e., it reduces per unit cost since 

total production rises) are the primary and secondary objectives. Those impact financial (e.g., 

return on sales, cash flow) and non-financial (e.g., customer retention) performance in post-

M&As [101, 112]. On the contrary, SCA does not always depend on economies of scale and 

revenue. It belongs to parallel operation, production, marketing, organizational similarities, 

and complementarities [97, 104]. 

Nevertheless, some mixed results in SCA, e.g., a price-related synergy that carries out the 

higher value and the financial synergy (cost of capital), generate more value than operational 

synergy [25]. On the other hand, non-serial acquiring firms get more operating synergies 

based on cost savings and revenue enhancement from financial, operation, and investment 

synergy [105]. Hsiang Ming and Ching Chi [126] claimed that a pure-synergistic arrangement 

(e.g., new name as IBM-Lenovo) is better to achieve SCA than the non-synergistic one (i.e., a 

new company and brand name) due to consideration of the product and country attributes. 
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However, Garzella and Fiorentino [96] illustrated that an operating synergy (efficiency on the 

manufacturing process and market power) has a more significant effect than the tax and 

financial synergies. However, revenue and operating synergies take more time compared to 

tax, financial and cost synergies. Rahman and Lambkin [101] found that revenue synergy is an 

acquirer's main objective through cost synergy.   

Nevertheless, according to KPMG, the most critical synergy is the direct operational cost 

saving (39 percent), while revenue benefit represents 36 percent. Besides, the indirect saving 

of overhead cost characterizes 9 percent, whereas the remaining categories contribute only 16 

percent [96]. Ficery, Herd [99] found that executives achieved revenue synergies according to 

their expectations, but 45 percent of them could not achieve the cost synergies. Huyghebaert 

and Luypaert [105] noted that sales growth increases by 4.92 percent after the deal while 

operating cost reduction (related to sales) represents 1.53 percent. In contrast, market power 

(4.3 percent), operating economics (89.9 percent), and financial (5.8 percent) economics are 

the principal drivers of SCA based on 69 respondents from 1990-2001 [114]. In a way, SCA has 

been a central concept of M&A assessment and success formation [25, 96, 101], but there is a 

question; how the SCA generates value in the post-M&A performance process model [96, 113]. 

SCA in the post-M&A performance model 

Zollo and Meier [111], Ambrosini, Bowman [120], Bauer and Matzler [121] claimed that 

acquisition performance is a complicated value-generating process since it belongs to 

managerial decision making with multiple measures [120, 122]. Consequently, it has been a 

critical issue of how SCA can be assessed. Regarding this issue, Rahman and Lambkin [101] 

developed a performance model in post-M&A as the economy of scope (extension of market 

coverage and product portfolio) - economy of scale (reduction of marketing, administrative, 

and selling cost) - acquisition performance (return on sales). Furthermore, the marketing 

performance measurement (MPA) model indicates adaptiveness-effectiveness-efficiency. 

Adaptiveness indicates that integration of resources (e.g., financial, physical, human, legal, 

organization, reputation, information, and relationship) and capabilities (e.g., individual, 

single, specialized, financial, and organizational task). Besides, effectiveness clarifies the 

positional advantages based on the product, price, cost, image, services, and delivery. At the 

same time, efficiency indicates the market (e.g., customer perception and behaviors, sales 

response, and market share) and financial performance (e.g., revenue, margin, and cash flow) 

[112].   

On the other hand, Zollo and Meier [111] indicate the direction of the integration process (short 

and long term) - entire acquisition performance - firm performance (accounting and finance). 
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Also, there is another model that illustrates the marketing integration (extent and speed of 

integration) - integration outcomes (cost savings and market performance) - performance 

results (financial performance). In that model, firm-and-industry level factors moderate the 

relationship between marketing integration and integration outcome [124]. However, the 

above models accentuated RBV and IO theory to a limited extent considering the Structure-

Conduct-Performance classical.  

Therefore, no models provided the entire solution to generate an acquisition value, although 

the firm's internal and external structures are essential for acquisition strategy and 

performance [109]. However, in the non-acquisition study, Spanos and Lioukas [20] 

illustrated the rent generation model considering RBV and IO theory, whether the firm's 

internal and external structures influence the strategy and performance (market and financial 

performance). When the model is applied in the acquisition performance, it shows some 

contradictions according to Homburg and Bucerius [124] and Rahman and Lambkin [101] 

since the integration outcomes or economies of scale were not considered. Capron, Dussauge 

[107]  noted that the applicability of revenue-based market power (reducing competition and 

increasing market power) and cost-based efficiency is truthful in the stable industry. However, 

new businesses belong to dynamic market environments of changing technology, regulations, 

market globalization, and competitive entry. Therefore, a new model needs to be 

complimented. 

Therefore, this study develops an acquisition performance model considering RBV [2, 3] and 

IO theory  [20, 110], given the SCP model [10, 11, 31]. The importance of RBV and IO theory 

has been realized by Fiorentino and Garzella [95] and Bertrand and Betschinger [109] for SCA 

formation in post-M&As. Therefore, the acquirer's structure has been categorized by internal 

and external structures. The internal structure belongs to firm resources considering RBV, 

while the outer structure (industry factors) depends on the IO theory [15, 33, 40]. Both 

structures are the sources of acquisition strategy (conduct) of an acquirer that provides an 

entire acquisition performance [20, 109, 111] because effectiveness and efficiency both depend 

on the adaptiveness of resources, capabilities, and market consolidation [20, 112]. Rahman 

and Lambkin [101] specified that resource and market consolidation (economy of scope) 

associates with the economy of scale and acquisition performance.  

However, there are three constructs in the overall acquisition performance: synergistic 

competitive advantage (SCA), market, and financial performance [111, 115, 124]. Nevertheless, 

the acquisition strategy only impacts the SCA [97, 124, 127] and market performance [20, 112]. 

Homburg and Bucerius [124] also found that marketing integration directly influences the 
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SCA and market performance while SCA works as a mediator of entire acquisition 

performance [95].  

Therefore, market and financial performance are influenced by the SCA [96, 101, 112], but the 

market performance indicates the financial performance directly, according to Homburg and 

Bucerius [124] and Spanos and Lioukas [20]. Subsequently, Figure 1 summarizes the above 

literature and illustrates the consequences of the post-M&A performance process model 

considering the SCA. 

Figure 1. The post-M&A performance process model 

 

Sources: [6, 28, 32, 96, 101, 124, 128] 

 

SCA measurement can be the market power enhancement, reducing market competition, unit 

transaction cost reduction, increasing joint sales based on cross-selling, and new market 

access [97, 101, 111]. On the other hand, market performance is associated with customer 

acquisition and satisfaction, but financial performance refers to sales growth, market share, 

return on investment, and portability growth [92, 112, 124]. However, in the assessment of 

M&A, SCA should be considered first in the entire performance evaluation considering the net 

benefits, risk reduction, financial needs, and cost savings [95, 96, 101]. It belongs to interaction 

and coordination costs in the post-M&A and seeks profit growth (i.e., dropping the cost and 

increasing the revenue) [97, 101, 124].  
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3. Conclusion 

 

RBV and IO theory mainly emphasize the firm's competitive advantage.  However, this article 

summarizes the situation under which both theories may produce a competitive advantage in 

post-M&As. A competitive advantage is the firm's superior value generated by cost-

effectiveness and differentiation of goods and services and VRINO resources [2, 3, 110]. On 

the other hand, synergy is the combined and incremental value of two entities to evaluate a 

post-M&A performance [99, 101, 106]. That said, if any single company or entity creates a 

synergy by own, that is not synergy [99]. 

 

Therefore, the manuscript first claims that RBV and IO theory should consider the new term 

"Synergistic Competitive Advantage" (SCP) to assess the post-M&A performance outcomes 

generated from two entities instead of a traditional competitive advantage of a single firm that 

suggested by earlier scholars, e.g., Barney, Ketchen [2], Barney [3] and Porter [110]. In line 

with Chatterjee [25], an acquirer could get the economic value in any acquisition based on 

problems with implementation, available opportunities, and leveraging the resource scarcity. 

The acquisition synergy can also be achieved when the synergies are inimitable, scarce, and 

goal-oriented. It indicates that acquisition synergy should be competitive while competitive 

advantage should be synergistic to protect the competitors and generate superior value [100, 

103, 109].  

 

Moreover, this manuscript predicts that not only the IO theory concerns the entry barrier 

consolidating the markets, but also RBV can make an entry barrier by the SCA through an 

innovative resource produced from shared and integrated resources. It is also recognized that 

resource superiority and inferiority are not a fact. The reality is how integration creates an SCA  

[27]. For example, Weber and Dholakia [102] noticed that the two entities consolidate their 

marketing possibilities as premier competitors. Now the question is;  at what stage an SCA can 

be evaluated in the suitable acquisition process model [96, 113]. Therefore, the study inspects 

the microeconomic theories such as RBV and IO theory considering the SCP model to realize 

the performance process model because Spanos and Lioukas [20]  recommended the causal 

logic of rent generation using RBV and IO theory. In contrast, an SCP model was suggested by 

Becerra [27]. The article shows that neither RBV nor IO theory can claim an SCA individually 

[15, 18].   

 

For instance, RBV explains 50 percent of a firm's performance, while the IO theory clarifies 

20 percent only [8, 22, 23]. Becerra [27] also noticed that there are mixed results and 

measurement problems of RBV during the resource combination. The principal reason is that 
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RBV and IO theory build the firm's two sides of an SCA as RBV explains the strength and 

weaknesses, while the IO theory explains the opportunity and threat according to SWOT 

analysis [18, 20, 39]. However, earlier acquisition studies did not consider the 

complementarity and systematic use of both theories in the M&A performance model 

considering the SCP model, e.g., Buckley, Elia [12], Homburg and Bucerius [124] and Rahman 

and Lambkin [101].  

Therefore, this study categorized the firm's internal (i.e., firm's resources of RBV) and external 

structures (i.e., market factors of IO theory) whether both structures influence the acquisition 

strategy and performance, respectively following the Structure-Conduct-Performance model 

[27, 112].  However, the performance model has been unified by the three constructs (SCP, 

market, and financial performance), where acquisition strategy influences the SCA and market 

performance, which is partly and thematically similar to Homburg and Bucerius [124] and 

Rahman and Lambkin [101]. For instance, Homburg and Bucerius [124] found that marketing 

integration influences cost savings and market performance, while Rahman and Lambkin 

[101] exposed that economies of scope (expand the market coverage and product portfolio) 

influence the economics of scale (cost reduction). This study further shows that the SCA 

impacts the market and financial performance as opposed to Homburg and Bucerius [124], 

who found that market performance impacts the cost savings (i.e., SCA) and financial 

performance while Rahman and Lambkin [101] appealed that cost savings influence the 

financial performance only. This study claims that  SCA impacts both performances because  

SCA is the mediator of acquisition strategy and performance [95]. However, market 

performance directly affects financial performance in line with Homburg and Bucerius [124]. 

According to the question of Cartwright, Teerikangas [113], and Garzella and Fiorentino [96] 

regarding the SCP measurement,  this study illustrates that SCA usually drives the subjective 

measure. It also considers the objective one to get an entire acquisition performance at short- 

and long-term periods. The reasons are that subjective measure is the substitute and 

alternative of objective measure to overcome the various difficulties of objective measures 

even though both measures can be used in the managerial rating [120-122]. 

Furthermore, a short-term SCA complements the long-term performance, which is the 

primary goal of an acquirer [95, 96]. Zollo and Meier [111] also found the complementarity 

between short-and long-term task performance to get an entire acquisition performance, 

although event study measure does not affect performance metrics. However, the reality 

depends on the acquirer's strategic objective and acquisition motives since it fulfills the 

synergy realization, strategic gap reduction, integration effectiveness, and efficiency [95, 104, 
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115, 118]. However, a long-term SCA impact the acquisition of performance-enhancing 

capabilities [111]. 

Larsson and Finkelstein [97], Zaheer, Castaner [104] claimed that synergies are subject to not 

only economies of scale and revenue benefits but also organizational similarities, integration, 

combination, and complementarities of similar marketing, operation, and production. If no 

synergies emerge from a takeover, it needs to be investigated further since synergy always 

generates from integrating two entities or companies [96]. For example, Cisco and GE 

enhanced SCA through successful integration [99, 100, 104]. Thus, the SCA can be more 

accurate in the unit analysis, cross-border M&A, process performance, assessment of entire 

M&A in the private and public limited companies [109, 120, 124] 

It is pleasing to note that several acquisition researchers have a pioneering role in the 

investigation of M&A performance, such as Fiorentino and Garzella [95], Rahman and 

Lambkin [101], and Garzella and Fiorentino [96]. However, this study realizes that the 

development of synergistic competitive advantage (SCA) is an important performance 

measure for researchers, academia, and practitioners in the emerging area of M&A because 

acquisition-related gain appears to worsen if the SCA is oppressed [128]. Similarly, Larsson 

and Finkelstein [97] claimed that the acquirer should use the SCA instead of ambiguous 

measures such as market and accounting returns to evaluate M&A success.  Since this is a 

conceptual study, its limitations are thanked before explaining further. This study attempts to 

extend the existing knowledge of M&A performance relating to the visionary merging of 

entities. Hatch and Schultz [129] also remarked that "a corporate vision without action is a 

daydream; action without a vision is a nightmare." Therefore, the SCA should be investigated 

empirically using various proxies such as the size of entities, resource forms (i.e., tangible, 

intangible, and strategic resources), synergy categories, synergy sources, acquisition types, 

and market factors in monopoly, duopoly, and monopolistic market to lift the generalizability.  

 

Though the developed concept applies to all types of M&A, it seems that it can differ in the 

related, unrelated, horizontal, vertical, conglomerate, domestic, and cross-border M&A. Thus, 

empirical evidence needs to observe the theoretical development to enhance, detect, and 

exploit the SCA in post-M&A. Furthermore, this study is not a methodical ideal; there is a lack 

of measurement of SCA in the consolidation of various resources and market factors. The 

sample selection can also be a crucial issue. Therefore, strategic and industrial economists can 

test the concept in distinct businesses and industries. However, conceptual development is the 

basis of scientific observation, gathering ideas from business policy and economics. Finally, 

this rationalized thought favors that the notion of SCA as the modern appeal of RBV and IO 
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theory is to guide the pragmatic M&A performance valuation in the contemporary business 

world through complementarities, systematic use, and a suitable performance process model. 
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