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Research on the Influence of Director Network on M&A

Performance based on “ Relational” Social Situation
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Abstract: In the wake of the continuous improvements and widespread applications of the social network theory social
network analysis method is adopted to study the influence of the director network on M&A performance based on the
information asymmetry perspective in this paper which will contribute to enrich the research achievements of corporate
M&A performance. This paper defines the relatively pivotal concepts about the director network and sorts out the
previous researches on director network and asymmetric information on M&A performance then determines the basic
direction of the research. Both the theoretical model and empirical analysis show that the information advantages brought
by the director network have a positive impact on M&A performance. The worse the information environment is the
more obvious this effect will be. Based on this this paper proposes that listed companies make reasonable optimization

for the social network structure of directors effectively use the information resources embedded in the director network
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actively exert the director network to obtain prior information and information exchange mechanisms and reduce the risk
in the process of mergers and acquisitions due to the lack of information so as to realize the efficient allocation of market
resources.

Key words: director network; M&A performance; information asymmetry
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