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Strategic Choice of Cross — border M & A:
General Equilibrium Analysis Based on Horizontal and Vertical Cross —border M & A

CUI Ri = ming ZHANG Zhi — ming
( School of Economics Liaoning University Shenyang 110036 China)

Abstract: By constructing an oligopoly model that contains only three countries three enterprises and two markets

and considering the situation in which domestic enterprises and foreign enterprises respectively produce different

products and homogeneous products this paper uses the method of general equilibrium analysis to account the profit

level of domestic enterprises from the perspective of industrial organization under such strategy cases as not carrying

out cross —border M & A carrying out horizontal and vertical cross — border M & A concluding that whether it is in

differential product model or in homogeneous product model the optimal cross —border M & A strategy for domestic

enterprises is to carry out vertical cross —border M & A.
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