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ABSTRACT

Korean solar energy companies are currently suffering bankruptcy, receivership, liquidation of operation, lay-off
or other similar event and most of the conglomerate are also downsized or discontinued operations in the industry.
This study aims to assist Korean solar energy companies in making decision to overcome the current industrial crisis
through looking into the Korean companies' growth, encounter with the crisis and strategies to survive. The main
research topic in this study is a comparison between respective effect of M&A and restructuring on corporate value
to understand such effects on solar energy companies. In this study, we utilized a variety of research methodologies,
including dummy regression analysis, binary analysis of variance, analysis of cross addition to T-test was carried
out empirical analysis. As a result, it seems that the companies who chose an M&A are facing a better situation
in terms of survival and market share despite the ongoing crisis. Through this study, it could be found that, for
a technology company, an M&A would be a better option than restructuring to grow and overcome a crisis.

Key words: Solar Energy Company, M&A, Restructuring, Strategy of Growth, Overcoming a Crisis, Global Finance Crisis.
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| Crisis management strategy (M&A vs restruction) study

Short-term analysis (7-test), Long-term analysis (7-test),
Correlation analysis (Dummy regression analysis)
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| Crisis management strategy according to company size |

Short-term analysis (7-test), Long-term analysis (7-test)

Fig. 1. Flow chart of the study.
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Table 1. Hypotheses and empirical analysis
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Hypothesis 1
Analysis method

- Daily prices vary with crisis management strategies of solar PV companies.
+ M&A vs restructuring (7-test, Short-term analysis)

Hypothesis 2
Analysis method

+ Corporate values (sales, operating profit) vary with crisis management strategies of solar PV companies.
* M&A vs restructuring (7-test, long-term analysis)

Hypothesis 3
Analysis method

- Company performance vary with crisis management.
* M&A and restructuring (Dummy regression analysis)

Hypothesis 4
Analysis method

+ Daily prices of solar PV companies that have conducted M&A or restructuring vary with company size.
+ Conglomerate vs small or medium-sized businesses (7-test, short-term analysis)

Hypothesis 5

Analysis method vary with company size.

+ Corporate value (sales and operating profit) of solar PV companies that have conducted M&A or restructuring

- Conglomerate vs small or medium-sized businesses (7-test, long-term nalysis)
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Table 2. The analysis results of price variance according to crisis strategy type (independent sample test)

Levene's equality of T-test for equality of

variance the average
Division
F p-value ! & (de-lgeIiZil)
30 days before disclosure of Equal variance assumed .032 .858 —.243 227 .808
M&A or restructuring Equal variance not assumed —.275 110.369 784
30 days after disclosure of Equal variance assumed 158 .692 —.441 230 .660
M&A or restructuring Equal variance not assumed —.470 97.454 639
15 days before disclosure of Equal variance assumed .007 934 —.178 228 .859
M&A or restructuring Equal variance not assumed —.200 108.603 842
15 days after disclosure of Equal variance assumed 285 .594 —.494 229 622
M&A or restructuring Equal variance not assumed —.515 93.820 .608
1 day before disclosure of Equal variance assumed .000 998 —.172 228 .863
M&A or restructuring Equal variance not assumed —.196 110.988 .845
1 day after disclosure of Equal variance assumed .004 947 -.117 228 907
M&A or restructuring Equal variance not assumed —.135 115.107 893
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Table 3. The analysis result of the impact the M&A on the enterprise value (independent sample test)

Levene's equality of variance

T-test for equality of the average

Division

p-value
F -val t .
pvalue 4 (double-tail)
Equal variance assumed 4.727 .030 1.781 507 .076
Sales
Equal variance not assumed 2.011 503.34 .045
Equal variance assumed 1.618 204 —1.727 502 .085
Operating profit

Equal variance not assumed —1.663 341.41 .097
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Table 4. The analysis result of the impact of restructuring on the corporate value analysis (Independent sample test)

Levene's equality of variance

T-test for equality of the average

Division -val
) p-value
F prvalue ! g (double-tail)
Equal variance assumed 2.728 .100 2.079 192 .039
Sales
Equal variance not assumed 2.014 149.014 .046
Equal variance assumed 21.874 .000 —2.467 192 .015
Operating profit
Equal variance not assumed —2.378 142.279 .019
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Table 5. The analysis results of the company perfor-
mance depending upon M&A (Model summary)

R R Modified R Standard error of estimated

.079* .006 .004 1.46902E8

? predicted value: (constant), mnaperiod.

Table 6. The analysis results of the company perfor-
mance depending upon M&A (Nonstandardi-
zed coefficient)

Nonstandardized coefficient

Division t P
B Standard error value

Constant 3.407E7 1.080E7 3.15 .00

M&A —2.410E7 1.354E7 —1.78 .07
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Table 7. The analysis results of the company perfor-
mance depending upon restructuring (Model
summary)

R R’ Modified R> Standard error of estimated

.148° .02 .01 1.65454E8

* predicted value: (constant), reperiod (restructuring carried out
before and after dummy variable).

Table 8. The analysis results of the company
performance depending upon restructuring
(Nonstandardized coefficient)

Nonstandardized coefficient

Division P

B Standard error value
Constant 2.345E7 1.615E7 1.45 .14
Restructuring  —4.956E7 2.384E7 —-2.07 .03
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Table 9. The analysis results of performance differen-
ces between crisis management strategies
(Model summary)

R R Modified R’ Standard error of estimated
.053% .003 .001

1.529E8

* predicted value: (constant), MnA.

Table 10. The analysis results of performance differen-
ces between crisis management strategies
(Nonstandardized coefficient)

Nonstandardized coefficient

Division P
B Standard error value

Constant 713,055.56 1.098E7 .06 94

MnA 1.801E7 1.290E7 1.39 .16
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