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This paper investigates how the level of stakeholder protection affects the market for corporate control. Two types of stakeholder protection are distinguished: the influential stakeholders' claims apply to the part of the firm's revenues that is not diverted by the manager as private benefits; the dependent stakeholders obtain a fraction of the firm's revenues once the private benefits have been realized. Stakeholder protection is not irrelevant for the market for corporate control and its effects on the price paid by the bidder, the success or failure of takeovers, and their frequency depend crucially on the types of stakeholder protection.

Introduction

The positive link between shareholder protection and the value of firms has been largely suggested by both the empirical and theoretical literature (La [START_REF] Porta | Investor Protection and Corporate Governance[END_REF], Pagano and Volpin (2005a)). At the same time, we have observed a debate on the role of nonshareholder stakeholders, i.e. all individuals or groups who can substantially affect, or be affected by, the welfare of the firm (see [START_REF] Freeman | Strategic management: A stakeholder approach[END_REF] for the classical definition), and especially their level of protection (e.g. [START_REF] Tirole | Corporate Govemance[END_REF], Pagano and Volpin (2005a), [START_REF] Perotti | The political economy of corporate control and labor rents[END_REF], [START_REF] Cespa | Corporate social responsibility and managerial entrenchment[END_REF]). Because objective functions of stakeholders and shareholders can be misaligned, the optimal choice of the levels of their protection is not straightforward from a social perspective. Moreover, the literature on stakeholders considers either specific classes of stakeholders (such as workers in Pagano and Volpin (2005a) or [START_REF] Perotti | The political economy of corporate control and labor rents[END_REF], or stakeholders as a homogeneous entity [START_REF] Cespa | Corporate social responsibility and managerial entrenchment[END_REF]). However, stakeholders are heterogeneous and the term encompasses very different kinds of entity such workers, suppliers, customers, communities, political or other interest groups. Therefore, protecting for example workers or local communities is not equivalent, especially in terms of sharing firm's revenues between shareholders, stakeholders, and managers. This paper studies how stakeholder protection affects the market for corporate control. Following [START_REF] Mitchell | Toward a theory of stakeholder identification and salience: Defining the principle of who and what really counts[END_REF] we consider two types of stakeholders:1 1. Influential stakeholders -stakeholders with an ability to influence the firm's outcomes, i.e. the firm is dependent on them. Workers, investors or suppliers are examples of influential stakeholders.

2. Dependent stakeholders -stakeholders with a legal claim on the firm, i.e. they are dependent on the ability of the firm to generate revenues. Communities, environmental groups, more broadly all groups benefiting from corporate social expenditures are examples of dependent stakeholders (see [START_REF] Baron | Corporate social responsibility and social entrepreneurship[END_REF] for more examples).

We use the framework of [START_REF] At | Security-voting structure and bidder screening[END_REF] to develop our model. We consider a single bidder who wants to take over a firm owned by dispersed shareholders. He is privately informed about the benefits of the takeover. We focus on value-increasing takeovers. Once in control, he can divert part of the benefits for private uses. Because of shareholders' free-rider behavior, the bidder has to make a bid that at least equals the average post-takeover share value. Costly bids are made feasible by private benefits which lower this post-takeover value and thereby, the acceptable price. In equilibrium, we determine a cut-off value such that all types that generate less value are deterred.

The paper's novel insight relates the stakeholder protection that is materialized by the fraction of the firm's revenues to which stakeholders are entitled. More specifically, influential stakeholders' claims apply to the part of the firm's revenues that is not diverted by the manager; dependent stakeholders obtain a fraction of the firm's revenues once the private benefits have been realized. We provide justifications and examples in the following section.

We find that stakeholder protections are not irrelevant for the market for corporate control. We show that they affect the takeover outcome by altering the average post-takeover share value. However, depending on which stakeholders are protected, the success or the failure of takeovers and their frequency are affected differently. In particular, we demonstrate that takeovers are promoted by weak influential and strong dependent stakeholder protections.

We find that positive levels of stakeholder protection can be socially optimal. Takeovers are socially desirable only if the bidder increases the firm's value by more than the takeover cost. The optimal levels determine the optimal cut-off value such that the increase in the revenues by the marginal bidder type matches the takeover cost exactly. We also show that influential and dependent stakeholder protections are complementary. Targeting high dependent stakeholder protection promotes takeovers even socially suboptimal ones, which can be frustrated by setting high influential stakeholder protection.

The paper is organized as follows. Section 2 presents the basic model. Section 3 develops the takeover game. Section 4 discusses the characterization of socially optimal levels of stakeholder protection. Section 5 concludes. All proofs are relegated to the Appendix.

Model

Consider a representative firm run by an incumbent manager I. He holds no shares and he generates revenues X I , which are common knowledge. The shares are dispersed among many small homogenous shareholders. The firm faces a single potential buyer, the bidder B. The target shareholders know that the bidder generates revenues X B uniformly distributed on [1,2]. We focus on value-increasing takeovers by assuming that X I ∈ (0, 1]. Target shareholders are atomistic, i.e. no individual shareholder perceives himself as pivotal for the outcome of the tender offer.

Manager's private benefits Manager j = I, B can divert part of the firm's revenues as private benefits, which should be interpreted broadly to include theft or self-serving transactions with related parties as well as any use of corporate resources that is not in the (dispersed) shareholders' best interest such as empire building or tunneling.2 The manager's only remuneration comes from his private benefits. The non-contractable diversion decision is modeled as the manager's choice of the fraction φ 0 ∈ (0, φ] of the firm's revenues. Thus, the opportunities to extract private benefits increase with the revenues generated, and private benefits extraction does not dissipate value, i.e., it is efficient. Furthermore, the upper bound φ ∈ (0, 1) is common knowledge and the same for all managers.

Influential and dependent stakeholder protections

We consider that the firm is constrained by stakeholder protection rules in the following manner: stakeholders claim a fraction γ ∈ [0, 1] of the firm's revenues. This fraction γ is a measure of stakeholder protection.3 A crucial point is the basis on which the stakeholders' claims apply, which is dependent on the stakeholders' type, influential or dependent. Hence, we have to distinguish 2 cases:

Influential stakeholder protection

The influential stakeholders receive a fixed fraction of the revenues that neither the manager nor the shareholders can divert, i.e. from X j for j = I, B. We can think about a moral hazard problem between the manager (or shareholders) and workers. Consider that workers can generate the revenues X j by exerting high effort, otherwise no revenue is generated. The manager must pay incentive wages to ensure that the workers exert high effort. So, he is deterred from fully diverting the revenues owed to workers because diverting these revenues would deprive the firm of revenues that the manager could later divert from shareholders. Consider also that wages cannot be less than a minimum level determined by law. Hence, increasing workers' protection by increasing the minimum wage requires the manager to pay higher incentive wages, reducing the available revenues that he can divert. 4 With similar effects, the protection may be the fraction of low-productivity workers who cannot be fired (Pagano and Volpin (2005b)) or workers with long-term contracts that cannot be renegotiated (Pagano and Volpin (2005a)).

Therefore, we assume that influential stakeholders receive γ a X j for j = I, B which is "protected" in the sense that it cannot be diverted in the event of a successful takeover.

Dependent stakeholder protection

The firm is responsible of the well-being of dependent stakeholders. They receive a payoff if and only if the firm realizes revenues net of private benefits and influential stakeholders' payoff. Hence, their claims apply only to the fraction of (1 -γ a )(1 -φ 0 )X j for j = I, B. However, these residual revenues can also be diverted by the shareholders. Because of dependent stakeholder protection, the shareholders cannot divert all the residual revenues. They can divert cash-flows promised to dependent stakeholders up to a maximum level that reflects the stakeholder protection. Higher protection reduces the amount that can be diverted. These revenues owed to the stakeholders may be profit sharing for workers or tax benefits used to develop environmental programs. Like [START_REF] Baron | Corporate social responsibility and social entrepreneurship[END_REF] and [START_REF] Cespa | Corporate social responsibility and managerial entrenchment[END_REF], we can also consider that the shareholders commit to corporate social expenditures. This commitment may be implemented via a monitoring technology specialized in social responsibility issues (see [START_REF] Cespa | Corporate social responsibility and managerial entrenchment[END_REF] for more details).

Therefore, we assume that under dependent stakeholder protection, the stakeholders receive γ p (1 -γ a )(1 -φ 0 )X j for j = I, B.5 Figure 1 summarizes the players' payoffs.

X j Influential stakeholders γ a (1 -γ a )X j φ 0 Manager (1 -φ 0 )(1 -γ a )X j γ p Dependent stakeholders (1 -γ p )(1 -φ 0 )(1 -γ a )X j Shareholders Figure 1 Players payoffs.

Timing

The sequence of events, illustrated in figure 2, comprises 3 stages.

At t = 1, the bidder learns his type X B and decides whether to make a take-it-orleave-it, conditional, unrestricted tender offer.6 If he does not make a bid, the game moves directly to stage 3. If he makes a bid, he offers to purchase all shares for a total price P , provided that at least 50 percent of the shares are tendered.

At t = 2, the target shareholders decide non-cooperatively whether to tender their shares.

At t = 3, if the takeover succeeds, the bidder incurs a fixed cost K of administrating the takeover, which is independent of his type and is common knowledge. Otherwise, the incumbent manager remains in control. In either case, the controlling party diverts private benefits.

t = 1
The bidder observes X B and makes an offer.

t = 2

The shareholders accept or reject the offer.

t = 3

The firm's revenues are realized; the manager (B or I) diverts private benefits; the stakeholders' payoffs are distributed.

Figure 2

The sequence of events.

To avoid trivial outcomes, we impose restrictions ensuring that some but not all bidder types can make a profitable bid when paying a price equal to their respective post-takeover security benefits.

Assumption φ < K < 2φ

3 The Takeover Game Once in control, the bidder's payoff U B is the sum of his private benefits and the fraction of benefits accruing to shareholders net of the offered price P and the takeover cost K:

U B = φ 0 (1 -γ a )X B + (1 -φ 0 )(1 -γ p )(1 -γ a )X B -P -K, = (1 -γ p (1 -φ 0 )) (1 -γ a )X B -P -K. (1)
We begin with the successful bidder's diversion decision at stage 3. Given that extracting private benefits entails no deadweight loss, the optimal revenue allocation is straightforward. Unless the bidder has acquired all shares in the tender offer, in which case he is indifferent between any φ 0 ∈ (0, φ], he extracts the upper bound. That is, setting φ 0 = φ is a successful bidder's (weakly) dominant strategy.

As shareholders are atomistic, each of them tenders only if the offered price at least matches the expected security benefits. Shareholders condition their expectations on the offered price P and the known takeover cost K. A bid P is therefore made and succeeds in equilibrium if the free-rider condition and the bidder's participation constraint hold, which respectively write:

P ≥ (1 -φ)(1 -γ p )(1 -γ a )E(X B |P , K), (2) U B ≥ 0. (3)
Following [START_REF] Shleifer | Large shareholders and corporate control[END_REF], the minimum bid equilibrium is given by: (4)

P = (1 -φ)(1 -γ p )(1 -γ a )E X B |X B ≥ P + K (1 -γ p (1 -φ)) (1 -γ a )
.

Proposition 1 There exists a threshold of influential stakeholder protection γa = 1-K 2φ such that

• If γ a < γa , then only types X B ∈ XB , 2 make a bid at the same price P (γ a , γ p ) where

XB = 2(K + (1 -γ a )(1 -γ p (1 -φ)) (1 -γ a )(1 -γ p (1 -φ) + φ) , and 
P (γ a , γ p ) = (1 -γ p )(1 -φ)(K + 2(1 -γ a )(1 -γ p (1 -φ))) 1 -γ p (1 -φ) + φ .
• If γ a ≥ γa then no takeover takes place.

The equilibrium offered price P (γ a , γ p ) in a takeover is lower when both influential and dependent stakeholder protections are stronger.

Note that without private benefits extraction and because of asymmetric information that aggravates the free-rider problem, the optimal price matches the upper bound of X B . Hence, takeovers occur because there are private benefits to be had (see [START_REF] Bradley | Interfirm tender offers and the market for corporate control[END_REF], Grossman andHart (1980, 1988) or [START_REF] Burkart | Why higher takeover premia protect minority shareholders[END_REF] for equivalent results.)

Stakeholder protection also impacts takeovers. First, increasing the levels of protection γ a and γ p decreases the shareholders' revenues. When shareholders have to give up a higher fraction of the firm's revenues to stakeholders, i.e. higher γ p , they lower their assessment of the post-takeover security value relaxing the free-riding condition. Hence, the acceptable price is reduced. However, this positive effect is balanced by a negative one. Increasing γ a and γ p decreases the bidder's revenue once in control, which deters more bidder types whose participation constraint is now not satisfied.

The influential and dependent stakeholder protections exhibit different negative effects. A stronger dependent stakeholder protection, i.e. higher γ p , affects only the bidder's revenues from shareholding. A stronger influential stakeholder protection, i.e. higher γ a , affects the bidder's revenues from both shareholding and private benefits, which deters more types than a higher γ p . We deduce that influential stakeholder protection is more detrimental for the market of control than dependent stakeholders protection. For a better understanding of this result, it can be instructive to consider extreme protection's levels. Consider full dependent stakeholder protection, i.e. γ p = 1. The equilibrium offered price is P = 0 and the bidder's participation constraint becomes U B = φ(1 -γ a )X B -K ≥ 0, which can be satisfied for low γ a and/or high φ. Hence, takeovers can be observed even with full dependent stakeholder protection, whereas this is not the case under full influential stakeholder protection. When the influential stakeholder protection is high enough, i.e. γ a > 1 -K 2φ = γa < 1, all bidder's types, even the highest X B = 2, are deterred and no takeover takes place.

As a consequence, the balance between the positive (price) and negative (participation) effect of higher stakeholder protections can lead to the following result:

Proposition 2 Strengthening influential stakeholder protection discourages takeovers, whereas strengthening dependent stakeholder protection promotes takeovers.

The main implication of this result is that stakeholder protection is not irrelevant for the market for coprorate control. The consequences for the "dynamism" of the market for corporate control may be contrasting depending on whether the rents go to influential or dependent stakeholders. Therefore, the political use of protections should be made carefully. For example, politicians who use lax dependent stakeholder protection, i.e. low γ p , to attract and support good firms end up attracting poorer quality, and less competitive firms.

Another implication is that high influential stakeholder protection can favor managers' entrenchment. This result is in line with empirical work by [START_REF] Bertrand | Enjoying the quiet life? corporate governance and managerial preferences[END_REF] or [START_REF] Cronqvist | Do Entrenched Managers Pay Their Workers More?[END_REF]. However, we specify this positive link. We obtain it with influential stakeholder protection. With dependent stakeholder protection, we can find the opposite result.

Optimal Stakeholder Protections

We now turn to the optimal levels of stakeholder protection. From a social perspective, the takeover cost is a deadweight loss, and all the other revenues are simple transfers. Hence, the expected social welfare is:

(5) S(γ a , γ p ) = (1 -θ(γ a , γ p ))X I + θ(γ a , γ p ) E X B | X B ≥ XB (γ a , γ p ) -K .
With probability (1 -θ(γ a , γ p )), the takeover fails and the shares are valued under the incumbent manager; with probability θ(γ a , γ p ), the takeover succeeds and the shares are valued at the equilibrium price offered by the bidder less the takeover cost. We find:

Proposition 3 The socially optimal levels of stakeholder protection γ a and γ p are:

• for φ ∈ 0, K K+X I , γ a = 0 and γ p = 1;

• for φ ∈ K K+X I , 1 , any value of γ p is socially optimal as long as γ a is given by

γ a (γ p ) = 1 - 2K (K+X I )(1-γp+φ(1+γp))-2(1-γp)(1-φ) .
There is the following trade-off. More takeovers are beneficial since the new management is always more efficient than incumbent management by assumption. But, takeovers imply an exogenously given efficiency cost K. Hence, takeovers are socially desirable if they increase "net" revenues (the difference between X B and X I ) by more than the takeover cost. Both forms of stakeholder protection affect the cut-off value XB under which all bidder types are frustrated. The optimal (γ a , γ p ) determines the optimal cut-off value such that the increase in the revenues by the marginal bidder type matches the takeover cost exactly.

We know that the bidder can take over the firm thanks to his private benefits. When they are too low (less than K K+X I ), some bidder's types cannot take over the firm although this would be socially optimal. To compensate for too low private benefits, it is optimal to facilitate takeovers by minimizing the cut-off value, which is obtained for "full" dependent stakeholder protection and "no" influential stakeholder protection.

With high enough private benefits (greater than K K+X I ), takeovers may occur although they are socially suboptimal. This is the case when the bidder does not increase the firm's revenues enough to compensate for the takeover costs. To frustrate such takeovers, stakeholder protections can be used as a screening device. By lowering (increasing) dependent (influential) stakeholder protection, the cut-off value increases.

We find that each level of protection is not fixed independently. Choosing a given level of dependent (influential) stakeholder protection gives the level of the influential (dependent) stakeholder protection endogenously. Moreover, we have dγ a dγp > 0, i.e. influential and dependent stakeholder protections are complementary. If it is decided to set a high level of dependent stakeholder protection, a high level of influential stakeholder protection must be set too. This complementarity is very intuitive. Choosing high dependent stakeholder protection promotes takeovers even socially sub-optimal ones. Choosing also high influential stakeholder protection counteracts this negative effect.

The socially optimal levels of stakeholder protection are not privately optimal. Actually, shareholders are only concerned about security benefits net of the private benefits and the fraction owed to stakeholders. Their expected payoff is

V (γ a , γ p ) = (1 -θ(γ a , γ p ))(1 -φ)(1 -γ p )(1 -γ a )X I + θ(γ a , γ p )P (γ a , γ p ) = (1 -φ)(1 -γ p )(1 -γ a ) X I + 2 XB (γa,γp) ( -X I )d . (6)
Shareholders are better off with an efficient market for control. Since they do not incur the takeover cost and the bidder is more efficient than the incumbent manager, they prefer stakeholder protections levels that maximize the probability of a takeover, or that minimize the cut-off value XB (γ a , γ p ). However, the levels (γ a , γ p ) also drive the sharing of the firm's revenues between shareholders and stakeholders.

Choosing the influential stakeholder protection level that maximizes the firm's value is straightforward: the cut-off value XB (γ a , γ p ) is minimized for γ a = 0, which also gives the maximal fraction of the firm's revenues for the shareholders.

For dependent stakeholder protection, the shareholders face the following trade-off: the cut-off value XB (γ a , γ p ) is minimized for γ p = 1, but this leaves all the firm's revenues to stakeholders. Hence, the optimal dependent stakeholder protection is obtained when the marginal benefit of increasing dependent stakeholder protection (more efficient market for control) equals its marginal cost (less revenues for the shareholders). Under our specifications, this trade-off is in favor of the second effect and so, shareholders prefer no protection, γ p = 0. [START_REF] Baron | Managerial contracting and corporate social responsibility[END_REF] considers that shareholders may want a positive level of stakeholder protection because they fear costly boycotts or because consumers might respond to stakeholder protection in a manner similar to a response to advertising for the firm's product or brand. We find an additional explanation: stakeholder protection improves the efficiency of the market for corporate control and so, shareholders' wealth. However, we also highlight that this result holds for dependent stakeholder protection only.

Conclusion

This paper studies how stakeholder protection affects the market for corporate control in a setting where shares are widely held so that ownership is dispersed. We have used a framework close to At, Burkart, and Lee (2011)'s analysis and incorporated stakeholder protection by assuming that a portion of the firm's revenues are "protected" in the sense that they cannot be diverted upon a successful acquisition. We distinguish between two kinds of stakeholder: influential stakeholders, their protection applies before the manager diverts private benefits, and dependent stakeholders, their protection applies after the manager has diverted private benefits. We find that the frequency of takeovers is positively correlated with the level of influential stakeholder protection and negatively with the level of dependent stakeholder protection.

Appendix

A.1 Proof of Proposition 1 Since X B is uniformly distributed on [1, 2], we have:

E X B |X B ≥ P + K (1 -γ p (1 -φ)) (1 -γ a ) = 1 + K + P 2(1 -γ a )(1 -γ p (1 -φ))
.

Solving equation ( 4) according to P gives the unique solution:

P = (1 -γ p )(1 -φ)(K + 2(1 -γ a )(1 -γ p (1 -φ))) 1 -γ p (1 -φ) + φ .
The bidder's participation constraint written in terms of the cut-off value and after replacing P by its value, is

X B ≥ XB ≡ 2(K+(1-γa)(1-γp)(1-φ)) (1-γa)(1-γp(1-φ)+φ) . A takeover can occur if XB < 2 giving the condition γ a < 1 -K 2φ
To show the second part of the proposition, we have ∂P (γa,γp) 

∂γa = -2(1-γp)(1-φ)(1-γp(1-φ)) 1-γp(1-φ)+φ < 0. To determine the sign of ∂P (γa,γp) ∂γp , note that ∂ XB (γa,γp) ∂γp = 2(1-φ)(K-2φ(1-γa)) (1-γa)(1-γp(1-φ)+φ) 2 < 0 since K < 2φ(1 -γ a ). Since (1 -φ)(1 -γ p )(1 -γ a ) and E(X B |X B ≥ XB (γ a , γ p )
) are positive and decreasing with respect to γ p , we deduce that P (γ a , γ

p ) = (1 -φ)(1 -γ p )(1 - γ a )E(X B |X B ≥ XB (γ a , γ p )
) is also decreasing with respect to γ p .

Q.E.D.

A.2 Proof of Proposition 2

The probability that a takeover occurs, is

θ(γ a , γ p ) = 2 XB (γa,γp) d = 2(-K + 2(1 -γ a )φ) (1 -γ a )(1 -γ p (1 -φ) + φ) .
The partial derivatives are

∂θ(γ a , γ p ) ∂γ a = - 2K (1 -γ a ) 2 (1 -γ p (1 -φ) + φ) < 0, ∂θ(γ a , γ p ) ∂γ p = 2(1 -φ)(-K + 2(1 -γ a )φ) (1 -γ a )(1 -γ p (1 -φ) + φ) 2 .
We know that a takeover occurs if γ a < 1 -K 2φ or -K + 2(1 -γ a )φ) > 0, which involves ∂θ(γa,γp) ∂γp > 0.

Q.E.D.

A.3 Proof of Proposition 3

The expected social welfare also is: We have first to verify whether these first derivatives are not always positive or negative whatever γ a or γ p . We know that ∂ XB (γa,γp) ∂γp < 0 and some straightforward calculus give ∂ XB (γa,γp) ∂γa > 0.

• Since we have XB = 2 for γ a = 1 -K 2φ and γ p = 0 and by assumption X I + K < 2 then ∂S(γa,γp) ∂γa cannot always be positive and ∂S(γa,γp) ∂γp cannot always be negative for all γ a or γ p .

• Contrariwise we can always have ∂S(γa,γp) ∂γa negative and ∂S(γa,γp) ∂γp positive if XB (γ a , γ p ) at its minimum level is greater than X I + K. XB (γ a , γ p ) is minimized for γ a = 0 and γ p = 1 giving XB (0, 1) = K φ . Hence, if we have K φ ≥ X I + K or equivalently φ ≤ K X I +K , then the optimal levels of stakeholder protection are γ a = 0 and γ p = 1.

Consider now that φ > K X I +K and let (γ a , γ p ) be the arguments that maximize S(γ a , γ p ). The first-order conditions yield: XB (γ a , γ p ) = X I + K, (A4) XB (γ a , γ p ) = X I + K. (A5)

The second-order condition at (γ a , γ p ) is From the first order conditions, the optimal levels (γ a , γ p ) are a solution of XB (γ a , γ p ) = X I + K or γ a (γ p ) = 1 -2K (K + X I )(1 -γ p + φ(1 + γ p )) -2(1 -γ p )(1 -φ) . (A7)

Q.E.D.

  a , γ p ) = X I + 2 XB (γa,γp) ( -X I -K)d .The derivatives of the function S(γ a , γ p ) are:∂S(γ a , γ p ) ∂γ a = X I + K -XB (γ a , γ p ) ∂ XB (γ a , γ p ) ∂γ a , (A2) ∂S(γ a , γ p ) ∂γ p = X I + K -XB (γ a , γ p ) ∂ XB (γ a , γ p ) ∂γ p . (A3)

  (γ a , γ p ) are the only candidates identified by XB (γ a , γ p ) = X I + K, we have a global maximum of the unconstrained problem.

A same class of stakeholders can be of both types.

See Johnson et al. (2000) or[START_REF] Mironov | Taxes, theft, and firm performance[END_REF] for examples of tunneling.

Close assumptions can be found in[START_REF] Cespa | Corporate social responsibility and managerial entrenchment[END_REF] or[START_REF] At | Shareholder vs. Stakeholder Protection and Interest Group Politics[END_REF].

It is also in the shareholders' interest to pay incentive wages.

As in[START_REF] Baron | Managerial contracting and corporate social responsibility[END_REF], we could consider that X j is endogenous and depends positively for example on incentives given to influential stakeholders but also on social expenditures given to dependent stakeholders. Hence, we would have increasing function X j (γ a , γ p ) on γ a and γ p . However, this would not change our main results.

Tender offers are conditional upon acquiring at least a majority of the shares and unrestricted in the sense that the bidder must acquire any and all shares beyond this threshold. These rules are used in a majority of country, especially in the European Union (see the directive 2004/25/EC of the European Parliament for a detailed exposition of rules governing takeover bids).