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Summary  

The intent of this thesis was to examine the use of, the motives behind and the value creation of Danish divestitures, 

more specific the sell-off phenomenon. Theory and research claimed that sell-offs has a positive announcement effect 

on shareholder wealth.  

The thesis studied a sample of Danish sell-offs carried out in the time period from 2002 until April 2009. In line 

with theory, an event study of the sample showed an average abnormal return on the day of the announcement of 

1.29%, however the result is not statistical significant. The size of the abnormal return is in line with several similar 

event studies on the sell-off phenomenon carried out on samples of American sell-offs. Unexpected the study showed 

a negative cumulative average abnormal return in the period post the announcement of -1.96%, indicating that the 

positive effect on the announcement day vanished during the 30 day period post the announcement.  

An examination of theoretical and practical motives leading companies to divest showed that a wide number 

of drivers exist. Most drivers are rational motives, driven by a shareholder profit maximizing behavior. These drivers 

appear to be both strategic and financial motives. The strategic motives are often related to a change in strategy or a 

misfit between existing divisions in the company. The financial motives are often driven by poor performance in the 

company and the external pressure related to this. Divestment of a poor performing division can be an option to cut 

financial losses or raise capital for investment in other parts of the business. The examination of drivers also showed 

that management incentives can play an important role in the divestment decision, research argues that management 

could be reluctant to divest either due to personal financial incentives or due to possible negative reputational effects 

from the announcement of the divestment. 

Three minor case studies examined the value creation and the underlying drivers behind three of the Danish 

sell-offs taken from the sample in the event study. The case studies analyzed Danisco's sale of its Flavours division, 

Brdr. Hartmann's sale of its activities in South America and Dalhoff Larsen & Horneman's sale of its Building Materials 

Division. The case studies showed that a number of motives have been in play in the decision making of divesting a 

business unit, and that the motives are related to case specific conditions. All of the three sell-off cases had some 

degree of both strategic and financial motives driving the divestment decision. Danisco's sale of the Flavours division 

was a combination of the division's inability to meet financial targets and a contact with Firmenich that led to an option 

to sell at a good price. The investors assessed that the sale was a strategic good option and was positively surprised by 

the sales price, why that valuation effect of the announcement gave a CAR of 5.95% over the two day period (-1,0). In 

the case of Hartmann the main driver was poor financial performance, the company had realized an extensive loss on 

the activities and several years of turnaround plans had not changed the situation. The market reaction to the sale was 

twofold, on one hand the sale was an end on the poor performance in the region on the other hand the sales price was 

lower than expected, which resulted in an AR of -1.49% on the announcement day. The case of DLH showed a sale that 

was driven by a new focus strategy that intended to increase profitability, such that the company could repay earlier 

invested capital. The market assessed the sale as an option to leave a down turning market and found the sales price 

extremely good. The AR on the announcement day was 20.83% reflecting the strategic price Saint-Gobain was willing 

to pay. 

This thesis has shown that Danish sell-offs has been slightly value creating for shareholders on the 

announcement day, but that this value tends to vanish in the period post the announcement. The main motives behind 

the sell-offs are a mix of strategic and financial drivers, that make the divestment an optimal solution for the divesting 

company. The study has also shown that the main driver behind the divestment is not efficiency or identification of 

another optimal owner, it is internal strategy or financial conditions that drive the analyzed Danish sell-offs. 
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1. Introduction 

1.1 Motivation 

"Smart apple farmers routinely saw off dead and weakened branches to keep their trees healthy. Every year, 

they also cut back a number of vigorous limbs – those that are blocking for light from the rest of the thee or 

otherwise hampering its growth. And, as the growing season progresses, they pick and discard some perfectly 

good apples, ensuring that the remaining fruit gets the energy needed to reach its full size and ripeness. Only 

through such careful, systematic pruning does an orchard produce its highest possible yield." (Dranikoff et al., 

2002) 

 

In the above quotation Dranikoff et al. (2002) illustrate what they think should be a lesson for managers. Too 

much focus is put on growth and acquisitions in the development of corporate strategies and too few 

managers are actively using divestitures as a value creating event in their strategy. If you google the word 

"divestiture" you will get approximately 957,000 results, compared you get 87,800,000 results if you google the 

word "acquisition". Trading corporate control of business units between companies is a central part of 

corporate business, business research and literature, but most often these transactions is viewed and 

examined from the perspective of the acquirer and the acquirer's shareholders. The motivation of this thesis is 

to study the reverse phenomenon – corporate divestitures, and examine the use of, the motives behind and 

the value creation of Danish divestitures, more specific the sell-off phenomenon.  

Research studies show, as the quotation of Dranikoff et al. (2002) indicates, that engaging in a sell-off and 

divesting a business division or unit is a value creating event for the shareholders of the divesting company. 

These findings are in line with what in this thesis is named the valuation hypothesis. The valuation hypothesis 

assumes that no company would engage in a divestment unless this would be a positive divestment decision, 

the divestment could be seen as an investment project and no company acting rational would undertake a 

negative NPV project. This thesis intent to test the hypothesis, that divestitures should be value creating for 

shareholders of the divesting company, on a sample of Danish sell-offs. Since most research is done on 

American divestitures and apparently no studies have been done on Danish divestitures, this thesis will 

examine the divestiture phenomenon in a Danish context. 

Theory of Coase (1960) says that no company can create value by arbitrarily dividing the company into pieces, 

so where does this value creation arise from and what are the motivating drivers that make companies engage 

in divestitures? The motives and drivers that make companies and their management engage in acquisitions 

and mergers are often straight forward; the acquiring companies' intent to grow, strengthen their position 

against the competitors in the market or achieve synergies between acquired units and already existing 

business units in the organization. But, why do companies choose to divest? What are the motivating drivers 

behind the divestment decision? And where does the asserted value creation originate from? Research shows 

that poor performing units have the highest possibility of being divested, indicating that companies divest 

those units "blocking the light" and "hampering" the growth of other units. But, do the companies also discard 

"perfectly good" units as Dranikoff et al. (2002) suggest can be value creating? This thesis intent to examine 

trading of corporate control between companies from the view point of the vendor and investigate the motives 

and value creating drivers that leads a company to divest a part of their business.   
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1.2 Problem statement 

As not much research have been done on the divestiture phenomenon in a Danish context this thesis is 

motivated to investigate the claimed positive effect on shareholder value and get an understanding of the use 

of divestitures, and the motives and drivers underlying the decision to divest. This thesis will study the specific 

divestment phenomenon of sell-offs in a Danish context. The question that this thesis will search to answer is: 

 

What are the main motives and drivers behind Danish sell-offs and do these divestments have a short term 

effect on shareholder value? 

 

1.3 Scope 

This thesis will focus on divestitures in the form of asset sales also called sell-offs. Other common divestiture 

forms like spin-offs and equity carve outs will briefly be presented and defined, but will not be focus of this 

thesis.  

Split-ups, liquidation or other divestiture forms will not be considered. The intent of this thesis is to study the 

phenomenon of a company divesting a division or unit. Therefore, this thesis will only consider divestments 

where the acquirer acquires more than 50 % of the ownership of the target division, to ensure that the control 

of the target is transferred. 

 

This thesis will deal with divestitures from the vendor's point of view. Transactions among companies trading 

corporate control of business units or entire companies are an often discussed topic in business theory and 

research and are normal referred to as mergers and acquisitions (M&A). Most often this topic is discussed in 

the perspective of the acquiring company. In some ways acquisitions and divestitures represent each side of 

the same story and therefore many parallels exist between the two, however, in this thesis the vendor will be 

in focus. 

 

When studying the possible value creation of divestitures, in this case sell-offs, value creation will be 

understood and defined from the view point of the shareholders of the publicly listed vendor company. The 

vendor company's stock price will be the basis for analyzing the possible value creation from the divestiture. 

This thesis will not look at possible value creation for the acquirer, though the case studies will analyze the 

acquirer's motives behind the acquisition.  

 

It is assumable that sell-off events could be value creating for companies due to tax issues or other legal issues, 

this thesis will not cover drivers or motives related to tax regulation or other legal settings that could make 

divestitures value creating. The intent is to cover drivers that are related the business operations of the 

company either financial or strategic. 

 

1.4 Organization of the paper 

The thesis is divided into three main parts, each contributing to answer the overall problem statement. Section 

2 will present different forms and types of divestitures. Section 3 will present an event study of Danish sell-off 

announcements and examine the effect of the announcements on shareholder wealth. The event study 
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findings will be compared with the conclusions from similar research studies. Section 4 will provide a 

theoretical and practical examination of drivers that effect the company's decision to divest a business unit or 

market division. This will give an understanding of the use of divestitures and the motives behind the decision. 

Section 5-8 will consist of three minor case studies of Danish sell-offs, the case study will examine the 

motivating drivers behind the specific divestment and analyze the result of the divestment on shareholder 

wealth. Section 9 will present the findings and conclusions of this thesis while section 10 will give a perspective 

on the future research of Danish divestitures.  

 

1.5 Methodology 

The intent of this thesis is to study the immediately value creation and the motivating drivers behind the 

divestment decision of Danish sell-offs. The methodology of this thesis will be based on a research design of 

mixed methodologies, where quantitative and qualitative research methods are combined in an overall 

research method that will answer the problem statement of this thesis. 

This thesis do not search to find an exact and unambiguous answer, instead it is expected that the answer and 

conclusion of this thesis is a mix of quantitative answers from the event study and more qualitative findings 

from the theoretical and practical examination of theory and case studies. A combination of quantitative and 

qualitative answers and findings will be able to examine the sell-off phenomenon in a broad, but deep context. 

The intent of this thesis is also to consider new questions that arise from the study of the specified problem 

statement, questions that could be foundation for further research by raising new hypotheses or uncovered 

issues related to the use and value creation of sell-offs.  

 

Event study 

The methodology applied for the event study is based on the methodology presented by Elton et al., (2007) 

and Brown & Warner (1980) and used in a similar event study by Rosenfeld (1984). A detailed introduction and 

review of the methodology is presented in relation to the event study in section 3.3. 

 

Theoretical examination of motives and drivers behind divestitures 

To get an in-depth understanding and knowledge of the use of divestitures and the underlying motives and 

drivers, academic literature on the topic will be examined. The examination will search for drivers and motives 

both in the form of theoretical drivers and practical drivers, both forms of drivers will be examined since the 

intent is to provide a set of factors effecting the companies' decision to divest a part of their business. The 

examination of motives and drivers has been on two levels.  First level has searched for the strategic and 

financial drivers that lead the companies to divest. These drivers will have a character of rational value creating 

conditions that make the divestment a good option for the company. Second level will examine motives that 

might be more irrational or emotional and less concerned with shareholder wealth. Many hypotheses exist 

within the literature of divestitures and the value creation of these. To have a broad palette of motives and 

drivers that could be used for analyzing the sell-off cases the theoretical literature examined and drivers 

presented is a mix of different views and hypotheses of divestitures. 
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Case studies 

The three minor case studies will use the findings in the event study and the theoretical examination of drivers 

to analyze three specific sell-offs. The intent of the case studies is to show how divestitures are used in 

Denmark, whether they create value for the divesting company and its shareholders and examine from which 

drivers the divestment decision and value creation originate from. The case studies will test the findings in the 

event study and the theoretical foundation on real life divestitures.  

 

The methodology applied for the case studies are based on Yin's (2009) work on case studies as a research 

method. The case study research design and the concerns in relation to using case studies for academic 

research will be discussed in detail in section 5.  

 

1.6 Time perspective 

This thesis will look at the effect on shareholders wealth in a day to day perspective. The event study will 

measure the immediately effect on shareholders wealth of the sell-off announcements on the announcement 

date, the possible value creation will therefore be analyzed in an ultra short-term perspective. Besides this 

ultra short perspective of a few days, the event study will consider a period of 61 days, which will be able to 

show the possible value creation over a longer period, though this is still considered short-term perspective. 

The case studies will consider a period of 21 days. When measuring the announcement effect on only one sell-

off event there is a high possibility of other company specific events occurring in the analyzed period.  

No analysis of value creation in the long run will be considered in this thesis. A study of the long run effect of 

sell-offs on a sample of Danish sell-offs would demand for data not available from the accessible sources or an 

extensive data collection.   

 

1.7 Sources and validity 

As presented in the event study methodology in section 3.3, the selection process of an appropriate sample of 

divestitures by Danish companies has been complicated. The manual selection process that have been 

necessary to find the sample can have caused that deals by mistake has been kept or deleted from the sample, 

which can have affected the findings in the event study. Though it is the consideration that no data sample 

without a manual selection process would have been able to provide a real picture of the divestiture activities 

in Denmark and by that not able to give a realistic picture of the results of the divestiture events.  

 

To get an understanding of the motives and drivers behind the divestments a lot of information about the 

divestment event has been gathered and examined to get a feeling of the decision to divest. Much of this 

information is produced and published by the case companies, which give the information a high degree of 

subjectivity, for this reason information from the case companies has been used with care to secure the most 

objective view on the divestment decision. It is to be expected that divesting companies would prefer that the 

surrounding world interpret the divestment as a positive event that the company have engaged in based on 

strategic considerations. Therefore information has been compared with statements from analysts and 

commentators in the market to get more objective valid view on the information published by the companies.  
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2. Definitions 

This section will present the main form and types of divestitures to give an introduction to the divestiture 

phenomenon. The section will also work to set the frames for discussing the phenomenon in this thesis.  

 

2.1 Voluntarily or involuntarily divestitures 

Divestitures are sale of stocks or assets of portions or segments of a business (a business unit) to another 

corporation or a combination of corporations or individuals. Divestitures should be distinguished from sale or 

liquidation of the entire enterprise (Gole and Hilger, 2008). Divestitures can occur voluntarily or involuntarily. 

Involuntary divestitures typically occur due to governmental antitrust ruling or competition laws that force a 

company to divest a part of their established business or newly acquired business. When divestitures occur 

voluntarily it is a result of a willingly made decision most often by the company's management. In voluntary 

divestitures it is reasonable to assume that the divestiture carried out is a positive net-present-value project 

that will increase stockholder value, since management according to rational and profit maximizing behavior 

would choose not to divest. This argument is central when measuring value creation from divestitures and will 

be discussed in detail latter.  

The word divestiture has two meanings that should not be confused. The first and broadest meaning of the 

word is the same as the meaning of divestment; a company selling off a business unit, division or assets to one 

or more acquirers. In the United States the word divestiture does also have the meaning of a company 

enforced to surrender assets, capital, business units or companies. This meaning is used in legal terms and 

refers to an involuntary divestment. This thesis will solely concentrate on voluntary divestitures the value 

creation of these and the motives driving these divestitures. Therefore, when using the word divestiture trough 

out this thesis the interpretation should be identical with the meaning of the word divestment and not the 

legal meaning existing in the States. 

 

2.2 Different forms of divestitures 

This thesis will mainly analyze the sell-off phenomenon though references will be made to other forms of 

divestitures why the three main forms of restructuring and divestitures; asset sales, equity carve-outs and spin-

offs will be described in detail below. The divestiture forms have differences and similarities, but central is that 

they all partial or completely remove the control of the subsidiary/business unit from the parent company to 

the new owners.  

 

Asset sale/Sell-off 

An asset sale is defined as the sale of a division, subsidiary, product line or other assets directly from one firm 

to another firm. An asset sale involves three parties the acquirer, the divesting company (vendor) and the 

subsidiary or division being sold off (target). From the view of the acquirer and the target the transaction is an 

acquisition, while it is a divestiture from the view of the divesting company. The acquiring firm is taking over 

the corporate control of the target and absorbs the transferred subsidiary or division into the organizational 

structure of the firm. The payment of asset sales is normally in cash, but the payment can also be done in the 

stock of the buying firm (Weston, et al., 2004). The selling firm normally gives full control of the subsidiary in 
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this situation, though divestment of a major owner stake can occur. Asset sale is also referred to as a sell-off 

and both terms will be used in this thesis. 

 

The figure below show how the target (business unit A) is absorbed in the acquiring company in exchange for 

cash. 

 
Figure 1: Asset sale/Sell-off 

 
Source: Author's own creation 

 

Spin-off 

A spin-off of a business division can be seen as a stock dividend to the shareholders of the vendor company. A 

spin-off is defined as a pro-rata distribution of shares in a subsidiary to the existing shareholders of the parent. 

This type of restructuring creates a new publicly traded company that is completely separated from the parent 

company. The parent company is not generating any cash in this type of divestiture (Weston, et al., 2004). In a 

spin-off there is no acquiring company as in the case of asset sales.  

 

The figure below shows the vendor company before and after the spin-off of business unit A to the existing 

shareholders of the company. 

 
Figure 2: Spin-off 

 
Source: Author's own creation 
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Equity carve-out 

An equity carve-out is defined as the offering of a full or partial interest in a subsidiary to the investment 

public. An equity carve-out is an IPO of a corporate subsidiary, or a split-off IPO. This mode of restructuring 

creates a new, publicly traded company with partial or complete autonomy from the parent firm (Weston, et 

al., 2004). This form of divestiture is often used in situations where the parent company does not want to give 

up full control over a business unit or subsidiary in those cases the divestment is referred to as a minority 

carve-out (Koller, et al., 2005).  

If the parent company and carved-out business unit still have operating or strategic synergies it is likely that an 

equity carve-out is not the optimal divestment mode. Legal protection of the minority shareholders of the 

carved-out business often demand that all transactions with the parent company is done on fair market terms, 

why most synergies between the parent and the business unit is lost in an equity carve-out (Annema, et al., 

2001).  Klein et al. (1991) observe that most equity carve outs are followed by a second event, where either the 

parent company sells its remaining shares in the subsidiary or reacquire the remaining shares in the subsidiary. 

This suggests that equity carve-out often is not a permanent organizational structure (Allen et al., 1998).  

 

The figure below shows how the vendor company carve-out a part of business unit A in an IPO of the unit and 

receives cash in return.  
 

Figure 3: Equity carve-out 

 
Source: Author's own creation 

 

2.3 What to divest 

When a company divest the transaction can take many forms as shown above, but also the assets divested can 

take on many forms depending of the vendor company's type of organization. The assets that the company 

divests are often closely related to the organizational structure of the company. If the company has a product 

oriented organization divestments can be made of a specific product, brand, business unit or subsidiary. The 

divestment can also be a specific geographical market, which is often the case for market organized companies. 

A divestment can also take form of a combination of the two, where a specific product on a specific market is 
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divested. Figure 4 below shows a matrix organization of a company and illustrate the different assets a 

company can divest.  

Divestment of a part of the company’s supply chain (e.g. a production plant or a distribution channel) can also 

be a way to divest a part of the company's assets. Figure 5 show classic value chain in line with the value chain 

theory of Porter (1985) and illustrate how a company could divest a part of the operations, e.g. a production 

plant.  

Some divestitures are a result of a combination of all the three above mentioned dimensions, what a company 

divest is as shown much related to the organization of the company. 
 

Figure 4: Organizational structure   Figure 5: Value chain 

  
Source: Author's own creation 
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3. Divestitures in a Danish context – Event study 

Valuation effects on announcements of voluntary corporate divestitures have been studied before, though no 

studies seems to exist on divestitures by Danish companies. The following section will first provide the 

theoretical foundation for expecting a positive stock price effect from the announcement of divestitures and 

based on this develop two hypotheses that will be tested on a sample of Danish divestitures. The hypotheses 

are based on similar hypothesis presented by Alexander et al. (1984) in an event study of 53 sell-offs from 1964 

to 1973 by companies listed on the New York Stock Exchange.  

Second the event study methodology will be presented and third the results and findings from the event study 

will be presented, analyzed and compared with results from existing research. Last a section conclusion will 

follow up on divestitures in a Danish context.  

 

3.1 Value creation and efficiency hypotheses 

As briefly introduced earlier in this thesis voluntary divestitures can be seen as a result of a positive NPV 

investment decision. This statement is based on the assumption that management would not enter into a 

voluntary divestiture if it was a bad investment (negative net-present-value project), since this would have a 

negative effect in stockholder value. Management is working as an agent for the stockholders to maximize the 

value of the company for the sake of the stock holders. Assuming that management is working in the interest 

of the principal (the stockholders), no unprofitable divestiture would be decided upon by the management, 

because management is expected to act rational and profit maximizing for the shareholders. Assuming this, the 

announcement of a divestiture should have a positive effect on the stock price of the divesting company, 

assuming everything else is constant, since the announcement would be related with a positive investment 

decision. On the basis on these assumptions the first hypothesis, referred to as the valuation hypothesis, is 

developed:  

  

Hypothesis 1: In the case of voluntary sell-offs, the stock price of the parent company will experience a positive 

abnormal return on the date of the announcement of the divestiture.  

 

A second hypothesis can be setup, saying that; no abnormal return will occur in the period prior and post to the 

announcement date of the divestiture. This hypothesis is based on the assumption that capital markets are 

efficient in semi-strong form. If a market is efficient in semi-strong form all public available information is 

already incorporated in the stock price, this saying that all new information with effect on the stock price of the 

company will be incorporated immediately after the release. Empirical work on this matter supports the theory 

of semi-strong efficient financial markets, such that new information is incorporated in the prices immediately 

(Fama et al., 1969). Therefore no abnormal return should be observed in the period surrounding the 

announcement date of the divestiture. This is based on the assumption that no other event with effect on the 

stock price takes place in period studied. Hypothesis 2 will also be referred to as the market efficiency 

hypothesis. 

 

Hypothesis 2: No abnormal return will occur in the period prior to the announcement date neither in the period 

after the announcement date. 
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3.2 Event study 

To measure the expected value creation of voluntary divestitures and to test the two hypotheses an event 

study is set up. The purpose of a event study is to measure the abnormal stock price return caused by a specific 

event, in this case the announcement of sell-offs. The theoretical foundation of the use of event studies is 

similar to the theoretical foundation of hypothesis 2; the expectation of the capital markets being efficient in 

semi-strong form. The assumption that all publicly available information is incorporated in the stock price 

immediately is what makes the event study method useful and powerful, since it makes it possible to measure 

the effect of the announcement of the divestitures in the stock price in the period around the announcement, 

assuming that no other special events with effect on the stock price is occurring the estimation period. 

 

3.3 Event study methodology 

The methodology applied for the event study is based on event study the methodology presented by Elton et 

al., (2007) and Brown & Warner (1980). This methodology is used in a similar event study on 62 sell-offs from 

1969 to 1981 by Rosenfeld (1984). 

 

Sample 

It is not simple to get an overview of the actually number of divestitures carried out by Danish companies. No 

Danish business newspaper daily lists transactions among companies, which could be one way to get an 

overview of divestment activities. The database Zephy, part of the Bureau Van Dijk Electronic Publishing, and 

accessible through the Copenhagen Business School, collects and publishes deal information. From the 

database it is possible to draw a number of data and information on corporate deals. The database actually has 

a criterion named "division/spin-off", but no official definition of the selection criteria exist in the database, 

and after a number of inquiries to the publisher it seems as no definition exists. Since it is difficult to determine 

what factors have been determining for the deals to end up in the "division/spin-off" category, this category 

will not be used as the data sample of the event study, due to the high degree of uncertainty.  

When revealing the search results, the Zephyr database by standard only show name of the target and 

acquirer, indicating that this database are more focused on the merger and acquisition activities in corporate 

transactions, which is another indication of the predominant focus on acquisitions. This predominant focus 

may also be the reason why no useful "divestiture" or "sell-off" selection criteria are setup in the database. For 

this reason it have been necessary to set up a number of search and selection criterions to get a data sample 

that have the characteristics of a divestiture.  

 

To get a selection of data that represent sell-offs carried out by Danish companies, the following selection 

criterions have been set up: 

 The deals that are announced between 1st January 2003 and 30th April 2009.  

 The vendor company is Danish 

 The vendor company is quoted on the Copenhagen Stock Exchange. 

  

Based on the above search criterions the Zephyr database returns a number of 256 deals. This sample contains 

all deals that have been announced in the time period 1st January 2003 to 30th April 2009 covering a period of 
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over 6 years. This event study will only consider completed transactions as a part of the sample. Deals that are 

announced and yet not completed are not included in the sample. This reduces the sample size till 175 deals.  

The sample consists of both local transactions (deals between two Danish companies) and cross-border 

transactions (deals between a Danish vendor and an international acquirer). The selection criterions only 

demand that the vendor company has Danish nationality, why the target in the sample can be of a non-Danish 

nationality owned by a Danish parent company (vendor).   

 

Some of the deals returned from the database have missing information on some key areas; some deals do not 

have an acquirer listed, while some of the vendors appears not to be quoted or have Danish nationality despite 

the search criteria set up in the database. To refine the sample, securing that each deal consists of a minimum 

of information, the sample was manually examined based on the following criterions: 

 Deals were the name of acquirer, target or vendor is not known are deleted. 

 Deals by vendor companies not listed at the Copenhagen Stock Exchange are deleted. 

After this refinement the data sample consists of 91 deals.  

 

These deals represent a broad variety of deal types; acquisitions, management buy-out, institutional buy-out, 

minority stakes, etc. To get a sample representing sell-offs of business divisions or subsidiaries it is necessary to 

sort the data sample such that it contains deal types representing a sell-off. Therefore the divested stake 

should be equal or larger than 50 % of the ownership of the target unit, why divestments of minority stakes 

and unknown stake size are deleted from the sample. After deletion of minority stakes the sample have a size 

of 61 deals. See appendix 12.1 for a complete list of the divestiture sample.  

 

It is not possible to withdraw the needed stock price information of the vendor companies from the Zephyr 

database, why stock price information has been collected from the Factset database.  

 

Event date  

The event date is a central part of the event study and is defined as the day/days the analyzed event occurs. 

From the Zephyr database, each of the deals has a rumor date, announcement date and a completion date. 

The event date will in this event study be defined as the announcement date of the divestiture. For many 

corporate transactions rumors of the event will circulate in the market prior to the announcement, which often 

has an effect on the stock price development. For many of these rumors the divestment never occur or the 

actually deal announcement is revealed after the rumors occur in the market, why the rumor date is unfit for 

the use of event date. The completion date is also unfit for the use of event date, since based on the 

assumption of hypothesis 2 the information regarding the sell-off would already be incorporated at the time of 

completion. For this reason the event date is defined as the date where the deal is officially announced on the 

stock exchange by the involved companies.  

The announcement date published by Zephyr is the basis of the event date. The announcement date (event 

date) will be designated as day 0.  
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Estimation period 

The estimation period is defined as the period studied in the event study. The event study will have an 

estimation period of 61 days, -30 days prior to the announcement date and +30 days post the announcement 

date. The length of the estimation period is in line with the period used by Rosenfeld (1984).  

 

The event study results will be presented in the following periods, such that it will be possible to test the 

hypothesis setup up: 

 2 days abnormal return (day -1 to day 0) 

 3 days abnormal return (day -1 to day +1)  

 29 days abnormal return (day -30 to day -2) 

 29 days abnormal return (day +2 to day +30) 

 

Daily returns 

For each of the sell-off in the sample, the stock price return on each of the days in the estimation period is 

computed. 

To compute the return on the stock price for each day in the study period the following equation is used: 

𝑅𝑖,𝑡 =  
𝑆𝑖,𝑡−𝑆𝑖 ,𝑡−1

𝑆𝑖 ,𝑡−1
, 

Where, Ri,t is the return of stock i at day t and Si,t is the stock price of share i at day t 

 

Daily abnormal returns 

The daily return is individually for each of the shares and very affected by the market development. Therefore 

the daily return is corrected to get the abnormal return of the share. The abnormal return for each of the days 

in the estimation period is computed for each of the divestitures in the sample. 

The abnormal return is calculated as the expected return less the actually return. Expected return can be 

defined from different methods using equilibrium or market models, and also stock indexes can be used as the 

expected return. Rosenfeld (1984) uses the mean adjusted return method. For this event study the expected 

return will be based on the actually return of a market index. This model expect that the ex ante returns are 

equal across securities, but that the returns is not necessarily constant for a given security. The OMXC index is 

chosen as the market index, since this index contains all stocks quoted at the Copenhagen Stock Exchange and 

therefore is highly exposed to general market conditions and not easily affected by company specific 

conditions.  

 

The expected return is calculated as follow: 

E(R i,t) =
𝑆𝑂𝑀𝑋𝐶 ,𝑡−𝑆𝑂𝑀𝑋𝐶 ,𝑡−1

𝑆𝑂𝑀𝑋𝐶 ,𝑡−1
, 

Where, E R i,t  is the expected return of SOMXC,t that is the price of the OMXC index at time t 

 

The abnormal return is then calculated as the daily return of the company stock less the daily return of the 

OMXC index: 

εi,t = E R i,t − Ri,t , 

Where, εi,t is the abnormal return of stock i at time t. 



16 

 

Daily average abnormal returns 

For each of the days in the estimation period the average abnormal return (AAR), also called average adjusted 

return, of all the divestitures in the sample is computed: 

𝐴𝐴𝑅𝑡 =
 𝜀𝑖,𝑡
𝑛
𝑖=1

𝑛
, 

Where, 𝐴𝐴𝑅𝑡  is the average abnormal return at day t, and n is the number of divestiture in the sample. 

 

Cumulative abnormal return  

The cumulative average abnormal return (CAAR) from the beginning of the period to the end of the period is 

computed for each of the three estimations periods. The cumulative abnormal return is calculated on the basis 

of the average abnormal returns. 

𝐶𝐴𝐴𝑅𝑎 ,𝑏 =  𝐴𝑅𝑅𝑡

𝑡=𝑏

𝑡=𝑎

 

Where, 𝐶𝐴𝐴𝑅𝑎 ,𝑏  is the cumulative average abnormal return in a period from day a till day b. 

 

Statistical significance test of the results 

A statistical test is used to determine the statistical significance of the hypotheses.  

To test hypothesis 1; that the average abnormal return at day 0 is positive, the following t-test is used: 

𝑡 =
𝐴𝐴𝑅𝑡

𝜎𝑎𝑟
, 

Where, 𝜎𝑎𝑟  , is the standard deviation estimated based on the daily abnormal returns in the period from day -

110 to day -10 relative to the event date of all the sell-offs in the sample. This interval is used to secure that 

any effect from the announcement of the divestiture is not affecting the standard deviation. The calculated 

standard deviation over the period (-110, -11) is 2.93%. This is a relatively high standard deviation that reveals 

a high volatility in the data sample.  

 

To test the statistical significance of the cumulative average abnormal return CAAR in a specific interval the 

following test are used: 

𝑡 =
𝐶𝐴𝐴𝑅𝑎 ,𝑏

𝜎𝑎𝑟 ∗  𝑁
 

Where, 𝑁 is the number of days in the interval and 𝜎𝑎𝑟  is the identical with the standard deviation used above. 

 

The above tests are in line with the tests presented by Brown and Wagner (1980) and identical with tests used 

in a similar event study of Rosenfeld (1984). 

 

The t-test tests whether the average abnormal return is significantly different from zero. To accept hypothesis 

1, the abnormal return should be statistical significantly higher than zero, why this test is one tailed. Regarding 

hypothesis 2 we would like to accept the null hypothesis (that the tested abnormal return is equal to zero), why 

the abnormal return before the announcement and after the announcement should not be significantly 

different from zero.  
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3.4 Results 

The following section present and analyzes the results of the event study and compare the results with the 

existing research on the field, last are the section conclusion presented. 

 

Types of divestitures  

In the sample of Danish sell-offs studied in this event study are 20 of the deals local transactions, where the 

divested target division or subsidiary is sold from one Danish company to another Danish company. The 

remaining 41 deals are cross-border transactions, mainly with European acquirers.  

31 of the divestitures in the sample are carried out by companies currently listed at OMXC20, making half of 

the sell-offs carried out by the largest companies in Denmark in terms of market value.  

The time period studied in this event study have been a period where private equity companies have had an 

increasing M&A activity, why it would be expected that PE companies would be either vendor or acquirer in a 

number of the transactions. Most of the PE companies operating in Denmark are not listed and if they are 

listed they are not listed at the Copenhagen Stock Exchange, for this reason there are no PE companies among 

the vendors in the sample.  

 

In line with the definitions of divestitures presented in section 2 the sample show that the divested part of the 

company can vary significantly. Most of the divestitures in the sample are divestments of a business division or 

unit e.g. Danisco's sale of the Flavours division, Chr. Hansen's sale of their food ingredients unit or GN Store 

Nord A/S's sale of NetTest A/S. Other of the divestments are sales of a geographical part of a business area e.g. 

Brdr. Hartmann's divestment of the activities in South America or DFDS's Transdanubia's activities in Austria. 

Some divestments are concerned with a divestment of a part of the supply chain, which result in a divestment 

in e.g. a plant or other production facility. Other divestments in the sample are divestments of a specific brand 

or product e.g. IC Companies A/S the Danish fashion clothes manufacturer sold the brand "Sir of Sweden" in 

2005 or Carlsberg A/S that sold the "Wrexham lager" brand in 2004. All the above mentioned divestitures are 

highlighted in appendix 12.1. 

 
Event study results 

Table 1 and 2 below show the average abnormal return (AAR) for each day in the estimation period across all 

sell-offs in the sample, also the cumulative average abnormal return (CAAR) for the entire estimation period is 

shown. The t-values shown are calculated on the AAR values.   

 

The table shows a positive average abnormal return on the announcement date (day 0) of 1.29%, not all stocks 

experienced a positive abnormal return on the announcement day. This support hypothesis 1; that the stock 

price of the parent company will experience a positive abnormal return on the date of the announcement of 

the divestiture, because the announcement of a voluntary sell-off can be interpreted as a positive NPV 

investment. The day before the announcement date often experiences abnormal positive return due to rumors 

in the market. The day prior to the announcement (day -1) show a positive average abnormal return of 0.50%.  

None of the calculated AAR values are statistical significant, which assumable is related to the relatively large 

standard deviation calculated on the sample. 
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Table 1: Event study observations of AAR and CAAR            Table 2: CAAR for selected periods 

Day AAR t CAAR Day AAR t CAAR 
   

Period CAAR t 

-30 0.49% 0.1683 0.49% 1 -0.22% -0.0745 1.55% 
   

-30 to - 2 -0.02% -0.0014 

-29 -0.77% -0.2618 -0.27% 2 0.17% 0.0577 1.72% 
   

-1 to 0 1.79% 0.4327 

-28 -0.79% -0.2693 -1.06% 3 -0.04% -0.0150 1.68% 
   

-1 to +1 1.57% 0.3103 

-27 0.13% 0.0437 -0.93% 4 -0.47% -0.1608 1.21% 
   

+2 to 30 -1.97% -0.1250 

-26 -0.17% -0.0567 -1.10% 5 0.17% 0.0579 1.37% 
   

-30 to +30 -0.42% -0.0183 

-25 0.28% 0.0950 -0.82% 6 0.12% 0.0411 1.49% 
      -24 0.73% 0.2509 -0.09% 7 -0.60% -0.2042 0.90% 
      -23 0.32% 0.1106 0.24% 8 -0.32% -0.1092 0.58% 
      -22 0.11% 0.0368 0.34% 9 -0.05% -0.0179 0.53% 
      -21 -0.45% -0.1537 -0.11% 10 0.83% 0.2837 1.36% 
      -20 0.75% 0.2579 0.65% 11 -0.43% -0.1467 0.93% 
      -19 -0.62% -0.2135 0.02% 12 -0.12% -0.0426 0.80% 
      -18 0.17% 0.0579 0.19% 13 -0.08% -0.0269 0.72% 
      -17 -0.28% -0.0947 -0.08% 14 -0.04% -0.0151 0.68% 
      -16 0.04% 0.0141 -0.04% 15 -0.27% -0.0931 0.41% 
      -15 -0.72% -0.2445 -0.76% 16 -0.25% -0.0843 0.16% 
      -14 0.06% 0.0212 -0.70% 17 0.08% 0.0261 0.24% 
      -13 0.31% 0.1045 -0.39% 18 0.06% 0.0201 0.29% 
      -12 0.39% 0.1331 0.00% 19 0.14% 0.0494 0.44% 
      -11 0.32% 0.1107 0.32% 20 -0.39% -0.1345 0.05% 
      -10 0.12% 0.0416 0.44% 21 0.19% 0.0644 0.23% 
      -9 0.26% 0.0873 0.70% 22 0.15% 0.0501 0.38% 
      -8 0.24% 0.0834 0.94% 23 -0.41% -0.1415 -0.03% 
      -7 -0.03% -0.0118 0.91% 24 -0.26% -0.0883 -0.29% 
      -6 -0.34% -0.1159 0.57% 25 -0.13% -0.0454 -0.42% 
      -5 -0.34% -0.1178 0.23% 26 -0.05% -0.0163 -0.47% 
      -4 -0.02% -0.0054 0.21% 27 0.29% 0.1002 -0.18% 
      -3 -0.26% -0.0877 -0.05% 28 0.20% 0.0699 0.03% 
      -2 0.02% 0.0083 -0.02% 29 -0.44% -0.1519 -0.42% 
      -1 0.50% 0.1724 0.48% 30 0.00% -0.0002 -0.42% 
      0 1.29% 0.4395 1.77%         
      Source: Author's own creation. 

 

Figure 6 show the average abnormal returns for each day in the estimation period around the announcement 

date. The figure shows that the average abnormal returns are somehow randomly distributed around the 

announcement date. For the period prior to the announcement date the distributions of returns seems 

random, which indicate that the effect of rumors on the stock price is very low and only observed in the 

positive abnormal return on day -1.   
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Figure 6: AAR and CAAR over the 61 days period around the announcement day 

 
Source: Author's own creation 

 

Table 2 show the cumulative average abnormal return for different periods. For each CAAR interval the t-test 

value is shown in the table. According to hypothesis 2 and the assumption of a semi-efficient market the 

average abnormal return in the period prior to the announcement and the period post the announcement 

should be zero. The cumulative average abnormal return prior to the announcement (day -30 to day -2) is -

0.02% with a t value of -0.0014, which do not make the CAAR in the period significantly different from zero. For 

the period post the announcement of the sell-off the cumulative average abnormal return is -1.97%, this result 

is neither significantly different from zero due to the high standard deviation. Based on these results 

hypothesis 2 is accepted, which should indicate that the market is semi-efficient and that information 

regarding divestitures is incorporated in the stock price immediately. Though the negative AAR post the 

announcement is not significant it is larger than what was expected. The CAAR in the period was expected to 

be around 0%. The size of CAAR in the period post the announcement is larger than the positive AAR found on 

the announcement day, which indicate that the value creation from the announcement is vanished in the 30 

day period post the announcement. There can be many reasons for this; one possible explanation could be that 

the positive abnormal return at the announcement date is an overreaction and that the market during the 30 

day period after the announcement readjusts this abnormal return. Independently of the explanation this 

observation raises the question of whether sell-offs are value creating in the longer run, a study of this would 

add further value to the knowledge of the sell-off phenomenon. According to the negative CAAR in the period 

after the announcement (day +2 to day +30), the sample companies underperform the market.  

CAAR over the 61 day period is -0.42%, which indicates that the sell-off announcement have not been value 

creating over the 61 day period. Figure 6 graphically show the development of CAAR over the entire estimation 

period, where the cumulative negative abnormal return observed in the period post the announcement of the 

sell-off is very visible. 

 

Tests of subsamples of the total sample could give information on how the results will behave when tested for 

different relationship, e.g. if specific industries experiences larger AAR than other industries, or if there is a 

relationship between the size of deal and the size of AAR. The number of sell-offs in the sample to not allow for 
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test on industry level, since the vendor companies are spread in a large number of industries. Dividing the 

vendors according to their NACE Rev. 2 codes, that are available from the Zephyr database, gives an overview 

of the industries, but each industry group only consist of a few sell-offs, what makes it impossible to compare 

the effect of the sell-off across the groups. Only a total of 32 industries exist in the sample and only three 

industry groups contained more than 4 sell-offs.  

An event study of a subsample of major self-offs will be presented below. 

 

3.5 Existing research on sell-offs 

Studies related to corporate transactions had until the 1980's mainly been centered on mergers and 

acquisitions, but later when the M&A wave decreased, the interest and research on corporate divestitures 

increased, though there still do not exists the same abundant research on divestitures as it does on mergers 

and acquisitions (Alexander et al., 1984). The research existing on the field is concentrated on data samples 

from the US and very few studies exist on European transactions. Cultural differences can have an effect on the 

findings in research studies conducted on samples with different nationality, capital market etc. One difference 

could be that rumors are more likely to occur in some markets, which could result in abnormal returns prior to 

the announcement date, because parts of the markets had information prior to the public and that would be 

incorporated in the prices. With capital markets to a wide extent being global, it seems unlikely that there 

should be cultural differences between Denmark and other developed capital markets that would result in 

significantly different results from event studies of the sell-off phenomenon. Therefore it seems reasonable to 

compare the findings of this event study with earlier conducted event studies on the field.    

This section will present existing research findings on the value creation of divestitures and relate these 

findings to the results of the event study presented above.  
 

Table 3: Existing event studies on the announcement effect of sell-offs 

Event studies on the announcement effect of divestitures (asset sales / selloffs) 

Author Sample size Period Estimation period CAAR (%) 

Alexander et al. (1984) 53 1964 - 1973 (-1,0) 0,17 

Rosenfeld (1984) 62 1969 - 1981 (-1,0) 2,33 

Jain (1985) 1062 1976 - 1978 (-1,0) 0,53 

Klein (1986) 202 1970 -1979 (-2,0) 1,12 

Hite et al. (1987) 55 1963 - 1981 (-1,0) 1,66 

Lang et al. (1995) 93 1984 - 1989 (-1,0) 1,41 

Mulherin & Boone (2000) 83 1990 - 1999 (-1,+1) 1,75 

Source: Author's own creation 

 

The table above shows a broad selection of research studies containing an event study on sell-offs. The table 

show the name of the author of the research, the sample size, the research period and the cumulative average 

abnormal return for a given estimation period. All the above research studies find a positive cumulative 

average abnormal stock price return in a close period around the announcement date of a sell-off. The 

estimation period differs a little, but the results are comparable. These results support the findings of a positive 
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average abnormal return in the event study of Danish sell-offs. The CAAR found in the above studies range 

from +0.17% to 2.33%. The size of the CAAR (-1, 0) found in the event study of Danish sell-offs was 1.79%, 

which is in line with the findings in the above studies.  

 

Lang et al. suggest that what they call the efficiency deployment hypothesis, which is comparable with 

hypothesis 1 in this study, might not be that relevant because the announcement of the divestiture also 

contains information on a number of other factors that have an effect on the stock price reaction on the 

announcement date. This could be information on the value of the asset, the financial shape of the company or 

the intended use of the proceeds, all things that could influence on the stock price reaction on the 

announcement date, which makes it difficult to determine the actually cause of the stock price reaction.  

 

Many of the findings in the above presented event studies are based on samples of major divestitures, which 

may have an effect on findings of positive abnormal stock price returns. Some of the research studies find a 

direct relationship between the size of the abnormal return and the size of the transaction (Klein, 1986).  

To test whether the relationship between size of abnormal return and the value of the deals exist in the sample 

of Danish sell-offs, an event study on a subsample is carried out. The subsample consists of 15 deals, where the 

listed deal value was more than 99,999 EUR. Only few of the deals in the sample contained information on the 

deal value, explaining the small sample size. The event study shows a statistical significant average abnormal 

return on the announcement day of 4.10% with a t value of 2.7262. 

 
Figure 7: Major deals: AAR and CAAR around the announcement date 

 
Source: Author's own creation. 

 

The CAAR over the 61 day period was 0.56%, however this result is not statistical significant. The figure show 

that the daily returns are randomly distributed in the period prior and post to the announcement, but both 

periods experiences a negative CAAR. Figure 7 show the daily AAR and CAAR, and CAAR for selected periods. 

An overview of the deals is showed in appendix 12.4.  

 

 

-3,00%

-2,00%

-1,00%

0,00%

1,00%

2,00%

3,00%

4,00%

5,00%

-30 -28 -26 -24 -22 -20 -18 -16 -14 -12 -10 -8 -6 -4 -2 0 2 4 6 8 10 12 14 16 18 20 22 24 26 28 30

AAR CAAR



22 

 

Figure 8: Daily AAR and CAAR for major sell-offs             Figure 9: CAAR for selected periods 

Day AAR t CAAR Day AAR t CAAR   Period CAAR t 

-30 0.38% 0.252 0.38% 1 -0.41% -0.2751334 2.41%   -30 to - 2 -2.00% -0.2473 

-29 -0.27% -0.18 0.11% 2 -0.03% -0.0166774 2.39%   -1 to 0 4.83% 2.2709 

-28 0.35% 0.2341 0.46% 3 -0.43% -0.2828523 1.96%   -1 to +1 4.41% 1.6953 

-27 -0.10% -0.063 0.37% 4 -0.57% -0.3776803 1.39%   +2 to 30 -1.85% -0.2289 

-26 -0.47% -0.312 -0.10% 5 0.40% 0.2673948 1.80%   -30 to +30 0.56% 0.0477 

-25 -0.62% -0.411 -0.72% 6 0.03% 0.0171988 1.82%      

-24 -0.12% -0.078 -0.84% 7 -0.41% -0.2709961 1.41%      

-23 0.02% 0.0131 -0.82% 8 -0.32% -0.212014 1.10%      

-22 0.34% 0.2286 -0.48% 9 -0.16% -0.1033571 0.94%      

-21 -0.09% -0.058 -0.56% 10 0.16% 0.109029 1.10%      

-20 0.77% 0.51 0.20% 11 -0.19% -0.1295052 0.91%      

-19 -0.14% -0.095 0.06% 12 -0.29% -0.1931661 0.62%      

-18 -0.28% -0.184 -0.22% 13 -0.53% -0.3517394 0.09%      

-17 -0.10% -0.066 -0.31% 14 0.58% 0.3846476 0.67%      

-16 -0.27% -0.178 -0.58% 15 -0.27% -0.1828546 0.39%      

-15 -0.18% -0.119 -0.76% 16 -0.29% -0.1920486 0.11%      

-14 -0.13% -0.09 -0.89% 17 0.37% 0.2430276 0.47%      

-13 -0.14% -0.096 -1.04% 18 -0.30% -0.1968593 0.17%      

-12 -0.27% -0.177 -1.30% 19 0.69% 0.4622496 0.87%      

-11 -0.13% -0.087 -1.44% 20 -0.15% -0.0987136 0.72%      

-10 0.13% 0.0887 -1.30% 21 0.49% 0.3275395 1.21%      

-9 -0.28% -0.184 -1.58% 22 -0.13% -0.0852881 1.08%      

-8 -0.09% -0.057 -1.67% 23 0.15% 0.0975948 1.23%      

-7 -0.05% -0.033 -1.71% 24 0.12% 0.0830349 1.36%      

-6 0.20% 0.1333 -1.51% 25 -0.05% -0.0343473 1.30%      

-5 -0.58% -0.385 -2.09% 26 -0.08% -0.0538006 1.22%      

-4 -0.11% -0.073 -2.20% 27 0.10% 0.0656877 1.32%      

-3 -0.29% -0.19 -2.49% 28 0.37% 0.2495183 1.70%      

-2 0.49% 0.3244 -2.00% 29 -0.38% -0.2534285 1.32%      

-1 0.73% 0.4853 -1.27% 30 -0.76% -0.5040179 0.56%      

0 4.10% 2.7262* 2.82%              

 Source: Author's own creation. 

 

This minor event study on a subsample of major Danish sell-offs show that there is a relationship between the 

absolute size of the transaction and the size of the abnormal return. The subsample experiences a larger and 

significant AAR compared to the large sample, that experiences a positive but lower AAR that are not 

significant.  

To further study the relationship between size and abnormal return, it would be interesting to study the 

relative sizes of the transactions in relation to the size of the divesting company. To examine whether large 

divestitures relative to the size of the company result in large average abnormal returns to shareholders. 

 

Similar positive abnormal stock price returns are found in event studies of spin-offs and equity carve-out 

divestitures. Findings on all the three major divestiture forms may indicate a slightly larger positive abnormal 

return in spin-offs compared to sell-offs (Weston et al., 2004). 
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The research studies presented above have been concentrated solely on divestiture activities and the value 

creation of these. Brandimarte et al. (2001) from McKinsey & Company did a research study on 200 companies' 

acquisition and divestment activities from 1990 to 2000. They examine each of the company's divestments and 

acquisitions over the ten year period, the one-third of the companies that have divested and acquired most are 

labeled "active" and the one-third of the companies with the lowest acquisition and divestment activities were 

labeled "passive". Brandimarte et al. (2001) also divide the companies into three groups depending on the type 

of deals the company primarily transacted; "primarily acquired", "primarily divested" or "acquired and divested 

assets in relative balance". The results of the study shows that companies that had an "active" and "balanced" 

program of acquisitions and divestitures created more value for their shareholders, this group of companies 

delivered a 30% larger total return to their shareholders over the ten year period than the companies with a 

passive M&A program.  

 

3.6 Conclusion 

The event study of 61 Danish sell-offs in the period from January 2003 until April 2009 show a small positive 

average abnormal return of 1.29% on the announcement date of the sell-off, though the observed average 

abnormal return is not statistical significant. The result supports the hypothesis 1, which expected a positive 

abnormal return on the announcement day. The positive average abnormal return from the Danish sell-off 

sample and the size of the return is in line with similar event studies on sell-offs of primarily American sell-offs 

(Alexander et Al. 1984, Rosenfeld, 1984, Jain, 1985, Klein, 1986, Hite et al., 1987, Lang et al., 1995, Mulherin & 

Boone, 2000). 

The cumulative average abnormal return were not significantly different from zero in the periods surrounding 

the announcement date (day -30 to day -2 and day +2 to day +30), which supported hypothesis 2 that expected 

no average abnormal in the period prior and post to the announcement of the sell-off, based on the 

assumption of market efficiency in semi-strong form.  

An event study on a subsample of major sell-offs showed that these sell-offs experienced a significant AAR of 

4.10%, which indicate that there is a relationship between the size of the deal value and the size of the AAR.  

 

Lang et al. (1994) suggest that the efficiency hypothesis is less relevant because the announcement of 

divestitures contains a lot of other information about the company that have effect on the valuation of the 

stock price. Therefore it is difficult to determine based on a simple event study, what have been the drivers 

behind the abnormal return. On this basis a case study of single divestiture events will be a valuable research 

method that will be able to examine the underlying motives behind the divestment and the value creating 

drivers that have affected the stock price at the time of the announcement.  

The event study showed a cumulative average abnormal return in the 29 day period post the sell-off 

announcement of -1.97%, though this return is not significantly different from zero, it can be concluded that 

this event study only measure a positive effect on the announcement date and that this value creation is 

vanished in the period post the announcement. This observation raises the question of how the sell-off 

companies have performed in the semi-long and long run after the sell-off.  
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4. Value creating drivers - Theory 

Until now this thesis has solely focused on the sell-off announcement effect on shareholders wealth in the 

short-run and the event study showed a positive return to shareholders. Not much attention has so far been 

given to the origin of the value creation or the motives and underlying drivers, leading to divestitures.  

The following sections will examine the theoretical drivers that motivate companies and managers to divest. 

The theoretical drivers explored are both concerned with academic and practical theory to give an in depth 

knowledge of the motivating drivers that leads to real sell-offs.  

First, general business theory is examined to explain why companies trade business units, divisions and entire 

companies between each other, which will provide the foundation of understanding the existence of 

divestitures. Second, academic and practical theory as well as existing research is examined to get an 

understanding of the value creating drivers and motives that make companies divest parts of their business. 

The analysis will also look at drivers and motives that make companies or managers reluctant to divest.  

This will work as the base for understanding why divestitures occur or do not occur. Further it will work to 

understand why the case companies decided to divest and where the value creation originate from. 

 

It is important to recognize that the potential gains from a divestiture made by the motives and value creating 

drivers presented below is not equally from all forms of divestitures; spin-offs, asset sale or equity carve-outs. 

The drivers below are presented as general motives for going through with a divestiture and the motives are 

not linked to a specific type of divestment. The drivers are not equally important and some might have higher 

priority and larger effect on the divestment decision than others. The drivers will not be prioritized, though the 

case studies will look at which drivers had the largest effect on the divestment decision in each specific case.  

 

4.1 General business theory 

Theory of the firm 

Research of Modigliani and Miller (1958 and 1961) showed that the value of a company, in a world with zero 

information and transaction costs, is independent of the company's choice of capital structure and dividend 

policy. This suggests that the services, products and ideas offered to the market by the company are the 

determining factors for the value of the company rather than the capital structure and dividend policy of the 

company. In 1960 Coase developed an independent work with a similar theory suggesting that corporate 

organization is irrelevant in a world with zero information and transaction costs, e.g. meaning that corporate 

managers cannot create value by arbitrarily dividing the company into pieces (Weston, et al., 2004). In relation 

to divestitures this means that splitting up the company, spinning of a division or selling off assets is not value 

creating on its own in a world with zero transaction and information cost.  

Annema et al. (2001) finds in an equity carve-out research that carved-out businesses, where the parent 

company after 24 months still have more than 25% of the shares have a negative median excess return over 

the S&P500 of 32%. Carved-out business where the parent holds less than 25 % outperform the S&P500 with 

26% over a period of 24 months. This could indicate that carving out a part of the company without really 

changing the settings of the carved out company is not value creating, which supports the theory of Coase 

(1960) and Modigliani and Miller (1958 and 1961).  



25 

 

Coase (1960) argues that the choice between firm and market is a function of transaction costs. If the 

transactions costs for using the market are too high the company will choose to take the activity inside the 

company. Corporate restructurings where divisions are sold or acquired can be seen as a choice between the 

firm and the market, in this way restructurings respond to changes in transactions costs (Weston, et al., 2004). 

In a world with information and transaction costs, these costs are possible sources for value creation and 

therefore the choice of organizational structure together with products, services and ideas of the company are 

determining for the value of the company. The right mix of products, services and development of new ideas 

together with an organizational structure that fits this mix, is what creates the strategy of a company. How 

strategy can be a driver and motive for divestments will be discussed later.  

 

Market for corporate control 

The decision to implement changes in the organizational structure or corporate control often demands 

restructurings that involve transactions between one company and another, transactions were divisions, units 

or subsidiaries are divested or acquired. These transactions are traded on what is called the market for 

corporate control; this market is defined as equity transactions that are large enough to change the control of a 

corporation. The market is not only concerned with trading of whole companies, but also the buying and selling 

of a corporation’s business units or divisions. Trading business units and divisions have made it more general to 

view companies as a portfolio of business units that can be combined or separated by changing the ownership 

of the unit. 

The market for corporate control has a monitoring role on management, because companies that are managed 

and operated inefficient will be potential takeover targets for competitors or corporate raiders that see a 

potential for optimizing the operations of the company. This potential takeover risk forces efficient 

management of companies. Corporate raiders or competitors will bid on underperforming companies, if they 

see an option to make the company more efficient and profitable. A hostile takeover bid is normally associated 

with information about inefficiency in the target company, but the takeover bid also contain information about 

a potential buyer in the market that expect to gain more value from the assets than the parent (Boot, 1992).  

In theory and in real life the market have a monitoring function that ensure corporations are owned by the 

optimal owners that can secure the most efficient operation and management. Use of the market for corporate 

control is in real life related with costs, which can cause the market to work inefficient and reduces the 

efficiency of the markets monitoring role, because the users costs often becomes very high. A deeper 

discussion of the relationship between divestitures and takeovers are presented latter.  

 

Portfolio management 

Management should retain assets only when they have a strategic competitive advantage in operating the unit, 

if this is not the case management should sell off the assets as soon as another party can manage them more 

efficiently irrespective of the company’s financial situation. Porter (1985) operates from this perspective in his 

value chain theory and argues that value creation in a company comes from the firms competitive advantages. 

If a company identifies a part of their value chain as a non competitive advantage, the company should get rid 

of this part of the value chain and instead use the market. Viewing and managing the company by looking at it 

in separate parts instead of as a whole, is one of the main arguments behind Porter's (1985) value chain theory 

that also discuss the development of competitive advantages. Porter (1985) states “Competitive advantages 

cannot be understood by looking at a firm as a whole.”. Porter’s theory is not directly related to products or 
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business units, but to the value chain in a company, which Porter refers to as the value system (1985), but this 

theory can easily be related to business units and markets. A firm’s value chain reflects the history, industry, 

strategy and success of the company and Porter argue that a company’s value chains should be constructed on 

a business unit level, because industry and sector level is too broad and obscure potential competitive 

advantages that are contained in the structure of the value chains (1985), this argument is closely related to 

the use of modern portfolio management. The use of portfolio management is supported by the research of 

Brandimarte et al. (2001) presented in relation to the event study, this research showed that companies 

pursuing an active M&A strategy balanced activity between acquisitions and divestments outperformed 

companies with a passive M&A strategy, but also companies that only had an active acquisition strategy. 

Nearly all large companies are a portfolio of potentially independent business units and the market for 

corporate control allow for companies to pursue active portfolio management, where companies can sell-off 

and acquire business units as they identify potential value gainers.  

To identify and decide on what parts of the company, if any, that would be suitable for divestment the 

company can use many different analytical frameworks, one is the presented competitive advantages theory 

developed by Porter (1985) other maybe more applicable is the growth share matrix developed by the Boston 

Consulting Group or McKinsey & Company's portfolio analysis tool the nine box matrix (appendix 12.5 and 12.6 

illustrate the frameworks). The BCG matrix are used for development of growth strategies but are also used as 

a framework for portfolio management. By plotting in products or business units based on their growth rate 

and market share into the matrix, companies get an overview of each of its products positions, strengths and 

weaknesses as well as the products contribution to the firm as a whole (Jobber, 2004). The nine box matrix 

places the business unit in one of nine boxes according to the business unit's ability to compete within the 

industry and the attractiveness of the industry, depending on the position of the business unit the strategy, in a 

simplified interpretation will be to buy, keep or sell (McKinsey & Company, 2000).  

 

The portfolio oriented view on the company has emerged with the diversification tendency seen in the past.  

The diversification waves have had a significant influence on the number of divestitures seen, a deeper 

examination of this relationship is presented below. 

 

Business life cycle 

Another way of analyzing the potential of a business unit and the parent's potential as the optimal owner of 

the unit is by using the business life cycle theory. To be the optimal owner of a business unit the company 

should provide each of its business units with relevant competencies. The necessary and relevant 

competencies that the owner should provide the business unit will change over time. The corporate 

capabilities needed to manage a business unit are different in each of the life phases. The figure below show 

the different stages of a business/product life cycle, the boxes lists the critical skills that the product or 

business units needs in that particularly stage of the life cycle. 
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Figure 10: Business life cycle 

   
Source: (Jobber, 2004), (Brandimarte, 2001). Author's own creation.  

 

When the parent of the unit is no longer capable of adding distinctive value to the business unit they should let 

it go. Even if the business unit adds value to the corporation, the company is no longer the natural owner of the 

unit and should consider selling it (Dranikoff, et al., 2002), since it could create more value elsewhere. In this 

case a sale to the right owner would be value creating for the parent shareholders, because a sale would give a 

sales price that have a higher value to the parent company, compared to keeping the unit as going operations.  

The lifecycle theory is not limited to products but can also be applied to business units in general and Dranikoff, 

et al. (2002) suggests that the optimal owner of a business unit will change as the unit processes through its 

lifecycle. The core competencies and skills of a company is relative stable over time, whereas the business 

unit's needed skills changes, therefore subsidiaries and business units can have many different owners through 

the life of the unit; this does not mean that the parent company of the subsidiary has made a bad initial 

investment, when they invested in the unit.  

 

Section conclusion on theory 

The theoretical and practical matters on this field is twofold the classic theory of corporate finance finds that 

dividing a company into pieces will not create value in a world without transaction cost and information costs 

while the strategic research find that in a world with information and transaction cost these can be sources for 

value creation in regards to restructuring the company. Business theory showed that a company cannot create 

value by arbitrarily dividing a company into pieces, value creation arise from the company's products, ideas, 

organization etc.  

 

4.2 Drivers and motives 

A company’s strategic decisions on what industries, markets and product groups to operate in have big 

influence on the organizational structure of the company. New strategic decisions will influence the focus on 

each of the business units and how each of the units is a part of the overall corporate strategy. One main driver 
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behind the decision to divest would be the company’s strategy. One reason could be that the divested business 

unit no longer has a strategic fit with the parent company. A strategic misfit can have many reasons that can 

make a divestment a value creating event. The main drivers are presented below.  

 

Diversification 

The perception of whether diversification of a corporation’s business activities has a positive or negative effect 

on shareholders’ value has been subject for changes in opinions over time and have been one of the reasons 

why acquisitions, mergers, divestitures and other restructurings have been observed in waves over time. Many 

acquisitions have been done based on the strategy to diversify the company's business operations. Companies 

wished to spread the operational risk and explore synergies between business units by interacting in different 

industries or sectors and by that creating a diversified company. These highly diversified companies are also 

referred to as conglomerates.  

Lowering risk by diversifying the company and spreading business activities in different industries, sectors and 

markets is something that stockholders of publicly traded companies easily can do by themselves. For this 

reason there are no value creation related with diversifying business operations and the exploration of this 

argument have increased the number of divestitures. Shareholders can easily and less costly diversify their 

portfolio by spreading their investments over many companies or in mutual funds and in that way get the 

diversification and risk that match their personal preferences (Møller and Nielsen, 2004, and Gaughan, 2002). 

Research show that diversified companies are often valued with a discount compared to non-diversified 

companies (Skadhede, n.d.). The argument is that investors have difficulties valuing companies that operate in 

many different sectors or industries, because it makes the company less transparent for identifying the value 

drivers and value destructors in the company. This means that the parent company would be valued high by 

investors if one or more divisions were sold off and the company becomes more transparent. In the process of 

making the company less diversified hidden value could be unlocked, which would be value creating for the 

company's stockholders. 

 

Core business vs. non-core business 

Williamson (1981) argues that conglomerates are more a result of an evolution process in the companies than 

a result of a grand design by the management, suggesting that the diversified business portfolio is more a case 

of coincidence than a well planned strategy. A well planned strategy is often the argument for divesting one or 

more parts of the business, because the company wishes to divest non-core business units and focusing on 

core business. This has resulted in many of the diversified companies shifting to a more focused strategy. In a 

focused strategy there often arises a misfit between the core business activities and the activities identified as 

non-core. Selling off assets can set free resources in the organization that are better used in other parts of the 

company. This could be management resources or production resources, which are better used on other 

products or divisions in the company. In this way divestitures works in a monitoring role to reduce costs and 

secure the best use of the company’s resources. All resource engagements in the company have an 

opportunity cost and it is crucial that companies strategically invest resources in the best opportunities, to 

secure efficiency.  

A misfit between business activities can also arise because previous synergies no longer exist. With reference 

to the portfolio management theory, this does not mean that the company has initially made a bad investment, 

but the situation changes and synergies arises and vanish over time. Divesting non core businesses can unlock 
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negative synergies that exist between the business units in the company and release resources that are better 

used elsewhere in the organization. Divestitures' release of capital will be discussed in a separate section. 

 

Takeover defense 

Another financial argument for carrying out a divestiture could be the fact that a business division or product is 

more valuable to another owner that therefore are willing to pay more for the asset, than the value of the 

ongoing division for the parent company. This argument is simply to sell high, because reluctance to sell in 

these situations could result in a hostile takeover.  

As described the market for corporate control have a monitoring role in securing efficiency in the company by 

having the most optimal parent as owner. If a company holds a business unit that makes up a large part of the 

company and this unit is worth more to a buyer than to the parent company, this can create a risk for a hostile 

takeover of the entire corporation. If the parent company chooses to sell of the business unit, the rest of the 

company will be out of the raider’s interest and in this way a divestment of a business unit can be used as a 

way to avoid a hostile takeover of the whole company. 

A takeover bid can indicate that the parent company has not been able to operate the asset in an efficient 

manner and this would be negative information for the market.  

 

Incentives and behavioral finance 

Based on the above theory management should retain assets only when they have a strategic advantage and 

sell off the assets as soon as another party can manage them more efficiently irrespective of the company’s 

financial situation. Agency based theory argue that managers might have personal incentives for undertaking 

divestments or for not undertaking divestments that are strategically efficient and value creating. Firm profit 

maximizing behavior from management is essential for shareholders of the firm, but management’s personal 

incentives can be in the way for rational profit maximizing behavior that are in the benefit of the shareholders. 

This could develop motives for management that are not necessarily value drivers. The agency theory examines 

the relationship between an agent, in this case management, and a principal, here shareholders. In a company 

there are a large number of principal-agency relationships between different parties of interest in the 

company. The shareholders delegate control to the management in order to make the management work in 

the interest of the shareholders. Jensen and Meckling (1976) find that management will look after personal 

interests and it is inevitable that this will always be in the interest of the shareholders. This question the 

assumption from hypothesis 1 in the event study, that management would act profit maximizing in the interest 

of the company. 

Theory suggests to setup contracts that can eliminate the uncertainty in the relationship and reduce the 

conflicting interests, though it is impossible to remove the entire principal-agent problem. Jensen and Meckling 

(1976) conclude that organizational form plays an important monitoring role in a corporation. 

Management behavior is determined by the contract setup between the management and the company and 

the structure of the contract is determining for the incentives of the managers (Choi and Merville, 1998). If the 

contract is based on factors such as size of the company and short-term sale, management could have an 

incentive not to divest potential assets, since this would affect the size of the company (Lang, et al., 1995), and 

instead be more eager to acquire. In the same way giving up control may be less attractive for the management 

and this make them reluctant to divest even value creating targets.  
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Besides economical incentives researcher argue that reputational incentives also work as motives for the 

management in situations of divestments. Research finds that managers are reluctant to divest and instead 

tends to hang on to loser for too long. The explanation for this phenomenon is also to be found in the agency 

based theory. Boot (1992) argues that managers might be reluctant to divest, because a divestiture will be seen 

as an admission that an inappropriate project choice was initially made and therefore a divestiture may affect 

the perception of his ability. Due to asymmetric information the investors do not know that managers hold on 

to underperforming assets, because the performance of individual assets can be privy compared to the overall 

performance of the company. This leads to the next argument; that managers hold on to losers as long as they 

can blur the poor performing assets with the good performance of other assets. Cho and Cohen (1997) thereby 

argue that management tends to hang on to losers until the firm as a whole experiences poor performance. 

When the good performing assets can no longer cover the poor performing assets the manager will divest the 

poor performing assets. At this point the bad reputation effect from poor overall performance of the company 

will be larger than the reputation effect of divesting the bad performing assets. Cho and Cohen (1992) find that 

divesting companies experience some improvement in the operating performance after a divestiture, but 

argues that this value creation can be caused by a reduction in agency costs that is related to holding on to 

poor performing assets.  

Divestment in a company is not necessarily evidence that a bad decision was initial made by management, 

referring to the business life cycle theory and other strategic arguments, divestments is also interpret as a 

positive event with a strategic cause. 

 

Poor performance 

Ravenscraft and Scherer (1987) find that downturn in the unit’s profitability is the most significant contributor 

to the probability of the unit being divested. These findings indicate that poor performance is one of the most 

common factors motivating a company to divest a business unit. Other findings suggest that it is not only the 

performance of the divested business unit, but the overall performance of the company that are a motivating 

factor for the divestment. Montgomery and Thomas (1988) found that divestment is primarily undertaken by 

companies that are performing less well than their industry, they further finds that the divestment tends to 

improve the situation though it does not eliminate the differences to the non divesting peer group. This is in 

line with the management incentives arguments presented above, that suggest that divestments mostly occur 

when the overall performance of the company is bad. Lang et al. finds that the asset selling firms tend to be 

poor performers and/or have high leverage. They argues that this result suggest that the typical firm selling 

assets is motivated to do so by its financial situation rather than by the discovery of some other firm having an 

competitive advantages in operating the asset. 

 

Raising capital 

Divestment activities can emulate a dynamic capital market within the company, thus investments provide 

capital to new M&A activities in the company (Brandimarte et al., 2001). In this way divestitures can work as an 

alternative to the capital market, especially in periods where the capital market is unusually expensive for 

raising capital to new investments. Divestitures may provide management with capital funds that are 

preferable to capital markets despite the high transaction costs of using the market for corporate control. 

Selling an asset may provide funds with potentially fewer restrictions on management discretion, why 

management could have a personal incentive in using divestments as a fund raiser (Lang et al. 1995).   
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Access to capital has been one reason for the development of conglomerate, but with an increasingly efficient 

capital market this is no longer an argument for holding diversified business units. Today the owner of a 

business unit has to provide more than just capital. The owners most add value for each of the business units in 

the corporate portfolio (Brandimarte, et al., 2001), as in line with the product life cycle theory presented 

above. This has led to focus on core business that is now the argument for divestitures.  

 

Size of transaction costs 

Using the market for corporate control and trading control among companies are related with transactions 

costs. Participating in the market for corporate control is costly especially for the buyers that realize costs in 

relation to investigate the target company by extensive due diligences (Boot, 1992). Møller and Nielsen (2004) 

argue that the transaction costs on the market for corporate control are so high that the market of corporate 

control does not work in an optimal way, this indicating that more transactions would appear if the cost were 

lower. Therefore high transaction costs on the market for corporate control can remove the potential for value 

creation from transactions, divestitures and acquisitions, because the monitoring role of the market 

diminishes. 

 

4.3 Conclusion 

Trading of corporate control between companies is one of the fundamental aspects of business that secure 

efficient management of a company. A large part of the value creation comes from unlocking hidden value in 

the company. Value can be hidden in diversification pricing discounts, negative synergies due to misfit between 

divisions and personal management incentives etc. Strategic focus and core competencies showed to a main 

driver for divesting business divisions, but researcher also argued that poor financial performance is among the 

main drivers behind divestitures.  

Most of the drivers and motives are based on assumptions of rational profit-maximizing behavior, such that 

divestitures will be carried out when the divestment will be a profit maximizing event for the company and its' 

shareholders. Existing research show that management incentives could have influence on the decision to 

divest and by that can affect the shareholder wealth. Management incentives are therefore relevant when 

analyzing the underlying drivers behind a divestment. 

 

This examination of motives and value creating drivers will together with the findings in the event study will be 

the frame for analyzing three specific sell-off events carried out by Danish companies.  
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5. Case studies 

5.1 Case study methodology 

The case study research method applied in this thesis is based on the methodology presented by Robert K. Yin 

(2009). Yin (2009) argues that case studies are the preferred method; for answering "how" or "why" questions, 

when the investigator has little control over events, and when the focus is on a contemporary phenomenon 

within a real-life context. Based on the above arguments the case study method would be ideal for answering 

parts of the problem statement of this thesis, since the investigator and author of this thesis have no control 

over the phenomenon investigated, and the sell-off event is a real-life contemporary phenomenon of the 

parent companies. 

 

5.2 Case study research design 

The event study in section 3 provided the evidence and support behind the assumption of sell-offs being value 

creating for shareholders of the parent company. The theoretical examination of the motives and drivers 

behind the divestitures in section 4 will work as a framework and scope for explaining under which conditions 

the sell-off phenomenon exists and identifying the specific motives and value creating drivers in the studied 

sell-off cases. 

The case study uses a multiple-case design, in these studies three single units (three sell-offs) will be analyzed 

individually forming the multiple-case design. A multiple case study is preferable to a single case study because 

analytical conclusions arising from more cases will be more powerful than conclusions from a single case study 

(Yin, 2009).  

The studies will be replications of the same research design, but the design will allow for the contrasts between 

the cases to be visible.  The three cases will be analyzed using the same framework, however, there will be case 

specific factors that will make it impossible and useless if the framework is not adjusted according to these 

factors.  

 

The case unit is the sell-off event and the motives and drivers of the vendor for carrying out the divestment. To 

get a deep knowledge of the motives and drivers it will be necessary to have information about the acquirer's 

motives in the transaction as well. These aspects will be included in the study as well. The analysis will mainly 

be centered on the divested activities but the study will also bring in analysis of other business division in the 

company in the extent that this will be valuable. The parent company and the divested activities will be the 

main focus of the analysis, while the acquirer will be the secondary level in the study.  

 

The selected sell-off events are taken from the sample of Danish sell-offs investigated in the event study, but 

the selected sell-offs should not been seen as average representatives of the sample, and the findings in the 

case study should not be used to generalize about the sample of Danish sell-offs presented in the event study. 

Instead the selected sell-offs should be seen as examples on the sell-off phenomenon in Denmark and 

examples on the link between motives and drivers behind sell-offs and the value creation of these. 

 

It has been the idea to select three divestitures that have very different reasons, forms and drivers. Therefore 

the selection process has been subjective, to secure the diversity in the case studies. Focus in the selection of 
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cases have been on a number of factors; what part of the business is divested, what motives did the company 

present in relation to the announcement of the divestment, how was the financial situation in the company 

prior to divestment. It has been important to concentrate the case analysis around large companies and major 

divestments to secure access to good information about the company and markets reactions related to the 

divestment.  

 

Each case study will consist of three main parts; 1. Company presentation, 2. Examination of drivers and 

motives and, 3. Analysis of the result of the divestment.  

The company presentation will introduce the specific sell-off case and the vendor, target and acquirer involved 

in the transaction. An analysis of the case specific motives and drivers underlying the divestment decision will 

be related to the theoretical motives and drivers presented in section 4. Last part of the case study will analyze 

the result of the divestment and the possible value creation of the specific sell-off by looking at the market 

commentators' and analysts' reactions. To examine the value creation of the divestiture an event study of the 

parent company's stock price return will be conducted in each of the cases. The event study will be based on 

the same methodology as in the event study presented earlier. These event studies will not test the two 

hypotheses presented earlier, but only focus on the short-term value creation of the sell-offs. For this reason 

the abnormal and cumulative abnormal return will be calculated based on an event window of 21 days; 10 days 

prior to the announcement day and 10 days post the announcement day. The event study of the sell-off will 

work as a quantitative research method inside the qualitative case study.  

 

5.3 Critique of the case study as a research methodology 

The case study as a research method is frequently criticized. The critique of case studies is often that they 

provide little basis for scientific generalization (Yin, 2009), because scientific facts are rarely based on single 

experiments or cases.  

From case studies of a few divestiture events it will not be possible to draw general conclusion on the use of 

divestitures and the effect on shareholder wealth from these divestitures. The case study will show divestitures 

as single events that individually can show how and why divestitures were chosen by the specific company in a 

specific situation. Conducting similar case studies of three other sell-offs from the sample of Danish divestitures 

would presumable give other findings that would lead to other conclusions. The intent of these case studies is 

therefore to provide examples of how divestitures are used and what the main motives have been behind the 

divestment decision. These findings will contribute by revealing issues that could be the basis for further 

research.  

 

Another critique is that the research design for case studies are less rigor compared to other research methods 

(Yin, 2009). This can result in not all findings being reported. The combination of a quantitative event study as 

part of the case study research design is one way to secure that all relevant observations are being reported in 

the case study findings.   
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6. Divestment of Danisco's Flavours division 

This case study will show a divestment that on one hand appears to be very strategic, but on the other had may 

be a coincidence of a number of conditions, which besides the sales agreement also led to a strategic 

partnership agreement between the vendor and acquirer.  

 

Type of divestiture 

Danisco A/S announced in May 2007 that they would divest their Flavours division to the Swiss privately held 

company Firmenich International SA. Danisco’s divestment of the Flavours division was made as a simple asset 

sale. Where Firmenich took over 100% control of the Flavours division and absorbed the division into the 

organizational structure of the company. The Flavours division was sold for DKK 3.36 billion, which 

corresponded to 2.2 times the revenue or 30 times EBIT of the Flavours division in 2007. Besides the 

economical transaction between the companies, Danisco and Firmenich decided on a strategic partnership 

agreement that would give Danisco access to Firmenich’s product range of flavors to the food industry 

(Danisco, 2007a). The sales agreement with Firmenich comprised the divestment of direct and indirect 

subsidiaries of Danisco A/S, as well as those buildings, plant, machinery, tools, equipment, patents, trademarks 

etc. that formed an integral part of the Flavours business. The Flavours business included research and 

development, production and sales activities (Danisco, 2008). 

 

6.1 Company description 

Today Danisco is one of the world’s leading producers of food ingredients, enzymes and bio-based solutions. 

Danisco design and deliver bio-based ingredients that are used in a broad range of industries; bakery, dairy, 

beverages, animal feed, laundry detergents, bioethanol, etc. Bio-based ingredients are ingredients produced 

from renewable raw materials from agriculture, forestry and the marine environment (Danisco, 2009a). The 

company is operating in 47 countries and have 9,500 employees (June 2008) worldwide. 

 

The history of Danisco A/S goes back to 1872 and 1881 when Danish Sugar and Danish Distillers were founded. 

The two companies merged in 1989 together with Dansk Handels- og Industri-Compani and formed Danisco 

A/S (Danisco, 2009b). Danisco have among the public mainly been recognized as a producer of sugar, though 

the Sugar division was sold off in July 2008.  

The development of Danisco has been marked with many acquisitions, divestments and restructurings that 

have formed the company to what it is today. The company website provides a great overview of the 

company's acquisitions and divestitures since the 1995. The company has grown significantly over time by both 

acquisitions and organic growth within all of the company’s divisions. This growth has changed the strategic 

focus of the company over time, which is observable in the name changes that the company has undertaken 

over the years. Figure 11 show Danisco's name changes since the merger of Danish Sugar, Danish Distillers and 

Dansk Handels- og Industry-Compani in 1989. 
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Figure 11: Danisco's company name changes since 1989 

 
Source: Data from Danisco, 2009b. Author's own creation. 

 

Products and markets 

In 06/07, the time prior to the divestment of the Flavours division, Danisco was operating four different 

divisions: three division in the Ingredients sector; Bio Ingredients, Texturants & Sweeteners, and Flavours, 

while the Sugar division formed the fourth division. The organizational diagram in figure 12 shows how Danisco 

was organized prior to the divestment. Danisco have always had a product oriented organizational structure, 

and therefore a divestment of a business division was straighter forward than a divestment of a geographical 

market would have been.  

The Bio Ingredients division was mainly formed by the acquisitions of French Rhodia Food Ingredients (cultures 

and stabilizers) and American Genencor in 2004 and 2005 respectively. These acquisitions made the foundation 

for Danisco's growth in the enzymes and cultures markets (Gravitie Limited, 2007). With these acquisitions the 

corporate strategy in Danisco changed and expanded to cover more products and markets, than Danisco had 

operated in before the acquisitions. The next section will take a deeper look into the factors that caused the 

strategic changes and how these changes affected the divestment decision. 

 
Figure 12: Danisco organizational diagram 06/07 

 
Source: (Danisco, 2007b) 
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6.2 Motives and drivers 

In the annual report 06/07 Danisco launched a new strategy named “Unfolding the potential” this new strategy 

should strengthen the competitive advantage of Danisco through optimization of the organizational structure. 

The following section will comprise the motives and drivers that have caused the strategic changes and among 

other things resulted in the Flavours division being divested.  

 

Market position and financial performance 

The development and the growth of the Flavours division in Danisco was mainly a result of the acquisitions of 

Borthwicks Plc in 1997, Beck Flavors in 1998, Florida Flavors in 2001 and Perlarom in 2002 (Danisco, 2009c). 

These acquisitions developed the division and gave Danisco access to new products and markets in the flavor 

segment.  

In 2006 Danisco's Flavours division was ranked as number eight in the world measured by the size of revenue, 

but the division was still significantly smaller than the competitors in the sector. Danisco's Flavours division had 

a market share of 2-3% in the world market, which is a small market share in a market where consolidations 

had been in focus, resulting in an oligopoly market with few but powerful players. At the time of the 

divestment Firmenich was the third largest player in the flavor and fragrance market holding a market share of 

11% and revenue of $2,030 in 06/07 (Business Insights, 2008). 

In the annual report 2006/07 Danisco reported consolidated revenue of DKK 20.3 billion. As figure 13 show the 

Flavours division represented 8% of the Danisco's total revenue in 06/07 and by that the Flavours division was 

the smallest of the four divisions in the company.  

 
Figure 13: % of revenue by division 06/07                 Figure 14: Growth by division 05/06 and 06/07 

     
Source: Data from (Danisco, 2007b) and (Danisco, 2006 and 2007b). Author's own creation. 

 

In the annual report from 04/05 Danisco reported a negative revenue growth of 8% in the Flavours division. In 

05/06 and 06/07 Flavours experienced a growth of 1% and 0% and an organic growth of -2% and 2% 

respectively. The growth by the largest players in the flavor market was very driven by consolidation, Danisco 

did not acquire companies to support the Flavours division after 2002 and that made it hard for the division to 

expand its market share compared to the acquiring competitors. The sugar division experienced declining 

25%

33%8%

34%

Bio Ingredients Texturants & Sweeteners

Flavours Sugar

-15

-10

-5

0

5

10

15

20

Bio 
Ingredients

Texturants 
& 

Sweeteners

Flavours Sugar

Organic growth 05/06 Growth 05/06

Organic growth 06/07 Growth 06/07

119 %



37 

 

growth of -4% and -11% in 05/06 and 06/07, while the Bio-ingredients division experienced growth of 119% 

and 2% in 05/06 and 06/07, see figure 14 (organic growth for the Sugar Division were not published). The 

enormous growth in the Bio Ingredients division in 05/06 was due the acquisition of the remaining part of 

Genencor, which gave Danisco full ownership of Genencor. The Bio-division experienced an organic growth of 

3% and 6% in 05/06 and 06/07, also Texturants & Sweeteners experienced great organic growth of 7% and 6% 

in 05/06 and 06/07. The Bio-ingredients and Texturants & Sweeteners divisions were in 05/06 and 06/07 the 

fastest growing divisions in Danisco and at the same time the most profitable.  

 

Revenue separated in divisions was not published in 04/05, but the annual report state that the profit-margin 

in the Flavours division that year had been under pressure; if the total EBIT-margin of 13.8 % in the Ingredients 

division was corrected for the poor margin from the Flavours division the total EBIT margin would have meet 

the company's long-term target of 15 %. This showing that the Flavours division underperformed relative to the 

other divisions in the Ingredients sector. Despite the Flavours division's negative growth rate and inability to 

meet the financial targets Danisco still wrote in their annual report 04/05 "… (the) business model and the aim 

is unchanged; also making Danisco a major flavor business." (Danisco, 2005). In order to improve the financial 

results in the division a restructuring program was launched to reduce cost with DKK 75 million annually. At this 

point in time there were no signals from Danisco indicating a sale of the Flavours division.  Around two years 

after the above statement the Flavours division was sold off. 

 

Figure 15 show EBIT-margins in each of the four divisions for the years 05/06 and 06/07. In 05/06 and 06/07 

Danisco reported an EBIT-margin in the Flavours division of 5.6% and 7.2% respectively, making Flavours the 

leastless profitable division in Danisco. Further the EBIT-margin in Flavours was significantly lower than the 

long-term target in Danisco of a total EBIT-margin of at least 15% (Danisco, 2006). An EBIT-margin around 7% is 

significantly lower than the big competitors in the market. The company Givaudan which is the largest player in 

the flavor market had an operating margin of close to 19% in their flavor division in the year 2006. This 

indicates that Danisco's Flavours division was lacking behind on profitability in an attractive market with 

relatively high margins, indicating inefficiency in the division. The inefficiency was probably caused by the low 

market share and the lack of critical mass. It is important to notice that the Flavours division did not have 

negative financial results at the bottom-line; it simply performed poorer than expected compared to the 

market and the internal targets. The Flavours division's difficulties fulfilling the long-term targets are not only 

related to the internal inefficiency in Danisco caused by not holding critical mass, difficult market conditions 

also had its impact on the low ratios. Increasing and volatile raw material prices have had a strong effect on the 

profitability in the entire industry and the competitors have also been hit by the lower profit-margins. Divesting 

the Flavours division has lowered the risk and the impact from volatile raw material prices on the profitability 

in Danisco, since the Flavours division was very dependent on raw materials to produce the flavors (RB-Børsen, 

2007b).    
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Figure 15: EBIT-margin by division 

 
Source: (Danisco, 2006). Author's own creation. 

 

Figure 14 and 15 show that the Flavours division had slightly improved the financial results in the year prior to 

the divestment, but the EBIT-margin was still lacking behind the long-term target. Tom Knudsen, CEO of 

Danisco, expressed in relation to the divestment that the division was on its way to fulfill the financial targets 

and that he expected the Flavours division would have reached the financial targets within a matter of time. He 

further stated that the divestment of the Flavours division should not be seen in the context of unfulfilled 

financial targets, but as an opportunity to release resources that can be used to growth other places in the 

organization (RB-Børsen, 2007a).   
 

Figure 16: Danisco's competitors and global position 2009 

 
Source: (Danisco, 2009d)  

 

Figure 16 show Danisco's main competitors on the company’s main product categories, the bottom line in the 

figure show that Danisco at present have a preferred global position as number 1 or 2 in all of its product 
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categories. The figure above makes the Flavours division with a global position as number 8 looks like a 

strategic misfit.  

 

A comparison of the Flavours division with the competitors in the market and Danisco's financial target show 

that there were some degree of inefficiency in the Flavours division. This inefficiency has been caused by many 

factors, lack of critical mass, increasing raw material prices, consolidations in the market etc. All together this 

gives the picture that Danisco was not the optimal owner of the division at that specific time. Relating to the 

product life cycle, the Flavours division demanded increasing investments if the division should grow to the size 

of the largest competitors, this would be necessary if the division should deliver the long-term financial targets.  

 

New investment 

CEO of Danisco, Tom Knutzen stated shortly after the announcement of the divestiture that the sale was an 

opportunity to release resources that could be invested elsewhere in the organization (RB-Børsen, 2007a). The 

sale released more than one type of resources; obviously the sale provided Danisco with capital that could be 

invested other places in the organization, but also management resources were released. 

As described the acquisitions of Rhodia Food Ingredients and Genencor in 2004 and 2005 made the foundation 

for Danisco's growth in enzymes and cultures markets (Gravitie Limited, 2007). As figure 14 and 15 shows, 

these divisions had more attractive EBIT-margins and growth rates than the Flavours division, why a further 

investment in these markets was attractive. The Flavours division did not lose money on the bottom-line, but 

the opportunity cost existing in Danisco could deliver a better return to shareholders. Tom Knutzen expressed 

that the sale would allocate more capital to R&D in the Genecor division, indicating that the sale would give 

Danisco the possibility of investing in high growth divisions of the company. The released capital would give 

Danisco the opportunity to further expand their core business and develop the identified core competencies. 

Also the market analysts found that the sale would give Danisco the financial muscles to buy when the 

opportunity was there (Larsen, 2007).  

Besides capital the sale released management resources that could be focused on the development of the 

divisions where the core competencies was identified, in this way the divestment worked as cost monitoring, 

securing that the available resources was used in the best possible way. In relation to the press conference 

when the sale was announced, Tom Knutzen expressed that acquisitions in the long run now would have 

priority for the company (RB-Børsen, 2007a).  

 

The sale of the Flavours division was not made to release production facilities, R&D resources etc., earlier 

exploited of the Flavours division, to the remaining part of the company, since all these types of resources was 

part of the sale to Firmenich. These resources have probably been asset specific and it has not been feasible to 

re-use these resources other places in the company, why they were a part of the sale.  

 

Besides the sale Danisco and Firmenich agreed on a strategic partnership agreement. The agreement should 

give Danisco access to Firmenich's product offerings to the food industry (Danisco, 2007a). Danisco have had a 

strategy of being a "One stop-supplier" in ingredients for its customers. When selling the Flavours division 

Danisco would no longer fulfill this strategy, but by engaged in a partnership agreement with Firmenich, 

Danisco could still be able to supply full-service to its customers. The partnership agreement was not specified 
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by the parties in the announcement of the deal. A formal agreement was decided upon in October 2007 and 

launched from January 2008 (RB-Børsen, 2007f).  

 

Overall corporate strategy prior to the divestment 

Looking at the development in growth rates and profitability in each of the divisions in Danisco the sale of the 

Flavours division from a financial point of view looks very reasonable. The development of Danisco in the 

recent years indicates that there has been a strategic shift since the acquisition of Genencor, a shift that have 

moved the focus of the company.  

 

Tom Knutzen was appointed CEO in Danisco A/S from august 2006, since his appointment the company has 

been ongoing restructurings and organizational changes that have developed the company to what it is today. 

In September 2006 the company announced a restructure and organizational change of the Ingredients division 

that made the company go from nine to four divisions. The drivers behind the organizational changes were to 

get a simplified organization, better cost monitoring and economies of scale (Raastrup, 2006).  

 

The acquisitions in the enzymes and cultures markets were carried out by the former CEO in Danisco Alf Duch-

Pedersen, but the divestitures of Flavours and later the Sugar division has been carried out by the new CEO 

Tom Knutzen, appointed in august 2006. This could be an indicator that new strategic plans of entering new 

markets and products was developed in the time of Alf Duch-Pedersen, but that a real focused strategy was not 

developed before Tom Knutzen was in power.  

 

With the acquisition of Genencor and Rhodia Food Ingredients the focus changed and in a short time the core 

business changed from producing sugar, flavors and other ingredients to producing enzymes and bio-based 

ingredients. The head-line of Danisco's webpage presenting the company's strategy is "Bio-based ingredient 

solutions – our future platform" (Danisco, 2009g).  

The Flavours division and the Sugar division has historically been the core business in Danisco and the 

divestments happened shortly after a change in the top management.  

 

The organizational diagrams below show the structure of Danisco prior and post to the divestment of the 

Flavours division. The diagram show that the sell-off of the Flavours division have been a part of a larger 

organizational restructuring, where Genencor have been separated in an independent division in the same way 

as the Sugar division. This has been a way of explicit show that the strategy has been focused on some 

divisions, giving investors a better possibility of finding the real value of the entire company. 
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Figure 17: Organization diagram 2007/08      Figure 18: Organization diagram 2009 

        
Source: (Danisco, 2008)       Source: (Danisco, 2009e) 

 

It is difficult to determine whether the divestiture of Flavours should have been carried out earlier, but looking 

at the situation where a new CEO choose to divest the division less than a year after his appointment, there 

could be indication that the old management team had difficulties or incentives that postponed the sale of the 

division. 

 

Takeover defense 

In the years prior to the divestment of the Flavours division there have been speculations of whether Danisco 

was a possible target for corporate raiders. With a diversified business portfolio spread out on markets and 

products and without a real focused strategy, Danisco could be a target for corporate raiders, which could see 

a potential in buying the company and selling it in parts. Dependent on the intent of the acquirer, it could 

choose to sell the entire company in parts, the rationale would be that each of the division was not big enough 

compared with the competitors in their markets and therefore it would be appropriate as takeover targets for 

the competitors. Another possibility could be that the acquiring company would develop a focused strategy 

and keep and invest in parts of the business portfolio and sell off the divisions that were not part of the 

focused strategy. A combination of these two situations is very similar to the process that Danisco went 

through with after the appointment of Tom Knutzen. 

There are no majority owner of Danisco in form of a fund or the like, the ownership are split out on 

institutional and private investors and this ownership structure would have made a takeover of the company 

relatively easy (RB-Børsen, 2007c). 

The divestiture of the Flavours division should not be seen as a direct takeover defense, but the developed 

focused strategy and a less diversified business portfolio have definitely decreased the probability of a takeover 

significantly and a takeover of the company today seems very unlikely especially after the divestment of the 

Sugar division. 

 

Unlocking hidden value changing the organization 

Commentators in the market have expressed that the diversity of the different divisions in Danisco for a long 

time had been problematic for investors trying to value the company (RB-Børsen, 2007k). In line with theory on 
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diversified companies this can result in the company being priced with a discount due to the difficulties of 

valuing the diversity of the company. These difficulties can result in the market valuing the company's shares 

with a discount. This can have effect on the company's ability to raise capital. With a focused strategy on Bio-

based ingredients making this Danisco's new core business and the divestment of Flavours, Danisco's main 

competitors changed. Figure 16 show Danisco's competitors in the different business segments. The largest 

competitor within the production of enzymes is the Danish company Novozymes that holds a market share of 

44% of the global market (March 2007) in comparison Danisco had a market share of 20%, making the two 

companies the largest players in the sector. It is therefore interesting to see how the company is priced 

compared to each other and if there have been a shift in this relative pricing in the time around the divestiture 

of the Flavours division. When doing this type of comparison it is important that the companies are in the same 

industry and segment, next that they have the same risk profile both financial and operational, that they use 

the same accounting principles and last the same growth potential. Due to the differences in business portfolio, 

Danisco and Novozymes are not perfectly alike in these three areas, though they have a high degree of 

similarities that justify the comparison. The companies are main competitors and are both listed on the 

Copenhagen Stock Exchange making their main capital market identical.  

 
Figure 19: Danisco share price discount relative to Novozymes share price 

 
Source: Data from Factset. Author's own creation. 

 

The lines in the above figure show the pricing of Danisco and Novozymes based on the companies' actual P/E 

level back from 2003 to 2008. The bars in the figure show the relative pricing discount of Danisco against 

Novozymes, showing that Danisco in 2008 was priced with a discount of approx. 40 % compared to the pricing 

for Novozymes. It is clearly that there has been a shift in the relatively pricing discount between the two 

companies from 2007 to 2008, which was the year of the divestment of the Flavours division. The pricing of 

Novozymes (light blue line) from 2007 and 2008 did not change much, why most of the change in the relative 

pricing difference can be assigned to Danisco, which the dark blue line shows. P/E will in theory rise after 

divestments, assuming that the share price is constant, because earnings will fall. On the other hand will a 

share buyback have a negative effect on P/E because the earnings per share will increase when the number of 

shares decreases. The reduction in the relative pricing discount is not entirely related to the more focused 
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strategy and less diversification, besides the above mentioned changes is also related to the differences in the 

two companies' risk profile, business portfolio and growth perspective. Though the change in the pricing of the 

Danisco share mean that the market is willing to pay more for one DKK of earnings in 2008 than they were in 

2007, making it easier for Danisco to raise capital.   

 

Incentives 

As shown in the theoretical examination of the divestiture drivers, management can have incentives that can 

work as drivers for or against divesting a part of the company. Danisco's published "Guidelines for incentive 

programs for management" reveal that management incentive contracts can contain non-share-based 

instruments that affect the size of the bonus. Dansico define that these non-share-based instruments can be 

subject for a specific event for example a divestment or an acquisition (Danisco, 2007f). It is very normal that 

management are remunerated based on non-share-based instruments that could be growth in size of revenue, 

number of employees, acquisitions etc. The theory state that size-measures could make management reluctant 

to divest, since this could have a negative effect on the managers incentive program because a divestment can 

increase revenue etc. It is not possible based on the available information from Danisco to determine in what 

degree the incentive remuneration scheme can have affected managements' personal incentive to divest. 

According to the guidelines, Danisco is aware that divestitures can be value creating for shareholders and 

thereby divestitures should not have a negative effect on management's incentives programs. Many incentive 

schemes also consists of stock options which gives management incentives to make decisions that will increase 

the share price, this will be value creating for both the management and the shareholders of the company.  

 

Firmenich  

The acquisition of Danisco's Flavours division made Firmenich a world leader in ingredients for fragrances and 

flavors, by expanding its product offerings and market coverage and by reinforcing Firmenich existing position 

(Firmenich, 2007). Firmenich states that the acquisition was in line with the long-term strategy of organic 

growth and acquisitions that could complement the existing product portfolio. Firmenich's drivers were basic 

growth drivers of developing and expanding the current position.  None of the companies revealed who took 

the initiative to the deal, but CEO Tom Knutzen said that the deal aroused from a good dialog and a shared 

view on the need for consolidations and cooperation in the market. This could indicate that the communication 

between Danisco and Firmenich initially were concerned with the strategic partnership agreement, but 

developed to a sales agreement as well as a strategic partnership agreement. 

 

6.3 Result of the divestment 

The stock analysts reactions to Danisco's divestment, published in the business medias was overall very 

positive, analysts stated the sale as a positive event for Danisco and its shareholders and that the deal price 

was in the high end of the expected (RB-Børsen 2007b, 2007d, 2007e). In regards to the Strategic partnership 

agreement the analysts were modest with the expectations, the agreement were not specified upon the 

announcement, for this reason it was uncertain how it would affect Danisco after the sale. The analysts though 

find that the strategic partnership agreement could strengthen Danisco’s position as a one-stop supplier, 

because the agreement would let Danisco market the products to the small and medium size customers, while 

Firmenich can market the products to the large customers (RB-Børsen 2007b, 2007d, 2007e). 
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In relation to the announcement of the deal, Danisco announced that it would reduce its debt and use approx. 

DKK 500,000 on a share buyback program in the last six months of 2007. Looking back at the development of 

Danisco after the sale of Flavours the company has not made any acquisitions since the acquisition of Genecor 

in 2005, this indicating that Danisco did not sell Flavours as a result of an open acquisition option. Instead the 

released resources have been used to invest in existing parts of the business. The positive market reaction to 

the sale price of Flavours and the fact that Danisco have not made acquisitions since Genencor could indicate 

that the sale of Flavours was carried out because an option to sell the division for a good price suddenly 

occurred. 

  

Event study 

In the case of the divestment of the Flavours division by Danisco, the market had rumors of the divestment 

shortly prior the deal was announced by Danisco. Figure 20 below show the timeline of the divestment process. 

As respond to the rumors in the market Danisco confirmed in the evening of May 2nd 2007 that negotiations 

were going on, concerning a possible sale of the Flavours division. The next day the deal was announced. When 

the sale was announced the deal was ready to be completed as soon as relevant competitor authorities had 

approved the agreement, why the time between the announcement and completion was relatively short.   
 

Figure 20: Danisco divestment of the Flavours division 

 
Source: Data from Zephyr. Author's own creation.  

 

Table 4 show the abnormal return (AR) on the Danisco share relative to the OMXC index. The table also lists the 

statistical t value and the cumulative abnormal return (CAR). At the announcement day of the sell-off the share 

had a positive abnormal return of 2.69%, with a t value of 2.7138, which make the abnormal return significant 

larger than zero. This result is in line with hypothesis 1. The table shows that the share experienced an 

abnormal return in the two days prior to the official announcement, day -2 had an AR of 1.89% with a t value of 

1.9092 and day -1 had AR of 3.26% with a t value of 3.2956, which were larger than the abnormal return on the 

announcement day. 

Figure 21 show the abnormal return and the cumulative abnormal return on the Danisco share for the 21 day 

event period (day -10 to day +10). The figure clearly shows that the market had rumors of the deal prior to the 

official announcement, which resulted in the positive abnormal returns of 1.89% and 3.26% for the 

shareholders in the days -2 and -1, indicating that the rumors had resulted in a large abnormal return even 

before the announcement. In this case the valuation effects of the announcement of the sell-off were partly 

incorporated in the share price in the days prior to the official announcement.  

The cumulative excess return of the Danisco share was 3.93% over the 21 days event period. The figure show 

that the share experienced negative abnormal returns especially at day +3 and +4, which could be seen as a 

correction of the positive returns in the days around the announcement. One stock analyst said the day after 

the announcement that he found the stock price increases around the announcement date was out of 

02.05.07 
Rumor in the market

03.05.07 
Danisco announces divestment 

(Event date) 

01.07.07 
The deal is completed as expected
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proportions, since the Flavours division only accounted for a smaller proportion of the business (RB-Børsen, 

2007b).  

Table 5 show the cumulative abnormal return in selected intervals, the CAR for the period from day -2 to day 0 

were 7.84% and statistical significant with a t value of 4.5718, also the period from day -1 to day 0 and the 

period from day -1 to day +1 had significant positive cumulative abnormal returns of 5.95% and 5.88% 

respectively. The period from day -10 to day -2 gives a positive cumulative abnormal return of 0.62% while the 

period +2 till +10 gives a negative  cumulative abnormal return of -2.57%. This result is in line with the 

observations of the large event study that also observed negative cumulative abnormal returns in the period 

post the announcement.  
 

Table 4: Event study observations of AR and CAR          Table 5: CAR of selected periods 

Day AR t CAR  Period CAR t 

-10 -1.45% -1.4644 -1.45%  -2 to 0 7.84% 4.5718* 

-9 -0.64% -0.6502 -2.09%  -1 to 0 5.95% 4.2493* 

-8 -0.10% -0.0970 -2.19%  -1 to +1 5.88% 3.4283* 

-7 0.36% 0.3634 -1.83%  -10 to -2 0.62% 0.2093 

-6 0.44% 0.4395 -1.40%  +2 o +10 -2.57% -0.8660 

-5 0.05% 0.0501 -1.35%  -10 to +10 3.93% 0.8659 

-4 0.09% 0.0910 -1.26%     

-3 -0.01% -0.0136 -1.27%     

-2 1.89% 1.9092 0.62%     

-1 3.26% 3.2956* 3.89%     

0 2.69% 2.7138* 6.58%     

1 -0.07% -0.0714 6.50%     

2 0.83% 0.8336 7.33%     

3 -0.77% -0.7734 6.56%     

4 -0.65% -0.6542 5.92%     

5 -0.24% -0.2433 5.68%     

6 -0.12% -0.1215 5.55%     

7 0.04% 0.0438 5.60%     

8 -0.04% -0.0427 5.56%     

9 -0.12% -0.1237 5.43%     

10 -1.50% -1.5164 3.93%     

Source: Author's own creation 
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Figure 21: Daily AR around the event date and CAR of the 21 days period  

 
Source: Data from Factset, 2009. Author's own creation. 

 

The event study of the divestment of the Flavours division by Danisco show that the divestment had a short-

term positive effect on the share price and by that were value creating to the shareholders of the company. 

 

6.4 Conclusion 

The case study analysis of the divestment of the Flavours division shows that the divestment was overall very 

strategic. The divisions inability to meet the long-term financial targets have definitely been one of the reasons 

why Danisco divested the business unit, though it is important to notice that the division have not performed 

negative results on the bottom-line prior to the divestment. A divestment of Flavours allowed Danisco to 

increase their investments in the new core business areas that were performing better than the Flavours 

division both in terms of EBIT-margins and growth. Danisco used the divestment of the Flavours division to 

focus its strategy on a new core business area, having high growth rates and preferable profit-margins.  

 

Researching the history of Danisco and its involvement in acquisitions and divestitures gives the sense that 

Danisco is aware of the potential of using divestitures as a value creating option and constantly seeking to 

evaluate their business portfolio to ensure that the optimal fit between focused strategy and their 

organizational structure. Evaluating the business portfolio ensure that the company only holds on the business 

units, where Danisco is the optimal owner. 

 

Danisco did not have acquisition plans in the pipeline at the time of the divestment, why it seems unlikely that 

the management should have chosen to divest the Flavours division as a cheap way of raising capital.  

Analyzing the divestment decision it seems very strategic, though the market reactions to the price and the 

process around the deal indicate that the deal might have been realized due to a number of coincidences.  
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Danisco had probably identified that a more optimal owner of the Flavours division existed however, it did not 

seem that the sell-off happened after a search for the optimal owner but more as a coincidence were Danisco 

had already established contact with Firmenich due to the development of the strategic partnership 

agreement. Had the sales price not been attractive, Danisco would have retained the division in their 

operations and not divested, even though they had identified themselves as the non-optimal owner of the 

division.  
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7. Divestment of Brdr. Hartmann's activities in South America 

This case study will show a divestment that was motivated by the poor financial performance in the divested 

division. A poor performance that among other things was driven by a misfit between core competencies in 

Hartmann and customer demands in South America. The case study will also show that the market reactions 

are not always easy to interpret on the share price reaction in relation to the sales announcement.  

 

Type of divestment 

After several years of unstable and poor performance in South America and after scrutinizing the options for 

structural initiatives that could solve the problems in the region, Hartmann in August 2006 decided to put its 

activities in South America up for sale. In the Q2 presentation in 2006 Hartmann announced that it would sell 

its South American activities and that this decision was an outcome of a strategic investigation of possible 

options (Hartmann, 2006b). At the time of this announcement no buyer was officially identified. Hartmann 

succeeded selling the activities, that consisted of three production plants in Brazil and Argentina, nine months 

later to the Danish Lactosan Sanovo Holding A/S. Lactosan Sanovo Holding A/S is a producer of cheese powder, 

egg products and production machinery for the egg and dairy production. Lactosan Sanovo Holding A/S (from 

now on Lactosan Sanovo) is privately held and owned by the Danish businessman Thor Stadil and his family and 

is a part of the Thornico A/S that also holds companies within shipping, textiles and real estate (Sanovo, 2009).   

 

The divestment of the activities in South America was made as an asset sale where Lactosan Sanovo took 

control of the assets and operations in South America. Hartmann retained a piece of land in South America that 

they expected to sell to third party before the end of 2007. The sales deal involved an agreement of 5-year 

distribution of the profit between Hartmann and Lactosan Sanovo. The sales price of the operations in South 

America has not been disclosed, but Hartmann reported in the sales announcement that the sale gave a 

negative result of DKK 50 million on discontinued operations and that this effect had not been included in the 

expectation for the year 2007 (Hartmann, 2007a). 

 

As the case study will show this sale contained several announcements to the public before the deal was 

closed. A detailed timeline of the sales process in showed in figure 27. 

 

7.1 Company description 

The history of Hartmann goes back to 1917 where three Danish brothers inherited a paper bag plant from their 

farther. Today Hartmann has production facilities in Europe and North America and work as a manufacturer 

and supplier of moulded-fibre packaging products produced from recycled paper. Hartmann's business is 

focused on moulded-fibre packaging for eggs, fruit and industry products. The industry products are especially 

used for consumer electronics.  The company also develops technology and produces machinery for moulded-

fibre production (Hartmann, 2009a). 98% of Hartmann's production is sold outside Denmark and before 

divesting the operations in South America the company employed a total 2,300 employees (Hartmann, 2006a). 

The European activities have historical been the base of the company and Hartmann established its operation 

in South America in the 1997 and 1998 while the activities in North America was acquired in 2002. 
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7.2 Drivers and motives 

Markets 

In the time before the divestment Hartmann was operating with four core business areas; Eggs & Fruit 

Packaging Europe, Eggs & Fruit Packaging North America, Eggs & Fruit Packaging South America, Industrial 

Packaging and Others. Hartmann organizational structure is mainly geographical oriented, which is related to 

the location of the production facilities.   

The moulded-fibre packaging market is dominated by three major suppliers of which Hartmann is one of them; 

together these companies represent 50% of the global sale. The rest of the market is covered by a number of 

small local companies. The customer demand and the number of players in the market vary across the 

geographical markets. In Europe customers demand high quality products and the market are dominated by 

large suppliers. In the South American market the customers demand low price products, which demand the 

suppliers to produce products in an inferior quality. This market is dominated by a number of smaller local 

producers. 

Hartmann's distribution of revenue by products has not changed noticeably over the last years, where sales 

have been more or less stable in all the markets. Hartmann had total revenue of DKK 1,569 million in 2005 and 

DKK 1,491 million in 2008. The figures below show revenue distributed by geography in 2005 and 2008. The 

company today is mainly operating in Europe and North America. 

  
Figure 22: Revenue breakdown on geography 2005  Figure 23: Revenue breakdown on geography 2008 

   
Source: Data from Hartmann 2006a. Author's own creation. 

 

The number of business areas Hartmann is operating is relatively limited, and the company will not be 

characterized as a diversified company. Hartmann's operations are spread geographical, but not in significantly 

different business segments. Therefore, this divestment is not related with any of the diversification drivers 

examined in the theory section. Neither can this divestment be seen as an attempt to unlock hidden investor 

value in terms of the diversification discount. 
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Financial performance 

"After a number of years with considerable accumulated losses in South America, Brødrene Hartmann A/S in 

2006 decided to put its South American companies up for sale." This was the opening line in the Stock Exchange 

announcement by Hartmann when they announced the sales agreement with Lactosan Sanovo in April 2007. 

This statement indicates that the main driver behind the divestment was the poor financial results in South 

America over the past years.  

 

The following section will examine the causes that led to the poor financial performance in South America and 

in the end to a divestment of the operations.  

 

Figure 24 shows the EBIT-margins in each of the four main divisions in Hartmann prior to the divestment. The 

fluctuations in the profit-margins show the instability of the operations in South America and North America. 

The performance in Europe and in the Industrial packaging division shows a more stabile profitability over the 

nine year long period. As showed Egg and fruit packaging is the largest business area in Hartmann's business 

portfolio. The company has experienced great success in Europe as producer and supplier of these products, 

but extraordinary difficulties producing these products outside of Europe. 

 
Figure 24: EBIT margin by division from 2000 till 2008 

 
Source: Data from Hartmann 2004, 2006b, 2009a. Author's own creation. 

 

In 2001 the South American operations delivered an EBIT margin of 7%, which were close to the EBIT-margin of 

13% in the European operations. The following two years, 2002 and 2003, the division performed a significant 

loss. As a respond to the poor performance the management team launched a turnaround plan for the 

operations in South American. As part of the turnaround plan the Danish management team in South America 
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was replaced with a new local South American management team. The poor performance was according to 

Hartmann caused by devaluing exchange rates, increasing paper and energy prices (RB-Børsen, 2003).  

 

In September 2004 the CEO of Hartmann, Asger Domino, expected the South American division to generate 

positive results for the year (RB-Børsen, 2004). In line with the expectations of the CEO the South American 

activities in 2004 performed a slightly positive annual result with an EBIT-margin of 2%. It had taken Hartmann 

two years to turn around the poor performing activities and the CEO stated that they were ready to get the 

optimal outcome of the operations, when the South American economy would turn around. In 2005 the South 

American activities again performed poorly, this time due to avian flu, devaluating exchange rates and general 

bad economical climate in the region. In the annual report from 2005 the company wrote about the activities in 

South America: "The situation is unsatisfactory, and the Group will respond by means of structural initiatives." 

(Hartmann, 2006a), indicating that larger initiatives than the turnaround plan would be put in play. This 

statement started speculations in the market of a possible sale of the activities in South America (RB-Børsen, 

2006b).  

Besides structural initiatives the management expected that the strategy of earnings growth in Hartmann's 

core business, should be driven by focus on three areas; efficiency in production processes to reduce costs, 

revenue growth achieved by development of new products or delivery services, and establishment in new 

markets for industrial packaging. This was the overall strategy communicated by management in the annual 

report 2005 and had been the strategy of the company for some years (Hartmann, 2006a).  

 

Incentives 

The activities in South America had been in a constant turnaround situation for around four years before 

Hartmann decided to put the activities up for sale. If the financial results in 2004 also had been negative, it 

could be expected that management would have put the activities up for sale earlier. The positive result in 

2004 gave the management exactly what they hoped; a signal that the turnaround plan had worked. This 

probably made it difficult for management to keep the skeptical assessment of whether the operations had 

really improved the efficiency.  

 

This case have a strong indication of some of the factors that Boot (1992) present in his "Why hang on to 

losers" article. He argues that management is reluctant to sell off assets, because this could indicate that the 

management team has made an initial bad investment. The activities in South America were acquired in 1997 

and 1998 and were less than ten years old in the control of Hartmann at the time of the divestment. As an 

extension of Boot's argument Cho and Cohen (1997) argues that the management is ready to sell of the poor 

performing assets at the time the assets performance starts to affect the overall performance of the company. 

The announcement of the sell-off was made in relation with the announcement of the 2006 second quarter 

result that showed an EBIT-margin of -6% compared to an EBIT-margin of 7% at the Q2 presentation in 2005. 

This shows that management may have been reluctant to divest the activities in South America due to negative 

reputation effects.  

 

A reading of the "General guidelines for incentive pay schemes in Brødrene Hartmann A/S" show that 

management can be remunerated by the use of share options (Hartmann, 2009c). These will give the 

management an incentive to produce results that gives short term value creation in form of share price 
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increases. These share options should give management incentives to act in the interest of the shareholders. 

Share options can also have negative effect on management incentives, because the management will be more 

concerned with the short run value creation than the long run value creation. In the case of Hartmann it is 

imaginable that management knew that it would be difficult to sell the activities at book value and that an 

announcement of the sale and the economical effects of the sale would be a negative surprise for the market 

and result in a negative development of the stock price. This would make management reluctant to divest 

because of the negative effect on the share price. This discussion is a matter of asymmetric information 

between the principal and the agent. The guidelines published on the company's webpage do not contain any 

information on remuneration in relation to acquisition and divestment activities and the affect of these 

activities on the size of remuneration (Hartmann, 2009c). It is therefore very difficult to determine in what 

degree remuneration can have affected the managements incentives to divest the activities in South America.  

 

Core competencies 

Hartmann was market leader in the South American region both in terms of volume, product range and quality 

(Hartmann, 2006a). But the customers did not demand quality, they demanded low prices and with fierce 

competition Hartmann's profit margins were under pressure. The global packaging industry have been marked 

by a wave of consolidations, this tendency had not yet reached the South American market, which made the 

competition in the region more fierce than other places, because there were a large number of small local 

producers. Asger Domino stated that the company had two options regarding its operations in South America 

either it could invest in market consolidations to expand its market share or put the activities up for sale. The 

South American market mainly demand mass produced products, which is distinct from Hartmann's other 

markets where high quality products are demanded. The market situation in the region made the competition 

fierce and the demand for Hartmanns core competency was not present in a sufficient scale. The CEO stated 

that Hartmann's core competencies lie in production of high quality products, why he did not see an attempt to 

increase the market share by consolidations as an option for Hartmann (RB-Børsen, 2006a). 

 

At the same time the company had experienced similar bad results in the North America, mainly due to 

fluctuations in exchange rates. The reason why Hartmann did not plan to divest the activities in the North 

America as well was, according to Hartmann, the differences in the demand in the two markets. The North 

American market demands primarily quality products, which is in line with the core competencies that 

Hartmann explore in Europe. The European activities are the core business in the company, this is the only 

place where operations are running efficiently and the financial performance has been stable over the last five 

years. There are similarities between the situation and the handling of the situation by the management team, 

in both cases there are conditions that could be set in relation to the arguments of Boot (1992).  

 

New Management – New Strategy 

In May 2006 the CEO Asger Domino announced that he would resign as soon as a new CEO of Hartmann was 

appointed. Asger Domino motivated his resigning with the need for a management shift in the company (RB-

Børsen, 2006c). At this point the decision to sell the activities in South America had not been announced, but it 

was clear that Hartmann needed to come up with a rescue plan to turn around the activities in South America. 

The CFO, Michael Lyng, explained that the appointment of a new CEO and the establishment of a rescue plan 

were independent activities that would not have effect on each other. The rescue plan for South America 
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would be established when the management team had a sufficient platform for making the right decision for 

the activities in South America (RB-Børsen, 2006d). In August 2006 in relation to the announcement of the half-

yearly results Hartmann announced that it had put the activities up for sale. 

 

In October 2006, two months after the activities in South America was put up for sale, Peter Arndrup Poulsen 

took over as new CEO in Hartmann. In November 2006 the CFO Michael Lyng resigned. At this point no sales 

agreement was reached with a potential buyer. The four managers that formed the executive management in 

the beginning of 2006 were all resigned or fired by February 2007 (Christensen, et al., 2007). 

With the new management team and CEO came a new strategy that had focus on the bottom-line results 

instead of revenue growth, which had been the strategic focus for a couple of years before Peter Arndrup 

Poulsen was appointed new CEO (RB-Børsen, 2007i). Asger Domino's strategic focus had been increasing the 

sales volume a strategy that had made Hartmann good at developing new products, but the company had not 

been able to make money elsewhere than Europe at the same time. This study shows that the decision to 

divest the activities in South America was made based on the poor performance in the division and not on an 

overall new strategy in the company. Domino focused on increased sales and this was clear in his 

argumentation in relation to the announcement of putting the activities for sale. At that time he stated that the 

only two option in South America was to either invest (expand sales) or divest (RB-Børsen, 2006a).  

 

Peter Arndrup Poulsen did not have impact on the decision to sell the activities, since this decision was made 

before his entrance in the company, but he was responsible for the sales agreement with Thor Stadil. Peter 

Arndrup Poulsen said that he was proud that the company has had the courage to carry out the sale of the 

activities in South America. The comment might be directed at the previous management team and be an 

indication of that the old management team should have taken the decision to sell the activities years before. It 

is the same argument that could be found in the research of Boot (1992).  

Peter Arndrup Poulsen said that Hartmann would rather follow the successes in Europe than the fiascos in 

South America, stating that core business and core competencies lies in the company's activities in Europe.  

 

Ownership structure  

The ownership structure in Hartmann has been object for a lot of debate regarding how to secure efficient 

operations in the company. The three brothers, who founded the company, set up the Brødrene Hartmann 

Foundation in 1964. The foundation inherited the brothers' ownership stake in the company after their death 

and has historically been majority owner of the company. The objective of the foundations is to provide 

financial assistance in social, humanitarian, cultural, educational and scientific matters, and furthermore to 

secure the best operations of Hartmann A/S for the employees and shareholders of the company (Brødrene 

Hartmanns Fond, 2009). Therefore the foundation has historically held a large stake in the company. This type 

of Foundation is in academic literature normally referred to as an industrial foundation (Thomsen & Rose, 

2004), which objective is to be the owner of a specific company. 

The Hartmann shares were originally arranged in three categorizes; A, AA and B. The A and AA shares 

represented 10 votes per share, whereas the B shares represented 1 vote per share (Hartmann, 2006a). The B-

shares are listed at the Copenhagen Stock Exchange, while the Foundation held all existing A and AA shares, 

the charter of the foundation, do not allow for these share categories to be sold. Brødrene Hartmann's 

Foundation held A, AA and B shares, whereas the remaining major shareholder only held b shares, which left 
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the foundation with the majority of the voting rights, securing that no shareholders from the outside could 

vote against the Foundation and by that the Foundation completely blocked the market of corporate control.  

 
Figure 25: Majority owners holding >5% stake, 2005  Figure 26: Majority owners' voting rights %, 2005 

   
Source: Data: Hartmann, 2006a. Author's own creation. 

 

The Hartmann foundation has publicly been criticized for not putting enough pressure on the management to 

turn around the poor performing company and many have indicated that the company would be better off 

with one or more strong private investors (RB-Børsen, 2007g). As a result of the critique the foundation and the 

company in July 2008 merged the three categorizes of shares to one single category, where one share 

represent one vote. This has changed the power of the foundation significantly and the ownership structure of 

the company today has changed in such that the institutional investors can have influence of the company. 

Figure 25 and 26 shows the distribution of shares and voting rights on major shareholders (holding more than 

5% of the shares) in 2005. Today the Brdr. Hartmann Foundations holds a 12.2% stake of the ownership and 

voting rights (2008) (Hartmann, 2009a). 

Industry foundations is most common in the North Europe and very rarer in the US and United Kingdom. The 

non-profit condition and the non-existence of owners make foundation ownership a discussed topic among 

researcher, since the foundation ownership structure is inconsistent with rational profit maximizing behavior. 

These foundations have no owners and are non-profit entities giving them very few incentives for acting with a 

profit maximizing behavior. According to theory these foundations would have no incentive to put pressure on 

the management of the company, since nobody in the Foundation is personally benefitting from optimizing the 

efficiency of the company. The findings on foundation-owned companies' performance relative to other more 

theoretical efficient ownership structures are inconsistent with theory on this field. Thomsen and Rose (2004) 

find that foundation-owned companies perform at least as well as other companies in terms of stock 

performance, firm value and accounting profitability. Other empirical studies also fail to find a negative 

performance effect of foundation ownership (Thomsen, 1996 and 1999). In general there is no negative effect 

of foundation ownership on the company's performance, which is probably why there in Denmark still exist a 
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number of very successful companies where foundations hold a majority of the ownership; Carlsberg, Novo 

Nordisk, Maersk etc. 

 

It is difficult to assign the poor performance of Hartmann to the foundation ownership, though this ownership 

structure may have contributed to a long process with only a limited portion of action; no consequences for 

top management, few consequences for local management and no consequences for the poor performing 

business units.  In the case of Hartmann there might be basis to doubt the positive effect of the foundation 

ownership. The foundation ownership have worked as a stop block for potentially corporate raiders, 

competitors or private equity companies that could see potential in optimizing the company and increasing the 

profit margins. A takeover of the poor performing units may have been the best way to turn around the 

company.  

 

Takeover defense 

There are no indications that the sale of the activities in South America was a takeover defense. The ownership 

structure at the time of the divestment, made it very difficult for any company or corporate raider to take over 

the company. In October 2007, five months after the divestment, Thor Stadil, owner of Lactosan Sanovo 

Holding offered to buy the Hartmann Foundation's stake in Hartmann. At that time Thor Stadil already owned 

more than 5 % of the shares in Hartmann and had just acquired the activities in South America. After buying 

Hartmanns activities in South American, Thor Stadil found that the operations in South America were not 

operated efficient. He motivated his interest in the foundation's stake by his knowledge to how the company 

was run after buying the activities is South America. Further he explained that he was already an investor in the 

company and had seen this investment loosing value over the last years, why he would like to be involved. He 

was sure that his knowledge of the industry could contribute to make Hartmann a more efficient company (RB-

Børsen, 2007l). The foundation denied the proposal, but changed as mentioned the share classes such that all 

shares had equal voting rights.  

 

Thor Stadil's acquisition motives 

Lactosan Sanovo was operating in related industries in South American when Hartmann put their activities up 

for sale. This made the activities interesting for Lactosan Sanovo. Lactosan Sanovo is a privately owned 

company and therefore no announcements have been made to the public in relation to the sale, but 

researching the business press in relation to the sell-off revealed some of the motives that have made Thor 

Stadil acquiring the activities. At the time prior to the sale Thor Stadil was more or less involved with 

Hartmann, he owned more than 5% of the shares in the company and he was running as candidate for Board of 

Directors at the coming annual general meeting. He pulled back his candidature due the sales negotiations. As 

discussed earlier he officially criticized the foundation for not putting enough pressure on the management and 

later he offered to buy the share stake from the foundation. Thor Stadil has later also showed his interest in 

buying the activities in North America, activities that Hartmann has considered to divest as well. All these 

attempts to be involved in Hartmann show that the operations of the company were of great interest for him, 

and may indicate that Thor Stadil have been interested in taking over the entire company, but the foundations 

ownership have until April 2008 made this impossible.   
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The figure below shows the sales process listing the relevant announcements along the way. 

 
Figure 27: Timeline of divestment of Brdr. Hartmann's activities in the South America 

 
Source: RB-Børsen, Author's own creation. 

 

7.3 Result of the divestment 

As figure 27 show the sales process was marked by a number of announcements along the process, this seems 

to indicate that Hartmann through the sales process realized that it would be difficult to sell the activities in 

South America at the book value, why they wrote down the book value by DKK 125 million in February 2007. 

After completing the sales process Hartmann realized a total loss on the activities in South America of DKK 237 

million in 2007 and the CEO stated that he was unsatisfied by the size of the loss that they had to realize in 

relation to the sale (RB-Børsen, 2007m), this seems to indicate that the company probably expected to sell the 

activities at a better price at the time, when they were put up of sale.  

 

Market reactions 

The reactions to the sales agreement announced 27th April 2007 were twofold. The analysts on one hand 

argued that the sale was a good event in the long run because it would give management time and tranquility 

to get the company on the right track (RB-Børsen, 2007o). On the other hand most of the analysts found that 

the sales price was very low (RB-Børsen, 2007n).  

One analyst explained that the decision to sell was made a long time before the announcement of the sales 

agreement and that the sale would allow the company to move on. Another analyst argued that the sale was a 

good decision in the long run, but that the company still had some cleaning up to do, probably referring to the 

activities in North America. The stock analyst comments show that the sale announcement contained both 

long-term and short-term information each pulling in different directions. Based on the analysts the long-term 

information was positive, because the activities were now sold, while the short-term reaction was negative, 

because the sales price was disappointing. 

 

This case is an example of a sell-off announcement that contains more information than just the sell-off 

decision, which is in line with the argument of Lang et al. presented in the event study. They argue that a 

divestiture announcement also contains information on the company's overall financial situation, the sales 

price, etc. This means that simple event study has difficulties capturing the real valuation effect on the share 

price from the divestment decision.  
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Event study 

The sales process of the activities in South America has been marked by a number of announcements (see 

figure 27). Following the event study methodology presented in section 3.3 and 5.1 the event date would be 

the announcement date of the sale to Lactosan Sanovo (27th April 2007). Hartmann announced that it had 

decided to sell off the activities in August 2006; therefore some of the information regarding a possible sale 

had already been incorporated in the price of the stock at the time of that announcement. An event study of 

the period surrounding the announcement in August 2006 will capture the market's reaction to the divestment 

decision, and show whether the market found that the sale of the activities in South America was a good 

solution for Hartmann. The announcement in August 2006 was made in relation to the Q2 2006 report, why 

this event study will not capture only responses to the sale, but also reactions to the information on the 

ongoing activities in Hartmann and the general economical situation in the company.  

The share price reaction to the announcement of the sales agreement at the end of April 2007 was a result of 

the market's expectations to the sale price. Therefore the event study surrounding the announcement of the 

sales agreement is an indication of whether the sales price was aligned with the expectations in the market 

resulting from the announcement in August 2006 and February 2007.  

Based on the above case specific information an event study of the stock price reaction to the announcement 

of the sale, should be valued with caution due to difficulties in measuring the isolated effect on shareholder 

wealth from the announcement. 

 

Below is shown the share price reaction to the announcement in August 2006 and the announcement in April 

2007. 

 
Figure 28: Daily AR and CAR around the announcement 28

th
 August 2006 

 
Source: Author's own creation.  
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Table 6: Event study observation of AR and CAR (28th Aug 2006)             Table 7: CAR for selected periods (28th Aug 2006) 

Day AR t CAR   Period CAAR t 

-10 -2.34% -1.3796 -2.34%   -2 to 0 1.06% 0.3595 

-9 -0.84% -0.4933 -3.18%   -1 to 0 2.53% 1.0524 

-8 1.24% 0.7307 -1.94%   -1 to +1 -1.88% -0.6386 

-7 -1.27% -0.7493 -3.21%   -10 to -2 -1.65% -0.3242 

-6 1.44% 0.8493 -1.77%   +2 o +10 8.68% 1.7055 

-5 0.34% 0.2007 -1.43%   -10 to +10 5.15% 0.6629 

-4 0.75% 0.4405 -0.68%      

-3 0.50% 0.2941 -0.18%      

-2 -1.47% -0.8657 -1.65%      

-1 0.86% 0.5043 -0.79%      

0 1.67% 0.9841 0.88%      

1 -4.40% -2.5945* -3.53%      

2 1.33% 0.7859 -2.19%      

3 2.75% 1.6216 0.56%      

4 5.40% 3.1806* 5.95%      

5 0.50% 0.2922 6.45%      

6 -1.31% -0.7742 5.14%      

7 -1.53% -0.9009 3.61%      

8 3.00% 1.7680 6.61%      

9 -1.73% -1.0195 4.88%      

10 0.28% 0.1627 5.15%      

Source: Author's own creation.  

  

The figure above show the abnormal return and the cumulative abnormal return around the announcement 

date where the South American activities were put for sale and the Q2 2006 results were presented. The figure 

shows a high volatility in the abnormal returns in the 21 day period. At the announcement date 28th August 

2006 the abnormal return was 1.67% followed by a negative abnormal return of 4.4%. The positive abnormal 

return observed at day +4 is assumable related to the fact that the Hartmann Foundation at that date 

announced that it had sold 8% of the total number of Hartmann shares to LD (Hartmann, 2006c). The market 

found this as a positive event that could increase efficiency in the company. The cumulative abnormal return 

over the 21 day period was 5.15%.  Table 6 show that the negative abnormal return at day +1 is significant and 

as well as the positive abnormal return at day +4. None of the cumulative abnormal returns is statistical 

significantly different from zero.  

 

The figure below show the share price reaction to the sales agreement announced on April 27th 2007. The 

figure shows that the abnormal return at the announcement day was -1.49% followed by an abnormal return 

of -1.96% at day +1. Again the figure show a high volatility in the abnormal return surrounding the 

announcement date. The cumulative abnormal return over the 21 day event period is -9.53%. This reaction is 

an indication that the market expected at higher sales price. None of the AR or CAR is found to be statistical 

significant, due to the high standard deviation of the share returns.  
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Figure 29: Daily AR and CAR around the announcement 27
th

 April 2007 

 
Source: Author's own creation 

 
Table 8: Event study observations of AR and CAR (27th Apr. 2007)             Table 9: CAR for selected periods (27th Apr. 2007)  

Day AR t CAR   Period CAR t 

-10 -0.54% -0.3081 -0.54%   -2 to 0 -1.75% -0.5746 

-9 -1.53% -0.8706 -2.08%   -1 to 0 -1.04% -0.4181 

-8 -0.97% -0.5505 -3.05%   -1 to +1 -3.00% -0.9825 

-7 0.77% 0.4398 -2.27%   -10 to -2 -3.51% -0.6641 

-6 -2.38% -1.3542 -4.66%   +2 o +10 -3.03% -0.5736 

-5 2.45% 1.3922 -2.20%   -10 to +10 -9.53% -1.1816 

-4 0.27% 0.1524 -1.94%      

-3 -0.86% -0.4891 -2.80%      

-2 -0.71% -0.4040 -3.51%      

-1 0.45% 0.2576 -3.05%      

0 -1.49% -0.8488 -4.55%      

1 -1.96% -1.1105 -6.50%      

2 0.65% 0.3691 -5.85%      

3 -1.33% -0.7566 -7.19%      

4 -1.88% -1.0651 -9.06%      

5 -0.59% -0.3360 -9.65%      

6 0.51% 0.2879 -9.15%      

7 -1.12% -0.6341 -10.26%      

8 -0.75% -0.4241 -11.01%      

9 -1.01% -0.5726 -12.02%      

10 2.48% 1.4105 -9.53%      

Source: Author's own creation 

 

The event study of the Hartmann share price development is an example on the critique Lang et al. give on the 

efficiency deployment hypothesis and the studies of this by use of event studies. It shows that the sell-offs 
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announcement can contain a lot of information and that this information can affect the positive effect of the 

actually sell-off decision.  

The information from the two above event studies of the Hartmann share's price development in the event 

period gives blurred information. It is difficult to conclude how much of the price reaction that can be directed 

to the sell-off and how much that should be directed to the general situation in the company, that at the time 

of the event study were in a turbulent time due to general economic conditions, critique of the foundation 

ownership and the management team etc.  

Based on the event study of the announcement of the sales agreement it can be concluded that the sales price 

were disappointing and that it did not live up to the investors' expectations, why the share price took a 

cumulative abnormal return of -3.44% over the two day period from day 0 to day +1 around the announcement 

27th April 2007. 

 

7.4 Conclusion 

Hartmann's sell-off of the activities in South America was a long process with several negative announcements 

that made the sale a painful process for Hartmann and the shareholders. The activities in South America had 

been in a constant turnover process since 2002, a process that never really turned the activities to a positive 

situation. The case study finds that the negative financial results in the years prior to the divestment have been 

the driving motivation for Hartmann in the divestment decision. The company did no longer see options for 

turning the activities around and the cumulative financial losses that the company had faced in the South 

American market were substantial. The general economical conditions in the region were difficult and it did not 

help Hartmann, but the main reason for the bad performance were related to the mismatch between the core 

competencies of Hartmann and the demand in the region. There are indications that the divestment has mostly 

been driven by the poor financial performance and less by the mismatch, because this mismatch has existed 

since Hartmann entered the market.  

The case study raises the question of whether the management team has been reluctant to divest the activities 

due to reputational effects and personal incentives. Though this is difficult to prove, there are indications on 

this that are in line with the argumentation of Boot (1992) and Cho & Cohen (1997).  

The case study showed that the ownership of the Hartmann Foundation has been a block for possible 

takeovers and that this can have had a negative effect, because the monitoring role of the market for 

corporate control has been put out of play.  

The overall market reaction to the sale decision were positive, investors and analysts supported the divestment 

decision, but found the sales price to be low and lower than expected. The event study showed a slightly 

abnormal return of 1.67% the 28th August 2006, when the divestment decision was announced, though 

followed by a negative abnormal return of 4.4%. The event study around the announcement of the sales 

agreement on 27th April 2007 showed that the sales agreement had a negative effect on the share price, that 

resulted in an abnormal return of -1.49% on the announcement day and -1.96% on the day after the 

announcement. This case shows that event studies should be used with care because sell-off announcements 

contain information on a number of factors beside the sell-off decision. Also this event study show that it is 

difficult to measure the isolated effect from the announcement, when a number of other events is occurring in 

the same period, in this case Q2 releases and sale of the Hartmann Foundations share to LD.  
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8. Divestment of DLH's Building Materials division 

This case study will show a sell-off that was driven by both internal strategic and financial motives, but resulted 

in abnormal return of over 20% to the shareholders of the company on the day of the sales announcement.  

 

Type of divestment 

Dalhoff Larsen & Horneman A/S (DLH) announced December 20th 2007 that they had reached a sales 

agreement with the French company Saint-Gobain to divest the Building Materials Division (DLH Træ & Byg 

A/S). The sales price agreed upon was DKK 825 million (DKK 1,150 million including debt), corresponding to 

14.3 times the Building Materials Divisions operation profit in 2006. The Building Materials Division had 

revenue of DKK 1,815 million in 2007 with 550 employees, 18 outlets in Denmark and one distribution center, 

what made the division the third largest player in the building material market in Denmark (DLH, 2008a).  

The sale was made as a sell-off where the Saint-Gobain Distribution Nordic AB that is part of the French Saint-

Gobain Group, fully absorbed the division into the existing organization of the Nordic Company.   

 

8.1 Company description 

DLH is one of the world's largest timber wholesalers and were a leading Danish building materials distributor 

before the sale of the Building Materials Division. DLH was operating three divisions; Buildings Materials, 

Hardwood and Timber & Board and had in 2006 a revenue of approx. DKK 7.2 billion with processing facilities 

in 33 countries and 4,300 employees. The company have since 1986 been listed at the Copenhagen Stock 

Exchange.  

The Hardwood Division is a provider of tropical and temperate hardwood, part of the wood is manufactured at 

the groups sawmills. Acquisitions in 2006 gave DLH control of extensive sustainable tropical forests in Africa; 

these acquisitions completed their vertical integration such that DLH now is in control of most of their vertical 

supply chain. The majority of the timber is sold in Europe and North America. This division has a number of 

major regional competitors, but also a large number of local competitors (DLH, 2009a). The Timber & Board 

Division is engaged in distribution of sheet materials and softwood. Denmark is the largest market and account 

for 50% of the division's revenue. Sweden, Norway, Europe and the North America make up the remaining 

markets for the division (DLH, 2009b).  

The Building Materials Division had 18 timber merchant companies in Denmark and was the third largest 

capital chain within the industry in terms of revenue and number of outlets. Ten of the outlets had adjacent 

"Do-It-Yourself" (DIY) stores, while the rest was solely professional outlets. The Building Materials Division has 

been engaged in eleven acquisitions since 1965 and the acquisition targets have mostly been local building 

material merchants. These acquisitions have expanded the coverage of the Danish market, which was the only 

market where the division was operating. In 2007 DLH entered into the marketing co-operation establishment 

XL-BYG and the division's DIY stores was marketed under this brand. Saint-Gobain has continued marketing 

their outlets under the brand XL-BYG and XL-BYG is today the largest building material merchant chain in 

Scandinavia (XL Byg, 2009).  
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8.2 Motives and drivers 

Market position 

DLH were operating three divisions prior to the sale of the Building Materials Division. The company had in 

2007 total revenue of DKK 7.4 billion including the Building Materials Division that was recorded as 

discontinuing operations. Figure 30 below show the revenue break down on divisions in 2007. The Building 

Materials Division counted for approx. 23% of total revenue in 2007, while the Hardwood and Timber & Boards 

Division encountered for respectively 55% and 22% of revenue.  

In 2000 the Hardwood division experienced a 99% increase of revenue which increased the division from 

accounting for approx. 33% of total revenue to 50% of total revenue (DLH, 2001). In 2006 the company as a 

whole experienced a 35% revenue growth that was driven by a powerful Danish market and a number of 

acquisitions (DLH, 2007b). The company has grown significantly in the first half of the last decade.  

 
Figure 30: Revenue by division in 2007    Figure 31: Revenue by sales market in 2007 

   
Source: Data from DLH, 2008a. Author's own creation.  

 

Figure 31 show revenue break down on sales geography, the figure show that a total of 33% of revenue was 

generated in Denmark. The 23% block "Denmark discontinued operations" in figure 31 represent the sale of 

the Building Materials Division. The sale reduced DLH's dependency on the Danish market significantly, because 

the division represented 23% of total revenue and was only operating in the Danish market. The figure show 

that DLH after the sale have become a more international company, that is much less dependent of the Danish 

market. The possible effect on the valuation of the DLH share will be discussed later.  
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Figure 32: Growth rates 2003 to 2008 distributed on divisions 

 
Source: DLH, 2005, 2007b, 2009a. Authors own creation. 

 

Figure 32 show revenue growth rates in each of the three divisions from 2003 to 2008. The figure shows that 

DLH have experienced the largest growth rates in the Timber & Boards Division and the Hardwood Division, 

while the Building Materials Division has had a relatively growth rate around 10%. The growth rates in all of the 

three divisions are mainly driven by acquisitions.  

 

Financial performance 
Figure 33: EBIT margins break down on division, 2004 - 2008 

 
Source: DLH, 2005, 2007b, 2009a. Authors own creation. 

 

Figure 33 show EBIT margins from 2004 to 2008 in each of the three division in DLH (Building Materials Division 

was sold off in 2008). The figure show stabile EBIT margins over the period except from the last year 2008 

where both the Timber & Boards Division and the Hardwood Division experienced negative operating margins. 

This negative performance in 2008 is mainly due to the general world economic situation that especially has 

affected the building and construction industry and by that the demand for wood.  

 

The Building Materials Division have in the four years prior to the divestment performed stable with EBIT-

margins around 4%, which have been in line with the internal financial target of 4.5% formulated by DLH. The 
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division has also financially performed in line with competitors. DT Group report for the year 05/06 an 

operating profit of 5.7% in their Builders' Merchants division and a operating profit of 4.8% in the "Do-It-

Yourself" (DIY) Stores division (DT Group, 2006). Bygma AB reported in 2006 a revenue of DKK 4,261 million 

with a operating result before tax of DKK 288 million, which corresponds to a operating margin of 6,8% for 

2006 (Bygma, 2009). Compared with the two main competitors in the building materials sector DLH had slightly 

lower EBIT margins, which can be related to lacking economy of scale advantages that the largest players in the 

market enjoy.  

 

DLH had operated the Building Materials Division since the beginning of the 1960's and the division had 

delivered stabile financial performance, though the remaining divisions had grown to a size where there was no 

longer the need for the Building Materials Division to be the stabilizer for the company. DLH had established a 

foundation that allowed them to change the strategy and start focusing on their core competence.  

 

Focus strategy 

DLH experienced revenue growth of 34% in 2006, in the annual report for 2006 the company said that there 

were still growth potential and that the objective was to expand the position as one of the world's leading 

suppliers of timber and timber products. This objective indicated that focus were primarily on the international 

timber trade activities and would give the company a focus on dual core competences in the Timber & Boards 

Division and the Hardwood Division, while the Building Materials Division would be the secondary focus. Figure 

33 show that the highest growth rates where in the Hardwood Division and the Timber & Boards Division in 

2006. This growth came mainly from a couple of strategic important acquisitions that allowed DLH to expand 

and get control of a larger part of their value chain and complete the vertical integration. Acquisitions in the 

value chain do not necessarily increase revenue, but value chain acquisitions can be a way to lower cost and 

higher efficiency and these changes can make the company more competitive which is the foundation for 

organic growth.  

These acquisitions expanded the company's foundation of the two divisions in the international timber trade 

industry. This solid foundation allowed the company to change the strategic focus, since there was no longer a 

need for the stability of the Building Materials Division. Management stated in the annual report 2006 that 

consolidations is necessary and that the objective of "expand the position as the world's leading supplier of 

timber and timber products manufactured from sustainable produced raw materials" should happen trough 

organic growth as well as by acquisitions.  

 

Over time DLH had distinguished itself from the former broad palette of core competences and developed a set 

of focused core competencies that would become the foundation for the future of the company. CEO Jørgen 

Møller-Rasmussen explained in relation to the sales announcement that he wanted the company to be market 

leader within all its operating industries and that this should happen through focus on core competences (RB-

Børsen, 2007p). 

If DLH had focused on the Building Materials Division and becoming the market leader in the Danish market, 

this would have demanded significant investments, to change the position as the markets third largest player. 

Investments in acquisitions would have been necessary because this market is highly competitive and it would 

have been difficult to capture market shares without further acquisitions. The division had not been engaged in 
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acquisitions since 2005, which are reflected in the lower growth rates (see figure 33) in especially the year of 

the divestment, 2007.  

 

Raising capital 

In the announcement of the sale, DLH also revealed that they had formulated a new strategy with new financial 

targets. The new strategy would concentrate on acquisitions that could improve the group's profitability (DLH, 

2007a). As mentioned above DLH had started to acquire backward in the vertical value chain. Backward vertical 

integration can be one way of increasing profitability because, the company gets control over a larger part of 

the value chain. An acquisition of a piece of forest would make DLH able to sell their own wood instead of 

being forced to buy the wood from third party before selling it to the industry. Backward expansion of the 

value chain normally ties-up a lot of capital, which not necessarily increase the revenue, because these 

acquisitions result in intra-company sales instead of external sales.  

In the annual report from 2006 the company stated that it intended to use the stock exchange to raise capital 

for financing major acquisitions as the company had done before. The company's objective were profitable 

growth, this increased focus on profitability is related with the acquisition that DLH have made in the time prior 

to the divestment. These acquisitions have given the company higher debt gearing, which demand the 

company to deliver a higher profitability to repay the invested capital.  

 

Due to the company's intention of strengthening the position as an international timber trade supplier the 

company needed capital and the Building Materials Division became an easy and cheap access to the capital 

that were needed to further strengthen and "expand the position as the world's leading supplier of timber and 

timber products manufactured from sustainable produced raw materials" (DLH, 2008b).   

In the announcement of the sale the company reported that it would use the capital from the sale for further 

acquisitions. In April 2008 the company completed an acquisition of Compagnie Forestiere des Abeilles (CFA) 

adding 200,000 hectares of forest to its control (Business & Company resource center, 2009), however no 

further acquisitions have been made since the divestment, which probably is related to the financial crisis that 

have made many companies reluctant to engage in further acquisitions until the scale of the crisis is known.  

 

Unlocking hidden value 

The CEO of DLH argued that the sale of the Building Materials Division would make the DLH share go from 

being a Danish based share to a more international share. This is in relation with the diversification discount 

examined, that a more international share may be able to attract more investors, which will make it easier for 

DLH to raise capital in relation to a major acquisition, which did not sound unrealistic at the time of the 

announcement, since the new proclaimed strategy would focus on acquisitions that could improve the 

profitability in the company. The divestment has made DLH a less diversified company, which according to 

theory could result in a higher valuation, since a possible diversification discount will decrease.  

DLH has certainly become a more international company, or a less Danish company, since the dependency on 

the Danish market is lowered significantly; this could also have an effect on the valuation of the share price.  

 

The CEO said that he expect the company to be able to acquire assets at a lower price than the price they sold 

the Building Materials Division for and by that be able to make a higher profitability than before (RB-Børsen, 

2008). It is extremely important that companies consider their opportunity costs. The Building Materials 
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Division was performing according to targets, but if the invested capital could be employed better elsewhere in 

the organization it would be value creating to divest and reinvest the capital in assets with a higher margin.  

 

Saint-Gobain motives 

The buyer Saint-Gobain Distribution Nordic is a Nordic company in the French Saint-Gobain Group. Saint-

Gobain is one of the world leading industrial companies producing and manufacturing glass, ceramics, plastic 

and wood in 54 countries worldwide. The company is quoted on the stock exchanges in France, London, 

Frankfurt, Zürich, Brussels and Amsterdam.  

Saint-Gobain already had building material activities in Norway and Sweden, where they operates the timber 

merchant chain Optimera. The acquisition of DLH's Building Materials Division was a direct entrance to the 

Danish market as the third largest player in the market. The acquisition therefore was very strategic for Saint-

Group. CEO of Saint-Gobain Nordic Kåre Malo said that the acquisition was an important milestone in the 

company's strategy of expanding in the Nordic region (Licitationen – Byggeriet Dagblad, 2007).  

The day after the announcement of the sale the competitors DT Group (Silvan and other building material 

chains) and Bygma criticized the management of DLH for not having negotiated with more than one potential 

buyer in the process of selling the Building Materials Division. DT Group and Bygma explained that they were 

surprised for not being invited to propose an offer on the DLH Building Materials Division. The CEO of DT Group 

told a Danish newspaper that he was almost sure that DT Group would be willing to pay the highest price for 

the division. The reason why DT Group raises this critique against DLH, is that Saint-Gobain is DT Group's 

biggest competitor on the world market, and the sale of DLH's Building Material Division gave Saint-Gobain 

direct access to a market where DT Group were market leaders. The acquisition has been highly strategic for 

Saint-Gobain and the sales price reflects this strategic importance and the competitive situation that goes 

behind the sale.  

 

CEO of DLH, Jørgen Møller-Rasmussen answered to the critique that he was sure that DLH had got the highest 

possible price for the division, though he would not explain this statement in further details. He said that DLH 

had been in contact with both Saint-Gobain, DT Group and Bygma more than one time prior to the sale. He 

further said that he found that it was important to protect the company by not putting the Building Materials 

Division publicly up for sale. Therefore the sale and negotiation process were more or less only done with 

Saint-Gobain. There are two reasons for this; first a public announcement of the ongoing sales process could 

have affected the sales price negative for DLH, and second, there is a high chance that DT Group would be 

denied to acquire the Building Materials Division by the competition authorities, since a sale to an existing 

player in the market would reduce the competition in the Danish market significantly.  

 

8.3 Result of the divestment 

Market reactions 

The CEO of DLH stated that he found the selling price for the Building Materials Division to be good, since the 

price were significantly larger than what DLH would normally pay for a business with a revenue at similar size 

(RB-Børsen, 2007h). Also the stock analysts found that the sales price were very good and said that the large 

valuation effect on the share price in relation to the sale, were a result of a relief that the company were out of 

a sector that were considered unattractive at the moment due to slowdown in the building industry (RB-
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Børsen, 2007q and RB-Børsen, 2007r). One analyst found the sale was a positive surprise, since he expected 

that DLH had missed out on the change to sell the division due to the weak prospects the building industry 

were facing at the moment (Direct.dk, 2007a). Other companies in the building industry had been under 

pressure in the time prior to the sale, therefore it was a positive announcement that DLH had lowered its 

exposure to the Danish building market and at the same time received a good price for the assets.   

 

The institutional investor the Danish pension fund ATP there are the only shareholder with more than 5% of 

the shares (except from the DLH foundation who holds 25.8% of the shares and 61% of the voting rights) also 

expressed satisfaction with the management dispositions in relation to the sale and stated that they expected 

that management had acted in the interest of the shareholders and therefore had no objection against the sale 

(Kragballe, 2007).  

 

Event study 

As for the two previous case studies an event study of the valuation effect of the share price will be conducted 

around the date of the sell-off announcement. Figure 34 below show the timeline of the sell-off.  

 
Figure 34: Timeline of the divestment of the Building Materials Division in DLH 

 
Source: Zephyr Database. Author's own creation. 

 

Figure 35 show the abnormal return and the cumulative abnormal return of the DLH share in a time period of 

ten days prior to the sell-off announcement and ten days post the announcement. The figure shows a positive 

abnormal return of 20.83% at the day of the announcement. This observation is statistical significant with a t 

value of 11.85. The event study finds a positive cumulative abnormal return of 19.31% for the 21 days long 

period, which also is significant with a t value of 2.3971. The figure show that the returns around the 

announcement day is relatively randomly distributed and the cumulative abnormal return observed in the 

period before the announcement (day -10 to day -2) and the period after the announcement (day +2 to +10) is 

not statistical significantly different from zero. Table 11 show that the period post the announcement a 

negative CAR of -3.64% is observed, which could indicate a correction of the share price after the high positive 

abnormal return at the announcement date. This observation is in line with the observation in the large event 

study that also found negative CAR in the period post the announcement.  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

20 December 2007 

DLH announces the sale of the Building 
Materials division to Saint-Gobain

29 February 2008 

The sale is approved by competition 
authorities and effected 
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Figure 35: Daily AR around the announcement date and CAR in the 21 days period 

 
Source: Author's own creation 

 
Table 10: Event study observations of AR and CAR   Table 11: CAR over selected periods 

Day AR t CAR  Period CAR t 

-10 -1.44% -0.8219 -1.44%  +1 to +2 8.01% 3.2208* 

-9 2.93% 1.6660 1.48%  -1 to 0 21.76% 8.7544* 

-8 -1.45% -0.8233 0.04%  -1 to +1 25.73% 8.4515* 

-7 -1.45% -0.8272 -1.42%  -10 to -2 -2.78% -0.5269 

-6 -3.30% -1.8791 -4.72%  +2 o +10 -3.64% -0.6910 

-5 0.19% 0.1066 -4.53%  -10 to +10 19.31% 2.3971* 

-4 0.50% 0.2852 -4.03%     

-3 -1.46% -0.8306 -5.49%     

-2 2.71% 1.5435 -2.78%     

-1 0.93% 0.5291 -1.85%     

0 20.83% 11.8514* 18.98%     

1 3.97% 2.2579* 22.95%     

2 4.04% 2.2970* 26.99%     

3 1.07% 0.6102 28.06%     

4 -2.81% -1.5990 25.25%     

5 -0.02% -0.0088 25.24%     

6 1.02% 0.5819 26.26%     

7 -4.07% -2.3162* 22.19%     

8 -1.55% -0.8843 20.63%     

9 -2.00% -1.1355 18.64%     

10 0.67% 0.3817 19.31%     

Source: Author's own creation 

 

The abnormal return observed at the announcement date is the largest positive abnormal return in the sample 

of Danish sell-offs investigated in the larger event study in section 3. 
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The positive abnormal return in the days post the announcement of the sale shows that the critique from DT 

Groups CEO that occurred at day +1, did not affect the investors perception of the sales price. The critique that 

DT Group raised, could assumable had resulted in negative returns because the critique indicates that the price 

was too low, but the sale's positive surprise effect has been dominating in this case.  

 

8.4 Conclusion 

The case study of DLH's sell-off of the Building Materials Division showed that the motivating drivers of the 

divestment were both strategic and financial. The Building Materials Division was well performing, so the 

divestment was not due to lack of financial results. DLH had an intention of further developing its position in 

international timber trade a development that demanded growth both organic and through acquisitions. The 

company had undertaken a number of acquisitions in the time prior to the divestment that had increased the 

debt of the company. Therefore a divestment of the Building Materials Division became an easy and 

presumable cheap access to capital compared with raising the capital at the stock exchange or elsewhere. The 

easy access to capital would give DLH the possibility to strike, when a good investment opportunity aroused. 

The sale to Saint-Gobain was a good fit between the acquirer and the vendor. The sale gave Saint-Gobain an 

excellent option for entering the Danish market, which made them willing to pay a high price for the division. 

The market found that the divestment had good timing because the building industry were under pressure and 

the DLH share price value had been decreasing in the time prior to the sale, as well as other shares in the 

building material sector (RB-Børsen, 2007q). The market also found that the sales price were higher than 

expected, which resulted in a positive announcement effect on shareholder wealth.  

The event study of this sell-off event observed a significant positive abnormal return of 20.83% on the 

announcement day, followed by two days of significant positive abnormal returns. The cumulative abnormal 

return over the 21 day period was 19.31% significant with a t value of 2.3971.  

The sales price reflects the strategic motivation that Saint-Gobain has had when they entered the negotiation 

with DLH. DLH have had a great case, because they knew that DG Group would be willing to pay a very high 

price for avoiding Saint-Gobain in entering the Danish market. 
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9. Conclusion 

This thesis was motivated to examine the claimed value creation of divestitures and the divesting companies' 

motives and drivers underlying the decision to sell-off a division. To analyze the posed question a research 

design with three different elements were created to be able to analyze the topic from different angles to 

provide answers to the raised question.  

 

The event study on Danish sell-offs showed an immediately effect on shareholder wealth of 1.29% on the day 

of the announcement, which were in line with theory and hypothesis 1 set up, though the AAR finding is not 

statistical significant. Unexpected the event study showed that the period post the announcement date 

observed a negative CAAR of -1.96%, which were larger than the positive AAR on the announcement date. This 

indicating that the positive announcement effect was vanished during the 30 day period post the 

announcement of the sell-off event. Though this result is not statistical significant different from zero, it raises 

the question of whether sell-offs are value creating in more than the ultra short-run. 

An event study on a subsample of major divestitures showed a relationship between the size of the deal value 

and the size of the abnormal return, also from this subsample did the event study observe a negative CAAR in 

the period post the announcement.  

The observed average abnormal return on the announcement day and the size of the return was in line with 

the results of several similar event studies on the announcement effect of sell-offs. The cumulative abnormal 

return observed over the two day period from day -1 to day 0 was +1.79%, to compare, seven similar research 

studies also found positive CAR in a similar period ranging from +0.17 to 2.33%.  

Based on the observations and findings of the event study it can be concluded that sell-off announcements on 

average had a positive effect on shareholders wealth on the announcement date, but that this positive effect 

tends to vanish during the period post the announcement. One explanation could be that the observed 

abnormal return on the announcement day is an overreaction and that the market corrects for this 

overreaction during the post period. This argument would indicate that the stock market is not able to evaluate 

the value of the sell-off on the day of the announcement date, but that it takes some time before the 

information is incorporated in the share price. These findings and the possible explanations need further study, 

before it is possible to deliver more exact answers on the value creation of divestitures and the value's 

tendency to vanish. A study of the long-term effect on shareholders wealth would be especially interesting.  

 

The data available on the sell-offs and the size of the sample did not allow for test of subsamples based on 

industry. However, such studies would be extremely valuable for the further understanding on sell-offs and the 

use of these. The perspective last in the thesis will elaborate more on the uncovered issues.  

 

Examination of relevant business theory showed that in a world without transaction costs, no company can 

create value by arbitrarily dividing the company into pieces. Based on this argument the thesis intended to 

analyze the motives behind the divestment decision and the origin of the value observed in the event study.  

Coase (1960) and Modigliani & Miller (1959 and 1961) argue that value creation arises from the products, 

assets and ideas created in the company, but value can also arise from the transaction costs related to the 

organization of these. The examination of relevant business theory and practice on the topic of divestitures 

showed that a number of motivating divestment drivers exists. Some drivers can be characterized as strategic 
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and is driven by a misfit between business units or a wish to make the company less diversified. While other 

motives have a more financial character, research show that poor performing business units have the highest 

probability of being divested, making poor performance a key driver for divestments. 

The value creation arising from divestitures can be hidden value that is being unlocked in the company in 

relation with the transaction. Unlocking hidden value can be removal of negative synergies between business 

divisions, release of resources that are better used elsewhere in the organization or reduction of a 

diversification discount by making the company less diversified. 

The above mentioned motives and drivers are by principal, rational shareholder profit maximizing motives, but 

the examination also showed that a number of incentive-based motives exist for management. The 

examination also showed that the structure of incentive schemes for management could affect the desire to 

divest, because divestments can affect corporate earnings, a factor that most remunerations schemes are 

linked with. This shows that managements' personal incentives in theory can have significant affect on the 

companies' divestment decision.  

 

The thesis presented three cases studies of sell-off events from the sample of Danish sell-offs studied in the 

event study. The findings in the event study and the set of theoretical and practical motives and drivers 

presented, worked as the framework for analyzing the sell-off cases. The intent of the case studies was to 

analyze the specific sell-off events in detail to provide information on the value creation and the underlying 

motives behind the divestment of the specific sell-off case. The intent of the case studies was not to be able to 

generalize on the sell-off phenomenon in Denmark, but instead to illustrate the diversity of sell-off events and 

raise questions for further research. 

 

The case study of Danisco's divestment of the Flavours division to Firmenich appeared to be a strategic 

divestment, which was motivated by the company's opportunity of investing in other business units with higher 

profitability and better growth perspectives than the Flavours division. The analysis showed that acquisitions 

had led to a new strategic focus for the company and this resulted in a clear definition of core business and 

core competencies. The Flavours division performed worse than its peers and internal financial targets in 

Danisco, which indicates that the divestment have been motivated by the inefficient performance of the 

division. Besides the sales agreement Danisco and Firmenich agreed on a strategic partnership agreement, an 

agreement that originally may have been the starting point of the contact between the two companies. This 

indicates that the divestment may be a result of a number of coincidences more than a result of a hunt for the 

optimal owner of the Flavours division.  

The market reaction to the sale was overall positive and analysts assessed that Danisco had received a good 

price for the assets. The event study of the share price effect on the announcement supported this statement, 

and the stock experienced a statistical significant abnormal return in a two day period from day -1 to day 0 of 

5.95%. The case study showed that the divestment of the Flavours division was value creating for shareholders 

over the 21 day period with a CAAR value of 3.93%, however some of the value from the announcement had 

vanished in the period post the divestment, in line with the observations in the large event study.  

 

The case study of Hartmann's sale of the activities in South America showed a sell-off that was very motivated 

by the poor financial performance of the divested business division, in line with the research of Ravenscraft 

and Scherer (1987). Hartmann had realized extensive financial losses in the region and several years of 
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turnaround plans did not rectify the situation. The poor performance was partly caused by the struggling 

economy in the region, increased paper prices and devaluating exchange rates and partly caused by the 

mismatch in the core competencies of Hartmann and the customers demand. Hartmann have its' core 

competencies in production of quality products, but in South America customers demanded low price 

products, and with a fierce number for local competitors these conditions put Hartmann's margins under 

pressure.  

The study shows indications of the management team in Hartmann being reluctant to sell of the activities. The 

activities had at the time of divestment been in a turnaround period of more than three years, the company 

and management had hoped and expected that this turnaround plans could change the performance of the 

activities. The reluctance from management could assumable be due to possible reputational effects or the 

ability to blur the poor performance in the region by the good performance in other regions. These indications 

are in line with the arguments of Boot (1992) and Cho & Cohen (1997) studied in the examination of 

management incentives and motives.  

The market reactions to the divestment were twofold, on one hand the market commentators found the 

divestment decision a good solution to the problems in South America, and on the other hand they found that 

the sales price was very low. The twofold reaction made it hard to analyze a one-sided effect in the event 

study. The event study of the share price reaction on the day Hartmann announced that the activities was put 

for sale, showed a positive abnormal return of 1.67% followed by a AR of -4.4% the day after the announce. 

The event study of the announcement of the sales agreement the 27th April 2007 showed an abnormal return 

of -1.96%, a reaction that reflects the investors' reaction to the low sales price. 

The case study show that poor performance was the main driver behind the divestment and that 

management's incentives may have affected the divestment decision. The event study showed that the sell-off 

was not value creating for shareholders in the short-run due to the disappointing sales price.  

 

The case of DLH showed a significant positive abnormal return to shareholders on the day of the 

announcement of the sales agreement between DLH and Saint-Gobain. A sale of the Building Materials Division 

gave DLH's investors a 20.83% abnormal return on the day the deal was announced, a result that is statistical 

significant. The case study showed that the motivations for this sale was both strategic and financial, DLH had a 

strategy of strengthen its' position in international timber trade, a strategy that defined the Building Materials 

Division as non core business. At the same time a number of acquisitions had demanded the company to 

improve profitability so ensure repayment of the invested capital. This made a sale of the Building Materials 

Division an easy and cheap access to capital.  

Saint-Gobain was in a situation where the Danish market was a blank in the company's Nordic business 

portfolio and an acquisition of DLH's division would allow the company an entrance on the Danish market as 

the third largest player. The study showed that Danish competitors, DT Group and Bygma, would go far to 

avoid this entrance and this made Saint-Gobain willing to be pay a strategically high price for the division. In 

the eye of the investors the sale of the Building Materials Division was a good strategic decision, because the 

sales price was higher than expected and the sale made DLH lower its' dependence on the Danish building 

market, that at that time experience a downturn.  

The case study of DLH's sell-off showed a divestment decision driven by both strategic and financial motives, 

the event study showed that investors interpreted the divestment decision as a very value creating event, 

though the stock price experienced a correction of -3.64% in the period post the announcement.  
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Together the case studies show a broad palette of motives and drivers that have been in involved when the 

three companies decided to undertake the sell-offs. 

A sell-off announcement contain a lot of information about the company, the divested assets, sales price etc. 

and the case studies show that it is very difficult to measure the direct value effect of the divestment decision, 

because the share price reaction also is a respond to a number of other factors. 

 

To some degree did all of the companies in the case studies show strategic considerations in their divestment 

decisions, only in the Hartmann case, poor financial performance was the main driver. The studies also showed 

that it was not the identification of an another company being the optimal owner that led to the divestment, 

the sell-off were more driven by internal strategic considerations that made the divestment an good decision.  

Based on these observations there is basis to say that some Danish companies, presumable not all, are in 

possessions of at least parts of the mindset of the apple farmers from Dranikoff et al.'s (2002) quotation 

presented in the introduction. A mindset, that make companies interpret divestitures as a strategic option, 

which should be considered, in line with acquisitions, when developing corporate strategy.   

 

This thesis has shown that Danish sell-offs has been slightly value creating for shareholders on the 

announcement date, but that the value tend to vanish in the period post the announcement. The study showed 

that the main motives are a mix of strategic and financial drivers, which make the divestment an optimal 

solution for the divesting company. The study has also shown that the main driver behind the divestment is not 

efficiency or identification of another optimal owner, it is internal strategy or financial conditions that drive the 

analyzed Danish sell-offs.  
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10. Perspective 

This thesis could be seen as a preliminary research study on the sell-off phenomenon. The intent of this section 

is to put the research and findings of this thesis in a perspective for future research by raising some of the 

issues and questions on divestitures and sell-offs that are still uncovered and unanswered. Some of the 

questions raised below are in varying degrees covered by research on American sell-offs, spin-offs or equity 

carve-outs, though as for the event study no research on these issues seems to exist on Danish divestitures. 

   

The thesis found a slightly average abnormal return on the announcement date of 1.29%, which indicates that 

sell-off events are value creation in the ultra short-run for the shareholders of the divesting company. The large 

event study showed that in a period of 29 days post the event date, the cumulative average abnormal return 

was -1.97%, a negative abnormal return larger than the positive return observed on the announcement date. 

The positive effect on shareholder wealth on the announcement date was vanished in the 30 day period post 

the announcement. This raises the question of whether Danish sell-off announcements are value creation for 

the company and the shareholders in the long run. To research this question an event study is not sufficient, it 

will be necessary to analyze the financial performance of the company compared to the performance of a peer 

group. It will also be relevant to estimate how the performance of the company would have been if the sell-off 

was not carried out. A comparison of these performances will answer if the sell-off has been a value creating 

event for the company in the long run.    

 

The majority of the previous conducted event studies presented in the thesis was carried out on a sample of 

major American sell-offs, these showed a relationship between deal value and the size of the positive AAR on 

the announcement date. A minor event study on a subsample of the Danish sell-offs also showed that the 

subsample of 15 major sell-offs experienced a statistical significant AAR of 4.10% on the announcement day, an 

AAR much larger than the AAR found on the total sample. A study of this on a larger sample would raise the 

quality of the findings. Further, a study on the size of the sell-off relative to the size of the company would be 

interesting, to test if there is a relationship between size of the abnormal return and the relative size of sell-off.  

 

The case studies showed that in all the three cases there was some degree of financial motivation driving the 

divestment decision. In the Danisco and DLH case both divisions had positive bottom-line results, but both of 

the divisions especially the Flavours division underperformed the peer group and the internal financial targets. 

In the Hartmann case the motivation from poor financial performance was the main driver behind the 

divestment. The case studies do not provide the basis for generalizing about financial performance vs. strategy 

as the biggest driver for divestitures, but it raises the question of whether poor financial performance and the 

pressure related from that, is the most common driver for divestitures. If it is the case that companies divest as 

a reaction to financial pressure instead of an action to a strategic option, then corporate divestitures could be 

seen as strategy's missing link, in line with the thoughts of Dranikoff et al. (2002). A study of the financial 

performance both in the divested division and in the company as whole will allow for further research on 

financial vs. strategic motives and the real mind-set of the companies.  

 

In the Hartmann case the company officially put the activities in South America up for sale, while the CEO of 

DLH argued that he did not encourage that the Building Materials Division was officially put for sale, because 
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he wanted to protect the values in the company. The announcement of the sales agreement had negative 

effect on the share price for Hartmann, while the announcement of the sales agreement had an extremely 

positive effect on the share price of DLH. This is not foundation for generalization, but what is the effect of 

officially putting a division up for sale? How does it affect the stock price of the parent company? And what 

effect does it have on possible acquirers in the market? This is an interesting question on the consequences of 

revealing information and the effect on the possible value creation of sell-offs.  

 

In the Danisco and Hartmann case the sell-off occurred following a change in the top management team. It is 

well known that a change in management often result in a big bath of the financial books of the company, 

especially when the change of management happens in relation to bad performance. The big bath cleans out 

the financial books and is the new management team's chance to change inappropriate conditions in the 

company's financial books that can still be related to the old management team. This was the case in Hartmann 

were the new management wrote down DKK 125 million on non-current assets in the activities in South 

America. The question is, if the same could be the case for the companies' business portfolio. A new 

management team may clean up the business portfolio and divest the divisions that are no longer fitting the 

company, such that the company is fitted to the (new) strategy of the new management team. Does a new 

management more often divest than an "old" management team? An analysis of the correlation between 

change in management and the frequency of divestitures would give an interesting picture of the drivers 

behind divestitures and the motives driving management in their decision to divest. Boot's (1992) argument; 

that management may be reluctant to divest due to reputational effects could support this thought, because it 

may be easier for a new management team to divest, since such divestment will not affect their reputation, but 

be related to the previous management team. 

 

This section presented a number of uncovered issues and an outlook on future research on the divestiture and 

sell-off topic. Future research could reveal information on the use and value of sell-offs, that could make 

managers more aware of the possibility of using divestitures as a value creating part of the company's 

corporate strategy.  
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12. Appendices 

12.1 Event study sample 
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1 BWT AG AT HOH Vand & Miljø A/S DK NTR Holding A/S DK 
26-08-
2003 

26-08-
2003 

3-09-
2003 

Acquisition 100% 0 100 100 

2 Transport Corneel Geerts BE 
Transdanubia's activities in 
Austria 

AT DFDS A/S DK 
17-07-
2006 

17-07-
2006 

17-07-
2006 

Acquisition 100% 0 100 100 

3 
Firmenich International 
SA 

CH Danisco A/S's Flavours division BE Danisco A/S DK 
2-05-
2007 

3-05-
2007 

2-07-
2007 

Acquisition 100% 0 100 100 

4 SR Technics Holding CH FLS Aerospace Holding A/S DK FLS Industries A/S DK 
29-08-
2002 

9-02-
2004 

28-06-
2004 

Institutional buy-out 
100% 

0 100 100 

5 GTS Novera AS CZ Contactel SRO CZ TDC A/S DK 
25-02-
2004 

29-11-
2005 

2-02-
2006 

Acquisition 100% 0 100 100 

6 ContiTech AG DE Roulunds Rubber A/S DK AP Møller-Mærsk A/S DK 
6-02-
2006 

6-02-
2006 

4-05-
2006 

Acquisition 100% 0 100 100 

7 MBO Team - Germany DE 
AMOENA Medizin-Orthopädie-
Technik GmbH 

DE Coloplast A/S DK 
12-02-
2007 

12-02-
2007 

26-02-
2007 

Institutional buy-out 
100% 

0 100 100 

8 Nordzucker AG DE Danisco Sugar A/S DK Danisco A/S DK 
30-08-
2007 

14-07-
2008 

2-03-
2009 

Acquisition 100% 0 100 100 

9 DW Systembau GmbH DE 
Spæncom A/S's plant in Luckau, 
Germany 

DE Spæncom A/S DK 
20-02-
2009 

20-02-
2009 

20-02-
2009 

Acquisition 100% 0 100 100 

10 IBM Danmark A/S DK Mærsk Data A/S DK AP Møller-Mærsk A/S DK 
17-08-
2004 

17-08-
2004 

1-12-
2004 

Acquisition 100% 0 100 100 

11 Polaris Management A/S DK Skamol A/S DK Auriga Industries A/S DK 
25-10-
2006 

2-07-
2007 

13-07-
2007 

Institutional buy-out 
100% 

0 100 100 

12 Mr Thor Stadil DK 
Brødrene Hartmann A/S's 
South American operations 

AR / 
BR 

Brødrene Hartmann A/S DK 
24-04-
2007 

27-04-
2007 

1-08-
2007 

Acquisition 100% 0 100 100 

13 MBO Team - Denmark DK Skjern Papirfabrik A/S DK Brødrene Hartmann A/S DK 
30-08-
2004 

28-09-
2005 

28-09-
2005 

Management buy-
out 100% 

0 100 100 

14 Conzern A/S DK 
Columbus IT Partner A/S' C5 
business operations 

DK Columbus IT Partner A/S DK 
10-02-
2004 

10-02-
2004 

10-02-
2004 

Acquisition 100% 0 100 100 

15 IBM Danmark A/S DK DMdata A/S DK Danske Bank A/S DK 
17-08-
2004 

17-08-
2004 

1-12-
2004 

Acquisition 100% 0 100 100 

16 Consolidated Holdings A/S DK Gatetrade.net A/S DK Danske Bank A/S DK 
8-07-
2004 

8-07-
2004 

8-07-
2004 

Acquisition 100% 0 100 100 

17 BC Newco Holding A/S DK Bella Center A/S DK Danske Bank A/S DK 
15-09-
2004 

16-03-
2005 

16-03-
2005 

Acquisition 50.7% 0 50.7 50.7 

18 DSV Miljø Holding A/S DK DSV Miljø A/S DK DSV A/S DK 
22-01-
2004 

22-01-
2004 

29-02-
2004 

Institutional buy-out 
100% 

0 100 100 
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19 
Bankaktieselskabet af 21. 
november 2008 A/S 

DK 
Ebh bank A/S's assets and 
liabilities 

DK Ebh bank A/S DK 
22-09-
2008 

21-11-
2008 

28-11-
2008 

Acquisition 100% 0 100 100 

20 Dansk Kapitalanlæg A/S DK JA Plastindustri A/S DK FLS Industries A/S DK 
28-04-
2003 

28-04-
2003 

28-04-
2003 

Acquisition 100% 0 100 100 

21 MBO Team - Denmark DK PM Energi A/S DK FLS Industries A/S DK 
28-04-
2003 

28-04-
2003 

28-04-
2003 

Management buy-
out 100% 

0 100 100 

22 LD Invest Equity DK Biblioteksmedier A/S DK 
Gyldendalske Boghandel 
Nordisk Forlag A/S 

DK 
4-03-
2008 

4-03-
2008 

4-03-
2008 

Institutional buy-out 
100% 

0 100 100 

23 G Falbe-Hansen A/S DK 
IC Companys A/S's Sir of 
Sweden brand  

IC Companys A/S DK 
15-06-
2005 

15-06-
2005 

15-06-
2005 

Acquisition 100% 0 100 100 

24 VækstFonden DK Cantion A/S DK NKT Holding A/S DK 
5-12-
2003 

5-12-
2003 

5-12-
2003 

Institutional buy-out 
80% 

0 80 80 

25 Proark Properties ApS DK Schaumann Retail Finland 1 A/S DK 
Schaumann Properties 
A/S 

DK 
21-12-
2007 

21-12-
2007 

21-12-
2007 

Acquisition 50% 0 50 50 

26 ESL Holding Aps DK ESL GmbH DE Thrane & Thrane A/S DK 
14-08-
2007 

14-08-
2007 

3-09-
2007 

Management buy-in 
100% 

0 100 100 

27 Welcon A/S DK 
Vestas Wind Systems A/S's 
Campbeltown tower factory 

GB 
Vestas Wind Systems 
A/S 

DK 
22-01-
2009 

26-03-
2009 

26-03-
2009 

Acquisition 100% 0 100 100 

28 
Industria Ecuatoriana 
Productora de Alimentos 
CA 

EC 
Empacadora Ecuatoriano 
Danesa 

EC 
Det Østasiatiske 
Kompagni A/S 

DK 
6-10-
2003 

6-10-
2003 

6-10-
2003 

Acquisition 100% 0 100 100 

29 EmCe Solution Partner Oy FI Columbus IT Finland Oy FI Columbus IT Partner A/S DK 
18-02-
2008 

18-02-
2008 

18-02-
2008 

Acquisition 100% 0 100 100 

30 PAI Partners SAS FR 
Chr. Hansen Holding A/S's food 
ingredients unit 

DK 
ALK-Abello/Chr. Hansen 
Holding A/S 

DK 
24-11-
2004 

29-04-
2005 

29-07-
2005 

Institutional buy-out 
100% 

0 100 100 

31 Aegeus Transport Ltd GB 
Roadways Container Logistics 
Ltd 

GB AP Møller-Mærsk A/S DK 
24-11-
2008 

24-11-
2008 

24-11-
2008 

Acquisition 100% 0 100 100 

32 Mr Martyn Jones GB Wrexham lager brand GB Carlsberg A/S DK 
30-04-
2004 

30-04-
2004 

30-04-
2004 

Acquisition 100% 0 100 100 

33 
MBO Team - United 
Kingdom 

GB Braby Ltd GB FLS Industries A/S DK 
24-03-
2004 

24-03-
2004 

24-03-
2004 

Management buy-
out 100% 

0 100 100 

34 Mid Europa Partners LLP GB Bite Lietuva UAB LT TDC A/S DK 
30-11-
2006 

19-01-
2007 

12-02-
2007 

Institutional buy-out 
100% 

0 100 100 

35 CRH plc IE Betonelement A/S DK Højgaard Holding A/S DK 
20-08-
2003 

20-08-
2003 

23-09-
2003 

Acquisition 100% 0 100 100 

36 CBC Group IL 
Türk Tuborg Bira ve Malt Sanayii 
AS 

TR Carlsberg A/S DK 
27-03-
2008 

23-07-
2008 

23-10-
2008 

Acquisition 95.65% - 
95.6

5 
- 

37 Fons hf IS 
Maersk Air A/S’s scheduled 
services and charter activities 

DK AP Møller-Mærsk A/S DK 
30-06-
2005 

30-06-
2005 

13-09-
2005 

Acquisition 100% 0 100 100 

38 Kögun HF IS AX Business Intelligence HF IS Columbus IT Partner A/S DK 
11-08-
2003 

11-08-
2003 

11-08-
2003 

Acquisition 99.43% 0 
99.4

3 
99.43 
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39 Baugur Group hf IS 
Th Wessel og Vett Magasin du 
Nord A/S 

DK Jyske Bank A/S DK 
9-10-
2003 

12-11-
2004 

12-11-
2004 

Acquisition 69% 0 69 69 

40 Maflow Group IT Codan Gummi A/S DK AP Møller-Mærsk A/S DK 
9-02-
2007 

9-02-
2007 

9-02-
2007 

Acquisition 100% 0 100 100 

41 
Cementir - Cementerie Del 
Tirreno SpA 

IT Unicon A/S DK FLS Industries A/S DK 
4-03-
2004 

12-08-
2004 

29-10-
2004 

Acquisition 100% - - - 

42 MACH Sarl LU Dan Net A/S DK TDC A/S DK 
15-12-
2003 

22-07-
2004 

5-08-
2004 

Acquisition 100% 0 100 100 

43 European Directories SA LU TDC Forlag A/S DK TDC A/S DK 
16-06-
2003 

14-10-
2005 

30-11-
2005 

Institutional buy-out 
100% 

0 100 100 

44 Koninklijke Numico NV NL EAC Nutrition Ltd. A/S DK 
Det Østasiatiske 
Kompagni A/S 

DK 
9-11-
2005 

14-11-
2005 

2-01-
2006 

Acquisition 100% 0 100 100 

45 MBO Team - Netherlands NL Handelmij Austria BV NL FLS Industries A/S DK 
28-04-
2003 

28-04-
2003 

28-04-
2003 

Management buy-
out 100% 

0 100 100 

46 Acta Holding ASA NO Svenska Spar AB SE Capinordic A/S DK 
21-07-
2004 

21-07-
2004 

7-09-
2004 

Acquisition 100% 0 100 100 

47 Optimera Gruppen AS NO DLH Træ & Byg A/S DK 
Dalhoff Larsen & 
Horneman A/S 

DK 
21-05-
2007 

20-12-
2007 

29-02-
2008 

Acquisition 100% 0 100 100 

48 EDB Business Partner ASA NO 
Centralen för Elektroniska 
Korttransaktioner AB 

SE Danske Bank A/S DK 
23-02-
2007 

23-02-
2007 

30-06-
2007 

Acquisition 100% 0 100 100 

49 Altinex ASA NO Denerco Oil A/S DK Danske Bank A/S DK 
26-04-
2006 

11-05-
2006 

11-08-
2006 

Acquisition 100% 0 100 100 

50 Elopak AS NO Elopak AB SE Schouw & Co A/S DK 
20-09-
2006 

20-09-
2006 

31-10-
2006 

Acquisition 50% - 50 - 

51 Investors NO Norpost A/S NO Søndagsavisen A/S DK 
31-01-
2003 

31-01-
2003 

31-01-
2003 

Acquisition 100% 0 100 100 

52 Saab AB SE Maersk Data Defence A/S DK AP Møller-Mærsk A/S DK 
29-05-
2006 

29-05-
2006 

1-09-
2006 

Acquisition 100% 0 100 100 

53 Triton Advisers (Nordic) AB SE 
DSV's Miljø and Egenproduktion 
division 

DK DSV A/S DK 
27-03-
2003 

22-01-
2004 

12-02-
2004 

Institutional buy-out 
100% 

0 100 100 

54 Shriro Sweden AB SE Imacon A/S DK Glunz & Jensen A/S DK 
13-08-
2004 

13-08-
2004 

13-08-
2004 

Acquisition 100% 0 100 100 

55 Chang Beverage Company SG 
Sukhothai Marketing Company 
Ltd 

TH Carlsberg A/S DK 
31-08-
2005 

31-08-
2005 

31-08-
2005 

Acquisition 50 50 100 

56 Varco International Inc. US 
Fibreglass tubular products 
manufacturer 

CN AP Møller-Mærsk A/S DK 
17-10-
2003 

17-10-
2003 

17-10-
2003 

Acquisition 0 100 100 

57 Core Oncology US Mills Biopharmaceuticals LLC US Coloplast A/S DK 
20-02-
2007 

20-02-
2007 

8-06-
2007 

Acquisition 100% 0 100 100 

58 Grindrod Ltd ZA Cross Country Containers CC ZA AP Møller-Mærsk A/S DK 
28-03-
2006 

28-03-
2006 

31-12-
2006 

Acquisition 100% 0 100 100 

59 MBO Team 
 

H+H Fiboment A/S DK H+H International A/S DK 
29-01-
2004 

5-03-
2004 

5-03-
2004 

Institutional buy-out 
100% 

0 100 100 
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60 EQT Partners AB 
 

DAKO A/S DK Novo Nordisk A/S DK 
28-02-
2007 

28-02-
2007 

31-05-
2007 

Institutional buy-out 
100% 

0 100 100 

61 Axcel Industriinvestor A/S DK NetTest A/S DK GN Store Nord A/S DK 
25-06-
2002 

2-01-
2003 

2-01-
2003 

Institutional buy-out 
100% 

0 100 100 
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12.2 Daily AR, AAR and t values on the event study sample 

 
De 
al Date 0 -30 -29 -28 -27 -26 -25 -24 -23 -22 -21 -20 -19 -18 -17 -16 -15 -14 -13 -12 -11 

1 26-08-2003 1.83 -0.07 0.26 -2.67 5.27 0.75 -0.71 -7.82 0.93 4.60 0.32 -0.10 0.02 0.37 0.35 -0.39 -1.19 -1.49 -0.89 -0.42 

2 17-07-2006 0.32 0.27 0.07 3.54 -1.12 0.10 -0.70 -0.13 -2.06 -1.16 5.92 -0.65 -0.01 -0.25 -0.18 0.25 1.42 -1.22 0.17 -0.31 

3 03-05-2007 0.34 -2.45 0.29 -2.30 -0.44 -0.64 0.53 0.27 -0.23 -0.13 0.82 -0.44 -0.62 -1.38 0.18 -0.24 0.25 -0.73 -1.14 0.37 

4 09-02-2004 -0.98 -2.58 1.93 -2.10 -2.91 -1.92 -1.69 -0.10 -0.49 -2.35 1.50 -1.30 3.66 1.02 0.31 0.93 -0.92 0.86 -1.07 -0.36 

5 29-11-2005 1.22 1.03 0.55 0.01 1.40 -0.19 1.32 0.07 0.43 -0.24 -0.09 -0.83 0.90 0.38 -1.82 0.71 0.23 0.42 -1.41 -0.36 

6 06-02-2006 0.19 0.46 -0.44 -0.05 -0.57 0.19 0.37 -0.33 -1.35 -1.22 -0.82 -0.68 1.50 0.62 -0.99 0.06 -0.81 -0.67 -0.55 -2.29 

7 12-02-2007 1.25 0.22 -1.17 0.42 0.37 -1.47 0.09 0.63 1.01 -0.82 -0.29 -0.22 -2.22 -1.17 -0.49 -1.55 0.98 -1.02 0.41 0.12 

8 14-07-2008 3.14 1.32 -1.51 1.08 -0.30 -1.71 0.75 -1.96 2.62 -1.95 0.15 -1.34 -0.21 -1.04 -1.84 -3.56 -0.66 -1.04 -1.80 -0.41 

9 20-02-2009 -0.08 0.33 -10.03 -3.33 -5.27 -1.38 1.59 3.72 -0.47 0.13 1.39 -2.95 1.12 -2.03 1.31 -1.57 1.89 -1.09 -2.44 1.44 

10 17-08-2004 -0.54 0.35 0.49 0.84 0.40 0.93 -0.10 1.24 0.45 0.39 -0.63 0.14 -2.66 -0.96 0.74 0.25 1.43 1.88 -0.67 0.14 

11 02-07-2007 -0.04 -0.18 -1.89 0.18 -0.27 1.11 -0.37 0.36 0.47 -0.13 -0.35 -3.38 2.79 -4.76 1.22 -0.67 1.05 -0.91 -0.94 4.64 

12 27-04-2007 -1.84 3.00 2.98 -1.43 -1.83 -0.25 0.02 -2.15 0.26 0.49 3.35 0.48 -4.00 0.73 -0.46 1.05 -1.10 -2.11 0.39 0.68 

13 28-09-2005 -1.18 1.34 -0.93 -3.48 -2.80 -3.03 -2.83 4.17 -2.23 0.46 -2.36 4.86 -3.01 0.65 -1.13 -0.59 2.19 -0.02 -1.81 1.15 

14 10-02-2004 2.28 1.04 -3.84 2.50 -1.09 -0.85 2.39 9.58 5.05 3.23 7.88 -5.78 0.58 7.67 -4.23 -4.15 3.43 -1.79 -0.36 0.01 

15 17-08-2004 -0.17 0.70 -0.44 -0.05 -0.14 0.62 -0.72 -0.58 -0.41 1.39 0.46 -1.30 1.27 0.06 0.25 -0.69 -0.13 -0.21 -0.67 0.32 

16 08-07-2004 0.32 0.14 -2.07 1.07 -2.45 0.79 0.06 0.57 -0.42 0.08 -0.18 -0.27 0.15 -0.52 0.66 -0.17 0.55 0.12 -0.56 0.34 

17 16-03-2005 -0.09 -0.86 -0.27 -0.59 -0.14 0.38 0.19 0.03 0.82 -0.39 0.02 -0.28 -0.14 -0.64 -1.03 0.01 -0.48 0.39 0.49 0.20 

18 22-01-2004 -1.43 1.64 0.53 -0.95 -1.85 0.11 -0.44 0.47 0.60 -0.09 3.14 1.04 -0.77 2.02 1.91 1.42 -1.37 -0.45 -0.58 -1.23 

19 21-11-2008 8.99 -11.79 -12.39 5.19 3.66 -11.35 1.11 -4.10 1.48 1.89 -5.44 3.25 2.59 -13.60 2.03 -3.98 -1.57 -6.56 5.03 5.63 

20 28-04-2003 8.06 -5.83 -4.98 -4.06 -4.24 2.17 -0.73 2.74 0.40 -3.04 3.59 -4.71 -1.83 2.33 1.69 -2.55 0.46 0.14 2.89 -0.39 

21 28-04-2003 8.06 -5.83 -4.98 -4.06 -4.24 2.17 -0.73 2.74 0.40 -3.04 3.59 -4.71 -1.83 2.33 1.69 -2.55 0.46 0.14 2.89 -0.39 

22 04-03-2008 -12.54 1.44 -1.83 -1.47 0.52 -2.04 -0.58 5.31 -1.93 -1.24 2.20 0.11 1.18 0.30 -0.45 -3.23 -0.50 -0.75 -3.32 -1.44 
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De 
al Date 0 -30 -29 -28 -27 -26 -25 -24 -23 -22 -21 -20 -19 -18 -17 -16 -15 -14 -13 -12 -11 

23 15-06-2005 0.76 -1.78 -1.24 -0.56 -2.30 0.90 3.37 4.27 -0.04 -0.53 -3.31 2.76 3.94 4.88 9.11 -2.20 -1.65 2.60 0.11 1.90 

24 05-12-2003 -1.55 0.50 0.87 -0.77 -2.00 -0.10 -1.23 3.09 6.09 -2.66 2.21 0.00 0.93 0.20 0.12 0.03 -1.62 2.73 -1.02 -0.97 

25 21-12-2007 -0.03 -0.11 2.49 2.58 -0.72 10.34 0.15 -0.77 0.33 -21.98 22.99 8.59 -8.03 -2.19 -0.37 -0.78 5.86 -0.16 -0.72 -0.05 

26 14-08-2007 -0.65 -0.46 3.23 3.68 4.64 1.40 -0.73 -0.38 -1.48 -1.88 0.26 -1.59 -1.58 -0.86 0.08 -1.46 -1.09 0.26 -0.76 -0.21 

27 26-03-2009 -4.17 8.65 2.71 -0.45 -0.42 -0.33 -0.28 -3.18 -1.88 -0.86 0.44 -1.16 -2.40 0.17 6.04 -1.03 -5.67 -0.41 4.68 1.91 

28 06-10-2003 -1.63 -4.34 1.85 -0.60 1.97 1.10 2.53 -0.77 -1.38 0.71 -0.87 0.50 0.50 2.04 -0.18 0.19 0.30 -0.50 -0.51 0.56 

29 18-02-2008 -0.38 -0.14 -0.65 0.34 -0.69 0.14 -0.71 2.16 -0.80 -2.28 -4.13 -3.27 -1.67 -0.36 1.53 0.26 1.88 -1.53 24.69 7.30 

30 29-04-2005 0.39 -1.54 0.60 0.52 -0.05 -0.43 0.30 0.38 2.05 0.78 1.91 -0.67 -0.64 -1.40 -0.45 -0.55 0.46 -1.99 -1.97 0.01 

31 24-11-2008 4.51 -5.91 -5.92 0.33 0.92 -3.17 2.42 -1.04 -2.27 -1.46 -3.80 4.78 4.63 -5.41 2.94 -1.27 1.75 -1.24 -2.42 1.05 

32 30-04-2004 2.50 -0.67 1.45 -0.88 -1.58 -0.52 2.32 -0.03 2.97 -0.40 -0.75 -1.84 -0.22 -0.93 -0.62 1.48 -2.66 -0.61 0.36 2.70 

33 24-03-2004 -2.72 0.06 0.24 0.46 -0.91 0.76 -0.91 -0.02 0.02 0.23 -1.88 -1.26 -1.03 -0.10 0.91 -0.08 1.07 9.18 0.51 1.63 

34 19-01-2007 0.68 -1.07 0.99 0.83 -2.90 0.29 0.96 -2.44 1.30 -0.23 0.35 -0.03 -0.80 -0.50 -0.91 0.57 0.10 -0.53 0.15 1.90 

35 20-08-2003 -0.80 0.06 0.00 -0.87 -0.55 0.36 0.69 -1.62 0.51 1.18 -0.71 -0.15 0.44 0.23 0.32 1.59 3.36 -2.05 -1.30 1.29 

36 23-07-2008 -0.93 4.46 -2.91 -1.81 -1.79 -2.37 -2.05 2.56 0.96 -0.98 0.35 0.00 -0.49 -0.66 -3.18 2.23 -0.49 2.62 -0.31 -0.01 

37 30-06-2005 -0.28 -1.11 -0.63 0.41 -0.05 0.62 0.63 -0.12 0.34 -0.29 -0.02 0.01 0.27 -0.11 -0.26 -0.10 0.81 0.79 -0.63 0.07 

38 11-08-2003 2.52 -10.66 -8.99 22.98 29.18 18.11 36.14 1.43 -7.42 0.00 -1.60 -2.77 -6.13 -3.77 -8.75 -5.91 -11.01 18.17 0.87 5.03 

39 12-11-2004 -0.57 -0.17 -1.08 -0.18 -0.26 -0.38 0.43 0.15 0.16 0.65 0.36 0.39 1.01 0.84 0.88 1.77 1.00 -4.09 -2.95 1.51 

40 09-02-2007 0.96 0.05 0.72 -0.76 -0.46 -1.71 1.43 0.04 1.55 -0.36 1.05 1.31 2.63 0.24 -1.05 -0.44 -1.38 0.02 1.81 -1.46 

41 12-08-2004 -1.23 -2.42 2.51 0.18 0.94 0.25 -0.46 -0.90 -0.25 -1.04 -0.41 -0.24 0.16 0.29 -0.10 0.68 -2.16 0.87 2.44 0.22 

42 22-07-2004 4.24 0.74 0.46 -0.63 -0.16 -0.32 -0.51 -0.48 -2.07 0.29 0.41 0.08 0.48 1.17 -1.70 -0.40 1.18 0.36 -1.06 0.23 

43 14-10-2005 -0.16 -0.96 -0.33 -0.59 1.70 -2.27 -1.02 0.19 0.46 6.46 2.60 -1.27 1.75 0.96 0.36 -1.28 0.21 -0.24 -1.29 0.58 

44 14-11-2005 -1.35 -1.37 -0.95 0.41 -1.71 -1.41 1.43 0.54 1.26 -0.49 -2.07 1.84 -1.19 1.47 0.92 0.78 1.31 4.53 2.00 -0.52 

45 28-04-2003 8.06 -5.83 -4.98 -4.06 -4.24 2.17 -0.73 2.74 0.40 -3.04 3.59 -4.71 -1.83 2.33 1.69 -2.55 0.46 0.14 2.89 -0.39 
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De 
al Date 0 -30 -29 -28 -27 -26 -25 -24 -23 -22 -21 -20 -19 -18 -17 -16 -15 -14 -13 -12 -11 

46 21-07-2004 -1.60 -2.97 -0.27 1.21 -0.88 -1.41 -0.07 2.53 -4.41 1.75 -1.34 -1.12 -0.17 0.36 -2.80 -5.02 -0.65 3.76 -4.64 0.45 

47 20-12-2007 0.84 1.78 0.10 -0.60 0.72 -0.73 -1.71 3.40 -2.91 -3.87 -3.06 -3.11 0.54 -2.54 -3.52 -0.37 -0.11 -0.08 -1.45 -2.77 

48 23-02-2007 0.06 0.14 -0.22 0.29 0.60 0.30 -0.55 0.37 0.35 0.80 1.28 -0.27 0.36 -0.53 -0.59 -1.02 -0.50 1.09 1.15 -0.69 

49 11-05-2006 0.71 -0.72 2.86 0.14 -1.45 0.52 -0.69 -0.32 0.43 1.51 0.82 0.64 -1.71 0.18 0.21 0.31 -0.37 -0.34 -0.19 -0.08 

50 20-09-2006 0.22 -0.88 -0.45 1.71 3.47 1.75 1.32 -2.31 -2.33 -0.15 -0.15 -2.16 0.78 -0.25 -1.09 -0.38 0.28 -0.88 3.10 -0.62 

51 31-01-2003 7.24 -2.94 -3.62 -3.21 -4.10 4.00 -0.18 -0.01 6.36 2.75 -0.72 -8.96 10.96 0.46 -1.60 -4.72 0.49 0.02 6.70 -6.01 

52 29-05-2006 -0.73 -1.23 0.82 -2.00 -0.94 -0.83 1.43 -0.03 -0.21 -0.01 -0.73 -1.95 0.93 -0.13 -1.26 0.01 2.19 0.24 0.05 0.27 

53 22-01-2004 -1.43 1.64 0.53 -0.95 -1.85 0.11 -0.44 0.47 0.60 -0.09 3.14 1.04 -0.77 2.02 1.91 1.42 -1.37 -0.45 -0.58 -1.23 

54 13-08-2004 0.70 0.11 0.18 0.35 0.25 0.12 0.96 -1.52 2.70 -0.41 -0.24 0.16 1.54 -1.33 1.27 -1.01 0.25 1.27 0.22 -1.99 

55 31-08-2005 -0.40 1.51 -0.63 -0.42 0.42 -0.91 -0.43 -0.44 -0.50 -0.45 0.80 -0.90 0.64 -2.39 -1.75 1.17 1.75 5.02 -1.48 -0.20 

56 17-10-2003 -1.19 -1.64 0.07 0.07 1.66 0.89 -0.26 -0.99 0.15 0.14 -1.78 0.13 2.21 -0.31 1.16 -0.50 -1.21 -1.98 3.74 0.91 

57 20-02-2007 0.09 0.63 1.01 -0.82 -0.29 -0.22 -2.22 -1.17 -0.49 -1.55 0.98 -1.02 0.41 0.12 -0.40 -1.32 0.20 -0.48 -0.10 1.19 

58 28-03-2006 0.48 -1.53 1.20 -0.35 0.12 0.27 -0.64 -1.64 1.09 -0.76 -0.98 -0.85 0.98 0.47 -0.61 -1.64 -1.04 1.97 -0.32 -0.35 

59 05-03-2004 0.30 -1.82 -1.12 2.66 3.20 2.87 -0.48 0.72 -0.32 -1.63 -1.39 -0.74 -2.91 0.20 3.57 -1.12 0.74 0.31 0.00 -0.16 

60 28-02-2007 -0.21 0.02 0.64 1.60 0.07 -1.94 -0.73 0.01 -0.52 -1.25 3.95 0.83 1.99 -0.90 0.54 0.06 0.01 -1.43 0.57 0.66 

61 02-01-2003 -0.31 1.48 0.07 -0.76 -11.63 4.25 6.51 0.18 0.42 7.11 4.27 -2.05 5.32 -2.99 0.39 0.20 5.53 -2.19 -2.64 -1.33 

 
AAR 0.49 -0.77 -0.79 0.13 -0.17 0.28 0.73 0.32 0.11 -0.45 0.75 -0.62 0.17 -0.28 0.04 -0.72 0.06 0.31 0.39 0.32 

 
t, AAR 0.17 -0.26 -0.27 0.04 -0.06 0.10 0.25 0.11 0.04 -0.15 0.26 -0.21 0.06 -0.09 0.01 -0.24 0.02 0.10 0.13 0.11 
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 -10 -9 -8 -7 -6 -5 -4 -3 -2 -1 0 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 

1 0.54 -1.63 -0.12 -2.54 3.18 -4.69 -2.19 2.18 -7.87 -2.72 -5.81 2.03 -5.13 -1.40 6.20 -5.71 1.74 -1.99 2.06 -0.83 0.50 

2 0.36 -0.30 -0.11 -0.14 0.00 0.33 -0.44 0.23 1.42 0.02 1.48 -0.33 3.46 -0.51 -0.77 -0.27 0.28 -0.49 -1.00 -0.23 -1.43 

3 -1.45 -0.64 -0.10 0.36 0.44 0.05 0.09 -0.01 1.89 3.26 2.69 -0.07 0.83 -0.77 -0.65 -0.24 -0.12 0.04 -0.04 -0.12 -1.50 

4 0.72 -0.82 -1.15 -3.17 -0.75 1.03 0.02 -2.56 -2.39 1.61 1.52 -0.13 -2.72 0.06 0.24 0.46 -0.91 0.76 -0.91 -0.02 0.02 

5 1.70 0.97 2.20 -0.81 -1.09 -0.45 0.78 -0.90 -1.68 -1.12 2.91 4.32 -1.75 -1.61 -0.17 -1.49 -0.27 0.93 0.49 0.08 0.48 

6 -0.52 1.57 -1.03 -0.57 2.25 0.33 -1.24 0.79 0.45 -1.18 -1.49 -0.92 0.16 -1.75 -2.29 0.81 0.48 -1.53 1.20 -0.35 0.12 

7 -0.40 -1.32 0.20 -0.48 -0.10 1.19 -0.23 -0.51 5.47 -3.50 0.38 0.27 -0.77 -2.80 -1.71 0.81 0.46 -0.42 -1.79 0.06 1.92 

8 1.47 -1.38 0.48 -0.10 1.81 -1.16 0.64 0.87 -2.45 0.95 -1.09 4.05 -2.85 -1.10 0.42 9.23 0.38 3.92 -1.87 0.77 1.74 

9 -2.02 -0.43 1.14 -0.62 -0.17 -1.69 0.57 2.12 1.23 -0.16 2.25 -0.25 2.22 1.73 -1.84 2.38 3.20 2.83 -1.10 3.67 2.35 

10 1.96 0.37 1.22 -1.34 -0.72 0.55 -1.02 0.50 -0.47 -0.59 0.25 -0.24 -0.05 0.23 0.04 -0.78 -0.68 0.00 1.68 -2.07 -2.37 

11 1.64 0.95 -0.18 -1.77 -1.15 -1.08 -1.53 2.55 4.46 -0.37 1.34 -1.37 2.45 0.08 -0.02 -2.19 0.48 -1.69 -0.23 -0.04 -0.17 

12 -0.54 -1.53 -0.97 0.77 -2.38 2.45 0.27 -0.86 -0.71 0.45 -1.49 -1.96 0.65 -1.33 -1.88 -0.59 0.51 -1.12 -0.75 -1.01 2.48 

13 0.29 -0.38 -0.45 1.65 2.25 0.38 1.43 -2.69 -0.72 -0.26 -0.86 0.44 -2.48 1.58 -0.24 -0.47 -1.39 1.43 -0.07 -0.10 0.35 

14 -0.82 0.27 0.43 -2.26 -3.58 -0.51 -5.13 -4.44 -0.70 2.15 6.61 -2.62 -0.15 -1.37 -0.63 -1.62 1.12 -1.27 -3.76 5.90 -0.88 

15 -0.54 0.37 -0.19 1.10 0.58 -0.67 0.17 -0.14 0.10 0.35 -0.85 0.46 -0.39 0.58 0.45 0.60 0.20 0.05 -0.83 1.08 1.18 

16 -0.80 -0.44 1.25 0.12 -0.90 -0.13 -1.11 0.46 -0.17 0.70 -0.44 -0.05 -0.14 0.62 -0.72 -0.58 -0.41 1.39 0.46 -1.30 1.27 

17 -0.46 -0.31 0.49 -1.01 0.87 -0.36 1.07 0.08 -0.71 -0.17 -4.28 0.79 -0.18 -0.78 0.19 -0.88 0.03 -1.20 1.72 0.74 -0.14 

18 1.79 -0.47 0.71 0.01 -0.55 -0.99 -1.33 -0.31 0.45 1.24 1.19 -1.26 0.56 -1.18 -1.19 -1.79 0.74 -1.24 -0.74 1.22 -1.25 

19 -0.51 -1.79 3.52 -0.77 0.40 -0.64 1.76 1.75 3.48 4.90 0.67 -4.11 -1.99 0.64 -3.86 -1.00 2.44 0.63 0.35 -0.37 3.16 

20 0.14 2.50 4.06 -0.20 -0.14 0.21 1.79 0.10 1.15 0.57 0.84 -2.71 4.54 0.50 -1.01 1.31 1.94 -0.15 -3.52 -4.30 6.59 

21 0.14 2.50 4.06 -0.20 -0.14 0.21 1.79 0.10 1.15 0.57 0.84 -2.71 4.54 0.50 -1.01 1.31 1.94 -0.15 -3.52 -4.30 6.59 

22 -0.98 1.50 -0.92 0.57 -1.70 -0.31 0.12 0.54 1.15 2.49 0.58 -1.13 0.46 -0.71 15.45 -0.40 -0.73 1.17 0.26 2.59 -2.33 

23 7.88 0.16 -2.10 0.52 -0.87 -0.22 -0.96 -0.38 -1.24 1.80 2.20 1.20 4.32 5.06 -0.74 -3.02 -0.37 -1.20 2.80 2.35 3.01 

24 1.15 -1.45 2.23 1.25 -0.16 -0.49 0.71 -3.35 1.64 0.19 -0.29 -0.16 1.31 -0.65 -0.31 0.44 -3.42 0.57 0.30 -0.29 -3.68 

25 0.08 -10.49 -4.72 4.39 -5.34 -2.00 4.78 1.26 0.18 -1.48 2.42 -0.26 4.27 4.38 -4.84 4.56 1.19 -4.81 1.73 2.77 12.96 

26 1.86 -0.78 -1.19 -0.47 -0.61 -0.47 -0.53 -0.74 0.74 0.53 0.55 1.83 0.21 1.16 1.31 1.16 -0.97 0.72 -0.69 -4.59 1.80 

27 -4.43 2.24 2.18 -3.73 -3.38 4.42 1.38 -2.84 1.35 -2.12 -1.56 5.17 -2.95 2.07 5.38 4.85 5.12 -2.49 -2.58 -0.06 4.75 

28 1.89 0.00 1.26 0.29 0.80 0.51 -0.42 -1.10 -1.28 1.39 -0.93 0.76 -0.10 -0.81 1.13 1.80 0.76 1.69 -1.05 -0.43 -0.51 

29 5.82 -4.99 -1.30 1.18 0.30 0.26 -0.39 -2.57 -0.75 1.57 -2.14 -1.69 -0.65 2.00 -0.14 -2.42 -0.31 -1.32 -0.19 2.62 1.79 

30 -1.07 0.66 -1.04 1.58 -0.01 -1.13 0.87 3.29 0.24 -0.72 18.94 -3.76 -2.09 -0.38 -0.98 -0.07 -2.04 -1.07 -0.07 0.27 -0.04 

31 1.90 -4.29 -0.67 5.13 -0.32 -0.82 -1.88 -2.00 -0.17 3.35 1.47 1.88 -0.38 2.99 -4.84 1.11 -3.77 -2.84 -2.92 2.42 3.65 

32 2.47 1.35 -0.89 0.81 0.59 1.42 1.74 2.72 3.39 0.04 -0.26 -0.87 -0.59 -4.14 1.44 0.89 -0.22 -1.01 -1.77 0.48 -0.41 

33 -0.30 3.81 -1.16 0.63 -3.57 -1.74 1.86 1.54 0.10 -1.22 0.21 -0.69 2.97 -0.40 0.14 1.91 0.84 1.78 0.90 1.22 -0.66 

34 -1.40 0.13 -0.44 -1.38 0.12 0.00 -0.59 -1.73 0.01 0.04 0.15 0.31 -0.80 -0.55 0.37 -0.15 0.11 -0.64 -0.48 -0.59 -1.21 

35 -1.19 -1.49 -0.89 -0.42 -0.63 1.67 -0.12 5.01 -2.57 -0.14 -4.45 1.03 -0.32 -1.28 -1.17 2.50 1.68 -1.53 -1.23 -1.76 -0.44 

36 -2.76 0.19 3.04 3.15 0.35 -2.61 -0.91 -3.97 -4.74 -1.38 0.26 -1.47 1.37 -0.84 0.43 0.17 -4.36 -2.38 2.29 14.30 4.60 

37 -0.15 0.37 2.22 -0.38 0.38 -0.34 -0.14 -0.93 0.21 1.31 -1.63 0.10 -0.35 0.61 -0.10 0.03 0.30 -0.18 0.04 0.42 -0.60 
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 -10 -9 -8 -7 -6 -5 -4 -3 -2 -1 0 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 

38 -1.52 23.54 1.34 8.59 -2.92 -7.13 -3.33 -1.19 -0.73 2.11 1.77 2.23 -2.33 -1.52 -6.35 -0.31 -6.92 -5.31 -3.00 -9.70 10.66 

39 -0.29 -0.45 0.37 0.34 -1.61 -1.34 0.61 1.34 -1.46 -1.33 1.04 1.16 1.04 -0.99 -0.56 0.30 0.19 0.63 -0.69 1.65 0.79 

40 -0.38 0.29 1.37 -0.37 -0.93 1.40 0.36 0.24 -0.07 -0.53 3.59 0.41 -0.56 1.16 0.95 -0.15 -2.48 1.22 0.07 0.36 0.44 

41 -0.74 -0.67 0.14 -1.66 -0.23 -0.36 -1.31 -3.83 1.10 2.26 1.84 -4.43 -1.64 -1.28 -0.89 1.28 -0.43 -1.74 0.60 -1.97 -0.47 

42 2.01 -0.50 -1.56 0.25 1.01 -1.28 0.26 -0.58 -0.08 0.28 0.89 -0.39 -0.51 0.26 0.86 0.78 -0.54 0.64 -0.57 -1.23 2.52 

43 0.35 -1.07 0.40 3.51 3.85 -1.62 -1.15 -1.44 -0.03 0.26 0.29 -0.07 1.22 1.03 0.55 0.01 1.40 -0.19 1.32 0.07 0.43 

44 1.25 -0.53 0.09 -1.00 -0.74 -0.77 0.71 1.96 0.94 3.00 15.53 -2.65 -0.19 1.57 -0.37 -0.69 -0.32 -0.91 0.42 0.48 -0.56 

45 0.14 2.50 4.06 -0.20 -0.14 0.21 1.79 0.10 1.15 0.57 0.84 -2.71 4.54 0.50 -1.01 1.31 1.94 -0.15 -3.52 -4.30 6.59 

46 -1.03 2.77 -5.62 -3.22 -2.04 -5.03 3.44 -1.47 -1.71 2.20 -7.60 2.28 2.24 -7.61 1.79 1.62 2.36 -2.01 1.84 -1.06 0.37 

47 -1.44 2.93 -1.45 -1.45 -3.30 0.19 0.50 -1.46 2.71 0.93 20.83 3.97 4.04 1.07 -2.81 -0.02 1.02 -4.07 -1.55 -2.00 0.67 

48 -1.44 -0.36 -0.11 -0.40 0.24 0.41 1.13 -0.41 0.87 -0.66 1.08 0.14 1.94 -1.44 -0.48 0.19 0.49 -0.59 -2.84 0.00 0.04 

49 0.68 -0.38 0.41 0.22 0.69 -0.58 -0.53 0.14 1.98 0.12 0.86 -0.50 0.34 -0.46 -0.14 -0.54 0.35 0.70 -0.54 -1.64 0.94 

50 -0.84 -0.28 0.24 0.30 1.58 0.92 -0.83 0.19 -2.01 0.93 3.45 -0.62 -0.93 1.26 -0.11 -1.47 1.55 -0.72 -0.81 -0.53 -1.03 

51 0.90 0.16 -2.49 1.20 2.61 -0.47 -0.18 -0.99 0.38 -0.75 0.56 9.03 2.62 -0.43 -1.49 0.46 1.31 -6.49 0.76 -4.15 -1.52 

52 -2.86 0.04 1.31 0.87 0.41 0.33 -0.60 0.29 0.50 -1.51 -0.93 -0.18 -1.76 -0.60 0.57 1.04 0.41 0.09 2.15 0.39 -0.12 

53 1.79 -0.47 0.71 0.01 -0.55 -0.99 -1.33 -0.31 0.45 1.24 1.19 -1.26 0.56 -1.18 -1.19 -1.79 0.74 -1.24 -0.74 1.22 -1.25 

54 0.60 2.64 -1.06 -0.85 -1.60 1.10 -2.64 -0.85 0.35 7.13 -5.57 -0.35 -3.83 2.43 
-

16.93 -6.02 1.25 2.24 -2.56 -0.47 -7.28 

55 -0.89 1.05 1.22 -0.46 0.35 2.26 -0.42 0.98 -1.35 -0.33 0.21 -1.10 0.23 1.24 0.35 0.38 1.94 -0.25 0.55 -2.70 -1.14 

56 -0.43 0.78 -0.30 1.16 0.25 1.30 1.81 0.87 0.53 0.34 0.73 -1.01 -0.94 -2.86 -0.52 1.41 1.34 -1.28 1.22 -0.02 -1.71 

57 -0.23 -0.51 5.47 -3.50 0.38 0.27 -0.77 -2.80 -1.71 0.81 0.46 -0.42 -1.79 0.06 1.92 -0.97 -0.16 -0.94 0.84 0.97 -0.33 

58 -0.53 0.56 -0.30 -1.44 1.01 -0.93 1.04 0.11 0.55 0.30 -0.74 
-

10.15 -1.55 3.53 -0.41 0.71 -0.09 -0.32 0.83 -0.73 -1.23 

59 0.73 0.02 0.23 -1.05 -0.55 1.81 -1.56 -0.98 0.68 -0.54 0.50 1.86 -0.42 1.73 -0.92 -0.50 0.21 -2.49 1.08 0.08 0.13 

60 -0.39 -0.13 -0.34 0.40 -0.27 -0.86 0.70 -0.43 -4.67 1.73 2.03 -1.20 1.11 0.17 -0.98 0.10 -1.40 1.31 -0.44 0.39 0.65 

61 -1.48 -1.30 -0.34 -4.51 -4.22 -2.38 -0.32 0.81 1.46 -0.15 13.41 -3.23 -0.63 -0.75 -2.60 0.57 -2.78 -1.76 0.91 1.51 -0.66 

AAR 0.12 0.26 0.24 -0.03 -0.34 -0.34 -0.02 -0.26 0.02 0.50 1.29 -0.22 0.17 -0.04 -0.47 0.17 0.12 -0.60 -0.32 -0.05 0.83 
t, 
AAR 0.04 0.09 0.08 -0.01 -0.12 -0.12 -0.01 -0.09 0.01 0.17 0.44 -0.07 0.06 -0.01 -0.16 0.06 0.04 -0.20 -0.11 -0.02 0.28 
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 11 12 13 14 15 16 17 18 19 20 21 22 23 24 25 26 27 28 29 30 

1 -0.62 0.14 0.95 -1.59 0.07 -1.63 -0.28 3.30 1.66 -3.11 -0.53 0.72 0.36 1.17 4.31 -2.05 -1.91 -2.21 0.82 0.54 

2 0.95 -4.79 0.79 1.25 -0.19 0.33 1.17 0.29 -1.77 0.92 0.58 0.16 0.07 0.01 0.11 -1.01 5.18 2.57 1.97 -1.41 

3 -0.06 -1.42 -0.80 0.45 -0.70 -0.55 0.10 0.63 1.08 1.91 0.20 -1.75 -0.72 -0.55 -0.52 0.05 -0.77 1.46 0.45 -5.33 

4 0.23 -1.88 -1.26 -1.03 -0.10 0.91 -0.08 1.07 9.18 0.51 1.63 -0.30 3.81 -1.16 0.63 -3.57 -1.74 1.86 1.54 0.10 

5 0.16 -0.49 -0.49 0.01 -0.45 -0.72 -0.38 -1.10 -0.61 0.17 -0.51 0.34 -1.24 -0.22 -0.35 1.05 0.64 -2.15 1.12 0.49 

6 0.27 -0.64 -1.64 1.09 -0.76 -0.98 -0.85 0.98 0.47 -0.61 -1.64 -1.04 1.97 -0.32 -0.35 -0.53 0.56 -0.30 -1.44 1.01 

7 -0.97 -0.16 -0.94 0.84 0.97 -0.33 0.64 0.40 -2.25 -0.22 1.24 0.21 0.05 -0.31 0.05 0.07 -0.43 0.07 -0.19 -1.17 

8 -1.04 0.65 -2.35 -0.19 -0.32 -0.10 1.36 0.41 0.83 1.65 -0.05 1.14 -0.31 0.99 1.49 -1.68 0.81 -1.68 -1.16 -0.82 

9 0.15 -3.19 -1.53 0.31 -0.20 -1.54 -0.84 0.52 -0.49 0.67 -0.92 -19.00 -0.19 -16.91 1.04 1.81 -0.43 -2.95 -3.03 2.17 

10 1.12 0.10 -0.01 0.47 -0.54 0.56 0.54 0.61 -0.13 0.52 0.85 0.06 0.28 -0.32 0.13 0.06 -0.45 0.91 0.06 -0.03 

11 2.33 -0.27 0.69 -0.44 1.41 0.98 -0.22 1.14 -1.65 1.42 -2.68 -0.56 -0.50 0.28 -1.48 2.49 2.26 0.08 1.98 -0.12 

12 0.15 2.39 -0.04 -2.51 1.84 -1.19 -0.92 -0.24 -1.83 1.29 -1.46 0.05 1.73 3.51 2.39 1.72 -0.68 -3.54 -3.54 0.75 

13 0.88 -0.88 -1.34 0.10 -0.70 -2.11 -0.27 0.78 -2.45 2.93 1.23 -3.09 -2.42 1.14 -0.05 4.90 -0.57 2.13 -1.68 3.28 

14 -3.92 3.56 6.97 -3.47 -1.70 1.22 0.06 -2.04 -0.73 0.80 -1.11 -2.14 1.92 -6.19 0.39 3.28 0.43 0.13 2.65 0.63 

15 0.03 -0.34 0.66 0.13 0.06 0.19 0.17 -0.22 0.46 -0.20 -0.42 0.59 -0.50 -0.36 0.37 0.61 0.48 -0.76 -0.04 -0.52 

16 0.06 0.25 -0.69 -0.13 -0.21 -0.67 0.32 -0.54 0.37 -0.19 1.10 0.58 -0.67 0.17 -0.14 0.10 0.35 -0.85 0.46 -0.39 

17 0.34 -0.06 -0.26 -0.42 -0.38 -0.30 -0.60 0.54 0.90 -0.83 1.15 -1.12 0.47 0.84 -0.36 -0.25 1.73 2.41 -0.69 0.76 

18 0.43 -0.74 -0.50 -0.71 0.25 -0.32 0.84 -1.09 0.19 -0.91 -0.22 0.21 0.04 -0.54 0.47 0.88 -1.82 -0.45 -0.07 0.67 

19 -5.41 -1.16 1.36 1.16 1.38 -0.66 0.70 0.10 1.25 0.61 1.01 0.24 -0.65 -0.57 -3.57 -4.83 -1.83 2.84 -0.38 -0.08 

20 -1.30 -0.16 -0.06 -1.78 -2.45 0.96 0.28 5.00 -3.00 -0.84 -1.14 7.36 -4.64 -0.84 1.13 -2.49 0.00 -0.49 -3.01 0.31 

21 -1.30 -0.16 -0.06 -1.78 -2.45 0.96 0.28 5.00 -3.00 -0.84 -1.14 7.36 -4.64 -0.84 1.13 -2.49 0.00 -0.49 -3.01 0.31 

22 1.22 -2.66 -0.29 -1.23 -0.53 -0.21 2.48 -0.18 1.24 -0.42 -3.94 0.49 0.84 0.39 1.53 0.78 5.40 -1.29 0.56 0.92 

23 -1.94 -0.41 -1.46 -3.33 -1.79 -1.86 1.58 2.35 0.75 0.34 1.90 0.20 0.31 -0.18 -0.49 -0.61 -0.67 -1.01 1.65 -1.71 

24 -2.34 1.00 0.19 0.29 -0.34 1.83 -0.20 -0.86 1.74 -1.83 1.29 1.64 3.35 -0.85 -0.41 0.74 0.79 -1.18 0.29 -0.77 

25 -10.83 2.64 5.34 0.06 -4.29 1.57 2.71 -1.09 -0.77 -0.67 2.02 -2.04 -0.58 0.88 -3.51 -1.93 2.20 0.11 1.18 -0.50 

26 -1.20 -0.81 -1.39 0.71 0.42 -1.21 0.11 0.11 -1.89 1.19 -0.34 0.20 0.54 0.62 0.72 -1.04 -0.50 -1.99 -0.87 -0.06 

27 0.09 2.37 -3.50 -2.66 -4.24 4.28 4.90 -0.41 1.25 3.70 5.46 0.09 2.75 6.35 -3.88 -4.24 2.87 2.33 -7.09 -0.53 

28 0.05 0.73 -1.17 0.63 -0.88 -0.28 -0.56 -0.63 1.23 -1.89 -1.36 0.18 1.59 1.27 -0.40 1.57 -1.71 0.11 -0.83 1.37 

29 -2.30 1.84 -0.26 0.54 0.63 -1.88 0.02 -1.82 3.34 1.84 -0.07 -3.19 -1.89 -2.58 -2.01 1.83 1.33 -0.69 -0.18 -2.52 

30 -0.54 -0.83 0.92 1.85 -0.25 -1.37 -0.54 -0.35 0.04 0.67 0.35 -2.51 1.18 1.24 -0.36 -1.55 -0.44 0.35 -1.83 -0.36 

31 1.96 1.03 0.48 -1.67 3.53 -0.64 0.78 -1.12 -1.12 -1.81 0.96 -0.29 0.15 1.05 3.67 3.81 -3.39 -0.70 -1.98 -2.58 

32 -1.81 1.01 0.01 2.10 0.86 -1.59 1.36 2.11 -1.02 -0.70 -0.58 -0.51 -2.02 -0.42 -0.24 -0.53 1.12 0.53 1.19 3.82 

33 4.80 0.11 0.71 -0.08 -0.51 -0.72 -0.34 0.70 -0.22 -0.07 0.37 4.25 -1.46 1.17 -0.67 -0.59 3.66 3.40 -1.53 -2.11 

34 0.16 -0.67 -0.90 0.96 -1.62 0.57 0.08 -0.65 -0.44 -0.15 0.02 0.58 0.63 -0.05 0.44 0.69 3.69 1.58 0.40 -1.72 

35 0.26 0.33 2.03 0.50 -0.77 -1.23 -0.40 -1.02 0.07 -0.28 -2.59 3.71 0.14 1.88 1.74 0.72 -1.12 2.30 1.57 -1.78 

36 -1.85 -1.37 1.26 3.02 0.08 -1.92 -1.33 1.25 0.44 0.07 -1.39 0.77 0.09 -1.96 -1.64 -1.50 2.44 3.50 1.56 1.60 
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 11 12 13 14 15 16 17 18 19 20 21 22 23 24 25 26 27 28 29 30 

37 -0.82 -0.05 -0.35 -0.22 -0.72 1.06 0.74 -0.71 -0.44 0.41 -0.13 0.32 -0.13 0.94 0.99 1.70 2.08 2.96 0.72 -0.76 

38 -0.31 1.02 6.80 -0.02 -1.62 -0.97 -5.50 -0.98 1.53 -0.31 -2.77 2.43 -2.06 0.44 -1.93 0.07 1.42 -1.95 2.26 1.66 

39 0.04 0.64 -0.73 1.09 0.56 -1.28 -0.17 -1.28 1.57 0.38 -0.43 -0.45 -0.12 0.94 0.38 -0.05 -0.38 -0.83 0.35 0.74 

40 -0.10 -1.64 -1.20 0.18 0.09 0.31 0.07 0.24 -0.02 -1.01 -0.09 -0.42 -0.07 -0.49 -0.70 -0.10 -0.25 0.45 0.89 0.02 

41 -2.70 0.22 -3.49 4.98 0.52 -0.01 -0.02 -0.96 1.22 -0.15 -0.54 -1.03 -0.39 -1.65 0.30 1.90 0.13 1.25 -1.04 -2.69 

42 2.80 1.70 0.34 -1.06 -2.21 -0.28 0.13 1.96 0.72 0.43 -0.36 0.64 0.01 0.50 -0.35 -0.66 1.97 -0.47 -0.93 -0.38 

43 -0.24 -0.09 -0.83 0.90 0.38 -1.82 0.71 0.23 0.42 -1.41 -0.36 1.70 0.97 2.20 -0.81 -1.09 -0.45 0.78 -0.90 -1.68 

44 1.15 0.28 0.04 0.07 0.98 -1.02 0.53 0.33 0.22 -0.16 -0.32 -0.01 -0.18 -0.66 -0.43 -0.28 -1.05 0.09 -1.03 -0.61 

45 -1.30 -0.16 -0.06 -1.78 -2.45 0.96 0.28 5.00 -3.00 -0.84 -1.14 7.36 -4.64 -0.84 1.13 -2.49 0.00 -0.49 -3.01 0.31 

46 -6.36 -2.09 1.84 -2.67 -1.50 -0.66 0.45 -0.35 -3.75 -4.94 8.60 -1.29 -2.34 -3.32 -13.85 -3.31 -2.61 9.67 -3.87 -3.19 

47 -1.00 -1.54 0.09 0.78 -0.64 -1.08 -0.21 -3.79 8.17 -0.97 2.76 0.55 2.04 -1.24 0.22 -0.61 -1.27 2.20 0.11 -1.42 

48 0.15 -0.38 -1.27 -0.49 0.01 -0.22 -0.04 -0.45 0.12 -0.78 2.29 2.35 -0.78 -0.37 0.53 -0.94 -0.70 -1.01 -2.32 -0.56 

49 -1.19 -0.44 0.48 0.53 -1.11 1.23 1.03 -0.10 0.14 -1.10 0.58 -0.69 -0.88 1.34 -0.56 -0.95 0.19 -0.42 0.43 1.91 

50 0.67 0.61 -0.16 -0.14 -0.89 -1.19 0.30 -1.01 0.31 0.34 0.07 -0.20 -0.34 0.37 -1.38 -0.43 1.62 -0.24 0.76 0.28 

51 4.31 -0.49 -4.54 7.32 1.09 -1.44 1.17 -8.49 -5.01 -1.18 -0.30 1.24 -12.48 1.37 1.71 -1.44 -2.64 -2.67 -3.72 8.96 

52 0.62 -0.65 -0.02 0.43 -0.14 1.36 -0.75 0.33 -1.67 -7.37 2.33 -0.17 0.23 -0.49 0.26 0.17 -0.07 -0.32 -0.35 0.29 

53 0.43 -0.74 -0.50 -0.71 0.25 -0.32 0.84 -1.09 0.19 -0.91 -0.22 0.21 0.04 -0.54 0.47 0.88 -1.82 -0.45 -0.07 0.67 

54 -4.04 5.12 0.25 -2.60 -0.01 3.94 -4.05 -0.14 4.13 -2.26 -0.36 0.29 0.04 -0.74 1.58 5.30 0.86 0.28 3.22 2.69 

55 -0.52 -0.73 0.06 0.58 -0.49 -0.76 0.04 1.07 3.03 -0.96 1.23 -0.63 -0.96 1.65 0.04 -0.86 -0.34 -0.86 -0.01 0.02 

56 1.10 -0.30 -0.28 -0.26 -0.26 -1.93 -2.51 -0.23 -0.11 -0.40 -2.04 1.86 -0.61 -0.54 -1.06 -0.81 1.36 0.38 -0.83 0.81 

57 0.64 0.40 -2.25 -0.22 1.24 0.21 0.05 -0.31 0.05 0.07 -0.43 0.07 -0.19 -1.17 -0.02 0.32 -0.41 -0.25 -0.50 -0.04 

58 0.82 -2.00 -0.94 -0.83 1.43 -0.03 -0.21 -0.01 -0.73 -1.95 0.93 -0.13 -1.26 0.01 2.19 0.24 0.05 0.27 -2.86 0.04 

59 1.49 -0.52 0.00 -2.24 3.67 -1.79 -0.64 2.00 -1.26 -1.74 0.28 0.63 0.76 -0.08 2.05 1.88 0.93 0.45 -0.72 0.22 

60 -0.49 -0.52 0.77 0.38 -0.23 1.37 0.61 -0.90 -1.02 -0.06 3.16 -0.05 -0.76 0.30 -0.82 1.39 1.01 -1.08 0.81 0.81 

61 0.45 -0.30 -0.31 -0.19 0.32 -1.02 -0.86 -0.71 0.89 -2.77 -0.48 0.77 -0.98 -1.50 0.67 0.99 0.78 -1.16 -1.38 -2.34 

AAR -0.43 -0.12 -0.08 -0.04 -0.27 -0.25 0.08 0.06 0.14 -0.39 0.19 0.15 -0.41 -0.26 -0.13 -0.05 0.29 0.20 -0.44 0.00 
t, 
AAR -0.15 -0.04 -0.03 -0.02 -0.09 -0.08 0.03 0.02 0.05 -0.13 0.06 0.05 -0.14 -0.09 -0.05 -0.02 0.10 0.07 -0.15 0.00 
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12.3 Standard deviation 

 
Event study sample 

Standard deviation calculated from the abnormal return on each of the companies in the sample in the time period from day -110 to day -10 
prior to the announcement dates: 
𝜎𝑎𝑟 =  0.029264696 = 2.926% 

 
Danisco  

Danisco standard deviation calculated from the abnormal return in the time period from day -110 to day -10 prior to the announcement date: 
Announcement on date 03-05-07 𝜎𝑎𝑟 =  0.009907 = 0.997%  
 
Hartmann 

Hartmann standard deviation calculated from the abnormal return in the time period from day -110 to day -10 prior to the announcement date: 
Announcement on date 28-08-2006 𝜎𝑎𝑟 =  0.0169672 = 1.697% 

 
Announcement on date 27-04-2007 𝜎𝑎𝑟 =  0.0176091 = 1.761% 

 
DLH 

DLH standard deviation calculated from the abnormal return in the time period from day -110 to day -10 prior to the announcement date: 
Announcement on date 20-12-2006 𝜎𝑎𝑟 =  0.0175776 = 1.758% 
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12.4 Major sell-offs deal value more than 99,999 EUR 

  Acquiror name 
Acquiror 
country code 

Target name 
Target 
country 
code 

Vendor name 
Date 
announced 

All Deal values 
th EUR 

3 
Firmenich International 
SA 

CH 
Danisco A/S's Flavours 
division 

BE Danisco A/S 3-05-2007 453523.92 

7 MBO Team - Germany DE 
AMOENA Medizin-
Orthopädie-Technik GmbH 

DE Coloplast A/S 12-02-2007 102250.00 

8 Nordzucker AG DE Danisco Sugar A/S DK Danisco A/S 14-07-2008 731484.51 

17 BC Newco Holding A/S DK Bella Center A/S DK Danske Bank A/S 16-03-2005 131842.35 

18 DSV Miljø Holding A/S DK DSV Miljø A/S DK DSV A/S 22-01-2004 154296.97 

30 PAI Partners SAS FR 
Chr. Hansen Holding A/S's 
food ingredients unit 

DK 
ALK-Abello/Chr. 
Hansen Holding A/S 

29-04-2005 1098872.82 

34 
Mid Europa Partners 
LLP 

GB Bite Lietuva UAB LT TDC A/S 19-01-2007 450000.00 

41 
Cementir - Cementerie 
Del Tirreno SpA 

IT Unicon A/S DK FLS Industries A/S 12-08-2004 572000.00 

42 MACH Sarl LU Dan Net A/S DK TDC A/S 22-07-2004 161378.51 

43 
European Directories 
SA 

LU TDC Forlag A/S DK TDC A/S 14-10-2005 654785.30 

44 Koninklijke Numico NV NL EAC Nutrition Ltd. A/S DK 
Det Østasiatiske 
Kompagni A/S 

14-11-2005 1205911.75 

47 Optimera Gruppen AS NO DLH Træ & Byg A/S DK 
Dalhoff Larsen & 
Horneman A/S 

20-12-2007 110742.64 

49 Altinex ASA NO Denerco Oil A/S DK Danske Bank A/S 11-05-2006 294480.74 

53 
Triton Advisers (Nordic) 
AB 

SE 
DSV's Miljø and 
Egenproduktion division 

DK DSV A/S 22-01-2004 154288.32 

60 EQT Partners AB 
 

DAKO A/S DK Novo Nordisk A/S 28-02-2007 972573.73 

 
Standard deviation calculated from the abnormal return on each of the companies in the subsample of major 
sell-offs in the time period from day -110 to day -10 prior to the announcement dates: 
𝜎𝑎𝑟 =  0.0150271 = 1.503% 
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12.5 The growth share matrix – Boston Consulting Group 

 
Source: (Boston Consulting Group, n.d.) 

 

 

 

 

12.6 The nine box matrix – McKinsey and Company 

 
Source: McKinsey & Company, 2000. 


