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Abstract 

This thesis investigates the value creation and value drivers for acquiring listed companies in the Nordic countries 

between 2005 and 2020. The study conducts an event study on a sample of 818 companies and supplements with 

a cross-sectional multiple regression analysis to test the robustness of the event study results. 

Existing literature is extensive, but the Nordic countries are less represented. The literature agree that target 

shareholders experience high abnormal returns from M&As but acquirer returns are more inconsistent. Companies 

engage in M&A to increase firm value as explained by the neoclassic theory. The lack of evidence of value creation 

for acquirers in the literature are explained by issues with asymmetric information and theories such as agency, 

signal, and hubris and herding. 

The main findings of this thesis can be summarized to: 1) Acquirers experience abnormal returns of +2.74% 2) 

Acquirers using earnouts experience abnormal returns of +2.66%. There is no difference in performance compared 

to non-earnout acquisitions. 3) Acquisitions of privately held targets outperform acquisitions of listed targets by 

+1.64%. 4) There are no clear differences between different methods of payment except weak evidence that mixed-

financed acquisitions outperform cash-financed acquisitions. 5) For private targets, there is weak evidence that 

mixed-financed acquisitions outperform cash-financed acquisitions. For listed targets, there is no differences 

between different methods of payment. Acquisitions of privately held targets outperform acquisitions of listed 

targets when financed with cash or mixed. 6) There is no difference in performance between related and 

diversifying acquisitions. 
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1. Introduction  

1.1 Motivation 

Companies exist to create value, first and foremost for the shareholders. A main driver of value creation is growth 

and to achieve this objective, companies can use different strategic approaches. Firms can grow organically, i.e., 

increasing its output and sales from its own operations or “buy growth” by engaging in mergers and acquisitions 

(hereafter M&A). M&A is a fast way to achieve growth and it can provide access to resources and capabilities that 

the acquiring company does not possess. But it involves risks due to its complexity and deal size. 

M&A as a strategy has experienced tremendous growth in recent decades. In 2019, the number of worldwide 

acquisitions was almost 50,000 with a total value of 3,370 billion USD compared to just below 11,000 acquisitions 

with a total value of 540 billion USD in 1990 (Institute for Mergers, Acquisitions and Alliances, 2020). The 

historical M&A market from 1985 to May 2021 is illustrated in Figure 1.1. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Due to this development, the literature has had an increased focus on the field of M&A and the impact on 

shareholder value. There is clear evidence that target shareholders experience significantly high abnormal return, 

i.e., returns in excess of an appropriate benchmark. On the other hand, the abnormal returns to the acquiring 

shareholders are not consistent. The majority of previous statistical studies find that a large proportion of 

acquisitions destroy value for the acquirer shareholders (Sudarsanam, 2010). Since these findings do not justify the 

large scale of acquisitions, at least from a shareholder value perspective, it is very interesting to assess what motives 

drive companies to engage in M&A and this topic has already been widely discussed. From a neoclassic theoretical 

perspective, the main object of any company should be a maximization of shareholder value, thus companies 

should only engage in M&A if it’s net present value (NPV) is at least 0. A positive NPV acquisition can be due to 

possible synergies between the merged companies, that is the companies together have a higher market value than 

the two firms individually. However, the fact that the literature finds a large portion of M&As to be value destroying 

is in conflict with the neoclassic theory. A theoretical explanation for this is due to behavioral theory where 

Source: own contribution, Data: Institute for Mergers, Acquisitions and Alliances 

Figure 1.1 Historical M&A activity, worldwide 
Primary axis) Illustrates the number of M&A transactions from 1985 to May 2021. Secondary axis) 

Illustrates the total value of M&A transactions in billion USD from 1985 to May 2021. 
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managers may take irrational decisions, such as the hubris theory. From this perspective, managers may over-

estimate synergies or over-estimate their own capabilities to realize these and integrate and run the new company 

better than existing management. Thus, acquisitions are possibly made in order to increase the company value but 

the managers in some of these acquiring companies are unable to realize the synergies resulting in negative NPVs. 

A final and widely used theoretical explanation for value destroying M&As is due to corporate governance and 

asymmetric information. When managers have superior information compared to the shareholders, they may take 

actions to maximize their own utilities which are not necessarily in line with the interests of the shareholders (i.e., 

increase company value). Managers may pursue own private benefits such as empire building, managerial 

compensation, and power, even though if it is at the expense of the shareholders.  

 

Until this day, the existing academic literature has largely focused on the major regions of the world like the US or 

Europe as a whole and not to the same extent on the smaller regions like the Nordics. To the knowledge of this 

thesis, only a few studies have investigated the M&A market in the Nordic countries (i.e., Sweden, Finland, Norway, 

Denmark, Island and Faroe Islands). Doukas, Holmen and Travlos (2002) investigate the M&A market in Sweden 

which accounts for the majority of the acquisitions in the Nordics and Rose, Sørheim and Lerkerød (2017) 

investigate the entire Nordic region. The evidence from Doukas, Holmen and Travlos (2002) is based on deals 

from the time period of 1980 to 1995 and Rose, Sørheim and Lerkerød (2017) investigate deals from 1995 to 2014. 

The purpose of this thesis is to contribute with new empirical evidence from this region with the latest data 

available, that is from 2005 to 2020 (end of 2019). Additionally, this study aims to investigate the impact on the 

value creation from specific company- and deal-specific characteristics. Below, the research question and sub-

questions are presented. 

 

 

1.2 Research question 

Based on the motivation from above, the overall research question is formulated. Together with the sub-questions, 

it serves as a guiding star throughout the thesis. The individual chapters below are all intended to form the basis 

for being able to answer the research question, which can be expressed as follows: 

How do announcements of mergers and acquisitions to the market impact the short-

term value creation for listed acquirers in the Nordic Countries from 2005 to 2020, and 

to what extent can deal- and company specific characteristics explain such effects? 

In order to answer the research question, the following research sub-questions are formulated and will be 

examined: 
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• What motives drive mergers and acquisitions? 

• What is short-term value creation and how is it measured in the existing literature? 

• Which deal- and company specific characteristics impact the short-term value creation for acquirers 

following a merger or an acquisition in the Nordic countries from 2005 to 2020?  

 

 

1.3 Delimitations 

Many aspects of M&A are interesting. However, in order to being able to answer the research questions, it is 

necessary to make some delimitations in order to secure a focused and in-depth study. 

 

Companies have a variety of stakeholders not necessarily with the same interests. Thus, to assess value creation, it 

is important to determine on the type of stakeholder in focus. In this thesis, the value creation is assessed from the 

shareholders’ perspectives. Another limitation is that the focus is solely on the value creation for companies from 

the Nordic countries. As described in section 1.1, this focus is primarily due to the limited literature in this area 

compared to other regions or countries such as the US or Europe. Finally, the study is narrowed down to only 

considering deals within the time period of 2005 to 2020. The period is selected in order to, on the one hand, use 

the latest available data and, on the other hand, secure a period than span over different economic cycles and a 

sample of a certain size.  

 

When examining value creation from M&A, it is also necessary to make some delimitations. First, a distinction can 

be made between short-term and long-term performance. For long-term studies, the value creation can be 

measured in two different approaches, stock performance and operational performance. While the stock 

performance approach assesses the stock returns from the announcement, the operational performance approach 

assesses the performance on accounting-based figures. For short-term studies, the value creation is measured with 

the stock performance approach. In this thesis, we apply the short-term stock performance approach through a 

classic event study, which has been widely applied in the existing literature. Short-term event studies rely on the 

assumptions of the Efficient Market Hypothesis that the capital markets react to new information and factor it 

into the stock prices immediately. Thus, value creation is determined as the abnormal return from the stock price 

changes following the announcement. If financial markets are efficient and react to the announcements 

immediately, a short measurement window is appropriate since all stock price movements thereafter should be due 

to other events unconnected to the acquisitions, which could lead to noise in the conclusions if they are included 

(Sudarsanam, 2010). However, the use of short event window also poses some difficulties. In the short-term 

studies, vale creation is determined based on expectations and not realized gains. Thus, the approach strongly relies 

on the market’s perception. The pros and cons of the different approaches are discussed at the end of the study. 
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A final delimitation is that the focus is only on the shareholders of the acquiring companies. The choice of 

excluding the value creation from the target shareholders’ perspective is due to two reasons; first, most of the deals 

involves acquisitions of private targets. Thus, it is not possible to measure value creation from stock data, since 

they are not publicly traded. Second, the literature already seems to agree, that target shareholders experience high 

value creation from takeovers. 

 

 

1.4 Structure of the thesis 

In order to be able to answer the research question, the thesis is structured in the following way. The thesis is 

divided into 9 chapters starting with chapter 1 which introduces the overall topic, the author’s motivation, and the 

research question. Chapter 1 lays the foundation for the thesis itself. Philosophy of science is introduced in chapter 

2, after which the applied approach is justified, with the aim of achieving results of high quality. Chapter 3 starts 

by presenting the theoretical framework for M&A activity and the motives for engaging in this growth strategy. 

Thereafter, the chapter presents a literature review of existing empirical evidence on value creation from M&A 

announcements and the impact from specific characteristics. In chapter 4 the hypotheses are established and 

presented. They form the basis for answering the research question and the sub-questions and they are built upon 

and inspired by the acquired knowledge from the theoretical framework and the literature review. Chapter 5 

presents the methodology of the event study. Conducting an event study requires a wide range of decisions in 

order to calculate abnormal returns. These decisions are outlined and justified in this chapter. Finally, the chapter 

introduces the methodology of a cross-sectional multiple regression. This model serves the purpose of 

strengthening the empirical findings from the event study. In chapter 6 the data selection process is described. The 

process is crucial in order to generate as representative a sample as possible. The chapter is rounded off with 

descriptive statistics of the final sample. Finally in chapter 7 the investigation of the value creation is conducted 

and the hypotheses are tested through the event study. The empirical results from the analysis are reported. The 

chapter ends with the cross-sectional analysis. In chapter 8, the empirical results from the event study are discussed 

further and compared to previous literature. Furthermore, the decisions made in this thesis are critically discussed 

in this chapter to highlight the challenges and drawbacks these may have caused. Finally, in chapter 9, the thesis is 

rounded off with the overall conclusion. The purpose of chapter 9 is to answer the research question and the sub-

questions outlined in this chapter. The structure is summarized and illustrated in Figure 1.2 below. 
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2. Scientific methodology  

2.1 Research design 

This study is performed on the foundation that there is a causal relationship between M&A and value creation for 

acquiring shareholders, and that specific deal- and company characteristics impact these effects. This assumption 

is reflected in the research question and its sub-questions as formulated in section 1.2. 

 

The research question and the overall study is treated on the basis of the scientific philosophy paradigm, critical 

rationalism, advanced by Karl Popper. His thoughts rely on that a theory precedes empirical studies. In other 

words, observations are planned and guided by our expectations (Holm, 2018). Critical rationalism arose as a 

critique to positivism and its two cornerstones, induction and the verification principle. Induction is the scientific 

method where the researcher has his or her focal point on empirical observations, and from these forms a theory. 

The positivism recognizes these theories as being proven and true. Supplementary observations can be used to 

prove the theory as continuing to be true, referred to as the verification principle (Holm, 2018). Critical rationalism 

differs from this point of view by stating that observations are made on the basis of a theory, thus we do not just 

observe, we start out by having a clear vision about what we want to observe. This philosophy is characterized as 

the deductive method. In order to challenge the theory, a number of hypotheses are established that can be tested 

in an experiment. These tests culminate in two possible outcomes. If the results are incompatible with the theory, 

it is considered falsified. If, on the other hand, the results are in line with the theory, it is considered valid, until 

disproved. Thus, where positivism relies on the verification principle, i.e. that the observations verify the theory to 

be true, critical rationalism relies on the falsification principle, that we can never be absolutely sure that 

experimental results reflect the actual truth (Holm, 2018). This critical approach can be exemplified with the classic 

black swan problem. If we hypothesize that all swans are white, we cannot reject (i.e., falsify) this theory as long as 

we only observe swan that are white, thus the theory stays valid. But we only need to observe one black swan 

before we must reject this theory and formulate a new one.  

 

The research design of this study corresponds perfectly to the scientific approach of critical rationalism. The initial 

motivation of this thesis has been a general interest in M&A and finance. Afterwards, the focus has been narrowed 

down from existing literature within the research field which has eventually formed the foundation for the overall 

research question regarding the value creation from M&A to acquiring companies’ shareholders. The existing 

literature and its findings is the major inspiration in terms of establishing good and testable hypotheses that will 

form the basis for answering the research question and contribute to the literature with new findings. Thus, the 

study follows the deductive method. The scientific approach of critical rationalism is summarized in Figure 2.1 

below. The thesis will follow this approach. 
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2.2 Reliability and validity  

When performing a quantitative study like an event study, two central concepts can be applied in order to evaluate 

its quality and trustworthiness. These concepts are reliability and validity, and both concepts need to be satisfied 

in order to the study to be useful.  

 

Reliability concerns with accuracy of the measurement of the study. For a high reliability in a study, repeated trials 

made by other researchers should yield consistent results. This places high requirements to the data collection 

process, which need to be as objective, standardized and random as possible (Kompendie, 2019). The data is 

collected from the recognized and respected data sources of M&A, Zephyr and Datastream. These choices increase 

the reliability. In addition, specific selection criteria are decided in order to achieve a good sample. In order to 

perform the event study all choices made will be extensively described and justified in order to secure a transparent 

process to allow the reader to evaluate the methodology in this study. The data collection is described in details in 

chapter 6.  

 

The validity, on the other hand, relates to the question if we are really measuring what we think we are measuring 

(Kompendie, 2019). First and foremost, this requires that the actual sample must be representative for the 

population of interests, i.e., companies engaging in mergers and acquisitions. It is crucial, when we examine value 

creation from M&A in the Nordic countries, no sub-groups are excluded from the sample. In the data collection, 

all mergers and acquisitions from a specific time period are included if they satisfy the aforementioned selection 

criteria. Another requirement is that what is used as indicator of value creation can in fact be used to measure this. 

As mentioned in chapter 1, an event study measures abnormal performance by stock prices movements. It is 

reasonable to believe that in general stock prices must reflect the investors’ expectations of future value of 

companies. Thus stock price changes due to M&A announcement should be a good indicator of the possible value 

creation from M&A. In sum, the validity of this study is considered as of high quality.  

 

Theory 

formulation 

Falsification: new theory 

formulation 

Confirmation: the theory is 

consiered valid 

Hypotheses 

are tested in 

an experiment 

Hypotheses 

are 

established 

Figure 2.1: Research design of Critical rationalism paradigm 
The Figure illustrate the research design of the Critical rationalism paradigm as advanced by Karl Popper and 

applied in this thesis. 

 
 
 

Source: own contribution, Inspiration: Holm (2018) 
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3. Theoretical framework and literature review 

This chapter presents an underlying theoretical framework for the theme of mergers and acquisitions. In addition 

previous literature studies will be reviewed. The theoretical framework and literature review are performed to gain 

insight about M&A and they lay the foundation for development of the hypotheses. First, a brief overview of the 

Efficient Market Hypothesis is given, whereafter the definition of M&A applied in this study is determined. Next, 

the different theoretical motives of engaging in M&A are presented and discussed. In the last section, previous 

empirical findings regarding value creation of M&A are presented. Additionally, findings from different deal- and 

company characteristics are included. The empirical findings are held up against the theoretical framework. 

 

 

3.1 The Efficient Market Hypothesis 

The efficient Market Hypothesis (EMH) states that stock prices reflect all value-relevant public information and 

that new information will be incorporated immediately after its publication. Thus, the stock prices of a given 

company should always reflect the true market capitalization of the company. EMH is related to the Random Walk 

hypothesis that stock price changes should be random and unpredictable, as the move when new and formerly 

unknown information becomes available (Bodie, Kane and Marcus, 2018).  

 

The assumption of EMH that markets react efficiently to new information, e.g. M&A announcements, leads to 

the powerful research methodology of event studies. If EMH holds, it allows to investigate the effect on company 

value, i.e., value creation, from M&As. However, the use of the event study methodology also raises the question 

whether short-term cumulative abnormal returns (CARs) are a valid measure of the value creation from M&A. To 

be so, synergies and other important value drivers must be incorporated in the stock prices immediately after the 

announcements. Nevertheless, there is broad consensus in the literature that the event study approach is a valid 

method, and it has been used in the majority of research studies. 

 

 

3.2 Definition of M&A 

Mergers and Acquisitions (M&A) as a concept refers to consolidations of companies. In a merger, two or more 

companies are brought together to form a new company with joint objectives, often with shareholders of both 

company as shareholders of the new one (Sudarsanam, 2010). In an acquisition, one acquiring company purchases 

the shares of a target company or the target company’s assets. In this situation both companies remain unchanged. 

The only change is that the acquiring company is now the owner of the target company (Sudarsanam 2010). 

Whether a transaction is structured as a merger or as an acquisition has important influence on certain aspects (e.g. 

ownership structure, accounting rules etc.). Despite this, the literature tends to use both terms interchangeably. 

This will also be the case in this thesis where terms like M&A, mergers, acquisitions, transactions, deals will be 
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used interchangeably. Finally, only transactions where there is a change of control i.e., at least a final stake of 50% 

of the target’s shares are acquired will go under the definition of M&A in this thesis. 

 

 

3.3 Theoretical motives of M&A 

3.3.1 Neoclassic theory 

Neoclassic theory is based on the assumption of Economic Man, the human as being capable to make economically 

rational decisions based on perfect information. This means that the firm’s management is driven by the objective 

to maximize the wealth of the firm and its shareholders. In context to the topic of this thesis, M&A would only 

occur when they add value to the acquiring company in terms of positive net present value (NPV). Value creation 

through M&A occurs when the merging of the two firms results in a higher value than the value of the two firms 

individually. This can be expressed as VAB > VA + VB (Hillier et al., 2017). The value creation is due to synergies 

achieved from the acquisition, such as economies of scale and scope and increased market share and power (Berk 

and DeMarzo, 2020). Firms can also engage in mergers due to revenue synergies by exploiting each other’s well 

established distribution channels, cross sales and by getting access to new markets or regions (Sudarsanam, 2010).  

 

3.3.2 Behavioral theory and corporate governance 

Many studies report negative or insignificant abnormal returns for the acquirers’ shareholders. These findings 

conflict with the neoclassic theory that states that M&A only occur when NPV is positive. In this section, other 

motives of M&A that can explain why many acquisitions destroy value will be overviewed. 

 

In contrast to the neoclassic theory, behavioral theory provides other motives to M&A than positive NPVs, thus 

explanation of the findings in the M&A literature can possibly be explained from some of these theoretical 

arguments. Behavioral theory and corporate governance introduce issues from irrational management decisions 

and from rational managers’ pursuit of self-interests which may not necessarily be aligned with the interests of the 

shareholders. When there is a separation of ownership and control, controlling managers may have incentives to 

engage in M&As that maximize their own utility possibly at the expense of the shareholders. Below some of these 

theoretical motives will be presented. 

 

3.3.2.1 Asymmetric information 

Asymmetric information occurs in situations when one of the parties have superior information compared to the 

other party. This contrasts with the neoclassic theory where all actors have perfect information. Asymmetric 

information can impact value creation from M&A in different ways. Asymmetric information between the acquirer 

and the target’s shareholders can lead to adverse selection, where the acquirer risks overpaying for the target. 

Asymmetric information also occurs when ownership is dispersed on many small shareholders, leading to low 
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incentives for the individual shareholders to monitor the management and their decisions. This increases the 

managers’ opportunities to pursue their own interests.  

 

3.3.2.2 Principal-agent theory 

The principal-agency theory is closely related to the issues with asymmetric information and explains the issues 

with conflicts of interests when two parties enter into a contract. Agency costs can be defined as the costs to the 

principals when agents are hired to lead the company on their behalf. The theory is based on the same assumptions 

as under the neoclassic theory that both parties in the contract are concerned with maximizing their own utility. 

Asymmetric information occurs between the parties when the principal do not have perfect information about the 

agent’s actions. This may result in the agent not always taking actions in accordance with the interest of the 

principal. Agency costs can consist of cost associated with monitoring the agent’s actions, and welfare losses when 

the agent is seeking his or her own financial interests at the expense of the principal. 

 

The issues with agency are relevant in connection to M&A due to the contracts between shareholders (i.e., 

principals) and the company managers (i.e., agents). The management is hired to take care of the interests of the 

shareholders but due to asymmetric information between management and shareholders, mangers may take actions 

of their own interests when acquiring new targets where the motive is to maximize their own utility instead of 

shareholder value. In particular, these issues can arise in listed companies due to the dispersed ownership, as 

mentioned above. The high costs associated with monitoring the management, the individual shareholder will only 

enjoy a very small part of the improvements from monitoring. This creates a free-ride problem where all shareholders 

hope that other shareholders will monitor the management leading to the fact that no one does it (Hart, 1995). In 

companies with one or more blockholders1, these can have the incentives to exert governance by intervene against 

the management or attempt to persuade the rest of the shareholders to replace the management or simply by the 

threat of selling their shares from dissatisfaction which can cause the share price to decrease (Edmans, 2014). Said 

differently, blockholders can help mitigate the conflicts of interests by forcing the management to do a better job 

of following the interests of the shareholders. On the other hand, the presence of blockholders can cause another 

conflict of interests between the blockholder and the small shareholders. 

 

3.3.2.3 Managerialism 

A part of the theoretical literature tries to explain that many M&As destroy value for the shareholders by focusing 

on the managerial motives for takeovers. One explanation is based on the fact that M&A is driven by managers’ 

pursue of their own private benefits rather than maximization of shareholder value. A managerial motive for M&A 

is the aim for empire building. Managerial compensation, public profile and power may be closely related to the 

size of the firm and its growth which may result in managers undertaking inefficient and value destroying 

 
1 Blockholders is defined as shareholders holding a significant large part of the company, often more than 5% of the shares. 
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acquisitions (Sudarsanam, 2010). Other studies show that acquiring firms with excess cash tend to destroy value 

for the shareholders. Instead of paying out excess cash to the shareholders, managers tend to seek for further 

growth by using it for acquisitions and are willing to pay more for targets than their worth to the company’s 

shareholders (Martynova and Renneboog, 2008). Another reason for managers to engage in diversifying 

acquisitions is to reduce their own risk exposure. One commonly used governance approach of aligning 

managements’ interests with those of the shareholders is for the management to own shares in the company. In 

traditional portfolio theory, investors can reduce systematic risk and portfolio volatility by diversification. Unlike 

investors, managers may have a very high concentration of their portfolios in the company. This creates incentives 

for the managers to create conglomerates and invest in uncorrelated targets to reduce the company’s risk. 

Dispersed ownership and poor governance enable this managerial behavior (Sudarsanam, 2010). Martynova and 

Renneboog (2008) support this view. The managerial explanations are in line with Morck, Scleifer and Vishny 

(1990) who point out two managerial objectives in M&A: buying growth and diversification. They point out that 

the managers’ utility is partly a function of growth and size. Furthermore, they look for a relationship between 

poor past performance and stock returns around the announcements of new acquisitions. They find that bad 

acquisitions to some extent is simply due to bad managers. In addition, they suggest that managers engage in M&A 

to assure the survival of the company and try to enter new businesses they might be better managing.  

 

3.3.2.4 Signal theory 

Another possible explanation frequently used in the M&A literature is the signal theory. The theory assumes that 

the financial markets are inefficient and asymmetric information exists between managers and outside investors. 

The method of payment used to finance an acquisition may signal valuable information to the market. When 

managers have more information about the intrinsic value of their company, independent of the acquisitions, and 

this information is not yet incorporated in the stock price, they will finance acquisitions in the most profitable way 

(Travlos, 1987). Thus, if stock prices are overvalued, they would prefer financing with stocks and with cash when 

they believe that stock prices are undervalued.  

 

3.3.2.5 Hubris and Herding 

Another frequently mentioned explanation for wealth destruction in M&A is the hubris hypothesis. Managerial 

hubris is the situation where irrational and over-confident managers overestimate the synergies in an acquisition 

and their own ability to realize these, integrate and run the target company better than the existing management 

(Martynova and Renneboog, 2008).  

 

Related to hubris, managerial herding is a possible explanation for high M&A activity. Herding is the situation 

where a successful acquisition is imitated by competitors. When the motive for acquisitions is to imitate the 

competitors’ actions, they can result in negative investments as they are not performed from a rational economic 

perspective (Martynova and Renneboog, 2008). The hubris theory predicts that issues with overestimation are 
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most likely in acquisitions made by better performing companies, since the managers in these companies to a 

greater extent are affected by over-confidence of their own capabilities. The findings from Morck, Scleifer and 

Vishny (1990) contrast with the suggestions of the hubris theory, as they find empirical evidence that companies 

with better managements make better acquisitions.  

 

 

3.4 Empirical evidence on value creation 

3.4.1 Overall value creation (CAR) 

Companies have many stakeholders, including shareholders, employees, the management, and the overall society. 

Many of these stakeholders do not have the same interests and may even have conflicting interests (Sudarsanam 

2010). Therefore, it is necessary to determine which stakeholder groups that is in focus. In this thesis, the focus is 

on how M&A impact shareholder value, more specifically the acquiring company’s shareholders, as emphasized in 

the introduction. 

 

Existing literature about M&A and value gains are very widespread. Many studies throughout the decades have 

tried to examine whether transactions generate value or destroy value for both the target shareholders, acquiring 

shareholders and overall gains. Most of the literature focuses on the short-term value creation and parts of the 

literature have tried to look for the long-term value creation over periods of 1-3 years. In this study the focus is on 

the short-term gains and the market perception of announcements of transactions. 

 

3.4.1.1 Targets’ CAR 

Studies of M&A from the target shareholders’ point of view seem to agree that these shareholders achieve 

significant and positive abnormal returns around the announcement. In the US, Mulherin and Boon (2000) study 

M&As from 1990 to 1999 and find significant abnormal returns to the target shareholders of +21.2%. These 

results are supported by Alexandridis, Mavrovitis and Travlos (2012) who study US acquisitions from 1993 to 2007 

and report similar a CAR of +19.47%, also statistically significant. Looking at the European M&A market, the 

returns seem a bit smaller, although still high and significant. Georgen and Renneboog (2004) report a CAR of 

+9.01% from acquisitions from 1993 to 2000. Campa and Hernando (2004) study acquisitions in Europe from 

1998 to 2000 and find the CAR to be +3.93%. Finally, Rose, Sørheim and Lerkerød (2017), who study the Nordic 

M&A market from 1995 to 2014, find a CAR of +22.96%. Studies in the US report high returns over a period of 

one moth prior to the announcements which imply rumors, information leakages and even insider trading. 

However, these studies show that abnormal returns from holding periods of two weeks have been increasing over 

decades. They report returns for these holding periods of 18-19% over the 1960s, 32-35% over the 1980s and 32-

45% over the 1990s. These changes are possibly explained by insider trading- and takeover regulation introduced 

in the US in 1960s and 1980s (Martynova and Renneboog 2008). 
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The results from above clearly indicate that target shareholders gain significantly high short-term abnormal returns 

from M&A. This makes sense since acquisitions are often associated with high premiums paid to the target 

shareholders. For the rest of this chapter, the focus is mainly on the acquiring firms’ shareholders, as it is in general 

in this thesis. 

 

3.4.1.2 Acquirers’ CAR 

On the other side of the table of M&A deals, the story is another one. Many studies based on many decades report 

inconsistent results. King, Dalton, Daily and Covin (2004) have conducted a meta study of abnormal returns on 

the time of announcements of M&As. They focus on both short-term returns and long-term returns. Overall, they 

find that abnormal returns to acquirers’ shareholders are inconclusive on various event windows for both short-

term and long-term. Studies using only the announcement day report on average significant abnormal returns of 

0.09%. In other event windows, their findings are insignificant and even negative. In the US, Fuller, Netter and 

Stegemoller (2002) study acquisitions from 1990 to 2000 and report significant positive abnormal returns to the 

shareholders of +1.77%. Kohers and Kohers (2000) find similar results from acquisitions of high-tech companies 

from 1987 to 1996. They report significant returns of +1.26%. In contrast to these findings, Alexandridis, 

Mavrovitis and Travlos (2012) find significant negative abnormal returns of -1.5% to the acquirers. As mentioned 

above, they reported significant abnormal returns of +23.31% to the target owners in the same study. They clearly 

conclude that targets gain significant value from M&A while the acquirers destroy value. Similar findings by 

Mulherin and Boon (2000) support this conclusion. They report returns of -0.37%, although not significant, 

compared to significant abnormal target returns of +21.1%. Looking at European studies, Georgen and 

Renneboog (2004) report a significant positive CAR of +0.7% and Campa and Hernando find returns of +0,44% 

but not significant. However, in their study, only listed acquiring companies are included. Finally, Rose, Sørheim 

and Lerkerød (2017) report a significantly positive CAR of +0.98% for a 3-days window (10% significance) and -

1.27% for a 21-days window (although insignificant) in Nordic countries. They also only include listed companies. 

These three studies all reported high significant target returns as mentioned above. 

 

As demonstrated, the literature does not seem to agree on the wealth effects from M&A from acquirers’ 

perspective. Researchers find different signs of the CAR as well as insignificant results. The big winners of M&A 

seem to be the shareholders of the target companies. 

 

3.4.1.3 Combined CAR 

By now, it is shown that for target companies, M&A are normally associated with high value gains while for the 

acquiring companies the effects are somewhat more inconsistent. But what about the overall value creation from 

the company? Recalling the expression VAB > VA + VB as stated by Hillier et al. (2017), synergies between two 

companies result in a higher value of the combined company than the sum of them individually. It is interesting 
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to look for overall value gains to see if the average M&A is in fact value creating or if it is just a distribution of 

value from the acquirer to the target.  

 

In their research, Mulherin and Boon (2000) find a significant positive abnormal return to the combined company. 

They report returns of +3.56%, which indicate that mergers as a whole are on average value creating. Their results 

are supported by Alexandridis, Mavrovitis and Travlos (2012) who found similar results, slightly smaller at +1.12% 

although still significant. These results indicate that M&A is value creating if the abnormal returns are measured 

for the new and combined company as a whole. 

 

 

Authors Data period 
Event 
window 

Region 
Acquirer 
results 

Target 
results 

Combined 

Fuller, Netter & Stegemoller (2002) 1990 - 2000 (-2,+2) US +1.77%***     

Mulherin & Boon (2000) 1990 - 1999 (-1,+1) US -0.37% +21.2%*** +3.56%*** 

Moeller, Schlingemann & Stulz (2004) 1980 - 2001 (-1,+1) US +1.10%***     

Alexandridis, Mavrovitis & Travlos (2012) 1993 - 2007 (-1,+1) US -1.5%* 19.47%* +1.12%* 

Kohers & Kohers (2000) 1987 - 1996 (0,+1) US +1.26%***     

Georgen & Renneboog (2004) 1993 - 2000 (-2,+2) Europe +1.18%*** +12.96%***   

Martynova & Renneboog (2006) 1993 - 2001 (0) Europe +0.53%*** +9.13%***   

Campa & Hernando (2004) 1998 - 2000 (-1,0) Europe +0.44% +3.93%**   

Rose, Sørheim & Lerkerød (2017) 1995 - 2014 (-10,+10) Nordics -1.26% +22.96%***   

    (-1,+1) Nordics +0.98%* +21.01%***   

 

 

 

3.4.2 Deal and firm characteristics 

The results from above suggest that overall, target shareholders gain high abnormal returns while acquirer 

shareholders returns are much more inconsistent. Much of the empirical literature has tried to examine if deal- and 

company characteristics affect the abnormal return. In the following section, some of the most examined 

characteristics will be covered as well as the empirical findings. These include earnout-financed acquisitions target 

status, method of payment, and the relatedness between the acquiring company and the target.   

 

3.4.2.1 Contingent payments - Earnouts 

The impact on value creation from earnout-financed acquisitions has so far not received much attention among 

scientists. Despite this, the use of earnouts has increased, and Barbopoulos and Sudarsanam (2011) report in a 

study that 26% of deals in the UK include an earnout contract. The authors define earnouts as contingent payments 

which involve a two-stage payment structure; an upfront one-time payment followed by a second stage payment 

conditional on some agreed upon post-acquisition performance goals. Hence, the payment takes place over a 

period of time as more value-relevant information about the target company becomes available to both the acquirer 

and the target.  

Table 3.1: Literature review – overall abnormal returns 

 

Source: own contribution 
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Kohers and Ang (2000) examine the impact on short-term value creation from the use of earnouts in the US M&A 

market from 1984 to 1996. The authors find that earnout deals result in significantly higher abnormal returns than 

traditional deals for the acquirer. They report abnormal returns of +1.35% for earnout deals against +0.87% for 

traditional deals. Barbopoulos and Sudarsanam (2011) report similar conclusions from the UK market based on a 

sample covering acquisitions from 1986 to 2008. They find that earnout transactions outperform traditional 

transactions. They find +1.48% for earnout deals against +1.07% for traditional deals and the differences between 

the two groups are significant. Finally, Lukas and Heimann (2014) study the market reactions on the Germain 

M&A market from 2000 to 2013 and find higher abnormal returns in earnout deals compared to non-earnout 

deals. They report a significant CAR of +2.04% for earnout deals vs. +0.99% for traditional deals and the 

differences between the groups are significant. Furthermore, they find that earnout deals on the Germain market 

(+2.04%) outperform earnout deals on the US market (+1.13%). 

 

The results from above indicate that investors value the use of earnouts. The literature seems to agree that the use 

of earnouts is mainly driven by to main purposes; to deal with 1) asymmetric information and disagreement of the 

firm value, and 2) agency when retention of the target’s owner or management is fundamental for the firm and its 

value, i.e., human capital as the main assets of the firm (Kohers and Ang, 2000; Barbopoulos and Sudarsanam, 

2011). Challenges regarding asymmetric information can occur in M&A transactions where the seller has more 

information about the target firm than the acquirer which can lead to adverse selection. Kohers and Ang (2000) 

point out that only targets which are truly superior or very optimistic about the future would accept a deal where 

part of the payment is contingent on future results. This creates a strong signal to the market. A high-quality target 

with high expectations of future earnings would be willing to accept contingent payments while the acquiring firm 

with limited information would have the ability to transfer a part of the valuation risk to the more informed seller. 

The desire to retain the owners and managers in the target company occurs in situations where the target value is 

largely based on human capital. In other words, the company’s future performance depends on these key people 

and a major part of the valuation is built on the premise on their presence and work efforts. In these targets, it is 

crucial to the acquisition that the current owners or managers are retained in the company for a number of years 

after the transaction (Kohers and Ang, 2000). A formal long-term employment contract could lead to agency 

problems. Earnout contracts could mitigate this by making part of the payment to these key people conditional on 

the company’s future operations and expectations. The conditional payments may lead to better incentives that 

these key people perform maximum effort to lead the company and achieve the results on which the agreement is 

based upon (Kohers and Ang, 2000). 

 

Clearly, these findings suggest that shareholders from acquiring companies may enjoy higher returns in deals where 

earnouts have been used. However, as mentioned, the literature in this area is still very un-examined. The literature 

from above focuses on some of the largest M&A markets. Therefore, it is very interesting if those findings also 
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apply in other regions as well. For example, the Nordic market, which is the focus in this study, has yet to be 

investigated. 

 

 

Authors Data period Event window Region Acquirer results 

Kohers & Ang (2000) 1984 - 1996 [0] US Earnout: +1.35%** 

        Non-earnout (cash): +0.87%** 

        Non-earnout (stocks): +0.87%** 

Barbopoulos & Sudarsanam (2011) 1986 - 2008 [-2,+2] UK Earnout: +1.48%*** 

        Non-earnout: +1.07%*** 

Lukas & Heimann (2014) 2000 - 2013 [-1,+1] Germany Earnout: +2.04%*** 

        Non-earnout: 0.99% 

 

 

 

3.4.2.2 Target status 

Many studies have tried to assess whether the status of the target company has had any impact on the value creation 

from M&A. The majority finds that on average, acquirers taking over private companies experience significant and 

positive abnormal return while buying publics seems to either destroy value or have no significant value effects. 

Many of these studies further examine the impact on different payment methods when buying either private or 

public. In this section, the focus is solely on the target status while method of payment is introduced in the next 

section.  

 

In the US, Fuller, Netter and Stegemoller (2002) report significant returns for both public and private targets but 

with different signs. They find negative returns of -1.00% in acquisitions of public companies and positive returns 

of +2.08% of private targets. Moeller, Schlingemann and Stulz (2003) find similar results from UK acquisitions 

from 1980 to 2001. In the European M&A market, Faccio, McConnell and Stolin (2006) study acquisitions from 

1996 to 2001 and find similar results, although the returns from public acquisitions being insignificant.  

 

The results from the studies above indicate that private acquisitions are value creating while public acquisitions are 

the opposite. Researchers come up with different explanations for these findings. Chang (1998) comes up with a 

hypothesis that the M&A market for private companies have limited competition. The author argues that due to 

limited competition for private targets, the acquirer can experience positive returns. Another explanation is 

presented by Fuller, Netter and Stegemoller (2002). They suggest that acquirers may require a liquidity premium in 

the purchase price. When buying private, the shares cannot be as easily traded as the shares of publicly traded 

targets. This liquidity premium may result in lower prices for private targets leading to higher abnormal returns. 

Related to the liquidity premium, acquirers of private targets may include a premium due to the asymmetric 

information between the acquirer and the target. Due to the lack of information about privately held companies, 

Table 3.2: Literature review – Impact from earnouts on abnormal returns 

 

Source: own contribution 
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the risk of overvaluation may be higher than for public targets with higher information and frequently traded stocks 

with updated market prices. This may also lead to lower prices for private targets. Another used argument is that 

private companies may be less efficiently managed compared to listed companies, thus creating opportunities for 

value creation from better post-acquisition performance. In sum, it can be concluded that the literature seems to 

agree that acquisitions of private companies gain higher abnormal returns compared to acquisitions of public 

companies. 

 

 

Authors Data period Event window Region Acquirer results 

Fuller, Netter & Stegemoller (2002) 1990 - 2000 [-2,+2] US Public: -1.00%** 

        Private: +2.08%*** 

Moeller, Schlingemann, Stulz (2003) 1980 - 2001 [-1,+1] US Public: -1.02%*** 

        Private: +1.50%*** 

Kohers & Kohers (2000) 1987 - 1996 [0,+1] US Regression results 

        Private > Public*** 

Faccio, McConnell & Stolin (2006) 1996 - 2001 [-2,+2] Europe Public: -0.38% 

        Private: +1.48%** 

 

 

 

3.4.2.3 Method of payment 

Another deal characteristic frequently examined in the M&A literature is the method of payment to the target 

shareholders. If markets are efficient, share prices should reflect the true value of the company. If this was true, 

the choice of payment as either cash or stocks should not affect the abnormal returns. However, many studies find 

that the method of payment has different impact on the abnormal returns. 

 

Travlos (1987) was one of the first to examine how the method of payment affects the value gains to the acquirer 

shareholders. His study covers US M&As from 1972 to 1981. He finds that acquirers using cash experience 

insignificant returns while those using stocks destroy value with a significant negative abnormal return of -0.69%. 

Alexandridis, Mavrovitis and Travlos (2012) find similar results. They find modest significant returns when using 

cash (+0.68%) and significant negative returns when using stocks (-2.43%) and a cash-stock combination (-1.55%). 

They also report the impact of target returns. They find that target shareholders, when receiving cash, experience 

higher abnormal returns compared to those receiving stocks. More specifically they report cash returns of +27.69% 

and stock returns of +16.42%. Kohers and Kohers (2000) find significant positive returns for both cash and stock 

payments, although the returns are higher for cash deals, which also support the indication of better performance 

in cash acquisitions. 

 

 

 
Table 3.3: Literature review – Impact from target status on abnormal returns 

Source: own contribution 
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When searching for answers to these findings, signal theory is a frequently used explanation through many papers 

and Travlos (1987) was the first to assess if the theory could explain differences of returns in M&A. The theory 

hypothesizes that in imperfect markets with asymmetric information, the managers of the firm have superior 

information about the company’s true value. When managers choose to finance an acquisition with stocks, the 

market assumes that the managers believe that the stocks are overvalued, hence investors react negatively to stock 

payments. Moeller, Schlingemann and Stulz (2004) support these findings. In contrast to these findings, some 

other studies find different results. Georgen and Renneboog (2004) report modest significant abnormal returns of 

+0.90% for cash deals compared to significant abnormal returns of +2.57% for stock deals. This contradicts the 

signal theory and suggest that the market does not use the method of payment as a signal on whether the acquiring 

company’s stocks are over- or undervalued. Rose, Sørheim and Lerkerød (2017) do not find significant impacts on 

CAR from the method of payment. In their cross-sectional regression model on CAR, they find that mix of cash 

and stocks outperform both cash and stocks. When using an 11-days event window, they even find higher returns 

for stocks than cash offerings. However, their results are not significant. They suggest that method of payment 

may not be a factor on the abnormal returns in the Nordic countries.  

 

Some studies look for differences in the value gains from method of payment when the target company is either 

privately held or listed. Most studies agree that cash offerings for private targets result in significant abnormal 

returns while when the target is public, the returns are insignificant. Looking at the stock deals, the results are even 

more interesting. The market seems to react negatively to stock payments for listed companies. This is in line with 

the expectations. But when stocks are used to finance takeovers of private targets, the acquirers experience high 

and significant abnormal returns, and even higher than the returns in cash-financed deals. Fuller, Netter and 

Stegemoller (2002) find significant cash-private returns of +1.62% and stock-private returns of +2.43%. For public 

targets, they find insignificant cash returns of +0.34% and significant stock returns of -2.43%. Moeller, 

Schlingemann and Stulz (2004) find very similar results. Based on his study of US acquisitions from 1981 to 1992, 

Chang (1998) find that cash acquisition returns are insignificant for both public and private targets, but stock 

returns are significant and positive for private targets and negative for listed targets. In Europe, the findings are 

the same. For private acquisitions, Faccio, McConnell and Stolin (2006) find positive significant returns in cash 

deal returns of +1.17% and stock deal returns of +3.90%. Acquisitions of public targets using cash result in 

insignificant returns and significantly negative returns (-1.81%) when using stocks as payment. 

 

The findings from above suggest that on average the market reacts positively to acquisitions of private targets and 

more on stock offerings compared to cash offerings. On the other hand, on average the market does not have any 

significant reactions to acquisitions of public targets using cash as payment and negative on stock offerings. Chang 

(1998) explains the insignificant returns on public-cash acquisitions as zero NPV projects since the markets for 

public shares are highly competitive with many buyers. The negative returns on public-stocks acquisitions are 

explained by the signal theory as mentioned above since ownership of these companies are highly dispersed causing 
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asymmetric information between the acquirers’ managers and the shareholders. On the other hand, the market 

seems to favor the use of stocks on private targets. This is also explained by signal theory. In private targets, the 

ownership is often concentrated on few shareholders with relatively great holdings. Those shareholders will only 

be willing to take large positions in the acquiring company if they would get information about the company’s 

prospects. When they accept stocks, this may signal to the market that the stocks are not overvalued. Another used 

explanation on the high private-stocks returns is the creation of blockholders. With his monitoring hypothesis, 

Chang (1998) suggests that due to the concentrated ownership, stocks offerings create blockholders that due to 

their relatively large holdings may have incentives to monitor the management and keep them on their toes. The 

market may favor this. Chang (1998) finds evidence that blockholder creations increase shareholder value. 

However, Faccio, McConnell and Stolin (2006) do not find significant effects on abnormal returns from creations 

of blockholders. Fuller, Netter and Stegemoller (2002) suggest that in acquisitions where the acquirer has little 

information about the target’s value, stock offers may reduce the valuation risk. When targets are private, their 

shareholders may have more information about the target’s prospects and value than the acquirer, hence the market 

would react more positive to private-stock deals. One final argument is that tax considerations can play a role in 

the negotiation process. If target shareholders receive cash, they may have to pay taxes immediately. When 

receiving stocks, this tax payment may be deferred. If this deferral is valuable to the target shareholders, the acquirer 

may negotiate a better price by offering stocks, generating higher abnormal returns, all else equal. 
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Authors Data period Event window Region Acquirer results Target results 

Fuller, Netter & Stegemoller (2002) 1990 - 2000 (-2,+2) US Cash: +1.78%***   
        Pub.-Cash: +0.34%   
        Priv.-Cash: +1.62%***   
        Stocks: +1.25%***   
        Pub.-Stocks: -1.86%**   
        Priv.-Stocks: +2.43%***   
        Mix: +2.20%***   
        Pub.-Mix: -1.10%   
        Priv.-Mix: +2.48%***   

Travlos (1987) 1972 - 1981 (-1,0) US Cash: +0.29%   
        Stocks: -0.69%***   

Moeller, Schlingemann & Stulz 
(2004) 

1980 - 2001 (-1,+1) US Cash: +1.38%***   

        Pub.-Cash: +0.36%   
        Priv.-Cash: +1.21%***   
        Stocks: +0.15%***   
        Pub.-Stocks: -2.02%***   
        Priv.-Stocks: 1.49%***   
        Mix: +1.45%***   
        Pub.-Mix: -0.40%***   
        Priv.-Mix: +1.80%***   

Kohers & Kohers (2000) 1987 - 1996 (0,+1) US Cash: +1.37%***   
        Stock: +1.09%***   

Alexandridis, Mavrovitis & Travlos 
(2012) 

1993 - 2006 (-1,+1) US Cash: +0.68%* Cash: +27.69%* 

        Stocks: -2.43%* Stocks: +16.42%* 
        Mix: -1.55%* Mix: +18.43%* 

Chang (1998) 1981 - 1992 (-1,0) US Pub.-Cash: -0.02%   
        Pub.-Stock: -2.46%**   
        Priv.-Cash: +0.09%   
        Priv.-Stock: +2.64%**   

Georgen & Renneboog (2004) 1993 - 2000 (-2,+2) Europe Cash: +0.90%* Cash: +13.56%*** 
        Stocks: +2.57%*** Stocks: +11.38%*** 
        Mix: +0.22% Mix: +13.24%*** 

Faccio, McConnell & Stolin (2006) 1996 - 2001 (-2,+2) Europe Pub.-Cash: +0.30%   
        Pub.-Stock: -1.81%**   
        Pub.-Mix: -0.66%   
        Priv.-Cash: +1.17%**   
        Priv.-Stock: +3.90%**   
        Priv.-Mix: +2.14%**   

Rose, Sørheim & Lerkerød (2017) 1995 - 2014   Nordics Regression resultts   
    (-1,+1)   Mix > Cash > Stock   
    (-5,+5)   Mix > Stock > Cash   

 

 

 

3.4.2.4 Relatedness 

Over the decades, researchers have examined the differences in abnormal returns between related and diversifying 

acquisitions. The majority seems to agree that deals where the acquirer’s and the target’s activities are related 

generate higher returns. 

 

Morck, Shleifer and Vishny (1990) study the relatedness and divide their sample into one of deals in the 1970s and 

one of deals in the 1980s. In the 1970s, they find no significant abnormal returns for either related or unrelated 

 Table 3.4: Literature review – Impact from method of payment on abnormal returns 

Source: own contribution 
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deals. In the 1980s however, they find significant value destruction in diversifying acquisitions of -4.09%. As for 

related acquisitions, they report positive returns of +2.88%, however insignificant. The difference in returns 

(6.97%) is significant. Walker (2000) reports no abnormal returns for related targets and significant negative 

abnormal returns of -1.60% for unrelated targets in US acquisitions from 1980 to 1996. Martynova and Renneboog 

(2006) find evidence from the European market from 1993 to 2001 that diversifying acquisitions destroy 

shareholder value for the acquirer. From US acquisitions from 1960 to 1970, Hubbard and Palia (1998) find 

significant abnormal returns of +1.62% in related deals vs. insignificant returns of +0.24% in diversifying deals. 

Doukas, Holmen and Travlos (2002) study Swedish acquisitions from 1980 to 1995 and find significant positive 

abnormal returns of +2.74% to shareholders when acquiring related targets while generating significant negative 

returns of -2.37% in diversifying acquisitions. Berger and Ofek (1995) estimate the stand-alone value for individual 

business segments in conglomerate companies and find that these companies are traded with a discount of 13-

15% indicating conglomerates are on average run inefficiently. In contrast, Rose, Sørheim and Lerkerød (2017) 

find that in the Nordics, diversifying acquisitions outperform related acquisitions significantly. 

 

Some studies argue that synergies are higher when the companies are related (e.g., economies of scale and scope). 

Doukas, Holmen and Travlos (2002) suggest diversifying acquisitions result in greater agency costs and operating 

inefficiencies. This is supported by Marynova and Renneboog (2006) who suggest that diversifying acquisitions are 

more likely to occur when acquiring companies suffer from agency. In these companies, managers may have 

incentives to pursue personal interests at the expense of the shareholders and overpay for the targets. This is 

supported by the fact that they find higher returns to the targets when they are involved in a diversifying acquisition. 

The findings of Rose, Sørheim and Lerkerød (2017) contradict these findings. The authors argue that these results 

are maybe caused by the fact that managers in related acquisitions tend to over-estimate the potential synergies of 

the combined firm (i.e., managerial hubris). The results from Morck, Shleifer and Vishny (1990) suggest that 

investors started to react negatively to unrelated acquisitions in the 1980s. They argue that this was due to that 

diversification became unattractive in the 1980s. Many studies support this with explanations about improvements 

in the external finance and capital markets outweighing the benefits of conglomerates with internal capital markets 

(Renneboog 2008). A final explanation of why investors may not react to diversifying acquisitions could be due to 

the fact that they can diversify their portfolios themselves. 
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Authors Data period Event window Region Acquirer results Target results 

Walker (2000) 1980 - 1996 [-2,+2] US Related: +0.02%   

        Diversifying: -1.60%***   

Morck, Shleifer & Vishny (1990) 1975 - 1987 [-1,+1] US Related (1970s):   

        Diversifying (1970):   

        Related (1980s): +2.88%   

        Diversifying (1980): -4.09%   

Hubbard & Palia (1998) 1961 - 1970 [-5,+5] US Related: +1.62%***   

        Diversifying: 0.24%   

Martynova & Renneboog (2006) 1993 - 2001 [0] Europe Related > diversifying Related < diversifying 

Rose, Sørheim & Lerkerød (2017) 1995 - 2014 [-1,+1] Nordics Regression results   

        Diversifying > related* (**)   

Doukas, Holmen & Travlos 1980 - 1995 [-5,+5] Sweden Related: +2.74%***   

        Diversifying: -2.37%*   

 

 

 

3.4.2.5 Other factors 

Besides the characteristics above, many others have been studied. Examples are the impact on value creation from 

acquirer size and the relative size, merger waves, financial crises, leverage effects and whether target is domestic or 

cross-border. Although all these characteristics are very interesting, they will not be examined in this thesis due to 

a need for a delimitation.  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Table 3.5: Literature review – Impact from target status on abnormal returns 

Source: own contribution 
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4. Hypotheses 

In this chapter we present the hypotheses that lay the foundation for the analysis in this study. As noted in the 

introduction chapter, the overall purpose of this thesis is to investigate the cumulative abnormal returns to 

acquirers from M&A announcements. Furthermore, we seek to explain if specific deal- and company 

characteristics have any significant influence on the returns. Based on the theoretical framework and existing 

literature presented in the previous chapter, a set of hypotheses are constructed in order to answer these questions. 

In the following sections, the hypotheses are presented starting with the overall value creation followed by the 

impact on value creation from specific characteristics. Many interesting characteristics may influence the value 

creation from M&A. In this thesis these are narrowed down to 4 deal- and company characteristics. These are 

earnout, target status, method of payment and relatedness between the acquirer and the target company. 

 

 

4.1 Hypothesis 1: Overall value creation 

The first hypothesis examines the overall value creation from the total sample. Despite the fact that the M&A 

literature is very widespread, no clear conclusion can be drawn regarding the value gains to acquiring shareholders. 

As noted in the literature review in chapter 3, results from different studies based on different time periods and 

geographical regions are not totally consistent. In sum, the abnormal returns to the acquirer are either very small 

or insignificant. While neoclassic theory states that companies would only engage in M&A if they led to positive 

NPV, there may be other theoretical explanations for the inconsistence of value creations of M&A such as agency 

and managerialism. Based on the existing literature, the following hypothesis is set up regarding the overall value 

creation to the acquiring shareholders.  

 

H0: Acquiring companies experience no significant abnormal returns from acquisitions 

H1: Acquiring companies experience abnormal returns significantly different from zero from acquisitions 

 

 

4.2 Hypothesis 2: Earnout transactions 

The impact on abnormal returns from earnout contracts has not received much attention in the existing literature. 

However, few studies have examined this impact and with similar results. The findings indicate that acquiring 

shareholders experience positive abnormal returns from acquisitions and even higher than traditional non-earnout 

acquisitions. The literature agrees that earnouts are a valuable tool for dealing with asymmetric information, 

valuation risks, and the necessity to retain the existing target owner or management. Barbopoulos and Sudarsanam 

(2011) point out in their study that acquisitions of private targets are much more frequent in the UK compared to 

the US, which means that the UK market is more marked by a higher degree of asymmetric information. This 
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could very well apply for the Nordic countries as well. Based on these empirical findings, the following two 

hypotheses are established: 

 

H0A: Acquiring companies experience no significant abnormal returns from earnout acquisitions 

H1A: Acquiring companies experience abnormal returns significantly different from zero from earnout acquisitions 

 

H0B: Earnout acquisitions do not yield different abnormal returns compared to non-earnout acquisitions 

H1B: Earnout acquisitions yield significantly different abnormal returns compared to non-earnout acquisitions 

 

 

4.3 Hypothesis 3: Target status 

The literature suggests that acquisitions of private companies outperform acquisitions of listed companies. Most 

studies find that private acquisitions in general generate positive abnormal returns while returns from listed 

acquisitions are more inconclusive. As mentioned in the literature review, common explanation for the value 

creation from private targets can be due to limited competition and liquidity and valuation risk premiums 

incorporated in the transaction price. For listed companies, the high stock liquidity causes a higher competition 

for the acquirer which may lead to the investments as zero NPV projects. To test if the private acquisitions 

outperform the public acquisitions of the sample in this study, the following hypothesis is developed: 

 

H0: Private acquisitions do not yield different abnormal returns compared to listed acquisitions 

H1: Private acquisitions yield significantly different abnormal returns compared to listed acquisitions 

 

 

4.4 Hypothesis 4: Method of payment 

Even though earnouts as a method of payment have not been studied much yet, many studies have looked for the 

impact of other types of payments, namely cash and stock acquisitions. The majority of studies find that the method 

of payment have a significant impact on the abnormal returns. As mentioned in the literature review, most studies 

seem to agree that cash acquisitions yield higher returns than stock acquisitions. More specifically, results from 

studies show that the market reacts negatively to stock acquisitions and that cash offerings are more inconclusive. 

The findings can possibly be explained by the signal theory that the acquirer managers only finance acquisitions 

with stocks if they believe they are overvalued, thus causing a negative stock price movement. Conversely, 

managers only finance acquisitions with cash if they believe their stocks are undervalued, which should cause a 

positive market reaction. Due to these suggestions, the following hypothesis is established: 

 

H0: Different methods of payment do not yield different abnormal returns 

H1: Different methods of payment yield significantly different abnormal returns 
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4.5 Hypothesis 5: Target status and method of payment combined 

The majority of the literature investigating the impact on the abnormal returns from different methods of payments 

also distinguishes between whether the target company is private or listed. The literature review shows that the 

market reacts negatively to stock deals when target is public but positively when target is private. For cash 

acquisitions, most findings report positive abnormal returns for private targets and inconsistent returns for listed 

targets. As for the private targets, stock acquisitions seem to outperform cash acquisitions. Again, the signal theory 

are used to explain these findings as stock payments to public targets signal an overvaluation of the acquiring 

company’s stocks and the opposite is signaled from private targets due to the great holdings the target shareholders 

are willing to take. In addition, the blockholder theory might be an explanation. The positive returns in private-

cash acquisitions are explained under hypothesis 3, as due to liquidity and risk premiums incorporated in the deal 

value and the insignificant returns in listed-cash acquisitions are frequently explained by those investments as zero 

NPV projects since the market for public stocks are highly competitive. Based on these findings from the literature 

review, the following hypotheses are established: 

 

H0A: Different methods of payment do not yield different abnormal returns for private targets 

H1A: Different methods of payment yield significantly different abnormal returns for private targets 

 

H0B: Different methods of payment do not yield different abnormal returns for listed targets 

H1B: Different methods of payment yield significantly different abnormal returns for listed targets 

 

H0C: Private acquisitions do not yield different abnormal returns compared to listed acquisitions when accounting 

for different methods of payment 

 

H1C: Private acquisitions yield significantly different abnormal returns compared to listed acquisitions when 

accounting for different methods of payment 

 

 

4.6 Hypothesis 6: Relatedness 

The literature seems to agree that abnormal returns are higher when two related companies merge compared to 

diversifying M&As. Diversifying acquisitions are in most studies associated with negative abnormal returns and 

M&As of related targets seem to generate positive returns. Related acquisitions have the best opportunities of 

value creation through synergies, as discussed in the literature review. Furthermore, the acquirer managers may 

have better foundation to run and realize those targets from their own knowledge and experience within the same 

industry. On the other hand, the acquirer managers may over-estimate the synergies from a merger or over-estimate 

their own capability to realize those identified. The negative reactions to diversifying acquisitions are frequently 
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explained by agency and managerialism. The argument is that the acquisitions are not driven by the objectives of 

shareholder value but instead of management’s self-interest. These suggestions lead to the following hypothesis:  

 

H0: Related acquisitions do not yield different abnormal returns compared to diversifying acquisitions 

H1: Related acquisitions yield significantly different abnormal returns compared to diversifying acquisitions 

 

 

4.7 Summary of hypotheses 

This chapter has overviewed the developed hypotheses to by tested in the analysis. These hypotheses outlined 

above are summarized in Table 4.1 below.  

 

 

No. Effect tested Hypothesis 

Hypothesis 1 
Overall value 

creation 

H0: Acquiring companies experience no significant abnormal returns from 
acquisitions 

H1: Acquiring companies experience abnormal returns significantly different from 
zero from acquisitions 

Hypothesis 
2A 

Earnouts 

H0A: Acquiring companies experience no significant abnormal returns from 
earnout acquisitions 

H1A: Earnout acquisitions yield significantly different abnormal returns compared 
to non-earnout acquisitions 

Hypothesis 
2B 

Earnouts 

H0B: Earnout acquisitions do not yield different abnormal returns compared to 
non-earnout acquisitions 

H1B: Earnout acquisitions yield significantly different abnormal returns compared 
to non-earnout acquisitions 

Hypothesis 3 Target status 

H0: Private acquisitions do not yield different abnormal returns compared to listed 
acquisitions 

H1: Private acquisitions yield significantly different abnormal returns compared to 
listed acquisitions 

Hypothesis 4 Method of payment 
H0: Different methods of payment do not yield different abnormal returns 

H1: Different methods of payment yield significantly different abnormal returns 

Hypothesis 
5A 

Method of payment 
x target status 

H0A: Different methods of payment do not yield different abnormal returns for 
private targets 

H1A: Different methods of payment yield significantly different abnormal returns 
for private targets 

Hypothesis 
5B 

Method of payment 
x target status 

H0B: Different methods of payment do not yield different abnormal returns for 
listed targets 

H1B: Different methods of payment yield significantly different abnormal returns 
for listed targets 

Hypothesis 
5C 

Method of payment 
x target status 

H0C: Private acquisitions do not yield different abnormal returns compared to 
listed acquisitions when accounting for different methods of payment 

H1C: Private acquisitions yield significantly different abnormal returns compared 
to listed acquisitions when accounting for different methods of payment 

Hypothesis 6 Relatedness 

H0: Related acquisitions do not yield different abnormal returns compared to 
diversifying acquisitions 

H1: Related acquisitions yield significantly different abnormal returns compared to 
diversifying acquisitions 

 

 

Source: own contribution 

Table 4.1: Overview of hypotheses 
In the table, the established hypotheses are shown. These hypotheses form the foundation for the analysis 
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5. Methodology  

In this chapter, the methodological approach applied to answer the research question will be thoroughly reviewed 

and discussed. The purpose is to give the reader insight into the choices made prior to the analysis, since these 

choices may have an impact on the results. As described in chapter 1, the value creation and the possible impact 

from different deal- and company characteristics will be investigated by conducting an event study. This 

methodology will be elaborated in the first section, whereafter the second and ending section will walk through 

the cross-sectional multiple regression approach, since the study also applies such an analysis in the thesis. 

 

 

5.1 Event study 

The purpose of an event study is to measure the effect of some event on a company’s share prices. In context of 

M&A, event studies have been frequently used to measure the market perception of announcements of mergers 

and acquisitions (see the literature review). This is done by determining whether there is an abnormal return 

following the event (i.e. the M&A announcement) (Sudarsanam, 2010). The abnormal return is measured as the 

difference between the actual return and an estimated “normal” return (i.e. expected return) as if no event would 

have occurred. The validity of event studies relies on the assumptions of the Efficient Market Hypothesis (EMH) 

and Random Walk. According to these hypotheses, share prices reflect all public information and new information 

will be incorporated in the share prices immediately, as described in chapter 3. Thus, the investors’ and the general 

market’s perception of the impact on equity value following the merger should be incorporated in the stock prices 

immediately after its announcement. 

 

To perform an event study, several steps and decisions need to be considered. These include identifying the event 

of interest and determining the length of the event- and the estimation window. Furthermore, the benchmark 

model to measure abnormal returns should be decided as well as calculating the cumulative abnormal returns 

(CARs). Finally, statistical tests of the significance of the wealth impact (i.e., CAR) are necessary to draw any 

conclusions from the event study. These steps will be outlined below and the decisions taken in this theses will be 

justified here. See Appendix B for the most important definitions and acronyms from an event study. 

 

5.1.1 Choice of event- and estimation window  

The historical returns of the shares prices of every acquiring firm must be divided into two windows, the event 

window and the estimation window. In the former, the daily returns around the event are measured while the latter 

serves the purpose of being able to estimate the normal returns in the event window. Thus, it is possible to 

determine the daily abnormal returns from the event, and finally the CAR. As the purpose is to assess whether 

abnormal returns occur from M&A, the event studied in this thesis is the announcements of M&A. It is important 
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to correctly identify the event of interest in order to measure on the correct event day. By using the announcement 

day as the event day, it is possible to calculate the market reaction to this new information.  

 

In the literature, there is not much consensus regarding the length of the event window. According to EMH, the 

event window should only include the announcement day since stock prices should be adjusted immediately after 

the new information. However, in practice, the choice varies from 1 day ( t = 0) to 120 days (-60,+60). The majority 

of studies include more days than the event day itself and most of them do not use more than 21 days (-10,+10). 

Expanding the event window is done in order to capture pre-announcement effects from rumours, information 

leakage or insider trading and post-announcement effects to capture stock price corrections (MacKinlay 1997). In 

this study, CAR is calculated for event windows of 1-, 3-, 11- and 21 days around the announcement, i.e., [0],          

[-1,1], [-5,5] and [-10,10], respectively. Furthermore, the event window [-10,-1] will be assessed to look for 

indications of information leakages before the official announcements. The estimation window is used to estimate 

the parameters for the expected returns in the event period. This makes it possible to calculate the abnormal returns 

in the event window. The common choice is to use a window prior to the event to prevent the event from 

influencing the parameters for the normal returns. As was the case when considering the length of the event 

window, the literature also uses a high variation of lengths of the estimation window. There is a trade-off between 

including more estimation days and use days further back in time. While using more days increases the statistical 

accuracy, moving too far away from the announcement day increases the possibility of using data that is no longer 

relevant for the company (Strong 1992). Chang (1998), Moeller, Schlingemann and Stulz (2004) and Lukas and 

Heimann (2014) use an estimation window of 200 trading days. Georgen and Renneboog (2004) use 195 days and 

Kohers and Ang use 250 days. The majority of other studies in the literature use similar windows. In this study, 

the choice of the length of the estimation window is set to 200 trading days. Furthermore, the choice to exclude 

the event from the estimation window is followed. The estimation window will end one day prior to the event 

window (i.e., t = -11). The final choices of event- and estimation window are illustrated in Figure 5.1.  

 

 

 

 

 

 

5.1.2 Models for measuring abnormal returns 

In this section, the definition of abnormal returns and approaches to calculate these are reviewed. In event studies, 

the abnormal returns are central to examine the impact of the event, i.e., the announcement of M&A. The abnormal 

Source: own contribution, Inspiration: MacKinlay (1997) 

Figure 5.1: Estimation- and event window 
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returns for every individual acquiring company at time t is measured as the difference between actual returns and 

the normal returns, as mentioned above. Normal returns are defined as the expected returns without conditioning 

on the event taking place. Abnormal returns and variance for company i are calculated with the following equations: 

 

ARi,t = Ri,t − E(Ri,t) 

var(ARi) =
1

L1 − 2
∑ (ARi,t)

2

T1

t=T0+1

 

 

To calculate the expected return, a number of approaches are available. These are normally grouped into two 

categories: statistical- and economic models. Statistical models rely only on statistical assumptions while economic 

models rely on assumptions about investors’ behavior. However, the economic models rely on statistical 

assumptions as well. Below, three of the statistical models will be reviewed. These include the Constant Mean 

Return model, the Market model and the Market-adjusted Return model. Additionally, one economic model will 

be briefly reviewed, that is the Capital Asset Pricing Model (CAPM). 

 

5.1.2.1 Constant Mean Return model (CMR) 

One of the simplest approaches to calculate abnormal returns is by using the CMR model. Using this model, the 

abnormal returns is calculated in the following way. 

 

ARi,t = Ri,t − R̅i 

Where 

𝐀𝐑𝐢,𝐭 = The abnormal return of stock i at time t  

𝐑𝐢,𝐭 = The actual return of stock i at time t 

�̅�𝐢 = The expected return of stock i at time t calculated as the simple arithmetic average return of the estimation 

window. 

 

The simple arithmetic average return is calculated as below: 

 

R̅i =
1

L1

∑ Ri,t

T1

t=T0+1

  →   R̅i =
1

200
∑ Ri,t

−11

t=−211

 

 

The CMR model assumes that the mean return for a given security is constant through time, but can differ across 

securities. Thus, abnormal returns are simply the difference between the actual return and the mean return from 

the estimation window.  Despite of the simplicity of the model, Brown and Warner (1985) find it often yields 

results similar to those of more sophisticated models (MacKinlay 1997). 
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5.1.2.2 Market model 

One of the most frequently used approach in the literature is the Market model. In the Market model, the expected 

returns for the individual stocks are calculated as a function of the returns of the overall market. Specifically, the 

abnormal returns are calculated using the following equation: 

 

ARi,t = Ri,t − (αi + βiRm,t) 

Where 

𝐀𝐑𝐢,𝐭 = The abnormal return of stock i at time t  

𝐑𝐢,𝐭 = The actual return of stock i at time t 

�̂�𝐢 = The estimated intercept from the OLS regression of stock i  

�̂�𝐢 = The estimated slope from the OLS regression of stock i 

𝐑𝐦,𝐭 = The actual return of the market index at time t 

 

The Market model assumes a linear relationship between the market return (i.e., a chosen market index) and the 

return of stock i. α̂i and β̂i are the estimated parameters for stock i from the Market model and are estimated using 

the ordinary least square (OLS) method. Hence, the Market model assumes that the expected return of the 

individual securities is directly related to the market return (MacKinlay 1997). Compared to the CMR model, the 

variance of the abnormal return is reduced since the portion of the returns that is related to the variation in the 

market’s return is removed. The accuracy of the Market model depends on the R-squared from the regression. 

The greater the R-squared, the lower the variance which results in more accurate estimates (MacKinlay 1997). 

 

5.1.2.3 Market-adjusted Return model 

The Market-adjusted Return model uses the market return as a benchmark. It implies that the normal return from 

stock i is the same as the market return, i.e., the same as the average stock return (Sudarsanam 2010). The abnormal 

returns are calculated as shown below: 

 

ARi,t = Ri,t − Rm,t 

Where 

𝐀𝐑𝐢,𝐭 = The abnormal return of stock i at time t  

𝐑𝐢,𝐭 = The actual return of stock i at time t 

𝐑𝐦,𝐭 = The actual return of the market index at time t 

 

The Market-adjusted Return model assumes that the abnormal returns are equal to the excess return above the 

market return. The model can be viewed as a restricted version of the Market model assuming that αi is constrained 

to be zero and βi constrained to be one (MacKinlay 1997). Due to these pre-specifications, the historical data to 
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estimate these parameters is not necessary. Thus, the model is suitable for event studies with limited historical data. 

However, due to the model restrictions, it is recommended to be used only when necessary (MacKinlay 1997).  

 

5.1.2.4 CAPM model 

The Capital Asset Pricing Model (CAPM) is one economic model that was frequently used in event studies in the 

1970s. The model provides more constrained normal returns as it introduces restrictions on the statistical models. 

The abnormal returns are calculated as below: 

 

ARi,t = Ri,t − [Rf + βi(E(Rm,t) − Rf)] 

Where 

𝐀𝐑𝐢,𝐭 = The abnormal return of stock i at time t  

𝐑𝐢,𝐭 = The actual return of stock i at time t 

𝐑𝐦,𝐭 = The actual return of the market index at time t 

𝐑𝐟 = The risk free rate 

𝛃𝐢 = The sensitivity of stock i to market risk 

 

The model relies on some strong assumption regarding the investors’ behavior. For example, all investors have 

equal expectations and hold only efficient portfolios which leads to the market to always stay in equilibrium with 

αi = 0. Due to the restrictions from the model, the validity of the CAPM has been questioned.  

 

5.1.3 Cumulative abnormal returns (CAR) 

After having calculated the daily abnormal returns for each company with one of the appropriate methods, they 

are summed in order to calculate the cumulative abnormal returns (CAR) for the event window. Recall that 

abnormal returns and variance were calculated in the following way: 

 

ARi,t = Ri,t − E(Ri,t) 

var(ARi) =
1

L1 − 2
∑ (ARi,t)

2

T1

t=T0+1

 

 

Then, CAR and variance for each company is calculated as below: 

 

CARi(T1 + 1, T2) = ∑ ARi,t

T2

t=T1+1

 

var(CARi(T1 + 1, T2)) = L2var(ARi) 

 



36 
 

Since the study is more concerned with the average abnormal return for the total sample rather than for the 

individual companies, the average daily abnormal returns are calculated across all companies. The average abnormal 

returns at time t (AARt) and variance for the whole sample are calculated as followed: 

 

AARt =
1

N
∑ ARi,t

N

i=1

 

var(AARt) =
1

N − 1
∑(ARi,t − AARt)

2
N

i=1

 

 

Finally, in order to calculate the average CAR across all companies, the cumulative average abnormal return 

(CAAR) is calculated by summing all AARs. CAAR and variance are calculated as below: 

 

CAAR(T1 + 1, T2) = ∑ AARt

T2

t=T1+1

 

var(CAAR(T1 + 1, T2)) =
1

N − 1
∑ (CARi − CAAR)2

T2

t=T1+1

 

 

In the rest of the study, CAAR(T1 + 1, T2) will be referred to as just CAAR or CAR. 

 

5.1.4 Model choice and market return 

5.1.4.1 Choice of model 

Two models are used in this study in order to calculate the expected returns, namely the Constant Mean Return 

model (CMR) and the Market model. MacKinlay (1997) argues that these models, despite their simplicity, deliver 

valid estimates. Additionally, he argues that the economic models rely on assumptions that are not necessary 

realistic in real life. In practice much of the literature uses the Market model which is why this study uses it as well. 

However, Fuller, Netter and Stegemoller (2002) argue that the β estimates from the Market model can be less 

meaningful if the company’s β is not constant over time due to takeover attempts or other changes in the 

company’s risk profile or capital structure. Therefore, the CMR model is included to compare the results. The 

model that delivers the best results on hypothesis 1 presented in chapter 4 will be used for the rest of the study. 

These two models are the ones used by MacKinley (1997).  

 

5.1.4.2 Choice of market index 

When using the Market model, an appropriate benchmark market portfolio should be considered in order to 

calculate the expected returns and to estimate the company-specific parameters of αi and βi. Many studies use 

broad-based stock indices such as S&P 500 or CRSP as the market portfolio (MacKinlay, 1997). In Europe, a 
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broad-based stock index like MSCI Europe could be used. Another approach is to use an index from the 

companies’ home country. The different index choices have their own strengths and weaknesses. Using the local 

index the company is listed at has the strength that the company is related to it. A national index increases the 

relatedness of the company and the benchmark since they operate in the same region and thus are exposed to the 

same economic environment. On the other hand, these indices may be heavily impacted by a few big companies 

or industries. Using a broad-based index reduces the impact of few companies or industries. However, a broader 

index may not be the best choice if it only reflect a small part of the environment in which the companies are part 

of. Thus, using for example the MSCI Europe index, it is best suited for companies that operate in multiple 

European countries. In this study, the MSCI Europe index is used as the benchmark because it is considered as 

the most appropriate index as the local index may be too highly dominated by few firms and industries. The MSCI 

Europe Index represents 15 countries in Europe. The index covers approximately 85% of the market capitalization 

across the European Developed Markets equity. 434 companies are part of the index, and the biggest company 

has a weight of just 3.2% while the top 10 companies has a total weight of 18.3% of the whole index (MSCI, 2021). 

 

5.1.5 Statistical tests of abnormal returns 

In this section, statistical test methods will be introduced. The purpose of statistical tests is to assess the significance 

of the results (i.e., the abnormal returns). In order to draw reliable conclusions, statistical tests will be performed, 

and the chosen methods will be reviewed below. 

 

5.1.5.1 Parametric test 

To test for the significance of the findings from the event study, it is necessary to include parametric tests to assess 

the significance of the results. One widely used test is the t-statistic. This test is used to assess whether the estimated 

value of a parameter (i.e., the CAR) is significantly different from zero. This can be done by testing on the following 

hypotheses: 

 

H0 = CAAR(T1 + 1, T2) = 0 

H1 = CAAR(T1 + 1, T2) ≠ 0 

 

Where H0 is the null hypothesis that CAR is not statistically significant different from zero and H1 is the alternative 

hypothesis that the CAR is statistically significant different from zero (positive or negative). MacKinlay (1997) 

formulates the t-test as below: 

 

θ1 = t = √N
AARt

√var(AARt)
~N(0,1) 

θ1 = t = √N
CAAR(T1 + 1, T2)

√var(CAAR(T1 + 1, T2))

~N(0,1) 
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As the interest of this study is not to examine if the abnormal returns are either positive or negative but if they are  

different from zero, the performed t-tests will be two-sided tests. Furthermore, t-tests can be used to assess 

whether there are any significant differences between two sub-samples. This can be done by testing on the 

following hypotheses: 

 

H0 = CAAR(T1 + 1, T2)sample 1 − CAAR(T1 + 1, T2)sample 2 = 0 

H1 = CAAR(T1 + 1, T2)sample 1 − CAAR(T1 + 1, T2)sample 2 ≠ 0 

 

Where H0 is the null hypothesis that CAR is not statistically significant different between the two sub-samples and 

H1 is the alternative hypothesis that the CAR is statistically significant different between the two sub-samples 

(positive or negative). The Student’s t-test is formulated as below by Newbold, Carlson and Thorne (2013): 

 

t =
x̅ − y̅

√
sx

2

nx
 
sy

2

ny
  

 →  
CAAR1 − CAAR2

√
var(CAAR1)

N1
 
var(CAAR2)

N2
 

 

 

The performed t-tests will be two-sided tests as well in order to test for any significant differences between the 

specific sub-samples. For the described t-tests from above, the calculated t-values can be converted to 

corresponding p-values. The p-value is the probability of obtaining a value of the test statistic as extreme as or 

more extreme than the actual value obtained when the null hypothesis is true (Newbold, Carlson and Thorne, 

2013). Thus, if the p-value is 10%, one can with a 90% certainty conclude a significant cumulative abnormal return 

in the event window. Widely applied significance levels in event studies are 1% levels (***), 5% levels (**) and 10% 

levels (*). The findings in this study will be tested on these levels as well. 

 

The parametric t-statistics rely on a series of assumptions that should be met in order to bring valid results. Under 

the null hypothesis and t-tests, the abnormal returns (CAR) are assumed to follow a normal distribution. For this 

assumption to be satisfied, the dataset must not include any large outliers and the observations must be evenly 

distributed around the mean. This is a strong assumption that may be violated. The skewness of stock returns must 

be asymmetric since stock prices can only decrease with 100% but can increase indefinitely. Furthermore, when 

using daily stock returns, the kurtosis of the distribution of returns are higher (Brown and Warner, 1985). If this 

assumption is not satisfied, it can cause misleading conclusions. Another issue is the presence of clustering. 

Clustering happens when there is an overlap of companies in the event windows, that is many events from the 

dataset is lying around the same calendar time. This can cause cross-correlation in the dataset. Although, in spite 

of daily stock returns are highly non-normal, the Central Limit Theorem states that the mean of a random sample 

will converge to normality as N becomes large enough, even with highly skewed distributions (Newbold, Carlson 

and Thorne (2013). Brown and Warner (1985) find that for daily stock data, when the number of sample companies 
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increases, the mean abnormal returns converges to normality, already at sample sizes of N = 50. Furthermore, they 

find that the parametric t-tests generate strong and reliable results and even when event days are clustered. 

 

In addition to the parametric t-test, one non-parametric test will be included in the analysis. This test will be 

introduced below. 

 

5.1.5.2 Non-parametric test 

In this section, a non-parametric test will be shortly introduced, namely a sign test. The power of the sign test is 

that it does not rely on any assumptions regarding the distribution of the returns. Under the null hypothesis, the 

probability of a positive or negative CAR is equal, that is 0.5. (MacKinlay, 1997) formulates the sign test as below:  

 

θ2 = [
N+

N
− 0.5]

√N

0.5
 

 

Where N+ being the number of cases with observed companies with positive CARs and N being the total CARs. 

The corresponding p-value for the sign test statistic is used to conclude if there is an equally probability that CAR 

is either positive or negative. Thus, for low p-values, the null hypothesis can be rejected and accept the alternative 

hypothesis that there may be a higher probability for either a positive or a negative CAR. The drawback of the sign 

test is that its only focus is on the sign of the CARs but not the deviations from zero (no abnormal returns). Thus, 

it has strong limitations on datasets where the skewness are significant.  

 

 

5.2 Cross-sectional regression analysis 

The purpose of the event study was to examine if abnormal returns due to M&A announcements were significantly 

different from zero or if there were any differences between sub-samples. In this section a cross-sectional multiple 

regression analysis will be introduced, and in the analysis, regressions will be performed to further strengthen the 

findings from the event study. A multiple regression model tests the impact on CAR from multiple characteristics 

of interest simultaneously. The variables in this analysis will be those of the variables examined in the hypotheses 

2 to 6. This allows to test every variable’s impact on CAR while controlling for the other variables. Thus, it can be 

examined whether the possible abnormal returns or differences between sub-samples instead can be explained by 

omitted variables not controlled for. The multiple regression model have the following equation: 

 

Y = β0 + β1X1 + β2X2 + ⋯ + βkXk + ε 

 

In the equation above, CAR is the independent variable and is explained by a set of variables plus a random error 

called the residual which the variation in CAR that is not explained by the variables. As stated, the final variables 
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are the ones tested in the hypotheses plus some additional control variables to increase the robustness of the 

model. The βs are the Ordinary Least Squares estimated coefficients of the true population coefficients from every 

variable. The coefficients are estimated in order to minimize the sum of the squared residuals, that is the difference 

between the actual value (i.e., CAR) and the predicted value, given the variables (Newbold, Carlson and Thorne, 

2013). This can be seen mathematically as below: 

 

SSE = ∑ εi
2

N

i=1 

= ∑(Y − (β0 + β1X1 + β2X2 + ⋯ + βkXk))
2

N

i=1 

  

 

 All variables from the hypotheses used in the cross-sectional regressions are dummy variables, i.e., variables with 

only the possible values 0 and 1. As an example, the Earnout has the value of 1 if the parties have used an earnout 

contract and 0 if not. Thus, the β1 is the added value, that is the contribution, to CAR from earnouts and the value 

of non-earnout (earnout = 0) is contained in the intercept, i.e., β0. The sign of the estimated βs indicate whether 

the variable has a positive or negative impact on CAR. For example, if β1 is positive, it would imply that the use 

of earnouts has a positive impact on the abnormal returns. For every β, the corresponding p-value is shown. As 

was the case above, the p-value concludes if the β, i.e., the impact from the variable, is significantly different from 

zero. Thus, even though a given estimated β is positive or negative and indicates some influence on CAR, any 

impact can only be concluded if the p-value satisfies the chosen confidence levels (that is 1%, 5%, and 10%).  

 

5.2.1 Assumptions on multiple regression 

In order to generate valid and unbiased estimates, the model must comply with five fundamental assumptions. 

These include 1) Linearity, 2) Normality, 3) Homoskedasticity, 4) Autocorrelation and 5) Multicollinearity 

(Newbold, Carlson and Thorne, 2013).  

 

Linearity refers to that there must be a linear relationship between CAAR and the explanatory variables. This 

assumption is essential since non-linearity would generate meaningless coefficients. Furthermore, the data should 

not contain large outliers, since the regression line is sensitive to outlier effects due to the fact that the regression 

line is formed in order to reduce the distance between the actual values and the predicted value, as noted above. 

Linearity can be investigated by plotting the observed values (i.e., CAR) against the predicted values. A straight 

line should be able to be drawn through the observations. Another solution is to plot the studentized residuals 

against the predicted values. The plot should show no systematic or clear patterns and the residuals must be 

distributed around zero. Normality states that the error terms εi must be normally distributed with a mean of 0, 

that is εi ~N(0, σ). The normality is essential for calculating p-values and concluding on the significances of results. 

Thus, this assumption should be satisfied in order to draw reliable conclusions from the test statistics. Normality 

can be graphically tested by using a QQ-plot for the studentized residuals or by looking at histograms. The residuals 
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should lie at a straight line in the QQ-plot in order to the normally distributed. Looking at the histogram, it should 

have the classic bell-shaped curve with low skewness and no fat tails. Homoscedasticity as the third assumption 

states that the error terms must have the same variance for all observations, that is var(εi) = σ2 for  i = 1, … , n. 

If this assumption is violated, it means that the variance around the mean are different for different levels of the 

variables, causing the p-values to be unreliable. Homoscedasticity can be tested graphically by plotting the predicted 

values against the studentized residuals. The residuals should have no clear pattern or “trumpet-shaped” 

development in them. Autocorrelation means that the error terms are not correlated with one another, that is 

E[εiεj] = 0. This means that one observation must not be possible to predict from the former observation. 

Autocorrelation can be tested by plotting the residuals against the observation number. Again, no clear pattern 

may be present, since we should not be able to predict the value of one observation on the basis of the former. 

Furthermore, a Durbin-Watson test can be calculated. The test can take a value between 0 and 4. The value should 

be as close to 2 as possible in order to the assumption to be satisfied (Newbold, Carlson and Thorne, 2013). The 

formula can be seen below: 

d =
∑ (εt − εt−1)2n

t=2

∑ εt
2n

t=1

  

Multicollinearity as the final assumption states that the explanatory variables must not be correlated with one 

another. If two or more variables are interdependent, the coefficients may be estimated imprecisely. Intuitively, 

including highly correlated variables does not make sense since the effect on CAR from the change in one variable 

all else equal is not possible if the changed variable is related to another unchanged variable. The presence of 

multicollinearity can be tested by investigating the correlation between the independent variables. The assumptions 

will be tested on the regression models when used in the analysis. 
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6. Data 

The main purpose of this chapter is to review the data selection process and to discuss how and why the criteria 

in the selection process are decided in order to obtain a representative and reliable sample of mergers and 

acquisitions in the Nordic countries. The first part will cover the used databases and the first step of the sample 

selection process. Hereafter, a second selection step is presented where the first conducted sample is eventually 

cleaned manually based on some additional criteria. The second part will round of the chapter with descriptive 

statistics over the final sample used in this thesis. 

 

 

6.1 Data selection 

The data has been collected using two primary data sources. The first database Zephyr is used to find data on 

M&A transactions. The database is used since it contains all relevant information about deal, acquirer, and target 

characteristics such as method of payments, earnouts, etc. Furthermore, it allows to select only those transactions 

that meet pre-specified criteria relevant for the analysis. These criteria will be reviewed further below. The second 

database Datastream is used to collect stock prices and index prices for the chosen benchmark portfolio MSCI 

Europe Index. Datastream offers total return index for every stock and benchmark adjusted for stock splits and 

dividends. Furthermore, Zephyr provide ISIN numbers for every acquirer which can be used in Datastream to 

match every deal and collect stock data. The database Zephyr have been used through the remote access via CBS 

while Datastream have been used through own external access.   

 

6.1.1 Selection process – first step 

On the basis of the problem statement and the overall focus in this thesis, a selection of criteria have been 

established in order to collect an appropriate dataset. The criteria can be seen in Table 6.1 and will be discussed 

below. 

 

 

 

Criterion no. Criterion description 

1 Deal type: Merger, acquisition 

2 Time period: On and after 01/01/2005 up to and including 31/12/2019 

3 Acquirer country: Denmark (DK), Norway (NO), Sweden (SE), Finland (FI), Faroe Islands, Iceland (IS) 

4 Acquirer type: Listed 

5 Acquirer type: Listed, unlisted, delisted 

6 Current deal status: Announced, completed, pending, postponed, unconditional 

7 Initial percentage of stake: Maximum 49.9% 

8 Final percentage of stake: Minimum 50% 

9 Deal value: Minimum 1 mil. EUR 

 

Table 6.1: Data selection process – first step 
The table show the first step in the data selection process. The sample is drawn from the Zephyr database based 

on the following criteria 

Source: own contribution 



43 
 

1) First and foremost, the first criterion Deal type is set to mergers and acquisitions, since these deal types are the 

focus in this thesis. 2) The Time period covers all registered mergers and acquisitions in the Zephyr database 

from 2005 to 2020 (the end of 2019). This 15-year window is decided to be able to use the latest available data and 

secure a sizeable sample. Furthermore, the span over the last 15 year secures that the data cover the whole 

economic cycle from the boom before the latest recession due to the financial crisis in 2007 to the latest economic 

increase before Covid-19. 3) Since this thesis is interested in assessing the M&A market in the Nordic countries, 

the Acquirer country is delimited to only cover acquisitions made by companies from Denmark, Norway, Sweden, 

Finland, Faroe Islands, and Iceland. 4) Furthermore, the Acquirer type only includes listed acquirers. As we are 

interested in measuring the value creation from abnormal stock returns around the announcement, the acquirer’s 

stocks need to be publicly traded with price information available. Since this is not the case for privately held firms, 

these cannot be included. 5) As for the Target type, only listed, unlisted and delisted are included. This is set to 

ensure that it is in fact an acquisition of a company. 6) As for the 6th criterion regarding the Current deal status, 

withdrawn deals are not included. This is done to exclude deals with a possibility that the market didn’t expect the 

deal to be realized or that the offer was withdrawn during the event window. 7 and 8) Criterion 7 and 8 regarding 

the Percentage of stake, only deals with an initial minority stake and a final majority stake are included, as M&A 

was defined this way in chapter 3. This is to ensure that the deal leads to a change of control. A change of control 

means that the acquirer would have the control over the acquired company to take decisions and realize the 

potential synergies, thus is expected to have a higher impact on the stock reaction. 9) The final criterion is to only 

include deals of a minimum purchase value of 1 mil. EUR for a higher possibility that the purchase will impact the 

stock price. 

 

From the criteria above, a total sample from Zephyr has been collected. For every deal, stock and benchmark data 

has been collected in Datastream by using the ISIN numbers. Beforehand, the announcement day has been 

adjusted to the first trading day for those deals where the acquisitions are not announced on trading days. In the 

following section, a second and final step in the selection process is reviewed.  

 

6.1.2 Selection process – second step 

After the initial data collection, the sample has been cleaned based on the additional criteria presented in Table 6.2. 

This has been done manually in Excel. The criteria are discussed below. 
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Criterion no. Criterion description 

10 No deals with multiple buyers 

11 Stock data must be available during the full event and estimation window for each acquirer 

12 No illiquid stocks 

13 No overlapping events 

 

 

1) The first step deals with acquisitions with multiple buyers. These acquisitions are removed from the sample 

since the acquired stake are not shown for each acquirer. Thus, it is not possible to clarify whether one of the 

acquiring companies has taken over the majority of the stake, as was one of the criteria from step 1. 2) Hereafter, 

deals with lack of stock data information has been excluded. To be included in the final sample, daily stock returns 

must be available for every acquirer at least 210 trading days before and at least 10 trading days after the 

announcement date. Since the longest event window is set to +/- 10 trading days, return data from this whole 

window is necessary in order to calculate CAR(−10,10). Furthermore, the data from -210 to -10 is necessary to 

estimate model parameters in order to calculate expected returns based on the choice of length of the estimation 

window. 3) For the remaining deals, the liquidity of the stocks has been investigated and illiquid stocks have been 

excluded to avoid issues of thin trading. Illiquid stocks are defined as stocks that has been traded in less than 2/3 

of the estimation window. Non-trading days are set to days where the stock return is exactly zero. Illiquid stocks 

are removed since these are assumed to be smaller and riskier companies. When these are not frequently traded, 

the estimated beta value will be low and indicate a non-volatile company where they may in fact be the opposite. 

With a far too low beta value, expected returns will be much lower and thus generating inaccurate high abnormal 

returns and CARs and thus contribute to misleading conclusions. 4) Finally, overlapping events have been 

removed. Some companies have engaged in multiple acquisitions where those deals’ event windows overlap. These 

deals are excluded since it is not possible to isolate the effect on the individual acquisition since the returns in the 

event window may be impacted from the other acquisition as well. 

 

This final selection step leaves us with a final sample of 818 acquisitions that meet all the criteria established in this 

thesis. This final sample will be used to examine the overall value creation in the Nordic countries and the impact 

from the characteristics presented in the hypothesis chapter. See Appendix F for a overview of all the 818 deals 

 

In the section below, the sample will be described.  

 

 

Table 6.2: Data selection process – second step 
The table show the second step in the data selection process. The steps are done manually in Excel 

Source: own contribution 
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6.2 Descriptive statistics 

In this section, the final dataset is presented through descriptive statistics. The purpose of this presentation is to 

give an overview of how the deals are distributed over time, by country and other characteristics of interest.  

 

In Panel A of Figure 6.1 below, the total sample are shown for the period from 2005 to 2019. A modest upward 

trend until 2007 can be seen whereafter the number of yearly deals decline to a lower level until 2015 due to the 

recent financial crisis. The yearly deals had its peak in 2017 with 102 deals while the number has decreased since. 

The M&A activity in the Nordic countries follows approximately the development in the worldwide M&A market, 

as we saw in Figure 1 in the introduction. When looking at the number of acquisitions across the countries in Panel 

B of Figure 6.1, we see that Sweden accounts for the majority of the transactions throughout the years, followed 

by Finland, Norway and Denmark respectively. Only two acquisitions are made from Icelandic companies, one in 

2006 and one in 2016. None of the acquisitions are from the Faroe Islands. 

 

 

 

    Panel A: Number of deals     

 

    Panel B: Distribution by country     

 

 

 

In Table 6.3 below, a comprehensive description of the data is provided. The industry classification is based on 

the first two digits of the acquirer’s US SIC code. The two-digit SIC codes are used in most studies to determine 

Figure 6.1: Number of deals over time and by country 
Panel A) The bar chart illustrates the total number of deals across the period of 01.01.2005 – 31.12.2019. Panel B) 

illustrates the distribution of the yearly deals across country. 

Source: own contribution, Data: Zephyr 
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the relatedness between the acquirer and the target company. Looking at the distribution, we see that 

Manufacturing, Services and Finance, Insurance and Real Estate (FIRE) account for more than 70% of all deals.  

 

Looking at the method of payment, only 745 of the totals of 818 deals disclose the method of payment. Thus, 9% 

of the deals will not be included in the analysis regarding the method of payment. As for the disclosed deals, more 

than half consist of cash-only payments while only 12% is stock-only payments. The remaining 33% of the deals 

were paid for as a cash-stock-combination, i.e., mixed payment. 

 

As mentioned in the literature review, empirical findings indicated an increase in the use of earnouts and specially 

in European countries. This is no exception in the Nordic M&A market. In almost 1/3 of all deals, the parties 

included an earnout contract, thus indicating that the Nordic M&A parties see earnouts as a valuable tool during 

the negotiations of the deal structures.  

 

Most deals involve acquisitions of private targets with 85% of the deals. The remaining 15% is then acquisitions 

of public targets.   

 

Looking at the relatedness and the cross border, just above half of the acquisitions (53%) involves a related target 

and the rest are diversifying acquisitions. 59% of the acquisitions are domestic while 41% are acquisitions of 

companies from abroad.  
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2005 2006 2007 2008 2009 2010 2011 2012 2013 2014 2015 2016 2017 2018 2019 Total %

Total sample 56 57 66 45 22 41 45 36 38 34 48 73 102 87 68 818

By country

Denmark 5 7 10 7 2 5 4 2 7 2 6 7 9 4 6 83 10%

Norway 13 8 9 4 1 5 2 1 4 4 6 15 13 12 12 109 13%

Sweden 30 27 34 26 16 21 27 27 24 24 30 40 57 54 38 475 58%

Finland 8 14 13 8 3 10 12 6 3 4 6 10 23 17 12 149 18%

Iceland 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 2 0%

Total 56 57 66 45 22 41 45 36 38 34 48 73 102 87 68 818 100%

By industry

AFF* 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 1 1 1 2 0 0 7 1%

Mining 2 1 0 0 0 0 0 2 0 1 0 4 3 1 3 17 2%

Construction 2 2 1 0 0 1 1 0 0 0 2 2 1 6 3 21 3%

Manufacturing 23 31 21 18 10 19 18 18 16 8 16 34 39 32 21 324 40%

TPS** 2 1 7 4 0 1 4 1 3 3 1 5 9 4 6 51 6%

Wholesale Trade 4 3 2 3 0 1 2 0 0 2 2 5 0 6 1 31 4%

Retail Trade 4 1 4 2 0 3 3 2 1 0 3 1 7 0 1 32 4%

FIRE*** 4 4 13 8 2 2 8 1 7 2 5 2 16 8 7 89 11%

Services 15 13 18 10 10 14 9 12 10 17 18 19 25 30 26 246 30%

Total 56 57 66 45 22 41 45 36 38 34 48 73 102 87 68 818 100%

Cash 30 27 30 31 12 21 24 20 18 16 20 40 49 36 41 415 56%

Stocks 5 8 12 4 1 4 3 4 6 2 5 9 4 12 8 87 12%

Mixed 14 20 20 7 9 8 13 8 13 14 16 18 38 30 15 243 33%

Total 49 55 62 42 22 33 40 32 37 32 41 67 91 78 64 745 100%

Earnout

Earnout 17 11 15 8 6 16 14 13 16 10 15 22 32 33 22 250 31%

Non-earnout 39 46 51 37 16 25 31 23 22 24 33 51 70 54 46 568 69%

Total 56 57 66 45 22 41 45 36 38 34 48 73 102 87 68 818 100%

Target status

Private 45 48 56 37 20 36 38 33 35 31 41 56 86 76 57 695 85%

Listed 11 9 10 8 2 5 7 3 3 3 7 17 16 11 11 123 15%

Total 56 57 66 45 22 41 45 36 38 34 48 73 102 87 68 818 100%

Cross border

Domestic 23 36 39 28 11 27 26 24 27 20 28 44 58 51 41 483 59%

Cross border 33 21 27 17 11 14 19 12 11 14 20 29 44 36 27 335 41%

Total 56 57 66 45 22 41 45 36 38 34 48 73 102 87 68 818 100%

Relatedness

Related 28 33 31 19 14 17 26 17 13 23 27 35 61 51 42 437 53%

Diversifying 28 24 35 26 8 24 19 19 25 11 21 38 41 36 26 381 47%

Total 56 57 66 45 22 41 45 36 38 34 48 73 102 87 68 818 100%

   * Agriculture, Forestry & Fishing

   ** Transportation & Public Utilties

   *** Finance, Insurance & Real Estate

Method of payment

Source: own contribution, Data: Zephyr 

Table 6.3: Descriptive statistics of the total sample 
The table report the number of deals over time by country, industry, method of payment, earnout, 

target status, cross-border, and relatedness  
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7. Empirical Findings 

As described in chapter 1, the purpose of this thesis is to examine the short-term value creations for the 

shareholders of the acquiring companies. In this chapter, the study presents and analyzes the empirical findings in 

order to examine this. The findings are supported by statistical significances in order to draw valid conclusions 

from the analysis. The results will be discussed and compared to the existing literature. The chapter is divided in 

two parts. In part one, the event study as described in chapter 5 is performed and the hypotheses are tested by this 

approach. In the second part, a cross-sectional multiple regression analysis are conducted in order to strengthen 

the conclusions from the event study by testing the impact on CAR from the characteristics simultaneously. The 

chapter is rounded off with a brief overview of the results from the tested hypotheses. 

 

 

7.1 Univariate analysis 

In this section, the event study will be performed and the hypotheses from 1 to 6 will be investigated in the sub-

sections below starting with the overall value creation from the total sample followed by the sub-samples of the 

characteristics that may impact the value creation. As mentioned in chapter 5, the hypotheses are tested on 5 

different event windows, [-10,+10], [-5,+5], [-1,+1], [0], and [-10,-1]. The latter is included in order to look for any 

pre-announcement stock movements which could indicate information leakages or insider trading. For every 

window, the significances are tested and reported in order to draw any conclusions. The significance tests include 

a parametric t test with the associated p-value and a non-parametric sign test. Most of the literature uses confidence 

levels at 90%, 95% and 99%. These levels will be used in this study as well as mentioned earlier. 

  

7.1.1 Hypothesis 1: Overall value creation 

The first hypothesis of the study relates to the overall value creation for the acquirer shareholders from M&A 

announcement. This hypothesis focuses on the general market perception of these announcement where the 

hypotheses in the following sections dig further into characteristics that may impact the stock returns. 

 

As mentioned, M&A should occur as positive NPV projects from identified synergies between two companies. 

On the other hand, other value destroying factors may drive M&As such as behaviorism and agency. Existing 

findings are not consistent regarding wealth effects from acquisitions. Below, the hypothesis is presented. If the 

H0 can be rejected, it can be concluded that acquirers experience short-term wealth effects from acquisitions. 

 

H0: Acquiring companies experience no significant abnormal returns from acquisitions 

H1: Acquiring companies experience abnormal returns significantly different from zero from acquisitions 

 

The hypothesis is tested on both the Market model and the Constant Mean Return model (CMR). 
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7.1.1.1 Market model 

Before investigating the actual values for the days and event windows, a visualized presentation of AARs and 

CAAR is shown in Figure 7.1. The figure is included for a more easy and intuitive interpretation of the development 

of the numbers. The figure shows the average abnormal returns (AARs) and the cumulative average abnormal 

return (CAAR) over the 21 days around the announcement day. Furthermore, the t-statistic for each day’s AAR is 

included as the grey bars as well as the critical values for a 5% significance level. The figure clearly shows that there 

is a market reaction to M&A announcements. From the days before the announcement, the AARs are distributed 

around 0% and thus close to the normal returns, i.e., expected returns without conditioning on the event taking 

place. This indicate that information leakages or insider trading are not present, or at least not at a level that has 

affected stock prices. A modest rise in AAR is observed at day -1 before it peaks at a high level at the actual 

announcement day followed by another day with high AAR in day 1. From day 2 (two days after the 

announcement), the AARs return to a normal level for the rest of the window, indicating that the new information 

is incorporated in the stock price. These few days with high spikes result in a high CAAR over the 21 days which 

can be seen in the figure as well. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

In Panel A of Table 7.1, the CAARs from the different event windows are presented as well as the variances, 

parametric t-statistics and the corresponding p-values and the p-values of the sign tests. The table shows positive 

CAARs from M&A announcements in every event window in which the announcement day (i.e., t = 0) is included. 

Furthermore, they are all statistically significant at a 1% level in both the parametric t-test and the sign test. The 3-

days event window has the highest t-statistic followed by [0], [-5,+5], and [-10,+10]. These results indicate that the 

shorter event windows contribute with strongest results and wider event windows only increase the variance. In 

the pre-event window [-10,+1], the abnormal returns are close to 0 and not statistically significant, which indicate 

that information leakages or insider trading are not present, as noted above. In Panel B of Table 7.1, the average 

abnormal returns (AARs) values for the 21 days around the announcements are presented. The abnormal returns 

are high and significant at a 1% level at the event day (+1.83%) and also relatively high and significant at a 1% 

Figure 7.1: AARs, CAAR and t-statistics for the total sample from the Market model 
The graph illustrates the daily AARs, CAAR and the t-statistics for the total sample from the Market model. 

Furthermore, the critical values for each AAR are illustrated 

 

Source: own contribution, Data: Datastream, Zephyr 
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level at day 1 (+0.72%). Except for the days just around the announcement, the abnormal returns of the rest of 

the days in the event window are fairly distributed around 0%. However, a few days show significant returns, 

specifically the days -6, 2, 5 and 9. There is no clear explanation for these results as there is no obvious reason why 

abnormal returns would be created on these specific days, and they are most likely due to noise in the data. 

However, since the AARs on these days are very small numbers, the study does not draw any conclusions on those 

results. Overall, the results from this analysis suggest that acquiring shareholders gain from M&A announcements 

in all event windows. Next, the CAAR is investigated using the CMR model. 

 

 

 

Panel A: Total sample - CAAR (N = 818) 
 

Event window CAAR Variance T stat P value Sign p value  

[-10,10] 2.23% 1.46% 5.28 0.00%*** 0.00%***  

[-5,5] 2.33% 0.98% 6.73 0.00%*** 0.00%***  

[-1,1] 2.74% 0.50% 11.09 0.00%*** 0.00%***  

[0] 1.83% 0.30% 9.49 0.00%*** 0.00%***  

[-10,-1] 0.16% 0.51% 0.63 52.78% 94.40%  

Panel B: Total sample - AAR (N = 818) 
 

 
Day AAR Variance T stat P value Sign p value  

-10 -0.07% 0.06% -0.81 41.51% 0.98%***  

-9 -0.05% 0.06% -0.60 54.84% 0.22%***  

-8 -0.04% 0.05% -0.51 60.83% 5.06%*  

-7 -0.08% 0.06% -0.93 35.31% 20.80%  

-6 0.19% 0.07% 2.05 4.05%** 62.50%  

-5 -0.07% 0.08% -0.69 49.21% 1.77%**  

-4 0.06% 0.07% 0.62 53.60% 23.50%  

-3 -0.03% 0.06% -0.31 75.63% 32.80%  

-2 0.05% 0.05% 0.57 57.12% 14.20%  

-1 0.19% 0.06% 2.22 2.69%** 88.90%  

0 1.83% 0.30% 9.50 0.00%*** 0.00%***  

1 0.72% 0.17% 4.95 0.00%*** 0.13%***  

2 -0.18% 0.08% -1.92 5.56%* 2.13%**  

3 0.07% 0.06% 0.77 44.41% 3.05%**  

4 -0.06% 0.08% -0.59 55.31% 23.50%  

5 -0.24% 0.07% -2.52 1.19%** 0.01%***  

6 -0.03% 0.08% -0.26 79.32% 3.05%**  

7 0.10% 0.07% 1.09 27.64% 40.20%  

8 -0.11% 0.06% -1.22 22.10% 0.33%***  

9 -0.15% 0.05% -1.92 5.54%* 0.13%***  

10 0.12% 0.08% 1.25 21.33% 44.20%  

 

Table 7.1: AARs, CAARs and test statistics for the total sample from the Market model 
Panel A) The table presents the CAARs for the total sample for each event windows from the Market model. T-
statistics and p-values are reported for each event window. Panel B) The table presents the AARs for the 21 days 

around the announcement. T-statistics and p-values are reported for each AAR. 

 

Source: own contribution, Data: Datastream, Zephyr 
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7.1.1.2 CMR model 

As in the section above, the AARs and CAAR are shown graphically in Figure 7.2 in for a better interpretation of 

the development. Using the CMR model, the story is not much different. Again, large spikes around the 

announcement day are observed and fairly normal returns in the outer parts of the 21-days event window. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Looking at Table 7.2, Panel A shows the empirical results of the total sample using the CMR model. The results 

support the findings from the analysis using the Market model. Again, the CAARs are positive and statistically 

significant far below a 1% level for all event-including windows. Using the CMR model, the pre-announcement 

window does not show any significant abnormal returns, again indicating that information leakages and insider 

trading are not present. In Panel B, the AARs for the 21 days are presented as well as the statistical tests. At the 

announcement day, the AAR is +1.84%, significant at a 1% level. Again, day 1 has relatively high abnormal returns 

of +0.69%, also significant at a 1% level. A few other days have significant returns, day -6, -1, 2, 5 and 9. However, 

the AARs are very small and does not add much to the overall CAAR. As was the case with the Market model, the 

CMR provides results that suggest a positive impact on stock prices from M&A announcements. In the following 

section, the two different models are compared and the model for the rest of the analysis will be decided. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Figure 7.2: AARs, CAAR and t-statistics for the total sample from the CMR model 
The graph illustrates the daily AARs, CAAR and the t-statistics for the total sample from the CMR model. 

Furthermore, the critical values for each AAR are illustrated 

 

Source: own contribution, Data: Datastream, Zephyr 
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Panel A: Total sample - CAAR (N = 818) 
 

Event window CAAR Variance T stat P value Sign p value  

[-10,10] 2.10% 1.57% 4.79 0.00%*** 0.00%***  

[-5,5] 2.29% 1.04% 6.41 0.00%*** 0.00%***  

[-1,1] 2.76% 0.52% 10.96 0.00%*** 0.00%***  

[0] 1.84% 0.31% 9.45 0.00%*** 0.00%***  

[-10,-1] 0.16% 0.55% 0.62 53.68% 94.40%  

Panel B: Total sample - AAR (N = 818) 
 

 
Day AAR Variance T stat P value Sign p value  

-10 -0.07% 0.06% -0.77 44.20% 9.37%*  

-9 -0.11% 0.06% -1.25 21.30% 0.00%***  

-8 -0.03% 0.06% -0.33 74.10% 1.20%**  

-7 -0.09% 0.06% -0.99 32.20% 3.62%**  

-6 0.22% 0.08% 2.22 2.66%** 62.50%  

-5 -0.08% 0.08% -0.80 42.40% 0.13%***  

-4 0.05% 0.07% 0.54 58.90% 3.62%**  

-3 -0.02% 0.06% -0.25 80.00% 3.05%**  

-2 0.05% 0.06% 0.62 53.30% 6.94%*  

-1 0.23% 0.07% 2.55 1.10%** 67.50%  

0 1.84% 0.31% 9.46 0.00%*** 0.00%***  

1 0.69% 0.18% 4.66 0.00%*** 4.29%*  

2 -0.22% 0.08% -2.26 2.42%** 0.02%***  

3 0.04% 0.07% 0.39 69.60% 0.08%***  

4 -0.05% 0.08% -0.48 62.80% 0.80%***  

5 -0.23% 0.08% -2.37 1.82%** 0.00%***  

6 -0.02% 0.08% -0.23 81.90% 1.46%**  

7 0.07% 0.07% 0.75 45.30% 6.94%*  

8 -0.12% 0.07% -1.34 18.00% 0.17%***  

9 -0.18% 0.06% -2.12 3.39%** 0.02%***  

10 0.13% 0.09% 1.25 21.20% 23.50%  

 

 

 

 

7.1.1.3 Comparison of the CMR and the Market Model 

Although the Market model and the CMR model did come up with similar findings, they rely on different methods 

in calculating abnormal returns. Thus, in this section, we investigate the differences in order to find the most 

suitable model for the rest of the thesis. 

 

 

Table 7.2: AARs, CAARs and test statistics for the total sample from the CMR model 
Panel A) The table presents the CAARs for the total sample for each event windows from the CMR model. T-

statistics and p-values are reported for each event window. Panel B) The table presents the AARs for the 21 days 
around the announcement. T-statistics and p-values are reported for each AAR. 

 

Source: own contribution, Data: Datastream, Zephyr 

Significance level: 1% (***), 5% (**), 10% (*) 
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In Figure 7.3, the AARs and CAAR from both the Market model and the CMR model are presented in the same 

graph. The figure shows that the results are very close with only modest differences in the AARs and CAAR. Thus, 

the mean values from the sample are not much different. Looking at Table 7.3, the CAARs as well as the t-statistics 

for both models are summarized. The CAARs are only slightly different as suggested by Figure 7.3. However, 

looking at the t-statistics, for every event window CAAR, the values are slightly stronger when using the Market 

model, indicating that this model contribute with stronger results. Thus, for the rest of the study, the hypotheses 

are tested using the Market model. Even though the study finds that the Market model generate modestly better 

results, there is not much difference between the two models, both in terms of the CAAR estimates and their 

significances, as consistent with the conclusions of Brown and Warner (1985).  

 

 

 

  Market Model CMR Model 

Event window CAAR T stat CAAR T stat 

[-10,10] 2.23% 5.28 2.10% 4.79 

[-5,5] 2.33% 6.73 2.29% 6.41 

[-1,1] 2.74% 11.09 2.76% 10.96 

[0] 1.83% 9.49 1.84% 9.45 

[-10,-1] 0.16% 0.63 0.16% 0.62 

 

 

 

 

7.1.1.4 Sub-conclusion 

In section 7.1.1, the first hypothesis of this thesis has been tested regarding overall value gains from M&A 

announcements. Both using a Market model and a CMR model approach, the results strongly indicate that 

acquirers in the Nordic countries experience short-term abnormal returns. In other words, the null hypothesis in 

Table 7.3: Comparison of the Market model and the CMR model 
The Table shows the CAARs for the Market model and the CMR model for each event window. T-statistics are 

reported both models for each window. 

 

Source: own contribution, Data: Datastream, Zephyr 

Significance level: 1% (***), 5% (**), 10% (*) 

Figure 7.3: Comparison of the Market model and the CMR model 
The graph illustrates the CAAR for earnout acquisitions and non-earnout acquisitions over the 21 days around the 

announcement 

Source: own contribution, Data: Datastream, Zephyr 
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hypothesis 1 can be rejected. Table 7.3 showed that the performance of the Market model compared to the CMR 

model was slightly better. Thus, for the rest of the analysis, the hypotheses are tested by this approach. Table 7.3 

also showed that the t-statistics are highest for the 3-days event window ([-1,+1]). This makes sense, since as has 

been observed, the stock price reactions occur in day 0 and 1. This indicates that the new information is 

incorporated into the stock prices within two days after the announcements, while the rest of the event window 

does not add any significant reactions that clearly are due to the event. The modest significant abnormal returns 

on day -1 could be due to some pre-leakage information from the acquirer or the target just before the actual 

announcement which could result in modest stock price movement. Due to the fact that the 3 days around the 

announcement tend to generate stronger results, the study will mainly rely on the [-1,+1] event window for the 

rest of the analysis.  

 

7.1.2 Hypothesis 2: Earnout transactions 

While hypothesis 1 was associated with overall value creation regardless of deal- and company characteristics, it is 

now time to move on to investigate how some of these factors may impact CAAR, starting with the presence of 

earnouts in the acquisitions. A few studies investigate the impact from earnouts and find positive abnormal returns 

and significantly higher returns compared to their counterparts. In the knowledge of this thesis, no studies have 

investigated earnouts in the M&A market of the Nordic countries and in no other European countries except UK 

and Germany. Thus, it is very interesting to investigate if these findings also apply in the Nordics. The hypothesis 

regarding earnouts is divided into two parts, one assessing the CAAR of earnout deals and one assessing the 

differences between earnout and non-earnout deals. These are presented below: 

 

H0A: Acquiring companies experience no significant abnormal returns from earnout acquisitions 

H1A: Acquiring companies experience abnormal returns significantly different from zero from earnout acquisitions 

 

H0B: Earnout acquisitions do not yield different abnormal returns compared to non-earnout acquisitions 

H1B: Earnout acquisitions yield significantly different abnormal returns compared to non-earnout acquisitions 

 

The total sample is grouped into two sub-samples of earnout acquisitions and non-earnout acquisitions, 

respectively. These are presented in Panel A and B of Table 7.4 below. Looking at Panel A, it shows that the 

abnormal returns for earnout deals are positive in the 3-days event window with a CAAR of +2.66% and the 

results are significant at a level well below 1% in both the parametric t-test as well as in the non-parametric sign 

test. The other event windows report similar findings. This clearly indicates that the market reacts positively to 

announcements of M&As with earnout agreements. Thus, it seems reasonable to reject the null hypothesis of 

Hypothesis 2A. In Panel B, the results from the non-earnout group are presented, and it shows that this group 

also generates positive abnormal returns in every window. For the 3-days event window, the CAAR is +2.78%, 
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significant at a 1% level. The sign test support the significance of the results. No abnormal returns are created in 

the pre event window in neither of the two groups. 

 

 

 

 

Panel A: Earnout sample - CAAR (N = 250) 
 

Event window CAAR Variance T stat P value Sign p value  

[-10,10] 2.65% 1.42% 3.51 0.1%*** 0.0%***  

[-5,5] 2.51% 0.77% 4.51 0.0%*** 0.0%***  

[-1,1] 2.66% 0.39% 6.71 0.0%*** 0.0%***  

[0] 1.61% 0.22% 5.43 0.0%*** 0.2%***  

[-10,-1] 0.18% 0.57% 0.38 70.5% 61.3%  

Panel B: Non-earnout sample - CAAR (N = 568) 
 

 
Event window CAAR Variance T stat P value Sign p value  

[-10,10] 2.04% 1.48% 4.00 0.0%*** 0.1%***  

[-5,5] 2.25% 1.08% 5.18 0.0%*** 0.0%***  

[-1,1] 2.78% 0.55% 8.94 0.0%*** 0.0%***  

[0] 1.93% 0.34% 7.86 0.0%*** 0.0%***  

[-10,-1] 0.15% 0.49% 0.50 61.4% 80.1%  

 

 

 

In Panel A of Figure 7.4 below, the CAAR for the two groups are presented graphically in order to assess if there 

are any visible differences between the two groups. It can be seen that the two graphs follow the same path before 

the announcement after which they both experience a large jump which is in line with our conclusions from Table 

7.4. The CAARs reach approximately the same level at day 1 but hereafter the non-earnout group experiences a 

minor decline in its CAAR which creates a gap between the two groups for the rest of the window. The actual 

differences are measured and reported in Panel B. It can be seen that just around the event, the CAAR of the non-

earnout group outperforms the earnout group in mean terms while the opposite is true when the length of the 

window is widened. In the 3-days event window the non-earnout group outperforms the earnout group with 

+0.12%-point while the earnout group outperforms the non-earnout group with +0.61%-point when looking at 

the 21-days event window. However none of the differences from the various event windows are statistically 

significant which indicates that the market does not favor earnout payments over traditional payment structures, 

and vice versa. The inconsistent sign from the different windows support the fact that the values are random and 

not significant.  

 

 

 

Source: own contribution, Data: Datastream, Zephyr 

Significance level: 1% (***), 5% (**), 10% (*) 

Table 7.4: CAARs and test statistics for Earnout- and Non-earnout 
Panel A) The table presents the CAARs for earnout acquisitions for each event windows. T-statistics and p-values are 
reported for each event window. Panel B) The table presents the CAARs for non-earnout acquisitions for each event 

windows. T-statistics and p-values are reported for each event window. 
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    Panel A: CAARs     

 

 

Panel B: Differences 
 

Event window EA - Non-EA T stat P value   

[-10,10] 0.61% 0.67 50.5%  

[-5,5] 0.25% 0.36 72.0%  

[-1,1] -0.12% -0.24 81.3%  

[0] -0.32% -0.83 40.6%  

[-10,-1] 0.03% 0.06 95.3%  

 

 

 

 

7.1.2.1 Sub-conclusion 

In section 7.1.2, the market reactions on earnout transactions have been investigated and the two hypotheses 

regarding earnouts have been tested. In the first hypothesis, the value gains of earnout M&As were studied. The 

findings provide strong evidence that earnouts deals are value creating with a 3-days event window CAAR of 

+2.66% (1% significance), and thus the null hypothesis can be rejected. In the second hypothesis, we looked for 

any differences in CAAR between earnout and non-earnout acquisitions. In this analysis, the study fails to reject 

the null hypothesis. Thus, it can be concluded that earnouts are not favored over their counterparts in the Nordic 

M&A market. 

 

7.1.3 Hypothesis 3: Target status 

In this section, hypothesis 3 will be investigated regarding the target status, i.e. whether the target company is 

public or privately held. Most of the literature seems to agree that private acquisitions in general result in value 

gains while listed acquisitions at best generate insignificant returns. The literature has tried to explain these findings 

as a result of lower prices for private stocks due to limited competition and incorporated risk and liquidity 

Source: own contribution, Data: Datastream, Zephyr 

Significance level: 1% (***), 5% (**), 10% (*) 

Figure 7.4: CAARs for Earnout- and Non-earnout 
Panel A) The graph illustrates the CAAR for earnout acquisitions and non-earnout acquisitions over the 21 days 
around the announcement. Panel B) The table presents the differences in CAAR between different Earnout and 

Non-earnout for each event window. T-statistics and p-values are reported for each event window. 
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premiums in the acquisition price. Furthermore, due to high liquidity and competition for public shares, these 

investments should not be positive NPV projects. The differences between sub-samples of the target status will 

be tested with the following hypothesis: 

 

H0: Private acquisitions do not yield different abnormal returns compared to listed acquisitions 

H1: Private acquisitions yield significantly different abnormal returns compared to listed acquisitions 

 

In Table 7.5 below, the CAARs and the test statistics for the two sub-samples are shown. Looking at Panel A, it 

shows significant (both t-tests and sign tests) positive abnormal returns for private acquisitions in every event 

window, except in the pre-event window. Again, the significance are highest in the 3-days event window with a 

CAAR of +2.99% (1% significance). Conversely, by looking at Panel B over the listed acquisitions, only the two 

shortest event windows report significant abnormal returns, both positive. Widening the event window, the returns 

are no longer significant. Furthermore, the sign test is only significant in the 3-days window. The results indicate 

that abnormal returns are realized but they are very short-termed and eliminated a few days after the 

announcement. The CAAR in the 3-days window is +1.35% (5% significance).  

 

 

 

 

Panel A: Private sample - CAAR (N = 695) 
 

Event window CAAR Variance T stat P value Sign p value  

[-10,10] 2.54% 1.50% 5.47 0.0%*** 0.0%***  

[-5,5] 2.54% 1.02% 6.63 0.0%*** 0.0%***  

[-1,1] 2.99% 0.53% 10.79 0.0%*** 0.0%***  

[0] 1.99% 0.32% 9.19 0.0%*** 0.0%***  

[-10,-1] 0.17% 0.53% 0.60 54.9% 85.0%  

Panel B: Listed sample - CAAR (N = 123) 
 

 
Event window CAAR Variance T stat P value Sign p value  

[-10,10] 0.46% 1.19% 0.46 64.4% 52.9%  

[-5,5] 1.18% 0.78% 1.48 14.1% 32.3%  

[-1,1] 1.35% 0.30% 2.75 0.7%*** 4.0%**  

[0] 0.93% 0.18% 2.45 1.6%** 12.8%  

[-10,-1] 0.11% 0.42% 0.20 84.4% 78.7%  

 

 

 

In Panel A of Figure 7.5 below, the development in CAARs during the 21 days around the event for both sub-

samples are graphed against each other. For the private acquisitions the jump in CAAR at t = 0 is much higher 

compared to the listed acquisitions. Afterwards, the private CAAR stays at the high level while the listed CAAR 

Table 7.5: CAARs and test statistics for Target status 
Panel A) The tables presents the CAARs for private acquisitions for each event windows. T-statistics and p-values are 

reported for each event window. Panel B) The tables presents the CAARs for listed acquisitions for each event 
windows. T-statistics and p-values are reported for each event window. 

Source: own contribution, Data: Datastream, Zephyr 

Significance level: 1% (***), 5% (**), 10% (*) 
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declines after day 7 which is consistent with the lower CAARs in the longer windows for listed companies as seen 

in Table 7.5. Panel B of Figure 7.5 below provide measures of the differences between the two groups and their 

significances. It shows that the differences are statistically significant at a 1% level for the 3-days event window 

with private outperforming listed acquisitions by +1.64%-point. Furthermore, the differences are significant at a 

5% level for [0] and 10% level for [-10,+10]. In [-5,+5], the differences are not significant but the sign is the same. 

The results indicate that private acquisitions are associated with higher wealth effects. Since the results are 

significant, the null hypothesis can be rejected, i.e., there is evidence of differences between the two groups. 

 

 

 

 

    Panel A: CAARs     

 

 

Panel B: Differences 
 

Event window Private - Listed T stat P value   

[-10,10] 2.08% 1.92 5.6%*  

[-5,5] 1.36% 1.54 12.5%  

[-1,1] 1.64% 2.91 0.4%***  

[0] 1.06% 2.42 1.6%**  

[-10,-1] 0.05% 0.08 93.7%  

 

 

 

 

7.1.3.1 Sub-conclusion 

The differences in value gains from acquisitions of private and listed targets has been investigated. The results 

from the analysis provide strong evidence that private acquisitions outperform listed acquisitions regardless of the 

length of the event window. For a 3-days event window, private acquisitions outperform listed acquisitions with 

+1.64%-point (1% significant). Therefore, the null hypothesis is rejected. Another finding worth mentioning is 

that by looking at the isolated CAAR for listed acquisitions from this analysis, they are positive and significant, 

Figure 7.5: CAARs for different Target status 
Panel A) The graph illustrates the CAAR for different target statuses over the 21 days around the 

announcement. Panel B) The table presents the differences in CAAR between different target statuses for each 
event window. T-statistics and p-values are reported for each event window. 

 

Source: own contribution, Data: Datastream, Zephyr 

Significance level: 1% (***), 5% (**), 10% (*) 
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which contradicts most previous studies for listed targets. However the CAAR are indeed short-termed and 

become insignificant when the window is widened. 

 

7.1.4 Hypothesis 4: Method of payment 

Method of payment has been a widely examined area of M&A. Most studies find that cash acquisitions outperform 

stock acquisitions with signal theory as an explanation. In this section, the method of payment will be investigated. 

Additionally, we include mixed payments in order to assess the reactions to this payment method as well. In the 

following, we test the hypothesis just below: 

 

H0: Different methods of payment do not yield different abnormal returns 

H1: Different methods of payment yield significantly different abnormal returns 

 

In Table 7.6, the CAARs and their statistics are shown for each sub-sample. Panel A and C show that CAARs are 

positive and significant for all event-including windows for cash-financed and mixed-financed acquisitions. For a 

3-days event window, CAAR is +3.62% (1% significance) for mixed and +2.29% (1% significance) for cash. For 

stock-financed acquisitions, only [0] and [-1,+1] report significant results. Again, the CAARs are positive with 

+3.22% (1% significance) for a 3-days event window. This indicates that acquisitions create value regardless of the 

method of payment used to finance the acquisition.  
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Panel A: Cash sample - CAAR (N = 415) 
 

Event window CAAR Variance T stat P value Sign p value  

[-10,10] 2.24% 1.03% 4.51 0.0%*** 0.0%***  

[-5,5] 2.25% 0.61% 5.89 0.0%*** 0.0%***  

[-1,1] 2.29% 0.26% 9.14 0.0%*** 0.0%***  

[0] 1.65% 0.15% 8.78 0.0%*** 0.0%***  

[-10,-1] -0.15% 0.38% -0.50 62.1% 65.9%  

Panel B: Stocks sample - CAAR (N = 87) 
 

 
Event window CAAR Variance T stat P value Sign p value  

[-10,10] 1.55% 2.37% 0.94 35.0% 24.2%  

[-5,5] 1.31% 2.36% 0.80 42.8% 33.7  

[-1,1] 3.22% 1.09% 2.88 0.5%*** 0.5%***  

[0] 2.49% 0.65% 2.87 0.5%*** 4.5%**  

[-10,-1] 0.79% 0.83% 0.81 42.2% 59.3%  

Panel C: Mixed sample - CAAR (N = 243) 
 

 
Event window CAAR Variance T stat P value Sign p value  

[-10,10] 2.46% 2.05% 2.67 0.8%*** 8.5%*  

[-5,5] 2.77% 1.23% 3.89 0.0%*** 0.0%***  

[-1,1] 3.62% 0.77% 6.43 0.0%*** 0.0%***  

[0] 2.16% 0.51% 4.70 0.0%*** 0.1%***  

[-10,-1] 0.37% 0.65% 0.72 47.3% 84.8%  

 

 

 

Looking at Panel A of Figure 7.6, we see that mixed CAAR is well above the CAARs of the other two methods 

except at the actual announcement day where it is outperformed by stocks. Stock-financed acquisitions has its peak 

at day 0 and experience a relatively big decline afterwards dropping the CAAR below the other methods. Cash 

acquisition CAAR remain relatively unchanged after its jump on day 1. In Panel B, the actual differences are 

calculated. In mean values, mixed outperform the others in every window except stocks in [0]. Cash acquisitions 

yield higher returns than stock acquisitions in the longer windows while the opposite applies for the shorter 

windows. However, only the difference in CAAR between cash and mixed in [-1,+1] are significant (at a 5% level). 

The difference is -1.34% meaning that mixed payments yield higher abnormal returns compared to cash payments. 

As for every other window and payment method, it does not seem that the market attaches much importance to 

the method of payment when acquisitions are announced. Thus, there is not much evidence to reject the null 

Table 7.6: CAARs and test statistics for Methods of payment 
Panel A) The tables presents the CAARs for cash-financed acquisitions for each event windows. T-statistics and p-values 

are reported for each event window. Panel B) The tables presents the CAARs for stock-financed acquisitions for each 
event windows. T-statistics and p-values are reported for each event window. Panel C) The tables presents the CAARs 
for mixed-financed acquisitions for each event windows. T-statistics and p-values are reported for each event window. 

 

Source: own contribution, Data: Datastream, Zephyr 

Significance level: 1% (***), 5% (**), 10% (*) 
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hypothesis that there is no differences between the different payment methods. However, there is weak evidence 

that mixed-financed acquisitions outperform cash-financed acquisitions. 

 

 

 

 

    Panel A: CAARs     

 

 

 

Panel B: Differences 
 

Event window Cash - Stocks 
T 

stat 
P value Cash - Mixed 

T 
stat 

P value Stocks - Mixed 
T 

stat 
P value  

[-10,10] 0.69% 0.40 68.8% -0.21% -0.20 83.9% -0.91% -0.48 63.2%  

[-5,5] 0.94% 0.56 57.8% -0.51% -0.64 52.5% -1.45% -0.81 41.8%  

[-1,1] -0.94% -0.82 41.4% -1.34% -2.17 3.1%** -0.40% -0.32 75.0%  

[0] -0.84% -0.95 34.3% -0.51% -1.03 30.3% 0.33% 0.34 73.5%  

[-10,-1] -0.94% -0.91 36.0% -0.52% -0.87 38.4% 0.42% 0.38 70.7%  

 

 

 

 

7.1.4.1 Sub-conclusion 

We have tested the mean differences in CAAR between the payment methods, cash, stocks and mixed. The study 

fails to reject the null hypothesis that no there is no differences between methods of payments. However, the study 

find weak evidence that in [-1,+1], mixed-financed acquisitions actually outperform cash-financed acquisitions by 

+1.34%-point at a 5% significance level. As it is only in this one window, one should be careful about drawing any 

rock solid conclusions. In the next section, method of payment is investigated further together with target status, 

as these may together have interesting results as suggested by the literature.  

 

Figure 7.6: CAARs for different methods of payment 
Panel A) The graph illustrates the CAAR for different methods of payment over the 21 days around the 

announcement. Panel B) The table presents the differences in CAAR between different methods of payment for 
each event window. T-statistics and p-values are reported for each event window. 

Source: own contribution, Data: Datastream, Zephyr 

Significance level: 1% (***), 5% (**), 10% (*) 
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7.1.5 Hypothesis 5: Target status and method of payment 

By now, both target status and method of payment has been investigated individually. However, many researchers 

find evidence that target status have significant impact on CAAR when using different methods of payment. In 

this section it is attempted to contribute to existing literature by investigating this in the Nordic countries. 

Researchers find that for listed targets, abnormal returns are insignificant in cash-financed acquisitions and 

significantly negative in stock-financed acquisitions. Contrary, for private targets, cash acquisitions yield 

significantly positive abnormal returns but for these targets, they are outperformed by even higher returns in stock 

acquisitions. The following hypotheses will be tested in this section: 

 

H0A: Different methods of payment do not yield different abnormal returns for private targets 

H1A: Different methods of payment yield significantly different abnormal returns for private targets 

 

H0B: Different methods of payment do not yield different abnormal returns for listed targets 

H1B: Different methods of payment yield significantly different abnormal returns for listed targets 

 

H0C: Private acquisitions do not yield different abnormal returns compared to listed acquisitions when accounting 

for different methods of payment 

H1C: Private acquisitions yield significantly different abnormal returns compared to listed acquisitions when 

accounting for different methods of payment 

 

In Table 7.7 below, the sub-sample CAARs and test statistics are shown only for the event windows [-1,+1] and                

[-10,+10] due to lack of space. For every window, see Appendix C. Panel A to C show the CAARs from different 

methods of payment from private acquisitions and D to F from listed. For private, cash and mixed generate positive 

CAARs in every event-including window at a 1% significant level. The sign test suggest the same. For a 3-days 

window, the CAARs are +2.55% and +3.95% respectively. CAAR for stocks are positive and significant (1%) at 

the announcement day (CAAR = +3.07%) and in a 3-days window (CAAR = +3.73%). For longer windows, 

CAAR is not significant, however still positive. Before looking at the listed acquisitions, it is important to mention 

that these sub-samples are very small, especially the stocks- and the mixed group (N = 20 and 34). Thus, one 

should be very careful with drawing any conclusions from here. Nevertheless, they are included in this analysis to 

assess the means in CAAR from these types of acquisitions. For the listed acquisitions, CAAR is only significant 

for cash in [0] and [-1,+1] at a 10% significance level and for mixed in [-1,+1] at a 10% significance level. For 

stocks, no event window generate significant returns. For a 3-days window, the reported CAARs are +0.96%, 

+1.53% and +1.61% for cash, stocks and mixed, respectively. Although some results are significant, the sign tests 

are not for any of the windows. This, combined with the fact that the few significant results are only significant at 

a 10% level, one should be careful to draw any conclusions for the value creation when target is listed. An 

interesting finding is the pre-event window for stocks. The CAAR is +2.62% with a p-value of 12.43%, i.e., very 
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close to a 10% significance, which could indicate some pre leakage. However, the high CAAR is most likely due 

to noise and a very small sample.  

 

 

 

 

Panel A: Cash sample - Private - CAAR (N = 347) 
 

Event window CAAR Variance T stat P value Sign p value  

[-10,10] 2.64% 1.03% 4.85 0.0%*** 0.0%***  

[-1,1] 2.55% 0.26% 9.22 0.0%*** 0.0%***  

Panel B: Stock sample - Private - CAAR (N = 67) 
 

 
Event window CAAR Variance T stat P value Sign p value  

[-10,10] 1.98% 2.65% 1.00 32.2% 18.4%  

[-1,1] 3.73% 1.23% 2.75 0.8%*** 0.7%***  

Panel C: Mixed sample - Private - CAAR (N = 209) 
 

 
Event window CAAR Variance T stat P value Sign p value  

[-10,10] 2.73% 0.06% 16.69 0.8%*** 6.3%*  

[-1,1] 3.95% 0.02% 37.81 0.0%*** 0.0%***  

Panel D: Cash sample - Listed  - CAAR (N = 68) 
 

 
Event window CAAR Variance T stat P value Sign p value  

[-10,10] 0.20% 0.98% 0.17 86.7% 46.9%  

[-1,1] 0.96% 0.22% 1.69 9.5%* 22.9%  

Panel E: Stock sample - Listed - CAAR (N = 20) 
 

 
Event window CAAR Variance T stat P value Sign p value  

[-10,10] 0.10% 1.60% 0.04 97.2% 100.0%  

[-1,1] 1.53% 0.65% 0.85 40.6% 38.2%  

Panel F: Mixed sample - Listed - CAAR (N = 34) 
 

 
Event window CAAR Variance T stat P value Sign p value  

[-10,10] 0.80% 1.52% 0.38 70.9% 100.0%  

[-1,1] 1.61% 0.23% 1.94 6.0%* 17.9%  

 

 

 

In Figure 7.7, the CAARs for the three different payment methods are graphed for private acquisitions in Panel A 

and for listed in Panel B. For private acquisitions, all of the methods of payment peaks at day 1. For cash, the 

CAARs are relatively stable from after day 1 which indicates that investors believe that the new information is 

incorporated correctly. Mixed and stocks both experience some decline after day 1 although still positive at day 10. 

Roughly speaking, the development are very similar and indicate a clear positive market reaction to the 

announcement for every method. Looking at the development in CAAR for listed targets in Panel B instead, the 

story is another one. In this graph, it does not show the same explicit market reaction. For cash-financed 

Table 7.7: CAARs and test statistics for Methods of payment and Target status combined 
Panel A-C) The tables presents the CAARs for different methods of payment for private acquisitions for each event 

windows. T-statistics and p-values are reported for each event window. Panel D-F) ) The tables presents the CAARs for 
different methods of payment for private acquisitions for each event windows. T-statistics and p-values are reported for 

each event window. 

 

Source: own contribution, Data: Datastream, Zephyr 

Significance level: 1% (***), 5% (**), 10% (*) 
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acquisitions, the AARs are distributed around zero over the 21 event days although a modest increase around the 

announcement can be seen. The stocks group experiences high CAAR until day 3 where it declines again to around 

zero. Although the returns become positive, the increase starts from day -6 already and in particular from day -3 

where the CAAR increases slowly until day 1. This could possibly be due to some information leakages. When the 

target is listed and exposed to the public, the information might as well have come from there. The mixed group 

experiences a modest increase at day 0 and slowly decline thereafter. The CAAR is actually relatively high in the 

pre-event period, although not significant as seen in Table 7.7 from above. In sum, the CAARs are quite volatile 

and do no follow the normal predictable pattern when the market reacts to M&A announcements and one should 

be conservative when evaluating on this. As noted earlier, these sub-samples are very small and few companies 

with very high (low) returns might have had a major impact on CAAR. Especially the sub-samples of stock- and 

mixed acquisitions experience very inexplicable developments and this is considered to be due to white noise due 

to the small sample sizes. 

 

 

 

 

    Panel A: CAARs for Private     

 

 

 

    Panel A: CAARs for Listed     

 

 

 Source: own contribution, Data: Datastream, Zephyr 

Figure 7.7: CAARs for different Methods of payment and Target status combined 
Panel A) The graph illustrates the CAAR for different methods of payment for private acquisitions over the 21 days 

around the announcement. Panel B) The graph illustrates the CAAR for different methods of payment for listed 
acquisitions over the 21 days around the announcement.. 
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In Table 7.8, the differences between the groups are calculated. In Panel A and B, the differences between the 

different method of payments are shown for private- and listed acquisitions, respectively. In Panel C, the 

differences between private and listed are shown for equal methods of payment. Starting with Panel A, the only 

significant differences are between cash and mixed for a 3-days event window. The results are significant at a 5% 

level. The difference is -1.40%, indicating that mixed payments are preferred over cash-only acquisitions. The other 

windows of differences between cash and mixed are also negative, although not significant. The differences 

between the other payment methods are not significant in any window. However, it can be seen that for a 

comparison of cash and stocks, the differences are negative for the two shortest windows, which is relied on the 

most. Nonetheless, the study cannot conclude anything from the results due to their insignificances, although it 

finds weak evidence that mixed outperforms cash. Looking at Panel B for listed acquisitions, no differences are 

significant, not even at a 10% level. Furthermore, there is not much connection in the event windows, as the sign 

of the differences changes erratically. Again, these sub-samples are very small and therefore, potentially not 

generating reliable results. Thus, it can be concluded that methods of payment for listed targets do not have 

different impact on the value creation. Finally, Panel C shows that the differences are in general positive, indicating 

that private acquisitions outperform listed acquisitions regardless of the method of payment. For the 3-days 

windows, the differences are +1.58% for cash, +2.20% for stocks and +2.34% for mixed. However, none of the 

windows for stocks are significant and for mixed, only [-1,1] and [-5,5] are significant. For cash, the results are 

significant in [0], [-1,1] and [-10,10] at a 1%, 5% and 10% level, respectively. Again, it should be mentioned that 

the division of the sample of listed acquisitions into sub-samples of the methods of payments results in very small 

sample sizes. Thus, a few observations may have impacted the CAARs significantly as well as the test statistics. 

Therefore, we should be careful with the conclusions from these samples. But it is worth noting that the differences 

in all windows indicate that private acquisitions outperform listed acquisitions regardless of the method of payment 

used. This is also in line with the findings from hypothesis 3, which provided strong evidence that private 

acquisitions outperform listed acquisitions. To sum up the results from Table 7.8, it does not show any clear 

indications that method of payment have any impact of the wealth effect from M&A announcements for neither 

of the two groups (i.e. private and listed), although there is some weak evidence that mixed outperform cash for 

private acquisitions. 
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Panel A: Differences in CAAR – Method of payment (Private) 
 

Event window Cash - Stocks 
T 

stat 
P value  Cash - Mixed 

T 
stat 

P 
value  

Stocks - Mixed 
T 

stat 
P 

value  
 

[-10,10] 0.66% 0.32 74.9% -0.08% -0.07 94.3% -0.74% -0.33 73.9%  

[-5,5] 1.23% 0.61 54.3% -0.68% -0.76 44.8% -1.91% -0.90 37.0%  

[-1,1] -1.18% -0.86 39.3% -1.40% -2.02 4.4%** -0.22% -0.15 88.3%  

[0] 0.16% -1.15 25.2% -0.45% -0.80 42.2% 0.79% 0.67 50.1%  

[-10,-1] -0.25% -0.21 83.6% -0.30% -0.45 65.5% -0.04% -0.03 97.4%  

Panel B: Differences in CAAR – Method of payment (Listed) 
 

 

Event window Cash - Stocks 
T 

stat 
P value  Cash - Mixed 

T 
stat 

P 
value  

Stocks - Mixed 
T 

stat 
P 

value  
 

[-10,10] 0.10% 0.03 97.3% -0.59% -0.24 80.7% -0.70% -0.20 84.4%  

[-5,5] -0.41% -0.13 89.3% 0.75% 0.46 64.6% 1.16% 0.37 71.5%  

[-1,1] -0.57% -0.30 76.5% -0.65% -0.65 52.0% -0.08% -0.04 96.8%  

[0] 0.16% 0.12 90.6% -0.71% -0.73 46.8% -0.86% -0.56 57.9%  

[-10,-1] -3.49% -1.96 5.3%* -1.76% -1.29 20.1% 1.73% 0.86 39.4%  

Panel C: Differences in CAAR – Target status (Method of payment) 
 

 

Event window Cash - Cash 
T 

stat 
P value  Stocks - Stocks 

T 
stat 

P 
value  

Mixed - Mixed 
T 

stat 
P 

value  
 

[-10,10] 2.44% 1.86 6.4%* 1.88% 0.55 58.7% 1.93% 0,82 41.2%  

[-5,5] 1.30% 1.24 21.7% -0.34% -0.10 92.3% 2.74% 1,79 7.5%*  

[-1,1] 1.58% 2.50 1.3%** 2.20% 0.97 33.2% 2.34% 2,24 2.6%**  

[0] 1.14% 2.68 0.8%*** 2.53% 1.54 12.7% 0.88% 0,85 39.8%  

[-10,-1] 0.86% 1.09 27.5% -2.37% -1.18 24.2% -0.60% -0,46 64.2%  

 

 

 

 

7.1.5.1 Sub-conclusion 

In section 7.1.5, the study has assessed the differences in market reactions due to method of payments when 

accounting for target status and furthermore, differences in target status when accounting for method of payment. 

In hypothesis 5A, there is only statistical evidence of differences between cash and mixed payments for private 

targets in a 3-days event window (5% significance). Thus, there is some evidence that can reject the null hypothesis 

for hypothesis 1 for the differences between mixed and cash in [-1,1] but the study fails to reject the null hypothesis 

for any of the other windows and differences. For the hypothesis 5B regarding listed targets, the study fails to 

reject the null hypothesis as it did not find any significant differences in CAAR for the various methods of 

payments. This suggests that in the Nordic countries, acquiring firms have more flexibility in terms of payment 

method since it does not appear to be relevant to the investors. Another interesting results worth mentioning is 

Source: own contribution, Data: Datastream, Zephyr 

Significance level: 1% (***), 5% (**), 10% (*) 

Table 7.8: Differences in CAARs for different Methods of payment and Target status combined 
Panel A) The table presents the differences in CAAR between different methods of payment for private acquisitions for each 

event window. T-statistics and p-values are reported for each event window. Panel B) The table presents the differences in 
CAAR between different methods of payment for listed acquisitions for each event window. T-statistics and p-values are 

reported for each event window. Panel C) The table presents the differences in CAAR between private and listed acquisitions 
for different methods of payment for each event window. T-statistics and p-values are reported for each event window. 
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that the study finds positive mean values of returns for listed targets in every method of payment used in the 

acquisition, although mostly insignificant. Since the division of the listed sample has caused very small sub-samples, 

the results should be interpreted with caution. Lastly, in hypothesis 5C, there is evidence that private targets 

outperform listed targets when accounting for the method of payment for cash acquisitions and for mixed 

acquisitions. For stocks, the study did not find any differences. The results suggest that the null hypothesis can be 

rejected for differences in cash and to some extent in mixed and the study fails to reject the null hypothesis for 

stocks. The rejections are also in line with the conclusion from hypothesis 3 in section 7.1.3. Again, the differences 

in this hypothesis also suffer from the small samples for listed acquisitions, thus the results should be evaluated 

with this in mind. 

 

7.1.6 Hypothesis 6: Relatedness of the target and the acquirer 

The last hypothesis is concerned with the relatedness of the target and the acquirer, that is whether they operate 

within the same major industry (related) or not (diversifying). The relatedness is measured based on their US SIC 

codes. If they share the same first two digits, the companies are related and unrelated if otherwise. Recent studies 

find positive abnormal returns for related acquisitions and the opposite for diversifying acquisitions. This indicates 

that market does not react positively to companies that seek to diversify, which is explained by agency and 

behaviorism. Positive returns for related acquisitions can be explained by higher synergies when companies are 

related. Rose, Sørheim and Lerkerød (2017) find the opposite that diversifying M&As outperform related 

acquisitions in the Nordic market. Based on the above, the following and final hypothesis will be tested: 

 

H0: Related acquisitions do not yield different abnormal returns compared to diversifying acquisitions 

H1: Related acquisitions yield significantly different abnormal returns compared to diversifying acquisitions 

 

In Table 7.9, the CAARs and test statistics are shown for related acquisitions in Panel A and diversifying 

acquisitions in Panel B. For both groups, the table shows that the CAARs are positive in all windows and all results 

are highly significant at a 1% significance level in both the parametric t-tests and the non-parametric sign tests. 

Thus, it can be concluded that M&A announcements are associated with positive wealth effects in acquisitions of 

both related and unrelated targets. 
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Panel A: Related sample - CAAR (N = 437) 
 

Event window CAAR Variance T stat P value Sign p value  

[-10,10] 2.32% 1.37% 4.15 0.0%*** 0.0%***  

[-5,5] 2.51% 0.82% 5.81 0.0%*** 0.0%***  

[-1,1] 2.72% 0.44% 8.56 0.0%*** 0.0%***  

[0] 1.77% 0.27% 7.12 0.0%*** 0.0%***  

[-10,-1] -0.03% 0.47% -0.11 91.7% 47.3%  

Panel B: Diversifying sample - CAAR (N = 381) 
 

 
Event window CAAR Variance T stat P value Sign p value  

[-10,10] 2.11% 1.56% 3.30 0.1%*** 0.2%***  

[-5,5] 2.13% 1.17% 3.83 0.0%*** 0.2%***  

[-1,1] 2.77% 0.57% 7.16 0.0%*** 0.0%***  

[0] 1.89% 0.34% 6.31 0.0%*** 0.0%***  

[-10,-1] 0.38% 0.56% 0.98 32.6% 50.6%  

 

 

 

In Panel A of Figure 7.8, the graphical development in the CAARs for both groups can be seen. The figure shows 

the same pattern for both groups. Before the announcement, the CAARs stay around zero and at the actual 

announcement day and the day after, they take high jumps before staying at a relatively constant level for the rest 

of the window. In Panel B, the differences between related acquisitions and diversifying acquisitions are calculated. 

It can be seen that for every window, the differences are very small and far from significant. Specifically for the 3-

days event window, the difference is -0.05% and the p-value is 92,15%. This suggest that in the Nordic M&A 

market, the investors do not favor related acquisitions over diversifying acquisitions. Thus, the study cannot reject 

the null hypothesis. Furthermore, in contrast to many papers, the study finds that in the Nordic countries, 

diversifying acquisitions are associated with value gains to the acquirer. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Source: own contribution, Data: Datastream, Zephyr 

Significance level: 1% (***), 5% (**), 10% (*) 

Table 7.9: CAARs and test statistics for Related and Diversifying 
Panel A) The table presents the CAARs for related acquisitions for each event windows. T-statistics and p-values are 
reported for each event window. Panel B) The table presents the CAARs for diversifying acquisitions for each event 

windows. T-statistics and p-values are reported for each event window. 
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    Panel A: CAARs     

 

 

Panel B: Differences 
 

Event window Related - Diversifying T stat P value   

[-10,10] 0.21% 0.25 80.6%  

[-5,5] 0.39% 0.55 58.3%  

[-1,1] -0.05% -0.10 92.1%  

[0] -0.12% -0.30 76.6%  

[-10,-1] -0.41% -0.82 41.4%  

 

 

 

 

7.1.6.1 Sub-conclusion 

In section 7.1.6, the last hypothesis in this study has been tested, that is differences in the value gains between 

related and diversifying acquisitions. The study fails to reject the null hypothesis, which means it do not find any 

differences between the two groups. Thus the findings suggest that investors don’t favor related acquisitions over 

diversifying acquisitions in the Nordic countries, or vice versa. 

 

 

7.2 Cross-sectional regression analysis 

In this section, a cross-sectional multiple regression analysis is conducted with CAAR as the dependent variable 

and deal- and company characteristics as independent variables. The purpose of the cross-sectional regression is 

to test the impact on the cumulative abnormal returns from the characteristics from the event study simultaneously. 

The event study only allows to examine the differences between groups based on a single characteristic, however 

the CAAR of each group could be influenced by other omitted variables instead of the characteristic itself. Thus, 

by introducing a cross-sectional regression with multiple variables, it is possible to examine every characteristic’s 

Source: own contribution, Data: Datastream, Zephyr 

Significance level: 1% (***), 5% (**), 10% (*) 

Figure 7.8: CAARs for Related and Diversifying 
Panel A) The graph illustrates the CAAR for related and diversifying acquisitions over the 21 days around the 

announcement. Panel B) The table presents the differences in CAAR between related and diversifying for each event 
window. T-statistics and p-values are reported for each event window. 
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impact on CAAR while controlling for the impact from other variables. As the event study mainly relied on the 

findings of the 3-days event windows, the dependent variable will be CAAR(−1,1). The regression model follows 

the equation below: 

 

CAAR(−1,1) = β0 + β1Earnout + β2Private + β3Stocks + β4Mixed + β5Related 

+ ∑ βiControl variablei + ε 

 

As control variables, the dummy variable Cross border, which takes the value 1 if the acquirer and the target are 

not from the same country, is included. Furthermore a variable for the natural logarithm of the deal size (i.e. the 

size of the deal value) is included. Finally, 7 industry dummy variables are included. The control variables only 

serve to improve the robustness of the model, thus the estimated coefficients will not be analyzed. 

 

7.2.1 Model control 

Before the regression models are analyzed, a model control will be performed. Recall from chapter 5, the quality 

of a cross-sectional multiple regression model rests on five assumptions to be satisfied. These will be tested in this 

section. A review of the model control will only be performed based on the regression model of the total sample. 

The plots referred to in the following can be seen in Appendix D. 

 

Linearity – As described in section 5.2.1, linearity is tested using two different approaches. In Panel A of Appendix 

D, the two graphical tests are shown. In part a, the observed CARs are plotted against the predicted CARs and 

studentized residuals against predicted CARs in part b. Based on both plots, it seems reasonable to accept this 

assumption to be satisfied, as they do not show any signs of a non-linear pattern. Normality – In Panel B, the 

normality tests are shown with the QQ-plot in part a and a histogram in part b. Starting with the QQ-plot, for 

normality, the studentized residuals should fall as close to the straight line as possible. We see that the distribution 

is heavy-tailed due to the deviations from the line in the most extreme values. This fat-tailed distribution is further 

evident in the histogram. Again, many values somewhat extreme and far from the mean can be seen. In addition, 

the distribution is relatively right-skewed. This is expected for stock returns, as mentioned earlier. However, due 

to the relatively large sample size, the central limit theorem allows to relax this assumption (Newbold, Carlson and 

Thorne, 2013). This is consistent with the findings of Brown and Warner (1985). Homoscedasticity – The third 

assumption is tested by plotting the studentized residuals against the predicted CARs. The plot is shown in Panel 

C. For the majority of the studentized residuals, the variances seem equal. The data contains some outliers and 

there is a slight indication of an modest increasing variance. However, this level is not considered to have any 

significant impact on the quality of the model. No autocorrelation – Autocorrelation is tested by plotting the 

residuals against the observation number. This can be seen in Panel D. Looking at the plot, no pattern can be 

observed, thus the residuals look like white noise, which means that no autocorrelation is present. In addition, the 

Durbin Watson test is calculated. Recall the formula to be the following: 
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d =
∑ (εt − εt−1)2n

t=2

∑ εt
2n

t=1

  

The Durbin Watson is calculated to 1.96, hence very close to 2. This indicates that the assumption of no 

autocorrelation is satisfied. No multicollinearity – The final assumption is tested with a correlation matrix for all 

independent variables, as seen in Panel E. It is reasonable to believe that some variables may be correlated with 

each other to some extent. By looking at the correlation matrix, the highest observable correlation is between the 

Private variable and the LN(deal size) control variable (corr. = -0.41), which is still believed to be relatively low. 

Thus, this last assumption of no multicollinearity of the variables is considered to be satisfied. 

 

7.2.2 Cross-sectional regression results 

A regression for the total sample will be regressed. Furthermore, regression models on the sub-samples of target 

status and each method of payment will be made since the literature has shown that these variables could impact 

the abnormal returns. In Table 7.10 below, the regression models can be seen for each chosen sample. The results 

are discussed in the sections below.  

 

 

 

  Total sample Private Listed Cash Stocks Mixed 

Variables Coeff Coeff Coeff Coeff Coeff Coeff 

Intercept -1.69% -0.49% 7.84%* 1.20% -10.88% 1.48% 

Earn-out -0.48% -0.42% -1.13% 0.00% -4.70% 0.12% 

Private 2.24%***     1.50%** 3.01% 2.68% 

Stock 1.07% 1.20% -0.28%       

Mixed 1.35%** 1.54%** 1.48%       

Related -0.15% 0.01% -1.52% 0.53% -3.54% -1.03% 

Control variables             

Cross border -0.60% -0.88% 0.98% -0.85% 0.29% -0.14% 

LN deal size 0.25% 0.36%** -0.57% 0.04% 1.07% 0.11% 

Mining 0.50% -0.63% 6.60%* 2.53% 6.90% -3.45% 

Construction -1.19% -2.41% 7.67%** -2.01% -6.25% 0.08% 

Trans. & public util. -1.17% -1.89% 1.70% -2.15%** 9.27% -0.75% 

Wholesale trade 1.89% 2.34% -1.17% 0.44% 20.90%** 0.72% 

Retail trade -0.06% -0.04% 0.14% -2.18%* 2.95% 4.34% 

Fin., insur. & real est. -045% -0.27% -0.49% -0.42% 3.87% -1.30% 

Services 0.49% 0.59% -0.61% 0.28% 6.26%** -1.33% 

Adjusted R-squared 0.8% 0.8% 0.6% 2.3% 4.8% -1.5% 

Numbers of observations 818 695 123 415 87 243 

 

 

 

Table 7.10: Cross-sectional regression models 
Colum 1) Regression model for the total sample. Column 2-3) Regression models for the Target status sub-

samples. Column 4-6) Regression models for the Method of payment sub-samples.  

Source: own contribution, Data: Datastream, Zephyr 

Significance level: 1% (***), 5% (**), 10% (*) 
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7.2.3 Total sample 

Looking at the first column of Table 7.10, the regression of CAAR(-1,1) for the total data sample with all 818 deals 

is shown. As noted above, the regression contains all variables that have been tested in the event study to look for 

the robustness of the findings from the event study. Additionally, a number of control variables have been 

included. The Earnout coefficient is modestly negative but not significant. Thus, the model suggests no significant 

difference between earnout deals and traditional deals. This support the findings of hypothesis 2B from the event 

study. Taking a look at the Private coefficient, it shows a positive value (+2.24%) and significant at a 1% level. 

This indicates that private acquisitions outperform listed acquisitions by a mean of +2.24%-point. The results are 

in line with the conclusion from Hypothesis 3. When considering the method of payment, positive values for the 

coefficients of Stocks and Mixed is observed when compared to the base case of Cash (i.e., the intercept). 

Furthermore, the coefficient of Mixed is significant at a 5% level. Thus, the model suggests that mixed acquisitions 

outperform cash acquisitions by a mean of +1.34%-point. The Stocks coefficient is insignificant. The results from 

methods of payment support the findings of Hypothesis 4 in regards to Stocks and strengthen the findings of 

Mixed. Finally, the coefficient of Related is close to zero and insignificant, which indicates no significant differences 

between related acquisitions and diversifying acquisitions, which is in line with Hypothesis 6. 

 

7.2.4 Target status samples 

When only considering the two sub-samples of target status, regressions are shown for private acquisitions and 

listed acquisitions in Table 7.10 in column 2 and 3, respectively. The coefficient for Earnout is insignificant for 

both groups indicating no differences between earnout transactions and non-earnout transactions regardless of the 

target status. The regressions also show the impact from the different methods of payment. Again, most of the 

coefficients are insignificant. However, for private acquisitions, Mixed generate significantly higher abnormal 

returns of +1.54% compared to cash acquisitions. This support the findings in Hypothesis 5A. For the Listed sub-

sample, none of the payment methods are significant as was the case in the event study. Finally, the coefficient of 

Related is insignificant for both sub-samples, and thus no significant differences between related and diversifying 

acquisitions are found in these regression models. In sum, the two regression models draw the same conclusions 

as in the event study. 

 

7.2.5 Method of payment samples 

In column 4 to 6, the sub-samples for the three different methods of payment are shown. The Earnout variable is 

insignificant for all three groups as has been the case for all the cross-sectional regressions. Looking at the target 

status, the Private variable is positive and significant for the Cash sub-sample with an coefficient value of +1.50%, 

that is private acquisitions outperform listed acquisitions for the cash-financed deals. Private is not significantly 

different from zero in the Stocks- and Mixed sub-samples, although both coefficients are positive. Hence, the signs 

of the coefficients are consistent with those from the event study but only significant in the Cash sub-sample. 

Finally, the coefficient for Related is insignificant for all of the sub-samples. Overall, the results are consistent with 
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those of the event study. However, in the event study, the private acquisitions outperformed listed acquisitions for 

the mixed-financed deals at a 5% significance level. In the regression model, the Mixed coefficient is not significant.  

 

7.2.6 Sub-conclusion of the cross-sectional regression  

In the sections above, a cross-sectional regression analysis has been performed. In general, the regressions support 

the findings and conclusions from the event study. In the models,  there are no significant differences between 

earnout and non-earnout acquisitions which is in line with the event study. There is evidence that private 

acquisitions outperform listed acquisitions. However, when dividing the samples into methods of payment, the 

private acquisitions only outperform listed acquisitions in cash-financed deals. For private acquisitions, there is 

evidence that mixed-financed acquisitions outperform cash-financed acquisitions, which is in line with the event 

study. There is no significant differences between the methods of payment for listed acquisitions, which supports 

the findings of the event study. Finally, the analysis report no significant differences between related and 

diversifying acquisitions, again supporting the event study results. 
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8. Discussion 

In this chapter, to sum up the analysis, a discussion of the empirical findings will be provided in section 1. In the 

discussion, the robustness of the results will be discussed as well as compared to theoretical implications. In section 

2, the decisions made in this study will be criticized for highlighting the possible challenges and risks they may 

have posed in the study.  

 

 

8.1 Discussion of the empirical findings 

In this section, the empirical findings are presented, and the results from each hypothesis in the analysis is shown 

in Table 8.1. Below, the findings are discussed further. 

 

 

 

Hypothesis Characteristic tested Results 

Hypothesis 1 Abnormal returns from acquisitions in general Null hypothesis rejected 

Hypothesis 2A Abnormal returns from earnout acquisitions Null hypothesis rejected 

Hypothesis 2B 
Difference in abnormal returns between earnout- and non-
earnout acquisitions 

Null hypothesis cannot be 
rejected 

Hypothesis 3 
Differences in abnormal returns between private- and listed 
acquisitions Null hypothesis rejected 

Hypothesis 4 
Differences in abnormal returns between different methods of 
payment 

Null hypothesis cannot be 
rejected (weak evidence) 

Hypothesis 5A 
Differences in abnormal returns between different methods of 
payment for private acquisitions 

Null hypothesis cannot be 
rejected (weak evidence) 

Hypothesis 5B 
Differences in abnormal returns between different methods of 
payment for listed acquisitions 

Null hypothesis cannot be 
rejected 

Hypothesis 5C 
Differences in abnormal returns between private- and listed 
acquisitions when accounted for different methods of payment Null hypothesis rejected 

Hypothesis 6 
Differences in abnormal returns between related- and 
diversifying acquisitions 

Null hypothesis cannot be 
rejected 

 

 

 

8.1.1 Overall value creation 

As the starting point of the analysis, overall value creations regardless of company- and deal characteristics is 

investigated. The findings provide strong evidence that M&As increase company value and create value to 

shareholders. In a 3-days event window, the abnormal return is +2.74% (1% significance). Thus, the null 

hypothesis is rejected. 

 

Based on that the abnormal returns are highly significant, it can be concluded that, overall, M&A are associated 

with value creation on short-term. As mentioned in chapter 3, the literature does not provide consistent findings 

Source: own contribution 

Table 8.1: Overview of hypotheses 
The Table shows the hypotheses tested in this study and their results 
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in regards to the value creation from M&A in both studies of the US- and the European M&A market. The results 

support the neoclassic theory that the rationale and objective of M&A in the Nordic countries is to create value 

for the shareholders. However, compared to the high complexity and risk associated with M&A, and by the fact 

that many studies find very high abnormal returns to the target shareholders, the wealth effects are relatively low. 

Thus some of the acquisitions may still be driven by other factors not necessarily aligned with the interests of the 

shareholders. These may be present in some of the sub-sample analyzed in the next sections. 

 

8.1.2 Earnouts 

In the analysis, the investigation of the presence of earnouts is twofold: Firstly, the value creation of earnout 

acquisitions is investigated. Secondly, the differences between earnout- and non-earnout acquisitions are 

investigated. The findings strongly support that the presence of earnouts results in value creation. The CAAR is 

+2.66% for a 3-days event window (1% significance). Thus, the null hypothesis from hypothesis 2A is rejected. 

Regarding the differences between the two group, the study does not find any significant differences in the 

abnormal returns. Therefore, the null hypothesis from 2B cannot be rejected.  

  

The analysis indicates that earnouts are not favored over their counterparts in the Nordic M&A market, even 

though this is in contrast to the findings in other regions. The literature agrees that earnouts are used in order to 

prevent risks associated with asymmetric information, agency and valuation risk, i.e., overpaying. The intuition 

behind these payment structures is obvious as they can reduce risks due to the complexity of M&A deals since 

parts of the deal value are only paid if pre-specified expectations are met. The existing literature indicates that 

investors appreciate this risk management tool. However since the study did not find any significant differences 

between earnout- and non-earnout deals, the Nordic M&A market may not believe that these challenges can be 

solved with earnout contracts 

 

8.1.3 Target status 

The findings from the analysis provide strong evidence that acquisitions of privately held companies are associated 

with higher abnormal returns than acquisitions of listed companies. In a 3-days event window, private acquisitions 

outperform listed acquisitions by a mean of +1.64%-point (1% significance level). When accounting for method 

of payment, the study find evidence that private acquisitions outperform listed acquisitions in cash-financed deals 

(+1.58%-point, 5% significance) and in mixed-financed deals (+2.34%-point, 5% significance). Thus, the null 

hypotheses in Hypothesis 3 and Hypothesis 5C are rejected.  

 

The study contribute to the existing literature and support the possible explanation of this outperformance due to 

incorporated premiums from low stock liquidity and lack of information when the target is privately held. All else 

equal, a lower price should increase abnormal returns. Finally, the limited competition theory, that the competition 

for private companies’ stocks are lower and high for listed companies’ stocks, is a possible explanation. 
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8.1.4 Method of payment 

In section 1.1.4, method of payment is investigated, and the study finds only limited evidence that this characteristic 

may impact abnormal returns. In the study, mixed-financed acquisitions outperform cash acquisitions by a mean 

of +1.34%-point in the 3-days event window (5% significance). For every other window and method of payment, 

the differences are not significant. Thus, it is considered that there is insufficient evidence to reject the null 

hypothesis. Method of payment is investigated further in section 1.1.5, where target status is included. For private 

acquisitions, the results are the same. Mixed-financed acquisitions outperform cash acquisitions in the 3-days event 

window by +1.40%-point (5% significance). Again, this is the only significant difference. Thus, the evidence is 

very weak. For listed acquisitions, no differences are significant regardless of method of payment and length of the 

event window. In sum, for listed targets the null hypothesis cannot be rejected and for private acquisitions, again 

the evidence is very limited and considered insufficient to be able to reject the null hypothesis. 

 

The findings do only with weak evidence support the signal theory that shareholders in private targets would only 

be willing to accept stocks as payment if they believe in the acquiring company’s future prospects and do not 

believe the stocks are overvalued. Furthermore, the monitoring hypothesis (i.e. blockholder presence) suggested 

by Chang (1998) states that stock- or mixed-financed acquisitions should outperform cash-financed acquisitions 

when the target is private. Finally, Fuller, Netter and Stegemoller (2002) suggest that stock-financed acquisitions 

may reduce risks due to asymmetric information when targets are private. Since the study does not report clear 

evidence, it is considered that the theories of signaling and monitoring are not fully applicable in the Nordic 

countries. Furthermore, investors active in these countries may not see stock-financing as more appropriate to deal 

with asymmetric information and valuation risk. Thus, it is concluded that for acquisitions of private targets, 

investors do not put much attention to the way deals are financed.  

 

For listed targets, the majority of the literature find insignificant returns in cash-financed acquisitions, significant 

negative returns in stock-financed acquisitions, and significant differences between the two. The findings of this 

study support the high competition theory that cash-financed acquisitions of listed targets results in zero NPV 

projects since the markets for public shares are highly competitive. However, the study does not find any 

differences between different methods of payment. This indicate, that the signal theory that the market reacts 

negatively to stock-financed acquisitions, is not supported in this study. Thus, this suggests that in the Nordic 

countries, acquiring companies have more flexibility in terms of payment method since it does not appear to be 

relevant to the investors. This conclusion is in line with Rose, Sørheim and Lerkerød (2017). 

 

8.1.5 Relatedness 

The analysis does not provide evidence that there should be any differences in value creation between related- and 

diversifying acquisitions. Therefore, the study cannot reject the null hypothesis. 
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The findings do not match the majority of previous empirical findings. The literature seems to agree that 

acquisitions of related targets generate higher returns than acquisitions of diversifying acquisitions. Furthermore, 

the literature often finds that diversifying acquisitions result in value destruction. The majority explains this by 

agency and managerialism. In this study, the abnormal returns from diversifying acquisitions are actually both 

positive and highly significant. The findings suggest that the market recognizes diversifying acquisitions in the 

Nordics as having been made from the objectives to increase shareholder value. This is in line with the findings of 

Rose, Sørheim and Lerkerød (2017). Although potential synergies should be greater between related targets, the 

study finds no significant differences between related and diversifying acquisitions. The absence of this 

outperformance could be due to over-estimation of synergies in related acquisitions, i.e., hubris. 

 

 

8.2 Critique of decisions made in this study 

Any decisions, also leads to some de-choices. The decisions made in this thesis have their limitations and 

disadvantages. Therefore, the most obvious challenges are tried to be highlighted in this section. 

 

This study aims to investigate the value creation from M&A. As mentioned in the introduction, two approaches 

are available, i.e. stock- or operational performance. In this study, wealth effects are measured by abnormal returns 

from short-term stock market reactions from announcements of M&As. In chapter 2, the concept of validity was 

introduced. To recall, the validity relates to the question if we are measuring what we think we are measuring. This 

raises the question of whether this approach can be used to measure the true value at all. Said differently, are short-

term stock market abnormal returns a valid measure? The methodology strongly relies on the assumptions of the 

Efficient Market Hypothesis, that capital markets are efficient and factor the costs and benefits from acquisitions 

into the stock prices at the time of the event. A potential drawback is that it measures only investors’ expected 

improvements of the M&A transaction and not realized value creation. Thus, the validity depends on the 

relationship between expectations and realized value creation. Another potential risk of misleading results is the 

presence of stock price changes due to over-enthusiasm and euphoria (Sudarsanam, 2010). This would not reflect 

the value creation from M&As. 

 

Instead of a short-term event study, one could have applied a long-term approach. In a perfect world, this approach 

could potentially draw more valid findings about value creation due to the fact that in the long-term, the actual 

costs and benefits from M&As should be realized. However, such value effects are very difficult to investigate in 

the practical world. The major drawback from long-term studies is that increasing the length of the event window, 

increases the chances that other events such as strategic decisions, management changes, and macroeconomic 

factors that will have an impact on the company value (Sudarsanam, 2010). Thus, long-term studies are associated 

with significant challenges with isolating the value creation from the specific acquisition. Conduction a long-term 

study also raises the question whether abnormal returns should be measured by the stock performance- or the 
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operational performance approach. The strength of the operational performance approach is the fact that it 

measures the actual improvements in the company’s costs, revenues, profits, or cash flows. In the end, a rational 

motive to engage in M&A must be to improve these figures. The pitfall from operating performance is that the 

figures may be vulnerable to different accounting rules or accounting manipulative accounting figures. These 

potential problems can be mitigated by using the stock performance approach (Sudarsanam, 2010). Nonetheless, 

similar to previous studies, the short-term event study methodology has been assessed in this thesis, as it is 

considered to be the most valid model. 

 

This study uses the event study rather than a case study. The advantage of the event study is that it is possible to 

quantify the analysis and draw conclusions based on many observations that aim to be representative of the specific 

population. Case studies are based on an in-depth investigation of single observations (i.e. cases) and aim to set up 

a practical demonstration of a theory. Thus, case studies provide more insights into the actual conditions and 

motives for the acquisitions (Kompendie, 2019). In the event study, all acquisitions in the sample are treated as 

equal, which is a major simplification. On the other hand, a case study also means that the researcher’s opinions 

and subjective feelings may influence the results. It is not the assessment that this is the case to the same degree 

when conducting an event study. Another limitation of the case study approach is that it provide little basis for 

generalization of the results to a wider population. 

 

Another significant delimitation is that the sample includes only listed acquiring companies. In reality, the majority 

of companies are privately held. Thus, the representativeness of the sample is highly questionable. As mentioned 

earlier, listed companies often have very dispersed ownership without active participation from the vast majority 

of the shareholders. The opposite should be the case in privately held companies where ownership is normally 

gathered at few hands. Therefore, the shareholders are often a central part of the company’s decision making body. 

All else being equal, this should eliminate the likelihood of bad acquisitions due to self-interests at expense of the 

company value since this ultimately affects themselves. Unfortunately, the event study approach does not allow to 

include these private acquiring companies since the illiquidity of these companies’ stocks makes it impossible to 

measure the abnormal returns. However, their presence could potentially increase the average value creation from 

M&A and thus lead to other conclusions. 

 

Finally, the focus on acquiring company shareholders only are a somewhat narrow perspective. As indicated in the 

introduction, the market for mergers and acquisitions is very large and involves large sums and many people. Thus 

it is reasonable to conclude that M&A affect many different stakeholders with different interests in the company. 

The welfare of other stakeholders is ignored in a study like this. Due to different interests and non-measurable 

effects, a study that focus on stakeholder value in total is very difficult or even impossible to conduct. Even though 

other stakeholders, such as employees, consumers, etc. are also very relevant, these groups are beyond of the scope 

of this study 
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9. Conclusion 

This study investigates the value creation from mergers and acquisitions (M&A) in the Nordic countries of Sweden, 

Finland, Norway, and Denmark from 2005 to 2020 and further investigates possible impact from different deal- 

and company characteristics. The investigation has been done on a sample of 818 publicly traded companies, which 

have engaged in M&A within this period. 

 

Over the last decades, the market for M&A has increased dramatically. M&A has been a widely used strategy to 

experience fast growth. This evolution has made the field a very interesting topic and many researchers prior to 

this thesis have examined the wealth effects and theoretical explanations for the results. According to neoclassic 

theory, companies should engage in M&A only when they increase company value, thus creating value to the 

shareholders. Due to a lack of clear empirical evidence that M&A in fact create shareholder value has led the 

literature to look for other theoretical explanations. Researchers point out that issues with asymmetric information 

can be a significant factor, especially due to the agency theory. The presence of asymmetric information leads to 

issues with managerialism, i.e., that managers have more room to pursue their own interests at expense of the 

shareholders. In addition, derived from asymmetric information is the signal theory, which states that decisions 

from actors with superior information send signals to the market. One final explanation is the irrationality of 

managers who may over-estimate synergies and own capabilities to run an acquisition or simply engage in M&A 

to imitate competitors’ successful acquisitions. These explanations are denoted as hubris and herding. 

 

To investigate the value creation, the event study methodology is applied, and the formulated hypotheses are tested 

by this approach. The value creation is measured by the short-term cumulative average abnormal return (CAAR) 

around M&A announcements. CAAR is tested on windows of 1-, 3-, 11-, and 21 days. In hypothesis 1, overall 

value creation is examined, and the study finds evidence that acquiring companies experience strong significant 

cumulative abnormal returns following M&A announcements of +2.74%. The findings suggest that on average, 

acquisitions in the Nordic countries are perceived by investors as being motivated by the objectives of neoclassic 

theory. However, these results are still relatively low compared to the risks associated with M&A and very low 

compared to target returns reported in previous studies, indicating that the vast majority of the value still goes to 

the targets. Thus, acquisitions may still to some extent be driven by other rationales. Another observation from 

this analysis is that the price reactions take place predominantly on day 0 and day 1 whereafter the AARs are closely 

distributed around the expected returns. Therefore, the study mainly relies on the 3-days event window since longer 

windows may simply contribute with noise and increased variance. 

 

In addition to overall value creation, hypotheses 2-6 investigate the impact from several characteristics that are 

believed to influence the abnormal returns, and these include presence of earnouts, target status, method of 

payment, target status and method of payment combined, and relatedness.  
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The existing literature regarding the presence of earnouts in M&A deals suggests that the market favors these over 

traditional non-earnout deals. This study provides evidence of positive and significant abnormal returns from 

earnout acquisitions but no significant differences when compared to non-earnout acquisitions. Thus, earnouts are 

possibly not seen as an efficient tool to deal with asymmetric information and valuation uncertainty in the Nordics. 

 

In line with the majority of previous studies, this study finds strong significant evidence that private acquisitions 

outperform listed acquisitions. This outperformance is possibly explained by incorporated premiums due to low 

stock liquidity and lack of information of private targets and also possibly due to the limited competition for these 

target’s stocks. When accounting for different methods of payment, the study finds evidence that private 

acquisitions outperform listed acquisitions when financed with cash or with a mix of cash and stocks. For stock-

financed acquisitions, the differences are insignificant, although the signs suggest the same.  

 

When investigating the differences in methods of payment, the study finds no clear signs that this is an M&A value 

driver. The study only finds weak evidence that mixed-financed acquisitions outperform cash acquisitions. By 

looking at private- and listed acquisitions separately, again there is weak evidence that mixed acquisitions 

outperform cash acquisitions when target is private. This is in line with most studies and a possible explanation is 

due to a creation of a new blockholder (i.e., private target’s shareholder(s)) with incentives to monitor the 

management to keep them on their toes. Another possible explanation is that the willingness of the target 

shareholder to accept large positions in the acquiring company sends a strong and positive signal to the market, 

i.e., the signal theory. However, the findings are weak and not significant when considering purely stock-financed 

acquisitions against cash acquisitions. For listed acquisitions, no differences are significant. This contrasts the 

majority of previous studies that stocks-financing signals, that the management of the acquiring company believe 

their stocks are overvalued causing negative price reactions. Overall, the findings regarding method of payment in 

this study suggest that the impact from this characteristic is very limited, if any at all. Thus, in the Nordic countries, 

investors may not put much into this parameter when evaluating M&As.  

 

Finally, this study finds no differences between related- and diversifying acquisition which contrasts with the 

majority of studies that find evidence of value destruction from diversifying companies due to agency and 

managerialism. This study finds positive abnormal returns in diversifying acquisitions indicating that these are still 

driven by objectives to increase shareholder value. The lack of significant differences between related and 

diversifying acquisitions could possibly be due to over-estimation of synergies in related acquisitions. 

 

To analyze the robustness of the results, the impact from the different characteristics is tested in cross-sectional 

multiple regressions, which allow to test the effects simultaneously. The findings from the event study become 

even more robust when the analysis is supplemented with the cross-sectional regressions, as the estimated 

coefficients suggest the same as tested in the hypotheses. 
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11. Appendix list 

 

Appendix A – Definitions and acronyms 

 

Acronym Description 

AR Abnormal returns 

AAR Average abnormal returns 

CAR Cumulative abnormal returns 

CAAR Cumulative average abnormal returns 

M&A Mergers and Acquisitions 

NPV Net present value 

EMH Efficient Market Hypothesis 

OLS Ordinary Least Squares 

CAPM Capital Asset Pricing Model 

CMR Constant Mean Return Model 

 

 

 

Appendix B – Event study acronyms 

 

Acronym Description 

T0+1 Start of the estimation window (XXX) 

T1 End of the estimation window (-11) 

T1+1 Start of the event window 

T2 End of the event window 

L1 Length of the estimation period, T1 - T0 +1 

L2 Length of the event window, T2 - T1+1 

N Number of observations 
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Appendix C – Method of payment and target status 

 

Panel A: Cash sample - Private - CAAR (N = 347) 
 

Event window CAAR Variance T stat P value Sign p value  

[-10,10] 2,64% 1,03% 4,851 0,00%*** 0,00%***  

[-5,5] 2,47% 0,60% 5,923 0,00%*** 0,08%***  

[-1,1] 2,55% 0,26% 9,219  0,00%***  0,00%***  

[0] 1,83% 0,15% 8,681 0,00%*** 0,00%***  

[-10,-1] -0,01% 0,39% -0,027 97,86% 62,93%  

Panel B: Stock sample - Private - CAAR (N = 67) 
 

 
Event window CAAR Variance T stat P value Sign p value  

[-10,10] 1,98% 2,65% 0,998 32,20% 18,36%  

[-5,5] 1,23% 2,62% 0,624 53,49% 39,55%  

[-1,1] 3,73% 1,23% 2,752 0,76%*** 0,65%***  

[0] 3,07% 0,75% 2,898 0,51%*** 0,65%***  

[-10,-1] 0,24% 0,93% 0,207 83,65% 90,31%  

Panel C: Mixed sample - Private - CAAR (N = 209) 
 

 
Event window CAAR Variance T stat P value Sign p value  

[-10,10] 2,73% 0,06% 16,693 0,78%*** 6,32%*  

[-5,5] 3,15% 0,05% 20,434 0,01%*** 0,00%***  

[-1,1] 3,95% 0,02% 37,811 0,00%*** 0,00%***  

[0] 2,28% 0,01% 28,705 0,00%*** 0,21%***  

[-10,-1] 0,29% 0,02% 2,768 61,60% 83,58%  

 

Panel D: Cash sample - Listed  - CAAR (N = 68) 
 

Event window CAAR Variance T stat P value Sign p value  

[-10,10] 0,20% 0,98% 0,169 86,65% 46,94%  

[-5,5] 1,16% 0,64% 1,200 23,45% 22,95%  

[-1,1] 0,96% 0,22% 1,691  9,54%*  22,95%  

[0] 0,69% 0,09% 1,871 6,56%* 15,03%  

[-10,-1] -0,87% 0,35% -1,220 22,68% 100,00%  

Panel E: Stock sample - Listed - CAAR (N = 20) 
 

 
Event window CAAR Variance T stat P value Sign p value  

[-10,10] 0,10% 1,60% 0,035 97,23% 100,00%  

[-5,5] 1,57% 1,65% 0,547 59,04% 65,98%  

[-1,1] 1,53% 0,65% 0,849 40,62% 38,23%  

[0] 0,54% 0,32% 0,426 67,44% 38,23%  

[-10,-1] 2,62% 0,53% 1,604 12,43% 38,23%  

Panel F: Mixed sample - Listed - CAAR (N = 34) 
 

 
Event window CAAR Variance T stat P value Sign p value  

[-10,10] 0,80% 1,52% 0,377 70,88% 100,00%  

[-5,5] 0,41% 0,58% 0,317 75,34% 73,38%  

[-1,1] 1,61% 0,23% 1,945 6,01%* 17,93%  

[0] 1,40% 0,28% 1,557 12,88% 17,93%  

[-10,-1] 0,89% 0,46% 0,764 45,00% 100,00%  
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Appendix D – Model control: Total sample 

 

Panel A: Linearity 
 

 

Panel B: Normality 
 

 

Panel C: Homoscedasticity and Autocorrelation 
 

 

Panel D: Multicollinearity 
 

 

Earnout Private Stock Mixed Related
Cross 

border

LN(deal 

size)
Mining Constr. TPU Wholesale Retail FIRE Services

Earnout 1,00
Private 0,26 1,00
Stock -0,16 -0,07 1,00
Mixed 0,09 0,02 -0,23 1,00
Related 0,01 -0,07 0,00 0,04 1,00
Cross border 0,04 0,02 -0,17 -0,24 0,00 1,00
LN(deal size) -0,26 -0,41 -0,10 -0,14 0,00 0,22 1,00
Mining -0,07 -0,02 0,02 0,02 0,07 0,00 0,11 1,00
Construction -0,03 0,00 0,03 0,07 -0,12 -0,14 -0,01 -0,02 1,00
TPU -0,08 -0,08 -0,03 -0,10 0,01 0,02 0,22 -0,04 -0,04 1,00
Wholesale 0,12 -0,01 -0,05 -0,05 -0,06 -0,12 -0,10 -0,03 -0,03 -0,05 1,00
Retail -0,08 0,03 -0,03 -0,02 -0,06 -0,09 0,01 -0,03 -0,03 -0,06 -0,04 1,00
FIRE -0,09 -0,07 0,06 0,06 -0,05 -0,15 0,10 -0,05 -0,06 -0,09 -0,07 -0,07 1,00
Services 0,14 0,13 0,07 0,16 0,24 -0,03 -0,35 -0,09 -0,11 -0,17 -0,14 -0,14 -0,23 1,00
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Appendix E – MSCI Europe Index 
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Appendix F – Deal overview 

Acquirer Target 
Announcement 

day 
Acquirer Target 

Announcement 
day 

PROHA OYJ 
ARTEMIS MANAGEMENT 
SYSTEMS 

07-09-2012 ALK-ABELLO A/S 
ARTU BIOLOGICALS EUROPE 
BV 

26-04-2010 

HAKON INVEST AB IPICCOLO AB 19-06-2007 RECIPHARM AB 
KEMWELL BIOPHARMA PVT 
LTD 

18-04-2016 

NEL ASA 
PROTON ENERGY SYSTEMS 
INC. 

28-04-2017 HEXPOL AB 
HORST MÜLLER 
KUNSTSTOFFE GMBH & CO. 
KG 

22-12-2011 

DET NORSKE 
OLJESELSKAP ASA 

MARATHON OIL NORGE AS 02-06-2014 OEM INTERNATIONAL AB 
KLITSØ PROCESSTECHNIC 
A/S 

20-11-2007 

ZETADISPLAY AB GAUDDI BV 10-10-2019 AMASTEN FASTIGHETS AB RIKI BYGG AB 11-06-2018 

VITEC SOFTWARE GROUP 
AB 

AUTODATA NORGE AS 24-04-2014 HIQ INTERNATIONAL AB TSG-TEST SOLUTIONS OY 26-06-2008 

OPERA SOFTWARE ASA ADCOLONY INC. 24-06-2014 
WILLIAM DEMANT HOLDING 
A/S 

AUDIKA GROUPE SA 02-04-2015 

DNO ASA FAROE PETROLEUM PLC 08-01-2019 AGASTI HOLDING ASA COIL US HOLDING INC. 27-05-2013 

SIILI SOLUTIONS OYJ OMENIA OY 31-05-2017 PRICER AB 
ELDAT COMMUNICATION 
LTD 

24-04-2006 

AMBU A/S KING SYSTEMS CORPORATION 20-12-2012 BIOVITRUM AB 
SWEDISH ORPHAN 
INTERNATIONAL AB 

05-11-2009 

STORA ENSO OYJ VIRDIA INC. 23-06-2014 CAPMAN OYJ JAM ADVISORS OY 31-01-2019 

CAPINORDIC A/S BIO FUND MANAGEMENT OY 12-11-2007 FEELGOOD SVENSKA AB 
HELSA 
FORETAGSHALSOVARD 
SVERIGE AB 

04-12-2018 

OPERA SOFTWARE ASA SKYFIRE LABS INC. 15-02-2013 CONCENTRIC AB LICOS TRUCKTEC GMBH 14-06-2013 

SEAMLESS DISTRIBUTION 
SYSTEMS AB 

ESERVGLOBAL HOLDINGS SAS 04-06-2019 SOLTEQ OYJ 
TAMPEREEN SYSTEEMITIIMI 
OY 

15-11-2006 

CHRISTIAN BERNER 
TECH TRADE AB 

ZANDER & INGESTROM AB 16-02-2018 LEOVEGAS AB WINGA SRL 21-02-2017 

SOLTEQ OYJ INPULSE WORKS OY 01-06-2017 SALMAR ASA ARNARLAX AS 14-02-2019 

INVESTORS HOUSE OYJ ORAVA ASUNTORAHASTO OYJ 21-08-2017 OEM INTERNATIONAL AB SVENSKA HELAG AB 09-03-2011 

SECURITAS AB 
CHILLIDA SISTEMAS DE 
SEGURIDAD SL 

13-04-2012 TELIA COMPANY AB PHONERO AS 07-11-2016 

CLOETTA AB LEAF HOLLAND BV 16-12-2011 ADDVISE GROUP AB LABRUM AB 08-02-2016 

NIXU OYJ SAFESIDE SOLUTIONS AB 28-10-2016 CROWDSOFT TECHNOLOGY AB FLOWSCAPE AB 20-11-2017 

ITAB SHOP CONCEPT AB 
PROFILE LIGHTING SERVICES 
LTD 

19-11-2014 ASIAKASTIETO GROUP OYJ UC AB 24-04-2018 

ROYAL UNIBREW A/S OY HARTWALL AB 11-07-2013 AF GRUPPEN ASA LAB AS 11-03-2015 

FORTUM OYJ 
MIEJSKIE PRZEDSIEBIORSTWO 
ENERGETYKI CIEPLNEJ 
WROCLAW SA 

26-10-2005 NORWEGIAN AIR SHUTTLE ASA 
NORDIC AIRLINK HOLDING 
AB 

24-04-2007 

DUROC AB MADSEN & HANSEN 02-12-2008 VITEC SOFTWARE GROUP AB ACUTE FDS OY 20-12-2013 

WILH SONESSON AB MIWANA AB 08-08-2006 SEAFIRE AB NORDBUTIKER I SVERIGE AB 05-04-2019 

BILIA AB 
BILGRUPPEN I ENKÖPING 
SALA AB 

19-03-2007 SINCH AB MYELEFANT SAS 26-09-2019 

SVENSKA 
HANDELSBANKEN AB 

LOKALBANKEN I 
NORDSJÆLLAND A/S 

15-09-2008 DIGITALIST GROUP OYJ NODEONE GROUP AB 06-07-2017 

CRAYON GROUP 
HOLDING ASA 

SEQUINT BV 08-05-2019 TELIASONERA AB TELE2 NORGE AS 07-07-2014 

SKF AB 
BLOHM + VOSS INDUSTRIES 
GMBH 

09-01-2013 STORA ENSO OYJ 
VINSON INDÚSTRIA DE 
PAPEL ARAPOTI LTDA 

22-08-2006 

DOF ASA DOF SUBSEA ASA 12-09-2008 ENEA AB OPENWAVE MOBILITY INC. 27-02-2018 

VAISALA OYJ 
3TIER ENVIRONMENTAL 
FORECAST GROUP INC. 

17-12-2013 REDERI AB TRANSATLANTIC SBS MARINE LTD 05-10-2011 

FORMPIPE SOFTWARE AB GXP LTD 01-07-2014 ELECTROLUX AB 
ANOVA APPLIED 
ELECTRONICS INC. 

06-02-2017 

RECIPHARM AB 
SANOFI SA'S ASSETS AND 
BUSINESS IN HOLMES CHAPEL 

13-06-2018 
COOR SERVICE MANAGEMENT 
HOLDING AB 

NORRLANDS MILJOVARD AB 27-09-2019 

INFRACOM GROUP AB NETONO AB 27-03-2019 JM AB 
NORGANI JÖNKÖPING 
HAGSTENSGÄRDET 1:5 AB 

03-07-2007 

SVENSKA 
HANDELSBANKEN AB 

SVENSKA METALLBÖRSEN AB 11-09-2006 TELE2 AB 
VERSATEL TELECOM 
INTERNATIONAL NV 

18-07-2005 

ALMA MEDIA OYJ LMC SRO 21-12-2011 RECIPHARM AB ONTARGET CHEMISTRY AB 15-06-2015 

CLX COMMUNICATIONS 
AB 

SINCH AB 09-12-2016 MORPHIC TECHNOLOGIES AB 
ARCOTRONICS FUEL CELLS 
SRL 

29-11-2007 

HALDEX AB CONCENTRIC PLC 22-02-2008 DORO AB PRYLOS SAS 11-07-2011 

LEROY SEAFOOD GROUP 
ASA 

ALFHEIM OG NIELSEN AS 26-10-2005 VITEC SOFTWARE GROUP AB IT-MAKERIET AS 05-07-2011 

WARTSILA OYJ ABP 
GREENSMITH ENERGY 
MANAGEMENT SYSTEMS INC. 

15-05-2017 VALMET OYJ 
GROUPE LAPERRIERE & 
VERREAULT INC. 

26-02-2019 

DUSTIN AB VINCERE GROUP BV 04-07-2018 AF AB 
AF MERCADOS ENERGY 
MARKETS INTERNATIONAL 
SA 

17-12-2010 

CATENA AB 
KLOCKARBACKEN PROPERTY 
INVESTMENT AB 

02-10-2017 Q-FREE ASA TRAFFIC DESIGN DOO 23-04-2014 

WISE GROUP AB BRIGHT RELATION AB 02-06-2017 METSO OYJ KVÆRNER PULPING AB 08-02-2006 

AMBU A/S ET VIEW MEDICAL LTD 22-06-2016 DIGITAL VISION AB NUCODA LTD 14-02-2005 

DORO AB CARETECH AB 16-12-2014 HEXAGON COMPOSITES ASA 
XPERION ENERGY & 
ENVIRONMENT GMBH 

05-10-2016 

PILUM AB ENVIPOWER AB 29-06-2012 UPONOR OYJ 
UNDERFLOOR HEATING CO 
LTD, THE 

30-11-2009 

B3IT MANAGEMENT AB SENTENSIA Q AB 06-07-2017 BUFAB AB 
KIAN SOON MECHANICAL 
COMPONENTS PTE LTD 

01-12-2017 
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STARBREEZE AB NOZON SPRL/BVBA 25-10-2016 VESTJYSK BANK A/S RINGKJØBING BANK A/S 29-09-2008 

AF GRUPPEN ASA 
MALSELV MASKIN OG 
TRANSPORT AS 

10-06-2015 ITAB SHOP CONCEPT AB MAXTED HOLDINGS LTD 18-06-2012 

OEM INTERNATIONAL AB ELEKTRO ELCO AB 13-10-2008 SKF AB SNFA SAS 03-04-2006 

ALFA LAVAL AB TRANTER PHE INC. 23-09-2005 AF AB EPSILON HOLDING AB 18-10-2012 

MODERN TIMES GROUP 
MTG AB 

PRVA TV DOO 30-06-2006 TTS MARINE ASA SENSE EDM AS 30-04-2007 

ELKEM AS 
GUANGDONG POLYSIL 
TECHNOLOGY CO., LTD 

30-12-2019 BONG LJUNGDAHL AB CADIX SAS 09-09-2010 

TIETO OYJ EVRY ASA 18-06-2019 CLOETTA AB CANDYKING HOLDING AB 17-02-2017 

TRELLEBORG AB 
MACDERMID OFFSET 
PRINTING BLANKETS 

19-03-2008 VAISALA OYJ VERITEQ INSTRUMENTS INC. 29-03-2010 

AYIMA GROUP AB LEAPTHREE LTD 31-07-2018 HIQ INTERNATIONAL AB MOBILEYES AB 15-06-2007 

HAKON INVEST AB CERVERA AB 12-01-2009 ZETADISPLAY AB WEBPRO AS 28-05-2018 

BUFAB HOLDING AB 
APEX STAINLESS HOLDINGS 
LTD 

26-11-2015 SANDVIK AB 
VAREL INTERNATIONAL 
ENERGY SERVICES INC. 

07-01-2014 

SOLTEQ OYJ APONSA AB 25-10-2016 ELEKTA AB 
IMPAC MEDICAL SYSTEMS 
INC. 

18-01-2005 

KNOWIT AB INNOGRATE AB 14-08-2006 APPSPOTR AB APPSALES SWEDEN AB 31-08-2018 

DANIONICS A/S DANIONICS ASIA LTD 24-01-2007 DISTIT AB SEPTON ELECTRONIC AB 20-12-2016 

TIETOENATOR OYJ 
ATTENTIV SYSTEMS GROUP 
PLC 

04-05-2005 NNIT A/S SCALES GROUP HOLDING APS 17-05-2017 

NIBE INDUSTRIER AB SCHULTHESS GROUP AG 11-04-2011 
OSCAR PROPERTIES HOLDING 
AB 

ALLEGRO PROJEKT AB 09-09-2016 

CLOETTA AB LOCAWO BV 17-07-2015 CROWN ENERGY AB ESI GROUP SA 10-11-2016 

ELEKTA AB 
BEIJING MEDICAL EQUIPMENT 
INSTITUTE 

31-03-2006 HEXPOL AB BERWIN GROUP LTD 03-06-2016 

INWIDO AB BOJSO DORE & VINDUER A/S 09-05-2017 COLOPLAST A/S COMFORT MEDICAL LLC 30-11-2016 

FAGERHULT AB DESIGNPLAN LIGHTING LTD 11-03-2011 STATOIL ASA 
BRIGHAM EXPLORATION 
COMPANY 

17-10-2011 

MARINE HARVEST ASA MORPOL ASA 14-01-2013 TRANSTEMA GROUP AB THEBPLAN AS 02-11-2017 

MODERN TIMES GROUP 
MTG AB 

TRACE PARTNERS SAS 25-02-2014 MUNKSJO OYJ AHLSTROM OYJ 07-11-2016 

CLOETTA AB ALRIFAI NUTISAL AB 09-12-2013 FISKARS OYJ ABP LEBORGNE SAS 22-05-2007 

SPAREBANKEN VEST AS SPAREBANKEN HARDANGER 28-04-2011 DNB NOR ASA SALUSANSVAR AB 20-08-2007 

AROS QUALITY GROUP 
AB 

OVANSJÖ PLAST & VERKTYG 
AB 

16-01-2007 MYCRONIC AB MRSI SYSTEMS LLC 01-06-2018 

ELANDERS AB MENTOR MEDIA LTD 01-01-2014 BIRDSTEP TECHNOLOGY ASA SERVICEFACTORY SF AB 14-05-2007 

FEELGOOD SVENSKA AB HALUXA AB 21-08-2008 ELISA OYJ STARMAN AS 13-12-2016 

DORO AB 
IVS INDUSTRIEVERTRETUNG 
SCHWEIGER GMBH 

14-05-2013 SYSOPEN DIGIA OYJ SENTERA OYJ 31-05-2006 

THALAMUS NETWORKS 
AB 

HIFABGRUPPEN AB 23-05-2008 WARTSILA OYJ ABP PUREGAS SOLUTIONS AB 04-10-2017 

WILH SONESSON AB PROMED PHARMA AS 19-12-2005 RECIPHARM AB 
KAYSERSBERG 
PHARMACEUTICALS SASU 

21-12-2015 

RNB RETAIL AND 
BRANDS AB 

C/O DEPARTMENT & STORES 
NORDIC AB 

09-02-2005 B3IT MANAGEMENT AB THIRDBASE AB 26-02-2018 

HEXPOL AB EXCEL POLYMERS LLC 18-10-2010 SOLTEQ OYJ TM UNITED A/S 01-12-2017 

BE GROUP AB LECOR STÅLTEKNIK AB 08-10-2010 
PARKEN SPORT & 
ENTERTAINMENT A/S 

FITNESS DK HOLDING A/S 10-04-2006 

PANORO ENERGY ASA DNO TUNISIA AS 28-06-2018 RNB RETAIL AND BRANDS AB JC AB 09-05-2006 

BUFAB AB RUDHALL INDUSTRI AB 05-10-2018 
TELEFONAKTIEBOLAGET LM 
ERICSSON AB 

ENVIVIO INC. 10-09-2015 

AF AB CITYPLAN SPOL SRO 31-10-2011 REAL HOLDING I SVERIGE AB 
TBS INDUSTRIAL PROPERTIES 
AB 

12-07-2017 

WARTSILA OYJ ABP ENIRAM OY 30-06-2016 TELE2 AB COM HEM HOLDING AB 10-01-2018 

BIRDSTEP TECHNOLOGY 
ASA 

SECGO SOFTWARE OY 30-04-2007 KARO PHARMA AB WEIFA ASA 24-08-2017 

INNOFACTOR OYJ ENABLING HOLDING APS 13-12-2013 WARTSILA OYJ ABP 
CONAN WU & ASSOCIATES 
PTE LTD 

22-09-2008 

KLOVERN AB DAGON AB 06-12-2011 VESTAS WIND SYSTEMS A/S AVAILON GMBH 20-01-2016 

ADDERACARE AB HUKA BV 01-02-2018 HAKON INVEST AB ICA AB 11-02-2013 

TELE2 AB BBNED NV 16-07-2010 FORMPIPE SOFTWARE AB EBI SYSTEMS AB 19-08-2008 

ARISE WINDPOWER AB JÄDRAÅS VINDKRAFT AB 06-10-2011 ATEA ASA FOTOPHONO AS 01-09-2011 

EUROCON CONSULTING 
AB 

KLT KONSULT AB 05-10-2017 INSR INSURANCE GROUP ASA NEMI FORSIKRING AS 18-08-2017 

ASSA ABLOY AB FLEXIM SECURITY OY 04-06-2015 ALFA LAVAL AB FINCOIL-TEOLLISUUS OY 09-11-2007 

MYCRONIC AB 
AUTOMATION ENGINEERING 
INC. 

21-11-2016 
MEDICAL PROGNOSIS 
INSTITUTE A/S 

ONCOLOGY VENTURE 
SWEDEN AB 

09-03-2018 

DORO AB INVICTA TELECARE LTD 02-09-2019 TOADMAN INTERACTIVE AB 
SOLD OUT SALES AND 
MARKETING LTD 

26-11-2019 

BEIJER ELECTRONICS AB QSI CORPORATION 22-10-2010 GRANGES AB IMPEXMETAL SA 28-11-2019 

HIQ INTERNATIONAL AB FRENDS TECHNOLOGY OY 05-11-2010 COLUMBUS IT PARTNER LT SONEX SISTEMOS UAB 03-03-2008 

CARGOTEC OYJ 
HATLAPA INTERNATIONAL 
HOLDING GMBH 

16-07-2013 
ELECTROMAGNETIC 
GEOSERVICES ASA 

OHM SURVEYS HOLDING AS 31-08-2011 

PEAB AB ANNEHEM FASTIGHETER AB 17-04-2009 TIETO OYJ SOFTWARE INNOVATION AS 25-06-2015 

YIT OYJ LEMMINKAINEN OYJ 19-06-2017 TECHSTEP ASA MYTOS AS 01-02-2017 

ADDNODE GROUP AB TRANSCAT PLM GMBH 02-07-2015 
ECOCLIME COMFORT CEILINGS 
AB 

FLEXIBEL LUFTBEHANDLING 
AB 

01-06-2017 

BIOHIT OYJ EUROCLONE GASTRO SRL 15-04-2013 Q-FREE ASA DACOLIAN BV 14-08-2008 
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FISKARS OYJ ABP IITTALA GROUP OY 29-06-2007 BILLERUD AB KORSNAS AB 20-06-2012 

INFRACOM GROUP AB ORETEL NETWORK AB 06-12-2018 NORSK HYDRO ASA 
SPINNAKER EXPLORATION 
COMPANY 

19-09-2005 

BUBLAR GROUP AB VOBLING AB 25-10-2018 CARGOTEC OYJ 
ZEBRA ENTERPRISE 
SOLUTIONS HOLDINGS LLC 

31-01-2011 

ATRIA YHTYMÄ OYJ A-TUOTTAJAT OY 22-12-2006 SKF AB KAYDON CORPORATION 05-09-2013 

GUIDELINE 
TECHNOLOGY AB 

MALÅ GEOSCIENCE 
FÖRVALTNINGS AB 

01-11-2007 DELTACO AB ALCADON MRV AB 12-09-2012 

MIDSONA AB DAVERT GMBH 03-05-2018 AMASTEN FASTIGHETS AB URBANO AB 23-05-2019 

OUTOTEC OYJ OUTOTEC MANAGEMENT OY 25-10-2012 ATEA ASA DEMIDOO OY 07-07-2011 

HEXPOL AB 
RHETECH THERMOPLASTIC 
COMPOUNDING 

22-12-2014 JYSKE BANK A/S BRFKREDIT A/S 24-02-2014 

REJLERKONCERNEN AB RÅBE INDUSTRIKONSULT AB 03-09-2010 ATEA ASA UMOE IKT AS 29-11-2010 

HEXATRONIC GROUP AB 
BLUE DIAMOND INDUSTRIES 
LLC 

04-12-2017 SCHOUW & CO A/S BORG AUTOMOTIVE A/S 20-03-2017 

CASTELLUM AB 
FASTIGHETSAKTIEBOLAGET 
NORRPORTEN AB 

13-04-2016 STORYTEL AB GUMMERUS KUSTANNUS OY 17-09-2019 

SPAREBANK 1 SR-BANK 
ASA 

KVINNHERAD SPAREBANK 26-05-2010 LEROY SEAFOOD GROUP ASA HYDROTECH-GRUPPEN AS 21-08-2006 

WARTSILA OYJ ABP VIK-SANDVIK AS 03-07-2008 ATEA ASA MOBILITY INVEST AS 05-02-2013 

SENZIME AB ACACIA DESIGNS BV 03-05-2016 ÅNGPANNEFÖRENINGEN AB 
JÄMTTEKNIK VID STORSJÖN 
AB 

25-08-2006 

DIGITALIST GROUP OYJ GROW HOLDING AB 21-05-2018 TELIA COMPANY AB NEBULA TOP OY 22-05-2017 

ELECTROLUX AB KWIKOT (PTY) LTD 10-11-2016 INTELLECTA AB PROPEOPLE GROUP APS 21-10-2013 

MAGSEIS ASA WGP GROUP LTD 30-10-2018 ASSA ABLOY AB DOORMAN SERVICES LTD 01-02-2005 

NIXU OYJ EUROPOINT NETWORKING AB 30-03-2016 THALAMUS NETWORKS AB P TO P IT-CONSULTING AB 15-02-2007 

STARBREEZE AB ENTERSPACE AB 12-06-2017 BAKKAFROST P/F P/F HAVSBRÚN 30-06-2011 

MATAS A/S FIRTAL GROUP APS 29-08-2018 PANDOX AB 
HRG HOTELS GMBH'S 
UNDISCLOSED SUBSIDIARY 

18-06-2019 

MODERN TIMES GROUP 
MTG AB 

GES MEDIA HOLDING AS 30-09-2005 ZALARIS ASA SUMARUM AG 26-04-2017 

STARBREEZE AB INFINITEYE VR SAS 15-06-2015 ENEA AB QOSMOS SA 24-10-2016 

HIQ INTERNATIONAL AB ACE SIMULATION AB 12-02-2008 TELE2 AB 
MOBAIL TELEKOM-SERVIS 
TOO 

14-12-2009 

XANO INDUSTRI AB 
KUNGSORS MEKANISKA 
VERKSTAD AB 

29-02-2012 EMENTOR ASA TOPNORDIC A/S 01-02-2006 

SALTX TECHNOLOGY 
HOLDING AB 

SUNCOOL AB 18-09-2017 WARTSILA OYJ ABP 
SHIPS ELECTRONIC SERVICES 
LTD 

02-05-2019 

EIMSKIPAFELAG ISLANDS 
HF. 

MARECO SA/NV 24-01-2017 LÄNNEN TEHTAAT OYJ MARITIM FOOD AS 06-02-2007 

BASWARE OYJ TRIVET SOFTWARE OY 12-08-2005 ANOTO GROUP AB UBIQUITOUS SYSTEMS LTD 11-01-2012 

ANOTO GROUP AB XMS PENVISION AB 23-07-2015 TELIASONERA AB DEBITEL DANMARK A/S 01-02-2007 

FORMPIPE SOFTWARE AB ALP DATA I LINKÖPING AB 29-06-2006 SCHOUW & CO A/S BIOMAR HOLDING A/S 10-11-2005 

COMBIGENE AB PANION ANIMAL HEALTH AB 18-04-2019 LASSILA & TIKANOJA OYJ VEOLIA FM AB 20-06-2017 

TTS MARINE ASA KOCKS GMBH 13-09-2005 ATEA ASA DATATECH AS 11-09-2014 

XANO INDUSTRI AB 
JORGENSEN ENGINEERING 
A/S 

14-11-2016 FAGERHULT AB 
WHITECROFT LIGHTING 
HOLDINGS LTD 

04-11-2005 

ORGANOCLICK AB BIOKLEEN MILJOKEMI AB 11-11-2016 PSI GROUP ASA NEW VISION BALTIJA UAB 02-07-2014 

ACADEMEDIA AB VINDORA AB 12-09-2017 AF AB BYGGANALYS AB 17-04-2012 

INNOFACTOR OYJ CINTEROS AB 22-12-2015 MYTASTE AB GRUNDBULTEN 22555 AB 18-01-2019 

WILLIAM DEMANT 
HOLDING A/S 

OTIX GLOBAL INC. 14-10-2010 HEDERA GROUP AB 
MEDICAL BAEHRENDTZ & 
HAEGER AB 

16-02-2018 

KNOWIT AB REAKTOR AS 21-04-2010 KARO PHARMA AB TRIMB HOLDING AB 21-06-2019 

MOWI ASA 
K STROMMEN 
LAKSEOPPDRETT AS 

19-07-2019 PROACT IT GROUP AB DATABASEMENT BV 10-01-2011 

NRC GROUP ASA ALTI BYGG OG ANLEGG AS 29-06-2017 BIONOR PHARMA ASA SOLON EIENDOM AS 21-11-2016 

OBOYA HORTICULTURE 
INDUSTRIES AB 

COFA PLASTICS AB 04-01-2018 AQ GROUP AB B3CG INTERCONNECT INC. 08-05-2018 

SCANDINAVIAN 
TOBACCO GROUP A/S 

THOMPSON AND COMPANY of 
TAMPA INC. 

31-01-2018 
SKANDINAVISKA ENSKILDA 
BANKEN AB 

PRIVATBANKEN ASA 25-04-2005 

ROOTFRUIT 
SCANDINAVIA AB 

EXOTIC SNACKS AB 02-01-2019 HUGO GAMES A/S 5TH PLANET GAMES INC. 13-09-2018 

DOVRE GROUP OYJ 
NORWEGIAN PETROLEUM 
CONSULTANTS AS 

04-03-2015 INTELLECTA AB RIVER CRESCO AB 11-12-2013 

CATENA AB TRIBONA AB 20-10-2015 BIOTAGE AB MIP TECHNOLOGIES AB 26-04-2010 

NOKIA OYJ SYMBIAN LTD 24-06-2008 ALMA MEDIA OYJ TALENTUM OYJ 29-09-2015 

TRELLEBORG AB CRP GROUP LTD 21-12-2005 HUMANA AB CORONARIA HOIVA OY 28-01-2019 

ELISA OYJ ANVIA HOSTING OY 30-05-2016 METSO OYJ TAMFELT OYJ ABP 05-11-2009 

LEROY SEAFOOD GROUP 
ASA 

SJØTROLL HAVBRUK AS 28-09-2010 ALFA LAVAL AB PACKINOX SA 15-02-2005 

ELISA OYJ POLYSTAR OSIX AB 10-06-2019 
SAMHALLSBYGGNADSBOLAGET 
I NORDEN AB 

HOGKULLEN AB 06-12-2016 

KONE OYJ 
FUJI LIFT & ESCALATOR 
MANUFACTURING SDN BHD 

07-12-2005 CAPINORDIC A/S 
MONETAR 
PENSIONSFÖRVALTNING AB 

18-10-2006 

BASWARE OYJ 
DIGITAL VISION 
TECHNOLOGIES LTD 

10-09-2007 AMBU A/S 
FIRST WATER HEATHCOTE 
LTD 

08-05-2013 

ASSA ABLOY AB CARDO AB 13-12-2010 VALMET OYJ J&L FIBER SERVICES INC. 01-05-2019 

ROYAL UNIBREW A/S BROWAR LOMZA SP ZOO 15-02-2007 SIILI SOLUTIONS OYJ CODEBAKERS OY 02-12-2013 

AQ GROUP AB ANTON KFT 02-11-2015 TELE2 AB TELECOM EURASIA 05-10-2007 
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ATTENDO AB MI-HOIVA OY 31-05-2017 YARA INTERNATIONAL ASA OFD HOLDING INC. 26-11-2013 

ORKLA ASA KOTIPIZZA GROUP OYJ 22-11-2018 SIVERS IMA HOLDING AB 
COMPOUND 
SEMICONDUCTOR 
TECHNOLOGIES GLOBAL LTD 

12-04-2017 

OEM INTERNATIONAL AB 
ALL MOTION TECHNOLOGY 
AB 

21-09-2010 METSO OYJ 
MCCLOSKEY 
INTERNATIONAL LTD 

10-06-2019 

Q-FREE ASA TRAFFIKO 04-05-2015 SOLAR A/S EURO BUSINESS SCHOOL AS 11-08-2016 

TELEFONAKTIEBOLAGET 
LM ERICSSON AB 

LG NORTEL CO., LTD 21-04-2010 ENDOMINES AB TVL GOLD 1 LLC 22-02-2018 

MOMENT GROUP AB CONCILIANCE AB 19-06-2018 DANSKE BANK A/S 
ESTATIA RESORT NOREFJELL 
AS 

04-07-2014 

FORTUM OYJ HAFSLUND MARKED AS 26-04-2017 MEKONOMEN AB SØRENSEN OG BALCHEN A/S 27-01-2011 

ALFA LAVAL AB FRANK MOHN AS 07-04-2014 NORSK HYDRO ASA 
ALUNORTE - ALUMINA DO 
NORTE DO BRASIL SA 

03-05-2010 

NOKIA OYJ ALCATEL-LUCENT SA 12-11-2015 VAISALA OYJ LEOSPHERE SAS 04-10-2018 

HOJGAARD HOLDING A/S MONBERG & THORSEN A/S 05-03-2019 
NEXAM CHEMICAL HOLDING 
AB 

PLASTICOLOR SWEDEN AB 08-12-2017 

BILIA AB 
HAGLUND & HELLBERG BIL I 
HANINGE AB 

26-09-2005 KNOWIT AB ENDERO OY 07-12-2009 

ATEA ASA PORTAL DATORTILLBEHÖR AB 16-06-2010 INTRUM JUSTITIA AB LOGICOMER - SGPS LDA 21-10-2015 

KLARIA PHARMA 
HOLDING AB 

KARESSA PHARMA HOLDING 
AB 

05-11-2019 SKF AB ABBA LINEAR TECH CO., LTD 26-02-2007 

NOVOZYMES A/S 
IOGEN BIO-PRODUCTS 
CORPORATION 

31-01-2013 XANO INDUSTRI AB CANLINE HOLDING BV 25-03-2015 

MIDSONA AB SUPERNATURE AS 19-03-2013 DOMETIC GROUP AB OCEANAIR MARINE LTD 07-02-2017 

VINCIT GROUP OYJ AVOLTUS OY 27-11-2017 INVESTMENT AB KINNEVIK EMESCO AB 23-04-2009 

F-SECURE OYJ STEEK SA 10-07-2009 F-SECURE OYJ NSENSE GROUP APS 02-06-2015 

ATRIA OYJ LAGERBERG I NORJEBY AB 11-03-2016 ASSA ABLOY AB 
ACTIVIDENTITY 
CORPORATION 

11-10-2010 

GLYCOREX 
TRANSPLANTATION AB 

GLYCOPROBE AB 28-11-2007 BIOTAGE AB HORIZON TECHNOLOGY INC. 06-12-2017 

ORIOLA-KD OYJ 03 APTEKA OOO 31-08-2010 WARTSILA OYJ ABP HAMWORTHY PLC 22-11-2011 

DSV A/S 
KONINKLIJKE FRANS MAAS 
GROEP NV 

24-02-2006 AGES INDUSTRI AB 
HORLE AUTOMATIC 
GRUPPEN AB 

03-05-2017 

PARADOX 
ENTERTAINMENT AB 

AKLOMA TINNITUS AB 28-09-2015 MIDSONA AB BRINGWELL AB 15-05-2017 

NIBE INDUSTRIER AB 
CLIMATE CONTROL GROUP 
INC., THE 

12-05-2016 COLOPLAST A/S 
MPATHY MEDICAL DEVICES 
LTD 

29-10-2010 

MICRONIC LASER 
SYSTEMS AB 

MYDATA AUTOMATION AB 19-05-2009 MIDELFART SONESSON AB VITALAS INTERNATIONAL AB 29-03-2007 

SVENSKA CELLULOSA AB 
BSN MEDICAL LUXEMBOURG 
GROUP HOLDING SARL 

19-12-2016 MOMENTUM GROUP AB SWEDOL AB 11-11-2019 

SECURITAS AB SAIT NV 30-10-2014 TELE2 AB E.ON BREDBAND SVERIGE AB 30-06-2006 

SYSOPENDIGIA OYJ SUNRISE RESOURCES OY 14-01-2008 THULE GROUP AB TEPUI OUTDOORS INC. 18-12-2018 

ROYAL UNIBREW A/S BEV.CON APS 29-06-2018 CATELLA AB 
IPM INFORMED PORTFOLIO 
MANAGEMENT AB 

27-01-2014 

TELENOR ASA VODAFONE SVERIGE AB 31-10-2005 SEAMLESS DISTRIBUTION AB MEAWALLET AS 13-07-2016 

TELEFONAKTIEBOLAGET 
LM ERICSSON AB 

REDBACK NETWORKS INC. 19-12-2006 
SAMHALLSBYGGNADSBOLAGET 
I NORDEN AB 

HEMFOSA FASTIGHETER AB 15-11-2019 

NAVAMEDIC ASA 
OBSERVE MEDICAL 
INTERNATIONAL AB 

04-08-2015 LUNDIN PETROLEUM AB 
VALKYRIES PETROLEUM 
CORPORATION 

29-05-2006 

OUTOTEC OYJ 
ENERGY PRODUCTS of IDAHO 
LP 

01-12-2011 TRELLEBORG AB CGS HOLDING AS 09-11-2015 

MORPHIC 
TECHNOLOGIES AB 

SCANWIND GROUP AS 09-06-2008 AWARDIT AB 
CROSSROADS LOYALTY 
SOLUTIONS AB 

06-11-2018 

SINCH AB TWW DO BRASIL SA 10-10-2019 ZETADISPLAY AB PRONTOTV AS 22-08-2016 

SKF AB 
GENERAL BEARING 
CORPORATION 

13-02-2012 PEAB AB PEAB INDUSTRI AB 10-11-2008 

SOFTRONIC AB MODUL 1 DATA AB 27-09-2010 DEVPORT AB ADIGA AB 21-11-2018 

PILUM AB POLYPROJECT SWEDEN AB 20-05-2010 NOBINA AB 
SAMTRANS SKOL- OCH 
HANDIKAPPTRANSPORTER 
STOCKHOLM AB 

14-06-2018 

SECURITAS AB 
DRAHT+SCHUTZ 
SICHERHEITSTECHNIK GMBH 

12-04-2016 HEXAGON AB 
LEICA GEOSYSTEMS 
HOLDING AG 

15-08-2005 

TELE2 AB TDC SVERIGE AB 21-06-2016 DANSKE BANK A/S SAMPO PANKKI OYJ 09-11-2006 

NORSK HYDRO ASA EXPRAL SA 18-04-2008 CAPINORDIC A/S 
STEFFEN RØNN 
FONDSMÆGLERSELSKAB A/S 

25-06-2007 

BERGMAN & BEVING AB RUUSKA GROUP OY 15-12-2005 NGS GROUP AB PLUS CARE AB 12-03-2012 

BIRDSTEP TECHNOLOGY 
ASA 

ARAMOVA INC. 18-12-2006 DORO AB GREENCOAT HOUSE LTD 31-05-2018 

NOLATO AB COPE ALLMAN JAYCARE LTD 11-04-2012 DET NORSKE OLJESELSKAP ASA PREMIER OIL NORGE AS 16-11-2015 

BASWARE OYJ FIRST BUSINESSPOST GMBH 18-01-2012 CITYCON OYJ SEKTOR GRUPPEN AS 25-05-2015 

MODERN TIMES GROUP 
MTG AB 

KONGREGATE INC. 20-06-2017 HEXPOL AB 
PREFERRED COMPOUNDING 
CORPORATION 

01-07-2019 

NOBIA AB BRIBUS HOLDING BV 13-07-2018 NEUROSEARCH A/S A CARLSSON RESEARCH AB 23-08-2006 

UUTECHNIC GROUP OYJ UUTECHNIC OY 03-09-2015 
RINGKJOBING LANDBOBANK 
A/S 

NORDJYSKE BANK A/S 18-04-2018 

WILH WILHELMSEN 
HOLDING ASA 

NORSEA GROUP AS 20-09-2017 OREXO AB BIOLIPOX AB 15-10-2007 

BILIA AB MICHAELSSON & NELIN AB 24-10-2005 
PETROLEUM GEO-SERVICES 
ASA 

MTEM LTD 20-06-2007 

SCANDI STANDARD AB 
CARTON GROUP HOLDINGS 
UNLIMITED COMPANY 

26-06-2017 FLSMIDTH & CO A/S ESSA AUSTRALIA LTD 07-12-2010 

ISS A/S 
APUNTO SERVICIOS DE 
ALIMENTACION LTDA 

02-11-2016 NOBIA AB ROLLFOLD HOLDINGS LTD 09-12-2014 
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PSI GROUP ASA 
INDUSTRISYSTEM I 
KARLSKOGA AB 

20-06-2005 ELISA OYJ 
SANTA MONICA NETWORKS 
OY 

20-03-2017 

ASSA ABLOY AB GM BEHEER BV 05-04-2011 SOLTECH ENERGY SWEDEN AB NP-GRUPPEN AB 16-01-2019 

DOMETIC GROUP AB KAMPA UK LTD 03-12-2018 GOODTECH ASA MTH AUTOMATION AB 16-07-2007 

ICA GRUPPEN AB APOTEK HJARTAT AB 12-11-2014 STRONGPOINT ASA CUB BUSINESS SYSTEMS AB 14-12-2017 

APPTIX ASA DEVSTREET INC. 02-11-2005 RTX TELECOM A/S DRS ELECTRONICS LTD 25-01-2006 

TELEFONAKTIEBOLAGET 
LM ERICSSON AB 

TANDBERG TELEVISION ASA 26-02-2007 SYSOPEN DIGIA OYJ YOMI SOFTWARE OY 21-03-2005 

GLASTON OYJ ABP 
ALBAT+WIRSAM SOFTWARE 
GMBH 

31-05-2007 EMPIRE AB KAKEL MAX HOLDING AB 25-01-2017 

STOREBRAND ASA SKAGEN AS 25-10-2017 AQ GROUP AB DURAPART INDUSTRIES AS 07-08-2012 

NRC GROUP ASA HAG ANLEGG AS 28-03-2017 MEDIVIR AB BIOPHAUSIA AB 11-04-2011 

ÅNGPANNEFÖRENINGEN 
AB 

COMBRA AB 21-06-2006 FORMPIPE SOFTWARE AB TRAEN HOLDING A/S 07-05-2012 

SYDBANK A/S DIBA BANK A/S 11-11-2013 PSI GROUP ASA SYDETIKETT AB 10-09-2013 

NEW WAVE GROUP AB DAHETRA A/S 14-01-2005 BAKKAFROST P/F 
SCOTTISH SALMON COMPANY 
PLC, THE 

25-09-2019 

SEAMLESS DISTRIBUTION 
AB 

LETTEL SIA 01-08-2011 BLOM ASA SCANROPE HOLDING AS 19-05-2006 

TRANSTEMA GROUP AB ENAFOKI AB 02-01-2017 NORDEA BANK ABP GJENSIDIGE BANK ASA 02-07-2018 

ELISA OYJ SAUNALAHTI GROUP OYJ 07-07-2005 HEXAGON AB INTERGRAPH CORPORATION 06-07-2010 

OEM INTERNATIONAL AB NEXA TRADING AB 27-01-2014 MSC GROUP AB EMPIR SOLUTIONS AB 24-01-2017 

NIXU OYJ EZENTA A/S 28-03-2019 TELIASONERA AB 
TELIASONERA ASIA HOLDING 
BV 

26-09-2008 

PAN FISH ASA KRITSEN HOLDING AS 02-01-2006 WARTSILA OYJ ABP TRIDENT BV 21-12-2017 

BILIA AB BILFORUM AS 21-12-2007 
WEDINS SKOR & ACCESSOARER 
AB 

MORRIS AS 07-09-2007 

HEXPOL AB VTC FRANCE SAS 16-03-2010 DISTIT AB SOMINIS TECHNOLOGY UAB 15-03-2017 

REJLERS AB EMBRIQ AS 21-10-2015 STORA ENSO OYJ SCHNEIDERSÖHNE 25-04-2005 

ELEKTA AB 
3D LINE MEDICAL SYSTEMS 
SRL 

23-03-2007 VBG GROUP AB 
MOBILE CLIMATE CONTROL 
GROUP HOLDING AB 

11-11-2016 

SWEDISH MATCH AB BOGAERT CIGARS 15-06-2007 PROACT IT GROUP AB TEAMIX GMBH 03-01-2017 

KARO PHARMA AB BIOPHAUSIA AB 01-11-2016 INNOFACTOR OYJ LUMAGATE AB 10-10-2016 

ADDNODE AB STRAND INTERCONNECT AB 16-10-2008 BASWARE OYJ CONTEMPUS AS 05-09-2008 

SECURITAS AB 
PRONET GUVENLIK VE 
DANISMANLIK HIZMETLERI AS 

01-06-2018 ZETADISPLAY AB SEASAM OY 09-06-2017 

AWARDIT AB MARKET2MEMBER AB 07-10-2019 NGS GROUP AB 
HUMAN CAPITAL GROUP HCG 
AB 

28-01-2016 

FISKARS OYJ ABP 
ROYAL SCANDINAVIAN 
MODERN KK JAPAN 

12-12-2012 EQUINOR ASA DANSKE COMMODITIES A/S 06-07-2018 

MORPHIC 
TECHNOLOGIES AB 

HELBIO SA 24-08-2007 PROACT IT GROUP AB STORYFLEX AS 20-10-2010 

Q-FREE ASA 
OPEN ROADS CONSULTING 
INC. 

17-07-2014 AF GRUPPEN ASA 
SG GRUPPEN KONGSVINGER 
AS 

08-07-2011 

XANO INDUSTRI AB POLYKETTING HOLDING BV 14-05-2018 INTELLECTA AB EKOTRYCK REDNERS AB 26-09-2008 

SAAB AB MEDAV GMBH 26-10-2012 HAKON INVEST AB HEMTEX AB 28-04-2009 

FAGERHULT AB ARLIGHT LIGHTING 20-12-2013 CHR HANSEN HOLDING A/S 
NUTRITIONAL PHYSIOLOGY 
COMPANY LLC 

13-01-2016 

OUTOTEC OYJ LAROX OYJ 15-10-2009 FISKARS OYJ ABP AGROFIN OY AB 31-07-2009 

BETTER COLLECTIVE A/S MY BETTING SITES 02-09-2019 GETINGE AB DATASCOPE CORPORATION 16-09-2008 

PSI GROUP ASA CASHGUARD AB 15-04-2008 TRANSTEMA GROUP AB WINCORE AB 06-05-2016 

MATAS A/S KOSMOLET A/S 28-05-2019 STORYTEL AB ARTPEOPLE A/S 01-03-2017 

SCANDINAVIAN PRIVATE 
EQUITY A/S 

SCANDINAVIAN PRIVATE 
EQUITY PARTNERS A/S 

08-03-2013 SYSOPEN DIGIA OYJ SAMSTOCK OY 26-04-2006 

VINCIT OYJ LEANCRAFT INNOVATIONS OY 11-01-2019 
FM MATTSSON MORA GROUP 
AB 

HOT BATH BV 13-05-2019 

HEDERA GROUP AB PRIDOC BEMANNING AB 19-04-2016 ELISA OYJ KYMEN PUHELIN OY 10-06-2013 

SCANFIL OYJ HASEC-ELEKTRONIK GMBH 22-05-2019 AHLSTROM-MUNKSJO OYJ 
EXPERA SPECIALTY 
SOLUTIONS LLC 

23-07-2018 

INTRUM JUSTITIA AB BUCKAROO BV 13-01-2012 AF GRUPPEN ASA 
KANONADEN ENTREPRENAD 
AB 

09-02-2017 

PILUM AB 
SAXLUND INTERNATIONAL 
HOLDING AB 

31-05-2016 TIETO-X OYJ VEGA TECHNOLOGIES OY 07-10-2005 

PREVAS AB GLAZE HOLDING AB 24-08-2005 HIDDN SOLUTIONS ASA 
FINN CLAUSEN 
SIKKERHETSSYSTEMER AS 

03-04-2017 

SYSOPEN OYJ DIGIA OY 11-02-2005 FAGERHULT AB 
IGUZZINI ILLUMINAZIONE 
SPA 

21-12-2018 

TELIASONERA AB VOLLVIK GRUPPEN AS 06-07-2005 INWIDO AB CWG CHOICES LTD 15-07-2016 

ETTEPLAN OYJ 
SUUNNITTELU JA 
ASENNUSTEN VALVONTA – 
SAV OY 

31-08-2015 BIOGAIA AB METABOGEN AB 06-04-2018 

MODERN TIMES GROUP 
MTG AB 

NOVA TELEVIZIA-PARVI 
CHASTEN KANAL EAD 

31-07-2008 COLUMBUS IT PARTNER A/S 
UNNAMED NORTH 
AMERICAN SOFTWARE 
COMPANY 

22-11-2005 

CLX COMMUNICATIONS 
AB 

DIALOGUE GROUP LTD 10-05-2017 CAVERION OYJ MAINTPARTNER GROUP OY 12-03-2019 

FORMPIPE SOFTWARE AB EFS TECHNOLOGY A/S 01-08-2007 SECURITAS AB 
ALPHATRON SECURITY 
SYSTEMS BV 

01-03-2018 

AQ GROUP AB 
GERDINS INDUSTRIAL SYSTEM 
AB 

22-09-2016 
LAMMHULTS DESIGN GROUP 
AB 

MORGANA AB 16-12-2016 

PANDORA A/S PAN ME A/S 03-03-2014 BASWARE OYJ ANALYSTE OYJ 31-01-2006 
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AQ GROUP AB LTI HOLDING OY 29-04-2019 FORESTLIGHT STUDIO AB NOBLE ENTERTAINMENT AB 03-12-2010 

DSV A/S 
XB LUXEMBOURG HOLDINGS 1 
SA 

23-06-2008 GUIDELINE TECHNOLOGY AB ABEM INSTRUMENT AB 16-08-2011 

MORPHIC 
TECHNOLOGIES AB 

AERODYN TM AB 18-10-2005 SJR IN SCANDINAVIA AB 
WOMEN EXECUTIVE SEARCH 
SWEDEN AB 

30-11-2018 

SDIPTECH AB KSS KLIMAT & STYRSYSTEM AB 25-05-2018 TELESTE OYJ 
DINH TELECOM 
VLAANDEREN 

04-04-2007 

SIMCORP A/S APL ITALIANA SPA 29-06-2017 KAKEL MAX AB JMW GROSSEN AB 21-11-2017 

RAISIO OYJ 
PRZEDSIEBIORSTWO 
PRODUKCYJNO-HANDLOWE 
SULMA SP ZOO 

20-03-2012 LEROY SEAFOOD GROUP ASA AURORA SALMON AS 21-06-2005 

ORKLA ASA SAPA AB 10-02-2005 
FUTURE GAMING GROUP 
INTERNATIONAL AB 

VIISTEK MEDIA OU 10-11-2017 

CARLSBERG A/S 
CHONGQING BEER GROUP 
ASSETS MANAGEMENT CO., 
LTD 

30-12-2013 RESTAMAX OYJ RESTALA OY 15-11-2016 

GEXCO AB SILVER RESOURCES OY 19-03-2010 HENNES & MAURITZ AB 
STEFANEL SPA'S SHOP IN THE 
CENTRE of MILAN 

12-07-2005 

GOFORE OYJ SILVER PLANET OY 14-02-2019 ADDNODE GROUP AB JOINT COLLABORATION AS 02-07-2013 

NOTE AB 
SPEEDBOARD ASSEMBLY 
SERVICES LTD 

01-11-2018 AGASTI HOLDING ASA H&P FONDFÖRVALTNING AB 15-08-2012 

FORESTLIGHT STUDIO AB AB FIDO FILM STOCKHOLM 26-05-2011 NCAB GROUP AB ALTUS PCB LLC 14-11-2019 

PETROLEUM GEO-
SERVICES ASA 

ARROW SEISMIC ASA 12-11-2007 SOLTEQ OYJ FULMENTUM OY 13-03-2007 

H LUNDBECK A/S PREXTON THERAPEUTICS BV 16-03-2018 KNOWIT AB OBJECTNET AS 26-09-2007 

OUTOKUMPU OYJ SOGEPAR SPA 23-04-2008 ATLANTIC PETROLEUM P/F EMERGY EXPLORATION AS 13-11-2012 

YARA INTERNATIONAL 
ASA 

PHOSYN PLC 22-03-2006 NOVOZYMES A/S GROPEP LTD 14-08-2006 

KESKO OYJ ONNINEN OY 12-01-2016 DET NORSKE OLJESELSKAP ASA BP NORGE AS 10-06-2016 

AF POYRY AB POYRY OYJ 10-12-2018 AKTIA PANKKI OYJ SAARISTOSAASTOPANKKI OY 30-10-2013 

MODERN TIMES GROUP 
MTG AB 

DIGITAL RIGHTS GROUP LTD 13-06-2013 FAGERHULT AB LED LINEAR GMBH 15-03-2016 

CTT SYSTEMS AB CATRON ELEKTRONIK AB 11-11-2009 NOVO NORDISK A/S ZIYLO LTD 17-08-2018 

HEXAGON AB VERIPOS INC. 20-12-2013 REDERI AB TRANSATLANTIC 
ÖSTERSTRÖMS 
INTERNATIONAL AB 

31-03-2011 

RESTAMAX OYJ RR HOLDING OY 12-04-2018 DSV A/S 
PANALPINA 
WELTTRANSPORT (HOLDING) 
AG 

01-04-2019 

GOTENEHUS GROUP AB SWEBOSTAD AB 19-02-2019 FORSHEM GROUP AB MELLBY INDUSTRI AB 23-10-2007 

CLX COMMUNICATIONS 
AB 

UNWIRE COMMUNICATION 
APS 

22-03-2018 H LUNDBECK A/S LIFEHEALTH LTD 07-07-2009 

GOODTECH ASA 
TRIPLE-S INDUSTRY 
AUTOMATION AS 

13-12-2006 
TELEFONAKTIEBOLAGET LM 
ERICSSON AB 

TELCORDIA TECHNOLOGIES 
INC. 

14-06-2011 

LOLLANDS BANK A/S VORDINGBORG BANK A/S 24-10-2013 LEROY SEAFOOD GROUP ASA VESTSTAR HOLDING AS 26-02-2007 

ELEKTA AB RESONANT MEDICAL INC. 31-05-2010 BRAVIDA HOLDING AB ORAS AS 03-04-2017 

BERGS TIMBER AB BITUS AB 16-05-2007 
TGS-NOPEC GEOPHYSICAL 
COMPANY ASA 

STINGRAY GEOPHYSICAL LTD 11-04-2011 

DET NORSKE 
OLJESELSKAP ASA 

SVENSKA PETROLEUM 
EXPLORATION AS 

14-10-2015 ADDVISE GROUP AB GERMA AB 10-11-2017 

VICORE PHARMA 
HOLDING AB 

INIM PHARMA AB 03-07-2018 FAGERHULT AB 
VEKO LIGHTSYSTEMS 
INTERNATIONAL BV 

15-03-2018 

POOLIA AB UNIFLEX AB 04-06-2018 EUROCON CONSULTING AB PIDAB AB 14-01-2019 

AKVA GROUP ASA AQUATEC SOLUTIONS A/S 28-09-2015 
SCANDINAVIAN TOBACCO 
GROUP A/S 

AGIO BEHEER BV 16-09-2019 

VMP OYJ 
SMILE HENKILOSTOPALVELUT 
OYJ 

05-07-2019 HEXATRONIC GROUP AB 
OPTERNUS GMBH OPTISCHE 
SPLEISS- UND MESSTECHNIK 

25-10-2018 

BILLERUD AB TENOVA BIOPLASTICS AB 02-02-2009 NOBIA AB HYGENA CUISINES SASU 14-02-2006 

SEMCON AB 
IVM AUTOMOTIVE 
BETEILIGUNGS GMBH 

12-03-2007 ZETADISPLAY AB QYN BV 24-10-2017 

NIXU OYJ BITSEC HOLDING AB 26-06-2017 
SAMHALLSBYGGNADSBOLAGET 
I NORDEN AB 

OFFENTLIGE BYGG AS 20-11-2017 

SCANFIL OYJ PARTNERTECH AB 25-05-2015 TAGMASTER AB CA TRAFFIC LTD 27-04-2017 

FUTURE GAMING GROUP 
INTERNATIONAL AB 

PHASE ONE GAMING GROUP 
AB 

18-07-2017 ÅNGPANNEFÖRENINGEN AB BENIMA AB 08-05-2006 

F-SECURE OYJ ROMMON OY 30-11-2005 FASTIGHETS BALDER AB SATO OYJ 15-12-2015 

ELEKTA AB CMS INC. 18-02-2008 ANOTO GROUP AB LIVESCRIBE INC. 06-11-2015 

MIDSONA AB NORDSVEEN AS 17-02-2012 PANOSTAJA OYJ 
TAMPEREEN 
LAATUKONEISTUS OY 

20-06-2007 

TULIKIVI OYJ KERMANSAVI OY 03-04-2006 SOLTECH ENERGY SWEDEN AB MERASOL AB 19-12-2019 

SOFTRONIC AB YARROW CONSULTING AB 18-12-2007 HENNES & MAURITZ AB FABRIC SCANDINAVIEN AB 06-03-2008 

NEWCAP HOLDING A/S CERBERUS AB 01-07-2016 SENSYS TRAFFIC AB GATSO BEHEER BV 23-06-2015 

KNOWIT AB REALM AB 26-08-2005 TELENOR ASA DNA OYJ 09-04-2019 

TELIASONERA AB 
TURKCELL ILETISIM 
HIZMETLERI AS 

28-03-2005 BALCO GROUP AB TBO-HAGLINDS AB 15-11-2018 

ARISE AB KOLVALLEN VIND AB 06-04-2016 HEXATRONIC GROUP AB IFTAC AB 20-12-2016 

SEAFIRE AB AKERSTEDTS VERKSTADS AB 02-01-2019 GETINGE AB 
APPLIKON BIOTECHNOLOGY 
BV 

19-12-2019 

CLX COMMUNICATIONS 
AB 

XURA SECURE 
COMMUNICATIONS GMBH 

17-02-2017 SECURITAS AB 
SEGURIDAD BURNS DE 
COLOMBIA SA 

24-05-2007 

COLUMBUS IT PARTNER 
A/S 

TO INCREASE BV 04-11-2005 INFREA AB 
ANLAGGNINGSGRUPPEN I 
SKARABORG AB 

27-06-2019 

PREVAS AB EMFILA SOFTWARE AB 29-09-2008 SKF AB 
LINCOLN HOLDINGS 
ENTERPRISES INC. 

19-10-2010 
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MYTASTE AB KAMPANJJAKT I SVERIGE AB 25-08-2017 SDIPTECH AB 
OPTYMA SECURITY SYSTEMS 
LTD 

21-12-2017 

CATENA AB 
UNDISCLOSED COMMERCIAL 
LOGISTICS PROPERTY 
COMPANY 

02-07-2018 
KCI KONECRANES 
INTERNATIONAL OYJ 

MORRIS MATERIAL 
HANDLING LTD 

03-01-2005 

BILIA AB 
BILCENTRALEN I STOCKHOLM 
AB 

09-06-2010 INISSION AB SIMPRO HOLDING AS 01-11-2018 

APPTIX ASA MI8 CORPORATION 11-09-2006 PREVAS AB ZETIQ DEVELOPMENT AB 04-04-2012 

HEXATRONIC GROUP AB ICT EDUCATION AB 01-11-2016 FLSMIDTH & CO A/S POTAGUA FLS A/S 13-03-2006 

SOLTECH ENERGY 
SWEDEN AB 

SWEDE ENERGY POWER 
SOLUTIONS AB 

12-03-2019 HANZA HOLDING AB TOOLFAC OY 31-01-2019 

ALM EQUITY AB SMAA AB 08-02-2017 Q-FREE ASA TCS INTERNATIONAL INC. 27-12-2012 

CHRISTIAN BERNER 
TECH TRADE AB 

BULLERBEKAMPAREN 
SVENSKA AB 

18-09-2019 EOLUS VIND AB SVENSKA VINDBOLAGET AB 12-08-2011 

ALIMAK GROUP AB 
FACADE ACCESS INVESTMENT 
HOLDINGS PTY LTD 

28-10-2016 CLAVISTER HOLDING AB PHENIXID AB 26-08-2016 

TELIASONERA AB XFERA MOVILES SA 05-06-2006 JAYS GROUP AB KRUSELL UNITED AB 02-05-2018 
COOR SERVICE 
MANAGEMENT HOLDING 
AB 

WEST FACILITY 
MANAGEMENT AS 

25-05-2018 ZEALAND PHARMA A/S 
ENCYCLE THERAPEUTICS 
INC. 

22-10-2019 

AF AB MEACONT PRAHA SPOL SRO 05-05-2010 Q-FREE ASA TDC SYSTEMS LTD 27-03-2014 

FASTIGHETS BALDER AB SERENA PROPERTIES AB 30-06-2017 COPPERSTONE RESOURCES AB 
AVALON MINERALS VISCARIA 
AB 

10-01-2019 

ICA GRUPPEN AB PALINK UAB 23-12-2016 BASWARE OYJ IOCORE AS 01-03-2005 

BLOM ASA 
COMPAGNIA GENERALE 
RIPRESEAEREE SPA 

22-09-2005 SAAB AB SENSIS CORPORATION 29-06-2011 

SCRIBONA AB CATELLA AB 26-05-2010 AAC MICROTEC AB CLYDE SPACE LTD 21-12-2017 

TELIA COMPANY AB INMICS OY 18-12-2017 ACTA HOLDING ASA AXIR ASA 21-12-2009 

HUHTAMAKI OYJ EVEREST FLEXIBLES (PTY) LTD 27-09-2019 DOMETIC GROUP AB 
MARINE ACQUISITION 
CORPORATION 

22-11-2017 

NOVOTEK AB KERRCO AUTOMATION LTD 28-09-2017 CELLAVISION AB RAL DIAGNOSTICS SAS 16-09-2019 

DSV A/S UTI WORLDWIDE INC. 09-10-2015 SAAB AB 
ERICSSON MICROWAVE 
SYSTEMS AB 

12-06-2006 

SYDBANK A/S BANKTRELLEBORG A/S 21-01-2008 FINGERPRINT CARDS AB DELTA ID INC. 01-02-2017 

MODERN TIMES GROUP 
MTG AB 

RADUGA HOLDINGS SA 08-02-2010 SYSOPENDIGIA OYJ CAPITAL C AB 31-08-2007 

TIETOENATOR OYJ 
FORTUNA TECHNOLOGIES 
PVT LTD 

14-09-2007 ETTEPLAN OYJ GESAB AB 04-07-2007 

SECURITAS AB BLACK STAR SL 15-12-2005 TIETO-X OYJ SERVICE 4 MOBILE OY 19-06-2006 

FEELGOOD SVENSKA AB VITEA AB 03-01-2006 TELIASONERA AB COMHOUSE AS 17-06-2008 

ENEA AB CENTERED LOGIC LLC 08-01-2016 BUFAB AB HT BENDIX A/S 03-06-2019 

ELISA OYJ FENIX SOLUTIONS OY 01-10-2018 ELANDERS AB 
MIDLAND INFORMATION 
RESOURCES COMPANY 

21-12-2012 

ANOTO GROUP AB DEVELOPIQ LTD 02-05-2013 ETTEPLAN OYJ EATECH OY 15-05-2018 

NOKIA OYJ LOUDEYE CORPORATION 08-08-2006 CONSILIUM AB 
MICROPACK (ENGINEERING) 
LTD 

22-04-2016 

DNB NOR ASA 
SVENSK 
FASTIGHETSFORMEDLING AB 

18-04-2007 PARADOX INTERACTIVE AB HAREBRAINED SCHEMES LLC 05-06-2018 

NOKIA OYJ INTELLISYNC CORPORATION 16-11-2005 WARTSILA OYJ ABP TRANSAS ZAO 19-03-2018 
TGS-NOPEC 
GEOPHYSICAL COMPANY 
ASA 

ACECA LTD 16-09-2005 H LUNDBECK A/S 
ALDER 
BIOPHARMACEUTICALS INC. 

16-09-2019 

TELESTE OYJ MITRON GROUP OY 07-01-2015 GN STORE NORD A/S 
INTERTON HÖRGERÄTE 
GMBH 

15-09-2005 

XVIVO PERFUSION AB VIVOLINE MEDICAL AB 18-04-2016 HK RUOKATALO GROUP OYJ SCAN AB 10-11-2006 

WISE GROUP AB NETSURVEY BOLINDER AB 15-06-2011 DOF ASA GEOCONSULT AS 04-05-2005 

PSI GROUP ASA OPEN HUMAN DIGITAL AS 16-01-2006 
TGS-NOPEC GEOPHYSICAL 
COMPANY ASA 

ARCIS CORPORATION 15-06-2012 

ORKLA ASA ELKEM ASA 10-01-2005 NOKIA OYJ NAVTEQ CORPORATION 01-10-2007 

MEKONOMEN AB MECA SCANDINAVIA AB 12-10-2011 COGNOSEC AB ADVANTIO LTD 09-04-2018 

2ENTERTAIN AB WALLMANS NÖJEN AB 12-10-2009 INTRUM JUSTITIA AB SOLUTIUS BELGIUM NV 18-03-2008 

NOKIA OYJ TROLLTECH ASA 20-02-2008 AUSTEVOLL SEAFOOD ASA LEROY SEAFOOD GROUP ASA 17-10-2008 

ASSA ABLOY AB FARGO ELECTRONICS INC. 23-05-2006 F-SECURE OYJ MWR INFOSECURITY LTD 18-06-2018 

AXFOOD AB MATSE HOLDING AB 15-12-2016 ZETADISPLAY AB LIVEQUBE AS 12-09-2017 

NGS GROUP AB 
SOCIONOMUTHYRNING I 
SVERIGE AB 

28-03-2017 ELANDERS AB 
SOMMER CORPORATE MEDIA 
GMBH & CO. KG 

31-01-2007 

SIILI SOLUTIONS OYJ VALA GROUP OY 01-08-2018 SAAB AB HITT NV 27-08-2012 

MSC GROUP AB 
GENERIC SYSTEMS SWEDEN 
AB 

21-06-2017 DUROC AB SWEDISH TOOL HOLDING AB 12-02-2007 

TRYG A/S ALKA FORSIKRING A/S 04-12-2017 CAPINORDIC A/S 
GP BØRSMÆGLERSELSKAB 
A/S 

29-12-2005 

NET INSIGHT AB VIZUALL INC. 02-09-2015 TECHSTEP ASA BKE TELECOM AB 03-07-2017 

VESTAS WIND SYSTEMS 
A/S 

UTOPUS INSIGHTS INC. 02-02-2018 INDENTIVE AB 
ARTIFICIAL SOLUTIONS 
HOLDING ASH AB 

28-01-2019 

H LUNDBECK A/S 
CHELSEA THERAPEUTICS 
INTERNATIONAL LTD 

08-05-2014 CAPACENT HOLDING AB CAPACENT EHF 02-02-2017 

AKVA GROUP ASA EGERSUND NET AS 28-06-2018 ETTEPLAN OYJ ABA TEKNIKPARTNER AB 31-05-2006 

IXONOS OYJ 
CIDERCONE LIFE CYCLE 
SOLUTIONS OY 

04-09-2007 APPTIX ASA WEBMESSENGER INC. 23-04-2007 

TELEFONAKTIEBOLAGET 
LM ERICSSON AB 

NETWISE AB 05-06-2006 NEW WAVE GROUP AB CUTTER & BUCK INC. 12-04-2007 

SECURITAS AB INTERLABORA 08-07-2009 COLUMBUS A/S MW DATA A/S 04-05-2015 
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OSSUR HF TEAMOLMED NORD AB 21-05-2013 STORYTEL AB MOFIBO BOOKS APS 20-05-2016 

AP MOLLER-MAERSK A/S ROYAL P&O NEDLLOYD NV 10-06-2005 TIME PEOPLE GROUP AB WAYMARK SOLUTIONS AB 15-03-2019 

PIHLAJALINNA OYJ DOCTAGON AB 12-03-2018 NORTH MEDIA A/S HENTTILBUD APS 09-03-2012 

SPAR NORD BANK A/S SPARBANK A/S 18-09-2012 ALIMAK GROUP AB AVANTI WIND SYSTEMS A/S 05-12-2016 

ROYAL UNIBREW A/S TERME DI CRODO SPA 04-10-2017 
HEADER COMPRESSION 
SWEDEN HOLDING AB 

STENDORREN FASTIGHETER 
AB 

22-09-2014 

VESTJYSK BANK A/S AARHUS LOKALBANK A/S 27-03-2012 AKVA GROUP ASA UNI AQUA A/S 08-10-2007 

SCHOUW & CO A/S GPV INTERNATIONAL A/S 29-01-2016 ELEKTA AB NUCLETRON BV 21-06-2011 

NOBINA AB DBO BUSSER HOLDING A/S 31-10-2018 MULTIQ INTERNATIONAL AB PUBLIQ SYSTEMS NORDIC AB 30-08-2013 

ELEKTROBIT 
TECHNOLOGIES OY 

BIRDSTEP TECHNOLOGY OY 02-01-2015 TALENOM OYJ WAKERS CONSULTING AB 04-04-2019 

SOLTEQ OYJ ARTEKUS OY 27-01-2006 TECHSTEP ASA WIZOR AS 26-06-2018 

CROWN ENERGY AB TIGRIS OIL I SVERIGE AB 01-11-2013 NEOMARKKA OYJ REKA KAAPELI OY 11-05-2007 

AMBU A/S INVENDO MEDICAL GMBH 25-10-2017 GEXCO AB MOMIN AS 29-03-2007 

BRODRENE A & O 
JOHANSEN A/S 

BILLIG VSS APS 23-06-2015 
MODERN TIMES GROUP MTG 
AB 

DREAMHACK AB 12-11-2015 

OREXO AB PHARMAKODEX LTD 23-02-2009 AF GRUPPEN ASA MILJOBASE VATS AS 09-09-2014 

STOCKMANN OYJ ABP LINDEX AB 01-10-2007 KARO BIO AB TANOMED BA 10-04-2015 

OUTOKUMPU OYJ INOXUM GMBH 31-01-2012 AKER BP ASA HESS NORGE AS 24-10-2017 

SANDVIK AB TEENESS ASA 17-04-2008 EFORE OYJ 
POWERNET INTERNATIONAL 
OY 

21-11-2018 

TOMRA SYSTEMS ASA ODENBERG INVESTMENT LTD 17-01-2011 HUNTER GROUP ASA DWELLOP AS 02-05-2017 

CEFOUR WINE & 
BEVERAGE 
PARTIHANDEL AB 

LO SMITH HOLDINGS AB 04-02-2016 DIGIA OYJ 
ACCOUNTOR ENTERPRISE 
SOLUTIONS OY 

27-06-2019 

HKSCAN OYJ ROSE POULTRY A/S 09-09-2010 BLOM ASA OPERA WIRELESS HOLDING 20-06-2007 

TIETO OYJ EMRIC AB 01-09-2016 WILH SONESSON AB MIDELFART AS 15-11-2006 

AF AB KARE HAGEN AS 16-09-2013 ABSOLENT GROUP AB JEVEN GLOBAL OY 08-07-2019 

GLASTON OYJ ABP BYSTRONIC LENHARDT GMBH 25-01-2019 ITAB SHOP CONCEPT AB LA FORTEZZA SPA 08-07-2016 

LÄNNEN TEHTAAT OYJ CATERNET FINLAND OY 27-03-2012 NAVAMEDIC ASA VITAFLO SCANDINAVIA AB 22-08-2007 

DORO AB BIRDY TECHNOLOGY SAS 31-08-2011 AF AB LONAS TEKHNOLOGIYA ZAO 08-12-2008 

SECURITAS AB JC INGENIERIA SPA 03-10-2016 INVESTORS HOUSE OYJ DIVIDEND HOUSE OY 22-02-2018 

EMPIR GROUP AB ANZENA CONSULTING AB 06-12-2018 BILIA AB 
SELANDIA 
EJENDOMSSELSKAB A/S 

02-04-2008 

NOCOM AB NORTHERN PARKLIFE AB 06-04-2006 WARTSILA OYJ ABP 
AKER KVÆRNER POWER AND 
AUTOMATION SYSTEMS AS 

03-02-2006 

INISSION AB ONROX GROUP AB 14-06-2016 H LUNDBECK A/S ABIDE THERAPEUTICS INC. 06-05-2019 

BRODRENE A & O 
JOHANSEN A/S 

GREENLINE A/S 12-10-2016 BURE EQUITY AB 
SKANDITEK 
INDUSTRIFÖRVALTNING AB 

14-10-2009 

OLVI OYJ SERVAALI OY 01-02-2018 BUFAB AB 
AMERICAN BOLT & SCREW 
MFG CORP. 

06-11-2019 

HEXPOL AB KARDOES RUBBER COMPANY 01-08-2014 SSAB AB RAUTARUUKKI OYJ 22-01-2014 

ÅNGPANNEFÖRENINGEN 
AB 

COLENCO POWER 
ENGINEERING AG 

30-08-2007 KONECRANES OYJ TEREX MHPS GMBH 16-05-2016 

FAGERHULT AB ARLIGHT AYDINLATMA AS 12-02-2014 TELENOR ASA TELE2 A/S 09-05-2007 

NEL ASA H2 LOGIC A/S 01-06-2015 SDIPTECH AB AVA MONITORING AB 05-07-2017 

SECURITAS AB JOHNSON & THOMPSON LTD 02-01-2018 EXEL OYJ 
PACIFIC COMPOSITES PTY 
LTD 

27-02-2006 

BEIJER ELECTRONICS AB 
WESTERMO DATA 
COMMUNICATIONS AB 

20-12-2007 NOKIA OYJ WITHINGS SA 26-04-2016 

HEXAGON AB 
MSC SOFTWARE 
CORPORATION 

02-02-2017 ORSTED A/S 
LINCOLN CLEAN ENERGY 
LLC 

09-08-2018 

NIBE INDUSTRIER AB 
WATERFURNACE RENEWABLE 
ENERGY INC. 

23-06-2014 PROACT IT GROUP AB COMPOSE IT SYSTEM AB 30-12-2015 

GETUPDATED INTERNET 
MARKETING AB 

JUST SEARCH LTD 11-10-2007 MIDSONA AB 
EISBLUMERL NATURKOST 
GMBH 

04-07-2019 

DIOS FASTIGHETER AB 
NORRVIDDEN FASTIGHETER 
AB 

22-09-2011 INISSION AB SWECO ELEKTRONIK AB 30-04-2019 

IQS ENERGI KOMFORT 
AB 

SUSTAINABLE ENERGY 
SOLUTIONS SWEDEN AB 

20-07-2018 ITAB SHOP CONCEPT AB MB SHOP DESIGN AB 02-05-2016 

ALFA LAVAL AB 
HUTCHISON HAYES 
SEPARATION INC. 

15-08-2008 KCI KONECRANES OYJ 
R.STAHL FÖRDERTECHNIK 
GMBH 

20-12-2005 

MIDSONA AB BIO-VITA OY 11-02-2011 COGNOSEC AB ITWAY TURKYIE LTD 20-06-2018 

ELECTRA GRUPPEN AB 
EM HOME INTERIOR SVERIGE 
AB 

25-10-2018 SIMCORP A/S AIM HOLDING SCA 06-06-2019 

VITEC SOFTWARE GROUP 
AB 

MIDAS DATA AS 03-09-2012 GWS PRODUCTION AB TRAVELOGIX LTD 22-12-2015 

ANOTO GROUP AB DESTINY WIRELESS LTD 25-07-2011 INVESTMENT AB LATOUR SÄKI AB 17-03-2011 

 


