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Abstract 

The subject of bid premiums for public buyouts has been researched repeatedly as the premium 

itself can be hard to fully derive and could greatly affect both the acquirer and other investors 

involved. This thesis examines whether certain predetermined factors in fact, can be seen to 

influence the bid premium, looking at the Swedish market during 2005-2020. The factors were 

chosen in accordance with previous research and the financial theory available on the subject. 

Out of the researched factors, three were found to notably influence the bid premium at a 

significance level of five percent. The main method of payment for the bid, in terms of cash or 

stock, showed that the bid premium was 22.1 percent greater when the acquirer used cash rather 

than shares. The acquirer’s ownership stake in the target company prior to the announcement 

of the bid, displayed that the bid premium was 18.3 percent lower if the acquirer had a toehold. 

Lastly, the factor ‘the industry in which the target company is active’ showed that companies 

in the high tech and healthcare sector had a substantially higher bid premium which was 26.1 

percent greater and 29.8 percent greater respectively (using consumer as reference group). 
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1. Introduction 

1.1. Background Description 

A public buyout is an acquisition of the controlling interest in a public company with the intent 

of taking it private. An offer for taking a public company private usually takes the form of a 

bid for acquiring the company’s shares. The bid price for the company’s shares usually exceeds 

the current market capitalisation of the company to motivate the current shareholders to sell 

their shares in the company. This difference in price between the bid price and market 

capitalisation is what is called the bid premium for public buyouts.  

Bid premiums for public buyouts vary in size. There are situations where bids are made without 

bid premiums and times when the bids represent a price exceeding the current market 

capitalisation by more than 50 percent. According to a recent study by KPMG, the bid 

premiums for public bids in the Nordics averaged 25.6 percent compared to the last day trading 

price in the period 2000-2019 (Ericsson & Lindahl, 2020). Why is it that acquirers are willing 

to pay such premiums for public companies that according to the efficient market hypothesis 

should be fairly valued? (Fama, 1970). 

Acquirers in public buyouts span from purely strategic buyers to financial sponsors such as 

private equity firms. When strategic buyers conduct public buyouts, they usually expect to 

realise synergies with the acquired company, which would explain some if not all of the bid 

premium even from a theoretical perspective (Damodaran, 2005). Although, when private 

equity firms perform public buyouts, they are usually purely financial buyers and are not 

expecting to realise any synergies. Public buyouts for private equity firms were first 

popularised in the 1980’s when firms such as KKR used high amounts of leverage to take 

public companies private. This type of transaction is often called a leveraged buyout (Kaplan 

& Strömberg, 2009). The high leverage in these cases increases the investors’ return on equity, 

which would partially motivate why they would be able to pay bid premiums. 

According to the study from KPMG mentioned above (Ericsson & Lindahl, 2020), 422 public 

bids were offered in the Nordics in the period 2010-2019. A recent example of a public buyout 

on a Swedish stock exchange is EQT’s and two major shareholders' bid for Recipharm. The 

initial bid was placed in December 2020 and was later raised in January 2021. In February of 

the same year, the bidders controlled 95.1 percent of the shares in Recipharm and called for a 

compulsory redemption of the remaining shares to take the company private. This public 
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buyout is one out of the many that will be analysed in this thesis to study the relationship 

between observable factors and the size of bid premiums in public buyouts. 

1.2. Problem Description and Problem Analysis 

According to the efficient market hypothesis (Fama, 1970), the trading share price of a public 

company should represent the fair value of the company. When public buyout bids are offered 

with a premium to the trading share price, this entails that the acquirers are willing to pay a 

higher price for a company than what the market deems as fair. Why is it then that acquirers 

are willing to pay a premium to this fair value when taking public companies private and why 

does the premium vary in size for different buyouts?  

As mentioned previously, when conducting a public buyout, factors such as expected synergies 

could motivate paying a premium to what the market deems as the fair value of a public 

company. However, synergies can be hard to measure and compare between different 

companies to evaluate their impact on bid premiums (Damodaran, 2005). Therefore, in this 

thesis the focus will be on quantifiable and observable factors which are easier to measure and 

compare while also having a higher grade of predictive validity.  

The factors that the authors have chosen to examine with regards to their effect on the size of 

the bid premium (and the reason they have been included) are: 

▪ The acquirer’s ownership stake in the target company prior to the announcement of the 

bid (due to the enablement of a smoother transaction) 

▪ The year the bid was announced (due to macroeconomic factors) 

▪ Industry in which the target company is active (due to different levels of synergies in 

different industries) 

▪ Market capitalisation of the target company prior to the announcement of the bid (due 

to various levels of financial risk) 

▪ Main method of payment for the bid, in terms of cash or stock (due to varying levels of 

uncertainty) 

These factors will be analysed to see whether they are significant in explaining the size of bid 

premiums for public buyouts. It should be noted that these factors will not come close to fully 

explaining the size of the bid premiums. This thesis aims to solely utilise observable factors, 

such as those stated above, to analyse the bid premiums. Other factors, such as expected 
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synergies, will affect bid premiums but are more difficult to observe and analyse quantitatively 

without appropriate data from the acquirers making the bids. 

Previous research has been conducted regarding certain factors’ impact on the bid premiums 

in public buyouts, and this is discussed more thoroughly in the literature study segment of this 

thesis. Most of the referenced previous studies have chosen to focus on a specific factor’s 

impact on the bid premium, such as industry of the target company for example. The referenced 

previous studies are also primarily analysing the bid premiums in the US market.  

The analysis in this study is focused on bringing an up to date analysis of the bid premiums on 

the Swedish market, analysing several quantifiable factors, instead of focusing on a specific 

factor. This will provide a broader insight into what quantifiable and observable factors have 

impacted bid premiums for public buyouts in the Swedish market in the time period 2005-2020. 

This study focuses solely on the Swedish market as there is a lack of comprehensive previous 

research on bid premiums for public buyouts focusing in the Swedish market. Additionally, 

focusing solely on the Swedish market in this thesis makes the data more comparable than 

analysing across nations as there are no regulatory differences or other differences that would 

make the data less comparable. 

1.3. Purpose of the Thesis 

The purpose of this thesis is to examine to what extent the specific set of quantifiable & 

observable factors mentioned impact the size of bid premiums for public buyouts in Sweden. 

Using empirical research, the thesis will analyse various fundamental and financial factors of 

the targets and acquirers in public buyouts to discover the variables that are useful for 

describing bid premiums for public buyouts. The result from the thesis can be useful as a rule 

of thumb in evaluating what factors that could impact bid premiums in various cases and to 

what extent. 

This thesis will contribute to the scientific field, in contrast to previous research, by analysing 

the problem with a unique set of factors, a recent time-period and focus on the Swedish market.   
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2. Theoretical Framework and Results of Literature Studies 

2.1. Bid Premiums 

Bid premiums for public buyouts are per definition the discrepancy between the purchase price 

of the company and the value set by the market. However, the reason these discrepancies exist 

is hard to fully ascertain. The discrepancy could be partially accounted for by future synergies, 

but it could also be accounted for by the acquirer having a more positive view of the company 

than the market itself (Hammer, Janssen, Schweizer & Schwetzler, 2018). However, no matter 

from where the bid premium originates, synergies or otherwise, certain characteristics of the 

acquisition can be found to correlate positively or negatively with the bid premium itself, which 

is what this thesis aims to shed further light on. Furthermore, future synergies are usually 

divided into two categories: operational synergies and financial synergies. Operational 

synergies relating to having economies of scale, growth and revenue synergies and financial 

synergies reducing the cost of capital by creating tax benefits or increasing the borrowing 

capacity (Damodaran, 2005). 

Calculating what the bid premium should be in relation to what synergies are possible is an art 

form in its own right and will not be covered in detail in this thesis. A good foundation 

regarding this subject can be found in Damodaran’s paper, “The Value of Synergy” 

(Damodaran, 2005). However, in short, assessing synergies all boils down to identifying 

current and future synergies and applying the appropriate discount factor. Damodaran 

concludes furthermore in his paper that the synergies that so often are promised in conjunction 

with acquisitions, seldom are delivered. His research shows moreover that success is a scarcity 

and that cost reduction synergies more often live up to their projections than growth synergies. 

Approximately 60 percent of companies deliver 90 percent or more of their promised cost 

synergies within five years of acquisition while less than 30 percent of companies deliver on 

growth promises in the same period. 

Another challenge that comes with assessing synergies is the dynamic landscape. Expected 

cash flows are uncertain in their nature and adding another element to the prediction does not 

generate greater accuracy (Damodaran, 2005). The world in five years might be very different 

from the world today and having a more profitable outcome than predicted is not likely as 

business leaders already have strong tendencies to be overly optimistic (Hribar & Yang, 2016). 
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2.2. The Efficient Market Hypothesis 

On average, 42 public bids take place every year in the Nordics alone and the size of the 

transactions vary greatly (Ericsson & Lindahl, 2020). In addition, there is also a great variation 

regarding the size of the bid premium. However, determining the true value of a firm and thus 

also the bid premium, is not necessarily easy. One critically acclaimed theory on this topic was 

published in 1970 by Eugene F. Fama (Fama, 1970). This theory, the efficient market 

hypothesis, assumes that the market is rational and can decide the most fair price in relation to 

all publicly available information, meaning that if the information changes, the price of the 

stock will change accordingly. The efficient market hypothesis is divided into three subgroups: 

weak, semi-strong and strong form. 

▪ Weak form implies that today’s stock prices reflect all historical data, thus rendering 

technical analysis futile. Advocates of value investing for instance, the famous strategy 

popularised by Benjamin Graham and David Dodd (Graham & Dodd, 1934), depend in 

part on weak form as fundamental analysis would best identify exploitable 

discrepancies. Some strategies do however challenge the assumptions of weak form as 

investors have successfully performed above par by exploiting periodical patterns and 

serial correlation (Heston & Sadka, 2010). 

▪ Semi-strong form on the other hand states that the market is able to take into account 

all available information, consequently rendering value investing futile as this theory 

suggests that all companies already are properly valued. This further implies that 

investors only can create returns that exceed the market by having inside information. 

This is challenged by many theories that try to prove consistent irregularities in the 

market. One being the systematic under-pricing of initial public offerings (Ruud, 1993).   

▪ Lastly, strong form implies that all public and non-public information is implicit in the 

price set by the market. According to this, creating returns exceeding that of the market, 

should be impossible. This can be disputed in many ways, for instance by the fact that 

there are many popular value investors, such as Warren Buffett, who have consistently 

outperformed the market for long periods of time (Lee, 2014). 

Despite these disputing factors, the efficient market hypothesis still has a strong foundation and 

many followers as most research points in its favour. However, the academic field is and will 

most likely remain divided. One reason many remain sceptical is the hypothesis’ inability to 
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factor in potential bubbles in the economy (Malkiel, 2003). Because of this, the global financial 

crisis in 2008 became a relatively recent reason to revisit the sense and accuracy of the model. 

In Sweden, many researchers have undertaken the task to assess whether the model suits the 

economy or not and whether the market should be considered as weak, semi-strong or strong. 

Moreover, the uniform conclusion from the most rigorous research regarding this question has 

been that the Swedish market indeed operates under semi-strong form (Claesson, 1987; 

Forsgårdh & Hertzen 1975). This means in fact that value investing should be a difficult task 

to succeed with, but it also implies that most companies are valued fairly accurately with the 

information given to the market. 

2.3. Toehold Purchases 

Another important aspect to consider when assessing acquisitions is toehold. A toehold is per 

definition what occurs when an investor starts investing more and more in a company, slowly 

gaining a greater ownership in the company (Betton, Eckbo & Thorburn, 2005). However, 

many investors choose to invest only up to the point of an ownership-level of five percent.  The 

reason behind this is that when an investor reaches the crucial ownership-level of five percent 

the investor must publicly announce its purpose. In the US, the SEC controls this through 

Schedule 13g and in Sweden this is controlled by the so called “uppflaggningsplikten”. 

According to “uppflaggningsplikten” investors must also make an announcement when they 

reach investment thresholds of 10, 15, 20, 25, 30, 66 and 90 percent (Sandström, 2017). The 

reason this rule exists is to protect other investors. By announcing shifts in ownership and 

consequently power, investors may choose to act on the news, whether they believe it will 

affect the company positively or negatively. 

By investing just up to the point of five percent, investment may still go under the radar and 

this might in reality affect the bidding premium if an acquisition occurs. Firstly, when 

conducting a public buyout, the bidder must pay up to a price point which at least 90 percent 

of the company’s shareholders agree on (Gregov, 2010). If the company already owns a large 

portion of the shares in a company, this partly becomes easier as there are fewer to convince 

and partly since any premium would go back to the bidder for the portion of the company that 

it already owns. Furthermore, this also implies that the odds of winning a bidding war against 

a contender with a smaller share of ownership in the target firm are in the favour of the bidder 

with the larger share of ownership (Betton & Eckbo, 2000). 
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Moreover, consider that a bidding war occurs between two companies, both having just up to 

five percent of the company already acquired. Naturally, both parties will raise their bet until 

they are no longer willing to pay more than the price that the other party offers. When this point 

is reached both parties become “winners”. One party walks away with the target company 

acquired and the other company makes a considerable profit by increasing its shares’ value. 

The acquirer, however, must raise its original bid and thus agree upon a less profitable deal, 

but a profitable deal nonetheless as the acquirer still most likely considers future cash flows to 

outweigh the higher price point anyway, as they would not execute the acquisition otherwise. 

Bidding wars thus seem to be kind of a win-win situation, making the bidding premium 

naturally higher when there are rival offers. Because of this, firms might instead want to go 

with a more aggressive bidding strategy, fending off rival bets evading a bidding, also causing 

the bid premium to increase. For the same reason if an investor has a toehold and another does 

not, the odds are already in favour of the investor with the toehold. In fact, it has been shown 

that uncontested bids often entail a larger toehold to begin with, possibly conveying to other 

investors that they already have a substantial edge (Betton & Eckbo, 2000). 

However, in reality most acquisitions lack the presence of a prior toehold (Betton et.al, 2005). 

This seems to be rather ambiguous as toeholds establish an advantage for the bidder. This 

conundrum is called the toehold puzzle and is today a very debated subject among academics.  

One reason having a toehold might not result in the intended situation is the stock being rather 

illiquid, making obtaining more stock without raising the price difficult (Qian, 2001). 

2.4. Previous Research 

Previous research on the subject of bid premiums is vast and covers many different aspects 

ranging from firm-related and agency cost factors to macro-economic factors. By and large 

there have been findings suggesting that the bid premium is significantly affected by different 

factors. However, as the factors that possibly can affect the bid premium more or less are 

infinite, both this thesis and previous research are limited to specific areas. To get a holistic 

view of the matter a variety of previous research has been explored. 

To begin with, Alexandridis, Mavrovitis and Travlos (2011) researched the effect of a 

company’s size and industry belonging on the bid premium. A company’s industry’s effect on 

the bid premium was researched for the period 1993-2006 in the US using the Fama and French 

division of industries being: consumer, financials, high tech, healthcare & manufacturing. The 

research showed that high tech companies on average have a bid premium of 52.3 percent, 
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being 8 percentage points greater than average bid premium. At the same time, the financial 

sector has the lowest bid premium on average with 38.2 percent, being 6 percentage points 

lower than the average. Furthermore, the study also shows that the bid premium showed a 

continued decline over the years, decreasing 8 percentage points over the entire period.  

The second study that researched the company’s size effect on bid premium showed that 

transactions of greater size induce a lower bid premium (Alexandridis, Fuller, Terhaar & 

Travlos, 2012). This study was performed over the period of 1990 to 2007 and had 3,228 

observations on the US market. In this research the authors categorise the observations in small, 

medium, and large transactions, where the categories are partitioned in three equal tertiles. 

Furthermore, the research indicates that the average bid premium for small transactions reach 

52.6 percent, whereas medium sized transactions reach 43.0 percent and large sized 

transactions reach 36.5 percent. These findings are further strengthened by Moeller (2004) 

which comes to the same conclusion while observing over 12,000 acquisitions over the time 

span of 1980 to 2001, on the US market.  

When it comes to whether the type of payment has a clear correlation or not, the evidence is 

conflicting. A study by Travlos (1987) identifies a correlation between higher bid premiums 

and cash as the mean of payment when the bid is hostile in its nature. Furthermore, as cash is 

the preferred means of payment for hostile takeovers, a slightly higher bid premium for cash 

payments can be expected in general. On the other hand, the target firm should require a higher 

premium if it is paid in stock due to the increased risk associated with having stocks instead of 

cash, leaving the expected effect hard to predict (Rappaport & Sirower, 1999). 

As for toeholds, previously discussed, bidding wars can drive up the price causing higher 

bidding premiums. However, this is not often the case. Instead, research shows that toeholds 

have a negative correlation with the bid premium (Betton & Eckbo, 2000; Hirshleifer & 

Titman, 1990; Shleifer & Vishny, 1986). This can be explained by rivalling bids decreasing as 

one potential buyer has a larger share of the company to begin with, making bidding useless. 

Lastly, macroeconomic factors such as inflation, GDP and price levels may very well also 

affect the bid premium. Previous research shows that macroeconomic factors may play a role 

in determining the bid premium. In a study by Madura, Ngo and Viale (2012), they show that 

economic stress positively correlates with higher risk and a positive correlation with the current 

money supply, which consequently could affect bid premiums themselves.  
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3. Data 

3.1. The Sample 

The data used in this thesis was obtained mainly using Capital IQ’s Transaction Screening tool. 

The tool was used to screen for public buyouts on Swedish stock exchanges and extracting 

information on the following factors: announcement date; target market cap 1-day prior to 

announcement; acquirer’s initial ownership stake in the target company; target 1-day prior 

bid premium; target 1-week prior bid premium; target 1-month prior bid premium; target 

industry SIC code; cash or share based payment, all of which will be discussed more 

thoroughly later on. The data was gathered for the time period 1 January 2005 to 31 December 

2020, based on the initial announcement date in Capital IQ. Some complementary information 

was gathered from companies’ official press releases regarding the transactions where 

information was lacking, mainly for the target market cap 1 day prior to announcement.  

One transaction that stands out in the sample is Recipharm's public buyout, conducted by EQT 

and part of the company’s management. The announcement date, as stated in the data set, is 28 

January 2021. However, this is a revised bid for the initial offer that was made on 14 December 

2020. This transaction is included as the initial bid was made within the time period for this 

study. 

3.2. Data Cleaning 

In the initial data set, there were some entries that had to be removed for the data set to be made 

up of the transactions that were appropriate for our analysis. Transactions that were not 

completed or had an initial ownership stake above 50 percent were removed. This study only 

focuses on transactions where there is a change in control, which is why transactions where the 

acquirer had an initial ownership stake of more than 50 percent has been excluded. Transactions 

where the target company was not a Swedish entity or lacked data that was not feasible to 

obtain manually were also removed. After the manual data cleaning was finished, 114 

observations were left for the analysis. 

3.3. How the Independent Variables are Managed 

The independent variables are chosen in accordance with previous research and what the 

authors believe to most likely help explain the size of the bid premium. The categories that this 

thesis focuses on are, the target's market capitalisation one day prior to announcement, the 
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method of payment, prior ownership, the industry the target is active in, and the year of the 

announcement. 

3.3.1. The Year of the Announcement 

The year of the announcement was used as a proxy to observe whether macroeconomic factors 

affect the bid premium. The rationale behind this is that if macroeconomic factors indeed affect 

the bid premium, then this effect would be visible year-wise, either by sizable coefficients or 

by serial/seasonal correlations. To do this, dummies are used for each year. Practically this is 

done by assigning variables for each year and setting the value to “1”, if the announcement 

occurred that year and “0” if not. This variable will also include the possible effect of a general 

change in the size of the bid premiums throughout the time period, such as if the bid premiums 

were lower on average in the year 2005 than in 2020. 

3.3.2. The Industry the Target is Active In 

Regarding the industry the target company is active in, Fama and French five-industry 

classification is used. The same methodology that is used by Alexandridis et.al in “How have 

M&As changed? Evidence from the sixth merger wave”, is used in this case (Alexandridis 

et.al., 2011) , meaning that instead of “others”, “financial” is used. The different classifications 

are done manually by the authors by screening the SIC code etc. provided by Capital IQ. The 

different classification regarding this can be observed in appendix 9.4. Furthermore, by 

removing the “other” category some classifications become more arbitrary as some target 

companies fit the five-industry model less well. However, due to the small sample size, fewer 

industries are necessary to allow for greater analytic accuracy. 

3.3.3. The Targets’ Market Capitalisation One Day Prior to the Announcement 

To measure the effect of the target's market capitalisation on the bid premium, the target market 

capitalisation has been logged in order to reduce the effect of the heteroscedastic issue. The 

target's market capitalisation is the only variable that is considered as continuous in the analysis 

as all other variables are better analysed as dummy variables. 
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Figure 1. Distribution of the target companies’ market capitalisation 1 day prior to 

announcement.  

 

 

Figure 2. Logged distribution of the target companies’ market capitalisation 1 day prior to 

announcement.  
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3.3.4. Prior Ownership 

As mentioned under data, prior ownership is only considered for values between five and 50 

percent. In this case, it would be possible to analyse the prior ownership share continuously as 

the data varies within the spectrum. However, upon closer inspection the data is heavily skewed 

towards the acquirer having an ownership stake between 25 and 35 percent. Thus, the authors 

deemed the analysis to be more accurate when using dummy variables for whether the acquirer 

owns more than five percent or not. The reasoning behind this is partly to reduce the effect of 

heavy outliers but also as the sample size of acquirers owning more than five percent is 

relatively small. 

3.3.5. The Method of Payment 

The method of payment can be analysed in many ways. In reality, the variable has three 

“dummy-states”, cash, shares or mixed. However, as the “mixed” method may include options 

where the cash payment only amounts to a few percent, this methodology may yield a dubious 

result. Instead, the method of payment in this case will be considered as binarily, cash or shares. 

The distinction whether the transaction is considered as cash or shares depends on whichever 

means that is used in majority. Thus, the method of payment will be considered as a ”1” if cash 

is the majority mean of the payment and as a “0” if shares are. This method fails to fully take 

into account the full effect of having mixed payment means, rather than pure means, but is 

nevertheless considered as more “fair”. 

4. Method 

4.1. Research Strategy 

Firstly, this thesis will base its analysis on a quantitative framework, focusing solely on 

quantifiable and observable data points. This framework is used in order to explain what factors 

that in reality affect the bid premium and in the best of cases, even show reasons to believe the 

relationship is causal (Casula, Rangarajan & Shields, 2020).  

The thesis also adopts a semi-deductive methodology as the independent variables that are used 

to explain the bid premium are derived from theory, previous research, and the authors previous 

knowledge regarding the subject. However, how the independent variables are predicted to 

affect the bid premium is not hypothesised, only that some of them will, thus the research 

should be considered as semi-deductive. 
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Furthermore, the largest sources of error stem partly, as discussed previously, from the research 

inability to regard the acquirers' intended synergies with regards to the acquisition. This data 

point is not only hard to measure (Damodaran, 2005), but also proprietary, making this data 

point nearly impossible to observe in a fair manner. Another important aspect that the research 

fails to consider is the qualitative aspects for each acquisition, respectively. This information, 

if given by the acquirers could help explain the bid premium to a greater extent. However, due 

to time restrictions and the feasibility of reaching out to the complete data set, this aspect has 

been disregarded in this thesis.  

4.2. Research Methodology 

This thesis uses a variety of statistical methods that are commonly used for quantitative 

research. The dependent variables, in this case the bid premium, one month-, one week- and 

one day prior to the announcement, will be analysed using a number of concepts. Particularly, 

the concepts that are used in this thesis are simple regression analysis, multiple regression 

analysis and dummy variables. Furthermore, as all data comes from well-regarded sources 

primarily utilising objective and public data, no ethical aspects nor the study’s independence is 

at risk.  

4.2.1. The Dependent Variables  

This study considers three different dependable variables, the bid premium one month-, one 

week- and one day prior to the announcement. The rationale behind this is that insider trading 

and leakage of proprietary information in fact may affect the price and consequently the bid 

premium. According to the efficient market hypothesis – strong form, no leakage is possible 

and thus the premium one day prior to the announcement is accurate. However, according to 

the efficient market hypothesis – semi strong form, which is presupposed in this thesis, the 

share price of the company could increase due to “insiders'' acting on non-public information, 

e.g., a bid including a premium being announced. Thus, the bid premium may in fact decrease 

from one month prior to the announcement to one day prior. Consequently, the analysis is 

arguably more accurate considering the one-month premium, rendering any unlawful trading 

less likely to occur in contrast to one day prior. 

Moreover, using the premium one month prior to the announcement is not without issues either. 

The target company’s valuation in the eyes of the market may very well change during a one-

month period and could potentially affect the bid premium as well. In addition, the valuation 

that the acquirer conducts in order to place the bid is not done one day prior to the 
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announcement. Thus, the bid itself is not completely in accordance with daily fresh data. 

However, the timetable concerning the valuation is hard to pin down to an accurate degree and 

the decision regarding which period is more relevant will in the end come down to a judgement 

call. 

In this thesis the premium one month prior to the announcement is chosen for the 

comprehensive analysis whereas the one week-, and one day period will be used as reference 

points.   

4.2.2. Simple and Multiple Linear Regression Analysis 

Linear Regression is a commonly used statistical method, not only for causal inference but also 

for predictions (Stock & Watson, 2020). Simple and multiple linear regression is a method that 

examines to what degree a variable 𝑋, has a linear relationship to another variable 𝑌. The model 

can be described as 

𝑌 = 𝛽0 + 𝛽𝑖𝑋𝑖 + 𝑢, 

where 𝑌 is the dependent variable (in this thesis, the bid premium), 𝑋𝑖 the independent variable 

(the factors that explain the bid premium), 𝛽0 the intercept, 𝛽𝑖 the slope of the independent 

variable and, 𝑢 the error term. Moreover, by running the regression in STATA, p-values and 

the R-squared-value are obtained. The p-value explains with what certainty the independent 

variables cause a significant change from the intercept and the R-squared-value explains to 

what degree the model explains the variations in the data point found in the dependable 

variable. Usually, if the p-value is below five percent (0.05) the independent variable is 

considered as significant. This thesis will use the same logic and use a significance level at five 

percent.   

Furthermore, the analysis will be made by first analysing each factor by themselves and then 

all factors will be considered together to analyse whether the factors’ significance remains. 

Additional regressions are made when there is reason to believe that there could be an 

endogeneity issue. Lastly, the additional different dependent variables, one day and one week, 

are considered as full models to see how they differ from the bid premium one month prior to 

the announcement.  

4.2.3. Dummy Variables 

In many cases the independent variables are continuous variables, however it is also possible 

to do the same analysis with the independent variables being binary (Stock & Watson, 2020). 
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Practically this is done by having variables that are mutually exclusive. It is important to 

remember that in these cases the regressions show whether the mean significantly differs 

between the binary categories and nothing else.  

4.2.4. Reliability 

Reliability is important for all studies, quantitative studies especially, as there is a great value 

in having the study being replicable in the future (Bell & Bryman, 2011). One issue that often 

arises when doing financial analysis is that the data in its nature almost always are secondary. 

This is however, in most cases the only feasible way in conducting financial research as the 

manual labour of finding all data would be unreasonable. The sources that are used in this thesis 

are mainly Capital IQ and the companies’ press releases, all of which the authors consider as 

reliable sources. Moreover, the authors manually checked all outliers to see whether they make 

sense or not, further strengthening the reliability of the study. Hence, the study is reliable 

according to the authors. 

4.2.5. Validity 

The validity concept is concerned with whether the measurement instruments themselves 

analyse the behaviour that is intended to be analysed (Sürücü & Maşlakçı, 2020).  The concept 

is most commonly divided into two categories: internal and external validity (Bell & Bryman, 

2011). 

Internal validity regards whether the result of a study can be considered causal (Bell & Bryman, 

2011). In the case of this study the result can never truly be considered as casual as the model 

disregards factors that most likely affect the bid premium. However, attempts on finding 

endogeneity between the variables considered are made by cross analysing the variables. No 

endogeneity issue was found and thus the study according to the authors is valid with regards 

to internal validity. 

External validity on the other hand regards whether the findings from the research are 

generalisable (Bell & Bryman, 2011). As the data set considers all viable transactions with 

Swedish targets in the period of 2005-2015, the research is rather comprehensive. It would be 

a reasonable assumption to say that future transactions with Swedish targets will follow a 

similar pattern as shown in previous years. Furthermore, as the acquirer in this study in many 

cases is an international actor, there are strong reasons to believe that similar results would be 

acquired in other markets as well. This is further strengthened as previous research and theory 
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showed similar findings in other markets. Thus, the authors find no issues with external validity 

either. 

4.3. Criticism of Method  

While conducting a quantitative study there are more often than not multiple ways to measure 

similar things. In this thesis, some choices are debatable and could in fact affect the results to 

a noticeable degree. Firstly, using the year of the announcement as a proxy for 

macroeconomic effects is a highly simplified method which was used mainly due to the need 

to limit the study. It may very well be so that better results could be derived from using more 

precise variables such as inflation and unemployment rates. Furthermore, this study also 

restricts the amount of possible industries down to only five. The reason for this is to increase 

the amount of observations per category but it would be possible to use other definitions as 

well, which indeed could be more representative. Another limitation to this study is that the 

method of payment only is considered as a dummy variable instead of displaying to what 

degree the acquirer used cash or shares. This could skew the results but due to lack of 

available data, the dummy variable was used instead. Lastly, using the bid premium one 

month, one week and one day prior to the announcement could be argued to be less accurate 

than taking the 30-day average prior to the announcement. By using the 30-day average, 

different sources of error can be counteracted and thus arguably providing a more accurate 

result. However, due to the lack of available data and the wish to examine discrepancies 

between different time intervals, the three different time intervals were chosen instead. 

5. Results 

5.1. Descriptive Statistics 

5.1.1. Year of the Announcement 

Figure 3 below shows the number of transactions per year in the data set. According to the 

spread of the data across the chosen time period, a few separate time intervals with different 

levels of activity regarding public buyouts on the Swedish market seem to exist. As displayed 

in Figure 3, the years leading up to the global financial crisis (2006-2008) saw high volumes 

of transactions, followed by a decade up until 2018 with lower activity. There were particularly 

few transactions in 2012 and 2013, which might have been impacted by the then ongoing euro 

crisis. From 2018 and onwards, the volume for public buyouts on the Swedish market seems 
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to pick up somewhat compared to the previous decade, although not reaching the same volumes 

as prior to the global financial crisis. 

 

Figure 3. Number of transactions per year. 

5.1.2. Industry the Target is Active In 

The industries for the transactions in the data set were manually categorised with the help of 

industry codes, which is discussed more thoroughly in the theoretical framework section of this 

thesis. Consumer was the largest industry in the data set, making up 36 percent of the 

transactions. The other industries were quite similar in size, with financials being the smallest 

one with merely 12 transactions in the data set. 

 

Figure 4. Number of transactions per industry. 
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5.1.3. Targets’ Market Capitalisation One Day Prior to the Announcement 

Figure 5-6 show the distribution of the target companies’ market capitalisation one day prior 

to the public buyout offer announcements. The average value was $479m, the median $125m, 

the lowest $3m and the highest $5,780m, as demonstrated in the box plot. 75 percent of the 

transactions were on a target with a market cap below $900m 1 day prior to announcement, 

as shown by the third quartile markings in the box plots. 

  

 

 

 

 

5.1.4. Bid Premium 

Figure 7-8 show the distribution of the bid premiums for the transactions used in this analysis. 

The bid premium based on the share price one day, one week and one month prior to the 

announcement, is demonstrated for each transaction. The left-hand box plot demonstrates the 

full range of the data set while the right-hand side boxplot only demonstrates the data points 

with bid premiums between -20 percent and 100 percent, consisting of most of the data points. 

Figure 5. Box plot of the target companies’ 

market capitalisation one day prior to 

public buyout offer announcement, showing 

the full distribution with all data points.  

 

Figure 6. Zoomed in box plot of the target 

companies’ market capitalisation, 

displaying transactions between $0-

$1,000m. 
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The one-month premiums stretch between -17 percent to 244 percent, with a median of 26 

percent and an average of 33 percent. 

 

 

5.1.5. Prior Ownership 

As shown in Figure 9 below, 88 out of the 114 acquirers in this data set did not have any 

disclosed ownership of shares in the target company prior to the announcement of the public 

buyout. It is possible however that some of these 88 acquirers did own shares in the target 

company prior to the announcement without it being publicly disclosed, e.g., acquisition 

vehicles, and hence not accessible in Capital IQ. 

Figure 10 shows the distribution of the acquirer’s disclosed initial ownership stakes where they 

did have a publicly disclosed prior ownership available in Capital IQ. Note that this excludes 

all of the data points where the initial ownership stake was nonexistent. Both the median and 

average initial ownership stake in this set was 28 percent, with the lowest being five percent 

and the highest 49 percent. As discussed previously in the thesis, transactions where the 

acquirer had an initial ownership stake over 50 percent were removed from the data set, hence 

the lack of data points above this value. 

Figure 7. Box plot of the bid premiums 

including all the data points. 

 

Figure 8. Zoomed in box plot showing the 

bid premiums between -20 and 100%.. 
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Figure 9. Chart displaying transactions where acquirers did and did not have a disclosed prior 

ownership in the target company.  

 

Figure 10. Box plot of acquirer’s disclosed initial ownership stakes in target companies where 

they did have a disclosed ownership.  

5.1.6. Method of Payment 

Figure 11 displays the main method of payment for the transactions in the data set. The 

transactions were divided into these two categories based on what the majority of the payment 

was composed of. 

  

Figure 11. Main deal method of payment. 
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89
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Cash-based payment

Share-based payment
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5.2. Result of the Regression 

 

Table 1. Result of the regression using all factors. 

* Intercept: Consumer; Year 2005; Share based payment; and no toehold. 

The model with all factors that looks at the 1-month premium has an R-squared-value of 0.29. 

This indicates that most of the variation of the bid premiums in the data set is not explained by 

the model. Many of the coefficients are not significant at the chosen significance level of five 

percent. The ones that are significant are cash or share based payment, toehold and the industry 

dummies for the healthcare and high tech industries. The adjusted R-squared-value is 

significantly lower than the ordinary R-squared-value mainly due to there being a dummy for 

each year while none of them are significant. 
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The p-values and coefficients for the industry variables vary largely between the different 

industries. This is mainly due to the fact that dummy variables were used to account for the 

industries of the target companies in the data set. The consumer industry was chosen as the 

reference group as this was the largest category. The coefficients for the industries in the table 

above displays the difference compared to the consumer industry as the reference group. The 

coefficient for the consumer industry can be interpreted from the intercept: 16.7 percent. The 

p-values for the industry variables also depend on the consumer industry as the reference group. 

The p-value for each industry displays the significance for the bid premiums in that industry 

being different from that of the consumer industry. Using the table above, it can be inferred 

that the average bid premium of the healthcare and high tech industries differ from that of the 

consumer industry at a significance level of five percent. Consequently, it can be inferred that 

the average bid premiums of the manufacturing and financials industries do not differ from that 

of the consumer industry at a significance level of five percent. 
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6. Discussion 

6.1. The Degree of Explanation 

To begin with, as stated above, the study shows a degree of explanation (R-squared) regarding 

the bid premium of 0.29 and an adjusted R-squared of 0.12. This is relatively low with regard 

to some of the previous studies mentioned (Alexandridis et.al., 2011; Alexandridis et.al., 2012 

& Travlos, 1987). The R-squared is more or less in line with the most accurate multifactorial 

studies mentioned before but the adjusted R-squared is somewhat lower. This can partly be 

explained by the multitude of dummy variables that are used. Since the adjusted R-squared 

decreases when more insignificant factors are added the many insignificant factors regarding 

the year affect the result negatively. Moreover, it is rather difficult to decide whether the study 

is a success when it comes to the degree of explanation. As the study disregards synergies and 

other qualitative aspects that are likely to affect the bid premium, it is hard to determine to what 

degree the regression is expected to explain the bid premium. However, since the R-squared-

value shows that more than a quarter of the bid premium can be derived from the quantitative 

aspects examined, which is in line with successful previous research, the authors are satisfied 

with the result.  

Due to the similarities in the results from the regressions regarding the one month, one week 

and one day premiums, the model can be considered robust. Moreover, an interesting aspect 

can be shown looking at the differences in the results of the regression analyses between the 

one month, one week and one day premium (see appendix 9.1., appendix 9.2., appendix 9.3. 

and figure 6). The spread in figure 6 decreases when the time to the announcement day 

decreases. This can be indicative of a few things. It could be due to insider trading and rumours 

getting out prior to the announcement itself. In those cases, investors can profit without risk by 

simply buying the stock up until the point of the transaction value of the stock.  However, this 

must not be the case. Instead, it is possible to argue that as time goes by, the more accurate the 

valuation of the stock gets and hence the spread should decrease. Although this statement is 

hard to disprove, the different R-squared-values for the regression analyses one month, one 

week and one day prior to the announcement (see appendix 9.1., appendix 9.2. and appendix 

9.3.), provide evidence against it. Since the R-squared-value decreases for the models that show 

the bid premium closer to the announcement day, it suggests that something else affects the bid 

premium to a greater extent the closer to the announcement date it gets. A fairer valuation 

would not show that, but the occurrence of insider trading and leakage would. Thus, the 
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resulting regression analyses might very well suggest that insider trading and leakage does 

occur, which also is aligned with the statement that the Swedish stock market operates under 

semi-strong form. 

6.2. Factor Specific Discussion 

The factor with the lowest p-value in the analysis is the method of payment. This measures 

whether the majority of the payment for the acquisition was composed of cash or shares. The 

average 1-month premium for public buyouts with cash based payment was 37.4 percent while 

that of the share based payment was 18.7 percent. Similarly, the median 1-month premium for 

the buyouts with cash based payment was 27.7 percent while that of the share based payment 

was 15.6 percent. The previous research on the payment methods impact on bid premiums is 

conflicting. The study conducted by Travlos (1987) showed that cash as the means of payment 

correlated positively with higher bid premiums when the bids were hostile. Consequently, cash 

as the means of payment should, ceteris paribus, correlate positively with a higher bid premium 

in general as cash is the preferred means of payment for hostile takeovers. Although, there are 

also arguments for why shares as a means of payment should correlate with higher bid 

premiums as well. According to Rappaport & Sirower (1999), public buyouts should require 

higher premiums in general when shares are the mean of payment due to the increased risk of 

the potentially volatile value of shares as compared to receiving cash as payment. Thus, it 

would seem plausible that the increased bid premium could be derived from having cash as the 

means of payment due to a high number of hostile takeovers. However, the authors were unable 

to identify whether a significant amount of transactions were of hostile nature. Hence, the 

reason for the bid premium being higher for the cashed based payments, remains inconclusive. 

Toehold is also a significant factor at the chosen significance level of five percent. On average, 

the bid premiums where the acquirer had a toehold in the form of a previous ownership of more 

than five percent were 18.3 percent lower compared to when the acquirer had no toehold. This 

is supported by previous research. If the acquirer in a public buyout already owns a large 

portion of the shares in the target company, then it would make it easier to reach a price point 

where at least 90 percent of the company’s shareholders agree on (Gregow, 2010). As the 

acquirer already owns a large portion of the shares, there would be fewer investors that they 

would have to convince in order to be able to acquire the whole company. Additionally, there 

should also be fewer companies who are willing to enter a bidding war, which consequently 

should help explain the, on average, lower bid premiums. 
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The target company’s market cap is a factor which was not significant in the analysis. The p-

value was particularly high at 0.573 and the coefficient low at merely 0.027. The study by 

Alexandridis et.al. (2012) analysed the target company’s size effect on the bid premium in the 

US market with a total of 3,228 observations. Alexandridis et.al. (2012), in contrast to this 

study, used three different dummies for small, medium and large sized target companies and 

came to the conclusion that there was a negative correlation between the size of the target 

company and the size of the bid premium. Other similar studies also strengthen this finding, 

such as a study by Moeller (2004) that analysed 12,000 observations in the US over a period 

of 21 years. In this study, the null hypothesis for this factor, that there is no significant 

correlation between the size of the company and the percentual size of the bid premium, could 

not be rejected at a significance level of five percent. In the analysis with all factors, looking at 

the 1-month premium, the sign for the coefficient is positive and the p-value is very high 

compared to the chosen significance level. However, the previous studies indicate that there is 

a negative relationship between these two factors that could be shown by using dummies. 

The target companies’ industry belongings were analysed using dummy variables with the 

consumer industry being the reference group. The analysis showed that the average bid 

premiums for the healthcare and high tech industries were significantly different from the 

reference group at a significance level of five percent, while the manufacturing and financials 

industries were not. The average bid premiums for the healthcare and high tech industries were 

29.8 and 26.1 percentage points higher than that of the reference group, respectively. This was 

impacted by outliers in these industries although the results would likely have been similar but 

weaker if the outliers were to be excluded. The average bid premiums for the manufacturing 

and financials industry were similar to that of the consumer industry as the reference group, 

hence the high p-values for these industries. These findings were in line with previous research 

using the same industry categorisation on other markets. Alexandridis, Mavrovitis and Travlos 

(2011) studied the industry belonging, according to these same five categories, impact on the 

average bid premium in the US market in the period 1993-2006 and also found that the 

healthcare and high tech industries were the ones with significantly higher bid premiums. The 

higher bid premiums for target companies within the technology and healthcare industries is 

partly explained by the higher degree of synergies that can be derived from these acquisitions 

when compared to acquisitions in the other three industry categories used in this thesis. 
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The year of the announcement of the transactions were used mainly as a proxy for the 

macroeconomic state when the transactions were announced. This analysis found that none of 

the years were significant at a significance level of five percent. There are not as many studies 

on the correlation between macroeconomic factors and the size of bid premiums as there are 

studies on the other factors analysed in this study, and even fewer that present clear findings 

regarding their effect on bid premiums. After reviewing the results from the analysis, the 

authors believe that using the year of announcement as a proxy for the macroeconomic state 

when the acquisition was made is a too simplified way to reach any conclusive results. There 

are certainly several macroeconomic factors that could be analysed regarding their impact on 

bid premiums and studying these could justify a thesis by itself. This is the main area, regarding 

this topic, where the authors recommend further research to be conducted. 
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7. Conclusion 

7.1. Concluding Remarks 

This thesis has analysed whether certain observable and quantifiable variables significantly 

influence the size of bid premiums in public buyouts using multi variable regression analysis, 

focusing on the Swedish market in the time period 2005-2020. The analysis found that the 

acquirer’s ownership stake in the target company prior to the announcement of the bid, main 

method of payment for the bid, and some of the industry dummies were significant and relevant 

variables with low p-values as well as relatively high coefficients. At the same time, market 

capitalisation of the target company prior to the announcement of the bid, the other industry 

dummies and the year the bid was announced displayed high p-values and were thus 

insignificant in the analysis.   

Prior to the analysis, the authors expected that the use of the observable and quantifiable 

variables that were used in this data set would to some extent help explain the variation between 

the bid premiums, which they did. However, most of the variation was expected to be 

unexplained by this analysis and instead explained by other factors. Therefore, the degree of 

explanation in terms of R-squared of 0.29 in the regression analysis was in accordance with 

what the authors anticipated. Even though the size of the bid premiums seems to be determined 

to a larger extent by factors not utilised in this analysis, such as expected synergies between 

the acquirer and the target company, the authors deem the degree of explanation found 

satisfactory and insightful. As for a societal context, this study shows a greater likelihood of 

substantially larger bid premiums for companies in the high tech and healthcare sector as well 

as for companies without toeholds. This information can be observed beforehand and can thus 

be utilized by investors to find potentially more fruitful investments in the Swedish stock 

market. However, the likelihood of transactions of this kind is still highly uncertain and 

unlikely which would render the real possibility of creating higher returns with this information 

improbable. Thus, the practical implication of this study is rather small whereas the theoretical 

contribution instead provides further insight and evidence of previous hypotheses and research. 

7.2. Suggestions for Further Research 

As suggestions for further research regarding the topic of this thesis, the authors have a few 

suggestions. The first would be to further analyse the macroeconomic impact on bid premiums 

by the use of more precise macroeconomic factors and possibly include the analysis of whether 
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the bid premiums are time-variant. Secondly, more or different observable and quantifiable 

variables, such as the growth rate or leverage ratio of the target companies, could be utilised in 

the analysis to see whether there are more variables that can help explain the size of bid 

premiums. 
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9. Appendix 

9.1. Stata Outputs - 1 Month Premium 

9.1.1. All Factors 
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9.1.2. Market Capitalisation 

 

 

9.1.3. Cash Based Payment 

 

 

9.1.4. Toehold 
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9.1.5. Industry 

 

 

9.1.6. Years 
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9.2. Stata Outputs - 1 Week Premium 

9.2.1. All Factors 

 

 

 

9.3. Stata Outputs - 1 Day Premium 

9.3.1. All Factors 

 



 

39 

 



 

40 

 

9.4. Data Set 

Announcement 

date Target name Acquiror name 

1-day 

premium 

1-week 

premium 

1-month 

premium 

Target 

Market Cap 

($USDmm) 

Initia

l 

stake 

Industry 

categorisation 

Main 

method of 

payment 

Toehold? (>5% 

initial stake) 

2005-05-12 RIDDARHYTTAN RESOURCES 

AB 

AGNICO EAGLE MINES LTD 24% 24% 22% 117 14% Manufacturing Shares Toehold 

2005-06-02 INTENTIA INTERNATIONAL AB LAWSON SOFTWARE INC. 37% 49% 65% 328 0% High tech Shares No toehold 

2005-06-20 HQ FONDER AB HAGSTRÖMER & QVIBERG AB -8% -4% 1% 65 0% Financials Shares No toehold 

2005-09-02 FORSAKRINGSAKTIEBOLAGET 

SKANDIA AB 

OLD MUTUAL PLC 3% 5% 0% 5,780 0% Financials Shares No toehold 

2005-10-17 GAMERS PARADISE HOLDING 

AB 

CISL GRUPPEN AB 25% 25% 37% 37 0% Consumer Shares No toehold 

2005-11-22 OPTIMAIL AB POSTEN NORGE AS 37% 33% 33% 21 21% Consumer Cash Toehold 

2006-01-23 KLIPPAN AB WELAND AB 23% 36% -2% 7 38% Manufacturing Cash Toehold 

2006-03-14 STRALFORS AB POSTEN AB 22% 34% 34% 269 0% Consumer Cash No toehold 

2006-05-09 JC AB RNB RETAIL AND BRANDS AB 25% 33% 19% 242 0% Consumer Cash No toehold 

2006-05-15 GAMBRO AB INDAP AB 22% 26% 40% 4,382 20% Healthcare Cash Toehold 

2006-06-20 BIACORE INTERNATIONAL AB GE MEDICAL HOLDING AB 17% 27% 45% 375 0% Healthcare Cash No toehold 

2006-08-21 WM-DATA AB LOGICACMG PLC 16% 18% 25% 1,404 0% High tech Shares No toehold 

2006-09-11 NÄRKES ELEKTRISKA AB SEGULAH AB 11% 12% 11% 165 0% Consumer Cash No toehold 

2006-10-05 CAPIO AB OPICA AB 36% 37% 52% 2,234 0% Healthcare Cash No toehold 

2006-11-08 CUSTOS AB SPX CORPORATION 12% 11% 18% 139 0% Manufacturing Cash No toehold 

2006-12-19 PROTECT DATA AB CPST SWEDEN HOLDINGS AB 7% 6% 22% 587 0% High tech Cash No toehold 

2007-01-15 PERGO (EUROPE) AB PFLEIDERER SWEDEN AB 10% 19% 7% 354 0% Manufacturing Cash No toehold 

2007-02-16 INIRIS AB COOLGUARD AB 35% 27% 35% 5 0% High tech Shares No toehold 

2007-04-26 INVIK & CO AB MILESTONE EHF 26% 31% 26% 869 0% Financials Cash No toehold 

2007-06-11 TELELOGIC AB WATCHTOWER AB 15% 24% 23% 650 0% High tech Cash No toehold 

2007-08-20 SALUSANSVAR AB DNB NOR ASA 57% 54% 43% 69 0% Financials Cash No toehold 

2007-08-27 NEFAB AB NPNC INTRESSENTER AB 22% 39% 29% 319 0% Manufacturing Cash No toehold 

2007-09-24 ALL CARDS SERVICE CENTER 

AB 

XPONCARD GROUP AB 11% 15% 12% 26 0% Consumer Shares No toehold 

2007-09-26 OMX AB BORSE DUBAI LTD 16% 15% 22% 4,475 5% Financials Cash Toehold 

2007-09-30 LINDEX AB STOCKMANN OYJ ABP 9% 9% 12% 1,136 0% Consumer Cash No toehold 

2007-10-08 MANDATOR AB FUJITSU SERVICES OVERSEAS 
HOLDING LTD 

28% 30% 30% 61 0% High tech Cash No toehold 

2007-10-22 ARK TRAVEL AB GOLDCUP D 3319 AB 5% 22% 28% 40 0% Consumer Cash No toehold 
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2007-10-29 KAROLIN MACHINE TOOL AB NORDSTJERNAN VENTURES 
INVESTMENT AB 

42% 24% 21% 116 42% Manufacturing Cash Toehold 

2008-01-17 ONE MEDIA HOLDING AB INTERNATIONAL MARKETING & 

SALES GROUP LTD 

8% 20% 7% 16 0% Consumer Shares No toehold 

2008-02-05 SECURITAS DIRECT AB ESML INTRESSENTER AB 32% 49% 41% 1,500 0% Consumer Cash No toehold 

2008-02-13 BOSS MEDIA AB GEMED AB 66% 83% 67% 134 0% Consumer Cash No toehold 

2008-02-19 XPONCARD GROUP AB OBERTHUR TECHNOLOGIES SA 34% 40% 46% 55 0% Manufacturing Cash No toehold 

2008-04-15 CASHGUARD AB PSI GROUP ASA -4% -8% -9% 88 25% Manufacturing Shares Toehold 

2008-05-16 BALLINGSLOV INTERNATIONAL 
AB 

STENA ADACTUM AB 22% 14% 10% 272 38% Manufacturing Cash Toehold 

2008-05-26 ZODIAK TELEVISION AB KAIDOZ AB 34% 36% 65% 129 0% Consumer Cash No toehold 

2008-07-22 GUNNEBO INDUSTRIER AB SEGULAH STELLATA HOLDING 
AB 

54% 75% 48% 176 0% Manufacturing Cash No toehold 

2008-08-27 BROSTRÖM AB MAERSK PRODUCT TANKERS AB 10% 13% 25% 514 0% Manufacturing Cash No toehold 

2008-09-30 ARENA PERSONAL AB GRUNDSTENEN 122 485 AB 37% 39% 17% 12 0% Consumer Cash No toehold 

2008-10-31 TELECA AB CAYTEL 1 LP 24% 48% -17% 26 46% High tech Cash Toehold 

2008-11-10 PEAB INDUSTRI AB PEAB AB 25% 32% -1% 490 0% Manufacturing Shares No toehold 

2008-12-05 FAZER KONFEKTYR SERVICE 

AB 

OY KARL FAZER AB -5% -5% -6% 847 21% Consumer Shares Toehold 

2008-12-09 WAYFINDER SYSTEMS AB VODAFONE EUROPE BV 253% 258% 244% 8 0% High tech Cash No toehold 

2009-04-17 CARL LAMM HOLDING AB RICOH EUROPE HOLDINGS PLC 20% 16% 18% 41 0% Consumer Cash No toehold 

2009-06-26 DIN BOSTAD SVERIGE AB FASTIGHETS BALDER AB 51% 41% 50% 41 0% Consumer Shares No toehold 

2009-07-02 WATER JET SWEDEN AB VEGA RONNEBY AB 12% 12% 10% 11 0% Manufacturing Cash No toehold 

2009-10-14 SKANDITEK 
INDUSTRIFÖRVALTNING AB 

BURE EQUITY AB 48% 50% 62% 186 0% Financials Shares No toehold 

2009-11-30 LEDSTIERNAN AB THUBAN AB 0% 25% 20% 30 18% Financials Cash Toehold 

2010-01-25 NEONET AB ORC SOFTWARE AB 30% 30% 37% 145 0% High tech Cash No toehold 

2010-05-19 GLOBAL IP SOLUTIONS (GIPS) 

HOLDING AB 

GOOGLE ACQUISITION 

HOLDINGS INC. 

27% 30% 20% 53 0% High tech Cash No toehold 

2010-06-02 TRICORONA AB TAV AB 40% 37% 28% 220 0% Financials Cash No toehold 

2010-09-27 MODUL 1 DATA AB SOFTRONIC AB 28% 28% 24% 9 0% High tech Cash No toehold 

2010-10-13 MUNTERS AB CIDRON INTRESSENTER AB 6% 8% 51% 851 0% Manufacturing Cash No toehold 

2010-11-29 BIOLIN SCIENTIFIC AB RATOS AB 18% 27% 42% 33 0% Healthcare Cash No toehold 

2011-01-14 NETONNET AB WALDIR AB -12% -10% -2% 42 30% Consumer Cash Toehold 

2011-02-10 Q-MED AB GALDERMA HOLDING AB 5% 4% 19% 1,018 0% Manufacturing Cash No toehold 

2011-03-17 SÄKI AB INVESTMENT AB LATOUR -3% -2% 3% 568 0% Financials Shares No toehold 

2011-04-11 BIOPHAUSIA AB MEDIVIR AB 49% 50% 48% 63 0% Healthcare Shares No toehold 

2011-06-27 NISCAYAH GROUP AB SBD HOLDING AB 15% 13% 7% 887 0% High tech Cash No toehold 
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2011-12-06 DAGON AB KLOVERN AB 24% 28% 18% 175 0% Consumer Shares No toehold 

2011-12-19 ORC GROUP AB CIDRON DELFI INTRESSENTER 

AB 

33% 34% 48% 221 0% High tech Cash No toehold 

2012-02-17 CAPILON AB VERDANE CAPITAL VII K/S 16% 19% 32% 16 0% Financials Cash No toehold 

2012-03-21 ADTAIL AB ADOPERATOR AB -2% -2% 18% 184 0% Consumer Shares No toehold 

2012-03-26 JEEVES INFORMATION 
SYSTEMS AB 

BV ACQUISITIONS AB 51% 51% 48% 23 0% High tech Cash No toehold 

2012-10-15 AVONOVA SVERIGE AB HJELP24 SVERIGE AB 33% 62% 36% 22 0% Healthcare Cash No toehold 

2013-02-20 SIGMA AB DANIR AB 25% 31% 38% 74 49% High tech Cash Toehold 

2013-09-04 HOGANAS AB H INTRESSENTER AB 23% 31% 39% 1,445 34% Manufacturing Cash Toehold 

2014-02-24 MABI RENT AB ANDERS HEDIN INVEST AB 50% 11% 27% 4 0% Consumer Cash No toehold 

2014-04-01 HEDSON TECHNOLOGIES 

INTERNATIONAL AB 

GUSGUS FORVALTNINGS AB 21% 24% 22% 14 0% Manufacturing Cash No toehold 

2014-05-15 AVAILO AB IP-ONLY AB 20% 22% 32% 61 0% High tech Cash No toehold 

2014-06-09 CONNECTA AB ACANDO AB 28% 29% 29% 56 0% High tech Shares No toehold 

2014-06-26 ACAP INVEST AB NORTH INVESTMENT GROUP AB 61% 45% 58% 7 0% Financials Cash No toehold 

2014-08-20 READSOFT AB LEXMARK INTERNATIONAL 

TECHNOLOGY SA 

210% 224% 222% 82 0% High tech Cash No toehold 

2015-01-30 ASPIRO AB PROJECT PANTHER BIDCO LTD 59% 54% 64% 35 0% High tech Cash No toehold 

2015-05-15 AEROCRINE AB CIRCASSIA PHARMACEUTICALS 

PLC 

18% 11% 85% 183 0% Healthcare Cash No toehold 

2015-06-29 TRANSMODE AB INFINERA CORPORATION 8% 9% 15% 317 0% Manufacturing Shares No toehold 

2015-10-20 TRIBONA AB CATENA AB 12% 13% 5% 220 30% Consumer Cash Toehold 

2015-11-30 PROFFICE AB RANDSTAD NORDIC AB 26% 26% 21% 152 0% Consumer Cash No toehold 

2015-12-16 ALLENEX AB CAREDX INC. 24% 20% 11% 29 0% Healthcare Cash No toehold 

2016-02-10 MEDA AB MYLAN NV 99% 88% 74% 3,587 0% Healthcare Cash No toehold 

2016-02-29 NORDIC SERVICE PARTNERS 

HOLDING AB 

ETIB HOLDING II AB 24% 22% 17% 24 0% Consumer Cash No toehold 

2016-11-10 NORDIC CAMPING & RESORT 

AB 

RCN INTRESSENTER II AB 26% 27% 28% 25 0% Consumer Cash No toehold 

2016-11-28 MEDIROX AB AHEAD GLOBAL INVESTMENT 

LTD 

-5% -5% 19% 9 31% Healthcare Cash Toehold 

2016-12-21 TRANSCOM WORLDWIDE AB ALTOR AB 36% 43% 28% 183 24% Consumer Cash Toehold 

2017-05-10 DIGNITA SYSTEMS AB SMART START LLC 41% 41% 8% 3 0% Healthcare Cash No toehold 

2017-05-15 BRINGWELL AB MIDSONA AB 40% 45% 47% 23 0% Healthcare Cash No toehold 

2017-05-19 ELVERKET VALLENTUNA AB ELLEVIO HOLDING 1 AB 28% 26% 31% 56 0% Consumer Cash No toehold 

2017-10-23 AVEGA GROUP AB TIETO SWEDEN AB 19% 18% 27% 47 0% High tech Cash No toehold 

2018-01-10 COM HEM HOLDING AB TELE2 AB 12% 16% 16% 2,856 0% Consumer Shares No toehold 
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2018-02-08 NORDAX GROUP HOLDING AB NDX INTRESSENTER AB 15% 12% 13% 735 30% Consumer Cash Toehold 

2018-04-11 WILSON THERAPEUTICS AB ALEXION PHARMA NORDICS 

HOLDING AB 

70% 60% 57% 463 0% Healthcare Cash No toehold 

2018-05-03 VICTORIA PARK AB DEUTSCHE ANNINGTON 
ACQUISITION HOLDING GMBH 

8% 8% 8% 983 0% Consumer Cash No toehold 

2018-06-04 UNIFLEX AB POOLIA AB -4% 0% 0% 42 0% Consumer Shares No toehold 

2018-08-31 INSPLANET AB CERATIIDAE III AB 20% 33% 24% 16 0% Financials Cash No toehold 

2018-09-10 HOUSE of FRIENDS AB GOLDCUP 17082 AB 33% 29% 23% 5 0% Consumer Cash No toehold 

2018-10-08 CAPIO AB RAMSAY GENERALE DE SANTE 
SA 

39% 38% 56% 648 0% Healthcare Cash No toehold 

2018-10-31 MR GREEN & CO AB WILLIAM HILL HOLDINGS LTD 49% 66% 57% 207 0% Consumer Cash No toehold 

2018-12-11 AHLSELL AB QUIMPER AB 33% 24% 18% 1,961 25% Consumer Cash Toehold 

2018-12-18 CINNOBER FINANCIAL 

TECHNOLOGY AB 

NASDAQ TECHNOLOGY AB 41% 29% 61% 152 0% High tech Cash No toehold 

2018-12-18 CHERRY AB EUROPEAN ENTERTAINMENT 
INTRESSENTER BIDCO AB 

20% 14% 12% 845 47% Consumer Cash Toehold 

2019-03-11 ACANDO AB CGI NORDIC HOLDINGS LTD 44% 42% 48% 318 22% High tech Cash Toehold 

2019-05-22 NUEVOLUTION AB AMGEN INC. 161% 171% 174% 64 0% Healthcare Cash No toehold 

2019-07-29 KAPPAHL AB MELLBY GARD AB 43% 45% 42% 113 30% Consumer Cash Toehold 

2019-11-05 KARESSA PHARMA HOLDING 

AB 

KLARIA PHARMA HOLDING AB -29% -24% -10% 7 0% Healthcare Shares No toehold 

2019-11-11 SWEDOL AB MOMENTUM GROUP AB 35% 31% 25% 287 0% Consumer Cash No toehold 

2019-11-15 HEMFOSA FASTIGHETER AB SAMHALLSBYGGNADSBOLAGET 
I NORDEN AB 

23% 28% 26% 1,807 0% Consumer Cash No toehold 

2019-11-19 ADCITYMEDIA AB OCEAN BIDCO LTD 39% 44% 53% 23 0% Consumer Cash No toehold 

2020-02-17 SPORTAMORE AB FOOTWAY GROUP AB 27% 25% 19% 121 0% Consumer Shares No toehold 

2020-07-27 SLEEPO AB INREDHEMMA SVERIGE AB 32% 48% 6% 5 0% Consumer Cash No toehold 

2020-09-14 A3 ALLMANNA IT OCH 
TELEKOMAKTIEBOLAGET AB 

BREDBAND2 I SKANDINAVIEN 
AB 

50% 49% 49% 52 0% Consumer Cash No toehold 

2020-09-15 HIQ INTERNATIONAL AB TRISALL AB 29% 32% 34% 355 0% High tech Cash No toehold 

2020-09-28 GUNNEBO AB GB HOLDCO AB 33% 34% 21% 198 26% Manufacturing Cash Toehold 

2020-10-14 SSM HOLDING AB AMASTEN FASTIGHETS AB 9% 16% 15% 59 30% Manufacturing Shares Toehold 

2020-12-22 ALLGON AB BURE EQUITY AB 21% 18% 71% 75 11% Manufacturing Cash Toehold 

2021-01-28 RECIPHARM AB ROAR BIDCO AB 30% 29% 56% 2,168 26% Healthcare Cash Toehold 

 


