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Abstract 
 

This dissertation focuses on the topic of the changes for local companies being bought by a 

foreign company. A comparison of the situation, concerning the companies regarding the 

customer and supplier situation, before the change of ownership and after, is made to be able 

to analyse the changes. A case study of eight companies located in the Northeast of Scania 

that recently had a change of ownership was performed. A common view among business 

people today is that acquisitions are positive in general. Our findings show that it depends 

very much on who buys the company. And in most cases it is the opposite, namely that the 

company’s surrounding suffers from the acquisition. Since the empirical data is taken from 

Swedish organizations, the results of this study are valid for Swedish conditions and may not 

be valid for other countries.   
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1. Introduction 
 

The first chapter contains the background of our dissertation along with the problem 

statement, purpose of the study and limitations. The outline of the various chapters has been 

mentioned at the end of this chapter. 

1.1 Background 

 
The idea to this dissertation came up when we were considering different ideas to investigate 

why companies choose to expand by buying already existing companies. Our thoughts 

created large, wonderful and complex problems that could be very interesting to investigate. 

But unfortunately they all became too big. So we tried to narrow our scope and only look at 

the changes of the companies being bought. This also had many different aspects and could 

keep us busy for the rest of our lives. In our search we came across Peter Parker (at the 

Department of Business Studies in Kristianstad who works with Regional Development). 

Parker hinted of Kjell-Åke Johansson who is the manager at Investment Promotion in the 

Northeast of Scania. Investment Promotion is working with encouraging investments in this 

particular region. Mr. Johansson was very interested in the changes that occurred when a 

local company was bought by a foreign one. So we tried to come up with an idea that was 

easy enough to handle but still would provide useful knowledge. In cooperation with 

Investment Promotion we came up with a precise topic.  

 
 

1.2 Problem 
 
The problem we are going to look at is: What happens to a company’s local network of 

suppliers and customers when a foreign buyer takes over? Further how the local company is 

affected by a new foreign owner. Many great minds have focused on network changes and 

changes when a company buys another one but there is very little written what happens to the 

local company that is bought and its surroundings for that matter.  
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1.3 Purpose 
 
The purpose of this dissertation is to study the changes that occur when a foreign company 

buys an already existing company and what effect it has on the local networks and to see if 

the surrounding networks are damaged or prosper from such an alteration.  

 
 

1.4 Limitations 
 
This study is done in cooperation with Investment Promotion and it became our objective to 

look at the Northeast of Scania, because it is the area where Investment Promotion is active. 

Further, the company had to have someone who had been involved within the company 

before the takeover and still is involved, a person who had experienced the changes. This of 

course limited the time that had passed between the takeover and the present and certain 

companies would have to be eliminated because of our lack of time to do an overtime study. 

Finally the company’s origin was of importance. The company had to have changed owner 

and not just moved it’s headquarter abroad for various reasons, for instance tax reasons. The 

company had to have been Swedish from the start and later received foreign ownership.  
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1.5 Outline 

 

Chapter 2 In this chapter the chosen research approach is presented. The research will be 

an exploratory case study with a deductive approach. The data study will be 

qualitative based on interviews and self-administered questionnaires. 

 

Chapter 3 The third chapter serves as an introduction to the theoretical framework and to 

show theories and models that have been used.  

 

Chapter 4  In this chapter, data collection methods and how to analyse data are presented. 

Validity, transferability and reliability of the study are also examined. 

 

Chapter 5 Included in this chapter are presentations of the companies in the case study and 

the results of our questions. 

 

Chapter 6 An analysis of the primary data obtained from interviews and the questionnaire 

is presented here. 

 

Chapter 7 This chapter contains our conclusions from the analysis of our dissertation. 
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2. Method 
 

In this chapter we present the chosen research approach and research process. The research 

will be an exploratory case study with a deductive approach. We have chosen a qualitative 

data study, based on interviews and a self-administered questionnaire. 

 

 

In this dissertation we study how companies located in the Region of Northeast Scania are 

affected when being subject to an acquisition or increased ownership from a foreign country. 

The participating companies were chosen in cooperation with Invest Promotion. The 

emphasis lies on how the local connections, like suppliers and customers are affected by this, 

positively or negatively. Mainly we focus on how it affects the company being acquired in 

Sweden.  

 
 

2.1 Choice of Methodology 
 
According to Saunders, Lewis and Thornhill (2000) using a deductive approach means that 

you develop a theory and hypothesis (or hypotheses) and design a research strategy to test the 

hypothesis. The inductive approach requires you to collect data and develop a theory as a 

result of your data analysis. In our dissertation we conduct an exploratory study with a 

deductive approach. 

 
 

2.1.1 Exploratory Study 
 
Exploratory studies are valuable because they focus on new subjects or segments. In this 

dissertation we discuss a subject that revolves around a subject that we have not found 

specific theories about. The study is a sort of pre-study to collect information if the subject is 

worth pursuing and what factors are important, this to prepare for a possible larger study on 

the subject.  
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2.2 Research approach 
 
”It would be easy to fall into the trap of thinking that one research approach is better than 

another. They are better at doing different things, depending on what research questions you 

are working with. Often research can be a mixture between positivism and phenomenology” 

(Saunders, 2000, p86). In this dissertation we use a mixture of both as described by Saunders.  

 
 

2.2.1 Interpretivism or Positivism 
 
“When working with an observable social reality and that the end product of such research 

can be law-like generalisations similar to those produced by the physical scientists”, 

(Saunders, 2000, p85 quotes Remenyi, et al., 1998:32). It means you interpret the material 

you have acquired throughout the process and then analyse it. The researcher should be 

independent and not effect nor be affected by the subject of the research. This is the 

positivistic approach. If you are critical of the positivistic approach and argue that the social 

world is far too complex to be defined by “laws” then you probably have a more 

interpretivistic approach. In this dissertation where an exploratory study is made, qualitative 

data will be collected instead of quantitative data, it is better to use an interpretivistic 

approach because it will not be possible to create definite laws from our data. 

 
 

2.2.2 Phenomenology 
 
Researchers mean that business situations are complex and unique, and a function of a 

particular set of circumstances and individuals. Phenomenologists seek to examine deeper 

into the business world to understand more of why things happen certain ways. For 

examining organisational issues phenomenology would be an appropriate method.  
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3. Theoretical Framework 
 

In this chapter we present the theories that we have used as a framework for this dissertation 

and at the end our hypotheses are presented. 

 
The stakeholder model will be presented as an introduction to the main object of our 

dissertation regarding suppliers and customers, followed by some definitions of different 

acquisition types and possible motives behind acquisitions. The five competitive forces model 

of Michael E. Porter (Harvard Business School) is included as a background to business 

competition. The theory of global firms in internationalized networks by Forsgren, 

Andersson, Pahlberg & Thilenius (Department of Business Studies in Uppsala) is presented. 

Finally, theories of supplier relationships by Gadde & Håkansson (Department of Business 

Studies in Uppsala) are included. 

 
 

3.1 Stakeholder Model 
 
The stakeholder model is a model for the environment concerning a company. To show what 

we intend to seek information about in this dissertation, we use the stakeholder model. This 

model shows the connections to a company in general. (See figure 3.1) The priority lies on 

suppliers and customers in our case. 
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Figure 3.1 

Source: Olsson & Skärvad, 1999, p. 48. 
Owner, Employees and Company executives are investigated to see changes, while 
Suppliers and Customers are studied thoroughly to extract information about the changes 
concerning these units.  
 
 

3.2 Definitions of Different Acquisition Types 
 

3.2.1 Merger 
 

Companies merge to combine and share their resources to achieve common objectives. 

Often, the previous shareholders of the companies remain as joint owners of the new 

combined entity (Sudarsanam, 1995). 

 

 

3.2.2 Acquisition  
 
An acquisition is more of an arm’s-length deal. Here, one firm (the acquiring firm) purchases 

the acquired firm’s assets and shares, and then the shareholders of the latter are not owners of 

it anymore. The definition takeover is very often used interchangeably to acquisition. When 

referring to a takeover, it is usually a large acquisition (Sudarsanam, 1995).   

Creditor Employees Owner 

Suppliers 

Customers 

Company 
executives 

Company 

State & 
Municipality
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The difference between the two alternatives are that in a merger, a new company may be 

formed combining the two companies together. In an acquisition on the other hand, the 

acquired firm becomes a subsidiary of the acquiring firm, according to Sudarsanam (1995). 

Unlike a merger, an acquisition can be seen as a hostile takeover by the acquired firm. This 

means that the acquired firm does not wish to be bought.  In this dissertation, all the 

companies are subject to acquisition and have become subsidiaries. 

 

 

3.3 Motives behind Acquisitions 
 
To see why firms make acquisitions some motives are presented here. Haberberg and Rieple 

(2001) present some reasons for acquisitions: 

 

• Synergy effects. Can be that the firms involved can share distribution channels, 

maximise the use of their factories or share systems and infrastructure. 

• Power increase. Here it is meant that the companies become stronger towards their 

customers and suppliers or towards competitors.  

• Market share. With the bigger size or a better financial position after the acquisition 

the market share can be increased. 

• Cost reductions. Can be obtained with increased buying-power or improved 

efficiency in the way the company uses its resources. 

• Financial credibility. With possibly increasing sales and profits it may become easier 

to obtain capital from financial institutions.   

• Improve management. The new owners believe that they can perform better than the 

previous management. 

• Reducing competition or overcapacity. Either buying an intense competitor or seek to 

find an end to a fierce price competition in a market by merging with a competitor. 

• Reducing the threat to be taken over by another firm. A defensive strategy. If a 

company feels that it is at risk being taken over by another firm, it may merge with 

another firm; thereby with the increased size minimizing the risk of being taken over. 

• Personal ambition. Can be driven by managers’ desire of status and fame and that 

they seek to be bigger and better than their competitors. 
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• Lack of imagination. It can be that the managers of two firms do not know how to 

improve their businesses further, and then they may see a merger as the only 

alternative.  

 

3.4 Porter’s Five Competitive Forces 
 

Figure 3.4.1 

Source: Porter, 1998, p. 4 

 

This well-known model was originated by Michael Porter in 1980. It is used to understand 

and evaluate the competition in business and the strategic determinations for company 

acquisitions within a line of business. The model, as Sevenius (2003) states may not point 

directly on different areas where a company can make acquisitions, but is nevertheless 

central to understand what pressure a company is exposed to on its market and what 

profitability can be accomplished on its market. 

 

Industry competitors Is the market environment in which a company operates i.e. through 

competition amongst firms about the customers with for example prices and services. 

 

Threat of 
POTENTIAL 
ENTRANTS 

INDUSTRY 
COMPETITORS
Rivalry Among 
Existing Firms 

SUPPLIERS’ 
Bargaining Power 

BUYERS’ 
Bargaining Power 
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Suppliers’ bargaining power depends on the importance and size of a supplier to a company. 

If a supplier is very important to a company, the company can be “tied up” by the supplier, 

and the bargaining power of the supplier would be high. 

 

Buyers’ bargaining power considers the customers of a company. Different buyers can 

exercise different power on a company. A company should according to Porter, choose 

suitable customers as much as possible. Suitable means the best suppliers available to a 

company, regarding for example, price and service level. 

 

Threat of potential entrants is the possibility of increased competition on the market. New 

entrants can change the market situation and increase the competition on the market. 

 

Substitutes are the threat of other products or services on the market that can compete with a 

company’s own product. If a buyer can obtain products at a better price that are equivalent 

(substitutable) a company risks losing vital customers. 

 

In the analysis, we will use the theories of Porter that he develops further on with the help of 

the five competitive forces model as a basis to see if there are similarities with the companies 

in the dissertation. 

 

 

3.5 Global Firms in Internationalized Networks 
 
Global firms in internationalized networks was a research project by Forsgren, Andersson, 

Pahlberg & Thilenius at the Department of Business Studies in Uppsala that focused on 

Swedish multinational companies. The purpose of the project was to study the tension 

between a company in Sweden and its subsidiaries, mainly located in Europe. The authors’ 

aim was to find the strengths of the subsidiary, and what possibilities it has to influence the 

corporate strategy for the whole group. The authors argue that the subsidiaries had 

accomplished many investments abroad for the whole group. This increased the power for the 

subsidiaries versus the concern and that the hierarchical picture should be replaced by a more 

complex and geographically dispersed structure where the subsidiaries could exert 

considerable influence over the total concern’s development. It is called a multi-centre 
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structure and is most evident for companies that are highly internationalized and have a large 

share of their business and staff outside the mother company. This is a brief explanation of the 

theory. It is presented because along with the other theories presented it caught our interest to 

see if we could find similarities with our local companies in the Northeast of Scania, if the 

local companies are independent or just included in a hierarchical system. It should be noted 

that the businesses considered in the mentioned study were six of the largest multinational 

Swedish firms. The companies in our dissertation are much smaller and we intend to study 

them from the local company’s point of view. 

 

 

3.6 Supplier Relationships  
 
Lars-Erik Gadde and Håkan Håkansson (1994) have theories about purchasing in 

international business today. These theories interested us to see if we could find similarities 

with them and the companies that participated in the dissertation. The authors argue that 

when purchasing in today’s business, companies simply look at the lowest price available. 

This can be a drawback for the company. A major strategic decision is always whether to buy 

or to rely on in-house production. Consequently, the first strategic issue is related to the 

question of make or buy. If the role of the purchasing is changing, the nature of the make-or-

buy decision might be affected.  

 

The second strategic choice is to decide on the supply-base structure. This issue regards the 

number of suppliers to use, as well as how the suppliers should relate to one another. The 

third strategic aspect deals with the nature of the customer-supplier relationship. When 

buyer-seller relationships turn into alliances, partnerships or just-in time exchanges, the 

suppliers become more or less parts of the customer’s production system.  

 

 

3.6.1 Make or Buy 
 

The make or buy question has been a major topic ever since industrial activities were 

established. Hayes and Abernathy (1980, cited in Gadde and Håkansson, 1994) point out the 
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risk of being locked into a specific technology, which might be challenged by new 

developments. The authors argue that a company with asset-specific investments may have 

problems in maintaining its innovativeness. Hayes and Abernathy therefore warn companies 

against too high a degree of vertical integration. Gadde and Håkansson (1994) identify a 

decreasing rate of vertical integration and Miles and Snow (1986, cited in Gadde and 

Håkansson, 1994) are of the same opinion that the trend will continue. Miles and Snow 

believe that different functions will be provided to the firm by specialized firms, each one 

undertaking separate functions. The information exchange will become very important. 

Kumpe and Bolwijn (1988, cited in Gadde and Håkansson, 1994) are of a different opinion, 

arguing that the vertical integration will increase in the future, because value chains today are 

characterized by an imbalance in the distribution of profits. Companies in the final stages of 

the production chain (assembly and marketing/distribution) are usually profitable, while 

profits in the earlier stages (for example component production) are generally less profit-

making. For the value chain as a whole to be competitive, however, there is a great need for 

investments in these stages as well. There is an obvious risk, then, that the investments 

necessary for long-term competitiveness (design, product development and component 

production) will never be undertaken, because suppliers cannot raise the necessary financial 

resources. Kumpe and Bolwijn (1988, cited in Gadde and Håkansson, 1994) argue firms in 

the final stages of the value chain will be forced to integrate backwards and provide these 

resources; otherwise suppliers might be driven out of business, implying severe problems for 

the customer. A strategy aiming at an even lower degree of vertical integration, which might 

be efficient in the short term, is therefore considered by Kumpe and Bolwijn (1988, cited in 

Gadde and Håkansson, 1994) to be a disaster in the long run.  

 

Gadde and Håkansson (1994) argue that the two views may not be as contradictory as it 

seems. The different opinions can be explained by their focus on the degree of formal 

integration. Gadde and Håkansson (1994) argue that vertical integration in this respect has 

decreased over time and being replaced by informal arrangements that keep the industrial 

networks together. This is what is usually called “quasi-integration” Blois (1972, cited in 

Gadde and Håkansson, 1994). Through quasi-integration arrangements customers can 

provide suppliers with support, without the need of formal ownerships. This can result in that 

buying companies will not be free to change suppliers as easily as indicated by Miles and 

Snow (1986, cited in Gadde and Håkansson, 1994). Investments undertaken on either side 

will restrict the opportunities to change supplier. 



  14 

 

Gadde and Håkansson (1994) do not foresee major changes in make or buy decisions, but a 

tendency towards buying more from outside suppliers will continue. More specialization 

amongst the suppliers will be required. 

 

 

3.6.2 Supplier Structure 

 

The traditional view of purchasing meant that there was a group of hard competing suppliers 

in terms of prices. The more suppliers a company had in its supply base the better. Gadde and 

Håkansson (1994) question this view of efficiency. One of the reasons for the changing view 

is the insight into the advantages that can be obtained from more cooperative relationships 

with a reduced supply base. The increased amount of relationships with suppliers affects the 

structure of the supplier base to a company as a whole. In fact, many companies today have 

clear strategic aims for the shape of the supply-base structure. The trend today according to 

Gadde and Håkansson (1994) is a move towards fewer suppliers; price is not the single 

determining factor when choosing suppliers. Gadde and Håkansson (1994) argue that single 

sourcing leads to an increase in the reliability of supply. Purchasing firms that reduce the 

number of suppliers and try to strengthen their relationships with the remaining ones might 

be able to establish very efficient logistical systems together with their suppliers (Gadde and 

Håkansson, 1994). 

 

 

3.7 Hypotheses 

 

After studying these different theories two hypotheses were formulated. In the conclusion 

these hypotheses will either be confirmed or rejected depending on our results.  

 

Existing suppliers and networks are sought by the buying company to create new possibilities 

and additional markets. This leads to: 

- An expansion and improvement of already existing networks of suppliers and customers. 

 



  15 

The network is something that is important and has to be built up. It may even be so that the 

local business network will expand and evolve into something bigger. Based on the 

transformation from international company to multi-central company indicates a greater need 

for the local network because it already includes the essential resources vital to the company. 

- The need for a local network of suppliers is increasing and leads to an expansion of it. 

 
 



  16 

4. Empirical Method 
 

In this chapter data collection methods as well as process is presented.  The questionnaire is 

explained and at the end the validity and reliability of the findings are discussed. 

4.1 The Research Strategy 
 
Data is usually divided into three types, primary, secondary and tertiary data. Data that has to 

be collected and revised is of secondary character and data that researchers create themselves, 

e.g. analysing results, is primary data. Tertiary data is information found in for example 

abstracts which means that it is a summary of secondary data. Both primary and secondary 

data have been used in our study. Tertiary data has only been used to find data of importance 

and has not been used on its own. 

 

To extract as much information as possible we choose to perform a multi-method strategy and 

take advantage of the benefits of triangulation. The first step is to create a questionnaire that 

involves all participants. The second is a case study in the form of a personal interview with 

each company.  

 

Our primary data consists of the answers we received from the questionnaire and the 

interviews we have made.  The secondary data consists of information received from other 

sources, i.e. annual reports and information about the company market from Kjell-Åke 

Johansson at Investment Promotion 

 

The case study will be conducted with a questionnaire with interviews as a follow up to 

ensure that we get the correct answers and understand the reason behind the answers. We 

acknowledge that criticism may occur here as you might say that we influence the answer of 

the respondent, but we are careful with this and it is just to ensure that our questions are 

understood. We will of course keep the two parts separated in the interview. It will also be of 

value to us to visit the different companies and get a picture of how the changes in the 

companies are working in reality.  
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4.2 The Questionnaire 
 
A questionnaire is an easy and cheap way of getting information but there might be risks. 

The participants might answer without thinking just to get it over with. With e.g. 

observations it is more difficult to lie. We used the questionnaire to include all techniques of 

data collection in which each person is asked to respond to the same set of questions in a 

predetermined order. To be able to measure the interviewees’ views, both scale and open 

questions were used. Questionnaires work best with standardised questions which can be 

interpreted in the same way by all respondents. To create a relevant questionnaire we asked 

for assistance from Kjell-Åke Johansson, manager of Investment Promotion. 

 

In the beginning we wanted to administer the questionnaire by sending it to the companies by 

either electronic mails or by mail, which suited the companies best. But it turned out that 

most companies declined the offer due to the lack of time to prepare the answers so the 

questionnaire was delivered and collected (delivery and collection questionnaire) in 

conjunction with our interview. To make sure our interview did not influence them we 

separated the interview from the time they spent filling out the questionnaire. If discrepancy 

occurred between the answers an email was sent to clarify things. 

 

Since the studied companies were established in Sweden the conclusion was made that the 

questionnaire should be in Swedish, in order to make it easier for the interviewee to answer 

in a correct way and to reduce the misunderstandings. The questionnaire is attached to our 

dissertation along with an English translation. To minimize misunderstandings a pilot study 

was made on a company outside the geographic area for our study, but that matched all other 

criteria. 

 

 

4.2.1 Explanation to Questionnaire 
 
To better understand the company in question certain information and background 

information was needed and would also make it easier for us to categorize the company later. 

With this in mind questions one, two and five were asked: 

1) What line of business are you in? 



  18 

 2) How many employees do you have? 

 5) What did the owner-structure look like before the change of ownership? 

 

Was the interviewee the right person to answer our questions or had the participant received 

the information from someone else and thus involuntarily perhaps altering the data (as with 

secondary data). So question four was asked: 

4a) Were you involved in the company under the previous owner? 

4b) If no: When were you involved in the company? 

 

Do the personnel reflect to company’s health? If personnel were hired to expand the 

company or if personnel were minimized could be of interest when trying to determine what 

the new owner wanted with the newly acquisitioned company. With that in mind question 

three was asked:  

3) Has the number of employees increased or decreased after the change of ownership? 

 

That was all for the first part. The next part concerned the change of ownership. Did the 

takeover occur in a very distant past then perhaps a person’s memory might be altered or the 

reason for buying the company might be explained better. So question six was asked: 

6) When did the change of ownership occur? 

 

Another question that also occurred when trying to figure out why the new owner bought the 

company was number seven. There must be a reason for why the change of ownership 

occurred and had the buying part noble intentions or not. So we asked question number 

seven: 

7) What was the reason for the change of ownership? 

 

Sometimes when a company is bought it is reduced to a producing subunit in the bigger 

company instead of being considered as a separate company. This might not be something 

the managers want to admit to so we asked questions eight and twenty-five to see if the 

organisation hade changed without asking this directly: 

8) Do you still have an own Swedish board with decision-rights? 

25a) Has the sales organisation changed? 

25b) If Yes: How? 



  19 

Question twenty-five are in the market part but that was to separate them and not be too 

obvious about what we were after. 

 

Next part was about the suppliers. This was a great part of our study and includes many 

questions. When studying the changes concerning the suppliers questions nine, ten, eleven, 

twelve and eighteen were asked: 

9) How many suppliers did you have before the change of ownership? 

10) What was the geographical spread of them? 

11) How many suppliers do you have today?  

12) What is the geographical spread of them? 

18) Do you consider yourself to have gained a weaker or stronger position to your suppliers? 

 

Question thirteen and fifteen were also about the suppliers but were multiple choice 

questions where they got the three alternatives Decreased, Unchanged and Increased: 

13) Have the contacts with your suppliers: 

15) Have your local suppliers: 

The change to use multiple choice questions was because by having different sorts of 

questions the participant stay concentrated and are forced to read the question and really 

understand it and not just answer automatically. 

 

 To investigate how independent the company was after the takeover questions fourteen, 

seventeen and thirty were asked.  

17) How much of the previous suppliers’ activities have been taken over by internal suppliers 

and internal service companies?  

Question fourteen and thirty were multiple choices with the three options Decreased, 

Unchanged and Increased: 

14) Has your new owner have had any views on your choice of suppliers: 

30) Has your possibility to choose local suppliers: 

 

And finally the change of suppliers was interesting. Would there be a change in 

concentration of suppliers that would result in a few large suppliers or would the spread 

increase and result in an increase of smaller suppliers? To get answers question sixteen was 

asked: 

16) Has there been any change of the structure between small and large suppliers? 
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Next part in the questionnaire was about the market and basic information about their 

previous and current situation was asked in questions nineteen, twenty, twenty-two, twenty-

three, twenty-eight and twenty-six: 

19) What market/markets were of most interest for you? (Local, National or International) 

20) What was your estimated market share before the change of ownership? 

22) What market/markets are of most interest to you today? (Local, National or 

International) 

23) What is your estimated market share today? 

28) Do you consider yourself to have gained a stronger or weaker position on the market? 

Question twenty-six, as in previous questions was a multiple choice question with the three 

options Decreased, Unchanged and Increased: 

26) Have your local customers: 

 

A company should not depend on a certain customer to much, if it does the entire survival 

might depend on the prospering of that particular customer. The reason for the takeover 

might be vertical integration and because of this questions twenty-one and twenty-four were 

asked: 

21) How much of the production output went to your largest customer? 

24) How much of the production output goes to your largest customer? 

 

After the takeover there might be some changes. One of these might be that new customers 

that had not been aware of the company before now choose them. Or that the new 

management implemented new routines which force the company to change their clientele 

and so question twenty-seven was asked: 

27) Have there been any change in the structure between small and large customers? 

 

Something that is interesting is if the company prospers after the takeover or if it is being 

drained of resources by the new owner. There are several ways for a company to drain a 

subsidiary so a direct question is not likely to get a correct answer. It might not even be so 

that the participant knows of it but in reality it is happening. So, with this in mind we decided 

to check on the turnover and if investments were being made in the company with questions 

twenty-nine and thirty-three-a, both were multiple choices with the three options Decreased, 

Unchanged and Increased: 
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29) Has your turnover changed after the change of ownership: 

33a) Have investments made in the production: 

Question thirty-three-b was a check if the company was considered as a resource to the new 

owners that had to make certain investments or if everything that was invested in was 

controlled completely by the new management. Is the company considered a separate 

company or a subunit of the new company where it can not make such decisions on its own: 

33b) Were you allowed to decide of the investments on your own? 

 

When becoming part of a new larger company there is the possibility that new possibilities 

and customers appear. The combined network should on its own create more contacts but of 

course not if the new owner is holding the company back. So to investigate if the companies 

had had any positive effect from the new situation, questions thirty-one and thirty-two were 

asked: 

31) Have you gained access to international possibilities that were not available to you 

before? 

32) Have the new owners brought with them new customer contacts? 

To question thirty-one there were two alternatives to check, either Yes or No.  

 

And for the last question, number thirty-four, we wanted the participants to give us their view 

of the company and to see if it corresponded with the answers given earlier. It also created an 

easy graphic picture of the company’s situation and corresponds with the stakeholder model. 

And by having the participant to draw they became relaxed and also served as a good 

icebreaker when we started the interview. This created friendly and comfortable situations 

that enabled us to have constructive and interesting interviews: 

34) What does your network (of suppliers and customers) look like? (Please draw) 

 

 

4.3 Response Rate 
 
In this study the population was so small that no samples were needed. The requirements 

limited the number of the population available. Simply all companies that fitted our 

requirements were asked if they wanted to participate in our study. 



  22 

 

To obtain information for this dissertation a number of companies were selected with the 

criteria of our limitation mentioned in section 1.4 and asked to participate in our research. 

We started with a list of 57 companies and a further research scaled down the sample to what 

we thought 21 suitable companies, to these an introductory letter was sent out. Contact was 

later taken with them by telephone, and at the end 8 companies were willing to participate in 

our study. The companies are all established in the Northeast of Scania and subject to foreign 

takeovers not very distant in time.  

 

From the twenty-one asked companies eight wanted to participate. As an interview was 

performed with each participant no further elimination took place. This brings a response rate 

of 38.1 % (8/21 =0, 38095). 

 
 

4.4 Data Quality Issues 
 
When performing a semi-structured interview the quality of the data collected can be 

questioned. The three main things affected are reliability, forms of bias and validity and 

generalisation. So to minimize data corruption this is what we did. 

 
 

4.4.1 Validity  

 
Are the findings valid? The validity of the findings one make is naturally important. Are the 

findings really what they appear to be or is there any causal relationship one has forgotten. 

There are six main threats to Validity; history, testing, instrumentation, mortality, maturation 

and ambiguity about causal direction (Saunders, 2000).  

 

History  

Depending of what has recently happened within the company and the participants’ own past 

it is likely that it is going to affect the answers given. To circumvent this as much as possible 

we asked different questions with different angles to ensure that we got a picture of the event 

as close as possible to the true picture. But since we were studying a certain event in the 

company it was easy to get interviewees to talk about it (both negatively and positively). 
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Testing 

If the participants think that the answers given can affect them negatively or in some other 

way put them in a situation they view as un-preferable this will of course affect their 

answers. Anonymity for the interviewee and the company was used so no one would feel 

uncomfortable. Further contacts with the interviewee were done directly. 

 

Instrumentation 

Changes can be made, for instance new technology or new directives can be given by the 

management. This alters the objective of the participant and the result of the answers. New 

technology would not affect this as this concerned the overall situation. Perhaps something 

new had happened but then this was of interest to us and a deeper investigation was made to 

unravel any misunderstandings.  

 

Mortality 

Participants dropping out of the study, this could be disastrous for us since we had such a 

small population. To prevent that from happening we prepared ourselves by reading up on 

the company before we contacted them. When contact was made everything was ready and 

an appointment was set up as soon as possible. We also tried to clarify as much as possible so 

that the interview would not be too rehearsed when we got there. 

 

Maturation 

Certain events that take place and cause the observed organisation to change/mature; this 

changes the prerequisite and contaminates answers. This was one of the most dangerous 

threats to our study. Most certainly would the time that had gone by have affected the 

interviewee but hopefully with our basic questions that forced the participant to think in real 

numbers and then complementing with broader questions would make them give a truthful 

picture. But even though all our careful planning this is something that was very hard to 

circumvent. Perhaps by interviewing several different persons at the same company would 

lessen the problem but it could not remove it completely. 

 

Ambiguity about causal direction 

Sometimes in a study one get results that can imply two things. But it is uncertain which one 

affects the other. This is a problem and to avoid it we used the interviews to repeat questions 
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and try to determine, with the interviewees help what happened first and affected the other. 

But this did not create a perfect situation but lessens at least the threat somewhat. Further 

there is the risk that there was some aspect that we did not think of and in that case was 

completely ignored.  

 
 

4.4.2 Reliability 
 
How reliable is the data that has been collected? Reliability is if great importance and must 

therefore be scrutinized. Will the same results be received if done at a later date? Will other 

observers reach the same observations? Is it clear what was made from the raw data? There 

are four threats to the reliability; subject or participant error, subject or participant bias, 

observer error, observer bias. 

 

Subject or Participant error 

Depending on when the interviewee does answer the questions it affects the answers. 

Therefore one should try to do it at the most neutral time. And during the interview that was 

made the questions were repeated to ensure that the interviewee had understood them 

correctly. 

 

Subject or participant bias 

Interviewees might just be repeating what managers want them to say or what they believe 

the managers want them to say. To avoid this we ensured anonymity and special care when 

we analysed the data.  

 

Observer error 

The observer might misunderstand some answers. This is minimized by a high degree of 

structure. As most of our work has been based around a structured questionnaire and certain 

key questions this is avoided as much as possible. 

 

Observer bias 

It is important to not contaminate the answers given by the interviewees with own 

interpretation. If something is unclear one should not fill in the blanks oneself but leave them 

empty or have the interviewees fill them out themselves. This was done to a certain degree, 
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in the interviews we questioned things that had not been answered if a direct answer could be 

given we entered the answer if not it was discussed and became a part of the interview.  

 
 

4.4.3 Generalisability 
 
One important thing to remember is that it is not only important what is studied, but also if 

our findings are equally applicable in a different setting, such as other organisations. 

Will/Can it give the same results the next time or in a different environment? Generalisability 

is sometimes called external validity. Its focus is on how much one can generalise from the 

data collected. In this case we have done a case study and therefore the task is to try to 

explain what is happening and not so much as trying to create entire models. Any findings 

we do make, that we might think have some generalisability, will be presented in a separate 

part in chapter 6.  
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5. Company Presentations and Results 
 

In this chapter each company is presented briefly to give the reader a better understanding of 

its specific situation. The second part is the results of the questionnaire. 

5.1 Company Presentations 
 
Here follows a short presentation of each company that took part in our dissertation. To 

ensure truthful answers anonymity has been given to both the interviewee and the company. 

At the end of each part, special comments, opinions and visions of the future that the 

company has, are added and other useful information that came up in our interview with the 

companies. At the end of the presentation there is a sketch of how the company perceived 

itself before and now. A large circle represents a large unit and a small circle represents a 

small unit, the company itself is represented by a rectangle. The sketch is based on the 

stakeholder model with emphasis on the suppliers and customers of the company. 

 

Company A 
General information 

The company is a raw material producer established in the early 1900s in the Northeast of 

Scania. The company was Swedish owned until 1991 when it was acquired by a Finnish 

group. The owner today (2003) is another Finnish owner. This owner has a structure of a 

capital investment company, with no actual similar activities to those of company A. The 

company has locally 7 employees, the group which A belongs to has 1300 people employed 

in total. The group as a whole has production facilities in Sweden, Finland, Norway, Estonia 

and Poland. There are additional sales offices in Germany, Lithuania and Russia. Company A 

built a completely new factory in 1997.  

 

Suppliers and Customers 

Important customers are the industrial sector, the farming industry, the environmental 

industry both for A locally and the other companies within the group. For the whole group, 

almost 80% are industrial sales. Important suppliers to A locally are power supply 

companies. 
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The company’s own view of its suppliers and customers both before and today. Company A 

also have a vision it is working towards. 

 
Fig. 5.1.1 
      Before      Today    Working towards 
 

 

 

 

 
 

The circles above are suppliers and the circles below are customers. The rectangle 
in the middle is the company itself. 

 

Company B 
General information 

Company B belongs to the electronics & telecommunication industry. The company 

produces a base component to the electronic industry. All production in Sweden is made by 

order. The previous Swedish owner separated company B from a conglomerate in order to 

create a joint-venture with a partner in Europe. This failed and the company was sold in 1993 

to a multinational enterprise based in Britain but mostly governed from the U.S. The division 

which company B belongs to employs around 5800 people. Within the division, B’s place is 

inside the European division with activities in Sweden (B), Germany and Scotland. B has 140 

employees in total and is one of two producing units in Europe for the European division. 

There was a factory in France as well, but it was closed this year because of the market 

situation at hand today, which is tough for this line of business. 

 

Suppliers 

Company B is today a bigger company than before the change of ownership. It is almost the 

same numbers of suppliers like before but because B now belongs to a big group of 

companies it has inter-company agreements with its owners for certain suppliers in North 

America, Europe and China, this is new to B. The market situation has lead to an increase of 

suppliers from Asia to B, a common situation in the electronics market today. The suppliers 

to B are mostly from Asia and Europe today, before the ownership change there were almost 

only European suppliers. The fact is that Asia’s strong increasing production possibilities 

combined with the low-cost situation has lead to that many of B’s suppliers in fact have 
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moved their production to Asia. An interesting fact about suppliers is that B uses 

consignment to its suppliers, which means that B only pays for the quantity it uses. This 

began with a demand from B’s customers and then B had to do the same with its suppliers. 

The consignation option is not available in Asia, though here the costs are instead 20-30% 

lower. 

 

The new owner has had different views when choosing suppliers than B in some cases, but B 

has persisted because its opinion that quality & customer service is important. B feels 

sometimes that the new owner is more inclined to find the cheapest price available and the 

relationships with suppliers is not that important to them, that is what B believes, how it 

works in the U.S. Under the previous owner, B locally had access to the conglomerates’ own 

in-house maintenance service division. Today, for this type of suppliers, B sources them from 

outside, mostly local. Against this type of suppliers, B sees itself as quite strong. 

 

Market 

Before the change of ownership, B together with its now closed French sister company had 

many sales in Europe. B was responsible for North & Central Europe and the French took 

care of the South European customers. Even back then, B had lot of export and some national 

sales. Today, there are no customers in Sweden, except a very small local one. This is 

because the market in Sweden plummeted and B’s customers in Sweden closed down many 

operations. Still, B has a big customer in Finland that managed the “storm”. In fact, the Finns 

order around 25% of B’s output. After the change of ownership, there has been an increase in 

the international sales for B. 

 

Customers 

As for the change in the structure of small and large customers there is a trend in the market 

that the larger ones increase. Many suppliers team up (especially in Europe) to be able to 

survive in the market. For B’s case, it consider itself to be stronger today, for example 15 

years ago there were 30 companies in Europe like company B, today there are only 5 left. As 

for the volume in this line of business, it is halved since 2000. The company has obtained 

new international possibilities from its new owner, because of the sheer size of the new 

owner and new customer contacts has been established as well. Regarding the competition 

issue for B, the biggest competitor in Europe is up for sale and the interviewee do not believe 

that anyone will be able to buy the whole competitor and there will be just smaller units left 
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of it. If that would occur there would be a shift in the market and company B would be the 

largest in Europe.  

 

Sales organisation 

Regarding B’s sales organisation, no change except the sales manager now is from the new 

owner with responsibility for the whole of Europe. One should mention that in this industry, 

there is no “traditional” sales person. Here it is a global environment and the sales person can 

be incorporated in the buying-firms organisation for a while. PR & advertising costs are low 

in this business area, because companies and customers know each other well.  

 

Company B believes itself to be an efficient producer important to the owner. A sign for this 

may be that a major investment in the production for B next year has been agreed in 

cooperation with the owner. From the closed plant in France company B will obtain 

machinery equipment as well. 

 

The company’s own view of its suppliers and customers both before and today. 

 
Fig. 5.1.2 
              Before  Today   
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
The circles above are suppliers and the circles below are customers. The rectangle 
in the middle is the company itself. 

 

 

Company C 

General information 

This company is a design engineering firm that provides also technical consultancy. The 

company has no production itself. There are locally approximately 30 people employed. The 

company was sold in 1997 to a multinational enterprise in the industrial technology sector 

from USA. The new owner has also a food business sector in which company C is a part of.  
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The reason for the ownership change was that the former Swedish owner disinvested the 

company to which company C belonged. 

 

Market 

This company lives in a very international environment. Company C acknowledge itself that 

there are only three real customers in Sweden today. The new owners have brought with 

them new customers in Asia and the United States. Before the new owner, company C used 

agents, nowadays there are sales offices in a number of countries and the sales organisation 

as such within the new multinational owner. Looking at the market situation the company’s 

most important market is the international market. This has not changed from before. There 

has been a change towards more large customers since the change of ownership. 

 

Suppliers 

The numbers of suppliers has increased since the change of ownership and are 

geographically from Sweden, Europe and the U.S. Before the ownership change, company C 

had most of its suppliers from Sweden and just a few from Europe, so this has changed with 

the new owner. Finally, company C believes to be in a stronger position on the market than 

before. 

 

The company’s own view of its suppliers and customers both before and today. 

 

Fig. 5.1.3 

               Before  Today 
 
 
 

 

 

 
The circles above are suppliers and the circles below are customers. The rectangle 
in the middle is the company itself. 
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Company D 

General information 

The company locally viewed is a service and maintenance firm for industrial firms. Company 

D sell and provide maintenance for its current owner’s products. The change of ownership 

for this company took place in 1978 when a Finnish company bought company D. Back then 

the company was a producer as well. But in 1993 the production locally was shut down. 

Since then company D only has the maintenance and sales business. This meant a whole new 

business and structure for the company locally and it had to scale down personnel. Today 

there are 150 employees and before the structural change in 1993 the company had around 

400 employees. Company D’s owner has a structure that means that every subsidiary is 

divided into national markets. Company D here is responsible for the Swedish market. 

 

Suppliers 

Since it has been a whole new business situation for D, the number of suppliers is much less 

now than before. Today, there are inter-company agreements for suppliers regulated from the 

owner in Finland. If there are spare parts that the Finnish owner has itself, D must buy those, 

even if it can source them cheaper from elsewhere. The Finnish owner has an interest in 

increasing the volume of certain spare parts. For D’s case, it has to argue its position when it 

can obtain a spare part more local and with guarantees and services. Naturally, D considers 

itself to be in a weaker position towards suppliers, mostly because the company is a smaller 

different business today after the change of ownership.  

 

Market 

As for the market today, when company D was a producing company it had 80% sales in 

Sweden and 20% International sales. Today as mentioned before, it operates only in Sweden. 

The sales organisation has been much taken over by the new owner and the important 

decisions are made centrally from Finland. The local customers have increased now because 

of the new situation and there are some new products that it can provide service on from the 

new owner not available before the takeover.  
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The company’s own view of its suppliers and customers both before and today. 

 

Fig. 5.1.4 

       Before  Today 
 
 
 

 

 

 
The circles above are suppliers and the circles below are customers. The rectangle 
in the middle is the company itself. 

 

 

Company E 

General information 

Company E is a small company in our study. Its line of business is the textile industry. It is 

also the only company in the study that sells products to end-consumers. The company has at 

present 17 people employed. E’s change of ownership came in 2001 when the company was 

bought by a Danish firm in the same line of business as E. The reason for E being sold to a 

foreign company was that no one in the family-owned business was interested in taking over 

the business. As the change of ownership only lies a few years back in time, there has not 

been much change for E. The company feels it has much freedom still to carry out what it is 

doing without very much involvement from the new owner. A positive thing can be that the 

new owner is a family business as well. This could mean the new owner possibly has a better 

understanding for company E. Two major changes have occurred, company E has no “own” 

board anymore and the new owner has brought some new customer contacts. 
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The company’s own view of its suppliers and customers both before and today. 

 

Fig. 5.1.5 

               Before  Today 
 
 
 
 

 

 
The circles above are suppliers and the circles below are customers. The rectangle 
in the middle is the company itself. 

 

 

Company F 

General information 

Company F’s line of business is building materials. It was bought by an American company 

in 2000. The new owner has the same business as F. The group to which F belongs to is 

divided into three decentralised geographical divisions, North America, Europe and Asia. F’s 

previous owner was Swedish and this company made a structural out sale of some of its 

divisions. Since the change of ownership there is no production locally anymore. But the 

company has responsibility for a factory within the European division in Finland with around 

250 employees. Company F thus works mostly with sales of the group’s products to the 

whole of Europe. Why company F was bought, it believes was a combination of the same 

business line, the fact that it was a big competitor to the present owner and that F had big 

market share in Europe and to some extent special know-how. Company F’s suppliers are 

today completely vertically integrated.  
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The company’s own view of its suppliers and customers both before and today. 

 

Fig 5.1.6 

                   Before  Today 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

The circles above are suppliers and the circles below are customers. The rectangle 
in the middle is the company itself. 

 

 

Company G 

General information 

Company G is a part of the manufacturing industry. An interesting fact with this company is 

that it has in-house production of the final product. The company was subject to foreign 

ownership in 2000 following an “offer” from a bigger German manufacturing firm within the 

same line of business. Personally, we believe that company G is in a strong position within 

the group it belongs to today, because G’s product is of a different technique than the 

German owner’s equivalent product. It might have been that the new owner saw a chance to 

require another technology to complement its own. Company G‘s biggest export markets are 

Germany, Great Britain, France and Finland. Sales approximately consists of Sweden 43% 

and exports 57% of the total output. 

  

The company’s own view of its suppliers and customers both before and today. 

 

Fig. 5.1.7 

Before  Today 
 
 
 
 
 

 
The circles above are suppliers and the circles below are customers. The rectangle 
in the middle is the company itself. 
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Company H 

General information 

This company has its place in the wood-industry. The company produces all products in 

house. The reason for the change of ownership was that new conditions arose for the 

previous private owners so they had to decide what to do next. The result of this was that the 

company was sold to a Danish Group in the year 2000. The Danish owner is well established 

and sells products all over Europe. A positive fact for company H is that the new owners are 

in the same business as H. Company H does not consider itself to have a board with power 

anymore, it is decided by the Danes how the company should be managed. The company 

today has 80 employees; before the change of ownership it had 5 more. 

 

Suppliers 

There has been a decrease in the number of suppliers with the new owners. Still most are 

located in the south of Sweden and with some new from Denmark. Company H recognises an 

increased movement towards larger suppliers. The company considers itself to be in a 

stronger position towards suppliers after the change of ownership. The new owner has had 

some views on which suppliers to choose and today H has some inter-company agreements 

together with the concern that owns Company H. 

 

Market 

The market share remains mostly unchanged and the main market of focus is as before the 

Swedish market. The sales organisation has been changed through a reorganisation which 

meant a concentration of the sales organisation. Company H considers itself to be in a 

somewhat stronger position today than before. Regarding the production, nothing is made 

without a customer order, everything is made by specification by the customer, and thus H 

does not keep products in stock. The new owner has meant new customer contacts for 

company H; the export share is low though, around 15%. This is explained by the fact that 

the products that company H manufactures are expensive for the company to export, so for 

company H, export is seen as complementary. Company H is one of three producing units 

within the concern and considers itself to still be highly independent. The previous owners 

invested heavily in the production in the 1990s so company H feels it has “room enough” to 

house its manufacturing needs. 
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The company’s own view of its suppliers and customers both before and today. 

 

Fig. 5.1.8 

Before  Today 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

The circles above are suppliers and the circles below are customers. The rectangle 
in the middle is the company itself. 
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5.2 Results 
 
The results will be presented in tables because of the amount of information. And to give the 

reader a better perspective of the results some of the tables are presented next to each other. 

To avoid confusion the question is repeated above the table. 

 
1) What line of business do you belong to? 

Tab. 5.2.1 
A Construction, Mineral 
B Electronic, Telecom 
C Technical consultant & Constructor 
D Maintenance, Sales 
E Textile 
F Construction material 
G Production industry 
H Manufacturer, Construction related products 

 
 
 
2)How many employees do you have?  3) Has the number of employees increased or decreased after                   
   the change of ownership 
Tab. 5.2.2   Tab. 5.2.3 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
 
4a) Were you involved in the company under the previous owner? 

 
                   Tab. 5.2.4 

A Yes 
B Yes 
C No 
D Yes 
E Yes 
F Yes 
G Yes 
H No 

 
 

A Unchanged 
B  -200 Locally 
C 11 
D -250 
E Unchanged 
F -800 
G Increased by 10 
H -5 

A 7 Locally, 1300 Group 
B 140 Locally, 5800 Group 
C 30 
D 150 
E 17 
F Sweden 53, 5400 Group 
G 51 
H 80 
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The participants from company C (involved in the company 2000) and H (involved in the 

company 2002) got involved later in the company but could provide information in a 

satisfying way. 
 
 

5) What did the owner-structure look like before the change of ownership? 
                   Tab. 5.2.5 

A Traditional company 
B Part of a conglomerate 
C Part of a larger Swedish corporation 
D Traditional company 
E Privately owned 
F Part of a conglomerate 
G Privately owned  
H Privately owned 

 
 

 
6) When did the change of ownership occur? 
            Tab 5.2.6 

A 1991, 2002 
B 1993 
C 1997 
D 1978 (1993) 
E 2001 
F 2000 
G 1997 
H 2000 

 
 

Company A was bought 1991 for the first time but was sold again to the current owner in 

2002. Company D was taken over in the year 1978 but in the year 1993 its production was 

dismantled. 
 
 
7) What was the reason for the change of ownership? 
                 Tab. 5.2.7 

A Investment objectives 
B The conglomerate wanted to specialize 
C Specialization by previous owner 
D Specialization 
E None in the family wanted to continue 
F The conglomerate wanted to specialize 
G Offer 
H Changed conditions for previous owners 
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8) Do you still have an own board with decision-rights? 
             Tab. 5.2.8 

A No 
B Yes 
C No 
D No 
E No 
F Yes 
G Yes 
H No 

 
 

In the cases where an own board claims to exist it is for show because some of the board 

members have been replaced with foreign members and thus can control the company from 

within.  
 
 

9) How many suppliers did you have before            11) How many suppliers do you have today? 
the change of ownership? 
Tab. 5.2.9                Tab. 5.2.10 

 
 
 
10) What was the geographical spread of them?     12) What is the geographical spread of them? 
Tab. 5.2.11                 Tab. 5.2.12 

 
 
 

A A few large and some additional small ones
B 8 
C 4 
D Very many (Production and Service) 
E Many small 
F 15 
G 50 
H 50 

A A few large and some additional small ones 
B 11 
C 10 
D Few (Production dismantled, only service) 
E Many small 
F 6 (Vertically integrated by new owner) 
G 50 
H 40 

A Sweden 
B Europe 
C Sweden, a few European 
D Sweden 
E Sweden 
F Global 
G Mostly local but some national & European 
H Sweden 

A Sweden 
B Asia, Europe 
C Sweden , Europe and US 
D Sweden 
E Sweden 
F Europe 
G Mostly local but some national & European 
H Sweden 
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13) Has the contacts with your suppliers? 
             Tab. 5.2.13 

A Decreased  
B Unchanged  
C Unchanged  
D Decreased  
E Unchanged  
F Increased (Because of vertical integration) 
G Unchanged 
H Unchanged 

 
 

14)Has your new owner have had any    15) Have your local suppliers:  30) Have your possibility to                     
views on your choice of suppliers?                                                              choose local suppliers       
     Increased/Decreased? 
Tab. 5.2.14             Tab. 5.2.15                   Tab. 5.2.16                                                          

 
 
 
16) Has there been any change of the spread between small and large suppliers? 
             Tab. 5.2.17 

A The larger have become larger 
B No 
C No 
D More smaller suppliers 
E No 
F More larger 
G No 
H More larger 

 
 
17) How much of the previous suppliers activities have been taken over by internal suppliers and 
internal service companies? 
            Tab. 5.2.18 

A None 
B None 
C None 
D None 
E None 
F 90% (Because of vertical integration) 
G None 
H 5% 

 

A No 
B Yes 
C No 
D Yes 
E No 
F Yes 
G No 
H Yes 

A Unchanged 
B Increased 
C Increased 
D Decreased 
E Unchanged 
F Decreased 
G Unchanged 
H Decreased 

A Unchanged 
B Unchanged 
C Unchanged 
D Decreased 
E Unchanged 
F Decreased 
G Unchanged 
H Decreased 
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18) Do you consider yourself to have gained a weaker or stronger position against your suppliers? 
            Tab. 5.2.19 

A Stronger 
B Stronger 
C Stronger 
D Weaker 
E The same 
F Weaker 
G Stronger 
H Stronger 

 
 

19)  What market/markets were of most interest   22) What market/markets is of most interest for              
for you? (Local, National or International)                   you today? (Local, National or International) 
           
Tab. 5.2.20             Tab. 5.2.21 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
 
 
20) What was your estimated market share           23) What is your estimated market share              
before the change of ownership                                    today? 
   Tab. 5.2.22               Tab. 5.2.23 

 

A Local 
B International 
C International 
D National 80%, International 20% 
E National 
F International 
G International 
H Sweden 85% 

A Local 
B International 
C International 
D National 
E National 
F International 
G International 
H Sweden 

A 50% 
B Unknown 
C 8-9% 
D Sweden 40% 
E Unknown 
F Confidential 
G Sweden 60% , Export 10% 
H 10-15% 

A 50% 
B Unknown (increased) 
C 12% 
D 35% 
E The same 
F Confidential (increased) 
G Sweden 100% , Export 15% 
H 10-15% 
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21) How much of the production output       24) How much of the production output goes to your                              
went to your largest customer?                          largest customer? 
 
Tab. 5.2.24               Tab. 5.2.25 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
 
25a) Has the sales organisation changed? 
             Tab. 5.2.26 

A Yes 
B No 
C Yes 
D Yes 
E No 
F Yes 
G No 
H Yes 

 
 

In question 25b how the sales organisation had changed the main reason is that their sales 

organisation has become more specialized. In no case have their sales organisation been 

taken over by already existing sales departments. 

 
 
26) Have your local customers increased/decreased? 
             Tab. 5.2.27 

A Unchanged 
B Unchanged 
C Decreased 
D Increased 
E Unchanged 
F Unchanged 
G Unchanged 
H Unchanged 

 
 
 

A 30% 
B 30% 
C Different each year 
D Different each year 
E 10% 
F 0.01% 
G 15% 
H 5% 

A 30% 
B 25% 
C Different each year 
D Different each year 
E 10% 
F 0.01% 
G 15% 
H 5% 
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27) Has there been any change in the structure between small and large customers? 
             Tab. 5.2.28 

A No 
B Yes, large increase, small customers join efforts 
C Yes, more larger customers 
D Yes, more larger customers 
E No 
F No 
G Yes, larger becomes larger 
H Unchanged 

 
 
28) Do you consider yourself to have gained a stronger or weaker position on the market? 
             Tab. 5.2.29 

A Unchanged 
B Stronger 
C Stronger 
D Stronger 
E Unchanged 
F Stronger 
G Stronger 
H Stronger 

 
 
29) Have your turnover changed after the change of ownership? 

                   Tab. 5.2.30 
A Unchanged 
B Increased 
C Increased 
D Increased 
E Increased 
F Increased 
G Increased 
H Increased 

 
 
31) Have you gained access to international possibilities that were not available to you before? 
             Tab. 5.2.31 

A No 
B Yes 
C Yes 
D Yes 
E No 
F No 
G No 
H Yes 
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32) Have the new owners brought with them new customer contacts? 
             Tab. 5.2.32 

A No 
B Yes 
C Yes 
D Yes 
E Yes 
F Yes 
G Yes 
H Yes 

 
 
33a) Have the investments that have been made in the production? 
          Tab. 5.2.33 

A Decreased 
B Increased 
C No production 
D No production 
E Unchanged 
F Increased 
G Increased 
H Decreased 

 
 
 
33b) If increased, Were you allowed to decide of the investments on your own? 
 

Yes, in all three cases the company had been part of the decision, but a final approval from 

the owner is required, although all companies report that they never have been denied when 

presenting an investment proposal.  
 
 
34) What does your network (of suppliers and customers) look like? (Please draw) 

 

These answers are in the form of pictures and are presented in conjunction with the company 

presentations in chapter 5.1 (fig. 5.1.1-5.1.8). 

 



  45 

6. Analysis 
 

This chapter starts with a classification into groups of the companies and then each group is 

analysed. Later in the chapter general tendencies are presented and in the end connections 

with existing theories are made. 

 

The companies in our case study are very different so classifications into three different 

groups were made. Group 1 contains companies that had previous international experience 

before the change of ownership. Group 2 contains companies with a more a local business, 

without previous international experience. One of the companies has undergone major 

changes and is hard to categorize and is an exception and therefore placed on its own in group 

3.  

 

 

6.1 Case Analyses 

 

Each company is analysed first individually (appendix 1-8) and then as a part of a group. We 

have witnessed some tendencies and have therefore created two groups of companies where 

we can see similarities among them. Besides these two groups there is one exception that is 

placed separately in group three. 

 

 

6.1.1 Analysis of Group 1 
 

This group contains companies that had international experience before the change of 

ownership. Included in this group are companies B, C, F and G. 

 

Employees 

In two cases (B and F) production has been moved or dismantled which has caused a big part 

of the workforce to be redundant. In the other two cases (C and G) a small increase has 

occurred.  
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Suppliers 

The tendency in this group is that the suppliers are increasing. An exception to this is 

company F that has a special situation (production dismantled locally). Company G has had 

no change. 

 

Market 

For all the companies the market share has increased. For all of them the international market 

is the most important one.  

 

Effects 

All companies have had an increase in their turnovers and all of them have also obtained new 

customer contacts. When concerning new possibilities, the tendency is that these will occur. 

In certain cases when the market is mature no new opportunities present themselves because 

of the buying company is in the same line of business.   

 
 

6.1.2 Analysis of Group 2 
 

This group consists of companies with a mostly local market and no previous international 

experience. Included in this group are companies A, E and H. 

 

Employees  

The employees have experienced small changes or no changes. 

 

Suppliers 

Generally there is no change in the supplier situation, but in company H the suppliers have 

decreased and there is a move towards larger suppliers. This was a conscious choice by the 

company already before the new owner acquired the company this to ensure a higher quality.  

 

Market 

The most interesting market for all of the companies is the national market. This is because 

their products are not suitable for export because of unreasonable transportation costs. The 

market share remains the same for all the companies. 
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Effects 

For two of the companies, E and H, there have been new customer contacts established after 

the change of ownership. For company A no new customers have occurred, because of its 

specialized product. Another common effect is that there are no new investments in the 

production made by the new owner. 

 

 

6.1.3 Group 3  

 

Company D is difficult to categorize because of it is in a completely different business today 

compared to before the change of ownership. This makes it difficult to make comparisons. It 

is analysed individually (Appendix 4) but is not part of any group analyses. 

 

 

6.2 General Analysis 
 

Background 

The number of employees in larger companies is often decreased, this mostly because of 

rationalisation processes. For the smaller companies, there can be a tendency in some cases 

that there can be a need for new employment, because of the new owners want the company 

to expand or to be more efficient. 

 

For companies that had a privately owned structure before the change of ownership their 

main focus is still the national market. Some of their new owners have also a structure of a 

privately owned company. 

 

Suppliers 

Regarding suppliers before and after and the geographical spread among them, larger 

companies have in some cases increased the number of suppliers. The smaller ones are mostly 

unchanged regarding the number of suppliers. Larger companies with previous international 

experience have better possibilities to obtain geographically spread suppliers through their 

new owner. The contact with suppliers is in most cases unchanged. Where the new owners 
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have had the possibility to impose inter-company agreements regarding suppliers, this has 

occurred in many cases. 

 

The local supplier situation remains mostly unchanged or decreased; exceptions are company 

B and company C because of their special circumstances. inter-company agreements can be a 

barrier for companies faced with them.  

 

For the spread between small and large suppliers, there is a move in general towards larger 

suppliers, except for company D. This corresponds with the theories of Gadde & Håkansson 

(1994).  They are of the opinion that in international business today, there is a tendency for 

larger suppliers chosen by companies to ensure a higher reliability in supplies. 

 

There is a tendency towards a stronger position towards the suppliers among the companies. 

Exceptions are company A, although the company states to be in a stronger position, we do 

not believe this is the case, since the company has not increased in size. Company F has only 

vertical integrated suppliers so this company considers itself weaker. 

 

Market 

Regarding which market that is the most interesting one for the companies (local, national 

and international) there are no direct changes after the change of ownership. The market share 

is increased for larger companies with international experience. The smaller ones remain 

unchanged in general. For company G the Swedish market share is increased, but because of 

a competitor disappeared for other reasons. There is not much change in the dependency of a 

single supplier among the companies; it remains the same as before. The sales organisation 

has changed in some cases, but this is because of rationalisation and efficiency issues and 

cannot be seen as imposed by the new owner. 

 

Most companies do not make any real effort to increase their local customers. The market is 

considered mature. For the spread between small and large customers there is a movement 

among the large internationally experienced companies towards larger customers. The 

smaller, more local companies remain mostly unchanged in this matter. All companies, 

except two local companies consider themselves to have gained a stronger position on the 

market today. 
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Effects 

Regarding turnover, every company says there is an increase in turnover, it would most 

certain have happened anyway even without a change of ownership. All companies stated that 

they have gained new international possibilities, except two local ones and two others with 

already established international possibilities. All companies except the local market 

orientated company A has established new customer contacts through the new owner. 

Regarding investments in the production, in general, capital from the new owners gives 

possibilities for this, though everything has to be approved by the new owner. Company A 

though, have an owner with an investment structure and is not likely to receive any new 

production investments. The boards in general are influenced by the new owners. 

 

 

6.3 Connections to Existing Theories 
 
 To evaluate and analyse the results obtained from the questionnaire along with the combined 

interviews, Michael E. Porter’s theories regarding competitive strategy – techniques for 

analysing industries and competitors are used. (Porter 1998)  

 

The Basic structure is the five forces Porter determines: suppliers, rivalry amongst 

competitors, substitutes, potential entrants and buyers (customers in our case) as described in 

chapter 3 (See figure 3:1). From that model as a starting point, Porter continues to reflect on 

factors as the board situation, owner goals, customer and suppliers, vertical integration, 

fragmented industries and global competition. It is in these areas we try to find common 

things in the companies in the study. 

  

Board 

Which composition has the board? In our case we take a look at how the situation is in the 

companies’ boards after being acquired by the foreign company. It can get a clue how 

independent and controlled companies are. In most of the companies in the study, Swedes are 

still represented, although their decision-power is doubtful in many cases. Company A and 

company D are reduced to subunits by their new owners, which means that the board decides 

entirely from the mother company. Finally, company E’s board has a strong presence of the 

new Danish owners. 
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Owner Goals and Strategy 

The strategic importance of the acquired company that now is a subsidiary to the new owner 

is also an interesting aspect. Is the subsidiary viewed as a “base business” or just in 

periphery of the concern? Where does the business fit into the parent’s portfolio? Is it a 

growth area or just regarded as source of cash (Porter, 1998)? 

 

For company A it can be assumed that the new owner may just seek returns on investment, 

this because the new owner is an investment company. There have been no investments in the 

production since 1997 for instance. For company B we can assume that its production is of 

importance to the owner. Why we can we see this is that a sister factory was closed in 2003 

and not B. B is granted a big production investment in 2004 by its owners. Company G 

complete the new owner’s production with a new profitable technical solution. 

 

Porter makes some assumptions regarding a company’s historical, emotional, cultural, 

regional or national differences. In company D’s case, where the company’s production 

facilities were closed down in 1993, it might have been the case that the Finnish owner 

wanted to save the place closest to them culturally, thus more “easy” for them to close down a 

distant production than one in Finland if required. 

 

Customers and Suppliers 

Porter’s theories of strategy towards buyers (customers) and suppliers are of course very 

interesting to examine, since this is our main topic in the dissertation. When looking at a 

customer the bargaining power for the customer to a company depends on a variety of factors. 

The factors can be different levels of customer service, product design and durability issues. 

 

Different purchasing needs are one reason why bargaining power differs, for example, sales 

of electronic components (like company B in our study). It is much more expensive to sell to 

small customers than a few large, because the cost of serving an order are the same regardless 

of quantity, means Porter. The primary costs are paperwork processing and handling. This 

may explain why company B concentrates on a few large customers. In B’s case, the method 

of consignment on stock is also a fact contributing to this. 
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Companies in our study can have an advantage if their customers have limited alternatives to 

other substitutable products, for example company B where there are few producers in 

Europe. This would apply to company C and company D as well. Further, if the costs of 

switching suppliers are high because of that the customers are “tied” up with unique product 

specifications to the companies in the study, some of the companies are in a good position. 

Some examples could be company B with the consignations policy in Europe, or companies 

with complex constructions, like the companies C, G and H. In G’s case there are few 

competitors and in H’s case, everything is made to customer specifications. 

 

The price sensitivity of customers is not high when for example, a customer wants a high 

quality and the cost for a production failure is very high, it would apply to company B’s and 

company C’s customers. Especially in B’s case as its electronic product go directly into its 

customers production lines for manufacturing of a final product. 

 

Porter determines some key aspects that go well with a number of our companies’ direction 

after the change of ownership. Many of the companies seek a concentration of stable and 

competitive customers and to create maximum leverage with the suppliers chosen. The 

difficulty lies in obtaining volume discounts with suppliers but at the same time not to be 

dependent on them. The switching costs may be high. It may be a risk with fewer suppliers 

today with the companies investigated in the study after the takeovers. 

 

Vertical Integration 

Porter has also an interesting discussion about vertical integration. Advantages with vertical 

integration are amongst others; economic advantages, less steps and lower transportation 

costs. Control and coordination are facilitated. 

 

Porter further says that there is also likely to be more trust placed on an insider to keep the 

needs of its sister unit in mind, and therefore, the business can cope with unforeseen events 

easier. Steadier supplies of raw materials and smoother deliveries are some of the advantages. 

The insecurity from an outside supplier who fails to deliver is also diminished. Production 

redesign or new products are also easier in vertical integration. It can be assumed that the 

relations are more stable with vertical integration than with outside suppliers. By producing 

its needs internally, the firm can avoid sharing proprietary data (product secrets etc.) with its 

suppliers, who need it to manufacture component parts or raw materials. Often the exact 
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specifications for component parts reveal the key characteristics of the final product’s design 

or manufacture to the supplier, or the component parts themselves are what is proprietary 

about the final product. The reasons mentioned above may well indicate why Company F and 

its mother company (the whole group) have well-developed vertical integration. Company B 

has also been granted an investment to vertically integrate a raw material that it has bought 

previously. 

 

The risks with vertical integration can be that there can be inertia within the concern. Internal 

suppliers in a backward integration system like in company F’s case may lack incentives 

because of lack of competition, further, if one unit in a concern has problems it affect the 

whole concern. 

 

Fragmented Industries 

Porter’s definition of a fragmented industry is; an industry in which no firm has a significant 

market share and can strongly influence the industry outcome Porter (1998). Usually there are 

many small – and medium-sized companies, many of them privately held in this particular 

industry. This would apply to company E and company H which before the change to a 

foreign ownership were privately-owned. These companies are also in the textiles and wood-

industry which Porter defines as fragmented. The local market is more important in a 

fragmented market. To cope with fragmentation, Porter states that since fragmented industries 

often are characterised by the need for intense coordination, local management orientation, 

high personal service, and close control, an important alternative is highly managed 

decentralisation. Rather than increasing the scale of operations at one or a few locations, this 

strategy involves deliberately keeping individual operations small and as autonomous as 

possible. This approach is supported by tight central control and performance oriented 

compensation for local managers. This fits to the way company E and company H are being 

handled by their present Danish owners, we believe. 

 

Porter further discusses that a company can “over-centralize”, means that it is important in 

fragmented industries to compete with personal service and local contacts. A central 

organizational structure is counterproductive in most cases because it slows down response 

time, lowers local incentives and less service perhaps. Porter means that a centralized 

production in a fragmented industry is of disadvantage. This could perhaps be a factor for 
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company E and company H why the new Danish owners let their acquired companies carry 

on much like before.  

 

Competition in global industries 

Porter discusses some issues regarding global competition. He means that there can be 

advantages of vertical integration in a global marketplace if you are a big company. There can 

also be cost-advantages in sharing resources and experience on a global scale and the fact that 

you belong to a bigger concern lowers prices. The bargaining power against suppliers often 

increases. This may apply on the international experienced companies in our study, like the 

companies B, C and F. Further it may well have been the case with company F that through 

its new American owner has a well-developed vertical integration. 

 

Impediments to global competition can be transportation and storage costs, this is the case 

with company A (each subsidiary in the concern delivers to their own national markets, 

because of transportation costs), it is the same case with company H that primarily cover the 

Swedish market and have a low export-share to its Danish owner’s market. So this creates a 

market by market basis as Porter states. 

 

Porter also has a discussion whether a small firm can be more profitable than a larger firm (in 

our case company E). It is possible if there are no real economics of scale and if the small 

firm has a special strategy, perhaps differentiation or has superior service. In E’s case the 

company is specialized with a small segment on the textile consumers market and somewhat 

unique in this line of business because everything is made in Sweden, which is very unusual 

in Sweden today for this line of business. Much production in Sweden has been moved to 

low-cost countries. Why company E still has production in Sweden is according to them a 

quality aspect. 
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7. Conclusions 
 

This chapter will present our conclusions drawn from the analyses in chapter five. Some of 

our reflections about the dissertation and ideas for further research is discussed.  

7.1 Conclusions 

 

If a company did not belong to a large conglomerate, or similar, then suppliers will become 

larger. This can result in smaller suppliers are no longer needed. This is a result of the 

company becoming part of a bigger corporation and thus can demand better quality since it 

now will be a larger customer of the supplier. It can also result in the new owner imposing 

contracts that force the company to buy from a certain supplier. In the future this may lead to 

another company being bought to ensure deliveries. It also means that certain supplies that 

were bought locally or nationally may have to be changed to foreign suppliers. There is a 

tendency towards larger suppliers which corresponds with Gadde and Håkansson’s theory 

previously mentioned (Chapter 3.6.2)  
 

The international market opens up to the company. The companies obtain new customer 

contacts and many of them also new international possibilities, thus a positive change with 

the new foreign owner. Depending on size they can maybe take advantage of the situation. If 

the company already has access to the international market and is a part of it, it can result in 

new contacts that the new owner had before. The entire business network for the company 

expands, although if it is a company that is unused to the international market there has not 

been any indication by the new owner to make them more international. 

 

The effect on the company depends on what reason the new owner had for buying. The new 

owner perhaps intended to make a producing unit of the company in its already capable 

corporation or the new owner wanted the company because of its specialized expertise that 

allowed access to new technology, product or service. Of course there could be a possibility 

that the buyer only wanted the company for the profit or that the company was seen as a 

possible threat in the future which may result in a poor situation for the company being 
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acquired. The companies have different backgrounds to when and why they were sold, but all 

have had their own board downsized or removed. 

 

 

7.2 Reflections Concerning the Hypotheses 
 

In chapter 3.7 the hypotheses were presented. The first Hypothesis “An expansion and 

improvement of already existing networks of suppliers and customers” is not true in these 

cases. We have not found any proof of any company buying another company because they 

want to expand their network. Inter-company agreements force the newly acquired company 

to adapt to them. In case of a smaller company it is not very common with inter-company 

agreements and is therefore freer to use its already existing network and suppliers. 

 

The second hypothesis was “The need for a local network of suppliers is increasing and leads 

to an expansion of it”, in many cases this was not true. When the company expands 

internationally or if the company is integrated in another company or group, the local network 

disappears or drastically shrinks. However, no general tendency can be concluded. Some 

suppliers might change because bigger suppliers are needed, but some of the local suppliers 

will still be needed because of their crucial components or the accessibility is still needed. 

 

As a trend we think we can see a tendency towards a diminishing local network of suppliers 

and customers in contrast to the theories mentioned previously. This can be interesting to 

investigate in the future in a larger and more extensive study. When creating a larger or 

deeper study, here are some questions that can be reformed into different hypotheses: 

- Why do acquiring companies not take advantage of the network that becomes 

available to them? 

- Are inter-company agreements for the better or the worse? 

- In what cases is the know-how in a network the reason for buying a company? 
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7.3 Our Own Reflections 
 

Although large companies are buying companies to increase their market share small 

companies are allowed to keep their former network of local suppliers and customers in most 

cases as earlier. We assume this based on the fact that there is not very much change in the 

supplier and customer situation for the local companies, at least in the beginning of the 

approximately five years that is the case in our study. The larger companies that are bought 

have their network of suppliers downsized and often incorporated into the new group and 

local suppliers may diminish.   

 

 

7.4 Methodological Criticism 
 

It might have been possible to have used an entirely deductive approach to this subject. It 

might even be more productive if the right questions could have been asked. The only thing 

that prevented us from choosing it was the fact that no model was available. And have had 

created a model without reference, we would have had a much smaller chance of collecting 

the correct data. So to us it seemed better to go out with an open mind and receive as much 

information as possible and later, if possible, analyse the data and see if any trends could be 

found. 

 

 

7.4.1 Modifications 
 

What would we do differently if we could do it again? Our survey might have included 

more subjects and the geographical limits could have been lifted from it or perhaps involved 

the entire Scania. We could have distributed the survey through e-mail or mail and taken the 

loss of not receiving answers from all. The number of interviews might have been 

decreased to a smaller number.  
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7.5 Further Subjects to Study 
 

There are many different subjects that have come up as we wrote this dissertation. Here are a 

few of them:  

- The cultural differences depending on the acquiring firms’ nationality seems to make a big 

difference. Perhaps it would be worthwhile studying the difference of takeovers depending on 

the nationality of the buying company. 

 

- A study involving the whole of Scania or other parts of Sweden or the world. 

  

- Compare different business sectors e.g. service vs. industry in Sweden subject to ownership 

change.
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App. 1 Analysis of Company A 
 
Company A 
 
The employees have not yet been affected 

 

Suppliers 

The suppliers have not changed and thus the geographical spread has not changed either; it 

remains inside Sweden. The large suppliers have become larger and the contact with them has 

decreased. Still, company A believes that its position has become stronger. This is not our 

belief since this company has not increased in size and the suppliers have actually become 

larger, so our belief is that it has become weaker in contrast to the company’s own statement. 

This, however, will not be of great importance for this company because of small purchases 

from suppliers, sourced locally; perhaps it considers its position stronger because of the 

company’s long history. 

 

Market 

Company A was and still is only interested in the local market, as the product is not suitable 

for export. The market share has not increased and nothing has changed. At this point not 

very much has happened to the company considering the market and all that can be done is to 

speculate.  

 

Effects 

The turnover has not increased and no new possibilities or new customer contacts have 

occurred. No change can be seen here either. The only thing is that the company believes that 

no investments will be allowed in the coming period, because the new owner has no interest 

in this. 

 



 

App. 2 Analysis of Company B 
 
Company B 
 
Employees 

Number of employees has decreased by 200 positions 

 

Suppliers 

The number of suppliers has increased. The company was previously part of a large 

conglomerate and had a lot of internal suppliers of goods and service. The geographical 

spread of suppliers, however, has increased from a spread across Europe to nowadays across 

the world. This has to do with the fact that some of the suppliers have moved to Asia because 

of the tough competition. The contact with the different suppliers remains the same though. 

Generally company B has a stronger position towards the suppliers today, because of the 

company’s increase in size. 

 

Market 

The market that interested company B was and still is the international market. The market 

share is unknown to the company but believed to have increased. The biggest competitor in 

Europe is currently for sale. According to our interviewee it is not very likely that someone 

will buy the entire company and therefore it is perceivable that it will be sold in smaller 

pieces. This will make company B the largest of its kind in Europe. The sales organisation is 

unchanged and the customers are increasing in size. 

 

Effects 

The turnover of the company has increased and the possibility to choose its own suppliers has 

been challenged by the new owners but not changed too much yet because of a persistent 

salesperson at company B. International possibilities and new customer contacts have both 

occurred. And the investments made in the company are company B’s own ideas and the 

company has yet not been denied any investment proposition. 

 



 

App. 3 Analysis of Company C 
 
Company C 
 
Employees 

The number of employees has increased by 11 positions. 

 

Suppliers  

The suppliers have increased and are no longer only from Sweden with additional ones in 

Europe. The European part has now increased and some suppliers from the U.S.A. have been 

introduced. This is because of more products produced in the U.S.A. being sold through the 

Swedish company. Nothing is made by internal companies; everything is still bought from 

outside suppliers. Because of C’s increase in size the company has gained a stronger position 

towards its suppliers. 

 

Market 

The market that interests company C was and still is the international one. The market share 

has increased with 3-4% since the takeover. The sales organisation has been altered. It has 

been increased so the company now sells everything that the new owner produces and the rest 

of the group sells company C’s products. This means that entire packages can be sold at one 

time and the sales office has become the heart of the company. This change has been 

necessary since the local market has decreased into a few large customers. This is not a big 

change since company C does not and did not before produce its own products it has always 

functioned as a sales office. This is accomplished by contracting local manufacturers. The 

size increase and the increase in products have created a stronger position for company C. 

 

Effects 

The turnover has increased and new possibilities and customer contacts have emerged. No 

investments have been made since no production is being performed by company C as it 

functions as a sales-company.  

 



 

App. 4 Analysis of Company D 
 
Company D 
 

The number of employees has decreased by 250 persons. The reason is that the manufacturing 

facilities were closed down and moved abroad. The remaining company is providing services 

instead of manufacturing.   

 

Suppliers 

The suppliers have dramatically decreased. Now only spare parts are needed since no 

production is made in Sweden anymore. The choice of suppliers is strictly controlled by the 

new owner and must be followed. This is because of internal production or contracts that are 

made by the new owner. It means that company D has a weaker position to the suppliers since 

the company is restricted in some areas to choose suppliers. 

 

Market 

The market used to be focused on Sweden (80%) and additionally at the international market 

(20%). But nowadays since the company mainly performs service and sales functions this has 

been narrowed to only the Swedish market. The market share is believed to have decreased as 

well and this is not surprising since the production has been dismantled. There is no 

information found of the market share of the service performed, but it is believed to have 

increased a lot compared to before and the company might in the future increase a lot as a 

service company. 

 

Effects 

The turnover has increased but investments and the possibility to choose suppliers have 

decreased dramatically. New possibilities and new customers have occurred. Because this 

company has undergone a change from a producing company to a maintenance unit within 

the group it belongs to, the answers are difficult to evaluate with before and after. We do 

believe that it is a strong company in its new business, because the new owner is one of the 

largest in the world in its line of business. 

 



 

App. 5 Analysis of Company E 
 
Company E 
 
Employees 

No employee alterations have been made. 

 

Suppliers 

Nothing has changed on this part for the company. The suppliers are kept inside Sweden and 

some additional ones in Asia and the new owner has made no alterations.  

 

Market 

The most interesting market was and still is the national one. The market share has not 

changed; nor anything else in the market section. 

 

Effects 

The turnover has increased; no new possibilities have occurred but new customers have been 

introduced by the new owner. No new investments have been necessary for company E. 



 

App. 6 Analysis of Company F 
 
Company F 
 
Employees 

The number of employees has decreased and 800 jobs have disappeared since the production 

facilities have been closed in company F locally. The reasons for the company being bought 

were special knowledge, a large competitor, and to increase the market share for the new 

owner.  

 

Suppliers 

The suppliers have decreased and so has the geographical spread of them because of all 

supplies nowadays coming from the mother company. 90% of the previous external suppliers 

of goods and services have been taken over by internal companies. As a result company F 

now has a weaker position to the suppliers. 

 

Market 

The most interesting market for company F was and still is the international one. The market 

share is confidential but it has increased. The sales organisation has changed because of an 

increased product portfolio since the company now sells all the groups’ products. The 

customers have remained the same and company F feels to be in a stronger position today 

towards the customers because of the increase in size and a larger product catalogue.  

 

Effects 

The turnover has increased but the possibility to choose suppliers has decreased since all 

supplies now come from sister companies. No new possibilities have emerged but new 

customer contacts have appeared because of the new owners. The investments made by 

company F has been decided by them and not decided by the new owners, not locally because 

of the closed production, but in Europe for some operations for which company F has 

responsibility. Company F operates to a great extent as a sales company. 

 



 

App. 7 Analysis of Company G 
 
Company G 
 
Employees 

The number of employees has increased by 10 persons.  

 

Suppliers 

The suppliers are the same in numbers and the geographical spread has remained the same. 

The increase in size and the fact that a competitor has disappeared has made company G’s 

position stronger towards the suppliers. Nothing has been taken over by internal companies. 

 

Market 

The market share in Sweden has increased by 60% to 100% and the international market (that 

is Europe in this market) has increased by 10 % to 15%. The sales organisation has not 

changed, neither has the largest customer of company G. 

 

Effects 

The turnover has increased and the new owner has brought new customer contacts. The 

choice of suppliers has not been questioned by the new owner and the investments in the 

company are also made by company G and not by the new owner.  

 



 

App. 8 Analysis of Company H 
 
Company H 
 
Employees 

The number of employees has decreased by 5 persons. 

  

Suppliers 

The number of suppliers is unchanged. The geographical spread has not changed. However, 

almost all suppliers have remained inside Sweden. Of previous suppliers 5% have been taken 

over by internal suppliers of goods and services. Because of the company’s increase in size 

the position towards suppliers has become stronger. 

 

Market 

The market share has not changed and the focus still remains on Sweden. The company is 

considered stronger since the size increase and the sales organisation has changed internally 

and created a more efficient sales organisation.  

 

Effects 

The turnover has increased but the possibility to choose local suppliers has decreased and also 

the investments made in the company have decreased. But previous investments have been 

extensive and no immediate investments are needed. If production capacity is to be increased 

in the future the possibility exists but at the moment this is not economically sustainable.  

 



 

App. 9 Questionnaire in English 
 

Questionnaire 

Background Information 

1) What line of business are you in? 

 

2) How many employees do you have? 

 

3) Has the number of employees increased or decreased after the change of ownership? 

 

4a) Were you involved in the company under the previous owner? 

4b) If no: When were you involved in the company? 

 

5) What did the owner-structure look like before the change of ownership? 

 

Change of Ownership 

6) When did the change of ownership occur? 

 

7) What was the reason for the change of ownership? 

 

8) Do you still have an own Swedish board with decision-rights? 

 

Suppliers 

9) How many suppliers did you have before the change of ownership? 

 

10) What was the geographical spread of them? 

 

11) How many suppliers do you have today?  

 

12) What is the geographical spread of them? 

 



 

 

13) Have the contacts with your suppliers: 

Decreased  Unchanged   Increased 

 

14) Has your new owner have had any views on your choice of suppliers? 

Yes   No  in cooperation with 

 

15) Have your local suppliers: 

Decreased  Unchanged   Increased 

 

16) Has there been any change of the structure between small and large suppliers? 

 

17) How much of the previous suppliers’ activities have been taken over by internal suppliers 

and internal service companies?  

 

18) Do you consider yourself to have gained a weaker or stronger position towards your 

suppliers? 

 

Market 

19) What market/markets were of most interest for you? (Local, National or International) 

 

20) What was your estimated market share before the change of ownership? 

 

21) How much of the production output went to your largest customer? 

 

22 What market/markets are of most interest to you today? (local, national or international) 

 

23) What is your estimated market share today? 

 

24) How much of the production output goes to your largest customer? 

 

25a) Has the sales organisation changed? 



 

25b) If Yes: How? 

 

26) Have your local customers: 

Decreased  Unchanged   Increased 

 

27) Has there been any change in the structure between small and large customers? 

 

28) Do you consider yourself to have gained a stronger or weaker position on the market? 

 

Effects 

29) Has your turnover changed after the change of ownership? 

Decreased  Unchanged  Increased  

 

30) Has your possibility to choose local suppliers? 

Decreased  Unchanged  Increased 

 

31) Have you gained access to international possibilities that were not available to you 

before? 

Yes   No 

 

32) Have the new owners brought with them new customer contacts? 

 

33a) Have investments made in the production? 

Decreased  Unchanged  Increased 

33b) If Yes, Were you allowed to decide of the investments on your own? 

 

Additional 

34) What does your network (of suppliers and customers) look like? (Please draw) 

 

  
 
 



 

App. 10 Questionnaire in Swedish 

Frågeformulär 

Bakgrundsinformation 

1) Vilken bransch tillhör Ni? 

 

2) Hur många anställda har Ni? 

 

3) Har antalet anställda ökat eller minskat efter ägarförändringen? (antal) 

 

4a) Var Ni engagerad i företaget under tidigare ägare? 

4b) Om Nej: När blev Ni engagerad i företaget? 

 

5) Hur såg ägarbilden ut före ägarförändringen? 

 

Ägarförändring 

6) När ägde ägarskiftet rum? 

 

7) Vad var skälet till ägarförändringen? 

 

8) Har Ni fortfarande egen beslutande styrelse? 

 

Leverantörer 

9) Hur många underleverantörer hade Ni före ägarförändringen? 

 

10) Hur var den geografiska spridningen på dem? 

 

11) Hur många underleverantörer har Ni i dagsläget? 

 

12) Hur är den geografiska spridningen på dem? 

 



 

 

13) Har kontakttillfällena med Era underleverantörer: 

Minskat  Oförändrat   Ökat 

 

14) Har Er nya ägare/delägare haft synpunkter på val av underleverantörer? 

Ja  Nej  i samarbete med 

 

15) Har Era lokala underleverantörer: 

Minskat  Oförändrat   Ökat 

 

16) Har det skett någon förändring i fördelningen mellan små och stora underleverantörer? 

 

17) Hur mycket av de tidigare leverantörernas verksamhet har övertagits av interna 

leverantörer och interna service bolag? 

 

18) Anser Ni att Ni fått en starkare eller svagare position/ställning gentemot Era 

underleverantörer? 

 

Marknad 

19) Vilken Marknad/marknader var mest intressant för Er?(Lokala, Nationella, 

Internationella) 

 

20) Hur stor marknadsandel hade Ni innan ägarskiftet? 

 

21) Hur stor andel av produktionen gick till Er största kund? 

 

22) Vilken Marknad/marknader är mest intressant för Er i dagsläget?(Lokala, Nationella, 

Internationella) 

 

23) Hur stor marknadsandel har Ni i dagsläget? 

 

24) Hur stor andel av produktionen går till Er största kund? 

 



 

25a) Har försäljningsorganisationen förändrats? 

25b)Om Ja: Hur? 

 

26) Har Era lokala Kunder: 

Minskat  Oförändrat   Ökat 

 

27) Har det skett någon förändring i fördelningen mellan små och stora kunder? 

 

28) Anser Ni att Ni fått en starkare eller svagare position/ställning på marknaden? 

 

Effekter 

29) Har Er omsättning förändrats efter ägarförändringen? 

Minskat Oförändrad  Ökat  

 

30) Har Er lokala valmöjlighet av leverantörer: 

Minskat  Oförändrat   Ökat 

 

31) Har Ni fått tillgång till internationella möjligheter som ej fanns tillgängliga för Er innan? 

Ja   Nej 

 

32) Har de nya delägarna fört med sig nya kundkontakter? 

 

33a) Har investeringarna som gjorts i produktionen? 

Minskat  Oförändrat  Ökat 

33b) Om ja, har Ni själva fått besluta om investeringarna? 

 

Övrigt 

34) Hur ser ert nätverk ut? (Rita gärna) 

 

 

 
 
 


