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Motives and boundary conditions of acquisitions in media – a Nordic 
perspective 
 
Introduction 
 
Although acquisition activity has shaped industries and organisations for decades, never 
has it been pursued in such magnitude as during the past decade or so. However, not 
only the sheer volume of contemporary merger and acquisition (M&A) activity makes 
the phenomenon highly topical. For example, acquisitions have become common in 
industries and markets which until recently have been left relatively untouched by 
industry restructuring. For example, the establishment of the single European market 
has led to a rapid increase in acquisitions with European involvement, and deregulation 
in industries such as telecommunications, transportation and energy has caused service 
sectors to gain in relative importance in acquisition activity alongside more traditional 
industries (World investment report 2004, International investment perspectives… 
2007, cf. Dunning 1998). The media sector is a prime example of an industry where 
deregulation together with rapid technological development has resulted in a surge of 
acquisition activity (e.g. Chon et al. 2003, Muehlfeld et al. 2007). In the course of the 
past decade or so, the industry has witnessed a wide array of different types of 
acquisitions linked industry convergence and internationalisation, for example.  
 
While acquisitions allegedly offer the means to access new resources, markets and 
knowledge in a relatively rapid manner (e.g. Bower 2001), aggregate figures on the M&A 
success do not support this claim. The bulk of research on M&A has centred on this 
specific paradox: why do firms continue to engage in acquisition activity when high 
failure rates have been reported by numerous contributors using a variety of different 
measures and techniques (see e.g. King et al. 2004). Poor performance has been 
commonly contributed to poor acquisition management, which has failed to take into 
account the multi-faceted nature and consequences of acquisitions (Fang et al. 2004, 
Shrivastava 1986, see also Shimizu et al. 2004). Overall, studies on the performance of 
M&A activity have focused on a rigid understanding of motivations and success (Angwin 
2007b), rather than critically reviewing why and in what kind of conditions acquisitions 
are pursued in the first place. 
 
M&A activity in the field of media has been examined rather extensively. Research has 
largely concentrated on aspects such as acquisition “success” from an economic and 
managerial standpoint (e.g. Muehlfeld et al. 2007, Peltier 2004), competition policy and 
the impact of consolidated media ownership of media content (e.g. Greco 1999, Miller 
2002, Doyle 2002a). Nordic scholars have also been active in this discussion, which is 
highlighted throughout this publication. Contributions have been made from media 
economics and management perspectives, competition policy perspectives, media 
ownership and content diversity perspectives as well as from the viewpoint of historical 
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industry development (see e.g. Gustafsson 2008, Picard 2004, Cavallin 2008, Høyer 
2008). However, this stream of literature has primarily been bound to the respective 
disciplines of media and communication studies or media management and economics, 
for example, rather than tied to general M&A research.  
 
The tradition of acquisition research extends far and wide. Although acquisitions have 
raised interest among several scientific disciplines, today, the most established 
paradigms in the field continue to be those of economics, finance and strategy (e.g. 
Papadakis 2005). However, results of this line of research remain inconclusive and 
probably the most notable contribution has been the identification of a variety of 
variables that are insufficient in explaining the reasons and outcomes of acquisitions 
(e.g. King et al. 2004).  
 
In accordance with this strong tradition, acquisitions have generally been considered as 
conscious acts that are driven by rational choice. Meanwhile, alternative and especially 
critical perspectives have not gained much ground in acquisition research (e.g. Vaara & 
Tienari 2002, Vaara 2004). Researchers do admit that multiple processes are involved in 
M&A (Shimizu et al. 2004) and that many questions related to acquisition process are 
intertwined (Haspeslagh & Jemison 1991). However, the complexity of these processes 
and particularly the role of the context-related factors in terms of the taken actions are 
not revealed. This applies also to literature on acquisition motives (Angwin 2007b). 
According to the common assumption, the acquisition process is initiated by the careful 
analysis of company needs, scanning potential partners and evaluating them carefully 
(e.g. Bagchi & Rao 1992). The prime actor in this process is acquiring firm management 
whose sole (legitimate) motivation is to increase economic value for acquiring 
shareholders (Angwin 2007b). However, the prevailing assumptions of this notion may 
be challenged. 
 
First, as acquisition activity has rapidly increased during recent years, so has the amount 
of money being redistributed and the number of people who have a financial interest in 
the M&A business (e.g. Vaara 2004). Furthermore, in addition to standard regulation, 
substantial acquisitions in sectors which are considered to hold a strategically or 
culturally special position, for example, can become an issue of governmental interest 
and intervention (cf. Angwin 2007b, Fang et al. 2004). However, acquisitions are still 
treated as means to an end where only recently other acting subjects than acquiring 
firm management have been added to the analysis. 
 
Second, acquisitions may themselves be unintended outcomes that are rooted in the 
industry structure as well as organisational and individual contexts (Nummela & Taalas 
2006). A vast amount of different internal and external impulses can contribute to the 
unfolding of the acquisition, which could better be described as a political and 
negotiated process rather than planned and strategic event (cf. Jemison & Sitkin 1986, 
Angwin 2007b). As the parties involved are linked and interdependent, the outcomes 
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are difficult to interpret from the perspective of just one party, as the network effects of 
an acquisition are many. 
 
In this paper, we address questions relating to the driving forces and motives behind 
media acquisitions as well as the regulated nature of such acquisitions from an industry 
structure rather than a competition policy perspective. These questions are approached 
specifically from a Nordic perspective. The overall purpose of this paper is to provide a 
more nuanced understanding of the context in which contemporary acquisition deals in 
the Nordic media sector take place. The paper makes two specific contributions. First, 
the “classical” approach of M&A motivation (see Angwin 2007b) is empirically 
challenged; we make an additional extension by setting the actors into their contextual 
setting. From this perspective, change taking form in acquisitions can be seen as a 
redirection of what is already under way rather than an intended event with intrinsic 
value (cf. Weick & Quinn 1999). Second, we attempt to bring together the existing fields 
of general acquisition research and the strong traditional of Nordic research of media 
acquisitions to outline areas for continuing research. 
 
The empirical part of the paper examines the takeover of Finnish AlmaMedia in 2005. 
Here we describe a case where the “hands” of the actors, Bonnier’s and Proventus’ are 
forced by an outside move by Schibsted. In this case, the acquisition is done to protect 
the business activities and the earnings logic of a fourth company, TV4, which is not a 
direct actor in the case.  The case material analysed comprises of articles published in 
Finnish and Swedish newspapers, business magazines and web-based newsletters1. 
Additionally, the press releases and the websites of all four parties involved – 
AlmaMedia, Bonnier, Schibsted and Proventus – were included in the analysis. Thus, the 
case is not only embedded in its respective industry structure and context; in addition, 
the reconstructed case itself is bound to the statements and interpretations made on 
media companies by media companies, that is the actors who either directly or 
indirectly held stakes in the described events. 
 
In this paper, the case is analysed from the viewpoint of literature on acquisition 
motives which builds on several scientific disciplines. The underlying aim is to contrast 
the complexity of contemporary acquisition activity in the Nordic media sector with the 
prevailing research approaches. Before turning to acquisition motive theories and our 
empirical case, we first outline the general setting for contemporary acquisition activity 
in the media sector. 
 
 
Acquisitions in the media sector: recent development and research tradition 

                                                 
1
 Finnish material: Kauppalehti, Talouselämä, Taloussanomat, Turun Sanomat, Helsingin Sanomat 

International Edition, Talentum.com and Digitoday. Swedish material: Dagens Industri, Dagens Nyheter, 
Dagens PS, Aftonbladet, Affärsvärlden, Veckans Affärer, Privata Affärer/Svenska Dagbladet, Svenska 
Dagbladet/Näringsliv and Expressen. 
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At present, the media sector is facing a tremendous transition due to changes in 
technology and the socio-economic landscape. The markets of contemporary media 
produce are facing the challenging task of convincing both audiences and advertisers of 
their continuing value. Educational and demographic changes and the general cultural 
fragmentation challenge many media sector industries, for example by questioning of 
the mass media’s ability to capture mass audiences and to deliver them to the 
advertisers (see e.g. Thrift, 2006, Currah, 2007, and Deuze, 2007, on related industry 
concerns and responses). The importance of outcomes of ongoing industry restructuring 
and of the renegotiation of roles with today’s active and fragmented audiences is 
increasing in future competition.  
 
One of the visible symptoms of these challenges has been the surge of industry 
reorganisation in the media and related sectors during the past decade which has taken 
form in increased mergers and acquisitions, corporate venturing, equity-based alliancing 
as well as divestitures and spin-offs. At the height of the internet boom in 2000, M&A 
activity was at a record high level and during 2004 and 2005 the volume of transactions 
has started to grow again both in Europe and the US (Corporate finance insights… 2006, 
Transaction service insights… 2006).  
 
The media sector has been undergoing fundamental changes due to the integration of 
information and communication technology and related industry convergence as well as 
due to changes in the social perception of media production and related roles, for 
example (Picard 2004). Currently, acquiring firms in the media sector represent both 
traditional media companies with roots in print and television as well as digital-era 
companies like Google and also financial buyers. Especially larger companies with 
mature markets in their traditional business have been acquiring ownership in small and 
up-and-coming internet businesses with new technologies and young audiences. 
Businesses of interest include community networking, interactive games, user content 
sites (store, modify, share), blogs and blog search applications. (Richtel 2006, Corporate 
finance insights… 2006)  In 2006, media companies spent more than $8.9 billion on 
online media mergers and acquisitions alone (Garrity 2007); lately industry experts have 
been reporting that the markets for “corporate control” in this field are already lacking 
truly attractive targets (Prospects for media mergers and acquisitions 2007, Venture 
capital firms… 2007).   
 
Alongside these transactions that contain many typical features of corporate venturing 
(see e.g. Siegel et al. 1988) and industry convergence (see e.g. Chon et al. 2003), the 
media industry has also made more protective moves. On the one hand, large media 
companies have taken actions entailing the notion of “fixing” disruptive technologies 
and trends by deploying legal and technological controls and myopically protecting 
existing business models (cf. Currah 2007); on the other hand, companies in declining 
media businesses have pursued acquisitions consolidating existing activities (e.g. 
Muehlfeld et al. 2007). Allegedly this type of consolidating horizontal M&A activity 
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would provide a good basis for realising cost synergies (e.g. Doyle 2002b). However, 
empirical studies have not provided evidence of notable economies of scale and scope 
in the case of media acquisitions (e.g. Peltier 2004, Rodrígues-Pose & Zademach 2006). 
 
Research on M&A activity has its roots much further back than these recent 
developments. From a Nordic stance, several strands of related literature can be 
identified. For example, the newspaper industry has traditionally held a particular 
position in the Nordic media landscape, and several historical analyses of the 
development of industry structure in media markets through activity such as M&A have 
been presented (e.g. Gustafsson 2008). Furthermore, studies have addressed challenges 
brought on by the industry’s history. Some of the related challenges can be seen as 
having a clear connection with recent acquisition activity (cf. Hang 2007; Melesko 2004, 
2008; Picard 2004). In addition to taking a managerial and economic perspective on 
media acquisitions, a strong tradition exists of studies on ownership concentration and 
industry regulation, both from the perspective media diversity and competition policy 
(e.g. Cavallin 2000, 2008; Høyer 2008; Picard 1998, 2000).  
 
Overall, this stream of literature has provided an empirically rich description of the past 
and the present of Nordic media business. From a theoretical perspective, studies have 
typically been bound to their respective disciplines of media and communication studies 
or media management and economics, for example, rather than tied to M&A literature. 
Few systematic efforts to tie this field to ongoing theoretical discussions in M&A 
research have been made. However, we believe that these two traditions would benefit 
from complementary views offered by one to the other.  
 
 
On acquisition motive theories 
 
At a general level, a variety of different explanations for acquisitions have been 
proposed in related literature. On the other hand, while empirical evidence has pointed 
out that acquisition-related decisions often build on several intertwined motives (e.g. 
Steiner 1977, Brouthers et al. 1998), certain theoretical approaches and rationalisations 
of underlying motives continue to dominate the debate on the reasons behind 
acquisition activity (Angwin 2007b). 
 
In the context of intra-industry M&A, studies have traditionally concentrated on 
explaining motives for engaging in such activity through increased market power and 
efficiency gains through scale economies, which represent the tradition of industrial 
organisation economics (Birkinshaw et al. 2000; Scherer & Ross 1990; Dranove & 
Shanley 1995). However, the related arguments have been criticised for being most 
relevant in stable industries and modern businesses that operate within dynamic 
environments may view M&A in a different manner. Sustaining market power or gained 
scale efficiencies for long periods in such conditions may be impossible, and researchers 
have therefore argued that companies increasingly use M&A to restructure their 
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businesses as a response to environmental change rather than to reap scale benefits. 
(Capron et al. 1998) This development underlines the importance of adopting also other 
theoretical perspectives when examining contemporary M&A.  
 
One such perspective which has widely been embraced by acquisition scholars is the 
resource-based view (see e.g. Wernerfelt 1984, Penrose 1959, Teece et al. 1997), which 
views M&A as a means to respond to changes in the firm’s external environment by 
acquiring valuable resources and transferring capabilities from other firms to sustain 
and renew the sources of competitive advantage. Acquisitions are motivated by the 
possibility of creating value the integration of existing company resources to form a new 
complementary resource bundle with superior customer value (Capron et al. 1998, 
Capron et al. 2001). Related motivations which are often cited in this context also 
include acquiring new capabilities, such as intellectual property and related know-how 
(e.g. Ranft & Lord 2000; Empson 2007; King & Schimmelpfennig 2005; Bower 2001). 
  
These two approaches have dominated research and largely affected literature and 
public discourse on the motives of mergers and acquisitions. Overall the most 
commonly cited public motive has been that of achieving synergy effects (e.g. Lubatkin 
1983); this has proven an efficient language for “selling” and legitimising acquisitions 
(e.g. Trautwein 1990, Vaara et al. 2006, Angwin 2007b). However, as for example 
Angwin (2001) points out, deals may be driven may less rational, non-public motives. 
Nevertheless, business press as well as investors tend to concentrate on rational, 
publicly stated motives. As a result, the main body of acquisition literature can leave the 
impression that acquisition related decisions are always rational and generally 
considered as being derived from strategy (Richman 1984; Risberg 2006).  
 
One of the few contributions which adopts a broader and also more critical point of 
view towards explaining acquisitions is the article by Trautwein (1990), which provides a 
relatively comprehensive taxonomy of acquisition motives. The classification identifies 
seven different theories explaining acquisition activity. 
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Figure 1 Theories of acquisition motives (Trautwein 1990, 284) 
 
 
Acquisition research has generally assumed that acquisition activity is a result of rational 
choice, as is typically the case for studies drawing from industrial organisation 
economics and the resource-based view. Trautwein (1990) adds two exceptions to this 
notion. First, at a macroeconomic level acquisitions can be explained through 
disturbance theory. According to Gort (1969), acquisition waves are a result of economic 
disturbances that cause changes in individual expectations and increase the general 
level of uncertainty, thus generating discrepancies in asset valuation. However, other 
explanations regarding the macroeconomic nature of acquisitions have also been 
presented. From an institutional theory perspective, isomorphism may provoke 
organisations to imitate each other’s practices, such as acquisitions, thus causing 
macroeconomic effects (Amburgey & Miner 1992, Carow et al. 2004, Laamanen et al. 
2004). Weston et al. (1990) and Deans et al. (2002), on the other hand, propose that 
product and industry life cycle considerations predict different types and magnitude of 
aggregate acquisition activity.  
 
Second, process theory argues that acquisition choices are not comprehensively rational 
decisions, but are affected by, for example, bounded rationality (Simon & March 
1958/1966), organisational routines (Cyert & March 1963), and political power (Allison, 
1971, on the organisational process paradigm; Pettigrew, 1977, on strategy 
formulation). The best known example of applying process theory to the context of 
acquisitions comes from Jemison and Sitkin (1986). Their main argument is that 
regardless of the level of initial strategic and organisational fit between two 
organisations, the acquisition process itself can play an important role in related 
consequences, in terms of integration outcomes in particular. 
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The remaining acquisition motives identified by Trautwein (1990) can be explained by 
two main classes of theories: (1) value-maximising theories2, which represent the 
underlying assumptions of the vast majority of acquisition research, and (2) empire-
building theories. Managerial or empire-building theories suggest that managers 
intentionally embark upon acquisitions to maximise their own benefits instead of those 
of their shareholders. This implies the maximisation of revenue or personal power and 
fringe benefits at the expense of organisational benefits. (Mueller 1969, Berkovitch & 
Narayanan 1993, Baumol 1962, Marris 1964) 
 
Trautwein (1990) concludes that despite its popularity the strategic explanation of 
acquisition activity through efficiency theory holds little explanatory value. Meanwhile, 
for example, empire-building theory and process theory have the highest degree of 
plausibility. However, as can be expected, available evidence is severely limited as such 
motives are rarely explicitly stated. Though Trautwein’s review of acquisition motives is 
one of the most extensive, it nevertheless gives most weight to the so-called ”classical” 
acquisition theories and discusses them in the greatest level of detail. Also its 
understanding of the role of ongoing interaction between actors and other contextual 
factors could be criticised for being somewhat shallow (cf. Amburgey & Miner 1992)  
 
Angwin (2007b) provides a more recent and pragmatic critique to the classical view on 
acquisition motives (cf. Trautwein’s ‘acquisition as rational choice’). Angwin’s (2007b) 
main proposition is that the oversimplification of M&A motives and outcomes brought 
on by the dominating influence of finance, economics and strategy literature partly 
explains the apparent paradox in M&A performance. Angwin calls for the unravelling of 
intentions in acquisition situations, rather than sticking to rigid assumptions of the 
classical approach to M&A motivation. In the paper, an approach towards the richer 
understanding of motivations is outlined by identifying a number of reasons for 
engaging in acquisition activity, some of which do not fit neatly with the mainstream, 
prescriptive approach.  
 
In addition to the classical motives relating to efficiency and “exploitation” that are 
presupposed to be connected with an observable (and near immediate) increase of 
economic value for acquiring shareholders, Angwin (2007b) recognises three other 
motivation categories: 

                                                 
2
 Value-maximising theories can further be divided according to the source of benefits. Acquisition 

motives related to monopoly and raider theory imply wealth transfer from other stakeholders in favour of 
the acquirer’s shareholders. Monopoly theory views acquisitions as being planned and executed to 
achieve market power. In motives linked to raider theory, value is allegedly transferred from the 
shareholders of the target firm to those of the acquiring firm. Valuation theory views acquisitions as being 
executed as a consequence of so-called private information. The assumption is that the acquirer 
possesses valuable and unique information to enhance the value of the combined firm through 
purchasing an under-valuated target, or the acquisition entails benefits that can be realised only through 
combining two distinct firms. Finally, efficiency theory argues that acquisitions are executed to achieve 
different types of synergies: financial, operational and managerial synergies. (Trautwein 1990) 
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 Exploration: related to acquiring new areas for potential value, future 
opportunities or power and influence, for example, which entail high uncertainty 
and adopting a long term perspective. 

 Stasis: driven by the will to preserve the current competitive situation through, 
for example, stifling innovation or specifically fossilising the acquired company. 

 Survival: activity attempting to prevent the acquirer’s demise or relating to 
motivations that are imposed upon firms from external sources,  such as 
competitors, customers and suppliers, the financial community, political actors, 
public opinion or other stakeholders.  

 
The ‘exploration’ category has received some recognition in recent literature relating to 
knowledge acquisitions, innovation and corporate venturing as well as the role of 
brands and intellectual property in the context of acquisitions. However, these 
motivations have been primarily been portrayed in a positive, bold and entrepreneurial 
light rather than taking into account motivations such as innovation stifling or gaining 
direct or vicarious influence over certain development, organisational entities or 
property through ownership (see e.g. Luman & Dodson 2006).  
 
The two latter categories, stasis and survival, have been largely overlooked in existing 
literature. The acknowledgement of such motivations underlines the importance of 
aspects such as external influence and imposition, context, power and influence as well 
as the negotiated and political dynamics in acquisition-type transactions.  
 
In sum, efficiency gains and rational, premeditated strategic action overall are the most 
common motives cited by managers and media alike, especially in public discourse and 
in retrospective (e.g. Angwin 2001). At the same time, it is precisely these perspectives 
that acquisitions have been typically reconstructed from in related studies; in many 
studies, the only level included is that of top management, for example (Risberg 1999). 
This approach inherently takes an atomistic point of views to motivations leaving out 
the various types of interactions present in related situations (for example, interactions 
between different actors, actions and individual acquisitions). As a consequence this 
view gives disproportional emphasis to company management as rational and 
independent realisers of carefully formulated strategies while belittling factors such as 
ambiguity, embeddedness as well as the special interests and power of actors in 
explaining acquisitions (Vaara 2004).  
 
 
Case AlmaMedia 
 
The basic setting  
 
The case selected is the acquisition of the broadcasting division of Finnish AlmaMedia 
Oyj by Swedish Bonnier&Bonnier AB (later Bonnier) and Proventus Industrier (later 
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Proventus) in 2005, which started with a hostile takeover attempt by the Norwegian 
Schibsted A/S.  
 
The target of the takeover, AlmaMedia, is one of the leading media companies in 
Finland, the net sales of the company amounting to MEUR 465 in 2004. In the end of 
year 2004, its major business areas included publishing and printing, the publishing and 
distribution of financial information as well as television and radio broadcasting. It 
published more than thirty newspapers with more than two million readers and had 
television channels (MTV3, SubTV) which reached more than three million Finns daily. 
Additionally, the company had a significant ownership in Swedish television channel TV4 
(23% of the shares).  
 
The company initial attempting a takeover, Schibsted, is a Norwegian public company 
which is listed in the Oslo Stock Exchange. Its activities are related to media products 
and rights in the field of newspapers, television, film, publishing, multimedia and mobile 
services. In 2004, the operating revenues of its business groups were MNOK 9690. The 
majority of the revenue stream comes from Scandinavia – Norway (50%), Sweden (40%) 
and Estonia – but the group has operations in nine European countries. Schibsted 
became also a significant owner of Swedish TV4 in early December 2004 (more than 
20% of shares). 
 
Bonnier, is a Swedish-based media group which comprises approximately 200 
companies and units in more than 20 countries, the main geographical focus being in 
Scandinavia and Northern Europe. In 2004, the net sales of the group were MSEK 19564. 
The operations are divided into six major business areas: business press, newspapers, 
books, magazines, entertainment and business information. In December 2004 Bonnier 
was the second largest owner of Swedish TV4 with 22% of the shares. In the acquisition 
process Bonnier allied with another company, Proventus, which is a Swedish private 
investor company. In 2003, the asset managed by the company exceeded MEUR 173, 
and it had altogether equity in excess of MEUR 300. At the time of the initial takeover 
attempt the company had no ownership in media companies. 
  
The process  
 
In late 2004 rumours started around the ownership of AlmaMedia, and on December 21 
Schibsted A/S put an end to the rumours and made a public tender offer of the shares of 
AlmaMedia. In its press release it stated that this announcement was made without any 
prior contact to the target company. The tender was announced to be valid for four 
weeks. Prior to the bid, the ownership of AlmaMedia was divided between Swedish 
Bonnier (33% of the shares) and Finnish institutional investors (six largest owners 
accounted for approximately. 20% of the shares but had more votes than Bonnier). 
 
Alma Media did not comment on the tender offer immediately but its first reaction 
could be seen on the next day, as it gave a press release about its plans to restructure its 



11  

broadcasting division, particularly emphasising the focus on television operations. 
Schibsted responded the following day by announcing in its press release that it 
reserved the right to withdraw its tender offer in case AlmaMedia would dispose parts 
of its operations. This episode indicated that the ‘crown jewels’ in this case were the 
company’s broadcasting operations, both in Finland and in Sweden. 
 
AlmaMedia’s opening document was released on January 4, in the form of a press 
release about the tender offer. It was very short and neutral, just stating the facts of the 
tender offer, such as the time frame and the price per share offered. It seems that 
AlmaMedia attempted to keep the shareholders informed (as requested by the 
instructions of the stock exchange) but the company did not want to reveal any extra 
information. 
 
However, this passive tactic backfired, because the major institutional shareholders of 
AlmaMedia decided to take a more active role in the process. They were clearly 
informed of the alternatives available and waiting for the best possible offer. On January 
10, a surprising move was made when three of them sold their shares to Proventus, a 
new shareholder. Two days later, on January 12, the CEOs of Schibsted and AlmaMedia 
met in order to exchange financial information related to the public tender offer. The 
meeting was initiated by Schibsted. In the media rumours about co-operation of Bonnier 
and Proventus got stronger, as they together held now almost half of the shares of 
AlmaMedia. On the same day, Stockholm Stock Exchange announced that they were 
going to investigate whether a secret agreement existed between Bonnier and 
Proventus about the takeover of AlmaMedia and TV4. 
 
The next moves of AlmaMedia were made a day later, on January 13, when it sent out 
two press releases within two hours. In the first one the board of AlmaMedia informed 
its shareholders that Bonnier and Proventus do not have an agreement concerning the 
purchase of shares of AlmaMedia. In the second one, which was their first significant 
defence document, the company announced that an extra shareholders’ meeting would 
be organised on January 31. Additionally, it stated that the restructuring plans of the 
broadcasting business had progressed and that in the meeting the board will be asking 
for authorisation to the sale of the broadcasting division or to participation in other 
measures related to the restructuring of this business area. It also referred to the 
number of offers that the company had received, based on which it continued 
negotiations. 
 
Bonnier did not comment on the news but Schibsted’s reaction was immediate: on the 
following day, January 14, it denied the responsibility of realising the tender offer if the 
broadcasting division of AlmaMedia would be separated from the company. In other 
words, the company again clearly emphasised its interest in the broadcasting business 
only. 
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On January 24, the board of AlmaMedia had a meeting after which it proposed an 
alternative strategy to its shareholders. It presented a plan according to which the 
broadcasting division of the company would be sold to Bonnier and Proventus, and in 
return the company would acquire its own shares from these companies. Already the 
next day AlmaMedia announced in its press release that the majority of their 
shareholders supported the board’s proposition. This was not a surprise, as the only 
options to turn down the proposition would have been either an alternative, higher 
offer from Schibsted or somebody else, or a denial from the authorities because of 
violation of competition regulations or the Finnish government, which decides on the 
extension of broadcasting licences in case of ownership changes. On January 31, the 
board of AlmaMedia asked the Helsinki Stock of Exchange to suspend trading with its 
securities until the extra shareholders’ meeting. On the evening of the same day, the 
shareholders accepted the alternative proposed by the board and as a result the 
broadcasting division (including Finnish television channels MTV3 and SubTV, Finnish 
radio station RadioNova and shares of Swedish TV4) became the property of a new joint 
venture owned by Bonnier and Proventus. 
 
On April 30, 2005 the sale of AlmaMedia’s broadcasting operations (MTV3, SubTV, 
RadioNova and Sävelradio) to Bonnier, was declared completed. In the same incident, 
the remaining part of AlmaMedia, mainly consisting of the newspaper operations of the 
media company, was named AlmaNova. Later, on November 7, 2005 the name was 
changed back to AlmaMedia.  
 
In March 2007, Proventus sold its shares of Nordic Broadcasting, the company 
previously co-owned by Proventus and Bonnier which controlled the entire capital stock 
of AlmaMedia’s former broadcasting operations as well as 98,9% of the stocks of TV4, to 
Bonnier.  
 
Considering acquisition motives  
 
In order to understand the actions taken in the process, one first needs to put the case 
into its broader context, as decisions are always made within a context (cf. Pettigrew 
1990). During autumn 2004, the Nordic media business had witnessed considerable 
turbulence as many of the major actors had announced rather ambitious visions for 
growth. The need for international expansion was evident as the home market was 
more or less saturated for each of them. In this fight for markets the Swedish television 
broadcasting company TV4 had become a central actor, as the owner of that company 
would obtain a significant position on the Swedish market. 
 
It can also be argued that the rise of digital technology created a limited time frame and 
a window for opportunity for decision-making in this case, as Sweden is one of the first 
countries of the world to move the whole broadcasting business into digital format 
already in 2007. In other words, in order to be a significant player on the Swedish 
market, fast moves on the market were necessary. 



13  

 
The tension on the market culminated on December 15, 2004 when Schibsted increased 
its ownership of TV4 considerably. Around the same time, Bonnier bought more shares 
of TV4, and thus increased its ownership to almost one third of the shares. Given this 
development it was not surprising that Schibsted announced the public tender about 
AlmaMedia (a significant shareholder of TV4 through its broadcasting company MTV3), 
and made a preliminary agreement with another shareholder of TV4 about the potential 
purchase of their shares. The management of AlmaMedia was certainly aware of recent 
developments in TV4 as both the managing director of MTV3 Pekka Karhuvaara and CEO 
of AlmaMedia Juho Lipsanen belonged to the board of TV4. In other words, all the 
decisions made about the acquisition of AlmaMedia were strongly intertwined to the 
future of TV4. After Bonnier and Proventus acquired the broadcasting operations of 
AlmaMedia, they are the major shareholders of TV4 having more than half of the shares.  
 
In late January 2005 the CEO of Proventus, Daniel Sachs, characterised the deal as the 
first step towards the pan-Nordic restructuring of commercial television activities. 
Expert commentaries, on the other hand, were quite sceptical on the advantages of 
such restructuring; possibilities regarding joint purchases and combining advertising 
activities were considered limited due to country-specific preferences regarding media 
content as well as differences in the institutional environment. Moreover, the chairman 
of the Swedish public service broadcaster’s, Sveriges Television’s (SVT), board, Ove 
Joanson, suggested that in fact TV4 was not such a desirable target as Bonnier and 
Proventus had implied. Rather, Schibsted had pressed Bonnier to invest 4 billion SEK in a 
company over which it practically had had control already prior to the deal.  
 
In early September 2005, Jan Scherman – the CEO of TV4 – gave an interview to a 
Swedish newspaper in which he declared that TV4 was planning to launch two to three 
new television stations during 2006. The broadcasting of these stations was planned to 
be done from Finland to Sweden using the MTV3 digital technology facilities. The first 
new station, TV4 Fakta, was launched already in September 2005. Scherman explained 
that the motivation to the launch was mainly the Finnish advertising regulations that 
follow the European Union standards, allowing for advertising directed at minors, and 
particularly, advertising of wine and beer that is forbidden in Sweden. The surpassing of 
the Swedish wine and beer advertising ban was estimated by Scherman to allow a 50% 
increase in TV4’s new channels’ advertising volume. The CEO of MTV3, Pekka 
Karhuvaara, later confirmed the importance of MTV3 on helping TV4 evade Swedish 
advertising regulations in an interview in 2006. 
 
 
Discussion 
 
The presented case exemplifies that understanding the events preceding (and 
succeeding) acquisitions which could be considered as depicting related motives is 
rather a challenging task, as the unfolding process may be very ambiguous. In terms of 
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the three motive categories presented by Trautwein (1990), the case entails evidence of 
each: (I) Acquisition as rational choice, (II) Acquisition as process outcome, and (III) 
Acquisition as macroeconomic phenomenon. Similarly, we find linkages to several of the 
motivation categories of Angwin (2007b): exploitation, exploration, stasis and survival. 
However, it could be questioned whether focusing on solely one perspective provides 
sufficient understanding of the motivational pluralism behind the case. Furthermore, 
the observed motives do not fully comply with the conventional understandings of the 
categories above.  
 
Efficiency gains were commonly mentioned in public statements regarding the case of 
AlmaMedia. Above all, pan-Nordic industry restructuring and related synergies were 
hailed by the acquiring party. However, statements from actors other than the acquirer 
and target frequently entailed reservations of the true potential of such economies of 
scale and scope when taking into account the context in which the media businesses 
operated (for example, regional differences). Such scepticism can be seen as justified 
when taking into account empirical evidence on the realisation of efficiency gains in 
media acquisitions (cf. Peltier 2004, Rodrígues-Pose & Zademach 2006). 
 
Furthermore, though the AlmaMedia acquisition allowed for a substantial increase in 
TV4’s advertising volume, this opportunity was presented largely by the environmental, 
regulatory and technological context, rather than in the company-level attributes. Thus, 
this motive would seem arbitrary if viewing it separate from its context. Thus, we see 
evidence supporting the acquisitions as rational choice and as an opportunity for 
exploitation. However, opportunities are brought on by industry context and 
possibilities to circumvent regulatory limitations rather than strategic vision.  
 
Furthermore, the AlmaMedia case describes a process during which the separation of 
decisions and actions is very difficult as the time gaps between events are narrow. 
Instead of rational choices and planned change, it seems that during the process 
alternative solutions were ruled out either due to history (in order to protect earlier 
investments or decisions) or to network effects (in order to avoid impacts on others or 
to react to moves of others). The case also contain aspects illustrating that an 
acquisition is not necessarily a choice or even a desired outcome but it may also be a 
forced activity on the market (as suggested by the Ove Joanson) (Nummela & Taalas 
2006).  
 
It seems that the stage for the acquisition was set by the actions and statements made 
by other actors not holding direct stakes in the acquisitions. In the case of AlmaMedia, 
the accumulated events leading to the acquisition were preceded by announcements 
made by several major actors on highly ambitious visions for growth when taking into 
account the industry context, in which the number of actors was limited and the market 
rather institutionalised, highly competitive and heavily regulated. In this sense, in 
addition to being multiple and intertwined, acquisition motives can be also seen as 
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dynamic and changing in time. During the acquisition process, motivations may change 
depending on internal and external perceptions and actions.  
 
Such aspects emphasise the importance of process theory and externally imposed 
motivations as potential explanations for acquisition activity. In contrast to the 
suggested desire to create something new (“new pan-Nordic television markets”), the 
actions could also be interpreted as attempting to ultimately maintain stasis by 
protecting the existing. 
 
Further aspects that are present as undertones rather than clear individual motives 
relate to the broader context of the acquisition. Macroeconomic characteristics or at 
least industry-level dynamics are present in statements relating to the suggested 
restructuring of media markets. Furthermore, our case description does not take into 
account the possible sequential nature of the examined acquisition as, for example, 
Bonnier’s later acquisitions are not included. When taking into consideration the wider 
context of recent acquisition activity as described in previous chapters, we also find 
indications of both a struggle for survival as well as attempts to explore future 
opportunities. 
 
In sum, our findings point to the importance of process theory and imposed motivation 
in particular in understanding the motives behind acquisitions. However, the presented 
evidence extends beyond the issues, for example, which Trautwein (1990) raises in 
connection to viewing acquisitions through the lens of process theory. Rather than 
factors of individuals’ limited information processing capabilities, adaptive rationality or 
political power, the  most interesting aspects of the presented cases relate to the 
intertwined nature of actions, the role of other actors in addition to the acquiring and 
acquired parties and the broader environment in which the acquisition-type are 
embedded. These aspects provide the context from which the so-called motives of 
acquisition arise; this context can also limit possibilities other than that of acquisition. 
These aspects have not received deserved attention in existing literature and overall the 
role of context is largely missing from discussions on acquisition motivations (cf. Angwin 
2007a, 2007b).  
 
 
Emerging areas for further research 
 
Based on the above discussion, we can identify several interesting areas for continuing 
research both concerning acquisition motives as such as well opening up a dialogue 
between acquisitions research and Nordic studies in the field of media business. Such 
areas include: 

 Understanding apparently conflicting acquisition motives in an industry in flux. 
Contemporary media acquisitions seem to entail motives relating to exploring 
new businesses and markets as well as maintaining status quo. How are such 
interests balanced in practice? For example, what is the specific nature of 
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international or corporate venturing type acquisitions in this context? And what 
is the role of innovation-related aspects?  

 Extending the understanding on acquisitions by questioning the assumptions of 
rational choice, planned change and management control by also acknowledging 
the boundaries related activity. This opens ups new areas for research and for 
the reinterpretation of existing acquisition research, which has strongly relied on 
a “classical” understandings of acquisition motives. The media sector provides a 
highly interesting context for such studies as boundaries are present, for 
example, through industry-specific regulation and established industry structures 
in Western markets. Furthermore, boundaries may also provide alternative 
opportunities as the case described in this paper exemplifies.  

 Unravelling media acquisition processes from the perspective of perceptions and 
intentions, which may also change in time. How do multiple and changing 
perceptions and related dynamics connect to actions? How is the necessity and 
possible urgency of acquisition activity constructed in the field of media 
business? Again, the media sector provides an intriguing arena for such studies 
as actors participating the acquisition process also report on related activity 
typically though media texts. What is the role of power, influence and ownership 
in this context, not merely in the connection to how media acquisitions affect 
media content as such, but also otherwise? 
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