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RESUMO 
 

Este é um estudo sobre o efeito do preço das ações sobre investimentos anúnciados 

pelos fundos soberanos (SWFs). O estudo examina o impacto a curto e a longo prazo 

dos investimentos dos fundos soberanos em empresas de capital aberto, através de 

estudo de evento para estimar os retornos anormais dos preços das ações das empresas 

adquiridas em torno das datas em que os anúncios são públicos. Os anúncios incluídos 

neste estudo foram feitos entre 1990 e 2015 sendo que, em primeiro lugar, os resultados 

são comparados com o nível de transparência, medida pelo índice de LTMI, de forma a 

analisar possíveis alterações nos preços das ações face ao anúncio. Posteriormente, o 

estudo apresenta seis extensões: portfólios da IFSWF, fonte de financiamento dos 

SWFs, com investimentos privados e públicos, investimentos em empresas nacionais e 

estrangeiras, valor do negócio e percentagem adquirida. Os resultados do estudo 

fornecem evidência empírica dos retornos anormais acumulados significativos a curto 

prazo e que, os fundos soberanos com elevada transparência, tendem a gerar maiores 

retornos anormais acumulados ao passo que os SWFs com menor transparência geram 

retornos anormais acumulados negativos. Além disso, os resultados a longo prazo 

sugerem retornos anormais cumulativos negativos, embora na sua maioria 

insignificantes, apresentando uma tendência da reversão da média. 

 
PALAVRAS CHAVE: Fundos Soberanos, Estudo Evento, Ações, CAAR, BHAR. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 



 

 

ABSTRACT 
 

This is a study on the share price effect of Sovereign Wealth Funds (SWFs) investment 

announcements. The study examines the short- and the long-term impact of SWF 

investments on publicly traded companies, performed with an event study methodology 

to estimate the abnormal returns of the stock prices of the acquired firms around the dates 

when the announcements become publicly available. The announcements included in 

this study were made between 1990 and 2015. First, the results are compared to the level 

of transparency, as measured by the LTMI Index, to examine how the changes in stock 

prices react to the event. Then, the study presents six extensions with portfolios for 

IFSWF membership, SWF funding source, open market transactions and privately 

negotiated deals, domestic and foreign targets, deal value and acquired target stake. The 

results of the study provide empirical evidence of short-term significant cumulative 

abnormal returns and that SWFs with high transparency tend to generate more and 

positive cumulative abnormal returns, while SWFs with low transparency generate 

negative cumulative abnormal returns. Moreover, the long-term results suggest negative 

cumulative abnormal returns, though mostly insignificant, and show a tendency to mean 

revert. 

 
 
KEY WORDS: Sovereign Wealth Funds, Event Study, Firm Value, CAAR, BHAR. 
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1. Introduction 
 

There are a few different definitions of a SWF, however they are all based on the same principle. 

SWFs are investment funds owned by a government with the mandate to invest a government’s 

surplus in various assets, usually for long term purposes.  

 

Most SWFs derive their capital from petroleum revenues, such as SWFs from Norway, Russia, 

Saudi Arabia, Kuwait, Abu Dhabi, Qatar and Alaska. However, countries with substantial export 

sectors have accumulated currency reserves from trade surpluses, from either commodity- or non-

commodity based exports, such as China and Singapore. 

 

SWFs are not a new phenomenon. For instance, the Permanent University Fund (PUF) was 

established in 1876 by the state of Texas1 and the Kuwait Investment Authority was established in 

1953. Thus, they have existed for many decades, but yet it is not until recently that the SWFs have 

gained increased media attention due to their rapidly growing capital size and lack of 

transparency2. As of November 2015, the total assets under management by hedge funds are $3.2 

trillion3, while SWFs have a total of assets under management of $6.31 trillion4. 

 

SWFs hold large portions of assets, which could be used as macroeconomic stabilizers in the sense 

that they could buy stock in financially distressed firms or that the government may extract its 

SWF surplus for governmental expenses. During the financial crisis in 2008 there were many 

                                                 
1 http://www.utimco.org/scripts/internet/puf_timeline.asp  
2 http://www.economist.com/node/10533866  
3 https://www.preqin.com/docs/samples/2016-Preqin-Global-Hedge-Fund-Report-Sample-Pages.pdf   
4 https://www.preqin.com/docs/reports/2015-Preqin-Sovereign-Wealth-Fund-Review-Exclusive-Extract-June-

2015.pdf  

http://www.utimco.org/scripts/internet/puf_timeline.asp
http://www.economist.com/node/10533866
https://www.preqin.com/docs/samples/2016-Preqin-Global-Hedge-Fund-Report-Sample-Pages.pdf
https://www.preqin.com/docs/reports/2015-Preqin-Sovereign-Wealth-Fund-Review-Exclusive-Extract-June-2015.pdf
https://www.preqin.com/docs/reports/2015-Preqin-Sovereign-Wealth-Fund-Review-Exclusive-Extract-June-2015.pdf
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acquisitions in domestic and international financial markets. These big players showed their 

interest as long-term investors by riding out the financial turmoil (IMF, 2011).  

 

The international political power and influence is about to change from traditionally important 

countries to countries with strong monetary power. The increased importance of these large 

financial market players eventually led to the creation of International Working Group (IWG) of 

SWFs, which as of 2016 consists of 305 SWFs. They have set up the International Forum of 

Sovereign Wealth Funds (IFSWF)6 that reviews its common interests under the Generally 

Accepted Practices and Principles (GAPP)7, also known as the Santiago Principles, jointly 

proposed with the International Monetary Fund (IMF) in 2008.  

 

First, this paper reviews the literature of previous published academic studies on share price effects 

of announcements by SWFs. Then, the methodology and data used in the research are explained 

in detail. Thereafter follows a section with the research questions and hypotheses. Finally, the 

empirical results and the following conclusions drawn upon the investment impacts are presented. 

 

2. Literature review 
 

Most SWFs take substantial ownership positions in the companies in which they invest. One 

exception is Norway’s SWF that has an upper limit of 10 percent of ownership in any given listed 

company8. The investment impact of acquired target stake in percentage is further examined in 

section 6.8 in this study. 

                                                 
5 http://www.ifswf.org/members  
6 http://www.ifswf.org/  
7 http://www.ifswf.org/santiago-principles-landing/santiago-principles  
8 http://www.nbim.no/en/investments/equity-management/  

http://www.ifswf.org/members
http://www.ifswf.org/
http://www.ifswf.org/santiago-principles-landing/santiago-principles
http://www.nbim.no/en/investments/equity-management/
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SWF investments could have other objectives than financial benefits, for instance political motives 

(e.g. Truman (2008)). Different investment objectives in combination with lack of transparency 

have raised some concern among regulators and policy makers. For instance, China’s State 

Administration of Foreign Exchange (SAFE) bought $300 million in bonds from Costa Rica in a 

deal that made Costa Rica change diplomatic recognition from Taiwan to Beijing (China’s 

People’s Republic)9. Despite the concern and the limited information about their activities, there 

is a significant amount of evidence supporting the notion that most SWFs are driven by economic 

motives, not political ones, and behave as economic entities maximizing their financial returns, as 

reviewed by Alhashel (2015). Yet, there is not much research on the topic and this study further 

investigates empirically how SWF acquisitions influence the market in a view of transparency. 

 

Dewenter, Han and Malatesta (2010) points out that if information is exchanged between 

government agencies, then SWF managers could use superior information about government 

actions or regulations to change their investment portfolio and affect firm values through signaling. 

Also, Shleifer and Vishny (2010) argued that dominant large shareholders might seek to extract 

benefits, thus expropriating wealth from minority shareholders. These are important marks that 

shareholders might fear as a consequence of low transparency. This is in line with the agency cost 

theory developed by Jensen and Meckling (1976). Large shareholders impose agency costs where 

they might force the target company to act in the interest of the large shareholder. Many SWFs 

lack transparency and impose uncertainty that would in theory predict a decrease in firm value.  

 

                                                 
9 http://www.wsj.com/articles/SB122121919505927749  

http://www.wsj.com/articles/SB122121919505927749
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Most of the research conducted on SWFs are empirical studies on changes in share prices due to 

SWF investments and divestments. Chhaochharia and Laeven (2008) showed that SWF investment 

announcements have a positive share price effect, especially since most of the investments in the 

study occurred when the firms were in financial distress. Kotter and Lel (2009) found the same 

conclusion and moreover, they found that the degree of SWF transparency is related to the market 

reaction. The research of Bortolotti, Fotak, Megginson and Miracky (2009) found similar 

significantly positive price reactions, but also that the greater the acquisition and the greater the 

level of transparency of the fund itself, the stronger the positive reaction. Dewenter, Han and 

Malatesta (2010) showed results that indicated positive market reactions to investment 

announcements and negative to divestment announcements of SWFs. Knill, Lee and Mauck (2011) 

found positive short term effects, but negative (although generally insignificant) 1-year effect 

following SWF acquisitions. Dinh Ngoc (2015) findings support those of Bortolotti et al. (2009) 

that the level of transparency, and the greater the level of transparency of the SWFs, the stronger 

the positive price reaction.  

 

SWF have long term horizons and fewer liabilities than other investors, and they may use other 

strategies than traditional investors to reach their goals, such as diversification purposes to reduce 

risk, pure financial targets or to gain political influence. The SWFs have some similarities to 

pension funds, as their mission is to preserve the wealth of the nation for future use, but also have 

some similarities to hedge funds as unregulated entities and take large stakes in target firms with 

flexible investment options. The assets under management of SWFs have been increasing over the 

past decade, they allocate investments in alternative assets, infrastructure, real estate and in public 
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and private equity10. The growing presence of SWFs in global financial markets makes research 

on their influence on these markets all more important.  

 

3. Research question and hypotheses 
 

The main research question is what kind of investment impact do of SWF acquisitions in publicly 

traded companies have? The empirical measures tests are presented for short-term windows and 

long-term windows, using the event study methodologies detailed in the previous section.  

 

The motivation of this study is to strengthen the research in the view of SWF transparency. The 

results are then aggregated in portfolios based on the hypothesis that the degree of transparency of 

the SWF fund, as measured by the LTMI transparency index, might have differentiable 

performances in the target.  

 

Further, the study examines new extensions with portfolios that have not yet been tested by the 

academic literature. SWFs are not a homogenous group, Dyck & Morse (2011), and this study 

addresses this problem by looking at different subgroups of SWFs in different portfolios based on 

the SWF characteristics, some proposed in question by Alhashel (2015), to examine how they 

affect the firm value of their targets. There are six extensions proposed in this study.  

 

The first inquiry scrutinizes the investment performance made by non-members and by members 

of the IFSWF. The hypothesis is that IFSWF are interested in a good financial market reputation 

and this would be reflected by a herding effect in their return performance. Equivalently, has the 

                                                 
10 http://www.finalternatives.com/node/24984  

http://www.finalternatives.com/node/24984
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inauguration of generally accepted practices and principles (GAPP) in October 2008 had any 

performance improvement of the SWFs in question?  

 

Secondly, Alhashel (2015) questions whether a commodity-backed SWF follow an investment 

style that is different from a non-commodity-backed SWF. In this view, the SWFs can be separated 

in portfolios between oil and non-commodity as a funding source. 

 

Most of the deals in sample are quite large. Moreover, they tend to be newly issued shares through 

a privately negotiated deal. Generally, issuing more stock is a negative signal to the market, as if 

the company would need to raise capital. Or, it could be simply positive if the market believes it 

is an advantageous deal for the company. Also, overvalued companies tend to issue stock rather 

than issue bonds. In this third extension aspect, the study creates two portfolios where one consists 

of announcements of open market transactions and the other consists of privately negotiated deals. 

 

Knill, Lee & Mauck (2012) suggests to use a distinction between SWF investments in domestic 

and foreign markets, hereby referred as the fourth extension. In turn, governments could 

manipulate law and industry dynamics to create a monopoly-type situation to increase return. 

While in foreign SWF investments, the governments are not able to dictate regulations in their 

favor. Foreign investments raise political risk and the relationship between the countries in 

question, and thus total risk.  

 

Finally, in the fifth and sixth extensions we are interested in measuring the size effect of the 

announced deals. By arranging the deals by value, both in absolute terms and in relative terms, and 
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in both cases divide the sample in two at the median value, we will investigate whether the size of 

the deal has any significant impact on the firm value. 

 

4. Empirical Methodology 
 

Fama et al. (1969) introduced event studies. Since then, many studies have used the event study 

methodology to produce useful evidence on how stock prices respond to a set of information, for 

instance a specific announcement at an exact date. Short term studies are based on straight forward 

methods that investigate a short window (a few days) around an event date. The daily expected 

returns are close to zero and the model is clearly advantageous because the estimation window of 

the model should not impose any inferences about the post event window.  

 

Fama (1998) argues that one must examine returns over long horizons to get a full overview of 

market inefficiency. New information in the market, such as an event, tends to revert to its mean 

in the long term and thus provide some sort of market efficiency. CARs and BHARs are often 

similar in short term horizons, however the CAR is the predominantly applied in studies for short 

term windows. On the other hand, the BHAR is conceptually better for long term event studies, 

Fama (1998). BHAR considers the return from buying and holding an asset and is therefore closer 

to the actual investment experience of investors. 

 

4.1.1 CAR 
 

In order to assess the impact of an event it is important to measure the abnormal returns. The idea 

is to measure the abnormality by isolating the event from other market events. The abnormal 

returns, of firm i and event T, are defined as the difference between the return and the expected 

return (normal return), given the absence of the event in a predefined estimation window: 
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𝐴𝑅𝑖,𝑇 = 𝑅𝑖;𝑇 − 𝐸[𝑅𝑖,𝑇|𝛺𝑖,𝑇]   (3.1.1.a) 

 

In this work project the analyzes are focused on two measures of aggregated abnormal returns. 

Firstly, is the cumulative abnormal returns (CAR) measure. This measure accumulates abnormal 

returns across time and is defined as: 

𝐶𝐴𝑅𝑖(𝑇1,𝑇2) =  ∑ 𝐴𝑅𝑖,𝑡
𝑇2
𝑡=𝑇1

   (3.1.1.b) 

 

4.1.2 BHAR 
 

Secondly, is the buy-and-hold abnormal return (BHAR) measure. The BHAR measure is defined 

as the difference between the buy-and-hold return and the expected (normal return) buy-and-hold 

return: 

𝐵𝐻𝐴𝑅(𝑇1,𝑇2) =  ∏ (1 + 𝑅𝑖,𝑇)
𝑇2
𝑡=𝑇1

−  ∑ (1 + 𝐸[𝑅𝑖,𝑇
𝑇2
𝑡=𝑇1

| 𝛺𝑖,𝑇]) (3.1.2.a) 

 

The BHAR measure is particularly handy for long-term event studies and is more approximate to 

the investor’s actual return performance in the post-event window.  

 

Further on, the statistical tests presented in the results section are based on the cross-sectional 

averages. The cumulative average abnormal returns (CAAR) is defined as: 

𝐶𝐴𝐴𝑅(𝑇1,𝑇2) =  
1

𝑁
 ∑ 𝐶𝐴𝑅𝑖(𝑇1,𝑇2)

𝑁
𝑖=1    (3.1.2.b) 

 

Moreover, the mean BHAR is defined as:  

𝐵𝐻𝐴𝑅̅̅ ̅̅ ̅̅ ̅̅
(𝑇1,𝑇2) =  

1

𝑁
 ∑ 𝐵𝐻𝐴𝑅𝑖(𝑇1,𝑇2)

𝑁
𝑖=1    (3.1.2.c) 

 

The empirical measures are particularly useful to explain the short-term and the long-term 

performances. 

 

4.2 Model 
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Due to the high chance of information leakage, this study ends the estimation window, L1, 40 days 

before the exact event date, or before the first trading date after the announcement on a non-trading 

date, in order to exclude any information bias in the event windows. However, there are also 

presented windows that accumulates the returns before the event window in order to scrutinize 

also the pre-event returns. The event date is the exact date on which the event was announced and 

this is the first trading day the information became public. In the sample there is one case11 when 

the event was announced on a non-trading day, so the next trading day was used as the event day, 

as suggested by EventStudyMetrics12.  

 

Due to the lack of a proper risk-free asset in all markets at all times, the constant mean return 

model, the market return model and the CAPM have not been considered since they assume a risk-

free asset in order to compute a return premium.  Hence, a multi-country version of the market 

model is used, as similarly used in Ngoc (2015). 

 

The market model is built upon the assumption of a constant and a linear relation between the asset 

returns and the returns of a market index, such that: 

 

𝑅𝑖,𝑇 =  𝛼𝑖 + 𝛽𝑖𝑅𝑀,𝑇  +  𝜀𝑖,𝑇    (3.2.a) 

 

with       𝐸[𝜀𝑖,𝑇] = 0 ,    (3.2.b) 

 

and       𝑉𝐴𝑅[𝜀𝑖,𝑇] =  𝜎𝜀,𝑖
2     (3.2.c) 

 

Furthermore, the model parameters in the estimation window are estimated by ordinary least 

squares (OLS) regressions.  

                                                 
11 Qatar Investment Authority (QIA) announced the acquisition of a stake in Qatar Intl. Islamic Bank QSC at the 

01/01/2010 and the event date is thus the next trading date of 03/01/2010. 

12 http://eventstudymetrics.com/index.php/event-study-methodology/  

http://eventstudymetrics.com/index.php/event-study-methodology/
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Finally, the estimations and statistics for the short term windows are run over again with betas 

adjusted according to Blume (1975): 

�̂�𝑖,𝐵𝑙𝑢𝑚𝑒 = 0.33 + 0.67�̂�𝑖   (3.2.d) 

 

 

4.3 Significance tests 
 

4.3.1 t-Test 
 

The main test statistic in this study is the t-test. The t-test statistic for the null hypothesis is that the 

cumulative average abnormal return (CAAR) and buy-and-hold returns (BHAR) are significantly 

different from zero on a statistical basis. The t-statistic follows asymptotically the normal 

distribution. The t-test for the time-series is defined as follows: 

 

𝑇𝑡𝑖𝑚𝑒 =  
𝐶𝐴𝐴𝑅𝑡

(𝑇2−𝑇1+1)
1
2 �̂�𝐴𝐴𝑅𝑡

   (3.3.1.a) 

 

 

The abnormal returns of the estimation window are the basis for the variance estimator of the t-

statistic, where M is the number of non-missing returns and d the degrees of freedom (e.g. market 

model d = 2), such that: 

�̂�𝐴𝐴𝑅𝑡

2 =  
1

𝑀−𝑑
 ∑ [𝐴𝐴𝑅𝑡 −  

1

𝑀
 ∑ (𝐴𝐴𝑅𝑡)𝐸𝑠𝑡𝑚𝑎𝑥

𝐸𝑠𝑡𝑚𝑖𝑛
]

2
𝐸𝑠𝑡𝑚𝑎𝑥
𝑡=𝐸𝑠𝑡𝑚𝑖𝑛

  (3.3.1.b) 

 

 

The post-event window abnormal returns are out-of-sample predictions and thus the standard error 

should be adjusted by the forecast error. The adjustment for the market model is such that:  

 

√1 +  
1

𝑀
 

(𝑅𝑚,𝑡−�̅�𝑚,𝐸𝑠𝑡)
2

∑ (𝑅𝑚,𝑡− �̅�𝑚,𝐸𝑠𝑡)
2𝐸𝑠𝑡𝑚𝑎𝑥

𝐸𝑠𝑡𝑚𝑖𝑛

   (3.3.1.c) 

 

 



page 19  

 

4.3.2 Skewness-Adjusted t-Test 
 

Additionally, for the BHAR measure the Skewness adjusted t-statistics is presented and defined 

as: 

 

𝑇𝑆𝑘𝑒𝑤𝑛𝑒𝑠𝑠 𝐴𝑑𝑗𝑢𝑠𝑡𝑒𝑑 =  √𝑁 [𝑆 +
1

3
ϒ̂𝑆2 +  

1

6𝑁
ϒ̂]   (3.3.2.a) 

 

where      𝑆 =  
𝐵𝐻𝐴𝑅̅̅ ̅̅ ̅̅ ̅̅  (𝑇1,𝑇2)

�̂�𝐵𝐻𝐴𝑅
 ,    (3.3.2b) 

 

and     ϒ̂ =  
∑ [𝐵𝐻𝐴𝑅𝑖(𝑇1,𝑇2) − 𝐵𝐻𝐴𝑅̅̅ ̅̅ ̅̅ ̅̅ 𝑖(𝑇1,𝑇2)]3𝑁

𝑡=1

𝑁 �̂�𝐵𝐻𝐴𝑅
3    (3.3.2.c) 

 

The usual t-statistic is √𝑁𝑆. The estimated standard deviation is defined, such that: 

 

�̂�𝐵𝐻𝐴𝑅 =  √
1

𝑁−1
 ∑ [𝐵𝐻𝐴𝑅𝑖(𝑇1, 𝑇2) −  𝐵𝐻𝐴𝑅̅̅ ̅̅ ̅̅ ̅̅

𝑖(𝑇1, 𝑇2)]2𝑁
𝑖=1    (3.3.2.d) 

 

 

5. Data 
 

The data for the investment announcements was constructed by using the Thomson Reuters 

Premium Security Data Corporation's (SDC) Mergers & Acquisitions database. The search was 

restricted to minimum $20 million purchase value and to governmental acquirers only, between 

01/01/1990 and 30/10/2015. The result of the search included real estate and governmental non-

SWF acquirers. Further, the search result was then scrutinized in detail by hand to obtain SWFs 

acquirers only and for acquisitions in publicly listed companies.  

 

The 73 events contain a mean deal value of $ 1001.46 mil and a median deal value of $ 254.85 

mil, which indicates a large dispersion between some large deals and many smaller deals. 70 

announcements disclosed the target percentage stake and they have a mean target acquisition stake 

of 12.94% and median of 10.70%. 33 of the 73 events are after October 2008, where 25 of those 
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are made by IFSWF members. 28 of the events were acquisitions by SWFs with oil as funding 

source and 45 of the announcements were made by SWFs with non-commodity funding sources. 

10 of the events were open market transactions, while the remaining 63 were privately negotiated 

deals.  

 

The historical end-of-day prices of the equity quotes and the correspondent market indices were 

downloaded through a Bloomberg terminal, with the last price “PX_LAST” mnemonic for the 

data. The prices were adjusted for capital changes in Bloomberg, so that historical pricing and/or 

volume are adjusted for spin-offs, stock splits/consolidations, stocks dividend/bonus and rights 

offerings/entitlements. All non-trading days were excluded from the data sample. The same sample 

was used in both the CAAR and in the BHAR measure. The security data in this study is with daily 

frequency. Kothari and Warner (2004) support the use of daily rather than the use of monthly 

security return data, which permits more precise measurement of abnormal returns and more 

informative studies of announcements effects. 

 

6. Results 
 

6.1.1 Aggregate Sample - Event Study CAR 
 

First, the entire sample is grouped as a value weighted portfolio. 

 

Figure: Aggregate sample 
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Table: Cumulative average abnormal return, student’s t-test and p-value for the aggregate sample 
Event 

Windows 

CAAR t-test prob. 

(-40...40) -0.0007 -0.0209 0.9833 

(-20...0) 0.052 3.0875 0.002* 

(-10...10) 0.0053 0.3134 0.754 

(-2...2) 0.0225 2.7363 0.0062* 

(-1...1) 0.0079 1.25 0.2113 

(0...5) -0.003 -0.3313 0.7404 

(0...10) -0.0102 -0.836 0.4031 

(0...20) 0.0067 0.3973 0.6912 

* represent significance at 1% and are highlighted in bold 

 

For the aggregate sample presented above, the results show strong evidence against the null 

hypotheses for two of the windows. In particular, the (-20,0) window, where the prices increase 

before the event due to insider trading, and the (-2,2) window. The results suggest significant 

abnormal returns in the before the event date and the short-term around the event date. The market 

reacts favorably in these short-term windows with positive CAAR values. 

 

Table: Results of the previous studies 
Authors Event Windows CAAR 

Chhaochharia & Laeven (2008) (-2,2) 0.0082 

Fotak, Bortolotti & Megginson (2008) (-1,1) 0.0055 

Kotter & Lel (2008) (-2,2) 0.0243 

 (-1,1) 0.0215 

Dewenter, Han & Malesta (2009) (-1,1) 0.017 

Ngoc (2015) (-2,2) 0.0171 

 (-1,1) 0.0128 
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These previous studies have CAAR averages of 0.0165 (-2,2) and of 0.0142 (-1,1), which is similar 

and somewhat in between of the results obtained in this study with 0.0225 and 0.0079, respectively.  

 

 

6.1.2 Aggregate Sample - Event Study BHAR 
 

First, the entire sample is grouped as an equal weighted portfolio. 

 

Figure: Equal weighted portfolio    Figure: Value weighted portfolio 

 
 

Table: Buy and hold abnormal return, t-test and p-value for the equal weighted portfolio 
Event 

Window 

BHAR t-test prob. skewness-

adj. t-test 

prob. 

(0...365) -0.0543 -1.0349 0.3007 -0.991 0.3217 

(0...274) -0.0487 -0.9148 0.3603 -0.901 0.3676 

(0...183) -0.0594 -1.4786 0.1392 -1.5339 0.1251 

(0...91) 0.0291 0.7406 0.4589 0.8436 0.3989 

 

Table: Buy and hold abnormal return, t-test and p-value for the value weighted portfolio 
Event 

Window 

BHAR t-test prob. skewness-

adj. t-test 

prob. 

(0...365) -0.0539 -1.0275 0.3042 -0.9843 0.325 

(0...274) -0.3369 -4.6697 0* -2.9021 0.0037* 

(0...183) -0.2305 -4.6558 0* -3.3012 0.001* 

(0...91) 0.0288 0.7324 0.4639 0.8344 0.4041 

* represent significance at 1% and are highlighted in bold 

 

Moreover, the value weighted portfolio yields largely negative and significant BHAR results, as 

contrary to the equal weighted portfolio that provides no significant t-test results. This means that 

is a value effect in long term, where the largest deals perform worse in long term. The study further 
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examines the size effect of the announced deals in sections 6.7 for Acquisition Value and 6.8 for 

Acquired Target Stake. 

 

The results of non-positive or negative 1-year abnormal returns are consistent with the findings of 

Bortolotti et al. (2010) that also finds negative effects in longer windows, with the findings of 

Knill, Lee and Mauck (2012) who uses the Fama-French factors to examine SWF abnormal 

returns, and are somewhat consistent with the findings of Kotter and Lel (2011) that tests various 

accounting measures following SWF investment.  

 

 

6.2.1 Transparency - Event Study CAR 
 

Next, the aggregate sample is divided in three sub portfolios with different level of transparency. 

Ngoc (2015) also used the market model and found some interesting results in view of SWF 

transparency. This section replicates the same method with even more data. The event study in this 

section forms three portfolios, where group 1 has high transparency ranking, group 2 has medium 

transparency ranking and group 3 has low transparency ranking. As such, the results allow to 

scrutinize the relation between SWF announcement of acquisition and the stock returns. In order 

to examine the whether the level of transparency has any effect on the stock performances, the 

results are separated by level of transparency, as measured by the Sovereign Wealth Fund 

Institute’s transparency index LMTI, into three groups: 

Group 1: SWFs ranked with high transparency (more than 8); 

Group 2: SWFs ranked with medium transparency (from 6 to 8); 

Group 3: SWFs ranked with low transparency (less than 6). 
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The Linaburg-Maduell Transparency Index (LMTI) was formed at the Sovereign Wealth Fund 

Institute by Carl Linaburg and Michael Maduell. The index is formed by a point method and 

eventually gives a comparable rating table. Since it was developed in 2008, it has been widely used 

as the global standard benchmark in reports and statements. The components of the ratings are 

based on ten transparency principles, where each principle gives plus one point if fulfilled and zero 

otherwise. The principles of the LMTI index are listed in the appendix for further reference. Even 

though the index cannot measure the true transparency and the market perception of the SWFs, it 

serves as a good proxy to compare the level of transparency between SWFs. The judgements 

whether a SWF fulfills a principle is done by the SWF Institute and they recommend a minimum 

rating of 8 to claim adequate transparency. The table below provides an overview of how the SWFs 

are divided in this study. The number of observations are rather evenly dispersed between the three 

groups. 

Table: SWF and the number of investment announcement observations 
Sovereign Wealth Funds Funding Source IFSWF 

Member 

Transparency 

Group 

Number of 

Observations 

Abu Dhabi Investment Authority (ADIA) Oil Yes 3 6 

Alberta Investment Management Corp (AIMCO) Oil Yes 1 2 

China Investment Corp (CIC) Non-Commodity Yes 2 9 

Government of Singapore Investment Corporation (GIC) Non-Commodity Yes 3 16 

IPIC (United Arab Emirates) Oil No 2 3 

Khazanah Nasional Bhd (Malaysia) Non-Commodity Yes 1 6 

Mubadala Development Co PJSC (United Arab Emirates) Oil No 1 4 

National Social Security Fund (China) Non-Commodity No 2 1 

Qatar Investment Authority (QIA) Oil Yes 2 5 

FNB Samruk-Kazyna (Kazakhstan) Non-Commodity Yes 3 2 

SAMA (Saudi Arabia) Oil No 3 1 

Temasek Holdings (Singapore) Non-Commodity No 1 10 

Central Bank of Libya, Libyan Investment Authority Oil Yes 3 1 

Brunei Investment Agency Oil No 3 1 

Kuwait Investment Authority (KIA) Oil Yes 2 3 

Hong Kong Monetary Authority (HKMA) Non-Commodity No 2 1 

Republic of Venezuela (FEM) Oil No 3 1 

Oman Investment Fund (OIF) Oil Yes 3 1 

Total Observations in Transparency Group 1    22 

Total Observations in Transparency Group 2    22 

Total Observations in Transparency Group 3    29 

Total Announcement Observations    73 
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The transparency groups are formed in three different equal weighted portfolios including the share 

prices that are acquired by the SWFs with the highest, medium and low transparency ranking. 

 

Figure: Transparency Group 1 

 
 

Figure: Transparency Group 2 

 
 

Figure: Transparency Group 3 

 
 

Table: Cumulative average abnormal return, student’s t-test and p-value for transparency group 1 
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Event 

Windows 

CAAR t-test prob. 

(-40...40) 0.1471 2.4904 0.0128* 

(-20...0) 0.0839 2.7904 0.0053* 

(-10...10) 0.1337 4.4463 0* 

(-2...2) 0.069 4.7015 0* 

(-1...1) 0.0342 3.0051 0.0027* 

(0...5) 0.0595 3.7047 0.0002* 

(0...10) 0.1069 4.9136 0* 

(0...20) 0.1258 4.1842 0* 

* represent significance at 1% and are highlighted in bold 

 

Table: Cumulative average abnormal return, student’s t-test and p-value for transparency group 2 
Event 

Windows 

CAAR t-test prob. 

(-40...40) 0.0265 0.4375 0.6618 

(-20...0) 0.0811 2.6284 0.0086* 

(-10...10) 0.0333 1.0789 0.2807 

(-2...2) 0.0216 1.4332 0.1518 

(-1...1) 0.0104 0.8935 0.3716 

(0...5) 0.0048 0.2894 0.7723 

(0...10) -0.0154 -0.6873 0.4919 

(0...20) -0.0062 -0.1997 0.8417 

* represent significance at 1% and are highlighted in bold 

 

Table: Cumulative average abnormal return, student’s t-test and p-value for transparency group 3 
Event 

Windows 

CAAR t-test prob. 

(-40...40) -0.1279 -2.8727 0.0041* 

(-20...0) 0.0072 0.3164 0.7517 

(-10...10) -0.1071 -4.7242 0* 

(-2...2) -0.0106 -0.9572 0.3385 

(-1...1) -0.011 -1.2812 0.2001 

(0...5) -0.0517 -4.2656 0* 

(0...10) -0.0896 -5.4645 0* 

(0...20) -0.0725 -3.1983 0.0014* 

* represent significance at 1% and are highlighted in bold 

 

The patterns of the graphs behave to extreme opposites. Group 1 and Group 3 behave in divergent 

directions, while group 2 has an abnormal pre-event window that suggest insider positions with 

strongly significant and positive CAAR values. The transparency group 1 with the highest 

transparency ranking seems to have a somewhat herding effect among investors in the market 
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place. The transparency group 2 does not show a deviant tendency after the window, but the pre-

event window [-20,0] is significantly positive and could provide some evidence for insider trading 

pre-event. The transparency group 3 show a contrarian tendency when compared to group 1 and 

has the opposite effect than that of herding. It seems like the investors are selling the stock as they 

are afraid of the effect of the low transparency SWFs.  

 

6.2.2 Transparency - Event Study BHAR 
 

Transparency group 1 

Figure: Equal weighted portfolio   Figure: Value weighted portfolio 

 
 

Transparency group 2 

Figure: Equal weighted portfolio   Figure: Value weighted portfolio 

 
 

Transparency group 3 

Figure: Equal weighted portfolio   Figure: Value weighted portfolio 
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Transparency group 1 

Table: Statistics for the equal weighted portfolio 
Event 

Window 

BHAR t-test prob. skewness-

adj. t-test 

prob. 

(0...365) -0.1352 -1.6564 0.0976* -1.5475 0.1217 

(0...274) -0.0264 -0.2287 0.8191 -0.1945 0.8458 

(0...183) -0.0356 -0.6951 0.487 -0.7371 0.4611 

(0...91) 0.131 1.2228 0.2214 1.5257 0.1271 

* represent significance at 10% and are highlighted in bold 

 

Table: Statistics for the value weighted portfolio 
Event 

Window 

BHAR t-test prob. skewness-

adj. t-test 

prob. 

(0...365) -0.1549 -1.8919 0.0585* -1.6815 0.0927* 

(0...274) -0.0846 -0.7214 0.4706 -0.6162 0.5378 

(0...183) -0.0584 -1.13 0.2585 -1.1396 0.2544 

(0...91) 0.0306 0.2744 0.7837 0.3899 0.6966 

* represent significance at 10% and are highlighted in bold 

 

The first portfolio compiled with the transparency group 1 has largely negative and significant 

BHAR values for the equal weighted portfolio and the value weighted portfolio, also when using 

the skewness-adjusted t-test. 

 

Transparency group 2 

Table: Statistics for the equal weighted portfolio 
Event 

Windows 

BHAR t-test prob. skewness-

adj. t-test 

prob. 

(0...365) 0.0263 0.302 0.7627 0.3239 0.746 

(0...274) -0.0652 -0.6945 0.4874 -0.7835 0.4333 

(0...183) -0.0775 -0.8144 0.4154 -0.8979 0.3692 

(0...91) 0.0508 1.14 0.2543 1.2544 0.2097 
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Table: Statistics for the value weighted portfolio 
Event 

Window 

BHAR t-test prob. skewness-

adj. t-test 

prob. 

(0...365) -0.0186 -0.2106 0.8332 -0.1647 0.8692 

(0...274) -0.4136 -2.9357 0.0033* -2.096 0.0361* 

(0...183) -0.2722 -2.4008 0.0164* -1.953 0.0508* 

(0...91) 0.0875 1.9108 0.056* 1.9257 0.0541* 

* represent significance at 10% and are highlighted in bold 

 

The second portfolio compiled with the transparency group 2 has no significant t-test results for 

the equal weighted portfolio, but indeed yields significant t-tests for the 9-, 6- and 3-months 

windows for the value weighed portfolio. The 9- and 6-months windows are largely negative, 

while the 12-months window is mean reverting and shows no significant BHAR. 

Transparency group 3 

Table: Statistics for the equal weighted portfolio 
Event 

Windows 

BHAR t-test prob. skewness-

adj. t-test 

prob. 

(0...365) -0.0405 -0.4479 0.6542 -0.4182 0.6758 

(0...274) -0.0504 -0.6227 0.5335 -0.5609 0.5748 

(0...183) -0.0639 -1.0028 0.316 -0.9133 0.3611 

(0...91) -0.05 -1.0011 0.3168 -0.8607 0.3894 

 

Table: Statistics for the value weighted portfolio 
Event 

Windows 

BHAR t-test prob. skewness-

adj. t-test 

prob. 

(0...365) -0.024 -0.2652 0.7909 -0.2466 0.8052 

(0...274) -0.0405 -0.5004 0.6168 -0.4543 0.6496 

(0...183) -0.1863 -2.5803 0.0099* -1.6017 0.1092 

(0...91) -0.0935 -1.8324 0.0669* -1.334 0.1822 

* represent significance at 10% and are highlighted in bold 

 

The third portfolio compiled with the transparency group 3 yields significant t-tests for the 6- and 

3-months window, but not with the skewness-adjusted t-test. 

 

All the portfolios yield generally negative BHAR values in the long term. In fact, by taking in 

account the value effect in the portfolio, the value weighted portfolios have even lower BHAR 

values than those of the equal weighted portfolios.  
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The most transparent SWFs tend to have negative and significantly lower BHAR values than the 

less transparent SWFs. It looks like the portfolios are mean reverting in the long term. So, even 

though the most transparent SWFs have the highest CAR values in the short term, this seems to be 

offset in long term by lower and negative BHAR values. 

 

6.3.1 After October 2008 - Event Study CAR 
 

In October 2008, the General Accepted Principles and Practices (GAPP) was implemented among 

the SWF members of IFSWF. The sample of this section is considering the deal announcements 

that were made after October 2008, in order to examine whether the IFSWF members performed 

better or worse than the SWFs that are not members of the IFSWF and thus have not agreed upon 

the GAAP. By separating the target stocks into a portfolio with IFSWF members and another 

portfolio with non IFSWF members, it is possible to examine whether being a part of the IFSWF 

has an impact on performance. If not, one may conclude that it does not have any significant impact 

in the market, such as herding effects or dissuades the other market participants. After October 

2008, the sample contains 33 events. Of the 33 events, 25 announcements were made by IFSWF 

members, while 8 were made by non-members of IFSWF. First, the aggregate portfolio after 

October 2008 is presented. 

 

Figure: Aggregate portfolio after October 2008 
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Table: Aggregate portfolio after October 2008 
Event 

Windows 

CAAR t-test  prob. 

(-40...40) 0.0829 1.446 0.1482 

(-20...0) 0.0966 3.3115 0.0009* 

(-10...10) 0.0558 1.9114 0.056* 

(-2...2) 0.0441 3.0962 0.002* 

(-1...1) 0.0291 2.6395 0.0083* 

(0...5) 0.0169 1.0859 0.2775 

(0...10) 0.0229 1.0859 0.2775 

(0...20) 0.0462 1.5852 0.1129 

* represent significance at 5% and are highlighted in bold 

 

The aggregate portfolio after October 2008 yields positive and strongly significant CAAR values 

before and around the event date. It must be kept in mind that this is also during the financial crisis 

of the time and that a SWF investment could be positively viewed as SWFs provide liquidity to 

stabilize and stimulate the market and that the most of the markets had already decreased in value 

in 2007. 

 

6.3.2 After October 2008 - Event Study BHAR 
 

First presented, the aggregate portfolio after October 2008. 

 

Figure: Equal weighted portfolio   Figure: Value weighted portfolio 

 
 

Table: Statistics for the equal weighted portfolio 
Event 

Window 

BHAR t-test prob. skewness-

adj. t-test 

prob. 

(0...365) 0.0072 0.1075 0.9144 0.1349 0.8927 

(0...274) -0.0639 -0.817 0.4139 -0.908 0.3639 

(0...183) -0.0705 -1.2301 0.2187 -1.4581 0.1448 
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(0...91) 0.062 0.958 0.3381 1.2384 0.2156 

 

Table: Statistics for the value weighted portfolio 
Event 

Window 

BHAR t-test prob. skewness-

adj. t-test 

prob. 

(0...365) -0.0268 -0.3992 0.6898 -0.3455 0.7298 

(0...274) -0.4014 -3.3617 0.0008* -2.3348 0.0196* 

(0...183) -0.3806 -4.0247 0.0001* -2.7845 0.0054* 

(0...91) -0.0052 -0.0789 0.9371 0.0367 0.9707 

* represent significance at 1% and are highlighted in bold 

 

The equal weighted portfolio yields no significant t-test results, while the value-weighted portfolio 

has largely negative and significant t-tests in for the 9- and 6-months windows. As previously 

mentioned the IMF (2011) writes that SWFs showed interest as long term investors, however the 

results suggest that the BHAR in these windows are mostly negative, especially when examined 

in a value weighted portfolio. 

 

6.3.3 IFSWF Membership - Event Study CAR   
 

First, the aggregate sample after 2008 is divided into a portfolio of the announcements made by 

IFSWF members. 

 

Figure: IFSWF members after October 2008 (sample of 25) 

 
 

Table: IFSWF Members after October 2008 
Event 

Windows 

CAAR t-test prob. 

(-40...40) 0.0943 1.4225 0.1549 

(-20...0) 0.1188 3.5196 0.0004* 

(-10...10) 0.07 2.0751 0.038* 

(-2...2) 0.0504 3.0602 0.0022* 
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(-1...1) 0.0264 2.0689 0.0386* 

(0...5) 0.0198 1.0979 0.2723 

(0...10) 0.0133 0.544 0.5865 

(0...20) 0.0304 0.8997 0.3683 

* represent significance at 5% and are highlighted in bold 

 

The ISFWF members in the sample of acquisitions made after the inauguration of the IFSWF in 

October 2008 suggest similar results to that of the aggregate sample after 2008. However, it this 

is not surprising since the majority of the sample, 25 of 33 events, is included in this portfolio. 

 

Next, the remaining deal announcements made after 2008 that were done by non-members of 

IFSWF are grouped in a portfolio. 

 

Figure: Non-members of IFSWF after October 2008 (sample of 8) 

 
 

Table: Non-members of IFSWF after October 2008 (sample of 8) 
Event 

Windows 

CAAR t-test  prob. 

(-40...40) 0.0967 0.9211 0.357 

(-20...0) -0.0118 -0.2213 0.8248 

(-10...10) 0.0329 0.6163 0.5377 

(-2...2) 0.0451 1.7278 0.084* 

(-1...1) 0.0436 2.1587 0.0309 

(0...5) 0.0327 1.1436 0.2528 

(0...10) 0.0778 2.0105 0.0444* 

(0...20) 0.1288 2.411 0.0159* 

* represent significance at 10% and are highlighted in bold 
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The portfolio of acquisitions made of after October 2008 for the non-IFSWF members yields 

different results than those of the IFSWF members in the short term CAR event windows. The 

positive and significant windows tend to be at the very short term (-2,2) and after the event in the 

in the (0,10) and (0,20) windows.  

 

6.3.4 IFSWF MEMBERSHIP - Event Study BHAR 

 

First, the aggregate sample after 2008 is divided into a portfolio of the announcements made by 

IFSWF members. 

 

Figure: Equal weighted portfolio   Figure: Value weighted portfolio 

 

 
 

Table: Statistics for the equal weighted portfolio 
Event 

Windows 

BHAR t-test prob. skewness-

adj. t-test 

prob. 

(0...365) 0.0647 0.8018 0.4227 0.8408 0.4005 

(0...274) -0.071 -0.7965 0.4257 -0.8836 0.3769 

(0...183) -0.0649 -0.9749 0.3296 -1.1589 0.2465 

(0...91) -0.0036 -0.1 0.9203 -0.0505 0.9597 

 

Table: Statistics for the value weighted portfolio 
Event 

Windows 

BHAR t-test prob. skewness-

adj. t-test 

prob. 

(0...365) 0.0348 0.4284 0.6683 0.4704 0.6381 

(0...274) -0.4302 -3.1465 0.0017* -2.1713 0.0299* 

(0...183) -0.443 -3.6611 0.0003* -2.5082 0.0121* 

(0...91) -0.018 -0.4953 0.6204 -0.406 0.6848 

* represent significance at 5% and are highlighted in bold 
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The equal weighted portfolio yields no significant t-test results, while the value-weighted portfolio 

has largely negative and significant t-tests in for the 9- and 6-months windows. The results are 

quite similar to the aggregate portfolio after 2008, which, again, is not surprising since most of the 

sample after 2008 are acquisitions made by IFSWF members. 

 

Next, the remaining deal announcements made after 2008 that were done by non-members of 

IFSWF are grouped in a portfolio. 

 

Figure: Equal weighted portfolio   Figure: Value weighted portfolio 

 
 

Table: Statistics for the equal weighted portfolio 
Event 

Windows 
BHAR t-test prob. skewness-

adj. t-test 
prob. 

(0...365) -0.1654 -2.6507 0.008* -3.3372 0.0008* 

(0...274) -0.018 -0.1245 0.9009 -0.1245 0.9009 

(0...183) -0.0987 -0.8959 0.3703 -0.9487 0.3428 

(0...91) 0.2589 1.1242 0.2609 1.3688 0.1711 

* represent significance at 1% and are highlighted in bold 

 

Table: Statistics for the value weighted portfolio 
Event 

Windows 
BHAR t-test prob. skewness-

adj. t-test 
prob. 

(0...365) -0.1424 -2.2327 0.0256* -3.0606 0.0022* 

(0...274) 0.1038 0.5483 0.5835 0.4551 0.6491 

(0...183) -0.023 -0.188 0.8509 -0.268 0.7887 

(0...91) 0.035 0.1365 0.8914 0.2521 0.8009 

* represent significance at 5% and are highlighted in bold 

 

Both the equal weighted portfolio and the value weighted portfolio are mostly negative, but 

significant only in the 12-months window. The equal weighted portfolio has slightly stronger 



page 36  

 

significance of the t-tests. The windows have deviating results in for the BHAR, but the only 

significant results suggest a mostly negative BHAR. 

 

6.4.1 SWF Funding Source from Oil or Non-Commodity - Event Study CAR  
 

Alhashel (2015) leaves an open question that has not yet been examined by other papers. The 

question is to understand whether the SWFs with different funding sources also behave differently, 

or even have different performance. This question is interesting because the SWFs may yield 

results due to different factors, for instance heterogeneous incentives, diversification purposes or 

deviant investment strategies. The empirical study in this section is done by again using the entire 

sample of 73 events. First, the targets with SWF acquirers with funding source from oil is grouped 

in a portfolio.  

 

Figure: Targets grouped in a portfolio of SWFs with funding source from oil 

 
 

Table: Targets grouped in a portfolio of SWFs with funding source from oil 
Event 

Windows 

CAAR t-test  prob. 

(-40...40) 0.0598 1.3513 0.1766 

(-20...0) 0.0833 3.6961 0.0002* 

(-10...10) 0.0591 2.6236 0.0087* 

(-2...2) 0.0549 4.9941 0* 

(-1...1) 0.0313 3.6733 0.0002* 

(0...5) 0.024 1.9966 0.0459* 

(0...10) 0.0411 2.5174 0.0118* 

(0...20) 0.0517 2.2959 0.0217* 

* represent significance at 5% and are highlighted in bold 
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The t-tests in this portfolio with SWF funding source from oil suggest positive and significant 

CAAR values. 

 

Next, the targets with SWF acquirers with funding source from non-commodity is grouped in a 

portfolio. 

 

Figure: Targets grouped in a portfolio of SWFs with funding source from non-commodity 

 
 

Table: Targets grouped in a portfolio of SWFs with funding source from non-commodity 
Event 

Windows 

CAAR t-test  prob. 

(-40...40) -0.0402 -0.9701 0.332 

(-20...0) 0.0315 1.4964 0.1346 

(-10...10) -0.0216 -1.0265 0.3047 

(-2...2) 0.0046 0.4509 0.6521 

(-1...1) -0.0043 -0.5431 0.5871 

(0...5) -0.0168 -1.4944 0.1351 

(0...10) -0.0332 -2.1754 0.0296* 

(0...20) -0.015 -0.7139 0.4753 

* represent significance at 5% and are highlighted in bold 

 

Contrary to the portfolio with oil as the funding source, this portfolio with funding source from 

non-commodity provides mostly negative CAAR values, though non-significant t-tests, except for 

the (0,10) event window. In this regard, the results are largely deviating. 

 

6.4.2 SWF Funding Source from Oil or Non-Commodity - Event Study BHAR  
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First, a portfolio of the stocks with announcements by SWFs with funding source from oil. 

 

Figure: Equal weighted portfolio   Figure: Value weighted portfolio 

 
 

Table: Statistics for the equal weighted portfolio 
Event 

Windows 
BHAR t-test prob. skewness-

adj. t-test 
prob. 

(0...365) -0.1178 -1.5113 0.1307 -1.5571 0.1194 

(0...274) -0.144 -1.7178 0.0858* -1.9324 0.0533* 

(0...183) -0.1234 -1.3749 0.1692 -1.4495 0.1472 

(0...91) 0.0761 0.6488 0.5165 0.8131 0.4162 

* represent significance at 10% and are highlighted in bold 

 

Table: Statistics for the value weighted portfolio 
Event 

Windows 
BHAR t-test prob. skewness-

adj. t-test 
prob. 

(0...365) -0.1282 -1.6431 0.1004 -1.6655 0.0958 

(0...274) -0.5916 -3.9494 0.0001* -2.3953 0.0166* 

(0...183) -0.6195 -3.5512 0.0004* -2.1547 0.0312* 

(0...91) 0.0559 0.4763 0.6338 0.6157 0.5381 

* represent significance at 10% and are highlighted in bold 

 

The portfolio with acquirers by SWFs oil as funding source show negative and significant BHARs 

in the long term, both for the equal weighted and the value weighed portfolios. 

 

Next, a portfolio of the stocks with announcements by SWFs with funding source from non-

commodity 

 

Figure: Equal weighted portfolio   Figure: Value weighted portfolio 
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Table: Statistics for the equal weighted portfolio 
Event 

Windows 
BHAR t-test prob. skewness-

adj. t-test 
prob. 

(0...365) -0.0225 -0.3281 0.7429 -0.3043 0.7609 

(0...274) 0.012 0.1785 0.8583 0.2068 0.8361 

(0...183) -0.0274 -0.6799 0.4966 -0.662 0.508 

(0...91) 0.0135 0.3728 0.7093 0.4018 0.6878 

 

Table: Statistics for the value weighted portfolio 
Event 

Windows 
BHAR t-test prob. skewness-

adj. t-test 
prob. 

(0...365) -0.0126 -0.1834 0.8545 -0.1654 0.8686 

(0...274) -0.1077 -1.4955 0.1348 -1.1975 0.2311 

(0...183) -0.0282 -0.699 0.4845 -0.6798 0.4966 

(0...91) 0.0255 0.7016 0.4829 0.7368 0.4612 

 

 

The portfolios of SWF acquisitions, where the SWF funding source are from non-commodity 

funds, are quite stable around 0 BHAR, but have only non-significant t-statistics. These portfolios 

are more stable in the long term than the portfolio with SWF with funding source from oil. 

 

6.5.1 Open Market Transactions - Event Study CAR 
 

The deals are investment announcements and not necessarily completed transactions in the open 

market, but could be new convertible bonds or new stock. Thus, the value of the deal does not 

necessarily directly reflect the magnitude in changes in the stock price in the short-term window. 

The deal announcement is therefore more likely to reflect the market’s perception of the deal, of 

the acquirer and/or the target, in the sense that other market participants may invest or divest in 
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the acquired target. So, by separating the events in a portfolio with all the announcements with 

open market transactions and another portfolio with privately held negated deals, it is possible to 

examine the effect of the open market transactions alone.  

First, the study takes in consideration a portfolio with targets subjected to open market 

transactions. 

Figure: Targets grouped in a portfolio of SWFs with Open Market Transactions 

 

Table: Targets grouped in a portfolio of SWFs with Open Market Transactions 

Event 

Windows 

CAAR t-test  prob. 

(-40...40) -0.1362 -1.703 0.0886* 

(-20...0) -0.0701 -1.7221 0.0851* 

(-10...10) -0.2058 -5.056 0* 

(-2...2) -0.07 -3.5227 0.0004* 

(-1...1) -0.0622 -4.0456 0.0001* 

(0...5) -0.1344 -6.1768 0* 

(0...10) -0.1738 -5.8974 0’ 

(0...20) -0.1379 -3.3881 0.0007* 

* represent significance at 10% and are highlighted in bold 

 

Out of the 74 events, just 10 events were announced as open market transactions, thus portfolio of 

the sample represents a minor part of the sample. Even so, the results are significant tests results. 

The results are remarkably different from what one would expect. The value weighted portfolio 

significantly decreases in CAAR. One may interpret the results as the market participants would 

sell the stock as they see the SWFs buying, and thus taking advantage of the possibility to sell out 
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their positions. One may question whether the market reacts negatively because they fear a hostile 

takeover. 

 

Next, the target events are grouped in a portfolio with privately negotiated deals. 

 

Figure: Targets grouped in a portfolio of SWFs with privately negotiated deals 

 

 
 

Table: Targets grouped in a portfolio of SWFs with privately negotiated deals 
Event 

Windows 

CAAR t-test  prob. 

(-40...40) 0.032 0.9509 0.3417 

(-20...0) 0.0711 4.1452 0* 

(-10...10) 0.039 2.2708 0.0232* 

(-2...2) 0.0346 4.1344 0* 

(-1...1) 0.0163 2.5144 0.0119* 

(0...5) 0.0159 1.7331 0.0831* 

(0...10) 0.0151 1.2172 0.2235 

(0...20) 0.0294 1.716 0.0862* 

* represent significance at 10% and are highlighted in bold 

 

As observable by the figure and the t-test results, the CAAR shows a positive tendency for the 

privately negotiated deals, as contrary to the portfolio for the open market transactions. 

 

6.5.2 Event Study BHAR – Open Market Transactions  
 

First, a portfolio of the stocks with announcements by SWFs with open market transactions. 

 

Figure: Equal weighted portfolio   Figure: Value weighted portfolio 
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Table: Statistics for the equal weighted portfolio 
Event 

Windows 
BHAR t-test prob. skewness-

adj. t-test 
prob. 

(0...365) -0.4232 -2.6618 0.0078* -2.6489 0.0081* 

(0...274) -0.2756 -2.2357 0.0254* -2.3377 0.0194* 

(0...183) 0.0688 0.3218 0.7476 0.3202 0.7488 

(0...91) -0.077 -0.5497 0.5825 -0.4871 0.6262 

* represent significance at 5% and are highlighted in bold 

 

Table: Statistics for the value weighted portfolio 
Event 

Windows 
BHAR t-test prob. skewness-

adj. t-test 
prob. 

(0...365) -0.1797 -0.7668 0.4432 -0.927 0.3539 

(0...274) -0.0983 -0.5589 0.5762 -0.6845 0.4937 

(0...183) 0.3476 1.1953 0.232 0.9083 0.3637 

(0...91) 0.2213 0.9973 0.3186 0.8011 0.4231 

 

The long term value weighted portfolio suggests no significant t-tests, but the equal weighted 

portfolio suggests largely negative and significant BHAR values. 

 

Next, a portfolio of the stocks with announcements by SWFs with privately negotiated deals. 

 

Figure: Equal weighted portfolio   Figure: Value weighted portfolio 
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Table: Statistics for the equal weighted portfolio 
Event 

Windows 
BHAR t-test prob. skewness-

adj. t-test 
prob. 

(0...365) -0.0235 -0.4474 0.6546 -0.4228 0.6724 

(0...274) -0.028 -0.5011 0.6163 -0.4966 0.6195 

(0...183) -0.0711 -1.7679 0.0771* -1.8906 0.0587* 

(0...91) 0.0397 0.9655 0.3343 1.124 0.261 

* represent significance at 10% and are highlighted in bold 

 

Table: Statistics for the value weighted portfolio 
Event 

Windows 
BHAR t-test prob. skewness-

adj. t-test 
prob. 

(0...365) -0.0402 -0.7646 0.4445 -0.7174 0.4731 

(0...274) -0.3483 -4.3753 0* -2.7953 0.0052* 

(0...183) -0.341 -5.4652 0* -3.3848 0.0007* 

(0...91) -0.0125 -0.2966 0.7668 -0.218 0.8274 

* represent significance at 1% and are highlighted in bold 

 

The long term portfolios presented here above present significant and negative BHAR values for 

9- and 6-months BHARs. 

 

6.6.1 Domestic and Foreign Targets - Event Study CAR 
 

The sample contains 14 domestic targets and 59 foreign targets. The targets are grouped in two 

different value weighted portfolios between domestic and foreign targets. First, the domestic target 

portfolio: 

 

Figure: Targets grouped in a portfolio of events with only domestic targets  
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Table: Targets grouped in a portfolio of events with only domestic targets 
Event 

Windows 

CAAR t-test  prob. 

(-40...40) 0.0235 0.2494 0.8031 

(-20...0) 0.0909 1.8925 0.0584* 

(-10...10) 0.1174 2.442 0.0146* 

(-2...2) 0.05 2.1304 0.0331* 

(-1...1) 0.0258 1.4191 0.1559 

(0...5) 0.0474 1.8435 0.0653* 

(0...10) 0.0584 1.6803 0.0929* 

(0...20) 0.0614 1.2777 0.2014 

* represent significance at the 10% and are highlighted in bold 

 

The portfolio of events with domestic targets have a significant CAAR window before the event 

date and also after the event date. 

 

Next, the portfolio with only foreign targets: 

 

Figure: Targets grouped in a portfolio of events with foreign targets 

 
 

Table: Targets grouped in a portfolio of events with foreign targets 
Event 

Windows 

CAAR t-test prob. 

(-40...40) -0.0213 -0.569 0.5693 

(-20...0) 0.0416 2.1847 0.0289* 

(-10...10) -0.0215 -1.1304 0.2583 

(-2...2) 0.0153 1.6496 0.099* 

(-1...1) 0.0032 0.447 0.6549 

(0...5) -0.0158 -1.5557 0.1198 

(0...10) -0.0269 -1.9496 0.0512* 

(0...20) -0.0093 -0.4875 0.6259 

* represent significance at the 10% and are highlighted in bold 
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The portfolio with SWF acquisitions in foreign targets suggest CAAR values with a diffuse and 

volatile trend before, around and after the event. 

 

6.6.2 Domestic and Foreign Targets - Event Study BHAR 
 

First, a portfolio of the stocks with announcements by SWFs with domestic targets. 

 

Figure: Equal weighted portfolio   Figure: Value weighted portfolio 

 
 

Table: Statistics for the equal weighted portfolio 
Event 

Windows 
BHAR t-test prob. skewness-

adj. t-test 
prob. 

(0...365) 0.0314 0.2662 0.7901 0.2871 0.774 

(0...274) -0.0217 -0.2228 0.8237 -0.2255 0.8216 

(0...183) -0.0774 -1.4643 0.1431 -1.384 0.1664 

(0...91) -0.0292 -0.5857 0.5581 -0.4673 0.6403 

 

Table: Statistics for the value weighted portfolio 
Event 

Windows 
BHAR t-test prob. skewness-

adj. t-test 
prob. 

(0...365) 0.0959 0.7892 0.43 0.7473 0.4549 

(0...274) -0.0506 -0.5157 0.6061 -0.4883 0.6253 

(0...183) -0.1084 -1.985 0.0471* -1.5273 0.1267 

(0...91) -0.0421 -0.8386 0.4017 -0.6247 0.5322 

* represent significance at 5% and are highlighted in bold 

 

The BHARs for the portfolios with domestic targets suggest no significant skewness-adjusted t-

tests, which in turn is a result of variations in the signs of the BHAR. 

 

Next, a portfolio of the stocks with announcements by SWFs with foreign targets. 

 

Figure: Equal weighted portfolio   Figure: Value weighted portfolio 
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Table: Statistics for the equal weighted portfolio 
Event 

Windows 
BHAR t-test prob. skewness-

adj. t-test 
prob. 

(0...365) -0.0698 -1.1955 0.2319 -1.1295 0.2587 

(0...274) -0.0541 -0.881 0.3783 -0.8639 0.3877 

(0...183) -0.0558 -1.1796 0.2381 -1.2251 0.2205 

(0...91) 0.0366 0.8335 0.4045 0.9497 0.3422 

 

Table: Statistics for the value weighted portfolio 
Event 

Windows 
BHAR t-test prob. skewness-

adj. t-test 
prob. 

(0...365) -0.0822 -1.407 0.1594 -1.307 0.1912 

(0...274) -0.3599 -4.3038 0* -2.6505 0.008* 

(0...183) -0.2394 -4.1041 0* -2.9686 0.003* 

(0...91) 0.0323 0.7344 0.4627 0.838 0.402 

* represent significance at 1% and are highlighted in bold 

 

The value-weighed portfolio suggest BHAR values with negative BHAR values and strongly 

significant t-tests for the 9- and 6-months windows. While the equal weighted portfolio provides 

a negative trend, but no significant t-tests. 

 

6.7.1 Deal Value - Event Study CAR 
 

All the 73 deals have a mean value of $1.001 billion and a median of $254.8 million. The deal 

announcements are arranged from decreasing values and split in half. The biggest 36 deals contain 

values from $9.76 billion to $257.4 million and have a mean deal value of $1.9508 billion and a 

mean value of $597.15 million. The smallest 37 deals contain values from $254.847 million to $20 
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million at the smallest. They have an average value of $77.78 million and a median value of $58.78 

million. First, the study takes into account the portfolio with the highest deal values: 

 

Figure: Targets grouped in a portfolio of events with the top 50% deal value 

 
 

Table: Targets grouped in a portfolio of events with the top 50% deal value 
Event 

Windows 

CAAR t-test prob. 

(-40...40) -0.0281 -0.6275 0.5304 

(-20...0) 0.0537 2.3542 0.0186* 

(-10...10) 0.0501 2.198 0.028* 

(-2...2) 0.0395 3.5501 0.0004* 

(-1...1) 0.0139 1.6167 0.1059 

(0...5) 0.0152 1.2471 0.2124 

(0...10) 0.0143 0.8657 0.3866 

(0...20) 0.0213 0.934 0.3503 

* represent significance at 5% and are highlighted in bold 

 

The CAAR results are positive, but yield only positive t-tests before and around the event window. 

Next, the portfolio with the bottom 50% deal value. 

 

Figure: Targets grouped in a portfolio of events with the bottom 50% deal value 
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Table: Targets grouped in a portfolio of events with the bottom 50% deal value 
Event 

Windows 

CAAR t-test  prob. 

(-40...40) 0.0149 0.3213 0.748 

(-20...0) 0.0433 1.8389 0.0659* 

(-10...10) -0.0495 -2.1003 0.0357* 

(-2...2) 0.0023 0.2012 0.8406 

(-1...1) 0.0019 0.2092 0.8343 

(0...5) -0.0241 -1.917 0.0552* 

(0...10) -0.0398 -2.3373 0.0194* 

(0...20) -0.0149 -0.6313 0.5278 

* represent significance at 10% and are highlighted in bold 

 

The results suggest both positive and negative CAARs, depending on the event window. By 

analyzing the figure, it is easy to assess the volatile CAAR during the period. 

 

6.7.2 Deal Value - Event Study BHAR 
 

First, a portfolio of the stocks with announcements by SWFs with the highest 50% deal values. 

 

Figure: Equal weighted portfolio   Figure: Value weighted portfolio 

 
 

Table: Statistics for the equal weighted portfolio 
Event 

Windows 
BHAR t-test prob. skewness-

adj. t-test 
prob. 

(0...365) -0.0233 -0.401 0.6884 -0.3865 0.6991 

(0...274) -0.0669 -1.0435 0.2967 -1.1412 0.2538 

(0...183) -0.0709 -1.1561 0.2476 -1.2606 0.2075 

(0...91) 0.0197 0.5623 0.5739 0.5935 0.5528 

 

Table: Statistics for the value weighted portfolio 
Event 

Windows 
BHAR t-test prob. skewness-

adj. t-test 
prob. 

(0...365) -0.0535 -0.9136 0.3609 -0.8474 0.3968 
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(0...274) -0.352 -3.8436 0.0001* -2.675 0.0075* 

(0...183) -0.2384 -3.2679 0.0011* -2.6163 0.0089* 

(0...91) 0.0307 0.8738 0.3822 0.9031 0.3665 

* represent significance at 1% and are highlighted in bold 

 

The BHAR values for the top 50% deal values are mostly negative, though only the value weighted 

portfolio yields significant t-tests in the 9- and 6-month windows. 

 

Next, a portfolio of the stocks with announcements by SWFs with the lowest 50% deal values. 

 

Figure: Equal weighted portfolio   Figure: Value weighted portfolio 

 
 

Table: Statistics for the equal weighted portfolio 
Event 

Windows 
BHAR t-test prob. skewness-

adj. t-test 
prob. 

(0...365) -0.0782 -0.9504 0.3419 -0.8879 0.3746 

(0...274) -0.0259 -0.2844 0.7761 -0.2496 0.8029 

(0...183) -0.0465 -0.8912 0.3728 -0.8301 0.4065 

(0...91) 0.037 0.5542 0.5794 0.6488 0.5164 

 

Table: Statistics for the value weighted portfolio 
Event 

Windows 
BHAR t-test prob. skewness-

adj. t-test 
prob. 

(0...365) -0.0568 -0.6889 0.4909 -0.6567 0.5114 

(0...274) 0.0315 0.341 0.7331 0.3545 0.723 

(0...183) -0.0372 -0.7125 0.4762 -0.6749 0.4997 

(0...91) -0.0034 -0.0508 0.9595 0.0187 0.9851 

 

The portfolio of the bottom 50% deal values is more stable in the long term BHAR windows than 

those of the portfolio with the top 50% deal values. However, the statistics show non-significant 

t-tests. 
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6.8.1 Acquired Target Stake - Event Study CAR 
 

Of the 73 announcements in the sample, there are 70 announcements that disclosed the percentage 

stake of the target, as a consequence of the deal value. All the 70 deals have a mean stake of 

12.94% and a median of 10.70%. The deal announcements are arranged from decreasing stakes 

and split in half. The biggest 35 deals contain stakes from 49% to 10.74% and have a mean deal 

stake of 19.76% and a median stake of 16%. The smallest 35 deals contain stakes from 10.67% to 

0.48% at the smallest. They have an average stake of 6.106% and a median stake of 5.05%. First, 

the study takes into account a portfolio with the top 50% deal stakes. 

 

Figure: Targets grouped in a portfolio of events with the top 50% deal stakes 

 
 

Table: Targets grouped in a portfolio of events with the top 50% deal stakes 
Event 

Windows 

CAAR t-test  prob. 

(-40...40) 0.0475 0.9199 0.3576 

(-20...0) 0.0726 2.7634 0.0057* 

(-10...10) 0.0791 3.0128 0.0026* 

(-2...2) 0.063 4.9143 0* 

(-1...1) 0.0327 3.2935 0.001* 

(0...5) 0.0368 2.6222 0.0087* 

(0...10) 0.0496 2.6083 0.0091* 

(0...20) 0.0586 2.2318 0.0256* 

* represent significance at 5% and are highlighted in bold 

 

The portfolio with targets deals of the top 50% deal stakes suggest positive CAAR values and 

significant t-tests. 
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Next, the portfolio of announcements with the bottom 50% deal stakes. 

 

Figure: Targets grouped in a portfolio of events with the bottom 50% deal stakes 

 
 

Table: Targets grouped in a portfolio of events with the bottom 50% deal stakes 
Event 

Windows 

CAAR t-test  prob. 

(-40...40) -0.0961 -2.7744 0.0055* 

(-20...0) -0.0004 -0.0225 0.9821 

(-10...10) -0.0857 -4.8593 0* 

(-2...2) -0.0146 -1.6951 0.0901* 

(-1...1) -0.0074 -1.1083 0.2677 

(0...5) -0.0428 -4.5425 0* 

(0...10) -0.0698 -5.4719 0* 

(0...20) -0.0568 -3.2198 0.0013* 

* represent significance at 10% and are highlighted in bold 

 

The portfolio that aggregates the bottom 50% deal stakes suggest only negative CAAR values and 

mostly significant t-tests. These results largely deviate from the portfolio with the top 50% deal 

stakes. In turn, this suggest that there is a stake percentage effect in the short term windows. 

 

6.8.2 Acquired Target Stake - Event Study BHAR 
 

First, a portfolio of the stocks with announcements by SWFs with top 50% deal stakes. 

 

Figure: Equal weighted portfolio   Figure: Value weighted portfolio 
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Table: Statistics for the equal weighted portfolio 
Event 

Windows 
BHAR t-test prob. skewness-

adj. t-test 
prob. 

(0...365) -0.0128 -0.1675 0.867 -0.1563 0.8758 

(0...274) -0.0294 -0.4021 0.6876 -0.4175 0.6763 

(0...183) -0.0963 -1.5326 0.1254 -1.8302 0.0672* 

(0...91) 0.0032 0.0475 0.9621 0.1327 0.8944 

* represent significance at 10% and are highlighted in bold 

 

Table: Statistics for the value weighted portfolio 
Event 

Windows 
BHAR t-test prob. skewness-

adj. t-test 
prob. 

(0...365) 0.0273 0.3548 0.7227 0.3499 0.7264 

(0...274) -0.43 -3.5993 0.0003* -2.3584 0.0184* 

(0...183) -0.4265 -4.0272 0.0001* -2.6571 0.0079* 

(0...91) -0.0247 -0.3601 0.7188 -0.2431 0.808 

* represent significance at 5% and are highlighted in bold 

 

The BHARs for the long term windows suggest that there is a negative trend. Moreover, the t-tests 

are significant for the 9- and 6-month BHAR windows. 

 

Next, a portfolio of the stocks with announcements by SWFs with bottom 50% deal stakes. 

 

Figure: Equal weighted portfolio   Figure: Value weighted portfolio 
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Table: Statistics for the equal weighted portfolio 
Event 

Windows 
BHAR t-test prob. skewness-

adj. t-test 
prob. 

(0...365) -0.1018 -1.3224 0.186 -1.1888 0.2345 

(0...274) -0.0908 -1.1086 0.2676 -0.993 0.3207 

(0...183) -0.0373 -0.654 0.5131 -0.6094 0.5423 

(0...91) 0.0377 0.8883 0.3744 0.9508 0.3417 

 

Table: Statistics for the value weighted portfolio 
Event 

Windows 
BHAR t-test prob. skewness-

adj. t-test 
prob. 

(0...365) -0.1265 -1.6388 0.1013 -1.4028 0.1607 

(0...274) -0.1815 -2.1242 0.0337* -1.5155 0.1296 

(0...183) -0.0124 -0.216 0.829 -0.2025 0.8395 

(0...91) 0.0495 1.1638 0.2445 1.231 0.2183 

* represent significance at 5% and are highlighted in bold 

 

The portfolios with the bottom 50% deal stakes suggest a negative long term trend, but only one 

significant t-test. This suggest generally weak evidence against the null hypothesis of the t-test. 

 

7. Robustness 
 

Some robustness checks were done with the empirical results. Firstly, the target deals that included 

more than one buyer, that be another SWF or another investor, were excluded from the sample in 

order to only measure the impact of the investment by the SWF. Moreover, the event studies 

described were calculated both with log returns and with simple returns, which had no significant 

difference in the results.  

 

Generally, there are many studies using short term and long-term methods. Long-term methods 

have improved and become more sophisticated over time, but even using the best methods “the 

analysis of long-run abnormal returns is treacherous” according to Lyon, Barber and Tsai (1999). 

The warnings of lack of reliability of long term methods were early on given by, among others, 

Brown and Warner (1980). On a contrast, the short term methods are straightforward and reliable. 
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Fama (1991) argues that short term tests represent the “cleanest evidence we have on efficiency”. 

Thus, we can have more confidence in the short-term tests than the long term tests. 

 

8. Conclusions 
 

The results of this study suggest with empirical evidence through an event study methodology, 

that more transparent SWFs tend to give higher cumulative abnormal returns for the firms, and so, 

increasing the firm value of listed companies in short term. These results are consistent with 

previous papers and imply that the findings in this study are not due to the uniqueness of the data 

source. The consistency demonstrates the reliability of the data in this analysis. Moreover, this 

study provides subsample portfolio extensions the short-term and long-term results, which has not 

been presented as such in previous studies. First, the IFSWF members and non-members have 

similar positive CAARs, though higher pre-event CAARs for the IFSWF members and higher 

post-event for the non-IFSWF members. Second, the portfolio of the SWFs with funding source 

from oil significantly outperforms the non-commodity portfolio for CAAR. Third, the portfolio 

with open market transactions suggest significantly negative CAARs, in contrast to the privately 

negotiated deals that yield positive and significant CAARs. Fourth, the portfolio with domestic 

targets suggests positive and significant CAARs, while the opposite for the foreign targets. For the 

fifth and sixth hypotheses, the highest and lowest deal valued portfolios suggest slightly different 

results while the highest and lowest deal stakes by percentage suggest significant and positive and 

negative CAAR values, respectively. Generally, the long term BHARs tend to mean revert, and 

thus suggesting semi-efficient markets because the event information gets incorporated in its price 

over time. The research question and the hypotheses have been tested and the conclusions drawn 

upon.  
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Appendix 
 

Table: The largest 25 SWFs as of 201613 
Country SWF Approximate 

funding level ($ 

billion) 

Funding source Date established 

Norway Government Pension fund Global 850 Oil 1990 

China China Investment Corporation 813.8 Non-commodity 2007 

UAE Abu Dhabi Abu Dhabi Investment Authority 792 Oil 1976 

Saudi Arabia SAMA Foreign Holdings 598.4 Oil 1952 

Kuwait Kuwait Investment Authority 592 Oil 1953 

China SAFE Investment Company 474 Non-commodity 1997 

Hong Kong Hong Kong Monetary Authority Investment 

Portfolio 

442.4 Non-commodity 1993 

Singapore Government of Singapore Investment 

Corporation 

350 Non-commodity 1981 

Qatar Qatar Investment Authority 335 Oil 2003 

China National Social Security Fund 236 Non-commodity 2000 

UAE Dubai Investment Corporation of Dubai 196 Oil 2006 

Singapore Temasek Holdings 193.6 Non-commodity 1974 

Saudi Arabia Public Investment Fund 160 Oil 2008 

UAE Abu Dhabi Abu Dhabi Investment Council 110 Oil 2007 

Australia Future Fund 95 Non-commodity 2006 

South Korea Korea Investment Corporation 91.8 Non-commodity 2005 

Kazakhstan Kazakhstan National Fund 77 Oil 2000 

Russia National Welfare Fund 73.5 Oil 2008 

Kazakhstan Samruk-Kazyna JSC 69.3 Non-commodity 2008 

UAE Abu Dhabi International Petroleum Investment 

Company 

66.3 Oil 1984 

UAE Abu Dhabi Mubadala Development Company 66.3 Oil 2002 

Libya Libyan Investment Authority 66 Oil 2006 

Russia Reserve Fund 65.7 Oil 2008 

Iran National Development Fund of Iran 62 Oil 1999 

US - Alaska Alaska Permanent Fund 53.9 Oil 1976 

 

 

 

Table: Linaburg-Maduell Transparency Index (LMTI)14 
Point Principles of the Lindaburg-Maduell Transparency Index  

+1 Fund provides history including reason for creating, origins of wealth, and government ownership structure 

+1 Fund provides up-to-date independently audited annual reports 

+1 Fund provides ownership percentage of company holdings, and geographic locations of holdings 

+1 Fund provides total portfolio market value, returns, and management compensation 

+1 Fund provides guidelines in reference to ethical standards, investment policies, and enforcer of guidelines 

+1 Fund provides clear strategies and objectives 

+1 If applicable, the fund clearly identifies subsidiaries and contact information 

+1 If applicable, the fund identifies external managers 

+1 Fund manages its own web site 

+1 Fund provides main office location address and contact information such as telephone and fax 

 

 

 

                                                 
13 http://www.swfinstitute.org/sovereign-wealth-fund-rankings/  
14 http://www.swfinstitute.org/statistics-research/linaburg-maduell-transparency-index/  

http://www.swfinstitute.org/sovereign-wealth-fund-rankings/
http://www.swfinstitute.org/statistics-research/linaburg-maduell-transparency-index/
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Figure: Q1 2016 LMTI ratings15 

 
 

 

 

                                                 
15 http://www.swfinstitute.org/wp-content/uploads/2010/05/Q1_2016_transparency.png  

http://www.swfinstitute.org/wp-content/uploads/2010/05/Q1_2016_transparency.png
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Table: Events used in the sample and grouped by the LMTI transparency index 
SWF Transparency 

group 

Announcement 

date 

Target firm Acquired target % 

stake, $ amount 

ID Target’s 

domicile 

Abu Dhabi Investment 

Authority (ADIA) 

3 26/11/07 Citigroup 

Inc 

4,9% stake, $7.5 bil. 2340 United 

States 

 3 07/05/10 Intoll Group 3,17% stake, 

$70.503 mil.* 

5215 Australia 

 3 05/05/06 IL&FS 10% stake, 

$100.571 mil. 

4934 India 

 3 05/09/91 British 

Aerospace 

PLC 

3,16% stake, $75.4 

mil.* 

1538 United 

Kingdom 

 3 19/06/96 Manchester 

United PLC 

4% stake, $32.43 

mil. 

6352 United 

Kingdom 

 3 26/05/92 Pilkington 

PLC 

2,92% stake, $65 

mil.* 

7833 United 

Kingdom 

Alberta Investment 

Management Corp 

Heritage Fund 

1 20/04/09 Precision 

Drilling 

Trust 

15% stake, 

$309.345 mil. 

7962 Canada 

 1 14/12/07 Jovian 

Capital 

Corp 

25,77% stake, 

$25.455 mil. 

5497 Canada 

China Investment 

Corp (CIC) 

2 06/11/09 AES Corp 15,82% stake, 

$1.581 bil. 

79 United 

States 

 2 22/06/12 Eutelsat 

Communica

tions SA 

7% stake, $484.285 

mil. 

3384 France 

 2 10/08/11 GDF Suez-

Exploration 

Business 

30% stake, $3.259 

bil. 

3833 France 

 2 18/11/09 GCL-Poly 

Energy 

Holdings 

Ltd 

20,09% stake, 

$717.912 mil.  

3832 China 

 2 16/06/09 Goodman 

Group Pty 

Ltd 

Undisclosed 

minority stake, 

$396.30 mil. 

4104 Australia 

 2 19/12/07 Morgan 

Stanley 

9,9% stake, $5 bil. 6738 United 

States 

 2 21/09/09 Noble 

Group Ltd 

14,96% stake, 

$854.397 mil. 

7175 Hong Kong 

(listed in 

Singapore) 

 2 13/05/10 Penn West 

Energy 

Trust 

5,24% stake, 

$425.536 mil. 

7695 Canada 

 2 26/10/09 SouthGobi 

Energy 

Resources 

Ltd 

25,18% stake, $500 

mil. 

9472 Canada 

GIC Pte Ltd 

Singapore 

3 06/11/14 Scentre Grp 

Ltd 

49% stake, $796.58 

mil. 

8789 New 

Zealand 

(listed in 

Australia) 

 3 15/11/11 Intime Debt 

Store (Grp) 

Co Ltd 

3,846% stake, 

$97.529 mil. 

5208 Hong Kong 

 3 17/04/01 Infosys 

Technologie

s Ltd 

0,48% stake, 

$20.813 mil. 

5112 India 
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 3 21/03/13 Meritz Fire 

& Marine 

Ins Co 

4,568% stake, 

$49.727 mil. 

6540 South Korea 

 3 13/10/99 Sunway 

City Bhd 

11,8% stake, 

$47.358 mil.* 

9678 Malaysia 

 3 30/12/03 UMW 

Holdings 

Bhd 

5% stake, $36.991 

mil. 

10407 Malaysia 

 3 07/11/14 Emperador 

Inc 

10,667% stake, 

$391.283 mil. 

3226 Philippines 

 3 18/06/99 Filinvest 

Land 

(Filinvest 

Deve) 

11,83% stake, 

$49.65 mil. 

3547 Philippines 

 3 10/12/07 UBS AG Undisclosed 

acquired stake, 

$9.76 bil. 

10394 Switzerland 

 3 30/07/99 Land & 

Houses PCL 

20% stake, $31.421 

mil. 

5931 Thailand 

 3 29/04/98 National 

Finance & 

Securities 

5,51% stake, $25.2 

mil. 

6936 Thailand 

 3 09/04/98 Thai 

Farmers 

Bank PCL 

14,56% stake, 

$265.58 mil. 

10079 Thailand 

 3 17/06/03 Mobiletron 

Electronics 

Co Ltd 

15% stake, $25 mil. 6694 Taiwan 

 3 13/01/94 BW/IP 

Holding Inc 

4,17% stake, $21.95 

mil.* 

952 United 

States 

 3 15/01/08 Citigroup 

Inc 

4,19% stake, $6.88 

bil. 

2337 United 

States 

 3 09/08/93 Magnetek 

Inc 

6,65% stake, $25.6 

mil.* 

6306 United 

States 

IPIC (UAE) 2 03/10/11 OMV AG 4,5% stake, 

$431.171 mil. 

7292 Austria 

 2 02/03/94 OMV AG 13% stake, $257.4 

mil. 

7293 Austria 

 2 25/11/08 Oil Search 

Ltd 

17,6% stake, $1.098 

bil. 

7356 Australia 

Khazanah Nasional 

Bhd (Malaysia) 

1 12/03/07 IDFC 8,97% stake, 

$186.148 mil.* 

4920 India 

 1 29/03/07 Yes Bank 

Ltd 

4,8% stake, $47.787 

mil. 

11122 India 

 1 09/06/05 Commerce 

Asset-

Holdings 

Bhd 

4% stake, $132.434 

mil. 

2451 Malaysia 

 1 21/03/00 Malaysian 

Airline 

System Bhd 

29,09% stake, 

$470.949 mil. 

6336 Malaysia 

 1 30/04/14 8990 

Holdings 

Inc 

8% stake, $65.672 

mil. 

31 Philippines 

 1 30/04/08 Parkway 

Holdings 

Ltd 

16,41% stale, 

$391.913 mil. 

7642 Singapore 
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Mubadala 

Development Co 

PJSC (UAE) 

1 16/11/07 Advanced 

Micro 

Devices Inc 

8,84% stake, $622.3 

mil. 

247 United 

States 

 1 07/10/08 Advanced 

Micro 

Devices Inc 

11,2% stake, $125 

mil. 

248 United 

States 

 1 05/10/11 Dominion 

Petro-Block 

7 Oil 

20% stake, $20 mil. 2930 Tanzania 

(listed in 

London) 

 1 24/04/08 Aldar 

Properties 

PJSC 

Undisclosed 

minority stake, 

$969.577 mil. 

381 UAE 

National Social 

Security Fund (China) 

2 14/05/14 CITIC 

Pacific Ltd 

5,005% stake, 

$2.167 bil. 

1683 Hong Kong 

Qatar Investment 

Authority 

2 04/12/14 Brookfield 

Property 

Partners LP 

9% stake, $1.8 bil. 1549 Bermuda 

 2 24/07/09  Volkswagen 

AG (and 

Porsche) 

15% stake in VW 

and 10% in Porsche, 

$9.569 bil. 

10746 Germany 

 2 16/11/08  Doha Bank 

(QSC) 

20% stake, 

$404.232 mil. 

2928 Qatar 

 2 25/01/09  First 

Finance Co 

QSC 

20% stake, $70.537 

mil. 

3588 Qatar 

 2 01/01/10 (next 

trading date at 

the 03/01/2010) 

Qatar Intl 

Islamic 

Bank QSC 

10% stale, $254.847 

mil. 

8080 Qatar 

FNB Samruk-Kazyna 

(Kazakhstan) 

3 05/10/10 Kazakhmys 

PLC 

11% stake, $1.343 

bil.* 

5637 United 

Kingdom 

 3 12/01/12 Sekerbank 

TAS 

33,98% stake, $166 

mil. 

8846 Turkey 

SAMA (Saudi Arabia) 3 09/01/15 Hyundai 

Mipo 

Dockyard 

Co Ltd 

7,414% stake, 

$94.857 mil. 

4882 South Korea 

Temasek Holdings 

(Singapore) 

1 30/09/13 21Vianet 

Group Inc 

10% stake, $100 

mil. 

16 China 

(listed in 

London) 

 1 17/01/05 Bank 

Internasiona

l Indonesia 

6,1% stake, $58.777 

mil.* 

1109 Indonesia 

 1 15/06/07 CITIC 

Resources 

Holdings 

Ltd 

3,79% stake, 

$115.247 mil. 

1685 Hong Kong 

 1 24/12/07 Merrill 

Lynch & Co 

Inc 

10,74% stake, $4,4 

bil. 

6543 United 

States 

 1 01/06/09 Olam 

Internationa

l Ltd 

13,76% stake, 

$303.503 mil. 

7365 Singapore 

 1 23/03/07 Sino-Forest 

Corp 

13,19% stake, 

$169.824 mil. 

9309 Hong Kong 

 1 02/03/04 Telekom 

Malaysia 

Bhd 

5% stake, $421.573 

mil. 

9995 Malaysia 

 1 03/11/09 Seoul 

Semiconduc

tor Co Ltd 

11,96% stake, 

$223.726 mil. 

8868 South Korea 

 1 22/05/98 NatSteel Ltd 8,96% stake, 6925 Singapore 
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$35.262 mil. 

 1 14/03/06 E Sun 

Financial 

Holding Co 

Ltd 

15% stake, $400 

mil. 

3022 Taiwan 

Central Bank of 

Libya, Libyan 

Investment Authority 

3 05/02/10 Arab 

Banking 

Corp BSC 

12,12% stake, 

$376.979 mil. 

625 Bahrain 

Brunei Investment 

Agency 

3 25/06/04 Jordan 

Phosphate 

Mines Co 

Ltd 

37% stake, $112 

mil. 

5493 Jordan 

Kuwait Investment 

Authority (KIA) 

2 25/06/08 Alsalam 

Group 

Holding Co 

KSCC 

34,61% stake, 

$32.867 mil. 

440 Kuwait 

 2 26/01/09 Gulf Bank 

KSC 

16% stake, 

$421.128 mil. 

4321 Kuwait 

 2 11/05/90 Rosehaugh 

PLC 

5% stake, $23.3 mil. 8441 United 

Kingdom 

Hong Kong Monetary 

Authority (HKMA) 

2 03/09/98 HSBC 8,91% stake, $4.688 

bil.* 

4377 United 

Kingdom 

Republic of Venezuela 

(FEM)  

3 12/02/07 Compania 

Anonima 

Nacional 

28,5% stake, $572 

mil. 

2470 Venezuela 

Oman Investment 

Fund (OIF), State 

General Reserve 

Fund 

3 15/04/10 PVI 12,6%, $42.839 mil. 7559 Vietnam 

Total 

announcements 

 73     

* Open market transactions 

New issued shares or new convertible bonds through privately negotiated transactions, if not * 

 

 

 


