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ABSTRACT

This paper utilizes a unique database consisting of all electronically registered shareholdings of Finn-
ish stocks by more than one million individuals and institutions. These shareholdings cover more than
99.99% of the total market capitalization of Finnish stocks. Using these data, the paper documents
patterns in shareownership in Finland at June 1, 2000 and prior changes since 1995. The focus is on
the following issues: (1) the breakdown of the number of investors and the proportion of aggregate
investment wealth by institutional category; (2) the distribution of individuals’ investment wealth by
gender, age, mother tongue, municipality, province, and country of residence; (3) the distribution of
IPO investors” gender and age; (4) the extent to which investors hold shares of companies headquar-
tered in the investor’s home municipality or province; (5) the concentration of individuals’ investment
wealth; (6) the number and socioeconomic attributes of individuals with at least one million FIM of
investment wealth and how their number depends on the overall level of stock prices; (7) portfolio
diversification; and (8) the relationship between a stock’s ownership structure and exchange listing,
industry, and market capitalization. Moreover, we report changes in ownership by investor category
and changes in individuals” ownership concentration, diversification, and the distribution of owner-

ship by province.

Key words: Shareownership, individual investors, institutional investors

* We have benefited from the comments of Seppo lkdheimo, Markku Kaustia, and Sami Torstila. Antti Lehtinen
provided valuable assistance in generating the maps. We are indebted to Henri Bergstrom, Mirja Lamminpaa,
and Heikki Sirve at the Finnish Central Securities Depositary who provided us with access to the data. We
appreciate the financial support obtained from The Helsinki School of Economics Foundation, The Research
Foundation of Co-Operative Banks, and The Finnish Foundation for Advancement of Securities Markets.

JUSSI KARHUNEN, M.Sc. (Econ)
Helsinki School of Economics and Business Administration
MATTI KELOHARJU, Professor

Helsinki School of Economics and Business Administration ¢ e-mail: matti.keloharju@hkkk.fi



SHAREOWNERSHIP IN FiINLAND 2000

1. INTRODUCTION

This paper presents a descriptive analysis of shareownership patterns in Finnish listed compa-
nies in year 2000 using data from the Finnish Central Securities Depository (FCSD). Moreover,
the paper analyzes investments in initial public offerings (IPOs) and trends in the shareowner-
ship patterns. In many respects, the paper is an update of Imanen and Keloharju (1999) which
looked at shareownership patterns in Finland at the beginning of 1997. An important differ-
ence between the papers is that Ilmanen and Keloharju did not investigate IPO investments.
The present paper also provides a more detailed description of the portfolios and socioeco-
nomic attributes of wealthy investors and a more comprehensive analysis of trends in the share-
ownership patterns.

Our study reports the following issues: (1) the breakdown of the number of investors and
the proportion of aggregate investment wealth by institutional category; (2) the distribution of
individuals’ investment wealth by gender, age, mother tongue, municipality, province, and
country of residence; (3) the distribution of IPO investors’ gender and age; (4) the extent to
which investors hold shares of companies headquartered in the investor’s home municipality
or province; (5) the concentration of individuals” investment wealth; (6) the number and socio-
economic attributes of individuals with at least one million FIM of investment wealth and how
their number depends on the overall level of stock prices; (7) portfolio diversification; and (8)
the relationship between a stock’s ownership structure and exchange listing, industry, and
market capitalization. Moreover, we report changes in ownership by investor category and
changes in individuals’ ownership concentration, diversification, and the distribution of owner-
ship by province.

The remainder of the paper is organized as follows. The next section describes the data.

Section three presents the empirical results. Section four summarizes the findings.

2. DATA

Our data include the initial balance in FCSD’s shareownership records at January 1, 1995 and
all changes in these records until May 31, 2000 for all publicly quoted companies represented
in the paperless system of share ownership and trading, called the Book Entry System. At the
end of the sample period, all but 2 domestic listed companies (Kylpyldkasino and SKOP) with
more than 99.99% of stock market capitalization were represented in the Book Entry System;
at the beginning of our sample period about 97% of the Finnish stock market capitalization

was included in the register.! In all, there are about 25 million initial balance records and

1 In addition to the Finnish domiciled companies, our data include Nordic Baltic Holding and Danisco that are
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changes of ownership in our data. Since all changes in the records are stamped on the day of
transaction, these data allow us determine the ownership for each stockholder at any point of
time between the above two dates. In this paper we analyze registered stockholder ownership
records at seven separate dates: on January 1 from 1995 through 2000 and on June 1, 2000.
The Book Entry System entails compulsory registration of holdings for Finnish individuals
and institutions. Foreigners are partially exempt from registration as they can opt for registra-
tion in a street name. This means that their stockholdings are combined to a larger pool of
nominee registered holdings and cannot be separated from each other by scientific investigation.
We use the data to generate the following information for each shareholder and for each

point of time:?

¢ Investor identification number: from 1 to 1,050,230. Individual investors are initially
identified by their social security number and companies and other institutions by
their official registration number. With the help of this unique number the sharehold-
ings of an investor are kept separate from the shareholdings of other investors. For
security reasons, in our data, the unique identifying number is replaced by a unique
running number.

e Share class

e Number of shares

e Ownership type. FCSD classifies ownership into eight types of which only two have
practical significance: private ownership and nominee registered ownership.

e Investor category. This identifies the line of business or profession of the investor. It
is based on the 29-category system used by Statistics Finland. Our aggregation of the
categories results in 11 categories or less.

e Dummy variables for males and females (individual investors)

e Birth year (individual investors)

e Mother tongue (individual investors)

e Zip code. We designate investors with a post office box number to the respective zip
code.

e Country of residence

In addition, the data allow us to compute IPO allocations by investor and stock based on the

ownership change type. There are 50 IPOs with 179,630 different privately registered inves-

domiciled outside of Finland but have significant Finnish ownership. The two other foreign domiciled com-
panies listed on the Helsinki Stock Exchange, Eesti Uhispank and Hansapank, are not included in the Book Entry
System.
2 For more details of the data, see Ilmanen and Keloharju (1999) and Grinblatt and Keloharju (2000a, 2000b,
2000c).
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tors in the FCSD sample. We compare the participation patterns in these IPOs to those from an
older sample. The older sample is the same as that used in Keloharju (2000). It includes age,
gender and zip code data from 85,384 investors who participated in 29 IPOs taken public by
Kansallis-Osake-Pankki and its investment bank arm Prospectus between 1987 and 1994. More-
over, the older sample includes data on all subscriptions made by proxy in one large branch
in the Greater Helsinki Area.

While our database includes comprehensive data on direct shareholdings, it does not cover
indirect shareholdings. Therefore, for example, the holdings of investment companies owned
by a single individual are considered to represent institutional ownership. For the same rea-
son, we do not consider individuals” indirect ownership through mutual funds.

Many companies have listed two share classes one of which is attached with a greater
number of votes than the other. This makes the stocks imperfect substitutes for each other and
potentially gives rise to different owner clienteles. Therefore, we consider share classes with
voting power differences as separate stocks. Unlisted share classes are not analyzed in the
paper.

To put the data obtained from FCSD into perspective, we compare it to population statis-
tics detailed in Statistics Finland’s Statistical Yearbook in Finland 1995-99 and on its web page
and in Finland CD 1998 database. Statistics Finland’s data also allow us to aggregate zip code

level information to municipality and province levels.

3. RESULTS

3.1. Distribution of investment wealth by investor category

Table 1 shows the number of investors and their investment wealth by investor category. For-
eign investors are by far the largest investor category: at June 1, 2000, they owned 69.9% of
the market capitalization. Foreigners’ predominant role is largely due to their almost 90% own-
ership stake in Nokia which accounts for about two-thirds of the market capitalization on the
Helsinki Stock Exchange; without Nokia, foreigners would have a 32% ownership stake in
Finnish stocks. Domestic institutions own 20.2% and domestic household investors 7.0% of
aggregate investment wealth. The remaining 2.9% is attributable to miscellaneous ownership
categories and to investors whose institutional status is unknown.

The median investment wealth for household investors is 31,200 FIM, displaying a signifi-
cant increase from 1997 when it was only 8,100 FIM. The investment wealth for the median
household IPO investor is 72,200 FIM, suggesting that IPO investors are wealthier than inves-
tors at large. The most common investment, corresponding to median portfolio size, is an owner-

ship of 150 stocks of HPY Holding (currently Elisa Communications). These ownership stakes
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TABLE 1. Investment wealth by investor category at June 1, 2000.

Privately registered shares are registered in the owner's own name. Nominee registered shares
are registered in a financial intermediary's name and the owners remain unknown. Only foreigners
are allowed to register in a nominee name. 7 FIM=1 U.S.$

Investors’ Median

mean investor's  Sum of Proportion
investment investment investment of total
Number of  wealth, wealth, wealth, investment
Investor or ownership type investors 1000 FIM 1000 FIM  mill. FIM wealth
Categorization by ownership type:

Institutions 33668 13817.2 62.4 465 198 20.2 %
Males 396 544 267.6 31.2 106 099 4.6 %
Females 336 299 166.9 31.2 56 134 24 %

Individuals total 732 843 221.4 31.2 162 233 7.0 %

Institutional status unknown 13 092 226.0 31.2 2958 0.1 %

Privately registered foreign ownership 3348 4 838.4 40.8 16 199 0.7 %
Privately registered ownership total 782 951 825.8 31.2 646 589 28.0 %
Nominee registered ownership 1594 252 69.2 %
Other ownership types 64 643 2.8 %
Registered ownership total 2 305 484 100.0 %

Categorization by line of business or profession for privately registered ownership:

Non-financial corporations 25 891 4246.8 62.4 109 953 4.8 %
Deposit money and other credit corporations 310 10983.7 1086.7 3405 0.1%
Insurance corporations 107 541874.2 583.8 57 981 25 %
Fin. auxiliaries and other fin. intermediaries 103 403227 1254 4153 0.2 %

Financial and insurance institutions total 520 126 036.0 846.3 65 539 28 %
General government 428 385 398.0 126.4 164 950 72%
Employment pension schemes 79 798 099.1 72771.9 63 050 2.7 %
Other social security funds 34 157501.9 553.5 5355 0.2 %

General government total 541 4313405 210.0 233 355 10.1 %

Non-profit institutions 5576 9123.2 31.2 50 871 22 %
Employers and own-account workers 42 130 1211 17.5 5101 0.2 %
Employees 582 459 239.0 31.2 139 221 6.0 %
Other households 117 807 185.6 26.3 21861 0.9 %

Households total 742 396 223.8 31.2 166 183 72 %

Rest of the world 4064 4098.7 40.8 16 657 0.7 %

Unknown 3963 1017.2 49.6 4031 0.2 %

Privately registered ownership total 782 951 825.8 31.2 646 589 28.0 %

originate from ownership of one telephone share in the former HPY.3 Without HPY Holding,
the median household portfolio would be worth 19,100 FIM. As expected, households’ mean
portfolio, 223,800 FIM, is worth much more than the median portfolio. The difference be-
tween the mean and the median is driven by the fact that there are many investors with large

ownership stakes.

3 The former HPY was a telephone co-operative operating in the Greater Helsinki Area. Many people opening
a telephone connection with the HPY bought a share of the co-operative which allowed them to buy telephone
services at a discount. These shares were converted into common stock when the co-operative was transformed
into a public company.
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Table 1 further investigates the distribution of investment wealth according to the catego-
rization of Statistics Finland. The largest shareholders in terms of their fraction of total market
capitalization are general government (10.1%), households (7.2%), non-financial corporations
(4.8%), financial and insurance institutions (2.8%), and non-profit institutions (2.2%).

Table 2 shows how the distribution of investment wealth has changed across investment
categories during the time period. Moreover, to take into account the stock exchange listings
that probably have had the largest impact on investment wealth and its distribution across
investment categories, we recompute the statistics at the four most recent points of time by
excluding Sonera, Helsingin Puhelin and HPY Holding.

As expected, the results clearly show that the role of foreign ownership has steadily in-
creased over time. Households and, to a lesser extent, non-profit institutions have experienced
a surge in ownership fraction after January 1999, whereas the ownership fractions of non-fi-
nancial corporations, finance and insurance institutions, and the general government have de-
creased. Households’ increasing role can probably be at least partly explained by the listings
of technology companies in which individuals as initial owners tend to account for a large

fraction of ownership.

3.2. Joint distribution of age and sex and the relationship between
investment wealth, age, and sex

Table 3 shows the joint distribution of age and sex for investors at large, for IPO investors in
1987-94 and 1995-2000, and for the entire Finnish population. Moreover, the table tabulates
the gender and age distribution of investment wealth. The mean age of male investors is 47.9
years and that of female investors is 50.2 years whereas the corresponding numbers for the
population are 37.5 and 40.8 years. In other words, male investors are on average ten years
and female investors nine years older than the population average.

A comparison of the overall investor population and the IPO investor population suggests
that IPO investors are younger than investors at large: male IPO investors are on average five
years younger and female IPO investors seven years younger than investors on average at the
time when they make their first IPO subscription. The average age of IPO investors in years
1987-94, 35.0 years for males and 35.9 years for females, is even lower than that for the 1995-
2000 period.

One plausible reason for the change in the age structure of IPO subscribers is the much-
discussed proxy subscriptions in the 1980s, which may have artificially lowered the average
age of the subscribers. One important motivation for collecting proxies from others is to split a
large order into several smaller orders. This allows large subscribers to take advantage of allo-

cation rules, which generally have favored small orders (Keloharju (1993)). In many cases the



IN FintAND 2000

SHAREOWNERSHIP

195

L'ey gy 6°'GE 0'se 609 8/S ¢0S (SWA4 8'0v WA abe ues|y
% 0vE % 099 % 9°9€ % V'€9 % b'LE % 6°29 % 9YE % ¥'G9 % 6'GY % L'VS % ¢S %88y SieloL
% 10 % 0 % €'} % 9t % 0°0 % 0°0 % L0 % 0 % €0 % ¥°0 % 8'¢ % 6°¢ ¥-0
% 10 % L0 % L'} % 8'} % L0 % L0 % ¢'0 % €0 % 90 % L0 % L' % ¢'€ 6-G
% €0 % ¥°0 % 6°L % +'¢ % €0 % ¥°0 % €0 % ¥'0 % 60 % L'L % 0°€ % L€ y1-0l
% 90 % 60 % 6°} % 0'€ % 90 % L0 % S0 % 80 % V'L % 8'L % '€ % €€ 641Gl
% ¢’} % 6°} % 9'€ % L'9 % L0 % 6°0 % 80 % L'l % L'} % Ve % L€ % ¢'€ ve-0c
% L'} % 6'¢ % 9'€ % €L % 8°0 % €L % 0'} % 8’} % €¢ % ¢'€ % 6¢ % 0°€ 6¢-G¢
% S’ % V'V % ¥'€ % 8'9 % b} % 8’} % €'} % 6'S % 6¢ % 6'€ % ¥'€ % S'€ y€-0€
% C'€ % §'S % 0V % G'L % ¢’} % 6°¢ % G} % V'V % €€ % €V % 9'€ % 8€ 6€-GE
% SV % 6L % SV % L'8 % L'} % 8'€ % L'} % §'S % V'€ % V¥ % L'E % 8°'€ y-0v
% V'E % L9 % €€ % L9 % €¢ % €S % 8¢ % L9 % V'V % 0'S % 6°€ % 0V 6¥-Gv
% 6'¢ % 19 % G’ % SV % 8°€ % 6'8 % Vv % €6 % V'S % L'9 % b'Y % V'Y ¥5-05
% L'C % 0'9 % 6°} % V'€ % €V % 6'8 % €'Y % L'L % L'V % 9'S % 8¢ % L'C 65-GS
% 0°€ % 0°L % b1 % 6°1 % V'€ % €9 % 6'¢ % 0°G % L'€ % V'Y % 9'¢ % ¥'c $9-09
% €'¢ % L9 % L0 % L1 % ¢'€ % 6°G % 9'¢ % S'9 % V'€ % S'€ % Ve % 0'¢ 69-99
% L'} % 9V % S0 % 90 % L'E % €S % L'C % 6°¢ % 8¢ % 6'¢ % Ve % L'} v.-0L
% 0°L % 8’ % €0 % €0 % 8¢ % L'V % 0¥ % '€ % €'¢ % 0'¢ % 0°¢ % 'L 6/-GL
% L % €'} % 0 % L0 % 8¢ % 8'¢ % 8L % 6'} % S’ % 'L % €'} % G0 ¥8-08
% 6°0 % 0"} % 0°0 % 0°0 % L'} % 8’ % L1 % €'} % 6°0 % 9°0 % 80 % €0 68-G8
% 0°L % 11 % 00 % 00 % S’} % 9L % 80 % L0 % S0 % €0 % €0 % 10 -06
solewa S9N sojewa S9|e\ s9jewa S9|e\ sojewa S9|e|\ solewa S9le\ so|ewa S9|e\ mm(
0002-S66 ¥661-/861} salleuol||iw Jo # Ujjeam JusWiSaAu| SJ0}SOAUI JO # Cozm_JQo&

SI01SOAU| Od| [eNPIAIPU]

abJe| 1 SI0}SeAUl [enplAIpU|

'$8JBUS JO YUOM UOI|jIW | |- 1SBd| 1B UM SI0ISanul
[eNPIAIpUI 0} J8JaJ Salleuol|Il "uonduosgns 1Sl 8U) JO awi} 8} 18 UaXe} SI SI01saAul Od| Jo abe ay | “1eak yoes o jiey isii ey} Bulnp uioq sAey o}
PAWNSSE aJe SI0IS8AUI 8} JO JlBH "0002 ‘| Arenuer wouy seunby abe uoneindod pue 0O0Og ‘1 dunp wolj a1e sainbly yeam juswisaaul pue abe Jojsaau|

"Xas pue afe Aq yjjeam jJuawysasui pue ‘siojsaaul ‘uoneindod g 319v.1



196

LTA 2/01 o J. KARHUNEN AND M. KELOHARJU

receiver of the proxy, not the proxy issuer, has been the actual end investor. Large-scale use of
proxies was probably much less common in the 1990s.

Keloharju (2000) examines the use of proxies in the 1980s by collecting data of their ac-
tual usage from one large branch from the Greater Helsinki Area. 42% of the number of sub-
scriptions placed in that branch, and 48% of the total subscription volume, were proxy sub-
scriptions. The proxy issuers had an average age of 30 years, i.e. they were five years younger
than the average subscriber in the sample. The relatively young age of the proxy issuers is
probably due to the fact that many of them were apparently underaged children of the receiv-
ers of the proxy. Moreover, the financial press has reported of investors who collected large
numbers of proxies from high school students in some hot offers.*

The shareownership patterns of males and females differ from each other. 54.1% of the
individual investors are males and 45.9% of them are females. Shareownership wealth is more
skewed towards males than the fraction of the number of investors: males own 65.4% and
females 34.6% of individuals’ combined investment wealth. Males’ ownership fraction has in-
creased somewhat from the beginning of 1997 when it was 63.0%. Relating our results to popu-
lation data suggests that 15.7% of Finnish males and 12.7% of females — 14.2% of the popu-
lation — own shares directly.

The gender distribution for IPO investors differs markedly from that for the general inves-
tor population. The fraction of males among IPO investors is 66.0%, i.e. 12 percentage points
more than among investors at large. In the older IPO sample, the fraction of males is lower,
63.3%. At least part of the difference between the fractions of male investors may be explained
by the different impact of proxy subscriptions. Keloharju’s (2000) data suggests that the major-
ity of the proxy issuers, 54%, were females whereas the overwhelming majority of the receiv-
ers of the proxies, 76%, were males. In other words, the fraction of female investors in the
1980s may have been artificially inflated by the fact that many of them were simply issuing
proxies to male investors who were the actual end investors.

Table 3 also reports the fraction of investors with at least one million FIM worth of shares
(henceforth, millionaires) by age and sex. As expected from the investment wealth figures, males
are more dominant among millionaires than among investors at large. Men account for 62.9%
for the millionaires, which is almost nine percentage points more than their fraction of all in-
vestors. Moreover, millionaires also tend to be more senior people than investors in general.
Millionaire males are on average 57.8 years, i.e. ten years older than investors at large. Mil-

lionaire females are on average 60.9 years old.

4 Kauppalehti May 5, 1988, p. 17.
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FIGURE 1. Investors and population by age and sex. Investor data are from June 1, 2000 and
population data from January 1, 2000.

Figure 1 illustrates the proportion of inhabitants and investors in each age and sex cate-
gory. Figure 2 illustrates the proportion of inhabitants and IPO investors in each age and sex
category. Figure 3 compares the proportion of inhabitants in each age and sex category to the
proportion of investment wealth owned by the investors in this category.

Figure 4 displays individual investors’” mean wealth as a function of their birth year. Old-
er investors are on average wealthier than younger investors: for example, the mean wealth for
investors who were born in 1970 is 116,400 FIM whereas that for investors born in 1940 is
248,400 FIM. It is interesting to note that the mean wealth is approximately a linear function
of investor age whereas the median wealth (without HPY Holding), as shown by Figure 5, is
not>: the median investment wealth for investors who were born before 1942 actually tends to
be lower the older the investor is whereas for investors born after 1942 age is generally posi-

tively related to investment wealth.

5 If HPY Holding is considered, the median investment is the same for most birth year cohorts. As discussed
before, this is due to the fact that many investors own exactly 150 shares of HPY Holding, an outcome of their
former holding of one share of HPY.
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FIGURE 2. IPO investors and population by age and sex. Investor data are from 1995-2000 and
population data from January 1, 2000. The age of IPO investors is taken at the time of the first
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FIGURE 3. Investment wealth and population by age and sex. Investment wealth data are from June
1, 2000 and population data from January 1, 2000.
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3.3. Investment activity and wealth by zip code, province, and country
of residence

Table 4 shows how investment wealth in Finland is distributed across provinces. There are
substantial differences in investment wealth per inhabitant as well as in the relative frequency
of investor-inhabitants. In particular, the provinces of Ahvenanmaa and Uusimaa stand out:
the ratio of investor-inhabitants to all inhabitants is in Ahvenanmaa 33.5% and in Uusimaa
26.6% whereas the national average is 14.3%. The ratio of investor-inhabitants in Uusimaa is
largely driven by the Greater Helsinki Area in which 29.8% of the inhabitants own stocks. The
next-largest investment activity is in Pirkanmaa where 17.5% of the inhabitants own stocks.
The average investment wealth per inhabitant is in Ahvenanmaa 112,900 FIM and in Uusimaa
75,100 FIM (in Greater Helsinki Area 93,600 FIM) whereas the national average is 31,400 FIM.

The distribution of aggregate investment wealth by region gives a good idea of where
most of the stockownership wealth resides. Since the Greater Helsinki Area has much more
inhabitants than Ahvenanmaa, the Greater Helsinki Area accounts for the majority, 54.6%, of
shareownership wealth while Ahvananmaa accounts only for 1.8% of shareownership wealth.
Pirkanmaa and Varsinais-Suomi represent the second- and third-most important concentrations
of shareownership wealth with 7.0% and 6.1% of aggregate shareownership wealth, respec-
tively. Although not reported here formally, the geographic distribution of millionaires largely
resembles the geographic distribution of aggregate investment wealth.

Table 4 also shows the distribution of the number of IPO investors and the number of
investors at large by province. As expected, Uusimaa and the Greater Helsinki Area dominate
the number of investor statistics, although less clearly than the aggregate wealth statistics. Some-
what surprisingly, however, IPO investment is less concentrated to the Greater Helsinki Area
than investment at large. The Greater Helsinki Area accounts for 38.2% of all investors, whereas
it accounted for 33.4% of IPO investors in 1995-2000 and 29.9% of IPO investors in 1987-
1994. This below-normal IPO investment activity in the Greater Helsinki Area may simply be
a consequence of an above-normal IPO investment activity in the rest of Finland, which again
may be driven by the provinces where the IPO companies are headquartered. For example,
the large IPO investment activity in Pohjois-Savo in the period 1987-94 is probably largely
due to the success of the IPO of Olvi, a company based in lisalmi in Pohjois-Savo. This may
be because of the so-called distance effect or home bias, i.e. that investors are more likely to
invest in companies located nearby (section 3.5. of the paper will demonstrate that the dis-
tance effect figures importantly for investors residing outside of the Greater Helsinki Region).
This effect is further strengthened by the fact that employees — who tend to live close to the
headquarters of the company — are often issued shares at a discount and they tend to be awarded

relatively larger allocations of shares in the event the IPO is oversubscribed.
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Figure 6 gives a more accurate description of the geographical distribution of shareown-
ership by illustrating the number of investors per inhabitant figure at the zip code level. The
graph shows clear concentration in investment activity in the Greater Helsinki Area, Ahvenan-
maa, Pirkanmaa, Pohjanmaa, and Varsinais-Suomi. Figure 7 shows the distribution of invest-
ment wealth per inhabitant at the zip code level. Overall, there appears to be much less struc-
ture in the distribution of investment wealth per inhabitant than in the number of investors per
inhabitant.®

Table 5 examines trends in ownership patterns by province. The Greater Helsinki Area
has tended to increase its share of shareownership wealth over time (from a 45.9% in January
1995 to 54.6% in June 2000), although roughly one-quarter of this effect is due to the listing of
HPY Holding in 1999 in which year Greater Helsinki’s ownership fraction increased by 6.1%
percentage points. Pirkanmaa experienced an analogous jump in shareownership wealth in
1998 when Tampereen Puhelin, a Pirkanmaa-based company, was listed. The rise and fall of
Raisio’s share price probably largely explains the changes in Varsinais-Suomi’s fraction of in-
vestment wealth. Somewhat surprisingly, Pohjois-Pohjanmaa — which includes the Oulu re-
gion that performed economically very well in the late 1990s — does not seem to show any
clear trend in shareownership wealth fraction.

Table 6 shows the distribution of the number of investors and investment wealth by coun-
try of residence. As explained, nominee registered investors — which account for about 99% of
all foreign shareholdings — are not included in the analysis because they cannot be separated
from each other. By far the largest number of foreign investors are Swedish individuals and
institutions, followed by the residents of the U.S., Germany, and the U.K.

The median investments into Finnish stocks by individuals residing abroad are generally
in the order of 27,000 FIM — 65,000 FIM, i.e. of the same order or larger than those of the
entire investor pool (31,200 FIM). The countries with the largest proportions of aggregate for-

eign investment wealth are, somewhat unexpectedly, Sweden, Denmark, Spain, and France.

3.4. Investment wealth and mother tongue

Table 7 investigates how mother tongue is related to investment wealth. The Swedish-speak-
ing minority (5.7% of the Finnish population) is much wealthier than the Finnish-speaking ma-
jority (92.5% of population): the average investment wealth of Finnish-speaking Finns owning
stocks, 191,500 FIM, is less than one-third of the investment wealth of Swedish-speaking Finns

owning stocks, 602,100 FIM. The ratio of investor-inhabitants to all inhabitants is also greater

6 We experimented with a number different scalings in our investigation of the spatial structure of investment
wealth per inhabitant. The results were largely similar to those displayed above.
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FIGURE 6. Number of investors per inhabitant by zip code.
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FIGURE 7. Investment wealth per inhabitant by zip code.
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TABLE 6. Investment wealth by country of residence at June 1, 2000.
Privately registered ownership only.

Median Proportion of
individual total privately
Number of investors investor's Sum of registered
Institutional investment investment foreign
Country of status wealth, wealth, investment
residence Individuals Institutions unknown Total 1000 FIM  mill. FIM wealth
Sweden 1926 17 3 251 5194 26.8 4 377 225 %
United States 954 3 730 1687 62.4 1229 6.3 %
Germany 201 2 903 1106 64.7 1012 52 %
Great Britain 174 3 657 834 49.2 1094 5.6 %
Norway 344 246 590 31.2 721 3.7 %
Belgium 34 5 421 460 45.9 456 2.3%
France 167 1 289 457 18.7 2151 11.0 %
Switzerland 91 316 407 76.3 1652 8.5%
Netherlands 221 2 178 401 36.9 292 1.5%
Spain 59 261 320 39.3 2248 11.5 %
Denmark 75 179 254 36.4 2 553 131 %
Luxemburg 98 1 86 185 37.5 53 0.3%
Singapore 96 86 182 131.6 39 0.2 %
Italia 27 136 163 46.8 91 0.5 %
Austria 20 89 109 140.0 433 22%
Canada 30 77 107 138.2 53 0.3 %
China 14 68 82 894.4 54 0.3%
Japan 11 69 80 289.2 385 2.0 %
Estonia 18 1 60 79 51.0 79 0.4 %
Thailand 40 38 78 31.2 65.4 0.3%
Poland 37 33 70 124.8 14 0.1%
Malaysia 35 30 65 33.3 28.6 0.1 %
Australia 10 52 62 69.4 9 0.0 %
Hungary 5 41 46 31.2 43 0.2 %
Ireland 7 31 38 7741 11 0.1 %
Other or unknown 613 1 518 1132 340 1.7 %
Totals 5307 36 8 845 14188 19 484 100.0 %
TABLE 7. Investment wealth by mother tongue at June 1, 2000.
The number of inhabitants refers to their number at January 1, 2000.
Investors' Proportion
Number of mean Investment Sum of  of individuals'
investors / investment wealth per investment total
Number of Number of wealth, inhabitant, wealth, investment
Mother tongue investors inhabitants 1000 FIM 1000 FIM mill. FIM wealth
Finnish 556 067 11.6 % 1915 223 106 478 65.6 %
Swedish 46 004 15.7 % 602.1 94.7 27 697 171 %
Other 340 157.2 17 0.0 %
Unknown 130 432 215.0 28 041 17.3 %
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for Swedish-speaking Finns (15.7%) than for Finnish-speaking Finns (11.6%). Therefore, the
value of the stock portfolio of an average Swedish-speaking Finn is more than four times as

large as that of an average Finnish-speaking Finn.

3.5. The influence of headquarters location on shareownership
Recent research has documented that investors tend to prefer to invest in stocks that are head-
quartered close to the municipality where the investor lives.” This so called home bias or dis-
tance effect may arise, among other reasons, because investors are more familiar with these
companies, because they have superior information of these companies, or because they have
invested in these companies due to an employee or customer relationship.

Table 8 provides a simple analysis of the preference of investors to invest in companies
that are headquartered in the same municipality or province the investor lives in. Following

Grinblatt and Keloharju (2000c), we compute the following ratio to measure this preference:

Firm i’'s shareowner weight for investors in the municipality of its headquarters

Firm i’s shareowner weight among all investors in Finland

The numerator is simply the number of individual shareowners of firm i residing in the
municipality the firm is headquartered in, divided by the sum, across all firms, of the number
of shareowners residing in that same municipality. The denominator is the comparable ratio
for all of Finland. As an example, take the real estate investment company Technopolis, which
has 1998 individual shareowners, 357 of whom live in its headquarters city of Oulu. Summing
the number of individual shareowners over all firms, we find that Oulu has 28,088 individual
shareowners, while Finland has 1,738,412 shareowners. The numerator for Technopolis’ ratio
is thus 357 / 28,088 while the denominator is 1998 / 1,738,412, making Technopolis’ ratio
11.06.

The results suggest that individual investors living in the headquarters municipality (prov-
ince) of a median company are 12.14 (6.82) times more likely to own the stock of that compa-
ny than the stock of other companies, provided that the company is headquartered outside of
the Greater Helsinki Area. For 60 of these 61 companies, an investor living in the headquar-
ters municipality of the company is more likely to invest in that company than in other com-

panies. The preference for institutions to invest in companies headquartered nearby is some-

7 Huberman (1998) observes that Regional Bell Operating Companies are more likely to be held by investors
who subscribe to their local telephone service. Coval and Moskowitz (1999) document that mutual funds prefer
to invest in locally headquartered companies. Grinblatt and Keloharju (2000c¢) find that, controlling for lan-
guage and cultural factors, distance figures importantly in the shareownership and trading patterns of both house-
hold and institutional investors.
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what smaller, although still very notable. However, Greater Helsinki Area headquartered com-
panies display much less distance effect than other companies. This is probably largely due to
the fact that these companies tend to be larger and more nationally known, attracting investors

from all over Finland.

3.6. Concentration of individuals’ investment wealth

Table 9 shows the degree of concentration in individuals’ shareownership. In June 1, 2000,
the richest 0.5% of individual investors owned 50.7% and the richest 1% 59.4% of the invest-
ment wealth of individuals. Similarly, the richest 0.5% of the entire Finnish population owned
71.6% and the richest 1% 79.1% of the investment wealth of individuals. It is useful to put
these figures into perspective by comparing them to U.S. figures. For example, the 1998 Sur-
vey of Consumer Finances, reported in Poterba (2000), finds that the richest 0.5% of the U.S.
households owned 41.4% and the richest 1% 53.2% of the share ownership wealth of individ-
uals in the U.S. In other words, shareowner wealth appears to be much more concentrated in
Finland than in the U.S. although, for instance, income is much more concentrated in the U.S.
than in Finland. Figure 8 illustrates the concentration of ownership in Finland and in the U.S.
by a Lorenz curve.

What accounts for this puzzling result? To begin with, the result is not due to the overall
level of participation in the stock market through direct shareholdings. According to 1995 Sur-
vey of Consumer Finances, 27.4 million Americans — 10.4% of the population — held stocks
directly in 1995, whereas the analogous figure in Finland in June 2000 was 14.2%.8 In other
words, direct equity ownership is relatively more common in Finland than in the U.S. (although
indirect ownership e.g. through mutual funds is much less common in Finland).

The difference in the method of sampling is probably a much more important determi-
nant of the result. The Finnish results are based on ownership by individual investors, whereas
in the U.S. all the ownership concentration results are from the household level, i.e. individu-
al investor data are pooled to a family level.? Since household level data pool wealth from
several (at least one, and often two or more) individuals, ownership at the household level will
generally display less variation than ownership at the individual level. This means that we
should expect to find less concentration of ownership at the household level than at the indi-

vidual level. Unfortunately we do not know how much the unit of analysis — household vs.

8 New York Stock Exchange’s Shareownership 1998. Between 1992 and 1995, the number of U.S. investors
with direct shareholdings actually decreased from 29.2 to 27.4 million. If the trend has continued, the fraction
of the population with direct shareholdings should be less today.

9 We have no data on family relationships, which makes it impossible to aggregate our results to the household
level to make them comparable to the U.S. figures.
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TABLE 9. Proportion of individuals’ total investment wealth owned by the richest n% of individual
investors and by the richest n% of population.

All Finnish ownership figures are from January 1 except that "June 2000" refers to June 1, 2000. Gini coefficients
are for investors only except that the two rightmost Gini coefficients are computed based on the entire population.
The data on U.S. ownership are from 1998 Survey of Consumer Finances, reported in Poterba (2000).

Cumulative  Cumulative
proportion proportion
owned by the owned by the
richest n% of richest n% of
individuals  households

of the of all
Finnish [VASH
Cumulative proportion owned by the richest n% of investors population, households,
Percentile 1995 1996 1997 1998 1999 2000  June 2000 June 2000 1998
0.1 191% 2183% 223% 248% 251% 305% 326% 52.1 % N.A.
0.5 344% 367% 376% 399% 418% 479% 50.7% 71.6 % 41.4%
1 429% 454% 462% 483% 51.0% 566% 59.4% 79.1 % 53.2 %
2 52.7% 551% 559% 576% 607% 651% 67.8% 86.1 % N.A.
3 527% 61.3% 621% 635% 666% 70.0% 724% 89.7 % N.A.
4 59.0% 659% 66.7% 678% 707% 733% 756% 91.9 % N.A.
5 63.7% 696% 703% 712% 738% 759% 77.9% 93.5 % 80.9 %
6 67.4% 726% 732% 739% 764% 780% 79.8% 94.6 % N.A.
7 731% 751 % 757% 762% 784% 799% 81.4% 95.5 % N.A.
8 753% 772% 778% 782% 802% 814% 828% 96.3 % N.A.
9 772% 791% 796% 799% 81.7% 828% 84.0% 971 % N.A.
10 789% 807% 812% 814% 830% 839% 850% 97.9 % 91.2%
20 89.1% 903% 90.7% 905% 908% 905% 91.1% 100.0 % 98.4 %
30 938% 946% 949% 947% 944% 935% 94.0% 100.0 % N.A.
40 96.4% 97.0% 971% 97.0% 965% 953% 95.7% 100.0 % N.A.
50 980% 983% 984% 983% 978% 969% 971% 100.0 % N.A.
60 989% 991% 992% 991% 988% 984% 985% 100.0 % N.A.
70 995% 996% 996% 996% 994% 993% 993 % 100.0 % N.A.
80 998% 998% 999% 998% 998% 99.7% 997 % 100.0 % N.A.
90 99.95 % 99.96 % 99.97 % 99.95% 99.95% 99.95 % 99.95 % 100.0 % N.A.
Gini coefficient 0.859 0.870 0.874 0.874 0.878 0.876 0.884 0.983 0.96
Ownership at percentile, 1000 FIM
Percentile 1995 1996 1997 1998 1999 2000 June 2000
0.1 4446.0 41609 6229.3 79035 10014.1 19465.7 21406.4
0.5 1329.4 12558 18146 22701 29421 51853 5556.9
1 7787 7224 10612 12946 16111 26306 27693
2 440.3 4019 5909 7184 8472 12851 12964
3 3133  285.1 415.7  501.5 567.9 840.0 820.5
4 2429 2200 3201 382.4 420.7 619.1 594.8
5 197.7 1772 2584  306.5 330.2 491.5 466.2
6 164.9 1471 2140 25387 268.0 4125 383.9
7 139.9 125.0 1813 2152 2241 361.8 325.2
8 1215  108.1 156.5 186.7 191.5 305.3 284.1
9 106.3 94.1 136.6 162.9 166.4 263.2 245.9
10 93.8 83.0 120.3 1443 146.6 230.4 215.9
20 37.9 32.7 47.0 58.5 58.8 85.6 84.7
30 19.9 16.9 23.8 30.4 31.0 48.0 48.5
40 11.6 9.6 135 17.3 18.8 33.2 315
50 71 5.6 7.8 10.1 13.2 33.2 31.2
60 4.2 3.3 4.6 6.2 9.9 25.7 25.4
70 2.4 1.8 2.4 3.6 5.6 11.6 125
80 1.3 1.0 1.3 1.9 3.0 71 7.5
90 0.6 0.4 0.5 1.1 1.3 2.5 2.5
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FIGURE 8. Distribution of individuals’ investment wealth. The Finnish shareownership data are from
the individual investor level and from June 1, 2000. The U.S. ownership data are from the household

level and from 1998 Survey of Consumer Finances.

Market value of stock owned, %

individual — affects our results, but its effect should be very large to turn around the result that
shareownership in Finland is more concentrated than shareownership in the U.S.

Table 9 also shows how the concentration of ownership has evolved over time. A useful
summary measure of ownership concentration is the Gini coefficient, which is defined as two
times the area between the straight line and the Lorenz curve. By definition, the Gini coeffi-
cient varies between 0 and 1, with larger numbers indicating larger degrees of concentration.'?

Our results show that the shareownership concentration by Finnish individuals has in-
creased almost monotonically during the sample period. The Gini coefficients, computed from
ownership among investors, increased from 0.859 in 1995 to 0.884 in June 1, 2000. The Gini

coefficients based on the entire population are naturally much larger. At the end of the sample

10 Following Deltas (2000), the Gini coefficient is estimated as 2cov(y,r )/(nE(y)), where n is the number of indi-
viduals sampled and cov(y,r,) is the covariance between shareownership wealth, y, and the ranks of individuals
according to their shareownership wealth, r,, from the poorest (r, = 1) to the richest (r, = n). The U.S. Gini
coefficient for 1998 is estimated assuming a piecewise linear Lorenz curve.
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period, the Gini coefficient for Finnish individuals was 0.983, whereas the Gini coefficient for
U.S. households in 1998 was approximately 0.96.

There are at least two potential reasons for the increase in ownership concentration in
Finland. First, mutual funds have become much more popular than what they were at the be-
ginning of the sample period. For example, on June 1, 2000 the total number of owners in
equity-linked mutual funds investing mostly in Finland was 155,000, whereas the correspond-
ing number was only 45,000 in January 1997."" Given the fixed costs involved with small
direct shareholdings, it is understandable that particularly small investors have sold their di-
rect shareholdings and become customers of mutual funds. Second, the recent success stories
in many Finnish information technology companies have generated significant amounts of
shareownership wealth. In many cases, and particularly in newly listed companies, this share-
ownership wealth has been concentrated in the portfolios of a relatively small number of

shareowners.

3.7. Wealthy investors
Table 10 presents the number of investors with different portfolio sizes and how the number of
wealthy investors has evolved over time. The table indicates that on June 1, 2000 there were
18,398 investors with at least one million FIM of shareownership wealth (henceforth, million-
aires) and 4006 investors with at least 5 million FIM worth of shares (henceforth, 5-million-
aires). Nokia is an important component in many millionaires’ portfolios. Excluding owner-
ship in Nokia would reduce the number of millionaires to about one-half, 9530. Excluding
ownership in Sonera would reduce the number of millionaires only modestly, to 17,478.
Table 10 indicates that between January 1, 1995 and June 1, 2000, the number of mil-
lionaires increased by 450% and the number of 5-millionaires increased by 900%. Of course,
the increase is largely due to the overall bull market during the same period. To assess how a
change in the overall market level would change the number of millionaires, we computed
the number of millionaires as of June 1, 2000 assuming that the general index would change
by £40% or less and that all stocks would experience exactly the same relative price change.
Regressing the logarithm of the change in the number of millionaires against the logarithm of
the change in the index gives us a “millionaire elasticity” of 0.89. This means that a 1% in-
crease in the general index level would be expected to increase the number of millionaires by
0.89%. Similarly, we estimate that a 1% increase in the general index level would be expected

to increase the number of 5-millionaires by 1.05%. In other words, a stock price change of the

11 HEX Mutual Fund Report, January 1997 and May 2000. The number of investors statistics include some
double accounting because an investor may invest in several funds.
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TABLE 10. Number of individual investors by size of portfolio.
All ownership figures are from January 1 except that "June 2000" refers to June 1, 2000.

Portfolio value,

mill. EIM 1995 1996 1997 1998 1999 2000 June 2000

0.1 45175 41 419 55 449 70813 78 487 133 759 132 628
0.2 23 511 21 393 30538 39 316 44 781 83 039 79 553
0.3 14 955 13 635 20 406 26 740 31553 60 305 56 610
0.4 10 652 9707 14 932 19 908 24 272 46 105 43115
0.5 8123 7 486 11 571 15739 19763 36 538 35 087
1 3349 3105 4978 6990 9534 18 383 18 398
2 1362 1269 2035 2959 4 426 9495 9818
3 826 750 1197 1772 2725 6 345 6705
4 554 505 842 1231 1942 4696 5017
5 398 369 636 920 1438 3743 4006
10 142 152 244 373 564 1710 1864
20 51 54 91 161 242 697 784
30 24 35 56 102 150 401 480
40 10 16 36 69 89 279 316
50 9 10 28 48 60 209 239
100 2 1 7 18 23 84 90

same magnitude is expected to change the number of wealthy investors relatively more than
the number of less wealthy investors. An investigation of the relative changes in the number of

investors at different wealth levels confirms that this result seems to hold also more generally.

3.8. Portfolio diversification
Table 11 describes the diversification of stock portfolios. Most individual investors hold poor-
ly diversified portfolios: 56.2% of individual investors have only one stock in their portfolio
and 18.2% hold two stocks. This result is not driven by the more than 250,000 shareholders of
HPY Holding: if we exclude HPY Holding from the analysis, the proportion of single-stock
portfolios decreases only to 54.3%. Also institutions hold poorly diversidfied portfolios: 55.7%
of them hold only one stock and 17.7% two stocks. The average number of stocks held is 2.4
for individuals and 2.9 for institutions. Household portfolios have thus become somewhat more
diversified after 1997 when the average investor’s portfolio had only 2.0 stocks. A likely ex-
planation for this pattern is that during the recent years many small shareholders have sold
their direct shareholdings, perhaps to improve diversification by investing the proceeds in mu-
tual funds.

Because of, among others, the fixed costs in each securities transaction, large portfolios
tend to be better diversified than small portfolios. On average, household investors with at
least one million FIM worth of shares hold 9.3 stocks. However, even many relatively large

investors hold ill-diversified portfolios. For example, 5.5% of the millionaires hold only one
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TABLE 11. Patterns in portfolio diversification at June 1, 2000.

Panel A. Distribution of the number of stocks in portfolio

Number of Portfolio value, 1000 FIM

stocks in Individuals Institutions Proportion of investors

portfolio Mean Median Mean Median Individuals Institutions

1 42.6 17.8 490.4 31.2 56.2 % 55.7 %
2 107.3 35.7 39474 86.5 18.2% 17.7 %
3 208.9 57.0 2869.3 152.0 8.7 % 7.5 %
4 288.7 87.2 15167.8 219.6 5.1% 4.4 %
5 473.5 126.0 6415.4 281.2 3.3% 3.0%
6 606.6 168.9 10 005.9 404.8 22% 22%
7 1196.7 226.7 7 4935 506.7 1.6 % 1.6 %
8 996.1 283.5 57781 643.6 1.1 % 1.3%
9 1310.2 3441 9 858.6 779.4 0.8 % 1.1 %
10 2049.6 419.4 18 407.1 926.1 0.6 % 0.8 %
>10 3 053.6 754.8 14 296.4 3616.4 2.1 % 4.8 %
Panel B. Portfolio diversification by institutional status, line of business, or profession
Median
investors' Mean
investment number of
wealth, stocks in

Investor type 1000 FIM portfolio

Categorization by institutional status:

Institutions 62.4 2.93
Males 31.2 2.64
Females 31.2 2.00

Individuals total 31.2 2.35

Privately registered foreign ownership 31.2 2.28

Institutional status unknown 40.8 2.41

Registered ownership total 31.2 2.37

Categorization by line of business or profession:

Non-financial corporations 62.4 2.74
Deposit money and other credit corporations 1 086.7 5.59
Insurance corporations 583.8 18.10
Fin. auxiliaries and other fin. intermediaries 1254 7.15

Financial and insurance institutions total 846.3 8.46
General government 126.4 3.27
Employment pension schemes 72771.9 31.78
Other social security funds 553.5 4.70

General government total 210.0 7.34

Non-profit institutions 31.2 2.90
Employers and own-account workers 17.5 2.57
Employees 31.2 2.38
Other households 26.3 2.06

Households total 31.2 2.34

Rest of the world 40.8 2.28

Unknown 49.6 3.42
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stock, and 6.8% hold two stocks. About two-thirds of the one-stock millionaires have all their

shareownership wealth in Nokia.

3.9. Ownership structure and firm characteristics

Table 12 takes a brief look into how the ownership structure of publicly quoted share classes
is related to their exchange listing, industry, and market capitalization. To analyze the general
tendencies behind investment in different share classes, the table gives each share class an
equal weight. This obviously significantly downplays the role of large companies like Nokia,
which consitute the bulk of the market capitalization. Appendix 1 shows a detailed list of owner-
ship structure variables by share class. All reported differences in investor preferences in Table

12 are significant at least at the 5% level.

TABLE 12. The relationship between a stock’s ownership structure and its industry, exchange listing,
and market capitalization at June 1, 2000.

Equally

weighted

average

proportion

Equally weighted average of individual Equally

proportion of shares owned by investors  weighted Number
Foreign who are average of of share
Institutions Individuals investors males mean age classes

Stock exchange listing

Main list 48.4 % 30.7 % 20.3 % 67.0 % 50.8 128
Banks & Finance 50.6 % 40.6 % 8.8 % 59.9 % 48.7 6
Insurance 55.1 % 12.6 % 31.9 % 64.9 % 54.6 3
Investment 74.3 % 20.7 % 4.6 % 69.2 % 50.2 8
Transport 55.8 % 24.4 % 19.7 % 62.9 % 52.0 6
Trade 60.4 % 151 % 24.4 % 55.2 % 54.3 8
Other Services 39.7 % 23.0 % 36.2 % 73.7 % 48.6 6
Metal & Engineering 51.1 % 29.8 % 19.1 % 68.6 % 51.7 15
Forest Industry 42.0 % 19.7 % 37.9 % 68.6 % 53.1 6
Multi-business 34.6 % 44.0 % 21.3% 69.0 % 49.8 6
Energy 94.4 % 3.7 % 1.9 % 68.5 % 54.1 3
Food Industry 43.2 % 37.4 % 18.9 % 73.9 % 51.5 11
Construction 36.8 % 57.8 % 5.3% 73.2 % 50.5 3
Telecommunications & Electronics 34.7 % 39.3 % 23.6 % 67.2 % 47.4 22
Chemicals 56.0 % 30.3 % 13.7 % 62.6 % 52.3 4
Media & Publishing 46.3 % 36.0 % 17.3 % 64.9 % 51.7 7
Other Industries 47.0 % 28.9 % 241 % 66.8 % 51.2 9

I-list 48.9 % 46.1 % 41 % 72.5 % 48.3 37

NM-list 20.7 % 66.4 % 11.9 % 76.3 % 41.0 13

Market capitalization quintile

1 (Largest) 45.7 % 23.8 % 30.1 % 64.0 % 50.8 34

2 56.4 % 24.9 % 17.6 % 64.3 % 52.2 35

3 40.2 % 39.2% 20.3 % 70.1 % 47.9 35

4 46.1 % 43.3 % 9.7 % 74.0 % 47.9 35

5 (Smallest) 43.5 % 52.3 % 3.4 % 721 % 48.7 34
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Like in Japan, foreign investors prefer stocks listed on the main list and those with large
market capitalization (see Kang and Stulz (1997)). These are generally also the most liquid
stocks. Contrary to domestic institutions, foreign investors are relatively more invested in NM-
list companies than in I-list companies. Again, the difference in foreign investors’ preference
may be explained by the greater liquidity of NM-listed companies. Individual investors tend to
invest more in small stocks and those listed on the I-list and NM-list. Similar results have been
documented in the U.S. by Sias and Starks (1997).

There are also clear differences in individual investors’ preferences. Females invest rela-
tively more in stocks listed on the HSE main list and those with large market capitalization
whereas males prefer the more risky small stocks and those listed on the NM-list or I-list. These
differences in investment allocation are probably at least partly driven by differences in risk
tolerance: Jianakoplos and Bernasek (1998) find that single women are relatively more risk
averse in their asset holdings than single men or married couples. However, the results proba-
bly also reflect the fact that the bulk of the initial owners in many newly listed technology
companies are males, and that males tend to be relatively more active in intial public offer-
ings, another very risky class of stocks. Particularly in the NM-listed companies, which all
have been listed after June 1999, the June 1, 2000 ownership gender structure largely resem-
bles the gender structure immediately after the listing.

Age also influences investment allocation. The average age for the owners of NM-list com-
panies is almost ten years less than that for the main list companies, and more than seven
years less than for the I-list companies. This probably reflects the fact that both the initial own-

ers and the IPO investors in NM-list companies tend to be younger than investors at large.

4. CONCLUSIONS

This study documents patters in the ownership of Finnish shares on June 1, 2000 and changes
in these patterns in since the beginning of 1995. It utilizes a unique database which consists of
the shareholdings of approximately half a million individuals and institutions. The data origi-
nate from the Finnish Central Securities Depository (FCSD) which keeps track of the registered
shareholdings of all Finnish investors having invested in the stocks represented in FCSD. Prac-
tically all Finnish companies have joined the register, and it covers more than 99.99% of the
total market capitalization of Finnish stocks.

Our main findings are as follows:

e Foreign investors are by far the largest investor category with a 69.9% share of the

market capitalization. Foreigners’ predominant role is largely due to their almost 90%
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ownership stake in Nokia which accounts for about two-thirds of the market capital-
ization on the Helsinki Stock Exchange; without Nokia, foreigners would have a 32%
ownership stake in Finnish stocks. After foreigners, the largest shareholders in terms
of their fraction of total market capitalization are general government (10.1%), house-
holds (7.2%), non-financial corporations (4.8%), financial and insurance institutions
(2.8%), and non-profit institutions (2.2%).

The role of foreign ownership has steadily increased over time. Households and, to
less extent, non-profit institutions have experienced a surge in ownership fraction
after January 1999, whereas the ownership fractions of non-financial corporations,
finance and insurance institutions, and the general government have decreased.
15.7% of Finnish males and 12.7% of females own shares directly. Males own 63%
and females 37% of individuals’ combined investment wealth. The median invest-
ment wealth for individuals who own shares is 31,200 FIM whereas the mean is more
than seven times as large as that, 223,800 FIM.

Investment wealth tends to be concentrated to the more senior citizens. Male inves-
tors are on average ten years and female investors nine years older than the popula-
tion average. Investors with at least one million FIM worth of investment wealth are
on average about ten years older than investors at large.

There are substantial differences in investment wealth per inhabitant as well as in the
relative frequency of investor-inhabitants across provinces. In terms of investment
wealth per inhabitant, Ahvenanmaa is the richest and Uusimaa is the second-richest
province in Finland. The average investment wealth per inhabitant in Ahvenanmaa
is 112,900 FIM and in Uusimaa 75,100 FIM (in Greater Helsinki Area 93,600 FIM)
whereas the national average is 31,400 FIM. Similarly, in Ahvenanmaa 33.5% and in
the Greater Helsinki Area 29.8% of inhabitants own shares directly. The national av-
erage is 14.3%.

The Greater Helsinki Area accounts for the majority, 54.6%, of shareownership
wealth. Pirkanmaa and Varsinais-Suomi represent the second- and third-most impor-
tant concentrations of shareownership wealth with 7.0% and 6.1% of aggregate share-
ownership wealth, respectively.

The Greater Helsinki Area has tended to increase its share of shareownership wealth
over time. Somewhat surprisingly, Pohjois-Pohjanmaa — which includes the Oulu re-
gion that performed economically very well in the late 1990s — does not seem to
show any clear trend in shareownership wealth fraction.

In terms of investor numbers, Swedish individuals and institutions are the largest group

of non-nominee registered foreign investors in Finland. Residents of the U.S., Ger-
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many, and the U.K. are the next-largest groups.

The Swedish-speaking minority is much wealthier than the Finnish-speaking majori-
ty: the average investment wealth of Finnish-speaking Finns owning stocks, 191,500
FIM, is less than one-third of the investment wealth of Swedish-speaking Finns own-
ing stocks, 602,100 FIM. The ratio of investor-inhabitants to all inhabitants is also
greater for Swedish-speaking Finns (15.7%) than for Finnish-speaking Finns (11.6%).
Individual investors living in the headquarters municipality of a median company
are 12 times more likely to own the stock of that company than the stock of other
companies, provided that the company is headquartered outside of the Greater Hel-
sinki Area. The preference for institutions to invest in companies headquartered nearby
is somewhat smaller, although still very notable. Greater Helsinki Area headquar-
tered companies display much less of this distance effect than other companies.
There are 18,398 investors with at least one million FIM of shareownership wealth
and 4006 investors with at least 5 million FIM worth of shares. Excluding ownership
in Nokia would reduce the number of millionaires to about one-half, 9530. Exclud-
ing ownership in Sonera would reduce the number of millionaires by 5% to 17,478.
A 1% increase in the general index level would be expected to increase the number
of millionaires by 0.89% and the number of 5-millionaires by 1.05%.

The richest 0.1% of individual investors owns 32.6% and the richest 1% 59.4% of
the total investment wealth of individuals. Individuals’ ownership has become more
concentrated over time. Although it is not possible to unambigiously compare the
concentration of shareownership in Finland to that in the U.S., concentration of share-
ownership in Finland appears to be large compared with that in the U.S.

Most investors hold poorly diversified portfolios: only 11.7% of individuals and 14.6%
of institutions hold at least five stocks in their portfolio. The average number of stocks
held is 2.4 for individuals and 2.9 for institutions. Even many relatively large inves-
tors hold ill-diversified portfolios. For example, 5.5% of the millionaires hold only
one stock, and 6.8% hold two stocks.

Foreign investors prefer stocks which have large market capitalization and those listed
on the main list. Individual investors prefer stocks with low market capitalization,
and those listed in the I-list and NM-list.

There are also clear differences in individual investors’ preferences. Females invest
relatively more in stocks listed on the HSE main list and those with large market cap-
italization whereas males prefer the more risky IPO stocks, small stocks and those
listed in the NM- and I-list. The more senior citizens prefer stocks with large market

values and younger investors IPOs and smaller companies.



SHAREOWNERSHIP IN FiINLAND 2000

REFERENCES
COVAL, J. & T. MOSKOWITZ (1999): Home bias at home: Local equity preference in domestic portfolios,
Journal of Finance 54, 2045-2073.

DELTAS, G. (2000): The small sample bias of the Gini coefficient: Results and implications for empirical
research, University of lllinois at Urbana-Champaign working paper.

GRINBLATT, M. & M. KELOHARJU (2000a): The investment behavior and performance of various investor-
types: A study of Finland’s unique data set, Journal of Financial Economics 55, 43-67.

GRINBLATT, M. & M. KELOHAR]JU (2000b): What makes investors trade?, Journal of Finance, forthcoming.

GRINBLATT, M. & M. KELOHARJU (2000c): How distance, language, and culture influence stockholdings
and trades, Journal of Finance, forthcoming.

HUBERMAN, G. (1998): Familiarity breeds investment, Columbia University working paper.

ILMANEN, M. & M. KELOHARJU (1999): Shareownership in Finland, Finnish Journal of Business Economics
48, 257-285.

JIANAKOPLOS, N. & A. BERNASEK (1998): Are women more risk averse?, Economic Inquiry 35, 620—
630.

KANG, J. & R. STULZ (1997): Why is there home bias? An analysis of foreign portfolio equity ownership
in Japan, Journal of Financial Economics 46, 3-28.

KELOHARJU, M. (1993): The winner’s curse, legal liability, and the long-run price performance of initial
public offerings in Finland, Journal of Financial Economics 34, 251-277.

KELOHARJU, M. (2000): The distribution of information among institutional and retail investors in IPOs,
Helsinki School of Economics and Business Administration working paper.

THE NEW YORK STOCK EXCHANGE (1998): Shareownership 1998.
POTERBA, J. (2000): Stock market wealth and consumption, Journal of Economic Perspectives 14:2, 99—
118.

SIAS, R. & L. STARKS (1997): Institutions and individuals at the turn-of-the-year, Journal of Finance



KARHUNEN AND M. KELOHARJU

'J.

LTA 2/01

8/.'GE  6YEY 8'LG % G'ce % 6°LE % 1’89 % 8'S % 8% % 0°9¥% 9v0¢e 9/91 aur BubiiA
S6°0 680 L'6Y % 862 % 0°SS % 0°¢L % L' VL % G'6 % 8'81 0961 129 elis
or'L oe’tL ¥IS % 02 % 0°6S % 6°+L % G¢h % 6L % 9'SL (A% 9/€e sauljuuly4
cl’L 6L°L (0814 % L'€S % €'SL % 189 % L8} % 09 % &'SL 1/€8 S10e dreuuty
¥8'v€ 980G €S % 6% % Vv % 9'SS % 6°C % v'ce % L'¥9 80¢ce L9v g aurn exlig
oLeyr /80S 025 % 0'S % e % €15 % L9 % ¥°8€ % L'¥S 602 62y V aur exlig
podsuel|
yG'€c  90'LH1 6'87 % 8'8 % 0°L8 % €9L % L9 % 6'€C % 8'89 8€ce 981 sijodouyoa |
AN €80 €'€s % 08} % 6L % L' VL % €k % CL % G508 1289 1821 epuods
Se'L L0°k L'y % 6°LS % 6°LL % L' VL % V'S % 80} % 0'¥8 VLIS 00€ 1Qis18jully Jejod
060 160 0'vS % G'8€ % G'0L % 9'¥S % 69 % 6°G9 % 0°L2 12lS (507 BIISOAION
oc't S’ S'0S % 69 % ¢'¢9 % 299 % 0°0 % 0V % 6'78 [7A4 S6 g unx-biaqel r
€0’ FARN €0S % €8¢ % V9L % 8°€9 % 6°0 % v'9€ % ¥ 19 126 /8 lueAesalu|
L L0} 1’8y % 6'cy % L9, % L'¥L % 'S % €€ % SG'16 €8 YAVA uooki)
8Ll 8.0 98y % ¥°09 % LY.L % LY. % 00 % 8°€ % 296 66€ cse wnisep
Juswiseau|
/81 S 2'SS % L'el % 8°'€L % 9'cL % €°8Y % 'L % S°eY 0lSYe 16/S1 v odwes
.60 SO'L c'es % 9'8S Y XAZA % 0°S9 % Vvy %G'LI % €°8€ 1620} 60LL1 g elofyod
cc’l e€e’t €99 % 8'9L % €LL % 0°LS % Ve % 0'El % 9'€8 98¢ty 0/8¢€ v ejolyod
aoueInsu|
650 6v°0 1’05 % L'SL % 9'LL % 0°8S % 1'6 % 6V % V'SL elive clee VvV OMO
L'6¥ % 2’19 % €°GL % 0°0S % €€ % 1'8€ % 0'6¢C 8685¢¢C L0Sve Buip|oH onjeg oIpIoN
G6°0 90°t 8Ly % 6% % €L % ¥'vL % 90 % 0'8% % VLS 9G/¢e 9601} g Pued wniepuep
10} /90 (WA~ % 86 % G'9L % 6°0L % 9} % 8°LE % G°09 9evl 1/6€ WinusAuo)
cl’'0c ¢€g'Le L'6% % €°€S % 991 % 8°€S % 9V % 9'€9 % 8°LE 2018 Sy g us)ueqspuely
9€'6c LEvYy 26y % 0°09 % €8 % G'eS % v'e % €Ly % 0°9S 10€9 15514 V udjueqgspuely
aoueulH ¥ Syueg
Il urepy
suonn}  spjoy abe 10| BUO UBY} bupyeads sole\ SJIO0JSOAUI  S[BNPIAIPU]  SUOINHISU| slo}saAul |4 Cliiw SSEBJ0 aI1ByS
-j)su]  -8snoH  ueap $S8] UMO ysiuui4 ubiaio4 olsawoq paisjsibal ‘anjea
OYm sJojsaAul ale OUM SI0}SaAul Ag paumo saieys jo uoiuodoid Ajgreaud e
oljel aoueysiq paiajsibal |enpiAipul jo uorpodold jo JaquinN
Ajoreaud

Jo uoipodoid

*000CT ‘L dun(je

" 9|qe | 98S ‘Oljel SOUBISIP JO UOHIUNSP U} o4

a8ueydoxg 201§ DUIS|]9H Y} uo pajsi| saleys jo diysioumo 3y} jo sonsneys aandudsaq ‘L XIANIddY

220



IN FintAND 2000

SHAREOWNERSHIP

221

v9L  0L'St 0'08 % ¥'0¢ % L'LL % 6°SL % '€ % ¥'89 % G'8¢ 609 (44" V ainey
16°0 c9'0 9¢s % V'Ly % L'€L % 002 % L€} % €°Gl % 0'LL 1166} LOSY M bpinnieiney
8c't 620 8Ly % L9 % €19 % Vel % G'6¢ % 98¢ % 6°Lv 65 6v1 Bjooy
000 oLv6L  v'8y % 6°} % 961 % G°08 % 99 % 1°06 % €€ 6901 9/S | @ssuod
60 86°0 6'vS % 9 L€ % 6'vS % G'8S % 8°€ % G'0C % 9'SL SEVEL 689¢ JNoued
€60 16°0 IS % L'6C % ¢'LL % V€L % ¢'S¢ % '8 % ¥'99 8.6 G168 ndwnxoinQ
yie 42 005 % GVl % L0L % 6°9L % S'€ % 991 % 6°6L 699 662 wniuiwn|y d1pJoN
Gge't oy L'vS % 6°G¢ % G'6S % VLS % S9t % ¢'8¢ % ¢SS 29/91 899% g elisN
et 82} 699 % 6°€S % 9°LS % L'¥S % 0t % ¥'ee % V'EL 1620} 2e9l vV BllON
SO0} 160 99 % 6°S¥ % §'89 % L'29 % ¥y % L'G % 6Ly 68822 clelht OsIvN
Wl 6L} 8'1g % ¥'8 % 069 % 19 % v'vE % S % b'¥S [4444 evv9 g 8uoy
i ope] 14548 S'6v % 6°EL % €99 % 6°SL % L9 % 6°¢Cl % €'Ge 1GEL 9€8¢ S8UBIOBUOY |OM
o't o'l 8¢S % L0t % 0°LS % 899 % by % L0€ % ¢SS 0/ek 0c6 N siexsiy
cet og’L ¥'1S % 6°L % 909 % 2'99 % L°02 % L'62 % S'6V L0ce €eee V sieysly
60'L /80 L'9v % S8l % 0 LL % €LL % C'€ % 8°LS % 0°6€ €651 Sic ejusuodwo)
buussuibuz p [eloN
060 el L8y %LE %VEL %889 %565 %6 % S§2E 20SL 01502 Jojeusolel L
ce't Sv'L 1'6v % 8¢l % CEL % 8L % G'81 % 80V % L'vE 809 6¥¢ g "HOonNAsuO) ey
96°0 et 09y % VL % L'LL % V'SL % L' L)L % €°8€ % 8'€V 8¥GE 88¢l dnoig onoN
6€°0 060 6°0S % 88 % L'89 % €'€L % LY.L % VL % 6°LL G68 514" Kikod oxxeer
24" 920 SIS % ¥'6 % 299 % 9L % e % 96 % ¢'88 /8% LE€ sslwsnuusxey-y
290 c60 S'Gy % ¥’y % 0°9L % ¢'9L % S'vy % 8'€E % L2 8SLy €291 uonn|os ejep|y
S80IIBS 18YIO
640 690 12S % S'Ly % €2l % 0°95 % 1°09 % 6°L1 % 6°L2 8066 G881 oiwe]
6€°t 98’} §'6S % 661 % €19 % €8V %S9 % 8°'Se % 929 GeStLi 10Se g UUBWXO0IS
€e’l 26’} €95 % c 9l % 9'G9 % V'9v % €Y % 102 % G'SL G568 2¢99¢ V uuBWO0IS
0s0 96°} L'YS % 805 % v'yL % 85 % 0°0 % L9 % €6 1414 40 g eliyeiney
YA 4] g8t 8'€S % 0°LE % LLL % 8°€S % 00 % 9"t % V86 45 G091 Vv eliyeiney
.0 1.0 €15 % L6 % €€L % V'vS % €8¢ % Gl % V'vy 16802 vele g O4so)y
cco 9€°0 L'6S % C L1 % 6'v.L % 065 % 10 % §'Se % V'YL €961 000€ V 0%$9)%
og’t e’} 90§ % 9'9S % 0°¢L % €99 % 096 % ¥t % S'C 9le 9IS pio4
apel]
suopn}  spjoy abe 10| BUO UBY} bupyeads solep SIOJSOAUl  S[ENpIAIpU|  SUOIINJISU] SI01SaAUl |4 W SSE|D aIByS
-jsu]  -asnoH  Uuesp $S8| UMO ysiuui4 ublaio4 osawog paiajsibal ‘anfea
Ilediol OUM SIO0}SBAUI 918 OYM SIO}SaAUl Kq paumo saleys jo uorpodoid Kjoreaud 19
olyel 8ouelsIg paiasibal [enpialpul jo uoiodoid Jo JaquinN
Alereaud

Jo uoiodoid




KARHUNEN AND M. KELOHARJU

.J.

LTA 2/01

96'c (3594 '8y % €'GL % €S % 9L % L'8E % L'\Y % C'6l ¢60.€ 661 A BWAYA oisiey

9.'S (XA G'9S % ¥'€L % V€L % ¥'6L % €0 % 0°8L % 96} 2v86 v.S » BWAWYA oisrey
929 607ce 88y % ¥LL % V'LL % 6°0L % ¥y % 9% % 2’6V crve S0¢ Vv INIO
9G'vy 88tV 295 % 8°'SL % 8°'GL % ¢'€8 % 90 % 0'6€ % 265 69v8 6Ly jeejya | usuuen
980 860 0'vS % 0°¢L % 0¢L % 0°€S % 8°LE % 0L} % b'1S L/8S| 92€9 1897 A eweyny
L1 620 8'lS % 8L % +'8L % 088 % €62 % §°'S¢ % L'EY 0065 0ce V olejexony MH
160 SO0} Viv % 9'¢L % 9¢L % b2l % §'S€ % S v % 0°€C 802. €889 V llemueH
S'0S % ¥'69 % 69 % 626 % 00 % 8°'SY % 6°€S 61 14" oodsiueq
€/'¢c 0S¢ce 08 % 8'8} % 8'8} % +°09 % +0€ % L'62 % 20V 0082 128 g sdiyd
OL'ly €86E ces % 6°¢ % 6°¢ % v'29 % 07 % €92 % 8'6S 2501 €L v sdiyd
28 JASA 1'0S % 861 % 861 % L'y, % 8°¢C % 802 % 8'SS 16€9 /61 vV ey
Ausnpuj poo+
000 120§ 1'8S % L'SL % L'SL % S°+9 % 0°0 % S'€ % ¥°96 928 9vL BUWIOAISUET
120 690 108 % L'9L % 9L % b HL % ¥y % 69 % L'88 88¢SS 9981 wnuo4
€Le 0V S'es % 889 % 889 % 6°¢L %€’} % 90 % 0'86 614 1651 oyes uoods3
AbBisuz
LE°} L L'\S % L'EL % L'EL % ¥'¥9 % 9€ % ¥'S€ % 6°09 8vel 1602 efoueyi| g ejisse]
080 8¢’} Sy % €69 % €69 % V€L % 9L % +'69 % ¢'€C 120€ Wier4 0uAy
80} Lt S8y % 869 % 8'69 % 979 % ¢'¥e % 8'€S % 82 80ve (814 V uewqoeH
¥8°0 /80 (A4 % L'EL % L'EL % 8'€L % 0'8€ % L€ % ¢0€ SLLy 127 g 1seAuly
090 080 ¥'¥S % 0°9L % 092 % 829 % 6°8Y % €61 % 9'LE /eel Sie V i1seAul4
(kA SHL S'6¥ % L'el % b2l % 9°0L % ¢S % 9'¥S % 0¥ 86€1 Sve odsy
ssauIsng-Hinw
¥6°0 ¥6°0 ges % L'0L % L0L % §'8S % ¥°SS % €91 % 2’82 €1229 L6y auaWWAM-NdN
SL'GLL ge6ve 88V % 0°9L % 0'9L % 061 % S'€ % ¢9L % 981 ceclh Sl g [epswong
160 80 €IS % 8°€L % 8°'€L % €89 % V'SL % €V % L°02 viest £€80€€ Y osu3 elois
L0°} .60 o] % V'SL % L'GL % 9'%9 % VLY % L'e % 805 6€08 96/2} V osu3 eioig
cro 0g0 1'6S % 0°¢L % 0°cL % L'9L % 29 % 6°€H % €°6€ 9kLYE 1608 g elieg-esisN
ee’t cL0 }1'SS % 689 % 689 % ¥'¥9 % €0 % 'S % ¥'¥6 45114 /€81 V elieS-esisN
Aysnpuj jse104
suonn}  spjoy obe 10| BUO UBY} buiyeads ] SI0}S8AUI  S[BNPIAIPU] SUOHNISU| SI0}SOAUl |4 [l SSB|0 aIeyS
-jsu]  -asnoH  uesp $S9| UMO ysiuui4 ubla104 oisawoq paialsibal ‘anfea

saiedioiunw OUM SI0}SBAUI 918 OUM SI0}SaAU| Aq paumo saleys jo uoiodoid Ajoveaud SENTIEN]
oljel aouesiq paissibal [enpiaipul jo uoipodold JO JaquinN
Aloreand

J0 uoipodold

222



IN FintAND 2000

SHAREOWNERSHIP

223

060 70’1 €es % €19 % €'L9 % 189 % 9've % 8 L1 % 9°€9 SLIE 8GGY Jouodn
660 ez LS % 0°GL % 0°'SL % 8'¥S % ¥'0L % €05 % 1'6€ G9€0C 80vY g ewhyh-uouo
L2} ve'L 6°LS % ¢ 9L % 9L % €S % 0¢ % 9SG % €97 9¢8t1 £8SY v ewhyh-uouo
St 890 ¥'es % V'YL % V'vL % C€L % L'LL % SL % 8VL 662E GoEY eliway
sjeolwey
cL9 S9°0L (474 % C'EL % c€L % 0°69 % L9 % 9°9L % 991 SL.E 18 $01U0J}08|] UBdB M
9L’ 4N 414 % 9°'SL % 9°GL % VL9 % €€ % G'€S % L'€E 2652 069} V elesiep
yy'0L 2601 2¢'SS % ¢’ I8 %8 % L'VS % €€ % €6V % S°'SY 120G 9891 ulleynd usasedwe |
181 09¢ Ly % LLL % L'LL % ¥'8L % 00 % 822 % ¢ LL clclh 89S Vepal
880 260 (0214 % 9°9L % 9°9L % €'GL % 8'62 % 8°0S % €61 L0c6} 0651 dnoig rL
09} 99°¢ (A4 % 0'VL % 0'VL % 9°€L % 6°95 % L'ce % L'0¢ clse G¥9¢ Qls9|9 L
080 080 VA4 % 6°SL % 6°SL % +'89 % 0'GE % SV % S°'8S Gc8/8 2S00ve BlduOS
SO} 160 ey % V' LL % V' LL % 9L % €'le % ¢ L9 %S L Wil GE9S Hosauols
cr'l PASNS L9 % S'9L % G'9L % 6°69 % G'SE % c 0l % 9'€S .66 8¥8lL1 Solied
6S°€ cv's 9'ey % L'9L % L'9L % L'6L % 981 % 8°€9 % 9L GL/9 60C} dswoine PAd
96°¢ leect 0’6y % 6°€L % 6°€L % 9€L % 6°¢Ch % G'09 % 9°9¢ £8¢evy 9¥9 dnoin Oxd
co't 10°L Y VA4 % &'¢clL % c'ecL % 8°L9 % L'88 % 9V % L9 99¥€L ,£62SS 1 EDION
LL'9E  9G°6€ 6'¢S % G'18 % S8 % 6°LS % L9 % G'EY % 60 G8eclh 981S V Und uswong-say
G6'E 4 A°] L'y % 9°9L % 9'9L % C'EL % L'9€ % G'LE % 8°LE LE6VE LLE9 uojewony 10r
L 6L° G'€S % 8°€L % 8'€L % €SS % ¢'6 % ¥°8€ % ¥°2S gsele LEGE wnuejuswnisu|
89°} ¥0'¢ LGS % 8°'SL % 8°'SL % 8'Sy % 06 % 0'€S % ¢'9¢€ 9v9/G¢ 61092 Bulp|oH AdH
99°} 00¢ c'es % 8°'SL % 8'SL % 8'¥S % 661 % v'9 % L'EL 95EY8 Slvve 3 ulaund uibuisieH
6E’L 14" coy % 0°LL % 0°LL % 1'89 % c0lL % 9'¢8 % 0°L 6Stce c0l6 8Indag-4
/80 v,.0 (WA 4 % 9°9L % 9'9L % Q€L % 692 % 962 % ¢'6 0682 /262 v bsjoo|3
681 cr'8 8'Gy % 8°9L % 8°9L % C€L % 0'€EE % €€V % L'€C 6625 6vEL Vv owi3
G680 680 9ty % 0°'SL % 0'GL % 699 % €61 % 8¢l % 6°L9 01882 ootct [e1dwo)
Wl LE°} S'6y % ¢ L9 % ¢'L9 % 169 % 8'Se % L'8E % G'SE coeEl 66.€ dnoui dwosodsy
SOIUO.JOB|T B SUOHEBOIUNWILIODS]S [
€c't 0L 0'¢s % 0'€L % 0°€L % V'SL % 0'6 % L'EL % €LL PASI % 1S61 BWAYA- LIA
05y  €0°19 L8y % €'8L % €°8L % 6°0L % €9 % 6°€8 % 9’6 0L61 ccl vV IAMIINL
cc'l SLL 8'0S % V€L % V'EL % S'€L % 90 % 6°'SL % ¥'€C (474" VoLt usuigyuiwwe
uolonSuoD
suonn}  spjoy abe 10| 8UO UBY) Bupieads EET SIO}SBAUl  S[eNpPIAIpU| SuolNISU| sio}seAUl W14 SSe|0 aleys
-jsu]  -asnoH  ueal $S8] UMO ysiuui4 ublalo4 o)sawoq pasgjsifas  ‘anjea

niedi OUM SIO0}SaAUI 9B OYM SI0}SaAUI AQ paumo saieys jo uoipodoid Aorveaud 190
oljel aduelsig pauaysibal [enplAipul jo uoipodoid Jo JaquinN
Ajeyeand

JO uoiodold




KARHUNEN AND M. KELOHARJU

'J.

LTA 2/01

€covlk 0S'lve  ¥0S % G'8L % S'8L % LSl % 00 % ¥'98 % €€l 8LE €€ V e|sa)

(A 4] Lee v'iy % V'vL % V'vL % S'v. % 00 % S'¥€ % §°'G9 9/¢ 66 BIDPIOM
S9°0 €0’} €08 % L'9L % 9L % 8'6L %SV % €'S¥ % 0°0S 118 81 V B|OSE)
000 18'Ge S'6E % 0'GL % 0°GL % ¢'cl % 00 % €0 % 066 (54 6€l v OXs]
62¢ LE'S 9Ly % L2l % L2l % 0°LL % 00 % L2l % €18 905 €9l deou|
19c€ 29€l 9'6S % 0°18 % 018 % vyl % S0 % €12 % 8°0L 1/8€ 844 2 BWAYA-BI|
G9'9¢ 197C) 865 % €08 % €08 % L'VL % 0°0 % 6°8% % CLy 69.€ 9cl L BWAIYA-BD|
ol'e €8'¢ 6'Ly % ¥'SL % ¥'SL % 9'¢L % 8L % V'S % L0¥ yOLL el g suus)elejuoH
10'¢ 00} 2'sy % 9'GL % 9'SL % €LL % 9 % 8°}S % 9EY LLE} 0L V al0j3
6569 197¢L 89y % 8°'SL % 8'SL % 9'SL % St % 9°9€ % 6'Ly 092 [4> V 181899/
o€yl 006 cey % 9'GL % 9'SL % 6°18 % S8} % ¥°0S % L€ 444 98¢ S uojausg
G20 190 9cy % €91 % €92 % €08 % 80 % S'Et % 678 0s€e SLE puejui4 Auedwo) v
ISIT-
9g'e AR 2'es % ¢'¥9 % 29 % 6°09 % St % ¥'0¥ % 0°8S 029t €L JyBjwe]
oce 8L'e 9IS % 85 % 85 % G99 % L'} % 66V % €°8¥ 898 8EY A ydjwe L
€ch AN ¥'SS % G'8S % §°8S % ¥°8S % 80} % V'EL % 8'GL 0991 ¥88€ o9jlues
8/'lc 1S9l 1414 % 669 % 669 % V'L % 096 % Tt % 8¢ 126 19LL 3Jew.oN ejedey
SO'L S6'v1 9¢s % G'EL % S'€L % €69 % 6°GC % 8'LL % €95 8./¢ 9/02 jeejusy UeoON
980 cv’o €49 % S0, % S'0L % €€L % 8'9¢ % 8'€ % ¥'69 /991 €€GC onssi] esisn
/80 080 9'6v % L'vL % L'¥L % 9'¢cL % 0L % 929 % €€ 098 S8 v ajibuo 0a7
81’8, /S€L 9Ly % LWL % L'VL % 0°9L % €0 % 0'cy % L'LS (074} /8¢ [9x3
9Lt cl'l S'6¥ % 6'GL % 6°GL % S°LS % 0'€S % L'€C % ¢'€C 89€L | 08ty v ewhyh-lewy
saLjsnpuj 18y
8L’ SO't Sy % 0°LL % 0°LL % 9'6L % ¥'6¥ % 8¢ % v'LE 90G€ 0€6 A0 wnyuole
Wl 6V} 0°€s % ¥'SL % ¥'SL % 095 %cc % €'VS % VeV £20SS [Vx44" g9 AOSMewoues
09'L cl’L €S % 9°GL % 9'GL % €°LS % ¥'0 % 9'€S % 8'SY yESL G/€2 V AOSMewoues
82'L 128°] v'vS % V18 % 718 % 9°€9 % L0 % 6°€6 % ¢ 68L vie V Usulejewionspisay
et L vy % 0'LL % 0°LL % C'LL % L) % L2l % L'S8 1SS1 909 uoyuer
6€’1L 16°0 ¥°'SS % V'LL %V LL % G119 % v'ey % G0l % 6°9% 16/2 1261 C BIpS\ ewly
oe’t 6.0 0'vS % G'6L % 6L % §'6S % 9've % TVl % 6°09 0681 6071 | BIPSN BUW|Y
Buiysyand ® ey
suonn}  spjoy abe 10| BUO UBY} buiyeads FETE SIO}SOAUI  S|ENPIAIPU| SUONNISU] slo}saaul A4 W SSE|0 aleys
-jsu|  -8snoH  uespy $S9| UMO ysiuui4 ublalo4 olsswoq paiaisibal ‘anfen
OUM SI0}SaAUL 91e OUM SI0}SeAul Kq paumo saieys jo uoipodoid Ajereaud JENTI=IN
olyel 9ouelsig paiajsibal [enpialpul Jo uoipodoid Jo JoquinN
Aoreand

jJo uoipodoid

224



IN FintAND 2000

SHAREOWNERSHIP

225

88l  92¢ 617 % 0L % 0L % 06/ % ¥'€ % 678 % LbE S0EY eve It
yo'L 9Ll G'68 %GLL %GLL % 69/ % 125 % v'LE %86 SYel vve 81020|
000 9€V Ly % 2'9L % 29L % €'GL %2 % 2'S8 % vt 806} €8l ueiden3
oL ekt 08 % 8°08 % 8°08 % VL. %8le  %ale % 0°LS LivL oezl auluo O3
280 660 0'SY % 6°LL % 6'LL % LY. % 12 % G99 % 962 gvey vee guyoig
8l'L 980 G'6E % L'SL % LS. % 1G9 %2l % 206 %98 26/9¢ 8Gh alemseg
1SITWN
08'L  v0'L €05 % 089 % 0'89 % €L %Gl % L8 % 6°Cl £vs Ge BXNIUOIDIBIBSIDIA
000 8982 A4] %€LL %€LL % €L %00 % G'98 %8 L 052 oe  dnoun ojyeep
000 19°02 8'6v % €'GL % €'SL % 99/ % L0 % 629 % 2'9¢ 8ee €e v dnoun ojyeep
120 810 0'vS % 'Ly % V' Ly % 0.8 %66} %622  %EVS 288l 8Lt O relenonisiying
000 6.9 9Ly %628 %628 % G'29 %00 % 1L % £'86 19 Stl QIYA-leUBPLBWE|IL
000  LI'6E 1'6E % 12l % 12l % 6°L9 %00 % 2'€8 %891 G9l 18 eeweynnd yeas L
098  OLILE A4 % ¥'8L % v'8. %€ 1L %'y % 091 % 2'8. gee L V JUIBOAY unin |
0062 LE°GH WA4 % GLL %GLL % LY. %00 % 902 % 2'6L Sve 12 JUID{'ISBBS'S MSS
2L 260 8'65 % 8'GE % 8'SE % 18§ %G9 %L9.  %LSl €62 62l ) Jeds uswong
10k €60 G'€S % L'1S % L'1S % 8'S9 % 6°VE % €12 % G'EY £ee 621 v Jedg uswong
822l 6Lk R 14 % 8°6. % 8'6L %0 L. % 10 %Ly % G'2§ sy of OjsejoH uswong
000 08/t ¥ad % 0°99 % 099 % 20L %20 % 9'€6 %29 oLt ot} JsjBUNEBS
gL Vel 205 % €£°0L % €°0L % 2'LS %00 % 0°9¢ % 709 2se 9e vV uspue|d
€LYS  $00L 2'8S %G'18 %G'18 % L'€9 % €1 % 1’85 % /L'6€ 88y €ee v “delinyy-luod
6L  ELe zov % L'EL % L'EL % 6'8L % 00 %20 % ¥'66 /2 08 v Bunnsuoo-id
€L6  8vlL Sey % 8'9/ % 89/ % 9'99 % 10 % 8'€8 %€l 9882 6 g eleisoued
€L0L  6V'9 vy % €'6L % €6/ % 6°89 % 00 %9'/8 % €0k e Ll v efelsoued
00 200 01§ % LY. % LY. % G'28 % 10 % L'8€ % 11§ €965 1 502 g exylewosN
¥0'L  90'L g0y % €'SL % €°G/ % €'SL % 9L % 0'G2 % 9'85 8892 1S aluB\
880 /80 6’8V % 26L % 2'6L % £°0§ %9l % 1'0€ % £89 9G/1 16 oouwiep
9,0 /60 (4 % 6'9. % 6°9. % G€L %0t % 9'98 % ¥2h 125 16 unnlayiA e
Wl 9Lt 505 % 9°2L %92L % L'S9 %90k % €EY % 0'9F 509 92 V elaLep
€59l 2661 6'9Y % L°9. % L'9L % 69/ %02 % 6'29 % L'62 6€9 99 g xoleT
gLt 1571 0’8y %228 % 2’28 % 6°08 % 90 % 6°2L % G'92 002 S9 weuoy
06'L €81 9Ly % '8/ % £'8L % 6°EL % 00 % 20 % 8'66 43 LEE ueexeddney
suonny  spjoy abe 10| 8UO uey} buiyeads EEIE SI0JSOAUI  S|eNnpIAIpU| SuolNlisu| SIo}seAul |4 W SSe|o aleys
-)su|] -8snoH  uespy SS8| UMO ysiuui4 ublaioy alsswoqg paiaisibal ‘anjen
OYM SI0ISBAUI 8J1e Oym SI0}SaAul Aq paumo saleys jo uorpodold Ajereaud 19)eN
oljes aouejsig paiaisibal |enpiaipul jo uoiodoid Jo JaquinN
Aereaud

jo uoipodoid




KARHUNEN AND M. KELOHARJU

'J.

LTA 2/01

GL°0 620 8cy % 6V, % 6'vL % 9 LL % €81 % C'€L % G'8 9881 9/¢ X-01911L
cr't 60C Sy % ¥'6L % ¥'6L % 808 % 0}k % €18 % bLL 86¢2€¢ €61 ejujieyuopal]l HL
86°0 86°0 gey % 6°9L % 6°9L % 66, % €0 % €26 % S'L 19/¢ €es uadosAg
0.0 cL0 9'0¥ % 9LL % 9LL % b2l % 961 % vy % 0°9€ 628€C 98/ yereunes
80°} 96°0 (84 % V'SL % V'S % 8 LL % L6} % v'0L % 689 0608 6801 8Alj0eIBIU| BUBleS
980 L 9'6€ % ¥'8L % '8L % ¢'08 % 89 % €98 % 89 1961 00€ eyoid
26’} 8G°| L0Y % VLL % b'LL % S'18 % L'S % 8LL % 89 686} 981 U0J8pPaN
suonny  spoy abe 10| BUO UBY} Bupeads sale|\ SI0}SOAUI  S[ENPIAIPU| SUOKNIISU| SI0}SOAUl |4 W SSEJ0 8IeyS

-)su|  -8snoH  Uues SS8| UMO ysiuui4 ubialo4 onsawo(Q paisisibal ‘anjea

OUM SIO}SBAUI 918 OUM SIOJSaAU Kq paumo saieys jo uoipodold Ajorenud 19

onel adue)sig paiaysibal [enpiapul jo uoipodold JO JaquinN
Aoreaud

Jo uoruodoid

226



