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From to 1998 OO1llUll!lr busi.lleSS press reglularly 1"f'!nnl"tPlf 

were not nec:essmly 

an :taVlJUt1u:ue 1JIu.1I.o' ....... n BI 

COIIrlp8Jllies eDlcwed in the l1ul1WG1 press could have mtluen,ced the demand listed BI 

this is to test the perltOnl!l8DOO of BI and 

re1ative to 

is to exp.18In 

hypothc;:ses are develOl)ed. BI 

an 

thrl1,nnh stallcebold~:r orientation ... "".1' ......... "'" Bland 

................... that BI 

findIngs are marl~Inal 

findings are incCllDch;1Si 

The firu:lmj;S in the secorullaIy nhl~h'<IPc! are also loo)nclust 

ns.k.-a.t'Kl-re1LUm hypoth,esis reveal that BI and 

mllllrml1ll1l1v ex ante nsl(-ac:busted returns than other COIItpallUes The findIngs on 

strategic llOsilllonilng throUjd!. stllkehc)lder onellltatilOll reveal 

pertoolUels, "mess BI COnlPallUes are ..... 1 .. h'<IPlv poorer per1tbntt1ers 

fiDll1nl;S are not at a 
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on 

relative to 

ilUI'UUl[y Times Business 

......... -..... ' ...... cc)mpanic:s. For examo),e. Financial Mail 

on 

average 

BI oonlpmllles outICiertiiJrm 

BI 

to 1998 

BI CODlommes oomlO8f1eci to 

variations on are influenced, in 

00ll'War press have inCJ'e8S1ed 

the BI 

I BO denote with more than S()&10 black sbarebo.hiers. 1b.e tmn 'black' :refers to 
ruJ ........... Asim and Coloured South Africans. 
2 BI denote both BO and with at least I % black shareholders. 
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The press f!~lel"lJIIV have not on theoretical and 

BI COIDIPanile5. A 

em:pmlcal eX1lIml:natlon is necessary, to SllP]f)Ort the 

BI CODJpalUes are "'UJ.I"i'uu. perJfomlJa'S ,....l .. tt,,.. to ...... ".-..... U' ccmpllllie:s, non-BI COD1p8lnes 

or to BI 

as the 

perfbrmlmce of BI and BO CODlP8Ilies. of the salient BrgllJIll(mts are reviewed below to 

relevance to 

is a 

'one-to-one correSJPOJlldellce' 

offering them 

structnre 

BI comp8llies 

diversifiable risk structnre: 

and BI complllli.es non-

BI COD1P8.Illes. are ....., •• ..-.. ;, synonymous 

BI COD1P8lUes are new 

phenOO1<m8 on 

are are nomWly regarded 

_' ...... ' .... "" .... stems pmipec:ts on the 

2 
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note DrclSDll:cts are .......... t" ... I .. to 

BI companies 

structure as 

as current 

structures most 

some BI COD!lDalilies 

the COIrIlDUinity (tbrclugh ·!.ltnkvells' denc>mU18tiCms) . .:K;V' ...... staJj;eho'lder groups 

are structure retllectmg an ........ ,,"'<> 01lleD1tatl(m as 

to an to 

to SUSltainc:d 

perfiiJnmmce, If BI 

thus 

in 

3 
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BI compam,es pc:rtorm 

their Ieslpecll1ve sectors; 

to exalllWle 

can 

to context 

to illUmilaat:e 

is terms 

programmes DreVlO1JSlv CllS<flOV'aDtage:a groups as 

to BI comlPaniles. 

programmes DreviOlJSlv diS!idVllmta:ged groups 

EE programmes 

groups are not A1lrlC8iDS. For """""Ill .. " ... 

group 

tbenlSClv'CS econorDicaJlly At 

groUpS-JUilllamers, Jews 

it is 

as Spe(jfic deVlelopmerlts 

EE 

elsc::w1l1Cre in 

need to empower 

PDlpullati()D was 1"11V11"1~ 

Afilkallers were 
4 
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the group amongst the per was 

AfilLkm:leI'S mcreascld to more 

v.trI:ua1Jly zero ........ • __ t in 1948 to caDdalisatjon on the 

exist not up 1 

impltemented EE 

Inslpm~ riots in the 1960s. 

of v .. l .... "",... mmonty eXelrciscxl a dts]Pl'Olpool1011l8tely 

in 1969. ;Sub,seqlllent to 

U'ltr ....... " .. 1'rl an EE programme economy more retJlectlve 

programme 'new eallllOlmC 

or 

In of in COIIlPat!lies, whereas 

BUIlniDlJltras Mallsvslums owned 

Indians COIIlpo:se 

1990 the BUIlllipllltras 

per 

groups 

the 

non-

5 
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diSC:u8S100 EE programmes 

.;;"' .. JI....,.." wSI'lCMmmgea groups. 

BI oomjpani4e5. 

nature BI com_Ies is pmfomldly mtllleDOcd 

pl'Ol~lanaati(m 293 1962. 

In 

inequality is a 

persons to 

I.iUlJlUUJlJIo;;;u virttually zero pen:ent 

1923 

persons to a 

JUrlcalJlS. In 

most 

that on JSE reflect challges 

...... , ........ economy. 

AfiiC!lIl 

BEE. 

AdV1!1Ilcement of 

is not 

po]m.blr business press, 

k)UI'JatllY Times Business 

to 

Financial Times 

6 
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been COD::emed 

p. notes the gcmemDllent uses conttacts to ad'Iiranc:e 

In BMll'diIuz am4J1Dlltmg to more 

gOVl~oom&~Ul"BEEconrottiB 

50 

COJIIlJ)allUes inv,nhn'lri in BEE. 

In a 

owners 

Life Limited (Mc~tllle) 

American 

to 

as 

the r.nnlntrv 

.. nn'trnll......, of the ........ 'n .... ~ .. economy 

cnrnl'llll'1llte economy 

structure 

economic prosperity 

mernDers of the derrlocratic 

to 

7 
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d.ev1elopmetllts in BEE to radical ClUUlges in 

nun"""""h1n and structure. 

reHected on the Jorumn(:sburg 

EE exelrciSl:S In conclusion. 

groups 

review 

spec:ttic develO)IIK:nts on BI COIll1p8lDies, it is evident that similarities 

EE exClrctSI~S examplle, EE programmes 

groups nomrmlly IOllOIWOO J)OIlIIlC81 CJmllOW'emllClllt. Furtilermm"e, sutlSCCIUCllt to 

a 

is 

EE exp1etlCllCe8 dls:ad''8n1a~:d groups is 

in coD:;eptual1:smg BEE more BI COD1P8ltlles It is 

BI companies a colllQ)ebti1ve 

This 

stakebo:lder orie:nta1ion. In risk-return litCJratul~e, argum,ClIlts 

are In ~VI~1n 

theories 

anallvsed. C,hollter three outlinc:s 

instrume:ots etII1II10V100 to collect the data. 

conc~lUQes the and presents 

research. 

8 
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The the BI 

a as 

sus;ges:tecl in r.hmr1i1'Pr one, "'AA,"UJ.j,1S COOlceDlttating on nSJi::..aml-re1tmn relaltiOl1lSlnll>s 

BI companies ... ""'u ' ... 

re5llectrve sectors. AccordilUdv 

and 

retnm BI 

COIltpalllies are 

It is sonletiltnes hyJ:lOU1leSlised BI CODlpmnes are noll~n"''''''lv more 

levered 

persons not own 

to acquire mea:amngtul in In JIIt".t111111';na 

9 
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persons on 

examplle, in At'.t1111111"na a snareD:OIomg in .. 0£ .......... ' ... , COlD,orate 

....... """'1" .... newspaper as collateral 

to secure a 

it ttansactJlODS are ma:tera,tely 

BI 

on 

detrimental to success BI more narlicuilariv. 

exposure to finaDCiJllg. The exposure to levler811!e 

exposure BI 

the The 

value expenclIlcclQ 

assmne 

on BI 

BI CODlpallies are 

non-BI CODrap8ltUeS 

o~~ra,ti0l2a/lrv mature, 

are not "' ................... "')' 

are OiWWCC:U returns. Investors 

mli,cipstte mtCl'e2lSes in expeculd returns if 

returns. Hrealey note that abJlontUal returns are u ........... JUl:l>l.....u. in 

witllOut abnonnaI exposure to 

sulleric)J' returns to UUJL'-lU'U' 

exposure. 

This to 

non-BI CODrap8lrlies 

BI CODIlP81rlies as well: 

asct'llbec:l to 

10 
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In average 

on from 

an overall 

returns for 1926 to 1990 on 

review of literature on the risk-and-return 

ofBI is 

so, are argue 

years two new hvDotbeses em1ergcad 

argues 

states that an mcrewK: in nmlvidlell a dec:rease in return 

no COJrel,wc.n hl'!tw,iI!!P.I1 

COIlDD8Inies are 

etc. These 

return. 

produc:ts and/or 

are the scope this 

a 

and 

The 

that 

vice versa. 

however. 

11 
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SK-IlIDQ-:remm reIllD()DSnlP li1teralture relating to 

• return 

• one 

• on 

return no is 

• on 

a 

• across 

{;ompam1e5 w'l1etber or not 

returns wi1:hollt irJlCuning 'l"PJ~nU"lv 

campaniles to asSllD11l1l8 

the expectanon 

return reiia1lc)nsblp is 

• 

returns. Anl)tb~:r 

retmn 

1972 to 

in 

return ina 

is 

DSI'-In:le rate 

returns. He argues that 

seek 

returns 'l"P1'lIn"p' 

zero 

85 

in 56 at 

COII1P81Jies in 

a company to 

managers 

12 
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• 

• 

Attltu(1e to assuming 

Modern finance 

of exposure 

some 

averse 

presence In 

exposure Wl1t.bollt 

CUUJIlUU!;U it is not mbereJllt in astute maloogem4:nt, some COlnJ)lmlle8 

assume a nSJ"-ULlGrUl or 11'1I'htt;"""'nt v .... "' .... u ... 

not 

BOWInan 

to BoWInan 

pm1orma:nce of a company is 

This is 

more suocesisful conlpmllles in 

a company is 

to recover poor 

ofeanntm 

is an ... A ... "'IJ •• U ..... 

assume 

returns 

• between actual return and the .. "",.-n, .... 

At the n"",,1tnrp re:lanom:ntp ",*"""", ... S}rsteJmatlC risk actual return 

conditional on a nne11t", .. return the .. ' .. ~-n'"", rate of return 

Pettengill, Sundaram The actual return than 

to be a linear risk-and-return na,3U";'U., ... ",. PetteIlgill et al 

out no i.nv;est()[ .. ""'.-........ assets, such as gm'enlmeillt 

if returns on Qpeo,-.n'hpQ as than nQlc_mf>JP. rate of 

return. The chance not eannng actual returns than U:SJ~-.ul;:;ll;; rates return 

13 
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return. 

realised returns 

returns 

Pettenglill et 

In o;;;.iWlI ..... JI1111S 

year ... __ . __ 

at 

not wu ..... !'S 

years 

returns 

• Measmrementtedmnc~uegm~.u'v~ 

rate 

nSJi.-ttl;:e rates return 

bylJlOtbeSJ.S Pet1tengill et 

on 

at 

returns. 

de)lleDClenc;y measurement 

CODlp8lnes in 

1965--69 a 

........."......,., 197()"74 1975-79 

1960--64 were 

use ~tmd~~~~~ased~lw~lues .......... , ... u ....... to 

return. 

measures as betas are .............. 

while enGl-ot··OCll00 

losses 

14 
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• 

average 

square a siwlJific::aDt 

square 

same lItiWUI.III:;. DO SllUnfi<::aDt reUWOl1Sll:lD 

to 

per1fomnng ind1JStries appear to 

!!i.II."'i:wll.l.-U;tWll IQ~IUUIWiIiIP over 

find DO rWltiOltlSbilP between svs1tematic risk 

OD average 

1963 to 

the 

Fama 

1963 to 1990 on 

is a 

eXlliCCtc::d return is es1ilmatc::d. AltlltoUlidt IVJLilWI.IlQ 

capitalisatilOD amPIDes are 

...... ""'t· ...... ,".;1' risk. between 

returns 

ClUmg1e!J in returns 

proxy systematic 

is PI'(l~nl!illeDt OD is DOt 8D1:l8reot OD 

15 
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eXJ]ec1l:d retmn. It is ext1ectc:d 

are 

are not balillDCC:d 

BI 

returns 

proxy 

is not 

return are 

nSII,-alllO-I1etulm R:IaD.ommp as 

ancdD8lies inherent in 

retum 

a 

to 

BI comlpanlles 

......... ..,._ llt.cmnm, two 

zero nSllr--aoo·'retUnl 1.iU11G;IlU\W 

mcreases in 

returns. 

measurement 

zero 

movements in are not 

note 

as Barr 

is not on 

not .... ",' .. _ ... It is 

the sPeI::ific metbodolol~es 

peliiJnnJmcc of BI a 

16 
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The DSII[-aJlKl-J1etUlrn n:lations:bip not 

It is 

or are aHi:CU:d 

consumers, sUJ:lpbers 

assllllDCld a .... "' .. 1,..1" .... 

In 

correlated. 

of 

4'00 ... "' .... ' ....... or viI1:ua1Jly no ..... 1'1'1 .... 1 freedom. 

in a vacuum is praromldiy mtluenced 

StaJk.ebc)lders are 

company. 

race 

was 

was cbalractc::risc:d 

were 

of 

17 
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In 

eml:1OVlirenItent programmes are 

are increasingly mf1,Vl1'I10' away 

out 

as afIilrmaltive 

cootrol lJaaGUJlJ!!'.Wl is 

emergence a 

to 

it can 

structures 

deadlOll;k wage u;;l!;UU~WUllm 

h<*",,,,,,, ... a caI1P81lY'S m8l1Ulg~:ment WOlrkeJ,;, since workers a in success 

company 

new panlldigm iDfl'ueru::e not 

POllentl81 consumers. It can reUl~llOllS with current 

the consumer 

success compam.es ck:pmlls inaeasin~~y OIl 

me8llS, aInloog;st caIlp8111es to sua:eed 

are consumers, 

CODmwni~ at 

consumer 

prosper 
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BEE as an imt"ln11rAftt 

gm'aDma~isDOtav~ cootracts as a 

................ '''' ... to notes current gmremme:nt 

conlpa!llleS or COl1Jsortl8 

bacl~groiUl1d to BEE cootext 

to ... 2 ...... ,5"'. rell:wance to 

.... "", ..... "' .... e1e:mcmts inherent to stal!;ebo,Ider one:ntatlOn. 

to 

and 

to supc:nor perJfbmumc:e. Sltratc:glc Dl8I!I8g4ement Iilteralture coocurs on 

StaJj~ehOllder orientaltion in creating COn1lpebtlve advlmta:1re (L:IaJ'l(:son, 

Stalreholder onenta11l0n in ruAlA ..... "'. context 

as out 

"' ..... Nlll, .... oom]paIllies wblethc;:r or DOt 

a 

are BI or 

to 

it 

stallcel1'oJdier QI'ie:nltati()Il warrant attennoD., ... rm",ll..,. 1",\...,.,,,...,.1h· 
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• 
is 

BI 

eml!>oor:led in 

consumer 

to company 

consumer 

" ... -tft.'mn,lr to customers diss:eminau:d on a 

De;P8lDde et al 

mVOW~Jle consumer ori,mtati(m 

to presence 

He notes 

topertOrm 

on company 

dissemil!l8te consistent 
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• 

inv'e!rtJrlnL consumer 

trust 

dooreases cost 

structure 

BI companies includes 

on 

BI CODtp8I10es, it 

1D1c:'h3rlyilng company 

It 

it po~iS10Ie 

to at a red:ucc:d cost per is a lonS(-tc:rm cwltorner-suppllier 

not to 

a company a 

one a 

Snl'CIAI,n""nf to IIUIIU,",CU elnD4:>wc:rment in 

SA COIJi1orations ,.....,.,,_ 

on ProllcctS 

m~~~~~ ammnmtities. 

to an increase in 

Acc:onlling to 

more to 

nWllDer of 

boollD1e more reJC:vaIrlt to 

to 

of Coomnumty Asset 

21 



Univ
ers

ity
 of

  C
ap

e Tow
n

• 

over p. 

argues 

to 

team procluctill>n 

to 

costs. agency 

notes ......... "'lIAu .... are ....... n" .... 'OIU ... to opJ)ortunilstiC COIIlJ)mlies. Up]porItumsbC 

conlpaJllIes are pursue seU::'inlterest at cost He notes 

CODllpalnies over 

on 

COllllJ)81nies nea:ssitates an anaIV!DS 

In perfbr:Dl8lllce in a 

conswners, 

a 

note that 

linear reJl3~bOlnsnlP is COJIII'l1t1l001ll on the external bUSmelSS environment. External st:nllteglc 

as COllllpetithre ............. " account 

of stak.:hollder onc:ntal1on on perfolInance is assc:ssed. 
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to 

a 

to diffi:rent perJfomlUUll::e means. 

note the .. .IU ........ blWIeSS emriromIltent is a 

BI compames ccgmsance 

whether or not are 

In conCeptuallSllIlg stakebolder orie:ntaltion on BI compames 

• 

taken crItiCISm rc:latimt to 

argues that 

not to 

are 

11lIlIlagcm1em's fimmcial power. He notes 

to 

of the proOUCts or ~vi(,.J!'!lII to 

sUligest that sbanmol~1er 

is 

treatment If 

DlaDa!!:emem to 

not stak:ebo.lder one:nta1tlon. 

c.:relibilll'l is not 

Qnlenllllticm increases 

process 

COIIi1peJ1lS8110n to labour 

consumers. CO]pelllllKl et al 

to mCl~~ m mw~lru~~ 
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Preston 

to nM'f.....,m ... ~..... inCre8l!leS. Horwever. 

note converse is noll-e,dstlent. 

not 

stalkehlOldlers is more 1111'U""ft'Ant 

notes that it des:1:rOIors slwe:bolde:r 

than creates it. However. 

when is barlmOll}' between ""'"""'''' stalrebc)lders 

asa 

perfOl11naD,ce of a company. 

to Dl.8Jumise 

'there is 

Ac<::orCillng to 

on own 

He notes 

serve to enIll8ll(:e 

any oompany 

not argue 

at oost 

create a 

environment with a means to ...... Ul' .. "'" SbareblOiOer 

OIl BI 

with 

is 
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li~.Htllftons~k~.oldnolrinlm.ion 

UDDll'OVIed stllkellolder OIlenJtatulIl creates 

is in 

In even 

sbalJ"ebolder OIlenJtatUlIl note barlmOllY Dc:tween stakeliloidier groups It is 

BI and BO coor!p81nies in --_ .... _ ..• _- r ..... nv .. to non-BI and 

popular busliness press \ ..... "" .. lIVj CODlPllIrUes outperfoom non-

as tests 

COD1J)8.lneS to nOliI-Dl8CK COfiIp8lllles. 

It and 

In liteJrature on nSi:-8I1Cl-feltum rela.tiOlilShi]P8 sW;eoo,lder onc:ntalt1.on was 

f'eVletllred.. The :revJlewcXI liteJrature ts ....... IiaGll .. y Sllgglesl;s COOlQ)8lnies wb~~ or not are 

in presence 

or 

more 

As poollted out earlier COD1P81nies are new phc::nOlmelJll on 
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CODlpaJlies more 

It 

structure 

on 

CODlpalllies are 

some CODlpaJnes are 

D011I-Dl:IlCK COD1P81llies as 

In summary, on revie\\rma 

BEE 

to create a iaVlJUt1lble staJj~ebollder envirolunent 

structures 

it was llllliOiUUIUUlliOiU 

..... , ......... as as 

compam,es to POSl,tlon tlletnsellves sUlllregU:aDY 

a 

.......... un;; Jitelrature it is expecU:d 

are to more 

",m.nhoor ",~ .. 'In..... a metbcld 
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spel~nc:ally tooJSes on 

C!tn:l~tnl.-t as ~U.ulUWill. 

are outbned. 

better 

CODlpalllles ..... '>In'''''' to llOIl-IltllCk COJI!p8l1Iles. 

is presented. 

Jlmltabons are pre.!len1liXl 

is to test 

reslDec1live sectors. 

is to test wbetllil::r 

ACC::orc:1U1I~Y, it is 

are 

sources 

COOI1p8ltlies penorm better than non-black coutpmues md their respecti:ve can be 
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tests 

........ ,u.;:" on ex rawretum ex 

lKUursted return to historiical returns. 

1 : returns 4 
1 : not 

as ex returns 

raw A to 

alternate states 

as ex 

returns. 

Hi 1: returns > returns 

test 

on ex ante rates returns 

staJk:eholdJer orientation. Ex ante returns to returns. 

3 Raw returns are defined as the returns before COIlSiderillg the effect of risk. 
28 



Univ
ers

ity
 of

  C
ap

e Tow
n

Ex ante nSJ{-8(llW!lted returns Ex ante nsJc-8(lnJ5ited 

hYiJothesis 2a: IlYP10the81S states Dot 

resJpeolive sectors on an ex ante 

A re:1e.::tIon 

to alternate ~rpot:beslS states 

ex ante nsJc-ec:llus:to:l returns COD1p8l0es are Slglom::a.mIy 

Ex ante nsJe-ac:Uusted returns CQIltl:pames) > Ex ante nSlc-ec:busted returns 

Ho } 

This states 

cannot on 

as return on 

to an 

states can 

on as 

Hi CODlIPlUllies) > StnlteglC J)40SlbOlDllg .......... -"' .......... CODl1.p8ll1les) 
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on ex ex ante returns 

returns 

returns are on raw returns risk:-a4Jlustcxl returns. 

returns 

.. 1111·.".,-,' ..... 3.1 & ......... '.". ... 

on raw returns. 

- 1] '" 100 

3.2 & ........... ''''' .... 

:::::: + 

execute equl8Uc,n 3.1, must 

p. is to estilnate 

'" 112 

is to test wbethc;,: BI companies 

FeslllCC1ti ve sectors 

1) 

return on company i at 

estimated. "'· .. .."ah'''''' 3.3 

t. 

colnplmy i or sector i in t. 

conlP8llY i or sector i t. 

conlpalty i or sector i in month t. 

is 

& 
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MClllmIy gli:OUletrJlC averages cornp2mu~ over 

3.4 

l.ie<>metnc average on company i. 

n 

n Thenunlber 

returns. 

nl'u!P.n.1lIIn.mll>! on company i. 

J(ll~K..,aai'us,rea returns 

an 1D8ICCUlrate Raw returns 

not OOIllSlder As!~smgon mw returns 

SUllerilJr assesSUlent .... "~n-.T .. to 

a COD1P81IlY'S it 

a 

equation., a CODlpany SUllleIlCJr raw returns weru)r nSk.,attllllStc:d returns. In 

IoOiUli,OWilUlllg ex 

total nS1<:-aQlustet1 

index was de'1o'el(med 

a company or 

mVIII1I'I17 the dift'erelnce 

the average nSl,-:ttc::e rate 

a COIIDPlimy'S average raw returns 

a CODlp~( s beta estiJlnate. 

The ... ----.• - is "''I'"'''''''' 3.5 

on company i or sector i. 

raw geCJlmelric mean return on CODlpany i or sector i. 

Rf geCJmetric mean return CJIl the asset. 

Beta estimate CJIl company i or sector i. 
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company or a 

company or 

average raw retmns 

rate a comp~(s stlmdard O::VUIIlOD estiIlDate. 

as 

Ex is ~1.I11l1U.\1U 3.6 p. 

Si ::: 

Si on company i or sector i. 

Ri raw gecllmebic mean return 00 company i or sector i. 

Uec:mlc:tric mean retwn 00 DSlc-mee asset .. 

on company i or sector i. 

in to a company or sector 

uses to divers:iJ:iable or UD.S!yStemmc 

nSlk-a.aJllstt~ retums 

aiternallive relevance 
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argues 

is relCMlIIt. 

return. 

BmIIlSUXl pem:,nnanc:e. Ex ante nSl'-8CllwrtOO returns 

feS1Pec1t1ve sectors. If 

to OOIH1II8Ck COOllP8l11es I'eSlPeclI1ve sectors. 

As is case is to 

are 

• are 

amount 

• is at a 

on short sales. 

• have 

• assets are 

• costs and taxes 

• or group investors am 

assets are to 

return 

rate 

a amount 

non­

COOll)8:llles are 

no 

means own 
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In nrn,r:ti(~ most are ................. " ........ 

cost cost case 

traJllSacition costs taxes 

as 

is an ex ante 

it is imlP<>Ssible 

a DOIl-staU(maJry n,mhlPm non-

to dttIi:reIlces in estimatJes at diffim'ellt calc:uJaltion penoos. 

out non·-statiOIUlIJ'y pIoblem dtsa.tlll1earS in port:foli()S. 

as 

as an lDcil1C8itor expc:cted return. is SU['Jcclea to a 

"' ......... "' .... an altcmllltnre was estJiibbshed. 

as an aitemative to the Ross 

first devl~lonled APT measures returns as 

a timc1lcm influence factor has on a COIIlpaIlY' share return is 

values. brnNmrer. notes in 

it dltltiC1lllt to APT 

accuracy. The APT t ..... l'IO'f"n .... remaiJIlS in .......... ~ ..... 
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is stn)nglly ........ " ........ .., no ,...., ............ et 

is an ex ante hmvevler no ex ante is ,,,,',, .. ,,,,,,,,,u •. 

note as an ex ante 

is 

are not n1"f:vallent on 

is 8D1iJI'ODri,ate 

adJ11JStC::d returns on 

bqlUW()Il 3.7 

Ks 

fr 

Ex ante nsl(-ac:l1mltC::d rate ofreturn 

ExpectC::d return on 

1IIl!1<_1TI!''P rate of return 

attac:hed to 

is 

assessing ex ante 

company 
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rate 

a ...... 17_ ....... asset is one another asset 

zero " ....... n .. '" returns 

are re8lKmllbly 

In to use 

on to 

are 

ns)c·mee rate. 

Beta 

notes in 

uses 

CODlpa1lJies Co):1el8l1d et 

indlustrJiaJ index data. Bradfield 

with the anlllrMl~h 

use 

rate as a proxy 

infCnD8ltiOO assocuu:ea with 

IJW .. lll:l<.....u beta estiJDIHes is COJjlSisllent 
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return 

return. 

concentrates on 

.. "".-.......... rate return. was dis,cussed on page 36 

return.. 

• ...... , ....... return. 

return equates 

Firer 

use the is 

notes 

In 

rates 

rates 

or 

the 

return. 

proxy 

proxy, a is normally 

I 

use 

returns financial and 

use F 

mVloendS in case 

average 

to in 

ex ante 

ex ante 

I as a proxy 
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Choice n7 ' ......... n~.'" 

Arithmetic or Cie,omelrifc 

return a 

or averages. Ari1thmetic averages average return 

returns since it assumes 

average return as 

gecmettic averages use ..... e" ......... 1!ro 

is 

anthmlet1c l'I"""Nea,~ are 

if rates of return were R200 

returns are mdepfmcmt. 

it is not 8Pll)ro.,nate 

SlnllUe-,oerlOQ rates return. 

RIOO in years 1,2 3 I'esJlleCtively, 

in -50% in average 

entire The gecmettic average, novvevI::r. 

out averages are 

gfXlmet.nc averages. In 

gfXlmelnC averages are 

anthmetlc average. Arithmletic averages are 

cause m!l:rnrnl1lll'lC! 

measurement 

a 

\,.,UJIJlWUIlUU et al gecmetnc average. 

The Association 

average vYJ.uw.lS-" ....... 

In ca1C1ll1atl:ng 

Investment M8Mi~lent 

...... -,u, ...... rate. is COlllSlsltent 

Research 

uses geomettic averages. 

Acc;:eullaru::e rate is as a proxy 

38 



Univ
ers

ity
 of

  C
ap

e Tow
n

to to over to 

returns. is ona 30 

1978 to 30 averages 

rates returns is is 

to ensure accuracy, it asa 

a is 

In evaluatiJ1g penOlmlUlCe of COlIlpalllies, two were coD:!I1aerea. 

next met:bodlOlOlitY al»Pllcld to evaluate nS1>:...ancl-re1tum relationsbillls. 

met:bodlOlOlitY 81.pllcld to evalluate strategic po5lUOInDg mrougn stalc:eholder 

In 

is 

$IInrnntwi $lite measure 

notes 

COIll1p8rablle value at 

value at COIll1J)arabJle costs to collnpeuton 

\..,UlPCUWU et al note 

in 

return on investcld 

as an 

tenns 

to 

to proc1uce products 

It is a cost 

cost leadlersbip creates COD1lpeti.tive advantllges 

staI!l:ebloldler olrietllmtion, increases labour productivity and decreases costs. 
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to a CODlpalllY'S to Peltcmm ......... ,a ... "" rnlHA ........ tllv or to ))eIl00m 

diffi:rent ways It is BSSlIJm(:d 

nOil-DI8CK oor~lme:s, is 

snarenlolomg in 

CODSIIDIler persons. In 

more rPJr!E'nt.vp 

.... 1 .. ,.0., .. to nOIl-DI8CK oonlpalues It 

consmners 

In measuntlg operating pcmormance is IIPIJ.IlOIl. It measures orS:amWIOOal 

as return on assets also mellSUIe 

structure 

in 

The 

net ratios are 

since it is amenable to out 

etal Asunmuuy is in 3.8. 
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in 3.1 3.2 

inclludc:d in 

as excess 

non,-ope:raWlg m.veslmerlts are exClll1ded 

I Jnvc:sted ...,....,.""" 

numerator in 

xxx 

expenses 

expense 

taxes xxx 

Taxes on EBIT xxx 

in taxes xxx 

m 
Tueson EBIT 

taxes xxx 

Tax xxx 

Less: Taxon 

Less: Taxon 

TuesonEBIT m 

Income xxx 

Increase in taxes xxx 

amortization xxx 

net xxx 

Add: Interest expense after tax ~ 

to xxx 

Less: tax 

Less: tax 

m 
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In 

since aal.Oelmc re5lean::b on the ..................... n,..'" and BI COIl1])81rnes is scarce. The 

COIllP81nies (eXJperimClIltal ................ , is 

s8IIllplc:s of non-BO COI1npIlIDlC:S, non-BI con1])81rnes and their respec:ti 

S8IIIlples reflect the benclmll8fk. 

sectors. The control 
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A schedule BI oompam.es on was obtmncxl Finance Week 

SCDOOUlLe was cross-l:eterenlced 

COlin1J'mlE~s are aeJlne'Q as co"n",m;E~s 

!.n£lreltol,rzer groups, that 

more than 50% cOlnmlfli.~s are del'ine'd 

thel"etore l1l!CIUaeS BO con'1panie~v). 

toHClWIllg 21 conqwues: 

1. 

2. Life Assrura:nce .................. 

3. AMB Limited 

cOlnp'miE~s with 

at least 1% 

4. 

5. 

6. 

7. 

8. 

9. 

prevo KilJimanj8lro mvestment .............. .... 

10. Jol1nm,es hKlwstriai r" ............... h 

11. Kunene 

12. Ma1t1loDlo 

13. Me1tropOlttlm 

14. MOilope 

15. New 

16. NOltllelm .tj8Kenes .... JUJ ........... (II..Inrll-t.lllke '\ 

17. 
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18. 

19. EmIDOWIreInlent Fund Investments ......... , ......... (,t;nlD01I1ler) 

17. Perskor belc~ggings .l.AlWu ...... (Per!ll1cnr Delc:ggllngS) 

18. Per:Sk01:grOep ........... ,,"'-1 (Flersl~or,p'Oep) 

19. 

20. Premier 

21. 

44 



Univ
ers

ity
 of

  C
ap

e Tow
n

24. Investments .... ..., ........... 

25. 

26. Times 

assure accuracy 

to excllude CODlpalllles are outlmed below: 

It be is 

to mmmmt it appears are Dot as 

use 

'-IInl ......... OO!ll1]parnes are exCilUdl~ for two re8S00s. is cm:lcerned the 

COIIi1p8lmes rel8ltlve to 

mC:lUSlOD will cause 

a bol4:1ing oompany not 

be to mCrealile 

to 

tax treatments 

DnCnDlpl ... J"' ....... ~, ... if 

OJ)Cmllm~ oompany, it may 

as 
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to dim~ bUSl.DeSS enviiromlJ1enlls . 

tax .. .n •• nh.., to .. .n.1nh.., ur ........... 

A company is not an OJ)€:ratJIOOal company. Its l'&&~'J concern is to 

companj.es are exclluded 

The sector on no 

CODtlP81risons are pmlS1Dle sector. 

Beta estilmatles 

not cw(;ware estiJmatles for CODlP81lDes 30 

Share data 

Cmnpaillies with inslJ.ftic:ient data are exclluded In an attenmt 

to inClremle A 

In 

is one-year 
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All ex:Clli1ded BI 

in appendices Al - A4. 

imlJlOSiJlg the exCJlUSlc:m w ....... ,.., 

are 8 9 

in 

treated with ........... .."... 

3.1 

1. 

2. 

3. 

4. Fortune 

5. 

6. 

7. 

8. 

9. 

BI OOIltl.Palnies were 9 and 15 

BI 

1. 

2. 

3. 

4. Fortune 

5. 

6. 

7. 

8. 

9. 

10. 

11. 

14. Mm:honlo 

15. 

OOIltl.pames are 
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and sector to 

BI were 

on is 

on as I-Net 

is 

as at any 

a as at 30 1998 

was the I-Net 

It was WlltlCllllt to a company met 

same sector A 

example is 

same sector 

... ..., .............. in 

• 

rates and the 

handle 

asa 

BI COJD]panlle8, sectors 

sanilplcld .............. "., are in appeIKlJlce8 AS -

the .I.UUlUWUJK sources: 

indlilStri,ai index 

..... v' ....... rate have been obtaincld from I-Net. This database is easy to 
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• Bureau IIlm1l11.iUU AnlllVS1S attbe 

statements were 

ensure uniJtbmrity, 1VlC'UR:gur:snr ................... cu statements 

• 
Beta statKial:d I.Il .. VI,IIIUI..IIU elrtiDll8tc::s were obtlllDC:d source. 

is sources to ensure accuracy. event 

most :trel~uent nlh-.nmhrn,..: are 

on certain assumpucJIIS is to con1:extllLal ltltnlU!lbOlIS. 

on to 

• is a 

• MeaslllreS adclpte:d to assess perJfomll8n~ce of 

to DOrl-black (nOlIl-iS'U a 

tneaS1lIreS adcl])tcid 

nfClDEnv assess to 

resnec:tn'e ~tors. 
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III are UlUiV0108DIV 

III not 

years, 

III fimlDCial ........ I""tc> glOiD81llY were in 

COIrqHmiC:S were _1 •• ti .. , ... I" worse 

be 

ex CODlp8lUC:S relative to nOII-I)111C1( CODlp81rnc:s 

and sectors over a 

nP.ll'1n11Cl are Nn,.,emher 1998. The ex ante 

risk:-aQljustlOO returns are evalluatAoo 30 No"remlllel' 

Assc:ssments 

III 

tOanailyse 
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30 U-test 

nOllI-PlllI'8lllletIlC staUSlllCIU '::;UUlI ViIlIJ";:;IIL to t-test Olln(t:pelldelllt SIII.1IlPICS) is apt:llOJ;nl.81te. 

... ...,."'11 • ..., the methodoJogJlcal ensiUUllg CltnpltnCiIll ... """"', ... " it is now _~'~'''''A 

to pn;~serlt, 

literature on 

Oril:mtllltiCID in ... h"" ... t_ 

... h ..... ?...t the I'eSlean~h D.nmngs within 
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COlnp~mu:s to nOII-I)l;acK 1D01D-DU 

is set out as toillow's . statlStl,cs is outlined. Th_,_a,_ findlngs 
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As '~n '" table 4 I "s weD ~s figllfe, 4 I, 4,2 and 4,3 0.. 'ample< of blacl (black-owned 

and black-mfluenarl) companies perfOrmed better lhan lhoir cootrol samplcs and sect""". 

Fl'OOlthe p_values in mble 4.1 It IS "Warent that the findings"", "mall and nO! signifiCllllt, 

h",,'eYer. 

Other factcr. thaI influence the findings arc the spread, "ithin ,amples. <lock market ens's, 

insUJllIlCe .. Cleo- block romp",,;e, and the perfurmance measuremcnt tcc/miquc ~pplicd, 

Spreads between tl-oo monthly mediMl rctnm.o; of smuple, of black compame, gellCll1lIy appear 

to be wwter than that of samJi ... of ilioir tlOIl-black control compames MId ,ectors. This i, 

c-..id<."J\t from tile boxplol' '" appendices EI - G4. Since the number of ObSeJVatiOO5 iu 

corresponding samples are ... milar_ it "uggest"iliat the,."turns in samples of black comparue! 

arc tnOn: volatile and consequently mOJe nsky than ,ample, of uro-black compani .. and 

sectors. 

Besides the spreads "ithin samples. tile find1ngs arc also influ;;nccd by tl-oo returns of 

Insurance =101 black companie •. During all <"",pled periods onl}' iJ'lSurancc SOCI(Y block 

rompan,es CO<lsiSICnlly outperformed thClr control comp",,;es and scctor!, This is .~n In 

appcndicc! Bl - Ell 

Ham, (J 996) 5llgge<IS thaI C(llllpan,es with blacl <hareholders or tb""" as,ocia(cd "ith black­

controlled companie, ,houId M'''' an edge In the black in,uran.;;c mnrkel. Flll1hennore, 

BasSO<! (1996) suggests that black insurance companies would ha"" belle.- aooc!S to certain 

mel", markels thai! other c(llllpanie •. Market pamciplllllS OIl the JSE, therefore, could ha\'e 

~,"",,;atcd the po4.C1!tial growth within 11-00 inSIQn;;c market Wltb black iJ'lSurancc rompamcs 

Thi' sugll",non could explrun their gO<Xl performao;:;e within the insur:rnce market. 
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It sbwld also be noted !hal although black COOIjI1IIIie:o; generally pcrlonned better t!mn their 

ncr>-black cor(T{:~ eomparnes and S<:C10f'll owr Ute three-year period (30 November 199~ .. 30 

November 1'J98) their perfO<Illlll1ce within specifie periods. differed From reviewing table 

4.1, it appe:us that the O\'ernIl pert'O<IIlIInCe cf black e<mponi", i, botter in the periods that 

cx.dudcd !he cfTCCI of !he g!,*,al stock IIWkel criois (i.e. June 1998 - Nov 199R) 

FurtlIcrmorc, in !he onc-ycar ,ampled period (balr of Ihos period is a/TCC(ed by !he l:lobal 

stock market cIi",,) bl.ck COOIjImues generatiy pert'onned worse thao oon-b!ack cooq>Mies 

aud ""ctors. The poor perf'orIuanc< cf blacl componi., during =rain periods cooId be 

a=>Clatcd "ith the glob.! sto<;k m,o-xC( cri,is, As nOled 00 page ~o of (his di,=tatiO£l, thIS 

SUUcstiO£1 is CCOl""lelIt "ilk the findings of &g.! & Brown (l '>')8, pA) and !>fitme.-, 1998, 

p,13), 

Another foe(or (0 be cons.idcred is the bIases thaL resul( fran the performance measurement 

technique applied The findings on all c!-..>sen performance measurement Icclulique:o; (i.e. raw 

returns_ Treynor ind:x and Sharpe .-aIio) ore similar 0\'''- most """Plod periods. Howe"..-, 

over 'ome sampled periods. findings 011 the SIwpc ratio diJkred fiO£ll thai OIl mw returm and 

the TtC)ncr index, Black COOlparnos performed better thon thoir coolrol rompaDIOS ami 

sector!; in all periods excepl Ute one-year period based on both ra" returns and !he Treynor 

index, In cooIra'l findings 00 the Sharpe.-alia "".-ea1 that blnck'<"\1Icd companies pcrfortt'lCd 

better than noo-black O\\1Ied COOIjIanies and their =pecti~e ,,,,lOrs in all sampled pcnods. 

Sharpe rallo based findings al"" rc\~cd th:;j black-influenced eompanic. p..-furmed bet(..­

!han lheir CCOl(roi companies in all sampled periods ond performed worse than dlcir respective 

SCClCO'S o'er the 30-month period., only. 

Since the dfect 00 ri,k i, cmsid."ed in !he Sharpe mtio aud nOi in m" returns, diffCtCt1cc' in 

findings could be ascribed 10 risk. Comrn,ting findings b"'",= u.. Sharpe ratio and TtC)nCO' 

index cou1d be ottribtJled 10 the indusirn cf both systematic and Iill!iy'tematic nsl in IlIc 

Shmpe ratio and ooly systomatic risk iu the Trey,,{]' index, Since blad comp:mies pert'ormed 

~ 
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I>otter tIwl OO/I-black C<lIlpMle1S using the Sharpe ratio. i( ~-culd be suggested (ha( !aruplcd 

bl""k co~:mies hm" less firm-specific or unsystematic risk and IJlCfC !yS(Cruatic risk thall 

"""pled noo·blacl ~'Oftlpan1CS .ro ,ecton;. TIle '''''por1'li "eJteI" of bh:k comp:mies to general 

change, in (he marke( , lx"dd thus be grcalCr (han non_black oompauie, Thi, is "'fleeted in 

(heir poo< pmorrna= during (he global slOCk marte( crisis (Segal &. Browll. 1998, pA: 

MitlIler,1998.p.13). 

Summary 

Findillgs on fX prJ.<! return. (i,e ran relurn,. Treynor ino±x &. Sharpe raho) re>Cal !hal black 

compmrie, performed sliihl/Y better than theu cootrol componie. :rnd ,ecto,", Tho"" findillg', 

however. are JIO{ siguificant at a 95% cmfide= level, 11ley are also iufluenced b}' spreads 

within samples, the indru;i"" of in,ur:rnce ,ector bbck componies. stock market cri,i . and the 

p..-fcnnanco measurement (cclmiquc applied. Hence. lit" , (ud~ cannnl find crmc/u.liVl' 

evidrnce for the contenti"" tMt bl""k companies arc superi .. perfo"",,," (0 non-black 

companies. However, they do appear to ,uggest mal the overall pcITOTIllllt= of black 

compmue, is marginalb' berrer thall their non-bl""k c",,!ToI compmue.-; and ,;eelo .. , 

11>:: following ~eenOll< disCU!l< the sugge<ted mnrgmru superior peITormana: of black 

~'OftlpanlCS ,n ll>; C(:f'IlCx( of ex ante returns and <trn(eg1c positiomng t:hroogh ,takeholder 

ocientauOIl 



Univ
ers

ity
 of

  C
ap

e Tow
n

J::x (intI! returns (eAI'M) 

Table '\, 2 (\lomhlr mdiM CAPM <slimal<s foc samples of BI & BO '?~'~".<cl"'" '" 
noo-I1L [lOlI-110 W<11P""'C-'; a[Mi I _ ( I ')')~~"~"~"!'§;~'~~~~ 

, 
• " " 

" 
, 

M unthly C AP~ <ot i ", " « for BI & BO co", p,n i e . to 
"un_HI, "on_HO en," p . n;« o nd th e ir >e cto r> o t 31 M'1 
1 ~~8 o nJ 3 0 No', . ,ro e r1008 

'"' 

'" 
," Co m p . ni . ~ 

.'0 ~ 

P .. ', J 



Univ
ers

ity
 of

  C
ap

e Tow
n

AS al lhe 30" of November 1998 53Illple, of black compnme, produced lower e"poct. d 

retW1l' rcinli", 10 llldr "On(ml ,ampl", mid respectiv. sectu<s, However, n. 01 tloo 31 May 

199~ sample. of black companie, produced Iullher expected relum, lhan llIdr contn)/ ,ample, 

buI lower cxpcclCd return, than .ampie, aftheir re,pectiv. >OC1(lJl;, n."", findings:rrc shown 

in tab!. 4.2 rnxI figure 4.4. De:toiled finding' are shown in the tables Ul appendices C I - C4 

.rn W"PhicaUy in appendi= HI and H2. Non:. of the finding, are ,ignificmt .t a 95% 

coofidef'ICe bel, Bn'lCd 00 the,e finding', the hypothesi. that expected risk-adjLlsted retur", 

. xpl.m tho perfunnaoce of black COOlp;lllios camtot he accepted, 

Contrruy to tho predictiCfl' ct: this sllldy. the linear e;r ,,~Ie risk-and-rclurn rcla~ion,;hip docs 

nO!. e,plain the higher marg1Ilal er POSI rc!Urns of block cOOlponie, ",Iat"" to their cc.urol 

comprurie •• Ild respective =10,,;, In fact. l>/ncl companicg generally produucd relatively 

lower cxpcclCd return" The t\Oll-liJ>O:rr or negnuve risk-and-retum rel.oonship could he based 

on botter m"naeem. nl (R<n'iTl1~TI, 19~{); I 9g2; Q,ian &. BaOCffichmidt, 1991), prospccr thc"'Y 

(Bowman, 1982) .",1 the time perlOd COllCCl1li:d (Fi!PObaum & Tt.)ma', 1986: Marsh & 

SW1lIISOf1,1984), 

Herter managemem 

Bown\llJl (I '.I~{): 19~2} & 0, ian & Bnucrschmjd( (199 I) r>:)le that in the presence of bener 

managemcnt, SOOIe companies could pcrlbrm beuer than other companic" BInd companies 

could hn"c 00::n bener managed thllll ]lOIl-black COlJlpanies, thus explainmg their lIIM¥inal 

snperior a pvsl pertOrm.llce, 
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Prospeci rlreory 

Bo"ltllln (1982) note, lhal ~;n cru:tpanie, could assume moro risk;~ !he prospeci of 

groa(er relurns, TI"",o"c" if grealo, relurn. arc no( reallsod a ,-,:H\_li'''''T risk-and-nolum 

rciallOnsmp resullS, 1l1c faw",rablc pul>ii"ity In tb" VO[>lllac bu",;ao:;" pre .. abool bl",k 

companies c",,!d hav" ro:;s~ltcd m nsk-laki~B bcha\iour by J1(J!1-black companIe" In the 

absence of !')'C.'ltr:r rOlun",. a non-Ii""" nsk.and-relurn relanonslup could haw resulled 

Time period concIi'mli'd 

Fige.ubaUfll & TIlOOIas (In6) and Mar,h &: Swan!iOll (1984) poilll out thai oon-hncar nsk­

and-retlLtn rel ationships co~ld OCcur from time lO time, This is a tcrnVOJal)' aTlOmal" 

however. During tho o;tud~ pcnod blrl eompani"" rccei"cd a lot of attention from lho 

popular bu"';:"""" pre,", The attentJ.OIl black C(Jnlp.nies =ved could ~ave tnmsbted irno 

higher share pri ce, OJ] the JSE. Thi , suggesllO/l is COJlSJStern ",m the findings of Vi,ocr &: 

NIl. ck--Graves (1982) who note that share price ,miatiOll' 00 the JSE are, in part, infiao!IC.d 

bl' pubbshed report. 

Fxpecled rate (~f return and valuation 

TIle expected rate af rerum or cost of equity capital based on the CAPM is COIlUnonl~ u.,ed as 

disoounti~~ (""Iors in the discounted ca,h lIow (OCr) valuation model. According to tbe 

ocr ,'aluation th~ value of a compan, " boscd On the present val", of futuro:; cash ftows, 

Lower eo,t af equity capital . slimate, produce, high<oc company "due., if rut othe, things 

temaln eon>lallt (B,..,,]cy &: Myers_ 1996), Ba""d on tloo OCF ,1lIuauOJ] nlOdd> the o,'orall 

Iow~T '"'Pccled ral~' of returns of bl""k compani~s rdaU.~ 1O t!.:.;r c'OnjJ"oI comp"';c, and 

re.pective sector, could explain the performan;:;e of black compruue, 
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explained lhrough ex ante ,i,1-1Ill<.i-rClWll rdalinrnltip' and.',.- Llunugh strawgic pnsili",ung 

Strate~ic l}Ositionin~ through stakeholder orientatinn (ROIC) 

I'abk J,3 (\kLli.TI ROle ~slim""" rC<" fll &0 flO cO"'pal1l~' rd,. i,e lO n",,-UI & rKJn-OO 
compame, u"'ng np<:raUl1g ""'~"c<1 capital al [ho l)Cg,nniLlg r>f 1M financial -"cnr 1997/8. 
dllring!he fill"n";,,] J'e.,- !'i97/X "nLl ,oj the bcgi~l1il1g or tho 1i~"Tl'."al yoaT ]'J)7/X plm; 
inlangihk'J 
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Figure 4,5 
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The allalY5i, of S1IatCgic posiliooing" b""cd OIl ROle LL'ling operating lllV.sted cnpilnl at the 

b.ginning of .,ear, average operating im-cstcd capilal during (he year and "P"'aling im-esi.d 

ClIPltai at the bcglllrring of th. }car pi"" intangible. As sllmm in SIIIllIlliUY I.ble 4.3 and 

figure 4" Ibe ""rnple of fll coo1panics performed "mi. than ii' control sample, ,,'herea, It.. 

,ample of BO romp""ics pcrfmncd betler !han it' COIllral """'pl. From the p-values In table 

4.3 JI i< .,idem that !:II. findlllgs are no! sigafK:aut allhc ')~% coofidcncc lew] M"" In_ 

depth finding' 00 perfunnan<:e of sampled black compol1i"" are sho"" III append;",. D! - D6 

Degree o/black influence and pc~torm(}nce 

As lllu,trau.d in appendices DI - [)(j some flO ccmpanics and/or comparue, with ,ltOIlg 

deW •• ' of black influence, produced reiatiyeiy bencr H (HiS' (ra" return, ond ri<k_adju."cd) 

rcMm 1lIld retu.ms on inve,ted capilal (ROle) rclnti"C [0 lileJr comro1 companies. These 

oompauics indudc African I.lfe >md Oceana Fishing 
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As a black-owned insurance company, African Life is well positioned within the black 

consumer market. For example, African Life and the National Stokvcls Association of South 

Africa (NASASA) started a joint venture to develop ftmeral schemes for predominantly black 

consumers (Counihan, 1995, p. 39). 'I'he joint venture is important for amsumer oriwtati.on, 

since NASASA has a strong membership base in the black community. The superior 

performance of African Life relative to its cc:mtrol company and sector could tIms be 

associated with superior consumer mmket orientation. 

Oceana Fishing's strength. on the other hand, could be associated with its shareholding 

structure. Its sbareholding structure includes the :fishing community, community leaders, 

members from the emergent black business community of Western Cape, the Food and Allied 

Workers' Union and the West Coast Pdagic Fishermen's Union (Smith, 1995, p. 92). Oceana 

Fishing's shareholding structure is representative of their consumer market, labour market 

and the community. The relative superior performance of these two companies, based on ex 

post returns and ROIC, could tIms be associated with better strategic positioning through 

stakeholder orientation rdative to their control companies. 

Differences in financial-ends 

Findings could have been influenced by differences in financial year-ends between black 

companies and their respective control companies. 'I'he :financial year-ends of three (Le. FBC, 

Matbamo & Yabeng) of the sdected nine BO companies and six (Comparex, FBC, Maaned, 

Matbamo, Siltek & Yabeng) of the chosen :fifteen BI companies deviated by more than 3 

months from their control companies. 'I'he differences in year-ends between some black 

companies and their control companies, is a limitation to this evaluation. 
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In summary, the findings generally reveal that the alleged superior performance of black 

companies relative to their control companies could not be attributed to superior strategic 

positioning through stakeholder orientation. However, individual BO companies and 

companies with strong degrees of black influence performed relatively better than their 

control companies. Interestingly, these companies also have strong degrees of perceived 

stakeholder orientation. It could be suggested that black companies with strong degrees of 

perceived stakeholder orientation should perform better tban comparable companies. 

Summary 

This chapter analysed and discussed findings on ex post (raw and risk-adjusted) returns, ex 

ante risk-adjusted returns and strategic positioning through stakeholder orientation. Factors 

that could have influenced :findings were also discussed. This section presents a synopsis of 

these analyses and discussions. 

Ex post returns 

In all sample periods, sampled black companies generally performed better tban their control 

samples and respective sectors. This is based on ex post raw and risk-adjusted returns. 

However, the :findings are marginal and not significant at a 95% confidence level. 

Interestingly, study periods that exclude the global stock market crisis produced more 

favourable :findings for black companies relative to their respective control companies and 

sectors. 

Ex ante risk-adjusted returns 

The findings reveal that samples of black companies generally offered lower ex ante returns -
tban their control samples and respective sectors. Based on the findings, it could be suggested 

that risk does not explain the margiMl superior performance of samples of black companies. 
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Explanations for the non-linear or negative risk-and-retum relationship could be ascribed to 

the following factors: 

\II The presence of superior management in companies with higher returns and lower risks 

relative to others (Baucus et al 1993; Bowman, 1980; 1982; Oviatt & Bauerschmidt, 

1991). 

\II The presence of higher risk in poorly performing companies in the prospect of higher 

returns (Bowman, 1982). 

\II The study period used (Figenbaum & Thomas, 1986; Marsh & Swanson, 1984). 

These factors could have caused the negative relationship between risk and return 

experienced by black companies. 

Strategic positioning through stakeholder orientation 

Based on the 1997/98 ROIC findings, the sample of SI companies does not offer greater 

strategic value from improved perceived stakeholder orientation than its control sample. On 

the other hand, the SO companies offer greater strategic value from stakeholder orientation. 

However, the findings are inconclusive. Interestingly, individual SO and companies with 

strong degrees of black influence generally offered greater strategic value based on the ROIC 

relative to their control companies. 

Facton that cowd have influenced rmdings 

Overall findings could have been influenced by the global stock market crisis and the 

dynamic developments of black companies on the JSE. 

The global stock market crisis. It is evident from the findings that the spread of differences, 

between the samples of black companies and their control samples and respective sectors, is 
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generally larger for the period that excluded the period influenced by the global stock market 

crisis. This is because black companies generally were affected worse by the global stock 

market crisis than their control companies and respective sectors (Segal & Brown, 1998, p.4; 

Mittner, 1998, p.13). 

The developments su"ounding black companies on the JSE are ongoing and dynamic: During 

the course of the study period, developments on the JSE could have distorted the findings. 

One such development was the acquisition of Yabeng by Hasken during June 1998. Since 

samples that excluded the effect of the global stock market crisis should also control for the 

effect of the take-over, both Yabeng and Hosken are included in the samples of black 

companies. 

In conclusion, samples of black companies performed marginally better than their control 

samples and respective sectors, based on ex post returns. Generally, the marginal superior 

performance of black companies could not be explained from a linear risk-and-retum 

perspective and/or strategic positioning through stakeholder orientation. However, strategic 

positi<min.g through stakeholder orientation offered partial support for the perfonmmce of BO 

companies and companies with strong degrees of black influence. Findings are influenced by 

the global stock market crisis and dynamic developments on the JSE. Since the findings are 

insignificant and influenced by the above factors caution should be applied when interpreting 

the findings. 
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Chapter Five 

Conclusion 

This chapter is divided into four parts. Firstly, the objectives of this study are reviewed. 

Secondly, the findings are discussed. Thirdly, conclusions are drawn :from the findings. 

Lastly, areas for future research are presented. 

Objective 

The objective of this study is two-pronged. Primarily, this study examines the performance of 

black (BI & BO) companies. Secondary, this study assesses whether linear risk-and-retum 

relationships and/or stakeholder relationships could explain the performance of black 

companies. 

Findings on study objective 

Primary objedive 

Evidence generally reveals that black companies are marginally better performers than their 

control companies and respective sectors. This is in respect of both raw and risk-adjusted ex 

post returns. These findings are consistent with popular perceptions in the business press. 

Statistically, though these findings are not significant at a 95% confidence levd. Hence, the 

evidence is inconclusive. 

Secondary objectives 

Firstly, the linear risk-and-return relationship is examined. In terms of the linear risk-and­

return theory, the performance of companies is based on their risk profiles. Companies with 

higher risks should offer greater returns, if all other things remain equal. The findings on 
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expected returns suggest that black companies are not riskier than their respective control 

companies and sectors. However, the findings are small and not significant at a 95% 

confidence level. 

Secondly, stakeholder relationships are considered. The stakeholder theory argues that the 

perlormance of companies relates to their degree of stakeholder orientation. According to this 

theory, companies with greater degrees of stakeholder orientation should perform better than 

those without. Stakeholder orientation is measured according to the return on invested capital 

(ROle) ratio. The :findings reveal that the sample of Bl companies does not have higher 

ROle ratios than its control sample. On the other hand, the sample of BO oompanies does 

have higher ROle ratios than its control sample. At a 95% oonfidence level these findings are 

not significant, however. It should be noted., however, that individual black oompanies with 

strong degrees of stakeholder orientation performed better than their control companies in 

terms of both ex post returns and the ROle ratio. This tentatively supports the notion that 

black companies could perform better than other companies based on their degree of 

stakeholder orientation. 

Conclusions drawn from findings 

This study :finds that black companies perform marginally better than their control samples 

and sectors between November 1995 and November 1998, based on ex post returns. Hence, 

reports in the popular business press are not unfounded However, the findings are 

inconclusive. 

This study cannot find conclusive explanations for the performance of black companies based 

on the linear risk-and.-return relationship and/or strategic positioning through stakeholder 

orientation. Generally, :findings on the ex ante risk-a<ljusted returns reveal non-linear 

68 



Univ
ers

ity
 of

  C
ap

e Tow
n

associations between risks and. returns. As discussed on pages 59 and. 60 of this dissertatioo, 

the non-linear risk-and-retum relationship could be ascribed to superior management. 

prospect theory, and the study period applied. Although, the explanations based on strategic 

positioning through stakeholder orientation are inconclusive, the findings reveal associations 

between ex post returns and strategic positioning in individual BO and. canpanies with strong 

degrees of black influence. It could be suggested that strategic positioning through 

stakeholder orientation positively influences the performance of BO and. companies with 

strong degrees of black inftuence. 

Areas for future research: 

It An evaluation of the effect of 'bull' and. 'bear' markets on the performance of black 

companies on the JSE. 

It A repeat of this study with Ii larger sample of BI and particularly BO companies and. over 

Ii longer study period when the data becomes available. 

It An evaluation of performance based on strategic positioning through stakeholder 

orientation of canpanies with significant black corporate oontrol. 
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Appendices 

Appendix A 1 

(Excluded BI compamies for tbe J..year period] 

Company Reason for exclusion 

AiHarvest Redevelopment sector 

Afribnmd No beta estimates 

AMB Insufficient data 

Comparex Insufficient data 

CTP Insufficient data 

Kagiso Insufficient data 

Macmed Insufficient data 

Botswana Foreign company 

Ed:uc::or Insufficient data & no beta estimates 

Empower Redevelopment sector 

Grinaker No beta estimates 

Grintek Holding company 

Infmiti Insufficient data 

JeI Mining company 

Johnnic Holding company 

Mathomo Insufficient share price data 

M-Cell No controlled company 

MEGA No controlled company 

MllifM-Web No controlled company 

Molope Insufficient data 

Molope-N- Insufficient data & different share class 

NAIL Holding company 

Omnic::or Holding company 

Perkongroep No I-Net data 

Penkor Belegging Holding company 

Plessey Insufficient data 

Premier Holding company 
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RAH Holding company 

RAIL Holding company 

SAB Holding company 

Siltek Insufficient data 

Sasani Insufficient share price data 

SNA Cash company 

Umbcmo lnsufficient data 

Appendix A 2 

[Excluded BO com.puies for the J..year period) 

Company Reason for Exclusion 

AfHarvest Redevelopment sedor 

AMB Insufficient data 

Botswana Foreign company 

Carson Insufficient data & no beta estimates 

Johnnic Holding company 

Mathomo Insufficient data 

Molope Insufficient data 

Molope-N- Insufficient data & different share class 

NAIL Holding company 

RAIl Holding company 

RAIL Holding company 

Empower Redevelopment sector 

Umbono Redevelopment sector 
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Appendix A 3 

(Excluded 81 companies for the I-year period] 

Company Reason for exclusion 

AfHarvest Redevelopment sector 

Afribnmd No beta estimates 

AMB Insufficient data 

Botswana Foreign company 

Educor Insufficient data &. no beta estimates 

Empower Redevelopment sector 

Grinaker No beta estimates 

Grintek Holding company 

Infiniti Insufficient data 

JCI Mining company 

Johnnie Holding company 

M-Cell No controlled company 

MEGA No controlled company 

MIH/M-Web No controlled company 

Molope Insufficient data 

Molope-N- Insufficient data &. different share class 

NAn... Holding company 

Omnicor Holding company 

Perkorsgroep No I-Net data 

Perskor Belegging Holding company 

Plessey Insufficient data 

Premier Holding company 

RAM Holding company 

RAIL Holding company 

SAB Holding company 

Sasani Insufficient share price data 

SNA Cash company 

Umbmo Insufficient data 
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Appendix A 4 

[Excluded DO compuies for tbe I-year period] 

Company Reason for 'Exclusion 

AfHarvest Red.ewlapment sector 

AMB Insufficient data 

Botswana Foreign company 

Carson Insufficient data &. no beta estimates 

Johnnie Holding company 

Molape Insufficient data 

Molape-N- Insufficient data &. different share class 

NAIL Holding company 

RAH Holding company 

RAIL Holding company 

Empower Redevelapment sector 

Umbono Redevelapment sector 
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Appendix A 5 

[BO companies & their controlled companies for the 3-year sample period) 

BOCompany Market Controlled Market Sector 

Capitalisation Company Capitalisation 

R '000 R '000 

African Life 581,845,420 Fedsure 681,209,893 Insurance 

Capital 119,028,243 Commercial 115,500,000 Insurance 

Alliance Union of SA 

Limited 

mc 225,918,420 Sumbou 128,311,623 Banks & other financial 

services 

Fortune, prevo 6,306,168 Amalgamated 546,291,910 Beverages, Hotels & 

Kilimanjaro Beverages Leisure 

Industries Limited 

(ABI) 

HC! 313,614 Sage Group 213,012,184 Insurance 

Limited 

Metlife 584,146,161 Liberty Life 2,606,010,551 Insurance 

Assurance limited 

Norbake 2,516,800 Macadams 6,409,308 Food 

Yabeng 10,412,155 Ettington 11,538,696 Investment Trusts 

81 



Univ
ers

ity
 of

  C
ap

e Tow
n

Appendix A 6 

fBI companies & their controlled compuies for the 3-year sample period] 

BICompany Market Controlled Market Sector 

Capitalisation Company Capitalisation 

R'Ooo R '000 

African Life 581,845,420 Fedsure 681,209,893 Insurance 

Capital 119,028,243 Commercial 115,500,000 Insurance 

Alliance Union of SA 

Limited 

FBC 225,918,420 Saambou 128,311,623 Banks & other 

financial services 

Fortune, prevo 6,306,168 Amalgamated 546,291,910 Beverages, Hotels & 

K.ilimanjaro Beverages Leisure 

Industries Limited 

(ABI) 

HeI 313,614 Sage Group 213,012,184 Insurance 

Limited 

MetLife 584,146,161 Liberty Life 2,606,010,551 Insurance 

Assurance limited 

Norbake 2,516,800 Macadams 6,409,308 Food 

Ocfish 59,011,611 Sea Harvest 41,983,890 Food 

Yabeng ~ 11,538,696 Investment Trusts 
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Appendix A 7 

[BO companies & tbeir controlled companies for the I-year sample period) 

BOCompany Market Controlled Market Sector 

Capitalisation Company Capitalisation 

R '000 R '000 

African Life 581,845,420 Fedsure 681,209,893 Insurance 

Capital 179,028,243 Commercial 115,500,000 Insurance 

Alliance Union of SA 

Limited 

mc 225,978,420 Saambou 128,317,623 Banks & other 

financial services 

Fortune, prevo 6,306,768 Amalgamated 546,291,910 Beverages, Hotels & 

Kilimanjaro Beverages Leisure 

Industries 

Limited (ABI) 
, 

HCI 313,674 Sage Group 213,012,784 Insurance 
, 

Limited 

Mathomo 8,927,759 Specialty Stores 46,129,242 Stores 

MetLife 584,146,167 Liberty Life 2,606,070,551 Insurance 

Assurance 

limited 
..i 

Norbake 2,516,800 Macattams 6,409,308 Food I 
i 

Yabeng 10,412,155 Ettington 11,538,696 Investment Trusts 
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Appendix A 8 

fBI companies & their controlled companies for the I-year sample period) 

B!Company Market Controlled Market Sedor 

Capitalisation Company Capitalisation 

R '000 R '000 

African Life 581,845,420 Fedsure 681,209,893 Insurance 

Capital 119,028,243 Commercial 115,500,000 Insurance 

Alliance Union of SA 

Limited 

Comparex 1,755,109,151 Dimension Data 1,394,107,258 Electrical & 

Electronics 

CfP 149,611,686 Independent 86,076,578 Media 

Newspapers 

Limited (IDW) 

mc 225,978,420 Saambou 128,317,623 Banks & other 

financial services 

Fortune, prevo 6.306,768 Amalgamated. 546,291,910 Beverages, Hotels & 

Kilimanjaro Beverages Leisure 

Industries 

Limited (ADI) 

HC! 313,674.30 Sage Group 213,072,784 Insurance 

Limited 

Kagiso 37,221,771 Primedia 135,501,151 Media 

Macmed 80,864,826 Adcock Ingram 53,177,752 Pharmaceutical & 

Medical 
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Mathomo 8,927,759 Specialty Stores 46,729,242 Stores 

MetLife 584,146,167 Liberty Life 2,606,070,551 Insurance 

Assurance 

limited 

Norbake 2,516,800 Macadams 6,409,308 Food 

Oclish 59,011,617 Sea Harvest 41,983,890 Food 

Siltek 34,833,792 Fintech 65,996,914 Electrical & 

Electronics 

Yabe.ng 10,472,155 Ettington 11,538,696 Investment Trusts 
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Appendix B 1 

Primary Hypotheses 
3-Year Sample Period [30 November 1995 to 30 November 1998] 
Black-influenced (BI) Companies 

Ex Post Returns 

RawRetums 
Geometric Averages 

BI companies non-BI Difference Sectors Difference 
companies (81 & non- (81 & 

B sector 
1.60% 3.93% Insurance 0.82% 4.71% 

-0.79% 3.43% Insurance 0.82% 1.83% 
2.59% 1.42% Banks & 1.09% 0.07% 

other 
financial 
services 

Fortune -0.65% ABI 1.97% 2.62% Beverages, -0.42% 0.23% 
Hotels & 
Leisure 

HeI 4.05% Insurance 0.82% 3.16% 
Metlife .29% 1.79% Insurance 0.82% 0.67% 
Norbake 2.11% 2.71% Food -0.65% 0.05% 
Ocfish .78% 1.53% Food -0.65% 1.41% 
Yabeng 2.18% Investment 1.19% 4.57% 

trusts 

Max 5.53% 2.59% 4.05% 1.19% 4.71% 

Min -3.38% -1.20% 1.42% -0.65% 0.05% 

Sample mean: 1.22% 0.57% 0.65% 0.43% 0.79% 

Sample median 1.16% -0.07% 1.23% 0.82% 0.34% 

Sample mode #N/A #N/A #N/A 0.82% #N/A 

Skew -0.0467 0.2133 0.3000 -0.7625 0.6873 
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AppendixB2 

3-Year Sample Period [30 November 1995 to 30 November 1998] 
Black-owned (DO) Companies 

Ex Post Returns 

Raw Returns 
Geometric Averages 

BO companies noo-BO Difference Sectors Difference 
companies (SO &, (SO ct 

non-BO sector) 
Afiife 5.53% Fedsure 1.60% 3.93% msurance 0.82% 4.71% 
Ca II 2.65% Cusaf -0.79% 3.43% msurance 0.82% 1.83% 
FBC 1.16% Saambou 2.59% 1.42% Banks &, 1.09% 0.07~ 

other 
financial 
services 

Fortune -0.65% ABI 1.97% 2.62% Beverages, -0.42% 0.23% 
Hotels &, 
Leisure 

HCI -0.07% 4.05% msurance 0.82% 3.16~ 

Metlife -0.29% 1.79% Insurance 0.82% 0.67~ 

Norbake 2.11% 2.71% Food -0.65% 0.05% 
Yabeng -1.20% 2.18% mvestment 1.19% 4.574!1o 

trusts 

Max 5.53% 2.59% 4.05% 1.19% 4.71% 

Min -3.38% -1.20% 1.42% -0.65% 0.05% 

Sample mean 1.270" 0.74% 0.53% 0.56% 0.71% 

Sample median 1.33% 0.76% 0.57% 0.82% 0.51~ 

Sample mode #N/A #N/A #N/A 0.82% #NiA 

Skew -0.1256 -0.0642 0.0908 -1.2843 0.5641 
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30-Month Sample Period (30 November 1995 to 31 May 1998) 
Black-influenced (HI) Companies 

Ex Post Returns 

RawRetums 
Geometric Averages 

BI companies nOil-BI Difference Sectors Difference 
companies (BI &. non- (BI &. 

B sector 
Afiife 6.16% Fedsure 3.35% 2.81% Insurance 1.99% 4.17% 
Ca 5.75% Cusaf 0.23% 5.51% Insurance 1.99% 3.76% 
FBC 2.07% Saambou 4.10% 2.02% Banks&. 2.27% 0.20010 

other 
financial 
services 

Fortune -0.09010 ABI 3.17% 3.26% Beverages, 0.81% 0.90% 
Hotels&. 
Leisure 

HCI 1.41% 4.29% Insurance 1.99% 3.71% 
Metlife 0.78% 2.74% Insurance 1.99% 1.52% 
Norbake 7.39% 5.71% Food -0.10% 1.79% 
Ocfish -0.39% 2.14% Food -0.10% 1.86% 
Yabeng -0.07% 0.45% Investment 2.22% 1.84% 

trusts 

Max 6.16% 7.39% 5.71% 2.2'7010 4.17% 

Min -0.09% -0.39% 0.45% -0.10% 0.20% 

Sample mean 2.99% 2.22% 0.77% 1.45% 1.54% 

Sample median 2.07% 1.41% 0.66% 1.99% 0.08% 

Sample mode #N/A #N/A #N/A 1.99% #N/A 

Skew 0.2449 1.0571 0.1499 -1.0491 0.2797 
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30-Month Sample Period (30 November 1995 to 31 May 1998) 
Black-owned (80) Companies 

Ex Post Returns 

Raw Returns 
Geometric Averages 

BO companies non-BO Difference Sectors Difference 
companies (80 & (80 & 

non-BO sector 
Aflire 6.16% Fedsure 3.35% 2.81% Insurance 1.99% 4.17% 
Ca 5.75% Cusaf 0.23% 5.51% Insurance 1.990A, 3.76% 
FBC 2.07% Saambou 4.10% 2.02% Banks & 2.27% 0.20% 

other 
financial 
seI'Vlces 

Fortune -0.09% ABI 3.17% 3.26% Beverages. 0.81% 0.90% 
Hotels & 
Leisure 

HCI 1.41% 4.29% Insurance 1.99% 3.71% 
Metlife 0.78% 2.74% Insurance 1.99% 1.52% 
Norbake 7.39% 5.71% Food -0.10% 1.79% 
Yabeng -0.07% 0.45% Investment 2.22% 1.84% 

trusts 

Max 6.16% 7.39% 5.71% 2.27% 4.17% 

Min -0.09% -0.07% 0.45% -0.10% 0.20% 

Sample mean 3.15% 2.55% 0.60% 1.65% 1.50% 

Sample median 2.79% 2.29% 0.50% 1.990A, 0.80% 

Sample mode #N/A #N/A #N/A 1.99% #N/A 

Skew 0.0271 0.9985 -0.1031 -1.7027 0.1614 
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I-Year Sample Period [30 November 1997 to 30 November 1998] 
Black-influenced (HI) Companies 

Ex Post Returns 

Raw Returns 
Geometric Averqes 

BI Non-BI Difference Sedor 
companies companies (HI &noo-

BI) 
Aflife 2.58% Fedsure -2.22% 4.81% Insurance -1.48% 
Captall -5.05% Cusaf -4.06% 0.98% Insurance -1.48% 
Comparex 6.15% DiData 0.16% 6.00% Electrical 1.98% 
CTP -2.62% Independent -2.27% 0.35% Media -2.09010 
FBC -1.22% Saambou ..0.99010 0.23% Banks &, -1.03% 

other 
financial 
services 

Fortune -1.70% AB! 1.18% 2.88% Beverages, -1.76% 
Hotel &, 
Leisure 

HC! 2.48% Sage -3.07% 5.:1:170 ce -1.48% 
iKagiso -2.96% Primedia -3.62% 0.67% Media -2.09010 
Macmed -2.16% Adcock ..0.65% 1.52% Pharmaceutic -1.38% 

als&' 
Medical 

Mathomo -9.45% Specialty 0.97% 10.43% stores -4.22% 
Metlife -3.05% Liberty -1.90% 

fIE 
-1.48% 

Norbake -7.96% Macadams -13.05% -1.61% 
Ocfish ..0.59% Sea Harvest 0.73% -1.61% 
Siltek 0.36% Fintech -4.11% 1.98% 
Yabeng -4.81% Ettington -2.11% 2.70% Investment -1.34% 

trust: 

Max 6.15% 1.18% 10.43% 1.98% 

Min -9.45% -13.05% 0.23% -4.22% 

Sample mean -2.00% -2.33% 0.33% -1.27% 

Sample -2.16% -2.11% ..0.05% -1.48% 
median 

Sample mode #IN/A #IN/A #IN/A -1.48% 

Skew 0.0834 -2.2277 1.1774 1.0063 

Difference 
(HI & 
sector) 

4.06% 
3.57% 
4.17% 
0.53% 
0.19% 

0.06% 

3.96% 
0.86% 
0.78% 

5.23% 
1.58% 
6.35% 
1.02% 
1.63% 
3.46% 

6.35% 

0.06% 

..0.73% 

..0.69010 . 

#IN/A 

0.4395 
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I-Year Sample Period [30 November 1997 to 30 November 1998] 
Black-owned (DO) Companies 

Risk-adjWlted Returns 

Raw Returns 
Geometric Averages 

BO Non-BO Difference Sector 
companies companies (DO 

&non-80) 
Aflile 2.58% Fedsure -2.22% 4.81% Insurance -1.48% 
CaptaU -5.05% Cusaf -4.06% 0.98% Insurance -1.48% 
FBC -1.22% Saambou -0.99'110 0.23% Banks It other -1.03% 

financial 
services 

Fortune -1.10% ABI 1.18% 2.88% Beverages, -1.16% 
Hotel It Leisure 

HCI 2.48% Sage -3.01% 5.55% Insurance -1.48% 
Matbomo -9.45% Specialty 0.91% 10.43% Stores -4.22% 
Metlife -3.05% Liberty -1.90% 1.15% Insurance -1.48% 
Norbake -1.96% Macadams -13.05% 5.09% Food -1.61% 
Yabeng -4.81% Ettington -2.11% 2.70% Investment trust -1.34% 

Max 2.58% 1.18% 10.43% -1.03% 

Min -9.45% -13.05% 0.23% -4.22% 

Sample mean -3.13% -2.81% -0.32% -1.76% 

Sample -3.05% -2.11% -0.94% -1.48% 
median 

Sample mode #N/A #N/A #N/A -1.48% 

Skew -0.0086 -2.0543 1.1359 -2.1310 

DifferenJ!e 
(DO & 
sector) 

4.05% 
3.57% 
O.H% 

OJ)6% 

3.96% 
5.23% 
1.518% 
6.35% 
3.46% 

6.35% 

0.c6% 

-1.::1% 

-1.58% 

#S/A 

-0.2815 
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6-Month Sample Period (30 November 1997 to 31 May 1998] 
Black-influenced (HI) Companies 

Ex Post Returns 

Raw Returns 
Geometric Averages 

BI Non-BI Difference Sector Difference 
companies compames (HI& non- (HI & 

BI sector 
Aflife 4.44% Fedsure 2.93% 1.51% Insurance 2.000.4 2.45% 

3.82% Cusaf -1.01% 4.89% Insurance 2.00% 1.83% 
Co arex 6.32% DiData 4.22% 2.09% Electrical 4.98% 1.34% 
CTP 1.19% Ind endeot -0.14% 1.92% Media 3.400.4 1.61% 
FBC 1.46% Saambou 3.44% 1.98% Banks & other 2.49% 1.03% 

financial 
services 

Fortmle -0.05% ABI 4.19% 4.83% Beverages, 1.93% 1.98% 
Hotel & 
Leisure 

1.30% 6.34% Insurance 2.00% 5.65% 
5.00% 0.85% Media 3.400.4 0.15% 
0.89% 1.53% Pbarmaceutica 2.21% 0.16% 

Is & Medical 
Mathomo 3.62% 2.55% Stores 0.40% 0.66% 
Metlife 1.28% 1.51% Insurance 2.00% 0.85% 
Norbake 1.16% 2.64% Food 0.01% 1.49% 
Ocfish 1.92% 0.46% Food 0.01% 2.31% 
Siltek 1.58% 0.58% Electrical 4.98% 2.82% 
Yabens 1.30% 5.45% Investment 1.100.4 5.05% 

trust 

Max 1.65% 5.00% 6.34% 4.98% 5.65% 

Min -1.48% -1.01% 0.46% 0.01% 0.16% 

Sample mean 3.05% 2.15% 0.90% 2.24% 0.81% 

Sample 2.43% 1.58% 0.85% 2.000,,(, 0.43% 
median 

Sample mode #N/A #N/A #N/A 2.000.4 #N/A 

Skew 0.2554 0.0813 0.8815 0.3864 1.4234 
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6-Month Sample Period [30 November 1997 to 31 May 1998] 
BJack-owned (BO) Companies 

Ex Post Returns 

Raw Returns 
Geometric Averages 

BO Non-BO Difference Sedor 
companies companies (BO& non-

BO) 

~ 
4.44% Fedsure 2.93% 1.51% Insurance 2.00% 
3.82% Cusaf -1.07% 4.89% msurance 2.00% 
1.46% Saambou 3.44% 1.98% Banks It other 2.49% 

financial 
services 

Fortune -0.05% ABI 4.79% 4.83% Beverages. 1.93% 
Hotel It 
Leisure 

HCI 7.65% Sage 1.30% 6.34% Insurance 2.00% 
Mathomo 1.07% Specialty 3.62% 2.55% Stores 0.40% 
Metlife 2.85% Liberty 1.28% 1.57% Insurance 2.00% 
Norbake -1.48% Macadams 1.16% 2.64% Food 0.01% 
Yabeng 6.75% Ettingtoo 1.30% 5.45% mvestment trust 1.70% 

Max 7.65% 4.79% 6.34% 2.49% 

Min -1.48% -1.07% 1.51% 0.01% 

Sample mean 2.95% 2.08% 0.86% 1.61% 

Sample 2.85% 1.30% 1.55% 2.00% 
median 

Sample mode #N/A #N/A #N/A 2.00% 

Skew 0.2259 -0.2075 0.3326 -1.3935 

Difference 
(BO & 
sector) 

2.45% 
1.83% 
1.03% 

1.98% 

5.65% 
0.66% 
0.85% 
1.490/0 
5.05% 

5.65% 

0.66% 

1.33% 

0.85% 

#N/A 

1.2429 
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3-Year Sample Period 
Black-influenced (HI) Companies 

Ex Post Risk-adjusted Returns 

Treynor Index 
Geometric Averages 

BI companies non-BI Difference Sectors Difference 
companies (HI & non- (HI & 

BI sedor 
Mife 0.25% 4.65% Insurance -0.44% 5.34% 
Ca n -1.94% 2.56% Insurance -0.44% 1.05% 
FBC 1.01% 1.07% Banks&. -0.19% 0.13% 

other 
financial 
services 

Fomme -3.77% AB! 0.91% 4.68% Beverages. -1.68% 2.09% 
Hotels &. 
Leisure 

HCI -1.08% 3.72% Insurance -0.44% 3.08% 
Metlife -1.48% 1.67% Insurance -0.44% 0.6213'0 
Norbake 0.60% 2.63% Food -2.61% 0.58°/0 
Ocfish -14.91% 13.73% Food -2.61% 1.44~0 

Yabeng -4.08% Ettington -4.56% 0.49% Investment -0.12% 3.96°'0 
trusts 

Max 4.90% 1.01% 13.73% -0.12% 5.34-_ 

Min -4.08% -14.91% 0.49% -2.61% 013-. 

Smnplemean -0.31% -2.36% 2.05% -1.00% 06~_ 

Sample median -0.06% -1.08% 1.02% -0.44% 03.·. 

Smnplemode #N/A #N/A #N/A -0.44% liS; A 

Skew 0.4467 -2.3577 2.2343 -1.0332 OQ033 
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3-Year Sample Period 
Black-owned (DO) Companies 

Ex Post Risk-adjusted Returns 

Treynor Indo: 
Geometric Averages 

BOcompanies non-BO 
companies 

Aflife 4.90% Fedsure 
eapmll 0.61% Cusaf 
FBC -0.06% Saambou 

Fortune -3.77% ABI 

HC! 2.65% iSage 
Metlife 0.18% Liberty 
Nol'bake -2.03% Macadams 
Yabeng -4.08% Ettington 

Max 4.90% 

Min -4.08% 

Sample mean -0.20% 

Sample median 0.06% 

Sample mode #N/A 

Skew 0.3047 

Difference Secton Difference 
(DO & (DO & 
non-BOj sedor) 

0.25% 4.65% Insurance -0.44% 5.34% 
-1.94% 2.56% Insurance -0.44% 1.(15% 
1.01% 1.07% Banks & other -0.19% 0.13% 

firumcial 
services 

0.91% 4.68% Beverages. -1.68% 2.C9% 
Hotels & 
Leisure 

-1.08% 3.72% Insurance -0.44% 3.C8% 
-1.48% 1.67% Insurance -0.44% 0.62% 
0.60% 2.63% Food -2.61% 0.~8% 

-4.56% 0.49% mvest.ment -0.12% 3.96% 
trusts 

1.01% 4.68% -0.12% 5.34% 

-4.56% 0.49% -2.61% 0.:3% 

-0.79010 0.59010 -0.80% 0.60% 

-0.42% 0.48% -0.44% 0.50% 

#N/A #N/A -0.44% IIN/A 

-1.1453 0.0423 -1.6764 0.':442 
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30-Month Sample Period 
Ex Post Black-influenced (HI) Companies 
Risk-adjusted Returns 
Treynor Index 
Geometric Averages 

BIcompanies non-BI 
companies 

Mife 11.16% Fedsure 2.66% 
Captall 4.78% Cusaf -1.70% 
FBC 0.58% Saambou 3.95% 

Fortune -2.100Al ABI 3.91% 

HCI 5.85% Sage 0.16% 
Metlife 2.41% Liberty -0.44% 
Noibake Macadams 
Ocfish 2.77% Sea harvest -5.85% 
Yaheng -0.60010 Ettington -2.03% 

Max 11.16% 3.95% 

Min -2.10% -5.85% 

Sample mean 3.10% 0.08% 

Sample median 2.59% -0.14% 

Sample mode #N/A #N/A 

Skew 0.8740 -0.4654 

Difference Seeton Difference 
(HI & non- (HI & 
BI) sedor) 

8.50% Insurance 0.72% 10.44% 
6.48% Insurance 0.72% 4.06% 
3.37% Banks & 0.96% 0.39% 

other 
financial 
services 

6.01% Beverages, -0.40% 1.70% 
Hotels & 
Leisure 

5.69% Insurance 0.72% 5.14% 
2.85% Insurance 0.72% 1.69% 

Food 
8.63% Food -1.56% 4.33% 
1.42% Investment 1.29% 1.89% 

trusts 

8.63% 1.29% 10.44% 

1.42% -1.56% 0.39% 

3.02% 0.39% 2.71% 

2.73% 0.72% 1.87% 

#N/A 0.72% #N/A 

-0.1965 -1.6686 1.4954 
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3o..Month Sample Period 
Black-owned (DO) Compmies 

Ex Post Risk-adjusted Returns 
Treynor Index 
Geometric Averages 

BOcompmies non-DO 
compmies 

Aflife 11.16% Fedsure 
Captall 4.78% Cusaf 
FBC 0.58% Saambou 

Fortune -2.10% ABI 

HCI 
Metlife 2.41% Liberty 
Norbake Macadams 
Yabeng -0.60% Ettington 

Max 11.16% 

Min -2.10% 

Sample mean 3.15% 

Sample median 2.41% 

Sample mode #N/A 

Skew 0.8073 

2.66% 
-1.70% 
3.95% 

3.91% 

0.16% 
-0.44% 

-2.03% 

3.95% 

-2.03% 

0.93% 

0.16% 

#N/A 

0.1692 

Difference Seeton Differeute 
(DO & (DO & 
non-DO) sector) 

8.50% Insurance 0.72% 10.44% 
6.48% Insurance 0.72% 4.06% 
3.37% Banks & other 0.96% 0.3.% 

financial 
services 

6.01% Beverages, -0.40% 1.71% 
Hotels & 
Leisure 

5.69% Insurance 0.72% 5.1f% 
2.85% Insurance 0.72% 1.6'% 

Food 
1.42% Investment 1.29% L8~o 

trusts 

8.50% 1.29% 1041·. 

1.42% -0.40% 030'. 

2.22% 0.67% 24!!411. 

2.25% 0.72% Ib;)O. 

#N/A 0.72% lIS.·'" 

-0.0364 -1.6391 I ~"f)7 
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I-Year Sample Period [30 November 1997 to 30 November 1998] 
Black-influenced (HI) Companies 

Ex Post Rilk-adj~lted Returns 

Treynor Indo: 
Geometric Averages 

BI companies non-BI Difference Sedon 
companies (HI & non-

BI) 
Aflife 1.40% Fedsure -3.11% 4.51% Insurance -2.55% 

I ('Jrm'lIIIr' -2.95% Cusat' -5.04% 2.09% Insurance -2.55% 
Comparax 4.87% DiData -1.47% 6.34% Electrical 0.58% 
CTP -10.00% Independent -7.44% 2.56% Media 
FBC -1.06% Saambou -1.86% 0.80% Banks & other -2.11% 

financial 
services 

Fort1me -5.93% ABI -0.28% 5.65% Beverages, -3.05% 
Hotels & 
Leisure 

HCI 1.09% Sage -3.48% 4.57% Insurance -2.55% 
Kagiso -4.17% Primedia -3.76% 0.41% Media 
Macmed -2.77% Adcock -3.55% 0.78% Phannaceutica -3.03% 

1 & Medical 
Mathomo -8.67% Specialty -0.34% 8.33% Stores -4.83% 
Metlife -4.34% Liberty -3.04% 1.30% Insurance -2.55% 
Norbake -9.94% Macadams -10.93% 

6.15% I Electrical 

-3.99% 
Ocfish -4.19% Sea harvest -4.63% -3.99% 
Siltek -0.80% Filltech -6.95% 0.58% 
Yabeng -5.38% Ettington -6.34% 0.96% Investment -2.75% 

trusts 

Max 4.87% -0.28% 8.33% 0.58% 

Min -10.00% -10.93% 0.41% -4.83% 

Sample mean -3.52% -4.15% 0.63% -2.52% 

Sample -4.17% -3.55% -0.62% -2.55% 
median 

Samplemooe UN/A UN/A UN/A -2.55% 

Skew 0.1638 -0.8125 0.6889 1.0390 

Difference 
(HI & 
Sedor) 

3.95% 
0.40% 
4.29% 

1.05% 

2.88% 

3.64% 

0.26% 

3.84% 
1.80% 
5.95% 
0.20% 
1.38% 
2.63% 

5.95% 

0.20% 

-1.00% 

-1.62% 

UN/A 

0.3095 
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I-Year Sample Period [30 November 1997 to 30 November 1998] 
Black-owned (80) Compmies 

Ex Post Risk-adjusted Returns 
Treynorlndu 
Geometric Averales 

BOcompmies non-BO Difference Sectors 
companies (80 &: 

non-BO) 
Aflife 1.40% Fedsure -3.11% 4.51% Insurance -2.55% 
Captall -2.95% Cussf -5.04% 2.09% Insurance -2.55% 
FBC -1.06% Saambou -1.86% 0.80% Banks & other -2.11% 

fUtlnc~lservices 

Fortune -5.93% ABI -0.28% 5.65% Beverages, -3.05% 
Hotels & Leisure 

HCI 1.09% SjIge -3.48% 4.57% Insurance -2.55% 
Mathomo -8.67% Spec~lty -0.34% 8.33% Stores -4.83% 
Metlife -4.34% Liberty -3.04% 1.30% Insurance -2.55% 
Norbake -9.94% Macadams - 1.00% Food -3.99% 

10.93% 
Yabeng -5.38% Ettio.gton -6.34% 0.96% Investment trusts -2.75% 

Max 1.40% -0.28% 8.33% -2.11% 

Min -9.94% 0.80% -4.83% 
10.93% 

Sample mean -3.97% -3.82% -0.15% -2.99% 

Sample median -4.34% -3.11% -1.24% -2.55% 

Sample mode #N/A #N/A #N/A -2.55% 

Skew -0.0365 -1.2376 0.8857 -1.5234 

Difference 
(80 &: 
Sector) 

3.95% 
0.40% 
1.05% 

2.88% 

3.64% 
3.84% 
1.80% 
5.95% 

2.63% 

5.95% 

0.40% 

-0.98% 

-1.80% 

#N/A 

0.2387 

99 



Univ
ers

ity
 of

  C
ap

e Tow
n

Appendix B 15 

6-Month Sample Period [30 November 1997 to 31 May 1998] 
Black-influenced (81) Companies 

Ex Post Risk-Adjusted Returns 

Treynor Inds 
Geometric Averages 

BI companies non-BI Difference Sectors 
companies (81 It 

non-BI) 
Mire 7.48% Fedsure 2.25% 5.23% Insurance 0.82% 
CaptaIl 2.84% Cusaf -3.70% 6.54% Insurance 0.82% 
Comparax 5.94% DiData 4.32% 1.61% Electrical 3.79% 
CTP 1.1gGlb Independent -1.%% 3.15% Media 
FBC 0.22% Saambou 3.18% 2.96% Banks & other 1.26% 

financial services 
Fortune -1.88% ABI 7.41% 9.29% Beverages, 0.71% 

Hotels & Leisure 
HCI 8.54% Sage 0.15% 8.40% Insunmce 0.82% 
Kagiso 2.39% Primedia 3.49% 1.10% Media 
Macmed 1.41% Adcock -0.42% 1.84% Pharmaceutical 1.34% 

& Medical 
Mathomo S~ia1tv Stores 
Metlife 1.81% Liberty 0.12% 1.69% Insunmce 0.82% 
Norbake Macadams Food 
Oclish 6.82% Seaharwst 2.74% 4.07% Food -1.31% 
Siltek 0.54% Fintecb 0.94% 0.40% Electrical 3.79% 
Yabeng 3.89% Ettington 0.23% 3.66% Investment trusts 0.72% 

Max 8.54% 7.41% 9.29% 3.79% 

Min -1.88% -3.70% 0.40% -1.31% 

Sample mean 3.17% 1.44% 1.73% 1.23% 

Sample median 2.39% 0.94% 1.45% 0.82% 

Sample mode #N/A #N/A #N/A 0.82% 

Skew 0.3671 0.2651 0.8405 0.6647 

Difference 
(81 It 
sector) 

6.66% 
2.02% 
2.15% 

1.05% 

2.58% 

7.72% 

0.07% 

0.99% 

8.13% 
3.25% 
3.15% 

8.13% 

0'()7% 

1.99% 

1.57% 

#N/A 

0.8133 
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Appendix B 16 

6-Month Sample Period [30 November 1997 to 31 May 1998] 
Black-owned (80) Companies 

Ex Post Risk-adjusted Returns 

Treynor Index 
Geometric Average 

BO companies 

Atlife 
Ca 
FBC 

Fortune 

HCI 
Mathomo 
Metlife 

Max 

Min 

Sample mean 

Sample median 

Samplemooe 

Skew 

non-BO 
companies 

7.48% Fedsme 
2.84% Cusaf 
0.22% Saambou 

-1.88% ADI 

8.54% 

-1.88% 

3.27% 

2.84% 

#N/A 

0.2374 

Difference Secton 
(80 &: 
non-BI 

2.25% 5.23% Insmance 
-3.10% 6.54% Insurance 
3.18% 2.96% Banks & other 

financial services 
1.41% 9.29% Beverages, 

Hotels & Leisure 
0.15% 8.40% Insurance 

Stores 

trusts 

1.41% 9.290;0 

-3.70% 1.69% 

1.38% 1.890;0 

0.23% 2.61% 

#N/A #N/A 

0.5208 0.1740 

Difference 
(80 &: 
Sector 

0.82% 6.66% 
0.82% 2.02% 
1.26% 1.05% 

0.71% 2.58% 

0.82% 1.12% 

0.82% 0.99% 

0.12% 3.16% 

1.26% 7.12% 

0.71% 0.99% 

0.85% 2.42% 

0.82% 2.02% 

0.82% #N/A 

2.2670 0.9400 
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3-Year Sample Period 
Black-influenced (HI) Companies 

Ex-Post Risk-adjusted Returns 

Sharpe Ratio 
Geometric Averales 

BI companies non-BI Difference Sectors Difference 
companies (HI &: (HI &: 

non-B sector 
0.38% Fedsure 0.03% 0.35% Insurance -0.06% 0.44% 
0.06% Cusaf -0.11% 0.22% Insurance -0.06% 0.11% 

-0.00% Saambou 0.09% 0.09% Banks&. -0.03% 0.02% 
other 
financial 
services 

Fortune -0.18% AB! 0.01% 0.25% Beverages, -0.23% 0.05% 
Hotels &. 
Leisure 

HC! -0.11% 0.24% Insurance -0.06% 0.18% 
Metlife -0.11% 0.19% Insurance -0.06% 0.08% 
Norbake 0.03% 0.10% Food -0.33% 0.26% 
Ocfish -0.26% 0.19% Food -0.33% 0.25% 
Yabeng -0.25% 0.02% Investment -0.02% 0.25% 

trusts 

Max 0.38% 0.09% 0.35% -0.02% 0.44% 

Min -0.26% -0.26% 0.02% -0.33% 0.02% 

Sample mean -0.00% -0.08% 0.08% -0.13% 0.13% 

Sample median -0.00% -0.11% 0.11% -0.06% 0.05% 

Samplemooe #N/A #N/A #N/A -0.06% #N/A 

Skew 0.8465 -0.0189 -0.0151 -0.9106 0.6690 
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3-Year Sample Period 
Dlack-owned (DO) Companies 

Ex Post Risk-adjusted Returns 

SharpeRmo 
Geometric Averages 

80 companies non-DO 
companies 

Atlife 0.38% Fedsure 
Captall 0.06% Cusaf 
FBC -0.00% Saambou 

Fortune -0.18% ADI 

HCI 0.12% Sage 
Metlife 0.02% Liberty 
Norbake -0.07% Macadams 
Yabeng -0.26% Ettington 

Max 0.38% 

Min -0.26% 

Sample mean 0.01% 

Sample median 0.01% 

Sample mode #N/A 

Skew 0.6748 

0.03% 
-0.17% 
0.09% 

0.07% 

-0.11% 
-0.17% 
0.03% 

-0.25% 

0.09% 

-0.25% 

-0.06% 

-0.04% 

#N/A 

-0.2171 

Difference Sectors Difference 
(DO &: (DO &: 
non-DO) sector) 

0.35% Insurance -0.06% 0.44% 
0.22% Insurance -0.06% 0.11% 
0.09% Banks & -0.03% 0.02% 

other 
financial 
services 

0.25% Beverages, -0.23% 0.05% 
Hotels & 
Leisure 

0.24% Insurance -0.06% 0.18% 
0.19% Insunmce -0.06% 0.08% 
0.10% Food -0.33% 0.26% 
0.02% Investment -0.02% 0.25% 

trusts 

0.35% -0.02% 0.44% 

0.02% -0.33% 0.02% 

0.07% -0.10% 0.11% 

0.05% -0.06% 0.07% 

#N/A -0.06% #N/A 

-0.0436 -1.5773 0.9251 
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30-Month Sample Period 
Black-inOuenced (BI) Companies 
Ex Post Risk-adjusted Returns 
Sharpe Ratio 
Geometric Averages 

BIcompuies ooo-BI 
companies 

Atlife 0.55% Fedsure 
Capt.all 0.34% Cusaf 
FBC 0.04% Saambou 

Fortune -0.14% ABI 

HCI 0.16% Sage 

0.30% 
-0.12% 
0.27% 

0.25% 

0.02% 
Metlife 0.26% ~~-O.07% 
Norbake 
Ocfish 0.08% Sea. harvest -0.20% 
Yabeng -0.06% Ettington -0.10% 

Max 0.55% 0.30% 

Min -0.14% -0.20% 

Sample mean 0.15% 0.04% 

Sample median 0.12% -0.03% 

Sample mode #N/A #N/A 

Skew 0.5700 0.3298 

Difference Sectors Differeoce 
(BI& 000- (BI & 
BI) sedor) 

0.25% Insurance 0.13% 0.42% 
0.46% Insurance 0.13% 0.21% 
0.23% Banks & 0.16% 0.12% 

other 
financial 
services 

0.39% Beverages, -0.08% 0.06% 
Hotels & 
Leisure 

0.14% Insurance 0.13% 0.03% 
0.33% Insurance 0.13% 0.13% 

Food 
0.29% Food -0.27% 0.35% 
0.04% Investment 0.19% 0.25% 

trusts 

0.46% 0.190.4 0.42% 

0.04% -0.27% 0.03% 

0.11% 0.07% 0.09% 

0.15% 0.13% -0.01% 

#N/A 0.13% #N/A 

-0.3150 -1.8095 0.5414 
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30-Month Sample Period 
Black-owned (80) Companies 

Ex Post Risk-adjusted Returns 

Sharpe Ratio 
Geometric Averages 

80 companies non-BO 
companies 

Aflife 0.55% Fedsure 
'('.ant:an 0.34% Cusaf 
FBC 0.04% Saambou 

Fortune -0.14% ABI 

HCI 0.16% I Sage 
Metlife 0.26% Libe 
Norbake Macadams 
Yabeng -0.06% EttingWn 

Max 0.55% 

Min -0.14% 

Sample mean 0.16% 

Sample median 0.16% 

Sample mode #N/A 

Skew 0.3966 

Difference Sedors Difference 
(80 &; (80 &; 
non-BO) sedor) 

0.30% 0.25% Insurance 0.13% 0.42% 
-0.12% 0.46% Insurance 0.13% 0.21% 
0.27% 0.23% Banks & 0.16% 0.12% 

other 
financial 
services 

0.25% 0.39% Beverages, -0.08% 0.06% 
Hote1s& 
leisure 

0.02% 0.14% Insurance 0.13% 0.03% 
.07% 0.33% Insurance 0.13% 0.13% 

Food 
-0.10% 0.04% Investment 0.19% 0.25% 

trusts 

0.30% 0.46% 0.19% 0.42% 

-0.12% 0.04% -0.08% 0.03% 

0.08% 0.09% 0.11% 0.05% 

0.02% 0.14% 0.13% 0.03% 

#N/A #N/A 0.13% #N/A 

0.2115 -0.2246 -2.2940 1.0821 
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I-Year Sample Period [30 November 1997 to 30 November 1998] 
Black-influenced (81) Companies 

Ex Post Risk-adjusted Returns 

Sharpe Ratio 
Geometric Averages 

BI non-BI Difference Secton 
companies companies (81 & non-

BI) 
Aflife 0.11% Fedsure -0.33% 0.44% Insurance -0.34% 
CaptaU -0.27% Cusaf -0.43% 0.16% Insurance -0.34% 
Comparax 0.34% DiData -0.13% 0.47% Electrical 0.07% 
CTP -0.47% Independent -0 
mc -0.08% Saambou -0.16% 0.08% Banks &, other -0.27% 

financial 
services 

Fortune -0.28% ABI -0.02% 0.26% Beverages. -0.41% 
Hotels &, 
Leisure 

HCI 0.05% Sage -0.36% 0.41% Insurance -0.34% 
Kagiso -0.21% Primedia -0.23% 0.02% Media 
Macmed -O.19O;{' Adcock -0. 5% Pharmaceutical -0.36% 

&, Medical 
Mathomo -0.494'10 Specialty -0 6% Stores -0.62% 
Metlife -0.43% Liberty -0.35% 0.08% Insurance -0.34% 
Norbake -0.33% Macadams -0.62% 0.29% Food -0.50% 
Ocfish -0.26% Seaharwst -0.08% 0.17% Food -0.50% 
Siltek -0.05% Fintecb -0.57% 0.52% Electrical 0.07% 
Yabeng -0.35% Ettingtoo -0.34% 0.00% Investment -0.34% 

trusts 

Max 0.34% -0.02% 0.52% 0.07% 

Min -0.49% -0.62% 0.00% -0.62% 

Sample mean -0.19% -0.28% 0.08% -0.32% 

Sample -0.26% -0.28% 0.02% -0.34% 
median 

Sample mode #N/A #N/A #N/A -0.34% 

Skew 0.8614 -0.3332 0.2419 1.1172 

Difference 
(81 & 
Sector) 

0.45% 
0.08% 
0.27% 

0.19% 

0.13% 

0.39% 

0.17% 

0.13% 
0.09% 
0.17% 
0.24% 
0.12% 
0.01% 

0.45% 

0.01% 

0.13% 

0.09% 

#N/A 

0.9823 
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I-Year Sample Period [30 November 1997 to 30 November 1998] 
Black-owned (80) Companies 

Ex Post Risk-Adjusted Returns 
Sharpe Ratio 
Geometric Averales 

BO non-BO Difference Sedon 
companies companies (BO & 

non-BO) 
Afiife 0.11% Fedsure -0.33% 0.44% Insurance -0.34% 
Cjlptall_ -0.27% Cusaf -0.43% 0.16% Insurance -0.34% 
FBC -0.08% Sumbou -0.16% 0.08% Banks & other -0.27% 

financial 
services 

Fortune -0.28% ADI -0.02% 0.26% Beverages. -0.41% 
Hotels & Leisure 

HCI 0.05% Sage -0.36% 0.41% Insurance -0.34% 
Mathomo -0.49% Specia1ty -0.03% 0.46% Stores -0.62% 
Metlife -0.43% Liberty -0.35% 0.08% Insurance -0.34% 
Norbake -0.33% Macadams -0.62% 0.29% Food -0.50% 
Yabeng -0.35% Ettington -0.34% 0.00% Investment trusts -0.34% 

Max 0.11% -0.02% 0.46% -0.27% 

Min -0.49% -0.62% 0.00% -0.62% 

Sample mean -0.23% -0.29% 0.06% -0.39% 

Sample -0.28% -0.34% 0.06% -0.34% 
median 

Sample mode #tN/A #tN/A #tN/A -0.34% 

Skew 0.6203 0.0974 0.0099 -1.4905 

Difference 
(80 & 
Sedor) 

0.45% 
0.08% 
0.19% 

0.13% 

0.39% 
0.13% 
0.09% 
0.17% 
0.01% 

0.45% 

0.01% 

0.16% 

0.06% 

#tN/A 

1.1112 
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6-Month Sample Period [30 November 1997 to 31 May 1998] 
Black Influenced (81) Companies 

Ex Post Risk-Adjusted Returns 

Sharpe Ratio 
Geometric Averages 

BI non-BI Difference Seeton 
companies companies (81 & 

non-BI) 
MIire 0.37% Fedsure 0.25% 0.12% Insurance 0.15% 
Captall 0.20% Cusaf -0.27% 0.47% Insurance 0.15% 
Comparax 0.39010 DiData 0.37% 0.02% Electrical 0.59010 
CTP 0.10% Independent -0.11% 0.21% Media 
FBC 0.02% Saambou 0.22% 0.20% Banks &. other 0.22% 

financial 
services 

Fortune -0.12% ABI 0.48% 0.60% Beverages, 0.13% 
Hotels &. 
Leisure 

HCI 0.23% Sage 0.02% 0.22% Insurance 0.15% 
Kagiso 0.15% Primedia 0.19% 0.04% Media 
Macmed 0.07% Adcock -0.03% 0.11% Plwmaceutical 0.19% 

&.Medical 
Mathomo Specialty Stores 
Metlife 0.19% Liberty 0.02% 0.17% Insurance 0.15% 
Norbake Macadams Food 
Ocfish 0.20% Sea harvest 0.09010 0.11% Food -0.23% 
Siltek 0.05% Fintech 0.06% 0.01% Electrical 0.59% 
Yaheng 0.39% Ettington 0.01% 0.38% Investment 0.10% 

trusts 

Max 0.39% 0.48% 0.60% 0.59% 

Min -0.12% -0.27% 0.01% -0.23% 

Sample 0.17% 0.10% 0.07% 0.20% 
mean 

Sample 0.19% 0.06% 0.14% 0.15% 
median 

Sample #N/A #N/A #N/A 0.15% 
mode 

Skew -0.1192 0.2088 1.1336 0.4028 

Difference 
(81 a: 
sedor) 

0.22% 
0.05% 
0.20% 

0.20% 

0.25% 

0.08~ 

0.12° .. 

004111
• 

o 43 4t• 

o 54c;.. 
028c • 

o ~4·. 
o ().ttl. 

-003 11
• 

0().t~1I 

#Nt" 

0.9().e7 
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6-Month Sample Period [30 November 1997 to 31 May 1998J 
Black-owned (80) Companies 

Ex Post Risk-Adjusted Returns 

Sharpe Ratio 
Geometric: Averales 

BO non-BO Difference Secton 
companies companies (80 & 

non-BI 
0.37% Fedsure 0.25% 0.12% Insurance 0.15% 
0.200A. Cusaf -0.27% 0.47% Insurance 0.15% 
0.02% Saambou 0.22% 0.20% Banks &. other 0.22% 

financial services 
Fortune -0.12% ABI 0.48% 0.60% Beverages, 0.13% 

Hotels &. Leisure 
HCI 0.02% 0.15% 
Mathomo 
Metlife 0.15% 
Norbake 
Vaben trusts 0.10% 

Max 0.3~10 0.48% 0.60% 0.22% 

Min -0.12% -0.27% 0.12% 0.10% 

Sample mean 0.18% 0.10% 0.08% 0.15% 

Sample 0.20% 0.02% 0.18% 0.15% 
median 

Sample mode #N/A #N/A #N/A 0.15% 

Skew -0.6673 0.0673 0.7444 1.0693 

Difference 
(80 & 
Sector 

0.22% 
0.05% 
0.20% 

0.25% 

0.08% 

0.04% 

0.28% 

0.28% 

0.04% 

0.03% 

0.05% 

#N/A 

-0.1640 
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Secondary Hypotheses 

Ex Ante Risk-adjusted returns as reflected by the CAPM 

Black-mfluenced (HI) Companies 
Expected risk-adjusted returns (CAPM) 
As at 30 November 1998 

BI companies Non-BI 
companies 

Afljfe 1.77% Fedsure 1.85% 
Captall 2.13% Cusaf 1.83% 
Comparex 1.80% DiData 1.76% 
CTP 1.64% Independen 1.67% 

t 
FBC 2.21% Saambou 1.88% 

Fortune 1.68% ABI 1.73% 

HCI 1.81% Sage 1.89% 
Kagiso 1.82% Primedia 1.90% 
Macmed 1.890,4, Adcock 1.69% 

Mathomo 1.88% Specialty 1.87% 
Metlife 1.81% Liberty 1.83% 
Norbake 1.79% Macadams 1.90% 
Ocfish 1.66% Sea Harvest 1.57% 
Siltek 1.89% Fintech 1.75% 
Yabeng 1.85% Ettington 1.68% 

Max 2.21% 1.90% 

Min 1.64% 1.57% 

Sample mean 1.84% 1.79% 

Sample median 1.81% 1.83% 

Sample mode 1.89% 1.83% 

Skew 1.2281 -0.6596 

Difference Sector 
(Bl & non-
BI) 

0.08% Insurance 
0.30% Insurance 
0.04% Electrical 
0.02% Media 

0.32% Banks & other 
financial 
services 

0.06% Beverages. 
Hotel & Leisure 

0.07% Insurance 
0.08% Media 
0.20% Pharmaceuticals 

& Medica1 
0.01% Stores 
0.02% Insurance 
0.10% Food 
0.09% Food 
0.13% Electrical 
0.17% Investment trust 

0.32% 

0.01% 

0.06% 

-0.02% 

0.06% 

1.2277 

Difference 
(BI & 
sector) 

1.84% 0.0";% 
1.84% 0.2~% 

1.82% 0.01% 

1.85% 0.36% 

1.82% 0.14% 

1.84% 0.03% 

1.78% 0.11% 

1.85% 0.01% 
1.84% 0.03% 
1.74% 0.03% 
1.74% 0.08% 
1.82% 0.01% 
1.81% 0'()4% 

1.85% 0.35% 

1.74% 0.02% 

1.81% 0,(.18% 

1.82% -0.01% 

1.84% OJM% 

-1.2273 1.8140 

110 



Univ
ers

ity
 of

  C
ap

e Tow
n

AppendixC 2 

Ex Ante Risk-adjusted returns as reflected by the CAPM 

BIack-Owned (80) Companies 
Expected risk-adjusted returns (CAlM) 
As at 30 November 1998 

BO companies Non-BO 
companies 

Mife 1.77% Fedsure 1.85% 
Captall 2.13% Cusaf 1.83% 
FBC 2.21% Saambou 1.88% 

1.81% ABI 1. 

HCI 1.68% Sage 1.73% 
Mathomo 1.88% Specialty 1.87% 
Metlife 1.81% Liberty 1.83% 
Norbake 1.79% Macadams 1.90% 
Yabellg 1.85% Ettington 1.68% 

Max 2.21% 1.90% 

Min 1.68% 1.68% 

Sample mean 1.88% 1.83% 

Sample median 1.81% 1.85% 

Sample mode #N/A 1.83% 

Skew 1.1970 -1.3168 

Difference Sector 
(80 &: 
non-8O) 

0.08% Insurance 
0.30% Insurance 
0.32% Banks & other 

financial 
services 

I) Beverages, 
Hotel & Leisure 

0.06% Insurance 
0.01% Stores 
0.02% Insurance 
0.10% Food 
0.17% Investment trust 

0.32% 

0.01% 

0.05% 

-0.04% 

#N/A 

1.0227 

Difference 
(80 &: 
sedor) 

1.84% 0.07% 
1.84% 0.29% 
1.85% 0.36% 

1.84% 0.03% 

1.82% 0.1 
1.85% 0.02% 
1.84% 0.03% 
1.74% 0.05% 
1.81% 0.04% 

1.85% 0.36% 

1.74% 0.02~. 

1.83% O.06~. 

1.84% -003·. 

1.84% NS/A 

-2.1238 14070 
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Ex Ante Risk .. adjusted returns as reflected by the CAPM 

Black Influenced (BI) Companies 
Expected risk-adjusted returns (CAPM) 
As at 31 May 1998 

BIcompanies Non-BI 
companies 

Aflife 1.47% Fedsure 1.64% 
Captall 1.72% Cusaf 1.55% 
Comparex 1.68% DiData 1.60% 
CTP 1.51% Independent 1.58% 
FBC 1.95% Saambou 1.61% 

Fortune 1.57% ABI 1.49% 

HCI 1.63% IS. 1.74% 
Kagiso 1.87% Primedia 1.79% 
Macmed 1.70% Adcock 1.56% 

Mathomo Specialty 
Metlife 1.72% Liberty 1.78% 
Norbake Macadams 
Ocfish 1.34% Sea Harvest 1.39% 
Siltek 2.17% Fintech 1.47% 
Yabeng 1.96% Ettington 1.57% 

Max 2.17% 1.79% 

Min 1.34% 1.390,4 

Sample mean 1.71% 1.60% 

Sample median 1.70% 1.58% 

Sample mode 1.72% lIN/A 

Skew 0.3948 0.2606 

Difference Sector Difference 
(BI & nOD- (BI & 
BI) sector) 

0.17% Insurance 1.76% 0.29% 
0.17% Insurance 1.76% 0.04% 
0.08% Electrical 1.75% 0.07% 
0.06% Media 
0.35% Banks & ether 1.77% 0.18% 

financial 
services 

0.07% Beverages, 1. 790,4 0.23% 

~~ 0.12% Insurance 
0.07% Media 
0.14% Pha~ . .,.,% 

& Medical 
Stores 

0.07% Insurance 1.76% 0.04% 
Food 

0.05% Food 1.68% 0.34% 
0.69% Electrical 1.75% 0.42% 
0.390,4 Investment trust 1.62% 0.34% 

0.69% 1.79% 0.42% 

0.05% 1.62% 0.03% 

0.11% 1.73% -0.02% 

0.12% 1.76% -0.06% 

lIN/A 1.76% -0.04% 

1.9961 -1.2174 0.2727 
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AppendixC 4 

Ex Ante Risk-adjusted returns as reflected by the CAPM 

Black-Owned (80) Companies 
Expected risk-adjusted returns (CAPM) 
As at 31 May 1998 

BO companies Non-BO 
companies 

Aflife ure 1.64% 
Captall f 1.55% 
FBC 1.95% Saambou 1.61% 

Fortwle 1.57010 AB! 1.49% 

HCI 1.63% Sage 1.74% 
Mathomo Specialty 
Metlife 1.72% Liberty 1.78% 
Norbake Macadams 
Yabeng 1.96% Ettington 1.57% 

Max 1.96% 1.78% 

Min 1.47% 1.49% 

Sample mean 1.72% 1.63% 

Sample median 1.72% 1.61% 

Sample mode 1.72% #N/A 

Skew 0.3386 0.4872 

Difference Sector 
(80& 
non-BO) 

0.17% Insurance 
0.17% Insurance 
0.35% Banks &. other 

financial 
services 

0.07% Beverages, 
Hotel &. 
Leisure 

0.12% Insurance 
Stores 

0.07% Insurance 
Food 

0.39% Investment 
trust 

0.39% 

0.07% 

0.09% 

0.11% 

#N/A 

0.8618 

Difference 
(80& 
sedor) 

1.76% 0.29% 
1.76% 0.04% 
1.17% 0.18% 

1.79% 0.23% 

1.76% 0.13% 

1.76% 0.04% 

1.62% 0.34% 

1.79% 0.34% 

1.62% 0.04% 

1.75% -0.03% 

1.76% -0.04% 

1.76% -0.04% 

-2.3413 0.0890 
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Stakeholder Orientation 

Return on Invested ,Capital (ROIC) over a one-year period 
ROIC = NOPLA T I Operating Invested Capital at the begin of the year 
BI Companies relative to non-BI Companies 

BI companies Non-BI Difference 
companies 

Aflife 25.98% Faure 3.78% 22.19010 
Captall 31.16% Cusaf -30.74% 61.90% 
Comparax: 189.71% DiData 99.61% 90.11% 
CTP 43.57% Independent 58.61% 15.04% 
FBC -1.52% Saarnbou -16.17% 14.65% 
Fortune 37.22% AB! 41.38% 4.16% 
HC! 13.65% Sage 51.67% 38.02% 
i~sO 154.19% Primerua 191.51% 37.32% 
Maaned 61.48% Adcock 43.46% 18.01% 
Mathomo 58.40% S~iSllIhl 

40.35%1 
20.26% 

Met1ife -36.94% Liberty 36.09% 
Norbake 5.03% Macadams 35.32% 
Ocfish 62.35% SeaHmvest 30.76% 31.59% 
Siltek 30.59OA, Fintech ~ 174.62% 
Yabeng -15.17% Ettington 14.60% 

Max: 189.71% 205.21% 174.62% 

Min -36.94% -30.74% 4.16% 

Sample mean 43.98% 53.11% -9.13% 

Sample median 31.16% 41.38% -10.22% 

Sample mode #N/A #N/A #N/A 

Skew 1.38 1.25 2.51 

114 



Univ
ers

ity
 of

  C
ap

e Tow
n

AppendixD2 

Stakeholder Orientation 

Return on Invested Capital (ROIC) over a one-year period 
ROIC = NOPLA T I Operating Invested Capital at the begin of the year 
BO Companies relative to non-BO Companies 

BO companies Non-BO Difference 
companies 

Aflife 25.98% Fedsure 3.78% 22.19% 
Captall 31.16% Cusaf -30.74% 61.90% 
FSC -1.52% Saambou -16.17% 14.65% 
FortWle 37.22% ASI 41.38% 4.16% 
HCI 13.65% Sage 51.67% 38.02% 
Mathomo 58.40% Specialty 78.66% 20.26% 
Matlife -36.94% Liberty -0.85% 36.09% 
Norbake 5.03% Macadams 40.35% 35.32% 
Yaben2 -15.17% Ettington -0.57% 14.60% 

Max 58.40% 78.66% 61.90% 

Min -36.94% -30.74% 4.16% 

Sample mean 13.09% 18.61% -5.52% 

Sample median 13.65% 3.78% 9.86% 

Sample mode #N/A #N/A #N/A 

Skew -0.24 0.33 0.80 
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Stakeholder Orientation 

Return on Invested Capital (ROIC) over a one-year period 
ROIC == NOPLAT I Aver. Operating Invested Capital during tbe year 
BI Companies relative to non-BI Companies 

BI companies Non-BI Difference 
ies 

Atlife 17.52% Fedsure 3.42% 14.11% 
Captall 12.36% Cusaf -38.33% 50.69% 
Comparax 65.11% DiData 57.70% 7.41% 
CTP 40.21% Independent 48.24% 8.03% 
FBC -1.23% Saambou -15.48% 14.25% 
Fortune 34.84% AB! 35.48% 0.65% 
HC! 28.43% Sage 38.91% 10.49% 
Kagiso 81.43% Primed.ia 75.33% 6.10% 
Macmed 36.95% Adcock 40.28% 3.33% 
Mathomo 38.61% Specialty 75.21% 36.60% 
Metlife -43.96% Liberty -0.80% 43.16% 
Norbake 4.23% Macadams 29.21% 24.97% 
Ocfish 54.25% Sea Harvest 28.72% 25.54% 
Siltek 28.55% Fintedl 225.35% 196.80% 
Yabeng n -0.55% 21.58% 

Max 81.43% 225.35% 196.80% 

Min -43.96% -38.33% 0.65% 

Sample mean 25.01% 40.18% -15.17% 

Sample median 28.55% 35.48% -6.93% 

Samplemooe #N/A #N/A #N/A 

Skew -0.45 2.08 3.28 
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Stakeholder Orientation 

Return on Invested Capital. (ROIC) over a one-year period 
ROIC ::: NOPLA T I A wrage Operatinllnvested Capital. during the year 
DO Companies relative to non-DO Companies 

DO eompanies Non-DO Difference 
companies 

Aflife 17.52% Fedsure 3.42% 14.11% 
Captall 12.36% Cusaf -38.33% 50.69010 
FBC -1.23% Saambou -15.48% 14.25% 
Fortune 34.84% AB! 35.48% 0.65% 
HC! 28.43% Sage 38.91% 10.49010 
Mathomo 38.61% Specialty 75.21% 36.60% 
Metlife -43.96% Liberty -0.80% 43.16% 
Norbake 4.23% Macadams 29.21% 24.97% 
Yabeng -22.13% Ettingtoo -0.55% 21.58% 

Max 38.61% 75.21% 50.69% 

Min -43.96% -38.33% 0.65% 

Sample mean 7.63% 14.12% -6.49% 

Sample median 12.36% 3.42% 8.94% 

Sample mode #N/A #N/A #N/A 

Skew -0.84 0.32 0.38 
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Stakeholder Orientation 

Return on Invested Capital (ROIC) over a one-year period 
ROIC == NOPLA T I Operating Invested Capital at the beginning of year plus intangible 
usets 
BI Companies relative to non-BI Companies 

Mathomo 
Medife 
Norbake 
Odish 
Siltek 
Yaboo 

Max 

Min 

Sample mean 

Sample median 

Sample mode 

Skew 

Non-BI 
com anies 

24.28% Fedsure 
31.16% eusa{ 

189.71% DiDo 
43.10% In oodent 
-1.52% Saambou 

189.71% 

-36.94% 

35.11% 

30.59% 

#IN/A 

1.95 

Difference 

3.78% 20.490,(, 
-30.74% 61.90% 
99.61% 90.11% 

8.46% 34.65% 
-16.17% 14.65% 
41.31% 11.57% 
51.67% 38.02% 
15.07% 17.75% 
43.46% 18.01% 
78.66% 22.20% 
-0.85% 36.09% 
40.35% 35.46% 
30.76% 31.590,4, 

205.21% 174.62% 
-0.57% 14.60% 

205.21% 174.62% 

-30.74% 11.57% 

38.00% -2.89% 

30.76% -0.17% 

#IN/A #IN/A 

1.83 2.60 
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Stakeholder Orientation 

Return on Invested Capital (ROIC) over a one-year period 
ROIC = NOPLA T I Operating Invested Capital at the beginning of year plul intangible 
auets 
DO Companies relative to non-DO Companies 

DO companies Non-DO Difference 
companies 

Aflife 24.28% Fedsure 3.78% 20.49% 
Captall 31.16% Cusaf -30.74% 61.90% 
FBC -1.52% Saambou -16.17% 14.65% 
Fortune 29.74% ABI 41.31% 11.57% 
HCI 13.65% Sage 51.67% 38.02% 
Mathomo 56.46% Specialty 78.66% 22.20% 
Metlife -36.94% Liberty -0.85% 36.09% 

. Norbake 4.89% Macadams 40.35% 35.46% 
Yabeng -0.57% 14.60% 

Max 56.46% 78.66% 61.90% 

Min -36.94% -30.74% 11.57% 

Sample mean 11.84% 18.60% -6.77% 

Sample median 13.65% 3.78% 9.86% 

Samplemooe #N/A #N/A #N/A 

Skew -0.26 0.33 1.11 
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Ex post raw returns 

J..year period (30 Nov 1995 - 30 Nov 1998) 

BI companies relative to non-BI companies 
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Ex post raw returns 

30-month period (30 Nov 1995-31 May 1998) 

BI companies relative to DOD-BI companies 

8l1li111.,&II1II, 
V.'II: RETURIIS 

... 1.---------------, 

... 7 

... 8 I 

8.15 

1.14 

~U3 
"" 1.12 

1.11 

u. 
.... 1'--___________ -1 

8' ..... , 
GROIIPIG 

BI companies relative to sector 

•• ipltl.,e., 
VIIia.It: IIETUIINS 

1.11.----------------. 

... 1 

us 

U4 

n 

1.81 

... 1 

IlIiltMu 
025'11""'11 
u 1I •• i ...... 

IlIiIIa.1 
o 25\-l5' 

... 11'------11----.-.-----' 1/ ·1111111_ .. 

BO companies relative to non-BO compmies 

0.l1li.------------------, 

0.07 

0.l1li I 

0.05 

0.04 

'" ~ 0.113 
Ii 

O.ll2 

0.01 

G.80 I 
.0.01 '----------------' 

BO companies relative to sector 

.u,IeI.,a"., 
VlllilWe: RETURIIS 

1.17.----------------. 

1.11 I 

1.15 

1.14 

1.11 

u • I 
.... 1'---------------1 

80 

121 

IlIiII"'ll 

0"25'"'5' 
I. MIIIII ... 



Univ
ers

ity
 of

  C
ap

e Tow
n

AppendixE 3 

Ex post raw returns 

One-year period (30 Nov 1997 - 30 Nov 1998) 

BI companies relative to non-BI companies .fIy. 
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Ex post raw returns 

6-month period (30 Nov 1991- 31 May 1998) 

BI companies relative to non-BI companies 
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Ex post returns 
Treynor index 
3-year period 

BI companies relative to Don-BI companies 
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Ex post returns 

Treynor index 

30-month period 

BI compuia relative to DOD-BI companies 
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Ex post returns 

Treynor index 

One-year period 

BI companies relative to Don-BI companies 
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Ex post returns 

Treynor index 

Six-month period 

BI companies relative to Don-HI companies 
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Ex post returns 

Sharpe ratio 

3-year period 

BI compmies relative to Don-BI compmies 
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Ex post returns 

Sharpe ratio 

3D-month period 

BI companies relative to lIoll-BI companies 
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Ex post returns 

Sharpe ratio 

I-year period 

BI companies relative to Don-BI companies 
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Ex post returns 

Sharpe ratio 

Six-month period 

BI companies relative to DOD-BI companies 
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Capital Asset Pricing Model (CAPM) 

At 30 November 1998 
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Capital Asset Pricing Model (CAPM) 

At 31 May 1998 
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Return on invested capital 

Using operating invested capital at the beginning of the year 
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