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Is Private Equity Delivering:  
A Performance Review

1 We have focused on U.S. buyouts and the S&P 500 (as the benchmark) since that is the dataset examined by Harris, Jenkinson and Kaplan in 
their 2014 paper (see footnote 2) which we have used as the basis for our own analysis.
2 “Private Equity Performance: What Do We Know?”, Harris, Jenkinson, Kaplan (2014). Full details on the methodology and dataset employed by 
the authors can be found in their paper.
3 See “Notes on methodology”.
4 Kaplan and Schoar (2005). 
5 Throughout this paper, references to “active” public equity managers or strategies will refer to those managers (or strategies) that aim to beat the 
return from a particular market index or benchmark.
6 See “Notes on methodology”.
7 This is based on the S&P Indices Versus Active Funds (“SPIVA”) scorecard that can be found by accessing this link: http://www.spindices.com/
documents/spiva/spiva-us-year-end-2013.pdf. Details on the dataset used and the methodology can be found in this report.

The first goal of this paper is to provide a review of the historical performance of private equity relative to 
traditional benchmarks. In doing so, we have focused on the historical performance of U.S. buyout funds 
relative to their standard public equity benchmark – the S&P 5001. Our conclusions in this section of the 
paper are based on a widely-cited third party academic publication2. We then replicate the approach set 
out within this academic study in order to take it one step further and examine the performance differential 
between top quartile U.S. buyout funds and the S&P 5003. Both analyses are based on the standard 
Public Market Equivalent (“PME”) methodology4 used within the private equity industry to compare private 
equity against public market benchmarks. Our goal is to compare the average and top quartile cumulative 
performance of U.S. buyout funds to the S&P 500 over the same period.

The second goal of this paper is to provide readers with an analysis to help compare the historical 
performance of U.S. buyout funds to “active”5 public equity funds rather than just a passive and broad-
based benchmark. Here we conduct our own analysis that compares the performance of private equity 
(U.S. buyouts) to actively-managed (U.S.-based) mutual funds. Similar to our performance comparison 
based on benchmark indices, and for the sake of consistency, the analysis based on active public equities 
examines both average and top quartile U.S. buyout funds6. In this section we also review results from a 
well-known S&P study (“SPIVA”) that compares the performance of active public equity mutual funds to that 
of S&P public equity benchmark indices7. 

Exploring and understanding the potential of the performance differential between private equity and public 
equity, especially over a longer time period, may make this paper particularly relevant to managers of 
Defined Contribution pension schemes and other potential investors that are new to the asset class.
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Perhaps the most common performance-related question 
that private equity investors ask is whether their private equity 
portfolio is generating a return that is above what they would 
otherwise be able to generate through investing in public 
(listed) equities. As most readers may already be aware, 
private equity performance is traditionally benchmarked 
against broad, passive public equity indices such as the S&P 
500. As we have previously argued elsewhere8, private equity 
assets share many features with publicly-listed equities, and 
can behave similarly over the long run. Given these shared 
features, the use of public equity indices for benchmarking 
purposes is an accepted standard within the private equity 
industry, notwithstanding a number of differences between the 
two asset classes. 

One central difference between private and public equity 
investing is that, unlike the majority of public equity investment 
managers, private equity fund managers typically acquire 
controlling stakes in firms with the intention of effecting 
beneficial change, be that on a managerial, operational, or 
financial level. Therefore, the investment role undertaken 
by a typical private equity fund manager can differ quite 
substantially from the role undertaken by a typical public equity 
fund manager.

However, similarities between private equity fund managers 
and public equity fund managers do exist: one of these is 
the active portfolio management component. Private equity 
fund managers aim to seek out the most attractive individual 
company investments when constructing their portfolios and 
are not constrained by the requirement to consider any specific 
reference benchmark or index. Similarly, some public equity 

fund managers will deviate substantially from the public equity 
benchmark against which their performance will generally 
be measured. Rather than passively tracking a benchmark 
index, they will seek to add value (and thereby aim to generate 
outperformance) by actively identifying stocks that have the 
potential to perform more strongly than public equity markets 
overall. In reality, few public equity fund managers regard 
themselves as purely passive index trackers, but there is a 
spectrum based on the level of divergence from the relevant 
public market index that an individual manager is prepared to 
tolerate. The more a public equity fund manager does this, and 
thereby deviates from an index when constructing its overall 
portfolio, the more it can be thought of as an “active” equity 
fund manager9. 

Once we consider this distinction, another performance 
comparison approach for private equity presents itself. Rather 
than just benchmarking private equity performance against a 
suitable passive public equity benchmark (such as the S&P 
500, FTSE All-Share, or MSCI All Country World Index, as 
appropriate10) we can consider comparing private equity’s 
performance against that of active public equity funds. A 
performance comparison exercise that utilizes broad-based 
benchmarks, such as the S&P 500, seems valid to the extent 
a private equity investor regards a passive – or index-based 
– public equity strategy as its closest alternative investment 
choice. However, to the extent that an actively-managed public 
equity portfolio is regarded as a reasonable (or indeed a 
preferred) alternative to a private equity investment program, 
then a benchmark based on a cohort of active public equity 
managers (e.g. mutual funds) is perhaps more suitable.

Introduction

8 See for example “Can Private Equity Improve the Risk-Return Profile of a Portfolio of Public Equities?”, Pantheon InFocus, April 2015.
9 Note that this definition is distinct from so-called “activist” public equity investors who, like private equity managers, do seek to effect meaningful 
operational, managerial or other organizational change within their portfolio companies. 
10 As noted later in this paper the choice of the passive benchmark should, as closely as possible, itself reflect the nature of the private equity portfolio 
being compared against (for example, in terms of the geography or size of the underlying portfolio companies) so that the comparison is as fair and 
reasonable as possible.
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The assessment of private equity performance requires the 
careful selection of a suitable benchmark. When measuring 
private equity investment performance in relative terms, 
the benchmark used for this purpose must allow for a fair 
comparison, and this comparison needs to take place over a 
sufficiently long time period. Private equity is a long-term asset 
class; as a result, examining performance over a short time 
period (two to three years for example) is not appropriate in  
our view and can lead to misleading conclusions. 

One of the most frequently cited pieces of academic research 
examining the relative performance of private equity is a 
recent study published by Robert Harris, Tim Jenkinson and 
Steven Kaplan, a trio of established authorities in the field. 
This study focused on the long-term performance of both U.S. 
buyouts and U.S. venture funds, based on a comprehensive 
dataset provided by Burgiss11. In this paper, we have focused 
exclusively on the U.S. buyout component of its study12.
 
The main performance benchmark utilized by the authors 
when comparing the historical performance of U.S. buyouts is 
the S&P 500. This mirrors the approach taken by the majority 
of institutional investors in private equity when comparing U.S. 
buyout performance to the listed markets: the S&P 500 is 
often viewed as the investor’s “next best investment choice” 
and a suitable performance benchmark for U.S. private equity 
(particularly buyout) portfolios. Nevertheless, the authors also 

1.  Comparing U.S. Buyout Funds to the   
  S&P 500 – Passive Comparison  

examined the use of alternative benchmarks, including the 
Nasdaq, the Russell 3000 and the Russell 2000; the results 
from their study were similar13 irrespective of which of these 
indices was chosen14.

Based on the results contained within the Harris et al. study, 
we can conclude that “investors” could have achieved, on 
average, a 30.5% cumulative outperformance over the S&P 
500 (net of fees) when investing in the selected buyout funds 
with a North American geographical focus in the time period 
from 1990 to 200615. The outperformance of U.S. buyout funds 
in the Harris et al. study appears to make a strong case for 
the asset class in general terms. The authors employed a large 
dataset, encompassing many years’ worth of performance 
data, and generated results that appear conclusive based on a 
rigorous application of a standard methodology. Nevertheless, 
we thought it would be informative to conduct our own version 
of the Harris et al. study. Our motivation was driven primarily 
by a desire to assess how top quartile U.S. buyout funds have 
performed historically relative to the S&P 500 (Harris et al. only 
examined average performance). Given the dispersion that 
exists across performance quartiles in private equity, and since 
the Harris et al. study already establishes the outperformance 
that average U.S. buyout funds have historically generated 
relative to their public benchmark, examining the “best case” of 
a top quartile private equity portfolio seems a logical next step16.

11 Burgiss is a well-known provider of information and investment tools for the private equity industry.
12 Throughout this paper we have focused exclusively on U.S. buyouts and so we will not be examining the performance of U.S. venture funds.
13 For example, the average outperformance of U.S. buyout funds (based on the full vintage dataset from 1984 to 2008 used in the study) was 22% 
when compared to the S&P 500 and the Russell 2000, 20% compared to the Nasdaq, and 21% compared to the Russell 3000.
14 Harris et al. recently updated their analysis and found that buyout returns have exceeded public markets by approximately 4% annually. These 
findings suggest that the results produced are robust over time. The working paper of Harris et al. can be found at: http://papers.ssrn.com/sol3/papers.
cfm?abstract_id=2597259.
15 Harris et al. used a private equity dataset from 1984 to 2008. We cut the dataset off at 1990 and 2006 because of the relatively small number of 
observations from the Burgiss and Preqin data sets prior to 1990 (1984 to 1989) and the immaturity of the 2007 and 2008 vintage funds – whilst some 
of these vehicles are now over seven years old, many are still in their harvesting phase and so not fully mature. If one included less mature funds 
then much of the performance would still be included in the net asset value (“NAV”); NAVs are subjective measures of performance and as such less 
reliable and/or subject to GP-specific judgments regarding valuations. Nevertheless, even based on the entire dataset utilized by Harris et al., the 
cumulative outperformance of U.S. buyouts relative to the S&P 500 averaged between 20% to 27% over a fund’s life and more than 3% annually. In 
calculating the cumulative outperformance of 30.5% we took an equally-weighted average of the PMEs within each vintage (1990-2006).
16 We have excluded bottom quartile funds from our analysis as we are specifically interested in examining how the top quartile cohort would have 
performed. However, given the dispersion in performance between top and bottom quartile funds in private equity, we believe it is likely that bottom 
quartile funds would on average have underperformed relative to the S&P 500 on a PME basis over the same time period. Readers should bear this 
in mind when reviewing the results for the top quartile subset.
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For this reason, we first replicated the results of Harris et al. 
using the U.S. buyout funds in the Preqin dataset from 1990 
to 200617. We then examined the relative performance of top 
quartile U.S. buyout funds in the Preqin dataset. As a result, 
we generated average PMEs18 for average and top quartile 
U.S. buyout funds against the S&P 500 from 1990 to 2006. 
Over this period, the PME of average U.S. buyout funds 
equals approximately 1.2719. This implies average cumulative 
outperformance of 1990-2006 U.S. buyout funds of 27%20 

relative to the S&P 500. As noted earlier, Harris et al. derived 
an average cumulative outperformance over the S&P 500 of 
30.5% (for a comparable dataset), close to the 27% figure we 
calculated based on Preqin data. The fact that the two results 
do not reconcile exactly is likely explained by differences in the 
datasets used to conduct the two analyses.

When we repeated the exercise based on top quartile U.S. 
buyout funds only21, our dataset generated an 89% net 
cumulative outperformance over the S&P 500 over the life of 
the funds. Annualized22, Preqin’s historical dataset suggests 

that top quartile U.S. private equity buyouts generated an 
annual outperformance of approximately 4.9% compared to 
the S&P 500. The equivalent figure for average U.S. buyout 
funds was 1.0%. The results of our analysis are summarized 
in the table below.

Readers should also note that in our analysis underlying fund-
level fees (for example, management fees and carry payments) 
have been deducted from the buyout fund returns, whereas 
performance data for the S&P 500 is based on total returns gross 
of fees (such fees may include management fees, performance 
fees, trading costs, back-end loads, front-end loads etc.). Even 
though there are numerous low-cost alternatives for investing 
in broad-based public equity indices such as the S&P 500 (for 
example, exchange traded funds) these are not cost-free. By 
excluding fees and transaction costs associated with the listed 
benchmark our analysis is, therefore, somewhat understating 
the historical outperformance we identified for average and top 
quartile U.S. buyouts.

Dataset No. of observations from 
Preqin dataset

Average outperformance 
of U.S. buyouts p.a. Average PME

1990-2006 vintage (Upper Quartile only) 78 4.9% 1.89

1990-2006 vintage (Average) 310 1.0% 1.27

17 Similar to our approach to the Harris et al. study (and in fact much of the research work that Pantheon conducts) we have truncated the dataset at 
1990 (excluding earlier vintage funds) and 2006 (excluding later vintage funds) in order to have a sufficiently large number of data points per vintage 
to generate more robust results as well as to remove funds from our analysis that we perceive as insufficiently mature. We used Preqin rather than 
Burgiss data because this is the dataset we have access to and also the dataset that many institutional investors in private equity utilize. Note that the 
authors of the Harris et al. study remark that the Preqin and Burgiss datasets are “qualitatively similar”. 
18 As in the academic research study, we focused on Kaplan and Schoar PMEs. Please note that the Preqin data sample generally has more 
observations in more recent vintages. However, our cumulative average PMEs (for both average U.S. buyouts as well as top quartile U.S. buyouts) 
are based on an equal weighting across vintages. As a result, we remove any vintage-specific bias or dependency from our results. When calculating 
the average outperformance of 30.5% from the Harris et al. study (based on average U.S. buyouts with vintage years between 1990 and 2006) we 
similarly equally-weight across vintages.
19 Note that one needs to subtract one from the average Kaplan and Schoar PMEs to arrive at the cumulative outperformance over the life of the funds.
20 As with the Harris et al. study, this takes into account underlying fees charged by the private equity fund managers.
21 We again focus on 1990-2006 vintage U.S. buyout funds from the Preqin dataset.
22 We annualized based on actual cashflows from our private equity dataset and therefore the actual duration of the underlying funds (rather than an 
estimated life). However, to the extent an individual fund was not fully realized (particularly relevant for the more recent vintages) the annualized return 
was based on the length of time over which data was available.
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As noted earlier, private equity can be thought of as a form 
of active equity portfolio management. As a result, it seems 
appropriate also to consider the performance of private equity 
relative to an “active” public equity reference point. Some 
readers may themselves think of an active public equity 
investment program – rather than a passive or index-based 
one – as the closest available alternative to their private equity 
allocation. If so, in our view it makes sense for these investors 
to consider the merits of replacing part of an active public 
equity portfolio with a similarly “active” private equity strategy, 
or vice versa, depending on the relative performance of these 
two alternatives. This consideration motivated us to understand 
what the data suggest about the performance of private equity 
relative to actively-managed public equities.

Given the lack of publicly available studies that have examined 
this issue, we generated our own comparison of U.S. private 
equity performance to that of actively-managed mutual funds. 
In order to be consistent with our prior analysis, we have 
focused exclusively on U.S. buyout data from Preqin with 
vintage years spanning from 1990 to 2006. Our active mutual 
fund universe consists of U.S. based active equity mutual fund 
data provided by Bloomberg23. Similar to the methodology 
employed in Section 1 above, we calculated average PMEs24  
for average and top quartile U.S. buyout funds against the 
average and top quartile active mutual funds from 1990 to 

2.  Comparing U.S. Buyout Funds to the   
  S&P 500 – Active Comparison

2006; this is, therefore, a like-for-like comparison of how funds 
in each category have historically performed relative to each 
other. As summarized in the table below, the outperformance 
of upper quartile U.S. buyout funds relative to our mutual fund 
peer group amounts to approximately 3.7% annually. Average 
U.S. buyouts also outperformed mutual funds by c. 0.4% 
annually, or approximately 18% on a cumulative basis. 
 
The results below appear to provide further evidence in 
support of the historical outperformance of private equity 
relative to listed equities regarding the chosen dataset and time 
period. Moreover, this outperformance is even more skewed 
in favor of private equity if investors are able to access the 
best performing (i.e. top quartile) buyout funds. Based on our 
dataset, it seems that the performance of active public equity 
funds lags even further behind private equity as investors move 
up the quality spectrum in each category.

What the results also suggest is that active mutual funds 
have historically outperformed the S&P 500 and therefore a 
“passive” public equity alternative: although the U.S. buyout 
dataset outperformed both the S&P 500 and active equity 
mutual funds, the extent of this outperformance was lower 
relative to the mutual fund group. But is this a fair comparison? 
Is it reasonable to compare our equity mutual fund dataset to 
the S&P 500 in coming to this conclusion?

Dataset No. of observations from 
Preqin dataset

Average outperformance 
of U.S. buyouts p.a. Average PME

1990-2006 vintage (Upper Quartile only) 78 3.65% 1.61

1990-2006 vintage (Average) 310 0.39% 1.18

23 The dataset consisted of 2,461 U.S. based mutual funds as provided by Bloomberg whose fund asset class was denoted as “equities”. See “Notes 
on methodology” for a fuller description of the dataset used.
24 Note that one needs to subtract one from the average Kaplan and Schoar PMEs to arrive at the cumulative outperformance over the life of the funds. 
For example, the reader needs to subtract 1 from 1.61 and multiply by 100 to arrive at the cumulative percentage of outperformance for the upper 
quartile of the U.S. buyout funds over their active mutual fund peers.
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We addressed this question by examining recent results 
published in an S&P study that compared the performance of 
S&P indices to actively-managed U.S. based mutual funds25. 
These results suggest that U.S. S&P public equity indices 
(i.e. passive benchmarks) outperformed actively-managed 
public equity funds in the same geography widely. The results 
suggest that almost three-quarters (72.7%) of active large-cap 
equity funds underperformed their benchmark26 after expenses 
over five-year periods from January 1, 2004 to December 
31, 2013. Furthermore, more than two-thirds (66.8%) of U.S. 
active small-cap public equity funds underperformed their 
benchmark27 after expenses over the same period28. These 
results seem to directly contradict the results from our own 
analysis that suggested underperformance of a passive index 
relative to our active public equity dataset.

In our view, this apparent contradiction can be reconciled. The 
S&P SPIVA study explicitly attempted to select an appropriate 
benchmark for each active mutual fund category based on 
investment style (large-cap, small-cap etc.). This arguably 
provides a more targeted comparison between passive and 
public equities. The results from the S&P SPIVA analysis also 
conform with numerous other studies that have queried the 
value-add that active equity managers are, on average, able to 
generate29. Our indirect performance comparison, on the other 
hand, is based on comparing our aggregate equity mutual fund 
dataset to a single passive benchmark – the S&P 500. Relative 

to the more targeted S&P methodology, this appears to flatter 
the performance of active public equity strategies relative to 
the index alternative in the dataset used, thereby resulting in 
this apparent anomaly.

Irrespective of which of the two datasets or approaches is 
used, there appears to be evidence that U.S. buyout funds have 
historically significantly outperformed both their passive public 
equity benchmark as well as an active public equity alternative. 
Moreover, this outperformance applies not just to top quartile 
private equity funds; the results are also robust when looking 
at historical average fund performance. 

The performance comparison relative to active public equities 
may, in particular, provide investors with an additional 
datapoint when considering how to allocate capital within their 
equity bucket. Of course, before coming to any asset allocation 
decisions, we believe it would be prudent for investors to take 
into account a number of additional considerations that we have 
not examined in this analysis, such as the potential dispersion 
of returns and the expected liquidity profiles of different asset 
classes, as well as the investor’s own individual preferences 
and risk tolerance. However, to the extent investors regard an 
allocation to an actively-managed public equity program as the 
next best alternative to their private equity program, the results 
from our dataset and time period chosen suggest that private 
equity buyouts may historically have been the better choice.  

25 This is based on the S&P Indices Versus Active Funds (“SPIVA”) scorecard that can be found by accessing this link: http://www.spindices.com/
documents/spiva/spiva-us-year-end-2013.pdf. Details on the dataset used and the methodology can be found in this report.
26 S&P 500.
27 S&P SmallCap 600.
28 The results for mid-cap U.S. public equity funds were even worse: over three-quarters (77.7%) underperformed their benchmark (S&P MidCap 400).
29 For example, “Luck vs Skill in the Cross-Section of Mutual Fund Returns” Fama and French (2010).
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Our Key Findings

> Based on our dataset and selected time period, U.S. buyouts have historically significantly 
outperformed their passive public equity benchmark

> This outperformance holds for both upper quartile funds as well as the “average” performance of U.S. 
buyouts over the period we investigated

> For the average fund, this outperformance appears to have amounted to approximately 27% 
(cumulatively) relative to the S&P 500

> Recent independent academic research into this topic appears to have reached very similar 
conclusions30 

> The performance of U.S. buyouts also compares favorably to the alternative benchmark of actively-
managed U.S. equity mutual funds. This outperformance again applies to both upper quartile and 
average U.S. buyout funds

> The excess performance of U.S. buyouts relative to our active public equity benchmark amounted to 
between approximately 0.4% and 3.7% on an annualized basis

> There is evidence that a high proportion of actively-managed U.S. mutual funds have underperformed 
their benchmarks over recent years. The performance comparison is highly sensitive to the benchmark 
used however

> Investors in private equity may wish to consider a wider benchmarking exercise for their private equity 
portfolios that goes beyond passive public equity benchmarks. This is likely to be more appropriate 
to the extent they regard a more “active” public equity investment style as a closer substitute for their 
private equity investment program 

30 Harris, Jenkinson, Kaplan (2014).
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Understanding Long and Nickels PME and 
Kaplan and Schoar PME 
Long and Nickels’ (1996) public market equivalent (hereafter, 
“PME”) invests an amount equivalent to the capital calls (from 
a private equity fund or portfolio) into a relevant public index. 
When receiving a distribution from the private equity portfolio, 
the same amount in the public index is sold. The cumulative 
amount invested in the public index fluctuates with changes 
in the index. The Long and Nickels PME is then the IRR 
calculated using the inflows and outflows of the public market 
index (after accounting for the growth in the public index). 
When comparing the actual IRR from a private equity portfolio 
to the IRR as computed for the PME, the investor can compare 
the performance generated by the private equity portfolio to 
the theoretical public index performance. One drawback of the 
Long and Nickels PME is that private equity investments with 
frequent and large distributions may force the index values to be 
negative, which in turn invalidates the comparison mechanism. 
Table 1 is an example of a Long and Nickels PME calculation.

Period Cashflows Index Index Performance Theoretical Investment
p1 -100 100 0.00% 100
p2 -50 105 5.00% 155
p3 60 115 9.52% 109.76
p4 10 117 1.74% 101.67
Valuation (p5) 110 120 2.56% 104.28
IRR 6.43% PME 5.30%

Kaplan and Schoar’s (2005) PME compares an investment 
in a private equity fund to an equivalently timed investment in 
the relevant public market. The PME calculation discounts (or 
invests) all cash distributions and residual value to the fund at 
the public market total return and divides the resulting value 
by the value of all cash contributions discounted (or invested) 
at the public market total return. The PME can be viewed as a 
market-adjusted multiple of invested capital (net of fees). A PME 
of 1.20, for example, implies that at the end of the fund’s life (or 
as at the latest date for which data on that fund is available, 
for those funds that are not fully realized), investors ended up 
with 20% more than they would have if they had invested in the 
public markets. Kaplan and Schoar PMEs have the advantage 
of circumventing the issue of shorting the public index for 
private equity investments with frequent and large distributions 
(see description of Long and Nickel’s (1996) PME above). Table 
2 is an example of a Kaplan and Schoar PME calculation

Period Contribution Distribution Index Forward Value of Contributions 
(Theoretical Value)

Forward Value of Distributions 
(Theoretical Value)

KS 
PME

p1 100 0 100 120 0 0
p2 50 0 105 57.14 0 0
p3 0 60 115 0 62.60 0.35
p4 0 10 117 0 10.26 0.41
Valuation (p5) 0 110 120 0 110 1.03

Table 1 – Long and Nickels PME

Table 2 – Kaplan and Schoar PME
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NOTES ON METHODOLOGY

Pantheon collected data on 310 Preqin U.S. buyout funds with vintage years ranging from 1990 to 2006. We start the sample 
in 1990 in order to ensure that our data sample holds enough observations in a given vintage year. Further, we stop the sample 
period in 2006 in order to ensure that funds are mature enough to draw meaningful conclusions from the data and to match time 
series lengths across private equity and public equity data sets. When we refer to the quartile ranking of a fund (or a subset in our 
results), we base the quartile rankings at a particular point in time. Therefore, the subset for top quartile funds as at period t is not 
necessarily the same subset of funds as at period t+1. Private equity quartiles are based on IRRs. IRRs are always annualized. 
The vintage year of a fund is defined as the year in which we observe the first capital call. Funds with negative net asset values 
were excluded from the analysis.

For the analysis in Section 2, we also collected data on 2,461 mutual funds, as provided by Bloomberg, whose fund asset class was 
denoted as “equities”. The mutual funds in our dataset are not leveraged, have a North American geographical focus, and are listed 
and domiciled in the U.S. The S&P SPIVA study is based on data provided by CRSP from the University of Chicago’s Booth School 
of Business; its Survivor-Bias-Free U.S. Mutual Fund Database contains fund data from December 1961. The CRSP database 
currently contains complete historical information for roughly 39,000 open-ended funds, over 26,000 active and 13,000 delisted 
funds. Annual total returns of a mutual fund are estimated as the sum of capital gains gained by holding the fund and assuming 
that any cash distributions, such as dividends, are reinvested back into the fund. Mutual fund quartiles are based on total returns 
during the investment horizon of the private equity fund. Total returns for mutual funds are gross of underlying fees and expenses. 

PMEs were calculated using the Kaplan and Schoar method. The Kaplan and Schoar PME calculation discounts (or invests) all 
cash distributions and residual value to the fund at the public market total return and divides the resulting value by the value of all 
cash contributions discounted (or invested) at the public market total return. For the comparison of U.S. buyouts to the S&P 500 
we discounted a fund’s cash flows by the annual total returns of the S&P 500. Similarly, for the mutual fund comparison Kaplan 
and Schoar PMEs were estimated by discounting our private equity fund cash flows by the average equivalent quartile ranked 
mutual funds’ annual total return. Note that mutual funds may not exist over the entire investment period over which their buyout 
counterparts existed; those mutual funds were removed from our PME calculations.

For more information, please contact:
Nik Morandi 
Partner

Phone: +44 20 7484 6200  
Email: nik.morandi@pantheon.com

Dr. Andres Reibel 
Vice President

Phone: +1 415 249 6200    
Email: andres.reibel@pantheon.com
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Disclaimer

This publication has been prepared solely for use by sophisticated investors / professional clients in the U.S. and U.K. only for illustration, 
educational and or discussion purposes. It does not constitute independent research and under no circumstances should this publication or the 
information contained in it be used or considered as an offer, inducement, invitation, solicitation or recommendation to buy or sell any security or 
financial instrument or service or to pursue any investment product or strategy or otherwise engage in any investment activity or as an expression 
of an opinion as to the present or future value or price of any security or financial instrument. Nothing contained in this publication is intended to 
constitute legal, tax, securities or investment advice. Nothing contained in this publication is intended to be published or made available in any 
jurisdiction where to do so would result in a breach of any applicable law or regulation.

In all jurisdictions other than the U.S. this document is issued by Pantheon Ventures (UK) LLP (“Pantheon UK”), which is authorized and regulated 
by the Financial Conduct Authority (FCA) in the United Kingdom. Pantheon UK’s registration number is OC352463 and its registered address is 
Norfolk House, 31. St. James’s Square, London, SW1Y 4JR. In the U.S., this document is issued by Pantheon Ventures (US) LP which is registered 
as an investment advisor with the U.S. Securities and Exchange Commission (“Pantheon US” and together with Pantheon UK “Pantheon”). 
Past performance is not a guide to the future. Market and exchange rate movements may cause the capital value of investments, and the income 
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