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What you pay and what you get… The 
evolution of fund terms, fundraising, 
and returns in private equity
The private equity industry has evolved rapidly over its relatively short  
history mirroring the increasingly complex relationships between General 
Partners (GP) and Limited Partners (LP). 

Historically the industry has shown remarkable resilience when it comes to 
changing the fees that investors pay to managers. The terms on how GPs and 
LPs connect have changed, but have the fee structures evolved too? 
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Is the industry broadly sticking to the 2/20 fee model or are some actors 
adopting contrary positions? If variances exist, are these also impacting 
fundraising and performance?

The latest paper from the Adveq Applied Research Series aims to answer 
these questions and more.

Dear reader,

We are pleased to share with you the latest Adveq Applied Research Series 
paper titled “What you pay and what you get… The evolution of fund terms, 
fundraising, and returns in private equity”. Researchers from the London 
Business School have tapped into Preqin’s fund term and performance data, 
to develop a database of 1,748 unique funds belonging to 1,134 private 
equity firms for the period between 1998 and 2015. By linking these two 
sets of data, they have analysed how changes to fund terms have impacted 
performance and fundraising.

The report confirms that past performance is never a guide to the future and 
that it also does not justify higher carry levels either. When making investment 
decisions, LPs take into account factors beyond performance and judge each 
opportunity individually.

A changing relationship

One of the main highlights of the research paper is the increase in separately 
managed accounts and co-investments, reflecting the evolution of the LP-GP 
relationship. 

The need to balance the search for yield and specific investor requirements are 
fuelling these now more common private equity relationships, which focus on 
customised mandates. As these arrangements tend to be discretionary, so do 
the associated terms. 

Despite calls for higher transparency, the increase in separately managed 
accounts coincides with an industry move towards disclosing fewer details, 
making it more difficult to say how these fund terms deviate from the wider 
sector.



Does size matter?

The report finds that fund size strongly correlates with fund fees ‒ larger 
funds tend to charge less. Funds do not seem to trade management and 
performance fees off. Where management fees are higher, carry tends to be 
higher and in certain cases the hurdle is lower. While one might expect that 
funds offer various fee packages in an attempt to differentiate their offering, 
the report finds that funds are either cheap or expensive.

The report shows that size and fund lifespan play an interesting role in fund-
raising. Larger funds seem to receive more funding than they originally antici-
pated and funds with longer investment periods, more than five years, seem  
to fall short of their initial funding targets. 

While a deeper dive into the data shows that small discounts, could shorten 
fundraising periods, bigger discounts are not seen positively. In addition, 
unusually low carry makes investors suspicious and fundraising harder.

Are listed funds better?

The study also looked closely at funds offered by publicly listed private equity 
firms and found a strong correlation between being listed and performance 
success ‒some of the better funds in the research were found to be listed GPs.

However, the research reveals that while funds of firms about to be listed or 
shortly after tend to perform better, the performance tends to face off after the 
firms go public. The report is not conclusive on why that is the case, but raises 
the argument that the growth of publicly listed firms may come at the expense 
of performance. Once listed, funds need to respond to market demands by 
analysts and investors and often decide to extend to more and less profitable 
asset classes.

We hope you find the report and its conclusions interesting and that they prove 
to be a helpful aid in understanding the industry dynamics.

As always, we welcome your views on the report and thank-you for your inter-
est in Adveq, the London Business School, and the work we are collectively 
undertaking to improve the understanding of key aspects of the private equity 
market. 

Adveq, June 2017
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Founded in 1997, Adveq is a leading asset manager investing in private equity 
globally. Adveq invests in all private equity strategies, including venture capital, 
growth capital, buyout, and turnarounds through primaries, secondaries, and 
direct/co-investments. 

Adveq’s client base comprises institutional investors such as pension funds, 
insurance companies, endowments, family offices, and other financial institu-
tions located in Europe, North America, and the Asia-Pacific region. For its  
clients Adveq is a long-term partner for investments in private equity. 

Adveq has offices in Zurich, Frankfurt, London, Jersey, New York, Beijing, and 
Hong Kong.

Legal Notice
 
This document has been prepared for informational purposes only. The information set forth herein shall not be relied 
upon by any person for any purpose. This document does not constitute an offer to sell or a solicitation of an offer  
to purchase any securities or any other product in any jurisdiction. Any reproduction or distribution of this document, 
in whole or in part, is prohibited. 

Forward-Looking Statements
 
Certain statements contained in this document, including without limitation, the words “believes,” “anticipates,” 
“intends,” “expects,” “may,” “plans,” “projects,” “will,” “would,” and words of similar import, constitute “Forward-Looking 
Statements.” Such Forward-Looking Statements involve known and unknown risks, uncertainties, and other factors 
that may cause the actual results, performance or achievements to be materially different from any future results,
performance or achievements expressed or implied by such Forward-Looking Statements. Any analysis of potential 
investments is necessarily based on past performance, which is not necessarily indicative of future results. Adveq 
cannot guarantee that it will actually achieve the plans, intentions or expectations expressed or implied in its  
Forward-Looking Statements. While Adveq may elect to update forward-looking statements at some point in the 
future, Adveq specifically disclaims any obligation to do so, even if Adveq’s estimates or expectations change. While 
Adveq professionals have provided comments and suggestions for the research paper enclosed with this document, 
the results and findings are within the responsibility of the London Business School’s Coller Institute of Private 
Equity. Adveq may not necessarily agree with the opinions voiced therein.
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The last few years have seen a change in the dynamics 
between General Partners and Limited Partners in 
Private Equity. This report provides a deep dive on the 
nature and impacts of changes to terms in the industry, 
linking fund terms to data on both performance and 
fundraising. We also consider who deviates from the 
nominal industry norm of “2 and 20,” and consider 
whether “cheaper” or “more expensive” funds are 
provided by new entrants, or by existing PE firms 
that are older, bigger, and have better (or worse) 
performance. We also explore the “so what?” of 
deviating from industry norms: Do funds that charge 
more or less suffer during fundraising? And does such 
deviation correlate with variations in fund performance? 
By linking Preqin’s three main databases (fund terms, 
performance, and fundraising), duly anonymized, we look 
at both the antecedents and the implications of fund-fee 
performance variance. We also link this to differences 
in governance between PE firms, showing the impact of 
being listed and how this changes over time.  

* We gratefully acknowledge the generous 
financial support for this research provided 
by Adveq Management. We are also grateful 
to Preqin for sharing with us the private 
equity fund performance data. 

Email Contacts: 
Michael G. Jacobides, 
London Business School, 
mjacobides@london.edu 

Marcela Umana, 
London Business School, 
mumana@london.edu 
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Historically, the PE industry has been characterized by a rather remarkable consistency in terms of the fees 
that investors, i.e. Limited Partners (LPs) pay to managers, i.e. General Partners (GPs). While our previous 
Adveq Report considered changes in how GPs and LPs connect (including co-investment, direct investment, 
separately managed accounts, and other types of partnerships), it also revealed a remarkable resilience in 
the pricing structure of the sector, despite significant pressures to change, centered around the “2 (percent 
of invested assets) and 20 (percent of returns, given they are above a benchmark)” (Jacobides and Rico 
Saavedra, 2015). However, GPs’ terms do vary, in terms of both the key agreement structure (management 
fees, performance fees, and hurdle rate) and other contractual provisions. This report explores the evolution 
of terms in the sector, and looks at which funds charge more or less, and which ones deviate from the 
industry mean in terms of rebating directors’ and other fees, etc . Having linked and anonymized Preqin’s 
three main databases—fund terms, performance fees, and fundraising—we provide a panel analysis that 
considers changes in fund terms, their antecedents, and their implications. We consider what types of funds 
tend to buck the trend, and what this ultimately means for their ease of fundraising and their performance in 
relation to peers.

Background
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Building on our previous report (Jacobides & Rico 
Saavedra, 2015), we engaged with Preqin, a key 
information provider for the PE sector, to draw on its 
three databases. The first of these is the performance 
report, which looks at all the performance metrics of 
PE firms. The second is the fund-terms database, 
which provides full detail on how each fund interacts 
with its investors, from fund costs and fees to all 
sorts of contractual arrangements (Appendix Table 1). 
Finally, there is the database on fundraising, where 
each fund is assessed on how quickly it closed, and 
whether or not it was oversubscribed (Appendix 
Table 2). 

Figure 1, which illustrates two of the data fields in 
the “terms” database, provides an illustration of the 
means and variance in two key PE conventions: 
management fees and the profit percentage retained 
by PE firms (called “fee” and “carry” respectively). 
This is shown for PE buyout funds (the “core” 
traditional players), Venture Capital (VC), Fund of 
Funds (FOF- including PE and VC FoF) and others 
(including distressed debt, direct debt, real estate 
etc.) 

What we can see from this Figure is that there has 
been a slight decrease in fee levels, perhaps a little 
more pronounced in FoF, which, however, have the 
most variance. Our contribution, however, is to move 
beyond what is charged, and focus who charges 
what- and why. We did so by merging Preqin’s 
three databases, duly anonymized, as such linking 
longitudinal data on performance with evidence on 
structure. This allowed us to see how particular funds 
differ in their practices in comparison with industry 
norms and means. 

Specifically, Preqin’s fund term data were matched 
and merged with the fund-performance data, yielding 
a database of 1,748 unique funds, belonging to 1,134 
different PE firms, over an average of 4.61 years, for 
the period between 1996 and 2015 (Table 3). This gave 
us the unique ability to delve into the question of how 
PE conventions and fund terms have evolved over 
time; whether this has differed between segments 
of primary funds (buyout, VC, etc.), small and large 
funds, or parts of large PE firms; and whether the 
changes have more to do with market sentiment 
and timing or other structural characteristics. More 
importantly, we could also consider which funds have 
been at the forefront of changing industry standards; 
what differentiates funds that “stick with the norm” 
from outliers; and whether being a maverick tends to 
be associated with higher performance or not. Finally, 
this database was further merged with the fundraising 
database, which covered a large subset of the same 
funds, and included information about how quickly 
fundraising was completed, whether the initial target 
had to be adjusted upwards or downwards, etc. The 
combined database yielded a total of 800 funds for 
which there was information for at least some of the 
key fundraising activities, though the availability of 
data on individual variables varied widely. 

Data Sources
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Data Sources
Continued

Figure 1: Means and variance in management fee and performance fee (“carry”)
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The quantitative analysis consisted of three sets of 
investigations. First, we wanted to examine what 
explained variance in terms of deviation from the 
norm, as it related to fee structure. As such, our key 
variable was the deviation of a fund from the mean 
terms of its reference groups. Since PE has a strong 
cyclical component, we calculated the mean terms 
for each given year. Furthermore, since different 
types of funds (buyout, venture capital, infrastructure, 
etc.) tend to have different fee levels, we focused 
the comparison group on the type of fund only. 
As such, our measurement for a buyout fund of 
1998 vintage would consist of its management fee 
minus the average management fee of all buyout 
funds in the same year. We then obtained the same 
measurement for the carry (performance fee) and the 
hurdle rate (the threshold above which carry comes 
into effect). To explore the explanatory variables 
of the differences in these three fee elements, we 
considered a host of control variables (including the 
fund’s geographical focus, HQ location, and size) and 
also whether this was a first-time fund (i.e. a fund of 
a company that did not yet have any other funds, at 
least in terms of our database) and whether it was 
the first fund in a given category (e.g., if this was the 
first VC fund of a company that had other types of 
funds, such as PE, vs a true de novo fund). We also 
included the other fee components in the regression 
to see whether, e.g., higher performance fees might 
be associated with lower management fees, so 
that this would simply be a substitution in terms of 
“style,” and whether there would be an association 
between higher hurdle rates and higher performance 
fees. 

In addition, we considered, by way of theoretical 
interest, the performance history of the company 
to which the fund belonged (provided it was not 
a first-time fund). To do so, we had to restrict our 
sample to those funds with a precursor fund from 
the same company. We looked at the performance 
of funds that belonged to the same PE firm, and 
considered their average performance over the 
preceding four years. This was done in a number of 

ways. We looked at the unweighted average of the 
last four years’ performance. We used the weighted 
average for the same period, giving more weight to 
recent years (.4 for the most recent year, .3 for the 
one before that, etc.). We also created a categorical 
variable that measured whether funds of the same 
company were within one standard deviation of the 
relevant year/type of fund population over the last 
four years, and whether they were above or below 
it, so as to avoid averaging out PE companies 
whose extreme performance (on the upside or the 
downside) might be “washed away” by averaging. 
As for specific performance indicators, we looked at 
Multiples (how many times the original investment 
was made back) as well as Net IRR (i.e. internal 
rate of return net of fees), measured at each point 
in time, as these are the two key metrics also used 
in the sector. We thus looked at whether companies 
that could point to the strength of their previous 
performance deviated from industry norms or not.

Next, we looked at performance. We considered 
whether deviating from the norms would be 
associated with better or worse future performance, 
and used the difference between industry mean and 
fund terms as a predictor for a fund’s performance 
compared to its peer group (again, in terms of 
vintage and fund type). This generated panel data 
where we utilized all the data points to assess the 
effect of fund terms (and the full battery of controls) 
on Net IRR and Multiples.1 

Finally, we looked at the role of fundraising. That is, 
we looked at whether deviating from industry fee 
norms had an adverse side-effect on either the speed 
of fundraising (in particular, whether fundraising 
was completed before or after the original closing 
date); or the fundraising amount (i.e. whether the 
amount raised was smaller or larger than the one 
originally anticipated/called for). We also considered 
whether the fund revised its target (upwards or 
downwards) whilst fundraising was still in progress 
and, for completeness’ sake, introduced fundraising 
efficiency in our performance regressions.

Quantitative analysis 
approach and measures

1 Using definition of Preqin “Net multiple returns are used by investors to determine how much they have gained or are likely to gain on an 
investment… it is the ratio of the total value that the LP has derived from its interests in the partnership and its total cash investment in the 
partnership, expressed as a multiple”. Net IRR is defined by Prequin as “The IRR earned by the LP to date after fees and carry. The IRR is based 
upon its realized cash flows and the valuation of its remaining interest in the partnership”.
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First, we considered how fund terms evolved. We 
took all the sub-markets to see whether there were 
significant trends worth reporting. Given the small 
number of funds in several submarkets, and the 
lack of very discernible patterns, made us focus 
on three main segments: Buyouts, Venture Capital, 
and Fund of Funds, leaving us with one residual 
category dubbed “other”, which encompasses the 
different asset classes under consideration- from 
infrastructure to natural resources to secondary 
debt. We thus provide the Figures for these four 
categories, where we present the average terms, 
but also the weighted average terms- ie, the terms 
weighted by the size of the fund, which does 
a better job at capturing the evolution of fund 
terms per dollar invested. To provide a sense of 
the breadth of our sample, in the same charts 
we report the AUM of the funds whose terms we 
report, divided by the AUM of new funds that 
have emerged in this segment- thus providing a 
percentage point coverage of the total sector to the 
best of our estimates. We provide the estimates for 
Management Fee, Carried Interest fee, and Hurdle 
(before performance fees, i.e. carry, is payable).

Specifically, as we can see from Figure 2, in PE, 
the management fee has hovered just under 2%, 
at least in terms of the headline rate (since we 
do not have detailed information on what are 
the final rates charged to investors as a result of 
either special arrangements through Separately 
Managed Accounts, or through the provision of 
options for co-investment which end up reducing 
the bundled fees). What we observe, though, is 
that the weighted fee (ie fee paid weighted by 
AUM) is significantly smaller than the raw average, 
because the larger funds charge significantly less 
management fees, and they are big enough to move 
the weighted average down. In buyouts we also see 
that listed firms appear to be significantly “cheaper”, 
if we consider the green line which gathers the 
data from listed GP’s funds. In VC, the average and 
weighted average management fee is not different, 
meaning that we do not observe any meaningful 
difference between small and large funds wrt fee. 
FoF is somewhere in the middle, with a mild and 
inconsistent reduction of fees for the larger funds 
somewhat driving down the mean- which is, itself, 
much more variable than that of other categories 
over time. A similar picture obtains for “others”, 
where there is no discernable difference of pricing 
of publically listed GPs- though these results should 
be interpreted with a grain of salt as they relate to a 
very heterogeneous group of funds, which may be 
pricing to reflect different sub-segments (real estate, 
infrastructure, distressed debt, etc).

Fund term evolution:
An overview
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Fund term evolution: 
An overview
Continued

Figure 2a: Management Fees, raw and weighted average, and from listed GPs
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Figure 2b: Performance fee (“carry”), raw and weighted average, and from listed GPs

In Figure 2b above, we consider the evolution of carry, where larger firms seem to, if anything, charge more than 
smaller firms- and it may be that a few large firms, in a few years, are pushing the industry upwards, in terms 
of Buyout, VC, FoF and Other. What we also see is that publically listed firms charge less than their average 
counterparts, overall, although, as above, this information ignores special deals below the headline rate or SMAs, 
embedded option value of co-investments, etc, which all affect final pricing. Note that “other” includes a variety of 
different categories, and part of the variability (eg, of listed companies in 2009) may reflect composition (e.g., Real 
Estate funds, which tend to have lower carry); the same goes for the next graph, for the lower RHS graph.
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Fund term evolution: 
An overview
Continued

Beyond this, we also looked at the evolution of 
other relevant terms for which we had data, starting 
with fee rebates. We looked at each of the different 
sub-categories (Transaction Fees, Monitoring Fees, 
Directors’ Compensation, Break-up Fees, and 
Other). Seeing that they were strongly correlated with 
each other, we opted to focus on Average Rebates. 
Reporting on rebates is optional; fund that do report 
can indicate what percent they rebate, if any (since 
0% is a valid response). As we can see in Figure 3a, 
of the reporting firms that chose to rebate, practically 
all declared rebates of over 20%, and the majority 
declared rebates of more than 51%. Figure 3b shows 
the evolution of rebate percent—that is, funds that 
declare more than 0% as a percentage of total funds) 
over time, which was 790 out of the total 3,664 
funds we surveyed. This is probably a conservative 
estimate, since some firms who opted not to disclose 
information on rebates may still offer them. We can 
see that over time rebates have increased, and that 
rebate policies are not consistent in the sector, with 
some offering around 50%, some 80% and some 
100%.

We then considered some other descriptive statistics. 
First, we considered whether there were special 
provisions for large LPs—and also whether, in the 
presence of such provisions, funds elected to report 

them in their fund data. We found an interesting 
set of results, summarized in Table 1 below. The 
number of funds reporting such data increases until 
2007, receding thereafter, while the proportion of 
reporting funds confirming they have special deals 
for larger LPs rises fairly consistently over the period 
(Figure 4)—consistent with our qualitative findings 
(Jacobides and Rico Saavedra, 2015). This may be 
the result of those offering special deals not wishing 
to disclose them- and we have found that the ratio 
of larger (and publically listed) funds that give special 
deals to large LPs is bigger for the large GPs- that 
is, larger funds tend to offer better terms. Table 1a, 
for example, shows that of those funds who report 
Special provision for large LPs, 50% of larger funds 
(above USD 550mn) report having this provisions (yes), 
while funds under 550m only have these provisions 
for 32.5% of the cases. Similarly, Table 1b indicates 
that management fees are much lower than the 
average for bigger funds with a higher hurdle rate, 
although their performance fee is higher. We should 
also note that from the publically listed firms, only 
three report data, but all three have provisions for 
large LPs. This data might also not fully account for 
the impact of “Separately Managed Accounts”, which 
de facto provides access to large LPs on the pool of 
investments available for PE funds.

10 Private Equity at London Business School

Figure 3a: Average rebates and 3b: Evolution of rebates over time
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Table 1: Special provision for large LPs    

Table 1a: Special provision for large LPs by fund size    

Table 1b: Fund terms by fund size

Vintage No Yes Total % Yes

2005 29 7 36 19.4

2006 81 20 101 19.8

2007 102 19 121 15.7

2008 49 30 79 38.0

2009 10 11 21 52.4

2010 15 15 30 50.0

2011 16 17 33 51.5

2012 52 29 81 35.8

2013 39 34 73 46.6

2014 18 19 37 51.4

2015 3 4 7 57.1

Fund size
Special provision for large LPs

N No (%) Yes  (%) Total  (%)

<=USD 100m 172 73.8 26.2 100

USD 101m to 220m 151 73.5 26.5 100

USD 221m to 550m 160 67.5 32.5 100

>USD 550m 144 50.7 49.3 100

Total 627 66.8 33.2

Fund size
Average

Management
fees

Performance
fees

Hurdle
rate

<=USD 100m 1.928 18.552 7.556

USD 101m to 220m 1.884 18.742 7.634

USD 221m to 550m 1.764 19.004 7.724

>USD 550m 1.677 19.380 7.652

Total average 1.809 18.940 7.645
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We also considered whether the sector saw a change 
in terms of the way in which fund terms change over 
time. To do so, we grouped funds into the following 
categories: “Increased” (fees increased at maturity), 
“Reduced” (fees reduced at maturity), “Same” (no 
change in fees), and “Other” (no mechanism explicitly 
specified). As Figure 5 shows, the share of firms 
reducing fees at maturity has been decreasing over 
time, while “increased” first appears in 2005, peaking 
in 2012.

Finally, we looked at the evolution of “Key Man” 
clauses (“KMC”) and “No-Fault Divorce” (NFD) 
clauses. As Figure 6 shows, it seems that KMCs 
were included by default before 2005, at least among 
reporting firms. However, our data suggest that some 
funds have dropped this clause, and while overall 
reporting of the variable has fallen, what evidence we 
have suggests that KMC protection is on the decline. 
NDC, which is not reported diligently of late, offers a 
similar sense of a peak in the early 2010s in terms of 
proportions—but there is significant noise, making an 
assessment risky, and thus not offering much insight 
on industry trends. It also shows that it is mostly 
smaller funds have pushed for no KMC- with larger 
funds being the one that follow this trend.

In all, our survey of the evolution of fundraising 
suggests that beyond the cyclical component, which 
is more pronounced in buyouts, there are some 
secular changes in other provisions (such as KMC 
and NDC provisions). We see that larger funds do 
charge lower management fees (a fact even more 
pronounced for publically listed firms). There seems 
to also be a recalcitrance to share finer details, 
and the trend to disclose (at least to Prequin) more 
information peaked around the late 2000’s and is on 
its way down, though special pricing for larger LPs 
seems to be confirmed. This is consistent with the 
view that larger, and in particular publically listed GPs 
may be reducing fees (via SMAs) to particular LPs, 
or perhaps provide them access to different types of 
deals, helping cement a two-tier structure.

Fund term evolution: 
An overview
Continued

Figure 4: Percent of funds offering special provision for large LPs
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Figure 5: Evolution in mechanisms for modifying fees at maturity over time
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Figure 6: Percentage of firms offering no KMCs by fund size
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Before turning to the correlation analysis and 
the implications of our data, we also provide 
the descriptive statistics of the fundraising and 
performance data over time, for Buyout, VC, FoF 
and Other. Given that fundraising success may vary 
on the basis of different funds, we also include the 
variance figures for these funds. The two variables 
we consider here are (a) whether the funds over- or 
under-subscribed (one being just fully subscribed), 
and (b) how many days before or after the closing 
date the fundraising happened, again, centered 
on zero. We provide these figures (means and 
variance) below, where we can see that the degree 
of oversubscription is affected by the cycle, with 
hot years leading to significant oversubscription. 
We also see that Buyout appears to be more stable 
(and slightly more oversubscribed), that VC went 
out of favour and has made a comeback, and that 
FoF has seen a lot of variability. Number of days 
delayed provide less clear directional evidence which 
suggests that “other” is a more volatile category in 
terms of fundraising issues.

The final piece of analysis is to provide the analysis 
for the mean returns (raw, and weighted by AUM) 
and their variance (computed on the raw data) in our 
sample, looking at Multiples and Net IRR. For both 
of these measures, we provide the average returns, 
as well as the weighted returns (in terms of AUM) 
and the variance. Figure 8a below which looks at 
multiples shows a marked difference in the average 
multiples and the multiples that have de facto been 
on average achieved by investors, suggesting 
that the use of average returns overestimates the 
performance of the sector, as there have been more 
funds invested in the lower-performing funds, leading 
to the weighted means to be noticeably lower than 
the simple means. As for variance, it might have 
been decreasing for VC, but seems to be on the rise 
for other categories, and especially in the last two 
years. Similar results can be seen in Figure 8b, which 
looks at Net IRR, where the impact of cycles can be 
detected in a more straightforward way.

Fundraising and Performance 
Data Description
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Figure 7a: Relative Oversubscription

Figure 7b: Number of Days Delayed
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Fundraising and Performance 
Data Description
Continued

Figure 8a: Overall sample performance: Multiples
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Figure 8b: Overall sample performance: Net IRR
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Having reviewed the trends, we now shift to analysis 
proper. The first set of regressions considers the 
question of which funds tend to deviate from the 
industry norm—here, more narrowly defined as 
the mean result of the fee structure in a particular 
vintage, for a particular sub-market. This analysis 
consists of three separate correlations: management 
fees (Table 2), carry (Table 3), and hurdle rate (Table 
4). Our analyses move from the simpler to the more 
sophisticated, adding explanatory variables as we go 
from left to right. 

Starting with management fees, the first set of 
regressions (reported in column (a)) contains only 
those variables that can be considered at the 
level of the individual fund, including first-timers: 
geographical focus, HQ location, and segment, as 
well as size of fund, and year effects. 

First, we see that size is an important predictor: the 
larger the fund, the lower the management fees. 
This is economically sensible, as management costs 
increase at a slower pace than AUM, but it also 
suggests that bigger funds are happy to reduce their 
fees even if this violates norms, consistent with our 
qualitative analysis (Jacobides & Saavedra, 2015). In 
terms of sub-markets, we see that GPs outside USA, 
Europe, and Asia tend to have higher management 
costs. However, those costs are lower if the region of 
investment is the USA or Australasia.

Column (b) adds two more variables of interest. 
First, it considers whether the fund is a first-time 
fund overall (i.e. the offering of a firm that did not 
previously exist); second, whether it is a new fund in 
the given category, and as such whether it represents 
the diversification of an existing firm into a new area; 
and thirdly, information on performance fees and 
hurdle rates, since it might be that a fund deviates in 
one dimension (e.g. by charging higher management 
fees) but offsets this deviation in another (e.g. lower 
carry; higher hurdle rate). 

As we can see, perhaps surprisingly, management 
and performance fees are not substitutes, but rather 
complements. That is, while we might expect to find 
firms offering slightly different “packages” in the spirit 
of differentiating their offering while staying in line 
with total fee levels (e.g. reducing management fee 
to increase performance fee), what we actually find 
are funds that are, quite simply, cheap or expensive. 
Even hurdle rate is, in one of the specifications, 
negatively correlated, meaning that a fund with 
high management fees is likely to also have high 
performance fees and a lower hurdle rate (which 
means more fees in expectation). 

Perhaps surprisingly, neither being a “first-timer” 
nor arriving as a new entrant de alio, from a different 
niche, are correlated with deviation from industry 
norms. This is important, since it confirms that it isn’t 
necessarily outsiders that drive change.

From data to analysis: 
Who deviates from the norm?
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Table 2: Explaining deviation from mean management fee

(a) (b) (c) (d) (e) (f) (g)

Description Dependent variable: Management Fee, deviation from the mean

Hurdleift - mean(Hurdleft) -0.014* -0.014* -0.005 -0.012 -0.004 -0.006

[0.005] [0.005] [0.006] [0.008] [0.006] [0.006]

Carried interestift - mean(Carried interestft) 0.023* 0.023* 0.020* 0.021+ 0.019* 0.020*

[0.005] [0.005] [0.010] [0.012] [0.010] [0.010]

Multiple - average (arithmetic) 4 previous years 0.05

[0.037]

Net IRR - average (arithmetic) 4 previous years 0.004+

[0.002]

= 1 if multiple above 0.5 s.d from mean -0.004

[0.034]

= 1 if multiple within 0.5s.d from mean -0.01

[0.034]

= 1 if multiple below 0.5 s.d from mean -0.036

[0.037]

= 1 if Net IRR above 0.5 s.d from mean 0.152*

[0.068]

= 1 if Net IRR within 0.5s.d from mean 0.038

[0.031]

= 1 if Net IRR below 0.5 s.d from mean -0.04

[0.030]

First fund overall 0.047 0.047 0.036 0.059 0.023 0.022

[0.038] [0.038] [0.065] [0.089] [0.063] [0.062]

First fund by type 0.008 0.008 0.008 -0.004 0.014 0.018

[0.040] [0.040] [0.065] [0.088] [0.065] [0.064]

if company listed 0.008 -0.001 -0.022 -0.003 0.041

[0.098] [0.150] [0.137] [0.142] [0.138]

if fund closed on or after company became listed -0.04 0.065 -0.066 0.07 0.033

[0.116] [0.192] [0.168] [0.181] [0.178]

if fund closed a year before company became listed 0.012 -0.133 -0.14 -0.146 -0.141

[0.113] [0.141] [0.123] [0.134] [0.123]

ln(Fund Size) -0.044* -0.037* -0.037* -0.051* -0.057* -0.047* -0.052*

[0.008] [0.009] [0.009] [0.012] [0.013] [0.012] [0.012]

Fund Investment Period - 5 years 0.056* 0.056* 0.056* 0.07 0.084+ 0.085+ 0.092+

[0.021] [0.023] [0.023] [0.046] [0.046] [0.047] [0.048]

Fund Investment Period - more than 5 years 0.005 0.01 0.01 0.034 -0.011 0.059 0.067

[0.030] [0.033] [0.033] [0.050] [0.054] [0.047] [0.048]

Fund Investment Period - not reported -0.009 -0.01 -0.01 -0.009 0.005 0.001 0.001

[0.023] [0.023] [0.024] [0.039] [0.044] [0.039] [0.039]

GP HQ Region - Europe 0.039 -0.03 -0.029 -0.21 -0.103 -0.209 -0.224

[0.052] [0.051] [0.051] [0.149] [0.100] [0.144] [0.142]

GP HQ Region - USA 0.083 0.065 0.065 -0.041 0.106 -0.042 -0.061

[0.053] [0.057] [0.058] [0.144] [0.095] [0.139] [0.138]

GP HQ Region - Rest of World 0.127+ 0.129+ 0.129+ 0.044 0.107 0.055 -0.013

[0.074] [0.069] [0.069] [0.150] [0.109] [0.145] [0.148]

Region Investment Focus - Africa 0.023 0.076 0.075 -0.103 -0.207* -0.07 0.028

[0.119] [0.154] [0.154] [0.103] [0.088] [0.097] [0.099]

Region Investment Focus - Americas -0.063 -0.068 -0.069 0.133 0.026 0.149 0.159

[0.081] [0.068] [0.068] [0.097] [0.071] [0.098] [0.096]

Region Investment Focus - Australasia -0.213* -0.243* -0.244* -0.09 -0.083 -0.068 -0.104

[0.097] [0.092] [0.093] [0.151] [0.093] [0.158] [0.137]

Region Investment Focus - Multiple regions -0.039 -0.007 -0.008 0.138 0.015 0.142 0.172*

[0.061] [0.067] [0.067] [0.091] [0.081] [0.092] [0.086]

Region Investment Focus - Europe -0.078 -0.025 -0.026 0.094 -0.006 0.106 0.118

[0.048] [0.047] [0.047] [0.091] [0.075] [0.093] [0.087]

Region Investment Focus - Middle East and Israel -0.086 -0.039 -0.04 -0.198 -0.269 -0.163 -0.086

[0.084] [0.080] [0.080] [0.208] [0.225] [0.224] [0.239]

Region Investment Focus - USA -0.138* -0.125* -0.126* 0.001 -0.112 0.007 0.024

[0.045] [0.052] [0.053] [0.087] [0.069] [0.090] [0.087]

Constant 0.260* 0.193* 0.193* 0.202 0.219* 0.256 0.244

[0.046] [0.060] [0.060] [0.177] [0.102] [0.168] [0.170]

Obs 2393 1723 1723 563 434 573 573
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Table 3: Explaining deviation from mean performance fee (carried interest)

(a) (b) (c) (d) (e) (f) (g)

Description Dependent variable: Carried Interest, deviation from the mean

Management feeift - mean(Management feeft) 1.195* 1.192* 0.859* 0.837* 0.829* 0.872*

[0.268] [0.269] [0.353] [0.374] [0.347] [0.354]

Hurdleift - mean(Hurdleft) -0.003 -0.002 -0.05 0.01 -0.051 -0.054

[0.035] [0.035] [0.075] [0.066] [0.075] [0.075]

Multiple - average (arithmetic) 4 previous years 0.006

[0.197]

Net IRR - average (arithmetic) 4 previous years 0.004

[0.006]

= 1 if multiple above 0.5 s.d from mean -0.243

[0.309]

= 1 if multiple within 0.5s.d from mean -0.096

[0.278]

= 1 if multiple below 0.5 s.d from mean -0.564+

[0.295]

= 1 if Net IRR above 0.5 s.d from mean 0.044

[0.249]

= 1 if Net IRR within 0.5s.d from mean -0.289

[0.289]

= 1 if Net IRR below 0.5 s.d from mean 0.125

[0.204]

First fund overall -0.219 -0.136 -0.538 0.477 -0.643 -0.596

[0.493] [0.504] [0.828] [0.620] [0.810] [0.834]

First fund by type 0.098 0.046 0.557 -0.379 0.657 0.654

[0.489] [0.498] [0.833] [0.611] [0.814] [0.845]

if company listed 0.505 -0.513* -0.408 -0.447+ -0.554*

[0.418] [0.260] [0.266] [0.254] [0.253]

if fund closed on or after company became listed 0.169 1.281 -0.61 1.16 1.26

[0.848] [1.592] [1.030] [1.496] [1.575]

if fund closed a year before company became listed 0.855 0.181 -0.109 0.085 0.216

[0.747] [0.303] [0.258] [0.251] [0.326]

ln(Fund Size) 0.085 0.032 0.022 0.288* 0.221+ 0.259* 0.259*

[0.062] [0.065] [0.066] [0.100] [0.121] [0.104] [0.103]

Fund Investment Period - 5 years 0.079 -0.03 -0.035 0.019 0.002 0.117 0.072

[0.178] [0.170] [0.170] [0.260] [0.280] [0.260] [0.261]

Fund Investment Period - more than 5 years -0.035 -0.224 -0.216 0.084 0.059 0.227 0.126

[0.223] [0.215] [0.216] [0.251] [0.265] [0.248] [0.244]

Fund Investment Period - not reported 0.223 0.284 0.28 0.191 0.157 0.319 0.301

[0.194] [0.193] [0.193] [0.312] [0.309] [0.313] [0.311]

GP HQ Region - Europe 0.196 0.774 0.747 0.589 -1.360* 0.677 0.59

[0.465] [0.475] [0.477] [0.814] [0.613] [0.810] [0.810]

GP HQ Region - USA 0.353 0.81 0.793 0.825 -0.783+ 0.857 0.873

[0.494] [0.520] [0.524] [0.789] [0.426] [0.783] [0.784]

GP HQ Region - Rest of World 1.113 0.994 0.99 -0.493 -1.205* -0.351 -0.549

[0.718] [0.697] [0.698] [0.975] [0.552] [0.936] [0.967]

Region Investment Focus - Africa -1.061 -0.918 -0.911 1.649+ 1.763* 1.766+ 1.587

[0.811] [0.641] [0.643] [0.986] [0.517] [0.944] [0.977]

Region Investment Focus - Americas -0.435 -0.407 -0.391 0.065 0.055 0.243 0.173

[0.979] [0.917] [0.920] [1.151] [0.467] [1.107] [1.139]

Region Investment Focus - Australasia -0.29 -0.278 -0.291 0.072 0.441 0.097 0.033

[0.858] [0.909] [0.901] [0.997] [0.534] [0.955] [0.990]

Region Investment Focus - Multiple regions 0.179 -0.169 -0.14 -0.311 0.747 -0.253 -0.298

[0.533] [0.491] [0.492] [0.837] [0.553] [0.783] [0.850]

Region Investment Focus - Europe -0.438 -0.668 -0.654 -1.172 0.176 -1.128 -1.134

[0.422] [0.418] [0.421] [0.812] [0.503] [0.794] [0.805]

Region Investment Focus - Middle East and Israel -0.514 -0.422 -0.422 1.376 1.639 1.48 1.384

[0.643] [0.632] [0.633] [1.801] [1.553] [1.799] [1.758]

Region Investment Focus - USA -0.534 -0.668 -0.654 -1.398+ -0.017 -1.262 -1.366+

[0.439] [0.458] [0.462] [0.798] [0.297] [0.779] [0.795]

Constant -0.479 -0.25 -0.225 -1.428* -0.694 -1.065 -1.380*

[0.354] [0.403] [0.406] [0.690] [0.785] [0.713] [0.655]

Obs 2126 1723 1723 563 434 573 573
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Table 4: Explaining deviation from mean hurdle rate

(a) (b) (c) (d) (e) (f) (g)

Description Dependent variable: Hurdle , deviation from the mean

Management feeift - mean(Management feeft) -0.610* -0.610* -0.214 -0.481 -0.176 -0.243

[0.191] [0.191] [0.261] [0.294] [0.258] [0.256]

Carried interestift - mean(Carried interestft) -0.003 -0.001 -0.05 0.01 -0.049 -0.052

[0.030] [0.030] [0.076] [0.067] [0.074] [0.073]

Multiple - average (arithmetic) 4 previous years -0.101

[0.181]

Net IRR - average (arithmetic) 4 previous years 0.008

[0.006]

= 1 if multiple above 0.5 s.d from mean 0.214

[0.240]

= 1 if multiple within 0.5s.d from mean 0.481*

[0.189]

= 1 if multiple below 0.5 s.d from mean 0.456*

[0.229]

= 1 if Net IRR above 0.5 s.d from mean 0.108

[0.211]

= 1 if Net IRR within 0.5s.d from mean -0.164

[0.276]

= 1 if Net IRR below 0.5 s.d from mean -0.429*

[0.218]

First fund overall -0.074 -0.136 -0.929* -0.707+ -0.838* -0.952*

[0.403] [0.399] [0.325] [0.362] [0.303] [0.324]

First fund by type 0.164 0.212 0.943* 0.49 0.875* 0.968*

[0.407] [0.401] [0.331] [0.378] [0.310] [0.337]

if company listed -0.249 0.074 0.212 0.216 0.321

[0.444] [0.558] [0.567] [0.519] [0.528]

if fund closed on or after company became listed -0.925 -0.185 -0.459 -0.203 -0.413

[0.820] [0.732] [1.021] [0.697] [0.682]

if fund closed a year before company became listed -0.012 0.36 0.549 0.274 0.219

[0.538] [0.561] [0.598] [0.532] [0.550]

ln(Fund Size) -0.061 -0.087+ -0.081+ 0.029 -0.058 0.034 0.017

[0.043] [0.049] [0.049] [0.094] [0.103] [0.092] [0.091]

Fund Investment Period - 5 years -0.127 0.041 0.046 -0.07 -0.349 -0.087 -0.037

[0.146] [0.147] [0.147] [0.294] [0.280] [0.292] [0.293]

Fund Investment Period - more than 5 years -0.16 -0.089 -0.09 -0.329 -0.428 -0.36 -0.256

[0.257] [0.269] [0.268] [0.365] [0.372] [0.355] [0.356]

Fund Investment Period - not reported -0.096 -0.015 -0.015 -0.32 -0.713* -0.348 -0.323

[0.153] [0.164] [0.164] [0.312] [0.285] [0.309] [0.309]

GP HQ Region - Europe -0.362 -0.487 -0.445 0.09 0.262 0.166 0.033

[0.355] [0.385] [0.380] [0.733] [1.035] [0.722] [0.718]

GP HQ Region - USA -0.818* -0.902* -0.879* -0.203 -0.216 -0.107 -0.246

[0.385] [0.423] [0.417] [0.678] [0.960] [0.669] [0.668]

GP HQ Region - Rest of World 0.561 0.472 0.484 1.162 1.396 1.171 0.987

[0.390] [0.402] [0.399] [0.827] [1.169] [0.818] [0.860]

Region Investment Focus - Africa 0.524 0.423 0.397 -0.745 -1.513 -0.772 -0.33

[0.624] [0.559] [0.557] [0.747] [0.970] [0.745] [0.826]

Region Investment Focus - Americas -0.026 -0.02 -0.048 -0.029 -0.623 -0.157 0.062

[0.342] [0.360] [0.356] [0.593] [0.799] [0.600] [0.626]

Region Investment Focus - Australasia -0.206 -0.345 -0.358 -1.881+ -1.625 -1.932+ -1.853+

[0.607] [0.595] [0.588] [1.069] [0.994] [1.025] [1.084]

Region Investment Focus - Multiple regions -0.549 -0.630+ -0.665+ -0.378 -1.094 -0.398 -0.318

[0.337] [0.343] [0.339] [0.609] [0.762] [0.609] [0.602]

Region Investment Focus - Europe -0.025 -0.061 -0.098 -0.14 -0.662 -0.217 -0.055

[0.302] [0.329] [0.323] [0.646] [0.777] [0.636] [0.629]

Region Investment Focus - Middle East and Israel -0.043 -0.247 -0.262 -2.297+ -3.156* -2.316+ -2.111

[0.630] [0.601] [0.600] [1.319] [1.497] [1.267] [1.455]

Region Investment Focus - USA -0.059 -0.055 -0.081 -0.16 -0.651 -0.283 -0.111

[0.330] [0.359] [0.351] [0.520] [0.648] [0.525] [0.518]

Constant 0.995* 1.082* 1.068* 0.01 1.054 -0.635 0.058

[0.341] [0.413] [0.414] [0.813] [0.956] [0.789] [0.821]

Obs 1964 1723 1723 563 434 573 573
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From data to analysis: 
Who deviates from the norm?
Continued

22

The next column looks at another variable which 
came up in our previous research, and had to do 
with the importance of firms that were publically 
listed. In a number of accounts we had heard that 
with listing, these (broadly superior) firms had shifted 
their focus from the creation of value to the investor, 
to a more blended approach which meant they were 
interested both in value creation and growth- after 
all, not to attend to growth for a listed company 
would be fiduciarily irresponsible since the multiples 
do depend on being listed. We thus considered 
whether in this and in other relationships, being listed 
made a difference. As such, Column (c) includes the 
same variables and three variables related to being 
public. The first (“if company listed”) is the variable 
of whether the fund belonged to a firm which (at 
some stage) became public. This variable captures 
the role of heterogeneity of firms that list- suggesting 
that firms that list may have different attributes (such 
as higher quality or drive, which may have been 
the reason for which they listed in the first place). 
The second (“if fund closed a year before company 
became listed”) only looks at whether this was a 
fund of a firm that did list the year before listing. The 
idea here is that funds just before listing might take 
a different view in terms of either how they choose 
to price, or at how they ultimately behave. Similarly, 
there is another variable (“if fund closed on or after 
company became listed”) which looks at funds which 
were put out by a listed firm after it got listed. This, 
in conjunction with the first variable, can capture 
variation over time of the effect of being listed, and 
allows us to consider any difference to the behavior 
of listed firms after they become publically listed. 

The results of Column (c) seem to suggest that being 
publically listed does not materially affect either 
the management fee, or its relationship to other 
variables. Such as conclusion, though, might hasty, 
as the lack of correlation of listed GPs with fee terms 
may be illusory. The reason is that publically listed 
firms provide discretionary discounts either through 
the offer of co-investment at lower or nil fees, and 

in particular by providing Separately Managed 
Accounts, whose details are not disclosed, so that 
the headline figures noted do not necessarily mean 
much. It is important to note that through becoming 
publically listed, PE firms have invested in sales 
forces which proactively manage SMAs, making us 
consider that there may be some interesting variance 
not captured by the data.

We then move, through Column (d), to another set 
of regressions, which restricts the sample to funds 
that have a track record in PE. By considering Net 
IRR and Multiples, we examine the performance of 
preceding funds to see whether it is the best funds—
or perhaps, the worst—that deviate by charging more 
or less, partly as a reflection of their history, which 
could affect their reputation

In terms of prior performance, multiples do not seem 
to matter, but the arithmetic mean of Net IRR for 
the previous four years does appear to be positively 
correlated with management fees, suggesting that 
firms with a high net IRR feel freer to go against 
industry convention by charging more. Note that we 
obtain a similar result when we use the categorical 
variable of whether a firm had funds that were above 
half a standard deviation from the mean of that group 
in the past.

The equivalent data for performance fees (carry) 
is shown in Table 3. Column (a) provides the 
correlations in terms of the volatility of segments that 
might be associated with bigger differences from the 
industry norm.2 Size, in this case, plays an intriguing 
role: Bigger firms do not hesitate to violate industry 
norms and might even charge more carry, which isn’t 
supported by any economic argument. There are not-
too-significant differences in terms of performance 
fees across GP location and regions of investment, 
although GPs outside the USA, Europe, and Asia 
tend to charge a higher carry.

2 Note that as the deviation is already based on the sub-market in question, such difference only means that a given sub-market sees higher 
volatility than another—and not that one sub-market is on average more expensive than another (since we already considered that data in 
Figures 3 and 4).
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Column (b) confirms, through a separate regression, 
the positive correlation with management fees 
reported in Table 2. As in the previous set of 
regressions, being a first-time fund (whether in 
absolute terms, or in terms of the niche) doesn’t 
seem to matter much. While newcomers are not 
the ones ringing the changes, neither is it the 
established firms (alone) who dare to challenge the 
status quo. A subtler force is in operation. 

Column (c) provides a result analogous to the 
previous regression, which, again, we would 
hesitate to interpret without caution, since we feel 
that the real terms, especially for the larger LPs, 
may be systematically different for listed vs unlisted 
firms, on a net-net bass (taking into account SMAs, 
potential coinvestments etc).

Column (d) provides another set of interesting 
results, as we do not see robust correlations 
between past performance and charging higher 
carry, though we find a weak negative correlation 
between multiples underperformance and carry. 
Still, the lack of a robust relationship leaves some 
open questions on what drives those who deviate 
from sector norms.

Table 4 presents the evidence on hurdle rates. 
(Recall that the higher the hurdle, the lower the fees 
paid, so the expected signs would be the opposite 
of the other two analyses.) We see the negative 
correlation with management fees and, intriguingly, 
no correlation with carry (as was also the case in 
Table 3), even though one might expect that higher 
carry would go with a higher hurdle; this also flies 
in the face of some of the economic arguments 
for aligning high-powered incentives. Size, in this 
case, is not relevant. In terms of performance, 
column (f) shows that funds with average and lower 
performance in terms of multiples have higher 
hurdle rates and, in consequence, lower fees. 
Finally, first-time funds, in one specification, are 
seen to have somewhat higher hurdles—a relative 
“price” to pay to LPs, albeit a small one; there 
is little association between other fee levels with 
newer, more untested entrants.
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The implications of straying from 
the norm for fundraising and returns

Next, we turn to the question of how straying far 
from industry norms might affect the ability to raise 
funds—the most visible sign of a negative industry 
reaction—and future performance. 

The ability to raise funds is shown in Tables 5 and 6, 
which measure the difference between the amount 
ultimately gathered and the amount originally 
intended/publicized (Final–Original), as well as the 
difference between announced and actual closing 
dates, in number of days.3 While some of the 
potential adverse impact of being a rule-breaker 
might have been integrated into the fund’s own 
calculations of how much it could raise, or how 
quickly, focusing on the deviation between plans and 
reality is more appropriate both because of the huge 
heterogeneity in fundraising expertise, and because 
it accurately reflects the unexpected reaction to a 
deviation from the norms—which is, itself, unusual 
and will thus have impacts that are hard to gauge.

The small number of observations meant that we 
did not have easily discernible results on deviation 
of management fee, carry, and hurdle. So we also 
used categorical variables, looking at whether 
funds were significantly far from the industry mean 
of differences—over 1.5 or under 0.5 standard 
deviations. Given the few degrees of freedom, 
we didn’t consider the geographic controls, but 
maintained the key controls (size, first-time fund, 
etc.).

As we can see in Table 5, size and fund lifespan 
play an interesting role in fundraising, with larger 
funds getting even more funding than they originally 
anticipated and funds with longer investment periods 
(more than 5 years) falling short of their initial targets. 
However, flouting industry norms has no impact in 
terms of getting funds—a fascinating finding in and 
of itself. 

There is some evidence that this apparent lack of 
correlation may obscure some heterogeneity in 
terms of certain transgressors being hurt by their 
deviation and others benefiting. For instance, when 
looking at the subsample of small firms (less than 
$220M, which is close to the half-way point in our 
sample), we find that being substantially cheaper 
in terms of management fees (at the end of the 
distribution) increases the fundraising shortfall. Table 
6 complements this picture, by showing that there 
is a cost, in terms of unplanned time to fundraise, 
of having a management fee that is too high or a 
hurdle rate that is too low. Digging further in on 
the attributes of the firms that deviate, the only 
noticeable pattern is within the universe of listed (and 
more prestigious) funds, where being mildly above 
the norm on management fee (0.5 to 1.5 standard 
deviations from the mean) increases the delay for 
fundraising. A mildly lower price (minus 0.5 to 1.5 
sd from the mean) by contrast shortens the time; 
rather than serving as a cause for concern (as it 
would to other funds which are not listed), this lower 
“price” is well received given the fact it comes from 
more reputable PE firms. Bigger discounts though 
are not seen positively. These results point to some 
difficulties as a result of norm violations, especially 
those that challenge the very clients PE funds need 
to fundraise from. More interesting yet, we find that 
having an unusually low carry makes things harder, 
perhaps because the low performance fees might be 
regarded with suspicion by investors, making this a 
consequential violation given the “high returns, high 
fees” ethos in the sector.

Private Equity at London Business School

3 Note that while we had evidence on yet another variable—the adjustment of the sum to be raised for those cases when it was revised mid-
stream—we didn’t use it, as the number of observations was too small (192 in all).
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Table 5: Explaining deviation from expected fund size at close

Private Equity at London Business School

(1) (2) (3) (4)

Description Diff fund size = Final raised - Target, in USD

Management feeift - mean(Management feeft) 15.289

[67.438]

Hurdleift - mean(Hurdleft) -0.827

[6.525]

Carried interestift - mean(Carried interestft) 9.248

[9.757]

Management fee - above 1.5 s.d. from mean 86.064

[54.611]

Management fee - within 0.5 and 1.5 s.d. from mean 61.415

[54.578]

Management fee - within -0.5 and -1.5 s.d. from mean 74.713

[81.644]

Management fee - below -1.5 s.d. from mean -53.297

[195.289]

Hurdle - above 1.5 s.d. from mean -33.573

[103.073]

Hurdle - within 0.5 and 1.5 s.d. from mean -6.924

[61.752]

Hurdle - within -0.5 and -1.5 s.d. from mean -13.536

[53.222]

Hurdle - below -1.5 s.d. from mean 122.662

[84.591]

Carried Interest  - above 1.5 s.d. from mean 19.529

[120.926]

Carried Interest  - within 0.5 and 1.5 s.d. from mean -43.491

[114.299]

Carried Interest  - within -0.5 and -1.5 s.d. from mean 30.103

[61.176]

Carried Interest  - below -1.5 s.d. from mean -67.593

[130.028]

First fund overall -66.756 -44.975 -135.039 -206.643

[58.578] [68.130] [96.148] [164.129]

First fund by type 49.283 38.46 162.704 184.477

[63.628] [72.265] [99.936] [165.829]

if company listed -141.508 -72.175 28.636

[147.581] [194.216] [307.291]

if fund closed on or after company became listed 523.263+ -172.251 -234.071

[302.628] [211.308] [332.801]

if fund closed a year before company became listed 792.843 869.099 1551.939

[895.095] [1050.970] [1467.094]

ln(Fund Size) 117.079* 114.337* 116.181* 125.959*

[16.708] [15.496] [21.394] [24.337]

Fund Investment Period - 5 years 15.938 14.828 31.376 -32.582

[34.244] [35.604] [45.857] [52.516]

Fund Investment Period - more than 5 years -121.578+ -117.321+ -128.243 -160.325+

[68.754] [68.248] [87.999] [91.823]

Fund Investment Period - not reported 58.181+ 49.434 57.992 -3.816

[31.203] [32.055] [47.070] [46.417]

Fund type: Buyout 58.465+ 60.708+ 39.202 79.23

[31.909] [33.278] [66.501] [84.974]

Fund type: Other (excluding FoF, -14.283 -12.348 -49.049 8.752

   Secondaries and Co-investments) [22.597] [24.669] [45.305] [65.498]

Constant -667.155* -660.872* -684.853* -731.711*

[95.050] [94.386] [146.629] [172.860]

Observations 1483 1483 800 612

Robust Standard Errors in brackets
* Significant at 5%. + Significant at 10%
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Table 6: Explaining deviation 
from expected close date

(1) (2) (3) (4)

description Dependent variable: ddiff = number of days diff - 
final close date vs target

Management feeift - mean(Management feeft) 88.55

[60.116]

Hurdleift - mean(Hurdleft) 6.505

[5.635]

Carried interestift - mean(Carried interestft) -4.911

[7.313]

Management fee - above 1.5 s.d. from mean 111.82

[81.066]

Management fee - within 0.5 and 1.5 s.d. from mean 70.573

[58.128]

Management fee - within -0.5 and -1.5 s.d. from mean -17.833

[53.571]

Management fee - below -1.5 s.d. from mean 31.26

[108.227]

Hurdle - above 1.5 s.d. from mean -115.455+

[63.778]

Hurdle - within 0.5 and 1.5 s.d. from mean 2.423

[62.583]

Hurdle - within -0.5 and -1.5 s.d. from mean -36.75

[50.531]

Hurdle - below -1.5 s.d. from mean -56.496

[56.001]

Carried Interest  - above 1.5 s.d. from mean -58.508

[76.053]

Carried Interest  - within 0.5 and 1.5 s.d. from mean 142.225

[128.372]

Carried Interest  - within -0.5 and -1.5 s.d. from mean 36.07

[88.515]

Carried Interest  - below -1.5 s.d. from mean 152.136*

[68.182]

First fund overall 25.636 14.959 6.764 48.305

[67.258] [60.652] [118.922] [130.428]

First fund by type 2.766 14.157 29.465 3.157

[68.557] [62.712] [119.938] [132.203]

if company listed 33.794 48.146 38.965

[47.505] [56.499] [80.871]

if fund closed on or after company became listed -145.109 -51.525 16.812

[121.898] [93.218] [125.409]

if fund closed a year before company became listed 58.43 22.982 -44.106

[98.654] [113.323] [177.423]

ln(Fund Size) -17.583+ -18.560+ -11.688 -5.598

[10.372] [10.573] [12.966] [15.910]

Fund Investment Period - 5 years 6.145 6.188 13.546 -9.973

[58.096] [58.529] [64.273] [82.960]

Fund Investment Period - more than 5 years 27.295 27.834 57.541 49.527

[61.773] [62.319] [78.907] [96.854]

Fund Investment Period - not reported -9.885 -8.683 26.887 35.707

[50.690] [51.268] [59.795] [76.069]

Fund type: Buyout -39.215 -36.871 -44.939 5.277

[39.532] [40.741] [60.894] [77.223]

Fund type: Other (excluding FoF, -56.922 -53.78 -76.206 -67.865

   Secondaries and Co-investments) [36.374] [37.567] [52.864] [76.856]

Constant 300.261* 301.529* 257.549* 171.109

[83.481] [84.868] [100.705] [127.050]

Observations 324 324 191 156

Robust Standard Errors in brackets
* Significant at 5%. + Significant at 10%

The implications of straying from the norm for fundraising and returns
Continued
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So what? What happens
to those who deviate?

Finally, it would be useful to consider the 
implications of deviating for performance (see 
Robinson & Sensoy, 2013), for two reasons. First, 
it can provide us with an interesting baseline 
to assess self-selection: That is, if the firms 
that deviate are those that perform the best, 
then the deviation might be due to unobserved 
characteristics (possibly uncorrelated with previous 
funds’ performance) leading to ebullience on returns 
that might justify asking for more from GPs and 
allowing firms to challenge industry norms. Second, 
it may be that, on the contrary, firms that deviate 
are seen as acting inappropriately, and duly denied 
access to the same resources or syndicated deals 
by their peers, potentially hampering performance. 

Tables 7 and 8 show the results for Net IRR and 
Multiples, using deviation from group/year means 
in fund terms as an independent variable. Size, 
interestingly, has a negative impact; so while 
larger funds find it easy to raise funds and beat 
their targets (as we note further), and challenge 
conventions, they actually return fewer multiples 
to their LPs, suggesting that the nature of the 
relationship isn’t driven by economic rationality (or, 
at least, surely not that alone). Furthermore, in terms 
of Multiples, first-time funds and forays of existing 
LPs into new areas are better investments than their 
peers. The latter might mean that existing GPs have 
spare capacity that they hesitate to deploy, but reap 
the returns when they do. However, these results 
disappear when we shift from Multiples to Net IRR, 
an important distinction.

Moving to core variables of interest,4 we see that 
higher management fee hurts performance, fairly 
consistently. So paying more buys you less. As for 
carry charges, they are positively associated with 
performance and so are (expectedly) the hurdle 
rates: Higher hurdle rates and higher carry do create 
more multiples, perhaps as a result of the incentive 
alignment between GP and LP, at least as far as 
Multiples are concerned. However, this relationship 
disappears when we shift to Net IRR, perhaps 
because any of the benefit of “paying more” and 
aligning with incentives ends up being washed up 
in the fees, so that there is no real trickle through to 
the benefit to the LP, so that paying more buys you 
nothing, net net. 

Having looked at the base correlations, we also 
consider what happens when we consider the 
effect of being publically listed. Here the results are 
robust, consistent, and economically very important. 
We see that being publically listed is strongly 
correlated with superior performance- either in 
terms of IRR or multiples. But, more startling, we 
see a very significant negative correlation between 
the returns and either a fund being out the year 
before a firm becomes public, or a fund after it has 
become public. That is, we clearly see a correlation 
between performance and listing which has two 
components: A self-selection component with better 
firms going public, and a treatment effect with firms 
which become listed significantly worsening their 
performance (possibly as they extend to more, and 
less profitable asset classes), both just before their 
listing and after they are listed. Thus, better firms 
tend to be listed; but once they go public, their 
performance seems to deteriorate significantly. 

4 Note that in this table, we report the full suite of controls, as many of them do enter into the estimation of final profitability, and might be of 
general interest
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So what? What happens to those who deviate?
Continued

(1) (2) (3)

description Dependent variable: Multiple (X)

Management feeift - mean(Management feeft) -0.070*

[0.008]

Hurdleift - mean(Hurdleft) 0.011*

[0.003]

Carried interestift - mean(Carried interestft) 0.006*

[0.003]

First fund overall 0.025+ 0.036* 0.085*

[0.014] [0.014] [0.017]

First fund by type 0.065* 0.060* 0.011

[0.014] [0.014] [0.018]

if company listed 0.224* 0.190*

[0.016] [0.017]

if fund closed on or after company became listed -0.236* -0.054+

[0.023] [0.030]

if fund closed a year before company became listed -0.175* -0.306*

[0.030] [0.022]

ln(Fund Size) -0.010* -0.014* -0.018*

[0.005] [0.005] [0.009]

Fund Investment Period - 5 years 0.001 0.014 0.085*

[0.010] [0.010] [0.012]

Fund Investment Period - more than 5 years 0.036* 0.044* 0.113*

[0.011] [0.011] [0.014]

Fund Investment Period - not reported -0.045* -0.035* 0.063*

[0.009] [0.009] [0.014]

Fund type: Buyout -0.026* -0.032* -0.075*

[0.010] [0.010] [0.015]

Fund type: Other (excluding FoF, -0.135* -0.138* -0.165*

   Secondaries and Co-investments) [0.009] [0.009] [0.015]

Year Fixed Effects Yes Yes Yes

Region Investment Focus - Africa -0.028 -0.047 0.035

[0.033] [0.034] [0.052]

Region Investment Focus - Americas -0.072* -0.079* 0.025

[0.030] [0.030] [0.043]

Region Investment Focus - Australasia -0.056+ -0.101* -0.075+

[0.031] [0.031] [0.040]

Region Investment Focus - Multiple regions -0.048* -0.046+ -0.083

[0.024] [0.024] [0.065]

Region Investment Focus - Europe 0.02 0.002 0.124*

[0.016] [0.017] [0.022]

Region Investment Focus - Middle East and Israel 0.129* 0.105* 0.113*

[0.050] [0.050] [0.055]

Region Investment Focus - USA -0.037* -0.036* 0.080*

[0.016] [0.016] [0.017]

GP HQ Region - Europe 0.021 0.038+ -0.110*

[0.020] [0.020] [0.026]

GP HQ Region - USA 0.158* 0.153* 0.036

[0.020] [0.020] [0.022]

GP HQ Region - Rest of World -0.015 0.004 -0.112*

[0.029] [0.029] [0.041]

Constant 1.066* 1.102* 0.963*

[0.032] [0.033] [0.072]

Observations 23203 23203 13146

Table 7: Explaining performance (Multiple) changes based on fund attributes

Robust Standard Errors in brackets
* Significant at 5%. + Significant at 10%
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Table 8: Explaining performance (Net IRR) changes based on fund attributes

(1) (2) (3)

description Dependent variable: Net IRR (%)

Management feeift - mean(Management feeft) -2.377*

[0.290]

Hurdleift - mean(Hurdleft) -0.045

[0.080]

Carried interestift - mean(Carried interestft) -0.06

[0.069]

First fund overall -1.732* -1.356+ 1.168

[0.761] [0.769] [0.978]

First fund by type 1.199 0.993 -1.328

[0.771] [0.777] [0.991]

if company listed 5.482* 5.536*

[0.734] [0.689]

if fund closed on or after company became listed -6.339* -3.839*

[1.074] [1.105]

if fund closed a year before company became listed -9.559* -15.791*

[1.738] [1.363]

ln(Fund Size) 0.245* 0.128 0.275

[0.120] [0.122] [0.189]

Fund Investment Period - 5 years -1.903* -1.415* 1.504*

[0.491] [0.502] [0.590]

Fund Investment Period - more than 5 years -3.354* -3.034* -0.548

[0.518] [0.527] [0.649]

Fund Investment Period - not reported -4.899* -4.527* -2.091*

[0.454] [0.463] [0.603]

Fund type: Buyout 2.013* 1.809* 0.271

[0.398] [0.399] [0.594]

Fund type: Other (excluding FoF, -4.218* -4.365* -4.982*

   Secondaries and Co-investments) [0.325] [0.326] [0.497]

Year Fixed Effects Yes Yes Yes

Region Investment Focus - Africa -2.622+ -2.763+ 2.747

[1.520] [1.521] [2.743]

Region Investment Focus - Americas -0.138 -0.022 10.589*

[1.396] [1.396] [2.558]

Region Investment Focus - Australasia 0.579 0.496 3.562

[1.698] [1.696] [2.673]

Region Investment Focus - Multiple regions 0.296 0.29 -3.709

[1.239] [1.248] [3.569]

Region Investment Focus - Europe 1.235 0.618 8.547*

[0.794] [0.816] [1.071]

Region Investment Focus - Middle East and Israel 0.43 0.2 8.922*

[1.733] [1.733] [2.660]

Region Investment Focus - USA 0.095 0.029 5.645*

[0.660] [0.676] [0.704]

GP HQ Region - Europe -3.761* -3.138* -8.348*

[0.984] [1.000] [1.324]

GP HQ Region - USA -1.337 -1.367 -5.910*

[0.895] [0.907] [1.078]

GP HQ Region - Rest of World -2.251 -2.187 -9.013*

[1.482] [1.486] [2.686]

Constant 17.488* 18.433* 0.858

[1.037] [1.055] [2.985]

Observations 13493 13493 7925

Robust Standard Errors in brackets
* Significant at 5%. + Significant at 10%
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So what? What happens to 
those who deviate?
Continued

This raises the possibility that the growth of publically 
listed firms may come at the expense of their 
performance, an issue we intend to consider at 
greater length in associated research.

To illustrate this point, first, we present the data. 
Figures 9a and 9b 5 show the average performance 
data (in terms of Multiples and Net IRR) of funds that 
belong to companies which have ultimately become 
listed (blue line); those that are funds closed after a 
company became listed (red line); those that closed 
the year before a company was listed (green line); 
and the results of all other (ie non-public) funds. As 
we can see, overall funds from listed companies 
fare better, even though this advantage wanes over 
time. Funds closing just before going public seem 
to be doing even better, and funds closing after the 
firm went public not only underperform those that 
closed before, but also underperform their peer (ie 
non-public) group, suggesting that what used to be a 
benefit is a benefit no more. 

However, this data confounds a number of different 
factors. Our multivariate analysis obtained above 
helps us compute the value of being listed, and 
also the joint value of being a listed firm, and the 
performance drag that would emerge post-listing 
for a particular fund. Using the coefficients in our 
regression, we find that, all other things being equal 
(with calculations done at the mean of our sample), 
the baseline fund would have a IRR of 1.18 and a 
multiple of 8.53. For the funds that belong to firms 
which ultimately become public, this becomes 1.37 
and 14.07 respectively – a big jump. Now, when we 
consider the funds which belong to firms which went 
public the year before or they year they went public, 
the returns become 1.05 (IRR)  and 1.72 (Multiples), a 
sharp reduction and one which brings it much below 
the baseline. For the funds which belong to publically 
listed firms after they list, the returns are 1.00 (IRR) 
and -5.56 (multiples)- a remarkably low performance, 
when all other features are the same, and drawing on 
our estimates. 

As a final analysis, we separated out large and small 
funds, to see whether their subsamples would react 
differently; management fee does have a clearly 
different pattern. In terms of IRR, smaller funds 
have a positive correlation between management 
fee and returns (presumably, because the fee is 
justified) whereas larger ones have a strong negative 
association, even when fund size as an independent 
covariate is taken care of. Interestingly, carry 
becomes significant in smaller funds- the bigger the 
carry, the bigger the returns, whereas for larger funds, 
the inverse holds- which leads to the overall sample 
not appearing to be significant. Two other very 
marked differences are first fund overall and first fund 
by type. Smaller funds who enter are very strongly 
associated with lower IRR, whereas larger first-timers 
fare better than their peers. Conversely, new funds by 
type (ie, new entries into an area by an established 
PE firm) are associated with positive returns for 
small funds, and negative returns for larger funds. 
Similar results hold when we consider Multiples, with 
the additional result that higher hurdles correlate 
with success in smaller, but not larger funds, and 
that higher carry works out in smaller funds and is 
negatively correlated with larger funds. These results 
(available upon request) point to further subtleties 
which we intend to explore in future work.

5 Note: The sample of these graphs is different from the sample of Figure 8 as in here only includes funds for which terms data are available- 
hence negative IRR in Figure 9b.
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Figure 9a: Evolution of Multiples by type of fund and timing of listing

Figure 9b: Evolution of Net IRR by type of fund and timing of listing
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Conclusion

Our work considers how terms have evolved in the 
PE industry, looking at the key segments and their 
evolution. We document the shifts that are due not 
only to the cycle, which differs in intensity between 
VC, Buyout and FoF, but also some secular changes 
in the terms. There is a slight downward trend in 
terms of the fee levels, especially management fee. 
There is also a reduction in practices such as NDC, 
KMC, change of terms at maturity, and a slight 
increase in terms of special deals for large LPs. We 
find that over time, the sector has also moved to 
disclosing less details (at least in terms of the Prequin 
database) on some of these practices (and especially 
the special terms for large LPs), which has coincided 
with the growth of Separately Managed Accounts 
and co-investments, which have reduced the 
effective terms for some of the larger LPs, creating 
the potential for a two-tiered system linking GPs and 
LPs.  

By moving beyond the analysis of the database 
of fund terms, fundraising and performance, and 
looking at their correlation, we find that, as expected, 
size is strongly correlated with management fees, 
with larger funds charging less. However, we find that 
high management fees strongly correlate with higher 
carry and lower hurdle, so that there is no evidence 
to support that funds trade terms off. Rather, there 
are cheaper, and more expensive funds. Interestingly, 
we do not find that being either cheaper or more 
expensive correlates with novelty; newer funds have 
the same probability of sticking with industry norms 
than existing funds (or, repeat funds, or new types of 
funds from existing GPs). The only robust relationship 
we find is that new funds overall have a lower 
hurdle rate. There is a weak link in terms of previous 
performance of funds that did have a predecessor 
and management fees, and an weaker (and more 
inconsistent) link between underperformance in 
multiples and carry. There is also a weak relationship 
between multiples (and not IRR) and the hurdle rate 

charged, which suggests that stronger LPs are more 
likely to go for a more demanding fee structure, 
ie one having a higher baseline.  However, these 
relationships explain a small amount of the variance, 
so that we cannot strongly ascribe deviation of 
performance fees to past performance, despite the 
weak link. We also find that there is no link between 
being a fund that belongs to a publically listed GP 
and fee levels, though this does not account for 
SMAs and other features which play an important 
role in driving total fees.

One interpretation of these findings is that the PE 
/ LP world takes the caution “past performance 
is not a guide to the future” very much to heart. 
Superior past performance doesn’t seem to readily 
confer the “right” to charge higher carry; and one 
might argue that other, “softer” factors are at play 
in LPs’ investment decisions, arguably because the 
industry is intrinsically forward-looking, judging each 
opportunity purely on its own merits. We explored 
this possibility, and found limited support for it: It 
turns out that deviating from the terms of peer funds 
(ie, funds of the same vintage in the same asset 
class), in terms of management fees, is negatively 
correlated with performance. That is, the more 
management fees are higher from their peers, the 
lower the multiples and the Net IRR that LPs. Hurdles 
and Carry at least have some economic logic; there 
is a weak relationship of carry with multiples, so that 
higher carry does at least correlate with performance, 
though Net IRR seems to be unaffected. Higher 
hurdle rates also seem to correlate with ex post 
multiples, though not with Net IRRs. 
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It is also interesting to note that for both measures 
of performance, size is negatively correlated to 
performance. Also, there is a strong correlation 
between being listed and success. This suggests 
that some of the better funds for the duration of our 
period are found in listed GPs. However, equally 
striking is the strong and significant negative 
correlation between investing in a fund of a firm 
about to go or having gone public, as well as of a 
fund that belongs to a firm that went public after 
it went public. In short, while it might pay to invest 
in listed firms, it tends to cease paying off after the 
firms get listed. This intriguing finding which we 
intend to further probe in future research is consistent 
with the theory that for getting listed, and after they 
got listed, to respond to analyst pressure, large IPO’d 
LPs may have decreased their performance while 
they increased their breadth. 

It also appears that in terms of multiples, it pays 
off to invest in a first fund, or a fund which belongs 
to an existing LP and is the first venture into a new 
area – an even more attractive play. However, the 
attraction disappears once we consider Net IRR, 
suggesting that ex ante performance assessments 
must be made very carefully, as relying on one some 
indicators may be misleading.

Finally we also find that in terms of fundraising, 
larger firms—as we might expect—can leverage their 
resources and reputations to pull in funds. This is 
particularly interesting given that larger funds tend 
to underperform in terms of multiples and IRR. It 
also suggests that deviating from industry norms 
incurrs no penalty in terms of the amount of funds 
raised when  fund is large enough. More interesting 
still, being either cheaper or more expensive does 
not seem to affect either over- or under-subscription 
or delay of fundraising. The only exception to this 
norm is charging less carry than the norm, which 
makes fundraising harder on both dimensions, 
perhaps as investors become (whether rationally or 
irrationally) concerned about the fact that GPs are 
willing to accept a smaller cut of the upside. This 
also suggests that some of the terms, and norms of 
interaction, may be driven by symbolic and not purely 
economic factors. 

In all, our investigation provides a variegated picture 
of an industry with some pricing variability, whereby 
deviation is neither economically fully justified nor 
does it lead to a straightforward set of implications, 
bringing us back to the Latin piece of commercial 
wisdom: Caveat emptor.
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Conclusion
Continued

Appendix Table 1 : Data Descriptor, Fund Term Database

Variable Description Obs Mean Std. Dev. Min Max

fundsize Fund Size USD (mn) 3,664 651 1,513 0 21,700

lfundsize ln(Fund Size USD mn) 3,608 5.40 1.47 -2.21 9.99

vintage Year of first investment 3,664 2009 3.50 1991 2015

invperiod Fund Investment Period (Years) 1,582 4.67 1.39 0 20

mgtfee Management Fee During Investment Period (%) 2,432 1.81 0.57 0 8

mgtfee_afterinv Management Fee - Rate After Investment Period 1,157 2.90 5.18 0 100

hurdle HURDLE (%) 1,982 7.64 2.88 0 40

carriedinterest CARRIED INTEREST (%) 2,150 18.91 4.42 0 50

gpcommitment GP COMMITMENT % 1,386 5.16 8.42 0 80

minlpcommitmentmn Min LP Commitment (mn) 1,437 3,497 131,899 0 5,000,000

tBuyout fundtype==Buyout 3,664 0.23 0.42 0 1

othertype fundtype==Other (excluding FoF, Secondaries and Co-investments) 3,664 0.65 0.48 0 1

gphqreg1 gphqregion==Asia 3,664 0.16 0.37 0 1

gphqreg_EU gphqregion==Europe 3,664 0.28 0.45 0 1

gphqreg_US gphqregion==North America 3,664 0.49 0.50 0 1

gphqreg_RoW gphqregion==RoW 3,664 0.07 0.26 0 1

geofoc_Afr geofocus==Africa 3,649 0.01 0.12 0 1

geofoc_Amer geofocus==Americas 3,649 0.03 0.16 0 1

geofoc3 geofocus==Asia 3,649 0.19 0.39 0 1

geofoc_Aust geofocus==Australasia 3,649 0.02 0.13 0 1

geofoc_Multi geofocus==Diversified Multi-Regional 3,649 0.01 0.12 0 1

geofoc_EU geofocus==Europe 3,649 0.26 0.44 0 1

geofoc_MEI geofocus==Middle East & Israel 3,649 0.02 0.13 0 1

geofoc_US geofocus==US 3,649 0.46 0.50 0 1

invp_less5 Invesment period less than 5 years 3,664 0.15 0.35 0 1

invp_5 Invesment period - 5 years 3,664 0.21 0.40 0 1

invp_more5 Invesment period more than 5 years 3,664 0.08 0.27 0 1

invp_miss Invesment period not reported 3,664 0.57 0.50 0 1

d_mgtfee Management feeift - mean(Management feeft) 2,432 0.00 0.43 -2.30 6.64

d_hurdle Hurdleift - mean(Hurdleft) 1,982 0.00 2.40 -16.50 17.09

d_carry Carried interestift - mean(Carried interestft) 2,150 0.00 2.88 -19.98 28.45

fundorderT No. of total funds of the firm up to current year 3,664 3.51 5.05 1 61

firstfundT First or unique fund of firm 3,664 0.46 0.50 0 1

fundcounttype Total number of funds by firm and type of fund 3,664 3.83 5.10 1 53

firstfund First or unique fund of firm by type of fund 3,664 0.50 0.50 0 1

multiple4L Multiple - average (arithmetic) 4 previous years 1,109 1.36 0.64 0.00 9.70

netirr4L Net IRR - average (arithmetic) 4 previous years 846 15.02 16.37 -54.57 151.22
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Appendix Table 2: Data Descriptor, Fundraising Database

Variable Description Obs Mean Std. Dev. Min Max

hardcaptarget Max amount the fund manager planned to raise (in fund currency) (mn) 776 1,572.0 3,817.8 12.0 65,000.0

initialtargetsize Original target size (in fund currency) (mn) - Sometimes fund target size is increased 391 1,481.4 2,964.9 13.0 25,000.0

datetargetchanged Date it became known fund manager changed target size 109 18,789.2 568.3 17,684.0 20,079.0

launchdate Date fund began officially marketing fund to investors 1,259 17,977.4 1,029.5 10,593.0 20,042.0

targetclose Current/final fundraising target size (mn) 3,021 1,087.3 4,486.5 0.8 170,000.0

targetclosedate Date aim to achieve fundraising target 522 17,326.0 745.4 14,731.0 20,408.0

targetusd USD conversion of current/final target size (mn) 3,021 902.3 1,604.7 1.0 19,000.0

targeteur EUR conversion of current/final target size (mn) 3,021 691.9 1,203.3 0.8 14,085.6

firstclose Amount raised at first close in fund currency (mn) 1,628 699.0 3,637.0 0.8 107,600.0

firstclosedate Date first close achieved 1,705 17,912.4 1,168.1 10,815.0 20,270.0

firstusd USD conversion of first close amount (mn) 1,628 538.3 1,285.4 1.0 13,000.0

firsteur EUR conversion of first close amount (mn) 1,628 407.1 962.6 0.7 10,172.9

secondclose Amount raised at second close in fund currency (mn) 762 706.7 1,646.5 2.5 16,436.0

secondclosedate Date second close achieved 770 18,399.7 1,051.3 15,524.0 20,635.0

secondusd USD conversion of second close amount (mn) 762 669.8 1,469.0 2.5 15,000.0

secondeur EUR conversion of second close amount (mn) 762 495.9 1,069.1 1.7 10,271.9

thirdclose Amount raised at third close in fund currency (mn) 305 702.1 1,161.4 7.1 8,800.0

thirdclosedate Date third close achieved 310 18,926.1 713.4 16,617.0 20,460.0

thirdusd USD conversion of third close amount (mn) 305 696.0 1,196.8 7.1 8,800.0

thirdeur EUR conversion of third close amount (mn) 305 519.0 888.3 6.0 6,173.2

fourthclose Amount raised at fourth close in fund currency (mn) 198 795.1 1,211.5 28.0 9,067.1

fourthclosedate Date fourth close achieved 199 19,031.1 705.7 16,953.0 20,544.0

fourthusd USD conversion of fourth close amount (mn) 198 785.8 1,238.1 21.5 9,067.1

fourtheur EUR conversion of fourth close amount (mn) 198 587.8 925.2 15.4 6,872.9

fifthclose Amount raised at fifth close in fund currency (mn) 61 902.1 1,113.1 55.9 5,006.0

fifthclosedate Date fifth close achieved 62 19,356.3 608.4 16,982.0 20,305.0

fifthusd USD conversion of fifth close amount (mn) 61 862.1 1,137.1 25.8 6,173.8

fiftheur EUR conversion of fifth close amount (mn) 61 658.2 862.0 18.9 4,447.0

sixthclose Amount raised at sixth close in fund currency (mn) 30 1,382.8 2,423.6 69.0 12,000.0

sixthclosedate Date sixth close achieved 30 19,410.6 664.5 17,073.0 20,398.0

sixthusd USD conversion of sixth close amount (mn) 30 1,199.8 2,421.7 35.1 12,000.0

sixtheur EUR conversion of sixth close amount (mn) 30 918.1 1,864.5 25.6 9,373.2

finalclose Final close amount in fund currency (mn) 5,322 1,042.0 5,316.6 0.4 200,000.0

finalclosedate Date fund officially completed fundraising 4,145 17,556.8 1,672.9 4,382.0 20,708.0

finalusd USD conversion of final close amount (mn) 5,322 715.8 1,452.1 0.4 20,365.0

finaleur EUR conversion of final close amount 5,322 566.0 1,105.9 0.3 15,936.3

ddiff ddiff = finalclosedate - targetclosedate (in days) 520 157.1 224.5 -731.0 1,837.0

finaleur EUR conversion of final close amount 5,322 566.0 1,105.9 0.3 15,936.3

ddiff ddiff = finalclosedate - targetclosedate (in days) 520 157.1 224.5 -731.0 1,837.0
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Conclusion
Continued

Appendix Table 3: Data descriptor, fund performance database 
(Quarterly/yearly, annualized)

Variable description Obs Mean Std. Dev. Min Max

dpi Distributions to Paid-In (%) DPI 95,799 102.75 151.65 0 2603.91

mult Multiple (X) 95,034 1.60 1.37 -0.70 45.74

netirr Net IRR (%) 70,006 15.56 31.53 -100.00 1047.00

mgtfee Management Fee During Investment Period (%) 19,293 1.77 0.63 0 8

hurdle HURDLE (%) 15,988 6.76 3.28 0 40

carriedinterest CARRIED INTEREST (%) 16,874 18.89 4.66 0 50

d_mgtfee Management feeift - mean(Management feeft) 19,293 -0.04 0.45 -2.30 6.64

d_hurdle Hurdleift - mean(Hurdleft) 15,988 -0.39 2.35 -16.50 17.09

d_carry Carried interestift - mean(Carried interestft) 16,874 0.04 2.58 -19.98 28.45

firstfundT First or unique fund of firm 98,696 0.17 0.38 0 1

firstfund First or unique fund of firm by fund class 98,696 0.28 0.45 0 1

lfundsize ln(Fund Size USD mn) 95,556 5.71 1.38 -2.21 9.99

invp_5 Invesment period - 5 years 98,693 0.06 0.24 0 1

invp_more5 Invesment period more than 5 years 98,693 0.04 0.19 0 1

invp_miss Invesment period not reported 98,693 0.87 0.33 0 1

tBuyout fundtype==Buyout 25,450 0.32 0.47 0 1

othertype fundtype==Other (excluding FoF, Secondaries and Co-investments) 25,450 0.52 0.50 0 1

geofoc_Afr geofocus==Africa 98,678 0.00 0.05 0 1

geofoc_Amer geofocus==Americas 98,678 0.01 0.10 0 1

geofoc_Aust geofocus==Australasia 98,678 0.01 0.10 0 1

geofoc_Multi geofocus==Diversified Multi-Regional 98,678 0.01 0.07 0 1

geofoc_EU geofocus==Europe 98,678 0.19 0.39 0 1

geofoc_MEI geofocus==Middle East & Israel 98,678 0.00 0.07 0 1

geofoc_US geofocus==US 98,678 0.72 0.45 0 1

gphqreg_EU gphqregion==Europe 25,450 0.22 0.41 0 1

gphqreg_US gphqregion==North America 25,450 0.70 0.46 0 1

gphqreg_RoW gphqregion==RoW 25,450 0.03 0.18 0 1
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