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1. Introduction

Foreign direct investment (FDI) has been the driving force behind globalization, far
outpacing virtually any other measure of global economic activity over the past
decade. Indeed, most of the analysis of globalization, which largely relies upon
aggregate FDI data, leaves a general impression of inevitability, a sense that
multinational enterprises (MNES) have been expanding their international operations
at will and, in the view of skeptics, with impunity.

However, this popular conception underpins one of the most common
misunderstandings about globalization and offshoring. For the companies that make
up the aggregate patterns, international expansion isn’'t easy, it isn’t without risks,
and it isn't always profitable. In fact, as the present study shows, international
expansion or global sourcing can be a losing proposition for some firms. And yet, at
the same time given competitive pressures, it is a forced proposition. Much like a
professional game of poker, the surest way of losing, albeit perhaps not the fastest, is
never to bet. The table shows the top-10 performers over 2006 measured along the
ICA — Global Performance Index (GPI), the return on foreign assets.

Rank Company ROFA
1 Cisco Systems 1382.1%
2 Microsoft 870.3%
3 Apple 688.1%
4 McKesson 397.4%
5 Accenture 320.4%
6 Nike 256.3%
7 Cardinal Health 221.0%
8 Hewlett-Packard 175.9%
9 Paccar 125.1%
10 United Technologies 121.1%

The question is, can we learn something from the best (and worst) players sitting at
the table? The conclusion of this study is that we can.

Using the largest and most detailed database yet developed on the profitability of the
foreign operations of the world’s largest MNESs, the study answers the following three
key strategic questions:

What is the relationship between the level of a company’s foreign investment
and its foreign profitability?

What is the relationship between the level of a company’s foreign investment
and its foreign operating margins?

Based upon the answers to the first two questions, what are the common
features of companies that profit from their foreign operations, as well as those
that don't?



2. About the ICA Global Performance Database

This study is based upon a unique database that was developed specifically to study
the performance of the foreign operations of the world’s leading MNEs.? It is
structured as a panel, following firms over time. The coverage includes 232 firms (all
Fortu3ne Global 500 companies), up to 133 different variables, and up to 20 years of
data.

Table 1 provides a snapshot of the foreign operations of the firms covered in this
study. The first two rows provide the value of the foreign and total assets, revenues,
profits, and employees of the companies in the sample. The third row provides the
foreign shares of these measures, highlighting that these companies maintain
roughly half of their economic activity outside of their home countries. First of all this
shows that even for a group of frontrunners in the globalization of economic activity
this share is not at all extremely high. In addition, the share also highlights one of the
major motivations for a focus on foreign performance — as firms become increasingly
global, management skills specific to running successful global operations will
increasingly determine overall corporate performance. These management skills are
often found in a successful human resource strategy in which talent is able to
combine bridging cultures while at the same time not neglecting the roots of a global
company. Given the share of foreign to total employees (more than 57% and the
highest among the four ratio’s in table 1) a tentative conclusion can be drawn that
most of this talent can be found outside the home country of the firm, triggering an
even greater ‘war for talent’ with specific global skills and a global mindset.

Further underscoring this point is the highly heterogeneous nature of the sample from
a globalization perspective. For example, the ratio of foreign to total assets (FATA)
ranges from 1.2 per cent (Coles Group) to 97.7 per cent (Mitsui). In addition to the
significant number of companies in the sample that are not very global,
approximately one third of companies in the Fortune Global 500 (the annual ranking
published by Fortune Magazine upon which the database itself is based) are purely
domestic. In other words, despite the generally high average levels of globalization
characterizing this group of companies, the scope for further corporate globalization
remains significant.

In order to give a sense of economic ‘proportion’ to the firms covered in this study,
table 1 also provides various macro-economic data as economic benchmarks. Global
FDI stocks are contrasted with firm-level foreign assets, global trade with firm-level
foreign revenues, global GDP with firm-level foreign profits*, and the OECD labor
force with the number of firm-level foreign employees. These comparisons show (last

% Precursors to this study include Gestrin et al 1998, 2000, 2001, van den Berghe, 2003 and Gestrin
2004.

% Like most panel databases, the one used in this study is ‘unbalanced’ in the sense that data is not
available for all companies for all years and all variables. This is largely due to the variability in the
way companies report on their foreign activities in their annual financial and other statutory reports, the
primary source of information used to develop the database. It is for this reason that different tables,
charts and annexes differ in terms of their coverage. More information on the key features of the
database and access is available at www.ic-associates.com

“This comparison will significantly understate the importance of this sample of firms. GDP is a
measure of economic value-added. Firm-level profits are one component of the contribution of firms to
economic value-added (wages, for which data are not available, being the other main component).




line of table 1) that the foreign assets of the firms in this sample are equivalent to 35
per cent of global FDI stocks (not flows), their revenues generated by foreign
operations (which can be viewed as an alternative to exports) are equal to about 34
per cent of global trade, their profits directly contribute just under 1 per cent to global
GDP®, and their international operations employ the equivalent of 2.5 per cent of the
total OECD labor force. Roughly, the international strategies of this sample of firms
represents a third of the global economy in terms of FDI and trade.

Table 1. Summary statistics and comparisons with ma  cro-level indicators, 2006 (US$ billions,
employees in actual numbers)

Companies in sample (232) Assets Revenues Profits Employees’

Foreign operations (A) 4140 3483 455 13693893

Total operations 8101 7080 859 23799355
Foreign share % 51.1 49.2 53.0 57.5

Comparisons with macro data (B)
Global FDI stocks 11999

Global Trade 10120
Global GDP 48245
OECD labor force 557445000
Coverage of database (A/B%) 34.50 34.42 0.94 2.46

Notes: 1. Employee numbers estimated based upon averages for companies reporting these data.

3. Key features of the relationship between globali  zation and foreign
profitability

Figure 1 depicts a key relationship for MNEs, namely the relationship between the
level of globalization and performance. The vertical axis represents returns on foreign
assets (ROFA), calculated as pre-tax foreign income divided by total foreign assets.
The horizontal axis measures the share of foreign in total assets for each firm in the
sample. The ranking of the firms according to ROFA can be found in annex 2.°

° Corporate profits are one component of GDP (and other measures of national output), which
measures value added. Some studies have erroneously compared the revenues of firms to GDP. This
is a mistake because revenues do not take into account costs of production, and therefore grossly
overstate the value added of firms. Conversely, profits are but one component of the contribution of
firms to value added, and as such the comparison of profits to GDP significantly under-represents the
contribution of these companies to global value added.

® The seven top firms are treated as outliers and therefore not included in Figure 1. These firms
measure foreign assets in such that their ROFA scores are inflated.
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Figure 1: Relationship between asset globalization and foreign profitability, 2006
(Source: ICA-Global Performance Index Database = www.ic-associates.com )

Three findings are depicted in Figure 1.

1. First, the figure shows the very even distribution of firms along the FATA axis,
reflecting a point alluded to above, namely the heterogeneity of the sample in
terms of levels of globalization.

2. Second, moving up along the ROFA axis we find a decreasing concentration
of firms, from a high concentration of firms achieving low ROFAs to the few
firms achieving exceptional ROFAs (4 firms achieve ROFAs in excess of 100
per cent). Are these the ones with accounting issues — i.e. PPE (property,
plant & equipment) effects?

3. Third, the sample displays a bell-shaped distribution, with the firms achieving
the highest foreign profitability concentrated around moderate levels of
globalizations and foreign performance tailing off fairly evenly at both lower
and higher levels of FATA.

While this last observed pattern might seem intuitively obvious, this is the first study
to identify the shape of this relationship using a measure of foreign performance
instead of total firm performance levels .The strategic significance of this relationship
is profound — there would seem to exist something approximating an optimal level

of corporate globalization (between 35 and 50 per cent FATA), beyond which the
returns to globalizing the firm diminish and below which insufficient economies of
international scale and scope seem to detract from international profitability.” One
can conclude here that firms that are still in a more infant stage of globalization need
to pay the price of exploring foreign markets, while the Dino’s of globalization are
paying an increased price for managing a global network — a situation that can be
qualified as international overstretch. For Dino’s it is thus crucial to, once in a while,

" The relationship between ROFA and the share of foreign in total revenues as the measure of
globalization shows the same fundamental relationship.



restructure their global portfolio of assets, while infant globalizers need to determine
the price for accessing global markets.

Figure 2 considers the same relationship depicted in Figure 1 from a dynamic
perspective.
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Figure 2: Relationship between asset globalization and foreign profitability, 2006
(Source: ICA-Global Performance Index Database = www.ic-associates.com )

In this case, the vertical axis still represents ROFA while the horizontal axis
represents the percentage change in FATA between 2003 and 2006. The logic
behind Figure 2 is that, in addition to the absolute levels of globalization, the rate of
globalization is also likely to affect foreign performance. For example, rapid
international expansion might be expected to place a greater strain on management
systems than a slower rate.

Figure 2 supports this hypothesis. A bell-shaped relationship is again observed, with
the highest ROFA firms located just to the right of the zero per cent mark on the
horizontal axis, the area of low international expansion. Beyond a rate of international
expansion of the share of foreign in total assets of 15 per cent over three years, no
firms achieve ROFAs above 50 per cent.

The left-hand tail of the bell also tells an interesting story. The first thing to note is
that globalization is not a one way street. While most of the traffic is going in the
direction of more globalization, one third of the firms in the sample have actually
reduced their levels of globalization during the past three years. Perhaps a necessity
after reaching a situation of international overstretch — the point beyond the optimal
level of globalization. Furthermore, when we split the sample at the median and
compare the performance of the top half with the bottom half, the group of slower and
negative globalizers outperforms the fast globalizers with an average ROFA of 40 per
cent compared to 30 per cent. Even the companies that have had negative
globalization over the past three years achieve an average ROFA of 31 per cent. In
sum, a similarly intuitive conclusion can be drawn from Figure 2 as from Figure 1,



namely that slow levels of positive globalization seem to be associated with the
highest levels of foreign profitability, while more rapid globalization would seem to
detract from performance. Especially, when foreign investment takes place in the
form of cross-border M&As rapid globalization is achieved, however, perhaps not
always in line with anticipated performance levels®.

In addition, the significant number of firms pursuing de-globalization strategies (at
least during the most recent three years), while not the best performers have not
necessarily been the worst performers either, as one might have expected. This
observation could relate back to Figure 2. Firms that realize that they have gone too
far in their international expansions can respond by pulling back and reducing their
international exposure which, in turn, could be expected to have a positive effect on
foreign performance as they shut down or cut back their problematic foreign
operations.’There are numerous examples of MNEs that have, due to failed foreign
acquisitions, had to restructure their international portfolio. These retreat strategies
can be seen, in the light of this report, as a search for the firm’s optimal level of
globalization.

Figure 3 provides an historical perspective on the ratios presented in the third line of
table 1 (for a subset of 105 companies for which ten years of historical data are
available), namely Foreign Assets versus Total Assets (FATA), Foreign Revenues
versus Total Revenues (FRTR) and Foreign Profits versus Total Profits (FPTP) .

8 The theoretical foundations on the motives for foreign divestments are still not well developed and
requires more than just a reversal of the motives and determinants for foreign investment. Existing
theories mention poor financial performance of a subsidiary or division as the most important reason
to divest or retreat from foreign markets. Gestrin (2004) stressed the importance of (foreign)
performance in FDI decisions as an important lacuna in the existing the international business
literature. Before FDI takes place managers base their FDI decisions on the expected performance of
FDI. After the FDI decisions the actual performance information related to the FDI decisions become
available, it becomes a determinant itself of subsequent FDI decisions.

® Keeping in mind that Figure 2 shows the change in FATA between 2003 and 2006 and ROFA in
2006, at the end of the period during which some firms have scaled back the share of foreign in total
assets.
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Figure 3: The Foreign Investment Profitability Gap, 1997-2006
(Source: ICA-Global Performance Index Database  www.ic-associates.com )

Three important stories can be gleaned from this figure:

1.

2.

3.

First, from the lines representing the share of foreign in total assets and
revenues, we see an unmistakable globalization trend. However, contrary to
much of the hyperbole surrounding globalization, the process has been quite
steady and gradual, with the share of foreign in total assets increasing from 36
to 43 per cent and the share of foreign in total revenues increasing from 38 to
49 per cent over ten years.

A second story, found in these two same trends, has been the growing
divergence between these lines, with foreign assets generating an
increasingly disproportionate share of firms’ total revenues.” In other words,
MNESs have been increasing the sales intensity of their foreign operations over
the past 10 years. Indeed, to the extent that foreign assets have consistently
been generating a higher proportion of sales than domestic assets, this
constitutes a powerful explanation as to why MNEs continue to expand their
international operations. In short one may conclude that a large foreign
consumer market, driven by exceptional double digit economic growth
numbers in many emerging economies, may be a key factor in driving the
global strategies of these MNEs.

The third story concerns the profit line. As might be expected, this line is more
variable than the other two, reflecting the more general tendency of profit
series to show greater variability over time. The share of foreign in total profits
dropped significantly in 2004 and has struggled to stay above the foreign
asset line ever since. Here the story is the opposite of what we see in the
revenue line. On average, foreign assets and foreign revenues — growing
gradually over time have been generating a volatile level of foreign profits.

% Whenever the foreign profit or revenue lines are above the foreign asset line, this indicates that
foreign assets are generating a disproportionate share of total revenues and profits and vice versa.



That this decline is preceded by a period in which foreign assets generated a
disproportionately high share of profits in 6 out of 7 years suggests that this decline is
not just an artifact of transfer pricing exchange rate effects or the global economic
downturn in the beginning of this century. Indeed, the relative positions of the foreign
revenue, assets, and profit lines starting in 2004 would seem to suggest the growing
importance of the costs of doing global business. The combination of the ‘high’
revenue line and the relative ‘low’ profit line can have two explanations: on the one
hand, it could suggest that while the foreign operations of MNEs are helping them to
access new markets, the costs of running these foreign operations is eating into
margins; on the other hand, it could be that MNEs are accepting low foreign margins
to increase revenues and their presence in foreign markets. The key question here
is, for how long are shareholders accepting lower and volatile margins in exchange
for greater foreign presence.

4. Industry dynamics in globalization and foreign p rofitability

One factor highlighted in the industry tables presented in Annex 4b is the extent to
which different industries display different levels of foreign profitability. One question
this raises is how different industries contribute to the overall pattern observed in
Figure 1. Figures 4, 5, and 6 replicate Figure 1 for three different industries;
automotive, pharmaceuticals, and computers. These three industries have been
picked for the different dynamics that they exhibit.

Figure 4 shows the relationship between ROFA and FATA for the automotive
industry. In this case, apart from the exceptional performance of Paccar, represented
by the point in the upper right hand corner of the graph, the automotive industry
displays no evident relationship between levels of globalization and performance.
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Figure 4: Asset globalization and foreign profitabi lity in the automotive industry, 2006

(Source: ICA-Global Performance Index Database  www.ic-associates.com )
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In contrast, Figure 5, showing the same relationship for the pharmaceutical industry,

suggests that the relationship for this industry is negative.
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Figure 5: Asset globalization and foreign profitabi
(Source: ICA-Global Performance Index Database

lity in the pharmaceutical industry, 2006
Www.ic-associates.com )

Figure 6, representing the computer industry, shows a positive (in this case
polynomial) relationship.** The latter relationship would seem to evoke a globalization
‘wall’ at around 45 per cent FATA.
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(Source: ICA-Global Performance Index Database

™ The R?in Figures 4 and 5 are .34 and .80, respectively.

lity in the computer industry, 2006
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Interpretation of Figures 4, 5, and 6 requires care because, while they show fairly
distinct patterns that differentiate different industries, they tell us nothing about the
underlying causal dynamics that have give rise to these static snapshots. The
analysis of such dynamics is beyond the scope of this paper and will be the focus of
future industry specific ICA research studies.*?

5. Conclusions: The common features of winning (and losing) international
business expansion strategies

This study showed that there would seem to exist something approximating an
optimal level of corporate globalization (between 35 and 50 per cent Foreign assets
versus Total Assets - FATA), beyond which the returns to globalizing the firm
diminish and below which insufficient economies of international scale and scope
seem to detract from international profitability. Looking at historical patterns, on
average, foreign assets and foreign revenues the study demonstrated that they have
been generating a disproportionately low share of profits for many firms. Firms that
realize that they have gone too far in their international expansions can respond by
pulling back and reducing their international exposure which, in turn, could be
expected to have a positive effect on foreign performance as they shut down or cut
back their problematic foreign operations.**There are numerous examples of MNEs
that have, due to failed foreign acquisitions, had to restructure their international
portfolio. These retreat strategies can be seen, in the light of this report, as a search
for the firm’s optimal level of internationalization.

The report demonstrated that some companies just outperform others and hence it is
crucial to learn what these companies are doing well even those who are not
operating in the same industry. This feeds the idea that there is an emerging
management of globalization. One crucial element in this management process is the
pace of globalization or international expansion. Slow is better seems to be the
driving factor behind successful international expansion strategies. Recent trends
(see also figure 1) send a warning signal that the environment for globalization is
becoming more difficult.

Although, the study highlighted a new type of analysis that we have developed to
help companies formulate informed global strategy, more detailed analysis is needed
at industry and individual firm levels, as well as analysis of dynamics using advanced
econometric techniques,

Despite the generally high average levels of globalization characterizing the group of
companies researched, the scope for further corporate globalization remains
significant.

2 A more technical treatment of the data used in this study can be found in Gestrin and Van den
Berghe, forthcoming (paper submitted to the 2008 Academy of International Business and the Journal
of International Business Studies).

'3 Keeping in mind that Figure 2 shows the change in FATA between 2003 and 2006 and ROFA in
2006, at the end of the period during which some firms have scaled back the share of foreign in total
assets.
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Key features of the ICA — Global Performance Index  Database

Data for 2007 are in progress
Data coverage is for the group of Fortune Global 500 firms, published in
Fortune Magazine between 1995 and 2007, that have international operations.
Data have been collected for app. 300 firms
Data at firm level in national currency, US dollars or number of employees

0 Assets

o0 Revenues

o Profits

o Nr. of Employees
Geographic segment data are also available (if reported by the firm)
Indicators of corporate internationalization include:

o Foreign Revenues versus Total Revenues FRTR)

o Foreign Assets versus Total Assets (FATA)

o Foreign Employment versus Total Employment (FETE)

o0 Regional breakdowns of the above indicators and numbers
Indicators of corporate performance include:

0 Return on Foreign Assets (ROFA)

o Foreign Profits versus Total Profits (FPTP)

o Foreign Operating Profit Margins (FOPM)
Data are collected for the years 1996-2006 for some firms data are available
back to 1988.

The database allows for:
Industry comparisons and peer group benchmarks
Regional comparisons
Country comparisons
City comparisons
Historical time series

13



Annex 1. Alphabetical listing of the 230 companies covered in the study and
ranking on three measures of globalization, 2006

Nr Company FATA FRTR FPTP
Rank Rank Rank

3M 125 82
A. P. Moller-Maersk Group 198 118
ABB 188 108
Abbott Laboratories 112 139
Accenture 85 109
Adecco 42 64
Aisin Seiki 223 184
Akzo Nobel 32 23
Alcan 23 17
Alcatel Lucent 12 13
Alcoa 91 154
Altadis 74 36
Altria Group 164 92
Ameérica Mavil 176 147
Anglo American 48 56
Apple 210 159
Arcandor 168 201
Archer Daniels Midland 180 185
Asahi Glass 80 113
AstraZeneca 90 10
BAE Systems 30 32
BASF 56 97
Bayer 181 112
Bertelsmann a7 55
Best Buy 195 215
BHP Billiton 119 16
BMW 63 35
Bombardier 50 7

Bouygues 193 186
BP Amoco 19 31
Bridgestone 77 54
Bristol-Myers Squibb 162 143
British American Tobacco 82 79
BT 177 214
Bunge 17 40
Canon 156 42
Cardinal Health 222 229
Carrefour 53 115

% A blank indicates that the data required to calculate the ratio are not reported by the company.



Caterpillar

CEMEX

Centrica

Chevron

Cisco Systems
Coca-Cola
Coca-Cola Enterprises
Coles Group
Compass Group
ConocoPhillips
Continental

Corus Group
Cosmo Oill

Costco Wholesale
CRH
DaimlerChrysler
Dana

Deere

Delhaize Group

Dell

Delphi

Denso

Deutsche Telekom
Disney

Dow Chemical

Duke Energy
Dupont

E.ON

EADS

Eastman Kodak
Electricité de France
Electrolux

Electronic Data Systems
Eli Lilly

Emerson Electric
Endesa

Enel

Energie Baden-Wirttemberg
Eni

Exxon Mobil

Fedex

Fiat

Finmeccanica
Flextronics International
Fonciére Euris

146
10
190
66
221
38
172
229
59
88
62
118
219
194

29
76
147
11
121
106
171
87
213
117
192
175
81
145
142
103
115
93
154
143
122
202
226
98
39
206
78
228
151
185

111
30
192
101
149
53
189
230
38
183
61
121
228
210
11
20
126
188
37
153
172
134
135
203
74
187
88
168
33
90
140
114
167
146
133
122
220
225
89
57
194
51
193
165
205
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Ford Motor

France Telecom
Franz Haniel

Fuji Heavy Industries
Fujifilm Holdings
Fujitsu

GE
GlaxoSmithkline
GM

Goodyear Tire & Rubber
Groupe Auchan
Groupe Danone
Grupo Ferrovial
Halliburton

Hess
Hewlett-Packard
Hochtief

Holcim

Honda Motor
Honeywell International
Hutchison Whampoa
Hyundai Motor

IBM

Inbev

Ingram Micro

Intel

International Paper
Isuzu Motors

Itochu

Japan Tobacco
Jardine Matheson
Johnson & Johnson
Johnson Controls
Kajima
Kimberly-Clark
Kingfisher

Komatsu

L.M. Ericsson

La Poste

Lafarge

Lagardére Groupe
Lear

Lukoll

Lyondell Chemical
Magna International

104
46
139
184
191
179
64
137
159
65
92
155
31
102
15
110
54
51
25
199
14
189
111
16
124
158
186
200
144
132
13
114
72
217
109
101
127
133
216

33
44
167
203
27

130
137
224
156
160
182
145
62
169
117
132
164
102
60
209
69
18
71
28
171
26
148
85
48
94
24
211
170
162
208
45
152
86
217
141
123
83

218
22
49
75
27

202
43
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MAN Group
Manpower
Marathon Oil
Marks & Spencer
Marubeni

Matsushita Electric Industrial

Mazda Motor
McDonald’s
McKesson
Merck

Metro Group
Michelin
Microsoft
Mitsubishi
Mitsubishi Motors
Mitsui

Mittal Steel
Motorola
National Grid
NEC

Neste Oil
Nestlé

News Corp
Nike

Nippon Qil
Nissan Motor
Nokia

Norsk Hydro
Novartis
Occidental Petroleum
Office Depot
Onex

Otto Group
Paccar
Pepsico
Petrobras
Pfizer
POSCO

PPR

Proctor & Gamble
RAG Group
Raytheon
Renault
Repsol YPF
Ricoh

211

148
100
153
163
197
58
218
187
83
126
220
94
130

183
123
128
209
208
61
204
22
214
75
55
152

169
113
20
26
71
129
224
107
227
57
120
174
73
160
60
157

12
19
219
222
196
144
78
70
221
163
99
120
180
206
124

110
98
129
207
84
72
151
76
226
39

14

179
199
15
103
131
157
223
138
178
100
96
87
212
68
125
128
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Rio Tinto

Robert Bosch
Roche Group

Royal Ahold

Royal Dutch/Shell Group
Royal Philips Electronics
RWE

Saint-Gobain
Sanofi-Aventis
Sanyo Electric

Sara Lee
Schlumberger
Schneider Electric
Seven & i

Sharp

Siemens

Skanska

Sodexho Alliance
Sony

Staples

Statoil

Stora Enso

Suez

Sumitomo Chemical

Sumitomo Electric Industries

Suzuki Motor

Tech Data

Telecom ltalia
Telefonica

Tesco

ThyssenKrupp

TNT

Toshiba

Total

Toyota Industries
Toyota Motor

TUI

Tyco International
Unilever

United Parcel Service
United States Steel
United Technologies
Vattenfall

Veolia Environment
Verizon Communications

178

43
41
35
84
34
89
166
161
18
96
207
173
67
28
37
134
170
150
45
21
205
196
105
52
225
36
165
131
70
140

136
79
68

138
86

201

182

108
49
69
99

174

44
93

161
50
95

155

150
58

105

177

158
59
34
65
46

216

198
52
41

190

173
91

104

195
81

200
66
73

116
80

175
67

106

119
77

191

197

127
63

107

227
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Vinci
Vivendi
Vodafone
Volkswagen
Volvo
Wal-Mart
Weyerhaeuser
Whirlpool
Wolseley
Wyeth
Xerox
Xstrata

215
97

95
40
149
212
141
24
116
135

181
166
25
47

204
213
176
29
142
136
21
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Annex 2. Companies ranked according to returnson f ~ oreign assets, 2006

Rank
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29*
30
31
32
33
34
35
36
37
38
39
40
41
42
43
44
45
46
47
48
49
50

Company
Cisco Systems
Microsoft
Apple
McKesson
Accenture
Nike
Cardinal Health
Hewlett-Packard
Paccar
United Technologies
IBM
3M
Emerson Electric
Tyco International
Eli Lilly
Altria Group
Deere
Dell
Caterpillar
Exxon Mobil
GlaxoSmithkline
British American Tobacco
Siemens
United States Steel
Itochu
Marathon Oil
Pfizer
Coca-Cola
Halliburton
Occidental Petroleum
Dow Chemical
Dupont
Wyeth
AstraZeneca
Intel
Xerox
BHP Billiton
Anglo American
Bristol-Myers Squibb
Pepsico
Hess
Mitsubishi
Johnson & Johnson
Archer Daniels Midland
GE
Sara Lee
Schlumberger
Honeywell International
Verizon Communications
Marks & Spencer

ROFA
1382.1%
870.3%
688.1%
397.4%
320.4%
256.3%
221.0%
175.9%
125.1%
121.1%
106.1%
96.4%
92.8%
86.5%
81.2%
74.3%
71.9%
65.7%
64.8%
64.5%
62.0%
60.8%
59.2%
55.1%
53.9%
52.3%
50.9%
50.2%
50.0%
44.1%
43.9%
43.9%
43.8%
43.4%
42.0%
40.8%
39.8%
39.7%
38.6%
37.9%
36.8%
35.2%
34.5%
34.5%
32.3%
32.2%
31.6%
30.4%
29.8%
29.6%
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51
52
53
54
55
56
57
58
59
60
61
62
63
64
65
66
67
68
69
70
71
72
73
74
75
76
77
78
79
80
81
82
83
84
85**
86
87
88
89
90
91
92
93
94
95
96
97
98
99
100
101
102
103

Total

Abbott Laboratories
Nestlé

Cosmo Oil
ConocoPhillips
Alcoa

Unilever

Nippon Qil

Statoil

Motorola
Eastman Kodak
Raytheon
Sanofi-Aventis
Costco Wholesale
Schneider Electric
BP Amoco
Komatsu

Aisin Seiki
Johnson Controls
Adecco

Xstrata

Bunge

Inbev

Delphi

Holcim

Fujifilm Holdings
Flextronics International
Kimberly-Clark
Chevron

Lear

McDonald's
Telefonica
Compass Group
Staples

Wolseley

Corus Group
Groupe Danone
Delhaize Group
Isuzu Motors
Jardine Matheson
CRH

Metro Group
Alcan

Ricoh

Electronic Data Systems
Manpower

United Parcel Service
Canon

Office Depot
Carrefour

Mazda Motor
Weyerhaeuser
BASF

28.8%
27.7%
27.0%
26.3%
26.0%
24.7%
20.1%
19.9%
19.8%
19.3%
18.8%
18.2%
17.5%
16.8%
16.3%
16.2%
16.0%
16.0%
16.0%
14.8%
14.5%
14.5%
14.4%
14.3%
14.2%
14.1%
13.8%
13.7%
13.3%
13.2%
13.0%
13.0%
12.1%
12.0%
11.9%
11.9%
11.8%
11.3%
11.2%
11.0%
11.0%
10.9%
10.8%
10.7%
10.6%
10.5%
10.2%
9.3%
9.2%
9.2%
9.2%
9.1%
8.9%
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104
105
106
107
108
109
110
111
112
113
114
115
116
117
118
119
120
121
122
123
124
125
126
127
128
129
130
131
132
133
134
135
136
137
138
139
140
141
142
143
144
145
146
147
148
149
150
151
152
153
154
155
156

Marubeni

Sumitomo Electric Industries

Endesa

Proctor & Gamble
Bayer

Mittal Steel

National Grid
Denso

News Corp

Repsol YPF
Kingfisher
Sumitomo Chemical
CEMEX

Arcandor

Tesco

Ingram Micro
Goodyear Tire & Rubber
Whirlpool

Honda Motor

Japan Tobacco
Wal-Mart

Suzuki Motor

E.ON

Electricité de France
Nissan Motor
Sodexho Alliance

Matsushita Electric Industrial

Magna International
Mitsubishi Motors
Enel

América Movil
Skanska

Fujitsu

Seven & i

Asahi Glass

Toyota Motor
Vattenfall

Duke Energy
Disney

Bridgestone

Dana

Best Buy

Toyota Industries
Mitsui

Stora Enso
Telecom ltalia
Royal Philips Electronics
DaimlerChrysler
Sharp

Hutchison Whampoa
Petrobras

Lyondell Chemical
Toshiba

8.7%
8.6%
8.5%
8.3%
8.2%
8.0%
8.0%
8.0%
7.8%
7.8%
7.7%
7.6%
7.4%
7.3%
7.1%
7.1%
7.1%
7.0%
7.0%
6.9%
6.8%
6.2%
6.1%
5.9%
5.8%
57%
5.6%
5.3%
5.2%
5.2%
5.0%
4.9%
4.8%
4.8%
4.8%
4.7%
4.5%
4.4%
4.3%
4.0%
3.9%
3.7%
3.4%
3.4%
3.2%
3.0%
2.8%
2.6%
2.6%
2.4%
2.1%
2.1%
1.9%
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*The mean
**The median

157
158
159
160
161
162
163
164
165
166
167
168
169
170

Fuji Heavy Industries
GM

Coca-Cola Enterprises
Ford Motor
International Paper
Sanyo Electric
Kajima

Lukoil

Hyundai Motor

NEC

Norsk Hydro
Vodafone

Tech Data

Sony

Average

1.7%
1.3%
1.2%
1.0%
0.9%
0.6%
0.4%
0.3%
-0.1%
-0.5%
-0.7%
-2.6%
-5.0%
-7.0%
45.4%
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