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THE TOP-PAID CHIEF EXECUTIVES...
1998 SALARY LONG-TERM TOTAL
AND BONUS COMPENSATION PAY

THOUSANDS OF DOLLARS

1 MICHAEL EISNER $5,764 $569,828 $575,592WALT DISNEY 

2 MEL KARMAZIN** 4,000 197,934 201,934CBS

3 SANFORD WEILL 7,430 159,663 167,093CITIGROUP

4 STEPHEN CASE 1,177 158,057 159,233AMERICA ONLINE

5 CRAIG BARRETT 2,280 114,232 116,511INTEL

6 JOHN WELCH 10,105 73,559 83,664GENERAL ELECTRIC

7 HENRY SCHACHT* 2,020 65,016 67,037LUCENT TECHNOLOGIES

8 L. DENNIS KOZLOWSKI 3,750 61,514 65,264TYCO INTERNATIONAL

9 HENRY SILVERMAN 2,818 61,063 63,882CENDANT

10 M. DOUGLAS IVESTER 2,750 54,572 57,322COCA-COLA

1998 SALARY LONG-TERM TOTAL
AND BONUS COMPENSATION PAY

THOUSANDS OF DOLLARS

11 CHARLES HEIMBOLD $3,194 $53,085 $56,279BRISTOL-MYERS SQUIBB

12 PHILIP PURCELL 8,888 44,487 53,374MORGAN STANLEY DEAN WITTER

13 REUBEN MARK 3,456 49,247 52,703COLGATE-PALMOLIVE

14 SCOTT McNEALY 1,698 46,317 48,014SUN MICROSYSTEMS

15 LOUIS GERSTNER 9,387 36,947 46,335IBM

16 DUANE BURNHAM 3,232 42,762 45,995ABBOTT LABORATORIES

17 MARGARET WHITMAN 247 42,755 43,002EBAY

18 RANDALL TOBIAS* 6,008 35,680 41,687ELI LILLY

19 JOHN GIFFORD 264 39,833 40,097MAXIM INTEGRATED PRODUCTS

20 GORDON BINDER 1,766 37,420 39,186AMGEN

1998 SALARY LONG-TERM TOTAL
AND BONUS COMPENSATION PAY

THOUSANDS OF DOLLARS

1 JOHN MCCARTNEY $826 $77,623 $78,4503COM

2 LESLIE VADASZ 1,135 54,759 55,894INTEL

3 ROBERT LUCIANO* 2,196 51,780 53,976SCHERING-PLOUGH

4 CHARLES CAWLEY 4,844 48,837 53,681MBNA

5 RICHARD VAGUE 1,640 41,635 43,275BANK ONE

1998 SALARY LONG-TERM TOTAL
AND BONUS COMPENSATION PAY

THOUSANDS OF DOLLARS

6 JAMES DIMON $4,950 $32,214 $37,164CITIGROUP

7 CHARLES RICE 9,960 22,276 32,236BANKAMERICA

8 TERRENCE LARSEN 2,504 26,870 29,374FIRST UNION

9 MARK SWARTZ 1,810 27,223 29,032TYCO INTERNATIONAL

10 WILLIAM SHANAHAN 2,254 25,470 27,724COLGATE-PALMOLIVE

* Retired ** Became CEO 1⁄99 DATA: EXECUCOMP BY STANDARD & POOR’S COMPUSTAT, A DIVISION OF THE McGRAW-HILL COMPANIES

... AND 10 WHO   AREN’T CEOs
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about. Suddenly, the issue of whether the best way to moti-
vate executives is to offer options-fueled pay packets is being
debated around the world. Particularly in Europe, many
companies are considering adding an equity component to
their compensation systems—in part, to ensure that they
don’t lose their best talent to the U. S. (page 89). Moreover,

European companies
such as DaimlerChrysler
and Deutsche Bank
must figure out how to

keep their European execs happy when they’re paying a lot
more to those working in their new American subsidiaries.
Even in Japan, where egalitarian pay structures have long
been considered a virtue, the four-year plunge
in earnings has convinced Sony and others to
try out options. “The level and the makeup of
pay in the U. S. is beginning to have an in-
fluence on big global companies,” says Vicky
M. Wright, Hay Group’s worldwide managing
director for reward consulting.  
LOOSE LINKAGE. If there’s little doubt that
Corporate America is doing something right
by linking pay more closely to shareholder
value, however, it’s also clear that greed
has its limits. Despite the anecdotal con-
nection, no academic has proven that higher
pay creates higher performance. While self-
interest is, as Adam Smith observed cen-
turies ago, a great motivator, the link be-
tween pay and any objective standard of
performance has been all but severed in today’s system. The
options windfall is as likely to reward the barely passable as
the truly great; moreover, it’s rewarding virtually one and all
in amounts that are expanding almost exponentially. “It’s not
that the guy steering the ship is turning the wheel the
wrong way,” says pay consultant Alan M. Johnson. “It’s
that the wheel isn’t connected to the rudder.” 

Given the growth in sheer numbers of options being

handed out, critics also warn that the seeds of future prob-
lems are already being sown. The biggest risk: In using
options, companies today are in effect outsourcing the over-
size compensation to the stock market. Investors willing to
buy shares, after all, are paying for today’s hefty raises,
not the corporate coffers. But the ability to do so rests on a
market that’s only riding the Up escalator. Critics worry that
the practice is setting untenable levels of pay expectation for
the future, even as it creates hefty dilution. 

The skeptics certainly have some influential company.
Alan Greenspan, for one, favors indexed options—options
that require that the stock does better than a market or
peer group index—despite the fact that they have an ac-

counting cost. He publicly criticized the level of
CEO pay in front of the House Banking Com-
mittee in February. Or listen to Berkshire
Hathaway’s Warren E. Buffett, who devoted
two pages of his annual report to the subject:
“Although options . . . can be an appropriate,
and even ideal, way to compensate and moti-
vate top managers, they are more often wildly
capricious in their distribution of rewards, in-
efficient as motivators, and inordinately ex-
pensive for shareholders.”

Whatever the outlines of the debate, though,
one thing is clear: The rich are getting richer,
and fast, according to BUSINESS WEEK’s 49th
annual Executive Pay Scoreboard. Compiled
with Standard & Poor’s Compustat, a division of
The McGraw-Hill Companies, the survey breaks

out the pay of the highest-paid executives at 365 of the
largest companies in the U. S. CEO pay again outpaced the
stock market in 1998, rising 36% to the Standard & Poor’s
500-stock index’ 26.7%, even as earnings for the companies in
the index fell 1.4%. Long-term compensation—mostly from
exercised options—made up 80% of the average CEO’s pay
package, up from 72% in 1997. The average salary and
bonus fell for the second year in a row, to $2.1 million. In
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Among the
critics of
gigantic 

raises: Alan
Greenspan

EXECUTIVES WHO GAVE SHAREHOLDERS 
THE MOST FOR THEIR PAY...

Total pay* Shareholder Relative
Thousands of dollars return** index

1 RICHARD FAIRBANK Capital One Financial $1,312 393% 376
2 WILLIAM GATES Microsoft 1,696 532 373
3 JAMES SINEGAL Costco 1,483 373 319
4 EDWARD FRITZKY Immunex 2,437 663 313
5 WARREN BUFFETT Berkshire Hathaway 842 118 259

...AND THOSE WHO GAVE
SHAREHOLDERS THE LEAST

1 MICHAEL EISNER Walt Disney $594,892 56% 0.3
2 SANFORD WEILL Citigroup 491,976 146 0.5
3 RAY IRANI Occidental Petroleum 110,670 –11 0.8
4 ANTHONY O’REILLY H.J. Heinz 104,678 86 1.8
5 JOHN WELCH General Electric 151,179 199 2.0

EXECUTIVES WHOSE COMPANIES DID THE BEST 
RELATIVE TO THEIR PAY...

Total pay* Avg. return Relative
Thousands of dollars on equity index

1 DANE MILLER Biomet $992 19% 30
2 WARREN BUFFETT Berkshire Hathaway 842 9 29
3 STEPHEN SANGER General Mills 8,488 190 29
4 WILLIAM GATES Microsoft 1,696 32 27
5 RICHARD FAIRBANK Capital One Financial 1,312 21 27

EXECUTIVES WHOSE COMPANIES DID THE WORST
RELATIVE TO THEIR PAY

1 JEFFREY BEZOS Amazon.com $225.4 –119% –0.5
2 NOLAN ARCHIBALD Black & Decker 50,638 –37 –0.4
3 STEPHEN CASE America Online 213,785 –122 –0.2
4 MICHAEL EISNER Walt Disney 504,892 9 0.1
5 SANFORD WEILL Citigroup 491,976 16 0.1

*Salary, bonus, and long-term compensation paid for the entire **Stock price at the end of 1998, plus dividends reinvested for three years, divided by stock 
three-year period price at the end of 1995 DATA: STANDARD & POOR’S COMPUSTAT

To see how pay matches up to performance, BUSINESS WEEK uses two mea-
surement systems. One relates to how good a job the boss did for sharehold-
ers. The other compares what the boss made with how well the company did. 

PAY FOR PERFORMANCE:
WHO MEASURES UP...
AND WHO DOESN’T
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some cases, that was because of poor results, but more of-
ten it was because CEOs are trimming such fixed compen-
sation or deferring it tax-free in return for more equity.

Nice work if you can get it. That 36% raise compares to
2.7% for the average blue-collar worker, one-tenth of a per-
centage point above last year’s boost. White-collar workers
got 3.9%, according to the Bureau of Labor Statistics’
Employment Cost Index. This year, the boss earned 419
times the average wage of a blue-collar worker. Although
such constantly levitating numbers can be hard to truly
grasp, consider this: The AFL-CIO calculates that a worker
making $25,000 in 1994 would now make $138,350 this
year if his pay grew at the same speed
as the average CEO.

The breathtaking numbers don’t
even include the biggest executive pay-
day ever. Last spring, Computer As-
sociates Inc. paid CEO Charles B. Wang
a restricted stock bonus then worth
$670 million for getting its stock price
above $53.33. That came on top of $7
million in salary and bonus and $22.8
million in long-term compensation the
prior year. Because the payout took
place in Computer Associates’ 1999 fis-
cal year—for which the company has
not yet filed a proxy—Wang’s jackpot
is not included in this year’s pay sur-
vey. But CA has already felt the ef-
fect: In July, the company announced a
$675 million charge to pay for the
award to Wang and other executives,
prompting a 30% stock plunge. 
FAB FIVE. Still, for those convinced of
the virtues of a pay-for-performance
system, the top five CEOs on BUSINESS
WEEK’s list this year make for a pretty
good argument. The companies they
run—Disney, CBS, Citigroup, America
Online, and Intel—are stewards of the
New Economy. Most of them longtime
CEOs of their companies, they have played a role in the
shift of the U. S. from an industrial economy to a service
economy premised on technological advancements. All five
executives have, over time, revolutionized their industries
and streamlined their organizations. Along the way, they
have created unprecedented shareholder wealth. None of

the top five would
comment on their pay.

F e w  i n v e s t o r s
would begrudge AOL’s

Stephen M. Case the $159.2 million he pulled down this
year. After all, he has forged one of the most successful
companies in a totally new industry. And shareholders
appear only too happy to ride the coattails of recently ap-
pointed CBS CEO Mel Karmazin, who earned $202 million.
Most of that came from the exercise of options he had held
for 10 years at Infinity Broadcasting Co., which he con-
verted to CBS shares. Infinity was sold to CBS in 1997 and
partly taken public again last year. Says a proud George
H. Conrades, chairman of CBS’s compensation committee: “I
think his reward for the growth and the value he created

is directly attributable to his leadership and probably one
of the best examples of pay for performance.”

Certainly, the rise in the stock market does seem to cor-
relate with a major shift from fixed to variable pay. Al-
though stock options have been popular in the past—pri-
marily during bull markets—never before were they used
as heavily as in the last decade. Some argue that the
tighter linkage to shareholders pushed executives to make
the hard choices needed to become competitive. “Can we
prove that stock options did this? Of course not. Can we
offer some evidence that would suggest it played a role?
Yes. We really made it worth people’s while to drive stock

prices up, and they found ways to do it,” says Jude Rich,
chairman of benefits consultant Sibson & Co.

Perhaps nowhere has that been truer than in the ex-
ploding Internet sector, where the red-hot market in initial
public offerings has served as an equalizer. Some upstarts
now boast the same net worth as old-timers. One is Mar-
garet C. Whitman, CEO of Web auction site eBay Inc.
Granted 7 million options when she was hired in February,
1998, she made $43 million in eBay’s September IPO—
good enough for 17th place and the highest annual pay
ever recorded by a female executive. Although most of it
hasn’t yet vested, Whitman’s stake is now worth nearly $1
billion, thanks to the wild 1165% rise in eBay shares. 

Whitman’s experience exemplifies a Silicon Valley culture
in which people happily toil day and night for little cash
compensation in hopes of hitting the brass ring. And the
creativity burst coming out of options-laden tech companies
like eBay is admirable. But the staggering, near-instant
jackpot is discomfiting, to say the least, to those who
have worked for years to reshape businesses. If perfor-
mance is really what matters, is Whitman, CEO for less
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A worker earning $25,000 in 1994 would get 
$138,350 today, if his pay grew as fast as his boss’s

FORTUNES IN THE FUTURE
These chief executives still have huge rewards to reap from stock
options that have yet to be exercised. The top 20 treasure chests:

VALUE OF NONEXERCISED
EXECUTIVE/ STOCK OPTIONS*
COMPANY THOUSANDS OF DOLLARS

MILLARD DREXLER $659,493GAP 

TIMOTHY KOOGLE 544,314YAHOO! 

BARRY DILLER 496,349USA NETWORKS 

CHARLES WANG 481,764COMPUTER ASSOCIATES

LOUIS GERSTNER 435,333IBM 

ECKHARD PFEIFFER 410,403COMPAQ COMPUTER 

HENRY SILVERMAN 399,517CENDANT 

GERALD LEVIN 304,104TIME WARNER 

STEPHEN CASE 286,260AMERICA ONLINE 

STEVEN BURD 276,360SAFEWAY 

*Based on stock price at end of company’s fiscal year

VALUE OF NONEXERCISED
EXECUTIVE/ STOCK OPTIONS*
COMPANY THOUSANDS OF DOLLARS

JOHN CHAMBERS $266,793CISCO SYSTEMS 

JOHN WELCH 261,538GENERAL ELECTRIC 

RICHARD FAIRBANK 258,638CAPITAL ONE FINANCIAL 

MELVIN GOODES 250,681WARNER-LAMBERT 

DAVID POTTRUCK 240,766CHARLES SCHWAB 

JOSEPH NACCHIO 211,944QWEST COMMUNICATIONS 

CHARLES HEIMBOLD 205,349BRISTOL-MYERS SQUIBB 

THOMAS SIEBEL 199,929SIEBEL SYSTEMS 

REUBEN MARK 193,398COLGATE-PALMOLIVE 

WILLIAM ESREY 181,152SPRINT 

DATA: STANDARD & POOR’S COMPUSTAT
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press. Eisner got a new grant of 24 million shares in 1997,
while Weill’s compensation committee awarded him 1.7 mil-
lion options in “Founder’s Grants” for the Citigroup deal.
That’s on top of a controversial system of reload options that
gives him a new grant of options every time he exercises
some old ones. Moreover, both CEOs have already been
handsomely paid for the stellar earlier performance. Eisner
has been paid a total of $901.6 million over the last decade,
and Weill, $694.8 million. Their pay levels are so high that
the two scored worst and second worst, respectively, on
BUSINESS WEEK’s screen of executives who gave sharehold-
ers the least for their pay.

But Ray Watson, who chairs Disney’s executive com-
mittee, defends the lavish 1997 package. “We wanted to tie
him up for the rest of his working
life. Heck, Sony would have given
him half of Japan to run their
company.” Not letting the options
vest until 2003, he argues, will
keep the CEO focused on long-term
growth. A Citigroup spokesman
said Weill’s pay “is tied to the ex-
traordinary creation of sharehold-
er wealth.” BUSINESS WEEK’s for-
mula includes options as pay in
the year they are exercised.
OPTION MANIA. Eisner and Weill
may be among the princes of pay,
but they’re not the only CEOs
whose wallets are filling faster
than ever as the size of option
grants rises rapidly. According to a
preliminary study of 1999 proxies
by Pearl Meyer & Partners Inc.,
the value of new stock-option
grants is already up 17% over last
year, even as the soaring market
makes old ones more valuable. And since some 40% of
large companies grant options for a fixed number of shares,
according to compensation consultant Towers Perrin, the
median they use as a comparison when setting their own
CEOs’ pay corkscrews ever higher. Cracks Nell Minow, a
principal in activist investment fund LENS: “Even an Eng-
lish major like me can figure out that you make more
money if one of the multipliers is bigger.” 

The increase in
options is letting a
lot of execs do
some cashing in,

even as they guard plenty of upside potential. While many
have left a lot of options on the table—AOL’s Case still has
$286 million in options, of which about half are exercis-
able—many have taken a chunk home or converted some to
shares, even as they ask for still larger packages. In BUSI-
NESS WEEK’s study, 53% of CEOs exercised options in 1998
worth an average $13.5 million, up from $8 million in 1997. 

The pay-for-performance link is further weakened by the
fact that the numbers of options are so large—and the
market so high—that everyone, good or bad, has been
able to take money out of the market. If you’ve got 10 mil-
lion options of a stock granted at $80 a share, you’re set to

make $20 million a year if your stock goes up just $2 an-
nually, no matter how far below the market that rise is. 

Certainly, many people with underperforming shares
are making such gains today. While indexes are breaking
records, most money is flying either into Internet IPOs
or into a small group of blue chips. The 100 largest com-
panies in the S&P 500 have created 90% of the rise in the
market so far in 1999 while many other stocks are in the
tank. Yet the pay rises aren’t limited to those overper-
formers. Case in point: Cyprus Amax Minerals CEO Milton
Ward, who took home $2.1 million in salary and bonus
last year, along with 425,000 options, up from 100,000 the
previous year, as the stock plummeted 36%.

Another way to rescue a fortune from a swooning stock
has been repricing. Rationalized
as a strategy to retain executives
when a company stumbles, repric-
ings, especially when the top ex-
ecs are involved, break the link
between shareholders and man-
agement. Take Cendant’s Henry
R. Silverman, whose rapid-fire
merger tactics hit a roadblock af-
ter his company, HFS Inc., merged
with CUC International Inc. in
1997. Massive accounting irregu-
larities were uncovered at CUC in
the spring of 1998. Rather than
let him suffer along with in-
vestors, Cendant’s compensation
committee signed off on the
repricing of a big chunk of his
25.8 million options at $9.81, well
below their original range of $17
to $31. With the stock now trad-
ing at 15, those options are worth
some $54.3 million. Shareholders

got no such relief. Silverman also exercised options worth
$61 million to take the No. 9 slot on BW’s best-paid list. He
wouldn’t comment, but a spokesman says he exercised
most of them before the troubles surfaced. 

Such options-based games only work if the market re-
bounds. But what if it doesn’t? A look back at history (see
insert) would suggest that even in a slow or bear market,
executives always manage to get theirs. When the market
doesn’t cooperate, the rules simply change. In the 1970s,
for example, a prolonged bear market made options worth-
less. So companies switched over to bonus plans based on
the achievement of cash-based internal goals and restrict-
ed stock; although those shares can’t immediately be sold,
unlike options they retain their value even if they fall
below their grant price. 

Already, such shifts are occurring. According to Execu-
tive Compensation Advisory Services, 38% of 1999 proxies
reviewed so far have restricted stock grants, up from
29% just three years earlier. Moreover, other nonoptions
costs of executive pay are also going up sharply, such as
pensions that must be paid until death, life insurance poli-
cies, and long-term incentive plans tied to other perfor-
mance measures, such as sales and earnings growth. As-
sorted perquisites such as the $144,415 payment to Charles

Added to the cost of hiring a new CEO is 
the ever-escalating cost of paying off the last one 
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that CEOs will tolerate a 95% pay cut because the market fi-
nally stalls. “When someone that made $50 million is making
$5 million to $10 million, they’re going to think they’re just
as good a manager as they were a year ago,” says Alfred
Rappaport, management professor at Northwestern’s Kel-

logg School. 
Dilution is another

lien on the future that
the love affair with op-

tions has ignored. While many companies have pushed op-
tions down the ranks while simultaneously showering the
boss, the potential dilution has increased rapidly. According
to pay consultant Watson Wyatt Worldwide, the average
overhang—which is options already grant-
ed plus options available for grant, divided
by the number of outstanding shares—hit
13% in 1997, up from 5% in 1988. Many in-
stitutional investors now vote against any
plan where the potential dilution is over
10%. According to Strategic Compensation
Research Associates, the votes against new
stock plans is inching up, reaching an aver-
age 14.8% for the second half of 1998.

Although companies argue that they need
the shares to motivate employees, a new
study suggests there’s a limit. Watson Wy-
att’s Ira T. Kay found that the one-third of
companies with the highest overhang had
lower shareholder return than companies
with medium and low overhang. He found a
sweet spot at around 10%—a level that many companies
are now surpassing. A few have decided options aren’t
worth it. When Warren Buffett bought General Re Corp.
last year, he replaced the option plan with a cash-based in-
centive program and took a $36 million charge. In doing ac-
quisitions, Buffett always gets rid of options and takes a hit
to earnings. Sometimes the cost is so high it kills the deal.

Stock buybacks have become a common way for com-
panies to counter dilution, but that’s hardly trouble-free.
Despite the soaring market, stock buybacks are at an all-
time high; net share issuance was –$391.4 billion in the sec-
ond half of 1998, down from –$134.2 billion for the first half
of 1998. While many companies don’t say why they do
buybacks, some, such as Microsoft Corp., have specifically
said they are doing so to reduce dilution. Usually, buybacks
are done to boost the stock price in a down market, but
this time, companies are buying back their stock at record
prices. John M. Youngdahl, senior money market economist
at Goldman, Sachs & Co., notes that debt levels are in-
creasing at the same time. The combination may soon put

pressure on capital spending. “In past
episodes of lofty share valuations, you would
see the more traditional financial response
when profit growth slowed—the issuing of
shares,” he says. “This time we’ve seen high
valuations and a slowdown in profit growth
and yet share issuance has gone sharply neg-
ative.” Something, he says, may have to give.

A final bit of rain on the pay parade is the
prospect of shareholder and employee out-
rage if the music stops. Complaints have
been fairly muted this year, because many
people have shared in some of the market-
linked prosperity. But should the market
backslide—especially in a year when many la-
bor unions are scheduled for wage negotia-
tions—the CEO-worker ratios may get a lot

more scrutiny. “You will see a lot more screaming as soon
as the market turns down a little bit,” warns Richard L.
Trumka, secretary-treasurer of the AFL-CIO. For now, that
day remains a ways off. In today’s market, the only true
conclusion is that if greed is good, it’s best for the CEO.

By Jennifer Reingold in New York, with Ronald Grover
in Los Angeles and bureau reports
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COMPENSATION SCOREBOARD GLOSSARY

If the system worked perfectly,
executive pay would rise when the
boss delivered the goods for

shareholders. And it would fall when
corporate performance declined. But it
doesn’t always happen that way.

In this Scoreboard, BUSINESS WEEK,
along with Standard & Poor’s
Compustat, attempts to measure how
closely pay matches performance. The
study uses two approaches: It
compares an executive’s total

compensation with the company’s
total return to shareholders in stock
appreciation and dividends over three
years. A second comparison measures
pay against corporate profitability for
the same period. Three years of data
are examined to minimize the impact
of single-year windfalls.

The Scoreboard companies boast
market values that are among the 500
largest companies measured by market
value for which 1998 compensation

data are available. Each company is as-
signed to one of nine industry groups.
Then, each executive’s pay, the com-
pany’s total return to shareholders, and
the company’s profit record are mea-
sured against the others in the group.

Performance ratings are given only
when three years of data are available.
On a scale of 5, 1 indicates the best
performance; 5 is the worst. The top
15% of the sample receives a 1, 25%
a 2, 30% a 3, 20% a 4, and 10% a 5.

PAY VS. SHAREHOLDER’S RETURN
TOTAL COMPENSATION is the sum of an executive’s salary,
bonus, and long-term compensation for the three years.
VALUE OF $100 INVESTED is the yearend 1998 value of a
$100 investment in the company made three years earlier,
including both share-price appreciation and dividends
(reinvested).
RATING shows how an executive stacks up against industry
peers, measured in terms of pay relative to total return to
shareholders. The rating is based on an index in which the
value of the investment at the end of the three-year period is
divided by an executive’s total pay and then compared with
other executives in the same industry group.

PAY VS. CORPORATE PROFIT
ROE is the company’s average return on common equity
over the three-year period.
CHANGE IN ROE is the improvement or decline in the
company’s profitability over the 1996-98 period,
expressed in terms of a percentage.
RATING shows how an executive compares with industry
peers in pay for company profitability. The rating is based
on an index that provides equal weight to the company’s
overall ROE as well as its improvement or decline during
the past three years. Both these measurements are
adjusted for the executive’s total pay and then compared
with others in the same industry grouping.

1996-98 PAY-PERFORMANCE ANALYSIS

Footnotes:   †Indicates executive retired in 1998-99    ‡May exclude option gains in earlier years    e=estimated    NA=not available    NM=not meaningful

“You’ll see a
lot more

screaming
when the

market turns”


