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Can Side-by-side Managers Do Better?

A Theoretical and Empirical Study Based on Chinese Fund Industry

JIA Junsheng' LIN Shu' YAO Peiyi’
(1. Business School Nanjing University Nanjing 210093 China;
2. School of Economics Fudan University Shanghai 200433  China)

Abstract: Based on the theoretical analysis of the effect of fund managers” behavior on fund performance this paper de—
scribes the behavior of fund managers with risk aversion quadratic utility function and risk neutral linear utility function. The
result of model derivations shows that side-by-side fund managers will pour most or all energy into the management of open—
end funds and ignore the management of closed-end funds and the side-by-side open-end fund managers have better perform—
ance than the full4ime open-end fund managers. The result of the model is partly verified by empirical data that is there is
not enough evidence to show that the performance of close-end funds in side-by-side management is worse than the perform—
ance of close-end funds in full-time management. The performance of open-end funds managed by side-by-side management is
better than that of the open-end funds by full4ime management. The conclusions of this paper have important reference signif—
icance for the personnel allocation of fund companies the fund selection of investors and so on.

Key words: fund manager; side-by-side manager; performance; open-end fund; close-end fund

( 36 )
Special Economic Zones and Firm Growth in Neighboring Cities:

Spillover Effect or Crowding out Effect

BAO Qun TANG Shi
( School of Economics Nankai University Tianjin 300071 China)

Abstract: As an important institutional innovation in the process of economic development Special Economic Zones
( SEZ) play an important role in promoting the development of the neighboring cities. Through matching the micro-enterprise
data and SEZs data at the citydevel during 2000—2007 we establish three types of SEZ spillover indicators based on both the
political closeness and geographic closeness. The research shows that SEZs dont promote the firm growth in the neighboring
cities as expected but has crowding-eut effect on firms” productivity survival time export and sales. This crowding-out
effect passes robustness tests under various situations like considering various SEZs” level ( national or provincial level)
firms” ownership geographic location and time trend. This paper shows that excessive competition among SEZs leads to the
suppression of firm development in neighboring cities.

Key words: Special Economic Zones; radiation effect; geographic distance; excessive development; firm growth



