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Abstract

This paper compares the performance of mutual funds managed by publicly-traded management cor
panies with those managed by private management companies. We find that publicly-traded manageme
companies invest in riskier assets and charge higher management fees relative to the funds managed
private management companies. At the same time, however, the risk-adjusted returns of the mutual funi
managed by publicly-traded management companies do not appear to outperform those of the mutu
funds managed by private management companies. This finding is consistent with both the risk reductic
and agency cost arguments that have been made in the literature.
© 2002 Elsevier Science Inc. All rights reserved.
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1. Introduction

The mutual fund industry has been one of the fastest growing sectors within the Canadia
capital market over the past 10 years. As showiahle 1, the growth of the Canadian mutual
fund industry has been remarkable. According to the Investment Funds Institute of Canada, ¢
of June 2000, Canadians invested more than $400 billion in mutual funds—more than 10 time
the total at the beginning of 1991. A survey in 1999 found that close to 40% of Canadians now
own a mutual fund, an increase of 168% since 199he mutual fund industry has benefitted
from a combination of low interest rates, the increasing age of the population, a growing large
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Table 1

Canadian mutual funds industry—IFIC Memlfers

Year Net assets at market Net new sales Number of funds Number of unitholders
1991 49,916 12,481 505 4,533,686

1993 114,598 34,863 663 8,928,661

1995 146,228 10,272 916 15,295,121

1997 283,159 64,387 1023 32,826,069

1999 389,696 29,340 1328 45,752,433

Source: The Investment Funds Institute of Canada.
aAs of September 1991, IFIC Members represent 97% of assets under management in Canada.

deficit in the Canada Pension Plan, the moving of savings from defined-benefit pension plans
to defined-contribution plans, and an increasing awareness of mutual fund products over the
past decadé.

The purpose of these popular investment vehicles to provide professional management and
the opportunity for investors to diversify. Each mutual fund within the larger fund complex
is overseen by a board of directors which is responsible for carrying out the activities of the
fund. The board of directors, in turn, appoints a management company that chooses a portfolio
manager which in turn determines the composition of the investment portfolio within the bounds
set by the fund’s objective. Like other business organizations, there are two major forms of
ownership structure of these management companies: partnership and corporation.

An interesting puzzle that exists in the industry is that some management companies choose
to be publicly-traded on an exchange while others choose not to be. As of June 2000, there were
approximately 200 companies managing mutual funds in the Canadian market and of those,
seven were publicly-tradetiAlthough the number of publicly-traded management companies
is relatively small compared to the number of private management companies, they have been
playing an important role in the Canadian mutual fund industry. More than 400 mutual funds
were under managementofthese seven publicly-traded management companies as of June 200(
At the same time, the aggregate net asset value managed by these publicly-traded managemer
companies was approximately $155 billion which accounted for 40% of the total assets held
by the Canadian mutual fund industry.

Given the growing popularity of mutual funds and their sheer size within the Canadian capital
market, it is important to try to get some insight into how the ownership structure of the man-
agement companies affects the performance of the mutual funds they m¥dhagely-traded
management companies are characterized by the separation of the ownership and managemelt
roles similar to other corporate entities. The question of how diffusion of ownership affects
the performance of companies has attracted a great deal of attention in the financial economics
literature.Jensen and Meckling (1978uggested that the managers’ incentive to maximize
shareholder value increases with their level of ownership. The greater the concentration of
ownership, the better is the performance of the fibmmetz (1983)however, argued that the
shareholder, who decides to dilute the ownership structure, must already be aware of the con-
sequences of the moral hazard problem of the managers. The cost of loosening control over
the managers should be offset by other advantages of diluted ownership, such as the lower
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capital acquisition cost. Therefore, we should not expect to see any relationship between tt
performance of the firm and the concentration of ownership. In a later f2g®setz and Lehn
(1985)provided empirical evidence supporting the absence of any systematic relationship be
tween ownership concentration and performance (measured by accounting profit). A few yeat
later,Morck et al. (1988Found a significant relationship between firm performance (measured
by Tobins Q) and ownership concentration. The authors showed that the performance of th
firm increased and then decreased with concentration of owneidbiponnel and Servaes
(1990) also found the inverted U-shape relation between performance and ownership of the
firm, which is consistent with Morck et al.’s finding.

Cole and Mehran (199&xamined the performance of a sample of 94 thrift institutions be-
fore and after the expiration of an ownership-structure restriction. The authors found that firm:
performed much better after the restriction expired and better performance was associated wi
greater ownership concentration. In a recent pagpienmelberg et al. (199%howed that own-
ership and performance of the firm are both endogenously determined by some partly observe
exogenous variables. After controlling for these exogenous variables (firm characteristics an
firm fixed effects), they were unable to conclude that ownership affects the performance o
the firm.

The primary goal of this paper is to examine if the ownership of mutual fund management
companies affects their performance. This is an important question since if indeed ownershi
and performance are related, investors should take this information into account when they de
cide in which mutual funds to invest. The link between the performance of mutual funds and the
ownership of the management company is through the relationship between historical fund pe
formance and the demand for funds by investors. This relationship has been examined by mat
authors in the literature and found to be quite strong, irrespective of the performance measul
used® As the performance of the mutual fund increases, investors increase their holdings of th:
fund causing the net asset value (NAV) of the fund to increase. Since the management compal
receives a fixed percentage of the NAV, improved performance enhances the flow of fees into t
management company which, after expenses, accrues to the owners of the management cc
pany. To the best of our knowledge, the relationship between ownership and performance h:
not been examined for mutual fund management companies. The delegation of decision-makir
responsibility and the associated agency costs within the mutual fund complex are similar t
those within the corporate structure typically studied in the literature. The major advantage
of choosing mutual fund management companies when examining the ownership/performanc
relationship is that it allows us to control for the intra-industry heterogeneity across firms since
the technology of the mutual fund management companies is quite homogenous across firn
and only requires human capital. The restrictive regulations governing the mutual fund industr
also dramatically reduces the companies’ idiosyncratic characteristics.

Once the relationship between ownership and performance is established, we then exami
how the ownership of mutual fund management companies affects their performance. Diffusiol
of ownership can affect performance in a number of ways. Firsfleasen and Meckling
(1976)pointed out, managers of more diffusely held companies are expected to increase the
excess perquisite consumption and thus increase the cost of production. A second effect
diffuse public ownership involves the risk-taking incentives of managers. Due to the difficulty
of observing the expenditures of managers and the risk of the assets, previous research
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have not been able to differentiate between these two effects. The mutual fund management
company provides us a rare opportunity to clarify this issue. For these firms, the link between
ownership and manager expenditures can be directly observed through the administrative fees
of the mutual funds. If publicly-traded management companies have greater excess perquisite
consumption than private management companies, then the difference between the expense rati
and management fee, which includes the administrative fees, will reflect this phenomenon.

Further, unlike most other firms, the risk of the assets held by management companies can be
easily measured. Because the assets of the management company consist of the mutual fund
they manage, the risk associated with an investment in mutual funds can be calculated from the
risk associated with their net asset value returns. There are two competitive arguments in the
literature on how the concentration of ownership affects the manager’s risk taking behavior.
The first argument, bgalai and Masulis (1976)s based on option price theory. The idea is
that the greater is the concentration of ownership within firms, the greater is the incentive for
the managers to maximize the shareholders’ value. Since equity can be viewed as a call option
on the value of the firm with the amount of debt as the strike price, given the debt-to-equity
ratio, one way for the manager to increase the shareholder’s value is to increase the volatility
of the underlying assets. Essentially, increasing the risk of the assets transfers wealth from the
creditors to the shareholders. However, this argument is not relevant for mutual fund manage-
ment companies since the fund companies typically have much less debt than other types of
companies. Hence, the transfer of wealth effect through increasing the risk of the asset holdings
may not provide the same benefit to the management companies’ shareholders as would be
expected with more debt-oriented firms.

The second argument which is presentedSyith and Stulz (19855 that the greater the
managerial ownership, the more risk averse are the managers and hence they tend to adopt mor
hedging and other risk-reduction strategies. The reason is that the manager’s portfolio might
not be well diversified and, therefore, as her ownership share increases, she has an incentive tc
reduce the riskiness of the firms’s assets. In a recent pélpeng (1998also showed that in the
presence of a controlling shareholder within a firm, the under-diversified controlling shareholder
is more averse to risky projects than would be the atomistic shareholders whose portfolios are
more diversified. Using a sample of 302 depository instituti@igen et al. (1998jound that
as the concentration of ownership increases, the level of risk taking decfeBises. neither
the risk reduction nor wealth transfer argument precludes the existence of the other effect, the
relationship between ownership structure and risk taking behavior will depend on which effect
dominates the other. As we note above, the wealth transfer effect might be quite weak in mutual
fund industry due to its low debt feature, hence, it would be expected that the risk reduction
effect is the dominant force for fund management companies. Consequently, the funds managed
by publicly-traded managed management companies might have greater risk than do the funds
managed by private management companies.

At the same time, however, investing in risky assets increases the risk of the managers’
portfolio since her income is based on the performance of the mutual funds she manages. In
addition, investing in riskier assets usually requires greater effort on the part of managers.
Therefore, publicly-traded management companies must provide higher compensation for the
managers due to both the greater risk and greater effort they undertake. Consequently, the
publicly-traded management companies may charge a higher management fee than the private
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management companies. However, if publicly-traded management companies are not able
provide sufficiently higher returns to compensate investors for the higher management fees, th
might suggest that fund unit-holders should avoid mutual fund managed by the publicly-trade
management companies.

The paper is organized as followSection 2examines the governance structure within the
mutual fund complex and comparesitto thatin the usual corporate &wittion 3iscusses the
data.Section 4examines the performance of the mutual funds managed by the publicly-traded
management companies and compares them with the mutual funds managed by the prive
management companieSection 5examines the factors which account for the difference in
their performance whil&ection Gs by way of summary and conclusions.

2. Ownership structure and performance

The governance structure within the mutual fund complex of a publicly-owned manage-
ment company is quite similar to the structure within the typical corporate entity studied in
the literature Fig. ladescribes the mutual fund complex when the management company is
publicly-owned. For simplicity, we assume a single mutual fund under management. Within
this governance structure, the management company is responsible to its shareholders and ¢
egates decision-making responsibility for the composition of the investment portfolio to either
an internal or external portfolio manager. Operating expens€soé incurred by the manage-
ment company for administrative, legal, auditing, etc. activities. The portfolio manager, on the
other hand, receives a wage contr&¢tthat is typically performance-based and unobservable.
The portfolio manager’s security selection decisions are reflected in the NAV of the mutual
fund, with the management company receiving a fixed percentage of the NAV, referred to a
the management expense ratig),(to recover both fees paid to the portfolio manager and all
operating expenses, with the remainder accruing to the unitholders of the fund. As residue
owners, the shareholders of the management company receive total fees WAV less the
incurred aggregate management expensés &f C.

Within this structure, there are two agency relationships associated with the delegation ©
decision-making responsibility. First is the delegation of the choice of portfolio manager by
shareholders to the management company. The other is the delegation of security selectic
within the basic objectives of the fund, from the management company to the portfolio manage!
For the typical corporation studied in the literature, the governance structure is similar to tha
of the mutual fund complexzig. 1bshows that shareholders delegate employment decisions
to management who in turn delegate responsibility to employees who make decisions whic
affect the revenue flowsRj into the company. Employees receive wage$\fwhich may or
may not be performance-based and management receives a Wwagevbfch is typically tied
to performance. The residual & — W; — W, accrues to the shareholders of the firm. As in
the case of the mutual fund complex, there are again multiple layers of agency relationship:s
In the literature that examines the ownership-performance question, the agency relationsh
between management and employees of the firm is assumed to be completely resolved by t
contract between these parties. Performance is assumed only to be affected by a single agen
management. At the same time, the vast mutual fund literature examining the performanc
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of mutual funds and the relationship between performance and fees, focuses exclusively on
the fee received by the management company even though performance is influenced by the
portfolio manager. Implicitly, it is assumed that the unobserved contract existing between the
management company and the portfolio manager is sufficiently complete so as to obviate any
agency costs between these two parties. In keeping with these two literatures upon which
this paper is based, we also assume that a complete contract exists between the managemel
company and the portfolio manager.

3. Datadescription

In order to learn how ownership affects the performance of management companies, we ex-
amine the performance of the mutual funds managed by Canadian publicly-traded management
companies and compare them with the mutual funds managed by Canadian private managemen
companies. Using Canadian data has the advantage that the business of the publicly-tradec
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management companies is reasonably pure. The majority of their business is mutual fund ma
agement and the effect of ownership structure on the performance of the management comp
nies will be fully reflected in the performance of the mutual funds they manage. In contrast, US
mutual fund management companies are typically involved in other activities, like insurance
underwriting and brokerage businesses so that the relationship between ownership and ful
performance is tainted.

During the sample period, from June 1985 to June 1998, there were eight publicly-trade
management companies in Candddowever, the data for the two smallest publicly-traded
management companies, Dundee Bancorp Inc. and Sceptre Investment Counsel Ltd., are |
complete. Therefore, we restrict our analysis to the six largest publicly-traded managemer
companies. In order to compare the performance of the mutual funds managed by these s
largest publicly-traded management companies, we choose a matching sample of the six large
private management companies according to the total assets they managed at the beginning
the sample period (June 1985The methodology used to choose these management compa-
nies is as follows. First, size of the management companies is an important factor affectin
performance since large companies have the technology and capital to take advantage of opp
tunities that arrive. Therefore, we choose publicly-traded management companies and priva
management companies whose average total assets under management are above $100 mill
Second, because companies with superior performance tend to grow larger, we choose the m:
agement companies according to their size at the beginning of the sample period. The relatiy

Table 2
Management companies data set summary statistics
Company name NumberAverage  Average Average Public/ Date of
of funds TNA management  expense ratio private listing
($ million) fee (% per year) (% per year)

AGF Management Ltd. 42 363.6 2.1 2.3 Public  September 1968
BPI Financial Corp. 34 149.1 1.8 25 Public  August 1994
Cl Fund Management Inc. 58 149.7 1.8 2.4 Public  July 1994
Investors Group Corp. 50 880.7 1.7 2.5 Public December 1986
Mackenzie Financial Corp. 64 585.8 1.2 1.3 Public  October 1982
Trimark Financial Corp. 30 882.3 1.6 2.2 Public May 1992
AIC Limited 40 210.6 2.0 2.3 Private —
Royal Mutual Funds Inc. 33 731.7 13 1.8 Private —
Fidelity Investments 23 364.5 1.9 2.1 Private —

Canada Limited
TD Asset Management 43 384.5 1.5 1.9 Private —
CIBC Securities Inc. 55 407.3 1.2 1.3 Private —
Templeton Management 14 430.8 15 1.8 Private —

Limited

The table reports the descriptive statistic for management companies’ data set and time-series averages from Ju
1985 to April 1998. TNA is the total net asset value. Management fee is the percentage management fee for tt
management companies. Expense ratio is the management fee plus administrative expense divided by average N
Number of fund is the number of the funds managed by the management company. Date of listing is the date th:
the management company became publicly-traded.



Table 3
The sample funds
Number Ageof TNA Management SD of Expense SD of
of funds fund ($ million)  fee (%) management fee ratio (%) expense ratio
Publicly-traded management companies
Canadian equity funds 40 10.0 757.8 1.99 0.37 251 0.34
Canadian balanced funds 16 14.3 849.1 1.73 0.72 2.42 0.40
Canadian funds invested in US equities 14 12.3 529.1 2.00 0.20 2.25 0.30
Private-owned management companies
Canadian equity funds 26 6.4 754.5 1.63 0.61 2.12 0.50
Canadian balanced funds 9 11.0 1185.0 1.16 0.90 2.07 0.78
Canadian funds invested in US equities 20 6.3 352.9 1.77 0.54 2.08 0.64

91T
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The table reports the summary statistics for the funds included in our analysis. They are equity funds and balanced funds invested in Car@da and
equity fund invested in the US managed by the management compaiii@siél Number is the total number of the funds in each group. TNA isz
the average total net asset value of the funds. Management fee is the average management fee of the funds. Expense ratio is the averang
ratio of the fund. The expense ratio is the management fee plus other administrative fee. Age is the average age of the funds.
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sizes of the management companies selected in the mutual fund industries were very stable a
always among the top 15 largest management companies during the sample period in term
total assets under management.

The basic sample includes 446 mutual funds existing in June 1998 managed by the aboy
12 management companies. The total assets of these funds account for more than 60% of t
market share of the Canadian mutual fund industry at that time. The basic data set, derive
from the Financial Post Mutual Fund Database, covers the monthly net asset value returns
the mutual funds managed by the above 12 management companies from June 1985 to Ju
1998.Table 2reports summary statistics for these management companies.

We restrict the analysis to the Canadian funds investing in Canadian equity securities, Can:
dian balanced funds and Canadian equity funds investing in US securities that are managed |
these 12 management companies. These three groups of funds constitute the majority of ass
in the mutual funds industry. The characteristics of the three fund groups included in our stud
are summarize imable 3 The average size of each comparable publicly managed and privately
managed mutual fund is approximately the same, although the management fees are uniform
higher for the publicly managed funds. To evaluate the performance of the management con
panies, we use both a single factor model and a three-factor model to measure the risk-adjust
return of the mutual funds. The methodology used to develop the mimicking portfolio returns
for the factors which are constructed from the Compustat Canadian Database and CFMRC/TS
Database can be found Berkowitz and Qiu (2001)

4. Doesownership matter?
4.1. Model and methodology

Based on thé.ehmann and Modest (198®odel, we assume the data generating process
for each of thel individual security excess returns is

R, = BF, + ¢, (1)

whereF, is aK x 1 vector of returns on the mimicking portfolios for the common risk factors
at timet, B is theJ x K matrix of factor sensitivities; ang is aJ x 1 vector of error terms
with its jth row, ;;, representing the idiosyncratic risk of secujiip periodt with mean zero
and finite variance.

If the mutual fund companies form a portfolio, conditioning on the data generating process
of the individual securities in (1), the return on the mutual fund portfpli®

J J

Rpt = ijt(Rjt) = ijtB/ijt + wjtejt (2)
=1 =1

whereuw is the weight of securityin the portfolio at time, andB’; is a 1x K vector consisting
of thejth row of B. We can rewrite (2) in matrix form as

Rot = BpiFit + ept 3)
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where

J J
Bpt = ijtB;' = ﬂ; + e, Ept= ijtSjt (4)
j=1 j=1
The vectorg), measures the average sensitivity of the fund toklemmon risk factors and

u; is timet deviation fromﬁ; with mean zero and finite variance. Forming the conditional
expectation oR,, onFy, yields:

E[Rpt|Et] = a + B;;Fkt (5)
where
a =g, — CoV[u, Fia, Fild 2 ' Fi + E[ 11, Fic] (6)
Bp = :8[7 + Q/{_lCOV[MtFkta Fkt] (7)
J
Ep = ZCOV[wjt»é?jt] (8)
=1
¢ = E[(Fa — F)(Fie — FO)'] 9)
Fi = E(Fi) (10)

If we assume no market timing ability, the, will be constant &, = 0). Superior stock
picking ability will be indicated by the regression result sifiag (5)will be the same as

E[Rptl Fidl = &) + B, Fit (11)

wheree, will be greater than zero if the fund managers have stock selection ability}.és,
positively correlated witls;;. Hence, if we estimate (5) using a standard regression model, the
intercept,a, will indicate the abnormal return of the mutual fund portfolio. The advantage of
using the factor model to measure performance is that it cannot only indicate the stock selection
ability but also the risk level of the portfolio. The risk of the portfolio will be indicated by the
regression coefficient, which measures the sensitivity to the risk facttts.

In this paper, we choose two benchmarks to estimate the abnormal performance. The first
one is a standard single-factor, CAPM approach. The second one is bdsstiaand French’s
(1993)three-factor model. The three factors are: an excess market return fRgter R;), a
size factor (SML), and a book-to-market (HML) factor. The size and book-to-market factors
are proxies for distress since distressed firms (i.e., small size and high book-to-market) may be
more sensitive to changes in certain business cycle factors, like changes in credit conditions,
than are firms that are less financially vulnerable. Therefore, the SMB and HML factors measure
the risk premium associated with the small and value stocks. Development of the mimicking
portfolio for the factors is postponed to the next section of the paper.

The single factor (CAPM) performance evaluation model is

Rpt =o,+ ,Bpm(Rimt — Rits) + Ept (12)
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and the three-factor performance evaluation model is
Rpt =), + ,Bpm(Rimt — Rif;) + ,BpsSMBit + ﬂthMLit + &pt (13)

whereR,, is the excess return on portfolgin periodt (net of risk-free rate)Ri, the risk-free
rate for countryi in periodt, R, the return on the market for countryn periodt, SMB;, the
return on the small minus big portfolio for countrin periodt, HML ;; the return on the high
book-to-market less low book-to-market portfolio for couritig periodt, i the country index
equal to 1 if Canadian equity portfolio and equal to 2 if US equity portfolio, gjadhe error
term with mean zero and variancé.

4.2. Development of the mimicking portfolios

The proxy for the Canadian market factor is the total value weighted return of TSE stocks
less the return on the 30-day T-Bills. The other two variables used in the time-series regressior
include the returns on two mimicking portfolios for size risk (SMB) and the book-to-market
(HML) risk. The methodology used to develop the Canadian factors is bas€droa and
French’s (1993york which we briefly summarize belot.

Asample of firmsis first created which have data available on both the CFMRC/TSE Databas
and the Compustat Canadian Database over the June 1985 to June 1998 period. The firi
are then ranked by two characteristics: the size (market value) of the firm’s equity and the
book-to-market ratio (BM). The median size is used to split the stocks into two size groups:
small and big. The firms are also divided into three book-to-market groups based upon th
breakpoints for the bottom 30% (Low), middle 40% (Medium), and top 30% (High) of the
ranked values of BM.

The firms are then sorted into cells. The two groups for the size and three groups for the
BM give a total of six cells: small size/low BM, small size/medium BM, small size/high BM,
big size/low BM, big size/medium BM and big size/high BM. The small minus big (SMB)
portfolio is meant to mimic the return factor related to size preserving the exposure to the BM
characteristic while the high minus low (HML) portfolio is mean to mimic the return factor
related to the book-to-market of equity preserving the exposure to the size characteristic. Th
mimicking portfolios’ returns are calculated as

SMB return= } [( small size B large size )
3 | \ high BM portfolioreturn high BM portfolio return
small size large size
+ (medium BM portfolio return medium BM portfolio returl)
large size large size
* (Iow BM portfolio return  low BM portfolio return)}

and

1 high BM low BM
HML return= > .

large size portfolio return  large size portfolio retu

high BM low BM
small size portfolio return small size portfolio retur

+
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Table 4a
Summary statistics for the Canadian risk factors, June 1985 to June 1998
Factor Mean SD t-statistic Cross correlation
Rn — R SMB HML
Rn— R 0.36 4.03 1.13 1.000
SMB 0.54 3.34 2.25 0.064 1.000
HML 0.46 3.95 1.44 0.097 —0.010 1.000

The market returnR,;,) is determined using the value-weighted TSE total stock returns. The risk-fre®rpi® (
the 30-day return on Canada T-Bills. SMB and HML are calculated usingah® and French (1998)ethodology
with the CFMRC/TSE and Compustat Canadian Annual File data set. Total 157 months.

The proxy for the US market risk premium factor is the total value weighted return of the
CRSP stocks less the return on the 30-day US T-Bill rate. For the US market, SMB and HML are
the mimicking portfolio returns used FFama and French (199%) The summary statistics for
the three Canadian equity factors are providethible 4avhile Table 4bprovides the summary
statistics for the US equity factot$.A comparison of these tables shows that the Canadian
market risk premium is about one-third of the US market risk premium. At the same time, the
size and book-to-market factors are significantly greater for the Canadian market, suggesting,
on average, smaller value-oriented firms in Canada and larger growth-oriented firms in the US.

4.3. Performance evaluation results

To examine the differential performance of the mutual funds managed by publicly-traded
and private management companies, we construct equally weighted portfolios of the net asset
value returns for the Canadian equity funds, Canadian balance funds, and the US equity funds
for each type of management company. For the US equity funds we make a slight adjustment.
Because their return is measured in Canadian dollars and subject to exchange rate variation, we
adjust the return into US dollar equivalent returns using the formula

us_ 1+RNM

SR R— 14
* T 14 AEXC, (14)

Table 4b
Summary statistics for the US risk factors, June 1985 to June 1998
Factor Mean SD t-statistic Cross correlation
Rn— R SMB HML
Rn — R 0.93 412 2.77 1.000
SMB -0.23 2.55 -1.13 0.137 1.000
HML 0.21 2.31 1.14 —0.447 -0.271 1.000

The market returnRy,) is determined using the value-weighted CRSP total stock returns. The risk-free rate
(Ry) is the 30-day return on the US T-Bills. SMB and HML are the mimicking portfolio returns for the size and
book-to-market risk factors used Fama and French (1993Jotal 157 months.
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whereRYS is the return of equity funds invested in the US measured in US dollar inttirfe"
represents the returns of equity funds invested in the US measured in Canadian dollars in tin
t, and AEXC, is the appreciation/depreciation rate of the Canadian dollar versus US dollar in
timet.

Table 5reports the performance evaluation results for the mutual funds managed by the
publicly-traded management companies. For the Canadian equity funds, Canadian balanc
funds and the Canadian funds invested in US equities, the risk-adjusted returns appear to u
derperform the benchmark whether they are evaluated using the single-factor or the three-fact
model. From the three-factor model, we can compare the relative risk premiums associated wi
each of the three factors across types of funds. First, we see that the Canadian equity fun
have a higher positive coefficient on the excess market return than do the Canadian balanc
funds. Also, Canadian equity funds have a positive coefficient on the size factor and a negativ
coefficient on the book-to-market factor while the Canadian balanced funds have a negative c
efficient on the size factor and a positive coefficient on the book-to-market f4dtbis result
suggests that the Canadian equity funds hold more market sensitive, small and growth-oriente
stocks than Canadian balance funds, which is consistent with how we expect these funds to a
according to the different objectives of equity funds and balance ftih8scond, Canadian
equity funds and Canadian funds invested in US equities are both influenced significantly b
the three common equity risk factors: the market factor, the size factor and the book-to-marke
factor'® These results suggest that the three-factor model provides a more complete measu
of mutual fund performance than does the single factor model and because of this, we focus tt
remaining analysis on the results from the three-factor model. The three-factor model sugges
that the Canadian equity funds, Canadian balanced funds and US equity funds managed by t
publicly-traded management companies underperform by 0.32%, 0.42% and 0.40% per mon
which is approximate 3.84%, 5.04% and 4.8% per year over the sample périod.

The corresponding regression results for the three types of funds managed by the six pr
vate management companies are providethinle 6 Focusing on the three-factor model, the
abnormal returns of Canadian equity funds, Canadian balanced funds and Canadian funds i
vested in US equities managed by the public management companies are lower than those
the privately managed funds by 2.04%, 0.48% and 0.12% per§Eaamining the signs of the
regression coefficients of the SMB and HML variableJables 5 and fone can see that the
publicly-traded management companies and private management companies have similar i
vestment styles. The Canadian equity funds and Canadian funds invested in US equities tend
hold small, growth-oriented stocks while the Canadian balanced funds hold large, value stock:

The results ifTables 5 and @lso suggest that Canadian equity funds managed by publicly-
traded management companies and private management companies are both significantly inf
enced by market risk and size risk. In order to see if their risk factor loadings are significantly
different, we regress the difference in the returns of the Canadian equity funds managed by tt
publicly-traded management companies and the Canadian equity funds managed by the prive
management companies on the three factors, i.e.,

RtPUB _ R?RI = a + Bm(Rm: — Ri/) + BsSMB; + BrnHML, + ¢, (15)

where RPVUB is the return of the Canadian equity funds managed by the publicly-traded man-
agement companies trand RR! is the return of the Canadian equity funds managed by the
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Table 5 )
The performance of the mutual funds managed by the publicly-traded management companies §
S

CAPM Three-factor CAPM Three-factor CAPM Three-factor ]

(&

Intercept —0.0028 3.40) —0.0032 4.17) —0.0044 4.89) —0.0042 4.63) —0.0049 (3.56) —0.0040 -2.85) 4
R — Ry 0.8094 (39.84) 0.8067 (42.68) 0.4642 (20.81) 0.4653 (20.99) 0.9204 (28.42) 0.8774 (24.58)
SMB, 0.1120 (4.99) —0.0592 (2.25) 0.1156 (2.17) g
HML, —0.0349 (1.82) 0.0216 (0.96) —0.1379 (2.11) %
Adj.-Re 0.91 0.93 0.74 0.75 0.84 0.85 2

The table reports the performance evaluation of the mutual funds managed by the publicly-traded management companies using the o factor
CAPM approach and a three-factor model as suggesté&@ina and French (1993For the one factor model, the abnormal return is measured b
the alpha, which is the intercept in regressions for the excess returns of the funds on the excess return of the market return. The regression®gquation
is 7]

R, — Ry = a + Bm(Rm: — Ry)) + &1

In the three-factor model, the alphas are the intercepts in the regressions of the excess returns of the funds on the three factors, which are the market

risk factor in timet (R, — Ry,), size factor irt (SMB,), and book to market factor in(HML ;). The regression equation is
R; — Rty = a 4 Bm(Rm: — Ry) + BsSMB; + BHML, 4 ¢;.

The numbers in parentheses agtatistics. Total 157 months.
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Table 6 2
The performance of the mutual funds managed by the private management companies g
CAPM Three-factor CAPM Three-factor CAPM Three-factor E

Intercept —0.0012 (1.19) —0.0015 (2.02) —0.0040 4.74) —0.0038 (-4.48) —0.0046 2.73) —0.0039 2.16) ©
Rn — Ry 0.7761 (39.26) 0.8221 (44.59) 0.4026 (19.08) 0.4038 (19.41) 0.9203 (22.84) 0.8921 (19.3@
SMB, 0.0671 (3.06) —0.0667 2.70) 0.0368 (0.53) )
HML, —0.0050 (0.26) 0.0254 (1.21) —0.1066 1.27) g
Adj.-R? 0.89 0.93 0.70 0.72 0.71 0.77 =3

m
The table reports the performance evaluation of the mutual funds managed by the publicly-traded management companies using the o factor
CAPM approach and a three-factor model as suggesté&@ina and French (1993or the one factor model, the abnormal return is measured b
the alpha, which is the intercept in regressions for the excess returns of the funds on the excess return of the market return. The regression eéaation i

R, — Ryt = a + Bm(Rm; — Ry1) + &1

In the three-factor model, the alphas are the intercepts in the regressions of the excess returns of the funds on the three factors, which are ti&& market

risk factor in timet (R, — Ry,), size factor irt (SMB,), and book to market factor in(HML ;). The regression equation is :
R; — Ri; = @ + Bm(Rm: — Ry) + BsSMB; + BHML, 4 ¢;.

The numbers in parentheses &statistics. Total 157 months.

¥€T-60T (£002) GG SSeuISEd pue s
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Table 7
The difference in the risk loadings between the mutual funds managed by the publicly-traded management companies
and private management companies

Independent variables Estimate t-statistic
Panel &
Intercept —0.0017 -2.13
Rn — Ry —0.0154 -0.79
SMB, 0.0449 1.95
HML, —0.0299 —-1.51
Panel B
Intercept —0.0004 —0.46
R — Ry 0.0615 2.99
SMB, 0.0075 0.31
HML, —0.0038 —0.18
Panel C
Intercept —0.0001 —0.08
R — Ry 0.0045 0.11
SMB, 0.0764 1.31
HML, —0.0155 -0.21

This table compares the risk loadings of Canadian equity funds, Canadian balanced funds, and Canadian equity
funds investing in US securities managed by publicly-traded management companies with the risk loadings of their
privately managed counterparts. The regression equation is

RjTUB - R]"?Rl = O{_/ + ﬁm_/(le - th) + ﬂstMBf + ﬂh_/HMLI + 5jt

whereRJ-Ft’UB is the equally-weighted return of the typemutual funds managed by the publicly-traded management
companiesin andeFt’R' is the equally-weighted return of the typmutual funds managed by the private management
companies in periotl

aDependent variable: The difference in the return of the Canadian equity funds managed by the publicly-traded
management companies and private management companies.

b Dependent variable: The difference in the return of the Canadian balanced funds managed by the publicly-traded
management companies and private management companies.

¢ Dependent variable: The difference in the return of the Canadian equity funds invested in US securities managed
by the publicly-traded management companies and private management companies.

private management companies in petiothe results ifable 7 Panel A, show that the regres-
sion coefficient for the size factor is positive and significantly different from zero at the 95%
confidence level, while other factor loadings are not significantly different from zero. These
results also indicate that the Canadian equity funds held by the publicly-traded management
companies have a significantly greater loading on the size factor than do the Canadian equity
funds managed by the private management companies. Since equity funds primarily invest in
common shares and are well diversified, we would not expect to see their market betas to be
significantly different. Hence, their risk tendency could be best reflected in their loading for the
size factors.

Panel B inTable 7shows that the market factor has a significant effect in explaining
the difference in the returns of balance funds managed by the publicly-traded management
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Table 8
Percentage of funds with significant risk loadings on three factors
Canadian equity Canadian balance Canadian equity funds
funds (%) funds (%) invested in US (%)
Market risk 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0
Size risk 60.5 52.4 10.1 0.0 62.6 52.9
Book to market risk 29.9 15.5 60.0 44.4 23.1 22.4

This table compares the percentages the funds having significantly positive risk loading at 95% confident leve
which are managed by the publicly-traded management companies and private management companies.

companies and private management companies. These results are also reasonable given
characteristics of balanced funds. Since the primary goals of these funds are safety and capi
gains, they typically invest a large part of their assets in the fixed income securities and les
aggressive stocks such as large cap stocks. Hence, the market beta is the relevant risk indi
tor for balanced funds. The market beta will reflect how large a portion of the assets of the
balanced funds is invested in stocks and how sensitive are those stocks to movements in t
market.

Panel C provides a similar comparison for Canadian mutual funds investing in US equity
securities. The results are roughly similar to those for the Canadian equity funds in Pane
A and suggest that Canadian equity funds investing in US equity securities managed b
publicly-traded companies have a greater loading on the size factor than do their privately mar
aged counterparts.

In order to provide further evidence on the differences of the risk sensitivities between
public-traded management companies and private management companies, we regress the
dividual fund’s return on the three factorBable 8summarizes the percentage of the funds
with significantly positive risk loadings on the three factors at the 95% confident level. Each of
the funds in the sample managed by publicly-traded and private-owned managed manageme
companies are significantly subjected to market risk. However, 60.5%, 10.1% and 62.6% o
Canadian equity funds, Canadian balanced funds and Canadian funds investing in US securiti
managed by the publicly-traded management companies have significant loadings on the si
factor respectively. The percentages of the corresponding funds managed by the private-trad
management are consistently lower at 52.4%, 0% and 52.9%. In addition, 29.9%, 60% an
23.1% of the Canadian equity funds, Canadian balanced funds and Canadian funds inves
ing in US managed by the publicly-traded management companies have significantly positiv
loadings on the book-to-market factor respectively, while only 15.5%, 44.4% and 22.4% of
the corresponding funds managed by the private management companies have significan
positive loadings on the book-to-market factor, respectively.

The above evidence presents a picture which suggests that mutual funds managed by public
traded management companies do not over-perform, and indeed under-perform the func
managed by privately-owned management companies in the Canadian equity fund categot
Furthermore, the funds managed by these publicly-traded management companies also tenc
invest in riskier assets than do the mutual funds managed by the privately-owned manageme
companies. Certainly, an important question to ask is what are the reasons for these difference



126 M.K. Berkowitz, J. Qiu/Journal of Economics and Business 55 (2003) 109-134
5. How does owner ship affect performance?

There are atleast two advantages for management companies to choose to be publicly-traded
First, listing can improve the company’s access to capital. In order to benefit from the rapid
expansion within the mutual fund industry, management companies have to set up new branches,
market their products, etc. Listing is an important way of increasing their funding opportunities.

In Canada, among the top five management companies, three are publicly-traded managemen
companies and the other two are bank-run management compariesecond reason for
choosing to be publicly-traded is that risk can be spread over a larger number of owners.
In a world in which the company is owned by a single manager-owner, even though there
are no agency costs, the sole shareholder bears all the investment risk and requires a highe
discount rate in order to invest in a risky project. Hence risky projects are less valuable in this
situation. Public ownership reduces each shareholder’s stake within the company and essentially
diversifies the shareholder’s portfolio. Therefore, risky investments are more valuable for the
shareholders of publicly-traded management companies. This risk spreading mechanism allows
the shareholders of publicly-traded management companies to invest in riskier assets.

On the other side of the coin, there are also some disadvantages of choosing to be publicly-
traded; otherwise, we would observe no private management companies in an ‘equilibrium’
world. One disadvantage is that the operating costs of publicly-traded management companies
may be higher than for private companies. The costs of the IPO, reporting and public disclosure
represent significant outflows for publicly-traded compaffeBecause of this, management
companies may have an incentive to increase their management fees in order to continue in-
creasing their profit level, even though they know the higher management fees will reduce the
return of the mutual funds they manage, which in turn will cause the funds to lose investment
in the future?! Second, the agency costs associated with publicly-traded firms are generally
believed to be greater than those of privately-owned companies. Choosing to be publicly-traded
will dilute ownership and in doing so, the owner has less control over the manager. The manager
may then increase her excess perquisite consumption and thus the administrative fees for the
mutual fund. A higher administrative fee will in turn reduce the performance of the mutual
fund. Further, the remuneration paid to managers of management companies is based on the
performance of the mutual funds they manage, investing in riskier assets increases the risk of
the managers’ portfolios. At the same time, investing in a riskier portfolio is more difficult
and requires greater effort on the part of managémherefore, publicly-traded management
companies must provide higher compensation for their managers. As a result, publicly-traded
management companies may charge a higher management fee than the private managemer
companies to compensate for their extra costs. The manager recognizes, however, that the
higher management fee will reduce the net return of the mutual funds under management and
hence the future cash inflow to the management companies. The manager must, therefore,
trade-off these consequences when deciding on the fee structure.

To analyze the effect of ownership on the performance of the management companies, we
concentrate on the management fee, administrative fee and the risk of the assets under manage
ment. We have already shown in the last section that the publicly-traded management companies
tend to hold riskier assets than privately-owned management companies, which is consistent
with the risk spreading argument. In this section, we compare the management fees and expenst
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ratios charged by the publicly-traded management companies and private companies to sh
some light on the agency cost issue. Friele 3 we can see that the average management fee
of the funds managed by publicly-traded management companies is much higher than the ma
agement fee of the funds managed by private management companies. The management fee
the Canadian equity funds, Canadian balanced funds and Canadian equity funds invested in L
securities managed by the publicly-traded management companies are 122%, 149% and 113
respectively, more than those managed by the private management companies. At the same tir
the variation in management fees for the mutual funds managed by the publicly-traded manag
ment companies is less for those funds managed by privately managed companies. The expel
ratios, which include the management fees and administrative fees, are, like the manageme
fees, uniformly greater for publicly-owned management companies. However, the administra
tive fees of the mutual funds managed by the publicly-traded management companies are n
significantly greater than those of the mutual funds managed by the privately-owned manage
ment companies. The average administrative fees of the Canadian equity funds and balanc
funds managed by the publichtraded management companies are even lower than those of
the Canadian equity funds and balanced funds managed by the privately-owned manageme
companies.

The traditional belief is that the level of the fee is related to the fund characteristics, such a:
size of fund, number of funds within the management company complex, fund age, fund type
and service deliver§? To see if management company ownership affects this relationship, we
run the following regression:

FEE = a + b1 10g(SIZE;) 4 b, log(MGTSIZE) + b3AGE; + bsLOAD; + bsTYPE;
+ bgMGT; + ¢ (16)

where the dependent variable FE&the fee of mutual fund(expense ratio, management fee
or administrative fee), SIZEBhe mutual fund’s total net asset value, MGTSIZEhe size of
mutual fundi's management company measured by the number of the mutual funds manage
by that management company, A@GEe age of mutual funig LOAD; a dummy variable which
is equal to 1 if fund is a load fund and is equal to 0O if the fund is a no-load fund, TY®E
dummy variable which is equal to 1 if funds an equity fund and is equal to O if the fund is a
balanced fund, and MGTs a dummy variable which is equal to 1 if the furislmanagement
company is publicly-traded and is equal to O if the fund’'s management company is private.
Table 9reports the cross-sectional regressions used to explain the variation in manageme
fees, management expense ratios and administrative fees. Looking first to the determinants
the management fees, the negative coefficients for the log(anl log(MGTSIZE) variables
imply that there exists economies of scale and economies of scope for the mutual fund manag
ment even though they are not significant. The larger is the size of the mutual fund and greate
are the number of funds managed by the management company, the lower is the fee charged
the management company. The coefficients of both A&t LOAD, are also not significant.
The only significant variables are the type of mutual fund and whether or not the managemer
company is publicly-traded. The coefficient for the dummy variable TYiBED.348 and is
significant at the 95% confidence level indicating that the management fees for equity funds o
average are 0.348% higher than those for balance funds. This is not surprising since the equi
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Table 9

Cross-sectional regression for the determinants for the management fee, administrative fee and expense ratio

Independent variables Coefficient t-statistic

Dependent variable: management fees
log(SIZE) —0.0083 -0.25
log(MGTSIZE) —0.0564 -0.35
AGE; 0.0004 0.08
LOAD; —0.1959 —1.42
TYPE; 0.3480 2.69
MGT; 0.4940 3.72

Dependent variable: expense fees
log(SIZE) —0.0154 —0.59
log(MGTSIZE) —0.3458 —2.81
AGE; —0.0046 -1.17
LOAD; —0.0345 —0.33
TYPE 0.0435 0.44
MGT; 0.6153 6.02

Dependent variable: administrative fees
log(SIZE) —0.0071 -0.21
log(MGTSIZE) —0.2894 —-1.84
AGE; —0.0050 —0.99
LOAD; 0.1613 1.19
TYPE —0.3045 -2.39
MGT,; 0.1213 0.93

The table reports the cross-sectional regressions for determinants of the management fees, expense ratio anc
administrative fees of the funds managed by the publicly-traded management companies and private manage-
ment companies. The expense ratio includes the management fee and administrative fee. The dependent variables
FEE, is management fee, administrative fee or expense ratio forifuftte independent variables are log(SJZE
log(MGTSIZE), AGE;, LOAD;, TYPE,, MGT,. SIZE is mutual fundi’s total net asset value. MGTSIZE the
size of mutual fund’s management company measured by the number of the mutual funds that the management
company manages. AGE the age of mutual fund LOAD,; is a dummy variable equal to 1 if the funds a
load fund and equal to O if the fund is a no-load fund. TYREa dummy variable equal to 1 if furids an equity
fund and equal to O if the fund is a balanced fund. M@&Ta dummy variable and equal to 1 if the fuiisl man-
agement company is publicly-traded and equal to 0 if the fund’s management company is private. The regression
equation is

FEE = a + b1109(SIZE;) 4 b, 10g(MGTSIZE) + b3AGE; + bsLOAD; + bsTYPE; 4+ bgMGT,; + ¢;.

funds are riskier and harder to manage and must be compensated through higher managemer
fees. Particularly interesting is that the dummy variable MES a significant coefficient with
a positive value 0.494. This result suggests that publicly-traded management companies on
average charge 0.494% per year more in management fees than do the privately-owned man-
agement companies, likely as a result of some combination of higher operating and agency
costs than their privately-owned counterparts.

The results for the determinants of the expense ratio are also interesting. The significant co-
efficient for log(MGTSIZE) and insignificant coefficient for log(S1ZEndicate that the funds
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have significant economies of scope but not significant economies of scale. This suggests th
Canadian mutual funds are too small compared to, for example, mutual funds in the US, whicl
have been found to have both significant economies of scale and economies of'Stupad-
ministrative fee, moreover, does not significantly depend on the ownership of the managemel
company, suggesting that it is not necessarily the case that the diffusion of ownership that cha
acterizes publicly-traded management companies increases the excess perquisite consumpt
of the managers.

The higher management fees showable 3for the mutual funds managed by publicly-
traded management companies could be an important factor, however, in explaining thei
risk-adjusted return®. If we add back the difference in management fees to the difference
in risk-adjusted returns of the mutual funds managed by the publicly-traded managemer
companies and private management companies, we find that the risk-adjusted returns of il
Canadian balanced funds and Canadian equity funds invested in US securities managed byt
publicly-traded management companies are almost the same as those for the funds manac
by private management companfésiowever, even after adding back the difference in MERSs,
the risk-adjusted return of the Canadian equity funds managed by publicly-managed companic
are still lower than that of Canadian equity funds managed by private management companie
by approximately 1.7% per year.

Our results also lead us to question the effectiveness of mutual fund boards of directors
The funds’ boards are expected to consider the fund performance when they negotiate wit
management companies on the fee level. They must also consider comparative fees paid
similar funds. The higher fees together with lower performance of the publicly-traded manage
ment companies suggests that the mutual funds’ boards are not effective monitors. In additiol
typically, each mutual fund has one board of directors. If each board of directors is an active
monitor on behalf of the unitholders, we would expect to see some variation in the managemel
fee among different mutual funds since each of the funds has different characteristics. The sme
variation of management fees for the funds managed by the publicly-traded management cor
panies also suggests that mutual fund boards of directors have not been particularly effecti
in negotiating fees with the management companies.

The interesting question is then: If mutual funds managed by publicly-traded managemer
companies have higher fees but do not have superior performance than those managed by 1
private management companies, how can they attract investors within the competitive mutue
fund industry?’ One explanation is that investors lack the skill to calculate—riskjusted
returns. The mean monthly raw returns over the entire sample period on the Canadian e
uity funds, Canadian balanced funds and the US equity funds managed by the publicly-trade
management companies are 1.30%, 0.72% and 1.74%, respectively, while those managed
the private management companies are 1.49%, 0.74% and 1.77%, respectively. The diffe
ences in the unadjusted returns are very small. If investors rely on past raw returns to se
lect mutual funds, it would be difficult for them to differentiate between the mutual funds
managed by publicly-traded management and the mutual funds managed by the private ma
agement companies. A second reason may be investors’ ignorance of the fees they pay
the management companies. In a surveydapon et al. (1996)the authors showed that
the majority of investors are naive. Investors typically lack the knowledge of the investment
strategies or financial details of their investments and usually do not pay much attention t
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the fees charged by their mutual funds. Therefore, even though the 0.49% per year differ-
ence in the management fee means a lot to the management companies, it may be ignorec
by investors at the individual level. Finally, it may be due to the existence of a disadvan-
taged mutual fund investor clientele, which is proposedbyber (1996)when he explains

the puzzle for the growth of the actively managed funds. According to Gruber, the disadvan-
taged clientele is made up of unsophisticated investors who make investments based upon
some factors, such as advertising, as opposed to the performance of the funds. Also included
in this group are those investors who have pension plans and are restricted to be the part of
some funds as well as the tax disadvantaged investors who are unable to effectively move
money because of capital gains taxes. Further, not to be overlooked, is that listing could make
publicly-trade management companies in general more visible than the private management
companies. Indeed, because of the existence of the disadvantage investors, visibility may be
a factor in stimulating sales of the mutual funds managed by publichde management
companies.

6. Summary and conclusions

This paper has examined if and how ownership affects the risk and performance of
mutual funds managed by management companies. We have shown that the risk-adjusted
returns of the mutual funds managed by the publicly-traded management companies are not
higher than those of the mutual funds managed by private management companies and in
fact significantly underperform in the Canadian equity funds category. The mutual funds man-
aged by publicly-traded management companies tend to invest in riskier securities and on
average charge higher management fees than do privately-owned management companies
This phenomenon is consistent with the risk reduction argument mad@ i and Stulz
(1985)

Publicly-traded management companies also incur higher agency costs than do privately-
owned management companies, take on more risk and in doing so, undertake greater effort to
invest in risky assets which requires greater compensation. The publicly-traded management
companies will therefore tend to charge higher management fees than the private managemen
companies. The higher management fees, however, lower risk-adjusted returns and are expecte:
to have a negative impact on future investment in these funds.

The puzzle is that if the funds managed by publicly-owned management companies do
not achieve higher performance levels but charge higher management fees, why do investors
continue to place their money in these funds? A possible explanation for the existence of
this phenomenon in the competitive mutual fund industry is that the shareholders of the
publicly-traded management companies take advantage of the mutual fund unitholders’ ig-
norance of management fees, their inability to calculate risk-adjusted returns and their disad-
vantaged position. Given that it is still controversial whether or not fund managers have superior
stock picking ability, and the generally accepted fact that fees are an important determinant of
fund performance, our results suggest it may be, ceteris paribus, that investors should avoid
funds managed by publicly-traded management companies when they decide in which funds
to invest.
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Investors Group/Gallup Canada Survey 1999 Feature Report. Published by Investot
Group Inc.

These trends are documented in detail by CIBC Wood Gundy Securities Inc. Investmen
Research (January 1997). Published by the CIBC Wood Gundy Securities Inc.

They are AGF Management Ltd., CI Fund Management Inc., Dundee Bancorp Inc.,
Investors Group Corp., Mackenzie Financial Corp., Sceptre Investment Counsel Ltd.
and Trimark Financial Corp. In August 1998, Cl Fund Management Inc. acquired all
the shares of the BPI Financial Corp. BPI Financial Corp. was also a publicly-traded
management company from August 1994 to August 1998.

Financial Post Canadian Mutual Fund Data Base.

Most Canadian mutual funds studies have focused on the performance of individua
funds. For exampleGrant (1976¥ound the Canadian mutual funds are conservatively
managed and not well diversifieBhingra (1978)found theex-postsystematic risk
levels of mutual funds are consistent with their stated investment objec@ebgert

and Lefoll (1981)concluded that Canadian funds perform no better than the market
after risk-adjustmenBerkowitz and Kotowitz (1993)ooked at the incentives and ef-
ficiency in the market for management services and found that the asset-based scher
compensation provides a strong incentive for managers to maximize risk-adjusted func
returns.

SeeBerkowitz and Kotowitz (1993, 2000¥5ruber (1996) Sirri and Tufano (1998)
Chevalier and Ellison (1997andDel Guercio and Tkac (2000among others.

In an earlier papeMay (1995)also found evidence supporting the risk reduction argu-
ment.

. The eight publicly-traded management companies are: AGF Management Ltd., BP

Financial Corp., Cl Fund Management Inc., Dundee Bancorp Inc., Investors Group
Corp., Mackenzie Financial Corp., Sceptre Investment Inc., and Trimark Financial Corp.

. The private management companies are: Royal Mutual Funds Inc., Fidelity Investment

Canada Limited, TD Asset Management, CIBC Securities Inc., Templeton Managemen
Limited, and AIC Limited.

For a partial review of the papers using the multi-factor model to evaluate the mutual
funds returns, seglton et al. (1993andGruber’s (1996)four index risk” adjustment
procedureBlake and Timmermann (1998sed the multi-factor model to evaluate the
European mutual fund performance.

Refer tdBerkowitz and Qiu (2001fpor a complete description of the development of the
Canadian factors.

Thanks are due to Eugene Fama for providing the SMB and HML factors.

Refer to Berkowitz (2000) for a detailed study of the quality of the Canadian mimicking
portfolios’ returns.

To formally test whether the betas of Canadian equity funds are different from those
of Canadian balanced funds, we regress the difference in the return of Canadian equit
funds and Canadian balanced funds on the three fadkggs: Rpa = o + Bm(Rm: —

Rt;) + BsSMB; + BrhHML, + &, whereRgq is the return of equity funds arfg; is the
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return of the balanced funds. Even though not reported here, the results indicate that
factor loadings for the market and size factors are positive and significantly different
from zero, while the loading for the book-to-market factor is negative and significantly
different from zero.

The primary objective of balanced funds is to provide a mixture of safety, income and
capital appreciation, while the primary objective of the equity funds is capital gains.
Because of this, equity funds usually adopt more aggressive investment strategies than
balanced funds.

All coefficients are significant at the 95% confidence level except for the coefficient of
HML for Canadian equity funds which is significant at the 93% confidence level,

We simply multiply the monthly risk-adjusted return by 12 to get the annual risk-adjusted
return.

Table 7 shows that the risk-adjusted returns of the Canadian equity funds managed by
publicly-traded management companies are significantly lower than the risk-adjusted
returns of the Canadian equity funds managed by the private management companies.
Atthe same time, the risk-adjusted returns of the Canadian balanced funds and Canadian
funds invested in US equity securities do not appear to significantly differ as a result of
ownership.

Bank-run management companies can easily finance their business through their banking
system. Also they can use the existing bank branch to market their service. Therefore,
they need less cash to expand their business and have easy access to financing.
Depending on the size of the transaction, 10% of the capital raised from the listing may
be used to cover the cost for the listing. See Industry Canada: Business Turning Point:
Going Public. Publication date: October 22, 1999.

A number of researchers have shown this relationship, incli#irngwitz and Kotowitz

(1993, 2000)Ippolito (1992)andChevalier and Ellison (1997among others.

For example, it is much more difficult to choose the securities within a portfolio of
bio-technology stocks than in an index fund. In turn, the more easily managed index
fund charges a lower management fee than does an actively managed fund, such as
bio-technology funds.

See, for exampl&aumol et al. (1990andFerris and Chance (1987)

SeeBaumol et al. (1990)

Carhart (1997has also shown that the high fees can explain the poor performance of
certain funds. At the same timBerkowitz and Kotowitz (2001have shown that fund
performance also affects the fees charged.

FromTable 3 Canadian balanced funds managed by publicly-traded management com-
panies have an annual MER of 1.73% while their privately managed counterparts have
an annual MER of 1.16%. The difference is .047% per month which is approximately the
difference between the coefficient inTable 5for Canadian balanced funds f0042

and the correspondingvalue of—.0038 inTable 6for privately managed funds. Sim-

ilarly, for Canadian equity funds invested in US securities, the monthly difference in
MERs is .019% while the difference incoefficients is approximately 0.01%.

This question is related to another puzzle about the growth of actively managed mu-
tual funds. In his presidential address to American Finance Associ&ioiber (1996)
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showed that investors can be better off by choosing index funds rather than funds whicl
are actively managed since the index funds have better average performance and low
fees. However, actively managed funds have still grown substantially in the US over the
past decade.
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