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An Empirical Study on Comparative Perfor mance of
the Closed- Ended Fundsand Open- Ended Funds

JIAO Yang, LIAO Yi-jing
(College of Economics and Trade ,Anhui Agricultura University, Hefel 230036, China)

Absdtract : In recent years,the number of newly established open-ended fundsin Chinaisfar more than that of closed-ended funds Under the
rapid growth of the quantity ,whether open-ended funds can achieve the superior performance than closed-ended funds has attracted a lot of at-
tention This paper selects 15 closed - ended funds and 15 open-ended funds ,which had been issued earlier and the scale of the issuanceis more
than two billion Compared open - ended f unds performance of forty-nine weeks [from January 6 ,2006 to December 29,2006 ,with that of closed
ended fundsin three agpects which are the yield ,the risk-adjusted performance and the capabilities of stocks- selection and market-timing The
empirical results show that the closed-ended funds are higher than openrended funds in the average rate of return and the risk/profit
ratio. However ,in selecting stocks and market-timing ability ,thereis no sgnific

Key words: performance comparison ;Jensen index ; Treynor index ; Sharpe index ; T-M model
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Sudy to FDIs Effect on Competitveness of Chinds Automobile Industry

M EN G Xiu hui
(Centrefor International Investment Studies,Shandong University of Finance Jinan 250002 ,China)

Abstract : Based on the analysis of the predecessors and combined with the current stuation of China, thispaper carried atrial quantitative as-
sessment to the competitiveness of Chinds auto industry usngfactor analyss by building a comprehensve evaluation system, then analyzed the
means by which FDI promoting the competitiveness, as well as the degree with regresson step by step. From the paper we can see an overall
and in- depth study to the FDI's effect on Chinds auto industrial competitiveness.
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