
“Italian asset management companies: governance structure and mutual funds”

AUTHORS
Gino Gandolfi

Maria Cristina Arcuri

ARTICLE INFO

Gino Gandolfi and Maria Cristina Arcuri (2013). Italian asset management

companies: governance structure and mutual funds. Investment Management

and Financial Innovations, 10(2)

RELEASED ON Monday, 10 June 2013

JOURNAL "Investment Management and Financial Innovations"

FOUNDER LLC “Consulting Publishing Company “Business Perspectives”

NUMBER OF REFERENCES

0

NUMBER OF FIGURES

0

NUMBER OF TABLES

0

© The author(s) 2024. This publication is an open access article.

businessperspectives.org



Investment Management and Financial Innovations, Volume 10, Issue 2, 2013 

64 

Gino Gandolfi (Italy), Maria Cristina Arcuri (Italy) 

Italian asset management companies: governance structure  

and mutual funds 

Abstract  

This paper investigates corporate governance of Italian asset management companies (AMCs) by observing a sample 

of banking and independent AMCs in 2012.  

Asset management is a very important sector of the Italian financial system, so its corporate governance and ownership 

structure is a key issue. Consequences for investors are important in the light of potential conflict of interest 

characterizing the sector, its recent low performance and the high commissions charged to mutual fund subscribers. 

The authors, therefore, also explore the products (mutual funds) offered by AMCs.  

In particular, the purpose of our research is to establish whether the ownership of Italian AMCs (independent or captive 

asset managers) influences the attributes, risk and performance of mutual funds. We use Seemingly Unrelated 

Regression (SUR), the statistical multi-equational method formulated by Zellner (1962). 

Results show that the ownership of Italian AMCs may affect mutual fund attributes, their performance and risk. 

Finally, a better ownership structure of asset managers could contribute to improving the Italian asset management 

market and customer satisfaction. 

Keywords: asset management companies, ownership, mutual funds, performance, risk. 

JEL Classification: G15, G20, G32. 

Introduction   

Corporate governance (CG) is a widely debated topic, 

and is particularly relevant to the context of asset 

management, which is an important sector in Italy and 

abroad (Mazzoleni, 2009; Stoughton et al., 2011). 

Italian asset management is characterized by two 

“distortions”: vertical integration between production 

and distribution and the predominance of AMCs 

belonging to banking or insurance groups. In 2006, 

the sector was hit by decline, which continues today.  

Messori (2008) finds that the potential conflict of 

interest characterizing the Italian asset management 

sector probably determined the decline, which 

means that it is important to promote the improvement 

of corporate governance system of asset managers. 

Researchers, legislators and supervisory authorities in 

fact believe that increasing the level of autonomy 

AMCs is desirable.   

This study examines the ownership structure of 

AMCs in 2012. The purpose is to establish whether 

it influences the attributes of their products 

(different classes of mutual funds). The following 

research question is formulated: 

How are mutual fund attributes, risk and performance 

impacted by independent and captive asset managers? 

The rest of the paper proceeds as follows. In the 

next section we present an overview of the 

theoretical literature on corporate governance, the 

Italian asset management sector and AMC activities 

and characteristics. Section 2 describes the sample and 
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variables used in the analysis. Section 3 outlines the 

statistical methodology, and section 4 discusses the 

results of the empirical analysis. In the last section we 

present our conclusions.  

1. Literature review  

Good corporate governance contributes to value 

creation, development and economic growth: it is a 

key element for investor confidence (OECD, 2004).  

Onado (2000) defines CG as the system by which 

the interests of stakeholders are represented and 

companies are directed and controlled. 

Aguilera (2005) proposes a distinction between the 

Northern European/US and continental European 

models of corporate governance. The Northern 

European/US model is oriented to the maximization 

of share values, while the continental model is based 

on the relevance of all stakeholders. A company is 

considered a combination of different medium/long-

term interests. 

Millstein (1998) specifies narrow and broad definitions 

of the expression corporate governance. CG is the 

set of relationships between managers, directors 

and shareholders and it is also the set of laws, 

regulations and practices of the private sector, 

through which corporations attract capital, generate 

revenues and satisfy statutory requirements and 

general expecta-tions. Finally, Shleifer and Vishny 

(2007) focus on the financial aspect of corporate 

governance.  

Recent literature (Klapper and Love, 2004; Himmel-

berg et al., 1999) suggests that good corporate gover-

nance is necessary to ensure investor confidence. This 
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consideration is particularly important in the asset 

management sector, where intermediaries take 

decisions in the name of, and on behalf of, clients. It 

is, therefore, clearly important to assess the structure 

and organization as well as the size of AMCs 

(Lener, 1999, 2005).  

Governance rules for operating a financial interme-

diary are different from those of a company. Del 

Giudice and Capizzano (2006) find two typical 

aspects of the financial sector: the existence of 

rigorous regulation and the active role of financial 

intermediaries in other companies’ governance 

systems (McCahery et al., 2009). 

In Italy, high switching costs between banking and 

financial services mean that banking networks are 

often locked in to the same group as AMCs.  

Messori (2008) identifies several “distortions” of the 

Italian asset management sector: the predominance 

of AMCs belonging to a banking or insurance group 

and the vertical integration between production and 

distribution. Moreover, asset management products 

are offered as an alternative to other opaque and 

risky financial instruments by the same distribution 

channel. This situation causes a potential conflict of 

interest because marketing policy of distributors 

may be affected by this distribution model and, 

consequently, the needs of investors may not be 

optimally met. 

The issue is particularly important in the light of 

national1
 Italian law and European

2
 directives based 

on client interest protection and reduction of potential 

conflict of interest. It is necessary to pursue the 

independence of AMCs from banking or insurance 

groups in order to carry out more efficient asset 

management activity (Borello and Pampurini, 2011). 

Several studies report the possible consequences of 

asset managers’ ownership (Carosio, 2009; Del 

Giudice and Capizzano, 2006; La Porta et al., 1997, 

1998; Lener, 2005; Richter, 2006). This issue is 

important for companies, policy makers and 

investors interested in governance choices of 

institutional investors (McCahery et al., 2009). 

Previous research emphasizes the costs and benefits 

of governance systems (Becht et al., 2002; Boot et 

al., 2006; Burkart et al., 2003; Shleifer and Vishny, 

2007; Walter, 1999). Other studies describe 

governance mechanisms and their implications 

(Adams et al., 2008; Borokhovich et al., 1996; 

Fernandes, 2005; Khorana et al., 2007; Spong and 

Sullivan, 2007; Weisbach, 1988). AMCs are exposed 

                                                      
1 Savings Law (Law No. 262 of December 28, 2005). 
2 MiFID (Directive 2004/39/EC on Markets in Financial Instruments) 

and UCITS III (Directives 2001/107/EC and 2001/108/EC) and UCITS 

IV (Directive 2009/65/EC) . 

to problem of fund governance3
 (Messori, 2008; 

Richter, 2006) as well as agency problems and costs 

(Jensen and Meckling, 1976). Regulatory authorities 

(Bank of Italy, Commissione Nazionale per le Società 

e la Borsa, the Italian commission for companies and 

the stock exchange) and the legislator enact regulations 

to protect client interests and market integrity, with the 

overall aim of allowing more independent AMCs to 

adopt better development strategies and reduce 

potential conflicts of interest. Further studies also 

argue that an inefficient governance system may 

lead to lower levels of protection for investors 

(Faccio and Lang, 2002; La Porta et al., 1999). 

Other work analyzes the impact of fund manager 

characteristics on fund performance (Chevalier and 

Ellison, 1999), and focuses on the relation between 

the performance and the governance structure of 

fund managers. Ding and Wermers (2005) find 

evidence that efficient fund managers with more 

experience outperform their peers.  

Several studies investigate the impact of fund board 

quality on fund flow performance, persistence in 

fund performance and investment strategies (Del 

Guercio et al. 2003; Lai et al., 2010; Lynch and 

Musto, 2003; Tufano and Sevick, 1997). 

Khorana et al. (2007) document the level of portfolio 

manager ownership in the managed funds and examine 

whether ownership is associated with higher future 

performance: future risk-adjusted performance is 

found to be positively related to managerial ownership.  

The Italian distribution system of asset management 

products also shows distortion in the structure of 

commission charged to investors. Distributors obtain 

very high commissions from asset management 

products (Linciano and Marrocco, 2002), and the costs 

of ancillary services provided by AMC banking 

groups tend to be high. Banking and insurance groups 

often prefer to offer more opaque and profitable 

products, so distribution costs are higher than 

production costs. This has two consequences: 

commissions charged to asset management investors 

are too much high (Stiglitz, 1987) and AMCs have low 

investment margins. This mean that management fees 

are often high.  

In general, Italian households tend to invest in less 

risky financial instruments, which may also explain 

why asset management skills are not widespread 

(Gentile et al., 2006). In recent years, asset 

management performance has been poor because of 

changes in investor preferences, and because of the 

perception that mutual funds are expensive and 

unprofitable and unhelpful distribution network 

                                                      
3 Fund governance problems are the conflict of interest between share-

holders and participants in funds offered by AMCs. 
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policies (Barucci, 2007). In the asset management 

sector, products appear to be particularly subordinated 

to distribution: banking and insurance groups have a 

dominant role in mutual funds. Some researchers 

note that compared to smaller AMCs, bigger AMCs 

tend to pay higher commissions to the distribution 

network, so that advantages deriving from AMC size 

cannot be assigned to final clients. Several studies 

focus on the impact of a banking shareholding on 

company profit levels, and Cremers and Nair (2005) 

delve into the interaction between governance 

measures and firm performance. Some studies have 

acknowledged that banking shareholding positively 

influences company profitability (Cable, 1985; Gorton 

and Schmid, 2000), while other researchers have found 

no significant differences (Chirinko and Elston, 2006). 

Because of the predominance of banking distribution 

channels, it is important to verify if they determine 

rigidity of pricing of asset management products 

(Lehmann and Weigand, 2000). De Rossi et al. 

(2008) emphasize that the incidence of operational 

costs on assets under management is scaled down as 

equity of mutual funds increases. 

The predominance of AMCs belonging to banking 

or insurance groups could cause a potential conflict 

of interest because of the commissions phenomenon1
 

(Linciano and Marrocco, 2002; Otten and Schweitzer, 

2002). Overall commissions usually include the total 

subscription fees and redemption fees and a share of 

management fees; most of the commissions charged 

to investors are paid to the distribution network. 

2. Sample description and variable definitions  

2.1. Sample. The sample in this study was selected 

from Italian AMCs members of Assogestioni
2
 in 

2012; it consisted of 35 AMCs mainly belonging to 

banking or insurance groups
3
. Figure 1 shows the 

sample composition.  

 

Fig. 1. Sample composition (%) 

                                                      
1 Italian “fenomeno delle retrocessioni”. 
2 The Italian Asset Management Association. 
3 The sample represents about 50% of the sector in terms of assets under 

management. 

We obtained two subsamples consisting respectively 

of independent and captive (banking or insurance) 

AMCs. The independent AMCs were more numerous 

than banking or insurance AMCs: sample compo-

sition is consistent with the structure of the Italian 

asset management sector and that found in the 

literature review. 

The concept of “independence” is derived from Art. 

2359 of the Italian Civil Code. The Italian term 

influenza notevole (significant influence) is used to 

differentiate the level of independence: “Significant 

influence is presumed when at least one fifth of the 

votes (or one tenth of the votes in listed companies) 

can be exercised in the shareholders’ meeting”. For 

our purposes, “An AMC is not independent if the 

overall banking or insurance shareholding is 20% or 

higher”. These AMCs are on the whole linked to the 

distribution network. 

2.2. Variables. Focusing on AMC governance, the 

ownership structure (Zattoni, 2006) is a key aspect. 

In general, ownership can be dispersed or 

concentrated, and agency theory states that the level 

of concentration affects value creation.  

In line with the aim of our research, we identify 

ownership as the independent variable in the empirical 

analysis
4
. Using the definition of independence given 

above, we studied captive and independent asset 

managers. We found potential differences between the 

two subsamples of Italian AMCs and we assume these 

differences also relate to the attributes, the risk and 

performance of mutual funds. 

We also believe the size of the AMCs to be important: 

the market share of the AMCs may affect the classes 

of mutual funds. Therefore, the empirical analysis 

includes the AMC annual market share
5
 as an 

independent variable. The high level of concentration 

in the sector was clear: assets under management of 

the five biggest AMCs accounted for over 50% of total 

assets under management in the sample. 

Again in line with the aim of the study, we treat the 

attributes, risk and performance of mutual funds as 

dependent variables. They are shown in Table 1. 

Table 1. Dependent variables 

Attributes of mutual funds Risk and performance* 

Quotation Performance (6M, 1Y, 2Y) 

Proceeds Volatility (6M, 1Y, 2Y) 

Risk level Sharpe (6M, 1Y, 2Y) 

Geographical area Jensen’s alpha (6M, 1Y, 2Y) 

Investment objectives Treynor (6M, 1Y, 2Y) 

                                                      
4 Ownership is a dummy variable (“Is the AMC captive?”) 
5 Market share is given by considering the AMC annual assets under 

management as a proportion of the sector annual assets under 

management. 
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Table 1 (cont.). Dependent variables 

Attributes of mutual funds Risk and performance* 

Performance fee Tracking error (6M, 1Y, 2Y) 

Management fee Information ratio (6M, 1Y, 2Y) 

Note: * We consider risk and performance during the following 

periods: 6 months, 1 and 2 years.  

Below is a brief definition of each dependent variable 

used in this study. 

Management fees are applied as remuneration for 

the activity of managing the fund assets. Performance 

fees are charged to the fund in the case of a 

performance better than the parameter of reference. 

The Tracking error is a measure of how closely a 

portfolio follows the index to which it is benchmarked. 

The Sharpe ratio measures the excess return per unit 

of deviation in an investment asset or a trading 

strategy, typically referred to as risk (and is a deviation 

risk measure). Jensen's alpha 
is used to determine the 

abnormal return of a security or portfolio of securities 

over the theoretical expected return. The Treynor ratio 

is a measurement of the returns earned in excess of 

what could have been earned on an investment that has 

no diversifiable risk, per unit of market risk assumed. 

The Information ratio is defined as expected active 

return divided by tracking error, where active return is 

the difference between the return of the security and 

the return of a selected benchmark index, tracking 

error volatility1
.  

We consider the following classifications of mutual 

funds as used by Assogestioni:  

1. Bond funds. 

2. Balanced funds. 

3. Equity funds. 

4. Flexible funds.  

5. Hedge funds. 

Each class of mutual funds is characterized by the 

minimum and maximum percentage of equity 

investment, which identifies the parameters for the 

basic asset allocation (equity-bond). The classes can be 

placed in ascending order with respect to the 

proportion of equity that can be held in the portfolio: 

in general, bond funds cannot invest in equity;

balanced funds invest in equity for amounts 

ranging from 10% to 90% of their portfolio;

equity funds invest at least 70% of their 

portfolio in equity;

flexible funds do not have restrictions: they can 

invest equities from 0% to 100% of their portfolio.

Finally, we consider hedge funds, aggressively 
managed portfolios of investments that use advanced 

                                                      
1 The Tracking Error Volatility (TEV) is the standard deviation of the 

tracking error. 

investment strategies such as leveraged, long, short 
and derivative positions in both domestic and 
international markets with the goal of generating high 
returns either in an absolute sense or over a specified 
market benchmark. Hedge funds are exempt from 
many of the rules and regulations governing other 
mutual funds, which allows them to pursue aggressive 
investing goals.  

We conduct the empirical analysis for each of the 
five classes of mutual funds.  

3. Empirical analysis  

We used Seemingly Unrelated Regression (SUR), 
the statistical multi-equational method formulated 
by Zellner (1962). 

SUR is applied to economic models containing 
multiple equations which are apparently independent, 
either because they contain several independent 
variables or because they do not estimate the same 
dependent variable, as in this case. Given a set of 
regression equations, SUR efficiently estimates 
regression coefficients in a procedure which yields 
coefficient estimators at least asymptotically more 
efficient than single-equation. Regression coefficients 
in all equations are estimated simultaneously by 
applying Aitken’s generalized least squares to the 
whole system of equations. To construct the Aitken 
estimators, we estimate the disturbance terms’ 
variances and covariances based on the residuals 
derived from an equation-by-equation application of 
least-squares. 

Mathematically: 

uXy                    (1) 

we suppose that equation (1) is the -th equation of 
an M equation regression system with y  (T × 1) 
vector of observations on the -th “dependent” 
variable”, X  (T × l ) matrix with rank l  of 
observations on l  “independent” non-stochastic 
variables,  (l  × 1) vector of the regression 
coefficients and u  (T × 1) vector of random error 
terms, each with mean zero. The system of which 
(1) is an equation may be written as: 

MMMM u

u

u

X

X

X

y

y

y

2

1

2

1

2

1

2

1

00

00

00

     (2) 

,uXy         (3) 

where y = [y’1y’2 …. y’M],  = [ ’1 ’2 …. ’M],  

u = [u’1u’2 …. u’M] and X represents the block-

diagonal matrix on the right side of (2). The hypothesis 

is that M (T × 1) disturbance vector in (2) and (3) has 

the following variance-covariance matrix: 
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where I is a unit matrix of order T × T and μμ’ = E 

(uμtuμ’t) for t = 1, 2, …. , T and μ, μ’ = 1, 2, …, M. 

In temporal cross-section regressions, t represents time 

and (3) implies constant variances and covariances 

from period to period as well as the absence of any 

auto or serial correlation of the disturbance terms. 

In a formal sense, we consider (2) or (3) as a single-
equation regression model and apply Aitken’s 
generalized least-squares, that is, we pre-multiply 
both sides of (3) by a matrix H which is such that E 
(Huu’H’) = H H’ = I. In terms of transformed 
variables (the original variables pre-multiplied by 
H), the system satisfies the usual assumptions of the 
 

least-squares model. The application of least-

squares will determine a best linear unbiased 

estimator (Aitken’s generalized least-squares)
1
: 

.)()( 1111* yXXXHyHXHXHXb (5) 

We need the inverse of , which is given by:  
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The Aitken estimator of the coefficient vector is 

given by: 
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Since we consider five classes of mutual funds, the 

two AMC subsamples
2
 were grouped into five 

equation systems for SUR. 

4. Results 

We empirically verified whether the asset managers’ 

ownership affects the mutual funds on offer. In 

particular, we tried to answer the research question: 

How are mutual fund attributes, risk and 

performance impacted by independent and captive 

asset managers? 

Tables 2-5 report significant coefficients for each 

class of mutual funds during 2012.  

In the year under observation, AMC ownership 

affects all classes of mutual funds except the hedge 

funds, which are offered only by independent 

AMCs. We analyze the relationship for each class 

of mutual funds. Ownership affects bond fund 

attributes, performance and risk. Banking or 

insurance AMCs more often offer bond funds 

aimed at accumulating profits and with a higher 
 

risk level. Observing the geographical area, we 

note that captive AMCs invest in Europe, America 

and BRIC
3
 more than independent AMCs. We also 

consider the following important aspects: the 

performance and the risk at 6 months, 1 and 2 

years. We find that captive AMC bond funds have 

higher performance and volatility, essentially with 

reference to 1 and 2 years. Our results demonstrate 

that captive bond funds have higher risk adjusted 

performances than independent bond funds: Sharpe 

ratio at 1 and 2 years and Information ratio during 

the following periods: 6 months, 1 and 2 years. 

They also present higher tracking error values. 

Finally, we note that management fees are affected 

by AMC ownership: captive bond funds had higher 

management fees during the year 2012. AMC 

market share also affects some bond fund 

attributes. In particular, risk adjusted performances 

are higher when AMC market share is big. On the 

other hand, there is a negative relationship between 

market share and proceeds, tracking error and 

investment in BRIC countries. 

123
 

                                                      
1 The quadratic form to be minimized in the Aitken approach is not the sum of squares of the original disturbance terms, but the transformed 

disturbances; this is why Aitken’s estimator is more efficient than a classical least-squares estimator based on the original variables. 
2 Our sample is composed of independent and banking or insurance AMCs. 
3 BRIC countries are Brazil, Russia, India and China. 
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It is important to note that captive balanced funds 
have performance at 6 months and some risk 
adjusted performances (Sharpe ratio at 6 months and 
Information ratio at 6 months, 1 and 2 years) higher 
than independent AMCs. Moreover, the market share 
positively influences the following characteristics of 
balanced funds: risk level, performance at 2 years, 
Sharpe ratio at 1 and 2 years and Jensen’s alpha at 6 
months (Table 3). AMC ownership also affects equity 
funds (Table 4). In particular, captive AMCs offer 
equity funds characterized by a lower risk level and a 
lower tracking error value for the three periods 6 
months, 1 and 2 years. In 2012, equity funds offered 
by bigger AMCs showed higher performance and 
Sharpe ratios, but a lower tracking error value (6 
months). AMC size is also important. It positively 
affects the following variables: risk level, performance, 
Sharpe ratio and performance fee.  

Table 5 shows the relationship between AMC 
ownership and flexible fund attributes, performance 
and volatility. Independent AMCs show higher 
performance (6 months) and volatility. Sharpe ratio, 
Jensen’s alpha, Information ratio and the tracking error 
are also higher than captive flexible funds. At the same 
time, banking or insurance AMCs offer flexible funds 
which are more expensive for customers. In 2012, 
management and performance fees were higher than 
the flexible funds of independent AMCs. Finally, the 
AMCs’ market share negatively affects some 
dependent variables concerning the flexible funds, 
essentially, the management fee value, the information 
ratio and the investments in BRIC countries. 

Table 2. Bond funds  relationship between 
ownership and mutual funds attributes 

 Ownership Market share 

Coeff. P-value Coeff. P-value 

Proceeds 0.5175 *** -0.0744 *** 

Risk level 1.5544 ***   

Europe 0.2397 **   

America 1.5696 ***   

BRIC 1.0527 *** -0.0383 ** 

Investment objectives   0.03172 * 

Performance6M 6.7141 ***   

Performance1Y 15.1193 ***   

Performance2Y 15.5085 ***   

Volatility1Y 8.9309 ***   

Volatility2Y 8.7514 ***   

Sharpe1Y 0.2748 *** 0.0062 * 

Sharpe2Y 0.1529 *** 0.0050 ** 

TrackingError6M 4.0846 *** -0.1561 * 

TrackingError1Y 7.8476 ***   

TrackingError2Y 7.2334 *** -0.1851 *** 

Information ratio6M  0.3802 ***   

Information ratio1Y 0.2761 *** 0.0101 * 

Information ratio2Y 0.1789 *** 0.0081 ** 

Management fee 0.0074 ***   

Notes: * significant at 10%, ** significant at 5%, *** signi-
ficant at 1%. 

Table 3. Balanced funds  relationship between 

ownership and mutual funds attributes 

 Ownership Market share 

Coeff. P-value Coeff. P-value 

Risk level   0.0781 * 

Performance6M 1.3786 *   

Performance2Y   0.6588 ** 

Sharpe6M 0.0641 **   

Sharpe1Y   0.0145 *** 

Sharpe2Y   0.0051 ** 

Jensen’s alpha6M   0.0107 ** 

Information ratio6M 0.1116 **   

Information ratio1Y 0.0920 *   

Information ratio2Y 0.0717 **   

Notes: * significant at 10%, ** significant at 5%, *** signi-

ficant at 1%. 

Table 4. Equity funds  relationship between 

ownership and mutual funds attributes 

 Ownership Market share 

Coeff. P-value Coeff. P-value 

Risk level -0.1814 * 0.0421 ** 

Performance6M   0.4040 ** 

Performance2Y   1.3980 ** 

Sharpe1Y   0.0095 ** 

Sharpe2Y   0.0046 ** 

TrackingError6M -4.5090 *** -0.3177 * 

TrackingError1Y -71.0394 **   

TrackingError2Y -5.1456 ***   

Performance fee   0.0146 ** 

Notes: * significant at 10%, ** significant at 5%, *** signi-

ficant at 1%. 

Table 5. Flexible funds  relationship between 

ownership and mutual funds attributes 

 Ownership Market share 

Coeff. P-value Coeff. P-value 

Proceeds -0.1746 ***   

Risk level -0.3413 ***   

BRIC 0.2587 * -0.0319 * 

Performance6M -1.3280 *   

Volatility1Y -8.8308 ***   

Volatility2Y -9.633 ***   

Sharpe6M -0.8435 ***   

Sharpe1Y -0.1861 ***   

Sharpe2Y -0.1144 ***   

Jensen’s alpha6M -0.0726 **   

TrackingError6M -2.9205 ***   

TrackingError2Y -5.6317 ***   

Information ratio6M -0.07191 ** 0.0112 ** 

Information ratio1Y -0.1615 *** -0.0066 * 

Information ratio2Y -0.0643 ***   

Performance fee -0.1451 ***   

Management fee -0.0080 *** -0.0005 * 

Notes: * significant at 10%, ** significant at 5%, *** signi-

ficant at 1%. 
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In order to test the empirical analysis and the 

goodness of our results, we applied F Test. We 

obtained the following values (Table 6).  

Table 6. F Test values 

Class of mutual funds F Test value 

Bond funds F(21,2772) = 26.9893 [0.0000] 

Balanced funds F(10,370) = 2.64347 [0.0040] 

Equity funds F(9,792) = 4.06949 [0.0000] 

Flexible funds F(18,2196) = 7.22611 [0.0000] 

Empirical analysis shows the importance of AMC 

ownership: it demonstrates how attributes, risk and 

performance, in 2012, were impacted by independent 

and captive asset managers. 

Conclusions 

Previous studies state that a better corporate 

governance determines growth and development of 

an efficient asset management industry. This is 

related to the potential conflict of interest arising 

when asset managers belong to banking or insurance 

groups. The ownership and governance structure of 

asset management companies is thus a key issue.  

Our study focused on Italian asset management 

companies, which are important intermediaries of 

the Italian asset management sector, and aimed to 

verify if the AMCs’ ownership affects the 

products attributes and performance and risk 

level. This research thus makes a contribution to 

current knowledge by examining one of the main 

players in the Italian asset management sector and 

the products they offer, mutual funds. Empirical 

results confirm the importance of ownership, in 

general and in the asset management industry 

(Stoughton et al. 2011), where the involvement of 

intermediaries is the greatest.  

Our study appears to show that the classes of mutual 

fund on offer are affected by the AMC ownership. 

We also consider the AMCs’ size by analyzing its 

potential impact on fund attributes, risk and 

performance. Our research thus took into account 

many characteristics of mutual funds: their 

performance and risk level, investment objectives, 

the risk adjusted performance measures, the 

tracking error and the fees (performance and 

management fee). Our research reveals that 

independent and captive asset managers impact 

risk, performance and several characteristics of 

the products on offer. Our findings also lead into 

observations about the ability of the manager. In 

general, we find that the performance and 

volatility of mutual funds depends to a great 

extent on whether they are sold by independent or 

captive asset managers. This result also emerges 

from the risk adjusted performance ratios, which 

show different values according to which of the 

five classes the fund belongs to. Finally, we note 

that bond and balanced funds are more expensive 

when they are offered by captive AMCs, while the 

flexible funds are cheaper. 

In conclusion, our results suggest that pursuing a 

better ownership structure is desirable. This is 

particularly important for asset management 

intermediaries in order to contribute to revitalizing the 

sector and counteract the fall in investor confidence.  

Future research will need to extend the time period 

of the analysis and increase the size of the sample. 

References 

1. Adams R., B. Hermalin, M. Weisbach (2010). The role of boards of directors in corporate governance: a 

conceptual framework and survey, Journal of Economic Literature, 48 (1), pp. 58-107. 

2. Aguilera R.V. (2005). Corporate Governance. In J. Beckert and M. Zafirovski, International Encyclopedia of 

Economic Sociology, London: Routledge. 

3. Barucci E. (2007). Raccolta e performance dei fondi comuni di investimento in Italia, Assogestioni Working 

paper, No. 1.  

4. Becht M., P. Bolton, A. Röell (2002). Corporate Governance and Control, ECGI Finance Working Paper, No. 2.  

5. Boot A.W., R. Gopalan, A.V. Thakor (2006). The entrepreneur’s choice between private and public ownership,  

Journal of Finance, 61, pp. 801-836. 

6. Borokhovich K., R. Parrino, T. Trapini (1996). Outside directors and CEO selection, Journal of Financial and 

Quantitative Analysis, 31 (3), pp. 337-355. 

7. Burkart B., F. Panunzi, A. Shleifer (2003). Family firms, Journal of Finance, 58, pp. 2176-2202. 

8. Borello G., F. Pampurini (2011). Una stima del livello di efficienza delle società di gestione del risparmio operanti 

in Italia. In Osservatorio monetario, No. 2. Laboratorio di analisi monetaria, Università Cattolica del S. Cuore,  

pp. 44-65. 

9. Cable J. (1985). Capital market information and industrial performance: the role of West German banks, Economic 

Journal, 95, pp. 118-132. 

10. Chevalier J., G. Ellison (1999). Are some mutual fund managers better than others? Cross sectional patterns in 

behavior and performance, Journal of Finance, 54 (3), pp. 875-899. 

11. Chirinko R., J. Elston (2006). Finance, control and profitability: the influence of German banks, Journal of 

Economic Behavior & Organization, 59, pp. 69-88. 

12. Cremers M., V.B. Nair (2005). Governance mechanisms and equity prices, Journal of Finance, 60, pp. 2859-2894. 



Investment Management and Financial Innovations, Volume 10, Issue 2, 2013 

71 

13. Del Giudice R., P. Capizzano (2006). I conflitti di interesse e la corporate governance nella valutazione del rating 

delle banche, Liuc Papers, No. 184. Serie Impresa e mercati finanziari No. 4. 

14. Del Guercio D., D. Larry, P. Megan (2003). Governance and Boards of Directors in Closed-End Investment 

Companies, Journal of Financial Economics, 69, pp. 111-152. 

15. De Rossi F. M., D. Gariboldi, G. Leggieri, A. Russo (2008). Il marketing dei fondi comuni italiani. Modelli 

organizzativi, costi, andamento e nuove prospettive conseguenti all’introduzione della MiFID nell’ottica della 

vigilanza, Consob Quaderno di finanza No. 61. 

16. Ding B., R. Wermers (2005). Mutual Fund Performance and Governance Structure: The Role of Portfolio 

Managers and Boards of Directors, SUNY at Albany and University of Maryland Working Paper. 

17. Faccio M., L. Lang (2002). The ultimate ownership of western European corporations, Journal of Financial 

Economics, 65 (3), pp. 365-395. 

18. Fernandes N. (2005). Board compensation and firm performance: the role of “independent” board members, ECGI 

Working Paper No. 104. 

19. Gentile M., N. Linciano, G. Siciliano (2006). Le scelte di portafoglio delle famiglie italiane e la diffusione del 

risparmio gestito, Consob Quaderno di Finanza, 59. 

20. Gorton G., F. Schmid (2000). Universal banking and the performance of German firms, Journal of Financial 

Economics, 58, pp. 29-80. 

21. Himmelberg C., R.G. Hubbard, D. Palia (1999). Understanding the determinants of managerial ownership and the 

link between ownership and performance, Journal of Financial Economics, 53, pp. 353-384. 

22. Jensen M., W. Meckiling (1976). Theory of the firm: Managerial Behavior, Agency Costs and Ownership 

Structure, Journal of Financial Economics, 3, pp. 305-360. 

23. Khorana A., Wedge, L., Tufano, P. (2007). Board structure, Mergers and shareholder wealth: a study of the mutual 

fund industry, Journal of Financial Economics, 85 (2), pp. 571-598.  

24. Klapper L.F., I. Love (2004). Corporate governance, investor protection, and performance in emerging markets, 

Journal of Corporate Finance, 10 (5), pp. 703-728. 

25. Lai S., S. Tiwari, Z. Zhang (2010). Mutual Fund Flows, Performance Persistence, and Board Quality. Available at 

http://ssrn.com/abstract=1570525.  

26. La Porta R., F. Lopez de Silanes, A. Shleifer (1999). Corporate ownership around the world, Journal of Finance, 

54, pp. 471-517. 

27. La Porta R., F. Lopez de Silanes, A. Shleifer, R. Vishny (1998). Law and finance, Journal of Political Economy, 

106, pp. 1113-1155. 

28. La Porta R., F. Lopez de Silanes, A. Shleifer, R. Vishny (1997). Legal determinants of external finance, Journal of 

Finance, 52, pp. 1131-1150. 

29. Lehmann E., J. Weigand (2000). Does the governed corporation perform better? Governance structures and 

corporate performance in Germany, European Finance Review, 4, pp. 157-195 

30. Lener R. (2005). Corporate Governance Rules for Investment Funds in Italy, European Business Organization 

Law Review, 6 (2), pp. 269-290. 

31. Lener R. (1999). Le società di gestione del risparmio. Prevenzione dei conflitti di interesse e tutela del cliente, 

Banca impresa e società, 3, pp. 351-367. 

32. Linciano N., E. Marrocco (2002). Fondi di fondi e accordi di retrocessione – Analisi degli effetti degli accordi di 

retrocessione sule scelte di investimento e sui costi a carico dei patrimoni gestiti, Consob Quaderno di Finanza, 49. 

33. Lynch A.W., D. Musto (2003). How Investors Interpret Past Fund Returns, Journal of Finance, 58, pp. 2033-2058. 

34. Mazzoleni M. (2009). Proposte di policy per superare la crisi: alcuni spunti di riflessione, Assogestioni Factbook, 

pp. 119-127. 

35. McCahery J., Z. Sautner, L.T. Starks (2009). Behind the scene: the corporate governance preferences of 

institutional investors, ECGI Financing Working Paper, No. 235.  

36. Messori M. (2008). Strutture proprietarie, piattaforme distributive e governance delle SGR, Assogestioni Working 

Paper, No. 1. 

37. Messori M. (2008). I problemi del settore italiano del risparmio gestito, Assogestioni Working Paper No. 4. 

38. OECD (2004). Principles of Corporate Governance. 

39. Onado M. (2000). Mercati e intermediari finanziari. Bologna: Il Mulino.  

40. Otten R., M. Schweitzer (2002). A comparison between the European and the U.S. mutual fund industry, 

Managerial Finance, 28 (1), pp. 14-35. 

41. Richter M.S. (2005). Gli amministratori non esecutivi nell’esperienza italiana, Banca Impresa Società, 2, Bologna: 

Il Mulino, pp. 163-174. 

42. Shleifer A., R.W. Vishny (2007). A Survey of Corporate Governance, Journal of Finance, 52, pp. 737-783. 

43. Spong K., R.J. Sullivan (2007). Corporate governance and bank performance, Research Department, Federal 

Reserve Bank of Kansas City. Available at http://ssrn.com/abstract=1011068. 

44. Stiglitz J.E. (1987). The causes and consequences of the dependence of quality price, Journal of Economic 

Literature, 25, pp. 1-48. 

45. Stoughton N.M., W. Youchang, J. Zechner (2011). Intermediated Investment Management, Journal of Finance, 66 

(3), pp. 947-980. 



Investment Management and Financial Innovations, Volume 10, Issue 2, 2013 

72 

46. Tufano P., M. Sevick (1997). Board structure and fee setting in the US mutual fund industry, Journal of Financial 

Economics, 46, pp. 321-355. 

47. Walter I. (1999). The global asset management industry: competitive structure, conduct and performance, Journal 

of Financial Markets, Institutions and Instruments, 8, pp. 1-78. 

48. Weisbach M. (1988). Outside directors and CEO turnover, Journal of Financial Economics, 20, pp. 431-460. 

49. Zattoni A. (2006). Assetti proprietari e corporate governance, Milano: EGEA.  

50. Zellner A. (1962). An Efficient Method of Estimating Seemingly Unrelated Regressions and Tests for Aggregation 

Bias, Journal of the American Statistical Association, 57, pp. 348-368. 

51. Zellner A. (1963). Estimators for seemingly unrelated regression equations: Some exact finite sample results, 

Journal of the American Statistical Association, 58, pp. 977-992. 


	“Italian asset management companies: governance structure and mutual funds”

