FEHAFESESFRME LS SRR SRR M

=L

FFFRZEERMZER RE 300350

W OE: WMSESETSIE BB EE BN A . ASCLAIRE 2005-2021 41 909 W ik 8 i 5 5 R 5 0 R i
RERIESMENTAN R, RO RRIERE RO A0 R BRI FE R bR, SSUEARLES T N4 sl PRI 2 1
TS 53 G SR [ IR R . BE UL R, L Ot RS M 3 ML 50 LA IR Ui o S 454 45 oAt 3L & 135
B, S A EEMEE SRR TR R 25 B A A L TERIZ b RGBS IR B, S
<oz Al S L HLLE PO 2% T R U LABR T 5%

K HEWG: ROt i ek

The influence of centrality and structure hole on the performance of Chinese public offering

funds

Jichang Zhang
School of Finance, Nankai University, Tianjin 300350
Abstract: The internet plays an important role in information transmission in the financial market. This paper takes 909 open-end equ
ity funds and equity-oriented hybrid funds in China from 2005 to 2021 as the research objects, selects closeness centrality, eigenvector
centrality, betweenness centrality, and constraint index, and empirically tests the relationship between network centrality, structural hol
e characteristics, and fund performance. The research results show that both network centrality and structural holes have a positive imp
act on fund performance. By shortening the information transmission path with other funds, establishing connections with more import
ant funds, playing a more important role in information transmission mediation in the network, and occupying a key structural hole pos
ition in the network, funds can better obtain information in the network to improve performance.
Keywords: Fund network; Centrality; Structural hole; Fund performance
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