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Abstract: Since existing literature suggests taking syndication investment strategies can help leading venture capital firms
(referred to as leading VCs) to deal with the investment uncertainty, do these syndication investment strategies have some impact
on the investment performance of leading VCs? If so, how? Based on the data of 433 successful VC projects which have exited
through IPO in Shanghai and Shenzhen Stock Exchange before December 31, 2013, we explore the impact and mechanism of
syndication investment strategies on the investment performance of leading VCs from the perspective of investment projects
to answer these questions. The results show that, for the relations between syndication investment strategies and investment
performance, syndication investment strategies of leading VCs have significantly negative effects on their investment performance.
For the mechanism of syndication investment strategies on VC investment performance, first, the adverse impacts of syndication
investment strategies stem not only from the “selection” disadvantage before investment, but also from the “value-addition”
malfunction afterwards. Second, the venture capital industry market competition can influence the relationship between the leading
VC syndication investment strategies and investment performance. When the venture capital industry market competition is

intensive, syndication investment strategies of leading VCs have more pronounced negative effects on the investment performance.
Keywords: venture capital, syndication investment strategies, investment performance
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