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Table 1 Distribution of sample
2004 2005 2006 2007 2008 2009 2010 2011 2012
1219 1286 1281 1 356 1474 1522 1673 1796 1 809 13 416
462 1157 1159 1174 900 893 1207 1 460 1616 10 028
344 353 574 845 616 994 1111 1132 1215 7 184
313 313 532 832 543 967 1 060 1 031 1 095 6 686
287 292 528 813 536 953 1032 1 053 1112 6 606
“ v« ” “ 2% 20 7
2% 20
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2004 1219 i t
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2005
2
Table 2 Descriptive statistics of key variables
R? SRD HOLD TRD TRDB TRDS SIZE LEV ROE MTOB FIRSHR
0.394 0.716 0.074 0.031 0.016 0.015 7.681 0.503 0.056 3.416 0.380
0.394 0.719 0.007 0.001 0.000 0.000 7.554 0.503 0.070 2.548 0.360
0.141 0.051 0.129 0.067 0.034 0.034 1.181 0.227 0.195 3.278 0.159
Q1 0.295 0.683 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 6.883 0.350 0.027 1.596 0.253
Q3 0.490 0.751 0.086 0.027 0.014 0.012 8.334 0.639 0.121 4.246 0.502
0
0.403 0.718 0.099 0.041 0.021 0.020 7.939 0.482 0.071 3.253 0.388
0.400 0.721 0.031 0.007 0.003 0.003 7.796 0.492 0.079 2.457 0.374
0.137 0.050 0.141 0.075 0.038 0.038 1.151 0.199 0.159 2.728 0.160
Q1 0.306 0.686 0.003 0.000 0.000 0.000 7.108 0.340 0.037 1.559 0.260
Q3 0.495 0.752 0.138 0.045 0.023 0.021 8.594 0.625 0.129 4.032 0.508
3
Table 3 Statistic of foud ownership and fund trading in different years
2004 2005 2006 2007 2008 2009 2010 2011 2012
HOLD 7.132 6.273 7.222 8.558 17.405 15.923 10.910 10.169 7.382 9.852
TRD 4.885 2.964 3.460 5.201 3.888 5.502 4.001 4.093 3.890 4.119
TRDB 2.617 1.520 1.688 2.729 1.980 2.723 2.032 2.107 1.882 2.085
TRDS 2.231 1.422 1.738 2.458 1.884 2.765 1.967 1.976 2.000 2.018
4 Pearson
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4 Pearson
Table 4 Pearson correlation coefficients of key variables
R? SRD HOLD TRD TRDB TRDS SIZE LEV ROE MTOB FIRSHR
R 1.000
0.807 1.000
SRD
0.000) | —=----
-0.005 | -0.074 1.000
HOLD
0.544) | (0.000) | —----
-0.097 | -0.155 0.708 1.000
TRD
0.000) | (0.000) | (0.000) | -—---
-0.107 | -0.161 0.653 0.975 1.000
TRDB
0.000) | (0.000) | (0.000) | (0.000) | -----
TRDS - 0.081 - 0.141 0.730 0.976 0.904 1.000
0.000) | (0.000) | (0.000) | (0.000) | (0.000) | -----
SIZE 0.299 0.209 0.309 0.406 0.386 0.409 1.000
0.000) | (0.000) | (0.000) | (0.000) | (0.000) | (0.000) | -----
LEV -0.153 | -0.152 | -0.08 | -0.031 -0.029 | -0.031 0.145 1.000
0.000) | (0.000) | (0.000) | (0.001) | (0.001) | (0.000) | (0.000) | -----
ROE 0.163 0.143 0.237 0.220 0.214 0.217 0.155 - 0.129 1.000
0.000) | (0.000) | (0.000) | (0.000) | (0.000) | (0.000) | (0.000) | (0.000) | ——--~-
MTOB -0.095 | -0.035 0.171 0.094 0.089 0.095 -0.200 | -0.062 | -0.105 1.000
0.000) | (0.000) | (0.000) | (0.000) | (0.000) | (0.000) | (0.000) | (0.000) | (0.000) | ——---
o 0.053 0.030 0.069 0.109 0.107 0.106 0.241 - 0.069 0.103 - 0.058 1.000
FIRSHR
(0.000) | (0.001) | (0.000) | (0.000) | (0.000) | (0.000) | (0.000) (0.000) | (0.000) | (0.000) | —=---
5 (CM1)
Table 5 Multivariate regressions for whole sample based on CM1
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8
HOLD - 0.590*** 0.115** 0.027
(- 15.03) (2.33) (0.53)
TRD — 2.084™ | —2.004%
(-27.61) (- 23.08)
TRDB - 4145 - 4.130% | - 4.124%
(- 28.59) (- 14.3) (- 14.27)
TRDS - 3.685%* -0.018 - 0.091
(- 24.56) (- 0.06) (-0.28)
oM, 0.3767** 0.3527** 0.3307** 0.3327%** 0.333%** 0.334*** 0.3337%* 0.3347**
(45.79) (42.48) (40.57) (40.63) (41.18) (40.73) (40.97) (40.9)
SIZE 0.115*** 0.145*** 0.1827%** 0.180*** 0.179 %% 0.175** 0.179*** 0.179***
(25.77) (29.87) (36.63) (36.15) (36.76) (35.04) (36.03) (35.83)
LEV - 0.419™ | - 0.4687F | —0.490* | - 0.485™F | - 0.487* | - 0.483™ | - 0.4877F | - 0.486""*
(- 19.79) (- 22.01) (- 23.63) (- 23.30) (- 23.55) (- 23.16) (- 23.52) (- 23.37)
ROE 0.270*** 0.3517** 0.401** 0.394*** 0.399 *** 0.386*** 0.399 *** 0.397***
(11.48) (14.65) (17.18) (16.76) (17.16) (16.44) (17.12) (16.92)
MTOB - 0.013** | -0.007*** - 0.002 - 0.003" - 0.003" - 0.003** - 0.003" - 0.003"
(- 17.65) (-4.14) (-1.52) (- 1.76) (- 1.76) (-2.1) (- 1.75) (- 1.79)
FIRSHR —0.114™ | = 0.13277% | —0.144™ | - 0.14277% | - 0.140* | - 0.143™" | - 0.140™* | - 0.140***
(-3.83) (- 4.50) (- 5.00) (-4.94) (—4.88) (-4.93) (- 4.88) (-4.87)
- 0.8627° | - 1.094™% | - 1.383" | - 1.3737% | - 1.365" | - 1.330™" | - 1.365™** | - 1.363***
(- 19.67) (- 23.73) (-29.72) (- 29.38) (- 29.70) (- 28.39) (-29.33) (-29.2)
R? 0.467 0.477 0.498 0.498 0.500 0.492 0.500 0.500
! NN 19%.5%  10%
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Table 6 Multivariate regressions for sub-sample with different fund ownership ( dependent variable: CM1)
1 2 3 1 2 3 1 2 3
HOLD 5.170 8.399 - 0.358 0.182 - 0.719%** - 0.157*
(0.55) (0.90) (- 0.70) (0351) | (-12.79) (- 2.46)
RD - 4.456*** - 2.559%** - 2.357%**
(-5.22) (-7.53) (-26.13)
TRDB - 5.241 7% - 512277 - 4.168
(-2.89) (- 6.01) (- 14.38)
TRDS - 3.085 1.117 - 0.206
(- 0.95) (-0.93) (-0.61)
o, 0.347*%% | 0.348™% | 0.348% | 0.300%%F | 0.299%% | 0.298%% | 0.341%F | 0.302*% | 0.302%**
(26.55) (26.74) (26.72) (18.58) (18.65) (18.61) (22.15) (20.91) (20.69)
- 0.154*% 1 0.164™% | 0.162%* | 0.139% | 0.162™* | 0.160** | 0.087*** | 0.178*** | 0.167***
(15.18) (16.44) (15.83) (14.55) (16.35) (16.11) (10.32) (19.85) (18.44)
LBV = 0.523%% | = 0.526™% | = 0.525%% | = 0.4887* | = 0.499 ™% | - 0.502%F% | = 0.122*% | - 0.255** | - 0.240
(-16.89) | (-17.04) | (-16.99) | (-10.92) | (- 11.24) | (- 1L31) | (-2.67) | (-584) | (-5.50)
ROE 0.301** | 0.310™* | 0.310%* | 0.489* | 0.536™ | 0.535™% | 0.332%% | 0.571*% | 0.576**
(9.73) (10.02) (10.03) (9.47) (10.43) (10.38) (4.33) (7.83) (7.91)
MTOB -0.004" | -0.004" | -0.004" - 0.006 - 0.001 - 0.001 | - 0.028% | - 0.013%** | - 0.014***
(-1.88) | (-170) | (-170) | (=135 | (-027) | (-031) | (-7.50) | (-3.59 | (-4.03)
— 0.149%% | = 0.143 ™% | = 0.143% | = 0.141™ | = 0.124™ | - 0.126™ | - 0.088" | — 0.146™** | - 0.140***
(-281) | (-271) | (-269) | (-275 | (-243) | (-248) | (-185) | (-3.25 | (-3.13)
= L2157 | = L2807 | = 127577 | — 10427 | — 1.2327%* | = 12227 | - 0.662°** | - 1.396 ™ | - 1.319™**
(14.13) | (- 14.81) | (- 1473) | (-12.07) | (-13.80) | (- 13.67) | (-7.60) | (- 15.78) | ( - 14.85)
R 0.487 0.490 0.490 0.464 0.472 0.473 0.463 0.520 0.525
t NN 1%5%10%
33 5 5 6
5 3 TRDB TRDS
TRD . TRD TRDB.TRDS
1 R’ 7 TRDB TRDS
TRDB TRDS
( 4) 8 7
TRD ; 6 TRD
6 TRDB TRDS
TRD TRDB 5 6
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Table 7 Multivariate regressions for sub-sample with different firm size ( dependent variable: CM1)
1 2 3 1 2 3 1 2 3
- 0.001 ¥** 0.000 2" | - 0.014*** 0.000 5 | - 0.084*** 0.004
HOLD
(- 4.48) (1.65) (-9.97) (-0.28) ( -9.69) (0.34)
- 0.035%* - 0.069 *** - 0.182%**
TRD
( - 8.80) ( - 17.06) (- 20.21)
- 0.028*** - 0.073%** - 0.198***
TRDB
(- 3.75) (-9.13) (- 11.52)
- 0.017*** - 0.004 0.011
TRDS
(- 2.78) (-0.63) (0.57)
o 0.328 *** 0.325%*% | 0.326*** 0.330%** | 0.311*** 0.312%** 0.362*** | 0.335%* 0.342 %%
! (22.83) (22.83) (22.90) (22.53) (21.63) (21.75) (24.95) (23.90) (24.33)
- 0.216*** 0.224**% | 0,220 %% 0.134* | 0.161*** | 0.157*** 0.070*** | 0.139*** 0.131 %%
(12.05) ( 12.69) ( 12.40) (4.82) (5.94) (5.79) (6.85) (13.07) (12.34)
LBV — 0.495%% | — 0.508™ | - 0.504™** | — 0.465*** | = 0.515™** | = 0.512%** | - 0.290™** | - 0.388™** | — 0.368 ***
(-15.48) | (-16.04) | (-15.85) | (-10.78) | ( - 12.26) | ( - 12.11) | ( - 6.21) ( - 8.56) (-8.11)
ROE 0.216*** 0.238**% | 0.234*** 0.541%** | 0.603*** 0.602 *** 0.521*** | 0.651*** 0.637 ***
(6.34) (7.05) (6.93) (11.89) (13.56) (13.46) (9.56) (12.36) (12.05)
— 0.006*** | - 0.004" | - 0.004™ | -0.012*** | - 0.004 -0.004 | -0.016™* | -0.003 - 0.005
i (=265 | (-1.90) | (- 1.98) (-3.17) (-1.03) (- 1.16) (- 3.78) (- 0.67) (-1.19)
-0.075 - 0.094 - 0.095 |- 0.185™* | = 0.188™* | — 0.184™* | - 0.106™** | — 0.150™** | - 0.138***
FIRSHR
(-1.22) ( - 1.55) (- 1.56) (-3.79) (- 3.93) (- 3.84) (- 2.34) (- 3.42) (-3.15)
= 1667 | = 1.7297% | = 1.708*** | = 0.9707* | = 1.200%** | = 1.174™* | = 0.596*** | — 1.198™* | — 1.140***
(-12.30) | (- 12.90) | (- 12.69) | ( - 4.36) ( - 5.50) (- 5.38) (-5.77) | (-11.45) | ( - 10.89)
R? 0.450 0.458 0.458 0.428 0.452 0.454 0.452 0.488 0.493
t oI N 1% 5% 10% ;
HOLD TRD.TRDB.TRDS
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Table 8 Multivariate regressions for sub-sample with different fund ownership or firm size ( dependent variable: CM2)
A
8.649 10.51 - 0.504 -0.208 | - 0577 - 0225
HOLD
(1.33) (1.61) (- 1.43) (-0.58) | (- 14.06) (- 4.77)
— 2.545%%% - 1.455% - 1.604***
TRD
(- 4.29) (-6.18) (- 24.04)
- 2.809*F - 2.8397% - 2,786
TRDB
( - 2.20) (- 4.81) ( - 13.0)
-2.216 0.624 0.012
TRDS
( - 0.98) (0.75) (0.05)
R? 0.431 0.433 0.433 0.421 0.427 0.428 0.372 0.422 0.429
B
- 0.000 57 0.000 - 0.012%** - 0.004** | = 0.076™*F -0.019**
HOLD
(- 6.67) (0.087) (- 12.10) (-3.479) | (-12.10) (-2.41)
- 0.029*** - 0.047 %% - 0.1317°
TRD
(- 10.42) (- 16.56) (- 20.23)
- 0.020*** - 0.051 %% - 0.1317%%
TRDB
(-3.73) ( - 8.996) ( - 10.61)
- 0.012%** 0.004 0.010
TRDS
( - 2.88) (0.875) (0.70)
R? 0.410 0.420 0.419 0.367 0.384 0.389 0.406 0.439 0.443
t NN 1% 5% 10% ; B HOLD
TRD.TRDB.TRDS
5 9 10
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Fama-Macbeth (cM1 CM2)
Table 9 Fama-Macbeth regressions for whole sample based on CM1 and CM2
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8
(cMmy)
- 0.668 *** 0.247 0.167
HOLD
(- 6.93) (1.57) (0.96)
- 2.167 - 2.450%*
TRD
(- 18.50) (-9.27)
- 4.272%% - 38117 | —3.634™
TRDB
(- 17.03) (- 5.30) (- 4.61)
- 3.809* - 0.446 - 1.034
TRDS
(- 21.16) (- 0.70) (- 1.01)
R? 0.362 0.376 0.401 0.404 0.404 0.393 0.405 0.408
(CMm2)
- 0.586*** - 0.003 - 0.072
HOLD
(-4.92) (-0.03) (-0.70)
- 1.596*** - 1.577%
TRD
(-8.02) (- 7.44)
- 3.073* = 22747 | - 22897
TRDB
(-7.83) (- 3.60) (-3.61)
- 2.863*** - 0.884 - 0.677
TRDS
(- 8.30) (- 1.79) (- 1.49)
R? 0.260 0.288 0.313 0.316 0.315 0.304 0.317 0.320
t N 1%5%10%
(CcMm1)
Table 10 Multivariate regressions for sample with non—zero fund ownership ( dependent variable: CM1)
A
- 1.270 - 0.082 0.028 0.431 - 0.769 - 0.178*
HOLD
(-0.83) (- 0.05) (0.08) (1.23) (-11.32) (-2.34)
- 4,176 - 2.324% - 2.362%%
TRD
(- 6.88) (- 8.81) (- 23.61)
- 6.548 %% - 5421 - 3.915%%
TRDB
(- 4.80) (- 17.59) (- 12.60)
- 0.270 1.668 - 0.479
TRDS
(-0.13) (1.77) (-1.32)
R? 0.477 0.485 0.485 0.419 0.433 0.437 0.450 0.514 0.518
B
- 0.087*** 0.001 - 0.109 ™ - 0.018 | - 0.087** 0.011
HOLD
(- 8.47) (0.06) (- 10.42) (- 1.36) (- 8.45) (0.87)
- 0.137% - 0.177** - 0.186***
TRD
(- 14.78) (-17.72) (- 18.31)
- 0.090 *** - 0.164™** - 0.191 %
TRDB
(-6.12) (-9.61) (-9.92)
- 0.056*** - 0.003 - 0.003
TRDS
(- 3.50) (- 0.16) (-0.12)
R? 0.417 0.444 0.444 0.412 0.446 0.450 0.443 0.484 0.489
t NN 1%5%10% ; B
HOLD TRD.TRDB.TRDS
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Impact of fund ownership and trading on stock return synchronicity

PAN Ning—ning ZHU Hong—-quan

School of Economics and Management Southwest Jiaotong University Chengdu 610031 China

Abstract: We examine how fund ownership and trading contribute to the firm-specific information measured by
the stock return synchronicity. Based on hand-eollected fund trading data we find only when the fund owner—
ship of a firm is high is the fund ownership positively associated with the information contained in the stock
price which reduces the return synchronicity. In addition we find the fund trading can directly incorporate
information into the stock price and lower the stock return synchronicity. Moreover this negative relationship
between fund trading and synchronicity is from the buy-side rather than sell-side. Information transparency of
big firms is better funds’ trading on big firms can reveal more firm-specific information and has a greater im—
pact on synchronicity. Overall fund ownership and trading behavior can improve the information environment
of listed firms and the efficiency of the capital market.
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