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1
Table 1 Descriptive statistics of main variables
Panel A
Sflow 13 814 0.074 1.453 18.603 | 417.775 | -1.112 | 38.619
Size 13 814 | 21.050 1.547 | -0.516 2.502 15.761 | 24.530
Ret 13 814 0.048 0.158 0.409 3.419 | -0.400 0.688
Vol 13 814 0.239 0.114 1.842 7.267 0.003 0.877
Divid 13 814 0.019 0.112 10. 496 152.680 0.000 3.100
Age 13 814 4.659 2.721 0.722 2.783 1.000 13.307
Panel B
b_ps 13 814 0.729 0.642 1.384 5.469 0.000 4.914
b_pe 13 814 0.291 0.428 2.317 10.062 0.000 3.727
b_pb 13 814 0.996 0.808 1.234 4.997 0.000 6.571
W, xb_ps 13 814 0.722 0. 244 0. 551 3. 496 0. 000 2.121
W, xb_pe 13 814 0. 260 0.171 1. 176 4.592 0. 000 1.374
W, xb_pb 13 814 1.010 0.367 0.518 2. 966 0. 000 2.679
W, xb_ps 13 814 0.722 0.218 0. 207 2.941 0. 000 1. 893
W, xb_pe 13 814 0. 266 0. 159 0. 906 3.628 0. 000 1.219
W, xb_pb 13 814 1. 009 0. 336 0.315 2.707 0. 000 2.263
: (Wxb_ps) w b_ps
3.3 2
0 1%
0-1 W,
w,
Hausman 5% 0-1
[43 ”» W2
A
(1) ~(3) (4) ~(6) W, A 2 0-1
w, w, w, (1)
MLE 0. 095
Mo-
ran’s | Moran’s [ 10%

0.95%



— 120 — 2018
2 MLE
Table 2 MLE estimate results of bubble asset allocation
W, W,
(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6)
b_ps b_pb b_pe b_ps b_pb b_pe
o -0.001 ~0.004 *** -0.001 -0.001 -0.002 -0.001
(-1.11) ( -2.76) (-0.92) ( -0.57) ( -1.46) (-1.04)
. 0. 490 *** 0.616*** 0.337*** 0.294 %% 0.352%** 0.095"
(8.73) (9.31) (8.33) (3.70) (3.67) (1.75)
Vol 1.557 %% 1.564*** 0.898 *** 1.605 *** 1.850 *** 0.919***
(18.99) (16.10) (16.68) (16.52) (15.37) (13.89)
i 0.039 0.061 0.015 0.053 0.080 0.032
(0.86) (1.12) (0.52) (1.25) (1.56) (1.09)
G 0.011** 0.035*** -0.016*** 0. 006 0.027 *** -0.010™**
(2.38) (6.33) (-5.52) (1.46) (5.20) ( -3.38)
A —0.016™* | —0.019°* | —-0.004™** | -0.009*** | -0.010*** ~0.003**
( -6.85) ( -6.65) (-2.62) ( -4.20) ( -3.94) ( -2.29)
FailySiz ~0.015** 0.003 -0.005 -0.008" 0.014** -0.007**
(-2.37) (0.41) ( -0.99) ( -1.80) (2.48) ( -2.25)
300 Re -0.040 -0.090** 0.040 -0.017 0.010 -0.045
( -1.16) (-2.27) (1.42) ( -0.08) (0.04) ( -0.44)
- -0.002" ~0.003 ** -0.001 -0.002 -0.002 -0.001
(-1.91) (-2.18) ( -0.58) ( -0.26) ( -0.25) ( -0.24)
Constant 0. 607 *** -0.079 0.385*** -0.428 -1.170 0.303
(4.27) ( -0.47) (3.55) ( -1.00) ( -0.99) (1.56)
. 0.095 *** 0.203 *** 0. 147 0. 889 " 0.890 " 0.819 ™
(3.43) (8.60) (5.35) (59.16) (54.06) (34.73)
0.325 ™ 0.280 0.492 0.901 0.899 0.850
P (13.18) (11.76) (27.10) (55.70) (24.04) (43.07)
s 0.317™ 0.466 " 0.1317™ 0.266 " 0.388 ™" 0.128 ™
7 (78.96) (82.01) ( 66.38) (82.56) (81.55) (82.74)
N 13 814 13 814 13 814 13 814 13 814 13 814
In - ~11909.3 -14 567.6 -6169.4 -10645.0 | -13258.3 -5557.5
Wald Chi’ 804.2 816.8 966. 4 458.3 441.7 302.3
Moran’s 1 0.121 0.188 0.095 0.386 0.426 ™ 0.35
Z - Value 100.7 105.0 79.9 39.4 61.9 48.6
i 1) ) R 10% 5% 1% 7 3) Moran’s 1
0.203  0.147( 2 3).
W,
0. 889.0. 890 0. 819 p




2 : — 121 —

3.4
3.4.1
( generalized spatial two stage least
squares GS2SLS) GS2SLS
3
3 G2SLS
Table 3 G2SLS estimate results of bubble asset allocation
w, W,
(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6)
b_ps b_pb b_pe b_ps b_pb b_pe
N 0.168 7 | 0.2427 | 0.204™ | 1.233™ | 1.327™ | 1.520°
(5.63) (8.78) (5.30) (13.00) | (17.48) | (21.22)
0.2807 | 0.2497 | 0.224™ | 1.024™ | 0.920™ | 0.548
p
(10.18) (8.83) (5.96) (8.04) (11.01) (12.10)
N 13 814 13 814 13 814 13 814 13 814 13 814
3.4.2 2005 2015
— 2006
2008 2014 ~ 2015
(ps) ( pb) ('pe)
20% ?
2006 ~ 2008 2014 ~ 2015
A (
) W, (W,

3.4.3 ) 4
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Table 4 Robust results with different bubble asset ratio definitions
2006 —01 ~2008 - 12 2014 —06 ~2015 - 12

(n (2) (3) (4) (5) (6)

b_ps b_pb b_pe b_ps b_pb b_pe
N 0.222 0.614 %% 0.372** 0.858 7 | 0.835™ | 0.755™
(0.93) (4.75) (2.40) (22.71) (21.09) (14.52)
0.251° 0.677 *** 0.341 0.939 ™ | 0.931 ™ | 0.920 ™
P (1.84) (6.45) (1.15) (52.51) (46.17) (42.64)
, 0. 067 *** 0. 104 *** 0.035™* | 0.332™ | 0.599 " | 0.201 "
7 (18.21) (18.12) (18.20) (48.28) (48.31) (48.31)

N 664 664 664 4707 4707 4707
In- -170.4 -319.1 -303.4 -1386 -1396 —1749

Wald Chi2 32.7 60.7 21.32 329.8 364.3 187.7

4 2006  ~2008 ( lag-
Slow)
5
2007
: 5
. (1) ~ (o)
Wxb_ps Wxb_pb.
2011 W x b_pe
4 ?
4.1

Sflow
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5

Table 5 Bubble asset allocation and fund flow

(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6)
flow flow flow flow flow flow
W, xb_ps 0.194
(2.89)
W, xb_pb 0.196
(3.87)
W, xb_pe 0.341
(3.16)
W, xb_ps 0.216 ™
(2.75)
W2 xb_pb 0.220 ***
(3.74)
Wa xb_pe 0.377 %
(3.10)
N 13 822 13 822 13 822 13 822 13 822 13 822
R 0.092 0.092 0.092 0.092 0.092 0.092
4.2
t
? Newey-West
6
fouralpha
( age) ( divid) W, xb_pe W, xb_ps

14 21 -23

. ( fouralpha)
-0.002 1%

R,=a +B,(Wxb_ps), o, +BFlow, ;_, +
BiSize; ;_, + B,Age; ., + BsFamilySize, ,_, + 1
BsDwid, ., +B,Vol. ,_, + &, 0.2% . capmalpha
¢ T R, T-1 (
T . ) 6
CAPM Carhart
( capmalpha. fouralpha) ( W xb_
P) o r-1
W xb_ps . 2007 2015

Fama-MacBeth
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Table 6 Bubble asset allocation and fund return analysis
(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6)
fouralpha fouralpha Sfouralpha fouralpha fouralpha fouralpha
W, xb_pe 0.001
(0.53)
W, xb_pb -0.001
( -0.40)
W, xb_ps -0.004
( -2.95)
W, xb_pe -0.002"
(-1.73)
W, xb_pb -0.003
( -3.07)
Wz xb_ps ~0.003 ***
(-3.07)
Avg. R* 0.818 0.818 0.815 0.819 0.824 0.824
F 8.932 10.219 8.762 9.456 6.523 8.061
N 33792 33792 33792 33792 33792 33792
Newey-West 3 ol 10% 5% 1% ; Avg. R?
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Competition among mutual funds and their imitation behavior on bubble as—
sets allocations

LIU Jing5un' LIU Yan-hu'~ XIONG He-ping’

1. Lingnan College Sun Yat-sen University Guangzhou 510275 China;
2. School of Economics and Management Wuhan University Wuhan 430072 China

Abstract: In light of the tournament theory, this paper studies the imitation behavior among Chinese’ s mutual
funds. In particular, the peer effect as well as its causes and consequences among open-ended funds in the al—
location strategies on bubble assets are analyzed. Based on the quarterly portfolio data of open-ended funds be—
tween 2005 and 2015, the fund network matrix and equity ownership similarity matrix are constructed. A spa—
tial econometric method is then applied and the resulting empirical evidence shows that there are significant
peer effects, i. e. , the funds take imitation strategy in portfolio allocation on bubble assets. This yardstick
competition among fund managers has brought significant net in flows to funds and expanded the size of its as—
sets under management, but does not yield significant abnormal returns to their investors. Our analysis illus—
trates that fund managers potentially take advantage of the limited rationality of investors to expand the scale of
their assets in order to enhance their management revenue. Our paper can help understand the formation of the
stock market bubble in China, provide a new perspective on how to effectively regulate the behavior of institu—
tional investors, and reveal new insights for the protection of investors’ interests.

Key words: mutual funds; peer effects; stock market bubbles; spatial econometric model



