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ABSTRACT

We investigate determinants of fund investment flows using Korean equity
investment funds. Unlike previous studies which analyzed net—flows (inflow
minus outflow), we analyze fund investment inflows and outflows separately
that should properly reflect investors’ fund selection and redemption decision.
We find similar effects of past return, fund age on net—flows to existing
studies based on US market data, The analysis of determinants of inflows
shows that inflows are related to past return, fund age and sales fee as net—
flows. In contrast, outflows are found to behave quite differently from inflows,
Apparently, asymmetry exists between fund investment inflows and outflows at
the Korean fund selection market, Specifically, high past returns increase fund
investment inflows while increase, rather than decrease, fund outflows,
Moreover, ‘convexity is detected both in inflows and outflows: higher past
returns accelerate outflows as well as inflows, Effects of sales fee also differ
between inflows and outflows. In the ‘affiliated’ fund sample, sales fee is
negatively related to inflows while positively related to outflows, In the
‘unaffiliated’ fund sample, sales fee is positively related to inflows, but no
significant relationship exists with outflows, Empirical findings of this paper
imply that the rational investor's fund selection view cannot provide a
consistent explanation of the Korean fund selection market. In particular, the
positive and convex relationship between past returns and fund outflows is
inconsistent with the rational investor view, The fact that investor's fund
investment appears to display ‘disposition effect’, which has been reported by
studies of individual investors’ stock investment behaviour suggests that the
behavioral finance view should be a part of explanation for the Korean fund
selection market, In addition, the strikingly different patterns between the
‘affiliated’ funds and the ‘unaffiliated’ funds, imply that brokers incentive
structure is another prevailing factor for fund investment flows,
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Hesklo] SaAlLHolA 5a%t XS AAIsH7] A2k 90 =x5F o] %
FAF A 550] APl ul= SHAolA A|EAQ] WAle /ol & dAgtAolnt, A]
W 20W7E AR A S8 AR HERA gt HEl] wbA Ay, A5,
Tl E4= Apolof ARt Ho] ExRitt= Ho] o|A| = sHAloA = A et AR
(stylized fact) 2 WroRgoiX|aL St 7| Adatel e stol A= Tppolito(1992), Gruber
(1996), Chevalier and Ellison(1997), Sirri and Tufano(1998)7} 4 e} HefHG
YA (et flow: FUAE—FEAT) Atololl H(+)2] TAZL slew, 53] X535
o] A o] gt Wes 49 A BELSE EoAle &5/ (convexity) o] &
A Ba1sk9dt, $HH, Chevalier and Ellison(1997)2 A% HEF-UAT Atelo]
£ 8(0)0] TP 98 B ohlel o] HES 37l Aol et w8UAR) U
ezt Rolxs B, & dAgo= AR IA Aikel AEsfdAla Alelo] B84
o] EAskS Ruskct, ulR|2hO 2 Sirri and Tufano(1998), Bergstresser, Chalmers,
and Tufano(2009), Christoffersen, Evans, and Musto(2013)~= TujH4e) HESSG
Q Alolof ok (+)Q] A7} Qi sl E Sirri and Tufano(1998)= TufjH 4=
7b w525 A Al digt HEsRAAT Y R ol @A S IR
2 AR WA At HERAAT Aol EFA S RSk o] AEstE
AHdES AAR sto] Hole HEAUAES RESste= ol&4]Q] Al%=(Lynch
and Musto[2003]; Berk and Green[2004]; Huang, Wei, and Yan[2007])7} SAshaL
S Aol vl% shAle] @Fsgolrt

WFe] F)E QP BT R £0AXE ARE AW AT ol FE
Hog dAxtz S AAE AYL k! FAAE (inflow) T FEAS (outflow)=
FEsle] BEA%E A2 = Ivkovic and Weisbenner(2009)7} §¥3slar, vl A<3t
O =71 AFE et sl A ARt Keswani and Stolin(2012)0] &

=

=

1 o] 9ol BAY Aprof Foho] o2 v=o] 49 AFAREe] &AM g8 ol8ste HER
A ASEEE FYUs A= AT

EEFEIBE S AT /2014, v. 36, n. 4
KDI Journal of Economic Policy



ot} At EAek= F AT+ &4 AdE= ASEHY Ivkovie and Weisbenner
(2009 HEGAZT} 7] 4} Aolol ()] BAVL AT, SEATT 7
Jat Abololi= FAA FoAde] fltkar Barskict, ¥, Keswani and Stolin(2012)
TR FEAES I ATl A2 )T ()Y BAE AL AL S5
(convexity)& Wi, FAAE] % & oAREAS diF A oletal ®Halsigirt? 11
Hug HEefIR TS ARRE 7129 AS dasol Al FARES SArEAS vt
Pt A= AT FEARe HE RA0A ol Aol S B AIA
of ojri wlxle] A ot Ut o] Are] Aol

2 mpe) BAe 9 MEARS] AFUn AFeE ARE Bl HERA)
AEEE] 2Aadel Higt ofsfell 7]ofsk= Hl At Aol oiME vl 7IE
AgtollA FEENE AEE AAa0Ee] qdgds AESHE, A0 ?h= HE
AR EAS el = Hes WA RE VeeR S u 23, S 5 A

A BRARE HASHL e AMEEEAF A% HE(ofs) AL HE)e TFA o

S9lof G935t g3ke njAth= u]j=2o] A+ AIKChristoffersen, Evans, and Musto
E =g o, A HES} HAE HE Alo]ol= EXAFEES] A8 2}

=
o7} & = Stk o] TheAdE Attt AQ WEG WAE AEE FES] 24

A

.

A B =ROo HERORIATE E(net flow)S AR AR RS BASH,
=9 7|& AFollA HAE AP A S0l o] ARoAE WEE=A] gl
et AFEA 2% HEsRUAET A A HEAY Aol WA= ml= &
= Lol Zpol7t gle Ae=m yehith 3 Aifehs o+ B4 B, A9

w(—)2 254 WAV HEUAL, o] Z2 A= AQD HE HAE HEA

ﬁ.‘L

ofr

2 Ivkovic and Weisbenner(2009)2] 415 A3M= u|=to] 2pEolE IAAEZR Q3| o] glof tha &
Zhgt Wol qick. m=e] HEAAE = 9 =3 xfo|7h Qiok F=at sh=te] A HEEARATL §
ujalx] n HEEAE A3} sloim Bxlole]of gt Algo] ujd ddAsH =& ShjAH e
Agjof o] AlES AR 4= Q& A& fik vhd, v)=e] - A7 AR taxable account)’
oF ‘TAo] A ZHtax—deferred account)'d] F-&o| glom, HAE T HEFARTE 49 24|
o] £ojo] Bl thE F§AET FHEE o] TAEch weta] BEX$E Hzof £Ao] uhalgh AE)
g s Bl WA F8AES EUCEN AFE Fofshes Aol 7issith S AXe] 48 &
A3 AR A7 §lch Ivkovic and Weisbenner(2009)= “ZH7s AR E B3 HEER}
A2l 4% BA el G- Atololl ()] AL AT, THlo|AAE 53 Aole F
olgo] Q& AT UehA] ghethal Barskdit o] 52 IAIZsAIE oA A E ko] Al Al
FHF {0l w7l Aoz sAstAT)
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U3t Aoz AR vhE, WoE 2YEe] WAL
wet 2 Holzt Qlgich, A BE'] A9 Woluit RFo] A &(-)2]
A E ool gl BA Ao ehAE BlAY A tfshHE -+

AR, vEREAT Y] Aols &(-)o] okl H(+)] AR AR YERth o
ol7} IkA Aupel FEA T Atolofl Ak oF(+)9] A= Y5 FH4A1Y B =
EE EAsh= Ao 2 et $HH Sirri and Tufano(1998) & =
Aol g WjEar 220S 3bA Adukete] oF(+)9] IAITE SEEA = o
23| w2 Wi IA A SRRl tiE UHEE oS = Ao
Urelstch, olgjet S el fAxE 2 FEAE Aole] WA Ald HE9} A

@ U5 Afolefl Aol7E let Ald HE A g FAAET FEAE B
oF ()9 WAE Ad A= yepdth miAd i15—4 A7 Aol disiA=
G BARL A= Yepd AR, frEAkmel tellds frelet wAE A=A gk
o e, AEARE AT A Arelell Aozt *ZH%‘}% eIkl 7
Aol 7B HEARH ()2 WAR FREAN, FEAE Ul AC R YE
et

o|abo] Al=B A A= ojEA| A E ool sl= AUV uje] B ol HEE
A} R

oz =S|
T

Frssol ojste] Al A 529 shaS AAste] itk wA ARugo] At

AefAo A oeld] FARRY] HEAHS] Aite HEREA AAg552 As)
=917} QItHLynch and Musto[2003]; Berk and Green[2004]; Huang, Wei, and
Yan[2007]). ©]=9] 2Eo| wt=2i HHu|-go] ZA ol FAAES thE 21| Zdth
H AHu]go] w2 ﬁ*EOﬂ Oﬁxﬂ,gi A4 "t 34 Aap gejRsg =45t
ulA g wg Hedw = AEHLS Y=t Fily) gloma HELo ozl
I} o]= W= Afolo 001:(+)_4 3?—}75”7} Uepdth= Zo] 0|59 diolrt. th3o == 3
ez Tete] wolA HERA AgsEs AWstels 350 AthGoetzman and
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Peles[1997]; Barber, Odean, and Zheng[2005]). o|So| 2JstH EXAEQ] HEXAH
2 g3 vl gHE o QjA7t o e}l ‘FoliF AT attention grabbing effect)’
S BIEEA deo o8 AuiE= SHol stk Aoloh 1 A FApxte] HER
A7E A A e date] niAE ol ofsf JIFe Wethe 2o o9 dHol
o}, npREte 2= A gAY FRIAAIE 4o HERA AgEolA vehd dies
Ast= 550| QIth(Bergstresser, Chalmers, and Tufano[2009]; Nanda, Wang,
and Zheng[2004]; Christoffersen, Evans, and Musto[2013]). o]&2 HAA, &8
Arete] BA 5 AL 2 FRIAIATE HERS fEdAEEEel 9 vAe
8% agloletal Fsh=d|, o] £59 AW 53] djEa HEREAAEE
_C_q :f',}zﬂoﬂ _?:7(40] Ul—_f_(ﬂ}]l:_ 7:]‘5‘1201 01]:]-
2 = ASEA 7é1]r7P 71E Al 7 529 Aol dis Ad= AR v
2ot A et HEREA R ARl9] H(+)o] WA, LEar AR FAA A T
H MEAE el ] M Ak AR 2 e A
Tt ofufstH ZiQle] FAuinf YefoA WHE AEHZ I (disposition effect) 2}
T P2 FEE7] WlEo]tHOdean([1998]; Grinblatt and Keloharju[2001]). 9%
A AN F R s A ] RASAaE Aol AR UE
T+ Ak 7] A7E R ] BARRe] HEdY e ofsidt) oFH, dwfjEs
o] FE=YAFEE Ue a7t HEY AF offle] A oEgrhe S TfALY
FAAA7 HEFEA AmgE59 dAoA S8ttt 4TS 3t e AlAR,

3=l HEAALS o g 3t 7| AGEA E Ao} ey Aozl dlodt
(2005), 2133<= - 5F9A(2010), Kim and Kim(2010), /g1l - A1214(2012)0] uc}, BF
FH(2005)= HEFA 25552 A4alel thigh s 27|Ato] sidstal, 135
- 520100 AREAe] EA o HEo| S & A7elth Kim and Kim
Q01012 T 3ol FAREES Alolol Aol AR WAL ° 22
93, vhetom 2Nl - ASI012) S MEDIEAe] HESA AREE0 o
B3 FAof 23L& & dtelt), o e BF HESRUAES ASEAT A
2A U fEAE S TEske] B4R 2 Ateke APEE

oJg} =9 AL that At} A TAA= A4AR 2 WEES i) Al
IgoAs 78 ASEA 2dYE ArskaL, 4 23] NS =93ttt Aol
Me =i vtk
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1. 93Rt=

HHAS 3 A S el AR AR ARE olgsie) 2SR, AT
R AFeE Bl Wes FEEARH) ARE o|gsle] TESAT} B =k
of AT} HEL FEEA TS %F—.: 71 BAAIE % gelulEs A Qu 3
WHE Fo 4] &AIAE 10019 o)Akl BHRAAHS] F418 HEolt), FAY HE FolA]
waleh 9 Al AAEEo] Qi HEE 72| Xolz lF 9Eele] gt fa
2 HiAIsly] $istd mEolA Aelslaltks Ed s5HoR 8L lEAWE
(index fund)E Aol 5EHOR SQEL HEGS talom slglry, Ao

e

o =
O

© o
Mo 1x

0O

A I 1azke] oES AENSR ARESIEenR AeHoR 12719 ©f
277} EAsk= HEvke] Fkof ZFhEQc)

B0l mE717H 2007 695E 20104 9¥7HR o]t o]9f 7he EA7|7ke] AA
< HEREY AR 2AIEE W Aot S8 FAASt i dERe| FA
A SN §ENS 4 - Baksly] AR Zo] 20079 6YRE ot} HA]7|7He]

S

olof 7]lgt Aolrt, £A7|71e] S T AeatAlet B En) 20104

F'l

= ATHIAl Yo 20109 1095 E RE HEO| FhijRag
< HEE AR Aol wet HAAOR 1% o= 2AEIL Skt 24 FA
Zbol whet gl R4 21 02 QlekE = A|I7H4] (contingent deferred sales charge:
CDSC)” Al =Qlof ofstal Qlrh. =, 7HE FARRte] FApr|Rto] 1dS Ayd
wjuict s FAApEE dujEago] 4 FE qlsh 2R EE Waolt) olof wet
BE e fEs FAVIPER $R(class)7t FEE 1AL, 20109 991‘:151 Heg
o] A FEAY YA SFER FEEC] SeFAER 3 k. = 9l
3l 20104 99 0|30 F§EAHED] HELZQM gL B fto] Bo AMR-3E}7|

SEvet HEAR s A7 EAASSHE, A7ISaREAAE, A7|Seui,) A, 1”1
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ul3 7hs/do] tHEstERE Ut HEeks JHEsks Ao] BRsit

4 FRAEY, VE HEo wjEs Qe ARy, BEARE, 2010, 4. 30, RS 1%7F W VIE
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[Figure 1] Fund Flows: Inflows, Outflows, and Net Flows
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T, WERo BT fa0l ool Bjrrw, mojRe 5 wee] T2l
2931 IS 3= AL AFE A AE o] gth(Ippolito[1992]; Barber, Odean, and
7Zheng[2005]; Bergstresser, Chalmers, and Tufano[2009]). THjE 49} Tufj4dr 9]
golet BAAAZE = &40 nlE o s B AASH] sl & w=2ellA
= HESE HAAAR At HEvks Fio] 235 & =2 B4V 5

HEG2UAAL Aol A, TR, S8 AW HE oR HElolE &
SApF R 5 HEe] B4 ARE 429l ARE JEARS 517, 2§EAU B
AARE Fa o RS felalw nu|st ARFS Bl AR HES 27 2

Akt AGTAR QA Qs e8] HER Hofsted, 1 olgle]

M HER ERsio

I
:

FAAL HESRUA TS e R 3 7|E AFE Ajtste] AAgskelrh WA #H
o] BA BRI BARES Bl 9 vAE 7P 583 adlolge o+ 4
IHGruber[1996]; Chevalier and Ellison[1997]; Sirri and Tufano[1998])S uIs}o]
HES] WA AE vl 235l tEers 7|E Aol AEefAA =

=
S5 fFeldt = vAe Ao Hid vt gle oeRt 1= 54 Haess A%

Hpg 23519t HEAY(Chevalier and Ellison[1997]), HEHFRE(Sirri and Tufano
[1998]), WA HE FH(Sirri and Tufano[1998]; Nanda, Wang, and Zheng[2004]),
HEATO] HEA(Sirri and Tufano[1998]; Del Guercio and Tkac[2002]), Tl <=9}
2855 (Ippolito[1992]; Barber, Odean, and Zheng[2005]; Bergstresser, Chalmers,
and Tufano[2009]) 5°] of7]o] st W= Fof et 25k HETY
et i EAle HERREO o] I vE ThsAdol dlens
Sl o] EA o= Ao RS vt s B WAl EAE A

Q7] 9Igt WaEel itk B Asieh HTE Ho), REAT, WolRs Sl 4

SHAD AN UE, FUAL ANLGA BE olololw WA 5 Sk FFE AT
Al Gl ARG ofs) SEEL HESE AQ A F7ka 5 ok Tt ool HgE:
A9t Fadol] 2Xm, F6719 B AGLZ ALY WIS Bgsteiehe olste] AZEA A
O ECERCL USRS
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S A& (interaction) WEolth oA 54 2T 442 o3t gt

Flow; , = p+ fPastReturn, , + 7Fund Characteristics,,
+ §Convexity Variables; ; +¢,, )

o

s

Fund Characteristics: Volatility, Age, Size, Family Size, Sales Fee,
Management Fee, Redemption Dummy
Convexity Variables: High PerfxPast Return, Low PerfxPast Return,

Age XPast Return, Sales FeexPast Return

FAA DoAA ‘AFEEFlow)S HEH “FE(Outflow) 7T ‘F-YUnflow) =

7HEE QulshH, Y HEEAMEY “H‘ﬂ v 2 Fe #UYY vER Ve
Arketet, FAA 2 =FAAE(Net Flow)2 o} o] ofritt.

Sv;ﬁt_Sz‘,tf

Net Flow, , = ( LY%< 100
' 57171571
(Net Flow, ,: HE i) ¥ &3, S, HE i o dH)

T 8, 2] ARl (AR AR R delns

Amount of Inflow, , — Amount of Outflow,,
’S )% 100
it — 1

Net Flow, , = (

2 Ak}, 3, AR Inflow)# AAF-E(Outflow)> 2+ AAY tfu] v|&=2 2t
2z thgat o] A olErt

Amount of Inflow, ,

Inflow,, = —>100
! Si,t—l
Amount of Outflow,,
Outflow,, = < —>x 100

it —1

‘WA AIHPast Return)+= T7 18 Fote] HELQER Holsl¢ict 8 ojuf HE

8 MESUBE WA WA £ J1F/H APPRAT FAsH Batolol g neg AR
ATEAAS A gsto] thawt gol AN B, Ud SoF 4BE V|22 Sl 11 1182 AN

HEEX X2EE9 23R RYUAEL FEXS2 HEHAUN?
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(Table 1) Definition of Fund Characteristic Variables

Variable name Definition
Past Return Previous 12 months’ return
Volatility Standard deviation of monthly returns in previous 12 months
Fund Size log—valued NAV
Fund Age log—valued fund age in month
Family Size log—valued aggregate size of other funds managed by the same management firm
Redemption A dummy variable that takes the value of 1 if there is redemption fee

]

SOlBE ARG RS A ARRAS o, AR50} EE KOSPIE B
Vst BEA (Volatility)'S A 19 B 9 40lBe] EEAxjolH, HE A
° 4RUEFE 74 Y Uol(Month Age)?] EIMSE SXolth HEm
(Sizo)s =Y AY AHNS ZIAT Solch SGANFR(Family Size)s 3

AREEEARE] A7) SRR A el A7) eabke AHdekal e o

2]

=
(1)}
Ch
lo
i
o,
e ©

f

3l JHSESE =x]ot}, ‘Hu| H4x(Sales Fee), “8H(Management Fee)+= Z}
Zp pf e} p-gHaEolal, FhlEu|(Redemption Dummy)'= flpRe] &
J2 FASRE copsold,

‘A9l AabxabA AiKHigh PerfxPast Return), SFY Adx3A A3 Low Perf x
Past Return)<= 212} I3k} wbA Ay, A/daket kA kel Aoakg wgeolrh
o714 9l d¥HHigh Perf)@}t 5H9] ¥ Low Perf) = wid #£E29 HE HEE I}
A BTE 7R A 30%, T 40%, Sk 30%°] &k LEoR RIS o
AF9] 30%9 8H9] 3070l ekt TEo] Hojet Eulmsrolc),

290 ()9 23S SRUABL e B 712 A7l kel FUSin
and Tufano[1998] )2 ¥-&3}lo] Fama—MacBeth(1973) W Eo| oA 43435}
ot 2E FAA | itk SAF ALtelAE ol it d (heteroskedasticity) R A7/

(autocorrelation)of| &gt @27} 7eHE 4 JQEZE Newey—West(1987) HHo =2 x4

o
i

N

skt
. Pix (14 D))
R-f:ﬁ.l’:lRf*l where R} = : !

it j j—1
E

(& R, W= i8] td A8, n td G5, B HE 19 U A8, P L 71E7h D) Y

2HE)
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H EZAE ARSI

oo e 242 HA] HERE tiste] AARE H, o] HEE AE HE &
2 HAE HE 29 T aspdo] tisto] thA] AAISESIT o] e E RS
I 7HA] ool ZARE Aofrk, WA AAE -gARRE HjAL Afo]o] FAI7E HETWRAL
9] folof fogt FFS mAHE uj=e] o4t ZAINChristoffersen, Evans, and

Musto[2013]) & 5l olth, &, F44] (NollAl Zr Ao A, 53] wufjE
0] Al A7z 8ARE TjAF Afoo] AFIA offe| wet thE 7RsAdo] Sitt
T MR R S HEAP] EXjcts AlY HEQ HAYE HE Afolof| EAsh=
o =0 | A1 Z| Q1 i}ololq FE7IZE S AlE HES] Huj R Wit 1.67%, HA

& HES] FujE BPte 1.48%= 0.19%p2] 2tol7h qlow, o3t Xol= 1% <=
(t—value=18, 02)01]*1 —4?1 Ao ZRIFSItt, AAIFS Fol5 Uehd [Figure 2]
oNAE o]F IS = Ql=tl, AE HE 7S] WjEar) BiAE HE 0 #
WESE AJSlEt] S5 & 4 Utk o] 22 T IF It TS0 AAFRL Afo]
= AYE ARE FESHA g AA 2| diste] =4S AAT A dFY A
(identification) =A|7} WAEsHA H& AARITE & S0 Thd T H49F HERS]
A Atolof] @F(+)o] TAZE sle Aer FEc & o, o] WA= *E‘Zﬂ ol =
o FUAAEEY] WAE R AY e ANE AG HEQF HAE HE ALl
EAsk= AolE BT A0 4= q7] wiEolct 10

A
L

9 20109 4€97% EA== dujRa=o] g2 @4 % 7
10 o2} J&faom w=Ho| Mg AY W=, A
AP Aslsiol 2 Rl A HEL
ojs £-gul- Bes ougt. 1elE A9 B0 ool AQTA) ol S EL o)
& ZARI, o Sl AEgA oo ABHRUE ADIA Sl ASUEE ALDE
B9 AFHEUE QAT HAG UG EE SRS B HEE 9 4 vk AR FEEA
3] ZH|o)X]of FAE A=) 2& uf 2008 6¥2] 75‘—?—, % =8 Aol wE AYG A=Y Hf
FONE 3t 667597 AR Wohge] Sfek elslw L vl B Bk Aolal. of 4
& AR WS FRE ol§T 34 (09 FHA Lol B A FHAE AL Bl Yol
Eo% = AEEAE Aol nIESIths A7 9lee AT Bt A £84te] s
2 woje A9et vAY HES B el Yot o sk AR A, AL doh
Seoll St 14 A A7) Al B WS o, wAY HE B el s, 2
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[Figure 2] Comparison of Sales Fee between the ‘Affiliated’ and the
‘Non—affiliated’” Funds
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ARH= vES AMRE oo e} Zrl 2007d 64 7|12 AL AA FA
31.39%, 2010F 6¥ 7]&2 58.83%°|H, UYMX] £ el 2008, 20092 Z}Z

1
2z 75 43%, 94.80%=

7]
yepdtl, 200793 201089 2] H|Fo] Altflog o 7o HE AMo| u|wz] FHls|A(E3] 2007

do A9 1270 vt E= 109 vk HEr) gel] qEe R 2

Date 2007, 6 2008, 6 2009, 6 2010, 6
Aggregate NAV of the funds in the
sample (A, KRW 100 milion) 119,995 452,328 530,969 341,107
Aggregate NAV of the whole equity
funds (B, KRW 100 milion) 382,253 599,664 560,085 579,777
A/B (%) 31.39% 75.43% 94.80% 58.83%
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(Table 2) Descriptive Statistics (Cross—sectional View)

Date 2007. 6 2008, 6 2009, 6 2010, 6
Number of funds 130 229 276 311
Afifated: Non-afflialed | 103 27 182 47 218 | 58 204 | 67
o e 54.46 5493 58.15 69.54
g (46.16) (41.75) (40.96) (42.32)
Ailtod | Nomafiiaioq | 5907 | 3889 | 5806 4281 | 6057 4907 | 7344 5634
(50.02) | (1873) | (45.12) | (20.95) | (44.38) = (22.09) | (45.26) = (24.67)
- 923.05 1780.81 1361.38 1096.80
(2701.34) (4739.50) (3859.84) (3066.61)
Ailed | Nomafiiaioq | 100812 59850 | 2019.67 85586 | 166069 612.22 | 127078 463.18
(2090.62). (990.07) |(5226.70).(1656.99)|(4275.00). (1256.80)|(3404.50): (988.36)
e o 387 0.86 ~0.02 173
(17.48) (6.79) (4.07) (6.08)
) ) 535 « -180 | 123 = —056 | 019 = -082 | —200 076
Afliiated - Non-affiiated | o o7+ (10.33) | (433) @ (1234) | 437) @ @57) | (.42 = 871
o 10,68 3.16 1.79 277
(17.62) (7.39) (4.21) (6.55)

) ) 1140 © 704 | 287 | 428 | 193 | 125 | 238 | 419
Alliated Non-affildted | 1904 1 (10.42) | (4.60) @ (1363) | (460) (213) | (5.22) @ (9.94)
ouion 681 230 1.81 451

(5.31) (4.66) (1.57) (3.84)

) ) 605 @ 973 | 165 | 484 | 174 | 207 | 439 | 495
Alffieted . Non-affitated | /20y (508) | (126) @ (968) | (150) @ (1.78) | (3.97) @ (331)
e oo .78 .71 1.64 1,48

(0.42) (0.45) (0.44) (0.37)

) ) 183 | 158 | 175 | 156 | 168 | 150 | 152 | 134
Afliiated Non-affliated | o 4o (025) | (0.47) = (037) | (0.44) = (0.44) | (0.36) @ (0.38)
P— 0.70 0.66 0,67 0,68

© (0.27) (0.21) (0.19) (0.19)
) ) 071 . 069 | 065 @ 069 | 066 « 070 | 068 . 070
Alilisted : Non-affliated | 50 (011) | (023) = (0.09) | ©21) @ (009 | (021) = (0.08)

Note: The numbers are the mean of each variable at the end of June of a year. Numbers in parentheses are
standard deviations. Fund Age is in months, TNA (total net asset) is in KRW 100 milion. Net Flow, Inflow and
Outflow are monthly growth rates. Sales and Management Fees are in percentage.
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(Table 3) Decomposition and Comparison of the Sample by Past Performance and Affiliation

Panel A: Net Flow decomposition by performance and affiliation

Past performance

High (top 30%) Middle Low (bottom 30%)
Affiliated (A) 1.9337 -0.3289 -1.1096
Non—affiliated (B) 0.7147 —1.0508 —1.2994
A-B 1.2191 0.7219 0.1899
t—value 2.1054 2.6033 0.8052

Panel B: Inflow decompositi

on by performance and affiliation

Past performance

High (top 30%) Middle Low (bottom 30%)
Affiliated (A) 6.2145 29770 1.7673
Non—affiliated (B) 5.9429 2.8299 2.9808
A-B 0.2716 0.1470 -1.2135
t-value 0.4330 0.4850 —5.2690

Panel C: Outflow decomposition by performance and affiliation

Past performance

High (top 30%) Middle Low (bottom 30%)
Affliated (A) 4.2807 3.3059 2.8768
Non—affiliated (B) 52282 3.8808 42802
A-B -0.9475 -0.5749 —1.4034
t-value -3.5414 -3.0568 ~7.8067

Note: The numbers are the mean of Net Flow, Inflow, and Outflow for each category respectively.
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7t 292UXIZ(Net Flow)2| X

SR sEAROl da 244 ()12 FHel0] oA 7% ATl Hng 9
so £RUABS MATRLER sol 24 ) AL, Y Aus
(Table o] A3k}, (Table HE A A A2 T450] ded, Bd At A
A sestol ehet 274 Aol WY Bof ok WIAY WS A W wEe) 24
st A s sel) 34 Aokpus B4 £R34ZEl BAS
2] 19 #01BE BE oA AL oH+)9) AFE SR 1A A
o VJelgte), i 419] Ak AsKetigh PerxPast Retum)'®] At FA40
2 % H+H)e 2 ek Ao x A M Low Perf X Past Return)'9| A= &
Hog Qolgt o(—)9 grog FALt = A A7t $45 HEYSE 8
Ae] IA Aol gt RIFESF a1, HR B Jyph G99l AELSE &F
PR B Aol Higt I ErE B Ao YEhgTh ozl B ket i
WA Afolofl FH(+)e] 5 WAL S= uishs AezA, v=e 7E d
(Chevalier and Ellison[1997]: Sirri and Tufano[1998))9} UX|ek= Ao]al, -=itef
9] 7| AGH(HFETH2005]; =R - AlQIA[2012])9F= LA|FITY

‘HEAY (Age) W U= HAE ul=o] 7]E HA-H(Chevalier and Ellison
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(Table 4) Net Flow Regression

Panel A: Whole Sample

Dependent variable: Net Flow

(1) () ) (4 (5)
Past Return 0.3065%** 0.2476** 1.2901** 0.8245*** 1.4063**
0.111) (0.101) (0.507) (0.263) (0.556)
Vol 0.1159 -0.1117 0.1815 0.0580 —0.0586
y (0.642) (0.640) (0.667) (0.631) (0.663)
Fund Size -0.1777 -0.1679 —-0.1626 -0.1587 —0.1542
(0.129) (0.126) (0.114) (0.114) (0.110)
Fund Age —1.5776™* —1.4863*** —1.0213%* —1.7565%** —1.2828%**
9 (0.429) (0.386) (0.304) (0.453) (0.301)
Familv Size -0.0388 —0.0428 —0.0400 —0.0411 —0.0450
Y (0.037) (0.038) (0.036) (0.035) (0.036)
Redemption -0.3013 —0.2725 —0.4311 0.0840 -0.0268
P (0.721) (0.623) (0.767) (0.602) (0.548)
Soles Fee —0.4456 —0.4051 —0.5252* 0.8622%** 0.6801**
(0.313) (0.328) (0.276) 0.271) (0.316)
Manacement Fee 0.1567 0.2689 0.1718 0.5573* 0.6484**
& (0.368) (0.349) (0.371) (0.333) (0.266)
High Perf X 0.2144* 0.1892
Past Return (0.119) (0.117)
Low Perf x —-0.0933* —0.1298**
Past Return (0.052) (0.066)
Fund Age X —0.2670** -0.2162*
Past Return 0.113) (0.111)
Sales Fee X —0.3247*** —0.2104**
Past Return (0.103) (0.082)
Constant 10.9437%** 10.4303*** 8.5219%** 8.9663*** 7.2367***
(2.988) (2.848) (2.551) (3.009) (2.537)
No of obs, 10,065 10,065 10,065 10,065 10,065
Average 0.130 0.140 0.143 0.145 0.166
R—squared

Note: The standard errors are adjusted for serial correlation and heteroskedasticity using Newey—West (1987) lags of
order two and are shown in parentheses, * ** *** denote statistical significance at 10, 5 and 1 percent level,

respectively.
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Panel B: Affiliated Funds

Dependent variable: Net Flow
(1) (2 () (4) (5)
Sast Relu 0.2945** 0.1702 1.5924%* 1.1256%* 1.9019%*
(0.124) (0.143) (0.721) (0.462) (0.952)
Volatit -0.2283 ~0.4476 -0.1039 ~0.2761 -0.3938
Y (0.713) (0.783) (0.765) (0.707) (0.839)
Fund Size —0.2251* ~0.2505** —0.2250* —0.2205* ~0.2703**
(0.121) 0.117) (0.123) (0.121) (0.133)
Fund Ace —1 G270 —1.5106%** —1.0718%* —1 8546 —1.3749%**
9 (0.601) (0.550) (0.369) (0.625) (0.350)
Coriy Sine ~0.0649 ~0.0563 ~0.0690 -0.0736 -0.0533
Y (0.111) (0.115) (0.112) (0.108) (0.108)
Rederion —0.4429 -0.3265 ~0.6055 ~0.0305 —0.1132
P (0.943) (0.838) (1.038) (0.817) (0.837)
Soios Fee —1.0847*** —1.0493** —1.1660*** 0.1646 0.1108
(0.400) (0.422) (0.367) (0.375) (0.372)
Vamacement Feo -0.1575 -0,0399 ~0.0906 0.2569 0.4706
9 (0.321) (0.297) (0.330) (0.348) (0.319)
High Perf X 0.2251 0.1745
Past Return (0.149) (0.127)
Low Perf X -0.0204 —-0.0684
Past Return (0.078) (0.088)
Fund Age X —0.2571* -0.2077
Past Return (0.134) (0.136)
Sales Fee x —0.3219%** —0.2302***
Past Return (0.104) (0.075)
Consiant 15,1015%%* 14.6911%% |1 2.2071% 13.3826*+ 10,5948***
(4.946) (4.690) (4.160) (4.923) (3.744)
No of obs. 7.956 7.956 7.956 7.956 7.956
Average 0.150 0.161 0.165 0.169 0.193
R—squared

Note: The standard errors are adjusted for serial correlation and heteroskedasticity using Newey—West (1987) lags of
order two and are shown in parentheses, * ** *** denote statistical significance at 10, 5 and 1 percent level,
respectively.
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Panel C: Non—affiliated Funds

Dependent variable: Net Flow
(1) () ®3) (4) (5)
Past Return 0.3195%** 0.2379** 0.9613* 0.4014*** 0.9234*
(0.099) 0.112) (0.514) (0.134) (0.526)
Volatiit 0.4903 0.0800 0.4591 0.5010 0.2171
y (1.267) (1.188) (1.294) (1.299) (1.382)
Fund Size -0.2890 -0.2657 -0.3179 -0.2766 -0.2716
(0.198) (0.198) (0.211) (0.197) (0.208)
Fund Ace —-0.9287 —1.0542 —0.0467 —1.0003* 0.1909
9 (0.621) (0.758) (0.734) (0.567) (1.112)
Family Size —-0.0783 -0.0649 —0.0940 -0.0706 -0.0844
Y (0.070) (0.075) (0.068) (0.071) (0.080)
Redemption - - - - -
Sales Fee 1.3230** 1.2388* 1.3119* 1.4701* 0.6704
(0.650) (0.688) (0.708) (0.768) (1.084)
Manacement Fee 5.2890** 4.9979** 5.4066*** 5.4493*** 5.0487**
9 (2.069) (2.110) (2.074) (1.943) (1.966)
High Perf X 0.1426 0.2119%*
Past Return (0.115) (0.082)
Low Perf X 0.0620 0.2179
Past Return (0.200) (0.223)
Fund Age X -0.1632 —0.2255
Past Return (0.137) (0.166)
Seles Fee X —0.0488 0.0987
Past Return (0.087) (0.148)
Constant 3.1174 4.0520 0.6965 2.4896 0.1461
(4.417) (4.884) (5.497) (4.361) (5.528)
No of obs. 2,109 2,109 2,109 2,109 2,109
Average 0.290 0.329 0.316 0.300 0.367
R—squared

Note: The standard errors are adjusted for serial correlation and heteroskedasticity using Newey—West (1987) lags of
order two and are shown in parentheses, * ** *** denote statistical significance at 10, 5 and 1 percent level,
respectively.
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A s ‘77 EAE]o] = AlF (noisy signal) ® &-gste] 71 L3t HED)
UAE 2= oA dE=rms53 BA iy, Hedsy, dujlEs 59 Afo]o
Ak gjdo] YepA Hohar At olgol oJstH A Adafel fdxa Aol

ol GH(H BATH G AoR ASHTh A FAAE WA AT BA UL
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Q5= HEMUAY ool et BeUM0] £ ueby AFfEel Bt BUY
Aol7] whitoltt, B8] HEdw XA Auke ABAg Wat KUkl el &
()9 TAE B AOR dZHth B HE 857] A2 ol F ZAH =
£ 4TRg 7)xe HEUAe] $8see Bett uebd b 2ol T 4
W7 el HEBUA Seol thek Betvt AEEUl oiek 24e) 9% nlX
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o}ttt Sirri and Tufano(1998)+ Hfjil= 53] 1A 37l =3 HEE F4C
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7} golstug, Buje] ke o] Wl T $4E Ao Sl dRol, =,
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(Table 5) Regression of Inflow

Panel A: Whole Sample

Dependent variable: Inflow

(1)

@

3)

(4)

(5)

Sast Relu 0.3635"** 0.2933*** 1.0869** 0.8779+* 1.3776%*
(0.099) (0.085) (0.512) (0.253) (0.554)
Volati 0.3874 0.0965 0.4591 0.3307 0.1461
Y (0.497) (0.476) (0.541) (0.484) (0.515)
Fund Size 0.1828 0.1869 0.1804 0.2019 0.1853
(0.173) (0.168) (0.156) (0.156) (0.145)
—2.2085*** —2.0968*** —1 B779*** —2.3707%* —1.9462%**
Fund Age
(0.539) (0.498) (0.359) (0.562) (0.391)
Faiy Size ~0.0508 ~0.0531 ~0.0507 ~0.0530 ~0.0530
Y (0.036) (0.036) (0.035) (0.033) (0.034)
Rederpion ~0.4228 ~0.4890 —05774 -0.0668 -0.2908
P (0.692) (0.582) (0.744) (0.582) (0.526)
Solos Feo —1.0243%** —0,0B52%+* —1.0175%** 0.3351 0.2725
(0.351) (0.369) (0.298) (0.294) (0.321)
Vanacement Feo ~0.1740 ~0.0549 ~0.0634 0.1807 0.4281
9 (0.272) (0.276) (0.338) (0.273) (0.343)
High Perf X 0.2554* 0.2349*
Past Return (0.139) (0.138)
Low Perf x —0.1321** ~0.1808**
Past Return (0.063) (0.076)
Fund Age x —0.2520™* -0.1951*
Past Return (0.117) 0.117)
Sales Fee X —0.3248*** —0.2210%**
Past Return (0.101) (0.077)
Consiant 9.4016%* 8.9510%* 7.2890%* 7.3210%* 6.0090*
(3.218) (3.112) (3.161) (3.227) (3.191)
No of obs. 10,065 10,065 10,065 10,065 10,065
Average 0.190 0.204 0.201 0.204 0.228
R—squared

Note: The standard errors are adjusted for serial correlation and heteroskedasticity using Newey—West (1987) lags of

order two and are shown in parentheses, * ** *** denote statistical significance at 10, 5 and 1 percent level,

respectively.
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Panel B: Affiliated Funds

Dependent variable: Inflow
(1) ) ) (4) (5)
Past Return 0.3431%** 0.2215** 1.1960* 0.8523*** 1.2800™*
(0.113) (0.094) (0.620) (0.282) (0.651)
Volatiit 0.2993 0.0316 0.5529 0.2178 0.2374
Y (0.612) (0.560) (0.780) (0.596) (0.710)
Fund Size 0.0451 0.0318 0.0515 0.0673 0.0493
(0.138) (0.132) (0.130) (0.127) (0.121)
Fund Ae —2.1058*** —1.9766™** —1.6143*** —2.3239*** —1.9038***
¢ (0.703) (0.649) (0.416) (0.729) (0.428)
Family Size —0.0401 -0.0316 —0.0496 —0.0491 -0.0321
Y (0.130) (0.133) (0.130) (0.129) (0.127)
Redemotion —0.4525 -0.3970 -0.6249 -0.0532 -0.2016
P 0911) (0.793) (1.011) (0.785) (0.797)
Sales Fee —2.0120%** —1.9431%** —1.9981%** —0.7950* -0.7019
(0.447) (0.473) (0.413) (0.435) (0.459)
Manacement Fee —-0.8228** —0.6759** -0.6353 -0.4497 -0.0169
9 (0.329) (0.342) (0.389) (0.354) (0.441)
High Perf X 0.2938 0.2507
Past Return (0.190) (0.168)
Low Perf X —0.0356 -0.1019
Past Return (0.073) (0.078)
Fund Age X —0.2331 -0.1796
Past Return (0.143) (0.145)
Sales Fee x -0.3186*** —0.2345%**
Past Return (0.111) (0.077)
Constant 14.4704** 13.9584*** 12,1737 12.9328** 10.5022**
(5.624) (5.390) (5.136) (5.484) (4.741)
No of obs. 7,956 7,956 7,956 7,956 7,956
Average 0.234 0.246 0.246 0.251 0275
R—squared

Note: The standard errors are adjusted for serial correlation and heteroskedasticity using Newey—West (1987) lags of
order two and are shown in parentheses, *, ** *** denote statistical significance at 10, 5 and 1 percent level,
respectively.
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Panel C: Non—affiliated Funds

Dependent variable: Inflow

(1)

@

(3)

(4)

(5)

Past Relurn 0.3500%** 0.1625* 11843 0.4208%* 0.8508
(0.103) (0.094) (0.591) (0.209) (0.710)
Vorati 0.9660 0.3196 0.9658 1.0433 0.5258
Y (1.159) (1.182) (1.172) (1.176) (1.338)
Fund Sive 0.4088* 0.4341* 0.3707 0.4126* 0.3883
(0.241) (0.241) (0.243) (0.238) (0.247)
Fund Ace —2.2959%** —2 5206%** —1.2797** —2.1734% —1.2696*
9 (0.515) (0.674) (0.558) (0.455) (0.767)
Family Size -0.0829 -0.0712 —0.0951 -0.0728 -0.0884
Y (0.064) (0.069) (0.062) (0.063) (0.070)
Redemption - - - - -
Soles Fee 2.0099** 2 1743%* 2,021 4% 2 7744%%* 2.3695**
(0.795) (0.868) (0.722) (0.972) (1.116)
Vanacement Fee 5.9771%+* 5.461 1%+ 6.3361%* 64207+ 5.081 6%+
9 (1.890) (2.038) (2.090) (1876) (2.165)
High Perf x 0.3036%** 0.3826™**
Past Return (0.117) (0.121)
Low Perf x 0.0151 0.1967
Past Return (0.206) (0.205)
Fund Age X -0.2159 —0.2405
Past Return (0.158) (0.198)
Sales Fee X —0.0501 0.1014
Past Return (0.127) (0.150)
Consiant —6.4576* —5.0391 —0,5598* —8,9349** -9.6626*
(3.880) (4.195) (5.259) (4.378) (5.717)
No of obs. 2.109 2109 2109 2109 2109
Average 0,297 0.333 0.336 0315 0.391
R—squared

Note: The standard errors are adjusted for serial correlation and heteroskedasticity using Newey—West (1987) lags of
order two and are shown in parentheses, * ** *** denote statistical significance at 10, 5 and 1 percent level,

respectively.
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(Table 6) Regression of Outflow
Panel A: Whole Sample

Dependent variable: Outflow
(1) 2 () (4 (5)
St Retun 0.0570%* 0.0457 ~0.0032 0.0534 ~0.0287
(0.024) (0.037) (0.088) (0.051) (0.116)
— 0.2715 0.2082 0.2776 0.2727 0.2047
Y (0.290) (0.287) (0.292) (0.289) (0.289)
g S 0.3605%** 0.3548"* 0.3430%** 3606%** 0.3396™*
(0.076) (0.074) (0.074) (0.077) (0.073)
Fund Ace —0.6310** | —06105%* | —06566™* | —06142%* | —0.6634***
¢ (0.143) (0.146) (0.160) (0.140) (0.188)
Coly Sie ~0.0119 ~0.0103 ~0.0107 ~0.0119 ~0.0080
Y (0.018) (0.017) (0.018) (0.017) (0.017)
Redemion ~0.1215 ~0.2166 —0.1464 ~0.1508 ~0.2640*
. (0.137) (0.134) (0.144) (0.129) (0.135)
Sales Feo —05787FF | —05601F* | —0.4924™* | —0B271¥* | —0.4076*
(0.178) (0.184) (0.188) (0.166) (0.192)
venerment Fee | 03307 ~0.3238 ~0.2352 ~0.3766 ~0.2203
¢ (0.344) (0.365) (0.354) (0.330) (0.358)
High Perf x 0.0410 0.0458
Past Return (0.032) (0.034)
Low Perf X —-0.0388 —-0.0530*
Past Return (0.029) (0.027)
Fund Age X 0.0150 0.0211
Past Return (0.025) (0.029)
Sales Fee X ~0.0001 -0.0106
Past Return (0.026) (0.027)
Consiant —1.5421 ~1.4793 ~1.2329 ~1.6452 —1.2077
(1.653) (1.612) (1.830) (1.705) (1.834)
No of obs. 10,065 10,085 10,085 10,065 10,085
Average 0.157 0.168 0.165 0.163 0.181
R—squared

Note: The standard errors are adjusted for serial correlation and heteroskedasticity using Newey—West (1987) lags of
order two and are shown in parentheses, *, **, *** denote statistical significance at 10, 5 and 1 percent level,
respectively.

2o 3ol 9 HEHEAAIA Fa, WAL U 2gake] Wet o) HE A W)
Bioh chl iR 9lole Rolelsh S Zolck, @ 7b) A Bt Al%ke] AL Aol
ojtt, oY Chui, Titman, and Wei(2010)= ¥, <&, oIt Sol4 2 (momentum) &I}7¢
e gtk A% AnE MushEA ol AelRe] Baje) Aol sjH v ok
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Panel B: Affiliated Funds

Dependent variable: Outflow

(1)

@

3)

(4)

(5)

Past Return 0.0596™** 0.0243 -0.0312 0.0527 -0.0798
(0.023) (0.051) (0.092) (0.044) (0.121)
Volatiit 0.2885 0.2282 0.2913 0.2784 0.2041
y (0.297) (0.292) (0.303) (0.289) (0.290)

Fund Size 0.2793*** 0.2789*** 0.2630*** 0.2751%** 0.2613***
(0.070) (0.068) (0.069) (0.070) (0.066)

i Ao —0.4788%% | —04570"* | —05426"* | —04693"* | —05289***
9 (0.137) (0.135) (0.132) (0.136) (0.151)
Eamily Size 0.0248 0.0247 0.0194 0.0245 0.0212
Y (0.028) (0.028) (0.027) (0.030) (0.029)
Redemption -0.0096 -0.0705 -0.0194 -0.0227 —-0.0884
P 0.153) (0.144) 0.168) (0.149) (0.159)

Sales Fee —0.9274%** —0.8938*** —0.8321*** —0.9595*** —0.8128***
(0.139) (0.136) (0.146) (0.165) (0.160)
Manacement Fee -0.6653* —-0.6360* -0.5447 —-0.7066™* -0.4875
9 (0.348) (0.359) (0.361) (0.332) (0.359)
High Perf X 0.0687 0.0762
Past Return (0.049) (0.050)
Low Perf X -0.0152 —0.0335
Past Return (0.035) (0.036)
Fund Age X 0.0240 0.0281
Past Return (0.026) (0.030)
Sales Fee X 0.0033 —0.0043
Past Return (0.025) (0.021)
Constant -0.6312 -0.7327 -0.0534 —0.4498 -0.0926
(1.842) (1.805) (1.930) (1.798) (1.891)
No of obs. 7,956 7,956 7,956 7,956 7,956
Average R—squared 0.195 0.205 0.203 0.200 0.217

Note: The standard errors are adjusted for serial correlation and heteroskedasticity using Newey—West (1987) lags of
order two and are shown in parentheses, * ** *** denote statistical significance at 10, 5 and 1 percent level,

respectively.
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Panel C: Non—affiliated Funds

Dependent variable: Outflow
(1) () ) (4 (5)
Past Return 0.0304 -0.0754 0.2231 0.0214 -0.0726
(0.034) (0.099) (0.220) (0.180) (0.385)
Volatiit 0.4758 0.2396 0.5067 0.5423 0.3086
Y (0.365) (0.327) (0.362) (0.376) (0.329)
Fund Size 0.6978*** 0.6998*** 0.6886™** 0.6892%** 0.6598***
(0.178) (0.188) (0.175) (0.170) (0.162)
Fund Age —1.3672%** —1.4684*** —1.2330™* —1.1731%* —1.4605**
¢ (0.403) (0.497) (0.494) (0.358) (0.713)
Eamily Size —-0.0046 —0.0063 -0.0012 -0.0022 —0.0040
Y (0.034) (0.033) (0.032) (0.025) (0.025)
Redemption - - - - -
Sales Fee 0.6870 0.9355 0.7095 1.3043* 1.6991*
(0.607) (0.698) (0.554) (0.714) (0.981)
Manacement Fee 0.6881 0.4632 0.9295 0.9714 0.9329
9 (0.985) (1.057) (0.959) (1.057) (1.245)
High Perf X 0.1610** 0.1707**
Past Return (0.077) (0.082)
Low Perf X —0.0469 -0.0211
Past Return (0.089) (0.089)
Fund Age X -0.0527 -0.0150
Past Return (0.057) (0.082)
Sales Fee X —0.0012 0.0027
Past Return (0.103) (0.115)
Constant —9.5750*** —9.0910** —10.2562*** —11.4245%* —-9.8087***
(3.672) (3.529) (3.847) (3.983) (8.717)
No of obs. 2,109 2,109 2,109 2,109 2,109
Average 0.264 0.306 0.288 0.293 0.360
R—squared

Note: The standard errors are adjusted for serial correlation and heteroskedasticity using Newey—West (1987) lags of
order two and are shown in parentheses, *, **, *** denote statistical significance at 10, 5 and 1 percent level,
respectively.
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(Table 7) Simple Test of Disposition Effect

Panel A: 1-year forward performance

Past performance

High (top 30%) Middle Low (bottom 30%)
Large (top 30%) (A) 2.3637 2.9197 27148
Outflow Middle 2.4784 2.3324 2.0555
Small (bottom 30%) (B) 0.6845 0.5475 0.6769
A-B 1.6791 2.3721 2.0379
t—value 4,843 9.8054 6.0513

Panel B: 6—month forward performance

Past performance

High (top 30%) Middle Low (bottom 30%)
Large (top 30%) (A) 1.3639 1.5978 1.373
Outflow Middle 1.2403 1.3753 1.1794
Small (bottom 30%) (B) 0.7798 0.0631 0.5687
A-B 0.5841 1.5347 0.8043
t~value 2.4374 8.5011 3.0001

Panel C: 1—quarter forward performance

Past performance

High (top 30%) Middle Low (bottom 30%)
Large (top 30%) (A) 0.6982 0.7495 0.4333
Outflow Middle 0.6111 0.6551 0.5502
Small (bottomn 30%) (B) 0.5747 -0.0918 0.2206
A-B 0.1235 0.8413 0.2127
t—value 0.6495 59416 1.2478
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