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Abstract

We propose a new seasonal anomaly associated hathunar Moon Festival (LMF) and
caused by negative sentiment. This effect not oetuces share turnover but also lowers
return volatility and stock returns. It is strongés China, Taiwan and South Korea where
the LMF is a public or cultural holiday. Our resusthow that this effect is separated from the
Gone Fishin’ effect and cannot be explained byMwo®n Phases effect. Moreover, it affects
stock markets where overseas Chinese investorgsmosignificant resources and persists in
the subperiod — from January 1998 to June 2006.
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1. Introduction
Several anomalies relating to holidays have bescogtered in stock markets such as the
holiday effect (e.g., Ariel (1990), Kim and ParkO@yd) and Brockman and Michayluk
(1998)), the Abadir and Spierdijk (2005) festiviéffect and the Hong and Yu (2006)
Gone Fishin’ (GF) effect. The studies indicate thme-holiday stock returns are
abnormally high. In addition, the holiday anomadyan international effect as the results
show that it exists in a number of equity marketsluding the US, New Zealand,
Australia, the UK and Asian markets (e.g., Vos, @igeand Bishop (1993), Mills and
Coutts (1995), Easton (1990), Agrawal and Tand®94)). In particular, this holiday
effect is a local phenomenon and independent ofliBestock market (Cadsby and
Ratner (1992), Kim and Park (1994), and Lucey (2005

Using a liquidity constraint approach, Abadir arple®dijk (2005) report that, in the
weeks preceding festivities, both trading volumed stock returns are lower than in the
rest of the year and then reverse after the fésisviUsing 51 stock markets data, Hong
and Yu (2006) introduce the GF effect. Trading\asti return volatility and stock returns
are lowest in the summer since investors go ordapd. However, the evidence of this
effect is scant in tropical markets although itisdent in many non-tropical markets.
Different from these seasonal effects, a seriestodlies in behavioural finance have
identified that the fluctuation in investors’ momdluces changes in equity prices, and the
recently discovered factors causing this fluctuatio mood can be categorized into (1)
weather (2) biorhythms and (3) social events (Luaey Dowling (2005)). The new
effect discussed in this paper mainly results freotial feelings relating to the
uncertainty of future harvest and historical negatssociations.

The most important cultural event for Chinese peaplthe Chinese Lunar New

Year. The next most important one is the Lunar MbBeatival (LMF) which takes place



on the 18 August in the Chinese lunar calendathan, Khanthavit and Thomas (1996)
indicate that cultural holidays exhibit a strong@pact than public holidays on stock
markets. In this vein, several studies investigébek market patterns around the Chinese
New Year (Wong et al. (1990), Tong (1992) and Abaahid Spierdijk (2005)), so it may
be of interest to test the LMF hypothesis since thiltural festival falls at a completely
different time of the year in the western calendar.

The LMF may significantly influence stock markettteans since it is the second
most meaningful festival in terms of culture, ecoms, and weather for the Chinese.
The first contribution of this paper is that it pases a novel seasonality that is distinct
from existing ones since it encompasses two coit@ayg effects. On one hand, Chinese
people are accustomed to spending a consideralderdrof time visiting their family
and friends and buying gifts for them around the H.M'he upshot is that Chinese
investors may sharply reduce their trading actsiton the stock markets. In this respect
the LMF effect resembles the festivity or GF eféect

On the other hand, the LMF is associated with higitertainty about future
prospects and with negative connotations. Agricaltg the most important industry in
China and accounted for 45% of the labor forceG@32according to the CIA Factbook.
The vegetables, grain and fruit planted duringgferious year will have been harvested
before the festival. A mood of uncertainty arisesia one knows the harvest outcome for
the following year, thus leading to an increaseisk aversion. Since farmers are paid
only after the produce is harvested and sold, tvesiseek for the settlement of farmers’
outstanding accounts or debts around the LMF. Ghises negative associations around

the time of the LMF, especially when the harvegiaer.

! The Lunar Moon Festival is also called as the Midumn Festival. Because the date of the Moon
festival is based on the Chinese lunar calendarg#te of the festival in Western calendar timéegafrom
year to year. In the latter framework, the festiveually takes place between the second week of
September and the second week of October.



Finally, throughout Chinese history, capital pumsmt was generally scheduled
between the middle of Autumn and Winter. Since tinee of the Ching (Manchu)
Dynasty, the review of the final trials in the lbgaovinces was scheduled around the
middle of lunar August or the date of the Lunar Mdeestival. This was followed by the
execution of the sentences including capital punett. The latter further exacerbates
the pervasive negative feelings and sentiment artlum time of the LMF. In this respect
the public feeling of uncertainty and negative abatmosphere is what differentiates the
LMF effect from both the festivity and GF effecise impact on share turnover may be
further exacerbated by spending time on visitingikaand friends around the LMF.

Both psychological and economic studies have doatedethat mood or feeling has
an impact on human evaluation, judgment and deeisiaking (Isen et al (1978), Zajonc
(1980), Schwarz and Clore (1983), Schwarz (199@ch@ra et al (1997), Luce et al
(1999) and Loewenstein et al (2001)). In partiGuapgas (1995) claims that feelings
have greater influence on the more complex deasibmthe finance literature, a number
of mood-induced phenomena have been documentedasutie weather (the level of
cloud cover or the times of heightened geomagrsttioms) effect by Saunders (1993),
Hirshleifer and Shumway (2003) and Krivelyova arabBtti (2003), Kamstra et al (2000)
winter blues effect and Kamstra et al (2003) ddyligaving effect. They provide
evidence that numerous factors cause bad moodratakn higher risk aversion and
lower stock returns. Specifically, Lucey and Dowli(2005) address that ‘irrelevant’
emotion is evidenced to influence decision-makifige upshot of all this is that Chinese
investors may become more risk averse around thé& dMle to the negative public
feeling and social atmosphere. Consequently, stiading volume is expected to fall
which in turn induces lower return volatility antbek returns. Analogously, Boyle and
Walter (2003) find that there is a positive cortiela between the results of the New

Zealand national rugby team and the market inddxrme Nofsinger (2003) also
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concludes that higher (lower) stock returns maycaesed by the positive (negative)
public emotion.

The second contribution of this paper is that wa fer the LMF effect on stock
market patterns in two groups of economies. MorecHipally, we test the hypothesis
that share turnover, return volatility and stodkunes decline in the two weeks around the
LMF. We expect to find stronger effect in those rmmies such as China, South Korea,
Taiwan and Hong-Kong in which the LMF is celebratsda public festivél. Lin and Liu
(2002) examine the impact of three main Chineseaflu festivals, the Dragon-boat
Festival, Mid-Autumn festival and Chinese New Yeam, the Taiwan market using the
holiday repressor approach proposed by Bell andmiil (1983). In contrast to our
findings, they found no evidence of the LMF efféot the TAIEX index. This could
result from the failure of monthly data to revdad fpattern of the effect. We also predict
a weaker LMF effect in those economies such as ydala Indonesia and Singapore
where overseas Chinese investors play a significd@tin the stock markets. Our results
indicate that the LMF effect is particularly strigi in those economies where it is a
public or cultural festival.

The LMF effect is a new seasonal effect. It is imaita holiday nor a festivity effect
since a particular social atmosphere pervadesatiosnaly. Compared with the (one-day)
public or bank holiday effect (also see Fosback7§)9and Lakonishok and Smidt
(1988)), the LMF effect has an impact on the market two weeks which is much
longer than the influence of the holiday effecthaligh it is a one-day festival. In
particular, the holiday effect displays abnormaligh stock returns on the day preceding
the holidays, but the LMF effect shows lower stoekurns for two weeks — the week

including the festival and the following week. Mareportantly, the holiday effect only

2 Although the LMF is not an official public holiday China, China is included in the group where the
LMF is a public holiday as it is a cultural holidiy the Chinese and thus may have a strong impact.
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prevails around market closure, but the LMF effedsts even when the equity markets
are open such as China, Indonesia, Singapore atay/$ita

The LMF effect is also quite distinct from the fe#y effect uncovered by Abadir
and Spierdijk (2005) in several dimensions. Fitls¢ official durations of the festivities
considered by Abadir and Spierdijk (2005) are miactyer than that of the LMF. They
examined the Muslim Ramadan and Chinese New Ys#witees that are celebrated for
one month and two weeks respectively while the LFsimply a one-day festival.
Second, while the festivity effect is found to dxhidistinct dynamic patterns before,
during and after festivities, the LMF effect disgaconsistently static features around the
festival.

Third, the festivity effect statistically persistsly in those markets in which the
festival is a public holiday or celebrated by thajonity. By contrast, the LMF effect
manifests itself not only in those markets wheeefdstival is a public holiday but also in
the markets where it is not celebrated and the &3einonly account for a small
percentage of population. Finally, the festivityeet is driven mainly by the liquidity
constraint but the LMF effect is more complex.dtstrongly influenced by uncertainty
about future harvests and historical negative assows. It is worth noting that most
market participants feel positive prospects (goasha) about future investment around
Chinese New Year (CNY), so existing studies hawtelyidocumented that stock returns
are higher on the days before and after CNY (Wdrgj €.990), Tong (1992) and Abadir
and Spierdijk (2005)j. Therefore, different social moods around CNY ahdFLcause
different patterns in stock prices although theemditure around CNY may be much

higher than that around LMF.

% Tong (1992) argues that the patterns of stockmetaround Chinese New Year may partially resuthfo
the payment of bonus before Chinese lunar caleyetarend. However, companies in Taiwan also used to
pay bonus before the LMF, but the pattern of theFLéffect is distinct form that of the Chinese NegaY
effect.



The Lunar Moon Festival is tied to the™&f August in Chinese lunar calendar, so
one may wonder if the LMF effect is a derivative tbE moon phases (MP) effect.
Recently, employing stock index returns of 48 mesk&uan et al (2006) document a
global phenomenon associated with the moon phdmsgsstock returns around a full
moon are significantly smaller than around a newomoThis is consistent with the
results in Dichev and Janes (2003). However, thethér indicate that this phenomenon
is not related to trading volumes and return viitatihat is contrary to the pattern of our
LMF effect. In addition, according to their resuti§ testing the effect for individual
markets, there is no statistically significant elifnce between the stock returns around
the full and new moon in Hong-Kong, China, Taiw&guth Korea, Malaysia and
Thailand, where the LMF effect prevails. Conseqglyethe LMF effect in East Asian
markets cannot be explained by the influence of rtfeon cycles, and this is also
supported by our regression results when contgpftim the MP effect.

Our results also indicate that the LMF effecteparated from the GF effect although
the LMF falls during the summer period defined the GF effect. Moreover, the LMF
effect still prevails after 1998 when the agrictdttbecomes less important, and regret
theory can provide a plausible explanation. Findhe effect remains significant when
the impact of Asian financial crisis is taken igtccount.

This paper is organized as follows. Section 2 dessrthe data and methodology for

testing. Section 3 discusses the empirical resaris,last section concludes.

2. Data and Methodology

We test the LMF effect for 8 East Asian marketssti-the LMF is an important public
holiday in Hong-Kong, Taiwan and South Korea argl $acond most important festival
in China. Therefore, we predict a strong LMF effextthese markets. Second, the East

Asia Analytical Unit (1995) reports that the overseéChinese control more than 60% of

6



share capital in a further group of four economledonesia, Singapore, Malaysia and
Thailand. This is despite the fact that they ontgaaunt for 3.5%, 10% and 29% of
population in Indonesia, Thailand and Malaysia eesipely (East Asia Analytical Unit
(1995)). Since the LMF is not a public holiday rese economies, we would not expect
the evidence to be as strong as for above group.

In addition, another two markets, Philippines amagah, are used as benchmark
economies since they neither celebrate the LMF qaor they boast of a significant
overseas Chinese population. The overseas Chimdgaacounts for 2% and less than
1% of the population in Philippines and Japan, eespely, according to East Asia
Analytical Unit (1995) and the CIA World Factbooklore importantly, the overseas
Chinese in Philippines and Japan have very littipact on the share capital. These two
economies are also used to distinguish betweerlLMie and the Gone Fishin’ (GF)
effects. The dates of the GF and LMF effects patgrlag, and Hong and Yu (2006)
find evidence of the GF effect in Japan and Philipg.

[Table 1 around here]

The data on latitude angles are collected from @& Factbook, and weekly
financial data are downloaded from Datastream. eldbteports the summary statistics.
The starting dates of the financial data vary @&savailability of the variables for these
markets differs in Datastream. The longest data spaamences from January 1973 for
Singapore, Hong-Kong and Japan and the shortestJemuary 1991 are for China. The
number of firms shown in Table 1 is the time seragsrage of stocks for each market
from the start date up to 30 June 2006. To circurhsarvival bias, the list of stocks for

each market is generated by compiling the stockthénactive and dead files of the

* The pattern of the Gone Fishin’ effect is thatrstarnover, stock return and return volatility feer in

the summer than those in the remaining of a yeanwestors go on holidays. Summer is defined as the
time in July, August and September for markets Northern Hemisphere but in January, February and
March for those in the Southern Hemisphere.



Datastream. Generally speaking, the sample sizdogew in the paper is large by the
standards of existing studies. Daily share turnas/éne value of traded shares divided by
the number of shares in issue. Average daily shar®ver is calculated for a given week
to avoid the different number of trading days iweek due to public holidays. Weekly
stock returns are generated by the closing stackgon Wednesdays, and weekly return
volatility is the standard deviation of the daitpek returns in a given week.

Share turnover, return volatility and stock retuemse employed as the dependent

variable in the following panel regression model:
Dep, . = B* LMF, + 4, +v, +¢;, (1)

where Dep;; is the dependent variableMF is set to 1 for the weeks including and
following the LMF. The dummiesy;, capture particular yearly trends, aads the
firm-specific intercept. In order to control the pact of the January effect, tidan
dummy variable is included in the return regressiand Jan is set to unity for the

months of January.

3. Empirical results
Table 2 reports the results from estimating ouresgjon equations for share turnover,
return volatility and stock returns:

[Table 2 around here]
The LMF hypothesis is strongly supported by theitssThe coefficients on LMF are all
both statistically and economically significant wirtually all regressions for these
markets (Hong-Kong, China, Taiwan and South Korelagre the festival is a public or
cultural holiday. For instance, share turnoversfaly 37% in Taiwan and by an average
of some 20% in all four economies during the fedtiweeks. Similarly, return volatility

and returns are reduced by an average of 10% andel§ectively. It is noteworthy that



the absolute values of the LMF coefficients for Bdfong are smaller than those for the
other markets, which may reflect the lack of impade of agriculturein Hong-Kong
and its status as a British colony for the 150 yegrto 1997.

Panel B in Table 2 shows significant but weakedence of the LMF effect in the
four economies where overseas Chinese dominatesttek markets. The strongest
effects are a 14% average reduction in share termand a 0.6% average fall in stock
returns for Indonesia, Malaysia and Singapore. [&hdiis an exception with a perversely
positive impact on both stock volatility and retsignd no impact on share turnover. The
coefficient on return volatility is also positiverf Indonesia and insignificant for the
others. Finally, we test for the LMF effect in tR&ilippines and Japan where overseas
Chinese are much fewer and do not dominate thek st@rkets and the LMF is not
celebrated. The results in Panel C show scant ev&def the LMF effect in these two
markets.

Equation (1) is re-estimated by controlling for timpact of the Asian financial
crisis in 1997 to exam whether this effect is mdeto the financial shock. In addition, the
data sets are limited from January 1998 to Juné 200nvestigate whether its impact
still prevails in the past 8 years. The resultsistimat the 1997 Asian financial shock has
little explanatory power, and the LMF coefficiemisthe share turnover, return volatility
and stock return are still significantly negativecept for Hong-Kong and Singapore
between January 1998 and June 200%ain, the disappearance of the effect in these
two markets after 1998 could be because of the dddknportance of agriculture. It is
interesting that the LMF effect in two markets, @hand Taiwan, are even stronger after

1998. These imply that the LMF anomaly remainsvacin the past 8 years even when

®> The Census and Statistics Department (2007) refiwat agriculture in Hong-Kong accounts for less
than 0.5% of total employment.

® We also test the LMF effect from January 1991utweJ2006 after controlling for the impact of th&®79
Asian financial shock, and the results also indi¢aat the effect prevails in the past 15 yearsexior
Hong-Kong. For brevity, the detailed results arereported but are available upon request.
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agriculture is becoming less important and a modkgal system is growing in emerging
markets.

A plausible explanation for this phenomenon isdbelication of the regret theory.
The regret theory is documented in both psycho(esgg Kahneman and Tversky (1982),
Landman (1987), Gleicher et al (1990), Gilovich akiédvec (1995)) and finance
literature (Bell (1981, 1982, 1983, 1985) and Losraad Sugden (1982, 1987a, 1987h)).
Dodonova and Khoroshilov (2005) incorporate thieotty into an asset pricing model
and then successfully explain a couple of pricingzztes in the pure rational
representative framework. The main interpretatibthis theory in finance is that people
may experience regret if their decisions induceatigg outcomes, and the regret-averse
investors consequently will adjust their investmstnategy to insure themselves against
previous bad performance. In terms of the LMF effeegret-averse investors tend to
reduce their positions around the Lunar Moon Faekttw avoid loss when they
previously experienced negative returns due toLiké& effect. That may be why the
effect still exists when agriculture is less imp@mitt and law system is changing, and this
is further supported by the finding that the LMFeet even becomes stronger in China

and Taiwan markets in post-1998 period.

4. Robustness Checks

4.1 LMF vs. GF effects

One might argue that the LMF effect is driven by GF effect for the markets in Panels
A and B of Table 2. To distinguish the LMF and Gfeets further, another six panel
regression models are estimated for the ten EasihAsarkets and take the following

two formats with three dependant variables

Dep, , = B* Summer, + 4, +v, +¢&;, (2)
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Dep, , = B,* Spring, + B,* Fall + B,* Winter, + 4, +v, +¢;, (3)

whereDep;; represents the dependent variables, log sharevemnlog return volatility
and stock return for the regression modgtging, Summer, Fall and Winter are seasonal
dummied and the dummy variablelan, is also included in the return regression to
control for the influence of the January effectstock returns.

[Table 3 and 4 around here]

According to the GF hypothesis, we expect a sigaiftly negative Summer
coefficient and significantly positive coefficientsn the Sporing, Fall and Winter.
Interestingly, our results in Table 3 and 4 indictitat the LMF effect is not driven by the
GF effect as we can find evidence of the LMF effemt Indonesia, Singapore and
Malaysia where there is scant evidence of the @&€tefAgain, there is no support for the
LMF effect for the Philippines and Japan whereGifeeffect is significant.

Since both the LMF and GF effects impact in HongioTaiwan, China and South
Korea, we investigate whether the LMF effect isaat pf the more general GF effect for

these markets. To test this, the following threegbaegressions are estimated:

logst; , = B,* LMF,  + B,* GFX, , + A, +v, +&,, (4)
logVol, , = 8, * LMF,  + B,* GFX,  + 4, +v, +&;, (5)
Ret, , = f,* LMF, + B,* GFX + B,* Jan+ 4, +v, +¢&,, (6)

where GFX is set to one during all the summer weeks exctydie two LMF weeks.

Moreover, we test the hypothesis that ithéF andGFX coefficients are the same. Table

" The setting of the seasonal dummies follows tHiaitien in Hong and Yu (2006). (1) thepring dummy

is equal to one when the time is April, May ande]y2) thesummer dummy is equal to one when the time
is July, August and September; (3) fhk dummy is equal to one when the time is Octobexeiher and
December; (4) theinter dummy is equal to one when the time is Januaryugel and March. However,
Indonesia is in the Southern Hemisphere. Therefbeseasons for Indonesia are defined as foll¢iys:
Spring is in October, November and December; (28ar is in January, February and March; (3) Fall is
in April, May and June; (4) Winter is in July, Augftand September.

8 There is no evidence of both LMF and GF effectsTfeailand.
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5 presents the results.
[Table 5 around here]

It shows that the absolute value of th&F coefficient is consistently and
statistically larger than th&FX coefficient for all markets except Hong-Kong. The
averageLMF impact on share turnover is some 23.2% as compaitedl5.65% for the
GF effect. Moreover, the averaf®lF coefficient is more than three times larger than t
GFX coefficient in the return volatility and stock wet regressions. These imply that the
LMF effect is a new seasonality effect which istidit from and stronger than the GF
effect in those economies in which it is celebraasda public or cultural holiday in lunar

August.

4.2 LMF vs. MP effects
Motivated by the biological and psychological fings that human mood and behaviour
can be influenced by the lunar cycles (e.qg., Garss Marcum (1981), Hicks-Caskey and
Potter (1991), Sands and Miller (1991), de Castib Rearcey (1995)), Dichev and Janes
(2003) and Yuan et al (2006) investigate the impEcmoon cycles on market index
returns. They found a moon phases (MP) effect tiratdifference between the stock
returns on the new moon dates and those on thenfidh dates is statistically significant.
In addition, Figure 2 in Yuan et al (2006) cleashows that the index returns on the days
close to a full moon reaches a minimum while thosethe days close to a new moon
increase to the peak. The Chinese lunar calendalsds scheduled on the basis of the
moon phases, and thus it is of interest to havesght into whether the LMF effect is a
derivative of the MP effect.

To implement this robust test for the LMF effecke ve-estimate the Equations (4),
(5) and (6) by replacing the dummy of GFX with MPollowing the methodology

suggested by Dichev and Janes (2003), the dumnmgilar MP, is set to be unity when
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the week includes a full moon and zero otherwistere, in order to have comparable
results, the full moon dates are also employed frieenUnited Sates Naval Observatory
(USNO) website, which is consistent with the datguan et al (2006).

[Table 6 around here]

According to Table 6, the results of testing the dffect are in support of those in
Dichev and Janes (2003) and Yuan et al (2006)tl¥sireost of the MP coefficients in the
share turnover and return volatility regressiong guositive and statistically or
economically insignificant, showing that the MPeeff is not associated with trading
volume and return volatility. This is in contrastthe patterns of the LMF effect as the
LMF effect has strong impact on the share turnaret return volatility. Secondly, the
MP effect does not prevail in these East Asian et@rkxcept South Korea and Indonesia
as the MP coefficients in the stock return regmssiare statistically or economically
insignificant except Indonesia and South Kof®aHowever, the LMF coefficients
remain statistically and economically significantiggative. Moreover, the magnitudes of
panel coefficients on LMF in Table 6 do not deceeas all if those in Tables 2 are
compared. These imply that the impact of the LMFectf does not weaken after
controlling the influence of the MP effect. Thenefpthe LMF effect in these East Asian

stock markets cannot be explained by the MP effect.

5. Conclusions
In line with the findings in the finance literatutieat the fluctuation in social mood can
play an important role in stock markets, we prop@sew seasonal anomaly associated

with the Lunar Moon Festival (LMF) around. Both thecreased expenditure and

° Dichev and Janes (2003) use the method to testifheffect in terms of the interest rate.

9 Dichev and Janes (2003) find no statistically sigant evidence of the MP effect in Thailand,
Hong-Kong, Malaysia, South Korea and Taiwan. Siryilahe results in Yuan et al (2006) also showt tha
the MP effect do not prevail in China, South Koasal Malaysia. Moreover, both of their results shioat
the MP effect exists in Indonesia, which is supgathy our empirical findings.

13



pervasive negative mood and sentiment around dsisval have the effect of reducing
share turnover primarily but they also lower retwalatility and stock returns. Our
empirical results using the longest available gatns indicate that the effect is strongest
for China, Taiwan and South Korea where the LM& miblic or cultural holiday.
Moreover, it is significantly separated from thengoand Yu (2006) Gone Fishin’
effect in these markets, and our results show ithiat not the derivative of the Moon
Phases effect. More importantly, this mood-indugdgnomenon persists in the past
decade when agriculture is less important in theaekets, and it has an even greater
impact on the Chinese and Taiwanese markets. Thig be because regret-averse
investors attempt to reduce their positions anditigaactivities to avoid bad investment
performance which they have experienced previoasiynd the LMF. Finally, the LMF
effect also impacts on neighbouring stocks markéiere overseas Chinese investors

possess significant economic resources.
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Table 1. Descriptive Statistics

Market | Latitude Starting NO. Share Return
date of Firms | turnover Return volatility
Indonesia -5 1990/04 251 (8:%2) (8:(1)2;) ?(5.003561)
Singapore 1.22 1973/01 262 (82%2) (8822) (8825)
Malaysia | 2.3 1984/12 499 (8238) (8:822) (8:832)
Philippines 13 1984/12 174 (82;11) (8(1)8;) (884212)
Thailand 15 1987/02 538 (82%5) (8:888) (8:822)
Hong-Kong | 22.15 1973/01 373 (8822) (88811) (8822)
Taiwan 23.3 1987/09 609 (2:838) (8:8%) (Sjgig‘)
China 35 1991/01 673 (823?) (8282%) (828?2)
Japan 36 1973/01 | 2072 (giggg) (8:822) (8:8%)
South Korea| 37 1980/01 815 (8:?1:31411) (8:(1)8;) (8:8%)

Note: The number of firms is the time series averaigstocks for each market from the start dateolgd June
2006. Daily share turnover is the value of tradedrss divided by number of shares in issue. Avedsily
share turnover is calculated for a given week toichthe different number of trading days in a welle to
public holidays. Weekly stock returns are generditgdhe closing stock prices on Wednesdays, anklwee
return volatility is the standard deviation of tHaily stock returns in a given week. The averagthefshare
turnover, stock return and return volatility inigem week are reported in the table, and theirdastehdeviations
are given in the parentheses.
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Table 2. Lunar Moon Festival Effects

Panel A: LMF Celebrated Markets (Group one)

Share Turnover Return Volatilit Stock Return
Market LMF LMF ! LMF Jan
Hong-Kong -0.049** -0.019** 0.000 0.003**
(22.15) (0.011) (0.006) (0.001) (0.001)
Taiwan -0.370* -0.091** -0.016**  0.017*
(23.3) (0.009) (0.005) (0.000) (0.000)
China -0.230* -0.084** -0.018*  0.001*
(35) (0.007) 0.005 (0.000) (0.000)
South Korea -0.195** -0.152%* -0.007*  0.010**
(37) (0.007) (0.004) (0.001) (0.000)
Panel Coef -0.195** -0.095** -0.009*  0.008**
(0.004) (0.003) (0.000) (0.000)
Panel B: Overseas Chinese dominated Markets (Group two)
Market Share Turnover Return Volatility Stock Return
LMF LMF LMF Jan
Indonesia -0.153** 0.054** -0.014* 0.008**
(-5) (0.024) (0.014) (0.002) (0.001)
Malaysia -0.195* -0.001 -0.006*  0.009*
(2.3) (0.010) (0.006) (0.001) (0.000)
Singapore -0.056** 0.004 -0.003* 0.004**
(1.22) (0.012) (0.007) (0.000) (0.001)
Thailand 0.015 0.047* 0.009** 0.012*
(15) (0.014) (0.008) (0.001) (0.001)
panel Coef. -0.097** 0.016** -0.002**  0.008**
(0.007) (0.004) (0.000) (0.000)
Panel Coef. -0.138** 0.007 -0.006**  0.007*
Excluding Thailand (0.008) (0.004) (0.000) (0.000)

Panel C: LMF non-celebrated and Non-Chinese-dominated markets (Group 3)

Share Turnover Return Volatility Stock Return
Market
LMF LMF LMF Jan
Philippines -0.044* 0.015 -0.002 0.009**
(13) (0.026) (0.015) (0.002) (0.001)
Japan 0.008** 0.005** -0.002* 0.010**
(36) (0.003) (0.002) (0.000) (0.001)
0.006* 0.005** -0.002** 0.010**
Panel Coef.
(0.004) (0.002) (0.000) (0.000)

Note: We estimate the following panel regressiordehavith share turnover, return volatility and #teeturns
used as the dependent variablgep , = g* LMF, + 4, +v, +¢, , WhereDep;; is the dependent variableMF is

set to 1 for the weeks including and following théF. The dummiesy;, capture particular yearly trends, athd

is the firm-specific intercept. For the return meggion, theJan dummy is included to control the January effect.
Panel Coef. is the coefficient in the regressidimeged using the data set including all the market group.

* Indicate significance at 10% levels; ** Indicadignificance at 5% levels.
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Table 3.The Gone Fishin’ Effect (1)

M Share Turnover | Return \Volatility Stock Return
arket
Summer Summer Summer Jan
Indonesia 0.103** 0.001 0.003** 0.006**
(-5) (0.011) (0.006) (0.001) (0.002)
Singapore 0.011** 0.003 -0.007** 0.003**
(1.22) (0.005) (0.003) (0.000) (0.001)
Malaysia -0.049** -0.005* 0.000 0.009**
(2.3) (0.004) (0.003) (0.000) (0.001)
Philippines -0.055** -0.027** -0.007** 0.007**
(13) (0.011) (0.007) (0.001) (0.001)
Thailand 0.013** -0.013** -0.001 0.012**
(15) (0.006) (0.004) (0.000) (0.001)
Hong-Kong -0.044** -0.017** -0.003** 0.002**
(22.15) (0.005) (0.003) (0.000) (0.000)
Taiwan -0.273** -0.010** -0.009** 0.015**
(23.3) (0.004) (0.002) (0.000) (0.000)
China -0.146** -0.059** -0.002** 0.001**
(35) (0.003) (0.002) (0.000) (0.000)
Japan -0.055** -0.041** -0.005** 0.008**
(36) (0.002) (0.001) (0.000) (0.000)
South Korea -0.192** -0.052** -0.005** 0.009**
(37) (0.003) (0.002) (0.000) (0.000)

Note: We estimate the following panel regressiordehavith share turnover, return volatility and #teeturns
used as the dependent variabmpi L= ESummer, + 4, +v, +¢ Iwhere Dep; is the dependent variable;

The closing stock prices on Wednesdays are takegemnerate the weekly stock retuRRet. The daily share
turnover is defined as trading shares divided byloer of shares in issue. The weekly average sharever,st,

is calculated for a given week to avoid the difféeraumber of trading days in a week caused by tht#ip
holidays. The weekly return volatility is the standl deviation of the daily stock returns in a giwaek
generated by the daily closing stock price. The migs, v, capture particular yearly trends, ahds the
firm-specific intercept. For the return regressitine Jan dummy is included to control the January effect.
Summer is a seasonal dummy variable which is sdietanity when the time is in the summer and zero
otherwise; standard errors are given in the paeseth * Indicate significance at 10% levels; ** ibade
significance at 5% levels.
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Table 4.The Gone Fishin’ Effect (2)

Share Turnover Return Volatility Stock Return
Market logst; , = B,* Spring, , + B,* Fall, , + IOQVOIi_’t = A, Spring + fp* Fall, Ret, . = B,* Spring;, +B,* Fall, , +

pXWinter, +4 +v +¢;, pXWinter, + 4, +v, +5, B,*Winter, +B,* Jan, + 4 +v, +&,,
Spring Fall Winter Spring Fall Winter | Spring Fall Winter January

Indonesia -0.267* 0.072** -0.147* 0.022** 0.004 -0.029* | -0.004* 0.005* -0.012** 0.006**
(-5) (0.013) (0.013) (0.013) (0.008) (0.008) (0.008) | (0.001) (0.001) (0.001) (0.002)
Singapore 0.000 -0.135* 0.108** -0.035* 0.014* 0.012* 0@/~ 0.006 0.008* 0.001*
(1.22) (0.006) (0.007) (0.007) (0.004) (0.004) (0.004 00m) (0.000) (0.000) (0.001)
Malaysia 0.038** -0.085* 0.207** -0.020** -0.004** 0.042** -0.003*  -0.000 0.004*  0.005*
(2.3) (0.005) (0.005) (0.005) (0.003) (0.003) (0.003) | (0.000) (0.000) (0.000) (0.001)

Philippines 0.050** -0.008 0.124** 0.004 0.020** 0.057** 0.004*  0.005** 0.013* 0.001
(13) (0.014) (0.014) (0.014) (0.008) (0.008) (0.008) | (0.001) (0.001) (0.001) (0.002)
Thailand -0.008 -0.143* 0.119* -0.014* -0.000 0.053** 0.001 0.001 0.000 0.012*
(15) (0.008) (0.008) (0.008) (0.005) (0.005) (0.005) | (0.001) (0.001) (0.001) (0.001)
Hong-Kong | 0.093* -0.046* 0.093* 0.003 -0.000 0.052* | 0.002** 0.002** 0.007** -0.002*
(22.15) (0.006) (0.006) (0.006) (0.003) (0.003) (0.003) | (0.000) (0.000) (0.000) (0.001)
Taiwan 0.339** 0.002 0.522** 0.032** -0.051* 0.058** 0.002* 0.010* 0.017* 0.007*
(23.3) (0.005) (0.005) (0.005) (0.003) (0.003) (0.003) | (0.000) (0.000) (0.000) (0.000)
China 0.387** -0.105* 0.183** 0.154* -0.012* 0.063** 0006** -0.003* 0.006** -0.003**
(35) (0.004) (0.004) (0.004) (0.002) (0.002) (0.002) 0Qm) (0.000) (0.000) (0.000)
Japan 0.083** 0.006** 0.078** 0.030** 0.037** 0.056** 0.007*  -0.000* 0.008**  0.005*
(36) (0.002) (0.002) (0.002) (0.001) (0.001) (0.001) (0.000) (0.000) (0.000) (0.000)
South Korea| 0.146** 0.175* 0.258** 0.023** 0.049* 0.086** 0.002* 0.006* 0.006**  0.007*
(37) (0.004) (0.004) (0.004) (0.002) (0.002) (0.002) | (0.000) (0.000) (0.000) (0.000)

Note: The closing stock prices on Wednesdays &entio generate the weekly stock returet, The daily share turnover is defined as tradirgyeth divided by number of
shares in issue. The weekly average share turngives,calculated for a given week to avoid the défe number of trading days in a week caused bytitdic holidays.
The weekly return volatility is the standard deigatof the daily stock returns in a given week geartexrl by the daily closing stock price. The dummigsapture particular
yearly trends, andis the firm-specific intercept. Spring, Fall andnifér are seasonal dummy variables which are ské tanity when the time is in the spring, all and
winter respectively and zero otherwise. For therretegression, théan dummy is included to control the January effetztndard errors are given in the parentheses.

* Indicate significance at 10% levels; ** Indicagrgnificance at 5% levels.
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Table 5. Lunar Moon Festival Effect vs. Gong FishihEffect

Share Turnover Return \Volatility Stock Return
logst; , = B, * LMF;, + B8,* GFX,, logVal, , = ,* LMF,  + p,* GFX, Ret;, = B,* LMF,  + B,* GFX +
Market +A Ve, + A, v+ B.*Jan+ 4, +v, +¢,
LMF GFX Equality test LMF GFX Equality test LMF GFX Jan Equality test
(HO: p1=p2) (HO: p1=p2) (HO: p1=p2)
Hong-Kong | -0.061*  -0.047* 1.37 -0.022*%  -0.014* 1.99 -0.000  -0.002**  0.002** 4.38
(22.15) (0.011)  (0.005) (0.242) (0.006) (0.003) (0.159) (0.001) (0.000) (0.001) (0.036)
Taiwan -0.432%  -0.256** 368.73 -0.092%  -0.005** 248.28 -0.017*  -0.007*  0.016* 282.67
(23.3) (0.009)  (0.004) (0.000) (0.005) (0.002) (0.000) (0.001) (0.000) (0.000) (0.000)
China -0.263*  -0.133* 302.54 -0.095**  -0.045* 108.79 -0.018*  -0.000 0.001* 1179.84
(35) (0.007) (0.003) (0.000) 0.005 (0.002) (0.000) (0.000) (0.000) (0.000) (0.000)
South Korea | -0.240**  -0.187* 45.19 -0.163*  -0.044** 690.12 -0.008*  -0.004**  0.009* 35.54
(37) (0.007) (0.003) (0.000) (0.004) (0.002) (0.000) (0.001) (0.000) (0.004) (0.000)
Panel Coef. | 0-232*  -0.156* 260.79 -0.102**  -0.030** 726.41 -0.010** -0.003**  0.007** 403.69
(0.005) (0.002) (0.000) (0.003) (0.001) (0.000) 0(m) (0.000) (0.000) (0.000)

Note: The closing stock prices on Wednesdays &entio generate the weekly stock returet, The daily share turnover is defined as tradirgyeth divided by number of
shares in issue. The weekly average share turngives,calculated for a given week to avoid the défe number of trading days in a week caused bytitdic holidays.
The weekly return volatility is the standard deigatof the daily stock returns in a given week gatel by the daily closing stock price. The dummigsapture particular
yearly trends, and; is the firm-specific intercept.MF is set to 1 for the two weeks including and foilogvthe LMF; GFX is set to one during all the summer weeks
excluding the two LMF weeks. For the return regegstheJan dummy is included to control the January effette Talues in the parentheses are the standard éoror
the coefficients; * Indicate significance at 10%sdks; ** Indicate significance at 5% levels; Foetbquality test, we report the F statistics andlRevin the parentheses.
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Table 6. Lunar Moon Festival Effect vs. Moon Phasek&ffect

Panel A: LMF Celebrated Markets (Group one)
Market Share Turnover Return Volatility Stock Return
LMF MP LMF MP LMF MP Jan
Hong-Kong | -0.051* | 0.008* | -0.018* | -0.005* | 0.001 | -0.001**| 0.003**
(22.15) (0.011) | (0.005) | (0.006)| (0.003) | (0.001)| (0.000)| (0.001
Taiwan -0.378* | 0.037* | -0.097** | 0.036** | -0.016** | 0.002** | 0.017*
(23.3) (0.009) | (0.004) | (0.005)| (0.002) | (0.001)| (0.000) (0.000
China -0.236* | 0.032** | -0.090** | 0.029** | -0.018** | -0.001** | 0.001*
(35) (0.007) | (0.003)|] 0.005| (0.002) (0.000) (0.000)  (0)C
South Korea | -0.197** | 0.009** | -0.153* | 0.013* | -0.007** | -0.007** | 0.010*
(37) (0.007) | (0.003)| (0.004) (0.002 (0.00Q)  (0.000) 0(W)
-0.199** | 0.018** | -0.098** | 0.018** | -0.009** | -0.003** | 0.008**
Panel Coef.
(0.005) | (0.002)| (0.003) (0.001) (0.00Q)  (0.000) OQm)
Panel B: Overseas Chinese dominated Markets (Group two) excluding Thailand
Market Share Turnover Return Volatility Stock Return
LMF MP LMF MP LMF MP Jan
Indonesia | -0.156* | 0.015 | 0.059** | -0.018** | -0.013** | -0.004** | 0.009**
(-5) (0.024) | (0.011) | (0.014) | (0.006) | (0.002) | (0.001) | (0.001)
Malaysia | -0.205** | 0.049** | .0.000 | -0.004 | -0.008** | 0.008 | 0.008**
(2.3) (0.010) | (0.004) | (0.006) | (0.003) | (0.001) | (0.000) | (0.000)
Singapore | -0.061* | 0.027** | 0.002 | 0.009 | -0.003** | 0.001** | 0.004**
(1.22) (0.012) | (0.005) | (0.007) | (0.003) | (0.001) | (0.000) | (0.001)
-0.146** | 0.037* | 0.007 -0.001 | -0.007** 0.004** | 0.007**
Panel Coef.
(0.008) | (0.003)| (0.109) (0.002)  (0.000)  (0.000) OQm)

Note: We estimate the following panel regressiordehavith share turnover, return volatility and #teeturns
used as the dependent variablﬁépm = fi* LMF, + f,* MP, + 4 +v, +&, whereDep;; is the dependent variable;
LMF is set to 1 for the two weeks including and folilogvthe LMF; MP is set to be unity when the week
includes a full moon and zero otherwise. The dumsmig capture particular yearly trends, aads the
firm-specific intercept. For the return regressitieJan dummy is included to control the January effect.

* Indicate significance at 10% levels; ** Indicadignificance at 5% levels.
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