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Do Professional Investors Behave Differently than Amateurs After the Weekend?

Abstract

This paper compares the trading patterns of amateur and professional investors during the days following the weekend. The comparison is based on all the daily transactions of a sample of both amateurs and professionally managed investors in a major brokerage house in Israel from 1994 to1998. We find that weekends influence both amateurs and professional investors; however they affect them in opposite directions. Individuals increase both their buy and sell activities, and their propensity to sell rises more than their propensity to buy. Professionals on the other hand tend to perform fewer buy as well as sell trades after the weekend, but unlike individuals, the drop in their activity is almost symmetric for buy trades and for sell trades. 

The results agree with previous hypotheses raised in the literature, but not directly tested, about the effects of the weekend on the predisposition to trade of individuals and institutions in other markets. We also find that returns on the Israeli Stock Market Index are correlated in general with the behavioral patterns exhibited by the investors in our sample. In particular the returns on the days following the weekend are lower than those in other weekdays in a manner consistent with the behavioral patterns we found. 

Do Professional Investors Behave Differently than Amateurs After the Weekend?
I. Introduction

Some explanations of the weekend phenomenon (effect) rely on the differential behavior of amateurs vs. professional investors.
 These explanations suggest that individual investors tend to transact more on Mondays and additionally, that small investors are more likely to sell rather than buy after the weekend.
  According to these theories, the selling pressure by individuals, who are more likely to trade in smaller stocks, may lead to the weekend effect. These authors propose that individual investors are busy at work during the week and consider trading decisions mainly during the weekend and consequently they are more likely to trade (either buy or sell) on Mondays.  Professional and institutional investors sometimes use the beginning of the week to plan for the rest of the week and this causes reduced activity. According to these theories amateur investors are more likely to sell rather than buy on Mondays since even when the decision of the individual investor is to buy, because of liquidity considerations the individual may prefer to precede it with a sell.
  

In this paper we examine the extent to which buy/sell decisions by amateurs and professionals differ on the day following the weekend from other weekdays, and whether the differential behavior after the weekend follows the same pattern for these two types of investors.  In particular, we test if there is an overall tendency of amateur investors to trade more following the weekend, and whether this tendency is stronger for sell transactions than for buy transactions. This may shed some light on the above theories about the weekend phenomenon. We also examine to what degree returns on the Israeli Stock Market Index are correlated with the behavioral patterns of the investors in our sample, and we focus on the correlation between returns on the day following the weekend and the tendencies of our investors to buy or sell during these days. 

Our main tool of analysis is a proprietary data set from a large brokerage house in Israel, detailing all the transactions of amateur and professional investors trading through this brokerage house during the period 1994-1998. 

The differential effects of weekends on individuals and institutions have been examined before by Abraham and Ikenberry, 1994, Brockman and Michayluk, 1998, Chan, Leung, and Wang, 2004, Kamara, 1997, and Lakonishok and Maberly, 1990. In these papers however, the behavior of professionals was not observed directly but was inferred from the behavior of large stocks (which presumably are held more often by professionals or large institutions managed by professionals). 
 Chan, Leung, and Wang, 2004, show that during 1981-1998, the mean Monday returns of stock portfolios (traded on NASDAQ, NYSE, and AMEX) with a higher percentage of institutional investors are significantly higher than that of stock portfolios with a lower percentage of institutional investors. They also found that the average Monday returns of stock portfolios with high institutional holdings were positive during the 1990-1998 period and that the weekend effect disappears after 1989. Based on this and other observations of returns’ trends in the period they study, Chan, Leung, and Wang argue that the weekend effect could be due to the trading activities of less sophisticated individual investors. Their results conflict somewhat with Sias and Starks, 1995, who found no evidence for a weekend effect during 1977-1991.
 Chan, Leung, and Wang, 2003, suggest that the difference may be attributable to the different periods covered, and the increase in the number of institutional traders in the period following the Sias and Starks’ 1995 study. The addition of NASDAQ stocks in Chan, Leung, and Wang, 2003 could also explain the differences, since Sias and Starks, 1995, used only NYSE stocks.
 

Our study provides more powerful tests of the above hypotheses since it relies on direct observations of daily trading data by amateurs and professionals instead of proxies for their behavior. In addition, the weekend effect is not the same in all markets. For example, Wang, Li, and Erickson, 1997, show that the weekend effect was more severe in the NASDAQ market than in the NYSE during 1962-1993. Our analysis of the differential weekend effect on the behavior of amateurs and professionals in markets outside the US adds to the generality of the theories on this phenomenon. It may also help explain differences in the weekend effect across markets and the vagaries of this anomaly over time within markets since the relative weight of amateurs vs. professionals varies across countries, and it may fluctuate differently within countries over time. 


The paper is organized as follows: In Section II we describe the data. In Section III, the effect of the weekend on the behavior of investors is analyzed, and in Section IV we examine the correlation between returns, weekends, holidays, and several behavioral variables. Section V concludes.
II. The Data

The data consist of the records of all investment transactions of 2428 managed and 7429 independent clients of one of the largest banks in Israel (banks in Israel also act as brokerage houses) from January 1, 1994 to December 31, 1998. 
 Independent clients manage their own portfolios, but process their transactions through the bank. Managed clients chose to have their portfolios managed by professional portfolio and money managers (PMMs). Most of these PMMs execute their transactions on the Tel Aviv Stock Exchange (TASE) through an exchange member, which is usually a large bank or another financial institution.
 When a client chooses to have her portfolio managed by a PMM, she opens an account at the bank and authorizes the PMM to manage it.  Typically, the PMM first evaluates the risk tolerance level of the client by defining the percentage of the client portfolio that is to be invested in stocks. Then, the PMM manages the portfolio on his own. The client gets a monthly statement as well as copies of buy and sells orders from the bank. While clients can call and query the PMM on particular decisions they have made, such calls are rarely made; the PMM is not a broker who just executes the orders of the individual client. If clients want to manage their portfolio on their own, they do that through another channel by calling a broker directly. The PMMs need to go through a process where they obtain certification from the Israeli Security and Exchange Commission. 
The managed investors in our study share several similarities with money managers and institutional traders in the US. As shown by Shapira and Venezia, 2001, the professionals trade much more frequently than amateurs. In the current sample professionals trade about 5 times more frequently than amateurs. This seeming excessive trading indicates a possible agency problem similar to that existing in the US between mutual fund managers and their investors. Since transaction costs are about the same for both types of clients the huge difference in frequency of transactions indicates an intrinsic difference in the behavior of both types of investors. Lakonishok, Shleifer, and Vishny, 1992, claim that money managers may trade too frequently so as to justify their pay and to preserve their jobs. Higher frequency of trading may also be attributed to churning and in our case the professional traders transacting on behalf of their clients, definitely benefited from more trading. Shapira and Venezia, 2001, also show that as expected of expert investors, the professionals in our sample exhibit some signs of greater sophistication than amateurs; they are better diversified, they are less prone to the disposition effect, and they choose their investments more eclectically. 

Our database consists of all the transactions of clients, both independent and professionally managed who had accounts on January 1st 1994 and maintained their portfolios in the bank from then through the end of 1998. In Table 1 we present the composition of clients through the period studies. In any given year we count as clients only those who transacted at least once during that year. Since the sample consists of only those investors who were clients in 1994, the number of traders declined over the years as some clients closed their account at the bank. We take this into consideration in our analysis.
 Although the number of amateurs is larger than that of professionals in our sample, there were no significant differences between the groups in terms of total volume and total number of transactions because of the higher frequency of trading by the professionals. 

III. The Day after the Weekend Phenomenon in Trading Activity 

In Table 2 we present summary statistics of the number of transactions during Sundays and during the other days of the week. Since in Israel the weekend consists of Friday and Saturday the day after the weekend is Sunday which is the day comparable to Monday in other markets. The figures for professionals and amateurs are presented separately. The data in this table indicate that on Sundays amateurs increase the number of both their buy and sell trades relative to the other days of the week, whereas professionals do the opposite.
 For professionals the percentage differences between the average number of transactions on Sundays and the rest of the week are about the same for buy and sell trades (6.04% decrease in buy transactions vs. 6.52% decrease in sell transactions). For amateurs however, there is a higher positive Sunday effect on sell transactions than on buy transactions (19.27% vs. 10.13%). The average of monetary volume per transaction for both professionals and amateurs are about the same on Sundays as on other days of the week.

Since variables other than Sundays may affect the trading activities of the investors, we further tested for the correlation between the trading activity measures and Sundays by regressing the activity measures on DSUN, a dummy variable for Sunday, and on several control variables: the number of shares traded in the whole stock market (Market Volume), the Tel-Aviv Stock Exchange Market Price Index (TASE 100 MPI), daily returns on the TASE 100 Market Price Index (Market Returns measured by a day's closing price vs. the former day's closing price), and a dummy variable, DUP, for the period January 1997-December 1998, during which the Tel-Aviv Stock Market Price Index generally went up. A trend variable, t, was also considered since by construction the number of clients in our sample declined with time. 
We analyze the following activity variables: ANB (Amateurs’ Number of Buy trades), PNB (Professionals’ Number of Buy trades), AVB (Amateurs’ Volume of Buy trades), PVB (Professionals’ Volume of Buy trades), ANS, PNS, AVS, PVS (similarly defined for Sales), TNB, TVB, TNS, TVB (similarly defined for Totals, combining amateur and professionals), TNX, and TVX (defined for totals and aggregating across buy, sale, amateurs and professionals). We distinguish between Shekel volume variables and the number of transactions variables since the number of transactions may be more indicative of decisions of whether or not to transact. Note that volume measures can be affected by prices, which in turn may be influenced by decisions to transact, and by the weekend effect. Note that while the magnitudes of the above variables depend on the number of clients the bank had of each type, short-term variations in these variables would point at the factors that differentially affect the decisions of amateurs and professionals to engage in trades.  

In what follows we present the results of the regressions of the form:

(Dep. Var.)t  =  +1 X DSUN + 2 X Ln(Market Volume)t +3 X Ln(Market Volume)t -1 + 4 X (Market Returns)t  + 5 X (Dep. Var) t-1 + 6 X t


(1)


We ran several other formulations with and without lags, with logarithms and without them, and with different number of lags of the dependent variable. In all formulations we ran none of the stochastic variables had unit roots (i.e., Dickey Fuller tests reject the hypothesis that they have unit roots), and in all formulations with at least one lag of the dependent variable used as an explanatory variable, including (1), Durbin Watson tests showed no autocorrelation. For extra caution we calculated also the White Heteroskedasticity Consistent Estimator for the standard errors thus obtaining t-statistics that are robust to the autocorrelation specification (see, e.g., Greene, 2003, p.199). Since the qualitative results were the same for all the alternative formulations and similar to those obtained for (1). 

The results shown in Table 3 confirm the observations that were made based on the simple comparisons in the previous table. Table 3, Panel A  shows that on Sundays amateurs increase the number of both their buy and sell transactions, as the coefficients for DSUN for amateurs, for the regression of Ln (ANB), and Ln (ANS) are both significantly positive (0.085 and 0.175, respectively). For professionals however, the corresponding coefficients in the regressions of Ln(PNB) and Ln(PNS), are significantly negative (-0.115 and -0.119, respectively) suggesting that on Sundays professionals reduce both the number of buy and sell transactions. Because of the opposite signs of the coefficients of the professionals and the amateurs, the signs of the coefficients of the "total" variables: TNB, TVB, TNS, TVB, TNX, and TVX turned out in general insignificantly different than zero.

Noting that the coefficient of DSUN in the regression of Ln(ANB) is much smaller than that in the regression of Ln(ANS), 0.085 vs. 0.175, suggests that the Sunday phenomenon is different for sell than for buy decisions.  Observing that the equivalent coefficients for professionals are quite close and negative,  –0.115 and –0.119, respectively, indicates that the Sunday effects are different for professional than for amateurs. To examine whether these observations are statistically significant we next consider the behavior of the difference between the numbers of buy and sell transactions of each group. 

In Panel B of Table 3 we present the results of regressing differences and ratios such as (ANB-ANS), (PNB-PNS), Ln(ANB/ANS), and Ln(PNB/PNS) on DSUN and on the control variables defined above. The coefficients of DSUN in the regressions of (ANB-ANS) and Ln(ANB/ANS) turned out significantly negative, -5.157 and -0.092 respectively, whereas the corresponding coefficient in the regressions of (PNB-PNS) and Ln(PNB/PNS) turned out insignificant. This indicates that for amateurs the Sunday effect is stronger on sell than on buy decisions, but for professionals the effect of Sunday is the same for both types of transactions. Similar results were obtained when considering amateurs’ and professionals’ Buy/Sell imbalance variables, defined as: ABSM = (ANB-ANS)/(ANB+ANS), and: PBSM = (PNB-PNS)/(PNB+PNS), respectively. The coefficient of DSUN in the ABSM regression is significantly negative, -0.035, whereas the corresponding coefficient in the PBSM regression is not significantly different from zero.
 

In line with the conjectures of Kamara, 1997, Lakonishok and Maberly, 1990, Osborne, 1962, and Ritter, 1988, Sundays affect individuals’ decisions, inducing increased activity. Moreover as suggested by Connors, 1962, Lakonishok and Maberly, 1990, and Ritter, 1988, the days following the weekend have a stronger effect on amateurs’ sell decisions than on their buy decisions. On such days however, professionals tend to reduce trading activity and do so symmetrically for both buy and sell transactions.  

Having analyzed the differential behavior of amateurs and professionals after the weekend, we next investigate to what extent the behavioral patterns we detected are correlated with market returns in general, and with those after the weekend in particular.  

IV. Correlation between Trading Activity and Returns after the Weekend
Because of the different behavior of amateurs and professionals after the weekend one may wonder if there is any correlation between market returns and these behavioral tendencies.
 It may also be interesting to explore whether there is a weekend effect in returns.  The average of daily returns on Sundays on the Tel Aviv Stock Exchange Index during our sample period was 0.0235% (5.88% annual return), whereas on non-Sunday weekdays the average of returns was 0.0273% (6.84% annually). However with daily standard deviations of 1.92% and 1.47%, for Sundays and Non-Sundays, respectively, the t-statistics for differences in means is a non significant 0.693.  It may therefore seem that there was no weekend effect in returns during the period studied. In the sequel we show however that in spite of the above evidence, weekends had a negative effect on returns during our sample period. 

An equivalent procedure to "t-tests" for assessing the differences between returns on Sundays and other days is to run a univariate regression of returns on the single dummy variable DSUN. The insignificant coefficient of DSUN in this regression (that was run just as a precursor and used as a benchmark for the regressions to follow) restates the insignificant outcome of the above mentioned t-tests (see column 1 of Table 4).  


Results however are different when we consider another hypothesis related to the weekend effect, namely the "conditional weekend effect". Several authors such as Abraham and Ikenberry, 1994, Bessembinder and Hertzel, 1993, and Galai and Levy, 2003, suggest that conditional on low (high) returns on the day before the weekend, the returns after the weekend would also be low (high). In accordance with this theory we added to the regression a dummy variable, CDSUN, that captures the conditional Sunday effect as an explanatory variable.
 Upon the introduction of this variable the R2 of the regression increased from 0.00% to 1.5%, and the coefficient of DSUN became highly significant (see columns 1 and 2 of Table 4). Thus, employing a conditional weekend effect variable did not eliminate the weekend effect, but rather reinforced it. The coefficient of CDSUN turned out positive and significant, hence this regression also corroborates the conditional weekend effect hypothesis: Sunday's returns are bad (good) when the previous trading day's returns were bad (good).  

The explanation for the effect of CDSUN on the estimate of the coefficient of DSUN is the following: a regression of returns on DSUN as the only explanatory variable suffers from the econometric well known "missing variable" problem. In such a case where the effect of CDSUN on returns is positive, and DSUN and CDSUN are positively correlated, omitting CDSUN biases upward the estimated coefficient of DSUN (see, e.g., Greene, 2003, page 150). Thus, the omission of CDSUN might have tilted upward the estimate of the coefficient of DSUN from its "true" negative value toward zero. Indeed we observe in the regression without CDSUN that the estimate of the coefficient of DSUN is  -0.00003827, higher than the estimate of -0.005 obtained in the regression where CDSUN is included. Other market-wide variables such as lagged returns, Market Volume, and trend that may also affect returns were also added to the regressions but turned out mostly insignificant.

In what follows we examine whether and how are the trading activities of the investors correlated with returns by regressing stock market returns on market-wide variables, and on our behavioral variables. We also introduced two additional behavioral explanatory variables that capture total excess demand: TBI, Total Buy Imbalance, defined as the difference between the number of buyers and number of sellers (amateurs and professionals), and Relative Buy Imbalance, RBI, defined as TBI divided by the number of traders (buyers and sellers, professionals and individuals).
 

In Table 4, columns 3-5 we present the results of these regressions. We first observe that even after including these variables the coefficients of DSUN and CDSUN are significantly different from zero and with the same signs obtained in previous regressions. We also note from Table 4 that the behavioral variables are significantly related to returns and in an intuitively plausible manner, the higher the buy imbalance the higher the returns; the higher the number of buyers (sellers), be they professionals or amateurs, the higher (lower) the returns. For example, the coefficient of ABSM turned out a significant  positive 0.02 (see Table 4, column 3), and upon its addition to the regression the Adjusted R2 increased from 1.5% to 7.7%. Of all the regressions we ran the highest Adjusted R2, 23.0%, and 16.2%, respectively, were obtained when we added TBI and RBI as explanatory variables (see columns 4 and 5 of Table 4, respectively). Incidentally even some of the lagged behavioral variables turned out significant. For example, in a regression of returns on DSUN, CDSUN, and on lagged RBI, the coefficient of the latter variable turned out significant, and its addition slightly increased the Adjusted R2 from 1.4% to 1.8% (see Table 4, columns 2 and 6). 

Whereas the statistical significance of the coefficients provide support for the weekend phenomenon, the small differences in returns between Sundays and other weekdays, the high volatility of the daily returns data, and the noise inherent in daily flows data, diminish the economic significance of these results. The high statistical significance of the variables RBI and TBI do not necessarily imply that the clients in our sample made excess profits since it is not sure during what period of the day they made their transactions closer to the opening or the end of the day. The statistical significance of the lagged RBI may suggest a trading strategy such as buy after observing a positive RBI or TBI. However the statistical significance of the lagged RBI are is as impressive as its contemporaneous counterpart, and the economic significance of such strategy is doubtful.  

We also considered the effect of holidays on returns.  In Table 5 we observe the following average returns for several classifications of trading days: Sundays, 0.0235%, days following-non-weekend holidays (NWH), -0.101%, and, Non-NWH, 0.0298%. T-tests of differences between NWH and Sundays, turned out insignificant, same as t-tests of differences between NWH, and all other days (Non-NWH). These insignificant results may be due however either to the high standard deviations of returns after the holidays or the paucity, 30, of such days (only 30).
 

The correlation found between returns and the behavioral trading patterns of the investors agrees with former studies showing that the behavior of certain types of investors may affect prices (see, e.g., Coval and Shumway, 2003, and Allen, 2001) and demonstrates the potential impact of the differential behavior of amateur and professional investors on prices. 
V. Conclusion

In this paper we have shown for a large sample of amateur and professional investors in Israel that both groups change their investment behavior after weekends. Amateurs increase their trading activities (buy and sell decisions) whereas professionals decrease their number of trades after weekends. In line with previous conjectures weekends affect amateurs stronger on sell decisions while professionals reduce both their buy and sell activities symmetrically. The paper thus supports by direct tests some previously hypothesized theories of the effects of weekends on the different buying and selling tendencies of individuals and professionals.

We have shown that returns on the Stock Market Index are significantly correlated with the trading inclinations of the traders in our sample, and that returns after the weekends are lower than on other days of the week in a manner consistent with their behavioral patterns. The support the paper provides for a weekend effect and to a conditional weekend effect in returns in Israel during the period studied, together with the correlation found between returns and the behavioral trading patterns of the investors, point to the important effects of differential behavior of traders on prices.

The variations in trading patterns we find for weekends were not confirmed for holidays. This is an issue worth exploring in the future, in order to better understand whether and why diverse types of breaks affect differentially the trading proclivities of investors.    
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Table 1

Numbers and Percentages of Buyers, Sellers, and Traders (Buyers or Sellers) Through the Sample Years

	Professionals

	

	Year
	Number
	Number 
	Number 

	
	of Sellers
	of Buyers
	of Traders

	
	
	
	

	1994
	2252
	2149
	2428

	1995
	905
	839
	956

	1996
	620
	548
	680

	1997
	450
	463
	501

	1998
	396
	355
	418

	
	
	
	

	Amateurs

	

	
	Number
	Number 
	Number 

	Year
	of Sellers
	of Buyers
	of Traders

	
	
	
	

	1994
	5443
	5004
	7429

	1995
	2313
	1458
	2862

	1996
	1900
	1158
	2331

	1997
	1685
	1503
	2240

	1998
	1800
	1582
	2307

	

	Year
	Proportion of Amateurs out of all Sellers 
	Proportion of Amateurs out of all Buyers
	Proportion of Amateurs out of all Traders

	
	
	
	

	1994
	70.7%
	70.0%
	75.4%

	1995
	71.9%
	63.5%
	75.0%

	1996
	75.4%
	67.9%
	77.4%

	1997
	78.9%
	76.4%
	81.7%

	1998
	82.0%
	81.7%
	84.7%


Note: Buyers (sellers, traders) are defined as clients who made at least one buy (sell, trade) transaction during the year. A trade is either a buy or a sell transaction.

Table 2

Summary Statistics of Number of Transactions on Sundays and on Other Weekdays 

	Amateurs

	
	Sun
	Non-Sun.
	% Dif
	Mon
	Tue
	Wed
	Thu

	Buy Transactions

	Average
	41.3
	37.5
	10.13%
	37.9
	37.4
	37.9
	36.8

	Median
	30
	28
	7.14%
	28
	29
	29
	27

	Minimum
	36.3
	34.5
	5.22%
	34.5
	33.6
	34.4
	35.6

	Maximum
	246
	282
	-12.77
	278
	208
	229
	282

	Std. Dev.
	36.3
	37.5
	-3.20%
	37.9
	37.4
	37.9
	36.8

	Sell Transactions

	Average 
	52.6
	44.1
	19.27%
	46.1
	43.5
	43.9
	42.9

	Median 
	41
	34
	20.59%
	34
	33
	35
	35

	Minimum
	44.6
	35.7
	24.93%
	41.5
	34.2
	32.3
	34.4

	Maximum
	364
	289
	25.95%
	289
	234
	248
	280

	Std. Dev.
	44.6
	44.1
	1.13%
	46.1
	43.5
	43.9
	42.9

	All (Buy and Sell) Transactions

	Average 
	93.8
	81.6
	14.95%
	84
	80.9
	81.8
	79.8

	Median 
	74
	63
	17.46%
	63
	63
	65
	62

	Minimum
	74.9
	66.3
	12.97%
	71.5
	63.2
	63.7
	67.1

	Maximum
	456
	562
	-18.86%
	548
	423
	477
	562

	Std. Dev.
	74.9
	81.6
	-8.21%
	84
	80.9
	81.8
	79.8


Table 2 - Continued

	Professionals

	
	Sun
	Non-Sun.
	% Dif
	Mon
	Tue
	Wed
	Thu

	Buy Transactions

	Average 
	51.3
	54.6
	-6.04%
	52.8
	56.0
	55.5
	54.5

	Median 
	37
	39
	-5.13%
	39
	40
	38
	39

	Minimum
	8
	4
	100%
	4
	8
	6
	8

	Maximum
	277
	354
	-21.75%
	309
	354
	259
	296

	Std. Dev.
	44.9
	54.6
	-17.77%
	52.8
	56
	55.5
	54.5

	Sell Transactions

	Average 
	60.2
	64.4
	-6.52%
	65.8
	64.8
	63.0
	64.3

	Median 
	40
	45
	-11.11%
	46
	47
	45
	43

	Minimum
	6
	1
	500%
	2
	7
	8
	3

	Maximum
	346
	366
	-5.46%
	366
	307
	243
	363

	Std. Dev.
	55.3
	64.4
	-14.13%
	65.8
	64.8
	63
	64.3

	All (Buy and Sell) Transactions

	Average 
	111.5
	119.1
	-6.38%
	118.6
	120.7
	118.5
	118.7

	Median 
	80
	85
	-5.88%
	85
	87
	87
	84

	Minimum
	17
	13
	30.77%
	13
	17
	21
	16

	Maximum
	502
	598
	-16.05%
	598
	584
	461
	525

	Std. Dev.
	91.1
	119.1
	-23.51%
	118.6
	120.7
	118.5
	118.7


Note:

The percentage differences describe how Sundays differ from the other days of the week combined.

Table 3

Regressions of daily trading activities (Panel A) and trading imbalances (Panel B) on DSUN, Ln(Market Volume), lagged Ln(Market Volume), Market Returns, lags of the dependent variables, and Trend 

(Dep. Var.)t  =  +1 X DSUN + 2 X Ln(Market Volume)t +3 X Ln(Market Volume)t -1 + 4 X (Returns)t  + 5 X (Dep. Var.)t-1 + 6 X t
	Dependent Variables
	Intercept
	DSUN
	Ln (Market Volume)t
	Ln (Market Volume)t-1
	Market Returns
	Dependent Variables t-1
	t
	R2
	DW
	DF

	Panel A: Trading Activities

	Ln(ANB)
	-5.93***
	0.09***
	0.33***
	0.10**
	4.87***
	0.53***
	0.00**
	62.4%
	2.29
	-13.6

	
	(-9.06)
	(2.61)
	(5.27)
	(1.94)
	(5.60)
	(15.82)
	(-2.31)
	
	
	

	Ln(PNB)
	-3.53***
	-0.12***
	0.33***
	0.03
	7.19**
	0.40***
	0.00***
	71.6%
	2.18
	-12.6

	
	(-7.27)
	(-4.07)
	(5.75)
	(0.54)
	(8.70)
	(14.99)
	(-16.20)
	
	
	

	Ln(ANS)
	-6.07***
	0.17***
	0.34***
	0.15***
	-3.40***
	0.35***
	0.00***
	58.7%
	2.13
	-15.5

	
	(-9.92)
	(6.14)
	(5.33)
	(2.81)
	(-3.72)
	(9.64)
	(-9.47)
	
	
	

	Ln(PNS)
	-3.77***
	-0.12***
	0.32***
	0.05
	-3.60***
	0.39***
	0.00***
	67.6%
	2.14
	-13.0

	
	(-6.56)
	(-3.71)
	(4.48)
	(0.93)
	(-4.05)
	(12.51)
	(-14.00)
	
	
	

	Ln(TNB)
	-3.93***
	-0.03
	0.31***
	0.04
	6.22***
	0.51***
	0.00***
	76.3%
	2.30
	-11.1

	
	(-8.70)
	(-1.39)
	(5.92)
	(0.96)
	(9.51)
	(21.16)
	(-12.05)
	
	
	

	Ln(TNS)
	-3.82***
	0.01
	0.30***
	0.08
	-3.35***
	0.43***
	0.00***
	72.7%
	2.18
	-11.6

	
	(-7.34)
	(0.52)
	(4.85)
	(1.61)
	(-4.66)
	(11.32)
	(-12.31)
	
	
	

	Ln(TNX)
	-2.90***
	0.00
	0.29***
	0.01
	0.87*
	0.56***
	0.00***
	81.9%
	2.28
	-9.0

	
	(-6.80)
	(-0.10)
	(5.48)
	(0.39)
	(1.66)
	(19.85)
	(-12.41)
	
	
	

	Ln(AVB)
	-3.72***
	0.09
	0.45***
	0.29***
	7.18***
	0.29***
	0.00***
	33.4%
	2.10
	-20.9

	
	(-3.90)
	(1.48)
	(5.56)
	(3.95)
	(5.07)
	(8.59)
	(5.47)
	
	
	

	Ln(PVB)
	1.38*
	-0.12**
	0.44***
	0.09
	2.69**
	0.25***
	0.00***
	43.0%
	2.05
	-19.3

	
	(1.85)
	(-2.48)
	(5.79)
	(1.38)
	(2.27)
	(7.59)
	(-10.63)
	
	
	

	Ln(AVS)
	-3.65***
	0.10*
	0.48***
	0.28***
	-7.08***
	0.26***
	0.00*
	31.3%
	2.07
	-21.7

	
	(-3.52)
	(1.81)
	(4.32)
	(2.76)
	(-4.37)
	(8.03)
	(1.90)
	
	
	

	Ln(PVS)
	1.52*
	-0.18***
	0.44***
	0.06
	-2.78**
	0.28***
	0.00***
	40.9%
	2.10
	-19.6

	
	(1.87)
	(-3.75)
	(4.98)
	(0.75)
	(-2.38)
	(9.07)
	(-9.84)
	
	
	

	Ln(TVB)
	0.12
	-0.05
	0.43***
	0.13**
	3.63***
	0.32***
	0.00***
	44.8%
	2.12
	-18.3

	
	(0.19)
	(-1.33)
	(6.58)
	(2.27)
	(3.78)
	(10.49)
	(-3.75)
	
	
	

	Ln(TVS)
	0.30
	-0.07*
	0.44***
	0.10
	-4.58***
	0.32***
	0.00***
	42.6%
	2.10
	-18.8

	
	(0.42)
	(-1.69)
	(4.98)
	(1.37)
	(-4.55)
	(10.82)
	(-4.08)
	
	
	

	Ln(TVX)
	0.83
	-0.05
	0.42***
	0.09
	-0.61
	0.35***
	0.00***
	49.3%
	2.13
	-17.1

	
	(1.41)
	(-1.35)
	(5.76)
	(1.56)
	(-0.72)
	(11.15)
	(-3.87)
	
	
	


Table 3, continued

	Dependent Variables
	Intercept
	DSUN
	Ln (Market Volume)t
	Ln (Market Volume)t-1
	Market Returns
	Dependent Variables t-1
	t
	R2
	DW
	DF

	Panel B: Trading Imbalances

	

	ANB-ANS
	-19.47
	-5.16***
	-4.59*
	5.03***
	514.1***
	0.31***
	0.01***
	27.6%
	2.13
	-23.9

	
	(-0.71)
	(-2.83)
	(-1.83)
	(2.53)
	(5.63)
	(7.06)
	(6.73)
	
	
	

	PNB-PNS
	74.97*
	1.17
	-5.39
	0.42
	1038.8***
	0.32***
	0.01**
	32.4%
	2.26
	-23.3

	
	(1.83)
	(0.48)
	(-1.49)
	(0.13)
	(10.06)
	(8.08)
	(3.24)
	
	
	

	Ln(ANB/ANS)
	-2.50***
	-0.09**
	0.07*
	0.05
	8.44***
	0.27***
	0.00***
	19.7%
	2.10
	-24.8

	
	(-4.17)
	(-2.37)
	(1.75)
	(1.31)
	(7.76)
	(9.34)
	(6.93)
	
	
	

	Ln(PNB/PNS)
	0.23
	0.00
	0.00
	-0.02
	11.17***
	0.25***
	0.00
	18.7%
	2.12
	-26.1

	
	(0.43)
	(0.10)
	(0.00)
	(-0.48)
	(9.86)
	(8.83)
	(1.29)
	
	
	

	ABSM
	-1.09***
	-0.04**
	0.03*
	0.02
	3.91***
	0.28***
	0.00***
	20.9%
	2.11
	-24.4

	
	(-4.12)
	(-2.19)
	(1.66)
	(1.32)
	(8.56)
	(10.02)
	(6.82)
	
	
	

	PBSM
	0.09
	0.00
	0.00
	-0.01
	5.21**
	0.26***
	0.00
	19.3%
	2.12
	-25.9

	
	(0.37)
	(0.11)
	(0.07)
	(-0.51)
	(10.36)
	(9.51)
	(1.28)
	
	
	

	DF
	
	
	-12.7
	
	-33.0
	
	
	
	
	


Notes:
The number of observations is 1217

***p<0.01, ** p<0.05, * p<0.1

ANB: Amateurs Number of Buy transactions, PNB: Professionals Number of Buy transactions

ANS: Amateurs Number of Sell transactions, PNS: Professionals Number of Sell transactions
AVB Amateurs Volume of Buy transactions, PVB: Professionals Volume of Sell transactions
AVS: Amateurs Volume of Sell transactions, PVS: Professionals Volume of Sell transactions
TNB, TNS: Total Number of Buy and Sell transactions, respectively (Sum of Professionals and Amateurs)

TVB, TVS: Total Volume of Buy and Sell transactions, respectively (Sum of Professionals and Amateurs)

TNX, TVX: Total Number and volume of transactions, respectively (Sum Professionals and Amateurs, Buy and Sell)


ABSM: Amateurs Buy-Sell imbalance = (ANB-ANS)/(ANB+ANS)


PBSM: Professionals Buy-Sell imbalance = (PNB-PNS)/(PNB+PNS)

DF: Dickey Fuller statistic, critical value is -3, lower values reject  the null hypothesis that the variable has unit root.


LM: Lagrange Multiplier statistic, tests the existence of autocorrelation 


T-statistics are given below the coefficients

Table 4

Regressions of Returns on Several Explanatory Variables 

Each column represents a different regression, where the explanatory variables are those for which coefficients are reported 

	 
	1
	2
	3
	4
	5
	6

	Intercept
	0.00
	0.00
	0.00***
	0.00***
	0.00***
	0.00

	
	(0.58)
	(0.54)
	(3.27)
	(5.49)
	(4.97)
	(1.51)

	DSUN
	0.00
	0.00***
	0.00*
	0.00
	0.00
	0.00**

	
	(-0.03)
	(-2.45)
	(-1.85)
	(-1.12)
	(-1.11)
	(-2.26)

	DSUNA
	 
	0.01***
	0.01***
	0.00**
	0.00**
	0.01***

	
	 
	(3.60)
	(3.11)
	(2.12)
	(2.09)
	(3.33)

	ABSM
	 
	 
	0.02***
	 
	 
	 

	
	 
	 
	(7.51)
	 
	 
	 

	TBI
	 
	 
	 
	0.00***
	 
	 

	
	 
	 
	 
	(12.29)
	 
	 

	RBI
	 
	 
	 
	 
	0.03***
	 

	
	 
	 
	 
	 
	(11.23)
	 

	Lagged RBI
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	0.01***

	
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	(2.50)

	R2
	0.0%
	1.5%
	7.7%
	23.2%
	16.4%
	2.1%

	Adj. R2
	-0.1%
	1.4%
	7.5%
	23.0%
	16.2%
	1.8%

	N
	1217
	1217
	1217
	1217
	1217
	1217

	DW
	1.89
	1.96
	2.00
	2.08
	2.06
	2.01


Table 5

Average Returns and Standard Deviations of Returns on Sundays, Non-Sundays, Trading days Following Non Weekend Holidays (NWH), and Days not following Non-Weekend Holidays (Non-NWH)
	
	Daily Average returns
	N
	Daily Average SD
	Annualized Returns(daily*250)
	Annualized SD's(daily*360^.5)

	
	
	
	
	
	

	Sundays
	0.0235%
	239
	1.92%
	5.88%
	36.42%

	Non-Sundays
	0.0273%
	980
	1.47%
	6.84%
	27.92%

	Difference
	-0.0038%
	
	
	-0.96%
	8.49%

	t-statistics
	0.693
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	

	Sundays
	0.0235%
	239
	1.92%
	5.88%
	36.42%

	NWH
	-0.1012%
	30
	2.33%
	-25.31%
	44.23%

	Difference
	0.1247%
	
	
	31.19
	

	t-statistics
	1.005
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	

	NWH
	-0.1012%
	30
	2.33%
	-25.31%
	44.23%

	Non-NWH
	0.0298%
	1819
	1.55%
	7.46%
	29.32%

	Difference
	-0.1311%
	
	
	
	

	t-statistics
	0.113
	
	
	
	


* Only non-weekend holidays are considered in this category 

**Scheduled breaks are defined as either Sundays or holidays

 Appendix 

The Effect of Weekends on the Relative Activities of Amateurs vs. professionals

Whereas in the main text we demonstrate that the absolute amounts of trading by professionals and amateurs differ on the day following the weekend, this section contrasts the relative intensities of trading activities of amateurs (compared to professionals) on Sundays to those on other weekdays.  The variables we analyze are: ABRI (Amateurs’ Buy Relative Intensity) defined as the proportion of buy transactions performed by amateurs during any day out of the total number of buy transactions performed during that day by amateurs and professionals; ASRI (Amateurs’ Sell Relative Intensity) similarly defined for sell transactions, and AVBRI and AVSRI, defined like ABRI and ASRI, respectively, except that Shekel volumes replace the number of transactions. 

The average values of the above variables for Sundays, for trading days other than Sundays combined, and for each weekday are presented in Table A1. Summary statistics of these variables for Sundays and for trading days other than Sundays combined are provided in Table A2, and their distribution functions are displayed in Figures A1-A4. These data indicate that the amateurs' both buying and selling intensities are higher on Sundays than on other days. 

As in the main text we further tested for the correlation between amateurs' trading intensity and Sundays by regressing ABRI, AVBRI, ASRI, and AVSRI on DSUN and on the same control variables used above. The results of the regressions are presented in Tables A3, and A4. In Table A3 we present the regressions when DSUN is the only day dummy variable. In these regressions the coefficients of DSUN represent the difference between Sunday and all other days of the week combined. In Table A4 we include in addition to DSUN also dummy variables for Monday, Tuesday, and Wednesday. We do not incorporate dummies for Friday and Saturday since there is no trading on these days, and we exclude Thursdays in order to avoid a complete multi-collinearity. In these regressions Thursday is a benchmark, and the coefficient of the dummy variable of any particular day represents the effect of that day relative to the benchmark. 

We observe in Table A3 that in all regressions the coefficients of DSUN are significantly positive implying that the relative activity of amateurs compared to professionals is higher on Sundays than on other week days. The coefficient of DSUN in the ABRI (ASRI) regression is 0.034 (0.047) meaning that on Sundays the percentage of buy (sell) transactions made by amateurs is higher by 3.4% (4.7%) than on the other days of the week. Similar positive effects have also been found for AVBRI and AVSRI, corroborating the argument that after the weekend the intensity of trading activity of amateurs relative to professionals is stronger than in the other days of the week. From Table A4 we note that usually the coefficients of DSUN are significantly different from zero and those of other days are not (the only exceptions are the insignificance of the coefficient of DSUN in the AVSRI regression and the significance of Tuesday’s dummy in the AVBRI regression), thus underscoring the special effect of the weekends. 
 

In the sequel we elaborate on the possibility of holidays' effect on the behavior of investors (rather than the effect on returns) and on the possibility of a conditional weekend effect. We argue above that the relative higher activity of amateurs after the weekends may be explained by the conjecture that amateurs plan their trading while free from work, and execute those trades immediately after the weekend. A similar effect may also occur after holidays which also allow individuals time away from work to ponder investment decisions. We test for a holidays' effect by adding to the regressions as a control variable a dummy variable for the days following holidays which did not occur on a weekend (DNWH, Dummy for Non-Weekend-Holidays). We considered such holidays, excluding the few holidays that fell on weekends in order to separate holidays' effects from those of weekends. The results of the regressions with the additional control variable are presented in Panel I of Table A5. Since all the coefficients of DNWH are not significantly different from zero, it seems that there are no significant correlations between holidays and the amateurs trading intensities.  Also, a comparison of Panel I of Table A5 with Table A3 shows that the inclusion of holidays does not affect much the coefficients of the other explanatory variables. It is possible that amateurs occupy themselves in less material activities during the holidays than during weekends.  

In what follows we investigate whether a conditional weekend phenomenon occurs not only in returns as discussed above, but also in behavior. Namely, does amateurs' trading intensity after the weekend depends on the amateurs' intensity or on the market performance on the trading day prior to the weekend. To test these hypotheses we added to the regressions of Table A3 the variables CDSUN and BCDSUN (Behavioral Conditional Dummy Sunday) which multiplies DSUN by a dummy variable that gets a value of 1 if ABRI increased in the trading day prior to the weekend and zero otherwise.
 

The results of the regressions with CDSUN are presented in Panel II of Table A5 and those with BCDSUN in Panel III of that Table. Since all coefficients of CDSUN and BCDSUN were negative it appears that there is little or no conditional weekend effect on the amateurs' relative trading intensity. 

Table A1

Average Amateurs Trading Intensities for all Trading Days

	
	Sunday
	Non-Sundays
	% Difference*
	Monday
	Tuesday.
	Wednesday.
	Thursday

	ABRI
	0.44
	0.40
	8.81%
	0.41
	0.40
	0.40
	0.40

	ASRI
	0.47
	0.43
	10.87%
	0.43
	0.42
	0.43
	0.43

	AVBRI
	0.44
	0.39
	12.28%
	0.37
	0.41
	0.39
	0.37

	AVSRI
	0.44
	0.41
	8.62%
	0.41
	0.40
	0.40
	0.41


ABRI: Amateurs Buying Relative Intensity (proportion of amateurs buys out of all buys)

AVBRI: Amateurs Volume Buying Relative Intensity (proportion of amateurs buy volume)

ASRI: Amateurs Selling Relative Intensity (proportion of amateurs sells out of all sells)

AVSRI: Amateurs Volume Selling Relative Intensity (proportion of amateurs buy volume)

Table A2

Summary Statistics of Amateurs' Trading Intensities for Sundays and Non-Sundays
	Sundays

	
	
	
	
	

	
	ABRI
	ASRI
	AVBRI
	AVSRI

	Mean
	0.44
	0.47
	0.44
	0.44

	Median
	0.44
	0.47
	0.43
	0.43

	Maximum
	0.79
	0.83
	0.93
	0.88

	Minimum
	0.07
	0.10
	0.01
	0.06

	Std. Dev.
	0.136
	0.131
	0.198
	0.203

	
	
	
	
	

	Non-Sundays

	
	
	
	
	

	
	ABRI
	ASRI
	AVBRI
	AVSRI

	Mean
	0.40
	0.43
	0.39
	0.41

	Median
	0.39
	0.41
	0.36
	0.38

	Maximum
	0.80
	0.84
	0.97
	1.00

	Minimum
	0.04
	0.05
	0.00
	0.02

	Std. Dev.
	0.139
	0.133
	0.205
	0.209


Note: For the definitions of ABRI, ASRI, AVSRI, and AVSRI, see Table A1 
Table A3

Amateurs’ relative buy intensities as functions of DSUN, Ln(Market Volume of Trade), Market Returns, Lags of the Dependent variable, and Trend.  DSUN is the only trading day dummy.

 (Dep. Var.)t  =  +1 X DSUN + 2 X Ln(Market Volume)t +3 X Ln(Market Volume)t -1 + 4 X (Returns)t  + 5 X Ln(Dep. Var.)t-1 + 6 X t
	Dependent Variables
	Intercept
	DSUN
	Ln (Market Volume)
	Market Returns
	Dependent Variables t-1
	t
	R2
	DW
	DF

	ABRI
	-0.23*
	0.04***
	0.02***
	-0.40*
	0.35***
	0.00***
	26.0%
	2.11
	-21.7

	
	(-1.85)
	(4.03)
	(3.49)
	(-1.72)
	(12.66)
	(8.90)
	
	
	

	AVBRI
	0.02
	0.05***
	0.01
	0.49
	0.20***
	0.00***
	10.6%
	2.03
	-27.3

	
	(0.11)
	(3.73)
	(1.07)
	(1.31)
	(6.67)
	(6.81)
	
	
	

	ASRI
	-0.20*
	0.05***
	0.02**
	0.12
	0.31***
	0.00***
	21.4%
	2.11
	-23.5

	
	(-1.64)
	(5.57)
	(3.65)
	(0.51)
	(10.96)
	(8.36)
	
	
	

	AVSRI
	-0.58***
	0.04***
	0.05***
	-0.26
	0.20***
	0.00***
	11.8%
	2.05
	-26.8

	
	(-2.68)
	(2.48)
	(3.88)
	(-0.71)
	(6.59)
	(7.44)
	
	
	


Notes:: The number of observations is 1217

For the definitions of ABRI, ASRI, AVSRI, and AVSRI, see Table A1 

***p<0.01, ** p<0.05, * p<0.1
DSUN is a dummy variable for Sunday, receiving a value of 1 for Sunday, and 0 for the other days.

Table A4

Amateurs’ relative buy intensities as functions of DSUN, Market Volume of Trade, Ln(time), Ln(Market Price Index), DMON, DTUE, DWED. Regressions with dummies for all trading days except for Thursday

(Dep. Var.)  =  +1 X DSUN + 2 X DMON + 3 X DTUE + 4 X DWED 
5 X Ln(Market Volume) + 6 X (Market Returns) + 7 X (Dep. Var.)t-1 + 8 X t
	Dependent Variables
	Intercept
	DSUN
	DMON
	DTUE
	DWED
	Ln (Market Volume)
	Market Returns
	Dependent Variables t-1
	t
	R2
	DW

	ABRI
	-0.22*
	0.03***
	-0.01
	0.00
	0.00
	0.02***
	-0.41*
	0.35***
	0.00***
	26.1%
	2.11

	
	(-1.82)
	(3.09)
	(-0.69)
	(0.24)
	(-0.38)
	(3.46)
	(-1.75)
	(12.57)
	(8.83)
	
	

	AVBRI
	0.02
	0.06***
	-0.01
	0.04***
	0.01
	0.01
	0.44
	0.21***
	0.00***
	11.3%
	2.04

	
	(0.11)
	(3.67)
	(-0.52)
	(2.44)
	(0.74)
	(1.00)
	(1.18)
	(6.88)
	(6.76)
	
	

	ASRI
	-0.20*
	0.05***
	0.00
	-0.01
	0.01
	0.02***
	0.13
	0.31***
	0.00***
	21.8%
	2.11

	
	(-1.64)
	(4.32)
	(-0.45)
	(-1.45)
	(0.80)
	(3.66)
	(0.58)
	(11.02)
	(8.32)
	
	

	AVSRI
	-0.57***
	0.02
	-0.01
	-0.02
	-0.02
	0.05***
	-0.24
	0.20***
	0.00***
	11.9%
	2.05

	
	(-2.65)
	(1.32)
	(-0.50)
	(-1.16)
	(-1.01)
	(3.90)
	(-0.67)
	(6.56)
	(7.44)
	
	


Notes:

The number of observations is 1217

***p<0.01, ** p<0.05, * p<0.1

For the definitions of ABRI, ASRI, AVBRI, and AVSRI see Table A3.

DSUN, DMON, DTUE, and DWED, are dummy variable for Sunday, Monday, Tuesday, and Wednesday, respectively (each dummy variable equals 1 for the day, and 0 for the other days).

Table A5

Amateurs’ Relative Trading Intensities as Functions of DSUN, Market Volume, Market Price Index, DNWH, (in Panel I), CDSUN (in Panel II), and BCDSUN (in Panel III)
	Dependent Variables
	Intercept
	DSUN
	Ln (Market Volume)
	Market  Returns
	Dependent Variables t-1
	DNWH
	CDSUN
	BCDSUN
	R2

	Panel I: With  DNWH

	ABRI
	0.13
	0.04***
	0.01
	-0.31
	0.44***
	0.00
	 
	 
	20.98%

	
	(1.17)
	(3.90)
	(0.80)
	(-1.28)
	(16.87)
	(0.10)
	
	
	

	AVBRI
	0.43**
	0.05***
	-0.01
	0.57
	0.24***
	0.00
	 
	 
	7.06%

	
	(2.29)
	(3.66)
	(-0.76)
	(1.47)
	(8.42)
	(-0.10)
	
	
	

	ASRI
	0.12
	0.05***
	0.01
	0.21
	0.38***
	-0.02
	 
	 
	16.63%

	
	(1.10)
	(5.59)
	(1.19)
	(0.86)
	(14.21)
	(-0.67)
	
	
	

	AVSRI
	-0.06
	0.03**
	0.02**
	-0.12
	0.25***
	-0.04
	 
	 
	7.47%

	
	(-0.34)
	(2.29)
	(1.96)
	(-0.33)
	(8.95)
	(-0.98)
	
	
	

	Panel II: With CDSUN

	ABRI
	0.14
	0.04***
	0.00
	-0.29
	0.44***
	 
	-0.01
	 
	20.95%

	
	(1.20)
	(3.50)
	(0.76)
	(-1.17)
	(16.80)
	
	(-0.89)
	
	

	AVBRI
	0.43**
	0.05**
	-0.01
	0.56
	0.24***
	 
	0.01
	 
	7.06%

	
	(2.30)
	(2.39)
	(-0.77)
	(1.42)
	(8.39)
	
	(0.24)
	
	

	ASRI
	0.11
	0.05***
	0.01
	0.23
	0.38***
	 
	-0.01
	 
	16.62%

	
	(1.01)
	(4.21)
	(1.27)
	(0.93)
	(14.16)
	
	(-0.46)
	
	

	AVSRI
	-0.08
	0.04*
	0.02**
	-0.10
	0.25***
	 
	-0.01
	 
	7.40%

	
	(-0.42)
	(1.79)
	(2.03)
	(-0.27)
	(8.93)
	
	(-0.23)
	
	

	Panel III:  With BCDSUN

	ABRI
	0.11
	0.07***
	0.01
	-0.24
	0.46***
	 
	 
	-0.06***
	21.84%

	
	(1.01)
	(5.64)
	(0.88)
	(-0.98)
	(17.33)
	
	
	(-3.80)
	

	AVBRI
	0.42**
	0.07***
	-0.01
	0.62
	0.25***
	 
	 
	-0.04*
	7.27%

	
	(2.22)
	(3.99)
	(-0.70)
	(1.57)
	(8.60)
	
	
	(-1.73)
	

	ASRI
	0.11
	0.06***
	0.01
	0.24
	0.38***
	 
	 
	-0.02
	16.74%

	
	(0.94)
	(5.68)
	(1.33)
	(0.99)
	(14.27)
	
	
	(-1.36)
	

	AVSRI
	-0.09
	0.04**
	0.02**
	-0.09
	0.26***
	 
	 
	-0.02
	7.45%

	
	(-0.45)
	(2.29)
	(2.07)
	(-0.24)
	(8.96)
	
	
	(-0.82)
	


Notes:

The number of observations is 1217

DSUN, DMON, DTUE, and DWED, are dummy variable for Sunday, Monday, Tuesday, and Wednesday, respectively (each dummy variable equals 1 for the day, and 0 for the other days).

CDSUN is a dummy variable that gets a 1 if on the trading day prior to Sunday the Market Price index went up.

BCDSUN is a dummy variable that gets a 1 if on the trading day prior to Sunday ABRI went up.

Figure A1
Frequency distributions of ABRI (Amateurs Selling Relative Intensity, proportion of amateurs number of buy trades out of all buy trades) on Sundays and on other weekdays
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Figure A2

Frequency distributions of ASRI (Amateurs Selling Relative Intensity, proportion of amateurs number of sell trades out of all sell trades) on Sundays and on other weekdays
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Figure A3

Frequency distributions of AVBRI (Amateurs Volume of Buying Relative Intensity, proportion of amateurs' volume of buy trades out of all buy trades) on Sundays and on other weekdays
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Figure A4

Frequency distributions of AVSRI (Amateurs Volume of Selling Relative Intensity, proportion of amateurs volume of sell trades out of all sell trades  on Sundays and on other weekdays
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� The weekend phenomenon appears in multitude of versions. Originally (e.g., French, 1980) it refers to the tendency of average returns following the weekend to be negative. This phenomenon has been observed in many countries ( e.g., Gultekin and Gultekin, 1983, and Solnik and Bousquet, 1990), and in various types of securities (e.g., Flannery and Protopapadakis, 1988, and Johnston-Tashijan, Kracaw, and McConnell, 1991). For some interesting explanations for this effect (e.g., Lakonishok and Levi, 1982). 


� This hypothesis was first introduced by Osborne, 1962, and later elaborated on by Lakonishok and Maberly, 1990, Miller, 1988, and Ritter, 1988. Another explanation often suggested is that most brokerage recommendations, made during the week, are buy recommendations, while individual investors usually decide  what to sell over the weekend.  


� See, e.g., Lakonishok and Maberly, 1990.  This argument is not universally acceptable since an investor could buy early in the day and sell later and still have no liquidity problems if both trades settle in the same day. Whether or not selling dominates buying for amateurs after the weekend therefore remains an empirical issue.





� An interesting direct comparison between institutions and individuals, although not exactly related to the weekend effect is provided by Nofsinger, 2001, who finds differences between the reaction of individuals and institutions to public news.


� They found however a Monday effect conditional on previous Friday return and size.


� In addition to the period examined intraday differences in trading behavior (see, e.g., Smirlock and Starks, 1986, and Block, French, and Maberly, 2000) and differences in the definitions of the holding periods of the returns may also explain some of the differences in the results. There could be more selling near the opening of Mondays by individuals but overall more buying on that day. In this case one might observe a negative pattern from Friday's close to Monday's open, but a positive pattern from Monday's open to Monday's close.    


� During the sample period the exchange rate of the Israeli currency (Shekel, IS) followed a rising trend from an average of 3.01 IS/$ in 1994 to 3.78 IS/$ in 1988. The size in terms of capitalization of the Israeli stocks represented in the TASE 100 (an equally weighted price index based on the largest 100 stocks traded in this exchange) varied between the Shekel equivalent of $32.7 Billion in 1994 and $40.9 Billion in 1998, and the corresponding values for daily turnover were $ 104  Million in 1994 and $ 62 Million in 1998. Since August 1997 the trading has been done by a computerized system matching demand and supply, and hence there are no bid-ask spreads. Until that time trading was made by a similar automated call auction system. Prices used in this study are end of day closing prices.





� The trading rooms of the banks are open whenever the Israeli stock market (Tel Aviv Stock Exchange, TASE) is open; Sunday-Thursday, 9:30-5. Bank branches hours may differ.


� In addition, there is some “survivor bias” since those who transacted in the years following 1994, were more likely those who were more satisfied with the bank. There is no reason to believe however that this has an effect on the behavioral issues investigated in this paper.





� We do not calculate t-statistics since in this table we do not control for other explanatory variables. Significant tests that account for these variables are provided in the forthcoming analysis.


� DUP turned insignificant hence was dropped from the regressions. Market returns rather than prices are used since they are usually used in the literature and since prices have unit roots. We obtained the same qualitative results when prices rather than returns were used.


� In the Appendix we consider a similar analysis where the dependent variables are "amateurs' relative intensity ratios", i.e., proportions of amateurs trading activities out of all trading activities (professional and amateurs). The results of this analysis are qualitatively similar to those obtained in this section and hence were relegated to the appendix.


� There is evidence for the effect of mutual funds flows on returns, see, e.g., Goetzmann and Massa,2003, Edelen and Warner, 2001, Warther, 1995, Brown, Goetzmann, Hiraki, Shiraishi, and Watanabe, 2002. Warther, 1995, suggests that  unexpected flows are related to returns rather than observed flows.  








� This variable CDSUN (Conditional Dummy Sunday) is obtained by multiplying DSUN by a dummy variable that gets a value 1 if returns were positive on the trading day prior to the weekend, and 0 otherwise.


� Formally: TBI = (ANB+PNB-ANS-PNS), and RBI = TBI / (ANB+PNB+ANS+PNS). 


� We also tested for holidays' effects by running regressions of returns on DNWH and on control variables, but since this variable turned out insignificant we do not present these regressions to save space. 


� The significant and positive coefficients of the variable Market Price Index indicate that increases in contemporaneous stock market prices are positively correlated with the relative activities (both buy and sell) of amateurs vs. professionals. Aggregate stock market activity, represented by the variable “Market Volume” appears to co-vary only significantly only with AVBRI.





� We could have chosen some other behavioral metrics for BCSDUN , but changes in ABRI seemed to capture best the spirit of our behavioral approach. We tried several other variables instead of ABRI but they did not change the qualitative results.






