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This study examined the behavior of stock price variability over
trading and nontrading periods, and daily return volatility. This
study used intraday data in Indonesia Stock Exchange. Sample was
taken from the firms listed in LQ 45 indexes for the year of 1999-
2006. The behavior of stock price variability and daily return
volatility, according to previous theories, is influenced by the array
of public and private information.

This study concludes that return variance over trading and
nontrading periods, along with overnight and lunch break nontrad-
ing session, and the first and second trading session, has differed
significantly. In addition, daily return volatility is also not identical
significantly. Subsequently, this study usedsize, trading volume, bid-
ask spreads and up-down market as control variables. This study
contradicts to all prior studies. This study especially suggests contra
evidence in comparisons with previous concepts and theories in
regards to size, trading volume, bid-ask spreads, and up-down
market as control variables.
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Background

Theintraday stock availability has
triggered empirical studies on stock
price variability behavior over trading
and nontrading periods, especially on
the end of trading period, and daily
return volatility. The end of trading
period can be defined as the end of
sessions or the end of days. Many
studies have been conducted to inves-
tigate the stock return behavior based
on intraday. The findings suggest that
stock price has a tendency to increase
systematically in the end of sessions or
days (Harris 1986; Jain abd Joh 1988;
Wood et al. 1985; Mcnish and Ord
1990).

Harris (1986) finds that stock price
behavior increases in the end of trad-
ing period day. This study was done in
NYSE for the 1981-1983 periods.
Wood et al. (1985) used a wider analy-
sis by using stock price per hour in
NYSE and find the same result for the
1971-1972 and 1982 period. Then,
Mcnish and Ord (1990) observed it
againin NYSE for the 1980-1984 data,
and used the same formula for stock
price behavior. Jain and Joh (1988)
also find the same result from investi-
gating stock price change per hour in
NYSE for the 1979-1983 data. Their
studies conclude that:

1. Stock price increase in the end of
day period is due to stock price
demand increase in the end of the
day, and

2. Thebuyers initiate much of the trad-
ing overreaction in the end of day
period.

The studies developed to investi-
gate intraday of the week were con-
ducted by Oldfield and Rogalski
(1980), French (1980), Lakonishok and
Levi (1982), Gibbon and Hess (1981),
Keim and Stambaugh (1983), and
Smirlock and Starks (1983). Oldfield
and Rogalski (1980) and French (1980)
find that stock return on Monday is
three periods bigger than the other
days. Lakonishok and Levi (1982),
Gibbon and Hess (1981) conducted a
study and conclude that there is a delay
intrading, placement of stock and cash-
check liquidation.

Other studies developed using the
same formula for intra hour’s day of
the week were conducted by Amihud
and Mendelson (1987), Stoll and
Welley (1990),and Huanget al. (2000).
Amihud and Mendelson (1987) state
that return variance for open-to-open
period is bigger than the close-to-close
one. Stoll and Welley (1990) conclude
the same thing as Amihud and
Mendelson (1987), but they also find
that the result of their study is consis-
tent with the trading mechanism hy-
pothesis. Huang et al. (2000) devel-
oped a study which examined empiri-
cally that the return variance on the
day of trading period is bigger than on
the day of nontrading period. There-
fore, this study focuses to investigates
the return variability behavior in trad-
ing and nontrading periods to entice
the time (trading) pattern when inves-
tors should have bought than sold the
stocks or vice versa.
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The Factors which Influence
Stock Price

Stock price movement reflects two
things; they are the influence of infor-
mation arrival and noise (Huang et al.
2000). There are two kinds of informa-
tion; they are public information and
private information. Public informa-
tion is information provided to all in-
vestors and affects the price of securi-
ties when the information is announced
to all investors. Meanwhile, private
information is information which is
owned by only a few investors. Noise
also affects the price of securities in the
manner of the inaccurate investors’
perception or belief for the real price of
securities. Finally, the last factor that
affect price of securities is the period
when those securities are sold in the
stock exchange.

Selection of trading period effects
the security price information provid-
ing process. Generally, trading which
take place during trading period and
possess information contains private
information, so the private informa-
tion tends to directly influence return
during trading. Consequently, volatil-
ity in trading period is higher than
nontrading period (Guner and Onder
2002). Meanwhile, public information
is not limited only during trading but
also in nontrading period, so it tends to
influence return in both the trading and
nontrading periods. Therefore, return
volatility in nontrading period is higher
than in trading period because the
length of period is relatively longer
(Huang et al. 2000).

This study investigates stock price
behavior in trading and nontrading
periods in Indonesia Stock Exchange.
Theresearch methodology of'this study
is by investigating the stock return
variance during trading and nontrad-
ing periods, developing and investi-
gating relevant hypotheses to explain
the stock price behavior. The study on
stock price behavior during trading
andnontrading periods shows that there
is an information process in the finan-
cial market. Relative impacts on pub-
lic information, private information,
and noise are reflected in trading and
nontrading periods. Huang et al. (2000)
suggests that return variance in the
trading period and return variance in
the nontrading period are sensitive to
market condition which includes the
size, trading volume, bid-ask spread,
and up-down market. Therefore, this
study designs to categorize portfolio in
order to investigate stock return insta-
bility in trading and nontrading peri-
ods in different market condition.

Trading and Nontrading Periods
in Indonesia Stock Exchange

Trading period in Indonesia Stock
Exchange consists of two sessions;
they are the morning session (the first
session) and the afternoon session (the
second session); and is held from Mon-
day until Friday. The first session in
trading activity on Monday till Thurs-
dayis from 09.30 a.m. until 12.00 p.m.
and the second session is from 1.30
p-m. until 4 p.m., except for Friday, it
starts from 09.30 a.m. until 11.30 a.m.
and the second session starts from 2
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p.m. until 4 p.m. Between the sessions,
there is lunch break, so the nontrading
period variance covers the evening re-
turn variance (R ) and the lunch break
return variance (R,), while the trading
period variance covers the first session
return variance (R,) and the second
session return variance (R,).

The four return variables used to
analyze return volatility in the 24 hours
are opening and closing price in the
first trading session (O, and C,) and
opening and closing price in the sec-
ond session (O, and C,). Varianceratio
is used to analyze information arriving
uniformity (Guner and Onder 2002).
Information could affectprice and vola-
tility only because there is information
at the same period. The daily return
volatility which is calculated from the
opening and closing price for each
session should have the same amount.
In addition, open-to-open variance and
close-to-close variance are employed
to analyze the influences of trading
mechanism (Amihud and Mendelson
1987). The trading mechanism differ-
ence in the opening and closing of
trading in Tokyo Stock Exchange (TSE)
causes different volatility between
open-to-open return and close-to-close
return. Indonesia Stock Exchange is
different from that of TSE, because at
Indonesia Stock Exchange there is no
difference in the opening and closing
trading mechanism, so the study as-
sumes that there is no significant dif-
ference between open-to-open vari-
ance and close-to-close variance.

Research Purposes

Current stock price behavior pat-
tern in NYSE (New York Stock Ex-
change), TSE (Tokyo Stock Exchange),
SSE (Singapore Stock Exchange), etc.
are used as a tool to prove whether
stock price variability behavior, stock
return volatility, occurs in Indonesia
Stock Exchange or not. Therefore, the
purposes of this research are to:
1. Investigate return variance behav-

ior in trading and nontrading peri-
ods,

2. Investigate the similarities and dif-
ferences of daily return volatility
behavior,

3. Investigate the price behavior sensi-
tivity to market condition (controlled
based on size, trading volume, bid-
ask spread and up-down market).

Research Benefits

This research is beneficial for in-
vestors or future investors who are
interested in gaining profits/gains in
the capital market (FASB, SFAC No.
1, 1993). To be more specific, for
investors and potential investors, this
research suggests a correct timing guid-
ance that could enhance the trading
productivity in the capital market. In
addition, the investors in the capital
market could use the result of this
study to achieve more trading gains.

This study discusses problems
according to the following order. Sec-
tion 1 discusses the introduction. Sec-
tion 2 discusses previous studies and
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hypotheses development. Hypotheses
are investigated by using Modified
Levene’s F-test. Section 3 discusses
the research method used to test hy-
potheses and section 4 discusses the
research findings. Finally, section 5
discusses the conclusion obtained from
theresult of analyses and research find-
ings.

Previous Researches and
Hypotheses Development

Public and Private Information
Arrivals

Stock price volatility begins from
the investors’ re-evaluation activity
(Francis 1986). Reevaluating process
is done by estimating the income gain-
ing expectation and the risks to deter-
mine the stock intrinsic value by using
the last data. Then, investors have to
compare the result with the occurrence
of price fluctuation to investigate the
price normality. From this normality
assessment, investors can decide to
buy or to sell the stock. In this condi-
tion, there are two parties who have
contradictory purposes; they are the
stock-buyers who want the price to
increase after the buying process and
the stock-sellers who want the price to
decrease. These contradictory purposes
can cause the stock price volatility.

Every period the price is estab-
lished, at the same period there is a
balance in stock supply and demand.
Stock price volatility level is equal to
stock intrinsic value fluctuation, and
the information arrival to investors re-

ally influences the stock price re-evalu-
ation (Francis 1986). Therefore, stock
price volatility process cannot be sepa-
rated from the new information arrival
to the investors.

Fama (1970) concludes that stock
price reflects all provided information,
which covers the previous price, pub-
lic and private information. Private
informationrarely occurs (Fama 1991),
and only influences the price by the
trading investors who have informa-
tion and usually the trading is based on
the information one day later. Public
information is the information recog-
nized at the same period when it influ-
ences price, before anyone can use it to
dotrading (Frenchand Roll 1986; Berry
and Howe 1994).

The signals of public information
are provided by all trading, but they are
assessed differently by different in-
vestors (Odean 1998). Investors, who
have information or no information,
do trading only if they get new infor-
mation, like the potential gains or any
other variables, such as wealth, prefer-
ence, and investment opportunities.
Investors’ reaction to this information
occurs when the information causes a
price change which reflects investors’
risk and gain expectation (Berry and
Howe 1994).

Nofsinger (2001) recommends the
changing of trading behavior on inves-
tors. He conducted a research on in-
stitutional investors’ and individual
investors’ trading behavior after firm
specific information was released by
Wall Street Journal and macroeco-
nomic announcement. Investors tend
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to observe the information released,
especially information on earnings and
dividend for the specific firm. Institu-
tional and individual investors buy af-
ter good economic news and sell after
bad economic news. It shows that pub-
lic information released by Wall Street
Journal and macroeconomic announce-
ment really influence stock price vola-
tility.

Balduzzi et al. (2001) suggest that
most public information tends to influ-
ence stock price very quickly (in one
hour or less). Frino and Hill (2001)
support this concept that the public
information announcement influences
much stock price behavior in Sydney
Future Exchange (SFE). Thepricevola-
tility analysis, trading volume and bid-
ask spread indicate that adjustment to
new information occurs very quickly.
Investors can detect the influence of
the new announcement in only 240
minutes. Bid-ask spread influence
analysis can be seen in 20 minutes
before public information is issued and
30 minutes after the public informa-
tion is issued. This increase in bid-ask
spread is much related with price vola-
tility, which implicates the market re-
sponse to the public information.

Public information announcement
causes the massive increase in volume
and price change which result in a high
abnormal return (Pritamani and Singal
2001). If the information is related to
earning or suitable with the analyst’s
recommendation, the 20 days of ab-
normal return is bigger for about 3,00
percent to 4,00 percent for positive
events and -2,25 percent for negative

events. Not only public information,
but the private information also influ-
ences price volatility. Grundy and Kim
(2002) argue that information hetero-
geneity level influences the increase in
price variability about 20 percent-46
percent in comparison with homoge-
neous full information economy. This
price variability means that the signals
of private information contribute posi-
tively to price variability compared to
the public information. Suhaibani and
Kryzanowski (2000) by using data from
Saudi Stock Market (SSM) conducted
a research on new information content
demand. This new bigger and more
aggressive demands are caused by more
information arrivals. The information
supply with the low relative measure-
ment implies that private information
is a dominant factor in stock trading.

Trading and Nontrading Periods

Investors’ reaction to new infor-
mationisreflected in stock price change
that represented risk and return earn-
ing expectation (Bery and Howe 1994).
Investors respond to the public infor-
mation released longer in overnight
session than in trading period. There-
fore, this study could make a hypoth-
esis, that return volatility is higher in
nontrading period than in trading pe-
riod. Nevertheless, the results of the
studies done by Amihud and
Mendelson (1991) and Huang et al.
(2000) suggest that return volatility is
higher in trading period because of
private information. Investors have
private information released during the
trading period, and it hypothesized that
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return in the trading period is higher

than return in nontrading period.

Trading period in Indonesia Stock
Exchange consists of two sessions, the
first session (in the morning) and the
second session (in the afternoon). Con-
sequently, the study assumes that re-
turn variance in the first and second
session (trading period) is bigger than
return variance in overnight session. In
the nontrading periods, lunch break
and night break sessions, return vari-
ances occurred because of trading
mechanism in Indonesia Stock Ex-
change. Without trading, stock prices
canmoveup- or down-ward until stated
as opening price in the next trading
session. It supports the study conducted
by Ko et al.’s (1995) which investi-
gated the stock price volatility on
intraday behavior in Korea Stock Ex-
change (KSE). Information causes
stock price volatility to be bigger in the
trading period (the first and second
session) than in overnight session.
Therefore, this study hypothesizes:
H.la: Trading period return variance

inthefirst session (R,) is higher
than nontrading period return
variance in overnight session
®).

H.1b: Trading period return variance
in the second session (R) is
higher than nontrading period
return variance in overnight
session (R ).

Ito et al. (1998) investigate pri-
vate information released during lunch
break in Tokyo trading that causes the
increase in price volatility. Guner and
Onder (2001) support it by arguing

that in Turkey, volatility during lunch
break is high because of private infor-
mation. If compared to the first session
and the second session in trading pe-
riod, volatility during the lunch break
is lower because of the relatively short
lunch break and lower information in-
tensity than in thetrading period (Guner
and Onder 2001). Based on the return
variance between the trading session
and lunch break, this study hypoth-
esizes:

H.lc: Return variance in the first ses-
sion (R,) is higher than return
variance during the lunch break
session (R,).

H.1d: Return variance in the second
session (R ) is higher than re-
turn variance during the lunch
break session (R,).

Guner and Onder (2002) conclude
that return variance in the first session
in Istanbul Stock Exchange (ISE) is
higher than return variance in the sec-
ond session. Comparativeratio between
return variance in the morning session
and the return variance in the after-
noon session is 130 percent (the morn-
ing session is bigger), but it is statisti-
cally insignificant. It indicates that re-
turn in the morning session is more
volatile than in the afternoon session
because of abundant information and
noise circulation in the morning ses-
sion. Based on the existence of return
variance in the first and second ses-
sion, this study hypothesizes:

H.2: Return variance in the first ses-
sion (R,) is higher than return
variance in the second session

R,).
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Return volatility during the lunch
break is the same as the return volatil-
ity at night. This is caused by investors
that are not active in getting informa-
tion or the market does not respond to
the public information well. On one
hand, there is an argument that during
lunch break, investors keep getting
information. It means that during lunch
break private information circulates
(Ito et al. 1998). Guner and Onder
(2002) support it in their study. They
find out that stock price volatility dur-
ing the lunch break is higher than in
overnight session. This result indicates
that information keep coming during
the lunch break by delayed trading
because of the lunch break.

However, Amihud and Mendelson
(1991) do not agree with the study.
They argue that information arriving
level during the lunch break is low,
because the trading are taking a rest
due to lunch and the trading intensity
decreases, so informed trading are less
active in trading. In addition, the pub-
lic information released has longer
duration in overnight than in the lunch
break session. Therefore, return vola-
tility is higher in overnight session
(R,) than in lunch break session (R,).
Based on the return variance in the
overnight nontrading session and in
the afternoon nontrading session, this
study hypothesizes:

H.3: Return variance in overnight
session (R) is higher than re-
turn variance in lunch break
session (R,).

Daily Return

In addition to observing the trad-
ing and nontrading variance, this study
also investigates the daily return vola-
tility. The four return variables used to
analyze return volatility in 24 hours
are opening and closing price in the
first trading session (O, and C,) and in
the second trading session (O, and C,).
Guner and Onder (2002) investigate
the variance return ratio to analyze
information arriving uniformity in one
day.

Amihud and Mendelson (1987)
and Stoll and Whaley (1990) find a
phenomenon that in open-to-open pe-
riod, the return variance is higher than
close-to-close period. Amihud and
Mendelson (1987) claim that price
pattern is caused by the different trad-
ing mechanism adopted by the stock
exchanges to determine the price.
Amihud and Mendelson (1987) and
Stoll and Whaley (1990) investigated
trading mechanism hypothesis by com-
paring open-to-open return variance
and close-to-close return variance for
stocks listed in NYSE. NYSE adopts
two trading mechanisms. Opening
price is determined by call market
mechanism, while the closing price is
determined by continuous method. The
result is that return variance during the
open-to-open period is higher than re-
turn variance in close-to-close period.
The results conclusion is consistent
with the trading mechanism hypoth-
esis.
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Figure 1. Comparison of Trading Method Mechanism

First Session

Second Session

Indonesia | « CA -
Hong Kong | <« CA -
Singapore | « CA -
Turkey | « CA -
Korea CM « CA -
Malaysia | « CM -
Taiwan | « CM -
New Yook CM <« CA -
Thailand CM « CA -
Tokyo CM « CA -

CA
CA
CA
CA
CA
CM

N OO N
VBRI

Notes: CM: Call Market Method;, CA: Continuous Auction Method
Sources: Chang et al. (1999), and Guner and Onder (2002)

The mechanism is different from
the trading mechanism in Indonesia
Stock Exchange in which the opening
and closing price is determined by the
continuous method. It means that if
trading mechanism is moving volatil-
ity, there is no significant difference
between open-to-open and close-to-
close variance. The differences be-
tween Indonesia Stock Exchange trad-
ing mechanism and other stock ex-
changes in other countries are shown
in Figure 1.

Trading mechanism hypothesis is
not the only factor that explains the
high return volatility in the opening
price of NYSE. Opening price that is
more volatile than the closing price
may also be caused by monopoly power
of specialists and there is no trading in
the whole night (Lam and Tong 1999).
It is supported by a research conducted
by Guner and Onder (2002) which

states that open-to-open return vari-
ancein ISE (Istanbul Stock Exchange)
is higher than the close-to-close return
variance in the first and second ses-
sion. Because of there is no different
trading procedure in the opening and
after break session in ISE, the return
variance differ because there is no trad-
ing during the previous nontrading
periods or the existence of trading halt

(Amihud and Mendelson 1991). There-

fore, this study frames the hypotheses

below.

H.4a: open-to-open return variance
inthefirstsession (O) is higher
than close-to-close returnvari-
ance in the first session (C ).

H.4b: open-to-open return variance

inthefirstsession (O) is higher

than close-to-close returnvari-

anceinthesecondsession (C,).

H.4c: open-to-open return variance

in the second session (0,) is
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higher than close-to-close re-
turn variance in the first ses-
sion (C)).

open-to-open return variance
in the second session (0,) is
higher than close-to-close re-
turnvariancein the second ses-
sion (C,).

The average bid-ask spread for
each hour of trading day shows that the
spread is relatively high in the third
hour, and then decreases until the 293
hour and increases until the closing
trading and the spreads trading day
plot can be seen as an upside down of
“J” (Mcnish and Wood 1992). This
analysis shows that bid-ask spread is
higher in the opening of trading and
decreases in the next period. It agrees
with the research done by Guner and
Onder (2002) which states that open-
ing price volatility is higher than the
price volatility in the afternoon. This
volatility is caused by the long dura-
tion of the overnight session. There are
18 hours of nontrading day and only
two hours of nontrading period in ISE.
The length of nontrading period before
opening influences the opening vola-
tility. Based on the length difference of
the nontrading period, this study hy-
pothesizes:

H.4d:

H.5: open-to-open return variance in
the first session (O)) is higher
than open-to-open return vari-
ance in the second session (0,).

Guner and Onder (2002) con-
cludes that close-to-close return vari-
ance in the first session is higher than
close-to-close return variance in the
second session. This is caused by the

level of uncertainty faced by investors
in the closing of each trading session.
The high level of uncertainty in the
first session causes daily return vola-
tility in the first session to be higher
than the return volatility in the second
session. Based on the difference of
uncertainty level faced by the inves-
tors, this study hypothesizes:

H.6: close-to-close return variance in
the first session (C)) is higher
than close-to-close return vari-
ance in the second session (C,).

Size and Return Volatility

Fama and French (1992) suggests
that size influences return more con-
sistently and significantly than beta.
The relationship between size and re-
turn is a reverse relation. Stocks of
small-sized firms have higher return
than big-sized firms. Investors choose
to buy small firm stocks if investors
consider the size factor (Sharpe et al.
1995). Gomez et al. (1998) support it
by stating that size can explain risks
and reflect information on risks. By
using data from TSE, they concluded
that firms could have equal cash flows
and equal risks with the differences of
market value and expected return.

Shares of small-sized firms are
not traded as fast and easily as shares of
big-sized-firms. Small-sized firms are
vulnerable to economic condition
change and tend to be not as profitable
as big firms. Therefore, the shares of
small-sized firms have bigger risks
than that in the big ones. With the
bigger risks, firms with smaller size
arerequired to give bigger return. Chan
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and Nai (1991) suggest that firms with
smaller size are more risky because
they have lower production efficiency
and high leverage with low level of
profitability. Consequently, the return
volatility of small-sized firms tends to
be higher than the big ones. Size also
contains information about the stock
trading speed level, production effi-
ciency, survival, and potency of ex-
cess return in which all of them affect
the risk level. Therefore, size can ex-
plain stock return variance. In addi-
tion, stocks of small-sized firms have
higher price volatility than stocks in
big-size firms. It can be summarized in
the following hypothesis:
H.7: return variance for smaller size
firms is higher than return vari-
ance for bigger size firms.

Trading Volume and Return
Volatility

Trading volume is the total trad-
ing transactions in a certain period.
Traders can learn valuable informa-
tion on securities by observing the past
price information and volume. Trad-
ing volume provides qualified data
about the quality, prediction of past
price, volume and the significant rela-
tion between the lag and current indi-
vidual security earning (Blume et al.
1994).

Admati and Pflederer (1988) ar-
gue that the average stock sheet trad-
ing volume forms a “U” pattern. It
means that trading periods with high
trading volume tend to have high re-
turn variability too. While the study

result shows a strong relationship be-
tween trading volume and stock price
change fluctuation, there are theories
that explain the relationship between
trading volume and stock price volatil-
ity.

Mixture of distribution hypoth-
esis assumes that price changeper trans-
action is related monotonously with
the transaction volume and both are
related to the information flow coming
in which creates a relationship between
volume and price movement (mixed
variable). Meanwhile, the theory of
difference in opinion models states
that if public information changes from
beneficial to not beneficial or other-
wise, investors have different faith on
thestock pricethat creates trading trans-
action. The latest model, asymmetric
information theory argues that inves-
tors who have information do the trans-
actions based on the private informa-
tion that they get. In addition, if inves-
tors do more transactions, the return
volatility will be higher.

Stock price volatility in the trad-
ing period tends to be higher for big
trading volume transactions. Private
information encourages high volatil-
ity in the trading which has big volume
(Easley and O’Hara 1987). Informed
investors do transactions based on the
private information they get, and the
more transaction they do, the higher
the volatility is. The high volatility is
caused by the private information that
arrived in the trading period. When
informed investors do the trading more
actively, volatility increases because
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of the private information spread

(Admati and Pflederer 1988). There-

fore, based on the increase and de-

crease in return volatility, this study

frames a hypothesis:

H.8: Return variance in the big-trad-
ing volume is higher than return
variancein small-trading volume.

Bid-Ask Spread and Return
Volatility

Stock trading runs when the bal-
ance price between supply and de-
mand arises. In many periods, supply
price and demand price are not equal
so the trading does not happen. Stock
trading occurs because the stock price
decreases or increases as buyers in-
crease the price and sellers make the
price decreases. Stock trading fre-
quency increases when the difference
between supply price and purchase
price is not too large.

Bid is the highest price the future
buyers are willing to pay in a certain
period for a trading unit of a certain
obligation. Ask is the lowest price the
future seller can get from the same
obligation. Those prices create a price
note and the difference between both
prices is called spread. Regarding the
relationship between the stock spread
and return, Amihud and Mendelson
(1986) suggest that the higher the
spread level of an asset, the higher
return required. The higher spread in-
dicates that the stock liquidity level is
lower. It means that the stock is rela-
tively hard and rare to be traded in the
stock exchange.

Liquidity is defined as the capa-
bility of stock to be easily sold and
bought. It is an important factor to be
considered in investment decisions.
The easier a stock is sold/bought, the
more liquid the stock is. Investors pre-
fer liquid stocks to the illiquid ones.
The liquid stock transaction decreases
the bargaining difference among in-
vestors and increases the stock trading
frequency. The more liquid a stock is,
the smaller the difference is in its sup-
ply price and demand price (bid-ask
spread). And otherwise, if the bid-ask
spread is too big, it indicates that the
stock is not liquid.

Easley and O’Hara (1987) sug-
gest that the highly traded stock has
smaller risk than therarely traded stock
as a result of information arrivals re-
lated to the trading. The more inactive
a stock is; the risk is higher because of
many trading that are conducted by the
information arrivals. For instance, fi-
nancial report, merger, acquisition, or
any other information gives informa-
tion contents to the capital market.
Rarely traded stock in the stock ex-
change is riskier because of the effects
of specific information which is dis-
tributed into the capital market.

Stock with big spread usually has
bigger risk than actively-traded stock
which has smaller spread. The risk
caused by high spread usually occurs
in the long-owned and rarely-traded
stock. On the other hand, highly-traded
stock shows that investors are inter-
ested in it, which means that the stock
could be is traded quickly. The condi-
tion makes the trader does not hold the
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stock too long, which decreases inven-
tory cost. The faster the stock is traded,
the lower its inventory cost will be
(Stoll 1989).

The rarely-traded stock is suscep-
tible to price change risk. The bigger
spread acts as a compensation for the
higher risk of the possibility of illiquid
stock. Elton et al. (2001) investigated
the difference of spread between cor-
porate bonds and government bonds.
The difference between them is influ-
enced by the expected defaults loss,
local and national tax which has to be
paid by corporate bonds, while the
government bonds have no tax. More-
over, both bonds which have higher
risk also have higher spread. Their
study supports Branch and Freed’s
(1977) study that investors need higher
spread to handle the more risky stocks.
At this point, spread is a direct mea-
surement of liquidity cost, while li-
quidity is defined as an ease and speed
owned by the financial instruments in
which they can be liquidated immedi-
ately.

Thebigger the spread of a stock is;
the bigger return could be expected
fromit. Amihud and Mendelson (1986)
state that the average risk of adjusted
return portfolio increases along with
the bid-ask spread. The slope of the
return-spread relation moves reversely
with the increase in spread. Return
volatility increases as the spread of a
portfolio asset increases, but it usually
increases in smaller amount than that
of the increase of the asset. Further-
more, return volatility level is related

positively with the bid-ask spread, for

the trading period or nontrading period

(Huang et al. 2000). Based on the bid-

ask spread differences, this study makes

a hypothesis:

H.9: return variance in big bid-ask
spreadis higher than return vari-
ance in small bid-ask spread.

Up-down Markets and Return
Volatility

Chang et al. (1999) and Huang et
al. (2000) state that the ratio between
open-to-openreturn varianceand close-
to-close return variance is sensitive to
the market condition. Huang et al.
(2000) suggest that if the market re-
turns positively, the return is more
positive in the trading period. And
otherwise, if the market returns nega-
tively, the return is more negative in
the trading period. Trading period re-
turn variance is more positive if the
market returns positively and more
negative if the market returns nega-
tively. This study infers that open-to-
open return variance is higher than
close-to-close return variance in posi-
tive-returned market. In addition, re-
turn varianceratio in the trading period
is bigger than in nontrading period for
positive-returned market. Based on the
difference of return variance for dif-
ferent market condition, this study
hypothesizes:

H.10:return variance for positive-re-
turned (up) market is higher than
return variance for negative-re-
turned (down) market.
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Research Method

Research Data and Samples

Sample is limited to the firms
whose stocks are included in the ac-
tively traded stock category. It is done
because Indonesia Stock Exchange is
a thin market which is marked by many
sleeping (non-traded) stocks (Hartono,
J. 2004). Therefore, the samples are
the firms listed in LQ 45 indexes for
the year of 1999-2006. This research
chooses LQ 45 because the firms listed
here are highly-liquid, so it can reduce
the amount of sleeping stocks traded in
the first session or the second session
of the trading day. The inactive stocks
will distort the accuracy of this study.

Type of Data

Data used in this study is second-
ary data; they are stock price intraday
data that contains opening and closing
price in the first and second session of
trading and financial reports such as
the balance or financial position re-
ports that document total of assets,
trading volume, bid-ask spread, trad-
ing day, dividend announcement, divi-
dend stock, stock split, share bonus,
reverse split and delisting firms.

Data Collecting Method

Data collecting method is docu-
mentation. Intraday data, reverse split
and financial reports are obtained from
Indonesia Stock Exchange and the
Research and Development in Master
of Science, Faculty of Economics and

Business, Universitas Gadjah Mada.
Data for the trading volume, bid-ask
spread, trading day, dividend an-
nouncement, and delisting firms are
taken from the Faculty of Economics
and Business (FEB) Universitas Gadjah
Mada database, and the stock dividend
data, share bonus and stock split are
taken from Indonesia Capital Market
Directory (ICMD).

Operational Definition

Opening and Closing Price in
Each Session. Opening and closing
price are obtained from the intraday
data. Opening price in the first session
is the price established at the first pe-
riod in the first session by looking at
the transaction period. If there are two
or more transactions in the beginning
of the session at the same period, the
smallest number of transaction is used.
Closing priceis the last price created in
the session by looking at the transac-
tion period. If there are two or more
transactions in the end of the session at
the same period, the smallest number
of transaction is used. There are four
price series for one day; they are open-
ing price in the first session (P, clos-
ing pricein the first session (P, ), open-
ing price in the second session (P )
and closing price in the second session
(P

Return. Return is determined by
natural logarithm of relative price R =
In(P/P_,). In order to calculate trading
day return, four sessions of period are
needed: two trading sessions (R, and
R,) and two nontrading periods con-
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sists of overnight and lunch break (R, Meanwhile, to analyze the daily

and R,). So the patterns are (t = the ... return volatility, I use this return pat-

day): tern:

Overnight Return: Opening price first session return:
lrl(POI t C2,t-1) 1n(POI t Ol,t-l)

Return for the first session: Closing pricefi f rst session Return:
1n(PCl t Ol,t) 1n(PCl t Cl,t-l)

Return during lunch break session: Opening pricesecond session Return :

= ln(Poz,t/Pth) - 1n(Poz '+ o2, t—l)

Return for the second session: Closing price second session Return:

1n(Pcz ' o2, t) - 1n(Pcz t C2,t-1)

Figure 2. Transaction Period in Indonesian Stock Exchange

| Rczz o
| &
\ R, >
\ | R, >
\ | R012 o
| >
| RZI.J R31J R41J R, | R, 2| 32J 42J
\ \ il Ol g i g g
o, ¢ 0, C, 0, C, 0, G,
day t=1 day t=2

O, Opening of the first session, 09.30 a.m.

C, Closing of the first session, 12.00 p.m. for Monday-Thursday and 11.30 a.m. for Friday

O, Second session closing, 1.30 p.m. for Monday-Thursday and 2.00 p.m. for Friday

C, Second session closing, 4 p.m.

R ln(PW/P /) is return for transaction ij (i = o for opening, c for closing; j = 1 for the first session,
2 for the cecond session) from day (t-1) to t day.

Rkt return in interval k on day t, where:

K 2 for the first session (09.30-12.00 for Monday-Thursday, and 09.30-14.00 for Friday)

K 3 for lunch break (12.00-12.30 for Monday-Thursday, and 13.30-14.00 for Friday)

K 4 for the second session (12.30-16.00 for Monday-Thursday, and 14.00-16.00 for Friday)

K 1 for night interval (from 16.00 on day (t-1) until 09.00 on day t)
Sources: Chang et al. (1999), and Guner and Onder (2002)
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Trading period is not the same for
each day. Figure 2 shows trading pe-
riod (for the first and second session),
nontrading period (lunch break and
overnight), and daily return for the
opening and closing price in the first
session and the opening and closing
price in the second trading session.

Portfolio. Market portfolio is cre-
ated by using equal-weighted method
daily. Meanwhile, market portfolio is
done by taking the following opera-
tional variables, 1). Size is measured
by total of assets, 2). Trading volume is
the total trading transaction in one day,
3). Market returnis calculated fromthe
average of close-to-close return of all
samples, and 4). Bid-ask spread is cal-
culated by subtracting bid price from
ask price and dividing it by the mean of
ask price and bid price.

Procedural Steps for Analyzing
Data. These are the procedural steps to
analyze data:

1. From intraday data, four price se-
ries can be obtained, they are open-
ing price in the first session (P_),
closing price in the first session
(P..,), opening price in the second
session, opening price (P, ) and
closing price in the second session
(P

2. Creating four series of return, they
are:

a. Two trading period return for
morning trading session and af-
ternoon trading session, and

b. Two nontrading period return
for lunch break session and night
session.

3. Creating four daily return, they are:
a. opening price the first session
(P,,) compared to opening price
the first session on the previous

day (Pom-l))’

b. closing price the first session
(P.,) compared to the closing
price in the first session on the
previous day (P, ),

c. Opening price in the second ses-
sion (P_,) compared to opening
price in the second session on the
previous day (P, ), and

d. Closing price in the second ses-
sion (P,) compared to closing
price in the second session on the
previous day (P, ).

4. Getting rid of samples which have
no trading session from the calcula-
tion.

5. Getting rid of days around divi-
dend announcement from the
samples to avoid too sharp price
fluctuation (H-3 and H+3).

6. Makingan adjustment to stock divi-
dend, stock split, share bonus and
stock reserve split.

7. Creating market portfolio based on
useful daily return to analyze stock
price behavior during trading and
nontrading periods.

8. Proving return volatility level from
the variances of trading period re-
turn, nontrading period return, and
open-to-open return and close-to-
close return for the first and the
second session, with formula

2(Rij - Rj)

Var Rj= ol
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Note:

Var Rj : Variance return for period of
J

R, : return for day i, period of j

- intraday

R, : sample of mean return for j
period

n : number of sample

9. Conduct testing between trading
period return variance and nontrad-
ing period return variance, and
among daily return variance by us-
ing modified Levene method
(Levene 1960, and Forsythe 1974).

—

zn (D, -D,)*/ (-1)

F=

ﬂ

MH

(D, - D>/ (N-J)

=1 i=1

Note
y ¢ IRy - M|
g o oreturn for day i, period of j
intraday
M,; sample of median return for j
period

D : 2 D, / nis the mean of absolute

i=1
deviation from median of j pe-
riod

n

J
D_:) " D. /N is the last mean
00 ij

=1 =1

J
N :>n

:F(J-1,N-J)

tdbel

10.Making size quintiles to analyze
price behavior in the trading period
and nontrading period sensitivity
and variance ratio between open-
to-open return variance and close-
to-close return variance. This size
is used as a control variable.

11.Creating trading volume quintiles
by categorizing firms based on the
daily trading volume according to
the generally running year. More-
over, this trading volume is used as
a control variable.

12.Making bid-ask spread quintiles
withrelative spread withrange shar-
ing of:
a.0.00% <relative spread < 1,00%,
b.1.00% <relative spread <2,00%,
c.2.00% <relative spread < 3,00%,
d.3.00% <relative spread <4,00%,
e.4.00% < relative spread.
Range of this relative spread is then
used as a control variable.

13.Dividing samples into two, daily
return in up condition or in down
condition or notably when » > 0
and r <0, which is used to deter-
mine the sensitivity level of price
behavior in the trading and non-
trading periods, and variance ratio
between open-to-open return vari-
ance and close-to-close return vari-
ance. Up-down market conditions
are also used as a control variable.

Findings and Analyses

This section discusses data analy-

ses and research findings derived from
the data analyses. The order of discus-
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sion will begin from the descriptive
statistic, stocks price variability in trad-
ing and nontrading periods, and daily
return volatility. The descriptive sta-
tistic will be discussed in the following
section.

Descriptive Statistics

The first descriptive statistic de-
scribes the results of return variance
for all sessions in trading and nontrad-
ing periods in Table 1. From the table,
it can be inferred that the first session
trading period return (R,) has a bigger
return variance than the second ses-
sion trading period return (R,) and the
night and lunch break session in non-
trading period return (R, and R,) for
each year. In general, the first session
in trading period return variance (R,)
also has bigger return variance than the
second session in trading period return
variance (R,) and the night and lunch
break session in nontrading period re-
turn variance (R, and R,). Further-
more, from the lowest return variance,
this study notices that the lunch break
session in nontrading period (R,) has
lower variance than the first and sec-
ond session in trading period (R, and
R,) and the night session in nontrading
period (R)).

The second descriptive statistic
shows the daily return that is derived
from the four prices in each trading
session; they are the opening price in
the first session trading period (O)),
the closing price in the first session
trading period (C,), the opening price
in the second session in trading period
(O,), and the closing price in the sec-

ondsessionin trading period (C,) which
are exhibited in Table 2. The data in
this table concludes that return vari-
ance is bigger for the opening price in
the first session in trading period and
closing price in the second session in
trading period. If both of them are
compared, the return variance is the
biggest in the closing price in the sec-
ond session in trading period (C,).

Stock Return Variability in
Trading and Nontrading Periods

Data contained in Table 1 is se-
quentially analyzed to Table 3. Table 3
shows the return variance ratio be-
tween trading and nontrading periods
and vice versa. This return variance
ratio is used to observe the difference
in return of the fourth period. In gen-
eral, stock return variability, which
also means stock return volatility,
shows that the session in trading pe-
riod return is more unstable (volatile)
than the session in nontrading period
return, whichis showninR /R, R /R,
R/R, and R /R, ratios.

The instability of the night ses-
sion in nontrading period stock return
when compared to the lunch break
session in nontrading period (R /R,)is
statistically significant. The cause of
high volatility is in the lunch break
sessionofnontrading period (R,) which
is the lowest. This study also investi-
gated significant differences for R /R
and R /R,. The first and second session
in trading period return variance ratio
(R,/R,) also shows that there is a return
volatility.
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Table 3. Return Variance Ratio for Trading and Nontrading Periods

1999 2000 2001
Ratio F-Levene Ratio F-Levene Ratio F-Levene

H R/R, 1.2154 2.3287 1.4150 ** 43743 1.0951 2.1054
H R/, 12116 0.3511 1.0861 0.2137 0.9433 0.4024
H R/R, 74459 ***  118.4409 6.3892 *** 785512 5.3378 ***  68.8348
H  R/R, 74226 *** 81.9198 49043 *** 550418 45977 ***  58.1820
H,:R/R, 1.0031 0.7086 1.3028 2.6432 1.1610 0.7807
H:R/R, 6.1262 *** 89.3926 45154 *** 497077 48742 *** 379116

2002 2003 2004
H_ R/R 07901 0.0084 1.3072 * 2.9850 1.5602 ** 4.7963
H R/R, 09351 0.0400 1.0421 0.0129 1.6049 1.7638
H_ R/R, 41395 *** 58.0815 4.0756 ***  76.7751 1.9304 *** 228101
H  R/R,  4.8994 *** 51.1403 3.2491 *** 548653 1.9857 *** 144374
H:R/R, 0.8449 0.1019 1.2544 2.5494 0.9722 0.4624
H:R/R, 5.2394 *** 41.0736 3.1178 *** 555505 1.2373 *** 8.8895

2005 2004 2006
H R/R ~ 3.0952 *** 32.4448 1.1272 2.5735 1.2360 *** 227521
H R/R, 16742 *** 7.9895 1.2028 0.3066 1.1535 ** 4.4202
H R/R, 63441 *** 77.4649 4.2659 ***  65.6402 47562 ***  509.0204
H R/R, 34316 *** 434863 45521 *** 373736 4.4389 ***  361.9728
H:R/R, 1.8487 *** 10.1236 0.9371 0.9052 1.0715 ** 6.5983
H:R/R, 2.0497 *** 16.0614 3.7844 *** 351921 3.8480 *** 298.8777
Note:

*significant at level 10,00%; **significant al level 5,00%; ***significant at level 1,00%
R : Return for night session in nontrading period; R,: Return for first session in trading period; R,: Return for
lunch break session in nontrading period; R,: Return for second session in trading period

This study is successful in exam-
ining the instability in the first session
of trading period return and the second
session of trading period return com-
pared to those of the nontrading pe-
riod. For that reason, hypotheses 1.a,
1.b, 1.c,and 1.daresupported. Inmean-
ing, there is a statistically significant
return variance difference for the trad-
ing period compared to nontrading
period. This study supports to the three
studies conducted in NYSE by Amihud

and Mendelson (1991), Jain and Joh
(1988), Harris (1986), Wood et al.
(1985). This research also supports the
study that Ko et al. (1995) did in KSE,
and Huang et al. (2000) did in Taiwan
Stock Exchange.

This study is also successful in
examining that there is instability in
the first session in trading period re-
turn compared to the second session in
trading period. Furthermore, there is
instability in overnight session in non-
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trading period compared to the lunch
break session of nontrading period.
For this reason, hypotheses 2 and 3 are
supported. Inmeaning, there is a statis-
tically significant return variance dif-
ference for the first and second session
in trading period, and the overnight
and lunch break session in nontrading
period. The two hypotheses are sup-
ported, so this study supports the re-

search doneby Amihud and Mendelson
(1991), Ko et al. (1995), and Guner
and Onder (1991).

Daily Stock Return Volatility

The data in Table 2 is analyzed
sequentially in Table 4. Table 4 shows
daily return variance ratio between
opening and closing price in trading
and nontrading periods. This daily re-

Table 4. Daily Return Variance Ratios

1999 2000 2001
Ratio F-Levene Ratio F-Levene Ratio F-Levene

H,:0/C, 11189 1.0326 0.9155 0.1236 0.9172 0.0003
H,:0/C, 12473 1.9539 1.1381 2.0226 1.2602 1.8344
H,:0/C,  1.0486 0.0287 0.9331 0.0107 0.8989 0.3313
H,:0/C, 1.1689 0.0258 1.1599 * 2.8283 1.2349 0.5100
H.:0,/0, 1.0671 1.3281 0.9812 0.0660 1.0204 0.3392
H:C/C, 1.1148 0.1210 1.2431 * 2.9857 1.3739 1.7080

2002 2003 2004
H,:0/C, 08225 0.2898 1.0125 0.0499 0.9440 0.0258
H,:0/C, 0.9903 0.1558 1.0482 0.0009 1.0705 0.6315
H,:0/C,  1.0160 0.0273 1.0335 0.1656 1.0949 0.3859
H,:0,/C, 12233 1.1397 1.0700 0.0483 1.2417 2.4050
H:0,/0 0.8095 0.5128 0.9797 0.0343 0.8622 0.6323
H:C/C, 1.2040 0.7975 1.0353 0.0399 1.1340 0.8696

2005 2004 2006
H,:0/C, 11136 0.1036 0.8553 0.7870 0.9798 0.0006
H,:0/C, 11427 0.2241 0.8915 0.5856 1.1312 ** 3.9404
H,:0/C,  1.0484 0.0668 1.0787 0.0586 1.0138 0.0104
H,:.0/C, 10757 0.1711 1.1244 0.1407 1.1705 ** 4.1267
H.::0,/0, 1.0622 0.0048 0.7929 1.2414 0.9665 0.0061
H:C/C, 1.0261 0.0238 1.0423 0.0176 1.1546 * 3.7499
Note:

*significant at level 10,00%; **significant al level 5,00%; ***significant at level 1,00%

1
1
2
2

O,: Return for opening price in the first session in trading period to opening price of the previous day;

: Return for closing price in the first session in trading period to closing price of the previous day return;
: Return for opening price in the second session of trading period to opening price of the previous day;

: Return for closing price in the second session to closing price of the previous day return
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turn variance ratio is used to observe
the differences of daily return between
opening and closing price in periods.
In general, daily return variability,
which means daily stock return, inves-
tigation shows that opening price daily
return in trading period is more stable
(not volatile) than closing price daily
return of trading period, which is ex-
hibited in theratioO,/C, O,/C,, O,/C,,
and O,/C,.

This study investigates the ratio
between daily opening price and daily
closing price of the session in trading
period. Specifically, it compares the
opening price of the first and second
session in trading period return to the
closing price of the first and second
session in trading period return. For
this reason, hypotheses 4.b and 4.d are
supported. It means that instability
exists in opening and closing price for
each session in trading period. This
study supports the research done by
Amihud and Mendelson (1987) and
Guner and Onder (2000). Meanwhile,
hypotheses 4.a and 4.c are not sup-

ported because there is no daily return
volatility for the closing price in the
first session in trading period.

Return volatility between the daily
opening price of the first session in
trading period return and the opening
price of the second session in trading
period return (O, /O,) does not show
significant variance. Therefore, hy-
pothesis 5 is not supported. Mean-
while, daily return volatility between
the daily closing price of the first ses-
sion in trading period return and the
daily closing price of the second ses-
sion in trading period return (C /C,) is
statistically significant. Therefore,
hypothesis 6 is also supported, be-
cause it involves the closing price of
the second session in trading period
return variance or daily closing price
return. The result matches with the
research done by Guner and Onder
(2000).

Controlling Based on Size

There is a tendency that small-
sized firms have higher return than

Table 5a. Size Quintiles Return Variance in Trading and Nontrading Periods

R, R, R,
Smallest 0.0001 0.0002 0.0001 0.0002
2 0.0004 0.0004 0.0002 0.0004
3 0.0002 0.0002 0.0001 0.0002
4 0.0004 0.0003 0.0001 0.0005
Biggest 0.0003 0.0003 0.0002 0.0003

Note:

R,: Return for night session in nontrading period; R : Return for first session in trading
period; R.: Return for lunch break session in nontrading period; R,: Return for second

session in trading period
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Table 5b. Size Quintiles Daily Return Variance

Ol 02 C2
Smallest 0.0005 0.0005 0.0005 0.0005
2 0.0008 0.0008 0.0009 0.0008
3 0.0005 0.0006 0.0007 0.0005
4 0.0006 0.0006 0.0007 0.0006
Biggest 0.0007 0.0008 0.0007 0.0006

Note:

O,: Return for opening price in the first session in trading period to opening price of the
previous day; C,: Return for closing price in the first session in trading period to closing
price of the previous day return; O,: Return for opening price in the second session of
trading period to opening price of the previous day; O,: Return for closing price in the
second session to closing price of the previous day return

big-sized firms. The reason is that
small-sized firms do not have quick
and easy trading frequency as the big
ones do. In addition, small-sized firms
are more vulnerable to economic and
capital market efficiency. Based on
this concept, this study controls whether
the stock return is stable in trading
period and nontrading period or not.
Table 5a shows size quintiles return
variance of trading and nontrading
periods, and Table 5b shows size
quintiles daily return variance.

The ratio of trading and nontrad-
ing periods return variance for small-
sized firms and big-sized firms exam-
ined is statistically and significantly
different. The return variance differ-
ence shows that hypothesis 7 is not
supported, but the result contradicted
to the previous empirical concepts and
theories. This is shown in Table 6a.
Furthermore, the ratio of daily return
variance for small-sized firms and big-
sized firms examined is statistically

and significantly different. It is shown
in table 6b. Therefore, this study con-
cluded that small-sized firms and big-
sized firms have different return vari-
ance, for trading and nontrading peri-
ods return or daily return. However,
the statistical values are inversed. Fi-
nally, this study concluded that big-
sized firms have higher return than
small-sized firms. Inaddition, this study
contradicts the result of previous em-
pirical studies.

Table 6a is sequentially analyzed
to Table 7a. This table shows the ratio
of trading and nontrading periods re-
turn variance controlled by size. The
previous empirical study states that
small-sized firms are more unstable
(volatile) than the big ones (Guner and
Onder 2001). Hypotheses 1.a, 1.b, 1.c,
and 1.d are supported and consistent
with before controlled by size in the
previous subchapter. The examination
shows that small-sized firms are statis-
tically more significant than big-sized

432



Sumiyana—Behavior of Stock Price Variability over Trading and Nontrading Periods, and...

Table 6a. Compare Return Variance of the Smallest-Biggest Size Firms for
Trading and Nontrading Periods

R, R,

0.4824 ***  (.6355 ***
81.2121 17.3285

R, R,
0.3457 *** 0.6007 ***
52.4208 42.0777

Ratio
F-Levene

Note:

*significant at level 10,00%; **significant al level 5,00%; ***significant at level 1,00%
R,: Return for night session in nontrading period; R,: Return for first session in trading
period; R.: Return for lunch break session in nontrading period; R,: Return for second
session in trading period

Table 6b. Compare Return Variance of the Smallest-Biggest Size Firms for
Daily Return

Ol Cl 02 C2
Ratio 0.7309 *** 0.6584 *** 0.7693 *** 0.7586 ***
F-Levene 15.0172 16.3992 10.0402 17.6157
Note:

*significant at level 10,00%; **significant al level 5,00%; ***significant at level 1,00%
O,: Return for opening price in the first session in trading period to opening price of the
previous day; C: Return for closing price in the first session in trading period to closing
price of the previous day return; O,: Return for opening price in the second session of
trading period to opening price of the previous day; O,: Return for closing price in the
second session to closing price of the previous day return

firms. Furthermore, hypothesis 2 is not
supported which stated that small-sized

small-sized firms compared to the big
ones in Table 7b. This table examines

firms are not statistically significant
than big-sized firms. Hypothesis 3 is
supported, but both small-size firms
and big-size firms have return vari-
ances that are statistically significant.
The variance return ratio should have
been higher for small-size firms than
big-size firms.

Table 6b is consecutively ana-
lyzed with the ratio of daily return for

hypotheses 4.a, 4.b, 4.c, 4.d, 5 and 6
which are controlled by size quintiles.
This study concluded that hypotheses
4.a, 4.b, 4.c, 4.d, and 5 are not sup-
ported. Hypothesis 6 is incidentally
supported and analyzed by controlling
based on size is examined consistently.
It means that small-sized firms are
more significantly volatile than big-
sized firms.
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Controlling Based on Trading
Volume

This study use trading volume to
control the price movement. The high
volume indicates that stock price tends
to move to higher price. And other-
wise, low trading volume tends to move
the price to lower price. This tendency
is influenced by the stock agents’ ex-
pectation to do or not to do transaction.
Moreover, trading transaction volume
is related to return (Easly and O’Hara
1997). Consequently, stock return in
trading and nontrading periods and
daily return are systematically con-
trolled by the trading transaction vol-
ume.

Trading transaction volume is re-
lated to information arrival. Informa-
tion arrival makes the demand to buy
more than to sell. This condition makes
the trading transaction volume in-
creases. When the trading transaction
volume is high, the return variance

icreases too. And otherwise, when
the trading transaction weakens, the
return variance decreases too (Karpoff
1987, and Admati and Pflederer 1988).
Table 8a shows return variance which
is categorized by trading transaction
volume level for trading and nontrad-
ing return, while Table 8b shows daily
return variance.

The ratio of return variance for
trading and nontrading periods is cat-
egorized by trading volume quintiles
exhibited in Table 9a. The study sug-
gested that the smallest and biggest
quintiles return variances are signifi-
cantly different. As a result, hypoth-
esis 8 is supported for the nontrading
period and opening price for the first
session in trading period. Thus, there is
a significant difference in overnight
and lunch break return. Meanwhile,
when the daily return is analyzed, there
is significant difference for opening
price in the first session in trading
period return shown in Table 9b.

Table 8a. Trading Volume Quintiles for Trading and Nontrading Return

Variance
Rl R3 R4
Smallest 0.00021 0.00024 0.00011 0.00031
2 0.00018 0.00031 0.00015 0.00035
3 0.00058 0.00030 0.00019 0.00068
4 0.00050 0.00034 0.00015 0.00056
Biggest 0.00030 0.00027 0.00028 0.00044

Note:

R,: Return for night session in nontrading period; R,: Return for first session in trading
period; R.: Return for lunch break session in nontrading period; R,: Return for second

session in trading period
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Table 8b. Trading Volume Quintiles for Daily Return Variance

Smallest
2
3
4

Biggest

O1 Cl 02 C2
0.00067 0.00071 0.00088 0.00065
0.00065 0.00066 0.00065 0.00064
0.00068 0.00071 0.00081 0.00061
0.00073 0.00071 0.00066  0.00072
0.00068 0.00070 0.00082  0.00064

Note:

O,: Return for opening price in the first session in trading period to opening price of the
previous day; C,: Return for closing price in the first session in trading period to closing
price of the previous day return; O,: Return for opening price in the second session of
trading period to opening price of the previous day; O,: Return for closing price in the
second session to closing price of the previous day return

Table 9a. Compare Return Variance of the Smallest-Biggest Trading Volume
for Trading and Nontrading Periods

R, R, R, R,
0.6773 *** 0.8863 0.3956 0.6902
7.2672 1.9590 2.5266 1.8836

Ratio
F-Levene

Note:

*significant at level 10,00%; **significant al level 5,00%; ***significant at level 1,00%
R,: Return for night session in nontrading period; R : Return for first session in trading
period; R.: Return for lunch break session in nontrading period; R,: Return for second
session in trading period.

Table 9b. Compare Return Variance of the Smallest-Biggest Trading Volume
for Daily Return

O1 Cl 02 02
Ratio 0.9825 * 1.0136 1.0748 1.0029
F-Levene  3.2868 1.2439 0.0012 0.9058

Note:

*significant at level 10,00%; **significant al level 5,00%; ***significant at level 1,00%
O,: Return for opening price in the first session in trading period to opening price of the
previous day; C,: Return for closing price in the first session in trading period to closing
price of the previous day return; O,: Return for opening price in the second session of
trading period to opening price of the previous day; O,: Return for closing price in the
second session to closing price of the previous day return
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Ratio of trading and nontrading
return variance controlled by the level
of trading volume is exhibited in Table
10a. From the analysis, this study sug-
gested that the difference between trad-
ing period and the nontrading period
return variance is statistically signifi-
cant whether the trading volume is
small or big. Therefore, hypotheses
l.a, 1.b, l.c, and 1.d are supported.
Meanwhile, the difference between the
trading period and nontrading period
return variance is statistically signifi-
cant. Hypothesis 2 is not supported
because it contains trading period re-
turn variance as a comparison denomi-
nator. Otherwise, the difference be-
tween the nontrading period and non-
trading period return variance is statis-
tically significant. Therefore, hypoth-
esis 3 is supported. This study also
contradicts previous empirical studies
which show that both the smallest and
the biggest trading volume is signifi-
cantly different.

Daily return variance which is
controlled by trading volume is reex-
amined to determine the hypotheses

consistency to the daily return tested
before. The result of the test is shown
in Table 10b. The test result shows that
the size of trading volume does not
influence daily return variance. There-
fore, all daily return variance hypoth-
eses 4.a, 4.b, 4.c, 4.d, 5, and 6 con-
trolled by trading volume are not sup-
ported. So, this study concluded that
trading volume does not cause daily
return volatility, and it shows that trad-
ing volume does not move linearly
with the daily return volatility. It is
appropriate that variance returns ratio
for big trading volume is higher than
small trading volume. Actually, both
of the smallest and the biggest trading
volume do not have significantly dif-
ferent return variance.

Controlling Based on Bid-ask
Spreads

For the third reexamination, this
study use bid-ask spread to control
trading and nontrading return variance
and daily return variance. The use of
this bid-ask spread is to examine the
different return variance caused by dis-

Table 11a. Bid-ask spread Quintiles for Trading and Nontrading Periods

Return Variance

R, R, R, R,

Smallest 0.000893 0.000292 0.000220 0.000943

2 0.000323 0.000334 0.000172 0.000434

3 0.000316 0.000336 0.000219 0.000447

4 0.000428 0.000496 0.000378 0.000615

Biggest 0.000242 0.000244 0.000086 0.000201
Note:

R,: Return for night session in nontrading period; R : Return for first session in trading
period; R.: Return for lunch break session in nontrading period; R,: Return for second

session in trading period
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Table 11b. Bid-ask spread Quintiles for Daily Return Variance

O1 Cl 02 C2
Smallest 0.000711 0.000713 0.000713 0.000756
2 0.000725 0.000765 0.000743 0.000706
3 0.000722 0.000752 0.000874 0.000814
4 0.001075 0.001081 0.001138 0.000918
Biggest 0.000691 0.000701 0.000695 0.000651

Note:

O,: Return for opening price in the first session in trading period to opening price of the
previous day; C,: Return for closing price in the first session in trading period to closing
price of the previous day return; O,: Return for opening price in the second session of
trading period to opening price of the previous day; O,: Return for closing price in the
second session to closing price of the previous day return

Table 12a. Compare Variance of the Smallest-Biggest Bid-Ask Spreads for
Trading and Nontrading Periods

R, R, R, R,

Ratio 3.6962 *** 1.1976 2.568(0 *** 4.6930 ***
F-Levene 36.2348 0.3627 34.0671 25.3184
Note:

*significant at level 10,00%; **significant al level 5,00%; ***significant at level 1,00%
R,: Return for night session in nontrading period; R,: Return for first session in trading
period; R.: Return for lunch break session in nontrading period; R,: Return for second
session in trading period

Table 12b. Compare Variance of the Smallest-Biggest Bid-Ask Spreads for
Daily Return

Ol Cl 02 C2
Ratio 1.0295 1.0178 1.0255 1.1610
F-Levene 0.0003 0.7870 0.9756 0.8923

Note:

*significant at level 10,00%; **significant al level 5,00%; ***significant at level 1,00%
O,: Return for opening price in the first session in trading period to opening price of the
previous day; C,: Return for closing price in the first session in trading period to closing
price of the previous day return; O,: Return for opening price in the second session of
trading period to opening price of the previous day; O,: Return for closing price in the
second session to closing price of the previous day return
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semination of information arrivals
which finally causes the return vari-
ance (Glosten and Harris 1988;
Coopeland and Galai 1983). Trading
and nontrading period returns which
are categorized by the bid-ask spread
is shown in Table 11a. On the other
hand, daily return is categorized by
bid-ask spread quintiles when the bid-
ask spread is big or small are shown in
Table 11b.

The previous empirical studies
suggest that the big bid-ask spread has
higher return variance that is statisti-
cally significant in comparison with
small bid-ask spread. The relation is
linear; when the bid-ask spread is small,
the return volatility is small too and
vice versa (Branch and Fred 1977).
The significant differences between
trading and nontrading return variance
and daily return variance are described
in Table 12a and 12b. Based on those
tables, hypothesis 9 is not supported.
This rejection is based on the result
that return variance difference is in-
versely proportional to the previous
empirical concepts. Clearly, the statis-
tical values are inversed. Finally, this
study concludes that small bid-ask
spread has higher return than big ones.

Trading and nontrading periods
return variance controlled by the level
of bid-ask spreads shows that there is a
variance difference. This study com-
pares trading return variance and non-
trading return variance, especially for
overnight session or lunch break ses-
sion. When there are small bid-ask
spreads and big bid-ask spreads, there
are significant differences on trading

and nontrading periods return vari-
ance. Therefore, hypotheses 1.a, 1.b,
l.c, and 1.d are supported when con-
trolled by the big or small bid-ask
spreads. Meanwhile, the difference
between trading and nontrading peri-
ods return variance is also statistically
significant. In conclusion, hypotheses
2 and 3 are supported, because theratio
of trading and nontrading periods re-
turn variance is statistically signifi-
cant. The complete result is in Table
13a. This study concluded that bid-ask
spread does not cause the return vola-
tility for trading and nontrading peri-
ods. Thereturn variance in the big bid-
ask spread should have been higher
than in the small bid-ask spread. Actu-
ally, the difference of both big and
small bid-ask spreads are statistically
significant. Finally, this study contra-
dicts the previous empirical studies.

Daily return variance controlled
by bid-ask spreads determines the con-
sistency of hypotheses to the daily
return which has been reexamined be-
fore. Table 13b exhibited the test re-
sults. The test result shows that the
return variance of big or small bid-ask
spread does not differ significantly.
Hypotheses 4.a, 4.b, 4.c, 4.d, 5, and 6
controlled by bid-ask spreads are not
supported by all daily return variance.
Therefore, it can be concluded that
bid-ask spread does not affect daily
return volatility. It also concluded that
the size of bid-ask spread does not
move linearly with daily return volatil-
ity. To conclude, this study contradicts
the previous empirical study.
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Controlling Based on Up-down
Market

There are two kinds of market
condition; they are the conditions when
the market increases (up-market) or
when the market decreases (down-
market). Related to return, when mar-
ket condition increases, the return is
positive and vice versa when the mar-
ket decreases, the return is negative.
However, return variance is distrib-
uted unequally for every session in
trading or nontrading period. The rea-
son for this is that information arrives
irregularly to the investors (Chang et
al. 1993, and Huanget al. 2000). Table
14a shows the ratio of trading and

nontrading return variance which is
categorized into up-down market ba-
sis. Meanwhile, Table 14b describes
the ratio of daily return variance which
is classified into up-down market.
Table 14a and 14b are sequen-
tially analyzed for the trading and non-
trading periods and daily return vari-
ance. Table 15a and Table 15b exhib-
ited test results that use up-down mar-
ket to control return variance. This
study suggested that the ratio of up-
down market return is statistically sig-
nificant for the overnight and lunch
break sessions in nontrading period.
Meanwhile, the other ratios are not
statistically significant. On the other

Table 14a. Up-Down Market for Trading and Nontrading Return Variance

R,

R, R,

0.000082
0.000112

Up market
Down market

0.000098
0.000108

0.000026 0.000123
0.000029 0.000104

Note:

R,: Return for night session in nontrading period; R : Return for first session in trading
period; R.: Return for lunch break session in nontrading period; R,: Return for second

session in trading period

Table 14b. Up-Down Market for Daily Return Variance

Ol 02 C2
Up market 0.000395 0.000334 0.000330 0.000211
Down market 0.000399 0.000342 0.000336 0.000246

Note:

O,: Return for opening price in the first session in trading period to opening price of the
previous day; C,: Return for closing price in the first session in trading period to closing
price of the previous day return; O,: Return for opening price in the second session of
trading period to opening price of the previous day; O,: Return for closing price in the
second session to closing price of the previous day return
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side, from the examination of daily
return, there is no return variance for
the opening and closing price of the
first and second session in trading pe-
riod. Therefore, hypothesis 10 is not
supported. Finally, this study concludes
that the return volatility in overnight
session (R ) does not support Huang et
al. (2000). Actually, all of the statisti-
cal values are inversed. Finally, this
study contradicts the previous empiri-
cal studies which conclude that vola-
tility level is increased in the down-
market condition.

The instability of trading and non-
trading return variance show that up-
down market condition occurred when
they are related to overnight and lunch
break session in nontrading period.
Hypotheses 1.a, 1.b, 1.c, 1.d and 3 are
supported and consistent before con-
trolled by up-down market. The return
variance of the first and second session
in trading period when compared with
the overnight return is not statistically
significant in the down-market return.
For additional consideration, hypoth-
eses 1.c, 1.d and 3 contradict the previ-

Table 15a. Compare Return Variance of the Up-Down Market for Trading

and Nontrading Periods

R,

0.7322 ***
11.2439

Ratio
F-Levene

R, R, R,

0.9032
0.3739

0.8940 **
5.6071

1.1816
0.2734

Note:

*significant at level 10,00%; **significant al level 5,00%; ***significant at level 1,00%
R,: Return for night session in nontrading period; R,: Return for first session in trading
period; R.: Return for lunch break session in nontrading period; R,: Return for second
session in trading period

Table 15b. Compare Return Variance of the Up-Down Market for Daily

Return
Ol Cl 02 C2
Ratio 0.9897 ** 0.9761 0.9829 0.8579
F-Levene 4.9427 1.4650 1.5573 0.3713

Note:

*significant at level 10,00%; **significant al level 5,00%; ***significant at level 1,00%
O,: Return for opening price in the first session in trading period to opening price of the
previous day; C,: Return for closing price in the first session in trading period to closing
price of the previous day return; O,: Return for opening price in the second session of
trading period to opening price of the previous day; O,: Return for closing price in the
second session to closing price of the previous day return
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ous empirical studies, because both of
the up-market and down-market return
are statistically significant. In addi-
tion, hypothesis 2 is not supported.
The complete result is exhibited in
Table 16a.

Using the same procedure, return
variance difference for the daily return
controlled by up-down market is sta-
tistically significant. The differences
occurred are related to the opening or
closing price in trading period. This
study concluded that hypotheses 4.a,
4.b, 4.d, 5 and 6 are supported and
inconsistent with the one before it is
controlled by up-down market. This
study contradicts previous empirical
studies which conclude that return vola-
tility occurs in down-market condi-
tion. However, the result for hypoth-
esis 4.a which is not statistically sig-
nificant in the up-market condition is
an exception. In addition, hypothesis
4.c is statistically insignificant when
the denominators are the return for the
closing price of first session in trading
period (C,). The complete result is
exhibited in Table 16b.

Analysis

The findings are about the consis-
tency of the hypotheses testing. The
consistency is tested by comparing
between the test result in this study,
empirical concepts and hypotheses
developed by the previous studies. The
findings are presented in the following
discussions.

Previous studies, concepts and
hypotheses conclude that the highest

return variance is located in the open-
ing and closing return in trading period
(Wood et al. 1985). Ko et al. (1995)
argue that the first session in trading
period is more volatile than the second
session in trading period. Guner and
Onder (2001) conclude that the differ-
ence in overnight session in nontrad-
ing periodreturnis caused by the longer
interval than the lunch break session.
Furthermore, the volatility of lunch
break session return is the lowest be-
cause of the little information that in-
vestors got (Amihud and Mendelson
1991). This study results are consis-
tently investigated with the previous
empirical studies. The available evi-
dences prove that the return variance
difference is statistically significant.

Related to the daily return, Amihud
and Mendelson (1987) argue that there
is a significant difference in the open-
ing and closing price volatility in
NYSE. Guner and Onder (2000) con-
clude that return volatility in the clos-
ing price of the second session in trad-
ing period is the lowest among other
returns. It has been investigated thor-
oughly and consistently that the clos-
ing price in the second session of trad-
ing period contributes to the daily re-
turn volatility.

The two paragraphs above are re-
examined in order to investigate con-
sistency internally. The reexamination
was conducted by the variable controls
stated in the following paragraphs.

1. Controlling based on size. Guner
and Onder (2001) conclude that the
ratio of return variance in trading
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and nontrading periods has a linear
relationship with the size of the firms.
Chan and Nai (1991) argue that
small-sized firms have bigger risks
than big-sized firms. Elfakhani
(1991) concludes that variability
tends to happen more frequently in
small-sized firms because of the lack
of information. Small-sized firms
should present higher volatility than
the big ones. It has been invalidly
investigated that small-sized firms
have very big return variance.

. Controlling based on the trading
volume. Easley and O’Hara (1987)
conclude that high trading volume
occurs if the price level moves too
high. They also argue that big return
volatility occurs in the big trading
volume because there is private in-
formation. Admati and Pflederer
(1988) conclude that return volatil-
ity is high in trading volume of
trading period. These previous re-
searchers’ concepts are reexamined
invalidly by this study. Although
there is a significant return variance
difference, but the higher return
variance occurs in both small and
big trading volume. All of the test
results, when controlled by trading
volume, the linear return volatility
and trading volume, are invalid.

. Controlling based on bid-ask
spread. Mcnish and Wood (1992)
conclude that there is a linear rela-
tionship between return volatility
and bid-ask spread. Bid-ask spread
is directly and significantly related

Sumiyana—Behavior of Stock Price Variability over Trading and Nontrading Periods, and...

to the amount of information arrives
in the market which makes the vola-
tility level higher. Branch and Freed
(1977)also arguethat bid-ask spread
increases when the return volatility
increases too. The previous research-
ers’ concepts are invalidly investi-
gated by this study. Although there
is a significant difference return
variance, but the analysis demon-
strates that the return variance is
higher in the smaller bid-ask spread.
All of the test results, when con-
trolled by bid-ask spread, the linear
relation of return volatility and bid-
ask spread, is invalid.

. Controlling based on up-down

market. Chang et al. (1993) con-
clude that the ratio between opening
price return variance and closing
price return variance are sensitive to
the market condition. The previous
theoretical concepts are invalidly
investigated by this study. Theanaly-
sis has significantly or has insignifi-
cantly return variance difference,
when the market is up with bigger
return variance and when market is
down with smaller return variance.
From the test results, the first ses-
sion of trading period (R, ) is exam-
ined to be significant but it contra-
dicts the previous empirical con-
cepts. Moreover, return variances
for overnight session (R,), lunch
session (R,) and open-to-open in the
first trading session (O, ) are statisti-
cally significant, but this study con-
tradicts the previous studies.
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Conclusions and Limitations

Conclusions inferred from this
study are as follows. The highest re-
turn variance occurs in the opening
and closing of trading day return. The
highest return in the opening price
causes the return volatility level in the
first session of trading period to be
more volatile. The difference in the
overnight session of trading period re-
turn is caused by the longer interval
than the lunch break session. The short
interval of lunch break session makes
the return volatility be the lowest be-
cause of the investors get less private
information (owned by only a few in-
vestors). This theoretical concept is
supported.

Related to daily return volatility,
there is significant difference in open-
ing and closing price volatility. Return
volatility in the closing price of the
second session in both trading periods
are the lowest among other period re-
turns. It is validly supported that the
closing price of the second session in
trading period triggers the daily return
volatility.

Controlling based on size con-
cludes that the ratio of trading and
nontrading return variance has a linear
relation with the size of the firms, and
the small-sized firms have bigger risks
than the big ones. It is not valid that
both small-sized and big-sized firms
variance return are different signifi-
cantly. Controlling based on the trad-
ing volume states that bigger return
volatility occurs in big trading volume
which is supported by private informa-

tion and the return volatility in high
trading volume in trading period. This
concept is not valid, because the inves-
tigation is reversed for the trading and
nontrading return variance and daily
return variance.

Controlling based on bid-ask
spread suggests that the linear rela-
tionship between return volatility and
bid-ask spread increases when the re-
turn volatility increases too. The in-
vestigation proves that the previous
theoretical concept is not valid; be-
cause theresult demonstrates the higher
return variance occurs in smaller bid-
ask spread for trading and nontrading
return variance or daily return vari-
ance. Controlling based on up-down
market argues that the ratio of opening
price return variance and closing price
return variance are sensitive to the
market condition. The previous em-
pirical concepts is proved not valid by
this study, in which the investigation
shows that there is no significant re-
turn variance difference that when the
market is up the return variance is
bigger. Furthermore, when the market
1s down, the return variance is smaller.

After controlling return variances
is employed by using size, trading vol-
ume, bid-ask spreads and up-down
market, this study suggested that there
is no trading pattern in Indonesia Stock
Exchange. This conclusion depends
upon the assumption that size, trading
volume, bid-ask spreads and up-down
market hypotheses are valid. Other-
wise, this conclusion is correct be-
cause of the emerging market status of
the Indonesia Stock Exchange.
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This study has some limitations
that can weaken the validity of this
study. The limitations are firstly, the
variable of trading transaction volume
and bid-ask spread uses day to day
data. It is better to use trading session
rather than session data as variable.
The reason is that trading volume and
bid-ask spread are different for each
session.

Secondly, trading period return
only uses opening and closing price,
although there is a possibility that in-
stability might occur in the middle of
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