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Abstract 

 

There is considerable debate about the size of fees charged by superannuation funds. This 

paper investigates both investment fees and administration fees and shows that there are 

economically valid reasons why most investment fees are set at their current level. Our 

results show that on average, retail funds are charging both higher investment fees and 

administration fees than other funds. A defence of higher administration fees can be easily 

achieved given the opacity that surrounds this fee type. However, it is difficult to justify why 

investment fees are higher, on average, when the cost (i.e., riskiness) of asset classes is 

incorporated into our analysis.  
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1. Introduction 

The fees charged by superannuation funds remains a hotly debated issue in Australia. 

For example, Minifie (2014) argues that superannuation fees in Australia are three times the 

OECD average. The Financial System Inquiry (Commonwealth of Australia (2014)) also 

argues for increased efficiency in superannuation. In other words, fees should be reduced.  

Whether these fees are excessive depends on the value that one derives from the 

superannuation product being purchased. Although we are unable to directly observe the 

value that a superannuation fund member derives from the total fee paid, we can link the 

investment, administration and total fee to observable fund characteristics to ascertain what 

factors can explain differences in fees amongst funds. A comparison of fees between 

countries would be an ideal way of answering the question about whether superannuation 

fees in Australia are excessive. However, it is easier said than done to be able to adequately 

incorporate institutional differences that exist between countries into any meaningful 

analysis. 

The approach taken in this study is to focus on a sample of Australian superannuation 

funds to gain a better understanding of the factors that influences the fees that they charge. 

Specifically, we examine how fund size, asset allocation, risk category and fund type 

influence investment, administration and total fees. We also undertake a benchmarking 

exercise for funds’ investment fees. Using survey data on the median fees charged to manage 

certain asset classes, combined with the asset allocations of each fund we construct an 

expected fee measure. We then compare the expected fee, given a fund’s asset allocation, 

with its actual fee to identify whether funds are charging investment fees that are higher than 

expected. 
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Previous research has not precisely linked the investment fee to the asset allocation of 

each superannuation fund in Australia. The results reveal that exposure to certain asset 

classes helps to explain fund fees. Our results show that this difference provides an intuitive 

reason as to why investment fees differ between funds. A second contribution of the study is 

that fund type plays an important role in the determination of fees. After taking into account 

the asset allocation for each fund, we find convincing evidence that there are differences in 

the fees charged by corporate funds, industry funds, master trusts and public funds. These fee 

differences exist across investment, administration and total fees. We find that industry funds 

charge an investment fee that is over 12 basis points cheaper than a master trust, after 

controlling for asset allocation. This is a significant amount, given that the average 

investment fee is around 60 basis points in our sample. We undertake a benchmarking 

exercise to reveal that investment fees do not seem excessive, but we again observe 

differences across funds types. When examining the average difference between the actual 

investment fee charged and the expected fee, we observe that retail funds have the highest 

differential. However, when examining medians, retail funds perform similarly to industry 

funds. This indicates that there are certain retail funds that are dragging the average fee up for 

this category, and highlights that there is scope for fees to be lowered for some funds. 

There are two shortcomings to this study. First, we do not have data on the universe of 

superannuation funds. We believe that the availability of asset allocation data far outweighs 

the cost of only examining a smaller sample of superannuation funds. Second, the 

heterogeneity of investors makes it difficult to examine qualitative factors that will impact 

administration fees. The provision of services, such as financial advice, may not be in the best 

interests of all members as many will not utilise these services. Therefore, the fee charged by 

a fund may be reasonable for one member, but not for a different member. The approach we 

take is to exclude qualitative factors from our analysis, given the value derived is subjective. 
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2. Hypotheses  

This study focuses on the asset allocation of each fund, risk category, the size of its 

assets under management, and the type of fund to identify the factors that impact the 

investment, administration and total fee charge by superannuation funds in Australia. 

A fund’s asset allocation is widely considered to be an indicator of the fees it charges. 

Specifically, the operating costs of a fund are likely to be influenced by the classes of assets 

held by the fund. Haslem, Baker, and Smith (2008) show that fees differ across Morningstar 

style classifications, whereas Adams, Mansi, and Nishikawa (2012), and Nanda, Wang, and 

Zheng (2009) argue that multi-asset class funds are more expense. Dellva and Olson (1998) 

show that funds with an international focus tend to be more expensive, whereas Geranio and 

Zanotti (2005) argue that funds-of-funds are most expensive funds, followed by equity funds, 

then high yield bond, balanced, bond and cash funds. Khorana, Servaes, and Tufano (2009) 

find that index funds are associated with the lowest fees. Wahal and Wang (2011) argue that 

increased competition in markets through the entry of substitute funds is successful in 

maintaining lower fund fees. Cooper, Halling, and Lemmon (2011) contest this finding, 

showing that entry into the market by similar funds does not impact upon expenses. Funds 

that are managed more actively are likely to incur higher operating costs, and as such, are 

expected to pass these costs on to investors by charging higher fees. Alternatively, funds that 

more closely track the market are less likely to achieve returns that greatly exceed its 

benchmark. As such, managers should not be compensated through higher fee revenue for 

their inability to generate excess returns. Expectedly, we should find that fund fees are 

positively related to their level of active management. Iannotta and Navone (2012) 

investigate this relationship, and show that funds with higher active share, measured by their 

four-factor R-squared, do charge higher fees. Basu and Andrews (2014), however, show that 

Australian superannuation fund fees are negatively related to their level of active return. 
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We hypothesise that funds with a higher asset allocation to riskier and more expensive 

to manage asset classes will have a higher investment fee. We do not have any prior on how 

asset allocation will impact the administration fee, but we believe that the hypothesised 

relationship for the investment fee will be present when examining a fund’s total fee. 

We also investigate how fees vary within different risk categories as an alternative 

way of proxying for funds exposure to more expensive asset classes. We anticipate that funds 

in the higher risk categories will have higher investment fees given the additional cost 

associated with managing these assets. We expect investment fees to increase across fund 

type from conservative, balanced, growth and high growth. 

A commonly investigated factor sought to explain fees is the size of a fund’s assets 

under management. A number of studies show that a significantly negative relationship exists 

between the size of U.S. mutual funds and their fees charged to investors [see, for example 

Malhotra and McLeod (1997) and Tufano and Sevick (1997), Dellva and Olson (1998), 

Christoffersen (2001), Berkowitz and Kotowitz (2002), Ying Luo (2002), Golec (2003) Gil-

Bazi and Ruiz‐Verdu (2009) and Navone (2012)]. Khorana et al. (2009) observe a negative 

relationship between size and expenses for an international sample of managed funds. The 

inverse size-fee relationship is consistent with the notion of economies of scale, in that 

smaller funds are required to increase fees to cover fixed costs that would have otherwise 

been spread across larger funds under management. In contrast to these findings, Lesseig, 

Long, and Smythe (2002), Martínez Sedano and Gil-Bazo (2004) and Geranio and Zanotti 

(2005)find that size is positivity related to the management fees of managed funds in the 

U.S., Spain and Italy, respectively. Martínez Sedano and Gil-Bazo (2004) also show that a 

positive relationship exists between fund size and expenses when size is measured relative to 
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a fund’s objective group. Khorana and Servaes (1999) similarly argue that the market share 

of a fund is inversely related to its fees.  

The previous results on economies of scale in the fees charged by Australian 

superannuation funds are mixed. Bateman and Mitchell (2002), Sy (2010), Higgs and 

Worthington (2012), Basu and Andrews (2014) and Cummings (2015) show that scale 

economies exist amongst Australian superannuation funds. Liu and Arnold (2010) show that 

larger funds benefit from economies of scale, especially when their services are outsourced to 

independent providers. On the other hand, Coleman, Esho, and Wong (2006) find little to no 

evidence of a relationship between fund size and fees. Tan and Cam (2014) argue that size is 

the main driver of fees within the funds management industry and show that this relationship 

is significantly positive, indicating that scale economies do not exist. Based on the evidence 

regarding fees and fund size, we expect that the investment fee, administration fee and the 

total fee should decline as the assets under management increase if economies of scale exist. 

The ability of superannuation funds to negotiate lower investment fees for large mandates, 

and the spreading of operational costs across a large amount of assets and members, should 

lead to lower fees as funds size increases. 

There are a number of reports and studies that show differences in the level of fees 

across retail, industry, corporate and public sector superannuation funds (see Coleman et al. 

(2006), Ellis, Tobin, and Tracey (2008) and Minifie (2014)). It is important to control for 

these factors. Previous studies have shown that retail funds have relatively high fees and 

corporate and public sector funds have relatively low fees. Our research will investigate 

whether these fee differences exist after controlling for the asset allocation of funds. 
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3. Data  

The superannuation fund data used in this study are sourced from fund surveys 

collected by Chant West.
4
 Chant West is an independent superannuation research and 

consultancy firm established in 1997. The sample covers annual data for the period from 

2007 to 2015. The data extracted from these surveys include percentage investment fees and 

the dollar value of administration fees for account balances of $25,000, $50,000 and 

$250,000. The investment fee covers the cost of managing the investment of the 

superannuation fund. The administration fee covers the costs incurred to operate the 

superannuation fund. The total fee is the investment fee plus the administration fee. We 

convert the dollar value of the administration fee to a percent value by dividing by the 

account balance. For the majority of the analysis, we will focus on an account balance of 

$50,000. The dataset also includes strategic asset allocation across Australian shares, 

Australian bonds, international shares, international bonds, Australian property, international 

property, infrastructure, hedge funds, cash, private equity and other assets. Information on 

assets under management, fund provider type (i.e. consultants, corporate, industry, master 

trusts and public sector funds) and an indicator for MySuper funds are also contained in the 

final dataset.  

We provide two different samples. The first sample includes all funds that have 

observations on investment fee and administration fee (full sample). The final sample that is 

used in the analysis requires funds to have observations for investment fee, administration 

fee, asset allocation and the total assets under management of the superannuation fund 

(analysis sample). These constraints produce an unbalanced panel of 1,063 annual 

observations across 174 superannuation fund options. We present the summary statistics for 

both the full sample and the analysis sample. Table 1 contains the descriptive statistics for 

                                                 
4
 For further information about the surveys please see https://www.chantwest.com.au/. 

https://www.chantwest.com.au/
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both samples. As the statistics for both the full sample and the analysis sample are similar, the 

discussion will focus on the analysis sample. The average investment fee is just under 62 

basis points in our sample. The median is similar, though there is significant variation in the 

fee within the sample. In terms of the administration fee, these average from 62 basis points 

on account balances of $25,000 to an average of 16 basis points for account balances of 

$150,000. The medians are lower for all the administration fees, suggesting that there are 

some funds charging sizeable administration fees. The maximum values indicate this as well. 

Investment fees make up 50% of the total fee for account balances of $25,000 and 79% for 

account balances of $150,000. 

[Insert Table 1] 

Table 2 presents the mean and median fee for each year from 2007 to 2015. There is 

considerable variation in investment fees over time, with an increasing trend present up until 

2010 followed by some volatility. The median follows a similar pattern. The times series 

behaviour of the administration fee is essentially the opposite. Administration fees decline 

over the sample, before increasing from 2013 to 2015. The median results are broadly 

similar. One explanation for these differences could be due to the entry and exit of 

superannuation funds in the sample. To attempt to take account of this, Figure 1 presents the 

average investment fee for different groups of superannuation funds. Figure 2 and Figure 3 

contain the average administration fee and total fee by entry and exit. Each group contains 

funds that entered in the same year, reported in the database and then exited in the same year. 

The number of funds represented by each series will be different. Those funds that existed for 

the entire sample are represented by the orange series that spans from 2007 to 2015. This 

series shows that investment fees increased around the middle of the sample and then 

declined. It is important to note that fees do appear to vary with the entry and exit of 
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superannuation funds from the sample. We will control for these effects by using time fixed 

effects in the analysis.  

[Insert Table 2] 

[Insert Figure 1] 

[Insert Figure 2] 

[Insert Figure 3] 

 

4. Method 

The papers uses three different approaches to investigate the factors that influence the 

level of fees charged by superannuation funds. The first approach forms portfolios ranked on 

the level of investment fee to determine if there are differences in characteristics across funds 

with different fee levels. The second approach uses regressions to identify what factors are 

responsible for both investment fee and administration fee levels. The last section builds an 

investment fee benchmark for each fund to assess whether this fee is excessive.  

4.1 Fee-sorted Portfolios 

The portfolio approach sorts superannuation funds into five groups each year based on 

their investment fee. We calculate the mean and median of each portfolio’s asset allocation to 

try and identify if differences in fees are related to asset allocation. We undertake a separate 

analysis where we form three investment fee-sorted portfolios using sub-samples based on 

the investment option (i.e., conservative, balanced, growth and high-growth). This analysis is 

designed to identify if differences in fees vary across investment options and if asset 

allocation also has a role to play within each investment option. We calculate the difference 

in the asset allocation proportion between the high- and low-fee portfolios to gain a 
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preliminary understanding of the relationship between fees and asset allocation. One benefit 

of the portfolio approach is that we can identify patterns that may be non-linear. 

  

4.2 Regressions  

To gain a better understanding of the driving factors behind the level of fees set by 

superannuation funds, we estimate various regressions using fund level panel data measured 

at an annual horizon. We employ the three fee variables – investment, administration and 

total - as the dependant variable in separate regressions. All three fees are measure in percent, 

with the administration fee and total fee measured on an account balance of $50,000. The 

independent variables are the percentage allocation for each fund in the following asset 

classes: Australian shares, Australian bonds, international shares, international bonds, 

Australian property, international property, infrastructure, hedge funds, cash, private equity 

and other assets. As an alternative to the actual asset allocation, we include a series of dummy 

variables that indicate the risk category to which each fund belongs. Chant West classifies 

funds as being conservative if they hold less than 40% of their allocation in growth assets, 

balanced, if growth assets are between 40% and 60%, growth as 60% to 80%, and high 

growth funds have over 80% of their allocation in growth assets. Growth assets include 

equities, property, and alternative assets, such as hedge funds, private equity and 

infrastructure. We include dummy variables for conservative, growth and high growth funds, 

with the reference group being balanced funds. We include dummy variables for the different 

types of superannuation fund. Specifically, the variable Master Trust is equal to one if the 

fund is a master trust and zero otherwise. We include similar variables for consultants, public 

sector funds and corporate funds, with industry funds being the reference group. These 

dummy variables will estimate the fee difference relative to industry funds. Size is measure 

by the natural log of a fund’s net assets under management. We include a dummy variable 
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that takes a value of one for a fund classified as a MySuper fund, or zero otherwise. Year 

fixed effects are included in all the regressions and the standard errors are clustered at the 

fund level. 

 

4.3 Expected investment fee  

We undertake a benchmarking exercise of fund’s investment fees in 2014 to ascertain 

whether this component of fees is higher than expected given the asset allocation of the fund. 

The actual investment fee is compared to a benchmark fee that is obtained using the asset 

allocation of each fund and the estimated fee for each asset class. The estimated fees are 

based on the information contained in the Mercer (2014) Global Asset Manager Fee Survey 

2014. This is the most recent survey data published by Mercer on investment fees. We select 

wholesale fees for the various asset classes. These fees are detailed in the results section. It is 

important to note that we include some sensitivity analysis by examining four fee scenarios to 

ensure that our results are not driven by one specific set of investment fees. These fee 

scenarios are contained in Table 8 and will be discussed in the results section. 

5. Results 

This section presents three sets of results on the determinants of superannuation fees 

and attempts to answer the question about whether fees are excessive. It also seeks to 

determine the characteristics of funds that might be charging higher than expected fees. 

5.1 Differences between fee-sorted portfolios 

Table 3 contains the portfolio results, with panel A presenting the investment fee 

sorted portfolio, panel B containing the administration fee sorted portfolios and panel C 

documenting the results for the total fee-sorted portfolios. In panel A, the average investment 

fee for the high investment fee portfolio is almost 91 basis points, which is 57 basis points 
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higher than the 34 basis point investment fee charged by the low fee portfolio. This is an 

extremely large difference. However, there could be economic justifications for this 

difference. The administration fee on a $50,000 account balance is not significantly different 

for funds with higher investment fees. This provides some evidence that investment fee and 

administration fee are set independently. Not surprisingly, the total fee does vary in a 

monotonic fashion from the low fee portfolio to the high fee portfolio. A large number of the 

asset allocations change in a monotonic fashion as expected. Funds with higher investment 

fees have a lower allocation to cash, Australian bonds and international bonds. Funds with 

higher investment fees also have a higher allocation to Australian shares, international shares, 

Australian property, hedge funds, private equity and infrastructure. With the exception of 

international property, the funds with exposure to asset classes that are either riskier or are 

more expensive to manage charge higher fees. For example, low fee funds have a 19% 

allocation to cash whereas high fee funds have a 4% allocation. This 15% difference is 

roughly the same as the difference in the weights allocated to Australian shares between the 

low and high fee portfolios, with high fee funds have a larger allocation to shares. At first 

glance, it seems that fees are in line with expectations given the risk and costs of the various 

asset classes. However, different investment options have different asset allocations that 

could influence the investment fee charged. We will return to those differences shortly.  

Panel B presents the fees and asset allocations across portfolios sorted by 

administration fee charged to an investor with a $50,000 account balance. High 

administration fee portfolios have slightly higher investment fees but the average fee across 

the portfolios is not monotonic. High administration fee portfolios also have higher total fees. 

When examining the asset allocations it is evident that funds with higher exposure to the two 

bond asset classes, international property and hedge funds have higher fees. There is a 

negative relationship for Australian property, private equity and infrastructure. Although we 
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had no expectation about how administration fees would vary with asset class, it is 

unexpected that we find some strong relationships. The regression analysis will take into 

account some other factors that could influence administration fees to ascertain the strength 

of these portfolio-level relationships. 

Panel C contains the analysis for total fees. The investment fee and administration fee 

increase monotonically with the total fee. The average difference in the total fee is 1.1% with 

75 basis points of this being due to the administration fee and the remaining 35 basis points 

due to the investment fee. This is a sizeable difference, and does indicate that there is more 

scope to be lowering administration fees. The variation in total fees is generally consistent 

with the results of the investment fee sorted portfolios, with riskier asset classes being 

associated with a higher total fee. 

[Insert Table 3] 

To identify whether it is purely risky assets, or particular asset classes that drive the 

difference in investment fee, we separate funds into four groups based on their investment 

option: conservative, balanced, growth and high growth. Within each investment options we 

sort funds into three groups based on their investment fee, with rebalancing undertaken every 

year. These average fees and asset allocations are reported in panels A to D of Table 4. 

Inspection of the table shows that the investment fee and the portfolio weights in riskier asset 

classes differ between investment options, as expected. What is apparent is that the difference 

in fees that exists in the entire sample is present within the investment option groups. The 

difference in investment fee between the high and low investment fee portfolios ranges from 

34 to 43 basis points across the four risk categories. Again, these differences are sizeable. 

There are some consistent patterns that emerge across each of the four panels. First, within 

each investment option, those funds that had higher fees all had significantly higher 
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allocations to hedge funds. In all cases, the high fee funds exposure to hedge funds was 

double that of low fee funds. The allocation to infrastructure is not monotonic within each 

investment option, but the higher fee funds all have a higher allocation to infrastructure than 

the low fee funds. The key message here is that higher investment fees are charged by funds 

that have a higher allocation to less liquid asset classes that are more risky. The exposure to 

Australian shares is significant and positive in two of the investment options (Balanced and 

Growth). This analysis does ignore other influences that could impact fund fees. We now turn 

our attention to regression analysis to determine if the exposure to the illiquid asset classes 

can explain the fee differences when other possible explanations are introduced. 

[Insert Table 4] 

 

5.2 What are the determinants of superannuation fees? 

The regression results on the determinants of fees are presented in Table 5, Table 6 

and Table 7, for investment fees, administration fees and total fees, respectively. Column 1 of 

Table 5 shows that corporate and public sector funds have lower investment fees compared to 

other funds. Master trusts, consultants and industry funds all have similar investment fees. 

Column 2 indicates that the investment fee varies with risk categories as expected. Column 3 

combines the risk category, fund type variables, fund size and the MySuper dummy variable 

to explain 35% of the variation in investment fees. Column 4 includes only the asset class 

weights and has an adjusted R-squared of 32.5%. The focus of our analysis is in column 5, 

and a number of important conclusions can be gleaned from the regression results. First, we 

observe that fund asset allocations significantly influence the level of investment fees that is 

charged. Specifically, the allocation to Australian shares, Australian property, hedge funds 

and private equity are significantly positively related to investment fees. The illiquid asset 
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class of private equity and hedge funds has a much large influence on investment fees. This 

result is logical given that these asset classes are typically considered high growth asset 

classes and are inherently more risky and more expensive to manage. Subsequently, increased 

allocation to Australia bonds is associated with significantly lower investment fees, 

supporting the notion that investment fees are positively related to the riskiness of the assets 

held by the fund. The positive asset risk-fee relationship observed from these results suggests 

that either the higher return potential of these assets justify the high associated fees, or simply 

riskier assets are more expensive to manage. Our results also confirm prior evidence in 

Australia that economies of scale exist, with larger funds having lower investment fees. The 

most important conclusion from the analysis is that relating to fund type. These results show 

clearly that after one controls for the asset allocation decisions of the fund, that there are 

substantial differences in fees across fund types. In other words, if all funds were providing 

their members with the exact same asset allocation, there would be differences in fees. 

Corporate and public sector funds provide investment fees that are 11 to 12 basis points lower 

than industry funds. Master trusts and consultants, on the other hand, charge investment fees 

that are 13 to 14 basis points higher than industry funds. The evidence is clear that there are 

substantial differences in investment fees across fund types that are not driven by asset 

allocation or fund size. Superannuation fund members are paying more in investment fees for 

retail funds when “apples are compared with apples”. Investors in corporate and public sector 

funds pay lower investment fees. This suggests that the more expensive funds could lower 

their investment fees. 

[Insert Table 5] 

Table 6 contains the results when the administrative fee, in basis points, on an account 

balance of $50,000 is used as the dependent variable. Before focusing our attention on 

column 5, column 1 shows that two-thirds of the variation in administration fee can be 
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explained by fund type alone. Corporate and public sector funds charge administrative fees 

on par with industry funds, yet master trusts and consultant, charge and administration fee 

that is 53 to 60 basis points higher, on average. The risk category variables do not help 

explain administration fees. This lack of relationship is consistent with our lack of a clear 

hypothesis for administration fees. There is evidence suggesting that certain asset classes 

correlate with lower administrative fees. However, we do not place substantial weight on 

these, given the lack of significance for the risk category variables. We again observe 

economies of scale in administration fees providing consistent evidence that larger funds do 

pass on lower fees to members. The independent variables in column 5 are able to explain 

over 70% of the variation in fund administration fees. The results show that master trusts and 

consultants charge significantly higher administration fees. Although we are unable to delve 

any deeper into the services provided to members in return for these higher fees, it is 

reasonable to expect the provision of substantial services. But, given that investors are 

primarily concerned with maximising the value of their retirement savings, subject to risk 

considerations, one doubts whether there are any services that could be provided to justify the 

significantly higher costs. 

[Insert Table 6] 

Table 7 presents the total fee determinants regressions results. If we focus directly on 

column 5 we can observe that almost 70% of the variation in fees are explained by our 

chosen explanatory variables. Hedge funds and private equity have the greatest impact on 

total fees, with increased allocations to these illiquid asset classes leading to higher fees paid 

by fund members. The economies of scale observed in investment fees and administration 

fees are also present for total fees, not surprisingly. The results from this regression analysis 

also reveal that after controlling for asset allocation, size, risk category, funds that are 

classified as being a MySuper fund do not charge significantly different fees from choice 
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funds (i.e. non-MySuper funds).  This result is somewhat surprising given that MySuper 

funds are intended to be a low-cost default alternative for investors who do not make an 

active fund choice. Given the significantly higher administration and investment fees charged 

by retail funds, the total fees charged are also higher. In fact, they are 66 basis points higher 

than industry funds total fees. Industry fund fees are around 11 to 12 basis points higher than 

corporate or public sector funds. It is clear from the analysis thus far, that any investigation of 

why fees in Australian superannuation are high, if indeed they are, needs to start by focusing 

on the fees of retail providers.   

[Insert Table 7] 

5.3 Expected fees 

As noted above, we use the asset allocations of each fund and the estimated investment 

fee charged on that asset class taken from the Mercer (2014) Global Asset Manager Fee 

Survey. We only focus on the investment fee charged in 2014. Table 8 has the benchmark fee 

levels for the different asset classes for which we have data. We use four different scenarios 

where the assumed fees to manage certain asset classes are varied across the scenarios. These 

scenarios are designed to provide robustness to the analysis.  

[Insert Table 8] 

The results from our benchmarking exercise are contained in Table 9. We report the 

mean results in panel A and the median results in panel B. The results are sensitive to the 

scenario chosen. Scenario 1 shows that fees are in line with expectations for retail and 

industry funds, but are lower for corporate and public sector funds. Scenario 2 has all funds 

having lower fees than expected. Compared to scenario 1, this scenario has a 5 basis point 

lower fee on cash but a 70 basis point higher fee on private equity and hedge funds. It is clear 

that the fee paid to these illiquid asset managers is extremely important in explaining the 
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overall investment fee. Scenario 3 lowers the expected fee on hedge funds and private equity 

back to that in scenario 1 (1.8%). The fees on international equity and fixed income asset 

classes are lowered to be equivalent to their domestic counterparts. These changes result in 

the average fee of all fund types being larger than expected. Scenario 4 uses lower fees for 

Australian and international property, leading to higher than expected fees for industry and 

retail funds. It is clear that excessiveness of investment fees is sensitive to the assumed fee 

for each asset class. We have two conclusions to draw from the analysis. First, it seems that 

in general, investment fees are not too high, on average. We acknowledge that there is 

variation in each fund category. Second, the ordering of the fee differential is consistent 

across all four scenarios. Corporate and public sector charge the lowest investment fee, 

followed by industry funds, with retail funds charging a higher fee than expected, on average. 

This is consistent with our regression analysis that these funds are more expensive. One 

caveat that we need to point out is based on the median results in panel B. Here, the 

difference between the actual fee and the benchmark fee is not of a consistent sign when 

comparing retail funds and industry funds. This suggests that there are retail funds that are 

charging excessive fees that are increasing the average for this category. 

[Insert Table 9] 

 

6. Conclusion 

This study shows that the investment fees charged by superannuation funds can be 

partially explained by the funds exposure to illiquid asset classes, such as private equity and 

hedge funds. Given the holding period of superannuation funds members is likely to be 

relatively long, it would appear reasonable for superannuation funds to attempt to capture the 

illiquidity premiums that have historically been available in these asset classes. After 

controlling for the asset allocations of superannuation funds, we find that the type of fund 
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also has a significant influence on the investment fee charged. Master trusts charge 

significantly higher fees than industry funds. The difference is in the order of 11 basis points 

and this estimate takes into account differences in asset allocation and fund size. These 

results suggests that certain superannuation funds should be able to lower investment fees to 

benefit their members. We undertake a benchmarking exercise for the investment fee charged 

by superannuation funds in 2014 and show that these fees do not seem overly excessive, but 

we again find that the average fee charged by retail funds is higher than other funds. Our 

examination of administration fees and total fees reveals again substantial differences across 

the type of fund. The effect of different asset allocations documented for investment fees also 

appears for the total fee. We find that economies of scale exist across all three fee types, 

suggesting that consolidation in the superannuation industry is one possible way to lower all 

types of fees. 
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Figure 1 

Investment Fees of Superannuation Funds Grouped by Entry and Exit in the Sample 

 

This figure presents the average annual investment fee of superannuation funds grouped by the year that they 

entered and exited the Chant West database. 
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Figure 2 

Administration Fees of Superannuation Funds Grouped by Entry and Exit in the Sample 

 

This figure presents the average annual administration fee of superannuation funds grouped by the year that they 

entered and exited the Chant West database. The fee is based on an account balance on $50,000. 
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Figure 3 

Total Fees of Superannuation Funds Grouped by Entry and Exit in the Sample 

 

This figure presents the average annual total fee (investment plus administration) fee of superannuation funds 

grouped by the year that they entered and exited the Chant West database. The fee is based on an account 

balance of $50,000. 
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Table 1 

Descriptive Statistics 

 

Descriptive statistics are presented for two sample. The Full Sample contains all observations in the Chant West 

dataset and the Analysis Sample includes those funds with complete data on fees, fund size and asset allocation. 

 

 Investment Fee  Administration Fee  Total Fee 

   $25,000 $50,000  100,000  $150,000   $25,000 $50,000  $100,000  $150,000 

           

Panel A: Full Sample           

Mean 0.611  0.620 0.479 0.239 0.160  1.231 1.089 0.850 0.770 

Median 0.610  0.500 0.360 0.180 0.120  1.140 1.000 0.830 0.763 

Std Dev 0.212  0.383 0.330 0.165 0.110  0.460 0.409 0.281 0.248 

Min 0.110  0.100 0.050 0.025 0.017  0.370 0.260 0.200 0.180 

Max 2.630  4.850 2.450 1.225 0.817  5.510 3.640 3.135 2.967 

Obs 1607  1607 1607 1607 1607  1607 1607 1607 1607 
            

Panel B:  Analysis Sample         

Mean 0.617  0.621 0.480 0.240 0.160  1.238 1.097 0.857 0.777 

Median 0.620  0.510 0.360 0.180 0.120  1.160 1.030 0.840 0.770 

Std Dev 0.225  0.372 0.331 0.166 0.110  0.451 0.415 0.290 0.258 

Min 0.110  0.120 0.100 0.050 0.033  0.370 0.260 0.200 0.180 

Max 2.630  4.850 2.450 1.225 0.817  5.510 3.640 3.135 2.967 

Obs 1063  1063 1063 1063 1063  1063 1063 1063 1063 
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Table 2 
Mean and Median Fees by Year 

 

The mean and median of the investment, administration and total fee are reported on an annual basis.  The Full Sample contains all observations in the Chant West dataset 

and the Analysis Sample includes those funds with complete data on fees, fund size and asset allocation. The administration fee and total fee are based on an account balance 

of $50,000. 

 

 Investment Fee  Administration Fee $50,000  Total Fee $50,000 

 

Analysis 

Sample 

Mean  

Analysis 

Sample 

Median 

Full 

Sample 

Mean 

Full 

Sample 

Mean 

 Analysis 

Sample 

Mean  

Analysis 

Sample 

Median 

Full  

Sample 

Mean 

Full  

Sample 

Mean 

 Analysis 

Sample 

Mean  

Analysis 

Sample 

Median 

Full  

Sample 

Mean 

Full  

Sample 

Mean 

2007 0.582 0.610 0.576 0.580  0.495 0.450 0.508 0.560  1.090 1.140 1.071 1.030 

2008 0.594 0.610 0.602 0.610  0.446 0.310 0.491 0.390  1.085 1.000 1.048 0.955 

2009 0.622 0.610 0.613 0.600  0.454 0.320 0.458 0.300  1.080 1.030 1.067 0.990 

2010 0.653 0.615 0.640 0.610  0.441 0.320 0.433 0.280  1.086 1.035 1.081 1.000 

2011 0.654 0.660 0.642 0.640  0.459 0.340 0.438 0.320  1.093 1.090 1.100 1.070 

2012 0.625 0.640 0.626 0.640  0.464 0.350 0.453 0.342  1.078 1.050 1.090 1.030 

2013 0.592 0.600 0.596 0.605  0.498 0.360 0.481 0.360  1.074 1.000 1.094 0.985 

2014 0.611 0.620 0.594 0.600  0.526 0.410 0.522 0.410  1.133 1.010 1.119 0.990 

2015 0.606 0.610 0.595 0.600  0.517 0.430 0.525 0.430  1.131 1.030 1.112 1.000 
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Table 3 

Asset Allocations of Fee-Sorted Portfolios 

 

Superannuation funds are ranked into five portfolios each year based on their fee. The portfolios are formed based on three fees – investment, administration and total. The 

administration fee and total fee are based on an account balance of $50,000. The three mean fees and the mean asset allocations for each portfolio of superannuation funds are 

based on the average for the entire sample. The difference between the average of the high fee and low fee group is reported in the High-Low row with the associated t-

statistic contained in parentheses. *, ** and *** indicate statistical significance at 10, 5, and 1%, respectively.    

 

Fee Group 
Investment 

Fee 

Admin Fee 

$50,000 

Total Fee 

$50,000 
Cash 

Aust  

Shares 

Aust  

Bonds 

Intl    

Shares 

Intl    

Bonds 

Aust 

Property 

Intl 

Property 

Hedge 

Funds 

Private 

Equity 
Infra 

              

Panel A: Investment Fee Sorted Portfolios           

Low 0.336 0.454 0.790 18.679 18.095 10.826 17.389 9.191 6.179 1.391 1.148 0.732 1.894 

2 0.491 0.440 0.931 12.886 21.463 8.308 19.187 8.602 6.333 1.704 2.903 1.218 2.986 

3 0.615 0.477 1.092 8.267 26.788 6.930 22.595 7.858 6.100 2.198 3.471 2.193 3.547 

4 0.709 0.547 1.257 6.661 29.598 5.376 25.512 6.079 6.382 2.310 3.977 2.154 3.795 

High 0.908 0.480 1.388 4.075 33.050 3.100 28.464 3.496 7.361 1.627 4.484 2.708 4.685 

High-Low 0.572*** 0.026 0.598*** -14.604*** 14.955*** -7.726*** 11.075*** -5.695*** 1.182*** 0.236 3.337*** 1.976*** 2.790*** 

t-stat (34.36) (0.76) (15.34) (-15.37) (18.51) (-9.32) (12.55) (-8.75) (3.05) (1.20) (9.51) (9.45) (8.84) 

              

Panel B: Administration Fee Sorted Portfolios           

Low 0.572 0.160 0.732 9.433 25.240 5.413 23.140 6.890 8.328 0.649 2.688 2.961 5.141 

2 0.597 0.238 0.835 9.805 26.805 4.946 21.554 3.997 7.483 1.404 2.550 2.244 4.376 

3 0.669 0.359 1.028 11.045 26.224 5.216 21.647 4.602 7.794 1.387 3.724 1.916 3.584 

4 0.577 0.596 1.173 10.867 24.315 8.386 24.065 8.295 6.464 2.080 2.606 1.227 2.578 

High 0.663 0.996 1.659 8.779 26.826 10.032 23.378 11.229 2.728 3.487 4.486 0.917 1.611 

High-Low 0.091*** 0.836*** 0.927*** -0.654 1.585 4.619*** 0.238 4.339*** -5.600*** 2.838*** 1.797*** -2.044*** -3.530*** 

t-stat (3.59) (44.75) (29.90) (-0.67) (1.53) (6.07) (0.23) (5.35) (-19.75) (17.64) (4.18) (-8.45) (-11.32) 

              

Panel C: Total Fee Sorted Portfolios            

Low 0.400 0.213 0.613 16.021 19.442 7.831 17.579 7.751 7.028 0.931 1.850 1.025 2.868 

2 0.548 0.299 0.846 11.329 24.802 5.631 20.952 5.519 8.012 1.572 2.642 2.336 4.013 

3 0.685 0.341 1.026 7.931 28.019 4.707 24.838 4.465 8.180 1.178 3.034 2.968 4.913 

4 0.697 0.573 1.271 7.960 28.199 7.688 24.594 7.590 6.023 2.227 3.786 1.662 3.604 

High 0.750 0.965 1.715 6.851 29.006 8.302 25.520 9.617 3.201 3.296 4.780 1.098 1.619 

High-Low 0.350*** 0.753*** 1.103*** -9.169*** 9.564*** 0.470 7.941*** 1.866** -3.827*** 2.366*** 2.930*** 0.073 -1.249*** 

t-stat (15.46) (34.70) (44.08) (-8.82) (9.72) (0.52) (7.94) (2.19) (-11.51) (13.57) (7.24) (0.39) (-4.87) 
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Table 4 

Asset Allocations of Investment Fee-Sorted Portfolios by Risk Category  

 

Superannuation funds are separated into groups based on their rick category (conservative, balanced, growth and high growth), and then ranked into three portfolios each year 

based on their fee. The portfolios are formed based on investment fee. The three mean fees (investment, administration and total) and the mean asset allocations for each 

portfolio of superannuation funds are based on the average for the entire sample. The difference between the average of the high fee and low fee group is reported in the 

High-Low row with the associated t-statistic contained in parentheses. *, ** and *** indicate statistical significance at 10, 5, and 1%, respectively. 

 

Fee Group 
Investment 

Fee 

Admin Fee 

$50,000 

Total Fee 

$50,000 
Cash 

Aust  

Shares 
Aust  Bonds 

Intl    

Shares 

Intl     

Bonds 

Aust 

Property 

Intl 

Property 
HF PE Infra 

              

Panel A: Conservative             

Low 0.301 0.460 0.761 28.215 11.672 13.047 9.913 11.108 5.486 1.308 1.189 0.410 1.284 

Mid 0.444 0.386 0.830 24.636 11.971 11.155 10.345 11.224 5.663 0.891 2.953 0.475 3.273 

High 0.665 0.594 1.259 24.544 12.164 12.494 9.583 14.588 4.991 1.639 3.806 0.383 2.464 

High-Low 0.364*** 0.134** 0.498*** -3.671*** 0.492 -0.554 -0.330 3.480** -0.496 0.331 2.616*** -0.028 1.180*** 

t-stat (15.01) (2.51) (8.37) (-2.79) (1.38) (-0.33) (-1.02) (2.38) (-0.89) (1.37) (5.18) (-0.24) (3.37) 

              

Panel B: Balanced             

Low 0.357 0.494 0.851 11.690 19.336 13.153 17.497 10.226 6.768 1.350 1.457 0.808 1.610 

Mid 0.538 0.440 0.977 11.270 20.154 7.860 17.418 9.590 6.780 1.407 4.020 1.355 3.478 

High 0.697 0.548 1.245 13.786 20.815 9.347 17.960 10.258 6.594 1.420 4.028 1.400 3.010 

High-Low 0.339*** 0.054 0.394*** 2.096* 1.479** -3.806** 0.463 0.032 -0.173 0.070 2.571*** 0.592* 1.401*** 

t-stat (24.44) (0.83) (5.73) (1.71) (2.09) (-2.18) (0.79) (0.02) (-0.25) (0.23) (4.52) (1.96) (3.02) 

              

Panel C: Growth             

Low 0.480 0.468 0.948 4.922 28.362 6.718 25.516 6.086 6.783 2.531 2.201 1.862 2.640 

Mid 0.660 0.486 1.146 4.096 29.390 6.213 25.343 7.624 6.235 2.477 3.689 2.597 4.225 

High 0.853 0.398 1.251 4.305 30.110 3.595 25.117 4.345 8.610 1.298 4.464 3.220 5.675 

High-Low 0.373*** -0.070 0.302*** -0.617 1.748*** -3.123*** -0.399 -1.741*** 1.827*** -1.233*** 2.263*** 1.358*** 3.034*** 

t-stat (28.64) (-1.57) (6.35) (-1.30) (3.28) (-4.63) (-0.72) (-2.66) (3.14) (-3.97) (4.34) (4.12) (6.38) 

              

Panel D: High Growth              

Low 0.529 0.474 1.002 1.370 37.411 1.815 35.426 1.849 6.695 2.353 1.384 2.175 3.155 

Mid 0.710 0.516 1.226 0.963 37.396 2.481 32.605 1.819 6.409 2.734 4.246 2.771 4.007 

High 0.956 0.512 1.469 1.012 38.265 1.093 33.663 1.481 6.468 1.947 4.512 2.785 4.415 

High-Low 0.428*** 0.039 0.466*** -0.358* 0.854 -0.721*** -1.763** -0.369 -0.227 -0.406 3.129*** 0.610 1.260** 

t-stat (14.60) (0.76) (7.46) (-1.73) (1.05) (-2.65) (-2.06) (-1.02) (-0.37) (-1.06) (5.51) (1.62) (2.59) 
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Table 5 

Determinants of Investment Fees 

 

The dependent variable is investment fee in percent. The independent variables included are separate indicator 

variables that are equal to one for a given fund type and zero otherwise. These variables are included for master 

trusts, consultants, corporate and public sector funds. Industry funds are the reference fund type. Separate 

indicator variables are included that are equal to one for a given risk category type and zero otherwise. These 

variables are included for conservative, growth and high growth risk categories. Funds with a balanced option 

are the reference risk category. The remaining independent variables are fund-level asset allocations measured 

in percent, the natural log of net assets under management for the superannuation fund (Size) and an indicator 

variable equal to one is the fund is classified as a MySuper fund, or zero, otherwise (MySuper). Year fixed 

effects are included in all regressions. All regressions are with standard errors clustered at the fund level. t-

statistics are reported in parentheses. *, ** and *** indicate statistical significance at 10, 5, and 1%, 

respectively.     

 

 (1) (2) (3) (4) (5) 

Master Trusts 0.032  0.008  0.128*** 

 (0.77)  (0.24)  (3.48) 

Consultants -0.009  -0.011  0.141*** 

 (-0.22)  (-0.25)  (3.84) 

Corporate -0.186***  -0.201***  -0.125*** 

 (-5.11)  (-6.67)  (-3.76) 

Public Sector -0.176***  -0.167***  -0.107*** 

 (-4.52)  (-5.85)  (-4.32) 

Conservative  -0.067* -0.075**   

  (-1.83) (-2.36)   

Growth  0.131*** 0.119***   

  (3.84) (3.95)   

High Growth  0.203*** 0.190***   

  (5.34) (6.02)   

Aust Shares    0.939*** 0.540*** 

    (5.15) (3.04) 

Aust Bonds    -0.039 -0.319** 

    (-0.27) (-2.43) 

Intl Shares    -0.030 0.013 

    (-0.15) (0.07) 

Intl Bonds    0.208 -0.143 

     (1.04) (-0.92) 

Aust Property    -0.001 0.006** 

     (-0.28) (2.23) 

Intl Property    -0.002 -0.006 

    (-0.27) (-1.33) 

Infrastructure    0.009*** 0.005* 

    (3.20) (1.93) 

Hedge Funds    1.604*** 0.866*** 

    (5.75) (3.24) 

Cash    -0.015 -0.088 

    (-0.10) (-0.65) 

Private Equity    1.185** 1.611*** 

    (2.46) (3.51) 

Other    0.366 -0.299 

    (1.27) (-1.19) 

Size   -0.024**  -0.019** 

   (-2.21)  (-2.13) 

MySuper   -0.003  0.004 

   (-0.14)  (0.17) 

Year Fixed Effects Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes 

Adj R-sqd 0.128 0.227 0.354 0.325 0.417 

Obs 1,063 1,063 1,063 1,063 1,063 
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Table 6 

Determinants of Administration Fees 

 

The dependent variable is the administration fee in percent based on an account balance of $50,000. The 

independent variables included are separate indicator variables that are equal to one for a given fund type and 

zero otherwise. These variables are included for master trusts, consultants, corporate and public sector funds. 

Industry funds are the reference fund type. Separate indicator variables are included that are equal to one for a 

given risk category type and zero otherwise. These variables are included for conservative, growth and high 

growth risk categories. Funds with a balanced option are the reference risk category. The remaining independent 

variables are fund-level asset allocations measured in percent, the natural log of net assets under management 

for the superannuation fund (Size) and an indicator variable equal to one is the fund is classified as a MySuper 

fund, or zero, otherwise (MySuper). Year fixed effects are included in all regressions. All regressions are with 

standard errors clustered at the fund level. t-statistics are reported in parentheses. *, ** and *** indicate 

statistical significance at 10, 5, and 1%, respectively.     

 

 (1) (2) (3) (4) (5) 

Master Trusts 0.600***  0.567***  0.533*** 

 (14.55)  (14.11)  (11.53) 

Consultants 0.527***  0.521***  0.524*** 

 (21.00)  (24.81)  (14.12) 

Corporate 0.030  0.009  0.015 

 (1.29)  (0.33)  (0.50) 

Public Sector 0.010  0.014  -0.017 

 (0.25)  (0.39)  (-0.46) 

Conservative  -0.012 -0.019   

  (-0.14) (-0.51)   

Growth  -0.040 -0.056   

  (-0.52) (-1.60)   

High Growth  0.012 -0.030   

  (0.15) (-0.85)   

Aust Shares    0.366 -0.258 

    (1.13) (-1.07) 

Aust Bonds    0.680* 0.173* 

    (1.81) (1.66) 

Intl Shares    0.624* 0.344 

    (1.71) (1.33) 

Intl Bonds    0.957** -0.092 

     (2.33) (-0.70) 

Aust Property    -0.017*** 0.005 

     (-2.82) (1.41) 

Intl Property    0.033*** 0.011* 

    (2.78) (1.75) 

Infrastructure    -0.014*** -0.013*** 

    (-2.92) (-4.61) 

Hedge Funds    1.727*** 0.712** 

    (4.37) (2.54) 

Cash    0.191 0.184 

    (0.62) (0.90) 

Private Equity    -1.529** 0.583 

    (-2.07) (1.17) 

Other    1.854*** 0.264 

    (3.85) (0.89) 

Size   -0.054***  -0.043*** 

   (-4.89)  (-3.89) 

MySuper   0.048  0.029 

   (1.33)  (0.96) 

Year Fixed Effects Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes 
Adj R-sqd 0.663 0.004 0.687 0.446 0.710 

Obs 1,063 1,063 1,063 1,063 1,063 
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Table 7 

Determinants of Total Fees 

 

The dependent variable is the total fee (investment plus administration) in percent based on an account balance 

of $50,000. The independent variables included are separate indicator variables that are equal to one for a given 

fund type and zero otherwise. These variables are included for master trusts, consultants, corporate and public 

sector funds. Industry funds are the reference fund type. Separate indicator variables are included that are equal 

to one for a given risk category type and zero otherwise. These variables are included for conservative, growth 

and high growth risk categories. Funds with a balanced option are the reference risk category. The remaining 

independent variables are fund-level asset allocations measured in percent, the natural log of net assets under 

management for the superannuation fund (Size) and an indicator variable equal to one is the fund is classified as 

a MySuper fund, or zero, otherwise (MySuper). Year fixed effects are included in all regressions. All 

regressions are with standard errors clustered at the fund level. t-statistics are reported in parentheses. *, ** and 

*** indicate statistical significance at 10, 5, and 1%, respectively.     

 

 (1) (2) (3) (4) (5) 

Master Trusts 0.632***  0.575***  0.662*** 

 (12.60)  (13.24)  (12.92) 

Consultants 0.518***  0.510***  0.666*** 

 (12.50)  (11.73)  (13.30) 

Corporate -0.156***  -0.191***  -0.110** 

 (-3.39)  (-4.56)  (-2.45) 

Public Sector -0.166***  -0.153***  -0.124*** 

 (-3.16)  (-3.79)  (-2.77) 

Conservative  -0.078 -0.094**   

  (-0.83) (-2.41)   

Growth  0.091 0.063   

  (1.07) (1.64)   

High Growth  0.215** 0.161***   

  (2.30) (3.91)   

Aust Shares    1.305*** 0.282 

    (4.03) (1.27) 

Aust Bonds    0.641 -0.146 

    (1.31) (-0.79) 

Intl Shares    0.594 0.357 

    (1.45) (1.49) 

Intl Bonds    1.165** -0.235 

     (2.19) (-1.18) 

Aust Property    -0.017** 0.012*** 

     (-2.43) (2.68) 

Intl Property    0.031** 0.004 

    (2.08) (0.58) 

Infrastructure    -0.005 -0.008* 

    (-0.86) (-1.94) 

Hedge Funds    3.331*** 1.578*** 

    (6.47) (4.21) 

Cash    0.176 0.097 

    (0.47) (0.48) 

Private Equity    -0.344 2.194*** 

    (-0.35) (3.37) 

Other    2.220*** -0.035 

    (3.75) (-0.11) 

Size   -0.078***  -0.062*** 

   (-5.42)  (-4.78) 

MySuper   0.045  0.033 

   (1.09)  (0.90) 

Year Fixed Effects Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes 

Adj R-sqd 0.571 0.065 0.660 0.375 0.687 

Obs 1,063 1,063 1,063 1,063 1,063 
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Table 8 

Estimated Benchmark Fees 

 

The benchmark fees for each asset class are estimated based on information contained in the from the Mercer 

(2014) ‘Global Asset Manager Fee Survey 2014’. We vary some fees across the four different scenarios for 

robustness. 

 

Asset Class Scenario 1 Scenario 2 Scenario 3 Scenario 4 

Australian Equities 0.56 0.56 0.50 0.56 

International Equities 0.70 0.70 0.50 0.70 

Australian Fixed Income 0.33 0.33 0.33 0.33 

International Fixed Income 0.53 0.53 0.33 0.53 

Cash 0.15 0.10 0.10 0.10 

Australian Property 1.00 1.00 1.00 0.75 

Global Property  1.00 1.00 1.00 0.75 

Infrastructure  1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 

Private Equity 1.80 2.50 1.80 1.80 

Hedge Funds 1.80 2.50 1.80 1.80 

Other 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 

 

 



 

 

Table 9 

The Deviation of Actual Investment Fees from their Benchmark 

 

This table calculates a benchmark investment fee for each fund using its asset allocation and the fee scenarios in 

Table 8. The mean and median for the benchmark fee and the actual fee are calculated with the results reporting 

the difference between the actual and the benchmark fee. *, ** and *** indicate statistical significance at 10, 5, 

and 1%, respectively. The statistical significance is based on a t-test for the means and a signed rank test for the 

medians. 

 

Fund Type 

Actual 

Investment 

Fee 

 Actual - Benchmark 

 
Scenario 1 Scenario 2 Scenario 3 Scenario 4 

       

Panel A: Mean       

Master Trusts and Consultants 0.669  0.034 -0.007 0.117*** 0.054** 

Industry 0.635  0.002 -0.036** 0.074*** 0.030** 

Public Sector and Corporate 0.514  -0.048** -0.067*** 0.027 -0.022 

       

Panel B: Median       

Master Trusts and Consultants 0.659  0.007 -0.016 0.098*** 0.029* 

Industry 0.640  0.019 -0.016* 0.071*** 0.040* 

Public Sector and Corporate 0.510  -0.037** -0.057*** 0.036 -0.015 

 

 


