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ABSTRACT 

In present performance evaluation 
out through risk-return 
measure Fama~' measure. 

Treynor :~ 
is carried 

~. ratio, Jensen~' 
in the study is closing 

NAVs for the period from 1st 2010 to 31st December 2013. The 
schemes selected for study consist three private-
sponsored and three private ([oreign)-sponsored schemes. The 
results ofpeljormance evaluation measures suggest that out ofnine, three 
schemes namely Franklin India Tax HSBC Tax Saver 
Fund - Growth and ING Tax Fund-Growth schemes, performs better 
in comparison to benchmark index to the measures in 
the study and among these Franklin India Tax shield-Growth fimd is the best 
performer. Overall it can be that the private foreign 
sponsored mutual fund scheme performance is better andprivate 
companies-sponsored mutual fund schemes. 
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1. 	INTRODUCTION 

Mutual fund is the mediator that brings together a group who wants 
to invest their money in bonds and other securities. Mutual fund has 
become an important tool for mobilization of savings particularly from the 
household sector. The investment in mutual fund is denoted unit and 
represented by the value called Net Asset Val ue (NAV). Invested amount in a 
mutual fund, after deducting for aU charges are pooled together to form a 
and value offund is equal to the amount ofunits multiplied by value ofunit at 
that time. 

The returns in a mutual fund depend upon the performance of the 
capital market. The investors in mutual fund are given with an to 
choose from schemes i.e. equity funds, debt funds, mixture ofequity 
and debt called balanced etc. Mutual fund is the most viable investment 
option for the small investor because it provides an opportunity to invest in a 
fund which is professionally managed by the experts. funds are 
gaining popularity due to their following features. 

Flexibility to choose amount to be invested. 
as the facility ofwithdrawing money after few years. 

Transparency as the investors can know the amount invested in units 
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mutual fund. 

2. 	 LITERATURE REVIEW 

here is the 

m 
sponsored 

funds do not 
of portfolio 

were given by the 
that mutual funds 

the benchmark because they 	 with low book-to­
market 

RESEARCH OBJECTIVES 

L 	 to 
.lensenandFama. 

HYPOTHESES 

1. 	 difference in the np,rTnrrn 


selected mutual fund 


Mutual funds do not ,,,,,,,,,,",,",,"""" the market I.e. NIFTY. 


DATAAND THEIR SOURCES 
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selected mutual company's "''-'lJl''HI'" have taken their 
other sources. 

Benchmark for 
widely market index covers 
expected to prove better periormance benchmark. 

5. 	RESEARCH METHODOLOGY 

1. Return: For fund scheme study the returns 
are computed as 

rp V) 
Where rp =Return ofportfolio 

The market returns are computed on similar lines with NIFTY (National 
as benchmark where rm =return ofmarket. 

2. 	 Risk: is the measure in returns.3 

Standard deviation: Measure Risk. 

r 

rp = retum of portfolio 


f am = mean rate of return on individual mutual ',"",''',U1\.., (portfolio) 


'-'''-'a............. 
deviation 

and ".u.uu,eu "1-"""'-"" for returns. 

of :sy~'tel1llatic 

beta 

y= 

return 

a = 'rm~r'-'.PTU 

~= the 
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3. 

return. 

4. 

fp= retunl 


ff= return 


5 ..... 0.,. ..11""" 

return 

free retum 

returns. 

6. 

Ip= turn = rp lrJ + )J 
S measure 

fp= return 

ff return 

= of 

fro = return 
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7. Fama's Measure: Jensen 
of 

F. Fama (1972) model 

uses the as measure 
excess returns over PV"PC'TPn returns 

the fund 
perfonna..'1ce in terms 
total risk as measure 

1 Baroda 

2. Canara 

3. NomuraMFTax VlaH-'-~H 

-Growth 

FOREIGN PRIVATE SECTOR: 

1 

2. 
3. Gain-Growth 

1. 
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shield-Growth. 

3. LICNomuraMFTaxplan-Growth 0.000334 

PRIVATE 

1. Tax Saver 

2. Escorts Tax Plan-Gro"'1h 

3. SaharaTax Gain-Growth 0.000265 

PRIVATE 

1. Tax shield-Growth. 

2. HSBCTax -Growth 

3. 

0.000362 

0.000242 

0.000192 

the various "('l'Iprn,~" 
the highest return is given India Tax shield-Growth 

uF,u.uhnthe benchmark-Nifty returns. It can also be seen here that 8 out 
schemes the market among it 

shield-Growth scheme is 

PlanA­

3. 

scheme 

Standard deviation (a) 

0.010932 

0.008649 

0.010947 

PRIVATE SECTOR: 

1. Tax Fund-Growth 0.009683 

2. Escorts Tax Plan-Growth 0.010626 

3. SaharaTax 0.009293 

0.008831 

-Grow.h 	 0.009640 

0.009729 

0.010624 
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scheme 

1.0 8051 
0.784345 

0.833716 

0.841083 


Table 5: Coefficient of determination of selected mutual fund scheme 

3 .SaharaTax '-'<I"llr'JL 

ICC;etllIC1e1nt of 

0.978884 
142 

0.836727 
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Measure 

-0.01 

-Growth 0.016981 

3. LlCNomuraMFTaxplan-Growth 1 

Fund-Growth 0.01299 

·0.0479]2. Escorts Tax Plan-Growth 

3. 

0.01742 

0.00351 

mutual fund scheme 

1. 

Tax shield-Growth. 

3. 
-Growth 

1 

have 
Growth is 

that ithas 

It is a measure reward to volatility 
free return with to the total 

that 8 out of 9 mutual 

the highest positive value 
freeretum. 

RlJBR 60 lSSN : 2455-5959 



value of the selected mutual 

1 Pioneer Growth Fund -
Robeco Equity TaxSaver 

Table 7 shows the Treynor's value. It 
return with respect to 
that 4 out of 9 mutual 
benchmark and 
is having the highest 
return over risk free return. 

2. CanaraRobeco 
3. LICNomuraMF 

PRIVATE 

2. Escorts Tax 
3. SaharaTax 

-Growth 

-Gwwth 0.000219 
-0.000052 

0.000203 
-0.000430 

0.000133 

0.000277 
0.0001 
0.000066 

0.0000003 

3.LICNomuraMFTaxplan-Growth 

PRIVATE SECTOR: 
1. Saver (ELSS) 

3.SaharaTax Gain-Growth 

PRIVATE 
1. Franklin India Tax 
2. Tax Saver Equity 
3. INGTax Savings 

Benchmark-NIFTY 

Measure 

-0.00017 
-0.00019 
-0.00086 

-0.00015 
-0.00061 

0.00007 

0.00019 
0.00004 

-0.00002 
-0.00009 
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Table 8 shows the Jensen's value. Jensen measure 
means better The shows 
that 6 out of 9 against the 
benchmark and Franklin India Tax shield-Growth is the best among all as it 
is having the highest value implying that it has given the excess 
return over risk free return. 

Table 9: Fama's value of the selected mutual fund scheme 

Name ofthe Mutual Scheme Fama's Measure 

PUBLIC SECTOR: 

I.Baroda - PlanA- Growth -0.000150 

2.Canara Equity TaxSaver - H'-~U'U' Plan - Growth 0.000429 

3.LlCNomuraMF 0.000061 

PRIVATE SECTOR: 

1. Reliance Tax Saver Fund-Growth 0.000391 

2.Escorts Tax Plan-Growth -0.000750 

3.SaharaTax Gain-Growth 0.000267 

FOREIGN PRIVATE SECTOR: 

1. Franklin India Tax "LlI,",'Ul-'-' 

2. HSBC Tax Saver Equity Fund - Growth 0.000226 

3. ING Tax Fund-Growth. 136 

Benchmark-NIFTY 0.0000005 

Table 9 shows the Fama's measure of the Fama's 
measure indicates better 
mutual schemes have the 
Franklin Tax shield-Growth is the best among as it is having the 
highest positive value implying that it has given the excess return over 
free return. 

6. 

The analysis of the tax saver growth scheme of the selected 
company shows that out of three schemes namely 

Franklin India Tax shield-Growth. HSBC Tax Saver Equity ~Growth 
and !NG Tax Savings Fund-Growth 
comparison to benchmark according to 

among these 
Overall it can be 

sponsored mutual 
private companies- mutual fund schemes. 
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The results shows that 7 out of 9 

schemes, 
the measures 

Tax shield-Growth 
that the ",,,,,,,,1,,,, 

scheme performance is better than 
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