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ABSTRACT

The concept of risk and return plays a vital ralethie investment process, business organizaticonogaic,
political, and technological issues/problems. la ffaper, three levels have been taken to measeigetiformance of the
Stock Indices. In the first level, the Return (Ldgan), Risk (Standard Deviation), Skewness, Kustasid Value at Risk
(VaR) have been calculated. In the second levekgaave been allotted to the Stock Indices basdteir return and risk
performance using the performance Measures (Shafpeynor, and Jensen). The correlation among thdicés
performance has been calculated in the third |Ba&sed on the analysis of results all the indi@&tbeen observed to be
highly volatile in the year 2008-09, the indicesR/aas also high in the year 2008-09.

Based on the performance measure results FMCG,ugmrsDurables and Auto industry have been placeden
top position compared to all other indices. Thdded of Metal, IT and Oil & Gas Industries wereqad among the last
positions on the basis of performance measurestatioe Correlation results show that the IT indusind Tech industry
have a high Positive correlation and Auto and Mdahk and Oil & Gas, Bank and Tech, Oil & Gas dmth industries

have a positive correlation on the basis of lageseyears daily returns.
KEYWORDS: Value at Risk, Performance Measures, Individuaébters

INTRODUCTION

The concept of risk and return plays a vital raleniany of the investor, business organization, eguoe,
political, and technological issues/problems. ltingortant to calculate the Return, Risk and Catieh among the
Securities/Stocks and Indices to manage risk effity and for efficient portfolio construction. $toanalysts, Market
participants and Academicians have used differeethods to calculate the return and risk of Se@&sfi8tocks.
The present paper estimates the Return, Risk, Betae at Risk, Performance Measures (Sharpe, dregnd Jenson)
and Correlation of nine Stock Indices on Bombay cstoExchange (BSE), India for seven years from
1% April 2005 to March 3% 2012. In this paper three levels have been takemeasure the performance of the

Stock Indices.

In the first level the Return (Log Mean), Risk (&lard Deviation), Skewness, Kurtosis and Valueisk R/aR)
have been calculated. In the second level usingé¢h®rmance Measures (Sharpe, Treynor, and Jens@Rps were given
to the Stock Indices based on their return andpesttormance. The correlation among the Indicefopmance has been

calculated in the third level.
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LITERATURE

In the present scenario most of the authors andeagi@ians are using the econometrics models talcdée the

risk and return. In this paper the traditional noelhhave been used for calculating the risk andnedf the stock indices.

Andersen, T et al. (2006) examined the currentstrguof market risk management practices by usimg af two
respective approaches historical simulation or Ritlrics. The results suggest that better resulty be obtained by
separately measuring and modeling the part of ¢aézed volatility attributable to “jumps” in theiipe process through

so-called realized bi-power variation measures.

Robert F et al (2001) forecasts the volatility obud Jones industrial index daily closes over a pkrid
1988 to 2000, and compare these results with 3@sindl companies. He concentrates that the gotatiNty model by its

ability to forecast and capture the commonly heytized facts about conditional volatility.

Andrew Ang et al (2006) examined the pricing of @gmte volatility risk in the cross-section of #tgeturns.
They found that stocks with high sensitivities tondvations in aggregate volatility have low averagturns.
Stocks with high idiosyncratic volatility have alyally low average returns. Andrew Ang et al (200@asured downside
risk by correlations conditional on downside moweéshe market, and they concluded that the averaggeof return on
stocks with the greatest downside risk exceedsatleeage rate of return on stocks with the leastrdide risk, and also

concluded that the downside risk important for eixphg the cross-section of expected returns.

Banz and Rolf W. (1981) examine the empirical felathip between the return and the total marketievalf
NYSE common stocks. They found that smaller firragehhad higher risk adjusted returns, on aver&ge, farger firms.
This ‘size effect’ has been in existence for asiefarty years and is evidenced that the capitaktapricing model is
mispriced. The size effect is not linear in the kedwvalue; the main effect occurs for very smalnf while there is little
difference in return between average sized ane lirms. Cumby, R. E and J. D. Glen (1990) examitedperformance
of fifteen U.S based internationally diversified toal funds between1982 to 1988 using two perforrmameasures the
Jensen measure and the positive period weightirasunes and concluded that there is no evidencatedtinds, either
individually or as a whole, provide investor witarformance that surpasses that of a broad, inten@tequity index over
this sample period. Amromin et al (2005) studied $fiock market beliefs and portfolio choices ofiiitlal investors.
He concluded that the overall results lend suppmithe equity valuations are lower during recessiand subsequent

returns are higher because of undue pessimism &lttoue returns, rather than high risk aversion.
OBJECTIVE

The main objective of this paper to know the perfance of Stock Indices based on Volatility and Elation

and performance evaluation ratios (Share, TreyndrJ@nsen).
The specific objectives are:
» Calculating the yearly wise return, risk, Skewnéastosis, beta and Value at risk for seven years.
» Allocating ranks for Stock indices based on thelyeaise performance.

e Calculating the Correlation among the Indices anlihsis of seven years daily return.
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METHODOLOGY
Data & Sample

The required sample data of nine stock indices Hzeen collected from the Bombay Stock Exchange and
Internet/Web sources. The daily adjusted closingegrfor seven years (01-04-2005 to 31-03-2013ach Stock Indices
and Bombay Stock Exchange have been used for tinily.sThe year wise calculations 252 working dagsenbeen

considered for each year calculation of return rdsid

Data Analysis

Mean

The log mean or average considers all the sampkereations to calculate the value of mean value.
The mean value is equal to the sum of all obsematdivided by the total number of observation/darmphe formula for

calculating the Arithmetic mean is,

ZlogX
N

)Z =
Wherey = log mean or Mean or Average
Ylog X = Sum of values of all the observations/Sampl
N = Number of Observations/sample.

Standard Deviation

The standard deviation is used to measure vatglofiobservations. It indicates the degree to Whimst data
scores cluster around the mean. If the standarititavis small relative to the mean, then we caythat the data scores
reasonably cluster around the mean. On the contadgrge standard deviation will indicate that $kseres are distributed

farther from the mean. The standard deviation thdi€ates the shape of the distribution of the datares.

The calculation of standard deviation involves tbowing formula. Let x1, x2....xn, be ‘n’ data sem.

Let their mean be X—.. We find the deviation oftase values from the mean say,

 X-X

Then the standard deviatios) (also called Sigma

Value at Risk (VaR)

VaR is defined as a threshold value such that tbbgbility that the mark-to-market loss on the fmdid over the
given time horizon exceeds this value at the gipesbability level. It is a statistical techniqueedsto measure and
quantify the level of financial risk within a firor investment portfolio over a specific time frari@lue at risk is used by
risk managers in order to measure and control élel lof risk which the firm undertakes. The riskrmager's job is to

ensure that risks are not taken beyond the lewghath the firm can absorb the losses of a probablet outcome.

VaR (L) =inf{lleR: (L>1)<1-«}=inf{l €R:F, () >}
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Correlation

Correlation is a statistical technique that canwshehether and how strongly pairs of variables afated.
In statistics, dependence refers to any statistieddtionship between two random variables or tvweds sof data.
Correlation refers to any of a broad class of stiatil relationships involving dependence. In loasage, correlation can
refer to any departure of two or more random véemlfrom independence, but technically it referany of several more

specialized types of relationship between meaneglu

COT'T'(X, Y) — E[(X_ l:_X ()T(y_ ﬂY)]
X0y

Performance Measures

e Sharpe Ratio

Sharpe ratio was developed by Nobel laureate Willie. Sharpe to measure risk-adjusted performance.
The Sharpe ratio is calculated by subtracting thle-free rate and dividing the result by the staddaeviation of the
portfolio returns. The Sharpe ratio tells us whetag@ortfolio's returns are due to smart investnugisions or a result of

excess risk.

This measurement is very useful because althouglportfolio or fund can reap higher returns thamiers, it is
only a good investment if those higher returns dbaome with too much additional risk. The greatquortfolio's Sharpe
ratio, the better its risk-adjusted performance hasn. A negative Sharpe ratio indicates that leleiss asset would

perform better than the security being analyzea Sharpe ratio formula is:

Ey+—R
Sharpe measure = —ZL

E, = Expected Return
Ry = Risk Free Return
o = Stock Standard Deviation/Volatility

e Treynor Ratio

Treynor ratio was developed by Jack Treynor andsomes returns earned in excess of that which cbhale
been earned on a riskless investment per eachotimitarket risk. In other words, the Treynor rat®a risk-adjusted
measure of return based on systematic risk. ihifeg to the Sharpe ratio, with the differencertgethat the Treynor ratio

uses beta as the measurement of volatility. lisis known as the “reward-to-volatility ratio”.
The Treynor ratio is calculated as:

, Er- R
Treynor ratio = —~L

E, = Expected Return
Ry = Risk Free Rate

B = Beta of the Stock
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« Jensen Ratio

A risk-adjusted performance measure that represivetsaverage return on a portfolio over and abdwat t
predicted by the capital asset pricing model (CAPMiven the portfolio's beta and the average marksarn.
This is the portfolio's alpha. In fact, the concepsometimes referred to as "Jensen's alpha."bEsé idea is that to
analyze the performance of an investment managemyast look not only at the overall return of atfmio, but also at
the risk of that portfolio. Jensen's measure isafrtee ways to help determine if a portfolio isréag the proper return for

its level of risk. If the value is positive, themetportfolio is earning excess returns.
Jensen measure calculated as:
Jensen Measure = E, — [Ry + ﬁ(Rm - Rf)]
E, = Stock return
Ry = Risk free Return
B = Beta of Stock
R,, = Market Return
RESULTS

* In the year 2005-06 the Consumer Durable Indexsdtadvn higher return of 91.04% with a higher voigtibf
33.17% and the positive VaR percentage at 1% lwasl| 13.88%. Followed by the FMCG Index with a netaf
87.59%, volatility of 22.37% and a higher positVaR percentage of 35.54% compared to all otherchgli
The Bank Index showed 36.57% of less return witlolatility of 23.42% and the VaR percentage of 9PP4.

In this year the Metal Index shows the least VaR@atage of -26.09% whereas the market return \Bas766.
The results of performance evaluation ratios FMO&to and Consumer Durables indices had shown

higher returns with less volatility indices respesty.

* In the year 2006-07 the Oil and Gas Index shownhilgber return of 29.65%. It was higher than thekea
return of 17.05%, with a less VaR percentage of 7% followed by Tech index with a return of 28.93%
volatility of 31.49% and the VaR percentage was33%. In this year the FMCG index had shown a negat
return of -22.72% and the Metal Index had showmgadr Negative VaR Value of -100.02%. Oil and Geech

and Bank Indices have shown a higher return wibtl&olatility based on the performance evaluataiios.

e In the year 2007-08 the Metal Index had shown figbdr return of 65.46% with a higher volatility 4#.09%.
This return is more than double compared with tlaeket return of 27.99%. The IT index had shownhigher
losses of -22.52% and the VaR percentage also tmwparatively other Indices that is -100.60%. Thieeot
indices like Auto and Health care also had showssds of -7.27%, -4.57% respectively in this year.
The performance evaluation ratios shown that théaMeil and Gas and FMCG indices were providinghleir

returns with a lower volatility of the indices.

* In the year 2008-09 all the Indices showed los§he. FMCG index has shown a loss of -8.23% with latitiy
of 27.94%. Consumer Durables had shown the higissek of -80.79%. The Metal index had a highertiibja
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of 57.85%. The seven indices VaR percentage wae than 100%, importantly the Metal index VaR petaga
is -207.73%. In this year the market return is 53%. This year the Market had shown the higherelods each

index.

In the year 2009-10 market recovered and showeitiymsesults. Mainly the Metal and Consumer Duesbhad
shown a positive return of more than 100% that28.13% and 102.46% respectively. The Metal Indeowsh
higher volatility of 44.16% followed by Bank ind&8.18%. The Oil and Gas index shown the VaR perdowca
ratio of -37.92%. The market return was also cormpagly high in this year that is 63.76%. Healtlreza
Consumer Durable and Auto Indices have shown higeemrn with a lower volatility based on performanc

evaluation ratios.

In the year 2010-11 the Consumer Durable Indexdhexvn a return of 40.15% with a volatility of 24%0and
the value at risk of -16.85%. The Metal index hiadven the negative return of -8.40%, with a highelatility of
26.52%. The VaR percentage was also higher thaottier Indices at -70.10%. The Metal index Beta ala®
higher than the other indices at 1.28. The perfoceaaefficiency ratios have shown that Consumer Bles
FMCG and IT performance is better than the retisk point of view these indices are providing higheturn

with a lower risk.

In the year 2011-12market return was negative dt6%, but the FMCG index showed the positive retoirn
23.50% with a volatility of 15.14%. The Metal inddvas shown the higher loss of -32.74%, with a highe
volatility of 30.57% and the VaR percentage wa® digjh that is -103.85%. FMCG, Health Care and Auto

Industries are respectively giving higher returrith\wwwer losses based on the performance evaluaaitios.

The overall performance (Seven years performanédndustry returns shown that the Consumer Durables
Industry shown a higher return compared to othdustry returns, Metal Industry has shown a higludatility of
40.94% followed by Bank industry with 36.39%. Metadlustry VaR percentage is also shown to havegatie
value of -78.69%. Based on performance measure§ &M onsumer Durables and Auto industry have shown

higher return with a lower risk.

CONCLUSIONS

The risk, return concept is very useful to the afiéht market participants. This paper helps unaedsthe

performance of the Stock Indices based on thenetnd risk. Based on the analysis of results,hallibhdices are highly

volatile in the year 2008-09; the indice’s Basedlon performance measure results FMCG, Consumeatilrg and Auto

industries have been placed in the top positionpaoed to all other indices.

The indices like Metal, IT and Oil and Gas Indwestrivere placed in the last position on the basfedbrmance

measure ratios. The Correlation results show thatlT industry and Tech industry had a perfect tR@sicorrelation;

Auto and Metal, Bank and Oil & Gas, Bank and Te@t,& Gas and Tech industries have a less thans#tipe correlation

on the basis of last seven year’s daily returns $uggested that, the diversification gain isg/Juess for these companies,

hence not good candidates to include in the paotfol

Index Copernicus Value: 3.0 - Articles can be sernb editor@impactjournals.us




| Volatility and Correlation of Stock Indices on Indian Stock Market 23 |

REFERENCES

1.

Amromin, G. a. (2005). From the Horse's Mouth: GaggConditional Expected Stock Returns from Investo
Survey: SSRN.

2. Ang, A. J. (2006). Downside Risk and the Momentufifie&. Review of Financial Studies, 19 (4):1191-323
3. Ang, A. R. (2006). The cross-section of volatilitgd expected returns. The Journal of Finance, $253-299.
4. Banz, R. W. (1981). The Relationship between Retunch Market Value of Common Stocks. Journal of R
Economics, 9 (1): 3-18.
5. Cumby, R. E. (1990). Evaluating the performanceirtérnational mutual funds. Journal of Finance, 45,
pp. 497-521.
6. Engle, R. & (2001). What Good is a Volatility Md@eQuantitative Finance,, 1, 237-245.
7. Sharpe, W. F. (1964). Capital asset prices: A thebrmarket equilibrium under conditions of rislaudnal of
Finance, 19, pp. 425-442.
8. Torben G. Andersen, T. B. (2005). Practical Voigtiand Correlation Modeling for Financial Markeisk
Management. The Risks of Financial Institutionsic&go: University of Chicago Press.
9. Treynor, J. L. (1965). How to rate management eé#tment funds. Harvard Business Review, 43, pf7.%3
APPENDICES
Analysis
Table 1: Performance of Stock Indices
Risk
S. Market | Industry - . VaR
No Sector Year Rgtrueri . | Return R Volatility Beta Kurtosis Skewness 10% =% %
Overall | 812% | 185% | 23.3% 27.2% 0.78 5.35 0.00 116% | 215% | -40.0%
2011-12 | 8.12% | -9.2% 10.7% 22.4% 0.9 -0.11 0.17 0%8 | -26.2% -41.4%
2010-11 | 5.75% | 10.9% 21.1% 20.6% 0.9 1.45 0.09  3%5.| -12.8% 26.8%
1 Auto 2009-10 3.24% 63.8% 99.5% 30.9% 0.7 3.53 0.74 9%9.8 48.6% 27.5%
2008-09 | 7.06% | -39.5%|  -33.2% 34.5% 0.6 2.25 0.56] 77.4% | -90.0% | -113.5%
2007-08 6.07% 28.0% 2.3% 1.6% 0.69 4.60 -0.74 0.2% -0.3% -1.5%
2006-07 7.22% 17.0% -7.3% 31.4% 0.9 9.98 0.77 5%7. -58.9% -80.3%
2005-06 | 5.60% |  63.6% 80.7% 19.6% 0.8 0.84 037 7%5.| 48.6% 35.2%
Overall | 812% | 185% | 22.8% 36.4% 113 5.29 0.37 238% | -37.0% | -61.8%
2011-12 | 8.12% | -9.2% -8.0% 27.8% 1.1 0.00 0.28 5%3.| -53.6% 72.6%
2010-11 | 5.75% | 10.9% 24.2% 23.7% 11 0.08 0.10[  2%6.| -14.8% -30.9%
2 Bank 2009-10 3.24% 63.8% 94.2% 38.2% 1.14 15.24 1.99 39%45. 31.4% 5.4%
2008-09 | 7.06% | -39.5%|  -39.0% 56.8% 11 0.61 015 118% | -1325% | -171.2%
2007-08 6.07% 28.0% 30.8% 39.2% 1.14 3.03 -0.01 .49%9 -33.7% -60.3%
2006-07 | 7.22% | 17.0% 26.6% 33.3% 0.94 2.20 0.21 0%6.| -28.1% 50.8%
2005-06 | 5.60% | 63.6% 36.6% 23.4% 1.0 1.48 -0.05 %6.6 _ -2.0% -17.9%
Overall | 812% | 185% | 26.8% 33.7% 081 5.25 -0.04 16.3% | 285% | -51.5%
2011-12 | 8.12% | -9.2% 5.1% 25.2% 0.7 0.46 -0.15 19%7.]  -36.3% -53.4%
2010-11 5.75% 10.9% 40.2% 24.5% 0.94 1.85 -0.46 %38.7 -0.2% -16.9%
3 Consumer | 2009-10 3.24% 63.8% 102.5% 34.2% 0.7% 5.92 1.24 69%8. 46.2% 22.9%
Durable | 2008-09 | 7.06% | -39.5%|  -80.8% 43.5% 0.7 2.83 0.17] 1365% | -152.3% | -181.9%
2007-08 6.07% 28.0% 18.8% 36.5% 0.8 3.17 -0.54 .0928 -41.3% -66.1%
2006-07 | 7.22% | 17.0% 15.7% 34.3% 0.9 9.08 0.60]  .388| -40.8% -64.2%
2005-06 | 5.60% | 63.6% 91.0% 33.2% 1.1 5.08 0.91 %85 36.5% 13.9%
Overall | 8.12% | 185% | 24.3% 24.2% 059 | 6.53 0.32 6.7% | -154% | -31.9%
2011-12 | 8.12% | -9.2% 23.5% 15.1% 0.4¢ 0.04 0.05 4.1%6 -1.4% -11.7%
2010-11 5.75% 10.9% 25.3% 17.1% 0.6 1.30 0.22 3.4 -2.8% -14.5%
4 EMCG 2009-10 3.24% 63.8% 37.2% 23.8% 0.4 2.69 0.84 6.700 -2.0% -18.2%
2008-09 | 7.06% | -39.5% -8.2% 27.9% 0.48 0.99 0.20]  4.0% | 54.2% 73.2%
2007-08 6.07% 28.0% 34.6% 27.1% 0.6 2.74 -0.50 1%0. -9.9% -28.3%
2006-07 | 7.22% | 17.0% 22.7% 31.2% 0.94 12.1 119] 28% | -74.1% -95.4%
2005-06 | 5.60% |  63.6% 87.6% 22.4% 08 172 0.28 %8.9 50.8% 35.5%
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Table 1: Contd.,
Overall 8.12% 18.5% 16.1% 20.9% 0.55 6.28 -0.34 -10.6% -18.2% -32.4%
201112 | 8.12% -9.2% 10.0% 13.4% 0.41 0.00 -0.11 2%7. | -12.1% -21.2%
2010-11 [ 5.75% 10.9% 12.8% 14.0% 0.5 1.41 -0.28 2%5. | -10.3% -19.9%
5 Health 2009-10 3.24% 63.8% 68.6% 21.1% 0.4 5.15 0.87 %1.6  34.0% 19.6%
Care 2008-09 [ 7.06% | -39.5% -28.1% 25.6% 0.44 2.93 -0.63]  60.9% -70.2% -87.6%
2007-08 6.07% 28.0% 10.8% 23.1% 0.5 5.29 -1.09 .8948 -27.2% -43.0%
2006-07 7.22% 17.0% -4.6% 26.5% 0.7 7.18 -0.01 .6%8 -48.2% -66.3%
2005-06 | 5.60% 63.6% 48.0% 17.9% 0.7 1.30 -0.29 0%85.| 18.5% 6.3%
Overall 8.12% 18.5% 16.8% 31.4% 0.84 4.02 0.33 -23.4% -34.8% -56.2%
201112 | 8.12% -9.2% -3.8% 25.6% 0.92 2.12 -0.31 686 | -45.8% -63.3%
2010-11 [ 5.75% 10.9% 21.8% 19.6% 0.80 0.65 0.26 %3.4  -10.5% -23.9%
6 T 2009-10 3.24% 63.8% 87.9% 31.9% 0.7 6.97 0.75 %7. 35.5% 13.7%
2008-09 [ 7.06% | -39.5% -35.1% 45.3% 0.8 0.20 008 32%® | -109.7% | -140.6%
2007-08 6.07% 28.0% -22.5% 33.6% 0.7 2.25 0.62 .5%5 -717.7% -100.6%
2006-07 7.22% 17.0% 21.8% 32.5% 0.9 9.31 1.03 79%9.| -31.5% -53.6%
2005-06 | 5.60% 63.6% 48.4% 23.7% 1.0 0.95 -0.22 1%8.] 9.5% -6.7%
Overall 8.12% 18.5% 16.6% 40.9% 1.21 4.50 0.04 -35.9% -50.8% -718.7%
201112 | 8.12% -9.2% -32.7% 30.6% 1.2 0.36 0.33 9%1 [  -83.0% -103.8%
2010-11 [ 5.75% 10.9% -8.4% 26.5% 1.2 0.85 0.05 4%2.]  -52.0% -70.1%
7 Metal 2009-10 3.24% 63.8% 126.7% 44.2% 1.21 4.01] 0.60 19%0. 54.1% 24.0%
2008-09 [ 7.06% | -39.5% -73.1% 57.9% 1.1 0.67 -0.13] 1473% | -168.3% | -207.7%
2007-08 6.07% 28.0% 65.5% 44.1% 12 3.39 -0.65 %89 -7.1% -37.1%
2006-07 7.22% 17.0% 3.5% 44.5% 1.31 9.04 0.57 %3.5 -69.7% -100.0%
2005-06 | 5.60% 63.6% 39.2% 28.1% 1.1 2.94 0.21 3.2 -7.0% -26.1%
Overall 8.12% 18.5% 19.3% 32.5% 1.00 8.57 0.04 -22.3% -34.1% -56.3%
201112 | 8.12% -9.2% -20.7% 23.7% 0.94 -0.27] 0.07] 1.0% -59.6% 75.7%
2010-11 [ 5.75% 10.9% 1.7% 19.2% 0.8 -0.23 -0.02 .9%2 | -29.8% -42.9%
8 Oil and 2009-10 3.24% 63.8% 40.4% 33.7% 0.9 25.43 2.81 8%2. -15.0% -37.9%
Gas 2008-09 [ 7.06% | -39.5% -27.5% 49.1% 1.0 2.04 043 90.5% | -108.3% | -141.8%
2007-08 6.07% 28.0% 60.7% 40.0% 11 3.72 -0.58 %9.4 -5.1% -32.4%
2006-07 [ 7.22% 17.0% 29.6% 30.3% 0.9 4.45 -0.10 1%9. [ -20.1% -40.7%
2005-06 | 5.60% 63.6% 54.1% 19.0% 0.8 1.47 -0.09 7989.| 22.8% 9.8%
Overall 8.12% 18.5% 19.2% 31.1% 0.92 5.60 0.36 -20.7% -32.0% -53.2%
201112 | 8.12% -9.2% -5.3% 22.3% 0.84 1.03 -0.18 9B3 [ -42.0% -57.2%
2010-11 5.75% 10.9% 16.3% 17.8% 0.8 0.11 0.06 %6.9 -12.9% -25.0%
9 Tech 2009-10 3.24% 63.8% 50.9% 29.1% 0.8 12.73 1.84 6%3 3.1% -16.7%
2008-09 [ 7.06% | -39.5% -42.0% 42.1% 0.8 0.55 -0.02] 96.0% | -111.3% | -140.0%
2007-08 6.07% 28.0% -6.6% 29.7% 0.84 2.45 0.25 6%4.| -55.4% -75.6%
2006-07 [ 7.22% 17.0% 28.9% 31.5% 1.0 9.61 0.91 491  -22.9% -44.3%
2005-06 | 5.60% 63.6% 52.8% 21.5% 1.04 1.41 -0.46 2985.| 17.4% 2.7%

*Note: Overall means the seven years performance fromdo2005 to 31-12-2012
Market return is based on the BombagISExchange performance

Table 2: Performance Evaluation Ratios

Rank : Overall : :
Sharpe Ratio Treynor Ratio Jensen Ratio

Rank 1| FMCG FMCG Consumer Durab

Rank 2 | Auto Consumer Durable FMCG

Rank 3 | Consumer Durablg Auto Auto

Rank 4 | Bank Health Care Bank

Rank 5 | Health Care Bank Health Care

Rank 6 | Tech Tech Tech

Rank 7 | Oil and Gas Oil and Gas Oil and Gas

Rank 8 | IT IT IT

Rank 9 | Metal Metal Metal

Rank - 2y - -
Sharpe Ratio Treynor Ratio Jensen Ratio

Rank 1| FMCG FMCG FMCG

Rank 2 | Health Care Health Care Auto

Rank 3 | Auto Auto Health Care

Rank 4 | Consumer Durablg Consumer Durable  Consumextl®

Rank5| IT IT Bank

Rank 6 | Bank Bank IT

Rank 7 | Tech Tech Tech

Rank 8 | Oil and Gas Oil and Gas Oil and Gas

Rank 9 | Metal Metal Metal

Rank : 2010-11 : :
Sharpe Ratio Treynor Ratio Jensen Ratio

Rank 1 | Consumer Durablg Consumer Durable  Consumextl®

Rank 2 FMCG FMCG FMCG

Rank 3 | IT IT Bank

(]
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Table 2: Contd.,

Rank 4 | Bank Auto IT
Rank 5 | Auto Bank Auto
Rank 6 | Tech Tech Tech
Rank 7 | Health Care Health Care Health Care
Rank 8 | Oil and Gas Oil and Gas QOil and Gas
Rank 9 Metal Metal Metal
Rank : 2009-10 : :
Sharpe Ratio Treynor Ratio Jensen Ratio
Rank 1 | Auto Health Care Consumer Dural
Rank 2 Health Care Consumer Durable  Metal
Rank 3 | Consumer Durablg Auto Auto
Rank 4 | Metal IT IT
Rank 5 IT Metal Health Care
Rank 6 | Bank Bank Bank
Rank 7 | Tech FMCG FMCG
Rank 8 | FMCG Tech Tech
Rank 9 | Oil and Gas Qil and Gas QOil and Gas
Rank - 2 - -
Sharpe Ratio Treynor Ratio Jensen Ratio
Rank 1 FMCG FMCG Oil and Gas
Rank 2 | Oil and Gas QOil and Gas Bank
Rank 3 Bank Bank FMCG
Rank 4 | IT IT IT
Rank 5 | Tech Tech Tech
Rank 6 | Auto Auto Auto
Rank 7 | Health Care Metal Health Care
Rank 8 Metal Health Care Metal
Rank 9 | Consumer Durablg Consumer Duraple  Consumeblz
Rank : 2007-08 : :
Sharpe Ratio Treynor Ratio Jensen Ratio
Rank 1 | Oil and Gas Metal Metal
Rank 2 Metal Oil and Gas Oil and Gas
Rank 3 | FMCG FMCG FMCG
Rank 4 | Bank Bank Bank
Rank 5 | Consumer Durablg Consumer Duraple  Consumeblz
Rank 6 | Health Care Health Care Health Care
Rank 7 | Tech Auto Auto
Rank 8 | IT Tech Tech
Rank 9 | Auto IT IT
Rank - ElboR - -
Sharpe Ratio Treynor Ratio Jensen Ratio
Rank 1 | Oil and Gas Oil and Gas Oil and Gas
Rank 2 | Tech Tech Tech
Rank 3 Bank Bank Bank
Rank 4 | IT IT IT
Rank 5 | Consumer Durablg Consumer Duraple  Consumelz
Rank 6 Metal Metal Metal
Rank 7 | Health Care Auto Health Care
Rank 8 | Auto Health Care Auto
Rank 9 | FMCG FMCG FMCG
Rank - BRI -
Sharpe Ratio Treynor Ratio Jensen Ratio
Rank 1 | Auto FMCG FMCG
Rank 2 FMCG Auto Auto
Rank 3 | Consumer Durablg Consumer Durable  Consumetilz
Rank 4 | Oil and Gas Health Care Health Care
Rank 5 Health Care Oil and Gas Oil and Gas
Rank 6 | Tech Tech Tech
Rank 7 | IT IT IT
Rank 8 | Bank Bank Bank
Rank 9 Metal Metal Metal

Impact Factor(JCC): 0.8127 - This article can be denloaded from www.impactjournals.us




Table 3: Overall Stock Indices Correlation

Auto 1.00

Bank 0.09 1.00

Consumer Durablel  0.14 0.64 1.00

FMCG 0.63 0.02 0.05 1.00

Health Care 0.09 0.64 0.65 0.02| 1.0

IT -0.04 | 0.59 0.52 -0.07 0.58 1.00

Metal 0.75 0.08 0.13 0.60 0.09 -0.0Y 1.00

Oil and Gas 0.05 0.73 0.62 -0.03 0.61 0.61 0.8 010

Tech -0.01| 0.71 0.61 -0.05 0.68 0.93 -0.02 0.78 01j0




