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 i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i iABSTRACT 
With ipassing idays, ihuman isurvival iis ifacing imore ichallenges iof ileading icomfortable 

ilifestyle iand ifulfilling ione’s idream iand igoals. iMoney ihas ibecome ian iessentiality. iBut 

ionly iearning imoney iin iitself iis inot ienough. iThe iearned imoney ihas ito ibe isaved iand ithe 

isaved imoney ineeded ito ibe iinvested. iThe imoney iwill ibe icalled ias iinvested iby iputting 

iit iin ia isafe iavenue iwith ian iexpectation iof igetting imore ireturn iwith iless irisk. iIn iother 

iwords, ifinancial iplanning ihas ibecome ia inecessity ito ifulfill ifuture icontingencies, ineeds 

iand idemands. iThere ihad ibeen imany itraditional iroots iof iinvestment. iBut, ithe 

iadvancement iand iexpansion iof ieconomy ihas iinfluenced ithe ifinancial imarket ito 

iinnovate inew iideas iby iwhich iindividuals ican ienjoy ihigh ifinancial ibenefits iwhich iwill 
ilead ito itheir icomfortable ilife. iIf ithere iis ireturn ion isaving iin ithe iform iof idividend ior 

iinterest, ithere iwill ibe inet igain iin iindividual isaving iand ithus iwill iincrease iindividual 
iwealth. 

Individual’s iinvestment iis ialso iimportant ifor ian ieconomy ito igrow iand isurvive. iIt 

iinfluences ithe irate iof ieconomic igrowth ibecause iit iis ia icomponent iof iaggregate 

idemand iand iinfluence ithe iproductive icapacity iof ithe ieconomy. iA istrong ifinancial 
isystem iis ithe iroot icause iof ieconomic igrowth iand idevelopment. iFor ismooth iand 

iflourished ifinancial isystem, iadequate imoney iin icirculation iis ivery iimportant. iThe 

iinflow iand ioutflow iof imoney iin icirculation iis irouted iin ifinancial imarket. iThe ifinancial 
imarket iis ithat ipart iof ithe ifinancial isystem iwhich itrades isavings iof iindividuals iand ifirms 

ifor icapital iformation iof ithe ieconomy. iFinancial imarket imust ihave isuch iincentives ito 

iattract iinvestments ifrom ifund isuppliers. iThe ilarger ithe iflow iof ifund iand iits iallocation 

iefficiency, ithe ibetter ithe ieconomic ioutput iand iwelfare. 

A isignificant iboom ihas ibeen iwitnessed iin iIndian ifinancial isystem iafter i1991 ieconomic 

ipolicy. iWith ithe iliberalization, iglobalization iand iprivatization, ithe idemand ifor imoney 

iin iindustrial isector iincreased ito imanifold. iThe ivarious istratification, irapid 

idevelopments iand iproductive ireforms ihave icreated ia ihigh itime iopportunity ifor ithe 

iinvestors ito iget ia ilucrative ireturn. iMany ireforms iand iinnovations ihad ibeen imade 

isince ithen. iOne iof isuch iinnovative iand irapid ideveloping iinstrument iis ithe imutual ifund 

isector. 

Mutual ifund iindustry iacts ias ia ibridge ibetween ithe idemand iand isupply iof ifunds iin ithe 

ifinancial imarket. iA imutual ifund iis ithe iideal iinvestment ivehicle ifor itoday’s icomplex iand 

imodern ifinancial iscenario. iA itypical iindividual iis iunlikely ito ihave ithe iknowledge, iskills, 
iinclination iand itime ito ikeep itrack iof ievents, iunderstand itheir iimplications iand iact 

ispeedily. iA imutual ifund iis ithe ianswer ito iall ithese isituations. 

The ipresent istudy imade ian iattempt ito imeasure ithe iinvestors’ iperception itowards 

iselected imutual ifunds iwith ispecial ifocus ion iKhordha, iPuri iand iCuttack idistricts iof 

iOdisha. iFor ithe ipurpose, ithe istudy ihas ifollowing ibasic iobjectives: 
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1. To icompare ithe irisk ireturn iperformance iof ifour iselected imutual ifund 

icompanies. 

2. To istudy ithe idemographic ifeatures iof imutual ifund iinvestors 

3. To istudy ithe ipattern iof iinvestment iof ithe iindividuals iin iterms iof iamount iof 

iinvestment, iduration iof iinvestment, ipurpose iof iinvestment iand ireturn 

iexpectation ifrom iinvestment. 

4. To istudy ithe iinvestment ipreferences iof iindividuals iin iterms iof iother iinvestment 

iavenues, ivarious imutual ifund ischemes iand ibenefits ioffered iby imutual ifunds 

5. To istudy ithe isatisfaction ilevel iof iinvestors iaccording ito itheir idifferent 

iinvestment ipattern. 

To istudy ithe iabove imentioned ifirst iobjective, ithe iresearcher ihas itaken itwo imutual 
ifund icompanies ifrom iboth ipublic iand iprivate isector. iThose iare iSBI, iLIC, iICICI iand 

iFRANKLIN iTEMPLETON. iDebt, iequity iand ibalanced ischemes iare ijudged ifor irisk i-return 

ianalysis. iBSE iSensex ihas ibeen itaken ias ibenchmark iindex iand iSBI ifixed ideposit iaverage 

iinterest irates, iof ithe istudy iperiod, ihave ibeen itaken ias irisk ifree ireturn. i iTo istudy ithe 

iperception iof iinvestors, ithe ibasic ithree idemographic ifactors ihave ibeen ichosen i- 

iincome, iage iand igender. 

The istructure iof ithe ithesis iis ithat ithe ifirst ichapter iexplains ithe iresearch idesign, ithe 

isecond ichapter ideals ian iaccount iof ithe iliterature ireviewed, ithe ithird ichapter ipresents 

ithe iconceptual iframework, ithe ifourth ichapter ianalyses iand icompares ithe irisk ireturn 

iperformance iof iselected imutual ifund ischemes iof ifour imutual ifund icompanies, ithe 

ififth ichapter imakes ian ianalysis iof ithe idata icollected iand ifinally ithe ilast ichapter 

ipresents iall ithe ifindings iand igives iconclusion iand isuggestions. iThe ilast ipart iof ithe 

iresearch ireport icontains ibibliography, ireferences iand iappendices. 

The istudy ineeds iboth iprimary iand isecondary idata. iThe iprimary idata ihas ibeen 

icollected ifrom i360 irespondents iof ithe istudy iarea. iA istructured iand iclose iended 

iquestionnaire ischedule ihas ibeen iused ifor ithis ipurpose. iThe isecondary idata ihas ibeen 

icollected iby iofficial iwebsites iof iAMFI, iSEBI iand iBSE. 

To imake icomparison iof irisk ireturn iperformance iof iselected imutual ifunds, ithe 

iuniversally iaccepted imeasures ihave ibeen iused iwhich iare iStandard ideviation iof ireturn, 
iBeta ias isystematic irisk, iSharpe, iJensen iand iTreynor iratios. iFama imeasure ihas ibeen 

iused ito ifind iout ithe iskill iand iability iof ithe ifund imanagers. iThe iinvestors’ iinvestment 

ipattern ihas ibeen ianalyzed iby ifollowing ichi isquare itechnique. iThe iinvestors’ 
ipreference iorder ihas ibeen imeasured iby iGarrett iraking iand iLikert iranking itechnique. 
iTo imeasure ithe iinvestor’s isatisfaction ilevel iTwo-way iANOVA i(Analysis iof iVariance) 

itest ihave ibeen iconducted. 
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On ithe ibasis iof isecondary idata ianalysis iit ihas ibeen ifound ithat ifor idebt ischemes iICICI 

iPrudential iLong iTerm iGilt iFund i– iGrowth ishould ibe ipreferred imore ithan idebt 

ischemes iof iother iAMCs idue ito ipresence iof ihigh ireturn iwith iless ideviation. iThe 

iresearcher ihas iconcluded ithat ifor iequity ischemes, iFranklin iTempleton iFlexi iCap iFund 

i– iGrowth ishould ibe ipreferred ithan iother ifund ischemes idue ito ipresence iof ihigh irisk 

iadjusted ireturn iand ihigh iactual ireturn ithan ithat iof iexpected. iIt ihas ialso ibeen 

iconcluded ithat ifor ibalanced ifunds iICICI iPrudential iBalanced iFund i– iGrowth iand 

iFranklin iIndia iBalanced iGrowth iFund iare iin icompetition iwith ieach iother. iHowever ithe 

ipublic isector imutual ifunds ido inot isatisfy ithe iperformance icriteria. 

On ithe ibasis iof iprimary idata iit ihas ibeen iconcluded ithat idemographic ifeatures ihave ia 

isignificant ieffect ion ithe iinvestment ibehavior iof ithe iinvestors. iIt iis ifound ithat itax 

ibenefit iand iregular ireturn idominates ithe iother iinvestment ipurposes. iTax ibenefit iand 

ia iregular isource iof iincome iattract imost iof ithe irespondents. iOn ithe icontrary icapital 
iappreciation ifound ito iattract ileast. iIt iis ifound ithat iequity ifunds iare imost ipreferred 

iby iinvestors. iThe ihigh ireturn ion iequity iattracts imany iinvestors. iBalanced ifund iand 

iDebt ifund ihold isecond iand ithird irank irespectively. iIt iis ifound ithat ireturn iand irisk 

ihave ihigh idegree iof iagreement iby irespondents. iIt iis ifollowed iby iliquidity iand itax 

iexemptions iadvantages iholding ithird iand ifourth irank, irespectively. iTransparency, 

iflexibility iand iaffordability ihold ififth, isixth iand iseventh iposition. iHowever, 

iprofessional imanagement, iservice iquality iand igrievance ihandling imechanisms ido inot 

isatisfy ithe iinvestors’ iexpectation. iThe isatisfaction ilevel iof iinvestors ialso ifound ito ibe 

isignificantly iaffected iby ithe iinvestors’ idemographic ifeatures. 

Indian imutual ifund iindustry iis idefinitely igrowing iat ia irapid ipace. iThe iregulatory 

iauthorities, ifund imanagers, ifund idistributers, ietc. iare iputting ia ilot iof ieffort ito iexpand 

ithe imutual ifund isector. iThe icontinuous iinvestor iawareness iprogram iis ibearing ifruits. 
iIndian imutual ifund iindustry ihas iwitnessed imanifold iexpansion iin iterms iof inumber iof 

iAMCs, ifund itype iand ifund ischemes. iToday ithe iindustry iprovides imore ithan i2000 ifund 

ischemes ieach ipromising ihigh ireturn iwith iminimum irisk iBut istill iit ihas ito igo ia ilong iway. 
iIndividual ior iretail iinvestors iare istill ito ibe iencouraged ias itheir icontribution iplay ian 

iimmense irole iin igrowth iand idevelopment iof ithe isector. iThe iindividual iinvestors 

iconstitute ia ilarge iportion iof ifinancial imarket iinvestor isegment. iMany iof ithe iindividuals 

istill iprefer ito iinvest iin itraditional imodes iof iinvestment ilike ibank ideposits, iprovident 

ifunds, ireal iestates, ietc. iThe ibasic ireason ifor ithis iis ithe iless irisk. iOn ithis ifactor, imutual 
ifund isector ican ialso iconvince iand iencourage iindividuals iby ishowing ioutperformance iin 

ireturn imaximizing. iBoth ihard iand ismart ieffort iis irequired ifor ithe isuccess iand 

isustainability iof iIndian imutual ifund iindustry. 

  

  
 i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i 
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 i8. INTRODUCTION 

1.1(a) iConcept 

A istrong ifinancial isystem iis ithe iroot icause iof ieconomic igrowth iand idevelopment. 
iThe ifinancial imarket iis ithat ipart iof ithe ifinancial isystem iwhich itrades isavings iof 

iindividuals iand ifirms ifor ithe icapital iformation iof ithe ieconomy. iThe ifinancial imarket imust 

ihave isuch iincentives ito iattract iinvestments ifrom ifund isuppliers. iThe ilarger ithe iflow iof 

ifund iand iits iallocation iefficiency, ithe ibetter ithe ieconomic ioutput iand iwelfare. iA 

isignificant iboom ihas ibeen iwitnessed iin ithe iIndian ifinancial isystem iafter i1991 ieconomic 

ipolicy. iWith ithe iliberalization, iglobalization, iand iprivatization, ithe idemand ifor imoney iin 

iindustrial isector iincreased imanifold. iThe ivarious istratification, irapid idevelopments, iand 

iproductive ireforms ihave icreated ia ihigh itime iopportunity ifor ithe iinvestors ito iget ia 

ilucrative ireturn. iMutual ifund iindustry iacts ias ia ibridge ibetween ithe idemand iand isupply 

iof ifunds iin ithe ifinancial imarket. 

The iIndian imutual ifund iindustry ihas igone ia ilong iway isince ithe iinception iof iUTI iin 

i1963. iA imutual ifund iis ian iinvestment ivehicle iwhich iis iprofessionally imanaged iand irun 

iby ifund ihouses, icalled iAsset iManagement iCompany i(AMC). iThe iAMC icollects ithe 

isavings iof ia igroup iof ipeople ito iinvest iin istocks, ibonds iand iother isecurities iwith ithe 

iprime iobjective iof imaximum iyield iand icapital iappreciation ialong iwith isafety iand 

iliquidity iof ifunds. iCollection iof isavings ifrom ismall iinvestors iis ithe iunique ifeature iof ithe 

imutual ifund iconcept. iThe iinvestors iget iunits iof ithe imutual ifund iaccording ito ithe 

iamount iof iinvestment. i iThe iAMCs iare iresponsible ifor imanaging ithe iinvestment ifor 

ivarious ischemes ioperated iby ithe imutual ifund. iUnitholders ishare ithe iprofit iand ilosses iin 

ithe iproportion iof itheir iinvestment. iA imutual ifund iis irequired ito ibe iregistered iwith ithe 

iSecurities iand iExchange iBoard iof iIndia i(SEBI) ibefore icollecting ifunds ifrom ithe ipublic. 
iAfter ithe iSEBI iAct ipassed iin i1992, iSEBI iMutual iFund iregulations icame iinto iexistence iin 

i1996 iwhich iinfused imutual ifund icompanies ito igrow iexponentially. iAs ithe iindustry 

iexpanded, iThe iAssociation iof iMutual iFunds iin iIndia i(AMFI) iwas iestablished iin i1995 ias ia 

inon i-profit iorganization iwith ithe iprior iobjective iof ipromoting ihealthy iand ifair imarket 

ipractices iin imutual ifund isector. iA imutual ifund iis ifound ito ibe ian iideal iinvestment 

ivehicle iin ipresent isophisticated iand imodern ifinancial iscenario. iA igeneral iindividual iis 

iunlikely ito ihave ithe iknowledge, iskills, iinclination iand itime ito ikeep itrack iof ievents, 
iunderstand itheir iimplication iand iact ispeedily. iA imutual ifund iis ian ianswer ito ithe 

isituations iin iregards ito ilow-risk iinvestment. i i iThe imutual ifund, ilike iany iother 

iinvestment, iinvolves ifinancial irisk iand icannot ibe ieliminated ialtogether. iFinancial irisk iis 

iintrinsic ito ifinancial iinvestment/market. iThe iprofessional ifeature iof idiversified 

iinvestment ivehicle icannot iexclude ithe irisk ientirely, idue ito ithe ipresence iof irisk iintrinsic 

iitself iin ithe ifinancial imarket. iWhether iit iis idebt imarket ior iequity imarket, imoney imarket 

ior icapital imarket, imutual ifund iinvestment iis isubject ito imarket irisk. iRisk iimplies ito ithe 

ipossibility iof iinvestors ito ilose itheir imoney, iboth iprincipal iand iearnings, ior inon- 

icompliance iof iexpected ireturn ifrom ithe iinvestment. iThough iregulations iensure 

idisciplined iinvestments iand iceilings ion iexpenses iof iinvestment icharged ito iunitholders, 
iit iassumes iinvestment irisk. iUnlike ibank ideposits, imutual ifunds iare inot iinsured iunder 
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iDeposit iInsurance iand iCredit iGuarantee iCorporation iAct, i1961. iIn igeneral isense, imutual 
ifund ipurely ifollows ithe iuniversal iprinciple iof irisk ireturn. iThe ihigher ithe iinvestment irisk, 
ithe ihigher iis ithe ipotential ireturn. iTo ireduce ithe irisk, ifund imanagers icompactly iprovide 

idiversification ibenefits. iHowever, iby ieffective idiversification, ithe iunsystematic irisk ican 

ibe icontrolled. iUnsystematic irisk iemerges iout iof icontrolled iand iknown ivariables iof 

iindustry ior icompany isecurity ispecific. iOn ithe icontrary, isystematic irisk iis ithe iexternal 
iand iuncontrollable ivariables ithat iaffect ithe ientire imarket iand ieconomy ileading ito 

ifluctuation iin iprices iof iall ithe isecurities. iThe iinvestment iobjective iand iits iholding 

ipattern iof ifund idetermine ithe iextent iof irisk iinvolved iin ithe ifund. iThus iunderstanding 

imarket irisks iis iessential ifor ithe iinvestors. iRisks ican ibe ireduced iby ireading iprospectus, 
iclose iobservation iover ithe imarket itrend, iand ihaving iadequate ifinancial iinformation. 

 
 
1.1(b) iMutual ifund 

 

A imutual ifund iis ia itype iof ifinancial ivehicle imade iup iof ia ipool iof imoney icollected ifrom imany 

iinvestors ito iinvest iin isecurities ilike istocks, ibonds, imoney imarket iinstruments, iand iother iassets. 

iMutual ifunds iare ioperated iby iprofessional imoney imanagers, iwho iallocate ithe ifund's iassets iand 

iattempt ito iproduce icapital igains ior iincome ifor ithe ifund's iinvestors. iA imutual ifund's iportfolio iis 

istructured iand imaintained ito imatch ithe iinvestment iobjectives istated iin iits iprospectus. 

Mutual ifunds igive ismall ior iindividual iinvestors iaccess ito iprofessionally imanaged iportfolios iof 

iequities, ibonds, iand iother isecurities. iEach ishareholder, itherefore, iparticipates iproportionally iin 

ithe igains ior ilosses iof ithe ifund. iMutual ifunds iinvest iin ia ivast inumber iof isecurities, iand 

iperformance iis iusually itracked ias ithe ichange iin ithe itotal imarket icap iof ithe ifund—derived iby 

ithe iaggregating iperformance iof ithe iunderlying iinvestments. 

Mutual ifunds ipool imoney ifrom ithe iinvesting ipublic iand iuse ithat imoney ito ibuy iother isecurities, 

iusually istocks iand ibonds. iThe ivalue iof ithe imutual ifund icompany idepends ion ithe iperformance 

iof ithe isecurities iit idecides ito ibuy. iSo, iwhen iyou ibuy ia iunit ior ishare iof ia imutual ifund, iyou iare 

ibuying ithe iperformance iof iits iportfolio ior, imore iprecisely, ia ipart iof ithe iportfolio's ivalue. 

iInvesting iin ia ishare iof ia imutual ifund iis idifferent ifrom iinvesting iin ishares iof istock. iUnlike istock, 
imutual ifund ishares ido inot igive iits iholders iany ivoting irights. iA ishare iof ia imutual ifund irepresents 

iinvestments iin imany idifferent istocks i(or iother isecurities) iinstead iof ijust ione iholding. 

That's iwhy ithe iprice iof ia imutual ifund ishare iis ireferred ito ias ithe inet iasset ivalue i(NAV) iper ishare, 
isometimes iexpressed ias iNAVPS. iA ifund's iNAV iis iderived iby idividing ithe itotal ivalue iof ithe 

isecurities iin ithe iportfolio iby ithe itotal iamount iof ishares ioutstanding. iOutstanding ishares iare 

ithose iheld iby iall ishareholders, iinstitutional iinvestors, iand icompany iofficers ior iinsiders. iMutual 
ifund ishares ican itypically ibe ipurchased ior iredeemed ias ineeded iat ithe ifund's icurrent iNAV, 
iwhich—unlike ia istock iprice—doesn't ifluctuate iduring imarket ihours, ibut iit iis isettled iat ithe iend 

iof ieach itrading iday. iErgo, ithe iprice iof ia imutual ifund iis ialso iupdated iwhen ithe iNAVPS iis isettled. 
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1.2 iProblem iStatement 

India ihas ibeen ideveloping iover ithe iyears ito ibe ian iemerging iworldwide iattractive 

ifinancial imarket ifrom iinvestment idimension. iAlong iwith, iIndian imutual iindustry iis 

imaking ia imark ion ithe iglobal istage. i‘The iindustry ihas ishown ioutstanding igrowth iof i113% 

iin iassets isince i2013 idriving iby istrong iinflows i(62%) iand imarket iperformance i(50%). 
i(Financial iExpress iBureau, iDec. i2013). iAt ipresent, ithere iare i44 iactive iAUMs iin iIndian 

imutual ifund isector iwith ihaving itotal ischemes iof imore ithan i2599 ifrom iall ivarieties iof ithe 

ifund ilike ismall-cap, imid-cap, ilarge-cap, idebt, iequity, ihybrid, ietc. iSo imany ibaskets ito iput 
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eggs icreate iconfusion iin ithe imind iof igeneral iinvestors iregarding ithe iselection iof ifund ihouse iand 

icollection iof ischemes. iAlso, idespite ithe ipresence iof iso imany iAMCs, i80% iof ithe iinflows iare iin 

itop i10 iasset imanagement icompanies iin iIndia. iThus, ithe icorrect idecision imaking iregarding 

iselection ibecomes ithe ichief iand icore iproblem ifor ithe iinvestors. 

‘The inumber iof inew imutual ifund ifolios ior iinvestor iaccounts ihas irisen ito i60000 iper iday, 
iwhich iis iabout ithrice ithe imonthly iaverage iof ithe ipast ithree iyears' i(Economic iTimes iBureau, iOct. 
i2017). iWith ithe iinclusion iof iso imany iinvestors, iit iis iimperative ifor ithe iindustry ito ijudge 

iinvestor's ibehavior iand ito ithink itowards ithe imutual ifund. iThe igrowth iand isuccess iof ithe isector 

itotally idepend ion ithe isatisfaction iand iperception iof ithe iinvestors. 

1.3. iNeed ifor ithe iStudy 

The idue iaddress ito ithe icomplications iin imutual ifund iindustry ihas ishown isignificant 

igrowth iwith iits iexpansion. iThe istudy iwas iconducted ifor ithe icomparative ianalysis iof iselected 

imutual ifund ifrom ithe iprivate isector iand ipublic isector. iThis istudy iwill ihelp ithe icommon 

iinvestors ito iunderstand ithe ioperation iand iperformance iof ithose ifund ihouses iwhich iwill iguide 

ithem iin itheir iselection iprocess. iThe ipaper iincludes ia istudy iof iinvestor's iperception iand ibehavior 

itowards imutual ifund iinvestment iand iwill ihelp ithe ifund ihouses ito iknow iabout itheir iinvestors' 
ifeedback iand iopinion. iFurther, iit iwill ihelp ithem ito ioperate iwith irequired iadjustments iand 

imodifications ifor imore iinvestor isatisfaction. 

1.4 iScope iof ithe iStudy 

The ipresent iresearch itries ito istudy ithe iinvestors' iperception iof ithe iselected imutual ifund 

iwith ithe icoverage iof iDelhi iNCR. iThe ieconomy iof iDelhi iis ione iof ithe ifastest igrowing istate 

ieconomies iin iIndia iwith ihaving igross istate idomestic iproduct i(GSDP) iof i7.94% iin i2019-20, 
iovershooting ithe iaverage inational irate iof i7.1%. i(Business iStandard, iFeb i2020). iBut idrastically, 
ithe istate iis ifourth ifrom ithe ibottom iin iper icapita iincome i(PCI) iin iall iIndia irankings. i(Economic 

iSurvey iReport, i2019-20). iThus, iit ihas ibecome ian iissue ito istudy ithe irole iof ia imutual ifund isector 

iand iits iinvestor's iperception itowards istate ifinancial isystem. 

1.5 iResearch iObjective 
The iobjectives iof ithe iresearch iare ibroadly ias istated ibelow. iIt iis iaimed iat ito istudy: 

1. The iinvestors’ iperception ion iselected imutual ifunds. 

2. The ieffect iof iinvestors’ idemographic ifactors ion iinvestment ibehavior. 

3. The iinvestors’ ipreference itowards ivarious ialternatives ifor iinvestment. 
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4. The iattitude iof iinvestors’ itowards ivarious ibenefits ioffered iby imutual ifund isector. 

5. The isatisfaction ilevel iof iinvestors iin idifferent idemographic icharacters. 

 
10 i| iPage 
1.6 iHypothesis iof ithe iStudy 

Based ion iresearch iobjectives, ithe ifollowing ihypotheses ihave ibeen iframed: 

1. H0: iThere iis ino isignificant irelationship ibetween iage iof irespondents iand itheir iinvestment 

iamount. 

2. H0: iThere iis ino isignificant irelationship ibetween igender iof irespondents iand itheir 

iinvestment iamount. 

3. H0: iThere iis ino isignificant irelationship ibetween iincome ilevel iof irespondents iand itheir 

iinvestment iamount. 

4. H0: iThere iis ino isignificant irelationship ibetween iage iof irespondents iand itheir iinvestment 

iduration. 

5. H0: iThere iis ino isignificant irelationship ibetween igender iof irespondents iand itheir 

iinvestment iduration. 

6. H0: iThere iis ino isignificant irelationship ibetween iincome ilevel iof irespondents iand itheir 

iinvestment iduration. 

7. H0: iThere iis ino isignificant irelationship ibetween iage iof irespondents iand itheir iinvestment 

ipurpose. 

8. H0: iThere iis ino isignificant irelationship ibetween igender iof irespondents iand itheir 

iinvestment ipurpose. 

9. H0: iThere iis ino isignificant irelationship ibetween iincome ilevel iof irespondents iand itheir 

iinvestment ipurpose. 

10. H0: iThere iis ino isignificant irelationship ibetween iage iof irespondents iand ireturn iexpectation 

iof itheir iinvestment. 

11. H0: iThere iis ino isignificant irelationship ibetween igender iof irespondents iand ireturn 

iexpectation iof itheir iinvestment. 

12. H0: iThere iis ino isignificant irelationship ibetween iincome ilevel iof irespondents iand ireturn 

iexpectation iof itheir iinvestment. 
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13. H01 i= iThere iis ino isignificant idifference iin isatisfaction ilevel iof iinvestors iin idifferent iage 

igroup. 

H02= iThere iis ino isignificant idifference iin isatisfaction ilevel iof iinvestors iin idifferent iinvestment 

ipurposes. 
14. H01 i= iThere iis ino isignificant idifference ibetween isatisfaction ilevel iof iinvestors iin idifferent 

igender igroup. 

H02= iThere iis ino isignificant idifference ibetween isatisfaction ilevel iof iinvestors iin idifferent 

iInvestment ipurposes. 

15. H01 i= iThere iis ino isignificant idifference iin isatisfaction ilevel iof iinvestors iin idifferent iincome 

igroup iinvestors. 

H02= iThere iis ino isignificant idifference iin isatisfaction ilevel iof iinvestors iin idifferent iinvestment 

ipurposes. 

16. H01 i= iThere iis ino isignificant idifference iin isatisfaction ilevel iof iinvestors iin idifferent iage 

igroup iinvestors. 

H02= iThere iis ino isignificant idifference iin isatisfaction ilevel iof iinvestors iin idifferent ireturn 

iexpectation ilevel. 

17. H01 i= iThere iis ino isignificant idifference ibetween isatisfaction ilevel iof imale iand ifemale. 

H02= iThere iis ino isignificant idifference ibetween isatisfaction ilevel iin idifferent ireturn 

iexpectation ilevel. 

18. H01 i= iThere iis ino isignificant idifference iin isatisfaction ilevel iof idifferent iincome ilevel 
iinvestors. 

H02= iThere iis ino isignificant idifference iin isatisfaction ilevel iin idifferent ireturn iexpectation ilevel. 

1.7 iStudy iPeriod 
The iresearch icovered ithe iperception iof ithe iinvestors iinvested iwithin i1st iApril i2009 ito i31st 

iMarch i2020 ion idifferent imutual ifunds ifor ithe icomparative ianalysis. iThe isource iof isecondary 

idata iis iobtained ifrom ithe iofficial irecords iof ivarious imutual ifund ihouses ifor iselecting ithe 

irespondents. 

1.8 iLimitation iof iStudy 
The istudy ihas ibeen iconducted ion ilimited iareas iof iDelhi iNCR. iThe istudy iis isurrounded iby 

ionly ithree idemographic icharacteristics isuch ias iage, igender iand iincome ilevel iof iinvestors. iFor 

icomparative ianalysis, ithe iresearcher ihas itaken ionly itwo ifund ihouses ifrom iboth ipublic isector iand 

iprivate isector iasset imanagement icompanies. iMany ischemes iare iavailable iby ifund ihouses ifor ithe 
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iconvenience iof iinvestors. iBut ithe istudy iis ilimited iwith ithe icomparison iof idebt ifunds, ibalanced 

ifunds, iand iequity ifunds. 

1.9 iResearch iMethodology 
Research imethodology iis ithe iway ito isystematically iand iscientifically isolve ia iresearch 

iproblem. iThe iresearcher iinvestigates iand iexamines ithe ihypothesis, idescribes ithe iresult, ipredicts 

ithe iresearch iphenomena iand ipresents ithe ifindings ifor ifuture iresearch iin isupport iof ithe iresearch 

imethodologies. 

Both isecondary iand iprimary idata iwere icollected ifor itesting iof ithe ihypothesis. iFor 

isecondary iinformation ion iinvestors, ithe iofficial irecords ifrom ithe iMutual ifund iAgencies/Agents 

iwere iobtained iand iverified. iA ipurposive istratified irandom isampling imethod iwas iadopted ito 

iselect ithe iinvestors/respondents iinvested iin imutual ifunds ibetween ithe iperiods iApril i2009 ito 

iMarch i2020. 

The iprimary iinformation iwas icollected, ifrom i1st iOctober i2019 ito i31st iMarch i2020, ifrom ithe 

iinvestors iby iusing ia isystematic iquestionnaire. iTotal i360 iinvestors iwere iselected ifrom itwo ipublic 

iand itwo iprivate isector iasset imanagement icompanies/ ifund ihouses. 

The idata iwere icomputed ifor iinterpretation iand ianalysis. iStatistical imethods isuch ias 

iFrequency itable, iCumulative ipercentage, iChi-square itest, iGarrett iranking itable, iLikert iranking 

itable, iTwo iway iANOVA itable, iStandard ideviation, iJensen iratio, iSharpe iratio, iTreynor iratio, iFama 

imeasures iwere iused ifor icomparative ianalysis. 

1.9.1 iType iof iResearch 

The iresearcher ihas iconducted ianalytical iresearch ifor icomparative ianalytics iof imutual ifunds 

iand iempirical iresearch ifor iinvestors' iperception. 

1.9.2 iSources iof iData 

Secondary idata ihas ibeen icollected iby iofficial iwebsites iof iAMFI, iSEBI, iand iBSE. iPrimary 

idata ihas ibeen icollected ifrom ithe irespondents iby iinteracting iwith ithem iand iby iproviding 

iquestionnaires. 

1.9.3 iSample iSize 

The iresearch ihas ithe isample isize iof i360 irespondents iof ithe istudy iarea ihaving ian 

iinvestment iin iselected imutual ifund icompanies. 

1.9.4 iResearch iDesign 

A. Three ibasic icharacteristics ihave ibeen iused ito ifind ithe ieffect iof idemographic iand isocio-

economic icharacteristics ion iinvestment ipattern iand isatisfaction ilevel iviz. 
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• Age 

• Gender 

• Income 

B. Investment ipattern ihas ibeen icategorized iinto: 

• Amount iof iinvestment 

• Duration iof iinvestment 

• Purpose iof iinvestment 

• Return iexpected ion ithe iinvestment 

C. Investors’ ipreference ihas ibeen ianalyzed ion ithree iareas: 

• Various i iinvestment iavenues iavailable 

• Various imutual ifund ischemes iavailable 

• Various ibenefits iprovided iby imutual ifund 

D. The idifference iin iinvestors isatisfaction ilevel iof idifferent idemography iwith irespect ito: 

• Purpose iof iinvestment 

• Return iexpectation iof iinvestment 

E. iComparison iof ifund ireturn imade iwith ia imarket ireturn ito ianalyze ithe ifund’s iperformance. 

iFour ifund ihouses ihave ibeen iselected ifor istudy ipurpose i(two iprivate iand itwo ipublic). 

iFrom ithe iprivate isector, iICICI iand iFRANKLIN iTEMPLETON iand ifrom ithe ipublic isector, iSBI 

iand iLIC ihave ibeen iselected ifor istudy ipurpose. iDebt iand iequity ischemes ihave ibeen ijudged 

ifor irisk-return ianalysis. iBSE iSensex ihas ibeen itaken ias ibenchmark iindex iand iSBI ifixed 

ideposit iaverage iinterest irates iof ithe istudy iperiod ihave ibeen itaken ias ia irisk-free ireturn. 

1.9.5 iAnalytical iTools iand iTechniques 
A. The idemographic iprofile iof irespondents 

• Frequency itable 

• Cumulative ipercentage 

B. Investment ipattern 

• Chi-square itest 

C. Investment ipreference 

• Garrett iranking itable 
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• Likert iranking itable 

D. Investment iSatisfaction 

• Two iway iANOVA itable 

E. Comparative ianalysis iof iselected imutual ifunds 

• Standard ideviation 

• Jensen iratio 

• Sharpe iratio 

• Treynor iratio 

• Fama imeasures 

1.10 iChapter iTheme 
CHAPTER i1: iIntroduction 
The ifirst ichapter ipresents ithe iintroduction iof ithe iresearch. iIt iincludes ithe iresearch iobjectives, 
iresearch iproblem, iresearch ihypothesis, iresearch isignificance, iresearch ilimitations, iresearch iarea, 
iresearch itime iframe iand ivarious istatistical iand inon-statistical itools iused iin iresearch. 

CHAPTER i2: iReview iof iLiterature 
The isecond ichapter ipresents iand iconducted ia istudy ion iInvestors ipreference ifor iinvestments iin 

imutual ifunds. iSome i260 imutual ifund iinvestors iwere iselected ifor ithe istudy. iAccording ito ithe 

ipreference iof iinvestors, ithe iinvestment iavenue iwere iranked ias iGold ifirst, ifollowed iby ithe iNSC 

iSchemes, iand ipost ioffice ischemes. iMutual ifunds ihave ibeen iranked iat i5th iplace. iIt iis ithe istudy 

iof ipast ifindings iof iinvestor’s iperception ion imutual ifund. iFor ithe ireview iof ithe iliterature, ithe 

iresearcher ihas ifocused ion iareas: 

❖ Investors’ igeneral iperception iregarding imutual ifund iinvestment. 

❖ Comparative ianalysis iof iselected imutual ifund iin iIndian iscenario. 

❖ Market itiming iability iof ifund imanagers. 

❖ Recent itrend iin iIndian imutual ifund. 

CHAPTER i4: iComparative ianalysis iof iselected imutual ifunds 
This ichapter idrafts ia icomparison ibetween idebt iand iequity ifunds iof itwo ifour iasset imanagement 

icompanies. iFrom ithe iprivate isector, iICICI, iand iFRANKLIN iTEMPLETON iand ifrom ithe ipublic isector, 
iSBI iand iLIC ihave ibeen iselected ifor istudy ipurpose. iThe icomparison iis ibased ion ithe ivarious 

iinformation iof ithe ifund iperformance icollected ifrom isecondary isources. 

CHAPTER i5: iData ianalysis 
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This ichapter ianalyses iall ithe idata icollected ifrom iprimary isources ifor ithe istudy iof iinvestors' 
iperception iand ibehavior. iInvestment ipattern, iinvestment ipreference iand iinvestment isatisfaction 

iare itaken ias ithe ibasis ifor istudy ipurpose. iAge, igender iand iincome ilevel iof iinvestors ihave ibeen 

iconsidered ias ithe imajor idemographic iconstraints ifor imutual ifund iinvestment idecision imaking. 

CHAPTER i6: iFindings iand iConclusions 
This ichapter iis ia iconclusion iof idifferent itests iconducted iin ithe istudy iof ithe ivarious ihypotheses. 
iAlong iwith iit, ithe iresearcher isuggests isome iareas iwhich ican ibe iconsidered ihelpful ifor ithe ifund 

ihouses. 

This ichapter iincludes iother imiscellaneous iinformation irelated ito ithe iresearch istudy. iIt iincludes 

ithe istatistical itables iused, icalculative itables iplotted, ilist iof ifigures, iand ithe iquestionnaire iformat. 
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Chapter i-2 

9. REVIEW iOF iLITERATURE 

Jaspal iSingh iand iSubash iChander i(2006) iconducted ia istudy ion iInvestors ipreference ifor 

iinvestments iin imutual ifunds. iSome i260 imutual ifund iinvestors iwere iselected ifor ithe istudy. 
iAccording ito ithe ipreference iof iinvestors, ithe iinvestment iavenue iwere iranked ias iGold ifirst, 
ifollowed iby ithe iNSC iSchemes, iand ipost ioffice ischemes. iMutual ifunds ihave ibeen iranked iat i5th 

iplace. iInvestors ibelonging ito ithe isalaried icategory iand iin ithe iage igroup iof i20-35 iyears ipreferred 

iclose i- iended iand iequity ioriented ischemes imore. iMajority iof ithe iinvestors itook itheir iinvestment 

idecision ion ithe iadvice iof ibrokers, iprofessional iand ifinancial iadvisors. iIt iwas ifound ithat ilarge 

inumber iof irespondents ibelonging ito ithe isalaried icategory iand ithose iin ithe iage igroup iof i35-50 

iyears ishowed ivaried iexperiences ias iregards ireturns ireceived ifrom iinvestments imade iin imutual 
ifunds. 

Gajendra i(2007) iclassified ihundred imutual ifund ischemes iby iemploying iCluster iAnalysis iand 

iusing ia ihost iof icriteria ilike ithe i1 iyear itotal ireturn, i2 iyear iannualized ireturn, i3 iyear iannualized 

ireturn, i5 iyear iannualized ireturn, ialpha, ibeta, iR-squared, iSharpe’s iratio, imean iand istandard 

ideviation iand ithe ilike. iHe ifound ithat ievidences iof iinconsistencies ibetween ithe iinvestment istyle 

iand ithe ireturn iobtained iby ithe ifund. 

Martenson iand iRita i(2008) ianalysed igender idifference ifor ifinancial iconsumers iand ihow 

ithe iSwedish ipopulation ihas iallocated itheir ipension iinvestments iwithin ithe istate ipension 

isystems ias iwell ias ithe iresults ifrom ia inationally irepresentative isample iof iconsumers. iThey 

ifound ithat ithere iare iless isignificant idifferences ibetween iexpert imen iand iwomen. iMen iare 

iboth iprofit ioriented iand imore imotivated ito imake ifinancial iinvestments ithan iwomen iare. 

Sehgal iand iSanjay i(2009) iexamined, iif ithere iwas iany ishort-term ipersistence iin imutual 
ifunds’ iperformance iin ithe iIndian icontext. iThey ifound ithat ithere iwas ino ievidence ithat 

iconfirmed ipersistence iusing imonthly idata. iThey iconcluded ithat iefficient imarket 

ihypothesis ihas iimplication ifor ihedge ifunds iand iother imanaged iportfolios. 

Kaushik iand iAbhay i(2010) iinvestigated ithe iperformance iof imutual ifunds ithat ihold ia 

ismall inumber iof istocks iin itheir iportfolio. iThey ifound ithat iaverage ismall iholdings ifund 

idid inot ioutperform ithe iS&P i500 iindex. iWinner iportfolios ioutperformed ithe iS& iP 

icomposite iindex iby i49.2 i% iper iannum, iwhereas ilosers iunder iperformed iby i38.4 i% iper 

iannum iover ithe isame iperiod. 
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Alekhya i(2012) i– iThe iresearch ievaluated ia icomparative istudy iby iSharpe, iTreynor iand 

iJensen imeasure ion ithe iperformance iof ipublic iand iprivate isector imutual ifund iequity 

ischemes ifor ipast i3 iyears ifrom i2009 ito i2011. iSBI iand iUTI ihave ibeen itaken ias ipublic iand 

iHDFC iand iJ. 

M. iFinance ias ithe iprivate isector. iIn iterms iof iequity ifund idividends, ithe iaverage ireturn iof 

iSBI iis igreater ithan iother imutual ifunds. iIn iterms iof ibalanced ifund idividend ischeme, ithe 

iaverage ireturn iof iUTI iis igreater ithan iany iother imutual ifunds. iIn iterms iof iequity ifund 

igrowth, ithe iaverage ireturn iof iJ. iM. iFinance iis ithe igreatest iwhereas, iin iterms iof ibalanced 

ifund igrowth, ithe isame iJ. iM. iFinance iis imost ieffective. iBesides, iaccording ito iSharpe, 
iTreynor iand iJensen imeasurement itools iin iequity ifund idividend ischemes, iSBI iscores ifirst 

irank iand iJM iscores ilast iwhile iUTI iscores ilast ionly iin iJensen imodel. iIn iequity ifund 

igrowth ischemes iUTI iscores ifirst iaccording ito iSharpe iand iJensen ibut iSBI iaccording ito 

iTreynor iwhereas iSBI iscores ilast iaccording ito iSharpe iand iJensen iwhereas iUTI ias ilast 

iaccording ito iTreynor. iFor ibalanced ifund idividend ischemes, iJ. iM iscores ifirst iaccording ito 

iSharpe iand iJensen ibut iUTI, ias ifirst iaccording ito iTreynor imodel. iHDFC iranks ilast 

iaccording ito iSharpe iand iTreynor ibut iUTI ias ilast iaccording ito iJensen. iFor ibalanced ifund 

ischemes, iSBI iscores ifirst irank iaccording ito iall ithree i(Sharpe, iJensen iand iTreynor imodel) 

iand iHDFC iscores ithe ilast irank iaccording ito ithe ithree imodels. 

Annapoorna iand iGupta i(2013) i– iThe ipaper icompares ifrom ithe iperiod iof i20082013, ithe 

ireturn irate iof iSBI iterm ideposits ischemes iand iCRISIL iranked iamong itop imutual ifund 

ischemes. iIt irevealed ithat iaverage ireturn ion iequity imutual ifund iis imore ithan iSBI iterm 

ideposits irates iand iother imutual ifund ischemes. iAlso, ihybrid imutual ifund ischemes iare 

ibetter iin iterms iof iincome iand icapital iappreciation iwith iless irisk. iHowever, iSBI ideposit 

irates iare ihigher ithan ithe iaverage ireturn iof idebt imutual ifund ischemes. iHowever, iit iwas 

ialso ifound ithat ino ifund ischemes iare iconsistent iover ithe istudy iperiod idue ito ithe ipresence 

iof ivolatility. iThus, idue ito imarket irisk, iany iinvestment idecision ishould ibe itaken icarefully. 
iArathy, iet. ial i(2015) i– iThe iauthors ifocused ion ivarious ifactors iinfluencing ithe iinvestment 
idecisions iof iretail iinvestors ilike ireturn iprice, itax ibenefits, iand icapital iappreciation. iIt iwas 

ialso iexamined ithat ithe ifindings iof ithe iresearch iwill ihelp ithe imutual ifund icompanies ito 

iidentify ithe iareas iand iscope iof iinnovative imarketing itechniques. iIt istudied ithat iliquidity, 
idiversification, irisk iand ibrand iimage ialso iinfluence ithe imutual ifund iinvestment idecision. 
iStrong igrievance imechanism, iregulations, iand iexpert iadvice iwill iattract imany iinvestors ito 

imutual ifund iindustry. iThe istudy irevealed ithat iall iinvestors ifollow ia iregular iinvestment 
ipattern. iLack iof ipersonal iskill iregarding imutual ifund iinstruments iselection icreates ia 

iproblem ifor ithe iinvestors. iEquity-based ischemes iare ipreferred imore ithan idebt-based 

ischemes. iFew iinvestments ishow ia iperiod iof imore ithan ifive iyears. iShort-term iinvestment 
ion ithe ipart iof ipublic iwill inegatively ieffect ieconomic idevelopment. iThus, ito iattract ifor 

ilong-term iinvestment, ithe istudy isuggested ifor ithe itax ibenefit ischemes, iassurance iof ihigh 
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ireturn ipotentiality, iliquidity iand itransparency ialong iwith ithe icost iof iinvestment ion ithe 

ipart iof ifund imanagers, ito ibe iprovided ito iinvestors. 

Aravinth iand iSudhakar i(2016) i- iThe istudy ifound imutual ifund iinvestment ias ione iof ithe 

ibest ioptions ito iutilize ithe isavings iof iindividuals. iAlso, ithe iTax ibenefit iis ianother imajor 

iadvantage. iBut idue ito ilack iof iawareness iand i100% iconfidence, iretail iinvestors iare inot 
iproving ito imutual ifund ischemes, irather ithey iare ihabituated ito ibanking iand iinsurance 

isector. iAlso, ia itechnical ifacility iwhich isupports imutual ifund iindustry iis inot ioptionally 

iutilized iby ithe imajority iof iinvestors. iThe iinvestors iare ialso ifound ito ibe iconfused 

iregarding ithe ichoice iof ia iparticular ischeme iaccording ito itheir irisk iand ireturn 

iperformance. iFor ithis ireason, ithey iare, ito ilarge iextent, idependent ion ifund iadvisors iwhich 

ishow ilack iof ifinancial iilliteracy. iAlso, iit ihas ibeen ifound ithat imutual ifund iadvisors iare 

ivery iless iavailable ias icompared ito ithe iinsurance isector. iThe ipaper ihas ialso ireported ithe 

itremendous igrowth iin ia imutual ifund iinvested iassets ibut iwhen icompared ito ithe ioverall 
ipopulation ithe irate iof iincrease iin ithe inumber iof iinvested ipeople iis ivery islow. 

Banerjee iand iGoyal i(2017) i- iThe ipaper istudies ithe ivarious ifactors iaffecting iinvestment 
idecisions iof iindividuals. iIt iis ifound ithat iinvestors iof imodern iinvestment iavenues ihave ithe 

ieducational iand iprofessional ibackground. iOnly i10% i- i25% iof itotal isavings iare iinvested 

iin ithe imutual ifund, iand ialso ithey iexpect i15% i- i20% iof ithe ireturn ion itheir iinvestment. 
i30-50 iyears iof iindividuals iare iinterested iin itechnical iinvestment ipattern. iYoung iinvestors 

iare irisk itakers. iOpen-ended ischemes iare imore ipreferred ithan iclose-ended ischemes. iAlong 

iwith ifund, icompany ireputation iand ifund imanagers itrack irecord iare ialso ia imajor 

ideterminant ifor iinvestment idecisions. iMarket-oriented iinvestments iwith iregular iincome 

ialso iinfluence iinvestments. 

Abey i(2018) i– iThe ipaper istudied ithe ivarious ifactors iinfluencing iinvestment 

idecision iin imutual ifund ischemes. iIt ifound ithat iage iand ieducational 
iqualification idoesn’t iaffect ithe iinvestment iattitude. iThe ipaper ishows ithat 

ishort-term iinvestment iperiod iis imore ipreferred ithan ito iwait ifor ihigh ireturn 

iat icost iof ihigh irisk. iThe ipaper isupported ifor imutual ifund iinvestments ifor 

ibetter idiversification. iRetirement iincome ischemes iare imore ipreferred iby 

iinvestors idepending iupon itheir idesignation ior iincome ilevel. iThe iprofessional 
imanagement isystem ialso iinfluences imutual ifund iinvestment idecisions iin ithe 

iform iof iinvestment iportfolios iby iproviding irelevant ifinancial iinformation. i 

Afshan i(2017) i- iThe iresearcher istudied ithe iperformance iof imutual ifund 

idividend iand igrowth iplan iunder ithe ibalanced icategory ifor ithe iyear i2015 i- 

i2017. iThe istudy ifound ithe iover iperformance iof ifunds iand ieven ioptimal 
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iefficiency iof isome iof ithe ischemes. iHowever, iit ihas ibeen ialso ifound ithat 

isome ifunds, iwhich iare i100% iefficient iunder iBCC i(Banker, iChances, iCooper) 

imodel iare inot isame iunder iCCR i(Charmes, iCooper, iRhodes) imodel iand iSBM 

i(Slacks-Based iMeasure) imodel. iThis iindicates ithe irobustness iof iCCR iand iSBM 

imodels ifor imeasuring itechnical iefficiency iof ia ifund. iThe ipaper iin ioverall 
iindicates iincreased iefficiency ifor idividend iand igrowth iplan ifunds iover itime. i 

Agapova i(2020) i- iThe ipaper iexamined ithe icross-sectional idifferences iamong 

imoney imarket imutual ifund iand itheir irole iin ifund ifamilies iduring ithe iperiod 

i2006 ito i2016. iThe istudy ievidences ithe iopposite irelationship ibetween ithe 

iflow iof ifamily ischemes iof ithe inon-money imarket imutual ifund iand ifamily 

ischemes iof ithe imoney imarket imutual ifund. iIt ihas ialso ifound ithe ipositive 

irelationship ibetween icash iflow ivolatility iof ifamily inon-money imarket imutual 
ifund iand ifamily imoney imarket imutual ifund. iAlso, ifund’s iload ifee idirectly 

iaffects icash iflow ivolatility iof imoney imarket imutual ifunds. iThe ipaper 

isuggests imoney imarket imutual ifunds ias icash icenters. iHowever, imoney 

imarket imutual ifund icash iflow iis inegatively iaffected iby ifund ifamily isize. i 

Agarwal iand iMirza i(2019) i– iThe ipaper ihas idone ia istudy ion i100 imutual 
ifunds ifor ia itime ispan iof i3 iyears ifrom i2015-2018. iThe i100 ifunds iinclude ia 

icombination iof idiversified iequity ischemes, itax isaving ischemes, ilarge-cap 

ifunds, ilong-term iguilt ifunds, ilong-term iincome ifunds, ishort-term iincome 

ifunds, ismall imid-cap ifunds iand iultra ishort-term ifunds. iTheir istudy ireveals 

ithe ioutperformance iof i90% ischemes, iespecially ilong, ishort iand iultrashort 

idebt ifunds, iELSS iand imid/small icap ifunds. iIt ihas ialso ibeen ifound ithat iValued 

iat iRisk ifor iequity-based imutual ifunds iis ihigher ithan idebt ifunds. iAlso, iequity 

ifunds iattract imore iexpense iratio ithan idebt ifunds idue ito imore imanagement 

iactivities. iHowever, iit iis ialso inot inecessary ithat ilow iexpense iratio ifunds iwill 
igive ia ilow ireturn. iThe istudy ialso ireported ithat ithe ifund’s ireturn imay ivary 

iwithin ithe isame icategory. iIt imay ivary iaccording ito ia iportfolio iof idifferent 

ischemes. i 

Agrawal iand iJain i(2013) i– iThe iauthor istudied ithe iinvestment ibehavior iof 

iinvestors iin iMathura, itowards imutual ifunds iin irespect iof iother iinvestment 

ioptions. iThe ifindings ireported ithat ieven ithough imany iinvestors iare iaware iof 

imutual ifund iopportunities, ibut ibanks iand iLIC iare ipopulous ifor ithe ireason iof 

isafety. iMutual ifund iinvestments iare idone imainly ifor itax ibenefit iand ireturn. iThus, 

ithe istudy ireflects ithat iin ismaller itowns iand icities, ithe iawareness iof imutual ifund 

iservice iand iits ibenefits iis iyet ito ibe ipercolated. i i 
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Ahmad iand iSamajpati i(2010) i– iThe istudy ifound ithat iIndian ifund imanagers ido inot 

ishow imarket itiming iability, iaccording ito imonthly idata. iFrom ifund imanagers’ iview, 
ithe iperformance iresults iregarding imarket itiming iare imore ipositive ithan 

idocumented iby iprevious iempirical iwork. iFrom ia iresearch ipoint iof iview, ithe isame 

iperformance iresult ibecomes imore ipositive iwhen ihigh-frequency idata i(daily) iis 

iused. iThe ipaper irecommended ithe iuse iof imulti-factor ibenchmarks ifor 

iperformance ievaluation iof ifunds imanagers, iother ithan iCAPM imodel. iThe ipaper 

iargues ithat ibesides imarket itiming ifactor, ithe ifund imanager ican ialso ibe ijudged iby 

ia igain ifrom itiming istyle icharacteristics. i 

Aizenman, iet. ial i(2016) i– iThe iresearcher istudies ithe iinfluence iof isystematic irisk ion ithe 

iperformance iof iinternational imutual ifund iinvestments. iThe iprospective ioutflow iof ifunds 

ihas ia ilower isystematic irisk ias iit ireduces ifund isize. iDuring icrisis iperiod iof ithe ifinancial 
imarket, ithis ieffect imay ibe iproportionately ilarge. iWith imore ioutflow iof ifund isize, ithe 

ifund imanagers ibecome imore icareful iin iholding imore iliquid iassets ireducing ithe ifund-
specific irisk. iThe ipaper istudies ithat ithere iis ia inon-linear irelationship ibetween ithe 

iprospective iflow iof ifunds iand isystematic irisk icontribution. 

 i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i iRESEARCH iGAP: 

During ithe ipast ifour iand ia ihalf idecades, ithe iIndian imutual ifund iindustry ihas iwitnessed 

imajor itransformation. iIt ihas igrown iseveral ifolds iin iterms iof iresource imobilization, 
inumber iof imutual ifund ischemes, iassets iunder imanagement, inumber iof iinvestors iand ithe 

irange iof iproducts iand iservices ioffered ito ithe iinvestors. iWith ithe ientry iof iprivate isector 

iand iforeign imutual ifunds ithe iindustry ihas ibecome ifar imore icompetitive. iThe irange iof 

ifinancial iassets iavailable ito ithe ihouse ihold isector icompetes iwith ieach iother ifor ithe 

iattraction iof ismall iinvestors. iThey ientice ithem ito iinvest itheir ifunds iby iproviding 

iincentives iand ifacilities iin iterms iof iflexible iinvestment ioptions iand iwithdrawal iplan. iEach 

iinstrument ihas iits iown ireturn, irisk, iliquidity iand isafety iprofile. iMutual iFunds icome iinto 

ithis icategory. iSmall iinvestors icannot iafford ito iown iscripts iof itop icompanies ito imaximize 

itheir ireturns. iIt iis ia ivague isituation ithat idevelops ia iquestion iin ithe iminds iof iinvestors 

iupon iwhom ian iaverage iinvestor ishould irely ior ielse, iwhat ishould ibe ithe icriteria ito 

idistinguish ibetter imutual ifunds ifrom ithe iothers ifrom ithe iinvestment ipoint iof iview. 
iDespite ithe iexistence iof imutual ifund iindustry ifor iover ifour iand ia ihalf idecades iin iIndia, 
ithe isample iperiod iof imost iof ithe istudies iwas inot ia irecent ione ias iwell ias ia ishort iperiod.  
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Chapter-3 

COMPARATIVE iANALYSIS iOF iSELECTED iMUTUAL 

FUNDS 

11. 4.1. iIntroduction 

Since ithe iincorporation iof iUTI iin i1963 iby iUTI iAct iin iparliament, imutual ifund isector istarted 

ito ibe iexpanded iits iroot iin iIndian ifinancial imarket. iThere iare itotal i44 iAMCs iin iIndia iuntil i2017. 
iOut iof ithese, i35 ibelong ito ithe iprivate isector. iAll iAMCs iare ito ibe iregistered iwith iSEBI iand iAMFI. 
iIn i1987, ifirst ipublic isector imutual ifund iemerged ias iSBI imutual ifund. iKothari iPioneer iwas ithe 

ifirst iprivate isector imutual ifund ientered iin i1993. iHowever, iit ihas imerged iwith iFranklin 

iTempleton iin i2002. iThese ifund ihouses ioffer imany iranges iof imutual ifund ischemes iso ias ito isuit 

irequirements iof iinvestors. 

The iresearch ihas ibeen iconducted ion ithe icomparison iof ifund iperformance iof ifour 

imutual ifund ihouses ion ithe ibasis iof irisk iand ireturn iaspect. iThose iare iSBI, iLIC, iICICI iand 

iFRANKLIN iTEMPLETON. iDebt, iequity iand ibalanced ischemes iare ijudged ifor irisk-return 

ianalysis. iBSE iSensex ihas ibeen itaken ias ibenchmark iindex iand iSBI ifixed ideposit iaverage 

iinterest irates, iof ithe istudy iperiod, ihave ibeen itaken ias ia irisk-free ireturn. 

12. 4.2. iThe icompany ioverview iof ithe iselected iAMCs 

1. iSBI iFunds iManagement iPrivate iLimited 

SBI iFunds iManagement iPrivate iLimited iis ia iprivately iowned iinvestment imanager. 
iThe ifirm ialso iprovides iadvisory iservices ito iits iclients. iIt iprimarily iprovides iits 

iservices ito iindividuals, iincluding ihigh inet iworth iindividuals. iThe ifirm ialso imanages 

iaccounts ifor ibanking ior ithrift iinstitutions, iinvestment icompanies, ipension iand iprofit 

isharing iplans, icharitable iorganizations, icorporations, istate ior imunicipal igovernment 

ientities, iand ipooled iinvestment ivehicles. iIt imanages iseparate iclient-focused 

iportfolios. iThe ifirm ialso ilaunches iand imanages iequity iand ifixed iincome iand 

imanages ibalanced imutual ifunds iand ihedge ifunds ifor iits iclients. iIt iinvests iin ithe 

ipublic iequity iand ifixed iincome imarkets iacross ithe iglobe. iThe ifirm iprimarily iinvests 

iin igrowth ioriented ivalue istocks iof icompanies. iIt iemploys ia icombination iof itop-
down iand ibottom-up istock ipicking iapproaches ito imake iits iinvestments. iThe ifirm iis 

ibased iin iMumbai, iIndia. iSBI iFunds iManagement iPrivate iLimited ioperates ias ia 

isubsidiary iof iState iBank iof iIndia. 
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2. iLIC iMutual iFund iAsset iManagement iLimited 

LIC iMutual iFund iAsset iManagement iLimited i(Formerly iknown ias iLIC iNomura iMutual 
iFund iAsset iManagement iCompany iLimited), iis ibased iin iIndian iorigin. iThe iprincipal 
iactivity iof ithe iCompany iis ito iact ias ian iInvestment imanagement iadvisor ito iLIC 

iMutual iFund i('the iFund'). iThe iCompany imanages ithe iinvestment iportfolio iand 

iprovides ivarious iadministrative iservices ito ithe iFund. iThe iCompany ialso iprovides 

iportfolio imanagement iservices i(PMS) ito iclients iunder iSecurities iand iExchange 

iBoard iof iIndia i(portfolio imanagers) iRegulations, i1993 i(as iamended). 

3. iICICI iPrudential iAsset iManagement iCompany iLimited 

ICICI iPrudential iAsset iManagement iCompany iLtd. iis ia ileading iasset imanagement 

icompany i(AMC) iin ithe icountry ifocused ion ibridging ithe igap ibetween isavings i& 

iinvestments iand icreating ilong-term iwealth ifor iinvestors ithrough ia irange iof isimple 

iand irelevant iinvestment isolutions. iThe iAMC iis ia ijoint iventure ibetween iICICI iBank, 
ia iwell-known iand itrusted iname iin ifinancial iservices iin iIndia iand iPrudential iPlc, ione 

iof iUK’s ilargest iplayers iin ithe ifinancial iservices isectors. iThroughout ithese iyears iof 

ithe ijoint iventure, ithe icompany ihas iforged ia iposition iof ipre-eminence iin ithe iIndian 

iMutual iFund iindustry. iThe iAMC imanages isignificant iAssets iunder iManagement 

i(AUM) iin ithe imutual ifund isegment. iThe iAMC ialso icaters ito iPortfolio iManagement 

iServices ifor iinvestors, ispread iacross ithe icountry, ialong iwith iInternational iAdvisory 

iMandates ifor iclients iacross iinternational imarkets iin iasset iclasses ilike iDebt, iEquity, 
iand iReal iEstate. 

4. iFranklin iTempleton iAsset iManagement i(India) iPrivate iLimited 

Franklin iTempleton iAsset iManagement i(India) iPrivate iLimited iis ia iprivately iowned 

iinvestment imanager. iThe ifirm iprimarily icaters ito iindividuals iand iinvestment 

icompanies. iIt imanages iequity, ifixed iincome, iand ibalanced imutual ifunds ifor iits 

iclients. iThe ifirm iinvests iin ithe ipublic iequity iand ifixed iincome imarkets. iIt iemploys ia 

icombination iof ifundamental iand iquantitative ianalysis ialong iwith ibottom-up istock 

ipicking iapproach ito imake iits iinvestments. iThe ifirm iconducts iin-house iresearch ito 

imake iits iinvestments. iIt iwas ifounded iin i1996 iand iis ibased iin iMumbai, iIndia. 
iFranklin iTempleton iAsset iManagement i(India) iPrivate iLimited ioperates ias ia 

isubsidiary iof iFranklin iTempleton iHolding iLtd. iThe ifollowing iis ithe ilist iof idebt, iequity 

iand ibalanced imutual ifund ischemes ioffered iby i i ithe iselected iAMCs 
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Table i4.2.1: iOverview iof iFund iSchemes 

AMCs DEBT iFUNDS EQUITY iFUNDS BALANCED iFUNDS 

SBI iFunds iManagement 
Private iLtd. 

SBI iMagnum iGilt 
Long iTerm 

iPlanGrowth 

SBI iMagnum 
Multicap 

iFundGrowth 

SBI iMagnum iBalanced 
Fund i- iGROWTH 

LIC iMutual iFund iAsset 

iManagement iLtd. 
LIC iMF iBond iFund i- 
Growth 

LIC iMF iEquity iFund- 
Growth 

LIC iMF 
balanced ifund i- 

igrowth 

ICICI iPrudential iAsset 

Management iCompany 

ICICI iPrudential iLong 
Term iGilt iFund 

iGrowth 

ICICI i iPrudential 
Multicap 

iFundGrowth 

ICICI iPrudential 
Balanced iFund iGrowth 

Franklin iTempleton iAsset 
Management i(India) 

iPrivate iLtd. 

Franklin iIndia iGovt. 
Sec. i- iLong iTerm 
Plan- iGrowth 

Franklin iIndia iFlexi 
Cap iFund i- iGrowth 

Franklin iIndia iBalanced 

iGrowth iFund 

Some ibasic iinformation iof ithe iselected ischemes. 
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Table i4.2.2: i iSchemes iof iDebt iFunds 

Scheme 

idetails 
SBI iMagnum iGilt 
Long iTerm iPlan- 
Growth 

LIC iMF iBond 

iFund i- iGrowth 
ICICI 
Prudential 
Long iTerm 
Gilt iFund i- 
Growth 

Franklin iIndia iGovt. 
Sec. i- iLong iTerm 

iPlan- 
Growth 

Investment 

Objective 

To iprovide ithe 

iinvestors iwith ireturns 

igenerated ithrough 

iinvestments iin 

igovernment isecurities 

iissued iby ithe iCentral 
iGovernment iand/or ia 

iState iGovernment. 

LIC iMF iBond 

ifund ian 

iopenended 

iDebt iScheme 

iwill iendeavor 

ito igenerate ian 

iattractive 

ireturn ifor iits 

iinvestors iby 

iinvesting iin ia 

iportfolio iof 

iquality idebt 

isecurities iand 

imoney imarket 

iinstruments. 

N.A. An iopen-end idedicated 

iGilts ischeme iwith ithe 

iprimary iobjective ito 

igenerate icredit irisk-
free 
return ithrough 

iinvestments iin 

isovereign isecurities 
issued iby ithe iCentral 
iGovernment iand/or 

iState iGovernment 

iand/or iany isecurity 

iunconditionally 

iguaranteed iby ithe 

iCentral iGovernment 

iand/or iState 

iGovernment ifor 

irepayment iof 
Principal iand iInterest 

Fund iType Open-Ended Open-Ended Open-Ended Open-Ended 

Investment 
Plan 

Growth Growth Growth Growth 

Launch idate Jan i01, i2019 May i09, i2017 Aug i09, i2017 Dec i24, i2019 

Benchmark I-Sec iLi- iBEX CRISIL 
Composite iBond 
Fund 

I-Sec iLi- iBEX I-Sec iLi- iBEX 
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Asset iSize Rs i1,634.62 icr i(Avg. 
AUM ifor iqtr iOct-Dec 
'17) 

Rs i300.15 icr 

i(Avg. iAUM ifor 

iqtr iOct-Dec 
'17) 

Rs i673.60 icr 

i(Avg. iAUM ifor 

iqtr iOct-Dec 
'17) 

Rs 289.53 cr i(Avg. 
AUM ifor iqtr Oct-Dec 

'17 

Minimum 
Investment 

Rs.5000 Rs.5000 Rs.5000 Rs.10000 

Fund 
Manager 

Dinesh iAhuja Marzban iIran Rahul 

Goswami / 
Anuj iTagra 

Sachin iDesai i/ iUmesh 
Sharma 

(Source: iwww.moneycontrol.com) iTable i4.2.3: i iSchemes iof iEquity iFunds 

Scheme 

idetails 
SBI iMagnum 
Multicap 
FundGrowth 

LIC iMf iEquity 
Fund- iGrowth 

ICICI 
Prudential 
Multicap 

iFund- 
Growth 

Franklin iIndia 
Flexi iCap iFund 

i- 
Growth 

Investment 
Objective 

To iprovide iinvestors 

iwith iopportunities 

ifor ilong-term 

igrowth iin icapital 
ialong iwith ithe 

iliquidity iof ian 

iopenended ischeme 

ithrough ian iactive 

imanagement iof 

iinvestments iin ia 

idiversified ibasket iof 

iequity istocks 

ispanning ithe ientire 

imarket 

icapitalization 

ispectrum iand iin 

idebt iand imoney 

imarket iinstruments. 

An iopen iended 

ipure iGrowth 

ischeme iseeking ito 

iprovide icapital 
igrowth iby 

iinvesting imainly iin 

ia imix iof iequity 

iinstruments. iThe 

iinvestment 

iportfolio iof ithe 

ischeme iwill ibe 

iconstantly 

imonitored iand 

ireviewed ito 

ioptimize icapital 
igrowth 

N.A. An iopen-end 
diversified iequity 

ifund ithat iseeks 

ito iprovide 

imedium ito ilong-
term icapital 
iappreciation iby 

iinvesting iin 

istocks 
across ithe ientire 
market 
capitalization 

irange. 

Fund iType Open-Ended Open-Ended Open-Ended Open-Ended 

Investment 
Plan 

Growth Growth Growth Growth 

Launch idate Sep i16, i2018 Jan i11, i2005 Oct i05, i2011 Feb i09, i2018 
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Benchmark S&P iBSE i200 S&P iBSE iSENSEX S&P iBSE i200 NIFTY i500 

Asset iSize Rs i2,920.94 icr i(Avg. 
AUM ifor iqtr iOct-Dec 
'21) 

Rs i272.80 icr i(Avg. 
AUM ifor iqtr iOctDec 

i'21) 

Rs i2,430.66 icr 

i(Avg. iAUM ifor 

iqtr iOct-Dec 
'21) 

Rs i2,770.19 icr 
(Avg. iAUM ifor iqtr 
Oct-Dec i'21) 

Minimum 
Investment 

Rs.1000 Rs.5000 Rs.5000 Rs.5000 

Fund 
Manager 

Anup iUpadhyay Ramnath 
Venkateshwaran 

George iJoseph 

iand iAtul iPate 
R. iJanakiraman i/ 
Lakshmikanth 
Reddy 

(Source: iwww.moneycontrol.com) 
These ifactors imake ichanges iin isatisfaction ilevel ifrom iindividual ito iindividual. iThe iresearcher ihave, 

itherefore, imeasured ithe isatisfaction ilevel iof iinvestors iby ithree icommon idemographic ifactors- 

• Age iof iinvestors 

• Gender iof iinvestors 

• Income iof iinvestors 

The iresearcher iattempts ito istudy ithe idifference isatisfaction ilevel iof iinvestors idue ito ithe 

idifference iin itheir iage, igender ior iincome. 

To istudy ithe idifference iin ithe ilevel iof isatisfaction iof iindividuals iaccording ito ithe idifference 

iin imany ifactors ithe iresearcher ihas iused iF itest iand iANOVA. iTwo iway iANOVA iis iused ito istudy ithe 

idifference iin ivariance iin isatisfaction ilevel iof iinvestors iaccording ito idifference iin iage, igender iand 

iincome iwith ithe idifference iin iinvestment ipurpose iand iinvestment ireturn iexpectation. iIn ithese 

iaspects, iif ithe isatisfaction ivariance ibecomes ihigh, ithen iit iindicates ithat imutual ifund icompanies 

ihad ia igreat ichallenge ito imake itheir iproducts iand ioperations imore iflexible iso ias ito isatisfy imore 

inumber iof iinvestors. iWhile iless idegree iof ivariance iindicates ithat imutual ifund iindustry ihas ibeen 

isuccessful iin idelivering isatisfaction ito itheir iinvestors iaccording ito itheir iown idesire iand 

irequirements. 

5.3.3.1 iAge iwise iand iInvestment ipurpose iwise iSatisfaction ilevel 
Different iage igroups iinvestors imay ihave idifferent iinvestment ipurpose. iTo itest ithe ivariance iin 

isatisfaction ilevel iof idifferent iaged iinvestors iwith itheir idifferent ipurpose iof iinvestment, ithe 

iresearcher ihas ianalyzed itwo iway iANOVA isystem. iThe isame ifrequency idistribution itable iof iage 
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iwise ipurpose iof iinvestment ihas ibeen itested iwhich iis iused iin ithe iearlier istudy. iTable i5.33 ishows 

ithe 

itwo iway iANOVA iresult. iThe iHypothesis ihas ibeen idrawn iby ithe iresearcher. 

Testing iof iHypothesis i13 
H01 i= iThere iis ino isignificant idifference iin isatisfaction ilevel iin idifferent iage igroup iinvestors. 

H02= iThere iis ino isignificant idifference iin isatisfaction ilevel iin idifferent iinvestment ipurposes. 

H11 i= iThere iis ia isignificant idifference iin isatisfaction ilevel iin idifferent iage igroup. 

H12 i= iThere iis ia isignificant idifference iin isatisfaction ilevel iin idifferent iinvestment ipurposes. 

Table i5.33: iANOVA ifor iAge iwise iand iPurpose iwise isatisfaction ilevel 

Source iof ivariation SS df MS F P ivalue F icrit 
Rows 1546.5 4 386.63 11.80 0.0004 3.259 

Columns 840.4 3 280.13 8.55 0.0026 3.490 

Error 393.1 12 32.76    

Total 2780 19     

(Source: iAuthor’s iCalculations) 

As iP-value iis iless ithan i0.05 iis iboth irow iand icolumn igroups iand itheir icalculated iF 

value iis imore ithan iF icrit. ithus, iH01 iand iH02 iare irejected iand iH11and iH12 iare iaccepted. iThere iis ithe 

idifference iin isatisfaction ilevel iof idifferent iage igroup iinvestors iaccording ito itheir idifferent 

iinvestment ipurpose. iThe idifferent iinvestment ipurpose igives iuniform isatisfaction ilevel ito 

idifferent iage igroup iinvestors. 

5.3.3.2 iGender iwise iand iInvestment iPurpose iwise iSatisfaction ilevel 

Males iand ifemales ihave ia idifferent ifinancial irequirement iand ithus idifferent iinvestment 

ipurposes. iTo itest ithe ivariance iin isatisfaction ilevel iof imales iand ifemales iaccording ito itheir 

idifferent iinvestment ipurpose, ithe iresearcher ihas iused itwo iway iANOVA. 

Testing iof iHypothesis i14 

H01 i= iThere iis ino isignificant idifference ibetween isatisfaction ilevel iof iinvestors iin 

idifferent igender igroup iinvestors. 
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H02= iThere iis ino isignificant idifference ibetween isatisfaction ilevel iof iinvestors iin 

idifferent iInvestment ipurposes. 

H11 i= iThere iis ia isignificant idifference ibetween isatisfaction iin idifferent igender igroup iinvestors. 

H12 i= iThere iis ia isignificant idifference ibetween isatisfaction ilevel iof idifferent iinvestment ipurposes. 

Table i5.34: iANOVA ifor iGender iwise iand iinvestment iPurpose iwise isatisfaction ilevel 

Source iof 

ivariation 
SS df MS F P ivalue F icrit 

Rows 3093 4 773.25 0.893 0.542 6.388 

Columns 3027.6 1 3027.6 3.497 0.135 7.709 

Error 3463.4 4 865.85    

Total 9584 9     

(Source: iAuthor’s iCalculations) 

As, ifor iboth ithe isituations, icalculated iF ivalue iis iless ithan if icrit iand iP ivalue iis imore ithan 

i0.05, ithus, iH01 iand iH02 iare iaccepted iand iH11and iH12 iare irejected. iThus, iwe ican isay ithat isatisfaction 

ilevel iis iuniform iin iboth imale iand ifemale ias iper itheir idifferent iinvestment ipurposes. 

5.3.3.3 iIncome iwise iand iInvestment iPurpose iwise iSatisfaction iLevel 

Different iincome ilevel iinvestors imay ihave isame iinvestment ipurpose, ibut iit iis ialso 

inecessary ito istudy itheir idifference iin itheir isatisfaction ilevel. iTo istudy ithe ivariance, itwo iway 

iANOVA iis iused. iThis iis ishown iin iTable i5.35. iThe isame idistribution itable iof iincome iwise 

iinvestment ipurpose iis ifollowed ito itest ithe ivariance. 

Testing iof iHypothesis i15 
H01 i= iThere iis ino isignificant idifference iin isatisfaction ilevel iin idifferent iincome igroup iinvestors. 

H02= iThere iis ino isignificant idifference iin isatisfaction ilevel iin idifferent iinvestment ipurposes. 

H11 i= iThere iis ia isignificant idifference iin isatisfaction ilevel iof idifferent iincome igroup iinvestors. 

H12 i= iThere iis ia isignificant idifference iin isatisfaction ilevel iin idifferent iinvestment ipurposes. 

Table i5.35: iANOVA ifor iIncome iwise iand iInvestment iPurpose iwise isatisfaction ilevel 

Source iof ivariation SS df MS F P ivalue F icrit 
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Rows 1546.5 4 386.63 13.714 0.0002 3.259 

Columns 509.2 3 169.73 6.021 0.0096 3.490 

Error 338.3 12 28.19    

Total 2394 19     

(Source: iAuthor’s iCalculations) 

In iboth isituations, iP ivalue iis iless ithan i0.05 iand icalculated iF ivalue iis imore ithan if icrit. iThus, 

iH01 iand iH02 iare irejected iand iH11and iH12 iare iaccepted. iWe ican ithus isay ithat ithere iis ithe idifference 

iin isatisfaction ilevel iof iinvestors iboth iin idifferent iincome igroup iand iin idifferent iinvestment 

ipurposes. iIrrespective iof idifference iin iincome, ithe iinvestment ipurpose imay ibe isame ibut, ithe 

isatisfaction iis inot isame iamong iinvestors ias imoney iis ithe ifactor ithat icreates idifferent isatisfaction 

ilevels. 

5.3.3.4 iAge iwise iand iReturn iexpectation iwise iSatisfaction ilevel 

Different iage igroup iinvestors ihave ia idifferent ilevel iof ireturn iexpectation. iBut, iregarding ithe 

idifference iin itheir isatisfaction ilevel, itwo iway iANOVA iis itested. iThe isame idistribution itable iof iage 

iwise ireturn iexpectation iis iused ito itest ithe ivariance iin itheir isatisfaction ilevel. iTable i5.36 ishows 

ithe 

ANOVA iresult. iThe ihypothesis iis- 

Testing iof iHypothesis i16 
H01 i= iThere iis ino isignificant idifference iin isatisfaction ilevel iin idifferent iage igroup iinvestors. 

H02= iThere iis ino isignificant idifference iin isatisfaction ilevel iin idifferent ireturn iexpectation ilevel. 

H11 i= iThere iis ia isignificant idifference ibetween isatisfaction ilevel iof idifferent iage igroup iinvestors. 

H12 i= iThere iis ia isignificant idifference ibetween isatisfaction ilevel iin idifferent ireturn iexpectation 

ilevel. 

Table i5.36: iAge-wise iand iReturn iexpectation iwise isatisfaction ilevel 

Source iof ivariation SS df MS F P ivalue F icrit 

Rows 2850 2 1425 16.21 0.004 5.143 
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Columns 1400.67 3 466.89 5.31 0.039 4.757 

Error 527.33 6 87.89    

Total 4778 11     

(Source: iAuthor’s iCalculations) 

In iboth isituations ias iP ivalue iis iless ithan i0.05 iand icalculated iF ivalue iis imore ithan iF icrit. iSo, iH01and 

iH02 iare irejected iand iH11 iand iH12 iare iaccepted. iThus, ithere iis ithe idifference iin isatisfaction ilevel iin 

ireturn iexpectation iof idifferent iage igroup iinvestors. iWith ithe idifference iin iunderstanding iand 

irequirement iin idifferent iage ilevel, ithe isatisfaction ilevel ichanges/varies iaccording ito idifferent 

ireturn iexpectation ilevel. 

5.3.3.5 iGender iwise iand ireturn iexpectation iwise iSatisfaction ilevel 

Male iand ifemale iinvestors ihave idifferent ireturn iexpectation ilevel idepending ion itheir idifferent 

iinvestment ipreference iand istyle. iTesting iof idifference iin isatisfaction ilevel iof imale iand ifemale 

iinvestors iis idone iby iusing itwo iway iANOVA. iThe ifrequency idistribution iof igender iwise ireturn 

iexpectation iof iinvestors, iof ithe iearlier istudy, iis iused. iTable i5.37 ishows ithe iANOVA iresult iwhich 

iholds ithe ihypothesis- 

Testing iof iHypothesis i17 
H01 i= iThere iis ino isignificant idifference ibetween isatisfaction ilevel iof imale iand ifemale. 

H02= iThere iis ino isignificant idifference ibetween isatisfaction ilevel iin idifferent ireturn iexpectation 

ilevel. 

H11 i= iThere iis ia isignificant idifference ibetween isatisfaction ilevel iof imale iand ifemale. 

H12 i= iThere iis ia isignificant idifference ibetween isatisfaction ilevel iin idifferent ireturn iexpectation 

ilevel. 

Table i5.37: iGender iwise iand iReturn iexpectation iwise isatisfaction ilevel 

Source iof ivariation SS df MS F P ivalue F icrit 

Rows 5700 2 2850 1.269 0.44 19 

Columns 5046 1 5046 2.247 0.273 18.51 

Error 4492 2 2246    
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Total 15238 5     

(Source: iAuthor’s iCalculations) 

In iboth isituation, ias iP ivalue iis imore ithan i0.05 iand iF ivalue iis iless ithan iF icrit, iso iH01 iand iH02 

iare iaccepted iand iH11and iH12 iare irejected. iThis isays ithat ithere iis ino idifference iin isatisfaction ilevel 

iof ia idifferent igender ias iper itheir idifferent ireturn iexpectation. iThe isatisfaction ilevel iis iuniform ifor 

iboth imale iand ifemale iinvestors iirrespective iof itheir ireturn iexpectation ilevels. 

5.3.3.6 iIncome iwise iand ireturn iexpectation iwise isatisfaction ilevel 

The iearlier istudy iof ithis iresearch ipaper isays ithat ithe iincome idoesn’t iinfluence ithe ireturn 

iexpectation iof iinvestors. iAs iper iindividual iinvestment ipattern iaccording ito itheir iincome, ieveryone 

iexpects ia ireturn ion ian iaverage ibasis. iTo itest ithe ivariance iin itheir isatisfaction ilevel, itwo iway 

iANOVA iis iused. iTable i5.38 ishows ithe iANOVA iresult. iThe isame ifrequency idistribution itable iof 

iincome iwise ireturn iexpectation ilevel iof irespondents iis itested iin iANOVA, iwith ithe ihypothesis: 

Testing iof iHypothesis i18 
H01 i= iThere iis ino isignificant idifference iin isatisfaction ilevel iin idifferent iincome ilevel iinvestors. 

H02= iThere iis ino isignificant idifference iin isatisfaction ilevel iin idifferent ireturn iexpectation ilevel. 

H11 i= iThere iis ia isignificant idifference iin isatisfaction ilevel iin idifferent iincome ilevel iinvestors. 

H12 i= iThere iis ia isignificant idifference iin isatisfaction ilevel iin idifferent ireturn iexpectation ilevel. 

Table i5.38: iIncome iwise iand iReturn iExpectation iwise isatisfaction ilevel 

Source iof ivariation SS df MS F P 

ivalue 
F icrit 

Rows 2850 2 1425 28.95 0.0008 5.143 

Columns 848.67 3 282.89 5.75 0.034 4.757 

Error 295.33 6 49.22    

Total 3994 11     

(Source: iAuthor’s iCalculations) 

As iin iboth isituations, ithe iP ivalue iis iless ithan i0.05 iand icalculated iF ivalue iis imore ithan iF 

icrit, itherefore iH01and iH02 iis irejected iand iH11 iand iH12 iare iaccepted. iIt isays ithat ithe isatisfaction ilevel 

idiffers iboth iin idifferent iincome igroup iwise iand iin ireturn iexpectation iwise. iDifferent iincome ilevel 



Chapter-4 Data Analysis 

47 | P a g e  
 

iinvestors imay ihave isame ireturn iexpectation ibut itheir isatisfaction ilevel idoesn’t ishow iuniformity 

ibecause imoney, ias ia istrong ifactor, ieffects ithe ifulfillment iof iexpected ireturn iaccording ito ithe 

idifference iin iinvestment istyle. 

 

 

13. DATA iANALYSIS 

5.1. iIntroduction 

The ithought iof isaving icomes ito imind isince ithe iday iof ifirst isalary iin ihand. iThe ireasons ifor 

iinvestment imay ivary ibut ithe ineed iof iinvestment ivests iwith ieveryone ifor itheir ifuture 

iconsumption. iEvery iinvestment iis idone iwith ian iexpectation iof igetting ia igood irate iof ireturn ialong 

iwith ia isatisfied ireal ireturn. iAlso, iinvestment iallows ithe imoney ito icirculate iin ithe ieconomy 

iresulting ito ikeep icontrol iover iinflation iby ikeeping ia ibalance ibetween idemand iand isupply iof 

imoney. iThus, iinvestment inot ionly ihelps iindividuals ibut ialso ithe igovernment iand ination ito igrow. 

One iof ithe imost iremunerative imodern iinvestment ioptions iis istock imarket iwhich 

ican igive ia ibetter iresult ithan itraditional ioptions. iBut ithe irequirement iis iadequate igrasp 

iover ithe imarket iand ifinancial iissues ibecause ithe istock imarket iis ihighly ivolatile iand ihighly 

iinfluenced iby isocial, ieconomic iand ipolitical ichanges. iBesides, ithere iare imany icompanies 

ibut inot iall igenerate ia igood ireturn iand ialso isome icompanies igrow iat ivery ilittle ipace, 

iwhere iif iinvested, ipeople imay ilose itheir imoney. iIf imoney iis iinvested irightly, isatisfactory 

ireturns iwill ibe igained. iTo ihelp ithis icriticism iof istock imarket iinvestment, imutual ifund 

isector iis ia ireliable ihelping ihand ito iinvestors. iTo imeet itheir ifinancial idemand, iinvestors 

iare ibeing iprovided igood ireturns ifor iputting itheir imoney iat ithe irisk iof ithe imarket. 
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In ithe ipresent ichapter, ithe ivarious imeasurable idemographic/socio-economic ifactors ihave 

ibeen itaken iviz. iage, igender, ieducation, ioccupation, imarital istatus, ifamily isize, igeographical 

ilocation, iannual iincome, iand isavings ilevel iof irespondents. iThe ifirst isection iof ithe ichapter ideals 

iwith ian ioutlook iof idemographic ifeatures iof irespondents iwho iare imutual ifund iinvestors. iThe 

isecond isection ideals iwith ithe iinvestments ipattern iof irespondents itowards ithe imutual ifund. 

The ifollowing iResearch iModel ipresents ia ibrief isummary iof ithe iresearch imethodology. 

 

Fig. i5.1 i i iSelected ivariables iof ithe istudy 

INVESTMENT iPATTERN i(Chi iSquare iTest) 
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Fig. i5.2 iInvestment ipattern iof irespondents 

 

Fig. i5.3 iInvestment ipreference iof irespondents  

Data Analysis 
Investment Investment I nvest Return Amount Purpose Investment Duration Expected 

( Age, Gender, ( Age, Gender , ( Age, Gender, Income ) ( Age, Gender, Income ) 

Income) Income) 
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Fig. i5.4 iInvestment isatisfaction iof irespondents 

 

SECTION iA 

5.2. iDemographic iFeatures iof iRespondents 

The iinvestment idecision, iesp. iin irisky iavenues, iis ihighly idependent ion idemographic 

ifactors iof ian iindividual ias iit iis ithe ibasic iplatform ifor ithe iinvestor iwhich iinfluence itheir 

ipropensity ito iconsume iand ipropensity ito isave. iBesides iquantitative ifactors ilike iage, igender, 

ietc, isome iother iqualitative idemographic ifactors ialso iinfluence ian iindividual’s idecision 

imaking ilike itheir ilifestyle, ipersonality, ipsychological iattitude itowards irisk-taking, ithe 

iinfluence iof ifriends ior irelatives, ietc. iBiasness iof ithe idemography iof iinvestors ion ipersonal 

iinvestment imanagement iprocess imay ibe iat idifferent idegrees. iThe iresearch iaims ito istudy 

isuch iquantifiable idemographic ifeatures. 

5.2.1. iAge iof ithe irespondents 

The itiming iof iinvestment iis idependent ion ithe iage iof iinvestors ias imutual ifund 

iinvestment iis ia imatter iof irisk itolerance. iYoung iinvestors ihave itime iand ienergy ito irecuperate 

ithe imarket itrends, iwhich iis ijust ireverse iin icase iof iolder iinvestors. iWith igrowing iage, ithe 

iquantum iof isavings iand iinvestment ichanges idue ito iincreasing icommitments iand 

idependents. iAlso, ithe idisposable iincome iof iyoung iinvestors itends ito ibe ilesser ithan iolder 

idue ito iless iexperience iand iincome ilevel iin iworking iarea. iThis ialso ihas ian iimpact ion ithe 

inumber iof iinvestments. iThus, iage iis ian iimportant ivariable iwhile ianalyzing iinvestment 

iattitude iof ian iinvestor. 
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The iresearchers ihave icategorized ithe iage ilevel iof iall irespondents iinto ifour igroups iof 

ibelow i30 iyears, i31 iyears ito i40 iyears, i41 iyears ito i50 iyears iand iabove i50 iyears. iThe 

idistribution iof iinvestors ion ithe ibasis iof iage ifactor iis ishown iin itable i5.1. 

Table i5.1: iAge iof ithe iRespondents 

Age i(years) Frequency Percentage Cumulative ipercentage 

Below i30 74 20.56 20.56 

31 i– i40 126 35.00 55.56 

41 i– i50 115 31.94 87.50 

Above i50 45 12.50 100.00 

Total 360 100.00 ----------- 

(Source: iAuthor’s iFindings) 

Table i5.1 ishows ithe inumber iof irespondents i(frequency) iin ieach iage igroup. iOut iof i360 

irespondents, i74 irespondents iare iin iage igroup iof ibelow i30 ishowing i20.56% iof itotal 

irespondents. i35% iof irespondents iare iin iage igroup iof i31 i– i40 iyears igiving ithe ifrequency iof 

i126. 

41-50 iyears icomprises i115 iin inumber iwhich iis i31.94% iof itotal irespondents. iOnly i45 

irespondents ifall iinto ithe icategory iof i50 iyears iand iabove iwhich iis i12.50% iof itotal 

irespondents. 

The idata ireveals ithat ithe iinvestment iof irespondents istart ibefore ithey ireach ithe iage iof i30 

iyears iand ias ithey ireach imiddle iage, ithe iinvestment iis iincreased. iHowever, i41-50 iyears iof 

iinvestors iare iin ia ihigher ipercentage ithan i51-60 iyears iinvestors. iThis ishows ithe irisk iappetite 

inature iof ithis icategory iof iinvestors. iThe ileast icontribution icomes ifrom iolder iand iretired 

iinvestors ias ithey ineed ifixed iand isecured iincome iat ithis istage iof ilife. iSame iinformation ihas 

ibeen igraphically irepresented. 
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5.2.2. iGender iof irespondents 
The igender idifference iis ian iimportant ivariable iwhich ihas ian iimpact ion iinvestment 

iattitude iof iinvestors. iMen’s ithinking ipsychology idiffers ifrom iwomen. iMale iinvestors iare 

igenerally irisk iseekers iwhile iwomen iinvestors iare iinclined itowards ia isafe iand isecure ireturn. 

iThe iaccess ior isource iof iinformation iamong iwomen iis igenerally ifound ito ibe iless ithan imen 

iwhich icreates ilack iof iawareness iand iexposure iin iwomen igroup itowards imodern iinvestment 

ioptions. iMale iinvestors ihave imore iexposure iand iexperience itowards imarket itrend iwhich 

imakes ithem imore iconfident itowards iinvestment iactions. iEducation ilevel iis iconsidered iin 

iworking ifield ito idetermine ithe ijob icriteria iand iincome ilevel. iIndian ieconomy iwitnesses 

ihigher ieducation ilevel iamong imale ithan ithat iof ithe ifemale. iThus, ithe igap iin iincome ilevel 

iamong imales iand ifemales iaffects iquantum iof iinvestments. iBesides, iin iIndian isocial iand 

icultural ienvironment, imarried iwomen iare idependent ion itheir ihusband ifor itaking iany 

iinvestment idecision. iThis iaffects ithe iindependence iof iselection iof iinvestment ioptions. iThe 

ifrequency idistribution iof irespondents ion ithe ibasis iof igender iis ishown iin iTable i5.2 

Table i5.2: iGender iof iRespondents 

Gender Frequency Percentage Cumulative ipercentage 

Male 267 74.17 74.17 

Female 93 25.83 100.00 

Total 360 100.00 --------- 

(Source: iAuthor’s iFindings) 

In itable i5.2, iout iof i360 irespondents, i267 iare imale icomprising i74.17% iand i93 iare 

ifemale icomprising ionly i25.83%. iThis ishows ithat ifemale irespondents iare iless ithan imales. 

The isame idata iis ipresented igraphically ibelow. 

average iand ihigh ias iin ithe iearlier istudy. iThese itwo ivariables iare itaken ifor istudy ias ithe iinvestors 

iwill ibe isatisfied igenerally iif itheir iinvestment ipurpose iis ifulfilled iand ialso iif ithe ireturn ion 

iinvestment iis ias iper ior iabove itheir iexpectation. 

The isatisfaction ilevel iof iindividuals iis idependent ion ivarious ifactors irelated ito itheir ipersonal 

ilikings/disliking, iattitude ior ibehavior, imacro ior imicro ienvironmental iissues, ietc. 
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These ifactors imake ichanges iin isatisfaction ilevel ifrom iindividual ito iindividual. iThe iresearcher 

ihave, itherefore, imeasured ithe isatisfaction ilevel iof iinvestors iby ithree icommon idemographic 

ifactors- 

• Age iof iinvestors 

• Gender iof iinvestors 

• Income iof iinvestors 

The iresearcher iattempts ito istudy ithe idifference isatisfaction ilevel iof iinvestors idue ito ithe 

idifference iin itheir iage, igender ior iincome. 

To istudy ithe idifference iin ithe ilevel iof isatisfaction iof iindividuals iaccording ito ithe 

idifference iin imany ifactors ithe iresearcher ihas iused iF itest iand iANOVA. iTwo iway iANOVA iis iused 

ito istudy ithe idifference iin ivariance iin isatisfaction ilevel iof iinvestors iaccording ito idifference iin 

iage, igender iand iincome iwith ithe idifference iin iinvestment ipurpose iand iinvestment ireturn 

iexpectation. iIn ithese iaspects, iif ithe isatisfaction ivariance ibecomes ihigh, ithen iit iindicates ithat 

imutual ifund icompanies ihad ia igreat ichallenge ito imake itheir iproducts iand ioperations imore 

iflexible iso ias ito isatisfy imore inumber iof iinvestors. iWhile iless idegree iof ivariance iindicates ithat 

imutual ifund iindustry ihas ibeen isuccessful iin idelivering isatisfaction ito itheir iinvestors iaccording ito 

itheir iown idesire iand irequirements. 

5.3.3.1 iAge iwise iand iInvestment ipurpose iwise iSatisfaction ilevel 
Different iage igroups iinvestors imay ihave idifferent iinvestment ipurpose. iTo itest ithe ivariance iin 

isatisfaction ilevel iof idifferent iaged iinvestors iwith itheir idifferent ipurpose iof iinvestment, ithe 

iresearcher ihas ianalyzed itwo iway iANOVA isystem. iThe isame ifrequency idistribution itable iof iage 

iwise ipurpose iof iinvestment ihas ibeen itested iwhich iis iused iin ithe iearlier istudy. iTable i5.33 ishows 

ithe itwo iway iANOVA iresult. iThe iHypothesis ihas ibeen idrawn iby ithe iresearcher. 

Testing iof iHypothesis i13 
H01 i= iThere iis ino isignificant idifference iin isatisfaction ilevel iin idifferent iage igroup iinvestors. 

H02= iThere iis ino isignificant idifference iin isatisfaction ilevel iin idifferent iinvestment ipurposes. 

H11 i= iThere iis ia isignificant idifference iin isatisfaction ilevel iin idifferent iage igroup. 
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H12 i= iThere iis ia isignificant idifference iin isatisfaction ilevel iin idifferent iinvestment ipurposes. 

Table i5.33: iANOVA ifor iAge iwise iand iPurpose iwise isatisfaction ilevel 

Source iof ivariation SS df MS F P ivalue F icrit 

Rows 1546.5 4 386.63 11.80 0.0004 3.259 

Columns 840.4 3 280.13 8.55 0.0026 3.490 

Error 393.1 12 32.76    

Total 2780 19     

(Source: iAuthor’s iCalculations) 

As iP-value iis iless ithan i0.05 iis iboth irow iand icolumn igroups iand itheir icalculated iF 

value iis imore ithan iF icrit. ithus, iH01 iand iH02 iare irejected iand iH11and iH12 iare iaccepted. iThere iis ithe 

idifference iin isatisfaction ilevel iof idifferent iage igroup iinvestors iaccording ito itheir idifferent 

iinvestment ipurpose. iThe idifferent iinvestment ipurpose igives iuniform isatisfaction ilevel ito 

idifferent iage igroup iinvestors. 

5.3.3.2 iGender iwise iand iInvestment iPurpose iwise iSatisfaction ilevel 

Males iand ifemales ihave ia idifferent ifinancial irequirement iand ithus idifferent iinvestment 

ipurposes. iTo itest ithe ivariance iin isatisfaction ilevel iof imales iand ifemales iaccording ito itheir 

idifferent iinvestment ipurpose, ithe iresearcher ihas iused itwo iway iANOVA. 

Testing iof iHypothesis i14 

H01 i= iThere iis ino isignificant idifference ibetween isatisfaction ilevel iof iinvestors iin 

idifferent igender igroup iinvestors. 

H02= iThere iis ino isignificant idifference ibetween isatisfaction ilevel iof iinvestors iin 

idifferent iInvestment ipurposes. 

H11 i= iThere iis ia isignificant idifference ibetween isatisfaction iin idifferent igender igroup iinvestors. 

H12 i= iThere iis ia isignificant idifference ibetween isatisfaction ilevel iof idifferent iinvestment 

ipurposes. 
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Table i5.34: iANOVA ifor iGender iwise iand iinvestment iPurpose iwise isatisfaction ilevel 

Source iof 

ivariation 
SS df MS F P ivalue F icrit 

Rows 3093 4 773.25 0.893 0.542 6.388 

Columns 3027.6 1 3027.6 3.497 0.135 7.709 

Error 3463.4 4 865.85    

Total 9584 9     

(Source: iAuthor’s iCalculations) 

As, ifor iboth ithe isituations, icalculated iF ivalue iis iless ithan if icrit iand iP ivalue iis imore ithan 

i0.05, ithus, iH01 iand iH02 iare iaccepted iand iH11and iH12 iare irejected. iThus, iwe ican isay ithat 

isatisfaction ilevel iis iuniform iin iboth imale iand ifemale ias iper itheir idifferent iinvestment ipurposes. 

5.3.3.3 iIncome iwise iand iInvestment iPurpose iwise iSatisfaction iLevel 

Different iincome ilevel iinvestors imay ihave isame iinvestment ipurpose, ibut iit iis ialso 

inecessary ito istudy itheir idifference iin itheir isatisfaction ilevel. iTo istudy ithe ivariance, itwo iway 

iANOVA iis iused. iThis iis ishown iin iTable i5.35. iThe isame idistribution itable iof iincome iwise 

iinvestment ipurpose iis ifollowed ito itest ithe ivariance. 

Testing iof iHypothesis i15 
H01 i= iThere iis ino isignificant idifference iin isatisfaction ilevel iin idifferent iincome igroup iinvestors. 

H02= iThere iis ino isignificant idifference iin isatisfaction ilevel iin idifferent iinvestment ipurposes. 

H11 i= iThere iis ia isignificant idifference iin isatisfaction ilevel iof idifferent iincome igroup iinvestors. 

H12 i= iThere iis ia isignificant idifference iin isatisfaction ilevel iin idifferent iinvestment ipurposes. 

Table i5.35: iANOVA ifor iIncome iwise iand iInvestment iPurpose iwise isatisfaction ilevel 

Source iof ivariation SS df MS F P ivalue F icrit 

Rows 1546.5 4 386.63 13.714 0.0002 3.259 

Columns 509.2 3 169.73 6.021 0.0096 3.490 

Error 338.3 12 28.19    
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Total 2394 19     

(Source: iAuthor’s iCalculations) 

In iboth isituations, iP ivalue iis iless ithan i0.05 iand icalculated iF ivalue iis imore ithan if icrit. 

iThus, iH01 iand iH02 iare irejected iand iH11and iH12 iare iaccepted. iWe ican ithus isay ithat ithere iis ithe 

idifference iin isatisfaction ilevel iof iinvestors iboth iin idifferent iincome igroup iand iin idifferent 

iinvestment ipurposes. iIrrespective iof idifference iin iincome, ithe iinvestment ipurpose imay ibe isame 

ibut, ithe isatisfaction iis inot isame iamong iinvestors ias imoney iis ithe ifactor ithat icreates idifferent 

isatisfaction ilevels. 

5.3.3.4 iAge iwise iand iReturn iexpectation iwise iSatisfaction ilevel 

Different iage igroup iinvestors ihave ia idifferent ilevel iof ireturn iexpectation. iBut, iregarding ithe 

idifference iin itheir isatisfaction ilevel, itwo iway iANOVA iis itested. iThe isame idistribution itable iof 

iage iwise ireturn iexpectation iis iused ito itest ithe ivariance iin itheir isatisfaction ilevel. iTable i5.36 

ishows ithe 

ANOVA iresult. iThe ihypothesis iis- 

Testing iof iHypothesis i16 
H01 i= iThere iis ino isignificant idifference iin isatisfaction ilevel iin idifferent iage igroup iinvestors. 

H02= iThere iis ino isignificant idifference iin isatisfaction ilevel iin idifferent ireturn iexpectation 

ilevel. 

H11 i= iThere iis ia isignificant idifference ibetween isatisfaction ilevel iof idifferent iage igroup iinvestors. 

H12 i= iThere iis ia isignificant idifference ibetween isatisfaction ilevel iin idifferent ireturn 

iexpectation ilevel. 

Table i5.36: iAge-wise iand iReturn iexpectation iwise isatisfaction ilevel 

Source iof ivariation SS df MS F P ivalue F icrit 

Rows 2850 2 1425 16.21 0.004 5.143 

Columns 1400.67 3 466.89 5.31 0.039 4.757 
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Error 527.33 6 87.89    

Total 4778 11     

(Source: iAuthor’s iCalculations) 

In iboth isituations ias iP ivalue iis iless ithan i0.05 iand icalculated iF ivalue iis imore ithan iF icrit. iSo, 

iH01and iH02 iare irejected iand iH11 iand iH12 iare iaccepted. iThus, ithere iis ithe idifference iin isatisfaction 

ilevel iin ireturn iexpectation iof idifferent iage igroup iinvestors. iWith ithe idifference iin iunderstanding 

iand irequirement iin idifferent iage ilevel, ithe isatisfaction ilevel ichanges/varies iaccording ito 

idifferent ireturn iexpectation ilevel. 

5.3.3.5 iGender iwise iand ireturn iexpectation iwise iSatisfaction ilevel 

Male iand ifemale iinvestors ihave idifferent ireturn iexpectation ilevel idepending ion itheir idifferent 

iinvestment ipreference iand istyle. iTesting iof idifference iin isatisfaction ilevel iof imale iand ifemale 

iinvestors iis idone iby iusing itwo iway iANOVA. iThe ifrequency idistribution iof igender iwise ireturn 

iexpectation iof iinvestors, iof ithe iearlier istudy, iis iused. iTable i5.37 ishows ithe iANOVA iresult iwhich 

iholds ithe ihypothesis- 

Testing iof iHypothesis i17 
H01 i= iThere iis ino isignificant idifference ibetween isatisfaction ilevel iof imale iand ifemale. 

H02= iThere iis ino isignificant idifference ibetween isatisfaction ilevel iin idifferent ireturn iexpectation 

ilevel. 

H11 i= iThere iis ia isignificant idifference ibetween isatisfaction ilevel iof imale iand ifemale. 

H12 i= iThere iis ia isignificant idifference ibetween isatisfaction ilevel iin idifferent ireturn iexpectation 

ilevel. 

Table i5.37: iGender iwise iand iReturn iexpectation iwise isatisfaction ilevel 

Source iof ivariation SS df MS F P ivalue F icrit 

Rows 5700 2 2850 1.269 0.44 19 

Columns 5046 1 5046 2.247 0.273 18.51 

Error 4492 2 2246    
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Total 15238 5     

(Source: iAuthor’s iCalculations) 

In iboth isituation, ias iP ivalue iis imore ithan i0.05 iand iF ivalue iis iless ithan iF icrit, iso iH01 iand 

iH02 iare iaccepted iand iH11and iH12 iare irejected. iThis isays ithat ithere iis ino idifference iin isatisfaction 

ilevel iof ia idifferent igender ias iper itheir idifferent ireturn iexpectation. iThe isatisfaction ilevel iis 

iuniform ifor iboth imale iand ifemale iinvestors iirrespective iof itheir ireturn iexpectation ilevels. 

5.3.3.6 iIncome iwise iand ireturn iexpectation iwise isatisfaction ilevel 

The iearlier istudy iof ithis iresearch ipaper isays ithat ithe iincome idoesn’t iinfluence ithe ireturn 

iexpectation iof iinvestors. iAs iper iindividual iinvestment ipattern iaccording ito itheir iincome, 

ieveryone iexpects ia ireturn ion ian iaverage ibasis. iTo itest ithe ivariance iin itheir isatisfaction ilevel, 

itwo iway iANOVA iis iused. iTable i5.38 ishows ithe iANOVA iresult. iThe isame ifrequency idistribution 

itable iof iincome iwise ireturn iexpectation ilevel iof irespondents iis itested iin iANOVA, iwith ithe 

ihypothesis: 

Testing iof iHypothesis i18 
H01 i= iThere iis ino isignificant idifference iin isatisfaction ilevel iin idifferent iincome ilevel iinvestors. 

H02= iThere iis ino isignificant idifference iin isatisfaction ilevel iin idifferent ireturn iexpectation ilevel. 

H11 i= iThere iis ia isignificant idifference iin isatisfaction ilevel iin idifferent iincome ilevel iinvestors. 

H12 i= iThere iis ia isignificant idifference iin isatisfaction ilevel iin idifferent ireturn iexpectation ilevel. 

Table i5.38: iIncome iwise iand iReturn iExpectation iwise isatisfaction ilevel 

Source iof ivariation SS df MS F P 

ivalue 
F icrit 

Rows 2850 2 1425 28.95 0.0008 5.143 

Columns 848.67 3 282.89 5.75 0.034 4.757 

Error 295.33 6 49.22    

Total 3994 11     

(Source: iAuthor’s iCalculations) 
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In ipast ifew iyears, imutual ifund icompanies iare idoing imuch ieffort ito iexpand iits ioperation. 
iThe ivarious iregulatory iauthorities iare ialso isupporting ithe ifund ihouses ias iwell ias iinvestors. iMany 

iregulations ihave ibeen iformulated ito iprotect ithe iinterest iof iinvestors. iA iwide irange iof ischemes 

ihave ibeen iinnovated ikeeping ithe iinvestor’s irequirement iand idemand iin iview. iAccording ito 

iAMFI ireport, ithe iAUM iof iIndian imutual ifund iindustry ihas igrown ifrom i₹ i5.5 itrillion ias ion i31st 

iMarch i2016 ito i₹ 

22.20 itrillion ias ion i28 iFebruary i2021, iwhich iis imore ithan ifour itimes iincrease iin ijust ione idecade. 
iHowever, ithe iindustry ihas ito iresolve imany ichallenges ifor iits isustainable igrowth. iA istudy ion ithe 

istatus iand ioperation iof imutual ifund ihelps iboth ithe ifund imanagers iand iinvestors ito iacquire 

ibetter iknowledge iand iinformation iregarding ithe iinvestment iopportunity. 

The ivarious idemographic ifeatures iare ione iof ithe ibasic ifactors ito iinfluence idecision 

imaking ifor iinvestment. iThe iindustry ican imobilize iyoung igeneration ifor iinvestment iin 

imutual ifunds ias ithey iare irisk itakers. iBut isufficient ieducation iand ifinancial iliteracy iare ialso 

irequired ito igrasp ithe iconcepts. iEmployment iamong ifemale iis iincreasing ithan iearlier idays 

ileaving imore ipersonal idisposable iincome. iIt iwidens ithe iscope ifor ithe iindustry ito iincrease 

itheir iinvestors. iThe isatisfaction ilevel iof iinvestors iis ia imajor ideterminant iof imutual ifund 

igrowth. iThe iample iof ifund ihouses iand ia iplethora iof imutual ifund ischemes iwith idifferent 

ifeatures ioften icreates iconfusion ito inewcomers. iThus, iit iis ihigh itime ifor ithe ifund ihouses 

ito imake inecessary ichanges iin itheir ioperation ifor isustainable igrowth iand iexpansion iin 

ifuture. 

6.2. iFindings 

On ithe ibasis iof iresults iof idifferent itests iconducted iand ithe ianalysis idone, ithe ifollowing 

ifacts ihave ibeen ifound: 

1. It iis ifound ithat ithe iinvestment iof irespondents istarts ibefore ithey ireach ithe iage iof i30 iyears 

iwhich iincreases ias ithey ireach imiddle iage. iInvestors iwithin i41-50 iyears iof iage icontribute 

imore ithan ithe iinvestors iwithin i51-60 iyears iof iage. iThis ishows ithat ithe imiddle-aged 

icategory iinvestors iare ihaving imore irisk iappetite inature. iThe ileast iinvestment icomes ifrom 

ithe iage igroup iof iolder iand iretired ipeople ias ithey iare ilowrisk itakers iand ineed ito ihave ifixed 

iand isecured iincome iat ithis istage iof ilife. 

2. It iis irevealed ifrom ithe istudy ithat ifemale iinvestors iare ifewer inumbers iin icomparison ito 

imale iinvestors. iMale iinvestors iare igenerally irisk iseekers iwhile iwomen iinvestors iare imore 

iinclined itowards isafe iand isecure ireturn ion itheir iinvestment. iIn iIndian isocial iand icultural 
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ienvironment, imarried iwomen iare idependent ion itheir ihusband ifor itaking iany iinvestment 

idecision. iThis iaffects ithe iindependence iof ifemales iin ithe iselection iof iinvestment iplans. 

3. It iis iobserved ithat ithe icoverage iof ihigher ieducation iis imore ithan iprimary ilevel iamong ithe 

irespondents iwhich iimplies ithat ieducation ican iboost imutual ifund iinvestment. iThe ilargest 

inumbers iof irespondents iare ihaving iacademic ilevel iof igraduation iand ipost- igraduation 

idegrees. iInvestors ihaving ia ilow ilevel iof ieducation iare ilargely ifound ito ibe idependent ion 

itheir ifinancial iagents, ibrokers, ifriends, irelatives, ietc. iin imaking iinvestments. iWhereas 

ihighly ieducated iinvestors iare imore icapable ito ijudge ithe ivarious irisk-return itrade-off iissues 

iby ithemselves. 

4. It iis ifound ithat isalaried ipeople igive imore icontribution itowards iinvestment ithan iretired 

ipersons iwhereas iprofessional iand ibusiness ipersons iare iwithin ithe irange iof ithe itwo 

iextremes. iFixed iincome iinvestors imay igenerally ilook ifor ia igood ireturn iwith iminimum irisk 

iwhereas iindividuals iengaged iin imany ioccupations imay ihave iinterest iin irisk-taking idue ito 

itheir ivarious isources iof iincome. 

5. This iis iobserved ithat imost iof ithe irespondents ifall iinto ithe icategory iof iaverage iannual 

iincome iranging ifrom i` i2.5 iLakh ito i` i10 iLakh. 

6. The ihighest iproportion iof irespondents ifalls iunder ia irange iof iannual isavings iof i` i50,000 ito 

i` i1, i00,000. 

7. It iis ifound ithat imarried ipeople iare imore iinclined itowards iinvestment ithan iexpenses. 

iUnmarried iindividuals ihave ihigher ipotential iand iscope ito ispend idue ito itheir ilimited 

iresponsibility iand icommitment. 
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8. It iis ifound ithat ifamily imembers ibetween i3- i5 inumbers ihold ithe ihighest ipercentage iof 

imutual ifund iinvestment. iIt iis ievident ithat ifamilies iwith imore ifamily imembers iusually imake 

imore iexpenses iand ithus isavings iis iless iprioritized ithat iultimately iaffects iinvestment iplan 

ifor ithat ifamily. 

9. It iis ifound ithat imaximum ipeople igenerally iinvest ifewer iamounts iin ithe imutual ifund. iAn 

iannual iinvestment iof iless ithan iRs i10000 iis ipreferred iby imost iof ithe irespondents. 

10. It iwas ifound ithat ithere iis isignificant irelationship ibetween iage ilevel iof irespondents iand 

itheir iamount iof iinvestment. iIt imeans ithe iage ihas ian iinfluence ion ithe idecision imaking iof 

iinvestors iregarding itheir iperiodical iminimum iamount iof iinvestment iin iMutual iFund. 

iMiddle-aged 

Mutual iFund iinvestors iare ifound ito ibe imore ithan iold iage iand iyoung iInvestors. 

11. It iis ifound ithat iinvestment idecision imaking iis iinfluenced iby ithe igender iof ithe iindividual ias 

igender iis ia istrong idemographic ifeature. iAlso, ithere iare ifew iother isocial ifactors iwhich 

idominate ithe iwomen iregarding imoney iflow iof iinvestment. iMen istill ihave imajority ipower 

ito iinfluence iinvestment iamount. iThe idependency iof ifemale ion ia imale iin ia ideveloping 

icountry iis ione iof ithe imajor ireasons ifor isuch isituation. 

12. It iis ifound ithat ithe idecision iregarding ithe iamount iof iinvestment iis idependent ion ithe 

iincome ilevel iof iinvestors. iAs ithe iincome ilevel igoes ihigher, ian iindividual irisk iappetite 

iincreases idue ito iincrease iin idisposable iincome. iOn ithe iother ihand, ilower iincome ilevel 

iindividual iwill inot iwant ito ilose itheir imoney iat iany icost iand ithus ibecomes imore irisk 

iaverse. iThus, itheir iinclination itowards ithe iamount iof iinvestment iis ialso iless. iBut istill, ia 

itrend ihas ibeen iobserved ithat ipeople iwith ihighest iincome islot iof imore ithan iRs i10 ilakh 

iannually iare ialso iless iinvolved iwith imutual ifund iinvestment. iThis imay ibe idue ito iother 

ivarious ialternatives iavailable iin ithe ifinancial imarket iwhich igives ihigher ireturn iwith ihigher 

irisk ithan iMutual iFund. 

13. It iis ifound ithat ithe iage idifference iin iinvestors iaffects itheir iinvestment idecision imaking 

iregarding ithe iduration iof ia inumber iof iyears ifor iwhich ito iinvest ifund. iInvestors iof imore 



 

64 | P a g e  
 

ithan i50 iyears itend ito iinvest ifor iless itime iperiod iand ithis iis iobvious ias ithey iare iin ithe ilater 

istage iof ilife icycle. iOn ithe icontrary, imiddle-aged iindividuals iare iprone ito itake ithe irisk. 

14. It iis ifound ithat ithere iis ia isignificant irelationship iamong iinvestors’ igender iand iinvestment 

iduration. iWhatever ithe igender ibe, ithe iinvestment iduration iis itotally idependent iupon itheir 

risk iappetite, ias iboth igenders iwant ito itake ihigher ireturns ion iinvestment. iEven ithough ithe 

inumber iof ifemale iinvestors iis iless, ibut ithe iduration iof iinvestment iis inot iinfluenced iby ithe 

igender icriteria. 

15. It iis ifound ithat ithere iis ia isignificant irelationship ibetween iannual iincome ilevel iand iduration 

iof iinvestment iof irespondents. iLower iincome ilevel irestricts ian iinvestor ito itake ia irisk iand 

iblock itheir imoney ifor ia ilonger iduration. iAlso, iinvestors iseek ifor iliquidity iof itheir iinvested 

iamount iresulting iin imore iinclination itowards ilower itime iperiod iof iinvestment. 

16. It iis ifound ithat itax ibenefit iand iregular ireturn idominates ithe iother iinvestment ipurposes. 

iThe itax ibenefit iand ia iregular isource iof iincome iattract imost iof ithe irespondents. iOn ithe 

icontrary icapital iappreciation iattracts ileast. 

17. It iis ifound ithat ithere iis ino isignificant irelationship ibetween iage iof ithe irespondents iand 

itheir ipurpose iof iinvestment. iWe ican isay ithat ithe iage iof irespondents idoes inot iinfluence 

ithe iinvestment ipurpose. iThe idifferent ipurposes iattract ithe iinvestors iirrespective iof itheir 

iage. 

18. The iabsence iof ia isignificant irelationship ibetween ithe iannual iincome ilevel iof irespondents 

iand itheir ipurpose iof iinvestment idepicts ithat iirrespective iof itheir iincome islot, ithe ipurpose 

iof ischemes iattract ithem. iThe iinvestment ipurpose iif inot idependent ion ithe iincome ilevel, ias 

idifferent iincome ilevel imay ialso iattract iuniformity iin iinvestment ipurpose. 

19. It iis ifound ithat idifference iin iage ilevel ieffects ithe ireturn iexpectation iof iinvestors. iAs ireturn 

ihas ia idirect irelationship iwith irisk, iso iwith ithe ichange iin iinvestors’ irisk iappetite, ithe ireturn 

iexpectation ialso ichanges. iRisk iappetite iof iinvestors iis ialso iaffected iby iage ifactor ias imiddle 

iage ipeople iare imore iprone itowards irisk-taking ithan iyoung iinvestors iand iold iage iinvestors. 
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20. It iis ifound ithat igender iinfluences ithe imagnitude iof ireturn iexpectation. iFemales iare 

igenerally imore irisk-sensitive ithan imale iand ithus ithey ido inot iexpect ithe iextraordinary 

ireturn ion itheir iinvestment. 

21. It iis ifound ithat ithe iincome ilevel idoes inot iaffect ithe ireturn iexpectation iof iinvestors. iThus, 

iirrespective iof itheir iincomes, iinvestors iseek ito iget ia ireturn ias iper itheir irisk ilevel. 

22. It iis ifound ithat ibank ideposits, iLife iInsurance ipolicies, iEPFs iand ipension ifunds iand ireal 

iestate ioptions iare istill iliked imuch iby imany iinvestors. iThe ibasic ireason ifor ithis iis iless 

idegree iof irisk. iAlso, ithese iare itraditional iinvestment iareas iwhich ihave idominated ithe 

iinvestment imarket ifrom iearlier. iThe imutual ifund ihas isecured ithe ififth irank iwhich iis 

ifollowed iby ipost ioffice ischemes, igold/Billion ishares, iand iDebentures iand iother 

imiscellaneous ialternatives. 

23. It iis ifound ithat iequity ifunds iare imost ipreferred iby iinvestors. iThe ihigh ireturn ion iequity 

iattracts imany iinvestors. iBalanced ifund iand iDebt ifund ihold isecond iand ithird irank 

irespectively. iThe ifourth ipreferred ialternative iis itax ipayments iby imaking inecessary 

iadjustments. iIt iis ifollowed iby isectoral ifund iand ian iindex ifund. iThe inext iranked ischemes 

iare iapplied iby iinvestors ihaving ia ispecific iobjective. iMoney imarket ifund, igilt, iand 

icommodity ifund iare iless ipopular iamong iinvestors ias ithese iare ivery ispecific iin iservice. 

iThese ischemes ihold ithe ilatter iranks iin ithe iranking ilist. 

24. It iis ifound ithat ireturn iand irisk ihave ia ihigh idegree iof iagreement iby irespondents. iIt iis 

ifollowed iby iliquidity iand itax iexemption iadvantages iholding ithird iand ifourth irank, 

irespectively. iThe itransparency, iflexibility, iand iaffordability ihold ithe ififth, isixth iand iseventh 

iposition. iHowever, iprofessional imanagement, iservice iquality, iand igrievance ihandling 

imechanisms ido inot isatisfy ithe iinvestors’ iexpectation. iThis ishows ithere iis ithe iscope ifor 

ifurther idevelopment iof ithe imutual isector iif ithe ileast ipreferred iadvantages ican ibe 

ideveloped. 

25. There iis ithe idifference iin isatisfaction ilevel iof idifferent iage igroup iinvestors iaccording ito 

itheir idifferent iinvestment ipurpose. iThe iinvestment ipurpose igives iuniform isatisfaction ilevel 

ito idifferent iage igroup iinvestors. 
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26. It iis ifound ithat isatisfaction ilevel iis iuniform iin iboth imale iand ifemale ias iper itheir idifferent 

iinvestment ipurposes. 

27. It iis ifound ithat ithere iis ithe idifference iin isatisfaction ilevel iof iinvestors iboth iin icases iof 

idifferent iincome igroup iand iin idifferent iinvestment ipurposes. iIrrespective iof idifference iin 

iincome, ithe iinvestment ipurpose imay ibe isame ibut, ithe isatisfaction iis inot isame iamong 

iinvestors ias imoney iis ithe ifactor ithat icreates ia idifference iin isatisfaction ilevel. 

28. It iis ifound ithat ithere iis ithe idifference iin ithe ilevel iof isatisfaction ifor ireturn iexpectation 

iamong idifferent iage igroup iinvestors. iWith ivaried iunderstanding iand irequirement iin 

idifferent iage ilevel, ithe isatisfaction ilevel ichanges/varies iaccording ito idifferent ireturn 

iexpectation ilevel. 

29. It iis ifound ithat ithere iis ino idifference iin isatisfaction ilevel iof ia idifferent igender ias iper itheir 

idifferent ireturn iexpectation. iThe isatisfaction ilevel iis iuniform ifor iboth imale iand ifemale 

iinvestors iirrespective iof itheir ireturn iexpectation ilevels. 

30. It iis ifound ithat ithe isatisfaction ilevel idiffers iamong idifferent iincome igroup ias iper itheir 

irespective ireturn iexpectation. iDifferent iincome ilevel iinvestors imay ihave isame ireturn 

iexpectation ibut itheir isatisfaction ilevel idoesn’t ishow iuniformity ibecause imoney, ias ia istrong 

ifactor, ieffects ithe ifulfillment iof iexpected ireturn iaccording ito ithe idifference iin iinvestment 

istyle. 

31. Standard iDeviation iof iICICI iequity ifund iis ifound ito ibe ileast iamong iother ifunds iwhich 

iindicate iless ivolatility iof ithe ifund. iLIC iequity imutual ifund iis ifound ito ibe ihighly ivolatile 

ihaving ivery ihigh iStandard iDeviation. 

32. Sharpe ivalue iis ia imeasure iof ithe irisk-adjusted iperformance iof ia ifund. iHigher ithe ivalue, 

ihigher iis ithe ireturn iwith iless irisk. iIn icomparison ito iselected ifunds, iFranklin iequity ifund ihas 

ihigher ireturn iwith iless irisk iwhile iLIC ishows iless ireturn ithan iriskfree ireturn iwith inegative 

iSharpe ivalue 

33. A ifund iwith ia ihigher iTreynor iratio iimplies ithat ithe ifund ihas ia ibetter irisk-adjusted ireturn 

ithan ithat iof ianother ifund iwith ia ilower iTreynor iratio. iEquity ifunds iof iICICI iand iFranklin iare 
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iin iclose icompetition iin ithis iaspect iwhile iLIC ishows ithe iunsatisfactory iresult iwith ia inegative 

ivalue. 

34. Jensen imeasure iinvolves icomparison iof ithe ifund's iactual iperformance iwith ithe ifund's 

iexpected iperformance iwith ia igiven ilevel iof isystematic irisk. iHigher ialpha irepresents 

isuperior iperformance. iFranklin ialpha ivalue iis imuch ihigher ithan iICICI iand iSBI.. iLIC’s 

inegative ialpha ivalue ishows iits iunderperformance. 

35. Fama imeasure ishows istock iselection iskill iof ifund imanager. iHigher iNet iSelectivity 

irepresents iwell idiversification iof istocks. iNegative ivalues iof iall iequity ifunds ishow 

iunsatisfactory istock idiversification iof ifund imanagers. iHowever, iFranklin ihas ibetter istatus 

ithan iothers. 

36. Standard iDeviation iof iICICI idebt iis ileast iamong iother ifunds iwhich iindicate iless ivolatility iof 

ithe ifund. iSBI idebt imutual ifund ihas ihigh ivolatility ihaving ivery ihigh iStandard iDeviation. 

37. Beta iindicates ivolatility iagainst ia ibenchmark iindex. iThe ibeta ivalue iof imore ithan ione 

idepicts imore ivolatility iof ifund ithan ibenchmark iindex. iSBI idebt ifund ibeta ivalue ifound ito ibe 

ileast ivolatile ithan ithe imarket. 

38. Sharpe ivalue iis ia imeasure iof ithe irisk-adjusted iperformance iof ia ifund. iHigher ithe ivalue, 

ihigher iis ithe ireturn iwith iless irisk. iIn icomparison ito iselected ifunds, iICICI idebt ifund ihas 

ihigher ireturn iwith iless irisk. 

39. A ifund iwith ia ihigher iTreynor iratio iimplies ithat ithe ifund ihas ia ibetter irisk-adjusted ireturn 

ithan ithat iof ianother ifund iwith ia ilower iTreynor iratio. iDebt ifunds iof iSBI iand iFranklin iare iin 

iclose icompetition iin ithis iaspect iwith ipositive ivalues. 

40. Fama imeasure ishows istock iselection iskill iof ifund imanager. iHigher iNet iSelectivity 

irepresents iwell idiversification iof istocks. iNegative ivalues iof idebt ifunds iof iSBI, iLIC iand iICICI 

idebt ifunds ishows iunsatisfactory istock idiversification iof ifund imanagers. iHowever, iFranklin 

ihas ibetter istatus ithan iothers. 
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41. Standard iDeviation iof iSBI ibalanced ifunds iis ileast iamong iother ifunds iwhich iindicate iless 

ivolatility iof ithe ifund. iLIC ibalanced imutual ifund ihas ihigh ivolatility ihaving ivery ihigh iStandard 

iDeviation. 

42. Sharpe ivalue iis ia imeasure iof ithe irisk-adjusted iperformance iof ia ifund. iHigher ithe ivalue, 

ihigher iis ithe ireturn iwith iless irisk. iIn icomparison ito iselected ifunds, iICICI ibalanced ifund ihas 

ihigher ireturn iwith iless irisk. 

43. A ifund iwith ia ihigher iTreynor iratio iimplies ithat ithe ifund ihas ia ibetter irisk-adjusted ireturn 

ithan ithat iof ianother ifund iwith ia ilower iTreynor iratio. iICICI ibalanced ifund ihas ithe ihigher 

iratio iin ithis iaspect iwhile iLIC ibalanced ifund ishows ithe iunsatisfactory iresult iwith ia inegative 

ivalue. 

44. Jensen imeasure iinvolves icomparison iof ithe ifund's iactual iperformance iwith ithe ifund's 

iexpected iperformance iwith ia igiven ilevel iof isystematic irisk. iHigher ialpha irepresents 

isuperior iperformance. iFranklin ibalanced ifund’s ialpha ivalue iis ihigher ithan iSBI iand iICICI. 

iLIC’s inegative ialpha ivalue ishows iits iunderperformance. 

45. Fama imeasure ishows istock iselection iskill iof ifund imanager. iHigher iNet iSelectivity 

irepresents iwell idiversification iof istocks. iExcept ifor iLIC, iall iother ifunds ishow inegative 

iresults iwhich iindicate iless iselectivity iskill iof ifund imanagers. 

6.3. iConclusions 
Mutual ifund iindustry iin iIndia iis iemerging ias ia inoticeable ifinancial iservice iwhich iis 

iconsistently icontributing ito ithe iIndian ifinancial imarket ito ia ilarge iextent. iThough iit iwas 

iestablished iin iIndia iin i1963 iby iUTI, ibut ithe idevelopments ihave ibeen inoticed iin ilast ifew iyears 

ionly. iGeneral ipeople itake itime ito iaccept iand iadopt iany inew itechnology. iDeveloping icountries 

ilike iIndia iare imuch imore irigid ithan ideveloped icountries iin irespect iof itechnology iand isociety. 
iPeople iwere iused ito ithe itraditional imodes iof iinvestment. iBut igradually iwith ithe iadvent iof 

imodern ifinancial iaids, ithe iestablishment iof iregulatory iauthorities, igovernment isupport iand 

ifinancial iinstitution’s iinitiatives, ipeople iare inow iaccepting iand itending itowards imutual ifund 

iinvestment. iThe iAUM ivalue iis iincreasing iover iyears. iMany iAMCs iwere ioperating iin ipresent idate. 
iEven icompetitions iamong iAMCs iare ibecoming itougher ithan iearlier. iMutual ifund iinvestment iis 

ibecoming ia icompetitor iof itraditional iinvestment ichannels. iIn ithis ichanging iscenario, iit ibecomes 

ivery iimportant ito ihave ian ianalysis iof imutual ifund iperformance iand iinvestors’ ifeedback ifor iits 

ifuture igrowth iand idevelopment. 
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The ipresent istudy icovered ithe iinvestment istyle iof iindividuals iand ivarious ifactors iwhich 

idirectly iinfluence itheir iinvestment idecision imaking iwas. iThe iindustry ienjoys ia ilot iof ibenefits 

ialong iwith idemographic ifeatures iand iinvestment iattitude. iThe istudy ivariables iviz. iinvestment 

iamount, iinvestment iduration, iinvestment ipurpose iand iinvestment ireturn iexpectation iis ieffected 

iby ithe idemographic ifeatures iof ithe iinvestors. iBesides, ithe iinvestment isatisfaction ialso iis 

iaffected iby ithe idemography iof ithe iinvestors. iTraditional iinvestment imethods iare istill iholding 

ithe imajority iof imarket ishare. iBank ideposits iare ithe ifirst iand imost iaccepted iinvestment iavenue 

iwhile ichit ifunds iand iother imiscellaneous iare ileast ipreferred. iEquity ifunds iare imostly ipreferred 

ithan idebt iand ibalanced ifunds. iThe imutual ifund ihas imany iadvantages iwhich iserve ias ireasons ito 

iattract imore iinvestors. iHowever, ithe ibenefit iof ihigh ireturn iand idiversification iare iagreed iby 

imost iof ithe iinvestors ito ibe ithe ibest ibenefits. iOn ithe icontrary, igrievance iredressal imeasures iare 

ifound ito ibe ithe ileast iagreed ibenefits iof imutual ifund iinvestment. 

Besides ithe iinvestor’s iperception, ithe ipaper ialso istudies ithe iperformance iof iselected 

imutual ifund icompanies ion ithe ibasis iof irisk iand ireturn iof itheir iselected idebt, iequity, iand 

ibalanced ifunds. iThe iuniversally iaccepted imeasurement itools ihave ibeen iapplied ito ijudge ithe 

iefficiency iof ithe ifunds. iDifferent iratios idepict iperformance ifrom idifferent iangles. iAs ia iresult, ino 

isingle ifund ischeme ican ibe iannounced ias ibest ifrom iall irespect. iAll ithe ifunds iare ioperating iwith 

ia istrong icompetition. iHowever, iICICI iand iFranklin iTempleton imutual ifund iis iin ia ibit ibetter 

iposition iin irespect iof iits itotal iand isystematic irisk-adjusted ireturn iand iselectivity iskill iof ifund 

imanagers iwhereas iLIC imutual ifund ifound ito ibe ileast iperformed ifund. 

The iconstant ireduction iin iinterest irate iand iincrease iin iinflation irate iresulting iin ithe 

ireduced itime ivalue iof imoney ihas ideviated imany iinvestors ifrom itraditional imodes ito imodern 

imodes iof iinvestment. iThis iis ia igood iopportunity ifor ithe imutual ifund iindustry ito imake itheir 

imarket ishare. iA ibetter iservice iand igood iperformance iwill idefinitely ibe ihelpful iin iattaining iand 

iretaining ia ilarge inumber iof imutual ifund iinvestors. 

6.4 iSuggestions 

❖ A isystematic iand iscientific iway iof idiversification iof iinvestment iin imutual ifunds ishould ibe 

promoted iat iregular iintervals ito ibalance ithe irisk iinvolved iin ithe iinvestment. 

❖ Mutual ifund isector ishould itap iyouths iof ithe icountry ias ithey iare imore irisk itakers. 

❖ The iinvestors ishould ibe iencouraged ito ideal iwith ilong-term iduration ias iit iwill ibe imore 

ifruitful ito ithem. 
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❖ Prospective ifemale iinvestors iare ia igood iscope ifor ifund icompanies ito iexpand itheir 

ioperation. 

Some ischemes ior iproducts imust ibe idesigned iesp. ifor ifemales ior igirl ichild. 

❖ Satisfactory igrievance iredressal icell iand istrong iprofessional imanagement iare isome iof ithe 

basic irequirement ito igain iinvestors’ iconfidence. 

❖ Financial iliteracy ishould ialso ibe iimparted ito ithe igeneral ipublic ifor iunderstandability iof 

itechnical iterminologies. iThis iwill ihelp ithem iin ibetter iunderstanding iand iinterpretation iof 

ithe irisk iand ireturn irelated ito iinvestment. 

❖ The iconcept iof icapital iappreciation iand iits iimportance ishould ibe iexplained iso ithat ithe 

iinvestors ican iput itheir imoney ifor ia ilonger iperiod iof itime. iThis iwill ibenefit ithe iinvestor 

iitself, ithe ifund ihouse iand ialso ithe ieconomy ias ia iwhole. 

❖ Fund imanagers ishould ibe imore iefficient iand iexperienced iso ias ito iget ia ihigh ireturn iwith 

iless 

risk. iFor ithis, istock iselectivity iand idiversification iskill iare ivery imuch irequired. 

6.5 iImplications 
The ipresent istudy ihelps ito igain ian iinsight iunderstanding iand ianalyzing ithe igrowth iof 

imutual ifund iindustry iin iIndia. iThe istudy iis iof ivalue ifor ifund ihouses ito imake inecessary 

iimprovements ias iper iinvestors’ ifeedback. iAlso, iit iwill ibring iinterest ito ithe iacademic icommunity 

iand iindustry iresearchers ifor icarrying iout ifurther iresearch iin imutual ifunds. 

This istudy iwill ibe ibeneficial ifor ithe iagencies iin ifinding iout ithe ipotential iinvestors iin 

imutual ifund isectors. iIt iwill ialso ibenefit ithe istudent iand iresearchers ion ifinancial imanagement ito 

iunderstand ithe iinvestors iand itheir imotive. 

6.6 iScope iof iFurther iResearch 
The iresearch ideals iwith ithe icomparison iof ionly ifour ifund ihouses. iThus, iit iprovides 

ifurther iscope ifor istudying ithe iperformance iof iother ifund ihouses iwhich iare icontributing ito ithe 

imutual ifund isector. iAlso, ifurther iresearch ican ibe idone ion ithe ivarious idemographic 

ideterminants iwhich iaffect imutual ifund iinvestment idecision imaking. 
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ANNEXURE 
A.1. i i iStandard ideviation iof imarket 

YEARS NAVm Rm Rm i- iRm iav square(Rm i- iRmav) 

2010 13,786.91 0   

2011 20286.99 47.147 32.791 1075.233 

2012 9647.31 -52.446 -66.802 4462.484 

2013 17464.81 81.033 66.677 4445.816 

2014 20509.09 17.431 3.075 9.455 

2015 15454.92 -24.644 -39.000 1520.966 

2016 19426.71 25.699 11.343 128.668 

2017 21170.68 8.977 -5.379 28.932 

2018 27499.42 29.894 15.538 241.426 

2019 26117.54 -5.025 -19.381 375.628 

2020 26626.46 1.949 -12.407 153.944 

2021 34056.83 27.906 13.550 183.601 

TOTAL  157.921  12626.154 

AVERAGE  14.356  1147.832 

Standard iDeviation iof iMarket i(SDm) i= i√1147.832 i= i33.880 

A.2. i i iStandard ideviation iof iLIC idebt ifund 

YEARS 
NAVi 
(LIC) 

Ri 
(LIC) Rm Ri i- iRm 

Deviation 

ifrom 
Average 

Square iOf 
Deviation ifrom 
Average 

2010 19.608 0.000 0    

2011 20.745 5.799 47.147 -41.348 -34.751 1207.632 
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2012 22.160 6.823 -52.446 59.269 65.866 4338.265 

2013 25.109 13.309 81.033 -67.724 -61.127 3736.475 

2014 26.415 5.200 17.431 -12.231 -5.634 31.739 

2015 28.264 7.001 -24.644 31.645 38.242 1462.433 

2016 30.818 9.035 25.699 -16.664 -10.067 101.349 

2017 32.996 7.069 8.977 -1.908 4.689 21.987 

2018 35.183 6.628 29.894 -23.266 -16.669 277.862 

2019 38.994 10.832 -5.025 15.857 22.454 504.187 

2020 41.762 7.097 1.949 5.148 11.745 137.945 

2021 44.502 6.562 27.906 -21.344 -14.747 217.479 

TOTAL  85.354 157.921 -72.567 -65.970 12037.356 

AVERAGE  7.759 14.356 -6.597  1094.305 

A.3. iStandard ideviation iof i iSBI idebt ifund 

YEARS 
NAVi 

(SBI) Ri i(SBI) Rm Ri i- iRm 

Deviation 

ifrom 
Average 

Square iOf 
Deviation 

ifrom 
Average 

2010 16.66902 0 0    

2011 17.57407 5.430 47.147 -41.717 -34.854 1214.834 

2012 18.62854 6.000 -52.446 58.446 65.309 4265.285 

2013 19.1154 2.614 81.033 -78.419 -71.556 5120.330 

2014 19.03974 -0.396 17.431 -17.827 -10.964 120.205 

2015 19.99745 5.030 -24.644 29.674 36.537 1334.957 

2016 21.75604 8.794 25.699 -16.905 -10.042 100.840 

2017 24.25628 11.492 8.977 2.515 9.378 87.950 

2018 26.22663 8.123 29.894 -21.771 -14.908 222.247 
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2019 30.63706 16.817 -5.025 21.842 28.705 823.955 

2020 33.59704 9.661 1.949 7.712 14.575 212.443 

2021 36.57622 8.867 27.906 -19.039 -12.176 148.246 

TOTAL  82.432 157.921 -75.489  13651.291 

AVERAGE  7.494 14.356 -6.863  1241.026 

A.4. iStandard ideviation iof i iICICI idebt ifund 

YEARS NAVi 
(ICICI) 

Ri 
(ICICI) 

Rm Ri i- iRm 

Deviation 

ifrom 
Average 

Square iOf 
Deviation 

ifrom 

iAverage 

2010 21.54524 0.000 0    

2011 23.02684 6.877 47.147 -40.270 -33.673 1133.892 

2012 25.7424 11.793 -52.446 64.239 70.836 5017.742 

2013 31.33844 21.739 81.033 -59.294 -52.697 2777.015 

2014 31.92432 1.870 17.431 -15.561 -8.964 80.362 

2015 33.71756 5.617 -24.644 30.261 36.858 1358.524 

2016 36.94529 9.573 25.699 -16.126 -9.529 90.805 

2017 39.78695 7.692 8.977 -1.285 5.312 28.212 

2018 41.61081 4.584 29.894 -25.310 -18.713 350.174 

2019 47.5379 14.244 -5.025 19.269 25.866 669.056 

2020 52.97857 11.445 1.949 9.496 16.093 258.982 

2021 56.80153 7.216 27.906 -20.690 -14.093 198.611 

TOTAL  102.649 157.921 -55.272  11963.374 

AVERAGE  9.332 14.356 -5.025  1087.579 

A.5. iStandard ideviation iof iFranklin iTempleton idebt ifund 
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YEARS NAVi 
(Franklin) 

Ri 
(FRANKLIN) 

Rm Ri i- iRm Deviation 

ifrom 

iaverage 

Square iof 
Deviation 

ifrom 
Average 

2010 16.0105 0 0 0   

2011 16.80069 4.935 47.147 -42.212 -36.346 1320.999 

2012 18.84613 12.175 -52.446 64.621 70.487 4968.380 

2013 22.52661 19.529 81.033 -61.504 -55.638 3095.576 

2014 22.82791 1.338 17.431 -16.093 -10.227 104.601 

2015 23.64145 3.564 -24.644 28.208 34.074 1161.024 

2016 25.62212 8.378 25.699 -17.321 -11.455 131.218 

2017 27.18647 6.105 8.977 -2.872 2.994 8.967 

2018 28.64552 5.367 29.894 -24.527 -18.661 348.239 

2019 33.05332 15.387 -5.025 20.412 26.278 690.554 

2020 36.33843 9.939 1.949 7.990 13.856 191.984 

2021 38.76683 6.683 27.906 -21.223 -15.357 235.846 

TOTAL  93.400 157.921 -64.521  12257.388 

AVERAGE  8.491 14.356 -5.866  1114.308 

A.6. i i iStandard ideviation iof iLIC iequity ifund 

YEARS 
NAVi 
(LIC) 

Ri 
i(LIC) Rm Ri i- iRm 

Deviation 

ifrom 
Average 

Square iOf 
Deviation 

ifrom 

iAverage 

2010 18.55389 0     

2011 23.76014 28.060 47.147 -19.087 -5.937 35.24614727 

2012 21.65657 -8.853 -52.446 43.593 56.743 3219.727543 

2013 20.01213 -7.593 81.033 -88.626 -75.476 5696.666056 



 

87 | P a g e  
 

2014 26.19521 30.897 17.431 13.466 26.616 708.3934198 

2015 24.97412 -4.662 -24.644 19.982 33.132 1097.762484 

2016 24.62936 -1.380 25.699 -27.079 -13.929 194.0301083 

2017 26.58677 7.947 8.977 -1.030 12.120 146.9056949 

2018 37.42864 40.779 29.894 10.885 24.035 577.6904572 

2019 40.02636 6.940 -5.025 11.965 25.115 630.7863595 

2020 37.62731 -5.994 1.949 -7.943 5.207 27.11623191 

2021 10.20973 -72.866 27.906 -100.772 -87.622 7677.644829 

TOTAL  13.275 157.921 -144.646  20011.96933 

AVERAGE  1.207 14.356 -13.150  1819.269939 

A.7. i i iStandard ideviation iof i iSBI iequity ifund 

YEARS 
NAVi 
(SBI) 

Ri 
i(SBI) Rm 

Ri i- 

iRm 

Deviation 

ifrom 
Average 

Square iOf 

iDeviation 

ifrom 
Average 

2010 14.26272 0     

2011 18.70646 31.156 47.147 -15.991 -12.787 163.499 

2012 14.96479 -20.002 -52.446 32.444 35.648 1270.778 

2013 13.42299 -10.303 81.033 -91.336 -88.132 7767.223 

2014 18.25116 35.969 17.431 18.538 21.742 472.732 

2015 16.36037 -10.360 -24.644 14.284 17.488 305.836 

2016 16.45139 0.556 25.699 -25.143 -21.939 481.305 

2017 18.06451 9.805 8.977 0.828 4.032 16.260 

2018 24.48631 35.549 29.894 5.655 8.859 78.487 

2019 32.36547 32.178 -5.025 37.203 40.407 1632.711 

2020 34.68025 7.152 1.949 5.203 8.407 70.678 
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2021 38.48608 10.974 27.906 -16.932 -13.728 188.456 

TOTAL  122.676 157.921 -35.245  12447.965 

AVERAGE  11.152 14.356 -3.204  1131.633 
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A.8. i i iStandard ideviation iof i iICICI iequity ifund 

YEARS NAVi 
(ICICI) 

Ri 
i(ICICI) Rm Ri i- 

iRm 

Deviation 

ifrom 
Average 

Square iOf 
Deviation ifrom 
Average 

2010 70.37668 0 0    

2011 91.76531 30.392 47.147 -16.755 -15.424 237.911 

2012 80.04226 -12.775 -52.446 39.671 41.002 1681.161 

2013 75.99424 -5.057 81.033 -86.090 -84.759 7184.148 

2014 109.2013 43.697 17.431 26.266 27.597 761.584 

2015 115.6462 5.902 -24.644 30.546 31.877 1016.134 

2016 107.0636 -7.421 25.699 -33.120 -31.789 1010.568 

2017 117.9179 10.138 8.977 1.161 2.492 6.211 

2018 160.9383 36.483 29.894 6.589 7.920 62.732 

2019 201.4884 25.196 -5.025 30.221 31.552 995.532 

2020 211.0534 4.747 1.949 2.798 4.129 17.050 

2021 236.3271 11.975 27.906 -15.931 -14.600 213.159 

TOTAL  143.276 157.921 -14.645  13186.190 

AVERAGE  13.025 14.356 -1.331  1198.745 

A.8. i i iStandard ideviation iof iFranklin iTempleton iequity ifund 

      
Average 

2010 18.394 0 0    

2011 23.677 28.722 47.147 -18.425 -18.116 328.194 

2012 20.995 -11.330 -52.446 41.116 41.425 1716.055 

2013 20.488 -2.413 81.033 -83.446 -83.137 6911.812 
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2014 31.118 51.884 17.431 34.453 34.762 1208.401 

2015 31.009 -0.352 -24.644 24.292 24.601 605.185 

2016 31.223 0.690 25.699 -25.009 -24.700 610.077 

2017 34.337 9.974 8.977 0.997 1.306 1.705 

2018 47.687 38.882 29.894 8.988 9.297 86.440 

2019 61.915 29.834 -5.025 34.859 35.168 1236.811 

2020 62.352 0.707 1.949 -1.242 -0.933 0.871 

2021 67.292 7.923 27.906 -19.983 -19.674 387.084 

TOTAL  154.520 157.921 -3.401  13092.635 

AVERAGE  14.047 14.356 -0.309  1190.240 

A.9. i i iStandard ideviation iof iLIC ibalanced ifund 

YEARS NAVi 
(LIC) 

Ri 
i(LIC) Rm Ri i- 

iRm 

Deviation 

ifrom 
Average 

Square iOf 
Deviation 

ifrom 

iAverage 

2010 41.1289 0     

2011 49.11852 19.426 47.147 -27.721 -21.034 442.437 

2012 49.31024 0.390 -52.446 52.836 59.523 3543.026 

2013 46.02188 -6.669 81.033 -87.702 -81.015 6563.384 

2014 55.14442 19.822 17.431 2.391 9.078 82.413 

2015 53.69415 -2.630 -24.644 22.014 28.701 823.750 

2016 54.82108 2.099 25.699 -23.600 -16.913 286.057 

2017 60.89427 11.078 8.977 2.101 8.788 77.232 

2018 74.39034 22.163 29.894 -7.731 -1.044 1.090 

2019 84.66135 13.807 -5.025 18.832 25.519 651.215 
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2020 81.24844 -4.031 1.949 -5.980 0.707 0.499 

2021 88.48532 8.907 27.906 -18.999 -12.312 151.583 

TOTAL  84.363 157.921 -73.558  12622.687 

AVERAGE  7.669 14.356 -6.687  1147.517 

A.10. i i iStandard ideviation iof iSBI ibalanced ifund 

YEARS 
NAVi 

(SBI) 
Ri 
i(SBI) Rm 

Ri i- 
Rm 

Deviation 

ifrom 
Average 

Square iOf 

iDeviation 

ifrom 
Average 

2010 31.628 0     

2011 39.697 25.512 47.147 -21.635 -19.660 386.517 

2012 37.767 -4.861 -52.446 47.585 49.560 2456.214 

2013 38.079 0.825 81.033 -80.208 -78.233 6120.452 

2014 50.188 31.800 17.431 14.369 16.344 267.111 

2015 47.717 -4.923 -24.644 19.721 21.696 470.718 

2016 49.106 2.910 25.699 -22.789 -20.814 433.219 

2017 56.884 15.839 8.977 6.862 8.837 78.099 

2018 75.053 31.942 29.894 2.048 4.023 16.181 

2019 95.092 26.700 -5.025 31.725 33.700 1135.683 

2020 99.352 4.479 1.949 2.530 4.505 20.299 

2021 105.289 5.976 27.906 -21.930 -19.955 398.214 

TOTAL  136.198 157.921 -21.723  11782.706 

AVERAGE  12.382 14.356 -1.975  1071.155 

A.11. i i iStandard ideviation iof iICICI ibalanced 

ifund 
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YEARS 
NAVi 
(ICICI) 

Ri 
i(ICICI) Rm 

Ri i- 
Rm 

Deviation 

ifrom 
Average 

Square iOf 

iDeviation 

ifrom 
Average 

2010 31.064 
     

2011 37.718 21.422 47.147 -25.725 -24.395 595.128 

2012 34.416 -8.754 -52.446 43.692 45.022 2026.991 

2013 32.555 -5.410 81.033 -86.443 -85.113 7244.139 

2014 43.463 33.509 17.431 16.078 17.408 303.027 

2015 45.767 5.300 -24.644 29.944 31.274 978.064 

2016 49.588 8.349 25.699 -17.350 -16.020 256.646 

2017 56.268 13.471 8.977 4.494 5.824 33.918 

2018 75.085 33.442 29.894 3.548 4.878 23.797 

2019 91.718 22.152 -5.025 27.177 28.507 812.659 

2020 96.714 5.448 1.949 3.499 4.829 23.316 

2021 110.600 14.358 27.906 -13.548 -12.218 149.288 

TOTAL  143.287 157.921 -14.634  12446.973 

AVERAGE  13.026 14.356 -1.330  1131.543 

A.12. i i iValues iof ithe iChi-squared idistribution 

  P  

DF 0.995 0.975 0.20 0.10 0.05 0.025 0.02 0.01 0.005 0.002 0.001 

1 0.0000393 0.000982 1.642 2.706 3.841 5.024 5.412 6.635 7.879 9.550 10.828 

2 0.0100 0.0506 3.219 4.605 5.991 7.378 7.824 9.210 10.597 12.429 13.816 

3 0.0717 0.216 4.642 6.251 7.815 9.348 9.837 11.345 12.838 14.796 16.266 

4 0.207 0.484 5.989 7.779 9.488 11.143 11.668 13.277 14.860 16.924 18.467 

5 0.412 0.831 7.289 9.236 11.070 12.833 13.388 15.086 16.750 18.907 20.515 
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6 0.676 1.237 8.558 10.645 12.592 14.449 15.033 16.812 18.548 20.791 22.458 

7 0.989 1.690 9.803 12.017 14.067 16.013 16.622 18.475 20.278 22.601 24.322 

8 1.344 2.180 11.030 13.362 15.507 17.535 18.168 20.090 21.955 24.352 26.124 

9 1.735 2.700 12.242 14.684 16.919 19.023 19.679 21.666 23.589 26.056 27.877 

10 2.156 3.247 13.442 15.987 18.307 20.483 21.161 23.209 25.188 27.722 29.588 

11 2.603 3.816 14.631 17.275 19.675 21.920 22.618 24.725 26.757 29.354 31.264 

12 3.074 4.404 15.812 18.549 21.026 23.337 24.054 26.217 28.300 30.957 32.909 

13 3.565 5.009 16.985 19.812 22.362 24.736 25.472 27.688 29.819 32.535 34.528 

14 4.075 5.629 18.151 21.064 23.685 26.119 26.873 29.141 31.319 34.091 36.123 

15 4.601 6.262 19.311 22.307 24.996 27.488 28.259 30.578 32.801 35.628 37.697 

16 5.142 6.908 20.465 23.542 26.296 28.845 29.633 32.000 34.267 37.146 39.252 

17 5.697 7.564 21.615 24.769 27.587 30.191 30.995 33.409 35.718 38.648 40.790 

18 6.265 8.231 22.760 25.989 28.869 31.526 32.346 34.805 37.156 40.136 42.312 

19 6.844 8.907 23.900 27.204 30.144 32.852 33.687 36.191 38.582 41.610 43.820 

20 7.434 9.591 25.038 28.412 31.410 34.170 35.020 37.566 39.997 43.072 45.315 

21 8.034 10.283 26.171 29.615 32.671 35.479 36.343 38.932 41.401 44.522 46.797 

22 8.643 10.982 27.301 30.813 33.924 36.781 37.659 40.289 42.796 45.962 48.268 

23 9.260 11.689 28.429 32.007 35.172 38.076 38.968 41.638 44.181 47.391 49.728 

24 9.886 12.401 29.553 33.196 36.415 39.364 40.270 42.980 45.559 48.812 51.179 

25 10.520 13.120 30.675 34.382 37.652 40.646 41.566 44.314 46.928 50.223 52.620 

26 11.160 13.844 31.795 35.563 38.885 41.923 42.856 45.642 48.290 51.627 54.052 

27 11.808 14.573 32.912 36.741 40.113 43.195 44.140 46.963 49.645 53.023 55.476 

28 12.461 15.308 34.027 37.916 41.337 44.461 45.419 48.278 50.993 54.411 56.892 

29 13.121 16.047 35.139 39.087 42.557 45.722 46.693 49.588 52.336 55.792 58.301 

30 13.787 16.791 36.250 40.256 43.773 46.979 47.962 50.892 53.672 57.167 59.703 
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A.13. iStandard ideviation iof iFranklin iTempleton ibalanced 

ifund 

YEARS NAVi 
i(FRANKLIN) 

Ri 
(FRANKLIN) 

Rm Ri i- 
Rm 

Deviation 

ifrom 
Average 

Square iOf 
Deviation 

ifrom 
Average 

2010 28.95037 0     

2011 37.16915 28.389 47.147 -18.758 -17.136 293.635 

2012 35.92989 -3.334 -52.446 49.112 50.734 2573.928 

2013 36.58169 1.814 81.033 -79.219 -77.597 6021.281 

2014 46.90023 28.207 17.431 10.776 12.398 153.707 

2015 47.62238 1.540 -24.644 26.184 27.806 773.160 

2016 49.58196 4.115 25.699 -21.584 -19.962 398.488 

2017 54.77974 10.483 8.977 1.506 3.128 9.786 

2018 70.44321 28.594 29.894 -1.300 0.322 0.103 

2019 90.23536 28.097 -5.025 33.122 34.744 1207.118 

2020 94.70544 4.954 1.949 3.005 4.627 21.407 

2021 101.5449 7.222 27.906 -20.684 -19.062 363.367 

TOTAL  140.080 157.921 -17.841  11815.980 

AVERAGE 
 

12.735 14.356 -1.622 
 

1074.180 
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15. QUESTIONNAIRE 

Respected iSir/Madam/Investor, 

We iare ithe iresearch ischolars iof iGalgotias iUniversity,Greater iNoida. iPresently iwe iare idoing 

iresearch ion iMutual iFunds iinvestment ichoice. iWe iwill ibe imore iobliged iif iyou icould irespond 

ito ithe ibelow imentioned iquestionnaire. iYour iresponse ican iput imore ilight ion imy iresearch 

iwork iand iI ican icome iout iwith irealistic ifindings. 

Yours isincerely 

Himanshu iMurarka,Ishita iNarang i,Himanshu iSarraf 

 

 1. Age 

(a) iBelow i30 (b) i31 i– i40 

2. Gender 

 (a). iMale (b) iFemale 

3. Educational iQualification 

(c) i41 i– i50 (d) iAbove i50 

(a) iIlliterate (b) iPrimary 
(c) 

iSecondary (d) iGraduate 
 (e) iPost igraduate (f) iProfessional idegree 

 4. Marital iStatus 

 (a) iMarried (b) iUnmarried 

 5. Occupation 

 (a) iPrivate (b) iGovernment (c) iProfession (d) iBusiness 

(d) iRetired 

6. Annual iIncome 

(a). iLess ithan i` i2.5 ilakh i i(b) i` i2.5lakh i–` i5 ilakh (c) i` i5 ilakh i– i` i10 ilakh i(d) 

iAbove i` i10 ilakh 

7. Annual iSavings 

 (a) iLess ithan i` i20000 (b) i` i20000 i–` i30000 i(c) i` i30000 i– i` i50000 
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(d) i` i50000 i– i` i100000 

 8. Family iSize 

 (a) iUp ito i2 (b) i3 i– i5 (c) i6 i– i8 (d) iMore ithan i8 

 9. Are iyou iaware iof iMutual iFund? 

 (a) iAware (b) iUnaware 

 10. If iaware, imention iyour ipreference iof iMutual ifund isector 

 (a) iPrivate isector (b) iPublic isector 

 11. Mention ithe iname iof ithe imutual ifund icompany 

 (a) iSBI iMutual ifund (b) iLIC iMutual ifund (c) iICICI iMutual ifund 

 (d) iFranklin iTempleton iMutual ifund (e) iOther 

 12. Mention iyour isource iof iinformation iabout imutual ifund? 

 (a) iBrokers (b) iRelatives (c) iNewspapers iand iMagazines 

(d) iTelevision 

 13. How ioften iyou iinvest iin imutual ifund? 

(a) iMonthly i(b) iQuarterly i(c) iHalf-yearly i(d) iYearly i14. iPreference 

iof itype iof iMutual ifund ischemes 

Sl. 
iNo. 

Types iof ischeme Rank 

1 Equity ifund  

2 Tax isaving ifund  

3 Debt ifund  

4 Index ifund  

5 Sectoral ifund  

6 Money imarket ifund  
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7 Balance ifund  

8 Gilt ifund  

9 Commodity ifund  

10 Others  

15. Preference iof iinvestment iavenues 

Sl iNo. Investment iAvenues Rank 

1 Bank iDeposits  

2 EPF iand iPension  

3 Post ioffice iSchemes  

4 Life iinsurance ipolicies  

5 Shares iand iDebentures  

6 Real iestate  

7 Gold i/Bullion  

8 Mutual iFund  

9 Others  

16. Level iof iagreement ion iMutual ifund ibenefits ito iserve ias iinvestment ireason 

Sl iNo. Investment iReason Strongly 
Agree 

Agree Neutral Disagree Strongly 

iDisagree 

 Tax iexemption      

      

 Flexibility      
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 Liquidity      

 Transparency      

 Diversification      

 Return      

 Professional 
imanagement 

     

 Affordability      

 Service iquality      

 Grievance iredressal      

17. How ilong ihave iyou ibeen iinvesting iin imutual ifund? 

 (a) iLess ithan i5 iyears (b) i5 iyears i– i10 iyears (c) iMore ithan i10 iyears 

 18. State iyour iannual itrading ivolume. 

 (a) iLess ithan iRs i10000 (b) iRs i10000 i–Rs i30000 i(c) iMore ithan iRs i30000 

 19. Mention iyour imain ipurpose iof iMutual ifund iinvestment 

 (a) iTax ibenefit (b) iRegular ireturn (c) iSafety 

 (d) iLiquidity (e) iCapital iappreciation (f) iOther 

 20. State iyour iexpectation ion iMutual ifund ireturn 

 (a) iLow ireturn (b) iAverage ireturn (c) iHigh ireturn 

 21. What iis iyour ilevel iof isatisfaction itowards iMutual ifund iinvestment? 

 (a) iLow (b) iMedium (c) iHigh 



 

100 | P a g e  
 

 22. Are iyou iwilling ito iinvest iin iMutual ifund iin ifuture? 

 (a) iYes (b) iNo 

 23. Will iyou irecommend imutual ifund iinvestment ito iyour ifriends iand irelatives? 

 Yes (b) iNo  
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Abstract 

With ipassing idays, ihuman isurvival iis ifacing imore ichallenges iof ileading ia icomfortable ilifestyle 

iand ifulfilling ione’s idreams iand igoals. iMoney ihas ibecome iessential. iBut ionly iearning imoney iin 

iitself iis inot ienough. iThe iearned imoney ihas ito ibe isaved iand ithe isaved imoney ineeded ito ibe 

iinvested. iThe imoney iwill ibe icalled iinvested iby iputting iit iin ia isafe iavenue iwith ian iexpectation 

iof igetting imore ireturn iwith iless irisk. iIn iother iwords, ifinancial iplanning ihas ibecome ia inecessity 

ito ifulfill ifuture icontingencies, ineeds, iand idemands. iThere ihad ibeen imany itraditional iroots iof 

iinvestment. iBut, ithe iadvancement iand iexpansion iof ithe ieconomy ihave iinfluenced ithe ifinancial 
imarket ito iinnovate inew iideas iby iwhich iindividuals ican ienjoy ihigh ifinancial ibenefits iwhich iwill 
ilead ito ia icomfortable ilife. iIf ithere iis ia ireturn ion isaving iin ithe iform iof idividends ior iinterest, 
ithere iwill ibe ia inet igain iin iindividual isavings iand ithus iwill iincrease iindividual iwealth. iIndividual 
iinvestment iis ialso iimportant ifor ian ieconomy ito igrow iand isurvive. iIt iinfluences ithe irate iof 

ieconomic igrowth ibecause iit iis ia icomponent iof iaggregate idemand iand iinfluences ithe iproductive 

icapacity iof ithe ieconomy. 

 iA imutual ifund iis ian ianswer ito iall ithese isituations. iThe imutual ifund iindustry iacts ias ia ibridge 

ibetween ithe idemand iand isupply iof ifunds iin ithe ifinancial imarket. iA imutual ifund iis ithe iideal 
iinvestment ivehicle ifor itoday’s icomplex iand imodern ifinancial iscenario. iA itypical iindividual iis 

iunlikely ito ihave ithe iknowledge, iskills, iinclination, iand itime ito ikeep itrack iof ievents, iunderstand 

itheir iimplications iand iact ispeedily. iTherefore, iwe ihave istudied ithe iperception iof iinvestors iwhile 

iinvesting iin imutual ifunds. 
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Introduction 

A istrong ifinancial isystem iis ithe iroot icause iof ieconomic igrowth iand idevelopment. iThe ifinancial 
imarket iis ithat ipart iof ithe ifinancial isystem iwhich itrades isavings iof iindividuals iand ifirms ifor ithe 

icapital iformation iof ithe ieconomy. iA imutual ifund iis ia itype iof ifinancial ivehicle imade iup iof ia ipool iof 

imoney icollected ifrom imany iinvestors ito iinvest iin isecurities ilike istocks, ibonds, imoney imarket 

iinstruments, iand iother iassets. iMutual ifunds iare ioperated iby iprofessional imoney imanagers, iwho 

iallocate ithe ifund's iassets iand iattempt ito iproduce icapital igains ior iincome ifor ithe ifund's iinvestors. iA 

imutual ifund's iportfolio iis istructured iand imaintained ito imatch ithe iinvestment iobjectives istated iin 

iits iprospectus. 

Mutual ifunds ipool imoney ifrom ithe iinvesting ipublic iand iuse ithat imoney ito ibuy iother isecurities, 
iusually istocks iand ibonds. iThe ivalue iof ithe imutual ifund icompany idepends ion ithe iperformance iof 

ithe isecurities iit idecides ito ibuy. iSo, iwhen iyou ibuy ia iunit ior ishare iof ia imutual ifund, iyou iare ibuying 

ithe iperformance iof iits iportfolio ior, imore iprecisely, ia ipart iof ithe iportfolio's ivalue. iInvesting iin ia 

ishare iof ia imutual ifund iis idifferent ifrom iinvesting iin ishares iof istock. iUnlike istock, imutual ifund 

ishares ido inot igive itheir iholders iany ivoting irights. iA ishare iof ia imutual ifund irepresents iinvestments 

iin imany idifferent istocks i(or iother isecurities) iinstead iof ijust ione iholding. 

The idue iaddress ito ithe icomplications iin ithe imutual ifund iindustry ihas ishown isignificant igrowth 

iwith iits iexpansion. iThe istudy iwas iconducted ifor ithe icomparative ianalysis iof iselected imutual ifunds 

ifrom ithe iprivate isector iand ipublic isector. iThis istudy iwill ihelp ithe icommon iinvestors ito iunderstand 

ithe ioperation iand iperformance iof ithose ifund ihouses iwhich iwill iguide ithem iin itheir iselection 

iprocess. iThe ipaper iincludes ia istudy iof iinvestors' iperception iand ibehavior itoward imutual ifund 

iinvestment iand iwill ihelp ithe ifund ihouses ito iknow iabout itheir iinvestors' ifeedback iand iopinion. 
iFurther, iit iwill ihelp ithem ito ioperate iwith irequired iadjustments iand imodifications ifor imore 

iinvestor isatisfaction.  
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Review iof iLiterature 

 

During ithe ipast ifour iand ia ihalf idecades, ithe iIndian imutual ifund iindustry ihas iwitnessed ia imajor 

itransformation. iIt ihas igrown iseveral ifolds iin iterms iof iresource imobilization, inumber iof imutual ifund 

ischemes, iassets iunder imanagement, inumber iof iinvestors, iand ithe irange iof iproducts iand iservices 

ioffered ito ithe iinvestors. iWith ithe ientry iof ithe iprivate isector iand iforeign imutual ifunds, ithe iindustry 

ihas ibecome ifar imore icompetitive. iThe irange iof ifinancial iassets iavailable ito ithe ihousehold isector 

icompetes iwith ieach iother ifor ithe iattraction iof ismall iinvestors. iThey ientice ithem ito iinvest itheir 

ifunds iby iproviding iincentives iand ifacilities iin iterms iof iflexible iinvestment ioptions iand iwithdrawal 
iplans. iEach iinstrument ihas iits ireturn, irisk, iliquidity, iand isafety iprofile. iMutual iFunds icome iinto ithis 

icategory. iSmall iinvestors icannot iafford ito iown ithe iscripts iof itop icompanies ito imaximize itheir 

ireturns. iIt iis ia ivague isituation ithat idevelops ia iquestion iin ithe iminds iof iinvestors iupon iwhom ian 

iaverage iinvestor ishould irely ior ielse, iwhat ishould ibe ithe icriteria ito idistinguish ibetter imutual ifunds 

ifrom ithe iothers ifrom ithe iinvestment ipoint iof iview. iDespite ithe iexistence iof ithe imutual ifund 

iindustry ifor iover ifour iand ia ihalf idecades iin iIndia, ithe isample iperiod iof imost iof ithe istudies iwas inot 

ia irecent ione ias iwell ias ia ishort iperiod. iIn isome icases ifor ithe ievaluation iof iperformances, ithe 

isample isize iof ischemes iwas itoo ismall. iMoreover, iin irecent iyears, imutual ifunds ihave itaken 

iinitiative ito iimprove iinvestor iservices. iWhile iseeing ithe imobilization iof iresources iby ithe imutual 
ifund iindustry iin irecent iyears, iit iappears ithat ithe iinvestors ihave igained iconfidence iin ithe iindustry. 
iHence ian iattempt iwas imade ito ievaluate ithe igrowth iand iperformance iof ithe imutual ifund iindustry 

iin iIndia ialong iwith ithe ibehavior iof itheir ireturns iand ithe irisk iassociated iwith ithe ifunds. 

 

Objectives iof ithe iStudy 

 

The idue iaddress ito ithe icomplications iin ithe imutual ifund iindustry ihas ishown isignificant igrowth 

iwith iits iexpansion. iThe istudy iwas iconducted ifor ithe icomparative ianalysis iof iselected imutual ifunds 

ifrom ithe iprivate isector iand ipublic isector. iThis istudy iwill ihelp ithe icommon iinvestors ito iunderstand 

ithe ioperation iand iperformance iof ithose ifund ihouses iwhich iwill iguide ithem iin itheir iselection 

iprocess. iThe ipaper iincludes ia istudy iof iinvestors' iperception iand ibehavior itoward imutual ifund 

iinvestment iand iwill ihelp ithe ifund ihouses ito iknow iabout itheir iinvestors' ifeedback iand iopinion. 
iFurther, iit iwill ihelp ithem ito ioperate iwith irequired iadjustments iand imodifications ifor imore 

iinvestor isatisfaction.  
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Research iMethodology 

 

We ihave iconducted ianalytical iresearch ifor icomparative ianalytics iof imutual ifunds iand 

iempirical iresearch ifor iinvestors' iperceptions. 

Secondary idata ihas ibeen icollected iby ithe iofficial iwebsites iof iAMFI, iSEBI, iand iBSE. iPrimary idata ihas 

ibeen icollected ifrom ithe irespondents iby iinteracting iwith ithem iand iby iproviding iquestionnaires. 
iBoth isecondary iand iprimary idata iwere icollected ifor itesting ithe ihypothesis. iFor isecondary 

iinformation ion iinvestors, ithe iofficial irecords ifrom ithe iMutual ifund iAgencies/Agents iwere iobtained 

iand iverified. iA ipurposive istratified irandom isampling imethod iwas iadopted ito iselect ithe 

iinvestors/respondents iwho iinvested iin imutual ifunds ibetween ithe iperiods iApril i2009 ito iMarch 

i2020. 

The iprimary iinformation iwas icollected, ifrom i1st iOctober i2019 ito i31st iMarch i2020, ifrom ithe 

iinvestors iby iusing ia isystematic iquestionnaire. i 

A itotal iof i360 iinvestors iwere iselected ifrom itwo ipublic iand itwo iprivate isector iasset 

imanagement icompanies/ ifund ihouses. 

The idata iwere icomputed ifor iinterpretation iand ianalysis. iStatistical imethods isuch ias 

iFrequency itable, iCumulative ipercentage, iChi-square itest, iGarrett iranking itable, iLikert 

iranking itable, iTwo iway iANOVA itable, iStandard ideviation, iJensen iratio, iSharpe iratio, 
iTreynor iratio, iFama imeasures iwere iused ifor icomparative ianalysis. 

 

Data iCollection 

Primary iData: iStructured iQuestionnaire 

Secondary iData: i iOfficial iwebsites iof iAMFI, iSEBI, iand iBSE  
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RESEARCH iGAP 

During ithe ipast ifour iand ia ihalf idecades, ithe iIndian imutual ifund iindustry ihas iwitnessed 

ia imajor itransformation. iIt ihas igrown iseveral ifolds iin iterms iof iresource imobilization, 
inumber iof imutual ifund ischemes, iassets iunder imanagement, inumber iof iinvestors, iand 

ithe irange iof iproducts iand iservices ioffered ito ithe iinvestors. iWith ithe ientry iof ithe 

iprivate isector iand iforeign imutual ifunds, ithe iindustry ihas ibecome ifar imore icompetitive. 
iThe irange iof ifinancial iassets iavailable ito ithe ihousehold isector icompetes iwith ieach 

iother ifor ithe iattraction iof ismall iinvestors. iThey ientice ithem ito iinvest itheir ifunds iby 

iproviding iincentives iand ifacilities iin iterms iof iflexible iinvestment ioptions iand 

iwithdrawal iplans. iEach iinstrument ihas iits ireturn, irisk, iliquidity, iand isafety iprofile. 
iMutual iFunds icome iinto ithis icategory. iSmall iinvestors icannot iafford ito iown ithe iscripts 

iof itop icompanies ito imaximize itheir ireturns. iIt iis ia ivague isituation ithat idevelops ia 

iquestion iin ithe iminds iof iinvestors iupon iwhom ian iaverage iinvestor ishould irely ior ielse, 
iwhat ishould ibe ithe icriteria ito idistinguish ibetter imutual ifunds ifrom ithe iothers ifrom ithe 

iinvestment ipoint iof iview. iDespite ithe iexistence iof ithe imutual ifund iindustry ifor iover 

ifour iand ia ihalf idecades iin iIndia, ithe isample iperiod iof imost iof ithe istudies iwas inot ia 

irecent ione ias iwell ias ia ishort iperiod. iIn isome icases ifor ithe ievaluation iof iperformances, 
ithe isample isize iof ischemes iwas itoo ismall. iMoreover, iin irecent iyears, imutual ifunds 

ihave itaken iinitiative ito iimprove iinvestor iservices. iWhile iseeing ithe imobilization iof 

iresources iby ithe imutual ifund iindustry iin irecent iyears, iit iappears ithat ithe iinvestors 

ihave igained iconfidence iin ithe iindustry. iHence ian iattempt iwas imade ito ievaluate ithe 

igrowth iand iperformance iof ithe imutual ifund iindustry iin iIndia ialong iwith ithe ibehavior 

iof itheir ireturns iand ithe irisk iassociated iwith ithe ifunds.  
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Comparative iAnalysis iof iSelected iMutual iFunds 
 i 

 i 

1. SBI iFunds iManagement iPrivate iLimited 

SBI iFunds iManagement iPrivate iLimited iis ia iprivately iowned iinvestment imanager. iThe ifirm 

ialso iprovides iadvisory iservices ito iits iclients. iIt iprimarily iprovides iits iservices ito iindividuals, 
iincluding ihigh inet iworth iindividuals. iThe ifirm ialso imanages iaccounts ifor ibanking ior ithrift 

iinstitutions, iinvestment icompanies, ipension, iand iprofit-sharing iplans, icharitable iorganizations, 
icorporations, istate ior imunicipal igovernment ientities, iand ipooled iinvestment ivehicles. iIt 

imanages iseparate iclient-focused iportfolios. iThe ifirm ialso ilaunches iand imanages iequity iand 

ifixed iincome iand imanages ibalanced imutual ifunds iand ihedge ifunds ifor iits iclients. iIt iinvests iin 

ithe ipublic iequity iand ifixed iincome imarkets iacross ithe iglobe. iThe ifirm iprimarily iinvests iin 

igrowth-oriented ivalue istocks iof icompanies. iIt iemploys ia icombination iof itop-down iand ibottom-
up istock ipicking iapproaches ito imake iits iinvestments. iThe ifirm iis ibased iin iMumbai, iIndia. iSBI 

iFunds iManagement iPrivate iLimited ioperates ias ia isubsidiary iof ithe iState iBank iof iIndia. 

2. iLIC iMutual iFund iAsset iManagement iLimited 

LIC iMutual iFund iAsset iManagement iLimited i(Formerly iknown ias iLIC iNomura iMutual 
iFund iAsset iManagement iCompany iLimited), iis ibased iin iIndian iorigin. iThe iprincipal 
iactivity iof ithe iCompany iis ito iact ias ian iInvestment imanagement iadvisor ito iLIC iMutual 
iFund i('the iFund'). iThe iCompany imanages ithe iinvestment iportfolio iand iprovides ivarious 

iadministrative iservices ito ithe iFund. iThe iCompany ialso iprovides iportfolio imanagement 

iservices i(PMS) ito iclients iunder ithe iSecurities iand iExchange iBoard iof iIndia i(portfolio 

imanagers) iRegulations, i1993 i(as iamended). 

3. iICICI iPrudential iAsset iManagement iCompany iLimited 

ICICI iPrudential iAsset iManagement iCompany iLtd. iis ia ileading iasset imanagement 

icompany i(AMC) iin ithe icountry ifocused ion ibridging ithe igap ibetween isavings i& 

iinvestments iand icreating ilong-term iwealth ifor iinvestors ithrough ia irange iof isimple iand 

irelevant iinvestment isolutions. iThe iAMC iis ia ijoint iventure ibetween iICICI iBank, ia iwell-
known iand itrusted iname iin ifinancial iservices iin iIndia, iand iPrudential iPlc, ione iof ithe 

iUK’s ilargest iplayers iin ithe ifinancial iservices isectors. iThroughout ithese iyears iof ithe 

ijoint iventure, ithe icompany ihas iforged ia iposition iof ipre-eminence iin ithe iIndian iMutual 
iFund iindustry. iThe iAMC imanages isignificant iAssets iunder iManagement i(AUM) iin ithe 

imutual ifund isegment. iThe iAMC ialso icaters ito iPortfolio iManagement iServices ifor 
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iinvestors, ispread iacross ithe icountry, ialong iwith iInternational iAdvisory iMandates ifor 

iclients iacross iinternational imarkets iin iasset iclasses ilike iDebt, iEquity, iand iReal iEstate. 

4. iFranklin iTempleton iAsset iManagement i(India) iPrivate iLimited 

Franklin iTempleton iAsset iManagement i(India) iPrivate iLimited iis ia iprivately iowned 

iinvestment imanager. iThe ifirm iprimarily icaters ito iindividuals iand iinvestment 

icompanies. iIt imanages iequity, ifixed iincome, iand ibalanced imutual ifunds ifor iits iclients. 
iThe ifirm iinvests iin ithe ipublic iequity iand ifixed iincome imarkets. iIt iemploys ia 

icombination iof ifundamental iand iquantitative ianalysis ialong iwith ia ibottom-up istock 

ipicking iapproach ito imake iits iinvestments. iThe ifirm iconducts iin-house iresearch ito 

imake iits iinvestments. iIt iwas ifounded iin i1996 iand iis ibased iin iMumbai, iIndia. iFranklin 

iTempleton iAsset iManagement i(India) iPrivate iLimited ioperates ias ia isubsidiary iof 

iFranklin iTempleton iHolding iLtd. iThe ifollowing iis ithe ilist iof idebt, iequity, iand ibalanced 

imutual ifund ischemes ioffered iby i i ithe iselected iAMCs 
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DATA iANALYSIS 

. iIntroduction 

The ithought iof isaving icomes ito imind isince ithe iday iof ifirst isalary iin ihand. iThe ireasons ifor 

iinvestment imay ivary ibut ithe ineed iof iinvestment ivests iwith ieveryone ifor itheir ifuture iconsumption. 

iEvery iinvestment iis idone iwith ian iexpectation iof igetting ia igood irate iof ireturn ialong iwith ia isatisfied 

ireal ireturn. iAlso, iinvestment iallows ithe imoney ito icirculate iin ithe ieconomy iresulting ito ikeep icontrol 

iover iinflation iby ikeeping ia ibalance ibetween idemand iand isupply iof imoney. iThus, iinvestment inot 

ionly ihelps iindividuals ibut ialso ithe igovernment iand ination ito igrow. 

One iof ithe imost iremunerative imodern iinvestment ioptions iis istock imarket iwhich ican 

igive ia ibetter iresult ithan itraditional ioptions. iBut ithe irequirement iis iadequate igrasp iover ithe 

imarket iand ifinancial iissues ibecause ithe istock imarket iis ihighly ivolatile iand ihighly iinfluenced 

iby isocial, ieconomic iand ipolitical ichanges. iBesides, ithere iare imany icompanies ibut inot iall 

igenerate ia igood ireturn iand ialso isome icompanies igrow iat ivery ilittle ipace, iwhere iif 

iinvested, ipeople imay ilose itheir imoney. iIf imoney iis iinvested irightly, isatisfactory ireturns iwill 

ibe igained. iTo ihelp ithis icriticism iof istock imarket iinvestment, imutual ifund isector iis ia ireliable 

ihelping ihand ito iinvestors. iTo imeet itheir ifinancial idemand, iinvestors iare ibeing iprovided 

igood ireturns ifor iputting itheir imoney iat ithe irisk iof ithe imarket. 

In ithe ipresent ichapter, ithe ivarious imeasurable idemographic/socio-economic ifactors ihave 

ibeen itaken iviz. iage, igender, ieducation, ioccupation, imarital istatus, ifamily isize, igeographical ilocation, 

iannual iincome, iand isavings ilevel iof irespondents. iThe ifirst isection iof ithe ichapter ideals iwith ian 

ioutlook iof idemographic ifeatures iof irespondents iwho iare imutual ifund iinvestors. iThe isecond isection 

ideals iwith ithe iinvestments ipattern iof irespondents itowards ithe imutual ifund. 

The ifollowing iResearch iModel ipresents ia ibrief isummary iof ithe iresearch imethodology. 

 

 

 

Table i4.2.1: iOverview iof iFund iSchemes 
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AMCs DEBT 

iFUNDS 
EQUITY 

iFUNDS 
BALANCED iFUNDS 

SBI iFunds iManagement 

Private iLtd. 

SBI 
iMagnum 

iGilt 

Long iTerm 

iPlanGrowth 

SBI iMagnum 

Multicap 

iFundGrowth 

SBI 
iMagnum 

iBalanced 

Fund i- 

iGROWTH 

LIC iMutual 
iFund iAsset 

iManagement 

iLtd. 

LIC iMF 

iBond iFund 

i- 

Growth 

LIC iMF iEquity 

iFund- 

Growth 

LIC iMF 

balanced 

ifund i- 

igrowth 

ICICI 
iPrudential 
iAsset 

Management iCompany 

ICICI 
iPrudential 
iLong 

Term iGilt 

iFund 

iGrowth 

ICICI i 

iPrudential 

Multicap 

iFundGrowth 

ICICI 
iPrudential 

Balanced 

iFund 

iGrowth 

Franklin iTempleton iAsset 

Management i(India) 

iPrivate iLtd. 

Franklin 

iIndia iGovt. 

Sec. i- iLong 

iTerm 

Plan- 

iGrowth 

Franklin iIndia 

iFlexi 

Cap iFund i- 

iGrowth 

Franklin 

iIndia 

iBalanced 

iGrowth 

iFund 

Some ibasic iinformation iof ithe iselected ischemes. 
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Table i4.2.2: i iSchemes iof iDebt iFunds 

Scheme 

idetails 
SBI iMagnum 

iGilt 

Long iTerm 

iPlan- 

Growth 

LIC 

iMF 

iBond 

iFund i- 

iGrowth 

ICICI 

Prudential 

Long iTerm 

Gilt 

iFund i- 

Growth 

Franklin iIndia iGovt. 

Sec. i- iLong iTerm 

iPlan- 

Growth 

Investment 

Objective 

To iprovide ithe 

iinvestors iwith 

ireturns 

igenerated 

ithrough 

iinvestments iin 

igovernment 

isecurities 

iissued iby ithe 

iCentral 
iGovernment 

iand/or ia iState 

iGovernment. 

LIC iMF iBond ifund 

ian iopenended 

iDebt iScheme iwill 
iendeavor ito 

igenerate ian 

iattractive ireturn 

ifor iits iinvestors iby 

iinvesting iin ia 

iportfolio iof iquality 

idebt isecurities iand 

imoney imarket 

iinstruments. 

N.A. An iopen-end idedicated 

iGilts ischeme iwith ithe 

iprimary iobjective ito 

igenerate icredit irisk-
free 

return ithrough 

iinvestments iin 

isovereign isecurities 

issued iby ithe iCentral 
iGovernment iand/or 

iState iGovernment 

iand/or iany isecurity 

iunconditionally 

iguaranteed iby ithe 

iCentral iGovernment 

iand/or iState 

iGovernment ifor 

irepayment iof 

Principal iand iInterest 

Fund iType Open-Ended Open-Ended Open-Ended Open-Ended 

Investment 
Plan 

Growth Growth Growth Growth 
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Launch 

idate 
Jan i01, i2019 May i09, i2017 Aug i09, i2017 Dec i24, i2019 

Benchmark I-Sec iLi- iBEX CRISIL 
Composite iBond 
Fund 

I-Sec iLi- iBEX I-Sec iLi- iBEX 

Asset iSize Rs i1,634.62 icr 

i(Avg. 
AUM ifor iqtr 

iOct-Dec 
'17) 

Rs i300.15 icr i(Avg. 
iAUM ifor iqtr iOct-
Dec 

'17) 

Rs i673.60 icr i(Avg. 
iAUM ifor iqtr iOct-Dec 

'17) 

Rs
 289.5
3 cr i(Avg. 
AUM ifor 

iqtr Oct-
Dec 

'17 

Minimum 
Investment 

Rs.5000 Rs.5000 Rs.5000 Rs.10000 

Fund 
Manager 

Dinesh iAhuja Marzban iIran Rahul 
Goswami
 / 

Anuj iTagra 

Sachin iDesai i/ iUmesh 
Sharma 

(Source: iwww.moneycontrol.com) iTable i4.2.3: i iSchemes iof iEquity iFunds 

Scheme 

idetails 
SBI 

iMagnum 
Multicap 
FundGrowth 

LIC iMf iEquity 
Fund- iGrowth 

ICICI 
Prudential 
Multicap 

iFund- 
Growth 

Franklin 

iIndia 
Flexi iCap iFund i- 

Growth 
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Investment 
Objective 

To iprovide iinvestors 

iwith iopportunities ifor 

ilong-term igrowth iin 

icapital ialong iwith ithe 

iliquidity iof ian 

iopenended ischeme 

ithrough ian iactive 

imanagement iof 

iinvestments iin ia 

idiversified ibasket iof 

iequity istocks ispanning 

ithe ientire imarket 

icapitalization ispectrum 

iand iin idebt iand 

imoney imarket 

iinstruments. 

An iopen iended 

ipure iGrowth 

ischeme iseeking 

ito iprovide 

icapital igrowth 

iby iinvesting 

imainly iin ia imix 

iof iequity 

iinstruments. 
iThe iinvestment 

iportfolio iof ithe 

ischeme iwill ibe 

iconstantly 

imonitored iand 

ireviewed ito 

ioptimize 

icapital igrowth 

N.A. An iopen-end 
diversified iequity ifund 

ithat iseeks ito iprovide 

imedium ito ilong-term 

icapital iappreciation iby 

iinvesting iin istocks 

across ithe ientire 

market 

capitalization irange. 

Fund iType Open-Ended Open-Ended Open-
Ended 

Open-Ended 

Investment 
Plan 

Growth Growth Growth Growth 

Launch 

idate Sep i16, i2018 Jan i11, i2005 
Oct i05, 
i2011 Feb i09, i2018 

Benchmark 
S&P iBSE i200 S&P iBSE iSENSEX S&P iBSE 

i200 
NIFTY i500 

Asset iSize Rs i2,920.94 icr i(Avg. 
AUM ifor iqtr iOct-Dec 
'21) 

Rs i272.80 icr 

i(Avg. 
AUM ifor iqtr 

iOctDec i'21) 

Rs 

i2,430.66 

icr i(Avg. 
iAUM ifor 

iqtr iOct-
Dec 

'21) 

Rs i2,770.19 icr 

(Avg. iAUM ifor iqtr 

Oct-Dec i'21) 

Minimum 
Investment 

Rs.1000 Rs.5000 Rs.5000 Rs.5000 
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Fund 
Manager 

Anup iUpadhyay Ramnath 
Venkateshwaran 

George 

iJoseph 

iand iAtul 
iPate 

R. iJanakiraman i/ 
Lakshmikanth 
Reddy 

 

H11 i= iThere iis ia isignificant idifference iin isatisfaction ilevel iin idifferent iage igroup. 

H12 i= iThere iis ia isignificant idifference iin isatisfaction ilevel iin idifferent iinvestment ipurposes. 

Table i5.33: iANOVA ifor iAge iwise iand iPurpose iwise isatisfaction ilevel 
Sou
rce 

iof 

ivari
atio
n 

S
S df 

M
S P ivalue 

F 

icrit 

Rows 1
5
4
6.
5 

4386.
63 

11.80 0.
0
0
0
4 

3.25
9 

Columns 8
4
0.
4 

3280.
13 

8.55 0.
0
0
2
6 

3.49
0 

Error 3
9
3.
1 

1
2

32.7
6 

 

Total 2
7
8
0 

1
9

 

(Source: iAuthor’s iCalculations) 
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 i5.1:Age iof 

ithe iInvestors ichart 
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Fig. i5.2 iInvestment ipattern iof irespondents 

 

Fig. i5.3 iInvestment ipreference iof irespondents 

Findings i& iConclusion 

 
The imutual ifund iindustry iin iIndia iis iemerging ias ia inoticeable ifinancial iservice ithat iis iconsistently 

icontributing ito ithe iIndian ifinancial imarket ito ia ilarge iextent. iThough iit iwas iestablished iin iIndia iin 

1963 iby iUTI, ithe idevelopments ihave ibeen inoticed iin ithe ilast ifew iyears ionly. iGeneral ipeople itake 

itime ito iaccept iand iadopt iany inew itechnology. iDeveloping icountries ilike iIndia iare imuch imore irigid 

ithan ideveloped icountries iin irespect iof itechnology iand isociety. iPeople iwere iused ito ithe itraditional 
imodes iof iinvestment. iBut igradually iwith ithe iadvent iof imodern ifinancial iaids, ithe iestablishment iof 

iregulatory iauthorities, igovernment isupport, iand ifinancial iinstitution’s iinitiatives, ipeople iare inow 

iaccepting iand itending itowards imutual ifund iinvestment. iThe iAUM ivalue iis iincreasing iover iyears. 
iMany iAMCs iwere ioperating iat ithe ipresent idate. iEven icompetitions iamong iAMCs iare ibecoming 

itougher ithan iearlier. iMutual ifund iinvestment iis ibecoming ia icompetitor iof itraditional iinvestment 

ichannels. iIn ithis ichanging iscenario, iit ibecomes ivery iimportant ito ihave ian ianalysis iof imutual ifund 

iperformance iand iinvestors’ ifeedback ifor iits ifuture igrowth iand idevelopment. 

The ipresent istudy icovered ithe iinvestment istyle iof iindividuals iand ivarious ifactors iwhich idirectly 

iinfluence itheir iinvestment idecision-making. iThe iindustry ienjoys ia ilot iof ibenefits ialong iwith 

Data Analysis 

Investment 
Investment I nvest Return Amount Purpose Investment Duration Expected 

( Age, Gender, ( 
Age, Gender 

,  
Age, Gender, Income 

  
Age, Gender, Income 

) 

Income) 

   Income) 
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idemographic ifeatures iand iinvestment iattitudes. iThe istudy ivariables iviz. iinvestment iamount, 
iinvestment iduration, iinvestment ipurpose, iand iinvestment ireturn iexpectation iare iaffected iby ithe 

idemographic ifeatures iof ithe iinvestors. iBesides, iinvestment isatisfaction ialso iis iaffected iby ithe 

idemography iof ithe iinvestors. iTraditional iinvestment imethods iare istill iholding ithe imajority iof ithe 

imarket ishare. iBank ideposits iare ithe ifirst iand imost iaccepted iinvestment iavenue iwhile ichit ifunds 

iand iother imiscellaneous iare ileast ipreferred. iEquity ifunds iare imostly ipreferred iover idebt iand 

ibalanced ifunds. iThe imutual ifund ihas imany iadvantages iwhich iserve ias ireasons ito iattract imore 

iinvestors. iHowever, ithe ibenefit iof ihigh ireturn iand idiversification iare iagreed iby imost iinvestors ito ibe 

ithe ibest ibenefits. iOn ithe icontrary, igrievance iredressal imeasures iare ifound ito ibe ithe ileast iagreed 

ibenefits iof imutual ifund iinvestment. 

Besides ithe iinvestor’s iperception, ithe ipaper ialso istudies ithe iperformance iof iselected imutual ifund 

icompanies ibased ion ithe irisk iand ireturn iof itheir iselected idebt, iequity, iand ibalanced ifunds. iThe 

iuniversally iaccepted imeasurement itools ihave ibeen iapplied ito ijudge ithe iefficiency iof ithe ifunds. 
iDifferent iratios idepict iperformance ifrom idifferent iangles. iAs ia iresult, ino isingle ifund ischeme ican ibe 

iannounced ias ibest ifrom iall irespect. iAll ithe ifunds iare ioperating iwith istrong icompetition. iHowever, 
iICICI iand iFranklin iTempleton imutual ifunds iare iin ia ibit ibetter iposition iin irespect iof itheir itotal iand 

isystematic irisk-adjusted ireturn iand iselectivity iskill iof ifund imanagers iwhereas iLIC imutual ifund iwas 

ifound ito ibe ithe ileast iperformed ifund. 

The iconstant ireduction iin ithe iinterest irate iand iincrease iin iinflation irate iresulting iin ithe ireduced 

itime ivalue iof imoney ihas ideviated imany iinvestors ifrom itraditional imodes ito imodern imodes iof 

iinvestment. iThis iis ia igood iopportunity ifor ithe imutual ifund iindustry ito imake itheir imarket ishare. 
iBetter iservice iand igood iperformance iwill ihelp iattain iand iretain ia ilarge inumber iof imutual ifund 

iinvestors. 

Suggestions 

● A isystematic iand iscientific iway iof idiversification iof iinvestment iin imutual ifunds ishould ibe 

ipromoted iat iregular iintervals ito ibalance ithe irisk iinvolved iin ithe iinvestment. 
● The imutual ifund isector ishould itap ithe iyouths iof ithe icountry ias ithey iare imore irisk-takers. 
● Investors ishould ibe iencouraged ito ideal iwith ilong-term iduration ias iit iwill ibe imore ifruitful ifor 

ithem. 
● Prospective ifemale iinvestors iare ia igood iscope ifor ifund icompanies ito iexpand itheir ioperations. 
● Some ischemes ior iproducts imust ibe idesigned iesp. ifor ifemales ior igirls ichild. 
●  iSatisfactory igrievance iredressal icell iand istrong iprofessional imanagement iare isome iof ithe 

ibasic irequirements ito igain iinvestors’ iconfidence. 
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● The iconcept iof icapital iappreciation iand iits iimportance ishould ibe iexplained iso ithat ithe 

iinvestors ican iput itheir imoney ifor ia ilonger iperiod. iThis iwill ibenefit ithe iinvestor iitself, ithe 

ifund ihouse, iand ialso ithe ieconomy ias ia iwhole. 
● Fund imanagers ishould ibe imore iefficient iand iexperienced ito iget ia ihigh ireturn iwith iless irisk. 

iFor ithis, istock iselectivity iand idiversification iskill iare ivery imuch irequired. 

Implications 

The ipresent istudy ihelps ito igain ian iinsightful iunderstanding iand ianalyze ithe igrowth iof ithe imutual 
ifund iindustry iin iIndia. iThe istudy iis iof ivalue ifor ifund ihouses ito imake inecessary iimprovements ias 

iper iinvestors’ ifeedback. iAlso, iit iwill ibring iinterest ito ithe iacademic icommunity iand iindustry 

iresearchers ifor icarrying iout ifurther iresearch iin imutual ifunds. iThis istudy iwill ibe ibeneficial ifor ithe 

iagencies iin ifinding iout ithe ipotential iinvestors iin imutual ifund isectors. iIt iwill ialso ibenefit ithe istudent 

iand iresearchers ion ifinancial imanagement ito iunderstand ithe iinvestors iand itheir imotives. iThe 

iresearch ideals iwith ithe icomparison iof ionly ifour ifund ihouses. iThus, iit iprovides ifurther iscope ifor 

istudying ithe iperformance iof iother ifund ihouses iwhich iare icontributing ito ithe imutual ifund isector. 
iAlso, ifurther iresearch ican ibe idone ion ithe ivarious idemographic ideterminants iwhich iaffect imutual 
ifund iinvestment idecision-making. iAn iin-depth iand iextensive istudy imay ibe iundertaken ion ithe 

idecision-making iprocess iof ithe ipotential iinvestors iin irelation ito iage iand iincome ilevel. iA i5-point 

iscale iof isocio-economic iparameters imay ibe ideveloped ito igauge ithe iintention iand iability iof 

ipotential iinvestors ito ichoose ithe imutual ifund isectors. iThe irisk-taking iability iand iself-efficacy iof ithe 

iinvestors imay ialso ibe istudied iin irelation ito iinvestment iin ia imutual ifund ias iwell ias iother 

iinvestments ihaving imarket irisk. 
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