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Abstract

The COVID-19 pandemic has caused significant disruption in financial markets world-
wide and impacted the performance of investment avenues like mutual funds. It has 
been a challenging scenario for all mutual funds to sustain the pre-pandemic perfor-
mance. To understand the mutual fund investment scenario further, this study focused 
on examining the post-pandemic performance in the year 2021 of various categories 
of mutual funds, the significance of scheme characteristics in determining the perfor-
mance, risk-adjusted performance, and outperformance of various categories of funds. 
Out of 4,305 mutual fund schemes, tax planning funds (58%), sectoral funds (57%), 
and equity diversified funds (55%) achieved better returns. Further, using the ordinary 
least squares (OLS) regression, the study estimated the effect of fund characteristics 
like scheme category, scheme type, scheme access type along with the fund’s tracking 
error and corpus size on funds’ return. The results show that tax planning, sectoral, and 
equity diversified funds significantly outperform. Tracking error significantly reduces 
the fund return by 4.52%. Scheme type, scheme access type, and corpus size were not 
significant. Equity, index, pension, and balanced category funds exhibit risk-adjusted 
performance, and only bond funds were able to outperform the respective benchmarks. 
The study adds to the existing literature by investigating the post-pandemic perfor-
mance determinants of mutual funds.
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INTRODUCTION

Mutual funds are efficient in channelizing the investments from 
savings to the most profitable avenues, particularly in emerging 
economies like India (Bhandari, 2008). A liquid and stable financial 
market channels money into long-term investments by offering li-
quidity to investors (Levine, 2005). Particularly, the post-pandemic 
market data show that mutual funds play a crucial role in Indian 
financial markets. Average Assets Under Management (AUM) of 
the Indian mutual fund industry stood at ₹38.2 Lakh crores as of 
October 2021. The AUM crossed ₹10 Lakh crore in the year 2014 
and exponentially grew to ₹30 Lakh crore in the year 2020 (AMFI). 
Even during the pandemic, the Indian mutual fund industry has 
crossed a milestone of 10 crore folios in May 2021 (PTI, 2021). The 
total number of folios as of October 2021 is 11.44 crore and ma-
jor folios are into equity, hybrid, and solution-oriented schemes. 
The Indian mutual fund industry has the potential for exponential 
growth, since the ratio of AUM to gross domestic product (GDP) is 
still 15%, whereas the global average is 75% (PTI, 2021). Over the 
last five years, the mutual fund industry grew at a rate of 20%, spe-
cifically, the equity AUM grew by 25%. Mutual fund investments 
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are the preferred avenue for risk-averse investors, and the recent pandemic induced investors to 
move more towards mutual funds. Higher awareness improved investor preference toward mutual 
funds even in the COVID-19 pandemic environment. 

A survey conducted by financial advisory firm Findoc group found that 72% of respondents have opted 
for mutual funds post-pandemic and 63% felt satisfied with the decision (PTI, 2021). In general, inves-
tors choose mutual funds based on past performance, risk profile, and other investment factors like 
expense ratio and the fund house. Indian mutual fund industry has 4,305 funds in various categories 
like equity, debt, hybrid, and access types like closed-ended and open-ended funds. However, fund 
managers dealt with the tough pandemic market condition to sustain the mutual fund performance 
(Maheen, 2021; PwC, 2021). Even then, all mutual funds were not able to effectively deal with the pan-
demic disruptions (Ians, 2021; Shanmugam & Ali, 2021). Hence, evaluating the performance of mutual 
funds by identifying the persuasive factors driving the return of funds helps investors identify the best-
performing scheme categories in a pandemic situation. 

1. LITERATURE REVIEW 

AND HYPOTHESES 

DEVELOPMENT 

Indian capital markets have become vibrant and 
are growing exponentially since the pandemic. 
Specifically, pandemics cause economic changes 
in a country and behavioral changes in investors. 
Stocks of different sectors have got affected at dif-
ferent levels. Sectors like financial services, met-
als, automobiles, transportation, and construc-
tion were highly negatively affected. However, the 
surge in volumes and Demat accounts are evi-
dence of high liquidity in Indian stock markets. 
Further, mutual funds in economies with liquid 
stock markets and strong legal institutions exhibit 
superior performance (Ferriera et al., 2012). 

Similarly, mutual funds play a substantial role 
in improving liquidity and recuperation of stock 
markets from collapses (Jagannathan et al., 2021). 
Therefore, liquidity in the Indian stock markets 
is expected to improve mutual fund perfor-
mance and vice versa. Even after having a vibrant 
stock market and liquidity, the dispersion of the 
Indian mutual fund business is deficient com-
pared to advanced countries. Poor penetration 
is due to a shortage of objective research, poor 
financial literacy, poor equity culture, and poor 
regulatory support in the Indian markets (Kale 
& Panchapagasan, 2012). To expand dissemina-
tion, more quantitative investigation is required. 
Researchers have analyzed individual character-
istics of fund performances. Attributes like fund 

size, market risk, and expenses are persistent in 
determining the performance of the equity mu-
tual funds. Older funds, with a larger size, and 
with a high-expense ratio are found to be bet-
ter in performance (Deb, 2019). Equally, Mutual 
funds managed by large fund houses surpass the 
markets (Ferriera et al., 2012). 

However, retail investors trade actively, they are 
poor in timing and selection of funds, despite ac-
cess to specialized fund managers (Sourirajan & 
Nataran, 2021). Though, professional fund man-
agers demonstrate poor stock-assortment abilities 
and do not seem to show any noticeable ability in 
timing (Zabiulla, 2014). Interactions between the 
strategic behavior of investors and fund managers 
are significant for fund performance (Badrinath & 
Gubellini, 2010). Hence, examining the fund char-
acteristics in determining the mutual fund perfor-
mance is crucial to identifying funds exhibiting 
outperformance.

Babbar and Sehgal (2018) have examined 237 eq-
uity growth funds for the period of April 2007 to 
March 2013 and concluded that fund size negative-
ly influences the Net asset value (NAV), and the 
fund age has a positive impact. Likewise, Narayan 
and Ravindran (2003), when analyzing the perfor-
mance of the funds, found that most of the funds 
outperformed and gave excessive returns on top of 
investors’ expected returns. In contrast to this, the 
research study by Malviya and Khanna (2020) dis-
covered that mutual funds were unsuccessful to 
produce just as the fixed deposit returns. Likewise, 
Garg (2011), Debasish (2009), Anitha et al. (2011), 
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Kalpesh et al. (2012), and Sanjay (2011) identified 
the best-performing funds out of the sample ana-
lyzed in Indian mutual funds. 

Dhar (2005) investigated the performance of mutu-
al funds in India using Jensen and Fama measures. 
The study found that most fund managers exhibit 
superior performance in the Fama criterion. Further, 
the study found that open-end mutual fund manag-
ers perform well than closed-ended fund managers. 
Likewise, Ashok and Kavita (2010) examined the 
performance of hybrid mutual funds in the Indian 
context. The study found that all the hybrid funds 
showed outperformance during the period of study. 
Keswani (2011) investigated the impact of fund size 
on the performance of all balanced funds in India. 
The study found that there is no significance of fund 
size on the fund performance. Alam (2019) exam-
ined the performance of equity mutual funds in 
India and found that fund managers exhibit stock 
selection skills but lack in timing the markets. 

Arora (2015) evaluated the risk-adjusted perfor-
mance of hundred Indian mutual funds using 
Sharpe and Treynor ratio from 2000 to 2008. The 
results of the study show that growth funds, tax 
planning funds, income funds, and balanced 
funds show significant outperformance. In their 
research study, Selvam et al. (2011) investigated the 
risk-return association in mutual fund schemes. 
The results show that not all mutual fund schemes 
present risk-return relationships. 

Likewise, Guha Deb (2008) assessed the effica-
cy of funds in outperforming their respective 
benchmarks. The study found that on average, 
the funds have not been able to outperform their 
style benchmarks. However, the research work 
of Prajapati and Patel (2012) observed outper-
formance by most of the funds. By examining the 
factors influencing the mutual fund preference 
of investors, Ippolito (1992) established that in-
vestors prefer mutual funds that have a history of 
positive returns more than any other related fac-
tors. Cognazzo (2021) investigated the ability of 
investors to take timing decisions and concluded 
that the normal performance is adverse across all 
funds. The study found that although the timing 
is bad irrespective of the fund manager’s strategy, 
the categories like corporate and growth funds 
display the most unpleasant performance. 

Likewise, researchers have examined the factors 
driving allocation to actively managed yet under-
performing and identified a significant effect of 
lagged fund flows, fund size, fund risk, and mar-
ket risk on fund flow in general market conditions. 
Further, research studies found significant chang-
es in the management style of a fund manager to 
enable tax-adjusted returns during tax relief cir-
cumstances. The results of the study disclose that 
fund managers change asset allocation to increase 
the after-tax return of investors. This shows that 
fund managers are significantly influenced by pre-
vailing market conditions like a pandemic. 

Berk and Green (2004) derived a parsimonious 
model and found that factors like fund flow and 
past performance influence fund performance. 
Bird et al. (1983) concluded that irrespective of 
categories all mutual funds underperform during 
the period of study. Black and Timmerman (1983) 
found underperformance of funds varies substan-
tially due to different asset categories. In a recent 
study Mahar et al. (2021) emphasize that fund size, 
turnover, and management effectiveness signifi-
cantly influence fund performance. Dahlquist et 
al. (2000) and Klein (2005) support the impact of 
fund size on fund performance. 

The existing works of literature show that ‘fund per-
formance’ significantly differs based on ‘scheme 
category, scheme type, and scheme access type’. 
Likewise, the ‘corpus size’ of funds was found sig-
nificant. However, the significance of these factors 
differs based on the prevailing financial market and 
economic conditions. Since the pandemic financial 
market environment largely differs from a normal 
market condition, an evaluation of factors determin-
ing the mutual fund performance is essential. 

Hence, the purpose of the study is to identify the 
best-performing funds that withstand pandemic 
disruptions and identify the impact of factors like 
scheme category, scheme type, scheme access type, 
corpus size, and tracking error on fund perfor-
mance. The following hypotheses are formulated:

H1: There is a significant impact of scheme cate-
gory on mutual fund performance.

H2: There is a significant impact of scheme type 
on mutual fund performance.
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H3: There is a significant impact of scheme access 
type on mutual fund performance.

H4: There is a significant impact of corpus size on 
mutual fund performance. 

H5: There is a significant influence of tracking er-
ror on mutual fund performance.

2. METHODS

To examine the impact of specific factors on 
mutual fund return, the study uses ordinary 
least squares (OLS) linear regression analysis. 
The mutual fund data are extracted from the 
Association of mutual funds in India (AMFI). 
Funds more than five years of age are consid-
ered and a total of 4,305 mutual fund schemes 
were collected for analysis. Funds with missing 
information in all the parameters are exclud-
ed and the final data consisted of 4,217 mutual 
funds. The data set is investigated for the pri-
mary difference between the funds in terms of 
generating returns in different periods i.e., one 
year return, 3-year return, 5-year return, and re-
turn – since inception. Then the study analyzed 
for the significance of scheme category, scheme 
type, scheme access type, corpus size, and track-
ing error. The base regression model is given in 
equation (1). 

1 2 3 4
,R C T AT TEα β β β β ε= + + + + +  (1)

where R  represents the return of mutual funds 
during the year 2021. C denotes scheme catego-
ry of funds, T  denotes scheme type, AT  de-
notes access type, and TE  denotes tracking er-
ror of the mutual funds. α  represents the con-
stant term, β  represents the slope or coefficient 
of the independent variables, and ε  denotes the 
error term of the OLS model. Further to regres-
sion analysis, the study examines the perfor-
mance of mutual funds using the Sharpe ratio 
and Information ratio. Sharpe ratio measures 
the performance of a mutual fund compared 
to the risk-free rate adjusting to the fund’s risk 
(Sharpe, 1994). Sharpe ratio is estimated as the 
difference between the returns of the invest-
ment and the risk-free return, divided by the 
standard deviation of the investment returns. 

Sharpe ratio represents the additional amount 
of return that an investor receives per unit of in-
crease in risk (eqn.2). SR  represents the Sharpe 
ratio, RF  is the fund return, Rf  denotes the 
risk-free rate, and Rfσ  represents the standard 
deviation of the fund returns. 

.
RF Rf

SR
Rfσ
−

=  (2)

Likewise, Information Ratio is a metric that 
represents the fund return above its bench-
marks such as equity indices or sectoral indi-
ces (Goodwin, 1998). The information ratio is 
used to evaluate the skill of a portfolio manager 
at generating returns more than a given bench-
mark. Information ratio is estimated as the ex-
cess return of a fund ( )Rp  over its benchmark 
return ( )Rb  for every unit of tracking error, 
which is a standard deviation of the excess re-
turn concerning the benchmark rate of return 
(eqn.3). IR  represents the Information ratio. 
RF  denotes fund return, RB  denotes the re-
turn of the benchmark, and t  denotes the track-
ing error of the funds. 

.
RF RB

IR
t

−
=  (3)

3. RESULTS 

An initial assessment of the data discloses the 
composition of various categories of funds in 
the Indian mutual fund market. Most of the 
funds are bond funds (40%) followed by equi-
ty funds (24%) (Table 1). Based on scheme type, 
dividend funds are higher than growth funds. 
Most of the funds are open-ended funds (97%) 
in nature. The maximum return generated by 
mutual funds is as high as 671% and the min-
imum return was negative 99%. Based on the 
estimation of returns by different categories of 
funds, tax planning (58.63), sectoral (57.17) and 
equity funds (55.87) generated above-average 
returns post-pandemic period i.e., 2021. Liquid 
funds (7.51), Gilt funds (4.69), and bond funds 
(3.88) performance are comparatively very low. 
There is a wide difference observed in the cor-
pus size of the funds. Mean and Median ‘corpus 
size’ shows that majority of funds are less than 
₹1000 lakh crore (Table 2). 
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Table 1. Classification of mutual funds based  
on scheme category

Source: Author’s calculation.

Category
No. of 

funds

% of 

composition
Returns 

%

Bond Funds 1714 40.65 7.51

Equity Diversified 
funds

1012 24.00 55.87

Liquid funds 466 11.05 3.88

Balanced funds 287 6.81 38.34

Gilt funds 173 4.10 4.69

Fund of funds 168 3.98 23.64

Tax planning funds 151 3.58 58.63

Index funds 141 3.34 45.39

Sectoral funds 98 2.32 57.17

Pension funds 7 0.17 22.71

??? 4217 100

Table 2. Corpus size of the mutual funds

Source: Author’s calculation.

Statistics Corpus size (₹ Lakh crore)
Mean 4437.0

Median 1078.1

Mutual funds widely differ in terms of perfor-
mance based on the different periods of invest-
ments (Table 3). The average one-year return 
of funds i.e., post-pandemic (25.62%) is great-
er than the 3-year, 5-year, and inception return. 
However, the median values are not widely dif-
fering and hence the performance could not 
be accredited to all funds. Hence, to examine 
the significance of the inf luence of factors like 
scheme category, scheme type, and scheme 
access type, the study used the OLS linear re-
gression model. Further, to fund characteris-
tics, the study also examined tracking error and 
corpus size as independent variables. Tracking 
error represents the performance of a scheme 
with its benchmark or index. Hence, tracking 
errors helps to determine how active and pro-
ficient a portfolio manager’s investment strate-
gy is. The tracking error information is collect-
ed from factsheets of the mutual fund schemes. 
Likewise, the corpus size is converted into log 
transformation and used in the analysis. The 
dependent variable is the return of funds in the 
year 2021. Further, since some of the independ-
ent variables are categorical, the study used the 
‘simple contrasting’ method in R software, for 
interpretation of the coefficients of the categor-
ical variables. 

Table 3. Mutual fund returns in different time 
frames

Source: Author’s calculation.

Statistics One year 

return

3-year 

return

5-year 

return

Inception 
return

Mean 25.62 12.545 9.521 10.185

Median 9.11 9.350 7.720 8.400

Before model estimation, outliers are excluded in 
each variable and diagnostic tests have been done 
to minimize the chances of bias in the model esti-
mates. Variance inflation factor (VIF) has been cal-
culated for each independent variable to detect the 
presence of multicollinearity. The stationarity of 
the independent variables was ensured before the 
linear regression model. Correlation coefficients of 
the independent variables were found to be satisfac-
tory for further analysis. The results of the regres-
sion model show that scheme category and tracking 
error are the two variables that significantly influ-
ence the return of the schemes (Table 4). 

Through the Analysis of variance, the study found 
that model 5 is more significant than other models. 
The chosen regression model can be expressed as

38.87944 – 23.78547

23.78356 7.32852 –

26.76693 13.87754

27.53376 26.14959

25.93688 4.51965 .

R B

E F

G I

L S

T t

= ⋅ +
+ ⋅ − ⋅
− ⋅ + ⋅ −
− ⋅ + ⋅ +
+ ⋅ − ⋅

 (4)

In equation (4), B denotes Bond funds, E de-
notes equity funds, F denotes fund of funds, 
G denotes gilt funds, I denotes index funds, L 
denotes liquid funds, S denotes sectoral funds, 
T denotes tax planning funds, and t denotes 
tracking error. For contrasting the categorical 
variable ‘scheme category, ‘Balanced Funds’ was 
used as a reference category. The coefficients 
infer that the grand mean return of the mutu-
al funds is 38.87944%. The bond funds signif-
icantly generate –23.78547% when compared 
to the Balance fund return. Similar are the 
cases of liquid funds (–27.53376%), Gilt funds 
(–26.76693%), and Fund of funds (–7.32852%) 
showing poor performance. However, sectoral 
funds (26.14959%), tax planning (25.93688%), 
and equity diversified funds (23.78356%) per-
form better than the balance funds. The effect of 
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tracking error negatively impacts the return by 
4.51965. Since tracking error represents the de-
viation of a fund return from its benchmark, the 
negative impact is found significant. The results 
show that Sectoral funds, tax planning funds, 
and equity diversified funds comparatively gen-
erate a superior return in the Indian market, 
post-pandemic. Likewise, investors must rely on 
the tracking error of the funds, which ref lects 
the performance of the fund manager’s strategy 
compared to the funds’ benchmark.

Further to the regression results, the Sharpe ra-
tio for 4,217 funds was estimated and categorical-
ly averaged to find the categorical performance 
(Figure 1). In general, the Sharpe ratio of 1 is con-
sidered outperformance, and 0.2 to 0.3 is consid-
ered in line with the broader market. The results 
show that equity funds, index funds, and pension 
funds have performed in line with the broader 
market. Likewise, the information ratio of all the 
funds shows that only ‘bond funds’ were able to 
outperform the benchmarks (Figure 1).

Table 4. OLS regression results

Source: Author’s calculation.

Return Model 1 Model 2 Model 3 Model 4 Model 5

Scheme Category
Balanced Funds Reference Category

Bond funds (B)
–30.831***

(1.161)

–30.7936 ***

(1.1618)

–30.5448***

(1.1656)

–30.52392***

(1.16694)

–23.78547***

(0.87776)

Equity diversified (E) 17.533***

(1.217)

17.4984***

(1.2180)

17.3839***

(1.2183)

17.42025***

(1.22226)

23.78356***

(0.92815)

Fund of funds (F)
–14.700***

(1.768)

–14.7689***

(1.7703)

–14.7848***

(1.7685)

–14.86118***

(1.77970)

–7.32852***

(1.48257)

Gilt funds (G)
–33.647***

(1.752)

–33.6436 ***

(1.7517)

–33.6429***

(1.7499)

–33.65647 ***

(1.75039)

–26.76693***

(1.44937)

Index funds (I)
7.048***

(1.872)

6.9143***

(1.8804)

6.8834***

(1.8784)

6.83051***

(1.88361)

13.87754*** 

(1.57398)

Liquid funds (L)
–34.456***

(1.365)

–34.4047***

(1.3674)

–34.3927***

(1.3659)

–34.30295***

(1.38570)

–27.5337***

(1.09954)

Pension funds (P)
–15.630*

(6.962)

–15.7651*

(6.9643)

–15.7966*

(6.9570)

–15.76093*

(6.95834)

–9.95056*

(6.12540)

Sectoral funds (S)
18.829***

(2.129)

18.7817***

(2.1302)

18.77***

(2.1280)

18.80278***

(2.12979)

26.14959***

(1.80104)

Tax planning (T)
20.296***

(1.829)

20.2463***

(1.8309)

20.0247***

(1.8331)

20.06564***

(1.83635)

25.93688*** 

(1.52689)

Scheme Type
Dividend fund Reference Category

Growth fund
0.4319

(0.5874)

0.5322

(0.5881)

0.52670

(0.58834)

0.59581

(0.58143)

Access type

Closed-ended Reference Category

Interval
–10.2225**

(3.3399)

–10.36416

(3.36035)

–10.15534

(3.32076)

Open-ended
–4.5293

(2.6821)

–4.37139

(2.7133)

–3.99611

(2.68155)

Corpus size
–0.05601

(0.1450)

–0.09923

(0.14340)

Tracking error (t)
–4.51965***

(0.44755)

Constant
31.7867

(0.7842)

38.1695

(1.0997)

42.6586

(2.9005)

42.86524

(2.9497)

38.87944

(2.82605)

Observations 4217 4217 4217 4217 4217

Adj. R-squared 0.6058 0.6058 0.6066 0.6065 0.6158

Note: Robust standard errors in parentheses. *** p < 0.01, ** p < 0.05, * p < 0.1.
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4. DISCUSSION

The findings of the study show that the scheme 
category has a significant impact on the fund per-
formance in a post-pandemic market condition. 
Particularly, sectoral funds outperform (26.15% 
higher than the reference category) all the oth-
er scheme categories. This is since, after the out-
break of COVID-19, the stock markets witnessed 
a significant fall and after the announcement of 
massive fiscal, and monetary stimulus the stock 
markets bounced back with the additional sup-
port of optimism due to vaccine rollout benefit-
ing sectors like pharma, information technolo-
gy, banking, and consumer discretionary, which 
continued to draw the attention of investors 
(Neogi, 2021). The sectoral funds examined in the 
study belong to categories like pharma, infotech, 
Fast Moving Consumer Goods (FMCG), and di-
versified categories and so witnessed significant 
outperformance. 

Likewise, the study found equity diversified and 
tax planning funds also outperformed in post-pan-
demic market conditions. Deb (2019) and Sathya 
(2009) claim that equity diversified funds show 
persistent performance. Further, the post-pan-
demic rally in the Indian equity markets attrib-
utes to the equity fund performance (Madia, 2021). 
The study also found that bond funds (-23.78%), 

gilt funds (-26.7%), and liquid funds (-27.53%) 
showed poor performance. The poor performance 
of bond, gilt, and liquid funds is due to poor mon-
ey market and bond market conditions because of 
the uncertain economic prospectus (Sen, 2020). In 
general bond fund returns are found lower than 
the market average during the crisis period (Leite 
& Armada, 2017; Samarbakhsh & Shah, 2021). 
Likewise, tax planning shows significantly better 
performance (25.93%) than other funds. Cho and 
Yoon (2021) found fund managers significantly 
change the management style of the fund in a tax 
relief scenario and hence the better performance 
of the tax planning funds is attributed because of 
the investment strategies of fund managers Kumar 
et al., 2021; Sehgal & Shery, 2021).

Analyzing the performance of funds based on ac-
cess type, Ali et al. (2017) found that closed-end-
ed mutual funds perform well. However, there is 
no significant difference between open-ended and 
close-ended fund performance based on the find-
ings of this study. Further to identifying the best 
performing category of funds in the post-pandem-
ic condition, the results of the study show that cor-
pus size is not a significant determinant of fund 
performance. This contrasts with the findings of 
Chen et al. (2004) and Yan (2008) in which the re-
searchers found a significant impact of corpus size 
on mutual fund returns. 

Figure 1. Sharpe ratio and Information ratio for different categories of funds

Balanced Bond Equity FOF Gilt Index Liquid Pension Sectoral Tax
planning

Sharpe ratio 0.1675 -0.1099 0.3389 0.1322 -0.2155 0.2631 -0.585 0.29 0.1436 0.1977

Information ratio -0.3871 0.3921 -0.2276 -0.018 -0.3901 -0.151 -0.3813 -0.3671 -0.183 -0.1531
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However, Ciccotello and Grant (1996) and Ali et al. 
(2017) found no significance of corpus size on mu-
tual fund return even in a normal market condition. 
Correspondingly, the study found the significance 
of tracking error in determining fund performance. 
Panday (2016) emphasized the significance of track-
ing error for exchange-traded funds, and Gunning 

and Vuvveren (2019) found the impact of tracking 
error on fund performance, which is reliable to this 
study’s results. Hence among the tested hypothesis, 
the scheme category and tracking error determine 
mutual fund returns, and factors like scheme type, 
scheme access type, and corpus size do not found to 
be significant determinants. 

CONCLUSION

Globally, financial markets have become more volatile since the COVID-19 outbreak. The perfor-
mance of the investment avenues like mutual funds was also disrupted due to the pandemic. In a 
standard market condition, factors like scheme category, scheme type, scheme access type, corpus 
size, and tracking error play importance in mutual fund performance. However, to address the 
pandemic scenario, this study has examined mutual fund data consisting of 4,217 mutual fund 
schemes offered in India using OLS regression analysis. The results show that sectoral funds, tax plan-
ning, and equity diversified funds perform well, and tracking errors have a negative impact. So, inves-
tors can rely on funds in sectoral, tax planning, and equity fund categories with lesser tracking error 
in a pandemic environment to get a better return. However, due to insignificant impact, investors 
are not required to consider the choice of mutual funds based on corpus size (small-cap, mid-cap, 
large-cap), scheme types (dividend or growth funds), and access type (open-ended, close-ended, and 
interval type). 

The study also examined the mutual funds through the ‘Sharpe ratios’ to find their risk-adjust-
ed performance. The results show that equity funds, pension funds, index funds, and balanced 
funds are better than other categories. Likewise, to ascertain the outperformance of funds than the 
benchmarks, the study investigated the ‘information ratio’ of mutual funds. Only bond funds could 
outperform the benchmarks during the post-pandemic year. The findings of the study are useful 
to investors and portfolio managers in selecting funds for investment during a pandemic-affected 
environment and help maximize returns or protect investment in an extremely uncertain environ-
ment. The scope of further research from this study is that the historical data of outperforming 
fund categories shall be examined to estimate the effect of external macro-economic factors like 
gross domestic product, inf lation, and internal fund characteristics like fund age, turnover, and 
management effectiveness on the pre-and post-pandemic investment situation. 
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