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Abstract

This paper examines the applicability of the CAPM (Capital Asset Pricing Model) and
conditional CAPM in the Belgrade Stock Exchange (BSE) in order to determine whether
both the CAPM and conditional CAPM can be reliably applied to this emerging market.
The returns were collected from the official BSE website for the period from January 2010
to December 2014. Time-series data were then collected for 60 monthly returns of the
selected stocks, which is a common practice in model testing. The time-series data were
observed for 60 months, which is long enough for all short-term shocks to be neutralized
and for beta coefficients to be adjusted to their long-term values. The results of this study
indicate that both the CAPM and conditional CAPM cannot be reliably applied in the BSE.
The paper suggests that beta cannot be reliably used as a tool for explaining cross-sectional
differences in the returns in the BSE and as a measure of market risk.

Key words: CAPM, conditional CAPM, Belgrade Stock Exchange, beta
coefficient, market risk

YCJOBHU OJHOC UBMEBY BETA KOE®PUIIUJEHTA
N IIPUHOCA: CTYJIUJA CJIYHAJA
CA BEOI'PAJICKE BEP3E

AmncTpakT

YV 0BOM pajly ayTOpH UCIIUTY]y alUIMKaTHBHOCT O€3yCIOBHOT U YCJIOBHOT MoJeia
3a BpeIHOBaE KalUTaIHEe akTUBE Ha beorpasckoj 6ep3u, ca mubeM 1a ce 100uje o/1-
TOBOp Ha MUTaE J1a JIU ce 6e3ycinoBHu U ycnoBH CAPM Moske Moy3IaHo PHUMEHU-
TH Ha OBOM TPXKHUILTY Y HacTajamwy. [IpHHOCH CYy MPUKYIJEHH Ca 3BaHUYHOT cajTa be-
orpazcke Oep3e 3a nepuox of janyapa 2010 no nenem6Opa 2014. ronune. Ha Taj HaunH
(dopmupane cy BpemeHcke cepuje ox 60 MeceuHHX NMpUHOCA M3abpaHUX akKiHja, LITO
je yobudajeHo y Tectupamy Mojena. BpemeHcka cepuja on 60 Mecenu JOBOJBHO je
Jyradka Jia ce eMMMHUHHMIIY CBH KPaTKOPOUHHU LIOKOBH, OJJHOCHO Jia ce 6eTa KoedHiu-
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JEHTH aKIyja MPUIAroje CBOjUM JAYTOPOYHHM BpEIHOCTHMA. PesynraTu mcTpakusa-
Ba yKa3yjy a o0a MoJena He MOTyY IOY3JIaHO JIa Ce IPUMERYjy Ha OBOM TPXKHIITY.
Pesynratn mcTpaxnBama Cyrepuily na ce 0eTa He MOXKe MOYy3JaHO KOPHCTHTH 3a
o0janImaBame YIIOPETHAX pas3iiiKa y IPHHOCHMA, OJHOCHO HE MOXKE TOY31aHo 1a ce
KOPHCTH Kao Mepa TP>KUIITHOT PH3HKa.

Kmbyune peun: Mogen 3a BpeAHOBambe KallUTaHE aKTHBE, Y CIOBHH MOJEI
BpeIHOBamba KalMuTallHe aKTHBe, beorpazacka Gep3a, Oera
KOEe(UILINjCHT, TPXKHUIIHA PUZUK

INTRODUCTION

Modern portfolio theory is the most important innovation in the
field of investment and portfolio management. The key step in improving
modern portfolio theory was the discovery by Sharpe and Lintner that
there is a functional relationship between the returns of individual
securities and the market return. They found that asset’s excess returns
are proportional to the regression coefficient of return on individual
securities and the market return (market premium). Sharpe (1964) and
Lintner (1965) presented these findings in the form of the Capital Asset
Pricing Model — CAPM.

CAPM is a linear model, in the market equilibrium, which explains
the individual asset’s excess returns using covariance of return of the
individual investments with the overall market. The appearance of the
CAPM has enabled the search for answers to fundamental questions of
modern portfolio theory — how to establish equilibrium between the price
and the risk of financial assets, i.e. prices of individual securities for a
given level of risk. Usage of the CAPM is very simple. CAPM is based
on the assumption of a positive return-risk trade-off. However, empirical
tests have not confirmed the exceptional applicability of the CAPM.
Although early empirical analyses showed that the beta coefficient
predicts relatively good returns, especially in a portfolio of stocks, the
research of achieved returns has revealed the existence of numerous
anomalies. According to Fama and French (2004) the CAPM’s empirical
problems are a consequence of many simplifying assumptions on which
the CAPM is based, but also the consequence caused by difficulties in
implementing valid tests of the model.

The main drawback of the CAPM is that it only describes a
systematic and positive trade between beta coefficient and expected return.
The CAPM does not take into account that there are periods of positive and
negative excess market returns. It failed to take into account that the
relationship between realized returns and beta is conditional on the
relationship between the realized market returns and the risk-free rate
(Theriou, Nikolaos et al., 2004, p. 2). The estimation of beta and expected
return without differentiating between periods of positive and negative
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excess market returns produces a flat unconditional relationship between
beta and return. Pettengill et al. (1995) found that there is a conditional
(segmented) relationship between beta and realized returns, i.e. a positive
relation during positive market excess return periods and a negative
relationship during negative market excess return periods, and they stated
that if realized market returns were seldom lower than the risk-free rate,
this conditional relationship would have a trivial impact on the tests of the
relationship between beta and returns. However, this relationship occurs
frequently. When they are adjusted for the expectations concerning
negative market excess returns, Pettengill et al. found that there was a
consistent and significant relationship between beta and returns for the
entire sample period, for subsample periods, and for a particular date —
divided by months in a year. It means that their variant of the CAPM, also
known in literature as the conditional CAPM, can be used reliably in
developed markets. However, many empirical studies show that the
conditional CAPM cannot be used reliably in emerging markets, despite the
fact that emerging capital markets have periods of positive and negative
risk premium; thus the application of the conditional CAPM is more
justifiable exclusively on these markets.

The aim of this paper is to examine how well the conditional CAPM
proposed by Pettengill et al. (1995) describes cross-sectional differences in
the returns on an emerging stock market, such as the Belgrade Stock
Exchange (BSE), and to test the applicability of the conditional CAPM
under conditions which are characteristic for the BSE. In addition, in this
paper we investigated the applicability of the CAPM in the BSE.

The paper is organized as follows: The first section is the introduction.
The second covers literature reviews of the most significant empirical
investigation of the applicability of various forms of the CAPM. The paper
then provides a brief description of the analysed data and methodology used.
The results are discussed in section 4, and the final section summarizes the
conclusions.

LITERATURE REVIEW

There is an abundance of studies related to the applicability of the
CAPM in literature, and they can be classified into two groups: the first
one consists of studies that confirm the validity of the CAPM, and the
second one includes studies that provide evidence against the CAPM.

Early research related to testing the validity of the CAPM, such as
Black, Jensen and Schole’s or Fama and MacBeth’s studies, confirmed
the applicability of the CAPM in capital markets. Black, Jensen and
Schole (1972) investigated the applicability of the CAPM using the
equal-weight portfolio of all stocks traded in the NYSE market as their
proxy for the market portfolio between 1926 and 1965. The result of their
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study shows that beta was able to explain the differences in the monthly
returns through securities. Fama and MacBeth (1973) also conducted
empirical research of applicability of the CAPM in the NYSE market during
the period from 1926 to 1965. They found that the CAPM provided the linear
relationship between beta and expected return.

Unlike the previous studies, Lakonishok and Shapiro (1984, 1986)
found an insignificant relationship between beta and returns. They
concluded that an “individual security’s return did not appear to be
specifically related to its degree of systematic risk”. Lakonishok et al.
(1994) showed that the average returns were not positively related to
market betas. Similar findings were reported by Fama and French (1992,
2004). Fama and French (1992) pointed out that beta coefficient had little
ability to explain the cross-section of average returns on the US stock
market. They argued that beta was not positively related to returns.

Reinganum (1981) found that the relationship between beta and cross-
sectional returns varied across the sub-periods. Tinic and West (1984) argued
that the relationship between beta and returns varied monthly during the year.
They found that January had a larger risk premium than the other months.
Likewise, they concluded that the significant relationship between risk and
expected returns only existed in January. Other studies related to the CAPM
were performed by Chan, Chen and Hsieh (1985), Shaken (1985), Bhandari
(1985), and Jagannathan and Wand (1996). They also claimed that the
CAPM was unable to explain the cross-sectional variation of average returns.
On the other hand, Hetson et al. (1999) showed that there is a significant
conditional relationship between beta and returns and that beta could explain
any of the cross-sectional variations. This result is consistent with Pettengill,
Sridhar and Mathur’s (1995) statement that one cannot use ex-post data to
market inferences about ex-ante expectations and the relationship between
betas; in addition, realized returns vary depending on the relationship
between beta and expected return. A related study on the conditional CAPM
was performed by Hodoshima, Gomes and Kunimura (2000), which
investigated the relationship between beta and returns in the Nikkei stock
market. The results of their study showed that the conditional CAPM can be
applied reliably in this market. Gu (2005) found that betas of value stocks
increase significantly during bear market phase.

The most important study is the one conducted by Harvey, who
investigated the characteristics of return in the emerging markets in
Europe, Asia, and Latin America and who examined the applicability of
the conditional CAPM on these markets. He concluded that on average
the conditional CAPM failed to price the emerging markets assets
correctly and betas were unable to explain any of the cross-sectional
variations in the expected returns in emerging markets. Abd and Mohd
(2003) also tested the applicability of the conditional CAPM in emerging
markets. They focused on investigating the relationship between return
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and beta for an Islamic unit trust. The result of their study suggests that
beta could be used as a tool in explaining cross-sectional differences in the
Islamic unit trust’s returns and as a measure of market risk in Asian emerging
markets. On the other hand, Verma (2011) examined the validity of the
conditional CAPM model using international stock returns in 18 countries.
His study did not provide evidence in favour of the conditional CAPM
model. Conversely, So and Tang (2010) advocated the use of the conditional
CAPM and beta as a risk measure. They examined the applicability of the
CAPM in the Singapore capital market and found a significantly conditional
relationship between risk premium and beta during periods of up (down)
markets.

Omran (2007) investigated the validity of applying the conditional
CAPM to the emerging stock market of Egypt. He pointed out that the
CAPM can be used reliably in the Egyptian emerging stock market. Fruk
and Hljak tested the applicability of the CAPM in the Zagreb Stock
Exchange (ZSE), analysing 17 most liquid stocks in the ZSE. They
concluded that the CAPM cannot reliably be used in an emerging market,
such as the Croatian capital market. Similar studies were conducted by
Estrada (2001) and Stanci¢ et al., (2010). Estrada (2001) advocated the
use of “downside risk” measures, as a tool for explaining the cross-section of
returns in emerging markets. In contrast to the above studies, the studies
conducted by Ismail and Shakrani (2003), Theriou et al., (2004), Sriyalatha
(2010), and Bilgin and Basti, (2014) supported the use of the conditional
CAPM model in emerging markets.

THEORETICAL BACKGROUND FOR CAPM

The CAPM is a linear equilibrium model explaining the returns of
securities above the risk-free asset using covariance of returns on
securities in the overall market. It is based on the positive trade-off
between risk and returns, i.e. on the assumption that the sensitivity of a
security to general market movements is the only variable that generates
systematic differences in returns on different assets. The sensitivity of the
securities in the CAPM is measured by beta coefficient — the regression
coefficient of the returns on individual securities and the returns of the
market portfolio.

The mathematical model can be expressed as follows:

E(n) =r +(E(rm)_rf )ﬂ| ) (1)

where E(r;) — expected return on asset i, r; — risk-free rate of return, E(ry,)
— expected market rate of return; Si — beta coefficient on asset i.

Algebraic equation (1) indicates that the expected return on securities
is the sum of the risk-free rate of return and risk premium. The right
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addend of equation (1) suggests that the risk premium depends on the
level of sensitivity of a security to general market movements, which is
presented by the market risk premium: E(ry)-re). Since, on average, the
market risk premium must be higher than the risk-free rate of return
(expression E(ry)-rf) must be positive, because otherwise risk-averse
investors would invest only in the risk free securities), the equation implies
that the expected return on a risky asset is positive beta function. In other
words, the model implies that investors will be rewarded for incurring
systematic risk exclusively and not the total risk inherent in selected
securities. Equation (1) also implies that investors always choose a linear
combination of the market portfolio and the risk-free asset, depending on
the level of risk aversion. By holding market portfolios, investors maintain
a desired constant level of risk (non-systematic risk is entirely eliminated in
the market portfolio), while by including the risk-free assets in the portfolio,
they try to increase their returns. The combination of the market portfolio
with a risk-free asset always gives a linear relationship between risk and
return, so each portfolio based on this combination dominates the set of
efficient portfolios, which is obtained by using Markowitz mean-variance
model. For investors who prefer a higher level of risk, the model allows
them to borrow an additional amount at a risk-free rate and to invest in
the portfolio.

The model also meets the risk-averse investors’ requirement that
the market returns on average is greater than the risk-free rate of return.
Otherwise, risk-averse investors would keep only risk-free securities.
Since E(rm)-rr) must be positive, the result is that the expected return of a
risky asset is a positive beta function. In addition to the expectation that
market returns are higher on average than risk-free rate, investors must be
aware of non-zero probability that market returns will be lower than the
risk-free rate of return. According to Pettengill et al. (1995), if investors
were confident of market returns exceeding the risk-free rate of return at
all times, then no investor would hold risk-free assets. For all portfolios
with positive beta coefficient, the expected returns must be greater than
the risk-free rate and the return distribution must contain a non-zero
probability of returns below the risk-free rate. It should also be borne in
mind that there is a certain degree of certainty that high-beta portfolios
will earn lower returns if compared to low-beta portfolios. Hence, high-
beta portfolios are expected to have higher returns because they are
exposed to higher risks. Otherwise, investors would not hold low-beta
portfolios. Based on this, one can sublimate the following: high-beta
portfolio returns will be lower than low-beta portfolios when the market
returns are less than the risk-free rate. This indicates the existence of a
segmented relationship between the returns and beta, i.e. there is a
positive relationship when the market premium is positive and a negative
relationship during negative market premium (rm-rf). These observations
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were first made by Pettengill et al. (1995) and presented in the form of the
conditional CAPM. Since capital markets have periods of positive and
negative risk premium, the use of the conditional CAPM is more justifiable
in these markets.

The CAPM has several important limitations: 1) It is based on
market portfolio, which includes all assets in a financial market (such as
securities, real estate, foreign securities, etc.); 2) It operates in the expected
and not realized returns; and 3) It ignores the fact that there is a segmented
relationship between return and beta.

To construct the market portfolio, it is necessary to know the share
of trade value of each individual asset in the total value of market
capitalization. Since numerous assets are sometimes not traded at all, it is
extremely difficult and almost impossible to constitute (construct) the
market portfolio. Another limitation arises from the fact that the model
predicts the relationship between the expected return and risk (measured
by beta coefficient) in the state of market equilibrium, despite the fact that
the analysis is based on historical data on return. Very rarely or almost
never do the holding period returns not coincide with the initial expectations.
The third constraint stems from the fact that it ignores the inverse relationship
between the return and beta. The possibility that the market return is less than
the risk-free rate of return implies that high-beta portfolio will earn lower
returns than low-beta portfolio when the market risk premium is negative. It
suggests that there is not a systemic but a segmented relationship, i.e. there is
a positive relationship when the market premium is positive and a negative
relationship over the period of negative market premium.

Because of these limitations, the practical implementation of the
CAPM s achieved in the form of an index model based on the current
returns instead of the expected ones, and the actual stock exchange index
rather than the theoretical market portfolio. The index model enables the
basic prediction, the relationship between expected return, and systematic
risk to be expressed in terms of the observed (realized) variables — the
realized return above the risk-free asset returns.

Beginning with the fact that the return rate consists of two
components and that return above the risk-free asset return can be expressed
as: h—r, =a; +(r, —r;)Bi+s (where: r; _r is the return on security i
above the risk-free rate of return; ¢; is the return on security i above the risk-
free rate of return when the security is not correlated with market trends; £; is
beta coefficient on i security; and ¢; is a component describing the impact of
specific risk of the company), and assuming that the positive and negative
impacts of the specific company risk cancel each other out, i.e. & = 0, the
basic prediction of the CAPM can be expressed as follows:

E() -1 =+ B(E(r,) 1), 2
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where: E(r;) — r; is the expected return on i security above the risk-free
rate of return; E(rp) is the expected market rate of return; ry is risk-free
rate of return; and ¢; and f; are regression coefficients.

In other words, the index model enables the prediction of (expected)
future returns on assets to be related to the future returns of the market
portfolio by means of prediction (analysis) of regression in the observed
variables: the realized return on the security above the risk-free assets
return ((r;) — ry) and realized stock index returns (ry — ry).

Considering the fact that there is a conditional or segmented
relationship between the return and risk, depending on the sign of the
market risk premium in particular sub-periods, the main prediction of the
conditional CAPM can be expressed as follows:

E(ri):yOt+ylt5/éi+7/2t(1_5)ﬁi+€it)! (3)

where § =1 when E(ry,) —r; >0, and & = 0 when E(ry) — r; <0.

However, it should be noted that the operationalization of the
CAPM as an index model has a number of limitations. The comparison of
equations (2) and (1) reveals that the CAPM predicts that alpha should be
equal to zero. If alpha is significantly different from zero, then it cannot
be concluded whether it is a consequence of an inadequately chosen stock
index as an approximation to market portfolio or because the model is
unusable. Such is the case with the stocks of the companies with high
M/B ratios. Such stocks have a significantly positive alpha value. In
addition, the future value of alpha is impossible to predict on the basis of
historical data.

DATA AND METHODOLOGY

The applicability of the CAPM and the conditional CAPM in the
BSE was tested on a sample of ten stocks. All the data used in this study
were collected from the BSE. The study period extends from January
2010 to December 2014. In this way the time-series data of 60 monthly
returns of selected stocks were observed. It is long enough to nullify all
short-term shocks, for beta coefficients to take long-term values or for
beta coefficients to adjust to their long-term values. To reduce the impact
of the non-synchronous trading in the process of selecting stocks, special
attention was paid to the liquidity of stocks. Therefore, the most liquid
stocks were selected from the market during the period 2010 to 2014.
Time series of excess returns on the market and on individual stocks were
taken over the one-month Serbian Government Bond A2016 rate, as a
proxy for the risk-free rate of return.



1173

The daily returns of selected stocks were generated using the
logarithmic approximation:

Ry = Iog[P_“ J 4)

where P;; represents the closing price of asset i on the day t. Then daily
returns were aggregated to compute the monthly returns making the input
in our study.

The inability to identify the true market portfolio brought the
highest degree of uncertainty in testing the model. The use of stock index
in model testing is a common practice. Therefore, the general (benchmark)
index of the BSE — Belexline benchmark was used in the study. Belexline
benchmark currently represents the best proxy of the market portfolio, as
it contains a large number of liquid stocks, so that it represents a well-
diversified portfolio.

The applicability of the CAPM and the conditional CAPM is tested
using the Ordinary Least Squares method (OLS). To test the applicability
of the unconditional and conditional CAPM, it is necessary to know beta
coefficients a priori. Therefore, it is necessary to estimate them. Since the
basic prediction of the CAPM can be stated in the category of realized
excess returns, which can be expressed mathematically in the equation
(1), for estimation of beta coefficients we also used the Ordinary Least
Squares method. Mathematically, it can be expressed:

rit_rftzai_'_ﬁi(rmt_rf)_'_git (5)

where r; is return on asset i, and a; and B; are the intercept and slope of the
line that relates asset i’s achieved excess return to the achieved excess
return of the index. The index return is denoted by r,, to emphasize that
the index portfolio is a proxy for the market portfolio. The ; is the
deviation of security i’s realized return from the regression line, which
were assumed to be normally distributed.

The acceptance of this assumption allows us to use a one-sided t-
test and the following hypotheses:

HO:E[OZ}:Q HI:E[OZ}I&O
HO:E[/}i}o Hl:E{ﬁi}o

The key condition necessary for the Ordinary Least Squares
method to consistently estimate the beta is that the error has the mean of
zero and is uncorrelated with each of the regressors.
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Assuming there is an unbiased estimation of beta coefficients to
test the CAPM, the following equation is used:

_______ A

L—re =y, +7Bi+&; (6)

A

where r, —r, is the average monthly excess return on asset i, £ is

estimated the beta coefficient, 5, 1 are the regression coefficients of
equation (5), and ¢ — is a random error term. Hence, the following
hypotheses were tested using the simple T-test:

Hy:7,=0 H, 1y =0
Hy:7n=0 H,:pn>0

According to the CAPM, g should be equal to zero and y;_should
be greater than zero. To test the applicability of the conditional CAPM
the following equation was used:

E(ri)=7/01+7’115:éi +72t(1_5):8i +&) (7

where E(r;) is expected monthly excess return on asset i and o denotes a
dummy variable that takes value 1, when market excess returns are positive
and 0 when market excess returns are negative.

The equation (7) enabled testing the conditional relationship between beta
and returns. In other words, the equation (7) enabled us to find out
whether positive and negative linear relationships between returns and
estimated beta existed in up- and down markets. For this reason, the total
sample period was divided into two periods when the market excess
returns were positive and negative. For each of these periods betas were
re-estimated by taking the monthly excess returns and both the positive
market and the negative market excess returns. In up market months, the
monthly excess returns were regressed on the positive market excess
returns. In down market months the monthly excess returns were regressed
on the negative market excess returns. Since y; was estimated in periods
with positive market excess returns, its expected sign was positive. y, was
represented in periods with negative market excess returns, and its expected
sign was negative (Pettengill, et al. (1994)). The slope coefficients y; and y,
capture the conditional relationship between beta and return, in up- and
down markets, respectively. The following joint hypotheses were tested
using the simple T-test:

Hy:n=0 H,:»n>0
Hy:7,=0 H,:y,<0

The validity of the conditional CAPM will be accepted if both of
the null hypotheses are rejected in favour of the alternatives.
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The results of estimation of the parameters of equation (5) for each
of the stocks are given in Table 1.

Table 1. The results of estimation of the parameters of equation (5)

Comp. -—- ~  Stand. t -test p,- B Stand. ; -test ps- ~

Name "~ "t % emor value error valie °°

AIKB 0.0385 0.0027 0.0151 0.1819 0.8569 1.1326 0.3760 3.0125 0.0054 0.0512
ALBS 0.0215 0.0358 0.0465 0.7695 0.4483 -0.4061 1.1391 -0.3565 0.7242 0.1530
ALFA 0.0368 0.0451 0.0212 2.1265 0.0424 -0.2610 0.5277 -0.4945 0.6248 0.0718
AMSO -0.0103 0.0319 0.0308 1.0377 0.3083 -1.3378 0.7665 -1.7454 0.0919 0.1043
BCKA 0.0903 0.0805 0.0853 0.9445 0.3530 0.3104 2.1231 0.1462 0.8848 0.2890
BDNS -0.0046 -0.0120 0.0046 -2.5860 0.0152 0.2326 0.1151 2.0206 0.0530 0.0157
BMBI  0.0374 0.0250 0.0230 1.0848 0.2873 0.3932 0.5734 0.6857 0.4986 0.0780
BNNI  -0.0261 -0.1118 0.0862 -1.2965 0.2054 2.7165 2.1472 1.2651 0.2163 0.2922
CCNB -0.0068 -0.0370 0.0541 -0.6838 0.4997 0.9560 1.3466 0.7099 0.4836 0.1833
DIMN  0.0447 0.0376 0.0643 0.5851 0.5632 0.2241 1.6008 0.1400 0.8897 0.2179
DNAP -0.0031 -0.0081 0.0042 -1.9249 0.0645 0.1586 0.1050 1.5108 0.1420 0.0143
DNOS -0.0113 -0.0567 0.0483 -1.1736 0.2505 1.4368 1.2022 1.1951 0.2421 0.1636
DNRM -0.0503 -0.0059 0.0379 -0.1566 0.8766 -1.4049 0.9433 -1.4894 0.1476 0.1284
ELKR -0.0031 -0.0081 0.0042 -1.9249 0.0645 0.1586 0.1050 1.5108 0.1420 0.0143
ENHL -0.0113 -0.0567 0.0483 -1.1736 0.2505 1.4368 1.2022 1.1951 0.2421 0.1636
FITO -0.0503 -0.0059 0.0379 -0.1566 0.8766 -1.4049 0.9433 -1.4894 0.1476 0.1284
GFOM -0.0197 0.0110 0.0315 0.3507 0.7285 -0.9732 0.7836 -1.2420 0.2246 0.1066
GLOS -0.0194 -0.0374 0.0407 -0.9187 0.3661 0.5694 1.0135 0.5618 0.5787 0.1379
GRPE 0.0238 0.0727 0.0471 1.5445 0.1337 -1.5521 1.1726 -1.3237 0.1963 0.1596
HBLA -0.0161 -0.0348 0.0151 -2.3067 0.0287 0.5939 0.3756 1.5811 0.1251 0.0511
HBLK -0.0031 -0.0081 0.0042 -1.9249 0.0645 0.1586 0.1050 1.5108 0.1420 0.0143
IMLK  0.0267 0.0055 0.0170 0.3247 0.7478 0.6717 0.4224 1.5904 0.1230 0.0575
JESV 0.0271 0.0245 0.0151 1.6226 0.1159 0.0836 0.3757 0.2224 0.8256 0.0511
JMBN 0.0028 0.0099 0.0425 0.2339 0.8168 -0.2266 1.0585 -0.2140 0.8321 0.1441
KMBN 0.0506 -0.0005 0.0217 -0.0245 0.9806 1.6205 0.5391 3.0058 0.0055 0.0734
MTLC 0.0207 -0.0227 0.0129 -1.7654 0.0884 1.3746 0.3202 4.2932 0.0002 0.0436
PRGS  0.0005 -0.0299 0.0433 -0.6904 0.4956 0.9627 1.0791 0.8922 0.3799 0.1469
PTLK  0.0001 -0.0109 0.0682 -0.1601 0.8739 0.3487 1.6979 0.2054 0.8388 0.2311
PUUE -0.0016 -0.0060 0.0566 -0.1059 0.9164 0.1384 1.4084 0.0983 0.9224 0.1917
RDJZ 0.0152 -0.0093 0.0386 -0.2416 0.8108 0.7772 0.9603 0.8094 0.4251 0.1307
RMBG -0.0715 -0.0966 0.0791 -1.2213 0.2321 0.7953 1.9684 0.4041 0.6892 0.2679
SIPT 0.0511 -0.0158 0.0259 -0.6116 0.5457 2.1213 0.6437 3.2956 0.0027 0.0876
SNCE -0.0123 -0.0491 0.0236 -2.0778 0.0470 1.1641 0.5881 1.9792 0.0500 0.0800
TGAS 0.0369 0.0007 0.0201 0.0353 0.9721 1.1468 0.5011 2.2888 0.0298 0.0682
TIGR -0.0034 -0.0379 0.0540 -0.7022 0.4884 1.0934 1.3439 0.8136 0.4227 0.1829
TLKB -0.0659 -0.1232 0.0487 -2.5326 0.0172 1.8163 1.2114 1.4992 0.1450 0.1649
VETZ -0.0089 0.0252 0.0314 0.8010 0.4299 -1.0809 0.7821 -1.3819 0.1779 0.1064
VITL -0.0365 -0.0551 0.0348 -1.5822 0.1248 0.5882 0.8664 0.6789 0.5028 0.1179
VZAS 0.0514 0.0508 0.0346 1.4688 0.1530 0.0167 0.8616 0.0194 0.9846 0.1173
ZISR  -0.0326 -0.0116 0.0476 -0.2429 0.8098 -0.6666 1.1861 -0.5620 0.5786 0.1614

Source: Author's calculations
Note: Significant at the 5% level
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The critical value of the two-sided T-test with 58 degrees of
freedom at the 5% level of significance was 2.00. This means that the null
hypothesis can be accepted, i.e. the expected value of the intercept was
equal to zero in all cases, except in ALFA. The critical value of one-sided
T-test with 58 degrees of freedom at 5% level of confidence for the beta
coefficient was 1.67. The results of the one-sided T-test indicated the
rejection of the null hypothesis and the acceptance of the alternative
hypothesis that the expected values of beta coefficients were greater than
zero, in cases of AIKB, BDNS, KMBN, MTLC, SJPT, SNCE, and
TGAS. In cases of these seven stocks beta coefficients were significant at
5% level of significance.

The results of regression equation (7) for the unconditional
relationships are presented in Table 2.

Table 2. The results of estimation of the parameters of regression
equation (7) for the unconditional relationships

Coefficient Standard error t-test p- value
7 -0.01348 0.003546 -3.80133 0.000507
7 0.000665 0.004758 0.139853 0.889515
R? 0.000514 - - -

Source: Author's calculations
Note: Significant at the 5% level

As previously stated, yo should be equal to zero and y;_should be
greater than zero. According to the results of the unconditional test,
coefficient y, was not significantly different from zero at 5% level of
significance, but coefficient y; was not significantly greater than zero.
This means that application of the CAPM is not reliable in the BSE. This
finding is consistent with Fama and French’s research (1992) and many
other studies documenting no statistical significant unconditional relation
between beta and return in emerging markets. The value of the coefficient
of determination is 0.000514. The relatively low coefficient of determination
indicates that unsystematic risk factors have a significant role to play in
explaining stock returns in the BSE.

To test the applicability of the conditional CAPM in the BSE, the
total sample period was divided into up market months and down market
months. The number of up_market months was equal to the number of
down market months. The average market excess return was 0.0027 in up
market periods and -0.0279 in down market periods. The results of re-
estimation of beta coefficients for all stocks are given in Table 3.
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The results of estimation of beta coefficients in up market and

down market months

Up Market Months

Down Market Months

Company G Standard 4-test pg-value B Standard ¢4- fest pg- value
Name error error

AIKB 11326  0.3760 3.0125 0.0054 1.6221 0.2945 5.5083 0.0000
ALBS -0.4061 1.1391 -0.3565 0.7242 -0.3789 1.0420 -0.3636 0.7190
ALFA -0.2610  0.5277 -0.4945 0.6248 0.4314 0.3587 1.2027 0.2392
AMSO -1.3378  0.7665 -1.7454  0.0919 -1.4434  0.9566 -1.5089  0.1425
BCKA 0.3104 21231 0.1462 0.8848 -0.3686 0.8806 -0.4186 0.6787
BDNS 0.2326  0.1151 2.0206  0.0530 0.0671 0.0589 1.1387 0.2645
BMBI 0.3932 0.5734 0.6857 0.4986 0.2652 0.4597 0.5770 0.5686
BNNI 27165 2.1472 1.2651 0.2163 0.1068 0.6788 0.1574 0.8761
CCNB 0.9560 1.3466 0.7099 0.4836 1.3477 0.6598 2.0425 0.0500
DJMN 0.2241 1.6008 0.1400 0.8897 0.5913 0.3488 1.6953 0.1011
DNAP 0.1586  0.1050 1.5108 0.1420 0.0671 0.0589 1.1387 0.2645
DNOS 14368 1.2022 1.1951 0.2421 0.3265 0.6859 0.4760 0.6378
DNRM -1.4049  0.9433 -1.4894  0.1476 -0.6176  0.5568 -1.1092  0.2768
ELKR 0.1586  0.1050 1.5108 0.1420 0.0671 0.0589 1.1387 0.2645
ENHL 14368 1.2022 1.1951 0.2421 0.3265 0.6859 0.4760 0.6378
FITO -1.4049  0.9433 -1.4894  0.1476 -0.6176  0.5568 -1.1092 0.2768
GFOM -0.9732  0.7836 -1.2420  0.2246 -1.2542 0.7526 -1.6665 0.1068
GLOS 0.5694 1.0135 0.5618 0.5787 1.0734 0.9568 1.1219 0.2715
GRPE -1.5521  1.1726 -1.3237 0.1963 -0.4974  0.2292 -2.1699  0.0387
HBLA 0.5939 0.3756 1.5811 0.1251 0.0567 0.0593 0.9557 0.3474
HBLK 0.1586  0.1050 1.5108 0.1420 0.0671 0.0589 1.1387 0.2645
IMLK 0.6717 0.4224 15904 0.1230 1.2147 0.4552 2.6684 0.0125
JESV 0.0836  0.3757 0.2224 0.8256 0.4349 0.1984 2.1922 0.0368
JMBN -0.2266  1.0585 -0.2140 0.8321 0.6813 0.6084 1.1199 0.2723
KMBN 1.6205 0.5391 3.0058 0.0055 1.0978 0.3458 3.1745 0.0036
MTLC 1.3746  0.3202 4.2932  0.0002 0.8807 0.2388 3.6885 0.0010
PRGS 0.9627 1.0791 0.8922  0.3799 -0.4734  0.9057 -0.5227  0.6053
PTLK 0.3487 1.6979 0.2054 0.8388 0.6351 1.2523 0.5071 0.6160
PUUE 0.1384 1.4084 0.0983 0.9224 15711 0.6812 2.3065 0.0287
RDJZ 0.7772  0.9603 0.8094 0.4251 1.8954 0.5946 3.1876 0.0035
RMBG 0.7953 1.9684 0.4041 0.6892 0.5736 0.5512 1.0406 0.3070
SIPT 21213 0.6437 3.2956  0.0027 1.2762 0.3911 3.2635 0.0029
SNCE 1.1641 0.5881 1.9792 0.0577 0.2844 0.3485 0.8160 0.4214
TGAS 1.1468 0.5011 2.2888  0.0298 0.9287 0.4085 2.2734 0.0309
TIGR 1.0934 1.3439 0.8136  0.4227 1.3455 0.6006 2.2403 0.0332
TLKB 1.8163  1.2114 1.4992 0.1450 0.8434 0.4992 1.6894 0.1023
VETZ -1.0809 0.7821 -1.3819  0.1779 0.4693 0.2759 1.7013 0.1000
VITL 0.5882 0.8664 0.6789  0.5028 0.7404 0.4799 15429 0.1341
VZAS 0.0167 0.8616 0.0194 0.9846 0.4413 0.4010 1.1003 0.2806
ZIRS -0.6666  1.1861 -0.5620  0.5786 -0.2508 0.5155 -0.4866 0.6303

Source: Author's calculations
Note: Significant at the 5% level

As can be seen from Table 3, all of the estimated beta coefficients
are insignificant at 5% level of significance in up markets months. The
exceptions are AIKB, BDNS, KMBN, MTLC, SJPT, SNCE, and TGAS
stocks. The estimated beta coefficients are insignificant at 5% level of
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significance in down markets months, except in the cases of AIKB
CCNB, GRPE IMLK, JESV, KMBN, MTLC PUUE, RDJZ, SJPT, TIGR,
and TGAS stocks.

Table 4 shows the results of estimation of the regression
parameters in equation (7) for conditional relationships.

Table 4. The results of estimation of the regression parameters in
equation (7) for conditional relationships

Up Market Months Down Market Months
Coefficient Standard t-test p-value Coefficient Standard t-test p- value
error error

%0 0.0012 0.0059 0.1999 0.8426 yo -0.0242  0.0053 -4.5829 0.0001
" 0.0038 0.0055 0.6912 0.4937 1y, -0.0093 0.0063 -1.4909 0.1443
R®  0.0124 R  0.0553

Source: Author's calculations

Note: Significant at the 5% level

As can be seen in Table 5, coefficients y; and y, have the expected
signs (y,=0,0038, v, = 0,0063), but the results of the conditional test show
that coefficient y; is not significantly greater than zero at 5% level of
significance and coefficient y, is not significantly less than zero at 5%
level of significance. In conclusion, the validity of the conditional CAPM
in the BSE during the test period is rejected. This finding indicates that
the Conditional CAMP cannot be reliably applied in the BSE.

The analysis of the estimated regression coefficients y; and y,
indicates that there is no statistically significant conditional relationship
between beta and returns in the BSE. This conclusion is confirmed by the
values of the coefficients of determination. The values of the coefficients
of determination are 0.0124 and 0.0553 in up market months and down
market months, respectively.

CONCLUSION

In this study, we tested the applicability of the CAPM and
conditional CAPM in the BSE between January 2010 and December
2014. To test the applicability of the CAPM, we applied the unconditional
test procedure. The results of the unconditional test indicate that the
CAPM cannot be reliably applied in the BSE. Since the conditional CAPM
recognizes the existence of conditional relationship, which means that in
most periods the market risk premium in the capital market is negative, it
was expected that the model can be reliably applied in the BSE.

To test the applicability of the conditional CAPM, we applied the
conditional test procedure proposed by Pettengill et al. (1995). The results
of this test have shown that conditional CAPM cannot be reliably applied
in the BSE. Further, the analyses of obtained results show that there is no
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a significant positive relationship in an up market and a significant
negative relationship in a down market. The results suggest that beta
cannot be used as a tool in explaining cross-sectional differences in the
returns in the BSE and as a measure of market risk. Also, this study
cannot confirm that during up markets high-beta stocks earned positive
returns, and during down markets high-beta stocks incur lower returns.
Furthermore, it does not show that as expected, high beta stocks incur
lower returns during down markets than those of low beta stocks.

The test results obtained from the application of the conditional
CAPM are inconsistent with the previous studies conducted in the
emerging markets in Europe, which use the same methodology. The main
reason may be in the small number of stocks involved. The small number
of selected stocks does not give us much confidence in estimating beta
coefficients, because of a possible error in variable problem. Moreover,
accepting the findings of this study, we should take into account the
possible errors in the estimation of the regression coefficients of equation
(5) and (7), since the regression is conducted on the assumption that
estimation of beta coefficients is unbiased and reliable. Increased uncertainty
about the accuracy of the estimates of parameters means a greater probability
that regression coefficients are asymptomatically biased. In up market
months, beta coefficient estimates were statistically significant at the
confidence level of 5% in the case of only 7 stocks, and in down market
months it was the case with 12 actions. Such a small number of statistically
significant results certainly raised much doubt on the validity of the research.

An explanation for this phenomenon can be found in the fact that a
large number of securities in the BSE are not traded or are traded
occasionally, thus they are exposed to the effect of non-synchronous trading.
Even 32 stocks out of 40 under consideration had not been traded for three or
more consecutive days. The existence of non-synchronous trading leads to a
spurious correlation among the stocks and between the stocks and the market.
In fact, this phenomenon leads to the difference between the actual and
observed (spurious) covariance. It is higher for rarely traded stocks, and
especially if an individual stock is rarely traded and the other is traded very
often. Differences in covariance are such that the observed covariance is less
by the absolute value than the actual covariance. In this way, non-
synchronous trading causes the spurious non-correlation between the low-
liquid stocks and the market, and thus directly affects the validity of
estimation of beta coefficient and the results of the research as well.
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YCJIOBHHU OJHOC UBMEDBY BETA KOEOUIIUIJEHTA 1
MNPUHOCA: CTYANJA CIYYAJA CA BEOT'PAICKE
BEP3A

Baagumup Cranuuh, EBuna Ilerposuh, Huxkona PagusBojesunh
Yyuusepsurer y Kparyjesiry, Exonomcku dakyrrer, Kparyjesar, CpGuja
Yuusepsuret y Humry, Exonomcku dakynrer, Hum, Cpouja
®Bricoka TeXHMYKA WIKONA CTPYKOBHIX cTyxuja,Kparyjesamn, Cp6uja

Pe3ume

Monen 3a BpenHoBame kanutanHe aktuBe (CAPM) mpencrasiba Tparame 3a 0OJ1-
roBopuMa Ha (QyHAaMEHTAIHE AWIeMe MOAEpHE MOPT(OINO TEOpHje — PaBHOTEKHOT
onHoca u3Mehy LeHe W pusMka (UHAHCHjCKMX CpEICTaBa, OJHOCHO IeHa MNOjeau-
HaYHUX XapTHja o]l BPEIHOCTH 3a JIaTH HUBO pU3MKa. bpojHa kacHUje cripoBeieHa eM-
MHUPHjCKa UCTPAXKUBaka OTKPHIIA ¢y 1a Ha oBoM 1iany CAPM Huje caBpiieH MoJed.
I'maBum npoGiem oBor npuctyna je mro ce CAPM ¢okycupa Ha CHCTEMaTcKy U IO-
3UTUBHY penanujy m3Mmelhy 6eTa u 04eKHBaHOT MPUHOCA, OJHOCHO Ja HE PECIHEKTYje
YUEBEHUIY 12 je OTHOC W3Mel)y oCTBapeHUX MpUHOCa U KoeHIHjeHTa OeTa eTepMu-
HHCaH OJHOCOM m3Mel)y ocTBapeHMX MPHHOCA HA TPXKUIITY U Oe3pu3ndHe crome. Ha-
KHa/IHA HCTPaXHWBamba Cy OTKpWIA Ja IMpoleHa OeTa KoepHIHjeHTa M OYEeKUBAHOT
npuHOca 0e3 MUCTHMHKIHWje M3Mel)y mepuona MO3WUTHUBHUX M HEraTHMBHHX BHUIIKOBA
NPUHOCA HAa TPXKHUILTY CTBapa paBaH Oe3ycioBHHU onxHoc m3Mel)y Oete u mpunoca. To
je OO curHa J1a MOCTOjM M YCIIOBHH (CerMEeHTHpaHu) oqHoc m3Mel)y xoedurmjenrta
6eTa 1 OCTBapeHOT NMPUHOCA, OJTHOCHO MO3UTHBAH OJHOC TOKOM MEPHO/Ia MO3UTHBHUX
BHUIIIKOBA IIPHHOCA HA TPXKHINTY W HETaTUBAaH OJHOC TOKOM IEPHOJa HEraTHBHOT BH-
IIKa TIPHHOCA HA TP>KUMITY. [Ipousnasu ga, yKOIMKO Cy OCTBApEHU TPKUITHU IPHHO-
CH YIJIaBHOM BUIIH Of Oe3pH3MYHE CTONE MPUHOCA, fa he yCIOBHH 0OHOC MMaTH Ma-
T YTUIa] HA TeCTOBMMa ojHoca u3Mely xoedpunmjeHta 6era u npuHoca. Melyrum,
Taj OHOC MOCTaje CUTHU(UKAHTAH aKO Cy TPKUIITHH NPUHOCH YECTO HIKHU 07 Oe3pH-
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3UYHE CTOIIe, IITO je PEaTHOCT CaBpeMEeHNX (HMHAHCHjCKUX TpxkuiTa. [Tomro je He-
CIIOpHO J1a ce BapHujaHTa ycioBHOT CAPM Moxe I0y31aHO KOPUCTUTH HAa Pa3BHjeHUM
TPXKHIITHMA, TJIABHU IIWJb Paja je Ja TeCTHpa HEroBy yHOTpeOJpMBOCT Ha Oep3aH-
CKOM TpPXKHIITY Y Pa3B0ojy, OJHOCHO Jia UcTpaku MoryhHocti npumene Ha beorpan-
cKoj Oep3u.

CrpoBeieHO UCTpaKUBame je 0a3upaHo Ha MoJalyMa O TProBamy Ha Y30PKY O
40 axmumja ca beorpancke 6ep3e, y nepuony usmely janyapa 2010. rogune u nenem-
Opa 2014. ronune. Y npBOM KOpaKy UCTpaKHBamba NPUMEHEHO je 0€3yCIOBHO TECTH-
pame, 9nju pe3ynrtaru nokasyjy na CAPM monen Huje moys3maHo puMeHIBHB Ha be-
orpajckoj 6ep3u. Pesynrati ycinoBHOT TecTHpama Cy HMOKa3ald IMPaKTUIHO HCTE pe-
3yJITaTe, OJHOCHO 1a He IOCTOjH 3HadajHa ITO3UTHBHA Be3a Ha TP)KUIITY BHUIIMX I[EHA
HHUTH 3Ha4ajHa HEraTHBHA [TOBE3aHOCT Ha TP)KUINTY HIDKHUX IeHa. O0jammerne 3a oBe
pENaTUBHO HEOYEKHMBaHE pe3yiTare Tpeda TPXKUTH Y YMICHHIM YCKOT TpxKuIITa be-
orpazacke Oepze. Manu O6poj akuuja He Aaje JOBOJHHO MOBEpEa y MPOIeHy OeTa Ko-
epunyujeHara, 300r WHXEPEHTHUX Tpemaka y Bapujabmama. Tome Tpeba momatu u
EBEHTYyaJIHE TPEIIKe Y MPOIEHH PErPecHOHNX Koe(HulnjeHaTa y jeAHaYnHaMa, Koje ce
0a3upajy Ha MPETIOCTAaBIM Jia je MmpolieHa Oera koeduIimjeHara 00jeKTUBHA U TIO-
y3nana. Beha HemoysmanocT y TauHOCT mpolieHe mapamerapa 3HauW M Behy Bepo-
BaTHONY J1a Cy perpecuoHH KOoe(HIMjeHTH aCHMIITOMATCKH HEOOjeKTUBHU. Y MepH-
OJly BHIIMX II€Ha Ha TP)KHUIITY OlleHe OeTa Koe(HIUjeHTa Cy CTATUCTHIKY 3HaYajHe 32
HHBO TOBepema o1 5% caMo y citydajy 7 aKija, a y MepHogy HIDKHX TPXKHIIHHUX [EeHA
—y cinydajy 12 akimja. OBako Manu Opoj CTATHCTHYKH 3HAYAjHIX OIEHA CBAaKaKO JIOBO-
I y IUTamke BAIMAHOCT HCTpaXkuBamba. JloJaTHH pobIieM IPeICTaBiba U YUEHCHHLIA 11a
Ha beorpaznckoj 6ep3u moctoju BeIruKu Opoj XapTHja O BpeAHOCTH KOjIMa ce HE TPryje
WM ce TOBpeMeHO Tpryje (edekar HecHHXpoHOr TproBama). On 40 akimja koje cy
pa3Marpase, Yak y ciaydajy 32 aximje 3a0elexeHo je Ja ce HhHhMa HHje TPrOBaIO TPU
WM BHILIE Y3aCTOITHMX JaHA, IITO IOBOAM N0 NPUBHAHE KOPEIHCAHOCTH U3Mel)y akimja
M aKIyja ca TPXKUIITEM (pa3yiika u3Mel)y CTBapHe U OnakaHe KOBapHjaHCe).



